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1. The economic context before the crisis 
 “Continuous growth” is a phrase that defines quite accurately the decade that preceded the 
European economic crisis in Slovakia. Figure 1 shows an uninterrupted series of increase in the 
GDP growth rate in real terms from 1999 to 2007. The slope turns slightly more timid 
between 2002 and 2004 only to recover in 2005 with renovated forces. The two-digit growth 
figure for 2007 amazed the world, and provided the country with a thick backstay to confront 
the subsequent recession. 

The main source for this performance was industry, as it is perfectly visible in Figure 2. During 
the previous decade, Slovakia has become a prominent producer and provider of automobiles, 
as well as other manufactured goods. Seasonally adjusted industrial index in Figure 12 displays 
an upward-sloping evolution, from 75.99 to 135.2. Searching for a source of this evolution, 
Table 2 shows an increase on gross capital formation from 2003 and 2005 as a share of GDP, 
maintained in relatively high levels until 2007. This is complemented by Figure 3, where it’s 
possible to appreciate how Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) sharply increased in 2000 and 
2002, and maintained at high levels right before the crisis era. Slovakia has attracted important 
capital flows to its industrial from foreign companies. A remarkable outcome has been the 
slow but safe turn from being a net importer country to a net exporter (see Figure 13). 
Between 1996 and 2007, the share of exports in Slovak GDP almost doubled, reaching 86.9% 
right before the recession. 

This “small open economy” strategy should be framed in the transition that Slovak economy 
suffered right after the fall of the Berlin wall (1989) and the separation of the Czech Republic 
(that officially happened the 31th of December 1992). The trip from a centralized to a market 
economy is common to all Eastern countries, but secession is unique to Slovakia. During the 
first five-six years, a period of “crony capitalism” passed until it was overcome by selective 
privatization. Figure 2 reflects this: the weight of the public sector in the economy fell from 
15.3% in 1997 to 11.8% a decade after. Government expenditure became a 17.1% of GDP, 
coming from a 25.6% after Slovak’s secession. At the same time, public debt was at quite low 
levels in 2008, as it may be appreciated in Figure 10, coming from higher (but still restrained) 
values. Added to these market-oriented policies, the Slovak Central Bank managed to control 
inflation and avoid double-digit figures after 2000 (see Figure 4). 

Such a growth strategy can be hardly based on domestic consumption. The evolution of 
household expenditure as a percentage of GDP in the last two decades has not been typical of 
a highly-growing economy, as it is shown in Figure 8. The current level is similar to that in 
Germany, a “country to imitate” by Slovakia, as well as France. It’s significantly higher than 
investment-intensive countries such as The Netherlands (around 44%) and significantly lower 
than consumption-driven countries such as Greece (82%). This provides a good equilibrium 
but partially removes a tool for growth during crises. 

There is a correspondence between this and wage dynamics. After the transition to a market 
economy (and to an independent state), real wage suffered very significant decreases in 
Slovakia. These decreases were actually bigger than those witnessed by rest of the Eastern 
countries. And even later, since 2000, once transition was an established fact, real wages 
evolved in a relative slow pace, particularly when compared to nominal wages (see Figure 20). 
This is consistent with a household expenditure that increases but not deeply. 
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Also, a high level of structural unemployment has influenced to lower the importance of 
domestic consumption. The lowest point of the unemployment rate is found before the crisis, 
in 2008: 9.6%, almost doubling the EU average. A key element to understand the reasons for 
such high levels is how did the structural change in employment distribution among sectors 
took place in Slovakia. While it has been the service sectors the net gainer of employees during 
the transition, the investment in industry has been steadily increasing. Therefore, a much more 
productive industrial sector expelled big amounts of nonproductive population, and only a part 
of it was absorbed by the new services, most of them commercial and small-sized.  

This change implied a steady rise in long-term unemployment (see Figure 15) as well as a sharp 
decrease of youth unemployment. In 1994, 300.000 Slovaks below 24 formed part of the 
employed labor force. In 2007 this figure had dropped to 234.000. Conversely, the middle-aged 
(25-49) maintained their presence: 1.5M to 1.6M people. And the oldest portion (50+) of the 
labor force almost doubled, from 290.000 to 510.000. Of course, this was helped by 
demographic changes (ageing population) and by the fact that young people kept their hands 
away from jobs for longer time thanks to the improvement of education. 

A secondary but still important factor to understand high structural unemployment relates to a 
specific policy choice: according to several analysts (such as Tito Boeri), high levels of non-
employment benefits help structural change and reduces income inequality impact, but 
generates more (and more persistent) unemployment (particularly long-term). Slovakia chose 
to apply relatively high unemployment benefits (compared to other Central and European 
countries). This made easier the transition as it made inequality less of a problem and also 
helped to improve the match between labour supply and demand, leaving more room for the 
supply to adapt to the new demanded profiles. 

As a general consequence linking the two most important variables, in Slovakia, high levels of 
growth (above 2%) are needed to sustain employment creation. This probably indicates a 
labour-extensive dynamic.  

Regarding collective bargaining, the first legislation in labour issues right after the 
independence already established procedures. It tends to take the form of sector-centered as 
well as company-centered. Still, there is a national Economic and Social Council (Hospodárska 
a sociálna rada Slovenskej republiky, HSR SR) that, as in many other European democracies, 
take an advisory role. This council emits recommendations for tripartite bargaining. The result 
of this bargaining is not binding for the Executive nor for the Legislative, but it is usually taken 
into force. Conversely, the sector-based and company-based bargaining is enforcing. However, 
there is a limit, and it is marked by the statutory minimum wage. 

In this field, it is also worth to mention that trade unions are losing support (as in many other 
European countries, with some exceptions) since the 1990s. Trade density was before the crisis 
at 17% (2008) while it counted for 67% of the workers in 1993. As a consequence, the 
coverage rate of collective agreements does not go beyond the 30% of the whole amount of 
employees. It is centered on industrial sectors, as it happens in several other European 
countries, mainly automotive and electronic sectors, as well as transportation and construction. 

On the other side, employers’ organizations are also present at national and sector level. They 
tend to represent bigger firms (at the national level, more than 150 employees). But as there is 
also company-based bargaining, many of the employers’ organizations have been losing 
bargaining power and hence support. 
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Overall, the Slovak economy may be defined as small and open, but including some structural 
problems consequence of a late and complex economic and political transition. In the last 
decade the market was gaining dynamism paying a usual price: rising inequality and 
employment volatility. This is how the 2008 crisis found the country. 

