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Tihomir LICHEV 
assoc. prof. at “D. A. Tsenov” Academy of Econo-
mics, Svishtov (Bulgaria), PhD 

THE EUROPEAN UNION – MAIN PROBLEMS AND THREATS IN THE 
CONDITIONS OF THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC 

The world faces a number of problems and challenges. Europe does not make 
an exception to this turbulent state of modernity. As a union of sovereign states, the 
continent faces many threats.1 In general, they can be defined as internal and external 
to  the  EU.  Internal  threats  are  related  with  problems  arising  from  the  process  of  
democracy. As the famous points out Bulgarian philosopher and culturologist living 
in Paris Tsvetan Todorov “Freedom is a fundamental value of democracy”, but there 
is another specific type of freedom, which under certain conditions can become a 
threat to democracy. This democratization is sick of its excessiveness, and with it 
freedom becomes a tyranny”.2 

This "corrosion of society" leads to many problems in the EU, such as: 
- Clash between different ethnic groups, peoples and races within different 

countries; 
- Clash between the different social strata; 
- Lack of consensus from individual member states in modern conditions; 
In recent years, there have been significant internal turbulence – constant 

economic crises. External threats to the EU can be identified as ethnic, political 
conflicts, organized crime, and the imperial ambitions of non-EU countries such as 
the United States, the radicalization of Islam, the global migration crisis, terrorism, 
cybercrime and others. In addition to the above threats to the world and the EU in 
particular, there are those related to biological threats and especially the pandemic of 
COVID-19.3 

In the present study, a brief analysis of the medico-geographical aspects of the 
pandemic is made - the origin, stages of growth in different countries and continents. 
The regions in the EU where it is the largest are listed. The main consequences of the 
pandemic are also considered - medical, economic, social, psychological and others. 
According  to  various  scientists,  the  pandemic  of  COVID-19  occurs  in  the  fall  of  
2019. in the 11 million city of Wuhan (Hubei Province) and is growing rapidly 
worldwide. Thanks to the measures taken quickly, it was limited to China, and then to 
the whole of East Asia (Korea, Singapore, etc.). In contrast to this region in Europe 
and North and South America, the measures are delayed due to various reasons, e.g. 
                                         
1 , . , , 2020. 
2 , . , ., 2013, .20. 
3 , . . , , , 2017. 
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In many countries, the rulers completely deny the existence of this pandemic, and it is 
reduced even to the common flu. A typical example are the largest and most powerful 
countries in the world – the United States, Russia, Britain, India, Brazil, Argentina 
and others. These are the countries with many infected and dead people in the world. 
For political reasons, no action was taken in Italy and France, holding local or 
parliamentary elections; sporting and cultural events (Austria, Germany, Italy, etc.) 
where measures are delayed. Only in some smaller countries have more adequate 
decisions been made (Bulgaria, Montenegro, Kosovo, etc.) to limit it. From the end 
of February, the pandemic goes through the following stages: 

1. Origin – in China and East Asia and its spread. Lack of measures in other 
countries; 

2.  Growth  of  the  pandemic  -  the  largest  in  Italy  (mainly  in  the  Northern  
regions, France, Spain, Germany and Great Britain); 

3. Countries whose leadership does not recognize their existence and fall into 
an acute pandemic crisis (USA, Brazil, Argentina, Russia, India), which are also the 
largest infections and deaths. Unlike them in China, Korea and other countries, the 
pandemic is limited; 

4. The EU will not take any coordinated action until early autumn. Restrictions 
on border crossings between member states are beginning have been introduced. 
There are only isolated cases where patients are been transported by air in border 
areas from France to medical centres in Germany; 

5.  Only at  the end of  the summer of  2020.  The EU and its  member states are 
launching a policy of closing and restricting travel and tourism between regions and 
countries in order to reduce the infection. 

6. In recent months, the EU are not been united in its response to the pandemic. 
Eg. Austria, Spain and Bulgaria want to open winter ski resorts and Germany, France 
and others. on the contrary, throughout the EU. 

7. In recent months, the EU has agreed on a common pandemic policy - 
funding, medical supplies, approvals and the purchase of the same vaccines for all 
member states. 

In the first years of the COVID-19 pandemic, the EU faced a number of 
threats, the main ones being:  

1. Insufficient level of development of the health systems - insufficient medical 
staff, beds in intensive care units, equipment, etc. There is also a problem with the 
different levels of medical services in the separate territorial units (Bulgaria, East 
Germany, Southern Italy, etc.). 

2. Sharp decline in financial revenues and deterioration of the economic 
situation. The crisis is especially severe in entire industries such as air transport, 
tourism, culture and others.  
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3. The crisis has led to a deterioration of the social environment in the country. 
The number of closed companies, increasing unemployment, etc. is constantly 
growing.  

4. In the education system there was a transition to distance learning, which 
lost personal contact with teachers and worsened the quality of the educational 
process.  

5. Last but not least, the crisis affects the mental state of individuals. 
The first-ever European Union Regional and Local Barometer report identifies 

the state of the Union at local level - in individual regions, as well as cities, 
municipalities and rural areas.4 The consequences of the crisis are asymmetrically 
distributed. The worst situation is in the coastal areas of Croatia, Eastern Bulgaria, in 
Andalusia, Castile and Leon, Valencia and the capital Madrid in Spain; Ile de France 
in France; most of the Italian regions, Central Macedonia and Crete in Greece. There 
are significant differences in the development of individual cities and municipalities. 
Positive examples of business support are given in Luxembourg (exemption from 
rents for retail outlets), Vienna, Sofia and others. lending to small and medium-sized 
businesses. There is also a growing interest in life in suburban and rural areas, as the 
settlers work through information technology. An interesting example is the 
organization of charters for understaffed institutions in the provinces of Burgenland 
and Lower Austria for 355 social workers and assistants from Romania, Bulgaria and 
Croatia. 

All these aspects lead to new changes in the regional policy and regional 
development of the individual countries in the EU. Assistance, which has so far been 
to the least developed regions in the context of the crisis, should be shifted towards 
the  most  affected.  For  example,  in  the  EU,  the  oldest  population  (over  25%  of  the  
population is at or over the retirement age) is in the Lombardy region of northern 
Italy, where it has the highest number of retirement homes, but also the highest 
mortality. In Bulgaria, the number of infected is around the European average, but the 
country is one of the first places in terms of mortality. 

References  

1. , . . , , -
, 2017. 

