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•' PREFACE 

This report on the social and economic situation and development of the 
regions of the European Community was provided for in Article 8 of 
Regulation CEEC) N" 4254/88 of 19 December 1988 on the reform of the 
European Regional Development Fund (O.J. N' L374 31 December 1988) 
pursuant to Article 130D of the EEC Treaty as amended by the Single 
European Act. It was preceded by the First, Second and Third Periodic 
Reports published respectively in 1981, 1984 and 1987. 

Attention Is also drawn to the annual reports on the use of the 
Structural Funds themselves pursuant to Article 16 of Regulation CEEC) 
N' 2052/88 (O.J. N' L185 15 July 1988) and Article 31 of Regulation 
(EEC) N' 4253/88 (O.J. N' L374 31 December 1988), and of the 
Commission's reports on progress made towards achieving the internal 
market according to Article 88 of the amended EEC Treaty. 

The report was adopted by the Commission after consulting the members 
of the Advisory Committee on the Development and Conversion of Regions 
who gave a favourable response to both Its form and content. 
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SUUUARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Scope and Issues of the report 

1. The Fourth Periodic Report on the social and economic situation and 
development of the regions In the Community describes the main features 
of the Community's regional profIle and analyses the changes since the 
Third Report In 19871. The report not only examines the regional 
trends and regional differences which were the focus of previous 
reports, but also presents new Information and analyses on regional 
problems a~d related pol Icy matters. Previous reports also considered a 
number of specific Issues relating to the economic situation of the 
regions such as the problem of perlpherallty, differences In 
lnfrastructural endowments, regional typologies, differences In 
disparities between the United States and the Community, etc. The 
regional lmpllcatloi'}S of these Issues continue to be relevant but they 
have not been examined again In the present report. 

2. The report examines the pol Icy response to the Community's regional 
problems, In particular the reform of the three Structural Funds In 
1988. The report also considers a number of broader developments which, 
In the decade ahead, wl I I have Important consequences for the regions, 
Including demographic changes, the pol ltlcal and economic changes under 
way in Central and Eastern Europe, Including German_uniflcatlon, and 
the effects of the Community's policies to Increase Integration. A 
number of uncertainties In relation to energy prices and supply, cuts 
In defence spending, etc. will also shape the economic environment in 
which the regions are situated In the years ahead although It has not 
been possible In every case to assess their I lkely regional effects at 
this stage. 

3. The report Is divided Into three parts. The first part describes 
the major economic trends and regional differences In the Community and 
considers some of the explanatory factors. The second part 
concentrates on the pol lcles set In train by the Single European Act In 
1987 to strengthen economic and social cohesion In the Community, 
Including the reform of the Structural Funds. The third part of the 
report Is more forward-looking, covering the likely effects of the 
moves towards greater Integration on the Community's regions and 
providing a first overview of the profound changes In the economies of 
Central and Eastern Europe. 

4. The analyses of the report refer to the results of a number of new 
studies on: 

long-term population trends and medium-term job requirements in the 
regions (section 2.3) 
factors determining regional competitiveness based on a survey of 
9000 firms (section 3.1 and section 9.3) 
regional differences In the provision of education and training in 
the Community (section 3.2) 
research and development and the process of Innovation In the 
regions (section 3.3) 
Implications for the regions of the completion of the internal 
market (chapter 9) 

1 These analyses concern the Community before German unification 
which was formalised on 3 October 1990. The situation In the 
former GDR, which following unification Is now part of the European 
Community, Is examined in chapter 10. 

4--Rappor t peri o<1 i que doc: /u/o3/RAP4/EN-Slnmory 11/12/90 

I 

J 
\, 

~ .. 

•• 
... 



•. 

... 

- II -

the situation In the economies and regions of Central and Eastern 
Europe and In East Germany compared to the Community (chapter 10). 

A. Regional dlsoarltles and cohesion In the CommunitY 

5. The analysis of disparities In Income (GOP per head) and 
productivity (GOP per person employed) provides renewed confirmation of 
persisting wide differences between the regions of the Communl~y. For 
example, the ten least developed regions, located mainly In Greece and 
Portugal, presently have average Incomes per head which are less than 
one third of the average of the ten most advanced regions. As Indicated 
In the Third Periodic Report, regional disparities In Incomes per head 
In the Community are at least twice those In the USA. During the first 
half of the 1980s there was a slight Increase In disparities In the 
Community although since then they have remained at around the same 
I eve I. 

6. More pronounced have been the changes In levels of employment In 
the various parts of the Community and the related development of 
regional disparities In rates of unemployment. During the first half 
of the 1980s regional disparities In rates of unemployment widened 
sharply reflecting the differing Impact on the regions of heavy Job 
losses, especially In manufacturing. During the second half of the last 
decade, the picture began to· change gradually. Rising employment 
followed by fal I lng unemployment In the Community resulted firstly in a 
Ieveii ing off. and then the beginnings of a reversal, of the trend 
towards widening regional unemployment disparities. However, th~ 

regional differences remain substantial and In 1990, In the 10 regions 
with the lowest unemployment, the rate averaged just over 2 1/2%, 
while In the ten regions with the highest rate, It averaged 22%, the 
latter being found In Spain and southern Italy. 

7. The problem of high rates of unemployment In the less-developed 
regions Is related to demographic trends. Higher birth rates In those 
regions continue to result In faster growth In the l_abour force than 
elsewhere In the Community. Stronger employment growth Is therefore 
needed In Objective 1 regions to offset the relatively faster growth of 
the labour force before unemployment disparities with the rest of the 
Community can begin to be reduced. 

8. Trends In the populatl~n and labour force In the different parts of 
the Community are also related to the pattern of migration. Some 4.7% 
of total population of national lty other than that of the host Member 
State now live In the Community, of whom about one-third come from 
other Member States. It would appear that the Increasing Integration of 
the Community has not been accompanied by large-scale Interregional 
migration across national frontiers. In the 1980's, Ireland has been 
the only country where significant migration, In this case In a net 
outward direction, has taken place. 

9. For the future, the underlying pattern of slow but persistent 
Inward migration from third countries seems set to continue. In 
relation to migration between the regions, both within and across 
national boundaries, this will be linked to regional differences In 
unemployment and Incomes. Continuing wide regional disparities together 
with' lncreas,lng labour shortages In the stronger regions of the 
Community could lead to the re-emergence of regional migratory flows In 
the 1990s. Given that migrants from both Inside and outside the 
Community tend to be attracted to the urban centres this will further 
add to problems of congestion. This serves to underline the Importance 
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of efforts In support of achieving a more balanced growth In the 
Community's regions. 

10. The existence- and persistence -of ~Ide regional disparities In 
GOP per head and unemployment rates can be attributed to deep-rooted 
differences In competitive advantage which are shaped by a series of 
factors. Identifying and assessing the relative Importance of 
competlt lveness factors Is a vital stage In determining the best 
combination of regional pol Icy measures for particular types of 
regions. The state of certain Infrastructures (In particular transport 
and telecommunications), the aval labl I tty of qual I fled personnel and/or 
the training facilities to provide them and local credit and taxation 
conditions are leading factors Influencing Investment and location 
decisions In all types of regions. Their relative Importance varies 
somewhat across the regions. In regions whose development Is lagging 
behind and In particular the most peripheral regions, measures to 
Improve basic Infrastructures are I lkely to be most effective In making 
a lasting Impact on the competitiveness of firms In such regions, whl le 
measures to Improve the aval labl I tty and lower the cost of credit are 
also a high priority, especially In the southern Member States. In the 
older Industrial regions, where Infrastructures are better developed 
(even If In need of modernisation) and where financial markets are more 
efficient, the availability of qualified personnel (Including good 
managers) is particularly Important In attracting and retaining 
investment. Recent surveys (described later In the report) confirm the 
relative Importance of these factors (and a wide range of others) as 
perceived by businesses In reaching their Investment decisions. 

11. Shortages of qualified personnel appear to exist in all types of 
regions In the Community. However, the causes vary. In the stronger 
regions such shortages are mainly the result of buoyant labour demand. 
In the older lndustr Ia I regions, the shortages often reflect a skills 
mismatch where the qual lflcatlons of those seeking work are specific to 
the requirements of decl lnlng Industries and unsuited to the demands of 
the newer Industries. Promoting the conversion of the older Industrial 
regions calls for greater efforts In the training and re-training of 
adults In particular, In view of the fact that these regions are among 
those most affected by the ageing of population and labour force. In 
the less-developed regions the inadequate supply of qual if led personnel 
Is generally a consequence of poorly-developed education and training 
systems. For example, the proportion of 15-19 year olds who are In 
apprenticeship, training or non-university education In the three 
least developed Member States (Portugal, Greece and Ireland) Is I lttle 
more than ha If that of the three most advanced countrIes (Denmark, 
Germany and the Netherlands). To reduce these differences requires a 
major regionally differentiated Investment In education and training 
facilities (buildings and equipment) over the long-term. If Community 
regional pol Icy Is to respond to needs In this field, both a widening 
of measures el lglble for support and an Increase In resources wl 11 be 
requIred. 

12. A further factor In regional disparities arises from differences in 
the capacIty of fIrms to Innovate In products and processes and the 
related abi I lty of regions to support research and development. Some 
75% of research and development expenditures In 1989 was concentrated 
In West Germany, France and the UK. In the other Member States wholly 
or partially comprising objective 1 regions, research and development 
expenditure Is highly concentrated. For example In Portugal, .Lisbon and 
Its Immediate environs account for 72% of total national expenditure on 
research and development. If the Innovative capacity of weaker regions 
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Is to be Increased, It will be necessary to strengthen the research 
capacity and associated structures of these regions In order to Improve 
their participation In Community programmes In research and development 
and technology transfer. The broader social and cultural environment 
and the education system In these regions also have to be such as to 
attract and retain highly skilled and qualified personnel and their 
f am I I I es. 

13. The analysis of general competitiveness factors, education and 
training and Innovative activity In the regions, as causes underlying 
the relatively poor performance of the weaker regions, serves to 
underline the deep-seated nature of regional disparities. Overcoming 
these causes of regional disparities will tend to be a slow and 
Incremental process. Historical evidence shows that It Is possible for 
the less-developed regions to raise their growth In GDP per head by 
one or even two percentage points per year above the Community average, 
but that this Is rarely sustained over more than a few years. With a 
growth differential of 1 1/2 to 2 percentage points it would take 
around 20 years for a region with GDP per head of half the Community 
average to achieve a level equivalent to 70% of the average. 

B. Community assistance to problem regions 

14. Under Community regional policies, regions whose development is 
lagging behind have been defined as those with GDP per head 75% or less 
of the Community average. The experience of this group of regions 
during the 1980s has been varied, with some convergence towards and 
some divergence from Community average levels of Incomes per head and 
rates of unemployment Over the decade, the differences between the 
less-developed regions themselves, and between these regions as a group 
and the rest of the Community, have not changed appreciably. 

15. The less-developed regions (Objective of Community regional 
policy) suffer from many of the handicaps discussed above Including 
relatively rapid population and labour force growth. New evidence 
Indicates, however, that population growth wl II diminish In many cases 
due to declining fert lllty rates dur lng the 1980s, so that lagging 
regions will follow the demographic trends already observed sometime 
earlier in other parts of the Community. The labour force, however, 
will only be affected after a further time-lag so that substantial 
growth will continue In the medium-term. The unemployment problem in 
less-developed regions will therefore represent a particularly 
difficult challenge, In addition to the problem of low Incomes per 
head. 

16. Areas affected by Industrial decl lne (Objective 2) were 
characterised by heavy job losses In manufacturing and rising 
unemployment rates during the first half of the 1980s. In the second 
half of the 1980s, their unemployment rates declined· on average by 
just over four percentage points, compared to a dec I ine of 2 1/2 
percentage points In the Community as a whole .. Nevertheless 
unemployment rates remained generally above the Community average. 
There have been differences In the t lmlng of cycl leal changes in 
employment and unemployment In the Member States and their regions; any 
short-term changes need to be confirmed and consol ldated over some time 
before pol Icy changes would be justified. 

17. Rural areas (Objective 5b of c;:ommunlty regional policy) contain 
around one-third of the total area of the Community outside the less-
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developed regions. These areas have been adversely affected by rural
urban migration and, at least In the short-term, by the reforms of the 
Common Agr 1 cu 1 t u r a I Po I 1 cy .and the I r economIes need to become 
considerably more diversified, bul ldlng where possible on their 
Indigenous potential. A lack of data Impedes an accurate assessment of 
the progress made In this direction during the reference period. 

18. As wei I as pol lcles of development and conversion of regions 
eligible under the ObJectives, the Community Is also undertaking a 
number of specific, complementary Initiatives In the fields of research 
and development, the environment, quality standards, border regions, 
etc. These Initiatives are Intended to promote the wider diffusion of 
the benefits of the broad range of Community policy, for example to 
ensure that the weaker regions are better equipped to Innovate and to 
share In the research and development effort of the Community (the 
"STRIDE" Initiative) In the context of the challenge presented by the 
completion of the Internal market. Community Initiatives also attempt 
where possible to take Into consideration the alms and Intensity of the 
national pol lcles of Member States. More remains to be done, however, 
to coordinate national and Community pol lcles to ensure that these do 
not reinforce the existing pattern of lnequal I ties In the Community but 
contribute to bringing up the performance of the weaker regions towards 
that of the stronger regions. 

19. Under the reform of the Structural Funds, the financial resources 
aval table for assisting the weaker regions have been both Increased and 
concentrated on specific objectives. Although the absolute level of 
assistance In northern and more developed parts of the Community has 
been broadly maintained, the geographical coverage of assisted regions 
has been reduced (with the exception of the UK) In favour of the less
developed parts, mainly In southern Member States, which now represent 
more than half the population In assisted areas. In financial terms, 
almost two-thirds of Structural Funds resources for the period 1989-
1993- which will total 60 billion ECU at 1989 prices- will be 
directed towards the Objective 1 regions. The reformed regulations 
provide that the ERDF may devote approximately 80% of Its 
appropriations to these regions. 

20. To ensure the effectIve use of the I ncr eased resources, a I im i ted 
number of medium-term priorities have been defined for each Member 
State and where appropriate for each region. These priorities, now set 
out in agreed Community Support Frameworks, seek Inter alia to provide 
a better balance between Infrastructure Investment on the one hand and 
incentIves and other support for bus I ness Investment, I ncr eased 
productivity and long-term job creation on the other hand. This 
rebalancing was necessary since Community and national regional pol Icy 
expenditure to promote business Investment had declined substantially 
In real terms during the 1980's at a time when Increasing regional 
disparities signal led widening variations In the Income and employment 
generating capacities In problem regions vis-a-vis the stronger 
regions. 

21. The Structural Funds represent a resource transfer adding to 
disposable income in the Member States and regions themselves. In the 
Objective 1 regions the Structural Funds represent a transfer estimated 
to be around 1.2% of GDP In 1989 and 1.6% In 1993. In those Member· 
States wholly eligible under Objective 1 the equivalent proportions are 
2.5% and 3.3%, respectively. 
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In relation to the promotion of Investment, Community assistance Is 
considerably more Important. In 1989 the ERDF financed around 3% of 
total Investment In all less-developed regions while for Member States 
entirely covered by Objective 1 CP, IRL, GR) this ratio reached 5 to 
7%. By 1993 these figures should Increase by a further percentage 
point given continued growth In Investment. 

22. It Is clear from these ratios that transfers through the Structural 
Funds can only have a I lmlted Immediate Impact on income disparities 
even after the doubling of resources. On the other hand, In relation to 
promoting Investment, transfers under the ERDF do reach sizeable 
dimensions especially when combined with measures to Increase human 
capital under the Social Fund and the support of the credits of the 
European Investment s·ank. Their Impact will also depend on whether 
recipient regions Increase their own Investment efforts, and on the 
extent of the resulting Indirect Impact on employment and productivity. 
The long-term Impact on regional output and employment growth are 
therefore difficult to assess precisely at this stage, but under 
favourable conditions the additional resources wl I I help set the 
weaker regions on a path to Improved economic performance. 

C. The future of the regions: economic Integration In the Community. 
the changes In East and Central Europe 

23. The Community regions face a number of challenges In the 1990s 
Including the risks and opportunities accompanying greater Integration. 
On the one hand, It Is clear that the general effects of economic and 
monetary union (EMU) and the completion of the single market wl I I be 
favourable In terms of economic growth In the Community as a whole and 
growth has tended In the past to have equally favourable consequences 
In reducing regional disparities In Incomes and rates of unemployment. 
On the other hand, there Is the possibility that the particular effects 
of EMU, Jnvolvlng the need to harmonize budgetary pol icles and the loss 
of the exchange rate Instrument, may place constraints on the poorer 
Member States which could Impede their efforts to achieve faster growth 
than the central regions of the Community, which Is a necessary 
condition for their catching up. 

24. The reform of the Structural Funds has put In place a comprehensive 
set of measures whIch at tempt to strengthen the capacIty of weaker 
regions to reap the benefits of the single market. It Is clear, 
however, that In the context of closer Integration the Community must 
demonstrate Its readiness to develop and strengthen its regional pol icy 
response. In particular, In recognition of the possible risks to the 
economies of the weaker regions, the Community should prepare Itself to 
respond rapidly to regional problems, Implying a need for the 
development of more flexible forms of Community regional policy 
Intervention . 

25. Recent, events In Eastern Europe In genera I and East Germany 1 n 
particular, place the development of the Community's regions in a new 
context. German unification has brought Into the Community another 16 
ml I I ion persons I lvlng mostly In old Industrial I sed regions, or thinly 
populated rural areas. These regions are characterised by either large 
Industrial enterprises with very low productivity, or an agricultural 
sector comprising very large and excessively specialized production 
units, again with much lower productivity tnan In the Community. In 
general the service sector Is underdeveloped by western standards while 
the physical lnfrastruc~ure Is largely old and run-down. 
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26. With unification and accession to the Community the East German 
economy has been exposed to external competition and adjustment 
pressures which are without precedent. Practically all sectors 
Including high-tech Industries have to face up to the necessity of 
reducIng over-mannIng, redesIgnIng and modernIzIng theIr products and 
raising productivity, tasks which are all the more difficult In an 
environment of a fundamentally changing price structure. In the I ight 
of this analysis, the resources of the Structural Funds have been 
Increased by 3 bl I I lon ECU for actions In East Germany. 

27. Central and Eastern European states and regions In general all 
suffer from a similar syndrome of distorted structures, decay, lagging 
development and low efficiency. Through various association agreements, 
these economies wl I I be brought closer to the Community providing 
significant new markets as wei I as potential competition for Community 
regions over the longer-term. 

Concluding remarks 

28. In order to promote economic and social cohesion In the Community, 
the reform of the Structural Funds has Introduced a number of actions, 
In partnership with the Member States and regions, designed to promote 
the development and conversion of the weaker regions. The analyses of 
the Fourth Periodic Report demonstrate that the problem regions of the 
Community face not only faml I lar, but also new challenges In the 1990s. 
These challenges are of a long-term nature and accordingly related 
pol lcles must be conceived In a similarly long-term perspective. 
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A. REGIONAL DISPARITIES AND COHESION IN THE COMMUNITY 

Chapter 1 DISPARITIES IN INCOMES AND PRODUCTIVITY: A STABILIZATION? 

1. The existence of considerable disparities between the regions of 
the Community In Incomes per head1 Is well recognised. The Income per 
head In the top 10 regions was more than three times that of the bottom 
10 In 1988, the most recent year for which data exist. Moreover, 
International comparison suggests that the disparities In the Community 
are at least twice as wide as those In the UsA2. As an Integral 
el~ment of creating a more cohesive Community the reduction over time 
of these disparities remains a priority. 

2. The long-term analysis (from the beginning of the 1960s to the 
first half of the 1980s) of the trends In GOP per head and GOP per 
person employed In the Community reveals two distinct phases: 

a period of convergence between Member States and between regions, 
which came to an end at the time of the economic recession which 
occurred In the mid-seventies, 

a period when this convergence 
and by the recessions which 
CommunIty I eve Is, gave way to 
Inter-regional disparities to 
seventies, or even earl ler. 

process, arrested by the low growth 
took place at the national and 

a regressIve phase whIch returned 
the levels of the beginning of the 

3. During the 1980s, disparities In Incomes per head In the Community 
Increased sl lghtly up to 1986 since when they have remained at around 
the same level. This occured against a background of a return to more 
vigorous economic growth In the Community from 1984, a trend which has 
been consol ldated during the second half of the decade. Around these 
general trends there have been significant differences In the 
experience at the level of Member States and regions. 

In the following analysis disparities are measured by Gross 
Domestic Product per head which Indicates the Income generated.ln 
Member States and regions by the resident producer units. An 
alternative measure Is Gross National Product per head which 
measures the resources available after the transfer of factor 
Incomes such as Interest payments and dividends. However, at 
regional level, data are only available for GOP per head. Net 
flows of transfers out of or Into a country or region lead to 
differences between the two measures which may be substantIa I. In 
the case of smaller countries or regions. 

2 Commission of the European Communities (1987), The regions of the 
enlarged Community. Third periodic report on the socio-economic 
situation and the development of the regions of the Community, 
Luxembourg, p.11, based on 1983 data. 
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4. At the level of the Member States, some of the weaker countr tes 
achieved rates of growth above the Community average which Is the 
essent 1 a 1 precond 1 t 1 on for eventua I economIc convergence. In SpaIn, 
Jreland and Portugal there was a tendency towards very gradual 
convergence on Community average GOP per head beginning In 1986-1987, 
whereas In Greece GOP per head continued to worsen In relation to that 
of the rest of the Community throughout the decade. 

5. At the level of the regions (at NUTS level I 1), the trend In 
disparities In Income per head, previously tending towards gradual 
widening, also stab! I lzed around the middle of the 1980s (see graph 1), 
under the Influence of steady growth In Spain, Portugal and Ireland. 
The average position of the weakest 25 regions has Improved slightly 
wl.th respect to the average GOP per head of the Community, although the 
average GOP per head of the 10 weakest reglons3 has remained unchanged 
compared to the Community average since the middle of the 1980s. 

6. The level of disparities In relation to productivity developed In a 
generally similar way to that of per capita Incomes (graph 1). A 
sl lght tendency towards reduction In disparities between Member States 
began lg 1984, owing to Improvements In relative productivity In 
Por tug a I and In Ire I and. ThIs trend dId not however contInue beyond 
1987, when Increases In the rate of economic growth were accompanied by 
significant Increases In employment. Greece did not share the positive 
growth In productivity, and as wei I as having the lowest GOP per head 
It also has the lowest GOP per person employed of the Community. This 
Is a result of relatively poor macro-economic performances following a 
decline In the .rate of Investment during the 1980s, In spite of the 
IncreasIng efforts of the CommunIty, In support of the Member State 
Itself, since Its accession (see also chapter 8.2). 

7. In sum, recent data Indicate a levelling off of the previous trend 
towards growing divergence between regions and, In the case of certain 
Member States and regions, a sl lght tendency towards convergence on the 
CommunIty average. Even where Improvements are percept I b I e the 
absolute disparities are of such a size that, even on the assumption of 
a continuation of recent positive developments, the convergence of the 
weaker Member States and of the least prosperous regions on the 
Community average wl I I be a very long term process (see also chapter 
4). 

3 This Includes prlmarl ly Greek and Portuguese regions. The regions 
of the group of the 25 weakest regions compr lse these and other 
Greek and Portuguese regions, as wei I as Ireland and certain 
backward regions In Italy and Spain. 
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Graph l Trends in regional income disparities• in the Community, 1980-1990 
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Chapter 2 HUMAN RESOURCES 

2.1 How different are emcloyment trends between the reqlons?1 

1. Employment In the Community as a whole has been rising since 1984 
and growth of around 1 1/4% a year between then and 1990 has resulted 
In a net Increase of nearly 9'1/2 mil lion jobs. This has more than 
offset the net loss of some 3 1/2 ml I I lon jobs following the recession 
at the beginning of the 1980s. 

2. The favourable trend In employment at Community level especially 
during the second half of the 1980s has tended to be widely shared. As 
ll·lustrated In table 2.1, all Member States recorded positive 
employment growth between 1985 and 1990 although rates of growth vary 
considerably. Over the decade as a whole, only In Ireland was the 
recovery In employment lnsuff!clent to offset the losses sustained In 
the early 1980s. 

3. Particularly encouraging over the last few years has been the 
strong growth In employment In certain weaker, southern parts .. o.f ___ the ---
Community, especially In Spain, and to a lesser extent, In Portugal. 
In the North, employment growth over the same period has been 
relatively strong In the UK where the traditional Industrial regions 
had been severely affected at the beginning of the 1980s by job losses. 

4. In sectoral terms, the 1980s can be described In terms of a 
continued shift In employment away from manufacturing and towards 
services. Between 1983 and 1988 the share of total employment In the 
Community accounted for by services Increased from 55% to 59% whl le the 
share for Industrial employment declined from 35% to 33% over the same 
perlod2. Service employment (much of It part-time) has grown 
continuously by some 12% over the period 1983-88, whereas Industrial 
employment Initially declined by 3% between 1983 and 1987, picking up 
1% In the year to 1988 resulting In a net loss over the whole period 
of some 1 1 I 2% . 

5. Some of this sectoral shift Is reallocatlve, Insofar as certain 
service functions previously undertaken by manufacturing units 
Internally have been sub-contracted to external service agents. The 
changes also reflect, however, the real effects of a rising service 
Input Into manufacturing Industry as a result of technological change 
and Innovation with special 1st services (Consultancy, etc) often being 
bought-In rather than provided In-house (see section 3.3). Partly 
because many such activities depend on direct contact with the cl lent 
the effects of service sector employment growth have tended to be felt 
throughout the Community. A study of the Commission suggested that 
this was true of the Important financial services sector where 
Increases In employment and value-added have been recorded during the 
1980s In alI Member States.3 

1 See also: Commission of the European Communities (1990), Employment 
In Europe 1990, Luxembourg. 

2 

3 

These est I mates are based on the resu Its of the Labour Force 
surveys of the Statistical Office. 
P.~ Cambridge Economic Consultants (1990), The regional consequences 
of the completion of the Internal Market for financial services. 
Study financed by the European Commission. 
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Table 2.1: Employment trends in the Member States, 1980- 1990 

Annual growth rates' 
Countries 

1!0~85 1!5~90 80~90 

n -0.7 0.9 0.1 

DK 0.7 0.6 0.6 

D -0.6 1.1 0.?. 

GR l..l 0.8 1.0 

r.:. -1.5 .U 0.9 

F -0.4 0.8 0.2 

1Rl.. -1.<1 0.6 -0.4 

I 0.5 0.6 0.5 

L 0 .. 1 2.5 1.4 

NL -0.9 l.(i O . .l 

I' -0.7 1.2 0.2 

UK -0.7 2.1 0.7 

EUR12 -0.4 1.4 0.5 

'Source: DG II. 
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6. Meanwhile, dampening effects on employment have been particularly 
acutely felt· In areas where tradltlon'al Industries such as coal, steel 
and shlpbul ldlng have been concentrated. This was the case, for 
example, In northern regions of the UK and Spain referred to above 
where rational lsatlon of older Industries at the beginning of the 1980s 
has been most e'xtenslve and the most necessary In the light of weak 
productivity. Parts of Belgium, Germany, north-eastern France, certain 
areas In northern Italy as well as many smaller Industrial zones In 
the Community have also been affected by this process. Some less 
traditionally Industrial regions of the Community have been equally 
affected by manufacturing employment loss, notably Ireland and to a 
lesser extent, Greece. In Ireland, there has been some rational lsatlon 
of the Indigenous sector In, for example, the food Industry and 
textiles while some of the many externally-owned companies have been 
streaml lnlng their activities. 

7. As ·already Indicated, the evidence points to a resumption of growth 
In Industrial employment In recent times In the Community. This Is 
particularly the case In Spain and Portugal reflecting the Increasing 
attractiveness of these areas for external capital, since 1987, much of 
It from other parts of the Community. The aval labia evidence tends to 
suggest that much of the new capital has gone to existing centres such 
as Madrid, the cities of northern Spain and the coastal strips leav-tng 
traditionally weaker regions comparatively untouched. 

8. Overall, the Community has entered a phase of positive growth In 
employment. There Is, however, no evidence that this empl~yment growth 
Is sufficiently differentiated at regional level In favour of the 
weaker parts of the Community to reduce the disparities In rates of 
unemployment. 

2.2. Unemoloyment disparities; the arrest of the oreyloys trend? 

9. Preceding periodic reports have hlghl lghted the general upward 
trend and widening regional disparities In unemployment In the 
Community In the 1970s and the first half of the 1980s. During this 
period the rate of unemployment In the Community Increased from 2% In 
1970 to more than 6% in 1980 and, In spite of stead! ly Increasing rates 
of economic growth In the first half of the decade, to nearly 11% In 
1985 and 1986. Since 1986, the rate of unemployment In the Community 
has fallen gradually to reach 8.3% In 1990. This somewhat weak and 
delayed response of unemployment to the recovery In output In the early 
1980s was prlmarl ly a reflection of the upward pressure of demographic 
factors on labour supply (see chapter 2.3) together with the general 
(cycl leal) rise In activity rates underpinned by a continuing lncr~ase 

In female activity rates. 

10. Disparities between the regions of the Community taken as a whole 
reached a plateau In 1986 before beginning to dec I lne In 1989 and 1990. 
The arrest of an upward trend which has prevailed for more than 15 
years Is the net result of a somewhat Intricate pattern of changes In 
disparities over time both between and within Member States. The 
regional differences In unemployment rates remain however substantial 
with, on the one hand, some 12 central regions experiencing rates of 
less than 3% and, on the other hand, some 19 regions where the rate 
exceeds 15%. 

21. 
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Graph 2.2 : Trends in regional unemployment disparities• in the 
Community, 1970-1990 
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11. A principal factor In the level I lng off and then decl lne In 
unemployment disparities has been the fairly general fall In rates of 
unemployment In the Community and especially In the cases of the UK 
and Spain. In some regions In Spain and the UK, unemployment rates have 
decreased over the period 1985-90 by more than five percentage points. 
Such changes In regions of high rates of unemployment could have been 
expected to lead to an earl ler reduction In unemployment disparities in 
the Community had there not been offsetting movements notably In 
southern Italy where unemployment has Increased by five percentage 
points or more over the same period. Italy Is a special case Insofar as 
In 1990 all the southern regions experienced a rate of unemployment 
significantly higher than In 1985 whereas many of the northern I tal ian 
regions experienced falling unemployment over the same period. Such 
opposing trends have not been typical of other Member States. As a 
consequence lfaly had In 1990 the largest regional unemployment rate 
disparities of alI the Member States with unemployment rates of under 
5% In some northern regions such as Eml I Ia Romagna and Lombardi a 
alongside rates of more than 20% In most of the Mezzoglorno. 

12. For the future a further general fall In the rate of unemployment 
could result In a further reduction In disparities, not only between 
Member States, but a I so between the reg Ions of the CommunIty as a 
whole. For this to happen, however, southern Member States in 
particular would have to achieve not only reductions In their national 
unemployment rates but also, at least, proportional reduction In their 
weaker regions with the higher unemployment levels. 

13. In practice, a number of factors might mobl I lse In favour of such a 
narrowing of regional unemployment disparities. For example, It can be 
expected that there will be an acceleration of 'spread effects', with 
economic growth extending geographically to the regions of high 
unemployment, especially as labour shortages have now emerged in 
central regions. There would also seem to be scope for growth in 
certain types of service activity, such as financial and business 
services, In the weaker parts of the Community. Many such service 
Industries rely on direct contact with the cl lent. Their extension to 
the regions could have a significant employment Impact. 

14. A particularly uncertain factor for the future concerns migratory 
flows which are discussed In greater detal I In section 2.4 below. There 
Is the risk that migration towards central areas with rapidly growing 
labour demand and low rates of unemployment may recommence. Whl le this 
would result In an easing of labour market pressure In high 
unemployment areas, the loss of human resources would damage the long
term deve I opment prospects of the weaker regIons as we I 1 as having 
other detrimental effects In social terms. The diverging trends within 
Italy are particularly preoccupying In this context and may trigger a 
new South-North migration within this country. 

15. To sum up, there continue to be very wide disparities In 
unemployment rates across the regions of the Community. If economic 
growth In the Community continues, a further decline In these 
disparities could be anticipated but this wl I I be a gradual procesi as 
underlined in the analysis contained In chapter 4. In any case there is 
always the risk that some weaker regions may benefit less from the 
general Improvement or may even be left comparatively untouched. This 
Is a real risk, as underlined by the continuing outstandingly high 
levels of unemployment exceeding 15% In qui'te a numb.er of regions. 
Moreover, It Is In many of these rt;lflons that the pressure of 
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Map 2. 2: Regional unemployment rates 1990 
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popu 1 at 1 on and 1 abour force growth Is strongest as dIscussed In the 
following section. 

2. 3. How d 1 fferent are demoqraph I c prospects and lob reau I rements 
between the regions? 

General trends In population 

16. The slowlng.down of population growth In the Community of Twelve 
has been an established feature since the 1970s. A new study of the 
Commlsslon4 suggests that during the 1990s the total population of the 
Twelve will remain virtually unchanged at a level of 325 million 
people. After the year 2000, this situation of stagnation Is expected 
to. give way to dec I lne averaging some 1 /4% per annum over the period 
2000-2015. In absolute terms, the final result In the year 2015 would 
be equivalent to a reduction of some 12 ml I I ion people compared to the 
~urrent (1990) population. 

17. The general demographic trend masks considerable differences among 
the different parts of the Community, especially In relation to 
timingS. Already In the 1990s, the trend towards decl lnlng population 
Is expected to become firmly established In certain northern Member 
States: Germany6, Luxembourg, Belgium and Denmark whl le In three 
southern Member States, Greece, Italy and Portugal, population wi II 
remain broadly unchanged to the year 2000 before decl lnlng thereafter. 
In France, Spain, the Netherlands and the UK, the positive growth of 
the period 1990-2000 will give way to stagnation In the period 2000-
2015 with alI four countries expected to have a population In 2015 of 
s lm 1 I ar absolute magnItude to that of today. In Ire I and popu I at ion 
growth Is expected to remain positive over both periods, 1990-2000 and 
2000-2015. Perhaps of particular note Is that many of the weaker 
regions In· southern Spain, southern Italy, Ireland and Northern 
Ireland (where the problem of unemployment Is particularly acute) wll I 
have rates of growth of population which, although generally lower 
than previously expected, are faster than the Community average over 
the decade ahead. Possible offsetting effects might arise from Inter
regional migratory flows although experience has tended to show that 
such flows fall some way short of el lmlnatlng disparities In rates of 
population growth (see section 2.4 below}. 

18. In explaining differences In population trends, earlier studies 
drew attention to fertility rates, which were generally higher In the 
South and In lr~land compared to the North although the gap was 
decreasing over time. The new study, using more recent data, suggests 
that this convergence Is stronger than foreseen In the Third periodic 
report as a result of continuing relatively sharp fal Is In the 
fert lllty rate In the South and In Ireland and a levelling-off of the 

4 These and other demographic projections below are based on a study 
undertaken for the Commission by the Netherlands Economic Institute 
(1990) covering the Community of Twelve excluding East Germany 

5 Reflecting the experience of the 1980s, the projections assume zero 
net lnternat lonal migration from the base year (1985} onwards. 
Exceptions were made In the case of Ireland to reflect the large
scale outmlgratlon of the period 1985-90 and In the case of Germany 
to reflect the effects of mlgrat I on from the East over the same 
period. 

6 Continuing migration from Central and Eastern Europe Into Germany 
may offset this underlying t~end for sometime. 
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rate In the North. This Is a principal contributory factor· In the 
spread of the movement towards stagnat lng and later declining 
population from the North to the South of the Community over the next 
decades. 

19. Accompanying the changes In total population are changes In the age 
composition. In the Community as a whole the over 65s are expected to 
rise from 1.3% to 19% of total population between 1990 and 2015. At the 
regional level, ageing population will be particularly marked In 
northern Italy, West Germany, many Dutch and Belgian regions and 
Denmark. At the other end of the scale the share o~ young people under 
15 years of age In the Community wl I I fa I I from 20% to 15% between 1990 
and 2015. The parts of the Community with 'young' populations -
Ireland, Spain and Portugal -will see a considerable decline In the 
under 15s over the longer-term to proportions which wl I I more closely 
resemble the Community average. In the medium-term, however, the 
higher fertility rates of the past In these areas will maintain the 
relatively rapid growth In the working-age population. 

Supply of labour, 1990-2000 

20. The supply of labour? In the Community will follow the population 
trends outlined above but with a time-lag of some 15 years as the 
cohorts of new-born children In each region are translated over time 
Into population of working age. Thus the rate of growth of labour force 
In the Community as a whole wl I I be sl lghtly positive, at some 0.1% per 
year over the period 1990-2000. This modest overal I change Is the net 
outcome of fairly rapid growth In Ireland, Spain, Portugal and southern 
Italy In the face of more modest growth or dec I lne expected elsewhere. 
In absolute terms, the southern areas wl I I experience a labour supply 
growth of around two million people by the year 2000 which will be 
partially offset by a net decline In the rest of the Community so that 
1 n the CommunIty as a who I e I abour supp I y w I I I grow by on I y 1. 5 
million. Stronger growth In labour supply In southern regions also 
reflects the continuing convergence of activity rates, especially In 
the regions of Ireland, Spain, Portugal and Italy, towards the higher 
rates experienced In the North. Recent evidence suggests that this 
convergence Is I lkely,to be slower than foreseen In the Third Periodic 
Report although It Is worth bearing In mind that the relatively low 
activity rates In southern regions and Ireland represent a considerable 
reserve of labour In these areas. 

