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Dear reader,

A university gap year in France, a holiday trip to Lithuania, a work placement in Sweden or a retirement
home in Spain - crossing national borders has almost become routine in the European Union. Butitis
not just people that are increasingly mobile: Our local suy kets are offering 15 from Poland
and milk from k. Te in Italy are listening to the same music as their contemporaries in Fin-
land and thanks to modem technology we are in touch with even the most remote parts of the continent.
The EU is no doubt becoming an ever closer union of states.

Now that all European societies and economies are facing the effects of globalisation, itis more and more
important to analyse trends on a broader scale, To mark the beginning of Germany's EU Council Presiden-
¢y in the first half of 2007, the Federal Statistical Office has therefore decided to take a closer look at Ger-
many's current position in the European Union,

This report offers answers to a number of questions: Which European economies are growing despite
international competition? Which country has invested most in its educational system? Is demographic
ageing advancing at the same rate across the EU? How do female employment rates compare from one
country to the next? Which Member State spends most on its health system? Which governments are bal-
ancing their budgets and keeping an eye on public spending?

This publication illustrates Germany's position in relation to its European neighbours. If you are inter-
ested in more detailed harmonised data on the EU, please contact the EDS European Data Service at the
i-Punkt Berlin - an information service that is run by the Federal Statistical Office in conjunction with the
Statistical Office of the Europ [ ities (www. eds-destatis.de),

| hope that this report reaches a wide audience and would like to thank everyone that has contributed
ta this publication,

Yours
loaths aBBtormue, bv
Walter Radermacher

President of the Federal Statistical Office of Germany

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Unian 2006
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Territory

All EU-25 data relates to the 25 countries that were EU Member States in 2006: Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, the
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithua-
nia, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the Unit-
ed Kingdom.

Data

This report is based on data published by the Statistical Office of the European Communities (Eurostat), un-
less otherwise stated. All data are harmonised thus ensuring that all national resuits are fully comparable at
EU level. Due to the harmonisation process, some figures may differ from results published by the national
statistical offices, for example, the Federal Statistical Office of Germany. Additionally many harmonised Euro-
stat figures are published with a certain time lag compared to national data,

This report contains the most recently available data from Eurostat’s database as of September 2006. At this
stage some values were still provisional. A frequent reason for ex post changes are data revisions.

G Ily speaking, itis only possible to publish a final EU result once data is available for all Member States.
In cases where an EU-25 value was not available from Eurostat, this aggregate was not calculated or estimat-
ed for the purpose of this publication. In some cases the EU value of the preceding year is presented for ref-
€rence purposes.

When this report was compiled, the EU included 25 states, Now that Bulgaria and Romania have joined the
EU, the Union comprises a total of 27 countries. As h no data were available for the EU-27 prior to the
editorial deadline, statistical indicators for the two new EU Member States are listed in a separate annex,

All statistical data for the EU-25 were calculated on the basis of the values for all 25 EU Member States - even
if the data relates to years prior to the accession of the ten new Member States in May 2004.

Please note that this publication only offers a small section of the data published by Eurostat. All Eurostat

data and electronic publications can be accessed free of charge via the EDS European Data Service website
offered by the Federal Statistical Office at www.eds-destatis.de.

& Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the Evropean Union 2006









Introduction

1 Introduction

The European Union (EU) is a confederation of in-
dependent states with nearly half a billion inhab-
itants and the world's largest gross domestic prod-
uct. What began as the Coal and Steel Community
of six European countries more than 50 years ago
has developed into a highly integrated union of 27
states, Germany is the largest EU country and one
of the founder members.

Many steps have already been taken on the road to-
wards a maore united Europe and the EU has been
confronted with a number of challenges since the
start of the new millennium: From unemployment,
changing demographic patterns, strained social se-
curity systems, more intense international competi-
tion to the challenge of securing an efficient energy
supply — the problems facing all EU Member States
at present are quite similar,

At the Lisbon Summit in 2000 the European Council
decided upon a set of strategic goals to be met by
the year 2010, These goals were revised at the half-
way stage in 2005 and published in a new up-dated
version of the so-called “Lisbon Strategy™. This re-
launched strategy focuses on growth and employ-
ment highlighting four priarity objectives: increasing
investment in education and research, maximising
entrepreneurial potential, particularly of small and

dium-sized busi promoting ! t
and securing a sustainable energy supply. In order
to achieve these aims, Germany and the other Mem-
ber States outlined reform for the years
2005 - 2008, that are based on the European tar-
gets but also take into account the specific circum-
stances in each country.

What progress have the EU Member States made
towards meeting the Lisbon targets? What have
they achieved in social, economic and ecological
terms?

This report published by the Federal Statistical Of-
fice at the start of the German EU Council Presiden-
cy in the first half of 2007 offers a general overview
of Germany's position in relation to the other EU
Member States. Using selected data released by
the Statistical Office of the European Communities
(Eurostat), this report provides information on top-
ics such as population, living conditions, educa-
tion, research, information society, labour market,
ecanomy and finance, energy and economic sus-
tainability. A particular focus is placed on the key
statistical indicators policy-makers use to measure
annual progress towards meeting the Lisbon goals
- the so-called structural indicatars. Bar charts, ta-
bles and lists ranking all Member States help iden-
tify the areas in which Germany is ahead of the field
and those where increased efforts are still needed in
order to improve Germany's position within the EU.
The appendix contains an overview of the most im-
partant structural indicators and lists all statistical
data featured in this report.

This publication offers an insight into the diversi-
ty of European statistics. A user guide at the end
of this report explains how to access the more than
300 million statistical figures Eurostat has published
so far.

Federal Statistical Office. In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006 9









2 Population

“Germany is ageing and slowly becoming a nation of
pensioners.” This is just one example of the head-
lines used by the media to describe a phenomenon
that demographers have been observing for quite
some time: Low birth rates and a rise in life expect-
ancy mean that the number of elderly people is rising
as the number of children continues to decline. This
imbalance can have far-reaching repercussions for
our economic and social system. However, an age-
ing and shrinking population is a challenge that not
all of our neighbouring c jesarec d with
to the same extent. The situation in the EU differs
from one country to the next and even the trends in
population figures are divergent.

Panorama: 460 million from Portugal
to Poland
In early 2005, the 25

countries of the EU had a
total population of 461.3

: s of january 151 2005
million. The EU popula-
= % £ Germarny
tion has in fact increased oo )
during the last ten years:
s .y
Since 1995 the total pop Span

ulation has risen by more Poland

than 15.4 million dueto ~ Nethedands
e Greece
natural growth and immi- Portugal
: Belglum
gration. Czech Repubilc
Hungary
With approximately 82.5 ~ Sweden
S 3 Austria
million inhabitants Ger- Denmark
many was the country m’:ﬁ
with the highest popu-  jriand
lation and accounted for  Lithuania
18% ofall EU citizens. The  gipuenia
second largest nation was Estania
. . Cyprus.
France with 62.4 million Inrimbeirg

inhabitants followed by =~ Malta
the United Kingdom with

States that joined the EU in 2004 had a total of just
74.1 million inhabitants.

With 231 inhabitants per square kilometre, Germa-
ny was also one of the Union's most densely pop-
ulated countries. In terms of population density, it
was only exceeded by Malta (1272 inh./km3), the
Netherlands (482 inh.fkm?), Belgium (344 inh. /km?)
and the United Kingdom (244 inh./km3). The most
sparsely populated countries were Finland (17 inh./
km3) and Sweden (22 inh./km?),

Birth rates: Less and less adolescents

According to demograp highly developed na-
tions with low infant mortality need an average rate
of 2.1 children per woman to sustain current popu-
lation levels. None of the EL Member States howev-
er achieve this level nowadays.

Fig. 2.1: Population of the EU Member States

e s 4
| P B A

United Kingdom T
e e i
T T R

30 40 50 60 70 B0 90 Million

60.0 million. By compari-
son, the ten new Member

adelnupe, Martinique, 5t. Fiere and Miguelon,

Mayerte,
mmmhmlllﬂlillﬂmli \“Uklnd Futuna), eacluding dependent teritories: 60.6 mitlion.
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ypulation

Tab, 2.1: Population density of the EL Member

States 2004
Membsr State Inhabitants/km*

L\ R 1272
Netherlands . 482
Belgium . ... 344
United Kingdam™ 244
Germany . 231
Itaky . 197
Luxembourg . 175
Crech Republic . 132
Cyprus ... 130
Denmark 125
Paland . 122
EU-25" , 118
Portugal 114
Slovakia 110
Hungary .. 109
Slovenia 59
Austria | 99
France” 98
Greece 85
Spain” . LE]
Treland . 60
Lithuania . 55
Latvia .. . 37
Estonia . n
Sweden 22
Finland ... 17
1) 2003,

) 2003, incleding dependent temearies,

In Ireland, the country with the highest 2004 birth
rate, each woman gave birth to an average 1.99 chil-
dren (see fig. 2.2 on p. 14). France comes second
with a birth rate of 1.90 followed by Finland with
1.80 children per woman. The lowest birth rates were
recorded in many of the new Member States, includ-
ing Hungary (1.28), Lithuania (1.26), Slovakia (1.25),
Latvia {1.24), the Czech Republic and Poland (1.23
each) and Slovenia (1.22).

In Germany, the average birth rate was 1.37. Rates
as |low as this mean that any given generation com-
prises only two thirds as many people as the respec-

tive parent generation.

Ageing society: Generational balance
in jeopardy

Alow birth rate has an impact on a population’s age
structure: While the number of children continues
to fall, the proportion of elderly people is on the in-
crease. Moreover, average life expectancy is rising:
In Germany, newborn girls had a life expectancy of
81.4, newbaorn boys of 75.7 years in 2004. As re-
cently as 1994, their life expectancy amounted to
just 79.6 and 73.1 years respectively.

In Germany, the proportion of the total population
aged 65 and over amounted to some 18% (fig. 2.3
on p. 14). With a share of 19.2%, italy was the only
country to register an even higher value, The lowest
proportion of people aged 65 and over was report-
ed in Ireland (11.1%) followed closely by Slovakia
(11.5%) and Cyprus (11.9%).

Population trend: Births, deaths and
migration

Despite low birth rates, many of the EU Member
States witnessed a natural increase in population
in 2004: The number of births exceeded the number
of deaths due to a rise in life expectancy, which is
mainly attributable to medical progress, and due to
sufficiently large parental cohorts, The population
of France for example recorded a natural growth of
283800 people in 2004 (see table 2.2 on p. 15).

However, in all Central and Eastern European Mem-
ber States - except Slovakia — low birth rates and
a below-EU-average life expectancy led to a surplus
of deaths.

In Germany, 112700 more people died than were
born in 2004. This is the effect of a persistently low
birth rate over the last 30 years: The cohorts born
in the era of low birth rates during the 19705 have

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight: Germany in the European Unian 2006 13



Fig. 2.2: Total fertility rate 2004
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Fig. 2.3: Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2006
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reached parental age and
as they in tum give birth
to less children, subse-
quent generations con-
tinue to decrease in size,
again leading to a reduc-
tion in the number of po-
tential parents.

The way a country's
total population devel-
ops not only depends on
the natural growth rate,
but also on the degree of
migration. All in 2ll, be-
tween 1994 and 2004
the total population liv-
ing in the territory that
is now known as the EU-
25 increased by 11 mil-
lion in net terms due to
legal migration, The mi-
grants’ main destina-
tions were Southern Eu-
ropean countries such as
Spain and Italy, followed
at some distance by the
United Kingdom. In 2004,
a migration surplus of
610100 persons was re-
corded by Spain alone,
whereas the total surplus
for the EU-25 amounted
to 1.85 million.

International migration
has become an important
component of the popu-
lation trend in Germany
as well. In 2004, 81800
maore people came to live
in Germany than emigrat-

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight: Germary in the European Union 2006



Population

ed. The migration balance, though  ab, 2.2: Population change 2004

positive, however failed to offset the

birth deficit of 112 700 people: Ger- "1::;:;:';1:3‘ Net migration
. 3 (difference Overall
many's total population dropped by At e S erween | betweeninfiow | et change
30900 persons or 0,04 %, A greater and deaths) and outflow)
ion rease was only reg-
.paputat.o decrease was only reg: R
istered in some Central and East-

i 1 [T P e 4754 1849.5 23209
em European Member States, which Spaln s P et
were also characterised by low birth i, . 15.9 5583 574.2
rates and additionally hit by emigra-  Francet .. ........ 2838 103.0 Jse.8
tion. For example, the total popula-  United Kingdam ... 132.9 201.8 3347
tion of Lithuania decreased by 0.60 "™ - 5 i it )

. Austria . a7 61.7 66,4
and that of Latvia by 0.55 percent 23 o -
during the same period. Belgium 14,1 35.4 49,5

Netherlands 574 9.9 475
) . Sweden 10.4 253 35.7
7.3 million people without Ger- . 0.0 5.0 3.0
man citizenship lived in Germa- 31 15.7 18.8
ny in 2005. In absolute terms this  Finland . 0.2 &7 169
was the EU country with the largest TN o 58 20 138
: Czech Republic . -9.5 18.6 %1
number of foreigners: The percent- ¢ .. =5 S0 &%
age of population with foreign citi- 1.9 1.5 T4
zenship amounted to 8.8 %. The five 1.0 1.8 28
z Slovenia . .. -0.6 18 12

largest groups of foreigners were
FRest gudp 3 Estonia ... 38 -0.3 -4
people from Turkey, the former Yu- o 107 11 -12.8
goslav republics, Italy, Poland and  patand, . -74 -9.4 -16.8
Greece. The EU Member State with  Humgary - 374 18.2 -19.2
the largest percentage of foreign cit- Hiuanla il - 206
GEMany .......o...oie -12.7 81.8 -30.9

izens was Luxembourg with 39 %,

1 Inchuding dependent amitories

Prospects: Population projection for
2050

How will EU-25 population figures evolve by the year
20507 According to Eurostat’s population projection
the total number of EU citizens will decrease, reach-
ing 449.8 million people by 2050. In the Member
States however, the trends will diverge. The states
which have the highest birth rates of all EU countries
at present and also have a positive migration bal-

ance will continue to grow in the next few decades
or at least maintain a constant level.

Luxembourg's population is set to increase maost
sharply. A rise of 40.9 % is expected by 2050, raising
the number of inhabitants from 456 000 to 642 600.
The predicted population increase of approximately
34% for Ireland will boost the country's population
from 4.1 to 5.5 million,

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight: Germany in the Eurepean Union 2006 15



However, more than half

o Fig. 2.4: F for 2050 compared to 2005
of the EU countries will be Change in total papulation
faced with the phenom- Rz %
ot Latvia
enon of a shrinking and P
ageing society. In these Lithuania
1 £ Czech Republic
countries a per:?lstentlv e
low birth rate will cause Paland
the number of potential Hungary
~ Germany

parents to fall continu- itally
ously, The resulting birth Slovenle

e Partugal
deficit cannot be offset Greece
by a constant or even ris- ;'“:N*
ing fertility rate. Moreo- D:n:aﬁ |03
ver, since, owing to the Austria 109
progress of medical sci- iﬂmms %
ence, life expectancy is United Kingdam [~71]
likely to grow further, the ~ &ance ol
ageing process of society Malta R

v Cyprus EEEERE et

cannot be reversed. Mi- BEREMS
gration will, at best, curb Luxembourg [T N P Y R .
the pace of this process, -0 -10 o 10 20 30 40 50%

The shrinkage rates pre-

dicted for the popula-

tions of the Central and

Eastern European Member States range between will be below the 75 million mark by 2050, This is
4,9% for Slovenia and 18.8 % for Latvia. Germany's almost 10% less than in 2005.

population is set to drop in spite of immigration and

Population statistics

Demographic data on births, deaths and migration enable us to identify past population trends and their components
and to compile projections for the decades to come.

Informatien on fertility behaviour, the rise in life expectancy and future population trends provides us with impertant
criteria for economic, family and social planning. It provides, for example, vital data needed to design future pension
schemes and health systems and helps to identify q Current populati are al ed
for the calculation of per-capita data which have an impact on decisions regarding matters such as puhll: funding.

