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Abstract:

Work productivity presents one of the factors, influencing economic growth of the country. On the
other hand work productivity is also influenced by various factors. There are raising differences in
work productivity among individual countries. Human capital can influence work productivity through
employment, which can be analyzed from various points of view. The goal of the paper is therefore
to identify work productivity in EU-28 with emphasize to V4. The main analysis had been done by
available database in European system of national and regional accounts and according introduced
statistic classification of economic activities from European Parliament Decree. The main indexes of
work productivity had been calculated according obtained data with using of descriptive statistics.
According mentioned statistics we found which country is the best and which is the worst from the
view of analyzed indexes. The last part of the paper presents following up of reason of determined
state with setting of possible solutions.
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1 Introduction

There is number of factors influencing economic growth as an indicator of economic
performance of the country. Work productivity presents one of these factors, when
number of authors considers work productivity as the most important factor. Work
productivity is influenced also by other factors, for example at the level of small and
medium enterprises (SMES), at the regional level of at the level of states economies and
integrated countries. Differences and space for work productivity increasing at various
levels are still visible.

Productivity is one of the most important and most significant factors of the economy
effectiveness. Generally, productivity can be seen as efficiency of machines, people,
sources or system. Two most important variants of productivity present total productivity
and work productivity of the single factors. Productivity expresses rate between input and
output. Natural sources, human sources, capital creation and technological process
influence growth of the economical productivity. Number of economists trusts the work
quality; abilities and knowledge are most important part of economic growth. Number of
factors influence single work productivity, for example human capital, level of education
and qualification, technological level of equipment, technological changes and innovation,
geographical and natural conditions or skills of the companies, management, etc.
According mentioned specifications of any country of area of economy there are raising
differences in work productivity not only among individual parts of the country, but also
among countries themselves. Human capital can influence work productivity through
employment, which can be analyzed from various points of view: age category of
employed, achieved education level, gender, gender equality, including also righteous
behavior with both genders at the job market, which means equivalence from various
points of view: legal view, from the view of advantages, possibilities or responsibilities of
men and women.

Presented contribution analyzes and identifies work productivity in EU-28 and V4 with
aim to find the development trend of work productivity in time, in individual sectors, as
well as in chosen countries.

2 Present state of problem solving

Area of productivity is studied by number of authors from different views. For example,
Harris and Moffat (2016) made the study in Great Britain, when recorded big decrease of
work productivity mainly in production and services after financial crisis. Regional
differences in work productivity had been studied by Oosterhaven and Broersma (2007),
when regional difference in work productivity depended on sector structure, cluster
economies and defined remaining regional part. Dhingra and Morrow (2017) draw
attention to the differences in productivity within the industries, stating productivity
differences introduce two new margins for allocation inefficiency. Increased competition
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from market expansion takes the economy closer to the socially efficient allocation of
resources.

Gust and Marquez (2004) saw productivity from the view of its growth, determined IT is
credits with the highest growth in productivity, especially in USA, while many other
industrial countries have not experienced a pickup in productivity growth. According the
study burdensome regulatory environments and, in particular, regulations affecting labor
market practices have impeded the adoption of information technologies and have
slowed productivity growth in a number of industrial countries.

Arnold and Hussinger (2005) examined the causal relationship between productivity and
exporting in manufacturing, analyzing whether the presence in international markets
enables firms to achieve further productivity improvements. High-productivity firms self-
select themselves into export markets, while exporting itself does not play a significant
role for the productivity of the firms.

Bernard et al. (2003) examined the impact of globalization on productivity, plant entry and
exit, and labor turnover in manufacturing. Authors determined factors, influencing
productivity, as follows: productivity dispersion, higher productivity among exporters, the
small fraction who export and the small fraction earned from exports among exporting
plants, and the size advantage of exporters. From this factors there is obvious
productivity efficiency depends on the period of life cycle and orientation of the company,
for example Baek and Neymotin (2016) studied productivity of startup and exporting
firms, found a small firm’s exports are positively related to their level of productive
efficiency.

