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Abstract
In the course of describing regional aspects ofa@nd economic state of development, and expiats
disparities we can look for dimensions which fopat&l characteristics of these phenomena. Reldtgation as a
factor of development can be defined by the patemtddel, which doesn’t value spatial phenomenaneves, but
it takes them into a system, whose elements hairdrifluence on one another; in this way the mdue an
important role in the investigation of spatial irdetions.
Changes of relative location in Europe at the laiteeties and at the beginning of the new millennsinow that the
locational benefits of European core regions haeerdased, while geographical and economic perigseiike
Central and Eastern Europe have reached a modénmapeovement in their locational position.

As the new member EU states of Central and Eag&erape (and the candidate countries) constitutmany
respects a common group — their way through thexgba of the levels of development and of relatigation is
very similar — they can become the subject of arediexamination which tests the role of operataugdis in
regional scale in the formation of spatial interacts. Were the unique features of these countnemselves the
main factor of shaping trends of the changes dftied location? Or does it rather relate to othegions of Central

and Eastern Europe outside the certain country?dgions of the western European economic core — who
otherwise dominate the European potential spackse-faave key position in forming interaction tencles of the
eastern periphery? Answering these questions hedmsientate ourselves about the main charactessif the
framework of the changing locational positions ur&pe, especially in the case of the new membestates of
Central and Eastern Europe.

Key words: relative location, potential model, spatial intgians, economic space, Central and
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1 Introduction

In the course of spatial analyses, and for leardisgarity relations or for judging the question of
social and economic development, that is not alveayicient to investigate these phenomena in
themselves like local qualities. It helps to grhkbse complex, multi-dimensional notions in a
more well-founded way, if we place them in concrspace by assuming that — beside local
factors — spatial interactions and regional intatrens have an important role in evolving and
forming their structures. The interpretation of thell-known framework of spatial disparities in

economic development in Europe (which has beenritbescin many ways) can be shaded and
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enriched with additional information, if we try s@e through the trends of spatial processes of
the latest years by emphasizing the interactiotofagith the representation of relative location.

2 Interpretation of relative location from the point of view of regional studies

Relative location as a determinant factor of ttetesof spatial development can be approached
from many sides of spatial thinking. On the onedhdhat notion covers those local factors which
are essential in evolving the individual charasté&s of an area, and what helps the given region
to be distinguishable from the others in the dom@ireconomic, social, environmental etc.
conditions.

Besides, spatial position within a given systeno dlas an important role in determining relative
location. On the one part, this position can beokite, while on the other part it can be relative
as well. For defining the first mentioned case, c@@ talk about geographical localization. In
other words, how a given area is situated withi@ whole system, compared with all other
elements of the system. For example, a given regosituated in the centre of a country
(continent)? Or is it rather peripherally locatetiffat can determine from many aspects the
character of its linkage in relation to the otheeas, which can act upon its developmental
possibilities. For instance, an absolutely or reldy (compared with all other element) distant,
hardly accessible (or closed — in a given pointiefv) area is bad-lying in many respects, while
many others can gain profit from their manifold tsgdaconnections.

Since the actors and characters of economic andldde aren’t located in space uniformly,
instead they cover its certain parts, not only alisospatial position has a prominent role in
determining relative location, but especially tlezessibility of designated places The role of
economic and social centres of a given systemdatgas the dominant part of population raise
and spend here its earnings: these are the pldc#®e aoncentration of economic activity.
Accessibility of capital cities or metropolises @specially important as they have numerous
functions which can’'t be accessible elsewhere. Ametefore frequency and cost factor of
availability of the facilities given for the poptlan (if they are effectively accessible) is
determined by the distance from these centres.

Therewith, factor of relative location can also linte neighbourhood effect, inasmuch as
neighbourhood relations aren’t negligible elemeoitdocalization interpreted with respect of
social and economic state of development withinvargsystem: the closest or the most easily
accessible places have prominent effects on tleghbourhood. This approach is very closely
related to the notable idea of ‘First Law of Gegdng (named by Waldo Tobler), which states
that everything is related to everything else, tedr things are more related than distant things

[1].

