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FOREWORD

Foreword

Gouemments need reliable and comparable data to underpin policies that promote regional
growth. The OECD has developed a unique database of sub-national statistics that allow
policymakers to analyse trends both domestically and across countries. The use of internationally
comparable data has been a critical input in reforming the objectives and tools of regional
development policy in OECD countries. By providing measures of regional performance and
identifying factors that increase the competitive edge of a region and the well-being of its current and
future population, OECD data has encouraged a shift from a subsidy-based, compensatory approach
to regional policy to one that focuses on enhancing regional potential. OECD Regions at a Glance
reflects continuous effort by the OECD Working Party on Territorial Indicators in collaboration with
the OECD Secretariat to improve the evidence base at regional and local levels.

In line with OECD’s broad based approach to policy — better policies for better lives — this fourth
edition of OECD Regions at a Glance examines trends across an even wider range of policy fields —
demography and migration, economic growth, employment and productivity, knowledge-based
activities, education, health care, income, environmental outputs and includes comparisons with
regional development dynamics in emerging economies. The scope and time period covered by OECD
Regions at a Glance give policy makers a tool to understand the contribution of each region to
aggregate development, and clues as to how that contribution could be increased.

Disparities both across and within countries have widened in the aftermath of the 2008-09
economic crisis. This observation seems to suggest that in the interest of maintaining national
growth levels, a differentiated approach is needed for different typologies of regions. As OECD
countries search for a path to economic recovery that leads to more sustainable forms of
development, sound statistics that encompass a richer definition of development and quality of life
will be essential. The local availability of high-quality services, access to opportunity for marginal or
vulnerable groups, the institutional capacity of sub-national governments, levels of civic
participation are all relevant elements for more inclusive and sustainable policies that need to
incorporate and be understood at the local level.

This new development model is mapped into the structure of this edition of OECD Regions at
a Glance; within each section, a number of statistics showcase the contribution of regions to build
stronger, fairer and cleaner economies. New measures of quality of life in regions are presented for
the first time, such as, among others, income of households and regional disparities in the access of
key public goods, estimates of air quality and carbon emissions in regions comparable across
countries. The size of the regional difference in these measures points to the importance of improving
the availability of sound information at detailed territorial levels to inform both the political debate
and communities wanting to better understand the quality of life of the places they live in.

The development of internationally comparable indicators on environmental sustainability and
social inclusion at regional and urban levels is still at the beginning and much needs to be done in
the years to come. The OECD will continue to expand the use and integration of new sources of data
and to explore areas where advancement in the conceptual framework is needed. For example, work
is currently underway to produce internationally comparable estimates of carbon emissions of
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metropolitan areas. This edition of OECD Regions at a Glance already shows that such progress is
possible and suggests areas in which evidence and policy needs can be strenghtened.

OECD Regions at a Glance was co-ordinated by Monica Brezzi and prepared by Monica Brezzi,
Mario Piacentini, Konstantin Rosina, Vicente Ruiz and Daniel Sanchez-Serra, under the responsibility
of Joaquim Oliveira Martins, Head of the Regional Development Policy Division. Mauro Migotto
contributed to the statistical data (innovation) required for the publication. Delegates of the OECD
Working Party on Territorial Indicators (WPTI) offered guidance on the statistical tools to measure
regional economies and commented on the draft.

Rolf Alter

% ke

Director, Public Governance and Territorial Development Directorate
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

International comparisons of economies and societies tend to be undertaken at the
country level. Statistics on production capacities refer to gross domestic product (GDP) for
example, while health and education levels tend similarly to be measured and debated in
national terms. However, the differences between countries are often not as great as the
disparities within them. In Chile, Poland, Portugal and Turkey, for example, the GDP per
worker in the best performing region is more than three times higher than in the worst
performing region. In several places, disparities have widened recently, as evidenced by the
doubling of the difference in employment growth rate across OECD regions after
the 2008-09 recession. Understanding the differences and similarities in regional economic
structures is essential for designing effective strategies to resume and maintain aggregate
growth. At the same time, statistical evidence specific to regional contexts can help
strengthen the recovery of OECD countries by identifying potential and challenges of
places to become engines of sustainable economic and social development.

OECD Regions at a Glance aims to make these differences across “places” apparent, and
to unpack what they imply for national performance and individual welfare. It does so by
providing region-by-region indicators that help to identify areas that are outperforming or
lagging behind in their country, as well as the 34-country OECD area. Patterns of growth
and the persistence of inequalities are analysed over time, and insights are provided on the
relationships between the characteristics of regions and the outcomes they achieve.

This fourth issue of the OECD Regions at a Glance series is organised in three sections,
showecasing the contribution of regions to build stronger, fairer and cleaner economies:
I. Regions as drivers for competitiveness; II. Inclusion and equal access to services in
regions; IIl. Environmental sustainability in regions and metropolitan areas. This edition
includes a number of novelties compared with the previous issues. The analysis of regional
competitiveness has been expanded to include measures of public investment in regions,
regional connectivity in innovation activities and trends of skilled migrants. For the first
time, regional indicators of carbon emissions, air quality, change in urban land and in
forest cover, and access to network infrastructure have been produced to assess the
environmental sustainability of regions. Statistics on labour mobility and immigration in
OECD regions enrich the analysis of demographic trends. The territorial dimension of
access to services is explored both for OECD countries (education, health and broadband
access) and developing countries (water, sewage and electricity). Finally, regional statistics
for emerging economies (Brazil, China, India, the Russian Federation and South Africa) are
included for the first time.
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Key findings

Local factors matter for national sustained growth. Around 40% of OECD GDP,
employment and population growth in the past 15 years are largely due to a small number
of regions (the 10% top performing regions). The importance of economic agglomerations
for growth is an established fact. However, data show that the pace of growth has slowed
in many large metropolitan regions in OECD countries, while predominantly rural regions
grew at a faster rate than predominantly urban regions in the past 15 years, narrowing the
gap between urban and rural areas in some countries.

Increases in labour productivity have a more significant effect than changes in labour
utilisation on the GDP per capita growth rate of OECD regions during 1995-2007. Differences
in labour productivity growth among regions are invariably the result of multiple national
and local factors, including labour-market policies and institutions as well as innovation
and skills. For these reasons, national and regional governments are increasingly putting
co-ordinated policies for education, skills and innovation in place.

Differences in the tertiary educational attainment of the labour force are greater
among regions in the same country than across countries. The Czech Republic, France,
Spain and the United States show the largest variation in tertiary educational attainment.
For instance, in 2008, in West Virginia (United States) 16% of the labour force had completed
tertiary education, while in the District of Columbia this value was 44%. Highly skilled
human capital is increasingly mobile. Regions boosting their human capital endowments
are those capable of attracting and retaining highly skilled workers. Regional data on
international migration show that regions already hosting a significant number of highly
educated foreigners have an advantage in the global competition for talent, due to the
decisive role of network effects.

Technology-based innovation is very concentrated in a few places. Around 10% of
OECD regions account for one-third of the total OECD expenditure in research and
development (R&D) and more than half of patent applications. R&D and patenting are still
concentrated in the top regions of knowledge-intensive OECD member countries (Japan,
Germany, United States), having different technology specialisations (green technologies;
biotechnology; and information and communication technology, for example). However,
the last decade has witnessed the emergence of new regional top players. For example,
@stjylland and Vestjylland (Denmark), Madrid and Barcelona (Spain) and Seoul and
Gyeonggi-do (Korea) have appeared as hot spots in patenting on renewable energy.
Improving collaboration to address global challenges is high on national agendas both in
OECD countries and emerging economies: Shanghai (China) and Karnataka (India) have
tripled the number of partners around the world with which they patent in green
technologies in the last five years. Several regions are catching up with national leaders in
high-tech manufacturing employment and knowledge-intensive sectors. Studying these
regions can provide lessons on how to replicate a positive environment for business creation
and technological upgrading.

The 2008-09 economic recession experienced by the OECD area has had a differentiated
impact on the loss of jobs within OECD countries. Three-fourths of OECD regions that
showed employment growth between 1999 and 2007 shifted to an employment decline
between 2008 and 2009. All typologies of regions experienced on average a decline in
employment. There are however important differences in the trajectories and it is useful to
compare the pre-crisis growth profile of regions that managed to sustain employment
growth during the recession (“resilient regions”) with the one of regions that shifted from
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positive to negative total employment (“recession-hit regions”). Resilient regions
experienced larger increases in their qualified human capital prior to the crisis, as well as
in participation rates and in the productivity of business services, the public sector and
agriculture.

Countries have responded to the economic crisis by taking measures to support
business and employment and by improving conditions for long-term growth. Such
structural policies emphasise the complementarities of efficiency, equity and
environmental protection objectives. The long-term consequences of the crisis on families’
living conditions and social mobility, as well as the degree of heterogeneity in policy
responses, point to the need for statistics that go beyond the economic efficiency of a
region to encompass economic and non-economic measures of the quality of life. Spatial
differences in access to key public goods and in opportunities for families to invest in
health and education have important, dynamic effects, since “fragile” regions can get
trapped in downward spirals, and see their capacity to attract people and businesses
shrinking over time.

Regional disparities in households’ income are largest in Chile, Greece, Hungary,
Israel, Italy and the Slovak Republic. Regions in these countries have also experienced
structural difficulties in employing young adults (the youth unemployment rate in some
regions was as high as 30% in 2009) and women (less than half of women in working age
were employed in 2009) and they display higher than average long-term unemployment
(more than one-third of the unemployed in these regions have been out of the labour
market for more than one year).

Income differentials only partially explain the quality of life in OECD regions.
Disparities among regions in basic education attainment, health or natural resources are
signalling the challenges of policies to overcome local disadvantages in many countries.
Data show that students in city schools outperform rural areas by 20 points in the
OECD PISA reading test, or the equivalent of almost one year of education, even after
having taken into account the different socio-economic background of students. The age-
adjusted mortality rate in regions of Canada, Portugal and the United States can be double
that in other regions of the same country. In Chile, Italy, Korea and Mexico, the regional
exposure to air pollution ranges from values below the World Health Organization’s
recommended levels of 10 micrograms of PM2.5 per cubic meter to more than 25 micrograms.
Some provinces in China and states in India surpass a threshold of 60 micrograms of
PM2.5 per cubic meter, a level proven to pose serious health risks.

For the first time, estimates of CO, carbon emissions at the regional level comparable
across countries are presented in this volume. In the Czech Republic, the Russian Federation,
Spain, South Africa and the United States, CO, carbon emissions in some regions are more
than three times higher than the country average, highlighting the limited value of
national figures to design policies to address climate change. Cities are hot-spots for
carbon emissions, and work is currently underway to produce city-level estimates of the
carbon efficiency of urban economies.

In sum, OECD Regions at a Glance provides a multidimensional and dynamic snapshot
of how life is lived — and can be improved - from region to region in OECD countries and
emerging economies. Gaps in data availability and geographical coverage, as well as the
need to identify better indicators in certain areas, are highlighted in the publication,
suggesting next steps to further improve our knowledge for evidence-based policy making.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011 9
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Interpreting OECD Regional Indicators

Regions at a Glance 2011 addresses two questions:

e What progress have OECD regions made towards more sustainable development,
compared to the past and compared with other regions?

e Which factors drive the competitive edge of regions and what local resources could be
better mobilised to increase national growth and people’s well-being?

Addressing the first question can reveal the variety of regional economic structures
and performance through a broad range of indicators. Given the multidimensionality of
regional development, it is necessary to build sound information comparable across
countries on economic, social and environmental outcomes.

Answering the second question can inform the design of effective strategies to
improve the contribution of regions to aggregate performance and can suggest policy
interventions unlocking complementarities among efficiency, equity and environmental
sustainability. Clearly, this second question is more challenging to answer and regional
statistics can provide only a partial assessment of the effects of policies. The publication
Regional Outlook 2011 integrates the statistics presented in this edition of Regions at a Glance
with analysis of institutional and policy determinants, going deeper into the assessment of
causality links and policy evaluation.

The framework of Regions at a Glance is organised along two dimensions.

The first dimension reflects the OECD mission to encourage stronger, fairer and
cleaner economies. The three main sections of the publication — 1) Regions as drivers for
competitiveness; 2) Inclusion and equal access to quality services in regions; and 3) Environmental
sustainability in regions and metropolitan areas — present indicators showcasing the key role of
regions to strengthen these three interconnected pillars of socio-economic development.

The second dimension highlights three perspectives that need to be integrated in
order to develop a complete view of the evolution of regional economies:

e How are assets distributed across regions and how do they contribute to national
growth? For example, only 10% of OECD regions are responsible for almost half of GDP
growth and job creation in recent years.

e Do regional disparities tend to persist and what are the unused resources to be mobilised
to maximise regions’ competitive edge and well-being? For example, regional differences
in unemployment rates within OECD countries have persistently been around two times
higher than differences among OECD countries in the past 15 years.

e What are the common features that characterise OECD regions that have achieved a
certain outcome? For example, the regions that managed to sustain positive
employment during the economic recession are those which, more than the other
regions, increased their qualified human capital and their participation in the labour
market, and improved the productivity of traditional sectors in the previous period.

11



INTERPRETING OECD REGIONAL INDICATORS

This analytical approach which focuses simultaneously on distribution over space,
persistence over time, and links between different characteristics/endowments, provides a
solid foundation for evidence-based policy making.

The chapters of Regions at a Glance can be slotted into a summary matrix (framework)
with the three dimensions of competitiveness, inclusion and sustainability in the
columns and the three perspectives of concentration, persistence of disparities and
characteristics of regions in the rows.

Table 1. Framework for the chapters of Regions at a Glance

. . - Inclusion and equal access to quality  Environmental sustainability in regions
Regions as drivers for competitiveness

services in regions and metropolitan areas
Concentration of resources 1. Regional contribution to population ~ 19. Concentration of elderly population ~ 31. Regional access to network
and contribution to growth change in regions infrastructure
2. Distribution of population and regional 21. Immigration trends in OECD regions ~ 32. Green patents in regions
typology
3. Regional contribution to growth
4. Regional contribution to change
in employment
12. Regional specialisation in knowledge-
oriented sectors
10. Skilled immigration in OECD regions
13. Public investment in regions
14. Research and development
expenditure in regions
16. Patents in regions and among
different economic actors
Regional disparities and mobilisation 6. Regional economic disparities 18. Regional disparities in household 28. Forests, natural vegetation and
of unused resources 9. Regional disparities in tertiary income the carbon footprint of regions
education 22. Regional disparities in unemployment  29. Carbon emissions and air quality
11. Regional specialisation and 23. Gender differences in employment in regions
productivity growth across sectors opportunities 30. Municipal waste

24. Access to education
25. Access to health

Characteristics of regions on common Labour productivity growth in regions 20. Population mobility among regions ~ 27. The growth of urban land in OECD
outcomes Patterns of growth in regions 26. Access to basic services in developing regions
Impact of the crisis on jobs in regions economies

5. Public and business R&D expenditure
7. Regional patterns of co-patenting

IS NO

The allocation of chapters to one or another cell in Table 1 is not always
straightforward, as objectives may overlap or complementarities arise. For example,
regional data on ageing populations provides information both on the competitiveness of
regions in terms of future production and on social inclusion in terms of provision of
specific services. Similarly, regional patent activities in green technologies measure the
capacity of governments and industry to create new business values and at the same time
proxy investment made to meet environmental improvements.

The dimension of characteristics of regions is a novelty in this publication and is
explored by looking at correlations among different outcome and structural variables.
Profiling regions to identify common characteristics in adaptability to changes and
resilience to external shocks can serve as early evidence to identify complementarities
among policy instruments at the regional level. It can be thus a useful tool to move towards
integrated design of regional policies whose effects can be monitored over time.

Choice of indicators

OECD at a Glance 2011 includes 40 indicators selected from the OECD Regional
Database, and presents around 12 indicators available at the sub-national level for the first
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time. What appears is a larger selection of sub-national statistics that refer to the economic
structure and competitiveness compared to sub-national indicators of social inclusion and
environmental conditions.

Sound data at sub-national level is often limited and difficult to compare across
countries. The OECD will continue to pursue the development of regional indicators also in
areas where considerable investment still needs to be made in conceptual work.

A regional perspective on the assessment of well-being of societies is necessary, since
inequalities are not only among individuals but also across places where people live. Poor
access to quality services in certain regions undermines the opportunities available to the
inhabitants of these regions; and in turn reduces social mobility over time. However, only a
few indicators are available at the regional level to assess inequality in access to services
and measures of perceptions of quality of life are still lacking. A first attempt to improve
the international comparison of regional quality of life is made here by presenting
measures of household income by regions, regional inequalities in education and health
and regional disparities in the access to essential services in emerging economies.

Statistics of environmental conditions and quality in cities and regions based on
international standards are even scarcer. To start filling this gap, this publication presents
new measures of land use, air quality, green gas emissions and urbanisation trends,
produced taking advantage of the increasing availability of global datasets based on
geographic information systems.

Small boxes point to comparability and measurement issues in the case of indicators
presented for the first time for which an international standard has not been yet agreed.
These measurement gaps aim at spurring discussion for future production of regional
statistics by OECD countries to improve the evidence base for policy making.

For the first time, statistics for the four recent OECD member countries Chile, Estonia,

Israel and Slovenia are included. Where available, data on Brazil, the People’s Republic of
China (China), India, the Russian Federation and South Africa are also included.

Finally, the main messages of this publication are also delivered with a selection of
interactive graphs and maps on the OECD website www.oecd.org/gov/regional/
statisticsindicators.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011 13
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Defining and Describing Regions

Territorial grids

In any analytical study conducted at sub-national levels, the choice of the territorial
unit is of prime importance. To address this issue, the OECD has classified two levels of
geographic units within each member country (Table A.1in Annex A). The higher level
(Territorial level 2 [TL2]) consists of 362 larger regions while the lower level (Territorial
level 3 [TL3]) is composed of 1794 smaller regions. All the territorial units are defined
within national borders and in most of the cases correspond to administrative regions.
Regions at the lower level (TL3) are contained within the higher level (TL2).*

This classification — which, for European countries, is largely consistent with the
Eurostat classification - facilitates greater comparability of geographic units at the same
territorial level. Indeed these two levels, which are officially established and relatively
stable in all member countries, are used as a framework for implementing regional policies
in most countries.

Due to limited data availability, labour-market indicators in Canada are presented for
groups of TL3 regions. Since these groups are not part of the OECD official territorial grids,
for the sake of simplicity they are labelled as non-official grids (NOGs) in this publication
and compared with TL3 for the other countries (Table A.1in Annex A).

The OECD has recently started to extend the regional classification to new member
countries and emerging economies. More precisely TL2 regions have been identified and
statistics collected in Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia (new OECD members); Brazil, the
Russian Federation, India, China and South Africa (the BRICS countries). The
TL3 classification is now available only for Chile, Estonia and Slovenia (Table A.2 in
Annex A).

Regional typology

A second important issue for the analysis of sub-national economies concerns the
different “geography” of each geographic unit. For instance, in the United Kingdom one
could question the relevance of comparing the highly urbanised area of London to the rural
region of the Shetland Islands, despite the fact that both regions belong at the same
territorial level. To take account of these differences, the OECD has established a regional
typology according to which TL3 regions have been classified as predominantly urban (PU),
predominantly rural (PR) and intermediate (IN). This typology, based on settlement
patterns calculated on the percentage of population living in rural communities, enables
meaningful comparisons between regions belonging to the same type and level
(Table A.3 and Figures A.1 to A.4 in Annex A). The OECD regional typology is based on three
criteria. The first criterion identifies rural communities according to population density. A
community is defined as rural if its population density is below 150 inhabitants per square

* With the exception of United States.



DEFINING AND DESCRIBING REGIONS

kilometre (500 inhabitants for Japan and Korea to account for the fact that the national
population density exceeds 300 inhabitants per square kilometer). The second criterion
classifies regions according to the percentage of population living in rural communities.
Thus, a TL3 region is classified as:

e Predominantly rural (rural or PR), if more than 50% of its population lives in rural
communities.

e Predominantly urban (urban or PU), if less than 15% of the population lives in rural
communities.

e Intermediate (IN), if the share of population living in rural communities is between 15%
and 50%.

The third criterion is based on the size of the urban centres. Accordingly:

e A region that would be classified as rural on the basis of the general rule is classified as
intermediate if it has a urban centre of more than 200 000 inhabitants (500 000 for Japan)
representing no less than 25% of the regional population.

e A region that would be classified as intermediate on the basis of the general rule is
classified as predominantly urban if it has an urban centre of more than
500 000 inhabitants (1 million for Japan) representing no less than 25% of the regional
population.

The typology is calculated only for the lower territorial level (TL3). The dimension of
TL2 regions is too large to allow for a categorisation into predominantly urban,
intermediate or predominantly rural. For analytical purposes the percentage of population
living in PU, IN, and PR is calculated for TL2 regions summing the population of TL3 regions
by regional typology. For example the TL2 regions of Rhone-Alpes in France has 23% of its
population living in TL3 regions classified as PU, 68% of its population living in TL3 regions
classified as IN and 9% of its population living in TL3 regions classified as PR.

Extended regional typology

An extended regional typology has been adopted by the OECD and applied so far to
Europe and North America. The new typology extends the methodology by distinguishing
between rural regions that are located close to larger urban centres and those that are not.
The result is a four-fold classification of TL3 regions into: predominantly urban (PU),
intermediate regions (IN), predominantly rural regions close to a city (PRC) and
predominantly rural remote regions (PRR). The distance from urban centres is measured by
the driving time necessary to a certain share of the regional population to reach a large
urban centre (with a population of at least 50 000 people). The classification of TL3 regions
in Europe and North America according to the extended typology is presented in
Figure A.1 and A.2 of Annex A.

Due to lack of information on the road network and service areas, the extended
typology has not been yet applied to Australia, Japan and Korea or to emerging economies.
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SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS

OECD#

OECD# average

Total # countries

Country average
Australia (TL2)
GDP

HTM

IN

KIS

LFS

NOG

PCT

PPP

PR

PRC

PRR

PU

R&D

TL2

TL3

Symbols and Abbreviations

Sum of all OECD regions where regional data are available (# number of
countries included in the sum). It includes the four new member
countries, Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia, when data are available.

Average over OECD regions available (# number of countries included in
the average)

Sum of all regions where regional data are available, including emerging
economies and BRICS countries

Average value computed using regional data
TL2 regions of Australia

Gross domestic product

High-technology manufacturing
Intermediate (region)
Knowledge-intensive services

Labour force survey

Non-official grid

Patent Cooperation Treaty

Purchasing power parity

Predominantly rural (region)
Predominantly rural (region) close to a city
Predominantly rural remote (region)
Predominantly urban (region)

Research and development

Territorial level 2

Territorial level 3

The cut-off date for data included in the publication was Febrary 2011. Due to the time
lag of sub-national statistics, the last available year is generally 2009 for demographic and
labour market data, 2007 for regional GDP and 2008 for the other statistics.
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REGIONS AS DRIVERS
FOR COMPETITIVENESS

Regional contribution to population change
Distribution of population and regional typology
Regional contribution to GDP growth

Regional contribution to change in employment
Labour productivity growth in regions

Regional economic disparities

Patterns of growth in regions

Impact of the crisis on jobs in regions

Regional disparities in tertiary education

. Skilled immigration in OECD regions

. Regional specialisation and productivity growth across

sectors

Regional specialisation in knowledge-oriented sectors
Public investment in regions

Research and development expenditure in regions
Public and business R&D expenditure

Patents in regions and among different economic actors

Regional patterns of co-patenting
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In 2009, 10% of regions accounted for approximately 40% of
the total population in OECD countries. The concentration
of population was highest in Australia, Canada, Iceland and
the United States, where differences in climatic and envi-
ronmental conditions discourage human settlement in
some areas (Figure 1.1).

During the past 14 years the population in OECD countries
grew, on average, 0.8% per year, reaching 1.2 billion in 2009.
Over the same time period population growth in emerging
economies (Brazil, China, India, Russian Federation and
South Africa) was at around 1.1% yearly. The largest
TL2 region, the State of Uttar Pradesh in India, reached a
population of over 190 million in 2009.

In OECD countries almost 65% of population growth is
accounted for by just 10% of regions. The regional contribu-
tion to population growth is particularly concentrated in
Canada, Korea and Australia (Figure 1.2).

Around 40% of OECD country populations live in the
90 large metropolitan regions (i.e. predominantly urban
regions with a population of at least 1.5 million) and more
than half of the national population in Korea and Japan
(Figure 1.3).

In large metropolitan regions, population growth has been
faster than the growth of the total OECD population
(1.3 times higher), suggesting that migration, besides
demographic dynamics, has increased the size of urban
regions (see Chapters 20 and 21). Growth of population
within countries, though, has varied. Compared to the
national rate, the growth rate of population in large metro-
politan regions has been particularly intense in Ireland,
Turkey, New Zealand and Canada (Figure 1.4).
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Definition

OECD has classified regions within each member
country to facilitate comparability at the same territo-
rial level. The classification is based on two territorial
levels: the higher level (TL2) consists of 362 larger
regions and the lower level (TL3) consists of
1794 smaller regions. These two levels are officially
established and are used as a framework for imple-
menting regional policies in most countries.

In Brazil, China, India and the Russian Federation
only TL2 large regions have been identified.

The metropolitan database identifies 90 large metro-
politan regions (with a population of 1.5 million or
more) in OECD countries on the basis of the
TL3 territorial classification, with the exception of
Canada, Mexico and the United States where national
definitions are applied.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2009; TL3.

TL2 regions in Brazil, China, India, the Russian Federation
and South Africa.

Further information

OECD regional grids.
OECD metropolitan regions.

www.oecd.org/gov/regional/statisticsindicators

Figure notes

1.2: Estonia, Hungary, Poland and the Russian Federation are not
included because of average decrease in population between 1995
and 2008. China is not included for lack of time series data.

1.3: The large metropolitan regions methodology has not been applied to
Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia. Luxembourg and Iceland don’t
have large metropolitan regions according to the OECD methodology.

