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Foreword 

With the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, Europe was faced with the enormous challenge of ending its 

historical divisions. The European Union (EU) supported the new democracies established in the 

Central and Eastern European countries, and is now prepared to receive some of them as new EU 

members. The EU enlargement, which will soon occur in 2004, constitutes a major challenge to which 

the EU must respond in an efficient and thoughtful way. This will involve distinct and complex 

responsibilities, including institutional and policy reforms. On the other hand, a balanced enlargement 

process should search for concrete answers for the candidates’ ambitions without, however, 

deceiving the legitimate expectations of the current members. 

In this context, the Conference “The European Union Enlargement: socio-economic impact”, which 

took place on the 11th of April 2003 by initiative of the European Documentation Centre of the 

University of Évora, presented as its main objective the dissemination and discussion of the results of 

investigation developed by national and foreign researchers on the issue of the EU enlargement. It 

was an explicit intention of the organizers to promote the debate on this issue, involving not only the 

academia but also local and regional institutions, business associations and the general public. It is 

our opinion that the wide and motivated participation in the event, together with the quality of the 

presentations, demonstrate that the objectives were fully attained. The Conference was an open 

space to exchange views on the near future of the EU, thus contributing for further enlightening the 

public on a crucial subject for the construction of a new Europe. The publication in book of the 

communications appears as the logical corollary of that initiative, contributing to a wider 

dissemination of the relevant information on this issue. 

As a final remark, the organizers would like to thank all participating authors for coping with the rather 

tight publishing schedule. Financial support from the Portuguese Representation of the European 

Commission, for the Conference and for this publication, is gratefully acknowledged. 

 

 

 

José Manuel Caetano

Director of the European Documentation Centre

Universidade de Évora, Julho de 2003. 
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Nota de Apresentação 

Com o derrube do Muro de Berlim em 1989, a Europa viu-se confrontada com o enorme desafio de 

pôr fim à sua histórica divisão. Assim, a União Europeia (UE) decidiu apoiar as novas democracias 

dos Países do Centro e Leste da Europa, preparando-se agora para as acolher no seu seio. O 

alargamento que ocorrerá já em 2004 constituirá um dos maiores desafios, ao qual a União terá que 

responder de forma eficaz e ponderada. Tal resposta, envolverá distintas e complexas tarefas que 

passam, entre outros aspectos, pela reforma das instituições europeias e de algumas políticas 

comunitárias. Por outro lado, um processo de alargamento equilibrado terá que procurar respostas 

concretas para as aspirações dos candidatos sem, contudo, defraudar as legítimas expectativas dos 

actuais membros.  

Neste contexto, a Conferência denominada “Alargamento da União Europeia: impactos sócio-

económicos” realizada em 11 de Abril de 2003 pelo Centro de Documentação Europeia da 

Universidade de Évora teve como principal objectivo a divulgação e discussão de resultados de 

pesquisas realizadas por investigadores nacionais e estrangeiros sobre temáticas relacionadas com 

o alargamento da UE. Foi intenção explícita dos organizadores a promoção de um debate 

fundamentado sobre o tema, alargado a toda a comunidade académica, às instituições locais e 

regionais, às associações empresariais e ao público em geral. A forma amplamente participada 

como o evento decorreu, aliada à qualidade das intervenções efectuadas, demonstram que os 

objectivos globais terão sido atingidos. Assim, a iniciativa constituiu um espaço aberto de troca de 

ideias sobre o futuro próximo da União e terá contribuído para um maior esclarecimento dos 

cidadãos sobre uma temática fundamental para a construção de uma nova Europa. A publicação em 

livro das comunicações apresentadas aparece como o corolário lógico daquela iniciativa, esperando 

que através da sua divulgação os cidadãos tenham acesso a informação relevante sobre o tema. 

Finalmente, queremos agradecer aos autores incluídos nesta publicação a disponibilidade para, num 

espaço de tempo tão curto, apresentarem as suas contribuições escritas. Naturalmente, 

agradecemos ao Gabinete em Portugal da Comissão Europeia o apoio financeiro concedido para a 

realização da Conferência, bem como para a publicação agora apresentada. 

José Manuel Caetano

Director do Centro de Documentação Europeia

Universidade de Évora, Julho de 2003. 



 
 

 6  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 7 
 

Contents 

Poverty and Social Exclusion as Consequences of Transition and EU Enlargement in the 

Case of the Baltic States 

Tiiu Paas 

 

The Political Economy of Support for Eastward Enlargement. Job Loss, Institutions, and 

Political Alienation in Central and Eastern European Countries 

Achim Kemmerling 

 

Effects of EU Enlargement on Foreign Direct Investment 

Aurora Galego, Carlos Vieira and Isabel Vieira 

 

Characteristics of International Trade between the European Union and Central and Eastern 

European Countries during the Last Decade 

José Caetano and Elsa Vaz 

 

Agricultural Policy and European Union Enlargement 

António Cipriano Afonso Pinheiro 

 

Política de Cohesión en una Unión Europea Ampliada. Debate y Desafío 

Luis Fernando de la Macorra y Cano. 

 

Expectativas para la Economía Española ante la Ampliación de la UE 

Leopoldo Masa Godoy 

 

O Alargamento e alguns Impactos sobre a Integração Ibérica 

António Covas 

 

9

33

51

77

133

153

167

189



 
 

 8  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Poverty and Social Exclusion 

 9

Poverty and Social Exclusion as Consequences of Transition and EU 

Enlargement in the Case of the Baltic States 

 

Tiiu Paas 

tpaas@mtk.ut.ee. 

University of Tartu  

Estonia 

Introduction 

The transformation processes have often been quicker than expected, placing the population under 

serious pressure. The absorptive power of people is limited and not all individuals of the transitional 

countries have shared economic success. Poverty, social exclusion, increasing inequality and 

structural unemployment are natural consequences of adjustment to transition and European 

integration processes.  

Poverty is mainly related to individuals and households, whereas social exclusion is related to society 

and the individuals’ relations with society. Poverty may be a cause as well as a consequence of 

social exclusion focusing on distributional issues and lack of material and social resources. Poverty 

results in exclusion of a part of population from the socio-economic participation in society life. This 

exclusion also consists of danger that poverty is reproducing new poverty and as a consequence 

human capital and competitiveness of countries will decline.  

The paper aims to analyze the poverty situation in the Baltic States as a consequence of rapid 

transition processes and as a threat of social exclusion and decline of human capital. The results of 

the analysis can be used for developing poverty reduction strategies and implementing social 

protection measures in order to avoid social exclusion and to support social cohesion.  

Of the former Soviet republics only the Baltic States are the EU accession candidates. The Baltic 

States’ favourable location between East and West and market economy experience of the period 
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between the two world wars are important initial conditions of transition influencing economic 

development and the EU accession processes of these countries. After regaining their independence 

in 1991, the Baltic States’ governments have followed almost similar principles of economic policy 

that were directed to solving the following main tasks: 1) liberalization of prices and gradual 

elimination of all state subsidies; 2) privatization of state owned enterprises; 3) introducing a separate 

currency by means of a currency board system (Estonia and Lithuania) or regular pegs (Latvia); 4) 

maintaining conservative fiscal policy; 5) implementing a comparatively liberal foreign trade regime. 

The Baltic States provide an interesting case for generalizing transition and EU eastward 

enlargement processes and developing a new field of economics – economics of transition and 

integration. Real influence of the Baltic economies on the EU eastward enlargement processes can 

not be significant due to very small size of the Baltic markets comparing to the markets of the EU 

current member states (EU15). The share of the Baltic States’ population is only 2% of the EU15 

population. The GDP of the Baltic States is forming about 0.3% of the EU15 GDP and the per capita 

GDP (PPP adjusted) is only about 30% of the EU15 respective indicator (34% in Estonia, 26% in 

Latvia and 28 % in Lithuania) (Straubhaar, 2001, p. 170).  

The paper consists of three main parts. The first part of the paper views some considerations 

regarding the poverty and social exclusion concepts. In the second part of the paper the poverty 

assessment results in the Baltic States are presented. Both, direct and indirect approaches are used 

for assessment. The third part of the paper analyses social protection measures and poverty 

reduction strategies elaborated for overcoming the negative consequences of transition and for 

supporting social cohesion in the Baltic States.  

 

1. Poverty and Social Exclusion 

In general, the concept of poverty is defined as people’s inability to afford an adequate standard of 

consumption. At the same time the answer to the question, what is the adequate standard of 
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consumption, is very much a subject of discussions and it has significant variation between countries 

and over time. Thus, the concept of poverty consists of objective and subjective aspects. Economists 

usually consider poverty in absolute and relative terms. According to the absolute approach, the 

poverty line is determined as the sum of minimum needs relating to food, clothing, household, 

transport, communication, etc, and respectively the income required in order to cover all these 

minimal needs. Poverty in absolute terms means that consumption is falling below the fixed level of 

minimum consumption. 

The relative approach interprets poverty in relation to the prevailing living standards of the society, 

recognizing the interdependence between the poverty line and the entire income distribution. Two 

approaches are used defining the relative poverty line (Anand, 1997; pp.242-279): 

1) The poverty line is defined as the income level that cuts off the lowest p percent of population in 

the national income. The choice of p is arbitrary. This indicator of the relative poverty line 

quantifies the extent of poverty. 

2) Poverty is defined in respect of contemporary living standards like half of average (mean, 

median) income level of the society. It means inability to afford the average consumption level 

that people have. 

Poverty in relative terms will never disappear. John Black in Oxford Economic Dictionary (Black, 

1997, p. 360) stated that if an absolute standard of poverty is accepted it is at least conceivable that 

technical progress will eventually lift everybody above the poverty line, but if poverty is relative, the 

poor will be always with us. If poverty line is defined, the percentage of population in poverty refers 

the extent of poverty or level of poverty. The poverty gap indicates the total income needed to bring 

all poor to absolute poverty line.  

The poverty line states the income level supposed to be enough to avoid the inadequately low level of 

consumption. The border between the adequate and inadequate level of consumption is difficult to 

settle. Various indicators have been elaborated in order to define this border (see table 1). The 

methods for calculating and implementing these indicators have significant variations between the 
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countries depending on the level of economic development, geographical location, culture, habits, 

norms of consumption, and etc.  

Poverty is generally regarded as being a multidimensional concept. It is a situation where an 

individual or a group of people finds itself with extremely limited material and social resources. Such 

people find it difficult to obtain necessary means for nutritious food, shelter, clothing, medical care, 

education; they cannot afford to meet cultural and intellectual needs; they feel insecure about future 

and do not see any prospects of their life improvement. A serious consequence of poverty is 

exclusion of a part of population from the socio-economic participation in society life.  

There is still confusion over the question whether the statement that “poverty is multidimensional” 

means that 1) poverty itself relates to income but the causes of poverty are multidimensional or 2) the 

concept of poverty is multidimensional and relates to more than just income (Poverty Reduction…, 

p.38). Sometimes the terms “poverty” and “social exclusion” have been used synonymously with 

reference to the multidimensional concept of poverty. 

The concept “social exclusion” was taken up in 1985 by Jacques Delors, the former president of the 

European Commission. In the same year, the European Poverty Programme was extended to include 

the issue of social exclusion. It was recognized that the concept “social exclusion” is more 

appropriate to analyze the multitude of current societal problems like unemployment, instability of 

families, shortage of welfare benefits and international migration in a common framework (Rodgers, 

et al, 1995). Social exclusion is ordinarily used as a broader and more comprehensive concept than 

poverty. The impact of social exclusion on people is observable by poor living conditions at the level 

of households and individuals.  

The causes of social exclusion result from the failure of institutions to integrate individuals into 

society. But these causes are not limited by the failure of institutions. The analyses  of various 

research studies and approaches (Gaudier, 1993; Silver, 1994; Berghman, 1998) allows us to agree 

with the suggestion presented by Regina Berger-Schmitt and Heinz-Herbert Noll (2000, p. 18), that 

social exclusion should be conceptualized  as the failure of one or more of the following four systems:  
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1) The democratic and legal system promoting civil integration. 

2) The labour market promoting economic integration. 

3) The welfare state system promoting social integration. 

4) Family and community system promoting interpersonal integration. 

In the case of the Baltic States like other transitional countries the causes of social exclusion and 

poverty are interrelated.  

 

2. Poverty Assessment in the Baltic States 

Additionally to dividing assessment of poverty in absolute and relative terms, the approaches to 

assessment of poverty can also be divided into direct and indirect. The indirect approach estimates 

the resources that a person has, assuming that this amount of resources determines his/her living 

standard. The baseline indicators for indirect assessment of poverty are the absolute and relative 

poverty lines. The direct approach to poverty assessment tries to measure poverty based on the 

people’s evaluations of their own welfare, which depends on individual behaviour and preferences. 

Thus, the fact that the resources are equal does not mean that the resulting welfare is equal. The 

people’s evaluations of their own welfare also partly characterize the level of social exclusion as a 

property of society. 

The poverty line states the income level supposed to be enough to avoid the inadequately low level of 

consumption. The border between the adequate and inadequate level of consumption is very difficult 

to settle. It is obvious that due to the some differences in understanding the concept of poverty, there 

is also lack of unified methodology for assessment of poverty despite of numerous studies about 

poverty issues in the Baltic States (Keune, 1998; Kutsar and Trumm (eds), 1999; Sileika and 

Blaziene, 2000; Trapenciere, et al, 2000; Wilder and Viies, 2001; Kuddo, et al, 2002) and in other 

post-socialist countries (Klugman, et al, 2002; Milanivic, 1997 and 1999 ).  
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Some poverty line indicators settled by the international organizations are presented in the table 1. 

According to the European Union approach, people are living below the poverty line if their annual 

per capita income after social transfers is below the 60% of the national median income1. This 

income does not include irregular income and income from selling assets. 

[[ Table 1]]  

The main information about the poverty line indicators, risk groups and some results of assessment 

of the poverty situation in the Baltic States is resumed in the table 2.  

In calculating Estonia’s absolute poverty line, the levels of minimal expenditure by household 

members were taken as a starting point. The set of minimal expenditure ordinarily consists of  

1) costs of a minimal food basket;  

2) housing costs;  

3) basic clothing, education and transport expenditures.  

The absolute poverty line is a dynamic indicator, which is adjusted annually according to changes in 

the cost of living. In Estonia the settled level of minimum expenditure was 78.6 euros (1226 EEK) per 

household member (per month) in 2000. The costs of a minimal food basket were at the same time 

38 euros (593 EEK). This absolute poverty line makes up 70.3% of national median per capita 

income.  According to the European Union standard (see Table 1) this absolute poverty indicator is 

comparatively high in Estonia. The share of population living below the poverty line has been rather 

stable in Estonia during the period 1996-2001. The most drastic change in poverty situation was in 

the years 1999 and 2000 when the after-effects of Russian crisis on Estonian economy appeared. 

The poverty level rose by almost 2 percentage points mostly due to increase of unemployment. In 

2001 the situation stabilized and the share of Estonian population living below the relative poverty line 

                                                 
1 When comparing the corresponding indicators with the EU it should be born in mind that the data of EU countries were 

collected with surveys which in some sense have a different methodology (the equivalence scales 1 : 0.5 : 0.3 were used in 
the EU, 1: 0.8: 0.8 in Estonia). The poverty line is the same – 60% of national median.  
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stated by the European Union (60% of national median income per capita) was 17% (about 230 000 

persons) (Household Living Niveau, Statistical Office of Estonia, 2002, pp. 34-37 and p. 60).  

[[ Table 2]]  

There are several poverty layers in Estonia: 1) direct poverty (the incomes are 80% or less of the 

absolute poverty  line); 2) endangering subsistence (the incomes are 81-100% of the poverty line); 3) 

poverty risk: the households and individuals remain in the poverty risk area if their incomes per 

household member are 101-120% of the poverty line.  

A person is considered to be poor in Latvia if his or her income is less than 1) 75% of the average 

income at the disposal of an individual Latvian resident; 2) 50% of the value of Latvia’s full 

subsistence goods and services basket. People with extremely low income have a monthly income 

that is less than the nationally set minimum level. The consumption patterns of the Latvian 

households indicate that the largest share of the limited resources accessible to Latvia’s poor is spent 

on food and housing. Poverty is more widespread and entrenched in rural areas. In rural areas more 

than 70% of the population live below the crisis subsistence minimum, while in urban area this 

indicator is about 50%. Although the highest risk group for falling into poverty is families with three or 

more children, age remains a factor that can increase a person’s risk of falling into poverty. 

Discrimination in the labour market based on age can be a serious obstacle for people in forties and 

fifties seeking employment. A study on the relationship between ethnicity and poverty has concluded 

that ethnicity is not of major relevance regarding the distribution of poverty in Latvia. Other personal 

characteristics, such as education, and rural/urban settlement, are much more important in explaining 

differences in poverty level in Latvia (Poverty Reduction …, UNDP, Riga, 2000, pp.31-32). 

In calculation Lithuania’s absolute poverty line indices of a Minimal Subsistence Level (MSL) and 

State-Supported income (SSI) have been in use since the beginning of 1990s. The SSI is 

approximately 10% higher than the MSL. Despite of its progressive loss of value in relation to the 

initial consumption basket, the MSL is still applied in developing social policy in Lithuania and it is 

also referred as political and social poverty  line. It represents the minimal income guaranteed by the 
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government and the state-supported income (SSI). The absolute poverty line is about two MLS. The 

Lithuania’s Statistical Office calculates also relative poverty line, which forms an amount equivalent to 

50% of average consumption expenditure. The relative poverty line in Lithuania is almost equal to the 

average social insurance pension and it covers 40% of the Lithuanian average wage (after taxes). 

Poverty tends to be more widespread among certain segments of the Lithuanian population and it is 

more likely appearing among those who are only marginally participating in the active economic life, 

or those who have dependent family members. Pensioners have higher poverty rates than the 

average, with almost 21% living in poverty. 30% of farmers and 40% of the unemployed or people 

who for other reasons were not working were also poor.  The lack of good education is also serious 

risk factor of poverty in Lithuania. The distribution of poverty among people with university education, 

and those with only basic or secondary education differs by as much as six or seven times (Poverty 

Reduction …, UNDP, Riga, 2000, pp.17-18). 

There is no doubt that the level of economic development of the Baltic economies has had a major 

impact on the scale of poverty in these countries. During the first period of reforms (1991-1995) the 

Baltic States’ economies experienced a significant downturn. In 1996, 21.4% of Latvians had per 

capita income below the 50% of the average per capita income, 18% of the Lithuanians lived below 

the relative consumption poverty line (50% of average expenditures), and 12% of Estonians lived 

below the 50% of per capita median income (18% below the 60% median income – the officially 

stated income poverty line in EU) (Lantz-de Bernardis, 2002; Household Living Niveau …,2002). In 

the EU member states the average share of population living below the poverty line was 17% in 

1996.  

At the same time inequality significantly increased in the Baltic States during the recent decade. The 

Baltic States belongs to the countries with high inequality: the Gini index is around 0.34-0.36. In 

Estonia the Gini index jumped even to 0.39 in 1993 and 1994. The previous studies have showed 

that the people from the post-socialist countries are less willing to tolerate existing income 

inequalities, even after the actual level of income inequality and other determinants of attitudes are 

taken into account (see Suhrcke 2001). Consequently, additionally to absolute poverty people 
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seriously suffer from the consequences of inadequate social participation and integration due to rapid 

changes in their households’ economic life and a rupture of social bonds between the individual and 

society.  

In conclusion, despite some cross-country differences in developing methodological approaches for 

exploring poverty issues, it is possible to summarize  

1) The concept of poverty and indicators used for indirect assessment of poverty in all three Baltic 

States are closed to those used in EU and OECD countries. 

2) The majority of the Baltic States’ population was significantly suffered from the transition 

processes, especially during the first years of transition. The main risk groups for poverty are the 

families with small children, people with low education, unemployed, elderly people and people 

from rural areas.  

3) The differences in using methodological approaches and statistical indicators for assessing 

poverty in the Baltic States complicate direct comparison of poverty situation between these 

countries. In Lithuania the share of people who were living under the relative poverty line (50% of 

average consumption expenditure) was around 16% in the end of 1990s. In Estonia 17% of 

population lived below the relative poverty line (60% of national median income per capita) in 

2001. These indicators are roughly in accordance with the average share of population living 

below the poverty line in the EU member states.  

4) Using additionally information about economic and social environment of the Baltic States (see 

also Gassmann, 2000) it is possible to suggest, that the share of population that suffers from 

poverty is the biggest in Latvia.  

In order to analyze the results of indirect and direct poverty assessment it is possible to compare 

households’ actual income per capita and the households’ self-evaluation of their economic situation 

and the income per capita considered necessary to have a normal life. In the Estonian Household 

Income and Expenditures Survey developed by the Statistical Office of Estonia since 1995, the 

households have five options for assessment of economic situations:  
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1) consume without any restrictions; 

2) afford everything needed for a normal life;  

3) manage generally;  

4) make both ends meet;  

5) live in very poor conditions.  

The self-assessment results of the Estonian households' economic situation support the statement 

that not all people have shared the economic success of the country. But surprising is that the share 

of households cannot manage generally is so remarkable: more than 50% of the households (table 

3). This share is more than three times bigger than the share of population living under the poverty 

line stated according to the EU rules.  

[[ Table 3]]  

More than a half of the Estonian households consider that their economic situation in 2001 was much 

or somewhat worse than it was five years ago. These results are also quite surprising. In 1996, the 

Estonian economy had only started to grow from the very bottom where it was in 1993-1994. During 

the period 1996-2001 the GDP per capita increased about two times and average salaries about 1.8 

times. Thus, it seems that the Estonian households are very critical about their own economic life and 

their expectations regarding improvement of households’ economic situation have probably been 

higher than it has happen in reality despite rather quick economic development of the country. The 

assessment results also indicate that there is some rupture of relationship between individual and 

society. People suffer from the social exclusion as the relational issues expressed by inadequate 

social participation and integration.  

In the case of Estonia social exclusion can also be explained by the failure of institutions, particularly 

by the labour market institutions. Estonian labour market is very flexible, especially in comparison 

with the EU member states’ average (see also Paas, et al, 2003). Trade unions are small and weak. 

Labour market policy is insufficiently funded and the share of active measures is relatively low: 28% 

of the overall employment policy budget. The expenditures on the active labour market measures 
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accounted only for 0.06% of GDP in Estonia. This is a very small fraction compared to the respective 

average rate of 1.12% in the EU. The low level of expenditure on the active labour market measures 

leads to the exclusion of some part of the unemployed people from the labour force.  

 

3. How to Overcome the Negative Social Consequences? 

The poverty issues assumed new urgency in Western Europe with the slowing of economic growth 

and rising unemployment in the 1980s. At the beginning of the 1990s nearly 50 million Europeans 

were living under the poverty line. Toward the end of the decade this number had already risen to 60 

million Europeans (Sainsbury and Morissens, 2002, p.3). Therefore, the problems of increasing 

poverty and social exclusion are at the centre of the studies and policy debates of the European 

Commission.  

In 2001 the European Union endorsed a policy document on poverty and social exclusion and 

inclusion (Joint Report on Social Inclusion, 2001), which analyses the situation across the member 

states and identifies the key challenges for the future in order to strengthen the European social 

model.  It is thus a significant advance towards the achievement of the EU’s strategic goal of greater 

social cohesion in the Union during the period 2001-2010; thus, including also the period of 

adjustment with the EU eastward enlargement.  

There is an overall agreement that economic growth is a pre-requisite for poverty reduction. While 

many studies have proven a correlation between economic growth and poverty reduction, there are 

also some findings, which indicate that economic growth alone is not enough to ensure broad-based 

improvement in people’s welfare. The UNDP study conducted in 1996-1997 examined the 

relationship between growth and the share of people living in income poverty in 38 countries; most of 

them were developing countries. The results of the study showed that growth in countries with high 

degree of inequality had less effect on poverty reduction, since the increases in income are 

channelled disproportionately to the more advanced groups (see Lantz-de Bernadis, 2002).  
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The poverty reduction strategies are playing an important role in widening people’s choices and their 

access to opportunities. The role of the social protection system in reducing poverty is manifold. It 

has to support the most vulnerable groups of population, to reduce poverty risk and social exclusion 

and to encourage people to improve their human capital. That is important precondition for achieving 

sustainable human development and stable economic growth.  

The increasing inequality and officially recognized existence of poverty and unemployment are the 

new phenomena for the post-socialist societies. Therefore, it took some time to recognize the 

existence of poverty also in the Baltic States. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania started tackling the issue 

of poverty and elaborating the poverty reduction strategies only in the second half of the 1990s. The 

UNDP, World Bank, EC and ILO had a remarkable influence on dealing with this issue and 

implementing measures in order to alleviate the consequences of poverty in the Baltic States.  

The Baltic States have elaborated their National Strategies for Poverty Reduction with the support of 

the UNDP Poverty Strategies Initiative Programme. All three strategies stress the importance of the 

following three elements in poverty reduction: 

1) promoting economic growth; 

2) investing in human capital;  

3) strengthening the social protection system.  

The main tasks of the poverty reduction in the Baltic States are settled according to the requirements 

of the international organizations. The poverty reduction initiatives are directed to guaranteeing a 

basic coping capacity for those groups of the population living below the poverty line, and to 

preventing and reducing the risk of poverty. A great emphasis is given on strengthening labour 

market policies in order to promote employment and income generation activities. The main poverty 

reduction targets emphasized in the poverty reduction strategies of the Baltic States are resumed in 

the Table 4. 
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[[ Table 4]]  

Latvia’s and Lithuania’s poverty reduction strategies consist of concrete tasks and deadlines for 

eliminating poverty and reducing the number of people with very low income. In Estonia’s strategy 

paper the basic areas of poverty reduction are presented giving attention to the target groups for 

poverty reduction strategies. These target groups are:  

1) young families with children; 

2) the unemployed and job-seekers, in particular long-term unemployed;  

3) individuals with low incomes (underemployed, involuntary part-time workers, underpaid qualified 

employees, workers with low professional qualifications);  

4) individuals with special needs and their households (people with disabilities and/or chronically 

ill);  

5) elderly people (people over 60 years of age); 6) marginal groups: individuals insufficiently 

integrated into societal structures (around 50 000 – 70 000 persons). 

The role of the social protection system in reducing poverty is rather modest in the Baltic States. The 

real value of social protection costs has been declining in all three Baltic States since regaining 

independence in 1991. The share of social protection costs in GDP has declined in Latvia and 

Estonia and there was only a small increase of this share in Lithuania during the recent decade. As a 

consequence, people are not receiving fully acceptable social support in order to adjust with all 

tremendous changes of transitional societies, to avoid a rapid increase of inequality and poverty and 

to support social cohesion as a necessary precondition for economic growth.  

The European Union social protection system is not universal. It does not offer clear positive 

experience for the new member countries in order to develop the social protection system that 

supports population’s adjustment processes with the new economic and political systems. There are 

four models of social protection systems developed in the EU current member countries (Anglo-

Saxon or liberal welfare regime, continental or conservative corporatist regime, Scandinavian or 
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social democratic regime and Southern-European regime) which conceptions and policy measures 

have experienced both success and failure.  

The social protection systems of the Baltic States are not homogenous and they do not exactly follow 

any of the four social protection models used in the EU member countries. They can currently be 

described as rather liberal and therefore it can be argued that the Baltic States’ social protection 

systems are most similar to the Anglo-American system. The Baltic social protection systems have 

more contributed to the economic efficiency than to the social cohesion of society. The changes in 

the Baltic labour markets and their institutions have contributed to rises in wage inequality and also in 

overall inequality. 

Accession of the Baltic States to European Union requires development of elaborated strategies 

giving continuing emphasis to social protection of people and at the same time improving the 

flexibility of the labour markets. In some sense these are controversial tasks. In the case of the Baltic 

States as small transitional societies, the controversial role of social protection system, particularly of 

institutions and labour policies in reducing poverty could be overcome by increasing productivity of 

labour force. The key issues are the development of more innovative skills at lower school levels and 

of the complex problem-solving techniques at higher school levels, improving the quality of vocational 

education and increasing the amount of workplace training, as well as expanding the active labour 

market programs and creating better conditions for lifelong learning. The development of labour 

market policy measures in the Baltic States has to ensure the fulfilment of the main labour policy 

goals like improvement of allocative (matching supply and demand) and dynamic efficiency 

(increasing the quality of the labour force) and supporting the sense of equity and social justice 

among labour force participants. It is important to ensure higher levels of employment and labour 

flexibility that at the micro level could reduce social exclusion, and at the macro level improve the 

ability to finance social expenditure. 

In conclusion, by elaborating and implementing strategies for development of the Baltic States both 

components of welfare – economic, social – should be taken into account. The determinants of 

economic development are intensive internalization, innovation and development of new 
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technologies. The role of the human factor increases in step with the role played by know-how, 

innovation, organization and management, and other quality factors in global competitiveness. The 

content of the human factor is changing: individual characteristics such as level of education and 

health (the human capital) are accompanied by the growing importance of social relations shaped by 

interaction between people (social capital). The social protection measures should be more targeted 

on the most vulnerable groups of population in order to avoid social exclusion and to support social 

cohesion. The improvement of information system about the real economic situation of households 

and their welfare perceptions is necessary in order to implement targeted social protection measures.  

 

Conclusions 

More than decade-lasting economic reforms and structural adjustment have had serious social 

consequences and costs that may have negative impact on the Baltic States reintegration into Europe 

and joining the EU. The main social consequences of the transition and EU integration processes are 

unemployment (particularly structural unemployment) as a new phenomenon for the post-socialist 

societies, increasing inequality, poverty and social exclusion.  

Under the former central planning regime the Baltic States like the other post-socialist countries was 

characterized by more egalitarian income distribution than western market economies. This situation 

has changed dramatically after the onset of transition; as a consequence the income inequality has 

been rising much faster than in any of the established market economies during the same period. 

Consequently, additionally to absolute and relative poverty people seriously suffer from the feeling of 

social exclusion. That also partly explains significant differences in results of indirect and direct 

assessment of poverty. For instance, according to indirect assessment of poverty 17% of Estonian 

population is living below the relative poverty line. But according to the household self-assessment of 

their economic situation around 57% of families found that they are living in very poor conditions 

(6.8%) or can make both ends meet (50.1%) in 2001. Thus, Estonian households are critical about 

their own economic situation. Despite the quick development of Estonian economy  in recent years, 
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only 24% of households indicate that their economic situation has improved in 2001 comparing to 

1996. Consequently, the expectations of the population regarding improvement of their households’ 

economic situation have evidently been higher than the real development can fulfill. 

The households’ low self-assessment of their economic situation is probably also influenced by the 

fact that the Estonians like the people from other post-socialist countries are less willing to tolerate 

income inequalities than people from the western market economies. The reason for this low 

tolerance is also social exclusion as relational issue, which is caused by the weak social bonds 

between individual and society. The speed of transition processes has often been quicker than 

expected and people cannot adjust with big changes so rapidly.  

Thus, increasing inequality, poverty and social exclusion are serious issues creating social tensions 

and having a negative impact on human capital formation and economic growth of the Baltic States. 

Therefore the development of social protection measures and poverty reduction strategies are 

playing an important role in economic and social development widening people’s choices and their 

access to opportunities. The role of the social protection system in reducing poverty is manifold. It 

has to support the most vulnerable groups of population, to reduce poverty risk and social exclusion 

and to encourage people to improve their human capital. The unavoidable precondition for European 

integration euro-zone enlargement is the increase of labour market flexibility. At the same time the 

accession of the Baltic States into EU requires the development of employment protection regulations 

and the increase of minimum wages, social benefits and pensions. New labour market institutions 

and strict labour regulations may reduce labour flexibility and increase unemployment. Thus, the 

Baltic States have to solve contradictory tasks – to increase labour flexibility and at the same time to 

follow the rather strict EU labour regulations.  

In summary, solving possible negative social consequences of the rapid transition and EU eastward 

enlargement processes needs big investments into human capital (education, training and health of 

people) and development of the social protection systems according to the national strategies 

oriented to sustainable development. The latter ensures that the needs of current generations are 

met without impeding future generations. The enrichment of current generations is acceptable only if 
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it strengthens welfare resources and improves the factors of development by investing in 

infrastructure, technological development and human resources. This should improve the position of 

current generations and, at the same time, increase the development potential of future generations.  
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Figures and Tables 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1. International Indicators of Poverty Line 
 
International organization Poverty line indicators 
World Bank 2.15 or 4.30 USD (PPP) per capita per day (depending on the 

level of development of a country, it’s geographical location, 
etc) 

European Union (Social Protection 
Committee, 2001) 

60% of the national median income. 

UNICEF (United Nations 
Children’s Fund) 

35-40% of average salary.  

The table is compiled using the following sources: EC, 1998, Social Protection Committee, 2001; World Bank, 
2000; Kuddo, et al, 2002. 
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Table 2. Assessment of Poverty in the Baltic States 
 

Means and 
approaches for 

exploring 
poverty 

Estonia Latvia Lithuania 

1. The main data 
source.  

Estonia’s Household Income and 
Expenditure Survey conducted by 
the Statistical Office of Estonia.  

Household Budget Survey 
conducted by the Central 
Statistical Bureau of Latvia; 
Labour Force Sample Survey. 

Household Surveys 
conducted by the 
Statistical Office of 
Lithuania. 

2. The main 
national 
organizations 
dealing with 
poverty.  

Ministry of Social Affairs. Ministry of Welfare.  Ministry of Social 
Security and Labour; 
National Social 
Committee.  

