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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. Bot it is

not just people that are increasingly mobile: Our local supermarkets are offering asparagus from Poland

and milk from Denmark. Teenagers in Italy are listening to the same music as their contemporaries in Ein-

land and thanks to modern technology we are in touch with even the most remote parts of the continent.

The EU is no doubt becoming an euer closer union of states.

Now that all European societies and economies are facing the effects of globalisation, it is more and more

important to analyse trends an a broader scale. To mark the beginning of Germany's EU Council Presiden-

cy 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 da female employment rates compare from one

countryto the next? Which MemberState spends most an its health system? Which governments are bal-

ancing their budgets and keeping an eye an public spending?

This publication illustrates Germany's position in relation to its European neighbours. lfyou are inter-

ested in more detailed harmonised data an the EU, please contact the EDS European Data Service at the

i-Punkt Berlin — an information service that is ran by the Federal Statistical Office in conjunction with the

Statistical Office of the European Communities (www.eds-destatis.de).

1 hope that this report reaches a wide audience and would like to thank everyone that has contributed

to this publication.

Yours

Walter Kadermacher

President of the Federal Statistical Office of Germany

face
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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 an data published by the Statistical Office of the European Communities (Eurostat), un-

less otherwise stated. All data are harmonised thus ensuring that all national results 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.

Generally speaking, lt is only possible to publish a final EU result once data is available for all MemberStates.

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-

erence purposes.

When this report was compiled, the EU included 25 states. Now that Bulgaria and Romania haue joined the

EU, the Union comprises a total of 27 countries. As however 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 European Union 2006
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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

ofthe founder members.

Many steps haue already been taken on the road to-

wards a more 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.

Atthe 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 priority objectives: increasing

investment in education and research, maximising

entrepreneurial potential, particularly of small and

medium-sized businesses, promoting employment

and securing a sustainable energy supply. In order

to achieve these aims, Germany and the other Mem-

berStates outlined reform programmes forthe years

2005 — 2008, that are based an the European tar-

gets but also take into account the specific circum-

stances in euch country.

What progress have the EU Member States made

towards meeting the Lisbon targets? What haue

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,

economy and finance, energy and economic sus-

tainability. A particular focus is placed an the key

statistical indicators policy-makers use to measure

annual progress towards meeting the Lisbon goals

— the so-called structural indicators. Bar charts, ta-

bles and lists ranking all Member States help iden-

tifythe areas in which Germany is ahead ofthe field

and those where increased efforts are still needed in

orderto improve Germany's position mithin the EU.

The appendix contains an overview of the most im-

portant 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
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2 Population
	

States that joined the EU in 2004 had a total of just

74.1 million inhabitants.
"Germany is ageing and slowly becoming a nation of

pensioners." This is just one example of the head-

lines used bythe media to describe a phenomenon

that demographers haue been observing for quite

some time: Low birth rates and a rise in life expect-

ancy mean thatthe number ofelderly 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 countries are confronted with

to the saure 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

Fig. 2.1: Population of the EU Member States
As xlluoxary ist 2005

Germany

France'

United Kingdom • 

Italy
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Czech Republic (^
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Denmark - 5.4
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Finland 5.2

Ireland • 4.1

Lithuania • 3.4

Latvia 1	 2.3
Slovenia 1	 2.0

Estonia 1	 1.3

Cyprus 1	 0.7
Luxembourg 1	 0.5

Malta I	 0.4

1) Induding dependent

Réunion, French Polynesia,

0	 10	 20	 30	 40	 50	 60	 70	 80	 90 Miliion

territories (French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique, St. Pierre and Miquelon, Mayotte,

New Caledonia, Wallis and Futuna), excluding dependent territories: 60.6 mdlion.

In early 2005, the 25

countries of the EU had a

total population of 461.3

million. The EU popula-

tion has in fact increased

during the last ten years:

Since 1995 the total pop-

ulation has risen by more

than 15.4 million due to

natural growth and immi-

gration.

With approximately 82.5

million inhabitants Ger-

many was the country

with the highest popu-

lation and accounted for

18% of all EU citizens. The

second largest nation was

France with 62.4 million

inhabitants followed by

the United Kingdom with

60.0 million. By compari-

son, the ten new Member

With 231 inhabitants per square kilometre, Cerma-

ny was also one of the Union's most denselj pop-

ulated countries. In terms of population density, lt

was only exceeded by Malta (1 272 inh./kmz), the

Netherlands (482 inh./km 2), Belgium (344 inh./kmz)

and the United Kingdom (244 inh./kmz). The most

sparsely populated countries were Finland (17 inh./

km') and Sweden (22 inh./kmz).

Birth rates: Less and less adolescents

According to demographers highly developád na-

tions with low infant mortality need an average rate

of 2.1 children per woman to sustain current popu-

lation levels. None ofthe EU MemberStates I- owev-

er achieve this level nowadays.

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



Population

Tab. 2.1: Population density of the EU Member

States 2004

Member State	 Inhabitants/kml

Ageing society: Generational balance
in jeopardy

Malta	 ..................... 1 272 A low birth rate has an impact on a population's age

Netherlands	 ................ 482 structure: While the number of children continues
Belgium	 ................... 344 to fall, the proportion of elderl 	 people is an the in-

p	 p 	y p	 pUnited Kingdom') ........ ....
Gernan 231

244
crease. Moreover, average life expectancy is rising:

Italy	 ....................... 197 In Germany, newborn girls had a life expectancy of
Luxembourg ................ 175 81.4, newborn boys of 75.7 years in 2004. As re-
Czech Republic	 .............

Cyprus ...................

132

130 cently as 1994, their life expectancy amounted to
Denmark ................... 125 just 79.6 and 73.1 years respectively.
Poland	 .................... 122

EU-25' ) 	.................... 118

Portugal ................... 114 In Germany, the proportion of the total population
Slovakia	 ................... 110 aged 65 and over amounted to some 18% (fig. 2.3
Hungary

.

 ................... 109 on p. 14). With a share of 19.2 %, Italy was the only
Slovenia	 ...................

Austria	 ....................
99

99 Country to register an even highervalue. The lowest
France 2) 	.................... 98 proportion of people aged 65 and over was report-
Greece	 .................... 85 ed in Ireland (11.1%) followed closely by Slovakia
Spain' ) 	....................

Ireland	 ....................

83

60 (11.5 %) and Cyprus (11.9/) 
Lithuania	 .................. 55

Latvia	 ..................... 37

Estonia	 .................... 31

Sweden	 ................... 22

Finland	 .................... 17 Population trend: Births, deaths and

1) 2003.

2) 2003, including dependent territories.

migration

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 perwoman. 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).

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

283 800 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, the average birth rate was 1.37. Rates
In Germany, 112 700 more people died than were

as low as this mean that any given generation com- 	
born in 2004. This is the effect of a persistently low

prises only two thirds as many people as the respec- 	 birth rate over the last 30 years: The cohorts born

tive parent generation.	 in the era of low birth rates during the 1970s haue

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006 	 13
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reached parental a;e and
Fig. 2.2: Total fertility rate 2004 as they in turn give birth

Children perwoman
to less children, subse-

befand
France quent generations con-
Finland tinue to decrease in size,
Denmark

Sweden again leading to a reduc-
United Kingdom tion in the number of po-
Netherlands

Luxembourg tential parents.

Belgium

Auptria
The	 way	 a	 country's

Portugal total population devel-
Estonia

Germany ops not only depends an
Malta . .9 the natural growth rate ,

SpainS p a lt also an the degree of^

Greece migration. All in all, be-
Hungary
Lithuania tween 1994 and 2004
Slovakia the total population liv-
Latvia

Poland „ ing in the territoiy that
Czech Republic

Slovenia,
in now known as the EU-

o	 0.5 1.0	 1.5	 2.0 25 increased by 11 mil-

lion in net terms due to

legal migration. The mi-

Fig. 2.3: Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2004 grants'	 main	 destina-

tions were Southern Eu-

Germany ropean countries such as

Greece WiR. Spain and Italy, followed
Sweden

Belgium at some distance by the
Spain United Kingdom. In 2004,
Portugal
France a	 migration	 surplus of
Latvia 610100 persons was re -
Eston ia

United Kingdom corded by Spain alone,
Finland whereas the total surplus
Austria
Hungary for the EU - 25 amounted
Slovenia

Lithuania
±^

10 1.85 Million.

Denmark
Luxembourg
Czech Republic

International	 migration

Netherlands has become an important
Poland

Malta component of the popu-

Cyprus latlon trend in Germany
b elad

d

 ia
Irelan as well. In 2004, 81800

o	 s 10	 15	 20% more people came to live

in Germanythan emigrat-

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



Pop u lat i o n

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

positive, howeverfailed to offsetthe

birth deficit of 112 700 people: Ger-
Natural change

(differente
tuet migration

many's total population dropped by Member State between
(differente Overall

live births
between inflow net change

30 900 persons or 0.04 %. A greater
and deaths)

and outflow)

population decrease was only reg-

istered in some Central and East-
Thousands

ern European MemberStates, which
EU-25	 .................

Spain	 .................

475.4

82.6

1 849.5

610.1

2324.9

692.7

were also characterised by low birth Italy	 ................... 15.9 558.3 574.2

rates and additionally hit by emigra- Francel)	 ................ 283.8 103.0 386.8

tion. For example, the total popula- united Kingdom ......... 132.9 201.8 334.7

tion of Lithuania decreased by 0.60
Ireland	 ................ 33.5 48.0 81.5

and that of Latvia by 0.55 percent
Austria	 ................

Portugal	 ...............
4.7

7.3

61.7

47.3

66.4

54.6

during the Same period. aelgium	 ............... 14.1 35.4 49.5

Netherlands	 ............ 57.4 - 9.9 47.5

Sweden	 ............... 10.4 25.3 35.7
7.3	 million	 people without Ger- Greece ................. 0.0 35.0 35.0

man citizenship lived in Germa- cyprus	 ................ 3.1 15.7 18.8

ny in 2005. In absolute terms this Finland	 ................ 10.2 6.7 16.9

was the EU country with the largest
Denmark ............... 8.8 5.0 13.8

number of foreigners: The percent
czech Republic	 .........

slovakia	 ...............
-9.5

1.8

18.6

2.9

9.1

4.7

age of population with foreign citi- Luxembourg ............ 1.9 1.5 3.4

zenship amounted to 8.8 %. The live Malta	 ................. 1.0 1.8 2.8

largest groups of foreigners were
Slovenia	 ...............

Estonia ................

-0.6

- 3.8

1.8

- 0.3

1.2

- 4.1
people from Turkey, the formen Yu-

Latuia -11.7 -1.1 _ 12.8

goslav republics, Italy, Poland and Poland ................. - 7.4 - 9.4 -.16.8

Greece. The EU Member State with Hungary	 ............... - 37.4 18.2 - 19.2

the largest percentage of foreign cit- Lithuania	 .............. -10.9 - 9.7 - 20.6

izens was Luxembourg with 39%.
mGerany	 ..............

1) Including dependent territories.

112.7 81.8 - 30.9

Prospects: Population projection for 	 ance will continue to grow in the next few decades

2050	 or at least maintain a constant level.

How will EU-25 population figures evolve by the year

2050? 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 haue the highest birth rates of all EU countries

at present and also haue a positive migration bal-

Luxembourg's population is set to increase most

sharply. A rise of40.9%is expected by 2050, raising

the number of inhabitants from 45600000642600.

The predicted population increase ofapproximately

34 % for Ireland will boost the country's population

from 4.1 to 5.5 million.

