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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

In 1969 the Commission submitted a preliminary analysis of regional development
in the Community, as an annex to the memorandum on regional policy in the Community
and the proposal for a Council decision on the organization of Community instruments
for regional development, published under the title "A regional policy for the
Community". The analysis covered three aspects - population, employment and product -
on the basis of the 40 regions and 19 main geographical areas of the Community; it
sought to identify the main structural features and the changes that had taken place

in the previous 15 to 20 years.

The following "Analysis 1971" also has three parts dealing with trends in
population, employment and regional product and, in general, uses the same data as
the previous analysis. It is thus a horizontal survey, providing a detailed picture
of regional, demographic, employment and product trends in the Community but
disregarding the vertical correlations between these fields (such as the correlation
between population growth and the labour force, between employment and product, etc.)

and the specific problems of certain regions.

This attempt to identify more clearly the regions, on an individual or group
basis, with the help of quantitative criteria has led to the development of a
number of indicators which can be used to classify the regions from various angles

and to identify specific problems.

Furthermore, the findings of the 1969 analysis have been updated in the light
of the latest available data.

Finally, the use of smaller regional units means that the analysis is more

detailed and thorough.

These territorial units or "basic regions' are:

in Germany (FR) : the 38 Regierungsbezirke and
city-states

in France :  the 21 programmed regions2

in Italy : the 20 administrative regions

in Belgium : the 9 provinces

in the Netherlands : the 11 provinces

in Luxembourg : the entire country.

gThe number in existence before the imflementation of regional and administrative reforms.
"Provence - CSte d'Azur - Corse" still being treated as a single region.
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It was necessary to resume the analysis on the basis of these 100 regions

for several reasons:

(i) certain important demographic, economic and social phenomena

only become apparent at this level;

(ii) the basic regions often constitute the framework for regional

development plans, programmes and measures;

(iii) the basic regions are often socio-economic and administrative

units with a certain degree of autonomy.

These points are not, of course, equally valid for all the countries in
question. Furthermore, the imbalances between the basic regions reveal the
inherent relativity of all regional delimitations; this is why the use of the
100 regions does not rule out reference to other units when necessary. Main
geographical areas and regions are also referred to in this report from time to

time.

The key features - total population, population density, area, product,

etc. - are set out in the annexed tables.

In order tc give a general picture of how the 100 basic regions compare with
the other administrative units, in particular the regions used in the 1969
analysis, Table 1 below gives the indices of the average population of these
various types of territorial units (Community = 100). Furthermore, Table 2

compares the population of the basic regions with the national average.

Finally, there is a general comment to be made on the statistical material
available. The introductions to the three main chapters of this report will
show that there are still large gaps to be filled in this field; so much so
that the solution of certain basic issues of Community regional policy still
encounters the most serious difficulties (see the "Product'" and "Employment"
chapters in particular). The Statistical Office of the Communities has been
making real efforts since 1969 to remedy these shortcomings but these efforts
require full support from the bodies with responsibilities in the matter if they

are to produce the expected results in time.



Table 1

Population of administrative regions in 1968 ('000)

. Subordinated adminis-
Main geographical areas Regions Basic regions trative units
Number avera§° index number average index number averase index number average index
population population population population
Germany (FR)| 4 2 14 446.3 | 147,66 11 5 449.9 | 120.02 38 1 577.6 84.87 | 564 106.3 99.61
France 3 16 561.2 |169.27 9 5 520.4 | 121.76 21 2 365.9 |127.27 95 523.0 |490.10
Italy b 13 44,0 |137.11 1 4 877.8 | 107.59 20 2 682.8 | 14k4.32 92 583.2 |546.54
Belgium 3 3 201.8 32.73 5 1 .921.1 42,37 9 1 067.0 57.40 L 218.3 |204.58
Netherlands 4 3 165.2 32.35 4 3 165.2 69.81 11 1 151.0 61.92 | 935 13.5 12.69
Luxembourg 1 335.0 3,42 1 335.0 7+39 1 335.0 18.02 12 27.9 26.16
COMMUNITY 19 9 783.7 |100.00 LY 4 533.8 | 100.00 | 100 1 858.9 |100.00 |1742 106.7 |100.00
Table 2
Population of the basic regions: Maximum divergence from averages (in 1968)
minimum maximum average coeff. of variation (%)

Germany (FR) 277.0 5 605.2 1 577.6 65.8
France 736.3 9 238.3 2 365.9 75.6
Italy 106.9 8 129.9 2 582.8 75.6
Belgium 219.4 2 148.5 1 .067.3 53.0
Netherlands 298.5 2 922.5 1 151.0 69.9
Luxembourg 335.0
Community 106.9 9 238.3 1 858.9 82.7
a

Excluding Berlin (West)
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Part One: DEMOGRAPHIC ASPECTS

1. Limitations of statistical material

Like its predecessor, this analysis was hampered by the shortcomings of the

available demographic statistics, namely
(a) the absence of certain data
(b) the heterogeneity of the definitions and methods employed.

The shortcomings were discussed in detail in the previous analysis and will not be

described here.

The study was able to take into account the Luxembourg and French census
returns of 1966 and 1968 respectively, but not those of censuses held in other
countries in 1970 and 1971. Consequently, some of the figures given below will

have to be revised.

In the case of Italy, where the next census will not be held until 1972,
the differences between the national and regional resident (de jure) and present-
in-area (g: gggﬁg) population as revealed by the last two censuses, of 1951 and
1961 (see annexed Table D VI) were calculated. In these two years, the
differences were 0.75% and 1.4% respectively at national level, and reached a

maximum of 6.6% at regional level.

The shortcomings of these statistics were clearly revealed by attempts to
obtain a clearer picture of intra-regional migrations. These are fundamental
aspects of the common market, from both the economic (mobility of factors) and
from the sociological and political angles and so greater efforts to improve the

statistical material in this field are indispensable.
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Finally, the chapter on the concentration of the population deals with a
number of problems concerning the delimitation of conurbationsand rural areas
on the basis of uniform criteria. The Community study of these problems is

still in .its very early stages.
A thorough study of these two types of areas should be begun promptly at
Community level, since the most important structural changes result from this

inter-regional migration.

2. Layout of the analysis

The following chapter takes up and discusses in more detail, at the level
of the 100 basic regions, the subject matter of the analysis annexed to the

Memorandum on regional policy in the Community.1

Accordingly, demographic trends and their determining factors (natural
increase and migration) are studied in the first part; changes in the
distribution of the population are discussed in more detail in the second part,
with special reference to concentration; finally, the regions are classified

according to various criteria in the third part.
It will appear in the course of the analysis that emphasis has been put on
compiling a synoptic set of indicators for demographic trends and situations. The

main indicators are listed below.

(i) Individual regional indicators

(a) Rate of variation of the total population;

(b) Rate of natural increase broken down according to birth rate and death

rate;

(¢) Migration rate (migration per 100 inhabitants), broken down according

to inter-regional migrations and international migrations;

1A regional policy for the Community - IV (Annex 2) - EEC 1969.
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(e)
(f)
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Regional (percentage) shares of the total national or Community

population;
Population density;

Ratio of population density to population growth.

(ii) Overall indicators

(a)

(v)

(c)

Standard deviation,1 giving the range of above-mentioned absolute

figures or rates around the arithmetic mean of the relevant series;

Coefficient of variation, or the ratio of the above-mentioned standard

deviation to the arithmetic mean of the relevant series;2

s (31 - Py
2

Concentration index I = , where i represents the different

classes of density, ay the population percentages of each class and

bi the corresponding percentages of area.

1 -2 -
The standard difference é{is defined as :E(x - x) y X being the
n

2

arithmetic mean of the series, n the number of elements x

v

6.

X

1 x2 cee
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I. Regional population variations

1. Variation rates - general survey

In the two periods in question, 1950/60 and 1960/68, the total
population increased - though at fairly different rates - in all the Member
States (see Table 1 below).

Table 1

Average rate of increase of total population

1st period J 2nd period l Periods of reference
Germany (FR) 0.94 0.99 1950/61 and 1961/68
France 1.00 1,14 1954/62 and 1962/68
Italy 0.63 1.01 1951/61 and 1961/68
Belgium 0.55 0.74 1947/61 and 1961/68
Netherlands 1.35 1.33 1947/60 and 1960/68
Luxembourg 0.61 0.89 1947/60 and 1960/68

In all Member States except the Netherlands, the average annual rate of

increase was slightly higher in the second period than in the first.

As regards regional trends, the annexed tables D II 1-5 give, for each
of the 100 regions, the trend in absolute terms and the average rate of

increase in the two periods of reference.

These tables show that regional demographic trends, as measured by rates
of increase, differed fairly sharply both between the countries concerned and

between the two periods.

Table 2 below provides a synopsis of these differences and also shows
the standard divergence of regional rates of increase from the respective

national average.
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Table 2

Population increase

Variation of regional rates from the national average

Standard deviation &
1950/54 - 1960/62 1960/62 - 1968
Germany (FR) 0.918 0.504
France 0.520 0.547
Italy 0.719 0.755
Belgium 0.448 0.495
Netherlands 0.559 0.4k
L
Community 0.759 0.580

In the first period, the marked variations from the national average registered
in the Federal Republic of Germany were doubtless due to the expellees and
refugees. This was also the case in Italy where such political factors

did not obtain.

In the second period the range of variations narrowed appreciably in the
Federal Republic of Germany but widened still further in Italy, indicating that the regional

demographic structures in Italy are still subject to radical change,

In the Community as a whole, the range of regional population growth

rates narrowed between the two periods.

2. Changes in regional shares between 1950 and 1968

Above- or below-average population increases are reflected in the changes
in the regional percentage shares of national (community) totals. The annexed
Pables D II 1+5 show the changes in the percentage share of each basic region
and of the main geographical 2reas during the period 1950-68.
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(a) At the level of the basic regions

Table 3 below provides a general picture of the most important changes by

listing the six basic regions of each of the five largest Member States where the

share of the national total declined or increased the most.
borne in mind when assessing these figures: firstly, the trend in the Federsl Fepublic
of Germany and France was greatly affected by migrations - of refugees and expellees from

Eastern Europe, and by repatriates from North Africa

Two points must be

respectively;

secondly,

the aggregate changes over a period of about 20 years may, of course, be the

result of very different developments during the period and do not necessarily

reflect recent trends.

Table 3

Main changes in the population share of the regions

Region Share (%) Change (%
Germany (FR) 1950 1968
Niederbayern 2.13 1.67 -21.60
Stade 1.29 1.03 -20.16
Hildesheim 2.00 1.61 -19.50
Siidbaden 2.63 3.03 +15.21
Nordwiirttembergl 4.80 5.56 +15.83
K6ln 3,28 3.99 +21.65
France 1954 1968
Limousin 1.73 1.48 -1h, 45
Auvergne 2.91 2.64 -9.28
Bretagne 5.47 L.g97 -9.1k
Rhéne-Alpes 8.49 8.90 +4.83
Région parisienre| 17.11 18.59 +8.65
Provence - Céte| 6.22 7.02 +12.86
d'Azur - Corse
Italy 1951 1968
Molise 0.85 0.64 ~2k.71
Abruzzi 2.69 2.26 -15.99
Umbria 1.69 1.46 -13.61
Piemonte 7.40 7.94 +7.30
Lombardia 13.82 [15.15 +9.62
Lazio 7.03 8.39 +19.35

Region

Luxembourg
Oost-Vlaanderen
Liége

Antwerpen
Brabant

Limburg

Netherlands

Friesland
Groningen
Zeeland

Gelderland
Limburg
Noordbrabant

Share (%)

Change (%)

-9.16
-7.26
-6.27

+5.05
+5.87
+22.92

=15.30
-13.49
-12.92

+8.52
+9.42
+11.17
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The last comment is particularly applicable to the evolution of the main
geographical areas, as defined elsewhere.1 The annexed Table D III shows that,
in the period 1950-68 as a whole, five main areas increased considerably their

share of the respective national totals:

in Germany (FR) :  the West

in France : the Paris region
in Italy :  the North-East
in Belgium :  the North

in the Netherlands :  the South

The same tables show that this trend has not altogether ceased in these
main areas; especially in the Federal Republic of Germany and, to a lesser extent,

in France.

Table 4 below provides a general picture of the situation at Community
level by giving the changes in the percentages of the total Community population
living in the main geographical areas over the three years of reference (1950,

1960 and 1969).

