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1. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

11. Regional disparities in GDP per capita

GDP per capita varies significantly among
OECD countries (Figure 11.1). In 2001, it was
more than eight times higher in Luxembourg
(USD 49 194)! than in Turkey (USD 6 046).

Although substantial, international
disparities in GDP per capita are often smaller
than differences among regions of the same
country. In Turkey, for instance, GDP per capita
in the region of Kocaeli is almost 13 times
higher than in Hakkari (Figure 11.2). In the
United Kingdom, GDP per capita in Inner
London - West is more than nine times higher
than in the Isle of Anglesey.

These are by no means isolated examples.
Significant territorial disparities are also observed
in Mexico, Poland, the United States, France, the
Slovak Republic, Hungary, Korea, Portugal and
Belgium. In all these countries, in 2001 GDP per
capita in the “richest” region was at least three
times higher than in the “poorest”.

In other countries the difference between
the most and least prosperous region is smaller.
However, with the exception of Australia, the
range of variation does not fall below 50% of the
national GDP per capita figure.

Part of the observed differences in regional
GDP per capita may be due to commuting. By
working in one area and living in another,
commuters tend to increase GDP per capita in
the region where they are employed and
decrease GDP per capita in the region where
they reside. In several urban regions (e.g. Inner
London - West, District of Columbia, Paris) GDP
per capita appears significantly “oversized”
owing to commuting.

The Gini index offers a more precise
picture of regional disparities. It looks not only
at the regions with the highest and the lowest
GDP per capita but also at the differences
among all regions. The index ranges between 0
and 1: the higher its value, the larger the
regional disparities (Figure 11.3).2

In 2001 Turkey (0.32), Mexico (0.27), the
Slovak Republic (0.23), Poland (0.21), Belgium
(0.19), Korea (0.18), the United Kingdom (0.18)
and Hungary (0.17) showed the largest regional
inequalities in GDP per capita. In Canada (0.15),
Portugal (0.15), Austria (0.15), Italy (0.14) and
Germany (0.14), the Gini index was close to the
OECD average (0.15). Sweden (0.06), Japan (0.09),
Greece (0.09) and the Netherlands (0.10) had
the most equal regional distribution of GDP
per capita.

To appreciate the economic implications of
this pattern, Figure 11.4 shows the percentage of
population living in regions where GDP per
capita is below the national average. This
statistic provides information about the portion
of the national population affected by regional
disparities in GDP per capita. More than half of
the population in OECD countries (59%) resides
in region with a level of GDP per capita below the
national average. In the Czech Republic (89%),
France (80%), Norway (80%), Sweden (79%), the
Slovak Republic (79%) and Denmark (78%), a
large majority of the population lives in regions
with low GDP per capita. In contrast, less than
half of the total population resides in regions of
low GDP in Australia (29%), Italy (44%), Austria
(46%) and the United States (48%).

Definition

GDP per capita is calculated by dividing the GDP of a country or region by the population (number of

inhabitants) living there.

1. In 2000 USD PPPs (purchasing power parities). These convert national currencies to a common currency
(USD) and eliminate differences in price levels among countries.

2. Regional disparities tend to be underestimated when the size of regions is large. This may be the case for
Australia, Canada, Mexico and the United States where GDP figures are only available for TL2 regions.

82

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE - ISBN 92-64-01863-8 — © OECD 2005



11. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN GDP PER CAPITA

11.1. GDP per capita is not equally distributed
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11.3. In 2001 Turkey, Mexico and the Slovak Republic
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11.2. ... but disparities are even greater among regions
within countries
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11.4. 59% of the population in OECD countries resides
in regions with a GDP per capita
below the national average

Australia TL2 |———————129%
Austria
Belgium
Canada TL2
Czech Republic
Denmark
Finland

France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy 1 44%

Japan

Korea

Mexico TL2
Netherlands
Norway

OECD P 59%

Poland
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden

Turkey

United Kingdom
United States TL2

1 46%

1 65%

1 52%

1 89%

1 78%

1 66%

1 80%

1 68%

1 54%

1 72%

1 56%

1 71%

1 54%

1 70%

1 52%

1 80%

1 73%

1 64%

1 79%

1 54%

1 79%

1 53%

1 65%

1 48%

I I 1 |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Share of total population living in regions with a GDP
per capita below the national average 2001

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/524343852388

83


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/524343852388

II. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

11.5. Regional GDP per capita: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage of national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 120% [ Between 105% and 120% [ Between 95% and 105%
[ Between 85% and 95% [ Between 75% and 85% I Lower than 75%
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Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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11. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN GDP PER CAPITA

11.6. Regional GDP per capita: Europe TL3
Percentage of national GDP per capita 2001
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II. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

11.7. Regional GDP per capita: North America TL2
Percentage of national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 120% [ Between 105% and 120% [ Between 95% and 105%
[ Between 85% and 95% [ Between 75% and 85% I Lower than 75%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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11. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN GDP PER CAPITA

GDP per capita: urban dwellers enjoy the most

As Figure 11.8 shows, the inhabitants of urban regions enjoy the highest level of GDP per capita. In 2001, GDP
per capita in predominantly urban regions in OECD countries was on average 36% higher than the national
average. In contrast, intermediate and predominantly rural regions had a GDP per capita that was 93% and

82%, respectively, of the national average.

Urban regions display the highest values for GDP per capita in no less than 24 countries. Only in Canada
(which does not have urban regions at Territorial Level 2) and Korea are intermediate regions the most

prosperous areas. Rural regions lag behind in 22 out of 25 countries.

These findings hold even if the focus shifts from the averages to the best performers by regional type
(Figure 11.9). Once more the highest GDP per capita is recorded in an urban region in 22 countries, while only

in four is the best performer an intermediate or rural region.

The disparities in the levels of GDP per capita among the three regional types might become larger in the
future if GDP continues to grow faster in urban regions and population growth (which is already slow) remains
divided between intermediate and urban areas (see Chapters 7 and 8). Agglomeration economies are likely to

further increase GDP growth and prosperity in urban regions.

11.8. Urban regions enjoy higher GDP per capita
than intermediate and rural regions
almost everywhere
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11.9. An intermediate or rural region
recorded the highest GDP per capita
in only four countries
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1. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

12. Regional disparities in productivity

Productivity is the main factor behind the
economic performances of countries and
regions. Labour productivity varies significantly
among OECD countries. In 2001, GDP per
worker! in Luxembourg was 44% higher than
the OECD average while it was only 37% of the
average in Turkey (Figure 12.1).

Such differences are even larger among
regions (Figure 12.2). In the United States, for
instance, GDP per worker was 2.5 times higher
than the national average in the District of
Columbia and only a half of the national average
in Montana. In Turkey, labour productivity in the
region of Mus was 25% of the national GDP per
worker but almost 2.5 times higher than the
national average in the region of Kocaeli.

A similar pattern is apparent in most
countries, in particular Mexico, Korea and, to a
lesser extent, Canada, France, the Czech
Republic, Poland and the United Kingdom.
Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and
Norway show a narrower regional range
between highest and lowest GDP per worker.

The Gini index offers a more precise
picture of regional disparities. It looks not only
at the regions with the highest and the lowest
GDP per worker but also at the differences
among all regions. The index ranges between 0

and 1: the higher its value, the larger the
regional disparities.

Turkey, Mexico and the United States show
the largest regional disparities in labour
productivity, with a Gini index equal to 0.26, 0.23
and 0.20, respectively (Figure 12.3). Regional
disparities are also above the OECD average
(0.11) in Poland (0.18), Korea (0.17), Canada (0.13),
Greece and Austria (0.12).

