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Foreword

One of the fundamental changes in the dynamics of labour markets is the requirement for employees to update, often upgrade and sometimes acquire completely new knowledge, skills and competences to stay employed or find new employment. This is not only a consequence of longer working lives but also reflects the changing requirements because of ever shorter innovation cycles and at sometimes drastic changes in the work organisation.

Increasing participation of adults in education and training has been a policy priority for some time. Even though the 2010 target of 12% has been missed, the new 2020 target has been raised to 15% (‘By 2020, an average of at least 15% of adults should participate in lifelong learning’, Council of the EU, 2009).

The increasing need for lifelong learning and VET will translate into a sharply rising demand as companies and individuals become more aware of the situation and as corresponding measures are firmly established in organisations (the ‘learning organisation’). However, sufficient provision of training and learning possibilities will also be required, and this calls for more private initiatives and (financial) resources in addition to public investment.

In consequence, governments may intervene through regulations, new forms of financing mechanisms and incentives to encourage employers and individuals to join forces.

According to the adult education survey, time constraints, conflicting training and work schedules, insufficient resources, and health and age barriers are among the main reasons for not participating in lifelong learning. Accordingly, (paid) training leave may help to increase participation of adults in VET, as it may help to overcome both time and cost barriers.

Training leave may be a particularly attractive incentive during times of economic crisis. It reduces the negative effects of decreased demand and helps to keep people employed. To ensure that burdens are shared, it may be combined with part-time work arrangements.

With this study, Cedefop maps the application of this particular instrument, training leave, in Europe, reviews how it operates, analyses its performance in several selected countries and draws conclusions and sets out recommendations as to how to improve its effectiveness.

I trust that the results of this study will be used as a basis for peer learning and hope that its findings will inform both national and European policies.



Christian F. Lettmayr

Acting Director
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Executive summary

Training leave is a unique regulatory instrument which, either by statutory right and/or through collective agreements, sets out the conditions under which employees may be granted time away from work for learning purposes. Accordingly, the instrument has the potential to overcome the main obstacle that prevents adults from participating in lifelong learning: time constraints (1).

Generally, two types of instruments are distinguished: paid training leave, which entitles the employee to receive his/her salary in full or in part while on leave, and unpaid training leave where the salary is not paid during the training period but where an employee has the right to return to his/her employment afterwards. The main users of this instrument are employers and employees with possible support from the social partners and the State.

The aim of this report is to provide an overview of the implementation of current training leave instruments in Europe (2), present an in-depth analysis of the performance of training leave instruments used in eight selected countries (3) and, on the basis of the research findings, draw conclusions and propose recommendations on how to improve the performance of training leave and strengthen its role in promoting and financing training in Europe.

Most of the empirical data used in this study were taken from surveys of national experts carried out in 2010/11. Interviews and a literature review were also used for data collection. A wide range of qualitative methods were used to assess the performance of training leave instruments: a rating method (multicriteria scoring) to provide an assessment of which training leave instruments perform better and meet the expectations of stakeholders, an analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT analysis), a qualitative comparative analysis, a method for testing the relationships between design characteristics, framework conditions and the performance of training leave, and company case studies.

The review of training leave instruments in Europe shows that, although the first efforts to regulate training leave were made in the 1940s-50s, such instruments gained greater popularity only in the 1970s-80s. The number of new training leave instruments being introduced grew steadily over time, and most instruments now operating in the countries analysed are less than 20 years old.

The 62 training leave instruments identified were classified according to financial arrangement (paid, unpaid or mixed), type of engagement (voluntary, compulsory or mixed) and applicability in private and public sectors. Most instruments were of either paid or mixed-payment type, voluntary and applicable to both the public and private sectors. Most of the instruments identified were targeted at certain types of education and training, although there were also many universal ones, i.e. covering any type of education and training. Significantly more instruments were found to be universal in terms of covering all employees rather than targeted at a specific group of the working population.

Most of the instruments analysed were regulated through legislation at national level, although collective agreements, at sectoral and company levels, were also a significant means of regulation.

Eligibility criteria relating to individuals’ personal characteristics or the type of company were rarely applied. Access to training leave was much more dependent on the features of the employment relationship (4) and the training itself (5).

Under most of the instruments, employees were protected from dismissal or less favourable employment conditions and retained their entitlement to both health insurance and pension rights but were obliged to inform their employer in advance about their intention to take training leave.

Employers and employees were the actors most usually involved in the financing of training leave, but national governments also provided funding in almost half of the instruments analysed. However, some national stakeholders thought that the financial involvement of the State was diminishing. The European Social Fund was found to have contributed to the financing of some training leave instruments.

Training leave is very frequently linked to training funds and payback clauses. These measures allegedly reduce employers’ fears that their newly trained employees will be poached by other companies.

The social partners – mostly trade unions – were involved, at least in some way, in the management of most of the training leave instruments used. Most often, they were involved in eligibility checks and application procedures. In some countries (e.g. Denmark, France, the Netherlands and Spain), the social partners (jointly with the government) managed training leave instruments.

The guidance provided (by the State, the social partners and training providers roughly in equal measures) to potential users of training leave was usually given free of charge through websites, brochures and personal consultation. Danish training leave instruments differ in that, in addition to guidance at no cost, learners are able to procure private guidance services relating to training leave.

Some monitoring and/or evaluation measures relating to training leave were included in about half of the instruments analysed; the data most commonly collected concerned the characteristics of training leave participants.

The recent economic and financial crisis had a dual impact on the training leave instruments. On the one hand, the funding available to these instruments was seriously reduced in some countries (e.g. Denmark and Poland), as all actors – the State, employers and employees – were unable to maintain the previous level of investment. On the other hand, the crisis increased demand for training, and the number of training leave users grew significantly in some other countries (e.g. Austria, Hungary and Spain). Some of the training leave instruments were adapted or even introduced to counter the effects of the crisis – for example, in Austria, additional funding for training leave was offered by regional governments to encourage potential learners to take training leave. The Dutch part-time unemployment instrument was specifically introduced to help employers retain their employees by sending them on training courses during short-time working.

The performance of training leave was evaluated in terms of five criteria: effectiveness, impact, efficiency, equity and sustainability (6). Owing to the scarcity of monitoring data/evaluations, the analysis relied mainly on the opinions of experts and key stakeholders.

The analysis revealed that all instruments that addressed specific target groups – Danish training leave financed by the VEU allowance, Hungarian learning contract and preventive training instruments and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act – were considered by experts to be better performing (more effective and achieving greater impact). Meanwhile, only two out of eight universal instruments – the French CIF and CVAE instruments – received such a high ranking. All better performing target group-specific training leave instruments had the following relevant common characteristics:


	they applied fewer employment-related eligibility criteria (i.e. requirement of an employment contract, restrictions on the type of contract; restrictions on the duration of work, requirement of minimum prior work experience, requirement of minimum prior employment with the current employer, and the need to ask the employer for permission to take leave);


	at least some of the costs in all of these instruments were borne by the State;


	instruments had links with other cost-sharing instruments;


	they had been launched relatively recently in comparison with other selected instruments;


	they operated in countries with a large proportion of employees who are members of trade unions.




The report also reviews factors that are important in ensuring a high degree of effectiveness, impact, efficiency, equity and sustainability of the training leave instruments. Greater participation of eligible employees may be achieved by imposing fewer restrictions in terms of employment-related eligibility criteria; by targeting specific groups of employees; by involving the social partners more actively in the training leave implementation process; and by providing high-quality and widely accessible guidance and information services.

Instruments seem to achieve better value for money if they create a favourable legal environment and put in place more effective monitoring and evaluation arrangements. Efficiency also seemed to depend on high-quality, stable and flexible regulation and the absence of knee-jerk reactions at government level.

Instruments with a longer duration of leave and those regulated by national law (and not by collective agreements) seemed to be less expensive to administer. In general, measures aimed at decreasing the administrative burden of instruments are important in improving not only efficiency but also the overall effectiveness and impact of the instruments.

Greater equity may be ensured when a greater number of employees in a company are provided with greater theoretical possibilities to take training leave (this may be achieved by applying more favourable eligibility criteria and creating a more favourable legal environment (7)). However, actual decisions as to who goes on training leave depend on the employer, who often discriminates against candidates in accordance with the potential economic/financial benefits for the company and/or content of the training provided (preference for company-specific over transferable or general training). The analysis showed that the social partners may play a very important role in this respect, for example by helping to reduce such cases of discrimination or disagreements between employers and employees regarding the participants and/or content of training. Further, the social partners may also help in solving work organisation problems.

Easier access to training leave for at-risk groups of employees could be achieved, first of all, through better targeting of training leave instruments. Access to training leave was also considered to be easier in the case of instruments which included fewer education and training-related eligibility criteria, involved a shorter duration of training leave and provided for leave for employees in both the private and public sectors. All target-group-specific instruments were focused on those employees who participate less frequently in training. Instruments that operated in countries with a higher trade union membership and a higher proportion of adults who report access to information on learning possibilities were also assessed as providing better access to disadvantaged employees. Guidance and information services seem to increase the motivation of learners and, accordingly, their participation.

Employees in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) seem to be an important disadvantaged group. SMEs seem to face two major difficulties – a lack of information and, therefore, a lack of understanding of an instrument’s usefulness for employees and considerable difficulties in organising training leave. While a lack of information and guidance may be offset by the adoption of relatively well-tried and tested solutions, work organisation problems in SMEs seem to require further attention.

Instruments were assessed as being more financially and economically sustainable if they included more employment-related eligibility criteria, involved a longer duration of training leave, and operated in countries with rigid labour markets. The social partners’ contributions that covered at least some of the costs of training leave were also considered important in this regard. Analysis also revealed that financial and economic sustainability may be increased not only by the volume of funds available but also by the creation of a sound funding mechanism (which, if well designed, may even reduce the need for public funds).

Instruments were considered as politically sustainable when they included more employment-related eligibility criteria and provided universal cover for employees, with no target group specified. Favourable changes in the management and/or regulation of training leave could also increase its sustainability.

Financial and political sustainability seem to be closely interrelated – those instruments that operated in more rigid labour markets, were not funded by the State and involved contributions from the social partners (in addition to those from employers and employees) were less sensitive to changes in the political and social environment. Rigidity of the labour market (in particular, stricter hiring regulations) seems to be associated with a higher level of investment by firms in the human capital of their employees and implies a somewhat lower need for public financial resources for training (and training leave).

Recommendations for policy and practice

Unpaid training leave does not provide equal access for disadvantaged employees (e.g. low-skilled workers), as they do not have the resources to cover foregone income/lost wages as well as other costs associated with training leave. High-skilled employees in large companies will always benefit more from using untargeted and/or unpaid training leave. Therefore, with a view to equity, it is important to promote access to training leave for disadvantaged employees. The following actions are recommended to achieve this objective:


	limited public financial resources should be focused on instruments that target disadvantaged employees (e.g. ageing, disabled, low-paid, low-qualified and migrant employees and employees of SMEs) to make learning more accessible. Meanwhile, national governments could still play an active but mostly non-financial role in ensuring a favourable legal environment for universal training leave instruments (e.g. by providing a well-defined legal framework for payback clauses and ensuring the link with training leave instruments);


	eligibility and preferential treatment criteria should be better defined so that those groups of employees who need training leave the most could benefit and, at the same time, the State would avoid possible abuse of the instrument;


	training leave of at least a short duration should be guaranteed for disadvantaged employees – by taking small steps in the implementation of training leave, governments could foster a positive attitude among employees and employers towards lifelong learning and encourage further training;


	adequate financial benefits should be made available in target-group-specific instruments to compensate for a significant part of foregone income/lost wages and to cover some of the costs of training leave in advance;


	the role and capabilities of the social partners and especially trade unions should be strengthened in promoting training leave for disadvantaged employees;


	target-group-specific training leave, if implemented, should be integrated with other policy measures aimed at disadvantaged employees;


	more training-leave-specific guidance and information services targeted at disadvantaged employees should be provided;


	short-term (i.e. saving jobs) and long-term (i.e. increase employability of workers) security dimensions should be integrated in training leave;


	the long-term effects of the measures should be monitored/evaluated more intensively and the needs of the target groups analysed.





Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Rationale for the study

1.1.1. Importance of and rising demand for LLL/VET

Lifelong learning (LLL) in general and VET in particular are not only useful for personal development and wellbeing but also result in greater benefits for society as a whole: social benefits (e.g. equality and social cohesion) or economic benefits (e.g. better access to the labour market, higher productivity, higher wages). Investment in VET is vital if European targets for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, including the benchmark of 15% of adults participating in adult learning by 2020 (European Commission, 2010a), are to be met.

Recent decades have seen fundamental changes in Europe’s economy and society: these include changes in the concept of employment (full employment in the sense of continuous paid work over the entire life course, a basic assumption of the ‘transitional labour markets’ concept, no longer being possible nor desirable); negative demographic trends such as a decreasing birth rate and an ageing society; and the increasing need to combine flexibility of the labour market, modern social security systems and active labour-market policies (i.e. flexicurity model). These and other important changes require greater labour-market flexibility if we are to combine work with family and private responsibilities and increase the dynamics of careers for a growing number of employees. This process has been further strengthened by the recent financial and economic downturn, which has had a severe impact on national, regional and local labour markets. The need to respond to the demands of a constantly changing labour market, while simultaneously sustaining employability, will increase the need for LLL/VET. This calls for education and training systems to find more reliable, innovative and responsive solutions than ever before so as to provide more learning opportunities and encourage participation in LLL/VET.

1.1.2. Obstacles to participation in LLL/VET

There are several obstacles that prevent adults from participating in education and training. As the Eurostat adult education survey (2007) revealed, the two main reasons for non-participation in the EU were lack of time because of family responsibilities and conflicting training and work schedules. The third most commonly cited obstacle was cost (training was too expensive or difficult to afford).

Lifting the barriers to participation and creating more appropriate conditions for adult learning are major challenges for education and training systems.

1.1.3. Limited public resources for VET

The rising demand for LLL/VET can no longer be met using only public resources. First, competing demands, particularly in pension and healthcare systems, which become increasingly important in ageing societies, place significant pressure on public expenditure. Second, public expenditure has been severely curtailed as a result of the recent recession – the first two years of recession destroyed 20 years of fiscal consolidation, leaving EU Member States with deficits at 7% of GDP on average and debt levels at over 80% of GDP (European Commission, 2010a). Further, the recession increased the need for greater public expenditure on education and training to accommodate more young people in education and training systems because of insufficient job prospects, to update the skills of employees threatened by redundancy or to re-qualify those who have already lost their jobs. Finally, public spending on LLL is further constrained by the increasing cost of investment in education and training which results from the ever-accelerating development of technologies and increasing demand for a better qualified labour force. These tendencies may undermine the level of public support for VET.

1.1.4. What policy response?

The above trends imply a need for greater shared financing and responsibility for LLL/VET and the right tools for promoting participation. This need is reflected in several EU policy documents. In relation to VET, the Bruges communiqué (Council of the EU and European Commission, 2010) advocated a review of the use of incentives, rights and obligations for all stakeholders involved and appropriate action at national level to encourage participation in continuing vocational education and training (CVET) with a view to maximising the contribution of VET to the ET 2020 15% benchmark on the participation of adults in LLL. It also stressed that an increased emphasis on adult learning, in the light of the economic downturn, requires additional financial resources. It further emphasised that budgetary constraints will require all actors to seek innovative solutions to secure sustainable funding for VET and ensure that resources are efficiently allocated and equitably distributed.

Well-designed training leave that addresses the main barrier to adult learning – time constraints – may be seen as a unique and financially viable regulatory instrument that promotes participation in LLL/VET in Europe. Training leave may help to overcome financial constraints, particularly for those with a low income (paid training leave), or encourage those who can afford it to make a financial contribution (unpaid training leave), thereby increasing private investment in LLL/VET.


1.2. Definition of training leave instrument

1.2.1. Definition

Training leave is a regulatory instrument which, either by statutory right and/or through collective agreements, sets out the conditions under which employees may be granted temporary leave from work for learning purposes. Generally, two types of instruments are distinguished: paid training leave, which entitles the employee to receive his/her salary in full or in part while on leave, and unpaid training leave where the salary is not paid during the training period (8) but where an employee has the right to return to his/her employment afterwards. Both approaches are usually applied in any given country: paid training leave is granted if it suits the employer’s needs or meets pre-determined eligibility criteria for financial support and unpaid training leave where the training is for the employee’s own interest.

1.2.2. Objectives

The instrument’s primary objective is to grant employees time off to participate in learning outside the work environment. Depending on the type of learning, it may provide benefits for employees (e.g. career development, enabling them to switch activity or occupation) and/or employers (e.g. development of firm-specific skills and an increase in competitiveness/productivity). In some rare cases, however, the training leave instrument may also seek to reduce the negative effects of decreasing labour demand or other negative shifts in the labour market by granting training leave for employees so as to keep them employed. Paid training leave may also help overcome the barrier of employees’ lack of or insufficient financial resources.

1.2.3. Allocation of training leave costs

The major cost is foregone income/loss of wages. Who pays the bill depends on the type of training leave being used. In paid training leave, wages are paid in the usual way by the employer, but the employer may be partly or fully compensated in the form of grants or tax incentives if public or social partner funds are involved (in such cases, proof of completion of training or a similar document may be required from the employee). In the case of unpaid training leave, the cost is borne by the employee in the form of lost wages (foregone income). With no income from work, the employee needs to use his/her own savings or find alternative financial sources (e.g. in some countries, loans are available for this purpose). The other costs (course fees, travel and subsistence payments, etc.) are usually borne by the employees and/or the employers.

1.2.4. Participants

The main participants in cost-sharing arrangements for training leave are employers and employees, with possible support from the social partners, in promoting the use of and/or access to training leave within companies and/or contributing to its costs, and from the State in creating a favourable legal framework and/or providing financial assistance (e.g. for disadvantaged groups of employees including ageing, disabled, low-paid, low-qualified and migrant employees and employees of SMEs).

1.2.5. Targeting and follow-up

Targeted groups depend on the type of training leave. Compulsory training leave is usually applied for certain professions (e.g. teachers, social care or health care specialists) that are regulated by national/EU law. Voluntary training leave (where the decision to use the instrument is taken by the learner or employer or is made by mutual agreement) is usually applied universally at national level. However, collective agreements or, less frequently, individual contracts may set out specific rules that target employees in a specific economic sector or profession. Training leave instruments may also target disadvantaged groups of employees (e.g. low-skilled workers).


1.3. Objective, object and structure of the report

1.3.1. Objective

The aim of this report is to provide an overview of the implementation of current training leave instruments in Europe, present an in-depth analysis of the performance of training leave instruments used in selected countries and, on the basis of the research findings, draw conclusions and propose recommendations on how to improve the performance of training leave and strengthen its role in financing and promoting VET in Europe.

1.3.2. Object

The report analyses implementation of paid and unpaid training leave instruments applied in the countries participating in the Copenhagen process: the EU-27 Member States, EFTA/EEA (Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway) and the candidate countries (Croatia, FYROM and Turkey) (9). For all these countries, brief comparative information is provided.

Only the 12 selected training leave instruments applied in the eight selected countries – Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland and Spain – have been analysed in depth. Table 1 lists the selected training leave instruments.

Several criteria were applied in the selection of the eight countries and 12 instruments for detailed analysis. The framework conditions existing in the various European countries played a role in the selection process – a representative sample of European contexts was sought in terms of budget deficit as a percentage of GDP, degree of rigidity of the labour market in the country according to the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index, participation in CVET as a percentage of employees in all companies (Eurostat CVTS3) and involvement of the social partners in CVET policy (Eurofound, 2009d). The illustrative or unusual nature of the training leave instruments (e.g. in the case of Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act or the French DIF instrument), their reported popularity or impact and availability of information also played a role.




Table 1 Selected training leave instruments analysed in depth in this report

[image: t1]


The following subsections present the key features of training leave arrangements in selected countries and identify the instruments selected for in-depth analysis. Further, a brief description of the national context (relevant for training leave) for each country is provided. The situation of industrial relations and collective bargaining (revealed through trade union density (10), coverage of collective bargaining (11) and the European participation index (12) of the European Trade Union Institute), together with incidence of part-time employment, degree of rigidity of the labour market according to the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index(13) and access to information on learning possibilities(14), are described.


The national context is very important in understanding how the right to leave work for learning purposes is implemented and why the national systems of training leave arrangements operate the way they do.

1.3.2.1. Austria

Austria has a very strong tradition of collective bargaining. Although its trade union density is below average (28.9% compared to 31.7% in 30 countries which fall within the remit of this report for which data are available) (15), the collective bargaining coverage rate reaches 99% and is one of the highest among the EU Member States (16), and the European participation index is high. A total of 18.5% of Austrian employees work part-time, which is higher than the average of the countries covered by this report (17). According to the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index, the Austrian labour market is not rigid. Many Austrian adult learners report wide access to information on learning possibilities (30.3% against the EU-27 average of 24.2%) (18).

The possible introduction of a training leave instrument had been under review for some time before it was actually introduced, but no agreement on a general solution could be reached among the social partners. The issue was taken up in a national employment strategy plan developed by the social partners in 1998. The government bill presented for the introduction of the training leave instrument (educational leave) refers to it as a relevant labour market instrument which may promote time flexibility and labour mobility, with social security benefits for employees being maintained. When the instrument was introduced, a particular focus was placed on the promotion of training leave for older employees (preferential treatment through a greater amount of financial support). However, the aims and target groups changed over the years – the amount of funding available for other groups of employees was increased to match the amount of financial support offered to older employees – and several amendments were made to the regulations (see below).

The training leave instrument is implemented in all Länder. Employees who have worked continuously for the same employer for at least one year (reduced to six months during the economic crisis) may arrange training leave with their employer (the employer’s approval is required). Atypical and self-employed workers may not benefit from training leave. Leave may last from a minimum of three months (reduced to two months during the economic crisis) to a maximum of one year (within a four-year period).

Under educational leave, a partial compensation for foregone income/lost wages is provided to all learners from the unemployment insurance fund. Initially (1998-2000), the amount paid was based on the Deckung des Lebensunterhalts (subsistence allowance) in the case of labour market training (EUR 8 or 13 or 18.50 per day depending on circumstances) (AMS, 2011). In 2001, the allowance for learners over the age of 45 was increased to match the level of unemployment benefit (on average, 55% of their net income), while younger learners could still receive only the subsistence allowance. This was changed in 2008, when the allowance for all learners was increased to match the level of unemployment benefit. Payment of the allowance is conditional on attendance at a training course.

An additional programme (not directly related to training leave) constitutes a job-rotation instrument, with a similar payment level to that of educational leave that is paid only to employees, with a pre-condition that the employer has recruited a replacement for the employee during the leave period (however, no training is required during such leave).

Employees usually pay the course fees themselves, although training costs may be shared with the employer and may occasionally be subsidised by the regional or the federal government. To counter the effects of the recent economic crisis, most of the regional governments signed up to the Bildungskarenz Plus (educational leave plus) measure and committed themselves to providing grants to cover course costs incurred in connection with training leave. Most local governments have started to refund 50% of training costs. The other VET cost-sharing instruments associated with this training leave instrument include tax incentives (companies may deduct 20%, and employees the full amount, of the education costs from the basis for tax assessment) and payback clauses (19).

The instrument has reportedly had only a minor impact in Austria (Wagner and Lassnigg, 2006; Lassnigg, 2012; Lassnigg et al., 2011) during most of its implementation. During the first years of implementation of the training leave instrument (until 2000), young mothers accounted for a disproportionate share of training leave users – it was presumably used more as an opportunity to extend childcare leave than to participate in CVET. To reduce the perceived misuse of this instrument, a requirement to attend at least 16 hours of training per week and to have been employed for 28 weeks after parental leave was introduced. As a result, the number of people using this instrument dropped from more than 3000 in 2000-01 to around 1000 users in 2002 (official data; new additional estimates show substantially higher figures in 2000). Female employees aged 25-44 were still vastly overrepresented, while the primary target group – ageing employees – was never successfully involved. The take-up of this instrument has greatly increased with the advent of the economic crisis and with the introduction of new and more favourable conditions (equal compensation for all and Bidungskarenz Plus). The training leave instrument was widely used by some companies as a substitute for short-time work instruments. The total number of users grew from 1576 in 2007 to 2948 in 2008 and 10253 in 2009, while public expenditure on this instrument during the same period rose from EUR10166 in 2007 to EUR74738 in 2009. Most of those who took up training leave in 2008-09 were men, and, in 2009, they accounted for about two thirds of all users. The increase was equally significant in all age groups – persons aged 25-34 remained the most numerous group. The take-up of educational leave also continued to increase in 2010 and 2011, after the crisis had peaked.

1.3.2.2. Belgium

In Belgium, although trade union density (51.9%) is quite high and the collective bargaining coverage rate reaches 96%, the participation rights of workers, according to the European participation index, are not as extensive. At 18.2%, the incidence of part-time employment is above average. According to the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index, the Belgian labour market is not rigid. In total, 21.8% (slightly less than the EU-27 average of 24.2%) of adult learners report that they have sufficient access to information on learning possibilities.

A system of paid training leave was established at quite an early date – the first training leave instrument, called credit hours, was introduced in 1973. In 1985, a new Act on social provisions was introduced, and the existing credit hours instrument underwent reform to turn it into a very similar instrument of educational leave which is still the most important nationally applicable regulation governing leave from work for learning purposes. The reported reasoning behind the introduction of the instrument was to enhance the social development of employees in the private sector.

Employees in full-time employment have the right to leave of absence from work for educational purposes (general or vocational education) subject to a limit of 120 hours per year (the number of hours depends on the type of course). An employer may not refuse to grant training leave except under certain conditions or circumstances (for example, in a small company where a large percentage of employees apply for educational leave at the same time, only a limited number of employees might be granted permission).

The instrument provides for the continued payment of salary by the employer to the employee and a possibility for the employer to apply for compensation from the State. The direct costs of training (fees) may be (partially) covered by sectoral training funds or training vouchers (Flemish Government).

The instrument is considered by the stakeholders to be very general and generous in scope. It is not specific to any target group, and any type of training (including spare-time courses) is applicable.

Also in 1985, a separate national general leave instrument, called career break, was introduced. Initially, the instrument included a job-rotation scheme whereby employees who took leave for training purposes would receive a government allowance as compensation for lost wages only if an unemployed person was recruited as their replacement. In 2002, this was transformed into a time credit scheme – also a nationally available general leave instrument, the provisions of which are re-drafted every year by the social partners. The requirement for job rotation was discontinued (and the government allowance stopped) because the task of monitoring this provision was too complicated and in the light of positive changes in the labour market. The federal career break instrument and its replacement time credit scheme have no specific relation to training and may be used for any purpose (similar to statutory annual paid leave).

Under the national general time credit instrument, the Flemish Government introduced the ‘training credit’, a regional leave instrument specifically designed for training purposes. An allowance as partial compensation for lost wages is funded from the regional budget. The training must be organised by the Flemish Employment Agency or sectoral training funds or must be organised, subsidised or recognised by the Flemish Government. As the regional training credit is a variation of the federal time credit, both the Flemish and Federal Governments cooperate and exchange information about the instrument.

Only the federal educational leave instrument and the Flemish training credit are analysed further in this report (the former in depth).

In 2008 and 2009, the federal educational leave instrument was used annually by some 76000 employees. The leave was taken mostly by men and persons in the 35-54 age group. The instrument was especially popular among part-time learners, as they represented about one third of all learners. Meanwhile, the Flemish training credit instrument had a more limited take-up and was used by only approximately 800 learners in 2009.

Although the take-up of the federal educational leave instrument is quite high compared to that in other European countries, public officials and the social partners have expressed dissatisfaction at the perceived generosity of the instrument. While the instrument itself is established at federal level and is very general in scope, the educational systems and policies are organised by Flemish, French-speaking and German-speaking communities separately, and the education and training emphasised by these communities are much more specific. The federal instrument has not been included in the regional policies of educational guidance for individuals, and attempts to raise awareness of the instrument have proved unsuccessful.

1.3.2.3. Denmark

In Denmark, trade union density stands 67.6%, and collective bargaining coverage at 80%, while employee participation rights are reported to be quite extensive. In total, 18.9% of employees in Denmark work part-time. Employment is not rigid, and adult learners report that they have wide access to information on learning possibilities.

Training leave is especially interesting in terms of the tradition of flexicurity in the country and its pioneering role in developing job-rotation instruments (20). The unusual way in which responsibility for implementing the regulation of training leave is shared is also notable – while the financing measures are regulated by national laws that determine allowances (which may support training leave), the remaining features of training leave, such as eligibility, duration, etc., are decided by the social partners through collective agreements at sectoral or company level or through individual agreements (between employer and employee).

State financial support for education and training (including training leave) may generally be provided by two financing schemes which are applicable to different levels and types of education and include skills assessment. State educational support for adults (SVU scheme) may be used for learning at primary or secondary school (also called general education) or at tertiary level (higher education). A state grant system for adult training (VEU allowance) is provided for adult (continuing) vocational training.

Expenditure for VEU allowances is covered by an employers’ reimbursment scheme (AER) to which all enterprises contribute a fixed annual amount (roughly EUR 400) per full-time employee.

In 2011, the amount of VEU allowance available to learners was EUR 410 per week. As most learners are employed and receive their full salary during the training period, the allowance is paid primarily to employers as partial wage reimbursement and is connected to training leave. The amount of the allowance may be supplemented from the collective training funds (which are raised from private sector companies) for up to 85% of the employee’s normal income (that has been lost while on training leave) or from public sources other than the VEU allowance (for example to cover travel and accommodation costs).

Training leave financed by the SVU scheme and training leave financed by VEU (the latter is analysed in depth) are treated as two separate training leave instruments later in the report.

National regulations on issues relating to training leave other than those concerned with financing existed from 1994-2000 but were later abandoned. Since provisions on training leave were removed from national legislation, apart from the financing schemes (which may provide financial support to individuals undertaking training leave), the remaining training leave provisions have been regulated through collective agreements on a case-by-case basis.

The VEU allowance and SVU scheme support the system of flexicurity. This system means that, while employment relationships are flexible, short-term security measures are provided for employees. They include the enhancement of skills and employability of low-skilled employees secured by the Danish CVET system. These advantages for the labour force have been especially important during the period when companies experienced a downturn. However, respondents observed that the Danish Government is currently shifting more responsibility for financing CVET on to the social partners, first of all by reducing the amount of VEU allowance and, subsequently, by leaving a larger amount of lost wages to be compensated by training funds raised through contributions from employers.

1.3.2.4. France

While the coverage of collective bargaining in France stands at 90%, only 7.7% of employees are members of trade unions. Worker participation rights are not among the most extensive. At 13.3%, the incidence of part-time employment is close to the average of the countries covered by this report. The labour market is reportedly quite rigid. In total, 23.7% (very close to the EU-27 average) of adult learners report that they have wide access to information on learning possibilities.

France differs from other European countries in its abundance of training leave instruments available to learners. The main training leave instrument is individual training leave (CIF). Established in 1970, it is a paid training leave instrument that may be applied to any self-initiated training programme (independently from the one undertaken within the company’s training plan) leading to the acquisition of higher qualifications which should enhance promotion prospects and career development within the same company, improve employability, job conversion and mobility and enable the employee to adapt to changes in technology and labour market structures. CIF also offers support to employees wishing to engage in training/learning activities related to culture, social life and charitable responsibilities. The maximum duration of this training leave is one year in the case of continous full-time training and 1 200 hours in the case of discontinuous or part-time training, with the amount of time that must elapse between two periods of training leave ranging from six months to six years (depending on the duration of the previous training leave undertaken).

Another two types of leave for educational purposes are closely related to CIF. Skills assessment leave (CBC), which may be paid or unpaid, allows its beneficiaries to take leave to seek career and educational guidance through skills assessment. However, this evaluation of vocational and personal qualifications does not lead to any formal qualification validation and involves preparation for further career development and related further training and learning. Paid leave for the validation of acquired experience (CVAE), on the other hand, is specifically designed to validate the learner’s actual skills/prior experiential non-formal and informal learning. Under both instruments, short periods of leave lasting 24 hours may be granted.

A separate instrument, called leave for training in social, economic and trade union affairs (CFESS), is provided for attendance at training courses usually organised by centres run by the trade union bodies that enjoy representative status at national level or by specialist establishments. Members of works councils and workplace health and safety committees are subject to special preferential rules in regard to such leave.

A specialised instrument of training leave for civil servants (CFP) is also applicable in France.

To improve individual bargaining between employers and employees, a regime called individual right to training (DIF) was established in 2004. DIF established the possibility for employees to accumulate 20 hours per year which could be used for training purposes. Usually, the training costs are borne by the employer, but the training is undertaken outside working hours. In some cases, this arrangement may be used for external training during working hours; this effectively constitutes training leave. However, this arrangement is not officially recognised in French legislation as a training leave instrument.

Only CIF, CVAE and DIF are analysed in greater detail in this report.

For CIF and CVAE, OPCA (21) funds (collected from compulsory employers’ contributions of 1.6% of the total wage bill) are the main source of funding. Employers may, however, make an additional voluntary contribution (in addition to their annual compulsory contribution). In the case of DIF, employers cover training leave costs for employees with open-ended contracts. Training leave costs for employees on fixed-term contracts are paid for by an OPCA. The CIF was used by 49947 learners in 2008. It was used slightly more often by men, by learners aged 35-50, by employees in large companies and by private sector employees. Persons in medium-skilled occupations (ISCO 4-8) used it much more often than highly skilled employees (ISCO 1-3). CVAE was used by 8946 learners and CBC by 30745 learners. Data on beneficiaries of DIF instrument are not available.

1.3.2.5. Hungary

Hungary’s trade union density stands at 16.8%, while 33.5% of its employees are covered by collective bargaining – both of these shares are lower than the average of the countries covered by this report. The European participation index shows that worker participation in Hungary is also quite low. Only 3.5% of employees work part-time. The labour market is not rigid, and only 7.6% (the lowest share among the EU countries for which data were available) of adult learners report good access to information on learning possibilities.

While a voluntary training leave instrument exists for most private sector employees, compulsory training leave is provided for certain professions in the public sector, and there is a special training leave instrument for employees threatened by redundancy.

The Hungarian Labour Code guarantees training leave only if training takes place within the school system or if further training is mandatory for a specific job or required by the employer. Most private sector employees may, however, use learning contracts, an instrument provided for in the Labour Code, to take training leave. Under such an agreement, the employer undertakes to provide support for the duration of the learning activity (the form and extent of support is subject to individual agreement between employee and employer), while the learner undertakes to complete the learning programme as agreed and to remain in the employer’s employment for a predetermined period of time following graduation (payback clause).

Certain public sector employees (e.g. teachers, librarians, social care and health care specialists, etc.) are subject to compulsory training leave. Employers (public or contracted private institutions (22)) receive financing from the State in support of this system. This serves to cover course fees, travel and subsistence costs of training participants, the lost wages of learners during the leave period, as well as the salary of the replacement staff. The funds allocated to the employer should cover all of these costs, but this is not always the case. Where funds fall short, costs are divided between employee and employer or training is held over to the period when the employee is required to attend a specific number of training hours.

