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The End or a New Beginning for the European Union
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Abstract: The global crisis is far away of finishing. This is why all international organizations are
cautious in making economic forecasts. On the other hand, the present crisis allowed the right
evaluation for all regional and international integrated organizations. It was the point zero to define
and redefine new mechanism, policies and priorities. Moreover, the slogan “think global and action
local” should be revised and this paper tries to define a more adequate one.
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1 Pro or Against the Myth of European Cohesion

The European Union was founded on some important principles as equity and
equality, which were supported by common policy, single market and socio-
economic cohesion. The European Union project still have backing and critical.
But the evolution of this integrative organization was positive, with a single
syncope (European constitution) until 2008. After the latest two enlargements, a lot
of voices divided the EU Member States into different groups. Popular theories talk
about center and periphery or EU with two speeds of development. The present
global crisis was able to test these theories and to support a new one, which is
presented in this paper. In order to realize a pertinent analysis of the European
Cohesion Policy’s impact on Member States’ economies was used the neutral and
official statistic database of European Commission: “European Economic Forecasts
- Spring 2011”. As a result, the analysis covers four macroeconomic indicators:
GDP, unemployment rate, inflation rate and net exports’ contribution to GDP
growth. Two of them have a positive impact on the economic development (GDP
and net exports’ contribution to GDP growth) and other two has a negative impact
(unemployment rate and inflation rate). We have to specify this because these
indicators will be used under a personal economic model in order to highlight the
regional development indexes. The most important indicator for present analysis is
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GDP. The GDP trend during 2008-2012 is presented in Table 1. The EU27 average
GDP growth rate was 0.5% in 2008. The Euro area had about the same average
rate (0.4%). It is interesting that the evolution of this indicator was the same across
the EU27 and Euro area during 2009-2010. The GDP growth rates were: -4.2% in
the EU27 and -4.1% in Euro area in 2009 and 1.8% for both regional organizations
in 2010 (see Figure 1).

Table 1. GDP trend (%0)

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
UK -0.1 -4.9 1.3 1.7 2.1
Swed -0.6 -5.3 5.5 4.2 2.5
en

Finland 0.9 -8.2 3.1 3.7 2.6
Slovakia 5.8 -4.8 4.0 3.5 4.4
Slovenia 3.7 -8.1 1.2 1.9 2.5
Romania 7.3 -7.1 -1.3 1.5 3.7
Portugal 0.0 -2.5 1.3 -2.2 -1.8
Poland 5.1 1.7 3.8 4.0 3.7
Austria 2.2 -3.9 2.0 2.4 2.0
Netherland 1.9 -3.9 1.8 1.9 1.7
Malta 5.3 -3.4 3.7 2.0 2.2
Hungary 0.8 -6.7 12 2.7 2.6
Luxembourg 1.4 -3.6 35 34 3.8
Lithuania 2.9 -14.7 1.3 5.0 4.7
Latvia -4.2 -18.0 -0.3 3.3 4.0
Cyprus 3.6 -1.7 1.0 15 2.4
Italy -1.3 -5.2 1.3 1.0 1.3
France 0.2 -2.6 1.6 1.8 2.0
Spain 0.9 -3.7 -0.1 0.8 1.5
Greece 1.0 -2.0 -4.5 -3.5 11
Ireland -3.5 -7.6 -1.0 0.6 1.9
Estonia -5.1 -13.9 3.1 4.9 4.0
Germany 1.0 -4.7 3.6 2.6 1.9
Denmark -1.1 -5.2 2.1 1.7 15
Czech Rep. 2.5 -4.1 2.3 2.0 2.9
Bulgaria 6.2 -5.5 0.2 2.8 3.7
Belgium 1.0 -2.8 2.2 24 2.2

Source: personal contribution using (European Commission 2011)
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Figure 1. GDP trend during 2008-2012
Source: personal contribution

