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Abstract. The aim of the paper is to value the progress in the
European social and territorial cohesion in terms of welfare of
population. Research methodology is based upon the economic
theory, analysis of literature, official documents and statistical
data, author’s calculations and mathematical statistics. Only a
minor degree of development and welfare level equalisation
within the EU is stated. The EU new member states seem to face
a prospect of remaining a poor periphery of Europe for an
uncertain period of time.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Various problems accompanying the European integration
are being incessantly discussed by scholars and politicians [1].
Overall social progress, social and territorial cohesion are
placed among the top priorities of the European Union. The
aims of reaching greater social cohesion and reducing poverty
were set in the Lisbon strategy and reaffirmed in the Europe
2020 strategy [2]. The achieved results, however, remain
ambiguous. Among the problems, indisputably, the issue of
equalisation and cohesion of countries and regions within the
European Union is especially acute.

II. DISPARITIES IN PER CAPITA INCOME
AND CONSUMPTION

Along with development of the European Union, its
heterogeneity gradually increased, turning into one of crucial
problems. Each of the successive enlargements of the EU in
the period 1973-2007, besides increasing the number of
member states, continued to widen diversity of economic and
social development levels within the united Europe. It is
especially true in respect to the EU enlargements in 2004 and
2007 — since the new member states had appreciably lower
development indices in actually all areas. Now the differences
between 27 member states of the EU are much greater than
they were in the former European Community consisting of 6,
9, or 15 countries. This obviously impedes the process of
integration and cohesion.

The gap between the most rich (“core”) and most poor
(“periphery”) countries constituting now the EU-27 has little
narrowed since the mid-1990s, if measured by GDP per capita.
In Table I, ratios of maximal to minimal values of per capita
GDP among the 27 countries now having joined the European
Union are calculated for 1991-2011. As can be seen, the
distance between the highest value (Luxembourg) and the
lowest one (Romania, Latvia, or Bulgaria in particular years)
tended even to increase until 2000 and only afterwards
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appeared decreasing, although proved essentially the same in
2006 as in 1995.

However, the distance between two extreme values does not
describe the whole picture of differences among all values
presented in a sample. A more appropriate way to measure the
overall degree of inequality is to compute the coefficient of
variation (k,). A quite stable degree of disparities in per capita
GDP among the 27 countries is proved by values of
coefficient of variation lying between 0.49 and 0.44 during
1995-2011 (data for 1991 are incomplete). Level of k, close to
0.5 indicates very big disparities; thus, the obtained values of
the coefficient in the EU-27 imply a steadily big inequality in
economic development levels without a significant trend to
decrease. It can be concluded therefore that development and
enlargement of the European Union resulted neither in
substantial equalisation nor in greater divergence of economic
development levels in Europe (if measured by GDP per
capita). Statistical data and results of the author’s calculations
supporting these conclusions are presented in Table 1. As can
be seen, in 2011 disparities remained impressive and GDP per
capita in the member states ranged from 45% to 274% of the
EU average.

One of alternative welfare indicators better reflecting living
standards of households is Actual Individual Consumption
(AIC) per capita. This index includes goods and services
actually consumed by individuals, irrespective of whether
these goods and services were purchased and paid for by
households, government or non-profit organisations [3]. ACI
index shows less dispersion than GDP per capita. In 20 years
the gap between the highest and the lowest value of this index
has proven to decline from 4.5 (Luxembourg / Romania in
1991) to 3.4 (Luxembourg / Bulgaria in 2011). The coefficient
of variation for this index was also less than in the case of
GDP per capita. Still, in 2011 the AIC index ranged between
44% of the EU average in Bulgaria to 150% in Luxemburg.

