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Abstract
Since the year 2000, innovation and the path towards a “knowledge-based” economy have become
prominent concepts in the European policy sphere. Although fostered by the goal of the innovationoriented Lisbon Strategy, it remains questionable in how far the situation of being the “most competitive
economy” favours the diverse territories in the European Union. In this matter, very little is known about
the ability to translate innovation into regional growth in territories with geographical disadvantages. The
present paper discusses the intensified emphasis of the European policy approach towards innovation and
its adequacy to the need of regions with unfavourable geographical features. This thorough discussion
aims to shed some light on the issue of whether the EU’s twin goals for 2007-2013, to achieve global
competitiveness and cohesion, are suitable for areas with geographical limitations.
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1. Introduction
The need to understand the process of innovation at the regional level increases proportionally to its
increasing importance in the Cohesion Policy Budget. However, despite the strong focus on innovation
as a key factor “fundamental to economic growth” (Bottazzi & Peri, 2003), the EU makes still little
progress in reducing regional disparities (Paas & Schlitte, 2006; Fagerberg & Verspagen, 1996). In
contrast to mainly affirmative statements by the EU Commission (1999), more and more concerns have
been raised about the aptitude of the Structural Fund as a tool to close the gaps of inequality across
Europe (Baldwin et al., 2003; Rodriguez-Pose & Fratesi, 2007)1. Since innovation is a territoriallyembedded process it remains questionable in how far the situation of being the “most competitive
economy” favours the diverse types of territories in the Union (Rodriguez-Pose & Crescenzi, 2006).
Very little is known about the ability to translate innovation into regional growth in territories with
geographical disadvantages. An in-depth analysis on the economic performances of regions with specific
geographical features revealed that these territories lag behind the European average performance in
terms of labour market, demography and production as well as accessibility and environment (Monfort,
2009).
The present paper discusses the intensified emphasis of the European policy approach towards
innovation and its adequacy to the needs of regions with unfavourable geographical features. This
thorough discussion aims to shed some light on the issue whether the EU’s twin goals for 2007-2013, to
achieve global competitiveness (boosting innovation) and cohesion (reducing regional disparities), are
feasible for areas with geographical limitations. As a consequence, the main goal of this study is to
highlight the link between specific geographical features and the role of innovation as a growth
accelerator. Similarity is established by using eligibility to ERDF Objective 12 or ERDF Objective 23
funds as selection criteria. This approach contains two novelties: firstly, no previous work has been done
on regions with physical handicaps in regard to ERDF and innovation. Secondly, preceding literature
focused mostly on Objective 1 funds, rather than on both types.
The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of the theoretical background of
ERDF, the role of innovation in this context and regions with geographical handicaps. Section 3 presents
the available literature and section 4 discusses the relevant economic theories. The paper concludes and
gives further research impetus in section 5.

1

“European regional development policies are more of an income support or redistribution strategy than policies capable of
setting the bases for long-term sustainable development. (…) the capacity of development funds (…) to deliver sustainable
economic growth and to reduce the gap between the European core and the periphery seem to be well founded” (Rodriguez-Pose
& Fratesi, 2007).
2
General Regulation: Chapter II, Articles 3 to 5. Article 8: Transfer eligibility for Objective 1 regions was granted to regions
lagging behind in development terms (GDP p.c. is less than 75% of the EU average over the last three years before a certain
programming period) (European Commission, 2007)
3
General Regulation: Articles 3 to 6, Article 8006/597/EC. Objective 2 regions received funding resources when declared as
belonging to an “economic and social convergence zone”; targeted were fishing, industrial, rural and urban areas, meeting
certain criteria (European Union, 2007)
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2. ERDF and Regions with Specific Geographical Features
“The European Union´s Cohesion Policy, built into the Treaties since 1986, has been given the objective
of reducing the gap in the different regions’ levels of development, in order to strengthen economic and
social cohesion” (European Commission, 2007). This objective is among the EU’s priority goals. The EU
finances regional projects via the Cohesion Fund and the Structural Fund (SF)4. For the programming
period 2000-2006, the total Structural Funds budget amounted to 195 billion Euros, between 2007-2013
to around 277 billion Euros (Seravalli, 2009). The SF embraces the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF)5, the European Social Fund (ESF), the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG)
as well as the Guidance Section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF
Guidance). Additional financial support is given by the Cohesion Fund as well as various Community
Initatives.
The ERDF was initiated to help diminish fundamental regional imbalances within the European
Community (Cappelen, Castellacci, Fagerberg & Verspagen, 2003). In detail, the European Regional
Development Fund primarily assists less developed regions undergoing economic conversion and
structural problems in order to “strengthen economic and social cohesion in the European Union by
correcting imbalances between its regions”. The fund supports projects in areas of “investments in
infrastructure and which contribute in creating sustainable jobs; measures, which support regional and
local development, including support and services for businesses, in particular small and medium-sized
enterprises as well as technical assistance”6. Table 5 in the annex indicates financial allocation of the EU
Regional Development Fund and expenditure by countries for the EU15 for the financing period 20002006. Most funds are allocated to Spanish regions, followed by Greece, Italy, Portugal and Germany.
The European Social Fund intervenes within the framework of the European employment strategy,
whereas the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund assists rural improvement and the
Financial Instruments for Fisheries Guidance supports structural developments in the fisheries sector. In
addition, the Cohesion Fund (CF) is a tool that finances up to 85% of eligible expenditure for projects
essentially involving the environment and transport infrastructure. The CF is focused on the least
prosperous Member States of the Union whose GNP per head is below 90% of the European average
(Ederveen, Gorter, De Mooij & Nahuis, 2003). The emphasis is on infrastructure since “disparities in
infrastructure in the EU are greater than in incomes” (Martin P., 1998).
As depicted in table 1, in regard to the distribution of SGF NUTS378 regions at the country level,
Germany embraces 126 regions with economic handicaps. This means, around 30% of its regional
territories belong to one or more categories with specific geographical features. In the case of Austria,
e.g. 32 out of 35 regions suffer from physical limitation. The data indicates that all Danish regions are
4

Council Regulation, No 1260/1999:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:1999:161:0001:0042:EN:PDF
5
The ERDF contributes to financing Objectives 1 and 2, the Community Initiatives Interreg III and Urban II and relevant
innovative measures: http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/regional_policy/provisions_and_instruments/l60014_en.htm
6
European Regional Development Fund: http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/agriculture/general_framework/g24234_en.htm
7
To all regions a certain “NUTS classification” applies, which is employed according to geographical indicators. „NUTS0“:
country level, next highest level of regional aggregation „NUTS1“: large regions with population of around 3-7 million
inhabitants such as Bundeslaender (Germany), Zones d´Études et d´Aménagement du Territoire (France), Regions of England/
Scotland/ Wales (United Kingdom), Grupos de Comunidades Autónomas (Spain); „NUTS2“: groups of counties and unitary
authorities with population of approximately 0.8-3 million people; lowest level of regional aggregation „NUTS3“: counties with
around 150.000-800.000 inhabitants such as Landkreise (Germany), Départments (France), Unitary Authorities (United
Kingdom), Comunidades Autónomas (Spain); „NUTS5“: over 100,000 small micro-areas in EU15 (Combes, Mayer, & Thisse,
2008).
8
NUTS
stands
for
Nomenclature
des
Unités
Territoriales
Statistiques
coined
by
Eurostat:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/nuts_nomenclature/introduction; In the framework of European regional
policies, areas that are eligible for support from the SF (under Objective 1) have been classified at the NUTS2 level. Regions,
eligible for other priority objectives are mainly classified at the NUTS3 level.
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SGF regions. Additionally, the table underlines the bicentric structure of Europe´s regions. In many
peripheral countries, a high percentage of SGF is located: 74% of regions in Greece, 57% in Portugal and
59% of regions in Spain are classified as having geographical obstacles.
Table 1.