2. , . , , 2020. 
3. , . , ., 2013, .20. 
4. https://cor.europa.eu/bg/news/Pages/eu-regional-and-local-

barometer.aspx 

                                         
4 https://cor.europa.eu/bg/news/Pages/eu-regional-and-local-barometer.aspx 
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PUBLIC FINANCES IN EU COUNTRIES: TASKS AND PRIORITIES 

Nowadays the problems of optimal taxation and tax distribution are closely 
connected with growth of decentralization and democracy in the world, especially in 
EU  and  other  countries,  such  as  USA,  Canada,  etc.  Many  economists  and  analysts  
studied the problems of co-operation between central  and local administration in the 
realization of the state programmes and efficiency of public services on different 
levels  (central, regional or local). Decentralization is connected with three different 
but related processes: deconcentration; delegation and devolution.  

According to definition of these processes by S. White [1]: 
1. Deconcentration is a process whereby the central government disperses 

responsibilities for certain services to regional branch offices without any transfer of 
authority. 

2. Delegation refers to a situation in which the central government transfers 
responsibility for decision making and administration of public functions to local 
governments; 

3. Devolution means that the central government transfers authority for 
decision making, finance, and administrative management to quasi-autonomous units 
of local government. 

S.White, G. Wright, V.Niznansky and other authors considers the main types 
of the decentralization, such as: political decentralization; administrative 
decentralization and fiscal decentralization [1, 2, 3, 4]. Political decentralization is 
important, because it makes possible to develop different political institutions and 
their freedom, to collect citizen interests and turn them into policy decisions. 
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Administrative decentralization concerns the administrative mechanism, where 
political institutions turn policy decisions into allocative outcomes through fiscal and 
regulatory actions. Fiscal decentralization maintains that local entities can collect 
taxes, undertake expenditures and rectify imbalances [5, 6, 7]. As V.Tanzi noted that 
the trend toward fiscal decentralization exists and was is explained by such factors as: 
deeping democratization and freedom; globalization and information expansion; 
increasing role of regional and local economies [8]. 

Many economists and analysts studied the problems of co-operation between 
central  and local administration in the realization of the state programmes and 
efficiency of public services in different level (central, regional or local). Due to the 
theoretical and empirical evidence it was clear that some functions of public 
administration on the central level are not carried out efficiently and some 
competences of public administration can be transferred to the local levels. So, the 
theory about the leading role of state in the spatial planning and regional development 
was not so successful and increasing problem of regional disparities observed in 
many countries lead to the necessarity to consider the endogenous factors of growth 
in the poor regions. These factors (such as local industrial potential, small business 
development, local taxes, etc.) as well as regional competences and capacities should 
stimulate the economic growth in the less developed regions. But central government 
can also provide some programmes, subsidies and grants to support these regions.  
Thus, the problems of competences and public finance distribution between central 
level (state) and other levels (regional or local) are the main aspects to discuss  in the 
theories of fiscal federalism and fiscal decentralization [3, 6].  In the theory of fiscal 
federalism the problem of taxes allocation between different levels of government is 
considered as one of important tools for realization of stabilization and allocation 
functions of public finance.  

It should be noted that one of the theoretical and research problems is how to 
evaluate the measure for financial decentralization. 

There are different approaches to this problem in modern research.  
In the report “Division of powers between the European Union, member states, 

candidate and some potential candidate countries, and local and regional authorities: 
Fiscal decentralisation or federalism” written by C. Alcidi, A. Giovannini, F. Infelise 
and J. Núñez Ferrer (CEPS) the analysis of fiscal decentralization state is carried out 
for 28 EU members and 5 candidate countries (Iceland, Montenegro, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey) and 3 potential candidates 
(Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo) [3]. Authors used the quantitative 
and qualitative information and simple methods for calculation of such ratios as: 
expenditure ratio; revenue autonomy; own decentralization; transfer dependency and 
composite ratio.  
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E. Markowska-Bzducha proposed to use geometric mean of 5 indicators for the 
evaluation of local finance autonomy [9]. This set of indicators included 5 ratios: 1) 
expenditure of local government to total public expenditure (%); 2) expenditure of 
local government to GDP (%); 3) own revenue of local government to total public 
revenue (%); 4) revenue from local tax and other taxes obtained by local government 
to total public revenue (%); 5) investment expenditure of local government to total 
public expenditure (%). According to this calculation for 2001 the highest level of 
local finance autonomy was observed in Sweden (32.3%) and the lowest level of this 
indicator was in Malta (%). The high values of local finance autonomy were obtained 
for Denmark and Finland (31.4%), the Czech Republic (30%) and Ireland (29%). 
Such countries as Slovakia, Belgium, Germany, Great Britain and Greece had 
relatively low level of local finance autonomy, the calculated value were between 
15% and 20% [9]. But it should be noted that the mentioned approach for calculation 
of local finance autonomy based on the geometric mean has serious disadvantage 
when some of the partial indicators is equal to 0.  

For evaluation of the EU countries position we used available data from 
Eurostat, because database of OECD for the purpose of financial decentralization and 
fiscal federalism study does not contain information about all EU countries, and 
sometimes the statistical information in this database is not actual. That is why we 
proposed our own set of indicators based on the available and more actualized 
databases from Eurostat for the evaluation of financial decentralization and local 
autonomy level in different countries of EU. 

In Fig. 1 the position of the EU countries for aggregated indicators Int_C and 
Int_L are given for the period of 2002-2017. 

It should be noted that for the balanced position of the country on the plot the 
values of the Int_C and Int_L should be equal or lie on 45 degree line. If the bundles 
lie above 45 degree line it means that of local autonomy level is more expressed, and 
vice versa, if the bundles lie lower 45 degree line it means that of local autonomy 
level is less expressed.  

As we can see from these results, in some post socialist countries such as 
Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania in certain time period the values of measure of public 
finance dependence upon central government expenditure (Int_C ) and measure of 
local autonomy (Int_L) were close to each other. For example, the positions 
according to coordinates Int_C and Int_L were:  

1. for Bulgaria (0,14; 0,15) in 2005; (0,12; 0,16) in 2008; (0,128; 0,191) in 
2011 and (0,132; 0,151) in 2014; 

2. for Estonia (0,136; 0,177); in 2002; (0,136; 0,195) in 2014; (0,137; 0,178) in 
2017; 

3. for Lithuania (0,139; 0,153) in 2008; (0,185; 0,197) in 2011; (0,181; 0,198) 
in 2014 and (0,168; 0,185) in 2017. 
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Fig. 2. The position of the countries in 2002-2017 for aggregated indicators 
Int_C and Int_L 

Source: own elaboration  

Thus, it is possible to suggest that the mentioned countries followed the 
balanced policy in fiscal reforms and decentralization, so the levels of public finance 
dependence upon central government expenditure and local autonomy were 
developed more or less equally.  

In other countries, for example, France, Italy, Portugal, Sweden the values of 
Int_C are essentially lower than values of Int_L; thus in the mentioned countries the 
processes of local financial autonomy are more expressed in comparison with public 
finance dependence upon central government expenditure. 

