Il Regional Unemployment in Europe
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his secuon provides an empirical characternza-

tion ol regional unemployment patterns in Eu-
ropean countries. The magnitude ol regional unem-
ploviment differences is compared across countries
and over time. The persistence ol these differences is
also examined.

Trends in Unemployment Rates

[t is uselul to begin by examining trends i aggre-
cate unemplovment rates. Itis well known that the
Furopean economies have witnessed rising unem-
plovment over the last two decades. and there is
widespread consensus that the structural component
ol unemployment has also visen considerably. Figure
2.1 plots the average unemployment rate for all EU
countries, for the first-stage participants in EMU,
and for laly and Spain.

Nuttonwide unemployment rates. however. pro-
vide an mcomplete picture. Trends in unemployment
rates have been Far Trom uniform across regions
within these countries, For instance. the nationwide
uncmplovment rate has remained reladvely lat in
Ituly over the last three vears. This masks consider-
able vartation at the regional levels. with the unem-
plovment rate declining in the northern regions (1o
its current level of less than 3 percent) and increas-
ing i the southern regions (where 1t amounts (o al-
most 23 pereent)

Perhaps the best measure 1o summarize the geo-
araphic dispersion of unemploviment is the standard
deviation ol regional unemployment rates.! Table 2.1
shows the standard deviation ol regional unemploy-
ment for 14 European countries and the United
States. The countries that display the largest varation
i regional unemployment rates in 1997 are laly,
Spain. Finland. Germany, and Belgium, in that order.-

Fhe it vsed o this section were generously provided by
Lurostin

ot paust e esercised i using the standird deviation o

vl unemiployiment rates Tor cross-country comparisons be
citse differem coumries necessarily hoave differem numbers amd
siees of regions, This section delines regions as the Bireest admin-

Figure 2.1. Unemployment Rates in Italy,
Spain, European Union, and European

Monetary Union Members
(In percent)
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Most European countries have a greater degree of re-
aional dispersion ol unemployment than the United
States. Regional unemployvment differences increased
during the 1990s in several European countries. in-
cluding Belgium. Finlund. Germany. and Ttaly.” On
the other hand. these differences declined during the
1990s in Treland and the United Kingdom.*

istrative subunits ol @ country. The regional disdageregation is
hased on NUTS-1 tnemnenclonwe des vnttes revvitoriales statis-
figpuey) umits excepl Tor certinn countries for which a lner disag
arecation based on NUTS-2 unmits was required, The defimtion of
regional unins s similar o that of Pench, Sestito. and Frontim
C1998) For the United States, datac on the 30 states were used
Fhe full list of regions is provided in the Appendis

The umtication of East and West Germany in 1990 wis
obhviously an important factor contributing 1o the increase in
hath the ageregate level and the regronal dispersion of Gernan
unemployment

The Thutcher-cra reforms of the 19805 appear to have con
tributed 1o the decline in unemployment dispersion in the United
Kingdom. For a more devuled analyvsis of these relorms and their ¢l
Jects on the VUKL Tabor market, see Prasad and Ramaswimy (1994
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Table 2.1. Standard Deviations of Unemployment Rates
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Country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Awustria 0.90 0.92 0.97 1.05 1.05
Belgium 2.34 2.29 252 2.91 3.00 3.14 2.64 2.55 2.42 2.68 3.00 327 3.54 359 359
Denmark 1.97 1.94 1.85 1.38 |.53 .46 .63 1.60 2.00 215 226 2.01 2.04 208 1.75
Finland - caa - o S 3.14 2.50 2.59 364 4.80 6.14 6.02 5.29 546 5.36
France 1.75 2.14 217 200 207 207 2.02 202 210 2.28 212 221 217 254 267
Germany 1.71 2.05 229 225 229 223 213 1.88 254 403 363 336 3.10 3.34 471
Germany, east 1.31 1.66 2.46 225 1.44 218 276
Germany, west 1.71 2.05 229 225 229 223 213 1.88 1.60 1.39 .61 1.74 1.79 1.89 2.05
Greece 0.98 1.27 2.6l 37 2.66 1.91 1.75 2.02 1.98 2.49 250 2.65 2.66 341 288
Ireland 012 0.40 0.68 0.54 0.58 254 1.82 1.63 1.50 1.86 .81 I.66 1.56 1.40 .10
[ealy 310 3.35 385 487 495 6.49 6.60 6.33 5.88 4.79 5,59 6.22 7.00 7.56 7.58
Netherlands _— . sas g - 1.69 1.50 1.73 0.90 1.03 0.97 0.93 0.98 133 110
Portugal S i - 393 328 4,24 331 267 2.28 1.74 1.81 241 269 267 229
Spain 362 520 498 4.86 518 4.85 5.24 5.46 5.28 521 5.49 5.2 535 552 5.61
Sweden 0.68 0.78 1.06 1.34 |.44 1.48 1.43 1.99
United Kingdom 3.45 3386 342 345 357 3.54 3.68 339 278 242 2.30 228 223 1.98 218
United States 253 2.18 1.94 223 2.14 1.89 1.33 .14 1.54 1.61 1.51 .32 1.28 1.24 1.22