1.4: Available years Belgium 2000-08; Denmark 2007-08; Germany 2005-08;
Poland 2001-08.
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In 2009, almost half of the total OECD population (47%)
lived in predominantly urban regions, which accounted for
less than 6% of the total area. More than 60% of the popula-
tion lived in predominantly urban regions in the Netherlands,
Belgium and the United Kingdom (Figure 2.1).

Predominantly rural regions accounted for one-fourth of
total population and 80% of land area. In Ireland, Finland,
Norway, Slovenia and Sweden the share of national popula-
tion in rural regions was two times higher than the OECD
average (Figure 2.1).

Rural regions in North America and European countries
have been further classified as close to a large urban centre
or remote. In Norway, Greece, Portugal, Switzerland and
Canada more than half of the rural population lives in
remote rural regions (Figure 2.2).

As expected, remote rural regions experienced outmigra-
tion. As a result, most of them display a net decrease of
population and smaller population growth than any other
type of regions in all countries, with the exception of
Ireland (Figure 2.3).

On the other hand, the share of the population living in
predominantly urban regions increased in 20 OECD coun-
tries and significantly in Ireland, Turkey, New Zealand, and
Canada (more than three percentage points) in the past
14 years. In Korea, Hungary and the United Kingdom, inter-
mediate regions have increased their share of population
recently, while in the United States rural regions have
gained weight in population (Figure 2.4).

In India the absolute number of new people who moved to
urban regions between 2000 and 2009 was equal to all the
OECD countries together (more than 50 million). The share
of people living in urban regions in China has increased
from less than 30% in 1995 to around 45% in 2009, corre-
sponding to some 150 million new urban dwellers in just
ten years from 2000 to 2009 (Figure 2.5).
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Definition

OECD has established a regional typology to take into
account geographical differences and enable meaning-
ful comparisons between regions belonging to the same
type. Regions have been classified as predominantly rural,
intermediate and predominantly urban on the basis of the %
of population living in local rural units (see Annex A for
the detailed methodology).

This typology has been refined by introducing a crite-
rion of distance (driving time) to large urban centres.
Thus a predominantly rural region is classified as remote
rural region (PRR) if a certain percentage of the regional
population needs more than a fixed time to reach a
large urban centre; otherwise the rural region is classi-
fied as predominantly rural close to a city (PRC). The
extended typology has been applied to North America
and Europe (see Annex A for the detailed methodology).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level
1995-2009; TL3.

TL2 regions in Brazil, China, India, the Russian Federation
and South Africa.

The extended OECD typology is applied only to North
America and Europe.

Further information

OECD (2009), Regional typology: Updated statistics.

M. Brezzi, V. Ruiz and L. Dijkstra (2011), Refinement of the OECD
regional typology: The economic performance of rural regions,
OECD regional development Working Papers 2011/3.

www.oecd.org/gov/regional/statisticsindicators.

Figure notes

2.2: The extended typology is applied only to countries in Europe and
North America

2.4: No predominantly urban regions in Iceland and Slovenia.

2.5: Measurement gap: OECD rural and urban typology and its extension
to emerging economies: The OECD regional typology classifies small
regions into predominantly rural, intermediate or urban according to
the density of population in local communities and the presence of
an urban centre. This methodology is here applied to Brazil (munici-
palities) and South Africa (sub-places). The share of urban popula-
tion in South Africa according to the OECD definition is slightly lower
than by the national definition (1996 Census of population, currently
under revision by Statistics South Africa). For lack of data on popula-
tion and area in small communities, the OECD typology is not
applied to China and India and national definitions are used, which
distinguish only between urban and rural populations (respectively
Central Bureau of Statistics of China and Ministry of Statistics and
Program Implementation of India).

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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2.1. Distribution of population and area into predominantly urban (PU),
intermediate (IN) and predominantly rural (PR) regions, 2009
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2.4. Percentage point change in the share of population living in predominantly urban regions, 1995-2009
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2.5. Share of population living in predominantly rural (PR), intermediate (IN) or predominantly urban regions (PU)
in 2009 and millions of new urban dwellers: OECD countries, Brazil, South Africa, China and India, 2000-2009
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2.6. Regional population density: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 2009
Inhabitants per square kilometer, TL3 regions
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2.7. Regional population density: Americas, 2009
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2.8. Regional population density: Emerging economies, 2009
Inhabitants per square kilometer, TL2 regions
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Local factors matter in achieving national sustained
growth. In fact, 10% of OECD regions were responsible for
37% of OECD gross domestic product (GDP) in 2007. In
Greece and Portugal the 10% of regions with the highest
output contributed half or more of the national GDP. Simi-
larly, in countries such as the Russian Federation and Brazil
contribution to national GDP was very regionally concen-
trated (Figure 3.1). On the other hand, GDP in Belgium, the
Slovak Republic and the Netherlands was more evenly dis-
tributed among regions, with the 10% regions with the high-
est output accounting for no more than 25% of total GDP.

GDP growth at the national level appears largely due to a
small number of regions. On average, 40% of OECD growth
was accounted for by just 10% of regions over the period
1995-2007 (Figure 3.2). At country level, the regional contribu-
tion to growth was very concentrated in Greece, Hungary,
Sweden, Finland and Japan where the 10% of regions with
highest GDP increase were responsible for more than half of
the national growth in 1995-2007 (Figure 3.2).

Besides the regional contribution to national output
growth, it is interesting to note which regions have been
competitive, i.e. able to maintain or increase their growth
rate. OECD countries have experienced different patterns of
growth until 2007. Differences in regional GDP growth rates
between the best and the worst performing regions were
above five percentage points in almost half of the coun-
tries. The widest differences in GDP growth rates were in
Mexico, Turkey, Greece and Poland. Japan and the Slovak
Republic displayed a national growth rate higher than the
OECD average and small regional variations (Figure 3.3).
The emerging economies Russian Federation, China, India
and Brazil, all displayed larger regional variance in their
growth rates compared to OECD countries (Figure 3.3). For
cross-country comparisons, it must be noted that regional
GDP in emerging economies refer to TL2 large regions.

Regional GDP data are available with a time lag that does
not allow for an analysis of whether the economic reces-
sion has changed the intra-country contribution to growth
significantly. Preliminary evidence on the impact of the cri-
sis on regional contribution to employment change is pre-
sented in Chapters 4 and 8.

Almost 70% of predominantly rural (PR) regions had a GDP
per capita below the OECD average in 1995, as compared
with only 30% of predominatly urban (PU) regions and 50%
of intermediate (IN) regions. However, over the past
12 years the GDP growth rate in predominantly rural
regions was on average higher than predominantly urban
and intermediate regions (Figure 3.4). A large share of PR
regions (60%) grew at a rate higher than OECD average
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while only around 40% of urban or intermediate regions
did. Despite this higher average growth of predominantly
rural regions, the gap in GDP per capita between rural and
urban regions has not narrowed significantly.

Definition

GDP is the standard measure of the value of the pro-
duction activity (goods and services) of resident pro-
ducer units. Regional GDP is measured according to
the definition of the System of National Accounts
(SNA). To make comparisons over time and across
countries, it is expressed at constant prices (year 2000),
using the OECD deflator and then it is converted into
USD purchasing power parities (PPPs) to express each
country’s GDP in a common currency.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

OECD deflator and purchasing power parities http://dotstat/
wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL3.

Australia, Canada, Chile, Mexico, Turkey and the United
States TL2 regions.

Brazil, China, India, Russian Federation and South Africa
TL2 regions.

Regional GDP is not available for Iceland, Israel and
Switzerland.

New Zealand is excluded for lack of regional GDP
after 2003.

Figure notes

3.1-3.4: Available years: Estonia 1996-2007; Norway 1997-2007;
Poland 1999-2007; Turkey 2004-06; China 2004-07; India 2000-07;
Russian Federation 2005-07.

3.4: Only countries where GDP is available for TL3 regions.
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3.5. Regional GDP growth: Asia and Oceania, 1995-2007
Average annual growth rate (constant 2000 USD PPP), TL3 regions
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3.6. Regional GDP growth: Europe, 1995-2007
Average annual growth rate (constant 2000 USD PPP), TL3 regions
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3.7. Regional GDP growth: Americas, 1995-2007
Average annual growth rate (constant 2000 USD PPP), TL2 regions
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3.8. Regional GDP growth: Emerging economies, 1995-2007
Average annual growth rate (constant 2000 USD PPP), TL2 regions
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A small number of regions drives employment creation at
the national level. On average, 36% of overall employment
creation in OECD countries between 1999 and 2009 was
accounted for by just 10% of regions. The regional contribu-
tion to national employment creation was particularly con-
centrated in certain countries. In Sweden, the United States
and Greece (among OECD countries) and South Africa,
more than 60% of employment growth was spurred by 10%
of regions (Figure 4.1).

The last two years have seen an increase in the regional
concentration of employment creation in 20 of the
31 countries, resulting in higher differences in employment
among regions (Figure 4.1).

The pattern was even more pronounced in decreases in
employment. On average, 92% of job losses in OECD coun-
tries between 1999 and 2009 were concentrated in only 10%
of regions. In Spain, Finland and Italy all the net job losses
occurred in 10% of regions. In the past two years, net job
losses have been experienced by a larger number of regions
(Figure 4.2).

Differences in employment growth within countries are
larger than across countries. During 1999-2009, interna-
tional differences in annual employment growth rates
across OECD countries were as large as 2.9 percentage
points, ranging from -0.4% in Turkey to 2.5% in Spain.

Over the same period, differences in regional employment
growth rates across regions were above three percentage
points in almost half of the countries. The widest differences
in regional employment growth rates are found in Sweden,
Spain, the Russian Federation and Canada (Figure 4.3).

In the 24 countries considered, 44% of predominantly rural
regions displayed an employment rate below the OECD aver-
age, while the corresponding figures are 52% and 62%
respectively in predominantly urban and intermediate
regions. However, job creation in predominantly rural
regions was on average lower than in predominantly urban
and intermediate regions between 1999 and 2009
(Figure 4.4). .
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Definition

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

The employment rate is defined as the ratio between
total employment (place of residence) and population
in the class age 15-64.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2009; TL3.

Australia, Chile, Iceland, Israel, Portugal, Switzerland and
Turkey TL2.

Russian Federation and South Africa TL2 regions.
Canada Non Official Grids.

Figure notes

4.1-4.4: Denmark and Turkey are excluded for lack of data on compara-
ble years. Available years: Czech Republic 2003-09; Finland and
Norway 1999-2008; Mexico 2000-09; Switzerland 2001-09.

4.1: Only countries with average positive growth of employment
over 1999-2009 are included. Hungary and Japan are excluded.

4.2: Only countries with regions displaying average net employment
decline are included. Chile and Estonia no employment decline
between 1999-2007.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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4.1. Percent of national employment increase contributed
by the top 10% of TL3 regions, ranked by regional
increase, 1999-2009
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4.2. Percent of national employment decline due to 10%
of TL3 regions, ranked by regional decrease,
1999-2009
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Labour productivity growth is considered a key indicator to
assess regional competitiveness and an essential driver of
change in living standards. Regional living conditions are
raised by continued gains in labour productivity, along with
an increase in labour utilisation. In fact, only economies
that manage to simultaneously sustain employment and
productivity growth will increase their competitive edge
and maintain it in the long run.

Growth in regional GDP per capita is broken down into the
contribution of labour productivity growth (here measured
as gross domestic product [GDP] per worker) and changes
in labour utilisation (measured as the ratio between
employment at place of work and population).

Among the 20 OECD regions with the highest GDP per cap-
ita growth rate during 1995-2007, labour productivity
growth is a major determinant compared to changes in
labour utilisation (Figure 5.1). In 17 of the 20 regions, labour
productivity growth accounted for 70% or more of the rise
in GDP per capita. In Prague (Czech Republic), Bratislava
(Slovak Republic) and Magallanes (Chile), rates of labour
utilisation declined (Figure 5.1).

The 20 regions with declining or the smallest GDP per cap-
ita growth rate during 1995-2007 were in four countries: the
United States, Italy, Japan and Germany (Figure 5.2).
Decline in the labour utilisation and an increase in produc-
tivity characterize Hokkaido (Japan), Berlin (Germany) and
the seven US states. On the other hand, Schleswig-Holstein
(Germany) and the ten Italian regions have seen a decrease
in their productivity while labour utilisation increased
(Figure 5.2).

Differences in labour productivity growth among regions
are invariably the result of multiple national and local fac-
tors, including labour market policies and institutions as
well as innovation and the adoption of new technologies.
As such, differences in labour productivity growth among
OECD regions are larger than among OECD countries
(Figures 5.3 and 5.4).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.
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Definition

GDP is the standard measure of the value of the pro-
duction activity (goods and services) of resident pro-
ducer units. Regional GDP is measured according to
the definition of the System of National Accounts
(SNA). To make comparisons over time and across
countries, it is expressed at constant prices (year 2000),
using the OECD deflator and then it is converted into
USD purchasing power parities (PPPs) to express each
country’s GDP in a common currency.

Regional labour productivity is here measured as the
ratio of constant GDP in 2000 prices, to total employ-
ment where the latter is measured at place of work.

Labour utilisation is here measured as the ratio
between the total employment at place of work and
regional population.

In the decomposition of change in regional GDP per
capita, changes in labour utilisation may partially
depend on labour mobility if there is commuting on a
substantial scale in the region.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL2.

Mexico and Turkey are not included for lack of regional
data on comparable years.

Regional GDP is not available for Iceland, Israel and

Switzerland.

Further information

OECD compendium of productivity indicators
www.oecd.org/statistics/productivity.

Figure notes

5.1: First available year for Canada, Chile, Ireland: 1996; United States:
2000.

5.2: First available year for Germany: 1996; United States: 2000.
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5.1. Contribution of labour productivity and labour utilisation to GDP per capita: Top 20 TL2 regions,
ranked by GDP per capita growth rate, 1995-2007
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5.3. Annual growth of regional productivity: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 1995-2007
Growth in regional GDP per worker in constant 2000 USD (PPP), TL3 regions
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5.4. Annual growth of regional productivity: Americas, 1995-2007
Growth in regional GDP per worker in constant 2000 USD (PPP), TL2 regions
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Regional differences in gross domestic product (GDP) per
capita within countries are often substantial and larger
than among OECD countries. According to the Gini index,
the emerging economies — China, the Russian Federation,
India and Brazil — displayed the greatest disparity in GDP
per capita in 2007 followed by Mexico, Chile, the Slovak
Republic and Turkey among the OECD countries
(Figure 6.1).

During 1995-2007 regional disparities increased in 19 out of
31 countries considered. Significant increases can be found
in Mexico, Estonia, Hungary, Korea, Ireland and the Czech
Republic (Figure 6.1).

For the large part, economic output differences are attrib-
uted to disparities in productivity and in the utilisation of
the available labour force. Regional differences in labour
productivity, here measured by the range in regional GDP
per worker, were markedly high in Chile, France, Poland
and Portugal, where some regions displayed productivity
twice as high as the national value and some other regions
had values lower than half of it (Figure 6.2).

The Gini index is a measure of inequality which assigns
equal weight to each region of a country regardless of its
size, while the number of people living in regions with low
GDP per capita (under the national median), can provide an
indication of the different economic implications of dispar-
ities within a country. For example, while the regional dis-
parities as measured by the Gini index in GDP per capita are
of the same magnitude in the Slovak Republic, Turkey and
Estonia, the percentage of national population living in
regions with low GDP per capita varies from almost 60% in
the Slovak Republic to 23% in Estonia (Figure 6.3).
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Definition

GDP is the standard measure of the value of the produc-
tion activity (goods and services) of resident producer
units. Regional GDP is measured according to the defini-
tion of the System of National Accounts (SNA). To make
comparisons over time and across countries, it is
expressed at constant prices (year 2000), using the
OECD deflator and then it is converted into USD pur-
chasing power parities (PPPs) to express each country’s
GDP in a common currency.

GDP per capita is calculated by dividing the GDP of a
country or a region by its population.

GDP per worker is measured as the ratio of constant
GDP in 2000 prices, to total employment where the lat-
ter is measured at place of work. This means that pro-
ductivity and GDP per capita trends may diverge in
regions if there is commuting on a substantial scale.

The Gini index is a measure of inequality among all
regions of a given country (see Annex C for the formula).
The index takes on values between 0 and 1, with zero
interpreted as no disparity. It assigns equal weight to
each region regardless of its size; therefore differences
in the values of the index among countries may be par-
tially due to differences in the average size of regions in
each country.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

OECD deflator and purchasing power parities http://dot-
stat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL3.

Australia, Canada, Chile, Mexico, Turkey and the United
States TL2 regions.

Brazil, China, India, Russian Federation and South Africa
TL2 regions.

Regional GDP is not available for Iceland, Israel and Swit-
zerland.

New Zealand is excluded for lack of regional GDP after 2003.

Figure notes

6.1: Available years: Estonia 1996-2007; Norway 1997-2007; Poland 1999-
2007; Turkey 2004-06; China 2008; India 2001-07; Russian
Federation 2005-07.

6.3: Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Brazil, India, Mexico, Russian
Federation, Turkey and United States TL2 regions.
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6.1. Gini index of inequality of GDP per capita across
TL3 regions, 1995 and 2007
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6.2. Range in TL3 regional GDP per worker
(as a % of national average), 2007
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6.4. Regional GDP per capita: Asia and Oceania, 2007
Constant 2000 USD (PPP) in thousands, TL3 regions
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6.5. Regional GDP per capita: Europe, 2007
Constant 2000 USD (PPP) in thousands, TL3 regions
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6.6. Regional GDP per capita: Americas, 2007
Constant 2000 USD (PPP) in thousands, TL2 regions
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6.7. Regional GDP per capita: Emerging economies, 2007
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Predominantly urban regions attract the largest share of
economic activity. In 2007, almost 60% of total gross
domestic product (GDP) in OECD countries was produced in
urban regions that account for less than half of the OECD
population. Predominantly rural areas contributed 14% to
overall GDP, even though in Ireland, Slovenia and in the
Scandinavian countries the GDP produced by rural regions
was above 40% of national GDP (Figure 7.1).

Large metropolitan regions in OECD countries are generally
key drivers of growth.

The economic growth of the large metropolitan regions in
Eastern Europe (Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, the
Slovak Republic) and Greece was particularly strong com-
pared to average national growth rates. In Austria, Australia,
Canada, Ireland, Italy and Mexico, by contrast, the rate of
growth in large metropolitan regions was below the
national average (Figure 7.2).

Regional differences in GDP per capita are mainly
explained by productivity differentials among regions.
Labour productivity growth is therefore considered a key
indicator to assess regional competitiveness. Among the
21 OECD countries considered (Europe, Japan and Korea),
rural regions increased their labour productivity more than
urban regions during 1995-2007 (1.7% versus 1.2%). Among
rural regions, gains in productivity were greatest in rural
regions close to cities (2%), while remote rural regions grew
at 1.3% (Figure 7.3). The largest productivity gains in rural
rather than in urban regions were observed in Poland and
the Slovak Republic, while the contrary was observed in
Greece and Sweden (Figure 7.3).

Preliminary results suggest that the 20% of rural regions
with highest productivity growth during 1995-2007 have
gained in productivity by reducing the productivity gap
between industry and agriculture 170% more than the aver-
age rural region, raising productivity in agriculture 20%
more than the average rural region, and decreasing the
share of employment in agriculture 50% more than the
average rural region (Figure 7.4). More analysis is needed to
understand whether the reduction in agricultural employ-
ment has been absorbed by other sectors, as the similar
unemployment rates observed in the two groups seem to
indicate (Figure 7.4).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
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Definition

GDP is the standard measure of the value of the pro-
duction activity (goods and services) of resident pro-
ducer units. Regional GDP is measured according to
the definition of the System of National Accounts
(SNA). To make comparisons over time and across
countries, it is expressed at constant prices (year 2000),
using the OECD deflator and then it is converted into
USD purchasing power parities (PPPs) to express each
country’s GDP in a common currency.

GDP per worker (labour productivity) is measured as
the ratio of constant GDP in 2000 prices, to total
employment where the latter is measured at place of
work. This means that productivity and GDP per cap-
ita trends may diverge in regions if there is commut-
ing on a substantial scale.

Large metropolitan regions (urban areas with a popu-
lation of more than 1.5 million) are identified on the
basis of TL3 urban regions, with the exception of Can-
ada, Mexico and the United States where national
definitions are applied.

OECD Metropolitan Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL3.

Australia, Canada, Chile, Mexico and United States only
TL2.

Regional GDP is not available for Iceland, Israel and
Switzerland.

Figure notes

7.1: Available years: Turkey 2001 and New Zealand 2003.

7.2: Data refer to the OECD Metropolitan Database. No available data for
Switzerland and Turkey. Available years: Japan 1997-2006, United
States 2001-07; New Zealand 2000-03; Norway 1997-2007;
Poland 1999-2007. GDP values in Canada refer to 2002-07 and are
estimated using data on total income for census subdivisions from
the Canada Revenue Agency Locality Code Statistics.

7.3-7.4: New Zealand is excluded for lack of regional GDP after 2003.
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7.1. Distribution of GDP into predominantly urban (PU), 7.2. GDP growth rate in metropolitan regions,

intermediate (IN) and predominantly rural (PR) 1997-2007
regions (TL3), 2007
Il PU N PR Il Metropolitan [0 National
Belgium Poland
Netherlands Slovak Republic
United Kingdom Greece
Korea Ireland
Germany Hungary
Portugal Czech Republic
Japan Finland
Turkey New Zealand
Italy Korea
0ECD25 232020 Spain
Spain . §weden
New Zealand United Klngdom
Greece Australia
Netherlands
France
Norway
Ireland )
Belgium
Poland Mexico
Hungary United States
Denmark France
Finland Austria
Austria OECD26 total
Sweden Portugal
Slovak Republic Denmark
Czech Republic Canada
Norway Germany
Estonia Japan
Slovenia ) ) ! Italy ! ! ! ! A
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 2 4 6 8 10
D/O 0/0
7.3. Labour productivity growth by regional type, 7.4. Characteristics of rural regions in the top 20%
1995-2007 of productivity growth, 1995-2007
® Urban © Intermediate
® Rural close O Rural remote Elderly dependency rate Total rural regions =100
Sweden [ oe———o
Greece : oe———————o I
Czech REPUb”C - e Employment in agriculture _
Slovak Republic o—0oe
Ireland [ &————0O0——@ |
Hungary | «O——@
Poland | o—e——e9 Decrease in employment in agriculture _
Finland | oe—e
Denmark | ace =
Austria o—e - .
Netherlands | = Productivity in agrlculf[ure -
= (average period)
Portugal | 0o
Belgium | — @ r
France | © Reduction in the industry/
OECD19 | o—e agriculture productivity gap _
Norway | o
United Kingdom | i
Germany oo
Spain B Unemployment rate H
Italy ! L L L J L L L L J
-1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 50 100 150 200 250 300

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011

Statlink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932439520

47


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932439520

The economic recession has had a differentiated impact on
the loss of jobs within OECD countries. Three-fourths of
OECD regions that showed employment growth
between 1999 and 2007 shifted to an employment decline
between 2008 and 2009. Moreover, disparities in job losses
have increased. In 1999-2007 the difference in employment
growth in 75% of the regions was around 1.5 percentage
points. This value doubled in 2008-09 (Figure 8.1A).

All typologies of regions experienced on average a decline
in employment. There are however important differences
among the different types of regions. Predominantly rural
regions appear as those with more difficulty in creating
jobs in 2008-09, displaying on average an employment
change of -2.4% (this value is -1.6% in intermediate regions
and -1.7% in urban regions). However, predominantly
urban regions display the largest variation in job losses
compared to the previous period (8.1 B-D). This suggests
that the resilience of urban regions to large economic
shocks is extremely diverse within the OECD.

A simple way to quantify the impact of the crisis on the
employment situation of different regions is to measure
how many jobs it would be necessary to generate in order
to return to the employment rate before the crisis. For
example, in the United States 7.5 million jobs would be
necessary to return to the employment rate of 2007.
Around one-seventh of these new jobs would be needed in
California alone, the state most hit by the crisis (Figure 8.2).
In countries where the effects across regions have been
more diverse, half or more of the employment gap could be
filled by bringing back only one region to the employment
rate before the crisis (this is the case in Chile, Finland, Ire-
land and Norway). Countries that on average managed to
maintain employment rates equal to or higher than the
pre-crisis level (such as Austria or Poland) would still bene-
fit greatly from recovery in employment in the hardest hit
regions.

It is useful to compare the pre-crisis growth profile of
regions that managed to sustain employment growth dur-
ing the recession (“resilient regions”) with the one of
regions that shifted from positive to negative total employ-
ment (“recession-hit regions”). Recession-hit regions experi-
enced faster growth and faster reduction in unemployment
from 1999 to 2007, suggesting the presence of structural
fragilities in the growth path of this period. This same
group of regions increased the share of employment in
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R

financial, real estate and business activities but not the
productivity of the sector. Moreover, hard hit regions had
larger inflows of young people, who were more exposed to
job losses later. Before the crisis, resilient regions experi-
enced larger increases in their qualified human capital, in
participation rate, and in the productivity of the public sec-
tor and agriculture. An increased share of employment in
the public sector also suggests higher protection from job
losses in resilient regions (Figure 8.3).

Definition

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

The job gaps in a region are estimated as the increase
in employment required in 2009 to restore the ratio of
employment and working age population to the 2007
value. The country’s employment is computed as sum
of regional values.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2009; TL3.

Australia, Chile, Iceland, Portugal, Switzerland and Turkey
only TL2.

Canada non-official grids.

Further information

OECD (2010), OECD Employment Outlook 2010: Moving beyond
the Jobs Crisis, OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/
empl_outlook-2010-en.
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8.1. Yearly employment growth rate 1999-2007 and 2008-09: OECD regions, and by type of regions
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8.3. Annual growth rate of the selected variables
1999-2007, by regional employment change

in 2008-09
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The quality of human capital is central to increasing pro-
ductivity, as the ability to generate and make use of innova-
tion depends, among other factors, on the skill level of the
labour force. The proportion of the labour force with ter-
tiary education is a common indicator for a region’s capac-
ity to produce and absorb innovation.

OECD countries show large differences in the tertiary edu-
cational attainment of their labour force. These differences
hide even larger disparities among regions within the same
country. The United States, France, Spain and the Czech
Republic show the largest regional variation in tertiary edu-
cational attainment (Figure 9.1).

