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Abstract. The article is focused on the analysis of changes in the employment rates in the EU countries with regard to the
target values of the Europe 2020 Strategy. The trend of employment has been considered via the analysis of variability and
disaggregation by gender. Following the period of successful realisation of the objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy the situation
changed due to the impact of economic crisis and the employment rate began to decline. It is hard to expect that the forecasted
value for employment rate will have been achieved in all of the EU member states by 2020. Portugal, ltaly, Greece, and Spain
are experiencing an economic downturn and have a difficult situation in their labour markets. The economic recovery of the
abovementioned four countries is very slow, thus, it is not realistic to expect that they will reach the expected employment rates.
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Cunbsia MerecboBa

KaHOMOaT eKOHOMIYHMX HayK, AOLEHT, hakynbTeT Bi3HeCy Ta EKOHOMIKM,

YHiBepcuteT ekoHoMikM B BpaTtucnasi 3 npeactasHuuTBOM y M. Kowwuue, Cnosaubka Pecnybnika

BaHpaa JleckoBcka

KaHaupaTt eKoHOMIYHUX HayK, npodhecop, hakynbTeT 6i3Hecy Ta eKOHOMIKM 3 NpeacTaBHULTBOM y M. Kolwuue,

YHiBepcuteT ekoHomiku B BpaTtucnasi, Cnosaubka Pecnybnika

BiaxuneHHA 3a nokasHUKaMu piBHA 3aWHATOCTi B Aep)kaBax-4neHax €C Big LiNboBMX 3Ha4Y€Hb,

nepeab6avyeHux EBponencbKoOIO cTpaTerieto 3abesne4yeHHA 3aMHATOCTI Ta PO3BUTKY A0 2020 poky

AHoTauifa. CTtatTA NpucBAYeHa aHani3y 3MiH y NOKa3HMKax 3aiHATOCTI B AepkaBax-yneHax €sponeicbkoro Coto3y BigHOCHO
LinboBMX 3Ha4eHb, nepepbadeHux cTparerielo «€spona 2020». 3a 4ONOMOro NPOBEAEHOro aHanidy BapiabenbHocTi 6yno
OOCNiAXEeHO TeHAEeHUilo 3alHATOCTI HaceneHHAa 3a o3Hakot cTaTi. [icnAa nepiogy ycniwHOi peanisauii Uinen, BU3Ha4YeHUx
cTparerieto «€Bpona 2020», cuTyauifa 3MiHMNacA y 3B’A3KY 3 HACNiAKaMM €KOHOMIYHOT KpM3K 3 TEHAEHUIEI A0 3HVXKEHHA PiBHA
3aNHATOCTI HaceneHHs. [Npu UboMy Mano¥MOBIPHUM € Te, WO UiNlboBi 3HaY€HHA NOKAa3HWMKa PiBHA 3aHATOCTI OByayTb AOCATHYTi
0o 2020 poky. MopTyrania, ITania, Mpeuia, a TakoxX Icnaxia, NnepexxnBaoTe EKOHOMIYHWIA cnag i MaloTb CKMaaHy cuTyaLilo Ha
CBOiX pyvHKax npadui. BigHOBNeHHA eKOHOMIK BULLEHa3BaHWX KpaiH BigbyBaeTbcA Ay>xe nosinbHo. OTXe, po3paxoByBaTu Ha Te,
O Ui KpaiHM [OCATrHYTb MOKAa3HUKIB O4iKyBaHOro PiBHA 3aMHATOCTI HACENEHHA He OBOANTLCA.

KntoyoBi cnoBa: 3aiHATICTb; cTpareria «Espona 2020»; Uinb; koeilieHT Bapiauii; 6igHiCTb.

CunbBua MereceBa

KaHAauaaTt 9KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, OOUEHT, haKynbTeT 6usHeca n 3KOHOMUKN C NPeAcTaBUTENbCTBOM B Kowwmue,

YHuBepcuTeT akoHoMMKK B Bpatucnaese, Cnosaukaa Pecnybnuka

BaHpa JleckoBcka

KaHaMaaT 3KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, npodyeccop, akynbTeT GusHeca n 3KOHOMUKN C NpeacTaBMTENbCTBOM B Kowwunue,
YHuBepcuTeT 9koHOMUKM B BpaTncnase, Cnosaukana Pecnybnvka