Sweden (0.04), the Netherlands and
Denmark (0.05) appear to be the OECD
countries with the smallest disparities in
labour productivity.

To appreciate the economic implications of
this pattern, Figure 12.4 shows the percentage of
workers employed in regions where productivity
is below the national average. This statistic
provides information about the share of the
national workforce that is affected by regional
disparities in productivity. In 2001, more than 60%
of OECD workers worked in regions with
productivity below the national average.

The percentage was particularly high in
the Czech Republic and Greece (85%), the Slovak
Republic (73%) and Sweden (70%). In Australia,
Austria, Ireland and Italy, instead, less than half
of the workforce is employed in regions with
low productivity.

Definition

Average labour productivity is defined as the ratio between GDP and employment, where the latter

is measured at the place of work.

1. At 2000 USD PPPs (purchasing power parities). PPPs convert national currencies to a common currency (USD)
and eliminate differences in price levels among countries.
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12. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PRODUCTIVITY

12.1. Labour productivity varies significantly
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12.2. ... but disparities in productivity are even larger
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II. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

12.5. Regional productivity: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage of national productivity (GDP per worker) 2001

I Higher than 120% [ Between 105% and 120% [ Between 95% and 105%
[ Between 85% and 95% [ Between 75% and 85% I Lowerthan 75%

°a

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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12. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PRODUCTIVITY

12.6. Regional productivity: Europe TL3
Percentage of national productivity (GDP per worker) 2001

I Higher than 120% [ Between 105% and 120% [ Between 95% and 105%
[ Between 85% and 95% [ Between 75% and 85% I Lower than 75%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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II. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

12.7. Regional productivity: North America TL2
Percentage of national productivity (GDP per worker) 2001

I Higher than 120% [ Between 105% and 120% [ Between 95% and 105%
[ Between 85% and 95% [ Between 75% and 85% I Lower than 75%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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12. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PRODUCTIVITY

Regional productivity: better skills or more infrastructure?

In a large majority of OECD countries, productivity tends to be higher in regions with a high concentration
of economic activity. As Figure 12.8 reveals, 21 out of 26 countries show a positive correlation between GDP per
worker and the employment density, i.e. the ratio between employment and regional area, and the correlation
is statistically significant in 17 of these countries.

This finding might be regarded as an evidence of some economies of agglomeration, i.e. that spatial
concentration of economic activity results in higher productivity. There are at least three reasons why one
might expect this. First, concentration of firms in the same place would allow a pooled labour market for
skilled workers and facilitate the match between demand and supply of skills. Second, concentration permits
a greater variety of non-traded inputs at a lower cost. Finally, proximity of economic agents (firms, consumers
and workers) facilitates information flows and generates positive knowledge spillovers.

An alternative explanation is that regions with a higher concentration of economic activity tend to have
higher endowments in infrastructure. According to this hypothesis, higher productivity would not stem from
agglomeration economies but from the higher stock of capital per worker.

Figure 12.9 illustrates one way to assess the importance of these two explanations, by showing the
correlation between productivity and employment density but controlling for the share of the highly educated
population (with a university degree or higher). If the correlation between productivity and employment
density is not confirmed, one could argue that high productivity is due to agglomeration economies, i.e. the
concentration of skilled individuals. On the contrary, the persistence of a positive correlation would indicate
that high productivity is the result of a larger stock of infrastructure.

A positive and significant correlation is confirmed in eight out of 15 countries (the Czech Republic, Denmark,
Germany, Hungary, Japan, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States). The correlation is still positive
although not significant in Norway, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Spain. In this group of countries, therefore,
higher regional productivity seems mainly explained by a higher level of infrastructure. In other countries, the
correlation tends to disappear (Finland, France and Mexico) or becomes negative (Belgium, Ireland, Korea,
Netherlands, and Portugal), suggesting that high regional productivity in this group of countries is mainly due
to concentration of skills.

12.8. In most countries, productivity is high 12.9. ... but skills concentration explains
in regions with high employment density... high productivity only in some
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1. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

13. Regional disparities in unemployment rates

Unemployment rates vary significantly
among OECD countries. In 2001, international
differences in unemployment rates were as large
as 17 percentage points, ranging from 1.7% in
Luxembourg to 19.2% in the Slovak Republic
(Figure 13.1).

Significant international differences in
unemployment rates hide even larger differences
among regions. In Canada, Italy, Poland and
Spain, differences in regional unemployment
rates were over 20 percentage points (Figure 13.2).
In Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, the Slovak Republic,
Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United
States, these differences were smaller but still
large (above 10 percentage points). Only in
Iceland, Ireland, Mexico, the Netherlands and
Switzerland, did unemployment rates reflect a
more even regional pattern.

The Gini index offers a more precise
picture of regional disparities. It looks not only
at the regions with the highest and the lowest
unemployment rates but also at the differences
among regions. The index ranges between 0
and 1: the higher its value, the larger the
regional disparities.

In 2001, Italy was the country with the
largest disparity in unemployment rates; the

Gini index was 0.42 (Figure 13.3). Regional
disparities were also large in Canada (0.32),
Belgium (0.31), Germany (0.28), Hungary (0.28)
and the United Kingdom (0.27). In most other
countries, regional disparities were close to the
OECD average (0.19). Japan was the country
with the lowest disparity in the unemployment
rate (0.11).

To appreciate the economic implication of
this pattern, Figure 13.4 shows the percentages
of the labour force located in regions where
unemployment rates are above the national
average. This statistic provides information
about the share of the national workforce
that is affected by regional disparities in
unemployment rates. In 2001, more than 40% of
the OECD labour force was based in regions with
unemployment rates above the national rate.

The percentage was particularly high in
Greece (73%) and New Zealand (63%). In
Denmark, Finland, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak
Republic and Switzerland, the percentage of the
labour force in regions of high unemployment
was significantly above the OECD average.
Canada and the Netherlands appear to be
the countries where the largest majority of
the labour force is based in regions of low
unemployment (73% and 74%, respectively).

Definition

Unemployment rate is computed as the ratio of unemployment and labour force, where the latter is
defined as the sum of employed and unemployed persons.

Unemployed persons comprise persons who were (all three conditions must be fulfilled

simultaneously):

1. without work during the reference week;

2. available for work at the time (i.e. were available for paid employment or self-employment before
the end of the two weeks following the reference week);

3. actively seeking work (i.e. had taken specific steps in the four-week period ending with the
reference week to seek paid employment or self-employment).

Employed persons are all persons who during the reference week worked at least one hour for pay
or profit, or were temporarily absent from such work. Family workers are included.
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13. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

13.1. Unemployment rates vary significantly
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13.4. In 2001, one-third of the OECD labour force lived
in regions with high unemployment rates
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Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/160435268758
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13.5. Regional unemployment rate: Asia and Oceania TL3
Percentage of national unemployment rate 2001

I Higher than 135% [ Between 115% and 135% [ Between 100% and 115%
[ Between 85% and 100% [ Between 65% and 85% I Lower than 65%

°a

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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13. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

13.6. Regional unemployment rate: Europe TL3
Percentage of national unemployment rate 2001

I Higher than 135% [ Between 115% and 135% [ Between 100% and 115%
[ Between 85% and 100% [ Between 65% and 85% I Lower than 65%

ST
B “fx"

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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13.7. Regional unemployment rate: North America TL3
Percentage of national unemployment rate 2001

I Higher than 135% [ Between 115% and 135% [ Between 100% and 115%
[ Between 85% and 100% [ Between 65% and 85% I Lower than 65%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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13. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN UNEMPLOYMENT RATES

Regional unemployment: market failure or wage inflexibility?

