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1) The limitation of working hours for the last 2 centuries has been at the heart of social development. We are currently again at a  crossroads, where economic interests and social interests may conflict and need to be resolved, in the interests of individual workers and their families, societies, and the long term sustainability of economies. 
In 1818, Robert Owen addressed the Paris Peace Conference, asking for the establishment of working hours restrictions throughout Europe, in order to stop unfair competition. 

In 1919, after one century of struggle about limitations to working hours and night work, the ILO (established as part of the Paris Peace Conference) agreed at its very first meeting in Washington, USA its first Convention ever: number 1, introducing the maximum 8 hour working day and 48 hour working week. 

Since then, the international norm has stayed at a maximum of 48 hours (even though it applied also to developing countries!) and it survived many economic crises. 

Looking at Europe’s global competitors, it may be interesting to note, that China in the 1990’s ratified the ILO-convention 47 on the 40-hour working week(!), whereas recent ILO statistics trying to assess the average hours actually worked including overtime show that in most sectors the average stays well below 48 hours per week.   The USA (who did not ratify any of the ILO working time conventions) according to recent figures have an average figure for full time workers of 42,8 hours per week. Both countries only differ from the EU in annual working hours, due to the fact that both have a very limited amount of paid annual holidays. 

However, as various research shows, there is no relationship between annual working hours and degree of competitiveness of a country. 

Finland is according to recent figures the most competitive country in the world, and reaches this with a relatively low annual amount of working hours (1708 per year).

There is good reason to stress, that it is not so much the length of working hours but the productivity per hour worked that is decisive. 

An information sheet by the ILO (June 2004) summarizes the evidence in this regard, showing overwhelming evidence that shorter working hours were linked to increased flexibility and productivity, 

the largest gains to be expected from reductions in very long hours of work (more than 48 hours per week). They also report about numerous enterprise-level studies that show the business benefits of adopting flexible working time arrangements to promote work-life balance, as having positive effects on productivity. 

2) What Europe needs is not a general lengthening of the working week, but something else: a modernization of working time, offering flexibility to enterprises and workers, accomodating to work-life balance needs of male and female workers, and sharing the volume of work, care and free time among workers. 
When the 48 hour working week was introduced, long time ago, it was perceived as offering especially male workers protection against long and exhausting hours, while taking for granted that most of the reproduction tasks (bearing and rearing children, the housework etc.) would be done by women. 

In the meantime, in most industrialized countries in the world, the culture and realities have changed, demanding increasingly from women to enter the paid labour market. However, demographic developments also demand enough children to be born, and an ageing population to be taken care of. Economic and demographic demands need to be reconciliated, to allow women and men to on the one hand work longer working lives and at the same time provide for the necessary care of dependents. 

The Lisbon goals for women and men can only been achieved through a combination of reduced hours and flexible working arrangements in a life-course approach. 

3) The protection of health and safety continues to demand limitation of working hours, in the interest of workers and third parties.

There is extensive evidence, accumulated over the last 2 centuries, and reinforced by recent research, that long hours are detrimental to the health of workers.
  They can also have negative effects on third parties (in traffic, patients, etc.).

4) The EU is obliged, on the basis of its own legal framework as laid down in Treaties and Directives, to limit working hours for all workers, and improve and progressively harmonize the conditions of workers throughout Europe. 
The EU is also obliged vis-à-vis the rest of the world to play a leading role in showing how to reconcile economic and social development. 
In a previous meeting with your committee, on the 27-th of November 2003, 

I have extensively referred to the legal framework and fundamental principles and  goals that underpin the actions of the Union with regard to working time. 

The ETUC calls on the European Parliament to remind the other European institutions that they are bound to this legal framework. 

In the view of the ETUC, all current proposals of the Commission should be challenged, questioning their legal validity. 

In annex, you will find a summary of ETUC’s positions on the various proposals, as adopted in our Executive in October 2004. 

A few remarks on the issues at stake. 

As we have stated time and again, the individual opt-out and its continuation is in strong contradiction to the aims and provisions of the working time directive, and basic principles of labour law and the protection of health and safety. 

