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Rural development is an important policy area, covering 
areas such as: farming and forestry; land use; the manage-
ment of natural resources; and economic diversification in 
rural communities. Rural areas are important to the Europe-
an economy insofar as they provide a wide range of foodstuffs 
and raw materials. Furthermore, rural areas are generally 
places of natural beauty and offer a wide range of recreational 
activities, while forested areas provide one means of combat-
ing climate change.

In contrast, many of the European Union’s (EU’s) rural areas 
face a common challenge — namely, their capacity to cre-
ate high-quality, sustainable jobs has fallen behind that of 
urban areas. Generally, incomes are lower in rural regions 
than in towns or cities and there are fewer job opportuni-
ties and these are in a narrower range of economic activities. 
These differences between regions have, in some cases, re-
sulted in land abandonment and considerable outward flows 
of rural populations. This chapter highlights the structure of 
rural populations, developments within rural labour markets 
and an analysis of economic activity in rural areas between 
the primary sector (dominated by agriculture and forestry) 
and the tertiary sector (where tourism plays an increasingly 
important role).

Main statistical findings
More than half (51.3 % in 2012) of the EU’s land area is 
within regions classified as being predominantly rural; these 
areas were inhabited by 112.1 million people — more than 
one fifth (22.3 %) of the EU-27’s population. Just under two 
fifths (38.7 %) of the area and more than one third (35.3 %) 
of the EU’s population were living in intermediate regions in 
2012, while predominantly urban regions made up just one 
tenth (10.0 %) of the land area but accounted for more than 
two fifths (42.4 %) of the population.

These three types of region are defined according to an 
urban–rural typology which classifies each NUTS level 
3  region to one and only one of the three types of region; 
Map  15.1  shows which regions fall into each of the three 
types. It should be noted that, as population levels and popu-
lation density change over time, regions can move from one 
type to another, which can also happen if regional bound-
aries change. The analyses presented in this chapter are 
based on a recent revision of the typology using the NUTS 
2010 classification.

Among the EU-27 Member States, Cyprus, Luxembourg and 
Malta do not have any predominantly rural regions: Cyprus 
and Luxembourg have only one NUTS level 3  region each 
and in both cases this is classified as intermediate; Malta has 
two NUTS level 3 regions, both of which are classified as pre-
dominantly urban regions. Ireland has only predominantly 

urban regions and predominantly rural regions but no in-
termediate regions, while Slovenia has no predominantly ur-
ban regions. All of the other 22 Member States have at least 
one NUTS level 3  region in each of the three urban–rural 
region types.

Focus on the population in 
predominantly rural regions
A summary of the distribution of the population between 
the three types of regions as of the start of 2012 is presented 
in Figure  15.1. Although the average share of the popula-
tion in predominantly rural regions was 22.3 % in the EU-
27, the share in most Member States was higher than this: 
the EU-27 average was strongly influenced by low shares in 
some of the largest Member States, notably the Netherlands 
(0.6 %), the United Kingdom (2.9 %, 1 January 2011), Spain 
(7.4 %, 1 January 2011) and Belgium (8.6 %) — as well as to 
a lesser extent by Sweden (16.2 %), Germany (16.4 %, 1 Janu-
ary 2011) and Italy (20.2 %). Of the five largest (in popula-
tion terms) Member States, France was the only one with a 
share (29.9 %) of the population in predominantly rural re-
gions that was above the EU-27 average. The highest share 
of the population living in predominantly rural regions was 
recorded for Ireland (72.4 %). A relatively large proportion of 
the population lived in predominantly rural regions in many 
of the central and eastern European countries that joined the 
EU in 2004 or 2007, ranging from close to one third of the 
population in the Czech Republic and Poland to more than 
a half (50.3 %) in Slovakia; also falling within this range were 
Austria, Greece, Finland and Portugal.

The four EFTA countries had very different population 
structures according to this typology. Liechtenstein is com-
posed solely of a predominantly rural region, whereas pre-
dominantly rural regions in Switzerland were home to just 
7.3 % of the population. The proportion of the population in 
predominantly rural regions was above the EU-27 average in 
each of Iceland (36.3 %) and Norway (29.3 %); this was also 
the case in the acceding and candidate countries for Turkey 
(30.8 %) and to a much greater extent for Croatia (56.7 %).

Population change

Predominantly rural regions in the EU-27 have experienced 
limited population growth or decline in recent years. In 
2008 and 2009, predominantly rural regions in the EU-27 re-
corded growth of 0.2 % and 0.1 %, whereas intermediate and 
predominantly urban regions both recorded growth between 
0.4 % and 0.7 % — predominantly urban regions growing 
slightly faster than intermediate regions. In 2010, the EU-
27’s population in predominantly rural regions remained 
unchanged and then fell by 0.1 % in 2011, while in both years 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:European_Union_(EU)
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:EU-27
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Urban-rural_typology
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:NUTS
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:European_Free_Trade_Association_(EFTA)
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Candidate_countries
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Map 15.1: Urban–rural typology, by NUTS 3 regions (1)

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 05/2013
Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO © Turkstat

Source: Eurostat, JRC, EFGS, REGIO-GIS 
(¹) Based on population grid from 2006 and NUTS 2010.
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intermediate regions recorded growth of 0.2 % and predomi-
nantly urban regions growth of 0.5 %.

The most recent population and population change in-
formation for predominantly rural regions is provided in 
Table 15.1 — generally the data are for 1  January 2012 but 
in some cases they refer to 1 January 2011. France had by far 
the largest population in predominantly rural regions, a total 

of 19.5 million persons, equivalent to 17.4 % of the EU-27 to-
tal. Germany, Poland, Italy and Romania had the next larg-
est populations in predominantly rural regions and, together 
with France, these five Member States were home to 60.5 % of 
the EU-27’s population in predominantly rural regions.

Predominantly rural regions experienced growth in 2011 in 
nine EU Member States (as well as in the United Kingdom in 

Figure 15.1: Population structure, by urban–rural typology, 1 January 2012
(% of total population)
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_gind3
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_gind3
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2010); most of these were EU-15 Member States, although 
the population of predominantly rural regions also grew 
in Slovakia and Slovenia. The strongest population growth 
in predominantly rural regions was recorded in Belgium 
(7.9 per thousand) and France (5.3 per thousand). By con-
trast, the sharpest declines in population in predominantly 
rural regions were recorded in Lithuania (– 20.1 per thou-
sand) and Latvia (– 20.0  per thousand), followed at about 
half this rate by Bulgaria (– 9.9 per thousand). Among the 
EU-15 Member States, Portugal recorded the fastest decline 
in the population of predominantly rural regions, down 
5.4 per thousand, ahead of Germany (2010) where the popu-
lation fell by 4.5 per thousand.

At a more detailed level, there were contrasting develop-
ments in most Member States, except for the Netherlands 
which had just one predominantly rural region (where the 
population fell). In nearly every Member State there was at 
least one NUTS level 3  region with a falling rural popula-
tion; Belgium was the only exception, with all predominantly 
rural regions experiencing population growth. Equally, there 
were some predominantly rural populations that grew in 
each of the Member States, other than in the Baltic Mem-
ber States, Bulgaria and Romania. Across the whole of the 
EU, the predominantly rural region with the fastest popula-
tion growth in 2011 was Fokida in Greece, where the popu-
lation rose by 19.5  per thousand, while the fastest popula-
tion decline was reported for Šiaulių apskritis in Lithuania 
(– 22.7 per thousand).

Among the EFTA countries, all predominantly rural regions 
except for the one Icelandic region recorded population 
growth in 2011, with growth reaching 21.9 per thousand in 
Freiburg, Switzerland. Overall, Croatia’s predominantly rural 
regions recorded a decline in population whereas those in 
Turkey experienced growth. The regional variation in Turkey 
was extremely large, from a decline of 79.6 per thousand in 
Tunceli in eastern Anatolia to growth of 109.1 per thousand 
in Bilecik close to the Marmara Sea.

Population structure

When compared with the total population, the population 
in predominantly rural regions tends to have less people of 
working age, more older people and more young people aged 
10–19. This general pattern can be seen for men and wom-
en — see Figure  15.2. Among the working age population 
the difference between predominantly rural regions and the 
total population was most notable between the ages of 25 and 
49 for women and between 30 and 59 for men. Among older 
people the differences were most notable for the age groups 
between 70 and 84 for women and from 75 upwards for men.

It is projected that consistently low birth rates and higher 
life expectancy will transform the shape of the EU-27’s age 

pyramid in the coming decades. Probably the most impor-
tant change will be the marked transition towards a much 
older population structure and this development is already 
becoming apparent in several EU Member States. As a re-
sult, the proportion of people of working age in the EU-
27 is shrinking while the relative number of those retired is 
expanding. The share of older persons in the total popula-
tion will increase significantly in the coming decades, as a 
greater proportion of the post-war baby-boom generation 
reaches retirement. This will, in turn, lead to an increased 
burden on those of working age to provide for the social ex-
penditure required by the ageing population for a range of 
related services.

