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Abstract

This paper undertakes an analysis and assessmeBurpean Union
(EV) social policy in the context of the sustaii&piof the group’s social and
economic development. The process of Europeanihgocial policy is not
advanced. Thus, the weight of solving social motd primarily rests with
member countries. EU social policy is “looser” imaracter than other EU
policies and its scope is limited to those areasnehmember states were willing
to transfer certain prerogatives to European Unlewel. The EU only supports
social policy in the context of the sustainabil@y the group’s social and
economic development. The process of Europeanihgocial policy is not
and supplements the actions of member states indttial sphere. At the same
time, the EU supports the concept of corporateataeisponsibility. Corporate
social responsibility is defined as the voluntagkibhg into account by
companies of social and environmental matters iairtfoperations and in
relations with interested parties.

1. Introduction

The sustainable development of a country or intedrgroup requires the
taking into account of social questions in societr@mic policy and the
solving of social problem making their appearanceerothe course of
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accelerated economic growth. Unemployment, povedgial exclusion, limited
access to education, and social conflict are antbagrimary problems. Each
society undertakes its own efforts at containingiadgoroblems through social
policy that is more or less expanded, and applyiistruments that, to a great
extent, were molded over dozens of years of pmctidirectly, social policy
implemented on the level of the integrated growgb aerves the concept of
sustainable development.

The objective of this paper is an analysis and sassent of European
Union (EU) social policy in the context of the saigability of the group’s social
and economic policy. This paper evaluates the le’/&uropeanization of such
policy, where in this case “Europeanization” is ergfood as a political process
bringing with itself continuous, mutual influencadanegotiations among the
various actors involved in the process of shapinaticp on the integrated
group’s level. On the one hand, these are the mesthtes, while on the other
they are the EU institutions, mainly the Europeam@ission. Successive parts
of this paper present the implementation of EU aogolicy, within the
framework of the Renewed Social Agenda, and atteémpissess the effects of
this policy through the lens of changes in paramsetharacterizing the labor
market in the EU. The final section takes into aetothe matter of the EU
approach to social corporate responsibility undecdtas the voluntary taking
into account by companies of social and environalematters in their
operations and relations with interested parties.

2. The Europeanization of European Union Social Py

The objective of social policy on the national leige at the very least, the
guarantying of a socially acceptable minimum livisgndard for the whole
population of the country (Jovanév2005, p. 771). Overall, social policy goes
beyond matters related to employment and encompagsestions of pay,
unemployment insurance, social welfare systems,iremént, health,
occupational health and safety, education, and pitudessional as well as
geographical mobility of the work force (Jovanod005, p. 771). European
Union member states handle social policy on a natigevel. Four traditional
European social models may be identified—i.e. NprdAnglo—Saxon,
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Continental, and Mediterranean—that differ in terofs efficiency and the
achieved levels of social equality

A common social policy is being administered on Eigopean Union
level, but the process of its Europeanization isasoadvanced as in the case of
certain economic policies. Topical literature stessthat over the past twenty
years the process of European integration has tleacterized by an absence
of balance between economic and social policieatG2006, pp. 169-202).
Economic policies are concentrated on market litton and are, to an
increasing extent, under the control of the EU,levBdcial policies continue to
be primarily overseen by member states. It is clémat in the European
integration process there is a strong asymmetrydmt policies promoting
market efficiency and policies promoting social @y and equality (Scharpf
2002, pp. 645-670). At the same time, subject tore@msing economic
integration, the member states face growing dilfiesi in implementing tasks in
the realm of social policy.

The character of EU social policy is “looser” thather EU policies and
its range is limited to those fields where membates were willing to surrender
certain prerogatives to the European Union leveti&® matters were within the
field of interest of the Community from its verycegption. This is borne out by
the provisions of the Treaty of Rome (Jovag®005, pp. 777-781), but there
was no agreement among interested parties as tectpe of social policy on
the Community level as well as with respect to skhiedivision of rights and
responsibilities among national authorities and @omity institutions (Purdy
2007, pp. 200-222).

During the initial period of integration, the mastportant decisions that
related to social matters taken on the supra—rgitlexel involved thdree flow
of workers and freedom of settlement One of the first legal documents
approved by the EEC in 1958 was the social secwystem for workers
migrating from member states. TE®iropean Social Fund(ESF) was created
on the basis of Articles 3 and 123 of the TreatyRofme. Its objective was an
improvement in potential for employment, raisingzing standards, and
increased mobility of the workforce in terms of geiphy and profession. The
Fund is a financial instrument. Thanks to thissitpiossible to implement the
group’s strategic objectives in the area of empleytr{(Archer 2008, pp. 80-83;
Jovanowt 2005, p. 781). Currently, the ESF is one of thmicstiral funds
implementing common objectives in the area of EWiadoand economic
cohesion.