Preventive training leave is an instrument provided only for employees who face redundancy if they do not acquire a higher or alternative qualification. The courses aimed at such employees during their employment are financed by the labour market fund (national training fund). By default, the instrument also includes a payback clause whereby the learner has to repay all expenses incurred by the employer and the State if he or she decides not to complete the training for which the leave was granted.

As a spin-off of compulsory leave for public sector employees, a pilot for a special further training system involving teachers and trainers of VET has been introduced in one of the operational programmes funded under Hungary’s National Development Plan as part of the Social Renewal Operational Programme. This system is designed to provide long-term training leave – VET teachers and trainers spend four to six months in the various companies, developing the skills which they transfer to learners through their teaching or training work. This instrument is, however, not covered by this report, as it had not been implemented by the time that this research was conducted.There are no data available on the number of users of the learning contracts or further training for the public sector. In 2008, the preventive training instrument was used by 884 persons. That figure represents just 0.02% of all employed persons.

Only learning contract and preventive training instruments are analysed in greater detail in this report.

1.3.2.6. Netherlands

In the Netherlands, trade union density is comparatively low at 18.9%, while the coverage of collective bargaining reaches 89% (well above average), and the participation rights of workers are fairly extensive. In total, 36.7% of employees (largest incidence among the countries analysed) work part-time.The Dutch labour market is rigid (although certain features of a flexible labour market, such as widespread temporary employment, are also present). Wide access to information on learning possibilities is reported by 58.4% of adult learners (the highest share among the EU Member States, comparable only to the UK).

The system of training leave in the Netherlands is interesting for several reasons. No specific provisions regarding the right to training leave are present in the national legislation. Nevertheless, three actually functioning training leave instruments could be distinguished. Since the 1990s, training has been understood primarily as a responsibility of the social partners, its management having been shifted on to them by the State. This is reflected in the fact that the collective bargaining processes are especially important for regulation of training leave.

The 2006 amendment to the 1964 Wage Tax Act established the life-span leave arrangement. This instrument is interesting because of its connection with the saving scheme instrument. It allows employees to save, each year, a maximum of 12% of their gross income, up to a maximum of 210% of their gross annual salary. The accumulated credit may then be used to fund lost wages during any type of standard unpaid leave (this includes leave for educational purposes, although no further specifications are provided)(23).

The lack of legislation regulating training leave more specifically is compensated by detailed, widespread and often binding collective agreements. Unlike the one provided under the life-span leave arrangement, these collective agreements usually include provisions on paid training leave. At the time this research was conducted, around 200 sectoral and 800 large company-level collective agreements were in place, although it is not clear how many of them specifically regulated training leave. Eurofound (2009c) reported that, in 2006, 112 of 122 collective agreements analysed touched on the subject of training leave in one way or another. Similarly, a more recent study (Van der Meijden et al., 2012) analysed 105 collective agreements, all of which had training leave regulations in place. Most frequently, collective agreements included provisions on job-oriented training and leave for exam preparation. Much more rarely, provisions regarding learning in connection with dual trajectories (learning and working) or general learning were in place. In some cases, collective agreements also regulated time-saving for educational purposes. Because of the large number of applicable collective agreements, significant differences in the regulation of training in general and training leave in particular exist among sectors. Some sectors, especially those relating to the provision of services, reportedly struggle in reaching agreements on training and training leave, while others address these issues more effectively. The importance of the sectoral dimension of education and training is also reflected in the financing of training (including training leave). In 2009, there existed 135 sectoral funds established by collective agreements in various sectors, 92 of which could be used to finance education and training (van der Meijden et al., 2012).

Other financial instruments relating to training leave under collective agreements include payback clauses and tax incentives (tax deductions).

The third Dutch arrangement, which could be identified as a training leave instrument (leave under the part-time unemployment act, introduced in 2009), is interesting in the light of the recent economic downturn in Europe. In fact, this agreement could be described as a short-time work instrument combined with compulsory training. Its objective is to help employers weather the economic crisis by giving them the possibility to reduce temporarily the working hours of (some of) their employees. This has helped companies to reduce wage costs without firing their employees and, in so doing, severing their ties to the company. Employees’ lost wages were compensated by part-time unemployment benefit, provided by the State. Coverage of other training costs was not regulated – this depended on the individual agreement concluded between employee and employer and the availability of other (State) financial instruments.

Although not primarily designed as a training leave instrument, this provision effectively functioned as such, as one of the conditions for using the instrument was that employers must provide vocational training for staff on short-time working. The result was that employers reduced employees’ working hours by sending them on training courses, while the State compensated the employees for their lost wages. The instrument included a payback clause for employers whereby the financial assistance had to be paid back if the rules governing the instrument were broken by the employer.

However, as the situation in the economy and labour market became more stable, this instrument was gradually phased out and has been discontinued since 1July 2011. As the instrument still existed at the time when the factual data for this report were collected, it was included in the analysis.

There are no precise data available on the use of the three training leave instruments in the Netherlands. However, it is estimated that some 60000 individuals (0.78% of employed persons) became training leave users under the part-time unemployment act. It has also been reported by the stakeholders that this instrument has played a significant role in creating a training culture in companies that were previously providing very little training for their employees.

Training leave under collective agreements and under the part-time unemployment act are analysed in greater detail in this report.

1.3.2.7. Poland

In Poland, collective bargaining covers 38% of employees, while 15.6% are members of trade unions (both shares are lower than average), and worker participation rights are limited. In total, 8.6% of Polish employees work part-time. The Polish labour market is reported to be quite flexible. Some 17.8% (lower than the average of 24.2% in the EU-27) of adult learners feel that they have sufficient access to information on learning possibilities.

In 1949, Poland became the first country in Europe to introduce training leave provisions. After the transition to democracy (in 1989-90), a new regulation was introduced in 1993; this was amended on 16 July 2010. It provided that employees who participate in a course leading to a higher vocational qualification, either at the request of their employer or after having obtained their employer’s consent, are entitled to leave of absence from work. The amendment established the right for learners both to take time off work, for all or part of a day, so that they might attend mandatory training courses and to take longer training leave when sitting examinations (six days) or writing a thesis followed by an examination (21 days). Employees should be paid their salary during such leave of absence. Employers may also contribute voluntarily to the direct training costs (fees, travel costs or accommodation expenses). In such cases, however, the Labour Code envisages the possibility for the employer to include a payback clause in the training contract.

For participation in training activities other than those outlined above, the employee may be granted unpaid leave.

The Labour Fund (which consists of state budget subsidies, EU financing, interest from loans and investments, and obligatory contributions from companies) may be used to cover up to 50% (but not more than the average monthly salary) of the training costs for employees aged under 45 and 80% (but not more than three average monthly salaries) of the training costs for employees aged over 45. To be able to benefit from Labour Fund compensation, employers must establish their own (inter)company-level training fund, consisting of contributions of not less than 0.25% of the payroll. The Fund may also cover up to 80% of the average monthly salary, provided that the employee is sent on paid training leave lasting at least 22 working days and is replaced by a previously unemployed person (as part of a job-rotation programme). In such cases, the Labour Fund may also compensate the employer for the salary expenses of the newly recruited person, up to 40% of the average monthly salary. However, this job-rotation arrangement (whereby training leave must last for 22 days or more) is currently subject to legal inconsistencies. The new maximum limit of 21 days of training leave means that the arrangement is unlikely to be used.

National experts reported shortcomings in the monitoring and evaluation of the Polish training leave instrument. National statistics on the use of training leave are lacking, there is no monitoring system in operation, and availability of research on the instrument is limited.

A separate instrument of one-day leave from work, not connected to the training leave analysed in this report, also exists in Poland and, in principle, may be used for training purposes.

1.3.2.8. Spain

While only 14.3% of Spanish employees are members of trade unions, and worker participation rights are quite limited, 84.5% of all employees are covered by collective bargaining. The incidence of part-time employment is 11.9%, lower than the average of the countries which fall within the remit of this report. The labour market is fairly rigid, and 22.2% (slightly fewer than the EU average) of adult learners have access to sufficient information on learning possibilities.

Three different training leave instruments were identified.

Individual training leave consists of paid training leave of up to 200 working hours per year for an employee who is studying to obtain a formal educational or training degree and who works for a company in the private sector. The main objective is to improve the employee’s qualifications, but the training or education does not necessarily have to be related to his/her job or company. The employee must ask the employer for permission to take leave, and the employer may refuse only on organisational and production-related grounds.

Individual training leave provides preferential treatment to groups such as low-skilled employees, ageing employees, SME employees and disabled persons.

The employer continues to pay the salary to employees on training leave but is subsequently exempted from social security contributions for the amount spent for this purpose. Additional funding for training leave may also be claimed from the national training fund. By default, learners pay the course fees themselves. In some cases, the course fees are subsidised by the State or paid by the employer.

The Workers’ Statute establishes a right to training leave that entitles an employee to take the time necessary to sit an exam for the purpose of obtaining a formal degree (this training leave is shorter than individual training leave). The employee must ask for permission to take leave, but the employer may not refuse to grant permission. This training leave instrument may be further developed through collective agreements. It is through collective agreements that more specific features, such as the payment of salaries during periods of leave, are agreed. In 2005, 832 collective agreements (40% of all collective agreements), applicable to almost 1.5 million employees (51% of all employees covered by collective bargaining), related to paid training leave. Compared to 2002, collective bargaining coverage of employees had dropped slightly, and more company-level regulation had been introduced (Eurofound, 2009a).

A specific training leave instrument, regulated by the Civil Service Statute as well as specific national decrees, resolutions and regional legislation, is also provided for public sector employees.

Individual training leave has not proved to be a very popular instrument, although its use has increased slightly over the past few years (1323 users or 0.01% of all employees in 2007, 1721 in 2008 and 2131 or 0.02% of all employed persons in 2009). The instrument was used by men and women equally. There were no data available on the use of the other two instruments.

Only the individual training leave instrument is analysed in greater detail in this study.

1.3.3. Structure

This report consists of three main parts. The first part of the report provides an introduction to the subject of the study. This is followed by the second part, which is dedicated to methodology: it sets out the main variables, research questions, methods and limitations of analysis and provides definitions of the terms used in this report. The third part presents the main findings: it describes the design characteristics of training leave instruments and compares the performance of the selected instruments. This is followed by conclusions and policy recommendations.


Chapter 2. Overview of methodology

This report essentially consists of a comparative analysis. The overall approach to the research performed is qualitative, as the small sample size and lack of comparable quantitative data on the training leave instruments do not allow the use of quantitative methods. This part of the report provides a brief summary of the methodology used for the assignment, including a conceptual model with selected variables, research questions, methods and limitations of analysis and key terms and definitions. Figure 1 summarises the basic logic of the conceptual model used in the report. The model links the independent variables (design characteristics of the selected training leave instruments) and the dependent variables (performance of training leave instruments) within the overall context of the country (framework conditions). The basic hypothesis is that institutional design and framework conditions jointly determine the performance of the training leave instrument.

The list of design characteristics of training leave (Figure 1) is not exhaustive. There are some other, more detailed features of the training leave instrument. However, in this report, the design characteristics presented in Figure 1 are considered to be the most important, and no others are analysed. The performance of training leave instruments is measured in terms of efficiency, equity, effectiveness, impact and sustainability (Box_1).

Framework conditions vary from country to country because of different education and labour market institutions and policies and different macroeconomic and socio-cultural environments. Specific framework conditions were considered in the selection of countries for in-depth analysis (24). Some of these were included in the brief descriptions of national contexts in which training leave instruments operate (section 1.3.2.) and were taken into account in a qualitative comparative analysis (Annex 2) to assess the relationship between the country-specific context and the performance of the training leave instruments.


Figure 1 Model of analysis
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NB: All design and performance characteristics are analysed only for the 12 selected training leave instruments; design characteristics marked in bold are analysed for all training leave instruments identified in this report.

Source: Prepared by the authors.


Box 1 Criteria for measuring performance of training leave


Effectiveness, understood as the extent to which specific policy objectives have been achieved, or are expected to be achieved, during or immediately after policy intervention, was measured by two variables:


	participation of eligible employees in training leave;


	quality of training undertaken by employees during leave (measured in terms of certification of education and training programmes and accreditation of education and training providers).




Impact, understood as the extent to which general policy objectives have been achieved, or are expected to be achieved, over a long period after policy intervention, was assessed in terms of:


	impact on employees (e.g. acquisition of new skills, job prospects, qualifications, greater interest in training, increased earnings);


	impact on employers (e.g. improved productivity, increased turnover, strengthened competitiveness);


	deadweight effect (situation where public subsidies fund training that would have been undertaken anyway).




Efficiency, defined as the extent to which the selected policy measures have produced maximum results from given inputs, combined two criteria:


	value for money (ratio between costs of training leave and its benefits);


	administration costs (costs of managing the instrument, for example information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, payment and other management functions).




Equity, understood as the extent to which policy measures have provided its target groups with an equal chance to participate successfully in the supported activity, consisted of two variables:


	freedom of use of training leave by employees (where the employee may freely use the instrument without any external constraints and in the absence of any form of external pressure, e.g. from employers, supervisors or other colleagues);


	access to training leave for disadvantaged groups of employees (who systematically participate less frequently in learning than other groups, e.g. ageing, disabled, low-paid, low-qualified and migrant employees and employees of SMEs).






Sustainability, understood as the extent to which the training leave system is able to withstand changes in financial, economic and political conditions, was characterised by two main dimensions:


	financial and economic sustainability (ability of the instrument to withstand the negative effects of financial crises and economic downturns);


	political sustainability (ability of the instrument to adjust to a changing political and social environment, e.g. changes in political leadership).






The study focused on two main tasks which involved different methods of data collection and analysis. The first was to map and provide a descriptive analysis of training leave instruments in 33 European countries. This was conducted with the help of a literature review and initial surveys. The second task was to examine in depth the use of training leave in eight selected countries. This latter task involved several activities:


	finding VET/labour relations experts and asking them about the detailed characteristics of the training leave instruments;


	collecting stakeholders’ opinions on the instruments’ effectiveness, impact, efficiency, equity and sustainability;


	clarifying all responses via e-mail and/or through telephone interviews;


	providing a comprehensive description of the operation of training leave instruments in Europe;


	assessing performance of the selected instruments.




Because of the large number of variables and the small number of observations, qualitative methods of analysis were chosen to analyse and explain performance of training leave instruments. Finally, expert assessment and a validation workshop were used (25) to verify findings and to conceptualise and formulate the most important messages and policy recommendations. Figure 2 summarises the research methods used in this report and shows how they correspond to each other.


Figure 2 Summary of research methods used in the report
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Source: Prepared by the authors.

Most of the empirical data used in this study were taken from surveys (Table 2). Initial surveys concerned all 33 countries, with one questionnaire completed per country by national experts based on desk research and interviews. Detailed surveys – factual and opinion surveys – were carried out only in the eight selected countries. The factual survey was again completed by one national expert in each country, while the opinion survey was addressed to the following four national-level stakeholders in each selected country for each selected instrument:


	public officials responsible for implementation of the training leave instrument;


	representatives of employers;


	representatives of trade unions;


	independent experts from academia or non-governmental organisations.




At the end of the opinion survey, a total of 45 completed questionnaires were returned (out of the 48 distributed). Questionnaires were not received from public officials dealing with Dutch training leave under collective agreements or the Polish training leave instrument, nor were they received from representatives of employers involved in Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act. All questionnaires are reproduced in Annex 5.


Table 2 Main characteristics of project surveys
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In addition to surveys, interviews and a literature review were used for data collection. The primary aim of the interviews was to clarify the answers provided to survey questions and to gain useful insight into the national context of the training leave instruments. Meanwhile, the literature review focused mainly on gathering national evaluation reports and information about performance of training leave instruments to be used in the comparative analysis.

A wide range of qualitative methods were used to assess the performance of training leave instruments: a rating method (multicriteria scoring), an analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT analysis), a qualitative comparative analysis and company case studies. The multicriteria scoring method provided a general assessment of which training leave instruments perform better and meet the expectations of stakeholders and of which performance qualities of training leave are more important to stakeholders. The SWOT analysis complemented the multicriteria scoring method analysis by explaining how the social partners and other stakeholders arrived at their assessment of a training leave instrument. This method helped to identify the factors which are the most important in explaining the performance of training leave instruments. A qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) was used to test the relationships between design characteristics, framework conditions and the performance of training leave. Qualitative comparative analysis is an alternative method to statistical analysis where a small number of cases does not allow meaningful or statistically significant calculations. Owing to the diversity of the instruments and complex interrelations among the different factors, relationships between independent variables (design characteristics), framework conditions and dependent variables (performance characteristics) were considered relevant only if the former two explained at least 75% of all the outcomes of the latter (i.e. the variable did not contain more than three exceptions out of 12 cases in the negative and the positive relationship combined (26)). Qualitative comparative analysis was also used to compare group-specific and universal instruments to discover shared design characteristics, framework conditions and performance results for each group. In these relationships, no exceptions were permitted in four group-specific instruments and only one exception in the group of eight universal instruments. Tosmana software (27) was used to conduct the qualitative comparative analysis. Company case studies complemented the aforementioned research methods by illustrating the performance of the training leave instrument at company level. The report includes results from seven company case studies: one for Austrian training leave, three for Hungarian learning contract leave, one for Hungarian preventive training leave, one for Dutch leave under collective agreements and one for Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act.

The main limitations of the report result from a lack of previous systematic research and the typical drawbacks of qualitative research methods. First, comparative analysis can never guarantee that all the relevant factors and conditions have been considered and studied. This typical weakness was exacerbated by a general lack of literature on training leave instruments in English, while, in some countries, it was difficult to find any information even in the national language. Second, the number (and diversity) of instruments studied was not matched by sufficient observations of each training leave instrument. Finally, another major limitation of this report is associated with the level of regulation of training leave instruments. About 50% of training leave instruments are fully or partly regulated at collective agreement level. Although the national experts whom we questioned were asked to provide information either on the most widely used practice or, where unavailable, illustrative examples from the most prominent collective agreements, very little information was available. For the selected instruments, this difficulty was at least partially overcome by carrying out additional case studies at company level.


Chapter 3. The comparative analysis

3.1. Description of design characteristics of training leave instruments in Europe

The present chapter describes the design characteristics/operation of training leave instruments across 33 European countries. A more detailed description is provided for 12 selected training leave instruments in eight countries: Belgium, Denmark, Spain, France, Hungary, the Netherlands, Austria and Poland. The performance of these instruments is analysed in Section 3.2.

The key topics considered in the descriptive analysis of the training leave instruments are:


	types of training leave;


	objectives and rationale for introduction;


	duration of implementation;


	level of regulation;


	access conditions;


	legal provisions – rights and obligations;


	duration arrangements;


	financing arrangements;


	role of the government and other actors in management of training leave;


	information and guidance;


	monitoring and evaluation arrangements;


	recent and planned developments.




3.1.1. Types of training leave instruments

The VET/labour relations experts and public officials questioned were able to identify 62 training leave instruments in the 33 European countries analysed. This figure shows the scope of this report but should not be understood to be representative of the total number of European training leave instruments currently in operation.

Many small-scale training leave arrangements could, in principle, have been identified as separate instruments, but these fell outside the scope of the study. A selection was made to reduce the sample to a manageable size. For example, in the case of Germany, where 12 of the 16 Länder have their own separate and slightly different variations of the training leave instrument, the instrument operating in the region of North Rhine-Westphalia (which is Germany’s most populous Land and one of its most economically prosperous regions) was selected for inclusion in this report. Further, in some countries, training leave is regulated by many collective agreements at various levels and in various sectors (see Section 3.1.4. on level of regulation). Instead of referring to all available collective agreements, respondents were asked to formulate their answers as if all arrangements covered by collective agreements consisted of a single instrument. The objective was to identify the characteristics of the training leave instruments either on the basis of the most widespread practice or using a few more widely used or extensive examples. In total, there are 32 such training leave instruments which are covered by a much greater number of collective agreements.


Box 2 Short-time work arrangements with a compulsory element of training


During the recent economic and financial crisis, short-time work arrangements or temporary lay-offs of employees were widely used by companies across Europe. Such instruments were introduced mostly to help employers reduce wage costs when production was slowed down but to maintain the employment relationship with their temporarily redundant employees. Under such instruments, the lost wages of the employees were usually compensated in full or in part by the State (with funds both from the State budget and resources from the European Social Fund). A detailed mapping and analysis of such instruments is provided in a recent Eurofound publication (2011).

In some cases, such arrangements involved a compulsory element of training, and companies could lay off their employees only if they were sent on training courses during the time they were not working. In such cases, all of the key elements of training leave are present – time off, training, a right to return to work and compensation for lost wages (the latter applicable only to paid training leave). Such instruments do, however, have some distinctive characteristics which differentiate them from most standard training leave instruments. They consist more of ad-hoc policy measures created specifically for periods of economic hardship and are usually abandoned once economic activity and the labour market return to more normal levels. The training of employees, especially the provision of time off work for training, is only a secondary objective of such instruments, the primary one being to stabilise the company’s finances and maintain jobs. Finally, the decision to take training leave under these instruments is usually made not by the employee (although some exceptions are reported) but by the employer, sometimes in consultation with the social partners.

All of the short-time work arrangements involving a compulsory element of training that were identified in Eurofound’s (2011) study were also included in the scope of this report.

Source: Eurofound (2011) and surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Our analysis of training leave also includes short-time work arrangements combined with training. Although they are not referred to in national legislation as training leave, they function in a similar way to such instruments, under which employees may be released from part of their working time only if training is provided to them during their absence. Three of the instruments identified (leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands, assistance for companies facing difficulties in Malta and partial refunding of wage compensation for temporarily laid-off workers in Slovenia) were included in this report.

In the course of the analysis, at least one training leave instrument (based on legislation, collective agreements or both) was identified (see below) in all countries, except Ireland and Turkey. As the ratio of instruments per country suggests, some countries had several training leave instruments in operation – in France, six different instruments were identified, while, in other countries, two or three separate training leave arrangements were reported.

Table 3 presents an exhaustive list of the training leave instruments analysed in this report. Any further presentation or analysis of findings refers only to the instruments listed in the table. More detailed data were collected for the selected instruments, and their performance and achievements are analysed in depth in the following chapter. The table also shows the codes provided for each instrument, which are frequently used further in the report to ease the presentation of data.

All of the identified instruments were classified primarily according to the following key characteristics (see also Annex 3):


	paid/unpaid training leave distinction:


	paid training leave: the employee is entitled to receive his/her salary in full or in part, or, in some cases, receives compensation in the form of grants from public or social partner funds;

	unpaid training leave: the salary is not paid during the training period, but the employee has the right to return to his/her employment following a longer period of approved leave, for example a career break;

	mixed-payment training leave: payment of the salary usually depends on, for example, certain eligibility criteria, willingness of employers, agreements between the social partners or availability and level of public support;





	voluntary/compulsory training leave distinction:


	voluntary training leave: the decision to use the instrument is taken by the learner or employer or is made by mutual agreement;

	compulsory training leave: obligatory training is provided during the employee’s working time. This training leave instrument is usually compulsory for certain professions (e.g. teachers, social care or health care specialists) that are regulated by national/EU law;

	mixed engagement training leave: generally provides for voluntary use of the training leave instrument (under the same regulation) except by individuals in some professions specified in the relevant legislation;





	public/private sector specificity distinction:


	training leave for private sector employees: training leave arrangements apply only to employees who work for companies in the ‘private sector’. According to Eurostat, a sector is considered to be ‘private’ if it is controlled by private actors, if it derives more than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and if private actors take most if not all financial and other risks associated with its activities;

	training leave for public sector employees: arrangements apply only to employees who work for organisations in the ‘public sector’. According to Eurostat, a sector is considered to be ‘public’ if it is controlled by the government (government determines general policy), if it derives less than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and if the government takes most if not all financial and other risks associated with its activities;

	mixed sector training leave: arrangements may apply both to employees who work for private sector companies and to those who work for public sector organisations;





	universal or targeted in terms of target group coverage:


	universal training leave: addresses all employees (this category also includes instruments which provide preferential treatment to specific groups);

	targeted training leave: targets specific groups of employees;





	universal to all levels of education and training or targeted to certain levels of education and training:


	training leave universal to all levels of education and training: does not discriminate against employees and covers all types of education and training;

	training leave targeted to specific levels of education and training: covers only some types of education and training;





	collective or public/private investment:


	collective investment training leave: employees and employers share the costs;

	public/private investment training leave: government and employers and/or individuals share the costs.







Out of the 62 instruments identified, 59 were of paid or mixed-payment type (i.e. both paid and unpaid). Two of the instruments were unpaid (study leave in Sweden and training leave for public servants in Lithuania), and, in one case, no information was available on payment type. Particular note should be taken of the Dutch life-span leave instrument, whereby employees may be compensated for lost wages through a personal fund consisting of additional income deriving from previous personal income tax reductions – in this sense, strictly speaking, the leave is neither paid nor unpaid, but because the tax reduction could be considered as assistance from the State, it is classified as paid in this report. Of the 12 instruments selected for in-depth analysis (highlighted in blue in Table 3), eight were of paid type and four were of mixed-payment type.

Training leave instruments that are compulsory for their users (most often, training for certain professions, such as teachers) were not very common compared to voluntary ones (four compulsory instruments and 50 voluntary ones, seven of which could be compulsory in certain circumstances (mixed engagement instruments); for one instrument, this information was not available). However, these numbers might be slightly misleading. Many countries, if not all, provide compulsory training for teachers, medical employees and other regulated professions (28). In some cases, this is even regulated by specific EU directives, as in the case of truck drivers (Directive 2003/59/EC). However, only in some cases did the national experts recognise such arrangements as separate training leave instruments. Among the selected instruments, only one was of mixed engagement type; the rest were voluntary.

Most instruments (35 altogether) applied to both the private and public sectors, while slightly more training leave instruments were specific to the public sector rather than to the private sector (14 as against 12); again, this information was not available for one instrument. Four of the 12 selected instruments could be used only in the private sector, while eight could be used in both the private and public sectors; no training leave instruments aimed specifically at the public sector were selected for detailed analysis, as the incidence of cost-sharing is lower for such instruments.

In terms of target group coverage, most instruments (45 of 62) were universal; 14 were targeted at specific groups (either disadvantaged persons or specific professions), and, in three cases, no information was available. Of the 12 selected instruments, four were targeted at specific groups of learners and eight were universal.

The training leave instruments identified were slightly more often targeted at specific levels of education and training (30 targeted instruments as against 23 universal ones; in nine cases, no information was available on at what levels the training leave instrument was targeted). Five of the instruments selected for detailed analysis were universal in this aspect, and seven were targeted.

The collective investment training leave instruments (where the costs were shared only among employers and employees without government involvement) were slightly more common than public/private investment instruments (32 cases as against 28; in two cases, no data were available on the financing mechanism). Five collective investment instruments and seven public/private investment instruments were selected for more in-depth analysis.

Table 3 also shows the applicability of the instruments to types of learning content: specific and/or generic/transferable. Most instruments identified (all instruments selected for in-depth analysis except Danish training leave financed by VEU) may be used for both generic and company-specific or sector-specific training. The most supported type of education in the sample was certified continuing education (both vocational and general). The fact that uncertified continuing education was supported by a significantly smaller number of instruments shows the extent to which the importance of certification of education and training measures is recognised among policy-makers and the social partners in the countries analysed.

3.1.2. Objectives of and rationale for the introduction of training leave

The objectives of and rationale for training leave instruments provide some key information about them. The rationale reveals which key constraints or issues were tackled by the instrument and helps us to understand why the intervention was needed in the first place. In a similar fashion, the objectives show where the emphasis was placed by policy-makers or the social partners in developing the instrument. They also strongly influence the design characteristics of the instrument and determine its performance.

3.1.2.1. Objectives

Survey respondents were asked to identify the objectives set out in the regulations concerning the training leave instruments – either legislation (including official statements) or collective agreements. In general, the identified objectives of training leave instruments could be divided into the following three groups:


	general objectives (focused mainly on ensuring easier access to education and training but also, for example, on the promotion of more effective social dialogue, preservation of jobs, adjustment to innovation and new forms of work organisation, and promotion of new economic activities);


	employee-centric objectives (e.g. development of new competences and increased employability);


	employer-centric objectives (e.g. helping companies to retain their employees during a crisis, increase work efficiency or improve their competitiveness).




The group of employee-centric objectives was the largest, with 28 instruments; 18 instruments had objectives which could be described as general. There were fewer employer-centric objectives in the sample, with such objectives being established in only five cases. Some of the reported objectives included issues which could be attributed to more than one group (e.g. the objective of Spanish individual training leave is to promote the personal and professional development of employees and the prosperity of companies, to increase competitiveness of companies, to adjust more effectively to changes arising from technological innovation and new forms of work organisation and to foster new economic activities). Among the selected instruments, employee-centric objectives were also the most common, but there was an equal number of general and employer-centric objectives.

Not all of the training leave instruments had specific objectives defined in the legislation, official statements or collective agreements regulating them. In some other cases (e.g. right to leave from work for education purposes in Slovenia, German training leave in North Rhine-Westphalia and some others), respondents identified the objective as provision of time off work for employees for education and training purposes. However, this is, by definition, what the training leave instruments are designed to do. Therefore, Table 4 excludes such cases and focuses on more specific objectives.


Table 3 Mapping of training leave instruments across 33 European countries by type

 [image: t3a]
[image: t3b]


[image: t3c]


[image: t3d]



Table 4 Objectives of training leave instruments
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The official objectives as established in legislation, official commentaries or collective agreements may not always correspond to the key stakeholders’ actual perceptions of them. During the opinion survey for the 12 selected instruments, respondents were requested to explain their understanding of the instrument’s objectives. It was revealed that, in general, the understanding of the objectives of training leave instruments was fairly consistent among the stakeholders and corresponded to the official objectives. As in the case of the official objectives, the objectives were mostly perceived to be employee-centric, even by representatives of employer organisations. In some cases, stakeholders placed emphasis on the overcoming of financial constraints and on investment in training, even though such issues were not stated as official objectives.

This information on perceived objectives provided by stakeholders is anecdotal and should be interpreted with caution. Further, detailed information on the official objectives of the selected training leave instruments and on the key stakeholders’ perception of these objectives is presented in Table A1 in Annex 1.

Some of the instruments were designed for activities relating to education and training such as validation of skills or scientific work or for specific types of education and training, for example training on trade union issues. Training leave instruments designed for training on trade union issues are presented in Box_3.

3.1.2.2. Rationale

The rationales for establishing training leave instruments in the selected countries were very different – from important changes in the economic and political environment to long-term issues such as skills matching; accordingly, no significant generalisations could be made in this respect. The rationales of some of the selected instruments are presented in Box 4.


Box 3 Training leave for training on trade union issues


The French leave for training on social, economic and trade union affairs (CFESS) allows all (both unionised and non-unionised) employees (including apprentices) to participate in training courses or sessions on economic, social or trade union affairs, including the training of trade union leaders/officials with the aim of improving their practical conditions for negotiations. Such training leave may involve taking between 2 and 12 days’ leave (18 days for training organisers) per year. The CFESS taken has no effect on the eligibility of the employee to take other types of training leave. In companies larger than 10 employees, the expenses for such training are paid for by the employers, who may then deduct the amount of costs from their mandatory contribution to training (0.08% of the payroll).

Under the leave for trade union-related training in Luxembourg, in companies regularly employing between 15 and 50employees, staff representatives are entitled to one week of leave for training on issues related to their office. Compensation for the training expenses incurred is provided by the State. In larger companies, representatives may take up to two weeks of such leave, but only one week of leave is supported financially by the State. The compensated costs also include subsistence costs, while the learners themselves pay only for their travel.




Box 4 Rationales of some of the selected training leave instruments


In Austria, the rationale for the introduction of the training leave instrument was insufficient flexibility and employability of the workforce, especially among the elderly population.

In Belgium, the reason for introducing training leave was the need to improve the level of education of employees.

In Denmark, training leave financed from VEU was introduced as part of a major reform of the adult education system which was undertaken to promote further and vocational training for unskilled and low-skilled employees.

In Spain, the key rationale of individual training leave was the low qualification levels of the Spanish workforce.

In 1971, France formally introduced two types of CVET – employer-directed CVET and employee-directed CVET. The French CIF instrument was introduced to promote the latter and to provide employees with opportunities for self-initiated training. The CVAE instrument was created because of a lack of opportunities for individuals to make their prior experiential (informal and non-formal) learning visible through a formal validation process leading to certification. The DIF instrument, meanwhile, was introduced as a halfway training regime to enhance complementarity between the two basic components of the CVET system (employer-directed CVET through the company training plan and employee-initiated and directed training) by reducing some observed biases in their functioning.

In Hungary, the introduction of preventive training was strongly influenced by the emergence of unemployment as a new element in a market economy. Under the planned economy, at least in theory and in official statements, unemployment was simply not possible. As the Hungarian economy introduced market elements in the early 1990s, unemployment became a significant and officially recognised reality which had to be tackled by appropriate policy measures. This training leave instrument, introduced in 1991, was directed at employees threatened by redundancy and sought to prevent them from becoming unemployed.

In the Netherlands, the instrument of leave under the part-time unemployment act was an appropriate response to a situation where many companies were adversely affected by unexpected financial shocks but had every prospect of surviving. Anticipated labour shortages in the post-crisis period also encouraged the introduction of such an instrument.

The key rationale for introducing training leave in Poland was a mismatch between the skills of potential employees and employers’ needs.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



3.1.3. Duration of implementation

The earliest training leave provision identified is in Poland, where it has existed since 1949; Bulgaria followed with the establishment of its training leave instrument in 1959. Spain was the third country to introduce training leave (in 1964), and, in 1980, it also became the first country to adopt at least two separate training leave instruments. However, most of the countries which were pioneers of training leave were planned economies (Bulgaria, former Czechoslovakia, Poland), while, in Spain, the new instrument was introduced only for civil servants in a non-democratic regime characterised by highly repressive labour policies (for an account of Spanish labour policy at the time, see, e.g. Teixeira, 2001). The first training leave instruments in the more economically liberal countries with stronger social security systems were introduced only in the 1970s. In 1974, the International Labour Organisation adopted the Paid Educational Leave Convention (ILO Convention No140) (ILO, 1974). The process of introduction and ratification of this Convention is described in detail in Box 5.


Box 5 Introduction and ratification of ILO Convention No 140


The International Labour Organisation first brought up the question of adopting an instrument on paid educational leave in 1965. The 49th session of the International Labour Conference adopted a resolution which noted that the development of modern society was largely conditioned by scientific and technological progress and called for adequate education opportunities outside the framework of general schooling or vocational training of the conventional type. It was noted that modern working life called increasingly for higher and new skills which could be acquired only through further general education and vocational training, while employees should not be expected either to sacrifice their free time or to renounce the possibility of continuing their education.