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006 	 15
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However, more than half
Fig. 2.4: Population projection for 2050 compared to 2005

ofthe EU countries will be Change in total population

faced with the phenom- EU-25: -1.9 %

enon of a shrinking and Latvia

Estonia 	=
ageing society. In these Lithuania

countries a persistently
czechRepublic

low birth rate will cause
Slova kia

Poland

the number of potential Hungary

parents to fall continu-
Germany

Italy

ously. The resulting birth Slovenia	 - 4.9

deficit cannot be offset
Portugal	 - 4.9

Greece	 - 4.1

by a constant or even ris- Finland	 - 0.3

ing fertility rate. Moreo-
Spain 
D	

- 0.2

enmark 1	 0.3
ver, since, owing to the Austria 1 0.9

progress of medical sci-
Belgium
Netherlands

ence, life expectancy is United Kingdom

likely to grow further, the
France

Sweden iEli^

ageing process of society Malta

cannot be reversed. Mi-
Cyprus
Ireland

Bration will, at best, curb Luxembourg

the pace of this process. -20	 -10 0	 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% tess than in 2005.

population is setto drop in spite of immigration and

Population statistics

Demographic data on births, deaths and migration enable us to identify past population trends and theircomponents

and to compile projections for the decades to come.

Information on fertility behaviour, the rise in life expectancy and future population trends provides us with important

criteria for economic, family and social planning. lt provides, for example, vital data needed to design future pension

schemes and health systems and helps to identify infrastructural requirements. Current population figures are also used

forthe calculation of per-capita data which haue an impact an decisions regarding matters such us public funding.

In orderto obtain even more precise data on future population trends, the EU Member States aim to conduct a new Po-

pulation census round in 2010/2011 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 Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006



Population

The Situation in Germany today already differs sig- 	 and old and lead to a more top-heavy pyramid. In

nificantly from the classic population pyramid — chil- 	 Germany, the share of people aged 60 or over will

dren and adolescents aged under 15 have long since	 rise from a quarterto a third by 2050, while the per-

ceased to be the numerically strongest cohort. The 	 centage of those aged under 20 will drop from 21

future will bring a further shift in the ratio of young 	 to 16%.

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006
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Living conditions

3 Living conditions

Consumption: How we spend what we
earn

lt has always been one ofthe EU's primary objectives

to improve general living conditions and to minimise

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 lange differences between northern

and southern and old and new EU Member States.

For 2004, a comparison of EU countries shows that

the highestwageswere paid in Denmark: Here a full-

time employee received a gross annual average in-

come of 44692 euro (2003). The two other leading

countries in terms of wages were the United Kingdom

(41253 euro) and Germany (40954 euro). Gross an-

nual wages in Luxembourg also exceeded the 40000

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 euro, 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 3 806

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. Forthat 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

Tab. 3.1: Average gross annual earnings

in industry and services" 2004

Selected
In EUR n

EU Member States
I	 PPS

United Kingdom ......... 41 253 39051

Germany	 .............. 40954 38432

Luxembourg ............ 40575 38248

Netherlands	 ............ 37900 36022

Denmark 25 .............. 44 692 34 929

Belgium	 ............... 35704 34259

France° ................ 28847 28 770

Sweden	 ............... 33 620 27 756

Finland	 ................ 31988 26038

Spain	 ................. 19828 22691

Greecez ) ................ 16739 21423

Cyprus	 ................ 19290 20684

Portugal	 ............... 15196 17 727

Malta .................. 11 926 15 923

Poland	 ................ 6230 11886

Hungary	 ............... 7100 11466

Slovakia	 ............... 5 706 10 395

Latvia	 ................. 3806 6752

1) Excluding public administration,
2) 2003.

defence and social security.

were highest in the United Kingdom (39051 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.TheMemberStatebwith

the lowest incomes were Latvia (6 752 PPS), Slovakia

(10395 PPS) and Hungary (11466 PPS).

How far does the euro stretch?

The largest EU household expenditure item in 2004

was accommodation: The amount spent an housing,

water, electricity, gas and heating averaged 21.3%

of total expenditure across the EU. The country, in

which households spent most an accommod,rtion,

was Sweden (28.6%). In Germany spending forthis

item totalled 23.8%. The proportion of expenditure

for food, beverages and tobacco in 2004 ave'aged

16.3% in the EU as a whole. Itwas above average in
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Purchasing Power Standard (PPS)

The Purchasing Power Standard (PPS) is a fictitious monetary unit, which eliminates purchasing power differences, i. e.

different price levels between countries. Accordingly lange 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 (PPP) 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 euro 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 Southern European

countries such as Portugal and Spain, due to price relations below the EU 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 an 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: For in-
	

ly higher in 2005 than in 2004 (+9.1 %). Car driv-

stance, expenditure forfood, beverages and tobacco
	

ers were faced with fuel price increases averaging

amounted to 35.4°/ of total consumption in Lithua-
	 10.3%. Another item that witnessed a significant in-

nia, 26.7% in Estonia and 25.8v/ein both Poland and
	

crease in price was tobacco: prices for cigarettes and

Hungary. By contrast, the corresponding percentage
	

other tobacco products were 096.8% in the EU-25.

was as low as 15.3/ in

Germany and 12.0% in

Ireland.	
Fig. 3.1: Private consumption in the EU-25, 2004

. 	 o

In 2005, prices in the EU

rose slightly compared

with 2004. The Harmo-

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 a rise in en-

ergy resource prices.

The amount of money

EU households spent an

electricity, gas and other

fuels was significant-

Share

Housing, mater,
electricity,
gas and otherfuels

Fond, beverages
and tobacco

Transport

Furnishings, household
equipment and routine
house maintenance

Clothing and footwear

Other goods
and Services

10	 15	 20	 25 %
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By contrast, some items saw a drop in prices, such	 increase in health, transport, and hotel and restau-

as clothing and footwear (-0.9%) and telecommu- 	 rant prices reached a two-digit figure. Estonia re-

nication services (— 2.1 %).	 corded the second highest overall increase in orices

(+4.1%), which was mainly caused by higher ener-

The country that recorded the highest inflation rate	 gy and transport costs. The most modest price in-

in the EU-25 in 2005 was Latvia (+6.9%). Here the 	 creaseswere measured in Finland and Sweden (both

Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP)

The national statistical offices in the EU calculate the Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) in addition to a

country-specific consumer price index (CPI). The HICP is primarily calculated for European 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" ofthe Maastricht Stability Pact.

The calculation of the HICP is necessary, because national consumer price indices are not fully comparable. National

CPI values are not just used to measure inflation, but also serve to guarantee the value of recurrent payments in esca-

lator clauses and act as a "deflator" for other calculations (e. g. when determining growth in real terms). That is why,

unlike the HICP, Germany's CPI, for example, also includes owner-occupied residential property.

In orderto ensure a comparable basis for measuring Inflation an 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 ofthe national HICPs.

Fig. 3.2: Inflation rate 2005
Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) in %

EU-25: 2.2
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Estonia

Luxembourg
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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 an 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

EU. In an effort to help people who are confronted

with poverty, and to promote 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

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 earned 4.4 times as mach as the

poorest (see fig. 3.3 on p. 24).

Poverty is a relative concept, which is difficultto 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 haue less than 60 % of the respec-

tive national median income at their disposal.

In 2004, 16% of the EU -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

EU statistics on poverty risk

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 European Council repeatedly 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 A.1.1 in the annex).

Up until recently Eurostat mainly used data from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) — 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 an income distribution, poverty and social exclusion was collected from vari-

ous EU Member State surveys, such as the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) for instance in Germany. In Order to improve

the comparability of results however, Eurostat launched the new "European Union Survey an Income and Living Con-

ditions" (EU-SILO). Due to the fact that EU-SILO 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
Proportion of the total income of the "richest" 20 % of the population to the total income of the "poorest"
20 % of the population'0	 EU -25: 4.8 3)
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Denmark
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Hungaryz°
Sweden 3.3
Slovenia 2)

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 an 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%

of the 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.

Analysing the dato 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 typen 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% ofall observations are smal-

ler than or equal to the median and 50% are greater

than or equal to it.

Unlike averages or means, a median value has the ad-

vantage of remaining unaffected by extremely high or

extremely low outliers.
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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

Fernales ..................	 17	 18

most affected group (34 %). In Germany the "at risk

of poverty" rate for single parents was even higher

(38 %). Bot this was by na 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 Ein-

land, Hungary and Denmark (16%).

Age
Poverty: A matter of relativity

ladet 16	 ................. 20	 20

16 to	 24	 .................. 21	 24 The fact that the risk of poverty is quite similar for
25 to 49	 .................. 14	 13 both old and new EU Member States does not allow
501064	 .................. 13	 12 conclusions about the level of wealth in individual
65 and over	 ............... 18	 15

countries. A comparison of the monetary "at risk of
Household type poverty" thresholds in terms of PPS in 2004 reveals

One adult aged under 65 	 .... 22	 23 the differences in living Standards between the EU

Two adults aged under 65	 ... 10	 8 countries: For instance, in Latvia a household of two
One adult aged 65 or older ... 28	 23 adults and two children was by definition threatened
Single female .............. 28	 26 by poverty, if its total income amounted 104330 PPS
Single male	 ............... 21	 20

or less (2003). In Luxembourg, however, the Same
Single parent with dependent

children	 ................. 34	 38 type of household was at risk of poverty with an in-

Two adults with one depen- come of 32 600 PPS or less — almost 8 Limes the
dentchild	 ............... 13	 14 value registered in Latvia. On average, the "at risk

Two adults with two

dependent children	 ....... 14	 10 of poverty" threshold in the EU was approximately

Two adults with three or more 16 200 PPS. Eight ofthe ten new Member States had
dependent children	 ....... 26	 24

poverty lines that were below this threshold, where-

as Germany, like most of the other EU-1 5 countries,

a 26% poverty risk, whilst single parents (in most had a relatively high "at risk of poverty" threshold

cases women) with dependent children were the of 19270 PPS (see fig. 3.4 an p. 26).

Different "at risk of poverty" figures?

The new EU-SILC survey (EU Statistics an 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-

vey year (i. e. 2005), rather than the reference year (i. e. 2004). lt 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
Fora househo[d with two adults and two dependent children,

in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS)'
1 EU-25: 16 200 PPS
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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) an so-

cial protection payrnents,

such as pensions and

public health. Expendi-

ture varied considerably

from one country to the

next: Whereas the Baltic

States euch 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 an old-age pen-

sions and 28% (174.3 bil-

lion euro) was designated

to public health. Otherex-

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

35 % today's society. Health is

not just relevant when it

comes to individu,ul well-

0	 5	 10	 15
	

20	 25	 30	 35

	1) No data available for Malta. - 2) 2003.
	 in thousand PPS

Fig. 3.5: Social protection expenditure 2003
	As a percentage of GDP	

1 [0-25:26.954
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Slovakia (2003: 5.9%),
Fig. 3.6: Distribution of social protection expenditure in Germany 2003	 Poland (6.5 %), Ireland

(7.1 %) and the Czech Re-

public (7.3 %) was signif-
Other .	 icantly lower.
4.0%

being, bot is also a factor that has an important ef-

fect an a country's economy. Health has an imme-

diate influence on a person's physical ability and

mental performance.

In the EU Member States, lt 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 forthe differencesthat exist between the various

national health systems.

The percentage of the GDP spent an health care is

a key indicator when comparing European health

systems. In 2004, according to OECD data, Germa-

ny spent 10.6% of GDP an health care. This was the

highest percentage of all EU countries forwhich 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 an health in

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 5 090 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

3 040 US dollars per inhabitant an 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 EU 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-

tively 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 lange 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

As a percentage o8 00P In US-Dollar PPP per inhabitant
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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

numbers continued in 2004, dropping to 858 per

100000 inhabitants.