Source: Authors” calculations.
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An alternative measure of the degree of cross-
regional variation in unemployment rates is the coef-
ficient of variation, that is, the standard deviation of
regional unemployment rates divided by the nation-
wide unemployment rate in each country.” This mea-
sure, shown in Table 2.2, confirms the high disper-
sion of regional unemployment in a number of
European countries, and notably Italy, Germany, and
Belgium. in that order.®

Another perspective on regional unemployment
comes [rom examining the dispersion of regional
unemployment for different demographic groups.
This is of particular relevance in the context of
both marked changes in the degree of labor force
attachment of some demographic groups, such
as females. and considerable increases in youth
unemployment,

Table 2.3 shows regional unemployment disper-
sion measures where the labor force is disaggregated
on the basis of age and gender. There are no substan-
live changes in trends over time or in the ranking
among countries in terms of dispersion of regional
unemployment when considering different demo-
eraphic groups. The geographical dispersion of un-
employment rates tends to be higher for young
workers than for the aggregate labor force. In some
countries. such as Italy. youth unemployment rates
have been very high in recent years. and the disper-
sion has been commensurately high.

To show that large regional unemployment differ-
ences reflect labor market rigidities instead of large
region-specific shocks, the persistence of such dif-
ferences is analyzed. Specifically, the correlations
between the beginning- and end-of-sample unem-
ployment rates for regions within a country are
examined.

Figure 2.2 shows scatter plots of regional unem-
ployment rates in 1983-85 and 1995-97 for the
United States and for those European countries for
which these data are available. Regional unemploy-
ment is significantly more persistent in the European
countries (with the exception of Denmark) than in
the United States. The estimated slope coefficient
from a regression of 1995-97 regional unemploy-
ment rates on 1983-85 rates is positive for all coun-
tries, butl the regression’s R-squared is markedly
higher for most European countries than for the

SA simple monotonic transformation (the square) ot the coeffi-
cient of variation is also used by Layard, Nickell, and Jackman
(1991).

“The standard deviation and the coefficient of variation some-
times reveal different pictures. For instance, in the case of Spain.
the standard deviation indicates high unemployment dispersion in
absolute terms, while the coefficient of variation indicates moder-
ate dispersion relative to the high level of the nationwide unem-
ployment rate,

Why Do Regional Unemployment Differences Matter?

United States.” The case of Italy is particularly strik-
ing since the correlation coefficient is 0.96.

Why Do Regional Unemployment
Differences Matter?

Having examined the evidence on regional unem-
ployment dispersion, it is germane to ask: why re-
gional unemployment differentials matter for overall
economic performance; how these differentials can
be affected by institutional features and by policy
measures; and what, if anything, can and should be
done to address these differentials? Moreover, it is
important to examine the implications of EMU with
respect to these questions.