3 Potential model as a possible indicator of relate location

While dimensions of the complex notion of relatieeation (counted above) describe complex
characteristics too, they are still measurable. Aot just in a few ways. The different core-
periphery models, accessibility indexes, methodgHe analysis of formations and networks or
spatial autocorrelation (which is a probable measaf neighbourhood effect) can catch
comparatively one or other factor of relative lé@at[2]. But relative location can be described
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comprehensively enough in its complexity by potntiodel. The basis of usability of the model
in the actual task is that through the variableadnomic potential, spatial phenomena can be
represented not just in themselves, but also astaopa system, whose parts have an effect on
one another.

The most general formula of potential model illatgs itself well, how the mechanism of this
method works in catching and quantifying relatioedtion as a numerical variable:

Vi = Zﬂ
i dij
whereV, shows the aggregated value of potentials in regipm denotes the weight of active

(economic or social) masses within a system, dnds the distance between a given area and

other regions which include these economic or $ocasses.

As its mechanism shows, the model can representnthieidual characteristics of the given
regions through catching self-potential values &fiect of a given area on itself), but in the same
way it denotes geographical localization as welltlee distance (sum of distances) shows the
position of a given region within a certain systesompared with other parts of the system.
Besides, the role of designated places, sociakandomic centres in forming spatial interactions
can be built in the model, because the ‘biggeriaomasses of these centres have a more
significant effect within a given distance, and dlevates the probability of intervening
interactions, which establishes a more advantagsdusation in the regard of accessibility.
Imaging neighbourhood effects can be carried ouhkyevaluation of distance function, as near
elements (situated closely to each other) can éetiited and strained out easily. And they can
have a more significant effect on the others thaokiheir advantageous accessibility relations,
while they are possibly smaller social or economigsses. By the review all of these factors,
relative location and the favourable or disadvaet&g spatial condition of a given area within
the economic space can be estimated sensibly.

4 Applications of potential model in analysing chages of relative location

Beside cross-sectional surveys, several applicatadnpotential model serve to follow up the
changes of relative location in economic space[48] These comparisons don’t always mean
temporal dynamics. Often it is the modificationimipedence conditions — namely, the distance
factors of the model —, what is advanced in thdyaea. According to all of this, those model
types, what serve to analyse the transformatiothefconditions in relative location, can be
classified in various ways through their differ@mproaches. Those calculations, what compare
two different stated point of time, count naturalyays the actual mass factors. It is not uniform
in the case of these analyses, if a certain cdlonlas supported by the consideration of the
modification of distance function, or following upe alteration of relative location within an
economic space focuses emphatically on the chasfgesonomic performance — it depends on
the actual goal of investigation [5] [6].

Those applications, what aim directly the surveythd development of physical elements of
accessibility conditions, handle vigorously theerof impedence factor (distance) [7] [8] [9]. In
these examples, dynamics of the modification cftret location is resulted by the comparison of
the starting (intercurrent) and ending points @iasible infrastructural project, e.g. process of a
continental level network planning action (namelgyvelopment of high-speed rail or highway
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network). And this is what illustrates the expebttatfecreasing impact of impedence factor.
Decrease of a distance (temporal accessibilityt) qistted against certain social masses serve
not only to show the general changes of relativaation conditions. With the help of those
surveys it is possible to confirm or estimate tHeanped and realized social and economic
benefits of a given infrastructural project on éements of the analysed system [10] [11].
Favourable relative location on regional level isttached only to the decrease of the impedence
role of direct physical distance. Negotiation ofstdnce demands always time and cost
expenditure. But different currency, existence afstand borders can also be in the role of
impedence factor. Building these elements in théem@al model, certain favourable or
disadvantageous effects of an integration proceseelative location become measurable [12]
[13] [14]. The results of the similar analyses lohse this question show that only the fact of
being the part of a given integration entity cavatae the spatial position of those regions whose
relative location is otherwise worse.