In order to obtain even precise data on future trends, the EL Member States aim to conduct a new po-
jpulation census round in 201072011 thus continuing the decade cycle of surveys. The most recent census in Germany
was carried out almost 20 years ago (1987: Federal Republic of Germany, 1981: German Democratic Republic). In Au-
gust 2006 the Federal Government decided that Germany would participate in the forthcoming EU-wide 2010/2011
census round using a register-based census system,

16 Federal Statistical Office, in the Spetlight: Germany in the European Uinion 2006



The situation in Germany today already differs sig-
nificantly from the classic population pyramid - chil-
dren and adolescents aged under 15 have long since
ceased to be the numerically strongest cohort. The
future will bring a further shift in the ratio of young

and old and lead to a more top-heavy pyramid. In
Germany, the share of people aged 60 or over will
rise from a quarter to a third by 2050, while the per-
centage of those aged under 20 will drop from 21
to 16 %.

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight; Germany in the European Unian 2006 37
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3 Living conditions

Consumption: How we spend what we
earn

It has always been one of the EU's primary objectives

Tab. 3.1: Average gross annual eamings
in industry and services” 2004

to improve general living conditions and to
differences in living standards between the various
regions of the EU. But despite large financial trans-
fers, there is still a considerable economic gap be-
tween some Member States, A comparison of 2004
gross annual earnings in the industry and services
sector reveals large differences between northern
and southern and old and new EU Member States,
For 2004, a comparison of EU countries shows that
the highest wages were paid in Denmark: Here a full-
time employee received a gross annual average in-
come of 44 692 euro (2003). The two other leading
countries in terms of wages were the United Kingdom
(41253 euro) and Germany (40 954 euro), Gross an-
nual wages in Luxembourg also exceeded the 40 000
euro threshold (40 575 euro). By contrast, Southern
European countries such as Spain, Cyprus, Greece
(2003), Portugal and Malta recorded annual wages
of between 10000 and 20000 eura, whilst employ-
ees in the new Central and Eastern European Mem-
ber States receive an average of less than 10000
euro, Last in the country ranking was Latvia, where
an industrial worker's gross wage averaged 3806
euro peryear — approximately one-twelfth of the av-
erage wage in Denmark.

However, the wage in euro does not allow us to con-
clude exactly how much consumers with these in-
comes can actually afford in the various EU coun-
tries, For that purpose we need to adjust the income
values by allowing for existing price differences. This
is done by determining the prices for a comparable
and representative basket of goods and services in
the various EU countries, These prices are then ex-
pressed in a common artificial currency, which is re-
ferred to as *Purchasing Power Standard” (PPS). Tak-
ing existing price levels into account, gross wages

EU M:;Ebcet::tarzs e i)
United Kingdom . 41253 39051
Germany .. 40954 38432
L 40575 IB 4B
Nethesdands 37500 36022
Denmark™ 44692 34929
Belgium 35704 347259
France? . 28847 28770
Sweden 33620 27756
Finland . 31988 26038
Spain .. 19828 22691
Greece™. 16739 21423
Cyprus . 19290 06B4
Portugal 15196 i
Malta. .. 11926 15923
Poland . 6230 11886
Hungary 7100 11466
Slovakia 5706 10395
Latvia .. 3806 6752

1) Excluding public administration, defence and social secusity,
2) 2003.

were highest in the United Kingdom (32051 PPS),
followed by Germany (38432 PPS), Luxembourg
(38248 PPS) and the Netherlands (36022 PPS).
Owing to the comparatively high cost of living, Dan-
ish gross wages (34 929 PPS) ranked just fifth when
comparing all EU countries. The Member States with
the lowest incomes were Latvia (6 752 PPS), Slovakia
(10395 PPS) and Hungary (11 466 PPS).

How far does the euro stretch?

The largest EU household expenditure item in 2004
was accommodation: The amount spent on housing,
water, electricity, gas and heating averaged 21.3%
of total expenditure across the EU. The country, in
which households spent most on accommodation,
was Sweden (28.6%). In Germany spending for this
item totalled 23.8%. The proportion of expenditure
for food, beverages and tobacco in 2004 averaged
16.3% in the EU as a whole. It was above average in

20 Federal Statistical Dffice, In the Spatlight: Germany in the European Unian 2006



Purchasing Power Standard (PPS)

The Purchasing Power Standard (PPS) is a fictitious ¥ unit, which hasing power differences, i. e,
different price levels between countries. Accordingly large purchasing power differences can exist in two countries due
to the fact that price levels for the same goods and services differ from one country to the next,

The PPS is derived from national currency data, using so-called Purchasing Power Parities (PPF) as conversion factors,
These parities are obtained from the weighted averages of price relations for a basket of goods and services, which is
comparable and representative for all Member States. The parities are determined by setting the average purchasing
power of one eura in the EU equal to one PPS.

In countries such as Germany or the Netherlands, where due to higher prices for goods and services the purchasing
power per euro is below the European average, the PPS is larger than one per euro, whereas in Southemn European
countries such as Portugal and Spain, due to price relations below the EL average, the PPS will be less than one per
euro, For example, a PPS of 1.041 for Germany in 2005 means that approximately 1.04 euro is required to buy the
same amount of goods and services in Germany as can be bought for 1 euro on average in the EU as a whole. A value
of 0.900 for Spain means that there just 90 cents are needed to buy the same goods and services.

countries with a relatively low per-capita GDP: Forin-
stance, expenditure for food, beverages and tobacco
amounted to 35.4 % of total consumption in Lithua-
nia, 26.7 % in Estonia and 25.8 % in both Poland and
Hungary. By contrast, the corresponding percentage

ly higher in 2005 than in 2004 (« 9.1 %). Car driv-
ers were faced with fuel price increases averaging
10.3 %. Another item that witnessed a significant in-
crease in price was tobacco: prices for cigarettes and
other tobacco products were up 6.8% in the EU-25.

was as lowas 15.3% in
Germany and 12.0% in
Ireland.

In 2005, prices in the EU
rose slightly compared
with 2004, The Harmao-
nised Index of Consum-
er Prices (HICP), which
provides a comparable
measure of EU price de-
velopment, increased by
2.2% in the EU-25. This
increase is also known
as the inflation rate. The
main reason for the in-
crease was arise in en-
ergy resource prices,
The amount of money
EU households spent on
electricity, gas and other
fuels was significant-

Fig. 3.1: Private consumption in the EU-25, 2004
Share in %
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Livin ditions

By contrast, some items saw a drop in prices, such
as clothing and footwear (- 0.9 %) and telecommu-
nication services (- 2.1%).

The country that recorded the highest inflation rate
in the EU-25 in 2005 was Latvia (+ 6.9%). Here the

increase in health, transport, and hotel and restau-
rant prices reached a two-digit figure. Estonia re-
corded the second highest overall increase in prices
(+4.1 %), which was mainly caused by higher ener-
gy and transport costs. The most modest price in-
creases were measured in Finland and Sweden (both

H ised Index of C Prices (HICP)

The national statistical offices in the EU calculate the Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICF) in addition to a
country-specific consumer price index {CP(). The HICP is primarily calculated for Evropean purposes and its main func-
tion is to enable a comparison of price changes between the EU Member States. The HICP is used to measure the con-
vergence criterion “price stability" of the Maastricht Stability Pact.

The calculation of the HICP is necessary, because national consumer price indices are nnlfully comparable. National
CPIvalues are not just used to measure inflation, but al the value of recurrent inesca-
lator clauses and act as a “deflator” for other calculations (e.g. when determining growth in real terms). That is why,
unlike the HICF, Germany’s CPI, for example, alse includes owner-occupied residential property.

In order to ensure a comparable basis for measuring inflation on an EU scale, Eurostat has adopted common methods,

concepts and techniques for HICP calculation. Eurostat also determines the HICP for the total EU as a weighted ave-
rage of the national HICPs.

Fig. 3.2: Inflation rate 2005
Change of Harmanised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) in %
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+0.8%). With an inflation rate of 1.9% in 2005, Ger-
many was one of the countries with the most stable
prices. Some goods, however, were affected by sig-
nificant increases. For example, a tax increase sent
tobacco prices soaring by 14.0% in 2005, having al-
ready risen by 11,2% in 2004. German households
had to spend 11.8% more on electricity and heat-
ing than in the preceding year, whereas food and
soft drink prices remained practically unchanged
(+0.4 %),

Poverty: When ends don’t meet

Poverty and social exclusion are key problems that
affect even the relatively wealthy countries of the
ELL. In an effort to help people who are confronted
with poverty, and to promate the concept of social
justice and solidarity, the EU has set itself the
objective of fighting poverty and social exclusion.
At the 2001 Council Summit in Laeken the Member
States agreed on a set of statistical indicators, also
known as the Laeken indicators, which enable the
EU to track its progress in this field.

However, contrary to the intended EU policy, the in-
come inequality gap has continued to widen over

EU statistics on poverty risk

the past few years: Whereas in 2000, the total in-
come of the “richest” 20% of the EU’s population
was 4.5 times as high as that of the “poorest” 20%,
this imbalance had already increased to a factor of
4.8 by 2004. Income inequality was above average
in Portugal (7.2), Latvia (2003: 6.1) and Greece (6.0)
and lowest in Slovenia (2003: 3.1), Hungary (2003:
3.3) and Sweden (3.3). In Germany, the richest fifth
of the population eamed 4.4 times as much as the
poorest (see fig. 3.3 on p. 24).

Poverty is a relative concept, which is difficult to de-
fine and which can only be interpreted when taking
into account a large variety of aspects. That is why
Eurostat uses the term poverty risk in its statements
rather than referring to poverty. According to official
European statistics, a person is rendered to be at risk
of poverty, if they have less than 60 % of the respec-
tive national median income at their disposal.

In 2004, 16 % of the EL-25 population or roughly
73 million people were at risk of poverty. The situa-
tion was most difficult in Slovakia, Portugal and Ire-
land where 21 % of the population were below the
60 % poverty line. In Germany 16 % or approximate-
ly 13 million people were threatened by poverty. The
countries with the lowest “at risk of poverty” rates

The fight against poverty and social exclusion is one of the EU's main political objectives. At its summits in Lisbon

(2000), Laeken (2001) and Barcelona {2002), the E

Council

dly urged the Member States to consid-

erably reduce the number of people suffering from poverty and social exclusion. In order to measure the progress
achieved in this field, the Laeken Summit adopted 18 statistical Indicators (Laeken indicators). Some of them, such
as the "at risk of poverty” rate, are also an integral part of the structural indicators used to measure the progress of
the Lisbon Strategy (see table A1 in the annex).

Up until recently Eurostat mainly used data from the European Community Household Panel (ECHF) — an annual sur-
vey covering some 65 000 EU households - to calculate the relevant indicators. However, this survey was discontin-
ued in 2001. In the following years data on income distribution, poverty and social exclusion was collected from vari-
ous ELl Member State surveys, such as the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) forinstance in Germany, In order to improve
the comparability of results howewver, Eurostat launched the new “European Union Survey on Income and Living Con-
ditions™ (EU-SILC). Due to the fact that EU-SILC was not implemented in all EU countries until the year 2005, the fig-
ures published here are not fully comparable.
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Fig, 3.3: Distribution of income 2004

Prapartion of the total income of the “richest™ 20 % of the population ta the tatal income of the “poorest™

20 % of the population’

Portugal
Latvia?
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were the Czech Republic (2003: 8%) and Slovenia
(2003: 10%).

The extent to which people in the EU-25 were at risk
of poverty depended on various social character-
istics such as sex, age and household type. In 17
EU countries including Germany, women were at a
greater risk of poverty than men. Analysis of the fig-
ures by age groups reveals that children and young
people up to the age of 24 were at an above aver-
age risk of living below the poverty threshold: 20%
ofthe under-16s and 21 % of the 16 to 24-year-olds
were at risk of poverty in the EU-25 as a whole. The
age groups least affected included those aged 25 to
49 (14 %) and 50 to 64 (13 %). As age increased fur-
ther, the poverty risk rose again to a level of 18% for
those aged 65 or over. These age-specific differenc-
es were also detectable in Germany.

EU-25: 4.87

Analysing the data by type of household shows
that single women as well as single persons aged
65 and over were particularly at risk of poverty in
the EU: In 2004, 28% of these household types were
below the 60% median income poverty line, Fam-
ilies with more than two dependent children had

Median

In statistics, a median is the value of a sample that
lies in the middle of a sorted series of observations
(“ordered sample"). 50 % of all abservations are smal-
ler than or equal to the median and 50% are greater
than or equal to it.

Inlike ag value has the ad-
tag unaffected by
extremely low outliers.

high or
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Tab. 3.2: At risk of poverty rate 2004

Sex
Age EU-25 Germany
Household type
Sex
Total ... 16 16
Males . 15 13
Femples . L.o.o i 17 18
Age
Underlé ................. 0 0
161024 . n 24
2510 49 14 13
S0to 64 ..... 13 12
65 and over . 18 15
Household type

One adult aged under 65 ..., 22 23
Two adulls aged under 65 . o 8
One adult aged 65 or older . .. 2B 13
Single female . . . 8 6
Single male ... n 20
Single parent with dependent

Ehilleren » ..l b 34 EL3
Twa adults with ane depen-

dentehild o...iuiaiennnn, 13 14
Twa adults with two

dependent children ....... 14 10
Twa adults with three or mone

dependent children ....... 26 24

a 26% poverty risk, whilst single parents (in most
cases women) with dependent children were the

Different “at risk of poverty” figures?

most affected group (34 9%). In Germany the “at risk
of poverty™ rate for single parents was even higher
{38 %), But this was by no means the highest rate in
the EU: The Netherlands (39 %), Spain, the United
Kingdom (both 40%:), Slovakia (41 %) and Ireland
(56%) reported even higher rates, The risk of pov-
erty was comparatively low for single parents in Fin-
land, Hungary and Denmark (16 %).

Poverty: A matter of relativity

The fact that the risk of poverty is quite similar for
both old and new EU Member States does not allow
conclusions about the level of wealth in individual
countries, A comparison of the monetary “at risk of
poverty" thresholds in terms of PPS in 2004 reveals
the differences in living standards between the EU
countries: Forinstance, in Latvia a household of two
adults and two children was by definition threatened
by poverty, ifits total income amounted to 4 330 PPS
or less (2003). In Luxembourg, however, the same
type of household was at risk of poverty with an in-
come of 32 600 PPS or less — almost 8 times the
value registered in Latvia. On average, the “at risk
of poverty” threshold in the EU was approximately
16 200 PPS. Eight of the ten new Member States had
poverty lines that were below this threshold, where-
as Germany, like most of the other EU-15 countries,
had a relatively high “at risk of poverty” threshold
of 19270 PPS (see fig. 3.4 on p. 26).

The new EL-SILC survey (EU Statistics on income and Living Conditions), also known as the "Living in Europe”™ survey,
was first conducted in Germany in 2005. In this survey the Federal Statistical Office identified Germany's overall “at
risk of poverty” rate for the year 2004 as 13 %. However, Eurostat will publish this value as a 2005 figure in its data.
base - because, unlike the German and other national statistical offices, Eurostat releases figures indicating the sur-
wvey year (i.e. 2005), rather than the reference year {i.e. 2004). It should also be noted that “Living in Europe™ was
carried out for the first time in 2005, As its methodological and conceptual framework is different from that of pre-
ceding surveys, such as the Socioeconomic Panel SOEP, the results obtained for Germany are not comparable with

results published for previous years.
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Fig. 3.4: Monetary risk of poverty threshold 2004
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Fig. 3.5: Social protection expenditure 2003
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State support: Spending
on social security

In 2003, EU countries
spent an average 27 %
of their gross domes-
tic product (GDP) on so-
cial protection payments,
such as pensions and
public health, Expendi-
ture varied considerably
from one country to the
next: Whereas the Baltic
States each spent 13 % of
GDP on social protection,
these payments amount-
ed to as much as 32% of
GDP in Sweden. With a fig-
ure of 29 % of GDP, Germa-
ny was also above EU av-
erage, This proportion of
GDP was equal to a budg-
et of approximately 629
billion euro. 41 % of this
sum (260.7 billion euro)
was spent on old-age pen-
sions and 28% (174.3 bil-
lion euro) was designated
to public health. Other ex-
penditure items included
transfer payments due to
disability and support for
families and the unem-
ployed.

Public health:
Comparing costs
and level of care

Health is a key issue in
today’s society. Health is
not just relevant when it
comes to individual well-
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Slovakia (2003: 5,9%,),

Fig. 3.6: of social protectis di

Other

Disability
72%

Old age
W14 %

being, but is also a factor that has an important ef-
fect on a country's economy. Health has an imme-
diate influence on a person’s physical ability and
mental performance.

In the EU Member States, it is the national govern-
ments that determine the structure of the health
system. When comparing and analysing health in-
dicators on an EU scale, we need to make allowanc-
es for the differences that exist between the various
national health systems.