! For a broader comparison, see A. Sagilobalization and the Reform of European Social
Models "Journal of Common Market Studies”, 2006, vol. 44, 2, pp. 369—390.
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The first expansion of the Community resulted imead to take on social
matters on the Community level. It was then thaktgdes of multi-year social
programs were initiated. The first was launched 1@74. The programs
concentrated on questions dficreasing employment, improving living
standards, and increasing the participation of soeil partners in the process
of decision—making on the European Community levelThe impact of these
programs on the above social problems is assesdeeirzg poor. This is mainly
because of the fact that policies in the field ofptoyment continued to be
treated as the domain of member states, while ESBurces were modest
(Archer 2008 p. 81). Nevertheless, certain actiaese taken at that time that
enlarged the sphere of interest of the Communitesncompass social matters,
particularly those concerned witducation, improved living and working
conditions, especially with respect twomen and strongelegal protection for
workers?.

A strong legal basis for the conducting of sociaiqy on the Community
level was created in line with the implementatidéthe program for the building
of a single internal market in the mid—nineteenkté&s pursuant to the Single
European Act. Matters such a®rker safety and health protection, dialogue
with social partners, and social-economic cohesivess found themselves
within the field of interest of the Community (Areh2008, p.81, Purdy 2007,
p.214). Eleven Community members (Great Britain thasexception) approved
the Community Charter of Fundamental Social Rights\rkersin the form
of a formal declaration in 1989. This event shdutdconsidered as an effort at
finding balance among the various concept of a i@@deurope.” The Charter
was intended to establish a common set of sociddstrds that held up the
possibility of satisfying the interested parties. reality, the character of the
Charter was symbolic and unbinding. It was congidex retreat from the realm
of social policy by the proponents of greater iveshent in social matters on
the part of the European Communities. However, tims shown that the
Charter was the first step in the direction of lagdsocial policy with the help
of “soft coordination” rather than “hard law.” (Rlyr 2007, p. 214) .The Charter
became the basis for an agreement on social palitached as a protocol to the
Maastricht Treaty (Grahl 2006, pp. 177-178).

That treaty introduced three new objectives of aoctharacter,
specifically:

2 For a broader comparison, see Z. Wysska and J. Witkowskantegracja europejska.
Rozwdj rynkéw[European integration: Market development], PWNie8ific Publishers,
Warsaw-t.06d, 1999, pp. 245-246.
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« Suitable social security,
» Social dialogue, and
« Human resource development for sustainable employme

Moreover, the principle of a supermajority in vgfivas expanded to
include matters such as health and safety, workorglitions, information and
consultations, equality of the sexes on the labarket, and the integration of
people excluded from the labor market (Archer 2@0&1, Purdy 2007, p. 214).
Great Britain guarantied itself the right to remamriside the protocol, binding
on other member states. This was the situatiorl paotitical changes in that
country in 1997.

The Treaty of Amsterdam supplemented the scope oofals policy
conducted on the EU level to include mattersofi—discrimination as well as
the fight against manifestations of discriminationbased on sex, race, ethnic
origin, religion or faith, disability, age, and sex orientation. The main
provisions relating to social policy were contairiech new section introduced
into the European Community Treaty on the basithefTreaty of Amsterdam
(Title Xl encompassing Articles 136 to 145).

A successive treaty—the Treaty of Nice—expandedcgsses of
cooperation and coordination in the social spherah® EU level to include
social security and worker social protection, fighihg against social
exclusion, and the modernization of social safetystems Marlier, Atkinson,
Cantillon, and Nolan 2007, p. 21).

The Treaty of Lisbon—i.e. the Treaty on the Funutig of the European
Union—which came into force in December of 2009eslmot change the
character, objectives, scope, and instruments of $8dial policy in any
significant manner. Currently, the legal basisfmnaging such policy is Title
X of the Treaty, which encompasses Articles 1516b (Treaty 2008). Areas of
this policy where the European Union provides suppod supplements the
actions of member states may be subdivided into gmoups—i.e. those
encompassed by ordinary legislative procedures thoge subject to special
ones. Among fields encompassedvaying supermajority are (Article 153):

Improvement, especially in the work environmentasoto protect health and
safety,

« Working conditions,
* Worker information and consultations,

* Integration of people excluded from the labor mgrigthout detriment to
Article 166 relating to occupational education pgpli
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* The equality of men and women with respect to ojypities on the labor
market and treatment at work,

« Fighting social exclusion, and
« Modernization of social protection systems, withalgtriment to social
security and worker social protection.
The special legislative procedure, which signifie&nimity in decision—
taking, encompasses the following
 Social security and social protection for workers,
» Worker protection in cases of termination of empheyt agreements,

 Collective representation and protection of theeriests of workers and
employers, including co-management,

« Terms of employment of citizens of third party ctrigs legally present
within the territory of the European Union.