Parallels between the EU and former Soviet Union have not
been the same in recent years [7], [8]. In this context, one can
state that the disparities in per capita income between the EU
member states at present prove greater than those among the
republics of the former Soviet Union during the 1970s and
1980s. As a matter of fact, the present-day distance in GDP
levels per capita between Bulgaria or Romania, on the one
hand, and the Netherlands or Austria, on the other hand,
exceeds the differences in per capita national income that
existed in the former USSR between Tajikistan and Latvia or
Estonia in the 1980s. Table II presents the author’s
calculations concerning the disparities among the former
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GDP PER CAPITA, 1991-2011, AND ACTUAL INDIVIDUAL CONSUMPTION (AIC) PER CAPITA, 2011, IN THE EU-27 COUNTRIES (AT CURRENT PRICES, IN PPS) ([3]—[6]; the
authors’ calculations)

TABLE 1

1991 (thous. EU-27 = 100
Country USD) GDP per capita AIC
GDP | AIC | 1995 | 1998 | 2000 | 2002 | 2004 2006 2007 2008 2009 2011 per
per per capita,
capita | capita 2011
Luxembourg 17.50 | 1225 | 223 218 244 240 252 270 275 279 271 274 150
Netherlands 15.65 | 11.00 | 123 128 134 133 129 131 132 134 131 131 113
Austria 1535 | 10.75 | 135 131 131 126 127 125 123 124 124 129 117
Ireland 10.00 | 7.70 103 121 131 138 142 145 147 133 127 127 100
Sweden 16.40 | 11.50 | 125 123 127 122 126 123 125 123 119 126 115
Denmark 16.50 | 11.60 | 132 132 131 128 125 124 123 123 121 125 113
Germany 1530 | 1025 | 129 122 118 115 116 116 116 116 116 120 119
Belgium 1575 | 11.00 | 129 123 126 125 121 117 116 115 116 118 111
Finland 15.40 | 10.75 | 108 114 117 115 116 114 117 118 113 116 112
United Kingdom 1530 | 10.75 | 113 117 119 120 123 120 116 115 112 108 118
France 1625 | 11.35 116 115 115 116 110 108 108 107 108 107 112
Italy 13.85 | 9.50 121 120 117 112 106 104 104 104 104 101 102
Spain 11.65 | 825 92 95 97 100 101 104 105 103 103 99 94
Cyprus 88 87 89 89 90 90 93 97 98 92 95
Slovenia 11.0 6.50 74 78 80 82 86 87 88 91 88 84 81
Malta 86 80 83 79 77 76 76 79 81 83 83
Greece 7.90 5.50 84 83 84 90 94 93 92 94 94 82 94
Czech Republic 7.00" | 4.75! 73 70 68 70 75 77 80 80 82 80 70
Portugal 8.55 5.75 77 79 81 80 77 79 78 78 80 77 82
Slovakia 48 52 50 54 57 63 68 72 73 73 70
Estonia 8.45 5.15 36 42 45 50 57 66 69 68 64 67 57
Hungary 6.65 4.00 52 54 55 62 63 63 62 64 65 66 61
Poland 5.20 3.25 43 48 48 48 51 52 54 56 61 65 70
Lithuania 690 | 4.15 36 40 39 44 50 55 59 61 55 62 66
Latvia 7.60 | 4.0 31 36 37 41 46 52 56 56 52 58 56
Romania 4.10 275 37 27 26 29 34 38 42 47 46 49 47
Bulgaria 580 | 4.00 32 27 28 32 35 38 40 44 45 44
Max/ Min value 43* 45" 7.2 8.1 9.4 8.3 7.4 7.1 6.9 6.3 5.9? 6.1 3.4
Standard
deviation (o) 4.0 3.2? 444 | 435 | 470 44.9 44.9 459 45.8 45.1 43.12 43.9 26.6
Koefficient of
variation (k=0/Ya) | 0332 | 0.41> | 049 | 048 | 0.50 0.48 0.47 0.47 0.46 0.45 0.45% 0.44 0.29

"Czechoslovakia nly for countries presented in the table
Soviet republics in terms of per capita national income in 1965—
1985. As can be seen, the disparities somewhat fluctuated, but
remained less than those among the EU countries now.

Historical experience of the EU, as well of the USSR, seems
to prove that equalisation process in an extremely heterogeneous
complex of nations can appreciably advance to a certain point
but later slows down, stops or even reverses. After the
enlargement of the EU in 2004, opinions were expressed by
some European experts that the new member states would need
15, 30, 40 or even more years to reach at least the average EU
development level [10].

