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Foreword

Lifelong skills development benefits workers, employers and society. It is
indispensable for innovation and for meeting the fast-evolving skills requirements
driven by technological, environmental and social transformations. It helps close
skills gaps, helps individuals stay and progress in employment, boosts motivation
and improves performance and productivity. The right to education, training and
lifelong learning is a core principle (principle 1) of the European Pillar of Social
Rights. Stepping up skills development, especially for adults, is therefore key to
achieving the goals of the European Pillar of Social Rights and to delivering on the
aims of the Union of Skills, as proposed by the European Commission in early
2025.

As a key pillar of lifelong learning, continuing vocational training (CVT) —
training that is (co-)financed by employers —is in the limelight. Enterprises are main
gatekeepers of providing learning opportunities for workers. Previous research by
the European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (Cedefop) has
confirmed that adult learning across Europe is mostly non-formal, job-related and
employer-sponsored (either directly or indirectly), showing that CVT in enterprises
is a central component of adult learning.

Internationally comparable statistics and indicators are essential for
monitoring CVT developments, as they make it possible to quantify and analyse
key patterns and progress within and across countries. The Continuing Vocational
Training Survey (CVTS) is acknowledged to be one of the most reliable and
comprehensive reference sources for data on CVT at the European level, thanks
to its regularity, content, scale and high quality. The latest CVTS data, covering all
EU Member States, North Macedonia, Norway and Serbia for 2020, cover the
period of the COVID-19 pandemic and the widespread associated lockdowns.
Therefore, this report also identifies, to the extent possible, the pandemic’s effects
on CVT provision in enterprises.

As in previous years, Cedefop has analysed the latest CVTS results to provide
a comparative statistical overview of skills development through CVT in
enterprises. The report presents key data on developments over time by
comparing the current results with those from the previous survey (CVTS 5, 2015).
It also devotes particular attention to the gap in CVT activity between small and
large enterprises, with the engagement of small and medium-sized enterprises
largely determining the overall level of CVT.

This report reflects Cedefop’s ongoing commitment to enhancing the
availability, analyses and dissemination of data on vocational education and
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training (VET) and skills to support evidence-informed policymaking. Continued
investment in skills is crucial for addressing multiple challenges, including an
ageing workforce, innovation, technological advances and a fast-evolving labour
market. Addressing these issues requires a clear understanding of both progress
and obstacles. Policymakers and stakeholders need data that are reliable,
comparable and comprehensive yet easy to understand.

With this publication, we aim to present statistical information in a reader-
friendly way. We hope that it will facilitate reflections and decisions that promote
the development of employee skills within enterprises.

Jurgen Siebel Antonio Ranieri
Executive Director Head of Department for VET and Skills
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Executive summary

Aim and content of the report

This report provides a comparative statistical analysis of skills development
through continuing vocational training (CVT) in European enterprises. Data
originated from the Continuing Vocational Training Survey (CVTS) and were
collected in accordance with the survey methodology. The report focuses on
information collected during the latest round of the survey (CVTS 6, 2020) across
EU Member States, North Macedonia, Norway and Serbia and compares these
latest results with those from the previous survey wave (CVTS 5, 2015). The report
provides information on developments in employer-sponsored CVT in Europe and
on its progresses and contributions to key policy objectives: promoting CVT,
enhancing its contribution to expanding adult learning, raising participation,
reducing access inequalities and barriers, stimulating financial contributions by all
stakeholders, encouraging companies to continue investing in training and
providing the right skills for the labour market.

Two forms of training are distinguished in the CVTS — CVT courses and other
forms of CVT. CVT courses are typically clearly separated from the active
workplace (with learning taking place in locations specifically intended for learning,
e.g. a classroom or training centre). They are associated with a high degree of
organisation (in terms of time, space and content) by a trainer or a training
institution. The content is designed for a group of learners (e.g. a curriculum
exists). CVT courses can be principally or solely managed by the enterprise itself
or by third-party organisations.

Other forms of CVT are typically connected to active work and the active
workplace, but they can also include participation in (or instruction received at)
conferences, trade fairs, etc. for the purpose of learning. These other forms of CVT
are often associated with some degree of self-organisation (in terms of time, space
and content), that is, by the individual learner or group of learners. The content is
often tailored to the learners’ individual needs in the workplace. Most indicators
covered in the report consider CVT courses only as the form of training.

The study uses key CVTS data to investigate whether employer-sponsored
CVT provision in the EU has increased and, if so, to what extent. It looks at four
key dimensions and integrates them into a composite index. The four dimensions
covered in the study are:

(a) the share of enterprises providing CVT (incidence), with indicators both on the
provision of CVT courses only and on courses and other forms of CVT,;
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(b) the share of staff participating in CVT (participation), with an indicator on
participation in CVT courses;

(c) number of hours spent on CVT (intensity), with an indicator on time spent
participating in CVT courses;

(d) enterprises’ expenditure on CVT (expenditure), with indicators on total
expenditure, monetary expenditure and direct expenditure on CVT courses.

The report uses the CVTS as a unique preferable source of statistical
information on the subject. Due to its regularity, content, methods, scale and quality
standards, the CVTS is acknowledged to be the reference source of statistical
information on CVT at the European level. The survey is coordinated by the
statistical office of the European Union (Eurostat). It covers enterprises with 10 or
more persons employed operating across the maijority of the private business
economy. Public administration is excluded as are enterprises operating in
agriculture, forestry, fishing, education, health and social work. The analysis uses
aggregated data published in Eurostat’s online database, retrieved between
February and May 2025.

Methods and limitations

The report is composed of four main parts. First is an introduction, providing the
policy context for the analysis (Chapter 1). Second, it provides methodological
analysis of the data used and an assessment of their quality, including an
assessment of the possible effects of the COVID-19 pandemic (Chapter 2). Third,
it provides cross-country analysis of the main indicators across the four key
dimensions (Chapter 3). Finally, it provides country-specific analysis in the form of
a composite index (Chapter 4).

The cross-country analysis provides, for each dimension, an analysis of a
selection of relevant indicators of both developments over time and inequalities
based on enterprise size class. The latter is analysed by means of absolute
differences in the indicator values (gaps) between large and small enterprises and
changes in the gaps between 2015 and 2020. Large enterprises are defined as
those with 250 or more persons employed; small enterprises are defined as those
with 10 to 49 persons employed.

The four dimensions mentioned above, with one indicator being selected to
represent each dimension, have also been brought together to derive a composite
index of the surface measure of overall performance (SMOP). The composite index
condenses the different dimensions of incidence, participation, intensity and
expenditure into one metric, resulting in a quantitative summary measure of
employer-sponsored CVT provision at the system level. It has been calculated at
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the EU and country levels for 2015 and 2020. It can be considered a synthetic
measure of the overall performance of a system in terms of the provision of
employer-sponsored CVT, based on the underlying dimensions considered. This
composite index has mainly been used to assess changes in performance over
time.

An assessment of the quality of background data has shown CVTS data to be
of good quality. In most instances, key indicators of CVT performance, that is, on
incidence, participation, intensity and expenditure, could be reliably compared over
time and across countries. Comparisons over time have been carried out, as far
as possible, based on patterns emerging from the data rather than on actual
comparisons of values. An appropriate sectoral analysis has not been possible. To
comply with statistical reliability thresholds and confidentiality guidelines, results
by economic activity sector had to be highly aggregated and are therefore largely
insufficient for analytical purposes.

Changes in CVT provision between 2015 and 2020

In general, between 2015 and 2020, CVT provision declined across the EU-27 and
across most of the main indicators, with only a few national exceptions. However,
this decline should be interpreted not as a long-term trend but, most likely, as a
result of the one-off disruption of CVT activities due to the COVID-19 pandemic
and the subsequent lockdowns across nearly all the countries covered by the
CVTS.

Based on changes in composite index (SMOP) values, overall CVT activity
between 2015 and 2020 increased in three countries only — Italy, Germany and
Norway. In addition, only relatively small declines in CVT activity were observed in
the Netherlands and Latvia. This suggests that the level of CVT activity in these
countries was less affected by COVID-19 than in the other countries surveyed. The
countries most affected seem to have been Denmark, Belgium, Ireland, Malta and
Spain.

CVT performance across the four key dimensions

Across all four key dimensions, the available indicators show a declining trend at
the EU level. The share of enterprises providing any type of CVT opportunities to
at least some of their employees declined across the EU-27 from 70.5 % in 2015
to 67.4 % in 2020, while the share of enterprises providing CVT courses declined
from 60.2 % in 2015 to 54.9 % in 2020. The share of employees participating in
CVT courses also declined, but only marginally, across the EU-27, from 42.9 % in
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2015t0 42.4 % in 2020. Training intensity, measured by hours of training spent on
CVT courses per 1 000 hours worked, in all enterprises surveyed declined across
the EU-27 from 6.4 hours in 2015 to 6.0 hours in 2020.

Finally, total expenditure on CVT courses as a percentage of total labour
costs, comprising three main components — direct costs, net contribution to training
funds and labour costs of participants — declined across the EU-27 from 1.7 % in
2015 to 1.5 % in 2020. Alternative (narrower) measures of expenditure on CVT
courses also declined. For example, the total monetary expenditure on CVT
courses (which excludes participants’ labour costs) as a percentage of total labour
costs declined from 0.9 % in 2015 to 0.6 % in 2020, while direct monetary
expenditure on CVT courses (which excludes both participants’ labour costs and
net contributions to training funds) as a percentage of total labour costs declined
in the EU-27 from 0.7 % in 2015 to 0.5 % in 2020.

Evolution of inequalities based on firm size

Enterprise size is strongly related to the level of training provision, with smaller
firms typically reporting a lower training incidence, which substantially influences
the overall averages (as large enterprises represent only a small fraction of the
total). Results from CVTS 6 reconfirm the persistent and even increasing gap in
CVT provision between small and large enterprises across all four key dimensions.

In terms of the share of enterprises providing CVT courses, the EU-27
average in 2020 was 50.3 % for small enterprises, 72.3 % for medium-sized
enterprises and 88.5 % for large enterprises. The decline between 2015 and 2020
on average in the EU-27 was slightly larger among small firms than among
medium-sized or large firms, increasing the gap between small and large
enterprises by 2.2 percentage points (pp) and resulting in an overall gap in 2020
of 38.2 pp (or43.2 %).

In terms of staff participation in CVT courses, the EU-27 average in 2020 was
27.5 % for small enterprises, 35.0 % for medium-sized enterprises and 54.5 % for
large enterprises. Between 2015 and 2020, the level of staff participation slightly
increased in large enterprises, whereas in smaller enterprises it slightly declined.
This led to an increase in the training participation gap of 4.6 pp and an overall gap
in 2020 of 27 pp (or 50 %).

In terms of training hours per 1 000 hours worked in all enterprises, the EU-
27 average in 2020 was 3.5 hours for small enterprises, 4.2 hours for medium-
sized enterprises and 8.4 for large enterprises. Training intensity on average in the
EU-27 between 2015 and 2020 remained stable for large enterprises but slightly
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declined for smaller enterprises, leading to an increase in the training participation
gap of 0.3 pp and resulting in an overall gap in 2020 of 4.9 hours (or 58.3 %).

Finally, direct training costs as a share of total labour costs in the EU-27 in
2020 were 0.3 % for small enterprises, 0.4 % for medium-sized enterprises and
0.7 % for large enterprises. On average, training expenditure in the EU-27 between
2015 and 2020 declined slightly less in large enterprises than it did in small
enterprises, leading to an overall 0.1 pp increase in the expenditure gap and an
overall gap in 2020 of 0.4 pp (or 57.1 %). However, the calculation of this indicator
uses total labour costs (a very large figure in absolute terms) as the denominator,
resulting in vanishingly small indicator values, which may not reveal the full
heterogeneity of the situation across countries, especially when breaking down
indicator values by, for example, firm size.

Some observations on country-specific developments

When comparing changes in training intensity, training incidence and training
participation across countries, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway and Spain
stand out. In Germany, an increase in training intensity coincided with pronounced
increases in participation and incidence, suggesting a general increase in CVT
activity across the dimensions measured (although this was possibly more
concentrated among large firms). In Spain, pronounced declines in intensity and
incidence coincided with a pronounced increase in participation, suggesting fewer
training hours spread across a larger number of participants.

In the Netherlands and Norway, increases in training intensity coincided with
small increases in participation and substantial declines in incidence, potentially
suggesting a general shift from enterprises training a few people for a short time
towards training many people for more time. In ltaly, the increase in training
intensity coincided with a slight decline in participation, suggesting a shift in training
activities from shorter to somewhat longer durations (although this was potentially
more concentrated among smaller firms) and thus somewhat compensating for the
decline in participation.

Looking at the developments for specific enterprise size classes, the largest
declines in intensity among large enterprises were in Estonia, Malta and Denmark.
Conversely, training intensity in large enterprises increased the most in Germany,
the Netherlands and Norway. In these countries, public support targeted at large
enterprises may have played a role. The largest declines in training intensity
among small enterprises were in Ireland, Belgium and Spain, while the largest
increases were in Italy, Hungary and Luxembourg. This is in line with changes in
the other indicators, which suggest an increase in training activity among large
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enterprises in Germany and, to a somewhat smaller extent, in the Netherlands and
Norway. An increase in training activity among small enterprises was observed
across several indicators in Italy and Luxembourg. In Spain, a significant drop in
intensity across all size classes (although this was more concentrated among large
enterprises) translated into increased participation (which was also more
concentrated among large enterprises).

The country rankings for direct training expenditure and training intensity are
similar. Luxembourg is a partial exception, showing a high level of training intensity
but only an average level of direct expenditure. However, changes in expenditure
over time, when compared with training intensity, are more difficult to reconcile.
For example, despite a significant increase in training intensity in Germany, there
was no corresponding increase in direct training expenditure. Similarly, increases
in training intensity in other countries (ltaly, the Netherlands, Norway) resulted in
only minor expenditure increases, if any. In addition, the declines in expenditure
seem to be more pronounced than the declines in intensity, possibly suggesting a
decline in training costs.

Overall, the changes in the expenditure indicator over time are hard to
interpret. Changes could be affected by changes in total labour costs, especially if
impacted by public interventions, such as job-retention or part-time-work schemes,
which were frequently introduced during the COVID-19 pandemic, as they cannot
be clearly isolated. Additionally, changes in prices over time and in training content
and format (e.g. an increase in the use of online training) may have (temporarily)
changed training cost structures, affecting the expenditure indicator.



CHAPTER 1.
Introduction

1.1. CVETIinthe EU

Two main components of vocational education and training (VET) are typically
distinguished: initial and continuing VET. Continuing vocational education and
training (CVET) is additional education and training undertaken after a person has
completed their initial education and training or after they have entered into a
working life. CVET is undertaken for labour-market- and/or job-related purposes —
to obtain, update, improve or develop knowledge and/or skills for a current or future
job; increase performance and/or earnings; and improve job and/or career
opportunities. CVET is therefore distinguished from continuing education and
training undertaken for personal, social, recreational, community or domestic
purposes. CVET can be considered the part of adult education and training most
relevant to the labour market. It can be financed, in various combinations, by
enterprises, public authorities and learners, with continuing vocational training
(CVT) covering the part of CVET financed by enterprises (i.e. employers).

Box 1. Key terminology used in the report

Lifelong learning (LLL): it encompasses all learning activities undertaken throughout
life with the aim of improving knowledge, skills and competences, within personal,
civic, social or employment-related perspectives.

Vocational education and training (VET): learning which aims to acquire knowledge,
know-how, information, values, skills and competences — either job-specific or
transversal — required in specific occupations or more broadly on the labour market.
can take place in a broad range of — formal and non-formal — settings and — public or
private — sectors.

Adult learning (AL): formal or non-formal learning — of a general or vocational

nature — undertaken after initial education and training

Continuing vocational education and training (CVET): learning carried out after initial
education or training — or after entry into working life, as required in specific
occupations or more broadly on the labour market.

Continuing vocational training (CVT): refers to education or training measures or
activities which are financed in total or at least partly by the enterprise (directly or
indirectly).

Sources: Cedefop glossary (for VET and CVET); Eurostat glossary and metadata (for LLL, AL and CVT).

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union recognises the
universal right to education and access to vocational and continuing training

10
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(European Parliament et al., 2012). The EU also acknowledges the role that initial
and continuing VET can and must play in the European education area in
supporting lifelong learning, skills development and, more generally,
socioeconomic policies. CVET is considered a key driver for:

(a) enhancing personal and professional development;

(b) increasing employability;

(c) increasing social, geographical and learning-related mobility;

(d) strengthening social cohesion and economic competitiveness;

(e) facilitating labour-market functioning;

(f) creating more and better jobs;

(g) promoting active citizenship;

(h) ensuring sustainable growth; and

(i) stimulating and supporting transitions towards a more knowledge-

intensive, technologically advanced, digital and green EU, in terms of its

economy, society and labour market.