Concentration of a skilled labour force is also a major issue
in countries with less regional dispersion; regional differ-
ences are often due to one populated region with a high
share of skilled labour force and almost all the other
regions below the country average (Figure 9.1).

The capital region is generally the region with the highest
share of people with tertiary education (Figure 9.2). Ontario
is the OECD region with the highest percentage of skilled
labour force (56%), followed by the Capital Territory in
Australia, Pais Vasco in Spain and Oslo in Norway.

Predominantly urban regions have the highest percentage
of labour force with tertiary educational attainment: in
most countries higher educational attainment is positively
correlated with the percentage of urban population and
negatively correlated with the percentage of rural popula-
tion (Figure 9.3).

Predominantly urban regions are also those with higher
rates of students in tertiary education, which is a proxy of
the geographical distribution of higher education institu-
tions and a measure of a region’s future stock of human
capital. However, highly skilled human capital is increas-
ingly mobile and the existence of differentials in the return
to education between rural and urban areas can be a major
incentive for individuals with advanced educational levels
to migrate (see also Chapter 10). Such patterns call for pol-
icies that support training and human capital formation to
respond to regional specificities.

As expected, there is a significant correlation between
enrolments in tertiary education and employment in
knowledge-intensive services (KIS) (Figure 9.4).
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Definition

The labour force with advanced educational qualifi-
cations is defined as the labour force aged 15 and over
that has completed tertiary educational programmes.
Tertiary education includes both university qualifica-
tions and advanced professional programmes (ISCED
5 and 6).

The Spearman correlation coefficient measures the
strength and direction of the relationship between
two variables, in this case the labour force with
advanced educational qualifications and the share of
population in predominantly urban (PU), intermedi-
ate (IN) or predominantly rural (PR) regions. A value
close to zero means no relationship (see Annex C for
the formula).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://stats.oecd.org/WBOS.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2008; TL2.

Data for Iceland and Japan are not available at the regional
level.

Data for Chile refer to tertiary educational attainment of
population aged 15 and over.

Further information

OECD (2011), Regions and Innovation Policy, OECD Publishing.

OECD (2010), The High Cost of Low Educational Performance:
The Long-run Economic Impact of Improving PISA Outcomes,
PISA, OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/9789264077485-en.

OECD (2010), Education at a Glance 2010: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/eag-2010-en.

Figure notes

9.1-9.4: Available years: Australia 2005, Canada, Korea and New
Zealand 2006, Chile and Switzerland 2007.

9.4: Spearman correlation with TL2 regional values. Only coefficient sig-
nificant at 0.01 or 0.05 levels are shown.
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9.1. Range of labour force with tertiary educational

attainment in TL2 regions, 2008
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9.3. Correlation coefficient between the percentage

of labour force with tertiary education and the population
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9.2. Top region within each country with the highest
percentage of labour force with tertiary educational
attainment compared to their country average, 2008 (TL2)
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International migration is an important factor that contrib-
utes to demographic and human capital changes in many
OECD regions. Information on the skill composition of
migrants is important to understand its effects on local
labour markets. Moreover, there is evidence that highly
skilled migrants bring higher productivity, entrepreneurial
assets and trading opportunities to host regions. The past
decade has seen a substantial increase in the employment
of immigrants with tertiary educational attainment, partly
as a result of changes in migration policies to favour admis-
sion of highly qualified workers. Regional differences in the
distribution of highly skilled foreign-born individuals
across regions are particularly marked in Mexico, the
United States, Spain, Canada and Germany (Figure 10.1). In
Canada, the population of foreign-born individuals is on
average highly educated. The result for Canada is partly
explained by the large weight given to formal education in
their immigration policies. Despite the large increases in
recent inflows of low-skilled migrants from South America,
Spanish regions have on average a similar proportion of
highly skilled people compared to other Southern Euro-
pean countries such Italy and Portugal.

In absolute numbers, highly skilled foreign-born individu-
als contribute heavily to the human capital endowments of
regions in the United States, Canada and Australia. Paris
and London are other poles for skilled immigrants. Weight-
ing these numbers by the size of the host region, the pic-
ture of represented regions is similar, even if their rank
changes significantly. Ontario, London and British Colum-
bia are the regions that benefit most from skilled migra-
tion, the tertiary educated, foreign-born population being
over 15% of the surveyed labour force (Figure10.2).

Do foreign-born individuals increase the average education
levels in host countries? The data show that this is the case
in several OECD countries. In Ireland, Portugal, the Slovak
Republic and the United Kingdom, the higher education
level of the foreign-born individual with respect to the
native-born is particularly evident. Higher rates of tertiary
educated among natives are observed in Nordic countries
that have traditionally hosted larger numbers of refugees.
Of course, these estimates need to be interpreted with cau-
tion as non-registered migrants may be under-sampled in
censuses and labour force surveys, and these migrants
tend on average to have lower education rates (Figure 10.3).

An important issue is whether regions that host highly
educated migrants have competitive advantages in the
competition for global talents. It is interesting to note that
the correlation between skilled recent immigrants (having
lived in the region for less than five years) and skilled
established migrants (with more than four years of resi-
dence in the region) is much higher than the one between
skilled recent and unskilled established immigrants
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(Figure 10.4 for African migrants, similar findings hold for
other origin groups). This might be explained by network
effects that are specific to the highly skilled (e.g. skilled
immigrants passing information on job openings or creat-
ing jobs for other skilled migrants). This suggests that it
will be more difficult to boost skill endowments through
immigration for those regions that are not traditional des-
tinations for skilled immigration. A tighter co-ordination of
migration policies and regional development policies might
be needed to “take advantage” of migration as a lever for
skill upgrading.

Definition

Skilled migrants are defined as the number of foreign-
born labour force with completed ISCED 5-6 education
levels, residing in the region in 2005.

Recent migrants are defined as persons who arrived
in the country within the previous five years. Estab-
lished migrants are those having resided in the coun-
try for five years or more.

Source

OECD Database on Immigrants (DIOC) and OECD Regional
Database: http://stats.oecd.org/WBOS.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

2005-06; TL2 and TL3. Data on immigrants by region are not
available in Chile, Czech Republic, Iceland, Israel, Japan,
Korea, Poland, Slovenia and Turkey.

Further information

OECD (2010), International Migration Outlook 2010, OECD Pub-
lishing. DOI: 10.1787/migr_outlook-2009-en.

OECD (2010), “Determinants of localisation of recent immi-
grants across OECD regions”, www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/
49/45344744.pdf.

Figure notes

10.3: Country values are computed by aggregating TL2 regional values.
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10.1. TL2 regional range in skilled migrants
as % of total immigrants, 2005
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10.2. Top 20 TL2 regions of skilled immigrants, 2005
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education attainment, by place of birth, 2005
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10.4. The specificity of network effects to education
groups, immigrants of African origin, TL2, 2005
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While deeply rooted in local history, geography, institutions
and social capital, the production structure of regions
keeps evolving over time as a result of both macroeconomic
changes and economic policies at the national or sub-
national level.

The primary sector (agriculture, fishing and forestry), is still
an important employer in many regions. The countries
with the largest employment shares in the agricultural, for-
estry and fishery sector are Turkey, Greece, Korea and
Portugal among OECD countries, the Russian Federation
and South Africa among emerging economies. All these
countries display a large interregional variation in agricul-
tural employment, with few regions still highly special-
ised in primary activities. One such highly specialised
region is Agri in Turkey, where 70% of the labour force is
employed in the primary sector (Figure 11.1). Most coun-
tries have large differences in the shares of employment
in mining, manufacturing and utilities (electricity, gas and
water). Four countries in Eastern Europe - the Czech
Republic, the Slovak Republic, Hungary and Slovenia - had
markedly higher shares of employment in this sector
in 2008. The region of Bursa in Turkey has a specialisation
in this sector only matched by Severovychod, in the Czech
Republic (Figure 11.1). Both agriculture and manufacturing
have lost relative importance with respect to the service
sector in the last decade. Focusing on a limited number of
occupations in the very diverse service sector (financial
intermediation, real estate, renting and business activi-
ties), most countries have regional “outliers”, where the
share of service jobs is much above the national average.
The regions of Zurich (Switzerland), London (United King-
dom) and Northern Cape (South Africa) are such “service
centers” hosting important shares of employment in these
rapidly evolving sectors (Figure 11.1).

Both as a result of redistribution of employment shares and
of actual capacity increases, productivity dynamics have
been markedly different across agriculture, manufacturing
and service sectors. Differences in productivity changes
have also been marked within countries, contributing
largely to regional convergence or divergence. In the agri-
cultural sector, the productivity growth between 1995
and 2007 in leading regions (those with gross domestic
product [GDP] per capita above the national average
in 1995) has been significantly higher than in lagged behind
regions (GDP per capita below average in 1995) in the Czech
Republic and Poland. Lagged behind regions performed sig-
nificantly better in the agricultural sector, in Belgium and
Norway in particular. In the manufacturing sector, there
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are more countries where regions lagging behind in 1995
had relatively lower productivity gains. This is the case in
particular in Belgium, Spain and Greece, where the produc-
tivity growth of lagged regions was less than half than the
one leading. This lower dynamism of regions starting at
lower levels of GDP per capita is even more evident in the
service sector, where very few countries (Germany, the
Netherlands and Italy), saw a relative increase in the pro-
ductivity of lagged behind regions (Figure 11.2).

Definition

Industries are defined according to the International
Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC) Rev. 3.1.
Industry size is defined by the total number of
employed in that industry. Regional data on gross
value added (GVA) and employment are available
aggregated in six sectors (see Annex B).

Productivity by sector is defined as the GVA in the sec-
tor divided by the number of employees in the sector
in the region. It is expressed in average yearly growth
rates over available years.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2008; TL2.
Canada and Mexico regional GVA by industry not available.

Figure notes

11.1: Chile and Mexico are not included (latest available year
respectively 2005 and 2004).

11.2: Leading (lagged behind) regions are defined as those with GDP per
capita in 1995 above (below) national average GDP per capita. Data
for Japan not used due to changes in industrial classifications over
the period. Available years: Korea 2004-07, Netherlands and United
Kingdom 1999-2007, Norway 1997-2007, Poland 1998-2007, United
States 2000-07, Germany, Slovenia 1996-2007, Chile 1996-2005.
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11.1. TL2 regional range of employment share (as a % of regional total employment)
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11.2. Annual rate of productivity growth in selected industries in 1995-2007,
by regional economic performance in 1995, TL2
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Knowledge-oriented sectors receive a great deal of atten-
tion due to their association with innovative products, new
production processes and their impact on productivity
growth and international competitiveness.

Individuals employed in knowledge-oriented sectors are
often in research and development (R&D) positions,
increasing scientific knowledge and using it to develop
products and production processes; others apply technol-
ogy in other activities, including the design of equipment,
computer applications; marketing; quality management.
All these activities are classified into two groups: high-tech
manufacturing (HTM) and knowledge-intensive services (KIS).

High-tech manufacturing and knowledge-intensive ser-
vices have a tendency to be concentrated in certain regions
since investments, infrastructure, and physical and human
capital, tend to be geographically clustered. In several
countries one region appears to be leading in the share of
knowledge-oriented employment. Baden Wuerttemberg in
Germany is the region with the highest rate of employment
in HTM, almost ten points higher than the country average
(Figure 12.1).

The regions with the highest share of employment in KIS
are almost all capital regions where the bulk of public
administrations and services tend to be concentrated.
Stockholm has the highest rate of KIS followed by London.
Particularly low is the KIS employment in the Korean Capi-
tal region and in Ankara, around 24% (Figure 12.2).

Regional catching-up processes are taking place in high-
tech manufacturing employment and new regional hubs
have been emerging in the past ten years. With the excep-
tion of Zuid Netherland in the Netherlands, Lansi Suomi in
Finland and Vzhodna Slovenija in Slovenia, regions
increasing their specialisation in HTM faster over time are
not showing the highest percentage of HTM in levels
in 2008 (Figure 12.3).

About half of the fast-specialising regions are still more
specialised in total manufacturing than in high-tech man-
ufacturing (Figure 12.3). Comparative analysis could help
identify which policies can accelerate this transition from
traditional manufacturing into more technology-intensive
manufacturing.
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Definition

Employment in knowledge-oriented sectors is
defined as employment in high-technology manufac-
turing sectors and knowledge-intensive services.

Employment in high-technology manufacturing sectors
corresponds to the following ISIC Divisions/Groups/
Classes: 2423 Manufacture of pharmaceuticals,
medicinal chemicals and botanical products,
30 Manufacture of office machinery and computers,
32 Manufacture of radio, television and communica-
tion equipment and apparatus, 33 Manufacture of
medical, precision and optical instruments, watches
and clocks, 353 Manufacture of aircraft and spacecraft.
It is to be noted that these classes included both high-
tech and medium high-tech manufacturing activities.

Employment in knowledge-intensive services includes
employment in the following ISIC divisions: 61 Water
transport, 62 Air transport, 64 Post and telecommunica-
tions, 65 Financial intermediation, except insurance
and pension funding, 66 Insurance and pension fund-
ing, except compulsory social security, 67 Activities
auxiliary to financial intermediation, 70 Real estate
activities, 71 Renting of machinery and equipment
without operator and of personal and household
goods, 72 Computer and related activities,
73 Research and development, 74 Other business
activities, 80 Education, 85 Health and social work
and 92 Recreational, cultural and sporting activities.

A region’s degree of specialisation in an industry is mea-
sured according to the Balassa-Hoover index which is
computed as the ratio between the weight of an indus-
try in a region and the weight of the same industry in
the country. Values of the index above 1 reflect a spe-
cialisation higher than the national average.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level
1995-2008; TL2.

No regional data available in Australia, Iceland, Mexico and
New Zealand.

Figure notes

12.1-12.2: Latest available year: Japan 2006, Poland, Sweden and Slovak
Republic 2007.

12.2: No regional data available on KIS employment in Korea.
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Sub-national governments have an important role in public
investment: on average, around half of the total public invest-
ment in OECD countries is carried out by sub-national gov-
ernements. This share is as high as two-thirds in some federal
and regionalised countries such as Canada, Australia, Austria,
Switzerland, Belgium and Germany (Figure 13.1).

The value of public investment in the economy of OECD coun-
tries has not varied greatly in the past 20 years, settling at
around 12% of gross domestic product (GDP). However, the
volatility of public investment (here measured as the yearly
change in the ratio of gross fixed capital formation to GDP)
has been higher for sub-national governments than for the
general government, at least until the the end of the 1990s
when the process of devolution was intensified in most OECD
countries. The relative stability of the value of public invest-
ment for sub-national governments suggests that the shift of
responsibilites from central to sub-national governments in
most recent years has not been accompanied by increased
resources (Figure 13.2).

In 2009 sub-national governments’ public investment
equalled 2.3% of OECD GDP. Spain, Korea, Canada and Poland
have the highest shares of sub-national capital spending on
GDP, while Greece and Israel have the lowest (Figure 13.3).

Countries look for effectiveness in public spending by cust-
omising expenditure according to regional challenges and
potential. However, regional breakdowns of national capital
expenditure are limited in OECD countries and are difficult to
compare. Preliminary results show that differences in public
investment within countries are large, both when considering
the total public investment in a certain region (such as in Italy
or Canada) and when considering public investment carried
out only by sub-national governments (such as in Spain)
(Figure 13.4).

The amount of public investment per person varies greatly
among regions in the same country. The regions with the
highest values of public investment are those with a high
degree of administrative autonomy, such as in Australia and
Italy (Australian Capital Territory and Valle d’Aosta and Bol-
zano in Italy), or those with specific geographic features, such
as in Canada, Sweden and the United States, or those lagging
behind, such as in Germany (Figures 13.5-13.7).

Source

OECD General Governments Accounts and OECD Regional
Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1980-2009 national economic accounts.
2001-08; TL2 regional accounts.

Data on public investment in TL2 regions are available for
Australia, Canada, Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Italy,
Japan, Mexico, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United
Kingdom and United States.
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Definition

Expenditure data on general government at country
level are derived from the OECD National Accounts, har-
monised according to the System of National Accounts
(SNA93).

The general government sector of the SNA93 is com-
prised of central government, state (when applicable)
and local government, and social security. The sub-
national level of government is here defined as the sum
of the two sub-sectors state and local government.

Public investment is here defined as the sum of gross
fixed capital formation (GFCF) and capital transfers pay-
able to business or households. GFCF is measured by the
total value of a producer’s acquisitions, less disposals, of
fixed assets during the accounting period plus certain
additions to the value of non- produced assets (such as
subsoil assets or major improvements in the quantity,
quality or productivity of land) realised by the produc-
tive activity of institutional units. Capital transfers con-
sist of those involving transfers of ownership of fixed
assets; transfers of funds linked to, or conditional upon,
acquisition of disposal of fixed assets; or cancellation,
without any counterparts being received in return, of
liabilities by creditors.

The regional breakdowns of countries’ public expendi-
ture are not harmonised. Therefore, cross-country com-
parability is limited.

The total public investment in TL2 regions carried out
by all levels of government is available for Australia,
Canada, Finland, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Sweden
and the United Kingdom.

In the Czech Republic, Germany, Norway, Spain, Swit-
zerland and the United States data refer to the public
investment carried out by sub-national governments. A
regional breakdown of the central government’s public
investment is missing. See Annex B for details.

Further information

OECD (2009), “Regional prioritisation of investment strategies
for economic recovery: What information is necessary?”.

OECD (2011), “Making the most of public investment in a
tight fiscal environment: multi-level governance lessons
from the crisis”.

Figure notes

13.1. and 13.3: Australia only GFCF; Chile data not available.
Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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13.1. Sub-national governments’ public investment
as a share of general government, 2009
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13.2. Yearly change in gross fixed capital formation
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13.5. Public investment per capita: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 2006-08
Country value =100, TL2 regions, average 2006-08

M Higher than 160

I Between 140 and 160
I Between 120 and 140
[T Between 100 and 120
["] Between 80 and 100
| Lower than 80

| Data not available

L 250 km '

Acores
(PRT)

) Yo

Madeira
(PRT)

]
v W =
e 4

Canarias
(ESP)

L 650 km

This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.

Source of administrative boundaries: National
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).
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13.6. Public investment per capita: Americas, 2006-08
Country value =100, TL2 regions, average 2006-08

M Higher than 160
B Between 140 and 160
I Between 120 and 140
= Between 100 and 120
[ Between 80 and 100
| Lower than 80

Data not available

400 km

Hawaii
(USA)

]

This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.

Source of administrative boundaries: National
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011

Statlink sz http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440109

61


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440109

Expenditures and personnel employed in research and
development (R&D) are common proxies for innovation
activities in regions. According to the Frascati Manual, R&D
is defined as a “creative work undertaken on a systematic
basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge of man,
culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge
to devise new applications.”

Expenditure in R&D is highly concentrated in a group of
major global players, due also to different R&D efforts in
different economic sectors. In 2007, around one-third of
total R&D expenditure in OECD countries was performed by
just 10% of regions. Large regional concentration of R&D is
found both in countries with high R&D intensity, such as
the United States, Korea and France and in countries with
low R&D expenditure, such as Poland, Spain and Hungary
(Figure 14.1). Therefore, within country dispersion in
regions R&D effort is not a positive or negative feature
per se; it needs to be evaluated along with aggregate
national performance and the specificity of the country in
question.

The share of a country’s R&D expenditure carried out by
just a single region ranges between 80% in Ireland to 21%
in Italy (Figure 14.2). In the past seven years the share of
R&D expenditure carried out by the top performing region
has increased mostly in Eastern England (United King-
dom), Bratislava (Slovak Republic) and Prague (Czech
Republic) (Figure 14.2).

In 2007, R&D intensity, i.e. R&D expenditures as a per-
centage of gross domestic product (GDP), was on average
about 2.3% in OECD. Within country differences in R&D
intensity are larger than among countries (Figure 14.3).
The United States, Finland, Denmark and Sweden show
the largest regional disparities in R&D intensity across
TL2 regions. In the United States, the states of New Mex-
ico and Massachusetts devote more than 7% of their GDP
to R&D, while the state of Wyoming devotes only 0.4%.
Regional R&D hot spots have emerged in countries that
are not the most R&D-intensive, such as South Nether-
lands and Trgndelag in Norway. These two regions have
more than double their respective country average R&D
intensity (Figure 14.3).

Similarly, regional differences in the share of employment
in R&D, i.e. all persons employed directly in R&D activities,
such as researchers, technicians and support staff, are the
largest in the Czech Republic and Austria, where, respec-
tively, in the regions of Prague and Wien there are more
than 40 persons per thousand employed in R&D, two
times higher than the country average. In most countries,
the capital region has the highest rate of employed in R&D
(Figure 14.4).
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Definition

Gross domestic expenditure on R&D is the total intra-
mural expenditure on R&D performed in the region or
country during a given period (see the Frascati Manual,
Section 6.7.1 and Section 6.6). Intramural expendi-
tures are all expenditures for R&D performed within a
statistical unit or sector of the economy during a spe-
cific period, whatever the source of funds (see the
Frascati Manual, Section 6.2).

R&D personnel includes all persons employed directly
in R&D activities such as researchers as well as those
providing direct services such as R&D managers,
administrators, and clerical staff. Data are expressed
in headcounts.

R&D intensity is defined as the ratio between R&D
expenditure and GDP.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL2

Data for Chile, Iceland, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Swit-
zerland and Turkey are not available at the regional level. In
addition, R&D personnel data are not available for Australia
and the United States.

Further information

OECD (2011), Regions and Innovation Policy, OECD Publishing.

OECD (2009), OECD Science, Technology and Industry
Scoreboard 2009, OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/
sti_scoreboard-2009-en.

OECD (2002), Frascati Manual 2002: Proposed Standard Practice
for Surveys on Research and Experimental Development, The
Measurement of Scientific and Technological Activities, OECD,

DOI: 10.1787/9789264199040-en.

Figure notes

14.1-14.3: Latest available year: France 2004, Greece 2005, Canada 2006.
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14.1. Percent of national R&D expenditure in the 10%
TL2 regions with the largest R&D expenditure,
2007
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14.2. Percent of R&D expenditure in the TL2 regions
with the largest R&D expenditure over country value,
2000 and 2007
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The gross domestic expenditure in research and develop-
ment (R&D) is usually broken down among four sectors of
performance: business enterprise, government, higher edu-
cation and private non-profit. In general, R&D performed by
the business sector accounts for the largest part of R&D
activities. In 2007 R&D performed by the business sector was
close to 70% of total R&D in OECD countries. At the same
time governments can play an important role in fostering
investment in R&D; and most basic research is performed in
universities and public research organisations.

Differences in the share of R&D expenditure performed by
the business and by the public (government and higher
education) sectors can be very different both in countries
with high R&D intensity (total R&D expenditure as
a per cent of gross domestic product [GDP]) and in those
that are less R&D-intensive (Figures 15.5 and 15.6).

The ratio between the business R&D expenditure (BERD) and
the value added of industry was quite varied among OECD
countries in 2007. Regional differences were the widest in the
United States, Denmark, Finland and Sweden (Figure 15.1).
Evidence shows that for the OECD area as a whole, R&D
tends to display larger variations than GDP over the busi-
ness cycle (OECD STI Scoreboard 2009). This suggests that a
drop in regional GDP due to the economic crisis could result
in an even larger decrease in R&D expenditures of regions.
This decrease is likely to affect countries differently,
depending on the resilience of regions within countries.
Responsiveness of business R&D expenditure to the busi-
ness cycle seems the strongest in Portugal, Spain and Fin-
land. On the other hand, in Belgium, the United Kingdom,
the Netherlands and the United States the elasticity of
business R&D expenditure to regional GDP is the lowest
among the countries considered; this result suggests that
these countries have been able to maintain their level of
R&D expenditure over the business cycle (Figure 15.2).

Top performing regions in business R&D intensity can differ
from the country average values as high as 2.5 percentage

Source
OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level
1995-2007; TL2.

Data for Chile, Iceland, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand,
Switzerland and Turkey are not available at the regional level.

Australia regional data are available only for business R&D
expenditure.

Further information

OECD (2011), Regions and Innovation Policy, OECD Publishing.

OECD (2010), Measuring Innovation: A New Perspective, OECD
Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/9789264059474-en.

OECD (2009), OECD Science, Technology and Industry
Scoreboard 2009, OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/
sti_scoreboard-2009-en.
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points; such is the case for Massachusetts (United States) and
Eastern England (United Kingdom). But also in countries that
are less R&D-intensive, the gap between the top performing
region and other regions can be high, such as in Stredni Cechy
in the Czech Republic and Trgndelag in Norway (Figure 15.3).

R&D expenditure performed by the public sector was
around 0.6% of GDP in OECD countries. In most countries,
the regions with largest R&D intensity performed by the
public sector are usually capital regions, where public
research centres are located. (Figure 15.4)

Definition

Gross domestic expenditure on R&D is the total intra-
mural expenditure on R&D performed in the region or
country during a given period (see the Frascati Manual,
Section 6.7.1 and Section 6.6). Intramural expendi-
tures are all expenditures for R&D performed within a
statistical unit or sector of the economy during a spe-
cific period, whatever the source of funds (see the
Frascati Manual, Section 6.2).

The gross domestic expenditure in R&D is disaggre-
gated in four sectors: business enterprise, govern-
ment, higher education and private non-profit.

R&D intensity is defined as the ratio between R&D
expenditure and GDP.

Responsiveness of business R&D expenditure is mea-
sured as the estimated elasticity of BERD to GDP. The
estimation is based on a country regression of the
natural log of business R&D on one year lagged GDP
with regional fixed effects.

In the maps, a regional R&D intensity is defined as
strong (weak) if it is above (below) the OECD median; the
share of business R&D expenditure is labelled as private
(public) if it’s above (below) the OECD median share.

Figure notes

15.1-15.4: Latest available year: France 2004, Greece 2005, Canada 2006.

15.2: The coefficient measures the expected increment in BERD for 1 point
increment in GDP.

15.3-15.4: R&D intensity is equal to R&D expenditure as a % of GDP. No
regional data available for public R&D expenditure in the Netherlands.