Across the EU-27, some 17.8 % of the population was aged 
65  or over at the beginning of 2012. The highest share for 
any region in 2012  was 33.9 % in the rural Portuguese re-
gion of Pinhal Interior Sul. In fact, the 10 regions with the 
highest shares of persons aged 65 or over included eight that 
were predominantly rural regions, one intermediate region 
(Dessau-Roßlau, Kreisfreie Stadt in Germany) and one pre-
dominantly urban region (Trieste in Italy). The predomi-
nantly rural regions with the highest shares of persons aged 
65 or over were concentrated in the centre of Portugal, with 
one other Portuguese region (Alto Trás-os-Montes) further 
to the north, two regions in mainland Greece (Grevena and 
Evrytania) and one in north-western Spain (Ourense). By 
contrast, the only predominantly rural region among the 
10 regions with the lowest share of persons aged 65 or more 
in the population was the Irish Mid-East region, with a share 
of 9.3 %; the lowest share among all of the regions was 4.4 % 
in the French overseas region of Guyane.

Map 15.2 provides a regional analysis of persons aged 65 and 
over as of the beginning of 2012, identifying regions by their 
type and whether the share of persons aged 65 or more was 
above or below the EU-27 average. Around one third of the 
regions had shares below the EU-27 average, indicating that 
these regions were generally larger or had particularly low 
shares. For all three types of region, the number of regions 
where the share of persons aged 65 or more was above the 
EU-27 average was greater than the number where the share 
was lower. However, for urban regions this difference was rel-
atively small (167 regions above the EU-27 average compared 
with 149  regions below the average) whereas for the other 
two types of regions the difference was far greater. In other 
words, a predominantly urban region was much more likely 
to have a share of persons aged 65 or more in the population 
that was below the EU-27 average than were either an inter-
mediate or a predominantly rural region. This observation is 
reinforced by the information provided in Table 15.2, where 
it can be seen that the share of persons aged 65 or more in 
the population in rural regions was above the national aver-
age in all of the EU Member States except for Belgium and 
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Table 15.1: Population and population change in rural regions, 1 January 2012 and 2011

Population, 
1 January 

2012 (2)

Crude rates of change, 2011
Crude 
rate of 

population 
change (3)

Region with the highest population 
change (4)

Region with the lowest population 
change (4)

(thousand) (per thousand inhabitants)
EU-27 (1) 112 061.9 : Fokida (EL245) 19.5 Šiaulių apskritis (LT006) – 22.7
Belgium 958.4 7.9 Arr. Neufchâteau (BE344) 14.5 Arr. Ieper (BE253) 3.5
Bulgaria 2 748.4 – 9.9 Blagoevgrad (BG413) – 5.3 Vidin (BG311) – 17.1
Czech Republic 3 463.9 – 0.2 Plzeňský kraj (CZ032) 0.8 Zlínský kraj (CZ072) – 1.8
Denmark 1 629.9 – 1.8 Nordjylland (DK050) 0.3 Bornholm (DK014) – 11.8

Germany 13 428.1 – 4.5 Landshut, Kreisfreie Stadt (DE221) 15.7
Elbe-Elster
(DE407)

– 15.2

Estonia 643.2 – 1.5 Lõuna-Eesti (EE008) – 1.0 Lääne-Eesti (EE004) – 2.2
Ireland 3 320.2 3.4 Midland (IE012) 12.2 Border (IE011) – 4.8
Greece 4 821.2 – 1.9 Fokida (EL245) 19.5 Ileia (EL233) – 8.1
Spain 3 394.1 – 0.3 Toledo (ES425) 4.6 Zamora (ES419) – 10.9
France 19 524.0 5.3 Haute-Corse (FR832) 11.1 Aube (FR212) – 1.1
Italy 12 308.4 0.8 Olbia-Tempio (ITG29) 9.1 Oristano (ITG28) – 5.2
Cyprus - –  - : - :
Latvia 756.8 – 20.0 Vidzeme (LV008) – 18.4 Latgale (LV005) – 21.5
Lithuania 1 265.2 – 20.1 Telšių apskritis (LT008) – 16.4 Šiaulių apskritis (LT006) – 22.7
Luxembourg - –  - : - :
Hungary 4 637.9 – 5.9 Győr-Moson-Sopron (HU221) 4.1 Nógrád (HU313) – 14.9
Malta - –  - : - :
Netherlands 106.3 – 2.4 Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen (NL341) – 2.4 Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen (NL341) – 2.4
Austria 3 754.1 0.7 Nordburgenland (AT112) 6.9 Unterkärnten (AT213) – 5.7
Poland 12 838.0 – 1.3 Nowosądecki (PL215) 3.7 Łomżyński (PL344) – 5.5

Portugal 3 581.6 – 5.4
Região Autónoma dos Açores 
(PT200)

1.4
Pinhal Interior Sul 
(PT166)

– 13.4

Romania 9 715.2 – 4.5 Suceava (RO215) – 1.0 Teleorman (RO317) – 11.6
Slovenia 899.4 0.6 Notranjsko-kraška (SI018) 1.9 Koroška (SI013) – 1.8
Slovakia 2 721.0 0.8 Prešovský kraj (SK041) 2.7 Banskobystrický kraj (SK032) – 1.3
Finland 2 200.9 1.6 Åland (FI200) 12.3 Kainuu (FI1D4) – 9.5
Sweden 1 532.7 – 0.6 Kronobergs län (SE212) 3.9 Jämtlands län (SE322) – 3.1

United Kingdom 1 813.1 2.8
West and South of Northern Ireland 
(UKN05)

11.0
Powys 
(UKL24)

– 1.8

Iceland 116.0 – 1.1 Landsbyggð (IS002) – 1.1 Landsbyggð (IS002) – 1.1
Liechtenstein 36.5 9.0 Liechtenstein (LI000) 9.0 Liechtenstein (LI000) 9.0
Norway 1 460.4 7.3 Aust-Agder (NO041) 13.1 Sogn og Fjordane (NO052) 4.3
Switzerland 584.5 13.4 Freiburg (CH022) 21.9 Graubünden (CH056) 4.0
Croatia 2 502.5 – 6.1 Zadarska županija (HR033) 3.9 Ličko-senjska županija (HR032) – 14.7
Turkey 22 706.8 8.3 Bilecik (TR413) 109.1 Tunceli (TRB14) – 79.6

(1) Based on available data for Member States.
(2) Germany, Spain, the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 1 January 2011.
(3) Germany, Spain, the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 2010.
(4) Excluding rural regions in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (DE8) and Canarias (ES7); the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 2010.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: demo_r_gind3 and demo_r_d3avg)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_gind3
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_d3avg
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Poland. The largest (in percentage point terms) differences 
between the shares for rural and national populations were 
observed for the Netherlands (5.5 percentage points), Spain 
(4.9), Portugal (3.8), France (3.2) and the United Kingdom 
(3.0). The general pattern of higher shares in rural regions 
was repeated in Iceland and Norway, but not in Switzerland, 
where the share of older persons was lower in rural regions; 
Liechtenstein has only one region and that is rural so the na-
tional and rural shares are the same. Equally, both Croatia 
and Turkey had higher shares of older persons in their rural 
populations than their national averages.

The old-age dependency ratio — calculated for the purposes of 
this publication as the percentage ratio of persons aged 65 or 
more to persons aged 15–64 — was 28.2 % across the rural re-
gions of the EU-27 as of the start of 2012; this can be compared 
with a 29.2 % ratio for all types of region. The fact that predom-
inantly rural regions had a relatively low old-age dependency 
ratio but a relatively high share of persons aged 65 or more 

in their total population suggests that there was a lower share 
of young people in the population in predominantly rural re-
gions (15.4 %) than across all types of region (21.1 %).

Comparing the national averages for old-age dependency 
ratios in the rural regions of the EU Member States, these 
ranged from 36.8 % in Portugal to an average of 17.8 % in 
Slovakia; the Turkish average was even lower at 12.3 %. As 
well as these large differences between rural averages for each 
Member State, there was also a quite diverse range of old-age 
dependency ratios within the predominantly rural regions of 
individual Member States — see Table 15.2. The largest range 
was reported for Portugal, where there was a 20.6 percentage 
point gap between the old-age dependency ratios of Pinhal 
Interior Sul (33.9 %) and the Região Autónoma dos Açores 
(13.3 %). Differences in excess of 10 percentage points were 
also observed for Greece, Spain, Germany, France and the 
United Kingdom, as well as for Turkey.