According to Figure 1, the Euro area forecasted economic growth will be less than
that in the EU27 during 2011-2012. Is the first question mark connected to the
socio-economic cohesion objective because almost all Euro area Member States are
developed economies. But some of them were not able to face the global crisis
challenges. The next step of the analysis is to have an overview on all Member
States at the end of 2010. Using the GDP of these economies, under the two
“organizations” (EU27 and Euro area), the Member States can be divided into three
groups: economies with negative GDP growth rates (level 1), economies with low
and average GDP growth rates between 0.2% and 2.3% (level 1) and economies
with high GDP growth rates between 3.1% and 3.5% (level I11). Across the EU27,
5 national economies achieved negative GDP growth rates: Romania, Latvia,
Spain, Greece and Ireland. Other 14 faced to low and average GDP growth rates:
UK, Slovenia, Portugal, Austria, Netherland, Hungary, Lithuania, Cyprus, Italy,
France, Denmark, Czech Republic, Bulgaria and Belgium. At least, 8 Member
States had high GDP growth rates: Sweden, Finland, Slovakia, Poland, Malta,
Luxembourg, Estonia and Germany. The first intermediate conclusion is that the
Member States’ economies had three speeds in 2010 and the cohesion effect was
invisible (see figure 2).
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Figure 2. EU27 chart according to GDP growth rate
Source: personal contribution

The next level of the GDP analysis is across the Euro area. Paradoxically, the Euro
area Member States can be divided into the same above three groups and those
from the EU27: 3 with negative GDP growth rates (Spain, Greece and Ireland), 8
with low and average GDP growth rates (Slovenia, Portugal, Austria, Netherland,
Cyprus, Italy, France and Belgium) and 6 with high GDP growth rates (Finland,
Slovakia, Malta, Luxembourg, Estonia and Germany). Under the Euro area, the
Member States can be assumed to have the same three speeds in 2010 and the
cohesion effect was invisible, as well (see figure 3).
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Figure 3. Euro area chart according to GDP growth rate
Source: personal contribution

Maybe is too early to have a competent conclusion of the analysis. As a result, the
analysis continues with the unemployment rate discussion. As general trend, the
unemployment rates grew across the EU27 and Euro area during 2008-2010. The
forecasts for 2011-2012 are more optimistic, even that the unemployment rate will
be greater in the Euro area compared to the EU27 (see Table 2).

Table 2. Unemployment rates’ trend (%)

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
UK 5.6 7.6 7.8 8.0 7.8
Sweden 6.2 8.3 8.4 7.6 7.2
Finland 6.4 8.2 8.4 7.9 7.4
Slovakia 9.5 12.0 14.4 14.0 133
Slovenia 4.4 5.9 7.3 8.2 8.0
Romania 5.8 6.9 7.3 7.2 6.8
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Portugal 7.7 9.6 11.0 12.3 13.0
Poland 7.1 8.2 9.6 9.3 8.8
Austria 3.8 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.2
Netherland 3.1 3.7 4.5 4.2 4.0
Malta 5.9 7.0 6.8 6.8 6.7
Hungary 7.8 10.0 11.2 11.0 9.3
Luxembourg 4.9 5.1 4.5 4.4 4.2
Lithuania 5.8 13.7 17.8 15.5 12.7
Latvia 7.5 17.1 18.7 17.2 15.8
Cyprus 3.6 5.3 6.5 6.3 5.6
Italy 6.7 7.8 8.4 8.4 8.2
France 7.8 9.5 9.7 9.5 9.2
Spain 11.3 18.0 20.1 20.6 20.2
Greece 7.7 9.5 12.6 15.2 15.3
Ireland 6.3 11.9 13.7 14.6 14.0
Estonia 5.5 13.8 16.9 13.0 115
Germany 7.5 7.8 7.1 6.4 6.0
Denmark 33 6.0 7.4 7.1 6.7
Czech Rep. 4.4 6.7 7.3 6.8 6.4
Bulgaria 5.6 6.8 10.2 9.4 8.5
Belgium 7.0 7.9 8.3 7.9 7.8

Source: personal contribution using (European Commission 2011)

According to Table 2, the EU27 Member States in 2010 can be divided into three
groups: states with unemployment rates equal or greater than the EU average — 12
(Slovakia, Portugal, Poland, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, France, Spain, Estonia,
Bulgaria, Greece and Ireland), states with unemployment rates between 7% and 9.
5% - 10 (UK, Sweden, Finland, Slovenia, Romania, Italy, Germany, Denmark,
Czech Republic and Belgium) and states with unemployment rates less than 7.0% -
5 (Austria, Netherland, Malta, Luxembourg and Cyprus). The obsessive three
groups of countries are available in this case, as well (see figure 4).
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Figure 4. EU27 chart according to unemployment rate
Source: personal contribution

The average unemployment rates were 9.6% in the EU27 and 10.1% in the Euro
area in 2010 (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Unemployment rate trend during 2008-2012
Source: personal contribution

192



(ECONOMICA

Across the Euro area, the above groups of criteria lead to new three Member States
categories in 2010: states with unemployment rates equal or greater than the Euro
area average — 8 (Slovakia, Portugal, Latvia, Spain, Greece, Ireland, Estonia and
Belgium), states with unemployment rates between 7% and 9.5% - 4 (Finland,
Slovenia, Italy and Germany) and states with unemployment rates less than 7.0% -
5 (Austria, Netherland, Malta, Luxembourg and Cyprus). The use of
unemployment rate in the analysis leads to the same conclusion: the Member States
(across the EU27 or the Euro area) can be divided into economies with three speeds
of growth (see figure 6). It is the same conclusion as that connected to the GDP
growth rate.