Somewhat paradoxically, the task eased due to the fact that
the EU average indices had dropped after including new 10
(later 12) comparatively poor economies. Actually, the average
GDP volume per capita in the enlarged EU decreased by 13%
after including the 10 new member states in 2004.

Official forecasts and government programmes promulgated
in the Baltic States after regaining national independence
invariably set the convergence of per capita GDP indices with
the European Union average as a strategic goal. In Latvia the
aim of reaching the EU average level of GDP per capita in
nearest 20-25 years had been declared in official documents at
least since the beginning of the 2000s (e.g., in the Long-Term
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TABLE I

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISPARITIES IN PER CAPITA NATIONAL INCOME AMONG
THE REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER USSR, 1965-1985 [9]

Year | Ratio of the Max / Min Coefficient
value of variation,
among the 15 republics ky
1965 2.22 0.26
1970 2.36 0.28
1975 2.35 0.27
1980 2.32 0.25
1985 2.54 0.26

Economic Development Programme adopted in 2001).
Nonetheless, even in the most optimistic scenarios, GDP per
capita in Latvia was not expected to reach the EU average
level before 2035.

As Table I shows, GDP per capita indices in the Baltic
States during 1995-2008 were gradually approaching the EU
average level. However, after a dramatic drop of GDP in
Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia under the global economic crisis
(by 15-22% in 3 years, 2008-2010) the gap from the EU
average increased again and the task of catching up Europe
must be postponed. Promise to reach the present-day EU
average welfare level by 2020 was included in draft of the new
National Development Plan of Latvia, but the actual
convergence of development levels and living standards with
the average European indices seems again as far perspective as
it was a decade ago. In fact, most of the EU new members
seem to face a perspective of remaining a poor periphery of
the rich “core” of Europe for an uncertain period of time.

No doubt, globalisation and European integration have
resulted in a certain degree of convergence of development
levels and living standards in the new member states with the
rest of the EU. Statistics shows a substantial progress in terms
of such indices as number of cars, mobile phones, personal
computers, internet users per 10,000 population, etc. However,
the overall level of economic development and, especially,
productivity in the new member states still remain far below
the EU average.

III. HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDEX:
CONSISTENT GAINS?

Since the early 1990s when the centralised economic
system was overthrown in the ex-communist Central- and
East European countries, quite dramatic fluctuations of the
human development index (HDI) could be observed there, in
the Baltic States in particular (Table III).

The three Baltic States, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, had
maintained relatively high levels of their HDIs from the
Soviet era. As Table III proves, in terms of this index in
1991-1992 Lithuania was placed the 28", Estonia — the 29"
and Latvia — the 30" among the countries of the world. From
this level, however, Estonia had fallen by 1995 to the 77"
Lithuania in 1993 to the 81*, and Latvia (in three successive
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years, 1994-1996) to the 92™ place. This occurred, first of
all, because of a dramatic fall in GDP (by 30-50%) and a
decreasing life expectancy of population during the
transition period to market economy. Afterwards the three
countries began to move up in the world rankings, and
already by the end of the 1990s the gains were obvious.
Finally, the three Baltic States had managed to climb to the
34™ (Estonia), 40™ (Lithuania), and 43™ (Latvia) places in
the world in 2011.

On the whole, as concerns the comparative levels of HDI,
the EU new member states are in better positions than in
terms of per capita incomes. This is, first of all, due to quite
good indices of education and public health. On the whole,
progress can be stated in all of the above-mentioned
countries. In 2005-2006, the 10 Central and East European
countries listed in Table IV were qualified as countries with
high HDI; in 2007, two of them, Slovenia and the Czech
Republic, ranked among the countries with very high HDI
(referred to as developed countries), while the rest 8 were
included in the category of developing countries with high
HDI; and in 2010-2011, eight of the countries in question,
except Bulgaria and Romania, proved in the category of
countries with very high HDI. As demonstrated in Table IV,
their places in the recent rankings lied between the 21
(Slovenia) and the 55™ (Bulgaria) in the world. However, it
remains disputable to what an extent this progress can be
attributed to the EU membership. And, after all, it is worth
observing that the Baltic States have not even regained the
positions in the world ranking they possessed two decades
ago.