The Lisbon strategy (Council of the European Union, 2000) positioned lifelong
learning, continuing development, investing in people and adult participation in
education and training at the heart of the EU’s socioeconomic policies. The need
for comparable statistics, indicators and quantitative average targets to inform,
support and monitor policy progress has since emerged.

Following the launch of the Copenhagen Process in 2002 (European Ministers
of Vocational Education and Training, and the European Commission, 2002),
promoting and developing initial and continuing VET from a lifelong-learning
perspective has entailed European cooperation, involving the relevant national
authorities, social partners and institutions. In this context, policies promote work
towards the achievement of commonly agreed objectives, including knowledge
gathering, identification of good practices and collection of statistical evidence,
which are mutually shared to inform, support and monitor developments.

The role of CVET in Europe from 2011 to 2020 was outlined in the Bruges
Communiqué (European Ministers for VET et al, 2010) and in the Riga
Conclusions (Ministers responsible for VET of countries participating in the
Copenhagen Process et al., 2015). In the context of the 2020 strategic framework
for European cooperation in education and training (Council of the European
Union, 2009), the Europe 2020 strategy (European Commission, 2010a) and the
Agenda for new skills and jobs flagship initiative (European Commission, 2010b),
CVET policies were specifically called to contribute to raising levels of participation
in adult education and training to meet the target for the EU 2020 average set in
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2020 strategic framework for European cooperation in education and training
(15 % of 25- to 64-year-olds have had an education and/or training experience in
the past four weeks). Policies were asked to ensure more attractive, relevant,
career-oriented, innovative, accessible and flexible CVET; to make lifelong
learning a reality for all, including specific target groups with typically lower levels
of participation; and to contribute to its excellence and quality, without reducing —
but potentially increasing — the level of investment.

With the start of a new EU-level policy cycle in 2020, several EU policy
documents were agreed on and released, including the new Skills Agenda for
sustainable competitiveness, social fairness and resilience (European
Commission, 2020); the resolution on a strategic framework for European
cooperation in education and training towards the European education area and
beyond (Council of the European Union, 2021); the Council Recommendation on
VET (Council of the European Union, 2020); and the Osnabriick Declaration
(Ministers in charge of VET of the Member States et al., 2020). The European Pillar
of Social Rights had already set out in 2017 the right to high-quality, inclusive
education, training and lifelong learning (principle 1), and to active support for
employment (principle 4) (European Parliament et al.,, 2017). This was then
followed by an action plan (European Commission, 2021). Now, as part of the mid-
term review of the 2020 policy cycle, the Commission has issued a communication
on the skills union (European Commission, 2025), reiterating the importance of re-
and upskilling.

Raising the levels, equity and labour-market relevance of adults’ participation
in education and training have been confirmed as priorities in the agenda, and, to
this end, the role of CVET remains important. Participation levels in adult education
and training need to increase for lifelong learning to become a reality for all. A new
measurement approach has been identified (based on adults’ participation in the
previous 12 months) and new ambitious average targets were set for adults in the
EU: 47 % by 2025 in the Skills Agenda, 50 % by 2025 in the Council Resolution
and 60 % by 2030 in the European Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan.

The Skills Agenda sets further targets to be met by 2025: at least 30 % of
adults with lower levels of education should have had a learning experience in the
previous 12 months, 20 % of unemployed adults should have had a learning
experience in the previous four weeks and 70 % of adults should possess at least
basic digital skills. Despite some progress, these targets were not entirely achieved
by the end of 2025.

Further, the Skills Agenda perpetuates the cyclic concept that training both
stimulates and follows innovation, while further stressing the links with the twin
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(digital and green) transitions. CVET resilience to different phases of the economic
cycle and to labour-market shocks have been further stressed.

Largely building upon the Council Recommendation on VET (Council of the

European Union, 2020), the following picture can be derived.

(a)

(b)

(c)

CVET should be a key part of lifelong learning. It is expected to contribute to
raising participation in and the equity and relevance of adult learning.

CVET should be agile. It needs to adapt to changes in the labour market and
must be resilient and aligned with all phases of the economic cycle. It should
be able to cope with emergency situations and economic shocks, while
supporting economic growth and social cohesion. It should offer a balanced
mix of vocational and technical skills and key competencies, including solid
basic skills, in line with evolving jobs and working practices. The offerings
should be informed by skills intelligence mechanisms and sustained by
learning-conducive workplaces.

CVET should be flexible and permeable. It should incorporate face-to-face
and digital or blended learning, while comprising and expanding work-based
and on-the-job learning components for the provision of training and skills.
Flexible, permeable, modular pathways should exist between initial VET
(IVET) and CVET, general education and higher education, based on the
recognition of prior learning and supported by career guidance.

CVET should drive innovation and growth and be relevant for the labour
market. It should play a role in economic, industrial and innovation strategies,
in preparations for the digital and green transitions and occupations in high
demand. CVET needs to be significantly adapted and/or expanded, especially
for adults, to foster entrepreneurial, digital and green skills.

CVET should be equitable and inclusive. It should be accessible to vulnerable
groups and disadvantaged people who have traditionally had fewer learning
opportunities. It is expected to be gender balanced and to promote gender
balance in working life. CVET policies should address the specific challenges
faced by small companies and be designed to meet labour-market, sectoral
or individual up- or reskilling needs, including reskilling solutions for workers
at risk of redundancy.

CVET efforts in relation to further internationalisation will continue in European
VET systems to stimulate and benefit from learning mobility, allowing it to act
as a worldwide reference for VET learners.

CVET is recommended to be underpinned by a culture of quality assurance.
The European quality assurance reference framework for vocational
education and training (EQAVET), initially launched in 2009 (European
Parliament and Council, 2009), will be used in national systems as amended
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and replaced by the one included in the Council Recommendation on VET
(Council of the European Union, 2020).

(h) The EQAVET recommends the use of descriptors and indicators, including
statistics concerning participation, completion, outcome, equity, teachers and
trainers, and career guidance. These are relevant at both the system and the
provider levels and constitute elements of a broad concept of quality.

The role of enterprises is crucial for meeting the policy objectives outlined
above. The Osnabriick Declaration highlights that the responsibility for promoting
the provision of skills that are needed in the labour market is shared between
governments and companies; it also emphasises that sufficient investment and the
involvement of all stakeholders is key (Ministers in charge of VET of the Member
States et al., 2020).

Enterprises are decisive gatekeepers of lifelong learning, and previous
research (Cedefop, 2015) has confirmed that, in and across Europe, adult learning
is mostly non-formal, job-related and employer-sponsored (directly or indirectly),
showing that CVT in enterprises can be considered a key component of adult
learning.

Monitoring CVT developments in enterprises has become essential for many
reasons, and this is why EU Member States are invited to participate actively in
and implement key messages resulting from the Continuing Vocational Training
Survey (CVTS) (Council of the European Union, 2011).

This has become even more important due to the effects of the COVID-19
pandemic and the shocks it first caused in European economies, societies and
labour markets in 2020.

1.2.  Aim, scope and structure of this report

In a context of persistent, strong policy demand for comparable data on the topic —
and at a time when CVET needs to be resilient, to adapt and/or expand during
unfavourable phases of the economic cycle, to be a driver of recovery, and to
accompany, support and boost the green and digital transitions by providing
relevant training and skills — this report provides a statistical overview of skills
development through CVT in enterprises across the EU Member States, North
Macedonia, Norway and Serbia, based on the sixth round of the CVTS, for 2020.
It also considers previous waves of the CVTS, particularly the fifth round, for 2015,
to analyse developments over time and to report on CVT trends and the resilience
of CVT provision in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020.
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The study selects and analyses CVTS data to report on the progress made
towards the EU’s CVET policy goals, which include promoting CVET, increasing
CVET’s contribution to expanding adult participation in learning, reducing access
inequalities and barriers, stimulating financial contributions by stakeholders, and
encouraging companies to continue investing in training and providing the right
skills for the labour market.

Key data from the CVTS are examined to establish trends in employer-
sponsored CVT provision in the EU, to assess whether it decreased or increased
during times of socioeconomic hardship and, if so, to what extent and along which
dimensions. The report also focuses on reasons limiting the provision of CVT in
EU enterprises, inequalities based on firm size, which skills have been taught and
which skills employers deem important for the future. Readers will find relevant
and comparable statistical evidence at the EU and country levels, which could
stimulate further research and inform policy.

The CVTS offers a wealth of integrated and internationally comparable data
on CVT in enterprises from the employers’ perspective. The data complement the
benchmark indicator on participation in adult education and training derived from
the EU Labour Force Survey, specifically focusing on the job-related and employer-
sponsored component and enriching the availability of relevant statistical
information with other elements beyond simple participation rates. These elements
include enterprises’ provision of training, training costs, the time devoted to
training, barriers to training and training strategies, offering a more comprehensive
picture of CVT and its developments over time. This publication of this report
represents a continuation of the efforts made by the European Centre for the
Development of Vocational Training (Cedefop) to monitor CVT in EU enterprises,
including at the statistical level (Cedefop, 2010; 2015; 2019).

Chapter 2 discusses the data sources, definitions and methods used in this
report. It describes the CVTS methodological framework and defines its key
concepts, variables and indicators. The chapter also presents key results of a
background data quality assessment, to help readers understand and interpret the
data presented in the report, with a particular focus on their comparability across
countries and over time and on the potential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Chapter 3, from a cross-country perspective, analyses selected indicators of the
key dimensions of CVT: enterprises’ training provision (incidence), staff
participation, paid working time devoted to CVT (intensity) and enterprises’ training
expenditure. In Chapter 4, the previous analysis is complemented with the
derivation of a composite index, calculated to derive summary and synthetic
measure on enterprises’ training performance across these dimensions. The
results are presented at the country level and over time.
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2.1.  CVTS methodology, key concepts and indicators

The CVTS collects information on enterprises’ investment in the CVT of their staff.
CVT refers to education or training measures or activities that are partly or wholly
financed by the enterprise (directly or indirectly). Partial financing could include the
use of working time for training activities or the financing of training equipment
(Eurostat, 2024).

The CVTS is the key reference source for statistical information on CVT in
enterprises in EU Member States. It provides internationally comparable data, and
it is the only integrated source of data on CVT costs and hours of training and on
staff participation and related enterprise strategies. The CVTS is a large enterprise
survey. It is implemented in all Member States by national statistical authorities
and is coordinated by the statistical office of the European Union (Eurostat).
European Commission implementing regulations specifying data collection
standards have been used for the various survey waves: CVTS 3 (European
Commission, 2005); CVTS 4 (European Commission, 2010c); and CVTS 5 and
CVTS 6 (European Commission, 2014).

2.1.41. Data collected via the CVTS

The data used in this report originated from the sixth (and fifth) round(s) of the
CVTS and are subject to its methodology. The following sections provide key
background methodological information on the survey and its results. Eurostat
provides additional information, including the key findings of the survey and its
general background, reference metadata and implementation manuals and quality

reports. The main data tables, as collected via the CVTS, are also publicly
available in an aggregated form on Eurostat’s website.
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Box 2. Key features of the CVTS

Sampling: CVTS uses large samples stratified by enterprise size class and economic
activity sector; these are typically drawn at the national level from official business
registers/databases, which are considered the gold standard for business surveys.

Coverage: the CVTS covers enterprises with 10 or more persons employed,
operating in the private sector economy, as classified in the statistical classification of
economic activities in the European Community (NACE). The following NACE sectors
are excluded from the survey: agriculture, forestry and fishing (A), public
administration (O), education (P), health and social work (Q), activities of households
(T) and extraterritorial organisations and bodies (U).

Reference period: the reference period of the CVTS is one calendar year; thus, it
refers to training activities that took place in that year (2020 for CVTS 6, 2015 for
CVTS 5).

Time series: six waves of the CVTS have been carried out: CVTS 1 — reference year
1993; CVTS 2 — reference year 1999; CVTS 3 — reference year 2005; CVTS 4 —
reference year 2010; CVTS 5 — reference year 2015; CVTS 6 — reference year 2020.

Survey content: the information that the CVTS provides, which is available in the
Education and training (educ) database on the Eurostat website, covers:

— the provision of CVT courses and other forms of CVT (i.e. training/non-training
enterprises), and also reasons for non-provision and factors limiting provision;

— CVT strategies, including CVT planning, agreements with social partners,
engagement of social partners in CVT planning, main skills needed and usual
reactions to future skills needs;

— participants in CVT courses;
— costs of CVT courses;
— time spent on CVT courses;

— characteristics of CVT courses, including the types of training providers and what
types of skills are being taught;

— assessment of CVT activities, including assessment of outcomes and of future
skills needs;

— enterprises’ provision of initial vocational training (IVT).

Source: Cedefop compilation, based on Eurostat.

Data for the analysis presented in this report were extracted between February
and May 2025 from the Eurostat database. These are estimates based on CVTS
national samples and should be interpreted as such.

2.1.2. Key concepts and variables

The concept of CVT is defined in the CVTS 6 implementation manual (Eurostat,
2021) as a set of training measures or activities that have as their primary
objectives the acquisition of new competencies or the development and
improvement of existing ones, and that are provided to persons employed by an
enterprise through sponsorship by that enterprise. Employer sponsorship means
that CVT is fully or partly financed by the employer. Financing can be direct or
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indirect. Indirect financing could include the use of paid working time for the training
activity as well as the financing of training and/or training equipment. The training
measures or activities must be planned in advance and must be organised with
the specific goal of learning in mind. CVT can take place on-site, online or both
(blended/hybrid learning). Random learning and initial vocational training (IVT) for
persons with an apprenticeship or training contract are explicitly excluded.

In the CVTS, ‘persons employed’ are those who work for the enterprise
surveyed; this includes those who either have a working contract with it or benefit
directly from their work for the enterprise, such as unpaid family workers and
casual workers. Persons employed do not include those working at the enterprise
whose salary is paid by another company. Those holding an apprenticeship or a
training contract are not considered persons employed and are therefore not
considered to be receiving CVT. The definition of persons employed in the CVTS
deviates from the definition used for structural business statistics in its treatment
of persons employed holding an apprenticeship or training contract (Eurostat,
2021).

According to CVTS methodology, the following forms of CVT are covered:
(a) CVT courses;

(b) other forms of CVT.

CVT courses are typically clearly separated from the active workplace (with
learning taking place in locations specifically intended for learning, e.g. a
classroom or training centre). They are associated with a high degree of
organisation (in terms of time, space and content) by a trainer or a training
institution. The content is designed for a group of learners (e.g. a curriculum
exists). CVT courses can be principally or solely managed by the enterprise itself,
if internal, or by third-party organisations, if external (Eurostat, 2021).

Other forms of CVT are typically connected to active work and the active
workplace, but they can also include participation in (or instruction received at)
conferences, trade fairs, etc. for the purpose of learning. These other forms of CVT
are often associated with some degree of self-organisation (in terms of time, space
and content), that is, by the individual learner or group of learners. The content is
often tailored to the learners’ individual needs (Eurostat, 2021). Other forms of CVT
are described below.

(a) Guided on-the-job training is ‘characterised by planned periods of training,
instruction or practical experience in the workplace using the normal tools of
work, either at the immediate place of work or in the work situation’ (Eurostat,
2021, p. 28).

(b) Planned training through job rotation, exchanges, secondments or study visits
is considered a form of CVT if the following applies: ‘job rotation within the
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(e)

enterprise and exchanges with other enterprises are other forms of CVT only
if these measures are planned in advance with the primary intention of
developing the skills of the workers involved. Transfers of workers from one
job to another which are not part of a planned developmental programme
should be excluded’ (Eurostat, 2021, p. 28).

Planned training activities through participation in (or instruction received at)
conferences, workshops, trade fairs and lectures are considered training
actions ‘only when they are planned in advance and if the primary intention of
a person employed for participating is training/learning’ (Eurostat, 2016,
p. 27).

Planned training through participation in learning or quality circles involves
‘groups of persons employed who come together on a regular basis with the
primary aim of learning more about the requirements of the work organisation,
work procedures and workplaces. Quality circles are working groups, having
the objective of solving production and workplace-based problems, through
discussion. They are counted as other forms of CVT only if the primary aim of
the persons employed who participate is learning’ (Eurostat, 2021, p. 28).
Planned training through self-directed learning (e.g. self-directed e-learning)
occurs ‘when an individual engages in a planned learning initiative where he
or she manages the settings of the learning initiative/activity in terms of time
schedule and location. Self-directed learning means planned individual
learning activities using one or more learning media. Learning can take place
in private, public or job-related settings. Self-directed learning might be
arranged using open and distance learning methods, video/audio tapes,
correspondence, computer-based methods (including internet, e-learning) or
by means of a learning resources centre. It has to be part of a planned
initiative. Simply surfing the internet in an unstructured way should be
excluded. Self-directed learning in connection with CVT courses should not
be included here’ (Eurostat, 2021, p. 29).

According to CVTS methodology, training enterprises are defined as

enterprises that provided CVT courses or other forms of CVT for persons employed
during the reference year.