. EU member states outside Euro area

Figure 6. Euro area chart according to unemployment rate
Source: personal contribution
A distinct part of the analysis deals with the inflation rate trend. As general point
of view, the inflation rate was fluctuant in the Euro area and EU27. It decreased
during 2008-2009, increased during 2010-2011 and will decrease again in 2012
(see Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Inflation rate trend during 2008-2012
Source: personal contribution

There are great disparities connected to the inflation rate across

the EU Member

States. The 2012 forecast talks about better situation for EU27 and Euro area. The
EU27 Member States can be divided into three groups again using the inflation rate
from 2010: 4 states had inflation rates greater than the EU27 average (UK,
Romania, Hungary and Greece), 19 states had inflation rates between 0% and 2.
0% (Sweden, Finland, Slovenia, Portugal, Poland, Austria, Malta, Luxembourg,
Lithuania, Cyprus, Italy, France, Spain, Estonia, Germany, Denmark, Czech
Republic, Bulgaria and Belgium) and other 4 achieved disinflation (Slovakia,

Netherland, Latvia and Ireland) (see figure 8).
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Figure 8. EU27 chart according to inflation rate
Source: personal contribution
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Table 3. Inflation rates’ trend (%)

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
UK 2.6 1.2 2.3 3.1 1.4
Sweden 2.3 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.6
Finland 2.9 0.6 0.7 2.6 1.2
Slovakia 2.9 -0.1 -0.3 2.6 1.9
Slovenia 4.5 -0.1 1.1 1.6 1.1
Romania 6.9 4.6 5.1 5.7 3.0
Portugal 1.7 -1.9 0.4 24 1.0
Poland 3.2 3.0 1.7 2.8 2.2
Austria 2.2 -0.6 0.7 1.9 1.1
Netherland 1.2 0.0 -0.1 1.2 1.1
Malta 3.7 0.8 1.0 1.7 1.2
Hungary 5.0 3.0 3.7 3.0 2.5
Luxembourg 3.1 -1.0 1.8 25 1.3
Lithuania 10.1 3.2 0.2 2.2 1.4
Latvia 14.3 2.3 -2.2 2.4 1.0
Cyprus 3.4 -0.8 1.6 2.4 1.3
Italy 2.5 -0.2 0.6 1.6 0.9
France 2.2 -0.9 0.7 1.2 0.7
Spain 3.1 -1.2 1.0 2.0 0.4
Greece 3.2 0.3 3.7 14 -0.5
Ireland 2.1 -2.7 -2.6 0.0 -0.3
Estonia 9.6 -0.8 1.7 3.7 1.8
Germany 1.8 -0.8 0.2 1.6 1.0
Denmark 2.6 0.1 1.2 1.5 0.8
Czech Rep. 5.3 -0.4 0.2 1.3 1.5
Bulgaria 11.0 1.5 2.0 3.3 2.4
Belgium 3.5 -1.0 1.3 2.6 1.2

Source: personal contribution using (European Commission 2011)

According to data from Table 3, the Euro area Member States can be divided into
the same three groups as the EU27 Member States (see figure 9): 4 with inflation
rates greater than the Euro area average (Luxembourg, Cyprus, Greece and
Estonia), 10 with inflation rates between 0% and 1. 5% (Finland, Slovenia,
Portugal, Austria, Malta, Italy, France, Spain, Germany and Belgium) and 3 with
disinflation (Slovakia, Netherland and Ireland).

The initial assumption of grouping was supported by the inflation rate analysis, as
well. The fourth indicator of the analysis is the net exports’ contribution to the
GDP growth. It decreased in the EU27 and the Euro area during 2008-2009,
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achieved positive values in 2010 and will decrease again during 2011-2012 (see
Figure 10).