Ranking of Countries and SGF Regions, 2000-2006

Country
DE
UK
IT
FR
ES
GR
BE
NL
AT
PT
SE
FI
DK
IE
LU

No. of
Regions
429
133
107
100
59
51
44
40
35
30
21
20
11
8
1
1089

No. of SGF
Regions
126
37
71
43
35
38
26
20
32
17
17
14
11
4
1
429

Source: Eurostat, 2011.

From 2000-2006 around 69.7% of the total financial support of the SF (excluding Cohesion Fund) was
allocated to Objective 1 (135.9 billion Euros); approximately 11.5% of the total allocation went to
Objective 2 eligible areas (22.5 billion Euros)9. As mentioned above, Objective 1 helps around fifty
regions that lag behind the EU average in their overall development as their gross domestic product is
below 75% of the Community average. The impact of Objective 1 funds is not negligible: the fund
accounts for more than 2/3 of the appropriations of the Structural Funds and covers an area that gives
home to 22% of the European population in the period 2000-2006 (European Commission, 2008). The
objective of public intervention in these territories is to support “the take-off of economic activities in
these regions by providing them with the basic infrastructure they lack, whilst adapting and raising the
level of trained human resources and encouraging investments in businesses” (Ibid). With Objective 2
the Union “aims to revitalise all areas facing structural difficulties, whether industrial, rural, urban or
dependent on fisheries. Though situated in regions whose development level is close to the Community
average, such areas are faced with different types of socio-economic difficulties that are often the source
9
In the programming period 2000-2006, in Objective 2 regions, eligibility was based on a system of geographical zoning. This
system was used to identify specific areas according to a need criterion, which resulted in a detailed map for each member state.
This form of spatial targeting was effective in giving financial support to those areas most in need. However, this implied that
certain regions, solely particular parts of a town or village were eligible whilst neighbouring areas were not (Nijkamp & Blaas,
1995). In 2007-2013, the European Union introduced the exercise of “earmarking”: a way of targeting funds for investments
directly linked to strengthening regional competitiveness including research and innovation, skills, business services, major
European infrastructures and greater energy efficiency. For Convergence regions, the target is 60% of expenditure, whilst 75%
in Competitiveness and Employment regions. This system is a voluntary measure, however, all Member States have opted to use
it as a tool to monitor the extent to which Structural Fund investments are contributing to EU competitiveness. Moreover,
another aim of the strategic focus is to ensure that greater synergies with other EU funding policies occur (DG Regional Policy,
2007).
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of high unemployment” (Ibid). Table 2 underlines the picture of Objective 1 eligibility at the peripheral
areas of Europe, whereas in the centre funding is concentrated on Objective 2. The table indicates not
only how funding in terms of ERDF Objective 1 or ERDF Objective 2 is distributed throughout NSGF
and SGF regions but also within the various SGF categories itself: here, most of the Objective 1 as well
as Objective 2 investments are allocated to border regions and mountainous areas (Commission of the
European Communities, 2008).
Table 2.

Recipient vs. Non-Eligible Regions and Geographical Categories (No.)

All
SGF
NSGF
Mountains
Islands
SPRs
Border

Objective 1
Objective 2
Not eligible to ERDF
331
503
254
193
227
72
138
276
182
68
58
13
45
6
1
17
1
0
144
196
64

Outermost

4

0

0

Source: Eurostat, 2011.

As depicted below in figure 1, GDP per capita growth of SGF and NSGF regions reveals differences in
their movements. The two graphics show the evolution of regional growth rates, divided between SGF
and NSGF regions. However, the figures cannot be directly interpreted as convergence patterns. They
simply display the GDP per head differences between regions suffering from geographical handicaps
compared to regions, which do not have any physical obstacles.
Fig. 1.

GDP Per Capita Growth of NSGF and SGF Regions under Objective 1 and Objective 2, 2000-2006

Source: Eurostat, 2011. Notes: y-axis displays the mean of GDP per capita growth; average GDP p.c. growth rates were created
by generating first differences of the logs and taking the mean of these first differences. The dataset contains all 1089 NUTS3
regions in the EU15.

Under Objective 1 and 2 both figures show similar movements. In regard to comparative economic
performance, SGF regions demonstrate stronger per head growth rates from 2003 onwards. In regard to
Objective 2, SGF regions exceed NSGF areas in terms of growth rates after 2005. A possible explanation
could be that medium run effects of the programming period 2000-2006 started to translate into higher
GDP p.c. growth rates. Investments, which are approved by the European Commission at the beginning
of a programming period are often realised with procrastination. The impact of this financial support
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could translate in the medium run or even at the beginning of the next financing period 2007-2013, since
development strategies generally have a medium to long-term effect (Rodriguez-Pose & Fratesi, 2007).
As seen above, recent years showed particularly high growth rates of more than 5 %. This would be in
accordance with Becker, Egger & von Ehrlich (2010), who summarised for NSGF regions that Objective
1 treatment does not deliver immediate effects “but takes, in the average programming period and region,
at least four years to display growth effects on GDP per capita”.
Comparing both figures, Objective 1 regions reveal higher GDP per head growth rates than Objective 2
areas: in 2006, Objective 1 regions almost reached 6% compared to Objective 2 regions with results
between 4% and 5%. This is in accordance with the convergence theory: poorer economies grow faster
than more developed ones (Barro & Sala-i-Martin, 1995). For Objective 1 eligibility, a region has to be
“poor” in a European context meaning that the “average per capita GDP over the last three years before
the beginning of a certain programming period was below 75% of the European average” (Dall´erba &
Le Gallo, 2007). Justifiably, the main area of intervention lays in infrastructure, whereas under Objective
2 most investments are distributed to the enterprise environment. This is in line with the different nature
of problems in these two groups: many Objective 1 regions have a deficiency in basic infrastructure
whereas Objective 2 regions suffer from industrial decline and are in need of economic restructuring.
All in all, there remains a striking gap in terms of economic strength between regional performance with
and without physical handicaps. Since regions are not isolated economies and their spatial interaction
with other regions affects their growth ability (Dall´erba & Le Gallo, 2007), a possible explanation could
be the dependence of SGF regions (e.g. islands) to NSGF areas (e.g. tourism sector at the mainland).
Related to this idea, SGF regions reflect and internalise intensified economic movements of other
(NSGF) regions.