The percentage of the GDP spent on health care is
a key indicator when comparing European health
systems. In 2004, according to OECD data, Germa-
ny spent 10.6 % of GDP on health care. This was the
highest percentage of all EU countries for which data
was available (see fig. 3.7 on p. 28). Other high-ex-
penditure countries included France {10.5 %), Bel-
gium (2003: 10.1 %), Portugal and Greece {both
10.0%). The proportion of GDP spent on health in

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the Eurcpean Union 2006

£3009 Poland (6.5%), Ireland
(7.1%) and the Czech Re-
public (7.3 %) was signif-

icantly lower.

A comparison of health
expenditure data in US
dollars per inhabitant
on the basis of purchas-
ing power parities (PPP)
reveals that the country
with the greatest health
care expenditure by far
was Luxembourg spend-
ing 5090 US dollars per
capita (for a definition of
purchasing power stand-
ards or parities, please
refer to the information
box on p. 21). Next in
line were France {3160
US dollars) and Austria (3120 US dollars). Germa-
ny, the Netherlands and Belgium {2003) all spent
3040 US dollars per inhabitant on health care. Po-
land and Slovakia (2003) with health expenditure
per capita of 810 and 780 US dollars respectively,
were at the bottom end of the scale.

The number of physicians and hospital beds per in-
habitant are rough indicators of the level of health
care in the various EU countries. The ELl country with
the highest relative number of physicians was Bel-
gium with 399 medical practitioners per 100000
inhabitants in 2004, Germany also had a compara-
lively high ratio registering 339 doctors per 100000
inhabitants. The lowest ratios were recorded in Po-
land (229) and the United Kingdom (223 per 100000
inhabitants).

Many EU countries have experienced large cuts in

hospital bed numbers over the past few years. The
country with the highest ratio of hospital beds in
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Fig. 3.7: Health expenditure in selected EU Member States 2004
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2003 was Ireland, where 1007 beds were available
per 100000 inhabitants. Countries with less than
400 beds per 100000 inhabitants were Denmark
(398), the United Kingdom (397), Portugal (2002:
395) and Spain (2002: 358). In Germany, follow-
ing a drastic reduction in hospital beds since the
early 1990s, 874 hospital beds were available per
100000 inhabitants in 2003, The decline in bed
bers continued in 2004, dropping to 858 per
100000 inhabitants.
Data on life expectancy and mortality also provide a
valuable insight when comparing the performance
of health care systems in the EU. One of the most
important indicators in this context is life expectan-

cy at birth, which is discussed in more detail in the
chapter on population. Another indicator is infant
mortality, which enables us, in particular, to draw
conclusions regarding the quality of perinatal health
care in the EU Member States. On a global scale in-
fant mortality rates in the EU can be regarded as very
low. The EU country with the lowest infant mortality
rate in 2004 was Sweden with 3.1 deaths per 1000
live births. Germany, registering a rate of 4.1, was
among the ten EU countries with the lowest mortali-
ty. The figure was however relatively high in some of
the new Member States. Latvia and Lithuania for in-
stance reported 9.4 and 7.9 infant deaths per 1000
live births in 2004,
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Fig. 3.8: Hospital beds in selected EU Member States 2003
Beds per 100 000 inhabitants
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cancer. Amongst those aged 65 and over diseas-
&5 of the circulatory system were the most common
cause of death.

However, as an analysis of all EU countries dem-
onstrates, the structures of mortality varied great-
ly from one country to the next, In 2003, circulatory
diseases caused mare than half of all deaths in the

Tab. 3.3: Main causes of death in the EU-25
Proportion 2001 to 2003 in %

Baltic States, Slovakia (2002), the Czech Republic
and Hung

y.InG y, circulatory di
responsible for 46 % of all deaths, whereas in Spain
and the Netherlands the corresponding rate was as
low as one in three, The percentage was lowest in
France, where only 29 % of deaths were attributed

1o circulatory diseases.

were

Diseases of Diseases of " Exj!emal s
7 % Diseases of the | (incl. suicide,
Cancer the circulatory | the respiratory | Other
srstam Eyctemn digestive system traffic
¥ accidents)

All age groups . 253 41.0 8.0 .6 5.2 159
Oto 19 years. L2 3.2 8 0.9 26.6 59.3
20 to 44 years, . 197 138 25 6.6 38.0 19.4
&5 to 64 years . @14 263 41 76 a3 123
6% 10 B4 years . 291 42,0 8.2 4.3 28 13.7
BSyearsand over ... ... 116 52.0 106 35 29 19.4
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Living conditions

Fig. 3.10: Main causes of death in selected EU Member States 2003
As a percentage of all causes of death
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4 Education, research and
information society

Education: Laying foundations for the
future

One of the main goals of the EU's revised Lisbon
Strategy is the promotion of a knowledge-based so-
ciety. In this goal is also regarded as a cen-
tral premise for sustainable development in a mod-
em society. Accordingly, the Federal Govemment has
included this objective in its National Reform Pro-
gramme, The key to improving knowledge is seen
in the promation of educational systems by provid-
ing education and vocational training of the best
possible quality.

The annual amount spent on education by the EU
Member States varied quite significantly. In 2004,
Denmark spent 8,3 % of its GDP on education - the
largest proportion spent
by any EU country, Swe-
den (7.4%) and Portu-

gal (7.3%) also ranked i

highly, whereas Slova- D;:‘;"t
kia (3.6%) and Greece Partugal
Estonia

(3.5 %) were bottom of eyice

In accordance with the Lisbon goal set for 2010 to
improve the situation of young people on the labour
market, the European Council aims to ensure at least
85% of young people attain upper secondary level
education and training. In Germany this coresponds
to either “Fachabitur” (vocational baccalaureate di-
ploma, “Abitur” (university-entrance diploma) or to
avocational training certificate (apprenticeship, full-
time vocational college).

But looking at what has been achieved so far re-
veals an ambiguous picture: In 2005, there were
eight member countries, where more than 85 % of
the 20 to 24-y Ids had already d upper
secondary level education, including the new Mem-
ber States Slovakia, Slovenia, the Czech Republic,
Poland and Lithuania. In all other EU countries the
proportion was lower and in some it even decreased
over the time period from 2000 to 2005. For exam-
ple, the share dropped from 74.7 to 71.0% in Ger-

Fig. 4.1: Tnulpubﬂl: a:mdimmu education 2004
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on society

Fig. &.2: Youth education attainment level 2005
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many and from 65.9 to 61.3 % in Spain, On average
across the EU, the proportion of people who com-
pleted upper secondary education remained almost
unchanged at 76.9% (2000: 76.3%).

Overall the educational level of women was higher
than that of men: 79.5 % of women, but only 74.4 %
of men had completed at least upper secondary ed-
ucation in the EU in 2005, With rates of 71.6% and
70.4 % respectively, Germany was below EU aver-
age. However, the relatively low values for Germa-
ny are largely due to the choice of age group, since
a large proportion of young people complete upper
secondary education relatively late compared with
other European countries,

at least upper secondary education
EU-25: 76.9 %
91,5
905
503
0.0

100 %

Science: Search for highly skilled
students

Tertiary sector institutions play a major part in the
education of highly skilled experts. In Germany, this
sector includes universities, polytechnics, universi-
ties of cooperative education, specialised colleges
and academies as well as schools of public health.
In 2004, 17.3 million students were studying at such
institutions across the EU. In almost all EU countries
male students were outnumbered by female stu-
dents. On average in the EU 54.8 % of all students
were female. The propartion of female students was
highestin Estonia (61.8 %) and Latvia (62.3 %). The
only countries with more male than female students
were Germany and Cyprus: In these countries the
female student contingent constituted 49.4 % and
47.9%, respectively,

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight; Germany in the Eusopean Union 2006 35



Education, research and information society

Graduates in mathematics, science and
technology as a percentage of all fields

Member State 2000 2004
Austria . 30a 2B8.8
Sweden. 30.6 8.8
Ireland. . 345 8.3
Spain... 25.0 e

. 273

26.6 6.9

Slovakia 20.8 24

EU-25 .. 248 3.6

Czech Republic ... 2.4 31

United Kingdom . 79 231

Maly... 231 2.8

Portugal 186 21

Lithuania 26.0 219

Denmark 2.7 188

i 18.9 18.0

2.8 18.7

18.9 16.9

15.7 161

187 14.9

1.9 131

159 13.0

Hungary .. 12.0 103
France . ... 30.5
Finland .. . 8.0
Luxembaourg coon 146
L i BRI RN 53

+ = No data available.

In the years to come, the European Council wants
to encourage as many young people as possible to
take up tertiary education in fields such as mathe-
matics, natural sciences and technology, as the in-
creased use of modern technology has led to a high-
er demand for such skills.

From 2000 to 2004 the number of graduates in math-
ematics, natural sciences and technology rose from
635000 to 776000 in the EU. But at the same time
the proportion of all graduates studying these sub-
jects fell from 24.8% to 23.6%. This means the
number of people graduating in other fields of study

increased even more significantly. The largest drop
in the proportion of natural science or technology
students was recorded in Ireland (- 6.2 percentage
points), followed by the United Kingdom (- 4.8),
Lithuania and Slovenia (both —4.1). Other coun-
tries such as Portugal (+ 3.5 percentage points), Slo-
vakia (+3.3) and Spain (+ 2.9) however, reported
an increase in the proportion of graduates in nat-
ural sciences and technology. Germany d
a slight increase of 0.3 percentage points over the
same time period.

R

Women g much less f ly in these
subjects than men: In 2004, only 12.4% of all fe-
male tertiary sector students in the EU graduated in
mathematics, natural sciences or technology com-
pared to a share of 39.4 % for men. In Germany the
share of women graduating in these subjects was
12.2% (men: 43.4 %), which roughly correspond-
ed to the EU average. In Greece, however, a record
18.2 % of all female graduates completed their stud-
ies in mathematics, natural sciences or technology
followed by Sweden (15.9%) and Ireland {15.6%).
The lowest proportion of female science and tech-
nology graduates was reported in Hungary (4.5%
of all female students) followed by the Netherland
(5.6%).

Adult education: A lifetime of learning

Increasing productivity, structural change and tech-
nical prog p permanent chall for

pl and d dthe ac of new skills.
In many cases the knowledge imparted at school, in
vocational training courses or at university is no long-
er sufficient for a career spanning 30 to 40 years.
Accordingly, ®lifelong leaming” is of increasing im-
portance with regard to personal and professional
development. In order to meet the increasing de-
mand for training at very different stages of life and
work, the EUwants to make its educational and train-
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ing systems more permeable and flexible and seeks
to ensure that adults participate more fully in edu-

cational or training activities,

But although interest in this form of learning is ris-
ing, the idea of lifelong learning has so far only re-
ally taken off in the Northern European Member
States. In 2005, more than one third of all working
age adults in Sweden were involved in educational
or training measures, Next in line were the United
Kingdom (29.1%), Denmark (27.6 %) and Finland
(24.8%). Germany recorded a participation rate of
B.2%, thus falling short of the 11.0% EU average.
Many countries, including Greece, Hungary or Portu-
gal, have attributed little importance to lifelong ed-
ucation and training so far,

Fig. 4.3: Lifelong learning 2005
tage of the adult
in the four weeks priar to the survey

EU-25:11.0%

Research: Investing in innovative
ideas

Whether you look at international university league
tables, recruitment programmes for leading scien-
tists or the number of Nobel Prize winners: To stand
the test of global competition, European ec i
need to make more high quality resources availa-
ble for research and innovation. This requirement of
the Lisbon Summit was again reiterated by the Eu-
ropean Council in March 2006. EU countries plan to
make prevailing conditions more attractive to scien-
tists and to promote the development of new tech-
nologies in the years to come. Annual research and
develop (R&D) expenditure is to reach at least
3 % of GDP by 2010, whilst taking into account the
different Member State starting points.

aged 25 to 64 panticipating in education and training

40%
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Fig. 4.6

research and d 2004

As a percentage of GOP
Sweden
Finland

However, little has been done so far: In 2004, coun-
tries spent an average 1.9 % of their GDP on R&D.

This corresponds exactly to the
time when the Lisbon
decisions were taken
in 2000. None of the
countries have reached
the goals laid down in
their National Reform
Programmes. Whereas
some countries have to
meet targets below 3%
of GDP, others are ex-
pected to exceed this
value. Sweden and Fin-
land lead the field with
expenditure amounting
to 3.7 and 3.5 % of GDP
respectively, follwed by
Denmark with 2.6 %.
Germany registered a
value of 2.5% of GDP.
According to the Nation-
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amount spent at the

Fig. 4.5: European high-technology patents 2003
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al Reform Programme
this share is expected to
rise to 3% by 2010.

In 2003, the Europe-
an Patent Office (EPO)
recorded 1774 pat-
ents for Germany in the
high technology sector.
That corresponded to
approximately 22 pat-
ents per million inhabit-
ants. Germany was one
of the most innovative
EU countries in this sec-
tor, along with Finland
(58 patents per million
inhabitants), Sweden
(28), the United King-
dom (28), and the Neth-

erlands (25). The new EU Member States Lithuania,
Poland, Slovakia and the Czech Republic featured
at the bottom end of the scale,
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Information society: Networking on a
global scale

Whetherat home, in the class room, at research cen-
tres orin ¢ and public i ions: Every-
where, inft ion and ¢ ication technolo-
gies (ICT) have changed our way of life dramatically
and have created new possibilities of communica-
tion and co-ordination. Digital networks connect
manufacturers and buyers, enterprises and consum-
ers, government agencies and citizens as well as
people from all over the world.

In 2004, expenditure on information and telecom-
munication technologies amounted to 596 billion
euro in the EU. This corresponds to approximate-
ly 6% of the EU"s GDP. With expenditure on infor-
mation technology totalling 3.1% of GDP Germany
ranked seventh in the list of EU countries. Howey-
er, it came twenty-first as far as expenditure on tel-
ecommunication technology was concerned - this
too amounting to 3.1 % of GDP.

A country's competitiveness, innovative power and
degree of sustainability will increasingly depend on
the proliferation and use of new technology. That
is why establishing a powerful information socie-
ty and involving as many citizens as possible in this
process is one of the central points of the European
Council's Lisbon Strategy.

World Wide Web: The net has become the norm

The Internet has become an integral part of our eve-
ryday life permeating virtually all aspects of society.
In 2005, every second household in the EU had ac-
cess to the web. In the Netherlands, Denmark and
Sweden more than 70% of households already had
Intemet access, whereas the share remained below
20% in the Czech Republic and Lithuania. With a

of62%ofh holds equipped with on-

line PCs, Germany was among the five leading coun-
tries in the EU (see fig. 4.6 on p. 40).

The top Internet users were also Northern Europe-
ans: 2005 more than 70 % of the Swedish, Dutch and
Danish population aged between 16 and 74 surfed
the net at least once a week on average, compared
to 54 % in Germany. In the EU as a whole 43 % of cit-
izens went online regularly.

Age and social status are key factors as far as In-
ternet usage is concerned: In the age group 16 to
24, an EU average of 68% used the Internet at least
once a week in 2005. This percentage decreases
with age; In the group of those aged 65 to 74 mere-
ly every tenth person went online regularly. Though
the share of Internet users in Germany was above
EU average in all age groups, the age-specific dif-
ferentiation of users found there was the same (see
fig. 4.7 on p. 41).

Grouped by occupational status, the most active
Internet users throughout the EU were students: in
2005, 78 % of them regularly surfed the web. The
cof ding rate for employees was 55 %, where-
asthe share of unemployed persons regularly going
online was just 32 %. In Germany the rate of regu-
lar users was above the EU mean in all groups (stu-
dents: 88%, employ 64 %, ployed per-
sans: 45%). However, access rates to the Internet
were even higher in the Netherlands, Here, for ex-
ample, 87 % of unemployed persons were regular-
ly online.

One can no longer imagine the business world with-
put the Internet: in 2005, 91% of all EU enterprises
with more than ten employees had access to the In-
temnet. Finland and Denmark were already close to
the 100 % mark. 94% of all enterprises with more
than ten employees were connected to the Internet
in Germany. As a cantrast, three out of four enter-
prises had world wide web access in Latvia, the EU
Member State ranking last in this respect.
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The use of the Internet enables firms to organise
their business processes in a more straightforward
and efficient way and to open up new sales chan-
nels. Roughly 12 % of all EU enterprises received or-
ders online in 2004, The leading country was Den-
mark, where 32 % of firms already received orders via
the web. Germany ranked sixth with a rate of 16 %.