3. Poverty line Absolute poverty line: minimal 
expenditure by household members 
which consist of a) costs of a 
minimal food basket; b) housing 
costs, and c) basic clothing, 
education and transport 
expenditures. 
Relative poverty line: 60% of national 
median per capita income.  

Absolute poverty line: the 
nationally set minimum monthly 
per capita income level. 
Relative poverty line: 75% of the 
average per capita income at the 
disposal of a Latvian resident.  

Absolute poverty line:  
about two minimal 
subsistence level 
(MSL). 
Relative poverty line:  
50% of average per 
capita consumption 
expenditure.  

4. Poverty layers 1) direct poverty (the incomes per 
household member are 80% or even 
less of the absolute poverty line); 2) 
endangering subsistence (the 
incomes are 81-100% of poverty 
line); 3) poverty risk (the incomes are 
101-120% of poverty line).  

1) people with low income (the 
nationally set minimum monthly 
income), 2) 50% or less of the 
value of Latvia’s full subsistence 
goods and services basket. 3) 
people with 75% of the average 
per capita income at the disposal. 

1) by relative poverty 
line; 2) by absolute 
poverty line; 3) by 
extreme poverty line 
(MSL).  

Poverty 
distribution 
(1999) 

Direct poverty – 14% of households; 
Poverty endangering subsistence – 
10% of households; 
Poverty risk – 19% of households 
(Absolute poverty line was 89 USD 
in 1999). 

Persons with low income (49 
USD) – 15.8%; 
50% of the full subsistence basket 
per person (70 USD) – 31.2%; 
75% of the average income per 
capita (79 USD) – 39.3%. 

By the relative poverty 
line (68.7 USD) – 
15.8%; 
By the absolute poverty 
line (65.3 USD) –  
13.1%; 
By the extreme poverty 
line (MSL= 31.3 USD) –  
0.9%. 

Risk groups  Young families with children; 
households with unemployed family 
members; persons with disabilities; 
elderly people.  

Families with three and more 
children; single-parent households 
with children; households with 
unemployed family members; 
elderly people, families which 
depend on incomes from 
agriculture.  

Families with children; 
households with 
unemployed family 
members; farmers, 
pensioners, people with 
low education.  

Sources: National Statistical Offices of the Baltic States; National Poverty Reduction Strategies of the Baltic 
States, Poverty Reduction in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, Riga: UNDP, 2000; Author’s  compilations. 
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Table 3. The Self-Assessment of the Estonian households' Economic Situation in 2001 
(EUROS per household member)  
 

Options for 
assessment 

Share of the 
households 

(%) 

Necessary 
income 

Actual 
income 

Ratio of 
necessary and 
actual income  

1) Can consume without 
any restrictions  

0.4 428 422 1.01 

2) Can afford everything 
needed for a normal life 

7.0 340 301 1.13 

3) Can manage 
generally 

35.7 278 194 1.43 

4) Can make both ends 
meet 

50.1 228 115 1.98 

5) Living in very poor 
conditions. 

6.8 206 72 2.87 

Average 100 253 155 1.63 

Source: Estonian Household Income and Expenditure Survey, Statistical Office of Estonia; Paas and Võrk, 2003. 
 
 

Table 4. Poverty Reduction Targets in the Baltic States 
 

Country The basic areas for poverty reduction or/ and main targets 
Estonia Ø General increase in the population’s material resources. 

Ø Better access to opportunities provided by the community and guaranteed 
participation in policies (regional policy, labour policy, social policy). 

Ø Vertical redistribution of community resources (social policy, tax policy). 
Ø Development of human resources (culture; education and health policies). 
Ø Formation and mobilization of public opinion (information and media policies). 

Latvia Ø Reduction of the number of people with low income to 10% of the population 
by 2015. 

Ø Reduction of the total number of low-income and poor people to 25% of the 
population by 2015. 

Lithuania Ø Eliminating extreme poverty by 2003. 
Ø Reduction of relative poverty to 10% of the population by 2005. 
Ø Reduction of the level of poverty suffered by the poorest social groups to 15%  

of the population by 2005.  

Sources: National Poverty Reduction Strategies of the Baltic States; Poverty Reduction in Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania, UNDP, Riga, 2000  
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Introduction: For, Against or ‘Bored’? Peoples’ Support for Enlargement 

The major issue of this contribution is the question how people respond to the process of eastward 

enlargement. Although government officials and most economists duly stress the overall social 

benefit derived by the accession of Eastern European economies, it is common knowledge that any 

integration process generates winners and losers. For instance, sectors in both Western and Eastern 

Europe that have lived through times of relative protection against foreign competition are likely to 

meet considerable adjustment pressure once integration takes place. This necessarily prompts the 

fear that those suffering from integration will use any possibility to endanger the enlargement process 

or, at least, will demand compensation for anticipated losses.  

Such fears are most impending these days, since the ratification process is on the way in all 

candidate countries. As Table 1 shows, three out of ten countries have already voted, and an 

overwhelming majority of the people has agreed on accession. So public support seems to be 

backing the enlargement process. But this conclusion might be premature. Not only is public opinion 

notoriously volatile, as the example of Lithuania shows. The polls in March did not even faintly 

resemble the final results in May. But also in all these countries governments struggled hard to 

convince people to actually go to the ballots1. They hope that with this sort of ‘mobilisation game’ they 

                                                 
1 See the latest results for Slovakia, where after two days of voting the threshold of 50 percent was surpassed by as little as 

2.5 percentage points. 



 
The European Union Enlargement: Social and Economic Impacts 

 34 

manage to overcome the necessary minimum thresholds of voter turnout that are legal restrictions in 

most ratification processes. Hence, the prime risk, as this paper argues, does not lie in the fact that 

opposition so far is fierce. It is political alienation about which politicians worry most these days. 

It is not only for ratification that public support matters. To quote political scientist Seymour Martin 

Lipset “a society in which a large proportion of the population is outside of the political arena is 

potentially more explosive than one in which most citizens are regularly [his emphasis] involved in 

activities which give them some sense of participation in decisions which affect their lives." (quoted in 

Hahn and Kamieniecki '87: 6). The normativity of this statement is clearly disputable, as wealthy 

countries such as Switzerland live with comfortable, low rates of political inclusion. From an analytical 

point of view, political alienation is, nevertheless, in two ways an important idea, when talking about 

the evolution and convergence of European Union member countries. First, the question remains 

whether a continual, low participation rate is a symptom of latent social conflicts in an enlarged EU.  

Second, low participations rates may have consequences for the kind of social model evolving in 

Eastern Europe and its convergence or divergence to Western European welfare states.  

Traditional political-economy approaches to integration and transition (Aghion and Blanchard '94; 

Greskovits '98; Roland '02) usually claim that liberalisation leads to some form of (organised) political 

pressure and, hence, to government policies that compensate potential losers. This paper suggests 

that this claim has to be modified in three aspects: (1) not all political losers will actually oppose to 

liberalisation, since some people tend to ‘give up’ or do not expect much to gain from opposition. (2) 

Labour market institutions may play a role in mobilising support for enlargement, but they are diverse 

across countries and not all of these institutions guarantee compensation in an equal manner. (3) 

Public opinion and, in particular, opposition to enlargement is not exclusively driven by economic 

concerns. Perceptions and cultural heritages may be of equal importance and lead to divergence 

between political-economy models and historic or structural approaches to explain attitudes towards 

enlargement. 

The paper wants to substantiate these claims in the following sections. Section 2 briefly summarises 

the major contribution of political economy to an explanation how people respond to liberalisation and 
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economic integration. Next, it tries to integrate institutions and the problem of political alienation to 

these approaches in order to look for potential shortcomings of such models. Section 3 confronts 

these ideas with Eurobarometer data. For this reason, public attitude on the enlargement process in 

Eastern Europe is analysed in terms of variation across economic sectors and individual occupations. 

This is achieved by a set of logistic regressions showing the influence of some of these factors and 

rejecting others. Section 4 briefly compares the empirical findings for Eastern Europe with similar 

ones for Western Europe. Section 5 concludes. 

 

1. What to Expect? A Political Economy Approach for EU Support  

Most political economy approaches to liberalisation and integration are based on simple international 

economic theory. For example, a Heckscher-Ohlin type of model suggests that eastern economies 

are relatively abundant in terms of labour (Kemmerling '02). In particular the low-skilled should gain 

from the abolition of economic borders. Western workers, on the other hand, should be among those 

who oppose the enlargement process. On the level of economic sectors, however, structural 

adjustment will take place in both regions. Those sectors less competitive than the future EU-25 

average should be put under considerable pressure. Among these sectors agriculture and old 

industries rank prime in CEEC, whereas textiles and other labour-intensive industries are most 

sensitive in old EU member states (Caetano et al. '02; Quaisser and al. '00). On more general terms, 

adjustment in bordering labour markets of West and East is the pivotal linchpin for an efficient 

economic integration of CEEC into the EU (Kemmerling '03)2.   

Job loss is also the most important ‘ingredient’ for most political economy models of transition. In a 

seminal article of Aghion and Blanchard ('94) on the ‘Optimal Speed of Transition’ governments 

determine the time path of privatisation in accordance to minimise political resistance due to high 

                                                 
2 This supposes that owners of capital should be in favour of enlargement. Although relative prices are bound to sink for 

owners of a relatively scarce factor, once integration takes place, the reduction of inflation, exchange-rate and property risks 
more than outweighs this effect.  
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levels of unemployment. Moreover, governments use an unemployment benefits scheme to 

compensate those who are not going to find a job easily in the transition process. This idea has 

become a cornerstone for other, more detailed analyses of the transition process. Rodrik (1995), for 

instance, uses this idea for determining the optimal moment when to privatise according to the 

preferences of workers. Fidrmuc ('96) modifies Rodrik’s model and shows that workers’ support of 

liberalisation may be inverted at later stages of transition. According to this model the unemployed 

and state-sector workers will unite in halting transition and expanding social insurance systems. 

Such an account mirrors the results of standard median-voter theories on the expansion of social 

and, in general, public policies. With democratisation and international openness, the size of 

redistribution should expand, as (relatively) poorer voters become both more decisive and more 

exposed to shocks (Cameron '78; Franzese '00). However, both determinants are heavily contested 

in the literature. First, international openness may add to volatility, but not necessarily to relative 

losses in incomes or employment. To the contrary, the low-skilled in less developed economies, 

should, as argued above, favour economic integration (Fernández Albertos '02). Second, the median-

voter theorem is empirically not very meaningful, especially in the context of Eastern Europe 

(Milanovic '99). As for the former problem, empirical disaggregating might be helpful to balance these 

rival claims. As for the latter, a potential exit out of this problem lies in the fact that voter turnout is an 

important intervening variable in the median-voter and size-of-redistribution model (Franzese '00). In 

many countries richer people are more likely to vote than poorer. Hence, political abstention or, as it 

is dubbed in this paper, political alienation is a way of explaining the general lack of redistribution in 

CEEC.  

This does not mean that CEEC completely refrain from any means of redistribution or regulation in 

labour markets. In fact, accession countries differ considerably in their labour market institutions 

(Boeri and Terrell '02; Orenstein and Wilkens '01). Extensive non-employment benefits (NEB) and 

employment protection legislation (EPL) may act as a substitute for levels of unemployment benefits 

(UB) that are lower than the Aghion-Blanchard-model would suggest. Hence, the second major point 
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of modification to political economy approaches should lie in a more detailed account of alternative 

compensation and protection strategies.  

 

2. What the data says: Candidate Countries’ Opinions 

A crude political economy analysis of winners and losers that does not take into consideration 

institutions leads yields the following hypotheses: 

H1) Winners, and hence, supporters of enlargement are likely to be found among wealthy, young 

and/ or urban people, whereas opponents are to be concentrated in rural areas with people working 

in agriculture or in state-owned or heavy industry enterprises. 

H2) Since the public budget is going to be put under additional pressure in most CEEC because of 

integration (and because of applying for EMU-membership in particular), recipients of public transfers 

such as pensioners, the unemployed, and, in general, the poor, these segments of the population 

should be among those resisting integration. 

H3) There should be a divide between West and East in the attitudes of low-skilled workers. Western 

workers should oppose enlargement, whereas Eastern should support it.  

According to the previous part, some of these hypotheses have to be modified to allow for political 

alienation and labour market institutions. This is achieved by extending H2 to H2’) Some of these 

recipients of public transfers are not very likely to actively oppose Europe. In countries where labour 

market institutions provide some sort of a minimum social safety net, opposition should be markedly 

lower and alienation, in turn, be higher. 



 
The European Union Enlargement: Social and Economic Impacts 

 38 

To test these hypotheses, we use data coming from the Eurobarometer for Central and Eastern 

Europe No. 8/ 19973.  More specifically, the analysis concentrates on question no. 9 stating the 

following: “If there were to be a referendum tomorrow on the question of (OUR COUNTRY’S) 

membership of the European Union, would you personally vote for or against membership?.” The 

question has been recoded into dummy variables for ‘vote for’, vote against’, ‘not vote’, and 

‘undecided’. For each variable Figure 1 shows the distribution across several types of occupation. 

The upper right panel shows that mean support for enlargement is, as expected, very high compared 

to the other panels. The un-weighted average of respondents inclined to vote for enlargement is 

about 55 per cent, whereas only 8 per cent would oppose, 9 per cent would note vote, and about 20 

per cent are undecided.  

Support for enlargement is highest for private sector employers, whereas agriculture stands out as 

the sector with lowest levels of support. Unfortunately, there is no information directly available for 

unemployed people only. Instead the category used in EB8 is ‘Temporarily not working/ 

Unemployed’, the support level of which is not very different from the overall average. Pensioners are 

among those most likely to reject enlargement (cf. panel on the upper left side). Interestingly, people 

working in the agricultural sector are very likely to be undecided (panel on bottom left). Students and, 

again, pensioners are among those that show the highest intention not to vote. 

These descriptive statistics conceal a great deal of information. For this reason, I ran a couple of 

logistic regressions with three of the four dummy variables and a basic set of indicators consisting of 

individual attributes and country dummies. Results for the dependent dummy variables ‘Vote for’, 

‘Vote against’, and ‘Not Vote’ are displayed in Table 2. Education is a strong predictor in all three 

cases, with the signs following the expected pattern. The higher the skill-level, the more enthusiastic, 

the less opposed and the more decided people are. Similarly people in larger communities express 

more support than others. Older people are more inclined to oppose Europe, a fact that is not mainly 

driven by the fear of cuts in pensions. Otherwise the dummy for pensioners would have ‘soaked up’ 

                                                 
3 A caveat is in order here: Eurobarometer data is well-known to be somewhat volatile across time. Hence, swings in public 

opinion happen quite frequently. Unfortunately, EB8 is the latest data available so far. Comparisons to aggregate data, 
however, show that cross-country differences have remained remarkably stable so far. 
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most of the explanatory power age exerts. This is a first tentative proof that economic hardship 

sometimes misrepresents people’s political intentions. In the given example, the old seem to be 

sceptic about enlargement because of other factor than their pensions. Among the different groups 

for occupations only a handful of coefficients are significant. Less enthusiastic on EU-issues are 

farmers and housewives, whereas students and, once again, housewives are strongly against the 

accession. The latter are also significantly alienated from the political process. The results for 

students are clearly rejecting the ex-ante hypotheses and suggest a further need for investigation 

about the roots of this form of Euroscepticism among young people.  

The goodness of fit is only satisfactory in the model that estimates support for enlargement. In the 

other two models explanatory power is predominantly ‘soaked up’ by the fixed (country) effects. In the 

first model, however, the country dummies show an interesting cross-country variation. All Baltic 

countries seem to be particularly sceptic about accession, compared to the cross-sample mean. 

These differences may merit further investigations on the causes of this variance. As the previous 

part suggested, different labour market institutions may be part of an explanation for diverging paths 

of success through transition and accession. The four panels in Figure 2 provide some aggregate 

overview for this idea. The upper left panel shows that the fixed country effects are not closely related 

to the level of total social expenditures in percent of GDP. The generosity of the welfare state does 

not seem to be a good guide when trying to explain cross-country differences of support. The upper 

right panel shows a very fragile negative relationship between support and cross-country differences 

in employment protection. A bit stronger, though far from reliable, is the relationship between EU 

support and the level of unemployment and non-employment benefits. Romania and the Czech 

Republic remain important outliers, but the general ‘story’ behind institutions seems to hold: some 

degree of social insurance against the hardships of adjustment is beneficial to the overall level of 

enthusiasm about EU issues.  
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3. European Diversion? West-East Comparisons   

A last step in the analysis is to compare levels of support between Western and Eastern Europe. In 

theory, such comparisons should allow to solve the question, whether the HO-framework indeed 

shapes (antagonistic) preferences in both regions. Empirically, however, this difficult to achieve, as 

comparable EB data is not available. In terms of content, the closest question in the EB trend file for 

Western Europe is as follows: "Generally Speaking, do you think that (YOUR COUNTRY’S) 

membership of the European Community (COMMON MARKET) is 1) A good thing; 2) a bad thing, 3) 

neither good nor bad.” 

In addition, potential exogenous indicators such as types of occupation are not identical for Western 

and Eastern European countries. Hence, the following results of Table 3, which imitates the 

estimations of Table 2, but this time for Western Europe, have to be treated with outmost caution. 

This caveat notwithstanding, the patterns of the coefficients for individual characteristics are similar to 

the previous estimations. Older people are more likely to reject membership, whereas high-skilled are 

both more supportive and less hostile to the EU. Contrary to the previous case, unemployment is a 

significant category in all three estimations. As expected, the unemployed are less in favour, and 

more against and more alienated from Europe. Farmers, in turn, show a remarkable pattern: they are 

both more in favour and more against membership. This may indicate the highly ambivalent nature of 

Common Agricultural Policy in Europe. Farmers in some countries may know that without integration 

they would suffer more than actually is the case, but others do believe that they do not achieve 

enough in protecting their position. In other words, the political salience of the issue seems to be 

highest for the agricultural sector.  

Apart from these groups, only managers and business owners show a particularly positive attitude 

towards Europe, whereas skilled workers show a more than average scepticism about membership 

(3rd column). Hence, there is some evidence that, at least, in the West workers fear a loss of 

protection, but this evidence still fairly weak. The unemployed, however, show a clear pattern. They 

are consistently more sceptic and most alienated in as far as EU membership is concerned.  
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The country effects of Table 3 only reveal interesting variation in the case of the second regression 

(‘Bad’). I offer little to explain this fact, but I merely want to draw the attention to a – potentially – 

severe problem: all neighbour countries to Eastern Europe, Finland, Germany (East), and Austria that 

is, are more than average hostile towards EU membership4.  If anything, the enlargement process will 

increase this trend in these countries, since neighbour regions are among those most eminently 

affected by economic adjustment. This also leads back to the initial concern stated in this paper: a 

lack of political participation in the European integration process. The last figures (cf. Figure 3) show 

a decrease of general identification with Europe in the late 90s. Both in terms of (idealist) identity with 

and (materialist) benefits from Europe, ‘Europeanisation’ is stagnating or, at least to some extent, at 

retreat. Whereas centralisation of political power is proceeding at a considerable speed, attitudes and 

preferences about Europe a clearly falling behind (cf. Hix '99: 139). A part of the answer to this puzzle 

lies in the problem of general political alienation generated by the integration process. 

 

Conclusions: From Boredom to Hostility? How People Will Respond to Enlargement  

As has been said before, the empirical findings in this paper are very preliminary in nature. Some of 

them are, nevertheless, worth being restated. First of all, the basic model of political economy works 

reasonably well for some losers of the integration process. Among these farmers and the rural 

population are those consistently to be found opposing enlargement. Among the winners rich people 

stand out in backing enlargement. Housewives, on the other hand, have been found to be seriously 

sceptic about enlargement. A potential way of explaining this fact lies in the communist legacy of 

these countries. Female labour force participation has dropped substantively in the course of 

transition.  

Other segments of the population in Eastern Europe pose puzzles to the political-economy model. 

Old people are found to be among those sceptical about enlargement for reasons that cannot simply 

                                                 
4 Southern countries did not show any particularly high level of Euroscepticism in 1997. It remains to be seen whether the 

situation changes with the actual accession of Eastern European countries. 
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be equated with anticipated losses in social transfers, i.e. pensions. Students are another example for 

which simple political-economy approaches would forecast opposite results. Labour market risks 

seem to be seriously overrated by workers in general, a finding prevalent in other empirical studies as 

well (cf. Kemmerling 2003). Moreover, in the simplified empirical tests of this paper a clear-cut West-

East cleavage among low-skilled workers could not be thoroughly verified. Finally, although country 

effects exhibit some sort of national divides, the divide between proponents and alienated is more 

due to lacks of information than to relative losses in the lines of a HO-model. This is another 

important task for future investigations, since the acquisition of information has to be included in a 

political-economy model. Endogenous information-seeking also means that people differ in their 

assessments whether Europe is worth to be thought about. This should also serve as reminder to 

those who believe that information campaigns on the virtues of EU-membership are no automatic 

panacea for mobilising support for enlargement. 

As far as cross-country differences are concerned, the evidence pointed in the right direction. It is 

way too early to call-in such claims, but labour market institutions indeed mitigate some of the 

pernicious consequences of integration. However, in some ways they only postpone the problem and 

lead to more alienation instead of more support. Correspondingly, political alienation remains the 

major problem of EU integration. Deepening and widening integration transfers sovereign rights to the 

EU, but political and economic management faces tough challenges if heterogeneous preferences 

among EU citizens remain without some sort of a mechanism that generates stable and fair solutions 

for the political representation of conflictive opinions. 
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Figures and Tables 

 
 
 

Table 1. National Referenda on Accession to EU in CEEC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Sources: several newspapers, Gallup International.; ‘*’ means latest poll (till March 2003) 
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Table 2. Logit Results: ‚Vote for’, ‚Vote against’, and ‚Not Vote’ EU-Referendum in CEEC 

Binary Vote for Binary Vote Against Binary Not Vote

Education 0,3884 *** -0,4884 *** -0,3588 ***
Age -0,0021 0,0086 ** 0,0069 **
Income -0,0003 0,0022 * -0,0021
Size of Community -0,1266 *** 0,1126 *** 0,0422
Civil Servant -0,1087 0,0035 -7,40E-06
State Firm -0,0632 -0,0586 0,0317
Private Employer 0,162 -0,0353 -0,3689
Private Employee -0,0754 0,2859 0,1052
Agriculture  -0,3272 ** 0,3306 -0,3099
Pensioner     -0,1462 0,3867 0,1081
Housewife     -0,3352 ** 0,5879 ** 0,1022
Student       0,1223 0,5929 ** 0,4856 **
Not work./ Unemployment -0,1503 0,5043 ** 0,2749
Bulgaria      -0,0223 -1,8269 *** -2,308 ***
Czech Republic -0,3385 * -2,4211 *** -1,7573 ***
Estonia       -1,1042 *** -3,3798 *** -1,5584 ***
Hungary   0,1525 -2,876 *** -2,2949 ***
Latvia        -1,1234 *** -2,1745 *** -1,5495 ***
Lithuania   -0,9646 *** -1,4652 *** -2,0919 ***
Poland        0,396 -2,7454 *** -2,3085 ***
Romania     0,7462 *** -2,5716 *** -3,0451 ***
Slovak Republic  0,2453 -3,4213 *** -1,8623 ***
Slovenia       0,0483 -2,6786 *** -2,4004 ***
-2 Log Likelihood 13097,259 5152,84 5762,29
Goodness of Fit 10416,407 850,87 10423,752
Wald statistic [df1]
Levels of Sign.: '*' < .1; '**' <.05; '***' <.01  
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Table 3. Logit Results: Membership is ‚Good’, ‚Bad’, ‚Neither/ Nor’ in EU Countries 

G o o d B a d N e i t h e r  N o r
A g e 0 ,002 -0 ,005 ** 0 ,006 **
Educat ion 0 ,109 ** * -0 ,057 ** * -0 ,058 ** *
I n c o m e -0 ,002 ** * 0 ,001 0 ,002 *
S i ze  o f  Commun i t y -0 ,001 0 ,054 * -0 ,047
F a r m e r 0 ,326 * -0 ,314 * 0,12
F i s h e r m a n -0 ,836 0,36 1 ,477
Pro fess iona l 0 ,243 -0 ,015 -0,3
Se l f -Emp loyed 0 ,106 0 ,128 -0 ,46
B u s i n e s s  O w n e r 0 ,556 ** * -0 ,326 * -0 ,272
Emp loyed  P ro fess i ona l 0 ,599 ** * -0 ,19 -0 ,368 *
T o p  M a n a g e m e n t 0 ,937 ** * -0 ,434 * -0 ,846 **
M i d d l e  M a n a g e m e n t 0 ,458 ** * -0 ,145 -0 ,334 **
E m p l o y e d  W h i t e  c o l l a r 0 ,124 0 ,097 -0 ,131
Trave l ing  Emp loyed 0 ,348 ** -0 ,131 -0 ,229
E m p l o y e d  S e r v i c e  S e c t o r 0 ,127 0 ,088 -0 ,129
S u p e r v i s o r 0 ,273 0 ,079 -0 ,34
Sk i l l ed  Worke r 0 ,013 0 ,071 * 0 ,083
M a n u a l  W o r k e r -0 ,121 0 ,222 0 ,014
H o u s e w o r k -0 ,05 0 ,006 -0 ,007
S t u d e n t 0 ,073 -0 ,052 -0 ,075
U n e m p l o y e d -0 ,192 * 0 ,127 * 0 ,217 *
Aust r ia 0 ,266 * 0 ,302 ** -0 ,695 ** *
Be lg ium 0 ,818 ** * 0 ,099 -1 ,219 ** *
D e n m a r k 0 ,868 ** * -0 ,158 -0 ,682 ** *
F in land 0,4 * * * 0 ,367 ** * -0 ,88 * * *
F r a n c e 0 ,969 ** * 0 ,392 ** * -1 ,638 ** *
Great  Br i ta in 0 ,626 ** * -0 ,13 -0 ,77 * * *
G e r m a n y  E a s t 0 ,446 ** * 0 ,755 ** * -1 ,796 ** *
G e r m a n y  W e s t 0 ,668 ** * 0 ,295 ** -1 ,409 ** *
G r e e c e 1 ,719 ** * -0 ,248 * -2 ,273 ** *
I re land 2 ,731 ** * -1 ,285 ** * -3 ,233 ** *
Italy 1 ,757 ** * -0 ,389 ** * -2 ,266 ** *
Luxembourg 2 ,448 ** * -0 ,812 ** * -2 ,515 ** *
Nether lands 2 ,109 ** * -0 ,782 ** * -2 ,333 ** *
Nor thern  I re land 0 ,926 ** * -0 ,054 -1 ,724 ** *
Po r tuga l 1 ,507 ** * -0 ,005 -2 ,29 * * *
Spa in 1 ,242 ** * 0 ,005 -2 ,008 ** *
C o n s t a n t -1 ,793 ** * -0,6 * * * -0 ,123
-2  Log  L ike l ihood ' 1 7 8 5 2 , 7 2 7 16345 ,69 1 1 5 8 2 , 3 0 8
Goodness  o f  f i t 1 4 3 5 9 , 0 1 8 1 4 3 5 3 , 1 0 4 1 4 5 4 0 , 3 1 1
Ch i^2  Tes t  19 ,98(8 ) * 5 ,234(8 ) 2 4 , 5 0 2 ( 8 ) **
Levels  of  S ign. :  ' * '  <  .1 ;  ' * * '  < .05;  ' * ** '  < .01  
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Figure 3. The Share of People Who Identify with and/ or Benefit from EU-Membership 
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Introduction 

The beginning of the transition process in the CEEC witnessed a remarkable increase in FDI flows to 

the region. Although not equally benefiting all countries, such growth in external investment has been 

an important source of financing for industry restructuring and economic development. In addition, 

FDI is usually considered the fastest way of transferring intangible assets such as access to 

international market, new technologies, and also market-orientated business culture to the previously 

centrally controlled economies. These are especially important, given the plans of EU membership 

shared by all these countries. 

Competition to actively attract FDI has therefore been fierce, becoming one of the driving forces of 

the structural reforms implemented in these countries to improve investment conditions for foreign 

firms. 

A number of studies have focused, both theoretically and empirically, on the motives that lead 

entrepreneurs to engage in international application of funds, and on the motives that make some 

locations more attractive for certain types of projects than others. At the EU level, reduction of overall 

risk is probably one critical aspect, since every enlargement has generated a boost of FDI flows to 

the new members. In the case of the CEEC, however, the transition to a market economy and the 

prospect of future participation in the EU have, in most cases, a priori triggered the process.  

                                                 
∗  This research is part of the project Ezoneplus (www.ezoneplus.org), financially supported by the European Commission’s 5th 

Framework Programme. We gratefully acknowledge the valuable suggestions of two anonymous referees. 
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In this analysis, robust econometric techniques are employed to model FDI flows, to identify their 

main determinants, and to try to anticipate future trends of foreign investments in the CEEC and in 

two of the so-called cohesion countries, Portugal and Spain. The latter is done with the objective of 

ascertaining diversion of direct investment funds from peripheral EU countries to the CEEC.  

The paper is organised as follows: section two describes the patterns of FDI to the CEEC along the 

transition process to join the EU, comparing with previous enlargements; in section three, the 

empirical literature on the determinants of FDI to transition economies is briefly reviewed; section four 

contains the empirical estimation of a gravity -type model and the interpretation of the obtained 

results; section five employs these results to examine the hypothesis of diversion effects of FDI from 

the Iberian countries to CEEC; section six concludes. 

 

1. FDI in the CEEC: Characteristics and Trends 

Since the political changes in the beginning of the nineties, when the CEEC’ governments became 

particularly eager to attract foreign direct investment, there has been a continuous increase of FDI to 

the region. Figure 1 displays this trend of global FDI inflows to the CEEC, both as a ratio of GDP 

(right-hand scale) and of population (left-hand scale). 

[[ Figure 1]]  

There is a significant upsurge in 1995, when FDI inflows almost doubled. In spite of a slight drop in 

the following year, the value doubled again in the second half of the nineties, reaching around 21.4 

bn. USD in 2000, almost 6% of the region’s total GDP. The slight drop in 2001 follows the worldwide 

trend. 

This global trend obviously conceals some interesting particularities, both at sectoral and 

geographical levels. In terms of economic sectors, for example, and according to Eurostat data, FDI 
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in the CEEC is primarily directed at manufacturing activities, followed by “trade and repairs” and 

financial intermediation. 

On the other hand, the group of Vizegrad countries (Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary) were 

the ones which accounted for most of the FDI inflows: 77.6% of total FDI inflows to the region in 2001 

(Table 1). Poland, by far the most important recipient since 1996, is also the most consistent, 

maintaining an almost constant continuous growth rate during the whole decade. Within this group, 

Hungary has registered a negative trend in absolute terms, since its peak value in 1995 (when it was 

the main recipient in the group), being surpassed by Poland in 1996 and the Czech Republic in 1998, 

but remaining however the third biggest FDI attractor. This negative trend possibly reflects the 

privatisation schedule, almost completed by the end of the decade. 

Moreover, these three countries are listed on the top sixteen places of an FDI Confidence Index 

constructed from a survey conducted by the Global Business Policy Council (2002) on the world’s 

1000 largest firms, accounting for 70 percent of global FDI flows. The analysis of the potential FDI 

diversion from the southern EU countries in section 4 will concentrate mainly in these key FDI host 

countries. 

[[ Table 1]]  

Examining the ratio between the stock of inward FDI and population in 2001 (last column on the right 

hand side of table 1), it is clear that the CEEC have not yet reached the levels of the EU countries, 

suggesting the continuation of a growth trend of FDI inflows above the average of the EU. Bulgaria 

and Romania present particularly low levels, perhaps due to not being included in the lead group of 

countries accepted to enter the EU by 2004. 

By combining flow and stock data, Figure 2 illustrates the dynamics of FDI flows to the CEEC. It 

presents the ratio of FDI flows in the period 1995-2001 to the stock of FDI in 2001. High values of this 

ratio indicate that a high proportion of the FDI stock was established during the period or year 

considered. This was the case in Latvia, Poland and Bulgaria, where the ratio exceeded 95%. On the 
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other extreme, low ratios such as those in Spain and Portugal indicate that FDI stocks have been 

mostly build up in previous years, with a relative decline in the most recent years. 

[[ Figure 2]]  

In relative terms, however, the most prominent host countries of FDI are the Czech Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary and Latvia. The weight of FDI in these economies represent on average for the period 1995-

2001 more than 5% of GDP, well above all the others (Table 1). These values for the CEEC are 

generally also higher in the same period, with the exception of Slovenia, than those for the two 

Iberian countries, Portugal and Spain. 

The increase in FDI flows to the region in the last decade seem therefore to be intimately related to 

the prospect of adhesion to the EU, and the consequent fall in the risk of the investments. It may 

therefore be enlightening to compare with what happened in previous EU enlargement processes. 

It is also interesting to compare, for example, the values for the CEEC in this pre-adhesion period 

with those registered in Portugal and Spain when they entered the EEC in 1986. Some similarities 

may be found in the economic and social conditions of these two groups of countries, in at least two 

aspects: they both emerge from dictatorships which have blocked international transactions with the 

rest of Europe; both initiated in these periods a process of privatisations, a traditionally strong factor 

to attract FDI. As may be observed in Figure 3, FDI inflows in Portugal and Spain have risen 

considerably in the second half of the eighties, after adhesion, falling afterwards, presumably as the 

privatisation process slowed down, or as FDI started to be diverted to the East. 