Orientation of the company from the view of exporters and non-exporters of the products
studied also Aw and Hwang (1995) to distinguish the productivity differences. According
the study there are significant differences in productivity levels between exporters and
non-exporters, depending on the product specification.

Productivity differences between exporting and non-exporting firms examined also
Delgado et al. (2002), indicating clearly higher levels of productivity for exporting firms
than for non-exporting firms. Authors found evidence supporting the self-selection of
more productive firms in the export market.

Productivity growth had been studied also in relation with employment and wages
(Asaleye et al., 2017). Authors investigated the impact of the growth on labor market
performance, showed that the output growth does not translate into employment gains
both in the short and long-run while the influence of wages is not statistically significant.
The implication is that the wages do not adjust to reflect the cost of living both in the short
and long-run. Onkelinx et al. (2016) find that firm-level investments in employee human
capital are critical for the Ilabor productivity and internationalization in fast
internationalizes, but not for those SMEs firms that internationalize more slowly.
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Petrashchak et al. (2017) studied factors, influencing behavior of the employees towards
productivity, which are: employment stability; financial rewards; comfortable working
environment; favorable working conditions and professional development. The authors
found out also mistakes to the motivational stimuli as for example: exaggeration of the
influence of such factors as discipline control, professional development on the job
activity evaluation and the underestimation of such factors as job stability, pay rate
increase (Hakelova et al., 2013).

Employment trend is closely connected with value added growth (Donnellan and
Hanrahan, 2017), when substantially different economic developments are evident in the
primary and processing sectors (Kolfvekova & Palas&akova, 2017). The agricultural and
food processing sectors remained more important in the economies of the EU Member
States of Central and Eastern Europe than in those of Western Europe.

In the context of productivity and employment Kornelakis et al. (2017) studied if firms with
employment relations institutions have been less able to improve productivity during the
crisis, stated there is any strong evidence that employment relations institutions are
negatively associated with productivity increases. Instead certain high performance work
practices are positively and significantly associated with productivity increases across
EU-15 and in particular institutional contexts. During the past times the chain of three
links organizational strategy - human resources practices - organizational performance
has been deeply analyzed. However, the mediator role of organizational structure in the
first link of this chain remains relatively uninvestigated. Camps and Luna-Arocas (2009)
analyzed a model of relationships among organizational strategy, organizational
structure, human resources practices, and organizational performance. Organizations
with differentiation strategies are more likely to implement high involvement work
practices.

3 Methodology

The analysis had been orientated to the identification of work productivity in EU-28 and
V4. All data had been provided from database EUROSTAT, based on European system
of national and regional accounts ESA 2010, according which productivity is defined as
gross value added per hour worked. Gross value added (GVA) is defined by ESA 2010
as value of output, expressed in basic prices, decreased by intermediate consumption,
evaluated in purchase prices. GVA is used in common prices in mil. EUR for all NACE
activities. According European Parliament Decree in 2006 there is introduced statistic
classification of economic activities NACE Revision 2. During the analysis one of the
correspondent program ESA of activities classification had been used, mainly A*10,
dividing activities according the sectors to ten NACE sections Rev. 2 according
EUROSTAT. The sectors are as follows:
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1. A - agriculture, forestry and fishery.

2. B, C, D aE (B-E) — mining and exploitation; processing industry; supplying of
electric energy, gas, steam and cold air; water supplying; cleaning and drainage of
waste water, wastes and services, connected with waste disposal.

3. F — construction.

4. G, H al (G-I) — whole sale and retail; repair of car vehicles and motorcycles;
transport and stocking; accommodation and catering services.

5. J —information and communication.

6. K- financial and insurance activities.

7. L — activities in area of real estate.

8. M aN (M-N) — expert, scientific and technical activities; administration and

subsidiary services.

9. O, P aQ (0-Q) — public administration and defense; obligatory social provision;
education; health care and social help.