21. As Indicated above, population and labour force developments have 
lmpl lcatlons In the sphere of human resources. The mis-match in labour 
demand and supp I y whIch Is ref I ected on a CommunI ty-sca 1 e 1 n 
considerable regional disparities In rates of unemployment (section 2.2 
above) wi II continue to need to be addressed by pol icles modulated 
according to the wide variety of regional circumstances. For many of 
the weaker regions, principally In southern Italy, Spain and Ireland, 
the problems of an ageing population and labour force are less pressing 
than the problems of high rates of youth unemployment and the 
relatively greater flow of young people onto the labour market. 
Providing the necessary qual l(lcatlons. by which this group can 

7 Supply of labour Is defined In accordance with International Labour 
Office concepts and Includes those actually working, full-time or 
part-time, and those who are unemployed but wl I I lng to work. 
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participate effectively on the labour market must therefore remain a 
priority. For the northern regions, the declining number of young 
people and the associated ageing of the workforce requires an emphasis 
on the creation of facilities for continuous education during adult 
1 lfe as wei 1 as more targeted opportunities for re-training (see also 
section 3.2 below). 

Job requirements 1990-1995 

22. The changes In the labour supply noted above can be translated Into 
job requirements when added to the existing numbers of unemployed. On 
the basis of the present projection, for the medium-term, 1990-1995, 
the major part of Job requirements for the Community as a whole Is 
accounted for by the current numbers of unemployment (over 12 mlo) · 
represent 1 ng around 85% of the tot a I I.e. some 15% of tot a I job 
requirements wl I I be generated by the growth In the labour force. As a 
result, the regions of low current unemployment· rates In, for example, 
the southern part of the UK, southern Germany and northern Italy are 
areas where the supply pressure In the labour market Is low. For other 
part~ of the Community, the relatively rapid growth of labour force 
make It more difficult to reduce unemployment rates: As Indicated above 
such areas Include many of the weaker regions In Spain and Portugal and 
In Ireland where unemployment rates are already high. 

2.4 Migration, the trend changes again? 

23. Migration can be a potentially Important factor In determining the 
trends In population, labour force and Job requirements. This section 
attempts a fuller assessment of how Important this factor has been both 
between different parts of the Community and between the Community and 
the outside world. Migratory flows have also determined the settlement 
patterns within regions which are discussed below. 

24. Migration patterns are determined by a complex of economic factors, 
such as differences In employment opportunities and wage levels as wei I 
as a number of other factors such as the pol Icy stance towards migrants 
and the readiness of persons to change location, language and culture. 
As the weight and combination of these factors change over time and 
differ between regions and countries, general lzatlons for a vast and 
rather heterogeneous area like the Community need to be treated with 
some cautionS. 

25. Migration from the outside world Into the Community has amounted on 
average to less than 0.1% a year since the 1960's. This relatively 
sma I I fIgure does represent, however, a permanent net I nf I ow. As a 
result, over time the total number of foreigners from third countries 
has accumulated to around 8 mlo persons (1988) representing 3% of 
Community populationS. Migration between Member States has added over 
time anbther 4.4 mlo persons. Overal I the number of per~ons for which 
country of residence and nationality do not coincide amount to some 
12 mlo persons, I.e. 4.7% of Community populat lon. The shares of 
foreigners vary widely between the regions (see map 2.4) and correspond 
to some degree to their extent of Industrial lzatlon. The highest 

8 Moreover there exIst substantIa I prob I ems of ava I I ab I I 1 ty and 
comparability of migration data at national and regional level. 
EUROSTAT has therefore launched a spec.lal research project to 
develop a methodological concept for mob I I lty measurement. 

9 Community population without Italy, for which no data on foreign 
population Is aval lable. 
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proportions of foreigners are found In Luxembourg and In the 
Jndustrlal !zed regions of Belgium, France and Germany, whereas In the 
southern Member States foreigners represent less than 1% of total 
population. In Denmark, Ireland and the UK regions foreign population 
Is also fairly low, except In certain urban areas. 

26. Looking to present and future migration trends from the outside 
world to the Community at least two major developments are worthy of 
note. Firstly, In 1989 the Community registered a historically high 
inflow (1.2 mlo or 0.4% of EC population) essentially determined by 
i·.::nlgratlon for political reasons of a total of around 1 mlo persons 
i ;1to the Feder a 1 Repub 1 I c of Germany from both Eastern Germany and 
other Central and Eastern European Countries (Including the USSR), In 
broadly equal proportlonslO. Most of these migrants have gone to the 
Industrial regions of Western Germany. There has also been a flow of 
migrants from the USSR to Greece although the numbers Involved are not 
known at present. Moreover, there remaIns a potentia I for further 
migratory flows from Central and Eastern European countries to the 
west during the 1990's. Secondly, a major uncertainty of the 1990's 
concerns the potential pressure of legal and I I legal migration Into the 
community for pol ltlcal or economic reasons from more or less developed 
and newly developing countries In Latin America, Africa and Asia. The 
destination of these migrants wl I I be determined to some extent by the 
existence of historical links between these countries and different 
Member States. 

27. The pattern of migration between EC Member States has tended to be 
dominated by traditional links between the Industrialized regions of 
Be 1 g 1 urn, France, Germany, the Net her I ands and the United KIngdom and 
the peripheral regions of Greece, _Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain. 
There Is no evidence that these flows have undergone systematic changes 
during the second half of the 1980's. They are marked by moderate flows 
from the rural periphery to the central regions and continuing return 
migration. Apart from Ireland, net migration balances for weaker Member 
States have even been slightly positive or close to zero over the 
second half of the 1980's (see graph 2.4). 

28. Besides these traditional migration patterns, other flows between 
Member States are fairly weal<. Only In those areas with common culture 
and language as, for example, between parts of the Benelux, France and 
Germany or between Ireland and the UK, are regional exchanges 
relatively high. This Is an Indication that cultural and linguistic 
barriers are still of considerable Importance. Given that freedom of 
movement already exists within the Community, there Is a onl.y low 
probabl I lty that the completion of the Single Market may trigger a wave 
of migration between Member States but this could change If there were 
to be a widening of Income and unemployment disparities. 

29. Interregional net migration rates within Member States, following a 
decline during the 1970's and early 1980's under the Influence of 
Increasing overall unemployment, have been levelling off since then 
according to the I lmlted aval table Information and data. The result in 
Italy, for example, Is that net migration rates are now half the level 
at the beginning of the 80's. In Germany the reduct ion was· around 
one-third In the same period of time. Meanwhile In Spain the 
destination of migration has also changed during a period of decreasing 
net migration. Today the former Immigration regions like Pals Vasco 
and Cataluna are losing population to the South. 

10 EUROSTAT, Rapid reports-population and social conditions, 1990/4. 
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30. On economic grounds alone the wide disparities In rates of 
unemployment which persist In the Community together with emerging 
labour shortages In stronger regions would tend to result In Increased 
geographical mobility of labour. This Is particularly relevant In Italy 
where declining unemployment In the North and Increasing rates In the 
South (see 2.2 above) may trigger a new south to north migration within 
this country. The fact that such migration does not yet appear to have 
emerged suggests that at least at present other factors such as 
environmental and housing conditions are having a restraining 
Influence. 

31. overall, Inflows from third countries are, and s.eem likely to 
remain, a more significant factor than migration within the Community. 
The many uncertainties surrounding the different comp~nents of 
migration and their determinants make confident forecasts impossible 
but the present situation appears to contain the potential for a 
renewed drive of International and Interregional migration towards more 
urbanized areas. 

Migration and sub-regional settlement patterns In the Community. 

32. Largely as a result of the migratory flows of the past the European 
Community Is now highly urbanised. By 1981 nearly 70 per cent of the 
Community I lved In urban areas whose population was greater than 
300,000. Since the 1970s, however, there have been Important changes 
taking place In urban settlements as a result of short-range migratory 
flows. In particular, In most of the mature Industrial cities In the 
North there has been an Increasing movement out of the Inner city areas 
towards the suburbs and the urban periphery, contributing to the 
process of urban sprawl. More recently the urban settlement pattern 
within northern regions has been changing with smal I and medium sized 
cities growing faster thar the larger cities. In the South, the maJor 
cities have continued to expand relatively rapidly, reflecting the 
continuation of a traditional rural-urban migration pattern (although 
with some slowing down). 

33. As noted above, urban areas In general continue to attract 
migrants, even If the flow may be generally less intense than 
previously, with the main pressure In the future likely to come from 
outs I de the CommunIty. Many of these urban areas have been .confronted 
for some time with problems associated with concentrations of poverty 
and unemployment, decaying or Inadequate Infrastructures, overcrowding 
and pol lutlon. There are continuing problems meanwhl le In those rural 
areas experiencing an outflow of population. Migration f~om these areas 
often deprives them of the young and of potential entrepreneurs, whl le 
services both to Individuals and producers risk becoming unsustainable 
In remote and sparsely populated areas. 

34. The balanced development of the Community, al levlating the problems 
of congestion In the stronger regions at the same time as (and 
partly as a consequence of) creating opportunities In the older 
Industrial areas, rural areas and less developed regions of the 
Community, must therefore remain a priority for national and Community 
pol lcles, as discussed more fully In chapters 5 and 6 below. 
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Graph 2.4: Net migration in the Member States (per 1000 of population) 
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Chapter 3 

3 - 1 

RECENT ·EVIDENCE ON SOME CAUSES OF REGIONAL ECONOMIC 
DISPARITIES 

3.1 Determinants of competitiveness 

1. The preceedlng chapters discussed the development of ~lsparltles In 
the Community In relation to Incomes per head and rates of 
unemployment. This chapter looks at some of the Important causes 
contributing to regional disparities. In general, Income and 
unemployment disparities are a reflection of Interregional differences 
In competitiveness with lower productivity In problem regions tending 
to result In lower Incomes and lower rates of job creation. This 
section Investigates the relative Importance of various factors 
shaping regional competitiveness. Since a wel.l-tralned labour force 
and an Innovative research environment appear to be conducive to 
Increased regional Investment and economic activity, sections 3.2 and 
3.3 consider these particular factors In more detail. Section 3.4 
presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of the recent oi 1 

crisis on regional disparities within the Community. 

2. In an attempt to Improve our understanding of the broad range of 
factors which shape a region's competitiveness, a survey1 was carried 
out for the Commission with the aim of Identifying those factors which 
need to be Improved most urgent I y. The survey covered around 9000 
companies located In regions suffering from lagging development 
(Objective 1) or Industrial decline (Objective 2). For the purpose of 
comparison firms In ten more favoured regions, not subject to Community 
regional pol Icy assistance, were Included too. The survey questionnaire 
I I sted 37 determInants of competItIveness and asked bus I ness managers 
to Identify the 3 determinants with the highest priority for 
Improvement. 

3. In lagging regions, the determinant 'cost of credit' was mentioned 
most frequently .. The burden of the high cost of local credit on 
Investment In problem regions was confirmed by another study on the 
financing of smal I and medium sized enterprlses2. In contrast with the 
Increasingly homogeneous financial markets In e.g. the UK and Germany, 
Interregional disparities In the cost of credit appear to be 
significant In lagging regions. Short term Interest rates, for example, 
were about 2 percentage points higher In the South of Italy than in the 
Centre and North. In addition, the allocation of credit In some 
southern Community Member countries Is severely constrained by the 
existence of I lquldlty controls by the monetary authorities. The 
financing of private Investment In lagging regions Is further 
restrained by Imperfections In financial markets caused by long and 
complex loan and grant application procedures, Inadequate management 
ski I Is of entrepreneurs and deficiencies In the SME-project evaluation 
skills of local banks. In addition, there Is a shortage of flexible 
financing Instruments, Including venture capital, leasing and long- and 
medium-term loans. In view of Its Importance the study suggests a 

lfo (1990), An empirical assessment of factors shaping regional 
competitiveness In problem regions. Study financed by the European 
Commission, Luxembourg. 

2 Ernst & Whlnney (1990), Financing of smal I and medium-sized 
enterprises In assisted regions. Study financed by the European 
Commission. 
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number of pol Icy responses at Community level designed to: 

ease the cost of credIt and Improve the capacIty of banks to 
respond to the Investment needs of smaller enterprises (by way of 
guarantee schemes, lnnovatl~e financial products, etc); 
Improve the operation of regional development grant systems; and 
strengthen the role of business advisory and Information services. 

, 
4. Next In the ranking of determinants to be Improved came priorities 
which are common to lagging regions, regions In Industrial decl lne and 
the more favoured regions. They Include a lowering of Income and 
corporate tax rates; an Increase In the supply of qual I fled labour (see 
section 3.2); a decl lne of Indirect labour costs; a deregulation of the 
labour market; and a higher rate of economic growth. The high priority 
at.tached to this last factor Is an Indication of the Importance of a 
sound macroeconomic pol Icy as a precondition for a successful regional 
development pol Icy. 

5. Among the other factors of note, lnfrastructural determinants were 
again o·f particular concern to firms In lagging regions. The type of 
1 nfrastructure Improvements needed, however, dIffered somet lmes quIte 
substantially from one lagging region to the next. The transport 
network appears deficient In Ireland, the Italian Islands and some of 
the Spanish regions (e.g. Andalucla, Murcia, Gal lela, Asturias and 
Cast I I Ia y Leon). The supply and cost of energy poses serious problems 
in Portugal, Ireland and Northern Ireland. In the lagging regions on 
the I tal Jan mainland there appears to be a shortage of suitable 
industrial sites. Portugal Is In short supply In school facilities, 
while the non-metropolitan areas of Greece are in need of further 
Improvements In their communication systems. These results under I ine 
the need for an appropriate mix of general and region specific 
priorities for support measures of Community regional pol Icy In lagging 
regions. 

6. Business managers in lagging regions In particular also stressed 
the importance of industr tal policy as a means to strengthen the 
potential for activities In the area of research and development (see 
section 3.3). Other factors which have a significantly higher priority 
In lagging regions than elsewhere relate mainly to the local 
avai lab II ity of certain business and admlnlstrat lve services and other 
business suppl les. 

7., The restructuring of Industry In d~cllnlng Industrial regions has 
led to high levels of unemployment (see section 5.2). In spite of this, 
business managers place the need for an Increased availability of 
qua I If I ed I abour and a reduct I on of I abour costs on top of their 
priority ranking. This provides further evidence for a labour demand 
and supply mismatch with workers forced out of the declining sectors 
not having the right skills to find Jobs elsewhere. Meanwhile the 
"Insiders" who kept their Jobs appear to have been able to maintain 
their traditionally high levels of wages and benefits. The high labour 
costs In the decl lnlng sectors appear to have set the standard for the 
regions' other Industries with negative consequences for regional 
competitiveness and job creation. Occupational mobl I lty Is another 
vital factor In the conversion of these regions. Further vocational 

·training of the employed would contribute to the creation of a flexible 
work force which would be better able to weather future structural 
change. Those without employment should be encouraged to enroll in 
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retraining programmes enabl lng them to obtain the broad range of ski 1 ts 
needed to survive In the modern economy. 

8. Ranked third amongst priorities for Improvement In regions 
suffering from Industrial decline was the overall rate of economic 
growth. This high ranking I I lustrates the significant effects on 
regional competltlvenes of the macroeconomic pol lcles followed by the 
Member States. However, It also under I lnes the sensitivity of the 
traditional Industrial sectors to business cycle effects. The on-going 
dlverslflcat ion of these regions' economic base should reduce this 
sensitivity and Improve prospects for a sustained economic growth. 

9. These genera I· cone I us Ions were,,.conf I rmed recent I y by a· sma I 1-sca 1 e 
survey of European and foreign businessmen attending a regional pol Icy 
cQnference at Dub! In Castle. The respondents stressed the Importance of 
a high quality local Infrastructure (modern telecommunications In 
particular) and a good supply of local skilled labour. The supply of 
qualified labour emerges as a most crucial determinant of regional 
competitiveness. The abl I lty of regions to educate and attract 
qualified workers becomes ever more essential In the regions' pursuit 
of I ncr eased socIo-economIc deve I opment and we I 1-be I ng. The fo I I owing 
section of this chapter wl I I consequently be devoted to educatl~n and 
training. 

3.2 Disparities In education and training 

10. As the survey discussed In the previous section Indicated, an 
Insufficient supply of qual If led labour Is a problem faced by companies 
In stronger and weaker regions alike. In spite of this similarity, the 
underlying causes of this skills shortage differ quite substantially 
between types of regions and merit further analysis. 

11. For the more favoured regions of the Community the buoyant economic 
conditions over the recent years have resulted In skill mismatches 
between what firms themselves require and what even highly developed 
training systems are providing. Even unskl I led labour Is becoming 
Increasingly scarce In some of the regions most favoured by an 
expansion of economic activity and lower unemployment. 

12. For Industrial regions In decl lne, where unemployment remains 
rather high, an Improved supply of qualified labour Is top priority 
while an Increased availability of unqualified labour ranks visibly 
lower. This reflects .the need for retraining In these areas where 
apparently qualified labour does not have the particular skills in 
demand In modern Industry (see also section 3.1). 

13. A certain mismatch between the nature of the qual lflcations 
required for Jobs currently available and persons seeking a job is 
observable In all types of regions. However, In lagging regions and 
countries, a much larger structural discrepancy exists which 
contributes to the relatively high unemployment rates In general (see 
section 5.1) and among persons without occupational training In 
particular. The lack of an adequate education and training 
Infrastructure, the shortage of qual If led teachers, and the iower rates 
of participation In education and training activities at I appear to be 
contributing to the shortag~ of ski I led workers In the lagging regions 
of the Community. 
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14. Map 3.2 shows that the proportion of adolescents In education or 
training differs substantially between Community Member States and 
reglons3. The number of pupils, trainees and apprentices aged 15 ~ 19 
varies from less than 40% of that age group In Portugal to more than 
85% In Germany, the Netherlands and Denmark. In Belgium and France the 
share of adolescents In education or training Is around 75%. In 
countries where all or a large number of regions are classified as 
lagging (P, GR, IRL, I, and E) and also In the UK the share reaches 
60% at the maximum. 

15. As a whole, the gap between regions lagging behind and the rest of 
the Community emerges quite clearly, perhaps especially In a country 
like Spain where the average share of adolescents In education or 
training In the lagging regions Is about 15 percentage points below the 
average share of the remainder of the country. 

16. An additional gap can be observed between the central 
agglomerations of lagging regions and countries and the more remote 
rural areas where education and training facilities are even less 
accessible. In the Greater Athens metropolitan area, for Instance, the 
proportion of 15- 19 year olds In education or training I les more than 
6 percentage points above the Greek national average. 

17. These regional disparities In youth participation rates In 
education or training are Indicative of the problems experienced by the 
lagging regions of the Community In particular In developing a qual lty 
education and training system. For this reason, Community structural 
pol lcles have to attach a high priority to developing human resources 
(see section 6.3). These policies will Involve the creation of 
additional training places as wei I as an up-grading and re-orientation 
of the places already available. 

18. To bring education and training Infrastructures In lagging regions 
up to national standards, a major regionally differentiated Investment 
effort Is needed. If, for example, the share of adolescents in 
education or training In the lagging regions of Spain were to be 
brought up to the level of the other Spanish regions, an extra 320,000 
education and training places- an Increase of about 30% on the 1985 
total -would be required. 

19. The achievement of a Community standard, such as attaining the same 
share of 15- 19 year olds In education or training as In Germany, the 
Netherlands or Denmark would require an even bigger Investment effort. 
For Spain as a whole, around a million education and training places 
would have to be created, to be compared with the two million places 
aval !able. Simi far long-term efforts would be needed In other countries 
largely or completely covered under Objective 1 of the Structural 
Funds. One has to keep In mind that any Increase In participation in 
education or training now wl I I raise labour force qual tty only after a 
tIme I ag. 

20. Moreover, a simple convergence of the proportion of adolescents In 
education or training between the Community's regions would not suffice 
to bring about convergence In terms of labour force quality, 
productivity and living standards. The quality of the education and 

3 Derenbach (1990), Human capital and 
endowments: Investment requirements ·In 
financed by the European Commission. 
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Map 3.2: Proportion of adolescents in education and 1:di ning 
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training offered Is at least as Important as Its quantity. Also, 
Investment In qualified teachers and modern teaching equipment will 
only pay off In the long term. The demographic decline discussed In 
section 2.3 would suggest a need to Intensify efforts to maximise the 
effectiveness of the existing workforce. The Identification of 
appropr late act Ions to be taken should be based on a cooperat lve 
effort by local, regional, national and Community authorities active In 
this field. Meanwhl le, the changing age structure of population 

, suggests the need for Increased adult training actions. These 
developments are clearly evident In the no~thern Community Member 
states ~here a dec! lne lh the size of the labour force Is expected In 
the next d~cade. However, the need for slmLiar shifts wl I I also beco~e 
Increasingly evident In the southern Member_ States over time. 

3.3 Innovation and research 

21. Regional economic performance depends upon the progressive 
lntroduct lon over t lme of lnnovat Ions In products and processes to 
enhance the competitiveness of the regional economic base In an 
Increasingly competitive world. Process Innovations Increase 
productivity and lead normally to cost reductions, whereas product 
Innovations aim at the Introduction of new products or a better 
adJustment of ex 1st lng ones to demand and tend to Improve the market 
position of firms and regions. 

22. Most companies are wei I aware of the Importance of Innovation. More 
than 9 out of 10 firms covered by the above survey (see section 3.1) 
declared that they had Implemented product or process Innovations In 
some form over the last f lve years. For both types of lnnovat ion a 
decrease In performance In this regard was found moving from stronger 
regions through· Industrial regions In· decline to lagging regions. 
However, even In I agg I ng reg Ions more than 8 out of 10 fIrms gave a 
positive answer to the question whether they had Introduced product or 
process Innovations, although the Intensity of such efforts In lagging 
regions may be less than elsewhere as discussed below. 

23. In principle, Innovation Is not directly dependent on large scale 
own-research by firms or regions provided Information and technology 
transfers functIon smooth I y; But own-research fac Ill tates such 
~ransfers and consequently strengthens the firms' competitiveness. 
Complex Interdependencies between research and development, Information 
flows, qualified labour force, specialised Infrastructures, business 
services and Innovation exist at the regional level. As a result ·of 
this, a higher lnvo!vement of problem regions In research and 
development tends to Improve access to Information on Innovations and 
strengthens their attractiveness to qual I fled personnel4. 

24. Other evidence suggests that lagging Member States employ much 
lower shares of their labour force In research and development 
actIvIt I ~s and s·pend much I ess as a percentage of the 1 r GDP for the 
same purpose. At Community level three quarters of total global (I.e. 
publ lc and ptlvate) research and development expenditure was 

4 Goddard and others (1987), Research and technological development 
I~ the less favoured regions of the Community (STRIDE), Study 
fInanced . by the European CommIssIon, Lux~mbourg; and HiggIns and 
others (1987), STRIDE Science and Technology for regional 
Innovation and development In Europe, Study financed by the 
European Commission; Luxembourg. 

~I 
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concentrated In Germany, France and the UK In 1989.5 HIgh I y uneven 
distributions exists also within Member States. In Italy, 72% of all 
research and development expendIture and 70% of research and 
development employment In 1982 were concentrated In the North-West, 
whl le the South held only some 5% of research and development 
expenditure and employment. A high geographical concentration of 
research was also found In Spain. In 1983 Madrid accounted for more 
than half of total research and development expenditure followed by 
Cataluna with some 16%. In Portugal concentration was even more marked 
with the region around Lisbon accounting for 72%, and the coastal 
reg 1 ons of Por tug a I over a I I havIng a share of 93% of the nat I on a I 
total. The regional spread of private business expenditure for research 
and development shows similar results to those for global expenditure 
(see map 3.3). Further analysls6 reveals that the technological gap 
wl1hln the Member States Is wider than between Member States. Business 
managers are wei I aware of this situation and have expressed a demand 
for an Industrial policy which strengthens the potential for research 
and development (see section 3.1). 

25. To a large extent the spatial trends are a result of the historical 
trends In the Innovation process, with modern, technologically advanced 
and research-Intensive industries and firms tending to cluster around 
a few major cities of the Community while more traditional and less 
research and technology-Intensive Industries are at the same time more 
widely diffused and overrepresented In the less favoured regions. More 
specifically, the creation and production of new products and (to a 
lesser extent) the adoption of advanced processes are more frequently 
found in stronger regions than In weaker regions. 

26. There also seems to be a I Ink between the extent of Innovation and 
employment In a region. The above survey confirms this positive Impact 
on employment. Moreover, the link between product Innovation based on 
own-research and employment creation Is significantly stronger In smal I 
and medium sized companies than In big enterprises. Measures to Improve 
the Innovative performance of smal I and medium sized companies are thus 
of special Importance because they help not only to: Improve the 
competitiveness of those companies but also to stimulate the growth of 
employment In the region. · 

27. The concentration of research and development activities In the 
core regions of the Community appears to be an Important explanatory 
factor for the stickiness of regional disparities In Income and 
productivity (see chapter 1). Narrowing these dlsparl~les would require 
relatively higher rates of Increase In R&D expenditures and Innovative 
activities In problem regions In general and lagging regions In 
particular. Catching-up would require the attraction of Innovative 
companies as well as attempts to stimulate the breadth, depth and 
frequency of Innovation In existing firms .In weaker regions with a 
special accent on the encouragement of entrepreneurship In small and 
medium sized firms. Also basic and applied research and development 
facl I ltles outside the firms have to be strengthened to create a basis 
for further technology transfers to the pr lvate sector (the STRIDE 
Initiative (see chapter 7) and the Business Innovation Centres 
represent a Community contribution toward this end). 

5 Calculations based upon OECD, STI ID Data Bank, Paris July 1990. 
6 Goddard and others (1987), op. eft. and Higgins and others (1987), 

o·p. c 1 t. 
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Map 3. 3: Business expendi !:-ure on research and development in the EC 1983 

m G 

_,a -.... 

<:::>\ 
'--"" 

2 

2 

1 

1 

X share GDP 1983 

33. 0 

Businu• E1penditun u I 
af GVA in indll•try 1983 

E3 1 : > 178. B 

~ 2 : 139.4 - 178.8 

I [3 ' , m. o - m. < 
!II] 4 : bB. b - 1118. I 

1~5: 21. 2 -

IIllill b : ( 21. 2 

eur12 = 111!.1! 
s = 7B.B 

bl. b 



3 - 7 

3.4 Regions of the Community and the 1990 of I shock 

28. During the second half of 1990 the world economy has been exposed 
for the third time since 1973 to a major 011 price and supply shock. At 
the time this report was prepared the extent and duration of the shock 
were surrounded by considerable uncertainty with the result that only 
pre! lmlnary, global assessments could be attempted. 

29. The Importance of off In countr les' pr !mary energy consumptIon 
gives a first Indication of their Immediate sensitivity to rapidly 
rising oil prices and supply constraints. Graph 3.4 shows that the 
share of oil In pr lmary energy consumptIon In 1988 was 45% for the 
Community as a whole, but 74% In Portugal, 60% In Greece and Italy and 
56% In SpaIn. Broad I y speakIng the I agg I ng regIons tend to have the 
highest dependency ratio on ol I In the Community. 

30. Reducing dependence on oil (through energy-saving or substitution 
measures) tends to be a longer-term process. Consequently a rise in 
the price of oil tends to raise the Import bill for oil, a bill which 
was equivalent to 1.1% of the Community's GOP In 1989. While all 
Member States, with the exception of the UK, are net Importers of oi I, 
the relative size of the bill varies substantially from country to 
country. The oil bl I I tends to be higher than the Community average in 
the weaker Member States, notably In Portugal and Greece where it 
amounts to 3.5% and 3% of GDP, repectlvely. The short-term effect of 
higher ol I prices on current balances wl I I vary, correspondingly, from 
Member State to Member State. Especially vulnerable are those Member 
States where relatively higher Import bills come on top of existing 
current account deficits. Such a combination Is again characteristic 
of the southern parts of the Community as shown in table 3.4 I.e. 
Greece, Spain, Portugal and to a somewhat lesser extent In Italy. 
Thus, It Is In most of the weaker parts of the Community where 
dependence on oil Imports and the shock effect of prIce Increases are 
strongest. 

31. Supply and price problems on the world market for oil will also 
tend to have repercussIons on a I I other traded energy sources (gas, 
electricity, coal). The dependence on (net) energy imports In total 
energy consumption therefore gives a. somewhat broader picture of 
medium-term sensitivity to an ol I shock. Here again Portugal ranks on 
top with an Import share In total energy consumption (1988) of 88% 
followed by Italy (82%), and Greece, Spain and Ireland with 64 to 66% 
(Graph 3.4). These are conslderabl,y above the Community average of 

"46%. 

32. Overal I lagging Member States and . their regions show highest 
dependency rates on ol I and energy Imports In the Community. There are, 
however, also a number of stronger regions of the Community with a 
concentration of ol I or energy Intensive sectors which may also have to 
undergo substantial adJustments. The recent energy shock together with 
exIstIng energy prob I ems In some regIons (see chapter 3.1) therefore 
Implies another shift In relative regional competitiveness and 
development prospects with, It would appear, the lagging regions 1 lkely 
to be among those most severely affected. 
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Graph 3.4: Oil dependency of Member States, 1988 
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Table 3.4: Current account of Member States and dependence 
on oil, 1989 

Net oil im(lort bill Tlalnnce or 
payments 

Member State..<" Difference •with on current 

. as% or GOP f.UR12 in account 

%points as% or GDP 

D 1.9 O.R 1.0 

DK 0.5 -0.6 -1.8 

D 1.1 0 4 .5 

GR 2.9 1.1! -4.9 

E 1.7 0.6 -2.9 

I' 1.1 () -0.4 

IRL 1.5 0.4 1.6 

I 1.3 0.2 1.3 

L 2.8 1.7 32. 1 

NL 1.7 0.6 3.2 

r 3.5 2.4 .. 1.2 

UK -0.1 -1.2 -4.1 

EURI2 1.1 - 0.0 

Source: DG Il 
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BOX 3.1 

FACTORS SHAPING REGIONAL COMPETITIVENESS IN PROBLEU REGIONS 

1. In 1988, the Commission charged the Ito-Institute for Economic 
Research with launching a study on the regional determinants of 
competltlveness.1 

2. The survey, carried out In early 1989, covered about 9000 companies 
In Industry and business services. Its primary focus was on firms 
located In regions suffering from lagging development (Objective 1) 
or Industrial decline (ObJective 2). For the purpose of comparison 
firms In ten more favoured regions, not subject to Community 
regional policy support, were Included too. The 'lagging regions' 
of the survey correspond to the regions eligible for Community aid 
under Objective 1 of the reform of the Structural Funds, with the 
exceptions of the French overseas departments and the Canary 
Islands. The regions In Industrial decline correspond largely to 
the areas on the I 1st of Objective 2 regions decided upon later In 
1989. The regions covered by the survey were for practical purposes 
defined at the NUTS 2 level. 

3. The primary aim of the·study was to Identify possible determinants 
of the competitive position of enterprises and to assess the 
relat lve Importance of these determinants. lnformat lon on the 
companIes· assessments of 37 factors shapIng reg I ona I 
competitiveness was obtained directly from corresponding questions 
In the survey. This broad range of factors covered various aspects 
of the regional economies: financial markets, the educational 
system, the labour market, the macroeconomic outlook, 
Infrastructure, national and regional policies and Institutions, 
regional economic structure and social facl I ltles. Company-specific 
factors were explored Indirectly by evaluating the Innovation 
strategies of the respondents. In addition, the survey Inquired 
about the companies' view on regional policy - assessments and 
priorities -and on the completion of the Single Market by 1992. 
The results concerning the Single Market are presented In Chapter 9 
of this. report. 

lfo (1990), An empirical assessment of factors shaping 
competitiveness In problem regions. Study financed by the European 
Commission, Luxembourg, aval lable from. the Office for Official 
Publ !cations of the EC. 

4eme Rapport per iodique Doc : /u/oJ/RAP•/EN-chJ/11/12/90 



4 - 1 

Chapter 4 REDUCING DISPARITIES A LONG-TERM CHALLENGE 

4.1 Income disparities 

1. As was seen In chapter 1, disparities between the Community's 
regions In the level of Income as measured by GOP per head remain 
considerable (GOP per head In the 10 strongest regions of the Community 
was three times that of the 10 weakest regions In 1988). Reducing these 
disparities between the regions requires that the weaker regions 
maintain a faster rate of growth than the stronger regions over time. 

2 .. It Is revealing to Illustrate this by calculating, using given 
growth rate differentials, the length of time required to reduce 
disparities between the regions significantly. For example, a region 
with a GOP per head which Is 70% of the Community average (I.e. an 
Index value of 70) to converge by 20 percentage points to 90% of the 
Community average must: 

exceed the Community average rate of growth In GOP her head by 
1 1/4 percentage points every year for 20 years; 

or exceed the CommunIty average rate of growth In GOP her head by 
1 3/4 percentage points every year for 15 years; 

3. For a region with GOP per-head which Is half the Community average 
to Improve Its reI at I ve posIt I on by twenty percentage poInts to an 
Index of 70 Is a somewhat more daunting task. For this to be achieved 
over 20 years the growth rate differential In favour of the lagging 
region must be of the ~rder of 1 3/4% whl le over 15 years the 
differential must be some 2 1/4%. This underlines the fact that It Is 
those regions with the weakest starting position vis-a-vis the rest of 
the CommunIty whIch are faced wl th the most d Iff I cuI t cha I lenge In 
catching up. 

4. During the period of economic recovery In the second half of the 
1980s average Community growth has been around 3 percent per annum. If 
this trend were to continue, a region with GOP per head of half the 
Community average would have to grow at more than 5% per annum over 15 
years to achieve a level of GOP per head equivalent to 70% of the 
Community average. For the 20 or so regions of the Community who fit 
Into this category, the clear conclusion Is that economic convergence 
represents a formidable challenge both In terms of the real growth In 
output required and the length of time over which It must be 
consistently sustained. 

5 .. Theoretical scenarios apart, It Is useful to compare the experience 
during the 1980s of the group of Member states where Income per head Is 
less than 75% of the Community average (Ireland, Spain, Portugal, 
Greece -'EUR(4)') with the rest of the Community ('EUR(8)'). 

6. Having recorded a rate of growth of total GOP over the period 1982-
85 of 1.9%, almost Identical to that of the rest of the Community, the 
EUR(4) countries as a group established a growth differential with 
EUR(8) over the per lod 1986-1990 of 1.2 percentage points per year 
(I.e. 4.2% pa for EUR (4) less 3.0% pa for EUR(8)). It emerges, 
however, that In spite of this significantly better performance by the 
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EUR (4) countries relative to their Community partners, and with rates 
.of growth of population taken Into account, the degree of convergence 
over the period 1985-1990 In terms of GOP per head Is relatively 
modest. The GOP per head of the EUR (4) countries as a group moved'from 
66% of the Community average In 1985 to 69% In 1990. As Indicated In 
paragraph 3, If a given lagging region, with a GOP per head similar to 
tbe average of EUR(4) In 1990 managed to sustain a growth differential 
with the rest of the Community of around 1 1/4% per year, It would take 
two decades to achieve GOP per head of 90% of the Community average. 

7. The recent reI at I ve I y modest convergence has been achIeved In a 
period where general economic conditions In the Community have been 
highly favourable. At the same time, however, factors have already 
emerged which threaten the continuation of those circumstances. The 
stability of the economies In the EUR (4) countries needs to be 
secured by reducing Inflationary pressures and avoiding Internal and 
external Imbalances, otherwise the generally favourable economic 
performance of these countries relative to the rest of the Community 
wl 11 not be sustained. In this sense, nominal convergence In the 
Community Is a prerequisite to real convergence. 

8. It Is also Important to note that the relatively high rates of 
economic growth achieved during the recent past have not ·been evenly 
shared among EUR(4) countr les. As Indicated In chapter 1, Greece in 
part I cuI ar has not succeeded In cant ro I I I ng Its macro-economic 
Imbalances and has not shared fully In the economic recovery of the 
other Member States. The result of this Is that GOP per head In Greece, 
falling from 56% of the Community average In 1985 to 53% In 1990, 
appears to be diverging from rather than converging towards that of her 
partners despite the Increasing efforts of the Comunlty's Structural 
Funds during the 1980s. This contrasts sharply with the position In 
Spain which has seen Its GOP per head rise from 72% to 77% of the 
Community average over the same period. 