Regional unemployment differentials could,
in principle, result merely from region-specific
shocks. Country-specific or industry-specific shocks
could also have differential effects across regions.
perhaps because of differences in the sectoral com-
position of output and employment (or in the struc-
ture of labor and product markets) among regions.?
In either case. the dispersion of regional unemploy-
ment rates might not appear deleterious per se.
However. persistent differentials in regional unem-
ployment rates do suggest inefficiencies in labor
market adjustment that could affect nationwide
unemployment.

There are also potential feedbacks between re-
gional and nationwide unemployment rates. Layard,
Nickell. and Jackman (1991) provide evidence that
the relationship between wage growth and unem-
ployment at the regional level is convex in many Eu-
ropean countries. Hence, an increase in the regional
dispersion of unemployment for a given level of na-
tionwide unemployment would translate into an in-
crease in the nationwide NAIRU. This effect would
be strengthened in an economy where a region with
relatively low unemployment was the leading region
in wage negotiations. This is the case. for instance,
in Italy. where wage-bargaining outcomes at the na-
tional level have tended to reflect labor market

'Section IV shows that persistence is higher in Spain than in
the United States also when using data on the 50 Spanish
provinces—the same number of units as that of the United
States—rather than the 17 Spanish regions. as in this section.

“Bayoumi and Prasad (1997) find that nationwide and industry-
specific shocks are more important than region-specific shocks
for output fluctuations in the United States compared to Europe.
See Clark and Shin (1998) for a comprehensive review of the lit-
erature that tries to disentangle these different types of shocks and
a summary of the results from different approaches. Since the dis-
tinction between region-specific shocks and country-specific
shocks that have asymmetric regional effects is not crucial for the
purposes of this discussion, they are henceforth lumped together
under the rubric of region-specific shocks.
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Table 2.2. Coefficients of Variation of Unemployment Rates
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Country 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Austria 023 023 0.26 023 0.24
Belgium 0.20 0.20 022 0.26 027 031 0.36 0.40 0.39 0.40 0.37 0.34 0.37 037 0.40
Denmark 021 0.22 0.24 0.25 027 0.24 022 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.24 028 0.29 0.31
Finland i _ ik a o 0.65 0.64 0.67 0.55 0.43 037 033 0.34 0.38 0.39
France 0.23 0.23 022 020 0.20 0.22 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.19 0.18 019 0.21 0.22
Germany 0.25 0.29 031 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.38 0.51 0.71 0.52 042 041 041 0.47
Germany, east 0.13 ol 017 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.15
Germany, west 0.25 0.29 031 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.38 0.39 0.33 0.28 0.25 0.27 027 0.26
Greece 0.18 022 047 0.83 0.58 0.31 0.32 0.38 0.33 0.38 0.36 0.36 0.35 040 0.34
Ireland 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.16 0.12 0.13 0.13 0,12 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.1l
Iealy 0.35 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.49 0.57 0.64 0.68 0.65 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.58 06l 0.62
Netherlands 017 017 0.23 0.15 017 0.15 0.13 0.13 020 0.21
Portugal i - -~ 0.47 0.49 0.69 0.66 058 0.55 0.45 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.35 0.34
Spain 0.23 0.28 0.24 0.24 0.28 0.26 0.32 035 0.35 0.31 0.26 023 0.25 0.26 0.26
Sweden 0.41 0.27 0.20 0.15 0.15 016 0.14 0.18
United Kingdom 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.33 0.40 0.50 0.49 0.34 0.26 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.28 032
United States 027 0.30 027 032 0.34 0.35 0.26 021 024 0.23 0.24 023 0.24 0.24 0.26

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Table 2.3. Unemployment Rates on the Basis of Age and Gender