10.R, S, T aU (R-U) — art, entertainment and recreation; other activities in area of
services; household’s activities as employers; not differentiated activities of
households.

Work productivity is calculated as a rate between GVA and number of hours worked by
employed persons in given sector.

GVA (fixed prices in mil. EUR) =100

Work Productivity
- hours worked (th. hours)

As an input index for hours worked in thousand hours we considered concept of total
employment for all NACE activities according A*10 structure, expressed in mil. hours
worked by employed persons in given sector.

Due to the better interpretation of work productivity development in EU-28 we calculated
growth index for all years in chosen time period as follows:

GVA (fixed prices in mil. EUR) = 100

hours worked (th. hours)

Wark Productivity

Index employment speak about number of employed persons in analyzed area or it can
be expressed as percentage change of employment on total number of active inhabitants,
including also unemployed, but actively looking for a job (Lisy, 2016).

GVA (fixed prices in mil. EUR) = 100

Work Productivity
. hours worked (th. hours)
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According EUROSTAT we considered to total employment also persons over 15 years
that make any job, persons absent in working process due to the illness, maternity and
parental leave, vacation, increasing of qualification, etc. measure of employment can be
expressed as total measure, or as partial measure, connected with chosen segment of
job market (Muller et al., 2017). For example, at gross measure of economic activity we
speak about number of persons in age 15-64 years as percentage of total population, at
net measure of economic activity we speak about percentage of age group 15-64 years
from total number of inhabitants mainly of this age group. Index economic activity is
constructing for specific age groups, for example: economic activity of young people
between 15-24 years, economically active inhabitants in between 25-64 years with
assumption of yet finished education. Since there is possible to search measure of
employment, mainly economic activity of inhabitants from various points of view, our
analysis had been done by gender. EUROSTAT expresses measure of men and women
activity individually as percentage of employed men and women population, not as a rate
on total population.

Due to the analysis of employment we used indexes of descriptive statistics (Tkac¢, 2001),
by which we described development of the indexes: arithmetic average, average
deviation, dispersion, standard deviation, variation range, variation coefficient.

During the analysis process we analyzed first of all gender differences at the job market
at the level of the country, mainly according nomenclature of local statistic units at the
level NUTS1. Further we orientated to age group 15-64 years, which means whole
productive period of the person. Time horizon of the analysis is 2005-2016, while analysis
of the information was made according annual base, using information from database
Eurostat.

4 Results

4.1 Analysis of work productivity in EU-28

Work productivity in ten sectors of the economy according A*10 structure in EU-28 is
calculated according the stated methodology during 2005-2016, all data available from
database Eurostat (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Development of work productivity for all NACE activities in EU-28 in EUR per
hour worked

Source: own processing according EUROSTAT

Development of work productivity during the analyzed period has an increasing trend.
Work productivity in EU-28 for all NACE activities increased from 27.95 EUR to 35.01
EUR per hour worked. The only one recorded decreasing of work productivity is visible in
2009 (see Table 1) as a consequence of global financial crisis that influenced slowdown
or decrease of economic growth as well as work productivity. Except of mentioned
decrease stagnation is visible also in 2007, 2008 and 2016.

Table 1: Coefficients of work productivity growth in EU countries during 2005-2016

EU-28 Growth EU-28 Growth
coefficient coefficient
2005 27.95 X 2011 31.57 1.02
2006 28.99 1.04 2012 32.62 1.03
2007 30.11 1.04 2013 33.11 1.02
2008 30.15 1.00 2014 33.83 1.02
2009 29.42 0.98 2015 35.19 1.04
2010 30.82 1.05 2016 35.02 1.00

Source: own processing according database Eurostat

Work productivity analysis in individual sectors of the economy according NACE
classification for all EU-28 countries during analyzed period recorded highest and lowest
work productivity in the same sectors according following ranking:

Ranking of sections according highest work productivity consists of three strongest
sections from the view of productivity:

