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1  INTRODUCTION  

1.1  The research problem 
 
 
This book focuses on the relationship between firm relocation and regional policy. 
These two domains are only partially overlapped: firms do move for several rea-
sons, not necessarily linked to regional policy measures; and regional policy deals 
with many topics that have little to do with firms relocation. Therefore, this study 
investigates the role of government measures as determinants of companies’ deci-
sion to relocate. The scope of the research is limited to three European countries, 
Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, where subsidies have been used for 
decades – and, to some extent, still are, despite modern location theories argue on 
their effectiveness. 
Firm relocation from the core area to the periphery, promoted by policy measures, 
was an important research topic in West European economic geography in the 
1970s. Especially in the United Kingdom but also in the Netherlands, Germany, 
France and Italy many firm migration studies were published. Luttrell (1962), 
Cameron and Clark (1966), Keeble (1968) and Townroe (1972) published results 
of firm migration research in the United Kingdom; Molle (1977) and Kruyt (1979) 
explored the phenomenon in the Netherlands; Bade (1983) focused on Germany; 
Aydalot (1978) on France; Camagni (1976) and others i.e. Ortona and Santagata 
(1983) did the same for Italy – naturally with a strong accent on the Italian Mez-
zogiorno, the main target area for Italian regional policy.  
After the 1970s, however, the interest in firm migration almost disappeared. But in 
the 1990s a renewed interest was evident especially in the United Kingdom 
(Cheshire and Gordon, 1995; Prism Research, 1992, 2001) and in the Netherlands 
(Pellenbarg, 1985; Kemper and Pellenbarg, 1997; Pen and Pellenbarg, 1998). Both 
countries, in fact, developed a database on firm migration: the ‘CREDO database’1 
for the UK and the ‘Mutation Balance’2 for the Netherlands. Instead, in Italy, dis-
cussion and analysis of industrial movement have been heavily conditioned by the 
lack of complete and reliable national-level data on firm migration. The only stud-
ies undertaken in 1990s are those by Bramezza and Gorla (1995), Seen (1995) and 
Tamberi and Traù (1996, 1999), mainly focused on short-distance industrial loca-
tion (suburbanisation) from the core of large metropolitan areas. 
What is evident, however, is that the instruments conceived to promote firm reloca-
tion have decreased over time. Since the end of Second World War until the begin-
ning of the 1980s, regional development was based on government incentives pro-
moting industrial decentralisation from the core areas towards the periphery, both 
for social (i.e. employment, development) and practical (i.e. decongestion, pollu-
tion) reasons.  From the mid-1980s onwards, there has been an increasing emphasis 
on framework measures and on regional strategy development. In this period new 
concepts of regional development were formulated; the competitiveness of econo-
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mies was increasingly attributed to the ability to innovate, particularly within the 
context of environments that facilitate learning, interaction and networking be-
tween enterprises.  
However, as stated earlier, the shift in terms of theoretical approach does not nec-
essarily imply a consistent and complete change in terms of instruments. The con-
tamination is still very strong and also in these days the core-periphery relocation is 
promoted with ‘old-fashioned’ measures. Although policy measures supporting the 
core-periphery relocation are still in place, their amount of subsidies decreased and 
firms looking for cost-advantages tend to invest in low-wage countries such as 
Central Eastern Europe or the Far East. Since the middle of the 1980s, small and 
medium-sized firms have been involved in a growing internationalisation process, 
mirroring the path of multinational enterprises. As a consequence, in 1950-1970s 
firm were willing to relocate production activities to the peripheral areas where 
they could exploit cost-advantages (particularly as concerns wages), while nowa-
days these regions are not so attractive as in the past and they may be substituted 
by foreign countries. Besides, international delocalisation also regards R&D de-
partments and service firms. The contraction of business subsidies from the 1980s 
onwards together with the increasing firm internationalisation process might have 
been the cause of a reduction of firm migration flows towards the peripheral areas.  
 
1.1.1 Defining firm relocation  
 
A great part of all firms tend to remain at their present location throughout their 
life. Firm relocation is not a goal per se but it is a particular form of locational ad-
justment that implies a spatial reallocation of economic activities (Pellenbarg et al. 
2002). In this book the terms ‘relocation’ and ‘migration’ are assumed to have the 
same meaning.  
The definition of relocation needs however to be clarified. Spatial moves by firms 
and plants can be ordered into at least three categories: intra-regional, inter-
regional and international (see Pellenbarg et al., 2002; Mariotti, 2002a, 2002b). 
Intra-regional moves mainly concern the industrial suburbanisation around the lar-
ger urban agglomerations while inter-regional relocation mainly involves industrial 
decentralisation from the economic core areas to peripheral and/or development ar-
eas. Industrial suburbanisation and industrial decentralization, that mainly refer to 
the first two types of relocation, became an important focus of American and Euro-
pean regional policy during the 1950s and 1960s. Firm relocation was seen as a 
means to transfer work and prosperity to depressed regions and at the same time 
ease the congestion, the labour market and space capacity problems in the core re-
gions. International relocation is becoming more and more popular for small and 
medium-sized firms that are indeed experiencing a growing internationalisation 
process, similar to that of the multinational enterprises. This is observable in 
Europe, where the inner borders have been opened since 1992 and the European 
Union is expanding to embrace more countries and SMEs are utilising alternative 
and more attractive locations outside their home country to handle part of their ac-
tivities.  
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Most studies on firm relocation at the intra-regional and inter-regional levels iden-
tify at least two types: integral relocation and partial delocalisation (Figure 1.1). 
Integral relocation is a strategy mainly adopted by single-site firms and it tends to 
be executed locally because firms prefer to find a new location that is near their ex-
isting site so as to keep their workforce and suppliers. Partial relocation is mainly 
adopted by large firms whose aim is to differentiate their production in particular 
areas, taking advantage of the most favourable locations. It concerns the opening of 
a new branch plant which is linked with a pre-existing unit, which is not abandoned 
(see Ortona and Santagata, 1983; Schmenner, 1982).  
Partial relocation can also assume the form of a partnership with a local firm or a 
group of firms and can be adopted by SMEs that cannot bear the cost of opening on 
their own.  
 

Figure. 1.1: Types of firm relocation  

Spatial scale  Types  
INTRA-

REGIONAL 
INTERREGIONAL INTERNATIONAL 

Integral relocation  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Partial relocation or delocalisation  
(branch movement) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

Foreign direct investment (FDI) 
 

   

International Strategic Alliance (ISA)    

 
The definition of firm relocation assumes additional meanings when we consider 
the international level. In the literature on internationalisation, the term interna-
tional delocalisation indicates the many ways the pieces of the re-
search/production/marketing processes can be moved abroad (Leamer, 1998).  In-
ternational delocalisation can arise through FDI or International Strategic Alliance 
(ISA) (Figure 1.1). FDI is an investment realised abroad (‘active’ or ‘outward’ in-
vestment) or from abroad (‘passive’ or ‘inward’ investment) in plants, and can take 
place either through the opening of branch plants (‘green-field’ investment), or 
through the acquisition of or financial participation in existing firms (‘brown-field’ 
investment). ISA can be defined as a co-operative relationship with a partner oper-
ating backward, forward or in the same stage of a value chain and aimed at the de-
velopment, distribution, and/or production of products in a foreign market (Gemser 
et al., 2004). ISA can take the following forms: non-equity strategic alliance, equity 
strategic alliance and joint venture (Dunning, 2001). Among the non-equity forms, 
international subcontracting is one of the most popular internationalisation strate-
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gies adopted by Italian SMEs. Chapter 8 presents a detailed description of firms 
internationalisation strategies. 
The kind of movement that has attracted a lot of attention in empirical research by 
professionals as well as by university researchers is inter-regional migration. This 
attention corresponds with the objectives of regional development policy in the 
1970s, which focuses on stimulating firms to move to assisted regions. As stated 
earlier, the analysis mainly focuses on inter-regional migration, particularly the 
movement from the core area to the periphery, in the three countries of Italy, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom, a choice that will be further explained in 
section 1.2. Besides, in this book an analysis of cross-border delocalisation of Ital-
ian and Dutch firms, is presented in Chapter 8.  
 

1.2  Objective, research questions and hypotheses 
 
1.2.1 Objective  
 
As stated earlier, many scientific papers and books have been written about firm 
migration in the 1950s-1970s while the last two decades have seen a growing body 
of literature on international firm delocalisation. Nevertheless, there is little com-
parative research on interregional moves from the core area to the periphery3, 
which have been facilitated by policy measures, as well as on cross-border delo-
calisation. By filling gaps in research, the study described in this publication aims: 
(i) to give deeper insights into the role of regional policy measures in promoting 
the relocation of manufacturing firms from the more developed areas of a country 
to the periphery, from the end of the Second World War to the present; (ii) to in-
vestigate whether cross-border delocalisation substitute core-periphery relocation. 
It examines whether the periphery gains or loses firms, what has stayed the same 
and what has changed in the period of analysis, the role of policy measures on firm 
relocation and the obstacles they faced during the relocation process are investi-
gated.  
The countries which constitute the objects of analysis are Italy, the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom. As presented in Figure 1.2, for Italy, the core area is the cen-
tre-north (north-west, north-east and centre macro regions) and the periphery is the 
Mezzogiorno (South macro-region and the Islands). For the Netherlands, the core 
region is the Randstad, while the periphery comprises the northern provinces of the 
country (Groningen, Frysland and Drenthe) (Figure 1.3). For the UK, the core re-
gion is the South East, while the periphery is represented by Scotland, Yorkshire 
and Humbershide, East Midlands and West Midlands (Figure 1.4). In particular, 
Scotland is taken as an example of a 'distant periphery' and the others as 'close pe-
riphery', the latter representing a situation which is more comparable to the Dutch 
case.  
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Figure 1.2: The core are and the periphery in Italy 
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Figure 1.3: The core are and the periphery in the Netherlands  
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Figure 1.4: The core are and the periphery in the United Kingdom  

 
 

 
However, it cannot be denied that the comparison of these three countries presents 
a problem of dimension because Italy and the UK are much bigger than the Nether-
lands. At the Dutch geographical scale, indeed, the relocation of businesses from 
the Randstad to the periphery is considered as a ‘long-distance’ move, while it is 
considered a short-distance move in the other two countries. The relocation of Ital-
ian companies from the centre-north to the Mezzogiorno and the movement of the 
UK firms to Scotland are labelled long-distance moves. On the other hand, the re-
location of the UK firms to Yorkshire and Humberside, East Midlands and West 
Midlands constitutes short-distance migration. Although an overview of the in-
vestments which have been financed by different policy subsidies in the three 
countries to relocate in the periphery is presented, the focus is on the following 
measures: the Area Contract (in Italy), the IPR premium (in the Netherlands) and 
the Regional Selective Assistance (in the UK). 
The analysis also includes trans-national migration in the case of cross-border de-
localisation to adjacent states. In particular, in the case of Italy and the Netherlands, 
it aims to compare the size and motives of firm migration inside the country with 
moves to adjacent parts of Europe. The third case study country, the United King-
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dom, is not treated because of lack of information on the specific aspect of cross-
border firm migration. This may be related to the somewhat different position of 
the United Kingdom as an island, being not immediately surrounded by neighbour-
ing countries. Border countries are interpreted here not only as countries just across 
the Italian and Dutch national borders, but also those bordering their immediate 
neighbours within easy reach (i.e. Poland and Hungary for the Netherlands, or 
Hungary and Romania for Italy).  
 
 
1.2.2  Research questions and hypothesis  
 
The book aims at providing an answer to the following four research questions:  
 

1. How are regional policies related to the location and relocation theories? 
2. What regional policies have been applied along the period from 1945 till 

the present in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom? Is there a 
consistent correlation between the regional policy’s theoretical framework 
and the measures that have been enforced to promote core-periphery relo-
cation?  

3. What makes firms move from the core area to the periphery? And what is 
the impact of regional policy on core-periphery relocation? 

4. To what extent has globalisation affected firm relocation? 
 
Each question will be addressed by testing one or more research hypothesis, whose 
basis is briefly described below: 
 
Hypothesis 1: The traditional approach to regional policy is based on the neoclas-
sical location and relocation theory, while the contemporary approach is linked to 
the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary location and relocation theories.  
 
Hypothesis 2: Although regional incentives promoting firm relocation have de-
creased over time, the contemporary approach to regional policy still makes use of 
these ‘old-fashioned’ measures. In other words, not all the policy measures belong-
ing to the contemporary approach are in line with its philosophy.  
 
Hypothesis 3: Labour market and policy incentives were important determinants 
promoting the core-periphery relocation in 1950s-1980s, while nowadays ‘softer’ 
factors (i.e. image of the location, quality of the local environment, etc.) play a 
relevant role. 
 
Hypothesis 4: The globalisation of financial and industrial markets has dramati-
cally increased the phenomenon of firm internationalisation and cross-border delo-
calisation has become a substitute for core-periphery relocation.  
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In 1945-2000s two approaches to regional policy have been defined by scholars: 
the so-called ‘traditional’ and ‘contemporary’ approaches. Both are related to the 
location and relocation theories. The traditional approach advocates cost-related 
measures (i.e. regional incentives) to speed the development of the depressed areas 
by inducing core-periphery relocation. This approach is in line with the neoclassi-
cal location and relocation theory according to which a firm moves from the cur-
rent location to a new one when the first is no longer inside the spatial margins of 
profitability. As a consequence, the neoclassical location factors are mainly cost-
oriented (i.e. transportation cost, labour cost and market). Instead, the contempo-
rary approach focuses on integrated development plans and strategies designed to 
and delivered by a partnership between regional and local players. It favours soft 
measures aiming to improve regional competitiveness and the business environ-
ment. The contemporary approach refers to behavioural, institutional and evolu-
tionary theories according to which firm’s relocation determinants are associated to 
‘internal’ (i.e. perception and images), ‘institutional’ (i.e. networks) and ‘external’ 
(i.e. path dependence) factors, respectively.  
However, empirical evidence shows that boundaries between the traditional and the 
contemporary approaches are not so well defined and that, especially as far as pol-
icy measures are concerned, the legacy of the old framework still survives. Even in 
contemporary-approach oriented policies, in fact, some of the tools typically la-
belled as “traditional”, such as incentives, are widely used. There is a broad area of 
overlap which highlights a discrepancy between the ideal situation as planned by 
theorists and the reality designed by policy makers.  
While cost related factors (i.e. labour cost, transportation cost, cost of land) were 
the main motives behind the relocation of economic activities from the core areas 
to the depressed or peripheral areas in 1945-1970s, internal and external factors 
(soft factors) became most important in 1980-2000s. In particular, in the first pe-
riod of analysis core-periphery relocation was primarily driven by the search for 
available (low skilled) labour and lower salary levels. Nowadays, as empirical 
studies have demonstrated, firms tends to relocate over short and very short dis-
tances in order to keep their employees, which, as stressed by the institutional the-
ory, form a part of the network of personal and organisational relations wherein the 
firm is embedded and through which it is tied to its location. Besides, factors such 
as image and representativeness of the headquarters building can play a key role on 
the relocation decision making process.  
Since the beginning of the 1980s, SMEs started to relocate towards adjacent coun-
tries part of their production activities in order to benefit of cost reduction (particu-
larly wages). Although policy measures supporting the core-periphery relocation 
are still in place, the amount of subsidies they offer decreased and firms looking for 
cost-advantages tend to invest in low-wage countries such as Central Eastern 
Europe or the Far East. Besides, international delocalisation does not only concerns 
production departments, R&D departments and service enterprises are following 
the trend. The analysis of whether cross-border delocalisation is a substitute for 
core-periphery relocation provides additional insights about the home country ef-
fects of delocalisation. 
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1.3  Scientific and social relevance  
 
Firm relocation is one of the events (i.e. birth, growth, death and possible survival 
of new firms) which have been studied in the last twenty-five years by the demog-
raphy of firms, a research area within the broader domain of economic geography. 
These studies have been put forward for explaining regional differences in eco-
nomic development within countries (see Birch, 1979; Wever, 1984). For most 
countries there are fewer firm relocation studies than studies on the other firm 
demographic events because of the absence of good quality empirical data sources 
and because firm migration for most regions tends to be of minor importance for 
the firm mutation balance (i.e. Wever, 1984; Wever and Van der Velden, 2000). 
The rationale of this assumption cannot be denied if we consider that the vast ma-
jority of firm relocations are short-distance migrations within rather than between 
regions. Nevertheless, a number of arguments can be presented that contradict the 
unimportance of firm relocation as a firm demographic event (see Pellenbarg and 
Van Steen, 2003). First, the frequency of firm relocations is much higher than gen-
erally assumed. Second, relocated firms tend to be growing firms. Growth is the 
single most important push and pull factor for most firm relocations and corre-
spondingly, many firms show considerable employment growth in the first years 
after relocations. Finally, the small spatial scale of firm migration movements re-
quires some revision.  
Firm relocation on the local, regional and national scales has been the object of 
three decades of research experience at the Faculty of Spatial Sciences of the Uni-
versity of Groningen (among others: Pellenbarg, 1985; Kemper and Pellenbarg, 
1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, 1997). The present book refers to this tradition of firm 
migration research and seeks to make a contribution to the field of firm relocation, 
by providing a better understanding of the relationship between regional policy ap-
proaches and location and relocation theories as well as of firm relocation determi-
nants in the three countries with a specific focus on the role played by regional pol-
icy measures as a trigger to relocate from 1945 to the present.  
 
Looking at the situation from the perspective of society, there are reasons, though 
more practical, to investigate firm relocation at inter-regional as well as cross-
border levels. The physical movement of businesses together with business forma-
tion and expansion, decline and closure influence the geographical distribution of 
economic activity at any point of time. Relocation is especially important from a 
spatial perspective, because it implies a spatial reallocation of economic activity 
and offers an indication of the changing competitiveness of an economic area. In-
dustrial migration is recognised as being of great importance for regional and local 
development because it has direct influence on the creation of wealth on the re-
gional as well as on the local level.  
Nevertheless, the heterogeneity of data available together with the lack of effective 
research on firm relocation at interregional and cross-border levels in the three 
countries, and particularly in Italy, contributed to a lack of insight among policy 
makers in this topic. The present book, on the basis of existing data on firm reloca-
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tion, aims to fill this gap by providing evidence on the core-periphery relocation 
process in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom and on cross-border de-
localisation in Italy and the Netherlands. In particular, the study of the inter-
regional level has attained most of the attention because it corresponds with the ob-
ject of regional development policy.  
Thus, a complete view of the firm migration flows in and out of the regions at the 
national level can directly influence the course of regional policy. In addition, the 
knowledge of the push and pull motives indicated by the relocated firms, as well as 
the obstacles encountered in the relocation process, are food for thought for all pol-
icy parties. The knowledge of both firm relocation flows, factors and obstacles to 
invest in the peripheral areas is necessary to evaluate whether the regional policies 
have been structured properly, that is whether they satisfy the entrepreneur’s need 
and foster the socio-economic development of the depressed areas. Strengths and 
weaknesses of these policies can be measured by means of appropriate indicators 
such as, for instance, the number of relocations. Besides, a micro-analysis based on 
interviews to firms and local actors can help in understanding whether the regional 
policy played a fundamental role in the decision making process or the managers 
would have invested regardless of incentives.  
Since the 1980s, the growing delocalisation between neighbouring countries, has 
attracted attention for its social and economic consequences on the host and home 
countries. If we look at the home country effects, long-distance migration – integral 
or partial migrations – on the spatial level of continents and sub-continents tends to 
become plausible alternatives in an era of gradually fading national borders. Thus, 
the knowledge of such impact might be used to re-design regional policy axis so 
that measures are capable to safeguard the economy of an area facing growing in-
ternationalisation process.  
The analysis of cross-border delocalisation is very important to understand, evalu-
ate and predict the impact of international relocation on the socio-economic devel-
opment of the home countries. This knowledge might be used to understand 
whether cross-border and core-periphery relocation are substitute. If so, policy 
measures have to be reoriented in order to avoid the risk that peripheral areas suffer 
the competition of foreign countries and fall again in the vicious circle of underde-
velopment.  