A participant in CVT ‘is a person who has taken part in one or more CVT

courses during the reference year. Each person should be counted only once,
irrespective of the number of CVT courses he or she has participated in. For
example, if a person employed has participated in two externally managed courses
and one internally managed course, he or she should be counted as one
participant’ (Eurostat, 2021, p. 29).
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The costs of CVT courses for enterprises comprise direct costs, participants’
labour costs and the balance of contributions to and receipts from training funds
net contribution). Direct course costs include:

a) fees and payments for CVT courses;

b) travel and subsistence payments related to CVT courses;

c) the labour costs of internal trainers for CVT courses (direct and indirect costs);
d) the costs for training centres, training rooms and teaching materials.

.~ o~ o~ o~ o~

Participants’ labour costs (personal absence costs) refer to the labour costs
of participants attending CVT courses during paid working time (Eurostat, 2021).

The net contribution to training funds is made up of the cost of contributions
made by the enterprise to collective funding arrangements through government
and intermediary organisations minus receipts from collective funding
arrangements, subsidies and financial assistance from government and other
sources. These net contributions are not always shown in the CVTS data tables
on the Eurostat website (Eurostat, 2021).

The total monetary expenditure comprises direct costs and the net balance of
contributions to and receipts from training funds, representing a more refined
measure of enterprises’ investment in CVT courses.

Time spent on CVT courses refers to paid working time (in hours) spent on
the courses (i.e. the time that all participants spent on CVT during working time in
total during the reference year). This ‘should only cover the actual training time,
and only the time spent during the paid working time’ (Eurostat, 2021, p. 29). Time
spent on CVT courses for obligatory occupational health and safety training, if any,
should be included accordingly (Eurostat, 2021).

The CVTS contains some variables on IVT, which are not dealt with in this
report and which are not included in the concept of CVT as defined for the survey.
IVT within enterprises is defined as formal education programmes (or a component
of them) where working time alternates between periods of practical training
(workplace) and general/theoretical education (educational institution / training
centre). The definition of IVT differs between CVTS waves. In CVTS 5 and 6, initial
vocational training (IVT) is restricted to apprenticeships at international standard
classification of education (ISCED) 2011 levels 2 to 5. The following criteria apply
in CVTS 6 (Eurostat, 2021, p. 26).

(a) ‘All apprenticeships are (part of) formal education programmes; successful
completion is evidenced by a formal qualification. Apprenticeships qualify for
employment in a specific occupation or group of occupations.

(b) There is a contract or formal agreement for a prescribed period of time
between the employer and the apprentice and/or an institution representing
the apprentice, defining the characteristics of the apprenticeship (such as the
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rights and obligations of the employer and of the apprentice, learning
objectives, etc.).

(c) Learning time combines or alternates periods of education and training at the
work place and in educational institutions or training centres on a weekly,
monthly or yearly basis.

(d) In apprenticeships, the participant (apprentice) always receives remuneration
in cash or in kind.

(e) The duration is between six months and six years. The duration refers to the
programme and not only to the work-based component.’

Therefore, the concepts of CVT and IVT, and the workers who can potentially
benefit from them, are differentiated in the CVTS.

2.1.3. Key dimensions and indicators

This report analyses countries’ performance on four key dimensions: enterprises’

CVT provision (incidence), staff participation, paid working time devoted to CVT

training (intensity) and enterprises’ expenditure on training. As these dimensions

are not necessarily dependent on each other, they need to be considered both
separately and jointly to derive a clear and comprehensive picture of CVT in firms.

For instance, comparatively high levels of participation in training may not

necessarily be combined with high levels of training time if participation is mainly

in very short, daily courses.
The following indicators are considered in the report:

(a) training incidence: the percentage of all enterprises surveyed providing any
type of CVT and the percentage of all enterprises surveyed providing CVT
courses only;

(b) training participation: the percentage of persons employed participating in
CVT courses in all enterprises surveyed;

(c) training intensity: the number of hours spent on CVT courses per 1 000 hours
worked by persons employed in all enterprises surveyed;

(d) training expenditure: total expenditure on CVT courses, total monetary
expenditure on CVT courses and direct monetary expenditure on CVT
courses, with all three indicators calculated as percentages of the total labour
costs of all enterprises surveyed.

The indicators for incidence, participation, intensity and expenditure were
analysed using a separated granular approach. They were also combined to derive
a composite summary index known as the surface measure of overall performance
(SMOP) index. In the derivation of the index, the dimension of training incidence
was addressed by considering only the provision of any type of CVT and the
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dimension of training expenditure was addressed by considering only the total
monetary expenditure on CVT courses.

The selection of indicators, including those used to calculate the SMOP index,
was driven by previous methodological work (Behringer et al., 2008), data quality
and indicator comparability considerations and (specifically for the SMOP index) a
desire to ensure methodological continuity over time.

The indicator on incidence has two forms — one referring to both CVT courses
and other forms of training and one to only CVT courses. The indicators for
participation, intensity and expenditure refer to training in the form of CVT courses
only, since the CVTS does not collect complete enough data on other types of
training for these dimensions. Although far from ideal, this is not considered a
major limitation, and it could even increase the accuracy of the data reported by
employers. For employers, the quantification of training participation, training time
and training expenditure is often seen as easier and more accurate if training is
limited to CVT courses only.

The indicator on training intensity relates hours of training to hours worked.
Therefore, it is not affected by fluctuations of aggregates, such as employment
levels, temporary employment and intensity of working time (full-time/part-time),
over time or across countries. Similarly, expenditure is related to total labour costs,
allowing meaningful and easier comparisons that are less affected by inflation or
differences in purchasing powers.

The indicators on incidence, participation, intensity and expenditure were
calculated using all enterprises surveyed (training and non-training enterprises) as
the denominator, enabling the provision of a synthetic statistical picture suitable for
country-specific and system-level analysis.

2.1.4. Size and sectoral breakdowns

CVTS data can be broken down in two key ways for analysis of the results: by
enterprises’ economic activity sector (based on the statistical classification of
economic activities in the European Community (NACE)) and by enterprise size
class (based on number of persons employed), as presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. CVTS grouping of enterprise sizes for statistical reporting
Enterprise size class — label Enterprise size class — description
Small From 10 to 49 persons employed
Medium From 50 to 249 persons employed
Large 250 or more persons employed

Source: Cedefop compilation, based on CVTS methodology web page, Eurostat.
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It is acknowledged that the breakdown by economic activity sector provides
aggregated results for categories that are too few in number and that present a
high level of internal heterogeneity. Such granularity is largely insufficient for
analytical purposes; therefore (and also due to space limitations), such analysis is
not further pursued in this report. Sectoral categories, which are publicly available
on Eurostat, are detailed in Table 2.

Table 2. CVTS grouping of economic activity sectors for statistical reporting
NACE cluster NACE cluster NACE cluster
(label) (short description) (very short description)
B-E Industry (except construction) Industry
F Construction Construction

Gl Wholesale and retail trade; transport; Trade, transport and

accommodation and food activities accommodation/food
JK Information and communication; financial Information, communication

and insurance activities and finance/insurance

Real estate activities; professional,
scientific and technical activities;
administrative and Other technical and
support service activities; arts, recreational services
entertainment
and recreation; other service activities

Source: Cedefop compilation, based on CVTS methodology web page, Eurostat.

L-N R S

2.1.5. Comparing countries’ performance over time

To compare country performance over time, the report analyses data from CVTS 5
and CVTS 6, considering key indicators. Data from CVTS 5 for 2015 are used to
provide baseline values . Absolute differences between CVTS 6 and CVTS 5
indicator values are considered a measure of change. They are expressed using
the specific measurement unit of the indicator being considered. They are often
considered in combination with an analysis of relative change, which instead
considers the absolute difference as a starting point and then expresses it as a
percentage of the 2015 baseline value. For instance, for the EU-27 average,
training incidence was 70.5 % in 2015 and dropped to 67.4 % in 2020, giving a
decline of 3.1 percentage points (pp) (absolute difference) or of 4.4 % (relative
difference) from the 2015 baseline value.

2.1.6. Comparing performance by enterprise size

A key issue considered in this report is how performance differences by company
size can be compared across countries and over time. To answer this question,
the report focuses on the performance gap between small and large enterprises.
Two different measures can be used to analyse such a performance gap: the
absolute difference and the relative difference. The absolute difference is defined
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as the difference (expressed using the corresponding unit of measure) between
the indicator values for large and small enterprises. The relative difference is
defined as the ratio between the absolute difference and the indicator value for
small enterprises. The latter shows, in percentage terms, how much higher the
value for large enterprises is than that of small enterprises, but also taking into
account the absolute sizes of indicators values (i.e. even if the absolute difference
stays the same, the larger the absolute sizes of indicator values, the smaller the
relative difference is). The larger these differences, the wider the absolute or
relative training gap between small and large enterprises.

In this report, absolute difference has been chosen as the preferred way of
representing performance gaps and their change over time. This method was
chosen to enhance cross-country and cross-indicator comparability, given that
relative difference is sensitive to the absolute size of the baseline value.

Table 3 illustrates, by means of an example, how these two measures may
differ. It shows the comparison between two countries in 2020 and 2015. In both
2015 and 2020, the absolute difference is 10 in both countries. However, the
relative differences are lower in country 1 compared to country 2 as the absolute
sizes of indicator values in country 1 are higher than in country 2.

Table 3. lllustration of the divergence between absolute difference and relative
difference values

2020 2015
Cluster

Country 1 Country 2 Country 1 Country 2

Small (LIl el 60 50 55 45
employed
Medium 50-249 persons 65 56 59 52
employed
250 or more
Large persons 70 60 65 55
employed
Absolute
difference Large — small 10 10 10 10
. Absolute
dRe'at'Ve difference / 16.67% 20.00% 18.00% 22.22%
ifference small

Source: Own calculations based on fictitious data.

2.2. Data quality, issues and limitations

This section provides information to help readers understand and interpret the data
presented in the report, with a particular focus on their comparability across
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countries and over time. It presents key results of a quality assessment of CVTS 6.
This assessment is based on an analysis of CVTS methodological developments
over time, the implementation at the national level of commonly agreed survey
standards and the impact of possible changes and deviations on the comparability
of the statistical results across countries and over time. ltis largely based on CTVS
implementation manuals and national quality reports.

2.21. General aspects

The CVTS is a sample survey and as such the results are estimates. They are
subject to statistical sampling and non-sampling errors. In terms of sampling errors,
the participating countries provide Eurostat with estimates of the relative standard
errors for the percentages of training enterprises and for some other main results.
These can be found in the national quality reports (Eurostat, 2024). Non-sampling
errors may include coverage and measurement errors. Coverage errors mainly
result from the misclassification of enterprises. This occurs usually because
registers are not regularly updated with the latest information on enterprises’ size
classes. Measurement errors are largely attributable to shortcomings of the
CVTS 3 standard questionnaire. The standard questionnaire for subsequent CVTS
waves has been improved based on experience from CVTS 3 (Eurostat, 2024).

Overall, the quality of the data is considered satisfactory by Eurostat. This is
no trivial achievement, particularly for CVTS 6, as in 2020 enterprises were busy
facing the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic. Some issues arose with CVTS
statistics from specific countries where a considerable number of enterprises
selected for the sample did not participate.

In the CVTS, quantitative information that enterprises are asked to provide
directly are the most difficult to measure. Information on costs, participants and
hours of training for the reference year is typically requested from enterprises in
the sample by means of a questionnaire. Obtaining and providing this information
requires effort on the part of enterprises and can be a burdensome or problematic
exercise if the information is not easily available or if records have not been kept.
However, efforts to identify sources of errors and eliminate them are made by all
countries, with a view to improving accuracy.

Knowledge sharing and promoting good practices for survey implementation
are also used. These may include sending letters in advance that refer to the
information that will eventually be requested; using online questionnaires and
offering enterprises the option to fill them in at different, yet still compliant, points
in time; identifying at an early stage the person(s) responsible in the enterprises
for providing the information; imputing for the enterprises relevant information from
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external sources, such as the registers of national statistical authorities; and
highlighting the mandatory nature of participation in the survey.

For CVTS 6, the national unit response rates varied between 19.6% and
100%; the national unit response rate was above 70% in 16 countries. ltem non-
response rates were low in the majority of countries, and no significant processing
errors were reported (Eurostat, 2024). Estimates are flagged for low reliability due
to item non-response as follows:

(a) an estimate is published without flagging if the item non-response rate is

below 10%:;

(b) an estimate is published and flagged as ‘U’ if the non-response rate for the

item concerned is between 10% and 30%;

(c) an estimate is not published if the item non-response rate is more than 30%

(“u’).

2.2.2. Effective sample size and response rates

Net sample size (the actual number of responding enterprises) varied across
countries but was quite large in all of them, a precondition for obtaining good-
quality results. In CVTS 6, Italy and Poland had the largest net sample size with,
respectively, 17 600 and 12 500 enterprises. Malta, Cyprus and Luxembourg had
the smallest net sample sizes, at or slightly above 1 000 enterprises (Table 4).
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Table 4. Net sample size and target population of CVTS 6

Net sample as a

.f:;i:g:;zz Netss;;nple proportior! of target
population (%)

Belgium 33 084 3029 9.2
Bulgaria 29 812 2903 9.7
Czechia 43 517 7132 16.4
Denmark 30 533 1616 5.3
Germany 288 361 2 641 0.9
Estonia 7130 1589 22.3
Ireland 22 801 2 504 11.0
Greece 42 555 1536 3.6
Spain 136 062 8485 6.2
France 214 896 8598 4.0
Croatia 14 267 2443 171
Italy 207 295 17 617 8.5
Cyprus 4977 1208 24.3
Latvia 10 069 2695 26.8
Lithuania 14 784 3 807 25.8
Luxembourg 5459 1206 221
Hungary 36 567 6715 18.4
Malta 2952 1062 36.0
Netherlands 58 249 4 450 7.6
Austria 39 498 2635 6.7
Poland 112 014 12 508 11.2
Portugal 41 566 3955 9.5
Romania 52 332 8 387 16.0
Slovenia 8 641 1641 19.0
Slovakia 14 649 2387 16.3
Finland 18 853 1643 8.7
Sweden 44 421 3930 8.8
North Macedonia

Norway 27 228 2283 8.4
Serbia 15225 4 697 30.9

NB: The national quality report for North Macedonia is not available.

Sources: Eurostat, 2024; CVTS 6 — EU quality report — summary tables.
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In line with previous rounds of the survey, in CVTS 6, unit non-response rates
ranged considerably across countries. Spain and Lithuania confirmed the lowest
non-response rates (below 1%). Germany continued to report by far the highest
non-response rate (at 81.4%), followed Greece (at 75.3%). Figure 1 suggests that
non-response rates are influenced by whether enterprise participation is
mandatory or voluntary. For countries with voluntary participation, the unit non-
response rates are generally higher, though there are exceptions; Greece had a
very high non-response rate even though participation was mandatory. The CVTS
data for Germany and Greece should be interpreted with extreme caution due to
their comparatively high non-response rates (around or above 75%).

Figure 1.  CVTS 6 unit non-response rates (%)

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

|ta[y ]
Malta ——

Luxembourg ———
Latvia mm

Slovakia mm
Spain

Greece I
Ireland I —
France I E—
Finland ——
Estonia S ———
Portugal m—
Croatia E——
Poland m—
Serbia ——
Norway E—
Sweden ——

Slovenia =——
Hungary

MNetherlands
Bulgaria

Germany
Belgium
Denmark
Austria
Czech Republic
Cyprus
Romania =
Lithuania

Voluntary Mandatory

NB: The national quality report for North Macedonia is not available.
Source: Eurostat, 2024.

2.23. Comparability across countries and over time

The introduction of the specific legal base for the implementation of CVTS 3 limited
the comparability problems between countries that had been observed earlier and
most countries conducted their surveys in line with the regulations (European
Commission, 2005 for CVTS 3; European Commission, 2010c for CVTS 4; and
European Commission, 2014 for CVTS 5 and CVTS 6), thus ensuring good data
comparability. Some deviations in implementation, in an effort to efficiently adapt
the regulations to the national level, can be observed (e.g. slight changes in the
questionnaire’s wording, sequence of questions, etc. and in the use of
administrative data to complete specific questionnaire items). The following issues
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in particular may affect data comparability across countries for CVTS 6 (Eurostat,

2024):

(a) data from administrative sources are used in Croatia, Cyprus, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Romania, Serbia and
Slovakia;

(b) the enterprise definition used in Hungary, Luxembourg and Spain is not
compliant with Council regulations;

(c) datain Spain refer to employees, rather than persons employed;

(d) data on the number of persons employed in Belgium, Czechia, Greece, ltaly,
Luxembourg, Austria and Romania refer to an annual average, rather than the
number of persons employed on 31 December of the reference year (');

(e) the survey in Spain was carried out as part of another survey, rather than as
a stand-alone survey;

(f) the sample of enterprises surveyed in Spain was derived from the social
security contribution account file rather than a business register.

