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Abstract

:

Reducing inequalities within and among countries is one of the main tenets of the sustainable development paradigm and has become an important pillar at the European Union level. By adopting the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, EU countries have committed themselves to meet targets against which progress in reducing inequalities can be measured. Through the present research, we aim to analyze and assess the extent to which EU countries will achieve the specific SDG 10 targets. Based on data published by Eurostat for the period 2010–2020, we forecast the trends of the indicators until the year 2030, using a model based on the AAA (Holt–Winters) version of exponential smoothing (ETS), to assess the degree to which the assumed targets will be reached. For more detailed information, we used dynamic indices to analyze the dynamics of the progress achieved. The results showed that it is difficult to clearly distinguish one or more countries as part of a group of high or low performers in terms of the efforts made and the effects achieved in reducing inequalities. However, we could mention Poland as a good and very good performer on most of the indicators analyzed. As opposite examples, we can mention Bulgaria and Greece, for which more attention and involvement are needed in adopting measures to correct the negative trend forecast.
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1. Introduction


Although for all the countries of the world the 2030 Agenda has represented real challenges in terms of stimulating a different way of economic and social growth in relation to the environment and its exhaustible resources, we identify today real difficulties in achieving the SDGs, carrying out activities of any kind in relation to maintaining the quality of the environment, which is, unfortunately, a constant problem.



We thus identify the presence of specific policies and strategies at the level of countries (especially developed countries) that address in a complex way the problem of environmental degradation, the problem of sustained economic growth, clean and accessible energy for all, education and health for all and the elimination of all kinds of social, economic and environmental disparities between people and between countries. Identifying and correcting the discrepancies between environmental degradation and technological progress are also goals pursued both by governments and by researchers, specialists and practitioners. This is because gaps and shocks of all kinds that occur at the level of communities, geographical and economic regions are still risk factors for which even the most advanced econometric and mathematical models cannot generate immediate corrective or preventive solutions [1,2].



Therefore, the various measures adopted by most United Nations (UN) members to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) included in the 2030 Agenda aim to respond primarily to challenges related to social, economic and environmental issues, establishing sets of indicators to monitor the progress or regression of each country from a sustainable growth perspective. However, the need to continuously and gradually assess the level of sustainability achieved by each country has become more and more apparent, which is why today we identify an evolution in the way of monitoring through the creation of the SDG Index, which was initially based on 77 indicators, evolving today to 99. Moreover, the scores obtained by each country as a result of monitoring through the SDG indicators have led to the grouping of countries by specific geographical areas and whose monitoring is now focused on regional analysis and forecasting indices [3,4].



We also note that the successful implementation of the 2030 Agenda depends exclusively on the approach to sustainability, human well-being, economic prosperity and environmental protection by each individual country, and each geographical region, as the SDGs are considered to be a complex, constantly interacting system that must ensure a safe and equitable global operating space for all. Moreover, it is also important to note that no SDG can be implemented and cannot act in isolation, and therefore the achievement of the targets depends solely on how synergies are harnessed and how different trade-offs are addressed [5,6,7].



Based on these general considerations, this paper takes as its starting point that sustainable development is based on the complex, multifaceted, two-way interaction between the sustainable evolution of the world and the eradication of poverty, the reduction of inequalities in their multidimensional aspects, in direct correlation with climate action in a future with temperatures at least 1.5 °C higher [8].



These fundamental connections are incorporated in the present paper by assessing the achievement of the targets proposed by the 2030 Agenda for reducing inequality at the EU Member State level. Compared to other research papers, the paper adds knowledge by analyzing how EU Member States have progressed in terms of SDG 10, while also highlighting the prospects they have in terms of reaching the targets set for the 2030s.



The present research can be seen as a dashboard that clearly highlights the thresholds achieved by each EU Member State today regarding SDG 10 targets achievement and can be a real reference that can be used to inform future strategies and programs.



We justify this research by the fact that “Reducing inequality within and between countries” (SDG 10), even though it was among the last SDGs added to the 2030 Agenda is of overwhelming importance for the world as a whole, due to the exacerbation of the phenomenon of increasing wealth disparities identified around the world, as well as the different ways in which political factors respond to these disparities. At the EU level, we unfortunately still identify disparities, even though there are largely common policies, common strategies for action and common targets. This paper may be a call for some redistribution of wealth although it is unlikely that large-scale redistribution through taxation techniques or other fiscal means will really be a feasible measure in the future.



This paper is divided into five distinct sections. Following the introduction, Section 2 presents the literature review, Section 3 describes the research methodology, Section 4 discusses the main findings of the research and Section 5 aggregates the conclusions.




2. Literature Review


The global development of society imposes a set of common rules which are derived from the major problems facing the planet and which, if dealt with in isolation, can generate far greater risks than those identified so far. Therefore, under the aegis of globalization and the new concepts of inclusive growth, and global economic development, the 2030 Agenda was created as a first universal framework for all countries of the world, with the aim of contributing mainly to the eradication of poverty but also to the implementation of sustainable goals in all aspects of human life by the year 2030. With a set of 17 concrete goals, the 2030 Agenda is today the central pillar of regional, national and local strategies and programs and by no means appears to be a mere target. We support this claim through the very multitude of government projects, initiatives of global and regional organizations and local/national public and private sector actions.



From poverty eradication to the rational use of natural resources, the 2030 Agenda encompasses and details every aspect of human life, making it a universal/global benchmark. In this broad but detailed context, the 2030 Agenda addresses one of the most important issues facing the world today: reducing inequality within and between countries. It is certainly an issue that the literature addresses in various forms, as it is an extremely difficult and complex goal with seven specific targets agreed upon by the 193 UN member states. SDG 10, therefore, is the most interesting and wide-ranging global target, addressing a wide range of inequality issues [9,10,11].



Both internationally and at the EU Member State level, the concept of the “right to development” and the reduction of inequalities imposes a number of obligations on developed countries to help the poorest. International institutions (World Bank, United Nations, etc.) therefore promote rights and can act as institutions of intervention so that by 2030 we will see a large reduction in wealth inequalities, now considered one of the fundamental problems of long-term societal sustainability [1,7].



Global and regional inequalities still affect people in the poorest countries, but the richest countries are not excluded from this situation. This is justified by the fact that inequalities between groups within the same society persist alongside inequalities between nations/countries. This is the reason for the understanding that inequalities are largely unjust and derive in large part from differences between societies and nations.



At the global level, the most plausible solution to reduce the phenomenon of inequality has focused on the implementation of global governance mechanisms that have been and continue to be contested because they cannot include aspects of understanding how each country has evolved historically as well as the position of each country in the global economic system [12,13].



Reducing existing inequalities must therefore become a priority objective of both national and international policy agendas, even if piecemeal approaches based on one-off initiatives aimed mainly at “helping the poor” may be successful. On the other hand, reducing inequality requires national policies for economic diversification, appropriate fiscal, monetary and financial strategies and social policies that target disadvantaged social groups, but which must also incorporate respect for nature as an essential principle of world sustainability in the medium and long term [14].



In this regard, recent studies [15] carried out at OECD and non-OECD levels, from the point of view of inequality and economic prosperity included health indicators by gender groups (men, women) such as life expectancy, causes of mortality and avoidable mortality, showed that significant gender differences in health showed a positive outcome for women. Relationships between gender inequalities in health and economic prosperity were also identified. Therefore, policies should focus on reducing income inequalities by gender but also in terms of avoidable mortality, such as reducing common diseases among young people.



Compared to other geographic regions of the world, within the EU Member States we identify the advantage of the people’s rights-based approach to sustainable growth; an approach that gives people the enabling context to succeed, thereby removing political and social factors, such as discrimination and repression that can prevent them from succeeding.



However, inequalities in income and wealth are increasingly evident and are even widening. This is reflected in the fact that the top 1% of the world’s population now controls up to 40% of global assets, while the poorest half of the population owns just 1% [16]. Disparities are also wide within countries, including disparities in rural/urban areas, gender disparities, ethnic minorities, migrant status and disability [17,18].



The SDGs, while including a number of explicit and implicit solutions that address inequality, are often vaguely formulated, the targets are abstract, and the issue of inequality remains a central one, requiring fundamental reform of sustainable development thinking for 2030 and beyond. Moreover, the construction of poverty eradication and development within each individual state must include values and problem-solving frameworks based on the responsiveness of all bodies involved in achieving the SDGs [19,20].



In this context, SDG 10 promotes the idea of a society in which every person enjoys the benefits of economic growth, which may be evident in some countries, particularly those that have experienced rapid growth, but often even in these situations economic growth can contribute to growing income inequality, inequality of access to opportunities by gender, religion, caste and region. Improving the social security system, introducing and expanding social insurance schemes and establishing special funds for lagging regions can therefore be solutions to key problems of inequality [21,22].



