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Abst r act

The paper deals with regional disparities inside the 12 newest Menber
States of the E.U in order to conclude that Romania isn't an atypical
case. So, we used unenploynent and GDP rates of growth and realised an
anal ysis of these new Menber States.

Romani a’s econonic evolution is a cause and a result of regional
disparities. As a result, we try to quantify the efforts of Romania to
becone conpatible and conplenentary with other Menber States in order
to achieve a real developnent. W used | M- and Eurostat’'s information.

The next step was to analyse regional disparities in Romania and their
forecasts for 2008, the chances and threats for the Romanian econony
as new nenber of the E U

The connection between Romania-E. U is doubled by the new chall enges
for the E U.

On the other hand, E U is waiting for Romanian post-adhering
priorities. Romania has sone questions about the present and the
future of the E. U

We concluded that Romania is one of those Menber States which have
nore ent husi asm than soci o-econom c and political abilities to devel op
i nsi de the European Union.

Keywor ds: regi onal di sparities, conpatibility, conpl enentarities,
econom ¢ growt h, chances and threats of integration, European Funds.

The last two enlargenents of the E. U transformed it into the greatest
GDP producer in the world. Its population, surface and foreign trade
grew up too. On the other hand, the newest 12 Menber States adhered
together with their problenms which becane challenges for the E. U very
soon.

Regi onal unenpl oynment disparities

In 2005, unenploynent in the EU- 25 decreased from9.2% in 2004 to 9. 0%
(-83 600 wunenployed). This was due to inprovenents in the |abour
nmarkets of the new Menber States (-279 300 unenpl oyed), closely Iinked
to working migration to EU15. After the year-to-year rise in the
nunber of unenployed persons (+222 000) in the EU-25 in 2004, the
trend thus changed to positive |ast two years.

Regi onal unenploynment in the EU 25 varied between 2.6% (region of
Heref ordshire, Wrcestershire and Warwi ckshire in the Wst Mdl ands of
the UK) and 23. 1% (VWychodné Sl ovensko in eastern Slovakia) In Bulgaria
and Romania, a downward trend in unenploynment was observed in all
regions. New Menber States achieved a decreasing of unenploynment in
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Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia and an increasing of
unenpl oynent in Hungary

Significant positive trends in unenploynent in the new Menber States
(MS) in 2005, conpared to previous year, were registered by Estonia (-
1.7 percentage points), Latvia (-1.5 p.p.), Lithuania (-3.1 p.p. - the
bi ggest inprovenent in the EU), Poland (-1.2 p.p.) and Slovakia (-2.0
p.p.), whereas Hungary experienced a negative trend (+1.1 p.p.).

Enpl oynment in the new M5 grew by 527600 persons, alnpbst twi ce as high
as the drop in unenployed persons (-279300), nobst sharply in Estonia
(+2.0%, Cyprus (+2.5%, Lithuania (+2.9%, Poland (+2.3% +244 600
enpl oyed nmal es and +77 100 enployed fenales) and Slovakia (+2.2% +41
000 enpl oyed mal es and +6 500 enpl oyed femnal es).

Tabl e 1: Enpl oynment and unenploynment in E. U countries

Ar ea/ Enpl oyed persons (thous.) Unenpl oynent rate (%
Country 2004 2005 2005- 2004 2005 2005-
2004 2004

E. U -25 194619.1 | 197960. 1 3341.0 9.2 .0 -0.2
Czech 4690. 5 4764.0 73.5 8. 7.9 -0.4
Republic
Est oni a 595.5 607. 4 11.9 9.7 7.9 -1.7
Cyprus 339.5 348.0 8.5 4.9 5.3 0.4
Latvi a 1018.0 1033. 7 15.7 10.4 8.9 -1.5
Li t huani a 1432.6 1473.9 41.3 11. 4 8.3 -3.1
Hungary 3900. 4 3901.5 1.1 6.1 7.2 1.1
Mal ta 147.9 148.5 0.6 7.2 7.0 -0.2
Pol and 13793.9 14115.6 321.7 19.0 17.7 -1.2
Sl oveni a 943. 4 949.2 5.8 6.3 6.5 0.2
Sl ovaki a 2167.8 2215.2 47.5 18.2 16.2 -2.0
Romani a 9103. 2 9114.6 11.3 8.1 7.2 -0.9
Bul gari a 2922.6 2981.9 59.4 12.0 10.1 -1.9
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Figure 1. Unenploynment rate (%
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The strategy of full enploynent adopted by the Lisbon European Council
(March 2000) was expressed as targets for 2010: 70% overall enpl oynent
rate and 60% feral e enploynent rate. In 2006, the enploynent rate of
the 15-64 age group in the EU- 25 stood at 63.7% thus 3.3 percentage
points below the md-termtarget of 67% set for 2005 by the Stockholm
Eur opean Council (March 2001). For the EU-15 and the new MS the rate
was as follows: 65.1% and 56.9% respectively. Only nine EU countries
achieved the md-term target for enploynent last year: Dennark,
Ireland, Cyprus, the Netherlands, Austria, Portugal, Finland, Sweden
and the UK. Two countries posted a figure of between 65%67% Ger many
and Slovenia, while Malta and Poland recorded enploynent rates of
bel ow 55% 97 out of a total of 254 EU regions recorded a rate of 67%
or above - only five of them in the new M5 (three in the Czech
Republic, one in Slovakia, and the single-region state Cyprus).