Regardless of the changes within the above period, it can be seen that the
most marked percentage increases were in the South of the Federal Republic of

Germany, the Paris region, and the North-West of Italy.
The most appreciable percentage decreases occurred in the North of the

Federal Republic of Germany, Berlin (West), the West of France, the North-East of Italy
and, above all, in the South of Italy.

1A regional policy for the Community, Annex 2.
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POPULATION OF THE MAIN GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS

Table 4
Absolute figures as a % of EEC total
1950 | 1960 1969 1950 | 1960 1969
GERMANY (FR)
North 11 409 11 447 12 230 7.2 6.6 6.5
West 13 075 15 799 17 130 8.3 9.1 9.1
Centre 8 211 9 230 10 221 5.2 5.3 5.k
South 15 486 17 112 19 479 9.8 9.9 10.3
Berlin (West) 2 155 2 197 2 134 1.4 1.3 1.1
FRANCE
Paris region 7 009 8 297 9 518 L 4.7 5.0
West 16 595 17 222 18 391 10.5 9.9 9.7
East 18 406 20 385 22 617 1.7 1.8 12.0
ITALY
North-West 11 373 13 156 14 694 7.2 7.6 7.8
North-East 8 981 9 504 9 99 5.7 5.5 5.3
Centre 8 573 9 388 10 238 Selt Sk S.b
South 17 511 18 575 19 381 11.1 10.7 10.2
BELGIUM
North 4 361 L 689 4 932 2.8 2.7 2.6
South 2 969 3 065 3 184 1.9 1.8 1.7
Brussels region 1 323 1 425 1 545 0.8 0.8 0.8
NETHERLANDS
North 1 215 1 272 1 L4o6 0.8 0.7 0.7
East 1 783 2 071 2 427 1.1 1.2 1.3
West L 884 5 486 6 214 3.1 3,2 3.3
South 2 284 2 691 3 093 1.4 1.6 1.6
LUXEMBOURG 291 315 339 0.2 0.2 0.2
EEC total 157 894 | 173 326 |189 164 | 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0
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Going beyond the national level, it is interesting to note whether there has been
any change in the proportion of the total Community population living in the
North-West of the Community (one of the main geographical areas defined in item B I 2
below),

The changes in this proportion are given below.

Main area in the North-West of the Community

Year Population ('000 000) Share (%)
First definition

1954 31.9 19.6%

1960 34.6 19.7%

1969 37.5 19.6%
_S_et_:_ogd_dgfin_i_ti_og

1954 41.5 29.2%

1960 51.1 29.5%

1969 58.1 30.1%

These figures show that the North-West of the Community, in the narrower sense
of the term, was unable to increase further its relative geographical importance.
This is not surprising, if we remember that the most important region in this area is
the West of the Federal Republic of Germany (Rheinland - Pfalz and Nordrhein - Westfilen),
whose relative decline since 1960 has just been mentioned.

The picture changes if we look at the North-West of the Community, in the wider
sense of the term. The marked increase in the percentage share of this area between
the three dates of reference, shows that the most dynamic regions, as far as
population is concerned, border on or are a contimuation of the North-West of the

Community in the narrower sense of the term.
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The peripheral areas of the Community form another group of regions and play
an important role in regional policy. The following regional delimitation - by no
means the only possible onel - shows the peripheral areas to be: Basse-Normandie,
Bretagne, Pays de la Loire, Poitou-Charentes, Aquitaine, Midi-Pyrénées, Languedoc,
Corse, Abruzzi, Molise, Puglia, Basilicata, Calabria, Sicilia, Sardegna, Schleswig-
Holstein, Liineburg, Braurischweig, Hildesheim, Kassel, Unterfranken, Oberfranken,
Oberpfalz and Niederbayern. The percentage of the total Community population living
in this area has changed as follows:

Peripheral areas of the Community

Share of

Year Population ('000 000) opulation (4)
1954 36.9 22.7%
1960 37.6 21.7%
1969 39.8 21,1%

These changes are admittedly not considerable, but they ought to indicate the
virtual absence of any direct link between the respective trends in the two main
geographical areas under consideration,at least not if the first definition of the
North-West of the Community is used.

It should also be remembered that these areas are not homogeneous, and that their

constituent regions are often subject to fairly different internal movements.

While they do not provide a complete picture, these results are, none the less,
an ipdication that, as far as population is concerned, oversimplifications as regards
any comparison between the central and peripheral areas of the Community are not
Jjustified.

1

It should here be remembered, in particular, that in France it is not so much the

peripheral regions proper which pose problems as a more or less wide strip of regions,

stretching from Champagne in the North-West to the Midi-Pyrénées region in the
South-West.
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Rirly clear-cut trends come to light if we consider changes in the proportions
of the total Community population living in the three socio-economic categories of
. : R . o1
regions mentioned in the Memorandum on regional policy.

Table 5

Year Population ('000 000) Share

1955 45.0 27.1
1960 45.5 26.3
1969 47.8 25.3

1955 51.1 30.8
1960 53.1 30.7
1969 59.0 31.3

1955 69.9 42.1
1960 14.6 43.0
1969 ‘ 81.9 43.4

It can be seen from Table 5 that between 1955 and 1969 there was a marked decrease
in the percentage of the total Community population living in agricultural regions and
an increase in the percentage of the same population living in the industrialized

regions.

1 A regional policy for the Commnity.
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II. The factors determining population size

1. Natural movements (birth and death rates)

Among the factors determining population size, mention should be made, first
of all, of the natural movement of the population, i.e. the difference between
birth and death ra.tes.l

As shown by the annexed Tables D II 1-5, there were fairly marked
differences in birth rates between Community regions in the period
1960-67. The highest anmual birth rate, 2.46 births per 100 inhabitants,
was recorded in Campania (Italy); all the other regions in the South of
Italy had a birth rate well above 2% too.

Conversely, a particularly low birth rate - less than 1.5% - was
recorded in Hamburg and Berlin (West)? in the Belgian provinces of Lidge
and Brabant, in Limousin and Languedoc in France, and in seven regions of
Northern and Central italy.

It should also be pointed out that a high death rate is often
accompanied by a low birth rate, both being largely attributable to the

same factor - an unfavourable age pyramid.

As a result of this negative correlation between births and deaths,
rates of natural increase are much more marked than birth rates considered

in isolation.

1 All birth rates, death rates and natural and overall rates of population increase

are expressed as percentages, to facilitate comparisons between them.

2 With regard to towns, refer to the points on page 14 below.
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In the period under review, the following extreme rates were attained

at national level:

Birth rate Death rate Natural increase
Netherlands 2.03 0.79 1.24
Luxembourg 1.57 1.20 0.37
Difference 0.46 -0.41 0.87

Differences between regions were still more marked. If we exclude
Berlin (West) - its figures being given for information's sake — we have the
following picture:

Birth rate Death rate Natural increase
Noordbrabant 2.29 0.66 1.63
Limousin 1.30 1.38 -0,08
Difference 0.99 -0.72 1.7l
Berlin (West) 1.14 1.74 -0,60

- e e em e - e ww ww - - - e n - - e - am e e - - wm o - o= -

The above-mentioned differences lead one to ask whether there are any
correlations between regional rates of natural increase and regional social

structures.

Two correlations found in ceriain Member States are worth mentioning

in this connection.

The first point, mentioned in the "Raumordnungsbericht 1968" of the
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, is that in the Federal Republic of
Germany birth rates above the national averaée are confined mainly to the
less developed agricultural regions.



-2 -

If we take the relative size of the agricultural labour force as the
criterion for determining rural regions, the above statement also seems to
be true for most regionsof Southern Italy; but not for the other Member
States - in particular France where the steady outflow of young people from
the traditionally agricultural regions, such as Limousin may conceivably
have already led to an excessive "deterioration" in the age pyramid. This
aspect, however, should be studied in more detail.

The second point concerns the correlation between birth rates and
the size of communes, Certain statistics, especially of Dutch and Belgian
origin, indicate clearly that the larger the commune the smaller the birth
rate (see graph below).

If these two correlations turned out to be generally valid, they
would have substantial implications for the population growth of a country,
since the national capacity for demographic reproduction might be reduced
by the gradual conversion of traditionally agricultural regions - which
used to be human "reservoirs" - and by the drift to the large towns.
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BIRTH RATES AND THE SIZE OF COMMUNES
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Migrations

Apart from natural increase, regional population trends are determined

by migratory movements.

Unfortunately, the statistics available for each country on migratory
movements are extremely difficult to compare owing to the different ways in
which the relevant data are recorded and set out. Furthermore, data in one and
the same country are not always consistent and depending on the statistics chosen
are sometimes even contradictory. The following findings should therefore be
interpreted with caution.

Bearing this in mind, certain particularly important aspects and data which
seem to merit special attention are considered below: namely, the size of
migrations at the level of the basic regions, the main geographical areas and
the Member States; changes in the directions of migratory flows within countries,
and, finally the total mobility of the population (coefficient of mobility).

(a) At the level of the basic regicns

For the period 1960-67, the annexed Tables D IV 1-5 give the net inter-
regional and international migration figures for each basic region,

expressed as a percentage of their average anmal population.

The following table lists the regions particularly affected by
migration, namely those with an average anmal net immigration or
emigration of more than 1% or 0.7% respectively of the population.
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Table 6

Average anmual net regional immigration and emigration as a
percentage of the population (1960-67)

Regions of immigration (+1%) Regions of emigration (-0.7%)
Provence - Cdte d'Azur
Corse +2.3 Basilicata -1.6
Oberbayern +1.6 Molise -1.5
Ké1ln +1.4 Calabria -1.4
Darmstadt +1.4 Sardegna -1.0
Languedoc +1.3 Abruzzi -1.0
Piemonte +1.3 Umbria -1.0
Lazio +1,0 Puglia -0.9
Sicilia -0.8
Marche -0.7

It can be seen from the above that the basic regions with the largest
net emigrations were concentrated in Italy, while those with the highest net

immigration rates were found in several countries.

To obtain a more extensive picture, the net migration rates of the
main geographical areas were determined for the period 1960-68. Table T
confirms the leading role played by Southern Italy as a region of emigration.
This was, in fact, the only main area of the Community to have a
substantial net outflow during the period under review.

Table 8 supplies a historical survey in absolute terms of net migration
from Southern Italy.
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Migration to and from the main geographical areas (annual average)
Table 7
Net inter-regional | Net inter-national Total net
migration migration migration
?:solute % a A?solute % Absolute %
gures figures figures
1960-68 1960-68 196068
Germany (FR) + 5 422° + 233 081 [+ 0.43 | + 233 081 + 0.43
North - 12 002 - 0.10 | + 32503 |+ 0.28| + 20 501 + 0.18
West - 28 397 - 0.18 | + 72 364 |+ 0.46 + 43 967 + 0.28
Centre + 18 194 + 0,20 | + 35 734 |+ 0.38 | + 53 928 + 0.58
South + 27 627 + 0,16 | + 92 480 |+ 0.54 | + 120 107| + 0.70
------ sT=zs===ss == = ===:z=¢ ==z
France + 190 514 + 0.41
Paris region + 52 200| + 0.62
West + 50 443) + 0,29
East + 87 871 + 0.43
1960-68 1960-68 1960-68
Italy® - 38 933| - 0.08| - 38 933] - 0.08
North-West + 129 661 + 0.99 + 2 287 + 0.02 + 131 948 + 1.00
North-East - 15 655 - 0,16 | - 4 672| - 0.05| - 20 327| - 0.21
Centre + 32 183 + 0.34 | + 357 | + 0.00| + 32 540 + 0.35
South - 146 189 - 0.79| - 36 905| - 0.20| - 183 094 - 0.99
== = = == - et ] ﬁ
1960-68 1960-68 1960-68
Belgium + 20 386| + 0.22
‘North + 3111 + 0.07
South + b 792 + 0.16
Brussels + 12 483 + 0.87
region —= ] S N, 4
1960-67 1960-68 1960-68
Netherlands + 8 636] + 0,08 + 8 636] + 0.08
North - 1 734 - 0.14
East + 6979 + 0.34
West - 813 - 0.02
South + 3189 + 0.12

a Percentage of the population in the years 1960/61

b Net German inter-regional migration is not zero, since it was
impossible to determine the figures for Berlin-West for the whole
of the period under review.