9. The levels and trends In regional GOP per head are therefore such 
that, on any realistic assessment, significantly reduced disparities 
can only be achieved over a long period. As discussed elsewhere, 
creating a growth differential sufficient to allow catching up to take 
place depends on the fulfilment of certain condlt Ions· Including In 
particular the maintenance of efforts In the weaker regions to Increase 
the quantity and effectiveness of Investment and to Improve the qual lty 
of human resources. 

4.2 Olsoarltles In unemployment 

10. In section 2.2 It was seen that, whl.le r,ecent developments offer 
some encouragement, the level of disparities In rates of unemployment 
among the regions of the Community remains considerable. In 1990 at one 
end of the spectrum there were 12 regions of the Community with a rate 
of unemployment below 3% while at the opposite end of the spectrum 
there were some 19 regions with a rate of unemployment exceeding 1~%. 

11. Following similar methodology to the preceding analysis It Is 
possible to estimate, by reference to assumed rates of employment 
growth, the time-period required to reduce the regional unemployment 
rate by given amounts. 

12. For example, to reduce the unemployment rate by five percentage 
points from 20% to 15% a given region would have to 
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sustain an employment growth of 2 114 per cent per year over 5 
years 
or, sustain an employment growth of 1 112 per cent per year over 10 
years. 

To reduce the unemployment rate by 10 percentage points a region would 
have to 

sustain an employment growth of 3112 per cent per year over 5 
years. 
or, sustain an employment growth of 2 114 per cent per year over 10 
years. 

13. In order to place these figures In context, even In a situation of 
strong economic growth the rate of Increase In employment In the 
CommunIty has averaged around 1 1 I 4 per cent per year (see section 
2.J). To reduce the rate of unemployment In a given region by Just five 
percentage points would take 15 'Years of employment growth of 1 1/4% 
per annum. The rate of Increase In employment required to achieve the 
same resu 1 t over 5 years, I.e. 2 1 I 4% per year, has been seen on I y in 
Spain and even there such rates of growth have only been achieved in 
recent years and are abnormally high by historical standards. 

14. It seems clear therefore that significant reductions In the rate of 
unemployment In the worst-affected regions wl I I take considerable time 
even under the most favourable conditions. This Is without allowing for 
the fact that a sustained per lod of employment growth could increase 
the labour force by more than the 1% per annum allowed for In the 
simulations above, firstly, as rising opportunities attract new 
entrants Into the Job market and, secondly, as positive migratory flows 
of labour to the region are generated. On the first point, It Is worth 
not lng that part lc I pat Jon rates In the labour markets of many of the 
high unemployment regions are at present some 10 ·percentage points 
below the Community average. An acceleration· In the growth of the 
labour force as a result of rising participation rates or other causes 
would of course reduce the effects on the unemployment rate of 
Increasing employment. 

15. It Is also Important to underline that success In reducing the rate 
of unemployment In the worst-affected regions depends heavl Jy on the 
characteristics of their regional labour markets. In this regard, the 
regions of high unemployment Include both lagging regions and regions 
In Industrial decline but with an overwhelming preponderance of the 
former drawn almost entirely from Ireland, Spain and southern Italy. In 
the lagging regions, among the characteristics of the labour market are 
a relative sparsity of employment In the secondary and tertiary sectors 
(high dependence on agriculture), relatively low female activity rates 
and a relatively high Incidence of unemployment among the young. 

16. Significant employment growth In the lagging regions l~pl ies 
considerable restructuring of the economy towards the secondary sector 
(especially manufacturing) and the tertiary sector. As noted In section 
2.1, empl~yment growth In the Community In the 1980s has been dominated 
by the tertiary sector covering a wide range of activities which range 
on the one hand from computer services, legal and economic advisory 
services, financial services to retail sales on the other hand. Service 
Industries of the former type tend to demand relatively high quality 
human resources and regions following this path to employment growth 
would therefore require long-term Investment In the development of 
their education and training systems (see section 3.2). In services 
such as retailing, the opportunities have tended to be for women In 
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part 1 cu 1 ar 1 nvo 1 v 1 ng, In many cases, part-tIme workIng. The ex tent to 
which regions can avail of the opportunities will depend from the 
supply-side on the flexlbl I lty of the labour force and, perhaps, on the 
posslbl 1 lty of Increasing female activity rates (even though this wl I I 
a iso, In effect, Increase the labour force). 

17. Given th~ existence of high rates of unemployment among the young 
In the high-unemployment regions, approaching and sometimes exceeding 
50%, measures wou 1 d need to contInue to be focused on thIs group In 
order to ensure that they are equipped to participate effectively In 
the labour market . 

18. In summary, the nature of the task facing the weaker regions of the 
Community seems clear. Reducing significantly rates of unemployment In 
t~ese areas depends both on employment growth and on supply-side 
Improvements to ensure that effective human resources are aval !able to 
take advantage of opportunlt les so created. Such efforts will have to 
be maintained over the longer-term, at least over a decade, In order to 
achieve results on a scale which would reduce appreciably the current 
disparities In unemployment In the Community. 

19. Meanwhl le In relation to Incomes, the previous section demonstrated 
that this may be even more difficult and long-term. Catching up, for 
example, some 20 percentage points only, I.e. less than half the 
distance by which the weakest regions are lagging behind the Community 
average, would require more than two decades even under favourable 
conditions. 
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B COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE FOR PROBLEU REGIONS 

Chapter 5 THE PROBLEM REGIONS: SITUATION AT THE END OF THE 1980s 

1. By restricting the use of the structural funds to the achievement 
of a 1 lmlted number of objectives, Community support Is concentrated on 
addressing the most serious regional problems. The selection of the 
most seriously affected areas of the Community was undertaken using 
criteria based on harmonized statistics (see section 6.2). While these 
eligibility criteria represent overall Indicators of the principal 
problems faced by the various groups of regions, a more detal ted 
picture of the situation and development of the areas In question is 
necessary in order to understand more fully the extent of both the 
common problems as well as the diversity of situations faced by the 
assisted regions at the time of the Implementation of the reform of the 
Community's structural actions. 

5.1 Lagging regions CObjecttye 1) 

2. The Community has decided to promote the economic development of 
those regions lagging behind as measured by GDP per head. These have 
been genera I I y defIned as areas where GDP per head Is at I east 25 % 
below the Community average. All such regions1 occupy a peripheral 
position, to the south and to the west of the Community (see map 5.1). 
A quarter of the population of these areas live on Islands some of 
which are very sma II (Greek Is I ands) and very remote (In the cases of 
Canaries (E), the Azores and Madeira (P) and DOM2 (F)) which 
constitutes an additional handicap to their economic development. The 
population In lagging regions Is unequally distributed with a 
population density by region rising from less than 15 to more than 400 
Inhabitants per km2. In addition, the population of the three Member 
States entirely covered by Objective 1 Is concentrated in each case in 
one or two major urban centres of rapid growth in demographic terms, 
such urban areas accountIng for between a thIrd and near I y a ha 1 f of 
the total national population CDubl In (IRL), Lisbon and Oporto (P) and 
Athens and Thessalonlka (GR)). This poses Important problems in terms 
of regional planning and In terms of safeguarding the environment, not 
only In the large and rapidly expanding cities but also in rural zones 
where other problems exist (depopulation, difficult natural conditions, 
low productivity and underemployment In agriculture, ... ). 

3. Population growth In Objective 1 regions Increased during the 1980s 
by a rate of near IY 1% a year on average, four times more than In the 
remainder of the Community. The reduction In the rate of demographic 
growth already underway In the other areas wi II also occur in the 
backward regions during the 1990s to levels achieved some 10 years 
earlier In the rest of the Community (I.e. to around +0.2% per year), 

Andalusia, Asturias, Cast! I Ia y Leon, Cast! 1 Ia-Ia Mancha, Ceuta y 
Mel I I Ia, Communldad Valenclana, Extremadura, Gal lela, Canarias, 
Murcia, DOM, Corsica, Ellada (all regions), Ireland, Abruzzi, 
Basi I icata, Calabria, Campania, Mol lse, PuglIa, Sardenla, Slci 1 ia, 
Portugal (at I regions), Northern Ireland. 

2 DOM includes Guyane which, whl le not an Island, Is also very remote 
from the centres of the Community 
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owing to falling fert lllty rates3. In some of the lagging regions 
notably In Greece and Portugal, population may cease to grow altogether 
while In others, notably In Corsica and some Spanish and I tal ian 
regions, there may be a decl lne similar to what has already occured in 
other parts of the Community. 

4. Nevertheless, during the present decade the rapid Increase In the 
labour force will cant lnue, owing to the flow of a large number of 
young people, born In the 1970s, on to the labour market. Between now 
and the end of the. century, the I abour force of these areas shou I d 
Increase by more than two million people, while It will stagnate in 
the other areas, which will place additional pressure for jobs on top 
of the considerable needs already present. Indeed, the average rate of 
unemployment In the Objective 1 regions Is double4 that of ·ather 
areas (14 1/4% against 7%). With regard to women, the ratio is 2,3: 1 
(21% against 9%) and, for young people, it is 3: 1 (32 1/4% against 
11 1/4%). During the second half of the 1980s there was a slight 
decrease In unemployment In the backward regions. This situation was 
primarily due to a deterioration of the labour market situation In the 
Italian areas concerned, while there was an Improvement In the other 
backward regions. where In a number of cases (E, P) the unemployment 
level fel I more quickly than the average of the Community. 

5. The mean Income (GDP per head expressed In PPS) of lagging regions 
f~l 1 by one percentage point with respect to the average of the 
Community during the five years which preceded the reform (see 
table 5). As In the case of the labour market noted above, this results 
from 'divergent' development (Greece, Corsica and the majority of 
Italian regions concerned) and 'convergent' (Ireland, Spanish regions, 
Portugal and Northern Ireland) with respect to the Community average. 
Productivity (GDP per person employed) also Increased In a significant 
way In most of the Spanish regions, In Campania and Abruzzl (1), in 
Ireland and In Portugal during this same period. 

6. By taking Into consideration jointly the unemployment rate and the 
GDP per head, It Is possible to distinguish lagging regions which 
experienced during the 1980s a favourable development overall (see 
graph 5). In this respect, Portugal (as from 1985) and the majority of 
Spanish areas can be described as convergent, attaining increases in 
GOP per head faster than the average together with a more significant 
reduction In the unemployment rate. Similarly, Ireland, Northern 
Ireland, three Adriatic Italian regions and most of the other Spanish 
regions5 have experienced above average output growth, although their 
relative unemployment levels worsened somewhat. Greece and the majority 
of the I tal ian regions have developed less favourably and have diverged 
from the Community average both in economic output and labour market 
terms. For Object lve 1 regions considered overall, there was, before 
the reform of the structural funds, no trend towards convergence since 
both the mean unemployment rate and level of Income per head were 

3 See section 2.3. 
4 This divergence would be more marked If the various forms of under

employment could be measured. Taking Into account under-employment 
in agriculture, the unemployment rate in the Objective 1 areas 
might be adjusted upwards by three percentage ~olnts against only 
one point In the other areas. 

5 Murcia (E) was an exception with a rapid reduction in the 
unemployment rate but with sl lghtly divergent GOP. 
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Table 5: Social and economic situation of objectives I and 2 regions' 

~"''' ~ 
Labour market 

I 
Unemployment rate 

Regions lnhahjkm' P:1rticip:1tion , ., ., I ,::"~: 
! 

total I Change A vcrag·~ 
(l9S8) in °/o iu o,.o points (1988/89/90) 

(!99t)) 

I (1985-!990) EUR12 = 100 

l 
Objective ! 76.0 1 ~0.0 1.1..., .-•• > -0.3 165.7 

Other n~gi1)P.S:: -s - ' J.4.9 6.9 -2.9 34.8 I/, .U I 
-

' I 
Obj~ctivc 2 2 i l.O' I -12.9 9.5 -4.2 125.1 

I 
Other regions" : .12.0' I 43.6 -~ 0 -1.8 94.9 

Non obj.l and 2 regions 148.2 1 44.01 6.2 -2.7 74.0 

ElJR 12 143.6 1 '13.5 S.J -2.4 100.0 

'Figure~· for objecrivc 2 regions cover all YUI:> 3 regions whP.rP. c.! leas! 50 •;..;; is eligible, exceplion see 5 
'T,JWI labour jorce as a share of IO!c.l popularion 
'!.~eluding regions eligible under objecrive 2 
'I nc/uding regions eligible under objccrive I 
'Tole./ objec£ive 2 regions and :o1a/ o1hr.: regions 

-··- -

Economy 

Sectoral structure 
GUI' 

EUR12 = 100 

Share of sectors in total employment Per inhabitant 
I (1985) in PPS 

Agriculture Industry Services !983 1988 

21.3 27.5 51.1 67.9 66.9 

5.2 35.0 59.0 103.1 103.2 

.3.4 38.2 58.0 9\.J 98.1 

13.2 32.8 54.1 100.7 101.6 

12.5 33.1 54.4 102.8 104.5 

8.6 32.3 59.1 100.0 100.0 

I 

i 
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Grllph 5: Chmtges in the position of the objective l regions compared to the Community 
average during the 1980's 
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not evolving favourably, even If encouraging signs were perceptible In 
some cases. 

5.2 pecllnlnq Industrial areas_COblectlve 2) 

7. The decl lnlng Industrial zones el lglble for ~bjectlve 2 are NUTS-3 
level regions, or more often, parts of these reglons,6 with the result 
that statistics comparable with Community definitions are practically 
unobtainable. The analysis of Objective 2 areas which follows is 
consequently based prlmarl lyon the data for the NUTS-3 regions where 
at least half of the population Is el lglble for Objective 2. 

8.· The Industrial areas covered by Objective 2 are on average very 
densely populated (on average more than twice the average of the 
Community) with In certain cases densities exceeding 1,000 inhabitants 
per km2. Consequently this Involves zones which are often confronted 
with Important problems of regional planning, such as those connected 
with congestion, the dereliction of factory sites, and pol lutlon. 

9. In 1990, the unemployment rate In Objective 2 regions was more than 
1 1/4 percentage points higher than the average of the Community (9.5% 
against 8.3%, see table 5), although at rates appreciably lower than 
that of the lagging regions. Between 1985 and 1990, the rate has 
decreased on average by 41/4 percentage points, more quickly than in 
the Community as a whole (- 21/2 points). In general the 
unemployment rate has tended to react favourably to economic growth in 
the Community In recent years. Consequently, the list of the areas 
meeting the eligibility criteria for Objective 2 could change more 
quickly than, for example, that of Objective 1 regions as time evolves. 
Provisional statistics suggest that updating the calculation would 
result In a few changes leading, In net terms, to a certain reduction 
in population coverage of the basic list. This development wi II be 
monitored regularly, to see If this tendency Is confirmed. In any 
event, the zones currently on the list will remain eligible for at 
least the duration of the Community support frameworks for Objective 2, 
I.e. to the end of 1991. 

5.3 Rural areas COblectlve 5b) 

10. The rural areas of the Community cover more than four fifths of Its 
territory and around one third of Its population. More than half of 
these rural areas are outside the lagging reglons7. Those rural areas 
which are eligible for Objective 5b represent 17% of the territory of 
the Community but only 5% of Its population. The low population density 
of Objective 5b areas, among which are areas of less than 20 
Inhabitants per km2, constitutes only one of a number of handicaps. To 
this handicap limited access can be added (Insularity, perlpherallty 

6 Of the 131 NUTS-3 level regions concerned, only 27 are entirely 
eligible for objective 2. See also Box 5.2. 

7 In order to deepen the understanding of the nature of the rural 
areas of the Community, the Statistical Office Is launching a joint 
study In cooperation with the OECD to define such areas in a 
Community context and to collect data. 
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with respect to the economic centres, mountainous situation, etc.) 
.which constitutes a disadvantage both for the development of modern 
agriculture and for the establ lshment of new economic activities. These 
areas Include, moreover, certain weaker zones which have experienced 
depopulation owing to migration of more than half of their population 
during the last 25 years In some cases, brought about by weak 
diversification of Industries and services and of the lack of new job 
creation. 

11. Rural areas tend not to have high rates of unemployment compared to 
the rest of the Community. This Is often a result, however, of· the 
outmlgratlon of young people from rural areas as wei I as the existence 
of under-employment (hidden unemployment) In the agricultural sector. 
Over time the agricultural sector has become less Important. In 
employment terms It Is now about half the size of the production sector 
In rural areas where an estimated 25-30% of the total employment Is to 
be found, mostly In smal I and medium sized enterprises. 

12. Rural areas eligible under Objective 5b possess a diversity of 
assets. In particular the ecological endowment of rural areas 
represents an asset both for rural Inhabitants and for urban visitors. 
This endowment offers the prospect of alternative sources of employment 
for those wishing to leave the Iand and alternative sources of income 
for those wishing to remain on the land. Among the areas for potential 
development are those In the tourism and craft production sectors (both 
Independent from, and complementary to, agricultural activity) and in 
the development of small and medium sized, rurally-based enterprises. 
Measures under Objective 5b will complement those under ObJective 5a 
which aim to add value to local primary production through Improvements 
In the food processing sector, In product marketing, etc .. In the 
primary production sector Itself, there Is scope for diversification of 
production Including the exploitation of special 1st markets. 
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BOX 5.2 

The del Imitation of ObJective 2 areas: NUTS 3 regions and labour market 
areas 

1. The areas el lglble under Objective 2, (Industrial regions in 
decl lne), were determined according to three criteria: 

(a) the average rate of unemployment ~ecorded over the last three years 
must have been above the Community average; 

(b) the percentage share of Industrial employment In total employment 
must have equal led or exceeded the Community average In any 
reference year from 1975 onwards; 

(c) there must have been an observable fall In industrial employment 
compared with the reference year chosen in accordance with 
poInt (b). 1 

2. Areas meeting these criteria had to represent or belong to NUTS 3 
regions and In addition provision was made for the Inclusion of: 
adjacent areas sati~fying criteria (a) to (c) above, urban communities 
with an unemployment rate 50% above the Community average and having 
experienced a substantial fall In Industrial employment and other areas 
with particularly severe sectoral problems. 

3. On the basis of these criteria a list of regions (located in 9 
Member States) was drawn up which, In the event, represented a co~erage 
of some 25% of the Community's population. This figure exceeded the 
guldel lne that coverag~ under Objective 2 should be I lmited to 15% of 
the Community populatlon2. To respect this guldel lne, the Member 
States, at the request of the Commission, provided a ~reak-down of the 
regional figures Into the most appropriate sub-regional level in order 
to Identify the parts worst affected by Industrial decline. Depending 
on the context, and the ava II ab I I I ty of data, a number of dIfferent 
types of sub-regional area were used In the different Member States. 

4. In 7 Member States, the sub-regional units were· based essentially 
on administrative areas. In terms of underlying principle, such units 
differ from NUTS units only In terms of size, since the latter are also 
based on administrative areas. For 2 Member States, UK and F, the sub
regional units used were functional rather than administrative areas 
defined according to labour market crlterla3. 

5. These functional units are Intended, In the countries concerned, to 
represent relatively self-contained local labour markets so that 
commuting to and from work occurs to a large degree Inside the boundary 
of any such area. As such, these areas were highly suitable In the 
identification of problem areas In terms of both employment, and 
unemployment, change. 

1 Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88, Article 9. 
2 Ibid, 18th recital. 
3 Labour market areas also exist In West Germany but were not used to 

Identify the worst-affected areas because they are generally bigger 
than the NUTS 3 admlntstrative units. 
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6. At present, however, labour market areas exist In only three Member 
States. Even then, there are differences In the way the concept of 
labour market area has been operationalised (see table). In view of 
the potential usefulness of labour market areas In future In Community 
regional pol tcy the Statistical Office Is currently exploring the 
posslbl I lty of extending the concept more widely among the Member 
States based on harmonlsed definitions. 

Table: Some properties of labour market areas 

D F UK 

1. Nome Arbeitsmarktregionen Zone d'Emploi Travel-to-Work 
Areas 

2. Total m.rnbe r in country 179 365 334 
(Total nunber of 

NUTS level 3) (328) (100) (65) 

3. Average size 
3. 1 population ( 1985) 341,000 151,000 170,000 
3.2 km2 1390 1490 731 

4. Self-containment 5(),; 5(),; 70-75% 

5. Data avai I able GOP Emp I oyment Employment 
Employment Unemp I oymen t Un emp I oymen t 
Unemployment Population Population 
Population 
Wage rates 

6. Spatial 'bui I ding block' Geme inden Conmune Word 
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Chapter 6 REGIONAL POLICIES OF THE COMMUNITY SINCE 1989 

6.1 General elements· 

1. In the context of the completion of the Single market, as a step on 
the way to further Community Integration, the European Regional 
Development Fund CERDF) and Community regional policy were explicitly 
Included for the first time In the treaties (Article 130 C) 
establishing the European Communities. The guidelines for the 
Implementation of the Community's alms In this regard were outlined 
Initially In the communication of the Commission "to make a success of 
the Single Act- a new border for Europe"1 before being presented 
formally. In a framework regulatlon2 applying to the three funds and 
four specific regulatlons3. All of these new regulations came Into 
force on 1 January 1989. 

2. The aim of this reform of the structural funds was, on the one hand, 
to concentrate the actions of the funds on a I lmlted number of priority 
objectives, and, on the other hand, to establish a new approach to 
implementation and management. 

3. For a I I of the funds concerned the reform I nt reduced a number of new 
elements: 

a concentration of 
of clearly defined 
attached to the 
(Objective 1); 

the Funds' actions In favour of a I lmlted number 
objectives among which particular Importance was 
increased development ·of the lagging regions 

a doubl log of resources compared to 1987 to be Introduced gradually 
by 1993 (or 1992 In the case of reglbns covered by Objective 1); 
changes In management regarding the drawing up of Cbmmunlty support 
frameworks and of the procedures regarding the follow up of 
Implementation and the evaluation of the actions; 
Interventions by multlannual programmes rather than by projects, in 
order to ensure better coherence and effect lveness In the act ions 
undertaken; 
a delegation of powers by the Council to the Commission to allow 
the launching of programmes on the Initiative of the Community (see 
chapter 7); 
closer coordination between the three structural funds and the 
other financial Instruments of the Community so that the regional 
support frameworks cover and coordinate the Interventions of all 
the financial Instruments concerned; 
an Important strengthening of partners~lp through the participation 
of the regions in the preparation and Implementation of the 
programmes; 
the use of a varIety of forms of f I nanc I a I ass 1 stance on the part 
of the Community with greater flexlbl I lty In the granting of 
advances. 

Doc. final COM(87)100. 
2 Regulation (EEC) n· 2052/88 of the Council at Its meeting on 24 

June 1988. 
3 Regulations CEEC) n· 4053/88 to 4256/88 of the Council at its 

meet lng on 19 December 1988. Regarding the Community regional 
pol Icy before 1989, see 3rd periodic report, Chapter 5. 
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4. For the ERDF Itself the reform Introduced further new elements. 
Firstly, It Introduced a maJor concentration of Its field of 
Intervention, functionally as well as geographically. In particular, 
there has been an Important concentrat lon of around 80% of 
appropriations aval !able on ObJective 1 regions. Secondly, the system 
of predlstrlbutlon determined by the Councl I was replaced by an 
Indicative distribution between Member States of. 85% of the commitment 
appropriations of the ERDF determined by the Commission (this 
distribution being to facl I I tate the programming of the actions). 

6.2 Geographical and financial concentration 

s.· The actions under the ERDF are concerned with the three Objectives 
of the reform out I lned In chapter 5 which are regional In nature. The 
regions and the zones el lglble for these Objectives were determined on 
the basis of Community statistical criteria and thresholds and 
according to procedures laid down In the regulations on the structural 
funds. The ERDF may not Intervene outside these areas: with one minor 
exception. With regard to Objectives 2 and 5b, the el lglble zones were 
delimited on a fine geographical level (regional level NUTS-Ill, or 
below) so as to concentrate Community action on the most seriously 
affected zones, while attempting to avoid dispersing It on small, 
Isolated problem areas. 

6. Member States can and do, of course, comprise regions eligible 
under different Objectives. In this respect, three groups can be 
distinguished. Firstly, the weakest Member States (GR, P and IRL) are 
entirely eligible under Objective 1. Particular problems of rural 
development or of reconversion of Industry In these countries are 
consequently addressed In the CSFs under Objective 1. Secondly, In four 
Member States (E, F, I and the UK) actions are undertaken Involving, 
according to the region concerned, one or other of all three regional 
Objectives. In terms of population, the rate of coverage by Community 
Objectives In these four Member States are, respectively, 83% In the 
case of Spain, 48% In Italy, 40% In the United Kingdom and 30% in 
France. Thirdly, the five other Member States contain regions and other 
areas eligible under Objectives 2 and 5b. Their coverage rates as a 
proportion of population are generally weaker than In the two other 
groups (L= 39%, B= 25%, D= 19%, NL= 13% et DK~ 7%). 

7. Overall, ObJectives 1, 2 and 5b cover respectively 211/2%, 
16 1/2 %4 and 5% of the population of the Community, making a total of 
43% (table 6.2), compared to 44% before the reform. 

8. In spite of this apparently limited concentration in terms of 
overall population coverage, concentration has been achieved from two 
Important points of view. The population coverage In the most lagging 
Member States Increased substantially (see columns 4 and 5 of table 
6.2) by Inclusion In their entirety under Objective 1. Additionally, 
the Member States having large backward regions (E and I) also are more 
comprehensively covered than In the past. On the other hand, the 
proportion of eligible zones In the most prosperous Member Sta.tes of 

4 0.3% has to be added to take Into account the extension of the 
list decided in May 1990 within the framework of the Community 
inltfatlve relating to the economic reconversion of the coal mining 
areas (RECHAR). 
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Table 6.2: Share of Member States' population covered by each objective of the Regional Fund• 

EIHlF 
ITDER 

Countries 
after the rcrorrn 

hcforc 

Ohjcctif 1 Ohjcctif 2 Ohjcctif Sh Total the reform' 

13 22.1 2.7 24.8 33.1 

DK - 4.9 2.1 7 20.7 

D - 11.4' 7.4 18.8' 3i.5 
GR 100.0 - - 100.0 65.7 

E 57.7 22.2 2.5 R2.6 66.4 

r 2.7 17.R 9.7 .10.2 40.2 

JRL 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 

I 36.4 6.6 5.0 47.8 :Ji\.8 

I.. .18.0 0.~ 38.8 79.5 

NL 9.9 .1 12.9 14.7 

I' 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 

UK 2.8 35 2.6 40.4 37.7 

EURJ2 21.7 16.4' 5.0 43.0 43.8 

Population in millions 69.6 52.6 16.0 138.2 140.4 

'Based on 1986 population 
'Source: Commission of the Pwopr:an Communities. PR!JF, 14th annual rr:pNt, 1/m.rse/s 19'!0 
'Jnc/uding Berlin( West), reprr:senrinfi 3,1% of popularion of JFest Germany 
'Without the extension of the objective 2 list in 1990 ( REC!1A R ), which adds 0.3 % points 
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the Community was reduced appreciably (8, OK, D, F, L and NL). 
Noteworthy, however, Is the slight Increase In population el lglble In 
the United Kingdom. 

9. As welt as concentration In terms of population In favour of the 
lagging regions, there Is also an Important financial concentration. 
The resources available to the Objective 1 regions, which now cover 
half of the population el lglble for the ERDF, wl I I reach around 80% of 
the resources of the ERDF compared to approximately 70% of the 
commitments of the fund during the 1986-1988 period. For the three 
Funds taken together, the share of commitments In backward regions wi I I 
also Increase from 56% In 1987 to 631/2% for the 1989-93 period. 
There Is In other words a double concentration, geographical and 
financial, which represent essential elements of the effort to 
strengthen economic and social cohesion In the Community. 

10. In relation to corresponding systems of national regional aid, the 
s 1 tuat 1 on has now changed compared to before the reform when a I I the 
zones el lglble for the national aid were also el lglble for assistance 
from the ERDF. On the one hand, a number of areas el lglble for national 
aid are no longer el lglble for assistance from the ERDF (eQuivalent to 
5% of the Community population). On the other hand, there are certain 
zones eligible for one or other of the Community Objectives which were 
not eligible for the national systems of aid at the time of the 
determination of the Community I lsts. These zones respresent 
approximately 4 per cent of the population of the Community. 

6. 3 Funct i ona I guIde I I nes and prIor It i es In the adopted Community· 
Sypport Frameworks 

11. In the framework of supporting actions, mainly taking the form of 
operational programmes, the ERDF can cofinance Investments of very 
different nature ranging from large communication Infrastructures to 
Investments In enterprises themselves. Between these extremes, assisted 
Investments Include, for example, those In basic Infrastructures such 
as water and energy supply, or In supporting structures to enterprise 
development (provision of Industrial sites linked to services, 
commercial infrastructures, telecommunication services, protection 
measures for the environment, etc), or Investments In services to 
enterprises Cconsultancy, research and development, etc). In order to 
maximize their Impact, resources have been concentrated on a limited 
number of priorities within each Community Support Framework. These 
priorities were determined In partnership with the competent 
authorities In the Member States and regions. Bearing In mind the 
specific needs .of each region, a balance has been sought between the 
Investments devoted to the infrastructures and those In the productive 
sector. 

12. In a number of regions lagging behind, there exist serious 
deficiencies In basic economic Infrastructures necessary for economic 
development, to which the ERDF wl I I devote approximately 60 per cent of 
Its expenditure In the ObJective 1 regions as a whole. Two-thirds of 
these are Infrastructures to Improve access such as transport networks 
and telecommunication systems. The proportion of ERDF funds devoted to 
basic Infrastructures coflnanced by the regional fund Is more than 60% 

61 
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In Greece, and In the lagging Spanish and French regions, owing to 
their very peripheral situation and Insularity, or simply to their 
Insufficient endowments In this respect. 

13. Meanwhl le, the accent wl I I be placed on coflnanclng Investments to 
Improve the productive sector In Portugal and more especially In Italy 
where this expenditure wl I I amount to 40 per cent of the total 
expenditure of the fund, considerably more than the average for 
Objective 1 (30%). The remainder of the expenditure of the ERDF (10 %) 
will be devoted to local development actions comprising a range of 
measures to stimulate regional economic development In relation to 
services to business (financial and non-financial), encouragement of 
entrepreneurship and the development of human resources In general, and 
the development of local tourism. These Involve priorities for which 
the contribution from the other structural funds Is particularly 
Important. Indeed, for the three Structural Funds taken together, only 
one third of the expenditure will be devoted to basic Infrastructures 
and one quarter to the productive sector. A further quarter will 
concern tourism, agriculture, rural development and human resources and 
the remaining fifth will be used for horizontal "(I.e. non-regional) 
measures (Objectives 3, 4 and Sa). 

14. The proportion of ERDF expenditure devoted to basic Infrastructures 
Is decidedly lower In Objective 2 areas, amounting to only 16% of the 
expenditure of the regional fund and Involving only three Member 
States, namely Spain, the United Kingdom and, more marginally, Belgium. 
More than three-quarters of ERDF expenditure supports Investments aimed 
directly at the Improvement of the productive sector In the declining 
Industrial areas, more than half of which will ·concern direct 
Investments In enterprises or services. In the majority of the Member 
States. concerned, the proportion of Investments In the productive 
sector or activities closely I Inked to this sector amounts moreover to 
approximately 90% (B, F and I) or even at 100% CDK, D and L) of the 
total commitments of the ERDF. 

15. Although the distinction between Investments In the productive 
sector and In Infrastructures Is not precise In the classification of 
prior it ies5, a clear orientation can be discerned towards direct 
Community support to Increase the competitiveness of the productive 
sector with an emphasis on promoting local initiative. In particular 
this appl les to areas covered by Objective 2. This corresponds to the 
guldel lnes c6ncernlng Community Interventions that the Commission 
declared before the beginning of the negotiation of CSFs6. In a number 
of cases, the aim registered In the earlier regulation governing the 
ERDF7 to allocate 30% of the resources of the fund to Investments in 
Industry, artlsanal activities and In the service sector Is now 
achieved In the Objective 1 regions and largely exceeded In those of 
Objective 2. 

5 A part of ·the Investment relating to the support economic 
activities and to the development of the local and human resources 
can be devoted to Infrastructures. These are however I Inked to the 
productive sector. 

6 Set of guidelines of the Commission of February 1989 (Doc. C(89) 
287 final). 

7 Article 35 of the Regulation (EEC) n 1787/84 of the Councl I, of 19 
June 1984, relating to the ERDF. 
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Chapter 7 COMMUNITY POLICIES AND COMMUNITY INITIATIVES IN THE REGIONS 

7.1 The role of CommunitY Initiatives 

1 • The act Ions of 
beyond the measures 
European Commission 
designed 

the Community under the structural funds extend 
discussed In chapters 5 and 6. In particular, the 

Is empowered to launch "Community lnltlatlves"1 

to help resolve serious problems directly associated with the 
Implementation of other Community pol lcles ... ; 
to promote the appllcat Jon of Community policies at regional level, 
or, 
to help resolve problems common to certain categories of region. 

2. Whereas the Community Support Frameworks discussed In the previous 
chapter are based on national development plans, Community Initiatives 
are transnational programmes but with an equally strong accent on the 
Involvement of regional and local authorities In their preparation and 
Implementation. Community lnltlat lves are therefore a further 
appl lcatlon of the concepts of partnership and of subsidiarity, two key 
principles underlying the reform. 

3. A pr lnclple aim of Community regional policy Is to ensure that 
enterprises In lagging regions, as wei I as those In Industrial regions 
In decl lne, can seize the opportunities arising from the completion of 
the single Internal market In 1992. For the most part, Community 
Initiatives are directed towards creating a favourable environment for 
enterprise development adapted to the needs of the single market and 
the greater Intensity of competition. 

4. Community Initiatives have been conceived as far as possible in 
such a way as to promote the successful Implementation of certain 
Community policies at the regional level In order to Increase the 
efficiency of these policies In terms of their contribution to the 
development of the less-favoured regions. For example the STRIDE 
Initiative, which Is aimed at strengthening the research capacity of 
Objective 1 (and certain Objective 2) regions and Increasing the 
part lclpat len of both en-terpr lses and centres of research In research 
programmes financed by the Community, wl I I seek to Increase the 
contribution of Community policies In science and research to the 
development of capacity In this field In the weaker regions. 

7.2 Financing Community Initiatives 

5. During the period 1989 to 1993, a total of 60,3 bill ion ECUs (1989 
prices) Is available In commitment appropriations for the structural 
funds. Out of this total, an amount of 5,5 billion ECUs has been 

1 Following the Reform of the structural funds, the legal basis for 
Community Initiatives Is to be found In Article 11 of Regulation 
(EEC) 4253/88 and, as regards the European Reg lena 1 Development 
Fund CERDF) more particularly, In Article 3.2 of Regulation 
(EEC) 4254/88. 
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earmarked for Community Initiatives (about 9% of the totaJ)2. In 
addition, loan finance may also be made available where appropriate. 

6. The 5,5 bl I I Jon ECUs for Community Initiatives must, first of alI, 
finance existing Community and non-quota programmes which continue up 
to 1993: 1,7 bl I I Jon ECUs of commitment appropriations Is estimated to 
be necessary for this purpose (see box 7.2). The remainder, 3,8 bl I I Jon 
ECUs, Is available for new Community Initiatives, approved after the 
Reform of the structural funds. A predominant share of finance will 
come from the ERDF, although no distribution by fund Is fixed for any 
of the programmes In advance of the evaluation by the Commission of 
proposals submitted. 

2 

Box 7.2 

Existing Community programmes 

1. STAR Oblectlve: to Improve the access of regions 
lagging behind to advanced telecommunication 
services 

Community contribution: 780 MECU for the 
period 1987-1991 

2. VALOREN Oblectlye: to contribute to regional develop
ment by a better use of endogenous energy 
potential 

Community contribution: 400 MECU for the 
period 1987-1991 

3. RESIDER Oblectlye: to contribute to the conversion of 
regions affected by the restructuring of the 
stee I Industry 

Community contribution: 300 MECU for the 
period 1988-1992 

4. RENAVAL ObJective: to assist the conversion of regions 
affected by the restructuring of the 
shipbul !ding Industry 

Community contribution: 200 MECU for the 
period 1988-1992 

The regulations governing the Structural Funds do not set aside 
specific amounts for Community Initiatives. Article 12 of 
regulation (EEC) n· 2052/88 lays down a number of requirements 
regarding the distribution of resources which Community Initiatives 
must also respect. In particular, It Is stated that the ERDF may 
devote approximately 80% of Its appropriations to Objective 1 
regions and also that the Commission w! II establish, as a guide, 
the allocation to Member States of 85% of the commitment 
appropriations for the ERDF: Community ln!t latlves are to be 
financed, In normal circumstances, from the remaining 15%. 
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7.3 Community Initiatives adopted since the Reform 

7. Of the 3,8 billion ECUs available for new Community Initiatives, 
3,2 bl 11 !on ECUs Is Indicatively a! located to objectives of a ·regional 
character (1, 2 and 5(b)), and the remaining 0,6 bl I I ion ECUs to 
initiatives for vocational training (1). These Initiatives are listed 
below In box 7.3 together with Indicative amounts of Community 
assistance, and are described briefly thereafter. 