In the three Baltic countries, each representing a single region,
unenpl oynent after accession was on the decrease. The year-to-year
changes for 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 were as follows: in Latvia -300
and -17 400 unenployed, in Lithuania -19 400 and -51 200 unenpl oyed,
and in Estonia -2 600 and -11 400 unenpl oyed. In 2006, they all posted
falling | ong-term unenpl oynment levels, in particular Lithuania (-24500
persons). Enploynent in these three countries increased in services
(in Lithuania also in industry: +24600 enployed persons), but dropped
in agriculture. Despite decreasing unenploynent, Lithuania saw a
negative trend in the economic activity rate of the 15-64 age groups:
from69.1%in 2004 to 68.4%in 2006.

The econom c activity rates, i.e. enployed and unenpl oyed persons as a
percent age of population are above the enploynent rates, i.e. enployed
persons as a percentage of population: 62.6%in Lithuania in 2006.

Romani a has the second high unenploynent rate for people under 25 in
E.U.  This unenploynment rate was 23.6% in February 2007. In Poland,
this rate was 25.5%

The total unenploynent rate in Romania was 7.3% in February 2007; the
sane rate that average E. U 27 unenpl oynent rate.

The highest wunenploynent rates were in Poland (11.8% and Slovakia
(11.09% . The greatest reductions of the unenploynment rate were in
Slovenia (4.7%6.5%, Slovakia (11.0% 14.4% and Pol and (11.8% 15.1%).
On the other hand, the unenploynent rate grew in Hungary (7.4%7.9%.

Bul garia and Romani a: decreasing unenploynent in all regions In 2006.
Bul garia and Romani a recorded positive trends in unenpl oynent conpared
to 2005: from 12.0%to 10.1% and from 8.1% to 7.2% respectively). This
was due to inprovenents in all their regions, in particular in
Sever oi zt ochen (north-east), Yugozapaden (South-Wst) and Yugoi zt ochen
(South-East)) in Bulgaria and in Sud-Est, Vest and Centru in Romania.
In Bulgaria, this trend was Ilinked with rising enployment in
Sever oi zt ochen (+6600 enployed in construction), Yugozapaden (22300
nmal es and 3900 fenal es, +14600 in industry) and Yugoi zt ochen (+6200 in
construction). At the sane time, a negative trend in economc activity
rate was observed between 2004 and 2006 in Severozapaden(North-West),
from 55.8% to 54.6% (the Ilowest figure in Bulgaria), and in
Yugoi zt ochen, from 61.2% to 60.1% In contrast, in Severen tsentralen
(north central) the rate rose from 59.0% to 60.0% O the three
Rormani an regi ons that saw the sharpest drop in unenpl oynent (Sud-Est,
Vest and Centru), only in Centru was this linked to an increase in
enpl oynent (+19600 in agriculture, +9 200 services; but -19000 in
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i ndustry). Despite declining unenploynent, there was a negative trend
in econonmc activity in the 15-64 age groups in all Ronani an regions,
particularly in Nord-Est (from 66.8% in 2004 to 65.5% in 2006), Sud-
Est (from 60.8% to 59.5% and Vest (from 61.8% to 60.6%. Self-
enpl oynent fell in Bulgaria (-9600 persons), but i ncreased
significantly in all Romanian regi ons except Sud-Est.

There are no figures available on working mgration from these two
countries to the EU- 15 in 2005. The largest Bulgarian comunities are
found mainly in Geece (200 000), Italy (60000) and Spain (80000),
emgration to other EU countries being marginal. Destinations chosen
by Bulgarians are nost often |ocated outside Europe: USA, Canada,
Australia and South Africa.