Unemployment rates vary significantly among sub-national regions, and, in many countries, regional
disparities have persisted over a long period of time. Persistent disparities in unemployment should provide
individuals with the incentive to move from regions with high unemployment to regions with low
unemployment in order to exploit higher job opportunities. Mobility, however, is not without cost, and even if
in the long run the return to moving to another region would exceed the costs, imperfect capital markets, risk
aversion or social ties could make mobility insufficient to reabsorb unemployment.

If some “market failure” prevents adjustment between regions, wage flexibility should ensure labour market
clearing within regions. For as long as wages are set according to marginal labour productivity, the demand for
labour will always adjust to the supply. This is why wage inflexibility is often considered the main cause for
regional disparities in unemployment rates. For instance, if wages are set at the national level, regional
differences in productivity (Figure 13.8) would necessarily be translated into higher unemployment rates in
regions with low productivity.

Figure 13.9 shows the correlation coefficients between unemployment rates and productivity in each
country. A negative coefficient - indicating that unemployment is high in regions with low productivity —
would be consistent with the hypothesis that wage inflexibility is a significant explanation for regional
disparities. In 18 out of 26 countries, the correlation is negative; in 6 of these 18 countries (Germany, Hungary,
Italy, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Spain) the coefficient is also statistically significant (at 95% confidence).
In the remaining 8 countries, the correlation is positive, although it is significant only for the United States.

These results should be interpreted with caution for at least two reasons. First, there are considerable
differences in price levels among regions but, owing to lack of data, regional productivity is measured at
national prices. Second, economic theory predicts a relationship between marginal productivity and wages
whereas the correlation is based on average productivity.

Notwithstanding these caveats, the observed patterns of regional unemployment do not seem inconsistent
with the hypothesis that unemployment disparities are a result of wage inflexibility.

13.9. In several countries, low-productivity
regions tend to have higher unemployment rates

13.8. There are significant differences
in labour productivity among regions
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1. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

14. Regional disparities in participation rates

Labour force participation varies
significantly among OECD countries. In 2001,
international differences in participation rates
were as large as 35 percentage points, ranging
from 87% in Iceland to 52% in Turkey
(Figure 14.1).

Significant international differences in
participation rates hide even larger differences
among regions. In Germany and Poland,
differences in regional participation rates were
above 50 percentage points (Figure 14.2). In
Canada, Denmark, Mexico, Turkey and the United
States, they were no smaller than 30 percentage
points. Only in Belgium, the Czech Republic,
Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden
were regional differences in participation rates
smaller than 10 percentage points.

The Gini index offers a more precise
picture of regional disparities. It looks not only
at the regions with the highest and the lowest
participation rates but also at the differences
among regions. The index ranges between 0
and 1: the higher its value, the larger the
regional disparities.

In 2001, Spain and Poland had the largest
disparities in participation rates, with a Gini

index of 0.17 and 0.09, respectively (Figure 14.3).
In the other countries, regional disparities in
participation rates were much smaller than
disparities in GDP per capita and unemployment,
as the OECD average Gini index was 0.04.

To appreciate the economic implications of
this pattern, Figure 14.4 shows the percentage
of the working-age population (15-64 years old)
living in regions where participation rates are
below the national average. This statistic
provides information about the share of the
working-age population that tends to have a
low level of participation in the labour market.
In 2001, almost half (48%) of the OECD working-
age population was located in regions with a
participation rate below the national rate.

This percentage was particularly high in
Korea (76%), Japan (73%) and Turkey (70%). In
Belgium, the Czech Republic, Sweden and
the United Kingdom, the percentage of the
working-age population in regions with low
participation was significantly above the OECD
average. In Canada, Greece, the Netherlands
and Portugal a large majority of the working-
age population is based in regions with high
participation rates.

Definition

The participation rate is defined as the ratio of the labour force to the population aged 15-64 years.
The labour force is defined as the sum of employed and unemployed persons.

Unemployed persons comprise persons who were (all three conditions must be fulfilled

simultaneously):

1. without work during the reference week;

2. available for work at the time (i.e. were available for paid employment or self-employment before
the end of the two weeks following the reference week);

3. actively seeking work (i.e. had taken specific steps in the four-week period ending with the

reference week to seek paid employment or self-employment).

Employed persons are all persons who during the reference week worked at least one hour for pay
or profit, or were temporarily absent from such work. Family workers are included.
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14.

REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PARTICIPATION RATES

14.1. Participation rates vary significantly
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14.3. In 2001, Spain showed the largest regional
disparities in participation rates
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14.4. In 2001, about half of the OECD working-age
population lived in regions with low participation rates
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Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/483764636872
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14.5. Regional activity rate: Asia and Oceania TL3
Percentage of national activity rate 2001

I Higher than 110% [ Between 105% and 110% [ Between 100% and 105%
[ Between 95% and 100% [ Between 90% and 95% I Lower than 90%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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14. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PARTICIPATION RATES

14.6. Regional activity rate: Europe TL3
Percentage of national activity rate 2001

I Higher than 110% [ Between 105% and 110% [ Between 100% and 105%
[ Between 95% and 100% [ Between 90% and 95% I Lower than 90%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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II. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

14.7. Regional activity rate: North America TL3
Percentage of national activity rate 2001

I Higher than 110% [ Between 105% and 110% [ Between 100% and 105%
[ Between 95% and 100% [ Between 90% and 95% I Lower than 90%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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14. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN PARTICIPATION RATES

Entering the labour market: job opportunities and regional disparities

Activity rates, i.e. the ratio between the labour force and population, vary significantly among regions. These
differences may be the result of three factors: demographic trends, social behaviour and economic opportunities.

The propensity to participate in the labour market tends to change with age: it is low for young people during
education; it increases for adults and it decreases again for elderly people because of retirement. Therefore,
the larger the percentages of young or elderly people in the population, the lower the activity rates.

Activity rates are also affected by the sex composition of the population. Owing to social customs, labour
market participation tends to be lower for women than for men so that the larger the share of women in a
region the lower its activity rate.

The third factor affecting activity rates is the degree of economic opportunity. In fact, the higher a region’s
unemployment rate, the lower the probability for an individual to find a job and, therefore, his incentive to
enter the labour market.

While the first two factors are exogenous — ageing is a demographic trend and low female participation rates
depend on social customs - economic opportunities are endogenous and can be modified by opportune
policies. Marked regional disparities in unemployment rates (Figure 14.8) suggest that job opportunities may
vary significantly among regions. Figure 14.9 shows the correlation coefficients between regional participation
rates and unemployment rates.

In 21 out of 28 countries, the correlation is negative and statistically significant, indicating that participation
rates are low in regions of high unemployment. This general pattern suggests that regional differences in job
opportunities are a major explanation for the observed differences in labour market participation.

14.8. Unemployment rates vary significantly 14.9. Participation rates are low
among regions in high-unemployment regions
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*

Indicates significant at 95%.

Indicates significant at 99%.

Germany is the only country where participation rates are
higher in regions of high unemployment, a result probably
driven by the eastern regions.

*k
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15. The factors of regional competitiveness

Economic performance varies significantly
among OECD regions. But why are some regions
more competitive than others? Regional
benchmarking makes it possible to identify the
factors of success in certain regions and assess
the existence of unused resources in others.