The Council, in a unanimous determination based sacommendation
by the Commission and following consultations wtite European Parliament,
may decide to apply ordinary legislative procedwréh respect to the last three
fields specified—excluding social security and warlsocial protection (see
Article 153).

Supporting and supplementing the actions of menskeies means that
the EU level may formulate, by way of directivesinimum requirements
gradually introduced with respect to specified d&l regardless of voting
procedures, with the exception of fighting sociakclasion and the
modernization of social safety systems.

There are also areas of social policy that arendely excluded from
under any influence whatsoever on the EU level.s€heclude matters of
remuneration, the right to associate, the rigtstitike, and the right of lock—dut

The existence of three categories in the area @hlspolicy (subject to
the principle of voting supermajority, the prin@pdf unanimity, and exclusion
from harmonization) indicates that this is a sémsisphere with respect to the
member state of the EU that are tied with variousiad models and needs of
autonomy on the part of the national social pagr@elkmans 2006, p. 328;
Purdy 2007, p. 215). EU achievements in this spheréate are rated as not
being significant. Effective directives apply tarfnework and detailed questions
of occupational health and safety, working times tlghts of atypical workers

3 Article 153 of the Treaty on the Functioning o thuropean Union, Clause 2.
4 Article 153 of the Treaty on the Functioning o& tBuropean Union, Clause 5.
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and those working part-time, worker councils ingéarcompanies, and the
equality of men and women.

An analysis of EU social policy seen through thesmrof a striving for
the sustainable development of the European Uniglicates that the open
coordination methods include the primary domainsaifial policy understood
in their traditional sense. Topical literature stes that the interests of EU social
policy also encompass areas linked with work (thubitity of the labor force,
unemployment, worker rights, industrial health gafety, equality of the sexes,
etc.) that are not always of key importance inaradl policies (Daly 2006, pp.
461-481). At the same time, it is noted that sopalicy on the EU level is
“shallow” in areas considered as being in the fargf of national policies—
social security and income distribution.

EU social policy differs with respect to nationancepts of the welfare
state in the following areas (Daly 2006, pp. 464):

» Objectives are targeted at European integratiorderstood as market
integration, where on the national level this iwes the building of
a welfare state and group identification;

» Key values lying at its basis are the principlesussidiarity and solidarity;

e Its scope does not include matters of social sgcuand income
redistribution, which make up the core of natiopalicies;

« Major weight is attached to the rational model efiducting policies and on
the discursive process in methods of undertakitigips;

« What is broadly understood as the institution afray is emerging around
the implementation of such policy, where in theeca$ EU social policy
what is being implemented are obligations regardingial dialogue, the
promotion of social partnership, and the involvetmathe actors of a civic
society.

3. The Renewed Social Agenda and Programs for Itsnplementation

The European Union’s interest in social mattersst@snming from its
guest for a balance between the economic and sampacts of integration has
resulted in the systematic development of mediuma-taction programs.
Following approval of the Lisbon Strategy, the Epgan Union has developed
and implemented the Social Policy Agenda that leenlireated as something
akin to a “roadmap” serving the modernization amaprovement of the
European social model through investment in peapié the building of an
active welfare state (Communication from the Consinis 2003). The Agenda
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is to serve the implementation of the objectivestled Lisbon Strategy by
establishing mutual influence among economic, egmpint, and social policy.
During its Lisbon summit, the European Council dedi that this is to be
achieved througlopen coordination methodsin the area of social policy. This
signifies the leaving of choices as to the soci@icy sphere on the national
level, while simultaneously undertaking efforts #ieir improvement by
promoting common goals and Community indicatorée(e;nce marks) as well
as by a comparative assessment of the state @ihahtiolicies (Scharpf 2002,
p.666).

The European Union approved the Renewed Social degem 2008 in
light of the fact that existing social problems hamt been solved, while new
social and economic ones appeared (Communicatiom fthe Commission
2008). The intention of the Commission was to mestrict itself to traditional
social matters, but to give the new Agenda a csmdsional and multi—
dimensional character. Matters referred to by thgerla includepolicies
involving the labor market, education, healthcarejmmigration, and inter—
cultural dialogue. The renewed Agenda formulates three equivalent,
interrelated goals, specifically (Communicationnfrdhe Commission 2008,
p.7):

« Creating opportunity — signifying the creation obm® numerous and better
work places as well as facilitating mobility;

« Guarantying access — which means easier accedsUaitizens to good
guality education, social security, healthcare, amdvices that can play
a role in overcoming inequality in starting as wadl making a longer and
healthier life available to all;

« Demonstrating solidarity — meaning the carryingas$istance to people in
difficult situations by supporting social integ@ti participation, and social
dialogue as well as combating poverty.