Figure 15.2: Population pyramids, EU, 1 January 2010 (1)
(% of total population)
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_pjangroup
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Map 15.2: Share of persons aged 65+ in total population, by NUTS level 3 region and by urban–rural 
typology, 1 January 2012 (1)
(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 05/2013
Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO © Turkstat

Source: Eurostat (online data code: demo_r_pjanaggr3) 
(¹) Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (DE8), Illes Balears (ES53), Canarias (ES7), the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 1 January 2011; Malta, 1 January 2010.
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_pjanaggr3
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Table 15.2: Old-age population in rural regions, 1 January 2012
(%)

Share of 
persons 

aged 65+ 
in the 

national 
population (2)

Share of 
persons 

aged 65+ 
in rural 
regions 

(2)

Old-age 
dependency 

ratio 
(65+/15–64) 

in rural 
regions 

(2)

Rural region 
with the highest
 share of persons 

aged 65+ 
(3)

Rural region
 with the lowest 
share of persons

 aged 65+
(3)

EU-27 (1) 17.8 18.6 28.2
Pinhal Interior Sul
(PT166)

33.9
Zeeuwsch-
Vlaanderen (NL341)

21.7

Belgium 17.3 16.7 25.6 Arr. Ieper (BE253) 19.6 Arr. Bastogne (BE342) 14.4
Bulgaria 18.8 20.0 29.9 Vidin (BG311) 25.9 Blagoevgrad (BG413) 16.4
Czech Republic 16.2 16.5 24.0 Zlínský kraj (CZ072) 16.8 Jihočeský kraj (CZ031) 16.2
Denmark 17.3 19.0 29.9 Bornholm (DK014) 23.8 Vestjylland (DK041) 17.7

Germany 20.6 20.7 31.6
Suhl, Kreisfreie Stadt 
(DEG04)

26.6
Vechta 
(DE94F)

15.0

Estonia 17.2 17.6 26.3 Lääne-Eesti (EE004) 18.3 Kesk-Eesti (EE006) 17.0
Ireland 11.9 12.1 18.5 West (IE013) 13.2 Mid-East (IE022) 9.3
Greece 19.7 21.8 33.9 Grevena (EL131) 29.3 Dodekanisos (EL421) 14.8
Spain 17.1 21.9 33.7 Ourense (ES113) 28.4 Toledo (ES425) 16.7
France 17.1 20.3 32.8 Creuse (FR632) 26.2 Ain (FR711) 15.2
Italy 20.6 21.6 33.0 Alessandria (ITC18) 25.9 Crotone (ITF62) 17.3
Cyprus 12.8 - - - : - :
Latvia 18.6 19.0 28.4 Vidzeme (LV008) 19.6 Zemgale (LV009) 17.9
Lithuania 18.1 19.4 29.4 Utenos apskritis (LT009) 21.4 Telšių apskritis (LT008) 17.1
Luxembourg 14.0 - - - : - :

Hungary 16.9 17.0 24.8
Békés 
(HU332)

19.1
Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg 
(HU323)

14.0

Malta 16.5 - - - : - :

Netherlands 16.2 21.7 34.5
Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

21.7
Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

21.7

Austria 17.8 18.1 27.0
Mittelburgenland 
(AT111)

21.1 Tiroler Oberland (AT334) 14.6

Poland 13.8 13.5 19.1 Łomżyński (PL344) 16.1 Pilski (PL411) 11.4

Portugal 19.4 23.3 36.8
Pinhal Interior Sul 
(PT166)

33.9
Região Autónoma dos 
Açores (PT200)

13.3

Romania 15.0 15.7 22.8 Teleorman (RO317) 21.8 Satu Mare (RO115) 12.4

Slovenia 16.8 17.3 25.0
Goriška 
(SI023)

18.2
Jugovzhodna Slovenija 
(SI017)

15.8

Slovakia 12.8 12.8 17.8 Nitriansky kraj (SK023) 14.1 Prešovský kraj (SK041) 11.1

Finland 18.1 19.5 30.6 Etelä-Savo (FI1D1) 24.2
Pohjois-Pohjanmaa 
(FI1D6)

15.2

Sweden 18.8 21.6 34.5 Kalmar län (SE213) 23.0
Västerbottens län 
(SE331)

19.5

United Kingdom 16.6 19.7 31.2
Powys 
(UKL24)

23.4
West and South of 
Northern Ireland
(UKN05)

13.0

Iceland 12.6 13.3 20.3 Landsbyggð (IS002) 13.3 Landsbyggð (IS002) 13.3
Liechtenstein 14.4 14.4 20.6 Liechtenstein (LI000) 14.4 Liechtenstein (LI000) 14.4
Norway 15.4 17.4 27.0 Hedmark (NO021) 19.4 Finnmark (NO073) 15.1
Switzerland 17.2 16.2 23.9 Jura (CH025) 18.5 Freiburg (CH022) 14.2

Croatia 17.1 17.5 26.1
Ličko-senjska županija 
(HR032)

22.6
Međimurska županija 
(HR046)

15.3

Turkey 7.2 7.9 12.3 Sinop (TR823) 15.7 Hakkari (TRB24) 2.8
(1) Based on available data for Member States.
(2) Germany, Spain, the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 1 January 2011.
(3) Excluding rural regions in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (DE8) and Canarias (ES7); the United Kingdom, Croatia and Turkey, 2010.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: demo_r_pjanaggr3)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_pjanaggr3
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The share of women in the EU-27’s population was 51.2 % as of 
the beginning of 2012. Among the 1 294 NUTS level 3 regions 
there were 466 regions (just over one third of the total) where 
the share of women was higher than the EU average. In all three 
types of regions within the urban–rural typology the number of 
regions where the share of women in the population was above 
the EU-27  average was smaller than the number of regions 
where it was below the average. Nevertheless, relative to the total 
number of regions of each type, the number of predominantly 
rural regions where the share of women was above average was 
relatively low, as 143 out of 482 (29.7 %) predominantly rural re-
gions reported shares of women above the EU-27 average. For 
intermediate regions there were 189 out of 496 (38.1 %) regions 
with above average shares of women in the population, while for 
urban regions above average shares were observed in 134 out of 
316 (42.4 %) regions. These figures suggest a flow of women out 
of predominantly rural regions into predominantly urban regions 
and/or a movement of men in the other direction.

The highest share of women in the population for any of the 
NUTS level 3 region was 55.9 % in Rīga (Latvia). Shares above 
53.0 % were reported for 34 NUTS level 3 regions, spread across 
nine EU Member States. The majority of these regions with par-
ticularly high shares of women in the population were in the 
Baltic Member States: nine in Lithuania, six in Latvia and five in 
Estonia (there was a relatively large difference in life expectancy 
between men and women in these countries). The remaining 
regions were in Poland (five regions), Germany (four regions), 
France (two overseas regions), and Hungary, Portugal and Ro-
mania (one region each). These regions were fairly evenly split 
between the three types of regions, with 13 of them classified as 
predominantly rural regions, among which Panevėžio apskritis 
in Lithuania had the highest share of women (54.1 %).

In 133 of the 1 294  regions in the EU-27, men were in the 
majority, in other words the share of women was less than 
half. In just 22 regions the share of women was 49.0 % or less, 
mainly in Greece (13  regions) and Spain (seven regions), 
with one region each in the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom. Most (14) of these regions with particularly low 
shares of women in the population were predominantly rural 
regions, with the predominantly rural region of Evros in 
Greece reporting the lowest share (47.7 %) of all regions.

Focus on the labour market in 
predominantly rural regions

Economically active population

The distribution of the economically active population by 
type of region was very similar to the distribution of the 
population as a whole. As such, the weights of predom
inantly rural regions in the economically active population 
aged 25 years or over and in the total population were very 
close. As Figure 15.3 shows, the share of the active popula-
tion in predominantly rural regions varied considerably 

from country to country: in the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom and Spain predominantly rural regions accounted 
for less than 10 % of the economically active population, 
while at the other end of the scale predominantly rural re-
gions in Ireland accounted for over 70% of the economically 
active population.

Women in the labour force

Based on an analysis of the share of women in the labour 
force (aged 25 or over) it can be seen that, on average, women 
play a smaller role in the labour force of predominantly rural 
regions than in the whole economy. This pattern was ob-
served for most EU Member States (Belgium and France, not 
available; Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta, no predominantly 
rural regions) as only Bulgaria, the United Kingdom and the 
Czech Republic reported a higher share of women in the la-
bour force within predominantly rural regions (than their 
respective national averages for the whole economy). In the 
other EU Member States, the differences between national 
averages and shares for predominantly rural regions were 
relatively small, only exceeding 1.0 percentage point in Esto-
nia, Greece, Spain, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Aus-
tria, Portugal, Poland and Romania. However, when com-
pared with the other types of region the share of women in 
the economically active population in predominantly rural 
regions was generally lower. Figure 15.4 shows that only in 
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom and Slo-
vakia was the share of women in the labour force in predom
inantly rural regions higher than in either of the other two 
types of region.