In such countries, as Greece and Malta it is possible to observe the essential 
higher values of Int_C than values of Int_L. For example, for Greece (0,445; 0,222) 
in crisis period of 2008; for Malta (0, 348; 0,114) in 2005 and (0,339; 0,114) in 2008; 
for Finland (0,407; 0,268) in 2014 and (0,454; 0,271) in 2017.  

For Visegrad countries (Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Poland and Hungary) 
we observed some differences in the realization of reforms for financial 
decentralization during the period of 2002-2017.  

For example, in Slovakia and Hungary the differences between values of 
aggregated indicators Int_C and Int_L are not so essential, we can suggest that the 
positions of Slovakia and Hungary are quite close to 45 degree line. Thus, the state 
policy is essentially balanced for the role of central government power and local 
autonomy. In the Czech Republic and Poland, we can see that values of Int_L are 
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essentially higher than values of Int_C, thus the local autonomy are developing more 
in comparison with the central government impact.  

Thus, institutional factors, as well as political situation and features of the 
modern economic and social development play an important role in the choice of 
selecting the appropriate model of financial decentralization in each country.  
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INNOVATIVE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ECONOMY OF UKRAINE 
UNDER COVID-19 PANDEMIC 

In  December  2019,  the  world  community  was  shaken  by  a  new  strain  of  
coronavirus COVID-19, which caused an outbreak of the disease in the Chinese city 
of Wuhan and spread throughout mainland China, and later reached almost all 
corners  of  the  Earth.  The  United  States,  Italy,  Spain,  Poland,  Ukraine  and  other  
countries are no exception, which did not take into account that the main danger of 
the disease is rapid spread and a fairly long incubation period – up to 12-20 days, 
which does not immediately diagnose the disease and creates favorable conditions for 
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distribution among people. Most of these countries have belatedly declared 
quarantine, which has stopped almost all transport links between all countries. 

As a result of the COVID-19 coronavirus epidemic, there was a logistical 
collapse, production processes stopped indefinitely, which provoked a financial and 
economic crisis and a slowdown in the innovative development of national 
economies. 

The coronavirus outbreak is not new to the world and China in particular. A 
similar incident occurred in 2003 and the outbreak lasted for 8 months, killing 813 
people. The total loss to the world economy then amounted to more than $ 40 billion, 
and it mainly fell on China and Hong Kong. Coronavirus in 2003 did not stop the 
acceleration of the Chinese economy (according to the World Bank, in 2002 the GDP 
growth rate increased to 9.1%, in 2003 - to 10%, and in 2004 - to 10.1% [1]). 

In 2009, the swine flu epidemic did not fundamentally affect the national 
economy of Ukraine, as minor outbreaks of infection were recorded in our country. 
But ten years later, the situation repeated itself in a much worse scenario. The first 
wave of the negative impact of the coronavirus outbreak on the innovative 
development of Ukraine's economy began with the closure of Hubei Province and a 
quarter of major Chinese infrastructure projects. 

Most Chinese manufacturers have stopped supplying high-tech goods. In 
particular, Toyota, which has 12 plants in China, was the first to cease operations, 
leading to the blocking of global supply networks, and its example was followed by 
other automakers. 

Nationwide quarantine, air travel bans and shutdowns of most production 
processes have led to a sudden decline in a number of economic indicators. For 
example, the S&P 500 index declined inversely with the number of coronavirus 
patients, which began to increase rapidly. On March 12, 2020, due to the global 
spread of the COVID-19 epidemic, key indices collapsed on the stock exchanges. 
Speaking about the potential impact of the coronavirus COVID-19 on the economy of 
Ukraine, it should be noted that the National Bank of Ukraine has failed to stabilize 
the hryvnia against the dollar, which is rapidly approaching the ratio of 30:1. 

Ukraine has approved an enhanced plan to combat the spread of coronavirus 
COVID-19 in Ukraine, which, in particular, provides for the mobilization of domestic 
potential of light industry to activate domestic producers of personal protective 
equipment in compliance with the law on economic competition and protection of 
patients' rights. [2]. 

The COVID-19 coronavirus pandemic brings serious economic and social 
problems, affecting consumption, production, investment and employment. 

Economic policy will largely shape society's resilience to emergencies and 
beyond. For the most part, the potential impact of the COVID-19 coronavirus 
pandemic is difficult to predict because: 
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- the properties of the virus are not fully understood and may be subject to 
mutations; 

- the role of patients who did not show symptoms is still poorly understood; 
- the true indicators of infection and immunity are not defined, especially 

where testing takes place in small quantities. 
Thus,  at  this  stage  of  the  spread  of  COVID-19  it  is  safe  to  say  that  this  

epidemic has a significant impact on the innovative development of Ukraine's 
economy, as in the context of globalization and market economy becomes apparent a 
new financial and economic crisis that can be used to transition to a new economy. 
Technological structure that will combine the agricultural, space, machine-building, 
chemical potential of Ukraine with its production, farming and management 
potential. Examples of re-infection with coronavirus indicate a significant duration of 
the epidemic, as patients do not develop a stable system of antibodies, so the process 
of vaccine development will be complicated and the scenario of rapid end of the 
epidemic is unlikely, indicating the need to change the economy. 

In  our  opinion,  the  impact  of  COVID-19  on  the  economy  of  Ukraine  can  be  
minimized only by introducing modern technologies of remote work in most sectors 
of the national economy and education. 

Given that Ukraine is not a member of the European Union, it cannot count on 
the assistance of the EU Council to overcome the consequences of the coronavirus 
COVID-19, to address the most critical issues that are making themselves felt. 
Ukrainian political and economic partners are busy overcoming their consequences. 

Even the United States, which has recently invested heavily in financial and 
human resources in Ukraine, is forced to mobilize the army, the National Guard, and 
allocate funds to purchase personal protective equipment and ventilators, which 
appear to be insufficient to meet the needs of all patients. Ukraine can only rely on its 
own strength, the consciousness of its citizens and its ability to withstand economic 
shocks. 
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THE IMPACT OF THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC ON THE ECONOMIES OF 
EUROPEAN AND ARABIAN COUNTRIES 

The COVID-19 pandemic has exposed serious fault lines and vulnerabilities in 
societies, institutions and economies all around the world. Absolutely every country 
and agriculture has experienced its effect and is now going through so-called 
transitional period of its theoretical comprehension and practical damage limitation. 

The stark lack of preparations and initial poor co-ordination of responses 
between levels of government to this unforeseen but not unheralded global health 
crisis was common to all countries. However, a number of particularities between 
different world regions are evident and require more detailed analysis, enabling us to 
make certain predictions concerning their further “economic fortune”. That is why 
the authors of this paper decided to study in more details the impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic on the economies of chosen European and Arabian countries.  