(Average standard deviations)
1983-85
United
Austria  Belgium Denmark Finland France Germany Greece lIreland ltaly Netherlands Portugal Spain Sweden Kingdom
Total workers ew 239 1.92 ris 202 202 1.62 040 343 i i 4.60 o 341
Female — 461 256 - 3.15 237 340 150 6.08 e . 5.28 - 163
Male . 1.75 1.76 . 1.59 1.97 |.26 035 260 . . 477 . 4.04
Workers 24 years old and below 430 319 5.95 386 3.15 1.57  10.39 7.18 5.95
Workers 25 years old and above . 07 1.59 e 1.32 1.69 |.56 043 1.8%9 - e 359 - 258
1995-97
United
Austria  Belgium Denmark Finland France Germany Greece Ireland Italy MNetherlands Portugal Spain Sweden Kingdom
Total workers 1.02 3.57 1.95 540 246 372 298 1.35 7.38 1.14 255 549 1.63 213
Female |41 397 1.81 4.90 3.08 4.96 4.88 1.56  9.69 1.39 4.10 691 1.04 1.45
Male 0.96 353 223 5.74 226 281 210 1.80  &.55 0.91 204 499 156 171
Workers 24 years old and below 181 9.50 283 B.51 6.56 2.60 9.10 248 1849 238 473 798 5.07 3.90
WWorkers 25 years old and above  0.94 3.0l 1.8l 451 212 399 239 1.31 5.56 050 238 506 125 1.79

Source: Authors' calculations.
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Il REGIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE

Figure 2.2. Unemployment Rates by Region: 1995-97 vs. 1983-85!
(In percent)
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Source: Eurostat, Regional Statistical Yearbook (various issues).
IThe vertical axis measures the unemployment rate for 1995-97. The horizontal axis measures the unem-
ployment rate for 1983-85.
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Why Do Regional Unemployment Differences Matter?

Table 2.4. Average Net Interregional Migration

(In percent of regional population)!
Period Canada United States Germany Italy United Kingdom
1970-79 0.62 1.20 0.27 037 0.47
198089 0.63 0.84 0.34 0.33 0.26
1990-95 0.52 0.87 0.31 0.40 0.20

Source: Obstfeld and Peri (1998).

'Mational figures are population-weighted averages over regions. For the period indicated, each regional figure is
calculated as the average absolute value of the change in regional working-age population (measured net of na-
tional working-age population growth). The data for Germany refer to the western Lander only and exclude Berlin.

conditions in the north, which has had much lower
unemployment than the south for many years.

Both capital and labor can play an important role
in correcting regional unemployment differences.
Capital mobility to relatively high-unemployment
areas could take the form of migration of firms, the
setting up of new firms. or the expansion of existing
firms: new jobs would be created in each of these
cases. As for labor, both the migration of labor force
participants and changes in the labor force participa-
tion rate can help, although these adjustment mecha-
nisms could involve considerable welfare costs. Ad-
justment through capital rather than labor. therefore,
seems to be more desirable and. in particular, the mi-
gration of firms appears to be a promising adjust-
ment mechanism. However, given the constraints on
data availability, much of the analysis that follows
will focus on the role played by prices and quantities
related to labor in the adjustment process.

The adjustment to regional employment shocks is
an important issue because even temporary region-
specific employment shocks can result in long-lasting
unemployment if they are not promptly offset by rela-
tive wage changes, labor migration, or changes in
labor force participation. Given the institutional fea-
tures and policies in the labor markets of many Euro-
pean countries, temporary shocks could generate hys-
teresis in regional unemployment rates, which would
be reflected in national unemployment rates.

Blanchard and Katz (1992) conclude that in the
United States interregional migration of labor is the
main shock absorber for regional employment
shocks. Using a similar framework, Obstfeld and
Peri (1998) compare regional labor market adjust-
ment in Europe to that in the United States and find
that regional shocks have more persistent effects on
employment in European countries compared to the
United States. They also conclude that adjustment
through interregional migration is smaller and
slower in Europe than in the United States.

