
84

EMPLOYMENT IN HUNGARIAN ECONOMY AS A RESULT OF 
THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

Arnold TÓTH 

Department of Business Economics, Faculty of Finance and Accountancy, Budapest 
Business School, Hungary

Botond KÁLMÁN 

Doctoral School of Economic and Regional Sciences, Hungarian University of Agricul-
ture and Life Sciences, Budapest, Hungary

József POÓR

Department of Management, Faculty of Economics and Informatics, J. Selye Universi-
ty, Komárno, Slovakia

Received: 06. April 2021, Reviewed: 27. May 2021, Accepted: 15. June 2021 

Abstract 
 By the summer of 2020, the COVID-19 epidemic that originated from China 
became a global pandemic. The restrictive measures that were put in place for protec-
tion also affected the economy, which during the first wave of the pandemic came to a 
halt in almost every country. This paper examines the effect of the pandemic on Hun-
garian employment rates based on data by Eurostat, in different sectors of the economy 
and by using the EU-27 average as reference. In addition to complete employment data, 
we also focused on employees and those who are self-employed. To measure the effects 
of COVID-19, we contrasted data from the previous three years to data from the first 
and second quarter of 2020. Our results confirm that the pandemic caused a significant 
decrease in general employment indexes but did not equally affect the various branches 
of the economy.

Keywords: economy, employment, employee, self-employment, COVID-19 

JEL Classification: H12, J81, J21

Introduction 

 In Hungary, the first phase of the national research project, from which the 
first research report was published on 1 October 2020, took place from May to August 
2020 (Poór & al., 2020; Balogh et al., 2020). The aim of the study was to assess the im-
pact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the Hungarian corporate and institutional sector 
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and to develop proposals for dealing with and solving the problems, primarily from 
the perspective of human resource management (HRM). In addition to 11 Hungarian 
universities, J. Selye University of Komárno, as well as regional chambers and training 
centres also participated in the research. With their online questionnaire, they collected 
and analysed data from 500 Hungarian organizations using a broad statistical method-
ology. Currently, the research is in the second phase, which examines the issue not only 
in Hungary but also in the neighbouring countries with a questionnaire survey adapted 
to the given national linguistic and economic specifics. The publication of partial results 
in journals belonging to the field has also started (Balogh et al., 2020). This large-scale 
work prompted the authors of the present work to write the following study.