Economic performance can be measured as
the difference between the level of GDP per capita
in a region and the national average, i.e. the
benchmark. This difference is the result of one or
more of the following factors: average labour
productivity, industry specialisation, skills,
employment rate, commuting, ageing and
activity rates (see “Sources and Methodology,
Indicator 15”).

Each of these factors can be interpreted as
an indicator of the determinants of economic
performance at the regional level. Average
labour productivity is a proxy for the
productivity of the regional production system,
specialisation measures the impact of high
value added activities on GDP, the employment
rate is a measure of the efficient functioning of
the local labour market, skills are a proxy for
the stock of human capital, activity rates
summarise the characteristics of the regional
labour force, ageing the impact of age on
participation rates, and commuting rates are a
proxy for the effects of geographic location.

106

The benchmarking results (Table 15.1) make
it possible to identify the main factors
explaining high GDP per capita in certain regions
(comparative advantage) and low GDP per capita
in others (comparative disadvantage).

Productivity appears to be the main
comparative advantage in a majority of regions
with high GDP per capita (43%). It is also the
most frequent comparative disadvantage in an
even larger majority of regions with low GDP
per capita (62%).

High participation in the labour market
appears to be the second most frequent
comparative advantage in regions with high GDP
per capita (20%). However, labour force
participation is the main explanation of low
competitiveness in only 8% of regions with a level
of GDP per capita below the national average.

The importance of
specialisation and employment rates seem to
be similar in regions with low and high GDP per
capita at about 15% for commuting, 7% for
specialisation and 6% for the employment rate
(7% in regions with low GDP per capita).

commuting,

Finally, skills seem more often to be a
comparative advantage than an explanation of
poor performance. They are the main
comparative advantage in 6% of regions with
high GDP per capita against only 1% of regions
with low GDP per capita.
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15.1. Main factors of regional competitiveness’

GDP per capita above the national average GDP per capita below the national average Total
olf\hrjeT;iboer:s Specialisation ~ Productivity ~ Skills Emp:gi/ement Commuting  Age A(;;I;/:y o'f\“rjer;:)oer:s Specialisation ~ Productivity ~ Skills Emplr(;i/;nent Commuting  Age Acr;';l;ty O?l:;;?;r:s

Australia 5 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 8
Austria 12 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 23 15 8 0 0 0 0 0 35
Belgium 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 8 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 11
Canada 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 6 0 0 0 1 1 12
Czech Republic 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 12 0 0 1 0 0 14
Denmark 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 13 0 6 0 0 7 0 0 15
Finland 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 17 0 9 0 1 2 0 5 20
France 10 0 3 0 1 4 1 1 86 0 58 1 0 15 0 12 96
Germany 8 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 41 1 29 0 3 6 0 2 49
Greece 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 13
Hungary 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 16 0 14 0 0 2 0 0 20
Ireland 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 8
Italy 53 0 10 0 11 4 0 28 50 0 20 0 1 12 0 7 103
Japan 8 0 1 6 0 1 0 0 39 0 18 0 17 4 0 0 47
Korea 7 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 7 0 0 1 0 0 16
Mexico 12 0 10 0 0 0 0 2 20 2 17 0 0 0 0 1 32
Netherlands 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 8 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 12
Norway 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 17 0 15 0 0 2 0 0 19
Poland 10 6 3 0 0 0 0 1 34 14 3 0 3 10 0 4 44
Portugal 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 25 9 13 0 0 1 0 2 28
Slovak Republic 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 8
Spain 18 0 9 1 2 2 1 3 30 0 13 3 2 2 4 6 48
Sweden 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 15 0 1 2 0 2 21
Turkey 20 0 10 0 1 0 1 8 61 0 54 0 0 0 2 5 81
United Kingdom 37 0 10 10 0 15 0 2 96 0 62 0 9 20 0 5 133
United States 20 0 14 0 0 6 0 0 31 0 27 0 0 3 0 1 51
OECD 144 8 60 6 8 13 1 26 386 6 60 0 9 16 0 9 530

1. The table summarises the main explanation for GDP per capita (columns) in each of the OECD regions (rows). In Australia, for example, GDP per capita in 2001 was above the national
average in 5 regions and below the national average in 3 regions. The main explanation for high GDP per capita was: high productivity (in 3 regions); high skills (in 1 region), and high
activity rate (in 1 region). The main explanation for low GDP per capita was: low productivity (in all 3 regions).
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III. MAKING THE BEST OF LOCAL ASSETS

16. Labour productivity

A large part of regional differences in GDP per
capita is due to differences in productivity, i.e. the
value of GDP per worker. Differences in productivity
may be due to specialisation in industries with low
productivity, inadequate infrastructure or inefficient
production technology, which includes intra-firm
organisation and inter-firm linkages.

Figure 16.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to productivity.
Average labour productivity generally accounts for a
difference of more than 15 percentage points among
regions.

16.1. In 2001, regional differences
in GDP per capita due to productivity

were over 15%

This effect is considerably larger in Turkey and
the United States, where regional differences in
GDP per capita due to productivity are above
30 percentage points. The effect of productivity is
also large in Mexico (27%), Korea (21%) and the
Czech Republic (19%). It is smaller but still
significant in Italy (7%) and the Netherlands (8%).

As productivity depends on physical
infrastructure, technology and skills, urban regions
tend to have higher productivity than rural and
intermediate regions. On average, the distinction
between urban, rural and intermediate regions
explains over 60% of the regional differences in GDP
per capita due to productivity (Figure 16.2).

16.2. On average, about half of the effect
of specialisation on regional performances
is accounted by regional type
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Hungary 1 18% Hungary 1 70%
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ltaly F=—=7% Italy 158%
Japan =——9% Japan 1 67%
Korea 1 21% Korea 167%
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Netherlands F——=8% Netherlands f——oom134%
Norway F—————13% Norway 1 69%
OECD p— 15% OECD average |—— 62 %
Poland ———013% Poland 1 65%
Portugal F=—————11% Portugal fF——=—229%
Slovak Republic F—————15% Slovak Republic 1 70%
Spain ——=8% Spain 152%
Sweden ——=9% 33% Sweden 167%
Turkey ] Turkey 1 59%
United Kingdom 1 16% United Kingdom 166%
United States TL2 : : ; : : 130% United States TL2 ‘ ‘ 1 61% ‘
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Average regional differences in GDP per capita due Effect of productivity (%) explained
to average labour productivity — 2001 by the regional typology — 2001
Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/825720177605
Definition

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that
is accounted by regional differences in average labour productivity. Average labour productivity is defined as
the ratio between GDP and employment — measured at the place of work - and is adjusted for differences in
industry specialisation.
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16. LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY

16.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2

Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 12% [ Between 0% and 12%
[ Between -12% and -6% [ Between -18% and -12%

[ Between -6% and 0%
I Lower than -18%

‘e

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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16.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 12% [ Between 0% and 12% [ Between -6% and 0%
[ Between -12% and -6% [ Between -18% and -12% I Lower than -18%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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16. LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY

16.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 12% [ Between 0% and 12% [ Between -6% and 0%
[ Between -12% and -6% [ Between -18% and -12% I Lower than -18%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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17. Industry specialisation

Regional differences in GDP per capita may be
the result of specialisation in activities with low
value added. In general, GDP per worker tends to be
higher in manufacturing and services than in
agriculture. Therefore, the larger the share of
industries with a low level of GDP per worker, the
lower the region’s level of GDP per capita.

Figure 17.1 shows of the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to industry
specialisation. On average, specialisation accounts for
a difference of 3.6 percentage points among regions
but it is considerably larger in some countries. In
Poland and Austria, regional differences in GDP per
capita due to specialisation are of the order of 16 and
12 percentage points, respectively.