. EU member states outside Euro area
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Figure 9. Euro area chart according to inflation rate
Source: personal contribution
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Figure 10. Net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth during 2008-2012
Source: personal contribution

Even that the EU27 and the Euro area had the same net exports’ contribution to the
GDP growth in 2008, the situation became worst in the Euro area in 2009. Both
regional organizations achieved positive net exports’ contribution in 2010, and the
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official forecasts are favorable during 2011-2012. A little difference in favor of the
EU27 will be in 2012. There were great disparities connected to this indicator at
national level in 2010 (see Table 4). As a result, the EU27 Member States can be
divided in the obsessive three groups (see figure 11).

The first one is that which covers economies with net exports’ contribution to the
GDP growth greater than the EU27 average: Finland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Portugal,
Austria, Netherland, Malta, Hungary, Luxembourg, Latvia, Spain, Greece, Ireland,
Estonia, Germany, Czech Republic, Bulgaria and Belgium. Other 2 countries
achieved net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth between 0% and 0. 5%
(Denmark and France). At least, 7 countries faced to negative net exports’
contribution to the GDP growth (UK, Sweden, Romania, Poland, Lithuania,
Cyprus and Italy).

Table 4: Net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth (%)

Country 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
UK 0.6 0.9 -1.0 1.2 1.4
Sweden -0.6 -0.8 -0.1 0.6 0.3
Finland 0.3 -1.9 1.0 0.7 0.3
Slovakia 0.0 2.6 1.0 2.0 0.8
Slovenia -0.4 2.0 0.8 1.0 0.5
Romania -1.0 7.5 -0.2 0.3 -0.8
Portugal -1.0 0.7 0.6 4.0 3.1
Poland -0.6 2.7 -0.2 -0.4 -0.1
Austria 1.1 -1.8 1.2 0.9 0.6
Netherland -0.2 -0.2 1.0 0.9 0.5
Malta 2.0 3.0 3.7 -0.2 0.6
Hungary 0.0 4.0 2.2 1.0 1.2
Luxembourg -0.6 0.3 1.5 0.7 15
Lithuania -0.7 12.7 -0.5 -0.7 -0.8
Latvia 8.2 14.2 0.6 -0.2 -0.8
Cyprus -4.5 5.7 -1.4 0.7 0.6
Italy 0.0 -1.3 -0.4 0.3 0.1
France -0.3 -0.2 0.4 -0.2 -0.4
Spain 15 1.7 1.0 1.4 0.5
Greece -0.5 2.0 2.3 5.0 2.6
Ireland 15 3.8 3.6 35 2.2
Estonia 5.7 11.3 1.7 0.4 -0.1
Germany -0.1 -2.9 1.2 0.5 0.0
Denmark 0.1 1.1 0.5 0.1 -0.1
Czech Rep. 1.3 -0.6 1.0 1.4 0.9
Bulgaria -1.5 10.0 5.2 0.3 0.0
Belgium -1.0 -0.5 1.8 0.6 0.2

Source: personal contribution using (European Commission 2011).
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A similar situation is connected to the Euro area Member States in 2010 (see figure
12). 12 countries achieved net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth greater
than the average (Finland, Slovakia, Austria, Netherland, Malta, Luxembourg,
Spain, Greece, Ireland, Estonia, Germany and Belgium). 3 countries achieved net
exports’ contribution to the GDP growth between 0% and 0. 8% (Slovenia,
Portugal and France) and other 2 countries faced to negative net exports’
contribution to the GDP growth (Cyprus and Italy).

Firiland

Malts" Bz Cyprus

Figure 11. EU27 chart according to Net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth
2008-2012
Source: personal contribution
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Figure 12. Euro area chart according to Net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth
2008-2012
Source: personal contribution

2 Modelling Approach and Discussions

Theme issue investigated represents a large and complex scientific segment, which
makes difficulty the exhaustive treating of the papers and authors who broached it.