1.4  Research design  
 
1.4.1  Methodology  
 
Firm relocation processes are normally studied on a macro and/or a micro level. 
The former uses regionally aggregated data and focuses on the development of firm 
migration over time and space by sector. The latter aims at understanding the fac-
tors (push, pull and keep) causing firm migration on the basis of written question-
naires or personal interviews with managers/decision makers. Both approaches are 
useful, but in order to be able to record the dynamics in industry accurately, it is 
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essential to have a nationwide database first. These data can subsequently be used 
to identify certain patterns, which can be tested by a more micro approach.  
Nevertheless, it is important to underline that the study of firm migration has al-
ways fallen pray to the availability of reliable and complete data, at quantitatively 
as well as qualitatively. In order to answer the research questions this research is 
based on a thorough investigation of the macro and micro levels.  
The macro approach is adopted to describe firm relocation in the last decade, in the 
three countries, as well as to report and analyse the investments, which have been 
granted by the regional policy measures to locate in the peripheral areas.  
The information used for the first analysis is provided by the databases on firm mi-
gration process at the national level. These are only available for the Netherlands 
and the United Kingdom. 
The Dutch Chambers of Commerce developed the so-called ‘Mutation Balance’ 
project, which annually produces national data about firm formation, firm migra-
tion and firm closure. The data available concerns firm migration in 1986-1995. In 
the United Kingdom, the private Consultant Company Prism Research owns the 
‘CREDO database’ which records the relocation process of single location compa-
nies, head offices and holding companies in 1988-2001. In Italy no database on 
firm migration has been set up yet. However, the Italian database on firm demog-
raphy (Registro Imprese), developed by the Italian Chamber of Commerce, and the 
ASIA database, by the Italian Statistical Institute (ISTAT), provide data on the 
geographical location of branches (partial relocation) and of head offices (complete 
relocation), respectively.  
The review on firm migration data in the three countries, however, reveals meth-
odological problems associated to a cross-national comparison. For instance, the 
British CREDO database does not cover branch plants. On the whole, job migra-
tion is overestimated.4 On the other hand, the Dutch Mutation Balance that counts 
both head offices and branches has been criticised because of the pollution of its 
data. Finally, the Italian data on firm relocation are often incomplete or polluted. 
The last but not least important consideration regards the different geographical 
scale of the three countries, as stated in section 1.2.1. One might argue, therefore, 
that a comparison on general relocation patterns in the three countries is not possi-
ble because of the differences in migration data, but these information do not bias 
the core of the study which focuses, instead, on the role of regional policies in 
promoting core-periphery relocation.   
The data used for the second analysis, examining the number and type of invest-
ments, the grant provided and the number of new jobs created, are supplied by the 
government bodies in charge of monitoring the policy measures in each country. 
Starting from the assumption that quantitative data cannot yield insight into the 
forces governing firm relocation, a micro-approach, based on a questionnaire (see 
Appendix 3) and interviews with key actors has been adopted. The questionnaire 
was addressed to all relevant companies that obtained grants to invest in the pe-
ripheral areas through the Area Contract (AC) in Italy, the IPR premium in the 
Netherlands and the Regional Selective Assistance scheme (RSA) in the UK. The 
questionnaire was structured into three main sections. The first concerns firm char-
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acteristics (typology, age, size, market, etc.) and the relationships with suppliers 
and local or public bodies such as the development agency. Push and pull factors 
driving relocation are investigated in the second section. Particular focus is put on 
the policy measures which act as a trigger to relocate. Finally, in the third section 
the managers are asked: (i) whether they have considered other locations where to 
invest and why; (ii) if they are thinking of making other investments in the area; 
(iii) which was and is the ‘image’ of the area and why. 
The difficulties encountered in collecting firm-level data as well as securing a rea-
sonable number of respondents, led to the use secondary information for the British 
case. Finally, face-to-face and telephone interviews have been conducted among a 
representative sample composed by researchers, experts and other actors involved 
in the relocation process, in each of the three countries.  
 
1.4.2  Overview of the chapters  
 
This section provides a short description of the chapters in which the book is struc-
tured.  
Starting from the assumption that the migration of firms cannot be considered in-
dependent of their location, Chapter 2 deals with the main theories about the loca-
tion and relocation of enterprises: neo-classical, behavioural, institutional and evo-
lutionary.  
Chapter 3 focuses on the approaches to regional policy in 1945-2000s: ‘traditional’ 
and ‘contemporary’ approaches. It is stressed that while the ‘traditional’ approach 
focused on offering regional incentives to promote firm relocation towards the pe-
ripheral areas, the ‘contemporary’ approach gave an emphasis on framework 
measures and regional strategy development. Special attention is given to the link 
between the location and relocation theories, described in Chapter 2, and the re-
gional policy approaches. Chapter 3 answers question 1 and tests Hypothesis 1. Be-
sides, it seeks to test Hypothesis 2.  
Chapter 4 presents an overview of the studies on firm relocation at the national 
level from the end of the World War II to the present. In addition, the recent litera-
ture on international delocalisation of SMEs is reviewed and further research inter-
est are presented. 
While Chapters 1-4 investigate the general problem, the following chapters focus 
on core-periphery relocation in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.  
Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 report the main findings of the macro-approach to firm 
relocation. Chapter 5 describes the business registration systems of the three coun-
tries and presents the most recent data on core-periphery migration (in 1990-
2000s). Chapter 6 specifically stresses the impact of regional policy measures on 
core-periphery relocation in 1945-2000s, in the three countries, using as a parame-
ter the amount of granted investment. Chapter 6 answers questions 2 and 3 and 
tests Hypothesis 2, with reference to the cases of Italy, the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. 
The results of the micro approach are presented in Chapter 7 which describes the 
business investments that have been financed through grants from three specific 
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policy measures (the Area Contract for Italy; the IPR for the Netherlands; the Re-
gional Selective Assistance for the UK) to locate in the peripheral areas. Thus, 
Chapter 7 answers question 3 and tests Hypothesis 3. 
Chapter 8 analyses cross-border relocation which plays a relevant role in the pre-
sent scientific debate for its social and economic consequences on the country of 
origin and of destination of the investments. In particular, the internationalisation 
strategies of Italian and Dutch firms investing in border countries are presented and 
it is investigated whether cross-border relocation is a substitute for core-periphery 
relocation. This chapter provides an answer to the last question and tests Hypothe-
sis 4.  
Finally, Chapter 9 summarises the report, rounding off issues posed by research 
questions. Moreover, a few general conclusions are drawn with respect to the evo-
lution of firm relocation process over time and the course of future research inves-
tigations.  
 
 
 
 
                                                      
1 CREDO stands for Company Relocation and Economic Development Observatory. It has been de-
veloped by a private consultant company ‘Prism Research’ in Telford (see Chapter 5 for a detailed 
description).  
2 The ‘Mutation Balance’ project has been  developed by the Dutch Chambers of Commerce (see 
Chapter 5 for a detailed description).  
3 The economy is assumed to consist of at least two regions: one core region and one peripheral re-
gion. The core region is typically highly urbanised with high densities of both people and economic 
activities. The peripheral region, typically, has the character of a rural region, although its main 
source of income may well be in manufacturing and services, with only a small share in agriculture. 
4 Job migration is overestimated because all the employees working both in the head office and in the 
branches are registered at the head office level. If the head office relocates, all the employees result to 
have being moved with it.  
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 
2.1 Introduction  
 
Industrial location theory, formulated by economists in the early part of the twenti-
eth century, was focused upon the individual firm as the object of study and, more 
specifically, upon the variables influencing the choice of new sites. In all these spa-
tial-economic theories, which are labelled ‘neoclassical’, the entrepreneur as a per-
son is hardly visible; he is the homo economicus who possesses the perfect knowl-
edge and abilities in a rational choice process leading to an optimal result in terms 
of cost, revenue and profit for the firm. The concept of the entrepreneur as a ra-
tional decision maker is very much in contrast with the new approaches to firm lo-
cation (behavioural, institutional and evolutionary) that have characterised the late 
twentieth and the early twenty-first centuries. These approaches assign a very im-
portant role to personal characteristics of the entrepreneur, to the network of both 
personal and business relationships around the firm, and to cultural influences on 
the spatial economic system (Brons and Pellenbarg, 2003). 
While location theories are well known, re-location approaches are rare and, in 
general, they are treated as a special case of one of the location theories. Firm relo-
cation differs from firm location because it explicitly takes into account the fact 
that one location is substituted for another. The relocation process consists of two 
sequential steps: first the decision to move, and second the decision to relocate to 
another site. It follows that location theory focuses on the optimal location choice 
that is determined by the attractivity of a site for firm location (pull factors), while 
relocation theory also takes into account the first step, the push out of the present 
location (see Pellenbarg et al., 2002).  
The next sections present a review of location theories (neoclassical, behavioural, 
institutional and evolutionary) which offers more insights into firm relocation de-
terminants and the underlying decision process. A comparison of the various ap-
proaches as well as of the factors inducing relocation is presented in section 2.6, 
which concludes the chapter. On the basis of this review, the next Chapter 3 pro-
vides evidence about the relationships between location and relocation theories and 
the approaches to regional policy.  

 
2.2 The neoclassical approach 

 
The neoclassical location theory focuses on presenting a general normative model 
of finding an optimal location for one or more firm(s) based on economic consid-
erations. It is grounded on the concept of the entrepreneur as homo economicus 
who is fully informed, able to exploit that information optimally, and able to 
maximise his/her own profit. Human and even personal characteristics of economic 
decision makers have no place in this approach which is based on explanatory 
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models where cost-reduction factors (i.e. transportation cost, labour cost and mar-
ket size) are the main forces driving firm relocation.  
Von Thunen (1826), Launhardt (1882), Weber (1909, 1929) and Palander (1935) 
may be considered as the founding fathers of this field. The central features of Al-
fred Weber’s theory are too well known to require extensive repetition here, but 
essentially he is concerned with showing how the optimum location can be found 
in a simple situation with two different sources of material: M1 and M2, and a sin-
gle market C, represented by the three corners of a locational triangle (Smith 
1981). Weber states that the firm, in attempting to minimise its costs, will ration-
ally locate at what he terms the least-cost location. Since its publication, however, 
Weber’s theory has been subjected to penetrating review (Smith, 1981). In particu-
lar, the majority of subsequent writers have gained something from the Weberian 
framework when formulating their own theories. 
In 1958, Leon Moses increased theoretical understanding of optimal location by 
allowing for the possibility of substitution towards input sources. Until that time it 
had been assumed that the combinations of inputs into the manufacturing process 
was fixed, and that one could not be substituted for another. Yet clearly in some 
cases this is patently untrue. According to McCann (1993), Moses’s work is a quite 
brilliant piece of analysis, and the first successful fusion of production theory with 
location theory. 
Smith (1981) believes that a major criticism of early location theory was its ab-
straction from demand. In 1954, August Losch tried to remedy this perceived 
weakness, by rejecting a least cost perspective, and instead of the alternative of 
seeking the location at which revenue is greatest, and he strove to find the place of 
maximum profits. Unfortunately, in including spatial variations in demand as well 
as in costs, he found the problem of optimum location for the individual firm in-
soluble (Smith, 1981). The problem became just too complex for mathematical 
formulation. 
Finally, Walter Isard published in 1956 the work Location and Space Economy 
whose aim was to develop principles for a general theory of location, drawing upon 
the work of others such as von Thunen, Losch and Weber (Smith, 1981). Isard’s 
theory merits inclusion in the location theories overview because it was the embryo 
from which the discipline of regional science was later to evolve. 
In the neoclassical approach, mathematical models are adopted to explain the loca-
tion of firms.  
With reference to firm relocation, the neoclassical approach argues that in an equi-
librium situation, the optimal location for the firm is fixed, and relocation is not 
necessary. However, both the firms and the environment may change over time. In 
the first case, firm internal factors may lead to the need for expansion or the change 
in the production process; in the second case, external factors (i.e. changing factor 
prices, or external effects) may lead to the changing shape of economic and reve-
nue surfaces and, hence, the spatial margins of profitability of the firm (Pellenbarg 
et al., 2002; Van Dijk and Pellenbarg, 2000). Thus, a firm moves from the current 
location to a new one when the first is no longer inside the spatial margins of prof-
itability (push factors) and the second might be a profitable one (pull factor). It fol-
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lows that the neoclassical location factors are mainly cost-related (i.e. labour cost 
and financial incentives); they are determined by the spatial margins of profitability 
associated to a location. On the other hand, firm internal factors such as growth 
which is the most common factor inducing relocation is not taken into account.  
Besides, in this theory relocation costs, that are the costs incurred every time a firm 
relocates – comprising the costs of the real-estates site search and acquisition, the 
dismantling, moving, and reconstruction of existing facilities, the construction of 
new facilities and the hiring and training of new labour employed – are generally 
disregarded in the simple neoclassical framework because the emphasis is on full 
information and rational behaviour. Thus, relocation appears to be a costless exer-
cise (McCann, 2001, p.38).  
The points of criticism of the neoclassical approach include objections couched in 
terms of philosophy of science, doubts about the utility of mathematical models in 
geography, and a certain aversion to the notion of economic man (see Meester, 
2004; Meester and Pellebarg, 2004). As Smith (1971, p. 276) stated: “classical 
theories have been more concerned with the construction of elegant theories of lo-
cation equilibrium, or with the fusion of location and production theory, than with 
providing a guide for empirical enquiry”. 
Recently, mainstream economists have shown a renewed interest in the neoclassi-
cal location theory and labelled it ‘New economic geography’ (Krugman, 1995; 
Fujita et al., 1999). It is based on explanatory models where ‘location’ factors (i.e. 
transportation cost, labour cost and market size) are the main forces driving firm 
relocation. In these models, mobility of economic activities is a crucial adjustment 
but hardly any attention is paid to the crucial spatial behaviour of firms. “Micro-
economic models based on neoclassical ideas, but extended with search behaviour 
and taking into account uncertainty, may have more to offer” (Pellenbarg et al., 
2002, p. 114).  

 
2.3 The behavioural approach 
 
Behavioural location theory interprets firms as agents that have limited informa-
tion, bounded rationality, and settle for sub-optimal outcomes rather than maxi-
mum profits (see, among others, Simon, 1955; Cyert and March, 1963; Pred, 1967; 
Townroe; 1972). It stresses the importance of internal factors (i.e. abilities and per-
ception) and personal considerations over the neoclassical cost-reduction factors.  
The precursor of this theory is Simon (1959). He states that a decision maker is an 
individual (entrepreneur) who is as unable to collect all the information relevant to 
a decision, as he is incapable of digesting such information. For Simon, the idea of 
‘optimal’ decisions and of minimising and maximising is a theoretical abstraction. 
He proposes a satisficer (administrative) person as an alternative to homo 
economicus, as a characterisation of the ‘real world’ decision maker. In general, 
according to behavioural theory, firms consider a limited number of choices; search 
and evaluate alternatives in a highly sequential way; and choose the first solution 
that is ‘satisfactory’ (Hayter, 1997).  
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The key to behavioural explanations of industrial location is how firms perceive, 
code and evaluate information and factors, which influence cognitive and choice 
processes. In this view, firms are information processors. Pred (1967) starts from 
this assumption to develop the ‘behavioural matrix’ that comprises four key ele-
ments: (i) the role of limited information; (ii) the ability to use information; (iii) 
perception and mental maps (see Meester, 2004); and (iv) uncertainty. In the be-
havioural matrix firms are classified along two dimensions: (i) the availability of 
information and (ii) the ability to use information. It is shown that well-informed 
firms and with a high ability to use information approximate ‘homo economicus’, 
and are expected to locate near the optimal point. On the other hand, firms with 
limited information and low ability to use it may be expected to locate at less prof-
itable or unprofitable locations. 
As stated above, while location theory mainly concerns pull factors, the relocation 
approach investigated both pull and push factors. This simplified description of the 
decision process of the firm is rejected by the behavioural approach which pro-
poses more than two phases: (i) the decision whether to move or not; (ii) the search 
for alternative locations; (iii) the evaluation of alternative locations; and (iv) the 
choice of the new location. A fifth stage might be added which concerns the as-
sessment and evaluation of the decision. The decision to relocate is therefore con-
sidered to be one step, it is the outcome of a complicated decision process that may 
involve more than one stage and feedbacks in various stages (Krumme, 1969).  
Thus, as Pellenbarg et al. (2002) stated, the behavioural approach is especially 
geared towards firm relocation. In the behavioural approach, relocation costs are 
taken into account and they may be very significant, comprising the cost of the 
real-estate site search and acquisition, the dismantling, moving, and reconstruction 
of existing facilities and the hiring and training of new labour employed (McCann, 
2001). Before relocating a firm might consider the involved sunk costs. These can 
take three forms: setup sunk costs (initial capital investment, like investments in 
advertising to become known to potential customers, investment in a plant), accu-
mulated sunk costs (‘normal’ costs of doing business) and exit sunk costs (due to 
relocation) (Clark and Wrigley, 1997 in Stam, 2003, p.31).  
The relocation costs, along with imperfect information, will mean that firms are 
unlikely to move. However, if they have to move, they are more likely to choose 
places which are nearer because they are more familiar or easier to imagine than 
distant places. In the behavioural approach, it is the perception of reality, not only 
reality in itself that matters. Mental maps1 and the perception of the geographical 
configuration is what people use in their spatial decision-making (Pellenbarg, 
1985; Meester, 1999; 2004)2. Thus, the neoclassical cost-related factors loose their 
importance in the behavioural approach. The automobile manufacturer Morris, for 
instance, that was situated in Oxford, by virtue of the fact that its founder was born 
there, is an example of the importance of personal considerations.  
The behavioural approach relies on questionnaires and detailed empirical work 
rather than on explanatory models. Most well-known relocation studies such as 
Townroe (1971), Keeble (1976, 1978), Pellenbarg (1985) and also Louw (1996) 
and Ebels (1997) are primarily based on behavioural principles. These studies pro-



 

30

vide detailed descriptions of motives and reasons for moving, both on the push and 
pull sides of the process, economic and otherwise.  
One of the weakness of this approach is that it is largely descriptive and explorative 
and to a much lesser extent based on an explanatory model. As for the neoclassical 
approach, too much attention is given to location factors and the link with the in-
ternal firm processes of production, investment and growth is weak (see Sayer, 
1982, Pellenbarg et al., 2002). Another aspect that has been highlighted is the ex-
cessive focus on sociological, psychological and other social and cultural ‘soft’ fac-
tors (Scott, 2000), often ignoring the (neoclassical) ‘hard’ factors. 