[[ Figure 3]]  

A similar phenomenon can be observed for the two other enlargements since 1980. Although in a 

period of considerably higher barriers to capital flows, Greece’s FDI inflows rose in the beginning of 

the eighties (Greece entered the Union in 1981), presenting twice the values of the EU’s average. 

The same happened with the last enlargement in 1995. When Austria, Sweden and Finland got 
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membership they became more attractive to foreign investors and remain, nowadays, an important 

destiny for FDI in the Union. 

With the exception of Greece, all other countries display a considerable fall on FDI inflows in 2001, a 

consequence of the business cycle, with a significant slowdown in financial and economic activity in 

most world economies. In global terms, FDI inflows dropped 51% worldwide, the largest fall in three 

decades. The CEEC, however, register a less dramatic fall in FDI, probably because the economic 

recession fostered increased competition, compelling firms to search for lower factor costs, namely 

lower labour costs. 

A very large share of CEEC inward FDI flows originates in EU members, especially Germany, the 

Netherlands and Austria. Figure 4 highlights these three countries’ contribution to each CEEC during 

the nineties. German investors were the main provider of FDI, preferring the neighbours Poland, the 

Czech Republic and also Hungary. 

[[ Figure 4]]  

In global terms, more than half the FDI flows circulating in the world involve the EU, with the Union’s 

outward flows to the CEEC still representing a very small proportion. Overall, EU’s FDI flows to South 

American, or even Central American, countries are significantly larger and more rapidly increasing 

than to the CEEC. The recent attractiveness of these three blocks of countries probably resides on 

similar determinants: economic liberalisation and privatisations. However, EU’s flows to the CEEC 

have dropped in relative terms, from 19% of total EU’s FDI (excluding intra-EU and the USA) in 1995 

to 13% in 1999 (Passerini, 2001). Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary have, again and by a 

large margin (89%), been the most privileged destiny of EU capital during the nineties, although the 

latter seems to be loosing some appeal. 
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2. FDI Determinants: the Empirical Literature 

As referred by Lankes and Venables (1996), FDI projects in the CEEC are very heterogeneous, 

differing in terms of magnitude, objectives, technology, geographical location, ownership, and control 

structures. This distinctive character reflects a variety of motivations on the part of the suppliers of 

direct investment funds. 

A number of reasons may influence an entrepreneur’s decision to invest abroad, but they all share 

the common feature of being in harmony with the optimum management strategies of multinational 

corporations. FDI may be broadly classified into two categories: market-seeking FDI, or FDI that aims 

at exploiting the advantages of being close to the consumer market, and efficiency-seeking FDI, 

which is implemented with the objective of exploiting cost advantages in different locations. 

In addition to theoretical analyses, researchers have put considerable effort on the empirical 

identification of FDI determinants. In what concerns FDI directed to the CEEC, the two main 

approaches have been survey-type studies and formal quantitative analyses. Examples of the former 

may be found in Lankes and Venables (1996). Quantitative studies of the determinants of FDI are 

based on a number of different models, being the gravitational approach the most commonly 

adopted. Gravity models were firstly used in the 60s, in the analysis of international trade, but were 

subsequently also employed to model and explain FDI flows. In recent years, the issue of FDI to 

transition economies has been investigated mostly by means of econometric estimation of gravity 

type models. 

A simple and straightforward version of the gravity approach is adopted in Brenton and Di Mauro 

(1999) to analyse FDI flows to the CEEC and to evaluate the possibility of a future surge in such 

flows. In their model the dependent variable - a bilateral FDI flow - is explained in terms of GDP and 

population of the host country, and of the distance between host and home countries. The data 

sample extends from 1992 to 1995 and comprises Germany, France, the UK and the USA, as 

investing countries, and a panel of around 35 destination countries that includes the transition 

economies. The results show that FDI is positively affected by GDP, but market size, as proxied by 
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population, does not appear to significantly affect FDI flows. The coefficient on distance is significant 

and negative. A priori, distance may be expected to affect FDI both positively and negatively. In fact, 

FDI may substitute exports in distant markets, leading to a positive link between the two variables. A 

negative connection may also emerge since the costs of operating affiliates in foreign locations 

increase with distance. The latter appears to be the dominant explanation in this study, in all 

countries except the UK. 

The same model applied to a larger data sample, including more destination and investing countries 

and a wider temporal horizon (1982 to 1995), is used by Brenton, Di Mauro and Lücke (1999). The 

outcomes of the model, however, are qualitatively identical to those of the previous analysis. Other 

results suggest that trade and FDI are complements, and that FDI flows to the CEEC appear not to 

have been diverted from other European locations. 

This last result of non-diversion of FDI flows is confirmed by Buch, Kokta and Piazolo (2001) for the 

cases of Portugal and Spain, but not for Greece. Their empirical assessment is based on a gravity 

model that includes the above-mentioned three explanatory variables plus the ratio of the host 

country’s imports (or trade) to GDP, as a proxy of openness to foreign trade, and the ratio of M2 to 

GDP, as a proxy of the size of host countries’ financial systems. The model is estimated using data 

from 1990 to 1997 and suggests that the decline which may be observed in FDI flows to Southern 

European countries reflects an adjustment process towards a long-run equilibrium. The empirical 

assessment of FDI determinants, which is performed with data on eight source countries (six core EU 

countries plus Japan and the US), provides mixed results. GDP coefficients are mainly significant and 

positive, and distance coefficients are practically always negative and significant. As in previous 

studies, population appears not to explain FDI. In what concerns the variables included to proxy trade 

openness and financial system’s size, the results are robust only for the former, which appears to 

positively influence FDI, as a priori anticipated by the researchers. 

An important contribution is added to the empirical analysis of the determinants of FDI to the CEEC in 

Bevan and Estrin (2000), who explicitly take host countries’ risk into account. Risk is associated to 

credit rating, which in turn is explained by macroeconomic, transition and environmental factors. Their 
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analysis is also based on a gravity -type model, and the data sample contains FDI flows from 18 

market economies to 11 transition countries, from 1994 to 1998. The results show that FDI is 

determined by host country risk and size, labour costs and distance. Contrary to what is sometimes 

argued, on the basis of the Iberian integration experience, this research finds evidence that 

announcements concerning the future admission of CEEC to the EU tend to influence FDI positively 

and directly, and not via credit rating. According to these results, such announcements do not affect 

the rating of these countries directly. It is the subsequent increase in FDI that improves economic 

performance and, ultimately, improves credit rating. 

Due to problems related with data availability and reliability, most empirical studies on FDI are 

performed using aggregate data. However, the heterogeneous character of FDI projects makes it 

interesting to investigate whether FDI in different sectors is triggered by different motivations. Two 

attempts to clarify this matter may be found in Resmini (2000), and in Altomonte (2000), who base 

their analyses in a common data set of European firms’ foreign investments in the CEEC, which takes 

into account the specific characteristics of each project. Resmini’s results suggest that market and 

strategic issues prevail on vertical (or export orientated) investments. Progress in transition is also 

found to be an important determinant for capital-intensive sectors, whereas wage differentials tend to 

attract traditional and science based sectors. Altomonte concludes that FDI appears to be influenced 

by GDP per capita and by population, but not by distance, whereas in previous analyses it is the 

coefficient on population that usually is non-significant. Wage differences are also found to be 

positively related to FDI, but a variety of other factors that the author takes into account appear not to 

be significant. 

The scarcity of data relative to FDI in the CEEC creates important constraints to the development of 

econometric analyses. One strategy to mitigate this problem is to use panel data techniques in the 

estimation process. Examples of studies that followed this approach may be found in Lansburry, Pain 

and Smidkova (1996), and in Holland and Pain (1998). The former try to identify the determinants of 

FDI from 14 OECD countries to the Czech Republic and Slovakia, Hungary and Poland, from 1991 to 

1993, focusing on the privatisation process and on the trade linkages between host and investor 
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countries. The set of explanatory variables includes country risk, the cost of labour, expenses in 

energy consumption and the relative stock of patents in the host country. The results suggest that 

FDI patterns are positively affected by the privatisation schedule, the research base (as proxied by 

the number of patents) and trade links. 

Holland and Pain (1998) focus on the importance of variables such as the privatisation process, 

overall risk and relative labour costs. They examine the period from 1992 to 1996, considering as 

host economies the ten CEEC with EU accession agreements plus Croatia. After a variety of 

econometric analyses designed to explore alternative model specifications, the authors conclude that 

the privatisation method is an important determinant of FDI, after controlling for market size, and that 

governments may strengthen this link by improving the prospects for macroeconomic stability. The 

estimated coefficients on labour costs are statistically significant, therefore highlighting the 

importance of efficiency-seeking investment projects in the region. 

In what follows, we try to extend the existing empirical literature on the subject of FDI determinants by 

employing a more updated sample of data, by adopting a more robust econometric technique, and by 

including some variables not previously taken into account.  

 

3. Empirical Analysis of FDI determinants 

In order to study the determinants of bilateral FDI flows, a gravity type model is estimated using a 

panel data approach for the period 1993-1999. The estimation of a gravity model, although not 

entirely novel, follows the usual methodology in this area of research, and allows a more direct 

comparison of results. The period of analysis was chosen according to reliable data availability. 

Moreover, as referred in section 2, it was only after the early nineties that Western FDI grew in 
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importance in the CEEC. We consider 14 investing countries and a total of 27 destination countries, 

including Western and Eastern European countries.1 

Unlike most previous empirical studies, bilateral common effects are considered in the model, to take 

into account all unobservable country-pair specific effects that are time-invariant and may affect FDI 

flows between two countries (geographical, historical, political, cultural and other effects). Recent 

research on the issue of econometric specification of gravity models conclude that the inclusion of 

bilateral effects is more general and may produce better estimates than the traditional specifications 

(see for example Egger and Pfaffermayer (2000)). Moreover, it is stressed that this approach also 

gives better in sample predictions.  

The following model is the basis for the empirical analysis: 

ijtjijt

jtjtitjtittijijt

FrontierdistCL

openpoppopGDPcapGDPcapFDI

ε+β+β+β+

β+β+β+β+β+γ+α=
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)ln()ln()ln()ln()ln()ln(

 

where FDI represents the bilateral foreign investment flows over the population of the destination 

country, GDPcap stands for GDP per capita in the origin country (i) and host country (j), pop is the 

population of origin country (i) and host country (j), open is the degree of openness of the host 

country, proxied by the ratio of external trade (exports plus imports) to GDP, CL are the 

compensation levels of host country in relation to the compensation levels of the origin country,2 dist 

is the geographical distance between the two countries’ capital cities and Frontier is a dummy 

variable taking the value of one when the countries share a common border.3 The specification also 

includes time dummies ( tγ ) to take into account business cycle effects.4  

                                                 
1 See Appendix for a detailed description of the countries used.  
2 Compensation levels comprehend total hourly compensation for manufacturing workers, including wage and supplementary 

benefits (World Competitiveness Yearbook, 1993 to 1999). 
3 Although developments in technology and communications have shortened the relative distance between countries, 

suggesting that these variables are loosing importance and even raising doubts on the present validity of the gravity models, 
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As in our model we are using a large number of destination countries, both Western and Eastern 

countries, over a period of 7 years, the inclusion of other variables used in some previous studies 

was not possible, as they were not available for a sufficient number of countries and years. These 

comprise variables such as skills content of the labour force, country risk, measures of economic 

transformation or privatisation schedules5. 

In what follows, however, the aim is not to specifically identify the motives that drive FDI to transition 

countries only, but instead to uncover general determinants of FDI in a larger sample of countries, 

including both transition and market economies. 

The common bilateral effects ( ijα ) can be treated as being random or fixed. If the common specific 

effects are correlated with the explanatory variables, a fixed-effects model should be adopted. The 

Hausman test can be used to test for such correlation. In our case, the test did not reject the null 

hypothesis of no correlation between the common specific effects and the regressors. Therefore, a 

random-effects model is adopted and the Generalised Least Squares is employed to obtain 

consistent and efficient estimates.  The results related to the several specifications that were 

estimated are displayed in table 2. 

[[ Table 2]]  

One may conclude that the coefficient estimates are quite stable for the several specifications. The 

estimates suggest that FDI flows are positively influenced by the GDP per capita and trade openness 

of the host country,6 and negatively by distance and relative labour compensation levels. The GDP 

                                                                                                                            
Eurostat data for 1999 suggests that EU firms still prefer to invest in geographically close countries: the Nordic investors 
prefer the Baltic countries, the Swedish investors supply mainly Estonia and Lithuania, Austrian and German firms contribute 
largely to Slovenia and the Slovak  Republic, while firms in the Netherlands and Germany (the main investors in the CEEC), 
and also France, are important investors in Poland.  

4 See the Appendix for sample data description and sources. 
5 Other explanatory variables, like the weight of the deficit on the country’s GDP and the inflation rate turned out to be not 

significant and therefore were not included in the specifications presented.  
6 The degree of openness of the host country is statistically significant at the 1% level in the second model and significant at 

the 12% level in the third. These outcomes suggest that there is in fact a positive relationship between the two variables.  
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per capita of the country of origin and the fact that investing and host countries share a common 

border do not seem to significantly affect FDI. Population of the investing countries is significant and 

positively related to FDI. As we are considering as dependent variable the ration of FDI flows over 

population of the host country, the population of the host country is not significant, which is in 

accordance with the findings of previous studies.  

The results indicate that, as suggested by theoretical analyses, both market and efficiency reasons 

determine the decision to invest abroad. The positive relationship between host country’s GDP per 

capita and FDI flows imply that the hypothetical purchasing power of potential consumers is taken 

into account by international entrepreneurs when deciding the international allocation of investment 

funds. This is obviously the case of those projects directed to the supply of foreign markets. Although 

low labour costs often reflect a low average productivity and/or a scarcity of skilled labour, a negative 

significant relationship between labour compensation levels and FDI emerges from the estimations, 

thus sustaining a rationale for efficiency seeking FDI. In fact, some projects are implemented abroad 

with the objective of reducing production costs and are therefore attracted to areas where labour is 

less expensive, independently of its inherent qualifications and/or productivity. 

In contrast with the majority of previous empirical research, our study uncovers a positive relationship 

between FDI and the population of investing countries, a variable usually not tested. This positive link 

indicates that the larger the population, the more probable it is for domestic entrepreneurs to engage 

in foreign investments. A possible justification is that firms in more populated countries have higher 

possibilities of internally reaching the minimum efficient scale necessary to support the structures for 

international expansion. Countries that are relatively less populated, and that have relatively small 

potential demand, are less stimulating and less capable of generating the appropriate environment for 

the emergence of large-scale firms, that are those which are most probably prepared to expand their 

activities at the international level. 

The positive relationship that appears to exist between host country trade openness and FDI inflows 

suggests that trade and FDI are complements and not substitutes, as it is sometimes argued. This 
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result supports the argument that FDI is associated with the intensification of production 

segmentation, thus increasing the number of commercial exchanges at the international level. 

 

4. Assessment of FDI diversion 

The estimation results, and more specifically those of specification (3) are used to perform in-sample 

predictions of FDI flows to Portugal, Spain, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Hungary. The 

objective is to assess FDI diversion from the EU periphery to the CEEC, by means of comparative 

analysis of the potential and current flows to these countries. It would be reasonable to expect that 

potential values would be below observed ones in the CEEC (values below unity in the indicator 

displayed in table 3), considering that these countries still hold FDI stocks below the volumes 

observed on average in the EU. The same could be expected to happen in the EU’s Southern 

members, although with lower magnitudes, given that they also still present values much lower than 

the Union’s average. In the calculus of FDI potentials, only the FDI flows from the major European 

investors are considered: Austria, Germany, Netherlands and France. The results of the expected 

FDI inflows as a ratio to observed ones are displayed in Table 3. 

[[ Table 3]]  

It may be concluded that there is not much difference among the several countries’ results. In most 

cases the displayed values are below unity until 1998 (slightly lower for the CEEC but not as much as 

expected), and above unity in 1999. This latter result may suggest either a transitory phenomenon or 

that FDI stocks are already reaching their equilibrium levels in comparison with countries of similar 

characteristics in terms of the major determinants of FDI identified in the model. This latter 

hypothesis, however, is not confirmed by the values in the last column of table 1. Therefore, no 

evidence is found of diversion of FDI flows from the Southern countries to the CEEC in these years. 

This does not guarantee, of course, that it did not happen outside the time interval considered, when 

reliable data is not available and announcement effects would have to be introduced, nor, on the 
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other hand, that it could not happen in the future, as accession takes place and new developments 

unfold. However, these results are in line with the findings of previous papers such as Buch et al. 

(2001), but not with the results for example in Braconier and Ekholm (2001), who find diversion 

effects on employment considering disaggregated data. 

It is, however, interesting to refer that our results are according to the conclusions that may be drawn 

when examining two indicators computed by UNCTAD (2002): the performance and the potential 

indices of FDI attraction.  The performance index is computed as the ratio between the share of a 

country’s FDI inflows in the world global FDI and the share of that country’s GDP in the world’s GDP. 

A value of unity indicates that this country attracts FDI in proportion to its economic dimension. Most 

countries in this sample present values above unity in the period 1998-2000, with a few exceptions 

revealing possible structural competitiveness problems in those economies. 

The potential index intends to measure each country’s potential to attract FDI, and it is computed as a 

simple weighted average of some structural variables, including some of those employed in the 

model estimated above (real GDP growth, GDP per capita, total exports, telephone mainlines, 

commercial energy use, R&D expenditures, students in tertiary education and country risk). However, 

no econometric analysis is performed to test each variable’s significance. 

Figure 5 compares the position of some countries in terms of both indices. The arrows indicate the 

evolution from the period 1988-90 to the period 1998-2000. The figure confirms that both the 

Southern countries and the CEEC present similar characteristics. All these countries increased their 

potential to attract FDI but, simultaneously, all worsened their performance. 

[[ Figure 5]]  

Curiously, the situation is quite different in the Northern and Central EU members. In all these 

countries displayed in the figure, the potential values have also increased but, at the same time, all 

were able to also augment their performance in attracting FDI. This raises the question whether FDI 
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from the South may be diverted not to the EU newcomers but to the current Northern and Central EU 

members. 

 

Conclusions 

The empirical assessment of the determinants of FDI suggests that international investments are 

mainly determined by host country characteristics such as its dimension, potential demand, openness 

to world trade and lower relative labour compensation levels. In terms of the investing country, the 

only significant feature is population, which appears to be positively related with the supply of FDI 

funds. These results suggest that countries such as Portugal, which has reduced potential demand 

with lower purchasing power than other EU members, and displays higher labour costs than most 

CEEC, may have problems in attracting foreign investments. Countries with such features may 

become non-interesting for those investors engaged in market-seeking FDI. However, if the labour 

force is relatively cheap, even if not especially qualified, the area may continue to exert some 

attraction for efficiency-seeking investors.  

To this respect, using a world macroeconomic model, Breuss (2001) predicts that the effects of 

enlargement on FDI flows will spur economic growth in the CEEC, especially due to capital 

accumulation and the renewal of capital stocks (as Baldwin et al., 1997, had stressed before), but 

negatively affect growth in the current EU members, especially in the Southern countries (an 

asymmetry also noted by Baldwin et al.), either due to a diversion effect or to a crowding-out effect. 

Possible FDI diversion was empirically assessed in the present work. With the objective of examining 

whether the observed volume of FDI flows were above or below the potential values suggested by 

the model, in-sample predictions were performed for several CEEC and Southern EU countries. The 

results suggest that, contrary to what could be expected, there is no evidence of FDI diversion from 

the Southern European countries to the CEEC. These results suggest that the trends observed in FDI 

flows to these countries in the last few years merely reflect the expected upsurge of FDI inflows in the 
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wake and immediately after accession, and, if the experience from previous enlargement processes 

continues to hold, the gradual downturn some years later, when FDI stocks reach a certain 

equilibrium level. 

Even though there is no evidence of FDI diversion from EU peripheral countries, the empirical 

analysis suggests that in the Southern countries more attention should be paid to the issue of 

attracting and maintaining foreign investments. These regions are known as suppliers of cheap and 

low qualified labour, and may therefore be of some interest to a number of investment projects, but 

are also relatively poor and distant from the EU core, which is an important source of direct 

investment funds. Efforts should therefore be focused on the implementation of structural reforms 

capable of generating the necessary competitiveness conditions to attract market-seeking FDI and 

upgrade the demand for efficiency-seeking projects.  



 
Effects of EU Enlargement on Foreign Direct Investment 

 67

Figures and Tables 

Figure 1. Global FDI inflows in the CEEC, 1991/2001 (% GDP and population) 
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Source: Own calculations based on International Financial Statistics, IMF. 
 
 

Figure 2. Ratio of FDI flows to stocks, 1995-2001 
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Note: The values above unity reminds that FDI stocks do not exactly equal accumulated flows due to price and 
exchange rate changes and other adjustments such as changes between portfolio and direct investment (when 
capital participation rises above 10%) 
Source: Own calculations based on International Financial Statistics, IMF. 
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Figure 3. FDI inflows in the EU across four enlargement periods, 1980-2000 (% GDP) 
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Source: Own calculations based on International Financial Statistics, IMF. To facilitate comparisons, the 
extremely high values for 1999 in the group of Austria, Sweden and Finland (12.1%) and for 2000 in the EU 
(13.3%) are out of sight.  
 
 

Figure 4. FDI inflows from the three main investors (millions USD) 
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Table 1. FDI in the CEEC and the Southern EU countries 
 

 
FDI  inflows 

(% GDP)  
Stock 

(per capita) 

 1990-1994 Share  1995-2001 Share  2001 Share  2001 

Bulgaria 0.5 1.6  4.9 3.3  5.2 3.3  489.2 
Czech Republic 2.0 10.2  6.6 22.4  8.3 23.6  2601.0 
Estonia 9.2 3.1  7.3 2.2  10.0 2.6  2289.8 
Hungary 4.5 42.8  5.4 15.2  4.6 11.7  2276.6 
Latvia 3.9 1.9  5.6 2.1  2.7 1.0  939.0 
Lithuania 0.9 0.4  3.7 2.3  1.5 0.9  763.8 
Poland 1.3 30.9  4.3 39.9  4.9 42.3  1098.2 
Romania 0.8 3.7  3.3 6.3  3.1 5.4  340.7 
Slovak Republic 1.8 3.1  3.8 4.6  7.2 7.1  1131.3 
Slovenia 0.7 2.3  1.4 1.6  2.4 2.1  1612.6 
CEEC 10 1.9 100.0  4.6 100.0  5.1 100.0  1162.7 
Portugal 2.4 -  2.9 -  5.5 -  3260.6 
Spain 2.3 -  2.7 -  3.8 -  3933.6 

Source: International Financial Statistics, IMF. Simple average values for the time intervals considered. Share 
indicates each country’s quota in total CEEC’ FDI inflows. Last column in millions USD. 
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Table 2. Determinants of FDI flows (1993-1999) 
 
Random-Effects GLS Regressions 
   (1) (2) (3) 

Variable  Coefficient 
(Std. Err.) 

Coefficient 
(Std. Err.) 

Coefficient 
(Std. Err.) 

GDPcapi 0.875 
(0.873) 

0.634 
(0.872) 

1.023 
(1.026) 

GDPcapj 0.867* 
(0.162) 

1.037* 
(0.170) 

1.888* 
(0.374) 

Popi 0.780* 
(0.150) 

0.722* 
(0.150) 

0.904* 
(0.169) 

Popj 
-0.214 
(0.149) 

0.020 
(0.165) 

-0.067 
(0.178) 

Openj 
 

_ 0.993* 
(0.316) 

0.598 
(0.400) 

Clij 
 

_ _ -0.785* 
(0.264) 

Distij -0.618* 
(0.199) 

-0.448** 
(0.205) 

-0.612* 
(0.221) 

Frontier 0.598 
(0.578) 

0.686 
(0.574) 

0.428 
(0.590) 

1993 -0.709* 
(0.149) 

-0.425** 
(0.174) 

- 

1994 -0.610* 
(0.131) 

-0.416* 
(0.145) 

-0.260 
(0.170) 

1995 -0.558* 
(0.118) 

-0.543* 
(0.117) 

- 

1996 -0.543* 
(0.108) 

-0.557* 
(0.108) 

-0.392* 
(0.123) 

1997 -0.331* 
(0.097) 

-0.339* 
(0.097) 

-0.316* 
(0.107) 

1998 -0.140 
(0.092) 

-0.158 
(0.092) 

-0.130 
(0.099) 

Constant 
-12.962 
(8.914) 

-13.426 
(8.868) 

-25.310** 
(11.073) 

N 1933 1933 1221 
Wald Test (all coeff. =0) 256.06* 267.53* 152.06* 
Std. Deviation Residual 1.036 1.035 1.026 
Hausman specif. test 8.45 10.08 10.30 

All variables in logs. Dependent variable is the logarithm of FDI flows/POPj. Variables definition, countries used 
in regression and data sources are displayed in the appendix. The year 1999 was the time dummy left out.  
 (*) and (**) denotes values significant at 1% and 5% respectively. 
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Table 3. Potential and Current FDI Flows 
 

(Potential/Current) 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 
Czech Rep. 0.98 0.80 0.91 1.08 
Hungary 0.59 0.96 0.70 2.52 
Poland 0.49 0.92    -    - 
Slovenia    -    - 0.56 1.02 
Portugal 0.87 0.88 1.09 1.29 
Spain 0.80 0.58 0.68 1.18 

Source: Potential values use the estimates from specification (3) on table 2. 
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Appendix 

The empirical analysis is performed using OECD data on FDI outflows from Austria, Benelux, 

Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, United 

Kingdom, United States and Japan to a panel of countries that include all the present EU members, 

Japan, United States, Canada, Australia, Norway, Switzerland, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia and Bulgaria, between 1993 and 1999, whenever data is available. 

GDPcapi and GDPcapj – GDP per capita from origin country and destination country  

Source:  Chelem Database 

 

popi and popj – population of both origin and destination countries  

Source: Chelem Database 

 

Distj – geographical distance in km between the countries’ capital cities 

Source: http://www.indo.com/distance/ 

 

Frontier – dummy variable equal one if the countries share a common border 

CLij – compensation levels of host country in relation to the compensation levels of origin country 

Source: World Development Report 1993-1999 

All variables are in constant values (1990 US dollars). 
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Introduction 

Since the beginning of the negotiation process for the Eastern enlargement of the EU, trade and FDI 

have played an important role to approximate member states and applicants. An asymmetric tariff 

reduction has taken place from the onset, and currently tariff barriers have been practically 

dismantled. CEEC’ transition phase to a market economy may now be considered completed, since 

the geographical reorientation of trade, away from the former Council for Mutual Economic 

Assistance (CMEA) countries towards the EU, seems to have reached its limits. Industrial recovery 

and rapidly rising levels of productivity in these countries have been inducing strong changes in the 

sectoral composition of output, which will in turn influence trade patterns. 

Over the last decades, the increasing fragmentation of production processes and the development of 

worldwide production and marketing networks have enhanced economic, financial and technological 

globalisation. Progress in production technologies and in communications has contributed to the 

segmentation of production processes, leading to the development of subcontracting. As a result, a 

vast variety of entrepreneurial agreements has emerged, generating production and exchange 

networks between firms of different countries, thus contributing to a renewed system of international 

labour division.  

The dynamics of trade flows and FDI, along with the strengthening of other forms of entrepreneurial 

cooperation, are the most visible channels of economic and technological integration of the two 
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European areas. However, the assessments developed so far suggest that economic benefits have 

not been evenly distributed at the geographical and the sector levels. Hence, the enlargement entails, 

from the onset, different risks for the several agents involved. 

 

1. EU-CEEC trade: characteristics and trends 

The collapse of centrally planned economic regimes in the CEEC, and the subsequent process of 

economic liberalisation, brought about important transformations in terms of external trade. As may 

be seen in Table 1, the openness to world markets was rapid and generalised, with the degree of 

openness1 evolving from 56% in 1993 to around 80% in 2001, whereas in the same period the EU 

went from 41% to 56%. In countries such as Slovenia, Estonia, Czech Republic, Slovakia and 

Hungary, the degree of trade openness exceeded 100% in 2001, a figure that clearly underlines the 

importance of external trade in candidate economies. The CEEC display high structural commercial 

imbalances, with trade deficits around 7,5% of GDP. In the Baltic countries the deficit was above 

10%, in 2001, a result of the deterioration occurred during the last decade. 

[[ Table 1]]  

In 2001, trade relations with the EU were the main responsible for this state of affairs, generating on 

average around 50% of the deficit. In some countries, namely Slovenia, Czech Republic and Poland, 

the imbalance with the EU was much higher. By entering the EU, these countries may be creating the 

conditions to increase their trade deficits as a result of both lower risk premia for FDI, and public 

transfers from the EU (Boeri and Brucker, 2000). On the part of current members, a similar situation 

of trade dependency in relation to the EU occurred for Portugal, Greece and Spain. All these 

economies saw their trade deficits aggravated after joining the Community. 

                                                 
1 Defined as the weight of external trade on GDP. 
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[[ Table 2]]  

The progressive reorientation of CEEC’ economies towards the EU coincided with a decline in their 

relationships with the members of the CMEA. In 2001, the weight of the CEEC’ external trade with the 

EU was around 66,5% (55% in 1993),2 already a similar situation to that of the majority of the EU 

members. In real terms, the intensity of CEEC’ exports to the EU increased 26% between 1993 and 

2001,3 whereas the inverse flow grew around 19% (see, table 1 in appendix). Notwithstanding that, 

the weight of the candidate countries in the EU trade reached only 5% and 4,3% for exports and 

imports, respectively. The scenario was nonetheless distinct in different countries. Austria and 

Germany displayed values of 12,6% and 9,5%, respectively, whereas in peripheral countries such as 

Portugal, Spain and Ireland the weight of CEEC did not overcome 3% of total trade (see table 2 in the 

appendix). 

Trade intensity is quite different across countries, being Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland, 

amongst the candidate countries, and Germany, Austria and Finland, on the part of the EU, those 

which are clearly more involved in reciprocal trade, thus stressing the importance of geographical 

proximity for commercial exchanges. However, the intensity of bilateral trade shows an high 

heterogeneity.  So, countries that share a common border with the EU are responsible for 82% of the 

candidate countries’ trade with the EU,4 while the Balkan and Baltic countries present figures of 

around 10,5% and 7,5%, respectively (see table 4 in appendix). In what concerns EU member states, 

trade is also concentrated in frontier countries, with Germany, Austria and Italy being responsible for 

more than 60% of trade with the CEEC (45,2%, 6,3% and 11,2%, respectively). Portugal, Ireland and 

Greece, on the other hand, generated only 2,2% of such flows (see table 5 in appendix). 

In this context, no substantial effects upon current EU members are anticipated following the 

enlargement, as the main trade barriers are by now dismantled and trade liberalisation is already a 

                                                 
2 In countries such as Slovenia, Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic, the weight of the EU in CEEC’ trade is above 70%. 
3 The index of the relative intensity of exports has a three-dimensional nature, and therefore takes into account the evolution 

registered in the exports of the country of origin and the imports in the country of destiny, weighted by the flows of world 
trade during the period of analysis. 

4 The so-called CEEC5: Hungary, Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland.  
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reality. However, it is expected that the impact in terms of production and employment in those 

regions and sectors still protected by trade barriers may be substantial. On the other hand, while only 

5% of the EU exports are sent to the CEEC, about 66% of the CEEC´exports are directed to the EU 

members. Therefore, the trade effects on the CEEC’ economic growth are expected to be much 

larger than in the EU.5 

With the objective of appraising some of those impacts, the results of the research on the level of 

trade composition will be presented, based upon trends observed since the collapse of the CEEC’ 

centrally planned economic regimes. The analysis is organised as follows: the first section contains 

the analysis of production factors and patterns of inter-industrial specialisation; the second section 

includes an appraisal of international segmentation of production processes; section three includes 

an analysis of the characteristics of intra-industrial specialisation, taking into account the quality and 

variety of exchanged goods; the last section concludes. 

 

2. Production Factors and Patterns of Inter-Industrial Specialisation 

The neo-classical theory of international trade is the starting point in the analysis of nations’ 

productive specialisation. Based on the Hecksher-Ohlin-Samuelson (HOS) model, this theory 

attempts to explain trade patterns through factor endowments. These determine productive 

specialisation and the pattern of comparative advantages of the different countries, since productive 

specialisation occurs in those goods that use intensively the more abundant factors. In this sense, the 

integration of economies characterised by strong differences in factor endowments increases welfare 

in aggregate terms, although the gains and losses may be unevenly distributed through the distinct 

production factors. However, there are some aspects that are underestimated by the original theory, 

but are important to the understanding of the real world, namely the assumption of homogeneous 

                                                 
5 Breuss (2001) predicts that the trade effects for the CEEC on GDP will be on average ten times higher than to the EU, on 

average.  
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production functions in the different countries, the price convergence of goods and factors in a free 

trade situation, the perfect mobility of factors, and the complete specialisation of countries. 

Due to the idiosyncratic trade relations between the EU and the CEEC, some additional factors must 

be taken into account. First, following the liberalisation process, productive structures in these 

countries went through profound changes in the last decade, which radically transformed the political, 

social and economic environments. Second, these reforms have changed the economic structures 

and, consequently, the trade flows and the respective specialisation patterns, reflecting the changes 

in the relative prices of goods and factors. Finally, the new economic and political contexts 

encouraged investment in both physical and human capital, being the process led by multinational 

companies. 