Priorities in the social sphere were formulatedinie with the objectives
of the renewed Social Policy Agenda, specificalBoihmunication from the
Commission 2008):

 Children and youth: the future of Europe,

Investing in people: the quantity and quality digpand new skills,
Mobility,

Longer and healthier lives,

Fighting poverty and social exclusion,

Tackling discrimination, and

« Opportunities, access, and solidarity in the irddamal context.
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The Communication for the Commission on the Rene@edal Policy
Agenda reiterates the continuation of the open atkthf coordination in this
sphere (Communication from the Commission 200&9p.

The financing of actions assumed in the Agendal saké place in the
running financial perspective (the years 2007-20d8hg cohesion policy
resources, especially those of theropean Social Fund(Communication from
the Commission 2008, pp. 20-21). It is within themiework of this Fund that
resources are assumed for increasing the capdattynapanies and workers to
predict and manage changes (EUR 14 billion), imppigpeducation and training
(EUR 26 billion), increasing employment, includinthe fight against
discrimination (EUR 30 billion), investing in heattare (EUR 5 billion), and
increasing migrant employment and social integrasiopport (EUR 1.2 billion).
Integration of new migrants in member states is algpported by thEuropean
Fund for the Integration of Third—Country Nationals (2007-2013), while
support for workers laid off in connection with ghdization processes is the
task of theEuropean Globalization Fund established in 2007. Two funds
financing the common agricultural policy—th&uropean Agricultural
Guarantee Fund and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development—also play a role in implementing actions assumed the
Agenda. The following programs for the years 20@A2 are involved in
implementation of the Agenda (Communication frone tiommission 2008,
p.21):

* The PROGRESS program for employment and social dasity,
strengthening partnership among key parties irEfldeand in the individual
states;

» The “Lifelong Learning” Program supporting the dieygnent of education
and training in a good level,

* The “Youth in Action” Program supporting the sodialegration of young
people.

The PROGRESS program encompasses five basic fields important in
the implementation of EU objectives in the sphefreemmployment and social
matters, including employment, social protectiond amclusion, working
conditions, diversity and combating discriminatioand gender equality
(Decision No 1672/2006/BECThe program has a list of operational goals for
each of the specified areas. The program budgetiaimito EUR 743 million.

The following activities are provided with finangin
« Analyses,

 Actions aimed at mutual learning, increased awagrend dissemination of
knowledge, and
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 Support for the main “players”—i.e. participationthe operational costs of
creating a network in the EU, establishing of wogkigroups, training
seminars, creating observer networks on the EUl ldhe exchange of
national administration staff, and collaboration thwi international
institutions.

Actions assumed by the PROGRESS program are cléadft’ in
character, which is tied with the relatively lowdt of Europeanization of social
policy.

The European Union has a long tradition in suppgrtcollaboration
among member states in the areadfication In the wake of approval of the
Lisbon Strategy, actions in the area of educatrentr@ated in a comprehensive
manner and are seen as playing a role in achighimgbjectives assumed in the
strategy. The Education and Training 2010 prograas &pproved in 2002,
while in 2009 the Council of the European Unionegated its revision, taking on
the strategic framework of European collaboratiorthie area of education and
training—ET 2020 (Council Conclusion 2009). Strategpals were defined as
follows:

* Goal 1: Implementation of the concept of lifeloegining and mobility;

* Goal 2: Improvement in the quality and effectivened education and
training;

» Goal 3: Promoting equality, social cohesivenesd,awic action;

« Goal 4: Increasing creativity and innovativenessluding entrepreneurship,
on all levels of education.