2.1. The Role of Innovation in the EU Regional Policy
Since the early 1990s the Structural Funds funded various measures in favour of innovation. These
concepts gained importance in the EU based on the aim to close the gap in terms of innovative
performance between the European Union and the United States. In 1995 the “Green Paper” laid ground
for further deepening the process in this direction, followed by the “First Action Plan for Innovation in
Europe” (Seravalli, 2009). In March 2000, the Lisbon Strategy formulated the aim for Europe to become
“the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based society and economy in the world” (Commission
of the European Communities, 2001). One year later the Commission distributed a communication
named “The regions and the new economy: guidelines for the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) innovative actions for the period 2000-2006”. The document was initiated to encourage lessfavoured regions to invest in innovation and to inform all regions “about a radically new economic
environment”, where “traditional regional policy recipes no longer apply”. The Commission pictured the
new economy, where intangibles such as innovation are “key to firm competitiveness in the global
economy” (DG Regional Policy, 2002). However, non-satisfactory results in 2005 lead decision-makers
to refocus on innovation and growth as key priorities, resulting in a reform guided by former Dutch
Prime Minister Wim Kok. Although different in size, design, allocation method and legal basis, overall,
the EU has three instruments to realise innovation throughout the Union: the Cohesion Policy (Structural
Funds and Cohesion Funds) with 347 billion Euros for 2007-2013, the Competitiveness and Innovation
Framework Programme (CIP) and the Framework Programme (50 billion Euros) (Seravalli, 2009).
Monetary changes between the latest and the current programming period evidently show that innovative
activities increased in importance: between 2007-2013 the Cohesion Policy dedicates some 62 billion
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Euros to RTD and innovation10, whereas in 2000-2006 Cohesion Policy programmes allocated 10.6
billion Euros via ERDF to RTDI initiatives, which represents at least a six-fold increase on investments
in RTDI from one programming period to the other (Reid, 2010). In the Convergence areas 47.6 billion
Euros has been allocated to innovation, Competitiveness regions receive 13.4 billion Euros funding
(Ibid). As mentioned above the “Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme” is intended to
foster firms’ innovative activities at the regional level with 3.6 billion Euros for 2007-2013. CIP includes
the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIP), which incorporates the “PRO-INNO Europe”
initiative. The latter embraces also the Regional Innovation Scoreboard (RIS)11, which measures
innovation performance of EU regions based on statistical indicators. Further, EIP includes various
schemes intended to foster or fund regional innovative actions such as the Europe INNOVA initiative,
the Innovating Regions in Europe (IRE) scheme and the “Eco-Innovation” objective. The Commission
sees as a proof for successful action that Member States earmarked around 45 billion Euros of the
Cohesion Policy funding for Lisbon-related projects (investments in RTDI) (Commission of the
European Communities, 2007). Additionally, the Europe 2020 Strategy is a 10-year growth strategy by
the European Commission. Proposed in 2010, it is intended to revive “the economy of the EU to become
a smart, sustainable, and inclusive economy” (Korres, Tsobanoglou, & Kokkinou, 2011). The
Commission differentiates between smart, sustainable and inclusive sources of growth, where innovation
belongs to the first growth category. Hence, the need to understand the process of innovation at the
regional level increases proportionally to its increasing importance in the Cohesion Policy Budget.
Problematic for regions with physical limitations is the fact that the “key sources of regional wealth
creation”, as mentioned above, are instantly linked to the regional capability of transforming knowledge
into economic activity. Even though table 6 in the annex shows a common increase in applications to the
European Patent Office (EPO) of SGF and NSGF regions from 2000-2006, it is exactly this
transformation of key sources that belongs to the weak point of these SGF economies. In its summary of
the OECD Ministerial Meeting 2009 the OECD recalled since innovation is „becoming more complex
(...) no single policy can promote innovation in all regions“ (Commission of the European Communities,
2009). This statement may apply also to the regions of the EU. The question is whether the view of the
Commission that “knowledge creation, dissemination and adoption through innovation are replacing
natural resources endowment, location and the efficiency of physical labour as regional competitive
factors” applies also to regions with geographical features. Still, there is no clear evidence if and how
innovation actually contributes to regional growth when geographical limitations exist.

2.2. Regions with Specific Geographical Features
In the Lisbon Treaty, the European Union declared to “aim at reducing disparities between the levels of
development of the various regions and the backwardness of the least favoured regions.” A special focus
should be paid to “regions that suffer from severe and permanent natural or demographic handicaps such
as the northernmost regions with very low population density and island, cross-border and mountain
regions.”12 With the adoption of the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion the European Commission
demonstrated special attention to regions with specific geographical features (Commission of the
European Communities, 2008). Accordingly, these regions (category “c” regions)13, received aid totalled
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SEC(2007) 1547
European Regional Innovation Scoreboard (RIS): http://www.proinno-europe.eu/page/regional-innovation-scoreboard
12
The Lisbon Treaty : http://www.lisbon-treaty.org/wcm/the-lisbon-treaty/treaty-on-the-functioning-of-the-european-union-andcomments/part-3-union-policies-and-internal-actions/title-xviii-economic-social-and-territorial-cohesion/462-article-174.html
13
„C“ Region: regions with a GDP per head below the EU-25 average, those with unemployment over 15% higher than the
national average or those undergoing major structural change or in serious relative decline, as well as regions with low
11

11

around 7.4 billion Euros in 2008, down by 23% from the previous year. Specific features of a region,
such as thinly populated, zoned by mountainous massifs, inheriting an extreme remote position,
connecting two different countries, being isolated from the main land or incorporating all mentioned
characteristics simultaneously make contributing and benefitting from the European Single Market more
difficult.
Generally, there does not exist any formal definition applicable to regions with specific geographical
features; according to Monfort (2009) this is due to their wide range of specificities. Statistical evidence
suggests strong heterogeneity among these territories (Piskorz, 2011). The European Commission defines
areas with specific geographical features as “a group of (…) regions listed in the Treaty and recognised
as having a number of inherent disadvantages, particularly because of the problem of accessibility caused
by their remoteness from other parts of the Union. While the regions identified as being entitled to
structural assistance from the Structural Funds are defined in terms of administrative and socio-economic
criteria, the geomorphological areas are distinguished in terms of their physical features. These are not
always easy to define and often there is no commonly accepted definition (urban, rural and so on).
Moreover, the features concerned are not always synonymous with structural problems.”14
In recent years, the European Commission stepped back from the strategy of accentuating the
weaknesses of the regions and agreed in this regard with the European Parliament, which “also share(d)
the will to change from compensatory requests based on handicaps to valorisation of assets” (European
Parliament, 2009). However, the intergroup meeting of the European Parliament in 2009 also
acknowledged that even though these territories “benefit from various assets, it is necessary to overcome
permanent natural handicaps”. This coincides with the mission of the Green paper on Territorial
Cohesion, which was initiated in order to achieve the goal of “turning territorial diversity into strengths”
(Commission of the European Communities, 2008). The acknowledgement of the very existence of
inherent assets and advantages in the considered regions led to a subtle but important shift of
terminology. While these regions used to be called regions “with structural handicaps”, now they are
titled regions with “specific geographical features”. The following table displays the number of NUTS3
regions included in each category of specific areas.
Table 3.

Territorial Categories at NUTS3 Level, 2000-2006
Mountain

Island

Sparsely Populated

Border

Outermost

Type of Region

No.

Mountain

139

139

17

7

63

0

Island

52

17

52

3

36

3

Sparsely Populated

18

7

3

18

9

0

404

63

36

9

404

4

4

0

4

0

4

4

Border
Outermost
Source: Eurostat, 2011.

The largest group of SGF regions are border regions, which account for around 40% of the EU
population (Eurostat, 2011). Next mountainous territories follow, they give home to approximately 8%
of the Union´s population (Ibid). In the third place, islands embrace around 3% population share,
followed by sparsely populated areas (0.6%) (Ibid). Table 4 summarises the group of outermost regions:
they represent the smallest unit and face with a 0.9% population “a number of challenges linked to

population density, islands with a population of 5000 or less and regions similarly isolated geographically, regions neighbouring
“category a” regions (Commission of the European Communities, 2009).
14
Definition by European Commission of areas with specific geographical features:
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/official/reports/p135_en.htm
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demographic change and migratory phenomena, accessibility, and regional integration” (Commission of
the European Communities, 2008).
Table 4.

Distribution of Regions between Regional Categories at NUTS 3 Level, 2000-2006

Type of Region

Nr.

Mountain
Island
Sparsely Populated
Border

139
52
18
404

Outermost

4

Mountain

Island

Sparsely Populated

Border

Outermost

100%
33%
39%
16%

12%
100%
17%
9%

1%
6%
100%
2%

6%
69%
50%
100%

0%
6%
0%
1%

0%

100%

0%

100%

100%

Source: Eurostat, 2011.

Table 4 indicates that the geographical classifications are not mutually exclusive and that many regions
belong to various handicapped categories, simultaneously challenged by being “far from the Union’s
institutional decision-making centres and markets” (ESPON, 2010). Due to their overlapping
characteristics a “one-fits-all-approach” in terms of financial support and policy strategy does not fulfil
the specific needs of these regions (Commission of the European Communities, 2008). As underlined in
Figure 2 and 3 the fact that geographical categories are not mutually exclusive translates in different
growth rates. Figure 2 depicts the different GDP per capita growth rates for the period 2000-2006 under
Objective 1. The graphic compares the growth patterns for regions belonging to a single geographical
category (mountains or islands) to mutually non exclusive areas (mountainous regions on islands). In
summary, regional average growth and economic performance in territories with a single geographical
hindrance differ from areas with various disability features. According to figure 2a, mountainous regions
on islands display stronger difficulties to catch up after a sharp decline in growth than mountains. A
similar picture can be seen in figure 2b, where the growth rates of mountainous regions on islands show a
more imbalanced behaviour than growth rates of islands itself.
Fig. 2. GDP Per Capita Growth of Non-mutually Exclusive Regional Categories under Objective 1, 2000-2006

Source: Eurostat, 2011. Notes: y-axis displays the mean of GDP per capita growth; average GDP p.c. growth rates were
created by generating first differences of the logs and taking the mean of these first differences; the dataset contains all 1089
NUTS3 regions in the EU15.