2. The Political Context 
The Gentle/Velvet Revolution left Czechoslovakia divided in two national-federal 
governments. After a short transition period of three years starred by ‘caretaker’ governments, 
in 1992 the Republic of Slovakia started its own sovereign path. The Constitution, ratified in 
that same year, defined a unicameral, four-year-period legislative chamber supported by a 
separated executive branch subject to a five-year term. While the President takes a rather 
institutional and consensus-maker role, the day-by-day government falls in the shoulders of the 
Prime Minister and its cabinet, formed usually by the majority party in the National Council. 

Since 1991 there has always been between 5 and 7 relevant parties in Slovakia. Although classic 
cleavages (left-right and nationalist-non) are the most relevant in political competition, the key 
parties have formed themselves around leaders rather than around institutionalized 
organizations.  

Vladimír Mečiar created the HZDS as a mechanism for gaining independence for Slovakia in 
the newborn democratic Czechoslovakia. The party ruled the country during the ‘crony 
capitalism’ years, being the opposition to privatization and deregulation its core policy claim. A 
move towards conservative rightwing positions consolidated after the party lost its 
predominant role in the 2000s. Currently, the party leading the country is Robert Fico’s SMER. 
In 2006 this center-left (Směr translates as “Direction” or as “third way”) managed to create a 
broad coalition including HZDS and the nationalistic SNS. Směr was originally a breakaway 
(led by Fico) for SDL. 

This cabinet included both the HZDS and the nationalist SNS, forming a ‘big national 
coalition’ that made the process of accession to the EMU. This period was characterized by a 
broad consensus across all relevant political parties. The key parties on both sides of the 
political spectrum considered adoption of the Euro as their priority, and thus in this economic 
domain Slovakia witnessed a rare continuity in political decisions even if the ruling coalition 
changed between 2006 and 2010. During this period, tensions over social and economic policy 
between coalition and opposition parties were constant. But even accounting for them it 
should be remarked that the adoption of the Euro secured the political situation providing for 
stability during the crisis years. 

All this should be always considered within the frame of what Slovakia is, economically 
speaking: a small, former communist country that looks for a new area of commercial relations 
but, at the same time, finds difficult to leave behind all the economic weight of the public 
sector. Actually, it employs a 30% of the total labor force, doubling the OECD average (but 
matching Sweden, for instance). 

Overall, the historic conditionals that affect any former communist country as well as the 
importance of leaders in party formation have made ideological boundaries, relating to 
economic policy less clear and blurrier, although they do exist and are structured around the 
role of the state in the economy. This, helped by the virtual lack of territorial cleavages (leaving 
aside the issues with the Hungarian population), provokes that coalitions and pacts are not 
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particularly difficult to achieve in Slovak politics. This made economic governance relatively 
feasible and functional, particularly since 1998 and when compared with other Eastern 
countries. 

The collapse of the Western financial system found the Slovak government occupied by a 
rather unusual coalition: between 2006 and 2010 Směr governed with the support of the social-
nationalist Slovak National Party (SNS) and the HZDS. Considered as a strongly nationalist 
and socialist party, the SNS does not encourage state-reducing policies as they have a rather 
conservative and protective view of the economy. Směr has been pursuing what may be 
defined as a social-liberal or ‘third way-like’ set of policies, both reducing the weight of the 
state in the economy also pushing for a clear regulation to ensure the flexible functioning of 
the different markets. Social-conservative and social-liberal perspectives are irreconcilable in 
several aspects. These tensions, however, did not prevent the government to articulate a 
response to the economic shock, as it will be shown. Also, the second phase of the crisis (from 
2011) has seen two different governments: in 2010, a liberal-conservative coalition formed by 
four parties took the government over. But the next elections were advanced to 2012 due to 
political instability, and since then the Směr-SD coalition (formed before the election) enjoys 
of an absolute majority in the National Council, which allow the social democrats to govern by 
them. It is noteworthy that corruption played a relevant role in the public opinion dynamics 
right before the election. The so-called ‘Gorilla scandal’ consisted on a released (supposed) file 
from the Slovak Intelligence Service that showed how several public officials were involved in 
corruption behavior during the second wave of privatization and deregulation. 

Before considering their different responses to the crisis, it is necessary to describe the 
developments of the shock itself and the following recession.  

3. The crisis 

The shock: 2008-2010 
Being a small open economy makes a country very sensitive to world economic dynamics. In 
2009 the worldwide economic crisis took Slovak GDP down by 4.9%, a striking shock. But it 
only took twelve months to find a recovery path. In 2010 GDP grew by 4.2% and the year 
after by 3.9% (see Figure 1). The crisis pattern in Slovakia did not have the financial elements, 
but the trade-related and public deficit-related ones. 

The financial side of the crisis did not unfold in Slovakia due to a limited direct exposure of 
Slovak banks to international risks. Slovak banks have also followed a conservative lending 
policy since 2008 (Fidrmuc et al 2013). Slovak crisis was export-led, as its economy is. The 
global international trade suffered an important slowdown during 2009, and Slovakia had no 
possibilities to neutralize it. Putting numbers to this fact, Figure 13 shows the year–on-year 
change of foreign trade of the country. In 2009 foreign trade with the Eurozone went down by 
16% and with non-EU countries by 19%. 

A sharp drop of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in 2009 also had strong consequences on 
Slovakia’s GDP. FDI went down from 2.8% in 2008 to 0.5% (as percentages of GDP) 
between 2008 and 2009 (Figure 3). FDI is crucial for automotive industry in Slovakia, as it 
relies on foreign brands. This fact led to automotive industry to be considered as an important 
element when designing stimulus measures. Actually, this is a two-way road. Take, for example, 
the relation between Slovakia and Germany. For the former, the latter is an important market. 
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For the latter, the former is an important producer for its own firms. Meaning, in a very 
simplified way, that Germany provides Slovakia with FDI and Slovakia provides Germany with 
cars. Recession necessarily affected the both directions of this link in a negative way. 

Unemployment rates, labour market situation 
The fall of GDP, considered as a drop in foreign trade and secondly in domestic demand, 
provoked (with some delay) a clear increase of unemployment rates. Starting by a historical 
record (minimum) of 9.5% in 2008, 2.5 pp. were added in 2009 until getting to 12% and to 
14.4% in 2010. This is consistent with a low degree of employment protection legislation 
(Fidrmuc et al, 2013). Also, the noted delay is partially related to increased flexibility in working 
hours as a first response to the crisis, as it will be pointed out in the policy response section. 