Box 7.3 

New Community Initiatives 

RECHAR 
ENVIREG 
INTERREG 
REGIS 
REGEN 
EUROFORM, NOW, HORIZON 
STRIDE 
PRISMA 
TELEMATIQUE 
LEADER 

TOTAL, 

Indicative envelope for Community 
contrlbutlons:1990 to 1993 <MECU) 

300 
500 
800 
200 
300 
600 
400 
100 
200 

..AQ_Q 

RECHAR 
8. RECHAR may be considered as the third In a series of actions which 
began with RESIDER and RENAVAL, directed to helping resolve some of the 
most acute problems of dec! lnlng Industrial sectors and regions. Zones 
eligible for RECHAR are defined as small geographical areas 
characterised by the existence of mining communities. RECHAR aims to 
accelerate economic adaptation In the coal mining areas most affected 
by past and probable future job losses. A priority Is given to 
improving the local environment, to the promotion of new economic 
activities, and to the retraining of former miners. 

ENVIREG 
· 9. ENVIREG addresses the environmental problems of the Mediterranean 
basin, and other Objective 1 regions. Its aim Is to demonstrate better 
methods of deal log with waste water In coastal areas, especially where 
this lmperl Is the future of tourfsm as wei I as the reduction of marine 
pollution arising from the washing of ship's bilges, and the proper 
treatment of industrial and other toxic wastes3. A special feature of 

3 ENVIREG Is accompanied by MEDSPA, a programme with simi tar 
priorities offering I lmlted financial assistance to cover 
Mediterranean coastal areas of the Community not eligible for 
assistance from the structural funds and those of third countries 
in the Mediterranean basin. 
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ENVIREG Is the attention given both to the selection of technologies ,, 
and the proper maintenance and operation of Installations. In addition 
to a major effort of technical assistance, new administrative 
structures wl I I often be needed or exlstlng structures must be 
reinforced. 

INTERREG 
10. In view of the abolition of physical frontiers under the programme 
to complete the Internal market, INTERREG Is designed to promote 
cooperation between the areas adjoining existing frontiers to ease the 
Integration of their economies. INTERREG Is also Intended to help both 
Internal and external border areas overcome special development 
problems arising from their relative Isolation within national 
economies, and Indeed, for external borders, within the Community as a 
whole. This Initiative provides for a wide range of possible actions, 
laying the emphasis on adapting and reorienting existing agencies 
rather than sectoral lntervent ion. Part lcular at tent ion will be given 
to creating alternative employment opportunities In areas where 
significant job losses may arise due to changes In customs and other 
border-related activities following the completion of the Internal 
market. For Internal borders, It Is Intended to create and develop 
networks of co-operation between private agents and publ lc bodies 
across borders, Including the development of shared Institutional or 
administrative structures, when possible, for joint planning and 
implementation. For a.ll borders, the full Involvement of regional and 
local authorities, In consultation with national authorities, Is 
promoted as a means of mobilising the local population. Where border 
areas are seriously deficient In Infrastructures, transport and other 
communications systems are to be developed. Community assistance Is 
concentrated mainly on objective 1 regions, where the problems are 
greatest, and the tradlt ion of cross-border co-operation least 
developed. Greece, which Is geographically Isolated from the rest of 
the Community and which has many Island communities, Is a major 
beneficiary of this Initiative. Portugal and Spain which have the 
longest Internal land border In the European Community between two 
Member States, are also major beneficiaries. In view of Its significant 
Interest to the Community, the financial amounts assigned to INTERREG 
are relatively Important. 

~ 
11. Some territories of the Community are especially remote in 
geograph I ca I terms from the rest of the CommunIty: the French DOM, the 
Canary Islands, Madeira and the Azores. REGIS Is an Initiative which Is 
situated In the general framework of Community actions towards regions 
In the ultraperlphery whose medium-term aim Is to accelerate the 
diversification of the economies of these regions. Wherever possible, 
economic co-operation with neighbouring countries Is to be fostered as 
part of this diversification, as well as the development of their 
access to Community-wide markets, to reduce their dependence on their 
traditional metropolItan outlets. 

B..E.G..E.N 
12. Another drawback of perlpherallty Is a lack of Integration into 
Community-wide transmission networks for gas and electricity. REGEN 
addresses this problem, with the aim of accelerating the Installation 
of gas transmission networks In Greece, Portugal, Ireland, Corsica and 
Sardinia, and their .Interconnection with Community wide networks. The 
poss I b I e Interconnect ton of e I ectr I cIty networks between Greece and 
Southern Italy may also be taken Into consideration. Budget assistance 
Is necessary, but a full use of loan and project finance should keep 
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.requirements for grant aid to a minimum. Although the budget~resources 
aval !able to REGEN are I lmlted, they are sufficient to make a start on 
the most urgent projects, whl le ensuring a cost-effective approach. 

EUBOFORM. NOW. HORIZON 
13. These Initiatives are concerned .with vocational training In the 
Community as a whole and are not therefore of a regional character In 
the first Instance, although certain measures are directed to regions 
covered by ObJectives 1, 2 and 5b. The aim of the EUROFORM Initiative 
Is to add a Community dimension to vocational training by promoting 
transnational partnerships among professionals engaged In this field. 
These partnerships wl I I focus on the effectiveness of training and the 
promotion of employment with particular emphasis on adapting vocational 
training systems to the development of new ski J Is and to the new 
technologies. The NOW Initiative Is aimed at promoting equal 
oppor tun It ,I es for women In the fIe Ids of emp I oyment and voca t I on a 1 
training to enable them to benefit from economic growth and the 
development of technology. The HORIZON Initiative Is targeted on the 
handicapped and certain other disadvantaged groups to promote their 
Integration Into the labour market. 

STRIDE 
14. The specific aim of STRIDE Is to raise the capabilities of the 
regions In the fields of science technology and Innovation (RTD) 
helping research bodies and Industry cross the threshold of excel fence 
enabling them to participate In the Community's RTD framework 
programme, and In other International action In support of advanced 
technology. It also seeks to promote col laboratlon between local 
scientific, technological and Industrial capabl I I ties, so as to create 
an economic environment more favourable to advanced Industry and 
services, and a better use of local potential. An accent Is placed on 
developing the local demand for pre-competitive research, alongside the 
development of capabl I ltles to respond to that demand. STRIDE.also alms 
to strengthen networks of co-operation on a national and Community wide 
basis, and better to adapt education and vocational training to the 
needs of the productive sector. STRIDE Is concentrated mainly on 
ObJective 1 regions, but does not exclude Intervention In some 
Objective 2 regions. It provides the opportunity, In objective 
regions especially, to pul I together the diverse strands of pol Icy for 
developing BTD demand and capabl I ltles to permit science and research 
to contribute to regional economic development. 

PRISMA 
15. The PRISMA Initiative Is designed to help enterprises In Objective 
1 regions meet particular challenges arising from the completion of the 
Internal market: meeting Community-wide qual lty standards, and gaining 
access to publ lc procurement outside local areas as markets are opened 
up. PBISMA also provides for the posslbl lty of special action to help 
Industries presently benefitting from protection under Article 115 
(EEC). A large part of PBISMA's effort wl I I be In the field of qual lty 
standards and certification In regions where testing and certification 
centres are Inadequate. 

TELEMATIOUE 
16. Following on from the STAR programme, TELEMATIQUE takes up the 
challenge In ObJective 1 regions of developing advanced 
telecommunications services for business. As such It complements the 
action of PRISMA [In relation to publ lc procurement], and of STRIDE In 
relation to technology transfer. TELEMATIQUE also seeks to accelerate 
the Introduction of advanced services related to telecommunications In 
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the public sector, where this contributes to regional development. In 
general, TELEMATIQUE WI I I develop I Inks between regional networks and 
Community-wide networks of advanced services. 

LEAPER 
17. LEADER Is a programme to promote rural development and Is Intended 
to foster a "bottom-up" mobilisation of local potential, In order to 
promote the dlversl.flcatlon of rural economies and the maintenance of 
an adequate social and economic fabric. It provides assistance for 
networks of local rural development bodies, with delegated management 
of global grants. It also alms to promote new communications 
technologies. Its Intention is to experiment with Innovative solutions, 
and a better Integration of sectoral measures, as a model for 
assistance proposed In the Community Support Frameworks. The Initiative 
Is for rural areas el lglble under ObJectives 1 and 5(b) . 

. ' 
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·Chapter 8 COMPLEMENTARITY OF MEMBER STATES' AND THE COMMUNITY'S 
REGIONAL POLICY 

8.1 Trends In national and Community pol lcles and expenditure 
on regional pol Icy. 

1. The financial resources devoted to Community regional pol Icy 
reached 5,4 mrd ECU or slightly more than 0,1% of Community GDP in 
19901. Ten years earl ler only 1,2 mrd ECU were aval !able for the same 
purpose. This considerable Increase In the Importance of Community 
regional policy Is, however, somewhat more apparent than real. 
Firstly, the largest part of the Increase, representing nearly one 
hilt, simply compensates for the effects of Inflation. Secondly, more 
than a quarter of the Increase occured In 1981 and 1986 and has to be 
assigned to the needs generated by two enlargements Introducing three 
weaker Member States to the Community. As a result approximately one 
fifth could be said to represent additional real resources, reflecting 
the decision to double the Structural Funds by 1993, the first steps 
In this direction being taken between 1988 to 1990, together with a 
real Increase for other reasons within the range of 1 to 2% p.a. over 
the last decade. 

2. The resources available to Community regional policy have been 
overwhelmingly devoted towards economic infrastructures. In fact the 
part of ERDF expenditure devoted to stimulating business Investment 
directly showed a marked downward trend in both relative and absolute 
terms up unt II 19882. However, under the reform of the Structura 1 

Funds,. the Community Support Frameworks adopted by the Commission in 
agreement with the Member States have struck a new balance between 
Community expenditures· on infrastructure Investment and suppprt to 
business Investment. 

3. For data reasons3 national regional pol Icy expenditures refer 
only to those In relation to st lmulat lng product lve Investment. In 
1980, the Member States together devoted some 5,1 mrd ECU to business 
Investment Incentives. This figure Increased to 7,2 mrd ECU by 1983, 
tending to level off thereafter4. Allowing for Inflation, real 
expenditure In 1987 was 14% lower than In 1983 and some 8 1/2% lower 
than In 1980. Nominal and real expenditures by individual Member 
States experienced substantial short-term ups and downs. The trend 

1 For data reasons, the figures relate to the ERDF 
Soc I a I Fun9 and the European Agr I cuI tur a I Gu 1 dance 
Fund also contribute to regional pol Icy under 
Structural Funds. 

a I though the 
and Guarantee 
the reformed 

2 ERDF expenditure on business Investment Incentives declined from 
293 mlo ECU in 1980 to 263 mlo ECU In 1987 (In current prices, 
equivalent to a real decline of some 40 %). 

3 The difficulty of distinguishing systematically between general and 
regional pol Icy spending of Member States on Infrastructures means 
that data comparable to those for the ERDF given In paragraph 1 are 
not available. 

4 Source Yul I I, Allen, Bachtler, Wlshlade, European Regional 
Incentives, 1990 Edition, London 1990 (MSS.)- Figures refer to EUR 
(9) excluding Greece, Portugal and Spain for which time series are 
not a v a I I a b I e . 
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over tIme Is, however, one of rea I dec I I ne In most Member States 
starting between 1981 and 1983 (see graph 8.1). 

4. It Is Important to note that regional policies In the Member states 
are generally only one, relatively small, component of aid regimes to 
the productive sector. Nearly three-quarters of assistance to the 
productive sector Is not of a regional character In the first Instance 
but Is horizontal (In the fields of, for example, R and D, SMEs, 
environment, Incentives to exporters, etc) or sectoral In nature 
Including business rescue schemes5. 

5. The decline In public spending In real terms on national regional 
po 1 1 cy has gone hand In hand wIth changes In the desIgn of reg I on a I 
Investment Incentives. In some countries the spatial coverage of 
regional policy has been reduced (Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands and 
the UK) to focus on areas of greatest need. New Instruments have been 
1 ntroduced to assIst servIce IndustrIes and a new emphasIs has been 
given to Internally generated development through the encouragement of 
new employment opportunities In small and medium sized enterprises. 
Local agencies have been given the task of promoting regional 
development supported by centrally administered national Incentive 
schemes. There has also been a substantial shift from automatic to more 
d 1 scret lonary measures ref I ect I ng the fact that reg I ona I po II cy has 
become more selective, assisting projects and firms only when It was 
clear that specific benefits (In terms of additional jobs or output) 
would be forthcoming. 

6. From the above analysis three conclusions emerge. Firstly, while 
the changes In national regional policy have probably led to more 
efficiency, the overal I result has probably been to reduce their 
contribution to the solution of regional problems as expenditure has 
been curtalled6. Secondly, the downward trend In Community 
expenditure on business Investment Incentives was determined to a 
large degree by the similar trend In national regional pol Icy 
orientations which Community regional pol Icy was cal led upon to support 
and.co-flnance. Thirdly, It Is the sectoral and horizontal subsidies 
which account for the major part of expenditures to assist the 
productive sector tending to maintain and even reinforce the existing 
pattern of lnequal !ties In the Community. 

8.2 The macro-economic weight of Community regional pol Icy 

7. The resources available to Community regional policy since the 
reforms discussed above create new opportunities for the regions. 
Since these reforms were only Introduced In 1988 It Is too early to 
quantify with sufficient precision the effects on the regions. It is 
possible, however, to Indicate the relative Importance of the 

5 Source: CEC (1990), Second Survey on State Aids In the European 
Community In the manufacturing and certain other sectors, 
Luxembourg. Regional aids represent 26% of the total volume of aids 
to the productive sector of which 17% are directed towards the 
least favoured regions (as provided In article 92.3.a of the 
Treaty) and 9% to other economic areas (article 92.3.c). Figures 
exclude aids granted to West German regions affected by the former 
division of Germany. 

6 See study of PA Cambridge Economic Consultants (1989), The 
Eff lclency of Regional Polley In Member Countr les of the European 
Community. Study financed by the European Commission, Cambridge. 
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structural Funds and to establIsh the conditions for their successful 
use In the regions concerned. 

8 .. Community regional policy expenditures Influence the development of 
Member States and their regions In two ways: 

a) through the co-financing of physical lnvestment7 facilitating and 
stimulating government and business Investment, which are 
prerequisites for a sustainable Increase In employment, output and 

b) 
Incomes; 
through the transfer of f I nanc I a I resources 
balance of payments constraints and at lowing 
aval lable goods through additional Imports. 

a I I ev I at I ng poss I b I e 
a dIrect I ncr ease of 

9. On the first point, the contribution of Community regional pol icy 
to the financing of physical Investment (In economic Infrastructures 
and productive Investment) can be Illustrated by the ratio of ERDF 
expenditure to gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) for assisted 
regions. In 1989 the Regional Fund financed 0,5% of the Community's and 
more than 3% of Objective 1 regions' GFCF. In la~glng Member States 
(Ireland, Greece and Portugal) It financed 5 to 7% of total Investment. 
In other Object lve 1 regions Its support var led between 2 and 3% of 
GFCF. By 1993 these figures for Objective 1 regions should Increase _by 
a further percentage point In each case (see table 8.2). 

10. In view of the higher volumes of Community expenditure on offer to 
the regions lagging behind, the argument Is sometimes advanced that the 
latter may be unable to use, or "absorb", the resources available. 
Given Community deflnl~lons of Investment expenditures which are 
eligible for assistance and limits on percentage rates of financial 
assistance, there Is at least a formal risk that a region may be 
undertaking Insufficient eligible Investment to absorb the Community 
resources on offer. However, even where these resources r lse to the 
equivalent of 7% of GFCF, the highest value observed In 1989, the 
required proportion of total Investment which snould be eligible In 
CommunIty terms need be no ·more than around 20%8 In order to absorb 
the financial assistance on offer. In the unlikely event of an 
absorption constraint arising clearly It could be a! levlated by 
widening the definition of eligibility or Increasing the rates of 

7 There exist also other measures to support new business Initiatives 
not related to Investment which are of minor financial weight. 

8 This may be demonstrated arithmetically. If It Is assumed that 
ERDF expenditure on offer Is 7% of ~FCF 
A I ded Investments are sp I It 50/50 between bus 1 ness 1 nvestment 
~nd_ lnfrastructural Investment. 
Rates of Community assistance are 

50% for Investment In Infrastructure, 
20% for business Investment; 

then, to absorb the sums on offer, eiJglble Investment must only be 
around one-fifth of total Investment 
(I.e. 0.07 + (0.5 x 0.2 + 0.5 x 0.5) = 0.194). Given that In 

Objective 1 regions rates of assistance for Infrastructures can be 
as high as 75%, and given also that assisted Investments In 
Infrastructures generally exceed those In the product lve sector, 
the threshold ratio of eligible Investment to GFCF Is likely to be 
even smaller. 
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Table 8.2: Commitments of the ERDF and the three Structural Funds as a percentage of 
investment and GOP in objective 1 regions, 1989 and 1993 

ERUf expenditure :'IS a percentage of J Structural funds 

Ohjcctivc I regions lit,•estment (GfCf) GDI' 
as a percentage of 

GDP 

19R9 199J 19R9 19\"J 1989 1993 

GR 6.8 7.8 u 1.7 2.3 2.9 

IRL 5.8 6.J 1.0 I.J 2.2 2.7 
p 4.9 6.0 1.4 2.1 2.7 3. 7 

parts or E 2.5 1.0 0.6 0.1\ 1.1 '.2 .. 3.1 10.0 0.7 2.2 3 . .1 l.6 

I 2.1 ?..8 (1.5 0.6 0.7 0.9 

UK 2.6 2.1 0.6 0.4 1.1 0.9 

Total 3.1 4.1 0.7 0.9 1.2 !.6 

EURI2 0.5 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 
Estimatiom by DG 16 
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assistance, or both. Absorption problems also, however, have other 
origins such as 
- organisational and administrative problems at national and regional 

I eve I; 
Inadequate levels of regional Investment especially In 
Infrastructures. 

11. In general terms problems of the absorption of Increasing Community 
resources could be avoided If Member States Increase their eligible 
expenditure by the same amount as the Community. In that sense the 
Issue of absorption Is clearly related to the general Issue of the 
extent to which Increases In Community expenditures on structural 
policies are complemented by Increases In equivalent expenditures by 
the Member State (I.e. the principle of addltlonallty In Its broader 
se!1se). Whether It Is the failure or Inability on the part of the 
Member State to effect such Increases, or whether the problem lies 
among the other causes of absorptive difficulties listed above, can 
only be assessed on a case by case basis. On the evidence of the past, 
problems of absorption were mainly related to organisational and 
admlnlstrat~ve questions within Member States and regions. 

12. On the second point In paragraph 8, the contribution of Community 
regional policy expenditures to the external balance and the 
aval labl 1 lty of goods and services can be assessed by relating the ERDF 
expenditure to the GDP of countries and regions9 assisted. In 1989 the 
ERDF supported Objective 1 regions by the equivalent of 0,7% of their 
GDP. The corresponding figures for the countries entirely covered· 
amounted to between 1 and 1,5% of their respective GDP (lrela~d. Greece 
and Portugal) while Objective 1 regions In other Member States obtained 
between 0,5 and 0,7% of their GDP (see table 8.2)10. 

13. As the two other Structural Funds Intervene also In favour of 
regional development, the Community support through all three Funds 
taken together reached 1,2% of Objective 1 regions GDP In 1989. This 
f lgure will move up to 1,6% by 1993. For the most lagg lng Member States 
(Ireland, Greece and Portugal) total assistance wl I I reach 2.7% to 3.7% 
of their GDP In 1993. 

14. What then will be the real effects of Community resources on 
recipients production, Income and employment levels? If these resources 
are used for consumptIon Instead of Investment In human and phys I ca 1 

capital, barely any lasting effects on production potential, output 
growth and Income levels can be anticipated. If Instead these resources 
are used for additional Investment In raising labour force 
qualifications, Infrastructures and the real capital stock of firms 
(actions which are "eligible" In Community terms) substantial lasting 
effects should materialize. It Is of course for this reason that the 
maintenance of addlt lonallty Is of such crucial Importance. While the 
direct and Indirect dynamic effects of using transfers to enhance 
economic capacity cannot be quantified at regional level at present 
for data reasons It can be taken for granted that the Increase in 
regional GDP wl I I exceed substantially the value of the transfer Itself 

9 GDP figures for ObJ. 2 and 5b areas are not aval lable. 
10 The difference between these two groups shown up by these figures 

reflects the methodology used to fix the Indicative allocation 
between Member States (according to GDP per head of regions and GNP 
per head of their corresponding Member State) and the level of GDP 
of the regions concerned. 
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over the medium and longer term and help to set the weaker regions on a 
path · to faster growth consIstent wIth the a lm of convergIng 
economically on the stronger ·regions. Of course, In the light of the 
size of disparities described earlier, and of the time required to 
reduce these disparities discussed In chapter 4, a marked relative 
Improvement In the situation of the weaker regions remains a long term 
chal lange, even after the doubl lng of the Structural Funds. 
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C. THE REGIONAL EFFECTS OF ECONOMIC INTEGRATION IN THE COMMUNITY AND 
THE CHANGES IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE 

Chapter 9 THE REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF EUROPEAN INTEGRATION 

9.1 The Internal market programme 

1. The results of the detal led micro-economic studies and econometric 
simulations carried out In the context of the "Cost of Non-Europe" 
research programme Indicate that the removal of all remaining barriers 
to the free movement of people, goods, services and capital within the. 
Community could, In the medium term, raise Community GOP by 4 to 5 
percent, reduce Inflation by 6 percent and result In the creation of 
nearly 2 million new Jobs1. As Indicated In chapter 1 past experience 
suggests that a buoyant over a II performance of the European economy 
facl 1 ltates regional convergence. The general Improvement of the 
economic conditions, brought about by the completion of the Internal 
market, can therefore be expected to enhance significantly the 
development prospects of the Community's less favoured regions. At the 
same time, however, the 1992 process carries certain risks as wei I as 
opportunities for the regions as discussed below. 

9.2 The sensitivity of regions to 1992 

2. The sensitivity of a region's economy to the measures contained in 
the 1992 programme will depend to a great extent on Its position In 
relation to those factors of regional competitiveness described In 
chapter 3. In a dynamic framework, the exploitation of specific 
regional advantages to serve special lzed product markets Community wide 
wl 11 allow regions to benefit from the opportunities opened up by the 
Internal Market Programme. In turn this requires a continuous effort 
to upgrade such basic factors of competitiveness as aval lable 
Infrastructure, the qua II ty of human resources, research and 
development, the availability of high level business services, 
Infrastructure for certification and testing and specialised factors 
such as Industrial clusters of related firms, special lsed Institutes of 
higher research and particular forms of local demand. 

3. In attempting to assess the effects on a region's economy of the 
measures contained In the 1992 programme, one approach- albeit within 
the I lmlts of a static framework- Is to consider the present sectoral 
structure of the different parts of the Community and how It will be 
directly affected by the completion of the Internal market. On the 
basis of an assessment of the 1992 programme and of the characteristics 
of 120 manufacturing sectors of the Community economy, Bulgues and 
llzkovltz have Identified 40 Industries likely to be directly 
affected2. 

4. The 40 Industries represent just over half of total manufacturing 
employment and around one-eighth of total employment In the Community. 
Among the most sensitive sectors are those which are heavl ly dependent 

Commission of the European Communities (1988), The economics of 
1992, European Economy, Nr. 35. 

2 Commission of the European Communities, Directorate-General for 
economic and financial affairs (1989), Les Etats membres face aux 
enjeux sectorlels du Marche lnterleur. 
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on pub I I c procurement, such as te I ecommun I catIons and r a I I way 
equipment. In addition to these Industries, there Is a wide range of 
other lndustr las operat lng In markets wh lch are character I sed by the 
persistence of non-tariff barriers (technical standards, Article 115 
Import quotas). They Include agro-food Industries, textIles, shoes and 
clothing, various branches of mechanical and electrical engineering and 
the baste chemical Industry. 

5. Having Identified the sensitive sectors, Bulgues and I lzkovltz 
found significant var1.5itlons In their share In total manufacturing 
employment between Member States reflecting, at least In part, national 
differences In the level of protection from competition. The highest 
shares were In Portugal and Greece (respectively 68%, and 61% ) while 
In other Member States, the 40 sensitive sectors represented between 45 
and 52 percent of total manufacturing employment, with Germany in 
between (57%). In other words, the suggestion Is that the direct 
effects of the Single Market for many of the weaker parts of the 
Community may result In greater adjustment and restructuring than 
elsewhere. 

6. This expectation Is supported by a study carried out for the 
Commlsston3 on the Impact of 1992 on seven major sectors 4 of the 
Greek, Portuguese, IrIsh and SpanIsh economIes. The study confirms 
that the lmplementat ton of the 1992 programme Is likely to st lmulate 
modernisation -in many of the Industries In the southern Member States 
and Ireland and their regions, resulting In considerable productivity 
gains and output growth In the medium term. Modernisation wl I I however 
require restructuring and rational lsatlon In the short run which may be 
costly In employment terms. The main reasons for the very low levels of 
productivity and efficiency found In most of the Industries examined 
are structural rather than sectoral. Apart from the structural factors 
normally cited to explain the weakness of these economies (poorer 
qual lty of the labour force and management, underdeveloped 
Infrastructure and R&D base), the study stresses the negative effect of 
excessive public sector Involvement and the regulatory environment, 
which have led to stagnation and over-staffing In the Industries 
concerned. In addition, product quality was often a problem and there 
was a danger that some of the Industries (e.g. pharmaceuticals, agro
food) would not be able to meet EC standards. Improvements In this 
field cal I for major efforts In training, R&D capacity and testing and 
certification Infrastructures (efforts which are being supported by 
Community funded programmes- see chapter 7). 

7. Specific studies on the regional Impact of the llberallsatlon of 
financial servlces5 and of the opening up of publ lc procurement 
markets for telecommunications and ral lway and electricity production 

3 Booz.AIIan & Hamilton (1989). Effects of the internal market on 
Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain .. Study financed by the European 
Commission. 

4 The seven sectors covered are the agro-food Industry, 
pharmaceuticals, textiles, shoes, construction, financial services 
and transportation. 

5 PA Cambridge Economic Consultants (1990), The regional consequences 
of the completion of the Internal market for financial services. 
Study financed by the European Commission. 
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equlpment6 also Indicate that 1992 wl I I accentuate recent trends 
towards corporate restructuring which has resulted In t~e domination of 
the markets concerned by t ransnat lona I a Ill ances of I arge producers. 
These studies conclude that the main beneficiaries are I lkely to be the 
major metropolItan areas In the most prosperous regions towards which 
the higher level activities In these sectors would gravitate. As 
regards the three publ lc procurement Industries, take-overs of national 
f 1 rms 1 n southern Member States by the maJor northern producers are 
expected to contribute to modernisation of production capacity In the 
former, although this may be accompanied by some, perhaps I lmlted, Job 
losses. A number of establishments In some lagging regions may be 
vulnerable to closure at least In the longer run but In the medium term 
cu 1 tur a 1 and techn I ca I dIfferences and deep I y ent ranched habIts may 
remain formldaple obstacles to a full lntegrat Jon of public procurement 
markets. As a result, structural adjustment may be more gradual than 
suggested by some.· 

8. These studies tend to confirm that the effects of the Internal 
market are also likely to be Important In the service sector, where 
Intra-Community penetration has remained very weak because of the 
continued existence of formidable barriers to trade and market entry. 
Among the service Industries likely to be most affected by the 1992 
programme are the financial and other business servlces7 (7 percent of 
total EC employment) and transport and communlcatlons8 (6 percent of 
total employment) where the range and quality of services can be 
expected to Increase whl le costs should fa I I. This wl I I Improve 
business conditions and thus help to strengthen the competitiveness of 
many of the weakest regions poorly endowed with such services. 

9. The position of the traditional Industrial regions In relation to 
the 1992 programme Is perhaps more complicated. These regions located 
mostly In the north of the Community seem at first sight to be less 
likely to undergo 1992-lnduced restructur lng than other areas. Industry 
In these regions has not enjoyed a level of protection as great as In 
southern Member States and has genera I I y been exposed to competItIve 
pressures. As a result, most of their traditional sectors have been 
extensively rationalised. In the recent past, a process which has been 
accompanied In some regions by considerable job losses. Nevertheless, a 
large proportion of employment remains concentrated In Industries with 
r·elatlvely poor growth prospects, where the average size of firms Is 
relatively large and where there are still considerable economies of 
scale to be realised. Such firms can expect to undergo some further 
restructuring, possibly Involving take-overs and mergers, a process 
which will also affect many subcontracting SME's In the areas 
concerned. 

10. In order to take advantage of the opportunities offered by the 
completion of the Internal market, regions with a traditional 
Industrial structure (of low growth Industries) need to Innovate and 
diversify. In these regions, however, traditional and more Inward 
looking ways of thinking often preval I, with the result that new Ideas 

6 Cegos;-:ld/3~ (1989), Les consequences regionales de l'ouverture des 
mar'ches _·pubflcs; le cas des secteurs des· telecommunicatIons, du 
gros matef~~j electrlque et du materiel ferrovlalre. Study financed 
by the El.fropean CommIssIon. 

7 PA Cambridge Economic Consultants (1990), op cit. 
8 Cegos-ldet (1989), op cit. 
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are slower to be put Into practice. Available Investment resources and 
research and technological development capacities tend to be used In a 
predominantly defensive way and education and training remain Ill
adapted to the needs of modern Industry and services. A specific risk 
for the more per I phera I trad It lona I IndustrIa I reg Ions In SpaIn and the 
UK Is that they will be bypassed by the new telecommunlcat Ions and 
rapid transport networks and thus become more lsolated9. 

11. To sum up, the general conclusion to emerge from the studies 
available at· present Is that the effects of the completion of the 
Internal market wl I I be consistent with, and reinforce, past and 
recent trends towards Increasing International lsatlon of production and 
distribution and a growing geographical special lsatlon along functional 
1 lnes. As such, the 1992 process Is associated with the changes 
resulting from the current wave of technological progress which greatly 
reduces the friction of distance and Increases the locatlonal 
flexibility of firms. By lifting remaining barriers to trade, the 
s 1 ng 1 e market programme w I I I expose hIther to protected sectors and 
markets to greater competition, and In doing so speed up the 
modernisation process. It Is clear that modernisation will require 
adjustments, which could give rise to considerable costs In social 
terms, at least In the short term. This will certainly be true for some 
of the weakest reg Ions of the CommunIty where the fu I I force of 
competition has not been felt In the past, delaying structural 
adjustment In many Industries. In pin-pointing the regions which will 
be most affected by Increased competition and the resulting 
restructuring It should be borne In mind that sectoral analysis can be 
a relatively blunt Instrument. Thus even In sectors where demand Is 
growing slowly regions which concentrate on particular markets within 
these sectors can achieve high growth, as discussed more fully below. 
This could explain why even In regions lagging behind managers who 
perceive mainly threats arising from the single market represent less 
than a fifth of the total while almost twice as many expect Increased 
opportunities. At the same time, however, a higher proportion of 
managers In these regions perceive threats to their company·"arlslng 
from the Internal market than In the rest of the Community (see box 
9. 2). 

9.3 Regional comparative advantage and 1992 

12. A further attempt to gain Insight Into the existing and potential 
comparative advantages of regions and Member States may be made through 
the not ion of 'revealed comparat Iva advantage', as reflected In the 
existing trade and special lsatlon patterns of Individual Member States. 
According to Bulgues and I lzkovltz10 and Neven11 there are 
significant differences between the trade patterns of the central and 
peripheral Member States. Trade between the former (Benelux, France, 

9 Unlverslte Cathol ique de Louvaln (1989), Consequences soclo
economlques de l'achevement du Marche lnterieur pour les regions de 
tradition lndustrlelle de Ia Communaute Europeenne. Study financed 
by the European Commission. 

10 Commission of the European Communities, Directorate-General for 
economic and financial affairs (1989), Les Etats membres face aux 
enjeux sectorlels du Marche lnterleur. 

11 D. Neven (1990), EEC Integration towards 1992: some distributional 
aspects, Economic Pol Icy, Apr! I, pp.14-62. 

4~opport p~rlodique doc.: v/o3/RAP4/EN-<:h!l-<!x6/ 11/12/90 

I 



' 

(6) 

9 - 5 

Germany and the UK In particular) Is mainly of the Intra-Industry type, 
·suggesting that their economies are already highly Integrated and 
relatively homogeneous In terms of comparative advantages, factor 
endowments and Industrial specialisation profiles. Trade between these 
centra 1 countrIes and the more per I phera I Member States, on the other 
hand, Is much more of an Inter-Industry type and reflects significant 
differences In the level of development and In factor endowments 
between these two groups of countries. Generally speaking, northern 
Member States hold considerable comparative advantages In the physical 
and human capital Intensive activities and southern Member States 
(Portugal and Greece In particular) In the more labour Intensive ones 
with a low technology content. 

13. With the completion of the Internal market, the exploitation of 
existing comparative advantages would suggest that the Community's 
lagging regions deepen their specialisation In labour Intensive 
Industries with a tow technological content (traditional consumer 
Industries such as text! les, clothing and footwear and other assembly 
operations), whereas central regions would Increasingly specialise In 
R&D and capital Intensive activities. Estimates made by Neven suggest 
that for the southern regions this could yield substantial benefits 
whilst minimizing adjustment efforts In the short term12. In the 
longer run, however, this course of action Is not to be recommended. 
Maintaining labour Intensive, low technology production would 
accentuate the existing spatial division of labour within the 
Community, and therefore effectively perpetuate present regional 
Inequalities between the centre and the periphery. In addition, It 
wou I d make the. CommunIty's I agg I ng reg Ions extreme I y vu I nerab I e to 
Increased competition from developing countries and Eastern Europe, 
where wage levels are often significantly lower than they are In 
southern Europe. Recent deter lorat lon of the export performance of 
southern Member States In the textiles, clothing and footwear 
Industries Is an Indication that this threat Is a very real one13. 

14. For the Community's less developed regions a more sound strategy 
would be to seek to exploit specific regional competitive advantages 
to serve specialised product markets. There may be possibilities In 
particular to establish niche positions based on the exploitation of 
local advantages which would not have been viable In a regional or 
national market context but become so In the context of a single 
European market. This strategy needs to be underpinned by the effort to 
upgrade basic factors of competitiveness outlined above. This 
approach, which emphasises the Importance of the overal·l business 
environment draws attention to the I lmlts of a static sectoral analysis 
of the likely regional effects of the Single Market. Industrial 
sectoral. specialisation Is certainly not In Itself a sufficient guide 
to these effects. Technological change has become so widespread that 
the distinction between "high technology" and "low technology" sectors 
has lost much of Its former meaning. Rather, It Is the characteristics 
of the product Itself, the way It Is made and how It Is marketed which 

12 Neven estimates that a 2.5% reduction In Intra-Community trade 
costs for footwear and clothing would result In a 14% Increase In 
output In Southern Europe, wlch would be equivalent to about 0.6% 
of GOP In Portugal and Greece and 0.3% of GOP In Spain. 

13 Booz.AIIen & Hamilton (1989), Effects of the Internal market on 
Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. Study financed by the 
European Commission. 
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often distinguish successful Industries from the rest. In regions where 
firms are successful In searching out and exploiting special lsed 
markets, It Is possible to achieve high growth even within those 
sectors where overall demand Is growing only slowly. By exploiting 
aval !able Industrial expertise and competitive advantages to the ful I, 
In order to widen and deepen their regional economic base and acquire 
new ski I Is, regions can reach higher levels of development. 

15. The need to upgrade the economic base Is recognised by many of the 
weaker regions themselves. In Ireland, and possibly now also In 
Portugal and Spain, this has taken the form of a vigorous policy to 
attract foreign Investment In new advanced Industries. However, while 
foreign Investment can be an external catalyst for local business to 
set about upgrading their activities there Is also the risk of creating 
a dependent economy with I lttle stimulus to Indigenous development. The 
Irish experience Is very instructive In this respect where the new 
activities from outside (e.g. pharmaceuticals, computers, 
telecommunications, consumer durables) have not forged links with the 
domestic sector, resulting In a kind of dual economy where the growth 
of a competitive sector of national firms has not been stimulated 
significantly. 

16. It Is clear that there are no easy solutions to problems of the 
Community's less favoured regions In adapting to the 1992 programme. 
These regions must bul ld on their comparative strengths and attempt to 
upgrade production In order to become more competitive. For this to be 
successful, a major, broadly-based effort using an appropriate mix of 
Indigenous resources and foreign Investment wl I I be required to Improve 
these regions' endowment In human and fixed capital over the longer 
term. 