At the same time, the Council document defines reaiee levels
establishing the average European results withemsto the above goals.
However, it is clearly stressed that referencelteshould not be seen as being
concrete goals that each state must achieve bgritie@f 2020. Rather, member
states are asked to consider how and to what exdenthe basis of national
priorities and the changing economic situation,ytlean help in mutually
achieving the reference levels using national attio

The main aim of the'Lifelong Learning” Program 2007-2013" is
support for exchange, collaboration, and mobilitmoag educational and
training systems within the European Union so thay can achieve a high level
of quality. A total of EUR 6.97 billion is desigreat for performance of this

5 Annex | to the Council Conclusion of May 12, 2009:fékence Levels Designating the
Average European Result (“European Reference Leyéficial Journal of the European Union
C119, May 28, 2009.
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program (Lifelong Learning Program 2007-2013). Thegram is subdivided
into six subprograms, of where the character of ffuthem is sector—oriented.
They are:

* Comenius — A program dedicated to preschool anddckducation,
inclusive of upper secondary schools as well aglired institutions and
organizations, where it is assumed that by theoiide program it will have
encompassed three million pupils (13% of the tbtalget is earmarked for
this program);

« Erasmus — A program addressed to formal educatioa bigher level as
well as professional education and training attthied level of education,
including doctoral studies, where it is assumed Hyathe end of 2012 it
shall have encompassed a total of three millionpjee¢40% of the total
budget is earmarked for this program);

* Leonardo da Vinci — A program intended for profesal education and
training other than at the third educational lewehere it is assumed that
each year shall see 80,000 training courses (25%heftotal budget is
earmarked for this program);

» Grundtvig — A program aimed at all forms of adutiueation, where it is
assumed that 7,000 people shall benefit each yéarof the total budget is
earmarked for this program);

» Transversal Program — A program encompassing akroactivities not
encompassed by the above—specified programs, inglygtomotion in the
teaching of languages;

» Jean Monnet Program — A program aimed at promoteaghing and
research in the field of European integration adl vas support for
institutions active in the sphere of education msdarch on the EU level.

4. European Union Social Policy Outcome Assessment

Any evaluation of EU social policy must take intcaunt the fact that the
primary responsibility for the social sphere lieghmthe member states, where
the supra—national level lacks any “hard” instrutedn carry out social policy
and achieved effects in this field cannot be comgbavith other areas where the
EU level has created a separate set of instrumamisearmarked financial
resources.

With respect to the European Unitabor market, the statement that it is
a collection of national labor markets among whibbre is a free flow of
workers continues to be true. This freedom is agal consistently implemented,
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but the outcome of its establishment is that noroom European Union labor
market has emerged. The reason behind this statfabfs is primarily seen in
the existence of social protectionism in the EUIKRans 2001, pp. 166 and
187-190). The EU labor market is subject to a hdggree of national
regulations and the free flow of workers occursairtie “control” of the host
country. However, efforts are being made to make ldbor market more
flexible.

As presented above, the member states implemdatatif social models
that also vary in their impact on parameters charestic of the labor markets of
those countries. For example, the levelgmwiployment ratesin most countries
differ in minusfrom the assumptions of the Lisbon Strategy. Arpleyment
indicator of 70% and above is achieved by only soifrihe old member states,
while the group of countries with the lowest indiara primarily includes the
newest member states.

Observation of a successive indicator—tl@employment rate—
demonstrates that unemployment in the EU decreagdd the year 2007 and
there was a rapid convergence among the countfir=poft from the
Commission 2009 p. 3). In December of 2008 the ayeiunemployment rate
was still at a moderate level amounting to 7.7%tlher EU27 and 7.8% for the
EU 15. In the euro zone, however, it amounted &63(Eurostat data). The
consequences of global crisis brought about a sudgewth in the
unemployment rate in countries such as Spain, thécBStates, Ireland, and
Slovakia. In line with data from the end of 200% unemployment rate of those
countries reached double—digit levels (Eurostag)d&tor example, in Spain the
unemployment rate increased to 19%, in the BaliateS it was in the 15.6%—
19.8% range, in Slovakia it was 14.4%, while indnel it was 12.9%. By the
end of 2009, the unemployment rate in certain a@mmtvas twice as high as in
2007. The situation in other member states renednally serious, especially in
light of the high level of internationalization tife economies of member states
and their mutual trade links. The upward tendemcthe unemployment rate in
the above—specified countries was also maintainetheé first half of 2010.
Detailed data on the shaping of the unemploymeet irathe EU27, the euro
zone, and the individual member states is presentdthble No. 1. The data
show that differences in unemployment rates ardiadtin agreement with the
subdivision into the euro zone and the remainingnt@es, nor by old and new
member states, but transversely with respect th digsions. The problem of
growing unemployment rates is left for solving de hational level, where open
coordination on the EU level can only help to atéd extent.

Another indicator that shows the differentiationtbé labor markets of
EU countries is the hourly labor cost presentedable No. 2. In 2007, for
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which relatively complete data is available, thétdo of the scale is occupied
by two new member states, Bulgaria and Romaniarenine labor costs amount
to EUR 1.9 and EUR 3.4, respectively. The top & $icale is the domain of
countries such as Denmark (EUR 34.7), Sweden (EBR)3Luxembourg
(EUR 33.0), and Belgium (EUR 32.6).