German consumers were also open to the idea of on-
line shopping: Every third person between 16 and 74
years of age bought something via the netin the first
quarter of 2005. This figure was only exceeded by
Sweden and the United Kingdom, where even more

consumers (36 %) purchased something anline. On
average, 18% of all EU consumers ordered goods
and services via the Internet. E-shopping is however
less widespread in the Southern European and new
EU Member States. In 2005, the goods and services
most frequently purchased online were books, trav-
el services, clothes and movies,

E-Government: 24 hour civil service

Sitting in front of a computer, rather than queuing in
office buildings — modem information and commu-
nication technology offers citizens and businesses a
quick and low-cost online alternative to administra-

Fig. 4.6: Enterprises and households with Internet access 2005

Enterprises with ten or more
full-time emplayees

Househalds with at least one person
under the age of 75

40

Finland
Denmark,
Sweden
Shovenia
Austrla
Belgium
Germany
Italy
Luzembourg
Crech Republic
Ireland
Greece
Slovakla
Netherlands
United Kingdom
Spain
Malta®
Estanla
Poland
Lithuania
Cyprus
Portugal
Hungary
Latvia
France™!

% 100 80 60 40 0

1) No data availabie on Intemnet access ol =

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight: Germany in the European Union 2006



tive paperwork. In order
to make more use of the
advantages involved, the
EU Member State govern-
ments decided in Lishon,
to enable online access
to a set of 20 public ad-
ministration  services.
These include, in particu-
lar, electronic income tax
declarations and a pos-
sibility for enterprises to
participate in public ten-
ders via the web.

The idea of carrying out
administrative tasks elec-
tronically has so far been

Fig. 4.8: Online orders
Percentage of enterprises with ten or more
employees having received orders online

in 20047
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Fig. 4.7: Internet usage 2005
Percentage of individuals who access Internet on average at least once a week
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ch and information society

Fig. 4.9: e-Government 2006
Online availability of 20 basic public services
EL-25: 50 %

b3 )

:
i

o

10 20

4
H
g

a0

best implemented in Austria, Estonia and Malta:
These countries fully provided at least three quarters
of the 20 key public administration services via the
Internet in 2006. In Germany, less than half of the
20 designated services were accessible online, This
means Germany’s e-government efforts score below

eSTATISTIK.core: Reducing the burden of bureaucracy

In Germany enterprises are legally obliged to submit

EU average. The public interest in web-based solu-
tions was still rather limited: On an EU-wide scale,
only 23 % of individuals aged 16 to 74 used the In-
temet for interaction with government agencies, The
participation rate of businesses was considerably
higher at 57 %.

| reports. In coll with software lopers the

Federal istical Office of y and the ffices at state level have launched an automated system of
collecting data: Using "eSTATISTIK.core™ firms can generate data they are obliged to report to official statistics agen-
cies by automatically extracting them from their business accounting systems. The system also transfers this data to
the statistical offices automatically. This reduces the bureaucratic burden imposed upon enterprises, because firms
no longer need to enter data manually or fill in pre-printed Internet questionnaires., At the same time, the system
increases the efficiency of the statistical system, because transmission errors are avoided and the data is submitted
in a standardised format.
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5 Labour market

Labour market: Little change since
Lishon

One of the EU's main aims is to increase wealth
whilst ensuring social cohesion. In order to reduce

ployment and gthen the | social
security systems, the EU countries agreed that the EL
employment rate should be raised to 67 % by 2005
and to 70 % by 2010 at the Lisbon Council Summit
in 2000. The relaunched 2005 version of the Lisbon
Strategy sees the promotion of employment as one
of the EU's four priority action areas. Accordingly
this aspect was incorporated into the National Re-
form Programmes of the Member States.

This target has not yet been reached by the EU. Since
2002, annual employment growth has been less
than one percentage point on average across the
EU. In 2005, a preliminary peak was reached with
a 0.9% increase. The largest growth rates in 2005
were recorded by Ireland and Spain with a 4.6%
and 3.6 % rise on the previous year, respectively.
The Netherlands, Portugal, Hungary (0% each) and

Definition of terms

Germany (- 0.2 %) were the only four countries that
failed to achieve a rise in employment.

Allin all, 16 EU countries fell short of the 67 % mark
agreed for the year 2005, The countries furthest from
the stipulated level were Poland (52.8 %), Malta
(53.9%) and Hungary (56.9%). Germany's employ-
ment rate was 65.4 % — the EU average being 63.8%.
The employment rates in Denmark, the Netherlands,
Sweden and the United Kingdom already exceeded
the long-term target of 70 %.

Outlook: Encouraging female and
fifty + employment

The structure of population is set to change in the
decades to come. Owing to falling birth rates and a
simultaneous rise in life expectancy, the absolute
number of working age persons will decrease whilst
the number of pensioners and nursing care recipi-
ents will increase. As a consequence, there will be
an enormous pressure on pension, health and social
i e sy .Toc t this develof

the EU Member States are undertaking measures to
increase the number of women and elderly people

Persons in employment are persons aged 15 to 64 who during the reference week performed work for pay, profit or
family gain for at least one hour or who had a job or position, from which they were temporarily absent due to iliness,
leave or vacation, strike or further training.

Unemployed persons are persons aged 15 to 64 who during the reference week were without work, but are currently
available for work and have actively sought work during the last four weeks or who have found a job they will be tak-
ing up within the next three months.

The active population (labour force) is defined as the sum of all persons aged 15 to 64 who are either employed or
unemployed.

The ! rate loyed persons as a percentage of the same age population.

The activity rate or labour force participation rate represents the active population as a percentage of the same age
population,

The rate loyed persons as a percentage of the labour force of the same age. Please
note that the unemployment or joblessness data included in this publication is not comparable with the monthly data
an i by Germany's Federal Employment Office.
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Fig. 5.1: Annual change in the number of employed persons
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Fig. 5.2: Employment rate 2005
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As far as older workers

Fig. 5.3: | rate of older il 2005 i
Employed persons aged 55 to 64 as a percentage are concern e_d, eight out
of the same age population of 25 countries had em-

EU-25: 42.5 %,

ployment rates of more
than 50 %. The leading

Target 2010: 50 %

Sweden
Denmark EU Member State was
Hnked Kirgplors Sweden with 69.4%,
Estonla
Finland followed by Denmark
Ireland .5%) and the United
L (59.5%) and the Unite
mj ugal Kingdom (56.9%). The
Latvia EU average was about
Lithuania 5
Netheriands 42.5% — some six per-
Germany ! centage points higher
;;:’:mm : than in 2000. In Germa-
Greece ny, the employment rate
Fance Fthe 55 1o 64-year-olds
Hungary Ly e
Belgium was 45.4 % in 2005, rep-
{'::mj = resenting an increase of
Italy almost eight percent-
Malta Rt
Slovenia age points in just five
Slovakia years. The lowest rates
Poland

in 2005 were recorded in
Poland (27.2%), Slova-
kia (30.3 %)} and Slove-
nia (30.7 %).

in employment. The European Lisbon Strategy en-
visaged raising female employment rates to 57 % by Women's labour force participation has been on the

2005 and to 60% by 2010 and increasing the em- increase as well. The female employment rate in the

ployment rate of persons aged 55 to 64 to 50% by EU rose from 53.6% in 2000 to 56.3 % in 2005, The

2010, Germany also adopted the 2010 target in its interim target of 57 % for the year 2005 was not quite

National Reform Programme for 2005 - 2008, met. The highest rates were recorded by Denmark
The EU Labour Force Survey

With the exception of employment growth data, Eurostat labour market data |s based on the so-called EU Labour Force
Survey (EU LFS). The EU LFS is a large quarterly EU-wide sample survey of private households, which is conducted in
accordance with dard d. fthe | Labour (ILO). The survey's aim is to collect inter-

i comparable data on d hic and socio-economic characteristics of employees, unemployed persons
and persens who are economically inactive. In Germany, the EU LFS has been integrated in the so-called microcensus
survey. Analysis has shown that the data collected by this b hold survey und ! referred
to as marginal, such as low-pay jobs (e.g. so-called “mini jobs” in Germany). This should be taken into account when
Interpreting the data.
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Labour market

(71.9%), Sweden (70.4%) and Finland (66.5%).
In Germany, 59.6 % of all women were employed in
2005 (2000: 58.1%). This means the Lisbon target
of 60% will be met in near future provided the em-
ployment rate keeps growing the way it has done
over the past few years. Poland, Greece, Italy and
Malta, however, continued to record female employ-
ment rates of under 50 %.

In 2005, one third (32.4 %) of all gainfully employed
women in the EU had part-time jobs, compared with
a respective 7.4 % of men. Working reduced week-
ly hours was most widespread in the Netherlands,
where three quarters of women {75.1%) and nearly
one quarter of men (22.6 %) had jobs on a part-time
basis. In Germany, part-time jobs were also compar-
atively common: Here, 43,8 % of women and near-
ly 7.8 % of men worked reduced hours. The main

Fig. 5.4: Female employment rate 2005

reasons for part-time work were personal circum-
stances (including family commitments) and a lack
of full-time jobs. In March 2006, the European Coun-
cil adopted the European Pact for Gender Equality
in order to imp thec ibility of professional
and family life and declared that it was necessary to
improve the availability of high-quality childcare.

Working conditions: Weekly hours
and wages

On average, in 2005 full-time employees worked
42.0 hours (h) perweek in the EU, The longest hours
— more than 44 hours per week — were recorded for
Greek and Austrian employees, In Germany employ-
ees worked an average of 41.6 weekly hours, which
is less than in ten other Member States: In Poland

Employed a5 the

Denmark

United Kingdom

EU-25: 56,3 %,
Target 2010: 60 %

BD%
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for instance the weekly average was 43.3 hours, fol-
lowed by 43.2 in the United Kingdom and 42.9 hours
in Slovenia. Ireland (40.6 h), Finland (40.5 h) and
Denmark (40.4 h) were significantly below the EU
average. The only country with less than 40 hours
per week was Lithuania (39.5 h).

There were large differences as far as labour costs
are concerned: In 2004, according to provisional
estimates, they were highest in Denmark and Swe-
den (2003) at just over 30 euro per hour in industry,
construction and the services sector (excluding pub-
lic administration, defence and social insurance).
In the same year one hour cost 26.22 euro in Ger-
many and less than 10 euro in all new Central and

Fig. 5.5: Hourly labour costs 2004

Eastern European Member States except Slovenia
(2003: 10.54 eura). The country with the cheapest
labour costs was Latvia: At just 2.37 euro per hour
(2003) labour costs were as little as one thirtteenth
of the level recorded in Denmark. The EU average
was 21.22 euro.

Non-permanent employment contracts were relative-
ly widespread in some countries: In Spain almost
every third and in Poland almost every fourth em-
ployee had a limited-term contract in 2005. In Ger-
many 13,8 % of all employees had a temporary con-
tract, This figure is slightly below the EU average of
14.2%. Such contracts were least popular in Esto-
nia (3.2 %) and Ireland (2.5 %).

In industry and services, in euro, preliminary estimations®™
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Unemployment: Not enough jobs to
go round

Unemployment is a serious problem not anly for
those directly affected by it, but also for society at
large, as it has to bear the considerable costs in-
volved.

8.8 % of the working age population or 19.1 million
people were without a job in the EU in 2005. Howey-
er, not all Member States were affected to the same
extent: Countries such as Ireland, Luxembourg, the
United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Denmark re-
corded low unemployment rates of below 5 %. Ger-
many’s unemployment rate was almost twice as high

Fig. 5.6:

and long-term
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at 9.5%. Only Poland (17,7 %), Slovakia (16.3%),
Greece (9.8%) and France (9.7 %) had higher rates
than Germany.

In 2005 almost every second unemployed person in
the EU was out of work for more than a year and thus
confronted with long-term unemployment, This phe-
nomenon was most widespread in Slovakia and Po-
land, where long-term unemployment rates amount-
ed to more than 10%. Alongside Greece (5.1%)
Germany followed with a rate of 5.0 %, admittedly
at some distance, but nevertheless among the last
four EU Member States. Long-term unemployment
rates were lowest in the United Kingdom (1.0 %) and
Denmark (1.1 %).

rate 2005

Long-term unemployment rate

EL-25:3.9%
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The chance of finding a new job depends, among
other things, on a person’s educational level, sex
and age. Generally speaking, persons with a poly-
technic or university degree are far less likely to be
affected by unemployment than those with lower ed-
ucational attainment: 5.8 % of university graduates,
but 11.5% of employees with a secondary level Il
certificate and 19.0 % of employees with a maximum
secondary level | certificate were without a job in Ger-
many in 2005, The same pattern could be observed
in all of the EUl Member States except Greece.

In most countries women were more affected by un-
employment than men: This was also true for Germa-
ny, where the male unemployment rate was 8.9%
and the female rate was 10.3 % in 2005 (EU-25: male
7.9%, female 9.9 %). However, this gender imbal-
ance was not characteristic of all countries: In lre-
land, Latvia, Sweden and the United Kingdom men
faced more problems finding a new job than women.
This was also true in Estonia, where the unemploy-
ment rate of men (8.8%]) was considerably higher
than that of women (7.1 ).

Young people are also a high risk group as far as
unemployment is concerned: In many EU Member
States the transition from school to work is char-
acterised by a high degree of uncertainty, In 2005,
the situation was particularly difficult in Poland and
Slovakia, where the unemployment rates of persons
aged under 25 were 36.9% and 30.1 %, respective-
ly. At the same time Germany had a rate of 15%.
This is below the EU average of 18.6%, but can to
an extent be ascribed to the longer duration of young
people’s education in Germany. The situation was
maost favourable in the Netherlands, where the un-
employment rate of under 25-year-olds was as low
as 8.2 %.

Tab. 5.1: Unemployment rate by sex 2005
Unemployed persons as a percentage of the
active population of the same sex

Males Females

Poland 16.6 191
Slovakia . 15.5 7.2
Greece 6.1 15.3
Spain - o 12.2
France . 8.8 10.8
Germany B2 10.3
Haly... 6.2 101
EU25 .. oheie 7.9 9.9
Czech Republic . 8.5 9.8
Belgium . Th 9.5
Malta ... 6.5 2.0
Latvia ... 2.1 a7
Partugal . 6.7 a7
Finland . ... 8.2 8.6
Lithuania .. 8.2 83
Sweden ... 7.9 27
Hungary ... 7.0 74
Estonia ., a8 71
Slavenia . 6.1 0
4.3 8.5

35 59

Austria .. 4.9 5.5
Denmark . ER 53
Netherlands A4 5.1
United Kingdom ., 5.1 4.3
Ireland .. a6 &0

In March 2006, the European Council emphasised
the urgent necessity to improve young people’s pros-
pects on the labour market: For example, according
to the target set for 2010, at least 85% of the 22-
year-olds in the EU are expected to have complet-
ed a secondary level || education (see chapter on
education).
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Labour market

Fig. 5.7: Youth unemployment rate 2005
Unemployed persons aged under 25 as a percentage of the active population of the same age

EU-25: 18.6 %

&0 %

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spatlight: Germany in the European Union 2006 51









Economy and finance

6 Economy and finance

Economy: Promoting productivity and
prosperity

One of the main aims of the EU is to promote eco-
nomic growth and prosperity. In the 2005 revision
of the Lisbon Strategy the EU Member State govern-
ments declared that securing permanent and sus-
tainable economic growth was one of their key ob-
jectives.

Qver the last decade, the EU has recorded an over-
all increase in prosperity: While the gross domestic
product (GDP) achieved by all 25 EU Member States
as a whole totalled 6.9 trillion euro in 1995, it grew
to as much as 8.7 trillion euro by 2005 (at constant
1995 prices). The EU-25 even managed to outper-
form the United States,
which recorded a GDP
of 7.8 trillion euro in the

same year.
Luxembourg
Germany contributed ap- Ireland
Denmark
proximately one Iquaner e
ofthe EU-25 GDPin 2005 Austria
illi " Belgium
(2.2 mth?n euro). How: e
ever, taking both popu- Elraden
lation size and purchas- Finland
i s Gemany
ing power into account, France
Germany - though above ';ﬂ'vl
EU average - merely c::,.:s
ranked tenth in terms of Greece
its economic perform- Eml,, ,I‘;wm
ance in 2005. The most Portugal
Malta
prosperous EU Mem- Hungary
ber State, measured Estonia
Shovakia

in terms of purchasing
power standards (PPS), Poland
was Luxembourg, where
the GDP per capita was
mare than twice the EU

average. The country ranking second was Ireland,
which was one of the most economically challenged
EU countries when it entered the European Commu-
nityin 1973,

The economic performance of virtually all Member
States that joined the EU in 2004 was below 75 %
of the EU-25 average. However, a glance at these
countries’ growth rates shows that the new Mem-
ber States are gaining ground: In real terms, 2005
saw the GDP of Estonia rise by 9.8 % on the previ-
ous year, whilst Latvia's GOP increased by 10.2%.
Germany, with a growth rate of 0.9 %, ranked third
to last in a comparison of all EU Member States —
ahead of Portugal (0.4 %) and Italy (0.0%). The av-
erage growth in the EU-25 was 1.7 %, down from a
2.3% increase in 2004.