OTKNIOHEHUA NO NoKasaTenAM YPOBHA 3aHATOCTU B rocyaapcTBax-4fieHax EC oT ueneBbix 3Ha4eHUN,
npeaycmoTpeHHbIX EBponenckon ctpareruen obecnevyeHuAa 3aHATOCTU U pa3Butua go 2020 roga

AHHoTaumAa. CTaTbA NOCBALWEHa aHanu3y U3MEHEeHWA B nokasaTenAx 3aHATOCTM B rocygapcTBax-4neHax EBponeinckoro
CO03a MO OTHOLIEHWIO K LeneBbiM 3HAa4YeHUAM, NpedycMOTpeHHbIM cTpaTternen «Espona 2020». NocpencTtsom aHanusa
BapuabenbHOCTM bblnia n3yyeHa TeHAeHUMA 3aHATOCTM HaceNeHnaA No npudHakam nona. Nocne nepvoaa ycnewHon peanusaumm
uenen, obosHayeHHbIx B cTpaTermn «Eppona 2020», cuTyaumA nameHunacb B CBA3U C MOCNEACTBMAMU 3KOHOMMYECKOro
Kpu3unca ¢ TeHAEHUMEN K CHUXXEHUIO YPOBHA 3aHATOCTU HaceneHuA. Mpu 3ToM ManoBepoATHbIM NpeacTaBnAeTca To, YTO
LueneBble 3HAa4YeHUA NoKasaTenA ypoBHA 3aHATOCTU ByayT gocTurHyThl K 2020 rogy. MNopTtyranua, Utanua, Mpeuns, a Takxe
McnaHua, nepexxmBatoT 9KOHOMUYECKMIA Cnag U UMEKT CIOXHYI CUTyauuio Ha CBOUX pblHKax Tpyaa. BocctaHoBneHue
3KOHOMUK BbllIEHA3BaHHbIX CTPaH MPOUCXOAMT O4eHb MeasieHHo. CnepoBaTenbHO, OXMAaTb TOro, YTO AaHHble CTpPaHbl
OOCTUTHYT nokasaTtesnien OXXnaaemMoro ypoBHA 3aHATOCTM HACENEeHUA, He MPUXoanTCA.

KntouyeBble croBa: 3aHATOCTb; cTpaterna «Espona 2020»; uenb; koadduuneHT Bapraunn; 6e4HOCTb.

1. Introduction

Nowadays, we are facing a problem of lower volumes of
investment and higher unemployment rates (Ten priorities
for Europe, 2015) [13]. Unfortunately, this is a typical prob-
lem of the countries affected by the global economic crisis.
One of the main priorities of the EU is to create such condi-
tions that will make their economies competitive and provide
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higher employment rates (Europe 2020) [3]. An increase in
employment could solve a very sharp problem concerning
job cuts. In Slovakia, more than 20.6 % of the population
is at risk of falling below the poverty line poorness or expe-
riencing some kind of social exclusion. However, it should be
noted that the regional differences are very high (Zelinsky &
Stankovicova, 2012) [14].

© Institute of Society Transformation, 2016
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2. Brief Literature Review

Actual problems of employment, as well as those desc-
ribed in the Europe 2020 Strategy, were elaborated by studying
a number of publications presented by different authors and in-
stitutions of the European Union.

Essential progress has been achieved in the domain of cli-
mate change, education, whereas progress related to R&D ex-
penses was limited. It should also be noted that the gap be-
tween the real employment and poverty reduction goals has
increased (Eurostat newsrelease, 2015) [6]. Paid employment
is a decisive factor in achieving adequate living standards. It
helps to enhance the performance of economies, promote
social inclusion and maintain well-being (Eurostat statistical
books, 2015) [5]. According to the conducted cluster analyses
(Loster & Pavelka, 2013) [9] of a selected dataset for the EU
member states in 2008 and 2011, we observe the following: an
increase in GDP per capita in purchasing power standards, a
decline in total revenues from taxes and social contributions
(% of GDP), a decline in annual inflation rates, an increase in
the real GDP growth rates, an increase in the long-term unem-
ployment rates, a decline in employment rate. Hence, it is ob-
vious that the crisis has had a negative impact on some of the
selected indicators.