In the UK, where the individual opt out has been widely used by employers, research by the government, universities and trade unions has shown that the opt-out, rather than providing the UK with the possibility to gradually adapt its long hours culture to the prevailing average in the rest of the EU, has given employers in the UK a ‘lazy’ way out: 
Four million workers work more than 48 hours per week on average, which are 700.000 more than in 1992 when the Directive did not yet apply! (Labour Force Survey, UK).  Only one in three people at work know that there is a 48 hour average working week limit; the law is widely abused, one in three of those who have signed an opt-out say they were given no choice; and nearly two out of three people who say they work regularly more than 48 hours a week say they have not been asked to opt out of the working time regulations. 

There is a lot of evidence suggesting that the opt-out, far from being necessary for British business, has exacerbated problems of low productivity and management incompetence, reducing the incentive for employers to modernize working practices.

We have extensively studied the proposals of the Commission, aiming at ‘putting a fence’ around the opt-out, and favouring collective bargaining. 

However, we are not at all convinced that the actual proposals will have this effect, quite the contrary (see annex). 

With regard to the proposals on on-call work, we reiterate that it is unacceptable to treat the ECJ-judgments as just opinions that can be discarded. In these cases, the ECJ not only gave an interpretation of the definition of working time and compensatory rest, but also of the fundamental objectives of the Directive:

 “ (49 Simap) the objective of the Directive is to ensure the health and safety of workers  by granting them minimum periods of rest and adequate breaks. (..) To exclude duty on-call from working time if physical presence is required would seriously undermine that objective.” 

On this issue, other speakers will take the floor more extensively, especially as regards the problems in the health-sectors. 

In the Council working group, Member States seem to have even further flexibilized the proposals, not paying any attention to the potential harmful effects not only on individual workers, but also to systems of labour law and collective bargaining. 

When compensatory rest can be postponed without further conditions to 7 days, and ‘inactive time’  is any form of ‘inactivity’ at the workplace, including such cases as waiters in restaurants, the debate seems to get totally out of proportion!

With regard to reference periods for the average 48 hour working week, one has to realize that the longer the reference period, the more illusory the protection against long hours of work. 

On the basis of the current text of the Directive, working weeks of up to 78 hours are already possible without any further conditions, as long as they are compensated within a reference period of 4 months. 

In the annex to this note, you will find a more extensive explanation why the debate on the lengthening of the reference period without further conditions is not well funded, and may lead to very harmful and negative working time patterns. 

5) Collective bargaining is a very flexible instrument for the achievement of modern and flexible working time arrangements. In the absence of collective bargaining, it is not a legal void, but legal mechanisms and provisions that should provide for the rules of the game. 


In the past decades, an interesting development has taken place in the EU law, providing for basic regulations in law on the one hand, and allowing for a certain flexibility by collective bargaining on the other hand, assuming that in this way the worker would be protected not so much by detailed legal provisions but by the counterveiling power of the collectivity of workers.  At the EU-level, currently a dangerous debate is taking place, as if in the name of flexibility all ‘barriers’  especially in collective bargaining should be abolished. This would have as an effect, that the EU looses a very modern and flexible instrument that can adapt much more easily than law to changing realities. 

If and in so far as it is considered necessary to allow for certain forms of flexibility via other ways than collective bargaining, it is inevitable to go back to basic conditions and regulations in the law. 

6) The ETUC values highly the role that the European Parliament has played in recent years, in demanding a more rational debate on issues that are taken over by ideology, in guarding the EU legal framework and Treaties, and in taking time and energy to provide for an in-depth exchange of good and bad experience to guide members through complicated policy areas. The ETUC calls on the EP to play this role again, and lead the EU institutions to a revision of the Working Time Directive, that preserves its fundamental goals and principles, and provides Europe’s citizens and economies with long term sustainable solutions.  

The current proposals on the table have to be rejected or withdrawn. 

The only acceptable way forward is: 

a) keeping in place the existing provisions on reference periods, or provide for additional legal safeguards and conditions for establishing longer reference periods than 4 months

b) phasing out of the individual opt-out, and in the meantime provide for tightened conditions 

c) providing for balanced and proportional solutions for ‘on-call work’, that are consistent with Community law, and preferably based on social dialogue 

d) provide for genuine measures to reconcile work and family life. 

ANNEX 1

Revision of the Working Time Directive

Key points and comments 

(based on resolution, adopted by the ETUC Executive Committee 

14 October 2004)

Introduction

In 2003, there were three obligations for the Commission, on the basis of the Working Time Directive: 

· to evaluate the use of the individual opt-out with a view to its deletion 

· to evaluate the derogation of the reference period from 4 months to 12 on the basis of collective bargaining, with a view to its further restriction 

· to ensure implementation of the ECJ-judgements about on-call work. 