Although “reducing inequalities within and between countries” is a goal in itself, which stimulates the global community to international cooperation, the current state of the planet shows that this goal is extremely difficult and complex to achieve. SDG 10, has a series of targets that address a wide range of inequality issues, including: achieving and sustaining income growth for the top 40% of the population at a rate above the national average, promoting the social, economic and political inclusion of all, regardless of age, gender, disability, race, ethnicity, origin, religion or economic or other status; ensuring equal opportunities and reducing inequality of outcomes, including by eliminating discriminatory laws, policies and practices and promoting appropriate legislation, policies and actions to this end; adopting policies, in particular tax, wage and social protection policies and progressively achieving greater equality; improving the regulation and monitoring of global financial markets and institutions and strengthening the implementation of these regulations, ensuring greater representation of developing countries in decision-making in global international economic and financial institutions, facilitating orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through the implementation of planned and well-managed migration policies, implementing the principle of special and differential treatment for developing countries, in particular the least developed countries, encouraging financial flows, including foreign direct investment, to countries where the need is greatest [23,24,25].



At the EU level, the situation is similar to other geographical regions, although a number of positive results are evident, at least in terms of the income gap between rich and poor. This is because in the EU, for example, S80/S20 share ratio for 2019, the income share of the richest 20% of the population was almost five times that of the poorest 20% of the population [26].



On the other hand, according to the Annual Labor Force Assessment, the COVID-19 crisis is likely to cause a deterioration in the socio-economic situation of low-income households and other marginalized groups, such as migrants and minorities. This unfavorable situation is largely due to loss of income and rising prices but also rising health expenditure, which can disproportionately affect low-income households and can have a number of long-term consequences, such as a person’s ability to save, health and children’s education. In addition, the pandemic has had negative effects on children’s mental health and exacerbated social inequality. In the same vein, the European Platform for Investment in Children (EPIC) highlights wide variations between EU Member States and suggests policy options to address the childcare gap [3,27].



Not least, inequality and poverty are closely linked, and the distribution of resources in a country directly affects both the extent and depth of poverty. Thus, in 2019, 20.9% of the EU population was at risk of poverty or social exclusion, and the urban-rural gap in the at-risk-of-poverty or social exclusion rate was 1.1 percentage points. Specifically, 21.3% of those living in cities were in this situation, compared to 22.4% in rural areas [28]. Moreover, rural areas are much more at risk of poverty because of migration and limited access to services, infrastructure and education. Rural poverty, therefore, remains at very high levels in 2019 in some European countries, such as Bulgaria and Romania, where 48.5% and 44.3% of the rural population were at risk of poverty or social exclusion, twice the EU average. On the other hand, other countries such as Austria, the Netherlands and France have much higher poverty rates in cities than in rural areas [28,29,30,31].



Equally important to mention is the fact that the concepts of poverty, inequality and further social exclusion need to be analyzed and justified from several points of view. This is because there is a complex of factors that influence the state of affairs in a country and in areas within a country, particularly those linked to the economic dimension; these are often problematic and influence the way social problems are tackled [32,33,34].



Not to be neglected in this context is also the issue of the problems and challenges caused by poverty and migration, which are not limited to a single country or region in most cases. Consequently, reducing inequalities between countries is now seen as an essential condition for resolving complex problems, which often take the form of sharing prosperity and reducing barriers of all kinds.



At the EU level, although we identify a general reduction in economic disparities, there are still differences in the North-South and West-East divides, even though inequalities between EU countries have been decreasing over the last 15 years. As an example of this, we identify the coefficient of variation of gross domestic product (GDP) per capita—expressed in purchasing power standards (PPS)—which signals that economic disparities between the Member States have narrowed since 2003, reaching 41.3% in 2019, plus an improvement in countries that joined the EU in 2004 and beyond [35].



The coefficient of variation of gross disposable household income between the Member States has decreased over time, reaching 24.9% in 2019. Northern and Western European countries with above-average GDP per capita levels had the highest gross disposable income per capita, with Eastern and Southern EU countries at the other end of the scale, with gross household income and GDP per capita levels below the EU average [36,37,38].



It is also important to note that in almost all European countries, immigrants face a higher risk of poverty than residents, which calls for a change in the approach of European policies to their impact on the well-being of immigrants. In practice, issues such as immigration policy, labor market regulation and eligibility rules for social assistance need to be considered [39,40].



Migration and social inclusion are also important topics, frequently debated in recent research, as it directly influences inequalities between people, and in this context, we highlight as an example how conflicts in unstable countries (Syria, Afghanistan, Venezuela, Colombia, etc.) have contributed to an unprecedented increase in migration in EU countries in recent years. Therefore, the integration of migrants at the level of EU Member States and beyond has been a real challenge, we would even say decisively in terms of welfare, prosperity and not least the future cohesion of society [41,42].



In terms of the current state of the number of asylum seekers in the EU, of those seeking international protection, we identify a considerable reduction after 2015, the causes being numerous, mainly related to the COVID-19 pandemic which imposed a series of restrictive movement measures, but also those related to stricter border controls.



On the other hand, the current crisis caused by the war in Ukraine should not be overlooked, which has recently led to an increase in the number of migrants, especially from neighboring countries (Poland, Romania, etc.). All these aspects could radically alter the current and future state of inequality reduction in the EU Member States, bearing in mind a potential future economic crisis generated by the oil crisis. The high number of migrants will directly affect SDG 10 specific indicators such as SDG_10_60, SDG_08_20A and SDG_08_30A. At the same time, the overlap of the crisis generated by the increase in oil and food prices and the high level of inflation will decrease the financial means of the population and, implicitly, lead to an increase in the risk of poverty and social exclusion, with direct negative effects on SDG_10_10, SDG_10_20, SDG_10_30, SDG_10_40, SDG_01_10A and SDG_01_20A indicators.



Therefore, the social inclusion of non-EU citizens is still a major challenge for all countries in the world, even if we identify procedures for monitoring and integrating people in terms of poverty, education and employment in the labor market. In addition, reducing inequality also has as its point of reference the gap between people at risk of poverty according to income, and the gap is still wide. In 2019, for example, 38.6% of non-EU citizens were at risk of poverty compared to only 15.1% of residents of the country of origin [28].



Equally significant as an example is the fact that the employment rate for non-EU 20–64-year-olds fell by 2.6% between 2019 and 2020, compared to the rates in EU countries of origin which saw a reduction of only 0.5%, further supporting the gap between the two groups. The same changes in the negative direction for migrants can also be identified in terms of leaving the education system, especially in the 18–24 age group. These changes directly affect both the income levels of these groups and their employment in the labor market in the medium and long term, as well as sustainable human development in all countries [43,44].



Reducing inequalities between people is part of the process of sustainable human development, as it is well known that people from less developed regions and countries are always economically and socially vulnerable. Moreover, this category of people is also more resistant to change, which affects the sustainable balance of society [45,46].



In the same sense, with the aim of reducing inequalities between people, at the EU level, we also note that there is a high level of convergence between countries, which is efficient, but this is only evident when wealth levels are similar and when countries invest in the long term in the efficiency of their human capital. Consequently, this strategy contributes directly to improving economic and social performance and even to attracting foreign skilled workers. Overall, this implies higher productivity, higher levels of sustainability, and consequently a balanced society in terms of quality of life for all citizens [45,47,48,49].



Another important approach to the problem of reducing inequality at the EU Member State level also considers measuring the quality of employment of minority students. Therefore, issues such as the employment rate, working conditions, pay and well-being of minority students can reflect the quality of life of this part of a country’s population. Identifying these outcomes contributes directly to creating better working conditions, meeting students’ basic needs in terms of pay and welfare, but also to incentivizing students to perform better, etc. [50,51,52,53].



Alongside all the issues identified above regarding inequalities and how they are reflected in the reality of EU Member States, we also highlight the issue of climate change, which is, unfortunately, exacerbating the imbalances between states and between people to an increasing extent. This is because rising temperatures because of greenhouse gases are generating strong negative effects, particularly in low-income countries.



This is justified by the fact that the costs of mitigating climate change may slow down the economic recovery of less developed countries and thus reduce inequalities between countries. This is also why we believe it is essential that climate change mitigation policies are properly and comprehensively formulated so that they contribute to limiting the growth of future inequalities between countries [54,55].



