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Abstract:

Bridging the gap between countries, and thus decresing poverty, is the greatest challenge of European
countries in the context of the European social cohesion. The risk of future economic difficulties caused by
the size of budget deficits is beared by the funds to be allocated to social inclusion in the EU and the EU
member countries. They will be concerned in the post-crisis period with aligning the requirements of
progress, of poverty reduction, but also of ensuring the sustainability of public finances.

For Romania, cohesion is particularly important as most regions show significant differences as
compared to the EU average and the national average. This group also includes the South Muntenia Region,
which has many advantages for faster progress and to be able to exploit the opportunities offered by the
implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy.
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Introduction

Romania, as well as the European Union, is going through a period of change in the
economic and socid paradigms. The crisis has wiped out years of economic progress and
highlighted many dsructurd wesknesses that caused vulnerability to many European
economies. If before the criss there was much optimism on reducing disparities between
countries and, hence, poverty, today the prospects are not so encouraging. The European socia
cohesion palicy is under assessment and conceptua rethinking. Along with genera challenges,
such as population aging, dysfunction of economic systems and globdization, currently and in
the future the restrictions due to the crisis are/will be present. It is increasingly discussed the
risk of future economic difficulties due to budget deficits. From the socia point of view, this
means that the EU and Member States funds for incluson may diminish. The after-criss
period is characterized by the baance between the practical requirements of progress and
poverty reduction and the need to ensure sustainabl e public finances.

In this context, Europe 2020 brings new elements to meet new challenges. This
strategy is based also on the benefits from existing coordination within the European
Economic Recovery Plan in response to the crisis by addressing key bottlenecks that
constrain growth at national and EU level, including those relating to the internal market
and infrastructure. Regional policy transposed into the European cohesion policy has akey
role in the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy. Regional policy does not only
ensure economic and socia cohesion, but is designed to facilitate the achievement of
employment and social targets set by Europe 2020. Also, it aims at stimulating and
diversifying economic activities, stimulating private sector investment to ensure maximum
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exploitation of local physical and human potential in order to increase the standard of
living and reduce disparities to national average and, thereby, to improve convergence in
the European Union.

For Romania, cohesion policy is particularly important as most regions show
significant differences as compared to the EU average and the national average (a category
that includes the South Munteniaregion, which has important strengths to progress faster and
to be able to exploit the opportunities offered by the implementation of Europe 2020). The
policy objective most often associated to cohesion is reducing (or, in the worst case,
avoidance) of excessive disparities between regions in terms of economic and socia
devel opment. Conditioned by achieving the objectives of the Lisbon Strategy, in the previous
decade a gradual shift from policies aimed to reduce disparities by those which aimed to
strengthen national and regional competitiveness was noted, focused on exploiting regiona
potentia to sustain and increase national competitiveness. Feature of regiona development
policies of the EU Member States in the past decade has been their increasing coverage,
while switching to support endogenous development in the regions. Public investment
policies to reduce disparities have become more efficient, more focused on the need to
ensure real economic growth, but also more related to sectoral policies. In turn, the latter
have a significant impact on cohesion, even without explicit goals, such as the policies
policies on the development of transport and communications infrastructure, employment,
education and research and development, rural development and tourism, etc [1].

This paper summarizes the analysis of development gap of Romania's regions as
compared to the other EU Member States from the point of view of evolution of sectoral
economic structures, focusing on the socio-economic status in the South Muntenia Region.