17.1. In 2001, regional differences
of close to 4% in GDP per capita
were due to specialisation
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Average regional differences in GDP per capita
due to industry specialisation — 2001

In Greece, Mexico, Portugal and Turkey, the
average difference in GDP per capita due to
specialisation is no less than 7%. On the other hand,
the effect of specialisation on regional differences
appears very small in the Czech Republic and
Denmark (0.02%).

Specialisation is the result of natural
endowments and geographic location. Urban regions
tend to specialise in different activities than rural or
intermediate regions. On average, the distinction
between urban, rural and intermediate regions
explains almost half of regional differences in GDP
per capita due to specialisation (Figure 17.2).
Therefore, natural endowments and geography
seem to be a major reason for differences in regional
specialisation.

17.2. On average, about half of the effect
of specialisation on regional performances
is due to regional type
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Effect of specialisation (%) explained
by the regional typology — 2001

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/878245172867

Definition

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that is
accounted by regional differences in industry specialisation. Industry specialisation is measured by the distribution
of employment across 3 sectors: Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery; Industry and Construction; and Services.
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17. INDUSTRY SPECIALISATION

17.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2

Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 1% [ Between 0% and 1%
[ Between -2% and -1% [ Between -5% and -2%

[ Between -1% and 0%
I Lower than -5%

°a

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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17.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 1% [ Between 0% and 1% [ Between -1% and 0%
[ Between -2% and -1% [ Between -5% and -2% I Lower than -5%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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17. INDUSTRY SPECIALISATION

17.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 1% [ Between 0% and 1% [ Between -1% and 0%
[ Between -2% and -1% [ Between -5% and -2% I Lower than -5%

Hawaii

,<Q

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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18. Skills

Regional differences in GDP per capita may be
due to the skills profile of the labour force. In
general, highly skilled individuals tend to have
higher employment rates than those with low skills.
Therefore, the larger the share of highly skilled
individuals in a region, the higher its employment
rate, other things being equal.

Figure 18.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to differences
in skills. On average, skills account for a difference
of 3 percentage points among regions.

18.1. In 2001, regional differences in GDP per capita
due to skills were about 3%

Australia TL2 [=—=1.8%
Belgium [—=2.2%
CanadaTL2 =—"=—=1.8%
Czech Republic F=—=—22.3%
Denmark F——31.5%
Finland =3 0.9%
France ——03.7%
Germany —==o2.9%
Greece |1 2.8%
Hungary ——14.3%
Ireland
Japan
Korea |—32.3%
Mexico TL2 [10.2%
Netherlands == 1.1%
Norway =3 0.9%
OECD | 2.9 %
Poland —————14.8%
Portugal —232.2%
Slovak Republic F——33.0%
Spain [=———13.3%
Sweden =3 0.8%
Turkey |—=31.4%
United Kingdom
United States TL2 |=—2 1.4%

19.9%
1 10.7%

1 7.1%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12%

Average regional differences in GDP per capita
due to skills 2001

The difference is considerably larger in Ireland
and Japan, where regional differences in GDP per
capita due to skills are above 10 percentage points. It
is also large in the United Kingdom (7%) and Poland
(5%) but very small in Mexico (close to 0).

As the skilled population tends to concentrate
in urban centres, the impact of skills tends to be
greater in urban than in rural and intermediate
regions. On average, the distinction between urban,
rural and intermediate regions explains more than
60% of the regional differences in GDP per capita due
to productivity (Figure 18.2).

18.2. On average, 36% of the effect of skills on regional
performance is explained by the regional type
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Effect of skills (%) explained
by the regional typology — 2001

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/615787615686

Definition

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that
is explained by regional differences in the skills profile of the population. Skills are proxied by educational
attainments according to the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED).
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18. SKILLS

18.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 3% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 3%
[ Between -1% and 0.5% [ Between -4% and -1% I Lower than -4%

‘e

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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18.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 3% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 3%
[ Between -1% and 0.5% [ Between -4% and -1% I Lower than -4%
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Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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18. SKILLS

18.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 3% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 3%
[ Between -1% and 0.5% [ Between -4% and -1% I Lower than -4%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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19. The labour market

A significant share of regional differences in GDP
per capita is due to differences in employment rates.
Higher employment rates are a measure of the
capability of the regional labour market to match
labour demand and supply. Therefore, the greater the
flexibility of the regional labour market, the higher its
employment rate, other things being equal.

Figure 19.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to differences
in employment rates. On average in 2001,
employment rates accounted for a difference of
5 percentage points among regions.

19.1. In 2001, there were regional differences
of 5% in GDP per capita due
to employment rates
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Average regional differences in GDP per capita
due to employment rates — 2001

The difference was considerably larger in
Ireland and Japan, where it was above
10 percentage points. The effect of the labour
market was also large in the United Kingdom (8%)
and Italy (7%) but very small in Mexico (close to 0).

The functioning and institutions of the labour
market tend to be quite different in urban,
intermediate and rural regions. On average, the
distinction between these three types of regions
explains about half of the regional differences
in GDP per capita due to employment rates
(Figure 19.2).

19.2. On average, about half of the effect
of employment rates on performance
is due to the regional type
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by the regional typology — 2001

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/482211746485

Definition

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that
is accounted by regional differences in employment rates. Employment rate is defined as the ratio of
employment at the place of work and the labour force. Employment rates are adjusted for differences in the

educational attainments of the labour force.
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19. THE LABOUR MARKET

19.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 6% [ Between 1.5% and 6% [ Between -0.5% and 1.5%
[ Between -3% and -0.5% [ Between -9% and -3% I Lower than -9%

‘e

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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19.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 6% [ Between 1.5% and 6% [ Between -0.5% and 1.5%
[ Between -3% and -0.5% [ Between -9% and -3% I Lower than -9%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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19. THE LABOUR MARKET

19.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 6% [ Between 1.5% and 6% [ Between -0.5% and 1.5%
[ Between -3% and -0.5% [ Between -9% and -3% I Lower than -9%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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20. Commuting flows

A significant part of regional differences in
GDP per capita is due to the commuting of workers
between regions. When commuters reside in one
region and work in another, GDP per capita is
reduced in the region where theylive and
augmented in the region where they work.

Figure 20.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to commuting
flows between regions. On average in 2001,
commuting accounted for regional differences of
7 percentage points.

20.1. In 2001, there were regional differences in GDP
per capita of 7% due to commuting

The difference was considerably larger
in Belgium (19%), the United States (17%), Denmark
and the United Kingdom (14%). The effect of
commuting was also large in Korea and Poland (10%)
but very small in Canada and Mexico (close to 0).

As urban centres are major attractors of
commuters, one may expect the effect of
commuting to vary with the type of region.
On average, the distinction between urban,
intermediate and rural regions explains about 34%
of regional differences in GDP per capita due to
commuting (Figure 20.2).

20.2. On average, 34% of the effect of commuting
on GDP per capita is due to the regional type
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Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/343772246115
Definition

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that

is accounted by net commuting inflows. Net commuting inflows are defined as the number of non-resident

workers minus the number of residents working in other regions. Net commuting inflows are measured as the

difference between employment at the place of work and employment at the place of residence.
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20. COMMUTING FLOWS

20.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.3% and 4% [ Between -1% and 4%
[ Between -4% and -1% [ Between-9% and -4% I Lower than-9%

°a

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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20.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.3% and 4% [ Between -1% and 0.3%
[ Between -4% and -1% [ Between -9% and -4% I Lower than -9%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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20. COMMUTING FLOWS

20.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.3% and 4% [ Between -1% and 0.3%
[ Between -4% and -1% [ Between -9% and -4% I Lower than -9%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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21. Labour force participation

A significant part of regional differences in GDP
per capita is due to differences in activity rates,
i.e. the ratio of the labour force to the population.
Differences in activity rates may be due to age as
well as to the opportunity costs of entering the local
labour market. Therefore, the stronger the
incentives provided by the regional labour market,
the higher the activity rate, other things being equal.