Theoretical background

 Human capital is one of the most inalienable assets that an individual can 
possess and bind to the individual as long as he or she is healthy. Contrary to all mis-
conceptions (Chulanova, 2017), some elements of the aforementioned recognition can 
be found even in early economic theories (Smith, 1776). Later, as a truly integrative 
theory, it appeared at the Chicago School (Schultz, 1968). .In this sense, human capi-
tal is fundamental to economic growth (Kiseláková et al., 2018).  This statement was 
grounded in the work of two Nobel Prize-winning scientists, Schultz (Schultz, 1961) 
and (Schulz, 1980) and Fogel (Fogel, 1994), as early as the second half of the 1900s, but 
it became particularly relevant during the Industry 4.0 period. 10–30 percent of the dif-
ferences in gross domestic product (GDP) per capita across countries can be attributed 
to human capital (Hsieh & Klenow, 2010). COVID-19 is a threat to this valuable asset 
(Carnevale & Hatak, 2020; Caligiuri et al., 2020). Wide access to education and health is 
a prerequisite for creating the high-quality human capital (Douglass, 2010; Ezzul Esa et 
al., 2019; Pasban & Nojedeh, 2016) required by today’s labour market; and this fact high-
lights the role of governments in crisis management (Dzhurova, 2020; Adeel et al., 2020; 
Szellő, 2020). States are ranked by the World Economic Forum (WEF) Human Capital 
Index (HCI) on the basis of education and training, appropriate skills, and labour mar-
ket performance (Samans et al., 2017). Of the 130 countries surveyed, Hungary ranked 
39th in the most recently published report. WEF determines human capital quality with 
a four-dimensional composite index, namely: capacity, deployment, development, and 
know-how. However, scientific literature analyses human capital based on the defini-
tion of the World Bank, and measures and forecasts in three fields: knowledge, skills, 
and health (World Bank, 2020). While the roll of knowledge and skills was accentuated 
previously, COVID-19 pointed out that not even health is negligible – nevertheless, 
also Fogel emphasised the role of health status in economic prosperity in his Nobel 
Prize-winning study. Knowledge–skills–health dimensions are useful for measuring 
and prediction. Notwithstanding, we only draw attention to the significance of human 
capital in this paper, but we found our evaluations and predictions on employment 
data and their changes.
 Based on the labour market data of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office 
(KSH, 2020), the domestic labour market indicators have shown an improving trend in 
recent years, and economic activity and employment have been growing steadily since 
2011. The number of employees in the last quarter of 2019 was 4 million 520 thousand, 
and the employment rate reached 70 percent. This represents a 15-percentage-point 
increase over 10 years. In 2019, the number of people in public employment decreased, 
while the number of people working in the primary labour market increased. Also, 
more people worked abroad than in the previous year. Due to the tight labour market, 
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the bargaining power of workers and employees has improved (Bakó & Lakatos,2020).
The coronavirus epidemic significantly worsened economic expectations and macro-
economic forecasts for the coming years (Szappanos, 2020). In April 2020, the Hungar-
ian economic sentiment index fell significantly (GKI, 2020a), within which the business 
confidence index fell by about 25 percentage points and that of consumers by almost 40 
percentage points. Within the business sector, expectations of services deteriorated the 
most, while those of industry deteriorated the least. The proportion of companies ex-
pecting production cuts has more than tripled in one month. The positive employment 
propensity of recent years has fallen into the negative range, mostly in industry, i.e., 
most companies have been thinking about redundancies rather than recruitment and 
expansion. As early as April, 58 percent of businesses felt the impact of the epidemic on 
business operations was significantly negative, together, a total of 94 percent of them 
perceived some degree of adverse effect. Thus, by April, the epidemic affected all sec-
tors of the Hungarian economy, of which tourism, entertainment and leisure activities 
were the biggest losers. The chemical industry, the trade in building materials, and 
legal, accounting, and administrative services, as well as architectural activities, were 
barely affected at first. This month, more than 30% of companies were prepared for 
forced leave, one-seventh for layoffs. Companies have responded primarily with (tem-
porary) redundancies, unpaid leave, reductions in working hours, compulsory leave, or 
renegotiated wages, thus trying to survive the crisis. The sensitivity of the labour mar-
ket is well illustrated by the fact that 99% of domestic enterprises are micro, small, or 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) that do not have multi-year reserves. Labour market 
responses have not only developed in this way in Hungary, but similar solutions have 
been reported in the USA, for example (Alon et al., 2020).
 A repeated survey of Economic Research Co. (GKI) at the end of September 
2020 shows the changes that have taken place in the meantime. In the distribution of 
forms of employment, the proportion of people who go to work full-time is by far the 
highest, at about 89 percent. There was no significant change in the share of part-time 
employees, their share was 6-7 percent in September. The proportion of teleworkers 
(from home) has remained low despite the recent intensification of the coronavirus epi-
demic. The main reason for this is certainly that there was no curfew in September. The 
proportion of those on leave, paid or unpaid leave, fell to 2 per cent. It may also mean 
that they have returned to a normal job (even part-time) or that they have been laid off 
(GKI, 2020b).
 Compared to the EU economic prosperity index, the Hungarian data are less 
optimistic. While the EU index has covered about 60% of the fall due to the epidemic by 
August since the fall in April, the Hungarian economic prosperity index has only nar-
rowed half of it, and the process of recovery has already been interrupted in August. At 
the same time, although the European economic outlook is picking up, overall, it is still 
gloomy and is unlikely to improve in September as the epidemic recovers (Eurostat, 
2020).
 The number of people affected by collective redundancies peaked in June 
like on global workplaces (Bacon & Leia, 2020). From April to the end of July 2020, a to-
tal of almost a hundred employers announced collective redundancies involving more 
than 7,000 employees. The redundancies initially affected the hotel services, restaurant 
(Kashif et al., 2020), mobile and other hospitality, passenger transport, as well as the 
manufacture of electrical equipment and appliances, metalworking sectors, and later 
also accounting, auditing and tax expert activities.
 Industry performance bottomed out in April 2020, when it fell nearly 45 per-
centage points in a month. In the same month, the turnover of retail stores also produced 