Slovakia has higher unemployment rates in comparison
with other economically developed countries. If we assess
Evaluating the level of unemployment, Slovakia has the worst
results among the V4 countries (Tancosova, 2014) [12]. Nowa-
days, unemployment is a permanent social aspect of reality
leading to a situation when people without a job cannot live
a life which fits the societal standards for material well-being.
Generally, well-educated and motivated people are able to get
a better paid job (Britton, 1998) [2]. Longer unemployment is
associated with an exclusion of an individual from social and
economic life (Beleva, 1997) [1]. The economic crisis has af-
fected labour market conditions. Unemployment has a cycli-
cal nature and is associated with the output of the econo-
my. A lower output of the economy is therefore associated
with higher unemployment rates (Pivonka & Loster, 2014) [11].
Therefore, employment can indicate the level of social and
economic status of selected countries (Grzebyk & Stec, 2014)
[7]1. Unemployment is an expressive problem (Zibrinova et al.,
2015) [15], which can strongly affect human migration trends.
(Janotka et al., 2013) [8].

3. Purpose

The purpose of the article is to conduct an analysis of
the employment in the EU member states to decide whether
it is possible to realise the set objectives in the area of em-
ployment.

4. Results

A positive development of employment in the EU was
typical for the period before the crisis. The highest employ-
ment rate (ER) was reached in 2008. Later, the trend reversed
(Figure 1), which was due to a clear impact of the global cri-
ses in Europe. After a drop of the ER to 68.9% in 2009, the rate
was low till 2014 when a small increase in the ER was typical
for the majority of EU countries. The difference between the
real ER and the end goal of the Europe 2020 Strategy reached
4.7 percentage points (p.p.) in 2008. Unfortunately, the diffe-
rence increased to 5.8 p.p. in 2014 (Eurostat statistical books,
2015) [5]. There exists a marked contrast between the ER
through all the EU countries. In 2002, the ER was only 55.8%
in Bulgaria, whereas the ER in Sweden peaked at 78.5% in the
same year. The variability between the ER of the EU countries
remained high in the period of the best performance in the la-
bour market. Sweden again was at the top of the ER (80.4%),
whereas while the worst situation in the labour market was
typical for Malta (59.2%). In 2014 which was the latest availa-
ble year in terms of getting access to statistical data related to
the ER figures from all the twenty-eight EU countries, Sweden
again achieved the best ER (80.0%), whereas Greece had the
worst ER (53.3%). We expect that the annual data on the ER
for 2015 will be available very soon, but unfortunately such sta-
tistical data were unavailable at the end of March, 2016.

Sigma-convergence coefficients can be used as a measure
of disparity reduction among the regions (Monfort, 2008) [10].
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Fig. 1: Employment rate in %, EU-28 (age group 20-64)
Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]

The Sigma-convergence coefficients can be analysed through
variability measures like a standard deviation or coefficient of
variation (CV). The variability of the ER in the EU developed
very positively from 2002 till 2009, because the CV decreased
from 9.3% in 2002 to 7.5% in 2009. The variability of the ER,
due to the impact of the economic crisis, in the European la-
bour market began to grow in 2009. The CV boosted to 9.1%
in 2013 and dropped to 8.6% in 2014. According to the target
value for the ER, the CV should be only 5.2%. Based on the
trends, the latest data available and due to a very slow post-cri-
sis recovery of the EU economies, it seems that the pretentious
plan to increase the ER in all the 28 European member states
to 75% and to decrease the CV to only 5.2% seems to be very
optimistic and out of reach.

A visible comparison of the ER and the target rate is pre-
sented in figures 2-4. Since the expected values for 2020 are
different for the EU member states, the charts can determine a
clear condition for the achievement of the targeted goals. The
ER in Croatia should reach 62.9% in 2020 (see Table 1), ho-
wever the ER should be 80% in the Netherlands, Sweden and
Denmark. At the beginning of the analysis, in 2002, the highest
negative deviation from the expected ER was typical for the
new EU member states, especially for Bulgaria (-20.2 p.p.). On
the other hand, the planned value was exceeded only in Ireland
(yet the expected ER for Ireland for 2020 is not very high and
varies between 69% and 71%) and Cyprus.
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Fig. 2: Employment rate in EU-28, %, 2002
Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]
Country codes: BE - Belgium; BG - Bulgaria; CZ - Czech
Republic; DK - Denmark; DE - Germany; EE - Estonia;
IE - Ireland; EL - Greece; ES - Spain; FR - France; HR - Croatia;
IT - ltaly; CY - Cyprus; LV - Latvia; LT - Lithuania;
LU - Luxembourg; HU - Hungary; MT - Malta;
NL - the Netherlands; AT - Austria; PL - Poland; PT - Portugal;
RO - Romania; Sl - Slovenia; SK - Slovakia; Fl - Finland;
SE - Sweden, UK - the United Kingdom.
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Fig. 3: Employment rate in EU-28, %, 2010
Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]
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Fig. 4: Employment rate in EU-28, %, 2014
Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]