It is questionable whether wage differences between the EU and the CEEC are, by themselves, an 

advantage in the production of labour intensive goods. In fact, since the beginning of the transition 

process it was contentious that the relatively high level of labour qualification in the CEEC could be 

advantageous in the production of qualified labour and human capital-intensive goods (Hamilton and 

Winters, 1992). Some authors question the capacity of education levels to originate comparative 

advantage in the production of human-capital intensive goods, due to the insufficient endowment of 

complement factors, especially in terms of technological modernisation (see Collins and Rodrik, 

1991). Nevertheless, investment in these factors could bring high returns and promote the transition 

of the CEEC’ comparative advantage from cheap non-qualified labour to cheap qualified labour, 

particularly due to the stimulus of FDI in the production of human capital intensive goods employing 

technological innovation (Landesmann, 1997). 

Usually the analysis of the comparative advantage pattern assumes an homogeneity of goods 

produced using the same proportions of factors. Here, however, we adopt a classification of 

industries by the factors considered decisive for the competitiveness of each sector.6 The following 

                                                 
6 Specifically we build an indicator of Revealed Comparative Advantages, in the years 1993 and 2000, to 27 sectors of activity, 

according to Brucker’s (1998) methodology. 
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groups of industries are used: resource intensive; labour intensive; scale and capital intensive; 

specialised suppliers; R&D intensive. 

In 1993, CEEC exports to the EU were based fundamentally on labour intensive goods, and imports 

on scale/capital and Specialised Suppliers (see table 6 in appendix). Yet, the pattern has been 

changing, with the emergence of exports from scale and capital intensive sectors, as well as sectors 

which establish their competitiveness on the ability to differentiate goods. Nevertheless, the evolution 

of trade was not similar in every CEEC, with the most significant progress occurring in the CEEC-5, 

where the share of exports from scale and capital-intensive industries was above other countries. 

These countries, reduced significantly the share of exports from labour intensive sectors, and strongly 

increased those of the capital intensive and specialised suppliers sectors. In the imports originating 

from the EU there was a similar trend, suggesting a growing demand for more sophisticated industrial 

goods, from sectors technologically more advanced and employing more qualified labour. 

[[ Figure 1]]  

The Revealed Comparative Advantages (RCA) index of the CEEC in 2000 were also observed in 

sectors intensive in natural resources and labour and on non-industrial products, while the EU’s RCA 

index were found on products intensive on R&D, capital and differentiated goods.7 However, the 

CEEC became progressively more competitive on sectors less dependent on natural resources and 

less qualified labour, presenting, at the same time, lower disadvantages in the trade of differentiated 

goods. Differentiation among countries became more marked during the period, allowing the 

identification of several tendencies in the specialisation pattern (see table 7 in appendix). The CEEC-

5 base their comparative advantage increasingly less on sectors intensive on natural resources and 

cheap labour. Some countries already present slight advantages on sectors intensive in capital and 

R&D, having progressed to sectors more intensive on capital and to those where differentiation of 

goods becomes a fundamental factor of competitiveness. 

                                                 
7 Positive values of the RCA index represent a comparative advantage on the part of the EU. Conversely, negative values 

represent comparative advantage on the part of the CEEC. 
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The comparative advantage of the Baltic countries is centred on natural resource intensive sectors, 

with the industries of wood and its by-products, and oil refinery, significantly contributing to these 

results. However, in the case of oil refinery, a significant share of these countries’ exports is merely 

re-exports of products coming from Russia and other former USSR countries (Brucker, 1998). 

Estonia differs from its neighbours since it presents advantage on differentiated products, built on a 

few electrical and home-appliances components. This can be associated with FDI from Finish firms, 

within the process of production reallocation (Kaitila, 2001).8 In the Balkan countries, advantages are 

based on sectors more intensive in labour and natural resources, while comparative disadvantages 

are located on industries with differentiated products or intensive in capital and R&D. No significant 

transformations have been registered on trade patterns, although it is important to note a reduction in 

comparative advantage on sectors intensive in labour and in natural resources and, conversely, a 

reduction of comparative disadvantage in capital-intensive products. 

[[ Figure 2]]  

In the EU countries, there is also a wide range of intra-community trade patterns. Therefore, the so-

called cohesion countries9 present a pattern similar to the CEEC, in spite of having advantage in 

scale and capital-intensive sectors, a situation that happens only in the Czech Republic, Hungary and 

Slovakia. However, examining in detail the evolution of these countries’ specialisation patterns, it is 

discernible an increasing approximation to the situation found in the Northern and central EU 

countries, rather than in the Southern countries, as recognised by Kaitila (2001). 

[[ Figure 3]]  

 

                                                 
8 Foreign subcontracting was the major factor behind Estonia’s’ rapid export growth, where more than 26% of total exports in 

2000 were generated by Elcotec Tallin. This firm makes cell phone components from imported inputs for Nokia and Ericson. 
9 When referring to this group, only Portugal, Spain and Greece are considered, since Ireland presents a quite distinct 

situation. 
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In order to complement the analysis, the industries have been aggregated according to the level of 

technology employed during the production process.10 The results confirm previous tendencies, 

emphasising that exchanges became relatively more intense in sectors with higher technological 

levels, in view of exchanges of low/median technology sectors, both in exports and imports. On the 

other hand, the EU presents advantage in median/high technological sectors, and a significant 

disadvantage in sectors of low technological level. 

[[ Figure 4]]  

Although the results are not surprising, a more detailed analysis uncovers some important 

specificities (see table 8 in appendix). In sectors of high technology some countries display strong 

comparative disadvantage in relation to the EU, but others, such as Hungary and Slovenia, already 

had advantages in 2000. The same tendency can be observed in the trade pattern indicated by the 

industries’ wage levels. This classification, more than suggesting the probable impacts of the CEEC’ 

trade patterns on the distribution of income, also provides indications of comparative advantages in 

terms of human capital.  

[[ Figure 5]]  

The relative intensity of exchanges in sectors with high and median wages has increased, reflecting a 

larger incorporation of human capital on exchanged goods. The EU has advantages in industries with 

a median/high wage level, whereas the CEEC have advantages in low wage sectors, with the 

exception of Hungary that has advantage in high wage sectors (see table 9 in appendix). The 

observed trend entails a reduction of disadvantage of CEEC in median/high wage sectors, thus 

reflecting a structural change of competitiveness factors. 

Summing up: the EU has comparative advantage in goods intensive in human capital and in R&D, 

and that incorporate median/high levels of technology and wages; these advantages have been 

                                                 
10 The aim is getting complementary information on each sector’s capacity in terms of implementation of technical knowledge 

(see Brucker, 1998), using as criterion the share of R&D expenditure contained in the output.  
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gradually declining, suggesting the emergence of a specialisation pattern based on capital intensive 

sectors and on differentiated goods; such pattern has been gradually substituting trade in sectors 

intensive in natural resources and non-qualified labour; the strengthening of CEEC-EU commercial 

relations is increasingly supported by those sectors which are technologically more sophisticated and 

that have higher human capital contents; nevertheless, there is an increasing divergence of trade 

patterns of the various CEEC with the EU, thus suggesting different factor endowments, as well as 

distinct dynamics of integration into the international process of production;  Countries sharing a 

border with the EU have more intense trade relations with its members and have engaged in those 

sectors where competitiveness is based upon the production scale and product differentiation, hence 

may in the future compete with current EU countries. 

The described trends result from a set of complex factors. The availability of relatively cheap and 

qualified labour in some countries has supported the change from non-qualified labour intensive 

activities to others more demanding in terms of human capital. As a result of a reallocation of 

competitiveness factors in the CEEC, profound changes have occurred in terms of specialisation 

patterns and trade relationships with the EU (Kaminski, 2001). 

In conclusion, CEEC’ economic liberalisation changed the relative costs of production factors, 

causing adjustments in productive structures and trade patterns. However, in spite of all the changes, 

external trade still reflects the structural effects of centrally planned economies, since structural 

adjustments are relatively slow (Faini and Portes, 1995). The identified developments suggest that 

the CEEC are integrating themselves in international productive and commercial chains. In the 

following section, the analysis will focus on the characterisation of trade taking into account the 

production stage, since different production functions and different factor intensities are related to 

distinct stages of the production process. 
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3. International Segmentation of Production Processes and Trade of Intermediate Goods 

International segmentation of production processes is defined by the existence of commercial 

exchanges of goods belonging to the same branch but located in different phases of the production 

process. This suggests that segmentation is driven by a particular rational of vertical division of labour 

within industries. In theoretical terms, the segmentation phenomenon may be examined in a twofold 

perspective. It may be considered in the context of production processes of complement segments, 

or as production operations that are connected and continuous, and follow an upstream to 

downstream trend. In both cases production is fragmented by the existence of international trade, 

promoted by changes in countries’ competitiveness across the production process. 

Firms’ international activities have developed as a result of the increasing technological possibilities 

for each good’s fragmentation. In fact, the bigger the technological complexity, the greater are the 

chances of decomposing a product into sub-systems or components, which may be produced 

independently in different countries and assembled afterwards into a final product. The establishment 

of an integrated production system generates intense trade flows of components, and also of 

intermediate and final goods. Part of such trade takes place within the firm, or under subcontracting 

and inter-firm agreements. 

Firms with global strategies experience consecutive advantages in areas of intra-product exchanges 

or in segmentation polls, formed by sets of neighbouring countries that have different factor 

endowments and are distinct in technological terms. The rational behind the segmentation process 

are cost differentials in several segments of the final product. Firms enjoy specific gains from 

segmentation, and their competitive advantages in final products reflect the competitive advantages 

of those countries where the different productive segments are located. Each country’s advantages 

are dependent on the distinct phases of the production process and, as a consequence, one country 

may have advantages and disadvantages in the different production stages of the same final good. 

This phenomenon is equivalent to an inversion of the type of comparative advantage, and it is defined 
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as vertical specialisation,11 in contrast with the classic view of horizontal specialisation at the sector 

level. 

Different factors motivate the reinforcement of this process, but the emphasis is usually put on the 

rhythm of technological innovation and on the reduction of transport costs. Both have caused quick 

and profound changes upon countries’ competitiveness factors and, as a consequence, upon firms’ 

strategic location. The trade patterns of those countries more integrated in the international division of 

labour have suffered radical changes that may not always be explained in the context of classic 

international trade models. The increment of FDI in the CEEC and their gradual openness to trade 

suggest an increasing level of globalisation, promoted by productive and commercial strategies of 

Eastern firms. 

The most relevant tendencies of CEEC-EU trade are analysed bellow. The focus is on the evolution 

of the years 1993 and 2000 at the level of the different groups of products. Following the ‘Broad 

Economic Categories’ (BEC) classification, trade is divided into flows of primary, intermediate and 

final goods.12 

In 2000, intermediate products were responsible for about 58% of the CEEC-EU trade (see table 10 

in appendix). An increase of 12 p.p.  was registered during the period of analysis, being the item 

‘Parts & Components’ (P&C) responsible for the main increase.13 Primary and consumption goods 

lost relative importance, and this tendency is observed in most countries and for most exports and 

imports. However, the magnitude of change was higher in CEEC exports, thus indicating that, during 

transition, cost structures were quicker to adjust than demand. 

                                                 
11 This concept is distinct from that of vertical and horizontal specialisation based on product differentiation (price and variety), 

which is dealt with elsewhere in this report.  
12 Intermediate goods include semi-finished articles and Parts and Components (P&C). Final goods are capital and 

consumption goods. 
13 By comparison with the cohesion countries, the CEEC are more integrated in the process of production segmentation given 

that in the former the weight of exports of intermediate products was 43%, a situation unchanged between 1993 and 2000.  
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[[ Figure 6]]  

This tendency suggests that the CEEC reinforced their position in the process of production 

segmentation at the European scale. However, countries differ in this respect, being such 

reinforcement stronger in the CEEC-5 than in the Baltic or Balkan countries. Furthermore, trade of 

P&C was the most dynamic element of the CEEC-5’s commercial exchanges, whereas the other 

countries’ progressed mainly in trade of semi-transformed goods, thus reflecting the fact that factor 

demand differs in the various phases of the production process.  

[[ Figure 7]]  

Geographical proximity, convergence of technological patterns and availability of qualified labour 

stimulate this type of trade. As a consequence, the pattern of comparative advantages has been 

changing considerably. In 2000, CEEC’ comparative advantages were mainly in the two ends of the 

production process - in upstream production (primary goods) and in downstream production (final 

goods, especially consumption goods), whereas the comparative disadvantages concerned 

intermediate and capital goods. 

The observed evolution denotes a sharp reduction of comparative disadvantages in capital goods 

and in P&C, and a reduction of advantages in consumption and semi-manufactured goods. Such 

trend suggests a convergence of export and import structures, which corresponds to a decline in 

inter-sector trade. Both the greater similarity of those structures and the evolution towards an intra-

EU type of trade reflect the gradual catching-up of CEEC’ productive and consumption structures. 

Albeit in 1993 the CEEC presented relatively homogeneous specialisation patterns, their evolution in 

recent years has been quite distinct. Romania, Lithuania and Latvia reinforced comparative 

advantages in primary products. Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovenia started to display 

comparative advantages in P&C, and Hungary and Estonia in capital goods (see table 11 in 

appendix).  
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Considering the trade classification by production phases and groups of products (STCI Rev. 3 one 

digit), only the section ‘Machinery and Transport Equipment’ reinforced its weight in CEEC-EU trade, 

thus suggesting a strong sectoral concentration of trade (see table 12 in appendix). However, when 

sectors are combined with production phases, only the sections of ‘Food and Live Animals’ and 

‘Beverages and Tobacco’ did not register an increase in the trade of intermediate products, thus 

suggesting that the process of production segmentation occurred for the manufactured products of 

greater technical component. 

[[ Figure 8]]  

The distinct trade dynamics in the various groups of products gave origin to profound changes in the 

pattern of CEEC’ comparative advantages. In 2000 these countries’ exhibit specialisation strengths in 

‘Miscellaneous Manufactured Articles’, ‘Mineral Fuels’ and ‘Crude Materials’, whereas their 

weaknesses are noted in the ‘Machinery and Transport Equipment’ and ‘Chemicals and Related 

Products’. An inversion of comparative advantage patterns took place across the production stages in 

the various divisions, but it did not lead to any type of uniform structure.14 Hence, the CEEC present 

comparative advantages in the primary and intermediate segments of divisions 2, 3 and 7 (P&C have 

a bigger weight), and disadvantage in the final goods’ segment. Conversely, there are disadvantage 

in the intermediate segment and advantages in the final stage, in division 6 (includes 

‘Textiles/Leather’), where imports of semi-transformed goods have considerable weight. 

The inversion of comparative advantages across the production process of most classes of goods 

confirms the reinforcement of vertical specialisation in trade between the CEEC and the EU. 

However, it is important to consider that each situation is quite distinct in each country, thus reflecting 

differences in factor endowments and competitiveness, and that factor and technological demands of 

productive activities in each industry determine different entrepreneurial strategies. 

                                                 
14 In the same sector, the same country may present different situations of comparative advantage when the different stages of 

production are considered. As across the productive chain of one good there are distinct factor demands, in the production 
segmentation process each country may have vertical specialisation in some sectors and horizontal specialisation in others - 
the same type of comparative advantage in all production stages. 
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[[ Figure 9]]  

‘Machinery and Transport Equipment’ appears to be the most dynamic class and, as a consequence, 

the analysis proceeds with its disaggregation, in order to refine the analysis of trade patterns. The 

results clearly confirm that vertical specialisation has become predominant in the trade of these 

products. In six out of nine sub-divisions, an inversion of comparative advantages took place,15 

whereas in 1993 this was the case for three sub-divisions only.16 The trade pattern was not uniform in 

this respect either, as in four cases the CEEC have advantages in intermediate products and 

disadvantages in final products,17 but the reverse situation occurs in the remaining cases.18 In the 

sub-classes where inversion of comparative advantages occurred, the CEEC presented a tendency 

to positive specialisation (reinforcement of comparative advantages or reduction of comparative 

disadvantages), whereas in cases of horizontal specialisation a loss of competitiveness took place. 

This suggests that transition countries have benefited with production segmentation at the European 

level. 

In conclusion, the reinforcement of trade of intermediate products between the EU and the CEEC, 

and the redirection from horizontal to vertical specification are the dominant tendencies during the 

period of analysis. The quick adjustment of both trade and productive structures is due to a re-

valuation of factor endowments according to the market, and to the role of FDI in these countries’ 

industrial restructuring and integration in world markets. These had also an impact upon the nature 

and type of trade between the CEEC and the EU, which is analysed in detail in the following section. 

                                                 
15 In what concerns the Southern EU countries, the inversion occurred in three sub-classes only, precisely those where no 

inversion occurred in the CEEC. This fact suggests that the two groups of countries have different positions in the 
segmentation process, meaning that the countries are quite different at the level of factor and technologic endowments (see 
table 13 in appendix). 

16 The reinforcement of vertical specialisation did not register the same amplitude in different CEEC. The Baltic countries 
registered inversion of comparative advantages in two sub-classes only, and the Balkan countries in five.  

17 This happens in the sub-classes 71 to 74, where the high P&C content products are included. The CEEC factor 
endowments are used mainly in the production of intermediate segments that are exported to the EU. However, the scarcity 
of such goods at the domestic level, coupled with an increasing demand, and the need for equipment goods necessary in 
production processes, leads to massive imports of final goods in these sectors. 

18 In sub-classes 75 and 76, where telecommunication and computer equipments are included. Here, multinationals have 
taken advantage of CEEC firms in finishing and assembling of products, sometimes under subcontracting activities in the 
regime of Outward Processed Trade (OPT). 
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4. Intra-Industry Trade, Vertical Specialisation and Commodity Ranges 

In the 60s, empirical analyses revealed that countries import and export similar products, suggesting 

that the trade patterns would not be in accordance with the traditional theories of factor endowments. 

This fact has generated some controversy in the literature, as some authors sustained that this type 

of trade is due to insufficient disaggregation data, and others emphasise the need of new theoretical 

approaches. As a consequence, different concepts have emerged, such as those of the intra-industry 

trade, the overlap trade or two-way trade - vertically or horizontally differentiated goods. 

The explanations of intra-industry trade (IIT) were the starting point to the renewal of international 

trade theory, and have contributed to the extension of the traditional theory, and also to its dispute. 

Helpman and Krugman (1985) recognize that products may be horizontally differentiated (variety), 

originating the relation between inter-industry trade and countries’ comparative advantage, and 

between IIT and imperfect competition.19       

However, products do not differ only horizontally, but also in terms of price and quality, leading to 

vertical differentiation (Falvey, 1981). This distinction alters the traditional theoretical context, as 

economic and factor differences among countries become the basis for explaining the patterns of 

inter-industrial specialization. Therefore, the empirical literature introduced the distinction between IIT 

of horizontally differentiated goods and IIT of vertically differentiated goods (Abd-El-Rahaman, 1986). 

The former is defined as the exchange of similar goods that are differentiated by characteristics other 

than quality, and is driven by scale economies and imperfect competition. The latter comprises the 

exchange of similar goods, of different quality, and is determined by differences in endowments.    

The determinants and the consequences of the types of trade depend on the nature of product 

differentiation. The latter became important in the evaluation of countries’ adjustment costs whenever 

the trade patterns change,  for instance following the abolition of trade barriers among countries. 

                                                 
19 The authors use the concept of “integrated equilibrium” and combine different approaches like the Heckscher-Ohlin model 

and monopolistic competition.  
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Therefore, it is assumed that when trade liberalisation is accompanied by IIT, adjustment costs are 

expected to be smaller than with inter-industry trade. This happens because the increase of 

specialisation implies the abandonment of all industries with comparative disadvantages, and the 

unemployment of resources or their displacement to a limited number of export-oriented industries. 

To complete the analysis of inter-industrial specialisation patterns, we analyse the characteristics of 

vertical specialisation between the EU and the CEEC in the last decade, referring in particular the 

results obtained for the cohesion countries. First, we focus on the aspects of spatial and sectoral 

dimension of IIT trade based on the Grubel-Lloyd's indicator. Then, we apply the methodology of 

Abd-El-Rahman (1986) and Fontagné and Freudenberg (1997) on types of trade, ending with the 

analysis of trade ranges. 

[[ Figure 10]]  

The approach based on the level of trade overlap is considered by some authors as more appropriate 

to analyse intra-industry trade among countries with similar factor endowments. The values of the 

indicator of IIT confirm the increase of this type of trade,20 that represent about 47% of total EU-

CEEC trade flows in the year 2000. Yet, according to Brücker (1998), this value is still inferior to the 

one displayed by the EU in 1996, in trade with other industrialized countries (58%). Between 1993 

and 2000, the global increase was 28% (only Bulgaria and Slovenia did not follow this tendency). We 

also conclude that there is a convergence on the values for the several countries, and that the Czech 

Republic, Hungary and Slovenia exhibit much higher values than Portugal and Greece (where IIT has 

regressed). On the other hand, the values of IIT in bilateral terms in 2000 (see table 14 in appendix) 

are clearly higher in geographically close countries. In fact, the Czech Republic, Hungary and 

Slovenia have levels of IIT with Germany and Austria higher than those registered among many of 

the current EU members. 

                                                 
20 In the present report we analysed IIT from each country relatively to the EU and to each of the trade partners, using the 

Grubel-Lloyd index. Therefore, we used imports and exports from the EU and each member country to each of the partners. 
We employed highly disaggregated data (5 digits -SITC classification) from COMEXT (EUROSTAT). 
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The analysis reveals a positive relationship with the levels of per capita incomes, suggesting that 

differences in incomes and factor endowments may influence IIT. Empirical assessments of IIT 

determinants performed elsewhere suggest that its increasing relevance in the EU-CEEC trade have 

been influenced by factors such as economies of scale, labour intensity of production, product 

differentiation (Aturupane et al., 1997), economic growth, export performance (Hoekman and Djankov 

1996) and international segmentation of production processes (Kaminski 2001).   

At the sector level, we observe that the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovenia present 

greater similarities with the EU countries (see table 15 in Appendix). These countries reveal higher 

levels of IIT in “Manufactured goods", "Machinery and transport equipment" and "Miscellaneous 

manufactured articles". However, it is important to refer the different evolution in the EU countries and 

in the CEEC after 1993. While the CEEC increased the levels of IIT in sectors where it was already 

important, the EU countries revealed significant reductions in sectors with higher IIT levels, which 

suggests a substitution of trade flows. This was especially the case of Greece, Austria and Ireland 

(see table 16 in appendix). 

Applying the methodology developed by Abd-El-Rahman, the results reveal that one-way trade 

prevails, confirming the existence of an inter-sectoral pattern, and the complementarity of factor 

endowments in the two groups of countries. In the Baltic and Balkan countries, for example, one-way 

trade represents more than 70% of total trade. However, there are some exceptions, such as the 

Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia (and Spain), which already have a higher weight  in two-way 

trade flows.  

[[ Figure 11]]  

Comparing both periods, similar dynamics are observed in the different countries, although with 

different intensities, pointing to the reduction of one-way trade and the increase of two-way trade, 

especially in vertically differentiated goods. In fact, only the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia 

have a value 10%  higher for the trade of similar goods. This situation was also observed by Brücker 

(1998), who considered that IIT between the EU and the CEEC relied on differences in factor 
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endowments. Therefore, it may be concluded that the CEEC are specializing in the production of 

goods with different contents in human capital and technology. 

The pattern of comparative advantage for the different types of trade presents particularities worth 

taking into account (see table 17 in appendix). In general, the CEEC present disadvantage in the 

one-way trade and advantage in the two-way trade flows, notably in vertically differentiated goods. In 

terms of evolution, it is worth noting that the CEEC registered a reduction of disadvantage in the one-

way trade and a reduction of advantage in the two-way trade. However, the evolution has been 

diverse in the different countries, with Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovenia significantly 

improving the advantage in horizontally differentiated products, while Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and 

Slovenia improve the advantage in vertically differentiated goods. Estonia and Bulgaria display a 

distinct tendency, improving their competitiveness position on one-way trade. 

In spite of the heterogeneity of situations, some quite marked trends may be identified. The most 

developed countries display better performance in the production of goods where the capacity  for 

horizontal differentiation is the fundamental competitiveness factor (different ranges). This situation 

should be positively related to FDI flows, industry concentration and product differentiation, and 

negatively associated with scale economies and labour intensity of production. On the other hand, 

those countries that reinforced the vertical nature of the specialisation pattern continue building 

competitiveness on the production of goods intensive in cheap labour and low technological content. 

Therefore, the basis for product differentiation is price, reflecting the inferior quality of the goods 

produced, which rely on economies of scale, labour intensity of production and FDI flows. 

Comparing with the cohesion countries, only Spain presents comparative advantage above some 

candidate countries in the production of similar products. Portugal and Greece, in 2000, stand on a 

position which is lower than that of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia, due to the 

progression of these countries in the last few years. This reflects the re-positioning of countries on the 

comparative advantage hierarchy, and follows the intense productive adjustment in the sequence of 

the mobility of resources and the change in their relative prices, and the technological human capital 

upgrading. 
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[[ Figure 12]]  

In terms of sectors, two distinct situations can be observed. In sectors more dependent on natural 

resources and with low transformation levels, one-way trade dominates, namely in “Food and live 

animals”, “Crude materials…”, “Animal and vegetable oils…” and “Chemicals and related products”. 

In what concerns the other sectors “Manufactured goods…”, “Machinery and transport equipment”, 

and “Miscellaneous manufactured articles”), vertically differentiated two-way trade dominates. 21  

[[ Figure 13]]  

This evolution did not show a uniform tendency at the sector level, with an almost generalised 

reduction of advantage in the two-way trade in vertically differentiated goods,22 and the strengthening 

of advantage in the two-way trade in horizontally differentiated goods. This indicates a positive 

evolution in the trade pattern on the aggregate, revealing increased adjustment capacity in the 

different industries. 

In view of the faster dynamics of trade flows in the vertically differentiated two-way trade, it is 

important to identify the market segments where the CEEC exports are positioned, and compare 

them with the situation of some EU members. Therefore, it is important to define the quality ranges of 

exports of each country, and compare them with the average quality ranges imported by the EU. As 

in other studies,23 unit values were considered a proxy for quality, in the sense that the price level 

reflects the quality of the exchanged goods.24 With this aim, the price-quality structure of all CEEC 

and Cohesion countries’ exports has been examined,25 with reference to the average unit value of 

imports of the EU. The situations were typified into three categories: 1) whenever the first is above 

                                                 
21 Complete product denomination is supplied in the appendix. 
22 However, the comparative advantages for the three types of trade have improved in the Machinery and transport equipment 

sector, resulting in increased competitiveness of the CEEC in this sector for all types of goods. 
23 See, inter alia, Fontagné and Freudenberg (1997) and Freudenberg and Lemoine (1999). 
24 Therefore, by comparing the unit values of exports of different countries for a given market it is possible to identify the 

position in the competitiveness scale of each country, allowing a hierarchy between competitors. 
25 Using the methodology of Freudenberg and Müller (1991). 
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the second by more than 15%, the flow is considered high quality; 2) if the first is below the second 

by more than 15%, the flow is classified as low quality; 3) all other cases are considered medium 

quality. 

[[ Figure 14]]  

Although a favourable evolution has occurred, exports from the CEEC to the EU are mainly 

composed of low quality products (see table 18 in appendix). The weight of high quality goods in 

those countries’ exports is still low, in spite of having almost doubled. Cohesion countries present a 

more balanced and more stable trade structure. In 2000, for instance, the share of low quality goods 

in Spanish exports did not exceed 46%. However, on average terms, the two groups are getting 

closer, given that in countries such as Estonia, Slovenia and Hungary the weight of exports of high 

quality goods to the EU was higher than that of many Cohesion countries. 

The evolution was not too disparate across countries, since only Lithuania and Latvia reinforced their 

share of exports of low quality goods. However, there are clear differences between countries at the 

level of export ranges. For instance, the weight of high quality goods varies from 45% to 9% in 

Estonia and Bulgaria, respectively. According to Brücker (1998), the decrease of low range exports in 

the CEEC is associated with the reduction of resources’ exports and with the increase of exports of 

goods with higher technological content. Thus, we have concluded, in accordance with Freudenberg 

and Lemoine (1999), that the position of the CEEC in terms of quality/range suggests a clear 

qualitative labour division between the EU and the CEEC, though increasingly heterogeneous in the 

latter countries. 

In what imports are concerned, there are also differences between the CEEC and the Cohesion 

countries in terms of price-quality structures, though less significant than those referred in the 

analysis of exports (see table 19 in appendix). In fact, whereas in the EU countries imports are mainly 

of medium and high quality range products, in the CEEC imports of low quality goods are 

predominant. 
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[[ Figure 15]]  

However, the evolution was distinct, since the Cohesion countries increased the weight of imports of 

low quality range, and the CEEC reduced the percentage of this type of imports, thus showing a 

higher convergence of the price-quality structure. The increasing sophistication of consumption habits 

in the CEEC, coupled with higher economic growth and a gradual increase of purchasing power, 

reflects a progressive economic convergence between the two groups of countries in the last decade. 

[[ Figure 16]]  

In fact, the pattern of relative comparative advantage on the different ranges was not much different 

in the CEEC and in the Cohesion countries in 2000, since all these countries present comparative 

advantage on trade of low range products, and only Portugal, Spain and Estonia do not have 

disadvantage on high quality products. In terms of the CEEC, the dynamics was directed at reducing 

the disadvantage in high quality products and reducing advantage on low quality goods (see table 20 

in appendix). 

Given the substantial differences in the values of exported and imported goods, the increasing weight 

of IIT in the CEEC-EU trade does not result from the equalisation of the traded goods’ factor 

contents. Thus, the relative decline in inter-industrial trade has coincided with a specialisation pattern 

in down-market products in the CEEC, but with some exceptions (Hungary, Slovenia and Estonia). 

Boeri and Brücker (2000) found a similar path and consider, therefore, that a scenario of 

specialisation in processes that are human capital intensive and labour intensive may be identified, 

respectively, in the EU and in the candidates. 

The increasing share of IIT, the narrowing differences in the structure of inter-industrial trade and the 

reinforcement of exchanges of capital and R&D goods, correspond to an accentuated wage and 

technology upgrading in the CEEC. On the essence of this structural tendency is the behaviour of 

multinational companies which, through intra-company trade and sub-contracting, stimulated 

segmentation of the productive process in human capital and labour intensive activities, by exploring 
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differences in labour costs. In this context, the Southern EU members should fear more the economic 

impact from the potential increase of industrial displacement than the direct effects of trade diversion 

in the EU markets. 

Most current candidates are poorer than Portugal, Spain and Greece were when these countries 

entered the EEC. However, the CEEC are already more integrated with the EU than those countries 

were at that time.26 Given that most productive adjustments have already occurred, and that almost 

all trade barriers have been dismantled, the impacts of enlargement on trade should not have 

generalised effects. Therefore, higher or lower competitive difficulties for some sectors and/or 

countries will result from internal adjustment dynamics in both transition economies and current EU 

members. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

The sector pattern of trade registered profound changes, reflecting the gradual shift of the CEEC’ 

exporting structures to sectors more intensive in technology, with higher wages and more anchored 

on products intensive on natural resources and labour. There is, however, a strong heterogeneity at 

country level, suggesting that geographical proximity to the EU and income convergence stimulated 

trade of products intensive in R&D and capital, and of differentiated goods. Accordingly, the patterns 

of sector specialisation of the countries closer to the EU, and the Baltic and Balkan countries, present 

already quite distinctive characteristics. 

The expansion of trade of intermediate products, and the emergence of a profile of vertical 

specialisation, confirm the progressive and fast insertion of CEEC in the international division of the 

productive process at the European scale. This phenomenon of production segmentation reflects the 

                                                 
26 According to Kaminski (2001), the pattern of trade between the EU and the CEEC has evolved during the last decade as a 

consequence of the European Agreements, which reinforced incentives for EU firms to locate production units of the same 
supply chain in different CEEC, or to outsource other partners. 
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revaluation of factor endowments according to a market logic, and extended not only to traditional 

industries (as happened before to textiles-clothing, through the outward processing trade regimes) 

but also the sectors of machinery, automobile and telecommunications material. 

The nature of CEEC-EU trade still reflects the strong factor complementarity between the two groups 

of countries. In fact, situations are also differentiated here, and the results demonstrate that trade of 

vertically differentiated products has been assuming a significant share in the exchanges between the 

EU and the more central candidate countries. However, CEEC and EU exports continue to be based 

upon goods of different ranges, implying that those countries present advantage in the trade of low 

quality products. This distinct positioning in the price/quality range suggests a qualitative division of 

labour between the two groups of countries, naturally with some exceptions. 
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Figures and Tables 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 1. Openness and Trade Balance (% GDP) 
 

      Openness Level     Trade Balance 
  1993 2001 1993 2001 
Slovenia 92.9 101.7 -3.5 -7.2 
Estonia 45.7 171.1 -4.7 -10.5 
Latvia 48.6 96.1 9.3 -15.8 
Lithuania 73.0 89.0 2.8 -17.4 
Bulgaria 76.8 96.9 -12.3 -11.5 
Czech Republic 76.5 119.6 -4.9 -7.3 
Slovakia 90.7 130.2 -9.2 -7.4 
Hungary 57.5 117.1 -9.6 -1.7 
Poland 38.6 46.2 -6.3 -7.9 
Romania 41.8 68.1 -4.9 -7.1 
CEEC10 56.1 80.2 -6.2 -7.5 
Spain 29.7 46.9 -3.4 -7.1 
Greece 33.5 34.1 -14.8 -16.6 
Portugal 47.4 57.3 -11.3 -14.3 
European Union 40.9 52.6 0.7 0.1 

Source: Own Calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
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Table 2. Trade flows and trade balance with the EU (% of Total) 
 

    Trade balance        Exports        Imports 
  1993 2001 1993 2001 1993 2001 
Slovenia 157.9 146.6 63.5 62.7 70.3 73.8 
Estonia 128.6 -40.1 51.6 66.6 66.1 54.2 
Latvia 80.2 21.7 57.2 62.3 46.3 50.9 
Lithuania 123.1 33.0 35.8 54.0 28.9 47.1 
Bulgaria 45.7 34.6 33.3 52.3 36.7 48.5 
Czech Republic 116.9 64.6 51.5 68.1 59.4 67.7 
Slovakia 24.6 -13.0 32.5 58.7 31.1 51.0 
Hungary 56.3 -37.3 59.7 69.1 58.7 66.1 
Poland 63.2 61.3 68.4 68.6 66.9 66.5 
Romania 70.8 39.0 41.3 67.9 47.5 62.4 
CEEC10 66.3 50.1 53.9 66.1 56.4 63.4 
Spain 58.4 61.8 70.5 70.3 68.0 68.1 
Greece 70.0 65.7 59.3 43.6 65.8 58.1 
Portugal 74.2 79.2 79.3 81.8 77.3 80.8 

Source: Own Calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
 
 

Figure 1. RCA by Factors of Production in EU-CEEC Trade 

 
Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 2. RCA by Factors of Production in 2000 

 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT Database. 
 