87

an average decrease of 16 percentage points, with the decline in non-food and fuel retail 
sales being particularly significant. In this area, it mainly affected retail companies with 
only a physical store network, as the restrictions shifted the focus of commerce to the 
online space and made many sales, trading, and treasury jobs redundant (Poór & et al., 
2020; Kim, 2020). However, the biggest losers were commercial accommodation. These 
represented a 99% decrease in guest nights and a 97% decrease in revenue in April 2020. 
Although government wages and other subsidies in Hungary mitigated the effects of 
the epidemic, they could not be fully neutralized (Csehné, 20219:
 The decline is clearly explained by the epidemic situation. This is because the 
actual values are significantly lower than the estimates calculated from the time series 
data. In terms of individual sectors, employment in hospitality decreased the most: here 
it is estimated that the epidemic may have contributed to the loss of jobs of 22,600 
people. In the much larger service sector 26,000 fewer people were employed, howev-
er, industrial employment barely changed, with the smallest decline in construction. 
Although agriculture was not directly affected by the epidemic, employment here 
also fell by 5,500 people. The above headcount figures do not represent a complete 
decrease, only new jobseekers registered by the National Employment Service (NFSZ). 
The changes in the industrial sector can be attributed almost entirely to the epidemic ef-
fect, while in hospitality, for example, the effect of seasonality must also be considered. 
These data and the conclusions that can be drawn from them paint a similar picture to 
the results of the HR research cited above, in which hospitality also proved to be the 
most affected sector. Restaurants and eateries that were able to switch to home delivery 
survived the first round of the crisis and were thus given a delay in finding a solution 
to their problems (Kim & Lee, 2020). 
 The number of people affected by collective redundancies may increase at 
a later stage if new businesses are forced to lay off due to losses already realized or 
if the epidemic situation worsens, or if they can no longer survive a protracted crisis. 
This is also shown by the fact that already in the first phase of the epidemic, 45% of the 
organizations implementing redundancies stated that they had also implemented job 
terminations. At the same time, job or headcount expansion occurred in far fewer areas, 
most of which were IT (Kwan, 2020; Lesi, 2020) and logistics jobs related to e-commerce 
like worldwide (Pantelimon et al., 2020; Shahzad et al., 2020). In total, therefore, the cre-
ation of a new job for six terminations of jobs, or one increase of number of employees 
for five redundancies. In terms of proportions, therefore, far more people lost their jobs 
than those who found a new job as potential employees.
 The decline in consumption and the generated inflation (Cavallo, 2020; Sha-
piro, 2020) due to COVID-19 infection primarily affected sectors that required physical 
interaction. This reduction in spending has greatly reduced the revenues of businesses 
that personally serve high-income households, especially of the one of small business-
es. These businesses laid off most of their employees, causing a jump in unemploy-
ment. The reopening of the economy also had little effect on this. Incentive payments 
to low-income households have boosted consumption strongly but have had a modest 
impact on employment in the short run, perhaps because expenditures did not flow to 
the enterprises most affected by the COVID-19 shock - the experience is similar not only 
in Hungary but also abroad (Chetty et al., 2020).
 The importance of human capital is also indicated by data, filtered by edu-
cation (Gillies, 2015). In terms of the education of employees, the number of graduates 
who lost their jobs is still significantly lower than the number of those with lower edu-
cation, and they have also been affected by job losses. At the same time, it is also clear 
that the downsizing was significant among those with primary education, vocational 
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school, and high school graduates, and for those with up to 8 general education grad-
uates, the cyclical nature of public employment may also play a role in the data. In the 
case of the latter two groups in particular, the increase in the number of people losing 
their jobs is striking, given that this was not the case for the same period in previous 
years. Poór et al. (2020) report results are also similar.
 According to their survey, 94% of the redundancies affected the area of phys-
ical and mental trained work, while only a negligible number appear in managerial and 
decision-making positions. Most of those who lose their jobs are not only low-skilled 
but also low-paid. This further increases the burden on otherwise low-income families 
- a correlation that can be demonstrated in almost any part of the world (Chetty et al., 
2020). The competencies that were reported to have appreciated in the first phase of the 
viral situation (digital competencies, problem-solving skills, leadership skills) are in 
some way related to higher education.
 Given that COVID-19 is expected to radically change previous values and 
opinions, the authors of the present work add two comments to this issue. One is that 
even the current epidemic is not over and there may be another, similar problem at any 
time, so the rearrangement of the importance of competencies will almost certainly be 
a lasting change. Related to this is the second idea: using experience, we need to start 
developing these skills in education now, because education is a long-term process. 
Therefore, what is lacking now will not have an impact tomorrow, but decades from 
now, resulting in an important backlog for those now procrastinating.