The nunbers of Romani ans resident in Europe are as follows: around 400
000, in Spain, 175 000 in Italy, 73 000 in Germany, 60 000 in France
in 2005 and 17 800 in Greece in 2006. Mst Romani ans prefer overseas
desti nations: Canada and USA.

Regi onal GDP disparities

GDP per capita fluctuate between 33% from average E U 25 level (in
Lubel skie-Poland) to 278% in |Inner London. Only one region from the
latest 12 new Menmber States has a CGDP per capita greater than average
E.U CGDP per capita (Prague 138%. On the other hand, 60 regions have
a GDP per capita fewer than 75% from average E.U. 16 regions are from
Pol and, 7 from Czech Republic, 6 from Hungary, plus Estonia, Latvia,
Li t huania and Malta.

Tabl e 2: Regional GDP per capita (E U 25=100%

H gh devel oped % Low devel oped regi ons %
regi ons

| nner London 278 Lubel ski e (Pol and) 33

Brussel s 238 Podkar packi e (Pol and) 33

Luxenburg 234 Podl aski e (Pol and) 36

Harbur g 184 Swi et okr zyski e 37
( Pol and)

Il e de France 173 War m nsko- Mayur ski e 37
( Pol and)

Vi enna 171 Opol ski e (Pol and) 37

Ber kshi re, 165 Eszak Magyar oszag 38

Bucki nghanshi r e& (Hungary)

Oxfordshire

Bol zano (ltaly) 160 Vychodne Sl ovensko 39
( Sl ovaki a)

oer bayern 158 Eszag- Al fold (Hungary) 39

St ockhol m 158 Del - Al fold (Hungary) 40

There are a lot of disparities between GDP in the new Menber States.
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Table 3: GDPin $

Country GP (mll. $) | GDP/cap. é\.lgpr;icnaa;.

B : 12. 954. 042 28. 477 29. 763
smm Sl ovenia 46. 384 23. 250 17.535
G prus 18. 563 22.334 20. 500

B vita 8.103  20.365 13. 847
B Czech Republic 198. 931 19. 478 12. 587
== Hungary 179. 606 18. 492 11. 375
== Estonia 23.927 17. 802 10. 342
Kl S| ovakia 93. 288 17.239 9. 471
B Lithuania 52. 705 15. 443 8. 310
mm Pol and 526. 253 13. 797 8. 410
= Latvia 31. 841 13. 784 8. 401
B Bul garia 76. 696 10. 003 3. 686
B8 Rroneni a 204. 412 9. 446 5. 254

Romani a’s economc evolution as a cause and result of
regi onal disparities

The inplenentation of the reform and the devel opnent of the narket
econony in Romania inply a large opening to the world econony too. The
foreign econonmc connections of our country are concentrated on
Eur opean geo-political space. On the other hand, Romania is connected
with alnmost all countries in the world. Nowadays, a country which is
not able to participate at world transactions doesn't “exist” for the
world. As every national econony, Romanian econony is a conplex,
dynam ¢ and auto-adjustable system Practically, it is a cybernetic
system characterized by structure, function and behaviour. The
strategy of inprovenent such a system needs to establish objectives
connected with: economic restructuration, econonmic efficiency and a
good nechani sm of function).

Integration into a gl obal econonmy neans a conpl ex process based on new
principles of conpatibility and conplenentarities. These principles
support adaptation of the Romanian econony and of other sectors
(social, mlitary and politic) to the realities from those countries
which are already full integrated and the developnent of the
cooperation relationships with European institutes and world foruns
i ke WIOQ, UNCTAD, UNO (Barsan, 2000).

For Ronmania, the nobst inportant objective is its integration to the
European Union as a success of its participation to the gl obal
econonmy. As a result, Romania tries to becone conpatible and
conpl enentary with other Menber States in order to achieve a real
devel opnent. The nost inportant advantages for Ronmania’s integration
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to the E U are: affiliation to a great famly of nations,
participation to the greatest comon  nar ket in the world,
opportunities connected with economic growh, new jobs and access to
t he European Funds.