It is important to note, however, that these increases have been much less significant than 
those suffered by other countries with a similar problem of high-level structural 
unemployment. Still, some authors point out to an “overheating” of the economy in the 
previous months. A quick analysis of the data suggests that this is right. 

Also, long-term unemployment rates are consistently before and after the crises among the 
highest in EU (see Figure 15). Paying a little bit of attention to these last facts, the fluctuation 
of long-term unemployment has gone from a high level of 70% before the crisis to a drop in 
2009, mainly due to the increased amount of unemployed workers in the statistic: the absolute 
figures did not drop. Youth unemployment (people between 15 and 24 looking for a job) on 
the other hand is currently above 33% (see Figure 16). However, this level is far away from the 
top rates in EU27, such as the 55% for Spain or the 60% for Greece. Both elements put 
together (youth and long-term unemployment) speak about a high degree of skill mismatch. 
Both the OECD and the European Commission have been pointing out this problem in 
Slovak labour market for the last years, and it seems like the current crisis has made it emerge. 

Wage development 
Real wages also dropped due to economic crisis. Since 2008 the moderate increase in nominal 
wages has been overshadowed by the loss in real terms (Figure 20). It is important to note that 
during 2009 and 2010 inflation were at historical minimums: 0.9% and 0.7% respectively. This 
means that the cause should be searched somewhere else.  

Maybe related to this and as a possible alternative cause, it should be noted that average 
working time decreased in 2009 by 6pp. Part-time workers became a 4.1% of the workforce by 
2011, coming from a 2.8% in 2008. At the same time, there was a huge spike in the share of 
involuntary part-time workers, from a 19.7% in 2007 to a 56.3% in 2010. These patterns may 
be seen as the logical product of a crisis for an economy that relies on external demand for 
growing, and surely indicate a clear consequence of the crisis: an increase of the dualization 
effect in the Slovak labour market. 

Deficits of social security systems 
As it always happens with a recession implying a high level of unemployment, consequences 
for social security funds arise. It was not only the newly unemployed but also the newly retired 
(many of them earlier than expected due to specific dismissal plans by big companies). Both 
elements made the balance of the funds to change from positive to negative in net terms 
(Figure 25). This rise in public spending was a common pattern in European countries before 
the debt crisis peaked, and bears a part of responsibility on it. 
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Revenue distribution 
Gini coefficient is a good measure to approach revenue redistributions. Its analysis (Figure 7) 
suggests a rise of inequality during the crisis. Also, a relative line of poverty rate (income lower 
than 60% of the median income) has slightly increased. However, these are not sharp or 
particularly strong effects. Hence, Slovakia has not seen a dramatic deterioration of its 
distributional system. 

The second phase: 2011-2013 
The recovery of 2010 proved to be partly a mirage, as happened with the whole continent. In 
2011, GDP growth dropped to +3.3%. In 2012, the most optimistic previsions give a thin 
+2.3% to Slovakia. For this reason, unemployment is stuck around 13% since early 2011, as it 
is young unemployment around 33%. Real wages keep dropping, although now the effect of a 
high inflation is more visible (see Figure 4 and 20). And all this is happening with a stable rise 
of exports, at its highest level ever (95% over GDP). In fact, 2011 and 2012 have been the first 
years for Slovakia without trade deficit since they became a market economy. Industrial index 
is recovering as well, and 2011 brought a high volume of FDI.  

The focus, therefore, should be put in internal dynamics. Unlike the first phase of the crisis, 
growth problems and unemployment seem to be now more related with domestic issues, 
particularly stagnated household consumption and government deficit. But for understanding 
this better, the view should go back to the first phase of the crisis. 

From the beginning of the crisis, the deteriorating macro situation was reflected in the 
government’s balance. Before the crisis the government budget deficit was at low levels, partly 
thanks to a move towards achieving Maastricht criteria in order to become a part of the Euro. 
But after this public debt reached almost 40% of GDP. This is related with the kind of 
immediate policy response that came right after the first economic shock. As it will be shown 
in detail in the next lines, absolute public spending significantly increased during the first phase 
of the crisis. The reflex of this have been even more patent in the last two years: public debt as 
a percentage of GDP has peaked at 48.6%, beating the previous record of the series in 2004-
2005, right after the last crisis that Slovakia suffered. 

Together with the increase of public debt, while in 2008 the governmental deficit was low at 
2.1% of GDP it began to mount from there: 8% of GDP in 2009, 7.7% of GDP in 2010 (see 
Figure 11). The steep increase was apparently unsustainable and austerity measures were 
deemed. Actually, this graph (Figure 11) tells better than any other the story of the two phases 
of the crisis and the different policy responses. In 2008-2009, the problem was essentially a 
global financial breakdown followed by a deep recession that affected world demand of goods, 
blasting open economies as Slovakia. But from the second quarter of 2010, the focus moved in 
Europe towards public debt and budget issues. As referred, austerity policies were 
incorporated, with the expected negative consequences for aggregated growth. 

Unsurprisingly, private debt followed the contrary pattern. While it was increasing during the 
pre-crisis era, it started to drop in 2008 (Figure 26). 75% of this debt consists in housing 
mortgages. This is a common pattern in the whole developed world: leverage and deleverage 
after the Lehman Brothers fall and the financial collapse. Slovakia, even when it was relatively 
away from the epicenter of the problems and managed to keep its financing system more or 
less safe, followed the same pattern. But in any case the Slovak level is below EU average. Still, 
this process of disinvestment has affected household consumption. As shown by Figure 8, the 
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decrease during the crisis of household expenditure as a percentage of GDP has been of four 
points. 

Still, the Slovak position seems to be relatively solid in its fundamentals. The adoption of 
Maastricht criteria was useful on making Slovak policymaking more conservative in the boom 
years.2 Hence, some authors argue that the incorporation to the Euro area on the same year 
that the public debt crisis appeared has had a negative effect, rather than positive, on the 
confidence deposited by investors in their financial future. Therefore, a small and unprotected 
country that has lost its monetary policy tool (quite useful according to some policymakers 
when it is about boosting external demand) is seen as more risky than before. 

Putting this together with the good shape of Slovak financial system, the conclusion is that 
there is a second way of contagion of Euro crisis to Slovakia: not only the slowdown of its 
‘client economies’ is affecting trade, but also the fact of pertaining to the same uncertain 
endeavour may be affecting negatively the image of the country. 