Figure 21.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to activity
rates. On average in 2001, activity rates accounted
for regional differences of 7 percentage points.

21.1. In 2001, there were differences
of 7% in GDP per capita
due to activity rates
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The difference was considerably larger in Greece,
Poland and Turkey, where it was above 10 percentage
points. The effect of activity rates was much smaller
in the Czech Republic and Norway (2%).

Labour force participation is very much
affected by the economic incentives provided by
the local labour market, and activity rates tend to
vary with the type of regions. On average, the
distinction between urban, rural and intermediate
regions explains half of the regional differences in
GDP per capita due to labour force participation
(Figure 21.2).

21.2. On average, about half of the effect
of specialisation on regional performances
is due to the regional type
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80%

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/434457356746

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that
is accounted by differences in activity rates. Activity rate is defined as the ratio between the labour force and
the population. The labour force is defined as the sum of employed and unemployed persons.
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21. LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION

21.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 4% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 4%
[ Between -3% and 0.5% [ Between -8% and -3% I Lower than -8%

°a

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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21.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 4% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 4%
[ Between -3% and 0.5% [ Between -8% and -3% I Lower than -8%
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Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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21. LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION

21.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 10% [ Between 4% and 10% [ Between 0.5% and 4%
[ Between -3% and 0.5% [ Between -8% and -3% I Lower than -8%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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22. Ageing

Regional differences in GDP per capita may be
due to differences in the age profile of the
population. As activity rates tend to be higher for
young individuals than for elderly ones, the larger
the proportion of young people in a region, the
higher its activity rate, other things being equal.

Figure 22.1 shows the extent to which regional
differences in GDP per capita are due to differences
in the age profile of the population. On average
in 2001, age accounted for regional differences of
2.6 percentage points.

22.1. In 2001, there were regional differences of close
to 3% in GDP per capita due to age

The difference was larger in Turkey (6.4%),
Spain (4.1%) and Mexico (3.6%) but much smaller in
the Czech Republic (0.7%).

As the elderly population tends to concentrate
in rural and peripheral areas, the impact of age
is likely to be more favourable in urban and
intermediate regions than in rural ones. On
average, the distinction between urban, rural and
intermediate regions explains 46% of the regional
differences in GDP per capita due to the age profile
of the population (Figure 22.2).

22.2. On average, 46% of the effect of age on regional
performance is due to the regional type
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Effect of age (%) explained by the regional typology — 2001

Statlink: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/621687837016

The indicators shown in this chapter measure the percentage of regional differences in GDP per capita that

is accounted by differences in the age profile of the population. The age groups considered are 0-14, 15-64 and
65 years and over.
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22. AGEING

22.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.5% and 4% [ Between -0.5% and 0.5%
[ Between -1.5% and -0.5% [ Between -4% and -1.5% I Lower than -4%

‘e

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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22.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: Europe TL3
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.5% and 4% [ Between -0.5% and 0.5%
[ Between -1.5% and -0.5% [ Between -4% and -1.5% I Lower than -4%

Source: OECD Territorial Database.
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22.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: North America TL2
Percentage difference from national GDP per capita 2001

I Higher than 4% [ Between 0.5% and 4% [ Between -0.5% and 0.5%
[ Between -1.5% and -0.5% [ Between -4% and -1.5% I Lower than -4%

<

Source: OECD Territorial Database.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE - ISBN 92-64-01863-8 - © OECD 2005 135






From:
OECD

oS ionsa OECD Regions at a Glance 2005

Access the complete publication at:
= https://doi.org/10.1787/reg_glance-2005-en

Please cite this chapter as:

OECD (2005), “Making the Best of Local Assets”, in OECD Regions at a Glance 2005, OECD Publishing,
Paris.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1787/reg_qglance-2005-4-en

This work is published under the responsibility of the Secretary-General of the OECD. The opinions expressed and arguments
employed herein do not necessarily reflect the official views of OECD member countries.

This document and any map included herein are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any territory, to the
delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and to the name of any territory, city or area.

You can copy, download or print OECD content for your own use, and you can include excerpts from OECD publications,
databases and multimedia products in your own documents, presentations, blogs, websites and teaching materials, provided
that suitable acknowledgment of OECD as source and copyright owner is given. All requests for public or commercial use and
translation rights should be submitted to rights@oecd.org. Requests for permission to photocopy portions of this material for
public or commercial use shall be addressed directly to the Copyright Clearance Center (CCC) at info@copyright.com or the
Centre frangais d’exploitation du droit de copie (CFC) at contact@cfcopies.com.

&) OECD


https://doi.org/10.1787/reg_glance-2005-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/reg_glance-2005-4-en

	Foreword
	Table of Contents
	A Reader’s Guide
	Why OECD Regions at a Glance?
	Comparing regions
	The structure of the publication
	Regions as the actor of national growth
	Making the best of local assets
	Competing on the basis of regional well-being


	Part I. Regions as the Actors of National Growth
	1. Geographic concentration of population
	1.1. In 15 countries in 2001 more than one-third of the national population was concentrated in only 10% of regions
	1.2. Canada, Australia and Iceland display the highest geographic concentration of population
	1.3. Population density varies significantly among OECD regions
	1.4. More than half of the population in OECD countries live in predominantly urban regions
	1.5. Regional share of national population: Asia and Oceania TL3
	1.6. Regional share of national population: Europe TL3
	1.7. Regional share of national population: North America TL3
	Comparing regional concentration among countries: the geographic concentration index
	1.1. Concentration ratios


	2. Geographic concentration of GDP
	2.1. In 11 countries more than 40% of national GDP is concentrated in only 10% of regions
	2.2. In 2001 Portugal, the United Kingdom and Sweden displayed the highest geographic concentration of GDP
	2.3. In 2001 intermediate and predominantly urban regions accounted for more than 86% of total OECD-area GDP
	2.4. The spatial distribution of GDP does not reflect the geographic distribution of the population
	2.5. Regional share of national GDP: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	2.6. Regional share of national GDP: Europe TL3
	2.7. Regional share of national GDP: North America TL2
	GDP concentration and agglomeration economies
	2.8. The 10% of regions with the highest concentration of GDP account for a small fraction of the national area…
	2.9. … and record GDP per capita figures well above the national average


	3. Geographic concentration of unemployment
	3.1. On average, 37% of national unemployment in 2001 was concentrated in only 10% of regions
	3.2. Unemployment is most concentrated in Australia and Canada and least concentrated in the Slovak Republic
	3.3. About 47% of unemployment in OECD countries is concentrated in urban regions
	3.4. Concentration of unemployment does not mirror concentration of the labour force
	3.5. Regional share of national unemployment: Asia and Oceania TL3
	3.6. Regional share of national unemployment: Europe TL3
	3.7. Regional share of national unemployment: North America TL3
	Reducing unemployment: what role for regional policies?
	3.8. Regional policy may make a significant contribution to the reduction of total unemployment