Objective 2 regions show a different picture: here, single SGF categories imply stronger variability in
growth rates. By definition Objective 2 regions display less growth rate at the end of 2006 than Objective
1 regions. An intuitive explanation is that major growth in these territories happened in former periods or
is solely lower due to a more advanced economical endowment. Overall, if a region belongs to various
SGF categories this characteristic translates into differences in regional growth. In accordance to this
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finding, Monfort (2009) endorsed “the picture of a European scene with diverse processes and situations
(…), not only between different categories of regions but also inside them.”
Fig. 3 GDP per capita growth of non-mutually exclusive regional categories under Objective 2, 2000-2006

Source: Eurostat, 2011. Notes: y-axis displays the mean of GDP per capita growth; average GDP p.c. growth rates were
created by generating first differences of the logs and taking the mean of these first differences; the dataset contains all 1089
NUTS3 regions in the EU15.

Monfort (2009) concentrates on five types of specific regions: islands, mountain areas, border regions,
sparsely populated areas and outermost territories. This paper follows the same rationale, taking into
account that these specific regions can be morphologically or physically defined. According to the Green
Paper (Commission of the European Communities, 2008) a special focus will be given to mountains,
islands and sparsely populated areas, whose geographical features are more easily identifiable.
Additionally, this group delivers “particular development challenges (…) regarding demographic change
and migratory phenomena, accessibility, or regional integration” (Monfort, 2009).

2.2.1 Mountainous Regions
Mountain regions, defined as NUTS3 regions with at least 50% of their population living in topographic
mountain areas, are often at the same time as well border regions (NORDREGIO, 2004). Around 10% of
the EU population live in mountain regions (approx. 40 million citizens). By the end of 2006, the level of
GDP per capita corresponded to 77% of the EU´s average. These regions display a high share of
employment in the agriculture sector (more than 14% of the labour force). For most of the regions, the
population either rose or remained unchanged between 1995 and 2004. Mountain regions contain many
natural areas and regularly have good transport links making them popular tourist destinations (Monfort,
2009). At the same time, they are confronted with the challenges imposed by climate change, reliance on
a limited number of economic activities and loss of biodiversity (Commission of the European
Communities, 2008). Regions in mountainous terrains suffer from high variability in growth rates: being
linked to income sources such as tourism and exposed to natural disasters endanger economic stability
and make these areas more vulnerable to changes in income performance. However, after 2003
mountains had exceeding growth rates compared to NSGF regions, which might imply inter-regional
convergence of per capita growth rates. Also, intra-group comparison shows that mountainous areas have
a great variability in economic performance: GDP per capita varies from 25% of the EU average
(Bulgaria) to 78% above the Unions average in Germany (Heidelberg). Disparities in the number in
unemployment present a similar picture, ranging from 21.6% (Ilm-Kreis) to 2.2% (Belluno) (Monfort,
2009).
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2.2.2 Islands
Island regions are often mountainous and more than half of the population also settled in a border region.
In 2006 some 3% of the EU population (15 million people) lived in island regions. A salient
characteristic of islands is the uneven distribution of population: about 95% of the insular population in
the EU took up residence on the Mediterranean islands. Sicily, Sardinia, Balearic Islands, Crete and
Corsica account for 85% of this population, with Sicily giving home to 5 million people (Monfort, 2009).
Hence, outward migration linked to increased attractiveness of mainland markets, can be seen as a strong
economic challenge in the future. Islands are defined as “NUTS3 regions composed completely of one or
more islands, an island being defined according to the criteria used in the Eurostat publication ‘Portrait of
the Islands’ and in the DG REGIO study on island regions 2003-2004. These criteria are: minimum
surface area of 1 square km, minimum distance between the island and the mainland of 1 km, resident
population of 50 or more, no fixed link (bridge, tunnel or dyke) between the island and the mainland and
no Member State capital on the island” (European Commission, 2008). Despite having strong natural
assets to build on (e.g. renewable energy sources, fishery resources, cultural heritage), their GDP per
capita displays a lower level compared to the EU-27 average: in 2006, per capita income on islands was
approximately 79% of the Unions average. GDP growth also varied, reflecting differences in their
economic structure; some island economies being wholly dependent on tourism and others with strong
diversified service sectors. However, growth capacity is limited due to small local market size and
remote position to the mainland. Many islands remain confronted with problems of accessibility, small
markets and high cost of basic public service provision and energy supply (Commission of the European
Communities, 2008).

2.2.3 Sparsely Populated Areas
The EU incorporates eighteen sparsely populated regions, which are defined at the NUTS3 level as “(…)
geographic regions with a population density of less than 12.5 inhabitants per square km”15. In the
meantime, more than half of the sparsely populated territories are border regions. These areas are home
for around 3 million people. This translates into approx. 0.6% of the Unions population, with GDP per
capita close to the European average (Monfort, 2009). However, low density, peripherality (e.g. 30
minutes distance from a hospital) and structural weaknesses (such as dependence upon primary industry
coexist in these regions) represent a substantial cumulative barrier to development. Extreme cases are the
UK Highlands and Islands with 9.3 inhabitants per square kilometres as well as in the northern periphery
Pohjois Suomi with 4.3 inhabitants per square kilometres and Oevre Norrland with 3.3 inhabitants per
square kilometres (ESPON, 2010). Hence, the economic vulnerability of these territories is related to a
high sensitivity to negative externalities such as outmigration and increased economical attractiveness of
the centre. Restricted financial resources make participation in the Single Market difficult (Armstrong &
Read, 2003). According to Monfort (2009), these areas have to incur extra costs for diseconomies of
scale and the lack of a critical mass. This implies, on the other hand, a “lack of specialised businessrelated service sectors such as banking, lawyers” and so forth. Regions with low population density can
be found at the European periphery. A lack of diversification in terms of industrial sectors characterise
regions not only thinly populated areas but also mountains as well as islands. High dependence on one
economic sector such as agricultural (e.g. mountainous areas) or tourism (e.g. islands) additionally
magnifies the negative effect of the geographical location of these territories.

15
Paragraph 30(b) of the Guidelines on national regional aid for
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2006:054:0013:0044:EN:PDF

2007–13

(2006/C

54/08):

http://eur-
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2.2.4 Border Regions
Generally, border regions are partly demarcated by an international border. In the case of the EU, this
paper adopts the following definition: “border regions are NUTS3 level regions which are eligible for
cross-border co-operation programmes under the European Regional Development Fund regulation”16
Monfort (2009). The author divides border regions into four categories: NUTS3 regions with border(s)
internal to the EU, with border(s) external to the EU, regions with territorial border(s), and regions with
maritime border(s). In 2006, 39.5% of the EU-27 population lived in border regions. The major
characteristic of border regions is that the level of development between neighbouring regions located on
different sides of the border can vary substantially. Intra-group disparities are apparent, since “the level
of GDP p.c. is up to more than three times higher in the border regions of Lithuania than in the
neighbouring regions of Belarus (factor 3.13) but there is almost the same gap between Luxembourg and
the neighbouring regions in Belgium (factor 2.85)” (Ibid). Border regions perform below the EU
average: in 2006, GDP p.c. was solely 88.3% of the EU-27 average. Interestingly, the performance in
intra-group comparisons differs, where maritime border regions are very close to the EU average (level
of GDP p.c. corresponding to 99.2% of the EU average) (Ibid). Overall, unemployment in border regions
is slightly lower with a stronger downward trend than on average in the EU. The distribution of
employment across sectors differs significantly from the Union´s average, being more oriented towards
agriculture and less towards services. In terms of population density, the population in border regions
grew (average annual growth rate of 0.26%) less than the EU average (0.37%) during the programming
period 2000-2006. Furthermore, border regions tend to have less access to basic services (e.g. proximity
to hospitals and universities, flight accessibility etc.) (Ibid).