In a more fundamental side, this second phase implied a GDP recovery that may be defined as 
almost “jobless”, as unemployment remained (and still remains) high. This meant a side 
improvement of productivity, as happened in other nations with high structural unemployment 
such as Spain. However, it is important to turn our head back to understand this improvement. 
Collective dismissals during 2008 and 2009 were also an important part of this process of job 
destruction. As shown in Table 6, a significant number of employees lost their jobs through 
these effects. These dismissals consisted more importantly in unskilled and least-productive 
workers (Fidrmuc et al 2013, 5), which contributed to the increase in productivity. 

Also, since the crisis unfolded, the FDI has been directed to existing industries rather than to 
new factories. This implies less job opportunities as well as a definite increase in productivity in 
these factories (Fidrmuc et al 2013, 8). 

The most dramatic consequence of austerity combined with a jobless recovery is the lack of an 
improvement of domestic demand. Again, it is difficult if not impossible to combine an 
export-led strategy with a household-consumption engine for growth, and this is even truer 
during a crisis such as the one suffered by Slovakia. Wage moderation, increasing interest rates, 
unemployment and austerity left Slovak households with little consumption capacity. 

Summing up, public and private processes of deleveraging probably have a major responsibility 
in the current slowdown of Slovak economy. This should be differentiated from the initial 
shock, more related with the downturn in worldwide demand. The different sources of the 
economic difficulties also help to explain the change in the policy approaches for both periods. 

4. Policy Responses 
In the present crisis Slovakia has gone through two separate policy approaches. As we have 
already seen in the development of the crisis, the 2008-2010 period was marked by a demand-
side policy addressed to smooth consumption. But from there the shift happened going 
towards austerity goals. This is only partially related to political changes in office holding, as 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 However, as Fidrmuc et al (2013) point out: “the focus of fiscal policy on nominal targets to meet the 

Maastricht criteria meant that Slovakia possibly missed the opportunity to run a stricter fiscal course 
during the boom years. As a result, it inherited a pro-cyclical policy bias, which made fiscal expansion 
during the crisis particularly costly and painful to reverse.” 
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even after the center-left took back the Parliament with absolute majority austerity measures 
have continued. This is reflected also in labour market policies, even in those related to 
collective bargaining, as it will be shown shortly. Finally, in the framework of labour market-
related policies, social security system has been going through a long discussion in Slovakia for 
the last decade. The present chapter accounts for changes and continuities as a response to the 
global crisis in these three fields (fiscal, labour market and social security policies). 

Fiscal Policies 
In 2009, when the economic slowdown was evident, the Slovak government followed the tone 
of most European countries introducing stimulus measures having the increase of 
consumption as a goal: subsidies for employers and employees to preserve jobs, a scrap 
subsidy for cars to stimulate demand, etc. The subsidy for cars is the paradigmatic example: a 
subside for the purchase of 44,000 (55M of EUR in total). Summing all the stimulus policies it 
is possible to estimate the size of the stimulus on more than 2% of Slovak GDP in 2009 and 
close to 1% in 2010.  As it has been pointed out, this was not enough to stop decline.  

In June 2010 center-right parties won the elections, earning sufficient votes to form a new 
ruling coalition. And here is when the turn takes place. The main case behind this electoral 
change is assessed to be the crisis. And as it will be shown later, austerity came to stay, and not 
only because of the political cycle. Still, both the ideological orientation of the new government 
and the situation of the public finance created the window of opportunity to facilitate the 
introduction austerity measures with the goal of decreasing the government budget deficit. 
These measures were, as it may be expected, unpopular.  The two most contentious issues 
mirrored similar policies taken by other European countries such as Spain: first, the public 
servants’ wages were frozen. Second, VAT was raised by 1pp, from 19% to 20%, with a goal 
of EUR 380 million rise in government revenues between 2011 and 2012. Third, several 
Departments and Ministries witnessed a shrink in their budgets. 

Following German example, a constitutional law to avoid excessive debt of the Slovak 
government was also introduced in 2010. The top was established at 50% GDP. And a 60% 
would mean a “confidence vote” from the Parliament to the Government. This level of 
budgetary responsibility is significantly above other similar laws in Europe. 

With all these measures the government attempted to fit IMF requirements of a decrease 
reaching only a 3% of GDP for the budget deficit by 2013 (IMF 2011, 2). At the same time, 
European Commission sanctioned positively the attempts of the new government, framed in 
the whole European policy turn towards austerity.  

The change in office by March 2012 did not mean the end of austerity. Moreover, the new 
government proposed to change the tax system in order to increase revenues. Taxes were 
increased to self-employed as well as to corporations and high-income individuals. At the same 
time, the amount of goods that were tax-deductible decreased. And a tax for stock trade has 
been agreed by Slovakia together with other European governments, approved by the 
European Commission in 2013. These states are Germany, France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, 
Greece, Austria, Estonia, Belgium and Slovenia. 

Labour Market Policies 
There is also a clear divide in the approach to labour market policies for the two crisis periods. 
In the first cycle, the center-left coalition pushed for an increase in employment protection, 
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which was undone from 2010 by the new center-right government, pushing towards 
liberalization.  

A fundamental worry during the first period was keeping employments active and avoid 
dismissals. This is why, for example, ‘flexiconto’ was introduced. Flexiconto was a mechanism 
that allowed the employer to “leave” the worker at home with a very low wage level 
(minimum) while the demand returns. Once the company is back in track, the employee may 
return to work. At the same time, a classical demand-side policy aimed to avoid the loss of jobs 
was put in place, subsidizing 358,000 job positions (Ministry of Finance, 2010). 

But from 2010 flexibilization replaced protection. The Labour Code was amended several 
times, including: 

- Less limitations for temporary employment (from two contracts within two years to 
three within three years). 

- Shorter dismissal period for those who were employed for less than a year. 
- More space to collective agreement bargaining at the company and sector level. 
- More room for reducing working hours (related to flexiconto), which created the space 

for the already-referred increase in part-time involuntary workers (who preferred so to 
not work at all). 

Actually, there were some changes introduced in collective bargaining system. Still, the main 
framework did not change. But again, two periods may be distinguished. Between 2008 and 
2009 the attitude of all the implied actors (Government, trade unions, employers) was rather 
consensual. Center-left government agreed on pursuing policies that did not make the rising 
unemployment situation worse, and in exchange unions committed to be conscious of the bad 
situation for the world demand at the time of bargaining wages. This was even fixed in a 
(rather symbolic) Memorandum signed by all parts at the beginning of the crisis. 