The basis for these differences is differentiaiiotabor productivity and
related wages as well as differentiation in burdapglied by the state in
connection with utilization of labor. Although trdleat a systematic increase in
hourly labor costs can be seen in the new EU mesthaggs, synchronization of
the basic component of labor costs—wages—does e gossible in the
nearest future. Moreover, it does not seem ecoraiyigistified from the point
of view of poorly developed countries.

With respect tooccupational health and safety the EU has passed
relevant directives and implemented multi-yearntsgi@s (Communication from
the Commission 2007). Effects achieved in thisdfiake assessed as being
positive. A significant fall in the number of aceiits at work was noted while
the Community strategy was in force over the y@a@2—2006. In 2002—-2004
(the most recent available years), the number tai tccidents at work in the
EU15 decreased by 17%, while the number of accsdemtthe workplace
resulting in more than three days absence from wedceased by 20%. It is
expected that new statistical data will confirmsgositive tendencies. The
new strategy for the years 2007—2010 proposesctiiexeement of a new target:
Decreasing the overall work accident indicatorhia EU27 by 25% by the year
2012 through an improvement in healthcare and waslgety (Communication
from the Commission 2007, p. 3).

The main changes that occurred in the field of éqeal treatment of
men and womenare not univocally considered positive (Reportnfrahe
Commission 2008). Over the years 2000-2006 employmeew in the EU27
by approximately 12 million jobs, including 7.5 fioh jobs for women. The
employment rate for women (57.2%) grew over thisggemore quickly than
the employment rate for men—i.e. by 3.5 percenfagjats as compared with
one percentage point. In the group of workers aged fifty—five, growth in the
employment rate for women (7.4. percentage poim&s as quick as growth in
the employment rate for men. As a result of thdsanges, divergence of the
employment rates for men and women decreased fioingercentage points in
2000 to 14.4 percentage points in 2006. This issitipe phenomenon from the
point of view of the assumed goals of the Lisborategy (Report from the
Commission 2008).

However, qualitative changes were not positive e same extent as
guantitative changes. Remuneration, labor markgtegation, and women in
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decision—making position indicators have not derratesd significant changes
for many years. Differences in wages have beerdgtana level of 15% as of
2003, which is only one percentage point less tima@000. Segregation by
sector and profession in accordance with sex hiadaweased. In fact, it is even
growing in certain countries, which means that wonveho have recently

entered the labor market found employment in secamd professions that are
already strongly feminized. The presence of wonmemanagerial positions in

companies has stabilized at a level of 33%, whilpdlitical posts it amounts to
only 23%. In the case of women, reconciling prafess and personal life

continues to be more difficult than in the casenain. The employment rate in
the case of women with small children amounts td%2 while the employment

rate for men in the same situation is 91.4%. Oveed—quarters of those
employed part—time are women. More women (by omegogage point) are also
employed for a stipulated period of time (15.1%ggBrt from the Commission

2008).

The European strategy for economic and employmentty (“better and
more humerous jobs”) seems to be bringing in faverguantitative effects, but
gualitative changes are not visible. This diffeeeias an impact on the social
situation of women.

5. The Approach of the European Union to CorporateSocial Responsibility

References to corporate social responsibility maydund in initiatives
and documents of international organizations, ididg initiatives such as the
UN Global Compact, OECD Guidelines for Internatior@ompanies, the
Declaration of the International Labor Organizatmm Fundamental Principles
and Rights at Work, and the Rio Declaration on Natural Environment and
Development Agenda 21. They indicate bilateral benéhat can be achieved
by parties interested in implementing the concejpt corporate social
responsibility.

Corporate social responsibility is also treated as exceptionally
important problem by the European Union. In Lisbion2000, the Council of
Europe appealed to European companies for conscmperate responsibility.
The year 2001 saw the approval of the Green Papdtromoting a European
Framework for Corporate Social Responsibility. Dixgective of that document
was the launching of a debate on the concept dhls@sponsibility and ways of
creating partnerships for the development of a pemo approach to this
qguestion. What was defined at that time was s$oeial responsibility of
companies as the voluntary taking into account byampanies of social and
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environmental matters in their operations as in rehtions with interested
parties (Green Paper 2001, p. 4). In line with this concte company decides
to go beyond minimal legal requirements and ohiigest as derived from
collective agreement in order to take social néetdsaccount.

In 2002 the European Commission proposed a straveigyted at the
dissemination of knowledge regarding corporate arsibility and its positive
impact on Europe’s business and society, the exghah experience and best
practices, the promotion of managerial skills ie tiealm of corporate social
responsibility, spreading this concept amidst sna@t medium enterprises,
bringing the practices and tools used by compatieser, incorporating social
responsibility into Community policy, and the cieatof a multilateral forum of
stakeholders on the EU level.