I nt ernati onal Monet ary Fund publ i shed its
annual report at the beginning of 2007. This organisation concl uded
that Romania had the highest GDP grow rate from E. U 27 during 2000-
2006 (130% . In 2006, Romania GDP was about 97.1 billion Euros. It was
about 115 billion Euros in 2007 (IM-, 2008). On the other hand, the
average GDP grow rate will be at least 5 7%still 2013.
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Figure 2: GDP in Romani a

The European noney determ ned an annual econom c grow about 2% During
2007- 2013, the value of the European Structural Funds for Romania will
be about 24.1 billion Euros (w thout Agricultural funds). 15.5.
billion Euros will be sending for infrastructure, 4.2 billion Euros
for productive sector and 4.4 billion Euros for human resources.

The inflation rate was 6.5% in 2006. In My 2007, the European
Conmi ssion considered that the inflation rate in Romania will be about
4.5% in 2008. The inflation rate will conme down at 2.5% still 2012-
2013, when Rommnia will be able to adhere to euro zone.
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Figure 3: Inflation rate in Romania (%
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On the other hand, average productivity in Romania is 8.7 times little
than average E.U. -25 productivity (20100 Euros in Romania and 174000
Euros in E U25). As a result, the average level of the wage in
Romani a was about 280 Euros in February 2007. The greatest wages are
in finance, banking sector, adm nistration and services.

In 2007, Foreign Direct Investnments were about 7 billion Euros. The
mai n economic sectors which will benefit by these FDI are build cars,
el ectroni ¢ conponents, building, |IT, pharnmaceutics and bio-diesel. At
the end of 2006, Romania introduced the unique tax revenues of 16% and
a lot of facilities for FDI greater than one mllion Euros. FDI in

Romani a were about 9 billion Euros in 2006, greater with 74.2% than in
2005.
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Figure 4: FDI in Romania

Romani a’ s exports were about 25.8 billion Euros in 2006. 18.3 billion
Euros represented export in E. U countries. In 2007, Romani an exports
were about 30.2 billions Euros. Romania's inports were 40.7 billion

Euros in 2006 and 44.4 billions Euros in 2007.
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Figure 5: Ronania' s foreign trade

The chances for the Romani an econony as new menber of the E. U are the
fol | owi ng:

1 WMacro econony: for the next 5-7 years, is expected an economc
growh greater than in E U 15. Services and public healthcare will

be i nproved.

2 For the beginning, the nost devel oped sectors in the next year will
be: leasing, SMEs, telephony, internet, hardware and software
i ndustries.
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3 The forecasts for 2010 show us a great devel opnment of financial
mar ket, banking, tourism and human resources.

4 On the other hand, such industries like: textile industry, wood
i ndustry and furniture industry have to be restructured.

5 But the nost devel oped industries will be tourismand transport;

6 Prices: the devel opnent of the supernmarkets will determ ned a new
structure of the Romanian internal trade and a dimnution of the
nost of the prices. The new nodern internal trade will be 50% from
the market in 2010. Nowadays, this trade is about 29%

7 In order to obtain a greater narket, the supermarkets wll reduce
their prices with 10-15% The absence of the taxes will determn ne
t he nmovenent of the prices fromproducers to retailers;

8 Free | abour novenent: the Ronmani an | abour nay obtain retired payees
in Menber States where they work. Nowadays, there are 2 nillion
Romani an people which work in other Menber States. On the other
hand, 11 Menber States |iberalized Romani an | abour access on their
| abour markets (Czech Republic, Est oni a, Cyprus, Lat vi a,
Li t huani a, Pol and, Sl oveni a, Sl ovaki a, Fi nl and, Sweden and
Bulgaria) and 5 introduced a partial liberalization of the
Romani an | abour access on their markets (France, Italy, Hungary,
Bel gi um and Luxenbourg);

9 Common Market: the public aids are replaced with European Funds. On
the other hand, Romanian firnms may sell their output in the sane
conditions with other European firns on a biggest narket;

10 European Funds: During 2007-2013, Romania wll benefit of 28
billion Euros from Structural Funds. 11 billion Euros will be for
agriculture and rural developnent. As a result, we nust spend 8.5
mllion Euros every day, including Saturday and Sunday;

11 Environment: Romania wll receive 29.3 billion Euros for its
environnent policy. Romania is the only Menber State which has 5
bi oregions (fromthe total 11 bioregions fromthe E U.);

12 Fuels: The cote of the ecological diesel oil wll be 5 17% in
2010. Romania has the greatest surfaces with rape, soy and
sunf | ower ;

13 Trade marks and brands: in 2007, 700000 European registered marks
are recognizing in Romania. Romanian marks have to be registered
on Common Market. That inplies a tax at |east 1200 Euros;

14 Real estate market: price of the building will decline with 10%
excepting Bucharest;

15 Banking: developnent of this sector as a result of a great
European capital input on the narket. The nost inportant banks
from Romania are with German, French, Austrian and G eek capital.
As a result, it is expected a decline of the interest rate.