Material and methods

 We examine the changes in the labour market and the development of em-
ployment from three perspectives. We look at total employment and its two sub-areas 
separately, employment (employee relationship) and self-employment. This break-
down is because, as mentioned above, 99% of Hungarian enterprises are SMEs, which 
underlines the importance of self-employment. The goal we set for our research was 
to successfully identify how employment rates related to 11 items of Nomenclature of 
Economic Activities – NACE turned out between 2017 and 2019, as well as to identify 
how these tendencies became different in Hungary, by using the 27 member states of 
the EU as a benchmark for contrast for the first two quarters of 2020.
 The database that served as the basis for comparison boasts quarterly time 
series concerning the European Union’s entirety (excluding the UK because of Brexit). 
These time series were available based on four types of methodology:
 • Raw data (without cleansing seasonality and calendar effects)
 • Time series cleansed of seasonality,
 • Time series cleansed of calendar effects,
 • Time series cleansed of seasonality and calendar effects.
 To ensure better comparability, we worked with times series cleansed to a 
high degree so that data, cleansed of seasonality and calendar effects, made up the 
database for our examination.
 We examined the number of employed in three contexts:
 • Total employment
 • Employees
 • Self-employed 
It is important to note that the self-employed are mostly entrepreneurs. However, we 
cannot include individuals employed by small businesses as they belong to the em-
ployee category. 
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 We examined three hypotheses:
 • H1 The total number of employed decreased as a result of the pandemic.
 • H2 The primary victims of this decrease are employees.
 • H3 The self-employed group (mostly entrepreneurs) was affected to 
 a lesser extent by the pandemic’s effects on the labour market.
For our third hypothesis, we presumed that the effects of COVID-19 became mellower 
by two factors: the fact that individuals shifted from employees to being self-employed 
and that the smaller size of smaller businesses offered them the flexibility that made it 
easier for them to adapt to the situation.
 Concerning the number of employees, we are talking about two units that 
completely differ geographically, so instead of measuring changes in an absolute way; 
we decided to measure them relatively. Accordingly, we placed an exponential trend 
function on quarterly data points between 2017 and 2019; then, we analysed the created 
models’ slope coefficient in the same way as the relative change of 12 quarterly years. 
Note that there was only a single explanatory variable (trend) in all regression models, 
so the models’ global test function’s statistical significance corresponds to the explana-
tory variable’s partial test function’s statistical significance.