5 The model-building

Present application, which tries to illustrate airtcharacteristics of the alteration of European
economic space, doesn’t cover the whole Europeatinemt, however it isn’t limited only to the
27 members of European Union. The spatial fieldhef analysis is the 31 members of the so-
called ESPON-space (EU27 plus Switzerland, Icel&lmayway and Liechtenstein) amplified with
the candidates, Croatia and Macedonia — all appgan Eurostat Region database. The basic
spatial units of the model are composed of the imeet group of countries’ (simplified as
Europe in the followings) approximately 280 NUTSjions in the general analysis, and 1360
NUTS3 regions in the deeper investigation of thegonents of economic potential as factors of
modification focusing on the case of Central andt&a European countries. The length of the
analysed period, from 1995 to 2006 is acceptabléod® back for summing up the spatial
processes in Europe and for testing this type phiegtion, while it is hardly suitable to draw the
conclusion concerning the future with the knowled§present economic circumstances affected
by the global crisis.

Mass factor of the model is built in it by the usfeGross Domestic Product volumes, which is
still the fittest index of economic performance,iags general and accessible in a wide range
[15]. GDP volumes of the NUTS regions were recoratedurrent prices and not in Purchasing
Power Parities standard, because in respect ofemresnalysis concerning the effects of
continental level and cross-state interactions igv@t the strength of the local markets what is
important, but the inter-regional characteristigthim the system [16] [17].

Choosing of impedence factors was worked out bycieulation of air distances based on the
centroids of the polygons of NUTS units for aimsimplicity and for searching wide range data
accessibility [18]. The use of air distances carabeeptable in the spatial level of the analysis,
road network or travel-time based distance datdthaeal utility by its more precise approach in
micro and mezo level [19]. Exponent of distance \@asominated as 1 owing to the lack of
empirical data, and because that is usual and setapthe applications with the similar subject
and spatial level [20] [21]. Otherwise, this cascabe determined and specified as a result of
different iterative calibration processes [22] [23)efining distance values serving to the
calculation of self-potentials also belongs to determination of distance factor in the process
model building. This can’t be calculated with thppkcation of the basic potential model formula
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— to avoid division with zero —, but a fictive diste value can be attached to every spatial units,
which can be produced by calculating the radiua oircle whose area is equal with the area of
the given spatial unit. That's how self-distancesevdefined in this paper.

6 Changes in the European economic space

Within the frames of present paper following tharmtes of impedence factor isn’t included as a
part in the analysis of modifications of relatieedtion conditions, as it has been described at the
presentation of model building. Whereas mass faatdihe model plays the role of an emphatic
element, and it becomes the fundamental part oflyfmamical analysis of economic potential
field in Europe, through the interpretation of egonc development viewed in a system of spatial
interactions. Accordingly, introducing the resultisthe model, it is worth to sketch the trends
what describe the changes of relative state ofldpweent in the discussed regions, as they can
serve preliminary information about economic posi$i establishing relative location.

As a counterpart of the mass index of the volumeadnomic performance, the (extremely)
simplified indicator of economic development is negented by gross domestic product (GDP)
per capita values. That's what establishes thevotlg of the average annual changes compared
with the actual annual levels of economic developnae it is necessary to the evaluation of the
trends concerning with position changes of theyeaal regions.

Generally, we can say that disparities betweenntiost and the least developed areas have
slightly decreased as regards their ranges in tiaéysed period (Figure 1). Notwithstanding,
considerable equalization can’t be observed, asdlate positions in the levels of development
have hardly changed either: there’s no re-arrangeémehe rankings of economic development.
The greatest regression, position-loosing compatitddaverage development level has primarily
afflicted the regions of central and western Euaspeountries (from Austria, through France to
Netherlands), similarly to the Scandinavian stéasept Norway).