Instead of coming up with balanced proposals to improve the Working Time Directive, the European Commission has come up with proposals that 

· are all together totally out of proportion, 

· are in clear contradiction to Community obligations and legislation (notably the obligations under the EU-Treaty to harmonize upwards, and to promote dialogue between management and labour), 

· and if adopted would turn the Working Time Directive into a façade without any real content, 

· while overall threatening the coming about of modern working time arrangements on the basis of collective bargaining. 

Therefore the proposals on the table have to be rejected / withdrawn. 

Explanation of key points 

1) Reference periods 

Current provision: reference period for counting the ‘average’ maximum working week of 48 hours of 4 months, extension possible up to 12 months by collective bargaining.

Problem as identified by the Commission: 

· no problem (!) 

· some employers and Member States want ‘more room for flexibility’.

Commission proposal: 

· reference period stays four months 

· however, MS's are free to extend the reference period to 12 months; 
the only condition is, that they 'consult the interested social partners', and should promote social dialogue 

Unacceptable because : 

deletion of safeguard of collective bargaining, is unacceptable and may lead to working time patterns with very long working hours per week on a regular basis (up to 85!), and also to a very irregular and unpredictable working time pattern, which may make it very hard for workers to manage their working and private lives.    

Comments ETUC: 

· there is no research presented, nor a business case proven, for extending the reference period to 12 months and deleting the safeguard of collective bargaining as a precondition;


· there is loads of good practice everywhere in Europe about ‘annualized hours’  on the basis of collective bargaining (EIRO-studies) that could proof this case

· without additional safeguards, a reference period of longer than 4 months can lead to very long working weeks on a regular basis, that are totally unacceptable from a health and safety perspective (and a work-life balance perspective!)

· proposal runs counter to obligation for European Commission under the EU-Treaty to promote collective bargaining 

2) On-call work 

Current situation: ECJ-judgments have defined on-call duty (of doctors in hospitals) as working time 

Problem as identified by the Commission: 

implementation of ECJ-judgments in  SIMAP and Jaeger cases (and recently Pfeiffer), in which the Court:

a) defined ‘on call working time’ (when the worker has to be available in the workplace) as working time for the counting of the 48 hour maximum working week  

b) decided that compensatory rest has to follow immediately on the extended period of work (day shift, followed by an on-call night shift).

Commission proposal: 

· working time definition itself stays unchanged 

· however, in addition a definition of on-call working time is introduced, and also a definition of ' inactive part of on-call time'; 

· only the ‘active’ part of on-call duty is working time in the sense of the Directive, unless Member States or collective agreements regulate otherwise

· compensatory rest does not have to be given immediately, but within a reasonable time not exceeding 72 hours 

Unacceptable because: 

The proposal is in clear contradiction with the fundamental objectives of the Directive and with other existing Community legislation, and has disproportionate effects. 

There is a real danger that the introduction of a definition of the ‘inactive part of working time’ will have a disastrous effect on working time arrangements in many more sectors and jobs than only healthcare. 

Comments ETUC: 

· the proposal is in clear contradiction to the fundamental objectives of the Directive: in its decisions the ECJ has explicitly stated that its interpretation of on-call work is the only interpretation which accords with the objective of the Working Time Directive, which is to secure effective protection of the safety and health of employees by allowing them to enjoy minimum periods of rest 

· the proposal would create contradictions between 2 Community instruments: 
in the Directive on working time of persons performing mobile road transport activities (2002/15/EC), on-call working time (defined as ‘ time during which the worker cannot dispose freely of his time, and is required to be at his workstation, ready to take up normal work) is defined as working time

· the introduction of a general reversal of the definition (on-call working time is not working time, unless regulated otherwise by Member States or social partners) creates a negotiating-disadvantage for trade unions in collective bargaining, and threatens the continuation of existing agreements on the sectoral and enterprise level in a wide range of sectors, other than healthcare 

· the proposal is not based on reliable and convincing material from Member States that the ECJ-judgments cannot be implemented without causing major and insurmountable problems. Even in Germany, a recent study by the German Hospital Institute, welcomed by the German Federal Minister of Health, has shown: 
(…) “that the introduction of flexible working hours, in conformity with ECJ requirements, for hospital doctors is feasible.  It can be achieved by optimizing working time and work process organization in most hospitals – contrary to all the calculations that have been presented – with the available financial and human resources” !!