Results and discussion

Results of incorporated models

 We can see the results of the incorporated models in Table 1 and Table 2. The 
models almost all show significant changes in the examined period, and their explan-
atory power is also outstanding, mostly above 80–90%. This high explanatory percent-
age is typical of EU-27 models – primarily because of predictability and stable change 
–, and there were only three exceptions: the number of employees in agriculture-for-
estry-fishing, construction, and the financial-insurance business among those who are 
self-employed. Here the explanatory power of models is below 30%, and there was no 
significant change from one quarter to the next.
 Out of the models fitted on the Hungarian data, we have not found a signif-
icant correlation in three cases. Regarding the areas of finance and insurance, the fitted 
model of 2017–2019 failed to demonstrate any significant quarter-to-quarter alterations 
during the twelve examined quarters either in the case of total employment or in the 
case of employees. Furthermore, not even the number of self-employed working in ag-
riculture, forestry, and fishing industries deviated significantly from the constant value 
throughout the period considered.

Total – All NACE activities together

 Considering all NACE activities, in the case of all employed individuals and 
employees we found similar differences between EU-27 and Hungary: In the previous 
three years before the virus, a 0.3–0.4% increase was typical which turned into a nega-
tive change of a similar magnitude in the first quarter of 2020 which was followed by a 
significant decrease in the second quarter. While the total number of employed individ-
uals during the 2017–2019 period did not significantly deviate from the EU average, by 
the first quarter of 2020 the gap was beginning to widen which increased by the second 
quarter: Concerning the number of total employed individuals and employees, a less 
than 3% decrease was observed in the EU while this same figure was 5.5% in Hungary. 
The number of self-employed in Hungary during the twelve-quarter-long examination 



90

period increased by about 1.5% (in the EU this number decreased by a small amount), 
and this increase barely eroded by the first quarter of 2020. In contrast a 0.42% decrease 
was observed in the EU which turned into a 1% decrease by the second quarter of 2020, 
which barely deviated from the -1.36% average of the EU – see Chart 1.

Chart 1: Employment trends – economy

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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Table 1: Trends of employment data before and after the outbreak of COVID-19 in the EU

EU27

Total employment Employees Self-employed

2017-2019
2020

 Q1

2020 

Q2
R2 F (1;10) Sig. 2017-2019

2020

 Q1

2020 

Q2
R2 F (1;10) Sig. 2017-2019

2020 

Q1

2020 

Q2
R2 F (1;10) Sig.

Total 0.30% -0.21% -2.72% 0.9748 386.44 <0.001 0.37% -0.18% -2.95% 0.9821 548.17 <0.001 -0.13% -0.42% -1.36% 0.7767 34.79 <0.001

Agric. f&f. -0.61% -1.58% -2.61% 0.9207 116.14 <0.001 0.08% -1.66% -2.34% 0.2945 4.17 0.068 -0.95% -1.53% -2.75% 0.9191 113.62 <0.001

Idustry 0.23% -0.42% -1.80% 0.7946 38.69 <0.001 0.26% -0.52% -1.85% 0.8414 53.07 <0.001 -0.42% 1.45% -0.92% 0.8310 49.19 <0.001

Manufact. 0.19% -0.50% -1.79% 0.6236 16.57 0.002 0.23% -0.59% -1.83% 0.7052 23.92 0.001 -0.45% 1.01% -1.23% 0.8387 51.99 <0.001

Construct. 0.64% 0.48% -1.40% 0.9846 641.02 <0.001 0.80% 0.71% -1.95% 0.9894 930.20 <0.001 0.09% -0.31% 0.55% 0.2580 3.48 0.092