9.4 Regional consequences of economic and monetarY union 

17. The move towards economic and monetary union (EMU) wi I I undoubtedly 
generate additional pressures for structural adjustment In the lagging 
regions. However certain effects of EMU wl I I benefit the lagging 
regions more than the rest of Community such as the elimination of 
transaction costs and the reduction of Interest rates presently bearing 
exchange risk premia. As revealed In a Commission study14 the overal I 
effects on the Community's regions do not appear to be clearcut. On the 
one hand, there are economy of sea I e advantages whIch w I I I accrue to 
the central regions while, on the other hand, lower labour costs and 
potentially faster growth In productivity will bring benefits to the 
least favoured regions. The study concludes that It is therefore 
difficult to predict, a priori, the geographical pattern of gains and 
losses. It Is clear, however, that the loss of the nominal exchange 
rate Instrument as well as stricter discipline Imposed on national 
budgetary pol lcles wl I I be more Important to economies undergoing deep 
structural change. Greece and Portugal, and to a less extent also 
Ire I and, SpaIn and Ita I y, thus face new cha I I enges In the process of 
economic and monetary union, not least In regard to their ability to 
steadly Improve their endowment In human and physical capital. 

14 "One market, one money. An evaluation of the potential benefits and 
costs of forming an economic and monetary union", European Economy 
N' 44, October 1990. 
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18. The f Ina I shape of eonom I c and monetary UnIon w I I I be dec 1 ded by 
the Intergovernmental Conference which opened on 12 Decemb~r 1990. The 
Conference will have to address the regional aspects of economic and 
monetary union. The Commission advocates15 tha~ In the final stage of 
economic and monetary union there might be the need to further 
strengthen Community structural policies. For the Structural Funds, 
consideration should be given to widening the el lglbl I lty criteria and 
to endowing them with a greater capacity to respond more quickly and 
more flexibly to adverse economic shocks affecting specific regions. 
Furthermore, the Commission proposes that a specific financial support 
scheme should be created to cope with major economic problems and to 
favour convergence within the Community. In this context, It Is worth 
noting that the Community budget currently represents only about 1% of 
community GDP or 3% of public expenditure In the Community. This 
obviously places a limit on the economic Impact of the Community's 
cohesion pol lcles. 

15 Communication of Commission of 21 August 1990 on Economic and 
Monetary Union. 
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BOX 9.2 

Perception of enterprise managers of the Impact of the Single Market 

1. Companies In all Community Member States expect to benefit from the 
completion of the Single Market. This Is the outcome of a survey1 of 
9000 enterprIse managers throughout the CommunIty conducted for the 
Commission In early 1989. About one-third of the managers surveyed 
expect their company to prosper In the post-1992 Community. Only one in 
six foresee that the dangers of an Increasingly competitive market 
place will overshadow the various opportunities arising In the larger 
and unified Community market. The remaining respondents, about one-half 
of. the total, either perceive the threats and opportunities as evenly 
balanced or, are not sufficiently aware of the Single Market programme 
to make a sound judgement. 

2. As a whole the Industry £DQ business services sectors appear to be 
optimistic about their prospects In the Single Market. However, some 
noteworthy regional differences do emerge (see table 9.2). 

Table 9.2: Managers' expectations of the effects of the completion of 
the Single Market on their company (as a percentage of rep! les). 

Increased 
opportunities (a) 

Opportunities and 
threats about 
equal 

Lagging 
regions 

36 

29 

Regions In 
Industrial 
dec 1 I ne 

32 

37 

Don't know 16 18 

Increased 19 14 
threats (b) 

Total 100 100 - - - --- --- - --- - -~ - --- - -
(a) : (b) 1 . 9 : 1 2. 3 : 1 

Favoured 
regions 

38 

37 

13 

13 

100 

2. 9 : 1 

lfo (1990), An empirical assessment of factors shaping regional 
competitiveness In problem regions. Study financed by the European 
Commission, Luxembourg. 
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3. Managers with companies In lagging regions and regions In Industrial 
decl Jne are less optimistic about the effects of the Single Market on 
their company than their col leagues In more favoured regions. The ratio 
of managers seeing Increased opportunities as opposed to growing 
threats Is Jess than two to one In Jagging regions whereas It reaches a 
value of almost three to one In favoured regions. 

4. The assessments of the Impact of the Single Market by firms In 
lagging regions are more polarized than elsewhere. The percentage of 
firms feeling threatened by the Single Market (19%) Is particularly 
high. For many companies the risks of foreign Incursions In their 
traditional markets outweigh the benefits (of efficiency gains and 
market expansion) related to the completion of the Single MarKet. On 
the other hand, the percentage of enterprIse managers whIch expect 
Increased opportunities (36%) Is roughly comparable to the values 
observed elsewhere. 

5. In regions which suffer from Industrial decl lne, the opportunities 
offered by the completion of the Single Market appear to be relatively 
1 lmlted as only 32 percent of enterprise managers expects the 
advantages of the 1992 programme to outweigh the disadvantages. This 
percentage Is 6 points less than the figure for the more favoured 
regions. The percentage of firms seeing Increased threats (14%) Is 
roughly the same as In favoured regions. This means that on balance the 
companies expecting to benefit from the 1992 programme are stl I I more 
than twice as numerous as those expecting to lose. 

6. Managers In favoured regions seem to be especially well informed 
about the different aspects of the move towards the Single Market. Only 
13 percent of them had not yet formed an opinion about the Single 
Market's effects. This compares favourably to the percentages recorded 
In lagging regions (16%) and In Industrially declining regions (18%). 
It Implies that the already favoured regions seem best-placed to take 
advantage of any new opportunities emerging In the process. 

7. These differing perceptions about the Impact of the completion of 
the Single Market will have real effects, since planned job creation 
and Investment are dependent on a positive perception of the future. 
This points to the risk that the differing expectations In the three 
types of regions considered turn Into self-fulfilling prophecies. The 
creation of a positive awareness of the benefits to be derived from the 
Single Market Is thus of major Importance. 

8. These results convey two main messages: The completion of the I 
Single Market Is overwhelmingly perceived as having positive effects. 
The degree of optimism and the expected benefits vary however visibly i 
between regions just lfylng doubts on the future path of convergence and J 

L_ ___ s_u_g_g_e_s_t_l_n_g __ c_o_n_t __ l_n_u_e_d __ s_t __ r_u_c_t_u_·r_a __ l_p_o __ l_l_c_y __ a_c_t_l_o_n_s __ t_o __ s_u_P_P_o_r_t __ c_o_h_e_s_l_o_n __ . ______ _ 
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ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ASPECTS OF CENTRAL ANO EASTERN 
EUROPEAN STATES AND REGIONS 

10.1 The economies of Central and Eastern Europe 

1. The fundament a I poI It I ca I and economIc changes underway In the 
countries to the East of the Community will lead them, In the 
relatively near future, Into closer relations with the Community. In 
this section, the economies of the six countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe1 are discussed (hereinafter referred to as "the Six") with 
particular reference to the regional level2. 

2. In general, the economies of the Six are highly industrialised, the 
Industrial employment share comfortably exceeding the Community average 
(33%) In every case. The figures, however, conceal the existence of an 
Industrial sector In the Six which Is almost uniformly obsolete and In 
decl lne. This situation Is the result of central lsed Industrial 
planning, where Industry has been almost entirely state-owned, where 
decision-making has been Influenced by political Imperatives and where 
the finances of enterprises have been burdened by a complex structure 
of economically Irrational production levies and heavy subsidies. 
Under these conditions the profits and losses of enterprises were not 
an expression of competitiveness and were meaningless for Investment 
decisions. This situation Is also Intimately connected to the effects 
of the system of administered prices which generally did not correspond 
to the relative scarcity of capital, materials, ski I Is and other 
resources. As a result, Industry Is highly Inefficient compared to 
that In the Community, with considerable overmannlng, and Is oriented 
towards physical production rather than towards meeting the 
requirements of the user resulting In poor qual lty output and 
widespread shortages, even of basic goods. 

3. Switching from a centrally-planned to a market 
requires a fundamental regime change to alter 
responslbl I I ties and behaviour of economic agents. 
lmpl les basic reforms In four broad areas to bring 
western economies: 

economy In the Six 
the expectations, 

This regime change 
them Into I lne with 

the legal, accounting and other framework conditions which 
private business activity and entrepreneurial decisions; 

govern 

the process of price formation and price structure; 
the banking and credit system; 
the system of public finance, taxes, levies and subsidies. 

Reforms In these areas at national level are already underway although 
at different speeds In the Six. Such reforms are crucial to the 
regeneratIon of sectors and regIons and espec I a I I y to encourage the 
emergence of new firms, partlcuarly of smal I and medium size, to create 
new competitive activity and employment. The main current features of 
the sectors (Including agriculture) and regions In the Six are 
discussed In the next section. 

namely: Poland, Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
BulgarIa (In order of size of population). lnformat ion on the 
Rumanian economy and regions Is, however, particularly lacking. 

2 See also: Commission of the European Communities (1990), Employment 
In Europe 1990, Luxembourg, chapter 1. 
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Table 10.1: Indicators for countries in Central and Eastern Europe, and in EUR12 

Indicators Unit~ Bulgaria Czechoslovakia GDR Hungary Yougoslavia Romania roland EUR12 

Population OOOs (1988) 

I 
8981 i5608 16666 10597 23560 23112 37362 324011 i 

Area 000 km' 110 i30 108 90 260 240 .110 2253 

Llensi'Y inhab/km' (1988) 31 l22 154 114 92 97 121 144 

Population change 1930-88 1988 index( 1980 =I 00) 1013 101.9 99.6 98.9 118.3 104.1 1 106 102.1 

Age srrucrurc 

""' 

under ! 5 % of total ( 19.-;7) I 21.5 2<1 .4' 19.2 21.1 24.7' 1 25.6 18.9 

60:'55 :lnd :.•·.-er % of total (1987) ! 21 i 19.3' 21 21.7 . i 
17.4' I 13.2 14.03 

1 
Emp!oymenr I i I i . I 

j total . j ~;os (198~). , I 
4444 ' 7911 3952 I 11345 I 6866 I 11070 I 17705 125913 

'9 ! 1 agn:::~ .. atui~ I ;o of tota, ( '988! I 19 i2 '1 ' I 29 28 8 

I 'n"··-rr·· I % of total (1988) 
I 

.:J.7 ~s j 50 
18 i u' .37 33 I "UU> • ~~ I 

lr)OQ kiT\ ( 1985) 
I I , ::;.~~~rr:f~;:~cd network ! 36.5 ! '73.9 ! 11- ~ ·~o .\( ! I l"' 7 72.8 253.9 2632.! z 

I 
.I . ..:. ---- ! .. ~:~ I 

length of r:tiltraci<s 000 km ( 1986) 4.3 13.1 14 7.9 11.2 26.8 125.4 

0--. 

Social conditions 

new dwellings aver. per year per IO.UOO inhab. :981-85 17 ti9 7l ii'i 60 oJ 52 52 

doc~'Jrs per 10.000 inhab. ( 1988) 

3~7~; ·I 
36.6 32.7 33.2 21.1 25.6 32.3 

hospital beds per l 0.000 inhab. ( 1988) 103 100 93 93 70 84 

orivate cars per 1.000 inhab. (1986) 175 :208 145 122' i05 341 

'1985 
2 1987 
'.·lge group 65 <.1nd over 
Sources: !:'a>·u:rn l:.'uropean Countries: Staristical Ujjice (jf)f<. Die J)f)U in internationalen Ven;leich. 1/er/in November /')89 
EURJ2. Popui<.Jlion: Euroswr, Rapid reporrs · Popularion and social condirions /990/4. Luxembourg 1990 
Age srrucrure: Eurosrar. Basic srarisrics of rhe Communiry: 27th edition, Luxembourg /990 
Employmenr: Eurosrar, Labour Force Survey, /987, tuxembourg 1989 
Jnfrasrrucrure: Regions Sralisrica/ yearbook, /988, Luxembourg /989 
Social condirions: ca/cularions based upon Srarisrica/ Office FRC2._Srarisrisches Jahrbur.h BRD /989, Wiesbaden !989·and Eurosrar. Regions Srarisrical yearbook /988, op.cit. 
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Sectoral and regional aspects of the Slx3 

4. The Industrial structures of manufacturing among the Six are 
characterised by a concentration of employment In heavy manufacturing 
Industry (shipbuilding, Iron and steel, mining engineering and 
chemicals) Involving a heavy use of raw materials and energy. The 
organisation of Industry features a considerable degree of vertical 
Integration with large production units. In Hungary, for Instance, 
more than 80 percent. of manufacturIng employment Is accounted for by 
some 1,140 state owned enterprises with an average of more than one 
thousand employees. 

5. The spatial distribution of Industry Is based on major Industrial
urban agglomerations In the form of Industrial "zones" or "axes". For 
the most part, these equate with the availability of raw materials: 
Hungarian heavy Industry Is concentrated along an ''energy axis" running 
from the north-east to the south-west of the country corresponding to 
thrayal lab! I tty of coal, non-ferrous ores and other primary Industrial 
raw materials. Polish Industrial development Is also based prJmarlly 
on resource exploitation (coal and Iron ore mining), notably around 
Upper Sl lesla, Lodz and Walbrzych. Similarly, much of Yugoslav 
Industrial development Is In the north of the country - Slovenia, 
Bosnia and Vojvodlna- close to the reserves of Iron ore and of I. 

6. However, state planning has also attempted to Impose more 
centrally-determined patterns of Industrial location. Since 1950, the 
Pol Ish government has developed five new Industrial areas In the 
central and southern parts of Poland (Konon, Legnlca-Giogow, 
Tarnobrzeg, Pulawy and Plock), based on coal, copper, sulphur and 
energy resources, In order to provide some counter-balance to the 
concentrations of Industrial growth In older Industrial regions. In 
Bulgaria, 80 percent of Industrial capacity Is located within an area 
defined by an elI lptlcal ly-shaped transport route (based In the centre 
of the country but running through alI the Bulgarian regions) which has 
been used to determine the locat ton of lndustr Ia! enterprises and 
centres. State planning In Hungary has also attempted to distribute 
Industry more evenly- away from the capital Budapest (where Its share 
of total Industrial employment has been reduced by more than one-third 
since the 1960s), and southwards from the northern "energy axis" to 
cities I Ike Szeged, Pees and Debrechen. 

7. This pattern of industrial development Is frequently associated 
with serious environmental degradation, caused by the rapid expansion 
and massive development of urban-Industrial agglomerations and the 
concentration of major chemicals and raw material processing 
facilities. Soli, water and air pollution Is a consequence of 
Inadequate technology and lack of Investment In purification plants and 
waste processing facilities. 

8. In agriculture, there are fewer common features among the Six. In 
Poland, for example, the share of total employment accounted for by the 
agricultural sector Is 30 percent; In Czechoslovakia by contrast the 

3 The following Is based on the preliminary results of a new study: 
European Policies Research Centre (1990), Socio-economic situation 
and development of the regions In the neighbouring countries of the 
Community In Central and Eastern Europe. Study· financed by the 
European Commission. 
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share Is only 12 percent. For both Poland and Yugoslavia, the 
col lectlveness of agriculture along soviet 1 lnes was not Implemented as 
extensively as elsewhere among the Six. The proportion of the 
agricultural sector In state ownership, therefore, varies greatly: In 
Yugoslavia, some 80 percent of agricultural land Is In private hands 
compared to less than 10 percent In Hungary and Czechoslovakia. The 
differences In ownership Involve considerable variation In farm 
structure. In Poland, half of the 2.75 million farms (mainly In the 
central and southern parts of the country) are less than 5ha In size; 
the average sIze of the state-owned farms In the north and west of 
Poland Is In excess of 3,000 ha. 

9. In general, the service sector In the Six Is dominated by central 
government . services, often organised In hierarchies according to 
settlement size. The producer service sector Is not well-developed; 
st'ate banks have tended to have a monopoly position, and commercial 
serv 1 ces such as consu I tancy, I ega I and accountancy busInesses have 
been relatively basic. 

10. At the same time as the reforms discussed above are introduced to 
enable the development of market economies In the Six, maJor Investment 
Is required In the Industrial sector to replace outdated and 
technologically-obsolescent Industrial plant and machinery, and the 
Import of technology. Much of this Investment wl I I come from private 
sources which .Is why the rapid and successful lmplementat ion of the 
reforms Is so Important. As already Indicated the ~evelopment of small 
and medium sized enterprises Is especially Important, requiring not 
only the framework conditions fo·r the existence of such business but 
also efforts to raise the organisational and managerial skills of 
potential entrepreneurs. In Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Poland the 
process of prlvatlsatlon of state enterprises Is already underway 
along with efforts to encourage the participation of foreign Investors 
whl le the right to own property Is being establ !shed. Particular 
problems have arisen as a result of the degradation of the environment 
where uncer taInt I es over the respons I b I I It I es for, and the costs of, 
cleaning up make the maJor Industrial lsed parts of the Six less 
attractive to potential outside Investors. 

11. In the agricultural sector Czechoslovakia and Hungary are taking 
steps to prlvatlse farms with the objective of Increasing both 
production and productivity. The splitting-up of state-owned farms, 
however~~~esents significant problems of reorganisation because of the 
scale .of combines and cooperatives, the division of labour, and the 
hlghJy specialised nature of some agricultural activity, especially 
I ivo~tock farming facl I I ties. Major problems for agriculture may arise 
from ·price reforms as the central ly-determlned price controls are 
gradually removed. The anticipated reductions In prices and producer 
subsidies wl I I cause considerable adJustment problems for producers. 

12. In the service sector liberal isat ion Is promot lng a greater 
diversity In new financial and business service Institutions, enhanced 
by the break-up or prlvatlsatlon of public service organisations In 
areas such as desIgn, archItecture and c I vI I engIneerIng. More 
consumer servIces part I cuI ar I y shops, restaurants and other 
entertainment activities are developing also as 1 iberal lsatlon 
proceeds. 
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Infrastructure 

13. Transport Infrastructure among the Six Is generally of poor quality 
and over-loaded. For example, rail networks are extensive but 
significant parts are one-track (In Hungary only 14 percent Is double 
track), the load-bearing capacity Is low, and many sections are only 
capable of supporting I lmlted-speed travel. Electrification Is I imited 
and the roll lng stock suffers from under-Investment. With respect to 
the road network, In both Czechoslovakia and Hungary less than one 
percent of the tot a I road network consIsts of express hIghways; many 
rural roads· are not metalled. Transport routes will need 
reorientation, with greater emphasis on I Inks with the peripheral 
regions and, In the context of Increased trade with the outside world 
In general and the Community In particular, more (and better) cross
border connections . .In Czechoslovakia, for example, most road and rai I 
1 Inks are east-west; to Improve International transit traffic along the 
Scandinavia-Italy axis, more north-south routes are required. In 
Bulgaria also, links with the other Balkan countries are seen as a 
priority. In telecommunications, the state of technology is 
considerably behind the Community with problems of rellabl llty and poor 
levels of service especially In contacts with the outside world. 

Regional development problems 

14. In spatial terms, many of the Six suffer a "core/periphery" 
regional problem: the concentration of development In industrial urban 
complexes, axes and agglomerations has left peripheral or border areas 
relatively under-developed. A long term objective of regional 
development Is likely to Involve redirecting economic development away 
from the planned urban-Industrial concentrations to avoid further 
depopulation of rural areas, Inter-regional migration and congestion In 
the core areas as well as to avoid social and poli)lcal divisions among 
different language groups. Considerable potential may be derived In 
some of the peripheral regions from tourism which Is currently a growth 
sector and a major foreign currency earner for several of the Six. 
Opportunities may also stem from the development of frontier districts, 
through cross-border cooper at I on, both among the SIx themse I ves and 
between the Six and Western Europe eg. between Czechoslovakia, Germany 
and Austria. 

15. In the short term, the most serious regional problems are expected 
to arise as a result of unemployment. Many areas wl I I be affected by 
Industrial or agricultural restructuring. Major job losses are 
anticipated from the closure of Industrial plants and the 
rational lsatlon of employment. Reduction of employment wl I I also occur 
In the pub! lc sector through the abol ltlon or contraction of government 
agencies. Smaller armed forces and shorter conscription times wl 11 also 
raise unemployment; this may be exacerbated by the difficulties 
associated with the conversion of defence Industries to clvi 1 ian 
product ion. In Poland, unemployment Is expected to reach one mill ion 
(eight percent of the labour force outside agriculture) by the end of 
1990. 

16. The changes In the Six call for a regional policy response not 
least to promote social cohesion In the face of rising unemployment and 
also to ensure that changes being Introduced have a regional coherence. 
Hungary Is one of the most advanced In this field among the Six since 
It has Initiated development programmes for the most under-developed 
regions with the aim of strengthening· economic structures, to Improve 
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the productivity of the population and to Increase employment 
opportunities {prlmarl ly In north-east Hungary, South Transdanube, and 
various. lowland regions). A regional development "concept" has also 
been developed for the North-Hungarian region to provide strategic 
guldel lnes for economic reconstruction. Yugoslavia has operated a 
system of "supplementary financing" of Investments by the regions as 
part of the federal system with the objective of developing backward 
agrarian areas. However, as In other countries such as Bulgaria, a 
rna r ke t -based reg I on a I poI Icy (as opposed to a reg I on a I deve I opmen t 
strategy Involving the· centrally-planned allocation of resources and 
activities among regions), and even the Identification of regional 
disparities, has yet to be clarified. 

10,2 East Germany and her regions 

17. As In the case of the Six discussed In the previous section the 
East German economy and Its regions are mainly characterized by 
"material production sectors" (agriculture, Industry, transport and 
trading), suffering from the same problems Induced by central lsed 
planning as In the other countries. The fundamental analysis therefore 
remains the same and the following Is Intended to add some further 
empirical and analytical Information specific to this new part of the 
European Community. 

18. The former GDR was a small to medium-sized country on a European 
scale. At the end of 1989 Its population- some 16 ml I I ion- was about 
a quarter, while Its surface area Is nearly half, of that of West 
Germany. For historic reasons, population and Industry are concentrated 
In the south whl le the northern parts are very thinly settled. Since 
the end of July 1990, the country has once again be~n divided into the 
5 Lander (Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Brandenburg, Sachsen-Anhalt, Sachsen, 
ThUrlngen) which existed before 19524. Below the Lander-level, 189 
Landkre I se and 38 Stadtkre I se whIch were a I ready In pI ace form a 
further levels of administration. The former, only, are In turn divided 
into some seven and a half thousand municipal !ties. 

19. Population density Is slightly higher than the average of the 
Community, but less than one-third of that of West Germany. The 
population Is very unevenly distributed: 48% live In the five densely 
populated areas: East BerlIn, Halle, Leipzig, Dresden, Chemnltz. 
Meanwhile, 25% of the population is still living In rura·i settlements 
with less than 2000 Inhabitants. On average the East German population 
Is younger than that of West Germany but with the mass emigration of 
1989 and 1990, when more than 500,000 people (3% of the population) 
left the country, this has probably changed. According to estimates, 5% 
of the labour force left the country Including In particular the 
younger and wei 1-qual If led people and their chi ldren5. 

20. Activity rates In the former GDR are higher than In the Community. 
At 86% of the female population of working age, the activity rate for 
women Is one of the highest In the world while the equivalent figure 
for males, at 81%, Is also comparatively high. The labour force of some 

4 The 15 Bezirke which were created lr) 1952 have been provisional iy 
maintained. Their future remains to be decided by the new Lander 
governments. 

5 For initial estimates, DIW, Beschleunigter ProduktlonsrUckgang in 
der DDR, DiW-Wochenbericht 33/90 vom 16.8.90 . 
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9.1 mlo people Is highly qualified with three out of four members of 
the working populat ton having had vocat lonal training, 20% of which 

-have graduated from universities or polytechnics. While a number of 
these qual lflcatlons might now be Inappropriate, they generally provide 
a sound basis for the fundamental adjustment of human resources to the 
new economic situation to take place. Unemployment did not official Jy 
exist prior to July 1990 although there Is I lttle doubt that there was 
widespread hidden unemployment or underused labour. 

21. Just under half (47%) of the labour force In East Germany works In 
Industry (Including construction), 11% In agriculture and only 42% In 
the service sectorS. Large units predominate In Industry and 
agriculture whl le smal I and medium sized enterprises have existed only 
In crafts. 

2i. Estimates suggest that GNP per capita In East Germany In 1989 was 
about 60% of the level In West Germany7. Productivity In the 
different economic sectors Is wei I below West German levels and In the 
course of 1990 productivity levels have declined even further. The West 
German lnst ltute for Economics (DIW) has est lmated that as a 
consequence one third of the Industrial production Is competitive In 
the world market, one third has no chance of surviving In a market 
economy while the rest would be able to become competitive but with 
state-aid after a transition periodS. The latest reports and much of 
the anecdotal evidence Indicate that the situation may be even more 
serious. 

23. In terms of regional economic structure, Industry In general is 
concentrated In the south of the country and In East-BerlIn, with nodal 
points of Industrial activity existing In other parts of the country 
often dependent on only one or two large Industrial plants. 
Agriculture, although not Insignificant In the South is most Important 
In the North. The service sector Is more developed In the northern 
regions than In the South due to the lack of manufacturing. Some 
regions of the GDR are extremely specialized In certain Industrial 
branches: energy and basic Industries are located In the South and the 
East. Electronics, data processing and precision engineering are mainly 
concentrated In East-Berlin and In the South. Textiles and consumer 
goods are found In the southwest. Food processing Is sited mainly In 
the North and In the centre of the GDR. Mechanical engineering and 
construction of motor vehicles are however relatively widely dispersed, 
except In the East. As In the Six, Industry has been responsible for 
environmental pollution with the East German chemical Industry 

6 For comparIson: Ita I y has near I y the same share of emp 1 oyment in 
agriculture (10.5 %); West Germany's share of Industrial employment 
Is lower (42,5 %); the share of the service sector Is smaller than 
that of Greece and Portugal - the smallest In the EC. 

7 This estimate Is based on an estimate of GOP (In Ostmarks) 
produced by the statistical bureau of the former GDR early In 1990. 
Such estimates are, however, extremely difficult to make between 
radically different economic regimes and price structures. 
Differences In statistical classification and definitions add to 
the problem of meaningful comparison. 

8 DIW (1990), LelstungsUihlgkelt der DDR-Industrle, Study for the 
European Pari lament, Berlin, see also Directorate General for 
Research of the European Par I I ament ( 1990). The Impact of German 
Unification on the European Community, Working Document No 1, 
Luxembourg. 
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representing a particularly serious case In the southern part of the 
country. 

24. While relatively extensive Infrastructure exists much of It Is in 
poor condition. Due to the regional concentration of Investment In 
Infrastructure around new Industrial sites the regional distribution of 
Infrastructure Is very uneven both In quantity and quality. The South 
has a developed network In both transport and utilities, but It is 
outdated and In very bad condition. The North Is not sufficiently 
supplied with Infrastructure because of the difficulties associated 
with Its sparse population and dispersion of settlements. To bring the 
lnfrastructural provision In East Germany up to a standard comparable 
with West Germany requires broadly based Investments (in 
te I ecommun I cat Ions, transport, water, sewage, etc) I nvo lv i ng 
considerable outlays9. In the telecommunications sector alone, 
modernisation and development of the network In East Germany wl I I the 
subject of a seven-year plan costing nearly 4 bl I I lon ECU per year. 

25. While generally regard~d as among the highest In the former Eastern 
Bloc, the standard of I lvlng In East Germany Is much lower than In West 
Germany according to the available evidence. Thus In 1988, only 52 
per cent of private households had a car (97 per cent In West Germany), 
typically small In size, 52 per cent a television set (94 per cent) and 
on I y 9 per cent a te I ephone. (98 per cent). The dwe I I I ng space per 
Inhabitant was 27 square metres against 351/2 square metres In West 
Germany but as the housing stock Is dilapidated, the difference in 
quality and living comfort Is significantly greater. Similarly, there 
Is widespread anecdotal evidence of Inferior product qual lty and 
mIsmatches be tween goods supp I I ed and demanded, IndIcatIng that the 
uti I lty derived from consumption Is substantially lower than the 
statistics suggest. 

. 
26. The unification of Germany which was formal lsed on 3 October 1990 
has conferred certain advantages on East Germany In Its transition to a 
market economy when compared to the problems facing the Six out I ined 
above. East Germany has In effect bec9me the weakest region, or 
collection of regions, of the strongest economy In the Community and 
will benefit from Interregional transfers of Income of the German 
state. In add it ion, East Germany will benefit from the extension of 
policies of structural Intervention to regenerate Its regions. These 
Include: grants to produ~tlve Investment, Including In smal I and medium 
sized enterprises, soft loans, grants for economic and for local 
Infrastructures. Also, as part of the European Community, East Germany 
will benefit from the expertise and financial assistance mobilised 
under the Structural Funds. 

27. Whl le the outlook for East Germany Is perhaps more positive than In 
the Six It Is clear that there are also risks associated with the 
adjustment pressures arising from the simultaneous effects of monetary 
union with West Germany and the transition from a centrally-planned to 
a market economy. For example, with the removal of national trading 
barriers which followed monetary union In July 1990, there Is a danger 
that East Germany will become mainly a market for western products 

9 DIW, Quantitative Aspekte von Wlrtschaft und Flnanzen In der DDR, 
DIW-Wochenberlcht 17/90 vom 26.4.1990, DIW, Tendenzen der 
Wlrtschaftsentwlcklung 1990/91, DIW-Wochenberlcht 26/90 vom 
28.6.90 and DIW, Bauwlrtschaft und Wohnungswlrtschaft In der DDR, 
Lage und Perspektlven, DIW-Wochenberlcht 28/90 vom 12.7.90. 
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rather· than a location for their production. Also, If wage rates In 
East Germany rise too rapidly towards those In West Germany this wl II 
have adverse effects on the competitiveness of East German enterprises 
unless productivity levels are raised sufficiently In parallel. 
Mon~tary union with West Germany therefore demands a relatively rapid 
transition In East Germany to a competitive market economy with 
Inevitable short-term adjustment costs, which are already emerging, in 
the form of growing unemployment and short-time working. Much therefore 
remains to be done to restructure the East German economy and her 
regions to make this transition a success and to achieve and sustain an 
acceptable regional balance. 
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·Annex 0 DEFINITION, LEVEL AND SIZE OF REGIONS1 

1. The Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) was 
established by the Statistical Office of the European Communities, In 
cooperation with the Commission's other departments, so as to provide a 
single, uniform breakdown of territorial units for the production of 
Community regional statistics. Moreover, In accordance with Council 
Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88 on the task,s of the Structural Funds, the 
Nomenclature forms the basis for the Identification of regions whose 
development Is lagging behind, declining Industrial areas and rural 
areas eligible for Community assistance (see O.J. L 185 of 15 July 
19,88). 

2. Various systems of territorial division are·posslble: 

normative regions (administrative boundaries) 
analytical regions 

functlonal2 (aggregations of complementary zones) 
homogenous (aggregations ·of zones with 
characteristics) 

s imllar 

For practical reasons to do with data ·availability and the 
Implementation of regional policies, the NUTS nomenclature Is based 
primarily on the Institutional divisions currently In force in the 
Member States. 

The NUTS lists of regional units of a general character; It thus 
excludes territorial units serving specific purposes and local units. 
It employs a three-level hierarchical classification of regions for 
each Member State (NUTS 1- NUTS 2- NUTS 3). 

The NUTS nomenclature subdivides each Member State Into a whole number 
of level 1 regions, each of which Is In turn subdivided Into a whole 
number of level 2 regions, which are themselves subdivided onto a whole 
number of level 3 regions. The only exception to this principle is In 
the division of Belgium at levels 1 and 2, the Brussels region (level 
1) forming only a part of the province of Brabant (level 2). 

3. The present NUTS nomenclature subdivides the territory of the 
European CommunIty Into 66 reg Ions at I eve I 1, 174 at I eve I 2 and 829 
at level 3 (see table 0.1). 

Despite the aim of ensuring that regions of comparable size alI appear 
at the same NUTS level, each level still contains regions which differ 
greatly In terms of area, population, economic weight or administrative 
powers (see table 0.2). · 

source: EUROSTAT (1990) Regions, Nomenclature of territorial units 
for statistics, Luxembourg. 

2 For example, labour market areas as discussed In Box 5.2. 
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Tahle 0.1: Correspondence between NUTS levels and national administrative divisions in the 
Community 

Member State Nl;Ts 1 NUTS 2 NUTS 3 

llclgiqu~JAelgie Regions 3 Provinces 9 Arrondissements 

Danmark' - I - I 1\mter 

flR Deutschland' Lander 11 Regierungshczirke' 31 KrP-ise 

Elias Groups of development 4 Development regions IJ Nomoi 
regions• 

Espana 1\grupacion de comunidades 7 Comunidades auton()mas II\ l'rovincias 
aulonomas + Mellila y Ccula 

France Zeal I! Rcgi<lllS 22 Departemcnts 
+ D.O.M. 1 4 

Ireland - I - 1 l'lanni ng regions 

ftalia G ruppi di reggioni• II Regioni 20 l'rovincie 

G.D. Luxembourg I - ! -
Nederland I .andsdclen 4 Prn.vincies 12 C.O.R.O.P. - Regio"s 

Portugal Continente + Regioes 
, 

Comissaoes de coordena~ao 7 G rupos de Concelho.< ·' autonomas rcgi()nal + Regioes autonomas 
' 

United Kingdom Standard regions If Group of counties• .15 Counties/Local 
authoritv reQions 

EUR12 66 174 
'A breakdown of Denmark into lhree regions is gi1•en ill mo.'t of 1/w /abies and maps 
'Region.r of !he former G[)R not yel included (5 !Linder. 15 Bezirke. 218 Kmise) 
326 Regierungsbezirke -l 5 !.finder not subdivided into RP.gierwrgsbezirlu~ 
•Grouping for Community purposes 

4J 

IS 

328 

51 

52 

96 
4 

9 

95 

I 

40 

JO 

05 

1\29 



Table 0.2: Area and population of the regions of the Community, 1987 

Area 
(1000 km') 

NUTS I NtJTS 2 NUTS 3 

Num Min. l\1ax. An•. Num Min. I\ lax. Ave. Num Min. M~x. Av.c. 
her her bcr 

' n 1 0.2 16.8 10.2 9 2.40 4.4 3.4 43 0.10 2.0 0.7 

DK 1 4.l.l 43.1 43.1 .l 2.90 .B.1 14.4 15 0.10 6.2 ?..9 

I) II 0.4 70.6 22.1i 31 0.40 17.5 8.0 .128 0.04 2.9 0.8 

GR 4 .1./t 56.7 33.0 D 2.31 19.1 10.1 51 0.33 5.4 2.6 

f'. 7 7.2 215.0 72.1 18 0.03 94.2 28.0 52 0.01 21.7 9.7 

F R 12.0 145.6 71.1 26 1.10 91.0 24.!i 100 0.11 91.0 6.4 

IRJ. I 68.9 118.9 liR.9 1 li8.90 (-,.~.9 68.9 1 1.10 12.1 7.7 

I II JJ.o 44.4 27.4 20 1.30 25.7 15.1 95 0.21 7.6 3.2 

L I 2.6 2.6 2.6 1 ?..liO 2.6 2.6 I 2.60 2.6 2.6 

NL 4 7.:l ll .. l 10.4 12 1.40 5.3 3.5 40 0.11 3.5 1.0 

p 1 0.8 88.9 10.7 7 0.80 2'i.l 1.1.1 30 0.80 8.8 3.2 

UK II i .3 78.8 22.2 35 0.70 31.7 7.0 65 0.40 21i.l 3.8 ----
EUII12 61i 0.2 215.0 35.6 176 0.03 94.2 13.3 829 0.01 91.0 2.8 

Population 
(I 000) 

-
NUTS I NUTS 2 NUTS J 

Num Min. l\1:lx. A\'C. Num Min. 1\lnx. A\C. Nmn Min. Mnx. A\'C. 
her her her 

ll 3 972 5691 J290 9 22/i 2:>21 109'7 43 .n 975 230 

J)K I 5127 5127 512'/ 1 587 2iQ5 1709 15 47 608 342 

1) 11 6(10 1(1712 5552 31 472 5111)8 1970 32R .13 2012 1!16 

GR 4 939 .1492 2498 1.l 179 .l492 768 51 21 3492 196 

1'. 7 1441 10505 5541\ ~.~ 1?.6 ni7.l 215/t 52 57 4894 747 

f' 8 39/.~ 10290 !i.l27 26 87 10:!90 2190 100 72 2504 569 

IRI. 1 3543 .l543 351\1 1 .154.1 .154.1 1543 I 81 IDS 394 

r II 1591 RRRJ 521.l 20 114 ~.~R I 21ln' 95 91 3980 604 

1.. 1 172 172 171. 1 172 17?. 3i2' 1 372 372 372 

NL 4 1592 !iR56 3661\ 12 190 .1197 1222 I)() 51\ 1251! 11\7 

p 1 253 9687 3<116 7 25.1 1577 141'<1 30 79 1901 .142 

UK II 1575 17318 5175 35 274 6770 1627 (\5 7J 6770 876 

EUR\2 66 372 17318 tl904 176 87 10?.90 1839 829 21 6770 390 



,J 
'> 

Table 1.1: GDP per inhabitant• in Member States, 1980- 1990 
(in PPS, EUR12 = 100) 

Member 
1980 

States 1981 1982 1983 

B I 104.5 103.0 104.0 102.7 

OK 109.0 108.3 111.0 : 12.3 

D 113.8 1111.0 112.7 113.2 

GR 58.2 57.3 57.4 56.5 

E I 73.4 72.1 72.7 72.6 

F 111.9 112.S i i 14.4 113.1 

IRL 1)·1 " 66.3 64.3 ~-- 65.') 1 

[ 102.5 103.li I 103.2 102.4 

L 115.6 115.3 116.3 118.0 

NL ! 1 !.0 109.7 107.0 106.6 
p 54.2 ~4.5 55.1 54.5 

UK I 01.1 100.1 100.8 103.2 

EURJ' 57.5 57.7 57.8 56.9 

EUR9" 103.2 103.2 103.2 103.3 

Disoarity" 16.8 17.0 17.0 17.1 

Source: DG ll 

1984 1985 1986 

102.9 101.6 10 1.! 