Employment and unemployment

Employment rates for persons aged 20–64 in the three dif-
ferent types of regions are presented in Figure 15.5. In half of 
the EU Member States for which data are available and which 
have at least two types of regions, predominantly rural re-
gions generally had a lower employment rate than the other 
types of regions. In seven EU Member States intermediate 
regions had the lowest employment rates while in Greece, 
Spain and Austria predominantly rural regions had a higher 
employment rate than both intermediate and predominantly 
urban regions.

In several central and eastern EU Member States the differ-
ence between the employment rate in predominantly rural 
regions and predominantly urban regions was particularly 
high, notably in Bulgaria (12.8 percentage points difference), 
as well as Slovakia (10.9), Finland (8.4), Estonia (7.3), Lithu-
ania (7.1), Hungary (5.7) and Romania (6.6). In most of the 
remaining Member States the differences between the em-
ployment rates for predominantly rural regions and those for 
intermediate regions were less pronounced, while employ-
ment rates were very homogenous for all types of regions in 
Denmark, Spain, Italy and Poland.



247  Eurostat regional yearbook 2013

15Focus on rural developmentFocus on rural development

Map 15.3: Share of women in total population, by NUTS level 3 region and by urban–rural typology, 
1 January 2012
(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 05/2013
Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO © Turkstat

Source: Eurostat (online data code: demo_r_pjanaggr3) 

(¹) Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (DE8), Illes Balears (ES53), Canarias (ES7) and Turkey, 2011; Malta, 2010; Belgium, Czech Republic, Ireland, Greece, Spain
(except Illes Balears (ES53) and Canarias (ES7)), France, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Hungary, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, United Kingdom, Liechtenstein,
Switzerland and Croatia, provisional.
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(ES7)), France, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Hungary, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, United Kingdom, Liechtenstein, Switzerland and Croatia, provisional.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: demo_r_pjanaggr3)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=demo_r_pjanaggr3
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Figure 15.3: Economically active population, persons aged 25 and over, by urban–rural typology, 2011 (1)
(% of active population)
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(1) Belgium and France, not available; Germany, 2010.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: urt_lfp3pop and lfst_r_lfp3pop)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_lfp3pop
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=lfst_r_lfp3pop
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Table 15.3: Economically active population in rural regions, persons aged 25 and over, 2011

Economically active population 
of rural regions

Share of women in the active 
population of rural regions

Share of women in the national 
active population

(thousand) (%)

EU-27 : : 45.5

Belgium : : 45.4

Bulgaria 1 128.2 47.6 47.0

Czech Republic 1 586.5 44.0 43.9

Denmark 715.2 46.4 47.1

Germany (1) 6 156.7 45.3 45.9

Estonia 280.3 49.7 50.7

Ireland 1 371.1 43.9 44.1

Greece 1 917.5 40.5 42.0

Spain 1 466.3 43.0 44.9

France : : 48.0

Italy 4 722.9 41.1 41.3

Cyprus 0.0 - 47.2

Latvia 364.7 48.3 50.9

Lithuania 596.9 50.1 51.1

Luxembourg 0.0 - 43.8

Hungary 1 806.0 45.8 46.2

Malta 0.0 - 33.0

Netherlands 44.5 43.8 45.5

Austria 1 653.6 45.3 46.3

Poland 5 328.6 45.0 45.7

Portugal 1 750.8 46.0 47.0

Romania 3 934.7 44.3 45.0

Slovenia 409.0 46.0 46.4

Slovakia 1 252.0 45.1 45.0

Finland 902.6 46.9 47.7

Sweden 680.7 47.0 47.1

United Kingdom 689.8 48.2 45.9

(1) 2010.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: urt_lfp3pop and lfst_r_lfp3pop)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_lfp3pop
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=lfst_r_lfp3pop
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Figure 15.4: Share of women in the economically active population, persons aged 25 and over, by urban–
rural typology, 2011 (1)
(% of active population)
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(1) Belgium and France, not available; Germany, 2010.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: urt_lfp3pop)

Figure 15.5: Employment rate, persons aged 20–64, by urban–rural typology, 2011 (1)
(%)
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(1) Belgium, Germany, France and Portugal, not available; Czech Republic, 2010; the size of the bubble reflects the share in total population of each type of region.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: urt_lfe3emprt and urt_pjanaggr3)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_lfp3pop
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_lfe3emprt
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_pjanaggr3
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Figure 15.6 presents unemployment rates in the three differ-
ent types of regions. The highest unemployment rate for pre-
dominantly rural regions was recorded in Spain, at 16.2 %, 
while double-digit rural unemployment rates were also ob-
served in Bulgaria, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Latvia, Lithu-
ania, Hungary and Slovakia. In Denmark, Germany, Greece, 
Spain and the Netherlands, rural unemployment rates were 
lower than in the other two types of region.
Only Ireland and some central and eastern EU Member States 
recorded higher unemployment rates in predominantly rural 
regions than in the other types of regions. By contrast, predomi-
nantly urban regions observed the highest unemployment rates 
in some western and southern Member States. The highest dif-
ferences between unemployment rates in the different types of 
regions were recorded in Bulgaria, Estonia and Slovakia.

Focus on the economy in predominantly 
rural regions
In 2010, predominantly urban regions accounted for approx-
imately 54.3 % of GDP within the EU-27, while intermedi-
ate regions contributed around 29.2 % and predominantly 
rural regions the remaining 15.3 %. Compared with 10 years 
earlier, this gap between predominantly rural regions and 
predominantly urban regions closed slightly, as the share ac-
counted for by predominantly urban regions fell 1.2 percent-
age points while the shares of the two other types of regions 
increased by 0.6 percentage points each.

Figure 15.7 shows how GDP in the three types of regions de-
veloped between 2000 and 2010; note that these data are pre-
sented in current prices and so are not adjusted for the impact 
of inflation. As noted above, measured in absolute terms the 
urban–rural gap in GDP remained significant, but narrowed 
slightly during the last decade. Between 2000 and 2007, GDP 
growth in predominantly rural regions slightly outpaced that 
in the two other types of region. A major change in develop-
ments occurred in 2008  as the impact of the financial and 
economic crisis was particularly strongly felt in predomi-
nantly urban regions where GDP fell on average by 3.4 %; in 
2008, intermediate regions (1.0 %) and predominantly rural 
regions (2.2 %) continued to experience growth. In 2009, the 
downturn intensified with all three types of region experi-
encing a reduction in output, although the contraction was 
stronger for intermediate regions (– 6.2 %) and predominant-
ly urban regions ( – 6.1 %) than it was for predominantly ru-
ral regions (– 5.5 %). In 2010, all types of regions returned to 
growth, albeit less than the falls experienced in 2009, ranging 
from 3.5 % growth for predominantly rural regions to 5.0 % 
growth for predominantly urban regions and 5.3 % growth 
for intermediate regions. Over the period 2000–10, average 
growth for predominantly rural regions was 3.2 % per year, 
ahead of intermediate regions (3.0 %) and predominantly 
urban regions (2.6 %). It can be concluded that the develop-
ment of GDP in predominantly rural regions was stronger 
than for either of the other types of regions and that it was 
somewhat less volatile during the recent crisis.

Figure 15.6: Unemployment rate, persons aged 25 or more, by urban–rural typology, 2011 (1)
(%)
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(1) Belgium, France and Portugal, not available; Germany, 2010; the size of the bubble reflects the share in total population of each type of region.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: urt_lfu3rt, urt_pjanaggr3, lfst_r_lfu3pers and lfst_r_lfp3pop)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_lfu3rt
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_pjanaggr3
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=lfst_r_lfu3pers
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=lfst_r_lfp3pop
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Focus on agriculture and tourism in rural 
regions
The importance attached to the structure and composition of 
rural economies reflects their diversity and is a consequence 
of the scale of diversification from and within primary activi-
ties such as agriculture, forestry and fisheries. Employment 
challenges across the EU’s rural areas are related at least in 
part to the diversity of the local economy.

Services have been the major driver of growth within the EU 
during recent decades. However, their share of regional GDP 
(note that data are not available for the vast majority of Ital-
ian regions) was much lower in 2010 in predominantly rural 
regions (64.8 %) than in intermediate regions (68.7 %) or pre-
dominantly urban regions (78.6 %). By contrast, the shares of 
the other broad sectors were higher for predominantly rural 
regions — 23.7 % from industry, 7.1 % from construction and 
4.4 % from agriculture, forestry and fisheries — than for the 
two other types of regions. Services contributed more than 
half of total value added in predominantly rural regions in 
all of the Member States in 2010, except for the Netherlands 
and Romania, both of which had relatively large industrial 
sectors while Romania’s agriculture, forestry and fisheries 
sector was one of the largest (in terms of its contribution to 
total value added) — see Table 15.4. In four Member States, 
the share of services in total value added was over 70.0 % in 
predominantly rural regions, reaching 73.1 % in Denmark.