 
 

Figure 3. CEEC Export to the EU by Technological Levels in 1993/2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 4. CEEC Exports to EU by Wage Levels in 1993/2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 
 

Figure 5. RCA by Technological and Wage Levels in EU-CEEC Trade 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 6. Primary, Intermediate and Final Goods In 2000 (% of Total Exports and Imports) 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 
 

Figure 7. RCA by Stages of Production in EU-CEEC Trade 
 

 
Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 8. RCA by Stages of Production (STCI 1 Digit) in EU-CEEC Trade 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 

Figure 9. RCA by STCI Division 7 (2 Digits) in EU-CEEC Trade in 2000 
 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 10. Intra-Industry Trade 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 

Figure 11. Share of Types Between CEEC-EU in 1993/2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 12. RCA by Trade Types in EU-CEEC in 2000 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 

Figure 13. IIT by STCI Divisions in 1993/2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 14. Price – Quality Ranges of Exports of the CEEC to the EU in 1993/2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
 
 

Figure 15. Price-Quality Ranges of Imports of CEEC from the EU in 2000 
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Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Figure 16. RCA by Price-Quality Ranges in EU-CEEC Trade in 2000 

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT database. 
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Appendix 

 
 
 

A. Tables 
 
 
 

Table 1. Relative Intensity of Export Index 
 
 CEEC  UE 
 1993 2001  1993 2001
France 0,73 1,14 Slovenia 1,64 1,67
Benelux 0,6 0,84 Estonia 1,33 1,77
Germany 2,4 2,83 Latvia 1,48 1,66
Italy 1,63 2,19 Lithuania 0,92 1,44
Netherlands 0,77 1,02 Bulgaria 0,86 1,39
United Kingdom 0,65 0,71 Czech Republic 1,33 1,81
Ireland 0,21 0,34 Slovakia 0,84 1,56
Denmark 1,14 1,20 Hungary 1,54 1,84
Finland 2,23 2,20 Poland 1,77 1,82
Sweden 1,1 1,57 Romania 1,07 1,80
Austria 5,12 4,22    
Spain 0,51 0,96    
Greece 3,24 3,99    
Portugal 0,12 0,32    
European Union 1,41 1,6799697 CEEC 1,39 1,76

Source: Own calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
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Table 2. Trade Flows with CEEC (% of Total) 
 
 1993  2001   
 Exportações Importações Exportações Importações 
Germany 4,6 4,5 8,4 8,6 
Austria 0 0 12,6 9,5 
Benelux 1,1 0,7 2,5 2,5 
Denmark 2,2 2,5 3,6 4,3 
Spain 1 0,6 2,8 1,8 
Finland 0 0 6,6 6,0 
France 1,4 1,1 3,4 2,7 
Greece 6,5 2,1 11,9 3,9 
Netherlands 1,7 1,6 3,0 2,4 
Ireland 0,4 0,4 1,0 1,4 
Italy 3,2 2,5 6,5 4,6 
Portugal 0,2 0,3 1,0 0,7 
United Kingdom 1,2 0,9 2,1 2,1 
Sweden 0 0 4,7 4,6 
European Union 2,5 2,1 5,0 4,3 

Source: Own calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
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Table 3. Hierarchy of Relative Intensity of Export  Index 
 
Order 1993 Order 2001 
1 Finlad Estonia 49,80 1 Greece Bulgaria 44,30 
2 Estonia Finland 32,09 2 Estonia Finland 41,87 
3 Greece Bulgaria 27,30 3 Finland Estonia 25,91 
4 Austria Hungary 10,02 4 Greece Romania 13,66 
5 Estonia Sweden 9,67 5 Bulgaria Greece 13,60 
6 Bulgaria Greece 8,83 6 Estonia Sweden 12,32 
7 Austria Slovenia 8,73 7 Austria Slovenia 9,91 
8 Sweden Estonia 7,57 8 Latvia Sweden 8,65 
9 Hungary Austria 7,11 9 Finland Latvia 8,49 
10 Latvia Denmark 6,59 10 Sweden Estonia 7,83 
643 Portugal Slovakia 0,05 643 Portugal Estonia 0,15 
644 Portugal Poland 0,04 644 Estonia Greece 0,15 
645 Lithuania Ireland 0,04 645 Slovenia Ireland 0,15 
646 Portugal Latvia 0,02 646 Slovakia Ireland 0,14 
647 Estonia Ireland 0,02 647 Portugal Romania 0,14 
648 Latvia Greece 0,02 648 Slovakia Portugal 0,11 
649 Slivakia U.K. 0,01 649 Latvia Portugal 0,10 
650 Slovakia Ireland 0,01 650 Portugal Slovakia 0,10 
651 Portugal Lithuania 0,01 651 Portugal Slovenia 0,09 
652 Ireland Slovakia 0,00 652 Lithuania Portugal 0,07 

Source: Own calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
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Table 4. Trade Flows with the EU (% of Total) 
 

E x p . I m p . E x p . I m p . E x p . I m p .
E s t o n i a 0 , 7 3 0 , 7 7 3 , 3 0 2 , 8 9 2 ,6 2 ,1
L a t v i a 1 , 4 3 1 , 1 3 1 , 9 5 1 , 8 1 0 ,5 0 ,7
L i t h u a n i a 1 , 5 3 1 , 6 6 2 , 2 3 2 , 2 9 0 ,7 0 ,6
B a l t i c s 3 , 6 9 3 , 5 6 7 , 4 9 6 , 9 9 3 ,8 3 ,4
P o l a n d 3 2 , 7 6 3 4 , 0 7 2 3 , 5 4 2 9 , 6 9 -9 ,2 -4 ,4
C z e c h  R . 1 8 , 5 2 1 9 , 6 2 2 1 , 9 8 2 1 , 1 8 3 ,5 1 ,6
S l o v a k i a 4 , 8 9 4 , 0 2 7 , 0 7 5 , 8 8 2 ,2 1 ,9
H u n g a r y 1 6 , 5 1 1 6 , 3 5 2 2 , 4 8 1 8 , 7 0 6 ,0 2 ,4
S l o v e n i a 1 1 , 4 6 9 , 5 8 6 , 4 8 7 , 2 5 -5 ,0 -2 ,3
C e e c - 5 8 4 , 1 5 8 3 , 6 4 8 1 , 5 5 8 2 , 7 0 -2 ,6 -0 ,9
R o m a n i a 7 , 9 9 8 , 1 2 7 , 7 8 7 , 4 5 -0 ,2 -0 ,7
B u l g a r i a 4 , 1 7 4 , 6 7 3 , 1 9 2 , 8 6 -1 ,0 -1 ,8
B a l c a n i c s 1 2 , 1 6 1 2 , 7 9 1 0 , 9 6 1 0 , 3 1 -1 ,2 -2 ,5
C E E C 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 ,0 0 ,0

V a r i a t i o n  2 0 0 01 9 9 3

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 

Table 5. Trade Flows with CEEC (% of Total) 
 

 
Exp. Imp. Exp.  Imp. 

Germany 52,1 56,2 42,4 45,2 
Austria 0,0 0,0 7,0 6,3 
Bel.-Lux. 3,9 3,0 4,3 4,3 
Denmark 2,3 2,6 1,6 1,9 
Spain 1,9 1,6 3,0 2,9 
Finland 0,0 0,0 2,6 2,1 
France 9,2 8,4 9,7 
Greece 1,6 1,7 1,1 1,2 
Holand 6,3 6,5 4,7 4,4 
Ireland  0,4 0,3 0,8 0,7 
Italy 15,9 12,9 13,9 11,2 
Portugal  0,1 0,2 0,2 0,3 
U.K. 6,4 6,6 4,9 6,9 
Sweden 0,0 0,0 2,8 2,9 
Total   100 100 100  100  

1993 2001 

10,7 

 
Source: Own calculations based on CHELEM database - CEPII. 
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Table 6. EU’ Trade with CEECs by Factors of Production (% of Total) 
 
 
Exports 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 
Poland 13,9 9,3 26,2 17,1 15,5 25,0 25,8 35,1 8,2 10,1 10,4 3,4 
Hungary 12,0 5,8 30,4 15,3 18,0 33,6 25,7 31,1 9,8 12,6 4,1 1,6 
Slovakia 11,4 7,5 28,1 15,7 24,9 25,9 18,7 38,5 9,5 9,4 7,3 2,9 
Slovenia 13,8 15,6 31,8 18,0 15,4 21,5 30,0 34,4 5,4 7,4 3,5 3 
Czech R. 12,8 9,6 24,8 15,5 24,6 31,4 24,0 32,0 9,2 9,4 4,6 2,2 
Bulgaria 22,3 11,5 27,1 30,0 15,6 19,7 22,1 23,6 7,8 11,5 5,2 3,7 
Romania 9,6 7,0 34,8 35,8 19,3 25,9 19,7 19,7 4,0 9,2 12,5 2,3 
Lithuania 32,8 10,8 18,1 23,2 12,1 22,5 16,2 26,7 4,1 9,8 16,6 6,9 
Latvia 36,8 15,4 18,0 19,6 14,1 21,2 13,2 28,1 3,8 11,6 14,2 4,1 
Estonia 44,2 12,2 14,5 16,1 8,3 38,6 16,1 23,0 5,3 7,4 11,7 2,8 
CEEC 14,1 9,2 27,6 18,3 18,2 27,9 24,5 31,7 8,0 10,1 7,5 2,7 
Imports 
Poland 26,3 21,6 35,4 22,7 4,1 15,9 13,1 32,1 1,1 1,1 19,9 6,5 
Hungary 19,5 8,3 37,9 13,5 10,6 29,9 16,7 31,7 2,1 13,1 13,1 3,4 
Slovakia 19,8 13,1 33,5 18,7 6,7 21,8 28,2 41,2 1,4 2,8 10,5 2,5 
Slovenia 11,5 12,2 48,1 25,4 14,0 22,1 18,5 33,7 4,6 4,0 3,3 2,6 
Czech R. 19,2 10,1 33,7 20,5 11,7 26,9 19,3 34,9 1,8 3,2 14,4 4,5 
Bulgaria 26,9 28,4 36,1 37,4 7,8 6,9 10,9 19,4 4,3 2,3 13,9 5,6 
Romania 27,5 15,0 57,0 53,1 3,8 13,8 6,0 12,3 1,3 1,8 4,4 4 
Lithuania 27,1 28,4 23,8 32,8 1,9 8,6 12,3 14,5 0,3 1,3 34,4 14,3 
Latvia 17,1 59,2 13,2 17,8 2,0 2,4 6,0 3,8 0,1 0,7 61,7 16,1 
Estonia 20,8 25,3 20,3 17,4 0,8 38,8 10,1 5,6 0,6 1,4 47,4 11,5 
CEEC 21,8 15,6 38,0 22,8 7,9 22,2 15,4 29,6 2,0 4,7 14,9 5,1 

Scale and Cap. R&D Non-Ind. Resource Labour Spec. Sup. 

 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 7. RCA of EU’ Trade with CEEC by Factors of Production 
 

 
1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 

Poland -62,1 -60,1 -46,3 -27,3 56,0 44,0 63,8 14,8 35,7 43,7 -47,2 -15,2 
Hungary -37,5 -12,5 -37,2 8,8 36,8 18,8 44,0 -3,0 38,2 -2,8 -45,2 -9,2 
Slovakia -41,6 -27,6 -26,8 -14,8 91,8 20,8 -47,4 -13,4 39,9 32,9 -15,9 2,1 
Slovenia 11,7 16,7 -81,5 -36,5 7,1 -2,9 57,6 3,6 4,1 17,1 1 2 
Czech R. -31,5 -2,5 -43,9 -24,9 63,4 22,4 23,5 -14,5 37,2 31,2 -48,7 -11,7 
Bulgaria -22,3 -84,3 -45,0 -37,0 38,2 64,2 54,6 20,6 17,0 46,0 -42,5 -9,5 
Romania -88,8 -39,8 -110,5 -86,5 76,8 60,8 68,1 37,1 13,8 36,8 40,5 -8,5 
Lithuania 27,5 -87,5 -27,6 -47,6 50,4 69,4 18,5 60,5 18,3 42,3 -88,1 -37,1 
Latvia 98,3 -218,7 24,2 9,2 60,0 94,0 36,4 121,4 18,2 54,2 -237,2 -60,2 
Estonia 116,2 -65,8 -29,9 -6,9 37,1 -0,9 30,0 87,0 23,0 30,0 -177,4 -43,4 
CEEC -38,0 -32,0 -51,5 -22,5 51,9 28,9 45,5 10,5 30,1 27,1 -37 -12 
Cohesion -31,8 -8,8 -34,9 -11,9 30,5 40,5 14,5 -20,5 17,5 29,5 5,2 -28,8 

Spec. Sup. Scale and Cap. R&D Non-Ind. Resource Labour 

 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 
 

Table 8. RCA of EU’ Trade with CEEC by Tecnhology Levels 
 

 
1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 

Poland 46,0 48,0 79,4 34,4 -78,2 -67,2 
Hungary  37,1 -16,9 71,1 15,1 -63,0 11,0 
Slovakia 55,8 41,8 84,1 5,1  -125,0  -49,0 
Slovenia  -20,2 -2,2 90,3 -16,7 -71,2 16,8 
Czech R.  51,0 43,0 68,9 -20,1 -71,2 -11,2 
Bulgaria  30,4 77,4 53,8 8,8  -41,8 -76,8 
Romania 24,0 62,0 136,0  67,0 -200,5  -120,5  
Lithuania 27,3 70,3 6,2  82,2 54,5 -115,5  
Latvia 24,8 97,8 42,8 142,8  169,6  -180,4  
Estonia 31,8 0,8 9,9  83,9 135,6  -41,4 
CEEC  35,5 27,5 78,7 20,7 -77,2 -36,2 
Cohesion  24,2 43,2 42,7 4,7  -73,2 -19,2 

High  Medium Low 

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 9. RCA of EU’ Trade with CEEC by Wage Levels 
 

 
1 9 9 3  2 0 0 0  1 9 9 3  2 0 0 0  1 9 9 3  2 0 0 0  

P o l a n d  7 3 , 9  4 0 , 9  4 2 , 8  4 2 , 8  -6 9 , 5  - 6 8 , 5  
H u n g a r y  3 9 , 0  -4 0 , 0  8 0 , 8  6 4 , 8  -7 4 , 6  - 1 5 , 6  
S l o v a k i a  2 5 , 4  4 , 4  2 , 5  0 , 5  -1 2 , 0  -7 , 0  
S l o v e n i a  7 0 , 1  4 9 , 1  2 5 , 5  1 3 , 5  -9 6 , 6  - 6 4 , 6  
C z e c h  R .  3 6 , 4  3 , 4  4 5 , 1  2 6 , 1  -3 2 , 8  - 1 7 , 8  
B u l g a r i a  4 3 , 9  7 4 , 9  1 3 , 0  -3 2 , 0  -1 4 , 4  - 3 3 , 4  
R o m a n i a  5 3 , 2  7 5 , 2  6 5 , 5  4 1 , 5  -1 5 8 , 2  -1 0 8 , 2  
L i t h u a n i a  1 3 , 6  1 1 , 6  3 4 , 6  9 6 , 6  3 9 , 9  - 7 1, 1  
L a t v i a  3 4 , 8  3 5 , 8  5 5 , 2  1 5 3 , 2  1 4 7 , 1  -1 2 8 , 9  
E s t o n i a  3 3 , 4  3 7 , 4  1 8 , 8  2 5 , 8  1 2 4 , 2  - 1 9 , 8  
C E E C  5 3 , 0  1 6 , 0  4 6 , 3  3 9 , 3  -6 2 , 4  - 4 3 , 4  
C o h e s i o n  2 1 , 8  3 , 8  2 5 , 1  4 0 , 1  -5 2 , 2  - 1 5 , 2  

H i g h  M e d i u m  L o w  

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 

 
 

Table 10. EU’ Trade with CEEC by Stages of Production (% of Total) 
 

 
Exports 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 
Poland 6,4  2,1  34,9 40,4 12,1 16,0 19,8 22,2 26,6 19,4 
Hungary 2,1  1,1  34,4 29,6 15,1 33,3 18,8 18,1 29,5 17,8 
Slovakia 2,8  1,9  33,3 36,6 17,7 32,0 24,0 18,5 22,2 11,0 
Slovenia 1,5  2,2  38,6 40,1 16,7 14,4 14,6 17,3 28,7 25,9 
Czech R. 2,0  1,2  29,9 37,1 16,9 23,1 26,4 23,4 24,6 15,2 
Bulgaria 2,3  2,9  29,8 42,0 9,5 11,0 17,3 22,4 40,7 21,6 
Romania 8,9  1,2  37,0 42,8 9,3  16,2 25,7 22,7 18,8 16,9 
Lithuania 8,4  5,9  20,5 37,8 7,2  10,4 17,0 22,9 46,5 22,9 
Latvia  6,6  1,7  16,5 35,6 7,0  9,5  17,8 27,0 51,8 26,2 
Estonia 7,4  2,1  21,2 32,1 5,9  23,9 13,7 22,3 51,6 19,6 
CEEC 4,2  1,7  33,6 37,2 13,8 21,5 20,9 21,2 27,5 18,3 
Imports  
Poland 11,6 6,8  34,8 39,5 5,7  18,7 6,3  6,7  41,6 28,2 
Hungary 8,3  3,0  30,2 26,8 12,2 27,2 5,9  24,6 43,3 18,4 
Slovakia 5,3  2,5  52,1 48,9 6,1  18,3 7,0  9,6  29,5 20,7 
Slovenia 2,0  1,3  29,3 46,1 12,2 17,3 10,0 12,1 46,4 23,1 
Czech R. 7,0  4,1  42,1 41,7 11,2 25,9 9,7  14,3 29,9 13,9 
Bulgaria 9,4  4,7  36,7 51,3 4,5  4,4  6,1  4,4  43,2 35,2 
Romania 3,0  4,6  20,2 24,1 3,9  10,2 4,1  6,6  68,8 54,4 
Lithuania 13,0 17,5 71,3 47,8 0,2  2,1  0,7  2,0  14,8 30,2 
Latvia  22,9 18,7 67,8 66,8 0,2  0,7  0,6  1,7  8,4  12,1 
Estonia 26,0 14,1 53,3 29,2 0,4  5,8  1,8  34,1 18,4 16,8 
CEEC 8,5  5,3  36,7 37,6 8,1  19,8 6,9  13,6 39,8 23,6 

Primary Semi-Finished  Parts & Comp. Capital Consumption 

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 



 
Characteristics of International Trade between the EU and the CEEC 

 117

 
 

Table 11. RCA of EU’ Trade with CEEC by Stages of Production 
 
 

1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 1993 2000 
Poland -25,4 -22,3 0,7 4,2 31,3 -13,0 66,6 72,7 -73,8 -41,2 
Hungary -30,8 -9,3 21,0 14,1 14,5 30,4 63,6 -32,2 -68,4 -2,9 
Slovakia -12,7 -3,4 -94,0 -61,7 57,9 68,4 85,0 44,6 -36,6 -47,9 
Slovenia -2,7 4,3 46,2 -28,4 22,4 -14,0 22,7 25,1 -88,4 13,3 
Czech R. -24,8 -14,4 -60,4 -22,3 28,5 -14,1 82,8 45,1 -26,3 6,2 
Bulgaria -34,6 -9,1 -33,6 -46,3 24,2 33,1 54,6 90,1 -12,2 -68,1 
Romania 28,8 -17,0 82,2 92,9 26,4 29,7 105,5 79,9 -244,7 -186,4 
Lithuania -22,0 -56,6 -245,9 -49,0 33,6 40,6 79,0 102,0 153,6 -35,5 
Latvia -71,9 -85,0 -224,9 -155,7 29,9 43,7 75,1 126,3 190,2 70,4 
Estonia -93,2 -59,8 -160,3 14,4 27,0 90,4 59,4 -58,8 165,7 13,8 
CEEC -21,3 -17,4 -15,3 -1,9 28,0 8,3 69,2 37,4 -61,2 -26,3 
Cohesion 7,4 3,3 15,7 6,5 21,6 19,0 35,6 59,0 -80,6 -88,3 

Consumption Primary Semi-Finished Parts & Comp. Capital 

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 
 

Table 12. EU’ Trade with CEEC by STCI Divisions – 1 digit (% of Total) 
  

STCI EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP EXP IMP
0 1,5 1,5 1,0 1,0 5,5 4,9 8,0 7,4 0,3 0,4 0,6 0,5 2,1 1,0 3,0 1,9
1 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 1,1 0,5 1,3 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,1 0,3 0,1
2 1,4 4,3 0,7 2,1 0,1 0,0 2,1 6,4 1,0 3,3 1,0 2,7 0,1 0,0 2,2 6,0
3 1,1 2,4 1,1 4,2 0,4 0,0 2,5 6,6 0,2 1,4 1,3 1,8 0,3 0,0 1,9 3,2
4 0,0 0,0 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,0
5 0,0 0,0 8,3 6,1 3,4 0,2 11,7 6,3 0,0 0,0 8,7 4,8 2,2 0,3 10,8 5,2
6 0,0 0,2 19,1 20,6 2,0 3,4 21,1 24,2 0,2 0,2 21,3 20,5 1,7 3,0 23,2 23,7
7 0,0 0,0 14,2 8,6 25,5 11,6 39,7 20,3 0,0 0,0 22,4 23,0 23,6 14,1 46,1 37,1
8 0,0 0,0 2,6 2,0 10,5 26,1 13,1 28,1 0,0 0,0 3,1 4,0 9,2 18,8 12,3 22,8
9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Total 4,2 8,5 47,4 44,8 48,4 46,7 100,0 100,0 1,7 5,3 58,7 57,5 39,5 37,3 100,0 100,0

1993 2000
Primary Intermediate Final TotalPrimary Intermediate Final Total

 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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UN Statistics Division – Standard Industrial Trade Classification (SITC) 

Division 0: Food and Live Animals 
Division 1: Beverages and Tobacco 
Division 2: Crude Materials, Inedible, Except Fuels 
Division 3: Mineral Fuels, Lubricants and Related Materials 
Division 4: Animal and Vegetable Oils, Fats and Waxes 
Division 5: Chemicals and Related Products, n.e.s. 
Division 6: Manufactured Goods Classified Chiefly by Material 
Division 7: Machinery and Transport Equipment 
Division 8: Miscellaneous Manufactured Articles 
Division 9: Commodities and Transactions Not Classified Elsewhere in the SITC 

Source: United Nations 
 

Table 13: RCA of EU’ Trade with CEEC by SITC Division 7 - 2 digits- in 2000 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 
SITC Division 7: Machinery and Transport Equipment 
71: Power-generating machinery and equipment 
72: Machinery specialised for particular industries 
73: Metalworking machinery 
74: General industrial machinery and equipment, n.e.s., and machinery parts, n.e.s. 
75: Office machines and automatic data-processing machines 

76: Telecommunications and sound-recording and reproducing apparatus and equipment 
77: Electrical machinery, apparatus and appliances, n.e.s., and electrical parts thereof (including non-

electrical counterparts, n.e.s., of electrical household-type equipment) 
78: Road vehicles (including air-cushion vehicles) 
79: Other transport equipment  

Source: United Nations 

Stages CEEC-5 Balkans Baltic Cohesion 
STCI Intermediate Final Intermediate Final Intermediate Final Intermediate Final 
71 -53,9 1,5 3,3 -2,4 -2,2 1,6 9,5 4,7 
72 -7,8 24,3 -0,6 42,0 1,9 37,3 2,8 26,1 
73 -1,5 3,7 -5,3 -6,4 0,2 4,8 0,5 2,2 
74 -3,5 20,0 -28,2 27,1 12,8 40,7 2,5 16,3 
75 0,7 -16,9 0,9 22,4 1,3 32,4 0,6 11,8 
76 4,0 -0,1 -19,9 -3,5 22,6 -253,3 3,7 27,2 
77 -28,5 -5,9 -27,8 6,7 24,3 47,7 -2,0 0,2 
78 25,0 41,5 -10,9 33,5 6,4 21,0 1,5 -103,1 
79 -1,3 -1,3 -0,2 -30,7 0,4 0,3 -5,0 0,5 
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Table 15. IIT Between EU and Each Country in 2000 
 

STCI Divisions 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
France 52,1 25,5 47,4 41,2 39,3 63,3 65,6 68,9 66,6 52,7 
Netherlands 45,3 32,6 34,3 62,2 56,1 55,5 61,7 59,9 70,4 85,5 
Germany 54,8 54,9 49,6 37,5 56,6 68,6 69,2 69,3 72,3 77,6 
Italy 28,9 15,5 33,3 31,6 51,1 51,8 49,7 56,0 42,4 66,6 
U.K. 39,1 27,5 26,6 37,0 43,5 58,3 56,0 69,9 67,9 60,5 
Ireland 32,5 46,0 20,5 4,8 9,4 18,2 31,8 36,8 36,9 66,7 
Denmark 36,9 17,3 32,9 14,7 49,1 42,4 44,7 49,8 61,0 68,6 
Greece 11,1 11,4 14,2 10,8 1,6 13,0 11,9 9,0 26,7 16,1 
Portugal 21,5 57,0 20,8 16,6 32,0 29,2 33,1 23,2 43,6 23,6 
Spain 34,0 27,7 43,8 20,9 13,0 54,3 59,1 60,4 60,1 27,3 
Bel.-Lux. 59,4 56,3 61,0 56,1 58,8 58,3 56,7 69,7 72,8 55,2 
Sweden 32,4 9,1 15,9 39,1 31,0 52,6 43,2 50,5 60,0 69,3 
Finland 18,6 10,8 6,1 16,8 18,1 42,3 18,1 44,9 45,5 37,7 
Austria 40,7 55,8 41,2 4,8 15,0 48,1 50,8 45,0 51,4 46,6 
Estonia 4,5 3,6 3,6 0,0 3,3 5,8 23,3 23,0 37,1 0,0 
Latvia 2,0 3,5 1,7 2,6 0,1 2,6 8,8 9,8 27,6 0,8 
Lithuania 1,4 9,8 2,8 2,3 1,7 3,7 20,1 7,1 22,2 13,0 
Poland 9,5 22,6 24,4 15,0 7,1 16,2 33,5 32,0 37,0 47,5 
Czech R. 13,6 4,0 27,5 32,0 12,0 27,5 47,6 56,4 54,1 45,9 
Slovakia 2,7 11,4 6,0 0,9 1,0 14,9 24,1 36,1 29,8 41,9 
Hungary 15,0 27,6 16,1 25,5 17,8 21,6 36,1 34,4 47,6 45,5 
Romania 1,7 0,1 7,0 11,4 2,3 5,3 13,3 34,7 20,5 17,1 
Bulgaria 4,9 2,9 8,1 39,6 1,6 4,1 9,7 22,0 28,2 0,3 
Slovenia 7,8 7,8 20,7 0,1 12,2 20,5 36,9 37,6 43,2 26,6 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 16. IIT Between EU and Each Country (Variation 1993/2000) 
 
STCI Divisions 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
France 3,6 0,4 5,2 -3,3 -9,9 -0,2 -1,2 -9,1 0,2 -31,8 
Netherlands 1,2 -7,3 -2,6 18,4 4,4 -5,2 -2,7 -9,7 0,0 11,9 
Germany 9,6 17,4 7,4 8,8 -3,2 3,7 2,9 -4,9 11,9 51,2 
Italy 2,7 -11,1 2,9 8,0 19,0 -0,7 3,2 -4,8 5,5 -16,1 
U.K. -4,5 7,7 -13,1 7,4 3,3 -4,0 -2,6 1,9 -4,8 -24,1 
Ireland 8,9 8,7 4,5 -18,6 -5,8 -16,0 -5,5 -7,6 -10,4 14,1 
Denmark 7,9 1,0 0,1 -17,3 16,1 5,8 2,3 1,5 8,4 -17,5 
Greece 0,6 -4,3 5,5 -37,7 -2,3 3,5 -9,1 -1,6 -1,2 -63,4 
Portugal 1,1 45,9 3,5 -24,0 23,5 5,4 2,0 -10,6 6,8 -64,9 
Spain 6,1 10,1 7,0 -22,6 -1,8 4,1 1,7 -5,1 11,4 -61,1 
Bel.-Lux. 8,3 8,2 5,3 -14,6 -5,3 -1,9 1,9 6,8 6,5 -31,4 
Sweden 11,1 2,2 7,4 -5,1 7,7 6,9 7,3 -11,1 10,3 30,0 
Finland 0,3 1,6 -0,5 -9,8 6,1 11,6 5,2 -0,9 -1,1 -1,1 
Austria 11,6 4,5 10,6 -21,2 3,3 6,1 -1,2 -6,6 -7,3 -10,0 
Estonia 2,9 0,9 -4,8 -7,3 2,7 5,2 17,6 17,7 17,7 -15,5 
Latvia 0,2 0,3 0,9 2,3 0,1 -0,2 4,8 6,3 -7,0 -21,2 
Lithuania 0,0 8,3 0,9 2,0 1,7 2,2 10,2 4,4 -7,9 -22,1 
Poland 0,3 12,1 7,6 10,6 -0,8 2,5 9,7 -7,7 13,1 1,8 
Czech R. 3,0 -1,5 5,4 3,0 3,8 8,6 7,5 9,5 8,3 -9,5 
Slovakia -5,4 9,0 -8,9 -74,5 -21,7 -1,2 3,5 9,5 4,1 -19,5 
Hungary 2,4 8,8 0,9 19,4 7,7 -1,6 0,1 1,3 3,8 -4,9 
Romania -1,9 -14,9 -8,3 -24,9 -30,6 -1,5 0,3 19,5 0,4 -22,0 
Bulgaria -5,5 -7,4 -1,8 20,7 -14,0 -6,4 -11,8 2,6 -1,4 -53,4 
Slovenia -5,1 -2,6 0,2 -0,8 4,5 -0,2 4,3 -12,5 12,6 -18,3 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 17: RCA by Types of Trade in 2000 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 RCA Variation (% in 1993/2000) 
  One-way Horz Vert One-way Horz Vert 
Greece -95,7 15,9 78,2 0,8 -2,4 9,6 
Portugal -80,4 9,6 69,7 -27,9 33,7 -0,2 
Spain -29,8 58,4 -29,4 -23,5 54,4 -29,7 
Estonia 22,9 -34,9 12,6 52,6 -31,8 -16,3 
Latvia 7,0 4,1 -11,2 -19,2 7,3 11,6 
Lithuania -48,1 -0,4 47,9 -66,3 0,0 66,9 
Poland -71,4 14,3 57,0 -48,6 7,5 41,1 
Czech Rep. -65,6 25,9 39,4 -4,4 14,0 -10,0 
Slovakia -83,7 13,3 70,4 -68,9 4,6 64,8 
Hungary -78,6 55,2 23,2 -13,1 38,2 -25,4 
Romania -28,3 15,1 13,1 -2,4 6,8 -4,2 
Bulgaria -10,8 1,3 9,5 48,3 -15,4 -31,0 
Slovenia -172,0 30,6 141,1 -136,6 26,3 110,3 
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Table 18. Price-Quality Ranges in Exports (% of Total) 
 

 1993 2000 

 Down Middle Up Down Middle Up 
Greece 28,9 35,3 30,2 34,0 38,8 25,2 
Portugal 31,8 40,1 24,6 30,2 45,5 22,8 
Spain 47,4 34,9 14,7 46,1 34,6 18,3 
Estonia 53,9 24,1 20,4 37,0 17,6 45,1 
Latvia 28,6 67,6 3,3 64,1 26,2 9,4 
Lithuania 32,0 59,3 8,0 54,0 27,7 17,9 
Poland 73,6 18,1 8,1 59,8 22,6 17,5 
Czech Rep. 70,6 16,1 13,0 61,1 21,9 16,9 
Slovakia 73,8 15,9 8,9 50,5 36,9 12,6 
Hungary 52,4 23,5 23,9 41,1 30,2 28,9 
Romania 78,3 8,9 12,5 63,7 16,4 19,7 
Bulgaria 62,9 21,2 12,8 44,3 46,4 9,1 
Slovenia 49,0 27,1 23,8 45,3 24,7 29,8 

Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 19. Price-Quality Ranges in Imports (% of Total) 
 

 1993 2000 
 Down Middle Up Down Middle Up 

Greece 18,76 43,03 35,27 21,90 46,43 29,89 
Portugal 20,60 52,47 24,41 28,91 50,46 19,32 
Spain 14,88 61,78 20,72 25,62 58,05 15,41 
Estonia 55,31 14,04 28,48 34,54 20,65 44,37 
Latvia 51,32 16,06 30,80 38,91 24,87 34,64 
Lithuania 50,23 20,69 27,29 37,97 29,67 31,53 
Poland 41,18 28,99 29,75 39,77 36,78 23,18 
Czech Rep. 29,50 28,18 41,77 31,52 36,28 31,95 
Slovakia 33,21 22,12 44,14 31,27 37,48 30,97 
Hungary 39,37 23,73 36,59 35,07 23,54 41,08 
Romania 43,93 19,33 36,19 47,67 21,32 30,80 
Bulgaria 44,36 19,94 34,64 42,21 23,88 33,26 
Slovenia 32,18 32,53 34,67 35,03 32,66 32,01 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
 

Table 20. RCA by Price-Quality Ranges 
 

 1993 2000 

  Down Middle Up Non-
Class. Down Middle Up Non-

Class. 
Greece 50,68 -38,57 -25,23 13,12 60,63 -38,11 -23,59 1,07 
Portugal 55,83 -61,97 0,78 5,36 6,36 -24,69 17,54 0,79 
Spain 162,48 -134,31 -29,95 1,78 102,37 -117,08 14,65 0,06 
Estonia -6,93 50,31 -40,39 -2,99 12,46 -15,45 3,83 -0,85 
Latvia -113,78 257,61 -137,65 -6,18 126,13 6,70 -126,42 -6,40 
Lithuania -90,92 192,81 -96,63 -5,26 79,95 -9,91 -68,27 -1,78 
Poland 162,33 -54,26 -108,41 0,35 100,05 -70,75 -28,50 -0,81 
Czech Rep. 205,67 -60,53 -143,88 -1,26 147,97 -72,12 -75,43 -0,43 
Slovakia 202,99 -31,18 -176,20 4,38 96,08 -3,11 -92,06 -0,91 
Hungary 65,10 -1,39 -63,57 -0,15 30,14 33,30 -62,49 -0,94 
Romania 171,76 -52,41 -118,68 -0,68 80,29 -24,41 -55,63 -0,24 
Bulgaria 92,73 6,43 -109,11 9,95 10,57 112,45 -120,98 -2,03 
Slovenia 83,83 -27,34 -54,47 -2,02 51,28 -39,92 -10,85 -0,51 
Source: Own calculations based on Eurostat database. 
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Table 21. Classification Broad Economic Categories (BEC) 
  
3 Stages 5 Stages BEC Title BEC 
Primary Goods  111 Food and beverages mainly for industry 
  21 Industrial supplies, n.e.s., primary 
  31 Fuels and lubricants, primary 
Intermediate 
Goods 

Semi-Finished 
Goods 

121 Food and beverages, processed, mainly for 
industry  

  22 Industrial supplies, n.e.s., processed 
  322 Fuels and lubricants, processed 
 Parts & 

Components 
42 Of capital goods, except transport equipment 

  53 Of tranport equipment 
Final Goods Capital Goods 41 Capital goods except transport equipment 
  521 Other industrial transport equipment 
 Consumption 

Goods 
112 Food & bev., primary, mainly for household 

consump. 
  122 Food & bev., primary, processed, for household 

consump. 
  51 Passenger motor cars 
  522 Other non-industrial transport equipment 
  53 Parts and  acessories of transport equipment 
  61 Durable consumer goods n.e.s. 
  62 Semi-durable consumer goods n.e.s.  
  63 Non-durable consumer goods n.e.s. 
Non-Classified  7 Non-classified 

Source: United Nations 
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Table 22: Classification by Factors of Competitiveness 
 

Industry Factors of 
production 

Technology 
Level 

Wage Level 

Agriculture Non-Ind. . . 
Aircraft R&D High High 
Basic Iron and steel Scale Low Medium 
Chemical products exc. pharmaceuticals Scale Medium High 
Communication equipment and parts Specialised High Medium 
Electrical machinery and equipment  Specialised High Low 
Food, beverages and tobacco products Resource Low Low 
Machinery exc. electrical, exc. office, 
accounting machinery and equipment 

Specialised Medium Medium 

Measuring instruments and appliances for, 
controlling equipment, optical instruments 
and photographic equipment, clocks 

 
R&D 

 
High 

 
Medium 

Metal products exc. machinery and motor 
vehicles 

Labour Low Medium 

Mining, quarrying Non-Ind. . . 
Motor vehicles and parts Scale Medium High 
Non-metallic mineral products, glass, glass 
products and pottery 

Resource Low Medium 

Office, accounting machinery and computers R&D High High 
Other manufactured goods Labour Medium Low 
Others Non-Ind. . . 
Petroleum refineries Resource Low High 
Pharmaceuticals, medicinal chemicals and 
botanical products 

R&D High High 

Primary products of precious and non-
ferrous metals 

Resource Medium Medium 

Pulp and paper, printing and publishing Scale Low Medium 
Railway, tramway locomotives, motorcycles, 
bicycles 

Scale Medium Low 

Rubber and plastic products Scale Medium Medium 
Semi-conductors Specialised High Medium 
Shipbuilding and repairing Scale Low Medium 
Textiles, clothing, leather and leather 
products, footwear 

Labour Low Low 

Waste and scrap Non-Ind. . . 
Wood, wood products, furniture Resource Low Low 

* (.) Means non-classified goods; Source: see Brucker, H. (1998). 
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B.  Methodology and Data Appendix  

 

 B.1. Indicators used in Trade Analysis 

 

 B.1.1 Relative Intensity of Export Index 

( )





















==

ww

k
w

ji

k
ij

k
wji

2
w

k
ij

X*X
X

M*X

X

X*M*X

X*X
RIE  

This indicator varies between 0 and +̀  and allows examining the increase or reduction in the 

exporting country’s degree of “inter-relation” with different destiny markets. When the indicator is 

below unity, the bilateral flow reveals an intensity inferior to what it should be considering the average 

or “neutral” flow, which can be the world’s. If the indicator exactly equals unity, the bilateral flow 

reveals a neutral intensity. 

 

 B.1.2. Revealed Comparative Advantage Index 
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This indicator is employed (Freudenberg and Lemoine (1999)) to analyse the Comparative 

Advantages, and highlights the relative strengths and weaknesses of individual sectors in the 

country’s global trade. The first term measures the inter-industry trade against total trade. The second 

term is meant to eliminate the effects of short-term fluctuations on trade balance. 

This indicator compares the actual trade balance of a country for a given product, to the “expected” 

trade balance for this product. The contribution is positive when the actual trade flow is larger than 

the expected trade surplus, and also when the relative trade deficit is smaller than the expected trade 

deficit. 

In this present study, a positive value of the index reveals comparative advantage of the EU, while a 

negative value suggest comparative advantage of the trade partner (CEEC or cohesion Country). 

 

B.1.3. Intra-Industry Trade Index (IIT)  
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This indicator, developed by Grubel and Lloyd (1975), measures the degree of trade overlap in a 

given product. However, it can’t discriminate between IIT with vertical product differentiation and IIT 

with horizontal product differentiation. 
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B.1.4. Ab-El-Rahman Methodology 

Abd-El-Rahman (1986) developed a methodology that distinguishes between horizontal and vertical 

trade. Using bilateral flows, he refined the definition of IIT at product level. The author disregarded 

this concept, rather adopting the term "two-way trade" either for horizontally or vertically differentiated 

products. According to Abd-El-Rahman, the concept of product is related to its technical 

characteristics, which may be captured using disaggregated data. Similarity depends on the product 

unit value, assuming that differences in prices reflect differences in quality. By using this methodology 

three types of trade may be distinguished: two-way trade in similar products; two-way trade in 

vertically differentiated products and one-way trade.  

To differentiate IIT with vertical product differentiation from IIT with horizontal product differentiation, 

the author employs the following reasoning (Fontagné and Freudenberg (1997): 

How to define bilateral trade types at the product level? 
Degree of Overlap between Export 

and Import values 
Similarity of Export and Import Unit Values: 

Do export and import unit values differ less than 15% 

Does the minority flow 
represent at least 10% of the 

majority flow? 

Yes 
(Horizontal differentiation) 

No 
(Vertical differentiation) 

Yes Two-way trade in similar 
products 

Two-way trade in vertically 
differentiated products 

No One-way trade 
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Introduction 

The European Community enlargement, by the integration of 10 countries from Central and East 

Europe, CEEC, is, probably, the biggest challenge put to Europe since its division, after the Second 

World War. The enlargement will involve the integration of two sets of countries very different from 

several aspects: level of development, average GDP per capita, levels of productivity, economic 

environment, strength of laws and institutions, and so on. 

Although there are still big disparities among EU countries, mainly in the agricultural sector, these 

disparities will lose meaning after the enlargement, because the discrepancies that still exist among 

the 15 countries have a much small range than those already existing among candidate countries (for 

instance, GDP per capita in Bulgaria is one third of the GDP per capita in Slovenia).  

In the candidate countries the agricultural sector still plays a very important economic roll in GDP 

formation as well as in employment generation. On the other hand, there are big differences in the 

agricultural sector on what concerns farm structure and farmers income. A large number of small 

farms and subsistence farming agricultural systems coexist with an emerging commercial farming 

sector. Poland has a total number of holdings of approximately two millions with a high share of 

subsistence and semi-subsistence farms. Around 57% of the individual holdings have less than 5 ha 

whereas only 8,5 % have more than 15 ha1. Most part of these small farms has obsolete technology, 

almost no capital investment and hide a large amount of unemployment. Although, in these countries, 

                                                 
1 Rocznik Statiystyczny Rolnictwa 2001. GUS. Warszawa.  
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the marginal productivity of labour in agriculture is close to zero this sector plays the roll of a “social 

buffer” in the sense that it feeds the population that cannot find employment in other economic 

sectors. So, all restructuring process and integration instruments that generate more unemployment 

only should be implemented if, before or at the same time, it will be found other sources of 

employment or income. 

It is apparent that there is a range of economic, social, environmental, and administrative problems to 

be solved before those countries could be fully integrated in the Common Agricultural Policy, CAP. 

In the context of EU economy, agriculture is a minor industry of declining importance, but is pivotal in 

the enlargement process because of the combinations of political, social and economic factors that 

have shaped the development of CAP. Farmers are an effective lobby group, significant in national 

politics and equally well organised and influential at the European level (Ardy, 2000). 

This paper tries to characterize the actual CAP, compares some agricultural indicators in CEEC and 

EU countries, points out some impacts of enlargement, and presents some aspects to be taken in 

account in the next CAP reform in order to be possible to fully integrate the candidate countries. 

 

1. Common Agricultural Policy 

One can say that from the moment that CAP was created, in 1957, by Treaty of Rome, its main goals 

are to stabilize markets and to give an equitable standard of living to the agricultural population by 

increasing the purchasing power of those who work in the agricultural sector. Although the will 

continues to be the same, it can be said that the focus have changed along the time. 

In the beginning of CAP, the main objective was to increase the production of a set of products to 

attain the level self-sufficiency of Europe. Very soon the desired levels of production were reached 

and, in most cases, even supplanted. The policy instruments used initially were mainly price policies 
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and the focus was the product (crop). By that time, CAP was based on high prices, maintained by 

prohibitive barriers, guaranteed buying and subsidised exports of surpluses. 

After the reform of 1992, it was recognized that farmers play other rolls rather than food and fibre 

producers. CAP passed to another phase where farmer’s income had to components: the revenue of 

production sales and payments to the farmer disconnected from production. One can say that in this 

phase, where it still stays, CAP uses mixed policies of prices and income, and the focus is on farmer 

and quantity of production, although already with some degree of concern about production quality. 

The reform of 1992 introduced the second pillar of CAP: rural development. 

Presently, there are some problems both from consumer and producer sides. Consumers got used to 

regular provision of the markets and their main concern is related with heath and food safety. The 

recent events (BSE, nitrophoranes, GMO, and so on) clearly showed how attentive and how fast 

consumers react to health problems. More consumers of higher purchasing power are willing to pay 

more for certified products, that is, consumers want to pay to minimize the hazard of eating bad 

products that can hurt their health. To become stable, CAP needs a third leg or pillar (to be a tripod 

policy) covering all policies concerned with food quality and safety. 

On the other hand, European producers of commodities and some other agro-food products cannot 

compete, at the world market prices, without subsidies. So, CAP has to find instruments to subsidize 

farmers in order to make them competitive, but these policy measures have to be in line with the so 

called “green box” of international market, that is, measures that will not distort commerce. The 

concept of multifunctionality for agriculture seems to be the escape for this intricate problem. 

Multifunctionality refers to any unpriced spillover benefits that are additional to food production2. 

Agriculture, in the process of producing food and fibre, produces simultaneously, other goods and 

services, of public and private nature, for whose farmers should be compensated for. Among these 

public and private goods and services, the most often referred are: employment, providing recreation, 

preserving land, fostering water resources, preserving biodiversity, preserving historical heritage, 

                                                 
2 Trinity College Dublin EC4040 course Agricultural policy objectives lecture 2.  
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preserving landscape, and so on. The problem is how to evaluate these positive and negative 

externalities! 

The idea of multifunctionality seems to be an attempt to contrast EU agriculture, where small farms 

still have an important roll, with the industrialized agricultural systems used in Australia and United 

States of America.  

The fulfilment of CAP main objectives will be strongly aggravated in economic, social and 

environmental aspects with the enlargement. So, for the enlargement to be possible the EU has to 

adjust some aspects of actual CAP that can be conflicting issues.  

The economic aspects are of crucial important. CAP expenditures have to be limited to a level that 

member countries are able to finance. Also, the subsidisation of agriculture, to stay in line with World 

Trade Organization (WTO) constraints on agricultural policy, has to be limited; only those measures 

that are not considered as incentives to production are excluded from Production Support Estimate 

(PSE). 

All those aspects call for a new CAP that preserving farmers income, puts the focus on consumers 

well being, abandoning the policies that increase production, and stresses health and food safety 

policies. At the same time, it is necessary to allocate more resources to rural development. Rural 

areas must be afforded protection and must be guaranteed the sustainable production of renewable 

resources, namely in the CEEC. 
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2. The Agricultural Sector in EU and CEEC-10 

The following table presents some basic statistic data that puts in evidence some of the most 

important differences between the CEEC and the EU-15. 

[[ Table 1]]  

Before going through the figures in table 1, it is important to remind that we are talking about 

economies in transaction, so, some of the figures (for instance, inflation, allocation of employment 

among sectors, purchasing power) change very rapidly and the analysis looses its meaning. 

However, it is worthwhile to go through some of these figures to see what type of countries are we 

talking about and how different they are from the actual EU and among them.  

From the table above, it can be seen that there is big heterogeneity in physical and economical 

aspects among the candidate countries. The largest country, Poland, has an area 15 times the 

smaller one, Slovenia; and considering only the area that can be used for agriculture production, 

Poland is more than 20 times bigger than Slovenia. In Poland, of the total area of 31,3 million ha, the 

Utilized Agricultural Area (UAA) represents 18,6 million ha, that is, 59,4% of the total area.  

As it was told before, the agricultural sector is still of crucial importance for some of these countries. 

In Poland more than 2,6 million people work in agriculture, fisheries and forestry, representing 18,8% 

of total civilian employment. In the year 2000, agriculture and forestry employed about 40% of 

Romania civilian labour force. After Romania, Poland will have the second highest employment rate 

in agriculture of the EU-25 and will contribute approximately with 17% of the agricultural labour force. 

Both in Bulgaria and in Romania, the agricultural sector represents more than 12% of GDP. These 

figures put in evidence how low is the average productivity of labour in the agricultural sector. For 

instance, in Romania the 40% of the labour force working in agricultural sector only generates 12% of 

its GDP. This values contrast, in absolute and relative terms, with the correspondent ones from the 

EU-15 countries, where, on average, agriculture employs only 4,3% of the labour force and produces 

2,1% of GDP. 
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From what has been said, it seems clear that the main reason for the low productivity is over-

employment, which has both social and economic reasons. On the one hand, there is lack of 

employment in the other economic sectors and, on the other hand, as capital is relatively expensive it 

is substituted by the other main production factors: labour and land. This fact together with the 

depreciation of agriculture terms of trade explains the low productivity of labour and land. For 

instance, in Poland the net value added per ha reached a level of 222 €/ha in 1998 and this value 

decreased to 170 €/ha in 1999. These values are small compared with the EU -15 where net value 

added average was 833 €/ha in 1998 and 807 €/ha in19993. 

Several times, along the text, has been referred that Poland has a high agricultural potential. So, it 

worthwhile to analyse with more detail some agricultural aspects of Poland. Table 2 summarize some 

features of Poland agriculture.  

[[ Table 2]]  

As it can be seen from table 2, Poland is a big producer of animal and vegetable products, even 

when compared with the EU-15. The integration of Poland represents to increase production of EU by 

more than 10% for: cereals, vegetables, potatoes, fruits, milk and pork. Therefore, the development 

of Poland agriculture will have effects on EU agricultural markets and will have a tremendous impact 

in CAP budget if a reform will not occur. 

Poland is, from the agricultural point of view, the most important of this set of 10 new countries. It has 

about one third of the agricultural area of the CEEC candidates. Poland will be the fifth largest 

member state by area in the EU-25. 

                                                 
3 European Commission, Directorate-General for Agriculture. Agriculture Situation in the Candidate Countries. Country Report 

on Poland, July 2002.  
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In Poland the share of agriculture in GDP is declining rapidly. Its proportion is reduced from 8% in 

1990 to 2,9% in 2000 (i.e. not very far from the EU-15)4. 

Thinking in the potential of the enlarged market, it is important to take in account total population and 

the purchasing power of the new consumers. Again, looking to table 1, it can be seen that still exists 

a tremendous disparity among countries. So, while Slovenia has a purchasing power that is 70% of 

EU average, in Romania it represents only 24%. Food as percentage of household expenditure is 

40% for CEEC while in EU-15 is only 18% (Kearney, 2002). The most populated countries, Poland 

and Romania, are the ones with smaller purchasing power. Poland’s population of 38 million is the 

largest of the 10 candidate countries. Again, based on a population criteria, Poland in the EU-25 

would represent the fifth most populate country. 

Looking at environmental indicators, it is important to notice that although industrial production is not 

very developed, in most of these countries, they already have heavy emission levels of carbon 

dioxide; in some cases, like Czech Republic and Estonia, even higher than the EU average. A 

question to be answered is how entering countries will cope with the demands being made upon 

them to environmental cleanup.  

In most CEEC the negative externalities due to fertilization and use of pesticides are not so important 

as it is in EU countries. However, the level of quality of most of the production processes is low and 

very difficult to control. These aspects are of fundamental importance and have to be considered in a 

new CAP. 

 

                                                 
4 European Commission, Directorate-General for Agriculture. Agriculture Situation in the Candidate Countries. Country Report 

on Poland, July 2002.  
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3. Impact of Enlargement on Agriculture 

The integration of CEEC would increase EU agricultural area by 45%, double the employment in 

agriculture, increase population by 28% and GDP by 11%, measured in purchasing power 

standards5, and the number of farmers will increase 74%6. 

From the agricultural production point of view, the enlargement will offer very important opportunities 

to the CEEC, helping them to use more efficiently their productive potential, by free access to a 

market where exist modern inputs at lower prices and where final products have higher prices than in 

their one countries. In some countries like Poland, the terms of trade for agriculture have deteriorated 

since the start of the transaction period. During the period 1990-2000 input prices raised 9,2 times 

while output prices only rose 6,8 times. On the other hand, they have good soil and climate conditions 

for agricultural production. Also, having labour force in quantity and at lower price, these countries 

have comparative advantages to produce labour intensive goods, that is, products where it is difficult 

to substitute labour for capital, as for example, flowers, vegetables and fruits. 

Since 1989, there has been a significant change in the pattern of trade between EU and CEEC. 

There has been an increase in EU exports largely dominated by processed products, while the 

composition of CEEC exports as between primary and processed products has changed little. Also, 

during the decade of the 1990s, the price gap for EU and CEEC agricultural products has narrowed 

appreciably. Since the beginning of the transaction period, the trade between EU and CEEC has 

increased very much, but while agri-food exports from the CEEC to the EU-15 have doubled from 

1988 to 1998, EU exports to that bloc increased almost tenfold (Kearney, 2002). With exception for 

Hungary and Bulgaria, CEEC are, or became, net importer of food during the last decade. 

As it has been stated previously, new member states have an important potential of agricultural 

production, but the real volume of production depends upon CAP and the capacity of each country in 
                                                 
5 European Commission, Directorate General for Agriculture. “ Analysis of the impact on agricultural markets and incomes of 

EU enlargement to the CEECs”, March 2002.  
6 European Parliament, Report from the Commission of Agriculture and Rural Development- RR/47267PT.doc. Reporter: Karl 

Erik Olsson.  
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developing its agri-food sector. However, if the trend continues to be the same of the last decade, the 

earlier big concern about the substantial increase of agricultural exports and food products to the EU, 

arising from expansion in agricultural production in the new member states, does not seem so 

preoccupying. 

[[ Table 3]]  

Compared with EU-15 the actual production of CEEC is relatively small (see Table 3). In summary, it 

can be said that there are similarities between EU-15 and CEEC in terms of agricultural products; 

there are differences in terms of agriculture economic and social importance, farm sizes, land prices, 

factors productivity and income levels; although current production is limited in CEEC, but there is a 

high potential of production depending upon CAP evolution and CEEC productivity changes. 

 

4. CAP Budget 

One of the criticism to EU enlargement come from countries that receive cohesion funds, where 

agriculture still lags behind, by saying that the new countries will compete with them in EU allocation 

of funds.  

Next table gives a financial perspective for EU-25 adjusted for enlargement. 

[[ Table 4]]  

From table 4 one can see that, during the period 2000- 2006, while the total appropriations for 

commitments grow 15,7% the agriculture budget only increases 11,9%. In the year 200, agricultural 

budget represents 44,5% of total appropriations for commitments, while in 2006 that percentages 

decreases to 43,0%. The pre-accession aid, considered constant for the period under analysis, 

corresponds to 3,3% of total commitments in year 2000, but it will be less than 3% in 2006. 
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Let us see now the agricultural expenses foreseen with the 10 new countries. Table 5 presents the 

provisional estimates of the Commission to implement and apply the CAP and its instruments in the 

candidate countries. 

[[ Table 5]]  

Total estimated expenditures for the CEEC, in 2004, corresponds to 6,4% of total agriculture 

commitment appropriation and 8,6%, in 2006. As in absolute as in relative terms, the enlargement 

represents an important financial effort of EU. So, the EU-15 poorest countries have some reason to 

complain. From Table 4 it is possible to see that the budget for agriculture, for the period 2000-2006, 

is expected to grow at an annual rate of about 2%; a smaller growth than the part taken out by the 

new countries.  

The most important part of EU budget for CEEC agriculture goes to rural development, taking almost 

50% of total. However, given the administrative infrastructures of most part of these countries, and 

probable lack of programmes and project of real economic and social impact, it will be hard to believe 

that all that amount of money will be spent in an efficient manner. 

Let us see now how direct payments are distributed among crops. 

[[ Table 6]]  

The arable crop sector is, by far, the most important. In budgetary terms, arable land crops account 

for almost 75% of all direct payments in 2005. In 2006 that percentage will be slightly less (72%) 

because the budgetary impact of the dairy payments will begin. The direct payments for beef sector 

account for more than 20%, which makes it the second most important. 
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5. The CAP and the Enlargement 

The CAP will affect agriculture in the enlarged Union not only because the policy might change due to 

enlargement, but also because the policy has to be changed irrespective of the enlargement7.  

The CEEC needs a CAP that allows them to expand production, taking advantage of low labour and 

land costs. Generally, agriculture of the CEEC will gain in accession. Producer prices are lower than 

in EU and even if support does not go up to the EU level it will be likely higher than at present (see 

table 7). 

[[ Table 7]]  

If production is strongly limited by quotas or set-aside, price of food may increase, generating 

nourishment problems by price inflation and causing a rapid decrease in agricultural employment. 

The contraction of employment in agriculture is a very important issue that can have similar effects to 

those occurred in some EU countries. The reduction of employment in agriculture has to be 

simultaneous with the generation of new jobs by rural development programmes. If this will not 

happen, many region will suffer strong human desertification and when the rural development 

programmes arrive it will be too late: people will not already be there. On the other side, the 

imposition of production constrains would require the payment of direct aids, but a differentiated CAP 

could not in any case persist. The extension of direct subsidies, whilst possible within the budgetary 

ceiling, would destroy the fragile budgetary consensus reached at Berlin (Ardy, 2000). 

The immediate application of EU aid levels to CEEC could cause an imbalance between agricultural 

and non-agricultural incomes in the rural areas. The amount of cash from direct payments could 

decrease productivity and discourage investment in productive activities and increase the value of 

land, which does not benefit agricultural sector transformation. So, the decision of the Commission, of 

                                                 
7 Koester, Ulrich, “Impact of EU enlargement on Eupean agriculture”, Agra Europ’s 20th Anniversary Conference. Outtlook 

2001, London, 29- 30 March 2001. 
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a gradual introduction of direct payments over a transitional period of ten years, seems to be a good 

option.  

The environmental and food health aspects of CAP are, from our point of view, the most difficult to 

implement in CEEC. Although those countries still used lower amounts of fertilizers and pesticides 

than EU-15 and so, one could say that diffuse pollution is smaller per tone produced, some other 

types of point pollution are very high and still very difficult to control. The complete series of 

instruments for the promotion of environmental aspects in agriculture, available under the second 

pillar of the common agricultural policy should be further developed and implemented 

The control of food safety and public health are problems of high concern, given the limited 

administrative capacities of CEEC to supervise the fulfilment of UE agricultural legislation. In the 

enlargement process, the Commission should concentrate not only on food quantity production but 

also on quality and certification. It is important to ensure that CEEC production destined for domestic 

consumption or destined to foreign markets fulfils the same requirements, from the first day of 

accession. 

With or without EU enlargement it is vital for CAP future to create a third pillar within common 

agricultural policy that covers all policy instruments aimed at guaranteeing food quality and safety.  

 

Conclusions  

The enlargement is expected to have impact on agricultural prices, on productivity of main factors of 

production, on the EU budget, on the EU negotiations and commitments to the WTO, on rural 

employment and development. 
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With the enlargement, EU will be more agricultural than it is today. So, it seems that CAP and the 

agricultural sector will gain importance. This creates the need to placate the EU agricultural lobby for 

any reform. 

The expansion of CEEC agricultural production will, certainly, be constrained by the accession 

negotiations and food standards specifications, as well as by WTO obligations. 

The relative competitiveness of agricultural production and food industries of current and new 

member states will be a major determinant for the pattern of specialisation in each member country. 

The competitiveness of agriculture depends upon the evolution of a set of macroeconomic variables, 

especially the real exchange rates. A real appreciation of real exchange rates will make labour more 

expansive while tradable products and factors of production become relatively cheaper. This can 

undermine the comparative advantage of some CEEC on more labour intensive products.  

The accession CEEC represent a double threat for countries like Portugal, Spain, Ireland, Greece, 

and others where the sector of agriculture is still weak and continues to need structural incentives. 

From one side, they compete directly for CAP financial resources and, on the other side, they will 

increase market supply of products that other countries (for instance, Portugal or Spain) can also 

produce. Transfer to new member countries might be significant. All of these countries are poorer 

than the poorest EU country. Hence, all of them benefit from special funds provided from Brussels. 

Transfers are significant in the present EU: it is estimated that the poorest countries, Ireland, 

Portugal, Spain and Greece received between 2,33 and 5,31 percent of GDP annually from Brussels 

(Koester, 2001). The same author refers that those countries benefit the most which could draw on 

the specific agriculture provisions; Ireland received 5,31 percent out of which 3,00 from agriculture, 

Greece got 4,94 out of which 2,5 from agriculture. 

Labour mobility will have economic and social implications of particular importance for the enlarged 

EU, given the significant gaps in wages and per capita income between present and future members. 
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As CEEC economies develop and their population purchasing power increase there will be an 

increased demand for niche food products, which will bring new opportunities for EU-15. 
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Table 2 - Share of the average value of production in Poland and in EU-15 (1998-1999) 
 

Products In % of total for Poland In % of EU-15 

Cereals 18,0 12,0 

  - Wheat  8,0  9,0 

   -Barley  2,3 6,6 

   -Maize  0,4 1,4 

   -Oats 2,8 20,7 

   -Rye and Meslin  3,0 87,0 

   -Other cereals  1,4 89,0 

Rapeseeds 1,8 8,8 

Sugar 2,9 7,6 

Vegetables  7,4 11,0 

Potatoes 6,9 52,0 

Fruits 6,3 11,9 

Milk 13,6 10,0 

Beef 4,3 5,7 

Pork 18,7 12,0 

Eggs 3,4 7,7 

Poultry 5,4 6,3 

Sheep meat 0,1 0,4 

Source: Eurostat and Country Report on Poland, July 2002. 
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Table 3 – Share in world production  %  (1997-99) 
 

Production EU-15 CEEC 

Cereals 11 5 

Meat 16 4 

Milk 29 4 

Source: Adapted from Koester, Ulrich, “Impact of EU enlargement on European agriculture”, Agra Europe’s 20th 

Anniversary Conference. Outlook 2001, London, 29- 30 March 2001. 

 

Table 4 – Financial perspective (EU-25) adjusted for enlargement at 1999 prices (mio €) 
 

Commitment appropriations 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
Agriculture 40920 42800 43900 43770 44657 45677 45807 

• CAP 36620 38480 39570 39430 38737 39602 39612 
• Rural development 4300 4320 4330 4340 5920 6075 6195 

Pre-accession aid 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120 

• Agriculture 520 520 520 520    
• Pre-accession structural 

instrument 
1040 1040 1540 1040    

• PHARE (applicant countries) 1560 1560 1560 1560    
Total Appropriations for 
Commitments 

92025 93475 93955 93215 102935 104938 106501 

Source: European Parliament, Final Report A5-0117/2003. 
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Table 5 –Commission Budgetary Assessment (commitments) - 1999 prices (mio €) 
 

 2004 2005 2006 

Total direct payments p.m.  1173 1418 

Market expenditures 516 749 734 

Rural development 1534 1674 1781 

TOTAL 2048 3596 3933 

Source: Commission of the European Communities. Brussel, 30.1.2002, SEC (2002) 95 final 
 

Table 6 - Direct payments to CEEC by main sectors - 1999 prices (mio €) 
 

 2004 2005 2006 

Arable crops  861 1014 

Beef  254 299 

Dairy   38 

Tobacco  34 40 

Other  24 27 

TOTAL p.m. 1173 1418 

Source: Commission of the European Communities. Brussel, 30.1.2002, SEC(2002) 95 final. 
 

Table 7 – OECD Producer Support Estimate for CEEC member countries. Percentage PSE of 
producer value 

 1997 1998 1999p 
Czeech Republic 9 21 25 
Hungary 7 13 20 
Poland 22 23 25 
European Union 38 45 49 
OECD total 31 36 40 

Source Koester, 2001.Notes: p : provisional 
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Facultad de Ciencias Económicas y Empresariales 

Universidad de Extremadura 

España 

Introducción 

La necesidad y el interés por la formulación de una nueva política de cohesión en una Unión 

Europea ampliada representan no sólo un debate, que se viene organizando y desarrollando 

mediante informes, conferencias, dictámines, reuniones e  incluso por medios electrónicos 

interactivos con participación pública, sino un desafío para conquistar una Unión Europea más 

cohesionada y eficiente en una extensión mucho más importante de la totalidad del  territorio de 

Europa.  En principio, exigirá fijar mayores, semejantes o menores cuantías para su financiación, que 

resulten sostenibles y adecuadas dentro del presupuesto comunitario, en función de las necesidades 

de los antiguos y nuevos estados miembros y las posibilidades de contribución de los estados con 

mayor renta per cápita; pero también nos predispone a intentar lograr una redefinición objetiva y 

eficiente de los espacios económicos o regiones subvencionables  y a profundizar en los 

mecanismos de gestión, evaluación y control, que permitirán una mayor eficiencia. Por último, 

también abre la puerta aún más para reflexionar sobre la repercusión que también tienen sobre la 

cohesión económica y social otras políticas comunitarias y para tratar de establecer una estrategia y 

una trayectoria Política, que no sólo camine hacia la extensión y a la Unión (política), sino hacia la 

cohesión y la eficiencia en simultáneo. 

En principio, el nuevo cuadro de disparidades que representa la ampliación, no sólo en función de la 

renta per cápita media de los nuevos estados miembros, sino en función del empleo y otras variables 

estructurales que definen la economía de estos estados y regiones supone ya de por sí un desafío, 
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que es conveniente presentar y valorar en términos de niveles relativos y comparados antes y 

después de la ampliación. 

En segundo lugar, antes de centrarnos en el actual debate comunitario sobre la cohesión económica 

y social, interesa esclarecer la trayectoria  de aportación de fondos y la ya comprometida hasta el 

momento con respecto a los países candidatos en la época de preadhesión y en el período de 

programación 2000-2006. 