The Convention was finalised at the 58th and 59th sessions of the International Labour Conference in 1974. At the time of the first discussions, it was thought that the Convention should define paid educational leave, on the model of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, as a ‘new labour right’. This was, however, considered to be unrealistic, mainly because of a lack of resources in certain countries. The final text of the adopted Convention was much less binding. The ratifying countries were mainly obliged to formulate and apply a policy to promote the granting of paid educational leave. This obligation is quite flexible – the Convention provides that the right to training leave may be implemented through national laws and regulations, collective agreements, arbitration awards and other means consistent with national practice. Unlike many other ILO conventions, Convention No140 does not provide for an obligation to draft legislation if this right fails to be implemented by other means. The governments of the ratifying States are also not bound to use methods of direct implementation at their disposal. In addition, policies regarding paid educational leave may be implemented in stages, based on the actual needs of the economy. Further, the regulations on the form that leave will take, the duration of leave and the nature of the funding scheme must merely be appropriate to national conditions and practice.

Despite the flexibility of the obligations provided for under the Convention, the ratification process has not been smooth. The reasons given speak volumes about the key obstacles not only to ratification but also to the introduction of new training leave instruments and the successful implementation of existing ones. Some countries expressed concerns that priority should be given to, for example, the development of a good system of primary and secondary education rather than to paid educational leave; the difficulties of sharing the costs and benefits of paid educational leave equitably, as well as the idea that paid educational leave should be left in the hands of the social partners, were also named among the key obstacles.

As of May 2011, only 34 countries worldwide have ratified the Convention; although, in 2001, 31 countries saw no obstacles to ratification, during the 10 years that followed, only two proceeded to ratify the Convention (Ukraine in 2003 and Montenegro in 2006). Of the countries which ratified the Convention, 14 fall under the scope of this report:






  	Country  
  	Year of ratification  



  	France  
  	1975  



  	Hungary  
  	1975  



  	Sweden  
  	1975  



  	United Kingdom  
  	1975  



  	Germany  
  	1976  



  	Netherlands  
  	1976  



  	Spain  
  	1978  



  	Poland  
  	1979  



  	Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia  
  	1991  



  	Finland  
  	1992  



  	Slovenia  
  	1992  



  	Belgium  
  	1993  



  	Czech Republic  
  	1993  



  	Slovakia  
  	1993  












The countries outside the scope of this report which have ratified the Convention are: Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Belize, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Guinea, Guyana, Iraq, Kenya, Mexico, Montenegro, Nicaragua, San Marino, Serbia, Tanzania, Ukraine, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.




Although the adoption of ILO Convention No140 was a significant recognition of the then innovative instrument of educational and/or training leave, it had no significant immediate impact on the introduction of new training leave arrangements. Although several countries ratified the Convention within a few years of its adoption, the first training leave instruments in Europe were introduced only five years later, in 1979 (in Portugal and Luxembourg, neither of which has ratified the Convention). The upward trend in the number of new training leave instruments being introduced has continued ever since.

In several cases, the introduction of training leave at a particular point in time was influenced by history. Countries undergoing transition to a market economy introduced instruments in the early 1990s (Hungary’s preventive training instrument, for instance, was introduced to mitigate unemployment, which was an entirely new labour market reality at the time), while leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands was introduced in 2009 to counter the effects of the financial and economic crisis.

Figure 3 illustrates the growing dynamics of the introduction of new training leave instruments. Figure 4, meanwhile, provides a timeline of the introduction of all instruments identified in this report.

3.1.4. Level of regulation

Training in general and training leave in particular may be regulated at various levels, including national and regional/local level legislation, collective agreements (at company – sectoral – or national level), as well as transnational arrangements (including, for example, the aforementioned ILO Convention No140, activities of transnational corporations, international cooperation of the social partners, etc.). All this could be referred to as multilevel governance of training (Heyes and Rainbird, 2011). However, although the transnational dimension is important in the regulation of training leave, only legal regulations and collective bargaining are analysed in this report, as they remain the most important means of establishing the appropriate framework for the operation of training leave instruments.

Evidence from previous research efforts (for a detailed review of evidence, see Heyes and Rainbird, 2011) shows the positive outcomes of collective bargaining for training in general and training leave in particular. However, in many countries, the involvement of the social partners in regulation through collective bargaining has struggled to gain significant influence because of weak government support and limited resources of the social partners, especially in the Member States which joined the EU in 2004 or later (Heyes and Rainbird, 2011).


Figure 3 Start year of training leave instruments in Europe
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Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Figure 4 Timeline of the introduction of training leave instruments
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Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11)

National legislation was used to regulate most of the training leave instruments – 49 out of 62 – while collective agreements formed the basis for the regulation of 32 instruments (some instruments were regulated by both national legislation and collective agreements). Among the 12 selected instruments, 11 were regulated by national legislation and seven by collective agreements (again, some were regulated by both). However, the influence of collective agreements on training leave should not be underestimated – in some countries, hundreds of different training leave regulations exist in the form of collective agreements, but only the most widely used and extensive practices were described in this report. Collective agreements that deal with training leave were usually present at sectoral/inter-sectoral level and, less frequently, at company or national level. In France, most of the training leave instruments were regulated by collective agreements at inter-professional level.

Regional law played a significant role in five instruments, usually in countries with a strong tradition of regional governance (Belgium, Germany, Spain, France, Italy). It could be argued that, in countries where the regional dimension is particularly important for education and training, regional training leave (or any VET cost-sharing instruments, for that matter) may be a better option. This is well illustrated through the case of Belgian educational leave, which, because of its federal and general nature, is not always considered to be sufficient (especially in terms of provision of information and guidance) by the regional governments, whose separate education and training policies are focused primarily on (sector)specific training.

In many cases, the same instruments were regulated at several levels. Even in cases where instruments are regulated only by legislation, the social partners may have been significantly involved in the legislative procedure, and vice versa – although some of the instruments are entirely subject to collective agreements, the State may have had an important role in regulating the procedures for collective bargaining. For instance, Dutch collective agreements may be ‘extended’ – in other words, granted statutory status, similar to that of secondary legislation – by the government. Such agreements become obligatory within the sector concerned. Only collective agreements that include clauses on training may be ‘extended’ (van Peijpe, 2006).

Table 5 presents the level at which training leave instruments are regulated in Europe.

The regulation of training leave may also be a shared responsibility. For instance, both leave instruments in Denmark are particularly interesting because of the way in which the aspects regulated by statutory legislation and by collective agreements are allocated. The legislation establishes only the mechanisms (separate schemes for CVET and learning at primary, secondary or tertiary level) for funding the training leave, while all other issues (such as eligibility and duration) are decided in collective agreements. Under the Spanish individual training leave instrument, collective agreements may be used only to define the percentage of employees in the company eligible for training leave.

The social partners played at least some role in 32 of the 62 training leave instruments identified. Almost the same number of instruments (27) were regulated only by the State. Table 6 shows in which countries the responsibility for regulation is designated to either the State or the social partners, and in which it is shared by both.


Table 5 Level of regulation of training leave instruments
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Table 6 Means of regulation of training leave instruments
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Table 7 Bodies responsible for the regulation of training leave
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Ministries and other national and regional-level public institutions were the types of bodies most frequently mentioned by the national experts to be involved in the regulation of training leave. As training leave is a provision which is very important both to the education system and the labour market, both Ministries of Labour and Ministries of Education (or analogous institutions) were significantly involved in the regulation process. For training leave instruments targeted primarily at public servants, national civil service agencies were involved in their regulation. In several cases, regional or local institutions, as well as the social partners, were involved in the regulatory process. For example, in France, the OPCA social partner organisations were the key bodies regulating the various training leave arrangements, mostly those related to funding issues at sectoral and regional levels. It could also be argued that the social partners have played and continue to play a role in the regulation of all instruments which are, at least in part, regulated through collective agreements, but it is hard to gauge the exact level of their involvement. Box 6 provides a description of the role of the social partners in regulating training leave in Europe where details of their involvement are better known (the role of the social partners in the management of training leave is presented in Section 3.1.9).

3.1.5. Access conditions

3.1.5.1. Eligibility

In some cases, policy-makers or the social partners feel the need to limit the use of the training leave instrument to a specific group. Various eligibility requirements, defining the employees who are allowed to take a certain type of training leave and the circumstances under which they may do so, are applied to such instruments. These requirements may apply to the personal characteristics of potential users, such as age, nationality or residence, or to their employment relationship – contract type, work experience or length of the employment relationship with the current employer. The requirements may also be applied to the company in which the employee wishing to take training leave works – such criteria may relate to size, sector or type of company.

Certain internal eligibility criteria (i.e. set at company level in addition to the criteria set by national law/collective agreement) were also reported by the seven companies which provided information for the case studies. The most common requirement was for the training to be compatible with the needs of the company. The requirement for the learner to have an employment contract with the company was reported in three cases. Other internal requirements (good performance, duration of the employment relationship) were applied only in the company Holcim Hungária, Hungary, on the basis of the Hungarian learning contracts.

For the 62 training leave instruments analysed, the most common requirement (eligibility criteria) relating to the employment relationship was for the employee to obtain the permission of his or her employer; in some cases, a formal document was required. It was also fairly common practice for the employer to have the right to deny or postpone training leave where the granting of such leave might have an adverse effect on the operations of the company. The type of the employee’s contract was also important, as many instruments (23) excluded employees on probation from their use. However, the eligibility distinction between full-time and part-time employees was much less common. The requirements of a minimum duration of the employment relationship with the current employer and of minimum work experience were also quite common. The instruments differed quite significantly in their application of this type of eligibility criteria. Job alternation leave in Finland and leave for trade union-related training in Luxembourg both applied all six eligibility criteria relating to the employment relationship. Some of the instruments (BE2, FR1, FR2, FR6, ES1, CY1, LT2, PT3, SE2, UK1, NO) applied five criteria, while the instrument in Estonia was not subject to any such criteria (however, the employment relationship is required; the employment contract is not a must simply because Estonian civil servants are appointed to a post in the civil service and do not have contracts as such).


Box 6 Regulation of selected training leave instruments by the social partners


The country in which the influence of the social partners on the regulation of training leave is felt the most is France. All of the selected French instruments are regulated by the social partners. This regulation is carried out by OPCAs, agencies that collect and manage employers’ financial contributions to training (including training leave), established by agreement between the social partners in the industrial branch concerned at national, sectoral and regional level and approved by the State. OPCAs mainly have a say on funding rules – within the limits set by the Labour Code and applicable collective agreements, the joint executive board of the OPCA may freely determine the rules governing the funding of training, including the funding of training leave. Such rules include the amount of supported educational costs and/or additional costs, type and duration of training eligible for funding, direct payment versus reimbursement of costs, etc.

In the case of Danish training leave financed from VEU, only the funding arrangements are regulated by law; the social partners may themselves regulate all other issues concerning the training leave through collective agreements.

As mentioned previously, since the 1990s, responsibility for training in the Netherlands was shifted on to the social partners. The regulation of Dutch training leave under collective agreements is almost exclusively in the hands of the social partners, and the State has only the right to extend the collective agreements and make them binding for a specific sector.

Under Belgian educational leave, representatives of the social partners participate in a commission which determines the list of training programmes for which the training leave instrument may be used. Because of this involvement, the social partners are able to provide guidance to employees and employers on whether or not a particular training programme is eligible.

Under the Hungarian learning contracts instrument, the details of learning contracts to be concluded with employees may be negotiated by the social partners at sectoral or company level. To date, only a few sectors have concluded sectoral collective agreements, and agreements at company level are more popular (Eurofound, 2009b).

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



The detailed findings on the eligibility criteria relating to the employment relationship are presented in Table 8.

Among the 12 selected instruments, eligibility criteria relating to personal characteristics were not very widespread. Citizenship or residence requirements were not applied at all, while age requirements were present in only some of the collective agreements for Dutch training leave under the collective agreements instrument and (very loose requirements) for Danish training leave financed from VEU (covers a very wide age group: 18-65)

The company type-related eligibility criteria were not widely applied among the 12 instruments. None of the instruments were specific to a certain size or sector of companies, while Belgian educational leave, Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act, the French CIF instrument and (with a few exceptions) Spanish individual training leave were available only to employees of private companies (in Spain, some public companies, except public administration, could also be eligible).

Eligibility criteria may also be related to the training process or to specific features of the training course. At least some proof of attendance was required for nine of the 12 selected instruments. The remaining requirements were applied in a similar number of cases: five instruments required a certified training programme, seven had requirements regarding the accreditation of training provider and seven regarding the purpose of the training.

An additional important issue (not analysed in this report) relating to the nature of eligible training could be whether learners may enrol in either part-time or full-time education. In cases where part-time education programmes are taken but full-time training leave is granted, this may lead to unnecessary support being provided and leave being used for other purposes. On the other hand, although part-time education is often compatible with job-related duties, additional time may be needed, for example to prepare for or sit exams or to complete homework assignments.

Table 9 provides a more detailed review of eligibility criteria relating to training itself.


Table 8 Eligibility criteria relating to employment relationship
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Table 9 Training-related eligibility criteria (12 selected instruments)
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3.1.5.1. Target groups

Training leave instruments may be targeted at a specific group of learners. These learners are usually (but not exclusively) disadvantaged in some way – employees with few skills or at the bottom end of the salary scale, ageing, disabled or migrant employees and other groups. In cases where all employees (at least in a certain sector – private or public, where leave is sector-specific) are eligible for training leave, it is regarded as being universal.

The survey respondents were asked to identify whether or not the training leave instrument is specifically targeted at some sort of disadvantaged group. Several possible target groups (low-skilled, low-paid, ageing or disabled employees, employees in SMEs, migrants, employees in a specific economic sector or profession) were predefined in the questionnaire; however, respondents were invited to provide their own interpretation of the target groups involved.

Very few of the training leave instruments implemented in European countries were specifically targeted at some sort of disadvantaged group. Among those specified, the most common target group was low-skilled employees, while most of the other predefined disadvantaged groups – migrant, low-paid, ageing and disabled employees and employees in SMEs – were not targeted by any of the instruments identified. The Hungarian learning contracts instrument and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act were both targeted at employees threatened by redundancy. However, they differed slightly in their key objectives – while the main reasoning behind the Hungarian instrument was to keep employees employed by increasing their level of qualifications, the Dutch instrument was primarily designed to introduce a possibility for financially struggling companies to avoid staff cuts by reducing the wage burden.

Several instruments were also targeted not at disadvantaged groups but at specific professions (usually in cases where training leave was compulsory). Most often, teachers or lecturers were eligible under such profession-specific instruments.

More details on the targeting of the training leave instruments may be found in Table 10. Most instruments aimed at disadvantaged learners were selected for in-depth analysis. However, even more of the selected instruments were applied universally.

Although SMEs probably experience the greatest difficulties in using training leave, most instruments do not distinguish beneficiaries on the basis of company size. However, some examples of preferential treatment towards SME employees are discussed below.


Table 10 Target groups of training leave instruments
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(*) Although Articles 110-115 of the Hungarian Labour Law refer to universal training leave, Article 116 states that only employees who have not completed their general education (below lower-secondary level) are eligible.

NB: Codes in bold indicate the selected training leave instruments analysed in depth. n/a = information not available.

Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


3.1.5.2. Preferential treatment


Targeting may, however, take another form in the implementation of training leave instruments. In some cases, certain groups of instrument users receive preferential treatment by being eligible for larger amounts of funding, a longer period of leave or other favourable conditions.

In this particular case, however, preferential treatment measures were not very widespread among the 12 instruments selected for in-depth analysis. Only five instruments applied such treatment to specific groups of employees (Box 7) or companies (SMEs).

3.1.6. Legal provisions – rights and obligations

Provisions on training leave in the relevant legislation are informative in several ways. First of all, they show the emphasis placed on certain features of training leave by policy-makers or the social partners as well as their understanding of what is really important for such an instrument. This information also reveals what the training leave guarantees and protects legally, in other words which training leave regulations are binding on employers and employees.

Among the 12 selected training leave instruments, the most common legally established obligation was for the employee to inform the employer about his or her intention to take training leave (this was also confirmed by the company case studies, as all seven companies taking part in the survey reported the existence of such a requirement). The only case where such a requirement was not in place was leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands, whereby the decision to take training leave was not to be left to the employee him/herself but to the employer (although there are some reported cases where it was the employee who requested the application of this instrument). Protection against dismissal was enshrined in the legislation regulating seven of the 12 instruments, and, in nine cases, the legislation provided that equivalent employment conditions and the job position are guaranteed. In eight cases, the relevant legislation stipulated that training leave should be further regulated through individual and, in seven cases, collective agreements. The right of the employee to appeal if leave is not granted was established in six cases. Meanwhile, five of the selected instruments were closely linked to payback clause instruments, which provide security to employers for their investment in the training of their employees. The use of payback clauses was reported by four of the seven companies which provided information for the company case studies.

National stakeholders have identified a number of inconsistencies in existing legislation; this shows that there is some room for improvement. For instance, in Poland, employers would benefit from a job-rotation instrument if training leave was provided for 22 days or more, but the maximum duration of training leave was set (national regulation) at only 21 days.

Table 11 presents an overview of the selected instruments for which various requirements relating to training leave have been established in law. The table shows a theoretical situation; implementation of the instruments might differ in practice (e.g. the requirement that the employee may not be dismissed during training leave was applied in seven of the selected instruments, but such a guarantee was actually provided in nine cases (Table 12)).

The mechanisms applied under the selected instruments for appealing against the employer’s decision to deny training leave to employees were very varied. Box 8 presents the procedures followed in those cases where an appeal is possible.


Box 7 Preferential treatment (12 selected training leave instruments)


Under the Hungarian learning contracts instrument, preferential treatment is given to SMEs. All companies pay 1.5% of their gross payroll as a VET contribution. However, part of this contribution may be used by the company to provide training to its own employees (including training under the learning contract instrument). Large companies are allowed to use 33% and SMEs 60% of the contribution for their own training purposes. Under the preventive training instrument, low-qualified and older employees are entitled to longer periods of training leave, while disabled employees are eligible for both longer periods of leave and a higher level of funding (the exact period and amount are not set, but the possibility for this type of positive discrimination is enshrined in the relevant legislation).

In the Netherlands, the provisions of training leave under collective agreements often include various specific arrangements for different disadvantaged groups (low-qualified, low-paid, ageing, disabled and migrant employees). As a result, the chance of being granted training leave under this instrument is actually greater for persons belonging to these groups.

The Polish training leave instrument provides for a longer period of leave for employees in certain professions:


	teachers (6 days to prepare for the entrance exams for ISCED 5-6 studies; 21-28 days for each year of studies at ISCED levels 5-6; depending on type of studies: 21 days for evening studies, 28 days for weekend studies, 21 days to prepare for the final exam and complete the dissertation during the final year of studies);


	lawyers (30 days);


	medical doctors (training leave may be granted for as long as specialist courses last);


	police officers (one extra day to prepare for each exam during tertiary education studies – ISCED 5A-5B);


	soldiers (6-30 days depending on the type and level of course);


	intelligence officers (7 days to prepare for the entrance exams for ISCED 5-6 studies; 21 days for each year of studies at ISCED levels 5-6; 28 days to prepare for the PhD exam; 30 days to prepare for the attorney exam); government security officers (6-28 days depending on the type and level of course).




Under Spanish individual training leave, as well as under various other vocational training initiatives, disadvantaged groups of learners (ageing and disabled employees, SME employees) are given priority to receive training leave over other groups of learners, although no specific provisions are laid down for preferential treatment with regard to funding or duration of leave. Priority for training leave is also given to those employees who have not previously benefited from such an instrument.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).




Table 11 Requirements established in legislation regulating training leave (12 selected instruments)
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The various rights of employees taking leave for training purposes were very widely protected by the training leave instruments selected for in-depth analysis. All instruments guaranteed learners the continuation of health care insurance and pension entitlements. In nine of the 12 cases, employees were also protected from dismissal from the company, and, in the remaining cases, an employee may not be dismissed for having taken training leave but only on other, unrelated grounds. In eight cases, employees are also guaranteed that they will continue to hold at least the same position in their company. Table 12 shows which of the rights were protected by each of the selected instruments. The focus here is on practice rather than theory with regard to rights protection.

Even the protection of certain employees’ rights does not guarantee compliance with these rules, and some employers may choose to face sanctions. For example, it was reported that, although learners who take leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands were protected against dismissal, there were some cases where participants were fired immediately after their period of leave came to an end.


Box 8 Possibility of appealing a decision to deny training leave


Belgian educational leave provides for the possibility of appeal, but there are reportedly very few cases where this would be necessary, since the right to leave may not, in principle, be denied by the employer except in certain circumstances (e.g. very small companies, a large number of applicants). The Labour Tribunals are competent to hear appeals against an employer’s decision.

In Denmark, the decision to deny training leave financed from VEU may be appealed at several levels. Employees whose training leave application has been denied may appeal to the company-level trade union representatives and, thereafter, to local and national trade unions; ultimately, the case may be settled by industrial arbitration.

Under the French CIF instrument, where conflict persists over the guarantee of training leave, the Labour Inspectorate serves as an arbiter/mediator through the company’s appointed labour inspector.

Under the Hungarian preventive training instrument, the regional Labour Centres act as appeal institutions.

In the case of Dutch training leave under collective agreements, arbitration committees, set up by the social partners, are usually responsible for resolving conflicts over training leave.

In Spain, under individual training leave, employees may complain to the trade unions and, subsequently, where one exists, to a commission consisting of representatives from trade unions and employer associations at sectoral level, named ‘Comisión paritaria’ (joint commission). This commission reaches agreement in each specific case. Should the commission fail to reach an agreement, the Labour Authority issues a final decision.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



3.1.7. Duration arrangements

Different duration arrangements were applied for the training leave instruments in the countries analysed. A very widespread practice was to limit the maximum duration for which learners were allowed to take training leave. This ranged from 24 hours for some specific short-term leave arrangements (e.g. for the validation of acquired experience) to several years (in Norway or in France under the CFP instrument). The French CFP instrument, used by civil servants, as well as the instruments operating in Luxembourg, were notable in this respect in that they placed a limit on the total duration of training leave that the employee is allowed to take for the entire length of his/her career (three years in France and merely 80 days in Luxembourg). The possibility for an employee to accumulate a maximum period of time for which he/she is eligible to take training leave was covered by only three instruments. However, some instruments specified the maximum duration of leave that the employee was eligible to take throughout a certain period or set the amount of time that must elapse between two periods of training leave. In Austria, for example, employees were allowed to take leave lasting from three months to no longer than one year within a four-year period.


Table 12 Rights of employees protected by training leave instruments
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Regulations on a minimum period for which training leave may be taken appeared to be less widespread. Where a minimum duration was specified, this was rarely for a prolonged period of time, although, in several cases, a minimum of three months’ leave had to be taken (e.g. in AT, BE2, FI2). In some cases, notably with regard to compulsory leave, leave had to be taken for a certain number of hours during a specific period of time (e.g. Portuguese leave for teacher training). Most of the 12 selected instruments provided for the possibility of discontinue the training leave once it had begun, but the possible reasons for this discontinuation were stated in only a few cases (Box 9).

The case studies relating to seven European companies showed that training leave most commonly lasted anywhere between 1 and 15 working days. Only two companies allowed their employees to accumulate the duration of training leave, but only three placed a limit on how often such leave could be taken.

Detailed information on regulations regarding the duration of training leave is presented in Table 12. Box_9 also describes in greater detail the regulations for discontinuing training leave.

3.1.8. Funding arrangements

Actors involved in funding training leave

In itself, training leave is simply a regulatory instrument which determines the costs that need to be covered by certain actors or by some form of financial resources.

Apart from the usual costs involved in any kind of training (such as course fees, cost of materials and other related expenses), training during working hours also carries a high cost in terms of foregone income/lost wages. As the employee is unable to perform his/her professional duties, in the absence of third-party funding, either the employee sacrifices his/her wages (foregone income) in return for training or the employer covers the cost of wages in return for the opportunity to have a better trained employee. This situation may be improved if financial assistance is provided by the State or by other actors (such as the social partners). Under the instruments analysed, lost wages/foregone income were covered mainly by employers and, quite often, by the national/federal government. Course fees and related costs, as well as travel and subsistence expenses, were also paid most often by employers but also almost as often by employees.

As is to be expected, the actors who contributed the most to the funding of training leave were employers and employees. The national government played a financial role in about a half of the training leave instruments (including seven of the selected). It was most often involved in the compensation of lost wages and course fees and rarely in the payment of travel and subsistence expenses. The involvement of other actors in the funding arrangements for training leave was fairly limited. Regional governments played a role in the funding of nine instruments, trade unions in five cases (usually trade union-specific training) and federations of employers in only three instruments.

Training funds, consisting of contributions from employers, played a significant role in the funding of several instruments (BE1, DK1, ES1, HU3, NL2, PL; see also subsection below on the links between training leave and other VET cost-sharing instruments). In France, OPCAs played a significant role in the funding of most training leave instruments. In the case of Dutch training leave under collective agreements, the European Social Fund (ESF) was also a significant source of funding, as it provided subsidies which formed part of the funds used by the sectoral training funds.


Table 13 Duration of training leave
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Box 9 Discontinuing training leave


In Austria, employees are obliged to discontinue their training leave if they wish to change employer or are unable to provide proof of their enrolment on a course. Once the eligibility criteria are no longer being met, the payment of compensation for lost wages will stop.

Belgian educational leave provides that the employee may interrupt the training leave for any reason providing he/she notifies the authorities within five days of doing so; however, if the employee fails to complete the same training course twice, the educational leave granted for the purpose of participating in the course may no longer be used.

Under the French CIF instrument, training leave may be discontinued at the initiative of the learner at any time. The most common reason for discontinuing leave is some kind of force majeure, such as health problems.

The Hungarian preventive training instrument provides that training leave may be discontinued at any time and for any reason, but, in so doing, the learner must repay all expenses incurred by the State and the employer in providing the training.

In the case of Dutch training leave under collective agreements, the discontinuation of training leave is generally allowed, most often because of some kind of force majeure or termination of the employment relationship between the parties concerned. Leave under the part-time unemployment act may be discontinued at the initiative of the employer.

In Poland, the employee may discontinue training leave at any time; however, if the employee voluntarily discontinues the leave on which he/she was sent by the employer, he/she is obliged to reimburse all the training costs incurred by the employer.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



The contribution of various actors/financial sources towards training leave expenses is described in more detail in Annex 1.

Some national experts indicated that the role of the State in the funding of training in general, including training leave, has diminished (the reasons for this include a rising demand for VET and growing pressures on public budgets because of the increasing costs of investment in training, as well as competing demands in pension and health care systems). In the Netherlands, the responsibility for the training of the unemployed was shifted on to the social partners in the 1990s. More recent reported moves towards a lesser involvement of the State in the funding of training leave include the lower amounts of training allowance provided in Denmark and the reduced funding of active labour market policies in Poland. As a result of these recent trends in reduced public funding for training (including training leave), the financial cost of implementing training leave may increase for employers, employees and the social partners alike. Further, the overall role of the social partners in implementing training leave instruments may also increase because of this trend. The links between training leave as a regulatory instrument and alternative sources of training leave funding – other cost-sharing instruments – may also become increasingly important.

The legal regulation that establishes the financial framework for an instrument might differ from how the funding of the instrument works in practice. In other words, some funding arrangements have been made informally and do not have any legal basis.

If we consider only what is laid down in the documents regulating training leave, it is evident that the most common funding arrangement is where each party pays for that training from which it derives the most benefit – 100% of all training leave costs are paid by employers (including state institutions) for employer-directed training and by employees in the case of training for their own interest. However, the exact amount to be paid by employers or employees was never specified.

In contrast, the contribution from the State was usually specified in exact amounts or ranges and not as shares. The amounts specified varied from EUR60 per month (minimum compensation for lost wages under the Belgian training credit (Flanders region)) up to EUR6900 per month (maximum compensation for lost wages under individual training leave in Luxembourg). There were a few exceptions where the share of lost wages to be compensated was set (at 40-80% for scholarships and under the educational leave scheme for the civil service in Cyprus, at 50% for Slovenian partial refunding of wage compensation for temporarily laid-off workers and at 100% under leave for trade union-related training in Luxembourg). The funding of fees or travel and subsistence expenses was regulated more or less as often in legislation or collective agreements.

Table A2 in Annex 1 presents the funding arrangements in place for the 12 instruments selected, not as they actually operate but as they are established under the legal requirements set out in the relevant legislation and/or collective agreements. The shares and amounts of funding that are binding on all actors for certain types of costs associated with training leave are presented. Among the instruments selected, there was none in which the financial contribution of trade unions or employer organisations was laid down in national legislation. The contributions that were established most frequently were those of employers, while those of employees and the State were also referred to fairly often.

The case studies revealed how the costs were shared in practice in various companies that use the training leave instruments. The Austrian company Kick-Off reported that 40 to 50% of its training leave costs (fees, travel and subsistence expenses) were compensated by the State under the Bildungskarenz Plus scheme. Under the Hungarian learning contracts, in relation to which the exact shares of contributions from key actors are set neither by legislation nor by collective agreements, practices varied, from payment of all costs by the employer to payment of 70% of the training fees by the employer and 30% by the employee. One public company that used preventive training in Hungary was required to pay only 10% of the training costs (fees), while all other expenses were borne by the State. The Dutch company that used training leave under collective agreements compensated all of the training leave costs.

Links to other VET cost-sharing instruments

Training leave instruments do not operate in an isolated environment. Often, different combinations of cost-sharing instruments involving training leave are used to achieve policy objectives relating to participation in education and training or enhancement of the employability of the workforce. With regard to the 12 training leave instruments selected for in-depth analysis, the most widespread links existed with various training funds established in the countries. In cases where the State provides no or insufficient compensation for training leave, training funds (consisting of employers’ contributions to training raised through levies) may provide funding without a significant immediate financial burden being placed on employers (29). Training funds have become and continue to become increasingly important in certain countries, for example in the Netherlands, where they play a crucial role in the implementation of training leave in every sector, or in Denmark, where the Danish Government is seeking to ease the financial burden associated with funding continuing education and training and is shifting this responsibility on to the social partners and the sectoral training funds that they create. Payback clauses were also among the most widely used instruments in relation to training leave (e.g. four out of seven companies which provided information for case studies on training leave used payback clauses). It could be argued that both training funds and payback clauses essentially tackle the same constraint to training: the fear of employees being poached (Ok and Tergeist, 2003; Cedefop, 2008; European Commission, 2007). Training funds ‘depersonalise’ the funding used by companies, while payback clauses guarantee that the employees’ skills in which the employer has invested will remain available to the company. The popularity of these instruments shows that the potential poaching of employees and the actual gains to be made from investment in training are serious issues which companies take into consideration before using training leave. It is also clear that this problem is more acute in sectors that demand a more knowledge-based workforce.


Box 10 Links of training leave instruments to other VET cost-sharing instruments


In Austria, during the financial crisis, most regional governments – together with employers – committed themselves to providing grants to cover course costs associated with training leave. Employers paid for the course costs and were subsequently reimbursed by the regional governments. Most local governments committed themselves to reimbursing 50% of the training costs, but, in some provinces, the rate of subsidisation was as low as 25%. This special measure was called Bildungskarenz Plus. Tax incentives also play a significant role in supporting training leave instruments – companies may deduct 20%, and employees the full amount, of the education costs from the basis for tax assessment. Payback clauses are also used in connection with training leave. If the employer has invested in the training, employees must reimburse these costs if they leave the company before a specific period, laid down in a written agreement and binding on the employee, has elapsed. Exceptions to this employee obligation include unfair dismissal or if the employee ends the employment relationship more than five years after the agreement was concluded.

The direct costs (the exact type is defined by collective agreement) of training under Belgian educational leave may be paid from the sectoral training funds. Employees may also be reimbursed part of the course fees by the Flemish Government through the use of training vouchers.

Private sectoral training funds may also supplement Danish training leave financed from VEU up to a maximum of 85% of the employee’s normal income. Recently (2011), the maximum amount of VEU allowance that may be allocated to learners was reduced by 20%; this means that a higher level of funding will be needed from the training funds to sustain compensation for lost wages at the same level as before.

In Spain, the funds collected from obligatory contributions paid by companies as a training levy, and related training credits are used to fund individual training leave (Box 11).

The Hungarian learning contracts instrument provides that, in the case of training leave, formal agreements must be signed between employer and learner. Such agreements often include payback clauses. The Hungarian preventive training instrument is an active labour market tool funded by the Labour Fund (national training fund). This instrument also includes a measure similar to a payback clause, whereby the learner is obliged to repay all the expenses incurred by the employer and the State if he/she discontinues the training leave.

Training leave under collective agreements in the Netherlands is associated with several other cost-sharing instruments. Payback clauses are quite often established during the training leave period, especially for a higher level of education, in financial and ICT sectors; because the key level of regulation for this instrument is the sectoral level, most sectors also have separate training funds (at least 92 such sectoral training funds were identified in 2009 (VanderMeijden et al., 2012)) from which the training leave is funded; these funds consist of contributions from employers equal to 0.5-2% of their payroll as well as from the European Social Fund (where the sectoral training funds are transparent and officially recognised). Such funds are reported to be quite substantial but have been criticised for not using all of their available financial resources and for not exercising transparency in their spending. Tax incentives, usually in the form of deductions, are available to all employers who provide training to their employees. In the case of leave under the part-time unemployment act, there exists a different type of payback clause. Since employers benefiting from the instrument receive financial assistance from the State, if they break the rules governing the instrument, for example if they dismiss an employee while he/she is on training leave, they are obliged to repay the support. Payback clauses usually imposed by the employer on the employee are not allowed.

In Poland, the relation of the training leave and most of the other cost-sharing instruments to the training fund is very important. This fund may cover up to 50% (but not more than one average monthly salary) of the training costs for employees under 45 years old and 80% (but not exceeding 300% of the average salary) for employees aged over 45. A number of payback clauses are also in place in Poland – these must form part of the training contract signed between the employer and the employee, which in turn the employee cannot refuse to sign if he/she wishes to be compensated by the employer for the training costs. The size of the payback is usually proportionate to the amount of time that has elapsed after the training.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Other instruments closely associated with the training leave arrangements analysed included tax incentives and grants. Box10 presents key examples of such links that exist between training leave instruments and other cost-sharing instruments.

Companies granting individual training leave in Spain were eligible for a number of interesting funding options, including tax credits and additional allowances from training funds. A detailed description of these funding arrangements is presented in Box_11.

Training leave instruments may also be associated with job-rotation arrangements. The principle of job rotation is quite simple: an unemployed person is recruited to replace the employee during his/her training leave. After the employee returns to work, it is hoped that he/she is promoted to a higher position in the company. Such arrangements have been introduced in some countries to counter high unemployment.

Among the 12 selected countries, however, job rotation was not a very popular arrangement. Denmark, which was the first to introduce such an arrangement, the Netherlands and Poland were the only countries to apply a job-rotation scheme, and, in Poland, the use of job rotation was, at the time, practically impossible because of its incompatibility with national legislation. The companies analysed also revealed that the hiring of replacement staff during training leave was not a very popular practice. Four of seven companies indicated that they never did this, and three said that they seldom did this. Box 12 describes job-rotation arrangements in more detail.

The role of the European Social Fund

In some countries, the European Social Fund (ESF) provided part of the financial resources required for the operation of training leave instruments. The larger involvement of the ESF in the funding of such instruments, especially those reported by national stakeholders to be lacking sufficient funding, could be vital in helping them achieve their objectives and target their users. The current role of the ESF in funding training leave in Europe is described in more detail in Box 13.