Table 2.4 (Obstfeld and Peri, 1998) shows that aver-
age net interregional migration is substantially lower
in Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom, compared
to Canada and the United States.? In fact. as docu-
mented by authors such as Faini, Galli. Gennari, and
Rossi (1997). labor mobility has been on a marked
downward trend over the last two decades in many Eu-
ropean countries such as Italy. Since the migration rate
may itself reflect high unemployment. it would not be
fair to implicate low levels of migration as the reason
for inefficient regional labor market adjustment. Nev-
ertheless, an analysis of institutional barriers to migra-
tion could have important policy implications.

Some institutional features and policies in European
labor markets may well play a role in hindering labor
migration. These include transaction costs involved in
changing houses and information costs associated
with job searches across regions. More important, rel-
ative wage rigidities may imply that the “price” incen-
tives to migrate tend to be low. In addition, it has been
argued that “cultural attributes™ and other intangible
barriers limit labor mobility in Europe, both within
and across national borders. These influences cannot
be denied, although it is not clear why they should
play a greater role now than at the time of the massive
migration flows of the 1950s and 1960s.

A crucial determinant of the impact of region-
specific labor demand shocks is wage flexibility. In
fact, relative wage adjustment, rather than employ-
ment, could absorb much of the effects of such
shocks. However, real wage rigidity is much greater
in European countries than in more flexible labor
markets such as the United States. Obstfeld and Peri
(1998) confirm that relative wage adjustment is

YIn interpreting the data in Table 2.4, it should be kept in mind
that migration rates are influenced by the business cycle and that
countries could have different cyclical positions during the peri-
ods under consideration.
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Il REGIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE

smaller and more sluggish in Europe than in the
United States and also in the specific case of the re-
sponse Lo regional labor demand shocks. Such rela-
tive wage rigidities have adverse consequences al
both the national and regional levels.

Wages could also play a useful role in correcting
persistent regional unemployment imbalances. If
wages were to fall in regions characterized by per-
sistently high unemployment. then lower unit labor
costs would attract firms into these regions, and
lower real wages would act as an additional incen-
tive for workers to migrate to the relatively low-
unemployment regions. In countries that have a cen-
tralized bargaining system in which wages are
largely determined at the national level. interre-
gional wage differentials tend to be smaller, reduc-
ing the incentives for migration of capital or labor.

Regional unemployment imbalances and the ef-
fects of region-specific shocks could become more
pronounced under EMU for three main reasons:
pressures to equalize wages across countries: the im-
plications of lower inflation for relative wage adjust-
ment: and the loss of the exchange rate as a cushion
from country-specific shocks for regions that are
more vulnerable to them.

First. under EMU, regional unemployment dispari-
ties could be exacerbated by pressures to equalize
wages across the participating countries. Wage equal-
ization that resulted endogenously from labor migra-
tion could, of course. be an efficient outcome. How-
ever, it is unlikely that more open borders within the
EMU area alone will encourage higher levels of labor
mobility across European countries. Thus, the danger
is that, since nominal wages contracted in a common
currency will be easily comparable across national
borders, competition within the EU could result in
pressures for wage equalization across EMU. There
is also danger in the fact that, with wages but not pro-
ductivity equalized, unemployment could increase in
countries where labor is less productive.

The implications of pressures for wage equalization
are highlighted by evidence of significant differentials
across European countries in the levels of both labor
productivity and labor compensation. Figure 2.3
shows labor productivity levels based on GDP per
hour worked and hourly compensation costs in manu-
facturing in 1997 for a set of European countries.!!
Although international comparisons of wage and pro-
ductivity levels need to be interpreted with caution, it
is clear that there is a substantial dispersion of hourly
compensation cosls across euro countries, as one
would expect in the case of large productivity differ-
entials. If wages in a relatively high-wage country like

WThe data on hourly compensation costs in manufacturing are
drawn from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (1997). The data
on GDP per hour worked are drawn from the OECD (1998).

Figure 2.3. Labor Productivity and
Compensation

200

GDP Per Hour Worked!
(1996 or latest available year)

150

100 -

Hourly Compensation Costs in U.S. Dollars,
Manufacturing, 1997

Sources: Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment, Science, Technelogy and Industrial Outlook (1998); and
.S, Bureau of Labor Staristics.

