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REGIONAL INEQUALITIES: GENERAL MODELS
AND THE CASE OF THE TRANSITION COUNTRIES

JOZSEF NEMES-NAGY

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, REGIONAL DISPARITIES — MODELS

ABSTRACT - This material addresses the topic of regiongbatities. The ground for the study is
offered by the classical work made byG. Williamson (1965who examined first on a wide base
the development-dependency of regional differenféesner researcheblémes-Nagy, J. 198%ave
basically confirmed this relationship, probably nmak the course of development of regional
inequalities more exact since having the availatlde information. The author concludes that the
alternative is still openetioth in social and in spatial sense for Hunga fan countries following
the same course: the endurable differentiatedrdpeari way and the more polarised, by crises
frequently affectedLiatin-Americari way.
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In the literature of intra-country regional diffex®s an up to this day often-cited classical study
made byJ. G. Williamson (1965)who examined first on a wide base the developidependency of
regional differences. As an answer for the resequgstion — “What connection can be described baEiwe
national economic development and internal regiaiffdrences?” — the author concluded an “inverse U
shaped” model-connectiofrifure 1). According to this the initial phase of econordivelopment (that is
analogous with low-medium level of development) lasharacteristic feature of increasing differences
(divergence), while — at a precisely not definalaleel — the period of moderating regional differesic
(convergence) is likely to come.

Fig. 1. The classical “inverse U-shaped” model of
Williamson (S. Davis - M. Hallet 2002 on the basafs
Williamson, J.G. 1965).Horizontal axis measures (national)
development or income level, while vertical axis asgres
(regional) income differences.
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; . Former researchesNémes-Nagy, J. 19B7basically

! : | confirmed this relationship, probably making theurse of

; : : development of regional inequalities more exactesinaving the
Yor Yoo Y i available new information Figure 2). Phase I. generalises
agriculture-dominated regional economic rates efgrecapitalist era, whilst phase II. represergspiriod

of the evolution of capitalist industry with therfeation of spatial concentrations. In phase llteathe
capitalist conditions of production had become dwnt the reduction of sharp dualism of developnaeiat
economic structure (industry-agriculture dualitydt gstarted spontaneously and by initiatives of estat
economic policy, and the service-centred structdireconomy came to the front. This latter factottwthe
evolution of upwardly levelling regional policy phase IV. enhances further the regional approxanatin
this process it is typical for all main economiateches (agriculture, industry, services) that ngbriod of
forging ahead or drawing back they have rather risitey influences, while at the phase of dominant
presence they result equalisation both in incomeymtion and in employmentdgcsei H. 2004).

YInstitution: E6tvos Lorand University, DepartmefitRegional Geography, Budapest.
E-mail: nemesn@Iludens.elte.hu



NEMES-NAGY JOZSEF

Regional Fig. 2. The modified modéNemes
disparities Nagy J. 1987).

Searching for driving forces of these
processes international literature
concordantly concludes that long-term
spatial processes are dominantly affected by
capital-movement and effects of economic
efficiency rather than factors of demography,
migration and employment. This, however,
means not that the worldwide great

: . . e demographic and migration pressure and the
| 1l i v National serious unemployment — also in developed

development regions of E'urope - could. have an unmarked
importance in (social) politics, rather spatial

processes prevailed nowhere with these factorsvititcapital flows. Nowadays, regional economicwtto
is unambiguously driven by mending productivity, ilhthe employment has only secondary effects. A
general peculiarity is that the factors of emplogmelemography and age structure increased more the
advantage of regions with higher economic efficienc

Beyond their basic run the two models are the stkimg into account that with an empirical
background that was ended essentially in the 18#%)authors did not try to make any prognosis airiee
the development trends further. Both models refa#ing equalities and slight differences probaiiehe
highest level of development. In a little while epped the brave enough authors for larger scateddsets.
For exampleAmos, O. M.(1988 connected two divergent corrections to the ingddsof Williamson-
Kusnets: a calm, slightly changing, balanced spatieucture and another inequality-increasing phase
(Figure 3). This model had new empiric experiences in trekgaound.