Taking into account all the above, we propose to assess the degree to which the SDG 10 specific indicator targets will be reached by 2030, starting from the current state of achievement of the targets, as well as the dynamics of the indicators. Based on the fact that the trend on which the indicator values started in 2010 is likely to be followed in the future, using the forecasting tools available in the future, we will assess both the ability of each EU country to reach the targets and the performance that each country could achieve. Thus, we propose the following research questions for which we will seek to provide answers through this research, thus filling part of the existing knowledge gap:



Research question 1 (RQ1)—To what extent EU countries will reach the proposed SDG 10 targets by 2030?



Research question 2 (RQ2)—Based on trend analysis and projected dynamics, is it possible to identify high performing countries or low performing countries in terms of achieving SDG 10 targets?



Inequalities between countries are high and wage inequalities between developed and developing countries are increasing. Problems such as wages in the most developed European countries compared to those in other regions of Europe or the world, income concentration and increasing economic inequalities, are not only unfair but often become unbearable for the most disadvantaged. Therefore, at least from an economic point of view and from the point of view of sustainable development policies in the 2030s, we can estimate that a significant reduction in social and economic differences between people can be achieved by supporting the migration of skilled labor in particular, together with local government action to encourage the integration and protection of disadvantaged social groups.




3. Research Methodology


In order to obtain a comprehensive and complete picture of the extent to which EU countries will be able to achieve the proposed 2030 targets for reducing inequalities within and among them described by SDG 10, we started our research with data available from Eurostat, collected from 2010 to the latest year available [56].



The guiding principle of our research was to try to assess the potential to achieve the proposed targets based on the analysis of the trend evolution from 2010–2021 and the forecast of future developments until 2030. Given that the Paris Agreement was adopted in 2015, we wanted to capture the evolution of the analyzed indicators for 5 years before this reference date, as well as the next 6 years, in order to observe the possible increases or decreases in the pace of evolution.



The research took the year 2015 as a reference for the whole analysis. With the available data for the period 2010–2021, we have forecast the future evolution of the values of the selected indicators using a model based on the AAA (Holt–Winters) version of the exponential smoothing (ETS). From the existing econometric instruments, two possible models are highlighted to be used in forecasting the time series evolution: the ARIMA model (Auto Regressive Integrated Moving Average) and the ETS model (Error Trend and Seasonality, or exponential smoothing). From the preliminary analysis of the primary data series, it can be seen that there is an important trend component, so we decided to use the ETS model for forecasting future evolution with the most relevant results.



The forecasting algorithm based on the ETS function is used with precedence for data with a significant trend or seasonality component. ETS computes as a forecast a weighted average of all observations in the input time series dataset, with exponentially decreasing weights over time, instead of constant weights (as in simple moving average models). The weights assigned to the model are constructed based on a constant parameter, known as the smoothing parameter. The exponential scale used is constructed based on the following formula [57,58,59]:


  f =  {  1 ,  (  1 − φ  )  ,      (  1 − φ  )   2  ,    (  1 − φ  )   3  , … , ∞  }   



(1)







The forecasted values are considered a continuation of the timeline of historical data in the specified target time interval. The basic equations used in the ETS model are based on Holt–Winters’ multiplicative method [60], according to the following formulas:


  for   level :    L n  = α    y n     S  n − s     +  (  1 − α  )   (   L  n − 1   +  B  n − 1    )   



(2)






  for   trend :    B n  = β  (   L n  −  L  n − 1    )  +  (  1 − β  )   B  n − 1    



(3)






  for   seasonality :    S n  = γ    y n     L n    +  (  1 − γ  )   S  n − s    



(4)






  for   forecast :    F  n + t   =  (   L n  +  B n  t  )  +  S  n − s + t    



(5)




where:




	
Ln = the level of the series;



	
Bn = the trend;



	
Sn = the seasonal component;



	
s = length of seasonality (e.g., number of months or quarters in a year);



	
Fn+t = the forecast for t periods ahead.








In addition, in order to gain additional information and knowledge from the analysis, we used dynamic indexes to assess the ability of Member States to reduce existing inequalities within and between EU countries in order to reach the targets of the 2030 Agenda, calculated at three key points in time, namely 2020, 2025 and 2030.



Dynamic indices are based on the analysis of homogeneous time series and calculate the ratio between the size of an economic phenomenon analyzed in two different time periods. To estimate dynamic indices [61,62,63], the ratio of the indicator under analysis at a point in time to the value of the indicator in the base period Formula (6) is used:


   D   n / 0    =    D n     D 0     × 100 %   



(6)




where:




	
Dn = the indicator value in a given moment of time;



	
D0 = the indicator value in a base period.








Through the dynamic indices analysis and the forecasting tools provided by the Excel 2016 software, individual dynamics indexes were calculated for each of the SDG 10 specific indicators, as well as the possibility of a convergence point between the trend of each indicator extrapolated for each EU country and the EU average values for the same indicator in the in years 2025 and 2030 (as noted in Table 1, Table 2, Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, Table 8, Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11, in the last column, “Int. 2025” and “Int. 2030”).




4. Results and Discussion


To assess the commitment and likelihood of EU countries to reduce existing inequalities within and among them by 2030, we used the methodological framework described above to analyze the potential degree of achievement for the SDG 10 specific indicators. The analyzed data were collected for the period 2010–2021 and the forecast horizon was between 2021 and 2030. In addition, for the analyzed timeframe, three important milestones were defined (for the years 2020, 2025 and 2030) in order to be able to observe in detail the dynamic evolution of the potential to reduce existing disparities.



In addition, through the analysis of the dynamics of evolution of the specific indicators considered as a baseline in 2015, the analysis revealed a detailed picture of the rate differential adjustment of the differences between the national level and the average value of indicators at the EU level.



A first important observation, which can be made from the outset, is that a clear concern for reducing disparities can be observed, with the data analyzed suggesting that most Member States are on a positive trend. However, there are inevitably a number of potential risks, or deviations from the proposed national targets, which have been highlighted by the research. All relevant research results were summarized, for each specific indicator, in subsequent Table 1, Table 2, Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, Table 8, Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11.



A first indicator specific to SDG 10 is purchasing power adjusted GDP per capita. As can be seen from the results presented in Table 1, forecasts show an upward trend by 2030 for all 27 Member States, suggesting a potential steady increase in well-being and welfare through improved economic and social conditions.



On the other hand, the same analysis also reveals that the growth rates of purchasing power adjusted GDP per capita are different between EU countries, with a group of high performers (Belgium, Denmark, Germany, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland and Sweden) clearly evident. Of this group, the highest growth by 2030 is expected to be in Ireland (+209% compared to 2015).



On the other hand, the same analysis also reveals that the growth rates of purchasing power adjusted GDP per capita are different among EU countries, with a group of high performers (Belgium, Denmark, Germany, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland and Sweden) clearly being highlighted. Of this group, the highest growth by 2030 is expected to be in Ireland (+209% compared to 2015).



At the same time, the research indicates the two European countries (Lithuania and Poland) that are expected to outpace the average growth rate of this indicator among EU countries by 2025.



Three other countries (Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania) can also be highlighted, which, despite some of the highest growth rates forecast for the indicator under analysis, will probably not exceed the EU average, given the relatively low baseline, as in 2015 they recorded some of the lowest values.



Among the countries included in the analysis, less encouraging results are recorded by Greece and Slovakia, for which relatively low growth rates of purchasing power adjusted GDP per capita are estimated and which clearly require corrective measures to be adopted as soon as possible.



Regarding the level of adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita (Table 2), the research results indicate, as in the case of the previous indicator, a general upward trend until 2030, with one exception: Greece. In the case of this country, a slight but steady decline in the values of the indicator is estimated, which may be a clear alarm signal for policymakers, who should adopt firm measures to correct this decline.



A more detailed analysis of the results shows that the same group of high-performing countries is still present, but that it is composed of a smaller number of countries than in the case of the previous indicator, namely Belgium, Denmark, Germany, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland and Sweden. It should be noted that no data were reported for Malta.



Among the European countries with a strong performance on this indicator, Lithuania should be highlighted, for which we forecast one of the strongest developments until 2030. At the same time, some of the highest growth rates are forecast for Bulgaria and Romania, but when compared to the low baseline values of 2015, we cannot consider these countries in the group of performing countries until 2030.



In the case of SDG 10.30—Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap—the results of the survey indicate a relative divergence between EU countries in the range analyzed. Thus, among the 27 EU countries, for 15 Member States, a downward trend of the indicator is forecast, i.e., a reduction of the existing gap, and for the remaining 12 Member States, an increase of the indicator values is estimated until 2030.



Moreover, for the group of countries for which a reduction in the relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap is expected, an unfavorable trend can be observed until 2025 (such as Denmark, Malta, Poland or Portugal), but for the year 2030, a correction of the evolution of the indicator in positive territory is forecast.