The HDI index includes demographic characteristics
(education level and life expectancy of population) as two of
its three main components. Unfortunately, it is exactly
demography that has turned into one of the most acute
problems facing the EU new members. Among the painful
consequences of the welfare gap from the rich countries,
increasing emigration has emerged from the EU periphery
states. This process in combination with low rates of natural
increase of population has resulted in actual depopulation.
Out of the 12 new EU members, 7 are consistently losing
their population. In accordance with the official data of
Eurostat [4], [5] by the beginning of 2012,

- Bulgaria lost almost 17% of the population it had in

1990;

- in Hungary, where decrease of population was
continuous since the 1980s, the number of
population dropped from 10.7 million in 1980 to 9.96
million, thus returning to the level of 1960;

- population of Poland decreased from 38.7 million in
2000 to 38.2 million, i.e., by approximately 0.5
million;

- Romania since 1990 had lost about 1.8 million, or
8%, of population;

- population of Estonia was by nearly 15% less than in
1990, returning thus to the level of the mid-1960s;
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- population of Lithuania was by almost 11% less
than in 1990 and returned to the number of the mid-1970s;

TABLE III
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICES IN THE BALTIC STATES, 1991-1999 [11]
Country 1991- 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
1992
Estonia Rank 29 43 68 71 77 65 54 46 44
HDI 0.867 0.862 0.749 0.776 0.758 0.762 0.773 0.801 0.818
Lithuania Rank 28 71 81 76 79 70 62 52 47
HDI 0.868 0.769 0.719 0.762 0.750 0.755 0.761 0.789 0.803
Latvia Rank 30 48 55 92 92 92 74 63 50
HDI 0.865 0.857 0.820 0.711 0.707 0.727 0.744 0.771 0.791
TABLE IV
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDICES IN THE 10 EU NEW MEMBER STATES, 2005-2011 [12]
2005 2006 2007 2010 2011
Country
High human Very high human Very high human
development development development
(developed countries)
Slovenia Rank 26 29 21 21
HDI 0.917 0.923 0.929 0.882 0.884
Czech Republic Rank 35 36 27 27
HDI 0.891 0.897 0.903 0.863 0.865
High human development
(developing countries)
Estonia Rank 42 40 34 34
HDI 0.860 0.871 0.883 0.832 0.835
Slovakia Rank 41 42 35 35
HDI 0.863 0.872 0.880 0.832 0.834
Hungary Rank 38 43 38 38
HDI 0.874 0.877 0.879 0.814 0.816
Poland Rank 39 41 39 39
HDI 0.870 0.875 0.880 0.811 0.811
Lithuania Rank 43 46 41 40
HDI 0.862 0.869 0.870 0.805 0.810
Latvia Rank 44 48 43 43
HDI 0.855 0.863 0.866 0.802 0.805
High human development
Romania Rank 62 61 50
HDI 0.813 0.825 0.840 0.781
Bulgaria Rank 56 63 55
HDI 0.824 0.834 0.837 0.771

demographic  processes, namely

public discussion, but even in some foreign experts’opinion,

emigration  and

- in Latvia, officially stated number of population
proved by almost 24% less than in 1990. As known, the
actual size of emigration from Latvia remains an object of

depopulation, are turning into a major obstacle for further
economic progress of the country [13], [14].
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TABLE V
VALUES OF GINI INDEX IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE, 1992-2009 [15], [16]
Country Czech Slovakia | Bulgaria | Romania | Slovenia | Hungary | Poland | Estonia | Latvia | Lithuania
Republic
1992 19.5 30.7 25.5 26.7
1993 26.6 29.2 27.9 323 39.5 27.0 33.6
1994 243 28.2
1995 31.0 30.1 31.0
1996 25.8 25.8 35.0 32.7 31.7 323
1997 26.4 31.7
1998 294 28.4 24.9 329 37.6 335 30.2
1999 27.8 33.1
2000 30.3 27.3 32.9 37.0 31.9
2001 34.3 30.6 26.9 32.8 36.9 324
2002 31.5 29.2 26.8 34.1 36.8 35.9 323
2003 29.2 31.1 30.8 35.8 37.7 36.0
2004 29.1 31.7 31.2 30.0 359 36.0 35.7 35.8
2005 29.8 31.6 34.9
2006 27.7 32.1 34.1
2007 28.1 28.2 32.1 312 34.0 36.3
2008 26.9 31.2 34.2 36.6 37.6
2009 26.0 30.0 34.1