2.2.5 Outermost Regions
Outermost regions are identified by Article 299(2) of the Treaty establishing the European Union
(including European outposts such the French overseas departments and the Azores, Madeira and the
Canaries) and defined on an institutional basis, which excludes any discussion on their delineation. All
outermost regions are islands except for Guyana. It is worth noting that outermost regions are both
NUTS2 and NUTS3 regions (except for the Canaries that include six NUTS3 regions). In 2006, 0.9%
(4.3 million) of the EU population lived in outermost regions. The age structure is heavily weighted
towards young ages, i.e. 36% of French Guiana’s, population is aged less than 15 years compared to the
EU-27 average of 16.4% (Monfort, 2009). The most significant factor is simply their distance to
economic or administrative centres and/or to the capitals of their states, which range from 1.000 km
(Madeira) to 9.400 km (La Réunion). Distances to the mainland vary from 250 km (the Canaries) to
1.700 km (La Réunion) (Ibid). Despite their location, rates of economic growth are higher compared to
other regions with geographical limitations, which indicates that these regions are slowly catching up
with the more prospering EU regions. In addition to the issue of remoteness, constraints that constitute
key challenges to these areas are geo-morphological conditions, small dimension of local markets, and
dependency of the economy on a few products and their location in less developed parts of the world.

16
This definition corresponds to “regions along all the land-based internal borders, some external borders, maritime borders
separated by a maximum distance of 150 km and regions that share borders with European Free Trade Area countries. Regions
included in the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) and the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance
(IPA) also come under this category.”
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3. Literature on Regions with Specific Geographical Features
In regard to the analysis of regional growth, a certain amount of literature examines the effect of
European regional policies and in how far they influence the degree of economic performance and social
convergence achieved by less-developed territories. In regard to Objective 1 regions, De la Fluente et al.
(1995) studied the redistributional character of regional policy funds and found – in the case of Spanish
regions – investment in infrastructure made only a small contribution to decrease regional disparities. In
contrast to supply-side policies, these ERDF transfers had a significant impact “on overall productivity
growth and the equalisation of regional incomes”. Others such as De la Fluente & Gallo (1995) and
Rodriguez-Pose & Fratesi (2007) detected solely very modest significant impacts of Structural Funds:
using cross-sectional and panel data at NUTS2 level, the latter found that Structural Funds had an impact
on overall growth. However, only investments targeted at education and development of human capital
showed a positive remaining effect on regional growth. Nonetheless, as most contributions RodriguezPose & Fratesi (2007) focused on Objective 1 regions solely as these areas receive the highest amount of
cohesion funds. More recently, Becker, Egger & von Ehrlich (2010) used a regression-discontinuity
design for the programme evaluation of the causal effect of Objective 1 status on per capita GDP growth
of treated NUTS2 and NUTS3 regions. The authors found a positive growth effect of Objective 1
transfers, however, they concluded employment growth effects could only be found once they allowed
for spillover effects up to a distance of 200 km. Applying a spatial filtering technique in estimating the
effect of Structural Funds for NUTS2 regions under various the Objectives, Montresor, Pecci &
Pontarollo (2010) found a positive effect of Objective 1 on regional growth and convergence but a
distortionary effect of Objective 2 with a negative contribution to growth and an ambiguous effect on the
convergence rate. However, a common finding is the fact that investment in infrastructure is less efficient
in reducing sub-national disparities than investment in human capital (Barro & Sala-i-Martin, 1995; De
la Fluente & Gallo, 1995; Rodriguez-Pose & Fratesi, 2007).
The link between innovation, regional growth and areas with geographical limitations has not been
tested in the literature yet. Usually, the research on the relationship between innovation and regional
economic performance in the EU can be summarised by three complementary strands of literature: i)
geographical spillovers of regional knowledge ii) R&D, patents and economic growth and iii) regional
innovation systems. Substituting innovation by knowledge creation, using European patent data, some
authors analysed the relationship between knowledge spillovers and geographical proximity (Bottazzi &
Peri, 2003; Greunz, 2003; Maurseth & Verspagen, 2002; Zitt et al., 2003). The different econometric
results of these studies support the Whaples criterion, that geographical distance matters for knowledge
spillovers and as such the latter occur more frequently the closer recipient and receiver are located next
to each other (Werker, 2006). Further, Korres, Tsobanoglou, & Kokkinou (2011) analysed the European
systems of innovation and the effects of the European technological policy to regional growth.
Interestingly, the authors assessed EU documents and categorised EU27 Member States according to
their technology R&D performance for the time period 2004-2009. In line with the policy advisors
Technopolis (2006), Korres et al. concluded that there exists considerable diversity in regional
innovation performances with member countries having “regions at different levels of performance”. The
authors urge for policies that reflect more optimally the needs of the various DG Regio geographical
units. Crescenzi (2005) develops a model for the relationship between innovation and regional growth in
the EU25. Unlike others, the author links his empirical analysis (R&D and patents) to the theoretical
framework of systems of innovation. The model related to Fagerberg (1994) allows studying how
geographical accessibility interacts with local innovative activity. The cross-section analysis shows that
“regional innovative activities play a significant role in determining different regional growth patterns”.
Moreover, contradictory to the Lisbon Strategy, the results suggest that increased innovation does not
produce the same economic results in all regions and that for innovative efforts to be as effective in
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peripheral as in core regions, in the former a need for huge accompanying investments in human capital
exists (Crescenzi, 2005). However, the paper concludes that focusing on innovation support as education
and training, other measures may deliver different results. In line with Crescenzi´s findings the authors
Badinger & Tondl (2002) tested 128 NUTS2 regions between 1993-2000 and showed in their crosssection analysis that higher patenting is positively related to regional growth, concluding that the
European Union focusses on the right targets in their policies during the 1990s. The authors tested the
hypothesis that endogenous growth factors (together with trade) play a significant role in steering
regional growth. Looking at the NUTS1 and NUTS2 level, Rodriguez-Pose & Crescenzi (2006) further
developed the idea of Crescenzi (2005) and present a model that combines three approaches: (i) R&D,
(ii) spillovers and (iii) systems of innovation. With regard to the impact of geography on European
regions performance, the authors conclude – similar to Crescenzi (2005) – that policies based on
innovation may deliver very different results, since their outcome depends on the regions´ location
advantage as well as internal socio-economic conditions.
Very limited research has been done on regions with specific geographical features. Dall´erba & Le
Gallo (2007; 2008) and Gripaos et al. (2008) recognised that the impact of Structural Funds depends on
many variables including the geographical setting of the respective regions. Armstrong & Read (2003)
focused on the situation of Islands, often on UK Highlands and Islands. Furthermore, the Directorate
General Regional Policy of the European Commission initiated a Working Paper (Montfort, 2009),
which presented an updated analysis of the economic and social situation of the regions in question. The
evaluation was based on several variables and a large variety of indicators that described the territories in
terms of accessibility, economic performance, demography, proximity as well as labour market outcome.
Overall, these territories performed worse compared to the European average in all these terms. The
author focused on five types of specific regions: islands, mountains areas, border regions, thinly
populated and outlying areas. Monfort (2009) endorsed “the picture of a European scene with diverse
processes and situations (…), not only between different categories of regions but also inside them” and
suggested case-by-case treatments in regard to territories with specific geographical features. However,
interest groups of islands and mountainous regions highly criticised the work by Monfort (2009). They
declared the announced geographic categories to be highly inadequate for their territories17. Further
research concentrated on subgroups of regions, such as a detailed report on the growth pattern in
outermost regions (DG Regional Policy, 2011). SWECO (2008) compiled a study on the regional
expenditure of the European Regional Development Fund and Cohesion Fund for the 2000-2006 period.
The final report includes two databases indicating commitments to the Cohesion Fund, ERDF Objective
1, ERDF Objective 2, URBAN and INTERREG IIIA18. Their work still represents a very valuable
working tool as information source. In 2012 the European Commission published a report by ADE
Consulting on the relevance and effectiveness of ERDF and Cohesion Fund support to regions with
specific geographical features such as mountains, islands and sparsely populated areas (European
Commission, 2012). The work used data at NUTS2 and NUTS3 level and presented the first study,
which simultaneously looked at Objective 1 and Objective 2 regions. All in all, it strongly supported the
findings of Monfort (2009), that solely tailor-made approaches adequately answer the regions’ needs.
ESPON (2010) extended in the report “European Perspective on Specific Types of Territories” the five
geographical categories to coastal areas and inner peripheries. For future policy implications, the report
concluded that one needs to “consider the diversity of development strategies (…) across Europe (…) to
understand territorial diversity” (ESPON, 2010).
Various potential problems in the evaluation increase the difficulty to present results on the impact of
Structural Funds on regional growth (such as differences in the period under study, limited data
17
18