IOECD average = |00.

Germany were to be used by labor unions in other Eu-
ropean countries as the basis for wage negotiations,
the resulting differentials between wages and produc-
tivity in these countries could have deleterious effects
on employment in countries with relatively low levels
of productivity. such as Portugal and Spain.

Second, monetary union is widely expected to en-
courage low inflation. as evidenced by the decline
in the inflation risk premium on the government
bond yields of EMU countries, including among
others, Italy and Spain. Given that the available em-
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pirical evidence supports the hypothesis of down-
ward nominal wage rigidity. the relative wage de-
clines that would be needed in high-unemployment
regions could take longer to materialize under EMU
than in a context of higher inflation.!! In the past,
the exchange rate may also have cushioned some-
what the asymmetric effects of nationwide shocks
in regions with differing sectoral output composi-
tion, thereby mitigating in some countries the im-
pact of these effects on regional unemployment dis-
persion (Eichengreen, 1993), but this will no longer
be an option.'?

"Akerlof, Dickens, and Perry (1996) provide evidence of
downward nominal wage rigidity even in the United States and
argue that this phenomenon could have pernicious effects on un-
employment in an environment of low inflation.

*These considerations are made more relevant by the sluggish-
ness of regional relative price adjustment and the prospect ol in-
creased regional specialization under & common currency area.
Krugman (1991) notes that regions in the United States are more

Appendix: European Regions and U.S. States

Should EMU result in wider unemployment dis-
parities and a more sluggish adjustment to shocks,
pressures might intensify for fiscal transfers, which
appear to be the preferred tool of policymakers in
addressing regional disparities.'? Such transfers,
however, have important adverse consequences. Fi-
nancing these transfers typically involves distor-
tionary taxation that has a negative effect on overall
economic activity. Further. large and continuing in-
terregional transfers tend to breed political and so-
cial tensions and often perpetuate the regional dis-
parities that they are intended to cure. Thus, fiscal
transfers seem to be a temporary salve. but not a so-
lution to the problem of regional disparities.

specialized than European countries, though his analysis is based
solely on data for the manufacturing sector. Bayoumi and Prasad
(1997) find that, based on a broader one-digit classification of
sectoral output, there is less conclusive evidence that U.S. regions
are more specialized than European countries.

13See Obstfeld and Peri (1998) and the references therein.

Appendix: European Regions and U.S. States

Data from the following European regions and U.S. states were used in compiling the information on re-
gional unemployment rates provided in Section II.

Austria (9)
Burgenland
Kaernten
Niederoesterreich
Oberoesterreich
Salzburg
Steiermark

Tirol

Vorarlberg

Wien

Belgium (11)
Antwerpen
Brabant Wallon
Hainaut
Licge
Limburg (b)
Luxembourg (b)
Namur
Oost-Viaanderen
Rég.Bruxelles-Cap,/Brussels
Hfdst gew.
Vlaams Brabant
West-Vlaanderen

Denmark (15)
Aarhus amt
Bornholms amt
Frederiksborg amt

Fyns amt

Champagne-Ardenne

Koebenhavn og Frederiks Kom. Corse

Koebenhavns amt
Nordjyllands amt
Ribe amt
Ringkoebing amt
Roskilde amt
Soenderjyllands amt
Storstroems amt
Vejle amt
Vestsjaellands amt
Viborg amt

Finland (6)
Ahvenanmaa/Aaland
Etelae-Suomi
Itae-Suomi
Pohjois-Suomi
Uusimaa
Vaeli-Suomi

France (30)
Alsace

Aquitaine
Auvergne
Basse-Normandie
Bourgogne
Bretagne

Centre

Essonne
Franche-Comté
Haute-Normandie
Hauts-de-Seine
Languedoc-Roussillon
Limousin
Lorraine
Midi-Pyrénées
Nord

Paris
Pas-de-Calais
Pays de la Loire
Picardie
Poitou-Charentes
Provence-Alpes-Cote d"Azur
Rhone-Alpes
Seine-et-Marne
Seine-Saint-Denis
Val-de-Marne
Val-d'Oise
Yvelines