While agriculture, forestry and fisheries was the smallest 
of the four broad sectors presented in Table  15.4  for pre-
dominantly rural regions across the whole of the EU, this 

situation was not repeated in all of the Member States. In 
the predominantly rural regions of Bulgaria, Estonia, Ire-
land, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Romania, the 
contribution of agriculture, forestry and fisheries to total 
value added in 2010 was greater than that of construction; 
this was also the case in Croatia. The highest contribu-
tions of agriculture, forestry and fisheries to value added 
in predominantly rural regions were recorded in Bulgaria 
(11.2 %), Latvia and Romania (both 11.0 %). By contrast, 
agriculture, forestry and fisheries contributed as little as 
2.4 % of value added in predominantly rural regions in Ger-
many and Ireland.

Agricultural, forestry and fisheries labour force

In 2010, the regular agricultural labour force in the EU-
27 was around 25.0 million people, very many of them work-
ing on a part-time and/or seasonal basis. The agricultural la-
bour input in the EU-27 in 2012 was estimated at 10.1 million 
annual working units: one annual working unit is equivalent 
to one person working full-time for a whole year. The level 
of labour input in 2012 was around 25 % lower than it had 
been 10 years earlier — an average fall of 2.9 % per year. The 
largest overall reductions in agricultural employment over 
this 10-year period were in Slovakia (– 58.9 %) and Estonia 
(– 56.2 %), while agricultural labour input also fell by 30.0 % 
or more in Bulgaria, Latvia, Romania, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Sweden, Greece and Denmark, as well as in Nor-
way. The only EU Member States that reported an increase 
in their agricultural labour input over this period were Malta 
(14.0 %) and Ireland (4.6 %).

Figure 15.7: Gross domestic product (GDP), by urban–rural typology, EU-27, 2000–10 (1)
(2000=100)
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(1) The analysis according to the urban–rural typology excludes: Brandenburg (DE4), Städteregion Aachen (DEA2D), Bautzen (DED2C), Görlitz (DED2D), Meißen DED2E), Sächsische Schweiz-
Osterzgebirge (DED2F), Chemnitz (DED4), Leipzig (DED5), Piemonte (ITC1), Liguria (ITC3), Lombardia (ITC4), Sud (ITF), Isole (ITG), Veneto (ITH3), Friuli-Venezia Giulia (ITH4), Emilia-Romagna 
(ITH5), Centro (ITI), Agglomeratie Leiden en Bollenstreek (NL337), Oost-Zuid-Holland (NL338), Groot-Rijnmond (NL339) and Zuidoost-Zuid-Holland (NL33A).

Source: Eurostat (online data code: urt_e3gdp)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=urt_e3gdp
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Table 15.4: Gross value added in rural regions, 2010
(% share of total value added)

Agriculture, 
forestry and 

fisheries
Industry Construc-

tion Services

Rural region with 
the highest share 
of value added in 

agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries

Rural region with 
the highest share 
of value added in 

services

EU-27 (1) 4.4 23.8 7.1 64.7 Silistra (BG325) Evrytania (EL243)

Belgium 3.2 16.7 8.2 71.9 Arr. Diksmuide (BE252)
Arr. Philippeville 
(BE353)

Bulgaria 11.2 31.1 5.7 52.0 Silistra (BG325) Vidin (BG311)

Czech Republic 2.8 36.3 8.1 52.8 Kraj Vysočina (CZ063)
Olomoucký kraj 
(CZ071)

Denmark 3.2 17.6 6.2 73.1 Vestjylland (DK041) Bornholm (DK014)

Germany 2.4 28.6 6.6 62.4
Rügen 
(DE80H)

Suhl, Kreisfreie Stadt 
(DEG04)

Estonia 8.2 24.3 7.3 60.2 Kesk-Eesti (EE006) Lõuna-Eesti (EE008)
Ireland 2.4 32.6 2.3 62.6 South-East (IE024) Midland (IE012)
Greece 7.4 17.4 4.6 70.6 Pella (EL124) Evrytania (EL243)
Spain 7.1 16.6 14.0 62.2 Cuenca (ES423) La Gomera (ES706)
France 4.2 16.5 7.3 72.0 Lozère (FR814) Corse-du-Sud (FR831)
Italy : : : : : :
Cyprus - - - - - -
Latvia 11.0 23.6 5.5 59.8 Zemgale (LV009) Latgale (LV005)

Lithuania 7.1 28.6 7.0 57.3
Marijampolės apskritis 
(LT004)

Tauragės apskritis 
(LT007)

Luxembourg - - - - - -
Hungary 6.5 34.4 4.9 54.2 Békés (HU332) Somogy (HU232)
Malta - - - - - -

Netherlands 3.1 46.2 5.5 45.2
Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

Austria 3.3 27.1 8.7 60.9 Weinviertel (AT125)
Tiroler Oberland 
(AT334)

Poland 8.5 26.9 8.3 56.3
Ostrołęcko-siedlecki 
(PL122)

Przemyski 
(PL324)

Portugal 5.6 21.1 6.5 66.8
Baixo Alentejo
(PT184)

Região Autónoma dos 
Açores (PT200)

Romania 11.0 34.1 8.3 46.5 Ialomiţa (RO315) Călăraşi (RO312)

Slovenia 4.1 29.3 7.2 59.4
Notranjsko-kraška 
(SI018)

Podravska 
(SI012)

Slovakia 4.7 31.3 9.5 54.5
Banskobystrický kraj 
(SK032)

Banskobystrický kraj 
(SK032)

Finland 5.6 24.2 7.4 62.8 Etelä-Savo (FI1D1) Åland (FI200)
Sweden 4.5 26.9 5.3 63.3 Jämtlands län (SE322) Gotlands län (SE214)

United Kingdom 3.1 18.5 8.9 69.5
Herefordshire, County 
of (UKG11)

Eilean Siar (Western 
Isles) (UKM64)

Norway 4.0 16.6 7.2 54.6 Finnmark (NO073) Troms (NO072)

Croatia 9.1 23.8 7.7 59.4
Virovitičko-podravska 
županija (HR048)

Zadarska županija 
(HR033)

(1) Excluding Italy.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: nama_r_e3vab95r2)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=nama_r_e3vab95r2
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Table 15.5 presents a similar analysis to that in Table 15.4 but 
focused on employment; it should be noted that this analysis 
is for 2009 and that data are not available for either Germany 
or Italy (and hence no EU aggregate has been produced). 
Again services dominated the analysis, providing employ-
ment for more than half the workforce in predominantly 
rural regions in all Member States except for Poland, Bul-
garia and Romania. The employment share of agriculture, 
forestry and fisheries in predominantly rural regions tended 
to be higher than the equivalent value added share, although 
this was not the case in Estonia or Sweden. In some of the 
Member States the difference between the value added and 
employment contributions was particularly large, notably 
in Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, Portugal and Greece, where 
the difference was more than 10 percentage points; the em-
ployment shares of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in the 
predominantly rural regions of these Member States were 
so high that they were greater than the shares recorded for 
either industry or construction, and in the case of Romania 
the employment share of agriculture, forestry and fisheries 
in the predominantly rural regions was also higher than that 
recorded for services. By contrast, agriculture, forestry and 
fisheries provided less than 5.0 % of employment in the pre-
dominantly rural regions of Sweden, the Netherlands, Den-
mark, Belgium and Slovakia. Agriculture, forestry and fisher-
ies contributed 4.4 % to the rural economy’s total value added 
in 2010 (excluding nearly all Italian regions) and 15.6 % of 
rural employment in 2009 (excluding Germany and nearly 
all Italian regions). Looking from another perspective, pre-
dominantly rural regions accounted for 42.4 % of the added 
value in agriculture, forestry and fisheries across the EU and 
for 54.9 % of employment in this sector; this underlines not 
only the importance of this sector for predominantly rural 
regions but also the importance of predominantly rural re-
gions for this sector.

Map 15.4 presents more detailed information on the relative 
importance of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in regional 
employment. For the EU-27 as a whole, agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries provided 5.21 % of employment in 2012, down 
from 5.37 % in 2009 (the year for which regional data are 
presented in the map). Unsurprisingly, employment in this 
sector is particularly concentrated in predominantly rural re-
gions. Among the 750 regions in the map some 325 were pre-
dominantly rural regions, and among these 264 had a higher 
employment share for agriculture, forestry and fisheries than 
the EU-27 average. By contrast, there were only 12 (out of 
188) predominantly urban regions and 95 (out of 237) inter-
mediate regions with an above average employment share in 
agriculture, forestry and fisheries.