IV. GINI INDEX: MEDIUM-TERM
FLUCTUATIONS AND THEIR FACTORS

Making the European Union by 2010 the world’s most
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy
capable of sustainable economic growth with more and
better jobs and greater social cohesion was the goal set in
2000 by the Lisbon Strategy. It seemed obvious from the
very beginning that the proclaimed goal had been too
ambitious. During the years that had passed since 2000,
Europe had become neither the most dynamic, nor the most
competitive region of the world. Many other parts of the
world proved substantially more dynamic. Greater social
cohesion also remained unattained in the EU. As was
admitted later, a number of the poor had rather increased
than decreased in the European Union during the recent
global economic and financial crisis.

been steadily distinguished by the highest values of Gini
index (up to 0.36 — 0.37 and above), which implies the
greatest degree of inequality in income distribution. Its level
appears high in comparison with data of the advanced
European countries in the late 1990s (Table VI).
A more detailed analysis of Gini index dynamics in the
Central and Eastern European states is carried out below to

TABLE VI

VALUES OF THE GINI INDEX FOR SOME COUNTRIES IN WESTERN AND
NORTHERN EUROPE, THE LATE 1990s-2000 [15], [16]

Successor of the Lisbon Strategy, the Europe 2020, in its
turn, points out reducing of poverty as one of the flagship
initiatives [2]. Such a phrasing looks again rather a good
intention than a really attainable objective.

As concerns social cohesion and poverty, an
acknowledged measure of income inequality among
population is Gini index. Observed in almost two decades’
retrospective in the East European countries — new EU
member states —, this index does not demonstrate a tendency
to diminish. Moreover, as Table V shows, since the early
1990s, the income inequality tended to increase in most of
these countries.

Among the countries in question, the Baltic States, in
addition to comparatively low GDP indices per capita, had
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Country Year | Gini Index
Portugal 1997 38.45
Italy 2000 36.03
United Kingdom | 1999 35.97
Spain 2000 34.66
Ireland 2000 34.28
Greece 2000 34.27
Switzerland 2000 33.68
Belgium 2000 32.97
France 1995 32.74
Netherlands 1999 30.9
Austria 2000 29.15
Germany 2000 28.31
Finland 2000 26.88
Norway 2000 25.79
Sweden 2000 25
Denmark 1997 24.7
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TABLE VII
REAL GDP GROWTH RATES (%) IN SELECTED EASTERN EUROPEAN COUNTRIES, 1992-2009 [4], [17] —[22]

Country 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 20 20 | 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 | 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
Lithu- 52 7.5 7.6 -1.1 33 6769 | 102 | 74 7.8 7.8 9.8 2.8 -15.0
ania
Latvia -349 | -149 0.6 -0.9 3.7 8.4 4.8 2.8 6.8 79 | 6.1 7.2 8.7 | 10.6 11.9 10.0 -42 | -18.0
Estonia -1.6 22 5.7 11.7 6.7 -0.3 100 | 75| 79 7.6 7.2 9.4 10.0 7.2 -3.6 | -14.1
Poland 2.0 43 52 6.7 6.2 7.1 5.0 4.5 43 12|14 39 53 3.6 6.2 6.8 5.0 1.7
Hungary -3.1 -0.6 2.9 2.5 0.2 3.1 4.1 32 49 | 4.1 | 44| 43 4.9 35 4.0 1.0 0.6 -6.3
Slovenia 2.8 53 4.1 3.6 5.0 35 5.3 44 | 2.8 | 4.0 2.8 43 4.5 5.8 6.8 3.5 -7.8
Romania | -8.8 1.5 39 7.1 39 -6.1 -4.8 -1.2 24 57 | 5.1 5.2 8.5 42 7.9 6.3 7.3 -7.1
Bulgaria -84 | -11.6 | -37 -1.6 -8.0 -5.8 4.1 2.3 5.4 4.1 | 45 5.0 6.6 6.2 6.3 6.2 6.0 -5.0

obtained: any GDP growth rates prove compatible with stable

verify some hypotheses concerning possible relationship
among economic growth rates, overall level of economic
development, and the changes of Gini index.