Data an 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 an 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 m Drtality

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 nmortali-

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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Heart	 attacks,	 strokes

and	 other diseases of Fig. 3.9: Infant mortality 2004

the circulatory System are
Per 1 000 live births' 7

the most frequent caus-
Latvia
Lithuania

es of death in the EU -25
Poland
Slovakia

at present. Taking an an- Hungary

erage for the years 2001
Estonia
Malta

to 2003 these diseases
United Kingdom
Ireland

were responsible for 41 %

of all deaths. Every fourth
Denmark
Belgium

death was caused by can-
Netherlands
Italy

cer. Broken down by age Germany

group, most deaths in the
Portugal
Greece

group aged 44 and under
Luxembourg
Slovenia

were caused by external Czech Republic

factors such as traffic ac-
Cyprus
Spain

cidents or suicide, where- Finland
Sonden

as the 45 to 64-year-olds 0	 2	 4	 6

most frequently died of
1) NadataavailableforFrance.
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cancer. Amongst those aged 65 and over diseas-

es 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 more than half of all deaths in the

Baltic States, Slovakia (2002), the Czech Republic

and Hungary. In Germany, circulatorydiseasEswere

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

to circulatory diseases.

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

Diseases of Diseases of
Externalcauses

Cancer the circulatory the respiratory
Diseases of the (ind.	 ,suicide

Other

System System
digestive System traffic

accidents)

Allage groups	 ............ 25.3 41.0 8.0 4.6 5.2 15.9

0 to 19 years ............. 7.2 3.2 2.8 0.9 26.6 59.3

20 to 44 years ............. 19.7 13.8 2.5 6.6 38.0 19.4

45 to 64 years	 ............ 41.4 26.3 4.1 7.6 8.3 12.3

65 to 84 years	 ............ 29.1 42.0 8.2 4.2 2.8 13.7

85 years and over	 ......... 11.6 52.0 10.6 3.5 2.9 19.4
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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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by any EU country. Swe-

den (7.4%) and Portu- Fig. 4.1: Total public e

gal (7.3%) also ranked
As a percentag

highly, whereas Slova-
Denmark
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kia (3.6%) and Greece Portugal

(3.5 %) were bottom of
[stur ja
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Frlucation. r earch and information society

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 Germany this goal is also regarded as a cen-

tral premise for sustainable development in a mod-

ern society. Accordingly, the Federal Government has

included this objective in its National Reform Pro-

gramme. The key to improving knowledge is seen

in the promotion of educational systems by provid-

ing education and vocational training of the best

possible quality.

The annual amount spent an education by the EU

Member States varied quite significantly. In 2004,

Denmark spent 8.3 % of its GDP an education — the

largest proportion spent

In accordance with the Lisbon goal set for 2010 to

improve the Situation ofyoung people an the labour

market, the European Council aims to ensure at least

85% of young people attain upper secondary level

education and training. In Germanythis corresponds

to either "Fachabitur" (vocational baccalaureate di-

ploma), "Abitur" (university-entrance diploma) orto

a vocational training certificate (apprenticeship, full-

time vocational college).

Bot 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-year-olds had already attained 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 lowerand in some ilesen decreased

over the time period from 2000 to 2005. For exam-

ple, the share dropped from 74.7 to 71.0% in Ger-

Hungary
United Kingdom

Often the educational Austria

attainment of employ- cyprus

ees does not meet the
Luxembourg
Netherlands

requirements of today's Caech Republic
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Fig. 4.2: Youth education attainment level 2005
Percentage of 20 to 24-year-olds having completed at least upper secondary education
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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, bot 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 ofyoung people complete upper

secondary education relatively late compared with

other European countries.

Science: Search for highly skilled
students

Tertiary sector institutions play a major part in the

education of highly skilied 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 proportion of female students was

highest in 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.
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Austria	 ................ 30.1 28.8

Sweden ................ 30.6 28.8

Ireland ................. 34.5 28.3

Spain .................. 25.0 27.9

Greece ................. 27.3

Germany ............... 26.6 26.9

Slovakia	 ............... 20.8 24.1

EU-25	 ................. 24.8 23.6

Czech Republic	 ......... 24.4 23.1

United Kingdom ......... 27.9 23.1

Italy	 ................... 23.1 22.8

Portugal	 ............... 18.6 22.1

Lithuania ............... 26.0 21.9

Denmark ............... 21.7 19.4

Belgium	 ............... 18.9 19.0

Slovenia	 ............... 22.8 18.7

Estonia	 ................ 18.9 16.9

Netherlands............ 15.7 16.1

Poland	 ................ 14.7 14.9

Cyprus	 ................ 11.9 13.1

Latvia	 ................. 15.9 13.0

12.0 10.3Hungary	 .................
France	 ................. 30.5

Finland	 ................ 28.0

Luxembourg ............ 14.6

Malta	 ................. 9.3

. = 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 numberofgraduates in math-

ematics, natural sciences and technology rose from

63500010776000 in the EU. But at the same time

the proportion of all graduates studying these sub-

jects feil 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 techriology

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 witnessed

a slight increase of 0.3 percentage points oser the

same time period.

Women graduated much less frequently 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 bySweden (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 Nethe-lands

(5.6%).

Adult education: A lifetime of learning

Increasing productivity, structural change ancl tech-

nical progress represent permanent challenges for

employees and demand the acquisition of new skills.

In many cases the knowledge imparted at schaol, in

vocational train ing courses oral university is no Tong-

er sufficient for a career spanning 30 to 40 years.

Accordingly, "lifelong learning" 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 EU wants 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

8.2%, thus falling short of the 11.0% EU average.

Many countries, including Greece, Hungary or Portu-

gal, haue attributed little importance to lifelong ed-

ucation and training so far.

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 economies

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

development (R&D) expenditure is to reach at least

3 % of GDP by 2010, whilst taking into account the

different Member State starting points.

Fig. 4.3: Lifelong learning 2005
Percentage of the adelt population aged 25 to 64 participating in education and training
in the four weeks prior to the survey
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Fig. 4.4: Expenditure an research and development 2004 	
al Reform Programme

As a percentage of GDP 	 00325: 1.9 %, Target 2010:3%	 this share is expected to
Sweden	 rise to 3 % by 2010.
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However, little has been done so far: In 2004, coun-

tries spent an average 1.9% of their GDP an R&D.

This corresponds exactly to the amount spent at 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%ofGDP

respectively, follwed by

Denmark with 2.6 %.

Germany registered a

value of 2.5% of GDP.

According to the Nation-

In 2003, the Europe-

an Patent Office (EPO)

recorded 1774 pat-

ents for Germany in the

high technology sector.

That correspond-2d 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

3 4% 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.

0
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Fig. 4.5: European high-technology patents 2003
Per million inhabitants 4
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Information society: Networking an a
global scale

Whetherat home, in the class room, at research cen-

tres or in companies and public institutions: Every-

where, information and communication 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 an 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 an infor-

mation technology totalling 3.1 % of GDP Germany

ranked seventh in the list of EU countries. Howev-

er, lt came twenty-first as far as expenditure an 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 an

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 permeatingvirtually all aspects of society.

In 2005, every second household in the EU had ac-

cess to the web. In the Netherlands, Denmark and

Sweden Ware than 70% of households already had

Internet access, whereas the share remained below

20% in the Czech Republic and Lithuania. With a

proportion of 62 % of households equipped with on-

line PCs, Germany was amongthe five leading coun-

tries in the EU (see fig. 4.6 an p. 40).

The top Internet users were also Northern Europe-

ans: 2005 more than 70%ofthe Swedish, Dutch and

Danish population aged between 16 and 74 surfed

the net at least once a week an 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 an 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

corresponding rate for employees was 55%, where-

as the 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%, employees: 64%, unemployed per-

sons: 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 ran na langer imagine the business world with-

out the Internet: in 2005, 91 % of all EU enterprises

with more than ten employees had access to the In-

ternet. 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 contrast, three out of four enter-

prises had world wide web access in Latvia, the EU

Member Stute 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 ordersvia

the web. Germany ranked sixth with a rate of 16%.

German consumers were also open to the idea of on-

line Shopping: Everythird person between 16 and 74

years of age bought something via the net in the first

quarter of 2005. This figure was only exceeded by

Sweden and the United Kingdom, where even more

consumers (36%) purchased something online. 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, ratherthan queuing in

office buildings — modern information and commu-

nication technology offers citizens and businesses a

quickand low-cost online alternative to administra-

Fig. 4.6: Enterprises and households with Internet access 2005

Enterprises with ton or more	 Households with at least one person

full-time employees	 under the age of 75
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1) No data available an Internet access of households. - 2) No data available an Internet access of enterprises. Data for households: 2004.
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tive paperwork. In order
Fig. 4.7: Internet usage 2005

to make more use of the	 Percentage of individuals who access Internet an average at least once a week
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Fig. 4.8: Online orders
Percentage of enterprises with ten or more Percentage of individuals having ordered/bought
employees having received orders online goods or services for private use over the Internet

in 2004:: in the First quarter of 2005' )

EU-25:12 % EU-25:18%
Denmark

United Kingdom

Sweden

Ireland

Finland

Germany

Malta 2 :

Belgium

Netherlands

Czech Republic Q
Slovenia

Ei Austria

Luxembourg

• Portugal

Estonia

Greece

Slovakia

• Lithuania lt

Poland

Cyprus

0 Hungary

Spalt

© Italy

1I Latvia

%40	 30	 20	 10	 0
1) No data available for France. - 2) No data available an individuals for Malta.

0	 10	 20	 30	 40%

Federal Statistical Office, In the Spotlight: Germany in the European Union 2006 	 41



Edur ti"n, research nnri informmtinn cr%ric*ty

Fig. 4.9: e-Government 2006
Online availability of 20 basic public services
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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

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-

ternet for interaction with government agencies. The

participation rate of businesses was consiclerably

eSTATISTIK.core: Reducing the burden of bureaucracy

In Germany enterprises are legally obliged to submit statistical reports. In collaboration with software developers the

Federal Statistical Office of Germany and the statistical offices 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
Lisbon

One of the EU's main aims is to increase wealth

whilst ensuring social cohesion. In orderto reduce

unemployment and strengthen the national social

security systems, the EU countries agreed that the EU

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 ofthe Lisbon

Strategy sees the promotion of employment as one

ofthe EU's four priority action areas. Accordingly

this aspect was incorporated into the National Re-

form Programmes of the Member States.

This target has notyet 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.

All in all, 16 EU countries fell short of the 67% mark

agreed forthe 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

insurance systems. To counteract this development,

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 illness,

leave or vacation, strike orfurthertraining.

Unemployed persons are persons aged 15 to 64 who during the reference week were without work, bot are currently

available for work and haue actively sought work during the last four weeks or who haue found a job they will be tak-

ing up within the next three months.

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

unemployed.

The employment rate represents employed persons as a percentage ofthe same age population.

The activity rate or labour forte participation rate represents the active population as a percentage of the saure age

population.

The unemployment rate represents unemployed persons as a percentage of the labour forte of the same age. Please

rote that the unemployment orjoblessness data included in this publication is not comparable with the monthly data

on registered unemployment published 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
Employed persons as a percentage of the working age population
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As far as older workers
Fig. 5.3: Employment rate of older employees 2005 are concerned, eight out

Employed persons aged 55 to 64 as a percentage

of the saure age population of 25 countries had em-
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in employment. The European Lisbon Strategy en-

visaged raising female employment rates to 57% by Women's labour forte participation has been an 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%forthe 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 is based an the so-called EU Labour Force

Survey (EU LFS). The EU LFS is a lange quarterly EU-wide sample survey of private househoids, which is conducted in

accordance with standard definitions of the International Labour Organisation (ILO). The survey's aim is to collect inter-

nationally tomparable data an demographic and socio-economic characteristics of employees, unemployed persons

and persons 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 household survey underrepresents employment relerred

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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(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 lt 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 gainfullyemployed

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 ofwomen (75.1 %) and nearly

one quarterof men (22.6%) had Jobs an 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

reasons for part-time work were personal circum-

stances (including family commitments) and a lack

of Full-time (abs. In March 2006, the European Coun-

cil adopted the European Pact for Gender Equality

in orderto improve the compatibility of professional

and family life and declared that itwas necessaryto

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 Mernber States: In Poland

Fig. 5.4: Fernale employment rate 2005
Employed females au a percentage of the female working age population
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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 saure year one hour tost 26.22 euro in Ger-

Eastern European Member States except Slovenia

(2003: 10.54 euro). The country with the cheapest

labour costs was Latvia: At just 2.37 euro per hour

(2003) labour costs were as little as one thitteenth

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-

many and less than 10 euro in all new Central and	 nia (3.2%) and Ireland (2.5%).