The highest shares of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in 
total employment at the NUTS level 3 were mainly in Ro-
mania: Ialomiţa had the highest share (63.6 %) while seven 
other Romanian regions had shares over 50.0 %. Follow-
ing on from these regions were Silistra in Bulgaria (49.4 %) 
and Alto Trás-os-Montes in Portugal (47.8 %), before four 

more Romanian regions. The highest shares of agriculture, 
forestry and fisheries in employment among intermediate 
regions were 45.0 % and 44.0 % in the Romanian regions of 
Bacău and Iaşi, the 17th and 19th highest shares respective-
ly. Among predominantly urban regions the highest share 
was 26.2 % in the Polish region of Krakowski, which was the 
74th highest share. The lowest share of agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries among predominantly rural regions was 0.5 % 
in the Spanish island region of El Hierro. In 12  regions 
there was no employment in agriculture, forestry and fish-
eries, 10 of which were predominantly urban regions and 
two were intermediate regions (Swindon and Plymouth in 
the United Kingdom); nine of these regions with no em-
ployment in agriculture, forestry and fisheries were in the 
United Kingdom and the other was the Danish capital city 
region of Byen København.

Agricultural secondary activities

Whilst the share of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in rural 
economies has declined, the importance of diversification in 
rural economies has grown. In the EU-27 as a whole, around 
5.2 % of farms had at least one other source of income (re-
ferred to as other gainful activities) — see Table 15.6. This 
share ranged from less than 5.0 % in Italy, Poland, Malta, 
Spain, Greece, Bulgaria, Romania, Cyprus and Lithuania 
(where it was just 0.8 %) to more than one third in Swe-
den, Austria and Denmark (where it reached 52.0 %), while 
among those Member States that joined the EU in 2004 or 
2007  the highest proportions of agricultural holdings with 
other gainful activities were recorded in Slovenia (16.8 %), 
the Czech Republic (15.0 %) and Estonia (13.5 %). The over-
all EU-27 average is strongly influenced by the low propor-
tion of agricultural holdings in Italy, Poland and Romania 
that had other gainful activities, while each of these three 
Member States had a very high overall number of holdings 
— together they accounted for well over half (58.2 %) of the 
12.0  million holdings across the EU-27; note that many of 
these were very small in size and employed the equivalent of 
less than a single, full-time person.

When considered in terms of their economic weight (based 
on the standard output), agricultural holdings that undertake 
secondary activities were more important than suggested 
by a simple count, as they generated 18.9 % of agricultural 
standard output in the EU-27. In some Member States, the 
relative importance of secondary activities was quite differ-
ent whether measured in terms of the number of holdings 
or their output, for example: while only 1.1 % of holdings 
in Bulgaria and Romania had a secondary activity, those 
that did accounted for 13.5 % and 9.6 % respectively of total 
standard output, while in Lithuania those agricultural hold-
ings with secondary activities (0.8 % of the total) generated 
7.4 % of standard output.

Table 15.6 gives an indication of the various types of sec-
ondary gainful activities that were practised by agricultural 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Agricultural_holding
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Standard_output_(SO)
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Table 15.5: Employment in rural regions, 2009
(% share of total employment)

Agriculture, 
forestry and 

fisheries
Industry Construc-

tion
Services

(1)

Rural region with 
the highest share 
of employment in 

agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries

Rural region with 
the highest share 
of employment in 

services

EU-27 : : : : Ialomiţa (RO315) El Hierro (ES703)
Belgium 4.7 13.4 8.5 73.5 Arr. Diksmuide (BE252) Arr. Arlon (BE341)
Bulgaria 30.7 23.6 5.3 40.5 Silistra (BG325) Vidin (BG311)

Czech Republic 5.5 31.6 8.9 53.9 Kraj Vysočina (CZ063)
Olomoucký kraj 
(CZ071)

Denmark 4.6 16.8 8.1 70.5 Bornholm (DK014) Bornholm (DK014)
Germany : : : :
Estonia 7.6 22.9 10.1 59.3 Kesk-Eesti (EE006) Lõuna-Eesti (EE008)
Ireland 7.2 15.4 9.5 67.8 South-East (IE024) South-West (IE025)
Greece 22.8 10.7 8.0 58.6 Rodopi (EL113) Dodekanisos (EL421)
Spain 8.6 12.1 11.1 68.2 Lugo (ES112) El Hierro (ES703)
France 5.2 16.8 7.7 70.3 Gers (FR624) Hautes-Alpes (FR822)
Italy : : : :
Cyprus - - - -
Latvia 15.3 15.5 8.0 61.3 Vidzeme (LV008) Latgale (LV005)

Lithuania 15.8 18.9 9.0 56.3
Tauragės apskritis 
(LT007)

Panevėžio apskritis 
(LT005)

Luxembourg - - - -

Hungary 11.2 29.3 7.2 52.3
Békés
(HU332)

Szabolcs-Szatmár-
Bereg (HU323)

Malta - - - -

Netherlands 4.1 21.1 6.7 68.1
Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

Zeeuwsch-Vlaanderen 
(NL341)

Austria 11.7 20.1 8.2 59.9 Oststeiermark (AT224) Sankt Pölten (AT123)
Poland 27.0 21.1 7.4 44.5 Łomżyński (PL344) Stargardzki (PL423)

Portugal 23.4 14.4 9.9 52.3
Alto Trás-os-Montes 
(PT118)

Região Autónoma dos 
Açores (PT200)

Romania 39.0 22.0 6.3 32.7 Ialomiţa (RO315) Mureş (RO125)
Slovenia 12.5 28.0 9.1 50.5 Pomurska (SI011) Podravska (SI012)

Slovakia 4.8 25.5 9.5 60.2
Nitriansky kraj
(SK023)

Banskobystrický kraj 
(SK032)

Finland 8.5 18.8 7.5 65.2
Etelä-Pohjanmaa 
(FI194)

Åland (FI200)

Sweden 3.3 14.9 7.1 74.7 Kronobergs län (SE212) Jämtlands län (SE322)

United Kingdom (2) 6.9 11.6 9.2 72.4
Orkney Islands
(UKM65)

Eilean Siar (Western 
Isles) (UKM64)

Liechtenstein 0.9 33.7 7.6 57.8 Liechtenstein (LI000) Liechtenstein (LI000)

Croatia 7.9 25.6 9.8 56.8
Virovitičko-podravska 
županija (HR048)

Dubrovačko-
neretvanska županija 
(HR037)

(1) Estonia (some regions), Spain, France, Malta and Austria: calculated as the difference between the sum of the other three categories and 100 %.
(2) Excluding West and South of Northern Ireland.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: nama_r_e3emp95r2)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=nama_r_e3emp95r2
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Map 15.4: Share of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in total employment, by NUTS 3 regions and by urban–
rural typology, 2009 (1)
(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 05/2013
Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO © Turkstat

Source: Eurostat (online data code: nama_r_e3emp95r2) 
(¹) Départements d'outre-mer (FR9) and Northern Ireland (UKN), by NUTS 1 regions; Italy, by NUTS 2 regions.

Guadeloupe (FR)

0 25

Martinique (FR)

0 20

Guyane (FR)

0 100

Réunion (FR)

0 20

Açores (PT)

0 50

Madeira (PT)

0 20

Canarias (ES)

0 100

Malta

0 10

Liechtenstein

0 5

Share of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in total employment, by NUTS 3 regions and
by urban–rural typology, 2009 (¹)
(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

0 200 400 600 800 km

(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

Above the EU-27 average Below the EU-27 average

Predominantly urban regions

Intermediate regions

Predominantly rural regions

Data not available

Predominantly urban regions

Intermediate regions

Predominantly rural regions

(1) Départements d’outre-mer (FR9) and Northern Ireland (UKN), by NUTS 1 regions; Italy, by NUTS 2 regions.
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=nama_r_e3emp95r2
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holdings in 2010. Note that the shares indicated in the table 
do not show the relative importance of the secondary ac-
tivity, but the overall importance of the holdings that un-
dertake that activity among all holdings with secondary 
activities. For example, agricultural holdings that also of-
fered tourism services accounted for 12.5 % of the standard 

output of holdings with any secondary activity in the EU-
27. As holdings may undertake multiple secondary activi-
ties, the shares for individual activities cannot be aggre-
gated. Particularly common secondary activities included 
contractual work, forestry, processing farm products and 
renewable energy production.