114.8 117.0 118.0 

I i4.4 i 14.4 !14.4 

56.5 56.8 56.0 

72.1 '1.3 72.2 
111.8 110.7 110.0 

65.7 65.1 63.4 

103.2 103.:5 104.0 

122.6 !24.0 ! 26.3 

107.3 10/.2 !06.4 

52.2 52.1 52.8 

102.7 103.7 104.2 

56.1 56.1 55.8 

103.4 103.4 103.4 

17.5 17.5 17.5 

'Gross Domestic Product per head indicates the income generated in Member States and re:;:ions by the resident producer uni/S. 

1987 1988 1989 

100.6 101.2 102.4 

113.8 109.5 108.0 

113.5 113.2 113.3 

54 .. 1 54.4 54.0 

74.0 74.8 75.7 

109.2 108.7 108.5 

64.3 I S4.6 <?6.0 

i04.4 104.8 105.1 

125.5 i27.4 128.0 

104.5 103.2 103.5 

53.7 53.8 54.5 

105.2 105.7 104.6 

55.6 55.7 56.0 

103.4 103.4 103.4 

16.9 16.7 16.4 

An alternative measure is Gross National Product per head which measures the resources available after the transfer of factor incomes such as interest payments and dividends. 
At regional/eve/. data are only available for GDP per head. Netj1ows of transfers out of or into a counrry or region lead to differences berween both measures which may 
be substantial in the case of smaller countries such as Ireland and Luxembourg or in cerrain regions where all or most of their national production in a particular industry is concentrated 
( eg. rhe energy-producing regions of Groningen and Highlands and Islands) 
'GR.IRL.P 
"Others 
• Weixhll!d standard deviation 

1990 

103.0 

107.2 

113.4 

53.0 

76.3 

108.6 

67.3 

!05.2 

128.7 

103.1 

55.4 

103.7 

56.2 

103.4 ! 

16.2 I 

I 

! 

! 
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Table l.2: Disparities in GDP per inhabitant between the regions' of the Community, 1980 - 1988 
(in PPS, EUR12= 100) 

i 
! ! 

19841 1980 1981 1982 1983 1985 1986 1987 1988 

I 
Average I 0 weakest re:sions :!/ 46 46 -<5 .IS 45 45 -<5 45 

I 
I 

I 
Average ! 0 strongest 

i45 \46 I 147 \49 I !49 !50 151 151 J 51 regions 

! I 
Average 25 weakest ~egions 57 57 56 56 I 55 56 55 56 56 

Average 25 strongest 
135 136 1 136 !36 137 138 138 137 137 

regions 

Disparity' 26.1 26.5 26.8 27 27.2 27.5 27.9 27.5 27.5 i 

'VUTS 2: DOM. A•ores and Madeire not inc/udedjor data reasons 
'Weighted standard deviarion 
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Table 1.3: GDP per person employed in Member States, 1980 - 1990 
(in PPS, EUR12 = 100) 

VI ember 
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 States 

B 110.9 ; 10.~ I ~ i !.5 I ! 10.6 110.6 

DK I 90.6 i :l9.6 i '!o.s I 90.4 90.7 

D I 1oo.6 1 1o6.u I 105.3 I :ll6.l 106.6 

GR I 113.4 I 59.6 I 
::; I 

57.6 57.7 ' 

E I 
94.0 

• 9'1.~ i 95.3 1 9/.1 

f' 110.3 '10., I~~- i ·~~: I 
110.1 

!RL I 75.4 n.s I ; :.9 30.6 

( !0<1.9 !Qd.51 102.4 I 100.6 100.9 

L 110.1 !Oii..1 ~ ~7-~ I 106.1 107.1 

~L !30./ :3o.o 1 '~9.' 130.5 131.6 

p 52.9 52.5 53.7 53.0 51.6 

UK 39.6 90.3 92.5 94.3 92.9 

EURJ' !)0.3 58.8 59.3 58.2 58.0 

EUR9' 102.9 103.1 !03.1 :03. ~ l03.1 

Disoaritv-' 14.4 14.6 14.1 14.1 14.4 

Source: DG II 
'GR.IRL.P 
'Others 
'Weighted standard deviaTion 

1985 1986' !987 1988 1989 1990 

:o8.8 107.9 !07.7 108.3 109.9 110.4 

90.6 :l9.5 S6.8 84.7 84.6 34.3 

106.0 105.4 104.8 I 05.7 105.8 106.3 

57.8 57.! 5.6.8 I 57.~ 57.3 56.7 

'-J8.S 98.0 96.6 96.4 96.0 95.3 

110.3 110.5 110.5 I II. I I I 1.3 I I 1.4 

82.6 30.7 83.5 33.7 36.0 87.1 

100.3 100.7 !01.5 101.7 102.2 102.7 

i07.9 107.6 ;!)3.0 102.3 102.4 W2.6 

130.5 I 23. I 1:25.7 124.8 125.5 126.1 

52.1 54.7 56.5 57.5 58.6 59.3 

93.1 94.2 95.1 93.3 92.6 91.7 

58.4 59.1 60.1 60.7 61.5 61.7 

103.1 103.0 102.9 102.3 102.7 102.7 

14.1 13.6 13.1 13.2 13.3 13.5 
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Map 2.2.1: Change In regional rates of unemployment 1985-1990 
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Table- 2.2.1: Disparities in regional unemployment rates, 1990• 

Mcmhcr 
Max. iVIin. Disparity' AHragc 

Statcs 

ll 13.1 3.& 2.7 7.6 

DK 9.1 6.R 0.9 7.9 

D 10.4 2.7 1.8 5.2 

GR 9.4 2.6 : 7.5 

E 28.9 7.3 4.9 lli.l 

F 12.9 4.5 1.3 8.7 

JH[. - - 16.4 

I 22.6 2.4 6.3 10.2 

L .. - - 1.5 

NL 11.3 5.6 0.8 8.0 

I' 12.6 2.8 : 5.1 

UK 15.7 2.2 2.5 6.3 

EURI2 22.0 1 2.6' 4.8 8.3 

EURI2 17.84 3.1 4 4.2 8.3 

'NUL'> 2 
'Weighted standard dt?l'iation 
'Average of I 0 regions wit!r highe.rt or lowest value.r 
4 A verage of 25 regions wit!r highest and lowest values 

Table 2.2.2: Disparities in regional unemployment rates', 1983 - 1990 

Y<'ar 

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Unemployment rates 
9.6 IO.n 10.7 10.7 10.5 9.9 9.0 8.3 

EUR12 

J\ vcragc 25 highest JiU 7.1.0 22.7 22.2 21.6 20.6 19 . .1 17.8 

J\ vcragc 25 lowest ·' .. l 5.4 5.2 4.5 4.J 3.9 3.2 3.1 

Difference I 3.0 15.7 17.5 17.8 17.4 16.7 16.1 14.7 

Disparities' 

hctwccn Mctnhcr States l.: 3.7 4.1 11.1 4.0 3.9 3.5 3.2 

het11·cen all rcgiom .1.7 4.4 4.7 4.9 5.1 5.0 4.1 4.2 

within t\1cmhcr States 

B 1..l 1.5 1.8 2.3 2.6 2.6 2.5 2 7 

IlK 1.5 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.9 

ll 1.6 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 

GR 2.2 u 2.R 2.7 2.7 2.8 

E .1.8 5.4 5.1 4.9 5.7 4.6 5.1 4.9 

F 1.>.'\ 1.7 I.S l.li J.(i J.(i 1.6 1.7 
IRI.. -
I 2.5 2.7 2.7 .1.6 4.4 5.9 6.7 6.3 

L. - - -
NL 1.8 1.4 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 L3 0.8 

I' 2.5 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.2 3.1 : 

UK 3.1 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.5 

'NUTS 2;/JOM,Acoms and /l·fadeire not inr.illdedfor data reasons 
'Weighted standard deviation 



Tahle 2.4: Population of foreign nationality in Memher States, 1988 
(as a percentage of total population) 

Countries 
Other Nnn 

Tot;~l 
EEC countries I·:E C countries 

n 4.9 3.5 

DK 0.4 I .. l 

D 2.2 5.0 

GR 0.1 0.6 

E 0.2 0.1 

F 21i 4.4 

I Rl. 1.9 0.5 

I 

L 24.1 2.5 

NL I .2 2.6 

I' (1,1 0.5 

UK 1.4 2.6 -
EURII 1.7 3.0 

Foreign population in millions 4.4 7.8 

Source: Calculations based on Eurostat, Labour !'orr:1' Surl'r.y 1988. 

8.4 

1.7 

7.2 

0.7 

O .. l 

7.0 

VI 

: 

21\.6 

J.R 

O.ri 

4.0 

4.7 

12.2 



Table 3.1: Firms' priorities for improvement of determinants of regional 
competitiveness• 

Determinants J.:lJ.:I!ing Regions 
or n~gions in industrial 

competitiveness decline ·---·-
Financial marl<ets 

1. Cost of credit ' 6 ' 
2. Jncomefcorporate taxes 2 5 

3. Exchange rates 
·-

10 8 
4. Availability of risk capital 20 19 

Educational system 

5. Supply of qualified labour 3 1 

li. School facilitie$ 15 26 

7. Proximity of training facilities 2S 1.1 
8. Supply of unskilled labour 30 I 5 
9. Proximity, of 3rd level education 34 .n 

Labour market 

10. Indirect labour co~ts 4 I 
II. Regulation of the labour market 5 8 

12. Wages and salaries 13 4 

Macro~conomic outlook 

IJ. Rate of economic growth 5 3 
14. Sector medium term outlook 12 10 
lnfrastrurture 

15. Tr:~nsport network 7 II 
16. Supply & cost of energy s 12 
17. 1 ndustrial sites I •l 17 

18. Communication system 17 23 
19. Supply & cost of waste disposal 26 

I 
21 

Nation:.! l'olicies nnd instituti-1:1s 

20. Industrial policy 9 II{ 

21. Administrative procedures 16 I 25 
22. Other national detcrmina:1ts 25 I 28 
23. Legal rcgul:~tions 29 22 
Regional Jlolicics :mrl institutions 

24. Regional policy incentive~ II 14 

25. Coop<:!ration of local authorities 2-1 20 

26. Other regional determinants ] 1 .l2 
27. L.r\('.11 taxes J3 7 
Regional L-conornic structure 

28. Servicing machinery Ill Jl 

29. Proximity of suppliers I? 23 
JO. Proximity of customers 21 15 
11. Ranks, insurance, lawyers n JO 
:n_ Business culture ?.6 7.(> 

33. Advertising & consulting .l6 36 
Social facilities 

34. Social clirnatr. 2:1 12 
35. Cost of housing :n 29 
36. Cultural & social fac:ilitiec; 35 35 
37. Leisure facilities 37 37 

Favoured 
r~gions 

'Ranking acc()rding ro the frequency of company rP.p!i~s in rP..fpon.m to lhe requesl to list tlw 3 determinants of 
competitiveness witfr the highest priority for lmp1ovenum:. 
Source: lfo, An empirir.al as:;essment o{_l;1ctrm.- .:hapin~,; reg/anal wmpetitivenl!ss in problem regions. Study 
financed by the European Ccmmission, luxembourg 19S'O 

6 

3 

8 
23 

2 
26 
33 

li 

29 

i 

6 

5 

~ 

9 

10 
18 

25 
Jd 

IJ 

12 

20 
32 

19 

20 
24 

3! 

12 

27 

28 

22 

3.< 

30 

35 

i-

16 

36 

37 



Graph 3.2 : Proportion or adolescents in education and training in the Member Sta~es' 
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Graph 3.3.1: G_ross domestic expenditure on research and development as a percentage 
of GDP,l989' 
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Graph 3.3.2: Research scientists and engineers per 1.000 of the Lahour Force, 1987 

.------------·-------·--------------·------------, 
u: 
_j ---s 
"' "' 

5. 6 

4. & 
4. 5 

4. 2 
r:-;-:-;-:, 

1. a i i TB ... "L----------·--------=E=UR=1=2 
3. 4 

J. 8 2. g 

2. b 

1.4 

~.::::.:::::·::::·:.~:::.·:.:::~:::::::.·:.~::::··:::: 1. I ~:.::.·:::.·:.·:.'::::.::···:::::::·:::·::::.::: .B 

:.{.{.l:.=!l.! 
··_u~·~·~·~·~·~~·~·~·~··~~·~·~·~·~·~~~~~,~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

D UK F NL DK UIL I B E P GR 
Countries 

B 1979; G/? 1983; N!. 1985; IR!_ and P 1986 
Source: OT:CIJ, Main Science and Technology /ndicatc>rs, Ju[j• 19?0 



Tahle 4. I. I: Requirements for regional convergence: economic growth 

Change in Time period (years) 
the GDP per JO_Ll' head index 20 

(EURI2= tOO) 

From To Required tl(~,·iation of regional growth 
(A) (ll) from the EC average' 

50 7(1 l '12 2 II ,. I ·'!. 

50 90 6 to 6 1/2 4 to 4 ~11 j 

70 90 2 '12 I .'l./d I r;. 

'Such ~estimates r.nn be made 11.rin11 thefo!iowing formula: (Gr-C1) ~ (I .I U) x (' {ifjif- I) where 
Grand G are thP. growth rates in thr: texir;n and the Comm1miry. rr.>prcthely, A i.> the index GDT' 
per head of rhr region ( E.UR 12 ·· 100) ar rlre nnrt. and n rhr. rquimlent indfx at the end(~( the 
time period 1. 

/low to rend the tahle: For a region with an index o/ G IJI' per head half the Com1111111ity avera~:e 
(50) to mor·c tiJ 70 wi!hin .10 year.> the rr.gion'.> growth r!f mllflllt per head 11111.\1 be 3 y, points 
higher tlwn the nverag" grnwth rate of the Community . ..r.wmring 1hc I:C growth per head is 2% p.n. 
over this time span, th11 region's rate would ha1·e to be 2 + 3 y, ~s y, p.a. 
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Table 4.1.2: Trends and differences in GDP and GDP per head in Member S'i.ates in the 1980's 

r 
I 
I 

I 

c.luntries 

l l GR 

E 

!RL 

p 

total (EUR4) 

other (I~URS) 

EUR12 

Source: DG ll 

I 

! 
I 

I 

82 .... 85 86 .... 90 

1.6 !.8 
! 
I 

I.s I 4.5 I 
ul . 3.7 1 

0.9 4.5 

!.9 4.2 I 
I 

1.8 .l.O 

l.S 3.1 

··- ·-·-

Annual growth rates in 

GDP 

!9R6 1987 1988 ! 
! I 

0.8 -0.1 i 4.0 I 
i I 

'3 I s.s 1 s.o 1 J. I 

! -- i .\)J 4.9 '·· I 

4.1 S.J 3.9 I 

:<.9 I 4.S 4.7 
I 

I 

2.6 1 
•)' 
--0 J.7 

2.6 2.9 3.8 

~·------~------·-

I I Populatio~ 
1989 1990 86 .... 90 

0.3, 2.9 !.6 
I 
I 

4.9 3.3 . OA I 
I I 

5.7 4.6 0.1 1 

5.4 4.0 I 0.3 

4.8 3.6 0.3 

.1.1 2.9 0 .. 1 

3.4 3.0 0.3 

GDP/Hcad 
(EUR!2 = !00) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

1986 1990 

56 53 

72 i7 

63 65 
I 
I 

53 56 I 

I 
66 ii9 I 

108 107 

100 100 



Table 4.2: Requirements fm· regional convergence: employment growth -· 

Change in Time Jl{~riod (years) 
un em rl oy men t 

rates 5 10 I~ 

(%) 

From To Required cmplo~·mcnt growth 
(A) (B) (% per year)' 

20 15 2 '1. I 1/1 I 112 

20 10 3 112 2 I ,lA I ~~ 

'Sur.h e.rtimates r.an be made using thefcl/nwin,; ftJmulia. (jr . (/ : (;/) X V(I-R)/(1-A)'-J 
r111r.rP. Ge i.1' tlw rate i>( gmwt/1 in 1'111f'lnyment. ,1 i• llw rail' of' 111Jf.'111f'l"rment befc>re and II i.r the 

rate nfunr.mploymenl a(tm· time prrind rand fit is"''~ rtiiP. l)i!!.r•>wrh ,>( labmnforr:e (anumr.d to 

be 1% per annum). 

:81 
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Table 5.1.1: Population, population density and demographic development in objective l regions 

Regions 

Population 
(1987) 

I 000 I E uRI 2 = I 00 I :YI.S. I = I 00 

Ell ada 99'10 3.1 100.0 
Espana 
Galicia j 2845 I 0.9, 7.3 

Castilla Leon I 2621 0.3 ·S.i i I 
Asturi::.s I 113 5 0.4 "2.0 

Cast1lla Mancha I 1633 i' :).5 i ·.U I 
E t • d ... , 1 '\) I ., ,, I x rcma. ura : ·,,'1< 

1 
·........ I ..... ~ I Co~m. Valcnciana ~2~~ 1 ~.2 

1 
';. i j 

A.noah~c1a 

1 

"1 1.1 I ~.1 : ! '.4 · 
I "I - '. I 00" " ,, I 2 ,. I !vllloC!a , , ·•· • .} 1 .b 

I Ceu:a y :-.1elilla l2t':i , 0.0 I 0.3 ! 
' ,..a,-:-:as , · .:1.:1 ~ • .. -.·· j- , I ~ ~ 1 •• t l I . ·- I u.. .I 

l Topl obj~qh·c 1 I 2248ti •5 <I i 57.7 1 

· France I' I i 1 

Corse 2<1/ I 0.1 I ,) d I 
D.O.M.' I 1323 i 0.4 I :u 
Total ohio:ctivc I l )70 I 'l.: I 2.7 
Ireland I 3543 I i.1 I IOC.'' 

· Italia 
Campania 
.-\bruzzi 
~to lis~ 

1 Puglia 
13asilicata 
Calabria 
Sicilia 
Sardegna 
Total ohicctivc 1 
Portu!!al 
united Kingdom 
i\i.Qr_t~emJre!and 
Total/ Average for 
obicctivc I 
Tot:ll/ A vcra~:c for 
nth~r r~Pion-.~ 

EUU P 
'Member State 

5711 
1256 
334 

4035 
62i 

21<13 
5127 
!6<18 

20&75 
10250 

li\7C: 

:'0239 

253344 

323633 

•source: NEI srudy, see m.:;p 2.3. 
, National sources 

1.8 
OA 
0.1 
1.2 
0.2 
0.7 
Ui 
o.s 
h_S 

1.'2 

0.5 

2L7 

71!.3 

100.0 

iO.O I 
'" l..~ 

0.6 ! 
1.0 1 

i.1 I ' ., 
~:~ 
2.9 

36.4 
[Q(l..Q 

'....3. 

Area Density 
lnhab.fkm7 

(1987) 

Growth rate of the 
population 
%per year 

!000 I EUIU2= tOO (1977fi9K7) I (1990/20110)7 

132 

29 
\1 
94 ! 
79 
<12 
:.!3 
,)7 

!1 
I) 

-
'iii 

1.2 
0.5 
<1,0 

-
71i 

98 
103 

28 

-
0,8 

0.4 
0.3 
0.5 

'4j ~JI ·J~· o. ~ I . ·- I 
I S -- " -.. I. ~.., ... :> 
i .0 11\.1 0.'1 
3.7 I 7!> i.1 
o.s 1 92 1.4 

0.0 

-0.1 
·0.2 
-0.1 
0.1 
0.,2 
ll,l 
0.6 
0.6 

0.0 I J053 I 1.3 
0.3 206 0.7 0.6 

ill I [Q,] I 59 Q s I 0 2 I 
. I ' I 

7 

c 

'ltS 1' 
_l£15 

70 

14 
11 
4 

19 

iO I 
IS 
20 
24 

123 
31. 

_1_4 

919 

1<13 I 

2350 

'l ' I _,., ! n 9 . .. :.~ I i 4 !I .. I 
4 5 l s 
101 511 OQ 

0.6 
0.5 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
O.li 
1.1 
1.0 
'7 
3.9 

0.6 

39.1 

60.9 

100 (l 

408 
114 
84 

212 
62 

143 
1'17 
69 

170 

111 

! 13 

76 

171! 

144 

0.8 
0.5 
0.3 
0.7 
0.2 
o.n 
ll.7 
0.6 
07 
OQ 

OQ 

0.8 

0.2 

cu 

-0.1 

0 c:; 

0.6 
-0.0 
-0.0 
0.4 
0.3 
n.s 
1),4 
').3 
lU 

0.0 

0.8 

0.2 

-0.!) 
-
!Ul 



Table 5. I .2: Economic activity and unemployment in objective I regions 

Participation Unemployment rate 
Unemployment rate change Increase in Agricultural 

(in points of%) Labour Adjusted rate' (1990) under Regions in% (1985/1990) forces 
employment' unemploymen1 

%per year rate• (1988) Total Youth Women .Total Youth Women (1990t2oow (1987) 

Ellada 40.7 7 5 24.8 12.4 -0.3 10 0.7 0.2 39.1 12.1 
Espaiia 

Galicia 41.1 1 1.8 24.1 14.5 -1.3 -9.2 3.6 0.5 30.9 15.9 
Asturias 37.9 17.0 39.9 25.7 -1.7 -11.4 3.2 0.3 20.9 21.0 
Castilla Leon· 37.6 15.3 34.4 27.2 -3.2 -8.7 0.5 0.3 31.3 21.2 
Castilla Mancha 35.9 13.1 22.6 23.9 -4.3 -11.8 2.7 0.6 39.4 20.7 
Extremadura 35.8 24.8 42.6 38.8 -3.1 -8.2 7.9 0.6 29.2 29.6 
Comm. Valenciana 38.9 13.9 22.7 22.0 -7 .I -21.2 -4.0 0.9 43.i 23.2 
Andalucia 35.1 25.4 41.6 37.2 -5.2 -12.5 7.3 1.2 38.3 34.0 
Murcia 36.6 15.5 28.9 26.4 -5.5 -19.2 -0.1 1.3 39.8 24.5 
Ceuta y Melilla 37.1 28.9 54.5 45.0 : : : : : 
Canarias 38.1 22.7 36.7 31.9 -5.2 -17.8 -i .7 1.4 40.8 26.9 

Tot3l ohiective 1 '~ 1 1.~ 4 11.S '?"'")- -.:1.4 - i1.8 ., 4 f)~ 15.8 ?.5.3 

N 
France 

Corse' 33.1 10.1 18.7 15.2 -2.0 -8.7 -2.5 .().2 11.9 12.2 
() o.o.;o,t.' 56.0 : 

Total ohiective I -;24 I ' 
Ireland 38.0 16 4 22.2 18.5 -1.7 -3.1 -0.8 1.6 79 18.8 
ltalia 

Campa'nia 40.2 19.8 57.4 32.2 6.9 12.3 I 1.0 \.I 45.7 23.3 
Abruzzi 40.9 10.2 32.3 17.2 2.1 -0.4 5.4 0.2 47.6 13.5 
'v!olise· 44.2 12.1 40 .. 8 18.2 3.8 9.3 2.8 0.3 55.0 20.2 
Puglia 36.8 14.4 41.2 23.6 d. I 5.8 6.2 1.1 55.1 18.9 
Basilicata 41.1 21.5 58.8 33.9 12.2 29.6 18.2 0.7 51.0 23.8 
Calabria 38.0 22.6 60.8' 34.5 8.3 16.0 11.1 1.0 55.0 23.6 
Sicilia 37.4 21.7 57.6 40.0 8.1 9.6 13.9 0.8 61.2 21.6 
Sardegna 38.7 19.0 49.8 32.5 -0.2 0.4 0.8 0.9 45.2 20.6 

Total obiectivc 1 18.7 18.8 52.5 31.3 6.0 9.6 9.6 0.9 51.6 21.2 
Portu!'al 46.3 5.1 I I 7 7.5 -1.5 -R 1 -4.6 SJ.7 17.5 8.3 
United Kingdom 

43.1 I 5.7 I 9.2 14.4 -? .. 1 -l'i 1 -1.7 1.0 !0.7 19.1 Northern-Ireland 
Avcral!e for obi. 1 40.0 14..1 32.3 21.1 -0.3 -3.3 2.9 0.8 18.2 \8.6 
Average for other .. 
reP inn~ 

44.9 6.9 I 1.3 9.1 -2.9 -8.4 -2.6 -0.0 23.2 9.8 

EUR 12 44.8 8.3 15.5 11.1 -2.4 -7-.2 -1.6 0.1 31 4 114 

'Toea/ labour force as a share of population of working age . . 
2Source: NEI, Demograph-ic 'Evolution Through Time in· European Regions. Roicerdam 1990 
' Share of farmers wichouc ocher activicies who are working less chan 50 % of normal hours. Source : Community farm scruccure survey in /987. 
•uarmonised unemp/oymenc rate increased by underemployed farmers measured in man-years. 
'Nacional sources 

-
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Table 5.1.3: Employment, gross value added, income and productivity in objective I regions 

Sectoral structure or economy 
GOP in PPS 
EUR12= tOO 

Regions Share or sectors in total employment 
(1986) 

Percentage of GVA 
coming from 

Per inhabitant Per person employed 

_Ellada_ 
Espana 

Galicia 
Asturias 
Castilla Leon 

Agriculture !ndustry Services Agriculture Industry I Services 1983 1988 1983 

28.5 26.2 45.3 56.4 54.5 57.5 

_1.2 35.7 42.8 4.4 4~.0 50.6 78.3 .9.2 92.4 
~3.7 21.3 I 34.9 11.7 3:.71 53.6 I 62.5 I ~4.7 65.5 

r"''("'~ 11 a '1•nc'"'"' .,.-::: 9 11 ~ .!.., ., JA 11 """ 0 :::c 7 <R 4 616 SOC 
26.3 :!~.4,1 45.2 12.0 3 5.6 52.3 'i ; 1.5 72.0 86.6 