Among the EU countries for which a negative development is expected, i.e., an increase in the gap existing in the baseline period, we can mention countries with a very well-developed economic and social system, such as Germany (which is expected to develop positively by 2025), France, the Netherlands, Austria or Finland.



The widening relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap is a worrying fact, as higher income inequality implies more poverty and poverty might lead to social tensions and social exclusion (Table 3).



SDG indicator 10.41—Income distribution—is a measure of the inequality of income distribution, being calculated as the ratio of total income received by the top quintile of the population with the highest income to that received by the bottom quintile of the population with the lowest income. The analysis reflects a relatively positive situation and development for most of the countries analyzed.



However, a negative forecast of the evolution of the values of this indicator can also be observed for 11 Member States, for which the results of the research indicate an upward trend, i.e., an increase in the inequality of the population income distribution. Within the group of countries with an estimated deteriorating situation are included both economically and socially highly developed countries (Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Finland, Sweden) and less economically developed countries (Bulgaria, Latvia, Hungary, Romania).



Particularly serious is the forecast for countries with a lower degree of economic development among EU countries (such as Bulgaria or Romania), for which the forecast of an increase in the values of the income distribution indicator may have extremely damaging and long-term social effects. We draw attention to the fact that firm measures to correct the estimated trend are essential in order to be able to perceive positive effects in the near future. Even if it is obvious that the SDG 10 targets will be missed by these countries in relation to this indicator, the severity and complexity of the effects combined with other negative developments may lead, in the absence of firm and immediate measures, to increasing inequalities in the medium and long term compared to other EU countries (Table 4).



Regarding SDG 10.50—Income share of the bottom 40% of the population—we can notice a relatively similar group of EU countries, as well as a relatively similar evolution of the forecasts as in the case of the previous indicator (SDG 10.41). Analysis and estimation of the change in values of this indicator are relevant for measuring the overall change in living standards at the EU level of those with the lowest income.



The countries for which a negative trend is estimated until 2030 are those for which the disposable income is expected to decrease for the part of the population that is disadvantaged, which will inevitably lead to an amplification of existing inequalities, with negative effects on the living standards of all citizens, through the additional costs they will have to bear and the social tensions that will be increasing (Table 5).



Regarding asylum applications at the EU level, the research reveals the existence of two opposing trends and a redistribution of these applications for the period 2021–2030. We can observe a decreasing forecast of asylum applications both in economically and socially developed countries (Belgium, Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland, Sweden) and in less developed countries (Bulgaria, the Baltic States, Slovakia). On the other hand, for the same horizon 2021–2030, we note an increasing forecast of asylum applications both in developed countries (Germany, France, Italy) and in countries with more modest performances (Greece, Romania, Slovenia).



A potential explanation could be that some economically more developed countries have tightened their asylum conditions and policies, while other less developed countries have been on an economic uptrend, thus becoming more attractive to asylum seekers.



It is clear that the geopolitical situation in 2022, with the war in Ukraine and the worsening economic and social conditions in all countries in the region, will induce massive changes in the evolution of asylum applications, and it is therefore particularly difficult to forecast the evolution of this indicator at the level of EU countries with any reasonable accuracy (Table 6).



The forecast of potential target values for SDG 1.10A—People at risk of poverty or social exclusion—generally suggests that there will be a positive development in the EU countries by 2030, with a reduction in the risk of poverty or social exclusion expected for most Member States.



However, there are some notable exceptions (Germany, Estonia, Spain, France, Italy, Finland) for which the research results indicate a worsening of the evolution of this indicator. Considering that most of these countries are highly developed countries, which are part of the hard core of the European Union, it follows that measures to correct the negative evolution need to be adopted as soon as possible. The increase in the proportion of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion can only lead to a worsening of the social situation in these countries and beyond, and implicitly to an increase in the associated economic costs (Table 7).



Regarding the evolution of the SDG 1.20A indicator, a mixed evolution of the projected trends until 2030 can be observed for the EU countries, which are grouped in two relatively equal groups. Thus, for about half of the EU countries an improvement in the situation is forecast, and for the other half a worsening of the existing situation.



It is important to correlate the results obtained for this indicator with the other results of the research, which will highlight some countries (such as Spain, Italy and Romania) for which it is imperative to adopt corrective measures, given the current not very positive situation, which is likely to worsen even more in the future. Germany should also be mentioned, where the results of the research again place it among the countries for which the indicator is expected to worsen (Table 8).



In terms of the evolution of the percentage of early leavers from education and training (Table 9), the research indicates a rather positive situation in the European countries analyzed, with an estimated downward trend for most countries.



However, there are a few exceptions to the positive picture, namely Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, Hungary and Slovakia, where the rate of increase of this indicator is forecast until 2030. Among the countries mentioned as having an unfavorable evolution, probably the most serious situations are Bulgaria and Hungary which are, especially due to the situation recorded in the baseline period, characterized by a high percentage of early leavers from education and training (13.5% and 11.6%, respectively), tends to worsen even more until 2030.



At the opposite pole, i.e., some countries that have managed to make significant progress, we can mention Estonia, Italy, Malta or Romania, which, although they started from among the highest values of the indicator in 2015, are expected to be able to register a downward trend, correcting the existing gaps, i.e., reducing existing inequalities compared to most other EU countries.



One of the most important targets at the EU level in recent times has been to reduce the percentage of young people neither in employment nor in education and training (NEET). The results of the research reflect the effects of these sustained efforts across all EU countries in terms of both current performance and forecast values up to 2030. From the results summarized in Table 10, it can be seen that almost all Member States show significant decreases in this indicator, as well as a downward trend for the whole forecast period.



However, of the 27 EU Member States analyzed, only two countries (Denmark and Luxembourg) stand out for which the results of the analysis indicate a worsening situation in the medium and long term. If for Luxembourg a constant upward trend is estimated for the NEET percentage, in the case of Denmark it can be observed that until 2025 the forecasts indicate an upward trend but below the EU average, but until 2030 the negative trend increases, so that the forecast results become negative (Table 10).



As for the evolution of SDG 8.30A—Employment rate—which is another important indicator tracked at the EU country level, a unanimously positive evolution can be observed, i.e., an improvement of the outlook for the whole period under analysis. Thus, it proves that the aggregate efforts made at the EU level to increase the employment rate are bearing fruit as expected.



However, the results of the research reveal details of the differences in the growth rates between the countries analyzed. Thus, there are countries for which better results are forecast than in others for the 2030 horizon, as is the case in Lithuania, Hungary, Malta or Poland. At the other end of the spectrum, countries with lower growth rates can also be identified, which implies that existing differences may widen over a longer time span, as could be the case in Belgium or Italy (Table 11).



To summarize the results of the research undertaken in terms of reducing inequalities within and among EU countries, we can assess that, in general, the trend is positive. The political, economic and social efforts sustained both at the EU level and at the level of individual countries, are proving to generate positive effects both in the short term and in the medium and long term.



EU Member States have managed to improve a number of important elements of quality of life both at the level of the most lagging countries and at the level of affected social groups, as well as to reduce the gap between rich and poor by implementing key impact measures. At the same time, countries that have made significant progress can be examples of good practice for other European countries and beyond, even if further research and analysis are still needed to understand why socio-economic inequalities persist in some countries while they are increasingly reduced in others.



To answer the research questions proposed above, based on the results of the research, we can state that the answer to Research question 1 (RQ1)—To what extent EU countries will reach the proposed SDG 10 targets by 2030?—Is really difficult to provide in a transient way. As the results show, there are countries that will reach some of the targets set in the SDG 10 but are likely to miss other targets. The results of the research suggest that it is not possible to identify one or more countries that will meet all SDG 10 targets by 2030. Significant progress has been made over the period 2010–2021 in improving specific indicators, mainly due to the awareness of existing gaps and the support of all stakeholders for improved performance.



However, analyzing the results obtained, it proves difficult to maintain a high rate of progress in achieving the SDG 10 targets, especially in the current context which is marked by economic and social factors with a strong negative impact on the indicators analyzed. We can expect a potential negative correction of the trend and dynamics in the progress of SDG 10 indicators for a significant number of EU countries. Furthermore, using a different econometric tool, Szymańska [42] reached similar conclusions, stating that over the medium term, EU countries were able to make progress in reducing inequalities among them, but the income inequalities within countries still exist or have even deepened.



As regards Research question 2 (RQ2)—Based on trend analysis and projected dynamics, is it possible to identify high performing countries or low performing countries in terms of achieving SDG 10 targets?—The research results were able to highlight countries that show high potential for performance in terms of reducing inequalities within and among EU countries. Thus, putting together the results obtained for each of the indicators analyzed, we can identify Poland as one of the EU countries that is high performing in relation to the SDG 10 targets. This result is probably not accidental, as Poland has made remarkable economic and social progress over the last 15 years.