Fig. 5.5: Hourly labour costs 2004
In industry and services 5 , in euro, preliminary estimationsZ )
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Denmark

Sweden 3)

Belgium

Luxembourg

France

Netherlands

Finland

Germany

Austria

United Kingdom

Italy

Spain

Greecerl

Cyprus

slovenia 35

Portugal

Malta

	

Czech Republic	 .1:J1

Hungary

Poland

slovakia

Estonia

Lithuania

Latvia 3) Jj

	

0	 5	 10	 15	 20	 25
	

35 EUR

1) Excluding public administration, defence and social security. — 2) No data available for Ireland. — 3) 2003.
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Unemployment: Not enough jobs to
go round

Unemployment is a serious problem not only 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. Howev-

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

at 9.5%. Only Poland (17.7 %), Slovakia (16.3%),

Greece (9.8 %) and France (9.7 %) had higherrates

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 mostwidespread in Slovakia and Po-

land, where Jong-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 %).

Fig. 5.6: Unemployment and bong-term unemployment rate 2005
Percentage of the labour forte
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The chance of finding a new job depends, among

other things, an 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 II

certificate and 19.0% ofemployeeswith a maximum

secondary level 1 certificate were without a job in Ger-

many in 2005. The same pattern could be observed

in all of the EU 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 Ire-

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 Tonger duration ofyoung

people's education in Germany. The situation was

most 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	 Fernales

Poland	 ................ 16.6

Slovakia	 ............... 15.5

Greece	 ................ 6.1

Spain	 ................. 7.0

France ................. 8.8

Germany	 .............. 8.9

Italy	 ................... 6.2

EU-25	 ................. 7.9

Czech Republic	 ......... 6.5

Belgium	 ............... 7.6

Malta	 ................. 6.5

Latvia	 ................. 9.1

Portugal	 ............... 6.7

Finland	 ................ 8.2

Lithuania	 .............. 8.2

Sweden	 ............... 7.9

Hungary	 ............... 7.0

Estonia	 ................ 8.8

Slovenia	 ............... 6.1

Cyprus	 ................ 4.3

Luxembourg	 ........... 3.5

Austria	 ................ 4.9

Denmark ............... 4.4

Netherlands ............ 4.4

United Kingdom ......... 5.1

Ireland	 ................ 4.6

In March 2006, the European Council emphasised

the urgent necessityto improveyoung people's pros-

pects an 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 ccmplet-

ed a secondary level II education (see chapter an

education).
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Fig. 5.7: Youth unemptoyment rate 2005

Unennployed pensons aged anden 25 as a pencentage of the active population of the sanne age
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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 MemberState govern-

ments declared that securing permanent and sus-

tainable economic growth was one of their key ob-

jectives.

Over the last decade, the EU has recorded an over-

all increase in prosperity: While the gross domestic

product (GDP) achieved byall 25 EU MemberStates

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	 Fig. 6.1: Economic per

average. The country ranking second was Iroland,

which was one ofthe most economically challenged

EU countries when it entered the European Commu-

nity in 1973.

The economic performance of virtually all Member

States that joined the EU in 2004 was belovi 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% an the previ-

ous year, whilst Latvia's GDP 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.

im

saure year.
GDP per capita in PPS (EU-25 =ioo)

EU-25: 100

Luxembourg
Germany contributed ap- ireland

proximately one quarter Denmark

ofthe EU-25 GDP in 2005
Netherlands

Austria

(2.2 trillion euro). How- Be[gium

ever, taking both popu-
United Kingdom

sweden

Tation size and purchas- Finland

ing power into account,
Germany

France

Germany—though above Italy °+

EU	 average	 —	 merely cyprus

Spain

ranked tenth in terms of Greece

its economic perform-
Czech ia

Czech Republic

ante in 2005. The most Portugal

prosperous	 EU	 Mem
Malta

Hungary t

ber	 State,	 measured Estonia

in terms of purchasing Lithxaia

ithuania

power standards (PPS), Poland_

was Luxembourg, where Latvia

the GDP per capita was
0 50	 100	 150

more than twice the EU
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GDP per capita in PPS

The gross domestic product or GDP is a measure of the economic performance of a country or region. lt indicates the

value of the goods and services produced in the economic territory (value added) unless they are used as interme-

diate consumption for the production 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 ofvarious EU Member States, we must take into account the existing price level

differences (see chapter on "Living conditions"). This is done by determining the price for a comparable and repre-

sentative basket of goods and services in the various EU countries. Then, these prices are indicated in a common arti-

ficial currency, which is referred to as "Purchasing Power Standard" (PPS). The "GDP per capita in PPS" not only takes

into account price level differences bot also adjusts for a country's population size and is frequently used to compare

living standards between countries.

The GDP per person employed in PPS is an indica-

tor that relates the GDP to the people responsible for

producing it, ratherthan the population as a whole.

This indicator sheds light on the economic perform-

Fig. 6.2: Economic growth 2005

Change of real GDP an previous year
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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 Ire-

land (+27%). In all of

the ten new EU Member

States labour produc-

tivity was below the EU

mean. lt 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 an p. 56).

am
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Fig. 6.3: Labour productivity 2005
GDP in PPS per person employed (EU-25=100)
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1) 2006.

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%ofGDP in Estonia

and 25.5 % in Latsia. 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-

150	 200	
creasingly mobile, as the

world's economy reach-

es an euer 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 indicatorwhen measuringthe 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 lt 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

As a percentage of GDP

Public investment 2005
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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

accountedfor25%of GDP (2003). However, in mon-

etaryvalue terms, Germanywas 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

euro) and France (430.4 billion euro).

In all countries except the United Kingdom the ma-

jority offoreign 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 735/  came from with-

in the EU. 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 example, investors from
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Tab. 6.1: Foreign direct investment stocks

Inward

2004`)

FDI FDI abroad

meant that the Netherlands were

clearly ahead ofthe second-ranked

United Kingdom (54% of GDP). In

MemberStates %ofwhich %ofwhich Germanythe corresponding propor-
bn EUR from

EU-25

bn EUR in the

EU-25 tion was 27% of GDP (2003).

Denmark 2° ............. 70.3 55.5 72.6 55.0 In absolute terms, the table was
Germany ............... 530.7 73.0 588.6 60.9 headed by the United Kingdom: UK

Estonia	 ............... 7.4 85.2 1.0 92.4 foreign direct investment stocks

Finland	 ............... 40.1 90.6 59.1 72.9 abroad amounted to 931.6 billion

France	 ................ 430.4 74.1 599.7 62.4
euro. Investors from France spent

599.7 billion euro abroad, followed
Greece° ............... 17.8 82.2 9.8 56.2

by Germany with 588.6 billion euro
Ireland	 ............... 171.8 71.5 77.1 60.5

(2003). The Sums invested by the
Italy	 .................. 162.0 72.1 205.9 75.0 new Central and Eastern European
Latvia ................. 3.4 66.0 0.2 41.1 Member States were still compara-

Lithuania	 ............. 4.7 76.3 0.3 71.9 tively Small in relation to the EU av-

Netherlands	 .......... 358.8 59.6 443.6 54.5
erage. For example, Latvia's total

Austria 42.6 72.5 44.3 63.0
foreign direct investment stocks

abroad amounted to merely 0.2 bil-
Poland	 ............... 62.6 85.5 2.4 56.3

lion euro or 1.5% of GDP in 2004.
Slovakia	 .............. 11.6 90.2 0.4 77.9

Slovenia	 .............. 5.6 74.0 2.2 30.5 EU countries were the favoured

Spain	 ................ 279.4 72.0 267.8 52.1 destinations of inward FDI and FDI

Czech Republic	 ........ 41.4 878 2.9 71 . 4
abroad: For instance, German direct

Hun agry............•• 45.2 68.8 4.3 60.8
investment stocks abroad arnount-

ed to 588.6 billion euro, of which
United Kingdom ........ 519.9 45.5 931.6 53.0

EU countries accounted for 61 % or
Cyprus	 ............... 6.3 51.4 - 2.1

- 358.7 billion euro (2003).

1) No dato available for Belgium, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and Sweden. 	 All in all, non-EU countries played a
2) 2003.

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	 ed States of America with stocks amountingto 772.7

investors from EU countries invested a total of 10.4 	 billion euro. In return, EU investors held stocks of

billion euro (90%).	 731.3 billion euro in the United States, makingthis

the most popular non-EU country for direct invest-

The largest Investor in foreign countries of all EU 	 ment.

States, when set in relation to GDP, was the Nether-

lands. Here outward FDI stocks - also known as FDI

abroad - accounted for 91 % of GDP in 2004. This
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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 concerned, even out-

performing the United States of America.

In 2005 as a whole, the EU-25 exported goods worth

1 070.8 billion euro into non -EU countries and im-

ported goods amounting to 1176.5 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

729.5 billion euro and imported goods worth 1226.2

billion euro in 2004, recorded a significantly larger

trade balance deficit than the EU-25.

Fig. 6.5: Development of EU trade
Expressed in bn euro
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Asymmetry in external 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 rase in practice. Even though external trade statistics in the EU coun-

tries haue already been harmonised to a large extent, it has so far not been possible to fully eliminate certain sources

of 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 transpor-

tation of goods intended for further processing. Another source of error is the process of imputation whenever data is

missing due to non-response or due to the fast that certain businesses fall below the given reporting threshold. The

methods and quality standards used by MemberStates in such cases vary considerably. This in turn leads to the asym-

metry of import and export figures oben observed in external trade statistics.
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Fig. 6.6: Balance of trade 2005
Total of intra-EU and extra-EU trade in bn euro
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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 euro).

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

more geared towards the

Single European Mar-

ket: In the Czech Repub-

lic, for instance, more

than 80% of total Im-

ports came from mithin

the EU.

Germany was not only

European export cham-

pion, but the leading ex-

port nation worldwide.

In 2005, "made in Ger-

many" was more popu-

lar than euer: All in all,

goods worth 780.2 bil-

lion euro were exported

into the EU and all other

parts of the world. The

most important export

goods included motor

0 120 bn EUR vehicles, spare parts of

motorvehicles as well 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 an 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 an
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

Intra-EU Imports as a percentage of total imports Intra-EU exports as a percentage of total exports
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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 higherthan 60% of GDP. 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, mithin 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 haue led to very dif-

ferent results so Rar: In 2005, tour of the twelve euro

area countries (Portugal, Greece, Italy and Germany)

did not adhere to the 30/  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 forthe fourth year in suc-

cession. However, Tour 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 haue notyet introduced the euro or haue

temporarily decided against the common currency,
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Striving for stability

Whilst national governments are responsible for con-

trolling public finance in the EU MemberStates, price

stability is monitored bythe European Central Bank

(ECB) and the European System of Central Banks

(ESCB). The primary objective of the ECB's monetary

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.

In 2005, inflation rates were above 2% in eight euro

area countries (see also chapter an "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 Netherlands (1.5%).

Among 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 over 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.

Fig. 6.10: Inflation rate 2005
Percentage change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP)
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7 Energy and sustainable growth

Energy: Is the future fossil-free?