There is always temptation to search for a link between

high values of Gini index.

In fact, Gini index in the Central and Eastern European
countries used to increase in the years of economic expansion
as often as in the periods of crises. It can be concluded thus

economic growth and the degree of income inequality in 15
market economy. From the theoretical point of view, market <
competition, which is considered the principal engine of E 10 Y t_
economic  progress, inevitably generates progressing € 5 QQL
differentiation of income levels. On the other hand, inequality s ¢
is often believed to create incentives for economic activity 3 0 ' & |
while levelling in distribution is typically blamed for o 50 20 €40
discouraging any efforts. The option is sometimes presented §
as dilemma: “Either efficiency or equality”. However, the £ -10
relationship between economic growth and inequality in a -15 <
income distribution does not appear so straightforward. (G]
. . . . -20

The degree of income inequality has undoubtedly increased Gini index

in the Central and Eastern European countries in comparison

with the times of centralised Communist economy. During
the transition period to market economy and afterwards,
economic growth experienced by the EU new member states
was in most cases followed by increasing inequality in
income distribution. It seems especially true in respect to the
Baltic States; before the recent economic crisis they had
demonstrated both the highest GDP growth rates in the EU
and the most impressive values of Gini index. Nonetheless,
any generalisations on dependence, either positive or inverse,
between dynamics of GDP and the values of Gini index do
not look demonstrable.

Dynamics of GDP (expressed by GDP growth rates) in
some of the EU new member states in 1992-2009 is
presented in Table VII. Figures 14, in their turn, reflect these
data concerning four of the above-mentioned countries
plotted on graphs in combination with values of Gini index.
As can be concluded, no correlation follows from the pictures

Fig. 1. GDP growth rates and Gini index, Latvia;
1993-2008 [elaborated by the author]
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Fig. 2. GDP growth rates and Gini index, Lithuania;
19962008 [elaborated by the author]
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Fig. 3. GDP growth rates and Gini index, Poland;
19962009 [elaborated by the author]
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Fig. 4. GDP growth rates and Gini index, Romania;
19922009 [elaborated by the author]

that other factors, first of all changes in political and economic
system and priorities of government policies, proved more
essential for dynamics of inequality than the economic growth
rate as such. It seems that economic policies in most of the
countries considered above did not favour the low-income
groups of population. Only few of the countries in question (as
Slovakia after 2005) appeared able to somewhat reduce the
degree of income inequality.

To some extent, values of Gini index in the countries
considered may be linked with overall level of economic
development (measured by GDP per capita). The case of
Central and Eastern European region supports the statement
that, like in the world on the whole, values of Gini index are
more likely to prove higher in relatively poor countries.

Finally, it can be noted that territorial disparities tend to be
greater if they are measured at the level of countries’ regions
instead of whole countries. Even within such small countries
as the Baltic States, a very high degree of internal regional
inequality could be observed. In Latvia the differences among
rural districts in terms of GDP per capita (e.g., 3.6 to 3.9 times
in 1996-1998) [23] proved even more dramatic than those
among many countries of the European Union. Values of Gini
index also vary very substantially among the historical regions
of Latvia — Vidzeme, Kurzeme, Zemgale, and Latgale.
Unfortunately, this kind of territorial inequality did not tend to
decline in the course of time — rather the other way round [24].
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CONCLUSIONS

o Globalisation, economic integration and cohesion are
three different aspects of modern economic development,
which do not necessarily go hand in hand. Economic
processes in different countries, even under the conditions
of integration, continue to develop asymmetrically.
Integration itself does not warrant equalisation of
development and welfare levels.

e Preceding history of the FEuropean Union
demonstrates that the enlargement of the EU was pushed
ahead more rapidly than the convergence of development
levels could occur. A contradiction emerged, therefore,
between the progress of integration “in breadth”
(embracing new countries) and “in depth” (cohesion of
the member states).