On the other hand, the second research question (RQ2) can also be answered in terms of countries for which performance is not expected to be so high by 2030. The research results suggest that Bulgaria and Greece are two of the EU countries for which there is a fairly high probability of missing most of the SDG 10 targets if targeted measures are not taken to correct the negative deviations highlighted by the present research.



Finally, a third answer in relation to RQ2 can be provided by the results of the research, namely the identification of a group of European countries (France, Italy, Germany, the Netherlands) for which there is a reasonable chance of negative deviations from the path towards achieving the SDG 10 targets. To a large extent, these negative deviations turn out to be influenced by the attractiveness of these countries for migrants, through existing economic and social standards. With the increased flow of migrants generated by the ongoing war in Eastern Europe, coupled with the impact of the negative economic factors that are currently manifesting themselves, there is a possibility that a number of indicators will be negatively influenced, leading to a decrease in the rate of progress towards the SDG 10 targets. Similar conclusions, supporting our findings, have also been published by Gavriluță et al. [64], Bieszk–Stolorz and Dmytrów [65], or Kolluru and Semenenko [66].



As our research reveals, in most European countries the inequality within and among them has been somewhat reduced in the last decade, although the last two years of the Pandemic have in some cases accentuated a certain stalling of growth at all levels, especially among the poor, thus increasing inequality for this period.



Therefore, a particular focus in the future should be directed towards the creation and implementation of composite indices that allow not only for progress made by individual countries but also for the benchmarking of EU countries according to the level of performance achieved in implementing SDG 10 and beyond. We justify this view by the fact that it is obvious that Northern European countries hold important positions in terms of SDG implementation, but often these results can be misleading because they may include statistical data at a certain point in time and progress can often be inconclusive in relation to reality.



Moreover, SDG 10 and beyond, is one of the goals subject to more frequent risks, as inequalities between people are amplified by the crises experienced by each country or region at a given time, as observed during the COVID-19 pandemic or currently in European countries in the context of the war in Ukraine. In this context of often radical change and transition to a sustainable economy, developing strategies with macro-level impact would enable companies and consequently people to overcome the obstacles they face.



Equally important is further research and analysis of the political, social, economic and environmental factors that continue to sustain inequalities in some countries. We hope that all the research results/findings will contribute to the foundation of political measures and strategies to reduce inequalities in such a way that the 2030 Agenda becomes a reality for all countries, regardless of the obstacles that have arisen in the last period, such as the pandemic COVID-19, the war in Ukraine that continues to affect the whole planet, the whole society.




5. Conclusions


The importance of reducing inequalities within and among EU countries and achieving the SDG 10 targets is considered of paramount importance by EU officials and by most central authorities in the Member States. However, most of the targets of the 17 SDGs have been set and assumed as qualitative targets, which makes it more difficult to assess the degree of achievement.



For this reason, our multidimensional research contributes to filling a knowledge gap regarding the assessment of the potential for achieving the SDG 10 targets. The results obtained reveal a series of important and relevant information regarding the forecast of the trend of European countries in terms of achieving the specific targets, as well as the rate of change of the variables analyzed.



Thus, when analyzing the results obtained, it is difficult to clearly distinguish one or more countries as part of a group of high or low performers in terms of the efforts made and the effects achieved in terms of reducing inequalities. Some countries perform better on some of the indicators, while others perform better on others. Similarly, countries are also divided in terms of lower performance.



Research results suggest that it is difficult to distinguish the countries included in the analysis according to their overall performance in achieving the SDG 10 targets. However, if we empirically summarize all the results obtained, we could mention Poland as a good and very good performer on most of the indicators analyzed. Similarly, we should draw attention to a group of countries for which the forecasts indicate more negative than positive results, we could mention Bulgaria or Greece.



Additionally, based on the results obtained, we can indicate the potential for negative deviations from the objective of reducing inequalities within and among economically and socially developed EU countries such as Germany, France, Italy, and the Netherlands. Careful monitoring may be needed to monitor the situation in the coming period, as we can expect a worsening of the economic and social context in the short and medium term, which could lead to increased inequalities in the long term.



The results of the research should also be seen in light of the limitations inherent in such an analysis. Data availability, limitations of econometric models, the economic and social effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine are some of the factors that may influence the future evolution of the indicators analyzed.



Nonetheless, we hope that through the present research we have succeeded in providing a more comprehensive perspective on the potential for reducing inequalities within and among EU countries and hope to open up new research directions and opportunities. Achieving the targets proposed by the 2030 Agenda is crucial to ensure a better and safer sustainable future for all citizens, especially in today’s extremely challenging context, with abrupt changes and a major impact on many aspects of social and economic life.
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Table 1. SDG 10.10—Purchasing power adjusted GDP per capita (PPS).
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	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	33,200
	35,500
	43,381
	48,260
	1.07
	1.31
	1.45
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	13,200
	16,400
	22,434
	27,526
	1.24
	1.70
	2.09
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	24,400
	27,800
	32,922
	37,201
	1.14
	1.35
	1.52
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Denmark
	35,300
	40,300
	48,211
	54,810
	1.14
	1.37
	1.55
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	34,200
	36,600
	41,644
	45,287
	1.07
	1.22
	1.32
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	21,200
	25,200
	31,752
	36,731
	1.19
	1.50
	1.73
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Ireland
	49,700
	62,400
	84,316
	103,782
	1.26
	1.70
	2.09
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	19,200
	18,600
	21,382
	22,039
	0.97
	1.11
	1.15
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Spain
	25,100
	25,200
	28,797
	30,792
	1.00
	1.15
	1.23
	UP
	NO
	NO



	France
	29,400
	31,200
	35,310
	38,313
	1.06
	1.20
	1.30
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	16,500
	19,200
	28,963
	36,496
	1.16
	1.76
	2.21
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	26,500
	28,000
	32,489
	34,747
	1.06
	1.23
	1.31
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	22,900
	26,400
	30,570
	33,141
	1.15
	1.33
	1.45
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Latvia
	17,900
	21,000
	26,265
	30,430
	1.17
	1.47
	1.70
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	20,700
	26,000
	33,285
	39,164
	1.26
	1.61
	1.89
	UP
	NO
	YES



	Luxembourg
	74,600
	78,700
	91,831
	102,713
	1.05
	1.23
	1.38
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	19,200
	22,100
	26,389
	30,146
	1.15
	1.37
	1.57
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	26,900
	28,900
	36,234
	41,566
	1.07
	1.35
	1.55
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	36,200
	39,600
	48,965
	57,796
	1.09
	1.35
	1.60
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	35,900
	37,200
	41,434
	44,453
	1.04
	1.15
	1.24
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	19,100
	22,600
	32,713
	42,573
	1.18
	1.71
	2.23
	UP
	NO
	YES



	Portugal
	21,300
	22,800
	25,344
	27,419
	1.07
	1.19
	1.29
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Romania
	15,500
	21,400
	28,294
	33,745
	1.38
	1.83
	2.18
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	22,700
	26,500
	33,084
	37,564
	1.17
	1.46
	1.65
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovakia
	21,500
	20,900
	22,770
	23,931
	0.97
	1.06
	1.11
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Finland
	30,500
	33,800
	40,619
	45,663
	1.11
	1.33
	1.50
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	35,300
	36,800
	40,433
	43,820
	1.04
	1.15
	1.24
	UP
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 2. SDG 10.20—Adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita (PPS).