 
2.4 The institutional approach 

 
Neoclassical and behavioural theories form the basis of a new pedagogy in eco-
nomic geography but the conventional approaches themselves have been subject to 
considerable criticism, because they consider the firm as an active decision-making 
agent in a static environment. In both approaches the environment is a surface of 
location factors, or ‘a bed of information’ that is processed by the firm (Hayter, 
1997). In the 1980s, a common view that economic processes in space are mainly 
shaped by society’s cultural institutions and value systems dominated the debate. 
Economic activity is socially and institutionally situated: it is shaped by society’s 
cultural institutions and value systems rather than by firm behaviour (Thrift and 
Olds, 1996; Krumme, 1969). Economic activities are ‘embedded’ in ongoing social 
institutions or networks (Granovetter, 1985; 1993). As Martin (1999) stressed, in-
stitutional approaches have dominated the field since then. While mainstream 
economists in the ‘new economic geography’ have discovered space as a key factor 
in economic theory (Krugman, 1995; Fujita et al., 1999), many ‘traditional’ eco-
nomic geographers have turned away from this field, and are now labelled as ‘insti-
tutional’ geographers (Pellenbarg et al., 2002). Among them are neo-Marxist theo-
rists, feminist geographers, cultural geographers, and many others.  
In institutional theory, ‘external’ or ‘institutional’ factors (i.e. spatial adjustments 
such as expansion, merger, acquisition and take-over, but also trust, reciprocity, co-
operation and convention) play a key role at all levels in the economy, from the 
structure and functions of the firm, through the operation of markets, to the form of 
state intervention (see, among others, Hayter, 1997 and Martin, 2000). Because in-
novation is strongly related to the production, dissemination and application of 
knowledge, the learning process is a key component of the institutional approach. 
Network relationships, trust (Fukuyama 1995, Cooke and Morgan 1998) and loy-
alty among knowledgeable and experienced leaders in particular sectors are key 
components in learning and innovation. Massey (1984, p. 296) underscores that 
economic change and development are embedded in social-cultural processes and 
institutions.3 Shifts in spatial divisions of labour are, for her, part of a social proc-
ess with uncertain outcomes that includes disruption and conflict. Amin and Thrift 
(1995, p.14) use the phrase ‘institutional thickness’ for such social and cultural fac-
tors in economic development. Martin, Sunley and Wills’s (1996) research on la-
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bour unions is an example of an institutional approach in the study of economic 
development.  
In the institutional approaches the focus is on the interaction between firms instead 
of the behaviour of individual firms. Firm location behaviour is the result of a 
firm’s investment strategies and it is the outcome of its negotiation with suppliers, 
government, labour unions and other institutions about prices, wages, taxes, subsi-
dies, infrastructure, and other key factors in the production process of the firm. 
Economic success had far less to do with the entrepreneurial virtues of rational 
economic man, than with collective foundations such as interdependence among 
economic agents, and the presence of local business support systems, conventions 
of dialogue, trust and reciprocity, and, in some localised cases,  a culture of social 
and civic solidarity (see, for example, Trigilia, 1986 and Putnam, 1993 on Italy; 
Saxenian, 1994 on Silicon Valley). In particular, the industrial district school (Pyke 
et al., 1990; Brusco and Paba, 1997; Becattini, 1990; 2002; Amin, 2000) focuses 
on the relationships between firms and the local community (formal and informal 
social, economic and political relations) as a determinate factor of long-term eco-
nomic development. In the industrial districts regional institutions – the richness of 
institutional support in a region – have a crucial role in facilitating co-operation be-
tween SMEs (Amin, 2000). In the ‘learning region’ writings (Morgan, 1997; Cooke 
and Morgan, 1998), Cooke and Morgan (1998) emphasise the role of public institu-
tions. These can act as ‘animateurs’ of local innovation systems, not only identify-
ing the points in the regional economy where self-sustained innovation can be acti-
vated, but also becoming major actors in promoting the creation of networks 
(Cooke and Morgan, 1998). The innovative milieu approach4 (Aydalot, 1986; 
GREMI, 1991; Camagni, 1991, 1995) emphasises the role of ‘collective learning’ 
through formal and informal relationships between firms and other economic ac-
tors. 
 
2.5 The evolutionary approach  

 
Until recently, evolutionary economics has hardly drawn attention in economic ge-
ography. Evolutionary economists have been more active in linking evolutionary 
economics with geographical issues (i.e. Antonelli, 2000).  As Martin (2003) 
stressed, perhaps one of the main reasons of the relatively minor impact of evolu-
tionary economics in economic geography so far, is that economic geographers 
tend to refer to evolutionary economics and institutional economics as one and the 
same. Nowadays, there are few systematic attempts to utilise some of the insights 
of evolutionary economic theory in the realm of economic geography (Camagni, 
1991; Amin and Thrift, 1995; Maskell and Malmberg, 1997; Storper, 1992, 1995; 
Boschma and Lambooy, 1999; Boschma and Frenken, 2004).  
This section briefly reviews the main findings of the application of evolutionary 
thinking in economic geography and tries to link them to location and relocation 
theory (see Boschma and Frenken, 2004). However, like evolutionary economic 
geography, the evolutionary approach to location choices is still in an early stage of 
development. 



 

32

The recent evolutionary approach to location and relocation applies concepts from 
Darwinian biology such as variation, selection and path dependence, on spatial 
economic  development (Nelson and Winter, 1982). These key evolutionary con-
cepts are translated in economic geography as innovation, competition and rou-
tines. Path dependence and routines refer to the unwillingness of entrepreneurs to 
enter new fields of activities (new products, new techniques, new markets) in 
which they lack experience (Brons and Pellenbarg, 2003) or to change location. 
The entrepreneur tends to follow the path on which he/she is, using knowledge and 
experience acquired in specific markets, ignoring other routes which might be 
promising but can also contain unknown risks. This may well lead to lock-ins, un-
exploited opportunities and suboptimal behaviour (Boschma, Frenken and Lam-
booy 2002; Brons and Pellenbarg 2003, p. 15). Because the knowledge that indus-
trial districts rely on is informally constituted learning (i.e. learning by doing) and 
it is adaptable due to flexible specialisation (i.e. ability to mix products or humans 
and tools in varying ways), the conceptual stress lies on evolution and path de-
pendence (Amin, 2000, p.151). Firms are less willing to move out of their local 
context because they compete on the basis of their knowledge, routines and compe-
tencies that are built up in the past (and within a particular local environment) and 
that are hard to imitate by competitors (Boschma and Frenken, 2004). As a conse-
quence, the emergence of spatial agglomeration is not analysed as stemming from 
rational location decision of firms and consumers, but from historically bound con-
centration and localised knowledge which have grown. This knowledge is primar-
ily embodied within the routine of firms, but also in a firm’s relationship with other 
firms and other actors. While the neoclassical approach is based on rational choice, 
the evolutionary approach is founded on routine behaviour.  
Quantitative analysis and specifically, demographic techniques, are used in the 
evolutionary approach in order to describe the entry and exit of firms, and how 
survival depends on age, location and parent company. 
Since the evolutionary approach to location and relocation theory is in an early 
stage of development, it has not delivered statements on relocation yet. Still, it pre-
sents a good background about the relocation determinants. What is advocated is 
that firms are less willing to relocate because of path dependence and inertia.   
 
2.6 Comparison and conclusions  
 
Analytical work before the 1960s was concerned with interpreting the location of 
individual plants or industries by reference to the conceptual framework provided 
by neoclassical theory. The goal of this theory was the search for the optimal loca-
tion at a particular time and it was most appropriate to an analysis of the location of 
basic, heavy industries as iron and steel “which were in the vanguard of the con-
temporary industrial progress” (Chapman and Walker, 1987). The neoclassical ap-
proach became less adequate to explain the subsequent growth of large enterprises, 
controlling many establishments, often in different industrial sectors, that have 
flourished in the 1960s. The rapid economic growth of this period, which resulted 
in an exceptional and probably unique volume of investment in new manufacturing 
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establishments in Western Europe, North America and Japan, provoked an increas-
ing academic and policy interest in the practice of location decision-making. This 
period saw the birth of the behavioural location theory which focuses on the geog-
raphy, growth and behaviour of the firm, not as an optimising rationally-economic 
decision making unit, but as one characterised by conflicting goals, limited levels 
of knowledge and control of its environment, irrationality of perception and behav-
iour, and so on (Keeble, 1976). Most firm migration studies have used a behav-
ioural approach because in the 1960s (neo-) classical location theories became in-
creasingly criticised as being unrealistic and not reflecting real-world circum-
stances.  
In the 1970-1980s, there was an increasing interest in society’s cultural institutions, 
value systems and innovation. These new patterns have been embraced in the insti-
tutional approaches, which state that location behaviour is the result of a firm’s ne-
gotiations with a variety of local and national players.  
The most recent approach, which has been developing since the beginning of the 
1990s, is a decision-making theory, underlying evolutionary economics. This ‘evo-
lutionary’ approach is based on routine behaviour rather than on rational choice. 
Instead of describing the behaviour of individuals or firms, as if they optimise an 
objective function given constraints, evolutionary economists start from the prem-
ise that the larger part of human behaviour is routinised (Boschma and Frenken, 
2004).  
In short, it can be stated that in the neoclassical approach a firm is seen as a black 
box which responds to its environment in a completely rationale way. In the behav-
ioural approach a firm is a site of decision-making involving conflict, uncertainty, 
problem stimulating search, learning and adaptation over time. In both the institu-
tional and evolutionary approaches the firm is the defined by its interactions with 
the environment.  
 
Table 2.1. Relocation approaches and determinants  

Theoretical frame-
work 

Key concepts / (factors) Relocation costs 

Neoclassical theory Market situation, cost-reduction 
(Location factors) 

 
-  

Behavioural theory Informationion/ abilities/perception/images 
(Internal factors) 

 
 

Institutional theory Networks, trust, social capital 
(Institutional factors) 

 
 

Evolutionary theory Path dependence, routine 
(External factors) 

 
 

 
The shift from neoclassical to behavioural, institutional and evolutionary ap-
proaches represented a shift from ‘hard’ factors, typical of neoclassical location 
theory, to the ‘soft’ factors of the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary ap-
proaches (Trompenaars 1993; Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 1993; Hofstede 
2001; Brons and Pellenbarg 2003) (Table 2.1). This shift is related to what is la-



 

34

belled the ‘cultural turn’ 5 (Amin and Thrift, 2000; Barnes, 2001; Ray and Sayer 
1999) or the ‘institutional turn’ (Martin, 2000) in economic geography, a re-
orientation which can be seen in all the social sciences (Brons and Pellenbarg  
2003, p. 18).  
Policy measures promoting core-periphery relocation belong to the neoclassical 
cost-reduction factors (i.e. transportation cost, labour cost and market) (Table 2.1). 
By contrast, the behavioural approach emphasises the importance of softer factors 
such as firm’s personal consideration. For example, in deciding where to locate, the 
uncompleted information makes the distant areas unknown and nearby places are 
more likely to be chosen. Besides, institutional and evolutionary theories empha-
sise that individual behaviour is guided by routines and institutions that provide the 
basis for decision making in an inherently uncertain environment (Veblen, 1919; 
Simon, 1955; Nelson and Winter, 1982). As such, they reject the atomistic view of 
economic actors that ignores the contextuality of human actions, which is, at best, 
held constant. This is not to say that evolutionary and institutional economics as-
sume that agents do not wish to maximise utility and profits, but that real-world 
agents are not able to do so (Boschma and Frenken, 2004).  
According to the institutional approach, non-material factors such as “trust”6 and 
social capital7 play a key role at all levels of the economy. Firm location and relo-
cation behaviour is the outcome of its interaction with suppliers, government, la-
bour unions and other institutions. As the evolutionary theory advocated, firms are 
unwilling to change location because they compete on the basis of their knowledge, 
routines and competencies that are built up in the past (and within a particular local 
environment) and that are hard to imitate by competitors (Boschma and Frenken, 
2004). 
As presented in Table 2.1, relocation is a costless exercise in the neoclassical the-
ory according to which a firm decides to move to another location when the former 
is no longer inside the spatial margins of profitability and the new might be a prof-
itable one. Thus, in case of core-periphery relocation, regional incentives are nec-
essary to make the firm overcome the typical diseconomies of the new location. By 
contrast, according to the other approaches, a relocating firm may face sunk costs 
(setup, accumulated and exit sunk costs). 
The review on location and relocation theories has shown that the behavioural, in-
stitutional and evolutionary approaches overlap and, to some extent, they tend to 
complement rather than exclude each other (Brons and Pellenbarg, 2003). This lead 
to the tendency to combine different approaches to explain a phenomenon.8 Martin 
(1994) proposed a multidimensional, multi-voiced economic geography in which 
all different approaches take a part. However attractive this approach sounds, it is 
highly questionable at the same time (Brons and Pellenbarg, 2003). With reference 
to the behavioural and institutional approaches, Pen (2003) recently advocated in 
his PhD thesis titled “What makes companies move? Decision-making processes in 
business relocation”, that they should be combined in one comprehensive new the-
ory. As Pen (2003) stated, firm relocation research should aim more at the integra-
tion of the various location theories and allow for a debate between these theories. 
This will lead to new insights and an awareness that ideas formulated in the past 



                                                                                                                                               

35

may still be valuable. Besides, economic geographers and spatial economists 
should try to integrate the qualitative and quantitative approaches instead of debat-
ing the relative merits of the two.  
In this book we start from what Pen (2003) argued and try to explain firm reloca-
tion behaviour in the three countries under analysis by means of the neoclassical, 
behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories and we investigate the relation-
ship between these theories and regional policy approaches.  
In the next chapter it will be emphasised that the ‘traditional’ approach to regional 
policy (1950-1970s) focuses on neoclassical cost-reduction instruments (i.e. re-
gional incentives) to foster the development on the peripheral areas by means of 
attracting ‘external’ investments. On the other hand, the theoretical assumptions of 
the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories have influenced the ‘con-
temporary’ approach to regional policy since the 1980s. 
 
 
                                                      
1 The term mental map gained widespread currency through the work of Gould (1966) and subse-
quently that of Gould and White (1974). Several authors provided a definition of mental map that can 
be summarised into the following four meanings: (i) the map image as it exists in someone’s mind 
(the mental map in a narrow sense); (ii) the representation of that image on paper, drawn freehand by 
the individual (sketch map); (iii) the cartographic representation drawn to scale of spatial knowledge 
about ‘objective’ conditions such as the existence of spatial units, spatial conditions, etc. (knowledge 
maps); (iv) the cartographic representation drawn to scale of spatial preferences and ratings (prefer-
ence maps) (see Meester, 2004, pp.30-32). The work by Meester (2004) refers to the fourth meaning 
of the mental map: the ‘preference map’.  
2 For an overview of publications that are relevant in the field of locational preferences see Meester 
(2004, pp.35-44).  
3 Institutions are ‘sets of rules’, collective memories of the routines and values which people use 
when they act. The institutions can be ‘tacit’ (as in family or corporate cultures) or ‘explicit’ (as in 
laws and church rules) (Boschma and Lambooy, 2004). Institutions affect the capacity of firms to in-
teract and therefore affect the relative transaction and coordination costs of production and innova-
tion. 
4 The concept of innovative milieu has its origins in the research on “Development prospects of the 
Community’s lagging regions and the socio-economic consequences of the completion of the internal 
market” carried out on behalf of the Directorate General for Regional Policy of the EEC by GREMI – 
Groupe de Recherche Européen sur les Milieux Innovateurs (GREMI, 1991). 
5 During the last decade scholars have stressed the importance of all kinds of cultural factors for eco-
nomic developments. The word ‘cultural’ should be interpreted broadly here, but with an emphasis on 
norms and values regarding justice, ethics and religion. Besides Porter, other useful references are 
Hofstede (1980), Trompenaars (1993), Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars (1993), and Fukuyama 
(1995). 
6 Fukuyama (1995) points to the importance for economic development of trust in social-economic 
relationships. Trust can be significant in relation to the amount of transaction costs. When people trust 
each other, transactions become easier and transaction costs are lower. 
7 The concept of social capital (Putnam, 1993b) refers to the complex of local institutions and rela-
tionships of trust among economic actors that have evolved from unique, historically conditioned lo-
cal clusters. Such institutions and social relationships have became embedded within a localised 
economy and form a network of civic engagements, which facilitates the activities of politics, produc-
tion and exchange.  
8 This tendency refers to the so-called ‘post-modern’, eclectic approach to scientific activity (Brons 
and Pellenbarg, 2003). 
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3 REGIONAL POLICIES AND THEIR IMPACT ON  
FIRM RELOCATION: AN OVERVIEW 

3.1  Introduction  
 
There may be a tendency for the term “regional policy” to be immediately associ-
ated with the regional policy of the European Union – that is, the structural funds. 
However, there was a long history of regional policy in the Member States prior to 
the advent of the structural funds and distinct national regional policies are still a 
strong feature of most member states (Yuill and McMaster, 2001). Although the 
first regional policy measures in Europe originate from the 1930s and regard the 
United Kingdom (McCrone, 1969), it was only in the 1960s that regional policy 
assumed a relevant role in the policy agenda of many Western European govern-
ments.  
In all its forms, national regional policy (from now on regional policy) has re-
mained focused on the problem of differential spatial development within national 
economies. Since World War II, European governments have implemented specific 
policies to redress regional economic disparities which were based on policy meas-
ures in the form of financial incentives to influence location decisions by compa-
nies. By promoting core-periphery relocation, governments were effectively pro-
viding subsidies to reduce local unemployment and inequalities in income. Besides, 
they were helping to create more even inter-regional development trajectories – 
level of public services and education opportunities among different regions. This 
regional policy approach can be characterised as ‘traditional’ and was undertaken 
by central governments (top-down approach).  
From the mid-1970s, regional policy began to change. The theoretical debate criti-
cised the role of the state in the economy and proposed, as an alternative, liberalisa-
tion, deregulation, and privatisation (Viesti and Prota, 2004). The effectiveness of 
policy incentives to promote economic development was questioned, which caused 
a shift in the 1980s. The traditional approach was partially superseded by a more 
decentralised model for regional development, the so-called ‘contemporary’ ap-
proach. This was characterised by decentralised intervention (bottom-up approach) 
and was based on integrated development plans and strategies designed and deliv-
ered by a partnership between regional and local players (Bachtler and Yuill, 
2001). Encouraging core-periphery relocation was not a goal of the new approach 
mainly focused on endogenous development by promoting SMEs and innovation 
and by encouraging geographical clusters of firms.  
In the latter context, regional policy in the European countries has been strongly 
influenced by EU competition and structural policies resulting in greater conver-
gence of regional policy objectives and rules within the member states. Since 
19881, the structural funds played a key role in developing more strategic methods 
of facilitating regional economic development. Greater recognition is being given 
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in policy circles to the idea that differences between regions require differentiated 
policy approaches and that such differences derive from variations in economic de-
velopment processes. There was a reduction of financial incentives to firms in fa-
vour of measures aimed to improve the ‘regional environment’. Policies envisage 
regions as “unique set(s) of relational assets” (Lagendijk, 1999b, p. 111), in which 
the focus should be as much on the interaction between the existing assets as on the 
improvement of each asset in isolation. What is more significant now is how policy 
can embed those assets in the local economy and increase the number and added 
value of linkages between those assets and the wider regional economic environ-
ment.  
However, empirical evidence shows that boundaries between these two approaches 
are not so well defined and that, especially as far as policy measures are concerned, 
the legacy of the old framework still survives. Even in contemporary-approach ori-
ented policies, in fact, some of the tools typically labelled as “traditional”, such as 
incentives, are widely used. There is a broad area of overlap which highlights a 
discrepancy between the ideal situation as planned by theorists and the reality de-
signed by policy makers.  
The present chapter presents a review of the national approaches – traditional and 
contemporary – to regional policy in Europe and focuses on the policy measures 
promoting core-periphery relocation. On the ground of this review, it aims to pro-
vide an answer to question 1 about the relationship between regional policies and 
the location and relocation theories as well as to test the related Hypothesis 1 (“The 
traditional approach to regional policy is based on the neoclassical location and re-
location theory, while the contemporary approach is linked to the behavioural, in-
stitutional and evolutionary location and relocation theories”). Besides, it tests Hy-
pothesis 2 (“Although regional incentives promoting firm relocation have de-
creased over time, the contemporary approach to regional policy still makes use of 
these ‘old-fashioned’ measures. In other words, not all the policy measures belong-
ing to the contemporary approach are in line with its philosophy”).  
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 describe the main features of the two regional policy ap-
proaches. The impact of EU competition and structural and cohesion policies on 
national policies is discussed in section 3.4. Section 3.5, which concludes the chap-
ter, presents a comparison of the traditional and contemporary approaches and em-
phasises their relationships with location and relocation theories.  