But the political change in 2010 plus the need for austerity changed this as it did with 
everything else. As stated, flexibilization issues came into the bargaining agenda. Still, a special 
degree of attention was put into wages. As it has been noted, real wages have declined during 
the crisis. In a demand-led crisis that also includes austerity elements, and including also a loss 
of bargaining power for the main central trade unions, the expectable outcome is precisely a 
lower average increase in salaries. 

As it usually happens with demand-related crises, both employers and employees notice about 
the short-term advantages of company-level bargaining to reach particular agreements, thus 
there has been, if any, a slight deepen in these of these mechanisms instead of the general, 
nation-wide agreement. Trade unions and the center-left government tried to push for sector-
level agreements maintaining its power during 2008 and 2010 against the opposition of many 
employers. But, as shown by Table 7, the decrease was rather difficult to avoid. 

The new center-left government has brought some intended changes to labour market policies, 
but none of them means a reversal of the flexibilization trend, although a change of focus is in 
place. There seems to be a focus in youth unemployment, taking the effect of dualization in 
the labour market slightly more into account. This follows recent European recommendations 
to all countries. The reforms in the Labour Code aims to limit continuous temporary hiring 
(mostly affecting to young people). Also, measures to control dismissal of workers (mainly due 
to health issues) are being introduced. But no major labour reform is on the table. 
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The Social Security System 
The discussion over the pension system in Slovakia comes from far. The essential elements of 
this debate are related to the demographic decline of Slovak population and the possible (or 
not) sustainability of the current system. In 2004 a new scheme was introduced. This included 
two different pillars: the first, pay-as-you-go pillar was managed by the Social Insurance 
Agency and required to every employee to give a 9% of the wage to a public fund. But another 
9% was destined to private funds. These percentages are, of course, minimums. This second 
pillar ensured, according to the Government at that moment, better pensions for current 
young workers. But an unintended consequence was an increase deficit for the public fund. 
This deficit made itself notorious with the crisis. As explained before, due to early retirements 
the deficit increased and shown its unsustainable profile. The “job protection” measures of the 
first SMER government also had its effect, as the required period for receiving unemployment 
benefits fell to 730 days in three years, and there were increases in the period of benefit for 
some cases (even doubled). The trade-off is clear: while the pernicious effects in inequality 
were avoided, it came at a cost for social security finance. 

The first response to this was trying to increase first-pillar contributions (against the second 
pillar), and this is what the first center-left coalition tried to achieve through different incentive 
mechanisms.  

However, the effect of this was quite limited. Currently, the first pillar “gets” from the state 
budget around 500 million per year. Hence, the current center-left government is trying to find 
a new formula. Following country-specific recommendations from the European Commission, 
the requirement of making equal contributions to both pillars has been cancelled and changed 
to a 14%-4% distribution. This measure is supposed to last only until 2016, when the deficit is 
corrected. From there and until 2024, the second pillar will see small increases up to 6% (in 
2024). The overall idea is to increase protection and at the same time improve sustainability of 
public finances discharging a part of the crisis effect in the private funds, at least during the 
crisis is on place. The effect of these reforms are still to be seen. 

Justification for policies 
The central arguments to support these policies are intuitively different for both periods. 
During the 2008-2009 years, the main explicit priority was avoiding job loss and to stop 
recession. This justification was straightforward enough to find support until reality proved the 
approach to be either wrong or to fall short in stimulus. From 2010 the crisis has become 
European, and the same has happened the arguments in favour of austerity and labour market 
liberalization. These may be summarized in the following points, which should be taken as an 
approximate reproduction of these arguments: 

1. There are budget constraints that make impossible not only any kind of stimulus, also 
keeping a significant level of expenditure. Politicians tend to have the incentive to 
over-spend. And hence it is needed to introduce “hand-tied” mechanisms such as a 
constitutional law or an independent fiscal committee. 

2. These incentives also work against labour market liberalizations. In the short term the 
effect of such policies harm the core constituencies of the main parties, but in the long 
term everyone is better off with flexible labour markets. 

3. There is a “hidden fight” that has been going on for the last two decades in Slovakia, and 
it is the fight for the markets against the crony state. 
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4. If Slovakia is to triumph at the international level, it should acknowledge its 
opportunities as an export-led country. This comes at a cost (labour flexibility, lack of 
big increases in real wages), but the benefit is a growing economy.  

5. The external actors are telling Slovakia what to do. First, the IMF approved the stimulus 
measures arguing that “the stimulus package and accelerated utilization of EU transfers 
will provide a welcomed support of at least 1 percentage point of GDP” but also 
recommended to “bringing down the deficit to about 4 percent of GDP next year and 
to below 3 percent of GDP by 2011” (IMF 2009, 8-9). The European Commission has 
supported this stand. Hence, there are certain “EU expectations” that Slovakia, as a 
new partner, has to fulfill. 

Involved actors 
Austerity is portrayed as a direct consequence of deficit and debt levels. However, some actors 
can and should be identified as the main drivers of these propositions.  

- Political parties: as it has been noted, center-right political parties deemed austerity and 
liberalization as necessary, as center-left did with the initial stimulus, following their 
logical ideological and constituency-based path. However, an interesting consequence 
(common to most of the European countries during this crisis) is a move towards 
austerity (mild and hidden under other policies and words, maybe, but a move in the 
end) of social-democratic parties. SMER is not a total exception to this, as it has been 
shown in this text. 

- International actors: as pointed out, the European Commission and the IMF had a 
particular and public interest on austerity as well as labour market liberalization, 
although both organizations supported the need of keeping a functional welfare state 
in order to avoid big losses in terms of inequality. But the center of the 
recommendations was the combination of stabilization and liberalization. Still, the 
Commission has been asking Slovakia to put in place reforms relating R&D and skill 
mismatches. These challenges remain largely untaken by the country. 

- Public opinion: the world of policy experts and think tanks remained supportive to the 
second phase of the policy responses, although there were more doubts expressed in 
regard to human capital-related measures. Skill mismatch has been a relevant issue for 
some of the policy advice centers in the country, although they have barely managed to 
put this at the front of the agenda. 