So,  as  the first  European country for  our study was chosen Italy.  On the 30th 
January 2020, Italian health officials of the Spallanzani Institute, in Rome, made the 
first diagnosis of SARS-Coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2) infection in two Chinese 
tourists with a travel history to Wuhan. On the 20th February 2020, the first case of 
locally acquired SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-19) infection was diagnosed in Codogno, a 
Northern Italian village [2]. Following this, the community spread of infection was 
rapid, with devastating consequences. And, we know that despite the containment 
measures and lockdown ordered by the Italian Government, the number of infected 
people was progressively increasing, turning Italy into the state with one of the 
highest disease rates of the world. The above stated allows us to say, that Italy was 
the first European country that had to deal with the sudden SARS-CoV-2 pandemic 
unpreparedness [3]. 

 In our opinion, one of the main factors leading to such a situation was a recent 
provision of greater autonomy of individual regions, which accentuated inequalities 
in the quality of services available among the Italian population. Accordingly, the 
first challenge was a thorough re-organization of the healthcare infrastructure, where 
many units were re-purposed to provide services solely dedicated to the COVID-19 
emergency, while others continued to provide primary care. As well, the territorial 
health care systems were unprepared: with an insufficient supply of personal 
protective equipment (PPE), inadequate discussion and coordination with health 
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departments and institutions, lack of diagnostic tests, insufficient training, and so 
on [3]. 

Sure, that common mortality and morbidity level influenced significantly the 
“economic health” of the country: COVID-19 pandemic has a devastating impact on 
the Italian economy, as industrial output fell significantly [5]. The wealth produced in 
Italy in the second quarter of 2020 decreased €50 billion compared to the first quarter 
of 2020 thus dropping from €406 billion to €356 billion. GDP (Gross Domestic 
Product) dropped 12.4%, an unprecedented figure in the history of ISTAT (Italian 
National Institute of Statistics). The current economic picture is also a source of 
concern for the Centro Studi of Confindustria (the Association of private Italian 
companies), which cites a drop of 19.2% in industrial production in the second 
quarter of this year; and the obligation to take into account an acquired change of 
GDP for 2020 (i.e. the wealth produced at the end of the year with no changes in the 
coming quarters), which shows a slowdown of 14 [8]. 

An opposite to Italian one's looks like the situation of Austria and Germany. 
The early establishment of contact restrictions led to a moderate increase of SARS-
CoV-2 infected cases in Austria (1854 tested positive per million inhabitants) and 
Germany (2159 tested positive per million inhabitants, data as of May 22nd) with 
decreasing numbers of new cases per day since late March (Austria) and early April 
(Germany), respectively [3]. Capacities of healthcare institutions including ICUs 
were never threatened in both countries. In contrast to other countries, where big 
cities such as Paris, London, Madrid, and New York were the most affected areas, 
more rural areas were affected early and more intensely in Austria (skiing areas in the 
Tyrol and Salzburg) and Germany (in Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg). Moreover, 
restrictions for public life were imposed very early in both states. This explains the 
fact, that due to all preliminary and in-time implemented measures against pandemic 
spreading these two European states got the deserved reputation of ones of the most 
medically and technologically-defended from COVID-19 countries of the world. The 
index of the population’s social awareness and preparation was also included in this 
estimation. 

On the other hand, if returning to the economic aspect, we cannot deny that the 
COVID-19 pandemic caused a historic decline in economic output in Germany. At 
the end of July, the Federal Statistical Office recorded an unprecedented drop of 
10.1% in gross domestic product (GDP) during the second quarter. Economic output 
fell, and even slumped in some cases, in virtually all areas of the economy apart from 
the construction sector. Nevertheless, an economic recovery began in May after the 
first easing of containment measures. Expansionary monetary and fiscal policy 
measures, such as the economic stimulus package adopted by the German federal 
government of €130 billon, provided additional support to the economy. The 
industrial sector was able to expand its production and sales already in May and June. 
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The service sector is also seeing economic recovery and in view of this rather more 
favorable situation, experts see in the third quarter a powerful rise in GDP. However, 
the future development of the German economy will very much depend on how the 
COVID-19 pandemic shapes up both in Germany and worldwide [7]. 

The COVID-19 pandemic and related containment measures have strongly 
affected Austria’s economy as well, leading to a quarter-on-quarter contraction in 
GDP of 2.6% in 2020-Q1. As a result of the general shutdown, registered 
unemployment rose significantly in March and April and, despite decreasing since 
then, remains at high levels. The parallel substantial uptake in short-time work, with 
at its peak in May, more than 1.3 million applications, is another indication of the 
extent of the impact of the crisis on the Austrian labour market. In the second quarter, 
the economic contraction was expected to be more severe as social distancing and 
containment measures continued to put a strain on the economy. However, together 
with the subsequent easing of travel restrictions, this led to improving economic and 
sentiment indicators, which is also reflected in the weekly GDP indicator published 
by the Austrian central bank. The government has taken sizeable measures to help 
stabilize the economy and preserve production potential. In June, the government 
announced a new fiscal stimulus package in the order of €19 billion (4.7% of 2019 
nominal  GDP).  Currently,  we  can  say  that  despite  not  all  details  of  the  current  and  
future measures are yet known, today's projections assume a positive impact on 
private consumption and investment in the end of this and at the beginning of the next 
year [4]. 

If speaking about Arabian countries, which are home to 436 million people, so 
far the consequences of the pandemic are likely to be deep and long-lasting in 
comparison to European ones as it was predicted before. The total region’s economy 
is expected to contract by 5.7 percent, with the economies of some conflict countries 
projected to shrink by as much as 13 percent, amounting to an overall loss of US$ 
152 billion. The twin shock of the pandemic and low oil prices has prompted the 
International Monetary Fund to lower its Middle East and North Africa economic 
forecast to its lowest level in 50 years. The value of the Arab stock market has 
dropped by 23 percent, depriving the region of capital that could otherwise be 
invested in the recovery phase. The impacts of these shocks will be felt by all 
countries and communities in the region with some groups likely to be especially 
hard hit [1].  

Moreover, the ranks of the poor are estimated to rise by 14.3 million people, 
swelling to more than 115 million overall. That is one-quarter of the total Arab 
population.  Many  of  the  newly  poor  were  recently  in  the  middle-class  and,  if  their  
impoverishment is prolonged, social and political stability might be impacted. Highly 
dependent on food imports, the region may also witness food shortages and price 
hikes. In a region where 14.3 million people were already unemployed, the ILO 
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estimates losses in the equivalent of 17 million full-time jobs in the second quarter of 
2020 [6].  