Table 15.6: Other gainful activities for agricultural holdings, 2010

Holdings 
with other 

gainful 
activities 

(% of total 
number of 
holdings)

 T
ou

ri
sm

 P
ro

ce
ss

in
g 

fa
rm

 p
ro

du
ct

s

 R
en

ew
ab

le
 

en
er

gy
 p

ro
du

ct
io

n

 F
or

es
tr

y 
w

or
k

 W
oo

d
 p

ro
ce

ss
in

g

 A
cq

ua
cu

lt
ur

e

 C
on

tr
ac

tu
al

 
w

or
k

 H
an

di
cr

af
ts

 O
th

er
s

(standard output of holdings having the specified activity as a share of the standard output 
for all holdings with other gainful activities) (%) (1)

EU-27 5.2 12.5 18.7 18.7 : 2.0 1.0 39.1 0.9 23.6
Belgium 7.8 14.5 18.1 18.5 4.2 1.9 1.0 36.7 4.8 23.3
Bulgaria 1.1 0.8 13.4 0.0 1.7 0.1 2.5 76.8 0.1 17.7
Czech Republic 15.0 11.5 20.1 10.4 2.5 5.5 1.4 77.6 6.5 1.9
Denmark 52.0 2.9 2.6 10.7 67.8 0.0 0.0 38.8 3.0 16.2
Germany 30.8 6.6 16.5 49.4 18.2 3.6 0.5 36.0 0.2 13.3
Estonia 13.5 5.7 17.0 0.5 19.5 2.9 0.7 51.4 0.9 23.5
Ireland 9.2 10.0 2.6 2.2 34.3 1.5 0.8 27.7 0.9 28.1
Greece 1.4 3.9 46.4 0.9 1.8 1.4 0.6 49.2 0.6 2.6
Spain 2.1 15.6 23.6 11.3 7.9 0.7 0.3 25.6 1.2 21.8
France 9.4 18.0 31.3 3.7 1.1 1.2 0.5 42.0 0.6 10.3
Italy 4.7 23.5 26.0 11.5 4.6 1.9 0.2 25.9 0.3 34.7
Cyprus 1.0 0.0 88.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0
Latvia 5.0 7.3 39.4 1.7 24.4 4.1 21.5 26.5 0.9 17.4
Lithuania 0.8 3.4 43.4 0.2 2.8 1.9 0.2 14.3 2.8 36.1
Luxembourg 24.1 18.0 12.1 31.4 11.5 7.4 0.0 60.0 0.0 18.9
Hungary 8.2 6.7 32.2 1.2 10.1 0.6 1.7 73.8 0.1 48.5
Malta 2.2 0.0 56.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.7 0.0 0.0
Netherlands 24.6 9.8 7.4 20.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 22.3 0.0 60.6
Austria 37.3 13.8 21.8 15.6 63.9 1.2 0.5 18.5 0.6 3.1
Poland 3.3 8.8 13.7 1.1 1.9 1.3 12.3 18.9 0.5 54.3
Portugal 5.0 14.2 17.7 0.0 50.6 1.7 0.0 21.5 0.3 14.2
Romania 1.1 1.0 67.6 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.2 21.7 0.1 19.8
Slovenia 16.8 5.2 22.5 1.3 67.0 2.9 0.1 11.7 0.9 4.9
Slovakia 5.9 7.0 27.5 0.2 0.8 2.2 1.2 63.2 8.2 50.1
Finland 26.5 9.7 6.9 5.9 6.4 2.5 0.3 58.6 1.0 34.7
Sweden 33.8 14.4 10.3 9.3 : 2.4 0.6 71.3 1.3 13.6
United Kingdom 17.5 26.7 7.6 3.0 8.5 2.5 1.7 55.4 0.6 24.4
Norway 54.7 7.8 4.4 2.4 50.4 22.3 : 55.1 1.2 10.2
Switzerland 44.5 10.1 19.7 10.1 38.2 13.5 0.1 38.6 2.5 50.3
Croatia 5.9 16.0 47.1 0.0 0.0 11.6 1.3 40.0 1.7 4.6

(1) Reading note: agricultural holdings that also offered tourism services as another gainful activity accounted for 12.5 % of the standard output of all holdings with any secondary activity in 
the EU-27. As holdings may undertake multiple secondary activities the shares for individual activities cannot be aggregated.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ef_ogadsexage)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=ef_ogadsexage
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As noted above, 18.9 % of all standard output in the EU-27 was 
generated by agricultural holdings with secondary activities. 
Figure 15.8 gives further analysis of this figure, and shows that 
a total of 8.6 % of all standard output was generated by holdings 
where secondary activities generated at least 10 % of turnover, 
among which 4.0 % of all standard output was generated by 
holdings where secondary activities generated more than half 
of turnover. Hungary had the highest proportion of standard 
output generated by holdings where at least 10 % of turnover 
was from secondary activities, while Italy had by far the high-
est proportion of standard output generated by holdings where 
secondary activities generated more than half of turnover.

Tourism

While some tourism, such as city visits, is clearly associated 
with urban areas, much of it is based in rural areas, for exam-
ple alongside coastlines, in mountainous regions (in summer 
and winter) or by rivers and lakes. As such, tourism and its 
related activities, notably construction, distributive trades, 
food and beverage services and transport services, can play 
an important role in rural economies.

The distribution of tourism supply between the three types 
of regions is presented in Figure 15.9. In 2011, just over two 
fifths (42.5 %) of the number of bed places in all collective 

Figure 15.8 Gross value added in rural regions, 2010
(% share of total value added)
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: nama_r_e3vab95r2)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=nama_r_e3vab95r2
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accommodation establishments (hotels, campsites and oth-
ers) in the EU-27 were in intermediate regions, just under one 
third (32.2 %) in predominantly rural regions and the remain-
ing quarter (25.3 %) in predominantly urban regions. As such, 
the share of bed places in predominantly rural regions was 
considerably higher than the equivalent share of the popula-
tion (as of 1  January 2012), which was 9.9 percentage points 
lower at 22.3 %, providing some evidence as to the attractive-
ness of rural areas for holidaymakers; note also that a higher 
proportion of bed places in collective accommodation estab-
lishments in urban regions (compared with rural regions) may 
well be linked to supply for business customers rather than 
holidaymakers. Equally, the share of bed places in intermedi-
ate regions was higher (7.3 percentage points) than the share 
of intermediate regions in the total population (35.3 %) and, as 
a result, predominantly urban regions’ share of bed places was 
considerably lower (17.2 percentage points) than its population 

share (42.4 %). This overall pattern of relatively high shares for 
predominantly rural regions was repeated in 16 of the 24 EU 
Member States with predominantly rural regions. The Mem-
ber States where predominantly rural regions had a particu-
larly high share of bed places in comparison with their share 
of the population were Greece, Austria, Finland and France, all 
of which reported that the share of bed places in predominant-
ly rural regions was at least 20.0 percentage points above the 
equivalent share of the population. Unsurprisingly, these four 
Member States were among the seven Member States where at 
least half of all bed places were in predominantly rural regions. 
The ranking of the largest shares in predominantly rural re-
gions was headed by Ireland (75.2 %), ahead of Greece (74.1 %) 
and Austria (72.5 %). Predominantly rural regions’ share of the 
total number of bed places was at least 10.0 percentage points 
lower than their share of the population in Lithuania, Romania, 
Latvia and most of all Bulgaria (18.2 percentage points lower).

Figure 15.9: Employment in rural regions, 2009
(% share of total employment)
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(1) Estonia (some regions), Spain, France, Malta and Austria: calculated as the difference between the sum of the other three categories and 100 %.
(2) Excluding West and South of Northern Ireland.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: nama_r_e3emp95r2)

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=nama_r_e3emp95r2
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The development in the number of bed places between 
2007 and 2011 — in other words, from a period just before 
the financial and economic crisis started through to the latest 
available data — is shown in Map 15.5. The average change 
for the EU-27  was an increase of 2.36 %. A distinction is 
made between the three types of regions and, for each of 
these, between regions where the rate of change was above or 
below the EU-27 average.

There were 10 regions where the number of bed places more 
than doubled from 2007–11, among which four were pre-
dominantly rural regions: Lefkada and Preveza in Greece, 
Powys in the United Kingdom and Silistra in Bulgaria. The 
highest growth recorded in any region was in one of these 
predominantly rural regions, namely on the Greek island 
of Lefkada where the number of bed places increased from 
6  000 to 19  800. The number of bed places grew by more 
than the EU-27 average in a total of 246 predominantly rural 
regions and grew by less than the EU-27 average in a further 
34 such regions. By contrast, the number of bed places fell 
in a total of 175 predominantly rural regions, among which 
71 regions recorded falls of 10.0 % or more, 25 of these reg-
istering reductions of 20.0 % or more. The three largest con-
tractions in the number of bed places in predominantly rural 
regions were in the Somme region of France (– 57.3 %), the 
German region of Dillingen an der Donau (– 43.7 %, 2007–
10) and the French region of the Meuse (– 42.7 %).

For the EFTA and acceding and candidate countries this 
analysis is only available for Norwegian and Croatian re-
gions. In the predominantly rural Croatian region of Med-
imurska zupanija the number of bed places more than 
doubled, while in Norway the largest increase in bed places 
was 9.1 % in Nord-Trøndelag. Five Croatian and three Nor-
wegian predominantly rural regions recorded a contraction 
in their respective number of bed places, only two of which 
were larger than – 10.0 %, namely, the Croatian regions of 
Zadarska zupanija (– 20.0 %) and Sibensko-kninska zupanija 
(– 42.1 %).

Data sources and availability

Urban–rural typology

Eurostat regional statistics are the basis for the information 
presented in this chapter. For most regional analyses, data are 
collected at a specific regional level (of the NUTS classifica-
tion). By contrast, the statistics presented in this chapter have 
been produced by first classifying the full set of NUTS level 
3 regions according to the extent that they are urban or rural: 
this classification is known as the urban–rural typology.