Fig.3. The short-term wave model of the relatigmsh
B between development and inequality.
(Amos, O. M. 1988)
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National development, regional differences — eropiri
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B aprese While until the end of the 1970s by testing theabo
mentioned overall relations the researchers oftthpgc could
have an information background of 30-40 mostly fpean countries, nowadays information (regional GDP
and income data) for testing the “inverse-U hypsisieare available approximately for 100 countries.

Although this mass of information is very heterogmums due to difficulties of review and
methodology, it can be concluded (not mentioningehthe diversified methodology) that the newest
examinations brought a lot of highly significanhepences on the surface regarding the relatiorsipeen
national development and regional differences.

Researches are going along two characteristic tairexc of approach and methodology. Until the
years of the 1970s main direction in approaching amalysing regional development differences was th
analysis of the inequality-based so-cakgina convergence this time the differentiation and dispersion of
regional development levels were measured in @iiogl with the national average (in connection witis
approach historical results are presented for dileeomost simple polarising indicators dable 2). At the
turn of the millennium the testing of the growtletiny-basedeta convergenceame into the forefront, in
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which regional approximation or differentiation egsncluded from the regression connection of rediona
development levels and pace of development.

First, among research results it should be strefiz@dall substantive examinations confirm the
“cross-section” content of the models in essenbe: most developed (e.g. West-European) and less
developed countries (e.g. states of Latin-Amera&) explicitly differentiated also today. Prior sneave
much smaller regional development differences envthole, while the last ones are characterisedrong
and fixed differences today as well (accordingite hew researches &hankar-Shah 2004and Fallon-
Lampart 1998covering much more countries, comparing resultshef 60s and 80s regional inequalities
were somewhat reduced in both group of countrias this duality stood up unchanged). Nowadays it is
already hard to find an example on the upsweepimmg af the “inverse-U” since already the most
underdeveloped countries are over the developnteagepof switching over the natural economy domahate
equalised spatial structure to the polarising edipttway of production.

In developed countries of the world the in time veurof regional inequalities followed the
Williamson-scheme quite well until the middle ordenf the 1970s. In parallel with development and
increasing level of development the regional dgwelent differences were constantly decreasing. The
tendency in these countries was to narrow the gapden developed, peculiarly strongly urbanisedbreg
and the rest of the country at all points during 26" century, however sharp changeovers were rare.

European processes are characterised with the ahmudel-like Italian North-Southrelationship
(Daniele, V. 200Ras an example for zone division or with the shgmf the Paris-countryside duality that
reflects a classic core-periphery relati@agin - Van Huffel 2002 In Italy in the second half of the 20
century a definite development convergence wasigaglace that was, however, carried out mainlyhyot
the closing up of the notably supported Mezzogidi@alabria is still the most underdeveloped regiprto
the present), but by the fast development of thentg’'s middle part. It is not surprising that tjuelgement
of the lItalian regional development is accompani®d continuous discussions. In Europe the most
remarkable multiple development inversidntook place in Belgium Here, in the 50s and 60s the
traditionally industrialised Walloon region gotana relative depression and switched places osdake of
development with the Flande(slignolet— Mulquin - Vieslet 2002Naturally the split and then reunified
Germany is completely a special case. The 50 years cayerasearch ofKim, S. 2003about the
development relations of the western provincestpdiout a stormy convergence in the 50s. Beginfiomg
the 60s spatial movements slowed down along wittveming and diverging waves following each other.
These processes were accompanied with the soutbveitt of the economic centre of gravity. In the
reunited country — perhaps even as a result otlisengaged new human and capital sources of the GDR
(German Democratic Republic), notwithstanding thtaltcost of the transformation — the last decddd®
20" century is typified by a slow approximation in éé&pment not only in West-East relation, but among
Western provinces as well.