Young people were already five times more likely to be unemployed than 
adults; special attention to their needs will become significantly more important. 
Apart from this, an additional $1.7 billion was required already in the middle of 2020 
alone to address the risks and impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the most 
vulnerable people in countries affected by humanitarian crises or otherwise at risk. 
This also proves that COVID-19 is likely to exacerbate wealth inequality in all 
Arabian countries, which already have the highest wealth inequality worldwide with 
31 billionaires owning as much wealth as the bottom half of the adult population in 
2020 [6].  

If summing up the results of this work, all the data presented above give 
authors the right to claim the following things: 

no European or Arabian country of the world is spared the challenges of 
responding to the pandemic, especially this concerns Arabian so-called “oil states” 
who are still playing the role of “economic conundrums” of XXI century due to their 
significant extent of political and economic secrecy; 

if European countries, having taught by their sad experience (here we mean the 
initially high level of morbidity and mortality of the population, a low degree of 
preparedness and civic responsibility for the majority) accelerated in times their 
economical and medical efforts to reduce the tragic consequences of pandemic 
(examples of Germany, Austria) and organized the maximum collaboration for 
mutual help, Arabian countries preferred to hide the real statistics and keep on 
adhering to the isolationist policy, which is so typical for the Muslim world. 
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THE EFFECTS OF FDI ON NATIONAL’S ECONOMY 

The positive direct impact is evidenced both for developed and developing 
countries. Nair-Reichert and Weinhold (2001) examined a causal relationship 
between FDI and economic growth in a dynamic panel of 24 developing countries, 
while controlling for domestic investment, inflation, degree of openness, and human 
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capital.  On average,  there is  evidence of  positive impact  from FDI on growth and a 
higher degree of openness intensifies positive aspects of FDI. Nevertheless, the 
relationship is heterogeneous across the panel. 

Wang and Blomstrom (1992) show that technological transfer is positively and 
significantly linked to the efficiency of indigenous firms and their level of operating 
risks (i.e. turbulent political environment, bad macroeconomic condition and social 
threat). In the same vein, Blomstrom and Kokko (1998) posited that spillover occurs 
when the entry or presence of multinational firms contribute to the productivity 
efficiency of the local firms. This study highlights four basic channels of 
technological spillovers from multinational firms to the domestic firms of the host 
economy. 

Li and Liu (2005) find a connection between FDI and economic growth both 
directly and through interaction with local human capital and technology gaps.  

According to Crespo and Fontoura (2007), there are five main avenues through 
which technological diffusion can be linked to FDI flows. These avenues are as 
follows: competition, exportation, demonstration, mobility of labour and backward 
and forward linkages with domestic firms. Therefore, FDI does not only raise the 
skill level of the host country, but also help introduce modern technologies and 
reduce prices of goods. 

Makki and Somwaru (2004) based on a panel of 66 developing countries 
conclude that FDI contribute significantly to advancing economic growth, while 
controlling for macroeconomic and institutional factors. However, the direct effect 
from FDI to growth not always proves to be significant, while FDI and trade 
interaction delivers a stable positive contribution to growth.  

FDI influences growth by raising total factor productivity and, more generally, 
the efficiency of resource use in the recipient economy: 

 Trade and investment. While the empirical evidence of FDI’s effects on 
host-country foreign trade differs significantly across countries and economic sectors, 
a consensus is nevertheless emerging that the FDI-trade linkage must be seen in a 
broader context than the direct impact of investment on imports and exports. The 
main trade-related benefit of FDI for developing countries lies in its long-term 
contribution to integrating the host economy more closely into the world economy in 
a process likely to include higher imports as well as exports. 

 Technology transfers. Economic literature identifies technology transfers as 
perhaps the most important channel through which foreign corporate presence may 
produce positive externalities in the host developing economy. MNEs are the 
developed world’s most important source of corporate research and development 
(R&D) activity, and they generally possess a higher level of technology than is 
available in developing countries, so they have the potential to generate considerable 
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technological spillovers. However, whether and to what extent MNEs facilitate such 
spillovers varies according to context and sectors. 

 Human capital enhancement. The major impact of FDI on human capital in 
developing countries appears to be indirect, occurring not principally through the 
efforts of MNEs, but rather from government policies seeking to attract FDI via 
enhanced human capital. Once individuals are employed by MNE subsidiaries, their 
human capital may be enhanced further through training and on-the-job learning. 
Those subsidiaries may also have a positive influence on human capital enhancement 
in other enterprises with which they develop links, including suppliers.  

Competition FDI and the presence of MNEs may exert a significant influence 
on competition in host-country markets. However, since there is no commonly 
accepted way of measuring the degree of competition in a given market, few firm 
conclusions may be drawn from empirical evidence.  

The presence of foreign enterprises may greatly assist economic development 
by spurring domestic competition and thereby leading eventually to higher 
productivity, lower prices and more efficient resource allocation. Conversely, the 
entry of MNEs also tends to raise the levels of concentration in host-country markets, 
which can hurt competition. This risk is exacerbated by any of several factors: if the 
host country constitutes a separate geographic market, the barriers to entry are high, 
the host country is small, the entrant has an important international market position, 
or the host-country competition law framework is weak or weakly enforced. 

However, the direct impact of rising concentration on competition, if any, 
appears to vary by sector and host country. There are relatively few industries where 
global concentration has reached levels causing real concern for competition, 
especially if relevant markets are global in scope. In addition, high levels of 
concentration in properly defined markets may not result in reduced competition if 
barriers to entry and exit are low or buyers are in a good position to protect 
themselves from higher prices. 

Enterprise development. FDI has the potential significantly to spur enterprise 
development in host countries. The direct impact on the targeted enterprise includes 
the achievement of synergies within the acquiring MNE, efforts to raise efficiency 
and reduce costs in the targeted enterprise, and the development of new activities. In 
addition, efficiency gains may occur in unrelated enterprises through demonstration 
effects and other spillovers akin to those that lead to technology and human capital 
spillovers. Available evidence points to a significant improvement in economic 
efficiency in enterprises acquired by MNEs, albeit to degrees that vary by country 
and sector. The strongest evidence of improvement is found in industries with 
economies of scale. Here, the submersion of an individual enterprise into a larger 
corporate entity generally gives rise to important efficiency gains. 
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FDI has the potential to bring social and environmental benefits to host 
economies through the dissemination of good practices and technologies within 
MNEs, and through their subsequent spillovers to domestic enterprises. There is a 
risk, however, that foreign-owned enterprises could use FDI to “export” production 
no longer approved in their home countries. In this case, and especially where host-
country authorities  are keen to attract  FDI,  there would be a risk of  a  lowering or  a  
freezing of regulatory standards. In fact, there is little empirical evidence to support 
the risk scenario. While responsibility rests largely with the host country authorities, 
FDI has a strong potential to benefit the environment. The direct environmental 
impact of FDI is generally positive, at least where host-country environmental 
policies are adequate. There are, however, examples to the contrary, especially in 
particular industries and sectors. Most importantly, to reap the full environmental 
benefits of inward FDI, adequate local capacities are needed, as regards 
environmental practices and the broader technological capabilities of host-country 
enterprises.  