Eminently they were the German and Swiss regioh®, lave lost a part of their developmental
advantages: relative level of development comparigdl the average European value decreased
considerably year by year almost in the whole cqui@onversely, the Mediterranean area of the
continent seems to be revalued: the whole Spain(@ntbst the whole) Portugal, the main part
of Italian and Greek regions follows that trend.aGes in relative level of development show
considerable increase in Ireland and the Unitecgéi@m (geographical peripheries too) between
1995 and 2006 — due to the ‘economic soaring’ effirst half of the analysed period as it was
observed in these country. Besides, post-sociglates of Central and Eastern Europe —
pheripheral in the sense of geographical locatiod aconomic performance as well — have
greatly counterbalanced their disadvantages owontpe favourable economic processes in the
area and to the capability of the expansion (exibgatedonia).
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Direction and
Rate of Change

- Notable growth
[ Growth
| | Decrease

I Notable decrease

*Notable growth or decrease denote 2,5 % annuahgeechange with respect to actual continentalemeericeland
an Cyprus aren't represented on maps to keep theact form of the figures.

Figure 1. Changing Levels of Economic Development &uropean NUTS2 Regions 1995-
2006*

By turning attention to the concrete model appiaatit can be said — as it is resulted from the
mechanism of potential model and the comparisoth@fabove-mentioned elements of relative
location — that favourable relative location in eomic space come from the existence of big
social and economic masses, the existence of gauiged centrality, the closeness of economic
centres, and advantageous neighbourhood conditlonthe example of European economic
space this can be interpreted as the (geograppicahtrally located economic centres (not far
from each other) have the most favourable reldtieation conditions. From these areas to the
peripheries, potential values decrease steadillyeadistances grow. And only major local centres
are able to interfere with the potential field e form of small loops, as it is shown on the maps
— Figure 2).
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1995

2006

*On the figures thick curves represent Europeaname with the value of 100; beside the values @62mroken
lines show the situation of 1995, while arrows dertbe trends of change.

Figure 2 Changes of European Economic Potentials tveeen 1995 and 2006*
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From 1995 until 2006 just a little modification che observed in relative location conditions, the
image of economic potential field has hardly chahgeentrally located economic centres still
have the most advantageous positions — this caorff@med by other surveys [24]. Considering
impedence factors (distances) as constants, ttiésditeration comes only from the different run
of economic processes and spatial interactiongdBeke similarity of the two states, it's worth
to emphasize a highly important trend. On the eseas (according to their economic position),
where the potential values are above average, wevitaess the shrink of potential curves, while
on the peripheries some improvement can be obséarealvs drawn on figure 2/B denote this
trend).

Consequently, it can be emphasized that generatly @reas have lost a little of their advantages
in relative location in the analysed period, whale the peripheries we can withess a progressive
revaluing of positions in spatial interaction cdmahis. Comprehensive surveys from the 1960s
and 1980s — even they calculate with the changdmpédence factor or not — show totally
inverse processes in this continental level [29].[Z'his confirms the widening of regional
disparities in that period, and denotes that thenés spatial processes had strengthened the
relative locational positions of the cores. Howevee results of the latest experiments justify the
statements of the model application in this papad tell about the relative advantage loss of
core areas and the closing up of peripheries im kbeation conditions [27] [28].

Figure 3 illustrates plastically the processes diled above, as the measure of the change of
potential values of European NUTS2 regions canaduglet numerically on it by the average rate
of alteration. This representation assigns mordi@ip the roles of core areas and peripheries
within the spatial processes between 1995 and 2606e economic core (and mainly Germany)
can be identified with the group of ‘losers’, whavie lost a part of their advantages in relative
location, and the periphery, identified with a ahgsup area.

Behind the image (seems to be uniform) there ar®ws and sometimes inverse processes. To
explore their characteristics it helps to divide #nalysed period: it was logically desirable, but
the trends also confirm this step. Between 1995 20@D relative change of potential values
attracts the attention to two special processegdddbe generally mentioned core-periphery
tendencies about modification of relative locatemmditions in European regions and about their
spatial interrelations. The ‘winners’ of this petiare the British islands which are not wholly the
part of the economic core of Europe (expect Londod its environment), their geographic
localization are rather peripheral with respectdther parts of the continent (Figure 4).
Nevertheless, these years offered the period tandeand the United Kingdom of overcoming
considerably their disadvantages in relative laratiTheir economic performance has enlarged
so much, that it was easily able to counterbaldheenegative effects generated by the position
loss of the continental neighbours.
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Direction and Rate of Change
I Location conditions improve notably