Virtually all aspects of modern-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 haue 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 in 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

energy requirements dur-

ing the same period: The

largest reductions were

reported by Estonia and

Luxembourg, where ener-

gy consumption dropped

to as little as 60% and

64% compared to 1994

levels. Germany regis-

tered a decline in energy

use of one percent during

the same period.

Irrespective of actual en-

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 efficiencywas registered, for example, in some of

the new EU MemberStates 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

consumers differed considerably 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-

?67
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Fig. 7.1: Energy consumption of industrial sector
Percentage change from 1994 to 2004
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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 an the

national energy markets.

2007 has been set as 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-

Enerv and sustainable growth

Fig. 7.2: Energy intensity of the economy 2004
(1994=100)
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tricity tariffs were above

the 7.8 cent EU aver-

EU -25: 89 age. The rate of 8.7 cent

per kWh meant Germany

had the fourth highest in-

n 	 dustrial electricity prices
•
	 in the EU (see table 7.1

an p. 68).
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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.

Fig. 7.3: Market share of the (argest generator in the electricity market 2004 :)
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Tab. 7.1: Electricity prices as of i st January 2006

(excluding tax)

Industrial Domestic

Member State consumers consumers

cent per kWh

Cyprus	 ................ 11.1 12.3

Ireland	 ................ 10.0 12.9

Italy	 ................... 9.3 15.5

8.7 13.7

Netherlands	 ............ 8.6 12.1

Luxembourg ............ 8.5 13.9

Belg)um	 ............... 8.3 11.2

Germany	 ...............

Portugal	 ............... 8.2 13.4

United Kingdom ......... 8.0 9.7

EU-25	 ................. 7.8 10.9

Slovakia	 ............... 7.7 12.2

Hungary ................ 7.5 9.0

Czech Republic	 ......... 7.3 8.3

Denmark ............... 7.2 10.0

Sp ain	 ................. 7.2 9.4

Malta	 ................. 7.1 9.0

Greece	 ................ 6.7 6.4

Austria	 ................ 6.5 8.9

Slovenia	 ............... 6.5 8.7

Sweden	 ............... 5.9 8.8

Poland	 ................ 5.4 9.2

France	 ................. 5.3 9.1

Finland	 ................ 5.2 8.1

Estonia	 ................ 5.1 6.2

Lithuania	 .............. 5.0 6.1

Latvia .................. 4.1 7.0

ed 50% in as many as 14 EU Member States. Mo-

nopolists still controlled the markets in Malta and

Cyprus. By comparison, the liberalisation ofthe 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 oil 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 EU

countries - including Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Aus-

tria, Poland and Portugal - did not use atornic en-

ergy at all, other countries such as Lithuania (43 %),

France (42 %) and Sweden (38 %) relied quite heavily

an this resource to meet domestic energy dernands.

In Germany nuclear energy covered l20 of gross

domestic consumption. As stipulated by an amend-

ment to the Atomic 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: )

Member State

Percentage of gross

domestic energy

consumption

Lithuania	 .................. 42.6

France	 ..................... 42.2

Sweden	 ................... 37.6

Slovakia	 ................... 24.2

Belgium	 ................... 22.3

Slovenia	 ................... 19.8

Czech Republic	 ............. 15.6

Finland	 .................... 15.5

EU-25	 ..................... 14.6

Germany	 .................. 12.4

Hungary	 ................... 11.7

Spain	 ..................... 11.7

United Kingdom ............. 8.9

Netherlands	 ................ 1.2

1) Na nuclear energy in Austria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, Ireland,

Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, 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 eriergy in

2004. All other EU Member States depended an 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, whilsttheir consumption also has an adverse

effect an the environment: The combustion process

releases the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide (CO 2 ),

which - when discharged into the atmosphere - con-

tributes to global warming. A further problerrl is that

high oil prices have a significant impact an the tost
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Fig. 7.4: Gross energy consumption by origin in the EU-25 2004

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-

gy, geothermal power

stations and on bio-

mass or waste combus-

tion basis.

In its Directive 2001/77/

EC an "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 —
60 %	 the country with highest

share of electricity from
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renewable energy sources - is expected to increase

its proportion from 59% in 2004 to 78 % by the year

2010. In Germany, where renewables are publicly

funded in accordance with the Renewable Energy

Sources Act, the respective share of gross electrici-

ty consumption has risen from 4% in 1994 to 10%

in 2004 and is due to reach the 12.56 target set for

2010 in the near future.

Environment: In a heated atmosphere

The earth's climate has changed significantly over

the past decades as a result of global warming. How-

ever, the future potential implications of this proc-

ess are difficult to gauge globally: a number of cli-

mate researchers believe it will lead to a change in

agricultural farming, water supply, the distribution

of Flora and fauna populations and to an increased

risk of natural catastrophes.

In orderto stop this process, a lange numberof states

haue so far ratified the "Kyoto Protocol", which lays

down binding objectives in terms of global climate

protection. Underthis agreementthe EU has pledged

that it will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 8%

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.

Tab. 7.3: Kyoto Protocol:
Greenhouse gas emissions

Percentage change an Kyoto

base year (1990/1995)

Member State

Targetfor	
Change

2	
achieved by

008 to 2012 
2003

Lithuania	 .............. - 8.0 - 66.2

Latvia	 ................. - 8.0 - 58.5

Estonia	 ................ - 8.0 - 50.8

Poland	 ................ - 6.0 - 32.1

Hungary	 ............... - 6.0 - 31.9

Slovakia	 ............... - 8.0 - 28.2

Czech Republic	 ......... - 8.0 - 24.3

Germany	 .............. -21.0 - 18.5

United Kingdom ......... - 12.5 - 13.3

Luxembourg ............ - 28.0 - 11.5

Sweden ................ 4.0 - 2.4

France	 ................. 0.0 - 1.9

Slovenia	 ............... - 8.0 - 1.9

Belgium	 ............... - 7.5 0.6

Netherlands............ - 6.0 0.8

Denmark ............... - 21.0 6.3

Italy	 ................... - 6.5 11.6

Austria	 ................ - 13.0 16.6

Finland	 ................ 0.0 21.5

Greece	 ................ 25.0 23.2

Ireland	 ................ 13.0 25.2

Malta	 ................. - 29.1

Portugal	 ............... 27.0 36.7

Spain	 ................. 15.0 40.6

Cyprus	 ................ - 52.8

Kyoto Protocol: Committed to combatting climate change

By adoptingthe Kyoto Protocol, the international community of states agreed to accept binding targets in orderto Fight

global climate change. By agreeing to the protocol in 1998, the EU committed itself to reducing greenhouse gas emis-

sions by 8% 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 euch 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

of the ten Member States that joined the EU in 2004 chose to adopt different reduction targets and different base years

- an option foreseen by the Kyoto Protocol. Cyprus and Malta haue 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

Eastern Europe. In Lithuania, for example, total emis-

sions feil by 66.2%. Similar reductions were report-

ed in the two other Baltic States, Latvia (— 58.5 %)

and Estonia (— 50.8 %). Bot 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-	 Fig. 7.6: Index of frei

tiations.	
1995=100:

Traffic takes its toll

The transport sector was

one of the major causes

of air pollution in 2003,

responsible for 19.3 % of

all greenhouse gas emis-

sions. Efforts to reduce

emissions in this sec-

tor have failed in recent

years: In 2003, EU trans-

port sector emissions

were up 16.6% an 1993

levels. In Luxembourg

and the Czech Repub-

lic traffic-related emis-

sions rose by more than

80%, whilst Ireland re-

ported an increase in ex-

cess of 100%. The only

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 Lisboa Strategy, which plac-

es great emphasis an the idea of sustainability and

seeks to 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 vol-

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

ght transport volume relative to GDP 2004

EU -25: 105

,
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development was accompanied by disproportionate

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 GDP, 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 an

supplying consumers with food at low prices and

guaranteeing farmers an acceptable 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	 Fig. 7.7: Average size

years ago reforms were	
Agricultural an

introduced aiming to re
czech Republic

duce the ever increasing	 United Kingdom

agricultural budget. Now-	 Genmark

adays direct payments	
Luxembourg

Sweden

that are independent of	 France

the amount produced	
Germany
Ireland

are expected to enhance 	 Finland

a market-oriented style of 	
Slovakia

Belgium
production that complies	 Netherlands	 ,

to fixed quality standards	
Spain

Estonia

and environmental pro-	 Austria

tection requirements.	 Latvia

area of 156 million ha. France (18%), 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 farmswere 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

holdings 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

of agricultural holdings 2003
ea per holding in ha

EU-25: 16 ha

. j

iJ
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^^^
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p
ti

In 2003 the number of Hungary

agricultural holdings in
Greece

cyprus •3
the EU-25 amounted to Malta 1

9.9 million. In total they	 o	 20	 St

cultivated an agricultural
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Greece (5 ha), Poland and Italy (7 ha each) were share of total imports in Malta (11.8%), Denmark

well below the average EU farm acreage of 16 ha. In (11.4 %) and Cyprus (11.2 %). As far as trade with

Germany the average agricultural area increased by non-EU countries is concerned, the EU was a net im-

13% from 36 ha in 2000 to 41 ha in 2003. porter of agricultural produce in 2005: the 25 Mem-

ber States together imported food, beverages and

In the past few years the number of agricultural tobacco worth 62.3 billion euro, whereas exports

holdings has decreased in all EU countries except amounted to 52.7 billion euro.

Greece and the United Kingdom. Nevertheless, the

total agricultural area has remained almost con- Cultivating the organic Option

stant, i.e. there has been a continuous structural Given the rise in consumer awareness in relation

change towards larger farms. Possible explanations to nutrition and the environment, the market for or-

include the lacking profitability of small farms, the ganic foodstuffs is gaining ground across the EU.

more wide-spread availability of alternative income The main aim of organic farming is the sustainabil-

sources and a shortage of young

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

Import	 1	 Export

The rote that agriculture plays in

the external trade of EU Mem- Memberstate
bn EUR

ln%of all
bnEUR

In%of all

ber States varies considerably. Imports exports

In 2005, the largest exporter of

agricultural goods among the Greece	 ................ 4.6 10.6 2.6 18.7

25 EU countrles was the Neth-
Denmark	 ............... 6.9 11.4 12.0 17.4

erlands, exporting goods worth
cyprus	 ................ 0.6 11.2 0.2 16.1

40.5 billion euro. Other large ex-
Spain	 .................
Netherlands	 ............

19.0

24.0

8.5

8.3

19.4

40.5

12.9

12.5

porters were France (36.7 bil- Lithuania	 .............. 0.9 76 1.1 12.0

lion euro) and Germany (33.5 Latvia	 ................ 0.7 10.6 0.5 11.1

billion euro). However, if meas- France	 ................. 28.3 7.1 36.7 9.9

ured as a proportion of total ex- Poland ................. 4.7 5.8 6.7 9.3

ports, the trade in food, bev- Ireland	 ................ 4.3 79 7.4 8.4

erages and tobacco was most
Belgium	 ............... 18.1 7.1 21.3 79

important to Greece (18.7%),
Portugal	 ............... 5.1 10.5 2.4 7.8

Denmark (17.4%) and Cyprus
Estonia	 ................
Hut ag	 ry	 ...............

0.6

2.1

7.6

3.9

0.4

3.1

6.8

6.1

(16.1 %). Italy	 ................... 24.1 7.9 18.0 6.1

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- EU-25	 ................. 62.3 5.3 52.7 4.9

lion euro making it the EU's lang- Luxembourg ............ 1.4 8.3 0.7 4.7

est importer of such products. Germany	 .............. 41.6 6.7 33.5 4.3

The United Kingdom and France
Slovakia	 ............... 1.6 5.5 1.0 3.9

imported goods worth 33.8 bil-
Czech Republic	 ......... 3.2 5.1 2.4 3.8

lion and 28.3 billion euro, re-
Sweden ................
Malta	 .................