On comparing the different CVTS waves over time, it is clear that some
changes have been made with respect to definitions and the questionnaire.
Modifications have been made to improve the overall quality of the CVTS and are
not considered to have a significant impact on the comparability between the
waves since 2005.

Specific breaks in series are signalled with flags in the tables where results
from different waves are presented next to each other. In particular, issues of
comparability over time affect data for (Eurostat, 2024):

(a) Czechia, namely data on CVT costs, which now comply with the CVTS 6
manual;

(b) Hungary, namely data on CVT costs and time spent on CVT courses;

(c) Sweden, namely data on all dimensions.

2.2.4. Impact of COVID-19

While the pandemic is likely to have had at least a temporary effect on firms’
training behaviour, it may also have affected survey operations. In terms of training
behaviour, measuring the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic at the European level
may be challenging without the collection of comparable data. However, at the
individual country level, efforts were made to introduce additional questions into
CVTS 6 to measure at least some of the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on

(") According to the CVTS legislation, the number of persons employed should refer to
the 31 December of the reference year. However, the annual average is considered
the better measure, as quantitative CVT measures (e.g. costs, hours) refer to the
calendar year.
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company training behaviour. In total, 15 countries reported including COVID-19-

related question(s) in the survey. However, the questions were not standardised,

and Eurostat did not collect any additional data related to questions on the COVID-

19 pandemic. The following responses from enterprises surveyed in Greece

illustrate the negative effect that the COVID-19 pandemic had on CVT provision

(Eurostat, 2024):

(@) 9.1% responded that restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic had had no

effect on the provision of CVT courses and other forms of CVT;

b) 42.0% responded that fewer CVT activities had occurred than planned;

c) 36.0% responded that fewer people had participated in CVT,;

d) 38.1% responded that fewer hours had been spent on CVT activities;

e) 22.7% responded that CVT activities had been organised that would not have

taken place otherwise;

(f) 24.5% responded that CVT activities organised as online or hybrid training
had been introduced or the share of online or hybrid training increased;

(g) 14.1% responded that CVT activities organised as self-directed learning (i.e.
non-taught learning activities) had been introduced or the share of self-
directed learning activities increased,;

(h) 9.7% responded that the cost of CVT due to health measures had increased;

(i) 1.0% selected ‘Other’.

~ o~ o~ o~

Another way of considering the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on survey
operations is to compare unit non-response rates. Apart from COVID-19, other
factors could have affected response rates, such as the survey becoming
mandatory in Norway or the introduction of additional questions at the national level
related to COVID-19. Further, several countries attached the programme for the
international assessment of adult competencies (PIAAC) employer module, led by
the OECD, to CVTS 6. All this information is summarised in Table 5.

A comparison of non-response rates indicates that, while the average non-
response rate across countries increased between 2015 and 2020, the overall
change was relatively limited, with an average increase of 3.8 pp for the EU-27
and Norway. In 12 countries, unit non-response rates declined, and notable
increases in non-response rates of 10 pp or more were observed in six countries.
Countries with the greatest increase in non-response rates include Greece (from
40.1% to 75.3%, or 35.2 pp), France (from 35.4% to 51.2%, or 15.8 pp) and
Estonia (from 28.0% to 41.3%, or 13.3 pp).

Countries that had introduced the PIAAC employer module did not see major
changes in response rates, with response rates somewhat improving in two of
those countries and somewhat declining in the other three. All this suggests that
neither the COVID-19 pandemic nor the introduction of the PIAAC employer
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module significantly affected survey operations, as measured by unit non-
response rates.

Table 5. Unit non-response rates and survey additions in 2020
Rate, 2015 Rate, 2020 Change in COVID-19 PIAAC
(%) (%) rate (pp) variables module

Belgium 48.0 53.6 5.6 - -
Bulgaria 6.3 13.4 71 Yes -
Czechia 13.4 13.0 -04 - -
Denmark 49.7 52.9 3.2 Yes -
Germany 75.8 81.4 5.6 - -
Estonia 28.0 41.3 13.3 Yes -
Ireland 59.7 55.7 -4.0 - -
Greece 40.1 75.3 35.2 Yes -
Spain 1.5 0.0 -1.5 - -
France 35.4 51.2 15.8 Yes -
Croatia 27.5 38.4 10.9 - -
Italy 42.2 37.0 -52 Yes Yes
Cyprus 7.7 10.6 2.9 - -
Latvia 7.4 71 -0.3 Yes -
Lithuania 1.1 0.3 -08 - -
Luxembourg 11.3 23.6 12.3 Yes -
Hungary 13.6 16.1 2.5 Yes Yes
Malta 253 25.9 0.6 - -
Netherlands 9.4 15.7 6.3 - Yes
Austria 52.9 471 -58 - -
Poland 26.3 36.5 10.2 - -
Portugal 43.9 39.9 -4.0 - Yes
Romania 7.2 5.6 -1.6 Yes -
Slovenia 18.2 17.8 -04 Yes -
Slovakia 4.2 6.2 2.0 Yes Yes
Finland 46.0 441 -1.9 Yes -
Sweden 19.6 221 2.5 Yes -
North Macedonia 34.3

Norway 27.8 231 —-4.7 Yes -
Serbia : 29.6 : - -

NB: The national quality report for North Macedonia is not available.

Source: Eurostat, 2024.
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3.1. Incidence (provision of training by enterprises)

This section discusses the incidence of training in EU enterprises. Using CVTS
data, the concept can be operationalised through two different indicators: one
based on a broad definition of training, which includes both courses and other
types of CVT (e.g. guided on-the-job training, participation in conferences, quality
circles, planned self-directed learning), and the other based on a narrow definition
of training, covering the provision of CVT courses only.

In previous reports, the broader indicator has often been prioritised for
analysis given the more comprehensive nature of the measure. In this report, to
ensure the methodological continuity of the analysis, both indicators are covered.
However, more analysis in this section will be dedicated to the indicator based on
the narrower definition of training. This is because using the narrower indicator is
likely to allow better comparability of the data across countries and with the
indicators used to measure the other dimensions of CVT analysed in this report,
as they are captured in the CVTS using only the narrow definition of training.

The first indicator considered is the number of enterprises providing any type
of CVT as a percentage of all enterprises surveyed. As presented in Figure 2,
training incidence using this broad definition declined for the EU-27 from 70.5% in
2015 to 67.4% in 2020. Training incidence (using the broad definition) declined a
moderate to a large degree in most countries, with exceptions being Italy (+8.7 pp)
and Portugal (+0.6 pp), where training incidence increased. The largest declines
were in Finland (-22.1 pp), Malta (-16.5 pp) and Denmark (-15.6 pp). In 2020, the
highest levels of training incidence were in Latvia (96.8%), Norway (93.0%) and
Sweden (91.5%), while the lowest levels were in Romania (17.5%) and Greece
(17.8%).
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Figure 2. Training incidence — percentage of enterprises providing any

type of CVT, 2020

NB: A break in the time series occurred for Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS
round and thus no data are available on changes in training incidence for any type of CVT over time
for this country.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Enterprises providing training by type of training and size class — % of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_01s).
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The second indicator considered is the number of enterprises providing CVT
courses as a percentage of all enterprises surveyed. The decision to carry out
more detailed analysis of the provision of CVT courses only, as opposed to the
broader measure available, which would include both CVT courses and other
forms of CVT, was made because in a small number of countries the broader
indicator suggests unusual performance, which is difficult to explain without in-
depth country-specific analysis. As an illustration, in Latvia, in 2020, the share of
enterprises providing CVT courses and/or other forms of CVT was unexpectedly
high (96.8%, which was the highest incidence in the EU). There was also very little
differentiation between small firms (reporting a 96.6% incidence) and large firms
(reporting a 98.1% incidence) in Latvia. However, when looking at CVT courses
only, the incidence of training in Latvia (33.6%) was more in line with that of the
neighbouring Member States Lithuania (41.1%) and Estonia (59.6%). Further, the
incidence of any type of CVT, that is, the incidence measured using the broader
indicator reported in Latvia changed significantly between 2010 and 2015,
increasing from 40.4 % to 99.9 %’even though the incidence of CVT courses
changed to a rather limited extent, increasing from 26.6% to 31.3%. Thus, using
the indicator that considers only CVT courses appears to provide more stable and
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possibly more comparable data with the other dimensions analysed in this report,
data on which are available in the CVTS for CVT courses only.

As presented in Figure 3, across the EU-27, training incidence (using the
narrow definition) declined from 60.2% in 2015 to 54.9% in 2020. A moderate to a
large decline in training incidence was registered in most countries, with the
exceptions being Italy (+7.2 pp), Latvia (+2.3 pp), Germany (+1.3 pp) and Greece
(+0.3 pp), where training incidence increased. The largest declines were in Finland
(-33.0 pp) and Denmark (-19.2 pp). The highest levels of training incidence in 2020
were in Czechia (84.6%) and Norway (79%), while the lowest levels were in
Romania (11.3%) and Greece (13.0%).

Figure 3.  Training incidence — percentage of enterprises providing CVT courses
only, 2020
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NB: A break in the time series occurred for Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS
round and thus no data are available on changes in training incidence for CVT courses only over
time for this country.

Source: Eurostat, the CVTS, table ‘Enterprises providing training by type of training and size class — % of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_01s).

Enterprise size is strongly related to training provision, with smaller firms
typically reporting lower levels of training incidence, which has a substantial
influence on overall averages (as large enterprises represent only a fraction of the
total population of enterprises). Results from CVTS 6 reconfirm the persistence of
different levels of training incidence across enterprise size classes.
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As presented in Table 6, the average training incidence in the EU-27 in 2020
was 50.3% for small enterprises, 72.3% for medium-sized enterprises and 88.5%
for large enterprises.

Table 6. Training incidence — percentage of enterprises providing CVT courses
by enterprise size class, 2020

Medium Gagrg:ﬁs)’e :
2020 +/-

EU-27 50.3 -5.7 72.3 -3.4 88.5 -3.5 38.2 2.2
Hungary 19.1 -7.1 43 -10.4 74.3 -8.4 55.2 -1.3
Malta 241 -124 471 -18.2 76.8 -8.8 52.7 3.6
Poland 20.5 -2.7 44 .4 -4.2 71.2 -4.9 50.7 -2.2
Cyprus 45.2 -2.7 713 -2.0 95.3 50.1 12.0
Lithuania 34.8 -3.0 63.7 -1.6 84.6 49.8 -3.3
Croatia 25.6 -11.3 53 -9.4 74.8 -9.1 49.2 2.2
Romania 6.9 -8.6 25 -9.5 54.2 -9.6 47.3 -1.0
Greece 11.5 21 18.7 -14.7 58.6 -0.9 471 -3.0
Portugal 46.9 -1.7 82.3 1.9 93.9 -2.9 47 -1.2
Slovakia 44.6 -14.5 65.5 -13.1 90.9 1.3 46.3 15.8
Bulgaria 22.6 -4.7 41.9 -6.1 68.3 -5.4 45.7 -0.7
Finland 39.9
Serbia 34.6 434
Latvia 29.3 2.6 52.7 72.6 -4.6 43.3
France 57.3 -13.8 89.2 -5.8 97.9 -1.7 40.6 121
Slovenia 52.3 -16.3 78.6 -11.6 92.2 -5.4 39.9 10.9
Estonia 55.1 -4.5 77 -6.4 92.8 -5.3 37.7 -0.8
Ireland 44.6 -8.2 62.5 -13.1 80.9 -9.2 36.3 -1.0
Italy 56.3 - 79.8 2.6 92.6 1.1 36.3 -
Denmark 46.3 -17.5 68.4 -18.6 82.4 -11.5 36.1 6.0
Spain 60.2 -17.7 86.9 -8.5 95.2 -3.0 35 14.7
Netherlands 58.7 -12.5 84.2 -2.7 93.6 -3.0 34.9 9.5
Luxembourg 63.1 -3.5 91.4 0.0 97.9 1.0 348 45
Germany 59.4 27 716 208 91.7 33 23 | 60 |
o 37.4 6.2 54.3 0.7 66.3 4.1 28.9 2.1
Austria 65.6 -13.5 86.9 -6.0 93.7 -5.0 28.1 8.5
Belgium 714 -3.4 94.6 2.7 97.9 -1.1 26.5 2.3
Sweden 72.2 -6.5 88 =71 94.6 -2.8 22.4 3.7
Norway 76.9 -12.1 88 -9.0 94.4 -4.6 17.5 7.5
Czechia 82.3 -5.3 91.9 -2.9 98.3 -1.0 16 4.3

NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Sweden in 2020. All changes (indicated by ‘+/~" and based on

comparing 2015 and 2020 data) and the gap between small and large enterprises are presented in
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percentage points. Countries are ranked in descending order according to the absolute size of the
training incidence gap in 2020. ‘Small’ indicates enterprises with 10—49 persons employed,
‘medium’ those with 50-249 persons employed and ‘large’ those with 250 or more persons
employed. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes
in training incidence over time for this country. The colouring of the columns was done using
standard Excel conditional formatting: dark green and dark red indicate the highest and the lowest
absolute vales in the column, while yellow denotes mid-range performance between these two
extremes.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Enterprises providing training by type of training and size class — % of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_01s).

In every country, training incidence is higher among large enterprises than
among small and medium-sized enterprises. The declines between 2015 and 2020
on average in the EU-27 were slightly greater among small firms than among
medium-sized or large firms; these differences would be even more pronounced if
measured as a percentage.

Overall, in 2020, the largest gaps in training incidence between small and
large enterprises were in Hungary, Malta and Poland, while the smallest gaps were
in Czechia, Norway and Sweden. Comparing the distribution of gaps in training
incidence with the overall levels of training incidence reveals that gaps are smallest
in countries with very high levels of overall training incidence, while gaps are
largest in countries with low levels of training incidence. This points to a possible
link between the ability of small firms to provide training to (at least some of) their
employees and the overall level of training incidence in the private economy. The
reasons behind this link may be complex, relating to economic structure, business
concentration and country size. At the same time, this observation points to the
potential of policies targeting the under-provision of training in small and medium-
sized enterprises to address these gaps.

Overall, in the EU-27, the gap between large and small companies increased
by 2.2 pp between 2015 and 2020. The gap widened in slightly more countries
than it declined. The largest gap increases were in Finland (+21.3 pp), Slovakia
(+15.8 pp) and Spain (+14.7 pp), while the largest declines were in Latvia (-7.2 pp),
Italy (-6.4 pp) and Germany (-6.0 pp).

Looking at the changes among difference size classes across countries, there
is no single observable pattern. In some countries, such as Finland, the declines
were systematically large across all three size classes, with the largest declines
among small enterprises and the smallest declines across large enterprises. These
changes have led to the largest increases in the gaps between large and small
enterprises in training incidence across the countries covered by the CVTS.
Accordingly, the absolute size of the gap in Finland moved from being among the
lowest in 2015 to being slightly above the EU average in 2020. Similar trends were
also observed in Spain, and France and Slovenia.
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In other countries, the opposite trend can be observed. For example, in ltaly,
all three enterprise size classes registered an increase in training incidence, with
the highest increases among small enterprises and the smallest increases among
large enterprises. This resulted in one of the largest declines in the gaps between
small and large enterprises in terms of training incidence across the countries
covered by the CVTS.

There were also countries where different size classes registered different
trends. For example, in Latvia, training incidence increased among small and
medium-sized enterprises but declined among large enterprises. A similar trend
was observed in Germany. These two Member States, together with Italy,
experienced the largest declines in training incidence gaps between small and
large enterprises from 2015 to 2020.

Finally, in some countries training incidence increased among large
enterprises but declined among small and medium-sized enterprises. This was the
case, for example, in Slovakia and Cyprus, resulting in some of the largest
increases in training incidence gaps between small and large enterprises across
the countries covered by the CVTS.

3.2.  Participation (staff participation in training)

This section analyses the level of staff participation in CVT courses. The indicator
considered is the number of participants in CVT courses during the reference
period as a percentage of the total number of persons employed in all enterprises
surveyed (training and non-training enterprises).

As presented in Figure 4, across the EU-27 training participation slightly
declined, from 42.9% in 2015 to 42.4% in 2020. Some degree of decline in training
participation was observed in most countries, with the exceptions being Spain
(+9.6 pp), Germany (+5.6 pp), Latvia (+3.5 pp) and Lithuania (+0.8 pp), where
training participation increased. The largest declines were in Finland (-14.7 pp),
Ireland (-12.6 pp), Slovenia (-11.1 pp) and Austria (-10.5 pp). The highest levels of
participation in 2020 were in Czechia (82.8%) and Spain (65.0%), while the lowest
level of participation in 2020 was in Greece (11.8%).