_ :-:•~u •; ~~ "- ::;·'• ~·-J ;'·~ ~·7 ~~·~ J ·:_·~ ),, . ·- • • I Ex:.r-mauura .0.4 ~1.0 '+8.~ L., - .. " I ~:. .... ! 49., o6.8 

~~~~~c~~<!!en·~i«na ;~:~ I ~;:~ I ~~:~ i6:~ I ~~:~ I ~~:~ !I !I ~~:~ 
'.,!urcia l8A ~~ 1.0 50.5 ~~.S . 35.4 54.S 96.6 

1988 

57.1 

70.1 
95.3 
90.1 
85.6 
73.:5 

I 
CeutaY Melilla . I , , ! 1<1.9 ! i 112.4 

Tl)tal objectj\'e I 'l~ 9 1.L7...:'-+: ---.::-'l."-'-t----"'-"'-t----"'-"-''"-!----""'-""""'-t---- ,.....,.-+---""""'<L--f--'--_,,_,_-t-----".......,'-1 
Cananas 14.3 I .0 .... 

France I I 

-Corse ' !?·':II ;s.z !' .1.3 :c:::.s 74.~+-' 3~.4~ 76.21 I D.0.!\1. ,,).4 o9., I . 4 d> 41.6 I 
_ ___.2QJ 70 4 I I : _-1a.3 47 0 . . 

....... ,.,~"""'"""'""""'---+------'1"""6"'.o-+- '29.6 1 53.9 I 10.6 1 34.9 54.5 1>4.8 65.1 -:7.9 83.7 

'11.6 
I 

<14.3 1 

Ita1ia 
Campania 
Abruzzi 
Molise 
Puglia 
Basiiicata 
Calabria 
Sicilia 
Sardegna 

Total o b iective 1 
Portu!"al 
United Kingdom 
_i\[_Qrt.h!:rn_ 1 rc Ia nd 

Avera!"c for obi. I 
Average for other 

refions -

EUR 12 
'Na rional sources 

15.8 
14.1 
23.7 
20.5 
22.5 
20.0 
18.6 
13.0 
17.8 
21.5 

4...6_ 

11.3 

5.2 

.''\.I 

24.9 
26.9 
22.2 
15.9 
27.2 
20.3 
22.2 
24.7 
~4") 

33.9 

18.9 
17 .5. 

35.0 

33.7 

59.4 
59.0 
54.0 
53.6 
50.3 
59.7 
59.2 
62.3 
i&...O_ 
44.5 

o3.6 
Sl.L 

59.8 

57.7 

7.1 
8.2 

10.1 
!1.5 
i 1.4 ., 

n ' ,,, 
S.9 I 
7.3 . 
~ 
.8.0_ 

4.5 

32.7 
36.3 
37.5 
33.7 • 
.>9.6 1 

30.4 I 
30.1 
34.3 I 
1') 7 

_3_7 .1 

35.4 

60.2 
55.5 
52.4 
54.8 
49.0 
61.5 
61.0 
58.4 
58.5 

.24.,_8_ 

.60.Q 

70.3 
88.0 
74.3 
72.0 
65.3 
61.5 
71.6 
76.0 
71.5 
54.6 

.78~3. 
67.9 

103.1 

100.0 

67.0 
88.9 
79.1 
72.8 
64.1 
58.8 
70.2 
75.0 
70.1 
54.0 

.'19!). 
66.9 

103.2 

100.0 

81.7 
87.3 
83.2 
83.7 
72.6 
76.7 
90.7 
90.2 
84' 
52.8 

83.6 
74.5 

103.6 

100.0 

82.3 
90.2 
80.2 
80.7 
72.1 
75.7 
88.5 
88.8 
83.6 
57.5 

_81.1 
75.8 

103.6 

IOQ.Jl_ 



Tahle 6.3.1: functional structure of ERDF resources devoted to objective 1 regions', 19f!9-1993 

. 
GR F. r Jnl. I I' UK Total 

I. flasic infrastructures 77 ()7 (,1 5() 4R 37 56 58 

- imrrcwcd communication~ 49 5?. 16 <14 15 29 45 37 

- energy and water equipmcnts 26 12 19 R .n 7 I 18 

- social infrastructure 2 .1 12 4 1 1 10 1 
II. Jlircct irnprovcm~nt of prorlm:tiYc 

19 24 27 33 42 42 2R 32 
acti,·itics 

- increasing of productivity 17 12 li) .1.1 24 .10 28 21 

- other ~uprorL for infrastructures linked tn 
2 II II - IR 1.1 11 

economic activit ·,e~ 

Ill. Others 
(including the development of local and 
iluman resources te~hnical amlii!.IJJ:e . ) 

4 9 (, JJ 10 21 16 JO 

Total JOO 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

'Excluding mu/lianmml actions decided before the reform of SlruCiura/ Funds. amounting lo 809 Mecu 

Tahle 6.3.2: Functional structure of ERD F resources devoted to objective 2 regions', 19R9-1991 

n IlK I) F F I I. NL LK Tot:~l 

I. flasic infra.<trudurcs 1 - - 4S - - - - 20 Jli 
- imrroved conununicat.ions 1 4'i ·- - 20 IS 

-energy and water equipment.< - I 

- social infra.<truclurc -
II. llirc>t im1truvcrncnt of 1rr·orlncti\·c 

<)<1 JOO JOn ~~ 91 RR 100 71 li4 7/i 
l'l{'tivitics 

- increasing of productivity X4 7.1 Yl .15 49 M 100 44 25 43 
- other support for infra~tru<:turrs linked 

10 ?.7 41 20 42. 24 21\ .19 12 
to economic activitie~ 

Ill. Others 
(including the development of local and 
human resource.hJ~al assjstam:e .. \ 

:l - - - 9 13 - 29 IS R 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 tOO 100 100 100 100 

'Bxcluding nwlliannual actions decided before I he reform of Strucrura/ Funds 



Tahle 6.3.3: Functional structure of the three Structural Funds' resource devoted to 
objective I regions•, 19R9-1993 

c;n E F IRL I p lJK 

I. Basic inrrastnrcttu·cs ](, 4:l 31 25 33 19 24 

- improved commtlllication~ 22 .lJ 17 20 11 1J 20 
- energy and water equirment~ 12 8 9 3 22 :'l 1 
- social infrastructure 2 2 5 2 1 3 4 
II. lm~rovcmcnt of pro~urtivc 

IR IR 12 2R 34 "24 lR 
nctivitit•s 

- increasing of productivity 17 11 7 28 19 17 l!l 
- other suppporl for infrastructures linked to 

1 7 5 14 7 -
economic activities 

JII.Othcrs 
(including the development of local and 46 39 57 47 3:1 57 511 human resource~. technical a.<si.<tancc, .. ) 
- of which hori7.ontal actions JO 18 20 22 16 18 36 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
'Excluding multiannual actions decided before tire rl!form of Stmctural Funds 

Total 

33 

21 
10 
2 

24 

17 

7 

43 

20 

100 

Tahle 6.3.4: Functional structure of ERDF and ESF resources devoted to objective 2 regions', 
1989-1991 

II J)J( f) E r I L Nl, l.:K 

I. B:.sic infn•struclurc 2 - - 36 - - - - 15 
- improved communicaticms 2 .. .lli - - 15 
- energy and water cquipmcnts - - - -
- social infrastructure - - - - - -
II. hntrrovcrncnt or Jlrortucti.-c 

94 100 99 (,4 91 R7 100 111 6R 
activities 

- increasing of rroducli\·ity ll4 I\ I 54 47 5~ (i7 100 06 .17 
- other support for infrastructures linked lo 10 19 45 16 .n 19 15 J I 

economic activities 
Ill. Others 

(including the tlcvcloprncnt of local and 
human resource~. l~cbcical a~~i~l l 4 - 1 I 9 1J - 19 16 

Total 100 tOO IQO 100 IOQ 100 100 100 100 

'Excludillg mu/tiannual actiollS decided before the reform of Structural Fulld.l' 

Total 

13 

1) 

-
-

79 

52 

27 

8 

100 
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Table 8.2.1: ERDF commitments, investment and GDP by country and for objective 1 regions, 1986- 1993 

Investment (GFCF) EROF expenditure as % of 
Member as% of GOP 
States GOP 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1986 1987 1988 1989 1993 1986 

8 15.7 16.3 18.0 19.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

DK 20.7 18.8 17.7 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

D 19.5 19.4 19.8 20.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

GR 18.5 17.4 17.9 18.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.3 1.7 4.1 

E 19.2 20.7 22.5 24.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 1.4 

of which obj.1 19.9 21.5 (23.4) (25.3) 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 ' 
2.7 

F 19.1 19.4 20.1 20.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 

of which obj.1 20.4 (20.7) (21.5) (2 l. 9) 0.7 1.5 0.9 0.7 2.2 1.5 

IRL 18.4 17.4 !7.0 17.9 0.5 0.6 0.5 1.0 1.3 2.7 

l 20.0 19.9 19.8 20.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7 

of which obj.1 21.0 21.3 (21.2) (21.5) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 2.4 

L 20.9 22.6 22.3 22.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 

:'oiL 20.1 20.3 21.6 22.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
p 22.4 25.3 23.1 29.7 1.3 1.2 1.2 !.5 2.1 5.8 

L:K 16.9 17.3 18.3 18.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 

of which obj.1 19.0 21.3 (23.2) (23.2) 0.5 0.5 0.5 (0.6) (0.4) 2.7 

EUR12 19.0 19.2 20.0 20.6 0.1 0.1 iLl 0.1 0.1 0.5 

of which obj.1 (20.3) (21.0) {21.9) (23.0) 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.9 3.0 

others (18.8) (19.0) (19.8) (20.3) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 

( ) = provisional estimates 
Sources: -GDP and invesrment (GFCF) at national/eve/ 1986-1989· DG II annual report 

-ERDF commitment 1986 to 1988: ERDF in jigures, i988, Luxembourg 1989;1989: DG 16 
-GDP and investment ( GFCF) at objeclive I regional/eve/: 
. llalia: Conti economici regionali (serie 1983-87) : lslituto centrale di slatistica 

.. GDP for Espana, Corse, Northern Ireland ( 1986 and 1987) : REGIO data base 
. GFCF for Espana, Corse, D.O.M., Nor£hern freland and GDP for D.O.M. : Nmional sources 

Investment (GFCF) 

1987 1988 1989 1993 

0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

4.2 4.2 6.8 1.8 
.' ,. 

1.3 1.1 1.5 1.6 

2.4 ( 1.8) (2.5) (3.0) 

0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 

(7.0) (4.0) (3.1) (10.0) 

3.7 3.2 5.8 6.3 

0.7 0.7 0.6 0.8 

2.6 (2.5) (2.0) (2.8) 

0.3 0.1 - 0.2 

0.1 0.1 .. , 0.0 0.1 

4.8 4.3 4.9 6.0 

0.6 0.4 0.4 0.3 I 

2.2 (2.0) (2.6) (2.1) 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 

(2.9) (2.6) (3.1) (4.1) .· 

10.2) (0.2_) (0.1) (0.2) 



Tahle 8.2.2: The three Structural Funds' commitments as percentage of GOP by country and 
for objective 1 regions from 1986 to J 993 

Member 
1986 19!17 198!1 19119 

States 
1993 

n 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

OK 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

GR J.S 1.5 1.6 2.3 2.9 

E o.s 0.5 O.S 0.6 0.8 

or which ohj.l : O.R : 1.1 1.2 

r 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

or which obj.l 3.7 J.3 4.6 

lRL 1.7 2.0 1.5 2.2 '2.7 

I 0.3 0 .. 1 0.2 0.2 0.3 

or which obj.l : 0.7 0.7 0.9 

L 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 

NL 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
p 2.1 2.6 2.4 2.7 3.7 

UK 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 (1.2 

ol which obj.l : 1.5 : 1.1 0.9 

EtJnl2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 

or which ohj. 1 1.1 : 1.2 1.6 

others : : 0.1 : 0.1 0.1 
•, 

I 
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Table JO.l.l: Population and employment in the regions of Eastern Germany, 1989 

I 
Totnl Natural 

Share of ~cctors in total employment' 
l'opulution l'OIIIIIation 

change change 
1989 

Regions 1.1.1990 Dcn~ity 
per 1000 per 1000 

(1000) 1.1.199(1 
1989 1989 

/lgriculturc lnrlustr:.- Services 

nnn 16434 i52 -14.7 -0.4 10.8 47.0 42.2 

Liinrlcr 

Mecklenburg- Vorpommcrn 196<1 82 -7.6 Vi 19.6 330 47.4 

Brandenburg 2641 91 -10.6 0.6 I 5.3 432 41.5 

Sachsen-Anhalt 2965 JJ5 -13.3 -1.0 12.2 43 0 39.8 
Thiiringen 21184 i~S -14.7 -0.7 10.2 519 37.9 

Sachscn 4901 2'\i -23.2 -2.4 7.3 5+.1 38.6 

rlezirkc 

Rostock 910 129 . 7.4 2.9 14.6 33.9 s 1.5 

Schwerin 590 •SS -U 2.2 22.1 JJ.9 44.0 

Neubrandenburg 616 )6 -7.6 1.9 2o.8 lO.::l 4.l2 
Potsdam 1111 ~R -I l..l 0.5 16.3 41.3 42.4 

Frankfurt 706 9S -10.8 1.5 15.8 39.9 44.3 
Cottbus 876 !04 -10.5 0.5 10.7 51') 37.7 

Magdeburg 12.18 : ()i -9.4 -0.5 15.1 42.2 42.7 

Halle 1748 !99 .)(\.] -1.4 9.8 52.:\ 37.8 
f'-rfurt 1223 l65 -14.1 -0.1 11.2 5~:.3 38.0 

Gera 728 1~2 -19.2 -0.6 9.6 S~·.6 39.8 

Suhl 545 141 -7.7 -1.5 7.9 s~-.8 35.3 
Dresden 1713 2)~ -25.9 -I.S S.1 '2.'1 39.5 

Leipzig 1.133 269 -20.R -2.2 8.4 L:;.9 41.i 
Chcmnitz 1817 25.1 -2\.J -.1.7 6.0 ~S.5 35.5 

llerlin-Ost 1279 31i4 -4.2 2.8 1.1 :5.1 63.8 
'Persons in employment (without apprentices), SeptcmbP.r 1989 
Source: Statistical Office GDR, Statistical data 1989 on the Uindcr of the GD/l, /lerlin 1990 . 

.• 
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Table A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

Dcmo~:raphy 

Growth 
Populatior rate 15-64/ Regions Density 

(1988) of tot.pop. 
EUR12 population 

inhahfkm' 
% 

= 100 0/o/year (1988) 
(1987) 

( 1978-1988) 

!Jclgique-Belgie 3.0 il.O 323 67.4 
Vlaams Gcwest 1.8 0.2 421 68.2 
Region Wa!Jonne 1.0 -0.0 190 66.8 
13ruxelles-13russel 0.3 -0.6 6022 65.2 

:\ntwerpen 0.5 0.1 553 68.0 
Brabant 0.7 -0.0 661 67.2 
Hainaut 

0.41 
-0.3 336 66.6 

Liege 0.3 -0.2 257 1',7.2 
Limburg 0.2 0.6 304 70.1 
Luxembourg O.i 0.3 'I 

65.21 
Namur 0.1 0.5 I J3 I 66.4 
Oost-Vlaanderen 0.4 0.0 446 67.5 
\Ve<'- Vlaonderen 0.3 0.2 149 i)/J 

Danmark ~ .6 0.1 119 66.81 
H ovedstadsregionen 0.5 -0.2 . 600 68.4 
0st for Storcb<elt 0.2 02 s~. 65..1 
Ve<l fm Srmeh>Pit iJ.9 I) .l 85 !i6.0 I 

Deutschland 13.9 -0.1 246 70.1 
Schleswig-Holstein 0.8 -0.1 162 70.1 
Hamburg 0.5 -0.6 2110 70.1 
'iiedersachsen 2.2 -0.1 !51 69.4 

Braunschweig 0.5 -0.4 !96 69.5 

Hannover 0.6 -0.3 221 6':!.5 

Liineburg 0.4 0.1 94 69.5 

Weser-Ems 0.7 0.2 !42 69.2 
Bremen 0.2 -0.7 1633 69.5 
:'iordrhein-Westfalen 5.2 -0.2 491 70.6 

Dusseldorf 1.6 -0.4 958 70.8 
Koln. 1.2 -0.0 523 71.3 

Munster 0.7 -0.1 346 70.6 

Detmold 0.6 -0.0 275 68.7 

i\rnsberg \.I -0.3 451 70.1 

!-lessen 1.7 -0.1 261 70.4 
Darmstadt 1.0 0.0 4511 71.2 
(;iellen ll.J -0.1 177 'iO.O 

Kassel 0.4 -0.2 140 68.4 

Rheinland- Pfalz !.I -0 0 183 1)9.6 

Koblcnz 0.4 -IJI. 167 68.S 
TriQr 0.! -n.o 96 68 6 
R hcinhe"rn- Pfalz () 1\ ().() 7fi5 70 4 

FUR 12 100.0 1)_3 144 67.1 

Wci~htcd St;md;1rd DcviatiorL 1).-l /j() 1A 

Parti 
cipation 

rate 
(1988) 

% 

39.7 
40.6 
38.6 
37.9 
39.0 
39.8 
37.7 
40.2 
39.8 
37.4 
37.6 
41.7 
40.9 
56.3 

: I 
47.8 
47.7 
49.1 
46.9 
47.2 
47.3 
48.6 
45.2 
46.4 
44.7 
45.4 
45.0 
43.1 
45.8 
44.2 
48.9 
50.1 
47.2 
46.5 
47.0 
46.7 
44.0 
4R.O 
44.8 

5.0 

Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GOP 

Unemployment rate in total employment Average 1986-87·88 

(1987) EUR12= 100 

Average Change 

Total 88-89-90 1985-1990 
Agric. 

/inhab /empl. tempi. 

1990 EUR12 in °/o 
Industry Services 

in PPS in PPS in ECU 

= 100 points 

7.6 94.2 -3.5 ' ") ~.~ J 1.4 65.5 IOO.i 108.0 112.2 
5.5 72.5 -4.4 3.2 34.9 61.9 101.3 114.8 119.3 

10.8 127.8 -2.1 3.9 27.6 68.5 83.4 104.3 108.5 
9.9 118.3 -2.4 0.2 20.2 79.6 154.2 92.8 96.5 
6.5 33.4 -4.4 2.3 37.0 60.8 !24.8 127.2 132.3 
6.7 82.8 ~3 .2 2.0 23.8 74.2 112.0 96.7 !OD.6 

13.1 i 52.4 -1.4 2.9 2S.5 68.5 77.6 101.4 105.4 
11.1) 128.8 -2.4 .1.2 c9.1l 67.0 95.9 107.8 112.1 
S.l; 114.7 -5.3 .'3.2 39.2 57.6 93.1 II 5.5 120.1 
5.':! 80.':1 -3.4 9.9 21.9 68.2 80.3 103.4 !07.5 
9.9 118.7 -2.2 5.1 23.4 71.5 78.4 102.3 106.4 
5.3 68.9 -4.2 3.1 ;~·~ 61.2 94.4 112.2 116.6 
1.8 51 - -4.4 "i.O 5.1l.5 99.3 IM Q 111.., 

7.9 ' 79.9 0.0 5.8 27.1 67.1 112.5 87.0 113.1 
6.8 66.5 0.3 : : 132.6 96.1 124.9 
9.1 94.4 -0.0 : ')4.7 ~~·~ ~A~·! 8.4 t\5." -0.1 1040 

5.2 62.0 -2.0 4.5 40.5 55.0 113.6 105.3 125.4 
6.2 71.8 -2.2 5.4 29.5 65.1 94.5 100.5 119.6 

3.0 97.2 -2.6 1.0 26.3 72.7 182.7 133.7 159.2 
6.8 78.5 -2.7 6.5 36.6 56.9 97.8 98.7 117.5 
7.8 84.6 -1.8 3.1 45.8 51.1 109.8 : 
6.8 80.2 -2.4 3.0 35.8 61.2 110.8 
5.9 66.0 -2.3 10.2 30.6 59:2 77.5 : : 
6.6 81.1 -4.0 9.7 34.8 55.4 90.5 

I 0.4 116.8 -2.4 0.3 32.6 67.2 146.8 116.0 138.1 
6.9 82.1 -2.0 2.3 43.6 54.1 109.1 107.5 128.1 
7.3 87.0 -1.6 1.7 43.6 54.8 121.5 : : I 
6.5 78.5 -1.5 1.2 39.8 58.9 110.7 : • I 

7.2 83.9 -2.5 5.4 40.4 54.2 92.6 : : 
5.6 65.3 -2.5 3.1 47.4 49.5 103.4 : 
7.3 86.6 -2.5 2.1 47.3 50.1 103.7 : : I 

4.1 47.9 -1.5 2.6 37.6 59.8 128.2 115.5 137.6 
J .S 42.5 -I .. 1 1./ .<n.9 li 1.4 141\.<J : : 
4.) 51./ -1.5 .l.n .l•.l.l 57.4 '10.2 : 
5.3 6 1.6 -2.0 4.7 38.7 56.7 99.4 : 
c!.S 52.9 -2 . .'l 5.1 40.9 54.0 I 0 1.1 101.2 120.1\ 
4.5 :il I -2.6 .l.~ .'l'J n 51i.6 •).1,!; : 
5.1 60.3 -2.11 3.6 32.7 58.7 86.2 : : 
1 . .1 5"l 4 -2.1 52 41 7 51 .l 110 s 
3 .. 1 100.0 -2.4 7.6 3.1.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 
5.2 59.4 3.1 ll.l 7.6 9.1 27 .. ~ 18 4 1.1l.4 
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Table A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

Demography 

Growth 
Popularior rate 15-64/ 

Regions Density 
(1988) of tot.pop. 

EUR12 population 
inhabflan' 

% 

= 100 %/year 
(1988) 

(1987) 
(1978-1988) 

Baden- Wurttemberg 2.9 0.2 260 70.4 
Stuttgart 1.1 0.2 331 70.4 
Karlsruhe 0.7 0.1 346 71.0 

· Frciburg 0.6 0.1 200 70.1 
Tubingen 0.5 0.3 172 ~9 5 I 

8aycrn 3.4 O.i 155 ~9-~ i 
Obcrbavern 1.1 0.0 205 ! ].) 

.'licdcrbaycrn 0.3 l).4 ')9 6lU I 
Obcrpf:dz D.3 ll.ll lOll li9.1 
Obcri'ranken 0.3 -0.2 143 68.4 
:V1 itte!frankcn 0.5 0.1 210 70.0 
U nterfrankcn 0.4 O.i 141 69.1 
Schwa ben 0.5 I 0.2 155 68.2 

Saarland 0.3 -0.3 4ll /1.1 
Berlin 1\Vcsr\ :).6 0.4 4192 67.9 

Fll:tda 3.1 1).6 1 76 66.1 
Vorcia Ellada 1.0 0.5 57 

Anatoliki i\·!akcdonia, Thraki 0.2 0.3 41 : 
Kentriki Makedonia 0.5 0.7 86 
Oytiki Makedonia 0.1 0.6 32 
Thcssalia 0.2 0.2 50 

Kentriki Ellada 0.7 0.2 43 

lpciros 0.1 0.1 35 
Ionia Nisia 0.1 0.0 78 
Oytiki Ellada 0,2 0.1 57 : 

S tcrea Eli ada 0.2 0.7 36 
Peloponnisos 0.2 0.0 37 : 

Attiki 1.1 0.9 926 
:--Jisia 0.3 0.4 54 

Voreio A.igaio 0.1 51 
Notio Aigaio 0.1 0.5 45 

Kriti 0.2 O.fi 62 : 

F.spaiia 12.0 0.7 77 65.4 
Norncstc I .<I 11..1 ')9 65 .. 1 

<..i;dil:ia 0.') IU •I'/ o4.l) 

:\sturias 0.4 0.2 107 66.3 

C:tntabria 0.2 0.6 99 65.0 

0i ore~lc 1.3 0.4 59 67.2 

Pais Vasco 0.7 0.3 302 68.6 

'-iav3rr3 0.2 0.6 so 66.2 

EUR 12 !00.0 0.3 144 67.1 

Wciehtcd St:tndard Deviation 1).4 '10 ~4 

Parti 
cipation 

rate 
(1988) 

•;. 

49.1 
49.8 
48.6 
49.5 
47.6 
51.2 
51.5 
51.2 
50.:~ 

51.8 
·o-

~9:~ I 
50.3 
42.1 
51.7 
40.7 
42.0 
45.6 
41.3 
40.3 
41.5 
43.6 
40.9 
44.4 
44.7 
40.6 
46.3 
37.6 
41.6 
35.7 
38.7 
45 6 
37.8 
39 .. ~ 
41.1 
37.9 
36.3 
38.1 
38.4 
37 ' 
44.8 

5.0 

"' 
' 

I 

Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GDP 

Unemployment rate in total employment .-\ verage 1986-87-88 
(1987) EUR12=100 

Average Change 
Total 88-89-90 1985-1990 

Agric. Industry Services 
/inhab ;em pl. ;empl. 

1990 EURI2 in °/o in PPS in PPS in ECU 
= 100 points 

3.0 3 5.4 -1.2 4.8 47.0 48.2 119.9 102.7 122.3 
2.7 31.5 -0.8 3.7 49.4 47.0 133.8 : . ' 

' ~ 0.' 43.4 -1.3 2.0 43.2 54.7 120.1 : : 
2.3 35.1 -1.$ 5.6 48.6 45.9 104.9 : : 
2.8 32.3 -1.3 11.0 45.3 43.8 106.6 : : 
3.4 I 41.4 -1.2 7. 7 41.1 51.2 113.6 100.1 119.3 
2.8 '~ ~ .),., -:.9 4.8 35.6 59.6 135.1 : : 
J.6 41.4 -2.5 12.~ ·14.9 42 .. 1 90.9 : 
·!.6 54.1 .J.!) •).') ciJ.J •IX.<J ')0. 7 : ! 

4.1 45.2 -2.6 't.5 48.6 41.8 97.8 : :- i 
3.8 I 45.7 ' -2.0 

7.41 
45.5 47.2 122.3 : : I 

3.6 41.9 -2.1 3.4 41.7 49.9 94.7 
2.8 34.6 -2.4 8.3 41.9 49.7 107.8 : 
7.2 89.3 -3.5 1.9 41.6 56.5 104.6 101.1 120.4 
(- .9 77; .J.'l 1.0 <On n.R 5 1251 104.9 125.? 

7.5 83.0 -0.3 26.6 25.4 48.0 54.8 56.9 37.1 
7 :o I 76.3 0.9 35.8 25.9 38.3 52.5 53.2 34.5 

-~-~ 86.7 : 46.9 20.3 32.7 56.1 53.9 35.0 
6.6 14.9 29.9 28.0 42.1 52.8 53.1 34.5 
5.8 65.3 : 34.6 34.0 31.4 46.7 56.7 36.8 
6.7 74.4 -0.6 40.5 22.8 36.7 51.6 51.5 33.5 
6.0 65.1 -3.2 45.9 19.2 34.9 54.7 55.5 36.0 
4.9 50.0 -6.2 42.3 17.5 40.1 41.9 44.7 29.0 
3.3 34.5 : 45.1 13.1 41.8 50.2 44.1 28.6 
7.1 80.9 2.1 48.6 16.3 35.1 50.0 47.3 30.7 
6.7 71.3 : 37.9 29.1 33.0 67.3 78.8 51.2 
5.6 58.8 : 51.7 17.3 31.0 56.4 55.7 36.1 
9.7 103.0 5.9 1.6 31.4 67.0 58.5 63.6 41.3 
4.2 43.3 : 35.4 17.5 47.1 48.5 50.2 32.6 
5.3 63.6 : 28.4 17.7 53.9 39.9 43.9 28.5 
5.0 53.2 : 13.0 23.2 63.3 55.6 60.5 ;;·; 
1.4 32 4 47.?. 15 1 17., 48.5 4&.0 

16.1 !96.6 -6.0 14.3 32.6 53.2 73.6 96.9 74.8 
1.1.A 15'1:~ -1.0 .1.1./. ~11.1 •10.7 r;,q __ l 77.7 110.0 
I 1 .. ~ 1.!7 . .1 -I.J ]') . .J .2:.!.~ .!1!.0 o.l./ o'i.7 53.1! 
17.0 200.2 -1.7 21.6 3.1.3 45.1 78.0 94.6 73.0 
16.6 205.5 1.7 18.4 .11.9 49.7 72.3 90.1 69.5 
14.5 177.9 -6.1! 9.2 .19.7 51.2 1!6.6 105.2 1!1.1 
19.0 222.6 . -4.5 4.4 41.6 54.0 89.0 111.6 86.1 
I 0 .. ~ 133.2 -9.1 1(1 9 41 5 47 ~ 88.3 QQ (l 7fl d. 

3.3 100.0 -2.4 7.6 33.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 
5 ~ 59.4 3.1 ~I 7.n 9 1 ?7.8 IR 4 ?1\4 



Tahle A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

Demography Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GOP 
Growth 

Populatio~ rate 15-64/ 
Parti Unemployment rate in total employment Average 1986-87-88 

Regions Density cipation (1987) EUR12=t00 
(1988) of tot.pop. 
EUR12 population inhah/km' •;. rate Average Change 

= 100 %/year 
(1988) 

(1987) 
(1988) Total 88-89-90 1985-1990 

Agric. Services 
/inhab tempi. fempl. 

(I 978- I 988) 
•;. 1990 EUR12 in% 

Industry 
in PPS in PPS in ECU 

= 100 points 

Rioja 0.1 0.7 51 65.6 38.3 7.3 110.7 -10.2 !5.6 37.7 46.7 90.0 99.1 76.5 
Aragon 0.4 0.4 25 65.4 37.7 9.2 128.6 -9.3 14.9 36.1 49.0 80.7 98.1 75.7 

:-.1adrid 1.5 0.9 612 66.3 36.5 12.4 157.1 -9.4 1.4 30.4 68.2 84.8 111.2 85.8 
Centro 1.7 0.4 25 64.7 36.7 16.5 !98.9 -3.4 24.1 28.7 47.2 63.3 86.3 66.6 

Castilla - Leon 0.8 0.4 28 65.4 37.6 15.3 184.8 -3.2 23.9 28.7 47.4 70.9 90 .. 1 69.7 
Castilla - La Mancha 0.5 0.4 21 6.1.9 35.9 13.1 163.2 -4 . .1 22.3 33.9 43.1! 60.7 .'15.0 65.6 
Extrcmadura 0.3 0.4 26 f.4.3 35.8 24.8 289.1 -3.1 27.9 19.4 52.7 49.0 76.8 59.2 . 

Este 3.2 0.6 174 65.8 39.9 12.8 169.1 -S.9 7.1 40.5 52.4 R2.5 103.9 xo.2 1 

Cat:!!Ufb. !.9 0.5 i90 tJO.S 40.5 j 2.5 171.ti -IO.o 4.7 411.2 51.1 XJ.•) 105.0 I! 1.0 
Comunidad V a!enci:ma 1.2 0.8 161 65.0 38.9 13.9 174.3 -7.1 11.2 36.3 52.5 75.3 97.0 74.8 

Bale ares 0.2 0.9 134 64.4 39.9 10.0 118.2 -3.5 6.3 31.2 62.5 109.2 131.2 101.2 

lrj Sur 2.4 !.0 80 63.9 35.3 24.! 284.9 -5.2 18.0 26.3 55.7 58.5 92.4 71.3 
:\ndalucia 2.1 1.0 78 63.9 35.1 25.4 300.0 -5.2 18.4 25.3 56.2 57.5 88.1 68.1 
:V!urcia 0.3 1.2 89 63.6 36.6 15.5 180.6 -5.5 17.2 33.2 49.5 65.9 93.1 71.8 
Ceuta Y :V!elilla 0.0 1.2 4054 64.8 ' 37.1 28.9 351.6 

.s.2 
0.9 10.8 88.3 53.2 ~~~:~ 67.6 

c:~narias 04 0.7 ICJQ 1\5.4 1R ' "J?7 148.1 10.0 2.L1 fl£>.7 72.1 &2.7 

Franco: 17.2 0.5 i02 65.9 44.6 X.7 10!.5 ~1.2 7.2 30.0 62.8 109.3 !10.8 120.7 

( le de France 3.1 0.3 857 68.9 49.9 7.2 84.3 -0.3 0.5 26.3 73.2 165.6 !39.6 I 52.1 

Bassin parisien 3.1 0.5 70 64.8 43.8 8.9 105.1 -1.6 9.5 33.7 . 56.8 100.1 103.8 113.1 

Champagne-Ardenne 0.4 0.1 53 65.3 44.7 9.3 110.4 -2.0 10.8 32.8 56.4 101.7 105.9 115.4 

Picardie 0.5 0.5 92 65.2 41.3 10.0 117.4 -0.6 !i.4 37.4 5!i.J 95.3 !06.8 116.4 

llautc-Normandic 0.5 0.5 1.11! 65.4 45.1 9.3 116.7 -2.5 6.2 35.3 58.5 115.7 118.4 129.1 

Centre 0.7 0.7 60 64.4 44.1 8.4 96.8 -0.5 !0.6 35.1 54.3 101.8 102.6 111.8 

Bassc-Normandie 0.4 0.5 79 64.6 44.0 8.0 93.2 -3.0 15.3 3 1.1 53.6 87.2 87.6 95.4 

!3ourgogne 0.5 0.2 51 64.0 43.9 S.l 97.2 -2.1 8.3 29.3 62.4 96.2 99.4 108.4 

Nord - Pas-de-Calais 1.2 0.0 316 64.5 39.5 11.8 138.6 -0.6 4.3 36.0 59.7 87.8 104.6 113.9 

Est 1.6 0.2 !OS 66.8 43.9 6.4 81.4 -3.0 4.1 37.1 58.8 99.4 106.6 116.2 

Lorraine 0.7 0.0 99 66.8 4!.3 8.0 98.1 -3.1 4.7 34.4 60.9 92.2 104.6 114.0 

Alsace 0.5 0.5 194 67.8 47.4 4.5 57.6 -3.2 3.0 37.8 59.1 112.7 113.0 123.2 

Franche-Comte 0.3 0.1 67 65.3 43.9 6.7 89.0 -2.3 4.7 41.7 53.6 94.9 100.4 109.4 

Ouest 2.3 0.6 37 64.3 44.1 9.0 103.8 -2.2 13.4 29.2 57.3 90.9 95.8 104.4 

Pays de Ia Loire 0.9 0.8 95 64.2 44.0 9.0 105.2 -2.0 13.1 31.8 55.1 94.3 98.2 107.0 

Rrctagne 0.9 0.5 102 li4.<i 44.5 SA 96.8 -2.5 13.9 26.1 60.0 Sl\.3 93.9 102.3 

l'oitnu-Charcnlcs 0.5 O.d (}/, 6·1.0 4.1.h 9.1) ild.2 -1.'1 1.1.2 .~9_9 ~6') .~1Ul 'ltl .. l 102.7 

suu-Ot,~:n I.X ll.) :)() ()'i.l -1-1.2 •).) 107.'! ·ll.l 1'1..1 ~".i. 7 )C).') •n.c~ •!7 . ."! llltJ.I I 

:\quit:unc 0.8 0.6 n6 n5.1 '14.1 10.7 122.2 0.2 14.1 26.0 59.9 100.2 105.2 114.6 I 

:VI idi-l'yrcnccs 0.7 04 52 ti5.5 44.7 ~.7 97.6 -0.1 14.0 24.6 61.5 1!8.2 91.ti 9'1.S 

l.imousin 0.2 .().0 .1.1 6.1.7 42.3 S.O 90.7 -0.7 16.4 2S.9 54.7 85.2 87.2 95.0 

Centre-Est 2.0 0.5 94 66.2 45.2 7.5 38.1 -0.3 6.6 34.0 59.4 105.2 :~~-6 109.7 

Rhiinc-1\ln~s 1.6 0.7 119 61\ 4 45 I 7', 84.8 -0.9 4.!i 34.7 60.7 lllQ n 1 ; ? 117.9 

Etm 12 100.0 0 . .1 ld<l 67.1 44.!! .~ .. 1 100.0 ·2.:1 7.o .1.1.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Wci~h!cd St:utdard Devi,.tion il.d 21() 2.4 5.11 5.2 59.4 .1.1 .~.1 7.6 9.1 ?7.X !R 4 28,4 
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Table A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

Demography Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GOP 
Growth 

Parti Unemployment rate in total employment A veragc 1986-87-88 
Populatior rate 15-64/ 

Regions Density cipation (1987) EUR12= 100 
(1988) of tot.pop. 
EUR12 population 

inhahflon' 
~/0 

rate Average Change 

= 100 0/ojycar 
(1988) 

(1987) 
(198&) Total 88-89-90 !985-1990 

Agric. Services 
/inhab fempl. fempl. 

( 1978-!988) 
% 1990 EURlZ in °/o 

Industry 
in PPS in PPS in ECU 

= 100 points 

.-\uvergne 
I 

0.4 0.0 51 65.4 i 45.8 8.7 101.2 -0.3 14.8 31.2 54.1 88.1 91.1 99.2 

Mediterranee 2.0 :.o 96 65.1 41.3 11.6 131.6 -1.4 7.9 21.7 70.4 94.5 109.1 118.9 

Languedoc- Roussillon 0.6 !.3 75 64.6 39.1 12.9 148.0 -1.6 11.8 21.7 66.5 85.7 104.9 114.3 
Provence-Alpes-Cote d' Azur 1.3 0.9 132 65.3 42.5 11.0 125.2 -1.3 6.2 21.9 71.9 99.9 \12.0 122.1 

Corse 0.1 0.8 28 65.5 33.1 10.1 110.7 -2.0 I 1.9 13.1 75.0 76.8 91.4 99.6 
()()'v1' 0.4 0,0 14 Slit) 9Q 10 4 704 41.6 

Ireland '.1 O.S 51 60 4 JRO 11id 187 4 -1.7 15.8 1.R., ''6 64 s .~2 Q 81-s 

v 
!tali a 17.7 0.3 !90 68.2 41.9 10.2 118.3 l.O 9.8 32.2 58.0 103.5 101.3 96.2 

:"iord Ouest 1.9 -0.4 183 68.9 43.1 6.6 'i9.7 -0.9 7.8 36.7 55.5 119.3 109.4 103.9 

Piemonte 1.4 -0.3 !73 69.1 44.5 6.0 74.2 -1.8 8.3 41.5 50.2 119.0 107.7 102.3 

Valle d' Aosta 0.0 0.1 35 70.7 43.4 2.4 39.0 -2.0 8.9 29.0 62.1 133.8 101.8 96.7 

Liguria 0.5 -0.5 324 68.1 39.5 8 : 97.7 1.7 6.3 23.4 70.3 119.1 114.5 108.8 ·-' 

Lombardia 2.7 0.1 372 70.5 45.5 3.4 44.4 -2.8 3.6 43.4 53.0 137.3 J 12!.9 115.7 

:'-! ord E.st 
2.0 I O.l 162 69.4 43.7 4' 55.8 -3.2 8.3 36.7 55.0 116.5 100.6 95.5 .. 

Trentino-Alto Adige 0.3 0.2 65 68.9 43.6 2.7 59.0 -3.2 12.0 26.0 62.0 117.8 91.3 86.7 

Veneto I ! .4 0.2 238 69.8 44.3 3.9 54.9 -3.3 8.3 40.0 5!.8 116.4 102.0 96.9 

l"riuli-Venezia Giulia il.4 -0.2 \55 68.4 4l.S 5.7 72.4 -\.! 5.4 32.3 62.3 116.1 103.2 98.0 

Ernilia-Romagna 1.2 -0.0 178 69.2 46.3 J..3 55.9 -2.9 1 1.2 36.5 52.3 127.6 108.8 103.3 

Centro 1.8 0.1 141 68.1 42.9 7.3 36.8 -0.7 8.4 37.0 54.6 111.3 97.6 92.7 

Toscana 1.1 155 68.2 42.0 7.6 38.7 -0.4 6.3 37.0 56.2 116.1 101.4 96.3 

Umbria :u 0 .. 1 <)7 63.1 41.5 S.2 100.0 -.1.7 <).5 32.9 57.6 99.3 93.0 88.3 

Marchc 0.4 O.J 147 68.0 45.7 6.3 75.4 0.3 11.4 39.1 49.5 106.1 90.8 86.2 

Lazio 1.6 0.4 298 69.9 41.3 10.9 120.0 1.3 5.2 19.0 75.8 117.3 110.4 104.8 

Campania 1.8 0.7 420 66.0 40.2 19.8 240.4 6.9 13.2 24.1 62.6 66.9 81.2 77.1 

.'\bruzzi-Molise 0.5 0.4 104 66.9 41.6 10.6 116.4 2.4 18.1 28.3 53.6 86.9 87.7 83.2 

Abruzzi 0.4 0.4 I lli 07.1 40.9 I 0.2 lltl.J 2. ~ 15.0 29.2 55.1 .~9.0 89.5 85.0 

Molisc !l.l tl.2 ?5 65.•) '14.2 12.1 139.0 .1.8 26.9 25.0 41U 7a.'l SO.? 76.7 

Sud 2.1 O.b 15.1 65.9 37.6 17.7 202.6 6.2 19.3 12.0 58.7 6/.4 78.9 75.0 

Puglia I ~ 0.7 209 66.1 36.8 14.4. 165.9 4.1 17.3 24.4 58.3 72.5 82.0 77.9 
t • .!.. 

Basilicata 0.2 0.2 62 65.9 41.1 2 L5 234.1 12.2 22.9 24.7 52.4 64.0 72.6 69.0 

Calabria 0.7 0.6 !42 65.5 33.0 22.6 259.4 8.3 22.1 16.3 61.6 58.7 74.6 70.8 

Sicilia 1.6 0.6 199 65.9 3".4 21.7 228.8 8.1 16.2 21.4 :~.4 70.0 88.0 83.6 

Sarde<>na 0.5 0.6 6!l li7.3 l8." 18.9 ?07.6 -0.2 13.4 ~1 Q ".~ 75.1 a.<p ~4.8 
-~ 

I ,u'<~mhovr<' f i:r~ntl-.!)1\ili'; '1 0.1 0.' 144 n9 s 4) 5 I 5 191 -1.5 1.5 ]9 1 67.1 1217 l!l44 104.1 