1. Evaluation of economic digparitiesat regional and sub-regional level in Romania

Evaluation of economic and social disparities at regional and subregional levelsis
relevant for several reasons, among which we can mention: i) the significant inequalities
are empriricaly found at territorial scale (growth combined with income polarization, the
persistence of regional disparities in terms of welfare), ii) the trend towards
decentralization and increased role of subnational governments as key players in the
development and implementation of policies relating to welfare and economic
development, iii) the impact of business and government policy is often evauated
rigorously by reference to the sub-national levels, iv) the importance of the sub-national
level from the point of view of policies addressing inequality [2]. Particular attention in
studies of determinants of inequalities at sub-national level is paid to the structure of
regional/sub-regional economies (assessed through sectoral employment and/or sectoral
value added), because it affects their income level and regional distribution, both directly,
through occupational structures, earnings and economic multiplier effect, and indirectly,
through family structures [3]. In this regard, many empirical studies have revealed, for
example, that areas with sustainable manufacturing and a high level of employment in the
service sector also enjoy greater economic prosperity, higher household incomes, and
lower poverty rates, while the mining and agricultural areas where wages are lower and
level of employment is unstable recorded higher rates of poverty.

The most common used indicator to assess inter- and intra-regiona gaps is the GDP per
capita. For countries and regions in Europe the GDP per capita expressed for each country and
region considered for analysis in relation to EU28 average revealed both large gaps between
regions of the 13 new Member States and the other 15 EU countries, but also large
interregiona disparities within most EU countries, including some highly devel oped countries.

In Romania, the GDP per capita at standard purchasing power parity in ratio to the
EU28 average increased in the period 2000-2010 to 47.0%, with a tendency to stagnation
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in 2008-2010, due to the global economic crisis. By region, the GDP per capita was only
29.0 % of the EU28 average in 2010 in the North- East Region and 117.0% in 2008 and
111.0% in the years 2009-2010, respectively, in the Bucharest-IIfov Region (Table 1).
Inter-regional inequality rate® increased between 2001-2008, of pre-accession and post-
accession to the EU, from 2.9 to 4.0; however, al the more devel oped regions were those
that have benefited most from this process. It declined during 2009-2010, suggesting that
one of the effects of the economic crisis was, in afirst stage, the decline in the territoria
development gaps due to the greater impact of the crisis in the more developed regions.
The inter-county inequality rate’ has steadily increased during 2001-2010, emphasizing
growth after 2007, which suggests that developed counties have benefited more from
joining the European Union in comparison with less developed ones. Similar situations, of
widening disparities between “core’ and “periphery” were observed in the rest of the new
EU member states, noting that regions adapt differently to a new economic environment
and regions that have performed best previously have reinforced positions, while the
regions with weaker economic performance remained stationed on the level of slow
economic development, at best.

Table 1. Evolution of GDP per capita at regional level in Romania
(PPS, percentage of EU28 aver age)

200 | 200 | 200 [ 200 | 200 [ 200 | 200 | 201
2000 | 2001 | 2002 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0

Romania 26 28 29 31 34 35 38 41 47 47 47
Macroregion one 25 27 30 31 33 33 37 41 43 44 43
North-West 24 26 28 30 33 33 36 40 42 43 42
Center 27 28 31 33 34 34 38 42 44 46 45
Macroregion two 20 22 24 25 27 26 28 30 33 33 33
North-East 18 20 21 22 24 23 25 26 29 30 29
South-East 23 25 26 28 31 30 32 34 37 38 38

Macroregionthree | 35 36 38 40 44 48 53 57 70 69 68
South - Muntenia 21 22 24 25 28 29 32 34 39 40 39
Bucharest - Ilfov 56 57 59 63 68 77 84 92 117 | 111 | 111
Macroregion four 24 26 27 30 33 33 37 40 42 43 44
South-West Oltenia| 22 24 23 26 28 27 30 33 35 36 36
West 27 30 32 35 39 39 45 48 51 52 53

Inequality rateat | 3,1 29 2,8 29 2,8 33 34 35 4,0 37 38
national level* 49 | B9 | 4D 1 B8 | 4D ]| 49 | 47| (53) | (55 | (53) | (58)
*Figures in brackets show the inter-county inequality rates.
Source: Data from Eurostat and authors’ computations.

Previous statements are supported by the evolution of inequality rates in the
development regions, most pointing upward trend after 2007 (Figure 1). The notable
exception to thistrend is South Muntenia Region, which recorded a significant reduction in
the inequality rate in the post-accession period, but in terms of substantial decline the level
of GDP per capita in its most developed counties (Arges and Prahova), under
circumstances of adjustments induced by the economic crisis and in terms of levels of GDP
per capita below 50% of the EU28 average (Table 2).