· the proposal goes far beyond what can be considered a ‘proportional’ measure: if an impact assessment in the most relevant Member States (asked for by the EP but still lacking…..) would show the need for adaptations of the legal framework, the scope of such adaptations should be limited to and be in proportionality to the problems as identified, for instance allowing for a specific derogation for specific situations or branches of activity, under certain conditions, preferably on the basis of agreements between the social partners at the European, national or sectoral level

· the flexibilization of ‘equivalent compensatory rest’ without any further conditions seriously undermines the health and safety of workers, and does not promote the coming about, by way of negotiations, of adequate alternative schemes for dealing with the scheduling of on-call working time and compensatory rest (such as time-saving accounts etc.)

3) Individual opt-out 

Current situation: opting out of ‘average 48 hour working week’ is possible on basis of individual agreement with employee 

Problems as identified by the Commission: 

· serious problems with implementation in the UK, including abuses 

· increasing recourse of other Member States to the use of the opt-out, to solve potential problems with the implementation of the ECJ-judgments on on-call work. 

Part one: on the possibility for Member States to opt out 


Commission proposal: 

· MS's can decide not to apply the maximum 48 hours working week only if this is explicitly allowed for by the collective agreement or the agreement by the social partners at the national, regional or 'adequate' level (nb: the consent of the individual worker is also then still needed) 

· however, this condition does not apply if there is no collective agreement in force (lorsque aucune convention collective n' est en vigueur), and if there is also not a worker representation in the enterprise that is empowered to conclude an agreement between the social partners in this area, in accordance with national law and practice

Unacceptable because:  

The proposal, instead of restricting the use of the opt-out, keeps the individual opt-out in place, and may lead to an increase in various forms of opting-out of maximum working time regulations, and will lead to increased pressure on trade unions at the negotiating table to accept individual opt-outs within the framework of a collective agreement, because the employer may threaten not to agree on the collective agreement, or even not to recognize the trade union at all……..! 

Comments ETUC: 

On the relationship between the opt-out and collective bargaining: 

· the proposal, on first view, seems to restrict the use of the opt-out. However, on closer examination, it does not al all lead to a restriction, and may even lead to an increase in various forms of opting-out of maximum working time regulations ! 

Although written in a form that suggests restriction, what in fact is created is a very strange and contradictory dynamic: while on the one hand stating that the individual opt-out can ‘only’ be applied when allowed for by collective agreement, 









this seemingly restrictive clause is immediately nullified by the provision that the individual opt-out can still be applied when there is not a collective agreement ‘en vigueur’, and when there does not exist within the enterprise a worker representation that ‘can’ conclude an agreement about this issue with the employer. 

· So, first of all, the individual opt-out would continue to exist in the area of non-coverage of collective bargaining, just as the situation is at this moment. But in addition, the proposal would introduce the possibility of allowing for opt-outs by collective agreement, in a way which will lead to increased pressure on trade unions at the negotiating table to accept individual opt-outs within the framework of a collective agreement, because otherwise the employer will not agree on the collective agreement, or will not recognize the trade union that wants to negotiate at all ……..!

· the ETUC in general is in favour of providing for flexibility in the application of working time regulations by collective bargaining. However, offering the social partners the option to allow for opt outs by collective agreement, is not something the ETUC is waiting for! 
Also the social partners in their role as collective bargaining partners will have to respect the fundamental right enshrined in European law, that each and every worker has a right to limitation of his working hours.

· the ETUC is very concerned, that this option would even threaten existing good practice with regard to collective bargaining on flexible working time patterns and annualised working hours, because it could be seen by employers and their organisations as an easy way out of working time limitations.

Part two: on the conditions for the individual opt out 

Commission proposal:  

(new parts, as compared with existing text of Directive, in italic) 

· prior consent by the individual worker 

· agreement shall only be valid for one year

· agreement is renewable every year 

· agreement, when made at time of signature of individual employment contract or during any probation period is null and void 

· no victimisation 

· absolute limit of 65 hours per working week, unless collective agreement provides otherwise 

· employer should keep up records, and present these at their request to the competent authorities, of all workers who carry out such work, and of the numbers of hours actually worked.
Comments ETUC:  Acceptable, but ……….. 