CPMR Islands Commission: http://www.islandscommission.org/pub/news/73_eng_critical_note_on_dg_regio_w_paper.pdf
NUTS2 level: 1 digit expenditure categories, NUTS3 level: 2 digit expenditure categories

18

availability in cross-sectional regressions as well as methods applied). Many authors include NUTS0,
NUTS1 or NUTS2 levels into their dataset due to limited data availability, which represent rather
aggregated regional data and are questionable in how far they exploit the features of the design of the
Structural Funds Programmes. Additionally, in some cases, regions eligible to funds were mixed with
non-eligible areas, which deliver a biased interpretation of results. Overall exists a significant lack of
studies on regions with specific geographical features as well as on the impact of European regional
development funds. This paper elaborates on the relationship between innovation and growth in areas
with geographical limitations.

4. A Theoretical Perspective on Regions with Specific Geographical Features
From a theoretical perspective, the following theories in the literature are applicable to regions with
specific geographical features. Endogenous growth theory states that an effect on growth and economic
productivity can be achieved via investments in human capital. Stough (1998) argues, “(…) learning (…)
in turn ensues or results in sustainability and growth”. The concept of endogenous growth claims that
“skill or knowledge base of a regional labour force is perpetually enhanced from within, it becomes a
continuous internally created source of competitive advantage (or monopoly power) for a regional
economic system” (Romer, 1986; Lucas, 1988). In the case of thinly populated regions, this statement
underlines the source of limitation. Low population density implies a small labour force base and leads to
low competitive advantage potential. The theory of endogenous growth considers public intervention to
be necessary in order to reduce inequalities. In regard to (regional) convergence, endogenous growth
theory assumes “continually significant and even increasing inequality” due to positive returns to scale
(Paas & Schlitte, 2006). However, similar to new economic geography models but different to the
neoclassical form, it does not predict that this is the only possible outcome. Given that endogenous
theory offers an explanation of how increasing returns and sustainability occur in a closed economy, it is
an applicable theory for regions with specific geographical features such as islands, which suffer from
exogenous conditions related to their autonomous position and limited market size. In that sense,
economies of islands or mountainous areas can be viewed as working examples for autarky. As such, the
new growth theory mirrors a valid approach in finding factors limiting growth on islands or mountainous
regions. According to this theory, in the case of islands, limited choices of schools and low level of
innovation outline a possible constraint. Mountainous and sparsely populated areas give a similar picture:
these regions suffer from large distances to universities and lack a significant degree with regard to
learning, innovation, and inward migration of young people and entrepreneurs as well as businesses.
Additionally to the endogenous growth theory, the so-called New Economic Geography applies to
regions with specific geographical features. The theory has been pioneered by Fujita (1988), by Krugman
(1991) as well as by Venables (1996). The authors deviate from the standard model of economic
geography by Dixit and Stiglitz (1977) with increasing returns and monopolistic competition. In 1991,
Krugman presented his contribution - a theory that explains the formation of economic concentration in
geographical space - and created a strand of literature underlining why industrial clusters exist within
particular (countries and) regions. The research emphasis of geographical economics is “second nature”
(Ottaviano & Thisse, 2004). In the case of regions with geographical features, the problem stems from
what Cronon (1991) calls “first nature”. The author distinguishes between prehuman and artificial nature,
added by humans to the „first nature“. First nature is linked to natural differences among regions,
originating from climate features and geographical roughness (e.g. as in the case of mountains) as well as
natural means of transportation (limited accessibility to outermost regions) (Combes, Mayer & Thisse,
2008). Regions with geographical features suffer from the outcome of „first nature“. In this regard,
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European regional develpoment policy endeavours to counteract these negative externalities („second
nature“ features). NEG claims that location and agglomeration are playing an important role in the
economic activity of a region. In the context of regional income inequalities, NEG predicts a reduction in
inequalities of income levels due to decreasing returns to scale (Paas & Schlitte, 2006). Regions with
specific geographical features suffer from a weakness in the so-called circular causation, with main
limitation in forward linkages. In regard to border regions or islands connected to the mainland, it is
interesting, however, that “among many other factors the economic situation of a region depends on
interrelations to its neighbours. Regions that are surrounded by rich neighbours, for example, have
usually have a better chance for development than regions situated in a relatively poor neighbourhood”
(Paas & Schlitte, 2006; Krugman, 1995). In its report “Reshaping Economic Geography” the World
Bank mirrors how density, distance and division matter with regard to the speed of social and economic
development (World Bank, 2009).
New Economic Geography and endogenous growth both are approaches particularly relevant to the
regions with specific geographical features, because they are, by definition, less able to benefit from
agglomeration economies due to limitations in size, remoteness or accessibility. However, in contrast to
other regions in Europe the physical geography in these territories is an obstacle to the initiation of
virtuous circles of growth as discussed in the NEG literature. New Economic Geography models could
be argued to be more appropriate for larger regional economies and populations (such as Sardinia) but
less appropriate for smaller islands and mountain regions, and for virtually all of the sparsely populated
areas (where factor endowments and natural resources are small and where possibilities for cumulative
growth processes and industrial clustering are limited). Martin & Ottaviano (1996) presented in their
model a conjunction between the new growth theory and new geography models. In this model, a tradeoff between regional convergence and average growth rates occurs. Deeper trade integration leads to
more agglomeration (new economic geography aspect). This in turn is a favourable environment for
innovation as it reduces investment costs in the core. This theoretical pattern is justified on the ground
that the inputs of innovation and investment are less costly in a geographical clustered production
environment. Hence, highly concentrated growth combined with unequal economic geographical
structure and increased regional income disparities can be the outcome (Martin P., 1998).
Associated with the idea of economies of scale and network effects, the theory of agglomeration delivers
useful insights into the relevance and effectiveness of ERDF support for regions with specific
geographical features (Fujita & Thisse, 1996; 2002). However, especially sparsely populated areas need
to be considered in this context, since they miss the two conditions featuring agglomeration such as
falling transport costs and size of population. According to the data around 40% of sparsely populated
regions are of mountainous terrain and hence imply high cost of accessibility and transport, resulting in a
direct welfare loss for these regions. Additionally, low population density characterises these territories.
Around 33% of islands are mountainous, which again presents the same problem of high trade costs.
According to Ohlin (1933), the regions experience “deglomeration” forces (i.e. high transport costs),
which decrease the extent of agglomeration (Ruggiero, 2005). For small islands, considered as
microstates, the limited market size (where internal production is unreasonable) constitutes an additional
handicap in fostering agglomeration (Armstrong & Read, 2003). Mountainous territories, on the other
hand, benefit from natural resources in order to attract tourism and enhance production. The question,
why firms concentrate in one region instead of another, is the main focus of agglomeration theory and of
special interest to policy makers, who intend to draw useful insights for regional policy strategies with
regard to SGF regions. In regard to these territories, an intuitive argument can be, that some areas enjoy
“first nature” advantages. These benefits of superior environment, such as good accessibility, transport
facilities and location are absent in the case of regions with geographical features (Monfort, 2009).
Hence, public intervention constitutes the first step to create a superior “second nature” environment.
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In general, a major reason for policy interventions is the concept of market failures (Arrow, 1969;
Gravelle & Rees, 2004). Market failures exist and are directly linked to the functioning of markets.
Market failures are often associated with negative externalities, where markets alone cannot yield an
efficient allocation of resources19 (Krugman & Wells, Economics, 2006). In the context of regions with
specific geographical features, the negative externality is given by their territorial position, limiting not
only participation on and contribution to the Single Market but also their growth capability. For example,
the existence of uncertainties and risk aversion are factors leading to sub-optimal private decisions: a
high uncertainty level linked to a significant risk aversion severely limits the level of private investment.
Given the specific geographic context of the regions, therefore, the issue of market failure is particular
valid. There are relatively higher levels of risk and uncertainty attached to investments in mountainous
territories due to the range of climatic, natural and other features such as remoteness, which, in turn, can
lead to lower growth rates. Perhaps, there exists greater need for public intervention in these territories to
overcome such market failures.