Wholesale 0.31% -0.65% -5.12% 0.9774 432.08 <0.001 0.42% -0.61% -5.42% 0.9803 497.76 <0.001 -0.27% -0.88% -3.42% 0.8126 43.36 <0.001

IT-comm. 0.90% 0.85% -1.18% 0.9738 372.29 <0.001 0.94% 0.24% -1.22% 0.9854 676.72 <0.001 0.58% 5.88% -0.87% 0.4783 9.17 0.013

Finc. ins. -0.14% 0.73% -2.62% 0.8784 72.26 <0.001 -0.17% 0.83% -2.48% 0.9161 109.16 <0.001 0.10% -0.23% -3.88% 0.1247 1.43 0.260

Real est. 0.44% -0.46% -2.05% 0.9373 149.40 <0.001 0.39% -1.37% -2.32% 0.9151 107.76 <0.001 0.64% 3.21% -1.02% 0.8345 50.42 <0.001

Prof., sci. 0.48% -0.10% -3.82% 0.9261 125.35 <0.001 0.50% -0.02% -4.74% 0.9217 117.76 <0.001 0.37% -0.42% 0.17% 0.8822 74.91 <0.001

Adm.., def 0.30% 0.26% -0.43% 0.9940 1643.2 <0.001 0.28% 0.28% -0.49% 0.9937 1565.3 <0.001 0.57% -0.03% 0.56% 0.9772 429.12 <0.001

Art ent svc 0.24% -0.52% -4.51% 0.8938 84.19 <0.001 0.21% -0.54% -5.74% 0.8137 43.68 <0.001 0.38% -0.41% 0.91% 0.8968 86.94 <0.001

Table 2: Trends of employment data before and after the outbreak of COVID-19 in Hungary

Hungary

Total Employment Employees Self-employed

2017-
2019

2020
Q1

2020
Q2

R2 F (1;10) Sig.
2017-
2019

2020
Q1

2020
Q2

R2 F (1;10) Sig.
2017-
2019

2020
Q1

2020
Q2

R2 F (1;10) Sig.

Total 0.43% -0.18% -5.40% 0.9433 166.35 <0.001 0.33% -0.40% -5.53% 0.8969 86.97 <0.001 1.53% 1.23% -1.06% 0.9908 1072.24 <0.001

Agric. f&f. -0.41% 0.47% -1.25% 0.7039 23.77 0.001 -0.32% 0.35% -3.35% 0.5071 10.29 0.009 -0.54% 0.07% 2.64% 0.3092 4.48 0.060

Idustry 0.39% -1.34% -3.68% 0.7629 32.18 <0.001 0.36% -1.41% -3.52% 0.7233 26.14 <0.001 1.47% 1.50% -6.46% 0.9202 115.30 <0.001

Manufact. 0.39% -1.19% -3.64% 0.7374 28.08 <0.001 0.36% -1.27% -3.50% 0.6913 22.39 0.001 1.49% 2.06% -6.73% 0.9422 162.90 <0.001

Construct. 1.99% 1.67% -1.57% 0.9580 228.33 <0.001 1.78% 1.12% -1.77% 0.9332 139.71 <0.001 3.50% 3.98% 1.11% 0.9779 441.74 <0.001

Wholesale 0.38% -0.15% -8.71% 0.9185 112.75 <0.001 0.42% -0.23% -8.76% 0.9286 130.04 <0.001 -0.28% 1.05% -5.13% 0.5611 12.79 0.005

IT-comm. 1.41% 1.99% -2.38% 0.9801 493.08 <0.001 0.96% 0.18% -1.63% 0.9417 161.51 <0.001 5.42% 2.37% -1.72% 0.9898 968.76 <0.001

Finc. ins. -0.12% 1.09% -1.66% 0.0292 0.30 0.596 -0.26% 0.33% -1.10% 0.1624 1.94 0.194 1.24% -3.19% -3.74% 0.9061 96.44 <0.001