3.1.9. Role of government and the social partners in the management of training leave

Different actors were involved in the management of the 12 training leave instruments selected for more detailed analysis. While some of the instruments, such as preventive training in Hungary, were managed mainly by public institutions, some others fell primarily under the responsibility of employers or the social partners (no other actors not belonging to one of these groups were involved in their management).

The State was mostly involved in the management of financial support for instruments and in dealing with special cases that may arise during their implementation (e.g. additional assistance for employees with special needs). The management of financial support usually involved the transfer of earmarked funds; in the case of the French CVAE instrument, the State also provided the financial follow-up of the implementation of training leave.

Employers, on the other hand, were more involved in eligibility checks and application procedures. Examples of activities in this connection included the provision of relevant documents and/or application forms concerning training leave, verification of the compatibility of proposed training leave with regulations at all levels (company-level and sectoral-level agreements and national legislation), provision of information upon the request of responsible institutions, authorisation of the learners, negotiations on training leave (in the case of the DIF instrument in France) and selection of employees to be sent on training leave (in the case of Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act). Employers were also sometimes involved in the financial management of instruments (mainly by continuing paying salaries of employees on training leave and claiming support from the State or sectoral training funds).


Box 11 Training bonus for Spanish individual training leave


In Spain, companies which provide individual training leave to their employees have access to a certain amount of training credit that they, in turn, may use to offset their contributions to the social security system. The size of this credit depends on both the total amount that companies paid as a training levy the previous year and the number of employees:



	Number of employees
	Size of credit



	1-5
	EUR420 per year



	6-9
	100% of the amount paid the previous year



	10-49
	75% of the amount paid the previous year



	50-249
	60% of the amount paid the previous year



	≥250
	50% of the amount paid the previous year







Companies may use the whole amount of credit for training leave or they may use the credit to fund other training activities and receive an extra 5% of the total credit calculated for training leave. If the cost of the training leave is not covered by this 5% (as tends to be the case), companies may also benefit from a bonus paid by the training fund as a percentage of the gross wage cost of the trainee that is calculated based on the number of employees they have.





  	Number of employees  
  	Size of credit  



  	1-9
  	Wage cost for up to 200 hours per company  



  	10-49  
  	Wage cost for up to 400 hours per company  



  	50-249  
  	Wage cost for up to 600 hours per company  



  	250-499  
  	Wage cost for up to 800 hours per company  



  	≥500  
  	Wage cost for up 200 hours per company for every 500 employees  







Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).




Box 12 Job-rotation arrangements in selected countries


In Austria, the job-rotation instrument, which provides a level of payment similar to that of educational leave, is applicable to employees provided that the employer has recruited a replacement for the employee during the leave period. However, this instrument is not directly linked to educational leave, and leave may be taken for various purposes, including but not limited to training.

In Denmark, two types of job rotation are currently possible:


	an employer sends an employee on training leave with a VEU allowance or other external compensation (i.e. does not bear wage costs) and recruits an unemployed person as his/her replacement. The employer receives the usual wage subsidies as in any other case where an unemployed person is hired;


	an employer sends an employee on training leave with continued salary payments and recruits one or more unemployed persons as his/her replacement. The employer receives a job-rotation allowance from the State – the maximum amount of unemployment benefit plus 60%. However, the job-rotation allowance may be used only to cover an amount of working time that is equivalent to the period during which the employee on training leave is absent. Under this arrangement, a number of eligibility rules apply. The employer must continue paying the wages of the employee in training, without receiving a VEU allowance or other compensation from the State; no wage subsidies are paid to the employer for hiring unemployed persons. Such an arrangement may last for up to 12 months.




The use of job rotation was reported to be on the rise again in the light of the recent economic crisis and increasing long-term unemployment.

In the Netherlands, job-rotation arrangements exist at company level, mostly in large organisations. Their use does not, however, appear to be widespread.

In Poland, job rotation is regulated by the Act on employment promotion and labour market institutions. If an employer grants training leave to an employee for training lasting at least 22 days and employs an unemployed person sent by the local labour exchange in his/her place, the employer may be reimbursed for the cost of training (up to 80%) and the cost of the salary for the new employee (40% of the average salary in Poland). However, the changes to the regulation of the training leave instrument introduced in the Labour Code in 2012 have made this regulation impossible to apply, as training leave may now last no longer than 21 days.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11); Danish National Centre for Employment Initiatives (2011).



The social partners were also involved mostly in eligibility checks and application procedures; a more detailed description of their role is provided in Box_14.

Other actors may also be involved in the management of training leave. In the case of the French instruments, these were managed by the social partner organisations, OPCAs (Box 14). Spanish individual training leave was managed by the Tripartite Foundation (30), which was established jointly by the social partners and the State.

The full picture of the division of roles in the management of training leave among the various actors is provided in Table 14.


Box 13 Role of the European Social Fund in funding training leave instruments


In the case of Dutch training leave under collective agreements, the sectoral training funds that provide funding for training leave may apply for subsidies from the European Social Fund. Sectoral training funds must ensure transparency in the use of their funds and must be recognised as a legitimate funding mechanism to be eligible. The criteria for recognition and transparency of the funds were made more stringent in the 2007-13 programming period compared to 2000-06. The share of ESF contributions was reduced from 50% to 40%. According to national experts, ESF funding was also used (partly) to cover the lost wage costs.

Under Spanish individual training leave, the Tripartite Foundation, which is responsible (among others) for managing training leave and is established jointly by the State and the social partners, is partly financed by the ESF (the organisation’s other funding sources include vocational training contributions collected from companies via the social security system and specific contributions established in the budget of the Public State Employment Service). The ESF participates in cofunding training initiatives (including those under training leave) through the multiregional operational programme for adaptability and employment, intended to promote entrepreneurship and improve the adaptability of employees and companies in the 2007-13 programming period. Any type of training leave costs may be covered by the Foundation – fees, wage compensation, travel and subsistence expenses.

The ESF was a major financial contributor to Slovenian partial refunding of wage compensation for temporarily laid-off workers. It provided 85% of the EUR9.5 million budget earmarked for compensation of fees for training undertaken under this instrument, the remaining 15% being paid by the Slovenian Government. Compensation for lost wages, however, was paid by the Slovenian Government in full.

Under the Romanian training leave instrument (the right to training leave), compensation for both training fees and lost wages has recently been introduced using ESF funding available through the sectoral operational programme for human resource development.

Under the Italian training leave instrument, the State compensates learners for fees and travel expenses by providing them with educational vouchers. The financial resources provided by these vouchers come partly from the ‘rotation funds’, which redistribute the funding from the ESF.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Guidance and information services

Availability of good quality guidance and information services is crucial to the smooth functioning of most cost-sharing instruments in general. In the case of training leave, guidance and information services allow both employees and employers to gain a better understanding of eligibility requirements, possibilities for funding leave, the range of training opportunities available, the rights of key actors involved in leave, etc. (for a more detailed review of the importance of guidance and information for training, see, for example, Nicoletti and Berthoud, 2010; or Cedefop et al., 2004).


Box 14 Role of the social partners in the management of selected training leave instruments


In Denmark, the unemployment insurance funds, which are affiliated to trade unions, are the key actors in the management of training leave financed from VEU. These funds are involved in the verification of the eligibility of learners and in the management of the VEU allowance provided. They also accept applications for the VEU allowance from their members, while learners who are not members must apply through educational institutions.

In France, OPCAs are involved in the management of all three selected instruments. In both the CIF instrument and the CVAE instrument, they check whether the eligibility criteria have been met, verify the submitted application, including the training (in the case of CVAE, validation) programme proposed and the justification of its objectives and priorities, and provide the financial follow-up of the implementation of the training leave undertaken. In the case of the DIF instrument, OPCAs are involved only in the management of financial support for fixed-term employees.

In the case of Hungarian learning contracts, company-level trade unions carry out the eligibility checks.

In the case of Dutch training leave under collective agreements, the role of the social partners in the management of training leave (which may include eligibility checks, involvement in application procedures and dealing with special cases) is determined by specific collective agreements. However, the sectoral training funds, which provide the financial support for training leave, are usually managed jointly by the social partners.

Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act is different from most other training leave arrangements, as here it is not always the learner who requests to go on training leave (although there have been some reported cases where the learner has applied for training leave). Instead, it is the employer and the trade unions, or, in the absence of trade unions, work councils, who agree on a list of employees to be sent for training.

Some management responsibilities of Spanish individual training leave are delegated to the Tripartite Foundation. It provides technical and organisational support for the application procedures and technical support for the management of the financial aspects of the instrument.



Guidance services were provided, to some extent, in most of the 12 instruments selected (a notable exception is the learning contracts instrument in Hungary). In seven of the cases, guidance and information services were applied to both employees and employers, while the services provided for the remaining instruments were employee-specific. The State was involved in the provision of guidance for nine of the instruments, and both the social partners and training providers for seven. Employers, meanwhile, played a significant role in this connection for only two instruments, the French CVAE and DIF. In Denmark, private consultancy firms also provided guidance and information on training leave and the VEU allowance, as well as on SVU allowance for companies that invest in the training of their employees. Services provided included the evaluation of a company’s training needs and advice on how to achieve optimal cost-sharing for training using the company’s own resources as well as funds from allowances, training funds, etc. Advice is adjusted according to the company’s fluctuations in production or other operating conditions relevant for the financing of education and training.

The guidance and information services provided mostly consisted of two types – websites hosted by different relevant actors or personal consultation services (either through face-to-face meetings or telephone or messaging software), while leaflets or brochures were present only for the selected Spanish, Belgian and French (CIF) instruments.

The content of the services provided was much more extensive in some instruments than in others. In Austria, for instance, guidance was provided only on eligibility issues, and, for the Hungarian preventive leave instrument, it was provided only on the quality and type of courses available. Meanwhile, the selected Spanish and Danish instruments, as well as the French CIF and DIF instruments, provided guidance and information services on a variety of topics, including, in addition to the ones applied in Austria and Hungary, the rights associated with training leave and instructions on the use of the instrument.

Not all of the guidance and information services provided were specific to training leave – in three cases, services were applicable to education and training in general. National experts also reported that, in some cases, where general guidance for training was provided, very little attention was paid to training leave by such services (e.g. in Hungary, or because of regional/federal discrepancies in Belgium).

Personal guidance was available for seven instruments and, in all cases, was provided free of charge (although, in Denmark, as mentioned above, additional private guidance services could also be purchased).

Some information on guidance measures at company level was also compiled from company case studies. All companies said that they had encouraged their employees to take training leave – two out of the seven said that they did this often, four did so occasionally and one had done so only once. Three companies reported that it was often the employees themselves who asked to go on training leave, while four said that this was rarely the case. All companies but one mentioned that learners were fully informed and received guidance regarding their training leave. In most cases, information and guidance were provided by employer representatives and, in one case, by the training providers.

Table A5 in Annex 1 presents the features of the guidance and information services available in detail.

3.1.9.1. Monitoring and evaluation arrangements

Of the 62 training leave instruments analysed, 33 were reported to have monitoring and/or evaluation arrangements in place. However, in only 24 of those cases was the monitoring and/or evaluation said to be specific to training leave. Other monitoring and evaluation efforts tended to be focused on the general effects of participation in training, as well as post-training income, career prospects and learner satisfaction. In Spain, the implementation of collective agreements (some of which included provisions on training leave) in general was evaluated.

Monitoring and evaluation activities in connection with most of the instruments analysed were limited to occasional monitoring or the collection of participation data. Aspects monitored included characteristics of training leave users, courses for which the instrument was used, etc. In two of the instruments in the UK, evaluation efforts were primarily directed at reviewing existing training leave instruments with a view to introducing reforms.

The institutions responsible for the monitoring and evaluation of training leave instruments were very varied, ranging from various public institutions, such as agencies and ministries, to the social partners themselves. In several cases, public authorities entrusted evaluation activities to independent researchers.

Table A4 in Annex 1 shows monitoring and evaluation arrangements in the sample of European training leave instruments analysed. It also presents the main aspects which were reported to be monitored and/or evaluated, as well as information on institutions that provide or commission the monitoring and evaluation activities. The table also shows that it was mostly instruments with monitoring and/or evaluation arrangements in place that were selected for detailed analysis.


Table 14 Role of various actors in management of training leave instruments (12 selected instruments)

[image: t14a]


[image: t14b]


Of the 12 training leave instruments selected, monitoring and/or evaluation activities were identified in 11 cases (the Polish training leave instrument was the only one for which such activities were not carried out). However, statistics on training leave, though limited, were collected in nine of these instruments. Nine instruments were assigned to an institution which was responsible for their monitoring. In nine cases, publicly available monitoring or evaluation reports or data were identified. However, the monitoring and evaluation of training leave instruments did not usually take into account any pre-set quantified targets – such targets were noted only in connection with training leave financed from VEU in Denmark and dealt only with the speediness of processing applications and not with the level of participation, associated costs or other possible targets.

In cases where monitoring and evaluation measures have been implemented, these were not always used to produce publicly available reports – for example, although monitoring information was collected for the French DIF instrument, no publicly available report was present. Some monitoring and evaluation was carried out occasionally by public institutions in connection with Austrian educational leave and the Hungarian individual learning instrument, but there was no institution responsible for regular monitoring activities.

3.1.10. Recent and planned developments

Like any public policy measure, training leave arrangements are often subject to review and modification. Seven of the 12 instruments had undergone changes during the past five years, while, at the time of the survey, modifications were going to be introduced in two cases. The recent economic and financial crisis was reported to have had a significant impact on four of the instruments selected. Table 16 presents an overview of cases where modifications have recently (during the past five years) been made to training leave instruments, the impact of the recent financial crisis and economic downturn, and future plans to modify existing instruments. Box15 then presents a more detailed description of recent and planned modifications.

The impact of the financial crisis on training leave instruments was mainly twofold. In some cases, the need of both employers (in Poland, Austria) and the State (in Denmark) to cut their expenses meant that the level of funding earmarked for implementation of training leave instruments had been reduced. On the other hand, slowing production had prompted many employers to seek ways in which their wage burden could be reduced without bringing the employment relationship with their employees to an end. Training leave instruments that provided compensation for lost wages often seemed to address such needs while bringing the added benefit of increasing the qualifications of employees; as a result, demand for them had increased. The third type of effect of the crisis on training leave instruments involved the adaptation of existing training leave instruments to the realities of the crisis period (Austria) or the introduction of new instruments specifically designed to counter the negative effects of the crisis (part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands).

Three of the seven companies analysed in the company case studies reported that the financial crisis had had no impact on the use of training leave. In three cases, respondents reported that the use of training leave had decreased. One company that used Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act (which was specifically designed to counter the effects of the crisis) said that its use of the relevant instrument had increased.

In Austria, training leave was reported to have become more inclusive in terms of sectors, regions and qualifications covered – the number of training programmes at ISCED levels 2 and 3 had increased sixfold, while take-up of seasonal qualifications had increased sevenfold. Men, manufacturing sector employees and regions that had been hardest hit by the crisis had begun using it more.


3.2. Comparative analysis of performance of selected training leave instruments

Section 3.1 presented the diversity of training leave instruments implemented in 33 European countries with a more detailed description of the design characteristics of 12 instruments in eight selected countries. This section provides a comparative analysis of those instruments’ performance data (Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2) and both identifies and explains factors that are associated with the level of success of training leave instruments (Section 3.2.3).




Table 15Monitoring and evaluation arrangements for the 12 training leave instruments selected
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3.2.1. Analysis of statistical data


3.2.1.1. Number of beneficiaries and take-up

Table 18 shows the total aggregate number of employees who took training leave and the share of employees who took training leave both as a percentage of an eligible group and as a percentage of total employment in the country, i.e. take-up of the instrument. The available exact data on training leave show that the take-up of training leave (in relation to total employment) was usually up to 1%. Educational leave in Belgium showed a higher take-up, reaching approximately 1.7% of total employment in the country. The take-up rate in Sweden was high (6%), but the figure given is for two instruments – study leave and training leave under collective agreements – combined (separate data per instrument are not available). The most small-scale training leave instruments (in terms of take-up in relation to total employment) appear to be found in Spain: individual training leave covers 0.01% of total employment. In terms of change in 2007-09, training leave in Austria seems to have experienced the biggest increase in use.


Table 16 Recent and planned changes to the 12 training leave instruments selected
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For certain instruments, only a few (rough) estimates rather than exact numbers of beneficiaries and their take-up are available, for example further training for public sector employees in Hungary, training leave in Italy, study leave in Estonia, educational leave for civil servants in Portugal or the right to make a request in relation to study or training and skills pledge in the UK. Some of these instruments achieved high take-up, but the estimates presented should be interpreted with caution.

The information provided in Table 17 should also be treated with caution because some of the instruments target only a small share of the population (e.g. civil servants in the case of further training for the public sector in Hungary, teachers in the case of educational leave for teachers in Latvia and redundant skilled employees in the case of leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands).


Box 15 Modifications to the 12 selected training leave instruments during the past five years and planned future changes


Several changes have been made to the Austrian training leave instrument since its introduction in 1998. The most significant amendments were introduced in 2008 in an attempt to make the instrument more attractive to its users. Until 2007, only older employees (over 45 years) were entitled to receive a higher level of salary compensation (equivalent to the amount of unemployment benefit – 55% of the net salary, at least EUR14.5 per day), and, since 2008, all beneficiaries are entitled to this higher level of compensation. In 2008, the minimum duration of the employment relationship (as one of the eligibility criteria) was reduced from three years to one year, but employees who take training leave now have to provide proof of their participation in at least 20hours’ training a week (or 16 hours if they have child-care responsibilities). It was also made possible to take training leave in modules of three months (this was further reduced to two months during the recent economic crisis). At the moment of research, possible modifications to the instrument were in discussion, but no public information was available.

The Belgian educational leave instrument was last changed in 2006, when the maximum number of hours of paid educational leave was reduced from 180 hours to 120 hours.

In Denmark, the maximum rate of VEU allowance per person, as well as of the SVU allowance (for which the maximum duration was also reduced from 80 to 40 weeks), has been reduced by 20% (from DKK 3830, around EUR514, per week to DKK 3064, around EUR410, per week) as of April 2011.

In Spain, the entire training system was subject to significant reform in 2007. Several modifications were also introduced to the individual training leave instrument. The types of education and training eligible were extended significantly to include alternative degrees of vocational education and training (from both national and regional labour administrations which recognise competences defined in the national catalogue of professional qualifications), as well as validation of working experience and previous informal learning (although, as reported by the survey respondent, such validation has not been shown to be operational in Spain yet). The bonus paid to companies for the provision of training leave, calculated based on company size, was introduced. It was also established that a company may deny training leave only on organisational and production-related grounds.

In the Netherlands, monitoring of training leave under collective agreements has been strengthened over the past few years. The sectoral training funds were asked to report their activities and financial statements to the Labour Inspectorate and urged to spend more on training and keep lower reserves. The Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment announced that it would refuse to ‘extend’ the agreements (i.e. declare them binding for the whole sector) if these steps were not taken. Meanwhile, leave under the part-time unemployment act was, from the outset, designed as a temporary measure during the period of economic crisis (introduced in 1 April 2009); the instrument has already been discontinued (as of 1 July 2011).

Polish training leave underwent significant changes in 2010. The regulations governing training leave were transferred from the Regulation of the Minister for Education and the Minister for Labour into the Labour Code. Under the old legislation, training leave was available for a wide variety of purposes and could last for up to 28days (and more for certain professions). The new legislation established the right to take training leave only in preparation for exams, for a period of up to 21 days.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).




Box 16 Impact of the financial crisis and economic downturn on the 12 selected training leave instruments


In Austria, the financial crisis and economic downturn influenced implementation of the training leave instrument in several ways. During the crisis, employers became increasingly reluctant to allow their employees to take training leave, and some even wanted to discontinue the leave. On the other hand, with assistance from the Bildungskarenz Plus funding scheme introduced by local governments, it was possible to overcome this reluctance to use training leave, and the instrument proved to be particularly useful in preventing redundancies in companies. To make the instrument even easier to use, during the economic crisis, the minimum duration of the employment relationship was reduced from one year to six months and the minimum duration of leave was reduced from three months to two.

In Denmark, the reduction of the maximum rate of VEU allowance and SVU allowance per person was part of the Government's consolidation plan for the Danish economy in the aftermath of the crisis.

In Hungary, a higher number of potential users expressed an interest in the preventive training instrument during the economic crisis.

Leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands (introduced on 1April 2009 and discontinued on 1July 2011) was introduced as a direct result of the crisis. The element of reduced working hours was designed to counter the immediate effects of the crisis, and the element of training sought to meet anticipated post-crisis labour market needs. The other short-time work instruments with a compulsory element of training (in Malta, MT1; and Slovenia, SI2) were also set up in 2009 as part of national measures introduced in the countries concerned aimed at addressing the problems caused by the crisis.

In Poland, the economic crisis had no impact on the regulations governing training leave (the 2010 change was because of legal issues). However, during the crisis, many employers reduced their investment in training, as a result of which fewer employees were sent on training courses and fewer applications for training leave were granted.

During the economic crisis, use of the system of credits and bonuses for companies providing training to their employees increased significantly in Spain. Although the figures shown represent the full amounts of bonuses used for training purposes, it is clear that a growing demand for training also provided new opportunities for training leave instruments.




	
	2007
	2008
	2009



	Bonuses used by companies for demand-driven training (company training plans and training leave)
	EUR 319.89 million
	EUR 390.17 million
	EUR 463.60 million



	Number of individuals participating
	1 580 809
	1 997 546
	2 421 153



	Number of companies participating
	131 787
	190 892
	278 769







Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Lastly, for some countries, only some background/illustrative statistics could be provided, as no data on training leave were available or estimates possible (e.g. employees covered by collective agreements, which include training leave provisions, in Spain; job alternation leave in Finland).

Box 17, on individual training leave in Spain, provides some background information on reasons why the instrument tends to be marginal.

Another argument is that, quite often, employers and employees do not see the need to use formal training leave instruments (including any associated incentives) and instead choose to establish informal individual agreements and introduce their own measures which are not accounted for in the statistics on training leave instruments. Therefore, the actual use of training leave per se may be higher than the one reflected in the statistics. This argument is, at least in part, supported by the company case studies conducted – in five of the seven companies analysed, individual/informal agreements were the main method used to negotiate training leave.

Numbers of beneficiaries by detailed characteristics are not available for most of the selected training leave instruments. For certain characteristics (i.e. type of employment, sector and vulnerable groups), there are no statistics at all or only very few figures available.


Box 17 Reasons for low take-up of individual training leave in Spain


The take-up rate of individual training leave in Spain is particularly low. There may be several reasons for this. First of all, training in Spain is usually linked to training plans organised by companies (and sometimes funded by the State). Accordingly, companies have a preference for the type of training they provide, and employees are trained during working hours at no cost to them. Second, companies are not always happy for employees to take leave from their job for the purposes of training (which may be of interest only to the employees). Third, having employees on training leave causes huge problems for SMEs. This is the case even where companies receive support from the State. The main reason for this is that companies are not able to replace the person who is on training leave. In Spain, SMEs are usually ‘small’ by European standards – in 2010, out of a total of 3291263 companies, 1774005 had 0 employees (individual entrepreneurs), 1211160 had 1-5 employees, 280177 had 6-49 employees, 20843 had 50-199 employees, 4326 had 200-999 employees and 752 had 1000 or more employees. Finally, support from the State for training leave is not readily available.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



The available statistics provided in Table 18 show that men took training leave more often than women under the Austrian and Belgian instruments, as well as for CIF in France. Under the French CVAE instrument, women participated more often, while men and women had similar participation rates for individual training leave in Spain.

Employees aged 15-34 took training leave most often in Austria, Belgium and France (CIF). Shares of beneficiaries for employees aged 55 and above under these instruments were lower. However, there were some notable examples: educational leave in Belgium showed a significant take-up rate of employees aged 35-54, and, for individual training leave in Spain, the take-up rate for employees aged 35-54 was higher than for the other age groups. However, the take-up rates for the Spanish instrument were relatively low. The Belgian instrument also performed relatively well in encouraging the participation of employees over the age of 55, unlike the Spanish instrument.

While the Spanish instrument provided preferential treatment to employees over the age of 45, the Belgian instrument focused not on older but on low-skilled employees. One possible explanation for the lower participation of older learners under the Spanish instrument may be that preferential treatment is applied only when there are more employees requesting training leave than there is funding available. This means that, if older employees are not interested in participating in training and do not apply for training leave in the first place, this preferential treatment becomes redundant.

Although the selected Spanish training leave instrument targets disadvantaged employees (Section 3.1.5.2.), the available statistics show that employees working in high-skilled occupations benefited the most from this instrument.

Although there are no statistical data available, the national expert questioned in the Netherlands indicated that leave under the part-time unemployment act mostly benefited the metalworking and construction sectors, which were among those most badly affected by the crisis. This is hardly unexpected, as the instrument is specifically targeted at high-skilled employees who were made redundant during the financial and economic crisis but are expected to be needed again by the company once the crisis has ended.

Finally, available data reveal that, in France (CIF, CVAE) and Hungary, beneficiaries most often used training leave for secondary education and training, both general and vocational. Educational leave in Belgium focused on continuing education and training (not under ISCED classification), both general and vocational, but in particular vocational (around 44% of total beneficiaries of training leave compared to 29% for general continuing education and training). Most beneficiaries under Spanish individual training leave took leave for higher education (around 72% at ISCED levels 5A-6 and around 8% at ISCED level 5B).


Table 17 Number of beneficiaries and take-up of training leave
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Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Table 18 Beneficiaries by detailed characteristics. Number (and percentage)* in 2009
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3.2.1.2. Average duration

Table 19 shows the average duration in days of paid training leave. Statistics are available for only three of the training leave instruments selected. The table shows that the highest average duration was for Austrian training leave and the French CIF instrument – 221 days in 2009 and 108 days in 2008 respectively. The reason for such a high average duration for the Austrian instrument may be the fact that many people use training leave to finish or start formal education and training programmes, which usually last longer than non-formal ones. The duration of the French CIF instrument is variable according to the duration of the targeted training programme/qualification, so the relatively long average duration of leave might be explained by this factor. Meanwhile, Belgian educational leave and Spanish individual training leave had a much lower average duration – 5.1 and 11 days in 2009 respectively (31).


Table 19 Average duration of paid training leave (in days)
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The average duration has decreased for all selected instruments for which data are available. The biggest decline in average duration was for Belgian educational leave, while the smallest decrease was for the French CIF instrument. Average duration for other instruments saw a relatively moderate decrease. One of possible reasons for the declining average duration of paid training leave may be the tendency for more employees to participate in short-term CVET courses.

3.2.1.3. Costs of training leave

As is the case for the number of beneficiaries, take-up and average duration of paid training leave, statistics on the costs of training leave instruments are largely unavailable. Such statistical data are not usually collected at national level. This is especially true for cases where an instrument is managed and/or cofinanced not by the State but by the social partners (e.g. job alternation leave in Finland, the CFESS instrument in France).

For some countries, however, respondents were able to provide some statistics. They were asked to provide information on the aggregate (both direct and indirect) cost to the State and the social partners of managing the training leave instrument, including financial support to individuals (e.g. to cover course fees) and companies (e.g. to cover wage costs), information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, dealing with special cases and all other related management functions. The available data show that the largest training leave instruments in terms of aggregate cost to the State are training leave financed from VEU in Denmark, leave under the part-time unemployment act in the Netherlands and the right to make a request in relation to study or training in the UK. Meanwhile, the largest ones in terms of aggregate cost to the social partners (out of those for which data were available) were the CIF instrument in France and the right to make a request in relation to study or training in the UK. The latter instrument seems to be the largest in terms of cost to both the State and the social partners.

The available data show that the aggregate cost to the State has increased the most for Austrian training leave (which saw a similarly large increase in the number of beneficiaries), while the increase for training credit in Belgium, both instruments in Denmark and individual training leave in Spain was more moderate. The cost has decreased only for study leave in Finland. The aggregate cost to the social partners has increased for the instrument in Slovenia and decreased for Finnish study leave.


Table 20 Aggregate cost of training leave to key actors (in million EUR)
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NB: Not appl. = not applied; n/a = information not available;

– = may not be calculated because of unavailability of data;

e = estimated number; unless otherwise indicated, the number/share provided is considered to be exact.

(a) For AT, costs to the State include wage costs and insurance for people on training leave. Reimbursed costs for courses, provided under the special instrument ‘Bildungskarenz Plus’ by local governments during the financial crisis, are not included in the figures.

(b) For BE1, the cost includes only wage costs incurred by companies and repaid by the State. The cost of administration of the instrument is unknown. Numbers are provided for academic years (2006-07, 2007-08 and 2008-09). Data for 2008-09 may still be incomplete.

(c) For ES1, costs include only state financial support for companies in the form of 'bonus for training'. Administration costs are unknown.

(d) For FI2, only the overall figures for the job alternation instrument are available. The aggregate cost to the State: EUR42 million in 2008 and EUR34 million in 2009. The aggregate cost to the social partners: EUR60.5 million in 2008 and EUR48.8 million in 2009. The exact cost of the training leave instrument is not known.

(e) For HU2, figures are provided only for teachers in VET institutions.

(f) For NL3, the cost is for the whole instrument for the period from 1 April 2009 to 1 July 2011. The cost is officially understood not as the cost of training but as the cost of the short-time work instrument.

Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

3.2.1.4. Emerging findings and limitations


Given the scarcity of available data, comprehensive and reliable conclusions regarding the performance of the selected training leave instruments cannot be made. However, some indicative findings do emerge. First of all, the information provided in this section shows that training leave instruments usually achieved a take-up rate of up to 1%. Examples of reasons for the marginality of this cost-sharing instrument include the fact that a larger share of training is carried out in-house during working hours (and is not training leave), a lack of resources and the difficulties experienced by SMEs in using training leave, as well as the fact that the instrument being applied at company level is subject to negotiations between employer and employee. Second, available statistics show that most beneficiaries of training leave were young men. However, there were cases where older workers did benefit, even though there was no explicit targeting at this group (e.g. Belgian educational leave targeting low-skilled employees). Finally, the decreasing average duration of all training leave instruments may indicate a shifting of user preferences towards continuing education and training.

The take-up of training leave does not reflect the quality of training providers or of the training itself, nor the extent to which training-related benefits were gained by all the parties concerned. It was mentioned previously that, in some instances, training leave was used as a way to obtain beneficial leave for other purposes, training itself being a formality. For instance, in Austria, during the first few years of the instrument’s operation, it was often used as a prolongation of maternity leave (Wagner and Lassnigg, 2006). Therefore, the quality of the training received is as important as take-up when estimating the actual performance of the instruments.

Another important point is that information on the positive long-term effects of training leave is still scarce; these may turn out to be more significant than short-term effects. Only additional research on such long-term benefits would make it possible to obtain a more complete picture of the importance of training leave.

To compensate the scarcity of available (statistical) data on training leave performance, a survey of stakeholders was conducted in which respondents were asked for their opinion on effectiveness, efficiency, impact, equity and sustainability of the respective instruments.

3.2.2. Opinions of stakeholders on training leave performance

This section provides an assessment of the 12 selected training leave instruments according to their performance in terms of effectiveness, impact efficiency, equity and sustainability (32). The evaluation is based on qualitative information – opinions of key stakeholders surveyed in relation to each individual training leave instrument (33). The stakeholders were first asked to identify which evaluation criteria they considered more or less important by applying weightings to each one. Second, they provided their assessments of training leave instruments by grading them. Accordingly, the ranking of training leave instruments (outcome of the analysis of performance) includes not only an assessment of the instruments according to evaluation criteria but also their relative importance to stakeholders. The analysis is based on the multicriteria scoring method – a quantitative technique for comparative analysis of performance (for more information, see Chapter 2 on methodology).

3.2.2.1. Evaluation criteria weightings

On average, stakeholders assigned the largest weighting to the impact of training leave on employees in terms of improved acquisition of new skills, job prospects, qualifications, increased interest in training and/or increased earnings. To a slightly lesser extent, but still very significantly, they valued impact on employers in terms of improved productivity, increased turnover or strengthened competitiveness. Effectiveness in gaining access to high-quality training during training leave was also a highly valued criterion. Unconstrained use of training leave by employees (equity), access of disadvantaged groups to the instrument (equity) and participation of eligible employees in training leave (core measure of effectiveness) were valued slightly less by the stakeholders. The lowest weightings were assigned to the need for public subsidies or deadweight effect (impact), administration costs (efficiency) and political sustainability. However, average stakeholder weightings concealed significant differences of opinion and divergence in value judgments (especially of the deadweight effect). The highest level of consensus – the lowest relative standard deviation – was demonstrated in relation to quality of training undertaken during leave (effectiveness). The average weightings by evaluation criteria and the standard deviations are summarised in Figure 5.

Differences in opinion also existed between different types of stakeholder. On average, public officials responsible for implementation of training leave instruments attached the greatest importance to efficiency and sustainability criteria. Compared to other groups of stakeholders, employer representatives gave the highest priority to effectiveness, impact and efficiency criteria. Meanwhile, it was trade union representatives who, on average, assigned the highest weightings to equity criteria. Finally, independents experts, like employer representatives, gave priority to effectiveness and impact criteria.

3.2.2.2. Training leave instrument grades

The grades awarded by stakeholders are based on the subjective assessment of instrument performance according to evaluation criteria. Table 22 provides the simple equally weighted average grades given by the different stakeholders on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is equal to ‘very poor performance’, 2 to ‘poor performance’, 3 to ‘medium performance’, 4 to ‘good performance’ and 5 to ‘excellent performance’.


Figure 5 Average stakeholder weightings and standard deviations by evaluation criteria
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NB: Particip = participation of eligible employees in training leave;

Quality = quality of training undertaken during training leave;

Impees = impact on employees;

Impers = impact on employers;

Deadw = need for public subsidies;

Value = value for money according to aggregate costs-benefits ratio;

Admcost = costs of managing the instrument;

Freeuse = (unconstrained) use of the instrument by employees;

Disadv = access of disadvantaged groups to training leave;

Finsust = financial and economic sustainability of the instrument;

Polsust = political sustainability of the instrument.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Most training leave instruments were assessed by stakeholders as having moderate performance. The French CIF and CVAE instruments, the Hungarian learning contracts instrument and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act were deemed to be the most effective (good performance). The French CIF instrument, the Hungarian preventive training instrument and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act were awarded the highest grades for impact criteria (oscillating between ‘medium’ and ‘good performance’). The French CVAE instrument and the Hungarian learning contracts (good performance), followed by the Spanish instruments and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act, were assessed as being the most efficient. In terms of equity, none of the instruments were awarded a ‘good performance’ grade. The most equitable were French CIF and all Hungarian and Dutch instruments. The French CIF and CVAE instruments were also deemed to be the most sustainable.


Table 21 Equally weighted average training leave instrument grades by evaluation criteria and typologies of instruments
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NB: (*) High values (grades close or equal to 4 and above) are marked in bold.

(**) Abbreviations used (definitions are provided in Annex 3):

P/P&U: P = paid or P&U = mixed-payment instruments;

V/V&C: V = voluntary or V&C = mixed engagement instruments which are compulsory for some professions;

Private/P&P: Private = instruments for the private sector or P&P = for both the private and public sectors;

U/T (groups): U = universal or T = targeted instruments in terms of target group coverage;

U/S (E&T): U = universal or S = specific instruments covering only certain levels of education and training;

Coll/P&P: Coll = collective or P&P = public and private investment instruments.

Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


As statistics on take-up are not available for most of the selected instruments, the results of stakeholder ranking could not be comprehensively compared with hard data. However, the available statistics do indicate potential differences between stakeholder ranking and hard statistical data. For example, despite enjoying large take-up rates (Table 23), the Belgian educational leave scheme was not regarded as effective by stakeholders. This may indicate that the instrument has higher potential in the opinion of stakeholders. Meanwhile, two French instruments (CIF and CVAE) with very low take-up rates were, on average, assessed by stakeholders as the most effective.


Most training leave instruments that were awarded higher than satisfactory grades for effectiveness and impact criteria (well above 3) target specific groups of employees. It seems that targeting may be an important factor in explaining better performance of instruments in terms of short-term or even long-term outcomes (Section 3.2.3). Figure 6 presents a graphic illustration based on the calculation of the simple average of effectiveness and impact criteria for each instrument.


Figure 6 Average grade for effectiveness and impact
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NB: Training leave instruments in a darker shade are those which target specific group(s) of employees.

Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

3.2.2.3. Identification of more and less successful training leave instruments: combination of weightings and grades

The next step of the analysis of performance is setting the ranking of the instruments on the basis of combination of weightings and grades. For this purpose, the weighted averages of the grades normalised to a scale of 0-100% were calculated. The aggregate score is the simple average of the individual scores (of each stakeholder) and shows how well each instrument satisfied stakeholders’ expectations. The scores were used to rank the training leave instruments (Table 23).




Table 22 Scoring and ranking of the training leave instruments
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NB:

PUBLIC OFFICIAL = public official responsible for implementation of training leave instrument;

EMPLOYER = employer representative;

TRADE UNION = trade union representative;

INDEPENDENT EXPERT = independent expert from academia or an NGO;

– = no questionnaire received.

Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


A sensitivity analysis was also conducted to examine the stability of the scoring and ranking. It was revealed that the standard deviation of the weightings was significantly higher than that of the grades. Grades were more reliable because they were assigned by the stakeholders based on their specific knowledge of how the instruments actually performed. In contrast, weightings reflected stakeholders’ preferences, which could easily be prone to overstatements and inconsistencies. Accordingly, the sensitivity analysis focused on how the scores would change if individual weightings were replaced by average country, stakeholder and overall average weighting sets. Different weightings resulted in different scores. Figure 7 summarises the ranges of possible scores; these are represented by lines that show the minimal and the maximal values, while the point indicates the initial score presented in Table 23.


Figure 7 Ranges of possible scores
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Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

The sensitivity analysis revealed that scores could differ depending on the weightings used. Figure 7 shows that scores were relatively stable for all instruments except Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act, Danish training leave financed from VEU, Hungarian preventive training and the French DIF. It could also be inferred that several possible score ranges might be overestimated (NL3, HU3, HU1, DK1, BE1, NL2, ES1, FR6 and PL instruments), while a couple might be underestimated (FR1 and AT instruments).

Given the limitations of data (e.g. as individual scores were highly variable, the results depended heavily on individual respondents’ opinions) and the substantial differences between different training leave instruments, the above detailed ranking of instruments was seen only as indicative. However, it was very helpful in establishing relatively stable broader groups of more and less successful instruments (Table 24). The final grouping of instruments by the assessment of their overall performance (with special attention paid to the effectiveness and impact criteria) revealed that target-group-specific instruments such as Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act and both of the Hungarian instruments were assessed by stakeholders as more successful in terms of performance. Meanwhile, in the group of universal instruments, the French CIF and CVAE instruments were seen as better performing.


Table 23 More and less successful target-group-specific and universal instruments
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Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

The analysis of the main features of the two groups of instruments is presented in Section 3.2.3.

3.2.3. Factors influencing performance of training leave

The ranking/grouping of training leave instruments on the basis of opinions of stakeholders in the previous section revealed general indications regarding better and worse performing instruments. The current section aims to identify and explain the reasons behind this performance.

Relations between types/design characteristics of training leave instruments and their performance for all instruments together and for each evaluation criterion were investigated using qualitative comparative analysis method. This method made it possible also to investigate the influence of framework conditions (data on which were derived from official statistics). A complete list of all variables considered, potential relationships and their exceptions is provided in Annex 2.

Because of the scarcity of monitoring/evaluation data, performance of training leave instruments is measured on the basis of qualitative information – typically, the opinions of four experts representing different types of stakeholders. Accordingly, the findings of qualitative comparative analysis are not statistically significant results and should be interpreted as qualitative indications of what design characteristics and framework conditions are relevant for good performance of a training leave instrument.

The findings of the analysis were further complemented by the analysis of stakeholders’ opinions on strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of training leave and illustrated with examples of company cases and findings from national evaluation/monitoring reports.

3.2.3.1. Effectiveness

The key strength of the training leave instrument that contributes to its effectiveness is the provision of additional time to learn. The surveyed national stakeholders assessed the existing training leave instruments as successful in overcoming both time and financial constraints. According to company case studies, companies considered that training leave instruments helped to alleviate time constraints and employees’ financial constraints, which matches the views of the surveyed national stakeholders. Unlike the stakeholders’ assessment, companies did not believe that instruments were successful in tackling employers’ financial constraints, and some explicitly referred to costs as the main barrier preventing them from using training leave more frequently.

The participation rate (in relation to eligible groups) was deemed by stakeholders to be higher in relation to instruments which included fewer employment-related eligibility criteria (34), targeted specific – disadvantaged – groups of employees, provided personalised guidance services and in which the social partners played at least some role in the management of training leave. Identified characteristics show the need to strike a balance between equal opportunities for access and targeting of the instruments. Fewer employment-related eligibility criteria mean greater theoretical possibilities to take leave for a larger share of the company’s employees (although the actual possibilities depend on the employer). Targeting ensures that the instrument benefits those employees who participate less often in training. Further, the more active involvement of the social partners in the training leave implementation process could increase participation by helping to reduce potential cases of discrimination where some employees, despite being eligible, are denied training leave. Finally, guidance and information services ensure that employees are better informed about their rights and opportunities.

The evidence from monitoring/evaluation reports available for French training leave instruments emphasises the role of guidance and information services in increasing overall participation of eligible employees (Box 18).

The evaluation of Austrian training leave (Wagner and Lassnigg, 2006) – in the Tyrol region – also confirms the importance of information and guidance in explaining the take-up of a given instrument. The investigation revealed that many eligible employees were not aware of the initiative and that not all groups had the same level of access to counselling services. The authors of the evaluation also identified other factors to explain the limited spread of training leave: some employers were concerned about losing competent employees who had gained higher formal qualifications through training; training leave placed a burden on the budget, especially if the company had debts; and some employees, particularly those in high positions, did not want to jeopardise their employment relationship with the company.

Some surveyed stakeholders indicated the issue of the lack of motivation of employees and work organisation problems as obstacles to participation in training leave.


Box 18 Evidence from national monitoring/evaluation reports regarding the effectiveness of training leave instruments


The survey on the French CIF instrument (which was considered as more successful in multicriteria scoring method analysis in the previous section) estimated that OPACIF provided guidance and counselling services to 46607 beneficiaries in 2008 (Fonds Unique de Péréquation, 2008). The fact that, during that year, 81353 employees requested training leave seems to suggest that such services are available to at least every second person. Further, 52% of employees who claim that they made progress after taking training leave believed that this was made possible because of assistance from Fongecif, a branch of an OPCA parity funds collector and manager at inter-professional regional level (Fongecif Ile-de-France, 2009). In total, 36% of employees received support from Fongecif during their training leave. Among other factors of successful performance of this instrument mentioned were the training itself (54%), indicating that the quality of training may be an important factor.

Meanwhile, survey results available for the less successful French DIF instrument indicated that around one third of employees were not familiar with the funding arrangements for this instrument. A further 48% of respondents in the public sector and 38% in the private sector were not aware of how many hours they had accumulated up to that point. Survey respondents who had chosen not to use the instrument indicated that the lack of general information available on the leave instrument and a lack of knowledge about the types of training provided were among the main reasons behind their decision. This indicates a need for better guidance and counselling services for this instrument.

Source: Prepared by the authors on the basis of national evaluation/monitoring reports.



The recent financial and economic crisis had a significant impact on the use of training leave instruments. The trend in use varied from country to country (Section 3.1.10, in particular Box_16) – in some it declined, notably because of financial constraints, while, in others, it increased, notably in countries which had adapted the existing instrument to the new realities or introduced a new instrument (e.g. short-time work arrangement with training as a compulsory element).

Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act provided support to companies to counter the negative effects of the crisis and allowed companies to retain their employees at a time when they were experiencing a slowdown in production. The study on the effects of this instrument (Grijpstra etal., 2009) revealed that the instrument has given a boost to training in general in several companies. The companies that previously had not spent much time on work-related training were more inclined to consider it and develop their activities accordingly. Despite this positive feedback, the research also showed that many companies faced significant obstacles in applying (for) the instrument: lack of clarity of the (conditions of) the initiative, difficulties in implementing training, especially in companies with no training tradition (e.g. problems with motivating employees), and liquidity constraints (Box 19).


Box 19 Evidence from national monitoring/evaluation reports on leave under the part-time unemployment act


Difficulties – especially during times of economic downturn – in allocating money to the training of employees were identified by national experts as the main obstacle which encouraged companies to use support available under the Dutch training leave instrument, leave under the part-time unemployment act. A Dutch study on the effects of this instrument (Research voor Beleid, 2009) revealed several important constraints on its use. First, the research showed that, in some subsidiary companies, there were cases where the parent company refused to approve the training budget. In some cases, companies tried to avoid the inconsistency of interests between parent company and subsidiary by listing educational costs under the ‘general expenses’ heading. Second, it was found that many companies had a preference for external training, but these initiatives failed, as banks did not provide the necessary resources. National experts indicated that the time available for the development of training programmes was too short for companies to use financial resources available from sectoral training funds. Since payments for external courses had to be made prior to the commencement of training, while financial support (e.g. various grants) was, most often, received after the training had been completed, companies’ cash flow was placed under heavy pressure. It was found that this factor led many companies to opt for internal training plans which did not require costs to be covered in advance. Finally, the evaluation highlighted the fact that limited funding opportunities were available for companies from the national government.

Source: Authors based on national evaluation reports.



Finally, surveyed stakeholders also identified a potential threat to participation – a possible future reduction in the labour force might have an adverse effect on companies’ production/productivity and result in a higher workload for employees; accordingly, this could lead to lower use of training leave within companies.

The quality of training undertaken during training leave was deemed by stakeholders to be higher for instruments which applied more education- and training-related criteria, i.e. those that required proof of enrolment, proof of completion, certification of training programmes and accreditation of training providers and restricted the purpose of training to specific objectives only.

A lack of training courses and the lack of their flexibility were frequently mentioned by stakeholders as weaknesses that may hamper the effectiveness of training leave.

Importantly, take-up of the training leave instrument and the quality of training undertaken during leave may be interrelated: the high quality of training may further increase participation and vice versa. The results of the survey of users of French CIF training leave may support this hypothesis (Box 18).

3.2.3.2. Impact

Qualitative comparative analysis failed to identify any significant relationships between the design characteristics of training leave instruments or the framework conditions in which they operate and the impact of the instruments on employees.

The evaluation of Spanish leave illustrates that taking up training leave, although highly valued by participants (quality of training) and seen as useful for their jobs and contributing to personal development – did not lead to a significant job promotion (within two years following the training).

However, the benefits of training leave may become evident in the medium to longer term and extend beyond economic effects (e.g. increased positive attitude towards learning may increase employee’s motivation to work, reach higher goals, increase his/her self-esteem – all this contributes, both directly and indirectly, to the positive development of the individual and the company).


Box 20 Evidence from national monitoring/evaluation reports regarding the impact of training leave instruments


Evaluation of the Spanish training leave instrument (Fundación Tripartita para la Formación en el Empleo, 2009) has revealed an ambiguous impact of the instrument. On the one hand, around 90% of 157 participants questioned (representing about 17% of all participants in 2006) were ‘a lot’ or ‘quite a lot’ satisfied with the training received, around 94% with the content and the level of training received, around 88% with the format and 79% with the duration. Around 78% have indicated that the knowledge received was transferred to the job ‘a lot’ or ‘quite a lot’, and around 92% were very positive or positive regarding the contribution of the training received to personal development. On the other hand, when asked whether any kind of job promotion has resulted two years after the training had been received, 62% of participants answered ‘a little’ or ‘nothing’. This could show that, in reality, the quality of training was low or that employees were not able to use the knowledge for their own benefit or that training leave, although being valued very positively from the individual perspective, may not be as valuable from the employer’s perspective.

Impact analysis of the individual cost-benefit effects of the training under Danish CVET initiative (Kristensen and Skipper, 2009) found that continuing general education courses have a very negative outcome for both men and women, while continuing vocational training courses give a large positive economic return. The report indicates that negative net returns in the cost-benefit analyses produced by general education courses may be associated with the fact that participation in continuing general education courses, in some cases, had a significant negative impact on hourly rates and employment. On the other hand, the report revealed that continuing vocational training had a very positive impact on pay (and employment) for both men and women. In particular, the impact on pay was significant for both men and women who take part in social science diploma courses.

Source: Prepared by the authors on the basis of national evaluation reports.



The Danish evaluation provides evidence that the type of training undertaken may be a significant explaining factor for the impact of training leave.

The analysis showed that the 12 selected training leave instruments were deemed by stakeholders to have a greater impact on employers only if they met one condition: i.e. they targeted a specific group of employees. With limited resources earmarked for this type of financial instrument, an appropriate targeting policy seems to be a viable option to achieve a significant impact on companies.

The analysis failed to reveal any meaningful relationships between the deadweight effect of the 12 training leave instruments and their design characteristics. However, a couple of stakeholders mentioned misuse of the (training leave) system by some employers or employees as a weakness/threat of the instrument. As noted, the latter depends on the conditions of training leave. For example, if employees are not obliged to furnish a proof of completion of training, they may abuse the instrument simply to extend their holiday period.

Company case studies carried out within this project demonstrate that companies positively evaluate the impact of training leave. Companies acknowledged that they would not be able to finance training leave to the same extent if public support was not provided. This might be an indication of a relatively low deadweight for training leave within these companies.

3.2.3.3. Efficiency

The analysis revealed that training leave instruments’ ‘value for money’ was deemed by stakeholders to be greater when they operated in a legal environment which was more favourable to employees (i.e. no requirement to inform the employer; possibility to appeal against an employer’s decision to deny training leave; no possibility of dismissal or a deterioration in employment conditions for an employee on leave; and existence of possibilities to negotiate details of leave in collective agreements and individual contracts) (35), had more advanced evaluation and monitoring arrangements in place (including: collection of statistics; existence of organisation responsible for monitoring the operation of the instrument and taking corrective actions; presence of quantified targets which are set for the instrument; and preparation and availability of evaluation and/or monitoring reports).

The most frequently mentioned efficiency-related threats to training leave instruments were changes in regulation, low quality/inflexibility of legislation and knee-jerk reactions at government level without sufficient testing of alternatives or evaluation of potential solutions.

Results show that the ‘administration costs’ of training leave instruments were deemed to be lower by stakeholders when they provided a longer duration of training leave (36) and were regulated by national legislation (instruments regulated by collective agreements tend to have higher administration costs).

3.2.3.4. Equity

Qualitative comparative analysis shows that freedom of use of training leave by employees depends mostly on eligibility requirements, financing conditions and legal regulation of the instruments – freedom of use was deemed to be greater for those instruments which included fewer employment-related eligibility criteria and which operated in a more favourable legal environment. Further, instruments with greater freedom of use operated in countries characterised by lower job tenure (fewer employees who stay in the same job for less than three years). It may be the case that, in countries with low job tenure, employers have greater trust in their employees (who tend to remain working longer for the same company) and, accordingly, are less inclined to force their employees into using training leave.

Major weaknesses of the instrument emphasised by stakeholders and relating to freedom of use of training leave were disagreement between employers and employees on (the content of) training courses, work organisation problems in companies (especially in SMEs, see below) and/or their unwillingness to grant employees training leave (see also evaluation of Austrian instrument under Section 3.2.3.1).

Case studies of companies using training leave revealed that employees are generally free to make use of training leave and are not constrained in its use by any form of external pressure (e.g. from supervisors). Company cases also confirm that the importance of work organisation is one of the main obstacles that prevent companies from using training leave more frequently. Companies reported that training leave often intersects with employees’ duties and that these duties are given priority over training leave. They also referred to the need for a sufficient number of staff present and the difficulties in replacing employees on training leave. The above suggests that companies may sometimes be forced to decide in favour of better work organisation, albeit at the expense of flexible use of/access to the training leave instrument.

The potential role of the social partners (especially trade unions) in this respect involves their help in reducing potential cases of discrimination where some employees, despite being eligible, are denied training leave by their employers or where disagreements arise between employers and employees on the content of training courses (e.g. by setting/monitoring the application of eligibility requirements).

‘Access of disadvantaged groups of employees to training leave’ was deemed by stakeholders to be greater for those training leave instruments which included fewer education- and training-related eligibility criteria, provided a shorter duration of training leave and provided leave for employees in both the private and public sectors. Access of disadvantaged groups of employees to training leave was also deemed to be greater for instruments operating in countries with a higher trade union density and larger share of adults who report access to information on learning possibilities. Stakeholders emphasised the importance of involvement of the social partners while identifying the strengths of the instruments.

Company case studies did not support the view that disadvantaged groups of employees were granted better conditions for using training leave within their companies. This may indicate that equity is not a priority for companies (which often give preference to the training of highly-qualified and highly-productive staff). In view of the latter tendency within companies and the fact that training leave performance in terms of the access of disadvantaged groups to training leave received one of the lowest average scores from national stakeholders, it may be argued that the State and/or the social partners should play an increasingly important role in this regard.

As main equity-related weaknesses/threats, the stakeholders indicated low awareness and low motivation of employers and employees which may lead to the following often mentioned threats – further exclusion of disadvantaged groups and limited use of the instrument by SMEs.

Employees in SMEs have been paid special attention by stakeholders. In very few cases, the ability of the instrument to cofinance the costs of training leave and make it affordable for SMEs was identified as a strength of the instruments. Far more often, stakeholders identified two main weaknesses in this respect: lack of information about and, accordingly, lack of understanding of the instrument’s usefulness for employees and considerable difficulties (relating to the administrative burden and a lack of human resources) in implementing training leave. Importance of the legal environment in this respect was also mentioned – one stakeholder indicated that a real threat is the low quality of regulations which could potentially create administrative and/or financial difficulties for companies (which may be even greater for SMEs) to implement the instruments. Lower access of SMEs to training leave is also confirmed by evaluations of the Austrian instrument and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act (Box 21).


Box 21 Evidence from national monitoring/evaluation reports regarding the equity of training leave instruments


The evaluation of the training leave instrument operating in the Tyrol region of Austria (Wagner and Lassnigg, 2006; Kernbeiß et al., 2006) found that being employed by a large company, living in an urban region and being a public service employee (these, especially social and health service employees, were over-represented among users) increased the chance of training leave being taken.

A Dutch study on the effects of leave under the part-time unemployment act (Research voor Beleid, 2009) showed that SMEs used this instrument to a lesser extent. As one of the main reasons for low take-up of the instrument among SMEs, the authors referred to the fact that organisation of training placed management-level employees under severe pressure, particularly in smaller companies without a human resources department or even a coordinator. Most SMEs had no training tradition, and they were, therefore, not accustomed to dealing with such tasks. Further, SMEs faced difficulties in scheduling training, and this resulted in the fact that many opted for short-term training courses (if they decided to undertake training at all).

Source: Prepared by the authors on the basis of national evaluation reports.



3.2.3.5. Sustainability

Results show that the selected training leave instruments were deemed to be more financially and economically sustainable if they included more employment-related eligibility criteria, and if the social partners covered at least some of the costs. Training leave instruments that operate in more rigid labour markets with limited flexibility in fixed-term contracts were also considered to be more financially and economically sustainable (ranked highly in the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index and its difficulty of hiring subindex). Literature (e.g. Almeida and Aterido, 2008) suggests that, in general, a stricter labour code and stricter hiring regulations, in particular, are associated with higher investment by firms in the human capital of their employees. Rigidity of the labour market (in particular, stricter hiring regulations) determines the long-term relationship between employers and employees and the need for employers to invest in their employees to adapt to the changing needs of the labour market. In such situations, employers are encouraged to fund at least some of the costs of training leave and, in so doing, increase the instrument’s financial sustainability.

When asked to identify the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the training leave instruments, stakeholders referred most frequently to the following characteristics of the instruments relating to financial and economic sustainability: a good funding mechanism (strength), low financial assistance/budget cuts (weakness), new or enhanced model of financial assistance (opportunity) and insufficient public financial support (threat). Financial resources seem to be the key factor influencing the performance of training leave instruments. Evidence from national reports also supports this finding.

The company case studies demonstrate the impact of the financial and economic crisis on the use of training leave – when asked whether the trend in using training leave has been affected by the recent financial and economic crisis, companies for which case studies have been carried out tended to answer that the use of training leave has decreased. The only exception was a company in the Netherlands that used leave under the part-time unemployment act – an instrument that was implemented specifically to mitigate the negative effects of the financial and economic crisis.

Training leave instruments were deemed by stakeholders to be more politically sustainable if they included more employment-related eligibility criteria, were universal in terms of target group coverage and did not foresee any costs associated with leave that would need to be covered by the State (but where the social partners covered at least some of the costs).

Stakeholders referred to several opportunities and threats in relation to political sustainability. Instruments could potentially make use of the increasing need for a qualified labour force and implement favourable management changes (e.g. decentralise implementation or also involve the State not only in the regulation of but also in the management of training leave and, in particular, the monitoring of its developments). Most often mentioned threats relating to political sustainability were (potentially negative) modifications of regulations and knee-jerk reactions at government level without sufficient testing of alternatives or evaluation of potential solutions.

Importantly, financial and political sustainability seem to be closely interrelated – those instruments that were based on collective investment (i.e. were funded only by the social partners) were deemed by national stakeholders to be less sensitive to changes in the political and social environment. Another example of such linkage may be found in a non-European country – research shows that a very high level of private investment makes the training leave instrument in South Korea politically sustainable (OECD, 2005).

3.2.3.6. Targeted versus universal training leave

The stakeholder ranking/grouping of training leave instruments (Section 3.2.2.3) reveals that target-group-specific training leave instruments (37) were deemed to be more successful than universal instruments (38); in particular, they performed better in terms of effectiveness (higher participation), impact (on employers) and equity (access of disadvantaged groups). However, they were less politically sustainable.

The analysis showed that target-group-specific training leave instruments had the following relevant common design characteristics (with no exceptions):


	fewer employment-related eligibility criteria;


	at least some of their costs borne by the State;


	links with other cost-sharing instruments;


	a relatively short duration of implementation.




All target-group-specific instruments operated in countries characterised by higher trade union density.

Universal instruments in terms of target group coverage had neither common design characteristics nor framework conditions. They shared two similarities in terms of performance – they were deemed by stakeholders to have less of an impact on employers but higher political sustainability.

The larger share of surveyed stakeholders representing universal instruments (when compared to those representing target-group-specific instruments) emphasised the following strengths of instruments: equal opportunities for access and broad availability. However, some stakeholders referred to weaknesses in terms of equity – disagreements between employers and employees on (the content of) training and the problems for SMEs in using the instrument.

Another distinct feature of universal training leave instruments is that many stakeholders argued for a new or enhanced model of financial assistance. Paid universal instruments that cover all employees with no significant eligibility restrictions need considerable financial resources to sustain them. Stakeholders called for more substantial financial support from the State in the case of universal instruments.

This call may still be influenced by the recent financial and economic downturn. However, it may indicate that the use of these instruments depends heavily on the financial situation of the country in which they operate, as unfavourable economic and financial conditions may impede implementation of these training leave instruments.


Chapter 4. Conclusions and recommendations

The review of training leave instruments in Europe shows that, although the first efforts to regulate training leave were made in the 1940s-50s, such instruments gained greater popularity only in the 1970s-80s. The numbers of new training leave instruments being introduced grew steadily over time, and most instruments now operating in the countries analysed are less than 20 years old. Information from secondary sources about training leave instruments was scarce. Therefore, most information for the study was collected via surveys of national experts and stakeholders across the EU-27 Member States, EFTA/EEA (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway) and candidate countries (Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and Turkey).

The report introduced a typology of training leave instruments in Europe (see Annex 3 for their detailed description). All 62 training leave instruments identified were classified according to financial arrangement (paid, unpaid or mixed), type of engagement (voluntary, compulsory or mixed) and applicability in the private and public sectors. Most instruments were of either paid or mixed-payment type, voluntary and applicable to both the public and private sectors. Instruments were also classified according to their approach to target group coverage (universal or targeted), their approach to coverage of different types of education and training (again, universal or targeted) and the type of investment – collective (costs shared among employers and employees) and public/private (the government shares the costs with employers and/or individuals). Most of the instruments identified were targeted at certain types of education and training, although there was also a significant number of those that were universal to any type. Significantly more instruments were found to be universal rather than targeted at a specific group of the working population (e.g. low-skilled employees and employees in SMEs). The number of instruments applying a collective rather than public/private type of investment was slightly larger.

The objectives stated in the relevant legislation or collective agreements were either general (mostly related to better access to education and training) or employee-specific (better employability, flexibility, etc.), while only a few instruments applied employer-specific objectives (such as production efficiency). These different types of objectives may pertain to different policies (e.g. employment policy, education/lifelong learning or economic policy) pursued by the governments. The key stakeholders’ perception of the instruments’ objectives did not differ significantly.

Most of the instruments analysed were regulated by national legislation, although collective agreements, especially at sectoral and company level, were also a significant means of regulation.

Only very few eligibility criteria relating to personal characteristics such as age, citizenship or residence of learners or the type of company where they were employed (status (private/public), size and economic sector(s) covered) were applied in the instruments. Access to training leave was much more restricted based on the features of the employment relationship (i.e. existence and type of employment contract (open-ended/fixed, full-time/part-time), minimum work experience or minimum duration of the employment relationship and the need to ask the employer for permission to go on training leave) and the training itself (i.e. proof of enrolment and/or completion, certification of training programmes, accreditation of training providers and purpose of training).

In most of the instruments, employees were protected from dismissal or a deterioration in employment conditions and retained their entitlement to both health care insurance and pension entitlements, but were obliged to notify the employer in advance about their intention to take training leave.

Employers and employees were the actors most usually involved in the funding of various costs related to training leave, but the national government was financially involved in almost half of the instruments analysed. However, the national stakeholders felt that the financial involvement of the State was diminishing. The European Social Fund (ESF) was found to have contributed to the funding of some training leave instruments, for example in Slovenia, which used ESF funding to introduce a new short-time work arrangement which involved compulsory training.

In the field of cost-sharing, training leave is very frequently linked to training funds and payback clauses. According to national stakeholders, these measures reduce employers’ fears that their newly trained employees will be poached by other companies.

The guidance provided (by the State, the social partners and training providers roughly in equal measures) to potential users of training leave was usually given free of charge through websites, brochures and personal consultation. Under Danish training leave instruments, in addition to guidance at no cost, learners are able to procure private guidance services relating to training leave.

Some monitoring and/or evaluation measures relating to training leave were included in about half of the instruments analysed; the data most commonly collected concerned the characteristics of training leave participants.

The social partners – mostly trade unions – were involved, at least in some way, in the management of most of the training leave instruments used. Most often, they were involved in eligibility checks and application procedures. In some countries (e.g. France and Spain), the social partners (in cooperation with the government) managed training leave instruments. In the case of the Spanish and French training leave instruments, as well as the Danish and Dutch instruments, the social partners have the greatest responsibility for the management of the training leave instrument.

The recent economic and financial crisis had a dual impact on the training leave instruments. On the one hand, the funding available to these instruments experienced serious constraints in some countries (e.g. Denmark and Poland), as all actors – the State, employers and employees – were unable to maintain the previous level of investment. On the other hand, the crisis increased demand for training, and the number of training leave users grew significantly in some other countries (e.g. Austria, Hungary and Spain). Some of the training leave instruments were adapted or even introduced to counter the effects of the crisis – for example, in Austria, additional funding for training leave was offered by regional governments, while the Dutch part-time unemployment instrument was specifically introduced to help employers retain their employees by sending them on training courses during short-time working.

In this study, performance was evaluated in terms of five criteria: effectiveness, impact, efficiency, equity and sustainability. Owing to a lack of monitoring data/evaluations on performance, the analysis relied mainly on the opinions of experts and key stakeholders.

The analysis of stakeholders’ assessment of the selected training leave instruments revealed that all assessed target-group-specific instruments – the Danish training leave financed by the VEU, the Hungarian learning contract and preventive training instruments and Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act – were considered by experts to be better performing (having higher employee participation (in relation to eligible groups) (effectiveness), a greater impact on employers, better access to disadvantaged employees (equity) but lower political sustainability). Meanwhile, only two out of eight universal instruments – the French CIF and CVAE instruments – received such a high ranking. All better performing target group-specific training leave instruments had the following relevant common characteristics:


	they applied fewer employment-related eligibility criteria (i.e. requirement of an employment contract, restrictions on the type of contract (e.g. only open-ended); restrictions on the duration of work (e.g. full-time only), requirement of minimum prior work experience, requirement of minimum prior employment with the current employer, and the need to ask the employer for permission to take leave);


	at least some of the costs in all of these instruments were borne by the State;


	instruments had links with other cost-sharing instruments (mostly grants and tax incentives);


	they had been launched relatively recently in comparison with other selected instruments;


	they operated in countries with a large proportion of employees who are members of trade unions.




Results show that, to increase effectiveness in terms of greater participation of eligible employees of training leave instruments, it is necessary to: be less restrictive in terms of employment-related eligibility criteria (i.e. greater theoretical possibilities to take leave for a larger share of the company’s employees, although the actual possibilities depend on the employer); target specific groups of employees (participation of disadvantaged employees who participate less often in training could be achieved, first of all, through better targeting of training leave instruments); involve the social partners more actively in the training leave implementation process (to help reduce potential cases of discrimination where some employees, despite being eligible, are denied training leave); and provide high-quality and widely accessible guidance and information services (to ensure that employees are better informed about their rights and opportunities). Personalised guidance and information services could be an effective measure in increasing participation of disadvantaged employees, improving motivation of employers and solving specific work organisation problems.

To ensure effectiveness in terms of the quality of training undertaken during leave, considerable attention should be paid towards setting education- and training-related eligibility criteria, improving official certification procedures and improving both the flexibility and content of training provision processes.

Analysis did not identify any meaningful factors affecting the impact of training leave instruments on employees.

It revealed that training leave instruments that targeted specific groups of employees had a greater impact on employers. However, SWOT analysis suggests that the impact of instruments on employers and employees may be lessened because of reductions in the labour force (e.g. fewer training leave users, increasing workload for employees, decreasing production/productivity rates for employers). Accordingly, there may be an even greater need for innovative solutions to companies’ work organisation problems and for active management in addressing cases of misuse so as to increase the take-up of training leave (and its impact on employers). Analysis also did not identify any meaningful factors affecting the deadweight effect of training leave instruments.

Instruments seemed to perform better in terms of efficiency and achieve better value for money (ratio between aggregate costs and benefits received) if they created a favourable legal environment and put in place more effective monitoring and evaluation arrangements. Value for money also seemed to depend on high-quality, stable and flexible regulation and the absence of knee-jerk reactions at government level. Efficiency of the instruments in terms of administration costs is closely linked to the duration of training leave and its level of regulation – instruments with a longer duration of leave and regulated by national legislation (and not by collective agreements) were less expensive to administer. In general, measures aimed at reducing the administrative burden of instruments are important not only in improving efficiency but also in increasing the overall effectiveness and impact of the instruments.

Results showed that equity measured in terms of unconstrained use of training leave was higher in those training leave instruments which included fewer employment-related eligibility criteria, operated in a more favourable legal environment and were implemented in countries characterised by lower job tenure (fewer employees who stay in the same job for less than three years). These characteristics ensure that more employees in a company are provided with greater theoretical possibilities to take training leave. However, actual decisions as to who goes on training leave depend on the employer, who often discriminates against candidates in accordance with the potential economic/financial benefits for the company and/or content of the training provided (preference for company-specific over transferable or general training). The analysis showed that the social partners may play a very important role in this respect, for example by helping to reduce such cases of discrimination or disagreements between employers and employees regarding the content of training (e.g. by setting/monitoring the application of eligibility requirements). Further, the social partners may also help in solving work organisation problems.

Further, analysis revealed that easier access to training leave for disadvantaged groups of employees could be achieved, first of all, through better targeting of training leave instruments (all target-group-specific instruments were deemed to have easier access). Access to training leave was also considered to be easier in the case of instruments which included fewer education- and training-related eligibility criteria, involved a shorter duration of training leave and provided leave for employees in both the private and public sectors. All target-group-specific instruments were focused on those employees who participate less frequently in training. Instruments that operated in countries with a higher trade union membership and a higher proportion of adults who report access to information on learning possibilities were also assessed as providing better access to disadvantaged employees. Guidance and information services seem to increase the motivation of learners and, accordingly, their participation.

Employees in SMEs seem to be an important disadvantaged group. SMEs seem to face two major difficulties – a lack of information and, therefore, a lack of understanding of an instrument’s usefulness for employees and considerable difficulties in organising training leave. While a lack of information and guidance may be offset by the adoption of relatively well-tried and tested solutions, work organisation problems in SMEs seem to need more innovative efforts on the part of the actors involved.

Instruments were assessed as being more financially and economically sustainable if they included more employment-related eligibility criteria, involved a longer duration of training leave and operated in countries with rigid labour markets. The social partners’ contributions that covered at least some of the costs of training leave were also considered important in this regard. Analysis also revealed that financial and economic sustainability may be increased not only by the volume of funds available but also by the creation of a sound funding mechanism (which, if well designed, may even reduce the need for public funds).

Instruments were considered as politically sustainable when they included more employment-related eligibility criteria and provided universal cover for employees, with no target group specified. Favourable changes in the management and/or regulation of training leave could also increase its sustainability.

Finally, financial and political sustainability seem to be closely interrelated – those instruments that operated in more rigid labour markets, were not funded by the State and involved contributions from the social partners (in addition to those from employers and employees) were less sensitive to changes in the political and social environment. Rigidity of the labour market (in particular, stricter hiring regulations) seems to be associated with a higher level of investment by firms in the human capital of their employees and implies a somewhat lower need for public financial resources for training (and training leave).

The analysis has found that the three most important framework conditions were job tenure, rigidity of the labour market and trade union density. Since the analysis was based mainly on the opinions of experts and key stakeholders and on the analytical insights of the authors of the study, the above hypotheses regarding the significance of key factors influencing the performance of training leave instruments should be further examined in future research.