1. L-section with average value 330.75 EUR per hour worked.
2. K-section with average value 62.52 EUR per hour worked.
3. J-section with average value 54.17 EUR per hour worked.
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On the other hand, ranking of sections according lowest work productivity in 2005-2016 in

all EU-28 countries is as follows:

1. The lowest average work productivity recorded in A-section, mainly 8.47 EUR per
hour worked.

2. Alittle better average work productivity is recorded in R-U sections with average
value 20.70 EUR per hour worked.

3.  F-section with average value 23.44 EUR per hour worked.

The results show the worst work productivity is achieved in economic activities that are
based on physical human sources and generally achieve low wage evaluation of the
employees, which could be also one of the reasons for low productivity. On the other
hand, sectors with high work productivity, mainly financial and information sector, dispose
with high technological equipment that help the workers in production process and wages
are in these sectors generally higher. Mainly those two aspects can be main components
for achievement of high work productivity.

4.2  Analysis of work productivity in V4 countries

Except of single work productivity analysis in all EU-28 countries and sectors
identification with lowest and highest work productivity in 2005-2016 we orientated
analysis further to the analysis of work productivity in V4 countries, since those countries
have not only common historic experiences with communism, but also mentality, cultural
background, traditions, as well as strategic economic interest and complex reforms and
transition to the market economy, which is unique in the Europe. Following Figure 2
illustrates development of work productivity in Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and
Slovakia in all NACE activities during 2005-2016. During the period work productivity
increased from 7.4 EUR to 18.06 EUR per hour worked. Also considerable change was in
2009 due to the financial crisis in three from four analyzed economies. Only Slovakia did
not record considerable decrease, in comparing with other countries. Development and
values of work productivity for all NACE activities were very close in Slovakia and Czech
Republic, and Poland and Hungary recorded also very close values.
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Figure 2. Development of work productivity for all NACE activities in V4 during 2005-2016
in EUR per hour worked
Source: own processing according database Eurostat

Growth index had been calculated for V4 countries, illustrated by Table 2, which proves
decrease of work productivity in 2009 for all four countries, but the highest decrease —
11.55% was recorded in Poland and the lowest decrease — 0,004% had been recorded in
Slovakia. Next decrease was recorded in 2009, 2012-2014 in Czech Republic, in 2009,
2012 and 2014 in Hungary and Poland in 2009 and 2016. Slovakia achieved expects in
2009 the highest work productivity growth in 2007, mainly by 19.84%. According results
of the work productivity analysis of NACE activities according A*10 structure for EU
countries we identified three sectors with the best and three sectors with the worst work

productivity in 2005-2016.

Table 2: Work productivity in V4 countries in 2005-2016 in EUR per hour worked

Year Czech Trend | Hungary | Trend | Poland | Trend | Slovakia | Trend
Republic

2005 11.08 X 9.40 X 7.40 X 9.45 X

2006 12.55 1.13 9.54 1.01 7.98 1.08 10.84 1.15
2007 13.78 1.10 10.52 1.10 8.70 1.09 13.00 1.20
2008 15.71 1.14 11.30 1.07 9.83 1.13 14.85 1.14
2009 14.79 0.94 10.11 0.90 8.69 0.88 14.80 1.00
2010 15.57 1.05 11.79 1.17 10.11 1.16 15.67 1.06
2011 16.26 1.04 12.19 1.03 10.58 1.05 16.16 1.03
2012 16.13 0.99 11.96 0.98 10.94 1.03 16.80 1.04
2013 15.76 0.98 12.20 1.02 11.14 1.02 17.39 1.03
2014 15.60 0.99 11.98 0.98 11.35 1.02 17.58 1.01
2015 16.66 1.07 12.22 1.02 11.66 1.03 17.85 1.02
2016 17.01 1.02 12.24 1.00 11.40 0.98 18.06 1.01