Nederland 4.5 0.6 350 68.9 45.4 s.o i 94.2 -2.2 4.9 26.5 1\11.6 104.2 126.1 131.4 

N nord-Nederland 0.5 !).4 145 67.1 42.0 9.4 t 112.5 -2.4 o.4 2<J.a 63.8 123.tl 175.7 18),() 

(jroningcn 1).2 0.2 ISS t>8.2 43.1 I 1 .. 1 1.15.0 -2.3 4.t> 29.7 65.7 ll!J.I 246.5 256.9 

Friesland 0.2 0.5 112 65.7 4\.3 ').4 112.2 -1.8 6.8 28.9 64.3 84.6 127.3 132.7 

Drcnthe 0.1 0.6 !62 67.5 41.4 • 7.5 87.8 -2.9 8.4 31.1 60.5 100.7 142.3 148.3 

On<t-·'if'dt'rland 09 1.0 179 nil. . 444 8.5 Q6.!l -2 ") li4 ~Q 4 (,4? M.n 111.2 118.0 

EUR 12 100.0 0.3 144 67.1 44.8 8.3 100.0 -2.4 7.6 33.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 1~~:~ 
Wci!'htcd Standard D~vj;~ti<Jo. 0.4 210 2.4. 5.0 5.2 59.4 3.1 S I 7.6 9.3 ?7.3 18 4 
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Table A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

Demography 

Growth 
Population rate 15-64/ Regions 

(1988) of 
Density 

inhab/km2 tot.pop. 

EUR12 population % 
=100 %/year 

(1988) 
(1987) 

(1978-1988) 

Overijssel 0.3 : 295 67.5 
Gelder land 0.5 346 68.6 
Flevoland 0.1 : 89 66.2 

West-Nederland 2.1 0.4 598 68.7 
Utrecht 0.3 0.9 685 69.3 
.'\;oord-1-iolland 0.7 0.2 641 69.6 
Zuid- Hoiland 1.0 0.5 952 63.3 
Zeeland 0.1 0.5 117 65.6 

Zuid- :\ ederland 1.0 0.6 445 70.8 
:'-ioord-!3rabam 0.7 0.7 4">1 70.5 
l.imburcr 0.3 0.3 495 71.1 

Portugal' 3.2 0.8 112 64.3 
Continente 3.0 106 64.6 

Norte 1.1 i69 64.1 
Centro 0.6 76 63.1 
Lisboa e vah! do Tejo 1.1 289 66.s I 
Alentejo 0.2 21 62.5 
Algarve 0.1 : 68 62.9 
Acores 0.1 : 113 58.1 
Madeira 0,1 '43 60.4 

United Kingdom 17.6 () 1 233 65.6 

,\J orth 1.0 -0.2 200 65.8 
Cleveland, Durham 0.4 -0.3 382 
Cumbria 0.2 0.1 71 
Northumberland, TynefWear 0.4 -0.3 258 

Yorkshire and 1-!umberside 1.5 -0.0 318 55 5 
I I urn berside 0.3 -0. I 241 
North Yorkshire 0.2 0.6 85 
South Yorkshire 0.4 -0.2 1!30 
West Yorkshire 0.6 -0.1 1007 

East Midlands 1.2 0.4 252 66.0 
Derbyshire, N ottinghamshire 0.6 0.2 402 
Leicestershire, Northampton 0.4 0.6 293 
Lincolnshire 0.2 0.6 97 

F.asl A nr,lia l),(i I .0 lliO 6'L7 
S<lulil L;asl ),-1 0.2 (116 1)6.2 

Bedford, Hcnfordshirc 0.5 0.5 5?.7 
Berks, Bucks, Oxfordshirc 0.6 1.1 337 
Surrey, East-West Sussex 0.7 0.4 439 
Fssex () 5 0.6 414 

EUR 12 100.0 0.3 144 67.1 
Wriehtcd St:wd:lrd D...:..v· ation 0.4 ~10 1,4 

.. 

Parti 
cipation 

rate 

(1988) 
0/o 

43.2 
45.3 
42.8 
'\6.7 
47.9 
48.7 
45.6 
41.0 
45.4 
45.9 
44' 
<16.3 
47.0 
47.11 
46.4 
47.1 
42.<1 
38.9 
38.0 
47 ~ 

50.2 
:18.6 

: 
48.9 

: 

50.7 

SUI 
52.3 

: 

44.8 
50 

/ 

Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GOP 
Unemployment rate in total employment Average 1986-87-88 

(1987) EUR12= 100 

Average Change 

Total 88-89-90 1985-1990 
Agric. lndtLwy Services 

/inhab /empl. fern pl. 

1990 EUR12 in °/o in PPS in PPS in ECU 

= 100 points 

8.5 96.6 : 6.1 33.2 60.7 90.2 118.4 123.4 
8.5 96.7 6.0 28.1 65.8 36.5 110.1 114.7 
3.5 99.9 : 11.3 21.8 66.8 68.1 117.1 121.9 
7.5 90.0 -1.7 3.8 21.3 74.5 111.6 125.6 130.9 
6.6 79.2 -1.8 3.0 20.9 76.1 101.8 112.7 117.4 
7.5 93.2 -2.6 3.1 20.9 76.0 120.0 129.0 134.4 
7.5 1!9.5 -1.4 4.3 22.1 73.6 109 .. 1 126.2 131.5 
5.6 68.4 -1.6 6.2 28.0 65.8 103.4 133.2 138.7 
7.5 90.0 -3.6 5.2 33.0 61.8 95.0 118.7 123.7 
7.5 38.2 -3.1 5.5 33.3 61.2 96.9 : :~-~ 124.1 
7.5 93.7 -4.4 4 5 3?.5 63.1 91.< 122.8 
5.1 58.5 -3.5 21.2 34.6 44.1 53.6 56.4 30.0 
5.2 59.1 -3.5 21.2 34.8 44.1 53.6 56.4 30.0 
3.1 35.7 -3.9 23.8 42.3 33.9 41.9 44.7 23.8 
3.1 35.9 -2.7 35.7 30.9 33.4 50.2 50.1 26.7 
7.4 84.7 -3.5 10.1 31.2 58.7 69.7 74.4 39.6 

!2.<1 141.1 -0.9 n.2 24.5 48.3 45.9 46.4 24.7 
3.3 43.3 13.6 20.2 66.2 46.0 49.6 26.5 
2.8 27.6 -3.4 24.6 24.6 50.8 : : 
5.9 59.6 -~.s 21.0 37.7 41.3 
6.3 82.4 -5.2 2.4 32.8 ' 64.9 106.5 94.3 82.4 
9.0 120.2 -6.8 2.3 .16.3 61.4 92.2 91.2 79.7 
9.6 126.7 -7.7 " 37.0 : : 
5.1 72.0 -5.0 : : 120.1 : : 

10.0 131.3 -6.6 : 89.2 : 
7.3 96.6 -5.0 2.1 36.4 61.6 96.8 89.6 78.3 
3.3 107.1 -5.3 100.5 : : 
4.1 56.8 -4.1 102.3 : 
9.3 125.4 -5.2 : 86.1 : : 
6.8 88.0 -5.0 100.4 : 
5.3 71.5 -5.1 2.3 40.6 57.1 100.2 88.5 77.3 ! 

6.1 85.0 -5.1 : 96.6 : 
4.0 52.3 -5.2 110.6 : : 
5.7 75.7 -5.2 S9.0 : 
.1.') 50. I --1.5 S.2 .11.7 fJ.l.l 101\.2 •l0.1 79.7 
4.3 55.6 -4.5 1.4 2S.1 70.5 121!..1 I() l.J I!S.b 
2.7 35.7 -.1.9 : 111..1 : 
2.2 27.9 -4.0 118.3 
2.4 31.2 -3.5 107.0 : 
1.7 47.3 -4.9 9tU~ 

8.3 100.0 -2.4 7.6 33.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 
5.2 59.4 1.1 ,q_l 7.n t) .1 17.8. 184 18 4 

j/1 
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Table A: Principal indicators for the regions in the EC (Nuts 2) 

-- ---

Demography 

Growth 
Populatior rate 15-64/ Regions Density 
(1988) of tot.pop. 
EUR12 population inhabfkm' 

0/o 

= 100 0/ofyear (1988) 
(1987) 

(1978-1988) 

Greater London 2.1 -0·.4 4288 
Hampshire, Isle of Wight 0.5 0.6 400 
Kent 0.5 0.4 405 

South West 1.4 0:7 192 64.3 
Avon, Gloucester, Wiltshire 0.6 0.5 271 
Cornwall, Devon 0.5 0.7 142 : 
Dorset, Somerset 0.3 ! .0 !80 

West Midlands 1.6 0.0 .399 66.2 
Hereford, Wares, Warw1ck 0.4 0.6 195 
Salop, Staffordshire 0.4 0.4 229 
West !vfidlands (County) 0.8 .1).4 2')19 

'iortb West 2.0 -0.3 .%9 65.3 
Cheshire 0.3 0.4 ·\09 
G realer :VI ancbester 0.8 -0.3 2005 
Lancashire 0.4 -0.0 451 
Yferseyside 0.5 -0.8 2235 1 

Wales 0.9 0.1 137 64.7 
Clwyd,Dyfed,Gwynedd,Powys 0.3 0.4 64 
Gwent, \1id-S-W Glamorgan 0.5 -0.0 480 

Scotland !.6 -0.2 65 66.4 
13ord-Ccntr- Fife- Lothian-Tay 0.6 -0.1 102 
Dumfries-GalL, Strathclyde 0.8 -0.5 123 
Highlands, I stands 0.1 0.6 9 
Grampian 0.2 0.9 57 

62.7 Northern Ireland 0.5 0.2 112 
I EUR 12 . . 100.0 0.3 144 67.1 
i Wei2hted Standard Deviation ' 0.4 110 2.4 

'National sources, employmenr 1986 
'1 5..fJ4!iotal population 1985 
-- ---- ------- -----

Parti 
cipation 

rate 
(1988) 

o/o 

: 

50.3 

: 

50.4 

49.6 

45.4 

49.1 

43.l 
44.8 

5.0 

, 
<!'- .. 

Labour market Economy 

Share of sectors GOP 
unemployment rate in total employment Average 1986-87-88 

(1987) EUR12 = 100 

Average Change 
Total 88-89-90 1985-1990 

Agric. Services 
finhab fempl. /em pl. 

1990 EUR12 in °/o 
Industry 

in PPS in PPS in ECU 
= 100 points 

6.3 80.8 -4.9 : 164.0 : 
3.7 48.9 -4.3 109.0 : 
3.9 51.9 -5.4 : 97.1 : : 
4.4 58.9 . -5.0 4.0 29.0 67.0 101.3 94.3 33.4 
3.9 52.4 -4.8 113.7 : 
5.7 775 ,5.5 : 87.0 .. : 
3.6 47.7 -4.7 100.8 : : 
6.3 3b.2 -7.0 2.6 J9.9 57.5 •!5.') ~5.7 74.9 
3.3 55.5 -6.3 : '!2.0 : 
4.4 65.7 -6.5 89.6 : 
8.4 110.7 -7.4 102.1 : 
S.2 106.7 -5.8 1.1 35.4 63.6 98.7 94.6 82.7 
5.6 76.4 -6.0 118.2 : : 
7.9 102.2 -5.7 101.7 : 
6.2 33.0 -5.9 94.2 : : 

12.6 157.4 -5.8 86.0 : : 
6.9 95.6 -6.9 3.5 .l3.3 62.7 87.8 92.6 80.9 
6.4 . 9!.0 -6.7 : 87.4 : : 
7.2 98.4 -7.1 : 89.4 : 
9.2 119.0 -4.8 3.6 32.4 64.0 99.9 92.1. 80.5 
8.1 '104.8 -4.5 101.9 

11.0 140.4 -5.5 : 94.2 : : 
8.7 < 118.4 -4.6 : 98.9 : .. 
4.7 68.6 -2.8 

5.i 28.4 66.4 
124.5 

85.0 74.3 15.7 184.2 -2.1 80.6 
8.3 !00.0 -2.4 7.6 33.2 59.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 
5.2 l 59 4 3.1 8.1 7.6 9.3 27.8 18 4 28.4. 

-------- -··--------



Exolanatory remarKs on table A 

Population: average population as a percentage share of Community 
population, 1988; 

Growth rate of population: average annual rate of change between 1978 
and 1988; 

Population density: Inhabitants per km2, 1988; 

15-64/total population: population at 1 January aged 15 to 64 years as 
a percentage of total population, 1987; 

Participation rate: total labour force (persons in employment plus the 
unemployed) as a percentage of total population, 1988 Community labour 
force survey; 

Unemployment rate: number of unemployed persons as a percentage of the 
labour force, 1990 (harmonized regional unemployment rates of 
EUROSTAT); 

Average of unemployment rates: average of unemployment rates for 1988, 
1989 and 1990, expressed as a percentage of the Community average 
{harmon 1 zed unemp toyment rates of EUROSTAT); In those cases where 
regional data are not available for ali 3 years, the average is based 
on those years aval table; 

Change In unemployment rates: difference In percentage points between 
1985 and 1990 rates (harmonized unemployment rates of EUROSTAT); 

Share of sectors In total employment: persons In employment by sector 
of activity as percentage of total employment, 1988 Community labour 
force survey; 

GOP/Inhabitant (PPS): Average of gross domestic product per inhabitant, 
for 1986, 1987 and 1988 expressed as a percentage of the Commun 1 ty 
average, In purchasing power parities; S 

GOP/per person employed (PPS): Average of gross domestic product per 
person employed, for 1986, 1987 and 1988 expressed as a percentage of 
the Community average, In purchasing power parities; 

GOP/per person employed CECU): Average of gross domestic product per 
person employed, for 1986, 1987 and 1988 expressed as a percentage of 
the Community average, at current prices and ECU exchange rates. 

Weighted standard deviation 

In those cases where regional data are not available for NUTS II 
regions, the weighted standard deviation Is calculated using the next 
higher regional level, NUTS I or Member State. Therefore the weighted 
standard deviation Is not strictly comparable between the different 
Indicators. 

4-Ropport per lo.Jique 

• 
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Table B: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of GOP per head• 
(average 1986-87-88, in PPS, EUR12= 100) 

GDP/hcad lJncmtl1oymcnt 
in PPS rate PoJlU1ation 19811 

Rank ' ncgion 
Average Average 

19116-1!7-88 19118-89-90 
ElJIU2(14730) EURI2(9.1%) total cumulative 

=100 = 100 (millions) "<, share 

1 Vorcio Aigaio (GR) 39.9 63.6 0.2 0.1 
2 D.O.M.' (f') 41.6 325.6 1.3 0.5 
3 Norte (POR) 41.9 35.7 3.6 1.6 
4 Ipeiros (GR) 41.9 50.0 0.3 :.7 
5 Alentejo (I'OR) 45.9 141.1 0.6 ; .8 
6 Algarve (I'OR) 46.0 43.3 0.3 1.9 
7 · Dytiki Makedonia (GR) 46.7 65.3 0.3 2.0 
8 Kriti (GR) 48.5 32.4 0.5 2 2 
9 Extremadura (ESP) 49.0 289.1 l.l 2.5 

10 Dytiki Ellada (GR) 50.0 80.9 0.7 2.7 
11 Centro (POR) 50.2 35.9 1.8 :<.J 
12 Ionia Nisia (GR) 50.2 34.5 0.2 3.3 
13 Thessa1ia (GR) 51.6 74.4 0.7 3.6 
14 Kentriki Makedonia (GR) 52.11 74.9 1.7 .!.J 
15 Ceuta Y Melilla (!:OS!') 53.2 351.6 0.1 4.1 
16 Notio Aigaio (GR) 55.6 53.2 0.2 t..2 
17 Anatoliki M akedonia, Thraki (GR) 56.1 86.7 0.6 .!.4 
18 Peloponnisos (GR) 56.4 58.8 0.6 L.5 
19 Anda1ucia (ESP) 57.5 300.0 6.8 6.6 
20 At tiki (GR) 58.5 103.0 3.5 7. 7 
21 Calabria (I) 58.7 259.4 2.1 8.4 
22 Castilla- La Mancha (ESP) 60.7 163.2 1.7 1-.9 
23 Galicia· (E .. '> I') 6.1.7 137.3 2.8 9.8 
24 Rasilicata (I) 64.0 234.1 0.6 9.9 
25 Ireland (IRL) 64.5 187.4 3.5 1; .0 
26 Murcia (ESP) 65.9 180.6 1.0 113 
27 Campania (l) 66.9 240.4 5.7 13.1 
28 Sterea Ellada (GH.) 67.3 71.3 0.6 13.3 
29 Flevoland (Nl.) 68.1 99.9 0.2 j 3.3 
30 Lisboa e vale do Tejo (POR) 69.7 84.7 3.5 1~.4 
31 Sicilia (I) 70.0 228.8 5.1 16.0 
32 Castilla - Lenn (ESP) 70.9 184.8 2.6 16.8 
33 Canarias (ESP) 72.1 248.1 1.4 17.2 
34 Cantabria (ESP) 72.3 205.5 0.5 1 ~ .4 
35 Puglia (!) 72.5 165.9 4.0 18.6 
36 Sardegna (J) 75.3 . 207.6 1.6 19.1 
37 Comunidad Valcnciana (ESP) 75.3 174.3 3.8 20.3 
38 Corse (f<) 76.8 110.7 0.2 20.4 
39 LUncburg (0) 77.5 66.0 1.4 20.8 
40 Hainaul (13) 77.6 I 52.4 1.3 21.2 
41 Asturias . (ESP) 78.0 200.2 1.1 2 i .6 
42 Narnur (13) 78.4 118.7 0.4 21.7 
43 Molise (!) 78.9 139.0 0.3 21.8 
44 Luxembourg (R) 80.3 80.9 0.2 21.9 
45 N orthcrn I rei and (UK) 80.6 184.2 1.6 22.3 
46 Aragon ( I:OSP) 80.7 128.6 1.2 22.7 
47 Cataluiia (ESP) 83.9 171.6 6.1 24.6 
48 f'riesland (NL) 84.6 112.2 0.6 2.1.8 
49 Madrid (ESI') 84.8 157.1 4.9 26.3 
so Limousin (F) 85.2 90.7 0.7 26.5 
51 Langucdoc-Roussillon (f') 85.7 148.0 2.1 27.1 
52 Merseyside (UK) 86.0 157.4 1.5 21.6 
53 Soulh Yorkshire (UK) 86.1 125.4 1.3 ·28.0 
54 Trier (D) 86.2 60.3 0.5 28.1 
55 Geldcrland (NL) 86.5 96.7 1.8 28.7 
56 Cornwall, Devon (UK) 87.0 77.5 1.5 29.1 
57 Cleveland, Durhan1 (UK) 87.0 126.7 1.2 29.5 
58 Hasse-N ormandic (f') 87.2' ·93.2 1.4 29.9 
59 Clwyd, Dyfed, Gwynedd, l'owys (UK) 87.4 91.0 1.1 30.2 
60 Nord- Pas-de-Calais 

~~\ 87.8 138.6 3.9 31.4 
61 Poitou-Charentes 88.0 114.2 _L6_ 3 1.9 



Table B: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of GOP per head• 
(average 1986-87-88, in PPS, EUR12, lOO) 

GOrfhcad Unemployment 
in Prs rate Population 19R8 

Rank Region Average Average 
1986-87-88 1988-89-90 

EtJR 12(14730) ElJR 12(9.1 %) total cumulati.-e 
=JOO = 100 (millions) %share 

62 A.uvergne (F) 88.1 101.2 1.3 32.3 
63 Midi-Pyrenees (f) 88.2 97.6 2.4 33.1 
64 Navarra (ESr) 88.3 133.2 0.5 33.2 
65 13rctagne (F) 88.8 96.8 2.8 34.1 
66 A.bruzzi (I) 89.0 110.3 1.3 34.5 
67 Lincolnshire (UK) 89.0 75.7 0.6 34.7 
68 rais Vasco (ESP) 89.0 222.6 2.2 3 5.3 
69 Northumberland, Tyne and Wear (UK) 89.2 131.3 1.4 35.8 
70 Gwent; Mid-S-W Glamorgan (UK) 89.4 98.4 !.7 36.3 
71 Salop, Staffordshire (UK) 89.6 65.7 1.4 36.7 
72 Rioja (ESP) 90.0 110.7 0.3 36.8 
73 Overijssel (NL) 90.2 96.6 1.0 37. I 
74 Gie(\en (D) 90.2 5!.7 1.0 37.4 
75 Weser-Ems (D) 90.5 81.1 2.1 38.1 
76 Oberpfalz (D) 90.7 54.1 1.0 38.4 
77 Niederbayern (D) 90.9 41.4 1.0 38.7 
78 Limburg (NL) 91.3 93.7 !.1 39.0 
79 Hereford, \Vorcs, Warwick (UK) 92.0 55.5 !.1 39.4 
80 Lorraine (F) 92.2 98.1 2.3 40.1 
81 Munster (D) 92.6 83.9 2.4 40.8 
82 Limburg (B) 93.1 114.7 0.7 41. I 
83 Koblenz (D) 93.8 51.1 !.4 4!.5 
84 Lancashire (UK) 94.2 83.0 1.4 41.9 
85 Dumfries-Galloway, Strathclydc (UK) 94.2 140.4 2.5 42.7 
86 Pays de Ia Loire (F) 94.3 105.2 3.0 43.6 
87 Oost-V1aanderen (13) 94.4 68.9 1.3 44.0 
88 Schleswig- I-I olstein (D) 94.5 71.8 2.6 44.8 
89 0st for Storebrelt,Ex.Hovedst. (DK) 94.7 94.4 0.6 45.0 
90 Unterfranken (D) 94.7 41.9 1.2 45.4 
91 Franche-Comte· (F) 94.9 89.0 1.1 45.7 
92 Picardie (f') 95.3 I 17.4 1.8 46.2 
93 Liege (B) 95.9 128.8 1.0 46.5 
94 Bourgogne (r) 96.2 97.2 1.6 47.0 
95 Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire (UK) 96.6 85.0 1.9 47.6 
96 Essex (UK) 96.8 47.3 1.5 48.1 
97 Noord-13rabant (NL) 96.9 88.2 2.1 48.8 
98 Kent (UK) 97.1 51.9 1.5 49.2 
99 Oberfranken (D) 97.8 45.2 1.0 49.5 

100 l lighlands,l s!ands (UK) 98.9 118.4 0.3 49.6 
101 Umbria (!) 99.3 100.0 0.8 49.9 
!02 West- Vlaanderen (13) 99.3 51.3 l.l 50.2 
103 Kassel (D) 99.4 61.6 1.2 50.6 
104 Provence-A 1pes-C6tc d" Azur (F) 99.9 125.2 4.1 s 1.8 
lOS Aquitainc (F) 100.2 122.2 2.7 52.7 
106 West Yorkshire (UK) !00.4 88.0 2.1 ~3.3 . 
107 J-1 um bcr side {UK) 100.5 107.1 0.8 53.6 
108 Drenlhe (NL) 100.7 87.8 0.4 53.7 
109 Dorset, Somerset (UK) 100.8 47.7 1.1 54.0 
110 Champagne-Ardenne (10) I 01.7 110.4 1.4 54.5 
Ill Greater Manchester (UK) 10 l.7 102.2 2.6 55.3 
112 Centre (F) 101.8 96.8 2.3 56.0 
1!3 Utrecht (NL) 101.8 79.2 1.0 56.3 
114 llord-Centr-fife-Lothian-Tay (UK) 101.9 104.8 1.9 56.8 
115 West Midlands (County) (UK) 102.1 110.7 2.6 57.7 
116 North Yorkshire (UK) 102.3 56.8 0.7 57.9 
117 Zeeland (NL) - I 03.4 68.4 0.4 58.0 
118 Detmold (D) 10.1.4 65.3 1.8 58.5 
119 A.rnsbcrg (D) 103.7 86.6 3.6 59.6 
120 Vest for Storebrelt (DK) 104.0 85.5 2.8 60.5 
121 East A.nglia (UK) 104.2 ~~-! 2.0 61.1 
122 Saarland- im 104.6 1.1 61 5 
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Table B: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of GOP. per head• 
(average 1986-87-88, in PPS, EURI2= 100) 

GI>I'/hcad Unemployment 
in PPS rate Po11Uiation 191!8 

Rank negion 
Average A vcrage 

·- \986-87-88 1988-89-90 
ElJn 12( I 473ft) EUR12(9.1%) total cumulative 

= 100 = 100 (millions) 'l/o share 

123 Freibur·g (D) 104.9 35.1 1.9 62.0 
124 Marche (I) 106. I 75.4 1.4 62.5 
125 TO bingen (D) 106.6 32.3 1.5 62.9 
126 Surrey, East-\Vcst Sussex (UK) 107.0 11.2 2.4 63.7 
127 Schwa ben (D) 107.8 34.6 1.5 64.2 
128 II ampshire, Isle of Wight (UK) 109.0 48.9 1.7 64.7 
129 · Baleares (E'iP) 109.2 118.2 0.7 64.9 
130 Zuid-H olland (NL) 109.3 89.5 3.2 65.9 
131 Rhone- Alpes (F) 109.6 84.8 5.2 67.5 
132 Braunschweig (D) 109.8 84.6 1.6 67.9 
133 Rheinhessen-Pfalz (D) 1 10.5 52.4 1.8 68.5 
134 Lcicc~lrrshire, Northampton (UK) I 10.6 52.3 1.4 68.9 
135 Kiiln (D) I 10.7 78.5 3.9 70.\ 
136 Hannover (D) 110.8 80.2 2.0 70.7 
137 Bedford, Hertfordshirc (UK) 1 1 1.3 35.7 1.5 71.2 
138 Brabant (B) 112.0 82.8 2.2 71.9 
139 Alsace (I') I 12.7 57.6 1.6 72.4 
140 Avon, Gloucester, Wiltshire (UK) 113.7 52.4 2.0 73.0 
141 J-lautc-Normandie (F) 1 15.7 116.7 1.7 73.5 
142 Toscana (I) 116.1 88.7 3.6 74.6 
143 Friu1i-Vcnezia Giu1ia (I) 116.1 72.4 1.2 75.0 
144 Veneto (I) 116.4 54.9 4.4 76.4 
145 Lazio (I) I 17.3 120.0 5.1 77.9 
146 Trentino-A1to 1\dige (I) l 17.8 39.0 0.9 78.2 
147 Cheshire (UK) 118.2 76.4 1.0 78.5 
148 Berks, Bucks, Oxfordshire (UK) 118.3 27.9 1.9 79.1 
149 Piemonte (I) l 19.0 74.2 4.4 80.4 
!50 Liguria (I) I 19.1 97.7 1.8 81.0 
!51 Noord-Holland (NL) 120.0 93.2 2.3 81.7 
!52 Karlsruhe (D) 120.1 43.4 2.4 82.4 
!53 Cumbria (UK) 120.1 72.0 0.5 82.6 
I 54 DUsseldorf (D) 121.5 87.0 5.1 84.1 
155 Luxembourg (Grand-Duche) (L) I 21.7 19.2 0.4 84.3 
!56 Mittelfrankcn (D) 122.3 45.7 1.5 84.7 
\57 Grampian (UK) 124.5 68.6 0.5 84.9 
I 58 Antwerpcn (fl) 124.8 83.4 1.6 85.4 
159 Berlin (West) (D) I 25.1 77.7 2.0 86.0 
160 Emilia-Rornagna (I) I 27.6 55.9 3.9 87.2 
161 l·l ovedstadsregioncn (DK) 132.6 . 66.5. 1.7 87.7 
162 Valle d'Aosla (I) 133.8 39.0 0.1 87.8 
163 Stuttgart (D) I 33.8 3 I .5 3.5 88.8 
164 Oberbayern (D) I 35. I 37.7 3.6 89.9 
i65 Lombardia (I) 137.3 44.4 8.9 92.7 
166 Bremen (D) 146.8 116.8 0.7 92.9 
167 Darmstadt (D) 148.9 42.5 3.4. 93.9 
168 Greater London (UK) 164.0 80.8 6.8 96.0 
169 Jle de France (F) 165.6 84.3 IO.J 99.2 
170 llamburg 

~~L 182.7 97.2 1.6 99.7 
!71 Gronin!!en 183.1 135.0 0.6 99.8' 

'NU7:S 2, except D.O.M. (NUTS 1), excludes Ar;orl?s and Madeira for which no Gnr;head are a•·ailable 
2 Na tiona/ figures 

. ' ') ·~ 



Tahle C: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of unemployment· 
(average 1988-89-90, EUR12= 100) 

UncmJIIoymrnt GDP/head 
rate in I'PS Population 1988 

Rank Region 
. Average A\·cra~:e 

1988-89-90 191!6-87-88 
E\HU2(9.1%) ElJR 12(14730) total cumulative 

= 100 = 100 (millions) •;. share 

I Ceuta Y Mclilla {ESP) 351.6 53.2 0.1 
2 O.O.M.2 (f') 325.6 41.6 1.3 0.4 
3 And a lucia (ESP) 300.0 57.5 6.8 2.5 
4 Extremadura (ESP) 289.1 49.0 1.1 2.9 
5 Calabria (I) 259.4 58.7 2.1 3.5 
6 Can arias (ESP) 248.1 72.1 1.4 4.0 
7 ' Campania (I) 240.4 66.9 5.7 5.7 
8 Basi!icata (l) 234.1 64.0 0.6 5.9 
9 Sicilia {!) 228.8 70.0 5.! 7.5 

10 Pais Vasco (ESP) 222.6 89.0 2.2 8.2 
II Sardegna {I) 207.6 75.3 1.6 8.7 
12 Cantabria {ESP) 205.5 72.3 0.5 8.9 
I 3 Asturias (ESP) 200.2 78.0 1.1 9.2 
14 Ireland (IRL) 187.4 64.5 3.5 10.3 
15 Castilla - Leon (E .. '>P) 184.8 70.9 2.6 11.1 
16 Northern Ireland {UK) 184.2 80.6 1.6 11.6 
17 Murcia {ESP) 180.6 65.9 1.0 1 1.9 
18 Comunidad Valenciana {ESP) 174.3 75.3 3.8 13.1 
19 Cata1uiia {F$1') 171.6 83.9 6.1 14.9 
20 Puglia (!) 165.9 72.5 4.0 16.2 
21 Castilla - La Mancha (ESP) 163.2 60.7 1.7 16.7 
22 Mcrseyside (UK) 157.4 86.0 1.5 17.1 
23 Madrid (ESP) 157.1 84.8 4.9 18.7 
24 !1ainaut (B) 152.4 77.6 1.3 19.0 
25 Langucdoc-Roussillon (F) 14S.O S5.7 2.1 19.7 
26 Alentejo (POR) 141.1 45.9 0.6 19.9 
27 Dumrrics-Galloway, Strathclydc (UK) 140.4 94.2 2.5 20.6 
28 Molise (I) JJ9.0 78.9 0.3 20.7 
29 Nord - Pas-de-Calais (F) 13S.6 87.8 3.9 21.9 
30 Galicia (ESP) 137.3 63.7 2.8 22.8 
31 Groningcn (NL) 135.0 183.1 0.6 23.0 
32 Navarra (ESP) 133.2 88.3 0.5 23.1 
33 Northumberland, Tync and Wear (UK) 131.3 89.2 1.4 23.6 
34 Liege (B) 128.1! 95.9 1.0 23.9 
35 Aragon (E .. <;!') 128.6 80.7 I .2 24.3 
36 Cleveland, Durham (UK) 126.7 87.0 1.2 24.6 
37 South Yorkshire (UK) 125.4 86.1 1.3 25.0 
38 l'rovcncc-Aipcs-Ct>te d'Azur (P) 125.2 99.9 4.1 26.3 
39 Aquitaine . (F) 122.2 100.2 2.7 27.1 
40 Lazio (I) 120.0 117.3 5.1 28.7 
41 Namur (B) 118.7 78.4 0.4 28.8 
42 tl ighlands,Jslands (UK) 118.4 98.9 0.3 28.9 
43 Baleares (ESP) 118.2 109.2 0.7 29.1 
44 Picardie (F) 117.4 95.3 1.8 29.7 
45 Bremen (D) 11n.8 146.8 0.7 29.9 
46 I laute-Nnrmandic (P) 116.7 115.7 1.7 30.4 
47 Limburg (fl) 114.7 93.1 0.7 30.6 
48 ~oitou-Charcntes ( f') 114.2 88.0 1.6 31.1 
49 Friesland (NL) 112.2 84.6 0.6 31.3 
so West Midlands (County) (UK) 110.7 102.1 2.6 32.1 
51 Rioja (E .. <; I') 110.7 90.0 0.3 32.2 
52 Corse (F) 110.7 76.8 0.2 32.3 
53 Champagne-Ardenne (f') II 0.4 101.7 1.4 32.7 
54 Abruz7.i (I) 110.3 89.0 l.3 33. I 
55 1-!umberside (UK) 107.1 100.5 0.8 33.3 
56 Pays de Ia Loire (F) 105.2 94.3 3.0 34.3 
57 llord-Ccntr-Fire- Lothian-Ta y (UK) 104.8 101.9 1.9 34.9 
58 Attiki (GR) 103.0 58.5 3.5 35.9 
59 Greater Manchester (UK) 102.2 101.7 2.6 36.7 
60 Auvergnc (rl 101.2 88.1 1.3 37.1 
61 Umbria in 1000 ....2.2...3 0.8 n4 
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Table C: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of unemployment' 
(average 1988-89-90, EURI2= 100) 

Unemployment GDP/hearl 
rate in PI'S Population 1988 

Rank Region 
Average Average 

- 1988-119-90 1986-87-88 
EUR12(9.1%) EUR 12(14730) total rumulativc 

= 100 = 100 (millions) 0/o share 

62 Plevoland (NL) 99.9 68.1 0.2 37.5 
63 Gwent, Mid-S-W Glamorgan (UK) 98.4 89.4 1.7 38.0 
64 Lorraine (F) 98.1 92.2 2.3 38.7 
65 Liguria (I) 97.7 119.1 1.8 39.3 
66 M idi-l'yrenecs (F) 97.6 88.2 2.4 40.0 
67 Hamburg (D) 97.2 182.7 1.6 40.5 
68 Dourgogne (F) 97.2 96.2 1.6 41.0 
69 Centre (F) 96.8 10!.8 2.3 41.7 
70 13retagne (F) 96.8 88.8 2.8 42.5 
71 Gelder land (NL.) 96.7 86.5 1.8 43.1 
72 Overijssel (NL) 96.6 90.2 1.0 43.4 
73 0st for Storebrelt,Ex.Hovedst. (DK) 94.4 94.7 0.6 43.6 
74 Limburg (NL) 9:l.7 91 . .1 I.! 43.9 
75 Dasse-Normandie (F) 93.2 87.2 1.4 44.3 
76 Noord-Holland (NL) 93.2 120.0 2.3 45.1 
77 Clwyd, Dyfed, Gwynedd, Powys (UK) 91.0 87.4 1.1 45.4 
78 Limousin (f') 90.7 85.2 0.7 45.6 
79 Zuid-1-lolland (NL) 89.5 109.3 3.2 46.6 
80 Saarland (D) 89.3 104.6 1.1 46.9 
81 Franche-Comte (F) 89.0 94.9 I. I 47.3 
82 Toscana (I) 88.7 116.1 3.6 48.4 
83 Noord-Drabanl (NL) 88.2 96.9 2.1 49.0 
84 West Yorkshire (UK) 88.0 100.4 2.1 49.7 
85 Drenthe (NL) 87.8 100.7 0.4 49.8 
86 DUsseldorf (D) 87.0 121.5 5.1 51.4 
87 Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki (GR) 86.7 56.1 0.6 51.5 
88 Arnsberg (D) 86.6 103.7 3.6 52.7 
89 Vest for Storebrelt (DK) 85.5 104.0 2.8. 53.5 
90 Derbyshire, Nollinghamshire (UK) 85.0 96.6 1.9 54. I 
91 Rh6ne-Alpes (I') 84.8 109.6 5.2 55.7 
92 Lisboa e vale do Tejo (POR) 84.7 69.7 3.5 56.8 
93 Braunschweig (D) 84.6 109.8 1.6 57.3 
94 lie de !'ranee (F) 84.3 165.6 10 . .1 60.4 
95 MOnster (D) 83.9 92.6 2.4 61.2 
96 Antwerpen (B) 83.4 I 24.8 1.6 61.7 
97 Lancashire (UK) 83.0 94.2 1.4 62.1 
98 Brabant (B) 82.8 112.0 2.2 62.8 
99 Weser-Ems (D) 81.1 90.5 2.1 63.4 

100 Dytiki Ellada (GR) 80.9 50.0 0.7 63.6 
101 Luxembourg (B) 80.9 .<-:0.3 0.2 63.7 
102 Greater London (UK) 80.8 I 64.0 6.8 65.8 
103 Hannover (D) 80.2 110.8 2.0 66.4 
104 Utrecht (NL) 79.2 I 01.8 1.0 66.7 
105 Koln (0) 78.5 110.7 3.9 67.9 
106 Rerlin (West) (D) 77.7 125.1 2.0 68.5 
107 Cornwall, Devon (UK) 77.5 87.0 1.5 69.0 
108 Cheshire (UK) 76.4 118.2 1.0 69.3 
109 Lincolnshire (UK) 75.7 89.0 0.6 69.4 
110 Marche (I) 75.4 106.1 1.4 69.9 
Ill Kentriki Makedonia (GR) 74.9 52.8 1.7 70.4 
I 12 Thessalia (GR) 74.4 s !.6 0.7 70.6 
113 Piemonte (I) 74.2 119.0 4.4 72.0 
114 Friuii- Venezia Giulia (I) 72.4 116.1 1.2 72.3 
115 Cumbria (UK) 72.0 120.1 0.5 72.5 
116 Schleswig-! lolstein (D) 71.8 94.5 2.6 73.3 
117 Sterea Ellada (GR) 71.3 67.3 0.6 73.4 
118 Oost- Vlaanderen (Il) 68.9 94.4 1.3 73.9 
I 19 Grampian (UK) 68.6 124.5 0.5 74.0 
120 Zeeland (NL) 68.4 103.4 0.4 74.1 
121 H ovcdstadsregioncn ig~) 66.5 132.6 1.7 74.6 
122 Ltineburl! 6o o 77 s 14 7S 1 



Table C: Regions of the Community ranked according to their level of unemployment' 
(average 1988-89-90, EUR12= 100) 

Unemployment GOP/head 
rate in I'PS Population 1988 

Rank Region 
Average A,•cragc 

1988-89-90 1986-87-88 
EUR 12(9.1 %) EURI2{14730) total cumulative 

= !00 = 100 (millions) %share 

123 Salop, Staffordshire (UK) 65.7 89.6 1.4 75.5 
124 Dytiki Makedonia (GR) 65.3 46.7 0.3 75.6 
125 Detmold (D) 65.3 103.4 1.8 76.2 
126 Voreio Aigaio (GR) 63.6 39.9 0.2 76.2 
127 Kassel (D) 61.6 99.4 1.2 76.6 
128 Trier (D) 60.3 86.2 0.5 76.7 
129 Peloponnisos (GR) 58.8 56.4 0.6 76.9 
130 A!sace (I') 57.6 112.7 1.6 77.4 
!31 North Yorkshire (UK) 56.8 102.3 0.7 77.6 
!32 Emilia-Romagna (I) 55.9 127.6 3.9 78.8 
133 Hereford, Wares, Warwick (UK) 55.5 92.0 1.1 79.2 
134 Veneto (!) 54.9 116.4 4.4 80.5 
!35 Oberpfa!z (D) 54.1 90.7 1.0 80.8 
136 Notio Aigaio (GR) 53.2 55.6 0.2 80.9 
137 Rheinhessen-Pfalz (D) 52.4 110.5 1.8 81.5 
138 A von, Gloucester, Wiltshire (UK) 52.4 113.7 2.0 82.1 
139 Leicestershire, Northampton (UK) 52.3 110.6 1.4 82.5 
140 Kent (UK) 51.9 97.1 1.5 83.0 
14! Gic!3en (D) 517 90.2 1.0 83.3 
142 West-Vlaanderen (H) 51 . .1 99.3 1.1 83.6 
143 Koblenz (D) 51.1 93.8 1.4 84.1 
144 East Anglia (UK) 50.1 104.2 2.0 84.7 
145 lpeiros (GR) 50.0 41.9 0.3 84.8 
146 I !ampshire, Isle of Wight (UK) 48.9 109.0 1.7 85.3 
147 Dorset, Somerset (UK) 47.7 !00.8 1.1 85.6 
!48 Essex (UK) 47.3 96.8 1.5 86.1 
149 Mittelfranken (D) 45.7 122.3 1.5 86.6 
150 Oberfranken (D) 45.2 97.8 1.0 86.9 
151 Lombardi a (I) 44.4 137 .. 1 8.9 89.6 
!52 Karlsruhe (D) 43.4 I 20.1 2.4 90.4 
!53 Algarve (POR) 43.3 46.0 0.3 90.5 
154 Darmstadt (D) 42.5 148.9 3.4 91.5 
155 U nterfrm1ken (D) 41.9 94.7 !.2 91.9 
156 Niedcrbayem (D) 41.4 90.9 1.0 92.2 
157 Trentino-Alto /\dige (I) 39.0 117,8 0.9 92,5 
158 Valle d'/\osta (!) 39,0 133.8 0.1 92.5 
159 Oberbayern (D) 37.7 135.1 3.6 93.6 
160 Centro (POR) 35.9 50.2 1.8 94.2 
161 13edford, llertfordshire (UK) 35.7 111.3 1.5 94.6 
162 Norte (!'OR) 35.7 41.9 3.6 95.7 
163 !'rei burg (D) 35.1 104.9 1.9 96.3 
164 Schwa ben (D) 34.6 I 07.8 !.5 96.8 
165 Ionia Nisia (GR) ]4.5 50.2 0.2 96.8 
166 Kriti (GR) 32.4 48.5 0.5 97.0 
167 Tubingcn (D) 32J 106.6 1.5 97.5 
168 Stuttgart (D) 31.5 133.8 3.5 98.5 
169 Surrey, East-West Sussex (UK) 31.2 107.0 2.4 99.3 
170 Berks, f!ucks, Oxfordshire (lJ K) 27.9 118.3 1.9 99.9 
171 l uxemboum IGrand-Duchti ILl_ 19.2 . 121.7 0.4 100.0 

'NUTS 2, except /).O.M. (NUTS I) 
'Na tiona! figures 

I 
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