The threats for the Romani an econony as new nenber of the E U are:

1

2

3

4

Massi ve bankruptcy: the Ronmanian forecasts tell us about 60% of SMEs
as aresult of a low conpetitiveness (19 tines snaller than average
E U);

H gher | abour costs and enploynment nmigration: the nmamin destinations
for Romani an | abour are Spain, Italy and G eece;

A new structure of internal trade: the little shops will |ost 15% of
the internal market in 2007;

A low capacity to use FEuropean Funds: Romania needs 10000
specialists in European Funds but it has only 1000. The trainering
mar ket was about 9 million Euros in 2007 and the cost of training is
160- 700 Euros. Nowadays only 25% of Romanian firns are able to apply
in order to obtain European Funds. For exanple, Romania spent only
20% from | SPA Fund for environnent and transport;
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5 Food industry: has the |owest conpetitive. In mlk industry, for the
exanple, the productivity is 15 times little than E. U 25 average
productivity. There are only two multinational firms in this sector:
Danone and Friesland Foods;

6 Low GDP per capita: Romanian GDP per capita was 35% for E U -25
average level in 2005 and it grewto 37%in 2007.

371

36,51

361
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34+
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Figure 6: Romania’s GDP per capita (% fromE U 27)

7 Low productivity: in nore industries, Ronmanian productivity is 13
time little than E. U -25 average level. This situation will continue
at least 5 years. Mst of Romanian firns are unable to think gl obal
and act local. The Romanian econony is nore exposed than the
econonmi es of Menber States which adhered in 2004 because it has nore
i nhabitants and a greater market. On the other hand, the entrance of
the European firns on Romani an market will determ ned | ow costs. The
Romani an firns will be unable to operate with such little costs.

After partial failure linked with Constitutional Treaty ratification,
E.U faces with a nmonent of pause and self-reflection. 2007 was the
year of the new budget period beginning (2007-2013) and of finding
solution to the problem of Constitutional Treaty.

The new challenges for the E.U are a lot. The first is the reducing
of the nunber of the pro-integration voices which support European
comon point of view, not national point of view On the other hand,
the White Paper of the European Conmunication Policy, supported by the
European Conmi ssion, deals wth the responsibility of the Menber
States to explain the European processes to the European citizens. The

questions are if the citizens will agree common European point of view
and how much are they able to influence European decisions? As a
result of a growth of the civil society inpact, the role of the
political parties will be smaller. A new question is who have to

initiate the European Policy? Another challenge is the difficulty to
equi l i brate European |abour nmarket as a result of a great diversity of
| abour supply and of a greater heterogeneity of the human society. A
possible answer to this question is Lisbon Agenda, but we don't
forecast its effects yet. Oher challenges are connected with the
security of the access to energy sources and its resolving and the
greater inpact of the nass-nedia cans support bigger international
scandal s (li ke Mhanmed cartoons in Dennark). As a result, E U has to
continue to support the liberties of nmass-media or to adopt sone
speci fic neasures.
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As a result, the nost Menber States are domi nated by euro-scepticism
Romani a is pro-European, but public debates about the future of Europe
are just a few On the other hand, E.U is waiting for Romani an post-
adhering priorities. Romania has sone questions about the present and
the future of the E U

For the beginning, we consider that there is a deficiency of European
vision in Romania. Even E.U. has not o net vision about its future for
the next 15-20 vyears. E. U doesn’'t know about the future of the
extension process, or about the solutions which nmay apply as a
response to globalization, wars and natural resources deficit. Ronmania
wants an E. U wth obvious internal and foreign policies, in which
European Institutions to function very well and very efficient. In the
last two years, there were no public debates about European identity
in Romania. This can cause a conplication of the post-adhering period
for Romani a.

There are nore opinions which consider that E U suffered from an
excess of visionary policies in the last 50 years. The enlargenent
policy is one of the nobst successfully European policies. The other
European policies were changed and inproved as a result of E U
extension. Services Directive was considered to serve elites’
interests, for the beginning. Nowadays, it is an interesting subject
for all citizens. Justice and Internal Affairs appeared as a separate
pillar (the third pillar from Maastricht Treaty), but they becane an
i mportant elenment of the Comunity procedure. Mlitary presences of
the E. U in Afghanistan, Mcedonia or Bosnia under Common Foreign
Policy unbrella were net success even that they were inpossible for
the E. U point of view some years ago. Al these facts were very fast
for the historical point of view On the other hand, a vision wthout
results and inplenmentation can becone very dangerous.