Comparing training incidence (Section 3.1) and training participation (this
section) reveals that changes in incidence and participation between 2015 and
2020 often mirrored one another, although changes in incidence tended to be more
pronounced. This suggests that declines are likely to be, on average, observed
among companies who train relatively few people, but there are some outliers to
this trend.
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For example, in ltaly, while training incidence increased between 2015 and
2020, training participation slightly declined, implying an increase in training activity
among firms who train very few people. Conversely, in Spain, training incidence
significantly declined while training participation significantly increased. This would
suggest that training primarily declined among firms training relatively few people
butincreased in firms training a relatively large number of people, with the increase
in training participation more than compensating for the decline in training
incidence.

This corresponds to the data in Table 6, which indicate a relatively small
decline in training incidence among large firms compared with the decline in small
firms in Spain (a shift in training activity towards large firms), with the opposite
trend being observed in ltaly, where there was a large increase in incidence among
small firms and a relatively small increase among large firms (a shift in training
activity towards small firms).

Figure 4.  Training participation — percentage of staff participating in CVT
courses, 2020
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NB: A break in the time series occurred for Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS

and thus no data are available on changes in training participation over time for this country.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Participants in CVT courses by sex and size class — % of persons employed
in all enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_12s).

Further disaggregation of training participation data by enterprise size class
confirms that, as for training incidence, there is a persistent and widening gap
between large firms and small firms. As presented in Table 7, the average level of
training participation in the EU-27 in 2020 was 27.5% for small enterprises, 35.0%
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for medium-sized enterprises and 54.5% for large enterprises. In every country
except Belgium, the level of training participation in large enterprises was higher
than in medium-sized or small enterprises. On average in the EU-27 between 2015
and 2020, training participation in large enterprises slightly increased, whereas in
smaller enterprises it slightly declined, leading to an overall increase in the training
participation gap.

Table 7. Training participation — percentage of staff participating in CVT
courses by enterprise size class, 2020

EU-27 27.5 2.4 35 2.9 54.5 % 27 46
Spain 43.1 57.7 84.6 415 14
Slovakia 27.1 154 37.6 145 65.5 13 38.4 141
France 24 3.4 406 0.2 60.4 1.9 36.4 15

Luxembourg 37.8 1.0 53.3 -8.8 72.4 -4.3 34.6 53
Slovenia 29.3 135 43 11.0 62.3 9.7 33 38

Portugal 25.5 74 45.1 0.2 56.5 4.9 31 25

Poland 12.9 2.2 20.9 -5.1 416 | 138 | 287 116
Latvia 18 23 29.6 4.0 457 41 27.7 18

Ireland 23.9 9.3 31 128 51.5 114 27.6 21

Italy 30.4 2.0 404 25 58 5.1 27.6 71

Romania 3.2 5.6 9.6 4.1 30.6 2.0 27.4 3.6

Lithuania 13.2 1.2 227 14 39.7 14 26.5 26

Croatia 105 55 18.3 2.9 36.9 33 26.4 22

Malta 15.8 -3.1 27.3 6.9 41 -11.8 25.2 87
Bulgaria 125 3.2 17 4.9 36.4 3.6 23.9 04
Germany 32.3 0.4 29.5 4.1 54.6 12.8 22.3 124
Finland 16.7 38.5 -10.4 21.8 105
Hungary 8 2.6 11 3.6 28.6 12 20.6 38

Netherlands 26.2 7.9 34.9 6.2 465 25 20.3 10.2
Estonia 23.6 24 28.1 0.3 437 3.8 20.1 6.2
Cyprus 22.9 1.2 31.2 1.0 406

Norway 42.6 -10.5 48.9 -6.4 59.7

Greece 5.6 1.0 8.2 -6.5 22.1

Serbia 16.4 216 30.6

Austria 27.9 74 335 7.7 40.9

Sweden 427 4.2 492 35 55.3

Belgium 416 0.1 54.2 2.1 54.1

Denmark 20.6 4.8 24.6 6.6 29.8 -12.0 9.2 72
Czechia 79.2 1.7 80.4 3.7 85.9 1.0 6.7 27

orth 13.6 41 16.8 -0.1 20 97 6.4 56

acedonia

39



Chapter 3.
CVT in enterprises: key indicators, breakdowns and trends

NB: A break in the time series occurred for Sweden in 2020. All changes (indicated by ‘+/-" and based
on comparing 2015 and 2020 data) and the gap between small and large enterprises are presented
in percentage points. Countries are ranked in descending order according to the absolute size of the
training participation gap in 2020. ‘Small’ indicates enterprises with 10—-49 persons employed,
‘medium’ those with 50-249 persons employed and ‘large’ those with 250 or more persons
employed. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes
in training participation over time for this country. The colouring of the columns was done using
standard Excel conditional formatting: dark green and dark red indicate the highest and the lowest
absolute vales in the column, while yellow denotes mid-range performance between these two
extremes.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Participants in CVT courses by sex and size class — % of persons employed
in all enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_12s).

Overall, in 2020, the largest gaps in training participation between small and
large enterprises were in Spain, Slovakia and France, while the smallest gaps were
in North Macedonia, Czechia and Denmark. Comparing the distribution of the
training participation gap with the overall levels of training participation reveals
significant difference in the training participation gaps across countries, even
though the levels of training participation were similar. For example, Czechia had
the highest overall training participation rate in 2020 but one of the lowest training
participation gaps between large and small enterprises. A very different situation
was observed in Spain, which had the second highest participation rate and the
widest gap in training participation between large and small enterprises. Similar
discrepancies can be observed among other countries. Thus, the training
participation rate and training participation gap between firms might not be as
related as was the case for training incidence.

In terms of changes in the size of the participation gap between large and
small enterprises, on average in the EU-27 between 2015 and 2020 the gap
increased by 4.6. pp. The increase was slightly larger than the increase in the gap
in training incidence (see Section 3.1). The gap widened in slightly more countries
than it declined. The largest gap increases were in Norway (+15.9 pp), Slovakia
(+14.1 pp) and Germany (+12.4 pp), while the steepest declines were in Greece (-
15.6 pp), Cyprus (-12.5 pp) and Poland (-11.6 pp).

Looking at the changes for specific enterprise size classes, the greatest
declines in participation rates among large enterprises were in Greece, Austria and
Poland. Conversely, the greatest increases in participation rates among large
enterprises were in Spain, Germany and Norway. In these countries, public support
for training targeted at large enterprises is likely to have played a role. The largest
declines among small enterprises were in Finland, Slovakia and Slovenia, while
the largest increases were in Spain, Estonia, Latvia and ltaly.

It is likely that in Spain (and possibly Latvia) COVID-19-related support would
have been available for both small and large enterprises (although it most likely
would have been more concentrated among large enterprises), while support is
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likely to have been targeted more at large enterprises in Germany and at small
enterprises in Estonia, Latvia, Italy, Luxembourg and Cyprus.

3.3. Intensity (hours of training)

Another key indicator of investment in CVT is the proportion of paid working time
devoted to training. This is because, given the broad variety of learning activities,
the duration of training can vary from one hour to several months; therefore, high
levels of participation in training do not necessarily translate into large numbers of
hours being devoted to training at the individual, enterprise and country levels.

Although important, indicators on time spent on training should be seen as
proxies that are affected by considerable measurement errors. For enterprises,
estimates of working time devoted to training are ideally derived from time-
accounting systems. These, however, tend to be used more frequently in large or
well-structured medium-sized enterprises. Estimates can also be assumed to be
reasonably good in small enterprises, where fewer persons are employed and
training events are rarer. Estimates become more difficult in enterprises where
accounting systems are not in place and whose size (or the scale of training
activities) is not small enough to help respondents remember training details.
Moreover, different approaches to reporting time spent on courses are taken within
and across countries. Changes in accounting practices are also likely to have an
impact on the number of training hours reported.

In the CVTS, only paid working time devoted to CVT courses is reported. This
includes both instruction time and preparation time. Periods of normal working
between several training sessions and time for travelling to courses are excluded.
Time spent on other forms of CVT is not reported.

This section considers training intensity as measured by hours spent on CVT
courses per 1 000 hours worked in all enterprises surveyed (training and non-
training enterprises). The indicator measures the share of available time resources
devoted to course activities during the calendar year by staff (10 hours per
1 000 hours equals 1% of working time).

This indicator is preferable for cross-period or cross-country comparisons, as
it avoids the drawback of relating hours of training accumulated in a given calendar
year to the number of persons employed. The number of persons employed may
vary considerably in the same reference period (e.g. due to seasonal variation)
and/or may correspond to different amounts of time worked (e.g. due to part-time
work).

As presented in Figure 5, across the EU-27, training intensity declined from
6.4 hours spent on CVT courses per 1 000 hours in 2015 to 6.0 hours in 2020.
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Most countries experienced some decline in training intensity, with exceptions
being Germany (+2.9), ltaly (+2.2), the Netherlands (+1.1), Norway (+1.0),
Hungary (+0.6) and Lithuania (+0.5), where increases were observed. The
steepest declines were in Belgium (-6.3), Spain (-4.7), Estonia (4.2) and Ireland (-
4.1). The highest levels of training intensity in 2020 were in the Netherlands (10.1)
and Luxembourg (9.2), while the lowest level of training intensity in 2020 was in
Greece (1.6).

Figure 5.  Training intensity — number of hours spent on CVT courses per
1 000 hours worked in all enterprises, 2020
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NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Hungary and Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not participate in
the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in training intensity over time for this
country.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Hours spent in CVT courses by size class — hours per 1 000 hours worked in
all enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_21s).

If trends in training intensity are compared with observations regarding training
incidence and training participation, observations for Germany, Spain, ltaly, the
Netherlands and Norway stand out. For Germany, the increase in hours spent on
CVT coincided with pronounced increases in participation and incidence,
suggesting a general increase in CVT across the dimensions analysed (although
the increases in CVT intensity, participation and incidence were possibly more
pronounced among large firms). In Spain, the pronounced decline in intensity (and
incidence) coincided with a pronounced increase in participation, suggesting that
the number of hours spent on training had become spread among a larger number
of participants.
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For the Netherlands and Norway, increases in training hours coincided with
small increases in participation and substantial declines in incidence, suggesting
a shift from enterprises training fewer people for short durations towards
enterprises who provide training to more people for longer durations. For ltaly, the
increase in the number of training hours coincided with an overall increase in
incidence and a slight decline in participation (as already noted before), suggesting
a shift in training activities from shorter durations to somewhat longer durations.
Further, given that average decline in participation masks an increase in
participation among small enterprises, combined also with significant growth in
incidence among small enterprises suggest likely significant shift in training activity
from large towards small enterprises in terms of both intensity and extent. This
signals a rather unique change of circumstances affecting firms in Italy, counter
the trends observed in absolute majority of other countries.

Further disaggregation of training intensity by enterprise size class confirms a
persistent and widening gap in training intensity between large and small firms,
similar to the trends in training incidence and participation. As presented in Table 8,
the average training intensity in the EU-27 in 2020 per 1 000 hours worked in all
enterprises was 3.5 hours for small enterprises, 4.2 hours for medium-sized
enterprises and 8.4 hours for large enterprises. In most countries, that is, all except
Estonia, Austria and Luxembourg, the level of training participation in large
enterprises was higher than in medium-sized or small enterprises. On average in
the EU-27, training intensity in large enterprises remained stable between 2015
and 2020, whereas in smaller enterprises it slightly declined, leading to an overall
exacerbation of the training participation gap.

Overall, in 2020, the largest gaps in training intensity between small and large
enterprises were in Germany and the Netherlands, while the smallest gaps were
in Luxembourg (which had no gap at all in 2020), Denmark and Austria. There
seems to be no clear relationship between the distribution of training intensity gaps
and overall training intensity; as exemplified by Luxembourg and the Netherlands,
countries with high overall levels of training intensity can have either very large or
extremely small training intensity gaps.
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Table 8. Training intensity — number of hours spent on CVT courses per
1 000 hours worked in all enterprises by enterprise size lass, 2020
| | 020 |
EU-27 3.5 0.3 4.2 -1.2 8.4 0.0 4.9 0.3
Germany 3.3 -0.3 4.2 -0.7 12.3 9
Netherlands 5.8 -0.6 7.7 0.0 13.2 25 7.4 3.1
Romania 0.4 -0.9 1.7 -1.3 5.9 -1.0 55 .01
Cyprus 1.9 -0.7 2.6 -1.4 71 1.1 5.2 18
Malta 1.7 -1.4 3.9 24 6.6 7.5 4.9 6.1
Portugal 3.6 -1.4 6.1 -0.8 8 -4.2 4.4 28
Ireland 5.2 8.3 -1.2 9.4 -3.0 4.2 49
Italy 6.6 10.7 13 41 19
Slovakia 3.1 -1.1 4.1 1.5 7 -1.4 3.9 03
Slovenia 4.2 -1.4 6 -0.4 8 -3.7 3.8 23
France 5.2 0.6 6.3 -0.6 8.8 2.3 3.6 29
Bulgaria 15 -0.9 2.1 -1.8 5 -1.8 3.5 0.9
Poland 1.2 -0.1 2 -0.3 47 -3.5 35 3.4
Belgium 47 -3.9 6.4 8.2 -6.1 3.5 29
Lithuania 1.7 -0.1 3.8 1.0 4.9 0.5 3.2 0.6
Sweden 4.8 -0.7 5.5 -1.3 7.4 -0.8 2.6 0.1
Norway 7.5 -0.5 7.8 0.8 10.1 2.1 2.6 26
o onia 13 1.2 13 1.1 3.7 0.7 2.4 19
Croatia 1.9 -0.9 3.4 -0.4 42 -0.5 23 0.4
Serbia 1.4 1.7 3.6 2.2
Finland 2.3 2.1 3.3 -1.2 4.4 1.5 2.1 0.6
Czechia 4.2 0.8 4.7 -2.0 6.3 1.7 2.1 09
Estonia 3.2 0.1 5.4 3.9 5.2
Greece 0.8 0.0 15 -0.2 2.6 -3.7 1.8 3.7
Latvia 1.6 0.0 2.2 -0.7 3.4 -1.3 1.8 13
Spain 1.7 2.6 1.9 4.4 34 -6.3 1.7 3.7
Hungary 3.3 2.2 1.4 0.0 48 -0.2 15 24
Austria 3.8 -0.6 47 -2.1 46 -3.3 0.8 27
Denmark 25 0.8 1.4 4.4 3.2 -6.8 0.7 76
Luxembourg 9.1 1.6 9.4 2.2 9.1 -6.2 0 78
NB: A break in the time series occurred for Hungary and Sweden in 2020. All changes (indicated by ‘+/-’

and based on comparing 2015 and 2020 data) and the gap between small and large enterprises are
presented in percentage points. Countries are ranked in descending order according to the absolute

size of the training participation gap in 2020. ‘Small’ indicates enterprises with 10—-49 persons
employed, ‘medium’ those with 50—249 persons employed and ‘large’ those with 250 or more
persons employed. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on

changes in training intensity over time for this country. The colouring of the columns was done using
standard Excel conditional formatting: dark green and dark red indicate the highest and the lowest

absolute vales in the column, while yellow denotes mid-range performance between these two

extremes.
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Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Hours spent in CVT courses by size class — hours per 1 000 hours worked in
all enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_21s).

In terms of the changes in the training intensity gap between large and small
enterprises, on average in the EU-27 between 2015 and 2020 the gap increased
by 0.3 hours. The gap widened in 9 and declined in 18 Member States. The largest
gap increases were in Germany (+6.3), Ireland (+4.9) and the Netherlands (+3.1),
while the steepest declines were in Estonia (-9.1), Luxembourg (-7.8) and Denmark
(-7.6).

Looking at the developments by enterprise size class, the largest declines in
intensity among large enterprises were in Estonia, Malta and Denmark.
Conversely, training intensity in large enterprises increased the most in Germany,
the Netherlands and Norway. In these countries, public support targeted at large
enterprises may have played a role in driving these increases. The largest declines
among small enterprises were in Ireland, Belgium and Spain, while the greatest
increases were in Italy, Hungary and Luxembourg.

These findings align with observations presented in previous sections,
suggesting increases in training activity among large enterprises in Germany and,
to a lesser extent, the Netherlands and Norway. Conversely, the changes in
several indicators suggest increases in training activity among small enterprises in
Italy and Luxembourg. In Spain, a significant drop in intensity across all size
classes, but more so among large enterprises, translated into an increase in
participation, which was also more concentrated among large enterprises.

3.4. Expenditure (training costs)

Together with information on training participation and intensity, data on enterprise
expenditure on CVT indicate companies’ level of investment in training in monetary
terms. The CVTS provides relevant information, as it collects data on the level and
structure of enterprises’ expenditure for financing CVT courses in the calendar year
to which the survey refers.

The costs of CVT courses, as measured in the CVTS, in general cover three
main dimensions (Eurostat, 2024): direct costs, participants’ labour costs and the
balance of contributions to and receipts from training funds (net contribution).