1 Etimated by the ratio of GDP per capitain the most developed region (Bucuresti-11fov) to the least developed (Nord-Es).
2 Edtimated by the ratio of GDP per capitain the most developed county (Bucuresti Municipdlity) to the least developed (Vadlui).
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Figure 1. Evolution of inequality ratesin the development regions of Romania
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Source: Authors' computations on the basis of Eurostat data.

Table 2. Evolution of GDP per capitain the Sud Muntenia Region
(PPS, per centage of EU28 aver age)

2000 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010

South -

Muntenia | 21 22 24 25 28 29 32 34 39 40 39
Arges 27 26 30 32 36 39 44 45 51 56 50
Cdarasi 15 19 16 18 24 19 20 22 29 27 33
Dambovita | 19 20 22 24 25 26 29 33 34 35 37
Giurgiu 14 18 17 17 25 19 21 20 25 28 36
lalomita 19 22 22 24 30 26 27 25 32 32 32
Prahova 24 24 28 29 29 36 40 43 48 50 43
Teleorman | 18 22 20 20 22 21 22 25 28 28 27

Source; Data from Eurostat.

2. Developments of regional economic structuresin Romania

As previoudy mentioned, the economic structure plays an important role in the
development of sub-nationa inequalities because it affects the income levels and their
regional distribution. In the literature, but aso in the practice of policy making, certain
typological groups were highlighted, designed to reduce on the basis of their socio-economic
development features to only a few major categories the mosaic of regions that compose a
country/the EU. Their usefulness is evidenced by the role they have in regiona policy
making adequate to such representative categories of regions. Internationaly, typological
groups with varying degrees of detail have emerged, but we can distinguish severa
categories of regions whose problems are at the heart of regional policies in different
countries. These regions are: the agricultural regions in difficulty, declining industria
regions or “abandoned” and regions that support the “pressure’ of fast growth [4].

a) Agricultural regionsin difficulty generally have a periphera position in relation to a
central region (“core” region), occupy relatively large areas, but their population is less
numerous or dispersed. To them the isolated regions can be added (for example, some
mountainous regions) that do not have a communication network, and proper infrastructure.
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Backwardness of these regions can be explained by lack of resources, by development
conditions less favorable as compared to other regions. Income per capitais low, the degree
of underemployment and unemployment are high, tax revenue sources are scarce, and labor
productivity is low enough. Often, first the people migrate from rural to urban centers, before
leaving the region itself. Structura adjustment problems of these regions are sometimes
strongly dependent on the primary sector, which diminishes their flexibility to adapt, while
their main production is characterized by alow dasticity with respect to income.

b) Declining industrial regions or “ abandoned” are characterized by the decrease of
activity, slow growth of per capitaincome, high emigration, which are obvious symptoms
of the difficulties faced by these regions. In such regions, one may frequently find aging
infrastructure and working population, obsolete equipment with a high degree of pollution
which may discourage new investment, and unsatisfactory social climate. The causes can
be found in the “ location” effect (some sectors tend to decay more in some regions than in
others, resulting in an overal deficit) and the “structural” effect (firms in a region are
specialized in “slowing speed” sectors as compared with results obtained nationally).

c) Regions that support the “ pressure” of rapid growth are the regions where
resources are experiencing a very intense operation, in the same manner as the
infrastructure networks (transport, housing), while labor demand is excessive. At the same
time, pollution and demographic congestion are common phenomena. Overadl, the
development recorded in these regions leads to negative results, despite the fact that
industries that are installed in cities or populated areas are expected to achieve economies
of scale due to urbanization and concentration of activities. Although employment, income
or tax status is favorable, there are socia dysfunctions, which translate into excessive
length of the home - employment route, noise, etc. In these regions, growth involves
decreasing yields and, ultimately, marginal costs are higher than marginal benefits.