In the case of Italy, the figures for inter-regional and international

migration are based on information supplied by Residents' Registration

Offices.
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Table 8

Net migration from Southern Italy ('000)
~ based on information supplied by Residents' Registration Offices

Period Total Annual average
1881-01 - 930 - 46.5
1901-11 - 859 - 85.9
1911-21 - 920 - 92.0
1921- 36 - 7196 - 53.1
1936~ 51 - 94 - 62.3
1951 61 -1 879 -187.9
1961- 69 -1 325 -165.6

Sources: 1881-51: "Un secolo di statistische italiane"
1951~ 69: Comitato dei Ministri per il Mezzogiormo
"Studi monografici sul mezzogiormo"

At the level of the Member States

The (very inconsistent) statistics for international migrations
show that none of the flows between Community countries are of any

real importance, except those from Italy.

It should be remembered, however, that in the past the total
migratory flows of Member States have not been dominated by inter-

Community flows.

For instance, the majority of Italian emigrants (60.8% between
1960 and 1968) still go to non-member countries, i.e. countries
outside Europe. Similarly, most migrants to the other Member States
come from outside the Community (see annexed Tables D V - VIII).
This brings out the small size of inter-Community migration in comparison
with total migration, and shows that integration of the Community
population and labour forces is still fairly limited.
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The direction of migratory flows

The data available here reveal some changes in the direction of

migratory flows inside the Member States over the two periods under review.

In Germany, for instance, the marked migratory flow to the West
during the fifties has been replaced since 1960 by a flow to the South.

In France, there has been a reversal of the migratory flows registered
in the Champagne, Picardy, Limousin and Auvergne regions, where the net
exodus of 1954-62 became a net influx in 1962-68. The opposite is true
of the Lorraine region. In the 1962-68 period the traditional net
immigration into the Paris region dwindled appreciably while that into
the Mediterranean region increased still further.

In the Netherlands, the Western region which had for a long time
attracted migratory movements has since the beginning of the sixties lost
more than it has gained from migration whereas the South and the East

have become regions with net immigration.

In Belgium, the historic direction of migratory flow from the
North to the South has been reversed, the North becoming the sole region

with net immigration.

In Italy the volume of migrations from the South to the Centre and
North has varied; the direction of migrations, however, is not

expected to change.

Detailed matrices indicating the regions of emigration and
those of immigration would be needed if one were to have a more

complete picture of migratory flows.
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Given the importance of these flows for regional and other
policies - employment, housing, etc. -~ the harmonization of migration
statistics and the compilation of such matrices on the basis of the

regional units adopted seem to merit special attention in future

statistical programmes. !

(e) The coefficient of mobility

The regional migrations considered above are only part 6f total
migrations within a country, which comprise all changes of domicile
between two communes and so, when correlated with the total population,
provide an indicator of population mobility (coefficient of mobility).

Two questions arise in this connection:

(i) Does mobility differ appreciably between the Member States
of the Community?

(ii) What is the trend in population mobility?

It is impossible to answer the first question, owing to the
heterogeneity of available data. With regard to the second question,
however, the series of mobility coefficients set out in the annexed
Table D IX allow the following conclusions to be made: mobility has
declined slightly in Germany and Belgium and remained virtually unchanged
in the Netherlands; variations are slightly more substantial in Italy

but no clear-cut trend emerges.

From these data it can be concluded that, for the Community as a
whole, the mobility of the population did not change substantially during

the period under review.

lThe tables which exist in certain countries do not relate to the regional units

adopted here and are, of course, limited to their respective national context.
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Commuting

In the broad sense, migration also includes commuting, be it daily,
weekly or monthlye. Commuting can be an important feature of regional
structures; and will, of necessity, expand as geographical interdependence
increases. Commuting within the Community is not analysed in this
report, but a subsequent study would be justified.
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The problems of geographical distribution and, in particular, of population
concentration are complex, especially in view of the various regional levels at
which they can arise and the various criteria which must be used when assessing
them., The limited compass of this analysis rules out a study of more than a
few aspects of this matter.

The first chapter begins with the population density figures for the basic
regions in 1960-62. Classification of these regions into categories provides a
preliminary picture of population concentration in the Member States and a basis
for comparing them. Some major features of regional population densitiés in the
Community will come to light by reference to the map below. Finally, the
plotting of Lorenz curves and calculation of an index of concentration at three
different dates will reveal the changes which have occurred in the distribution

of population at Community level.

A second chapter studies the ratio between population density and growth,
so as to provide a dynamic picture of the process of population concentration

in the Community.

When assessing the following findings, it should be borne in mind that they
refer to a clearly determined regional framework which only provides a relative
view of the phenomenon. The choice of smaller regional units, for instance
Kreise, Départements, etc., would certainly provide more detailed pictures and
sometimes reveal a fair number of subtle distinctions. Finally, it is common
knowledge that the most acute problems of population density occur today at the
level of the communes, and more particularly in the relationship between urban
and rural areas. More detailed studies should make it possible to define these
two types of regions in accordance with common criteria and to follow more

closely the major changes which are under way.
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I. Regional population densities

1. Statical analysis

The regional density statistics provide a preliminary indication of
population distribution inside the Community. Those for the years 1960-62

are given in the annexed tables.

Table 9 below divides the regions into six classes of density and gives

the percentages of national area which they cover.

In particular, the table reveals the great differences that exist between

the Member States as regards the importance of thinly populated regions.

The regions of the first two classes - less than 50 and less than 100
inhabitants per sq. km - cover 34 and 90% respectively of France but a far
smaller proportion of all other Member States. Indeed, the Valle d'Aosta in
Italy and the province of Luxembourg in Belgium are the only other regions to
fall in the first class. And none of the regions in the first two classes of

density are Dutch.

The following graph shows the distribution of regions between the six

classes, and the respective national average densities.

2. Geographical analysis

The geographical distribution of the population in the Community is

. 1
shown on the map below which was compiled from the aforementioned data.

1The graph in the bottom left-hand corner of the map shows the distribution
of the 100 regions by class of density and reveals, once again, the
predominance of French regions in the first two classes (less than 100
inhabitants per sq. km).



Table 9

Basic regions by classes of density, in 1960-62

_gg-

Inhabitants Giﬁg:fy France Italy Belgium Netherlands Luxembourg Community
per sq
. 1 2 3

N| % |($cum|N| % {%cum | N % |% cum |N % |%cum|N| % |$cun |N | % |% cun| N % |% cum
¢ 50 .6 133.93] 33.93{ 1 1.08| 1.08{1 | 14.48| 14.48 8 | 16.58| 16.58
51 <€ 100 5 | 17.30{17.30{11 {57.81| 91.64| 5 | 20.11| 21.19 14.48 21 | 36.06| 52.64
101 € 200 |15 | 49.58[66.88| 2 | 3.78| 95.42| 9 | 52.78| 73.97|1 11.99(26.47 | 3|23.22| 23.22 | 1 100 31 | 27.30| 79.94
201 € 400 |11 | 24.54]91.42] 1 | 2.28| 97.70| 5 | 26.03 |{100.00|4 | 42.85|69.32 | 5|56.24| 79.46 26 | 15.80| 95.64
401 € 1000 4 7.93199¢35| 1 | 2.20| 99.90 3 | 30.68100.00 | 3!20.54|100.00 1 4.12] 99.76
>1000 3 0.65/100.00 3 0.14 {100.00
38 |{100.000100.00 |21 [100.00 {100.00 |20 {100.00 {100.00 |9 {100.00{100.CO 11PO0.00 100.00 | 1 100 100 |100.00 [100.00

1 Number of regions.

Percentage of national or Community area.

3 Cumulative percentages.
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CLASSIFICATION OF BASIC REGIONS BY DENSITY
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The map reveals two outstanding features of population distribution:

(i) A strip of very sparsely populated regions, of varying width, stretching
from Belgian Luxembourg in the North-East to the Midi - Pyrénées region
in the South-West;

(ii) An extremely substantial corcentration in the "Nord" region of France,
the West and Central parts of Belgium (the two Flanders, Hainaut, Brabant
and Antwerp), the West and South of the Netherlands excluding Zeeland, the
West German "Land" of Nordrhein-VWestfalen excluding the Regierungsbezirk
Detmold and, finally, the Regierungsbezirk Wiesbaden. All these regions
are adjacent and have a density of at least 300 inhabitants per sq. km.
In 1960-62 this area had an average density of 492 inhabitants per sq. km,
making a total of 33 million inhabitants or 20% of the entire population

of the Community in 6.5% of its area.

With the addition of neighbouring regions with a density of more than
200 inhabitants per sq. km, this area takes in four additional Benelux
provinces and also extends somewhat to the North-East (to include the
Regierungsbezirke Detmold, Hannover and Braunschweig), and to the South-East
(to include the Regierungsbezirke Darmstadt, Rheinhessen, Ffalz, Saarland,
Nord-Wiirttemberg and Nord-Baden). This larger area has 50.7 million
inhabitants. Geometrically, it lies within a circle with a radius of
300 km, centred close to Cologne, which also covers some neighbouring regions -
including the important regions of Alsace and Lorraine - and lies adjacent
to another area of very high concentration, the Paris region, which has a
density of 705 inhabitants per sq. km and a population of 8.5 million but is
surrounded by low-density regions (generally less than 100 inhabitants per
sq. km).
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3. Lorenz curves

Lorenz curves are particularly suitable for illustrating population

distribution in a specific area.

For the purpose of this analysis, it was decided to plot these curves in
order to provide a synoptic picture of the trend of population concentration

within the Community.

The annexed Tables D XIV 1-3 give the data that were necessary for plotting
Lorenz curves for the years 1950, 1960 and 1968.

A perfectly even distribution is represented by the diagonal, so that the
fairly sharp bend of the 1950 distribution curve (1) shows that there is a

fairly high degree of concentration in the Community.

In fact, 78% of the population were concentrated in half the total area
whilst the other half accounted for only 22%.

The 1960 curve (curve 2) is slightly more convex than that for 1950,

showing that concentration had increased in the intervening decade.

A closer examination of certain sections of the curve shows that marked
deconcentration had occurred in 45% of the total area covered by the regions
with the lowest density. This, however, was more than offset by the trend in
the other 55%.

The third curve, for 1968, shows that a trend towards deconcentration had

reoccurred in the second period of reference.

Overall, then, two opposing trends -~ concentration and deconcentration -

virtually cancelled each other out.
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CHANGES IN THE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION

IN THE COMMUNITY

100%, Population
7Q
50
25
’ 1950
///// - 1960
. esoceov o 19“
/ -
—
0

25

50

75

Area

100%



_38 -

In quantitative terms, this trend can be expressed by the index of

concentration,

(%5 - P3)

2

where i stands for the various classes of density, 2§ the percentages of the

population in each class, bi the corresponding percentages of area covered.

The smaller the index, the more even the distribution of population; in
the extreme case of a zero index, the curve would correspond to the diagonal.

At the other end of the scale, an index approaching the limit value of
50 indicates a very heavy concentration, with nearly all the population being

found in a minimum area.

The index for the three years of reference is

1950: I = 30.10
1960: I = 31.40
1968: I = 30.60

These figures go a long way to substantiating the conclusions reached
above. They show that the 1950-60 period of concentration was partially
offset by the 1960-68 period of deconcentration.
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II. The relationship between population density and population growth

The relationship between population density and population growth enables

us to study the dynamic developments in concentration.

Concentration is increasing if the correlation betweeen these two variables
is positive (in which case the greater the density, the higher the rate of

increase) and decreasing if it is negative.

Between 1960 and 1968, there was no significant correlation between the two

variables at the level of the basic and larger regions.

But if we list all the regions of each country in increasing order of
density, and then divide them into thirds, their respective rates of increase

reveal the following trends:

Table 9
Average density Average rate of increase
Basi .
asic regions in 1960-62 Feriod I | Period II
1. Germany (FR)
1st third 226 0.08 1.11
3rd third 355 1.62 0.84
2. France
1st third 48 0.46 0.87
3rd third 168 1.26 1.16
3. Italy
1st third 71 0.18 0.28
3rd third 2k2 0.84 1.20
4, Belgium
1st third 110 0.86 1.4
3rd third 513 0.65 0.86
5. Netherlands
1st third 165 1,06 1.22
3rd third 713 1.39 1.14
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In the Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlands, not only did the
respective rates of increase of the three categories come appreciably closer
together, but that of the regions with the lowest density even rose to above
that of the most heavily populated regions. Between the two periods in question,
and within the framework of the regional units adopted, the population

accordingly became more evenly spread in these two countries.

On the other hand if we compare the Italian figures for the two periods
we find that the rate of increase showed a proportionally greater acceleration
in the least densely populated regions but rose enough in absolute terms in the
densely populated regions to widen the gap between the two categories of regions

and thus to speed up the trend towards greater concentration.