In the last five years, E. U began to |loose a part of its influence in
the world. E. U needs to reform its actions. The sane interest has
Romani a. This interest is about a long tinme vision with no connection
with the present interests which have to be comunicating to the
European and Romanian citizens too. Unfortunately, there are not
professionals able to inprove politics without own interests and able
to show Romani an interests in E. U too.

Political parties are the key of the European denbcratic process. But,
the new arrivals (from the new 12 Menber States) have not a proper
identity and a proper voice able to do sonething new in European
political debate. As a result, the parties from these new Menber
States join to the European classic politic famlies.

Denocracy, security and energy are connected as elenments of a
triangle. A triangle is inconplete without a side. As a result, the
security of energetic sector is broken w thout denmocracy. NATO has a
proposal to protect natural gas pipes. W consider that E U has to
enjoy NATO proposal in order to protect European energetic sector.
Romania is sceptic about Brussels capacity to fornulate a viable
comon security and defence policy.

Romania wants to be an inportant actor in East Europe. E. U has
different policies for Russia and Ukraine. A European proximty policy
is necessary, but E. U has not a clear vision about East Europe. As a
result, this vision can't help Ronani a- Ml davia relationships. After
Soviet Union's dismenber, the Black Sea zone becane |ess stable. On

M BES 2008 852



Opr ea- | onescu, 843-859

the other hand, the new conditions transforned Black Sea zone in a
very interesting region for US. A, E U, Turkey, Wkraine and Russia.
Romani a and Bul garia, the newest Menber States have big interests in
this region too. W consider that E.U has to find a comobn | anguage
and vision with all actors fromthis part of Europe.

The cartoons with Mbhaned from the Danish mass-nedia are still New
Weapons of Mass Destruction. The problem is not solved yet. On the
other hand, the CIA's prisons from East Europe are another unsolved
probl em t oo.

These problens affect the E. U ’'s imagine connected with the respect of
human ri ghts.

Romania has not to offer E.U to many anbitions about security and
defence policies in the Black Sea region. In the same way, NATO didn’t
function in Romani a-Ukraine border conflict. Romania has to devel op
mddle termpolicies like E.U policies. The last 12 new Menber States
have to inply in: inprovement of the proximty policy, inmprovenent of
the adhering process as an instrument of transformer a new candidate
nenber, inprovenent of the credibility and of support in E U
extension of the future candidate states (like Mldavia) and of the
E.U. capacity to absorb new members (the 4'" criteria from Copenhagen).
Romani a tries to induce the idea of an open organization for the E U

Rormani a ask for a higher legitimcy for denocratic process in the E U
t hr ough contribution to new policies in connection wth Ronanian
points of view and for a greater effort in order to explain the
Eur opean dinension of every Romanian political, economc and social
aspect. As a result, Ronmanian citizens will know that they are a part
of the great European famly.

Regi onal disparities in Romania and their forecasts for
2008

There are 8 regions in Romania. The nobst devel oped region is Bucharest
and the | ow devel oped is North-East.

Figure 7: Regions from Romani a
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The regional disparities in Romania are between regions and intra-
regions as a result of economc re-structure. The disparities between
these regions are greater in the richest regions case and lower in the
poor est regi ons case.

Tabl e 4: Indicators of regional devel opnent

Menber State/ GDP per Unenpl oynent Labour Educati on
Regi on capita rate (% productivity | attai nnent
(eur os) (euros) (9
Romani a
Bucharest-11fov 13862 6.9 11204 22.1
Nor t h- East 5070 5.7 3920 7.0

But, we consider that Romania isn't able to ensure a real regional
devel opnent on short and mediumti ne.

A partial solution will be the step to step developnent of sone
Romani an regions in order to achieve the E. U regional devel oprent
| evel . These regions will create favourable elenments for other regions
intime.

In order to realise a forecast for 2008, we nust analyse Romanian
regi onal devel opnent in 2006.

In 2006, the GDP per capita disparity index between the nost devel oped
region (Bucharest) and the |ess developed region (North-East) was
1.671. The forecast for this index is 1.662 in 2008. So a very little
positive exchange. The GDP per capita disparity index at regional
level in Romania is analysed in table no. 5. The data of this table
show us that the regional disparities will be the same in 2008.