Notably, direct course costs cover (Eurostat, 2024):

(a) fees and payments for CVT courses;

(b) travel and subsistence payments related to CVT courses;

(c) thelabour costs of internal trainers for CVT courses (direct and indirect costs);
(d) the costs for training centres, training rooms and teaching materials.
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Participants’ labour costs (personal absence costs) refer to the labour costs
of participants attending CVT courses during paid working time (Eurostat, 2024).
The net contribution to training funds is made up of enterprises’ contributions to
collective funding arrangements via government and intermediary organisations,
minus receipts from collective funding arrangements, subsidies and financial
assistance from government and other sources (Eurostat, 2024).

This section presents the data on total expenditure, broken down into the three
expenditure dimensions detailed above. It also presents data capturing the total
monetary expenditure (i.e. the part of expenditure covering direct costs and net
contribution to training funds). This indicator was traditionally selected for the
SMOP index, as provided in the next chapter. However, the focus of the analysis
presented in this section is the first component, direct monetary expenditure. Direct
expenditure can be considered a variable cost: the more an enterprise trains
persons employed, the more direct expenditure on training increases. This makes
direct expenditure the most representative indicator of enterprises’ training
behaviour. The decision to focus primarily on this component was based on it being
expected to provide the best comparability and quality of the relevant data.

The expenditure measures presented in this report were calculated with
reference to all enterprises surveyed (training and non-training enterprises).
Indicators on expenditure can be expressed as a percentage of total labour costs
or expenditure per person employed. This section considers only measures
expressing enterprise expenditure on training as a percentage of total labour costs,
because doing so has traditionally had certain methodological benefits. For
example, this measure is not sensitive to inflation, as the nominator and
denominator are measured in purchasing power standards, which control for price
differences across countries when comparing costs. These standards also take
differences in wage levels into account and are not affected by fluctuations in
employment levels over a reference period or by the various impacts of part-time
work. This measure is well suited to comparisons across countries and over time.

As presented in Figure 6, across the EU-27 total expenditure on CVT courses,
as a percentage of total labour costs, declined from 1.7% in 2015 to 1.5% in 2020.
Some decline in direct training expenditure was observed in most countries, with
exceptions being ltaly (+0.4 pp), Germany (+0.2 pp), North Macedonia (+0.2 pp)
and the Netherlands (+0.1 pp), where increases were observed. The largest
declines were in Denmark (-1.7 pp), Belgium (-1.2 pp), Slovenia (-1.1 pp), Malta (-
1.1 pp) and Spain (-1.1 pp). The highest levels of total expenditure on CVT courses
in 2020 were in the Netherlands (2.4%), France (2.1%) and Norway (2.1%), while
the lowest levels of total expenditure were in Latvia, Poland, Romania and Serbia
(0.6% in each case) and Greece (0.3%). Readers should note that in Figure 6 the
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visual values for these latter countries may seem different, but this is due rounding
error of individual expenditure components when presented separately, which may
fluctuate with an overall effect of +/- 0.1 p.p. on the total value of expenditure, as
is evident in the figure. However, the total expenditure figures reported in the text
above are the correct ones, i.e. they are not affected by the rounding error of
individual expenditure components when they are presented separately.

Figure 6. Total expenditure on CVT courses as a percentage of total labour costs
in all enterprises surveyed, 2020
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NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Czechia, Hungary and Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not
participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in total expenditure over
time for this country. Countries in the figure are sorted in descending order based on the total
expenditure value for the year 2020, but this may not be fully visible due to a rounding error
introduced in the chart when presenting individual expenditure components (see more detailed
explanation of this phenomenon above).

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Cost of CVT courses by type and size class — % of total labour cost of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_16s).

In terms of the elements constituting total expenditure on CVT courses, across
the EU-27, the largest contributors were the labour costs of the participants,
estimated at 0.8% of total labour costs, followed by direct costs, estimated at 0.5%
of total labour costs. The net contribution to training funds was the smallest
component, estimated at 0.1% of total labour costs. The compositions of the costs
are similar across countries, with the exception of net contribution to training funds,
which is notable in only France (0.7%), Hungary (0.3%) and Italy (0.2%) and makes
a negative contribution (a net subsidy) in Czechia (-0.2%) and Luxembourg (-
0.1%).

As presented in Figure 7, across the EU-27, total monetary expenditure on
CVT courses, as a percentage of total labour costs, declined from 0.9% in 2015 to
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0.6% in 2020. It decreased to some degree in most countries, with the exceptions
of ltaly (+0.2 pp), North Macedonia (+0.1 pp) and Norway (+0.1 pp). Additionally,
no change was registered in the Netherlands or Germany. Conversely, by far the
largest decline was in Denmark (-1.2 pp) followed by Hungary, Malta and Spain (-
0.6 pp in each case). The greatest total monetary expenditure in 2020 occurred in
France (1.3%), followed by the Netherlands (1.2%) and Norway (1.1%), while the
lowest was in Greece (0.1%).

Figure 7.  Total monetary expenditure on CVT courses as a percentage of total
labour costs in all enterprises surveyed, 2020

14

12

1 —
0.8 — -—
06 — — —— -—
) ““ |||||||
. I I I I I
N9 E >0 8@ & c g 0 @©>WE T >E LYY EEFE T O ST OO
Stz ts5§53g258=2z2ccwBs5a2ec Y8t 528558
mESsEE=z zze®e 0 ﬂgmgég‘éaJ:tcgl"wogg
= = = - QL [ = = - (] T =] o O
%J e & o om WO 5 O T oA £ a " @ 2
] 3 =
= i} =
=
[=]
=
W 2020 =2015
NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Czechia, Hungary and Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not

participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in total monetary
expenditure over time for this country.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Cost of CVT courses by type and size class — % of total labour cost of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_16s).

Finally, as presented in Figure 8, across the EU-27, direct monetary
expenditure on CVT courses, as a percentage of total labour costs, declined from
0.7% in 2015 to 0.5% in 2020. Most countries experienced some decline in direct
monetary training expenditure. The exceptions were Norway, ltaly and North
Macedonia (where direct expenditure increased by around 0.1 pp) and Germany,
France and the Netherlands (where there was no change). Conversely, the largest
declines were in Denmark (-0.8 pp) and in Malta, Luxembourg, Ireland and
Bulgaria (-0.5 pp in each case). The Netherlands (1.2%), Norway (1.1%) and
Germany (0.7%) had the highest direct monetary expenditure levels in 2020, while
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Bulgaria, Spain, Poland and Romania (0.2% in each case) and Greece (0.1%) had
the lowest. The country ranking for direct expenditure is similar to that for training
intensity, with the exception of Luxembourg, which had a high level of training
intensity but only average expenditure.

Figure 8. Direct expenditure on CVT courses as a percentage of total labour
costs in all enterprises surveyed, 2020
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NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Czechia, Hungary and Sweden in 2020. Serbia did not
participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in direct expenditure over
time for this country.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Cost of CVT courses by type and size class — % of total labour cost of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_16s).

However, changes over time, when compared with training intensity, are more
difficult to reconcile. For example, despite a significant increase in training intensity
in Germany, there was no corresponding increase in direct training expenditure.
Similarly, increases in training intensity in other countries (ltaly, Norway, the
Netherlands) were accompanied by no or only minor expenditure increases.
Moreover, declines in expenditure are much more pronounced than declines in
intensity, suggesting an overall decline in costs per training hour. The changes in
this indicator over time are not easy to interpret, as they could also be affected by
changes in total labour costs, changes in training prices over time or changing
training formats (e.g. online training), which may reduce or eliminate some of the
costs.
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Further disaggregation of direct training costs by enterprise size class again
confirms a persistent and increasing gap between small and large firms. As
presented in Table 9, the average direct training costs as a share of total labour
costs in the EU-27 in 2020 were 0.3% for small enterprises, 0.4% for medium-sized
enterprises and 0.7% for large enterprises, and the gap was 0.4 pp.
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Table 9. Direct expenditure on CVT courses as a percentage of total labour
costs in all enterprises surveyed, 2020

Large Gazrg:;'ls)le .

2020 +/- 2020 +/-
EU-27 0.3 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 0.7 -0.1 0.4 0.1
France 0.1 -0.1 0.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.8 0.1
Germany 0.4 -0.2 0.4 -0.3 0.9 0.1 0.5 0.3
Croatia 0.2 -0.2 0.3 -0.2 0.7 -0.2 0.5 0.0
Netherlands 0.9 -0.1 1 -0.1 1.4 0.1 0.5 0.2
Malta 0.4 -0.4 0.5 0.8 -0.3 0.4 0.1
Norway 0.9 -0.1 0.8 0.0 1.3 0.4
Ireland 0.3 -0.3 0.3 -0.6 0.5 -0.5 0.2 .02
Lithuania 0.2 -0.4 0.3 -0.3 0.4 -0.4 0.2 0.0
Hungary 0.3 0.0 0.3 -0.2 0.5 -0.3 0.2 .03
Romania 0 -0.3 0.2 -0.1 0.2 -0.2 0.2 0.1
Finland 0.2 -0.4 0.3 -0.3 04 -0.2 0.2 0.2
Bulgaria 0.1 - 0.2 -0.5 0.3 -0.4 0.2 0.2
Greece 0.1 0.0 0.1 -0.2 0.3 -0.1 0.2 0.1
Poland 0.1 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.3 -0.4 0.2 0.2
Denmark 0.3 0.1 0.3 03 0.4
o onia 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.1 02
Belgium 0.4 -0.2 0.5 -0.2 0.5 -0.5 0.1 .03
Latvia 0.2 -0.1 0.2 -0.2 0.3 -0.1 0.1 0.0
Portugal 0.2 -0.3 0.2 -0.3 0.3 -0.5 0.1 02
Sweden 0.5 -0.3 0.6 -0.3 0.6 -0.1 0.1 0.2
Czechia 0.4 -0.2 0.4 -0.3 0.4 -0.3 0 0.1
Estonia 0.5 -0.1 0.6 -0.1 0.5 -0.5 0 .04
Spain 0.1 -0.3 0.3 -0.2 0.1 -0.5 0 0.2
Italy 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.0 0 .02
Luxembourg 0.5 -0.1 0.5 0.5 -0.6 0 .05
Austria 0.4 -0.1 0.4 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 0 .01
Slovakia 0.6 -0.1 0.5 -0.2 0.6 -0.2 0 .01
Cyprus 0.3 -0.1 0.6 0.2 -0.2 -0.1 0.1
Slovenia 0.6 -0.1 1 0.5 -0.3 -0.1 02
Serbia 0.3 0.3 0.2 -0.1
NB: Breaks in the time series occurred for Hungary and Sweden in 2020. All changes (indicated by ‘+/—

and based on comparing 2015 and 2020 data) and the gap between small and large enterprises are
presented in percentage points. Countries are ranked in descending order according to the absolute
size of the direct expenditure gap in 2020. ‘Small’ indicates enterprises with 10-49 persons
employed, ‘medium’ those with 50—249 persons employed and ‘large’ those with 250 or more
persons employed. Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on
changes in direct expenditure over time for this country. The colouring of the columns was done
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using standard Excel conditional formatting: dark green and dark red indicate the highest and the
lowest absolute vales in the column, while yellow denotes mid-range performance between these
two extremes.

Source: Eurostat, CVTS, table ‘Cost of CVT courses by type and size class — % of total labour cost of all
enterprises’, online data code (trng_cvt_16s).

Overall, in 2020, the largest gaps in direct training expenditure between small
and large enterprises occurred in France (0.8 pp), followed by Germany, Croatia
and the Netherlands (0.5 pp in each case). Conversely, in a few countries, namely
Cyprus, Slovenia and Serbia, direct training expenditure was slightly higher among
small enterprises than among large enterprises. In other countries, expenditure
levels were largely similar across enterprise size classes; this was the case in
Czechia, Estonia, Spain, Italy, Luxembourg, Austria and Slovakia.

In terms of changes in the direct training expenditure gap between large and
small enterprises, on average in the EU-27, the gap increased by 0.1 pp between
2015 and 2020. There is no clear trend: in a significant number of countries the
gap increased, while in others it declined. The largest gap increases were in
Norway (+0.4 pp) and Germany (+0.3 pp), while the sharpest declines were in
Denmark (-1.4 pp), Luxembourg (-0.5 pp) and Estonia (-0.4 pp).

Looking at the developments for specific enterprise size classes, the largest
declines in direct training expenditure among large enterprises occurred in
Denmark and Luxembourg. Conversely, direct training expenditure in large
enterprises increased the most in Norway and North Macedonia. The largest
declines in direct training expenditure among small enterprises were observed in
Bulgaria, Malta and Finland, while the only country for which an increase was
observed among small enterprises was Italy (a unique case in terms of trends over
time, as also analysed in more detail above). Interestingly, in Cyprus and Slovenia,
direct expenditure substantially increased among medium-sized enterprises, while
decreasing in the other enterprise size classes.
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4.1. Indicators and the SMOP index

This section provides a comparative analysis based on CVTS 5 (2015) and

CVTS 6 (2020), using four key indicators to analyse trends in employer-sponsored

CVT across Member States and over time. The choice of the indicators used to

measure performance across four dimensions has been addressed by previous

methodological work (Behringer et al., 2008) and are defined as follows:

(a) incidence: the percentage of all enterprises surveyed providing any type of
CVT;

(b) participation: the percentage of persons employed participating in CVT
courses in all enterprises surveyed;

(c) intensity: the number of hours spent on CVT courses per 1 000 hours worked
by persons employed in all enterprises surveyed;

(d) expenditure: total monetary expenditure on CVT courses (direct costs plus net
contributions, i.e. contributions to training funds minus training subsidy
receipts) as a percentage of the total labour costs of all enterprises surveyed.

The performance of each country against each indicator is shown in Table 10.
The best-performing country for each indicator, regardless of the year, is
highlighted, and this value is used as a benchmark for the other countries’
performances.

To compare countries and develop a composite indicator, the initial indicator
values were standardised. Standardisation entailed two steps, as outlined below.

First, the highest value for each indicator (i.e. the highest observed value
across countries, independent of the year of analysis) was selected as a
benchmark. Four benchmarks were selected in this way (as highlighted in
Table 10). The best performance in terms of incidence was observed in 2015,
when 99.9% of enterprises in Latvia offered any type of CVT. The highest
participation level was observed in 2015 in Czechia, where 83.7% of employees
participated in CVT courses. The highest intensity level was observed in 2015 in
Belgium, where 13.1 hours per 1 000 hours worked were spent undertaking CVT
courses across all enterprises. Finally, the highest total monetary expenditure level
was observed in 2015 in Denmark, where 1.5% of all enterprises’ total labour costs
was spent on CVT courses.
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Table 10. Key CVT indicators, CVTS 5 (2015) and CVTS 6 (2020)

Incidence Participation Intensity Expenditure

2015 2020 2015 2020 2015 2020 2015 2020

EU-27 70.5 67.4 42.9 424 6.4 6 0.8 0.7
Austria 88.1 79.3 454 34.9 6.5 44 0.5 0.4
Belgium 83.9 82.2 53.9 50.7 131 6.8 0.9 0.5
Bulgaria 42.2 411 26.5 23 45 3 0.7 0.2
Croatia 55.4 48.2 28.7 24.2 4 3.3 0.6 0.4
Cyprus 69.5 65.7 33.2 30.3 3.9 3.7 0.7 0.3
Czechia 90.6 85.9 83.7 82.8 6.9 5.3 0.7 0.3*
Denmark 86.6 71 34.6 255 5.5 22 1.5 0.3
Estonia 86.1 79.8 31.9 31.3 8.8 4.6 0.8 0.5
Finland 83.1 61 43.8 29.1 5.1 3.5 0.5 0.3
France 78.9 75.9 48.3 46.6 8.3 7.3 1.4 1.3
Germany 77.3 77.2 38.1 43.7 5.5 8.4 0.7 0.7
Greece 21.7 17.8 18.5 11.8 3 1.6 0.6 0.1
Hungary 43.8 37.7 19.4 18.1 3 3.6* 1.4 0.8*
Ireland 77.4 68.4 49.7 371 11.9 7.8 0.8 04
Italy 60.2 68.9 45.9 44.6 6.3 8.5 0.5 0.7
Latvia 99.9 96.8 27.2 30.7 3.1 24 0.4 0.3
Lithuania 61.6 54.1 25.6 26.4 3.1 3.6 0.7 0.2
Luxembourg 771 76 61.8 56.9 12.2 9.2 0.8 0.4
Malta 61.6 451 35.8 27.8 7.8 4 1.2 0.5
Netherlands 85 76.8 414 39.2 9 10.1 1.3 1.3
North Macedonia 61.9 56.2 22 17 2.6 22 0.3

Norway 99.1 93 54.3 51.9 7.7 8.7 0.9 1.1
Poland 44.7 40.9 371 28.8 438 3.1 0.5 0.2
Portugal 75 75.6 46.3 42.6 7.9 6 0.5 0.2
Romania 26.7 17.5 21.3 17.4 44 3.3 0.3 0.1
Serbia (1) : 49.2 : 24.8 : 25 : 0.2
Slovakia 70 58.9 56.8 48.7 6.5 5.3 0.7 0.6
Slovenia 84.1 78.4 58.3 47.2 8.4 6.3 0.7 0.6
Spain 86 73.2 55.4 65 7.2 25 0.9 0.2
Sweden 93.1 91.5* 52.2 50.5* 7 6.2* 0.8 0.6*

) These 2020 values have been affected by breaks in the time series; therefore, they cannot be
properly compared with those from the previous (2015) survey round.
NB: Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes

performance against these indicators over time for this country.
Source: Cedefop calculations based on CVTS 5 and CVTS 6 data from Eurostat
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Second, the 2020 and 2015 country values were transformed into standardised
values, ranging from a theoretical 0 (when the underlying country value is 0 and
never reached empirically) to 1 (when a country has the highest value for a given
indicator as observed across geography and time). Thus, for each dimension, each
data point is divided by the corresponding benchmark of that dimension, to obtain
standardised values, as presented in Table 11. The transformed observations thus
show the distance from the benchmark value.