In France, the population of the high-density regions increased more
slowly in the second period than in the first, whilst that of the low-density
regions increased more rapidly. The first category, however, still had a
higher rate of increase, so that the process of concentration continued though

at a markedly slower pace.

As the problems of over-concentration attributable to population increase
arise, above all, in the high-density regions, it seems worth giving closer
consideration to whether the population of the latter has increased more than

the national average and if so by how much.

The situation during the period 1960-68 was as follows:

(a) In the Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlands, the national rate of
population increase was slightly above that of the high-density basic
regions - the City Liander and the Regierungsbezirk Diisseldorf, Noord-
Holland and Zuid-Holland). The same applies to the areas of maximum
density in these two countries (Nordrhein-Westfalen and the West of the

Netherlands), to which the aforementioned basic regions belong. As these
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main areas account for a very substantial proportion of the total national
population (more than a quarter in the Federal Republic of Germany and
more that 45% in the Netherlands), it follows that the geographical
concentration has declined somewhat.

In three countries, however - France, Italy and Belgium - the basic regions

or main geographical areas of relatively high density increased their
population faster than the national rate during the period under consideration.
They are the Paris region, Lazio, Lombardia and Campania and the provinces of
Antwerp and Brabant. Since these regions account for a relatively large
proportion of the total national population - 18% in France, more than 30%

in Italy and Eelgium - the population concentration within these countries

has increased to some extent.

In this connection, it should be mentioned that the process of
concentration seems to have lost momentum in the 1962-68 period in France,
at least, since the Paris region's growth rate is no longer so markedly

above the national average.
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I. Indicators of population movement

1. Cumulation and counteraction of natural movements and migrations

By combining the indicators studied separately in the previous chapters,

we can classify regions from several angles.

One relationship can be established between the two variables - natural
increase and migratory movements which can operate in the same or opposite

directions, that is to say reinforce or counteract each other.

(a) Cumulation

During the period under consideration (1960-68), migration and natural
movements worked in the same direction in the Regierungsbezirke Darmstadt,
Oberbayern and Lazio, wnhere the sharp population increase was attributable to

both very heavy immigration and a birth rate above the national average.

Conversely, significant emigration coincided with a low birth rate in
certain other regions, namely: Hamburg, Hildesheim, Braunschweig, Oberfranken
Berlin (West) in the Federal Republic of Germany; Limousin and Poitou-Charentes in
France; Friuli-Venezia-Giulia, Marche, Umbria, Abruzzi and Molise in Italy; the

provinces of Hainaut and Luxembourg in Belgium.

(b) Counteraction

The first type of counteraction occurs in regions where a heavy natural
increase coincides with substantial emigration. This is notably the case in
Scathern Italy. Despite a heavy natural increase, in the period under review

the total rate of population increase:
(i)Hardly exceeded the national average in Campania and Puglia;

(ii) Remained markedly below the national average in Calabria, Sicilia and
Sardegnas

(iii) Was even negative in Basilicata.

and
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The main type of counteraction occurs, though to a lesser extent, in
the Regierungsbezirke Osnabriick, Aurich, Oldenberg, Miinster, Trier,
Niederbayern, Oberpfalz and Mittelfranken in the Federal Republic of Germany, and

in the North and Lorraine programme regions in France.

In other regions, by way of contrast, counteraction operates the other
way: dimmigration is responsible for the substantial growth of the total
population of certain regions with a small or average natural increase. This
is the situation in the Regierungsbezirk Wiesbaden, the four programme regions
of Aquitaine, Midi-Pyrénées, Languedoc and Provence - COte d'Azur - Corse,1
certain regions in the North-iiest of Italy (Piemonte, Liguria and Valle d'Aosta)

and Brabant in Eelgium.

1Migration to Provence — Cdte d'Azur - Corse is so substaniial that the annual
rate of increase is more than 2%, despite a rate of natural increase of less
than 0.45%.
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2. The most marked rates of change

The above-mentioned cumulative effects account for the particularly sharp

changes in the total population of certain regions.

The regions with the most marked rates of change can be grouped under two

headings:

(i) Firstly regions with a negative rate, and more especially those listed

under (b) and (c) below whose population declined in the second period

only or in both periods.

(a)

(b)

(e)

Regions whose population declined in the first period:

Germany: Schleswig-Holstein, Hildesheim, Liineberg, Stade, Aurich,

(FR) Braunschweig, Oldenburg, Kassel and Berlin (West)

France: Limousin
Italy: Veneto, Friuli-Venezia-Giulia, Marche, Umbria, Abruzzi and
Molise.
Regions whose population declined in the second period:
Germany: Berlin (West)
(69

Italy: Umbria, Molise, Basilicata.

Regions whose population declined in both periods:
Germany: Berlin (West)
oM |

Italy: Umbria, Molise.

(ii) Regions whose population grew particularly sharply (at an annual rate of

more than 1.5%), especially those listed under (b) and (c), either in the

second period alone or in both periods.
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(a) Regions with an annual increase of more than 1.5% in the first period:

Germany: Bremen, Diisseldorf, Koln, Aachen, Minster, Arnsberg, Pfalz,

(FR) Rheinhessen, Nord-Wirttemberg, Siid-Baden, Siid-Viirttemberg
France: Paris region, Lorraine, Provence - Cite d'Azur - Corse
Italy: Lazio

Belgium: Limburg

Netherlands: Overijssel, Gelderland, Utrecht, Noord-Brabant, Limburg.

(b) Regions with an annual increase of more than 1.5% in the second period:

Gﬁﬁ%ﬁny: K6ln, Darmstadt, Siid-Baden, Siid-Wiirttemberg and Oberbayern
France: Rhéne-Alpes, Languedoc and Provence - Cdte d'Azur - Corse
Italy: Lombardia and Lazio

Belgium: Limburg

Netherlands: Drenthe, Gelderland, Utrecht, Noord-Brabant and Limburg.

(c) Regions with an annual increase of more than 1.5% in both periods:

Giagsny: K6ln, Slid-Baden, Siid-Wiirttemberg
France: Provence - Céte d'Azur - Corse
Italy: Lazio

Belgium: Limburg

Netherlands: Gelderland, Utrecht, Noord-Brabant, Limburg.

A glance at these groups with large negative or positive rates shows that
most of the regions in the first group are, above all, agricultural and/or
border regions. The regions of the second group, by contrast, have more varied

economic and social characteristics.
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II. Population density and indicators

Classification based on both indicators of the current situation -
population density in the present case - and the aforementioned indicators of
change reveals some other groups of regions which seem to deserve special

attention from demographic and other angles.

1. Sparsely populated regions1

Particularly difficult problems might arise in regions with an
exceptionally sparse population, a negative natural rate of population growth

and net emigration.

An examination shows that in the most recent period (1960-68) none of

the 100 Community regions still satisfied all these negative criteria.

A second category consists of those regions with a sparse population
(less than 100 inhabitants per sq. km) and with a low overall rate of
population increase (less than 1%), resulting from either a small or negative
natural increase, or from net emigration. Several sub-groups can be

distinguished within this category.

(i) The first sub-group comprises three thinly populated regions in Italy
where emigration was so heavy that the population decreased despite a

. 2
considerable natural increase.

1Topographical factors, which are not always negligible, were disregarded
when calculating population density.

2The inconsistency of the three coefficients quoted for certain regions is
attributable to slight differences between the observation periods and also
to the limitations of statistical material on migratory movements.
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REGIONS Density Total increase Net migration Natural increase
Basilicata 65 -0.11% -1.55% 1.38%
Molise 81 -0.80 -1.46 0.74
Umbria 9k -0.23 ~0.95 0.52

(ii) The second and appreciably larger sub-group consists of sparsely - and even
very sparsely - populated regions with net emigration. Unlike the first
sub-group, the net emigration is not enough to offset the natural increase
and lead to depopulation. Although Limousin is a special case, it has been

included in this sub-group.

REGIONS Density Total increase Net migration Natural increase
Limousin 43 0.05% 0.20% -0.08%
Belgian

Luxembourg L9 0.20 -0.16 0.4k
Poitou-Charentes 56 0.34 -0.20 0.60
Sardinia 59 0.77 -1,01 1.47
Trentino-

A. Adige 58 0.95 -0.21 0.96
Basse-Normandie 69 0.71 -0.20 0.91
Pays de la Loire 77 0.80 -0.10 0.88
Bretagne 88 0.49 -0.10 0.59
Niederbayern 89 0.57 -0.37 0.86
Oberpfalz 92 0.83 -0.12 0.92
Lorraine 93 0.60 -0.50 1.11
Trier 9k 0.57 -0.40 0.92

(iii) The third sub-group consists of a few regions where there is neither a
natural decrease nor net emigration but where population growth, although
greater than in the previous sub-group, only just offsets the handicap of

a sparse population.

REGIONS Density Total increase Net migration Natural increase
Valle d'Aosta 4 0.98% 0.80% 0.35%
Midi-Pyrénées L5 0.97 0.70 0.28
Bourgogne Lé 0.72 0.30 0.ko

Champagne 47 0.99 0.10 0.89
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2. Regions with a very dense population

The first category of regions can be contrasted with a second category
(see below), where the various criteria employed seem to indicate an increase

in what is already a high degree of concentration.1

REGIONS Density Rate of increase Net migration Natural increase
Diisseldorf 979 0.63% 0.22% 0.54%

Z. Holland 9kg 1.02 -0.09 1.09

N. Holland 765 0.98 -0.05 1.01

Paris region 705 1.46 0.7 0.77
Brabant (B) 596 1.12 0.87 0.25

Koln 534 1.81 1.37 0.62
Utrecht 513 1.62 0.40 1.23
Antwerpen 505 0.85 0.15 0.70

In particular, this seems to be the case with three Dutch regions (Noord-
Holland, Zuid-lolland and Utrecht), the Belgian province of Brabant, the Paris
region and the Regierungsbezirk Koln, where a high population density (more than
500 inhabitants per sq. km) is coupled with a relatively large population
increase of 1% or more, due to particularly heavy immigration (Regierungsbezirk
Koln, Belgian Brabant and Paris region) and/or a high birth rate. The Diisseldorf
and Antwerp regions are included in this group because of their density, even

though their total increase is not so marked.

It is clear that this classification can only provide a preliminary
indication and the real problems of overconcentration generally occur in smaller

areas.

1The three German City Liénder of Hamburg, Bremen and Berlin (West) have been
disregarded in this examination.
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III. Indicators of the individual socio-economic regional categories

Reference has been repeatedly made in this first part of the analysis to
the three categories of regions - agricultural, semi-industrialized and
industrialized - which were defined in the Memorandum on regional policy, on
the basis of population density and the proportion of the labour force employed
in the various economic sectors. For the purposes of a Community-level analysis,
it is important to know whether and how far these three regional categories have

different indicators of population change.

The annexed Tables D XI show that the agricultural category contains the
largest number of regions with net emigration i.e. 19 out of 31 or nearly two
thirds. Only 11 or about one third of the semi-industrialized regions are areas
of net emigration, and the figure for the industrialized regions (10 regions out

of 36, or 28%) is even lower.

The average net migration rates of the three categories show the same

pattern being -0.206, 0.285 and 0.339 respectively.

The three categories have much the same average rates of natural increa,sel
(0.716, 0.799 and 0.742), and, consequently, the larger differences between

respective average rates of population growth (0.682, 1.116 and 1.014) are

attributable to migration.

1Unrated arithmetic mean.
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Part Two:  LABOUR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT

Introductory remarks

Limitations of statistical material

From the statistical material available it will be seen that an analysis
of employment and its regional trends is just as problematic as an analysis of

population.

The same difficulties occur as in the chapter on population, namely:
(i) +the absence of certain statistics in several countries;

(ii) the differing dates of censuses or surveys and the varying
intervals between these dates;

(iii) the heterogeneity of the available data, caused by the many
differences in definitions, the scope of sample surveys,
collection and processing methods, etc.

In addition, the data are very different, depending on whether they come from
censuses, surveys among households (activity recorded at place of residence),
oramong undertakings (employment at the actual or fictitious place of

work).

It was decided that the present study would have to be based on data
from censuses and surveys among households in Member States for two major reasons:

(i) Surveys among undertakings are generally limited to a specific
industry or branch of activity and therefore do not cover all

employment ;

(ii) Household surveys in Member States are the only source which
provide data on past trends at the level of the basic regions
adopted.