Concluding 
The two periods in policymaking to confront the crisis correspond not only with two different 
ideological positions given the change in government, but also (and probably mainly) to the 
different roots of the crisis in both periods. When the short-term stimulus in consumption and 
jobs did not achieve the expected goals, austerity and flexibilization had to came into scene. 
The new government has changed the form of austerity, but has not removed its presence, 
which supports the ‘budget constraint’ hypothesis. 

The crisis, then, has changed (even when it is a momentary change) the landscape of economic 
policy in Slovakia. The three main new junctures are the presence of budget equilibrium 
(consolidated in the Constitution), the liberalization (although rather mild compared with other 
countries) of the labour market, and the modification of the social security system towards a 
more sustainable, public-funded system that would be able to resist better the kind of crises 
that Slovak economy usually suffer. A definite increase of the importance of company-based 
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collective agreements merits also special remark. All these changes are ongoing and some of 
them are even more promises than realities, but the institutional modification remain clear and 
are consistent to what is expected for a small, flexible and ready-to-respond small open 
economy. The costs are also clear, and they will be shown in the following section. 

5. The consequences of the policies 

Economic outcomes 
As it usually happens with any ongoing crisis, it is difficult to assess the effects of policies. Not 
only because of a lack of data or because there are policies that are being still implemented, but 
also because the effect of those already-implemented policies have a long-term, structural 
effect. This is particularly true to those measures that change a pension system, a labour 
market structure or the way governments can or cannot incur into budget deficits. As 
explained, these are precisely the kind of policies Slovakia is dealing with. Nontheless, some 
points can already be raised. 

Growth, domestic demand: the big picture 
Moderate growth along is estimated for Slovakia in 2013. According to what the European 
Commission expects the country should grow by 3.1% in 2013. But the Ministry of Finance 
lowers significantly this figure, to 1.2% in 2013 due to trade fall. The IMF remains somehow in 
the middle, predicting a 2.8% rise in 2013. The recovery path (1) is not stable and increasing (2) 
does not seem to match previous figures and (3) as the Ministry of Finance points out a small 
open economy is and will be vulnerable. The major contribution on this recovery is deemed to 
refer to exports. International trade with EU countries rose in 2010 by 18%, which helped to 
increase the GDP and slightly decrease unemployment. The peak in exports for 2011 and 2012 
has already been referred.  As it has been noted before, domestic demand even decreased. 
Continuing with this tendency will leave Slovak growth relying solely on its European trade 
partners. And it does not seem to be enough. Even when 

Real wages, Income distribution 
As it has been shown, real wages also declined in 2012 for a second consecutive year. This 
definitely helped the good behavior of trade, which ultimately played the referred crucial role 
sustaining moderate growth and avoiding a deeper unemployment. Inflation was not an 
important factor to explain this declining, and moreover this cannot be imputed to any Slovak 
policy, as monetary policy for Eurozone countries depend on the European Central Bank. The 
referred changes in collective bargaining methods during these years as well as the implicit 
collective agreement for fostering exports seems to be responsible of the decrease of real wage, 
being this directly related with a supply shift in the labour market. A partial proof of this is that 
real wage development varies across sectors. In 2011, while in telecommunications wages 
increased by 6.4%, in services wages decreased by 2 or 3% (ŠÚSR 2012).  

Getting now with more specificity in the consequences of the crisis for the labour market, in 
spite of these positive forecasts for GDP growth there has been a very slow recovery of labor 
market (Figure 14). The end of 2012 was marked by 14% of unemployment and further 
prognosis does not reveal any optimistic figures. According to Slovak Ministry of Finance 
unemployment will be 13.9% in 2013. However, the experience of many crises in different 
countries show that major labour reforms cannot ‘produce’ employment by themselves. 
Reforming the labour market does not change the aggregate demand. Conversely, policies 
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oriented to heavy public spending, such as those applied in 2009, do reduce unemployment (at 
least compared to an hypothetical situation without the public investment), although this 
reduction only lasts as much as the spending does and the size of the multiplier marks. But 
with high debt levels and low resources available in the financial markets these policies do not 
seem feasible. Therefore, it is difficult to see how any policy could have acted against 
unemployment in the recent past. 

Also, a short consideration about vulnerable groups proceeds. Young people have been quite 
affected by the current crisis with an unemployment rate surrounding 33%. The Commission 
has demanded repeatedly to the Slovak government the adoption of a specific plan for tackling 
youth unemployment, which as pointed out before seems to start to have some effects in 
policymaking. Still, one of the fundamental causes of this fact, skill mismatch, has not been 
properly addressed. 

Fiscal consolidation, public deficit and social security systems 
The deficit goal of 3% of GDP has not been achieved yet, but the track seems to be correct 
for reaching this goal. Remember that, as told, in 2011 the government deficit suffered a sharp 
decrease: 7.7% to 4.8%. A rise of tax revenues due to the increase in VAT is responsible for 
this. Still, according to the Ministry of Finance the expected deficit in 2013 is 4.6% of GDP, 
which contrasts with the previously announced 2.9%. This means that the trade-off between 
austerity and growth that fiscal adjustment provokes is close to its maximum, at least in the 
present context. Therefore, the negative effects in redistribution and raw growth that have 
taken place in the last two years are likely to stagnate (but not remit). 

Finally, regarding the social security side of fiscal consolidation, as it has been pointed out 
effects are from difficult to impossible to measure given the long term scheme of the policies, 
that are also still waiting to have its full form. However, it should be pointed out that currently 
the pension system accounts for a deficit of 1.4% of GDP (one third of the total negative 
contribution of the budget deficit to GDP). The recently announced measures are expected to 
tackle this.  

Concluding 
Overall, three different groups of consequences have been identified: first, the public 
spending-based policies of 2009 probably eased the fall of output as well as the rise of 
unemployment an inequality in the short term. But once the bill of these came, austerity 
policies did take the dominant role not only in Slovak politics but also in all the Eurozone 
countries, as it is well known. This affected the relatively weak recovery. Finally, the third 
group is formed by long-term reform policies, relatively independent from the current crisis in 
the sense that the root problems existed beforehand, but only with the shock there were more 
visible. In the Slovak case, the two main fields would be the labour market and the pension 
scheme. For the latter, a deep reform with public debate has been conducted and is still on-
going. But the problem of structural unemployment was only partially addressed by the center-
right government, introducing liberalization reforms that were taken back in part by the 
following center-left coalition. Probably, there is where the main challenge remains for the 
coming years. 
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Political 

Does the population accept austerity policies? What do opinion polls say?  
The Eurobarometer survey from Spring 2012 shows moderate optimism. For 45% of Slovaks 
the “crisis already reached its peak“ in terms of employment destruction (Eurobarometer, 
2012). Compared to the previous survey (Autumn 2011), there has been a significant 
improvement in the expectations over the crisis: 38% of Slovaks think that the economic 
situation is getting worse, but that figure was much higher in Autumn 2011, when a 62% 
thought so.  