Table 2. SDG 10.20—Adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita (PPS).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	25,397
	26,401
	28,702
	30,635
	1.04
	1.13
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	10,272
	12,215
	14,206
	16,275
	1.19
	1.38
	1.58
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	17,385
	19,847
	23,032
	25,756
	1.14
	1.32
	1.48
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Denmark
	23,769
	24,956
	28,037
	30,102
	1.05
	1.18
	1.27
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	27,653
	29,539
	32,950
	35,651
	1.07
	1.19
	1.29
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	15,227
	17,260
	20,682
	23,805
	1.13
	1.36
	1.56
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Ireland
	19,975
	21,965
	24,423
	26,220
	1.10
	1.22
	1.31
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Greece
	15,265
	14,963
	14,754
	14,503
	0.98
	0.97
	0.95
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Spain
	19,198
	19,183
	20,875
	22,216
	1.00
	1.09
	1.16
	UP
	NO
	NO



	France
	24,846
	25,991
	27,791
	29,518
	1.05
	1.12
	1.19
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	12,997
	14,820
	14,358
	16,561
	1.14
	1.10
	1.27
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	21,591
	22,142
	22,999
	23,725
	1.03
	1.07
	1.10
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	17,646
	20,139
	19,534
	20,873
	1.14
	1.11
	1.18
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Latvia
	13,486
	15,666
	19,138
	22,036
	1.16
	1.42
	1.63
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	16,507
	20,538
	24,362
	28,368
	1.24
	1.48
	1.72
	UP
	NO
	YES



	Luxembourg
	33,873
	34,710
	37,413
	39,684
	1.02
	1.10
	1.17
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	14,004
	15,736
	17,969
	19,863
	1.12
	1.28
	1.42
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A



	Netherlands
	25,083
	26,838
	28,535
	30,425
	1.07
	1.14
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	26,812
	26,959
	28,595
	29,846
	1.01
	1.07
	1.11
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	15,253
	17,430
	19,573
	22,043
	1.14
	1.28
	1.45
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Portugal
	17,630
	18,567
	20,210
	21,556
	1.05
	1.15
	1.22
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Romania
	11,749
	16,554
	17,702
	21,951
	1.41
	1.51
	1.87
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	17,023
	19,725
	21,357
	23,461
	1.16
	1.25
	1.38
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovakia
	15,905
	15,152
	16,274
	16,700
	0.95
	1.02
	1.05
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Finland
	24,035
	24,897
	27,075
	28,711
	1.04
	1.13
	1.19
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	24,721
	24,614
	26,087
	27,500
	1.00
	1.06
	1.11
	UP
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.













[image: Table] 





Table 3. SDG 10.30—Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap (cut-off point: 60% of national median equivalized disposable income).






Table 3. SDG 10.30—Relative median at-risk-of-poverty gap (cut-off point: 60% of national median equivalized disposable income).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	17.4
	16.2
	16.1
	14.9
	0.93
	0.93
	0.86
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	30.3
	28.3
	27.9
	26.4
	0.93
	0.92
	0.87
	DOWN
	NO
	YES



	Czech Republic
	19.2
	14.8
	12.6
	10.0
	0.77
	0.66
	0.52
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	22.0
	19.3
	19.8
	18.9
	0.88
	0.90
	0.86
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	22.0
	31.5
	28.7
	34.5
	1.43
	1.30
	1.57
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Estonia
	21.0
	21.8
	18.9
	18.0
	1.04
	0.90
	0.86
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	18.4
	14.6
	13.4
	11.7
	0.79
	0.73
	0.63
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	30.6
	26.9
	20.3
	14.6
	0.88
	0.66
	0.48
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	33.8
	29.4
	30.1
	30.2
	0.87
	0.89
	0.89
	UP
	NO
	NO



	France
	15.7
	21.5
	21.9
	23.9
	1.37
	1.40
	1.52
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	26.4
	28.0
	25.6
	26.0
	1.06
	0.97
	0.99
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Italy
	29.3
	31.8
	34.0
	37.0
	1.08
	1.16
	1.26
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	19.8
	16.9
	15.5
	15.6
	0.85
	0.78
	0.79
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	25.5
	28.6
	25.8
	25.4
	1.12
	1.01
	1.00
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Lithuania
	26.0
	23.2
	22.0
	19.5
	0.89
	0.85
	0.75
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Luxembourg
	17.4
	17.7
	21.7
	24.6
	1.02
	1.25
	1.42
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	21.8
	27.9
	29.8
	34.7
	1.28
	1.37
	1.59
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	17.5
	16.0
	16.1
	14.6
	0.91
	0.92
	0.84
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	16.8
	17.6
	18.8
	20.0
	1.05
	1.12
	1.19
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	20.5
	22.7
	24.2
	25.4
	1.11
	1.18
	1.24
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	22.3
	21.0
	22.6
	22.4
	0.94
	1.01
	1.01
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	29.0
	24.4
	25.0
	24.7
	0.84
	0.86
	0.85
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	38.2
	31.9
	25.0
	18.2
	0.84
	0.66
	0.48
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovenia
	20.3
	16.9
	16.5
	14.7
	0.83
	0.81
	0.73
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	28.9
	23.7
	26.9
	27.4
	0.82
	0.93
	0.95
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Finland
	13.2
	13.7
	14.0
	14.2
	1.04
	1.06
	1.08
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	19.9
	19.9
	19.5
	19.3
	1.00
	0.98
	0.97
	DOWN
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 4. SDG 10.41—Income distribution (ratio).
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	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	3.83
	3.65
	3.6
	3.4
	0.95
	0.93
	0.89
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	7.11
	8.01
	9.5
	10.5
	1.13
	1.34
	1.48
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	3.51
	3.34
	3.2
	3.2
	0.95
	0.93
	0.90
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	4.08
	4.00
	4.0
	3.9
	0.98
	0.97
	0.96
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	4.80
	6.47
	6.1
	7.2
	1.35
	1.28
	1.51
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Estonia
	6.21
	5.03
	4.6
	4.2
	0.81
	0.74
	0.68
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	4.50
	4.13
	3.8
	3.4
	0.92
	0.83
	0.75
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	6.51
	5.15
	4.7
	4.1
	0.79
	0.72
	0.63
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	6.87
	5.77
	5.0
	4.2
	0.84
	0.73
	0.62
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	France
	4.29
	4.48
	4.2
	4.1
	1.04
	0.97
	0.96
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	5.16
	4.61
	4.3
	3.8
	0.89
	0.83
	0.73
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Italy
	5.84
	6.21
	6.5
	6.8
	1.06
	1.11
	1.16
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	5.20
	4.31
	3.7
	3.4
	0.83
	0.71
	0.64
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	6.51
	6.27
	6.3
	6.4
	0.96
	0.97
	0.99
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	7.46
	6.14
	6.4
	6.4
	0.82
	0.86
	0.85
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Luxembourg
	4.26
	4.99
	5.8
	6.3
	1.17
	1.35
	1.49
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Hungary
	4.30
	4.16
	4.4
	4.6
	0.97
	1.03
	1.07
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Malta
	4.15
	4.69
	4.8
	5.0
	1.13
	1.16
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	3.82
	4.15
	4.4
	4.7
	1.09
	1.14
	1.22
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	4.05
	4.11
	4.1
	4.1
	1.01
	1.01
	1.00
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	4.92
	4.07
	2.8
	1.4
	0.83
	0.56
	0.28
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	6.01
	4.99
	4.3
	3.6
	0.83
	0.72
	0.60
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	8.32
	6.62
	7.0
	7.1
	0.80
	0.84
	0.85
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	3.60
	3.32
	3.1
	3.0
	0.92
	0.87
	0.83
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	3.54
	3.03
	2.7
	2.2
	0.86
	0.76
	0.64
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Finland
	3.56
	3.72
	3.7
	3.7
	1.04
	1.03
	1.03
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	4.06
	4.12
	4.5
	4.6
	1.01
	1.11
	1.14
	UP
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 5. SDG 10.50—Income share of the bottom 40% of the population (%).






Table 5. SDG 10.50—Income share of the bottom 40% of the population (%).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	23.2
	23.8
	23.9
	24.3
	1.03
	1.03
	1.05
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	17.8
	16.6
	14.7
	13.3
	0.93
	0.83
	0.75
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	24.8
	24.9
	25.1
	25.1
	1.00
	1.01
	1.01
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	23.2
	23.4
	23.4
	23.4
	1.01
	1.01
	1.01
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	21.4
	19.2
	19.8
	18.3
	0.90
	0.92
	0.85
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Estonia
	18.5
	20.4
	21.5
	22.6
	1.10
	1.16
	1.22
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	21.6
	22.5
	23.8
	24.7
	1.04
	1.10
	1.14
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	18.7
	20.7
	21.5
	22.5
	1.11
	1.15
	1.20
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	18.2
	19.5
	20.4
	21.3
	1.07
	1.12
	1.17
	UP
	NO
	YES