3.2  The traditional approach  
 

Conceptually, the traditional approach2 was based on the neoclassical theories of 
regional development – models of land prices (von Thunen), industrial location 
(Weber, Marshall) and settlements (Christaller, Losch) (see Ch.2). The common 
characteristic of these theories was that they were concerned with explaining varia-
tions in the location of economic activity with reference to the attributes of regions 
or urban areas, such as the cost of land, transportation costs, market size and the 
availability of workers. Policies to reduce disparities were, therefore, generally de-
veloped to influence these factors, i.e. reducing investment or employment costs, 
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subsidising transport costs, providing cheap land and premises in the problem ar-
eas, and, in some cases, increasing the costs of development in the core or con-
gested areas (Bachtler and Yuill, 2001).  
Although there were significant differences in policy emphasis among Western 
countries, in 1950-1980s the two principal theoretical justifications for policy ac-
tion were social equity – alleviating regional poverty as a kind of area-based wel-
fare – and economic – in which sustained economic growth at the national level 
was viewed as dependent on balancing interregional development (Raines, 2001b).  
The spatial focus was on problem areas (underdeveloped and/or depopulated areas) 
that were designated on the basis of administrative or data collection units gener-
ally suffering from slow economic growth, low income and high unemployment.  
The mode of organisation was essentially top-down: the design of policy, the de-
limitation of assisted areas and the delivery of instruments were undertaken by cen-
tral government.  
Policy instruments comprised four main types: (i) financial incentives; (ii) infra-
structure investment; (iii) the use of investment targets or other social obligations 
on the part of state-owned or state-controlled industries; (iv) and the diversion of 
development from congested areas through development controls on manufacturing 
industry or the relocation of private and public sector offices (Yuill et al., 1980). 
For much of the post-war period, financial incentives (in the form of grants, loans, 
tax concessions, depreciation allowances, etc.) were offered to firms moving into 
the designated aid areas and cost penalties and permit systems were introduced in 
the core areas to encourage firms to consider moving to less congested, problem 
locations in the region (Yuill and McMaster, 2001; Yuill et al., 1980; Bachtler and 
Yuill, 2001). Besides, the traditional approach argues that it is vitally important to 
improve the stock of social infrastructure in high-unemployment areas in order to 
improve their competitiveness. Investment in physical infrastructure could induce 
redevelopment of derelict sites, improvement in the transport network, provision of 
better recreational facilities, enhancement of the stock of housing and improvement 
in the quality of the urban environment more generally. Such improvement to an 
area’s physical and social infrastructure acts as an important signal to the private 
sector since it demonstrates the government’s commitment to reviving depressed 
areas and acts as a confidence booster for private sector investors. It also helps de-
pressed areas to retain and attract highly skilled workers who place a premium on 
their living conditions (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000).  
The nature and the extent of government intervention has varied over time and by 
country.3 In the case of the UK, government controls took the form of Land use 
planning regulations and Industrial location controls. The first were operated es-
sentially as instruments of urban and local area policy and not as a deliberate part 
of the regional policy, while the second has been used as part of regional policy in 
Britain. In some countries, special government agencies have been established to 
promote regional economic development and reduce core-periphery contrasts. 
Among the best examples are the Japanese MITI (Ministry of International Trade 
and Industry); the Italian Cassa  per il Mezzogiorno (Southern Economic Devel-
opment Agency) and the US Economic Development Administration. Some gov-
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ernments have sought to help industries in declining regions by undertaking gov-
ernment investment in infrastructure and providing subsidies for private invest-
ment; others have sought to devise tax breaks that reduce the cost of labour in pe-
ripheral regions. Still others have sought to deal with agglomeration diseconomies 
in core regions through increased taxes and restrictions on land use. In the Nether-
lands, for instance, regional policy promoted: (i) ‘industrial decentralisation’ from 
the core areas (the Randstad) to the other areas of the country and (ii) ‘industrial 
suburbanisation’ from the major urban agglomerations (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, 
The Hague and Utrecht) to the peripheral areas. Similar measures have been 
adopted in France in order to stop industrial concentration in the Paris area. 
While each approach has its followers, one of the most widespread governmental 
approaches to develop the peripheral areas involves the exploitation of the princi-
ple of cumulative causation4 (Myrdal, 1957) through the creation of growth poles a 
là Perroux (1950, 1960).5 Perroux (1950) sees the possibility of economic growth 
in a region from locating a key firm there, one which serves as an economic engine 
for that area. An important, large firm, for example, a multinational firm, may cre-
ate very positive economic stimuli for a specific region by generating income, at-
tracting subcontractors, shaping a positive image and creating a better production 
environment. However, not all industries are equal in the extent to which they 
stimulate economic growth and cumulative causation. The ones that generate the 
most pronounced effects are known as “propulsive industries”, and they have re-
ceived a great deal of attention from geographers and economists who are inter-
ested in helping to shape strategic policies that might promote regional economic 
development. In the 1920s, shipbuilding was a propulsive industry. In the 1950s 
and 1960s automobile manufacturing was a propulsive industry, and today bio-
technology is one. The basic idea is for government to promote regional economic 
growth by fostering propulsive industries in favourable locations. These are in-
tended to become growth poles – places that, given an artificial start, foster self-
sustaining economic prosperity.  
Many countries have used the growth poles approach as a basis for regional devel-
opment policies. For example, French governments designated certain locations as 
techno poles for the establishment of high-tech industries (such as ICT and bio-
technology) – under the assumption that these leading-edge activities will stimulate 
further development. In the United States, a whole series of growth centres were 
designed in Appalachia to establish a manufacturing base within the region. In 
southern Italy various state-owned heavy industries were sited in a number of re-
mote locations in order to stimulate ancillary development (see Saraceno, 1977).  
The results of such policies have been mixed, however. The French techno poles 
have been fairly successful because the French government invested large sums of 
money in establishing propulsive industries in favourable locations. The Italian and 
U.S. growth pole efforts, like many others, however, have been disappointing 
(King, 1985; Smith, 1981). In Italy, given the weakness of the industrial structure 
of southern regions (mainly based on traditional manufacturing industries), this 
policy had the effect of hindering their economic development instead of fostering 
it. The southward migration of big plants was labelled as ‘industrialisation without 
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development’, disconnected from the local economic environment and lacking the 
input-output linkages with other local concerns that typify a modern industrial 
complex (Smith, 1981; Saraceno, 1980). In practice, governments often fail to in-
vest in the right industries, and nearly always fail to invest heavily enough to kick-
start the process of cumulative causation. In the context of the traditional approach 
growth was a byproduct of governmental policy rather than the direct consequence 
of  private economic forces operating within the limits of market-driven calcula-
tions of costs and benefits.  

3.3  The contemporary approach  
 
Regional policies based on the transfer of resources to firms, aiming to compensate 
regional disparities through subsidies, turned out to be, in many countries, of lim-
ited utility, because they did not alleviate those disparities (Viesti and Prota, 2004). 
Consequently, there was a regional policy shift from direct micro-intervention to 
indirect macro-intervention, enhancing entrepreneurship, training, human mobility 
and scientific research. Industrial sectors and the state stopped being viewed as the 
engines of development while firms and the market became the key ingredients for 
promoting economic success.  
The contemporary approach is based on the following main components. The first 
regards the shift in policy objectives towards promoting competitiveness (Bachtler 
et al., 2001). The policy focus is on wealth creation at the local level – and the 
agenda is increasingly one of new firm formation, SME development, skills, em-
ployment and innovation. The focus on SMEs is related to their ability to create: (i) 
new jobs; (ii) a diversified and flexible industrial base; (iii) intense competition for 
small and large firms alike, leading to an energetic enterprise culture; (iv) stimulate 
innovation; (v) improve industrial relations and provide a superior working envi-
ronment for employees. Considerable efforts have been made in many countries to 
improve innovation6 in disadvantaged regions and to help indigenous firms to up-
grade their technology.7 Apart from the technology transfer agencies and invest-
ment grants which allow firms to buy the latest process innovations, other distinc-
tive initiatives include science parks and techno poles (Asheim and Cooke, 1998; 
Castells and Hall, 1994), venture capital initiatives (Oakey and Mukhtar, 1999) and 
improved infrastructure provision. Public expenditure can be used to create im-
proved environmental and urban living conditions in order to encourage technol-
ogy-based industries. The collapse of traditional manufacturing has given policy 
makers in the disadvantaged regions the opportunity to create conditions more fa-
vourable to high-technology firms. Whether all of this will be sufficient is an issue 
of considerable controversy (Raines, 2001b). 
The second aspect concerns the reduction of the traditional automatic incentives, in 
favour of softer measures aiming to improve regional competitiveness and business 
environment, stimulated in part by the EU structural funds. In particular, state aids 
with a regional dimension are criticised mainly because they would alter competi-
tion. Regional competitiveness is determined by the quantity and quality of the lo-
cal production factors, skilled labour force, efficient public local infrastructures, 
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local “social capital”8 (North, 1990; Putnam, 1993b; Trigilia, 1999a) and the abil-
ity of the local communities to be independent (Viesti and Prota, 2004) (see Ch.2). 
The reduction of business incentives at the regional level is demonstrated by the 
data published in the annual European Commission reports.9 Between 1996-2000 
the aid for regional objectives decreased from an annual average of € 19 billion to 
€ 12 billion partly thanks to the action of the Commission. Nevertheless, Germany 
and Italy are the countries that still allocate the most substantial amount of money 
to regional aid. 
 
The contraction of regional aid areas represents the third element. Over the past 20 
years, there has been a general and significant contraction of regional aid area cov-
erage and in a majority of northern and central Member States there has been a re-
duction of per capita expenditure of 50 per cent or more. On the other hand, coun-
tries such as Greece, Portugal, Ireland and Spain have largely maintained their cov-
erage10. 
The fourth aspect regards the focus on enhancing local economic development ini-
tiatives and promoting geographical clustering of firms. The shift from financial 
tools to measures aiming to promote local development characterise regional policy 
trends in Italy, France and the United Kingdom. Small firms and technology are 
seen by many as being a superior means of stimulating regional development than 
traditional regional policies with their emphasis on big firms and inward invest-
ments. The promotion of local development stresses the importance of stimulating 
new firm formation and inducing SMEs to expand, encouraging firms to develop 
the latest technology and encouraging geographical clusters of firms. 
The so-called ‘cluster’ concept represents one of the most popular economic devel-
opment approaches to addressing the tensions between globalisation and localisa-
tion which has emerged in recent years. Originally articulated in the works of Por-
ter, Enright and others – though building on older traditions stemming from the 
work of Marshall and the ‘innovative milieu’ research by the GREMI group – the 
factors influencing the propensity of industries to cluster in certain locations have 
been extensively examined (Raines, 2001b). The term cluster is used to indicate 
several entities such as industrial districts (i.e. Asheim, 1996; Amin, 2000), inno-
vative milieux (i.e. Aydalot, 1986; Camagni, 1995), learning regions (Lundvall, 
1992; Asheim, 1996; Simmie, 1997; Maskell and Malmberg, 1997; Morgan, 1997; 
Morgan, 1997; Cooke, 2002), regional innovation systems (Cooke et al., 1997; 
Cooke and Morgan, 1998), technology districts (cf. Ch.2). While Porter (1990) re-
mains a strong opponent of industrial targeting by governments in cluster devel-
opment, the ‘innovative milieu’ concept foresaw greater scope for policy, though 
the issue has not been systematically investigated in GREMI studies (Raines, 
2001b). Camagni (1995) argued that policy interventions need to be constantly 
adapted to reinforce the local environment (especially in terms of infrastructure and 
human resources) and to encourage network linkages between milieu participants. 
In the ‘learning region’ literature, Cooke and Morgan (1998) emphasise the role of 
public institutions that can act as ‘animateurs’ of local innovation systems. 
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The interest in the ‘cluster’ concept has been apparent in the increasing support for 
cluster development internationally, as shown by the strong policy interest of the 
European Commission, the OECD and UNIDO as well as the associations of re-
gions interested in pursuing cluster development. As a result, cluster policies at the 
national and regional level have proliferated over the past decade. The term ‘cluster 
policy’ covers a wide diversity of policies, ranging from a-sectoral networking ini-
tiatives to complex programmes of industrial development (Nauwelaers, 2001). 
The fifth aspect of the contemporary regional policy is the change in modes of gov-
ernance (decentralisation, rationalisation, partnership, policy co-ordination). As a 
consequence, design and implementation of integrated development plans and 
strategies fall within the competence of partnership of regional and local players 
(Bachtler and Yuill, 2001). Regional plans are based on the identification of the ar-
eas’ strengths and weaknesses in order to formulate development strategies suitable 
to the diversified social and economic contexts (Yuill and Wishlade, 2001). Allo-
cating the responsibility for part of the economic policy choices, which influence 
the community’s future, to the community itself can produce positive results in 
terms of social capital empowerment (Trigilia, 1999a). The European countries 
where the regional policy decentralisation is rather strong are Austria, Belgium and 
Denmark. In these countries, local authorities are responsible for planning as well 
as for financing. In Germany policy interventions are drawn and developed by the 
respective Lander but they are co-financed by the federal government. In Spain, the 
participation of local authorities is relevant, but policies are financed by the central 
government. The new approach in the UK concerns the devolution of the regional 
policy powers: local governments can dispose of financial resources and have the 
necessary flexibility to carry out extensive interventions at the local level. In Italy, 
many of the policy choices have been shifted from the centre to the periphery. The 
Italian central government is engaged in the coordinating, programming and testing 
of interventions for economic development and the cohesion policies (Viesti and 
Prota, 2004). On the other hand, in countries such as Ireland, Portugal, Greece, 
France and the Netherlands the regional policy management is more centralised. 
The last component concerns the growing interest in sustainability and social cohe-
sion. This is not only a structural funds concern but is also relevant within an in-
creasing number of national policies. For example, in France a recent law on sus-
tainable regional development was passed and in Scotland specific regional aid for 
areas of social exclusion have been approved.  
It can be stated that the contemporary approach is based on the theories of regional 
development concerned with industrial milieux (Storper, Camagni) and the role of 
clusters and networks (Porter, Morgan). It was recognised that competitive advan-
tage increasingly implied the ability and the capacity of regions to facilitate genera-
tion, acquisition, control and application of knowledge and information, in the in-
terests of innovation and marketing. Besides, the spatial interrelationships between 
organisations were recognised as critical – for example, participation in informa-
tion and research networks, supply chains, SME collaboration, government-
industry links (Bachtler and Yuill, 2001). Thus, the neoclassical cost-saving factors 
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were substitute by softer factors such as trust, social capital, networks, and so on 
which are advocated by the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories. 

3.4  The influence of EU competition, structural and cohesion poli-
cies on national policies 

 
The fundamental rationale for European regional policy has been the belief that, 
without intervention, regional social and economic differences between regions 
within the community would be too wide. It is also argued that, without correction, 
these differences would tend to increase rather then decrease. EU policy strongly 
influenced national policies.11 Regional policies of individual countries became 
linked to the EU competition policy and the EU structural and cohesion policy, 
mainly as concerns the spatial policy coverage (designation of assisted area), the 
priorities for regional intervention, the ceilings on regional aid and the mechanisms 
through which policy is implemented (Viesti and Prota, 2004).  
EU competition policy has introduced a powerful, new dynamic into the relation-
ship between national and EU regional policies. Policies concerning EU competi-
tion have increasingly generated pressure on the nature, design, areas and rates of 
intervention under regional aid policy (i.e. Regional Aid Guidelines). The Regional 
Aid Guidelines implicitly measure regional aid discipline through control of the 
coverage of the assisted areas, coupled with the requirements that the European 
Commission approves both the methodology for area designation and the geo-
graphical units used as building blocks. Besides, the Commission has the final say 
in maximum award values, as well as its longstanding intervention in the forms of 
assistance.12 This means that the only area beyond direct Commission control is 
that of regional aid spending (Wishlade, 1998). It is important to stress that compe-
tition policy has arguably contributed to competitive outbidding between Member 
States as regional aids have increasingly been used as instruments of FDI policy in 
many countries. Rationalisation or abolition of regional aid would require con-
certed actions across the EU which seems to be unlikely (Bachtler et al., 2001). 
EU structural and cohesion policy is based on three key drivers: (i) financial con-
straints and the need to prepare for enlargement; (ii) the need for concentration of 
assistance; (iii) the desire for a simplification of bureaucracy (Bachtler, 1998). EU 
spending on regional policy in the EU 15 will decrease over the 2000-2006 period, 
as larger amounts of funding are allocated to pre-accession aid for the candidate 
countries13. Following successive increase in the spatial coverage of EU-assisted 
areas under objectives 1, 2, 5b and 6 during the 1990s, the EC advocated a geo-
graphical concentration of structural fund interventions, with a reduction in spatial 
coverage, and better targeting of priorities on the most serious problems14. Finally, 
the implementation of EU structural and cohesion policy has varied across the EU. 
While in countries such as Germany, Spain and Austria the allocation of EU fund-
ing has been implemented within national policy delivery systems, others have set 
up separate implementation systems (i.e. UK and Sweden) for administrating the 
funds and delivering programmes. Regardless of the mode of delivery, it is argu-
able whether the goal of rationalised implementation of the funds may be achieved: 
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early indications are that the planned ‘simplification’ is proving to be illusory 
(Bachtler et al., 2001). 
The study by Naldini and Wolleb (2001), which focuses on the analysis of the re-
cent evolution of European policy and Italian regional policy, stresses the so-called 
‘learning’ effect, that is the positive influence induced by the institutional Commu-
nity model. As Viesti and Prota (2004) emphasised, the impact of the EU on the 
national regional policies comes from the progressive definition of an important 
acquis communitaire, consisting of shared rules, common experiences and learn-
ing. This body of rules is not without problems and limitations, but it represents an 
important collective goal because it guarantees that (i) the regional policy aim does 
not come into conflict with that of competition safeguards; (ii) the regional best 
practices in policy implementation would become common property of the differ-
ent regional and national administrations; (iii) the diffusion of the interventions’ 
programming culture, their monitoring and a final impact evaluation would be car-
ried out and (iv) it promotes new forms of governance at the local level. 
If the theoretical justifications of the traditional regional policy were ‘social equity’ 
and ‘economic’, national and EU regional policies should have two fundamental 
goals: (i) ‘efficiency’ – reducing the level of unemployment and the erosion of pre-
cious social capital due to fixed social costs (education and income-support poli-
cies) through the fostering of regional growth, and (ii) ‘fairness’ – redistributing 
the gains of national growth in a more equitable manner and avoiding potentially 
costly disruption of national unity (Leonardi, 1995)15. As Leonardi (1995) pointed 
out, current EU and regional government development policies provide a third 
component to efficiency and fairness: ‘effectiveness’, that is more efficient and ef-
fective use of development resources to achieve regional economic development. 