15.5-15.6: Regions are classified as strong (or weak) if their R&D inten-
sity is above (below) the OECD median value; and private (public) if
the share of BERD on total R&D expenditure is above (below) the
OECD median value.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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15.1. Range of TL2 regional business R&D expenditure
as % of value added in industry, 2007
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15.3. Regions with the highest business R&D intensity,
compared to the country average, 2007
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Capital Region (KOR)
Baden-Wuerttemberg (DEU)
Steiermark (AUT)
Midi-Pyrénées (FRA)
Stredni Cechy (CZE)
Zuid-Nederland (NLD)
Trendelag (NOR)

Région Wallonne (BEL)

Pais Vasco (ESP)

Western Australia (AUS)
Quebec (CAN)
Piemonte (ITA)
Lisboa (PRT)
Zahodna Slovenija (SVN)
Border - Midlands and Western (IRL)
Kosep-Magyarorszag (HUN)
Zapadne Slovensko (SVK)
Mazowieckie (POL)
Attiki (GRC)
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Portugal

Spain

Finland
Hungary

Czech Republic
Greece

Korea
Australia
Canada
Austria
Germany
France
Sweden
Norway

Italy

Poland
Belgium
United Kingdom
Netherlands
United States

15.2. Percentage increase in business R&D expenditure
for 1% increase in GDP, 1995-2007
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15.4. Regions with the highest public R&D intensity,

compared to the country average, 2007

I Public R&D intensity in 2007

<> Country (public) R&D intensity in 2007

New Mexico(USA)
Chungcheong Region(KOR)
Berlin(DEU)

Ovre Norrland (SWE)
Midi-Pyrénées(FRA)
Trendelag(NOR)
Wien(AUT)

Praha(CZE)
Scotland(GBR)
Pohjois-Suomi(FIN)

Prince Edward Island(CAN)
Hovedstaden (DNK)
Lazio(ITA)

Zahodna Slovenija(SVN)
Madrid (ESP)

Bratislav kraj(SVK)
Mazowieckie(POL)
Kosep-Magyarorszag(HUN)
Lishoa(PRT)

Vlaams Gewest(BEL)

)

)

Nisia Aigaiou - Kriti(GRC
Southern and Eastern(IRL
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15.5. Regional R&D intensity and share of business R&D: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 2007

TL2 regions

M strong private
M strong public
Weak private

| Weak public
Data not available

o 250 km

Acores
(PRT)

Madeira
(PRT)

Canarias
(ESP)

350 km

This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.

Source of administrative boundaries: National
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).

Statlink sz=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440128
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15.6. Regional R&D intensity and share of business R&D: Americas, 2007
TL2 regions

[l Strong private
I Strong public

[7] Weak private

| Weak public

| Data not available

400 km

Hawaii
(USA)

This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.

Source of administrative boundaries: National

Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).

b

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011

Statlink sz=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440128

67


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440128

IN REGIONS :

16. PAT

SN

Patent applications can be used as an indicator of inventive
activity. Patents are one of the mechanisms used to appro-
priate the results of investments in intangibles. They are a
good proxy of innovation efforts; however, patenting activ-
ity is strongly associated with sectoral patterns, since some
economic sectors (i.e. pharmaceuticals and electronics)
tend to show higher patenting trends due to the type of
innovative activity than other sectors (i.e. textiles or other
low-tech sectors). The analysis of regional patenting helps
assess the spatial distribution of inventive activity, not only
between countries, but within countries.

Patent applications are concentrated in few countries, and
in a small number of regions within each country. In 2007,
55% of all patent applications in OECD countries were
recorded by 10% of regions. The geographic concentration
of patents is related both to the different input needed for
patent generation (e.g. investments, infrastructure, human
capital) and to the sectoral concentration of industries
(Figure 16.1). High concentration of patents is observed
both in countries with large number of patents and in
countries with a limited number.

Among the leading countries in patents per million inhabit-
ants, regional disparities are the highest in the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom and Korea because of a single top per-
forming region. The United States, Japan, Germany, France
and Switzerland have more regions patenting. Regional
variation is generally low in the countries with a limited
number of patents per million inhabitants, with the excep-
tion of Iceland (Figure 16.2).

Technology transfer of public research (universities, hos-
pitals and government research centres) to industry is an
important element of national and regional innovation
policy. Among the countries that patent the most - the
United States, Japan, Germany — around 40% of the collabo-
ration between non-business and business actors happens
in the same region and 40% among regions in the same
country. On the contrary in Estonia, Turkey, the Slovak
Republic and Finland business and non-business collabora-
tions are mostly carried out beyond national boundaries
(Figure 16.3). In China most of the business and public collab-
oration occur within national borders, while in India collab-
oration with foreign countries accounts for 30% of the co-
patenting among different actors.
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Definition

A patent is an exclusive right granted for an inven-
tion, which is a product or a process with industrial
applicability that provides, in general, a new way of
doing something, or offers a new technical solution to
a problem (“inventive step”). A patent provides pro-
tection for the invention to the owner of the patent.
The protection is granted for a limited period, gener-
ally 20 years.

Data refer overall patent applications to Patent Coop-
eration Treaty (PCT) applications.

Patent documents report the inventors (where the
invention takes place), as well as the applicants (own-
ers), along with their addresses and country of resi-
dence. Patent counts are based on the inventor’s
region of residence and fractional counts. If on the
patent document are registered two or more inven-
tors, the patent is classified as a co-patent.

A co-patent is classified as a collaboration between
business (companies) and non-business organisa-
tions (government, universities or hospitals) when
there is at least one business applicant and at least
one public applicant. The co-patents so classified are
successively assigned to the region(s) of residence/
work of the co-inventors. Co-patents involving only
individuals are not classified as business-non busi-
ness collaboration. This has to be taken into account
in the results, since in some countries the weight of
individuals’ applicants is quite high.

Source

OECD REGPAT Database http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL2 and TL3.
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16.1. Percent of patent applications in the 10% 16.2. Range in TL3 regional patent applications
of TL3 regions with the highest concentration of patents, per million population, 2005-07
average 2005-07
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16.3. Share of collaboration between business and public (co-patenting with at least one business and one public
applicant) over total co-patenting, by location of applicants, 2005-07

% B Within region 8 Within country With foreign region
100 -
90 -
80
70 -
60
50
40
30
20
10
0 & S AN LLINII L, LN R PLLEERR LTI ® DO
\@r\ Q}\\/@\«b R Q{\@ Qv)\\@@@@%\ o@: o \@q, @;%\\Qg & %Qfl\q;\%& }c;\ é@be%&\\»%,é\({ N Qe\'b%$% Q&@@@ Q,«\& (}@"f @&%@Q@\@"o @«‘;&@ (é}oq
& & \\“é\‘@ «\‘\\§ @3_6}\ %\‘;\Q@’*‘ ¥

Statlink sz=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932439691

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011 69


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932439691

The percentage of regional patent applications with co-
inventors from another region, whether or not they belong
to the same country, is an indicator of co-operation activity
in innovation between localities.

More than 60% of patents in OECD countries are applied for
by two or more inventors. The share of co-patenting on the
total Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) applications can be
high for patenting leaders (such as the United States),
residual actors (such as Slovenia and Hungary) and emerg-
ing economies (India) (Figure 17.1).

The propensity to co-patent with co-inventor(s) from the
same TL3 region (average 46%) is higher than with co-
inventor(s) from the same country (average 33%) and from
foreign regions (average 21%). Turkey, China and Japan
show the highest propensity to co-patent within the same
region. Japan, Korea, and the United States show the low-
est propensity to co-patent outside national borders.
Those countries play the role of global patenting hubs. By
contrast, the Slovak Republic, Chile and Greece - which
have a low level of patenting activities — and Switzerland
and Belgium seem more oriented toward international co-
operation rather than national (Figure 17.2).

Among the 10% regions that patent the most, different
patterns of collaboration emerge. The top patenting regions in
Belgium, France, Canada and the United Kingdom are rela-
tively more connected with other foreign hubs. American
States and Chungheong region (Korea) have a relatively lower
share of foreign collaborations even if they are strongly
connected with other hubs. The top ranking regions in Asian
countries show lower propensity to patent collaborations and
foreign co-inventors than the other regions (Figure 17.3).

Source

OECD REGPAT Database http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.
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Definition

A patent is an exclusive right granted for an inven-
tion, which is a product or a process with industrial
applicability that provides, in general, a new way of
doing something, or offers a new technical solution to
a problem (“inventive step”). A patent provides pro-
tection for the invention to the owner of the patent.
The protection is granted for a limited period, gener-
ally 20 years.

Data refer to overall patent applications to PCT appli-
cations.

Patent documents report the inventors (where the
invention takes place), as well as the applicants (own-
ers), along with their addresses and country of resi-
dence. Patent counts are based on the inventor’s
region of residence and fractional counts. If on the
patent document are registered two or more inven-
tors, the patent is classified as a co-patent.

The number of foreign co-inventors is defined as the
number of co-inventors that reside/work in a TL
region outside national borders.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL3 and TL2.

Figure notes

17.2: Average by country of distribution of co-inventors by location
(TL3 regions).
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17.1. Patent applications with co-inventors
as a % of PCT patents, 2005-07

17.2. Share of collaborations in patents, by location
of co-inventors, TL3 regions, 2005-07
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INCLUSION AND EQUAL ACCESS
TO QUALITY SERVICES IN REGIONS

Regional disparities in household income
Concentration of elderly population in regions
Population mobility among regions

Immigration trends in OECD regions

Regional disparities in unemployment

Gender differences in employment opportunities
Access to education

Access to health

Access to basic services in developing economies
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18. REGIO

The disposable income of households can be seen as the
maximum amount that a unit can afford to spend on con-
sumption goods or services without having to reduce its
financial or non-financial assets or by increasing its liabilities.
As such, it is a better indicator of the material well-being of
citizens than gross domestic product (GDP) per inhabitant.
Regions where net commuter flows are high may display a
very high GDP per capita which does not translate into a cor-
respondingly high income for their inhabitants (the most
notable case is London in the United Kingdom).

Regional income per capita disparities within countries are
generally smaller than GDP per capita disparities. Still, in 2007
per capita income in the District of Colombia (United States)
was 80% higher than the country median income and in the
bottom income state, Mississippi, per capita income was
roughly equivalent to the income of the median American
in 1995. Similarly, in Chile, the Slovak Republic, Australia,
Canada and Hungary, inhabitants in the top income region
were 40% richer than the median citizen (Figure 18.1).

In the decade prior to 2007, household income growth has
occurred with large regional variation both in countries dis-
playing sustained growth, such as Hungary and the Slovak
Republic and in countries with limited income growth, such
as Chile and Germany (Figure 18.2).

While the regional range measures the distance between the
richest and the poorest regions in a country, the Gini index of
household disposable income provides a measure of dispari-
ties among all regions. According to this index, the Slovak
Republic, Italy, Chile and Greece were the OECD countries with
the highest inequalities in 2007. Among them, inequalities
have grown in the Slovak Republic and Greece between 1995
and 2007. From 1996 to 2007 inequalities have decreased the
most in Chile, New Zealand and Finland (Figure 18.3).

A comparison between the regional household disposable
income and the primary income (income generated primarily
by market transactions) provides a measure of the levelling
role of state intervention. Current transfers to households
significantly reduce the difference between the highest
and lowest regional values; sizable effects on the relative
income level of regions (ratio between disposable income
and primary income larger than 1), are found mostly in
West Virginia, Tennessee, Mississippi and Kentucky
(United States); Lubelskie and Swietokrzyskie (Poland); and
Calabria (Italy) (Figures 18.4-18.6).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

OECD National Final Consumption Expenditure of House-
holds.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.
Reference years and territorial level
1996-2007; TL2.

Regional data are not available in Iceland, Korea, Mexico,
Portugal, Switzerland and Turkey.
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 DISPARITIES IN HOUSEHOLD INC& rb

Definition

The primary income of private households is defined
as the income generated directly from market trans-
actions, i.e. the purchase and sale of factors of produc-
tion and goods. These include in particular the
compensation of employees. Private households can
also receive income on assets (interest, dividends and
rents) and from operating surplus and self-employ-
ment. Interest and rents payable are recorded as neg-
ative items for households.

The disposable income of private households is
derived from the balance of primary income by add-
ing all current transfers from the government, except
social transfers in kind and subtracting current trans-
fers from the households such as income taxes, regu-
lar taxes on wealth, regular inter-household cash
transfers and social contributions.

To make comparisons over time and across countries,
regional disposable income is expressed at constant
prices (year 2000), computing the deflator from the
OECD national final consumption expenditure of
households in current and constant prices; then it is
converted into USD purchasing power parities (PPPs)
for private consumption to express each country’s
income in a common currency.

The Gini index is a measure of inequality among all
regions of a given country (see Annex C for the for-
mula). The index takes on values between 0 and 1,
with zero interpreted as no disparity. It assigns equal
weight to each region regardless of its size; therefore
differences in the values of the index among coun-
tries may be partially due to differences in the average
size of regions in each country.

Figure notes

18.1: As a % of country median disposable income per capita.

18.1-18.3: Disposable income in constant (2000) PPP USD. Chile latest avail-
able year 2006. First available year New Zealand 1998, Denmark and
Hungary 2000.

18.3: Measurement gap: Regional disposable income in OECD countries: The
disposable income of households does not take into account social
transfer in kind to households. A preferable measure of material condi-
tion of households at regional level could be the adjusted disposable
income which additionally reallocates income from government and
non-profit institutions serving the households, through expenditure on
individual goods and services such as health, education and social
housing (in-kind expenditure). Interregional disparities of adjusted
household income could shed a light on possible areas of social exclu-
sion, material deprivation and lack of access to essential services.

18.5: No regional primary income available in Mexico
Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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d ﬂGIONAL DISPARITIES IN HOUSE

18.1. TL2 regional range in household income 18.2. Countries ranked by size of difference
per capita, as a % of income in the country’s median in TL2 regional annual household income growth,
region, 2007 1996-2007
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DISPARITIES IN HOUSE

18.4. Regional disposable income of private households as a % of primary income: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 2007

TL2 regions
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This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.
Source of administrative boundaries: National
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).
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EGIONA

18.5. Regional disposable income of private households as a % of primary income: Americas, 2007
TL2 regions
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In most OECD countries the population is ageing. Due to
higher life expectancy and low fertility rates, the elderly
population (those aged 65 years and over), accounts for 14%
of OECD population in 2008. The proportion of elderly pop-
ulation is remarkably lower in the emerging economies
(Brazil, China, India, and South Africa) and Mexico and
Turkey (Figure 19.1).

The elderly population in OECD countries has increased
more than 1.5 times faster than the total population
between 1995 and 2008. The rate of ageing within a country
can be quite different, as an increase in the geographic con-
centration of the elderly may arise from inward migration
of the elderly or by ageing “in place” because the younger
generations have moved out of the regions (Figure 19.2).

The ratio of the elderly to the working age population, the
elderly dependency rate, is steadily growing in OECD coun-
tries. The elderly dependency rate gives an indication of
the balance between the economically active and the
retired population. In 2008 this ratio was around 22% in
OECD countries, with substantial differences between
countries (34% in Japan versus 9% in Mexico). Differences
among regions within the same countries were also large.
The higher the regional elderly dependency rate, the higher
the challenges faced by regions in generating wealth and
sufficient resources to provide for the needs of the popula-
tion. Concerns may arise on the financial self-sufficiency of
these regions to generate taxes to pay for these services
(Figure 19.3).

In 2008, the elderly dependency rate across OECD regions
was higher in intermediate and rural regions than in urban
ones, with the only exceptions being Belgium, Chile, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary and Poland. This general
pattern was more pronounced in certain countries, like
Portugal, France, Japan, Spain and Korea (Figure 19.3).
Besides the elderly dependency rate, the absolute number of
elderly people in a certain region may allow economies of
scale in the provision of certain services, in particular
health care and personal services. Only 25% of the OECD
elderly population lived in rural regions in 2008; with more
of the elderly residing in urban regions (46%). As such, rural
regions are more likely to face the challenge of ageing
due to higher elderly dependency rates and lower elderly
population.
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RATION OF THE ELDERLY POPULAT
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Within countries, the elderly population seems to be more
concentrated in “peripheral” regions in Korea, Portugal,
France, New Zealand, Japan and Ireland. On the contrary, in
Poland, Belgium, Slovak Republic and Hungary the share of
the elderly population seems to be higher where the popu-
lation is more concentrated, generally urban regions
(Figures 19.5-19.7).

Definition

The regional elderly population is the regional popu-
lation of 65 years of age and over.

The elderly dependency rate is defined as the ratio
between the elderly population and the working age
(15-64 years) population.

Source
OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2008; TL3.

TL2 regions in Brazil, Chile, China, India, the Russian
Federation and South Africa.

Further information

Territorial grids and regional typology (Annex A).
www.oecd.org/gov/regional/statisticsindicators

Figure notes

19.1-19.2: Latest available year: Germany 2007. First available year:
Australia 1996, Denmark 2006, Iceland 1997, Poland 2000, Slovak
Republic 1996.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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19.1. Elderly population as a % of the total population,

CONCE
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ION OF THE ELDERLY POPULATIO

19.2. Yearly growth of regional elderly population,
1995-2008
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19.5. Regional elderly dependency rate: Asia and Oceania, 2008
Ratio between elderly population and working age population, TL3 regions
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19.6. Regional elderly dependency rate: Europe, 2008

Ratio between elderly population and working age population, TL3 regions
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19.7. Regional elderly dependency rate: Americas, 2008

Ratio between elderly population and working age population, TL3 regions
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19.8. Regional elderly dependency rate: Emerging economies, 2008
Ratio between elderly population and working age population, TL2 regions
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Interregional mobility within countries is an important
component of the change in the demographic structure,
indicating whether the ageing of certain areas is reinforced
by outflows of the working age population.

Mobility between rural and urban regions of a country is
quite varied: on aggregate, 60% of rural regions display net
negative flows versus 50% of predominantly urban or inter-
mediate regions. In the Czech Republic, Denmark and
Japan all rural regions display net outflows of population.
Rural regions in Japan will bear the largest share of the
future decrease in population because of the already high
incidence of elderly population reinforced by out-migration
of young people. In contrast, in France, Korea and Switzer-
land more than 70% of predominantly urban regions have
experienced net negative flows of population (Figure 20.1).

Distance to markets and services seems to be a stronger
predictor of out-mobility than mere population density: in
12 out of the 13 countries considered, more remote rural
regions - i.e. regions which are far in driving distance from
urban agglomerations — are more likely to display net nega-
tive flows than predominantly rural regions. The exception
of France is due to the recent positive mobility towards the
western and southern TL3 regions (Figure 20.2).

Around 37% of OECD regions have experienced persistent
out-migration in the last 15 years (i.e. they display net neg-
ative flows for at least 80% of the years observed in the
data). These regions are characterised by a higher share of
employment in agriculture and lower productivity in the
same sector, a very low productivity of the public sector, a
higher unemployment rate and lower gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP) per capita. Net out-migration causes these
regions to become “older”. In addition, net out-migration
has been towards higher population density regions
(Figure 20.3).

Predominantly urban regions are the recipient of young
migrants (those aged 16-24 years). In the United Kingdom,
Switzerland and Norway more than 80% of young migrants
move to urban regions. The mobility of young adults - one-
third of the total internal mobility - is essentially a migra-
tion from rural to urban regions where higher education
facilities and more diverse job opportunities can be found.
The urban regions of Seoul (Korea), Madrid and Zaragoza
(Spain) as well as urban regions in Switzerland and the
United Kingdom attract young migrants, at the same time
reporting negative net internal migration. However, thanks
to international migration the total population continues
to grow. The urban regions in the south of Italy, in contrast,
are losing their young population and are seeing a decline
in total population (Figure 20.4).
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Definition

Data refer to yearly flows of population from one
TL3 region to another TL3 region. Outflows are repre-
sented as the number of persons who left the region
the previous year to reside in another region of the
country, while inflows are represented as the number
of new residents in the region coming from another
region of the country.

The net interregional flow is defined as the difference
between inflows and outflows in a region. A net nega-
tive flow represents a loss of population due to migra-
tion in that year.

A region is said to experience persistent out-migration
in a certain period if it shows net out-migration for at
least 80% of the years considered.

Young migrants are those aged between 18 and 24.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1996-2008; TL3.
Australia and Mexico TL2.

Data for Belgium, Chile, Estonia, Greece, Ireland, Iceland,
Israel, New Zealand and Slovenia are not available at regional
level.

Further information

Territorial grids and regional typology (Annex A)
www.oecd.org/gou/regional/statisticsindicators

M. Brezzi and M. Piacientini (2011), “Labour mobility and
development dynamics in OECD regions”, Regional Devel-
opment Working Papers 2011/04.

Figure notes

20.1-20.3: Latest available year: Canada, Germany and Italy 2007,
France 2006 and Portugal 2001 (Census data).

20.1: Australia and Mexico are not included because data are at TL2 level.

20.2: The Czech Republic, Germany, the Netherlands and the Slovak Repub-
lic do not have predominantly remote rural regions.

20.3: Total regions = 100. For lack of time series on comparable years the
Czech Republic, Denmark, Portugal and Turkey are not included.

20.3-20.5-20.6: Regions are classified as “persistent out-migration” if they
experienced net negative flows for at least 80% of the years observed; as
“prevalent out-migration” if they fall in the range 50-80% of the years
observed; “intermittent out-migration” if between 20-50% of the years
observed; “rare out-migration” if less than 20% of the years observed.

20.4: Portugal 2001
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20.1. Share of TL3 regions with net negative flows
by typology of regions, 2008
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20.3. Regional characteristics by degree of persistent loss
of population, 1996-2008 (average for all regions = 100)
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20.2. Percentage of TL3 remote rural regions with net
negative flows of population, last 3 available years
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20.4. Young immigrants in large urban regions as a %
of young immigrants in the country, 1996 and 2008
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20.5. Net interregional flows of population: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 1995-2008
TL3 regions

B Persistent out-migration
[ Prevalent out-migration
[ Intermittent out-migration
| Rare out-migration

Data not available

; 250 km

Acores
(PRT)

.
Madeira
(PRT)

Canarias
4 (ESP)

650 km

.',.}

o

This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.

Source of administrative boundaries: National v s
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative ... to
Unit Layers (GAUL). i - fv’

Statlink sz=r http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440185

86 OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932440185

*- ’ 20. POPULATION MOBILITY AMC

20.6. Net interregional flows of population: Americas, 1995-2008
TL3 regions
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California, New York, Texas and Florida in the United States
had the highest foreign-born population among OECD
regions in 2005 (more than 3.6 million each). California
hosts more immigrants than any OECD country and the
state of New York would rank fifth, after Canada, Australia,
the United Kingdom and France, if compared to OECD
countries. The stock of immigrants accounts for more than
one-third of the total population in some TL2 regions in
Australia, Canada and Switzerland, as well as in London
(United Kingdom).

Immigrants are more concentrated than the native popula-
tion in certain regions, although there are large variations
across countries. The density index of immigrant popula-
tion shows that in many countries the density of the immi-
grant population is at least 1.5 higher in capital regions
than in any other region. In Italy, Spain, Switzerland and
the United States, in contrast, the presence of immigrants
tends to be spread across a relatively large number of
regions, comprising both metropolitan areas and medium-
sized cities (Figure 21.1).

International migration trends have both intensified and
diversified in terms of countries and regions of destination;
recent migration trends have been marked by a rapid
increase in inflows, notably in southern European coun-
tries, the United Kingdom and Ireland in the context of the
European Union (EU) enlargement. In four Spanish regions
recent migrants represent more than 7% of the total popu-
lation and the same four regions are among the top
20 TL2 regions in absolute value of recent migrants. Lon-
don emerges as a major region for recent immigrants: more
than 13% of the population were recent migrants and with
a density index four times higher than the rest of the coun-
try (Table 21.2).

Two opposite effects contribute to explaining the changes
or the persistence in the regional distribution of immi-
grants. On the one hand, network effects tend to generate
inertia in the settlement choices of recent immigrants; on
the other hand, specific policies and regional economic
development may contribute to channelling new migrants
towards new regions. Figure 21.3 shows a strong correla-
tion between the percentage of recent and established
migrants among the Asian-born community (similar
results are found among the African- and Oceania-born
and to a lesser extent for Latin-American migrants). The
network effect is not identifiable in the case of European

88
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migrants. Because of the EU enlargement in 2004 new
migration channels emerged from new EU member states
to regions that were not hosting many migrants before the
enlargement.

Definition

The stock of immigrants in a region is defined as the
number of foreign-born population residing in the
region in 2005. Recent migrants are defined as per-
sons who arrived in the country within the previous
five years.

The density index of the immigrant population in a
region is given by the ratio between the share of
immigrants in the region over total immigrants and
the share of regional population over total popula-
tion. The index is higher than 1 when immigrants are
over-represented in a region (compared to the
national average).

Source

OECD Database on Immigrants (DIOC) and OECD Regional
Database.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

2005-06; TL2 and TL3.

Data on immigrants by region are not available in Chile, the
Czech Republic, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Poland and Turkey.

Further information

OECD (2009), International Migration Outlook 2009, OECD Pub-
lishing. DOI: 10.1787/migr_outlook-2009-en.

OECD (2010), “Determinants of localisation of recent immi-
grants across OECD regions”, www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/
49/45344744.pdf.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/migr_outlook-2009-en
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/49/45344744.pdf
www.oecd.org/dataoecd/61/49/45344744.pdf

21.1. Density index of the immigrant population, 2005
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21.3. Share of recent and established migrants as a % of TL3 regional population, 2005
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Network effects - European-born population
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Unemployment has soared in OECD countries in recent
years, from 5.6% in 2007 to 8.3% in 2009. Recent OECD
analysis suggests a further rise in the past two years.
In 2009, regional differences in unemployment rates within
OECD countries were almost two times higher
(28 percentage points) than differences among OECD coun-
tries (15 percentage points).