6.5

0.3

73

11.8

3.6

0.1

3.4

3.3

spectively. However, agricultur- Slovenia	 ............... 1.0 6.1 0.5 3.2

al products achieved the highest Finland	 ................ 2.3 4.9 0.9 1.7
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Energv and sust ainable growt'

ity of production methods. The EU has issued bind-

ing guidelines to ensure certain Standards are met.

In its "European Action Plan for Organic Fond and

Farming" of June 2004, the EU laid down 21 steps to

promote the development of organic farming. lt 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 byfarthe 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

to organic 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:

2 %) practised organic farming an almost 4 % 1.2000:

3 %) of the total agricultural area in 2003. Follow-

ing the three Scandinavian EU countries and F:ustria

this put Germany in fifth position in terms of organic

farms. In terms of the agricultural area assigied to

organic holdings Germany ranked ninth.

MemberState
Agricultural holdings Agricultural area

Holdings	 % of total ha % of total

Sweden	 ............... 15 040 22.2 763 900 24.4

Austria	 ................ 17 880 10.3 381 440 11.7

Finland	 ................ 4 280 5.7 146 510 6.5

Denmark ............... 2 600 5.3 164 520 6.2

Germany	 .............. 11 420 2.8 630 270 3.7

Italy	 ................... 38 470 2.0 754 430 5.8

Luxembourg ............ 40 1.6 2 110 1.6

France	 ................. 8 610 1.4 486 650 1.8

Netherlands	 ............ 1 140 1.3 66 560 3.3

Czech Republic	 ......... 510 1.1 205 310 5.7

United Kingdom ......... 2 750 1.0 516 000 3.2

Belgium	 ............... 530 1.0 23 190 1.7

Greece	 ................ 7 550 0.9 88 650 2.2

Spain	 ................. 10 270 0.9 696 720 2.8

Estonia	 ................ 280 0.8 24 260 3.0

Ireland	 ................ 780 0.6 23 000 0.5

Latvia	 ................. 650 0.5 23 580 1.6

Portugal	 ............... 900 0.3 141 890 3.8

Cyprus	 ................ 100 0.2 560 0.4

Hungary ................ 800 0.1 158 040 3.6

Lithuania	 .............. 240 0.1 21 740 0.9

Slovakia	 ...............

1) No data available for Malta, Poland

60

and Slovenia.

0.1 84120 3.9
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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 progress towards 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 [ist 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.1.1 lists all 14 short List indicators forthe 25 EU MemberStates 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.1.2 is a summary of all statistical indicators featured in this publication highlighting Germany's posi-

tion on an EU scale (rankx of 25 Member States or less if data is not available for certain countries).

Data such as total population or import and export figures haue been included in order to convey an idea of a

country's size and overall economic importance. Variables that measure Member State performance are pre-

sented in relation to standardised reference parameters — forexample, 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 Romania on Ist )anuary 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 All presents all statistical indicators included in this report for

the two new EU Member States — Bulgaria and Romania (subject to data availability).
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Annex: Data tabtes

Tab. A.1.1: Structural indicators (short List), data extraction: September 2006

At risk of poverty rate
Youth educational

Gross domestic

alter sociat transfers:
attainment: Percentage

expenditure an

Percentage of persons
of 20 to 24-year-olds

research and Employment rate (%)

Rank with income <60% of
having completed at

development

median income
least upper secondary

(as /° of GDP)%
education

2004 (*2003, **2000) 2005 2004 (*2003) 2005

1 CZ 8* SK 91.5 SE 3.7 DK 75.9

2 51	 10* SI 90.6 FI	 3.5 NL 73.2

3 DK 11 CZ 90.3 DK 2.6 2) SE 72.5

4 LU 11 PL 90.0 DE 2.5 3)	 '	 UK 71.7

5 FI	 11 SE 87.8 AT 2.3 3) AT 68.6

6 SE 11 IE 86.1 z) FR 2.20 CY 68.5

7 HU 12* AT 85.9 CO	 2.0 2) FI 68.4

8 NL 12*z ) LT 85.2 BE 1.9 2)
..............

IE 67.6

9 AT 13 FI 84.8 UK 1.8 31 PT 67.5

10 FR 14 GR 84.0 NL	 1.8 2) SI 66.0

11 BE 15 HU 83.3 SI	 1.5* DE 65.4

12 CY 15* FR 82.8 CZ 1.3 CZ 64.8

13 LT 15* LV 81.8 IE	 1.2 2) EE 64.4
.......................

14 MT 15**
..........

EE 80.9 IT	 1.1* LU 63.6

15 DE 16 CY 80.7 ES 1.1 LV 63.3

16 LV 16* BE 80.3 EE	 1.0 2) ES 63.3

17 PL 17* UK 77.1 PT 1.0 3) FR 63.1

18 EE 18* DK 76.0 HU 0.9 LT 62.6

19 UK 18* NL 74.6 LT 0.8 BE 61.1

20 IT 19 IT 72.9 GR 0.6 2) GR 60.1

21 GR 20 LU	 71.1 PL 0.6 SK 57.7

22 ES 20 DE 71.0 SK 0.5 IT 57.6

23 IE	 21 ES 61.3 LV 0.4 HU 56.9

24 PT 21 PT 48.4 CY 0.4 2) MT 53.9

25 SK 21 31 MT 48.1 MT 0.3 PL 52.8

EU-25

1) Forecast.	 2) Provisional

AT - Austria

BE - Belgium

CY - Cyprus

CZ - Czech Republic

DE - Germany

	

CO	 16 4)

	vaIue.	 3) Estimated

DK - Denmark

EE - Estonia

ES - Spain

FI - Finland

FR - France

CO 76.9

value.	 4) Eurontat estimate.

GR - Greece

HU - Hungary

IE - Ireland

IT - Italy

LT - Lithuania

CO	 1.9 4)

5) Revised value.

LU - Luxembourg

LV - Latvia

MT - Malta

NL - Netherlands

PT - Portugal

EU 63.8

• • e Value for EU-25

PL - Poland

SE - Sweden

SI - Slovenia

SK - Slovakia

UK - United Kingdom
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.1.1: Structural indicators (short List), data extraction: September 2006

Dispersion of regional
Gross domestic product

Employment rate of
Long-term employment raten:

(GDP) per capita in

Rank
olderworkers

(55 to 64-year-olds, %)
unemployment rate (%) ffiVariation coecient

purchasing power

Standards (PPS)
across regions

(EU-25=100)

2005 2004 2005

1 SE 69.4 UK 1.0 NL 2.3 LU	 247.4 1)

2 DK 59.5 DK 1.1 AT 3.5 IE	 137.6 1)

3 UK 56.9 CY 1.2 PT 3.5 DK 124.3

4 EE 56.1 LU	 1.2 GR 4.1 NL 124.2

5 FI	 52.7 SE	 0.201 SE 4.4 AT 122.5

6 IE	 51.6 AT 1.3 FI	 5.5 BE 117.6

7 CY 50.6 IE	 1.5 CZ 5.6 UK 116.6 1)

8 PT 50.5 NL 1.9 UK 5.8 SE 114.5

9 LV 49.5 ES 2.2 DE 6.2 FI	 113.4

10 LT 49.2 FI	 2.2 PL 6.4 DE 109.3

11 NL 46.1 SI	 3.1 FR 7.1 FR 108.8

12 DE 45.4 HU 3.2 BE 8.7 IT 102.6

13 CZ 44.5 MT 3.4 ES 8.7 •••••• ES 98.6

14 ES 43.1 PT 3.7 5K 9.0 CY 83.3

15

.......	 71U ....	 .....................

GR 41.6 FR 3.9 HU 9.4
................

GR 82.0
.

16 FR 37.9 IT 3.9 IT 15.6 51	 79.8

17 HU 33.0 LV 4.1 CZ 72.9

18 AT 31.8 CZ 4.2 PT 71.2 1 )

19 BE 31.8 EE 4.2 MT 69.2

20 LU 31.7 LT 4.3 HU 60.8

21 IT 31.4 BE 4.4 EE 57.3

22 MT 30.8 DE 5.0 SK 55.0

23 51	 30.7 GR 5.1 LT 52.0

24 SK 30.3 PL 10.2 PL 49.8

25 PL 27.2 SK 11.7 LV 47.2

EU-25

1) Forecast.	 2) Provisional

AT - Austria

BE - Belgium

CY - Cyprus

CZ - Czech Republic

DE - Germane

EU 42.5 EU 3.9

4) Eurostat estimate.

- Greece

- Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Lithuania

EU 12.2

5) Revised value.

LU - Luxembourg

LV - Latvia

MT - Malta

NL - Netherlands

PT - Portugal

EU 100.0

• • . Value ton EU-25

PL - Poland

SE - Sweden

SI - Slovenia

SK - Slovakia

UK - United Kingdom

value.	 3) Estimated value.

DK - Denmark	 GR

EE - Estonia	 HU

ES - Spain	 IE -
FI - Finland	 IT -
FR - France	 LT -
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Annex: Data t lps

Tab. A.1.1: Structural indicators (short List), data extraction: September 2006

Labour productivity:
Comparative price

Energy intensity of :he

economy: Inland energy
GDP per person Business investment

levels consumption in relation to

Rank employed in PPS (as % of GDP)
(EU-25=100) 

2)

GDP (kg oil equivalert per
(EU-25=100) 1000 euro)

2005 (*2006) 2004 2005 2004

1 LU 160.9 EE 28.4 LT 54.7 DK 120

2 BE 128.0 LV 25.5 LV 56.8 AT 146

3 IE 127.4 ES 24.6 SK 57.6 IE	 157

4 FR 119.1 CO 21.9 CZ 57.8 DE 159

5 AT 109.9* 0 SK 21.7 PL 59.6 FR 185

6 FI	 108.4 SI	 21.3 HU 63.6 IT 189

7 IT 108.1 GR 21.1 EE 64.2 LU 194

8 NL 107.8 IE	 21.0 MT 74.0 NL 203
.......................

9 UK 106.6 AT 19.8 SI 76.4 OK 207

10 DK 105.8 HU 19.3 PT 85.2 BE 208

11 SE 104.4 PT 19.2 GR 87.8 SE 218

12 DE 101.5
.............	 .....

LT 18.5 ES 90.0 ES 223

13 GR 98.5 31 IT 18.1 CY 94.3
...................

PT 240

14 ES 97.3 DK 18.0 IT 102.6 GR 240

15 MT 80.5 BE 17.3
.....................

AT 102.9 CY 262

16 Si 76.9 NL 16.0 DE 104.1 FI	 272

17 CY 75.6 DE 16.0 BE 104.3 MT 292

18 HU 69.8 FR 15.9 UK 104.9 SI 329

19 CZ 65.9 LU	 15.7 NL 105.2 HU 534

20 PT 65.5 1) MT 15.7 LU 107.0 PL 597

21 PL 63.0 FI	 15.4 FR 108.5 LV 696

22 SK 62.1 CY 15.2 SE 120.6 CZ 852

23 EE 58.6 UK 14.8 FI	 122.0 SK 854

24 LT 53.2 PL 14.6 IE	 123.4 LT 1 136

25 LV 46.3 SE 13.0 DK 135.8 EE 1 140

EU-25
	

EU 100.0	 EU 17.1	 EU 100.0
	

EU 205

+ • • Value for EU 25

PL - Poland

SE - Sweden

SI - Slovenia

SK - Slovakia

UK - United Kingdom
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Tab. A.1.1: Structural indicators (short List), data extraction: September 2006

Rank

Greenhouse gas emissions

(1990/1995=100)

Volume of freight

transport relative to GDP

(1995=100)