Nowadays, an important part of the regional development researches is focused on
the analysis of the spatial interactions under regional disparities distribution.
Conley and Ligon talk about the existing interregional connections’ impact on the
regional economic development. They consider that the economic development
spreading is important for the socio-economic cohesion (Conley, Ligon 2002). The
mutual influence between regions and the territorial heterogeneity were subsumed
into the territorial analysis. Haining (1990), Bailey, Gatrell (1995) and Anselin
(1998) studied the territorial connections between regions and demonstrated the
local and global territorial dependence. Armstrong (1995), Ldpez-Bazo (1999,
2004), Le Gallo and Ertur (2002) analyzed the regional GDP/capita and the
regional economic growth across the Europe. The complexity of the European
economic integration has serious consequences for the inter-regional disparities
across the EU, which can be reduced using adequate regional policy measures.
Fujita, Krugman and Venables (1999) think that the different national economies
are heterogeneous and their relationships have to take into consideration their
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diversity. The development of the European regional policy has to cover different
levels: national, regional and European (Bachtler, Wishlade, Yuill 2003). The
present approach of the regional policy instruments asks for regional development
models, in order to define, to apply and to quantify the results of the regional
policies on the Member States’ economies. This is why some specialists focused on
the integration process’ dimensions (lonescu, Marchis 2006). These above
observations lead to the idea that is very important for the decisional organisms to
have an easy way of identifying the situation of a Member State at every moment
in time. As a result, the analysis uses an improved form of the regional
quadrilateral diagrams which are defined in order to deserve the present analysis
(lonescu 1997).

This model allows the building of regional development radiography. It is based on
available official statistic information and can be built on more aggregation
degrees. The model consists of a comparison between the existing situation at a
moment in time and the ideal or whished situation for the central decision
organisms. Practically, this model allows the difference between the factors with
positive influence and those with negative influence. In the first category of factors
can be mentioned the GDP growth rate and the net exports’ contribution to the
GDP growth. The factors with negative influence in our analysis are the
unemployment rate and the inflation rate. The algorithm to achieve this regional
development radiographs consists in the following steps:

e establishing interdisciplinary team of researchers engaged in this activity;

e establishing needed and available information in order to realize the regional
development diagram;

¢ gathering information through official databases;

achieving a goal charts (ideal) for regional development;

groups of states diagrams’ implementation in 2010;

charts comparing the actual disparities between the ideal and highlighting them;
identifying concrete ways and means of intervention in regional.

The two kinds of diagrams will be presented in figure 13. The ideal situation is that
when the factors with positive influence (+) on regional development achieve
maximum values and the factors with negative influence (-) achieve minimum
values. The result of the connection between these two categories of factors is (in
the ideal situation) the balanced regional development, which is presented by the
horizontal line in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Regional development diagrams
Source: personal contribution

The factors with positive influence (a and b) and those with negative influence (c
and d) have to be selected as antithetic and symmetric. In order to ensure
compatibility, the indicators have to be measured using unique percentage scales.
The Figure 13, right side, presents a hypothetic case were a = 10%, b = 20%, ¢ =
15%, and d = 10%. Joining points A and C, respective B and D from the symmetric
sides, leads to AC and BD straight lines intersecting in E. The position of E point
(above or under the balanced development line) is the effect of the preponderant
influence of one of the factors’ categories. The analysis uses as factors connected
to every three groups of Member States. As a result, the next step is to calculate the
average values of the four above indicators for every group of Member States (see
Table 5).

Table 5. Indicator groups of analysis in 2010 (%)

Countries’ e Unemployment  Inflation  Net exports’ contribution to
growth

groups rate rate rate the GDP growth
EU27-1 -2.60 11.57 3.70 1.74
EU27-11 1.48 7.80 1.00 0.45
EU27-111 3.79 5.34 -1.30 -0.54
Euro area-I -1.87 14.46 2.20 1.75
Euro area-ll 1.55 7.80 0.87 0.60
Euro area-lll 3.50 5.34 1.00 -0.90

Source: personal contribution

According to the data from Table 5, the regional development diagrams on
Member States’ specific groups are presented in figure 14.
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Figure 4. Regional development diagrams
Source: personal contribution

In order to establish the ways of action at macroeconomic level, the decision
organisms can use specific diagrams from every group of Member States (see
Figure 15). The below figure is very useful in order to observe the three groups of
Member States and their regional development levels. For the beginning, the
analysis was connected to the EU27 average as balanced regional development.
The Member States from the EU27-1 faced to better situation than average only for
the net exports’ contribution to the GDP growth. The other three statistic indicators
used by the analysis had worst values. As a result, the diagram related to EU27-I is
inoperable. EU27-11 presents a better situation, which is expressed by the position
of the point of intersection for both lines: above the balanced development line.
This position is the result of the positive influence of the unemployment rate and
inflation rate which are lower than the average, while the net exports’ contribution
to the GDP growth is almost the same with the average.