Fig. 6.1: Economic performance 2005
GOP per capita in PPS (EU-25=100)
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Economy and finance

GDP per capita in PPS

The gross domestic product or GDP is a measure of the economic performance of a country or region. It indicates the
wvalue of the goods and services produced in the economic territory (value added) unless they are used as interme-
diate consumption for the preduction of other goods and services (production approach), or equal to the value of all
goods and services, which were either consumed, invested, stocked or exported less the value of imported goods and
services (expenditure approach).

However, before comparing the GDP of various EL) Member States, we must take into account the existing price level
differences (see chapter on “Living conditions®). This is done by the price for a c ble and repre-
sentative basket of goods and services in the various EU countries, Then, these prices are indicated in a common arti-
ficlal currency, which is referred to as “Purchasing Power Standard” (PPS). The “GDP per capita in PPS" not only takes

into account price level diff but also adj
living standards between countries.

The GDP per person employed in PPS is an indica-
torthat relates the GDP to the people responsible for
producing it, rather than the population as a whole.
This indicator sheds light on the economic perform-

Fig. 6.2: Economic growth 2005
Change of real GDP on previous year
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for a country’s

size and is vy used to compare

ance of employees and labour productivity. Com-
pared to the EU-25 (EU-25=100), labour productiv-
ity in Germany in 2005 was slightly above average
(101.5). Of all EU countries Germany was in twelfth
position. The leading
country with a labour
productivity that ex-
ceeded the EU-25 aver-
age by more than 60%,
was Luxembourg. It was
followed, at considera-
ble distance, by Bel-
gium (+28%) and lre-
land (+27%). In all of
the ten new EU Member
States labour produc-
tivity was below the EU
mean. It was lowest in
the three Baltic states,
where the average em-
ployee's productivity
reached approximately
half the EU-25 average
(see fig. 6.3 on p. 56).
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Fig. 6.3: Labour productivity 2005
GOP In PPS per person employed (EU-25=100)
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Investment: A stake in the future

Investment activity, including in particular the ac-
quisition of machinery, buildings, software and
copyrights, is of great importance for the economic
success and innovative capacity of national econ-
omies.

In terms of public sector investment, Austria and
Germany were lagging behind the rest of the EU in
2005, with investment rates of just 1.1% and 1.3%
of GDP. Other countries investing less than 2 % of
GDP were Denmark and Belgium (both 1.8%). The
highest rates were achieved by Malta (5.5 %), Lux-
embourg (4.7 %) and the Czech Republic (4.6%).
The EU average was 2.4 %,

In terms of domestic business investment (invest-
ment of financial and non-financial corporations
as well as entrepreneurial individuals) two of the
ten new EU Member States recorded the highest in-

vestment rates in 2004:
28.4% of GDP in Estonia
and 25.5% in Latvia. En-
terprises in Germany in-
vested capital amount-
ing to 16.0% of GDP,
which is about one per-
centage point below the
EU average. The coun-
tries with the lowest
private sector invest-
ment rates were Swe-
den (13.0%) and Poland
(14.6%).

Other EU States
main focus of direct
investment

Capital is becoming in-
200 creasingly mobile, as the

world's economy reach-

es an ever higher degree

of integration. Nowa-
days, investors operate all over the world in search
of a profitable investment opportunity. The extent
of foreign direct investment is generally regarded
as an important indicator when measuring the level
of globalisation of a nation's economy. According to
the OECD and Eurostat definition, foreign direct in-
vestment is regarded as an international investment
made by a resident in one economy by acquiring at
least 10 % of the equity capital of an enterprise op-
erating in another economy.

Foreign direct investment (FDI) flows and stocks are
not easy to compile or interpret. For example, intra-
corporate capital transactions between parent com-
panies and foreign affiliates make it difficult to cor-
rectly interpret FDI data. Another problem is that
direct investment stocks are also affected by inter-
national transfers of a purely financial nature, Not
least due to these problems, data for some coun-
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Fig. 6.4: Investment
A5 a percentage of GOP
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tries is only available for 2003 rather than 2004,
whilst for other EU Member States no data is avail-
able at all,

Bearing this in mind, the largest recipient of capital
transfers among the EU Member States, measured
in terms of GDP, was Luxembourg (2003). Here, for-
eign direct investment stocks in the reporting econ-
omy — also known as inward FDI stocks - accounted
for 129% of GDP. Next in line were Ireland (116 %)
and Estonia (82%). The lowest-ranking country
was Greece with an inward FDI stock of 11% of GDP
(2003). Germany's inward direct investment stocks
accounted for 25 % of GDP (2003). However, in mon-
etary value terms, Germany was the most important

EU-25 country for capital investment: The accumu-
lated stocks of inward FDI amounted to 530.7 bil-
lion euro. Other countries that investors showed an
interest in were the United Kingdom (519.9 billion
eura) and France (430.4 billion eurn).

In all countries except the United Kingdom the ma-
jority of foreign direct investment came from another
EU country. In Germany for instance 143.2 of a total
530.7 billion euro originated from non-EU countries,
whilst 387.5 billion euro or 73 % came from with-
in the EL. The situation was similar in the new Cen-
tral and Eastern European Member States, where a
major share of inward FDI stocks came from other EU
countries: In Slovakia, for le, i from
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Tab. 6.1: Foreign direct investment stocks 2004

Irward FOI FDl abroad
Mamber States % of which % of which

bn EUR From b EUR in the

EU-25 EU-25

Denmarke oo 703 55.5 L6 55.0
Germany” . ... 530.7 73.0 SB8.6 0.9
Estonid ...ovniviniiiss T4 85.2 1.0 g2.4
Fnand . .oveiaiananas 40.1 50.6 59.1 72.9
France......coiiaeanns &30.4 74.1 589.7 2.4
Greecel, .. iaiaiaianan 178 82.2 5.8 56.2
Weland: ooovaiaviiain 1718 7.5 7 605
Haly.. 162.0 7aq 205.9 75.0
Latvia. 3.4 66.0 0.2 a1
Lithuania ... a7 76.3 03 7.9
Netherlands . ......... 358.8 506 4436 54,5
AEHED . .eesieranens 426 72.5 443 &3.0
Poland .oveiiiiinns 616 85.5 4 56.3
Slovakia ....ieveiniens 1.6 0.2 0.4 77.9
Slovenia .....coviaians 5.6 74.0 12 30.5
SRl 279.4 720 2678 521
Czech Republic ........ &L.4 878 29 1.4
Hungary ..o 45.2 588 %] G0.8
United Kingdom 519.9 455 9316 530
Cyprus ... 6.3 514 -1 -

1} No data available for Belgium, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and Sweden.

2 2003,

meant that the Netherlands were
clearly ahead of the second-ranked
United Kingdom (54 % of GDP). In
Germany the corresponding propor-
tion was 27 % of GDP (2003).

In absolute terms, the table was
headed by the United Kingdom: UK
foreign direct investment stocks
abroad amounted to 931.6 billion
euro. Investars from France spent
599.7 billion euro abroad, followed
by Germany with 588.6 billion euro
(2003). The sums invested by the
new Central and Eastern European
Member States were still compara-
tively small in relation to the EU av-
erage. For example, Latvia's total
foreign direct investment stocks
abroad amounted to merely 0.2 bil-
lion euro or 1.5% of GDP in 2004,

EU countries were the favoured
destinations of inward FDI and FDI
abroad: Forinstance, German direct
investment stocks abroad amount-
ed to 588.6 billion euro, of which
EU countries accounted for 61 % or
358.7 billion euro (2003).

Allin all, non-EU countries played a
comparatively minor role in the in-
vestment activities of EU Member
States. In 2003, the largest foreign
investor in the EU-25 was the Unit-

non-EU countries spent 1.1 billion euro, whereas
investors from EU countries invested a total of 10.4
billion euro (90 %).

The largest investor in foreign countries of all EU
States, when set in relation to GDF, was the Nether-
lands. Here outward FDI stocks — also known as FDI
abroad - accounted for 91% of GDP in 2004. This

ed States of America with stocks amounting to 772.7
billion euro. In return, EU investors held stacks of
731.3 billion euro in the United States, making this
the most popular non-EU country for direct invest-
ment.
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Import and export: A union of trade

In 2004, the EU-25 accounted approximately for one
fifth of both imports and exports worldwide. Thus,
in terms of foreign trade turnover — the sum of im-
ports and exports — it was the leading global player
as far as international trade is concemed, even out-
performing the United States of America.

Fig. 6.5: Development of EU trade

In 2005 as awhole, the EU-25 exported goods worth
1070.8 billion eura into non-EU countries and im-
ported goods amounting to 1 176.5 billion euro. Ac-
cordingly, as in previous years, the extra-EU trade
balance was negative. By comparison: The Unit-
ed States of America, which exported goods worth
725.5 billion euro and imported goods worth 1 226.2
billion euro in 2004, recorded a significantly larger
trade balance deficit than the EU-25.
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b EUR
2500
Intra-EU trade
2000 ik
/ s S
T4ho : ,”'_/“_’—. e
Extra-EU trade
import
1000 5
Expart
500
o
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 005
Asy try in | trade statistics

‘When examining intra-EU trade activity, one would expect data on imports to match data on exports in external trade
statistics. However, this is unfortunately not the case in practice. Even though external trade statistics in the EU coun-
tries have already been harmonised to a large extent, it has so far not been possible to fully eliminate certain sources
af error. For example, the country of origin and the country of destination may assign movements of goods to different
reference periods, particularly when transactions occur towards the end of a given reporting period. Other likely cau-
ses are differences in the declaration of goods by countries involved in transit transactions or cross-border transpar-
tation of goods intended for further processing. Another source of error is the process of imputation whenever data is
missing due to non-response of due to the fact that certain businesses fall below the given reporting threshold. The

hods and quality stand

15 used by Member States in such cases vary considerably. This in turn leads to the asym-

metry of import and export figures often observed in external trade statistics.
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Fig. 6.6: Balance of trade 2005
Total of intra-ELl and extra-EL trade in bn ewro
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Trade between EU countries — also known as intra-
EU trade — has also increased as the Single Market
has grown closer and been extended by ten new
Member States. Germany was by far the largest EU
trade partner. No EU economy was as export-ori-
ented as Germany's: In 2005, Germany’s trade bal-
ance surplus amounted to 158.0 billion euro. The
Netherlands ranked second achieving a surplus of
34.9 billion euro — only a fifth of Germany’s balance.
Ireland followed with 33.6 billion euro. The largest
trade balance deficits were reported by the Unit-
ed Kingdom (- 102.5), Spain (- 73.6) and France
(-30.2 billion eura).

In 2005, Germany imported goods worth more than
622.2 billion euro in total. The most important coun-
try of origin was France. 64 % of all goods import-
ed into Germany originated from another EU coun-
try. Many EU Member States, however, were even

motorvehicles aswell as

machinery, The EU repre-
sented the most important market for German goods
with 63 % or 494,5 billion euro being sold to other
Member States. In most EU countries exports fo-
cused on the Single Market: In Luxembourg, for ex-
ample, 89 % of exports were EU-bound. The new
Member States Slovakia (85 %) and the Czech Re-
public (84 %) also exported most of their goods to
other Single Market countries.

Public finance: Keeping an eye on
deficit and debt

Sound public finances are an essential prerequi-
site for innovative fiscal policy and economic sus-
tainability. At its 2006 summit, the European Coun-
cil asked the Member States to strive for budgetary
consolidation in accordance with the Stability and
Growth Pact adopted by the euro area countries in
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Fig. 6.7: Intra-EU trade 2005
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1996, As already laid out in the convergence crite-
ria of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 prior to the in-
troduction of the euro, the Stability and Growth Pact
states that government deficit should not exceed a
maximum 3% of GDP and government debt should
be no higher than 60 % of GOF, Consolidating public
finance and regaining control over fiscal policy was
considered a primary objective in the German Na-
tional Reform Programme for 2005 - 2008,

However, within the euro area - which in 2006 in-
cluded Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Portugal and Spain - the efforts undertaken to keep

public spending under control have led to very dif-
ferent results so far: In 2005, four of the twelve euro
area countries (Portugal, Greece, Italy and Germany)
did not adhere to the 3% deficit limit. The situation
was particularly problematic in Portugal, where the
government deficit was as high as 6 % of GDP. With a
deficit rate of 3.3 % in 2005, Germany fell short of the
agreed GDP reference value for the fourth year in suc-
cession, However, four euro area countries — Finland,
Spain, Ireland and Belgium - achieved a surplus
in 2005, The most successful country was Finland
with a 2.6% plus in terms of GDP. Of the EU coun-
tries, which have not yet introduced the eura or have
temporarily decided against the common currency,
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Fig. 6.8: Public deficit/surplus 2005
s a percentage of GOP
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Fig. 6.9: Public debt 2005
As a percentage of GDP
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it was Hungary that re-
corded the highest def-
icit rate in 2005 (6.1%).
By contrast, Denmark
managed to achieve a
surplus of 4.9% of GDP
in the same year,

In a number of euro
area countries govern-
ment debt was above
the agreed reference
value of 60% of GDP.
2001 was the last year
in which Germany man-
aged to stay below this
value. Since then total
debt has increased an-
nually. In 2005, pub-
lic debt amounted to
67.7% of GDP. But in
other euro area coun-
tries such as Belgium
(93.3%), Italy (106.4 %)
and Greece (107.5%),
the rates were consid-
erably higher, The euro
area member with the
lowest debt in relation
to GDP was Luxembourg
with a value of 6.2 %.

Of the non-euro area EU
Member States, Malta
and Cyprus recorded
public debt levels in ex-
cess of 70%, whereas
the three Baltic States
managed to keep their
public debt below 20%
of GDP,
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Striving for stability

Whilst national are ible for con-
trolling public finance in the EU Member States, price
stability is monitored by the European Central Bank
(ECB) and the European System of Central Banks
(ESCB). The primary objective of the ECB's manetary
policy is to maintain price stability, The ECB aims at
inflation rates of below, but close to, 2% over the
medium term. EU States wishing to join the euro area
are required to have an inflation rate that is no more
than 1.5 percentage points higher than the three
EU Member States with the lowest rates in the year
prior to accession.

Fig. 6.10: Inflation rate 2005

In 2005, inflation rates were above 2 % in eight euro
area countries (see also chapter on “Living condi-
tions”). The highest inflation rate was recorded in
Luxembourg (3.8 %). Germany (1.9 %) was one of the
three most stable euro area countries alongside Fin-
land (0.8 %) and the Netherfands (1.5 %).

Amaong the EU countries wishing to adopt the euro
as legal tender in the near future, Slovenia was the
most successful: Owing to its strict budgetary poli-
cy aver the past few years and a sufficiently low rate
of inflation, Slovenia will be the first of the ten new
Member States to introduce the euro.

Percentage change of Harmanised Index of Consumer Prices (HICF}
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7 Energy and sustainable growth

Energy: Is the future fossil-free?

Virtually all aspects of modemn-day life involve the
consumption of energy in one way or another: The
economy, motorised transport and heat supply sys-
tems are all totally reliant upon a continuous sup-
ply of energy. Supply shortages or changes in ener-
gy prices have implications for the entire national
economy. The importance of this issue was under-
lined by the revised Lisbon Strategy of the EU Mem-
ber States which included the provision of a guar-
anteed and sustainable energy supply as one of its
main goals,

In 2004, the final energy consumption of all house-
holds in the EU-25 amounted to some 12.6 million
terajoules. This is the equivalent of a 12 % rise on
1994. A similar development took place in the in-
dustrial sector, where EU-25 energy consumption
amounted to 13.4 million terajoules - up 8% on
1994, The largest growth rates were registered by
Spain and Portugal, both
increasing by more than
50%. Other countries
managed to reduce their

X Portugal
energy requirements dur- Spain
& i Cyprus
ing the same period: The Austria
largest reductions were ;‘I"l"'".
= ovenia
reported by Estonia and Latvia
Netherands
Luxembourg, where ener- Ireland
gy consumption dropped ol
to as little as 60% and Sweden
Greece
64 % compared to 1994 France
levels. Germany regis- am:"""““‘
inei Denmark
tered a decline in energy i
use of one percent during Hungary
. Slavakia
the same period. Czech Republic
Lithuania
Poland
Irrespective of actual en- Luxembourg
Estonia

ergy consumption by the
industrial sector, most EU

Member States managed to increase resource effi-
ciency, i. e. to produce the same amount of economic
output with a reduced amount of energy. A clear rise
in efficiency was registered, for example, in some of
the new ELl Member States in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope given the modernisation of out-dated industri-
al equipment and machinery that took place in this
region in recent years. In 2004, Poland's energy re-
quirements amounted to just 56 % and Estonia's to
57 % of the amount needed in 1994 to produce the
equivalent economic output. In Germany, the ener-
gy-output ratio fell by 10% compared to 1994. Italy,
Portugal and Austria, however, needed more energy
in 2004 than ten years earlier to produce the corre-
sponding output.