777 Location conditions improve
Location conditions decline
- Location conditions decline notably

*Notable improvement or decline in relative locatioonditions denote 1 % annual average changeredect to
the actual continental average

Figure 3 Changes of Relative Location of European MTS2 Regions 1995-2006 |.*

German regions with favoured developmental posifformer ‘leaders’) showed a break in this
period and they had a great loss in their relgtiogitions. This process had unfavourable effects
on economic situation in the western European ¢bvee consider spatial interaction conditions.
And it is also (and especially) true with respéet post socialist countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. Close German regions —with the whole ecimaore — affected disadvantageously
relative location conditions of those countriesGantral and Eastern Europe, what lay in their
neighbourhood, not far from them. Thus their lomadil handicap didn’t decrease, while the
expansion of their economic performance didn’t stopreover their developmental level came
slightly closer to the European average.
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1995-2000
Direction and Rate of Change
I Location conditions improve notably
[ Location conditions improve
[ Location conditions decline
I Location conditions decline notably
e 4
2000-2006

Direction and Rate of Change

B Location conditions improve notably
[ Location conditions improve
[ Location conditions decline
- Location conditions decline notably

Figure 4 Changes of Relative Location of European NTS2 Regions 1995-2006 1.
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But from the millennium, all of these countries wealready able to counterbalance the
disadvantageous spatial interaction effects corfrimmg the devaluation of the core — and not just
the less effectuated and physically far Balticesadnd the eastern regions of Poland, Romania
and Bulgaria. Thus in continental level, Centratl &astern Europe could become the possible
winner of the period from 2000 to 2006 — besiden8Sgzavian and Mediterranean peripheries
(showing balanced progress in the whole analysedd)e- as the countries of the area were able
to reverse further growth of their considerableadisantages in relative location conditions, and
they showed the signs of closing up. Meanwhile stege of negative change in spatial
interaction conditions has growingly displaced testv Position loss in Germany in this period
wasn’'t as comprehensively considerable as it wésréewhereas the United Kingdom, which
seemed to come to a more and more favourable positas become the member of that group.

7 Factors of relative location — focusing on Centilaand Eastern Europe

One of the main goals of this paper is to demotestrthat economic processes are not
independent from space, spatial interactions nptaifluence their run. As it was presented
above, relative location conditions became worsmast of the regions of Central and Eastern
Europe (namely new member states and the candodatetries of European Union) between
1995 and 2000, while their economic performanceehincreased significantly in the whole
period of the analysis. Accordingly, values of emmic potential in these countries are mainly
formed by effects outside the country and not yelyt their own development. But how these
effects can be caught numerically? How the domifetors of forming relative location can be
determined?

As potential model is based on addition (on the reation of separated effects on a given
region), subtotals of the total values can be eefiThese subtotals and elements can be marked,
separated, and aggregated variously dependingeoquisstions of analysis about the emphasized
factors [29] [30]. Therefore we can distinguish Btample, effects within or outside a given
distance, or separated masses with a given levedaiomic performance as the different factors
of relative location. Besides, spatial differentatis also possible with the application of this
method in order to filter the effects of diverseas (different countries, or given regions within a
country). These calculations can give special métion in the case of new member states and
the candidates of EU, as they are both geograpaimhkeconomic peripheries of the continent, so
the determinants of their relative location coraitare more unclear, than in the case of Western
Europe, the economic core.

We can ask the question, what is the role of unfgatures (self-potentials) in shaping potential
fields? How distant and closer elements influergatial interaction conditions in the continent
and what role of the biggest economic masses havthaé formation of relative location,
especially in the western core, eastern periphemparison? And what kind of spatial
dominance operates on these areas, how the intahdeighbourhood factors can appear in the
post socialist Central and Eastern Europe besidentipact of the western core? To evaluate
these things it is necessary to see the mecharesntontinental level first, and answer these
questions on the eastern periphery in this mirror.