2003 2004

1 LT 33.8 SK 47.4

2 LV 41.5 CY 76.5

3 EE 49.2 UK 84.3 2)

4 PL 67.9 DK 86.8

5 HU 68.1 SE 89.2 5 )

6 SK 71.8 BE 89.7

7 CZ 75.7 PL 90.3

8 DE 81.5 FI	 91.3

9 UK 86.7 HU 91.9

10 LU 88.5
.....................

FR 92.8

11 SE 97.6 CZ 93.3

12 SI	 98.1 SI	 101.1

13 FR 98.1 IT 104.4 3)
.....................

14 BE 100.6 LU 104.8

15 NL 100.8 NL	 105.5

16 DK 106.3  DE 107.5

17 IT 111.6 LT 116.2

18 AT 116.6 AT 117.0

19 FI	 121.5 LV 129.3

20 GR 123.2 IE	 147.5

21 IE	 125.2 ES 151.4

22 MT 129.1 PT 165.9

23 PT 136.7 EE 167.9

24 ES 140.6

25 CY 152.8

EU-25 EU 92.0 EU 104.7 4)
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Annex: Data tables

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

Topic Year
11

EU-25 Germany	
Rank

Germany

Population (rar) 2005 461.3 82.5 1 (25)

Population density (inhabitants/km 2) 2004
(ES, EU-25, FR, UK:

118 231 5 (25)

Total fertility rate: Children per woman

2003)

2004 1.37 14 (25)

Average life expectancy of a newborn girl 2004 81.4 6 (25)

Average life expectancy of a newborn boy 2004 75.7 7 (25)

Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2004 18.0 24 (25)T

Natural population change (live births minus deaths) (1000) 2004 475.4 — 112.7 25 (25)

Net migration: Difference between inflow and outflow (1000) 2004 1849.5 81.8 5 (25)

Population projection for 2050 compared to 2005 (change in °70) 2005 — 1.9 — 9.6 18)25)

Consumption

Average gross annual earnings in industry and Services (in PPS) 2004
(DK, FR, GR: 2003)

38432 2 (18)

Inflation rate: Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) 2005 2.2 1.9 6 (25)T

Poverty

Distribution of income: Proportion of the total income of the "richest" 2004 4.801 4.4 13 (24)t

20'!, of the population to the total income of the "poorest" 20'!, (CY, CZ, EE, Hu, LT,
LV, PL, SI, UK: 2003)

At risk of poverty rate after social transfers: Percentage of persons with 2004 1601 16 14 (24)T

income <60'!< ot  median income (CY,CZ,EE,HU,LT,
LV, NL, PL, SI, UK:

2003)

Monetary risk of poverty threshold for a household wich two adults and 2004 1620001 19 300 6)24)
two children aged under 14 (in PPS) (CY, CZ, EE, HU, LT,

LV, PL, SI, UK: 2003)

Social protection expenditure (an % of GDP) 2003
(CY: 2002)

26.901 29.1 3) 4 (25)

Public health

Health expenditure (as % of GDP) OECD 2004
(BE, SK: 2003)

10.6 1 (19)

Health expenditure (in US-dollar PPP per inhabitant) OECD 2004
(BE, SK: 2003)

3 040 6(19)

Hospital beds per 100000 inhabitants 2003
(ES, LU, PT, SI: 2002)

874 2 (23)

Infant mortality per 1000 live births 2004 4.1 10 (24)T

Cause of death: Diseases of the circulatory system (in °70 of all causes of 2003 46.3 15 (23)1
death) (IT: 2002, DK,

SK: 2001)

Cause of death: Cancer (in % of all causes of death) 2003
(IT: 2002, DK,

SK: 2001)

24.5 12(23)1

1) Eurostat estimate.	 . = No data available. OECD = Data source: Organisation for

2) Estimated value.	 T = Ranked in ascending order. Economic Co-operation and

3) Provisional value. Development (OECD).
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Annex: Da ta tab(es

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

ii
Topic	 Year	 EU-25	 Germany	

Rank
q	 rj	 Germany

Edcuation

Total public expenditure on education (as % of GDP)

Youth educational attainment level: 20 to 24-year-olds having completed

at least upper secondary level education (%)

Graduates in mathematics, science and technology (as a % of all fields)

Lifelong learning: Persons aged 25 to 64 participating in education and

training in the four weeks prior to the survey (%)

Research

Expenditure on research and development (as % of GDP)

European high-technology patents (per million inhabitants)

Information society

Internet access in households with at least one person under

theageof75(%)

Internet access in enterprises with ten or more Full-time employees (%)

Individuals who access Internet on average at least once a week (%)

Enterprises with ten or more full-time employees having received orders

online (%)

Individuals having ordered/bought goods or services for private use Quer

the Internet (%)

e-Government: Online availability of 20 basic public services (%)

Employment rate (%)

Employment rate of 55 to 64-year-olds (%)

Fernale employment rate (%)

Average number of hours worked per week (lull-time employees)

Hourly labour costs in industry and services (in EUR)

Unemployment rate (%)

Long-term unemployment rate (%)

Male unemployment rate (%)

Female unemployment rate (%)

Youth unemployment rate (aged 25 and under, %)

1) Eurostat estimate.	 . = No data available.

2) Estimated value.	 T = Ranked in ascending order.

2004
(BE: 2003)

4.0 23 (25)

2005 76.9 71.0 22 (25)

2004 23.61 26.9 6)21)

2005 11.0 8.2 11 (25)

2004
(IT, SI: 2003)

1.9 11 2.5 2) 4 (25)

2003
(LV, UK: 2002)

21.5 5 (24)

2005 48 62

2005 91 94

2005 43 54

2004 12 16

Q1/2005 18 32

2006 50 47

2005 63.8 65.4

2005 42.5 45.4

2005 56.3 59.6

2005 42.0 41.6

2004
(GR, LV, SE, SI: 2003)

21.22 26.22

2005 8.8 9.5

2005 3.9 5.0

2005 7.9 8.9

2005 9.9 10.3

2005 18.6 15.0

5 (24)

7 (24)

5 (24)

6(24)

3(23)

16(25)

11 (25)

12 (25)

10 (25)

11 (25)

8(24)

21(25)?

22 (25)1

22 (25)T

20 (25)T

9 (25)T
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Annex: Data tables

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

Topic I.Year
EU-25 Germany

Rank
Germany

Gross domestic product (GDP)

GDP per capita in PPS (EU-25=100) 2005 100.0 109.3 10(25)

Change of real GDP an previous year)%) 2005 1.7 0.9 23 (25)

Labour productivity: GDP in PPS per person employed (EU-25=100) 2005
(AT: 2006)

100.0 101.5 12 (25)

Investment

Public investment (as % of GDP) 2005 2.4 1.3 24 (25)

Businessinvestment (as % of GDP) 2004 17.1 16.0 16)25)

Inward foreign direct investment stocks (bn EUR) 2004
(AT, DE, DK, GR: 2003)

530.7 1 (20)

Foreign direct investment stocks abroad (bn EUR) 2004
(AT, DE, DK, GR: 2003)

588.6 3 (20)

External trade

Balance of trade (bn EUR) 2005 — 105.8 158.0 1 (25)

Intra-EU imports as a % of total imports 2005 63.8 64.0 19)25)

Intra-EU exports as a % of total exports 2005 66.7 63.4 17 (25)

Public finance and prices

Public deficit/surplus (as % of GDP) 2005 — 2.3 — 3.3 20)25)

Public debt (as % of GDP) 2005 63.4 67.7 20(25)1

Inflation rate: Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices (HICP, %) 2005 2.2 1.9 6)25)1

i

Energy

Energy consumption of industrial sector (percentage change an 1994) 2004 8 — 1 9 (25)T

Energy intensity of the economy (1994=100) 2004 89 90 10(25(1

Electricity prices for domestic consumers (excl. tax, cent per kWh) January 2006 10.9 13.7 23 (25)1

Electricity prices for industrial consumers (excl. tax, cent per kWh) January 2006 7.8 8.7 22 (25)1

Market share of the largest generator in the electricity market (%) 2004 • 32 4 (23)1

Nuclear power as a percentage of gross domestic energy consumption 2004 14.6 12.4 9)25)

Renewable electricity as a percentage of gross electricity consumption 2004 14 10 12 (25)

= Na data available.

T= Ranked in ascending order.
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Annex: Data tables

Tab. A.I.2: All statistical indicators featured in this report, data extraction: September 2006___________Topic Year EU-25	 Germany	
Germany

Environment

Greenhouse gas emissions: Percentage change an Kyoto base year 2003 — 18.5 8 (25)1
(1990/1995) (%)

Index of freight transport volume relative to GDP (1995=100) 2004 105 1) 	108 16 (23)1

Agriculture

Average size of agricultural holdings (in ha) 2003 16	 41 7)25)

Import of food, beverages and tobacco (in % of all imports) 2005 5.3	 6.7 10(25)

Export of food, beverages and tobacco (in % of all exports) 2005 4.9	 4.3 19 (25)

Organic agricultural holdings as a percentage of all agricultural holdings 2003 2.8 5 (22)

Organic agricultural area as a percentage of total agricultural area 2003 3.7 9)22)
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An"" 	 tables

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

r -	 u'	 r
Topic	 Year	 EU-25	 DE	 BG	 RO

Population (mn) 2005 461.3 82.5 7.8 21.7

Population density (inhabitants/km 2) 2004
(EU -25: 2003)

118 231 71 94

Total fertility rate: Children per woman 2004 1.37 1.29 1.29

Average life expectancy of a newborn girl 2004 81.4 76.0 75.1

Average life expectancy of a newborn boy 2004 75.7 68.9 67.7

Percentage of population aged 65 and over 2004 18.0 17.1 14.4

Natural population change (live births minus deaths) (1000) 2004 475.4 - 112.7 - 40.2 - 42.6

Not migration: Difference between inflow and outflow (1000) 2004 1049.5 81.8 --10.1

Population projection for 2050 compared 10 2005 (change in %) 2005 - 1.9 9.6 34.2 20.9

Consumption

Average gross annual earnings in industry and services (in PPS) 2004 38432 4150

Inflation rate: Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 2005 2.2 1.9 5.0 9.1
(HICP) in

Poverty

Distribution of income: Proportion of the total income of the 2004 4.8 1) 4.4 4.0 4.6

"richest" 20% of the population to the total income of the "poorest" (RO:2003)

20%

At risk of poverty rate after social transfers: Percentage of persons 2004 16 1) 16 15 17
with income <60%  of median income (RO: 2003)

Monetary risk of poverty threshold for a household with two adults 2004 16200<1 19 300 4 269 2 344
and two children aged under 14 (in PPS) (RO: 2003)

Socia) protection expenditure (as % of GDP) 2003 26.92) 29.1 3 )

Public health

Health expenditure (as % of GDP) OECD 2004 10.6

Health expenditure (in U5-dollar PPP per inhabitant) <sOR 2004 3040 ,

Hospital beds per 100000 inhabitants 2003

(BG,R0:2002)

874 647 745

Infant mortality per 1000 live births 2004 4.1 11.6 16.8

Lause of death: Diseases of the circulatory system (in °/o of all causes 2003 46.3 67.6 62.1
of death)

Lause of death: Cancer (in % of all causes of death) 2003 24.5 14.0 16.2

1) Eurostat estimate.	 OECD = Data source: Organisation for
2) Estimated value.	 Economic Co-operation and

3) Provisional value. 	 Development (OECD).