Por último, sintetizaremos y valoraremos las apreciaciones, posiciones y coincidencias de los 

antiguos estados miembros en este debate comunitario que se mantiene abierto y garantizado 

mediante la elaboración de informes, la celebración de reuniones, conferencias y hasta mediante 

mecanismos interactivos públicos a partir de la red internet y que comienza a llegar a su punto 

cúlmen en estos años previos a la negociación del período de programación 2007-2013. Además, 

plantearemos, lo que, desde nuestro punto de vista, sigue representando un desafío para lograr una 

Europa más cohesionada,  integrada y eficiente: una visión política de conjunto, una unidad política 

aún pendiente y una organización territorial armónica y policéntrica en el inmenso territorio de los 

futuribles Estados Unidos de Europa. 

 

1. Las disparidades económicas en una Unión Europea ampliada. 

Según ha sido puesto de manifiesto por los últimos Informes de Cohesión Económica y Social; y, en 

particular, por el último Informe elaborado, que es el “Segundo Informe Intermedio sobre la Cohesión 

Económica y Social”, de 30 de Enero de 2003, la situación de disparidades económicas internas 

tanto a nivel nacional, como regional, se agrava en una Europa ampliada. Expondremos brevemente 

la nueva situación en función de algunos ratios y consideraciones destacadas: 
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a) Al pasar de 15 estados miembros a 25 estados miembros, la diferencia entre el 10% de la 

población de las regiones más prósperas con respecto al 10 % de las menos prósperas se hará 

más del doble, lo que supone un incremento evidente de la dispersión. 

b) Además, se produce un desplazamiento geográfico de las disparidades, puesto que en una 

Europa ampliada (con 25 estados miembros), el 40% de los ciudadanos de regiones cuyo PIB 

per cápita es inferior al 75% de la media comunitaria residirán en los estados miembros 

actuales, preferentemente en los meridionales; y el 60% complementario, o sea la mayoría, 

residirá en los países candidatos, mayoritariamente del Este de Europa. Además el volumen de 

población con estas características pasará de ser 68 millones de personas a ser 116 millones de 

personas. 

c) Por último, en términos de empleo, si se quiere equiparar la tasa de empleo medio de los 

nuevos estados miembros a las tasas medias de empleo de los 15 estados miembros europeos, 

sería necesario crear tres millones de puestos de trabajo, lo que representa un desafío 

cuantioso. 

Este cuadro de disparidades representa la ampliación hacia una Europa más débil económicamente, 

aunque con una voluntad y una  ambición política inquebrantable de formar parte, junto con el resto 

de estados miembros actuales, de una Unión Europea ampliada y de contribuir, con su amplia 

formación, su amplio mercado y su tenaz propuesta y esfuerzo de recuperación económica al 

conjunto de los veinticinco estados miembros y de los futuribles veintiocho o más que conforman el 

continente europeo y que muy probablemente generen una Unión Europea completa. 

[[ Figura 1]]  
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2. La trayectoria ya recorrida y pactada de la política de cohesión económica y social con 

respecto a los países candidatos, hasta 2006. 

Aunque el debate y  los efectos de la adhesión de los nuevos países candidatos a la ampliación 

podrán comenzar a evaluarse en breve (2007) y condicionarán la negociación sobre la política de 

cohesión económica y social y de otras políticas comunitarias (2004-2006) para el futuro mediato 

(2007-2013), el proceso de preadhesión comienza, cuanto menos, con la puesta en funcionamiento 

de los fondos correspondientes destinados a este fin hace ya más de una década, que han venido 

facilitando la futurible adhesión. Estos son los siguientes: 

a) En primer lugar, el más antiguo es el programa PHARE, creado en 1989, que pretende, por un 

lado, reforzar las instituciones, las administraciones y los organismos públicos que garanticen la 

correcta aplicación del derecho comunitario; y, por otro lado, promueven nuevas inversiones en 

los sectores sociales y económicos en que son más necesarias (infraestructuras, empresas, 

medidas sociales). 

b) En segundo lugar, el  SAPARD (Programa especial de adhesión para la agricultura y el 

desarrollo rural) interviene en la preparación de los países candidatos para la política agrícola 

común de la Unión (desde el año 2000). Contiene una amplia gama de medidas en los ámbitos 

de la adaptación de las estructuras agrícolas, de la calidad de los alimentos y de la protección 

de los consumidores, del desarrollo rural y de la protección del medio ambiente, así como de la 

asistencia técnica. 

c) Y, por último, El ISPA (Instrumento de política estructural de preadhesión) interviene siguiendo 

el modelo del Fondo de Cohesión para financiar la construcción de grandes proyectos de 

protección del medio ambiente y de transportes (desde  el año 2000).  

Por último, también han sido previstas asociaciones y ayudas específicas de preadhesión para 

Malta, Chipre y Turquía. 
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[[ Cuadros 1 y 2]]  

Por último, y no menos importante, podemos asegurar que el debate y la negociación sobre los 

fondos de cohesión que disfrutarán los países candidatos en el período de programación 2000-2006 

se encuentran ya cerrados, tal y como se puede observar en el cuadro subsiguiente, que figura en el 

“Segundo Informe Intermedio ...”, y donde se consignan las cuantías de los fondos para los países 

de la adhesión en el período 2004-2006. 

[[ Cuadro 3]]  

Por tanto, el debate y el desafío actual de la Unión Europea se orienta hacia la política de cohesión 

económica y social en el período de programación 2007-2013. 

3. El centro actual y previsto del debate y algunas certezas que se perfilan para la negociación 

del período de programación 2007-2013. 

Con diferencia, debido al volumen y extensión de las nuevas disparidades que se avecinan en una 

Unión Europea ampliada, el centro del debate, o al menos la negociación más esperada sobre los 

fondos de cohesión se establece en torno a las cuantías disponibilizables y disponibilizadas de 

manera efectiva, en el período de programación 2007-2013, para poder seguir atendiendo, sin 

demasiados mayores esfuerzos financieros (pero tampoco demasiado menores) simultáneamente a 

las regiones y áreas más necesitadas dentro de la Unión Europea con 15 estados miembros, aunque 

con una paulatina reducción en sus dotaciones; y, por otra parte,  redirigir tanto o más redoblados 

esfuerzos hacia las regiones de los países de la adhesión, cuyo nivel económico genérico se 

encuentra aún muy por debajo de la mayoría de los estados miembros occidentales. En este sentido, 

las propuestas holandesas, uno de los países que más contribuyen al presupuesto comunitario, de 

fijar una base “nacional” para la redistribución, con el objetivo de disminuir las cuantías globales, 

establece, aunque rechazada por no caminar en el sentido y el espíritu del Tratado de la Unión, un 

punto extremo, que manifiesta el punto de vista de los países más contribuyentes a la conformación 

del presupuesto comunitario, frente a los que, de manera tradicional, y hasta el momento, han venido 
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disfrutando, en una Europa con 15 miembros, de los destinos de los fondos de cohesión económica 

y social (los países meridionales: España, Portugal, Grecia y Sur de Italia), muchas de cuyas 

regiones se podrían ahora ver excluidas, al menos parcialmente,  por el simple y virtual “efecto 

estadístico” de que ahora la media de PIB per cápita para 25 estados miembros, disminuye; y, por 

tanto, el nivel del 75% de esta media, que convertía a muchas regiones de estos estados en Objetivo 

1, también baja. De cualquier forma, y tal como señala D. Gervasio Cordero,  Subdirector General de 

Programación Territorial y Evaluación de Fondos Comunitarios en el Ministerio de Economía y 

Hacienda español (en “ El futuro de la Política Regional europea después de la próxima ampliación: 

el estado del debate): “Es difícil, no obstante, pensar que los estados miembros que pueden 

alinearse en torno a ese objetivo (el holandés) confíen seriamente en que ese tipo de alternativas 

tengan posibilidad real de ser aceptadas y abrirse paso. Más bien podría suponerse que se trata de 

una estrategia negociadora apoyada en unas posiciones iniciales de tipo maximalista que marquen, 

de entrada, la filosofía claramente restrictiva que proponen adoptar con respecto a las implicaciones 

que, en el orden financiero, puede tener la ampliación”. 

Sin embargo, y pese a este extremo esencial de la negociación, que es, en un principio,  de índole 

financiero, en primer lugar, el clima general del debate, al menos por el momento y hasta que lleguen 

momentos más decisivos en la negociación (que se preveen para 2004 y 2005), y avalado también 

por las manifestaciones del “Segundo Informe Intermedio ...” resulta cuanto menos conciliador y 

definidor de una evolución lógica en  las programaciones presupuestarias sin ninguna pretensión de 

revolución, (ni en las cuantías, ni en la filosofía de elaboración, ejecución y evaluación) sino en una 

trayectoria de mejora, compromiso, negociación y profundización, que ya comienza a fijar un 

conjunto de certezas y a renovar algunas prioridades comunes de cara al diseño de  la política 

futura. Entre las primeras, se estipula que: 

1) Los fondos de cohesión para la cohesión económica y social  han de mantenerse y dotarse en 

un futuro inmediato, debido al impacto macroeconómico favorable y ya demostrado, en 

anteriores períodos de programación, sobre la convergencia real de los estados miembros y sus 

regiones menos prósperos. 
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2) El desarrollo de las redes de infraestructura, la mejora de la accesibilidad y los proyectos de 

cooperación financiados gracias a estos fondos permiten una consolidación de la integración 

económica y política. 

3) Estos fondos permiten, en el sentido ya enunciado en la estrategia de Lisboa y en el Consejo 

Europeo de Gotemburgo, la necesaria reestructuración económica y social derivada de la 

globalización. 

4) y, por último, facilitan una mejor gobernabilidad (asociación, cultura de la evaluación, etc). 

Y entre las prioridades comunes, se contempla que: 

a) Se estima conveniente seguir basando los criterios de subvencionabilidad de las regiones 

menos desarrolladas en el nivel geográfico NUTS II y en el PIB per cápita a precios 

homogéneos como variable resumen de la actividad económica; aunque, en algunas 

propuestas, se pretende avanzar con otros criterios complementarios (por ejemplo, nivel de 

empleo, perifericidad, insularidad, etc.) 

b) Por otra parte, se espera establecer una solución justa para las 18 regiones (según 

informaciones de 2001) que, con una población de 21 millones de habitantes,  estan afectadas 

por el “efecto estadístico” de la ampliación y serían consideradas no subvencionables. Se 

espera alcanzar una solución aceptable en el Tercer Informe, que se publicará a final de 2003. 

Asimismo, se piensa establecer un período transitorio (“phasing out”), en el caso de todas 

aquellas regiones que efectivamente han superado la barrera del 75% de la media comunitaria, 

aún en una Unión Europea con 15 miembros; y siguen suponiendo una preocupación 

comunitaria tanto las regiones ultraperiféricas, que se recogen en el artículo 299 del Tratado, 

como las despobladas en los países nórdicos. 

c)  En relación a las áreas subvencionables que no corresponden con regiones menos 

desarrolladas, aunque se han recogido  algunas críticas con respecto a la eficacia de 

planteamiento y ejecución, se siguen manteniendo definiciones territoriales y temáticas de áreas 

problemáticas (entre las que se destacan las zonas urbanas, industriales o rurales, las 

dependientes de la pesca o las que presentan desventajas naturales) que son susceptibles de 



 
The European Union Enlargement: Social and Economic Impacts 

 160 

ser subvencionadas en aras de una mejor competitividad, grado de desarrollo sostenible o 

reestructuración económica y social, compatible con la nueva filosofía de orientación, armónica, 

sostenible y globalizada que se establece para la Unión Europea en los Consejos Europeos de 

Lisboa y de Gotemburgo. 

d) También la cooperación transfronteriza y regional se considera necesaria y evidente para 

incrementar el grado de integración económica y política comunitaria, que hasta el momento ha 

dado muy buenos resultados; y que, en el futuro, debe basarse en una Unión Europea con 

mayor número de fronteras internas y externas. De cualquier manera, una de las modificaciones 

esenciales para mejorar la eficacia en esta dirección de los fondos, consiste en la confección de 

un instrumento jurídico europeo que facilite la ejecución de programas europeos. 

e) En términos de ejecución, la experiencia acumulada de períodos de programación anteriores, 

recomienda intentar caminar hacia una simplificación flexible y adaptable a la diversidad de 

circunstancias y programas; hacia fórmulas de responsabilidad compartida, que garanticen la 

máxima descentralización desde la Comisión hasta las regiones (pasando por los estados 

miembros); pero, simultáneamente un control efectivo sobre las accciones y su efectividad, en 

un cuadro de ya consolidada evaluación continua ex – ante, intermedia y ex – post, que debería 

poder contar con un modelo único y con un fondo único. Este diseño mejorado y profundizado 

en una Europa comunitaria con 15 miembros, deberá además tener en cuenta la falta de 

experiencia y la necesaria adaptación de los nuevos países de la adhesión. 

f)  Por último, en línea con el debate que se establece actualmente, pero considerando el desafío 

que supone para una Unión Europea ampliada, no sólo superar el incremento de disparidades 

socioeconómicas previstas, en un horizonte intermedio, sino lograr la armonía, la governanza y 

la sostenibilidad anunciadas en el Consejo Europeo de Gotemburg, se asegura a los estados 

que la Unión Europea definirá los recursos financieros oportunos y necesarios en el transcurso 

de 2004 y 2005, una vez que haya sido publicado el Tercer Informe de Cohesión Económica y 

Social, pero lo que resulta importante e interesante para cifrarlos y para organizar la integración 

de las políticas comunitarias en el futuro por parte de los antiguos y nuevos estados miembros 

consiste en definir prioridades y objetivos para la superación del desafío de una Unión Europea 

más amplia, pero también más cohesionada, más eficiente, armónica e integrada. 
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4. Desafío de la política de cohesión y de las políticas comunitarias futuras en una Unión 

Europea ampliada. 

Consideremos el período de programación comunitaria 2007 a 2013, o consideremos otros 

posteriores; y consideremos una futurible Unión Europea con 25 estados miembros o con 30 a 35 

aproximádamente que están contenidos en el continente europeo, con un horizonte previsto y 

necesario de sostenibilidad socioeconómica y medioambiental, de eficacia e integración productiva y 

comunicativa cohesionada, en un ambiente globalizado pacífico y de progreso, el auténtico desafío 

de la Unión no es sólo su ampliación y su unidad política, sino el diseño coordinado y conjunto de las 

políticas comunitarias, donde no es acaso el ámbito nacional el que debe imperar para perspectivar 

la eficiencia y la cohesión económica y social, sino simultáneamente el  global de redes 

transeuropeas y el local de conexión de espacios socioeconómicos de pequeña escala ( nuts iv ó 

nuts v), que se estimulan  y orientan para que consigan una organización “mosaico” policéntrica, 

sostenible  y armónica. 
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Figuras y Cuadros 

Figura 1 

 

 

Cuadro 1. Ayudas de Preadhesión (Importes indicativos en millones de euros) 
 

Ayudas de preadhesión 

2000-2006 

21 840 

PHARE 10920 

SAPARD 3640 

ISPA 7280 
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Cuadro 2. Fondos de preadhesión: asignaciones anuales a partir del año 2000 para los países 
candidatos (en millones de euros,  a precios de 1999) 
 
Estados candidatos PHARE 

Programas 

nacionales 

ISPA* 

Mínimo  

ISPA* 

Máximo 

SAPARD 

 Bulgaria 100 83,2 124,8 52,1 

Rep. Checa 79 57,2 83,2 22,1 

Estonia 24 20,8 36,4 12,1 

Hungría 96 72,8 104,0 38,1 

Letonia  30 36,4 57,2 21,8 

Lituania 42 41,6 62,4 29,8 

Polonia 398 312,0 384,8 168,7 

Rumanía 242 208,0 270,4 150,6 

Eslovaquia 49 36,4 57,2 18,3 

Eslovenia 25 10,4 20,8 6,3 

Total 1 085 1 040 520 

 

* Para el ISPA, el reparto está indicado en forma de franjas con el fin de incitar a los 

beneficiarios a que propongan proyectos de calidad y con el fin de garantizar la 

gestión flexible de los recursos. 
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 Chipre y  Malta 

Un reglamento adoptado por el Consejo en marzo del año 2000 prevé, para el período 2000-2004, 

ayudas de preadhesión que se elevan a 57 millones de euros para Chipre y 38 millones para Malta. 

 

Cuadro 3. Copenhague: Distribución de los Créditos de Compromiso del Fondo de Cohesión 
y de los Fondos Estructurales para los 10 Nuevos Estados Miembros 

 



 
Política de Cohesión en una Unión Europea Ampliada 

 165

Bibliografía 

Calvet, Carlos (2001): “Mitogeometria de Portugal e outras histórias”, ed. Hugin, Lisboa 

Comisión de las Comunidades Europeas (2003): “Comunicación de la Comisión. Segundo Informe 
Intermedio sobre la cohesión económica y social”, Bruselas 

Cordero, G (2002): “El futuro de la política regional europea después de la próxima ampliación: el 
estado del debate”, número 1 de  Investigaciones Regionales, Asociación Española de Ciencia 
Reginal, Madrid 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
The European Union Enlargement: Social and Economic Impacts 

 166 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Expectativas para la Economía Española 

 167

Expectativas para la Economía Española ante la Ampliación de la UE 
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España 

 

El proceso de integración europea ya ha conseguido bastantes logros que algunos de sus 

precursores probablemente no llegaron a concebir. Comenzando por un núcleo de seis Estados, 

desde 1995 reúne a quince, de los cuales una docena comparten la moneda, alto exponente de 

asociación en el ámbito económico. 

Entre los retos de la actual Unión, sobresale su ampliación a un gran número de Estados candidatos, 

trece en total, de forma que ensancharía su territorio hasta los confines continentales, aunque se 

exceptuasen algunos países singulares. Las negociaciones se encuentran ya finalizadas con diez 

candidatos, para su adhesión en mayo de 2004, aunque está previsto que otros dos -Bulgaria y 

Rumanía- puedan cerrarlas con vistas a su integración en el año 2007. La solicitud turca todavía no 

encuentra una respuesta suficientemente clara. 

El elevado número de nuevos Estados es, claro está, una de las características de esta quinta 

ampliación respecto de las anteriores. Entre otras circunstancias, se agrandan los desafíos de 

entendimiento y organización con el futuro de casi treinta miembros, tema que se encuentra 

actualmente en debate. 

Por otra parte, en el ámbito económico, es especialmente importante otra peculiaridad de esta 

ampliación: las diferencias estructurales existentes entre la mayoría de los actuales miembros y los 
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que van a acceder a la Unión. Casi todas ellas se derivan del pasado político y del atraso 

económico, en muchos casos superior a dos decenios respecto a la media comunitaria, considerado 

el producto por habitante. Este trabajo recogerá las diferencias más relevantes, aunque su imagen 

global puede contemplarse en el cuadro núm. 1, que resalta la gran distancia con respecto de la 

actual Unión de casi todos los candidatos. Es una distancia mantenida incluso durante los últimos 

años, con pocas excepciones, a pesar del ritmo de crecimiento económico logrado en ciertos países, 

debido a que la base del mismo es muy inferior a la de los Quince. 

[[ Cuadro 1]]  

También debe considerarse que, con los doce países previsiblemente integrados durante esta 

década, se incrementan en un 33’5% el territorio y en un 28% (105 millones de habitantes) la 

población, experimentando -en sentido contrario- un descenso cercano al 15% el producto interior 

bruto. Todo ello exige, y exigirá, unos grandes esfuerzos de cohesión que amplíen los presupuestos 

y reorienten los gastos de la Unión. En este sentido, las perspectivas financieras para el período 

2000-06 contemplaron alrededor de 70.000 millones de euros como ayuda a la adhesión. 

Todo el conjunto de cuestiones someramente expuestas en los últimos párrafos, tendrán múltiples y 

variados efectos para los miembros de la Unión actual, entre ellos España. Algunos son ciertamente 

impredecibles o se manifestarán en periodos bastante dilatados, pero es factible estimar los que se 

derivan de los datos recientes y de las divergencias estructurales más destacadas. En este sentido, 

analizaremos la información disponible, nada abundante, a través de diversas fuentes 

(especialmente EUROSTAT, que ofrece mayor homogeneidad estadística). 

 

1. Incertidumbre sobre las políticas agraria y de cohesión. 

Esta ampliación supone indudablemente nuevos e importantes retos para el desarrollo futuro del 

conjunto de las políticas comunitarias. Por sus implicaciones financieras directas, entre otras que 
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atañen a España, esos retos son más relevantes para la Política Agraria Común y para la vinculada 

al objetivo de cohesión económica y social. 

La agricultura es un sector clave, al absorber casi el 45% de los gastos presupuestados por la UE y 

comprender una parte considerable del acervo comunitario. En este contexto, debe tenerse en 

cuenta que el peso de la actividad es todavía grande para la economía de los Estados candidatos, 

quienes poseen unas agriculturas con graves deficiencias estructurales. Por tanto, la ampliación 

comporta nuevas presiones sobre el presupuesto comunitario y sobre las regulaciones referidas al 

sector. 

Es sabido que la propia PAC, además, se encuentra en proceso de reforma, condicionada no sólo 

por sus singulares distorsiones sino también por la nueva ronda de la Organización Mundial de 

Comercio (OMC). 

Ante el cúmulo de circunstancias antedichas, en los Acuerdos Europeos de Asociación fue 

establecido un largo periodo transitorio que integrará a los candidatos en la PAC de una manera 

gradual, orientando las transferencias financieras esencialmente a la mejora de sus estructuras 

productivas, a la vez que prolonga la protección comercial comunitaria. 

Esta situación transitoria resulta favorable para España, que se encuentra abocada –en todo caso y 

por la reforma- a recibir menor dotación de ayudas agrarias de garantía que en la actualidad. Podría 

incrementar, sin embargo, las que tengan como objetivo el desarrollo rural, si lleva a cabo una 

apropiada negociación. 

Por otra parte, es constatable que la agricultura española está manteniendo una suficiente 

especialización y competencia respecto a la de los países candidatos, gracias a su mayor 

productividad y organización en diversos ámbitos. 
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Lo cierto es que las incógnitas sobre el futuro próximo de esta política común, sometida a diversas 

fuerzas de cambio y negociaciones, heterogénea y múltiple en sí misma, hacen muy aventurado el 

establecer previsiones concretas para plazos no muy cercanos de tiempo. 

Actualmente, también resulta imposible despejar las dudas que se ciernen sobre otra política 

fundamental de la UE, como es la dedicada a mejorar su cohesión económica y social, absorbiendo 

ya un tercio del presupuesto. Es de singular importancia para España, pues los recursos percibidos 

de los Fondos Estructurales y de Cohesión alcanzan un equivalente al 1’3% de su PIB en el actual 

periodo 2000-06. 

Según los datos de PIB por habitante correspondientes a 2000, en los doce Estados candidatos de 

esta década, sólo cuatro regiones sobre su total de 56 registran un nivel superior al 75% de la media 

existente en la UE actual. Es decir, casi la totalidad del territorio que se adhiere sería actualmente 

beneficiario del objetivo número 1. Esta es otra expresión del retraso económico existente en dichos 

países, mientras en la UE actual permanecerían en el objetivo solamente 48 de sus 211 regiones 

(siempre consideradas la NUTS-2). 

A consecuencia de la disminución del PIB medio (en más de un 10%) que se experimentará con la 

ampliación más próxima hasta 25 miembros, la cuestión que se plantea –según puede observarse 

en el cuadro nº 2- es la “salida” de muchas regiones del objetivo 1. Concretamente, en España ya 

sólo resultarían beneficiarias cuatro: Andalucía, Castilla – La Mancha, Extremadura y Galicia. En el 

periodo vigente, lo son once. 

[[ Cuadro 2]]  

Por añadidura, según los mismos datos, España quedaría excluida de los beneficios del Fondo de 

Cohesión, en su planteamiento actual, al alcanzar un PIB por habitante superior al 90% del promedio 

de la UE-25. 
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Dada la considerable distancia económica de los candidatos y los límites al presupuesto comunitario, 

los fondos mencionados habrán de experimentar una considerable reorientación. Además, la política 

agraria y la regional compiten por la absorción de recursos, sin que se encuentre definida la 

estrategia que seguirán en el próximo futuro. 

En el momento actual, se barajan diversas posibilidades para la cohesión sobre las regiones 

atrasadas en el futuro periodo de programación. Van desde el mantenimiento estricto del umbral del 

75%, excluyéndose así a un elevado número de regiones de los Quince, hasta la fijación de dos 

umbrales, uno para las de estos y otro para las de los nuevos miembros; es decir, dos categorías de 

regiones retrasadas. 

Las posibilidades intermedias mantendrían ayudas transitorias (phasing-out) de distinta intensidad 

para las regiones actualmente beneficiarias; o elevarían el umbral por encima del 75% de la media a 

UE-25, permitiendo reducir o incluso suprimir el efecto “automático” de exclusión de regiones 

verdaderamente atrasadas (de los Quince) provocado por la ampliación (CORDERO, G. 2002). 

El último documento de la Comisión acerca de este debate [COM (2003) 34 final], expresa que la 

mayoría de las posiciones comunicadas están a favor de mantener el porcentaje del 75%, utilizado 

desde 1989. Sin embargo, este criterio podría ser completado con otros, como tasa de desempleo, la 

productividad, la perificidad, la evolución demográfica, ... Por tanto, el tema se encuentra abierto. 

En este sentido, también influye el reparto de los fondos estructurales entre objetivos, y estimamos 

que se producirá un recorte de los asignados al número 2, para afrontar las mayores necesidades 

del conjunto resultante como regiones atrasadas. 

En resumen, todo depende de cómo se concreten las perspectivas financieras para el nuevo periodo 

2007-13. Resulta muy probable que España va a recibir bastante menos recursos que en periodo 

vigente para su desarrollo regional y de infraestructuras. Sólo una estrategia muy hábil y la legítima 

defensa del principio de cohesión, en el contexto de la unanimidad exigible –según el compromiso ya 

logrado por el gobierno español, puede contrarrestar la reducción de recursos. 
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2. Nueva competencia en la inversión extranjera. 

La entrada de capitales en los Estados candidatos viene siendo últimamente muy importante, 

teniendo sus incidencias más significativas en la destinada a la inversión directa. Así, entre 1989 y 

2000, sobre todo en el trienio final, la inversión extranjera directa (IED) alcanzó las cantidades 

recogidas en el cuadro núm. 3. Sin duda, esta absorción de capitales implica un desvío de los 

potencialmente dirigidos a España, lo que resulta probable tenga más intensidad en el próximo 

futuro. 

[[ Cuadro 3]]  

El principal origen de estos flujos es la Unión Europea, con una cuota en torno al 70% del total. 

Sobresalen mucho Alemania (20%), Holanda (14%) y Francia (12%). Por el contrario, las inversiones 

españolas sólo suponen un simbólico 0’5 por ciento. Entre los receptores, destacan Polonia, 

Hungría, la Republica Checa y Estonia (véase cuadro núm. 3). 

Ciertamente, los Estados más próximos a integrarse cuentan con ventajas competitivas numerosas 

para la IED, que enunciaremos: 

a) La credibilidad de sus reformas institucionales y económicas, así como su respuesta a la 

estrategia de adhesión aplicada por la UE. 

b)  Su localización geográfica junto al eje nórdico -Alemania- Norte de Italia, atractiva para las 

estrategias multinacionales. 

c) Sus apropiadas dotaciones de capital humano, manifiestas en los cuadros número 4 y 5. 

Destaca el nivel medio de instrucción y, en algunos países (los bálticos), el superior. 

d) Los bajos costes laborales, a gran distancia de los existentes en España y en toda la Unión. El 

cuadro núm. 6 ilustra esta situación, cualesquiera que sean las correcciones a aplicar. Por 

añadidura, revela que las diferencias van a mantenerse durante largo tiempo, como ocurre con 

los salarios españoles respecto a otros Estados de la Unión. 
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e) La cuantía de los fondos percibidos por la entrada en la UE, y su destino a infraestructuras y 

reconversiones que atraerán a múltiples empresas. 

[[ Cuadros 4, 5 y 6]]  

Ante este perfil de los nuevos socios, las expectativas son claramente desfavorables para España en 

este ámbito. Para contrarrestarlas, se hace necesaria la actuación urgente en dos direcciones: 

reforzar los factores de productividad en las empresas españolas (como son la formación laboral y la 

innovación) y compensar nuestra ubicación geográfica -que se hace más periférica- con la mejora de 

los transportes y las comunicaciones. 

 

3. Ajustes en los intercambios comerciales y sectores manufactureros. 

Como consecuencia  de las reformas en los países candidatos y de la liberalización comercial 

derivada de los Acuerdos Europeos, se ha producido un gran incremento en los intercambios entre la 

UE y aquellos. Así pues, la participación de los PECO (incluida Turquía) en las importaciones 

comunitarias pasó de representar poco más del 3% a finales de los ochenta hasta un 10%  en 2000, 

mientras las exportaciones de la UE dirigidas a los mismos subieron también en dicho periodo desde 

un 3 a un 13’5%. Por ello, la Unión se ha convertido en el socio comercial más importante de los 

PECO, y estos en el segundo de la Unión, detrás sólo de Estados Unidos. 

España ha participado activamente también en la intensificación de estas relaciones comerciales, 

pero no se encuentra entre los Estados que mantienen mayor intercambio con esa área. Alemania, 

Italia y Francia son los que más destacan, como puede comprobarse en el cuadro núm. 7. Las 

importaciones españolas procedentes de los candidatos han pasado de una cuota próxima al 2% a 

finales de los ochenta a la de 4’5% en 2000, y las exportaciones españolas dirigidas a los mismos se 

incrementaron en el mismo periodo de poco más del 1 al 8%. Polonia, Hungría y la República Checa 

absorben la mayor parte en las transacciones comerciales de España con el grupo. 
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[[ Cuadro 7]]  

Por lo expuesto, puede decirse que buena parte de los efectos de la ampliación se ha producido, en 

el ámbito comercial, de manera anticipada. Como era de esperar, el saldo de los intercambios se 

mantiene favorable tanto para el conjunto de la Unión como para España. Lógicamente, a medida 

que los PECO desarrollen sus economías, y sus ventajas competitivas, seguirán incrementándose 

estas relaciones, con unos resultados probablemente más equilibrados a largo plazo.  

Por otro lado, hay que tener en cuenta que los países candidatos compiten ya con el nuestro en los 

mercados comunitarios comprobándose un deterioro gradual de las exportaciones españolas a favor 

de las procedentes de aquellos. Esto se da no únicamente en sectores convencionales, sino también 

en otros de carácter dinámico y de alta tecnología. Se trata de un efecto de desviación de comercio 

que puede fortalecerse en los próximos años como resultante de dos factores principales: la 

creciente inversión extranjera que reciben los PECO y las estrategias de las multinacionales 

tomándolos como base dentro de las redes para abastecimiento de manufacturas. 

En este orden, consideramos de interés la información recogida en el cuadro núm. 8, tomando 

resultados de un excelente estudio auspiciado por “la Caixa” (MARTÍN, C. Y OTROS, 2002). 

Mediante la proyección de los cambios registrados en la especialización exportadora de España 

frente a los PECO en el comercio con la UE y otros cálculos complementarios, el estudio llega a las 

caracterizaciones resumidas por el cuadro. Es relevante considerar que los sectores afectados 

negativamente suponen un 57% del output manufacturero total y destinan un 30% de su output a la 

exportación, mientras que los afectados positivamente son menos exportadores  (15% de su output). 

Por último, destacamos otro resultado de dicha investigación: el balance neto de pérdidas y 

ganancias estáticas en porcentaje del output comercializable de los sectores afectados, bajo los 

supuestos considerados, se cifraría en el 2’69%. En definitiva, es previsible un descenso de la 

producción industrial española a medida de que avance el proceso de ampliación. 

[[ Cuadro 8]]  
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Todo lo expuesto en este apartado lleva a pronosticar el deterioro de nuestro saldo comercial, 

positivo pero ya decreciente, con los futuros miembros de la Unión, al tiempo que pueden verse 

comprometidas progresivamente las exportaciones a los mercados europeos tradicionales. Sería 

deseable, por tanto, un mayor empuje de las empresas españolas ante las muchas posibilidades que 

abre la ampliación en tamaño de mercado y en futuro desarrollo de los PECO. El apoyo de las 

administraciones públicas, reforzando las bases de competitividad nacional, resulta también 

imprescindible. 

 

4. Escasa entidad de la inmigración hacia España. 

Al contrario del comercio y la inversión, en los flujos migratorios no se han producido efectos 

anticipados a la ampliación, puesto que los Acuerdos Europeos no establecían la libre circulación de 

trabajo, contemplando únicamente el derecho de no discriminación para aquellos trabajadores de los 

PECO que ya residían en la UE. Además, los Estados de la misma han venido aplicando unas 

políticas migratorias bastante restrictivas durante los últimos años, que atenuaron la aceleración de 

las entradas tras la caída del muro de Berlín y los cambios en esa parte de Europa. 

De cualquier modo, las marcadas diferencias de nivel de vida con la UE, junto a su mayor estabilidad 

social, han tenido un efecto de atracción considerable para los habitantes de los países candidatos, 

lo que ha seguido alimentando notablemente su emigración hacia aquella. 

La mayor parte de esta emigración se dirige a Alemania (de lejos, la mayor receptora, en número 

total), Austria e Italia; es decir, los países más cercanos a los PECO. En el resto, exceptuando Reino 

Unido y Suecia, las cifras son bajas, como puede observarse en el cuadro núm. 9. 