e On the whole, gradual enlargement of the European
Union does not prove a factor of appreciable equalisation
or further divergence of economic development levels in
the continent of Europe. On the other hand, the EU itself
in its expanding borders (EC-9, EU-15, EU-25, EU-27)
becomes increasingly heterogeneous.

e Historical experience of the EU and some other
unions, such as the former USSR, corroborates the
conclusion that the equalisation process in a
heterogeneous group of nations advances to a certain
point but later may stop or even reverse. Among the EU
member states, a minor degree of development and
welfare level equalisation can be stated. In addition, the
process of equalisation is fluctuating: being quite
apparent initially, it gradually slows down or sometimes
even makes a step backwards. As concerns the EU new
members, their lag from the most advanced EU
countries is most likely to remain substantial in a
foreseeable future, and equalisation with the rich
countries seems to be a long-term and rather uncertain
perspective.

e Economic growth was followed in the EU new
member states rather by increasing overall inequality in
income distribution than by strengthening social
cohesion. The Baltic States in particular were
distinguished among the new member states by the
highest levels of Gini index.

e Demographic problems in the form of depopulation
are aggravating in the EU new member states. For
Latvia, demography may become the most serious of all
problems facing national economy in the long run. To
prevent further depopulation and to escape its negative
consequences, it is necessary to raise international
competitiveness of economy in all aspects, both in
terms of productivity and social conditions. The latter
should imply, in particular, a more pronounced social
orientation in economic policy and more substantial
benefits for families with children.

e No clear relationship between economic growth
rates and Gini index in the Central and Eastern
European countries can be proved on the basis of
statistical data.
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Aleksandrs Fedotovs. Asimetriska attistiba Eiropas integracija apstaklos: socialais aspekts

Pétijuma mérkis ir novertét progresu Eiropas teritorialas un socialas koh&zijas joma no iedzivotaju labklajibas raditaju viedokla. P&tijuma metodologija pamatojas uz
ekonomikas teorijas atzinam, literatiiras, oficialo dokumentu un statistikas datu analizi, autora aprékiniem un matematiskas statistikas metodém.

Teritoriala un sociala koh&zija pieder pie stratégiskajiem Eiropas Savienibas mérkiem. Tacu pedgjos 20 gados sasniegtie rezultati ir neviennozimigi gan starpvalstu
salidzinajumos, gan atseviski nemtu valstu ietvaros. ES paplasinasanas process tika virzits uz priekSu straujak neka sp&ja notikt dalibvalstu attistibas limenu
konvergence. Statistikas datu analize ar variacijas koeficienta palidzibu rada, ka atskiribas IKP apmeros uz vienu iedzivotaju starp ES-27 valstim nav batiski
mazinajusas apskatitaja laika perioda. Variacijas koeficienta vertibas 0.49 — 0.44 robezas laika posma no1995. 1idz 2011. gadam liecina par Joti lielu atskiribu pakapi.
ES jauno dalibvalstu ienemtas vietas pasaulé tautas attistibas indeksa (Human development index) zipa ir ievérojami augstakas, neka p&c ienakuma vai pat€rina
raditajiem uz vienu iedzivotaju, un turpina secigi paaugstinaties. Tomér Baltijas valstis nav atguvusas pozicijas, kuras tas ienéma starp pasaules valstim 1991. —1992.
gada. Baltijas valstis izcelas starp jaunajam ES dalibvalstim ar visaugstakajiem Dzini indeksa Iimeniem, kas liecina par augstu nevienlidzibas pakapi iedzivotaju
ienakumu sadalé. Salidzinajuma ar 1990.-to gadu sakumu nevienlidziba ir ievérojami augusi gan Baltijas valstis, gan vairakuma ES dalibvalstu Austrumeiropa.
Tomér nav pamata meklét korelaciju starp ekonomikas izaugsmes tempiem un DZini indeksu min&tajas valstis. Citi faktori, pirmam kartam ekonomiska politika,
butiskak veicinaja nevienlidzibas padzilinasanos. Tap&c ekonomiskajai politikai $ajas valstis ir nepiecieSama izteiktaka sociala orientacija.