	France
	22.6
	22.4
	23.2
	23.5
	0.99
	1.03
	1.04
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	20.3
	21.8
	22.2
	23.1
	1.07
	1.09
	1.14
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Italy
	19.7
	19.7
	19.1
	18.8
	1.00
	0.97
	0.96
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	20.1
	22.2
	24.5
	26.8
	1.10
	1.22
	1.33
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	18.1
	18.8
	18.5
	18.8
	1.04
	1.02
	1.04
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	17.3
	18.7
	18.1
	17.9
	1.08
	1.05
	1.04
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Luxembourg
	22.4
	20.6
	19.4
	18.3
	0.92
	0.87
	0.82
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Hungary
	22.4
	22.6
	22.9
	22.7
	1.01
	1.02
	1.01
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Malta
	22.3
	21.6
	21.4
	20.9
	0.97
	0.96
	0.94
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	23.7
	22.9
	22.2
	21.5
	0.97
	0.94
	0.91
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	23.1
	23.2
	23.4
	23.6
	1.00
	1.01
	1.02
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	21.1
	22.9
	23.7
	24.8
	1.09
	1.12
	1.18
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	19.4
	21.0
	22.3
	23.6
	1.08
	1.15
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	16.8
	18.3
	17.9
	17.8
	1.09
	1.06
	1.06
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	24.4
	25.0
	25.0
	25.1
	1.02
	1.02
	1.03
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	24.8
	26.1
	26.9
	28.2
	1.05
	1.09
	1.14
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Finland
	24.2
	23.7
	23.9
	23.7
	0.98
	0.99
	0.98
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	22.9
	22.8
	22.0
	21.7
	1.00
	0.96
	0.95
	DOWN
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 6. SDG 10.60—Asylum applications (first time applicants).
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	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	3458
	1118
	547
	312
	0.32
	0.16
	0.09
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Bulgaria
	2809
	499
	430
	180
	0.18
	0.15
	0.06
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	117
	74
	119
	141
	0.63
	1.01
	1.21
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Denmark
	3664
	244
	0
	0
	0.07
	0
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Germany
	5409
	1233
	3417
	3716
	0.23
	0.63
	0.69
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	171
	34
	0
	0
	0.20
	0
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Ireland
	695
	308
	814
	879
	0.44
	1.17
	1.27
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Greece
	1051
	3538
	9699
	12,379
	3.37
	9.23
	11.78
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	314
	1824
	2835
	3947
	5.81
	9.03
	12.57
	UP
	YES
	YES



	France
	1060
	1213
	2257
	2615
	1.14
	2.13
	2.47
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	33
	381
	489
	614
	11.55
	14.82
	18.61
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	1363
	359
	1358
	1494
	0.26
	1.00
	1.10
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	2483
	7920
	12,554
	16,616
	3.19
	5.06
	6.69
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	167
	76
	122
	115
	0.46
	0.73
	0.69
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	95
	93
	142
	129
	0.98
	1.49
	1.36
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Luxembourg
	4143
	2054
	3236
	2708
	0.50
	0.78
	0.65
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	17,722
	9
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	3809
	4677
	6677
	7760
	1.23
	1.75
	2.04
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	2540
	783
	1450
	1356
	0.31
	0.57
	0.53
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Austria
	9893
	1503
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Poland
	270
	40
	0
	0
	0.15
	0.00
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Portugal
	84
	87
	197
	238
	1.04
	2.35
	2.84
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Romania
	62
	313
	299
	439
	5.05
	4.82
	7.09
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	126
	1648
	2050
	3011
	13.08
	16.27
	23.90
	UP
	NO
	YES



	Slovakia
	50
	49
	7
	0
	0.98
	0.15
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Finland
	5867
	261
	0
	0
	0.04
	0
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Sweden
	15,931
	1313
	878
	0
	0.08
	0.06
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 7. SDG 1.10A—People at risk of poverty or social exclusion (%).






Table 7. SDG 1.10A—People at risk of poverty or social exclusion (%).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	29.7
	27.0
	28.2
	28.2
	0.91
	0.95
	0.95
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	31.7
	23.0
	14.2
	3.7
	0.73
	0.45
	0.12
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	13.8
	10.6
	10.0
	8.4
	0.77
	0.72
	0.61
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Denmark
	24.3
	20.3
	20.9
	20.2
	0.84
	0.86
	0.83
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Germany
	24.3
	28.1
	28.8
	31.4
	1.16
	1.19
	1.29
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	21.9
	21.9
	23.6
	24.5
	1.00
	1.08
	1.12
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	24.5
	19.5
	14.2
	9.1
	0.80
	0.58
	0.37
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Greece
	33.7
	26.6
	15.2
	3.9
	0.79
	0.45
	0.12
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Spain
	25.5
	25.1
	25.1
	25.8
	0.98
	0.98
	1.01
	UP
	YES
	YES



	France
	18.5
	22.1
	22.2
	23.0
	1.19
	1.20
	1.24
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	20.3
	19.8
	14.0
	11.3
	0.98
	0.69
	0.56
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	28.7
	27.3
	29.4
	29.9
	0.95
	1.02
	1.04
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Cyprus
	24.9
	18.4
	20.4
	16.1
	0.74
	0.82
	0.65
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Latvia
	25.6
	22.7
	13.2
	6.4
	0.89
	0.51
	0.25
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	22.3
	18.5
	16.9
	15.2
	0.83
	0.76
	0.68
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Luxembourg
	16.8
	17.2
	17.0
	15.8
	1.02
	1.01
	0.94
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Hungary
	21.6
	13.7
	7.1
	0.3
	0.63
	0.33
	0.02
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	23.5
	19.3
	17.6
	15.6
	0.82
	0.75
	0.66
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Netherlands
	20.9
	19.2
	17.6
	15.9
	0.92
	0.84
	0.76
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Austria
	24.9
	25.8
	25.2
	24.8
	1.04
	1.01
	1.00
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	16.7
	11.3
	6.2
	0.9
	0.68
	0.37
	0.05
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Portugal
	26.6
	17.1
	4.3
	0
	0.64
	0.16
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Romania
	24.1
	14.1
	4.8
	0
	0.59
	0.20
	0
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	19.5
	17.8
	17.2
	16.6
	0.91
	0.88
	0.85
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Slovakia
	16.1
	8.1
	5.5
	1.2
	0.50
	0.34
	0.07
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Finland
	16.8
	15.6
	17.2
	17.3
	0.93
	1.03
	1.03
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Sweden
	20.5
	16.3
	15.5
	13.6
	0.80
	0.76
	0.66
	DOWN
	NO
	NO







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 8. SDG 1.20A—People at risk of income poverty after social transfers (cut-off point: 60% of national median equivalized disposable income, after social transfers).






Table 8. SDG 1.20A—People at risk of income poverty after social transfers (cut-off point: 60% of national median equivalized disposable income, after social transfers).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	11.7
	11.7
	12.4
	12.3
	1.00
	1.06
	1.05
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	21.3
	22.9
	23.4
	26.0
	1.08
	1.10
	1.22
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	8.6
	9.2
	9.4
	10.1
	1.07
	1.10
	1.18
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	11.7
	11.2
	11.0
	10.5
	0.96
	0.94
	0.90
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	16.8
	16.2
	16.4
	16.5
	0.96
	0.97
	0.98
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Estonia
	20.6
	21.0
	24.5
	27.4
	1.02
	1.19
	1.33
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Ireland
	15.0
	12.8
	12.9
	12.0
	0.85
	0.86
	0.80
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	18.5
	16.1
	14.1
	12.1
	0.87
	0.76
	0.65
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	18.4
	16.9
	18.0
	18.2
	0.92
	0.98
	0.99
	UP
	NO
	NO



	France
	11.1
	10.8
	10.4
	10.2
	0.97
	0.93
	0.92
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	19.7
	18.6
	17.7
	16.8
	0.94
	0.90
	0.85
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	17.2
	17.8
	18.3
	18.9
	1.03
	1.06
	1.10
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	13.3
	11.1
	11.3
	10.4
	0.83
	0.85
	0.78
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	21.5
	22.0
	25.2
	27.5
	1.02
	1.17
	1.28
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Lithuania
	20.7
	21.1
	23.2
	24.6
	1.02
	1.12
	1.19
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Luxembourg
	7.8
	10.4
	14.2
	16.1
	1.33
	1.82
	2.06
	UP
	YES
	NO



	Hungary
	13.2
	12.3
	12.1
	12.2
	0.93
	0.92
	0.92
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Malta
	14.8
	15.9
	17.4
	18.8
	1.07
	1.18
	1.27
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Netherlands
	10.5
	12.4
	15.2
	17.2
	1.18
	1.45
	1.64
	UP
	YES
	NO