3.5  Conclusions  
 
On the basis of the review on the traditional and contemporary approaches, this 
section provides an answer to question 1 “How are regional policies related to the 
location and relocation theories?” and seeks to test the acceptability of Hypothesis 
1 and Hypothesis 2. 
As summarised in Table 3.1, the traditional approach promoted policies to reduce 
economic disparities between regions, especially core-periphery differences, by 
means of neoclassical cost-reduction measures. In the problem regions (i.e. periph-
eral areas), an incentive scheme was applied and assistance was provided in the 
form of business aid and hard infrastructure. The main policy objective was equity, 
equalising variations in standards of living, infrastructure or employment across the 
national territory. A particular focus was on the growth poles, promoting geo-
graphic concentrations of public investment and stimulation of growth opportuni-
ties which would then spread to the surrounding areas. Despite the broad range of 
policy instruments, the focus of policy was concerned with influencing economic 
activity through industrial location in the form of business aid and hard infrastruc-
ture. The mode of organisation was top down: the design of policy, the delimitation 
of assisted areas and the delivery of measures were undertaken by central govern-
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ment. Particularly in the case of regional financial incentives, policy was essen-
tially demand-driven and reactive, responding to individual project applications 
from companies in the problem areas.  
 
Table 3.1. Traditional and contemporary regional policies: a comparison 

Criteria  Traditional approach  Contemporary approach  
Conceptual basis 
Key factors  Regional attributes, i.e. production 

costs, availability of workers (cost-
reduction factors) 

Regional capabilities, i.e. innovative mi-
lieux, clusters, networks (internal, institu-
tional and external factors) 

Theories  
 

Neoclassical location theory Behavioural, Institutional and Evolution-
ary theories/Learning region theories 

Policy characteristics 
Aim(s) Equity or efficiency  Equity and efficiency 
Objectives  Employment creation 

Increased investment  
Increased competitiveness (e.g. entrepre-
neurship, innovation, skills) 
Employment creation  

Sphere of action  Narrow (economic/industrial) Broad (multi-sectoral) 
Mode of operation  Reactive, project-based  Pro-active, strategic projects 
Policy structure 
Spatial focus  Problem areas  All regions  
Analytical base  Designation indicators  

Regional exporting  
Regional SWOT analysis  

Key instruments  Incentive scheme  Development programme  
Assistance  Business aid 

Hard infrastructure  
Business environment  
Soft infrastructure  

Organisation 
Policy development  Top down/centralised  Bottom up/collective/negotiated  
Lead organisation  Central government  Regional authorities  
Partners  None  Local government  

Voluntary sector, social partners   
Administration  Simple/rational  Complex/bureaucratic  
Project selection  Internalised  Participative  
Time scale  Open-ended  Multi-annual planning periods 
Evaluation 
Stage(s)  Ex post  Ex ante, interim, ex post  
Outcomes  Measurable  Difficult to measure  

Source: Elaboration of Bachtler and Yuill (2001) 
 
The contemporary approach moved away from the traditional philosophy of re-
gional policy  and from its traditional emphasis on a “top-down” approach (enhanc-
ing development through universally applicable instruments such as promotion of 
entrepreneurship, attraction of inward investments, upgrading transport and com-
munication infrastructures) in favour of a “bottom-up” approach to regional devel-
opment, able to strengthen clusters and promote innovation and learning within the 
cluster (Lagendijk, 1999b). According to the contemporary approach, the competi-
tiveness of economies was increasingly attributed to the ability to innovate, particu-
larly within the context of environments that facilitate learning, interaction and 
networking between enterprises (see industrial milieux, clusters and networks). 
Regions are considered as competitive spaces and variations in regional economic 
fortunes are dependent on immaterial economic aspects, institutional relations and 
interdependencies. Attention has begun to focus on the role of human capital (skills 
and entrepreneurial predispositions), institutional/political resources (formal consti-
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tutional structures of government) and social/cultural factors (associations, policy 
networks and views on social cooperation).  
Thus, the contemporary approach is based on the theories of regional development 
concerned with industrial milieux and the role of clusters and networks. Besides, as 
far as the location and relocation theories are concerned, the contemporary ap-
proach refers to the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories because of 
the attention paid to personal consideration, institutional and external factors. 
The goals of the contemporary approach and of the EU regional policies are effi-
ciency and effectiveness and the area coverage embraces the whole country. This 
policy has a broad sphere of action, covering a range of policy sectors (physical 
and economic infrastructure, business development, R&D, human resources, tour-
ism, environment, etc.). It tends to take a proactive approach to development, with 
a multi-annual programme of measures targeted at the business environment and 
soft infrastructure. Besides, policy implementation is collective and/or negotiated, 
led by regional authorities and involving a wide range of partners from local 
government, the non-profit sector, business and social communities.  
The shift in paradigm of regional development, with respect to theory, policy goals 
and implementation mechanisms (see Bachtler and Yuill, 2001) has been, however, 
more in the philosophy of regional policy than in its practice. While in the past 10-
15 years scientific and professional publications and even policy documents advo-
cate a contemporary approach, regional policy continued to practice classical in-
struments, although with a decreased budget, to promote core-periphery migration. 
Regional incentives are still amongst the most durable and significant of regional 
policy instruments (Yuill and McMaster, 2001). Grants and capital grants in par-
ticular, are the mainstay of almost all the regional incentive packages offered in the 
member states and they constitute one of the principal reasons to invest in the pe-
ripheral areas.16 Chapter 6 will provide clear evidence of that, at least as far as the 
cases of Italy, the UK and the Netherlands are concerned. 
The contemporary approach can be considered a balanced and pragmatic approach 
to regional policy. Although indigenous development remains very much at the 
heart of modern regional policy, the merit of a certain amount of inward investment 
as part of a balanced regional development strategy is now widely accepted. In-
deed, many regions now link indigenous development and inward investment to-
gether with initiatives designed to ‘embed’ the inward investor companies within a 
network of small local suppliers.  
Although it cannot be denied that core-periphery relocation decreased in the past 
twenty years in the European countries, there is no evidence that can explain the 
reduction of long distance migration with a change in regional policy measures. 
Others might be the causes, such as the accelerated internationalisation of eco-
nomic activity, promoted by the progressive removal of trade barriers and other 
constraints on the free movement of labour and capital. In order to exploit location 
advantages and cost-reduction, firms relocate cross-border rather than towards the 
periphery.  
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1 The Reform of the Structural Funds traces back to 1988.   
2 For an overview on the traditional approach, also called Interventionist approach, see MacKay 
(1997), Martin (1988, 1989).  
3 For a detailed overview of regional policy in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, see 
chapter 6 of this book. 
4 According to the cumulative causation theory by Myrdal, economic growth often creates conditions 
for new economic growth, and poverty can similarly create a negative downward spiral. 
5 Myrdal’s theory of cumulative causation sounds rather pessimistic, while Perroux clears the way for 
a more optimistic view on the possibilities of economic growth for poor regions. For a discussion of 
Perroux and other traditional regional growth theories, see Holland (1976).  
6 The term innovation includes product, process and organizational innovation in the firm as well as 
social and institutional innovation at the level of an industry, region and nation. Whatever the limita-
tion of their work, Marx and Schumpeter were pioneers in their time in recognizing that innovation 
was the premier source of competitive advantage in capitalist economies, a force that could exert dev-
astating effects, socially and economically, on traditional centres of production (Morgan, 1997).   
7 Technology is a key element in regional growth and high-tech firms both are dynamic and offer 
high-quality, high-wage jobs for workers. 
8 According to Putnam (1993b; p.167), ‘social capital …refers to features of social organization such 
as trust, norms and networks, that improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated ac-
tion’. 
9 The Commission reports on state aids in the European Union can be found at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/competition/state_aid/scoreboard/. 
10 However, Portugal and Ireland recently experienced major Article 87(3)(a) cutbacks: one-third in 
Portugal and two-thirds in Ireland (Bachtler et al., 2001).   
11 The impact of integration and convergence on the EU’s institutional architecture has been signifi-
cant in the aftermath of the Single Market and the Maastricht Treaty (Leonardi, 1995).  
12 Under the Treaty of Rome any state aid “which distorts or threatens to distort competition by fa-
vouring certain undertakings or the production of certain goods, in so far as it affects trade between 
Member States, be incompatible with the common market” (Article 92.1). However, an exemption 
under Article 92.3(a) permits “aid to promote the economic development of areas where the standard 
of living is abnormally low or where there is serious under-employment”.   
13 The Agenda 2000 negotiations showed clearly the financial constraints on EU spending.  
14 The European Commission defines regions whose development is lagging behind as objective 1 
areas. GDP in these regions is lower than 75% of the EU average, but member states themselves de-
fine the areas for intervention under Objective 2 – regions affected by serious industrial decline.   
15 It is argued that current EU and regional-government development policies provide a third compo-
nent, ‘effectiveness’ (that is, more efficient and effective use of development resources to achieve 
regional economic development (Leonardi, 1995).  
16 With the exception of Denmark where regional incentives were completely withdrawn in 1991. 
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4 FIRM RELOCATION: A SURVEY 

4.1  Introduction  
 
This chapter appraises the accumulated knowledge about the process of firm 
migration from the end of World War II to the present, with a specific focus on the 
influence of policy measures on core-periphery relocation. 
From the end of World War II to the 1970s, the relocation of economic activities 
assumed significant dimensions in north and western Europe and in the USA. This 
led to the proliferation of studies on the subject. In most of the studies, the analyses 
of locational processes and decentralisation of production activities are matched 
with the analyses of industrial location policies (Ciciotti, 1998). The impact of firm 
relocation processes on local and regional economic structures and the possibilities 
of influencing firm relocations through local and regional policy instruments are 
core interests of researchers in this period (Pellenbarg et al., 2002).  
By contrast, the period from the 1980s to the present was characterised by a reduc-
tion of core-periphery relocation and by a diminishing interest in the role of re-
gional policy in this phenomenon. Studies on firm relocation were more scarce and 
fragmented and the emphasis was, from one side, on the urban level, the role of 
spatial planning policies and the emergence of the office sector, from the other 
side, on the international level. It can be said that international relocation became a 
substitute of core-periphery relocation because firms seeking to reduce production 
costs relocate activities to low-wage countries. Besides, other studies have been 
conducted in the last two decades. Some focus on the analysis and investigation of 
relocation decision-making process, others aim to test the hypothesis derived from 
the theoretical framework.    
The present chapter is organised in five sections. The processes of industrial decen-
tralisation and suburbanisation, in the period spanning 1945 to the 1970s, are pre-
sented in the next section. Firm migration literature from the 1980s to the present is 
described in section 4.3 with a specific focus on intraregional, interregional and in-
ternational moves. Besides, new research interests are presented. The last section 
concludes the chapter and emphasises what the present book adds to the body of 
literature on firm migration.   

4.2  From 1945 to the 1970s  
 

The first study on firm migration, at least the earliest and most frequently cited in 
the international literature on firm location, was published in 1949 by McLaughlin 
and Robock entitled Why industry moves South. It describes the mid-century 
movement of American manufacturing firms from the north-east to the south-
eastern states, where low-cost labour was abundant and trade unions less active 
(Pellenbarg et al., 2002). In this study the authors stress the importance of external 
factors such as the increase in labour cost and militancy in the US north-east. A 
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few years later, Garwood (1953) presented a study on firm relocation to Colorado 
and Utah and focuses on the relevance of external factors such as markets and ma-
terials. The first studies emphasising the importance of internal factors in firm mi-
gration are those undertaken by Mueller et al. (1961) in the state of Michigan, and 
the UK studies of Luttrell (1962), Cameron and Clarke (1966), Keeble (1968), 
Howard (1968) and Townroe (1972).  
While in the 1960s firm migration literature refers to the USA and Great Britain, in 
the two decades following, they also embrace other European countries such as 
Germany (Bade, 1983), the Netherlands (Molle, 1977, 1983; Kruyt, 1979; Pellen-
barg, 1976; 1985), France (Aydalot, 1978; 1983), Italy, with a particular focus on 
the Mezzogiorno (Saraceno, 1980; Camagni, 1983), Sweden (Söderman, 1975) and 
Denmark (Christiansen, 1978).  
A book presenting a collection of studies on firm migration in Europe in the period 
1955-1975, including Belgium, Greece and Ireland, is Industrial mobility and mi-
gration in the European Community by Klaassen and Molle (1983). The phenome-
non is described for each country together with the influence of regional policy on 
firm migration. An interesting outcome of this European comparison is that all 
countries present the same bi-partition of firm migration: “industrial decentraliza-
tion” (long-distance moves, often involving the opening of new branches – partial 
relocation) and “industrial suburbanisation” around the larger urban agglomera-
tions (short-distance moves, mostly total relocation). Only Greece shows a reverse 
movement: firms move from peripheral to central areas (Athens and Thessaloniki) 
(Pellenbarg et al., 2002).  
Industrial decentralisation and suburbanisation are indeed the results of two re-
gional policies, adopted in most of the European countries from 1945 to the 1970s. 
The first aimed at redirecting growth from central to peripheral regions that were 
lagging behind (industrial decentralisation). The second policy promoted urban re-
newal and firm relocation to the outer zones of the cities and beyond (industrial 
suburbanisation), in order to cope with the rapid demographic and economic 
growth of the core areas. Firm migration was seen as a means to transfer work and 
prosperity to lagging regions, while, at the same time, easing congestion, labor 
market and space capacity problems in the core regions (Pellenbarg et al., 2002). 
The most ‘mobile’ sector and the main target sector for regional development poli-
cies was the manufacturing industry sector and the long-distance moves were the 
most interesting category, from the policy perspective. However, the studies pub-
lished have pointed out the lack of data on long-distance movements and the au-
thors Klaassen and Molle complain about the absence of firm migration registra-
tion systems. As will be emphasised below, the only countries owning firm migra-
tion databases at that time were the Netherlands and the UK, which allowed them 
to analyse long-distance moves. 
Finally, it is worth mentioning that all the studies with a heavy focus on the policy 
dimension, published in this period, make cautious judgments about the effects of 
policy. 
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4.2.1  Industrial decentralisation  
 
The main studies on industrial decentralisation, in the UK (Howard, 1968; Keeble, 
1971, 1972; Spooner, 1972, 1974; Sant, 1975; Moore et al., 1977, 1982, 1986; 
Townroe, 1979; Nunn, 1980; Forthergill and Guy, 1990), are based on two data-
bases managed by the Department of Industry-Board of Trade (later the Depart-
ment of Industry and now the Department of Trade and Industry): Record of 
Movement (ROM) and Register of Openings and Closures (ROC). The ROM de-
scribed the industrial movements (partial and complete) in the UK in the period 
1945-1965. This database was the basis for post-war studies of industrial move-
ment as well as for Howard’s (1968) classic study. The more sophisticated ROC 
series was able to examine the crucial issue of closure and survival to maturity 
based on its more comprehensive data46 and was used in the work of Nunn (1980) 
to explore the effectiveness of government assisted area policies. The ROC re-
corded data for the period 1966-1980 (though most analysis of the series use data 
only to 1975) (Prism Research and Liverpool University, 1992). 
The presence of relatively robust time-specific and spatially-defined data in the 
ROM and ROC series provided the foundation for a series of essentially statistical 
studies largely based on regression techniques. Among these was the series of stud-
ies by Moore et al. (1977, 1982, 1986) which used movement data to explore the 
effectiveness of various forms of regional policy in creating employment. The 
work of Keeble (1971, 1972, 1976, 1978) was pivotal to the debate on industrial 
movement during the 1970s. On the basis of a stepwise regression analysis, Keeble 
(1976) stressed the importance of regional policy in industrial migration in 1966-
1971 and distinguished between the movement patterns of small and large firms, 
with the former moving much shorter distances than the latter – the so-called “dual 
population” hypothesis. Sant (1975) also used regression techniques to explore the 
characteristic features of origins and destinations. Spooner (1972, 1974) showed 
that in peripheral regions such as Cornwall, Devon and Wales more than a quarter 
of total employment in manufacturing was to be found in firms which immigrated 
there in the first post-war decades (Pellenbarg et al., 2002). Although the ROM 
provided the only picture of industrial movement across the UK as a whole, it did 
tend seriously to under-record short-distance moves and moves of small plants 
(Townroe, 1983). Lloyd and Mason (1979) demonstrated this shortcoming in their 
own studies for North-West England.  
Finally, other studies (Townroe, 1973, 1975; Cooper, 1975; Luttrell, 1962) exam-
ined the decision-making processes which were associated with complete or partial 
relocations of manufacturing activities. These studies were mainly based on re-
sponses by firms to structured questionnaires which explored push and pull factors 
in the decision to move and in the choice of location. 
The principal source of industrial decentralisation in the Netherlands is the SISWO 
report (1967), based on the company records of the provincial economic-
technological institutes (Molle, 1983). The SISWO report described the migration 
of manufacturing firms with more than ten employees in the period 1950-1962. 
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According to this study, the interregional movements of manufacturing establish-
ments in the 1960s accounted for some 40 per cent of the total number of moves 
and the core area (in the West of the country) experienced a net outflow of 400 
plants. Industrial decentralisation as well as industrial suburbanisation, as will be 
shown later, were promoted by regional policy and physical planning (Molle, 
1983). The SISWO report was followed by a series of provincial studies, based on 
the data provided by the economic-technological institutes. Pellenbarg (1985) iden-
tified more than 100 studies on firm migration in the Netherlands from the end of 
World War II till the 1980s. Furthermore, he showed that part of the provinces of 
Overijssel and North-Brabant reached a level of 10 per cent of industrial employ-
ment due to firm immigration over a post-war period of 25 years. 
As stated earlier, the other countries do not own datasets comparable to the ROM 
and ROC series in the UK, or the SISWO report in the Netherlands. 
In Italy, for example, Camagni (1976, 1983) and Saraceno (1980) described the de-
centralisation of large state-owned plants from the centre-north to the Mezzog-
iorno, the main target area for Italian regional policy, on the basis of the Cassa per 
il Mezzogiorno Reports and CESAN47 (1978). Since 1950, the regional policy 
known as Intervento Straordinario encouraged new industrial settlements in the 
south, mainly state-owned plants, by providing direct assistance in the form of sub-
sidies (equipment, cheap loans, tax concessions and various other financial in-
ducements). These studies investigated the location of state-owned plants in the 
south, subsidised by government grants, and their  impact in terms of job creation. 
Although there was no doubt that the policy of regional incentives had attracted a 
good deal of industry to the Mezzogiorno in the period 1950-1980s, at the begin-
ning of the 1980s, a series of published studies debated about the effects of the In-
tervento Straordinario. For instance, King (1985) stated that the South’s model of 
industrialisation was a “dependent” model because many of the big initiatives were 
plants belonging to state-owned giants of IRI and ENI which have no choice but to 
move south. Smith (1981) stressed  that these industries did not generate substan-
tial multiplier effects. 