In Romania, the regional development strategy originally developed by the National
Agency for Regional Development (NARD) as a support of the national plan for regiona
development have been identified, taking into account the economic and socia problems
they faced, traditionally underdeveloped areas, areas undergoing severe industrial decline
and areas with afragile economic structure.

Traditionally underdevel oped areas have a high rate of structural unemployment and
a high share of employment in agriculture, an infant mortality rate higher than the national
average, and a significant trend of emigration, due to lack of jobs. This is compounded by
inadequate basic infrastructure and low levels of foreign direct investment per capita as
compared to the national average. Examples: areas in Botosani and Vaslui (in the North —
East Region), Giurgiu and Teleorman (South-Muntenia Region), Dolj and Olt (South -
West Oltenia Region), Maramures, Bistrita Nasaud (North - West Region).

Areas in indudrial decline are areas where the transtion has led to a consderable
reduction of the number of jobs, particularly in manufacturing and mining. However, compared
with traditionaly underdevel oped areas, they have a satisfactory Situation of infrastructure and a
relaively favorable business environment for the functioning of market mechanisms. It is,
however, necessary to pay specid atention to the socia problems generated by industrid
restructuring. Examples. areas in Botosani and Suceava (North — East Region) Braila and Buzau
(South - East Region), Giurgiu, Teleorman, Cdaras (South Muntenia Region), Hunedoara (West
Region), Maramures and Cluj (North - West Region), Brasov (Center Region).

Sructurally fragile areas are characterized by dependence of employed population
on a single branch/sub-branch of heavy industry or even one large company generating
losses in the economy. Intensified restructuring, withdrawal of state subsidies make that in
the next period these areas turn into areas in industrial decline. Examples: areas in Neamt
(North — East Region), Galati and Braila (South — East Region), Prahova, Calaras,
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Teleorman, Dambovita (South Muntenia Region), Gorj (South - West Oltenia Region),
Hunedoara (West Region), Satu Mare (North — West Region).

To analyze the sectoral structure of the regions of Romania we the gross value added
(total and by main economic sectors) in the period 2000-2010 (data from Eurostat). The
analysis of sectoral economic structure of Romanias regions as compared to the EU
countries highlights the following issues:

- Romania has the highest overall increase in total gross value added in the period
2000-2010, but strongly hindered by the economic crisis since 2008 (Figure 2). Other new
EU member states had similar developments, but in some cases (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Cyprus, Croatia, Poland), the impact of crisis was lower or
insignificant and the return to pre-crisis levels was faster, at least until the end of 2010.

Figure 2. Evolution of Total Gross Value Added in Romania and the EU Member
States, 2000 = 100.0%
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- In the Romanian regions, developments were similar in all the regions - significant
overal growth, especialy in 2005-2008, followed by a decrease in 2009 and the recovery
or stagnation in 2010 (Figure 3). As regards the Sud Muntenia region, the overall growth
was above the nationa average throughout the period under review, the highest increases
were registered in Giurgiu, Calarasi, Arges counties and the lowest in the Teleorman
County. Regarding the inequality in overall growth rates of total gross value added, one
may see if in the EU there was a sharp increase in the 2000-2008 period, followed by a
reduction, in Romania there was a large increase between 2006 and 2008 and in the Sud
Muntenia Region in 2004-2007 and again in 2010 (Figure 4).