Moreover, positive externalities have been observed where local imitation, 
employment turnover and supply-chain requirements led to more general 
environmental improvements in the host economy. There have been some instances, 
however, of MNEs moving equipment deemed environmentally unsuitable in the 
home country to their affiliates in developing countries. 

The net benefits from FDI do not accrue automatically, and their magnitude 
differs according to host country and context. The factors that hold back the full 
benefits of FDI in some developing countries include the level of general education 
and health, the technological level of host-country enterprises, insufficient openness 
to trade, weak competition and inadequate regulatory frameworks. Conversely, a 
level of technological, educational and infrastructure achievement in a developing 
country does, other things being equal, equip it better to benefit from a foreign 
presence in its markets. 

Institutional quality is likely to affect the absorptive capacity of the host 
economy (Busse and Groizard, 2008; Blomstrom and Kokko, 2003; Lipsey and 
Sjioholm, 2005), thus mediating the impact of FDI on economic growth. A positive 
FDI-growth nexus requires a functioning legal and institutional framework and 
political stability (Prüfer and Tondl, 2008).  

In line with this argument, a stable and business-friendly environment may 
support spillovers from FDI because it affects the business operating conditions and it 
can potentially determine how efficiently FDI resources are employed. Some studies 
suggest productivity-related positive spillovers from FDI conditional on host 
economies’ institutional environment (Meyer and Sinani, 2009; Prüfer and Tondl, 
2008). Local financial markets development – including depth, financial 
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intermediation effectiveness and financial sector regulation soundness – are relevant 
in generating positive effects from FDI to growth. 
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PLACE-BRANDING STRATEGY FOR LYON 

Place-branding strategy helps a country or place compete in the global 
marketplace. It is the idea that cities and regions can be branded, for this to be 
possible, branding techniques and other marketing strategies which can be applied to 
the political, cultural and economic development of cities, regions and countries.  

Cities often strive to develop a brand which differentiates their own city from 
other cities. By capturing the spirit of the city and its characteristics, branding allows 
a city to show its distinctive strengths, to communicate a clear message, and to attract 
investors, firms, tourists and events at both a local and international level. 

An example of place-branding in Europe would be Lyon in France – 
ONLYLYON. 

The development of the ONLYLYON brand in Lyon is the result of a 
partnership involving key economic and institutional stakeholders from the Lyon 
metropolitan region. The original reason for developing the ONLYLYON brand was 
to streamline the city’s international marketing activities. These were previously 
undertaken by numerous local stakeholders in an un-coordinated way, resulting in a 



138 

multitude of brands and logos that blurred the city’s message. To create a coherent 
approach to international marketing, 12 economic and institutional stakeholders from 
the Lyon region decided to develop ONLYLYON. 

 
Slogan ONLYLYON is an interesting pun with the city name (LYON) and the 

exclusivity of it (ONLY). This brand name is also evocative of the lion – the symbol 
of this region with the meaning of strength and majesty. With such meanings, Lyon 
has conducted many activities to promote and share its brand image. 

The ONLYLYON ambassador program is original from the idea that each 
resident of Lyon is the city’s most valuable representative and asset. Therefore, the 
cooperation of many people in sharing photos and experiences about Lyon will make 
a difference in enhancing the position and spreading the image of Lyon to the world. 
ONLYLYON ambassadors can be inhabitants of Lyon, people who visit the city to 
study, travel or work, love Lyon and able to promote the unique and exclusive image 
of the city. 

Marketing mix of ONLYLYON: 
1. Competitive Job Opportunities – Lyon’s thriving economic activity revolves 

mainly around competitive industry clusters in biotech, cleantech, urban transport, 
digital entertainment and technical textiles. Lyon is home to internationally 
recognised brands such as Sanofi Pasteur, Lafarge, Atari, Renault Trucks, Rhodia and 
Group Seb. The Lyon area is also home to the nation’s second largest digital hub with 
over 4,000 digital companies providing 34,000 jobs and 3.5 billion euros in sales. 

Lyon is also a hub of entrepreneurship, with the city’s entrepreneurial roots 
dating back to the silk trade in the early 19th century. With 10,000 new businesses 
started in 2006, local policies providing support to 20,000 new business projects 
every year, as well as leading business incubators in the region such as Crealys, 
Novacité and The Entrepreneurship Centre located at EMLYON & Ecole Centrale’s 
campuses, Lyon is France’s most enterprising city. 
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2. Optimum location with strong transportation links- Located on the main 
north-south and east-west axes of Europe, close to both the Mediterranean and the 
Alps, Lyon has developed strong transportation links to support its strategic European 
location. 1,101 European and international locations are accessible from Lyon St 
Exupery airport, with the TGV high-speed train taking 1hr 55 from Paris and 1 hr 40 
from Marseille. 

3.  Quality  of  life  –  As  the  second  largest  urban  site  on  the  UNESCO  World  
Heritage list, 2000 years of history with Gallo-Roman heritage and the sensational 
annual “Fête des Lumières”, the city of Lyon attracts up to 6 million visitors per year. 

Lyon also boasts a reputation as France’s gastronomic capital, with over 2,000 
restaurants to choose from, including 14 Michelin starred restaurants – the highest in 
Europe according to the Michelin Guide. 

The success of the ONLYLYON brand is created by a partnership between 12 
institutions in the public and private sectors of the city with a commitment to making 
Lyon one of the most influential cities in France and in the world. Now, all of these 
partners continue to promote ONLYLYON brand in their international 
communication activities and marketing strategies. 
 
 
 
 

Wubi Meekly NNENDAH 
Master student of West Ukrainian National 
University 

FUNDING THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IN NIGERIA 

Transportation system in Nigeria is predominately uni-modal. Moving goods 
from one place to another is critical to maintain strong economic and political ties 
between regions in the same state. With a land area of 910,768sq.km, population 
estimate  of  150  million  and  GDP  growth  rate  of  6%  per  annum  (2006  est),  the  
regularity of effectual public transportation system in Nigeria is readily seen. 
Nigeria's transportation system is a gloomy state and falls short of the countries it 
would like to be compared with. It is inadequate to meet the transformation agenda of 
the current administration, as a tool for achieving rapid economic growth and 
development. Globally, Nigeria ranks low in the quality of its infrastructure which 
impacts the ease of doing business. Low investment in transportation has resulted in 
the current infrastructural deficit. Key challenges includes inadequate investment and 
poor management of transportation system which in turn has created a huge 
infrastructural deficit. In Nigeria today, the transportation system includes road 
transport, railway, air and sea. Of all these mode of transportation, the most used by 



140 

Nigerians is the road transport system, which is also applicable in most countries. 
Nigeria is the most populous and heterogeneous country in Africa. This diversity has 
offered her the advantage of a diversified economic resources base, this has exercised 
strong transport demand in the country. Transportation remains one of the most 
important keys to the economic development and growth of Nigeria. This is because 
transportation connects people and places as well as help in the movement of goods 
and services. It enhances cultural, economic and social interactions.  