Source: own processing according database Eurostat
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Due to the detail analysis of V4 countries we selected three concrete years: 2005 — year
after common entrance to EU; 2009 — year of most considerable influence of global
financial crisis to number of countries from the view work productivity development; the
last year 2014 was selected due to the data availability for single sections. Comparison is
given by Table 3. The highest work productivity was in these three analyzed years
achieved in V4 countries in the same three sectors — L, K and J, which presents the same
results as in analysis of EU-28 countries. On the other hand, from the view of low work
productivity these sectors had been different in V4 compared with EU-28. Hungary
achieved low work productivity in G-l sections, Poland in O-Q sections and Slovakia had
low work productivity in M-N and G-I sections. Only Czech Republic achieved totally
equal results of sectors ranking according work productivity at three lowest positions,
therefore Czech Republic has the similar development trend of work productivity as
average values in EU-28.

Table 3: Three sections with highest and three sections with lowest work productivity in
V4 in 2005, 2009 and 2014 in EUR per hour worked

2005 2009 2014
Czech Republic L, J, KIR-U, F, A L, J, KIR-U, F, A L, K, JJA, F, R-U
Hungary L, J, KIR-U, G-I, A L, J, KIG-I, F, A L, K, JAR, U, F
Poland L, J, K/IR-U, O-Q, A L, J, K/IR-U, O-Q, A L, J, KIO-Q, R-U, A
Slovakia L, K, JJA, M-N, O-Q L, K, J/IM-N, O-Q, G-I | L, K, J/G-I, M-N, O-Q

Source: own processing according database Eurostat

Due to the comparing of work productivity in Hungary and Poland we analyzed two
chosen sectors — L — activities in area of real estate, where average value of work
productivity during the whole period 2005-2016 was the highest, and sector A —
agriculture, forestry and fishery, in which average value work productivity was on the
other hand the lowest in both Hungary and Poland.
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Figure 3: Comparing of work productivity in L and A sectors in Hungary and Poland
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Source: own processing according database Eurostat

Through comparing of both mentioned sectors development in whole analyzed period
there is obvious the work productivity was higher in Hungary in both sectors, which is
confirmed by fact that total work productivity for all NACE sectors was highest in
Hungary, in comparing with Poland. Specifically average work productivity during whole
period 2005-2016 in all sectors had value 11.29 EUR per hour worked in Hungary and
9.98 EUR per hour worked in Poland. Average values in low production sector A were as
follows: Hungary 6.62 EUR per hour worked and only 2.82 EUR per hour worked in
Poland. On the other hand, both countries achieved in high production sector of economy
following average values: Poland 57.33 EUR per hour worked and Hungary yet 64.29
EUR per hour worked. According Figure 3 we can see that work productivity development
in those two chosen sectors had similar character for both countries. Also after slight
decrease of work productivity in L-sector in Hungary in 2006 there was basically recorded
growth of work productivity to 2008 and it was repeated after the crisis from 2010. Sector
A is connected with physical human working source. Therefore, we see both countries —
Hungary and Poland as space for installment of still new technologies to production or
alternative production methods, which could help to increase work productivity mainly in
the mentioned sector.

4.3 Comparing of employment according the gender

In employment development during whole analyzed period men had always higher
measure of employment then women, concretely measure of employment for men moved
over 75% and for women over 60%. In last four years Slovakia recorded increase of
employment, which reflected also on partial growth of men and women employment.
Total employment in Slovakia moved together around 70% level of employment (see
Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Development of employment in Slovakia
Source: own processing according database Eurostat
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Following Table 4 summarizes indexes of description statistics of employment. During the
whole analyzed period average annual employment in Slovakia was at the level 69,36%,
which presents in absolute expression 2 267 000 employed persons.