Country codes: BE - Belgium; BG - Bulgaria; CZ - Czech Republic; DK - Denmark; DE - Germany; EE - Estonia; IE - Ireland;
EL - Greece; ES - Spain; FR - France; HR - Croatia; IT - ltaly; CY - Cyprus; LV - Latvia; LT - Lithuania; LU - Luxembourg;
HU - Hungary; MT - Malta; NL - the Netherlands; AT - Austria; PL - Poland; PT - Portugal; RO - Romania; Sl - Slovenia;

SK - Slovakia; FI - Finland; SE - Sweden, UK - the United Kingdom.

Tab. 1: Employment rates in EU-28, % (age group 20-64)

European The highest | The highest Difference: | Employment | Difference:
Union employment [employment| TARGET highest - rate in rate 2014 -

rate, year rate, % target 2014, % target
EU - 28 2008 70.30 75.0 -4.7 69.2 -5.8
1|Belgium 2008 68.0 73.2 -5.2 67.3 -5.9
2| Bulgaria 2008 70.7 76.0 -5.3 65.1 -10.9
3| Czech Republic 2014 73.5 75.0 -1.5 73.5 -1.5
4 |Denmark 2008 79.7 80.0 -0.3 75.9 -4.1
5|Germany 2014 77.7 77.0 0.7 77.7 0.7
6 | Estonia 2008 77.1 76.0 1.1 74.3 -1.7
7 |Ireland 2007 73.8 69.0 4.8 67.0 -2.0
8| Greece 2008 66.6 70.0 -3.4 53.3 -16.7
9|Spain 2007 69.7 74.0 -4.3 59.9 -14.1
10 |France 2008 70.4 75.0 -4.6 69.9 -5.1
11| Croatia 2008 64.9 62.9 2.0 59.2 -3.7
12| Italy 2008 62.9 67.0 -4.1 59.9 -7.1
13| Cyprus 2007 76.8 75.0 1.8 67.6 -7.4
14| Latvia 2008 75.4 73.0 2.4 70.7 -2.3
15| Lithuania 2007 72.7 72.8 -0.1 71.8 -1.0
16 | Luxembourg 2014 72.1 73.0 -0.9 72.1 -0.9
17 |Hungary 2014 66.7 75.0 -8.3 66.7 -8.3
18| Malta 2014 66.3 70.0 -3.7 66.3 -3.7
19| Netherlands 2008 78.9 80.0 -1.1 75.4 -4.6
20 |Austria 2013 74.6 77.0 -2.4 74.2 -2.8
21 | Poland 2014 66.5 71.0 -4.5 66.5 -4.5
22 | Portugal 2002 73.6 75.0 -1.4 67.6 -7.4
23 |Romania 2014 65.7 70.0 -4.3 65.7 -4.3
24 |Slovenia 2008 73.0 75.0 -2.0 67.8 -7.2
25 | Slovakia 2008 68.8 72.0 -3.2 65.9 -6.1
26 | Finland 2008 75.8 78.0 -2.2 73.1 -4.9
27 |Sweden 2008 80.4 80.0 0.4 80.0 0.0
28 |United Kingdom 2014 76.2 X X 76.2 X

Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]

In 2006, the changing situation in labour markets of the
EU member states appeared to be positive for the ER. The
highest negative difference from the target value of the ER
declined, if compared to 2002, and reached 12.4 p.p. for
Hungary. Altogether, three EU member states achieved the
expected ER for 2020 in 2006, namely Latvia, Cyprus and
Ireland.

The negative impact of the economic crisis affected the
ER in 2010 when it began to fall, as can be seen from Figure 3.
In 2010, the ER reached the target value only in one coun-
try (Cyprus). The highest negative difference was in Hunga-
ry (15.1 p.p.).

The situation in the labour market of the EU member states
slightly improved in 2014. In the same year, the target value
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of the ER for 2020 was achieved in Germany and Sweden.
Unfortunately, the economic crisis in Greece began to destroy
the Greek labour market. The employment in Greece declined
from 66.3% in 2008 to only 53.3% in 2014. The highest nega-
tive deviation from the target value was calculated for Greece
and it was as high as 16.7 p.p.