At the end of the 1970s, however, both in countoieEurope and the New World the unambiguous
trend of equalisation, which was generally typifyidecades after the second world war, got brokem(f
the extraordinarily rich literature see for examplati M. 1992, Sherwood-Call, C. 1996, Rey, S.0012
Kim- Margo 2003,abouthistory of the United States, amhsile - de Nardis — Girardi 2001, Ezcurra -
Carlos et al 2003&bout the European trends). In correlation withvbey impressive and comprehensive
transformation started in world economy, in thekgaocund of these processes stands that in theakpati
structure of these tertiary economies the emergiagalisation and postfordian mechanisnesaluated the
attributes of the regions. In traditional indudtspaces as a result of internal reasons and wiltdenergy
crisis the phenomena of depression turned up, gights did not become as dynamic in spite of retab
supplies, at the same time the spatially concesdtrdiynamism of knowledge-intensive branches and the
financial-economic service sector slightly increshggevious inequalities again. While in former ggat
structure of development the urban and industipaices represented almost the same weight, today the
greatest urban centreghe large gravity points of concentrating quateynsector are characteristically
exceeding again. Thehaking of the “welfare state” and the employmargis has also effects on increasing
inequalities.
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As a result of that anore unstable picture of developmdaatures the USA and most of the
European countries than before. Regional instghititfluctuation of spatial inequalities can beatigered
also in the years at the turn of the millenniunm,dgample data are reporting about decreasinggasong as
well as waving relations of regional inequalitiesdeveloped countries of Europ&able 2). It should be
stressed, however, that in spite of these procetssedasic formula is unchanged: the most developed
countries are much more equalised than countrietheofdeveloping world, where influencing factors of
equalisation are highly vestigial, furthermore mehie for example the driving forces of “new
differentiation” are affecting also in differengat macro-regions of the developing world hampethmy
revolution of equalisation expected by the forexzast

On high level waving regional differences see: @Gddia —Moron-Roca 1999Chile —Gobernio de
Chile 2002 Argentina —Garrido-Marina-Sotelsek 200@razil — Mossi-Aroca et al. 20Q3as well with
comparing more countried:ira, I. S. 2003..The same curve of regional development differeremes
indicated in the case of South Korea and Japaihd®, S. 2003The extraordinary differences of less
developed countries are confirmed also by lastsyaedata Table 2), including towards Europe drawing
Turkey as well Gezici-Hewings 2003

An important momentum of the increasing inequaifeerceived on most different regional levels
and in groups of countries is that it is not atsarne kind of a general, unstructured polarisatiamely the
process is often accompanied with strong spatiafigaration: wealth (level of development) and paye
(backwardness) turn up spatially concentrated bariial assimilation of neighbouring and akin groops
regions and at the same time by detachment amarty ather. This feature is presented by the sodtalle
club-convergencer twin-peaks theoryMajor K. 200). In the sense of social structures the middlescla
growing narrow in many places, on the other harghlii prosperous and hopelessly lagging groups of
regions are forming in space. This peculiarity basential importance respecting social space tseas
well, since indicating the intensified power of ®eeconomic organisation of the intensive intei@udi
originated from the geographical proximity, moreowea somewhat paradox way, since it runs it'sreeu
in parallel with the strengthening globalisation that virtually makes the effect aftence as secondary

REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN HUNGARY

Regionalists of Hungary fully examined last two aldes’ processes of regional transformation on
different regional levelsGséfalvay Z. 1995, Enyedi Gy. 1996, Kovacs Z. 2Refhes Nagy J. 20Q3ested
the main elements and influencing factors of spaliferences Rechnitzer J. 1993, Schwertner J. 1994,
Kiss J. 1999, Bajmécy P. 2000, Faluvégi A. 200@42@eluszky P. 2001, Deak Sz. - Lengyel I. 2003,
Forray R. K. — Hives T. 2003, Siili-Zakar |. (ed002, Obadovics-Kulcsar 2003, G. Fekete E. 2084d
followed up the changes of the inequalitidagy G. 2002, Kovacs T. 2002, Jakobi A. J0®Research
outcomes prove a newer, much more differentiatetiastructure than before.