5. Conclusion and Policy Implications
Since the Lisbon Strategy, innovation and the path towards a “knowledge-based” economy have become
prominent concepts in the European policy sphere. Nevertheless, it remains questionable in how far the
aim of being the “most competitive economy” favours the diverse territories in the EU. Overall, it is not
negligible that SGF regions perform worse than other regional areas and need assistance in boosting
economic growth. Related to the long-run experience of the EU, promoting innovation will most
probably remain a key feature in regional policy. However, in the case of SGF regions, additional
policies supplementing these investments will be needed in order to tackle local (socio-economic)
disadvantages and ensure the transformation of innovation into economic activity. Geography matters
since it “may have a direct effect on incomes, through its effect on agricultural productivity (…)”, which
constitutes for most regions with geographical features the main sector of production (Rodrick,
Subramanian & Trebbi, 2004). For this reason the paper takes the view that a general continuation of
these ERDF to regions with extreme geographical positions is highly advisable.
Problematically, most regions belong to several regional classes, which increases their economic
disadvantage. This makes the identification of overarching policy strategies almost impossible and
probably ineffective. Thus, regions with specific geographical features might require policy interventions
that address local needs rather than a vague defined regional reference group. This attempt is in line with
the “subsidiarity principle”, which states “policy should take place as close as possible to the citizens”
(e.g. at the regional, local level) (Werker, 2006). The economies of SGF terrains are highly influenced
and handicapped by external factors, which limit the ability of these regions in participating in the Single
Market, against EU propositions20.
Different to the prediction of the new growth theory – “(…) technology makes technology – and this
usually means money makes money. So, a poor economy will stay poor, because it simply lacks the
ability to invent and adapt new technologies” (Ederveen et al., 2003) – SGF regions that receive money
from ERDF still show below average ability to transform innovation into growth, if they succeed at all.
Furthermore, to release these areas from their “locked-in” position, does not automatically lead to
economic growth since “networks that are geographically closed may, in the long run, hamper rather than
stimulate innovation” (Lundvall, 1992). Geography hampers the dissimilation of knowledge and
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Not efficient: defined as situations that can be improved upon from the societal point-of-view
In 2007, with the adoption of the Territorial Agenda the EU emphasised the need for “better living conditions and quality of
life with equal opportunities irrespective of where people live” (Commission of the European Communities, 2008).
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exchange of ideas. As such, there remains a huge challenge for European regional policy makers to
unlock the economic potential of SGF regions and to turn them into innovation prone societies in order
for them to participate in the European Single Market. In this regard, a thorough study of successful
“Best Practice” examples21, in which the focus on innovation lead to increased regional competitiveness
and growth, may help to find valuable insights to improve the economic conditions of SGF regions.
Future research that aims at further developing a deeper understanding of these particular regions, will
contribute to the development and economic recognition in the European regional policy area.

21
Example: Austrian SGF region Styria that was awarded once again by the European Commission the RegioStars Award in
2012; http://www.innovation-steiermark.at/en/news/news.php
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Annexes

Table 5.
Country
DE
UK22
IT
FR
ES
GR
BE
NL
AT
PT
SE
FI
DK
IE
LU
EU15

ERDF Allocation and Expenditure by Objective and Member State, 2000-2006
ERDF Allocation (EUR mill.)
ERDF Expenditures (EUR mill.)
Objective 1 Objective 2 Total
Objective 1 Objective 2 Total
12,177.0
3,251.6
15,428.
11,199.7
2,908.9
14,108.6
3,970.1
4,526.1
8,496.2
3,447.7
3,785.7
7,233.4
15,918.1
2,721.0
18,639.1
13,919.6
2,464.5
16,384.1
2,466.2
5,702.7
8,168.9
2,122.2
5,129.8
7,252.0
25,358.5
2,553.6
27,912.1
22,189.4
2,070.1
24,259.5
15,152.5
15,152.5
13,580.6
13,580.6
427.6
416.3
843.9
377.9
342.1
720.0
81.7
859.0
940.7
77.6
685.2
762.9
181.5
706.0
887.5
161.5
623.8
785.3
13,229.8
13,229.8
11,717.9
11,717.9
489.5
386.0
875.4
432.3
368.4
800.7
498.6
412.2
910.8
470.1
392.6
862.7
141.6
141.6
125.1
125.1
1,946.3
1,946.3
1,810.4
1,810.4
44.0
44.0
40.4
40.4
91,897.5

21,720.1

113,617.6

81,506.7

18,936.8

100,443.5

Source: European Union, 2010. Calculations based on DG Regio data; expenditure as at end-2008.

Table 6.

Regional Categories and Patent Applications (No.)
Year
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

SGF
11,829.88
11,010.86
19,175.19
21,816.11
23,019.39
52,069.27
51,966.36

NSGF
15,813.89
14,429.54
17,848.77
22,884.92
23,234.03
105,409.50
107,831.10

Source: Eurostat, 2012. Patent applications
weighted by population.

22

UK: 98 GB, 12 Wales, 23, Scotland, 5 Northern IE
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Table 7.

List of NUTS3 RegionsIindicating Various Categories of Specific Territories

Codes

Name

BE100

Arr. de Bruxelles-Capitale / Arr. van Brussel-Hoofdstad

BE211

Arr. Antwerpen

BE212

Arr. Mechelen

BE213

Arr. Turnhout

BE221

Arr. Hasselt

BE222

Arr. Maaseik

BE223

Arr. Tongeren

BE231

Arr. Aalst

BE232

Arr. Dendermonde

BE233

Arr. Eeklo

BE234

Arr. Gent

BE235

Arr. Oudenaarde

BE236

Arr. Sint-Niklaas

BE241

Arr. Halle-Vilvoorde

BE242

Arr. Leuven

BE251

Arr. Brugge

BE252

Arr. Diksmuide

BE253

Arr. Ieper

BE254

Arr. Kortrijk

BE255

Arr. Oostende

BE256

Arr. Roeselare

BE257

Arr. Tielt

BE258

Arr. Veurne

BE310

Arr. Nivelles

BE321

Arr. Ath

BE322

Arr. Charleroi

BE323

Arr. Mons

Mountains

Islands

Sparsely populated

Outermost

Border

28

BE324

Arr. Mouscron

BE325

Arr. Soignies

BE326

Arr. Thuin

BE327

Arr. Tournai

BE331

Arr. Huy

BE332

Arr. Liège

BE334

Arr. Waremme

BE335

Arr. Verviers - communes francophones

BE336

Bezirk Verviers - Deutschsprachige Gemeinschaft

BE341

Arr. Arlon

BE342

Arr. Bastogne

BE343

Arr. Marche-en-Famenne

BE344

Arr. Neufchâteau

BE345

Arr. Virton

BE351

Arr. Dinant

BE352

Arr. Namur

BE353

Arr. Philippeville

FR101

Paris

FR102

Seine-et-Marne

FR103

Yvelines

FR104

Essonne

FR105

Hauts-de-Seine

FR106

Seine-Saint-Denis

FR107

Val-de-Marne

FR108

Val-d'Oise

FR211

Ardennes

FR212

Aube

FR213

Marne

FR214

Haute-Marne

29

FR221

Aisne

FR222

Oise

FR223

Somme

FR231

Eure

FR232

Seine-Maritime

FR241

Cher

FR242

Eure-et-Loir

FR243

Indre

FR244

Indre-et-Loire

FR245

Loir-et-Cher

FR246

Loiret

FR251

Calvados

FR252

Manche

FR253

Orne

FR261

Côte-d'Or

FR262

Nièvre

FR263

Saône-et-Loire

FR264

Yonne

FR301

Nord (FR)