Real est. 1.24% 0.52% -2.73% 0.8422 53.36 <0.001 1.26% 0.55% -2.75% 0.8335 50.05 <0.001 0.46% 0.38% -3.01% 0.4728 8.97 0.013

Prof., sci. 0.76% 0.79% -9.24% 0.8889 80.05 <0.001 0.59% 0.57% -9.62% 0.8097 42.55 <0.001 2.63% 1.74% -1.09% 0.9925 1331.51 <0.001

Adm.., def -0.35% -2.03% -2.00% 0.8101 42.66 <0.001 -0.39% -2.15% -2.05% 0.8353 50.73 <0.001 2.28% 1.32% -1.72% 0.9606 244.10 <0.001

Art ent svc 1.30% -3.65% -4.33% 0.9113 102.78 <0.001 0.75% -4.94% -7.07% 0.8363 51.09 <0.001 3.17% -1.21% -1.30% 0.9740 374.13 <0.001

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
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 We analysed all the economic activities with similar procedure; therefore, we 
do not particularize it in thorough details due to the limit of word count. Nevertheless, 
the most important results are delineated in the chapter ‘Conclusion’.

Conclusion

 In summary, we can argue that the pandemic has triggered very harmful 
processes for employees in all sectors, reducing the number of employed individuals, 
i.e., we proved our first hypothesis. Table 3 summarises our findings.

Table 3: Effects of COVID-19 on NACE activities
No. NACE activities 2017-2019 – 2020Q1 – 2020Q2

Hungary EU-27

1. Agriculture, forestry, and fishing      î

2. Industry (except construction)   î   î

3. Manufacturing      

4. Construction   î   î

5. Wholesale and retail trade, transport, accommodation, 
and food service activities   î   

6. Information and communication      

7. Financial and insurance activities   î   î

8. Real estate activities   î   î

9. Professional, scientific, and technical activities; administrative 
and support service activities   î   

10. Public administration, defence, education, human health, 
and social work activities   î   

11. Arts, entertainment, and recreation; other service activities; 
activities of household and extra-territorial organizations and bodies   î   î

Source: Authors’ own elaboration 
(Notes:   means increasing,   means decreasing)

 There were areas more severely affected (e.g., trade; professional, scientific, 
and technical activities) and also those where it caused only a 1-2% decrease (e.g., con-
struction, information, and communication). As the number of self-employed is rela-
tively low, the development of the number of employed individuals showed great sim-
ilarity in almost all sectors compared to the total number of employed individuals. For 
the same reason, it was also the stratum of workers most affected by the effects of the 
epidemic. So, we also proved our second hypothesis. Although the number of self-em-
ployed fell sharply in some sectors, Hungary was more exposed to hectic changes (e.g., 
industry, excluding construction, the real estate sector; public administration, defence, 
education, human health, and social work). However, there have been several instances 
where growth has only moderated or barely changed (e.g., construction; professional, 
scientific, and technical activities; arts, entertainment, and other service activities). but 
the strong Hungarian agricultural sector compared to other countries showed a really 
strong strengthening in the second quarter of the pandemic. The third hypothesis was 
thus partially confirmed in certain sectors of the economy. Hungary has successfully 
overcome the first wave of the epidemic and is consciously (Görgény-Hegyes et al., 
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2021) paring to defend itself against the second wave, which is still ongoing. According 
to the data of the National Employment Service at the end of October 2020, the number 
of jobseekers has been declining for the nineteenth week, currently 306 thousand peo-
ple. Meanwhile, the unemployment rate was only 0.9 percentage points higher than in 
the same period last year. These data are also favourable in the EU comparison, Hunga-
ry ranks 3rd among the EU-27 countries. One of our further goals is to enlarge the scope 
of data, e.g., with the focus on V4 countries. Our objective is to overview and analyse 
the field of human capital in a wider perspective, in particular, the concepts articulated 
by Industry 4.0.
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