Growth of inequalities gave the decisive trendhef Hlungarian regional development in the last two
decadesRecently main directions of regional developmame shaped already by the new structures, new
institutions and actorsvolved after the political transformatioBeviations from the former spatial structure
and movements of the newest period can be wellctitein specific (per capita) data of regional GDP
(Table 1.)that has been generally used for characterisgiomal development on international level as well.
Perhaps it is worth to stress some important figslilocumented in the table:

. regional processes and spatial structure are desissed by consistency the
presence of stable dividing dimensions as well yagdnspicuoushanges of positionsThe best
example on prior one is the strong capital-coumdeysluality, the persistent relative backwardness
of the Great Plain region, while latter one is regtresented by the depression courses connected to
industrial transformations and the spectacular ifigg ahead. (The relative stability in spatial
structure is indicated by the value of the correfatoefficient between the economic development
level of the counties in 1975 and 2002: 0.58; all aeby the value calculated without the capital
city: 0.38)
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. the new, partly modified and more differentiatedtsgd structurdook shape already
at the beginning or in the middle of the 9@mce then only smaller amount of movements are
perceived (to the above presented numbers analagoredation results between 1994 and 2002 are
remarkably high, they have the value of 0.95 aBd)0.

. while the basic trend of theapital-countrysiderelation is the widening of
development gap, the internal county ratios arméal by the “downward levelling” or rather by the
fluctuation of the recurring differentiation (searilmum/Maximum ratios ol able 1). The capital
city is the only spatial unit, which had increagsdelative advantage all along the examined plerio
while its “negative mates” are Borsod, Békés andn@gad that were — although with different
characteristics — getting backward step by stdp gii to the present. In recent years increasing
instability of development is typical inside theuotry, the spectacular dynamics got broken in more
western counties, the best example is Fejér, Initesi signs are appearing on the course o8ry
Moson-Sopron and Vas county.

. More than half of the counties (11) had the lefed@nomic development closer to
national average in the “flourishing socialism” th@day, only the capital and the inseparable Pest
county is on the (relative) top today. The aboventio@ed reindustrialised western counties reached
the best position between 1998 and 2000, more msunf Southern-Transdanubia presented a
course of relative stability still until the middtg the 90s, but lately obviously remained without
sources of growth.

Also the county level development courses indiedteady that concerning regional processes the
last decade of the 2@entury with the huge transformations can notdesitlered as a homogenous period.

Thefirst half of the agavas dominated bgrisis phenomena that accompanied the degradatfon
structures of the former system. After the transition a picture of an unstable economy was outliore
the basis of the available information of econoastatistics. During this period basically the undcapatial
formation of crisis factors (decrease of incomeljgal set-back of investments, unemployment) doteiha
the spatial processes; by now these factors -nmderated, but regarding the most crucial regipasialy
very fastened form — are relatively dispersed endbuntry.

The signs of renewal (particularly in macroeconomjcsd the nodes of local and regional success
have perceptibly appearsihce the middle of the Q0Bhese two phases can be clearly detected inrgapi
regional inequalities of personal incoifkégure 4.) A fast polarisation in income and development theen
witnessed on every regional level in the first hafifthe 90s, and then from the middle of the decade
inequalities became stabilised on high level. Mibia half of the value of income inequalities coblve
been charged till the last on capital-countrysidéegences, in last years countryside regions diff@ate
also even more determinedly. Micro-regional andy-cilage differences are deposited of this
macrostructure.

In the last couple of years — on different regioleakels from the year 1999 or rather 2000 — in
inequalities of personal taxable income the signsrmew phasgea turn towardsonvergencer decrease of
inequalities has been developed. As a result sfittldqualities of personal income toned down by towa
level as was at the beginning of the 90s, but tleasure is still much higher than differences betbee
transformation. Behind the underway tendency bHgicaacroeconomic and social factors are standing.
Among these can be mentioned twevnward levellingdf the crisis of value production and income ahso
export-controlled regions that were wavered assaltef global economic and European recessiomedis
as the levelling effect of the notable and spatiaélatively dissolved wage-rise in public sect®he
tendency is still indeterminate today. Latest data2003 indicate a new smaller polarisation inspeal
incomes on every regional level, the only except®othe decrease of capital-countryside dualityviich
the influences of the capital’'s agglomeration isnary.
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Table 1. Regional development differences.