There are various transportation companies operating in Nigeria today. They 
provide both passengers and luggage transport services within Nigeria. Some of these 
transport companies operates passengers transport service to cities in neighbouring 
West African countries such as Ghana, Benin republic, cote d'Ivoire, Togo, etc.  Due 
to the fact that we now have many transport companies in Nigeria, the competition 
among these companies has grown so much so that it is no longer business as usual. 

The value added by transportation to the economy for many growing 
economies accounts for 3 to 8 percent of GDP (gross domestic product), while 
employment in transport sector ranges between 2.5 and 11.5 per cent of total paid 
employment. However, transport cost alone in Nigeria can be as high as 15 per cent 
of the goods or services, due to poor infrastructure. Hence, the logistic costs for 
goods and services are typically more than 20 per cent of sales from the global 
average of 2 per cent (El-Rufai, 2012). For a struggling economy like Nigeria, 
intensified investment in transport will not only increase disposal incomes for 
millions of Nigerians, but also create millions of jobs and stimulate  critical sectors of 
the economy.  

The Nigeria constitution over the years has made varying responsibilities for 
the tiers of government on road transportation and it's infrastructure. At present, 
Nigeria has a total of 193,300km of roads, comprising of 34,123km federal roads, 
30,500km state roads and 129,572km local roads. The draft national transport policy 
(2018) gives the statistical assessment of roads that 23 per cent are in bad condition in 
2016, 30 per cent in 2017and 50 per cent in 2018. In 2016 also, 300 billion was 
estimated to be required over the next 10years to bring national roads network to 
fairly good condition and after recovery, #24 billion would be required yearly for 
subsequent maintenance, while #32 billion per year will be for rehabilitation. 
However, further neglect of roads implies a loss network value at #80 billion per year 
and additional #53billion yearly operating costs. 

GDP From Transport in Nigeria decreased to 233705.81 NGN Millions in the 
second quarter of 2019 from 288637 NGN Millions in the first quarter of 2019. GDP 
From Transport in Nigeria averaged 199572.23 NGN Millions from 2010 until 2019, 
reaching an all time high of 288637 NGN Millions in the first quarter of 2019 and a 
record low of 144848.60 NGN Millions in the first quarter of 2010. 
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Fig. 1. GDP From Transport in Nigeria d 

The transportation sub-index of the CPL basket in Nigeria increased to 272.60 
index in September of 2019 from 270.50 index points in August of 2019. CPL 
Transportation in Nigeria average 148.06 points from 2016 until 2019, reaching an all 
high of 272.60 index points in September of 2019 and a record low of 68.50 index 
points in February of 2006.  

 
Fig. 2 Nigeria inflation rate for 2019 

Table 1 

Expenditure on Transportation for 2015- 2017 

Year  Road sector  Rail sector  
2015 18.1 bn 565.1 bn 
2016 260.08 bn 149.25 bn 
2017 182.08 bn 150.03 bn 
Total 460.26 bn 864.38 bn 
 
Government: every year, some billions of Naira is been released by the 

Nigerian government into the transportation infrastructure solely for the maintenance 
and day to day running of the system. 

Personal funds: the system sometimes uses their personal money realized over 
the years for the running the industry, especially in a situation where there is delay on 
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the side of the government to release the necessary fund needed for the running of the 
industry. 

Bank loans: The transportation system sometimes take loans from the bank for 
the procurement of things that will be required for the successful running of the 
sector. 

Table 2 

Transportation  Income for 2015 – 2017 

Year Road sector (In billions) Rail sector (In billions) 
2015 1,156,293.33 282.10 
2016 1,358,682.97 309.7 

2017 Q1 3,96,619.77 37.8 
2017 Q2 330,356.64 105.5 

 

Table 3 

Profit 2015-2017  

Total expenditure 2015-2017 1,324.64 bn 

Total income 2015-2017 3,242,687.91 bn 

Total profit 3,241,368.27 bn 

 
Private sectors: private sector, organizations and individuals also contributes 

towards the funding of transportation system in Nigeria. 
The following are various ways through which transportation system can be 

improved in Nigeria: 
 Loans should be made available to the transport industry  
 Improving the state of the roads in Nigeria  
 Reducing the stress of vehicle importation  
 Safety on the highways  
 Government mass transit schemes  
 Make air travel functional  
 Develop the inland water ways  
 More trains should be made available 
 Make financial resources more acceptable for all companies in the 

transportation sector in Nigeria.  
 Create appropriate financial system for transport in Nigeria  

While the effort and money being put into maintaining and expanding 
transportation systems stagnated or decreased, the demand for transportation services 
increased with the growing population. The problems in modern Nigerian 
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transportation system are a product of the past both colonial and post colonial 
mismanagement  of  road,  rail,  water  and  air  Infrastructure  which  has  contributed  to  
the economic and social problems within Nigeria. Nigeria government should 
encourage competition by relaxing fiscal measures to power Nigerian transport 
entrepreneurs and encourage private sectors participation in ownership, funding and 
operations. This will help intensify the effort to modernise transport infrastructure 
and services. 

First, Nigeria's transportation model focused on paying for physical 
infrastructure such as roads, bridges, rail lines, rather than procuring service 
availability. I hereby recommend institute service procurement approach to annual 
transport capital expenditure budget, issuing service purchase guarantees not 
construction contracts.  

Secondly, risk allocation tends to be too heavily skewed towards government 
in Nigerian transportation infrastructure procurement (contract-to build versus pay for 
service). In regard to this, government must begin to implement changes to payment 
model for transport capex projects, require private operators to raise funding backed 
by government off take contracts. Finally, relevant government agencies must begin 
to incorporate additional planning. 
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TACKLING REGIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT IN GHANA 

Ghana is a country along the Gulf of Guinea and the Atlantic Ocean, in the 
subregion  of  West  Africa.  Ghana  was  colonized  by  the  British  and  we  gain  our  
independence on 6th of March, 1957. From there, Ghana became sovereign State and 
has sixteen Region with specified populations.  

The estimated population from 2016 to 2020 on the table is a simplified 
statistic. We can see the population of 2016 was 28481945, in 2017 with a population 
of 29121465, in 2018 with 29767102 then 2019 was 30417856 and lastly 2020 with 
the population of 30,955,200, meaning population increases in every year due to high 
birth rate and low death rate. 