EU27-111 faces to disinflation and negative contribution of the net exports to the
GDP growth. As a result, its diagram has a particular form and expresses some
disequilibrium. The existence of three different Member States groups across the
EU27 is expressed by three different development diagrams in Figure 15. Under
the Euro area, the first Member States group (Euro area-1) has only a single
indicator with positive effects (net exports’ contribution). As a result, the dedicated
diagram has a single horizontal axe, which reflects bad regional development. The
Euro area-1l had better situation, which is reflected by the position of the point of
intersection (above the balanced development line). This situation is the result of
the lower inflation and unemployment rates from this group of countries. The Euro
area-11l faced to negative contribution of the net exports in 2010. Even that the
other three statistic indicators had better values than average, the diagram reflects a
worst situation than Euro area-II.
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Figure 15. Regional development under the model of diagrams
Source: personal contribution

3 Forecast and Discussions

It is important to understand that the economic forecast across the EU Member
States is very difficult under the present second global crisis conditions. This is
why the present analysis tries to support the idea that the results of the above EU
Member States’ grouping will be correct at least on short and medium period. As a
result, the GDP growth rate will be forecasted on the “classic” three groups of
countries, using the data from Table 6.

Countries’groups 2008
EU27-I 0.30
EU27-I1 1.61
EU27-111 1.73
Euro area-I -0.53
Euro area-l1l 141
Euro area-lll 1.55

2009
-7.68
-5.12
-3.01
-4.43
-3.84
-6.43

Table 6. GDP’s forecast database (%)

2010 2011 2012
-2.60 0.54 2.44
1.48 1.90 2.13
3.79 3.54 3.14
-1.87 -0.70 1.50
1.55 1.34 1.54
3.50 3.35 3.15

Source: personal contribution

The forecast for 2013-2014 uses the SPSS19 software, under ARIMA model
(Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average). The dependent variables are the
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GDP growth rates on the six countries groups from Table 6. The independent
variable is the time. The forecast leads to an interesting conclusion: after a
fluctuant evolution during 2008-2012, the situation will become to be better in
2013 and certainly good in 2014 for all groups of countries (see Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Economic growth forecast on countries groups (%)
Source: personal contribution using SPSS19 software

204



(ECONOMICA

The EU27-1 Member States’ economic growth is presented as VAR00007. During
2012-2013, the economic growth of this group will maintain at about 2%.

In 2014, the GDP growth rate will achieve about 3%. The second EU27 countries
group will achieve a positive GDP growth rate during 2012-2014, related to 2011.
After stagnation during 2012, the EU27-3 countries will achieve a higher economic
growth during 2012-2014. As a result, the forecast GDP growth rate will be about
5% in 2014 for these economies. The first sharing of the EU27 Member States into
three groups is viable and it is supported by the forecasted data. Every group of
countries has its own trend related to the GDP growth rate during 2011-2012, and
especially during 2013-2014. The Euro area faces to the same situation. The
forecast supports the sharing of the Euro area national economies into three groups.
The first Euro area group of countries will achieve an economic growth during
2011-2012. 2013 will be characterised by a decrease, but the situation will be better
in 2014 (see VAR00004 from Figure 16). The Euro area-2 countries will achieve
constant economic growth during 2011-2014 (see VARO00005 from Figure 16). The
best situation will achieve Euro area-3 countries. After an economic stagnation,
during 2011-2012, these countries will achieve an economic growth rate above 6%
(see VARO0006 from Figure 16). According to the above latest information, the
initial hypothesis of dividing Euro area into three groups of countries was proved.

4 Conclusions

The present analysis leads to the idea that the EU27 economy is far away of
defeating the global crisis. Moreover, in February 2011, the European Commission
talked about a new anti-crisis mechanism for the Euro area of about 500 billion
Euros. It will be implemented in 2013 and it will replace the temporary system of
750 billion Euros created by the EU and IMF in May 2010. The “old” idea of the
EU with more speeds is novelty. The analysis in this paper concludes which are the
specific three groups of countries for EU27 and Euro area. It supports this division
by a specific personal model — regional development diagram — which is able to
present the level of the socio-economic development in a specific region, at a
specific moment in time. This model is a new one and it was not used yet. The
forecast realized in this paper presents the same situation of the countries’ grouping
during 2013-2014. The same analysis support a new idea: the Euro area is not able
to face the crisis’ challenges without big difficulties.

The good news is the moderate optimism of the European political leaders and
their efforts to find solution. The bad news is that a lot of specialists talk about the
necessity to exit from the Euro area for some Member States. Moreover, in August
2011, Joseph Stiglitz said that Euro will better survive if Germany will exit from
the Euro area.
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