Regions, counties

GDP per capita

(Hungary=100)

1975 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2(@D3
Budapest 139 182 183 189 191 191 196 203 204 2128 20
Pest 61 76 72 73 77 77 80 78 83 88 89
Central Hungary 114 147 146 148 151 150 154 156 1584 161
Fejér 106 96 99 103 117 124 114 119 103 94 95
Komarom-E 131 80 86 89 86 84 83 84 92 93 105
Veszprém 116 80 84 81 80 81 80 84 84 79 79
Central 117 86 91 92 96 98 94 97 93 89 92
Gyo6r-M-S 111 103 109 110 109 121 131 134 120 118 120
Vas 82 103 107 109 114 117 118 114 100 99 105
Zala 88 94 92 93 91 90 90 84 85 87 92
Western 96 101 103 105 110 110 115 114 104 103 108
Baranya 108 84 80 78 80 79 78 76 76 74 75
Somogy 71 76 76 75 70 69 69 67 69 68 68
Tolna 77 94 92 91 84 86 89 81 84 78 72
Southern 88 84 82 80 78 77 78 74 75 73 72
Borsod-A-Z 111 70 76 71 69 69 67 64 64 62 63
Heves 100 73 74 74 72 73 72 71 75 73 73
Nograd 77 62 59 57 53 57 55 54 56 55 54
Northern Hungary 102 70 73 69 67 68 66 64 66 64 64
Hajdu-Bihar 83 83 78 78 76 76 72 71 74 73 75
Jé&sz-N-Sz 93 79 77 76 75 72 67 66 69 68 66
Szabolcs-Sz-B 59 62 61 59 58 57 55 53 57 54 55
Northern Great Plain 77 74 71 70 69 68 64 63 66 6465
Bacs-Kiskun 79 77 79 76 73 71 70 66 69 68 66
Békés 89 80 78 76 72 69 68 66 66 62 61
Csongrad 109 94 93 93 90 89 86 82 81 77 77
Southern Grerat 91 83 83 81 78 76 75 71 72 69 68
Maximum/Minimum 2,36 2,94 3,1 3,32 36 33 356 383 364 393538
ratia
Maximum/Minimum 2,22 166 1,85 193 221 218 2,38 2,53 2,14 2,19212

ratio (exc. Bp.

Source: 1975 — the author’'s estimations;

maximum value of the region.
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Fig. 4. Formation of regional inequalities of persd incomes between 1988-2003.

Source: Robin Hood indexon different regional levels, measuring the unédliatribution of
population and taxable incomes, calculated on #tgement-level database of APEH and the Ministry o
Finance.

THE CASE OF THE TRANSITION COUNTRIES: BACK TO THE G ENERAL MODEL?

Hungarian features are far not unique, they camngerted in the processes of a larger group of
countries, the former socialist (transition) coiesr This all in the last decade of the™26entury
differentiates further the relations suggested gy previously introduced theoretical models. Inséhe
countries the radical socio-economic metamorphtiséstransformation launched completely new praeess
in spatial cross-section as well.

These countries did not fit the general model eypeeviously, since as compared to their
development all were characterised by robdstwnward levellingy according to their level of development
they were less differentiated than the same deedlogapitalist countries. The content of this retti
equality was however not established, did not eestlurable real-base. While modern market economies
the elemental carrier of approximation was theitgisation of economyso the gaining ground of branches
that are connecting to population share much b#tiam primary or secondary industries, until theohs
real-content was not mentioned in the socialishtoes, since even the widely interpreted infrastice was
the most underplayed sector. Here, the relativealdguwas primarily resulted by the over-supported
manufacturing industries (heavy industry), masgipetion and levelled wage- and income conditions —
many countries financed on the cost of internatiomdebtedness.