In the field of policy choices, Slovaks consider “to reduce public deficit and debt” as the best 
tool for combating the crisis. This has been expressed by a 36% of the population. At the same 
time 46% of the people doubted about the effectivity of the government, while a 18% 
considered that the government was being “not efficient at all” (data from Autumn 2011).  

Civil Society and trade unions  
As it has been explained, two periods can be identified in the crisis, related to both economic 
effect and policy responses. During the first period of 2008-2009, trade unions agreed with the 
employers and the government upon certain conditions that implicitly included the absence of 
conflict. But once the austerity and flexibilization policies came into fashion by 2010 the first 
demonstrations also did, organized by the Confederation of Trade Unions. Still, there was very 
low support for them (less than 5000 people demonstrated in different cities). 

The civil society took a much more relevant role by 2012. By the beginning of the year, 
numerous and growing demonstrations were aimed to force authorities to inspect one of the 
biggest revealed corruption affairs in recent history of Slovakia. From corruption to solving the 
economic problems of the country the step was small, and it was given by protesters in a way 
relatively similar to movements such as Spanish “Indignados” or Occupy Wall Street. There 
was a list of thirteen requests aimed to obtain a better government and to tackle corruption in 
the economic benefit of all. However, as it happened in the US and in Spain, this movement 
eventually died out and none relevant traces were left in the policymaking process. 

Parliamentarian and extra- parliamentarian opposition 
The first government confronting the crisis managed to finish its term until 2010, but it lost 
most of its support in favor of a rather unstable center-right coalition (in parliamentary terms). 
This second government fell in October 2011 as a consequence of the tensions provoked by 
the parliamentary vote over the EFSF. Elections were called for March 2012, and the center-
left party got a landslide victory (see Table 5).  

SMER proposed to the population a partial return to demand-side, stimulus-based policies, but 
once in office the budget constraints seem to be refraining the coalition from taking a too 
strong position on this side. As a matter of fact, there are no signs of clear decrease of the 
degree of fiscal consolidation. Nor a substantial change in labour market reforms has been in 
place, even when there is a move in this direction (as noted). Probably the most clear left-
oriented policy taken by this government is the reform of the pension system.  

Regarding smaller and extra-parliamentary movements, there were two important missing 
people in the last elections. First, Vladimír Mečiar‘s HZDS did not achieve parliamentary 
representation. Second, the nationalistic SNS party also was left blow the 5% threshold. Also, 
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the Hungarian minority party, SMK, did not achieve the goal to enter in the camera. The 
interesting part of this story is a rejection from Slovak society of a classical cleavage on its 
elections, the ethnic-nationalistic, in favor of another kind of economic radicalism represented 
by Sas and also by OLANO. OLANO is particularly interesting. The name states for 
“Ordinary People and Independent Personalities”, and comes from a conservative perspective 
that also tries to challenge the current political establishment. Hence, the name captures the 
intended spirit of the movement. A split from the liberal SaS, its explicit goal is to convey 
electors’ discontent both in economic and political (corruption-related) terms. 

Concluding 
Overall, the political consequences of the crisis for Slovak politics have to be considered in 
combination with the most recent corruption scandals that have affected the country, as well 
as with what seems to be a tendency (still to confirm) of erosion of the ethnic cleavage. All put 
together, the parliamentary landscape of Slovakia suffered a considerable change between 2006 
and 2012. In both elections the center-left managed to win, but both victories were quite 
different and the intermediate period of center-right government reinforced the austerity-
driven policy turn. The nationalistic SNS were in government in 2006 as an ally of SMER, and 
now has virtually disappeared. The (rather) populist and leader-based HZDS not only stopped 
dominating the Slovak political landscape, a tendency that comes from long before the crisis, 
but it also was removed from the public arena. Summing up the political costs paid by the 
center-right parties after two years of austerity, SMER-SD victory came with an absolute 
majority of 83 over 150 possible seats. As shown by Table 5, there is no other party even close 
to 20 seats. The mid and long-term consequences of this volatility are still to be seen. But, so 
far, it seems to point to the consolidation of a change in the party system.  

6. Conclusion 
Slovakia, as a small open economy, suffered from the drop in world demand but also relied on 
it for getting better after the initial period of the crisis. And, as a part of the EU and the 
Eurozone, followed the same pattern that almost all its European partners did: a first cycle of 
demand-focused economic policies, stimulating growth, followed by a second period driven by 
austerity and fiscal consolidation, codifying it in its essential law code. Three different 
coalitions governed the country during the crisis, and now that there is a social-democrat party 
leading the country and demand-side policies are still limited, it is possible to affirm that the 
explained pattern is relatively independent from the dominating colour in the National 
Council. 

The crucial economic dilemma of Slovakia may be summarized in the following quote: 
“Domestic demand depends on income generated by the foreign-owned export sector. 
Adverse external shocks are therefore not mitigated, but rather propagated by the positive 
correlation of private consumption and residential investment with income growth in the 
export sector.” (Fidrmuc et al 2013, 21). This strategy promises good revenues in good times 
but makes domestic sources of growth to play a down-levelled role. 

Together with this, the root problems of the labour market remain unaltered, only amplified by 
the crisis. A crisis with elements of tightened FDI and more difficult access to loans mean that 
secure investments are a priority, and those secure investments do not convey many new jobs 
as are allocated in existing projects. The lack of expansion leaves structural unemployment as 
well as long-term unemployment in place. It is true that both come from the two economic 
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transitions suffered by the country: first from Socialism to a market-based economy, and then 
from a form of “crony capitalism” to an open and export-based economy. But neither the 
demand-oriented policies of the first SMER-SD government, nor the liberalization pursued by 
the center-right coalition have solved these chronic diseases. Also, the high (even when it’s not 
alarming) level of youth unemployment together with the sharp increase in involuntary part-
time workers makes a case for a growing dualization in the Slovak labour market. Summing the 
detected skill mismatch, the current path will be maintained. 
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Figure 1: GDP Growth  
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistic 
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Figure 2: Evolution of the GDP Distributions by Sector 

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 3: Foreign Direct Investment as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 4: Inflation 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 5: Gini Coefficient  
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics and Eurostat 
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Figure 6: Government Expenditure as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 7: Gross Capital Formation as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 8: Household Expenditure as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 

49.9%%

53.9%%
51.2%%50.3%%

54.8%%
52.3%%51.8%%52.8%%

53.6%%
55.1%%

56.6%%56.5%%
57.9%%57.9%%56.9%%57.4%%57.5%%57.2%%56.1%%57.1%%

60.9%%
58.3%%57.4%%56.6%%

0%%

10%%

20%%

30%%

40%%

50%%

60%%

70%%

1989% 1990% 1991% 1992% 1993% 1994% 1995% 1996% 1997% 1998% 1999% 2000% 2001% 2002% 2003% 2004% 2005% 2006% 2007% 2008% 2009% 2010% 2011% 2012%



!