Tabl e 5: GDP per capita disparity index at regional |evel in Romania

Regi on 2000 | 2005 2005- 2000 2008 2008- 2005
NORTH -
EAST 1.467 | 1.671 0. 205 1.662 -0. 009
SOUTH -
EAST 1.154 | 1. 346 0.192 1. 346 0. 000
SOQUTH 1.259 | 1. 399 0. 140 1.393 -0. 006
SOUTH -
VEST 1.225 | 1.368 0.143 1. 365 -0. 003
NORTH -
VEST 1.104 | 1.234 0.130 1.235 0. 001
CENTRE 0.958 | 1. 073 0.115 1.070 -0. 003

O her inportant regional indicators are regional CGDP per capita and
GDP per capita disparity index between Romani an regions and national
average |l evel. These indicators are pointed in table no. 6.
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Table 6: Regional CGDP per capita and GDP per capita disparity index
bet ween Romani an regi ons and national average |evel

2005 2006 2007
North - East Region
- GDP/capita - euros 2526. 8 2942. 7 3333.2 | 3733.6
- GDP per capita disparity index 68.7 68. 4 68. 3
Sout h - East Region
- GDP/capita - euros 3137.0 3651. 4 4124. 4 | 4609. 3
- CDP per capita disparity index 85. 3 84.9 84.6
Sout h Regi on
- GDP/capita - euros 3018. 8 3519.9 3984.6 | 4454.2
- GDP per capita disparity index 82.1 81.8 81.7
South - West Regi on
- GDP/capita - euros 3087. 2 3606. 2 4074.8 | 4546.8
- GDP per capita disparity index 83.9 83.8 83.5
West Regi on
- GDP/capita - euros 4223.5 4929. 3 5563.2 | 6204.9
- GDP per capita disparity index 114.8 114.6 114.1
North - West Region
- GDP/capita - euros 3422. 4 3975. 3 4495.0 | 5022.9
- GDP per capita disparity index 93.0 92.4 92.2
Centre Region
- GDP/capita - euros 3935.5 4590. 8 5195.0 | 5799.5
- GDP per capita disparity index 107.0 106. 7 106.5
Buchar est Regi on
- GDP/capita - euros 7487. 2 8875.5 10153. 4 11416. 3
- GDP per capita disparity index 203.5 206. 3 208. 2 209. 2

As a result, Bucharest, Wst and Centre regions wll have a higher

| evel of GDP per capita in 2008, but North-Wst, South-East, South,
Sout h-West and North-East will perform a smaller GDP per capita than
nati onal average level. The elimnation of regional disparities need a
ot of time. The sane problemis when we refer at disparities between
st at es.

Anot her inmportant step in our analysis is to conpare active people and
their revenues at regional |evel. W can observe that the disparities
will be snaller in 2008, as a result of tables date no. 7 and 8.
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Table 7: Active people and average wage (%

2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008
National civil active people at the end
of the year 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Regi onal maxi mum devi ati on 15.1 | 15.1 | 15.0 | 15.0
Regi onal m ni mum devi ati on 10,0 | 10,0 | 10,0 | 10,0
Difference (max. deviation - mn.
devi at i on) 5,1 5,1 5,0 5,0
National nediumcivil active peopl e 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100. 0
Regi onal maxi mum devi ati on 15.3 | 15.2 | 15.1 | 15.1
Regi onal m ni mum devi ati on 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8
Difference (max. deviation - mn.
devi ati on) 5.5 5.4 5.3 5.3
Aver age net wage at national |evel 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Regi onal maxi mum devi ati on 123.4 | 122.6 | 121.3 | 120.5
Regi onal m ni mum devi ati on 89.7 | 89.7 | 90.3 | 90.4
Di fference (nmax. deviation - mn.
devi at i on) 33.7 | 32.9 | 31.0 | 30.1

Tabl e 8: Unenpl oynment and unenpl oynent rate (%

2005 | 2006 | 2007 2008
Nati onal unenpl oynent 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Regi onal maxi mum devi ati on 17.8 | 17.8 | 17.6 17.8
Regi onal mi ni mum devi ati on 4.9 5.7 5.6 5.1
Difference (max. deviation - mn.
devi at i on) 12.9 | 12.0 | 12.0 12.7
Nat i onal unenpl oynent rate 5.9 5.9 5.8 5.6
Regi onal maxi mum devi ati on 7.5 7.5 7.4 7.0
Regi onal mi ni mum devi ati on 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.8
Di fference (nmax. deviation - mn.
devi at i on) 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.2