Liberalisation: Energising Europe

Electricity prices for EU households and industrial
c differed cansiderably from one country
to the next. In January 2006, industrial consumers
in Cyprus, for example, had to pay 11.1 cent for one
kilowatt-hour of electricity (excluding taxes), whilst
only 4.1 centwere charged in Latvia. Germany's elec-

Fig. 7.1; Energy consumption of industrial sector
Percentage charige from 1994 to 2004
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tricity tariffs were above
the 7.8 cent EU aver-
age. The rate of 8.7 cent
per kWh meant Germany
had the fourth highest in-
dustrial electricity prices
in the EU (see table 7.1
on p. 68).

Private households in
Germany paid an aver-
age 13.7 cent/kWh -
the third highest prices
for electricity in the EU.
This price level was only
exceeded by Italy (15.5
cent/kWh) and Luxem-
bourg (13.9 cent/kWh).
Lithuania (6.1 cent/
kWh) and Estonia (6.2
cent/kWh) had the low-
est rates for private con-
sumers.

In-an attempt to harmo-
nise EU prices for gas
and electricity, the Mem-
ber States agreed to
install trans-European
supply networks and, at
the same time, allow for
more competition on the
national energy markets.
2007 has been setas the
target year for full market
liberalisation. In 2004,
however, the national en-
ergy market in most coun-
tries was still dominat-
ed by a single provider:
The share of the largest
generator in the national
electricity market exceed-
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Tab. 7.1: Electricity prices as of 1*! January 2006
{excluding tax)

Industrial Domestic
Member State consumers Consumers
cent per kKWh
CAITUS . ooiaiaiiianas 1.1 123
Iretand 10.0 129
Italy ... 9.3 15.5
Germany ... BT 137
Metherlands . B.6 121
Luxembourg . B.5 139
Belgium .. B3 1.2
Portugal .. 8.2 13.4
United Kingdom a.0 ar
EL-25 . e 10.9
Slovakia ... 77 12.2
Hungary. . . 7.5 .0
Crech Republic .. 3 a3
Denmark........ 12 0.0
Spain ... 12 9.4
Malta ... 71 9.0
Greect .. 6.7 6.4
Austria L. 6.5 B9
Stovenia . 6.5 B7
Sweden . 5.9 BE
Poland .. A4 2.2
France .. . 53 21
Finland . . 5.2 81
Estonia .. 5.1 6.2
Lithuania 5.0 6.1
Latvia. ... 4.1 70

ed 50% in as many as 14 EU Member States. Mo-
nopolists still controlled the markets in Malta and
Cyprus. By comparison, the liberalisation of the elec-
tricity market has already made good progress in Ger-
many, where the largest energy supplier has a mar-
ket share of just 32 % (2003).

Outlook: Rise of renewable resources

In 2004, energy requirements in the EU were main-
ly met by crude il and petroleum products (37 %),
natural gas (24 %) and nuclear energy (15 %). The
use of nuclear power however varied significantly
from one Member State to the next. While twelve EL

countries — including Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Aus-
tria, Poland and Portugal - did not use atomic en-
ergy at all, other countries such as Lithuania (43 %),
France (42 %) and Sweden (38 %) relied quite heavily
on this resource to meet domestic energy demands.
In GErman\r nuclear energy covered 12 % of gross
1. As stipulated by an amend-
ment to the Aturnlc Energy Act which was passed in
April 2002, Germany has however begun to phase
out nuclear energy.

Tab. 7.2: Nuclear power in the EU 2004 "

Percentage of gross
Member State domestic energy
consumptian
Lithuania . 42.6
France . . 42.2
Sweden 376
Slovakia 24.2
Belgium 223
Slovenia . . 158
Czech Republic . 15.6
Finland ... 155
EU-25 .. 14.6
Germany . 12.4
Hungary 1.7
Spain ... 1.7
United Kingdom B9
Netherlands . .. 1.2

1) Mo nuchear energy in Austria, Cyprus, Denmark. Estonia, Greece, Ireland,
maly, Larvia, Lisembnurg, Malsa, Poland and Portugal.

As far as fossil fuels are concerned, Denmark and
the United Kingdom were the only countries with
significant North Sea oil and gas reserves, Howev-
er, only Denmark was able to cover its own energy
needs using domestic fuel and even export energy in
2004, All other EU Member States depended on fuel
imports, This dependency makes the EU vulnerable,
in particular, in the event of an international political
crisis. Also the worldwide deposits of fossil fuels are
finite, whilst their consumption also has an adverse
effect on the environment: The combustion process
releases the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide (CO,),
which - when discharged into the atmosphere - con-
tributes to global warming. A further problem is that
high oil prices have a significant impact on the cost
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Fig. 7.4: Gross energy consumption by origin in the EU-25 2004
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Fig, 7.5: Proliferation of renewable energy 2004
Renewable electricity as a percentage of gross electricity consumption
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of production, affecting
both household budgets
and the competitiveness
of business.

In light of these facts the
EU Member States set out
to promote the develop-
ment of renewable en-
ergy sources. In 2010,
21% of the entire elec-
tricity output in the EU-
25 is to be generated
on the basis of renew-
able energy sources, This
means that the 14 % re-
corded in 2004 will have
to be raised by a fur-
ther seven percentage
points, Renewable ener-
gy can be generated by
hydroelectric power sta-
tions (excluding pump
storage stations), wind
and solar technolo-
2y, geothermal power
stations and on bio-
mass or waste combus-
tion basis.

In its Directive 2001/77/
EC on “Electricity Pro-
duction from Renew-
able Energy Sources”, the
EU provided its Member
States with reference val-
ues in order to establish
national targets. None of
the Member States had
reached their targets by
the year 2004. Austria -
the cauntry with highest
share of electricity from
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renewable energy sources - is expected to increase
its propartion from 59 % in 2004 to 78% by the year

Tab. 7.3: Kyoto Protocol:
Greenhouse gas emissions

2010. In Germany, where renewables are publicly Percentage Chamrﬂ" Kyato
funded in accordance with the Renewable Energy Niabibissiati L bl bl
Sources Act, the respective share of gross electrici- Target for “ﬁ?;':?w
ty consumption has risen from 4 % in 1994 to 10% 2008 to 2012 005
in 2004 and is due to reach the 12.5 % target set for
: Lithuania .. - RO —66.2
2010 in the near future, ey - B
Estonia .. —80 —50.8
Paland ... - 60 - 321
Environment: In a heated atmosphere Hungary ... 60 —319
Slovakia ....... — B0 —28.2
The earth’s climate has changed significantly over Crech Republic:., - B0 - 283
the past decades as a result of global warming. How- Sy <A “iny
ever, the future potential implications of this proc- ioited Klagdom B ~ B3
ess are difficult to gauge globally: a number of cli- ;‘:::murg ek g }:"; __I:j
mate researchers believe it will lead to a change in ance" 2 U'_U _ ]:
agricultural farming, water supply, the distribution Slvisnln =B =%
of flora and fauna populations and to an increased Belgium . — 75 0.6
risk of natural catastrophes. Nethetands:: ;. —60 0.8
Denmark . -21.0 6.3
laly..... - 65 1.6
In orderto stop this process, a large number of states Austria .. — 131 ih6
have so far ratified the “Kyoto Protocol™, which lays Finiand .. e s
down binding objectives in terms of global climate Grasoe. . 25.0 1.2
protection. Under this agreement the EU has pledged Welaid..... 130 5.2
that it will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 8% Malta ... - 29.1
compared to the respective base year levels (1990 Portugal 270 36.7
for carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide, 1995 Spain .. 15.0 40.6
for durable fluoride greenhouse gases) by 2008 to Cyprus .- = 528

2012,

Kyoto Protocol: Committed to combatting climate change

By adopting the Kyoto Protocol, the international community of states agreed to accept binding targets in order to fight
global climate change. By agreeing to the protocol in 1998, the EU committed itself to reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions by B % compared to the respective base year levels (1990 for carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide, 1995
for durable fluoride greenhouse gases) by 2008 to 2012,

The EU set individual targets for each Member State, The Burden Sharing Agreement adopted by the EU allows some
countries to increase their emissions, provided that this is compensated by reductions in other Member States. Eight
aof the ten Member States that joined the EL in 2004 chose to adopt different reduction targets and different base years
— an option foreseen by the Kyoto Protocol, Cyprus and Malta have not yet committed to any reduction targets.
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The EU adopted specific targets for each of the Mem-
ber States. Germany is committed to a 21 % reduc-
tion in total emissions and had already more or less
achieved this target in 2003, having reduced emis-
sions by 18.5%. However, the largest cuts were re-
corded by the new EU Member States in Central and
Eastem Europe. In Lithuania, for example, total emis-
sions fell by 66.2 %. Similar reductions were report-
ed in the two other Baltic States, Latvia (- 58.5%)
and Estonia (- 50.8 %). But in some cases the trend
was less positive: Contrary to the agreed commit-
ments, emissions have in fact increased since 1990
in some countries including Denmark and Italy, Aus-
tria has also failed to achieve its reduction goal of
13 % reporting a 16.6 % increase in emissions. The
EU did permit Spain, Ireland and Portugal to increase
greenhouse gas emissions, but the growth rates ac-
tually achieved by 2003 exceeded the maximum
targets set. Spain, for instance, increased its emis-
sions by 40.6 %, well in
excess of the 15% limit
agreed upon in EU nego-

two Member States to record a reduction in emis-
sions for the period from 1993 to 2003 were Lithua-
nia (- 30.1%) and Germany (- 4.2%).

In accordance with the Lisbon Strategy, which plac-
es great emphasis on the idea of sustainability and
seeks Lo reconcile economic, social and ecological
targets, the EU Member Countries aim to encourage
people to switch to low-emission means of trans-
port. Furthermore the EU aims to break the link be-
tween economic growth and increasing traffic val-
ume. This goal has been achieved by 11 of the EU
Member States in recent years. In all of these 11
countries economic growth exceeded the percent-
age increase in the volume of goods transported
between 1995 and 2004. The dissociation of eco-
nomic growth and traffic volume increase was most
successful in Slovakia, Cyprus and the United King-
dom. In twelve Member States, however, economic

Fig. 7.6: Index of freight transport volume relative to GDP 2004
1995=100"

tiations.
Estonia
Traffic takes its toll Portugal
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The transpaort sector was s
one of the major causes Latvia
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responsible for 19.3% of Fimam
Loy h Gemany
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sions. Efforts to reduce :"'I""‘h""'!
a g 4 . aly
emissions in this sec- Sloveni
tor have failed in recent Czech Republic
years: In 2003, EU trans- France
e Hungary
port sector emissions Fintand
were up 16.6% on 1993 Belgium
levels. In Luxembourg Pt
Sweden
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lic traffic-related emis- United Kingdom
i Cyprus
sions rose by more than Eeskia

BO%, whilst Ireland re-
ported an increase in ex-
cess of 100%. The only
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Energy and sustainable growth

P Was accomy "hv'r D

growth in the volume of goods transported - partic-
ularly in Estonia, Portugal and Spain. Another coun-
try, in which the volume of traffic grew at a faster rate

than the GDF, was Germany.

Agriculture: Still substantial structural
changes

Since the early days of the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC}, which was founded more than 50 years
ago, the Common Agricultural Policy has always been
one of the most important pillars of European inte-
gration. For a long time policymaking focused on
supplying consumers with food at low prices and
guaranteeing farmers an acceplable standard of liv-
ing. However, rapid technical progress has also given
rise to negative phenomena such as excess produc-
tion. In addition, the EU agricultural market regula-
tions adopted to protect
domestic farmers have
sent costs spiralling. 15
years ago reforms were
introduced aiming to re-

£ 4 Czech Republic
duce the ever increasing United Kingdom
agricultural budget, Now- Denmark
adays direct payments I;:::;:“ .
that are independent of France
the amount produced m&w
are expected to enhance Finland
s Slovakia
a market-oriented style of Belglum
production that complies Hetherlands
. Spain
to fixed quality standards il
and environmental pro- Austria
i i Latvia
tection requirements. Portugal
Lithuania
Farms come in all Haly
h: dsi Poland
shapes and sizes i
In 2003 the number of Hungary
i o 5 Greece
agricultural holdings in Cyprus
the EU-25 amounted to Maha

9.9 million. In total they
cultivated an agricultural

area of 156 million ha. France (18%j, Spain (16 %)
and Germany (11%) together made up almost half
of the EU-25 agricultural area. Small farms with less
than 2 ha, which accounted for 39% of all EU-25
agricultural holdings in 2003, made up just 2% of
the total farmland. Most of these 3.9 million small-
sized farms were situated in Italy (28 %) and Poland
(24%). Holdings with more than 100 ha, which ac-
counted for less than 3% of all EU holdings (0.3
million), were in charge of more than 45 % of the
area assigned to farming. As many as 30 % of these
haoldings were situated in France, followed by Spain
(18%), the United Kingdom (14 %) and Germany
(10%).

The large discrepancies between countries were also
reflected by the average farm acreage which in 2003
ranged from 1 ha in Malta to 79 ha in the Czech
Republic. Important agricultural producers such as

Fig. 7.7: Average size of agricultural holdings 2003
Agricultural area per holding in ha
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Energy and sustainable growth

Greece (5 ha), Poland and Italy (7 ha each) were
well below the average EU farm acreage of 16 ha, In
Germany the average agricultural area increased by
13 % from 36 hain 2000 to 41 ha in 2003,

In the past few years the number of agricultural
holdings has decreased in all EU countries except
Greece and the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, the
total agricultural area has remained almost con-
stant, i.e. there has been a continuous structural
change towards larger farms. Possible explanations
include the lacking profitability of small farms, the
more wide-spread availability of alternative income

sources and a shortage of young
farmers.

share of total imports in Malta (11.89%), Denmark
(11.45%) and Cyprus (11.2%). As far as trade with
non-EU countries is concerned, the EU was a net im-
porter of agricultural produce in 2005: the 25 Mem-
ber States ther imp food, b and
tobacco worth 62,3 billion euro, whereas exports
amounted to 52.7 billion euro.

Cultivating the organic option

Given the rise in consumer awareness in relation
to nutrition and the environment, the market for or-
ganic foodstuffs is gaining ground across the EU.
The main aim of organic farming is the sustainabil-

Tab. 7.4: Import and export of food, beverages and tobacco 2005

. Impart Expart
The role that agriculture plays in
the external trade of EU Mem- Mimbersiate ST mowatall [ oo | m%ofan
ber States varies considerably. FERRIE Sapeys
In 2005, the largest exporter of
agricultural goods among the 5™ - 55 10.6 26 18.7
= Denmask . 6. 1.4 ¥ 7.4
25 EU countries was the Neth- 3 I 2 ;
e i Cyprus 0.8 n.z 0.2 15.1
eram =4 exporting goo Spain ... 19.0 85 19.4 12.9
40.5 billion euro. Other large ex- oo g0 2.0 83 40,5 125
porters were France (36.7 bil-  (ipyania ... 0.9 76 11 12.0
lion eura) and Germany (33.5  Landa ... 0.7 10.6 0.5 1.1
billion euro), However, if meas-  France . . 8.3 1 36.7 9.9
ured as a proportion of total ex-  Poland... 4.7 5.8 6.7 @3
ports, the trade in food, bey. ™ . 43 o A o4
erages and tobacco was most :::'""'I ‘:; ;:: 2;: :":
ugal ..... % L - "
impaortant to Greece (18.7 %), ¥
Estonia 0.6 76 0.4 6.8
Denmark (17.4 %) and Cyprus L ——— 54 2.9 1 i
(16.17%). 201 79 18.0 61
Austria ... 5.9 5.8 6.1 6.1
In 2005 Germany imported ag-  United Kingdom . 33.8 8.2 15.4 5.0
ricultural goods worth 41.6 bil- 62.3 53 52.7 4.9
lion eura making it the EU's larg-  Lusembaurg .. A A i i
est importer of such products,  S&™am .. Ad s "t b
< ; lovakia .
The United Kingdom and France " 16 A5 b a9
, rted goods worth 33.8 bil- Crech Republic . 3.2 51 2.4 I8
|rnpu PO R kb : Sweden. ... 6.5 %3 36 3.4
lion and 28.3 billion euro, re- . 03 1.8 01 23
spectively. However, agricultur-  gjauenia 1.0 6.1 0.5 3.2
al products achieved the highest  Fnfand ................ 23 49 ] 1.7
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ity of production methods. The EU has issued bind-
ing guidelines to ensure certain standards are met.
In its “European Action Plan for Organic Food and
Farming™ of June 2004, the EU laid down 21 steps to
promote the development of organic farming, It was
agreed, in particular, to inform consumers compre-
hensively about the merits of organic farming and
to improve the standards of production.