4.1. Recommendations for policy and practice

The analysis shows that target-group-specific paid training leave is the most successful type of training leave in terms of overall performance. Unpaid training leave does not provide equal access for disadvantaged employees, as they do not have the resources to cover lost wages as well as other costs associated with training leave. High-skilled employees in large companies will always benefit more from using untargeted and/or unpaid training leave. Therefore, the key objective is to promote access to training leave for disadvantaged employees. The following actions are recommended to achieve this objective:


	limited public financial resources should be focused on instruments that target disadvantaged employees (e.g. ageing, disabled, low-paid, low-qualified and migrant employees and employees of SMEs) to make learning more accessible. Meanwhile, national governments could still play an active but mostly non-financial role by guaranteeing a favourable legal environment for universal training leave instruments (e.g. by providing a well-defined legal framework for payback clauses and underpinning the link with training leave instruments). In comparison with other education/training cost-sharing and regulatory instruments, training leave is a unique and specific measure designed to tackle the biggest constraint for employees (i.e. lack of time) with no direct alternatives available to replace it (except, perhaps, flexible working time arrangements such as time-saving accounts (if we consider it as a separate instrument) or saving schemes which allow employees to save money to cover wages lost during training);


	eligibility and preferential treatment criteria should be better defined so that those groups of employees who need training leave the most could benefit and, at the same time, the State would avoid possible abuse of the instrument. Examples of such efforts are Dutch leave under the part-time unemployment act, which targeted only employees facing redundancy because of economic hardship, or the Hungarian preventive training instrument under which low-qualified and ageing employees were entitled to longer periods of training leave, while disabled employees were eligible for both longer periods of leave and a higher level of funding (although the exact duration of leave/amounts were not set, such preferential treatment was laid down in national legislation);


	training leave of at least a short duration should be guaranteed for disadvantaged employees. Simply by taking small steps in the implementation of training leave, governments could foster a positive attitude among employees and employers towards lifelong learning. Training leave may encourage further training. Adequate financial benefits should be made available under target-group-specific instruments to compensate for a significant part of lost wages and to cover training costs in advance. Compensation that is limited to a small proportion of lost wages or a lack of support prior to taking leave may discourage financially disadvantaged employees from taking training leave. State institutions and trade unions could be more involved in supporting employees to acquire/develop easily transferable skills (by compensating for lost wage costs), while employers/employer organisations should provide more support to sector-specific or company-specific training. Efforts should be concentrated towards creating a viable funding model for training leave which balances the interests of the State, employees and employers and uses all available financial sources to remain financially and politically sustainable. Dutch training leave under collective agreements may be a good example of using alternative financial sources (ESF funds) to cover the costs of training leave (including lost wage costs);


	the role and capabilities of the social partners and especially trade unions should be strengthened in promoting training leave for disadvantaged employees. Evaluations of training leave show that most employees obtain information on training leave from their working environment. Accordingly, support for the company’s staff representatives would be crucial in promoting the instrument and raising awareness of the value of adult learning in general. For example, such types of instruments as French leave for training in social, economic and trade union affairs (CFESS) or leave for trade union-related training in Luxembourg, could be more widely applied in the EU. Further, the role and capabilities of trade unions should be strengthened not only in promoting the use of training leave but also in making it more accessible – for example, by helping (i.e. setting/monitoring the application of eligibility requirements) to reduce cases of discrimination against employees when training leave is being considered or in the case of disagreements between employers and employees regarding the content of training. Danish training leave financed from VEU, where the social partners are involved in checks on eligibility of learners and management of the allowance, could be an example of good practice in this respect;


	target-group-specific training leave, if implemented, should be integrated with other policy measures aimed at disadvantaged employees;


	more training-leave-specific guidance and information services targeted at disadvantaged employees should be provided. For example, national governments could improve the use of training leave by providing model training leave contracts which could ease the administrative burden for companies (especially SMEs). It could also provide telephone hotline and/or e-mail/web services managed by training leave practitioners and providing support for both employees and employers in the practical implementation of training leave;


	training undertaken during training leave must be of high quality. Results show that the quality of training is crucial, as it creates trust in the instrument among employees and employers and has direct implications for the impact of training leave. Low-quality training discourages them from using the training leave instrument. Governments could be more intensively involved in strengthening certification requirements for training programmes/providers and in ensuring proper quality control of their implementation (especially in the case of programmes/providers partly funded by the State). To improve the quality of training undertaken during leave, users should be allowed to choose for themselves from a list of certified training programmes/providers which is freely accessible to them. Finally, closer cooperation between the education and training system and the labour market should be promoted to address the needs of training leave users more effectively;


	short-term and long-term security dimensions should be integrated in training leave. The overarching objective of training leave is to increase the employability and mobility of employees (long-term security). However, during times of financial and economic downturn, the objective of training leave could be slightly reoriented and the instrument aimed at saving jobs (short-term security). Training leave financed from VEU in Denmark encompasses both dimensions;


	the effects of the measures should be monitored/evaluated more intensively and the needs of the target groups analysed. There is still very limited information available about how training leave is used in different countries and, in particular, its long-term effects. For example, many individuals experience a drop in income after training leave because they have been laid off or begun longer-term training not involving training leave. Accordingly, training leave may act as an impetus to foster further training and to achieve positive effects in the long term not only in terms of labour market participation but also in a wider social area (e.g. development of a more positive attitude towards learning, achievement of higher qualifications, acquisition of better social recognition). The positive long-term effects may, therefore, appear more significant than those in the short term (e.g. perhaps the fewer than 2% of employees using training leave per year represent not such a small take-up as is widely thought?). More research is needed in analysing the benefits of training leave.





List of abbreviations




	CBC
	skills assessment leave in France



	CFESS
	leave for training in social, economic and trade union affairs in France



	CFP
	vocational training leave for civil servants in the public sector in France



	CIF
	individual training leave in France



	CVAE
	leave for the validation of acquired experience in France



	CVET
	continuing vocational education and training



	CVTS
	continuing vocational training survey



	DIF
	individual right to training (accumulation of training hours) in France



	EEA
	European economic area



	EFTA
	European free trade area



	ESF
	European Social Fund



	EU
	European Union



	EUR
	euro (European monetary unit)



	GDP
	gross domestic product



	ILO
	International Labour Organisation



	ISCED
	international standard classification of education



	ISCO
	international standard classification of occupations



	LLL
	lifelong learning



	MCSM
	multicriteria scoring method



	OECD
	Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development



	OPACIF
	organisme paritaire collecteur agréé du CIF – association responsible for the collection and management of employers’ financial contributions specifically related to the CIF instrument



	OPCA
	organisme paritaire collecteur agréé – association responsible for the collection and management of employers’ financial contributions to training



	SMEs
	small and medium-sized enterprises



	SWOT
	strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats



	VET
	vocational education and training
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	AT
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	BE
	Belgium



	BG
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	CY
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	CZ
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	EE
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	ES
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	HU
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	IE
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	IS
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	LI
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	LT
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	LU
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	LV
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	MT
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	NL
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	NO
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	PL
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	PT
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	RO
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	SE
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	SI
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	SK
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Annex 1 Tables and figures

Table A1 Official objectives of the 12 selected instruments and the key stakeholders’ perception thereof
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NB: n/a = information not available.

Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11)


Table A2 Legal requirements for coverage of costs by actors (selected instruments)
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(a) With an exception during a crisis – different grants might be available from local governments, the social partners or other sources. But, in general, costs of fees are covered by the employee.
Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Table A3 Financial contribution of actors to training leave expenses

[image: tA3]


NB: * For public sector employees – government acting as employer. n/a = information not available. Codes in bold indicate the selected training leave instruments.
Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11)


Table A4 Monitoring and evaluation arrangements of training leave instruments
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NB: n/a = information not available.
Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Table A5 Available guidance and information services relating to training leave (12 selected instruments)
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NB: n/a = information not available.
Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).






Annex 2 Tosmana truth tables

Table A6 Full truth table: independent variables (i.e. design characteristics), framework conditions and dependent variables (i.e. performance characteristics) (all selected training leave instruments are included: left – target-group-specific, right – universal instruments)
[image: tA6a]
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Source:Authors.



Table A7 Covariations with dependent variables
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Annex 3 Typologies of training leave instruments

Paid, unpaid or mixed-payment training leave instruments

Training leave instruments may be classified according to whether salary (wage) costs are covered or not into:


	paid training leave instruments which entitle the employee to receive his/her salary in full or in part, or, in some cases, receives compensation in the form of grants from public or social partner funds;


	unpaid training leave instruments where the salary is not paid during the training period, but where the employee has the right to return to his/her employment following a longer period of approved leave, for example a career break;


	mixed-payment training leave instruments under which payment of the salary usually depends on, for example, certain eligibility criteria, willingness of employers, agreements between the social partners or availability and level of public support.







Table A8 Training leave instruments classified according to financial arrangement
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report.
Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Voluntary and compulsory training leave instruments


Training leave instruments may be classified according to the type of engagement into:


	voluntary training leave instruments where the decision to use the instrument is taken by the learner or employer or is made by mutual agreement;


	compulsory training leave instruments where obligatory training is provided during the employee’s working time. This training leave instrument is usually compulsory for certain professions (e.g. teachers, social care or health care specialists) that are regulated by national/EU law;


	mixed engagement training leave instruments generally provide (under the same regulation) for voluntary use of the training leave instrument except by individuals in some professions specified in the relevant legislation.







Table A9 Training leave instruments classified according to the legal provisions
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report. 
Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

Training leave instruments for private or public sector employees


Training leave instruments may be classified according to the type of sector covered into:


	training leave instruments for private sector employees under which training leave arrangements apply only to employees who work for companies in the ‘private sector’. According to Eurostat, a sector is considered to be ‘private’ if it is controlled by private actors, if it derives more than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and if private actors take most if not all financial and other risks associated with its activities;


	training leave instruments for private sector employees under which training leave arrangements apply only to employees who work for organisations in the ‘public sector’. According to Eurostat, a sector is considered to be ‘public’ if it is controlled by the government (government determines general policy), if it derives less than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and if the government takes most if not all financial and other risks associated with its activities;


	mixed sector training leave instruments under which training leave arrangements may apply both to employees who work for private sector companies and to those who work for public sector organisations.







Table A10 Training leave instruments classified according to the type of sector covered
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report.
Source:Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Universal or targeted training leave instruments in terms of target group coverage


Training leave instruments may be classified according to the type of group of employees covered into:


	universal training leave instruments in terms of target group address all employees (this category also includes instruments which provide preferential treatment to specific groups);


	targeted training leave instruments in terms of target group coverage are instruments which target specific groups of employees.









Table A11 Training leave instruments classified according to the type of group of employees covered
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report. 
Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).

Training leave instruments universal to all levels of education and training or targeted to certain levels of education and training

Training leave instruments may be classified according to the type of education and training covered into:


	training leave instruments universal to all levels of education and training that do not discriminate against employees and cover all types of education and training;


	training leave instruments targeted to specific levels of education and training that cover only some types of education and training.









Table A12 Training leave instruments classified according to the type of education and training covered
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report. 
Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).



Collective or public/private investment training leave instruments

Training leave instruments may be classified according to the type of investment into:


	collective investment training leave instruments where employees and employers share the costs;


	public/private investment training leave instruments where government and employers and/or individuals share the costs.



Table A13 Training leave instruments classified according to the actors involved in investment
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NB: Training leave instruments marked in bold are those analysed in depth in this report.
Source: Surveys of experts and stakeholders on training leave instruments in Europe (2010-11).


Annex 4 Legal acts regulating the training leave




	
Instrument

	
Legal acts and other regulating documents




	
AT

	
Section 11 of the Arbeitsvertragsrechts-Anpassungsgesetzes (AVRAG) and Section 26 of the Arbeitslosenversicherungsgesetz (AIVG)




	
BE1

	
Herstelwet van 22 januari 1985 houdende sociale bepalingen, Chapter 6




	
BE2

	
Besluit van de Vlaamse regering van 1 maart 2002




	
DK1

	
Section 5 of Law No 639 of 14 June 2010 (Law on allowances)




	
DK2

	
LBK nr 554 af 08/06/2009




	
FR1

	
Inter-Professional Agreement of 9 July 1970, subsequently confirmed by Law No 71-577 of 16 July 1971. Chapter IX of the Labour Code




	
FR2

	
National Inter-Professional Agreement of 3 July 1991 (Article 31-1); Law No 91-1405 of 31 December 1991 (Chapter 2, Section III)




	
FR3

	
Social Modernisation Act No 202-73 of 17 January 2002 (Articles 133 and 134); Decree No 2002-795 of 3 May 2002; Law No 2007-148 of 2 February 2007 on the modernisation of the civil service; Law No 2007-209 of 17 February 2007 on the regional civil service




	
FR4

	
Basic Act No 84-16 of 11 January 1984 (Article 34) and Act No 84-53 of 26 January 1984 (Article 57-6; subsequently Act No 89-474 of 10 July 1989, Article 12 and Act No 94-43 of 18 January 1994, Article 47 V)




	
FR5

	
Basic Act No 85-1409 of 30 December 1985 (private sector) and Decree No 84-474 of 15 June 1984 and Decree No 85-552 of 22 May 1985 (for the public sector); Labour Code L. 3142-7 to L. 3142-13 and R. 3142-1 to -5)




	
FR6

	
National Inter-Professional Agreement (ANI) of 20 September 2003 between the social partners, confirmed by Law No 2004-391 of 4 May 2004 on lifelong vocational training and social dialogue.




	
HU1

	
Sections 110-115 of the Labour Code, XXII/1992




	
HU2

	
Various orders of the Government, e.g. 277/1997 Korm. r. on further teacher training




	
HU3

	
Section 14(1)(g) of the Employment Act, VI/1991




	
NL1

	
Wet op de loonbelasting 1964, art. 19g (Tax on wages act 1964, art. 19g)




	
NL2

	
A wide range of collective agreements in different sectors




	
NL3

	
Besluit deeltijd WW tot behoud van vakkrachten, Stcrt. 2009, 64




	
PL

	
Sections 102-103 of the Labour Code




	
ES1

	
Royal Decree 395/2007 and Order TAS/2307/2007 published as: Real Decreto 395/2007, de 23 de marzo, por el que se regula el subsistema de formación profesional para el empleo; and Orden TAS/2307/2007, de 27 de julio, por la que se desarrolla parcialmente el Real Decreto 395/2007, de 23 de marzo




	
ES2

	
Law 8/1980 of the Workers’ Statute (Article 22) and Royal Legislative Decree 1/1994 (Article 23)




	
ES3

	
Decree 315/1964, Resolution of 19 September 1994 (civil servants), Workers’ Statute (other employees); several regional laws




	
BG

	
Labour Law, Article 169




	
CY1

	
Memorandum for Scholarships and Educational Leave for the Public Sector




	
CY2

	
None




	
CZ

	
Labour Code (262/2006)




	
EE

	
Täiskasvanute koolituse seadus/Adult Education Act, Paragraph 8; Töölepinguseadus/Employment Contracts Act, Paragraph 67 – Study leave.




	
FI1

	
Study Leave Act (273/79)




	
FI2

	
Act on Job Alternation Leave (1305/2002)




	
DE

	
Arbeitnehmerweiterbildungsgesetz Nordrhein-Westfalen (AWbG) – Law on continuing training of employees




	
EL

	
Act 2224/94, Article 10




	
IT

	
Workers' Statute (Law 300/1970); Law 53/2000 (Article 5 (Training leaves), Article 6 (CVT leave); several regional laws




	
LV1

	
Labour Law, Article 157




	
LV2

	
Education Law, Article 49




	
LT1

	
Labour Code, Articles 178, 181 and 210




	
LT2

	
Law on Public Service, Articles 35 and 38




	
LU1

	
Loi du 24 octobre 2007 portant création d'un congé individuel de formation; mémorial A no 241 du 28 décembre 2007



	
LU2

	
Règlement grand-ducal du 19 décembre 2008 modifiant le règlement grand-ducal modifié du 22 août 1985 fixant le régime des congés des fonctionnaires et employés de l'État; mémorial A no 214 du 28 décembre 2008



	
LU3

	
Code du travail Article L.415.-10




	
MT1

	
Employment and Training Services Act 1990, Cap. 343 (Part III, Sec. 5-17)




	
MT2

	
The Employment and Industrial Relations Act 2002: The Industrial Tribunal (Part III, Sec. 73-83)




	
PT1

	
Labour Code, Articles 89-96, 131, 155 and 156 (Lei nº 7/2009 de 12 de Fevereiro)




	
PT2

	
Decree Law No 50/98, updated by Decree Law No 174/2001




	
PT3

	
Ordinance (Portaria) of the Ministry of Education No 350/2008 (school teachers); Decree Law No 448/79, last updated by Decree Law No 252/97 (university teachers)




	
RO1

	
Romanian Code of Labour, Articles 20(2), 39(1), 149(1) and (2), 150(1) and (2), 151(1) and (2), 152(1), (2) and (3), 195(1) and (2), 196(1) and (2).




	
RO2

	
Romanian Government's Ordinance No 92/2004 with respect to the right to salary and other rights of civil servants, Article 29(1) and (2)




	
SK1

	
Labour Code, Articles 140 and 153-15




	
SK2

	
Civil Service Act, Articles 76-80




	
SI1

	
Employment Relationship Act, 2002, 2007 (in Slovene: Zakon o delovnih razmerjih (ZDR))




	
SI2

	
Act on partial refunding of wage compensation for temporarily laid-off workers (Zakon o delnem povračilu nadomestila plače)




	
SE1

	
Studiestödslagen (Study Grants Act) (1999:1395)




	
SE2

	
None




	
UK1

	
Apprenticeship, Skills, Children and Learning Act 2009 – Section 40




	
UK2

	
None




	
IS1

	
None




	
IS2

	
None




	
LI1

	
Teachers’ Service Conditions Law, Articles 16-21




	
LI2

	
Staatspersonalgesetz/Civil Servants Law, Article 43; Civil Service Ordinance Article 25c, 26, and, in particular, Articles 56-108




	
LI3

	
None




	
NO

	
Working Environment Act (LOV-2005-06-17-62), Section 12-11.




	
HR1

	
Adult Education Act (17/2007), Article 19




	
HR2

	
None




	
FYROM

	
None







Source: Authors.


Annex 5 Questionnaires




Questionnaire of the mapping survey


Questionnaire of the general survey


Questionnaire of the factual survey


Questionnaire of the opinion survey


Questionnaire for company case studies


Annex 6 Lists of respondents

Mapping survey





	Country
	Name
	Surname
	Organisation



	Austria
	Sarah
	Zaussinger
	Institute for Further Studies (IHS)



	Belgium
	Ides
	Nicaise
	Hoger Instituut voor de Arbeid (HIVA)



	Bulgaria
	Donna
	Fournadjieva
	National Centre for Vocational Training



	Cyprus
	Yianna
	Korelli
	Human Resource Development Authority



	Czech Republic
	Eva
	Síkorová
	Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, employment policy department



	Denmark
	Mads Peter
	Klindt
	Aalborg University



	Estonia
	Kalle
	Toom
	Ministry of Education and Research



	Finland
	Susanna
	Siitonen
	Ministry of Employment and the Economy



	France
	M’Hamed
	Dif
	University of Strasbourg



	Germany
	Ute
	Pippert
	DGB-Bildungswerk NRW e.V.



	Greece
	Ilias
	Livanos
	University of Warwick



	Hungary
	István
	Kiszter
	National Institute of Vocational and Adult Education



	Ireland
	Tony
	Donohoe
	Irish Business and Employers Confederation



	Italy
	Mario
	Giaccone
	University of Venice, University of Ferrara



	Latvia
	Ilze
	Trapenciere
	University of Latvia, Institute for Social Research



	Lithuania
	Donatas
	Pocius
	Public Policy and Management Institute



	Luxembourg
	Jerry
	Lenert
	Ministry of National Education and Vocational Training



	Malta
	Edward
	Zammit
	Centre for Labour Studies, University of Malta



	Netherlands
	Robbert
	van het Kaar
	Hugo Sinzheimer Institute for Labour and Law, University of Amsterdam



	Poland
	Łukasz
	Arendt
	University of Lodz, Institute of Labour and Social Studies



	Portugal
	Dora
	Fazekas
	SPI Sociedade Portuguesa de Inovacao



	Romania
	Catalin
	Ghinararu
	National Scientific Research Institute for Labour and Social Protection



	Slovakia
	Patrik
	Zoltvany
	FIPRA Slovakia



	Slovenia
	Tanja
	Čelebič
	Institute of macroeconomic analysis and development



	Spain
	Josep-Oriol
	Escardíbul
	University of Barcelona



	Sweden
	Erika
	Ekström
	Ministry of Employment, Division for Research and Analysis



	United Kingdom
	Nicholas
	Fox
	Individual Learning Company



	Iceland
	Ásta Sif
	Erlingsdóttir
	The Icelandic LLP National Agency, Research Liaison Office



	Liechtenstein
	Eva-Maria
	Schädler
	Liechtenstein Office of Education



	Norway
	Anna
	Hagen
	FAFO



	Croatia
	Marina
	Crnčić Sokol
	Ministry of Science, Education and Sports



	FYROM
	Mimoza
	Anastovska - Jankulovska
	Independent VET expert



	Turkey
	Ahmet Besim
	Durgun
	Independent VET expert





General survey



	Country
	Name
	Surname
	Organisation



	Belgium
	Ingrid
	Vanhoren
	IDEA Consult



	Bulgaria
	Zlatka
	Gospodinova
	Balkan Institute for Labour and Social Policy



	Cyprus
	Yianna
	Korelli
	Human Resource Development Authority



	Czech Republic
	Eva
	Síkorová
	Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, employment policy department



	Denmark
	Mads Peter
	Klindt
	Aalborg University



	Estonia
	Kalle
	Toom
	Ministry of Education and Research



	Finland
	Susanna
	Siitonen
	Ministry of Employment and the Economy



	France
	M’Hamed
	Dif
	University of Strasbourg



	Germany
	Ute
	Pippert
	DGB-Bildungswerk NRW e.V.



	Greece
	Ilias
	Livanos
	University of Warwick



	Hungary
	István
	Kiszter
	National Institute of Vocational and Adult Education



	Italy
	Mario
	Giaccone
	University of Venice, University of Ferrara



	Latvia
	Ilze
	Trapenciere
	University of Latvia, Institute for Social Research



	Lithuania
	Donatas
	Pocius
	Public Policy and Management Institute



	Luxembourg
	Jerry
	Lenert
	Ministry of National Education and Vocational Training



	Netherlands
	Robbert
	van het Kaar
	Hugo Sinzheimer Institute for Labour and Law, University of Amsterdam



	Portugal
	Dora
	Fazekas
	SPI Sociedade Portuguesa de Inovacao



	Romania
	Catalin
	Ghinararu
	National Scientific Research Institute for Labour and Social Protection



	Slovakia
	Martin
	Svoboda
	National Institute for Lifelong Learning



	Slovenia
	Tanja
	Čelebič
	Institute of macroeconomic analysis and development



	Spain
	Josep-Oriol
	Escardíbul
	University of Barcelona



	Sweden
	Erika
	Ekström
	Ministry of Employment, Division for Research and Analysis



	United Kingdom
	Nicholas
	Fox
	Individual Learning Company



	Norway
	Graciela
	Sbertoli
	Norwegian Agency for Lifelong Learning



	Croatia
	Marina
	Crnčić Sokol
	Ministry of Science, Education and Sports



	FYROM
	Mimoza
	Anastovska - Jankulovska
	Independent VET expert





Factual survey



	Country
	Name
	Surname
	Organisation



	Austria
	Sarah
	Zaussinger
	Institute for Further Studies (IHS)



	Belgium
	Ingrid
	Vanhoren
	IDEA Consult



	Denmark
	Mads Peter
	Klindt
	Aalborg University



	France
	M’Hamed
	Dif
	University of Strasbourg



	Hungary
	István
	Kiszter
	National Institute of Vocational and Adult Education



	Netherlands
	Robbert
	van het Kaar
	Hugo Sinzheimer Institute for Labour and Law, University of Amsterdam



	Poland
	Łukasz
	Arendt
	University of Lodz; Institute of Labour and Social Studies



	Spain
	Josep-Oriol
	Escardíbul
	University of Barcelona





Opinion survey



	Country
	Type of respondent
	Name
	Surname
	Organisation



	Austria
	Independent labour relations/ VET expert
	Lorenz
	Lassnigg
	Institute of Advanced Studies



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Robert
	Jellasitz
	Federal Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Consumer Protection.



	
	Employers’ representative
	Michael
	Landertshammer
	Economic Chamber



	
	Trade union representative
	Markus
	Riedmayer
	Chamber of Labour (Lower Austria)



	Belgium
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Ingrid
	Vanhoren
	IDEA Consult



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Martine
	Vancorenland
	Belgian Federal Public Service Employment, Labour and Social Dialogue



	
	Employers’ representative
	Michèle
	Claus
	Belgian Organisation of Employers VBOBelgian Organisation of Employers VBO



	
	Trade union representative
	Piet
	Van den Bergh
	Labour union: ACV-CSC



	Denmark
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Mads Peter
	Klindt
	Deptartment of Political Science, Aalborg University.



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Peter
	Grønnegaard
	Ministry of Education, National Education Authority.



	
	Employers’ representative
	Flemming
	Larsen
	Danish Industry



	
	Trade union representative
	Frank
	Juncker
	United Federation of Danish Workers



	France
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	M’Hamed
	Dif
	University of Strasbourg



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Chantal
	Hedde
	DIRECCTE Alsace



	
	Employers’ representative
	Orélie
	Darney
	MEDEF Bas-Rhin (Alsace) MEDEF Bas-Rhin (Alsace)



	
	Trade union representative
	Anonymous
	Syndicat Général de l’Education Nationale du Bas-Rhin (SGEN-CFDT)
	



	Hungary
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Adrienn
	Joó
	Magyar Posta Zrt.



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	István
	Kiszter
	National Institute of Vocational and Adult Education



	
	Employers’ representative
	Angéla
	Budai
	MGYOSZ (Hungarian Confederation of Employers and Industrialists)



	
	Trade union representative
	Andrea
	Agócs
	MSZOSZ (National Confederation of Hungarian Trade Unions)



	Netherlands
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Robbert
	van het Kaar
	Hugo Sinzheimer Institute for Labour and Law, University of Amsterdam



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Annemiek
	Wortman
	Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment



	
	Employers’ representative
	Maurice
	Rojer
	AWVN employers' association



	
	Trade union representative
	Isabel
	Coenen
	FNV (trade union organisation)



	Poland
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Łukasz
	Arendt
	University of Lodz; Institute of Labour and Social Studies



	
	Employers’ representative
	Piotr
	Sarnecki
	Polish Confederation of Private Employers Lewiatan



	
	Trade union representative
	Kazimierz
	Kacprzak
	NSZZ ‘Solidarność” Trade Union



	Spain
	Independent labour relations/VET expert
	Josep-Oriol
	Escardíbul
	University of Barcelona



	
	Public official involved in implementation
	Juan Carlos
	Yunta García
	Fundación Tripartita para la Formación en el Empleo (Tripartite Foundation for training in employment)



	
	Employers’ representative
	Javier
	Ibars Álvaro
	Fomento del Trabajo Nacional (Catalan employers’ association)



	
	Trade union representative
	Teresa
	Muñoz Rodríguez
	Unión General de Trabajadores (UGT) (General Union of Workers)Unión General de Trabajadores (UGT) (General Union of Workers)





Company case studies









	Country
	Training leave instrument
	Name
	Surname
	Organisation



	Austria
	Educational leave
	Christian
	Fuchs
	Kick-Off



	Hungary
	Learning contract
	Anonymous
	Holcim Hungary
	



	
	Learning contract
	Anonymous
	
	



	
	Learning contract
	Anonymous
	
	



	
	Preventive training
	Anonymous
	
	



	Netherlands
	Training leave under collective agreements
	Vaida
	Tičkutė
	LM Wind Power



	
	Training leave under the part-time unemployment act
	Anonymous
	
	











(1)The Eurostat adult education survey (2007) revealed that the two main reasons for non-participation in lifelong learning activities were lack of time because of family responsibilities and conflicting training and work schedules. ↵

(2)The EU-27 Member States plus EFTA/EEA (Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway) and the candidate countries (Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and Turkey). ↵

(3)Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland and Spain. ↵

(4)Requirement of an employment contract; restrictions on the type of contract (e.g. open-ended only); restrictions on the duration of work (e.g. full-time only); requirement of minimum prior work experience; requirement of minimum prior employment with the current employer; and the need to ask the employer for permission to take leave. ↵

(5)Proof of enrolment in and/or completion of courses, certification of training programmes, accreditation of training providers and purpose of training. ↵

(6)Effectiveness (take-up and quality of training); impact (impact on both employees and employers and the need for public subsidies); efficiency (value for money and administration costs); equity (unconstrained use of the instrument and access of disadvantaged groups to the instrument); and sustainability (financial and political). For more information, see Chapter 2 on methodology. ↵

(7)No requirement to inform the employer; possibility to appeal against the employer’s decision to refuse training leave; no possibility to dismiss or provide less favourable conditions for an employee while he/she is on leave; and existence of possibility to negotiate details of leave in collective agreements and individual contracts. The legal environment was considered favourable when three or more of the six above-mentioned requirements were in favour of the employee and unfavourable if only two or fewer requirements were in favour of the employee. ↵

(8)In some countries, an employee may still receive social security benefits while on unpaid leave. However, no generalisation at EU level is possible, as conditions tend to vary across EU Member States.  ↵

(9)Montenegro was granted the status of candidate country in December 2010, when the present study was already under way. It is, therefore, not included in the scope of this research. ↵

(10)The percentage of employees who are members of a trade union (http://www.oecd.org/employment/employmentpoliciesanddata/onlineoecdemploymentdatabase.htm). ↵

(11)The percentage of employees covered by collective bargaining (Fulton, 2011).  ↵

(12)This index has three equally weighted components: plant-level participation, i.e. the strength of worker participation at plant level; board-level participation, i.e. the level of legal rights in a given country for employee representation in a company’s top decision-making body; collective bargaining participation, i.e. the level of union influence on company industrial relations policies, union density and number of workers covered by collective bargaining agreements. For more information on the index, see http://www.worker-participation.eu/About-WP/European-Participation-Index-EPI. ↵

(13)This index is the average of three subindices: a difficulty of hiring index, a rigidity of hours index and a difficulty of redundancy index. For a more detailed description of the index, see: http://www.doingbusiness.org/methodology/employing-workers. ↵

(14)Eurostat adult education survey (2007). ↵

(15)Here and below, the data on this indicator are taken from two sources. The OECD statistics database (http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=UN_DEN) covers 22 of 33 countries under the scope of the study; for an additional eight countries, the data are taken from the ICTWSS database, compiled by Jelle Visser, Amsterdam Institute for Advanced Labour Studies (AIAS, http://www.uva-aias.net/207f). The comparisons (high, low, average, etc.) are made with regard to the 31.7% average trade union density in 30 countries which fall within the remit of this report for which data are available. ↵

(16)Here and below, the data on this indicator are taken from the ICTWSS database. The comparisons (high, low, average, etc.) are made with regard to the 60% average of coverage of collective bargaining in 30 countries which fall within the remit of this report for which data are available. ↵

(17)Here and below, the data on this indicator are taken from the OECD statistics database (http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=FTPTC_I). The comparisons (high, low, average, etc.) are made with regard to the 14.5% average incidence of part-time employment in 24 countries which fall within the remit of this report for which data are available. ↵

(18)Here and below, the data on this indicator are taken from the Eurostat adult education survey (2007). ↵

(19)Payback clauses are a legal instrument that encourages companies to bear the costs of training by allowing them to retain employees for a certain period of time after training in return for their having provided the training. Employees are free to move to another company, but if they terminate the contract within the contractual retention period, they may be required to reimburse (a share of) the training costs.  ↵

(20)Denmark was the first country to combine educational leave with a job-rotation instrument. It was first introduced in 1989 as an innovative instrument to mitigate the harsh labour market situation created by high unemployment, and was one of the active labour-market policy measures implemented as part of the country’s flexicurity reforms. Afterwards, similar job-rotation arrangements were introduced in several other European countries. ↵

(21)Organisme paritaire collecteur agréé [accredited joint collection agency] – OPCAs are non-governmental organisations/associations that collect and manage employers’ financial contributions to training, established by agreement between the social partners in a particular industrial branch at national, sectoral and regional levels and approved by the State. ↵

(22)Private educational institutions, libraries, social and health care institutions may sign an agreement allowing them to receive State funding. ↵

(23)Since the beginning of 2012, this instrument is no longer available to new users. In 2013, it will be replaced by the vitality savings scheme, vitaliteitsregeling. ↵

(24)A representative sample of European contexts was sought in terms of budget deficit as a percentage of GDP, degree of rigidity of the labour market in the country according to the World Bank’s rigidity of employment index, participation in CVET as a percentage of employees in all companies (Eurostat CVTS3) and involvement of the social partners in CVET policy (Eurofound information). ↵

(25)The draft final results of this study were assessed and validated during the thematic workshop on Training leave and payback clauses: policies and practice in Europe organised by Cedefop in Thessaloniki on 6 and 7 June 2011. The workshop was attended by VET/labour relations experts, public officials, social partner representatives and other relevant stakeholders from 15 European countries. ↵

(26)Qualitative comparative analysis tests which conditions are sufficient (i.e. lead to a positive value of a dependent variable, e.g. high participation, low administration costs) and which conditions are necessary (i.e. their absence leads to a negative value of a dependent variable, e.g. low participation, high administration costs). Because of the large number of variables and the small number of cases, we included only those conditions which appear to be both necessary and sufficient to avoid accidental covariations, and only three exceptions in the whole sample were allowed. ↵

(27)Available online: http://www.tosmana.net [accessed 21.9.2012]. ↵

(28)A profession is said to be regulated when access to it and the exercise of it are subject to the possession of a specific professional qualification. More information on the regulated professions in the EU Member States can be found in the European Commission’s regulated professions database at http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/qualifications/regprof/index.cfm?fuseaction=home.home. ↵

(29)For a more detailed discussion of the role of training funds in funding training, see Cedefop 2008. ↵

(30)The Tripartite Foundation is funded by the training levy (83% of income in 2010), the labour administration and the European Social Fund. It is managed by the labour administration, trade unions and employers' associations. ↵

(31)In Belgium, educational leave is used mainly for CVET (which might be short-term). In Spain, individuals take training leave mostly for higher education. The relatively short duration of leave in Spain could be explained by the fact that, at this level, learners do not usually take leave for their everyday learning activities but rather for preparation for exams or writing a thesis.  ↵

(32)Effectiveness (take-up and quality of training); impact (impact on both employees and employers and need for public subsidies); efficiency (value for money and administration costs); equity (unconstrained use of the instrument and access of disadvantaged groups to the instrument); and sustainability (financial and political). For more information, see Chapter 2 on methodology. ↵

(33) Κey stakeholders typically included the following persons: a public official responsible for implementation of the training leave instrument, an employers’ representative, a trade-union representative and an independent expert from academia or an NGO. Stakeholders provided their gradings only in relation to instruments about which they have expert knowledge.  ↵

(34)The following employment-related eligibility criteria were used in the analysis: requirement of an employment contract; restrictions to the type of contract (e.g. open-ended only); restrictions to the duration of work (e.g. full-time only); requirement for minimum prior work experience; requirement for minimum prior employment with the current employer; and the need to ask the employer for permission to take leave.  ↵

(35)The legal environment was considered favourable when three or more out of the six above-mentioned requirements were favourable to an employee and unfavourable if only two or fewer requirements were favourable to an employee.  ↵

(36)Duration was measured in terms of two variables – longer minimum and maximum duration in terms of working days.  ↵

(37)Danish VEU allowance; Hungarian learning contract and preventive training instruments; and Dutch training leave under the part-time unemployment act. ↵

(38)In terms of target group coverage, Austrian training leave; Belgian educational leave (national scheme); French CIF, CVAE and DIF instruments; Dutch training leave under collective agreements; Polish training leave; and Spanish individual training leave. ↵
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Questionnaire of the factual survey 


Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ 
commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-
Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1 


Survey of national experts (2A) 


Public Policy and Management Institute has been commissioned by Cedefop to carry out the study 
‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’. Training leave is 
regulatory instrument setting the conditions under which employees can be granted temporary 
leave from work for education and/or training purposes. The purpose of this study is to gain a clear 
understanding of the role of training leave in financing and promoting vocational education and 
training in Europe (27 EU Member States, three EFTA/EEA and three EU candidate countries). The 
study will analyse characteristics of training leave instruments, evaluate their performance and 
provide conclusions and recommendations both for policy and practice.  
The questionnaire requests you to provide the detailed characteristics of the selected training leave 
instrument(s) existing in your country. Please fill in and return it to Donatas@vpvi.lt (or by fax +370 
5 2625410). Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to write to the above e-mail 
address or contact Mr Donatas Pocius, tel. +370 5 2497538. When filling in the questionnaire, 
please use the key terms as they are defined in the table at the end of this questionnaire. We kindly 
advise you to read the provided definitions carefully before you start filling in the questionnaire. This 
will help to maintain the overall consistency of answers across countries.  