Figure 3. Evolution of Total Gross Value Added in the Romanian Regions and
Counties of Sud Muntenia Region, 2000 = 100.0%
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Figure 4. Evolution of inequality rates of overall gross value added in the European
Union, Romania and Sud Muntenia Region
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- The largest differences among the EU countries are observed regarding the
structure of gross value added by main sectors. Thus, in terms of evolution of the share of
agriculture, forestry and fishery® in total gross value added, the trend was pronouncedly
downward in all the EU countries during 2000-2010, but the differences among the
Member States were very high - from shares of 13-14 % in Romania and Bulgaria, and less
than 1% in Luxembourg and the United Kingdom at the beginning of the interval, to till
high shares, at over 6% in Romania and below 1% in Luxembourg , the UK and Germany
at the end of period under review (Figure 5). Reducing the share of agriculture was aso
noticed in the Romanian regions, but with differences among them, ranging between
around 10% in the Nord-Est, Sud-Est, Sud Muntenia and Sud-Vest Oltenia regions, and
approx. 7% in the other regions, except for Bucuresti-11fov (predominantly urban region -
Figure 6). Except for Prahova and, to a lesser extent, Arges, agriculture continues to hold a
significant share in gross value added in some counties of the Sud Muntenia region, but
very oscillating in the analyzed period; therefore, the high dependence of agricultura
production on the favorable climate.

Figureb. Share of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishingin GrossValue Added in
Romania and the EU Member States
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! Due to data availability, but also in the attempt to provide a more complete picture at EU and regional levels, for some
countries/regions mixed data series were used, with an interval pertaining to sectors according to NACE Rev.1 sector
classification, and another interval with data for sectors as according to NACE Rev. 2 classification, as follows: Belgium
— 2000-2002, and 2003-2010, respectively, Bulgaria, 2000-2005 and 2006-2010, Germany, 2000-2007 and 2008-2010,
Greece, 2000-2004 and 2005-2010, Spain, 2000-2007 and 2008-2010, France, 2000-2006 and 2007-2010, Netherlands,
2000-2006 and 2007-2010 and Romania, 2000-2007 and 2008-2010.
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Figure 6. Share of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing in GrossValue Added in the
Romanian Regions and the Counties of Sud Muntenia Region
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- Large differences among the EU countries are also noticed as regards the share of
industry (excluding construction): decreasing trend in many of the major economies of the
EU (UK, France, Spain, Italy, Sweden), and maintaining or even strenghtening a
significant position in the economy both in some developed economies (Germany and
Austria) and in most of the New Member States (Figure 7). Industry also plays an
important role in the economies of the developing regions of Romania, registering close to
30 % shares in gross value added (even above 35% in Sud Muntenia and Centru regions)
and growing towards the end of the period under review, except for the Bucuresti- lIfov
region, where the shares rest around 20% (Figure 8). Industry aso plays a leading role in
the economies of some counties of the Sud Muntenia region (Arges - over 45% of total
gross value added, Prahova - around 40%, Dambovita - around 30%).

Figure 7. Shareof Industry (Except for Constructions) in Gross Value Added in
Romania and the EU Member States
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Figure 8. Share of Industry (Except for Constructions) in Gross Value Added in the
Romanian Regions and the Counties of Sud Muntenia Region
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- The share of construction sector in total gross value added registered an increasing
trend over the period 2000-2010 in most EU Member States; the most significant increases
were reported in Spain, Cyprus, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, Lithuania, Estonia, Ireland),
where gained momentum both housing construction and tourist structures and the
infrastructure (Figure 9). The same trend was also recorded in the developing regions of
Romania; the most significant increases in the share of constructions in total gross value
added were recorded between 2000 and 2009 by the Bucuresti-lIfov, Sud-Est and Sud-Vest
Oltenia regions (Figure 10). Significant differences are noted in the case of the Sud
Muntenia region, where constructions record significant shares in Giurgiu (over 15% of
gross value added) and Prahova (over 10%) counties.

Figure 9. Share of Constructionsin Gross Value Added in Romania and the EU
Member States
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Figure 10. Share of Constructionsin Gross Value Added in the Romanian Regions
and the Counties of Sud Muntenia Region