The typology uses a three-step approach in order to deter-
mine urban or rural areas for NUTS level 3 regions, namely: 

identify rural populations at the level of the 1 km² grid cells; 
classify NUTS level 3 regions according to the share of popu-
lation for each type of grid cell; and then adjust the classifica-
tion based on the presence of cities.

For grid cells to be considered as urban they should fulfil two 
conditions: a population density of at least 300  inhabitants 
per km² and a minimum population of 5 000 inhabitants in 
contiguous (neighbouring or adjoining) cells above the den-
sity threshold; all remaining cells are considered as rural. 
Having established which grid cells fall into which category, 
the next step is to classify the NUTS level 3 regions into one 
of three groups:

•	 predominantly rural regions/rural regions: where the 
rural population accounts for 50 % or more of the total 
population;

•	 intermediate regions: where the rural population accounts 
for between 20 % and 50 % of the total population;

•	 predominantly urban regions/urban regions: where 
the rural population accounts for less than 20 % of the 
total population.

Those NUTS level 3 regions which are smaller than 500 km² 
are combined, for classification purposes, with one or more 
of their neighbours. The results are then checked against a 
final criterion: namely, the size of any cities within each par-
ticular region. A region classified as predominantly rural 
becomes intermediate if it contains a city of more than 
200 000 inhabitants which represents at least 25 % of the re-
gion’s total population. A region classified as intermediate 
becomes predominantly urban if it contains a city of more 
than 500 000 inhabitants representing at least 25 % of the re-
gional population total.

The latest classification exercise was carried out in 2012 and 
featured three important changes compared with the previ-
ous exercise (conducted in 2010):

•	 the introduction of the NUTS 2010 classification;
•	 the availability of a more accurate population grid;
•	 a re-evaluation of the presence of major cities, using a har-

monised list of cities from the Urban Audit.

Context

Regional issues for rural areas

In the future, rural areas may face additional or increased 
risks from natural disasters due to climate change — for ex-
ample, recurrent droughts, storms, floods and fires. Natural 
resources and varied landscapes may also be jeopardised by 
the abandonment of land previously used for agricultural 
purposes, through, for example: an increased risk of for-
est fires (where grazing has ceased or cultivated strips have 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Eurostat
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Urban_audit
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Map 15.5: Number of bed places in hotels, campsites and other collective accommodation establishments, 
by NUTS 3 regions and by urban–rural typology, overall change, 2007–11 (1)
(% of the EU-27 average, EU-27=100)

Cartography: Eurostat — GISCO, 05/2013
Administrative boundaries: © EuroGeographics © UN-FAO © Turkstat

Source: Eurostat (online data code: tour_cap_nuts3) 

(¹) Sigmaringen (DE149), Kulmbach (DE24B), Neustadt an der Weinstraße, Kreisfreie Stadt (DEB36) and Steinburg (DEF0E), 2008–11; Neckar-Odenwald-Kreis (DE127),
Regensburg, Kreisfreie Stadt (DE232), Erlangen, Kreisfreie Stadt (DE252), Nürnberg, Kreisfreie Stadt (DE254), Dillingen an der Donau (DE277), Barnim (DE405),
Elbe-Elster (DE407), Oberhavel (DE40A), Oberspreewald-Lausitz (DE40B), Spree-Neiße (DE40G), Teltow-Fläming (DE40H), Uckermark (DE40I), Darmstadt, Kreisfreie
Stadt (DE711), Ludwigshafen am Rhein, Kreisfreie Stadt (DEB34), Pirmasens, Kreisfreie Stadt (DEB37), Worms, Kreisfreie Stadt (DEB39), Burgenland (DEE08) and
Botosani (RO212), 2007–10.
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/product?mode=view&code=tour_cap_nuts3
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been abandoned); soil erosion (where terraces are not main-
tained); or a decline in biodiversity. Indeed, the fragmenta-
tion of farmland, forests and other habitats provides a threat 
to biodiversity across Europe.

Land abandonment is closely linked to population dynamics, 
with rural areas in mountainous or peripheral regions seeing 
their local populations decline due to demographic ageing 
and the outward migration of younger persons, linked with a 
lack of economic and social opportunities. In contrast, other 
rural areas increasingly serve as residential areas for large 
towns or cities. In doing so they may be subject to increased 
environmental pressures without benefiting fully from the 
economic activity of their residents — who may generate 
added value in neighbouring (urban) regions.

Many commentators have indicated that rural areas — par-
ticularly those in remote places — will increasingly need 
to diversify their range of economic and social opportuni-
ties in order to remove a range of disparities with urban 
areas, including employment potential, income levels or 
access to services. One specific area where policymakers 
are promoting considerable rural investment is with re-
spect to the development of new transport, information and 
communication infrastructures.

Policies

The EU’s rural development policy is set out in Council 
Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural develop-
ment by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Develop-
ment (EAFRD). During the period 2007–13, rural develop-
ment policy focused on improving the:

•	 competitiveness of agriculture and forestry;
•	 environment and the countryside by means of support for 

land management;
•	 quality of life in rural areas and encouraging the diversifi-

cation of the rural economy.

Rural development policy has adopted a strategic approach:
•	 for the EU, strategic guidelines set priorities for rural de-

velopment which reflect EU policy priorities, particularly 
with respect to growth, jobs and sustainable development;

•	 each EU Member State submits a national strategy plan en-
suring that its proposals for using EU aid for rural develop-

ment are consistent with the strategic guidelines and that 
EU, national and regional priorities are coherent;

•	 the EU Member States and the European Commission 
closely monitor and evaluate the results of strategies 
and programmes.

More information about present and planned future rural 
development policies is available in the introductory chapter.

Employment in rural areas

The European Commission adopted a communication 
titled ‘Employment in rural areas: closing the jobs gap’ 
(COM(2006) 857 final) which recognised employment chal-
lenges across EU rural areas. It identified the most important 
drivers for rural growth as natural resources and environ-
mental quality, alongside a diverse sectoral structure in the 
local economy and a higher quality of life. The major bar
riers to employment growth in rural areas were: negative de-
mographic trends and the loss of young people from rural 
areas; a high degree of concentration within relatively few 
economic activities; poor (or a lack of) infrastructure; low 
levels of accessibility to services, such as the quality of and 
access to broadband Internet; low levels of skills, knowledge, 
entrepreneurship and innovation; and undeveloped social 
and institutional capital.

Cohesion policy promotes tourism for sustainable regional 
development and job creation. Indeed, tourism can play 
a key role in the development of many rural regions, with 
sustainable tourism ensuring the preservation and enhance-
ment of cultural and natural heritage. Infrastructure created 
for tourism has the potential to contribute to local economic 
development, while jobs may be created or maintained. EU 
support for tourism through cohesion policy from 2007–
13  amounted to more than EUR  6  billion, the majority of 
which was allocated for the improvement of tourist services, 
while significant amounts were allocated for the protection 
and development of natural heritage and the promotion of 
natural assets.

European Union: NUTS level 2 regions

Belgium

BE10 Région de Bruxelles-Capitale/Brussels Hoofdstedelijk 
Gewest
BE21 Province/Provincie Antwerpen
BE22 Province/Provincie Limburg
BE23 Province/Provincie Oost-Vlaanderen
BE24 Province/Provincie Vlaams-Brabant
BE25 Province/Provincie West-Vlaanderen
BE31 Province/Provincie Brabant Wallon
BE32 Province/Provincie Hainaut
BE33 Province/Provincie Liège
BE34 Province/Provincie Luxembourg
BE35 Province/Provincie Namur

Bulgaria

BG31 Северозападен/Severozapaden
BG32 Северен централен/Severen tsentralen
BG33 Североизточен/Severoiztochen
BG34 Югоизточен/Yugoiztochen
BG41 Югозападен/Yugozapaden
BG42 Южен централен/Yuzhen tsentralen

Czech Republic

CZ01 Praha
CZ02 Střední Čechy
CZ03 Jihozápad
CZ04 Severozápad
CZ05 Severovýchod
CZ06 Jihovýchod
CZ07 Střední Morava
CZ08 Moravskoslezsko

Denmark

DK01 Hovedstaden
DK02 Sjælland
DK03 Syddanmark
DK04 Midtjylland
DK05 Nordjylland

Germany

DE11 Stuttgart
DE12 Karlsruhe
DE13 Freiburg
DE14 Tübingen
DE21 Oberbayern
DE22 Niederbayern

Annex 1 — Classification of territorial units for statistics, 
2010 version

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32005R1698:EN:NOT
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32005R1698:EN:NOT
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Regional_yearbook_introduction#Rural_development_policy
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Regional_yearbook_introduction#Rural_development_policy
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:European_Commission_(EC)
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52006DC0857:EN:NOT