 One of the problems facing Ghana is the unemployment situation. It has 
become a heartbroken issue on Ghana economy. And it is based on regions by 
regions. Every region has it unemployment rate summing up gives the total 
unemployment rate in Ghana.  

In simply terms, Unemployment can be defined as a person who is actively 
searching for employment and is unable to find. Let look at the occupation the 
unemployed people want to do. 

On the table, it shows that more than a third (64.1%) of the unemployed would 
want to be Service/sales workers, 46.1% would like to be Professional workers while 
36.4 percent prefer to go into craft and related trade work. Even though people are 
being encouraged to get into agricultural activities, only 17.7 percent of the 
unemployed persons indicated that they would want to become agricultural/fishery 
workers. Higher proportions of females than males gave the indication that ideally, 
they would want to do Service/sales work (31.5% and 96.7% respectively) and 
Professional work (47.4% and 44.7% respectively). On the other hand, higher 
proportions of males than females indicated their preference in the remaining 
occupational groups. Let look at the unemployment rate from 2016-2020 (Table 1). 

The table show that, number of people who were unemployed in 2016 where 
more as compare to the rest of the years on the table. During the pandemic in 2020, 
the number went up again given us 9,46%. Because, business collapsed and some 
also laid employees off due to the lockdown 

There cannot just be increased ratio in unemployment unless there are several 
causes and effects which may affect the economy negatively. Below are some of the 
causes and effects that play a vital role in the unemployment situation in Ghana. 
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Table 1  

Unemployment Rate in Ghana 

So I will start with the causes of unemployment: 
1. Poor Education: As we all know education is the most important thing in 

life, because it shapes our future. Most employed people say their education is the 
main reason they have their job and those who think otherwise are mistaken. those 
lacking a proper education tend to become unemployed because no one will employ 
anyone with poor education background or skills. The education system should 
include curriculum that will teach students to know ho to choose their future career. 
In Ghana, the education system from kindergarten to senior high are free so student 
don’t take it seriously to learn. I propose, they set a certain standard to follow even if 
is free   

2. Increase in Population Growth: Population growth is the increase in the 
number of individuals in a country. Some of the factors that led to high population 
growth are, high birth rate, migration, . The rapidly increasing population puts 
pressure on the labour force and has been identified as the main reason for the high 
incidence of youth unemployment in the country.  

Therefore, a clear policy should be outlined that will allow for a good 
population growth and economic growth that could lead to sustainable development 
for the creation of job opportunities for the youth. Overpopulation causes more 
competition for employment. Not only does increased competition for work make it 
tougher to find a job, employers can hire employees for a lower wage because there 
are more applicants than jobs to go around 

3. Corrupt Leadership: here, am talking about political leadership who use 
powers given to them for illegitimate private gain that is money embezzlement, the 
funds needed for the development of a sector would be diverted for personal use. 
Because of their embezzlement of funds, jobs are not created in the country so the 
government should set up a committee that will see to it that monies given to political 
leaders should be used for the right purpose. 

Now some of the effect of unemployment:  
1. High level of poverty in Ghana:  unemployment creates poverty which is as 

a result of the loss of income. Because individuals are not working, you will not earn 
income and many families are left without sufficient incomes to meet living expenses  

2. The high rate of crimes: Youth are vulnerable in times of economic 
challenges, when they are idle and without a job, they become restless and will do 
anything to occupy themselves especially if those activities tend out to be 

 
 
Unemployment rate 

2016 
 
11.4% 

2017 
 
8.84% 

2018 
 
8.7% 

2019 
 
9.16% 

2020 
 
9.46% 
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economically rewarding. They could also be easily lured by friends or groups to 
cause violence or engage in violence, criminal activities, Assault, verbal abuse and 
even sexual abuse. Some of them may even end up becoming armed robbers. Death 
or disability and mental illness become the end result and those affected by these 
violent activities. 

Reformation of educational system: The educational system needs to be 
reformed in order to produce skilled graduates, innovators, and entrepreneurs. 
Practice and research should be priority, not just the theoretical learning. Also, the 
government needs to create schools, good amenities, infrastructure and job 
opportunities in rural areas. This will cut the level of migration to cities, thus 
reducing high population and unemployment in the cities.  

Education on family planning. People all over the world should be aware of 
what it means to provide for a family and of the costs relating to it. People should ask 
themselves if it may be better to limit the number of children they want. It is in our all 
interest to limit the number of people on our planet in order to keep it intact and 
viable. 

The government to set a committee who will see to it that, the monies given to 
political leader examples the members of parliament for developing the country, 
should be used for its right purpose not for their personal or illegitimate gains. 
Anyone catches for embezzlement should serve the consequence 

How COVID -19 has influence unemployment. ‘CO' stands for corona, 'VI' for 
virus,  and  'D'  for  disease.  The  COVID-19  virus  is  a  new  virus  linked  to  the  same  
family of viruses as Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) and some types of 
common cold. The First outbreak of the disease was in Wuhan, China. Ghana realize 
the virus has entered the country when the detect two cases. 

The two cases were people who returned to the country from Norway and 
Turkey. Making them imported cases of COVID-19 in Ghana. Of the first two cases 
reported in Ghana, one case was a senior officer at the Norwegian Embassy in Ghana 
who had returned from Norway, while the other was a staff member at the United 
Nation (UN) offices in Ghana who had returned from Turkey. When it got to six 
people, it brought fear to the Ghanaian government. On 15 March, at 10 pm, the 
president banned all public gatherings including conferences, workshops, funerals, 
festivals, political rallies, church activities and other related events to reduce the 
spread of COVID-19. Basic schools, senior high schools and universities, both public 
and  private,  have  also  been  closed.  Only  those  who  were  writing  exams  were  
permitted to remain in school under social distancing protocols. But he lifted the 
banned-on Monday, April 20, 2020. But still the social distance and protection 
measures was in place the virus spreading was controlled 

It is considered as a shock that has impact on Ghana business, forcing many 
firms to cut costs by reducing staff hours, cutting wages, and in some cases laying off 
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workers. According to Ghana Statistical Service (GSS), about 770,000 workers   had 
their wages reduced and about 42,000 employees were laid off during the country’s 
COVID-19 partial lockdown. The pandemic also led to reduction in working hours, 
and during the partial lockdown, businesses received shocks in supply and demand 
for goods and services.  Some firms started adjusting their business models by relying 
more on digital solutions, such as mobile money and internet for sales. Firms within 
the agriculture sector and other industries used relatively more digital solutions with 
establishments in the accommodation and food sector being the least that adopted 
digital solutions. 

Government has already put in place diverse supports for businesses including 
the establishment of a Coronavirus Alleviation Programme to protect jobs, 
livelihoods and support small businesses by given them capital to invest in their 
companies. 
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