It was on account of this latter point that we decided not to use
regional employment data compiled by OSCE, in particular the sample surveys
of the labour force. OSCE should therefore push ahead with its endeavours to
obtain annual employment data at the level of the basic regions, and be
assisted in this task by the Member States.
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In view of this situation, the following sources were used:

(i) The general population censuses of the following years and

countries:
Germany (FR): 1950-61
France: 1964-62-68
Belgium: 1947-61
Luxembourg: 1947-60-66

(ii) The labour force surveysl in the Federal Republic of Germany
(1962-68, 1969) and Belgium (1969). These use different
statistical methods but cover the same field as the censuses,
so that the two are comparable to some extent. However,
these surveys cover a relatively small sample so that their margin
of error may be significant in the case of numerically small

sub-groups.

(iii) In Italy ISTAT has in order to improve comparability compiled a
standardized data series on employment from censuses, quarterly
labour force surveys and other statistical sources.

The analysis of employment in Italy was based on these data.

(iv) In the Netherlands, the latest data on total regional employment
are provided by statistics on the total labour force (arbeidsvolume)
and by no other source. These statistics were used for this survey,
even though they underestimate the number of employed persons in

comparison with the other Member States.

As these sources are not standardized or Community sources, there are some

reservations about the comparison of absolute figures between the Member States.

Rates and indices have been used whenever possible in an attempt to remove
these difficulties and to make the data more comparable. Furthermore, in order
to reduce the disadvantages resulting from the variety of reference dates, trends
are often analysed on the basis of the annual averages for two periods, stretching
approximately from 1950 to 1960 and 1960 to 1968. Wherever possible, the latest
data available are used in addition to those of the two basic periods.

1'I‘hese surveys provided an estimate of the number of employed persons in a given reference

week.
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2. Layout of the analysis

The previous analysis considered the Community labour force in the 40 main

areas in the light of some fundamental gquestions, the first two being:

(i) How has the regional labour force developed, in absolute figures and as a

percentage of the national labour force?

(ii) How have the three sectors - agriculture, industry and services - developed,

in absolute figures and percentage-wise, within each region?

This study takes these two points up again and looks at them in more detail,

at the level of the 100 basic regions.

The following aspects are considered:

(i) Changes in the share of each sector (A, I, S) in total regional

employment ;

(ii) The rates of change in employment in each sector, during the periods of

reference (Aa, Ai, As);
(iii) Certain correlations between initial and ensuing situations;

(iv) Changes in total employment ([&E),taken as resulting from changes in
employment in the three sectors, according to the formula:

E=4a.Aa+ I.Ai+ S.As

Consideration is then given to one of the other fundament&l questions
raised in the previous memorandum, namely: what changes have occurred in the
sizes of the three economic sectors at the regional level as a proportion of
their corresponding sizes at Community level? Are there tendencies for
certain regions to acquire greater predominance in one of the three sectors

(sectorial specialization in the regions)?
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Once again, the problems of regional unemployrient had to be disregarded,
since "The Member Governments' statistics, which are sometimes very detailed,
cannot ... be used for international comparisons owing to major differences
between legislative and administrative practices in the various countries".1
Moreover, Community statistics - more particularly the labour force survey -

only provide figures from 1968 onwards, and then solely for larger regions.

The criteria employed in this chapter are basically those used in the
chapter on population: rate of change, shares, standard deviation, coefficients
of variation and correlation. The counteraction indicators and the coefficient

of location are also used.

1See: Commission of the European Communities, 'Statistical programme for the next
few years'", Brussels, 31 March 1971.
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A. ENPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE

I. General survey at national and Community level

1. Trends in absclute terms

In this report, "employment in agriculture" is used in the sense of
employment in the primary sector. This is justified by the relative unimportance

of forestry and fishing1 in total population in this sector.

The number of persons employed at the three dates of reference, in each of

the six Member States, is listed in Table 1 below.
Table 1

" Number of persons employed in agriculture

Country Beginning End 1st Beginning End 2nd Latest figures

1st period period 2nd period period available

Germany (FR)

1950/61/62/68 | 5 195 700 |3 586 800/3 24O 900 2 653 200 2 577 000

France (1969)

195k /62/68 5 193 600 3 935 500 3 131 300

Italy

1951/61/68 8 640 000 6 2C7 000 L 247 000 4 023 000

Belgium (1969)

1947/61/69 425 300 253 900 211 500

Netherlands

1950/60/65 (a) 582 000 465 000 388 000 340 000

1947/ 60 (b) 727 300 42 LoO — (1969)

Luxembourg

1947,/60, 66 35 000 19 300 14 600

This table shows that in each country agricultural employment has roughly

halved in less than 20 years.

1Around 1961, forestry and fishing only accounted for 2.67% of employment in the
primary sector in Germany and 1,84% in Italy, for instance.

Eag Arbeidsvolume ilabour input)

b) Fersons in employment at the census dates.
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Agricultural employment in the Community as a whole, at the three dates of
reference, can only be estimated from the various national data mentioned above.-

If we add the national figures together, we find that the numbers of persons
employed in agriculture dropped from 30 million in 1950 to less than 15 million in 1960
and to 11.5 million at the end of the second period.

The last two estimates do not differ appreciably from the results of the Community

labour force surveys of 1960 and 1968 (15 379 000 and 010 010 300 respectively, excluding
Luxembourg).

Reference should also be made to the 1966 Community survey on farm structure, which
indicated that 11 729 019 (family and non-family members) were employed on a regular
basis in Community agriculture.

2. Employment in agriculture as a proportion of total employment

Table 2 gives the proportion of total national employment accounted for by
agriculture at each of the reference dates.

Table 2
Share of agriculture in national employment

Beginning End 18t Beginning End 2nd Latest figures
18t period period 2nd period period available

Germany (FR)

1950/61/62/68 22.1 13.5 // 12.3 10.2 9.8
(1969)

France

1954/62/68 27.6 20.6 15.7

| Italy

1951/61/68 43.9 30.4 21.9 21.0
(1969)

Belgium

1947/61/69 12.6 1.5 6.1

Netherlands

1950/60/65 15.4 11.1 8.6 7.4
(1969)

| Luxembourg

1947/60/66 25.9 15.0 1.2

Community' 28.9 19.6 14.5

1 Calculated from the unharmonized national statistics used in this study. According to

the labour force survey (Community statistics), agriculture accounted for 14.3% in 1968.
According to the employment figures used for national accounts (statistics not broken
down by regions and not harmonized) agriculture accounted for 14% of Community
employment in 1968 and 13.3% in 1969.
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According to this table, the share of agricultural employment varied
appreciably at the beginning of the reference period between the individual
countries, the difference between the extreme values - i.,e. those for Italy and

Belgium ~ being 31.3% points.

This share was halved in all Community countries during the 20 years under
review. As a result, the difference between the extreme values dropped to
15.8% points.

Agriculture still accounts for an appreciably higher proportion of total

employment in France and, above all, in Italy than in other Member States.

I1I. Regional trends

1. Trends in the share of total employment accounted for by agriculture

For each region, the annexed Tables Nos. E/II and E/III give the number of
persons employed in agriculture and its share of total employment at the three

dates of reference.

These tables show that the relative importance of agricultural employment
declined in all Community regions during the two periods under consideration,

except in five regions in Germany during the second per:‘md.‘I

Table 3 below gives, for each Community country, the changes during the
perbds under consideration in the distribution of regions as a function of the

relative importance of their agricultural sector. The table reveals:

(i) Firstly, the disappearance of the absolute predominance of agricultural
activities at the regional level - agriculture accounted for more than 50%
of total employment in 13 regions at the beginning of the first period and
in none of them in 1968;

(ii) Secondly, the substantial increase - from 12 to 32 in some 20 years - in a
number of regions with a small proportion of their population employed in

agriculture (less than 10%).

1Hamburg, Oldenburg, Aurich, Diisseldorf and Aachen. The increase may be
attributable to the margins of error inherent in restricted sampling methods.
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Table 3

Changes in the distribution of regions according to the relative importance
of agricultural employment (as a %)

=
Year >70% »60% »50% yLog H30% H20% »10% 0%
1951 1 5 N 4 4 1 1

Italy 1961 4 3 6 5 2
1968 4 2 7 6 1
1954 2 6 3 6 3 1

France 1962 3 6 5 6 1
1968 L4 7 7 3
1950 1 4 11 10 7 5

Germany (Fr)| 1967 4 12 12 10
1968 2 3 18 15
1947 1 1 4 3

Belgium 1961 1 2 6
1969 1 8
1950 1 5 2 3

Netherlands| 1960 3 5 3
1965 1 5 5
1947 1

Luxembourg 1960 1
1966 1

1947/51 1 5 Vi 14 20 24 17 12
EEC 1960/62 b 6 16 26 28 20
1965/69 4 8 18 38 32
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Table 4 below summarizes changes with the help of the following
indicators: national share, extreme regional shares and standard

deviation (©) at the three dates of reference.

With the exception of a few urban areas, it can be seen that
the difference between exireme regional shares narrowed from 67.2
points around 1950 to 44.2 points around 1968; the extremes were

6 and 73.2% in the first case and 2.4 and 46.6% in the second case.

This convergence is illustrated by the following graph (a) and
(b), which show that there is some tendency for the relative
importance of agriculture in the regional work force to move towards

a more uniform level.

(b) Geographical analysis

Maps Nos. 1 and 2 show the positions of the regions and bring
out the relative importance of their agricultural work force at the
beginning and end of the two periods of reference. Taken together,
the maps show the marked general decrease in agriculture's percentage
share mentioned above; they also show that these changes have hardly
affected the classification of regions according to the relative

importance of agriculture.

Most regions where agricultural employment is relatively small
are still concentrated in the centre of the Community, particularly in
the main North-West area - defined in the chapter on population - of

regions with 300 inhabitants per sq km.

The regions, however, where agriculture is relatively important

are still closely grouped in areas on the outskirts of the Community.
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graph a

The primary sector's share of total employment
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Graph b
The primary sector's share in total employment
Trends in the national average
and in the extreme regional values
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Table 4

E . .
Beginning of nd of first period,

s E :
first period beg1nn1ng.of second nd of second period
period
National Ext?eme National Extreme National Ext?eme
regional 5" regional A regional| &
share share share
shares shares share

GERMANY (FR)
1960/61/ /1962/68 22.1 54.5 - 2.1 | 12.57 | 13.5//12.3 | 39.2 - 0.6//| 9.64// 10.2 35.0 - 0.5| 8.47
38,0 -~ 0.5 9.07

FRANCE
1954 /62/68 27.6 52.6 - 2.5 | 13.77 | 20.6 b3 - 1,7 11.91 15.7 35.2 - 1.3] 9.62

ITALY
1951/61/68 43.9 73.2 - 17.8 | 15.07 | 30.4 59.9 - 12.0 13.65 21.9 k6.6 - 7.2|11.17

BELGIUM
1947 /61/69 12.6 34.9 - 8.4 | 7.90 | 7.5 23.8 - 4.8 5.4k 6.1 16.6 - 3.7| 4.07

NETHERLANDS
1950/60/65 15.4 39.8 - 7.9 9.25 | 1.1 29.6 - 6.1 7+29 8.6 22.3 - 47| 5.1

_6g_




— 60 -

In 1968 the regions where agriculture still accounted for more than 20%

of employment were located in four areas:

(i) in Western France, 11 regions:

Bretagne, Basse-Normandie, Poitou-Charente, Limousin, Pays de la Loire,
Centre, Bourgogne, Auvergne, Aquitaine, Midi-Pyrénées and Languedoc;
(ii) in Southern and Eastern Italy, 13 regions:
Basilicata, Abruzzi, Molise, Puglia, Sicilia, Sardegna, Umbria, Marche,
Calabria, Campania, Emilia-Romagna, Veneto, Trentino-Alto Adige;
(iii) in Northern Netherlands and Northern Germany (FR), 4 regions:
Drenthe, Aurich, Oldenburg, Stade;
(iv) in the Eastern part of Germany (FR), 1 region:

Niederbayern.

Outside these four outlying areas, Trier was the only region where

agriculture accounted for more than 20% of total employment.

2. Percentage changes in agricultural employment

With a view to a more detailed study of the development of regional
agricultural employment the mean annual percentage changes in the two periods
were derived from the absolute employment figures at the three dates of

reference.

In order to provide a general picture of the major trends, this information
is summarized in Table 5 by three indicators - average annual percentage changes
at national level, extreme average regional percentage changes and standard

deviations.

At the level of the Member States, the average percentage changes were
all negative, of course, in the two periods in Luxembourg in the first period
and Italy and Luxembourg in the second, and they fell within the narrcw limits
of -3.25% and -3.75%, with the exception of Luxembourg in the first period and
Italy and Belgium in the second period.