 
4.2.2  Industrial suburbanisation  
 
The studies on industrial suburbanisation in the UK refer to case studies (Keeble, 
1968, 1978; Gripaios, 1977; Wood, 1974 for London; Cameron and Johnson, 1969 
and Cameron, 1973 for Glasgow; Lloyd and Mason, 1978 for Manchester; Elias 
and Keogh, 1982; Forthegill and Gudgin, 1982; Forthegill et al., 1985 for the inner 
city areas of Great Britain) and mainly concern service activities and smaller firms. 
Data on the spatial patterns of service sector movements in the UK from 1945 to 
1970s were scarce. The existing studies on this aspect mainly focus on general em-
ployment growth of the service sector across almost all cities and regions, as a re-
sult of the expansion of public sector consumer services (i.e. services dealing di-
rectly with the public, most notably education and health), juxtaposed against the 
decline in manufacturing employment (Hall, 1987). Other studies describe the loca-
tion trends of the service sector such as the decentralisation within urban regions 
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affecting retailing or the filtering-down of some producer services within the met-
ropolitan hierarchy. Finally, other studies focus on the decentralisation of offices 
out of Central London subsidised by the Government in order to overcome Lon-
don’s problem of shortage of office space (Hall, 1972; Daniels, 1969;  Manner and 
Morris, 1986). These studies, as described in detail in Chapter 7, are based on the 
database of the Location Offices Bureau (LOB), a government agency established 
in 1963 and charged with promoting the decentralisation of offices out of Central 
London. The main findings of these studies concerned the prevalence of short-
distance migration of offices, mainly within the south-east, and scarcely any 
movement towards other regions. 
Data on industrial suburbanisation in the Netherlands are included in the SISWO 
report (1967) which recorded firm moves from urban centres to municipalities in 
the rings of the agglomerations or to rural places. Another study presents a macro-
economic analysis on the migration data in the Amsterdam conurbation (Molle, 
1977). A few investigations describe industrial ‘overspill’ around some of the large 
urban agglomerations (Molle, 1983; Pellenbarg, 1985). Pellenbarg (1977), in a sur-
vey covering a sample of Dutch managers that relocated in the period 1974-1975, 
underlines that most of the moves involved were suburbanising in nature. 
Industrial suburbanisation has characterised most of the moves in Italy in the pe-
riod 1945-1970s too. As Camagni (1983) stated, “in the Italian experience, indus-
trial migration has mainly been a short-distance phenomenon, being confined in 
most cases within a municipality or a metropolitan area, or a radial pattern”. The 
direct enquiries described in a book chapter by Camagni (1983) were undertaken in 
the north-weastern regions of Piemonte (Ortona et al., 1981; Ortona and Santagata, 
1980), Liguria and Lombardia. Other studies concern the metropolitan areas of Tu-
rin and Milan and Lombardy region (D’Agostini and Lisciandra, 1984) with a par-
ticular focus on relocation determinants and the influence of local land use policy. 

4.3  From the 1980s to the present 
 

Since the late 1970s, policy attention has shifted from influencing relocations to 
stimulating other components of economic change such as birth and growth. The 
core urban regions were viewed as the engine of economic growth and less atten-
tion was given to redistribution policies (Pellenbarg et al., 2002). Territorial com-
petition in a country, focused largely on the dynamic elements of a regional econ-
omy such as expanding firms whose growth can be enhanced and – potential relo-
cators (Bramezza et al., 1995) – is highly dependent on the territorial competition 
of its core area. Firm inflow patterns are indications of which regions are more at-
tractive than others, whereas outflows are indicative of the most disadvantaged re-
gions. 
In the period covering 1980 to the 1990s, the number of studies on long-distance 
migration from the core area to the periphery, subsidised by government measures, 
is scarce. The literature mainly refers to other policy types such as urban renewal 
policy which promoted the short-medium relocation of offices from the large met-
ropolitan areas (i.e. London and Amsterdam). On the other hand, there is a flour-
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ishing research on international firm migration which seems to substitute the core-
periphery literature. Besides, other two research interests have characterised the 
1990s, one focusing on the relocation decision-making process, the other testing 
the hypotheses derived from the location theories with the help of statistical meth-
ods. 

 
4.3.1 Intra-regional moves  

 
The studies about intra-regional moves mainly refer to the urban renewal policy  
and concern the decentralisation of offices from Central London (Jones et al., 
1990); the South-East region and London area (Murray, 1988; Prism Research and 
Liverpool University, 1992) and Amsterdam and Rotterdam (Ebels, 1997). 
The annual report by Jones et al. (1990) describes the decentralisation of offices 
from Central London in the period 1983-1992. They show that the period between 
1983 and 1989 was dominated by relatively short-distance moves, with Outer Lon-
don as the main destination. However, in 1990 the pattern of office movements 
changed with fewer relocations towards Outer London. This was heavily influ-
enced by the increased relocation of government departments because the public 
sector once again was seeking to contribute to an even distribution of employment. 
With regards to the Dutch case, Ebels (1997) stresses the impact of urban renewal 
policies on firm migration in the cities of Amsterdam and Rotterdam. Bramezza et 
al. (1995), in their study on the competitive position of the Randstad in the 1990s, 
underlined that relocation was quite common especially in the service sector firms 
that are concentrated in the area. Moreover, they showed that the main reasons un-
derlying both recent and prospective relocations of the firms in the sample under 
survey were mainly related to physical constraints on the establishment’s develop-
ment (such as lack of space, better premises) rather than to deficiencies in the area. 
Finally, the book by Cheshire and Gordon (1995) “Territorial competition in an in-
tegrating Europe” presents a collection of studies on the following European met-
ropolitan areas: the South-East region and London area (Cheshire and Gordon, 
1995); Milan (Bramezza and Gorla, 1995; Senn, 1995); Central Veneto region 
(Bramezza and Gorla, 1995) and Zurich metropolitan area (Rossi and Filipini, 
1995). For the Italian case, Bramezza and Gorla (1995) in their work on the com-
petitiveness of the Milan metropolitan area and Central Veneto region emphasise 
that the Milan area is much more attractive for high-order business functions and 
specialised production than for lower ones, while firms located in Central Veneto 
region are more willing to leave the area. In the case of Milan, branch plants tend 
to be located outside the area because of the costs-operating in Milan while firms 
located elsewhere, which are growing in complexity, appear to gain some competi-
tive advantage by moving higher-order functions (i.e. headquarters, financial or 
marketing departments) to the Milan area. Finally foreign firms which aim to pene-
trate the Italian market are more likely to choose the Milan area as their first loca-
tion for their subsidiary, if these involve exclusively service functions, or those 
manufacturing activities requiring either highly specific inputs (specialised ser-
vices, high skilled workers, etc.), or proximity to customers (Bramezza and Gorla, 
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1995). On the other hand, Central Veneto region is a complex of local systems for 
which economic growth is dependent on sustaining and retaining medium-sized 
firms. 

 
4.3.2 International moves  

 
The last decade has been characterised by a reduction of interest in core-periphery 
relocation and a growing interest on the internationalisation strategies of SMEs and 
the internationalisation of the local production system (i.e. industrial districts) with 
respect to their social and economic consequences in the countries of origin and 
destination of the investments.  
The existing studies on international delocalisation can be grouped into the follow-
ing three main categories: (i) studies which present a description of the process 
with reference to the sectors involved, the entry modes adopted and the countries of 
destination; (ii) studies investigating the effects of the internationalisation process 
on the home country; (iii) studies investigating the effects on the host country.48 
While the first group of studies analyses the several internationalisation strategies 
(see section 8.2 for a review), the second and third groups mainly focuses on FDI, 
thus they mainly refer to MNE rather than SMEs. 
As concerns the first group, several studies have been conducted in the last two 
decades in the European countries49 which refer to internationalisation strategies 
adopted by the firms as well as by the local production systems. In the Netherlands, 
for instance, the recent reports by Deloitte & Touche (2002, 2003, 2004) show that 
about one-third of the medium-sized and large manufacturing firms with more than 
50 employees expect to move abroad – mainly to the CEECs –substantial parts of 
the production capacity within two years and recent surveys of the same firms 
show that such intentions are realised indeed. This new tendency of industrial 
cross-border migration was already noticed in the 1990s (Van Eenennaam, 1995) 
and it is interesting to note that it does not only concerns FDIs by transnational 
companies only, but independent medium-sized firms as well (Pellenbarg and Van 
Steen, 2003). The movements are cost-driven but there is a tendency to relocate 
R&D activities as well. An enquiry carried out by DIHK in Germany in 2003 
showed that nearly 45% of the companies which invest abroad do so with a view to 
cost savings. Certain regions of Spain, especially Catalonia, are facing problems of 
delocalisation, and they have to cope with the decisions of European and non-
European companies (e.g. Philips and Samsung) to relocate their production activi-
ties to other parts of the globe (CEE – Commission of the European Community, 
2004). 
The studies on the internationalisation process of the local production contexts, 
mainly focus on the effects of such a process on the stability of the system. In Italy, 
for example, several authors (i.e. Corò and Grandinetti, 1999; Schiattarella, 1999b; 
Guerrieri et al., 2001; Micelli et al, 2003; Mariotti et al., 2004a, 2004b; Mariotti et 
al., 2005) analysed the entry modes adopted by Italian district firms and the effects 
of internationalisation on the structural changes of the industrial district model and 
on the stability of local networks. Similarly, in Germany, Bertram and Schamp 
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(1999) analysed the strategies of a sample of firms in the footwear and leather sec-
tors of two industrial districts in the Pirmasens and Offenbach areas. Besides, Kuo 
and Wang (2001) and Ernst (2001) described the internationalisation strategies 
adopted by Taiwanese district SMEs in the electronics industry in order to cope 
with the pressure of globalisation.  
The analyses of the effects of the internationalisation process on the local produc-
tion system, or the industrial district, are related to the second group of studies 
which investigates on the following issues: (i) whether production by foreign affili-
ates of a home country’s firm is a substitute or a complement to home-country pro-
duction by the parent firm or by other home-country firms (i.e. Blömstrom and 
Kokko, 2000; Lipsey, 1994); (ii) the impact of foreign activities on domestic em-
ployment structure and on the wage differentials (i.e. Slaughter, 2000; Head and 
Ries, 2002; Brainard and Riker, 1997); and (iii) the impact of foreign activities on 
the labour intensity of home production (i.e. Blömstrom et al., 1997; Fors and 
Kokko, 1999; Lipsey, 1999; Mariotti et al., 2003).50 The majority of studies con-
cern the US but recently analyses on the European countries have been published, 
too (i.e. Falzoni and Grasseni, 2003 for Italy; Strauss-Khan, 2003 for the UK). The 
traditional view in the literature states that firms transferring or expanding their 
production in less developed countries (vertical investment) tend to reduce the la-
bour intensity of the home domestic production. Besides, vertical investments in-
duce skill upgrading at home, because labour intensity activities are relocated 
abroad while skill-intensive activities are focused on the home country. On the 
other hand, when firms invest in advanced countries (horizontal investment) they 
tend to increase the labour intensity of home country domestic production and may 
require highly skilled workers and white collar employees.  
Finally, the studies, belonging to the third group concern the effects of internation-
alisation, mainly in the form of FDI, on the host countries and investigate to what 
extent this process is responsible for welfare in the host economies because of 
advantages related to the introduction of new technologies and innovation, new 
managerial techniques, skills (Caves, 1974; Perez, 1997), capitals, new jobs cre-
ated/safeguarded and the establishment of local industrial sectors (Haddad and Har-
rison, 1993; Markusen and Venables, 1999) (Mariotti et al., 2003). More of the ex-
isting literature refers to developing countries (i.e. Mexico, Venezuela, Morocco, 
Indonesia, etc.) but there are studies on developed countries as well (i.e. US, Can-
ada, Australia, UK, etc.). 
 
4.3.3  New research interests  

 
A new research theme which emerged in  the 1990s was the process of firm deci-
sion making. In fact, identification of push, pull and keep factors only gives a su-
perficial explanation of firm migration processes and a very partial insight into how 
relocation decisions are really made (Pellenbarg et al., 2002). The decision-making 
process entailed in firm migration is a very complicated process in which several 
stages can be distinguished. The first author who developed a model of the role of 
the decision-making process was Townroe (1973). His model consisted of five suc-
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cessive stages: (i) stimulus; (ii) problem definition; (iii) search; (iv) formulation 
and comparison of alternatives; and (v) choice and action. The choice stage was 
further divided into eight subsequent steps (Townroe, 1973). Later, other authors 
produced even more complicated models (see, among the others, Lloyd and 
Dicken, 1977, p. 330). More recently Louw (1996) in his PhD thesis about loca-
tional choice behaviour of (migrating) larger offices in the Netherlands gave a good 
example of a practical application of decision-stage models. Louw divided the de-
cision making process into three phases, namely an orientation phase, a selection 
phase and a negotiation phase. The spatial factors (geographical position, accessi-
bility, parking possibilities, proximity of facilities and public transport and the 
quality of the environment) play an important role on the first two phases of the 
decision making process (orientation and selection). 
Louw’s approach has been followed by Pen (1999, 2000, 2002) who, in his PhD 
thesis (Pen, 2002), concluded that the relocation decision-maker is a satisfier. Fi-
nally, while most studies on firm relocation are of a rather descriptive nature, an-
other area of research tests hypotheses derived from the theoretical approaches 
which are described in Ch. 2, through statistical methods. The studies by Van Dijk 
and Pellenbarg (2000) and Brouwer et al. (2004) investigate the effect of firms’ 
factors (internal, external and location) on the probability to relocate, employing 
data on firm relocation behaviour. Van Dijk and Pellenbarg (2000), in their analy-
sis on Dutch firms, state that the relocation decision of a firm is mainly determined 
by a firm’s  internal factors (i.e. economic sector, firm size and previous migration 
behaviour) and to a lesser extent by site-related factors (i.e. location, accessibility 
levels, ownership of the building). 
Brouwer et al. (2004), in their study on firm relocation in twenty-one countries, 
show that the relocation factors can be linked to the neoclassical, behavioural and 
institutional theories. In line with behavioural theory, they find that relocation pro-
pensities decrease with the firm's size and maybe also with the age of the firm. This 
result is plausible because larger firms have to incur higher sunk costs whereas 
older firms are more embedded in their spatial environment. As stressed by institu-
tional theory and  firm demography literature, firms that experience factors such as 
changes in the number of employees, either positive or negative (increase and de-
crease), are more willing to relocate. One of the other novel findings is that firms 
that have been involved in a merger or an acquisition activity are much more likely 
to relocate than other firms. This implies that ‘external growth’ factors are particu-
larly important to explain the relocation behaviour of large firms. Finally, location 
factors such as market size and region of location that can be explained by the neo-
classical theory play a role in the decision to relocate. Firms that serve larger mar-
kets are more likely to relocate and firms located in North Europe show a higher 
probability of relocation than those in South Europe. 
Another study worthwhile to be mentioned concerns the research carried out by 
Pellenbarg and Meester on the ‘mental maps’ of Dutch entrepreneurs in the years 
1983, 1993 and 2003 (Pellenbarg, 1977, 1985; Meester, 1994; 2000; 2004; Pellen-
barg and Meester, 1984; Meester and Pellenbarg, 2004).51 This research, based on 
an extensive postal enquiry, describes and analyses subjective rating of locations 
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by Dutch entrepreneurs and tries to establish the basic influences that form the en-
trepreneurial mental maps. It results that three fundamental dimensions determine 
the rating of possible firm locations by entrepreneurs: centrality of location, ag-
glomeration size and landscape and culture. This research supports the behavioural 
approach of firm location decisions. 