FR302

Pas-de-Calais

FR411

Meurthe-et-Moselle

FR412

Meuse

FR413

Moselle

FR414

Vosges

FR421

Bas-Rhin

FR422

Haut-Rhin

FR431

Doubs

FR432

Jura (FR)

FR433

Haute-Saône

30

FR434

Territoire de Belfort

FR511

Loire-Atlantique

FR512

Maine-et-Loire

FR513

Mayenne

FR514

Sarthe

FR515

Vendée

FR521

Côtes-d'Armor

FR522

Finistère

FR523

Ille-et-Vilaine

FR524

Morbihan

FR531

Charente

FR532

Charente-Maritime

FR533

Deux-Sèvres

FR534

Vienne

FR611

Dordogne

FR612

Gironde

FR613

Landes

FR614

Lot-et-Garonne

FR615

Pyrénées-Atlantiques

FR621

Ariège

FR622

Aveyron

FR623

Haute-Garonne

FR624

Gers

FR625

Lot

FR626

Hautes-Pyrénées

FR627

Tarn

FR628

Tarn-et-Garonne

FR631

Corrèze

FR632

Creuse

31

FR633

Haute-Vienne

FR711

Ain

FR712

Ardèche

FR713

Drôme

FR714

Isère

FR715

Loire

FR716

Rhône

FR717

Savoie

FR718

Haute-Savoie

FR721

Allier

FR722

Cantal

FR723

Haute-Loire

FR724

Puy-de-Dôme

FR811

Aude

FR812

Gard

FR813

Hérault

FR814

Lozère

FR815

Pyrénées-Orientales

FR821

Alpes-de-Haute-Provence

FR822

Hautes-Alpes

FR823

Alpes-Maritimes

FR824

Bouches-du-Rhône

FR825

Var

FR826

Vaucluse

FR831

Corse-du-Sud

FR832

Haute-Corse

FR910

Guadeloupe (FR)

FR920

Martinique (FR)

FR930

Guyane (FR)

32

FR940

Réunion (FR)

SE110

Stockholms län

SE121

Uppsala län

SE122

Södermanlands län

SE123

Östergötlands län

SE124

Örebro län

SE125

Västmanlands län

SE211

Jönköpings län

SE212

Kronobergs län

SE213

Kalmar län

SE214

Gotlands län

SE221

Blekinge län

SE224

Skåne län

SE231

Hallands län

SE232

Västra Götalands län

SE311

Värmlands län

SE312

Dalarnas län

SE313

Gävleborgs län

SE321

Västernorrlands län

SE322

Jämtlands län

SE331

Västerbottens län

SE332

Norrbottens län

UKC11

Hartlepool and Stockton-on-Tees

UKC12

South Teesside

UKC13

Darlington

UKC14

Durham CC

UKC21

Northumberland

UKC22

Tyneside

UKC23

Sunderland

33

UKD11

West Cumbria

UKD12

East Cumbria

UKD21

Halton and Warrington

UKD22

Cheshire CC

UKD31

Greater Manchester South

UKD32

Greater Manchester North

UKD41

Blackburn with Darwen

UKD42

Blackpool

UKD43

Lancashire CC

UKD51

East Merseyside

UKD52

Liverpool

UKD53

Sefton

UKD54

Wirral

UKE11

Kingston upon Hull, City of

UKE12

East Riding of Yorkshire

UKE13

North and North East Lincolnshire

UKE21

York

UKE22

North Yorkshire CC

UKE31

Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham

UKE32

Sheffield

UKE41

Bradford

UKE42

Leeds

UKE43

Calderdale, Kirklees and Wakefield

UKF11

Derby

UKF12

East Derbyshire

UKF13

South and West Derbyshire

UKF14

Nottingham

UKF15

North Nottinghamshire

UKF16

South Nottinghamshire

34

UKF21

Leicester

UKF22

Leicestershire CC and Rutland

UKF23

Northamptonshire

UKF30

Lincolnshire

UKG11

Herefordshire, County of

UKG12

Worcestershire

UKG13

Warwickshire

UKG21

Telford and Wrekin

UKG22

Shropshire CC

UKG23

Stoke-on-Trent

UKG24

Staffordshire CC

UKG31

Birmingham

UKG32

Solihull

UKG33

Coventry

UKG34

Dudley and Sandwell

UKG35

Walsall and Wolverhampton

UKH11

Peterborough

UKH12

Cambridgeshire CC

UKH13

Norfolk

UKH14

Suffolk

UKH21

Luton

UKH22

Bedfordshire CC

UKH23

Hertfordshire

UKH31

Southend-on-Sea

UKH32

Thurrock

UKH33

Essex CC

UKI11

Inner London - West

UKI12

Inner London - East

UKI21

Outer London - East and North East

35

UKI22

Outer London - South

UKI23

Outer London - West and North West

UKJ11

Berkshire

UKJ12

Milton Keynes

UKJ13

Buckinghamshire CC

UKJ14

Oxfordshire

UKJ21

Brighton and Hove

UKJ22

East Sussex CC

UKJ23

Surrey

UKJ24

West Sussex

UKJ31

Portsmouth

UKJ32

Southampton

UKJ33

Hampshire CC

UKJ34

Isle of Wight

UKJ41

Medway

UKJ42

Kent CC

UKK11

Bristol, City of

UKK12

Bath and North East Somerset, North Somerset and South Gloucestershire

UKK13

Gloucestershire

UKK14

Swindon

UKK15

Wiltshire CC

UKK21

Bournemouth and Poole

UKK22

Dorset CC

UKK23

Somerset

UKK30

Cornwall and Isles of Scilly

UKK41

Plymouth

UKK42

Torbay

UKK43

Devon CC

UKL11

Isle of Anglesey

36

UKL12

Gwynedd

UKL13

Conwy and Denbighshire

UKL14

South West Wales

UKL15

Central Valleys

UKL16

Gwent Valleys

UKL17

Bridgend and Neath Port Talbot

UKL18

Swansea

UKL21

Monmouthshire and Newport

UKL22

Cardiff and Vale of Glamorgan

UKL23

Flintshire and Wrexham

UKL24

Powys

UKM21

Angus and Dundee City

UKM22

Clackmannanshire and Fife

UKM23

East Lothian and Midlothian

UKM24

Scottish Borders

UKM25

Edinburgh, City of

UKM26

Falkirk

UKM27

Perth & Kinross and Stirling

UKM28

West Lothian

UKM31

East Dunbartonshire, West Dunbartonshire and Helensburgh & Lomond

UKM32

Dumfries & Galloway

UKM33

East Ayrshire and North Ayrshire mainland

UKM34

Glasgow City

UKM35

Inverclyde, East Renfrewshire and Renfrewshire

UKM36

North Lanarkshire

UKM37

South Ayrshire

UKM38

South Lanarkshire

UKM50

Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire

UKM61

Caithness & Sutherland and Ross & Cromarty

37

UKM62

Inverness & Nairn and Moray, Badenoch & Strathspey

UKM63

Lochaber, Skye & Lochalsh, Arran & Cumbrae and Argyll & Bute

UKM64

Eilean Siar (Western Isles)

UKM65

Orkney Islands

UKM66

Shetland Islands

UKN01

Belfast

UKN02

Outer Belfast

UKN03

East of Northern Ireland (UK)

UKN04

North of Northern Ireland (UK)

UKN05

West and South of Northern Ireland (UK)

Source: Eurostat, 2012; Monfort 2009.
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