The change of regime signifies not just the retarononstitutional state and market economy, but as

a not evadable consequence alsodhting back to the typical trend of regional inafjies of market
economiesThis in all concerned countries — just due teorfer relative equality — unambiguously goes along
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with increasing differences of regional development sedme(Table 2). Also the numbers of the table
show that differences between developed membetiseoEU and the group of the East-Central-European
countries are not so much in size of polarisatimn,even in the direction @lteration of those (also other
indicators denote similar trend — for example adicay to the calculations daum—Weingarten 200éhe
regional dispersion of per capita GDP between 18852000 did not moderated even in any East-Central
European country).

These processes are unambiguously confirmed byr atiternational comparative analyses of
regional characteristics of the East-Central-Euaopieansition Dunford-Smith 1998, Illés |. 2000, Turnock,
D. 2001, Meusburger, P. 2001, Dall’'erba, S. — Kaiaaakis, Y. et al. 2003, Tondl-Vuksic 2003.
Lackenbauer 2004a, 200¢and by numerous country analyses as well. Sirgpatial processes typify also
the in the table not includdRiussian Federatio(Bradshaw- Vartapetov 2003s well as the Non-European
countries that carried out economic and market iogerThe increasing differences between seaside and
inner regions ofChina are widely known and research@érobald F. 1999, Kanbur — Zhang 2004he
previously almost completely homogenous Mongolidifferentiating, and sharp North-South and seaside
mountain polarisation got started Wietnamas well. Sharp and deep social division and oooadly
extreme poverty accompanies the unequal regiooalthrin these countries.

The divergence after the transformation is comprsive and unambiguous. On the other hand even
this course of development can be implicitly fitiatb the general modeFigure 5), on which the specific
“socialist” trend line, the differentiation aftend transformation — aggravated also by economapsel — is
to be visualised.

Factors of differentiation in developed countrieeqisively the tertiarisation, the devlopment of
communication- and transport infrastructure, thaatiged utilisation of human capital) affect thensaas
the tendency-breaking factors (postfordism, gldaaion, crisis of welfare). It is possible thataasesult of
the battle of these two coexisting mechanisms thmlesing processes will get started also in thadition
countries (not automatically and presumably wittorg deviation in time, with unique marks, brakes,
among them faults of economic strategy as wellodiigal or mental brakes). It has similarly theaclce that
due to the missed chances of economic developmeheisocialist years — since the main task, reatbas
a heritage in these countries, is the creationaainapatible economic structurealso the development of the
new welfare state holds off (or largely lag behjrittie polarising forces hold up on long historidetance
the strong differentiation and also the connectsogial unfairness and the disadvantage in economic
competition.

Table 2. Regional development polarisation in EUniner states, in former socialist countries, in sbvi
descendent states and in some Non-European cosiatribe end of the millennium.

Countries Nu. of 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 200@03 2
regions
Austria 9 225 225 217 211 210 2,10 2,06 122,
Belgium 11 300 307 312 316 3,18 3,13 3,14,023 ...
Denmark 15 259 252 238 231 233 218 222 23228 230 229
France 22 206 212 2,13 2,18 213 208 2,04 2,08052 2,02
Finland 20 1,87 188 183 200 200 211 201,042
Greece 13 180 18 18 182 1,76 1,77 180871, ...
Netherlands 12 165 150 154 173 166 169 171721 1,71 1,55
Ireland 8 198 18 181 1,78 182 195 189 182901
U.K. 13 186 18 186 187 193 201 202 2,04 020194
Germany 16 311 282 2,75 268 263 266 263 26363 259 258
Italy 20 221 224 222 225 222 223 215 215112, 2,14 2,11
Portugal 7 1,73 1,73 179 181 174 1,70 169,771
Spain 19 209 207 209 213 209 208 2,12 92,02,06
Sweden 21 1,70 159 157 164 167 172 1,78 17774 1 1,79
Bulgaria 6 160 162 149 165 159 167 1,79,74
Czech Rep. 14 208 221 227 218 24 258 269 728,02 283 295
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Poland 16 18 164 178 184 201 214 221 22318
Hungary 7 199 206 211 219 221 231 248 23956 252
Romania 8 196 1,73 1,78 182 214 269 295 295