Generally, ratio of self-potential values in totglbnomic potentials is in relation with the weight
of economic masses. So, that is much bigger inaapties and economic centres, which can be
found mainly in Western Europe. But self-potenisatarely an absolutely determinant factor of
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relative location, only in the case of the bigge®tsses, for example London, Paris, Madrid,
Berlin, Milan, Brussels and so on. As we can se&ew member states and candidate countries
of EU self-potentials can also have dominant roiiw the country, for example in the case of
Prague, Warsaw, Bucharest and Budapest, but itssa@tpared to the total values of these areas
is much smaller, than in the case of the westertrapelises. For example Budapest’'s self-
potential value is only the 15 % of its total pdiah

Effect of these great masses is the biggest i tleser and farer neighbourhood, but their
impact is observable in the whole continent — itrdases with the increase of distance. Where
the distribution of the bigger social and econogeatres is balanced, and where there are also
real metropolises within a given distance, thers thtio is uniformly high, for example in the
case of the region of Atlantic coast. In this reg&@ermany is in a special situation. With the
exceptions of the neighbourhood of Berlin, HambWginich and the Ruhr region the ratio of
great masses is relatively small in the countrg@n®mic potentials. The reason is the following:
in this spatial level (NUTS3) Germany is ‘infinyéldivided. There aren’t only some great
masses, but there are many medium one. They ase tdoeach other, and they enact their roles
in the formation of relative location conditions Byrengthening each other, but they hardly
appear in this level of investigation. The situatie similar in the case of the regions of Central
and Eastern Europe, as the ratio of the effectgredt economic centres in potential values is
relatively small. In this region of the continehete aren’t big economic masses at all with the
exception of capital cities, so it is only the dsged impact of the masses of the western
economic core.

As it was told in the previous example of Germamany medium sized masses within a
relatively small distance have advantageous effent®ach other in shaping relative location
conditions. When we investigate the economic inpadgthin a given distance (for example
within 100, 250 or 500 kilometres), we find thatstfiactor has much bigger role in Western
Europe — in the economic core of the continent hene the amount and the distribution of
greater economic masses is favourable, than icake of the peripheries of Europe (both in the
sense of geographical localization and economitopeance). In this comparison, as we focus
on the eastern new member states and candidatériesunf European Union, the more distant
elements (parts of the western economic core) Inawveh greater impact than the closer ones.
This also shows the weaknesses of the region’$ factors in forming their relative location.

By the synthesis of the knowledge about these ele&smeentioned above, we can determinate the
concrete, localized spatial factors of the econgpoitential field in Europe, and evaluate the role
of the parts of the continent in shaping relatveation conditions. If we divide the analysed area
to two parts — the eastern member states and aediduntries of EU and the rest with Western
Europe, Scandinavia and the Mediterranean countiege find that the ratio of their share in
economic potentials is much disproportioned. Cémind Eastern Europe has a much less impact
(even on itself) in forming relative location, thre western part of the continent. In this sense
the eastern half of Europe is the periphery ofrést in many regards, but the periphery of which
part exactly?

If we look for the dominant spatial factors of tela location in Europe, we can find a simple
(but also simplified by the model) and actuallyaclémage. By calculating the ratio of self-
potentials and by making subtotals of the contidng of separate countries, the impact of the
spatial components can be defined. As a resulhatf wve find that self-potential values have
relative dominance only in some cases — the ciieshe closer neighbourhood of Lisbon,
Madrid, Athens, Bucharest, Wien, Brussels and (JSlgure 5).
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In some other cases these are the inland elemem#s dominate the value of economic
potentials. These areas are near to these preyioushtioned regions with high self-potential
values — composing the hinterland of them (par ganmext to Lisbon, Brussels, Athens,
Bucharest and Wien), or in other cases, denotesdbhemess of a bigger effective mass (like in
Poland and Sweden). Inland dominance is quite gtiorthe Netherlands too, but outside the
Randstadt the impact of an other country (Germangjore determinant.