[[ Cuadro 9]]  



 
The European Union Enlargement: Social and Economic Impacts 

 176 

Dicho cuadro también muestra que España ha absorbido sólo unos 21.000 inmigrantes de los 

PECO, lo que representa un exiguo 0’05% de su población. En 1999 registra una cifra relativamente 

alta, dentro de su acumulado en el año anterior. Puede verse que otros Estados muy distantes 

geográficamente, como Irlanda o Portugal, también reciben escasísima inmigración de este tipo. 

Cabe señalar que los principales países de origen en la inmigración española de esta área son 

Polonia, que suma alrededor de la mitad, Rumanía, con una cuarta parte, y Bulgaria. 

Es bastante probable que se intensifiquen los flujos migratorios procedentes de los PECO después 

de su adhesión a la UE, ya que los contrastes en los niveles de vida entre ambas partes seguirán 

siendo muy marcados durante largo tiempo. Sin embargo, no cabe esperar que se produzcan 

movimientos masivos. Además, las negociaciones de adhesión han retrasado hasta siete años la 

libre circulación de trabajadores. 

En este sentido, también debe considerarse que el libre comercio y la movilidad de capital pueden 

llegar a contrarrestar estos movimientos. De hecho, países como la República Checa, Eslovaquia y 

Eslovenia registran actualmente tasas de migración positivas como consecuencia del retorno de sus 

emigrantes. 

Una vez que se instaure la libre circulación de sus trabajadores, los estudios de la Comisión sitúan 

en torno a 335.000 personas por año la corriente migratoria desde los doce primeros candidatos a la 

UE, para descender a menos de 150.000 personas un decenio después. Distintas estimaciones, 

recogidas en MARTÍN, C. Y OTROS (2002), cifran en algo más de un millón de personas dicha 

corriente al horizonte 2010, poco después de la plena integración, o alrededor de 200.000 

emigrantes anuales. En el caso de España, todos los pronósticos coinciden en señalar la escasez de 

movimientos demográficos procedentes de los PECO, creyendo difícil sumar un 0’1% de su 

población mediada la próxima década. Sin embargo, conviene resaltar que todas estas estimaciones 

están sometidas a un considerable grado de incertidumbre, al basarse en supuestos que pueden 

variar sustancialmente, lo que no impide insistir en que España, por su lejanía y diferencias 

culturales (idioma, etc.), no sería un destino preferente de cualquier modo. 
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En lo que se refiere a la incidencia que esta inmigración puede tener sobre el mercado de trabajo, lo 

que resulta de interés en el caso español dados los niveles de desempleo registrados, cabe alguna 

puntualización. Nos referimos a la circunstancia de que, en general, los porcentajes más elevados de 

empleo del colectivo de inmigrantes PECO en la UE se concentran en actividades de bajos salarios y 

cualificación. En España este fenómeno se manifiesta con especial intensidad aunque la formación 

de estos trabajadores sea muy superior a la que es precisa para su tarea, lo que es consecuencia de 

diversas circunstancias, entre ellas las barreras idiomáticas. 

Por todo lo expuesto, las repercusiones del desplazamiento de población de estos países hacia 

España deben manifestarse muy lentamente y con escasa entidad, salvo quizás en el colectivo de 

trabajadores nacionales menos cualificados. 

 

A modo de conclusión. 

Hemos intentado analizar el formidable desafío que afronta la integración europea al incorporar un 

conjunto amplio de Estados con fuerte desnivel económico, así como algunas repercusiones que 

este hecho puede tener sobre España, siempre partiendo de la base de que muchas de ellas sólo se 

manifestarán a largo plazo y son impredecibles. 

Con la excepción de los efectos beneficiosos que se esperan de la extensión del mercado y del 

potencial exportador español, buena parte de las expectativas que surgen de los elementos 

analizados no resultan ciertamente satisfactorias para nuestra economía. En este sentido, son más 

destacables la reducción de ayudas estructurales, el desvío de inversión extranjera y un probable 

deterioro comercial. Si se confirman estas pesimistas previsiones, lógicamente, se registrarían una 

desaceleración del PIB y un empeoramiento del desempleo, aunque sin proporciones gravemente 

perjudiciales. 
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Para cambiar este panorama y aprovechar todas las oportunidades que brinda la ampliación, se 

hace preciso reforzar con urgencia la actividad de las empresas y los factores de competitividad de 

nuestra economía, especialmente cara a los mercados comunitarios, incluyendo a los PECO (en 

donde se hace necesaria la inversión directa española). En todo ello, resulta imprescindible una 

actuación estatal contundente y eficaz. Esta eficacia también debe probarse con unos resultados 

favorables para España, dentro de lo posible, en las negociaciones de las Perspectivas Financieras 

2007-13 y de la reforma de la Política Agrícola Común. 
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Figuras y Cuadros 
 
 
 

Cuadro 1. PIB por habitante a precios corrientes (en PPA) 
 

 UE-15=100  2001 

 1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  En PPA 

Bulgaria 28  28  28  27  28  6.500 

Chipre 83  84  85  78  80  18.500 

Eslovaquia 49  50  49  46  48  11.100 

Eslovenia 66  67  68  67  69  16.000 

Estonia 38  39  38  40  42  9.800 

Hungría 47  49  50  51  51  11.900 

Letonia 27  28  28  28  31  7.700 

Lituania 35  36  34  36  38  8.700 

Malta 55  55  55  --  --  -- 

Polonia 38  38  39  40  40  9.200 

República Checa 62  60  59  56  57  13.300 

Rumanía 26  25  24  24  25  5.900 

Turquía 29  29  26  25  22  5.200 

CANDIDATOS-13 35  35  34  33  33  7.600 

UE-15 100  100  100  100  100  23.200 

ESPAÑA 80  79  82  82  83  19.200 

Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Comission Européenne (2002b) 
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Cuadro 2. PIB por habitante (en PPA) 
 

 UE-15=100  UE-25=100 
 2000  Media 98-00  2000 

Andalucía 61,2  60,2  67,4 

Aragón 87,9  86,6  96,9 

Asturias 70,9  69,9  78,1 

Baleares 98,3  98,4  108,4 

Canarias 77,5  77,6  85,5 

Cantabria 80,3  77,2  88,5 

Castilla y León 75,9  74,8  83,7 

Castilla - La Mancha 66,8  66,0  73,6 

Cataluña 99,5  98,2  109,7 

Com. Valenciana 79,2  78,1  87,3 

Extremadura 53,0  51,9  58,4 

Galicia 64,7  64,4  71,3 

Com. de Madrid 110,0  108,9  121,2 

Murcia 68,7  68,2  75,7 

Navarra 105,3  103,1  116,1 

País Vasco 101,5  99,3  111,9 

La Rioja 91,2  91,5  100,5 

Ceuta y Melilla 68,1  69,0  75,1 

ESPAÑA 82,2  81,2  90,6 

UE-15 100,0  100,0  110,2 

10 Ests. Candidatos 43,7  44,1  48,2 

UE-25 90,7  90,7  100,0 

12 Ests. Candidatos 38,0  38,5  41,9 

UE-27 86,5  86,6  95,3 

Los datos regionales inferiores a 75 aparecen destacados en negrita. 
Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Comisión Europea (2003). 
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Cuadro 3. Inversión Extranjera Directa (millones de €) 
 

       Entre 1989 y 2000 

 1998  1999  2000  Total  Por habte. €  Cuota UE (%) 

Bulgaria 479  756  1.057  3.579  441  58 

Chipre 62  114  174  1.786  2.551  -- 

Eslovaquia 504  306  1.627  3.915  726  70 

Eslovenia 221  170  141  1.659  833  81 

Estonia 513  284  260  20.931  1.450  85 

Hungría 1.815  1.873  1.790  21.063  2.099  64 

Letonia 318  334  358  2.636  1.114  51 

Lituania 826  456  385  2.560  696  72 

Malta 238  770  693  3.085  7.712  -- 

Polonia 5.678  6.821  10.087  31.508  814  64 

República Checa 3.303  5.932  4.854  23.503  2.280  83 

Rumanía 1.812  977  1.085  7.343  329  57 

Turquía 838  735  1.153  8.996  140  -- 

Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Comisión Europea (2002) y European Commission (2002). 
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Cuadro 4. Nível de Instrucción de la población de 25 a 59 años en 2001 (% Total) 
 

 Escaso  Medio  Elevado 

Bulgaria 26  52  22 

Eslovaquia 13  76  11 

Eslovenia 23  63  14 

Estonia 12  59  29 

Hungría 26  60  14 

Letonia 18  63  19 

Lituania 11  42  47 

Polonia 17  71  12 

República Checa 12  76  12 

Rumanía 25  65  10 

UNIÓN EUROPEA 34  44  22 

ESPAÑA 57  18  25 

Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Comisión Europea (2003) 
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Cuadro 5. Número de internautas por 100 habitantes 
 

 1998  2000  

Bulgaria 1,8  5,2  

Eslovaquia 9,3  12,1  

Eslovenia 10,1  15,2  

Estonia 10,3  25,3  

Hungría 3,9  7,1  

Letonia 3,3  6,1  

Lituania 1,9  4,1  

Polonia 4,1  7,2  

República Checa 3,9  9,7  

Rumanía 2,2  3,6  

UNIÓN EUROPEA 9,9  26,3  

ESPAÑA 4,4  13,9  

Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Commission Européenne (2002a) 
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Cuadro 6. Ganancia mensual bruta media de asalariados a tiempo pleno en industria y 
servicios (1999) 
 

 Ganancia, en €  España=100 

Bulgaria 110  9,1 

Eslovaquia 271  22,4 

Eslovenia 809  67,0 

Estonia 291  24,1 

Hungría 318  26,3 

Letonia 226  18,7 

Lituania 251  20,8 

Polonia 442  36,6 

República Checa 359  29,7 

Rumanía 120  9,9 

ESPAÑA 1.208  100,0 

Alemania 2.688  222,5 

Dinamarca 3.281  271,6 

Francia 2.162  179,0 

Holanda 2.287  189,3 

Reino Unido 2.707  224,1 

   Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Commission Européenne (2002a) 
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Cuadro 7. Comercio de la UE con los Estados Candidatos 
 

 Valor en 2000  Variaciones (%) 

 (miles mills. de €)  00/99  99/98  00/95 

 Imps.  Exps.  Saldo  Imps.  Exps.  Imps.  Exps.  Imps.  Exps. 

Alemania 50,6  57,4  6,8  20  23  12  -1  95  101 

Austria 9,4  10,1  0,7  34  16  12  7  167  94 

Bélgica 4,6  6,5  1,8  28  27  --  --  --  -- 

Dinamarca 2,2  2,2  0,0  19  8  12  -2  106  70 

Finlandia 2,0  4,4  2,4  61  25  2  1  142  137 

Francia 9,7  14,9  5,2  31  25  14  9  116  145 

Grecia 1,8  2,5  0,7  46  54  -2  2  101  116 

Luxemburgo 0,2  0,3  0,1  93  31  --  --  --  -- 

Irlanda 0,8  1,7  0,9  30  59  69  30  379  292 

Italia 13,3  20,4  7,1  27  32  11  -3  91  88 

Holanda 6,1  8,5  2,4  18  29  12  4  104  123 

Portugal 0,8  0,5  -0,3  61  55  23  6  241  186 

Reino Unido 9,0  10,3  1,3  33  39  13  -5  141  116 

Suecia 3,6  5,3  1,7  43  17  11  18  155  165 

ESPAÑA 3,0  5,4  2,4  34  57  17  -1  139  234 

EU-15 117,0  150,3  33,3  26  27  12  1  111  113 

Fuente: ALLEN, T. (2001) sobre datos de EUROSTAT . 
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Cuadro 8. Sectores manufactureros españoles previsiblemente afectados por el ajuste 
comercial de la ampliación. 
 

 Grado de   Demanda  Otros datos 

 
impacto  mundial  relevantes 

NEGATIVAMENTE      

- Maquinaria de oficina y otros Fuerte  Alta       (a) 

- Material eléctrico Fuerte  Alta       (a) 

- Material de transporte Fuerte  Media       (a)  (b) 

- Madera, corcho y otras manufacturas Fuerte  Media   

- Productos metálicos Fuerte  Baja   

- Productos textiles y calzado Fuerte  Baja             (b)     

- Maquinaria agrícola e industrial Débil  Media       (a) 

- Metales férreos y no férreos Débil  Baja       (a) 

- Minerales y pts. no metálicos Débil  Baja   

POSITIVAMENTE      

- Químico Fuerte  Alta       (a)  (b)     

- Alimentación, bebidas y tabaco Fuerte  Baja             (b) 

- Caucho y plásticos Débil  Media       (a)   

- Papel y derivados Débil  Baja   

(a) Orientación exportadora superior a la global de la manufacturas españolas. 
(b) Participación elevada en el output manufacturero total español.  
Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de MARTÍN, C. Y OTROS (2002). 
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Cuadro 9. Población procedente de los PECO. 
 

 Al 1 enero 1999  En 1999 

 Población (miles)  % Población total  (miles) 

Alemania 1.926,0  2,35  31,2 

Austria 337,9  4,18  38,0 

Bélgica 16,2  0,16  10,6 

Dinamarca 46,6  0,88  --- 

Finlandia 38,9  0,75  3,7 

Francia 63,0  0,11  --- 

Grecia 53,4  0,51  --- 

Luxemburgo ---  ---  2,3 

Irlanda 0,0  0,00  0,0 

Holanda 39,0  0,25  5,3 

Portugal 2,1  0,02  0,3 

Reino Unido 118,4  0,20  13,9 

Suecia 112,7  1,27  5,5 

ESPAÑA 21,0  0,05  6,2 

Los datos excluyen las migraciones clandestinas. 
Fuente: elaboración propia sobre datos de Commission Européenne (2002a). 
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Introdução 

A concorrência por via do alargamento aos países do centro e leste europeu pode obrigar ou induzir 

algumas movimentações interessantes entre as duas economias ibéricas. Pode , por exemplo: 

Ø conduzir a uma aproximação e maior cooperação entre as duas economias tendo em vista uma 

estratégia comum nos mercados do leste e de países terceiros( a iberização da integração); 

Ø conduzir a uma maior concorrência entre os dois países ibéricos, com estratégias separadas, 

tendo em vista explorar vantagens próprias e atrair mais e melhor investimento directo 

estrangeiro ( a comunitarização do mercado penínsular); 

Ø conduzir a uma estratégia-mix, de cooperação e competição, seja no mercado interno europeu 

e ibérico, seja no mercado de países terceiros. 

Nestas movimentações assumem importância crucial os factores extra-económicos, na exacta 

medida em que os factores económicos vão sendo, progressivamente, harmonizados pela lógica 

inerente ao mercado interno comunitário. Falamos dos factores de contexto, de controlo e de 

regulação. 
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1. A geopolítica do alargamento. 

A geopolítica do alargamento constitui um desafio de proporções incalculáveis. O alargamento 

transforma o conceito, as prioridades, a estrutura da despesa e o protagonismo da União na cena 

internacional. Nela, a economia da segurança assumirá um papel de grande relevo. A fronteira 

exterior da União será, doravante, uma fonte permanente de problemas recorrentes: na orla 

mediterrânica, no sudeste europeu, no médio oriente, na região do caucaso, na fronteira ocidental da 

federação russa. 

Desta orientação decorre, também, a absoluta necessidade de uma revisão profunda do padrão de 

governação europeia, no sentido de um novo equilibrio entre a continentalidade europeia e a sua 

longa, turbulenta e subdesenvolvida orla fronteiriça. Este nexo de causalidade entre alargamento, 

continentalidade e economia da segurança questiona a geo-estratégia da península ibérica no futuro 

próximo, dada a maior perificidade relativa da posição peninsular no novo contexto. Esta situação 

poderia, mesmo, agravar-se no caso de a relação transatlântica passar por um período mais ou 

menos longo de desactivação, na sequência da guerra com o Iraque. Acresce que, uma nova política 

mediterrânica no quadro de um renovado processo de Barcelona poderá repercutir-se 

negativamente, não só nas dinâmicas territoriais do sul da Europa, como nos meios orçamentais 

dísponíveis para as políticas de coesão; na mesma linha de raciocínio, uma preferência atribuida ao 

mediterrâneo oriental pode ocasionar algum mal-estar na União Magrebina Arabe e, 

correlativamente, nas suas relações com os países ibéricos. 

São conhecidas as vantagens comparativas dos países do alargamento face aos dois países 

ibéricos, Não nos vamos debruçar, agora, sobre estática comparada, Aliás, o nosso exemplo é 

eloquente acerca do modo como se transformam vantagens comparativas em vantagens 

competitivas, quase vinte anos após a adesão. Não basta ser bom aluno e cumprir as condições de 

adesão como se tudo se reduzisse a realizar, ordeiramente, os trabalhos de casa. Como mais à 

frente se verá a propósito dos conselhos aos novos Estados-membros. 
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Ao contrário da geopolítica ibérica em 1986, a geopolítica dos países do centro e leste europeu é 

muito mais complexa e faz pairar sobre esta imensa zona uma enorme interrogação. Falamos do 

refluxo turbulento da fronteira euro-asiática, em toda a sua extensão leste e sudeste, sobre os novos 

Estados-membros da União. Que o terrorismo internacional pode precipitar em qualquer momento. 

No plano económico, este conjunto de países faz a passagem entre a “velha europa” e as grandes 

economias continentais da euroásia, como são a Russia, a China e a India. Qual a capacidade dos 

novos países em atrair e reciclar investimento europeu que, a partir desta plataforma europeia, se 

projecta para aquelas grandes economias emergentes com taxas de crescimento e rentabilidade dos 

capitais incomparavelmente superiores às ociden tais? 

Qual o papel da economia alemã ou, melhor, dos capitais alemães na reorganização desta sub-

região europeia e sua projecção para o leste euroasiático? 

Dito isto, as questões cruciais da geopolítica interna dos novos países, para além da estabilidade 

política e social ( que não é uma questão menor), da estabilidade macroeconómica ( por causa do 

euro) e das boas práticas administrativas quanto à adopção do acervo comunitário, dizem respeito à 

quantidade e qualidade do investimento directo estrangeiro que é atraído para estes novos territórios 

comunitários. Esta é a verdadeira função de um Estado-estratégico, preocupado em cumprir o que 

se estabelece no artigo 2º do tratado da união europeia, isto é, um desenvolvimento harmonioso, 

equilibrado e sustentável de todo o território. 

Para lá, obviamente, do impacto geoestratégico que aquela fronteira pode desencadear a qualquer 

momento e que os novos países procuraram acautelar através da sua adesão à OTAN.  

Do que se disse, pode deduzir-se que os impactos do alargamento sobre a periferia ocidental da 

União dependem, em linha directa, da qualidade da política e da estratégia económicas que forem 

prosseguidas pelos governos dos novos países, face às oportunidades de negócios que as 

multinacionais não deixarão de procurar. Também aqui não há decisóes patrióticas. Por isso, a 
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relação salário-preço-produtividade será determinante para converter, gradualmente, vantagens 

comparativas em vantagens competitivas. 

Por que nem sempre cumprimos com este objectivo, é altura de passar alguns conselhos aos novos 

países. 

2. Os conselhos aos novos Estados-membros 

A nossa experiência de integração, com quase vinte anos e como país de “coesão”, pode ser muito 

útil aos novos países, quer por aquilo que se fez, quer por aquilo que ficou por fazer. Os doze 

conselhos que se seguem são uma boa ilustração do “ caso português”. 

1) Não cometam o erro de basear um modelo de desenvolvimento em mão-de obra intensiva, 

porque é sempre possível repetir esse modelo noutro local com mão-de obra ainda mais barata; 

2) Promovam um abaixamento geral dos custos de contexto, incluindo os macroeconómicos, com 

o objectivo de tornar mais fácil, mais barato e menos discriminatório as políticas discriminatórias 

que se afiguram necessártias; 

3) Promovam mecanismos eficazes de concertação social de modo a que haja uma gestão serena 

da relação entre salários nominais, inflacção e produtividade; 

4) Sejam muito selectivos em relação à qualidade do investimento directo estrangeiro, em 

especial, os efeitos de aglomeração que ele pode desencadear; 

5) Não deixem que “a equidade seja ineficiente”, cuidado com os elevados custos de oportunidade  

de alguns investimentos do “novo regime”; 

6) Não confundam reformas estruturais com publicação de diplomas legais; 

7) Ponderem criteriosamente o equilíbrio necessário entre o “modelo infra-estrutural”e o “modelo 

recursos humanos-empreendedorismo”; 

8) Elejam como prioridade o desenvolvimento harmonioso e ordenado, a partir da rede urbana e 

respectiva área económica de influência; 

9) Promovam um ambiente regulatório saudável e uma administração transparente; 
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10) Procurem valorizar todos os factores da cadeia de valor, não fiquem prisioneiros da simples 

redução de custos; 

11) Não existem reformas globais da administração, apenas mudanças cirúrgicas com incentivos 

associados; 

12) Não se esqueçam de comparar o exemplo português com o exemplo irlandês e retirar daí as 

devidas ilacções a propósito das políticas de coesão respectivas. 

Não se trata, obviamente, de um catálogo para repetir em outros contextos, mas ele contém uma 

lição que pode voltar a ocorrer se não forem tomadas as opções correctas de política económica e 

prosseguidos com perseverança objectivos consensuais de médio e longo prazo. Afinal, o que faz a 

diferença entre Portugal e a Irlanda é que soubemos infra-estruturar e equipar, e não soubemos, 

tanto quanto devíamos, qualificar e inovar pessoas e empreendimentos. Uma condição que, de 

resto, algumas regiões de Espanha se preparam para deixar, o que nos pode remeter para a 

situação peculiar e “ embaraçosa” de vir a emparceirar com as comunidades espanholas no combate 

pelo próximo pacote de coesão. Seja como for, o período que se avizinha está longe de ser tranquilo 

para os países do centro e leste europeu, pelo menos para alguns deles, uma vez que os seus 

sistemas políticos e sociais  internos estão, igualmente, muito longe de estar pacificados. Por isso, a 

economia da segurança, no seu sentido mais lato, é um factor que se pode intrometer no jogo 

calculista do investimento multinacional e as surpresas acontecerem quando e onde menos se 

espera. Esta consideração e estas circunstâncias são cruciais para a geoeconomia da península 

ibérica que tem, aparentemente, um “custo de segurança” mais baixo. Afinal, os países ibéricos são 

a periferia ocidental da economia europeia, mas , simultaneamente, os lugares centrais da economia 

transatlântica, logo com uma geoestratégia económica muito mais rica e variada. A este propósito, 

importa, mais uma vez, referir em benefício da geoeconomia peninsular, que as deslocalizações 

oportunisticas para os países do centro e leste europeu não nos devem fazer desesperar, até pelos 

efeitos contraproducentes que sempre implicam. Estamos certos de que o investimento errático não 

contribui para o “up grading”  da estrutura produtiva. De resto, como consta do nosso primeiro 

conselho, é sempre possível repetir algures, isto é, explorar algures, o mesmo modelo intensivo com 

mão-de obra mais barata. A fuga dos mais competentes é um corolário lógico deste modelo. 
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3. A geoeconomia peninsular: factores de contexto, controlo e regulação. 

Há uma diferença substancial entre estratégia político-diplomática, por mais enfática que ela seja e 

se apresente, e estratégia empresarial, que não se compadece com agendas e decisões patrióticas. 

Mas nada impede, antes pelo contrário, que se procure uma aproximação e mesmo uma 

convergência de estratégias entre os dois planos. A diplomacia económica em Portugal é uma 

orientação que vai nesse sentido. A questão fundamental da geoeconomia peninsular é, nesse 

contexto, a seguinte:   

“ É possível conseguir, a nível de Estado, uma concertação máxima de interesses com tradução 

concreta no plano da estratégia empresarial conjunta, por exemplo , em mercados terceiros, ou, não 

sendo isso possível, ficaremos nós à mercê de estratégias calcul istas, individuais ou de aliança, em 

que a relação de forças acabará por se impor à força da relação?”  

Não sabemos, no estado actual das relações peninsulares, se existem vontade e recursos políticos 

suficientes para levar a bom porto uma concertação máxima de interesses entre os dois países 

ibéricos, tendo em vista operações e empreendimentos conjuntos em mercados terceiros, por 

exemplo, os mercados dos novos países membros da União. Dada a diferença de escala e potencial 

entre as duas ecomnomias, não sabemos, mesmo, se isso interessa ao vizinho espanhol, a não ser 

em casos bem definidos. Podemos, inclusive, estar a laborar num equívoco, mais ou menos 

percebido a nível político-diplomático, sobre as promessas e as potencialidades da cooperação 

ibérica em mercados terceiros. Seja como for, e sejam quais forem as dificuldades de curto prazo, há 

aqui muito “trabalho político” de que o Estado-estratégico e a “high politics” ibérica não podem 

abdicar, sob pena de uma turbulência de fundo e um mal-estar recorrente nas relações entre os dois 

países. 

Para já, a geoeconomia peninsular está fortemente dependente do que poderíamos designar como 

“os novos factores de integração” que, para efeitos analíticos, podemos reagrupar em factores de 

contexto, de controlo e de regulação ou, mais rigorosamente, custos de contexto, posições de 

controlo e ambiente regulatório. 
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Em pano de fundo do relacionamento ibérico, estes novos factores de contexto, de controlo e 

regulação constituem-se em objecto de análise e observação comparadas, o que designamos como 

“a qualidade da governança institucional”. O quadro 1 ilustra a forma como estes novos factores se 

combinam com os interesses empresariais que actuam em escalas económicas diferenciadas. Dito 

de outra forma, os grupos económicos procuram promover e proteger as medidas e os instrumentos 

de política pública que melhor acomodam e defendem os seus próprios interesses egoistas. Como 

essa constelação de interesses nacionais , ibéricos e europeus é variável de actividade para 

actividade, as políticas públicas da administração acabam, inevitavelmente, por espelhar esta 

geometria variável de interesses, isto é, na prática, acabam, elas próprias, por ser profundamente 

contraditórias. Nada de surpreendente, portanto. Este é o estado da arte da integração ibérica , 

neste preciso momento: em rota de colisão, em aliança cooperativa, em aquisição hostil, em 

dinâmica competitiva, em regulação coordenada, consoante os mercados, as estratégias 

empresariais e as políticas públicas respectivas. 

[[ Quadro 1]]  

Os custos de contexto reportam-se, essencialmente, à eficiência interna e à eficácia externa dos 

quadros legal e regulamentar promovidos e implementados pela administração pública. É sempre 

possível propor a sua harmonização no plano ibérico e/ou no plano europeu. Todavia, não se trata 

de um simples problema jurídico, tanto mais quanto se subestimam, geralmente, os impactos 

económico e financeiro das directivas de harmonização sobre a estrutura empresarial, regional e 

local, de cada país. Esta é a razão pela qual estes factores de contexto têm que “ser geridos” com 

parcimónia e não “simplesmente publicados” em jornal oficial. 

Lembremos, a propósito, que em Espanha as Comunidades Autónomas produzem, elas próprias, 

factores de contexto que podem ser outros tantos obstáculos à integração dos mercados ibéricos. 

Uma razão adicional para produzir um quadro de bordo ou um observatório que monitorize esta 

“produção própria original”. 
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As posições de controlo empresarial passam por um período de forte movimentação, que, no fundo, 

acompanham o crescimento exponencial dos fluxos comerciais mais recentes. A diferença de 

escala, em termos de rendimento, poupança e capitais, explica, naturalmente, a assimetria existente. 

À medida que o mercado único penínsular avança, aumentam as fragilidades dos grupos e 

empresas mais vulneráveis à concorrência. Este facto obriga o Estado e a Administração 

portugueses a reciclar, inovar e sofisticar o seu instrumentário de apoio a essas empresas e 

actividades, sobretudo, se elas se localizarem em áreas deprimidas. Quer dizer, ninguém se 

surpreenderá se aumentarem o número e a forma das parcerias público-privadas (PPP), quase 

sempre controversas do ponto de vista da consolidação orçamental e,mesmo, da política de 

concorrência. Assim, teremos oportunidade para observar o contencioso ibero-comunitário em pleno 

funcionamento. 

Finalmente, os factores e mercados de regulação serão outro campo de batalha para uma 

observação privilegiada. Em particular, a propósito da interpretação e aplicação do que deverá ser 

entendido como “mercado relevante”, para efeitos de avaliação e decisão sobre concentrações, 

fusões, reestruturações ou alianças no espaço ibérico, Umas vezes o queixoso será um dos países 

ibéricos, outras vezes a própria península, outras, ainda, a própria União. No final, fica por saber se 

o único prejudicado não será, tão-somente, o consumidor. Da regulação sob tutela pública estadual 

até à regulação europeia, com passagem por várias formas de hetero -regulação, este é um campo 

imenso de trabalho em que o relacionamento ibérico será extremamente fértil, até pela criação 

recente de muitas autoridades nacionais e sectoriais de concorrência e regulação. 

 

4. O acesso ao mercado espanhol. 

De tudo o que se disse, decorre que o mercado espanhol, pela sua dimensão e nível de 

desenvolvimento,  é o melhor teste para uma economia intermédia como a portuguesa. Eis uma lista 

dos factores principais, referenciados por empresários portugueses no acesso ao mercado espanhol: 
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1) Não é um mercado homogéneo, existem 17 Comunidades Autónomas; 

2) Não é fácil entrar nos produtos maduros;  

3) A economicidade das redes de distribuição; 

4) A escolha de parceiros e recursos humanos de qualidade; 

5) A implantação longa das marcas portuguesas; 

6) O grau de exigência do cliente espanhol e a sua longa fidelização; 

7) Uma fiscalidade muito competitiva e muito complexa; 

8) Um investimento de longo prazo, margens esmagadas nos primeiros anos; 

9) A confiança das autoridades locais e comunitárias; 

10) A escassez de capital português para um mercado tão grande; 

11) A produção de inúmeros estereótipos sobre a marca “Portugal”; 

12)  Um “mercado-trampolim” para outros mercados, só ou em parceria. 

Trata-se, verdadeiramente, de um mercado-trampolim, que reúne todos os requisitos para promover 

o “up grading” da economia portuguesa. Independentemente de todas as estratégias de cooperação 

empresarial estabelecidas que podem  ajudar a uma transicção mais suave da nossa transformação 

estrutural. Por que se trata de um mercado vital para o nosso crescimento, todos os factores 

referenciados anteriormente, e que podem condicionar o acesso ao mercado espanhol, devem estar 

sob apertada observação e escrutínio. A experiência recente diz-nos que a cooperação/competição 

se joga, não apenas no plano empresarial, mas, também, nos planos das organizações 

representativas, das universidades e centros de investigação, das políticas de cidades, dos eventos 

socio-culturais da sociedade civil. O que poderiamos designar como as “microgeopolíticas” 

fundamentais no relacionamento entre os dois países, onde parece querer instalar-se uma 

“proximidade absorvente”. 

Os factores que se referem, são apontados por alguns empresários portugueses já instalados no 

mercado espanhol. Há muito trabalho por fazer, dizem, mas é um mercado perfeitamente ao nosso 

alcance. 
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Regressando ao alargamento, a nossa expectativa reporta-se, justamente, ao trabalho conjunto dos 

empresários penínsulares face aquele mercado. Estão disponíveis várias possibilidades: 

-consórcios comerciais para conquistar quota de mercado; 

-investimento conjunto, novo, nesses mercados, para exportação ulterior para o mercado ibérico e 

mercados terceiros; 

-deslocalização de investimento da península para esses países, com os mesmos objectivos; 

-cooperação empresarial tendo em vista os novos mercados públicos e a aplicação dos fundos 

estruturais nesses países; 

-cooperação financeira e bancária tendo em vista o apoio às empresas ibéricas que aí se instalam e 

fazem negócio. 

 

Conclusão 

Como se observa, o alargamento, mais do que um “desafio de monta” é um excelente pretexto para 

pesar e medir até que ponto vai a integração ibérica em todas as suas valências. Suspeito que, se 

Portugal não for bem sucedido no mercado espanhol, o vizinho o dispensará relativamente às 

grandes parcerias transatlânticas.A menos que aceitemos desempenhar um papel secundário. Tudo 

está, ainda, numa fase inicial, mas, sintomaticamente, são os sectores infra-estruturais e financeiros 

que suscitam maior movimentação e interesse. Sinal de que  procuram tomar posição de controlo 

nos sectores e alavancas básicas da economia penínsular. Não sabemos o resultado final, mas a 

fasquia está muito alta. Razões de sobra para manifestos públicos sobre os centros de decisão 

nacionais e peocupações idênticas do Senhor Presidente da República. 

Em economia de mercado não se tomam decisões patrióticas. Mais uma vez a eterna batalha entre 

os valores e os interesses. Quem se atreve a prognosticar um resultado? 
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Figuras e Quadros 

 
 
 
 

Quadro 1. Geoconomia Peninsular: mercados de contexto, controlo e regulação 
 

 
Mercados /Interesses 
 

 
Interesses Nacionais 

(BN) 

 
Interesses Ibéricos 

(BI) 

Interesses 
Supranacionais  

(BSN) 
 
 
Contexto 

 
Novas Barreiras ou 
Obstáculos 
Domésticos 

 
Harmonização dos 
Custos de Contexto no 
plano ibérico 

� Harmonização 
� Reconhecimento 
Mútuo 
� Regulamentação         
única 

 
 
Controlo 

 
Formas variadas de 
PPP 

 
� Cooperativo 
� Competitivo 
� Hostil 
 

 
Política de 
concorrência da UE 
 

 
 
Regulação 

 
Regulação  
sob 
Tutela Pública 

 
Cooperação vs 
Concorrência  
de Reguladores 
Ibéricos 
 

 
Novas Agências 
Reguladoras Europeias 
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