However, the interest in organic farming is not in-
creasing at the same rate in all EU countries, Whilst
increases in the number of “green” farms were re-
corded in most EU countries in the period from 2000
to 2003, Sweden was by farthe most “organic” coun-

Tab. 7.5: Registered organic agricultural holdings 2003"

try: In 2003, 22 % of all Swedish holdings were en-
gaged in ecological farming and 24 % of the coun-
try’s total agricultural area was cultivated according
ta arganic farming standards (2000: 15%). Austria
was next in line with 10% of holdings and 12 % of
the total agricultural area devoted to organic farm-
ing. In Germany nearly 3% of all holdings (2000:
29%) practised organic farming on almost 4 % (2000
3%) of the total agricultural area in 2003. Follow-
ing the three Scandinavian EU countries and Austria
this put Germany in fifth position in terms of organic
farms. In terms of the agricultural area assigned to
organic holdings Germany ranked ninth.

Agricultural holdings Agricultural area
Member State
Haldings I % of total % of tatal
Sweden ..o 15040 22.2 763 200 4.4
Austria 17 B30 0.3 IEL 440 1.7
Finland . . 4280 57 146 510 6.5
2600 5.3 164 520 6.2
11 420 2.8 630270 2z
haly... IBAT0 20 754 430 5.8
Luxembourg . ........... &0 L6 2110 1.6
France .. . B610 L4 486650 LE
Metherlands. 1140 L3 66 560 33
Czech Republic 510 1.1 205 310 57
United Kingdom 2750 1.0 516 000 iz
Belgium ........ 530 Lo 231%0 L7
Greece | 7550 as 88650 22
Spain .. 10 270 09 696 720 2.8
Estonla .. ... i 280 0.8 24 260 30
Ireland . TBO a6 23000 05
Latvia .. 650 0.5 23 580 16
PORUREL oo s s %00 o3 141 B90 18
Cyprus ... 100 0.2 560 o4
Hungary. BOQ o1 158 040 36
Lithuania . 240 0.1 21 740 0.9
Slovakia &0 o 84120 19

1) Mo data available for Maltz, Patand and Siovenla.
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Annex: Data tables

Germany’s position in the EU-25

A.1.1: Structural indicators (short list)

In order to monitor Member State prog meeting the Lisbon targets, the European Commission
started compiling an Annual Progress Report for submission to the European Council in 2001, The Commis-
sion’s evaluation is based on the so-called “structural indicators”. These key indicators are compiled by the
European Statistical System and are published online in a special database updated by Eurostat.

14 of the structural indicators — published in the so-called “short list™ — were regarded as particularly impor-
tant by the European Commission when evaluating and redefining the Lisbon Strategy together with the Euro-
pean Council in 2005. The short list indicators are included in the annex of the Annual Progress Report and
are also featured in the National Reform Programmes of the EU Member States.

Table A.l.1 lists all 14 short listindicators for the 25 EU Member States and illustrates Germany's current posi-
tion in relation to the other countries. The database extraction was carried out in September 2006.

A.1.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report

Table A.l.2 is a summary of all statistical indicators featured in this publication highlighting Germany’s posi-
tion on an EU scale (rank x of 25 Member States or less if data is not available for certain countries).

Data such as total population or import and export figures have been included in orderto convey an idea of a
country's size and overall economic importance. Variables that ber State performance are pre-
sented in relation to dardised reference p - for example, gross domestic product data is offered
per capita, in purchasing power standards and in relation to the EU average (EU-25=100). Whether the rank-
ing is carried out in ascending or descending order, depends on the indicator chosen. For instance, the indi-
cator labour productivity is ranked in descending order, the country with the highest productivity being ranked
in first position. By contrast however, price level or unemployment data is ranked in ascending order. In most
cases the largest values are top of the list (descending order). All cases where data are ranked in ascending
order are marked by an arrow (T).

The new EU Member States: Bulgaria and Romania

Following the accession of Bulgaria and Remania on 1st January 2007 the EU now comprises 27 Member
States. The last data update for this publication was carried out in September 2006. At this time no aggregate
data was available for the EU-27. Accordingly, this report was published using EU-25 data. However, taking
the recent EU enlargement into account, table A.ll presents all statistical indicators included in this report for
the two new EU Member States — Bulgaria and R ia (subject to data availability).
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.l.1: Structural indicators (short list), data extraction: September 2006

At risk of paverty rate YP”"' educationad Gross domestic
after social transfers: ':?;'Lmh:n;‘?xf::? wxpendilure an
Percentage of persons. 2 research and Empioyment rate (%)
Rank with income 60 % of I::::i;z:"ﬁ:;::‘ development
median income adilcwian (as % of GOF}
2004 (*2003, **2000) 2005 2004 (*2003) 2005
1 €z e 5K 91.5 SE 3.7 DK 75.9
2 51 10* 51 90.6 Fl 35 NL 73.2
3 DK 11 CZ 90.3 DK 2.6% SE 725
4 w1 PL 90.0 DE 2.5 UK 71.7
5 Fla SE 87.8 AT 237 AT 68.6
& SE 11 IE BB FR 2,28 CY 68.5
7 HU 12+ AT B5.9 L 208 Fl 68.4
] ML 1207 LT 85.2 BE 1.99 IE 67.6
] AT 13 Fl B4 TS T PT 67.5
10 FR 14 GR B4.0 ML 1.87 51 66.0
1 BE 15 HU 83.3 Sl 1.5* DE 65.4
12 By FR 82.8 €113 C2 648
13 LT 15* vV B1.8 IE 123 EE 64,4
14 MT 15** EE BD.% T 1.1* LU§36 ........
15 LR (eapaanali % o 807 E5 11 W 633
16 v 16* BE 80.3 EE 1.0% ES 63.3
17 PL 17* UK 77.1 PT 1.0% FR 631
18 EE 18* T kres T wuos 1T 626
19 UK 18* NL Fa.6 LT 0.8 BE 61.1
0 Im19 729 GR 0.6% GR 60.1
7n GR 20 w7 PL 0.6 SK 577
2 ES 20 DE 71.0 5K 0.5 IT 57.6
23 IE 21 ES 61.3 LY 0.4 HU 56.9
4 PT 21 PT 4B.& Y 0.4 MT 53.9
25 5K 19 MT 48.1 MT 0.3 PL 52.8
Eu-25 EU 184 EU 76.9 EU 1.94 EV 638
1) Forecast. ish . 3 3 4} Eurastal estimate, 5) Revised value. « o+« Vinhue for EU-25
AT - Russivia 0K - Denmark GR - Giresce LU - Lusembosing PL - Paland
BE - Belgium EE - Estonla H - Hangary W - Lanvia SE - Sweden
€ - Dyprus €5 - Spain 1E -~ Ireland T - Maisa 51 - Slovenia
€2 - Caech Republic Fl - Finland T Naly WL Netherlands SK - Siovakla
DE - Germary PR - France LT~ Lithuania T = Portugal UK - Urited Kingdam
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Annex: D

ata tables

Tab. A.11: Structural indicators (short list), data extraction: September 2006

E Dispersion of regional Grizs tamestic siraduce
mployment rate of Longtem employment rates: (GOP) per capita in
older workers highy purchasing power
Rank (55 to 6-year-olds, %) by etz reglnnl:m standards (PPS}
[EL-25=100)
2005 2004 2005
1 SE 69.4 UK 1.0 ML 2.3 LU 247.40
2 DK 59.5 DK 11 AT 3.5 IE 137,61
¥ UK 56.9 o1z PT 35 DK 124.3
Ll EE 56.1 12 GR 4.1 NL 124.2
5 F 5.7 SE 127 SE 4.4 AT 1225
& IE 51.6 AT 1.3 F1 5.5 BE 117.6
7 CY 506 IE 1.5 256 UK 116.6"
B PT 50.5 NL 1.9 UK 5.8 SE 114.5
L] Lv 48.5 ES 2.2 DE 6.2 Fi 113.4
10 LT 49.2 Fl2.2 PL 6.4 DE 109.3
1n NL 46,1 5134 FR 7.1 FR 108.3
12 DE 45.4 HU 3.2 BE 8.7 IT 102.6
13 CZ 44.5 MT 3.4 ES &7 ES986
14 ES 431 PT-3.7 5K 5.0 Y 833
15 T U T GR 2.0
16 FR 37.9 IT 3.9 5l 79.8
17 HU 33.0 (LR cz7.e
18 AT 318 CZ 42 PT 71.20
19 BE 31.8 EE 4.2 MT 69.2
0 w37 LT a3 HU 60.8
1 IT 31.4 BE 4.4 EE 57.3
22 MT 30.8 DE 5.0 5K 55.0
23 S 30.7 GR 5.1 LT 52.0
24 5K 30.3 PL 10.2 PL 49.8
25 PL 272 5K 11.7 LV 47.2
EU-25 EU 42.5 EU 3.5 EU 122 EU 100.0
1) Forecast. 1) Provigional value, 3) Estimated valoe. &) Eurostat estimate, 5) Revised value. * o« Value for EU-25
AT - Austria DK - Denmark. GR - Groece LU - Luxembourg PL - Poland
BE - Belgium EE - Estonia HU - Hungary LY - Latvia SE - Sweden
O - Cypeus ES - Spain HE - Wreland T - Malts 51 - Showenia
2 - Crech Republic A - Finland - aly ML - Netheslands SK - Slovakla.
0E - Germany FR - France 7 - Lithuania PT - Portugal S, — Uinited Kingdom
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Annex: Data tables

Structural indicators (short list), data extraction: September 2006

Labour productivity: ; Comparative price t[c:m:::zg :::":!'
08 par pletol SusKEsE Mesment levels cansumption in relatian to
Rank o bl {033 ok 606 (EU-25=100)7 | GDP (kg oil equivalert per
10040 euro)
2005 {*2006) 2004 2005 2008
1 LU 160.9 EE 28.4 LT 54.7 oK 120
3 BE 178.0 LV 255 LV 56.8 AT 146
3 IE 127.4 ES 74.6 SK 57.6
4 R 1191 €z 1.9 cz 57.8
5 AT 109.9% 0 Sk 21.7 PL 59.6
6 FI 108.4 s 213 HU 636
7 1T 108.1 6k 211 EE 64,2
a HL 107.8 IE 1.0 MT 74.0
] UK 106.6 AT 198 SI 76.4
10 DK 105.8 HU 19.3 PT B5.2
11 SE 1044 PT 19,2 GR B7.8 SE 218
12 ; : LT 185 ES 50.0 ES 223
13 R 95T 1T 18.1 CY 943 PT 240
15 €5 97.3 okwo Tioe GR 240
15 MT 0.5 BE 17.3 AT 102.9 ¥ 262
1% 51 76.9 T e DE 104.1 Fl 272
17 Y 75.6 BE 104.3 MT 292
18 HU 69.8 UK 104,5 si 329
19 2 65.9 LW 157 ML 105.2 HU 534
0 PT 6551 MT 157 LU 107.0 PL 557
n PL 63.0 Fl 154 PR 108.5 LV 696
2 SK 621 cY 15.2 SE 1206 cz 852
2 EE 586 UK 14.8 I 122.0 SK 854
24 17 53.2 PL 146 IE 123.4 1T 1136
5 W 463 SE 13.0 DK 135.8 EE 1140
EL-25 EU 100.0 EU 171 EU 100.0 EU 205
1) Forecast, 3) Provisional valise. 1) Estimated vaie, &) Eurostat estimate. 5} Revised value, = v o Valot for EU-25
AT - Austria DK - Denmark GR - Greece LU - Lusembourg PL - Paland
BE - Belgium EE— Esionia Wl - Hungary ¥ - Latvia SE - Sweden
o - Cyprus £5 - Spain IE - lielandt T - Malta 51.- Stavenia
€2 - Caech Bepublic Fi- Finkand 11 - ity NL— Netherisails SK - Slovakia
DE - Germany R France 1 - Lithuiania PT - Purtugal UK - United Kingdom
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.l.1: Structural indicators (short list), data extraction: September 2006

Greenhouse gas emissions Im‘:“p:‘:‘“";s'!\';if:'wp
Rank (1990/1995=100) prisiesmpn
2003 2004
1 LT 23.8 SK 47.4
2 W a5 €Y 76.5
3 EE 49.2 UK 84,38
4 FL 67.9 DK 86.8
5 HU 681 SE 89.2%
() SK 71.8 BE B9.7
T CZ 75.7 PL 0.3
& DE 81.5 fl 813
g UK 86.7 HU 51.%
10 LU 885 FR 928
= s aag tiks o it
12 51 98.1 511011
13 FR 98.1 T 3
14 BE 100.6 LU 104.8
15 WL 1008 KL 105.5
16 K 106,3 DE 107.5
17 T 1116 1T 116.2
18 AT 1166 AT 117.0
19 L1215 Ly 129.3
20 GR 123,2 IE 1475
n IE 125.2 ES 1514
22 MT 1291 PT 165.9
23 T 1367 £E 167.9
24 £S 1406
2 €Y 1528
EU-25 EU 92.0 EU 10874
1) Foemcast, 2) Provisioeat vaiue. 1) Estimated value, 4} Eumstat astimate.
AT - Austiia 0K - Demmark 68 - Greece
BE - Beigium €E - Estonia - Hugary
€ - Gypnss 5 Spain 1€ - Irefand
€2 - Carch Republic Fl - Fisdand 1 Raly
DE - Germany FR - France AT = Lithuania

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the Evrapean Uniogn 2006

) Revised value.

U - Lusembourg
LV - Latvia

MT - Malta

NL - Netherlands
PT - Portugal

= =« Yalue for EU-25

PL - Poland

SE - Swaden

51 - Slowenia.