!

Figure 9: External Debt as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 10: Public Debt as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 11: Budget Deficit as a Percentage of GDP 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 12: Industrial Index 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 13: Exports (as a percentage of GDP) and Current Account Balance 
 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 14: Unemployment Rate  

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 15: Long-Term Unemployment as a Percentage of Total Unemployment 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 16: Youth (15-24) Unemployment Rate 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 17: Underemployment 

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 18: Unemployment Rate 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 19: Labour Participation Rate 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 20: Evolution of Real and Nominal Wages 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 21: Unemployment Rate by Education Levels 

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 22: Unemployment Rate by Gender 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 23: Hourly Wages (EUR) 

 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Figure 24: Net savings of social security funds (EUR per inhabitant) 

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 

11.6!
7.1!

53.7!

-63.3!

8.3!

46.7!

!80%

!60%

!40%

!20%

0%

20%

40%

60%

2006% 2007% 2008% 2009% 2010% 2011%



!

!

Figure 25: Private Debt as a Percentage of GDP 

 
 
Source: Slovak National Institute for Statistics 
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Table 1: Unemployment benefit payments 
 
  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Unemployment 
benefits 
payments 

59,653,721€* 66,273,418€* 172,578,558€ 150,681,940€ 163,513,250€ 

 
*Conversion exchange rate EUR 1 = SKK 30,126 
Source: Sociálna poisťovňa (Social Insurance Agency in Slovakia) 
 
 

 Table 2: Governmental expenditures 
 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Government 
expenditures 

38.0 (p) 36.5 (p) 34.2 (p) 34,9 41,5 40,1 

Gross capital 
formation 2.2 (p) 2.0 (p) 2.0 (p) 2 2,3 2,6 

Source: Eurostat 
 

Table 3: Production of passenger vehicles in Slovakia 
 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Vehicles production in 
Slovakia 

575 776 461 340 556 941 639 763 780 000* 

*expected, Source: European Automobile Manufacturers Association (ACEA) 
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Table 4: GDP forecasts 
    2012 2013 2014 2015 

MinFin GDP growth 2.5 2.6 3.9 3.7 

  
Government 
budget deficit -4,6 -2,9 -2,3 -1,7 

  
Wages, real 
growth -0,3 1,4 2,3 2,8 

  
Unemployment 
rate 13,9 13,7 13,6 13,2 

EC GDP growth 1,2 2,9     

IMF GDP growth 2,4 3,1     
Source: Own compilation using MinFin SK, Eurostat and IMF data 
 

Table 5: Number and share of valid votes cast for political parties, above 3% of votes 

2006 Political party 
Number 
of valid 

votes cast 

Share of 
valid 

votes cast 
in % 

NR SR Kresťanskodemokratické hnutie 191 443 8,31 

NR SR Strana maďarskej koalície - Magyar Koalíció Pártja 269 111 11,68 

  Slobodné fórum 79 963 3,47 
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NR SR Ľudová strana - Hnutie za demokratické Slovensko 202 540 8,79 

  Komunistická strana Slovenska 89 418 3,88 

NR SR Slovenská demokratická a kresťanská únia - Demokratická 
strana 

422 815 18,35 

NR SR SMER - sociálna demokracia 671 185 29,14 
NR SR Slovenská národná strana 270 230 11,73 

2010 Political party 
Number 
of valid 

votes cast 

Share of 
valid 

votes cast 
in % 

NR SR Sloboda a Solidarita 307 287 12,14 

  Strana maďarskej koalície - Magyar Koalíció Pártja 109 638 4,33 

  Ľudová strana - Hnutie za demokratické Slovensko 109 480 4,32 

NR SR Slovenská národná strana 128 490 5,07 
NR SR Kresťanskodemokratické hnutie 215 755 8,52 

NR SR Slovenská demokratická a kresťanská únia - 
Demokratická strana 

390 042 15,42 

NR SR SMER - sociálna demokracia 880 111 34,79 
NR SR MOST - HÍD 205 538 8,12 

2012 Political party 
Number 
of valid 

votes cast 

Share of 
valid 

votes cast 
in % 

NR SR Kresťanskodemokratické hnutie 225 361 8,82 
  Slovenská národná strana 116 420 4,55 



!

!

NR SR OBYČAJNÍ ĽUDIA a nezávislé osobnosti 218 537 8,55 
NR SR Sloboda a Solidarita 150 266 5,88 
NR SR SMER - sociálna demokracia 1 134 280 44,41 
NR SR MOST - HÍD 176 088 6,89 

NR SR Slovenská demokratická a kresťanská únia - Demokratická 
strana 

155 744 6,09 

  Strana maďarskej koalície - Magyar Koalíció Pártja 109 483 4,28 

Source: ŠÚSR, NRSR stands for National Council of Slovak Republic (Slovak Parliament), in a bo ld  coalition parties 

Table 6: Collective dismissals in 2007–2010 
 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Number of registered cases 174 218 347 100 
Number of employers concerned 170 215 330 99 
Number of threatened employees 19,131 14,387 30,259 8,788 
Number of actually dismissed employees 10,417 10,948 23,367 6,287 

Source: Central Office of Labour, Social Affairs and Family (ÚPSVaR), Czíria (2011). 

Table 7: Spread of Collective Agreement 
 
  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Number of registered   
multi-employer agreements 

56 37 37 35 33 
      

Share of companies with collective 
agreements in ISPP sample % 

42.2 36.8 35.8 34.0 34.6 
          

Sources: MPSVR SR and ISPP Trexima, a.s. Bratislava 