 


Please provide the requested information for training leave instrument on the basis of the legal 
regulation/collective agreements (as applicable) currently existing in your country. This is applicable 
to all questions in this questionnaire. 
 


Training leave instrument: 


Official title:       


Legal act/collective agreement and/or 
other identification: 


      


Body responsible for regulation:       


1. When the training leave instrument was first officially introduced? Please specify the 
official date(s). 


Start year:       End year (if applicable):       


2. What is the official objective of the training leave instrument stated in the legal act(s) (or 
their official commentary(-ies)) or collective agreements? Please quote in the right 
column. 


Official objective:       


3. What was the rationale for introducing the training leave instrument? Please identify 
major factors, e.g. economic, social and/or labour market factors, international 
agreements. 


Rationale for introducing the training leave instrument:       



mailto:Donatas@vpvi.lt





 


Eligibility 


4. What eligibility criteria are applied for the training leave? Please tick the appropriate 
criteria and provide details where applicable. Please use the definitions provided at the 
end of this questionnaire. 


Type of criteria/Specific 
eligibility criteria 


Tick if 
applied 


Further details 
Add your 
remarks 


Personal-related criteria 


a. Age (for specifically 
targeted instruments) 


 
Please indicate minimum age:       


      
Please indicate maximum age:       


b. Citizenship (nationality)        


c. Residence (for foreign 
nationals) 


 
Please specify the minimum duration in years of required residence: 


      


e. Type of companies  


 All companies 


      


 Companies of particular status (public or private), 
please specify here:       


 Companies of particular economic sector(s), please 
specify here:       


 Companies of particular size, i.e. number of 
employees, please specify here:       


 Other companies, please specify the criterion here: 
      


f. Employment contract 
required 


 


 Open-ended  Full-time  Part-time       


 Fixed- term  Full-time  Part-time       


 Trial period   Full-time  Part-time       


g. Minimum prior work 
experience of employee 
required 


 Please specify the period in years here:             


h. Minimum prior 
employment with the 
current employer 


 
Please specify the period in years here:       


      Please specify whether the employment with the current 
employer has to be continuous:   Yes  No 


i.  Permission of employer 
to go on training leave 


 


 Employer permission is required. Please specify under 
what circumstances employer can refuse the training 
leave:             


 Employer permission is not required 


Training-related criteria 


j. Proof of attendance 
required 


 


 Statement of enrolment 
 


      
  Statement of completion of courses 


  Other (please specify here):       


k. Type of education and 
training 


 


 Secondary general education (ISCED 2-3) 


      


 Secondary vocational education and training (ISCED 
2-3) 


 Post-secondary non-tertiary general education (ISCED 
4) 


 Post-secondary non-tertiary vocational education and 
training (ISCED 4) 


 Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5B) 


 Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5A and 6) 


 Certified continuing general education not related to 
ISCED classification 


 Non-certified continuing general education 


 Certified continuing vocational education and training 
not related to ISCED classification 


 Non-certified continuing vocational education and 
training 


 Other (please specify here):       


l. Type of learning content  
 Firm- or sector-specific 


      
 Generic/transferable 







Type of criteria/Specific 
eligibility criteria 


Tick if 
applied 


Further details 
Add your 
remarks 


Personal-related criteria 


m. Purpose of training  


 To acquire first qualification (second chance education) 


 
      


 To upgrade skills and competences (to acquire higher 
qualifications) 


 To re-skill (to acquire new qualifications) 


 To update skills and competences (of the same 
qualifications) 


 To prepare for or sit examinations/to validate prior 
learning 


 Other (please specify here):       


n. Timing of the training   
 During working hours 


      
 Outside working hours 


o. Education and training 
provider  


 
 Licenced provider 


      
 Any training/education establishment 


Other criteria 


p. Other criterion (please 
specify here): 


       


5. Do any of the specific target groups receive preferential treatment (i.e. additional 
benefits) in comparison with the remaining target groups of the instrument? If yes, 
please specify type of preferential treatment? 


Please specify target group(s) receiving preferential 
treatment, if applicable 


Please specify nature of preferential 
treatment, if applicable 


  No, instrument does not provide any preferential treatment 


   Yes, instrument provides preferential treatment to the following group(s) (please tick all that apply and 
indicate type of preferential treatment of those who belong to the selected group(s)): 


 Employees 


  Low-qualified (ISCED 0-2) employees 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Low-paid employees 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Ageing employees 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Employees in small and medium-sized enterprises 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Disabled employees 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Migrant employees 


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


 
 Employees in a specific economic sector or profession 
(please specify here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


  Other employees (please specify here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       







 


Please specify target group(s) receiving preferential 
treatment, if applicable 


Please specify nature of preferential 
treatment, if applicable 


 Companies 


 
Companies of particular status (public/private) (please 
specify here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


 
Companies in a specific economic sector (please specify 
here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


 
Companies of particular size, i.e. number of employees 
(please specify here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


 Other companies (please specify here):       


 Greater financing 


 Longer duration of training leave 


 Other (please specify here):       


Financing arrangements 


6. What types of training leave costs incl. training costs the following actors shall cover as 
set by legal regulation? Please choose the appropriate answer. 


Stakeholder 


 


 


 


Type of cost 


E
m


p
lo


y
e
e
 


E
m


p
lo


y
e
r 


State, if 
appli-
cable 


Social partners 
(employer 


organisations or 
trade unions), if 


applicable, 
please specify 


here:       


Other, if 
applicable,  


please 
specify 
here:  
      


Add your 
remarks 


a.  All training leave 
costs incl. 
training costs 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/mechanism 
of funding 


                              


b.  Fees and 
payments for 
training courses, 
if applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/mechanism 
of funding 


                              


c.  Travel and 
subsistence 
payments, if 
applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/mechanism 
of funding 


                              


d.  Foregone 
income/salary, if 
applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/mechanism 
of funding 


                              


e.  Other, if 
applicable, 
please specify: 
      


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/mechanism 
of funding 


                              


* Note: Possible sources/mechanisms of funding may include:  


 State budget (central, regional or municipal); 


 State social/employment insurance fund; 


 State education and training insurance fund; 


 State training fund; 


 State loan fund; 


 State grant fund; 


 company’s own financial resources; 


 private (sectoral) training funds established/managed by the social partners; 


 individual learning accounts; 







 other arrangements. 


7. Are there any direct and specific links between the training leave instrument and other 
types of education/training cost-sharing and/or regulatory instruments (e.g. government 
finances part of the training leave costs through grant or loan scheme)? Please use the 
definitions provided at the end of this questionnaire. 


Cost-sharing/regulatory instrument Tick if there is a link Please describe the link 


Payback clause        


Grant        


Training fund        


Loan        


Time saving account        


Tax incentive        


Other (please specify here):              


Duration of training leave 


8. What is the duration of training leave? Please specify. 


 Number of working days Add your remarks 


a. Minimum duration              


b. Maximum duration (if applicable)             


9. Is frequency of training leave regulated? Please specify. 


 No, frequency of training leave is not regulated 


 Yes, frequency of training leave is regulated 


Please specify how frequency of training leave is regulated (e.g. is there any waiting period for new training 
leave?):       


10. Can the time for the training leave be accumulated (e.g. overtime hours are added to the 
duration of training leave, unused time of training leave is transferred to another year, 
etc.) and how? Please specify. 


 No 


 Yes 


Please describe the mechanism of accumulation:       


Can the accumulated training leave be transferred to the next employer?  Yes  No 


11. Can the training leave be discontinued? Please specify. 


 No 


  Yes Please specify what reason(s) are regulated Please shortly describe the regulated reason(s) 


 Reasons are not regulated       


 Personal reasons       


 Reasons related to employer       


 Reasons related to training provider       


 Other reason(s) (please specify here):             







Institutional and administrative arrangements 


12. What is the involvement of different actors in the management of training leave 
instrument? Please describe. 


Actor 


 


Involvement in... 


Employer 
State, if 
applicable 


Social partners (employer 
organisations or trade 
unions), if applicable, please 
specify here:       


Other, if applicable, 
please specify 
here:       


Eligibility checks                         


Application procedure(s)                          


Management of financial 
support 


                        


Dealing with special cases                         


Other related management 
functions (please specify 
here):       


                        


No involvement     


13. Are any of the following requirements included in the legal acts regulating the training 
leave? Please select all relevant answers and specify them as appropriate. 


Requirement  Add your remarks 


a. The employee must inform the employer about 
intention to take the training leave in advance  


 Yes  


 No 
      


b. If the employer declines the employee’s request, 
the employee can appeal against the decision  


 Yes  


 No 


If yes, please specify institution to which 
employee can appeal:       


c. The employer cannot dismiss the employee while 
the employee is on a training leave 


 Yes  


 No 
      


d. The employer cannot provide worse job conditions 
or a job position to the employee after the training 
leave has ended 


 Yes  


 No 
      


e. The details of a training leave are negotiated 
through collective agreements 


 Yes  


 No 


Please explain (e.g. which aspects can be 
defined through collective agreements? Can 
collective agreements amend and/or replace 
regulations at national level?)        


f. The details of a training leave are negotiated 
through individual contracts 


 Yes  


 No 


Please explain (e.g. which aspects can be 
agreed through individual contracts? Can 
individual contracts amend and/or replace 
regulations at national level and/or in collective 
agreements?)  


      


g. Legal framework for payback clauses (see 
definition at the end of this questionnaire) exists in 
a country 


 Yes  


 No 
      


h. Other (please specify here):       
 Yes  


 No 
      


14. Does employee retain all the rights while on the training leave? Please select all relevant 
answers and specify them as appropriate. 


Status Add your remarks 


 Yes, employee retains all rights s/he had when working       


 No, employee does not retain all rights s/he had when working. Please select the most appropriate answers: 


  Loses protection from dismissal from work       


  Loses healthcare insurance       


  Loses pension entitlements       


  Loses the right to return to the same job position with the same 
conditions 


      


  Other (please specify here):             







15. Is it required that the other person (e.g. trainee, unemployed, etc.) take the place of 
employee while s/he is on the training leave (also known as the job-rotation scheme)? 


 No 


 Yes  Please describe briefly the mechanism of job-rotation:       


16. Is the training leave instrument being monitored and/or evaluated by any stakeholder 
(public authorities, social partners, etc.)? Please select the most appropriate answers. 


 No 


Yes 
If yes, how advanced is monitoring or evaluation of the 
training leave instrument? Please choose all appropriate: 


If selected, please: 


  a. Statistics on the use of training leave is collected Provide statistics in question 17 below  


  b. There is an organisation responsible for monitoring 
the functioning of the instrument and taking 
corrective actions 


Indicate the organisation responsible 
here:       


  c. Quantified targets are set for the instrument (please 
specify them in the right column) 


      


  d. Monitoring/evaluation reports are prepared and 
publicly available in English or national language 


Provide relevant document(s) or indicate 
the source where it could be found:       


17. Please provide statistics of the training leave instrument in the tables below/indicate 
the source where it could be found. If the latest data are available for earlier year(s), 
please provide them and indicate year(s) in the last column. In case the disaggregated 
data (as specified below) are not available, but some aggregate data are available, 
please provide the latter and explain the data in the last column. Please use the 
definitions provided at the end of this questionnaire. 


(a) Beneficiaries 


Indicator 


2007 2008 2009 Indicate 
source if 
available 


Number  
of users 


Total 
Number 
of users 


Total 
Number 
of users 


Total 


Aggregate number of employees that took 
training leave (i.e. number of users) and total 
employment in country 


                                          


Please provide numbers of users for a particular category and total employment in the respective category. 


Gender 


i.  Men                                           


ii.  Women                                           


Type of employment 


iii.  Full-time employees                                           


iv.  Part-time employees                                           


v. Employees with an open-ended 
employment contract 


                                          


vi. Employees with a fixed-term employment 
contract 


                                          


Age 


vii.  Employees aged 15-24                                           


viii. Employees aged 25-34        


ix.  Employees aged 35-54                                           


x.  Employees aged 55 and above                                            


Size of company 


xi.  Employees in small companies (up to 49 
employees) 


                                          


xii.  Employees in medium-sized companies 
(50-250 employees) 


                                          


xiii. Employees in a large companies (250 or 
more employees) 


                                          


Sector 







 


Indicator 


2007 2008 2009 Indicate 
source if 
available 


Number  
of users 


Total 
Number 
of users 


Total 
Number 
of users 


Total 


xiv. Employees in the public sector                                           


xv.  Employees in the private sector                                           


xvi. Employees in a particular economic sector 
or profession (please specify here):       


                                          


Occupations (according to ISCO classification) 


i.  High-skilled (ISCO 1)                                           


ii.  High-skilled (ISCO 2-3)                                           


iii  Skilled non-manual (ISCO 4-5)                                           


iv  Skilled manual (ISCO 6-8)                                           


v.  Elementary (ISCO 9)                                           


Vulnerable groups 


xvii. Low-qualified (ISCED 0-2) employees                                           


xviii. Low-paid employees                                           


xix. Disabled employees                                           


xx. Migrant employees                                            


xxi. Other groups at risk (please specify 
here):       


                                          


 


(b) Beneficiaries by type of education and training attended 


Indicator 2007 2008 2009 
Indicate source  


if available: 


i.  Secondary general education (ISCED 2-3)                         


ii.  Secondary vocational education and training (ISCED 2-3)                         


iii.  Post-secondary non-tertiary general education (ISCED 4)                         


iv.  Post-secondary vocational education and training (ISCED 4)                         


v.  Continuing general education (both certified and non-
certified) 


                        


vi.  Continuing vocational education and training (both certified 
and non-certified) 


                        


vii.  Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5B)                         


viii.  Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5A-6)                         


ix.  Other (please specify here):                               


 


(c) Duration  


Indicator 2007 2008 2009 
Indicate source  


if available: 


Average duration (in days) of the paid training leave                         


 


(d) Cost  


Indicator 2007 2008 2009 
Indicate source 


if available: 


Aggregate cost for the State of managing the training leave 
instrument, including financial support to individuals (e.g. to cover 
course fee) and companies (e.g. to cover wage costs), 
information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, dealing 
with special cases and all other related management functions. 


                        


Aggregate cost for the social partners of managing the training 
leave instrument, including financial support to individuals (e.g. to 
cover course fee) and companies (e.g. to cover wage costs), 
information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, dealing 
with special cases and all other related management functions.  


                        


Remark:  If there are many collective agreements, please indicate the aggregate cost for up to 3 typical 







collective agreements and mention that you have done so in the remarks section. 


18. Are guidance and information services available? Please select the most appropriate 
answers. 


Question Please tick all appropriate answers 


a. Are guidance and 
information services readily 
available for the users of 
training leave? 


 
Yes 


Users of services 


 For employees 


 For employers 


 Other (please specify here):       


Providers of services 


 State  


 Employer 


 Social partners (employer organisations or trade unions) 


 Training providers 


 Other (please specify here):       


Please specify the content of guidance and information services 
provided to users 


 General guidance and information services 


 Guidance and information services specific for the training leave 
instrument (please list all information sources/services that are 
available here; if you have any specific innovative services, please 
indicate here):       


 No 


b. What is the content of the 
guidance and information 
services available for 
beneficiaries of training leave? 


 Guidance and information about rights related with the training leave 


 Instructions on how to use the training leave instrument 


 Information about variety and quality of the training courses available 


 Other (please specify here):       


c. Is personal guidance 
available for employees 


 
Yes 


 Employee is required to pay for personal guidance services 


 Personal guidance services are free of charge 


 Other (please specify here):       


 No 


Recent and future developments 


19. Has the training leave instrument been recently significantly modified or is planned to be 
modified? Please tick the most relevant answer (yes or no) and explain as appropriate. 


Question Tick the right one 
If yes, please 
specify here: 


a. Have there been any changes in the 
past five years? 


 Yes (please specify in the right column)       


 No 


b. Did the financial and economic crisis 
have an impact on training leave? 


 Yes (please specify in the right column)       


 No 


c. Are there any changes/plans foreseen 
for the development of the training 
leave instrument? 


 Yes (please specify in the right column)       


 No       


 







 


Good practices 


20. Please identify one medium-sized or large company/organisation in your country (with 50 
or more employees) which could be considered as a good practice case in applying this 
training leave instrument for its employees. Please provide the contact details of this 
company/organisation for further inquiry by the research team. 


Name of the 
company 


Economic 
sector 


Name and surname of 
knowledgeable contact person 


Contact details 


                  


Telephone:      


Mobile:      


E-mail:      


www:      


 


Thank you for your kind help and cooperation! 


Key terms and definitions (in an alphabetical order)  
Key terms Definitions 


Ageing employees Employees aged 55 and above.  


Certified education 
and training 


Education and training which lead, upon successful completion, to formal qualification 
(certificate, diploma or title). 


Continuing education 
and training  


Education or training after initial education and training or after entry into working life, 
aimed at helping individuals to improve or update their knowledge and/or skills, to 
acquire new skills for a career move or retraining, and/or to continue their personal or 
professional development.  


Continuing education and training are part of lifelong learning and may encompass 
any kind of education (general, specialised or vocational, formal or non-formal, etc.). 
They are crucial for the employability of individuals. 


Cost-sharing 
instrument 


Method or source through which funding of adult learning is made available. Cost-
sharing instruments can take a form of collective investment (where employers and/or 
employees share the costs) and public-private cost-sharing (where government and 
employers and/or individuals share the costs). There are the following main types of 
cost-sharing instruments: training funds, tax incentives, grants, loans, saving 
schemes, training leave, payback clauses and human capital contracts. 


Disabled employees Employees experiencing restrictions in performing daily tasks, including working, in 
terms of nature, duration and quality of these tasks.  


Employees in small 
and medium-sized 
enterprises  


Employees in enterprises with up to 250 employees. 


Employees on a fixed-
term employment 
contract 


Employees whose main job will terminate either after a period fixed in advance, or 
after a period not known in advance, but nevertheless defined by objective criteria, 
such as the completion of an assignment or the period of absence of an employee 
temporarily replaced. 


Employees on an 
open-ended 
employment contract 


Employees whose main job is of unspecified duration. 


Firm-specific learning Acquisition of knowledge and skills that are of value only in a specific organisation. 
Examples of such learning include learning to use software or hardware that is used 
only in a particular organisation. 


Foregone 
income/salary 


Wage payments/salaries or other income foregone as a result of participation in 
education and training activities.  


Formal qualification The formal outcome (certificate, diploma or title) of an assessment and validation 
process which is obtained when a competent body determines that an individual has 
achieved learning outcomes to given standards and/or possesses the necessary 
competence to do a job in a specific area of work. A qualification confers official 
recognition of the value of learning outcomes in the labour market and in education 
and training. A qualification can be a legal entitlement to practice a trade. 


Full-time employees Employees who work for 35 hours or more (usually 40) in a working week. 


General education Education which is mainly designed to lead participants to a deeper understanding of 
a subject or group of subjects, especially, but not necessarily, with a view to preparing 







 


Key terms Definitions 


participants for further (additional) education at the same or a higher level. Successful 
completion of these programmes may or may not provide the participants with a 
labour-market relevant qualification at this level. These programmes are typically 
school-based. Programmes with a general orientation and not focusing on a particular 
specialisation should be classified in this category. 


Generic/transferable 
learning 


Acquisition of knowledge and skills which are easily transferable between sectors and 
occupations. Examples of such learning include development of inter-personal skills, 
managerial knowledge, learning-to-learn, etc.  


Grant In the context of adult learning, grant provides one-off financial aid as joint finance to 
private investment in training. Grants usually take a form of voucher/individual learning 
account – financial subsidy for individuals enabling them to access adult learning 
services and to choose training provider and/or content of services, timing, etc. There 
may be also grants for companies where cofinancing is required. Grants do not have 
to be paid back if used according to the rules of the instrument.  


Higher (tertiary) 
education 


Non-compulsory educational level that follows the completion of upper secondary 
education. Tertiary education is normally split into three dimensions: 


 ISCED 5B: Tertiary education representing more vocationally oriented study; level 
5B programmes include undergraduate diplomas and certificates; 


 ISCED 5A: Tertiary education representing more academically or theoretically 
based study; level 5A programmes include bachelor’s degrees, honours degrees, 
master’s degrees, and postgraduate diplomas or certificates; 


 ISCED 6: Second stage of tertiary education leading to an advanced research 
qualification. 


International Standard 
Classification of 
Education (ISCED) 


Level of education is based on International Standard Classification of Education 
(ISCED, for more information see 
http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm). ISCED 
codes correspond to the following levels of education:  


 ISCED 2: Lower secondary education and second stage of basic education; 


 ISCED 3: (Upper) secondary education; 


 ISCED 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education; 


 ISCED 5B: Tertiary education representing more vocationally oriented study; level 
5B programmes include undergraduate diplomas and certificates; 


 ISCED 5A: Tertiary education representing more academically or theoretically 
based study; level 5A programmes include bachelor’s degrees, honours degrees, 
master’s degrees, and postgraduate diplomas or certificates; 


 ISCED 6: Second stage of tertiary education (leading to an advanced research 
qualification. 


Definition of your national educational structure by ISCED levels is available at: 


http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/documents/tools/108EN.pdf. 


International Standard 
Classification of 
Occupations (ISCO-
88) 


Classification of occupations is based on International Standard Classification of 
Occupations (ISCO-88, for more information see 
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco88/index.htm). ISCO codes 
correspond to the following major groups of occupations: 


 ISCO major group 1: Legislators, senior officials and managers; 


 ISCO major group 2: Professionals; 


 ISCO major group 3: Technicians and associate professionals; 


 ISCO major group 4: Clerks; 


 ISCO major group 5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers; 


 ISCO major group 6: Skilled agricultural and fishery workers; 


 ISCO major group 7: Craft and related trade workers; 


 ISCO major group 8: Plant and machine operators and assemblers; 


 ISCO major group 9: Elementary occupations.  


Loan In the context of adult learning, loan scheme allows individuals to borrow financial 
resources to cover part of their training costs. There are two main types of loans:  


 mortgage-type (traditional or conventional) loan – scheme which requires 
repayment in fixed instalments; and  


 income-contingent loan – scheme in which instalments depend on the borrower’s 
income.  


Low-paid employees  Employees with monthly salary less than 60% of median salary in a country. 


Migrant employees Employees whose period of residence in a country of destination or a period of 
departure from the country of origin lasts more than 12 months. 



http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm

http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/documents/tools/108EN.pdf

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isco/isco88/index.htm





 


Key terms Definitions 


Non-certified 
education and training 


Education and training which does not lead to formal qualification (certificate, diploma 
or title). 


Part-time employees Employees whose usual hours of work are less than the normal working hours. This 
definition encompasses all forms of part-time work (half-day work, work for one, two or 
three days a week, etc.). This number may be established at the national, regional, 
industrial or unit level. 


Payback clause Set of legal provisions regulating the relationships between employers and employees 
on allocation of training costs of employees deciding voluntarily to discontinue the 
employment relationship with the employer who invested in their training. There are 
two main types of payback clause:  


 the payback clauses for individuals, where employees reimburse all or part of the 
training expenses to their employer; and  


 the payback clauses for future (next) employers, where the latter, hiring new 
employee, reimburse all or part of the previous employer’s expenses for the 
employee’s training. 


Preferential treatment Additional benefit(s) foreseen for some particular group or subgroup of beneficiaries of 
the cost-sharing instrument. Very often preferential treatment is foreseen for 
disadvantaged groups of learners (e.g. low-qualified, the disabled, young parents, 
etc.).  


Private Sector/company controlled by private actors, which derives more than 50% of its 
revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and private actors take most if not 
all financial and other risks associated with its activities. 


Public Sector/company controlled by the government (government determines general 
policy), which derives less than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private 
sources) and government takes most if not all financial and other risks associated with 
its activities. 


Retraining Training enabling individuals to acquire new skills giving access either to a new 
occupation or to new professional activities. 


Second chance 
education 


Education aimed at equipping early school leavers with lower/upper secondary 
education certificate, helping them to access further education, training and 
employment opportunities 


Sector-specific 
learning 


Acquisition of knowledge and skills that are valuable only in a particular sector and do 
not yield any monetary or productivity gains outside it.  


Subsistence 
payments 


Payments for expenses incurred while travelling which consist of accommodation 
costs, meal costs and incidental expenses. Subsistence costs must be ordinary and 
necessary to accomplish the official business purpose of the trip. 


Tax incentive In the context of adult learning, taxation rule allocating financial benefits to taxpayers 
who participate in learning. There are two main types of tax incentives: 


 tax allowances – the amount deducted from the gross income to arrive at taxable 
income (i.e. tax base), for individuals and legal entities; and  


 tax credits – the amount deducted from tax liability (i.e. tax due or tax payment), for 
individuals and legal entities.  


Tax deduction is considered to be an incentive either if (a) it already exists (in this 
case training costs can be deducted to the same extent as other investments); or (b) if 
the deduction is higher for training investments than for other types of investments.  


Time-saving account The instrument where hours that exceed normal scheduled hours are saved in an 
account and can be used for reducing working hours at a future time for specified 
reasons (e.g. for training), subject to the agreement of the employer.  


Training fund Cost-sharing instrument that has three different models: (1) so-called revenue-
generation schemes, where companies contribute with a certain share of their payroll, 
often to financing training provision in training institutions, and (2) so-called levy-rebate 
or levy-grant schemes, where the levy is either used to repay the company’s costs of 
training or to reduce the contribution of firms which train their staff themselves (3) so-
called levy-exemption scheme (‘train or pay’), where companies are obliged to pay 
training levies only if their training expenditure fall short of the predetermined level. 
There are two main types of training funds:  


 national/multisectoral funds, usually based on tripartite governance; and  


 sectoral funds, usually based on bipartite governance (social partner agreements). 


Training leave  Regulatory instrument (also known as educational leave) setting the conditions under 
which employees can be granted temporary leave from work for learning purposes 
and securing equitable access to learning. The study focuses on two types of training 
leave:  







 


Key terms Definitions 


 paid training leave which entitles employee to maintain her/his salary in its entirety 
or in part, or in some cases compensates it in the form of grants from public or 
social partner funds;  


 unpaid training leave in which the salary is not paid during the training period, but 
an employee has the right to return to his/her employment when longer periods of 
absence are granted, for example career breaks. 


Vocational education 
and training 


Education and training which aims to equip people with knowledge, know-how, skills 
and/or competences required in particular occupations or more broadly on the labour 
market. 
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Questionnaire of the opinion survey 


Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ 
commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-
Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1 


Public Policy and Management Institute has been commissioned by Cedefop to carry out the study 
The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe. Training leave is 
regulatory instrument setting the conditions under which employees can be granted temporary 
leave from work for education and/or training purposes. The purpose of this study is to gain a clear 
understanding of the role of training leave in financing and promoting vocational education and 
training in Europe (27 EU Member States, three EFTA/EEA and three EU candidate countries). The 
study will analyse characteristics of training leave instruments, evaluate them and provide 
conclusions and recommendations for policy and practice.  
The questionnaire requests you to assess the selected training leave instrument based on your 
expert knowledge and subjective assessment. When filling in the questionnaire, please use the key 
terms as they are defined in the table at the end of this questionnaire. We kindly advise you to read 
the provided definitions carefully before you start filling in the questionnaire. This will help to 
maintain the overall consistency of answers across countries.  


 


In the following questionnaire we ask you to provide subjective assessment for the following training 
leave instrument identified in your country: 
 


Training leave 
instrument: 


Official title:       


Legal act/collective agreement and/or other identification:       


1.  In what capacity do you have knowledge about the training leave instrument? Please 
choose one most appropriate answer. 


a. Public official responsible for implementation of training leave instrument  


b. Representative of employers  


c. Representative of trade unions  


d. Independent expert from academia or NGO   


2.  What constraints to adult learning are tackled by the training leave instrument? Please 
indicate the importance of each constraint by using the scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = 
unimportant, 2 = of little importance, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important and 5 = very 
important. Please indicate if the constraint, in your opinion, has been successfully 
overcome or not by introducing the training leave instrument. 


Type of constraints Grade 
The constraint has been 
overcome successfully 


a. Time constraints due to work schedule  Yes  No  


b. Time constraints due to family responsibilities  Yes  No  


c. Employers’ financial constraints   Yes  No  


d. Employees’ financial constraints   Yes  No  


e. Reluctance of certain employers to provide training to any groups of 
employees 


 
Yes  No  


f. Reluctance of certain employers to provide training to disadvantaged 
groups of employees 


 
Yes  No  


g. Lack of motivation of certain employees  Yes  No  


h. Risk and uncertainty of employees of keeping a job/career/standing 
while on training 


 
Yes  No  


i. Different perception of training needs between employers and 
employees (i.e. when employer offers training in line with company’s 
training plan (reflecting employer’s perspective and needs) and 
employee seeks different training, favouring (more) his/her personal 
development/employability/career, independently of employer’s 
interest)  


 


Yes  No  


j. Other (please specify here):        Yes  No  







 


3.  What are the objective(s) of the training leave instrument as you perceive them? To what 
extent have they been achieved? Have they addressed the constraints (as specified 
above)? Please provide a brief description below. 


a. The objective(s) of the instrument is (are):        


b. Please describe the extent of achievement of the objective(s)/overcoming the 
constraints.  


      


c. If the objectives have been (to some extent) achieved/constraints overcome, 
what strengths contributed to this achievement? 


      


d. If the objectives have not been fully achieved/constraints not fully overcome, 
what weaknesses contributed to this underachievement? 


      


e. What opportunities may influence the achievement of objectives/overcoming 
the constraints in the future?  


      


f. What threats may influence the achievement of objectives/overcoming the 
constraints in the future? 


      


4.  In the first column of the following table we identified five potential criteria for evaluation 
of the training leave instrument, which are further broken down into subcriteria in the 
third column. We ask you to weigh the importance of these (sub)criteria by distributing 
100 points among them. For instance, if you think that all evaluation (sub)criteria are 
equally important, please give them an equal share of points or if some (sub)criteria are 
not important, please give them 0 points. 


Evaluation 
criteria 


Evaluation subcriteria  


Please provide 
your weight for 
each subcriteria 


(Sum=100) 


Effectiveness  
(short-term 
outcomes) 


High participation of eligible employees in training leave.       


High quality of training – most if not all employees on a training leave 
attend training courses provided in certified programmes and by 
accredited training providers.  


      


Impact  
(long-term 
outcomes) 


High impact on employees (e. g. improved acquisition of new skills, job 
prospects, qualifications, raised interest in training, increased earning, 
etc.) is observed. 


      


High impact on employers (e. g. improved productivity, increased 
turnover, strengthened competitiveness, etc.) is observed. 


      


No public subsidies to fund learning that would have taken place 
anyway. 


      


Efficiency 


Good value for money – costs of training leave are low compared to the 
benefits received.  


      


Low administration costs – the cost of managing the instrument (e.g. 
information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, payment and 
other management functions) is low. 


      


Equity 


Unconstrained use of training leave by employees, who can freely make 
use of the instrument and are not constrained in its use by any form of 
external pressure (e.g. from employers, supervisors or other 
colleagues). 


      


Access of disadvantaged groups to training leave.       


Sustainability 


High financial and economic sustainability – the instrument is able to 
resist to the negative effects of financial crises and economic 
downturns. 


      


High political sustainability – the instrument is able to flexibly adjust to 
the changing political and social environment (e.g. changes of political 
leadership).  


      


5.  In the following table we ask you to grade training leave instrument according to the pre-
determined evaluation subcriteria. Please base your assessment on your expert 
knowledge and judge the training leave instrument against your understanding of 
hypothetical ideal performance of such an instrument. 


For your evaluation please use the scale, where 1 = ‘very poor performance’, 2 = ‘poor 
performance’, 3 = ‘medium performance’, 4 = ‘good performance’ and 5 = ‘excellent performance’. 
Evaluation 
criteria 


Evaluation subcriteria  
Please provide 
your grade 


Effectiveness  
(short-term 


High participation of eligible employees in training leave.       


High quality of training – most if not all employees on a training leave attend       







 


Evaluation 
criteria 


Evaluation subcriteria  
Please provide 
your grade 


outcomes) training courses provided in certified programmes and by accredited training 
providers.  


Impact  
(long-term 
outcomes) 


High impact on employees (e. g. improved acquisition of new skills, job 
prospects, qualifications, raised interest in training, increased earning, etc.) 
is observed. 


      


High impact on employers (e. g. improved productivity, increased turnover, 
strengthened competitiveness, etc.) is observed. 


      


No public subsidies to fund learning that would have taken place anyway.       


Efficiency 


Good value for money – costs of training leave are low compared to the 
benefits received.  


      


Low administration costs – the cost of managing the instrument (e.g. 
information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, payment and other 
management functions) is low. 


      


Equity 


Unconstrained use of training leave by employees, who are free to make 
use of the instrument and are not constrained in its use by any form of 
external pressure (e.g. from employers, supervisors or other colleagues). 


      


Access of disadvantaged groups to training leave.       


Sustainability 


High financial and economic sustainability – the instrument is able to resist 
to the negative effects of financial crises and economic downturns. 


      


High political sustainability – the instrument is able to flexibly adjust to the 
changing political and social environment (e.g. changes of political 
leadership).  


      


6.  Please identify one medium-sized or large private company/organisation in your country 
(with 50 or more employees) which could be considered as a good practice case in 
applying this training leave instrument for its employees. Please provide the contact 
details of this company/organisation for further inquiry by the research team. 