Slovakia 8 327 331 341 351 358 365 3,77,823
Slovenia 12 168 170 170 169 175 194 1,93,05
Estonia 5 200 2,16 224 229 240 253 2,61.
Latvia 5 196 2,12 2,77 3227 3,33 265 3,29
Lithuania 10 204 232 224 22 229 2,50
Kazakhstan 17 795 764 589 558 546 7,52 104281 11,59 11,93
Kyrgyzstan 8 2,69 3,28 361 424 424 418 ... .. ..
Uzbekistan 14 235 2,19 287 296 282 343 34,0426 4,21
Argentina 14 11,30 11,54 11,84 1253 13,34 13.72,983 14,47 14,80

Bolivia 8 268 263 249 242 252 279 266 277,862 287

Brazil 27 733 692 755 688 762 976 782 885,718 8,39
Ecuador 18 325 329 323 328 322 318 3,12 3,13.03

USA 51 437 4,17 4,12 410 420 428 439 466 .. ...
Rep. South Africa 9 407 402 388 3,74 338863, 3,02 326 3,19
Vietnam 8 583 6,05 6,00 557 566 5,70
Philippines 16 721 706 687 703 733 717 7,10607 791 6,75 6,89
Turkey 81 14,89 14,11 14,13 16,31 14.80 14,13 13,8368 10,85

Source of data: author’s calculations on data tbnal statistical agencies, EUROSTAT and UNDP.

Table contentqjuotientsof GDP per capita values ohost and least developed regions, bold
numbers indicate highest rate of polarisation &arhecountry.

Regional
disparities

A

. Regional differentiation
IR

“Socialist’ KN
nivellation & New convergence?
o Wy
Transition ~—
(crisis,restructuring)
1 1 1 |- _ _ __ _ =
I Il 1] IV National development

Fig. 5. Return to the general trend in the trarmiticountries.

The great question of the near future — just itectfof the newest processes of the developed world
appearing already in thmodel of Amos- is that whether theew levellinggets started in these countries?

In the mirror of all these thalternative is still openebloth in social and in spatial sense for Hungary
and for countries following the same course: thduesble differentiated Europeari way and the more
polarised, by crises frequently affecteldatin-Americari way. (While the developed part of Europe is a
decade distance far from Hungary, the countriedrgentina, Chile, Uruguay and Mexico belong today
already essentially to the same group of developmaccording to HDI data of the UN they belongitite
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lowest third of the most developed countries — astniEast-Central-European countries, the differasce
that in those countries the social and regionajuadties are still much greater.)

It should be seen also that the trend-brake ofi@patocesses of developed countries and the new
smaller differentiation evolves very hard questinarks regarding also the role and the scopeegibnal
policy andregional developmernlaying key role in regional approximation accoglto the opinion or hope
of lots. In the European scientific life an impattacircumstance of the extraordinarily keen soechll
convergence-debateday is the scaling of the role of regional pplitted on the level of integration (just as
a result of the social, economic and regional i@hat plenty of contradictory research outcomes setd of
arguments emerge). Also there is not any unambigywmoof on that the huge amounts for regional
development aims were got utilised effectively lirespects. Mostly the scheme seems to be corasltiat
regional supports in the given field of continental global economy somewhat reduced development
inequalitiesbetween countriedut hardly the differencesithin the countriegthat is whyMartin P. 1998
speaks with reason about “Pan-European convergerttéocal divergence”). It follows from this alduat
the above mentioned “European way” for the fornmmialist countries means in real thila¢ relative close-
up of the countries become realised in a more jdarspatial structure that before
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