Ajexkcanap ®en0ToB. ACHMMETPHYHOE Pa3BUTHE B YCJOBUSAX €BPONEiiCKON MHTerpanum: COUAIbHBINA acneKT

Lenb uccienoBaHust — OLEHUTh MPOrpecc B OOJIACTH €BPOICHCKOW TEPPUTOPUATIBHONW M COLMAIBHOM KOT€3MH C TOYKHM 3pEHMs MoKaszaTeled OlarocoCTOosHUS
HaceJeHHsl. MeTONOIOT s HCCIIeIOBaHNsI OCHOBaHA Ha YKOHOMHYECKOIl TEOpHH, aHAIM3e JHUTEPaTypbl, OQUIUAIBHEIX JOKYMEHTOB M CTATHCTHYCCKUX NAHHBIX,
pacuérax aBTOpa U METOJaX MaTeMaTHYECKON CTaTUCTHKU.

TeppuTopuanbHas U colManbHas KOTe3Hs IPUHAMIEKHUT K YHCIy CTpaTerHdeckux 1eneil EBpomnelickoro coro3a. OqHAKO pe3ylabTaThl, JOCTUTHYTbIE HA MPOTSDKEHUI
nocienHux 20 JeT, HeOJHO3HAYHBI KaK IIPH CPaBHEHHWH CTPaH, TaK U B Ipejerax OTIeIbHO B3AThIX rocynapets. Ilponecc pacmmpenns EC dopcuposaics Obictpee,
4YeM MOIJIa MMETh MECTO KOHBEPIeHIHsl yPOBHEH Pa3BUTUs CTPAH-WICHOB. AHAIM3 CTATHCTUYECKUX JAHHBIX C MOMOIIBIO KO3 (UIMEHTa BapHUalMH TTOKa3bIBACT,
4yro pasnuuus B pasmepax BBII Ha nymy Hacenenust mexnay crpanamu EC-27 3a paccMaTpuBaeMblil IEPUOJ CYIIECTBEHHO HE COKPATHIMCh. 3HA4EHHs
ko3¢ ¢unuenta B npenenax 0.49 — 0.44 Ha nporspxkeHun 1995 — 2011 rr. cBUACTENBCTBYIOT 00 OY€Hb OOJIBIION CTENICHH pa3inunii. Mecra, 3aHHMMaeMble B MHpE
HOBBIMH  4JIEHAMH EC mno wuHzaekcy coumansHoro passutis (Human development index), 3HauMTenabHO BBIIIE, YE€M IO ITOKa3aTe/sIM J0X0a WIH
HOTpeOIeHns. Ha TyIly HAaceleHHs, H IPOJOJDKAIOT MOCIEIOBATENbHO IOBHIIATECA. TeM He MeHee, cTpaHbl bantunm He BepHymH cebe HMO3MIHI, KOTOPBIE OHU
3aHUMaNu cpeau cTpad mupa B 1991 — 1992 rr. Crpansl bantum BbeIIensitoTcst cpeay HOBBIX wieHoB EC camMbIMHM BBICOKMMH YPOBHSIMH HHJeKca JKUHH, YTO
TOBOPHUT O BBICOKOH CTEIIEHN HEPABEHCTBA B PACIIPEIEICHUH JI0X0/10B HaceneHus. HepaBeHCTBO CyIIECTBEHHO BO3POCIIO 10 CPaBHEHHUIO ¢ HayanoM 1990-x rr. kak B
cTpaHax bantum, Tak u B OONBIIMHCTBE BOCTOYHOEBpOIeHckuX rocygapct-uneHoB EC. OgHako HeT OCHOBAaHMI HCKaTh KOPPEALMIO MEXIYy TeMIIaMU POCTa
SKOHOMUKH H HHJeKCOM /DKHHY B yIOMSHYTHIX cTpaHax. Jpyrue $GakTopbL, Mpexk/ie BCEro SKOHOMHYECKas! MOJUTHKA, CYIECTBEHHEE CIIOCOOCTBOBAIH YTIIyOICHUIO
HepaseHcTBa. [loaToMy npoBoMMas B 3TUX CTPaHAaX SKOHOMUYECKAsH IIOJHTHKA HY’K/1aeTcs B 60Jiee BBIPaKEHHON COIMAIbHON OpUEHTAIUH.
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