The highest ER was in 20 EU Member States attained be-
fore the economic crises, mostly in 2007 and 2008 (Table 1). In
the period of 2013-2014 only eight EU member states achieved
the highest ER. The cumulative deviation of the highest ER
(within the period of 2002-2014) from the target value of the EU
member states reached 54.3 p.p. In 2014, the cumulative dif-
ference of the ER from the target value set for 2020 exceeded
143 p.p. It means that during the years with the highest ER the



target values for 2020 were achieved only by some of the EU
countries, namely Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Croatia, Cyprus,
Latvia and Sweden.

According to the latest available datasets, the ER targeted
for 2020 was achieved only in Germany, whereas in Sweden
no difference between the employment rate in 2014 and the
target rate was observed.

The deviation of the employment in 2014 and the target
value higher than the average for the EU was achieved in the
following countries: Belgium (5.9 p.p.), Slovakia (6.1 p.p.),
Italy (7.1 p.p.), Slovenia (7.2 p.p.), Cyprus (7.4 p.p.), Portu-
gal (7.4 p.p.), Hungary (8.3 p.p.), Bulgaria (10.9 p.p.), Spain
(14.1 p.p.), Greece (16.7 p.p.). Due to the economic and debt
crisis, Portugal, Italy, Greece and Spain had a very bad situa-
tion in their labour markets, with quite a low ER and a high
negative deviation from the targeted value for 2020.

The disaggregation of the ER figures by gender reveals
interesting evaluations. The total ER for all the EU countries
peaked in 2008 (70.3%). In the same year, the ER for men
also peaked showing 77.8%. The ER for women peaked sur-
prisingly in 2014 and reached 63.5%. The gender gap of the
ER (the difference between the ER for men and women) in
2002 was the highest and reached 17.3 p.p. Between 2002
and 2014, the ER of men declined by 0.4 p.p., but increased
by 5.4 p.p. for women. This resulted in narrowing of the gen-
der employment gap.

However, in 2014 the gap was higher than 11 p.p. In
2002, the employment rates for men in the EU member
states ranged from 59.4% (Bulgaria) to 86.2% (Cyprus). The
employment for women was lower and ranged from 34.4%
(Malta) to 76.6% (Sweden) in the same year. The highest
gap of the ER in 2002 was observed in Malta, where the
employment of men overpasses the employment for women
by 46.6 p.p. The lowest gender gap of ER was only 3.7 p.p.
in Sweden. The variability of employment measured by the
CV is higher for women (15.3%) than for men (8.3%). The
smallest gender gap of the ER was achieved in 2014 by
Finland (1.9 p.p.). The gender gap is still very high in Mal-
ta (28.4 p.p.). The employment rates of 2014 indicated a bad
situation in the labour market in Greece. There, the employ-
ment rates for both sexes were the lowest among the EU
member states (with the employment of men equal to 62.6%
and employment of women comprising 44.3%). In 2014, the
variability of the employment was higher for women (11.9%)
than for men (7.1%).

In 2015, the ER in Slovakia increased to 67.7% from
65.9% in 2014. The positive trend was observed with regard
to both the ER of men (from 73.2% in 2014 to 75% in 2015)
and women (from 58.6% to 60.3%). It means that the em-
ployment of men in Slovakia already overstepped the goal for
2020 set at 72%.
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Fig. 1: Employment rate by sex in EU-28, %, 2014
Source: Own processing based on Eurostat [4]

5. Conclusions

The main goal of the Europe 2020 Strategy in the area of
employment is very ambitious. The latest employment trend
is not very positive and it may happen that some countries
will have difficulties while meeting these ambitious targets for
2020. The situation is especially serious in the labour market
of Greece, Spain and Bulgaria. In those countries, the devia-
tion of the ER from the target values is higher than 10 p.p. In
the situation when the recovery of the economies of the EU
member states is very moderate, it is hard to expect that the
ambitious plan can be implemented in the countries with a
very high difference of the actual employment rate compared
to the target value. Among those living in the EU, young peo-
ple are most exposed to the risk of unemployment. A better
policy related to the labour market of the EU countries regar-
ding youth employment and the employment of women could
be the best way to bring the employment rates closer to the
target values.
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