Name of the 
company 


Economic 
sector 


Name and surname of 
knowledgeable contact person 


Contact details 


                  


Telephone:      
Mobile:      
E-mail:      
www:      


 


Thank you for your kind help and cooperation! 
 


Key terms and definitions (in alphabetical order)  
Key terms Definitions 


Ageing employees Employees aged 55 and above.  


Cost-sharing 
instrument 


Method or source through which funding of adult learning is made available. Cost-
sharing instruments can take a form of collective investment (where employers and/or 
employees share the costs) and public-private cost-sharing (where government and 
employers and/or individuals share the costs). There are the following main types of 
cost-sharing instruments: training funds, tax incentives, grants, loans, saving 
schemes, training leave, payback clauses and human capital contracts. 


Disabled employees 
Employees experiencing restrictions in performing daily tasks, including working, in 
terms of nature, duration and quality of these tasks.  


Disadvantaged 
groups of employees 


Groups of employees that systematically participate in learning less frequently than 
other groups (e.g. ageing, disabled, low-paid, low-qualified, migrant employees and 
employees of SMEs). 


Effectiveness  
(short-term outcomes) 


The extent to which specific policy objectives have been achieved, or are expected to 
be achieved during or immediately after policy intervention. 


Efficiency 
The extent to which the selected policy measures have produced maximum results 
from given inputs. 


Employees of small 
and medium-sized 
enterprises  


Employees in enterprises with up to 250 employees. 


Equity 
The extent to which policy measures have provided its target groups with an equal 
chance to participate in the supported activity and succeed. 


Impact  The extent to which general policy objectives have been achieved, or are expected to 







 


Key terms Definitions 


(long-term outcomes) be achieved long period after policy intervention. 


Low-paid employees  Employees with monthly salary less than 60% of median salary in a country. 


Low-qualified 
employees 


Employees who have lower secondary education degree or less.  


Migrant employees 
Employees whose period of residence in a country of destination or a period of 
departure from the country of origin lasts more than 12 months. 


Opportunities for 
training leave 
instrument 


External factors that may positively affect the achievement of objectives of training 
leave instrument in the future (e.g. involvement of the social partners (employer 
organisations and trade unions) in management of training leave instruments). 


Strengths of training 
leave instrument 


Design characteristics of training leave instrument that positively contribute towards 
achievement of its objectives (e.g. specific targeting of disadvantaged groups of 
employees). 


Sustainability 
The extent to which the training leave system is able to withstand changes of financial, 
economic and political conditions. 


Threats for training 
leave instrument 


External factors that may negatively affect the achievement of objectives of training 
leave instrument in the future (e.g. government efforts to cut public spending). 


Weaknesses of 
training leave 
instrument 


Design characteristics of training leave instrument that negatively contribute towards 
achievement of its objectives (e.g. very short duration of training leave). 
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Questionnaire of the mapping survey 


Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ 
commissioned by Cedefop, contract No AO/RPA/PLI-PSZO/Training leave/003/2010 – Lot 1 


Public Policy and Management Institute has been commissioned by Cedefop to carry out the study 
‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’. Training leave is 
regulatory instrument setting the conditions under which employees can be granted temporary 
leave from work for education and/or training purposes. The purpose of this study is to gain a clear 
understanding of the role of training leave in financing and promoting vocational education and 
training in Europe (27 EU Member States, three EFTA/EEA and three EU candidate countries). The 
study will analyse characteristics of training leave instruments, evaluate their performance and 
provide conclusions and recommendations both for policy and practice.  


The questionnaire requests you to indicate and briefly describe the training leave 
instrument(s) existing in your country. Please fill in and return it to Donatas@vpvi.lt (or by fax +370 
5 2625410). Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to write to the above e-mail 
address or contact Mr Donatas Pocius, tel. +370 5 2497538.  


 
Please provide the requested information for training leave instrument on the basis of the legal 
regulation currently existing in your country.  
 
1. What types of training leave instruments exist in your country? Please list all training 


leave instruments existing in your country:  


Please identify the instrument by the 
official title and/or the legal act where it 


is regulated and/or other most 
appropriate means of identification 


Type of training leave instrument 


Paid* Unpaid* Voluntary Compulsory 
For private 


sector** 
employees 


For public 
sector** 


employees 


Instrument 1  Official title:       


Legal act/ 
identification:       


      


Instrument 2  Official title:       


Legal act/ 
identification:       


      


Instrument 3  Official title:       


Legal act/ 
identification:       


      


Instrument 4 Official title:       


Legal act/ 
identification:       


      


Instrument 5 Official title:       


Legal act/ 
identification:       


      


 
* The training leave is considered to be paid when it entitles worker to maintain her/his salary in its entirety or 


in part, or in some cases compensating it in the form of grants from public or social partner funds. On the 
contrary, under the unpaid training leave instrument the salary is not paid during the training period, but an 
employee has the right to return to his/her employment when longer periods of absence are granted, e.g. 
career breaks. 


** According to Eurostat, a sector is considered public if it is controlled by the government (government 
determines general policy), if it derives less than 50% of its revenue from market activities (i.e. private 
sources) and if the government takes most if not all financial and other risks associated with its activities. On 
the contrary, a sector is considered private if it is controlled by private actors, if it derives more than 50% of 
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its revenue from market activities (i.e. private sources) and if private actors take most if not all financial and 
other risks associated with its activities. 


 
For each training leave instrument existing in your country, please answer the four questions listed 
below.  
 


Training leave instrument 1: 
Official title:       
Legal act and/or other identification:       


2. In what way is the employee’s right under this training leave instrument regulated? 
Please mark all relevant means of regulation and provide your comments if necessary.  


The means of regulation 
Tick the 


appropriate 
Please provide your comments  


if needed 


a.  National law (statutes, acts, decrees, etc.)  
Please specify the name of legal act 
and its relevant article:       


b.  Regional/local law (official regulations of 
regional/local authority) 


 
Please specify the name of legal act 
and its relevant article:       


c.  Collective 
agreements 


National level        


Sectoral/inter-sectoral level        


Inter-professional level        


Company level        


Other (please specify here): 
      


       


d. Other (please specify in the right column)        


3. Is the training leave instrument specifically targeted for any group(s)?  


 No, training leave instrument is universally applied 


 Yes, training leave instrument is targeted at the following group(s) (please tick all that apply): 


  
Low-skilled workers (incl. service workers and shop and market sales workers, skilled agricultural 
and fishery workers, craft and related trades workers, plant and machine operators and 
assemblers, and workers in elementary occupations) 


  Low-paid workers (with monthly salary less than 60% of median salary in a country) 


  Ageing workers (aged 55 and above) 


  Workers in small and medium-sized enterprises (with up to 250 employees) 


  
The disabled workers (workers experiencing restrictions in performing daily tasks, including 
working, in terms of nature, duration and quality of these tasks) 


  
Migrants (persons whose period of residence in a country of destination or a period of departure 
from the country of origin lasts more than 12 months) 


  Employees in a specific economic sector or profession (please specify here):       


  Other (please specify here):       


4. What actors financially contribute to the functioning of training leave instrument? Please 
tick all appropriate answers. 


Actor 


Tick if this actor contributes financially to employee’s: 


Please provide your 
comment if needed 


fees and 
payments 


for courses 


travel and 
subsistence 
payments 


foregone 
income 
(salary) 


other costs 
(please specify 
here):       


National/federal government           


Regional/local government           


Employers           


Employees           


Employer federations           


Trade unions           


Other actor (please specify 
here):       


          







 


5. Is the training leave instrument being monitored and/or evaluated by any stakeholder 
(public authorities, social partners, etc.)? Please choose the appropriate answer. 


 Yes, monitoring and/or evaluation is carried out. If yes, please specify: 


(a)  What stakeholder is conducting and/or 
commissioning this monitoring and/or 
evaluation? 


      


(b)  What main aspects are being monitored and/or 
evaluated? 


      


(c)  How to access the existing monitoring and/or 
evaluation reports? Please provide an Internet 
link, a reference to a contact person or any 
other help in accessing relevant reports. 


      


 No, monitoring and/or evaluation is not carried out. 


 Other (please specify here):       


 
 


Training leave instrument n: 
Official title:       
Legal act and/or other identification:       


<Same questions as for training leave instrument 1 apply> 


Thank you for your kind help and cooperation!  
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Questionnaire of the general survey 


Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ 
commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-
Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1 


Survey of national experts (1B) 


Public Policy and Management Institute has been commissioned by Cedefop to carry out the study 
‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’. Training leave is 
regulatory instrument setting the conditions under which employees can be granted temporary 
leave from work for education and/or training purposes. The purpose of this study is to gain a clear 
understanding of the role of training leave in financing and promoting vocational education and 
training in Europe (27 EU Member States, three EFTA/EEA and three EU candidate countries). The 
study will analyse characteristics of training leave instruments, evaluate their performance and 
provide conclusions and recommendations both for policy and practice.  


The questionnaire requests you to provide the additional basic characteristics of the training 
leave instrument(s) existing in your country. Please fill in and return it to Donatas@vpvi.lt (or by fax 
+370 5 2625410). Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to write to the above e-
mail address or contact Mr Donatas Pocius, tel. +370 5 2497538.  


When filling in the questionnaire, please use the key terms as they are defined in the table at 
the end of this questionnaire. We kindly advise you to read the provided definitions carefully before 
you start filling in the questionnaire. This will help to maintain the overall consistency of answers 
across countries.  


 


Please provide the requested information for training leave instrument(s) on the basis of the legal 
regulation/collective agreement (as applicable) currently existing in your country. This is applicable 
to all questions in this questionnaire.  
 


Training leave  
instrument 1: 


Official title:        


Legal act/collective agreement and/or  
other identification: 


      


Body responsible for regulation:       


1. When the training leave instrument was first officially introduced? Please specify the 
official date(s): 


Start year:       End year (if applicable):       


2. What is the official objective of the training leave instrument stated in legal acts (or their 
official commentary(-ies)) or collective agreements? Please quote in the right column. 


Official objective:       


3. What eligibility criteria are applied for the training leave? Please tick the appropriate 
criteria. Please use the definitions provided at the end of this questionnaire. 


Criterion/further details 
Tick the 


appropriate 
Add your remarks 


a. Type of education and training 


 


Secondary general education (ISCED 2-3)  


      


Secondary vocational education and training (ISCED 2-3)  


Post-secondary non-tertiary general education (ISCED 4)  


Post-secondary non-tertiary vocational education and 
training (ISCED 4) 


 


Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5B)  
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Criterion/further details 
Tick the 


appropriate 
Add your remarks 


Higher (tertiary) education (ISCED 5A and 6)  


Certified continuing general education not related to ISCED 
classification 


 


Non-certified continuing general education  


Certified continuing vocational education and training not 
related to ISCED classification 


 


Non-certified continuing vocational education and training  


Other (please specify here):        


b.  Type of learning content  


 
Firm – or sector – specific   


      
Generic/transferable   


c. Work relationship 


 


Minimum prior work experience of employee is required 
(please specify the number of years here):       


 
      


Minimum prior work experience of employee is not required  


Minimum prior employment with the current employer is 
required  


 


      


Please specify the period in years here:       


Please specify whether the employment with the current 
employer has to be continuous:   Yes   No 


Minimum (continuous) prior employment with the current 
employer is not required  


 


Employment contract is required. Please specify details: 


 
      


 Open-ended  Full-time    Part-time 


 Fixed-term  Full-time    Part-time  


 Trial period   Full-time    Part-time 


Employment contract is not required  


Permission of employer is required  
      


Permission of employer is not required   


4. What is the duration of training leave? Please specify. 


 Number of 
working 


days 


Add your remarks (e.g. is it possible  
to accumulate training leave and how; is the 


frequency of taking-up training leave regulated?) 


a. Minimum duration              


b. Maximum duration (if applicable)             


 
 







5. What types of training leave costs incl. training costs the following actors shall cover as 
set by legal regulation? Please choose the appropriate answer. 


Stakeholder 
 
 
 


Type of cost 


Employee Employer 
State, if 
appli-
cable 


Social partners 
(employer 


organisations or 
trade unions), if 


applicable, please 
specify here:       


Other, if 
applicable,  


please 
specify 
here: 
      


Add your 
remarks 


a.All training 
leave costs 
incl. training 
costs 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/ 
mechanism  
of funding 


                              


b. Fees and 
payments for 
training 
courses, if 
applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/ 
mechanism  
of funding 


                              


c. Travel and 
subsistence 
payments, if 
applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/ 
mechanism  
of funding 


                              


d. Foregone 
income/ 
salary, if 
applicable 


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/ 
mechanism  
of funding 


                              


e. Other, if 
applicable, 
please 
specify: 
      


Amount (EUR)                               


      
Share (%)                               


Source/ 
mechanism  
of funding 


                              


* Note: Possible sources/mechanisms of funding may include:   


 State budget (central, regional or municipal); 


 State social/employment insurance fund; 


 State education and training insurance fund; 


 State training fund; 


 State loan fund; 


 State grant fund; 


 company’s own financial resources; 


 private (sectoral) training funds established/managed by the social partners; 


 individual learning accounts; 


 other arrangements. 


 


6. Please provide the following statistics of the training leave instrument in the table below. 
If you do not have the actual figure, please provide your best possible estimation. If the 
latest data are available for earlier year(s), please provide them and indicate year(s) in 
the remarks section. 


Indicator 
Type of 


data 
2008 2009 


Add your 
remarks 


a. Total aggregate number of employees that took training 
leave. 


Actual             
      


Estimated             


b.  Share of employees that took training leave (% of total 
employment) 


Actual             
      


Estimated             


c.  Aggregate cost for the State of managing the training leave 
instrument, including financial support to individuals (e.g. to 
cover course fee) and companies (e.g. to cover wage costs), 
information and guidance, eligibility checks, contracting, 
dealing with special cases and all other related management 
functions. 


Actual             


      


Estimated             







 


Indicator 
Type of 


data 
2008 2009 


Add your 
remarks 


d.  Aggregate cost for the social partners of managing the 
training leave instrument, including financial support to 
individuals (e.g. to cover course fee) and companies (e.g. to 
cover wage costs), information and guidance, eligibility 
checks, contracting, dealing with special cases and all other 
related management functions. 


 
Remark: If there are many collective agreements, please indicate 
the aggregate cost for up to 3 typical collective agreements and 
mention that you have done so in the remarks section. 


Actual             


      


Estimated             


 


Thank you for your kind help and cooperation! 
 
 


Key terms and definitions (in an alphabetical order)  


Key terms Definitions 


Certified education and 
training 


Education and training which leads, upon successful completion, to formal qualification 
(certificate, diploma or title). 


Continuing education 
and training  


Education or training after initial education and training or after entry into working life, 
aimed at helping individuals to improve or update their knowledge and/or skills, to 
acquire new skills for a career move or retraining, and/or to continue their personal or 
professional development.  


Continuing education and training is part of lifelong learning and may encompass any 
kind of education (general, specialised or vocational, formal or non-formal, etc.). It is 
crucial for the employability of individuals. 


Firm-specific learning 
Acquisition of knowledge and skills that are of value only in a specific organisation. 
Examples of such learning include learning to use software or hardware that is used 
only in a particular organisation.  


Foregone income 
Wage payments/salaries or other income foregone as a result of participation in 
education and training activities. 


Formal qualification 


The formal outcome (certificate, diploma or title) of an assessment and validation 
process which is obtained when a competent body determines that an individual has 
achieved learning outcomes to given standards and/or possesses the necessary 
competence to do a job in a specific area of work. A qualification confers official 
recognition of the value of learning outcomes in the labour market and in education and 
training. A qualification can be a legal entitlement to practice a trade. 


General education 


Education which is mainly designed to lead participants to a deeper understanding of a 
subject or group of subjects, especially, but not necessarily, with a view to preparing 
participants for further (additional) education at the same or a higher level. Successful 
completion of these programmes may or may not provide the participants with a labour-
market relevant qualification at this level. These programmes are typically school-based. 
programmes with a general orientation and not focusing on a particular specialisation 
should be classified in this category. 


Generic/transferable 
learning 


Acquisition of knowledge and skills that are easily transferable between sectors and 
occupations. Examples of such learning include development of inter-personal skills, 
managerial knowledge, learning-to-learn, etc.  


Higher (tertiary) 
education 


Non-compulsory educational level that follows the completion of upper secondary 
education. Tertiary education is normally split into three dimensions: 


ISCED 5B: Tertiary education representing more vocationally oriented study; level 5B 
programmes include undergraduate diplomas and certificates; 


ISCED 5A: Tertiary education representing more academically or theoretically based 
study; level 5A programmes include bachelor’s degrees, honours degrees, masters 
degrees, and postgraduate diplomas or certificates; 


ISCED 6: Second stage of tertiary education leading to an advanced research 
qualification. 







 


Key terms Definitions 


International Standard 
Classification of 
Education (ISCED) 


Level of education is based on International Standard Classification of Education 
(ISCED, for more information see 
http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm). ISCED 
codes correspond to the following levels of education:  


 ISCED 2: Lower secondary education and second stage of basic education; 


 ISCED 3: (Upper) secondary education; 


 ISCED 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education; 


 ISCED 5B: Tertiary education representing more vocationally oriented study; level 
5B programmes include undergraduate diplomas and certificates; 


 ISCED 5A: Tertiary education representing more academically or theoretically based 
study; level 5A programmes include bachelor’s degrees, honours degrees, master’s 
degrees, and postgraduate diplomas or certificates; 


 ISCED 6: Second stage of tertiary education (leading to an advanced research 
qualification. 


Definition of your national educational structure by ISCED levels is available at: 


http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/documents/tools/108EN.pdf. 


Non-certified education 
and training 


Education and training which does not lead to formal qualification (certificate, diploma or 
title). 


Sector-specific learning 
Acquisition of knowledge and skills that are valuable only in a particular sector and do 
not yield any monetary or productivity gains outside of it.  


Subsistence payments 
Payments for expenses incurred while travelling which consist of accommodation costs, 
meal costs and incidental expenses. Subsistence costs must be ordinary and necessary 
to accomplish the official business purpose of the trip. 


Training leave  


Regulatory instrument (also known as educational leave) setting the conditions under 
which employees can be granted temporary leave from work for learning purposes and 
securing equitable access to learning. The study focuses on two types of training leave:  


paid training leave which entitles employee to maintain her/his salary in its entirety or in 
part, or in some cases compensates it in the form of grants from public or social partner 
funds;  


unpaid training leave in which the salary is not paid during the training period, but an 
employee has the right to return to his/her employment when longer periods of absence 
are granted, for example career breaks. 


Vocational education 
and training 


Education and training which aims to equip people with knowledge, know-how, skills 
and/or competences required in particular occupations or more broadly on the labour 
market. 


 
 


  



http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm

http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/documents/tools/108EN.pdf
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Questionnaire for company case studies 


Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ 
commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-
Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1 


Public Policy and Management Institute has been commissioned by Cedefop to carry out the 
study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’. Training 
leave is regulatory instrument setting the conditions under which employees can be granted 
temporary leave from work for education and/or training purposes. The purpose of this study is to 
gain a clear understanding of the role of training leave in financing and promoting vocational 
education and training in Europe (27 EU Member States, three EFTA/EEA and three EU candidate 
countries). The study will analyse characteristics of training leave, evaluate their performance and 
provide conclusions and recommendations both for policy and practice. One of the analytical tools 
of this analysis are case studies on the application of training leave at company level. 


We kindly invite you to briefly describe your company practice in using training leave 
instrument identified in the table below. Please fill in this questionnaire and return it to 
Donatas@vpvi.lt (or by fax +370 5 2625410). Should you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to write to the above e-mail address or contact Mr Donatas Pocius, tel. +370 5 2497538.  


Should you so wish, your and your company’s name will be mentioned in the Cedefop study 
to be published this year.  


 


Training leave instrument used by the 
company and discussed in this questionnaire: 


Official title:   


Legal act/collective agreement 
and/or other identification: 


 


Do you agree that your name will be 
referenced as a source in the Cedefop study? 


 Yes 
 No, I would like to retain anonymity 


Do you agree that your company name will be 
referenced as a source in the Cedefop study? 


 Yes 
 No, I would like to retain anonymity 


 
Training leave (or educational leave) – instrument setting the conditions under which employees 
can be granted temporary leave from work for learning purposes and securing equitable access to 
learning. Training leave can be:  


 paid training leave which entitles the employee to receive his/her salary in full or in part, or, in 
some cases, receive compensation in the form of grants from public or social partner funds; or  


 unpaid training leave where the salary is not paid during the training period, but where an 
employee has the right to return to his/her employment following the period of approved leave. 


Characteristics of the company  
Name of the company:       


Type of company 
(public/private/NGO): 


      


Year or registration:       


Main economic sector:       


Please mark the groups of employees 
working in your company and 
estimate their shares in the company: 


 High-skilled employees Share in company in %:       


 Skilled manual employees Share in company in %:       


 Skilled non-manual employees Share in company in %:       


 Low-skilled employees Share in company in %:       


Is a (Are) trade union(s) operating in 
your company? 


 Yes  


 No 



mailto:Donatas@vpvi.lt





 


Practice of using training leave  


1.  When has your company started using training leave? 


Start year:       


2.  How are the details of a training leave negotiated in your company? Please tick all that 
apply. 


 Through collective agreements 


 Through individual contracts 


 Informally – by verbal agreement 


 Other (please specify:      ) 


3.  Is it a common practice for your company to require employees to pay back at least a 
part of the costs the company has incurred when training them if employees decide to 
discontinue their employment relationship with your company immediately after such 
training has taken place? 


 Yes   No 


4.  What are the main duration characteristics of training leave in your company? Please 
specify. 


a.  What was the most common duration of training leave? 
Number of working 
days:       


b.  Is it possible to accumulate training leave during certain period (e.g. overtime 
hours are added to the duration of training leave, unused time of training leave is 
transferred to another year)? 


 Yes  No 


c.  Is the frequency of taking-up training leave (e.g. employee can leave for training 
only once a year) regulated? 


 Yes   No 


5. What are the requirements that the employees in your company have to meet to take 
training leave? Please shortly describe each requirement (e.g. employee has to have a 
permanent or other type of employment contract, employee has to work full-time, 
employee has to work in the company for certain period, etc.). 


      


6. Are the following practices related to training leave common in your company? Please 
select all relevant answers and comment them as appropriate. 


Practices Answers Further details 


a.  The employees must inform about 
their intention to take the training 
leave in advance  


 Yes  


 No 
      


b.  The employees are encouraged to 
participate in training leave  


 Often 


 Seldom 


 Just 
once 


Please give examples how employees are 
encouraged (e.g. employees may be promoted or 
receive better salary/other job conditions after training 
leave, employees taking training leave may expect 
new more challenging assignments, etc.):       


 Never 


c.  The employees themselves are 
motivated to participate in training 
leave 


 Often 


 Seldom 


 Just 
once 


 Never  


Please shortly describe reasons why:       


d.  Employees are informed and 
guided within the company 
regarding the use of training leave 


 Often  


 Seldom 


 Just 
once 


Information and guidance provided by:  


 Representatives of employers (e.g. human 
resources managers) 


 Representatives of employees (e.g. trade unions) 







 


Practices Answers Further details 


 Other actors, please specify:       


 Never  


e.  Company takes some temporary 
staff (e.g. trainee, unemployed, 
etc.) to fill the place of employee 
while s/he is on training leave 


 Often  


 Seldom  


 Just once 


 Never 


7. What types of training leave costs incl. training costs the following actors cover in your 
company? Please tick relevant actors and, if possible, specify the most common shares 
of costs that each actor usually covers. 


Actor 


Type of cost Employee Employer State 


Other (e.g. trade 
unions, if 


applicable), please 
specify:       


Add 
your 


remarks 


a. All training leave 
costs incl. training 
costs 


     


      Estimated 
share (%) 


                        


b. Fees and 
payments for 
training courses, if 
applicable 


     


      Estimated 
share (%)                         


c. Travel and 
subsistence 
payments, if 
applicable 


     


      Estimated 
share (%)                         


d. Foregone 
income/salary, if 
applicable 


     


      Estimated 
share (%) 


                        


e. Other, if 
applicable, please 
specify:       


     


      Estimated 
share (%) 


                        


8. Please provide the information about statistics available on use of training leave in your 
company. 


Please provide the following statistics: 


2008 2009 2010 


Training 
leavers 


Total 
Training 
leavers 


Total 
Training 
leavers 


Total 


Aggregate number of employees that took a 
training leave (i.e. number of training leavers) 
and total number of employees in a company  


                                    


Does your company keep a statistical database on use of training leave?  Yes  No 


If Yes, please specify characteristics for which statistics is available in your company: 


a. Gender  Yes  No 


b.  Type of employment (full-time/part-time, open-ended/fixed-term)  Yes  No 


c.  Age   Yes  No 


d.  Level of skills (high-skilled/medium-skilled/low-skilled employees)  Yes  No 


e.  Number of vulnerable groups of users (e.g. low-qualified, low-paid, disabled, 
migrants) 


 Yes  No 


f.  Level of education and training for which training leave was used (e.g. secondary, 
post-secondary, higher, continuing education and training)  


 Yes  No 


g.  Type of learning content (firm- or sector-specific versus generic/transferable 
training) 


 Yes  No 


h.  Average duration of training leave  Yes  No 


i.  Overall costs of training leave  Yes  No 


j.  Other statistics (please specify:      )  Yes  No 







Assessment of the practice of using training leave  


9. What are the most important constraints to which the training leave users are subject? 
Please indicate the importance of each constraint by using the scale from 1 to 5 where 1 
= unimportant, 2 = of little importance, 3 = moderately important, 4 = important and 5 = 
very important. Please indicate if the training leave, in your opinion, has successfully 
helped to address these constraints or not. 


Type of constraints Grade 
Has the training leave 
helped to address this 
constraint? 


a. Time constraints due to work schedule       Yes  No  


b.  Time constraints due to family responsibilities       Yes  No  


c.  Company’s financial constraints        Yes  No  


d.  Employees’ financial constraints        Yes  No  


e.  Inability of company to provide training to disadvantaged groups of 
employees 


      Yes  No  


f.  Lack of motivation among employees       Yes  No  


g.  Risk and uncertainty of employees of keeping a job/position while on 
training 


      Yes  No  


h.  Different perception of training needs between employers and 
employees 


      Yes  No  


i.  Other (please specify here):             Yes  No  


10. Please assess the use of training leave in your company by providing your position to 10 
statements. Please base your assessment on your practical experience and provide your 
remarks. 


Statement Do you agree? 
Add your 
remarks 


a.  Training leave is frequently used in the company   Yes  No       


b.  Most if not all employees on training leave attended training courses 
provided in certified programmes or by accredited training providers 


 Yes  No       


c.  Use of training leave has benefited employees (e.g. improved 
acquisition of new skills, job prospects, qualifications, raised interest in 
training, increased earning, etc.) 


 Yes  No       


d.  Use of training leave has benefited company (e. g. improved 
productivity, increased turnover, strengthened competitiveness, etc.) 


 Yes  No       


e.  Company would finance training leave to the same extent if public 
support was not provided (if your company received no public support 
please answer hypothetically)  


 Yes  No       


f.  There is good value for money – costs of training leave are low 
compared to the benefits received 


 Yes  No       


g.  The cost of managing training leave (e.g. information and guidance, 
eligibility checks, contracting, payment and other management 
functions) is low 


 Yes  No       


h.  Employees can freely make use of the training leave and are not 
constrained in its use by any form of external pressure (e.g. from 
supervisors) 


 Yes  No       


i.  Disadvantaged groups of employees are granted better conditions for 
using the training leave  


 Yes  No       


j.  Training leave is used during periods of company-level financial 
difficulties 


 Yes  No       


. Has the trend in using the training leave been affected by the recent financial and 
economic crisis? 


 No 


 Yes. If Yes, how the trend in using training leave was affected: 


  The use increased  


  The use decreased  







 


12. What are the main barriers of using the training leave in your company? What major 
changes you would suggest to improve its use? Please briefly comment below. 


a.  Major barriers that prevent your company from more 
intense use of the training leave  


      


b.  Major changes you suggest to improve the use of 
the training leave 


      


13. Why your company could be considered as good practice example in using this training 
leave? 


Please describe briefly:       


 


Contact details of the respondent 
Name and surname       


Position in the company       


Telephone/mobile       


E-mail       


 


Thank you for your kind help and cooperation! 


 





		Foreword

		Acknowledgements



		Table of contents

		List of tables, figures and boxes

		Tables

		Figures

		Boxes





		Executive summary

		Recommendations for policy and practice



		Chapter 1.  Introduction

		1.1. Rationale for the study

		1.1.1. Importance of and rising demand for LLL/VET

		1.1.2. Obstacles to participation in LLL/VET

		1.1.3. Limited public resources for VET

		1.1.4. What policy response?



		1.2. Definition of training leave instrument

		1.2.1. Definition

		1.2.2. Objectives

		1.2.3. Allocation of training leave costs

		1.2.4. Participants

		1.2.5. Targeting and follow-up



		1.3. Objective, object and structure of the report

		1.3.1. Objective

		1.3.2. Object

		1.3.2.1. Austria

		1.3.2.2. Belgium

		1.3.2.3. Denmark

		1.3.2.4. France

		1.3.2.5. Hungary

		1.3.2.6. Netherlands

		1.3.2.7. Poland

		1.3.2.8. Spain



		1.3.3. Structure





		Chapter 2.  Overview of methodology

		Chapter 3.  The comparative analysis

		3.1. Description of design characteristics of training leave instruments in Europe

		3.1.1. Types of training leave instruments

		3.1.2. Objectives of and rationale for the introduction of training leave

		3.1.2.1. Objectives

		3.1.2.2. Rationale



		3.1.3. Duration of implementation

		3.1.4. Level of regulation

		3.1.5. Access conditions

		3.1.5.1. Eligibility

		3.1.5.1. Target groups

		3.1.5.2. Preferential treatment



		3.1.6. Legal provisions – rights and obligations

		3.1.7. Duration arrangements

		3.1.8. Funding arrangements

		Actors involved in funding training leave

		Links to other VET cost-sharing instruments

		The role of the European Social Fund



		3.1.9. Role of government and the social partners in the management of training leave

		Guidance and information services

		3.1.9.1. Monitoring and evaluation arrangements



		3.1.10. Recent and planned developments



		3.2. Comparative analysis of performance of selected training leave instruments

		3.2.1. Analysis of statistical data

		3.2.1.1. Number of beneficiaries and take-up

		3.2.1.2. Average duration

		3.2.1.3. Costs of training leave

		3.2.1.4. Emerging findings and limitations



		3.2.2. Opinions of stakeholders on training leave performance

		3.2.2.1. Evaluation criteria weightings

		3.2.2.2. Training leave instrument grades

		3.2.2.3. Identification of more and less successful training leave instruments: combination of weightings and grades



		3.2.3. Factors influencing performance of training leave

		3.2.3.1. Effectiveness

		3.2.3.2. Impact

		3.2.3.3. Efficiency

		3.2.3.4. Equity

		3.2.3.5. Sustainability

		3.2.3.6. Targeted versus universal training leave







		Chapter 4.  Conclusions and recommendations

		4.1. Recommendations for policy and practice



		List of abbreviations

		List of abbreviations

		List of EU/EEA/candidate country codes



		References

		Annex 1  Tables and figures

		Annex 2  Tosmana truth tables

		Annex 3  Typologies of training leave instruments

		Paid, unpaid or mixed-payment training leave instruments

		Voluntary and compulsory training leave instruments

		Training leave instruments for private or public sector employees

		Universal or targeted training leave instruments in terms of target group coverage

		Training leave instruments universal to all levels of education and training or targeted to certain levels of education and training

		Collective or public/private investment training leave instruments



		Annex 4  Legal acts regulating the training leave

		Annex 5  Questionnaires

		Questionnaire of the mapping survey

		Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ commissioned by Cedefop, contract No AO/RPA/PLI-PSZO/Training leave/003/2010 – Lot 1



		Questionnaire of the general survey

		Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1

		Survey of national experts (1B)

		Key terms and definitions (in an alphabetical order)



		Questionnaire of the factual survey

		Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1

		Survey of national experts (2A)

		Eligibility

		Financing arrangements

		Duration of training leave

		Institutional and administrative arrangements

		Recent and future developments

		Good practices

		Key terms and definitions (in an alphabetical order)



		Questionnaire of the opinion survey

		Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1

		Key terms and definitions (in alphabetical order)



		Questionnaire for company case studies

		Study ‘The use of training leave to promote vocational education and training in Europe’ commissioned by Cedefop, contract No 2010-0082/AO/RPA/PLI–PSZO/Training leave-Payback clauses/003/2010 – Lot 1

		Characteristics of the company

		Practice of using training leave

		Assessment of the practice of using training leave

		Contact details of the respondent





		Annex 6  Lists of respondents

		Mapping survey

		General survey

		Factual survey

		Opinion survey

		Company case studies











OEBPS/Images/t4.jpg
Groups of
objectives

Instruments

General objectives
(.. better access
to education and
training)

BE2, DK1, DK2,
EE, ES1, FR1, FR2,
FR4, FRS5, FI1, FI2,
EL, LV, PT2, SE1,

12, NO, UK1

Employee-centric
objectives (e.g. flexibility,
employability of learners)

AT, BG, BE1, DK1, FR1,
FR3, FRA, FR5, FR6, EL,
HU1, HU2, HU3, NL1, NL2,
NL3, PL, SK1, SK2, ES1,
ES2, ES3,CY1, CZ, IT, LT2,
S12, UK2

Employer-centric
objectives (e.g. retaining
employees during a
financial crisis,
efficiency, etc.)

ES1, FR6, NL3, CY1, SI2

No of cases

18/62

28/62

5/62





OEBPS/Images/t14a.jpg
Instrument Eligibility checks Application procedure(s) Management of financial support

AT ST (public employment service ER (signs a formal agreement and | ST (public employment service transfers | Not applied
checks formal eligibility, e.g. presents it to the public employment | compensation for lost wages to the
minimum duration of employment, | service) learner)
agreement of employer, statement of
enrolment)

BE1 ER (checks compatibility with ER (informs Federal Public Service) |ST (financial repayments are checked and [ST (Federal
company's regulations and, where an processed by the Federal Govemment)  Government)

application for training leave is
denied, compliance with the rule that
limits the number of employees who
may be absent at any one time), SP
(involved in committees that approve

eligibility)
DK1 SP (trade union-managed SP (trade union-managed ER (where employer pays salary), SP ST (govemment
unemployment insurance funds) unemployment insurance funds) (trade-union managed unemployment agency for state
insurance funds) education grants)
FR1 SP (OPCAS) ER (delivery of authorisation), SP | ER (where employer pays salary); SP Not applied
(OPCAs; verification of applications) - |(OPCAS; financial follow-up of the
implementation)
FR3 ST (for public sector employees, ER (authorisation to take leave), ST | ST (financial follow-up of the na

verification of eligibility), SP (OPCAs, |(admission of validation applications), |implementation), SP (financial follow-up of
verification of eligibility), validating | SP (OPCASs, verification of validation | the implementation)
institution (verification of eligibility) | programme proposed in the

application)





OEBPS/Images/f3.jpg