The difference between active people from North-East Region and the
m ni rum value (West Region) is smaller with 0.1% On the other hand
the differences between wages are snmaller too (3.6%. The greater
disparity is between Bucharest and North-East Region. The differences
bet ween regional unenploynent and unenployment rates are snaller too
(0.2%, if we don’t consider Bucharest Region. In this last situation
t he maxi num val ues are in South, South-Wst and Centre Regions and the
m ni rum val ues are in North-Wst Region. What can we say about future?
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Tabl e 9: Unenpl oynent rate’ s forecast

Unenpl oynent rate 2006 | 2007 | 2008

TOTAL ROVANIA |- % - | 5.9 5.8 5.6

NORTH - EAST |- %- | 6.9 6.8 6.8

SOUTH - EAST |- %- | 6.4 6.3 6.3

SOUTH - % - 7.3 7.1 7.0

SOUTH - WEST |- %- | 7.5 7.4 7.0

VST - %- 5.2 5.1 5.0

NORTH - WEST |- % - | 4.1 4.0 3.8

CENTRE - %- 7.2 7.1 7.0

BUCHAREST - %- 2.7 2.5 2.2
Tabl e 10: 2008 | abour structure- 9% -

Agriculture, forests I ndustry .
fishe}ies ' and Servi ces
bui | di ng

Romani a 32.0 30.0 36.0
Nor t h- East Regi on 42. 4 25.1 32.5
Sout h- East Regi on 35.3 28.3 36.4
Sout h Regi on 39.4 29.5 31.1
Sout h- West  Regi on 42.1 26.9 31.0
West Regi on 26.5 34.7 38.8
Nort h- West Regi on 35.1 30.3 34.6
Centre Region 26.4 35.0 38.6
Buchar est 4.7 31.9 63. 4

In

Romania, the regional policy is based on Regional Operative

Programs. For 2007-2013, these prograns are connected with National
Regi onal Devel opnent Strategy. The nmain elenents of these prograns
are:

a higher regional conpetiveness as a result of the business nedi um
devel opnent ;

suport of local and regional economies which are affected by
i ndustrial re-structure and traditional underdevel opnent;

val orization of touristic and cultural regional potential as a
sourse of regional devel opnent;

devel opnent of little urban centres, in order to transform themin
regional growth centers;

devel opnent of local admnistrative capacity in connection wth
devel opnent and programed nanagenent;

pronotion of interregional cooperation, at national and trans-border
levels .

A inportant component of regional policy in Romania is defined by the
European Funds. E. U. financial assistance for Romania is:
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Figure 8 E. U financial assistance for Romania (mll. Euros)

Romani a benefited by the E.U Funds in its pre-adhering period
t oo:

Table 11: E. U pre-adhering funds for Romani a

Mtlulr'oosns 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
PHARE 1560 1560 1560 1560 1560 1560 1560
S.AP.ARD 520 520 520 520 520 520 520
I.S.P. A 1040 1040 1040 1040 1040 1040 1040
TOTAL 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120 3120

On the other hand, Romania will benefit by nore Structural Funds and

Cohesi on Fund inside present financial franework.
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|n1||ion euros (46333 (47168 47879 |48024 | 48163 148923 149704

Figure 9: E. U Budget for Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund 2007-2013

Sone i deas and concl usi ons

W think that E.U is an organization which can’t be perfect. E. U

will not be perfect in the future too. E U is not able to resolve all
the problenms from its Menber States. Maybe, E. U can resolve the
soci 0-econom ¢ devel opnent problem Romania wasn't and still isn't

ready to integrate into E U W think about its econony, social-
cultural situation and its ability to devel op very quickly.

The greatest challenge for the future of the E U isn't socio-economc
devel opnent. The enlargenment of the E. U neans nore people wth
different levels of education and training, with different cultures
and traditions. And it is not possible to have a unique neasure and a
uni que policy for all these peoples. On the other hand, E U tries to
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harnoni ze the Menber States |[aws and socio-econonmc situation. Even
E.U say that every Menber State is free to adopt its own manner of
resol ving the problens, the Menber States have to resol ve the probl em

So, we think it can be dangerous to have a unique manner of living in
Europe! The history gave us sone answers before. But we don't like to
learn from history |essons. And Romania is one of those Menber States
whi ch have nore enthusiasm than socio-econonmic and political abilities
to devel op inside the European Union.
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