E. Germany (8)
Berlin-Ost, Stadt
Brandenburg
Dessau
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Il REGIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE

Halle

Magdeburg
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
Sachsen

Thueringen

W. Germany (31)
Arnsberg
Berlin-West, Stadt
Braunschweig
Bremen
Darmstadt
Detmold
Duesseldort
Freiburg

Giessen

Hamburg
Hannover
Karlsruhe

Kassel

Koblenz

Koeln

Lueneburg
Mittelfranken
Muenster
Niederbayern
Oberbayern
Oberfranken
Oberpfalz
Rheinhessen-Pfalz
Saarland
Schleswig-Holstein
Schwaben
Stuttgart

Trier

Tuebingen
Unterfranken
Weser-Ems

Greece (13)
Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki
Attiki

Dytiki Ellada
Dytiki Makedonia
lonia Nisia

Ipeiros

Kentriki Makedonia
Kriti

Notio Aigaio
Peloponnisos
Sterea Ellada
Thessalia

Voreio Aigaio

Ireland (9)
Border
Dublin
Ireland

Mideast
Midland
Midwest
Southeast (Irl)
Southwest (Irl)
West

Italy (19)
Abruzzo-Molise
Basilicata

Calabria

Campania
Emilia-Romagna
Friuli-Venezia Giulia
Lazio

Liguria

Lombardia

Marche

Piemonte

Puglia

Sardegna

Sicilia

Toscana
Trentino-Alto Adige
Umbria

Valle d” Aosta
Veneto

Netherlands (13)
Drenthe
Flevoland
Friesland
Gelderland
Groningen
Limburg (NI)
Nederland
Noord-Brabant
Noord-Holland
Overijssel
Utrecht
Zeeland

Zuid-Holland

Portugal (7)

Acores

Alentejo

Algarve

Centro (P)

Lisboa e Vale do Tejo
Madeira

Norte

Spain (17)
Andalucia
Aragon
Asturias
Baleares
Canarias
Cantabria

Castilla-la Mancha
Castilla y Léon
Cataluna
Comunidad Valenciana
Extremadura
Galicia

Madrid

Murcia

Navarra

Pais Vasco

Rioja

Sweden (8)

Mellersta Norrland
Norra Mellansverige
Oestra Mellansverige
Oevre Norrland
Smaaland med oearna
Stockholm
Sydsverige
Vaestsverige

United Kingdom (37)

Avon. Gloucs.. Wiltshire
Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire
Berks., Bucks.., Oxfordshire
Bord.-Centr.-Fife.-Loth.-Tayside
Cambridgeshire

Cheshire

Cleveland, Durham

Clwyd, Dyfed. Gwynedd, Powys
Cornwall. Devon

Cumbria

Derbyshire. Nottinghamshire
Dorset, Somerset

Dumfr.. Galloway. Strathclyde
Essex

Grampian

Greater London

Greater Manchester

Gwent, Mid-sw. Glamorgan
Hampshire, Isle of Wight
Hereford and Worces.. Warwicks.
Highlands, Islands

Humberside

Kent

Lancashire

Leics.. Northamptonshire
Lincolnshire

Merseyside

Norfolk

Northern Ireland

North Yorkshire
Northumberland, Tyne and Wear
Shropshire, Statfordshire

South Yorkshire

Suffolk

Surrey, East-West Sussex
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West Midlands (County) lowa
West Yorkshire Kansas
i . = Kentucky
United States (51) e
Louisiana
Alabama .
Maine
Alaska
2 Maryland
Arizona s
Massachusetts
Arkansas Lia
N Michigan
California :
Minnesota
Colorado E T
: Mississippi
Connecticut ; 3
; é g Missouri
District of Columbia
Montana
Delaware
ey Nebraska
Flornda .
Georsta Nevada
i H A
= New Hampshire
Hawaii 3
New Jersey
Idaho : 5
lliois New Mexico
: New York
Indiana

References

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Source: Eurostat. Regions Nomenclare of Tervitorial Units for Statistics (1995).