For example, the highest value for total monetary expenditure as a percentage
of total labour costs is 1.5%, observed in Denmark in 2015. This is represented by
a value of 1 in Table 11. Other countries’ results for the expenditure indicator are
measured relative to this 1.5% benchmark value. For example, Belgium spent
0.5% of its total labour costs on CVT courses in 2020, corresponding to 33% of the
2015 value for Denmark, and, therefore, Belgium was assigned the relative value
of 0.33 for expenditure in 2020, as shown in Table 11. Similar calculations were
made for every dimension and country analysed and for the EU as a whole.

The standardised data shown in Table 11 were used to produce radar charts.
Radar charts can be used to identify specific patterns of statistical data and as
benchmarking tools for comparative analysis in two senses:

(@) radar charts provide an intuitive presentation of multiple performance
indicators and related development over time;

(b) the surface area of radar charts, formed by the axes, can be used as a
composite and synthetic performance indicator, such as the SMOP index

(Mosley & Mayer, 1999).

The SMOP index is calculated using the mathematical formula for the area of
a polygon. In this case, with four indicators, the polygon is translated into four
triangles, each with one angle of 90°. SMOP values range from 0 to a maximum of
2. The SMOP value for a specific country at a given point in time is calculated in
the following way:
((P1 x P2) + (P2 + P3) + (P3 + P4) + (P4 X P1)) X sin90°
2

P1, P2, P3 and P4 represent the standardised values of each indicator.

SMOP =

(1)
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Table 11. Key CVT indicators, CVTS 5 (2015) and CVTS 6 (2020) in their
standardised forms

Incidence Participation Intensity Expenditure

2015 2020 2015 2020 2015 2020 2015 2020

EU-27 0.71 0.67 0.51 0.51 0.49 0.46 0.53 0.47
Austria 0.88 0.79 0.54 0.42 0.5 0.34 0.33 0.27
Belgium 0.84 0.82 0.64 0.61 1 0.52 0.6 0.33
Bulgaria 0.42 0.41 0.32 0.27 0.34 0.23 0.47 0.13
Croatia 0.55 0.48 0.34 0.29 0.31 0.25 0.4 0.27
Cyprus 0.7 0.66 0.4 0.36 0.3 0.28 0.47 0.2
Czechia 0.91 0.86 1 0.99 0.53 0.4 0.47 0.20*
Denmark 0.87 0.71 0.41 0.3 0.42 0.17 1 0.2
Estonia 0.86 0.8 0.38 0.37 0.67 0.35 0.53 0.33
Finland 0.83 0.61 0.52 0.35 0.39 0.27 0.33 0.2
France 0.79 0.76 0.58 0.56 0.63 0.56 0.93 0.87
Germany 0.77 0.77 0.46 0.52 0.42 0.64 0.47 0.47
Greece 0.22 0.18 0.22 0.14 0.23 0.12 0.4 0.07
Hungary 0.44 0.38 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.27* 0.93 0.53*
Ireland 0.77 0.68 0.59 0.44 0.91 0.6 0.53 0.27
Italy 0.6 0.69 0.55 0.53 0.48 0.65 0.33 0.47
Latvia 1 0.97 0.32 0.37 0.24 0.18 0.27 0.2
Lithuania 0.62 0.54 0.31 0.32 0.24 0.27 0.47 0.13
Luxembourg 0.77 0.76 0.74 0.68 0.93 0.7 0.53 0.27
Malta 0.62 0.45 0.43 0.33 0.6 0.31 0.8 0.33
Netherlands 0.85 0.77 0.49 0.47 0.69 0.77 0.87 0.87
North Macedonia 0.62 0.56 0.26 0.2 0.2 0.17 0.2
Norway 0.99 0.93 0.65 0.62 0.59 0.66 0.6 0.73
Poland 0.45 0.41 0.44 0.34 0.37 0.24 0.33 0.13
Portugal 0.75 0.76 0.55 0.51 0.6 0.46 0.33 0.13
Romania 0.27 0.18 0.25 0.21 0.34 0.25 0.2 0.07
Serbia (1) : 0.49 : 0.3 : 0.19 : 0.13
Slovakia 0.7 0.59 0.68 0.58 0.5 0.4 0.47 0.4
Slovenia 0.84 0.78 0.7 0.56 0.64 0.48 0.47 0.4
Spain 0.86 0.73 0.66 0.78 0.55 0.19 0.6 0.13
Sweden (2) : 0.92 : 0.6 : 0.47 : 0.4
*) These 2020 values were affected by a break in the time series; therefore, they cannot be properly
compared with those from the previous (2015) survey round.
NB: Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in

standardised values over time. In the case of Sweden, the values for 2015 were eliminated from the
analysis, since all indicators in 2020 were affected by a break in the time series, so no comparison
can be made between 2015 and 2020.

Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 5 and CVTS 6 data.
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The SMOP index is a quantitative indicator of a given country’s overall CVT
performance. An increase in the SMOP value indicates favourable progress; a
decrease points towards an unfavourable decrease. It is not an absolute measure,
as its values are relative to those for other countries. It should be considered an
indicator, used mainly for descriptive and summary purposes, with the merits and
limitations of any other composite index. Additional graphs or analysis should be
used to complement the findings.

Another note of caution relates to the data used for this report (collected in
2015 and 2020). Most countries underperformed in 2020 compared with 2015, and
this reflects the fact that 2020 was a very peculiar year due to the worldwide
pandemic. Yet, the extent of a country’s decrease in CVT performance can offer
insight, with smaller declines possibly suggesting greater resilience. For the
purpose of this analysis, we calculated SMOP values for 2015 and 2020 and their
absolute differences (2020 SMOP values minus the corresponding 2015 SMOP
values) to measure change. We then calculated quartiles for the distribution of
changes and clustered countries accordingly, coming up with the categorisation
and chart shown in Table 12 and Figure 9, respectively.

Table 12.  Clustering of countries’ CVT indicator performance between 2015 and
2020

Measure of CVT » Moderately
Less resilient .
performance resilient
Relative change Decline of Increase of
in indicator between 10 % between 10 %
value and 20 % and 20 %
Absolute Decline of Decline of
change in between 0.29 between 0.17
SMOP value and 0.2 and 0.11

Source: Cedefop compilation.
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Figure 9.  Overall CVT performance, based on change in SMOP index values

between 2015 and 2020
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" Data for Czechia, Hungary, Serbia and Sweden represent only 2020 values due to either breaks in
the time series or a lack of 2015 data (as in Serbia’s case).
® North Macedonia’s 2020 SMOP value is not calculable, since no data are available for one of the

indicators, and therefore this value is not presented in the chart.
Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 5 and CVTS 6 data.

The results of the calculations of CVT resilience are presented in Figure 9. It
considers the absolute changes in SMOP values and on this basis clusters
countries accordingly (thresholds are set according to the quartile values of the
distribution). The clusters indicate the level of a country’s resilience regarding CVT.
The ‘most resilient’ countries are those where the SMOP value either increased or
only somewhat decreased. ‘Moderately resilient’ countries experienced some form
of decrease in their SMOP value. For both the ‘less resilient’” and ‘least resilient’
countries, SMOP values in absolute terms decreased by more than 0.29 points.
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Table 13. Summary of key CVT indicators, CVTS 5 (2015), CVTS 6 (2020) and
overall SMOP index values (2015 and 2020)
o . natia 5 OF

0 020 0 020 0 020 0 020 ( 020
EU-27 70.5 67.4 42.9 42.4 6.4 6 0.8 0.7 0.6 0
Austria 88.1 79.3 45.4 0.6 | 0.39 |
Belgium 83.9 82.2 53.9 0.5
Bulgaria 42.2 411 26.5 23 4.5 . | 0.2 0.3 0.13
Croatia 55.4 48.2 28.7 24.2 | 4 |m| 0.32 0.2
Cyprus 69.5 65.7 33.2 30.3 3.9 3.7 0.3 | 0.43 0.26
Czechia 90.6 85.9 83.7 82.8 6.9 | | 0.3* 1.05 0.75*
Denmark 25.5 -
Estonia .
Finland
France . .
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia -
Lithuania |
Luxembourg m
Malta
Netherlands
North Macedonia :
Norway
Poland
Portugal 0.39
Romania m
Serbia (1) 49.2 0.15
Slovakia 70 58.9 56.8 0.69 0.49
Slovenia 84.1 78.4 58.3 0.86 0.61
Spain 86 73.2 55.4
Sweden (2) 915 ' L o7 |
) These 2020 values have been affected by breaks in the time series; therefore, they cannot be

properly compared with data from the previous (2015) survey round.
NB: Serbia did not participate in the 2015 CVTS and thus no data are available on changes in key CVT
indicators over time for this country. In the case of Sweden, the values for 2015 were eliminated
from the analysis, since all indicators were affected by a break in the time series in 2020; therefore,
no comparison can be made between 2015 and 2020 data for this country.

Source: Cedefop calculations by on Eurostat, CVTS 6 and CVTS 5 data.
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4.1.1. The European Union

The radar chart in Figure 10 shows the performance of the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for both
2015 and 2020. The areas of the 2015 and 2020 polygons represent the
corresponding values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 10. Performance based on key CVT indicators, EU-27, 2015 and 2020

SMoP U2/
2015: 0.62 ncidence
2020: 0.55
Expen diture ‘ Participation

ntensity
2015 e—g—020

Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 5 and CVTS 6 data.

In 2020, the EU-27 SMOP value was 0.55, marking a 11.7% decline from the
value of 0.62 observed in 2015. Across the key indicators, in 2020, the values
ranged from 0.46 for intensity to 0.67 for incidence. Three out of four indicators
showed lower performance in 2020 than in 2015, with the exception being
participation, which remained relatively stable. The biggest decline was observed
in the expenditure dimension, with a 12.5% drop between 2015 and 2020.

The drop in expenditure was not associated with a similar decline in the other
indicators. This could indicate a decrease in the cost of CVT between 2015 and
2020, and several reasons could explain these dynamics, one of them being a
possible move towards online training.
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4.1.2. Austria

Figure 11 shows the performance of Austria and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form, for 2020. The areas
of the Austria and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values of the
resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 11. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Austria and the EU-27, 2020

Austria vs. EU27

SMopP 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

In 2020, Austria’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP
value of 0.39, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55. The best-performing
dimension in Austria was incidence, with a value of 0.79, exceeding the EU-27
average. Despite this high value for the incidence of enterprises sponsoring
training, the staff participation value, of 0.42, was below the EU-27 average of 0.51.
Training intensity and expenditure on CVT were also below the EU averages.

These figures suggest that Austria’s comparative performance was affected
positively by a higher share of enterprises providing at least some training;
however, employee participation, time dedicated to training and expenditure
lagged behind, suggesting that a relatively small proportion of the Austrian
workforce, that is, compared with the proportion of the EU-27 workforce, undertook
CVT in 2020.

In terms of developments over time, Austria’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.60,
which was only slightly below the EU-27 average of 0.62 and therefore resulted in
a smaller gap than the one observed in 2020. Austria’s performance declined
across all dimensions except for incidence between 2015 and 2020, with the
declines in participation, intensity and expenditure being relatively strong.
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4.1.3. Belgium

Figure 12 shows the performance of Belgium and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Belgium and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 12. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Belgium and the EU-27,

2020
SMOoP Belgmr[w 1:!9. EU27
Belgium: 0.63 2020
EUZ27:0.55 ncidence

Expenditure

Intensity

EUZT g Bclzium

Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Belgium’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.63, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Belgium had a high training incidence value, of 0.82, exceeding the
EU-27 average. The values for staff participation and training intensity were also
relatively high and above the EU-27 averages. Total monetary expenditure on CVT
lagged behind the EU level, at 0.33.

These figures suggest that Belgium’s comparative performance was affected
more by total monetary expenditure than incidence, participation and/or intensity.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 12). Belgium’s SMOP value for 2015 was 1.14, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a wider gap than the one
observed in 2020. Belgium’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, with particularly sharp declines in intensity and expenditure, as shown
in Table 13.
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4.1.4. Bulgaria

Figure 13 shows the performance of Bulgaria and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Bulgaria and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 13. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Bulgaria and the EU-27,

2020
SMOP Bulgaria vs. EU27
Bulgaria: 0.13 2020
EU27:0.55 InGidence

Expenditure

Participation

Intensity

e —

EU27 =eegueBulzaria

Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Bulgaria’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.13, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Bulgaria had a moderate training incidence value, of 0.41, lower than
the EU-27 average. The other dimensions (participation, intensity and expenditure)
also lagged behind EU levels, particularly expenditure, at 0.13. Training was not
necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as compared with the
average pattern.

These figures suggest that Bulgaria’s comparative performance was affected
in all four dimensions: participation, time dedicated to training, expenditure and
incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 13). Bulgaria’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.30, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Bulgaria’s results declined across all four dimensions between
2015 and 2020, particularly in terms of intensity and expenditure, as shown in
Table 13.
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4.1.5. Croatia

Figure 14 shows the performance of Croatia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Croatia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 14. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Croatia and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Croatia’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.20, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Croatia had a moderate training incidence value of 0.48, below the
EU-27 average. Despite the moderate incidence of enterprises sponsoring
training, the staff participation value was low, at 0.29 — below the EU-27 average
of 0.51. Training intensity and expenditure on CVT also lagged behind EU levels.
In this sense, training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce
environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Croatia’s comparative performance was affected
more by employee participation, time dedicated to training and expenditure than
incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 14). Croatia’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.32, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Croatia’s results moderately declined between 2015 and 2020
across all dimensions except expenditure, which sharply declined, as shown in
Table 13.
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4.1.6. Cyprus

Figure 15 shows the performance of Cyprus and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Cyprus and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 15. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Cyprus and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Cyprus’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.26, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Cyprus had a steady training incidence value of 0.66, close to the
EU-27 average. Despite the relatively average value for the incidence of
enterprises sponsoring training, staff participation was relatively low, at 0.36 —
below the EU-27 average of 0.51. Training intensity and expenditure on CVT also
lagged behind EU levels. In this sense, training was not necessarily spread across
the whole workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Cyprus’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, intensity and expenditure than incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 15). Cyprus’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.43, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Cyprus’s results remained stable between 2015 and 2020
across all dimensions except expenditure, which sharply declined, as shown in
Table 13.
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41.7. Czechia

Figure 16 shows the performance of Czechia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Czechia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 16. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Czechia and the EU-27,
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Czechia’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.75, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Czechia had a high training incidence value, of 0.86, exceeding the
EU-27 average, and an even higher staff participation value, of 0.99, above the
EU-27 average of 0.51. Total monetary expenditure on CVT lagged behind EU
levels, but this did not translate into lower incidence or participation levels than
average.

These figures suggest that Czechia’s comparative performance was affected
more by total monetary expenditure than incidence, employee participation and
time dedicated to training.