25.0

0.0

20.0 m 2000
. m 2001

15.0 i ™ 2002
m 2003

10:0 ' = 2004
S ﬂ di"l ® 2005
m 2006

'| | m 2007

2008
m 2009
2010

Centru
Arges
Giurgiu
lalomita
Prahova
Vest

Teleorman L

Calaram
Bucuresti - lIfov

Homama
Nord-Vest
Nord-Est
Sud Est
Démboma

Sud - Muntenia
Sud-Vest Oltenia

Macroregiunea doi
Macroregiunea trei

Macroregiunea unu |

- For services, the differences between the EU member states and the regions of
Romania are again significant. Thus the share of trade, transport, accommodation and
catering services and information and communications in total value added has not
recorded large variations between 2000-2008 in the EU countries, but increased towards
the end of interval in countries such as Germany, Spain, France, Lithuania, Romania,
Sweden, Slovenia, while decreasing in the United Kingdom, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Greece, Cyprus, Austria and Finland, the highest levels being recorded in Lithuania, Latvia
and Poland (Figure 11). As regards the Romanian regions, there is a decrease in the share
of this sector in 2010 in all regions, and relatively similar levels in most regions, except for
Bucuresti-llfov (Figure 12). In the Sud Muntenia region, the lowest share of this sector in
gross value added was registered in the following counties. Calarasi, Giurgiu and
Teleorman, and the higher in Dambovita, Prahova and lalomita.

Figure 11. Share of Trade, Transport, Accommodation and Catering Services, and
Information and Communicationsin Gross Value Added in Romania and the EU
Member States
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Figure 12. Share of Trade, Transport, Accommodation and Catering Services, and
Information and Communicationsin Gross Value Added in the Romanian Regions
and the Counties of Sud Muntenia Region
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- With very few exceptions, the share of financial and insurance activities, real
estate, professional, scientific and technical services to companies in total gross value
added increased in the EU countries, especially towards the end of 2000-2010 interval, but
the differences among countires remained large (Figure 13). Romania, along with
Lithuania and the Czech Republic recorded some of the lowest shares of the sector (about
15%), athough sharply rising in 2010. In al regions of Romania, high oscillations of this
sector’s share in total gross value added were noticed, and an increasing trend in 2010, but
also level differences, ranging from 13% in Sud Muntenia and Sud-Vest Oltenia regions
and 26% in the Bucuresti-1Ifov Region in 2010 (Figure 14). In the Sud Muntenia Region,
the differences in share levels are larger, ranging from below 10% in the counties of
Prahova and Dambovita (and marked downward trend towards the end of the analyzed
period) and over 20% in laomita, Calarasi and, especially, Giurgiu counties (and
increasing trend towards the end of the interval) .

Figure 13. Share of Financial and Insurance Activities, Real Estate, Professional,
Scientific and Technical Servicesto Companiesin GrossValue Added in Romania
and the EU Member States
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Figure 14. Share of Financial and Insurance Activities, Real Estate, Professional,
Scientific and Technical Servicesto Companiesin GrossValue Added in the
Romanian Regions and the Counties of Sud M untenia Region
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- Finally, notable differences between the EU countries reveal as regards the share of
public administration and defense, social security, education, health and social services,
arts, performances and recreation, repair of household goods and other services to
households in total gross value added (Figure 15), with growing trend in the period under
review. Romania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Luxembourg recorded the
lowest shares of this sector (15-18%), while Denmark, Malta, Finland, Sweden, Portugal,
Cyprus and the Netherlands the highest rates (about 25 % or more). In Romania, except for
the Bucuresti-1lIfov region, generally it was recorded a trend to increase the share of this
sector in regional gross value added, but with quite significant annual fluctuations, the
highest shares being recorded in the Nord-Est Region (almost 20%) and the lowest in the
Sud Muntenia Region (13% - Figure 16). Similar developments and big differences can be
noticed within the Sud Muntenia Region - the lowest level of the share of this sector in
gross value added were registered in Arges and Prahova counties and the highest in
Cdarasi, Giurgiu and Teleorman.