	4. Geographic concentration of the labour force
	4.1. On average, 33% of the national labour force in 2001 was concentrated in only 10% of regions
	4.2. Concentration of the labour force is highest in Canada and Australia and lowest in the Slovak Republic
	4.3. About 53% of the labour force in OECD countries is concentrated in rural regions
	4.4. In most OECD countries, the labour force is more concentrated than population
	4.5. Regional share of the national labour force: Asia and Oceania TL3
	4.6. Regional share of the national labour force: Europe TL3
	4.7. Regional share of the national labour force: North America TL3
	Increasing labour market participation: what role for regional policies?
	4.8. Regional policy may make a significant contribution to the increase in labour market participation


	5. Geographic concentration of patents
	5.1. On average in 2001, 54% of total patents were concentrated in only 10% of regions
	5.2. In 2001 Australia, Japan, Portugal and Korea had the highest geographic concentration of patents
	5.3. In 2001 predominantly urban regions accounted for more than 81% of total OECD patents
	5.4. Patents are more concentrated than the highly skilled population
	5.5. Regional share of national patents: Asia and Oceania TL3
	5.6. Regional share of national patents: Europe TL3 (Poland TL2)
	5.7. Regional share of national patents: North America TL3 (Canada TL2)
	Regional poles of national innovation
	5.1. Capital city regions are often the leading national centres of innovation…
	5.2. … nevertheless in Germany and the United States there are several regional poles of innovation


	6. Geographic concentration of skills
	6.1. On average, 39% of the population with tertiary-level education is concentrated in only 10% of regions
	6.2. Concentration of the population with tertiary education is highest in Australia and Canada and lowest in Belgium and the Slovak Republic
	6.3. Over 64% of the population with a tertiary-level qualification is concentrated in urban regions
	6.4. In all OECD countries, the highly educated population is more concentrated than the labour force
	6.5. Advanced educational qualifications: Asia and Oceania TL3
	6.6. Population with advanced education: Europe TL3
	6.7. Advanced educational qualifications: North America TL3
	Investing in education: what return for rural regions?
	6.8. Distribution of population by levels of education in rural regions


	7. Regional contribution to national population growth
	7.1. From 1996 to 2001, population growth varied significantly among OECD countries…
	7.2. … but the variation in population growth rates was even wider among regions within countries
	7.3. 10% of regions accounted for 57% of population increase in OECD countries
	7.4. 65% of population decline in OECD countries occurred in just 10% of regions
	7.5. Regional population growth: Asia and Oceania TL3
	7.6. Regional population growth: Europe TL3
	7.7. Regional population growth: North America TL3
	Population growth: towards higher territorial concentration?
	7.8. On average the population grew much faster in intermediate and urban regions than in rural regions
	7.9. Nevertheless, the highest population growth rate was recorded in a rural region in six countries


	8. Regional contribution to growth in national GDP
	8.1. From 1996 to 2001, GDP growth varied significantly among OECD countries…
	8.2. … but the variation in GDP growth rates was even wider among regions within countries
	8.3. 10% of regions accounted for 47% of the increase in GDP in OECD countries
	8.4. 84% of the decline in GDP in OECD countries took place in just 10% of regions
	8.5. Regional GDP growth: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	8.6. Regional GDP growth: Europe TL3
	8.7. Regional GDP growth: North America TL2
	Is concentration good for growth?
	8.8. On average GDP grew faster in urban than in intermediate regions and rural regions
	8.9. Nevertheless, in 12 countries the highest GDP growth rate was recorded in an intermediate region


	9. Regional contribution to national employment growth
	9.1. From 1996 to 2001, employment growth varied significantly among OECD countries…
	9.2. … but differences in employment growth were even larger among regions within countries
	9.3. 10% of regions explained 56% of employment creation in OECD countries
	9.4. 69% of job losses in OECD countries were due to only 10% of regions
	9.5. Regional employment growth: Asia and Oceania TL3
	9.6. Regional employment growth: Europe TL3
	9.7. Regional employment growth: North America TL3
	Fostering employment growth: a role for rural regions?
	9.8. On average, employment in rural regions grew slower than in urban, but…
	9.9. … in many countries, growth in employment was highest in a rural region


	10. Regional contribution to national labour force growth
	10.1. From 1996 to 2001, growth of the labour force varied significantly among OECD countries…
	10.2. … but the differences were even larger among regions within countries
	10.3. 10% of regions explained 46% of the labour force growth in OECD countries
	10.4. 44% of the decrease in the labour force in OECD countries was due to only 10% of regions
	10.5. Regional labour force growth: Asia and Oceania TL3
	10.6. Regional labour force growth: Europe TL3
	10.7. Regional labour force growth: North America TL3
	Urbanisation and ageing: what perspectives for the labour force in rural regions?
	10.8. On average, the labour force grew more slowly in rural regions than in urban ones, but…
	10.9. … in many countries, the labour force grew fastest in a rural region



	Part II. Making the Best of Local Assets
	11. Regional disparities in GDP per capita
	11.1. GDP per capita is not equally distributed among OECD countries…
	11.2. … but disparities are even greater among regions within countries
	11.3. In 2001 Turkey, Mexico and the Slovak Republic displayed the highest values for the Gini index
	11.4. 59% of the population in OECD countries resides in regions with a GDP per capita below the national average
	11.5. Regional GDP per capita: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	11.6. Regional GDP per capita: Europe TL3
	11.7. Regional GDP per capita: North America TL2
	GDP per capita: urban dwellers enjoy the most
	11.8. Urban regions enjoy higher GDP per capita than intermediate and rural regions almost everywhere
	11.9. An intermediate or rural region recorded the highest GDP per capita in only four countries


	12. Regional disparities in productivity
	12.1. Labour productivity varies significantly among OECD countries…
	12.2. … but disparities in productivity are even larger among regions
	12.3. In 2001, Mexico, Turkey and the United States showed the largest regional disparities in labour productivity
	12.4. On average, 61% of workers are employed in regions of low productivity
	12.5. Regional productivity: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	12.6. Regional productivity: Europe TL3
	12.7. Regional productivity: North America TL2
	Regional productivity: better skills or more infrastructure?
	12.8. In most countries, productivity is high in regions with high employment density…
	12.9. … but skills concentration explains high productivity only in some


	13. Regional disparities in unemployment rates
	13.1. Unemployment rates vary significantly among OECD countries…
	13.2. … but disparities in unemployment rates are even larger among regions
	13.3. In 2001, Italy, Belgium and Canada showed the largest regional disparities in unemployment rates
	13.4. In 2001, one-third of the OECD labour force lived in regions with high unemployment rates
	13.5. Regional unemployment rate: Asia and Oceania TL3
	13.6. Regional unemployment rate: Europe TL3
	13.7. Regional unemployment rate: North America TL3
	Regional unemployment: market failure or wage inflexibility?
	13.8. There are significant differences in labour productivity among regions
	13.9. In several countries, low-productivity regions tend to have higher unemployment rates


	14. Regional disparities in participation rates
	14.1. Participation rates vary significantly among OECD countries…
	14.2. … but disparities in participation rates are even larger among regions
	14.3. In 2001, Spain showed the largest regional disparities in participation rates
	14.4. In 2001, about half of the OECD working-age population lived in regions with low participation rates
	14.5. Regional activity rate: Asia and Oceania TL3
	14.6. Regional activity rate: Europe TL3
	14.7. Regional activity rate: North America TL3
	Entering the labour market: job opportunities and regional disparities
	14.8. Unemployment rates vary significantly among regions
	14.9. Participation rates are low in high-unemployment regions