· These proposals could in general be welcomed as short term measures within the framework of a longer term perspective to phase-out the opt-out, as the European Parliament has asked for. Putting an end to several of the most pressing abuses in the UK has already been the duty of the Commission for years.

· However, it is not very realistic to expect real improvements in the level of protection of workers against abuses by for instance separating the moment of consent from the moment of the signature of an employment contract, or an obligation to review regularly the individual consent given by the employee. Also under these conditions, it would be very easy to make renewal of a fixed term contract, or a next step in one’s career, dependent on agreeing to the opt-out. Moreover, if the previous very limited conditions were already not implemented and enforced properly in the only Member State that made extensive use of it, why would one expect any better performance with regard to additional conditions? 
· The proposal to introduce an absolute limit of 65 hours, but at the same time still provide for derogation by collective bargaining, is an ambiguous one. It introduces a notion of acceptability of a 65-hour working week (on a regular basis, because otherwise one would not need an opt-out!), and at the same time provides for a possibility to go even beyond that maximum on the basis of collective bargaining! This proposal should therefore be rejected.  
4) Work-life balance 
Current situation: no provisions in Working Time Directive that take account of the link between health and safety workers and (lack of) work-life balance. 

Commission proposal: 

· regards all its proposals and especially the ones about the opt-out as allowing for a better compatibility between work and family life 

· states that reconciliation of work and family life is an essential element to allow the Union to reach the Lisbon objectives 

· but refers the issue further to the Member States, stating that it is for Member States to encourage social partners to conclude agreements to ensure better compatibility between work and family life. 
Unacceptable, because:

All proposals for revision lead to longer working hours, and less favourable conditions for working parents to combine work with family life and caring tasks. To present the proposals on the opt-out as providing for better compatibility is an insult to the workers of Europe. The texts as presented do not take the needs of workers and their families seriously at all! 

Because of the major imbalance of the proposals, that will give trade unions many negotiating disadvantages, the chances for agreements between the social partners on the national or sectoral level that ensure better compatibility are nil. 

Annex 2 

Reference periods and annualization of working hours

Summary of regulations in the Directive: 

· An average working week of 48 hours maximum
· A seven day reference period as a rule 

· An option for MS’s to allow for a 4 month-reference period, without further conditions 

· A derogation allowing for a reference period up to 6 months, on condition of equivalent compensatory rest:

i. by law or collective agreement for specific cases (including hospital care) 

ii. by collective agreement in general 

· A derogation allowing for a reference period up to 12 months, on the basis of collective agreements only, on condition of compliance with the general principles of health and safety protection. 

· In cases in which the reference period for the maximum working week can be extended, it is also allowed to derogate from the minimum daily and weekly rest periods.

The normal provisions of the Directive, without using any derogations!, allow for a working week that can be extended up to 78 (or under certain conditions even 89) hours. 

Without further conditions, this maximum, combined with the average weekly working time limit of 48 hours on the basis of a reference period of 4 months, means already a considerable ‘flexibility-space’ ! 

Flexibility-space in theory 

NB 1) Annualization of working hours (schemes whereby employees’ working time – and pay – is calculated and scheduled over a period of one year) is already very well possible on the basis of a 4-month reference period. The difference with a longer reference period being, that less consecutive weeks with long hours are possible before compensation in terms of free time, or shorter working weeks, has to be scheduled. 

Within this framework it would already be very well possible to organize working time models on an annual basis, as long as the model would not allow the worker to work more than 816 hours per 4 months! 

Taking into account, that in most EU-countries the average working time per week is in practice far below 48 hours
 (!), existing models where working time varies between 35 hours and 45 hours (although normally established by collective bargaining) can be organized without recourse to any specific regulation on reference periods.

Contrary to what many politicians seem to think, extending reference periods is therefore not at all necessary to create the possibility for annualized hours, as this possibility already exists!  It would only allow for even bigger disparities between days/weeks/months with long working hours and periods with shorter working hours, while at the same time allowing the scheduling of compensatory rest with longer intervals.

NB 2) The Directive allows not only for derogations on reference periods, but also on daily and weekly rest periods. All these provisions together can lead to long periods of the year with extremely long working days and weeks.  

Moreover, no provision in the Directive protects the worker against the irregular scheduling of these hours, and against being under pressure to accept long hours and overtime working on very short notice. 