SK - Shovakia

UK - United Kingdom
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Tab. A.L.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report, data extraction: September 2006

Population (mn) 2005 461.3 825 1{25)
Population density (inhabitants /km?) 2004 118 il 51(25)
(E5. EU25, FR, K
1003
Tatal fertltity rate: Children per woman 2004 ; 137 14 (25)
Average life expectancy of a newborn girl 2004 > a.& 61(25)
Average life expectancy of a newbarn boy 2004 + 75.7 7125
Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2004 g 18.0 24.(25)7
Matural population change (live births minus deaths) (1000} 2004 A75.4 =127 25 (25)
Net migration: Difference between inflow and outfiow (1000) 2004 18B49.5 81.8 5 (25)
Population projection for 2050 compared to 2005 (change in %) 2005 o 8.6 18 (25)
Living cond|
Consumption
Average gross annual eamings in Industry and services (in PPS) 2004 | 38432 2{18)
DK, Fi, G: 20001
Inflation rate: Change of Harmanised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) 2005 22 e 6251
in%
Poverty
Distribution of income: Propartion of the total income af the “richest” K 200-‘! 481 44 13 (24)1
o Y - " CL L WA,
20% of the population to the total income of the *poorest™ 20% N, L LU+ 3008
At risk of poverty rate after social transfers: Percentage of persons with 2004 164 16 14 (24)7
income « 60% of median income TEYCE AL HULAT,
L P 51,
00
Monetary risk of poverty threshold for a household with twa adults and - 2004 162007 19300 6(24)
CE AL WAL,
two children aged under 14 (in PPS) i oot
Social protection expenditure (as % of GDF) 2003 269 % 2910 4025
c¥: 2003}
Public health
Health expenditure (as % of GDF) % 2004 7 10.6 1019
L, 55 20033
Health (in LS-dollar PPP per I 2004 ! 3040 6019)
{BE, 58 J003)
Hospital beds pes 100000 inhabitants 2003 A 874 2{23)
(S, LI, PT, S 1002
Infant mostality per 1000 live births 2004 X 41 10 (24)1
Cause of death: Diseases of the clrculatory system (in % of all causes of 2003 1 46.3 15 (2317
death) O 3003, DK,
5 2001)
Cause of death: Cancer (in % of all causes of death) & mff”w’, 5 4.5 1223t
1) Eurostat estimate, = No data available. DECD = Data source: Organisation for
2) Estimated value. T = Ranked in ascending order. Economic Co-operation and
3} Provisional value, Development (DECD).
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Tab. A.1.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report, data extraction: September 2006

Total public expenditure on education (as % of GDFY 2004 g 4.0 23 (25)
BE: 2001)
Youth educational attainment level: 20 to 24-ypear-olds having completed 2005 76.9 7.0 22(25)
at least upper | education (%)
in science and {as a % of all fields) 2004 2380 26.9 6(21)
Lifelong learning: Persans aged 25 1o 64 participating in education and 2005 1.0 8.2 11(25)
training in the fous weeks prior ta the survey (%)
Research
Expenditure on research and development (a5 % of GOF) i szm 190 25% 4025
European high-technology patents (per million inhabitants) 2003 3. 215 5 (24)
1, 065 2001
Information society
Intemet access in households with at least one person under 2005 48 62 5 (24)
the age of 75 (%)
Intemet access in with ten or mare full-th el 2005 91 94 7(24)
Individuals wha access Intemet on average at least once a week (%) 2005 43 54 5 (24)
Enterprises with ten ar more full-time employees having received orders 2004 12 16 6(24)
online (%)
having ht goods or services for private use over qQ1/2005 18 n 3(23)
the Internat (%)
e-Government: Online availability of 20 basic public services (%) 2006 50 47 16(25)
Labour market
Employment rate (%) 2005 638 65.4 11 (25)
Employment rate of 55 to 64-year-olds (%) 2005 4.5 454 12(25)
Female employment rate (%) 2005 56.3 59.6 10 (25)
Average number of hours worked per week (full-time employees) 2005 42.0 al.6 11 (25)
Haurly labour costs in Industry and services (in ELR) 2004 21.22 26.22 B (24)
68, 1¥, SE 51 2007}
Unemployment rate (%) 2005 8.8 9.5 (2511
Long-term unemployment rate (%) 2005 39 5.0 22(25)1
Male unemployment rate (%) 2005 e a9 22291
Female unemplayment rate (%) 2005 9.9 10.3 20 (25)%
‘Youth unemployment rate {aged 25 and under, %] 005 18.6 15.0 (25t
1) Eurostat estimate. . = No data available,
) Estimated value. = Ranked in ascending arder,
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Tab. A.1.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report, data extraction: September 2006

Topic

Eco

y and
Gross domestic product (GDP)

GDP per capita in PPS [EU-25=100)

Change of real GOP on previous year (%)

Labaur productivity: GOP in PPS per person employed (EU-25=104)

Investment

Public fnvestment (a5 % of GDF)

Business investment (as % of GDF)

Inward foreign direct investment stocks (bn EUR)

Foreign direct Investment stocks abroad (bn EUR)

External trade

Balance of trade (bn EUR)

Intra-ELl Imports as a % of total imports
Intra-ELl exports as a % of total exports
Public finance and prices

Public deficit/surplis (a5 % of GDF)
Public debt (as % of GOP)

Inflation rate: Change of Harmanised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP, %)

Year

2005
2005

2005
(AT 20081

2005
2004

2004
AT, DE, DK, R 2003

2004
AT, DE, Dt GR: 2003

2005
2005
2005

2005
2005
2005

Rank

EU-25  Germany o iy

100.0

100.0

2.4

17.1

- 105.8
63.8

66.7

63.4
|

1093
0.9
101.5

16.0
530.7
588.6

158.0
640
634

-33
67

1.9

10{25)
23(25)
121{25)

24 (25)
16 {25)
1(20)
3 (20)

1(25)
19(25)
17 (25)

20125)
2025t
&{25)1

Energy and sustainable grow

Energy

Energy lion of industrial sector change on 1994}

Energy intensity of the economy (1994=100)

Electricity prices for domestic consumers (excl. tax, cent per kWh)
Electricity prices for industrial consumers {excl. tax, cent per kiWh)
Market share of the largest generatar in the electricity market (%)
Muclear power as a percentage of gross domestic enengy consumption

Renewable electricity as a percentage of gross electricity consumption

t= Ranked in ascending order

2004
2004
lanuary 2006

lanuary 2006

90

9 (2507
18 {25)1
23 (2501
22 (25)1

4 (23t

9(25)

12(25)
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.1.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report, data extraction: September 2006

Environment

Greenhouse gas emissions: Percentage change on Kyoto base year
(1990/1995) (%)

Index of freight transport volume relative to GOP (1995=100)
Agriculture

Average size of agricultural holdings (in ha)

Import of food, beverages and tobacea (in % of all impons)
Export of food, beverages and tobacca {in % of all exports)

Organic agricultural holdings as a percentage of all agricultural holdings

Organie agricultural area as a percentage of total agricultural area

1) Eurostat estimate.
- = No data available.
T = Ranked in ascending arder.
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2003

2004

2003

2005

2005

2003

2003

EU-25

10510

-185

108

41

67

43

18

a7

85t

1623t

7 (25)
18(25)
1% (25)

5(23)

9(23)

a5



Tab. A.ll: The new EU ber States: Bulgaria and R ia, data extraction: September 2006

Papulation (mn) 2005 461.3 815 e n7y
Papulation density (inhabitants,km?} 2004 118 FE3E 71 G
fEU25: 2007)
Tatal fertility rate: Children per woman 2004 . o 1 1.29 1.29
Average life expectancy of a newborn girl 2004 5 8l.4 76.0 751
Ayerage life expectancy of a newborn boy 2004 . 75.7 68.9 BLT
Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2004 ¥ 18.0 171 14.4
Natural population change (live births minus deaths) {1 0¢0) 2004 A75.4 -1127 -40.2 -42.86
Net migration: Difference between inflow and outflow (1 000) 2004 1849.5 81.8 . =101
Population projection for 2050 compared to 2005 (change in %) 2005 -19 - 8.6 34.2 20.9
Living conditions
Consumption
Average gross annual eamings in industry and senvices (in PPS) 2004 . 3gan2 4150
Inflation rate: Change of Harmonlsed Index of Consumer Prices. 2005 1.2 1¥ 50 91
(HICP) In %
Poverty
Distribution of income: Proportion of the total income of the 2004 480 G 4.0 A
“richest" 20% of the population to the total income of the “poorest™ K030
20%
At risk of paverty rate after social transfers: Percentage of persons 2004 164 16 15 17
wilh income £ 60% of median income o acen
Manetary risk of paverty threshald for a household with two adults 2004 16200" 19300 4265 2344
and two children aged under 14 {in PPS) {Micaniy
Social protection expenditure {as % of GOF) 2003 6.9 2919
Public health
Health expenditure (as % of GDP) ™* 2004 2 10.6
Health expenditure (in US-dollar PPP per inhabitant) ® 2004 2 3040 5. .
Hospital beds per 100000 inhabitants 2003 “ B74 64T 745
86, RO: 2003
Infant montality per 1000 live births 2004 " 41 116 16.8
Cause of death: Diseases of the circulatory system (in % of all causes 2003 i 46.3 B7.6 621
of death)
Cause of death: Cancer (in % of all causes of death) 2003 T 245 14.0 16.2
1) Eurastat eslimate, OECD = Data source: Organisation for
2) Estimated value, Economic Co-aperation and
3) Provisional value. Development (OECD).

- = Mo data available.
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Tab. A.ll: The new EU Member States: Bulgaria and R ia, data extraction: September 2006
Year EU-25 DE BG RO
and information society
Edcuation
Total public expenditure on education (as % of GDF) 2004 . a0 - 9
(LI ]
Youth educational attainment level: 20 1o 24-year-olds having 2005 76.9 71.0 76,8 75.2
s Sl ducation (%)
in science and fas a % of all 2004 3.6V 6.9 211 36
fields)
Lifelong learning: Persons aged 25 to 64 participating in education 2005 1o 8.2 11 1.6
and training in the four weeks priof to the survey (%)
Research
on research and {as % of GDF) 2004 194 2538 0.5 (0]
European high B (per mililan 2003 4 15 019 0.03
Information society
Internet access in households with at least one person under the age 2005 48 62 10 6
of 75 (%) 18, RO: 20041
Internet access in enterprises with ten or more full-time employees 2005 a1 o4 6 52
(B, RD: POO41
Individuals who access Internet on average at least once a week (%) 2005 43 S 13 10
(BG, RO 3004]
Enterprises with ten or more full-time employees having received 2004 12 16 3
arders anline (%) Lt
having goods or services for private use Q1/2005 18 2 1 i
aver the intermnet [3) 1BG, RO: Q1/7004)
e-Government: Online availability of 20 basic public services (%) 2006 50 47 - .
Labour market
Employment rate (%) 2005 638 65.4 55.8 57.6
Employment rate of 55 o 64-year-obds (%) 2005 ALS A5.4 a7 39.4
Female employment rate (%) 2005 56.3 59.6 51.7 51.5
Average number of hours worked per week (full-time employees) 2005 A0 416 415 415
Hourly labour costs in indusiry and services (in ELR) 2004 1.2 26.22 145 L7
Unemployment rate (%) 2005 88 25 10.1 r
Long-term unemployment rate (%) 2005 39 5.0 6.0 a4
Male unemployment rate (%) 2005 7.9 B 10.3 83
Female unemployment rate (%) 2005 9.9 103 9.8 7.6
Youth unemployment rate (aged 25 and under, %) 2005 18.6 15.0 22.4 238
1) Eurostat estimate. «= No data available.

2) Estimated value.
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h

Tab, A.ll: The new EU M

States: Bulg

Topic Year
Gross domestic product (GDP)
GDP per capita in PPS (EU-25=100] 2005
Change of real GOF on previous year (%) 2005
Labour praductivity: GDP in PPS per persan employed (EL-25=100} 2005

Investment.
Pusblic investment (a5 % of GO}

2005
B6: 2001, RD;
04

Business imvestment {as % of GDP) 2004
(RO 2003

Inward foreign direct investment stocks (on EUR) 2004
106, 0E: 700

Foreign direct investment stocks abroad (bn EUR) 2004
0, 0 2007

External trade

Balance of trade {bn EUR) 2005

Intra-EL) impodts as a % of total imports 2005

Intra-ELl exports as a % of total exports 2005

Public finance and prices

Public deficit/surplus (as % of GDF) 2005

Public debt (as % of GDF) 2005

Inflation rate: Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 1005

(HICR, %)

Energy and sustainable

Energy

Enengy consumption of industrial sector (percentage change on 1994) 1994 bis 2004

Energy intensity of the economy (1994=100)
Ebectricity prices for domestic consumers (excl. tax, cent per kih)

Electricity prices for industrial consumers (eacl, tax, cent per kWh)

2004
lanuary 2006

lanuary 2006

Market share of the largest generator in the electricity market (%) ?00;
o 700

Nuclear power asa f gross domestic energy 2004

Renewable electricity as a percentage of gross electricity consumption 2004

A} Forecast,
+ = Mo data avallable.

88

EU-25

100.0
1.7
100.0

2.4

-105.8
63.8
66.7

=23
63.4
12

83

10.9

109.3
0%
1015

530.7

588.6

-33
&7
1.5

3.7
B.7

32

124

jaand R ia, data extraction: September 2006

321
5.5
3294

-5.2
56.3
57.2

3.1
299
5.0

230

RO

37
41
3924

-10.3
621
7.7

0.4
15.2
21
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.ll: The new EU Member States: Bulgaria and Romania, data extraction: September 2006

1) Eurostat estimate.
. = No data available.
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Guide to European statistics

Looking for more EU statistics?

This edition of the “In the Spotlight” series merely
features a very small sample of the large range of of-
ficial European statistics that are available: In total,
Eurostat's online database contains more than 300
million statistical figures, Featuring extensive time
series on the EU and its Member States, it covers
fields ranging from regional unemployment or public

health expenditure to greenhouse gas emissions.

Eurostat’s database: Using numbers
to describe the EU

For free access to the Eurostat database, please ei-
thervisit the Eurostat website (http://ec.europa.eu/
eurastaf) ar consult the online platform of the EDS

European Data Service (www.eds-destatis.de) - the
Federal Statistical Office's information service for

European statistics.

On the EDS website the left navigation bar entitled
“Statistics by Theme” lists the nine Eurostat statis-
tics themes, Select the theme you are interested
in and then click on the sub-item “Eurostat Data-
base”. The Eurostat navigation tree with a structure
of folders should now appear. Click your way through
these folders, until you reach the level of data tables
marked by the sign Ejehctthe specific table you
wish to enter.

DwSTATIS

magor
Teriity, monaity,

Mughisity, pofiation prowctions and fraly regonal dote

Heat o e tabies, A contens seplenatony tesds, graphs and maps. The paper varsion includes
N a COMFOM [EnghshvFrenchiGeman)

it more informagion cick heds ease
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Guide to European statistics

In the selection window that now opens please carry
out the following three steps:

Step 1 - Select the dimensions for all statistical var-
iables: For each table you can select the time peri-
ods (*TIME") and countries or regions (*GEO™) you
require and you can also individually select the dl-

mensions of other statistical variables (for
age and sex) by ticking the respective boxes. To :un-
tinue press “Next".

Step 2 - Determine the table axes: You can choose
which variable is to be depicted on the X- (*X17) and
which on the Y-axis (“¥1"). You can assign up to two
variables to each axis. The number of tables you re-
ceive when downloading the data depends on how
many variables there are in total and how many of
them you have integrated into the axes. Finish this
step by clicking “Next”. Please note that step 2 may
be automatically skipped, if you choose a very lim-
ited number of dimensions in step 1.

Step 3 - Download the data: In step 3 you are asked
to select the data format. The first option is to dis-
play the data on screen (Internet browser), where-
as the second option allows you to save the data

for further processing in a sy heet

such as Microsoft Excel, In addition, you can choose
whether the table is to include variable codes anly
(e.g. “de” for Germany or “f* for women) or also the
full label of each statistical variable. Complete this
step by choosing the decimal symbol you prefer and
then click on “Download” to receive the data. The
popup blocker in your Internet browser should be
deactivated whilst downloading.

E'___'_'_—I"l' i
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Guide to European statistics

inthe Eurostat database stands for
metadata. By clicking on this symbol you can access
jetailed i ion about the underlying method-
ology and data quality. This information is present-
ed according to the intemational Special Data Dis-
semination Standard (SDDS),

The symbo

For some key statistical indicators Eurostat also pub-
lishes so-called predefined tables, These tables are
represented by the following symbol [iZh. You will
find these tables sorted by theme in the left nav-
igation bar of the EDS website under the heading
“Basic Tables™.

Goods on a global scale: The EU’s
external trade database

In addition to its main database Eurostat also of-
fers a very detailed database with import and export
statistics for all EU Member States. This specialised
database which offers monthly and annual data on
EU foreign trade, can be accessed via the EDS web-
site under the heading “External Trade”. From to-
bacco to textiles, this database covers a very wide
range of products.

The facts behinds the figures:
Publications on EU statistics

If you prefer to analyse statistics by reading a pub-
lication or consulting charts and illustrations rath-
er than searching a database, you can also down-
load a wide variety of publications with EU data on
the EDS website (www.eds-destatis.de). All Eurostat
publications are available as free of charge PDF doc-
uments. Printed versions can also be ordered online,
subject to a fee.

The helping hand for data resear-
chers: Free advice from the EDS
European Data Service

If you are looking for more EU statistics or have any
further questions, please contact the Federal Sta-
tistical Office’s EDS European Data Service for free
assistance. The EDS, which is run in co-operation
with Eurostat, assists all users with all types of que-
ries including methodological requests and tech-
nical problems. The EDS can also compile custom-
ised data tables for users who do not wish to access
the online databases. This service is however sub-
jectto a fee.

Contact:

Federal Statistical Office of Germany
i-Punkt Berlin / EDS European Data Service
Otto-Braun-Strasse 70 / 72

10178 Berlin

Tel: +49 (0) 1888 [ 644 D427 or 9428

Fax: +49 (0) 1888 | 644 9430

E-mail: eds@destatis.de

Web: www.eds-destatis.de
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