4.4  Conclusions  
 

As the literature review has shown, between 1945 and the 1970s there has been an 
interesting parallel between the evolution of regional economic policies and the re-
search focus on the studies on labour and capital migration, especially in Europe 
(Pellenbarg et al., 2002). The causes of migration (push and pull) and the impact of 
migration on local and regional economies are at  the core of the research. Fur-
thermore evaluation of the impact of policy is marked by caution. Firm migration 
authors cannot agree much on the influence of government policy on migration de-
cisions, particularly concerning core-periphery moves. 
The dominance of firm migration studies in the UK, in the 1960s and 1970s, is re-
lated to the fact that British regional policy relied heavily on steering the manufac-
turing industry into assisted areas using the instruments of location controls, capital 
subsidies, and labour subsidies and firm migration studies are just some of the nu-
merous studies in this period which attempted to estimate the effect of such policy 
instruments on the economy of the assisted areas (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000). 
Another factor explaining the dominance of British studies is the availability of 
complete and reliable data on firm migration on a national level. As Keeble (1976) 
states: “British statistics and research are substantially in advance of those in most 
other countries”. Similarly, in the Netherlands the information on firm moves, reg-
istered in the SISWO report, has been used as the basis of several studies on firm 
migration. On the other hand, the lack of reliable and complete data limited the re-
search in other countries such as Italy. 
After the 1970s, the interest in firm migration dwindled. In the 1980s the studies 
concentrated more heavily on urban agglomerations and less on the balance be-
tween central and peripheral regions. In the earlier decades firm migration research 
attempted to estimate the effect of the policy instruments on the economy of the 
peripheral areas. However, in the 1980s it was not their purpose any more. The mi-
gration of firms at the urban level to overcome congestion costs do not cause a 
huge transfer of jobs and in the 1970s most relocating firms were in the manufac-
turing sector. In the 1980s and 1990s they were mainly services, characterised by a 
smaller number of employees than in industries. The change in the type of relo-
cated firms is related to the reasons behind their relocation. On the one hand, more 
suitable premises and business expansion remain the main forces driving the relo-
cation, but on the other hand, office-related 'softer' factors such as the attractive-
ness of the building and the surroundings become more and more important. In ad-
dition, human capital nowadays has a primary role in the location decision of an 
enterprise. The cheaper labour cost, which was a pull factor for manufacturing in-
dustry, loses its importance, and cost reduction associated with regional policy fi-
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nancial incentives in for example the assisted areas appears to be a poor attraction 
on its own. 
The smaller number of studies in the 1980s and 1990s can also be a consequence of 
the fact that nowadays many urban-oriented firm migration studies are unpublished 
contract – research – based reports written by consultancy firms (Pellenbarg et al., 
2002). 
While most of the studies in 1970s and 1980s focused on the identification of push, 
pull and keep factors, in the 1990s, new research interests about firm migration 
have emerged. Some research focus on the analysis and investigation of relocation 
decision-making process; others aim to test the hypotheses derived from the theo-
retical framework. Another topic that, since the middle of the 1980s, has attracted 
the attention of the scientific community, as well as of the politicians, is the inter-
national scale of firm migration processes. The increasing transfer of business ac-
tivities abroad has become a relevant issue where the economic and social conse-
quences are concerned in the countries of origin and destination. Furthermore, 
whether the gradual replacement of domestic firms with foreign suppliers repre-
sents a threat or an opportunity for the survival of the local production systems has 
been investigated.  
The present book seeks to make a contribution to the body of literature on firm mi-
gration through a comparative analysis on three countries: Italy, the Netherlands 
and the United Kingdom. This study provides insights about three fundamental is-
sues: (i) whether regional policy’s impact on core-periphery relocation increased or 
decreased in the last 50 years, and (ii) to what extent cross-border delocalisation 
can be considered as a substitute of core-periphery relocation. The first issue fo-
cuses on the change of core-periphery relocation process which has occurred since 
the 1945, in terms of number of investments, investments’ amount, origin and des-
tination as well as in terms of relocation determinants. a macro and micro analyses 
have been carried out for this purpose, as explained in Chapter 1. The second issue 
investigates the effects of cross-border delocalisation on the home country by ana-
lysing whether it can be considered the nearest alternatives for national core-
periphery relocation. 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
46 The ROC also extends the coverage to smaller units and shorter-distance moves (Townroe, 1983).  
47 See Camagni (1983). 
48 For an overview of the host and home country effects of internationalisation, see Lipsey (2002).   
49 An overview on the main research publications referring to Italy and in the Netherlands is de-
scribed in Chapter 8. 
50 See Barba Navaretti and Venables (2004) for an overview.  
51 Similar studies have been carried on in Belgium (Holvoet, 1981) and Germany (Meester, 2004).  
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5 FIRM RELOCATION AT COUNTRY LEVEL: ITALY, 
THE NETHERLANDS AND THE UNITED KING-
DOM  

 
5.1 Introduction  
 
No single source is able to estimate the total number of businesses in the Nether-
lands, the UK and Italy. Business data are provided by five main categories of 
sources: institutional, statistical, governmental – or originally governmental –, fi-
nancial and commercial. The Netherlands and the United Kingdom developed their 
firm migration databases while in Italy not attempt has been done in this direction 
yet. Firm relocation studies are based on the migration databases for the Dutch and 
British cases and on the Business Register of the chambers of commerce or the 
ASIA archive of ISTAT (Statistical Institute) for the Italian case. 
This chapter describes the business registration systems of the three countries and 
firm migration databases. Besides, it investigates how firm relocation, according to 
the various registration systems, tended to increase or decrease in the three coun-
tries since the 1990s and what are the main trends for the economic sector.  
The chapter is organised as follows. The next section deals with the description of 
the business registration systems of Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, 
grouped into three categories: institutional, governmental and statistical. Firm mi-
gration databases are described in section 5.3 and the focus is on similarities and 
differences of the systems in the three countries and on their potentialities. Section 
5.4 describes firm relocation in 1990-2000s in the three countries and underlines 
the geographical destination of investments and the sectors involved. A comparison 
of firm relocation in the three countries is presented in the last section. 
 

5.2  The business registration system  
 
5.2.1  Italy 
 
In Italy the chambers of commerce, industry, crafts and agriculture, acting under 
the direction of the Ministry of Industry, are responsible for maintaining the Italian 
Business Register at the national level. The Italian Chamber System includes 102 
chambers of commerce.1 Each chamber owns a business archive that together with 
the others form the Business Register. 
This register comprises all people that conduct businesses including those ex-
empted until 19982: firms without employees (those composed solely of the foun-
der(s), and/or other family members), agricultural entrepreneurs and farmers.3  



 60  

In 2003 the chambers of commerce recorded 5.9 million registrations. The working 
companies were 4.8 million. Of those, 1.5 million are in the wholesale sector, 1.4 
million were artisan companies, 1 million farms and 750,000 manufacturing firms. 
The computer information is brought together through the company Infocamere4 in 
order to provide computer and telecommunications facilities. In this way, every 
chamber of commerce (at the provincial level) is connected to the system and in 
turn to the other Chambers at the national level. The trimester gathering of statisti-
cal data on company birth and death by InfoCamere is contained by Movimprese. It 
is a database on firm demography that is based on the Register of Companies. The 
main elaboration of data by Movimprese concerns head offices. 
Movimprese presents the following analyses: 

• Changes in the juridical form  
• Changes in geographical areas 
• sector dynamics 

The business register is a longitudinal register in that every unit has a unique code 
(the taxpayer’s code) that does not change when the company moves to another 
province. In addition, the Chamber of Commerce assigns the REA5 (Repertorio 
Economico e Amministrativo) code to all companies and branch plants 
(“unita’locali”). The REA code is an identification number at the provincial level. 
It means that it changes whenever the company moves to another province 6. A 
branch is identified by its REA code and by the taxpayer’s code of the corre-
spoding head office (See Appendix 1 for a detailed description of the information 
contained in the Register). Finally, an operations company, Cerved S.p.A., markets 
information internationally. 
In 1982, Lombardy Region and Unioncamere Lombardia developed the ASPO da-
tabase that concerns only the number of branches and related employees of the so-
called ‘new Milan province’ (excluding the province of Lodi). It provides informa-
tion on the employment of more than 600,000 branches. Its sources are the Italian 
Business Register, Telecom Italia – SEAT, INPS7 and INAIL.   
The Italian Institute of Statistics (ISTAT) developed the National Company Ar-
chive: ASIA (Archivio Statistico Imprese Attive8). ASIA is the statistical archive of 
working businesses that holds about 22 million records. ASIA is a useful data reg-
ister to capture the dynamics of activities characterised by high mobility levels. It 
also registers one-person companies and the branches.  
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Table 5.1: The Business Registration Systems 

Registration System NETHERLANDS UNITED KINGDOM ITALY 
 

Institutional 
Institute  Dutch chambers of 

commerce  
 

Companies House 
 

1) Italian chambers of 
commerce 
2) Unioncamere 
Lombardy and 
Lombardy Region 

Register  
 

Trade Register 
 

Company Register 
 

1) Registro Imprese 
(Business Register)  
2) ASPO data Register  

Governmental 
Institute Ministry of Eco-

nomic Affairs and 
Ministry of Housing, 
Physical Planning 
and Environment  

Department of Trade 
and Industry –DTI  
 

 

Register – data  
 

LISA data Register  
 

- VAT registrations and 
de-registrations 
- Small and Medium 
Enterprises (SME) 
Statistics 

 

Statistical 
Institute Central Bureau of 

Statistics- CBS 
National Statistics-NS - Italian Statistic Insti-

tute-ISTAT  
 

Register – data  
 

- General Business 
Register-ABR 
- Single Business 
Register-BBR 

- Interdepartmental 
Business Register –
IDBR 
- NS Surveys 
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ASIA is a longitudinal data archive. As for the Business Register, the identification 
code of the companies is the taxpayer’s number. The sources of the archive can be 
divided into three main groups. The first group is composed of the large adminis-
trative archives and national collection archives. It comprises: 

• the Tax Register (Anagrafe Tributaria) by the Ministry of Finance. It 
collects information about all those, physical and juridical entities, 
obliged to declare income for the payment of the direct and indirect 
taxes; 

• the Business Register by the chambers of commerce; 
• the INPS Archive records firms that employ people for which they are 

obliged to pay the national insurance and charitable contributions; 
• the INAIL Archive records firms that employ people for which they are 

obliged to pay the premium for the assurance against industrial inju-
ries15; 

• the ENEL Archive concerns the electrical energy consumption with the 
exclusion of the household consumption; 

Public and private institutions that manage sub-archives of specific sectors are the 
second group of information sources. These are: ANIA (for the Insurance Compa-
nies), the Ministry of Industry (for the large commercial distribution), the Ministry 
of Transportation (for the authorisation of the stock transport) and ABI (for the 
banks). The third group concerns all the statistical business analyses developed by 
ISTAT (the so-called ISTAT databases). In 2000, Asia adopted the SEAT database 
“Yellow Pages”.  
The first National Company Archive was developed in late 1996- early 1997 and 
the new ISTAT Census 2001 aims to elaborate a working archive of branches 16. 
 
5.2.2  The Netherlands  
 
Since 1921, in the Netherlands each new business (companies and their branch es-
tablishments) must be registered with the Trade Register (or CoC register) of the 
Chamber of Commerce17 in which the new business entity is located.  The Nether-
lands has 21 chambers of commerce. Every one of the 21 chambers of commerce 
maintains a Trade Register for its own region.  
The Trade Register contains information on all firms that are legally required to 
register. It also covers non-profit organisations which carry out commercial activi-
ties, such as some associations and foundations. Among those not obliged to regis-
ter are the agrarian “one-person” companies (farmers) and self-employed persons, 
unless they have been incorporated (NV: public limited or BV: private limited 
company, etc.). Public bodies, which are mostly governmental organisations are 
under no obligation to register either.18 In the Trade Register every registration and 
deregistration is coded for purposes of economic analysis. This makes it possible to 
create a yearly “Balance of Change” to describe the regional and national economic 
demography or “business demographics” (Kemper, 1994). The basis for the regis-
tration of a mutation is the juridical entity. 
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Table 5.2 shows the administrative reasons to ensure a clear distinction between 
the economically relevant changes and other changes in business.  

 
Table 5.2: Code system of balance of change 

 Typology  
Reason for registration A-Administrative reasons 
 B-Foundation (establishment) of a new activity 
 C-Takeover 
 D-Relocation 
Reason for de-registration A-Administrative reasons 
 B-Liquidation (termination) of activities  
 C-Takeover 
 D-Relocation 

Source: Elaboration on Kemper (1994) 
 
According to Kemper, in 1994 the central database comprised about 800,000 busi-
ness establishments, 100,000 foundations and 100,000 associations. In the year 
2000 the number of establishments rose to 1,000,00019 (See Appendix 1 for a de-
tailed description of the information contained in the Register). 
In the Netherlands, another business register is developed by the statistical institute 
“Statistics Netherlands” (CBS). It is a government institution and falls under the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Economic Affairs. The register is named  Alge-
meen Bedriifsregister or General Business Register (ABR) and records all firms 
and establishments in the Netherlands. It provides a sampling frame for samples 
and addresses for surveys conducted in connection with most of the economic sta-
tistics compiled by the CBS. It supplies the name and address of the respondents 
and – in view of the fact that nearly all economic statistics are based on it – consti-
tutes an important instrument for the co-ordination of these statistics (Wille-
boordse, 1986). The ABR can be described as an ‘economic-demographic register’. 
It is basically used as the sample frame for business surveys. 
The LISA data register (Landelijk Informatiesysteem Arbeidsplaatsen en Vesting-
ingen) of business establishments is an administrative register. It was originally 
established by the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment in order to monitor 
the development and distribution of employment, but is now managed by the Min-
istry of Economic Affairs and the Ministry of Housing, Physical Planning and En-
vironment.  
The LISA register in principle includes all addresses in the Netherlands where 
workers are employed. In 2000, the total number of units in the register was ap-
proximately 740,000. It is a longitudinal register in that every unit has a unique 
code. The following information is collected annually for each unit: address of the 
unit, workers (number and category20), economic activity (four- digit level). The 
data are organised at the regional level, and each region has its own independent 
register holder, which may use its own methods to collect the information. Re-
gional differences in statistics are therefore also partly the result of these different 
methods. Another result of this regional organization of the data is that firms that 
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move from one register to the other (i.e. cross the boundary of the region of a regis-
ter holder) are treated as an exit in the sending region, and an entry in the receiving 
region. In a number of regions the code “due to relocation” is added to these transi-
tions, but not everywhere. The national database is collected from information 
from each of the regional register holders. The data in LISA for most regions trace 
back to the early 1990s.  
 
5.2.3  The United Kingdom  
 
In the United Kingdom, Companies House is the government agency responsible 
for company registration. It also has a key role in providing information about Brit-
ish companies.21 Companies House has the public records of over 1,3 million com-
panies and it keeps the information on 2,6 million dissolved companies as well. 
Every week it registers 4,000 new companies and handles another 2,500 dissolu-
tions or change in name. In one year it would be registering somewhere in excess 
of 5 million documents 22. 
Companies House holds information about businesses that are limited companies 23 
and thus excludes charities, partnerships 24, etc. Storey (1994) argues that in 1990 
there were 1,765,180 companies registered for VAT (Value Added Tax)25, whereas 
the data from Companies House indicated that, in that year, the total number of 
companies registered was 1,115,000. In addition, less than one-fifth of businesses 
registered for VAT are limited companies. This suggests that only about half of the 
companies formally registered at Companies House are actually trading at any 
point in time.  
Every company is identified by a unique code, assigned by Company House, that 
will stay the same through out the company’s history. Companies House does not 
register branch plants (See Appendix 1 for a detailed description of the information 
contained in the Register).  
In the UK, the official register of businesses is the Inter-Departmental Business 
Register (IDBR), administered by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). The 
IDBR is a list of UK businesses and combines the former Central Statistical Office 
(CSO) VAT-based business register and the former Employment Department (ED) 
employment statistics system  26. It holds records of all businesses registered for 
VAT and all businesses operating a PAYE scheme. Careful monitoring of the Reg-
ister minimises double counting. PAYE stands for Pay As You Earn, and most 
people pay their income tax under this system. PAYE is a way of spreading the 
income tax over the tax year.  
The IDBR records each business’s employment (and hence size), turnover and in-
dustry. Many small businesses are not covered by the IDBR. Excluded are those 
that are neither registered for VAT nor to do they or operate a PAYE scheme.27 
There are three types of businesses covered by the estimates: sole proprietorships, 
run by one self-employed person, partnership, run by two or more people, and 
companies, in which the working directors are counted as employees. Unregistered 
businesses are almost certainly made up of the first two types. Companies not on 
the IDBR are likely to be inactive. 
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All businesses registered at IDBR have a unique VAT registration number. The 
IDBR holds business-level data and site-level information e.g. shops and factories.  
There are around 3.6 million businesses in the UK of which 2 million are on the 
IBDR. The IBDR provides more than 99% coverage of economic activity. The 
IDBR covers all parts of the economy, but omits some very small businesses (self-
employed persons and those without employees and low turnover) and some non-
profit-making organisations 28. 

 
Table 5.3: Enterprises and self-employment on and off the IDBR (millions) 

 On the IDBR Unregistered 
 Businesses Self-employed Businesses Self-employed 

Sole proprietorship 0.73 0.73 1.47 1.47 
Partnership 0.42 0.82 0.26 0.52 
Companies 0.80 - - - 
All 1.95 1.55 1.73 1.98 

Source: ONS-Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) Statistics for the United Kingdom 1999 and DTI. 
 
The main administrative sources for the IDBR are:  

• value Added Tax (VAT) 29. It regards details of businesses registered 
for VAT and it covers 1.6 million traders (tapes provided by HM Cus-
toms & Excise weekly) 30; 

• pay as you earn (PAYE) 31. It regards details of employees in PAYE 
schemes and it covers 1.1 million employers (tapes provided by Inland 
Revenue quarterly). 

In addition, other information is added to the register if required for ONS statistical 
purposes, for example: 

• NS Surveys. It concerns 966,804 inquiry forms sent to 239,388 busi-
nesses in 1998; 

• information from Dun and Bradstreet 32 on company ownership;  
• information from Companies House. 

Besides, DTI publishes the statistical bulletin ‘Small and Medium Enterprise 
(SME) Statistics for the United Kingdom’. It contains a size breakdown of the 
number of businesses in the United Kingdom, from sole traders with no employees 
to businesses with 500 employees or more. It also shows the contribution to em-
ployment and turnover made by businesses of different sizes, with a regional and 
industry breakdown. SME statistics for the UK are analyses produced by National 
Statistics but passed to DTI under contract. 
Finally, there is the ONS publication PA1003 that is an annual publication of the 
size analysis of UK businesses, compiled from the Inter-Departmental Business 
Register. It contains detailed information on enterprises in the UK including size, 
classification and location. 
According to Keeble and Walker (1994), the VAT data, used as the measure of 
spatial variations in business formation, dissolution and net change in stock of 
business, while possessing certain well-documented limitations (see Daly, 1990-
1991) represents the most up-to-date, comprehensive, reasonable long-term and 
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spatially disaggregated data source currently available for such investigation. On 
the other hand, it is estimated by the Small Business Research Trust (1992) that 
only 56 per cent of UK business enterprises are registered for VAT (Storey, 1994). 
 