Table 4: Indexes from description statistics for employment in Slovakia at the level NUTS1
during 2000-2015

Men Women Sum
Average (X) 78.031 62.856 69.363
Average deviation (d) 1.531 1.331 0.642
Dispersion (s2) 3.167 2.776 0.562
Standard deviation () 1.78 1.67 0.75
Variation range (R) 5.5 5.7 2.6
Variation coefficient (V) 2.281 2.651 1.081

Source: own processing according database Eurostat

Average deviation and average were higher for men, which confirm higher interest of job.
According values of standard deviation we can say to which measure individual
measured values of employment exist around medium values, while applicable the lower
is standard deviation, the closer are measured values around average value. Women had
lower deviation from average values (1.67 %) comparing with men (1.78 %), therefore
dispersion was lower for women employment then for men employment. On the other
hand, index variation range was higher for women as well as variation coefficient, which
means variability of annual values for women was higher than for men.

Due to the comparing we analyzed gender segregation at the job market in Czech
Republic during the same time period, from which there is obvious higher total
employment in Czech Republic together during 2000-2015. Similar development of
employment for both genders in comparing with total development is illustrated by Figure
5. As for the women, there is more visible decrease of employment during crisis years
2007-2009, when Slovakia had moderate amplitude. In Czech Republic there is more
considerable growth of employment in last year’s mainly for men.

24



04 September 2018, 8th Business & Management Conference, Venice ISBN 978-80-87927-73-1, IISES

90

80 —

70 - men

women

\—\___,_/ tOgEther

60

50

O DA D> ® LD DO O N LS
N I A A Y
S E S E S

Figure 5: Development of employment in Czech Republic
Source: own processing according Eurostat

In Czech Republic in analyzed period average annual employment was higher than in
Slovakia, concretely it achieved average value 70.97%, which presents absolute
4 777 000 employed persons. Average deviation for women was at the level 0.768, which
confirms growth of interest for women work. Men with 0.845% have lower deviation from
average values than women with 0.952%, but dispersion is for men employment in Czech
Republic lower. Also variation range and variation coefficient is the same, so we can say
there is more interest for women work in Czech job market. Mentioned data are given in
Table 5.

Table 5: Indexes of description statistics for employment in Czech Republic at the level
NUTS1 during 2000-2015

Men Women Sum
Average (X) 77.55 62.206 70.969
Average deviation (d) 0.706 0.768 1.045
Dispersion (s?) 0.714 0.907 1.687
Standard deviation (=) 0.845 0.952 1.299
Variation range (R) 2.9 3.7 4.3
Variation coefficient (F) 1.09 1.53 1.83

Source: own processing according Eurostat

There is necessary to consider Czech Republic has two times more inhabitants than
Slovakia, which connects also with two times higher number of employed. According
mentioned statistics we found mainly in Slovakia in analyzed period employment had
been increasing in every year for women more than in Czech Republic, according which
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we can state Slovakia is in the situation, when not giving emphasize only to the men
work, but also increasing annually number of employed women. In spite of various
mistaken ideas what gender makes the work better, there can rise still mistaken ideas
about existence of typically women or typically men professions and it can lead to the
differences in men or women employment, or differences in evaluation of their job.
Different wages evaluation can decrease motivation to improve and achieve better
performance, to try achieve career growth, or to cause resentment of women to work and
by this way decreasing women employment. To avoid decreasing of gender segregation
in area of rewarding could be done for example by placing of employees in the company
instead of the name under the code that does not define gender and by this way to
provide during rewarding more direct emphasize to single performance of the employee,
which could result from his productivity.

In Slovakia gender equality is provided by following legal framework: anti-discrimination
law, Labor Code, reservation of basic jobs and liberties and Constitution of Slovak
Republic (Pietruchova & Magurova, 2011) Also document National strategy of
employment in Slovakia to 2020 consists of goals of gender equality at the job market.
From the long term view men present more than 55% of total employed number with
most abundant age category of working persons in age between 30-39 years. For women
this age category is between 35-49 years. Single gender equality is grounded also in
basic EU principles and its part of European social policy (Dudova, 2011).