-6l -

Table

5

Average percentage changes in agricultural employment

tars | latiomd | Bxireme vegiona |5
1st period
Germany (FR) 1950-61 -3.32 -5.34% -2.16 0.723"
France 1954-62 ~3.41 -5.42 -2.29 0.669
Italy 1951-61 -3.25 -5.17 | -1.08 1.077
Belgium 1947-61 -3.61 -4,52 | -2.82 0.650
Netherlands 1950-60 -2.22 -2.84 | -1.61 0.392

1947-61° -3.75 -4.95 | -2.30 0.746
Luxembourg 1947-60 4,48 - - -
 ==sssssssssss=sshsssssssssssa= == = ==d==cz=szosfzssssssssocboosssosssoss==d
2nd period
Germany (FR) 1962-68 -3.28 -9.43°| +4.52 3.500°
France 1962-68 -3.74 -4,56 | -2.35 -0.661
Italy 1961-68 -5.28 -9.98 | -2.07 -1.977
Belgium 1961-69 -2.27 -4.80 | -1.07 -1.250
Netherlands ’1960-65a -3.56 -6.08 | -1.83 1.177
Luxembourg 1960-68 -4 .54 - - -

+Excluding Berlin (West)

8prbeidsvolume (labour input)

Labour force at census dates

°Excluding Bremen
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At the regional level, the average annual percentage changes were again
negative in all Community regions in the first period except in 7 German
administrative districts in the second period.1

It should be noted that the percentage changes remained within relatively
narrow limits in the first period of reference, despite the impact of specific

regional factors.

The pattern, however, was much more complicated in the second period -
perhaps, as in Germany, partly due to the diversity of the sources used.2
In France and in Italy, for which the sources used were identical for each of
the periods, the differences between rates of change can only be attributed to

a more varied regional pattern of development.

This is not surprising since the decline in the second period was based
on much smaller statistical units with the result that it was easier to arrive
at more marked differences in the rate of variation. 1In addition, these
differences clearly reflect the increased efforts being made in the field of

regional development.

1Namely: Hamburg, Stade, Aurich, Diisseldorf. Aachen, Rheinhessen and Berlin.
These exceptions may again be attributable to the small percentage sample used.

2The example of the Netherlands (see Table 5), for which two different sets of
data are available for the same period, shows that the coefficient of variation
and the indicators of population scatter vary appreciably according to the set
of data used.

To verify the findings of this chapter definitively and for all countries, it
will be necessary to refer to the results of the 1970 censuses.
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3., Links between the initial situation and the changes

Despite a certain similarity, the regional changes in agricultural
employment in the first period were between -5.42% and -1,08%. The range was
even wider in the second period.

This leads one to enquire into the origin of these differences and, in
particular, into how they tie up with the initial regional situations.

It could be plausibly believed that the largest decreases occurred in
the regions with the highest proportion of agricultural employment and vice
versa. An attempt to check this hypothesis, however, by calculating correlations
does not give conclusive results.

As can be seen from Table 6 there is, in fact, in the regions of each
Member State no significant correlation between the share of agriculture in
total employment at the beginning of each period and the average percentage
change in agricultural employment during that period.

Table 6

Coefficients of correlation

1st period 2nd period
Regions
Germany (FR) -0.354 -0,052
France -0.209 0.471
Italy 0.003 -0.066
Belgium -0.154 0.430
Netherlands 0.338 0.536
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There is, however,a clearcut correlation, except for Belgium in the
second period, between the absolute number of persons employed in agriculture
per region at the beginning of the two periods and the absolute annual decrease
(see Table 7).

Table 7

Coefficients of correlation

-
1st period 2nd period
Regions
Germany (FR) 0.915 0.647
France 0.962 0.974
Italy 0.936 0.791
Belgium 0.949 0.201
Netherlands 0.928 0.709

Furthermore, a comparison of the coefficients reveals that the correlation
was generally not as marked in the second period, except in France where it
remained unchanged. This trend, which is particularly noticeable in Belgium and

the Federal Republic of Germany, is not surprising in view of the factors
mentioned above.

The correlation between the two variables (0.90 and 0.88 for the first
and second period respectively) is also very clearcut for the Community regions

as a whole.

So it follows, both for the Community as a whole and for each of the
Member States that the extent to which the agricultural population has declined
in the regions has not been appreciably influenced by the percentage of the
total working force employed in agriculture but by the initial situation
expressed in absolute terms. The rate of decrease has evolved fairly
autonomously and automatically, in spite of internal circumstances and external

influences.
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B. EMFLOYMENT IN THE SECONDARY SECTOR

I. General survey at national and Community level

1. Trends in absolute terms

Employment in the secondary sector (secondary employment), as defined in
this chapter, covers all persons employed in the extractive and manufacturing
industries, building and construction as well as the water, gas and electricity

services.

This definition is used in five Member States. In France, however, the
water, gas and electricity services are defined as belonging to the public
services and are included in the tertiary sector. For the sake of statistical
comparisons, the number of persons employed in this branch of activity have

been added to secondary employment.

It should be borne in rdnd that, in the Netherlands, the number of employed

persons is expressed in man/years.

Allowing for these facts, Table 8 gives the number of rersons employed

in the Member States at each of the dates of reference.

Table 8

Number of persons employed in the secondary sector

Beginning End 1st Beginning End 2nd Latest figures
1st period | period 2nd period period available
Germany (FR)
1950/61/62/68 | 10 505 500 | 12 899 800//12 865 300(12 388 100 |12 741 000 (1969)
France
1954/62/68 6 971 000 7 542 900 8 088 100
Italy
1951/61/68 5 803 000 | 7 646 000 7 890 000 | 8 048 000 (1969)
Belgium
1947/61/69 1 658 40O 1 605 700 1 515 700
Netherlands
i A RE - AR Y " 887 000 | 1 852 000 (1969
Luxembourg
1947/60/66 53 300 56 700 58 700

a Arbeidsvolume (labour input)
b Gainfully employed persons at census dates.
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This table shows that the trend of secondary employment varied from one
country to another and from one period to another. We do not find the similarity

of trends recorded for agricultural employment.

In fact, the number of persons employed increased in both periods in four
countries - France, Italy, the Netherlands and Luxembourg - but declined in
Belgium right from the beginning of the first period of reference and in Germany

from the beginning of the second period.

In the last two countries this decline has been halted in recent years on
account of boom conditions in recent years (see Table 8 above), but the
available medium-term prospects show that these movements are in fact underlying

trends.

For the Community as a whole, it is only possible to estimate aggregate
secondary employment at the three dates of reference, by adding together the
national figures contained in Table 8. On this basis, the number of employed
persons increased in the first period from 26 to 31 million, and remained at this
level in the second period. The Community labour force surveys of 1960 and 19682
also reveal this semi-stability, the number of persons recorded being 30.5 and

30.7 million respectively.

Attention should be drawn to the fact that the '"building and construction"
sub-sector plays a major role in secondary employment. The trend in the latter
therefore cannot be equated with that of industrial employment proper, which

covers the extractive, manufacturing and energy industries.

1In this connection see in particular the Third Medium-term Economic Folicy
Programme.

It should be recalled that these two sample surveys, whose results are not
strictly comparable, are the only available sources at the Community level on
regional secondary employment based on household statistics.

There also exists for 1962 the regional data furnished by the major
Community industrial survey of 1963, which recorded the employed population at
its place of work (establishment).

The nature of these two statistical sources is such that they cannot be
compared.

2
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in building and
construction

BELGIUM

1947/61/69
Secondary total
(absolute figures)
of which

in industry

in building and
construction

NETHERLANDS

1950/60/69
Secondary total
(absolute figures)
of which

in industry

in building and
construction

LUXEMBOURG

1947/60/66
Secondary total
(absolute figures)
of which
L in ;ndpstry

action

Table 9
Proportion of building and construction in
total secondary employment
Initial oipmual | sitvation | AMWAL | situation
situation 1st period around 1960 2nd period around 1968
GERMANY (FR)
1950/61/61/68 1
Secondary total 10 505 500 +345 610 12 899 800 +8 250 12 388 100
(absolute figures)
of which
in industry 81% +317 350 84% -1 625 83%
in building and
==222§§§gg§§3§============227=6=.-.==.—.===:§§=§ég===r:====2é3=6=======§2=§Zé==.:=====l?’=‘======
FRANCE
1954/62/68
Secondary total 6 971 000 +73 000 7 542 900 | +90 850 8 088 100
(absolute figures)
of which
in industry 79% +46 200 77% +2L4 380 75%
in building and
-constructlon 2% ___|_.+26 800 | . 23% | +06.470 | ___.20%_____.
ITALY
1951/61/69
Secondary total 5 803 000 +184 300 7 646 000 | +50 000 7 890 000
(absolute figures)
of which
in industry 81% +105 550 75% +41 000 76%

+125

1 515 700

81%

80%

+220

20%

TExcluding Saar and

Berlin (West).
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Table 9 illustrates the role of the two sub-sectors, building and

construction and industry proper, in secondary employment.

It shows, for instance,

that the sharp increase in employment in building and construction was mainly

responsible for the extremely marked upward trend in secondary employment in

France during the second period.

2. Secontiary employment as a proportion of total employment

As can be seen in Table 10 below, the share of secondary employment in the

national total when compared to agricultural employment has developed in

different directions.

Share of secondary employment in national employment

Table 10

Germany (FR)
1950/61/62/68

France

1954/62/68

Italy
1951/61/68

Belgium
1547/61/69

Netherlands
1950/60/65

Luxembourg
1947,/60/66

Beginning
1st period

49,0

39.6

39.5

T

End st
period

Beginning
2nd period

48.7//49.0

39.6

37.4

k7.7

41.0

k0.9

4o.5

40.8

L34

k1.9

bb,9

Latest figures
available

48.7
(1969)

k2.0
(1969)

41,6
(1969)
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Three points emerge from this table:

(i) The share of secondary employment increased during each of these periods
in all Member States, except in Belgium from the beginning of the first
period and in the Federal Republic of Germany from the beginning of the

second period;

(ii) The share of secondary employment declined in the two countries where it
was highest and accounted for nearly 50% of total employment. This
percentage share seems to be the maximum which secondary employment

attains at national level;

(iii) The largest increase, on the other hand, occurred in Italy, the country
where the share was markedly less than in the other Member States at the

beginning of the period of analysis.

The combined effect of these movements was to reduce the difference
between extreme national shares from 19.5 points at the beginning to 7.4 points

at the end of the period of analysis.

If we consider the latest data available, the main point to emerge is that
the increase has gathered momentum in Italy, where the share was no longer below
that of the other Member States in 1969; as a result of this, only France still
has a share slightly below that of the other Member States.

II. Regional trends

The annexed Tables E/II and E/IV give the number of secondary jobs in
each region at the three reference dates, together with the average annual rates

of change in the two periods.

To obtain a general picture of the trend of employment at regional level,
the data are condensed below to the following indicators: national rate of change,

extreme regional percentage changes and standard deviation (Table 11 below).
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It should once more be mentioned that these rates are only averages between
two reference dates. They therefore fail to reveal annual changes or, above all,
trends in the most recent years, which are essential to a review of the acute
problems in the Community, and will not be known till harmonized regional

statistics are available on an annual basis.

Table 11

Average annual rate of change

Years National Extreme cs—'
average regional averages
Yirst period
Germany (FR)| 1950-61 1.89 3.62 -0.93 0.937
France 1954-62 0.99 2.31 -0.49 0.714
Italy 1951-61 2.80 k.50 1.08 0.925
Belgium 1947-61 -0.23 1.54 -2.06 1.025
Netherlands | 1950-60 1.38 3.19 0.28 0.800
Luxembourg 1947-60 0.48 - - -
National Extreme
fears average regional averages Cj’_
ferond paring
Germany (FR) | 1962-68 -0.63 3.34 -2.86 1.438
France 1962-68 1.17 3.66 -0.58 1.208
Italy 1961-68 +0.45 1.96 -3.61 N
Belgium 1961-69 -0.71 1.31 ~2.52 1.049
Netherlands 1960-65 1.93 3.31 1.41 0.653
Luxembourg 1960-66 0.58 - - -
This tablersumnantiates the divergence of trends at national level,

in contrast with the fairly uniform evolution noted in agriculture. This
heterogeneity has persisted despite the rate increases recorded in the most

recent years.
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(b) The trend was just as complicated at regional levels

The growth of secondary employment was of a general and continuous
nature in all Dutch regions and in the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg.