	Austria
	10.0
	9.7
	8.6
	7.6
	0.97
	0.86
	0.76
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	16.6
	15.8
	14.7
	14.5
	0.95
	0.89
	0.87
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	18.1
	15.6
	16.7
	16.3
	0.86
	0.92
	0.90
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Romania
	22.5
	21.8
	23.2
	24.2
	0.97
	1.03
	1.08
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	13.4
	12.2
	11.8
	11.3
	0.91
	0.88
	0.85
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	10.5
	10.1
	9.6
	9.0
	0.96
	0.91
	0.85
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Finland
	12.6
	12.0
	10.2
	9.5
	0.95
	0.81
	0.76
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	13.5
	12.7
	12.5
	12.3
	0.94
	0.92
	0.91
	DOWN
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 9. SDG 4.10A—Early leavers from education and training (%).
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	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	9.1
	7.4
	4.5
	2.5
	0.81
	0.49
	0.27
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	13.5
	12.8
	14.0
	14.2
	0.95
	1.03
	1.05
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	6.1
	7.4
	8.2
	9.5
	1.21
	1.34
	1.56
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Denmark
	7.9
	9.1
	8.4
	8.2
	1.15
	1.07
	1.03
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Germany
	8.3
	7.3
	6.5
	5.4
	0.88
	0.78
	0.65
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	12.2
	7.1
	8.5
	7.3
	0.58
	0.70
	0.60
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Ireland
	6.8
	5.0
	1.9
	0
	0.74
	0.28
	0
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	6.9
	3.0
	0
	0
	0.43
	0
	0
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Spain
	17.8
	13.6
	7.4
	1.9
	0.76
	0.42
	0.11
	DOWN
	NO
	YES



	France
	8.8
	7.6
	6.2
	4.5
	0.86
	0.71
	0.51
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Croatia
	2.8
	2.1
	0.9
	0.4
	0.75
	0.33
	0.16
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Italy
	12.8
	11.0
	8.1
	5.6
	0.86
	0.63
	0.44
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	3.2
	4.8
	3.3
	2.1
	1.50
	1.03
	0.65
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	10.0
	7.4
	5.9
	4.0
	0.74
	0.59
	0.40
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Lithuania
	5.5
	5.6
	2.9
	2.0
	1.02
	0.53
	0.37
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Luxembourg
	7.0
	6.0
	4.7
	4.8
	0.86
	0.67
	0.68
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	11.6
	12.1
	12.8
	13.3
	1.04
	1.11
	1.15
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Malta
	16.4
	11.7
	7.0
	3.4
	0.71
	0.43
	0.21
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	7.9
	6.7
	5.1
	3.2
	0.85
	0.64
	0.40
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	5.5
	5.1
	4.3
	3.6
	0.93
	0.77
	0.65
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	5.3
	5.4
	5.1
	5.0
	1.02
	0.97
	0.95
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	13.5
	8.7
	1.9
	0
	0.64
	0.14
	0
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	19.1
	15.6
	15.0
	13.5
	0.82
	0.78
	0.70
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	4.4
	3.8
	3.8
	3.6
	0.86
	0.85
	0.81
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	6.9
	7.6
	9.6
	11.0
	1.10
	1.39
	1.60
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Finland
	8.8
	7.8
	6.4
	5.4
	0.89
	0.73
	0.62
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	6.3
	5.6
	5.0
	4.5
	0.89
	0.79
	0.71
	DOWN
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 10. SDG 8.20A—Young people neither in employment nor in education and training (NEET) (%).






Table 10. SDG 8.20A—Young people neither in employment nor in education and training (NEET) (%).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	13.1
	10.5
	9.4
	8.2
	0.80
	0.72
	0.63
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Bulgaria
	22.2
	18.1
	17.0
	12.9
	0.82
	0.77
	0.58
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Czech Republic
	11.7
	11.0
	9.2
	8.1
	0.94
	0.79
	0.69
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	8.1
	9.9
	10.5
	11.6
	1.22
	1.30
	1.43
	UP
	YES
	NO



	Germany
	7.0
	6.4
	4.7
	3.3
	0.91
	0.66
	0.47
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	12.5
	10.7
	7.7
	6.2
	0.86
	0.62
	0.49
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	16.3
	13.4
	5.5
	0.2
	0.82
	0.34
	0.01
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	23.6
	18.1
	16.7
	14.1
	0.77
	0.71
	0.60
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Spain
	17.7
	15.2
	14.7
	11.8
	0.86
	0.83
	0.67
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	France
	14.0
	13.3
	12.1
	11.9
	0.95
	0.86
	0.85
	DOWN
	YES
	NO



	Croatia
	20.0
	14.6
	13.8
	11.2
	0.73
	0.69
	0.56
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	24.5
	22.0
	22.0
	21.6
	0.90
	0.90
	0.88
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	18.0
	13.6
	12.1
	10.6
	0.76
	0.67
	0.59
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Latvia
	13.2
	11.2
	6.4
	1.7
	0.85
	0.48
	0.13
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Lithuania
	11.8
	13.1
	8.8
	7.0
	1.11
	0.74
	0.59
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Luxembourg
	5.6
	6.2
	7.1
	7.9
	1.11
	1.26
	1.40
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Hungary
	15.0
	14.7
	10.7
	8.3
	0.98
	0.71
	0.55
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Malta
	11.7
	9.0
	5.6
	3.2
	0.77
	0.47
	0.28
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	6.1
	5.2
	4.8
	4.3
	0.85
	0.78
	0.70
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	7.2
	7.1
	6.4
	6.1
	0.99
	0.89
	0.85
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	14.6
	12.9
	12.3
	11.0
	0.88
	0.84
	0.75
	DOWN
	YES
	NO



	Portugal
	12.8
	10.8
	8.0
	5.7
	0.84
	0.63
	0.45
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	20.9
	16.6
	15.5
	13.9
	0.79
	0.74
	0.66
	DOWN
	NO
	NO



	Slovenia
	11.8
	8.5
	9.1
	8.3
	0.72
	0.77
	0.71
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Slovakia
	17.2
	15.2
	12.3
	10.1
	0.88
	0.72
	0.59
	DOWN
	NO
	YES



	Finland
	12.1
	10.1
	9.9
	9.7
	0.83
	0.82
	0.80
	DOWN
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	6.8
	6.4
	4.6
	3.9
	0.94
	0.68
	0.58
	DOWN
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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Table 11. SDG 8.30A—Employment rate (%).






Table 11. SDG 8.30A—Employment rate (%).





	Countries
	2015
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2020/2015
	2025/2015
	2030/2015
	Trend
	Int. 2025
	Int. 2030





	Belgium
	68.5
	71.5
	70.6
	72.6
	1.04
	1.03
	1.06
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Bulgaria
	67.2
	73.4
	76.4
	82.4
	1.09
	1.14
	1.23
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Czech Republic
	74.8
	79.6
	84.4
	89.2
	1.06
	1.13
	1.19
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Denmark
	76.9
	78.8
	79.8
	82.0
	1.02
	1.04
	1.07
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Germany
	79.6
	82.3
	85.9
	88.6
	1.03
	1.08
	1.11
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Estonia
	77.7
	79.1
	84.6
	89.9
	1.02
	1.09
	1.16
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Ireland
	70.3
	73.5
	77.8
	83.1
	1.05
	1.11
	1.18
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Greece
	54.9
	61.6
	63.0
	64.6
	1.12
	1.15
	1.18
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Spain
	62.5
	66.9
	68.9
	72.4
	1.07
	1.10
	1.16
	UP
	NO
	NO



	France
	70.8
	72.6
	72.0
	73.7
	1.03
	1.02
	1.04
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Croatia
	60.7
	66.9
	69.6
	73.6
	1.10
	1.15
	1.21
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Italy
	60.3
	62.8
	64.1
	65.7
	1.04
	1.06
	1.09
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Cyprus
	67.2
	75.4
	73.5
	75.2
	1.12
	1.09
	1.12
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Latvia
	73.9
	78.0
	79.4
	83.7
	1.06
	1.07
	1.13
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Lithuania
	73.4
	76.6
	85.1
	93.2
	1.04
	1.16
	1.27
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Luxembourg
	69.2
	70.3
	70.9
	72.0
	1.02
	1.02
	1.04
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Hungary
	68.9
	75.1
	86.2
	95.2
	1.09
	1.25
	1.38
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Malta
	68.5
	76.1
	85.1
	93.3
	1.11
	1.24
	1.36
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Netherlands
	77.2
	81.0
	81.4
	84.0
	1.05
	1.05
	1.09
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Austria
	75.8
	77.4
	79.4
	80.7
	1.02
	1.05
	1.06
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Poland
	67.8
	73.5
	78.4
	83.2
	1.08
	1.16
	1.23
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Portugal
	69.2
	74.8
	79.2
	83.4
	1.08
	1.14
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Romania
	66.0
	70.8
	74.6
	78.4
	1.07
	1.13
	1.19
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Slovenia
	69.1
	75.6
	72.9
	77.4
	1.09
	1.05
	1.12
	UP
	NO
	NO



	Slovakia
	67.6
	72.5
	76.8
	81.6
	1.07
	1.14
	1.21
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Finland
	73.5
	77.1
	79.0
	81.1
	1.05
	1.07
	1.10
	UP
	YES
	YES



	Sweden
	82.1
	83.4
	86.7
	88.8
	1.02
	1.06
	1.08
	UP
	YES
	YES







Source: Eurostat, own calculations.
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