5 Discussion

In present time to raise work productivity cannot be done without structural reform (Cai &
Zhang, 2017). This requires more fundamental institutional change, which depends on
clear visions of the framework for a modern market economy, encompassing the rule of
law and stronger property rights.

Firm’s productivity can be improved by implementing work-life balance (WLB), especially
in SMEs (Adame-Sanchez et al., 2016). Nevertheless, the firm's decision to implement
WLB policies depends on how the firm perceives the benefits of such policies.

Manufacturing and Production Industries provide the most diligent profession. They do
not merely participate in possessing a fundamental responsibility, for providing a huge
extent of work opportunity but also assist in industrialization (Sri Ranjini, 2017).

Schein and Haruvi (2017) reviewed various studies that argue that working an extreme
number of hours has little benefit to productivity. Rather workers in wealthier countries
work on average fewer hours than workers in poorer countries and that a reduction in the
average weekly hours worked in a country does not cause decline of DGP of the country.

Similar study had been done by Cette et al. (2011), testing whether the elasticity of hourly
productivity to working time is negative and decreasing with working time itself. It could
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indicate a fatigue effect that increases with working time and the productivity per hour to
working time would be negative and decreases with working time.

In area of employment the state has a very important role (Koch, 2016): the state as
employer, redistributor, and arbiter, and as a shaper of employment relations and welfare.
Government should aim to integrate employment and wages into the growth system both
in the short and long run through targeting variable such as interest rate (Asaleye et al.,
2017).

Different roles and models of behavior of men and women can be seen in any type of the
society, mainly from demographic, historic or geographic point of view (Lindsey, 2015). In
the society there is formed role of women and men, influenced by various factors,
expectations, norms or prejudices and pressure of the society. Gender segregation at the
job market presents therefore result of social formulas of different role perceiving for both
genders (BaroSova, 2004). Gender segregation at the job market can be directly seen
also with certain types of professions, which are perceived as stereotype for men, or only
for women. According Sipikalova (2013) gender segregation is divided to vertical and
horizontal segregation. Vertical segregation is visible at the same position, but at different
levels of employment and significance of working position only in one gender, regularly at
men workers, which achieve also higher position with higher probability in the same
group of professions. On the other hand, at the horizontal gender segregation at the job
market we speak about various concentrations of men and women that incline to the
different type of professions, when the reason could be tendency of both genders to work
at different working positions with different level of rewarding.

In the frame of gender segregation at the job market there are professions, in which
mainly women dominate (for example area of accommodation and catering, financial and
insurance services, health care, education, public administration, etc.) and professions, in
which mainly men dominate (for example professions, characteristic by physical power,
stronger mathematical and logical thinking, higher possibilities of career growth and high
responsibility). Researches show also differences in employment of men and women
from the view of the wages. Differences in men and women rewarding reach yet 23% in
favor of men and it can be justified also by women preference to work for a short term, to
have more often breaks in working process due to the maternity leave or changes of
profession, which could slow down their career growth and by this way also length of the
practice of women is regularly shorter than practice of men (Polonyova & Stanek, 2011).

3] Conclusion

The research proved development of work productivity has an increasing trend. Little
decrease of work productivity had been recorded due to the global financial crisis that
influenced slowdown or decrease of economic growth as well as work productivity. The
results show the worst work productivity is achieved in economic activities that are based
on physical human sources and generally achieve low wage evaluation of the employees,
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which could be also one of the reasons for low productivity. On the other hand, sectors
with high work productivity, mainly financial and information sector, dispose with high
technological equipment that help the workers in production process and wages are in
these sectors generally higher. Mainly those two aspects can be main components for
achievement of high work productivity.

In employment development during whole analyzed period men had always higher
measure of employment then women. In last four years there was recorded increase of
employment, which reflected also on partial growth of men and women employment. In
spite of various mistaken ideas what gender makes the work better, there can rise still
mistaken ideas about existence of typically women or typically men professions and it can
lead to the differences in men or women employment, or differences in evaluation of their
job.
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