Regional disparities in unemployment were already high
before the economic crisis in countries such as Canada,
Germany, Italy, Spain and the Slovak Republic. Overall the
economic downturn has aggravated problems of the most
fragile regions. The Gini index gives a measure of differ-
ences in unemployment rates among all regions in a coun-
try. According to this measure Belgium, Germany, Italy
and the Slovak Republic displayed the highest inequali-
ties among OECD countries. Large regional differences
were also found in China and the Russian Federation
(Figure 22.1).

Young people have been hit hardest by the economic crisis:
youth employment fell by 8% between the end of 2008 and
the end of 2009, nearly four times the decline in overall
employment. Unemployment among young people in
OECD countries was high at 16.7% in 2009.

Youth unemployment is of particular concern in Italy,
France, the Slovak Republic, Turkey, Poland and Spain,
where regional differences are high and some regions dis-
play a youth unemployment rate over 30% (Figure 22.2).
These regions display also higher than average early leav-
ers from education and training, suggesting that specific
policies to improve the employability of these people
through training and apprenticeship are needed.

Among the unemployed, the long-term unemployed (i.e.
those who have been unemployed for 12 months or more)
are of particular concern to policy makers both for their
impact on social cohesion and because those individuals
become increasingly unattractive to employers. The
regional long-term unemployment is, therefore, an indica-
tor of labour-market rigidity. Moreover, it highlights areas
with individuals whose inadequate skills prevent them
from getting a job.

In almost 40% of the regions considered one out of three
unemployed was out of the labour market for more than a
year (Figure 22.3).

Similarly, the long-term unemployment rate showed large
regional variations not only in dual economies such as Italy
or Germany, but also in Spain, the Slovak Republic,
Belgium, Turkey and Hungary (Figure 22.4).

920
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Definition

Unemployed persons are defined as those who are
without work, who are available for work and have
taken active steps to find work in the last four weeks.
The unemployment rate is defined as the ratio
between unemployed persons and labour force,
where the latter is composed of unemployed and
employed persons.

The youth unemployment rate is defined as the ratio
between the unemployed persons aged between
15 and 24 and the labour force in the same age class.
The long-term unemployment rate is defined as the
ratio of those unemployed for 12 months or more out
of the total labour force.

The incidence of long-term unemployment is defined
as the ratio between long-term unemployed and total
unemployed.

The Gini index is a measure of inequality among all
regions of a given country (see Annex C for the for-
mula). The index takes on values between 0 and 1,
with zero interpreted as no disparity. It assigns equal
weight to each region regardless of its size; therefore
differences in the values of the index among coun-
tries may be partially due to differences in the average
size of regions in each country.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2009; TL3.

Australia, Chile, Iceland, Portugal, Switzerland and Turkey
only TL2. Canada non-official grids.

Data on long-term unemployment and youth unemploy-
ment are available only at TL2 level.

Further information

OECD (2010), Off to a Good Start? Jobs for Youth, OECD Publish-
ing, DOLI: 10.1787/9789264096127-en.

Figure notes

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
22.7: Chile and Mexico TL2; Canada NOG.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011


http://dotstat/wbos/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264096127-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602

22.1. Gini index of TL3 regional unemployment rates,
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22.3. TL2 regional incidence of long-term unemployment
as a % of total unemployment, 2009
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22.2. TL2 regional variation in the youth unemployment
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22.4. TL2 regional variation in long-term unemployment
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22.5. Regional unemployment rates: Asia and Oceania, 2009
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22.6. Regional unemployment rates: Europe, 2009
TL3 regions
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This map is for illustrative purposes and is
without prejudice to the status of or sover-
eignty over any territory covered by this map.
Source of administrative boundaries: National

Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).
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22.7. Regional unemployment rates: Americas, 2009
TL3 regions
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22.8. Regional unemployment rates: Emerging economies, 2009
TL2 regions
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About 61% of all women in OECD countries were in the
labour force, compared with 80% of all men in 2009. Broad-
ening access to women to the labour market would require
a mix of policies, including equal access to higher educa-
tion and training; measures to reconcile family and work
life; and tools to strengthen gender equality in the work-
place.

Regional differences in male and female participation rates
were above 20 percentage points in Turkey, Italy, Mexico,
Korea and Poland. In Poland and Mexico these differences
are due to particularly low female labour-force participa-
tion in predominantly rural regions. In Italy, Korea and
Turkey the difference between male and female participa-
tion rates is often marked in predominantly urban regions,
such as Istanbul in Turkey and Incheon in Korea, and in
medium-sized urban areas in Italy (Figure 23.1). Regional
differences in female participation rates suggest that the
availability and use of services to reconcile family and work
life (i.e. child care and day care facilities, parental leaves
and tax/benefit policies to families) are also quite diverse
within countries.

There is a smaller participation of women than men in the
labour force in countries with low participation rates and
high geographical disparities, such as Turkey, Poland and
Italy (Figure 23.2). Regional disparities in participation
rates, measured here by the Gini index, have generally
decreased from 1999 to 2009 due to an increase of labour-
force participation in less advantaged regions, such as in
Greece, France, Portugal and the United Kingdom. The Gini
index showed the greatest decline in Ireland, thanks to an
increased labour force in the regions with low participation
rates up to 2007, but also due to a steep reduction of the
labour-force participation in Dublin in 2009-10. Regional
inequalities in participation rates increased most in
Iceland, Italy and New Zealand, where labour-force partici-
pation increased more in the regions with higher participa-
tion rates (Figure 23.2).

The female employment rate steadily increased in OECD
countries up to 2007, when it reached 57.2% and then
declined to 56.7% in 2009 as a result of the job losses follow-
ing the economic recession. However, in around 25% of
OECD regions, less than one out of two women was
employed in 2009. Regional differences in female employ-
ment were the largest in Italy, Spain, the United States,
France, Portugal, Mexico and the Slovak Republic
(Figure 23.3).
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IFFERENCES IN EMPLOYMENT OPP NITIES
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Employment rates are generally higher for workers with
tertiary qualifications and differences in employment rates
between males and females are wider among less educated
groups (OECD Education at a Glance 2010). The correlation
between high educational achievement and female
employment at regional level could be tested only using the
regional educational attainment of the total labour force; in
this case, 17 out of the 23 countries considered showed a
positive linear association (Figure 23.4).

Definition

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

The female employment rate is calculated as the ratio
between female employment and female working age
population (aged 15- 64 years).

The participation rate is the ratio of the labour force
to the working age population. The labour force is
defined as the sum of employed and unemployed
people.

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://dotstat/wbos/.
See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2009; TL3.

Australia, Canada, France, Mexico, Portugal, Switzerland,
Turkey, United Kingdom and United States female partici-
pation rates only TL2.

Figure notes

23.3: No regional data in Turkey.
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23.1. Differences between female and male participation
rates, TL3 regional minimum and maximum values, 2009
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23.3. Countries ranked by size of difference in
TL2 regional female employment rate, 2009
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23.2. Gini index of TL3 regional participation rates,
1999 and 2009
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Education provides individuals with knowledge and com-
petencies to participate effectively in society and to break
the cycle of disadvantage. Still, in 2008 one-fourth of the
OECD population had only a basic education and in most of
the regions in Mexico and Portugal, and in some regions in
Chile and Spain, this proportion was as high as 50%.

Large regional differences in education attainment within a
country are generally found in countries with a high pro-
portion of adults with only basic education attainment.
This is the case of France, Greece, Mexico, Portugal and
Spain. However, in Germany, Korea and the United States
the share of population with only basic education is lower
than the OECD average, but regional differences are higher
(Figure 24.1).

In the knowledge-based economy the demand for skills is
increasing and a high school diploma has become the min-
imum level to participate in the job market. On average,
80% of an age cohort in 2008 is estimated to complete
upper secondary education in OECD countries (Education at
a Glance 2010). However, the number of young adults (aged
18-24) who have not completed upper secondary education
and are not enrolled in training - the early school leavers -
is high in some countries such as, Portugal, Spain and
Turkey. Opportunities within countries also seem to be very
different: the difference between regions in the share of
early school leavers is high in Italy, Greece and the United
Kingdom, besides Portugal, Spain and Turkey (Figure 24.2).

Regional inequalities in education attainment persist also
for higher levels of education; the most in Canada (mostly
due to the unequal distribution of population in the coun-
try), Chile, Portugal and Finland. The Gini index of regional
labour force with at least upper education has decreased
only in half of the OECD countries over the past ten years
(Figure 24.3).

Educational attainment and graduation rates alone do not
capture the quality of educational outcomes. Monitoring
the outcomes of education in different regions can give
insight of where/ how to intervene. Countries that have
undertaken the OECD PISA survey at the regional level
show that regional disparities in learning outcomes also
persist in unitary educational systems (OECD PISA 2009
Results: Annex B2 - Results for regions within countries).
Even when taking into account the different socio-eco-
nomic backgrounds of students, the location of schools still
matter: in the OECD area, students in city schools outper-
form rural areas by more than 20 score points, or the equiv-
alent of almost one year of education (Figure 24.4).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://stats.oecd.org/WBOS.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related meta-
data.

OECD PISA www.oecd.org/edu/pisa/2009.
Early school leavers — Eurostat LFS.
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Definition

The educational attainment rate is defined as the pro-
portion of labour force with a certain level of educa-
tion. The international standard classification for
education (ISCED 97) is used to define the levels of
education. Pre-primary, primary and lower secondary
education comprises the 3 lowest ISCED levels: 0,
1 and 2. For simplicity, here it is referred as basic edu-
cation (or lower secondary education). Upper second-
ary education comprises ISCED levels 3-4, while
tertiary education levels 5-6.

The population aged 18-24 that has at most attained a
lower secondary diploma and is not following any
training is defined as early school leavers.

The Gini index is a measure of inequality among all
regions of a given country (see Annex C for the for-
mula). The index takes on values between 0 and 1,
with zero interpreted as no disparity. It assigns equal
weight to each region regardless of its size; therefore
differences in the value of the index among countries
may be partially due to differences in the average size
of regions in each country.

The OECD Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) assesses 15-year-old students’
ability to use their knowledge and skills.

Reference years and territorial level

1999-2008; TL2.
Data for Iceland and Japan are not available at the regional
level. In Turkey data available only for secondary education.

Data for Chile refer to tertiary educational attainment of
population aged 15 and more.

Further information

OECD (2010), Education at a Glance 2010: OECD Indicators,
OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/eag-2010-en.

OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: Overcoming Social Background:
Equity in Learning Opportunities and Outcomes (Volume II),
PISA, OECD Publishing, DOI: 10.1787/9789264091504-en.

Figure notes

24.1: Countries ranked by average share of population with only basic
education.

24.2: Only European countries (source own computations from Eurostat
data). Range computed on available regional data.

24.4 Source OECD PISA 2009 Database, Table 11.2.6.
Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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24.1. Range in TL2 regional education attainment: labour
force with only basic education, 2008
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24.3. Gini index of TL2 regional labour force with at least
upper secondary education, 1999 and 2008
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24.2. Regional range of early school leavers, TL2, 2009
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24.4. Score point difference in reading performance
associated with being in a city school or rural school,
after adjusting for socio-economic background, 2009
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The delivery of safe, high-quality medical services requires
among other things an adequate number of doctors. Even
though other components of health systems (such as nurse
practitioners and tele-health technology) can substitute for
doctors, the variation in the number of doctors reflects dif-
ferences in the design and territorial management of the
health system.

Disparities in the number of doctors among regions within
the same country provide an indication of the accessibility
of health services and can signal areas needing an increase
in access to health care. In 2008, the regional variation in
the number of physicians was the widest in the United
States, Italy and the Czech Republic among OECD countries
and in the Russian Federation. In these countries the large
variation is due to one or two agglomerated regions that
have a high density of practising physicians, because they
were centres for specialised medical services, compared to
other regions. In the United States, the District of Columbia
has a physician density three times higher than the coun-
try average; Lazio (Italy) and the region of Prague (Czech
Republic) have a density of doctors almost two times higher
than their country average. A more balanced regional dis-
tribution in the number of physicians is observed in New
Zealand, Korea and Japan (Figure 25.1).

As expected, the density of physicians is greater in regions
with a prevalence of urban population due to the concen-
tration of higher order services (such as surgery and speci-
alised practitioners) in metropolitan centres. A positive
correlation between the number of physicians and the
share of population in urban regions is found in 16 out of
24 countries. The highest values are observed in the Slovak
Republic, the Czech Republic and Greece (Figure 25.2). A
limited number of physicians in rural regions, as in Greece,
Portugal, Sweden and Austria, may lead to delayed treat-
ment, larger distances travelled and higher costs for care.

The mortality rate is a common indicator of a population’s
health status. When comparing values across countries
and regions, mortality rates are adjusted for age, which is a
primary factor of mortality. The resulting age-adjusted
mortality rates eliminate difference across regions that are
solely due to a population’s age profile. Regional differ-
ences in age-adjusted mortality rates within countries
were the widest in Canada, Portugal, the United States and
the United Kingdom (Figure 25.3). In 2008, the regions
Regido Auténoma Dos Acores (Portugal), Northwest Territo-
ries and Nunavut (Canada) and Mississippi and West
Virginia (United States) had an age-adjusted mortality rate
that was at least 20% higher than their country average
(Figures 25.5 and 25.6)

In most countries, regional disparities both in the number
of doctors per capita and in the mortality rates are posi-
tively associated with high disparities in household

100

income, suggesting different opportunities in the access
(both in terms of cost and distance) to health services. For
instance, this is the case of the United States which shows
the highest ratio between the richest and poorest states as
well as the highest ratio between the state with the highest
and lowest density of doctors. However, in other countries
such as Norway, Austria and Denmark relatively low
regional income disparities are accompanied by high
regional disparities in health status and services
(Figure 25.4).

Definition

The number of physicians is the number of general
practitioners and specialists actively practicing medi-
cine in a region during the year, in both public and
private institutions.

Age-adjusted mortality rates eliminate the difference
in mortality rates due to a population’s age profile
and are comparable across countries and regions.
Age-adjusted mortality rates are calculated by apply-
ing the age-specific death rates of one region to the
age distribution of a standard population. In this case
the population by five years age class, averaged over
all OECD regions.

The Spearman correlation coefficient measures the
strength and direction of the relationship between
two variables, in this case the number of doctors and
the share of population in predominantly urban (PU),
intermediate (IN) or predominantly rural (PR) regions.
A value close to zero means no relationship (see
Annex C for the formula).

Source

OECD Regional Database: http://stats.oecd.org/WBOS.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

2008; TL2.

Japan and the Netherlands 2004; Portugal and Turkey 2009;
Iceland and Switzerland 2002; the United Kingdom 2000.

No regional data are available on physicians in Ireland and
Finland.
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25.1. Range in TL2 regional number of physicians
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25.2. Spearman correlation coefficient between
the regional physician density and population share
by regional type, 2008 (TL2)
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25.4. Ratio between the largest and smallest TL2 regional
values: household income, age-adjusted mortality rate
density of physicians and basic education, 2007
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25.5. Regional age-adjusted mortality rates: Asia, Europe and Oceania, 2008
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25.6. Regional age-adjusted mortality rates: Americas, 2008
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Quality-of-life differentials across and within regions are
largely explained by the local availability of public services.
Large segments of the world population still lack access to
basic public goods, such as piped water or sewage facilities
because they live in places that are historically under-
served, too geographically isolated, and economically mar-
ginal. Poor access to services is also a key dimension of
poverty in slums and in the peripheries of large cities.

Regional disparities in access to piped water are sizable in
emerging economies with high economic growth such as
Brazil and India as well as in Latin American developing
countries with different histories of economic performance
and decentralisation (Figure 26.1). In 2009, while almost
100% of the population in the state of Chandigarh (India)
had access to a water supply network, almost 70% of the pop-
ulation in the state of Lakshadweep did not. Similar differ-
ences are found in Colombia, Panama and Brazil (Figure 26.1).

Data on utilities disaggregated according to a harmonised
definition of rural and urban areas are still not available.
This hinders international comparability. However, using
national definitions, it is possible to observe that rural
areas still lag significantly behind urban areas. This is par-
ticularly the case in Bolivia, Colombia, Venezuela and Peru,
where access of rural households to piped water is less
than half that of urban households (Figure 26.2).

Investments in facilities outside national nodal centers
have narrowed regional differences in access to basic ser-
vices in the past decade. When comparing the percentage
of the population covered by the service across two census
rounds, marked relative improvements in regions with the
lowest rates of access to piped water are observed in
Venezuela, Costa Rica, Chile and South Africa. In regions
that were lagging behind the most, access to the electricity
network grew faster than the national average. With the
exception of Chile, instead, there is no evidence of catch-
ing-up of regions with low access to sewage facilities
(Figure 26.3). Technological change and innovation in ser-
vice delivery can accelerate the convergence of regions that
benefit less from high-quality public services. A notable
case is the one of the telephone. The availability of a fixed-
line telephone has been decreasing both at the national level
and in regions with the lowest access, due to a substitution
with other communication technologies. In Atacama (Chile),
the percentage of households owning a cellular phone
increased from 0.3% in 1992 to 43% in 2002; in Limpopo
(South Africa), from 5% in 1997 to 62% in 2007 (Figure 26.3).
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Definition

Access to water is defined as the percentage of house-
holds with piped (running) water.

Access to sewage is the percentage of households
with access to a sewage system or public septic tank.

Access to electricity is the percentage of households
using electricity for lighting.

Access to telephone is the percentage of households
with a fixed-line telephone in the dwelling.

Urban and rural households are classified according
to whether the household was located in a place des-
ignated as urban or rural in national censuses.

Source

Census Microdata from Minnesota Population Center. Inte-
grated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) for all countries
but India. The 2009 data on water for India are from the
National Sample Survey “Office’s Report No. 535: Housing
Condition and Amenities in India”. The 2009 data on water
for Brazil and for Chile are respectively from IBGE, House-
hold Survey and from MIDEPLAN, Socioeconomic Charac-
terization Survey. 2008 data on water for Argentina are
from National Company of Hydraulic and Sewerage Works
(ENOHSA). Data for Chile, Brazil, Peru, Argentina and
Colombia used in Figure 26.1 were provided to the OECD by
ECLAC-UN.

See Annex B for data, source and country-related meta-
data.

Figure notes

26.1: Data refer to full sample (from census or regionally representative
surveys) for Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, India, Peru and South Africa.
For all the other countries they are estimates from 10% census sample
microdata.

26.2: Data are disaggregated according to the national definition of
urban-rural status.
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26.1. Regional range in access to piped water,

latest available years

26.2. Access to piped water in rural and urban
households, latest available years
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Monitoring changes in land cover is crucial to understand-
ing how urbanisation impacts the natural environment.
Detailed spatial information on these changes can help
identify which areas have been exposed to larger urban
pressure, guiding targeted policy interventions where this
expansion threatens the quality of the landscape or
bio-diversity. In 2001, urban land ranged from very low lev-
els in sparsely populated countries (less than 0.1% of the
national territory in Iceland and Canada) to significant lev-
els in densely inhabited ones (more than 10% in Belgium and
the Netherlands) (Figure 27.1). Emerging economies had gen-
erally low-intermediate levels of their territory covered by
artificial surfaces (from 0.5% in Brazil to 1% in India).

There are very large differences in the extent of growth in
urban land both across and within OECD countries. Slightly
more than 25% of the regions in Europe experienced very
limited growth in urban surfaces between 2000 and 2006.
These regions account on average for 32% of the European
territory (Figure 27.2). Almost 9% of the European regions
saw their urban land grow by more than 10% over the same
period. These regions are very concentrated in those coun-
tries, Spain, Ireland and Portugal, that experienced large
fluctuations in housing market. Patterns in Japan and the
United States are quite different, partly as a result of the
different characteristics of the land cover data available to
monitor dynamics. In Japan, the majority of the regions expe-
rienced large increases in urban land between 1997 and 2006,
while in the United States most of the regions experienced
intermediate rates of urban land growth (Figure 27.2). In the
United States, relatively lower rates of transition to urban use
ofland are partly explained by the densification of those areas
classified as sparse or “open” urban spaces (thus many transi-
tions occur within the urban class).

Those countries that have experienced the largest overall
changes in urban land (Japan, Spain, Portugal and Ireland)
generally also show greater interregional differences in
these changes (Figure 27.3). Large interregional variations
are also observed in countries with lower regional peaks,
such as Turkey, France and the Netherlands. Small regions
with large cities such as Tokyo, Budapest or Wien have
much lower urban growth than their hinterland region sur-
roundings, because they are already densely built-up.

What is the origin of this land that becomes urban? Again,
differences across countries are very marked. While in the
Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark and the Slovak Republic
the majority of new urban land was converted from agricul-
ture, in Slovenia, Norway and Finland new urban land
comes primarily from forests. Large relative conversions of
other natural vegetation (e.g. grass-land, shrubs) can be
observed in regions of Austria and the United States
(Figure 27.4).
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Definition

Growth in urban land is defined as the ratio between
the net change of urban areas (i.e. the newly formed
areas of urban class minus areas that changed from
urban to another class) and the total area of urban
class at the beginning of the observed period. It is
expressed in average yearly growth rates. Urban
class is defined as artificial land with built-up cover
or urban use. It includes, for example, residential
and non-residential buildings, major roads and rail-
ways and also open urban areas like parks and
sport facilities.

Source

MODIS MCD12Q1 for land cover.

Corine Land Cover 2000-06 (Europe); National Land Cover
Dataset (NLCD) United States; Japan National Land Ser-
vice Information data.

See Annex B for references, details on, and differences
across, the datasets.

Reference years and territorial level

2000-2006; TL3.

In Japan the changes are calculated for the period
between 1997 and 2006. Other countries are excluded due
to current unavailability of land cover datasets suited to
monitor changes over time.

Figure notes

27.2: For Japan, the time interval considered is 1997-2006. Low growth
regions are defined as regions with lower than 0.1% of urban land
growth, moderate growth regions as those regions with urban land
growth between 0.1% and 1%; high growth regions are those with
annual urban land growth higher than 1%. Relative size is calculated
as the area of the regions in the urban growth class divided by the
total national area.

27.3: For Japan, the time interval considered is 1997-2006.

27.4: The different land cover classes in the three datasets have been
harmonised in six classes. “Other vegetation” includes grasslands,
sparsely vegetated lands and other non-forest natural vegetation
classes.
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27.1. Percentage of country surface covered
by urban land, 2001
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27.3. Regional range of growth in urban land,
2000-06
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27.2. Percent of country surface covered by regions with
low, moderate or large growth of urban land, 2000-06
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27.4 Share of urban land converted from agriculture,
forest and other vegetation, 2000-06
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27.5. Growth of urban land: Europe, 2000-06
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27.6. Growth of urban land: Japan and United States, 2000-06
Average annual growth, TL3 regions
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Forests are strategic assets for sustainable development
and for climate change mitigation. Besides being essential
for biodiversity and the environment, they fulfil other func-
tions for society, providing employment opportunities as
well as recreational value. A significant fraction of the land
of OECD countries is covered by forests. There are however
large differences across and within countries. Among the
countries with the largest interregional variation, the
United States, Canada, Chile, Mexico and Norway in the
OECD - and Brazil and the Russian Federation among
emerging economies - display regions with more than 80%
of the land covered by forests (Figure 28.1). At the same
time, in all these countries with the exception of Norway,
more than one region has less than 10% of forested land.
Given these large regional differences, it is very important
to put in place co-ordinated policies for forest conservation
at the national, regional and local level.

Significant changes in the extent of forest and natural vege-
tation have occurred in several OECD countries
(Figure 28.2). Some countries have registered relatively
larger gains than losses in land covered by vegetation,
partly as a result of agricultural abandonment. This is the
case in Hungary, Ireland and the Netherlands. Relative
large losses in natural vegetation are observed in Portugal
and Spain, as well as in Japan (for which the change is mea-
sured from 1997 to 2006). In most countries, these changes
have been concentrated in space. In fact, the regions with
the largest changes in natural vegetation within countries
have registered either losses (e.g. Oost-Vlandereen in
Belgium, Lausitz-Spreewaldl in Germany, Baixo Alentejo in
Portugal) or gains (e.g. Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg in Hungary,
Sydjylland in Denmark, Drenthe in the Netherlands) seve-
ral folds higher than the national average (Figure 28.2).
Countries tend to differ significantly in the destination use
of the land taken away from forests and natural vegetation.
If in some countries urbanisation was the main pressure
behind natural vegetation losses (Austria and Norway), in
other countries (Spain, Finland, Portugal and Turkey) a
great fraction of the lost vegetation transited to agricultural
use (Figure 28.3).

Converting natural landscapes to developed areas has rele-
vant implications for the carbon footprints of regions and
countries, since plants absorb carbon dioxide (CO,) in the
process of photosynthesis. Through the modelling of
remote-sensing data, it is possible to quantify how photo-
syntetic production, (measured by net primary productivity
[NPP]), contributes in terms of reductions of carbon in the
atmosphere. Regions in Portugal, India and New Zealand
have on average very large values per square metre of NPP,
meaning that they contribute significantly to absorbing the
carbon generated by human activity (Figure 28.4). Diffe-
rences in the regional distribution of vegetation types, sun-
light, water and temperature translate into very large dif-
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ferences in the contribution of places to carbon absorption
(Figures 28.5-28.9). Targeted allocation of resources to pro-
tect these local reserves thus makes sense, not only for
landscape preservation, but for the global objective of cli-
mate change mitigation.

Definition

The percentage of regional land covered by forests is
computed as the land classified in the categories 1 to
51in the International Geosphere Biosphere Pro-
gramme (IGBP) over total regional land.

Gains and losses of forest and natural vegetation are
respectively the hectares transiting to and from forest
and natural vegetation classes, over total forest and
natural vegetation hectares in the starting year.

NPP measures the amount of carbon stored by the
landscape through the production of biomass,
excluding the one used for plant respiration,
expressed in grams of carbon/m?/year.

Source

MODIS MCD12Q1 for % of forest cover in 2008.

Corine Land Cover 2000-06 (Europe); National Land Cover
Dataset (NLCD) United States; Japan NLSI data for natural
vegetation changes.

Average 2000 to 2006 yearly NPP from Improved MOD17 by
Zhao and Running (2010).

See Annex B for references, details on, and differences
across, the datasets.

Reference years and territorial level

2008; TL2 for % of forest cover.
Average 2000-06; TL2 for NPP.