	15. The factors of regional competitiveness
	15.1. Main factors of regional competitiveness1

	16. Labour productivity
	16.1. In 2001, regional differences in GDP per capita due to productivity were over 15%
	16.2. On average, about half of the effect of specialisation on regional performances is accounted by regional type
	16.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	16.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: Europe TL3
	16.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to productivity: North America TL2

	17. Industry specialisation
	17.1. In 2001, regional differences of close to 4% in GDP per capita were due to specialisation
	17.2. On average, about half of the effect of specialisation on regional performances is due to regional type
	17.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	17.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: Europe TL3
	17.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to specialisation: North America TL2

	18. Skills
	18.1. In 2001, regional differences in GDP per capita due to skills were about 3%
	18.2. On average, 36% of the effect of skills on regional performance is explained by the regional type
	18.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	18.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: Europe TL3
	18.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to skills: North America TL2

	19. The labour market
	19.1. In 2001, there were regional differences of 5% in GDP per capita due to employment rates
	19.2. On average, about half of the effect of employment rates on performance is due to the regional type
	19.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	19.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: Europe TL3
	19.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to employment rate: North America TL2

	20. Commuting flows
	20.1. In 2001, there were regional differences in GDP per capita of 7% due to commuting
	20.2. On average, 34% of the effect of commuting on GDP per capita is due to the regional type
	20.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	20.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: Europe TL3
	20.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to commuting: North America TL2

	21. Labour force participation
	21.1. In 2001, there were differences of 7% in GDP per capita due to activity rates
	21.2. On average, about half of the effect of specialisation on regional performances is due to the regional type
	21.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	21.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: Europe TL3
	21.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to activity rate: North America TL2

	22. Ageing
	22.1. In 2001, there were regional differences of close to 3% in GDP per capita due to age
	22.2. On average, 46% of the effect of age on regional performance is due to the regional type
	22.3. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: Asia TL3 and Oceania TL2
	22.4. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: Europe TL3
	22.5. Differences in GDP per capita due to ageing: North America TL2


	Part III. Competing on the Basis of Regional Well-being
	23. Accessibility: distance in time from a major centre
	23.1. Regional accessibility varies most in Australia and United States
	23.2. On average, accessibility is higher for urban than for rural and intermediate regions
	23.3. Accessibility: road distances in minutes - Asia and Oceania TL3
	23.4. Accessibility: road distances in minutes - Europe TL3 (Poland TL2)
	23.5. Accessibility: road distances in minutes - North America TL3 (Mexico TL2)

	24. Home ownership
	24.1. In 2001 the proportion of owned accommodation varied significantly among regions
	24.2. In all countries rural and intermediate regions have higher rates of home ownership than the national average
	24.3. Home ownership by region: Asia and Oceania TL3
	24.4. Home ownership by region: Europe TL3
	24.5. Home ownership by region: North America TL3

	25. Education: student enrolment in tertiary education
	25.1. In 2001, enrolment in tertiary education varied significantly among regions
	25.2. The Slovak Republic had the highest density of students in urban regions
	25.3. Students in tertiary education per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	25.4. Students in tertiary education per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	25.5. Students in tertiary education per inhabitant by region: North America TL2

	26. Health: age-adjusted mortality rate
	26.1. The United States shows the highest and the lowest rates of observed deaths
	26.2. The coefficient of variation reveals the largest regional differences in United States and Australia
	26.3. Age-adjusted mortality rate: Asia and Oceania TL2
	26.4. Age-adjusted mortality rate: Europe TL2
	26.5. Age-adjusted mortality rate: North America TL2

	27. Health resources: number of medical practitioners
	27.1. In 2001, regional disparities in doctors per capita were highest in Iceland and Poland and lowest in New Zealand
	27.2. The population in urban regions tends to have access to more doctors than the population in rural and intermediate regions
	27.3. Practicing physicians per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	27.4. Practicing physicians per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	27.5. Practicing physicians per inhabitant by region: North America TL2

	28. Safety: reported criminal offences against property
	28.1. The Slovak Republic displayed the highest variation in recorded offences against property
	28.2. Crimes against property are manifestly more frequent in predominantly urban regions
	28.3. Reported crimes against the property per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	28.4. Reported crimes against the property per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	28.5. Reported crimes against the property per inhabitant by region: North America TL2

	29. Safety: reported criminal offences against persons
	29.1. In 2001 the number of reported offences against persons was unevenly distributed among regions
	29.2. The United States and Korea show the highest frequency of recorded crime in urban regions, 2001
	29.3. Reported crimes against the person per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	29.4. Reported crimes against the person per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	29.5. Reported crimes against the person per inhabitant by region: North America TL2

	30. Road safety: fatal traffic accidents
	30.1. In 2000 road accidents were more frequent in rural and intermediate regions
	30.2. In 2000, Portugal and the United States showed the largest regional differences in the rate of fatal traffic accidents
	30.3. Deaths in traffic accidents per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	30.4. Deaths in traffic accidents per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	30.5. Deaths in traffic accidents per inhabitant by region: North America TL2

	31. Environment: stock of private vehicles
	31.1. In 2001, Australia and the United States had the highest number of per capita private vehicles…
	31.2. … but the United States had the lowest number of vehicles per capita in urban regions
	31.3. Number of private vehicles per inhabitant by region: Asia and Oceania TL2
	31.4. Number of private vehicles per inhabitant by region: Europe TL2
	31.5. Number of private vehicles per inhabitant by region: North America TL2


	Part IV. Sources and Methodology
	Regional Grids and Classification
	Regional grids
	Regional classification
	IV.1. Regional typology: Asia and Oceania TL2
	IV.2. Regional typology: Europe TL2
	IV.3. Regional typology: North America TL2
	IV.4. Regional typology: Asia and Oceania TL3
	IV.5. Regional typology: Europe TL3
	IV.6. Regional typology: North America TL3


	Indicator 1. Population
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 2. Gross domestic product (GDP)
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 3. Unemployment
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 4. Labour force
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 5. Patents
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 6. Geographic concentration of skills
	Sources and year of reference
	General notes
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 7. Population growth
	Sources and period of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 8. Gross domestic product (GDP) growth
	Sources and period of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 9. Employment growth
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 10. Growth of the labour force
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 11. Gross domestic product (GDP) per capita
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 12. Average labour productivity
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 13. Unemployment rate
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 14. Participation rates
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 15. The factors of regional competitiveness
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Breakdown of GDP per capita
	Breakdown of differences in productivity
	Breakdown of differences in employment rates
	Breakdown of differences in activity rates

	Indicator 16. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted by differences in average labour productivity
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 17. Regional differences in GDP per capita that are accounted for by differences in industry specialisation
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 18. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted by differences in skills
	Sources and year of reference
	General notes
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 19. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted by differences in employment rates
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 20. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted by net commuting inflows
	Sources and year of reference
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 21. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted by activity rates
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 22. Regional differences in GDP per capita accounted for by ageing
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator

	Indicator 23. Accessibility: distance in time from a major centre
	Definition
	Methodology
	Country notes
	Figures

	Indicator 24. Home ownership
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 25. Enrolment in tertiary education
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 26. Age-adjusted mortality rates
	Definition
	Source and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 27. Health resources: number of medical practitioners
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 28. Reported criminal offences against property
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 29. Reported criminal offences against persons
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 30. Road safety: fatal traffic accidents
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures

	Indicator 31. Environment: stock of private vehicles
	Definition
	Sources and year of reference
	Country notes
	Calculation of the indicator
	Figures