In France, too, with the exception of the North after 1954 and
Lorraine after 1962, employment also increased in all regions and in both
periods.

In the Federal Republic of Germany and to a lesser extent in Italy,hewever)
the trends in the second period diverged very markedly from those of the first.
In both countries, secondary employment increased generally during
the first decade, a decline only being recorded in 2 of the 58 regions
(Schleswig-Holstein and Niederbayern).

In the second decade, secondary employment declined in 22 of the 38
regions of the Federal Republic of Germany and 5 of the 20 Italian regions.l

In Belgium, secondary employment fell in 5 of the 9 regions in

the first period and in 8 regions in the second period.

11 should be noted that in 1968 the German (FR) regions were still being influenced
by the industrial recession which this country experienced towards 1966/67.
Reference should be made, however, to the comment in I(1) on the trend in
recent years.
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2.Changes in secondary employment, in relation to_agricultural employment

As the previous review described the trend of regional secondary
employment, it can be asked how far this trend was tied up with the size of the

agricultural labour force.

(a) To answer this question, one line of approach is to see whether
there is a correlation between the rate of increase in secondary
employment and the level of the agricultural share. Furthermore,
this correlation could be established by combining the large
agricultural shares with either high secondary rates - a combination
favouring regional development - or with small secondary rates.

Calculation of correlations (see Table 12) by countries
for each of the periods shows that the connection between these
two phenomena is not very significant either way. At the most,
it can be noted that in the second period this correlation
produced a fairly large figure in the Netherlands and France,
which tends to indicate a more positive trend in these two

countries.

Table 12

Correlation between rates of change in secondary employment
and the share of agriculture in employment

1st period 2nd period
Germany (FR) -0.145 0.304
France -0.118 0.753
Italy 0.548 0.617
Belgium 0.501 -0,054
Netherlands 0.436 0.786
Community as a whole 0.246 0.408
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(b) Another approach, conclusive though less rigorous, is to determine
how far the decrease in the number of agricultural jobs has been

offset by an increase in the number of secondary jobs in each region.l

This evaluation does not, of course, show how far labour freed from
agriculture has been absorbed \by the secondary sector. The evolution
of each sector is not, in fact, determined solely by transfers of labour
from one sector to another, but also by the influx of young people and
the departure of old people.

So the compensation rate does not provide a norm but is essentially

an indicator.

This analysis is resumed further on to evaluate developments in the

tertiary sector.

The following definitions have been used so as to quantify compensation
to some extent.

(i) Coefficient of compensation = ¢

o= - £ 11 changes in secondary employment in absolute terms
FANES | h

changes in agricultural employment in absolute terms

The various values of c¢ are written as follows:

e>1 =  over-compensation

c=1 = full compensation
0<c < 1 = partial compensation

0 > c = negative compensation

(ii) Net compensation = s
8= —-ATII -AI = change in secondary employment (in absolute terms)
- changes in agricultural employment (in
absolute terms)

lA more detailed assessment of industrialization endeavours would, of course, have to

allow for the number of jobs created with the aid of public funds.
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Table 13 below gives these indicators for the three types of
regions - agricultural, semi-industrialized and industrialized - used in the
Memorandum on Regional Policy in the Colmn'unity.2 Two points emerge:

(i) In the first period, the decline in agricultural employment was more
than offset in 75% of the industrialized and 25% of the semi-
industrialized regions. The other regions of these two categories
also achieved relatively high compensation rates. As against this,
no agricultural region was able to over—compensate for the decline
in the agricultural labour force and most of them had very small

compensation rates;

(ii) Although reductions or small increases in secondary employment
generally tend to blur correlations, the data for the secondary

period substantiate the conclusions drawn for the first period.

In view of these general trends, the figures obtained from the use of
these indicators in the several Member States are hardly surprising.

As shown by Tables 14 and 15 below, the coefficients c and s bear witness
to major differences between the countries in general and more particularly

to the considerable growth of regional secondary activities which has occurred in
some of them. For instance, while more than half the regions in the Federal Republic

of Germany and the Netherlands (20 and 8 respectively) more than offset the disappear-
ance of agricultural jobs, the same can only be said of a very small number of the
regions in France and Italy (2 and 3 respectively). In most of the French and
Italian regions, changes in sectoral structure have resulted in a considerable

overall shrinkage of employment in agriculture and the secondary sector.

The situation improved slightly in France in the second period,
more particularly owing to the substantial growth of the building and
construction sub-sector; six regions more than offset the contraction of the
agricultural labour force, and the coefficients of compensation in other regions

were generally higher than in the first period.

2Memorandum on Regional Policy in the Community, Ch. III.



-75-

COMPENSATION RATES IN THE THREE TYPES OF REGION IEFINED IN THE MEMORANDUM
ON REGIONAL POLICY IN THE COMMUNITY

1st period

Table 13

Compensation rate

Agricultural regions

Semi-industrialized
regions

Industrialized regions

Number % Number Number %

More than 100% 0 0 8 24 27 75

50 100% 6 19 15 46 6

30 50% 7 23 5 15 6
0 30% 16 52 12 1

Less than 0%1 2 6 1 3 4 11

31 100 33 100 36 100

2nd period
Agricultural regions | Semi-industrialized | Industrialized regions
. regions

Compensation rate | y,per % Number Number %
More than 100% 3 10 9 27 10 28

50 100% 10 32 5 15

30 50% 2 6 6 19

0 304 10 32 3 9 0
Less than o%; 5 16 9 27 19 53
special cases 1 3 1 3 5 14

31 100 33 100 36 100

Ianlomnent in agriculture and the secondary sector declined simultaneously in these

regions.

Qﬁp%gxggn&erlﬁa}lh?ﬁy%g&ggﬁ and the secondary sector increased simultaneously
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COEFFICIENT OF COMPENSATION AND NET CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT IN THE SECONDARY
SECTOR AND IN AGRICULTURE

Table 14
1st geriod
National level Regional level
Coefficient Net changes in absolute | Coefficient |Number [Net changes
of terms of of in absolute
compensation compensation,) regions | terms
by category
0= - B II A II - AT c= -2\ 11 %= AII -AI
JANIR ~ 1
GERMANY (FR)1 +1.318 +459 700 e 1 15 942 600
(A I =-1507 400) 0.5 1] 7 ~111 800
(A II= +1967 100) o Los5| 1 -184 100
c< 0 2 -187 000
FRANCE +0.45 -686 200 eyl +166 000
(AT = <1258 100) 0.5¢_ {1 - 51 900
(A\II= + 571 900) ol <\o.5 13 -733 400
e o0 1 - 66 900
ITALY +0.76 -590 000 e D1 3 +308 200
(AT = -2433 000) 0.5/<< 1| 8 -428 000
(A II= +1843 000) o< Q\ 05| 8 -470 200
c< o] - -
BELGIUM -0.31 224 000 c D1 2 + 8200
(AT =-171 300) o.5<< 1 - 8100
(A 11= - 52 700) 0 Lo.5| 1 - 17800
c < 0 5 -216 300
NETHERLANDS +1.88 +103 000 c>1 8 +111 300
(A 1 =-117 000) 0.5/<<1 2 - 5200
(/\11= +220 000) 0 0.5 | 1 - 3100
c < (o] - -
LUXEMBOURG +0.,22 - 12 300 o< go.s 1 - 12 300

131 regions.

Excluding Rheinhessen, Hamburg,

where employment increased in the primary sector in the 2nd period.

Dusseldorf, Berlin, Aachen, Aurich, Stade,
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COEFFICIENT OF COMPENSATION AND NET CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT IN THE SECONDARY
SECTOR AND IN AGRICULTURE

Table 15
2nd period
— National level i — 5951#’5-‘31 level
Coefficient Net changes in absolute| Coefficient [Number Net changes
of terms of of in absolute
compensation compensation, |[regions | terms
by category
c=-£1I: YANE: SAAN | c=-_2/i__111 At -1
cERMANY (R)Y|  -0.547 -954 400 o 21 17 -841 900
(AT = =617 000) 0.5¢< 1 5 - 35 900
(/\II= =337 400) 0{ 0.5 4 -118 800
c \NO 5 + 42 200
FRANCE +0.678 259 000 e )1 6 + 66 700
(A1 = -804 200) 0.5 {1 9 +166 600
() II= +545 200) 0< < 0.5 4 + 83 600
c<o 2 + 75 500
ITALY +0.124 -1 716 000 c )1 - -
(A1 = -1960 000) | 0.5 < 1 1 - 34 500
(A 11= + 244 000) 0<L0.5 ' 13 -1301 800
c<o 5 =379 700
[BELGTUM -2.123 -132 400 c>1 1 + 8800
(A1 == 42400) |05 <1 - -
(A11= - 90000) | olLo5 | - -
cLo 8 =141 200
INETHERLANDS | +2.234 + 95 000 c 1 10 + 95 400
(AT == 7700) |0.5¢<1 1 - 400
(A II= + 172 000) 0{{0.5 - -
[ < [0] - -
LUXEMBOURG +0.423 - 2700 0 (Qo.s 1 - 2700
(A1=- 4 700)
(D II= + 2 000)

————

1 . . .
31 regions. Excluding Rheinhessen, Hamburg, Disseldorf, Berlin, Aachen, Aurich, Stade,
where employment increased in the primary sector.
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3. Trends in the share of the secondary sector in total employment

(a) Statistical analysis

The annexed Tables E/III give the percentage share of secondary
employment in total employment, by country and by region.

It can be seen from these figures that this proportion increased
in most of the 100 regions in both periods, namely in 86 and 56 regions

respectively.

These results, which may appear to be very positive, oblige us to
explain the limited significance of this indicator. By definition, the sum
of the three sector shares is 100 so that the general decline in the
agricultural share mentioned above would inevitably increase the share of the
secondary and/or tertiary sectors.

So it is not surprising to find, in Table 16 below, that the range of
variation of secondary shares, and their scattering around national averages,

declined at each reference date.

It can be seen from the same table, and from graphs (c) and (d),
that this convergence of secondary shares also obtains at the Community
level, where the range narrowed from 47.4 to 31.8 points, the extreme
values being 61.1 and 13.7% in the first period and 59.2 and 27.4% in the

second.

This convergence is due not only to increases but also to decreases

in the secondary share in certain regions.

This being so, it can be asked whether the trend of the regional
secondary share obeys certain laws and in particular: if (i) a phase of
increase is necessarily followed by a phase of decrease; and if so,
whether (ii) the maximum attained by the secondary share is more or less

the same in all regions.
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Table 16

SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT

National share, extreme regional shares and standard deviations

Beginning of 1lst period End of 1st period End of 2nd period

National Extreme National Extreme National Extreme

share shares - share shares T share shares 5
Germany (FR)
1950/61//62/68 44.7 59.7-21.8 | 8.51 | 48.7//49.0| 60.3-28.1// | 7.50// 47.9 58.0-31.5 | 6.86

61.9-26.9 7.65

France
1954/62/68 37.0 55.8-20.6 | 10.44 39.6 54.3-22.7 9.52 40.5 51.8-27.7 | 7.64
ltaly
1951/61/68 29.5 50.7-13.7 9.74 37.4 57.2-20.7 9.22 40.8 59.2-27.4 | 8.35
Belgium
1947/61/69 49.0 61.1-28.7 8.85 47.7 54.3-33.1 7.06 43.4 51.2-32.5 | 7.27
Netherlands
1950/60/65 39.6 50.2-28.2 6.81 41.0 53.6-34.4 6.71 41.9 53.6-37.9 | 5.87

_6L_
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Data are only available for three specific dates for the purposes of this

analysis,and so it is obviously difficult to answer these questions.

As regards the first question, the figures show that in 56 regions the
gsecondary share increased in both periods.

The initial percentage of the secondary sector was admittedly fairly
low - less than 30% - in half these regions, but it was more than 40% in 11 of
them.l In the extreme case of Lombardia, it was even more than 50% towards
1950, and increased to 59.2% by the end of the period.

In view of these figures, it seems difficult to predict the subsequent
trend and, in particular, the decline of the secondary sector in the various

regions.

As regards the second que:srl:ion,2 the peak can be discerned in 30 regions
where the phase of increase in the first period was followed by a phase of
decline in the second period. It varies widely, the extreme figures being
61.9 and 33.1%.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the above comments:

(i) The maximum share of the secondary sector can be as high as
60%, but it rarely attains such a high figure;

(ii) The percentage share is around 50% in most regions;

(iii) A decline can already set in at 38% or thereabouts.

lNamely, Lombardia ~ Nordwiirttemberg - Noordbrabant - Overijssel - Darmstadt -
Siidwiirttemberg -~ Franche Comté - Wiesbaden - Schwaben - Gelderland and Piemonte.
2'I'he maximum cannot be identified in 14 regions, where the secondary share
declined in both the periods of reference.
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(b) Geographical analysis

What was the geographical impact of these structural changes?