In its communication of 2006, entitled Implementithge Partnership for
Growth and Jobs: Making Europe a Pole of ExcelleooeCorporate Social
Responsibility, the European Commission announcgpat for a European
alliance for socially responsible companies. Thisimderstood as something of
a political “umbrella” for new and existing initiaés in the area of corporate
social responsibility as undertaken by both majompanies and SMEs.
However, this is not a legal instrument. Compauxiesot have to sign into the
alliance, but may support it on a voluntary basise role of the Commission is
to encourage companies to provide access to infaman social responsibility
to all interested parties, including consumersestors, and the public. The
communication proposes actions concentrated ofollosving aspects:

 Increased awareness and the exchange of bestcpsadti the area of
corporate social responsibility;

e Support for multilateral initiatives, such as ther@&pean Platform for
Nutrition and sector—oriented social dialogue cotte®s;

» Collaboration among member states;
« Consumer information and transparency;

« Research work, especially interdisciplinary reseairto the dependence
between corporate social responsibility and cortipetiess and sustainable
development;

« Education, the accumulation of knowledge on congosacial responsibility
and the introduction of this topic into curriculums
« Small and medium enterprises and facilitating astharge of experience;

* The international dimension of corporate social poesibility, the
dissemination of knowledge concerning instrumentsd ainitiatives
undertaken on the global and international level.
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European Commission documents stress the facthtbe is agreement in
Europe as to the definition of corporate sociapoesibility in spite of the fact
that its character and description vary dependimgaiional and cultural context
(Communication from the Commission 2006).

6. Conclusions

1. The sustainable development of a country or argiated group requires
a taking into account of social matters in socrad aconomic policy and in
solving social problems making their appearancer abye course of
accelerated economic growth. Social policy condlicie the EU level may
be seen as an instrument of the broader EuropeaanUstrategy of
sustainable development, although its Europeanizas not advanced. In
connection with the limited extent of Europeaniaatdf social policy, the
weight of solving social problems mainly rests vilte member states.

2. EU social policy is “looser” in character than atieU policies and its
scope is limited to those fields in which the givember states were
willing to transfer certain rights to the Europdanion level. The treaty of
Lisbon—i.e. the Treaty on the Functioning of thedfiean Union—which
came into effect on December 1, 2009, does notgeh#re character, goals,
scope, or instruments of EU social policy in argnfficant manner.

3. The European Union supports and supplements ti@naaif member states
in the social sphere, which signifies that the EMel may formulate, by
way of directives, minimum requirements to be gediguintroduced with
respect to areas as defined in the Treaty.

4. The European Union applies open methods of codidiman the area of
social policy. This signifies the leaving of deoiss in the area of social
policy on the national level, where, simultaneousiforts are made at
improvement through the promotion of Community goahd Community
indicators (reference marks) as well as by comparatssessment of the
state of national policies.

5. The open method of coordination encompasses basitids of social
policy understood in the traditional sense. EU aocpolicy also
incorporates areas related to work such as labacefomobility,
unemployment, worker rights, industrial health aadety, and equality of
the sexes into its sphere of interest. At the stime, it notes that social
policy on the EU level is “shallow” in areas deentedbe primarily for
national policies, namely social security and ineagiistribution.
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6. Support for the concept of corporate social resipiitg supplements
action for sustainable development of the Europdsion. Corporate social
responsibility is defined as the voluntary takingtoi account by the
company of social and environmental questions snoperations and in
relations with interested parties. Pursuant with dbncept, companies take
the decision to go beyond minimum legal requirementd obligations as
stemming from collective agreements, in order ke tiato account society’s
needs.
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Table 1. The Unemployment Rate in the Countries of #nEuropean Union, the United States,