References

Akerlof, George. William Dickens, and George Perry.
1996, “The Macroeconomics of Low Inflation,”
Brookings Papers on Economic Activity: 1, Brook-
ings Institution, pp. 1-76.

Attanasio, Orazio, and Fiorella Padoa-Schioppa. 1991.
“Regional Inequalities, Migration, and Mismatch in
ltaly, 1960-86," in Mismatch and Labor Mobiliry, ed,
by Fiorella Padoa-Schioppa (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press), pp. 237-320.

Bayvoumi, Tamim, and Eswar S. Prasad. 1997, “Currency
Unions. Economic Fluctuations, and Adjustment:
Some New Empirical Evidence,” Staff Papers, Inter-
national Monetary Fund, Vol. 44 (March), pp. 36-57.

Bentolila, Samuel. and Juan J. Dolado, 1991, *Mismatch
and Internal Migration in Spain 1962-86." in Mis-
mateh and Labor Mobility, ed. by Fiorella Padoa-
Schioppa (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press),
pp- 182-234.

Bertola. Giuseppe. and Andrea Ichino, 1995, “Wage In-
equality and Unemployment: United States vs. Eu-
rope.” NBER Macroeconomics Annual 1995 (Cam-
bridge: MIT Press), pp. 13-54.

Blanchard, Olivier-Jean. and Lawrence F. Katz, 1992,
“Regional Evolutions,” Brookings Papers on Eco-
nomic Activity: 1. Brookings Institution, pp. 1-61.

Clark, Todd E., and Kwanho Shin. 1998, “The Sources of
Fluctuations Within and Across Countries™ (unpub-
lished: Kansas City. Missouri: Federal Reserve Bank
of Kansas City).

Eichengreen, Barry, 1993, “European Monetary Unifica-
tion and Regional Unemployment.” in Labor and an
Integrated Euwrope, ed. by Lloyd Ulman, Barry
Eichengreen, and William Dickens (Washington:
Brookings Institution), pp. 188-223.

Eurostat. Regional Statistical Yearbook (Luxembourg:
Statistical Office of the European Communities), var-
ious issues.

Faini, Riccardo, Giampaolo Galli, Pietro Gennari, and
Fulvio Rossi, 1997, “An Empirical Puzzle: Falling
Migration and Growing Unemployment Differentials
Among ltalian Regions.” European Economic Re-
view, Vol. 41, pp. 571-79.

Krugman, Paul R., 1991, Geography and Trade (Louvain,
Belgium: Louvain University Press).

Layard, Richard, Stephen Nickell, and Richard Jackman.
1991, Unemplovment: Macroeconomic Performance
and the Labor Marker (Oxford: Oxford University
Press).

Obstfeld. Maurice. and Giovanni Peri. 1998, “Regional
Non-Adjustment and Fiscal Policy.” Economic Pol-
icv: A European Forum (April), pp. 205-47.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, 1998, Science, Technology and Industry Out-
look (Paris: OECD).

Oswald, Andrew. 1998, “A Conjecture on the Explanation
for High Unemployment in the Industrialized Na-
tions,” Economic Research Papers No. 475 (Univer-
sity of Warwick).

Pench, Lucio R.. Paolo Sestito, and Elisabetta Frontini.
1998, “Within Countries Unemployment Dispersion in
the EU Bloc: Some Lessons for the Forthcoming
EMU™ (unpublished: Brussels: European Commission).

Prasad, Eswar S.. and Ramana Ramaswamy, 1994,
“Shocks and Structural Breaks: Labor Market
Reforms in the United Kingdom,” IMF Working
Paper 94/152 (Washington: International Monetary
Fund).

LS. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1997, Foreign Labor Sta-
tistics (Washington: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics).
Available via the Internet: http://www.stats.bls.gov,

©lInternational Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution


http://www.stats.bls.gov