The enclosed maps 3 and 4 show the very substantial increase of the
secondary sector in the regions of the Community during the periods of
reference. But if we refer to the 7 categories of percentages used in the
maps, we find that 38 regions did not move to a higher category between
1950 and 1968.

These maps also show that around 1950 most regions with a large
secondary share were in three geographical areas: the first stretched
from Northern France to Braunschweig, across the Benelux countries and the

Ruhr; the second joined Lorraine to Unterfranken; +the third was

Lombardia. Changes in the secondary share between 1950 and 1968 transformed

these three areas into a broad belt, centred particularly on the Rhine,
joining Northern France to Lombardia.
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C. TERTIARY EMPLOYMENT
I. General survey at national and Community level
Te Trends _in absolute terms
Tertiary employment is most commonly defined as covering
the following branches of activity: transport and telecommunica-
tions, insurance and banks, tourism and administration,
miscellaneous services. National definitions vary, especially
in France where persons employed in the water, gas and
electricity services are deducted from tertiary employment
s0o as to improve comparability. As in the previous
chapters, the Dutch figures are those of labour input.
Table 17 gives the number of tertiary jobs at the
three dates of reference in each of the six Member States.
Table 17
Number of tertiary jobs
Beginning of End of 1st period, End of Latest figures
1st period beginning 2nd period| 2nd period available
Germany (FR)
1950/61/762/58 7 787 700 10 040 500 // 10 828 200 10 851 000
10 164 800 (1969)
France
1954/62/68 6 682 700 7 577 100 8 742 500
Italy
1951/61/6& 5 249 900 6 577 koo 7 210 200 7 078 000
(1969)
Belgium
1947/61/69 1 298 600 1 509 700 1 762 500
Netherlands
1950/60/65 (4) 1 696 000 2 002 000 2 230 000 2 424 000
1947/60 (b) 1 756 500 1 959 400 - (1969)
Luxembourg
1947/60/66 46 800 52 500 57 400

& Arbeidsvolume (labour input).

b Employed persons at census dates.
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The table shows that the number of tertiary jobs increased in both

periods in all the Member States.

There are no Community statistics for the six countries as a whole
for the three given dates. Once again, it is only possible to assess
the overall trend, by adding together the aforementioned national data.
On this basis, the number of persons holding tertiary jobs towards 1950
can be put at close on 23 million. The comparable number was close on
28 million around 1960, and more than 30 million in 1968. The latter
estimate does not differ appreciably from the 29.5 milliion given for

1968 by the OSCE Community labour force survey.

2. The tertiary sector in total employment

Table 18 below gives the percentage share of the tertiary sector

in the total employment of each Member State, at the dates of reference.

Table 18
Share of tertiary sector in total employment
Beginning of End of 1st period, End of Latest figures
1st period | Beginning of 2nd period ‘an period available
Germany (FR)
1950/61//62/68 33.2 57.8//38.7 b1.9 b1,5
(1969)
France
1954/62/68 35.5 39.8 43,8
Italy
1951/61/68 26.6 32.2 375 37.0
(1969)
Belgium
1947/61/69 38,4 44,8 50.5
Netherlands
1950/60735 45.0 47.9 49,5 52.4
(1969)
Luxembourg
1947/60/66 34,6 40.9 43,9
Communit11 32.8 37.7 42,1

1Calculated from the national data used in this study. In 1963, tertiary employment
accounted for 42.0% of the Community labour force according to Community statistics.
According to the employment figures used in national accounts (non-harmonized and
non-regionalized statistics), it accounted for 43.2% of total Community employment
in 1968 and 43.3% in 1969.
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The table reveals the major structural differences between the
Member States, in particular at the beginning of the period. The share
of the tertiary sector in the Netherlands was, in fact, more than twice

that in Italy.

These differences have become less marked but are still considerable. Around

1968, the tertiary sector was considerably more important in Belgium and the

Netherlands but remained relatively small in Italy.

II. Regional trends

1. Rates of change in tertiary employment

The annexed Tables E/II and E/IV give, for the three reference
dates, the number of tertiary jobs and the rates of change during the

two periods of reference.

To enable identification of the major trends, these figures have
been condensed in Tables 19 and 20 to the following indicators: average
national rates of change, extreme regional rates of change and standard
deviations (&).

Table 19

Average annual percentage change

Years Average | Extreme i Ve
national change regional changes

187 gerloa
Germany (FR)* | 1950-61 2.33 3.92 i 0.36 |1.005
France 1954-62 1.58 2.40 : 0.84 | 0.390
Italy 1951-61 2.28 3.60 , T34 | 0.516
Belgium 1947-61 1.08 3,02 1 0.57 | 0.740
Netherlands 1950-60 1.67 2.01 I 0.30 |0.580
Luxembourg 1947-60 0.89 - : - -

*Excluding Berlin (West)
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Table 20
Y Average Extreme regional
ears R
national change changes

2nd period - -
Germany (FR) 1962-68 1.06 L, 45 -2.32 1.564
France 1962-68 2.4 3.39 1.78 | 0.436
Italy 1961-68 1.32 3,66 ~0.11 0.853
Belgium 1961-69 1.95 %.49 1.04 | 0.883
Netherlands 1960-65 2.18 3.43 1.50 | 0.701
Luxembourg 1960-66 1.50 - - -

These tables show, firstly, that tertiary employment increased
in absolute terms in each Member State and in both periods. The
percentage changes also varied fairly considerably. In general,
the countries which had a large percentage change in the first

period recorded a smaller change in the second period, and vice versa.

At regional level, tertiary employment increased everywhere

except in a few regions in the second period.
The following are the exceptions to this general rule:

Liguria in Italy and nineregions in the Federal Republic of Germany: Hamburg,
Aurich, Oldenburg, K61ln, Kassel, Trier, Montabaur, Niederbayern and Berlin (West ).

The decline in the regions in the Federal Republic of Germany may
again be attributable to errors arising from the small percentage sample used.
But this does not seem to be a convincing explanation for the three regions of
Hamburg, K6ln and Berlin (West), where the tertiary labour force is of the

order of 500 000, The data of the 1969 microcensus reveal a further
decline in tertiary employment in these three regions.
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No conclusions emerge from an examination of the very extreme
regional rates of change (4.45 and -2.32). As regards the standard
deviation, the scattering of rates of change around national averages

broadened considerably in the second period.

2. Correlations between trends in the tertiary and secondary sectors

The question arises as to what, on the basis of available data,
are the correlations between trends in secondary and tertiary
employment. In particular, there is the question of whether, in the
territorial and chronological framework adopted, the rule is confirmed
that the creation of a certain number of industrial jobs leads to the

creation of a given number of tertiary jobs.

To study this question, the ratio between changes in the number

of tertiary jobs and secondary jobs (AIII) was calculated at the level
A

of the Member States and the regions, for the two periods of
reference.
1. A preliminary general picture can be obtained from Table 21,

which gives the aforementioned correlation for both periods and each

Member State.
Table 21

Ratio between changes in tertiary and secondary employment

1st period : 2nd period
Ratio AIII| Changes in | Ratio AIII| Changes in
AII absolute terms AII absolute terms

Germany (FR) 0.9% + 2 252 800 - 1.39 + 663 40O
1950-61//62-68 + 2 39% 300 - 477 200
France 1.56 + 894 40O 2.14 + 1 165 LoO
1954/62/68 + 571 900 545 200
Italy 0.72 + 1 327 500 2.59 + 632 800
1951/61/68 1 853 000 + 24% 000
Belgium - 4,01 + 211 100 - 2.8 + 252 800
1947/61/69 - 52 700 - 90 000
Netherlands 1.23 + 270 000 141 + 2k2 000
1950760 65 + 220 000 172 000
Luxembourg 168 + 5 700 2.45 + 4 900
1947/60/66 + 3 400 + 2 000
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The table shows that at national level:

(i) The ratio varies very appreciably from one country to another. It
tends to be larger in three of the Member States - France, Belgium and

Luxembourg. As against this, in the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy
the number of secondary jobs increased even more than that of tertiary jobs

in the first period of reference.

(ii) In the course of time, in all Member States, the creation of new

non-agricultural jobs has been increasingly in the tertiary sector.

2. At the level of the 100 basic regions, it seems worth considering
the value of the AIII ratio in each of the three groups of regions -
agricultural, semiI{ndustrialized and industrialized - used in the

Memorandum on Regional Policy in the Community.

(a) Agricultural regions

In both periods, trends varied greatly, especially between regions

in France and Italy1.

In the first period tertiary jobs increased markedly more than
secondary Jjobs in most French regions, while the opposite trend
prevailed in the Italian regions; the weighted average values of the AIII
ratio were 2.47 and 0.93 for the 13 French and 12 Italian regions A1r

respectively.

In the second period, however, the ratio in the Italian regions
was 2.85, higher than that of the French regions (1.20). This
substantiates, furthermore, the increasing importance of the tertiary

sector in these two countries.

1
The very small number of agricultural regions in the other countries
is not representative enough for an analysis.
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In France, it was, above all, the regions in the West1 - where
the AIII ratio was the largest in the first period - which had a very small

A
ratioIIin the second period.

This handful of overall data - in particular the French figures -
suggests that when the secondary sector remains weak the tertiary sector
can take over in the regional growth process and provide an outlet by
absorbing a large number of new jobs. The Italian figures for the
first period also seem to indicate that migration can reduce this role

of the tertiary sector to some extent.

(b) Semi-industrialized regions

In the first period of reference, 20 of the 33 semi-industrialized
regions had a AIII ratio of between O and 1. This means that most

A\
regions in thislgroup extended their secondary sector.

In the second period, however, it was tertiary employment which
increased in 28 semi-industrialized regions while secondary employment

remained static or even declined.

On the basis of these data, it is impossible to evaluate how far
the increase of tertiary employment in the second period is attributable
to the industrial development of the first period or how far it reflects

a self-sustaining growth trend.

(¢) Industrialized regions

In the first period, 22 or the 36 semi-industrialized regions had a

AIII ratio of more than 1 and thus increased the tertiary sector's share.
ATII
These trends gathered momentum in the second period, when secondary

employment increased more than tertiary employment in only three regions -

Bremen, Aachen and Wiesbaden.

1Bretagne, Basse-Normandie, Pays de la Loire, Poitou-Charentes and
Central France.



-89 -

In view of the relative stability or even decline of secondary
employment, it must be concluded that the tertiary sector maintained

self-sustaining growth in these regions.

e Trends in the share of the tertiary sector in total employment

(a) Statistical analysis

The annexed Tables E/II and E/III give the number of persons
employed in the tertiary sector and the latter's share in total employment,

in each region.

These tables show that in both the periods under review, the share

of tertiary employment increased in all the regions except five in the
Federal Republic of Germany (Trier, Aurich, Aachen, Bremen, Montabaur) where it

declined in the second period. Once again, the declineé in these five regions may

be attributable to the statistical weaknesses which have already been

mentioned.

This increase in the tertiary sector's share is not, however,
surprising since, as stated in the "Secondary Employment' chapter, the
general decline of the agricultural share necessarily increased the

share of the secondary and tertiary activities.

Table 22 below which summarizes regional shares of the tertiary
sector by using the familiar indicators, shows that the margin of
deviation from the national share declined slightly in the period as
a whole. This decline, which was relatively marked in France and the
Federal Republic of Germany, points to some tendency for the tertiary share
to approach a uniform figure (see graph (e) and (f)).

Table 23 gives, for the Community and each Member State, the
distribution of regions as a function of their share of tertiary employment
at the various dates of reference. As might have been expected, given
the aforementioned trends, the general increase in tertiary employment
reduced the number of regions with a very small tertiary share and
increased that of the regions with a very high tertiary share. Towards
1968, tertiary activities accounted for more than half of total

employment in 14 regions.

(b) Geographical analysis

The following maps(5) and (6) give the categories of regions as a
function of their share of tertiary employment. The maps show that in
each Member State a small number of regions have a markedly higher

percentage of tertiary employment than the other regions.
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Share of the tertiary sector in total employment

Trends in the national average and regional extreme values
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Share of the tertiary sector in total employmemt

Trends in the national average and extreme regional values
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