The only mechanism that currently protects workers from these very burdensome schedules is the combination of a reference-period with the condition of collective bargaining and the obligation for social partners to provide for ‘equivalent compensation’. 

Flexibility-space in practice: 

A recent study by the EIRO on ‘ Annualized hours in Europe’ 
 (2003) shows a rich experience and high variety of national, sectoral and company level practices with annualised hours (AH). 

The term ‘annualized hours’  or ‘annualization’ are terms used in the study to describe schemes whereby employees’ working time (and pay) is calculated and scheduled over a period longer than a week, up to a year. 

None of the countries examined (EU-15 and Norway) have specific legislation providing in explicit terms for the annualization of working time, or providing a definition of such annualization. However, almost all have a legislative framework for working time that allows daily or weekly limits on normal working time to be exceeded, as long as the normal limits are maintained on average over a certain reference period. 

In the great majority of countries, the law provides for a role for collective bargaining in the implementation of the statutory AH-scheme; such arrangements can thus not be introduced on the basis of managerial prerogative. 

The study characterises AH as a negotiated and decentralised type of labour and organisational flexibility, often connected with various other methods of planning working time in a less traditional way, such as the ‘bandwidth’ model, working time accounts or time banks. 

AH agreements are often put in place to allow for a more flexible scheduling of working hours, in exchange for a reduction of overall working time, potentially thereby also reducing the recourse to overtime. 

The study mentions, that the basic approach of AH, to calculate working hours over a relatively long period, is implicitly promoted by the regulations in the Working Time Directive on reference periods, allowing for longer reference periods by collective bargaining. However, in many countries, some AH agreements have already been introduced, often by collective agreement, well before the introduction of legislation on the issue, and indeed such agreed arrangements are often considerably more innovative than the legislative provisions in some countries. 

The effects on the living and working conditions of workers can be both positive (reduction of working time, more predictability in schedules, more time sovereignty for the worker) and negative (big variations or short notice periods for alterations in working time affecting negatively work-life balance), very much depending on the particular conditions of the scheme. 

The conclusion of this study is, that “it is inappropriate to adopt an ideological approach to the issue, regarding it either as a panacea or part of an employer-driven attack on employees’ terms and conditions. The key issue is the nature of the AH scheme, and the way that it is implemented at a particular workplace, especially in terms of trade-offs between employers’ and workers’ interests (…).” 

Conclusion 

Even a 4-month reference period allows already for considerable flexibility and ‘annualization’ of working hours. 

Without any additional safeguards, both the 6 month and the 12-month reference periods could lead to a very irregular scheduling of overtime and long working hours, or allow for seasonal workers with very long working weeks in one part of the year, and no work to do in the other part of the year. Or the ‘abuse’ of fixed term workers, engaged for a 6-month period but with a working time pattern based on a 12-month reference period……. 

In the current situation, both long reference periods can only be established by law (up till 6 months, in specific cases) or collective agreement, and taking into account the obligation to provide for equivalent compensatory rest etc.  

This may lead to forms of flexibility in the scheduling of working hours, for instance by annualization, which at the same time lead to working patterns and/or compensatory mechanisms (time saving banks, etc.) that are supported by workers. 

If one would take away this protective (and very flexible!) mechanism, nothing would prevent employers to introduce very long and/or irregular working weeks without proper compensatory mechanisms, and without taking account of workers needs and interests. 

The only alternative to collective bargaining as a safeguard would be, to introduce in the Directive itself a set of conditions and protective mechanisms that would apply in case of annualization of the average 48-hour working week. 







� German Institut fur Sozial- und Wirtschaftswissenschaften ISW, June 2004, based on Global competitiveness report 2003-2004  


� The federation of Berufsgenossenschaften HVBG warned on 11/9/2004 that on the basis of German figures the conclusion was legitimate that a working day of more than 8 hours increases significantly the probability of an accident at work. 


� The New England Journal of Medicine published in 28 October 2004 a study, showing that interns made substantially more medical errors when they worked frequent shifts of 24 hours of more than when they worked shorter shifts, stating that eliminating extended work shifts and reducing the number of hours interns work per week can reduce serious medical errors in the intensive care unit. 





� “ Working time developments – 2002” , EIRO, refers to Eurostat data on 2001,  showing that the usual hours worked per week by full time employees in the EU range from France on the lowest end of the scale with 38.3 hours, and UK on the highest end with 43,5 . 


� “ Annualization of working hours”, EIRO 2003 
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