and Japan, 2008-2010, %

Item December 2008 June 2009 December 20(*)9 May 2010
EU27 7.7 8.9 9.4 9.6
Euro zone (16) 8.2 9.4 9.9 10.0
Belgium 7.1 7.8 8.2 8.6
Austria 4.2 5.0 4.7 4.0
Bulgaria 5.4 6.4 8.6 9.7
Czech Republic 4.7 6.7 7.5 7.5
Denmark 4.1 6.1 7.2 6.8
Germany 7.1 7.7 7.4 7.0
Estonia 7.7 13.3 15.6 19.09
Finland 6.9 8.4 8.8 8.6
Latvia 11.3 17.2 19.8 20°0
Lithuania 8.1 13.5 15.9 17.48
Ireland 8.3 12.1 12.9 13.3
Greece 7.9 9.2 10.2 11.09
Spain 14.8 18.1 19.0 19.9
France 8.5 9.4 9.8 9.9
Italy 7.0 7.6 8.5 8.7
Cyprus 4.0 5.3 6.2 7.2
Luxembourg 5.3 5.8 5.2 5.2
Hungary 8.5 9.9 10.7 10.4
Malta 6.1 7.2 7.1 6.7
Netherlands 2.8 3.3 4.0 4.3
Poland 7.0 8.1 9.1 9.8
Romania 5.9 6.4 7.6 7.4
Portugal 8.1 9.6 10.2 10.9
Slovakia 9.3 11.6 14.4 14.8
Slovenia 4.2 6.2 6.5 7.1
Sweden 7.0 8.3 8.9 8.8
Great Britain 7.8 7.7 7%
United States 7.2 9.5 10.0 9.7
Japan 4.3 5.3 5.2 5.2

Source: Harmonized unemployment rate by gendetal; tutp://epp.eurostat.ec.eu.
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Table 2. The Hourly Labor Cost in the Countries of theEuropean Union, 1998-2008, EUR

Country 1998 2000 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
EU27 17.08 18.32 20.25 20.47 19.84
EU25 17.36 19.35 21.45 21.82 21.49
EU15 19.99 21.96 24.31 25.13 25.7¢ : :
Belgium : 26.61 30.30 30.62 31.43 32.5¢6 33.66
Bulgaria 1.11 1.23 1.45 1.55 1.65 1.89
Czech Republic| 3.23 3..86 5.85 6.63 7.14 7.88
Denmark 24.63 26.53 30.7 31.98 33.09 34.74
Germany 23.60 25.00 26.90 27.10 27.6( 27.80 :
Estonia 2.42 2.85 4.24 4.67 5.5 6.6 7.51
Ireland : :
Greece 9.77 10.98 : : :
Spain 14.13 14.22 14.76 15.22 15.71 16.39 :
France 22.94 24.84 28.46 29.29 30.25 31.24 31.97
Italy 18.30 18.99 21.39 : : : :
Cyprus 8.19 9.10 11.10 11.65 11.98 12.45: 13.31:
Latvia 1.71 2.22 2.52 2.77 3.41 4.41 5.472
Lithuania 1.95 2.63 3.22 3.56 4.21 5.09 :
Luxembourg 21.56 24.48 29.97 31.10 31.98 33.00 33.63
Hungary 3.02 3.63 5.54 6.14 6.34 7.13
Malta : : 7.77 8.35 8.69
Netherlands 20.18 22.31 27.23 27.41 : :
Austria 22.17 23.05 25.32 26.23 26.96 27.61
Poland 3.73 4.48 4.74 5.55 6.03 6.78 :
Portugal 7.6 8.13 10.2 10.6 10.97| 11.37 11.78:
Romania : 1.41 1.76 2.33 2.68 3.41
Slovenia 8.51 8.98 10.41 10.76 11.29 12.09
Slovakia 2.91 3.07 4.41 4.80 5.33 6.41 :
Finland 20.40 22.10 25.34 26.70 27.2( 27.877 29.38
Sweden 23.99 28.56 31.08 31.55 32.16 33.30
Great Britain 19.16 23.71 24.71 24.47 25.5] 26.39

Source: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu.
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Streszczenie

POLITYKA SPOLECZNA UNII EUROPEJSKIEJ JAKO INSTRUMEN T
ZROWNOWA ZONEGO ROZWOJU

W artykule zostata przeprowadzona analiza i ocepdityki spotecznej Unii
Europejskiej (UE), w kontgkie réwnowadenia rozwoju spoteczno-gospodarczego
ugrupowania. Proces europeizacji polityki spote¢zhdE nie jest zaawansowany.
W zwigzku z tym, etar rozwigzywania probleméw spotecznych spoczywa gtownie na
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krajach cztonkowskich. Polityka spoteczna UE madbegj ,luzny” charakter ni inne
polityki UE i jej zakres jest ograniczony do tychiedizin, w zakresie ktérych kraje
cztonkowskie byly sktonne do przekazania pewnycawimei na szczebel unijny. UE
jedynie wspiera i uzupetnia dziatania qsw czlonkowskich w sferze spotecznej.
Jednoczénie UE wspiera ide spotecznej odpowiedzial§m przedsgbiorstw. Spoteczn
odpowiedzialné przedsgbiorstw definiuje si jako dobrowolne uwzeglinienie przez
przeds¢biorstwa problematyki spotecznej iekologiczney swojej dziatalngci

i stosunkach z zainteresowanymi stronami.