. = So data avai)ab)e.
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Annex: Data tables

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

1 1r
Topic Year EU-25 DE BG RO

Edcuation

Total public expenditure an education (as % of GDP) 2004
(R0: 2003)

4.0 3.9

Youth educational attainment level: 20 to 24-year-olds having 2005 76.9 71.0 76.8 75.2

completed at least upper secondary level education (%)

Graduates in mathematics, science and technology (as a % of all 2004 23.61 26.9 21.1 23.6
Fields)

Lifelong learning: Persons aged 25 to 64 participating in education 2005 11.0 8.2 1.1 1.6

and training in the Tourweeks priorto the sunrey (%)

Research

Expenditure an research and development (as % of GDP) 2004 1.90) 2.501 0.5 0.4

European high-technology patents (per million inhabitants) 2003 21.5 0.19 0.03

Information society

Internet access in households with at least one person under the age 2005 48 62 10 6

of 75 (%) (BG, R0: 2004)

Internet access in enterprises with ten or more full-time employees 2005 91 94 62 52
(%) (05, 00: 2004)

Individuals who access Internet an average at least once a week (%) 2005
(BG • R0:2004)

43 54 13 10

Enterprises with ten or more Full-time employees having received 2004 12 16 3

orders online (%) (04:2004)

Individuals having ordered/bought goods or services Tor private use Q1/2005 18 32 1 0

over the Internet (%) 	 (BG, Ro: Q0/2004)

e-Government: Online availability of 20 basic public services (%) 2006 50 47

Employment rate (%) 2005 63.8 65.4 55.8 57.6

Employment rate of 55 to 64-year-olds (%) 2005 42.5 45.4 34.7 39.4

Fernale employment rate (%) 2005 56.3 59.6 51.7 51.5

Average number of hours worked per week (Full-time employees) 2005 42.0 41.6 41.5 41.5

Hourly labour costs in industry and services (in EUR) 2004 21.22 26.22 1.45 1.76

Unemployment rate (%) 2005 8.8 9.5 10.1 7.7

Long-term unemployment rate (%) 2005 3.9 5.0 6.0 4.4

Male unemployment rate (%) 2005 7.9 8.9 10.3 8.3

Fernale unemployment rate (%) 2005 9.9 10.3 9.8 7.6

Youth unemployment rate (aged 25 and under, %) 2005 18.6 15.0 22.4 23.8

1) Eurostat estimate.	 . = No data available.

2) Estimated value.
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Annex: Data tables

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

lw
Topic Year EU-25 DE BG RO

Gross domestic product (GDP)

GDP per capita in PPS (EU-25=100) 2005 100.0 109.3 32.1 34.7

Change of real GDP an previous year (%) 2005 1.7 0.9 5.5 4.1

Labour productivity: GDP in PPS per person employed (EU-25=100) 2005 100.0 101.5 32.9 4) 39.2 4)

Investment

Public Investment (as % of GDP) 2005
(BG:2001,R0:

2.4 1.3 3.5 3.0

Business investment (as % of GDP)

2004)

2004
(R0: 2002)

17.1 16.0 17.7 18.3

Inward foreign direct Investment stocks (bn EUR) 2004
(BG, DE: 2003)

530.7 4.9 15.0

Foreign direct Investment stocks abroad (bn EUR) 2004
(BG, DE: 2003)

588.6 0.04

External trade

Balance of trade (bn EUR) 2005 - 105.8 158.0 - 5.2 - 10.3

Intra-EU imports as a % of total Imports 2005 63.8 64.0 58.3 62.1

Intra-EU exports as a 'Pol  total exports 2005 66.7 63.4 57.2 67.7

Public finance and prices

Public deficit/surplus (as % of GDP) 2005 - 2.3 - 3.3 3.1 0.4

Public debt (as % of GDP) 2005 63.4 67.7 29.9 15.2

Inflation rate: Change of Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 2005 2.2 1.9 5.0 9.1

(HICP, %)

Energy

Energy consumption of industrial sector (percentage change an 1994) 1994 bis 2004 8 - 1 -33 - 20

Energy intensity of the economy (1994=100) 2004 89 90 74 71

Electricity prices for domestic consumers (excl. tax, cent per kWh) January 2006 10.9 13.7 5.5 9.4

Electricity prices for industrial consumers (exc). tax, cent per kWh) January 2006 7.8 8.7 4.6 7.7

Market share of the largest generator in the electricity market (%) 2004
(DE: 2003)

32 32

Nuclear power as a percentage of gross domestic energy consumption 2004 14.6 12.4 23.0 3.6

Renewable electricity as a percentage of gross electricity consumption 2004 14 10 9 30
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inex: Data tahlps

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

Topic	 Year	 EU-25	 DE	 BG	 RO

Environment

Greenhouse gas emissions: Percentage change an Kyoto base year 2003 — 18.5	 — 42.3	 — 38.7

(1990/1995) (%)

Index of freight transport volume relative to GDP 2004 105 1) 108	 39	 100

(1995=100)

Agriculture

Average size of agricultural holdings (in ha) 2003 16 41	 4	 3

Import of food, beverages and tobacco (in % of all imports) 2005 5.3 6.7

Export of food, beverages and tobacco (in % of all exports) 2005 4.9 4.3

Organic agricultural holdings as a percentage of all agricultural 2003 2.8

holdings

Organic agricultural area as a percentage of total agricultural area 2003 3.7

1) Eurostat estimate.

.	 = No data available.
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Guide to European	 stics

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 an the EU and its Member States, it covers

fields rangingfrom 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-

thervisitthe Eurostatwebsite (http://ec.europa.eu/

eurostat) or 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 an the sub-item "Eurost;ot Data-

base". The Eurostat navigation tree with a structure

of folders should now appear. Clickyour way through

these folders, until you reach the level of data tables

marked by the sign Q . Select the specific table you

wish to enter.

Pate, &arbeiten A—mcht Eaww Man Eztras Z

A^e^Se Jhtq^:/M'ww.ees-destat^s.de/en_ndea.php w^drah w Elfics

Federal Stabsfant Office 	 D!! STATISGermany -	 wir Sen. nYt=!n.

EDS European Data Service 1 Latest News

Statistice by Theme	 You are her e N _ ^	 Service

• General and	 Eurostat news releases	
European

Regional Statistics	 Statisticai Data

• Economy	 Support
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'

0401 2007 Flash estimate - December 2006 - Euro area Inflation estimeted at 1 9% 	 Customized Data

• Population, Labour	 ^.°^	 22.12.2006 Ostober 2006 compared to September 2006 - Industrial new ordern down bv 	 Tables

and Social Statistics 	 0 6% in euro area 	 Media Service

• Industry, Trade	
21.12 2006 Estimates for 2006 - EU real agricultural income per worker up by 2 6% 	 Infothek

and Services	 ri F^	 1,	 ein Services increased to 56 9 bn euro in 2005

full view	 Statisties -)y• and F i he	 Choose a theme in the left navigation	 Prod„ets
and Fisheries

• ExternalTrade	 bar and select the Suboption "Eurostar

• Transport	 Database".	
Cataloatiu

ba:nsData• Environment	 ^^`	
Cocabrie s

• 
and Energy	 The publication provides statistical Information an all ma^or demographical aspects in the EU: 	 Classifications

• Science	 Population change, population composition, fertility, mortality, international migration, 	 and Methodology
and Technology	 nu tialit	 p j	 y gpop^rton	 p	 y, Population ro ections and final) re Tonal data	 Geographical Data

sfatisit^	 NeM to the tables, it soncaIHn axplanat0ry texts, graphs and mapn. The paper version includes	 Microdata for
Topic ofthe Month	

a CD-ROM (English(French/Germanj 	 Researchers
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For  more Information click hexe. please
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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 di-

mensions of other statistical variables (for example

age and sex) by ticking the respective boxes. To con-

tinue press "Next".

Trle::.-..^	 xr'f.r=/b.romMi+G.v. ucrnesuwr Fnru (70Qf•1001^^nN^lvla 	 -	 ^	 --
r cleruiey.RINNT!➢P= Ap uf.:¢:.remian r 20W-MA..?0-IM 	 _

^st.p t: Mak. rom ..t.roon	 Srep2 ::rl ^..w: an•1 , ,,:r.^^.:	 _.^._.,i_.^f ,.E O.:.

i ow.r.n, l Iv."°r i - .u, -o ,-: ,,,:	 corcop r.n.^^.: ^.. . .ar.^. Idfl

P CPW	 All=
Penod of time la=amlunl. 	 r CPOI	 Food

5/131	 ImE	 9-4uartaly, m=tIIQntfdy,	 bevaules
d - daily c=cum dated frorn P Cpol l 	 Food
Jartuan'1	 r CPO111	 P,I tarl an1 <L^cal

7,^g	 GEO	 lieopoliöcal ent^	 .-	 `^—•^
declarNC]

Clusw.eon	 Step 1: For each variable (TIME,

1998(COICOP GE0 etc.) select the dimensions

you require by ticking the appro-

Fx.e-n dm.MOn wuamw priate boxes.
Fm mae .opMrv.aed e,lecuon wob, r

®	 pose __	 I	 I	 ! ^JJ

Step 2 — Determine the table axes: You can choose

which variable is to be depicted on the X- ("Xl") and

which on the Y-axis ("Y1"). 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 haue 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.

	rrk: r ,: 	 := r^fnr= xa^.,,,:..x:rycr.,.,f.-o,.,,^.r,p^r.. ROVS•roo/-r^D^r P,w./	 ---
ilvdur^kMSR.NPOlTF'P=rryr oJvpornmirn rf7045•iWt 700T•I00

Vry 1 Make y.:r .el. •.	 O Step :. See rm.v. and , olumn.	 '^-p i Sekce xwrvnw opoc:.

TE« = Paiod of Nue
(Fetmual.	 %1-TA1E
cF9ua,iaty.	 ^^
..r=nlnuud). d=dail}.
c=ctomJarecl froh	 x—k
INIIIifI') 	 ^^5

GEO - UeoPolincal alnn^`	 ^,
(declarvlq)
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In.^e oflmsrn. denenwo.u. you	 i

	

•
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•Er na 	rr 	r ^m pe	
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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 spreadsheet programme

such as Microsoft Excel. In addition, you can choose

whether the table is to include variable codes only

(e.g. "de" for Germany or d`f" for women) or also the

full label of each statistical variable. Complete this

step by choosing the decimal Symbol you prefer and

then dick on "Download" to receive the data. The

popup Blocker in your Internet browser should be

deactivated whilst downloading.

T^k: FFC HI!'V MIL^I=fbaorumd n.^ru qr.wv^mynnt(7P65•I007-!fn/AbrMNWR)
F,.dd...b.l.► own s-as.v a-^. , r floss.	 ^p

	roauc .odc h—	 OStp 3: Selectdmmla.d opuom
j	 u.n k.^.	 qu.a

F F HTb4 p.V Z:b. 	f Code
- NrnddLáy. b e..e...e.w yov ao.,n c. t
Bylaw N.krye)Th.Ye N. oNy opnmdyvu	 r L.G.Y;-rWlmwon. of 1. rodr. of Ne
..kMd•ma1..Yw av,rlw nNe lvrt Mp 	 dmmnmu md Nm aemi

F ,'oae. maLe^eN

• e I.e e.kena nl. u,.^ .:.  .: p.n.d a. .
covwan h^	 tl^'	 t

;,•.•° ° i' Step 3: Select a data format an the left-handE.I.kN

side. On the rightyou can determine the for-a.,.anoa. a,

mat of the variable labels and decimal sym-
Th.e bol. Then dick on "Download".•
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Guide to Euronean statistirs

The symbol M in the Eurostat database stands for

metadata. By clicking on this Symbol you can access

detailed Information about the underlying method-

ology and data quality. This Information is present-

ed according to the international Special Data Dis-

semination Standard (SDDS).

Für some key statistical indicators Eurostat also pub-

lishes so-called predefined tables. These tables are

represented by the following symbol , .. . ^. 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 an

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 an

the EDS website (www.eds-destotis.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

lf 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-

ject to 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 9427 or 9428

Fax: +49 (0) 1888 / 644 9430

E-mail: eds@destatis.de

Web: www.eds-destatis.de
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