2000 to 2006; TL3 for changes in Europe and the United
States. In Japan the changes are calculated for the period
between 1997 and 2006.

Figure notes

28.1-28.6: The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the
responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data
by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights,
East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.
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28.1. Percentage of TL2 regional land covered by forests,

28.2. Gains and losses of forests and natural vegetation,
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28.4. TL2 regional range in carbon absorption through
biomass production (NPP as grams of carbon per square

metre), average 2000-06
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28.5. Regional range in carbon absorption through biomass production
(NPP measured as grams of carbon per square metre): Asia and Oceania, 2000-06
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28.6. Regional range in carbon absorption through biomass production
(NPP measured as grams of carbon per square metre): Europe, 2000-06
TL2 regions, average 2000-2006
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28.7. Regional range in carbon absorption through biomass production
(NPP measured as grams of carbon per square metre): Americas, 2000-06
TL2 regions, average2000-2006
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This map is for illustrative purposes and is
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eignty over any territory covered by this map.
Source of administrative boundaries: National
Statistical Offices and FAO Global Administrative
Unit Layers (GAUL).
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28.8. Regional range in carbon absorption through biomass production
(NPP measured as grams of carbon per square metre): Emerging economies, 2000-06
TL2 regions, average 2000-06
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The urgency of the climate change challenge requires a rapid,
sustained, and effective transition to lower carbon regional
economies. Apart from necessary reduction in greenhouse
gases, there is also a need to cut emissions of other pollutants
like toxic gases or fine particles that can severely threaten
people’s health. Regional and city-level policies have a key
role to play in this transition.

A look at interregional disparities gives a first rationale for
spatially targeted interventions. In fact, it is possible to
observe large disparities in carbon dioxide (CO,) per capita
produced in different regions. Regions with the highest levels
of emissions per capita are located in the United States, the
Czech Republic and Canada. For Canada, this result is largely
explained by the low levels of population in these regions.
Similarly, relative low population explains in part the very
high levels observed in Wyoming (United States). The signifi-
cant degree of geographical concentration of CO, emissions
per capita is evident in several countries, where some regions
have a value more than double than the country average
(Figure 29.1).

A positive correlation is found between levels of regional
gross domestic product (GDP) and emissions, but there are
significant differences in the “carbon intensity” of production
across regions. In fact, when looking at the ratio of GDP over
CO,, it is clear that the production of some regions is much
more efficient, in terms of embodied CO,, than the national
average (Figure 29.2). This is particularly evident in Turkey, the
United States and Mexico and in the Russian Federation and
Brazil among emerging economies. In general, the regions
with the highest GDP/CO, host the national capital (where
service-intensive industries are concentrated). However, this
is not always the case (for example, Bolzano in Italy or
Shikogu in Japan). Relatively low values of GDP/CO, indicate a
potential for decoupling emissions from the economic growth
of the region (Figure 29.2).

Internationally comparable measures of air quality in regions
can be derived from satellite-based measurement of particu-
late matter finer than 2.5 micrometers (PM 2.5), which can
cause cardiovascular and other diseases when inhaled. While
these estimates can be less precise than ground-based mea-
surement, they have the clear advantage of being available for
the large areas of the globe that are still without air moni-
toring stations. By overlaying these data on fine particu-
late matter with data on population distribution at circa
1 km resolution, it is possible to conclude that large frac-
tions of the world population breathe air whose pollution
exceeds the World Health Organization's recommended
level of 10 micrograms of PM 2.5 per cubic meter (Figure 29.3).
It is important to emphasise that the measured PM
2.5 concentration comes from both natural and human
sources, the fraction imputable to human activity varying sig-
nificantly among regions. This notwithstanding, the share of
people living in areas with health-damaging levels of pollu-
tion is worryingly high in several countries (particularly in
China, India and Italy).
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There are large regional variations in the extent of popula-
tion exposure to high levels of particulate matters. Regional
peaks are clear in China, Italy, India, Mexico and Chile
(Figure 29.4).

Definition

CO, regional emissions are imputed from national
emission data allocated to grids of circa 10 km x 10 km
square. It includes emissions from all sources with
the exception of air transport, international aviation
and shipping.

Population exposure to air pollution is calculated by
taking the weighted average value of PM2.5 for the
grid cells present in each region, with the weight
given by the estimated population count in each cell.

Source

CO, emissions: EDGAR spatial emission datasets, JRC,
available at http://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/.

Satellite-Derived Surface PM2.5 map derived by Van
Donkelaar et al. (2010), available at http://fizz.phys.dal.ca/
~atmos/g47.swf.

LandScan 2009 for population estimates.

See Annex B for references and details on datasets and
indicators’ definitions.

Reference years and territorial level

2005; TL2 for CO, regional emissions.
Average 2001-06; TL2 for PM 2.5 values.

Figure notes

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

29.3, 29.4: Measurement gap: Internationally comparable measures of
urban carbon emissions: While it is increasingly clear that urban
areas emanate a growing percentage of the world carbon emissions,
we still lack statistics suited for global comparison and monitoring of
the carbon footprints of cities. Even if many cities around the world
have started collecting inventories of their carbon emissions, differ-
ences in the methodologies (techniques, input data, sources
included) used to compute total CO, or SO, make any comparison of
their performance very difficult. Another problem is that cities
“delimit” themselves in different ways, so that inventories in differ-
ent countries can refer to a very narrow (the core municipality) or a
very extended (the functional area of influence) definition of city.
While supporting international efforts to harmonise urban carbon
inventory, the OECD is also using estimates for small geographic
units, derived from national data downscaled through the use of
spatial datasets. Time-varying statistics for large and medium-sized
cities in the OECD are obtained by applying these estimates to urban
areas that are defined through a harmonised methodology.
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29.1. TL2 regional range in CO, emissions per capita,
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by WHO PM2.5 thresholds, average 2001-06
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29.2. TL2 region with highest GDP to CO, ratio
and country average, 2005
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29.5. Regional population exposure to air pollution, by WHO PM2.5 thresholds: Asia and Oceania, 2001-06
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29.6. Regional population exposure to air pollution, by WHO PM2.5 thresholds: Europe, 2001-06
TL2 regions, average 2001-06
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29.7. Regional population exposure to air pollution, by WHO PM2.5 thresholds: Americas, 2001-06
TL2 regions, average 2001-06
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29.8. Regional population exposure to air pollution, by WHO PM2.5 thresholds: Emerging economies, 2001-06
TL2 regions, average 2001-06
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Waste management has potential impacts on human
health and ecosystems. However, there are also concerns
about the treatment and disposal capacity of existing facil-
ities, and on the location and social acceptance of new
facilities. The economic, environmental and social impact
of waste is relevant in regions also because waste disposal
is usually managed at the local level. Many OECD countries
have strengthened measures for waste minimisation, recy-
cling, product life cycle management and extended pro-
ducer responsibility.

The amount of municipal waste generated gives an approx-
imation of the potential pressure on the environment, and
the economic cost for management and treatment. Studies
show that municipal waste can represent more than one
third of the public sector’s financial efforts to abate and
control pollution.

In 2008, OECD countries municipal waste production varied
from 833 kilograms per inhabitant in Denmark to
306 kilograms in the Czech Republic (Figure 30.1). The dif-
ferent amount depends on the level and pattern of con-
sumption, the rate of urbanisation, lifestyle and also on
national waste management practices. Between 1995
and 2008, the municipal waste generated decreased the
most in New Zealand, Slovenia, Israel, Japan and Germany.
These data have to be interpreted with great caution since
they may be biased by changes in the methodology for col-
lecting the information. Nevertheless they give an indica-
tion of the level and trend of municipal waste production in
these countries.

When looking at regional data, the volume of municipal
waste per inhabitant varies significantly among regions
within and across countries. In 2008, from the whole sam-
ple of countries considered, the Russian Federation is the
one with the highest disparities. The municipal waste per
capita in the region of Volgograd represents 11% of the
country average, while in the region of Kostroma this value
is more than two times higher. Within the group of OECD
countries, Germany had the highest regional variation.
Indeed, the region of Sachsen-Anhalt had a municipal
waste per capita almost two times higher than the national
average, while the region of Berlin only accounted for 43%
of the country average (Figure 30.2).

Differences in the local management of waste, as well as in
citizens’ environmental behaviour within countries,
explain the large regional disparities in recycling rates.
These disparities are particularly marked in Germany and
Italy (Figure 30.3).

Outperforming regions can be found both in countries with
high rates of recycling (the region of Trier in Germany,
where almost all the waste is recycled), and in countries
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where recycling is less common (Pomorskie in Poland,
where 20% of the waste gets recycled, two times higher
than the national average) (Figure 30.3).

Definition

Municipal waste is generally defined as the total
waste collected by or on behalf of municipalities. It
includes waste from households, commerce, institu-
tions and small business, yard and garden; the defini-
tion excludes municipal waste from construction and
demolition and municipal sewage.

Recycling rates are calculated as the % of municipal
waste that undergoes material or other forms of recy-
cling (including composting).

Source

National data: OECD Environmental Statistics.

OECD Regional Database http://dotstat/wbos/.

Eurostat and Istat for regional data on waste recycled.

See Annex B for data, source and country related metadata.

The sum of collected regional data on waste does not
always match the OECD national data.

Reference years and territorial level

2008; TL2.

Latest available year for Australia 2003; France 2004; Canada
and Spain 2006; Hungary, Korea and Russia 2007.

No regional data are available for Chile, Switzerland, Den-
mark, Finland, Iceland, Slovenia, Sweden, New Zealand,
and the United States.

Further information

OECD Key environmental indicators (2008).

Figure notes

Information on data for Israel: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602.

30.3: Belgium and the Netherlands data are at TL3 level; Germany and
United Kingdom data for 39 and 37, respectively, nationally defined
regions. Austria, Norway and United Kingdom data refer to 2009.

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011



http://dotstat/wbos/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932315602

30.1. Municipal waste (kg per capita), 1995 and 2008
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Infrastructure is the foundation of regional development
and has been the target of significant investment through
regional policy in the past years. Regional competitiveness
is affected by infrastructure endowment, such as transport
or telecommunication networks which, together with
investment in human capital and innovation, can improve
the access to markets, increase the connectivity of regions
and provide services more efficiently.

Distance to markets and services can be approximated by
the time needed to reach an urban centre (larger than
50 000 inhabitants). Similar to most continental western
European countries, in Mexico and the United States more
than 70% of population is distributed within a 30 minutes
driving distance from an urban centre. However, in the case
of Scandinavian countries, Greece and Canada, at least
one-fifth of population live in remote areas (Figure 31.1).

Regional disparities in the density of the road network can
be used not only to account for different patterns of
regional capital investment, but also for the capacity of
regions to exchange goods and services. Nevertheless,
despite the economic benefits provided by a well connected
system of roads, there is increasing concern on the nega-
tive environmental effects caused by a higher flow of motor
vehicles to the wellbeing of the population.

While most of the regions in continental Europe seem to
benefit from a more homogenous network density, large
differences are found in the United States and Norway,
where the regions District of Columbia and Oslo have net-
work densities that are more than 20 times higher than the
national average (Figure 31.2).

Besides the physical access, high-speed ICT network is a
key factor of the facility to adopt new technologies and pro-
vide services to remote areas. Regional differences in the
percentage of households with broadband access are
marked both in countries with a high ICT penetration, such
as Canada, the United States and Australia and countries
with low average values such as the Czech Republic,
Greece, Spain and Italy (Figure 31.3).

A significant amount of the regional difference in the
access to broadband can be attributed to agglomeration
economies, and more precisely to the difference in urban
and rural settlements. As expected, households in rural
regions have a limited access to broadband. All the coun-
tries, except for Denmark and the Slovak Republic show a
positive correlation between the access to broadband and
the level of urbanization, (Figure 31.4).
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Definition

The road network density of a region is defined as the
ratio between the total kilometres of roads divided by
the total area of the region (Km2). In the case of Europe,
the road networks accounts for all motorways. For
Canada, Mexico and the United States the road net-
work takes only into account roads classified as high-
ways. In the case of Chile, the road network is
composed by all pavement primary roads.

Broadband access accounts for the number of broad-
band lines provided by operators in the country. This
includes business and residential lines, with residen-
tial making up the vast majority. For clarification, the
high-capacity leased line to a business counts as one
subscription. Subscriber data does not count the
number of business employees who may use that
connection.

The Spearman correlation coefficient measures the
strength and direction of the relationship between
two variables, in this case the broad band access and
the share of population in predominantly rural (PU),
intermediate (IN) or predominantly rural (PR) regions.
A value close to zero means no relationship
(see Annex 3 for formula).

Source
OECD Regional database http://dotstat/wbos/.

See Annex B for data, source and country related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level
2009; TL2.

Road network density: No regional data available for Israel,
Japan, Korea, Australia and New Zealand.

Broadband Access: No regional data available for Canada,
Chile, France, Iceland, Israel, Mexico, New Zealand, Poland
and Turkey.

Figure notes

31.2: Network density is expressed as km of road network by 100 km?.
The country value is equal to 1.
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31.2. TL2 regional range of network density,
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Innovation in mitigation technology is a means to address
climate change. The patenting activity of regions in green
technology provides a measure of the efforts and pace of
innovation. Japan and the United States display the top
performing regions in number of patents in new sectors,
such as green technologies, biotechnologies and nanotech-
nologies. The number of patents in biotechnologies is
higher and patenting activities less recent than in green
and nanotechnologies. Among the top performing regions
in green patenting, Aichi and Tokyo (Japan) have emerged
most recently (Figure 32.1).

A limited number of regions have appeared as hot spots in
patenting on renewable energy. In some cases, like @stjylland
and Vestjylland (Denmark), Madrid and Barcelona (Spain)
and Seoul and Gyeonggi-do (Korea), despite limited patent-
ing activity on renewable energy at the country level. These
regions can provide an indication of how to replicate a pos-
itive environment for business innovation (Figure 32.2).

Patent activities in green technologies have become a more
collaborative process, as the increase in the number of part-
ners in most recent years show (Figure 32.3). Southern-
Kanto, Hokuriku and Tokai (Japan), Baden-Wuerttemberg
and Bayern (Germany) and California (United States) are the
leading regions in green parenting and have uncreased their
collaborations with other regions between 3 and 20 times.
New regions are becoming hubs in global co-invention
networks. The Capital region and Chungcheong (Korea)
have 37 times more collaborations with other regions than
ten years ago. Guangdong (China) passed from 1 collabora-
tion to more than 100 (Figure 32.3).

Universities account for 5% of total patent applications in
green technologies. This share is close to the average of
most technologies, with the exception of biotechnology
where universities account for 23% of patent applications.
There is a high and statistically significant correlation in
business and university patenting activity across regions,
suggesting that universities may be important partners for
industrial research and development (R&D) (Figure 32.4).
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Definition

A patent is an exclusive right granted for an invention,
which is a product or a process with industrial applica-
bility that provides, in general, a new way of doing
something, or offers a new technical solution to a prob-
lem (“inventive step”). A patent provides protection for
the invention to the owner of the patent. The protection
is granted for a limited period, generally 20 years.

Data refer to overall patent applications to Patent Coop-
eration Treaty (PCT) applications.

Patent documents report the inventors (where the
invention takes place), as well as the applicants (own-
ers), along with their addresses and country of resi-
dence. Patent counts are based on the inventor’s region
of residence and fractional counts. If on the patent doc-
ument are registered two or more inventors, the patent
is classified as a co-patent.

A co-patent is classified as a collaboration between
business (companies) and non-business organisa-
tions (government, universities or hospitals) when
there is at least one business applicant and at least
one public applicant. The co-patents so classified are
successively assigned to the region(s) of residence/
work of the co-inventors. Co-patents involving only
individuals are not classified as business-non busi-
ness collaboration. This has to be taken into account
in the results, since in some countries the weight of
individuals’ applicants is quite high. The co-location
statistics is the Spearman rank correlation between
the number of patents in TL3 regions with a univer-
sity applicant and the number of patents with non-
university applicants (individuals and companies).

Green patents include those in waste management,
air and water pollution reduction, renewable ener-
gies, hybrid/electric car technologies and energy effi-
ciency in lighting and building.

Source

OECD REGPAT Database http://dotstat/wbos/.

For classifications of green and renewable energy patents,
see www.oecd.org/environment/innovation/indicator.

See Annex B for data, source and country related metadata.

Reference years and territorial level

1995-2007; TL3.

Figure notes

32.3: Ratio between the number of co-patents in green technologies
in 2007 and in 1995.

32.4: * significant at 1% level.
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32.1. Patents in biotech, green and nanotech of the top
five patenting TL3 regions in 2005-07 and their values
in 1995-1997

32.2. Patents in renewable energy in the top 20 patenting
TL3 regions as a % of the country’s renewable energy
patents, 2005-07
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32.4. Contribution of universities to patent applications
in green technologies and co-location
of university-business applications, 2005-07
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ANNEX A

Territorial grids and regional typology

Table A.1. Territorial grid of OECD member countries

Region Territorial levels 2 Territorial levels 3 Non-official grid (NOG)
Australia States/territories (8) Statistical divisions (60) -
Austria Bundeslénder (9) Gruppen von Politischen Bezirken (35) -
Belgium Régions (3) Provinces (11) -
Canada Provinces and territories (12) Census divisions (288) LFS, Economic areas (71)
Chile Regions (15) Provincias (54)

Czech Republic Oblasti (8) Kraje (14) -
Denmark Regioner (5) Landsdeler (11) -
Estonia Region (1) Groups of maakond (5) -
Finland Suuralueet (5) Maakunnat (20) -
France Régions (22) Départements (96) -
Germany Lénder (16) Spatial planning regions (96) -
Greece Groups of development regions (4) Development regions (13) -
Hungary Planning statistical regions (7) Counties+Budapest (20) -
Iceland Regions (2) Landsvaedi (8) -
Ireland Groups regional authority regions (2) Regional authority regions (8) -
Israel 7 Districts -
Italy Regioni (21) Province (107) -
Japan Groups of prefectures (10) Prefectures (47) -
Korea Regions (7) Special city, metropolitan area and province (16) -
Luxembourg State (1) State (1) -
Mexico Estados (32) Grupos de municipios (209) -
Netherlands Landsdelen (4) Provinces (12) -
New Zealand Groups of regional councils (2) Regional councils (14) -
Norway Landsdeler (7) Fylker (19) -
Poland Vojewodztwa (16) Podregiony (66) -
Portugal Comissdes de coordenagao e desenvolvimento

Slovak Republic
Slovenia

Spain

Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

regional + regioes autonomas (7)
Zoskupenia krajov (4)

Kohezijske regije (2)
Comunidades autonomas (19)
Riksomraden (8)

Grandes regions (7)

Regions (26)

Government office regions + counties (12)
States (51)

Grupos de municipios (30)

Kraj (8)

Statisticne regije (12)

Provincias (59)

Lan (21)

Cantons (26)

Provinces (81)

Upper tier authorities or groups of lower tier

authorities or groups of unitary authorities or LECs

or groups of districts (133)
Economic areas (179)
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Table A.2. Territorial grid of the BRICS countries

Region Territorial levels 2 Territorial levels 3
Brazil Estados and Districto federal (27) Mesoregiao (137)
China 31 provinces; special administrative region of Hong Kong,

special administrative region of Macao and Chinese Taipei (33)
India States and Union territories (35)
Russian Federation Oblast or okrug (83)
South Africa Provinces (9)

Table A.3. Percentage of national population living in predominantly urban,
intermediate and predominantly rural regions (TL3) and number of regions
classified as such in each country

Percentage of population (2008) Number of regions (TL3)

Rural Intermediate Urban Rural Intermediate Urban
Australia 21.95 20.88 57.18 4 13 6
Austria 45.66 30.87 23.47 25 8 2
Belgium 2.48 14.24 83.28 1 2 8
Canada 28.29 16.21 55.50 223 35 30
Chile 35.67 14.41 49.91 4 6
Czech Republic 4.95 83.38 11.68 1 12 1
Denmark 42.84 27.89 29.27 5 3 3
Estonia 10.46 76.81 12.73 1 3 1
Finland 61.67 1213 26.20 17 2 1
France 16.94 48.31 34.74 36 46 14
Germany 17.91 25.93 56.16 31 30 35
Greece 39.96 23.83 36.22 10 2 1
Hungary 40.97 42.09 16.95 1 8 1
Iceland 36.96 63.04 7 1 0
Ireland 72.45 0 27.55 7 0 1
Italy 9.22 38.27 52.51 23 51 33
Japan 12.45 31.88 55.67 13 22 12
Korea 17.19 13.08 69.73 5 3 8
Luxembourg 0 100.00 0 0 1 0
Mexico 36.15 17.12 46.73 145 30 34
Netherlands 0 15.02 84.98 0 5 7
New Zealand 0 55.76 44.24 0 12 2
Norway 47.99 40.18 11.83 13 5 1
Poland 46.37 31.13 22.50 34 20 12
Portugal 20.85 26.78 52.36 15 8 7
Slovak Republic 25.21 63.48 11.31 2 5 1
Slovenia 57.13 42.87 0 8 4 0
Spain 13.42 38.07 48.51 22 25 12
Sweden 48.86 29.91 21.23 18 2 1
Switzerland 8.95 49.69 41.37 7 12 7
Turkey 25.59 23.82 50.59 45 23 13
United Kingdom 2.03 28.43 69.54 11 40 82
United States 37.66 20.05 42.29 132 21 26
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Figure A.1. Extended regional typology
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ANNEX A

Figure A.2. Extended regional typology: Americas
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Figure A.3. Extended regional typology: Europe
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Figure A.4. Regional typology, OECD countries: Asia and Oceania (TL3)
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ANNEX B

Sources and data description

User guide: List of indicators and variables by chapter

Chapters  Indicator Variables used Page

Chapter 1 Regional contribution to population change Total population; Area 138

Chapter2  Distribution of population and regional typology Total population; Area; Regional typology 138

Chapter 3 Regional contribution to growth Gross domestic product (GDP); Total population 138; 140

Chapter4  Regional contribution to change in employment Total employment; Population in age class 15-64 142

Chapter 5 Labour productivity growth in regions GDP; Employment by place of work; Total population 138; 139; 140

Chapter 6  Regional economic disparities GDP; Total population; Employment by place of work 138; 140

Chapter 7 Patterns of growth in regions GDP; Employment by place of work; Area 138; 140

Chapter 8  Impact of the crisis on jobs in regions Total employment; Population in age class 15-64 139; 142

Chapter 9 Regional disparities in tertiary education Educational attainments of labour force; Enrolment in education 144; 145
institutions by educational level

Chapter 10 Skilled immigration in OECD countries Foreign- born population by educational attainment 146

Chapter 11 Regional disparities in specialisation Employment by industry (6 sectors); Gross value added (GVA) by industry 140; 141
(6 sectors); Employment by detailed industry (20 sectors)

Chapter 12 Regional specialisation in knowledge-oriented sectors Employment in high-tech manufacturing; Employment in knowledge- 142; 144
intensive services; Total employment

Chapter 13  Public investment in regions General government expenditure; Regional capital expenditure 146

Chapter 14  Research and development expenditure in regions R&D expenditure by performing sector; GDP; R&D personnel 147; 148

Chapter 15 Public and business research and development expenditure ~ R&D expenditure by performing sector; GDP; GVA of industry 140; 148

Chapter 16  Patents in regions and among different economic actors PCT patents applications; PCT patents applications by type of applicants 148
(business, public); PCT co-patents applications

Chapter 17 Regional patterns of co-patenting PCT patents applications; PCT patents applications by type of applicants 148
(business, public); PCT co-patents applications

Chapter 18  Regional disparities in household income Primary and disposable income of households 149

Chapter 19 Concentration of elderly population in regions Total population; Population by age (0-14; 15-64; 65+) 138; 139

Chapter 20  Population mobility among regions Inter-regional flows of population 150

Chapter 21 Immigration trends in OECD countries Foreign- born population by duration of stay 146

Chapter 22  Regional disparities in unemployment Unemployment; Long-term unemployment; Labour force; 142; 143
Youth unemployment rate

Chapter 23 Gender differences in employment opportunities Labour force by sex; Population by age (0-14; 15-64; 65+) and sex; Female 139; 142
employment

Chapter 24  Access to education Labour force by educational attainment; Early school leavers; PISA scores 144; 151
in reading

Chapter 25  Access to health Number of deaths by five years age; Population by five years age; Number 151; 152
of physicians; Total population; Disposable income of households

Chapter 26 Access to basic services in developing Household with access to water, sewage, electricity and telephone 153

Chapter 27 The growth of urban land in OECD regions Land cover and changes 153

Chapter 28  Forest, natural vegetation and the carbon footprint of regions  Global forest land cover; Net primary productivity 153; 154

Chapter 29  Carbon emissions and air quality in regions National values of CO, emissions; Gridded concentration of 154
PM2.5 particles

Chapter 30  Municipal waste Municipal waste; Total population; recycled waste 138; 155

Chapter 31 Regional access to network infrastructure Percentage of broadband access by households; road network density 156

Chapter 32  Green patents in regions PCT patent applications by type of applicant (business, non-business); 148

PCT patent applications in green technologies; Renewable energy; ICT and
biotech
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Area - Chapters 1,2 and 7

Notes Source

EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat: General and regional statistics, demographic statistics, population and area

Australia - Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), summing up SLAs

Canada - Statistics Canada www12.statcan.ca/english/census01/products/standard/popdwell/Table-CD-
Pcfm?PR=10&T=2&SR=1&S=1&0=A

Iceland - Statistics Iceland

Israel —  Central Bureau of Statistics- Statistical Abstract of Israel. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the

responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan
Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Japan - Statistical Office, Area by Configuration, Gradient and Prefecture www.stat.go.jp/English/data/nenkan/1431-01.htm

Korea —  Statistics Korea

Mexico - Mexican Statistical Office (INEGI)

New Zealand - Statistics New Zealand, data come from the report “Water Physical Stock Account 1995-2005". www.stats.govt.nz/analytical-
reports/water-physical-stock-account-1995-2005.htm

Norway —  Statistics Norway, StatBank table: 01402: Area of land and fresh water (km?). (M) (2005-07)

Switzerland - Office fédéral de la statistique, ESPOP, RFP

Turkey - Eurostat: General and regional statistics, demographic statistics, population and area

United States - Census Bureau www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/density.html

Brazil - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Esta.distica (IBGE)

China - National Bureau of Statistics of China

India - Statistics India (Indiastat)

Russian Federation —  Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation

South Africa - Statistics South Africa

1. EU21 countries : Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Population - Chapters 1, 2 and 19

Notes Source Years  Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics, Annual average population 1995-2009 3
Australia — Australian Bureau of Statistics, 3201.0 1995-2008 3
Canada —  Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table 051-0036, Estimates of population 1995-2009 3
Chile - INE, Chile 1995-2009 3
Iceland (2)  Statistics Iceland 1995-2008 3
Israel - Central Bureau of Statistics- Statistical Abstract of Israel. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by 2008 2

and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is
without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Japan (3)  Statistics Bureau, MIC 1995-2008 3
Korea (4)  Statistics Korea 1995-2008 3
Mexico (5)  Secretariat estimates based on Census of population (INEGI) 1995-2008 3
New Zealand (6)  Statistics New Zealand, Estimated Resident Population 1996-2008 3
Norway - Statistics Norway, StatBank 1995-2008 3
Switzerland (7)  Swiss Federal Statistical Office, Statweb 1995-2009 3
Turkey (8)  Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat) 1995-2009 3
United States (9)  US Census Bureau, Inter censual estimates 1995-2008 3
Brazil - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estadistica (IBGE) 1995-2009 2
China - National Bureau of Statistics of China 2008 2
India —  Statistics India (Indiastat) 2001-08 2
Russian Federation —  Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation 2000-09 2
South Africa - Statistics South Africa 1995-2009 2

1. EU21 countries : Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Estonia available years: 2005-08.

Iceland: Population at 1 December.