Figure 15. Share of Public Administration and Defense, Social Security, Education,
Health and Social Services, Arts, Performances and Recreation, Repair of Household
Goods and Other Servicesto Householdsin Gross Value Added in Romania and the
EU Member States

35.0

30.0 = 2000
25.0 ‘ . m 2001
‘ ‘ |
. ik | ' w2002
200 B ‘
, \‘ m 2003
] \ ‘
15.0 I i \ ‘ \ . m 2004
100 | ; ‘ ‘ 1 W 2005
‘ [ ‘ %2006
| : 1 » ‘
50 i ‘ ‘ ‘ % 2007
0.0 - ML ST Y RN ! 1 ‘ | 2008
'zgggmegeegfseageyeggﬂ@’z'ze"_ﬂg?g
2238 z 2 2 -
358555585885 5233 53563888585 W00
. 1 & v T - - = = o T =
28 gEUETAEC 3:%: CIfEg83ETZ 2010
D 8 O S a o
s 0 P | @
(=% o
U
(==

61



Figure 16. Share of Public Administration and Defense, Social Security, Education,
Health and Social Services, Arts, Performances and Recr eation, Repair of Household
Goods and Other Servicesto Householdsin Gross Value Added in the Romanian
Regions and the Counties of Sud Muntenia Region
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Conclusions

For Romania, the cohesion policy is particularly important as most regions show
significant differences as compared to the EU average and the national average. Bridging
the gap between countries, and thus diminishing poverty is the greatest challenge of the
European countries in the context of European socia cohesion.

The best known method of assessing the inter- and intra-regional gaps is through the
GDP per capita. For countries and regions in Europe, the GDP per capita expressed for
each country and region considered for analysis in relation to the EU28 average revealed
large gaps both between the regions of the 13 New Member States and from the other 15
EU countries, but also large interregional disparities within most EU countries, including
within some highly developed countries.

In Romania, the GDP per capita at standard purchasing power parity and related to
the EU28 average increased in the period 2000-2010 to 47.0%, with a tendency towards
stagnation in 2008-2010, due to the globa economic crisis. The inter-regional inequality rate
increased between 2001 and 2008, of pre-accession and post-accession to the EU, and dl the
more developed regions were those that have benefited most from this process. It declined,
however, during 2009-2010, suggesting that one of the effects of the economic crisiswas, in
afirst stage, reducing the territorial development inequalities due to the higher impact of the
crisis precisaly in the most developed regions. At the same time, the devel opment disparity
rates among regions revealed mostly an upward trend after 2007, which indicates that the
regions that had good economic performance prior to EU accession have strengthened their
positions, while the regions which had the worst economic performance remained al
confined on the level of dow economic development, at best.

The economic structure plays an important role in the development of sub-national
inequalities, because it affects the income levels and their regiona distribution. In the
literature, but also in the practice of policy making, certain typological groups were
highlighted, designed to reduce, on the basis of severa socio-economic features, to only a
few major categories the mosaic of regions within a country/EU. Their usefulness is
evidenced by the role they have in policy making of appropriate regional policies,
representative of these categories of regions.

The analysis of sectoral economic structure of Romania’s regions as compared to the
EU countries revealed, overdl, a relative trend of sector “convergence” in 2000-2008,
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broken by the economic crisis, which initiated a process of divergence and emphasis on
national/regiona specialization, amid persistence of large structural differences between
the EU countries and between the regions of Romania. 1ssues most important to be noticed
concern: reduction in the share of agriculture in the structure of national and regional gross
value added, even if Romania still recorded the highest share of this sector among the EU
countries, maintaining the position of industry as main growth factor in Romania, with
positive effects in terms of competitive specialization of developed areas and the overall
economic development of areas with lower development level, increasing the importance
of the contribution of services to the creation of national and regional added value, but with
large oscillations the period 2000-2010, which indicates the presence of unexploited
potential, both in terms of absolute advantage and productivity growth.

Regarding the Sud Muntenia Region, it is worth noticing the pronounced specidization
of its counties in agriculture (counties in Southern part of the region, plus Dambovita County),
industry (Arges and Prahova), constructions (Giurgiu county, located close to Bucuresti-IIfov,
the most developed region of Romania, benefiting from the opportunity to attract businessesin
sectors other than agriculture), while the service sector is somewhat less developed, athough
itsimportanceis growing in al counties of the region.
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