Comparability over time is limited, and, as a result, any attempt to analyse
changes over time should be approached with caution.
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4.1.8. Denmark

Figure 17 shows the performance of Denmark and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Denmark and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding
values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 17. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Denmark and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Denmark’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value
of 0.22, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Denmark had a high training incidence value, of 0.71, slightly higher
than the EU-27 average. Despite the high incidence of enterprises sponsoring
training, the staff participation value was below the EU-27 average of 0.51, at 0.30.
Training intensity and expenditure on CVT also lagged behind EU levels. In this
sense, training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce
environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Denmark’s comparative performance was affected
more by employee participation, time dedicated to training and expenditure than
incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 17). Denmark’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.91, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and reflects a better performance, in
comparative terms, in 2015 than in 2020. Denmark’s results declined across all
dimensions between 2015 and 2020, with a particularly strong decline in total
monetary expenditure (an 80% drop), as shown in Table 13.
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4.1.9. Estonia

Figure 18 shows the performance of Estonia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Estonia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 18. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Estonia and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Estonia’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.41, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Estonia had a high training incidence value of 0.80, exceeding the
EU-27 average. Despite the high incidence of enterprises sponsoring training, the
staff participation value was below the EU-27 average of 0.51, at 0.37. Training
intensity and expenditure on CVT also lagged behind the EU levels. In this sense,
training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as
compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Estonia’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, time dedicated to training and expenditure than incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 18). Estonia’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.70, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and shows a better performance than in
2020. Estonia’s results declined between 2015 and 2020 across all dimensions,
with particularly sharp declines in intensity and expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.10. Finland

Figure 19 shows the performance of Finland and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Finland and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 19. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Finland and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Finland’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.24, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Finland had a high training incidence value, of 0.61, which was
slightly below the EU-27 average. Although the incidence of enterprises
sponsoring training was only slightly below the EU average, the staff participation
value was only 0.35 —markedly below the EU-27 average of 0.51. Similarly, training
intensity and expenditure on CVT lagged behind the EU levels. In this sense,
training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment
compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Finland’s comparative performance was affected
more by employee participation, time dedicated to training and expenditure than
incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 19). Finland’s SMOP value in 2015 was 0.52, which was
lower than the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Finland’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, as shown in Table 13.
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41.11. France

Figure 20 shows the performance of France and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the France and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 20. Performance based on key CVT indicators, France and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

France’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.94, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, France had a high total monetary expenditure value of 0.87,
exceeding the EU-27 average of 0.47. The values for the other dimensions
(incidence, participation and intensity) were also higher than the EU-27 average,
with a particularly strong performance in incidence, at 0.76.

These figures suggest that France’s comparative performance was not
affected across dimensions, particularly in expenditure.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 20). France’s SMOP value for 2015 was 1.07, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a wider positive gap than
the one observed in 2020. France’s results declined slightly across all dimensions
between 2015 and 2020, as shown in Table 13.
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41.12. Germany

Figure 21 shows the performance of Germany and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Germany and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding
values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 21. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Germany and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Germany’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value
of 0.70, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Germany had high values for incidence and intensity (0.77 and 0.64,
respectively), exceeding the EU-27 averages. Staff participation and total
monetary expenditure on CVT were similar to EU levels. These figures suggest
that Germany’s comparative performance was moderate while still performing
better than the EU-27 average.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 21). Germany’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.55, which was
lower than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and indicates that Germany’s performance
improved between 2015 and 2020 not only at the national level but also when
compared with the EU-27. Germany’s results improved for staff participation and
training intensity and remained stable for incidence and expenditure between 2015
and 2020, as shown in Table 13.
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41.13. Greece

Figure 22 shows the performance of Greece and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Greece and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 22. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Greece and the EU-27, 2020

SMOP Greeceﬁ;;s;. EU27
Greece: 0.03 -
EL27:0.55 Incidence

Expenditure

Participation

Intensity

~ -

clly oeg—imrecCe

Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Greece’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.03, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Greece had a low training incidence value in 2020, of 0.18, lower
than the EU-27 average, and values for the other dimensions (participation,
intensity and expenditure) were also below average. Training was not spread
across the whole workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Greece’s comparative performance was affected
in all dimensions.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 22). Greece’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.14, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a slightly smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Greece’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, with a particularly strong decline for expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.14. Hungary

Figure 23 shows the performance of Hungary and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Hungary and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 23. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Hungary and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Hungary’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.24, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Hungary had a strong total monetary expenditure value, of 0.53,
exceeding the EU-27 average. Despite the high total monetary expenditure value,
the staff participation value was low, at 0.22 — below the EU-27 average of 0.51.
Training intensity and incidence also lagged behind EU levels. In this sense,
training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as
compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Hungary’s comparative performance was affected
more by employee participation, time dedicated to training and incidence than
expenditure.

Comparability over time is limited, and, as a result, any attempt to analyse
changes over time should be approached with caution.
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41.15. Ireland

Figure 24 shows the performance of Ireland and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Ireland and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 24. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Ireland and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Ireland’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.45, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Ireland had a high training intensity value, of 0.60, exceeding the EU-
27 average. The incidence of enterprises sponsoring training and staff participation
values were aligned with the EU-27 levels; however, expenditure on CVT lagged
behind. In this sense, training was not necessarily spread across the whole
workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Ireland’s comparative performance was affected
more by expenditure than incidence, participation or intensity.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 24). Ireland’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.95, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a wider positive gap than
the one observed in 2020. Ireland’s results declined between 2015 and 2020
across all dimensions, but the declines were particularly pronounced for intensity
and expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.16. Italy

Figure 25 shows the performance of Italy and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Italy and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values of
the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 25. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Italy and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Italy’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.67, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Italy had a high training intensity value, of 0.65, exceeding the EU-
27 average. ltaly’s values for staff participation, training incidence and total
monetary expenditure on CVT were similar to EU levels. These figures suggest
that Italy’s comparative performance was moderate while still performing better
than the EU-27 average.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (2015 values are not
displayed in Figure 25). ltaly’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.48, which was below
the EU-27 average of 0.62, meaning that Italy switched from being an under-
performing country in 2015 to an over-performing country in 2020 as compared to
the EU-27 average.. ltaly’s results improved across all dimensions except
participation between 2015 and 2020. Italy showed particularly strong levels of
improvement in intensity and expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.17. Latvia

Figure 26 shows the performance of Latvia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Latvia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 26. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Latvia and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Latvia’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.33, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Latvia had a strong training incidence value, of 0.97, exceeding the
EU-27 average. Despite the high incidence of enterprises sponsoring training, staff
participation was low, at 0.37 — below the EU-27 average of 0.51. Training intensity
and expenditure on CVT also lagged behind the EU levels. In this sense, training
was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as compared
with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Latvia’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, intensity and expenditure than incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 26). Latvia’'s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.37, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than in 2020.
Latvia’s results declined across all dimensions except participation between 2015
and 2020. Declines were particularly notable for two indicators (incidence and
expenditure), as shown in Table 13.
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41.18. Lithuania

Figure 27 shows the performance of Lithuania and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Lithuania and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding
values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 27. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Lithuania and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Lithuania’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value
of 0.18, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Lithuania had a moderate training incidence value, of 0.54, slightly
below the EU-27 average. Despite the moderate incidence of enterprises
sponsoring training, staff participation was low, at 0.32 — below the EU-27 average
of 0.51. Training intensity and expenditure on CVT also lagged behind EU levels.
In this sense, training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce
environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Lithuania’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, intensity and expenditure than incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (2015 values are not
displayed in Figure 27). Lithuania’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.33, which was
below the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Lithuania’s results declined between 2015 and 2020 for
incidence and expenditure, with the decline being particularly strong for
expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.19. Luxembourg

Figure 28 shows the performance of Luxembourg and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Luxembourg and the EU-27 polygons represent the
corresponding values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 28. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Luxembourg and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Luxembourg’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP
value of 0.69, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

Luxembourg had a training incidence value of 0.76, exceeding the EU-27
average. The values for training intensity and staff participation were also above
EU levels. The total monetary expenditure value, of 0.27, was lower than the EU-
27 average of 0.47. These figures suggest that Luxembourg’s comparative
performance was affected more by incidence, participation and intensity than total
monetary expenditure.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 28). Luxembourg’s SMOP value for 2015 was 1.08, which
was higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a wider positive gap
than the one observed in 2020. Luxembourg’s results declined across all
dimensions between 2015 and 2020, with declines being particularly strong for two
indicators (intensity and expenditure), as shown in Table 13.
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41.20. North Macedonia

Figure 29 shows the performance of North Macedonia and the EU-27 in three of
the four dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics,
for 2020.

Figure 29. Performance based on key CVT indicators, North Macedonia and the
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

North Macedonia’s SMOP value was incalculable because the total monetary
expenditure value was not available.

North Macedonia had a moderate training incidence value of 0.56, which was
below the EU-27 average. Despite the moderate value for the incidence of
enterprises sponsoring training, staff participation was low, at 0.20, below the EU-
27 average of 0.51. Training intensity also lagged behind EU levels. In this sense,
training was not necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as
compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that North Macedonia’s comparative performance was
affected more by employee participation and intensity than incidence.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 29). North Macedonia’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.19,
below the EU-27 average of 0.62. North Macedonia’s results declined between
2015 and 2020 across all dimensions except expenditure (for which no 2020 data
were available), as shown in Table 13.
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41.21. Malta

Figure 30 shows the performance of Malta and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Malta and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values of
the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 30. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Malta and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Malta’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.25, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Malta presented a radar chart, similar to EU-27, a slightly higher
incidence of enterprises sponsoring training of 0.45, and a moderate performance
in the rest of the dimensions, staff participation (0.33), training intensity (0.31) and
expenditure (0.33). Regardless of the similarities, Malta performed poorer than EU-
27 average in all dimensions. In this sense, training was spread at a lower level
across the whole workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 30). Malta’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.74, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Malta’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, but the decline was most pronounced for expenditure, as shown in
Table 13.
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41.22. The Netherlands

Figure 31 shows the performance of the Netherlands and the EU-27 across the
four dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for
2020. The areas of the Netherlands and the EU-27 polygons represent the
corresponding values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 31. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Netherlands and the EU-27,
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

The Netherlands’ performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP
value of 1.03, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

The Netherlands had a high training incidence value, of 0.77, exceeding the
EU-27 average. Values for intensity and expenditure were also above average,
with even larger gaps compared with the EU values: 0.87 versus 0.47 and 0.77
versus 0.46, respectively. However, the staff participation value was below the EU-
27 average (0.47 versus 0.51). In this sense, fewer staff were participating in CVT
in the Netherlands than across the EU-27 on average.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 31). The Netherlands’ SMOP value for 2015 was 1.05,
which was greater than the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a narrower
positive gap than the one observed in 2020. The Netherlands’ results were stable
between 2015 and 2020 across all dimensions, as shown in Table 13.
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4.1.23. Norway

Figure 32 shows the performance of Norway and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Norway and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 32. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Norway and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Norway’s performance was above the EU-27 average level, with a SMOP
value of 1.08, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

Norway performed better than the EU-27 in all dimensions. The total monetary
expenditure value of 0.73 was higher than the 0.47 average. The smallest
difference was for participation: 0.62 versus the EU-27 level of 0.51.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 32). Norway's SMOP value for 2015 was 0.99, which was
higher than the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a narrower positive gap than
in 2020. Norway’s results were stable between 2015 and 2020, with small
increases in intensity and expenditure and minor decreases in incidence and
participation, as shown in Table 13.
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41.24. Poland

Figure 33 shows the performance of Poland and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Poland and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 33. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Poland and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Poland’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.15, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Poland’s moderate training incidence value of 0.41 was lower than
the EU-27 average. The other dimensions (participation, intensity and expenditure)
also lagged behind EU levels, particularly expenditure (0.13). Training was not
necessarily spread across the whole workforce environment as compared with the
average pattern.

These figures suggest that Poland’s comparative performance was affected
more by the dimensions of intensity and expenditure than incidence and
participation.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 33). Poland’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.32, which was
lower than the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a smaller gap than the one
observed in 2020. Poland’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, with particularly strong declines in participation, intensity and
expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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4.1.25. Portugal

Figure 34 shows the performance of Portugal and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Portugal and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 34. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Portugal and the EU-27,

2020
Portugal vs. EU27
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Portugal’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.39, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Portugal had a high training incidence value of 0.76, exceeding the
EU-27 average. Despite the high value for incidence of enterprises sponsoring
training, expenditure was low, at 0.13 — below the EU-27 average of 0.47. Values
for training intensity and staff participation in CVT were similar to the EU-27 levels.
In this sense, training was spread across the whole workforce environment, other
than in the case of expenditure, as compared with the average pattern. These
figures suggest that Portugal’s comparative performance was affected more by
expenditure than incidence, participation or intensity.

Regarding changes between 2015 and 2020 (the 2015 values are not
displayed in Figure 34), Portugal’'s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.6, which was
slightly lower than the EU-27 average of 0.62 and resulted in a smaller gap than
the one observed in 2020. Portugal’s results declined across all dimensions except
incidence between 2015 and 2020, with declines being particularly notable for
intensity and expenditure, as shown in Table 13.
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41.26. Romania

Figure 35 shows the performance of Romania and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Romania and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding
values of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 35. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Romania and the EU-27,

2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Romania’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value
of 0.06, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

Romania had a low training incidence value, of 0.18, lower than the EU-27
average. The values for the other dimensions (participation, intensity and
expenditure) were also below EU levels, particularly expenditure, at 0.07. Training
was not spread across the whole workforce environment as compared with the
average pattern.

These figures suggest that Romania’s comparative performance was affected
in all CVT dimensions.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 35). Romania’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.14, lower than
the EU-27 average of 0.62. Romania’s results declined across all dimensions
between 2015 and 2020, with particularly strong declines in expenditure and
intensity, as shown in Table 13.
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4.1.27. Serbia

Figure 36 shows the performance of Serbia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Serbia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 36. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Serbia and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Serbia’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.15, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Serbia had a strong training incidence value, of 0.49, but it was lower
than the EU-27 average. The value for staff participation was also below the EU-
27 average (0.30 versus 0.51). Training intensity and expenditure on CVT similarly
lagged behind the EU levels. In this sense, training was not necessarily spread
across the whole workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

These figures suggest that Serbia’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, intensity and expenditure than incidence.
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4.1.28. Slovakia

Figure 37 shows the performance of Slovakia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Slovakia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 37. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Slovakia and the EU-27,

2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Slovakia’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.49, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Slovakia had a moderate staff participation value, of 0.58, exceeding
the EU-27 average. The values for the other dimensions were also moderate but
slightly below the EU-27 levels. The expenditure and training intensity values were
both 0.4, while the value for incidence was 0.59. In this sense, training was spread
across the whole workforce environment as compared with the average pattern.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 37). Slovakia’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.69, which was
slightly above the EU-27 average of 0.62, meaning that the gap switched from a
narrow positive one in 2015 to a narrow negative one in 2020. Slovakia’s results
moderately declined across all dimensions between 2015 and 2020, as shown in
Table 13.
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41.29. Slovenia

Figure 38 shows the performance of Slovenia and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardized form and metrics, in 2020.
The areas of the Slovenia and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 38. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Slovenia and the EU-27,

2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Slovenia’s performance was above the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.61, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

In 2020, Slovenia had a high training intensity value, of 0.78, exceeding the
EU-27 average. The value for training intensity was similar to the EU average.
Values for total monetary expenditure and staff participation levels were also close
to the EU-27 averages. These figures suggest that Slovenia’s comparative
performance was moderate while still performing better than the EU-27 average.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 38). Slovenia’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.86, which was
above the EU-27 average of 0.62 but resulted in a larger gap than the one
observed in 2020. Slovenia’s results declined across all dimensions between 2015
and 2020, with declines being moderate for all dimensions except for intensity,
which showed a stronger decline, as shown in Table 13.
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41.30. Spain

Figure 39 shows the performance of Spain and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Spain and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 39. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Spain and the EU-27, 2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Spain’s performance was below the EU-27 average, with a SMOP value of
0.42, compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

Spain had high incidence and participation values of 0.73 and 0.78,
respectively, both exceeding the EU-27 average. However, the intensity value was
lower than the EU-27 average (0.19 versus 0.46). Total monetary expenditure on
CVT also lagged behind the EU level.

These figures suggest that Spain’s comparative performance was affected
more by intensity and expenditure than incidence and participation.

Some changes occurred between 2015 and 2020 (although 2015 values are
not displayed in Figure 39). Spain’s SMOP value for 2015 was 0.89, higher than
the EU-27 average of 0.62, indicating a better performance than in 2020. Spain’s
results declined across all dimensions except participation between 2015 and
2020, with declines being particularly strong for intensity and expenditure, as
shown in Table 13.
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4.1.31. Sweden

Figure 40 shows the performance of Sweden and the EU-27 across the four
dimensions introduced previously, in their standardised form and metrics, for 2020.
The areas of the Sweden and EU-27 polygons represent the corresponding values
of the resulting composite indicator (the SMOP index).

Figure 40. Performance based on key CVT indicators, Sweden and the EU-27,

2020
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Source: Cedefop calculations based on Eurostat, CVTS 6 data.

Sweden’s performance was above average, with a SMOP value of 0.70,
compared with the EU-27 average of 0.55.

Sweden exceeded the EU-27 averages for incidence and participation, with
values of 0.92 and 0.60, respectively. Values for training intensity and expenditure
on CVT were similar to EU levels. In this sense, training was not spread at the
same level across the whole workforce environment as compared with the average
pattern.

These figures suggest that Sweden’s comparative performance was affected
more by participation, intensity and expenditure than incidence.

Comparability over time is limited, and, as a result, any attempt to analyse
changes over time should be approached with caution.
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List of abbreviations

Cedefop European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training

CVET continuing vocational education and training

CVT continuing vocational training

CVTS Continuing Vocational Training Survey

EU European Union

Eurostat statistical office of the European Union

IVET initial VET

IVT initial vocational training

NACE Statistical classification of economic activities in the European
Community

PIAAC programme for the international assessment of adult competencies

pp percentage points

SMOP surface measure of overall performance

VET vocational education and training
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