Japan: Population at 1 October.

Korea: Data for 2001-04 are based on population projections.

Mexico: Data for 1998 and 2003 are estimated using the exponential growth function based on the period 1995-2000 and 2000-08.
New Zealand: Population as of 30June. Population estimates at 30 June 1996-2000 are based on 2001 Regional Council
boundaries, whereas estimates from 2001 onwards are based on 2005 Regional Council boundaries.

. Switzerland: Permanent resident population at the end of the year.

8. Turkey and United States: Mid-year population estimates.

OV W

138 OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011


www12.statcan.ca/english/census01/products/standard/popdwell/Table-CD-P.cfm?PR=10&T=2&SR=1&S=1&O=A
www12.statcan.ca/english/census01/products/standard/popdwell/Table-CD-P.cfm?PR=10&T=2&SR=1&S=1&O=A
www.stat.go.jp/English/data/nenkan/1431-01.htm
www.stats.govt.nz/analytical-reports/water-physical-stock-account-1995ndash2005.htm
www.stats.govt.nz/analytical-reports/water-physical-stock-account-1995ndash2005.htm
www.census.gov/population/www/censusdata/density.html

ANNEX B

Population by age and sex — Chapters 4, 8 and 19

Notes Source Years Territorial level
Australia —  Australian Bureau of Statistics, 3201.0 1996-2008 3
Austria —  Secretariat estimates based on Statistics Austria 2001-09 3
Belgium (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 1995-2008 3]
Canada —  Statistics Canada, CANSIM Table 051-0036, Estimates of population 1995-2009 3
Chile INE, Chile 1995-2009 2
Czech Republic (2)  Czech Statistical Office 1995-2009 3
Denmark (3)  Statistics Denmark, Stathank 2005-09 3
Estonia Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 2007-09 3
Finland - Statistics Finland 1995-2009 3
France (1) INSEE, Local population estimates 1995-2008 3
Germany - Regional statistics Germany, Spatial Monitoring System of the BBR 1995-2008 3
Greece (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 1995-2009 3
Hungary (1) KSH, Hungarian Statistical Office 1995-2009 3
Iceland —  Statistics Iceland 1997-2008 3
Ireland - Central Statistics Office, Ireland (Census of population). 1995-2009 3
Israel - Central Bureau of Statistics- Statistical Abstract of Israel. The statistical data for Israel are 2008 2

supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of
such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East
Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Italy (1)  ISTAT, Intercensal population estimates 1995-2009 3
Japan (4)  Statistics Bureau, MIC 1995-2008 3
Korea (5)  Statistics Korea 1995-2008 3
Luxembourg (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 1995-2009 3
Mexico - INEGI, (Census of population) 1995-2008 3
Netherlands (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 1995-2009 3
New Zealand —  Statistics New Zealand (Census of population) 1995-2008 3
Norway (1)  Statistics Norway, Statbank 1995-2008 3
Poland - Central Statistical Office, Poland 2000-09 3
Portugal —  Statistics Portugal (INE) 1995-2009 3
Slovak Republic (2) Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic 1996-2009 3
Slovenia Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 2003-09 3
Spain - National Statistics Institute (INE) 1995-2009 3
Sweden (6)  Statistics Sweden 1995-2009 3
Switzerland (7)  Swiss Federal Statistical Office, Statweb 1995-2009 3
Turkey (8)  Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat) 1995-2008 3
United Kingdom - National Statistical Office, population estimates 1995-2008 3
United States (9)  US Census Bureau, Population Estimates Program 1995-2008 3
Brazil - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estadistica (IBGE) 1995-2009 2
China - National Bureau of Statistics of China 2008 2
India —  Statistics India (Indiastat) 2008 2
Russian Federation - Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation 2000-09 2
South Africa - Statistics South Africa 1995-2009 2

1. Belgium, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway: Population as of 1 January.

2. Czech Republic and Slovak Republic: Population as of 31 December.

3. Denmark: Population as of 1 January. The source of the statistics is Statistic Denmark’s population register, which yearly,
receives partly an annual outdraw of the total population and partly a weekly outdraw which include information about the
weekly events such as removals, emi-/immigrations, births and deaths from the Central Person Register (CPR).

4. Japan: Population as of 10ctober.

5. Korea: Data for 2001-04 are based on population projections.

6. Sweden: Conditions on 31 December 31 for each respective year according to administrative subdivisions of 1 January of the
following year.

7. Switzerland: Permanent resident population at the end of the year.

8. Turkey: Mid-year population estimates.

9. United States: Population as of 1 April.
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ANNEX B

Gross domestic product - Chapters 3, 5, 6, 7 and 14

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional economic accounts 1995-2007 3
Australia (2)  Australian Bureau of Statistics, 5220.0 1995-2008 2
Canada - Statistics Canada, Provincial economic accounts 1995-2008 2
Chile (3)  Banco central de Chile. Cunetas nacionales de Chile 1996-2008 2
Iceland (b)) - - -
Israel b)) - - -
Japan (4)  Economic and Social Research Institute, Cabinet Office 1995-2006 3
Korea - Statistics Korea 1995-2007 3
Mexico - INEGI, System of national accounts of Mexico 1995-2006 2
New Zealand - Statistics New Zealand 2000-03 3
Norway —  Norwegian Regional Accounts 1995-2007 3
Switzerland b)) - - -
Turkey —  Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat) 2004-06 2
United States —  Bureau of Economic Analysis 1997-2008 2
Brazil - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estadistica (IBGE) 1995-2007 2
China —  National Bureau of Statistics of China 2004-07 2
India - Statistics India (Indiastat) 2001-07 2
Russian Federation —  Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation 1996-08 2
South Africa —  Statistics South Africa 1995-08 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
Poland available years: 1999-2007.

. Australia: Gross state product. Figures are based on fiscal year (July-June).

. Chile: Data are not available in two regions.

. Japan: Figures are based on fiscal year (April-March).

. Iceland, Israel and Switzerland: Data are not available at the regional level.

Ul WN

Employment at place of work — Chapters 5, 6 and 7

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional economic accounts, Branch accounts, Employment 1995-2009 3
Australia —  Australian Bureau of Statistics, LFS, Table: 6291.0.55.003 1995-2009 2
Canada —  Statistics Canada, Census, Employed labour force by place of work 1996-2007 2
Chile —  INE Chile 1990-2009 2
Iceland 2 - - -
Israel —  Central Bureau of Statistics — LFS. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and 1999-2009 2

under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the
OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West.

Japan —  Statistics Bureau, MIC 2000; 2001-05 2
Korea —  Statistics Korea 1996-2009 3
Mexico — INEGI, LFS (National survey of occupation and employment) 2000 ; 2004; 2009 2
New Zealand —  Statistics New Zealand, LEED, Annual, Table 3.5: Length of Continuous Job Tenure 1999-2009 3
Norway —  Statistics Norway, Employees 16-64 years by region of work by region and period  1995; 1998-2001; 2005-07 3
Switzerland 2) - - -
Turkey —  Turkish Statistical Institute (TurkStat), Census 2002; 2006 — 2009 2
United States —  Bureau of Labour Statistics, State and area employment (sm series) 2000-09 2
Brazil — Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estadistica (IBGE) 2004-08 2
China - - - -
India - - - -
Russian Federation —  Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation 2005; 2008 2
South Africa —  Statistics South Africa 1995-2009 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,

Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

2. Iceland and Switzerland: Data are not available at the regional level.

140

OECD REGIONS AT A GLANCE 2011 © OECD 2011



ANNEX B

Employment by industry (six sectors) — Chapter 11

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional economic accounts, Branch accounts, Employment 1995-2008 2
Australia — Australian Bureau of Statistics, LFS, Table 6291.0.55.003 1995-2008 2
Canada (2)  Statistics Canada, data sent by the delegate 1995-2007 2
Chile National Statistical Office (INE) 1995-2005
Iceland —  Statistics Iceland 1995-2005 2
Israel Central Bureau Statistics (CBS. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by 1995-2008

and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of
such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan
Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Japan —  Statistics Bureau, Establishment and Enterprise census 2005-08 2
Korea —  Statistics Korea — Economically active population survey 2004-08 2
Mexico — National Statistical Office (INEGI), Economic Census 2004; 2008 2
New Zealand —  Statistics New Zealand 1999-2008 2
Norway —  Statistics Norway 2000-08 2
Switzerland —  Federal Statistical Office (FSO), Census of population, table VZ0024KD 2000-08 2
Turkey —  Turkish Statistical Institute, Number of local units and employment by 2006-08 2
economic activity branches
United States —  Bureau of Economic Analysis 2000-08 2

Industries are defined according to the Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC) rev. 3.1. Due to regional data availability,
industries from the Eurostat Branch Accounts are aggregated into six sectors: 1) Agriculture, fishing and forestry;
2) Manufacturing, mining and quarrying, electricity, gas and water supply;3) Construction; 4)Trade, hotels and restaurants,
transport, storage and communication; 5) Financial intermediation, real estate, renting and business activities; 6) Public
administration and defence, health and other public activities.

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
2. Canada: Data are not available for the regions Yukon Territory and Northwest Territories.
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ANNEX B

Labour force, employment at place of residency by sex and unemployment -
Chapters 4, 8, 22 and 23

Table B.4. National Data on Employment and Unemployment:
OECD, Annual Labour Force Statistics Database

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional labour force market statistics, LFS 1999-2009 3
Australia (2) Australian Bureau of Statistics, LFS, Table 6291.0.55.001 1999-2009 2
Canada (3)  Statistics Canada, LFS, CANSIM Table 282-0055 1999-2009 NOG
Chile - INE Chile 1990-2009 2
Iceland —  Statistics Iceland 1999-2009 2
Israel —  Central Bureau of Statistics — LFS. The statistical data for Israel are 1990-2009 2

supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the
Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.

Japan —  Statistics Bureau, MIC 1999-2009 3
Korea - Statistics Korea 1999-2009 3
Mexico (4)  INEGI, LFS (National survey of occupation and employment) 2000-09 2
New Zealand (5)  Statistics New Zealand, LFS 1999-2009 3
Norway —  Statistics Norway, Statbank Table 05613 1999-2008 3
Switzerland (6)  Secretariat estimates based on Swiss Federal Statistical Office 2001-09 3
Turkey (7)  Turkish Statistical Institute, Census 2006-09 2
United States (8)  Bureau of Labour Statistics, Labour force data by county 1999-2009 3
Brazil — Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estadistica (IBGE) 2004-08 2
China - - - -
India = = = =
Russian Federation —  Federal State Statistics Service of Russian Federation 2000-08 2
South Africa Statistics South Africa 1999-09 2

Data for employment by sex are available only at TL2 level.

1. EU21 countries : Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

1.1. Finland: 2006 Employment data for regions FI191 Satakunta, FI192 Pirkanmaa, FI193 Keski-Suomi, FI194 Etela-
Pohjanmaa and FI195 Pohjanmaa are estimated with data collected at the Statistics Finland website (www.stat.fi/til/
tyti/2008/03/tyti_2008_03_2008-04-22_tau_031_fi.html).

1.2. Germany and Italy: due to changes in the NUTS classification, data have been collected from the delegates (Germany:
Statistics of the Federal Agency of Labour Market, Spatial Monitoring System of the BBR, without self-employed).

1.3. Poland: Reference years 2000-06 (PL126 Warszawski and PL127 Miasto Warszawa regions data are missing in 1999).

1.4. Portugal: Labour force data are available only at TL2 level.

1.5. Sweden: data for 2006 at TL3 level are estimated with data from Statistics Sweden (Befolkningen 16-64 ar (AKU), 1000-
tal efter region, arbetskraftstillhdrighet, kon) and adjusted with data from Eurostat at TL2.

1.6. United Kingdom: 2006 missing data from Eurostat have been estimated with data from the Office for National
Statistics (Nomis) and the Annual Population Survey in Scotland. Data not available for the regions Caithness and
Sutherland, Ross and Cromarty, Comhairle Nan Eilan (Western Isles).

2. Australia: Data are based on the Labour Force Dissemination Regions as defined by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

3. Canada: Data are based on a grouping of TL3 regions according to the Economic Regions as defined in the Guide to the
Labour Force Survey, Statistics Canada 2006, (Ottawa: Statistics Canada, Catalogue No. 71-543, www.statcan.ca/bsolc/english/
bsolc?catno=71-543-G).

4. Mexico: Data at TL3 level are available only for the year 2000 from the Census (Censo general de poblacién y vivienda 2000)
and employed is for the class age 12 years and over.

5. New Zealand: For regions NZ015-NZ016 and NZ021-NZ021 data are aggregated in the LFS dissemination regions. Data for
the merged regions have been estimated on the basis of population share.

6. Switzerland: Data at TL3 are estimated from unemployment at TL2 using the share of labour force as weights.

7. Turkey: Data at TL2 come from the Census of Population for the year 2000 and from Turkstat Household labour survey for
the years 2004-06. At TL3 data are available only for the year 2000.

8. United States: US117 New Orleans-Metairie-Bogalusa (Louisiana) figure is estimated for 2006 due to missing values in some
Local Area Unemployment Statistics components of this region. Data expressed as annual averages.
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ANNEX B

Youth unemployment - Chapter 22

Notes Source Referenpe Years Territorial level
population

EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional labour market statistics, unemployment 15-24 1999-2009 2
Australia - Australian Bureau of Statistics, youth unemployment, cat. 4102.0 15-24 1999-2009 2
Canada (2) Statistics Canada, CANSIM table 109-5304 15-24 2001-09 2
Chile 4) - - - -
Iceland 4) - - - -
Israel Central Bureau of Statistics — LFS. The statistical data for Israel are 15-24 1990-2009 2

supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.

The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the

Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.
Japan - Statistics Bureau, MIC 15-24 2006 2
Korea 4) - - - -
Mexico —  INEGI, Employment and Occupation National Survey 15-24 2000-09 2
New Zealand 4)- - - - -
Norway (3) Statistics Norway, Employees 16-64 years by region of work by region and 15-24 2000-09 2

period
Switzerland 4) - - - -
Turkey —  Turkish Statistical Institute, LFS 15-24 2004-09 2
United States Bureau of Labour Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics 1999-2008 3

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
1.1. Italy: Data are not available for the region Valle d’Aosta.
1.2. Netherlands: 1999-2005; Sweden: 1999-2005.

2. Canada: Data are not available for the regions Yukon Territory and Northwest Territories.

Norway: Data are not available for the regions Hedmark og Oppland and Trondelag.

4. Chile, Iceland, Korea, New Zealand and Switzerland: Data are not available at regional level.

w

Long-term unemployment- Chapter 22

Notes Source Years Territorial level

EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional labour market statistics, Regional unemployment 1999-2009 2
Australia — Australian Bureau of Statistics, LFS 2001-09 2
Canada (2) Statistics Canada, LFS 1999-2009 2
Chile 3 - - -
Iceland 3 - - -
Israel Central Bureau of Statistics — LFS. The statistical data for Israel are supplied 1990-2009 2

by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of

such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan

Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.
Japan 3) - - -
Korea 3 - - -
Mexico 3 - - -
New Zealand - - 1999-2009 2
Norway - Statistics Norway 1999-2009 2
Switzerland 3) - - -
Turkey —  Turkish Statistical Institute, LFS 2004-09 2
United States 3 - - -

1. EU21 countries : Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
Denmark: Data are not available at the regional level.

2. Canada: Data are not available for the regions Yukon Territory and Northwest Territories.

3. Chile, Iceland, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland and United States: Data are not available at regional level.
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ANNEX B

Employment in high-tech manufacturing; Employment in knowledge-
intensive services — Chapters 9 and 12

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Employment in technology and knowledge-intensive sectors at 1995-2008 2
the regional level (htec_emp_reg)
Australia 2 - - -
Canada —  Statistics Canada, special tabulation from the LFS 1995-2008 2
Chile - - - -
Iceland 2 - - -
Israel - - - -
Japan Statistics Bureau, MIC 1995-2006 -
Korea (3)  Korean Institute for Industrial Economics and Trade (KIET) — Regional 1995-2008 2
Statistics and Information Database (RSID)
Mexico 2 - - -
New Zealand - - - -
Norway - Eurostat, Employment in technology and knowledge-intensive sectors at 1995-2008 2
the regional level, by gender (htec_emp_reg)
Switzerland —  Eurostat, Employment in technology and knowledge-intensive sectors at 1995-2008 2
the regional level, by gender (htec_emp_reg)
Turkey - Eurostat, Employment in technology and knowledge-intensive sectors at 1995-2008 2
the regional level, by gender (htec_emp_reg)
United States - Bureau of Labour Statistics (BLS), State and County Employment and 1995-2008 2

Wages (Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages — QCEW)

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
Poland, Sweden and Slovak Republic, latest available year: 2007.

2. Australia, Iceland, Mexico and New Zealand: Data are not available at the regional level.

3. Korea data on KIS employment are not available at regional level.

Labour force by educational attainment- Chapters 9 and 24

Notes Source Year Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Labour force survey 2008 2
Australia (2)  Australian Bureaus of Statistics, Table 6227.0 Education and Work, LFS 2005 2
Canada (3) Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 2006 2
Chile INE Chile 2007 2
Iceland 6) - - -
Japan 6) - - -
Korea (2)  KOSIS, Economically Active Population Survey, 2006 2
Mexico INEGI, Conteo de Poblacién y Vivienda, 2005 2008 2
New Zealand Statistics New Zealand 2006 2
Norway Eurostat, Labour force survey 2008 2
Switzerland Federal Statistical Office, Labour Force Survey 2007 2
Turkey (4)  Turkish Statistical Institute 2008 2
United States (5)  Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2008 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,

Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

1.1. Data refer to the labour force aged 15 and over.

1.2. Denmark: Data refer to the labour force aged 25-64. Data obtained from the Register based labour force statistics. Data
compiled by the Danish Centre for Studies in Research and Research Policy and Published by Statistics Denmark.

1.3. Sweden: The data obtained from Statistics Sweden.

Australia and Korea: Data refer to total labour force.

Canada: Data refer to the labour force aged 25-64.

Turkey: Data available only for secondary and tertiary education attainments.

United States: Data refer to the population aged 18 and over.

Iceland and Japan: Data not available at the regional level.

oUW
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ANNEX B

Enrolment in education institutions by educational level - Chapter 9

Notes Source Year Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional education statistics 2005-07 2
Australia - 2
Canada 2
Iceland 6) - - -
Japan - Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology 2005-07 2
Korea —  Statistical year book of education 2005-07 2
Mexico (3)  INEGI, Census 2005. 2005-07 2
New Zealand 6) - - -
Norway Eurostat, Regional education statistics 2005-07 2
Switzerland (4)  Federal Statistical Office 2005-07 2
Turkey —  Turkish Ministry of Education 2005-07 2
United States (5)  Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-07 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

1.1. Denmark: Data obtained from the Register-based labour force statistics. Data compiled by the Danish Centre for
Studies in Research and Research Policy and Published by Statistics Denmark.
1.2. Germany: Data obtained from Regional Statistics Germany, Spatial Monitoring System of the BBR.

2. Canada: ISCED 0-2 include enrolled from junior kindergarden to grade 9 included. ISCED 3-4 include enrolled in grade 10 to
12 included. Data for ISCED 5-6 is the sum of enrolled in public colleges and institutes and enrolled in universities.

3. Mexico: Populations aged five and over by state and educational level.

4. Switzerland: Before beginning tertiary education, ISCED 5-6 students are distributed among regions according to their place
of residence. This results in an underestimation of the number of people in this educational level (students living abroad
before the beginning of theirs studies are not taken into account).

5. United States: US Census Bureau, Census ACS (American Community Survey). B14001. School enrollment by level of school
for the population three years and over — universe: population three years and over. Data are based on a sample and are
subject to sampling variability. Data have been translated into ISCED in the following way: Enrolled in nursery school,
preschool + Enrolled in kindergarten + Enrolled in grade 1 to grade 4 + Enrolled in grade 5 to grade 8 = ISCED 0-2, Enrolled in
grade 9 to grade 12 = ISCED 3-4, Enrolled in college, undergraduate years + Graduate or professional school = ISCED 5-6.

6. Australia, Iceland and New Zealand: Data are not available at the regional level.
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ANNEX B

Regional capital expenditure - Chapter 13
National Data: OECD, General Government Accounts

Notes Source Years Territorial level
Australia - Australian Bureau of Statistics 1990-2009 2
Canada - Statistics Canada 1981-2006 2
Chile - - - -
Czech Republic - Ministry of Finance (data from the Regional Statistical Bureaus) 2005-08 2and3
Finland —  Statistics Finland 1980-2007 2and 3
Germany -  Federal Office of Statistics (for municipality-level data); Federal Ministry of 2001-09 2
Finance (for state-level data)
Hungary (1)  Statistics Hungary 2001-05 2
Israel - - - -
Italy —  Ministry for Economic Development, Department for Development Policy 1996-2008 2
and Cohesion
Japan System of Prefecture Accounts, Cabinet Office Website 1996-2007 2and 3
Mexico 2 INEGI, National Institute for Statistics and Geography 1994-2003 2
Norway - Statistics Norway 2003-09 2and3
Spain - Ministry of Finance 2002-08 2
Sweden - Statistics Sweden 1995-2007 2
Switzerland (1)  Federal Statistical Office 2005-07 2and3
United Kingdom (1)  HM Treasury 2002-08 2
United States (1) US Census Bureau 1991-2008 2

1. Capital expenditure is not broken down into gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) and capital transfers.
2. Data on GFCF by state is derived from states’ shares of total national GFCF.

Foreign-born population, by duration of stay and educational attainment -
Chapters 10 and 21

OECD Database on Immigrants (DIOC)

Notes Source Years Territorial level
Australia - Census 2006 3
Austria - Microcensus 2004-06 2
Belgium - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
Canada - Census 2006 3
Chile - - - -
Czech Republic - - - -
Denmark - Population Register 2005 3
Estonia - - - -
Finland - Population Register 2005 3
France - Census 2006 3
Germany - Micro-census 2005-07 2
Greece - - - -
Hungary - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
Iceland - - - -
Ireland - Census 2006 2006 3
Israel - - - -
Italy - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
Japan - - - -
Korea - - - -
Mexico - Labour Force Survey 2005-07 2
Netherlands - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
New Zealand - Census 2006 3
Norway - Population Register 2005 3
Poland - - - -
Portugal - Labour Force Survey 2005-06 2
Slovak Republic - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
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ANNEX B

OECD Database on Immigrants (DIOC) (cont.)

Notes Source Years Territorial level
Slovenia - - - -
Spain - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
Sweden - Population Register 2005 3
Switzerland - Labour Force Survey 2004-06 2
Turkey - - -
United Kingdom - Labour Force Survey 2006 2
United States - American Community Survey 2005-07 2

R&D expenditures by performing sector - Chapters 14 and 15

National data: OECD, Main Science and Technology Indicators Database

Notes Source Years Territorial
level
EU21 countries (2) Eurostat, Regional Science and technology Statistics, R&D expenditures and personnel, Total 2007 2
intramural R&D expenditure (GERD) by sectors of performance and region.
Australia (3)  For the business performing sector: ABS, 8104.0 Research and Experimental Development, 2007 2
Business.
Canada Statistics Canada. www.statcan.ca/english/freepub/88-221-XIE/2008001/tablesectionlist.htm 2006 2
Table 2 Provincial Gross Domestic Expenditures on Research and Development, in the total
sciences.
Chile 4)

Iceland 4 - - -
Israel Central Bureau of Statistics. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the 2007-08 2
responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without

prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.
Japan 4 - - -
Korea —  Korea Institute of Science and Technology Evaluation and Planning (KISTEP) 2006 2
Mexico 4) - - -
New Zealand 4) - - -
Norway Eurostat, Regional Science and technology Statistics, R&D expenditures and personnel, Total 2007 2
intramural R&D expenditure (GERD) by sectors of performance and region.
Switzerland 4) - - -
Turkey 4) - - -
United States (5)  National Science Foundation (NSF)/Division of Science Resources Statistics (SRS) 2007 2
1. Sectors include: business enterprise, government, higher education and private and non-profit. The business enterprise sector is

Rl

comprehensive of all firms, organisations and institutions whose primary activity is the market production of goods or services
(other than higher education) for sale to the general public at an economically significant price. It also includes the private non-
profit institutions mainly serving the above mentioned firms, organisations and institutions (See the Frascati Manual, Section 3.4).
The government sector is comprehensive of all departments, offices and other bodies which furnish, but normally do not sell to
the community, those common services, other than higher education, which cannot otherwise be conveniently and
economically provided, as well as those that administer the state and the economic and social policy of the community. (public
enterprises are included in the business enterprise sector). It also includes non-profit institutions controlled and mainly financed
by government, but not administered by the higher education sector (see the Frascati Manual, Section 3.5). The higher education
sector is comprehensive of all universities, colleges of technology and other institutions of post-secondary education, whatever
their source of finance or legal status. It also includes all research institutes, experimental stations and clinics operating under
the direct control of or administered by or associated with higher education institutions (see the Frascati Manual, Section 3.7). The
private non-profit sector is comprehensive of non-market, private non-profit institutions serving households (i.e. the general
public) and private individuals or households (see the Frascati Manual, Section 3.6).

EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Data for France refer to the year 2004 and Greece 2005.

Australia: Values only for business R&D expenditure.

Chile, Iceland, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Switzerland and Turkey: Data are not available at the regional level.

United States: State totals differ from US totals reported elsewhere for four reasons: (1) some R&D expenditures cannot be
allocated to 1 of 50 states or District of Columbia; (2) non-federal sources of other non-profit R&D expenditures could not be
allocated by state; (3) state-level U&C data have not been adjusted to eliminate double counting of funds passed through from
one academic institution to another; and (4) state-level R&D data are not converted from fiscal years to calendar years.
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ANNEX B

R&D personnel (headcounts) - Chapter 14

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Total R&D personnel by sectors of performance (employment) and region 2007 2
Australia @) - - -
Canada (2) Statistics Canada, Science Statistics, May 2008 edition, 88-001-X, www.statcan.ca/english/ 2007 2
freepub/88-001-XIE/2008001/tablesectionlist.htm
Chile 3)

Iceland 3) - - _
Israel (4)  Central Bureau of Statistics. The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the 2007-08 2
responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is without

prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the

West.
Japan 3 - - -
Korea —  Korea Institute of Science and Technology Evaluation and Planning (KISTEP) 2007 2
Mexico 3) - = =
New Zealand 3 - _ _
Norway —  Eurostat, Total R&D personnel by sectors of performance (employment) and region 2007 2
Switzerland 3 - - -
Turkey 3 - - -
United States 3 - - -

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

2. Data for France refer to the year 2004. Greece 2005.

3. Canada: Data are expressed in full-time equivalent.

4. Australia, Chile, Iceland, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Switzerland, Turkey and United Kingdom: Data not available at the
regional level.

5. Israel: Data available only for business and HEI expenditure. Data are expressed in full-time equivalent.

PCT patents applications — Chapters 16, 17 and 32

National data: OECD REGPAT Database

Notes Source Years Territorial level

All countries ), ), (3) OECD REGPAT Database 1995-2007 2and3

1. The OECD REGPAT Database presents patent data that have been linked to regions according to the addresses of the
applicants and inventors. For more information on the database, see: www.oecd.org/dataoecd/22/19/40794372.pdf.

2. Apatentis generally granted by a national patent office or by a regional office that does the work for a number of countries,
such as the European Patent Office and the African Regional Intellectual Property Organization. Under such regional
systems, an applicant requests protection for the invention in one or more countries, and each country decides as to
whether to offer patent protection within its borders. In this publication the patent data comes from the WIPO-
administered Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) which provides for the filing of a single international patent application
which has the same effect as national applications filed in the designated countries. An applicant seeking protection may
file one application and request protection in as many signatory states as needed. More info on PCT can be found here:
www.wipo.int/export/sites/www/pct/en/basic_facts/faqs_about_the_pct.pdf.

3. Patent counts are provided for selected technology areas such as information and communication technology (ICT),
biotechnology, nanotechnology and for technologies related to the environment. For more information, see wwuw.oecd.org/
dataoecd/5/19/37569377 .pdf. For classifications of green and renewable energy patents, see www.oecd.org/environment/
innovation/indicator.
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ANNEX B

Primary and disposable income of households - Chapter 18

Notes Source Years Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Household income statistics, primary and disposable income 1995-2007 2
Australia — Australian Bureau of Statistics, Household Income Account and Per Capita, 1990-2010 2
cat. 5220.0
Canada —  Statistics Canada, CANSIM table 384-0012 1990-2009 2
Chile (3) Mideplan. Household income data 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, 2
1998, 2000, 2003, 2006
Iceland 2 - - -
Israel (3)  Central Bureau of Statistics- Income Survey. The statistical data for Israel 1995-2009 2
are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan
Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West.
Japan —  Cabinet Office, Government of Japan, Gross Prefectural Products 1996-2007 2
Korea (2)
Mexico (2)
New Zealand - Statistics New Zealand. Household income by region 1998-2010 2
Norway - Statistics Norway 1995-2007 2
Switzerland (2)
Turkey (2)
United States - Bureau of Economic Analysis. CA30 — Regional economic profiles and CA35 1990-2008 2

— Personal current transfer receipts

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,

Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

1.1. Denmark: 2000-07.
1.2. Hungary: 2000-07.

1.3. Spain: From 1995 to 1999 data not available for the regions Ceuta and Melilla.

1.4. France: 1995, 2001-07.
2. Iceland, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland, and Turkey: Data are not available at the regional level.
3. Chile and Israel: Primary income of households are not available at the regional level.
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ANNEX B

Interregional flows of population — Chapter 20

Notes Source Years Territorial level
Australia (1)  Australian Bureau of Statistics 1996-2009 2
Austria - Statistics Austria, Database for population statistics (POPREG) 1996-2009 3
Belgium - - - -
Canada (2) Statistics Canada’s E-STAT database Table 051-0019. 1998-2007 NOG
Chile - - - -
Czech Republic - Czech Central Population Register Regional Yearbooks 2003-08 3
Denmark —  Statistics Denmark, StatBank, table FLY66 1990-2009 3]
Estonia - - - -
Finland (3) Statistics Finland 1997-2008 3
France (4)  INSEE 2006 3
Germany - Regional Statistics Germany 1996-2007 3
Greece - - - -
Hungary —  KSH Hungarian Statistical Office 1996-2008 3
Iceland - - - -
Ireland - - - -
Israel - - - -
Italy - ISTAT Demo 1998-2007 3
Japan - Statistics Japan E-STAT 1991-2008 3
Korea - Statistics Korea KOSIS database 1995-2009 3
Luxembourg - - 3
Mexico - Consejo Nacional de Poblacion CONAPO 1996-2008 2
Netherlands —  Statistics Netherlands on Statline 2002-07 3
New Zealand - - - -
Norway - Statistics Norway 1994-2008 3
Poland —  Statistics Poland, Regional Databank 1995-2008 3]
Portugal (5)  Statistics Portugal (INE) 1995 and 2001 3
Slovak Republic - National Statistics Reg-Dat database 2001-08 3
Slovenia - - - -
Spain - National Statistics Institute (INE) 1998-2008 3
Sweden - Statistics Sweden Population Registers 1997-2009 3
Switzerland - Swiss Federal Statistical Office 1996-2008 3
Turkey - - 1996-2008 3
United Kingdom - National Statistical Office, Population Estimates 1999-2008 3
United States (6) IRS Individual Master File system www.irs.gov/taxstats/article/ 2000-08 3

0,,id=212695,00.html

1. Australia: Data are aggregation of quarterly ABS estimates of migration flows, for the six states and two main territories.

2. Canada: Data are inter-censual estimation,
see www.statcan.gc.ca/cgi-bin/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=4101&lang=en&db=imdb&adm=8&dis=2.

3. Finland: Data from 1990 to 2005 refer to the old regional classification in 16 regions. From 2005 data refer to the current one in

11 TL3 regions.

4. France: France interregional flows, registered in the 2006 census, refer to change of residence with respect to the previous 2001
census, thus covering mobility over five years.
5. Portugal: Data based on 2001 census micro-data. Data for 1995 refer to flows between 31 December 1995 and 12 March 2001 and

data for 2000 refer to flows between 31 December 1999 and 12 March 2001.

6. United States: Secretariat’s computation of inflows and outflows at TL3 level by aggregating county-to-county bilateral migration

data from the IRS Individual Master File system, based on tax filing units.
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ANNEX B

Early school leavers — Chapter 24

Notes Source Year Territorial level

EU-21 countries (1) (2) Eurostat, Labour Force Survey statistics 2008-09 2

Definition: Early school leavers are defined as the young adults (aged 18-24) who have at most attained a lower secondary

school diploma and are not currently following any training.

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/employment_unemployment_Ifs/publications/results

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

2. In some regions data are not available or not reliable due to very small sample size.

Age-adjusted mortality rate - Chapters 25

Notes Source Years  Territorial level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional demographic statistics 2009 2
Australia —  Australian Bureau Statistics, Demographic Summary, Statistical Areas 2009 2
Canada (2)  Statistics Canada, 2005, Table 102-0503 2008 2
Denmark - Statbank Denmark. 2009 2
Japan - Vital Statistics of Japan 2009 2
Korea - Statistics Korea. Population and Housing Census 2009 2
Israel Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS). The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under 2009 2

the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the OECD is
without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli
settlements in the West.

Mexico - INEGI, Mortality statistics. 2009 2
New Zealand (3)  Statistics New Zealand 2008 2
Norway - Statistics Norway 2008 2
Switzerland - Eurostat. Regional demographic statistics 2009 2
Turkey 3 - - -
United States - National Centre for Health Statistics. 2007 2

1. EU21 countries : Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
Data refer to the age reached during the year.

2. Canada: Death refers to the permanent disappearance of all evidence of life at any time after a live birth has taken place.
Stillbirths are excluded. Age attained at the last birthday preceding death.

3. Turkey: Data are not available at the regional level.
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ANNEX B

Number of physicians - Chapter 25
National Data: OECD, Health Database

Notes Source Years Territorial Level

EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat, Regional health statistics 2009 2
Australia (2)  AIHW, Medical labour force survey 2008 2
Canada (3) Canadian Institute of Health Information (CIHI) 2008 2
Denmark Eurostat, Regional health statistics - -
Iceland (5)
Ireland 5 - - -
Israel Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS). The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and 2009 2

under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data by the

OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli

settlements in the West.
Japan Statistics and Information Department, Minister's Secretariat, Ministry of Health, Labour 2008 2

and Welfare
Korea Statistics Korea 2009 -
Luxembourg —  Eurostat, Regional health statistics 2004 2
Mexico National Population Council (Conapo) 2005 2
New Zealand Medical Council, The New Zealand Medical Force in 2005 2005 2
Norway - Eurostat, Regional health statistics 2005 2
Switzerland - OFAS; FSO, Statistics yearbook 2002 2002 2
Turkey Ministry of Health 2009 2
United Kingdom —  Eurostat, Regional health statistics 2000 2
United States (4)  American Medical Association 2005 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

2. Australia: The data refers to the number of employed medical practitioners, including clinicians and non-clinicians.

3. Canada: Includes physicians in clinical and/or non-clinical practice. Excludes residents and unlicensed physicians who requested
that their information not be published as of 31 December 2005, http://secure.cihi.ca/cihiweb/dispPage.jsp?cw_page=AR_14_E.

4. United States: Excludes doctors of osteopathy, and physicians with addresses unknown and who are inactive. Includes all
physicians not classified according to activity status.

5. Iceland and Ireland: Data are not available at the regional level.
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ANNEX B

Access to piped water, electricity, sewage and fixed telephone - Chapter 26

Notes Source Years Administrative Level
Argentina (1)  Data from National Company of Hydraulic and Sewerage Works (ENOHSA) provided by 1991, Department
CEPAL and Census data from National Institute of Statistics and Censuses included in 2001, 2008
the Minnesota Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
Bolivia - Census data from National Institute of Statistics included in the Minnesota Population Center 1992, 2001 Province
Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
Brazil (2)  IBGE, Household Survey data provided by CEPAL and Census data from the Institute of 1991, State

Geography and Statistics included in the Minnesota Population Center Integrated Public Use 2000, 2009
Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Chile (3)  MIDEPLAN, Socioeconomic Characterization Survey provided by CEPAL and Census data 1992, Region
from the National Institute of Statistics included in the Minnesota Population Center 2002, 2009
Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Colombia Census data from the National Administrative Department of Statistics provided by CEPAL and 1993, 2005 Region
included in the Minnesota Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Costa Rica - Census data from National Institute of Statistics and Censuses included in the Minnesota 1984, 2000 Province
Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Ecuador = Census data from National Institute of Statistics and Censuses included in the Minnesota 1990, 2001 Province
Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

India - National Sample Survey Report No. 535: Housing Condition and Amenities in India: 2009 State
July 2008-June 2009

Mexico - Census data from National Institute of Statistics, Geography, and Informatics included 1995, 2005 State
in the Minnesota Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Panama - Census data from Census and Statistics Directorate included in the Minnesota Population 1990, 2000 Province
Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Peru - Census data from National Institute of Statistics and Informatics provided by CEPAL and included 1993, 2007 Department
in the Minnesota Population Center Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

South Africa - Census data from Statistics South Africa included in the Minnesota Population Center 1996, 2007 Province
Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

Venezuela - Census data from National Institute of Statistics included in the Minnesota Population Center 1990, 2001 State

Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)

1. Figure 26.1 uses 2008 data provided by the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC-UN), measuring
population with access to drinking water network service. Figure 26.2 uses 2001 IPUMS data. Changes in Figure 26.1 are
calculated using 1991 as initial year and 2001 as final year.

2. Figure 26.1 uses 2009 data provided by the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC-UN), measuring
the existence of general network of water supply. Figure 26.2 uses 2000 IPUMS data. Changes in Figure 26.3 are calculated
using 1991 as initial year and 2000 as final year.

3. Figure 26.1 uses 2009 data provided by the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC-UN), measuring
the existence of drinking water public network inside dwelling. Figure 26.2 uses 2002 IPUMS data. Changes in Figure 26.3 are
calculated using 1992 as initial year and 2002 as final year.

Global urban land cover and changes - Chapters 27 and 28

Notes  Source Years Territoria
level
All countries MODIS 500m Map of Global Urban Extent, SAGE at University of Wisconsin-Madison, available 2001
at www.sage.wisc.edu/mapsdatamodels.html
Schneider, A., Friedl, M., Potere, D., 2009, A new map of global urban extent from MODIS data.
Environmental Research Letters, Vol. 4, article 044003.
Schneider, A., Friedl, M., Potere, D., 2010, Monitoring urban areas globally using MODIS 500m
data: New methods and datasets based on “urban ecoregions”. Remote Sensing of
Environment, Vol. 114, p. 1733-1746.
Europe (1) Corine land cover 2000-2006 TL3
United States (1) National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD). 2000-2006  TL3
Japan (1) Japan National Land Service Information data. 1997-2006  TI3

(1) For the changes in land use, three data set were utilized.

The final classification used to calculate the statistics for regions consists of newly defined six classes: 1) Water (lakes, river,
lagoons, etc.); 2) Agriculture (annual crops, rice fields, orchards, pastures, etc.); 3) Forest (coniferous, broad-leaved, mixed, etc.);
4) Other (non-forest) natural vegetation (natural grasslands, shrublands, sparsely vegetated areas, etc.); 5) Urban (residential,
industrial, major transportation, green urban areas, etc.); 6) Other (bare lands, wetlands, glaciers).

In Chapter 28, Classes 3 (forest) and 4 (other natural vegetation) are considered together as one class (natural vegetation).
Transitions between the two classes are much more extensive than the others as a result of forest harvest and re-growing. Also,
because of specificity of the Japanese dataset, the definition of Class 4 is much more narrow in this country than in Europe and
the United States.
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ANNEX B

Global forest land cover — Chapter 28

Notes Source Years Territorial
level
All countries MODIS Land Cover Type (MCD12Q1) product distributed by the Land Processes Distributed 2008 2

Active Archive Center (LP DAAC), located at the US Geological Survey (USGS) Earth
Resources Observation and Science (EROS) Center (Ipdaac.usgs.gov).

This is the latest available version of one of the most detailed global land cover datasets from satellite observation. It is
produced at 500 mt spatial resolution. It was overlayed with administrative boundary layers at the territorial level 2 to calculate
the share of forest in each region in OECD countries and emerging economies. MODIS Land Cover uses IBGP classification, of
which the first five classes were considered as forest for the calculation: 1) Evergreen Needleleaf forest; 2) Evergreen Broadleaf
forest; 3) Deciduous Needleleaf forest; 4) Deciduous Broadleaf forest; 5) Mixed forest.

Net primary productivity - Chapter 28

Territorial

Notes Source Years
level

All countries MODIS GPP/NPP project MOD17, Net primary productivity, 2000-06 annual mean. 2000-06 -
Zhao, M. and S.W. Running (2010), “Drought-Induced Reduction in Global Terrestrial Net
Primary Production from 2000 Through 2009”, Science 20 August, Vol. 329, No. 5994,
pp. 940-943.
ftp.ntsg.umt.edu/pub/MODIS/Mirror/M0OD17A3.305/
Improved_MOD17A3_C5.1_GEOTIFF_1km

Net primary production (NPP) quantifies the amount of atmospheric carbon fixed by plants and accumulated as biomass (Zhao
et al., 2010). The net primary production is the initial step of the carbon cycle and is a significant factor slowing the CO,
concentration in the atmosphere. The measure of net primary productivity used in Chapter 9 is based on the improved
MOD17 collection (improvements over the global MODIS NPP algorithm) produced by Maosheng Zhao and colleagues at the
University of Montana. The current version is limited to the period from 2000 to 2006 due to inconsistencies in one data input
used for the modelling (daily meteorological driver). Updates are expected for the end of 2011.

Concentration of PM2.5 particles — Chapter 29

Notes Source Years Territorial
level
All countries Satellite-Derived Surface PM2.5 concentration dataset, 2001-2006 annual mean. 2001-06 2

van Donkelaar, A., et al. (2010), “Global Estimates of Exposure to Fine Particulate Matter
Concentrations from Satellite-based Aerosol Optical Depth”, Environmental Health
Perspective 118(6), http://fizz.phys.dal.ca/~atmos/g47.swr.

By combining global datasets estimating surface PM2.5concentrations on the basis of satellite measurements (0.1° degree grid)
and even finer population distribution grid (from LandScan 2009) the average exposure of population to these health-
threatening particles was estimated. PM2.5 is defined as particles smaller than 2.5 micrometers in diameter and can be of both
artificial and natural origin.

CO, emissions - Chapter 29

Notes Source Years Territorial
level
All countries European Commission, Joint Research Centre (JRC)/Netherlands Environmental 2005 2

Assessment Agency (PBL). Emission Database for Global Atmospheric Research (EDGAR),
release version 4.1. hitp://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu, 2010

EDGAR database contains country emission values by compound and sector of origin geographically allocated to grid maps
with 0.1° resolution based on data such as location of energy and manufacturing facilities, road networks, shipping routes,
human and animal population density and agricultural land use.

To estimate CO, emissions for regions, multiple datasets representing different sources of CO, were combined (ground
transport, fuel production, industry combustion, agriculture, etc.; air transport and international navigation were excluded).
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ANNEX B

Volume of produced waste — Chapter 30
National Data: OECD Key Environmental Indicators (2008)

Notes Source Years Territoria|
Level
Australia —  Australian Bureau of Statistics, 8698.0, Waste management survey 2003 2
Austria - Umweltbundesamt (Federal Environment Agency) - Inventory of waste management 2008 2
in Austria
Belgium 1 - - -
Canada —  Statistics Canada 2006 2
Chile M - - -
Czech Republic —  Data provided by the delegate 2008 2
Denmark 1 - - -
Finland 1 - - -
France —  Data provided by the delegate 2004 2
Germany —  Regional Statistics Germany, Spatial Monitoring System of the BBSR 2008 2
Greece - Ministry of Statistics (EL.STAT) 2008 2
Hungary - Central Statistical Office (KSH) 2007 2
Iceland 1 - - -
Ireland 1 - - -
Israel —  Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) 2008 2
Italy Ministry of Statistics (Istat) 2008 2
Japan - Ministry of Environment 2008 2
Korea —  National Waste Generation and Disposal Statistics 2008 2007 2
Luxembourg 1 - - -
Mexico — INEGI. Con base en SEDESOL. DGOT. Subdireccion de Asistencia Técnica a Organismos 2008 2
Operadores Urbanos Regionales.
Netherlands —  Statistics Netherlands 2008 2
New Zealand 1 - - -
Norway - Statistics Norway, Statbank 2008 2
Poland —  Central Statistical Office, M-09 report 2008 2
Portugal —  Statistics Portugal (INE) 2006 2
Slovak Republic —  Statisical survey of the Statistical Office of the SR. Annual reports on municipality waste 2008 2
are collected from municipalities.
Spain —  Ministerio Economia y Hacienda 2006 2
Sweden 1 - - -
Switzerland 1 - - -
Turkey —  Data provided by the delegate 2008 2
United Kingdom —  Data provided by the delegate 2008 2
United States 1 - - -
1. Data not available at the regional level.
Recycled waste — Chapter 30
Notes Source Years Territoria|
Level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat Regional environment statistics 2008-09 2

2@

1. EUZ21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. Data
are available for Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, and the

United Kingdom.
2. Last available data in Austria, Norway and United Kingdom is 2009.

3. Germany and the United Kingdom data are available for nationally defined regions that do not correspond to the OECD Territorial

Level 2 or 3. Source of data for Italy: ISTAT Banca dati territoriale per le politiche di sviluppo.
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ANNEX B

Access to broadband - Chapters 31

Notes Source Years Territorial
Level
EU21 countries (1)  Eurostat. Regional information society statistics 2009 2
Australia —  ABS: TABLE 8146.0 - Household Use of Information Technology, Australia 2009 2
Canada 2 - - -
Chile 2 - - -
Japan 2 - - -
Korea 2 - - -
Israel 2 - - -
Mexico 2 - - -
New Zealand (3)  Statistics New Zealand: The Household Use of Information and Communication Technology 2009 2
(ICT) Survey
Norway - Statistics Norway 2009 2
Switzerland 2 - - -
Turkey 2 - - -
United States - Current Population Survey (CPS) Internet Use 2009 2009 2
South Africa - Statistics South Africa 2009 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

2. Data not available.

3. Data for New Zealand only available for TL3 regions or groups of TL3 regions: Northland; Auckland; Waikato; Bay of Plenty;
Gisborne / Hawke’s Bay; Taranaki; Manawatu-Wanganui; Wellington; Nelson/Tasman/Marlborough/West Coast; Canterbury;
Otago; and Southland

Road network density — Chapters 31

Notes Source Years Territoria|
Level
EU21 countries (1)  Regional Transport Statistics 2009 2
Australia 2 - - -
Canada —  Road Network File 2010, Statistics Canada 2009 2
Chile 2 - - -
Japan 2 - - -
Korea 2 - - -
Israel 2 - - -
Mexico - National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI) 2009 2
New Zealand 2 - = =
Norway - Regional Transport Statistics 2009 2
Switzerland —  Regional Transport Statistics 2009 2
Turkey —  Regional Transport Statistics 2009 2
United States — National Transportation Atlas Database, 2010 2009 2

1. EU21 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
2. Data not available.
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ANNEX B

Sources of administrative and regional boundaries — Maps

Source

European regions
Australia

Brazil

Canada

Japan

Korea

Mexico

New Zealand

United States

Russian Federation, China, India, Chile, South Africa and Israel regions
International boundaries

Eurostat GISCO reference geodata ©Eurogeographics
Australian Bureau of Statistics

The Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE)
Geography division, Statistics Canada

Japan Statistics Bureau (www.e-stat.go.jp)

Statistics Korea (KOSTAT)

Mexican National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI)
New Zealand Bureau of Statistics

US Census Bureau, TIGER database

FAQ Global administrative unit layers (GAUL)

FAO Global administrative unit layers (GAUL)
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ANNEX C

ANNEX C

Indexes and formulas

Gini index
Definition: Regional disparities are measured by an unweighted Gini index. The index is
defined as:

2 N-1
GINI= —— > |F, - Q| i
N-143
i 2
where N is the number of regions, F, = N Q = J; and y;is the value of variable y

Zyi

i=1

(e.g. GDP per capita, unemployment rate, etc.) in region j when ranked from low (y4) to high
(yn) among all regions within a country.

The index ranges between 0 (perfect equality: y is the same in all regions) and 1
(perfect inequality: y is nil in all region except one).

Interpretation: The index assigns equal weight to each region regardless of its size;
therefore differences in the values of the index among countries may be partially due to
differences in the average size of regions in each country.

Spearman correlation coefficient

Definition: The Spearman correlation coefficient is a measure of association between
two variables to test whether the two variables covary, that is to say whether as one
increases the other tends to increase or decrease. The two variables are converted to ranks
and a correlation analysis is done on the ranks. The Spearman correlation coefficient
varies between -1 and 1 and the significance of this is tested in the same way as for a
regular correlation.

In this publication, for each country three Spearman correlation coefficients are
computed between the TL2 regional values of a certain variable (for example, mortality
rate, municipal waste, labour force with tertiary educational attainments, etc.) and the
share of population in the TL2 regions living, respectively, in predominantly urban (PU),
intermediate (IN), or predominantly rural (PR) TL3 regions.
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ANNEX C

Specialisation index

Definition: Specialisation is measured according to the Balassa-Hoover index, which
measures the ratio between the weight of an industry in a region and the weight of the
same industry in the country:

BH. :YiJ/Yj
VY

where Yj; is total employment of industry i in region j, Y; is total employment in region j of
all industries, Y; is the national employment in industry i, and Y is the total national
employment of all industries. A value of the index above 1 shows specialisation in an
industry and a value below 1 shows lack of specialisation.

Interpretation: The value of the specialisation index decreases with the level of
aggregation of industries. Therefore, the specialisation index based on a 1-digit industry
(e.g. manufacturing) would underestimate the degree of specialisation in all 2-digit
industries belonging to it (e.g. textile, chemistry, etc.).

Age-adjusted mortality rates

Definition: The age-adjusted mortality rate of a region i is defined as the sum over the
age group g (g = 1,...,G) of the product of the mortality rate in the age group g and the share
of the standard population in the same age group.

MR; = ZMg,i* ng,sm

where MR, is the age-adjusted mortality rate in region i, M ; is the mortality rate in the g-th
group of the region, and Py g4 is the share of the standard population in the age group g.
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