Dominant Component

- Self-Potential
- Inland Potential

Germany

Spain

- France

Italy
B United Kingdom

Figure 5 Dominant Components of Economic Potentials the NUTS3 Regions of Europe in
2006

As we can see, there are five countries whose iboititn to economic potentials — as well as
their role in forming relative location condition$ any other region — is great. Beside the role of
inland factors, they can reach relative dominarsctha main components of total potential values
in some other countries. Spain in Portugal, thetédhKingdom in Ireland and in a little part of
France and Belgium, France in Belgium, in Switzatlaand in Spain, Italy in France,
Switzerland and the Mediterranean part of Southtdfagurope (and in Macedonia).
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The effects of German regions can be dominant ilamway to Greece, and this emphasizes the
role of Germany as the main actor of shaping netalocation in Europe. German regions are
centrally located within the continent, and theg ayenerally (absolutely or relatively) big
economic masses, which are located close to edue. dirom the aspect of the East European
member states of EU, Germany is the most domidantent of the potential field. That explains
many elements of their trends in the spatial preeef the analysed period, as they have
followed the changes affecting German regions.

Beside these impacts there are just a few pogmbilior the eastern regions of the continent to
show their contribution to their relative locatibmasitions. But it has changed in the course of
the analysed period. From 1995 to 2006 many facbrelative location (reviewed above) have
just slightly modified. But it is worth to emphasione thing, that in the case of new member
states and candidate countries of European Unitamd elements have enlarged observably their
share in the economic potential values and thek Feas notably improved, while in the case of
other parts of the continent less change can berxqzed.

This confirms the observed process that the eagieriphery has enlarged considerably its
economic performance from 1995 to 2006, and itstired location conditions have also became
better from the second half of the period, degbigenegative impact of the trends of the western
core and Germany. Ranks of inland components lmageoved mainly in the surroundings of the
capital cities of these countries, slightly, asSlovenia and Bulgaria, or largely as in Hungary,
Romania and Poland (Figure 6). This also denotasiththe analysed period the capital cities
(and economic centres) of the new member statecamdidate countries of EU were the real
(and only?) holder of the development of economecfggmance in the area. This indicates
broadening spatial disparities in these counteas, that weights again in the balance the benefits
of the observed spatial processes.

8 Conclusions

In the course of the analyses of spatial developraed spatial disparities we can consider the
dimension of relative location (building on spaiiaieraction conditions) as a factor of evolving
these phenomena. Potential model, which is onehefldasic methods of modelling spatial
interactions, can catch the characteristics oftixedocation in their complexity by representing
the local factors, geographical localization, cpegiphery relations and neighbourhood effects
too. As a variable of relative location, econommtgntial values report about the changes of
spatial interaction conditions of European regiars] about the modification of economic space
in the recent years.

The process of equalization of spatial developneenditions (measured on continental level) is
confirmed by the modelled advantage loss of thepgean economic core, and the closing up the
both geographically and economically peripheraliceg with the slight decrease of their
disadvantages in relative location positions. Thalysis shows that there are some dominant
factors of determining relative location, as thstea part of Europe depends notably on the
spatial interaction processes of the western ecanoare, especially that of Germany. But due
to the expansion of their economic performance, mawnber states and the candidate countries
of the European Union have become more and morgidemable actors of the area in the recent
years.
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Figure 6 Changes of the Rank of Inland ComponentsiiEconomic Potentials in the New Member States andandidate
Countries of EU from 1995 to 2006
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However the run of the trends of the analysed pedienotes definite tendencies, they are hardly
applicable to model present situation or futurecpsses: the stop of expansion and the regression
of economic performance (observable since theyleat), and the bad expectations foreshadow
another changes. The economic crisis affects negjatine whole Europe, but the regions of the
more vulnerable eastern periphery can lose thamsgearned by the closing up in relative
location conditions, and their disadvantages canvgagain. For example in Hungary, Slovenia
and the Baltic states the expected calculated sexess very serious, it is quite unfavourable in
comparison with other countries from the area aitd @ther parts of the continent.

It is possible that the observations and findinfggpm@sent work on economic processes and
trends are not enduring. But the paper also demairdt the mechanism and a possible
application of the potential model in analysingtgdanteractions, which can be useful for the
further investigations in the same topic, espegialthe evaluation of recent and future changes
followed by the crisis.
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