5.3  Firm relocation databases  
 
In Italy no database on firm relocation has been developed yet. The brief descrip-
tion of the two business registers mentioned earlier (Business Register and ASIA 
Archive) indicates that the Italian registration system possesses the necessary quali-
fications for developing firm migration data. First, in both cases, the registration is 
at national level and it is aggregated for business areas. Second, the unique code 
(taxpayer’s code) that identifies all companies, allows the firm migration process to 
be monitored trough a longitudinal analysis. 
Both ASIA Archive and Business Register provide data on the integral relocation 
of head offices at provincial level. However, the Business register also records so-
called ‘partial relocation’ i.e. the setting up of a branch in an area which is different 
from that of the head office. 
As concerns the Netherlands, in the mid-1980s, the Dutch Chambers of Commerce 
started the so-called Mutation Balance project, which produces on an annual basis 
national data about firm formation, firm migration and firm closure for each Corop 
region. The Regional Registrations (21 regional databases) have been assembled in 
the so-called National Registration of Relocation in order to build a registration of 
firm migration. It takes into account both head offices and branch plants, although 
the branches are underestimated.  
As stated above, the trade register is longitudinal: every business has a unique 
code. It does not change if the company relocates. It follows that through a longitu-
dinal study it is possible to identify firm migration processes (Table 5.4).  
On the basis of these data, after 1985, a series of articles have been written to 
document and analyse the firm migration process (Kemper and Pellenbarg 1988, 
1991, 1993, 1995, and 1997; Pellenbarg and Kemper, 1999). Since 1995, however, 
the Dutch chambers of commerce no longer publish firm relocation figures because 
they are not considered to be accurate enough. By way of exception, the chambers 
of commerce made data available about the migration of manufacturing industry in 
2001, with 10 employees or more (Pellenbarg and Van Steen, 2003). This is a part 
of the overall firm mobility that is considered to be less vulnerable to registration 
mistakes.  
In the UK the available dataset on firm relocation is the Credo database (Company 
Relocation and Economic Development Observatory), developed by Prism Re-
search, a business and economic research and information consultancy operating in 
the West Midlands. Credo recorded the firm relocation process in the UK from 
1988 to 2001. Its principal source of information is the dataset provided by Dun 
and Bradstreet that concerns companies registered with the Companies House in 
the UK. 
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Table 5.4: The Mutation Balance and the CREDO databases  

Database MUTATION BALANCE (NL) CREDO (UK) 
Source  The Dutch Trade Register  Dun and Bradstreet  
Years period  1986-2001* 1988- 2000 (trimester)*  
Type of business  Head offices  

Branch plants  
Single-location companies  
Head offices  
Holding companies 

Company size All sizes 1-250 employees  
more than 250 employees  

Sector  ISIC 92 (Standard Industrial 
Classification)  

ISIC 92 (Standard Industrial Classifi-
cation)  

Spatial level Corop regions level  County level 
Analysis undertaken Total firm moves**  

Total job moves  
Origins and destinations (Corop 
regions level) 

Total firm moves**  
Total job moves 
Origin and destinations (county level) 
Turnover 

* The last publication of the Mutation Balance data is dated 2001. The last publication of the Credo data refers to 
the year 2000. 
** Moves IN, OUT and Within the Corop regions, in the case of the Netherlands, and  within the counties in the 
case of the UK.  
Source: Elaboration on Mariotti and Pen (2002) 
 
A unique number, assigned by Companies House, identifies each business. By con-
sequence, as for the Mutation Balance, through a longitudinal study it is possible to 
analyse the migration process at national, regional and county levels. Credo 
database elaborates data every trimester. It refers to single-location companies, 
headquarters and holding companies at county level. Branch plants are not regis-
tered. The size of companies taken into consideration are those with 1-250 employ-
ees and more than 250 employees. 
It is important to stress that CREDO database does not present a ‘real job migra-
tion’ because the job total for each business is that associated legally with that 
company (head office or holding company), including any branches and subsidiar-
ies belonging to it (Table 5.4) (cf. section 6.3). The next section reports the data on 
firm relocation that have been published in 1988-2000 (Mariotti and Pen, 2002; 
Mariotti, 2002b). After 2001 the database was no longer updated.  
 

5.4  Firm relocation in the three countries in 1990-2000s  
 
This section presents firm relocation studies that have been published in Italy, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom in the 1990-2000s but the lack of comparable 
data does not permit the use of similar timeframes. For the Italian case, two studies 
are presented. The first concerns the relocation of head offices in 1999 (Mariotti, 
2002a; 2002b) and is based on the ISTAT data (ASIA Archive). The second refers 
to the migration of branch plants in 1998-2000 and shows the geographical distri-
bution in the Mezzogiorno of branches belonging to firms from the centre-north. 
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The analysis on the Dutch case covers the period 1986-1995 (Kemper and Pellen-
barg, 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, 1997) and the year 2001 (Pellenbarg and Van Steen, 
2003) and it is based on data by the Mutation Balance database (Dutch chambers of 
commerce). The analysis of the British case refers to the relocation of single-
location companies, head offices and holding companies in the United Kingdom in 
the period 1988-1999 (Mariotti and Pen, 2002; Mariotti, 2002b). This analysis is 
based on the Credo database. The collection of studies for the three countries focus 
on origin and destination of movements and the sectors involved. Besides, particu-
lar attention is placed on the migration flow from the core area to the periphery in 
the three countries. 
 
5.4.1 Italy 
 
Head office movement in 1999 
 
The analysis on firm relocation in Italy in the year 1999 solely concerns head office 
movements (from now on labelled ‘firms’) and is based on the ASIA Archive 
(ISTAT). The study presented firm regional inward and outward moves by sectors, 
while no evidence is provided on the moves within the regions as well as the num-
ber of jobs involved in the relocation. 
In 1999 Italy registered 10,198 moves into and out of the regions, which is about 
0.29% of all existing firms in that year. However, the propensity to relocate – that 
is calculated as the ratio between the number of moves and the total number of 
firms registered in that year –might be much higher if the analysis considered 
moves within the regions. This has been proved by a similar study on firm reloca-
tion in 1997-1998 (Mariotti, 2002a), which showed that the greater part of the 
moves (88%) is short-distance movements within the region. 
The region that generated the largest volume of movements (in and out) in 1999 is 
Lombardy which accounted for about 20% of all moves in the country, followed by 
Emilia Romagna (12%), Lazio (11%), Veneto and Piemonte (9%). A similar pat-
tern was seen in 1997-1998. As a consequence, at the macro-regional level, the 
North-West shows the largest number of moves in and out (31% of the total 
moves) and is the most attractive macro region with 30% of all inward moves. The 
Centre is the second most attractive macro-region (28% of all inward moves) and it 
is followed by the North-East (25%).   
Figure 5.1 shows net migration, that is the difference between the number of firms 
that the region has gained and lost. The regions gaining firms are Lombardy, Lazio, 
Veneto, Toscana, Puglia, Sicilia and Sardegna. By contrast, the other regions lose 
firms and the main negative trends are registered by Piemonte, Liguria, Campania, 
Emilia Romagna and Friuli-Venezia Giulia. However, it is important to keep in 
mind that the data used concern solely head office relocation. As Milan and Lom-
bardy register the largest flow of inward moves by headquarters in the whole of 
Italy, the same might be not true for the plants belonging to them. An analysis on 
branch relocation could lead to different results. 
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Figures 5.1, 5.2: Net firm migration in Italy in 1999 and sectoral patterns  
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Source: Mariotti, 2002, p. 121
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Source: Mariotti (2002b)  
 
Firms are mostly moving to immediately adjacent regions, mainly in the North 
(West and East) and in the Centre. The medium-distance migration between nearby 
regions, excluding adjacent regions, are less in number and concern the movements 
between the Northern regions towards the Centre. Long-distance movements origi-
nate in the centre-north and are directed to the South and Islands (Mezzogiorno). 
About half of the relocation to the South comes from the North-West: Lombardy 
and Emilia Romagna. By contrast, about 10% of southward investments originated 
in the three regions of the North-East (Veneto, Friuli-Venezia Giulia and Trentino-
Alto Adige). The low propensity to invest and establish business relations in the 
South by North-Eastern Italian firms is associated with clichés linked to historical 
prejudices about understood the area. According to a recent survey sent to 100 
firms, operating in the North-East, less than one-third (31%) declared that they 
have business relations with the South, of which 26% were trading and exchanging 
services while only 1% concerned direct investments (AA.VV., 2002). 
In the Mezzogiorno, Campania has gained the majority of investments (27%) and it 
is followed by Sicilia and Puglia (18% respectively). Firms from Lombardy tend to 
locate in Sicilia, Campania, Puglia and Calabria, while the investments from Emilia 
Romagna and Veneto are located in Campania and Puglia.  
It is interesting, however, to note that there is a reverse flow as well. Firms from 
Puglia, for instance, relocate in Emilia Romagna and Lombardy; firms from Sicily 
prefer Lombardy while firms from Campania relocate to Emilia Romagna and 
Lombardy.  
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As presented in Table 5.5 and Figure 5.2, the most mobile sector is the service sec-
tor (55% of the total of moves). It is followed by wholesale and hotels (23%); 
manufacturing (12%) and building (10%). The service sector also shows a higher 
propensity to relocate while the other sectors are characterised by a smaller but 
equal relocation propensity. The service sector tends to leave Piemonte, Liguria, 
Emilia-Romagna, Friuli-Venezia Giulia and Trentino Alto Adige to relocate to the 
metropolitan areas in Lombardia, Lazio, Veneto and, in a smaller scale, to the 
South in Puglia and Sicily.  
 

Table 5.5: Head office relocation in 1999 by sectors 

SECTORS  FIRMS  MOVEMENTS  % Relocation propen-
sity  

Manufacturing  501,804 1,269 12% 0.2% 
Services  1,358,269 5,559 55% 0.4% 
Wholesale and hotels  1,200,749 2,332 23% 0.2% 
Building industry  413,792 1,040 10% 0.2% 
Total  3,474,614 10,198 100%  

Source: Mariotti (2002b) – ISTAT data  
 

On the other hand, wholesale and hotels tend to locate in Emilia Romagna. The 
attractiveness of Lombardia and, in particular, of the Milan metropolitan area can 
be explained by their specialisation in financial and business services (see, among 
the others, Bramezza and Gorla, 1995; Senn, 1995).  
 
Branch plant movement in 1998-2000  

 
This section presents the ‘partial relocation’ (i.e. the location of a branch plant out-
side the province where the parent establishment – head office – is located) of Ital-
ian firms in the period December 1998-March 2000. These data are obtained by the 
integration of the business register (chamber of commerce) with Inps and Inal data 
archives, in order to ensure complete and reliable information on the branch plants 
and the concomitant employment. The focus is on core-periphery relocation that is 
measured by the number of branch plants located in the Mezzogiorno belonging to 
firms from the Centre-North.  
The regions with a higher relocation percentage, in terms of employment created 
outside the boundaries, are in the Centre (14.9%, a percentage that mainly refers to 
Lazio region) and in the North-West (12%) (see Table 5.6 in Appendix 1). By con-
trast, north-eastern and southern regions possess a small number of employees 
working in branches located in other areas (3% and 5.1%, respectively). The low 
propensity of southern and north-eastern firms to open new branches outside their 
boundaries may be due to the following factors. Firms located in the North-East are 
mostly the “product” of a strong relation of local entrepreneurship. These firms, 
especially if they belong to an industrial district, tend to expand the production ca-
pacity in the same local area in order to benefit from agglomeration economies as 
well as social capital. However, if forced to leave the local system, because of high 
production costs, they are more willing to invest in the south-eastern European 
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countries, as demonstrated in recent studies (see Ch. 8). On the other hand, south-
ern firms tend to expand or open a new establishment in the same or nearby area to 
reduce the sunk costs associated with relocation.  
The branch plants located in the Mezzogiorno, belonging to centre-northern firms, 
number 11,785 (at 1.03.2000) and employ 265,562 people (at 31.12.199833). about 
fifteen percent of the employment in the Mezzogiorno refers to non-southern 
branches. In particular, in Molise, Basilicata and Campania the figure is about 
20%34. About 92.4% of the extra-regional employment in the Mezzogiorno is cre-
ated by centre-northern investors. The southern regions attracting the vast majority 
of investments are Campania (with 24% of the branches characterised by extra-
regional ownership and 34% of employees), Puglia (with 19% of branches and 
20% of employees), Sicilia (with 19% of branches and 15% of employees). By 
contrast, Basilicata, Molise and Calabria are less attractive in terms of both 
branches (2%, 3% and 7%, respectively) and employees (Table 5.7 in Appendix 1). 
Campania has always been the traditional destination of foreign and centre-
northern investments that mainly locate in the area between Napoli (the regional 
capital) and Caserta (Viesti, 2002a).  
As concerns the investments’ origin, about one-third of the non-local Southern 
branches are found in Lombardia (3,773), followed by Lazio (3,027) and Piemonte 
(1,266) (Table 5.7 in Appendix 1). The geographical distribution of extra-regional 
employment confirms, in absolute terms, the same classification: Lombardia in the 
first position (88,841 employees), with Lazio (75,021) and Piemonte (58,232) in 
second and third place.  
In absolute terms, the most consistent flows of branches originate from Lombardia 
and are directed to Campania (887), Puglia (792), Sicilia (796) and Sardegna (569). 
Other flows are from Lazio to Puglia (525) and Sicilia (457). Geographical prox-
imity plays a role in the relocation from Lazio to Campania (873). The analysis of 
the origin of the establishments in the South shows that in Abruzzo the presence of 
investors from Marche and Lazio is the most significant while Campania hosts 
branch plants from Lombardy and Lazio.  
The sectors most heavily involved in the relocation from the Centre-North to the 
Mezzogiorno are services (5,743), manufacturing firms (2,706) and wholesale and 
hotels (2,609) (see Tables 5.8 and 5.9 in the Appendix 1). On the other hand, if we 
look at the numbers of employees involved, the manufacturing sector absorbs about 
50% (126,408) of the total employment. It is followed the service sector (105,304) 
and wholesale and hotels (27,787). In all southern regions, with the exception of 
Basilicata and Abruzzo, the number of establishments in the service sector is twice 
the number of branches in the manufacturing, wholesale and hotels sectors. The 
location of wholesale and activities related to the hotel sector in Sardegna and 
Abruzzo is rather significant (31% and 33%, respectively). About 40% of the 
branches in the manufacturing industry are found in Lombardia and employ about 
44% of the total working in the sector; 20% come from Lazio and employ 21% of 
workers; 15% are employed in Piemonte and accounts for 22% of the workers.  
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5.4.2  The Netherlands 
 
Firm relocation in 1986-1995 
 
Over the whole decade 1986-1995 the number of firm migrations in the Nether-
lands totalled 493,000. Figure 5.3 and Table 5.10 show that since the 1980s the 
mobility rate has been growing steadily: from 36,000 firms in 1987 to 68,000 firms 
in 1995. Proportionally, the growth of mobility in the periods 1990/91, 1992/93 
and 1994/95 is 11%, 7%, and 16.7% respectively (Kemper and Pellenbarg, 1997; 
Pellenbarg and Kemper, 1999). Moves as a percentage of all firms rose from 5% in 
1986 to 8% in 1995. 

 
Figure 5.3: Firm migration in the Netherlands, 1986-1995 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) – data by Kemper and Pellenbarg (1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, 1997) 
 
Table 5.10: Firm migration in the period 1986-1995* 

 Mutation balance 
Year No. of migrated firms Migration rate 
1986 27,085 5.0 
1987 36,036 6.1 
1988 39,138 6.4 
1989 43,008 6.7 
1991 48,000 6.5 
1991 54,000 7.5 
1992 56,000 7.6 
1993 58,000 7.4 
1995 67,700 7.9 

* Because of a change in the registrations of the Mutation Balance of the Chambers of commerce in 1993, the data 
in 1992 and 1993 are not directly comparable. A link can be made, using two notes for the year 1991; that of 
48,000 migrations with regard to the years before and a corrected figure of 54,000 so as to realise a comparison 
with the years 1992 and 1993. 
Source: Elaboration Ebels (1997), Kemper and Pellenbarg (1997), Van Steen (1998) 
 
The majority of moves – 85% to 90% – short distance. Long-distance migration 
accounts for about 10 to 15% of the total, but especially these types of migration 
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generate public and media attention. Migrant firms are mostly (very) small firms, 
which is demonstrated by the number of jobs involved.  
The period 1994/1995 registered a yearly total of around 180,000 jobs, indicating 
an average size of firms with 2.8 employees. The 10% to 15% interprovincial mi-
grations involved 17,000 transferred jobs, which is keeping with short-distance 
migration.  
The publications of Pellenbarg and Kemper concerning that the so-called interme-
diate provinces (adjacent provinces of the Randstad) of Noord-Brabant, Gelder-
land, and recently Flevoland demonstrate their increasing involvement in the Dutch 
spatial economic dynamics. The migration deficit of the Randstad has grown from 
a yearly average of 433 in 1992/93 to 517 in 1994/1995. The province of North 
Holland (with Amsterdam), in that period, experienced a growth in the migration 
deficit, while in South Holland (with Rotterdam and The Hague) the deficit de-
creased. The province of Utrecht, which showed a migration surplus in 1991, be-
came an expulsion region in 1995. Recently the most peripheral provinces of Gron-
ingen, Friesland, and Zeeland have profited from the relocation of firms from espe-
cially the Randstad. May 2001 was the first time that Groningen received more 
firms from the Randstad than it lost to other regions (Mariotti and Pen, 2002). Due 
to the scarcity of space and congestion in the economic core of the Netherlands and 
the more strict spatial (the green and red contours) and environmental planning 
regulations (outplacement of 'hazardous' firm and difficulties of mixing working 
and living), we predict that the peripheral regions will play a more significant role 
in the future. 

 
Figures 5.4 and 5.5: Interprovincial firm migration 1990-91 and 1994-95 
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Figure 5.5 shows the interprovincial migration flows for industry, wholesale and 
commercial services for the periods 1990/1991 and 1994/1995. In the first period 
firms mostly moved between the Randstad provinces. In 1994/1995, increasing 
migration flows between the Randstad and the adjacent provinces in the east and 
south of the country were evident. Despite the recent growth in Groningen, the mi-
gration deficit increased from 120 in 1992/1993 to 180 in 1994/1995, which is 
caused by the emigration of commercial services. The recently improved position 
of Groningen may be caused by the attractiveness of the north for IT firms, which 
need relatively low skilled labour (i.e. call centres). By contrast, the southern prov-
ince of North Brabant experienced a growth in the migration surplus from 130 in 
1992/1993 to 200 in 1994/1995. North Brabant is losing its image as the premier 
Dutch manufacturing province, because it mostly attracts wholesale and commer-
cial service sectors. In addition, until recently North Brabant was regarded as an 
overflow region for South Holland. In 1994/1995 it registered more moves from 
the more central parts of the Netherlands. In terms of employment, North Brabant 
registered the biggest employment gains. In the province of Utrecht there still is a 
surplus, but it is decreasing. Gelderland showed a positive balance in 1994/1995.  

 
Table 5.11: Firm mobility in the Netherlands in 1995 

Moving firms Migration factor 
 Number 

1994 
Number 
1995 

Growth 
% 1994-
1995 

Short 
distance 

Long 
distance 

Total 

Manufacturing 3,700 3,950 6.8 5.8 1.6 7.4 
Building 3,620 4,250 17.4 6.6 1.1 7.7 
Wholesale 9,300 9,800 5.4 7.4 2.7 10.1 
Retail 6,280 6,550 4.3 3.6 0.6 4.2 

Commercial 
services* 

16,800 18,400 9.5 7.6 2.4 10.0 

Personal ser-
vices** 

5,300 5,750 8.5 4.2 0.9 5.1 

Other*** 18,000 19,000 5.6 6.3 3.0 9.3 
 
Total 

 
63,000 

 
67,700 

 
7.5 

 
5.9 

 
1.9 

 
7.9 

Total 1993 Pm 5.7 1.8 7.4 
Total 1991 Pm 5.5 1.8 7.3 
Total 1989 Pm 5.3 1.4 6.7 
Total 1987 

58,000 
54,000 
43,000 
36,000 Pm 4.9 1.2 6.1 

* Transportation, storage, communication, banking and insurance, business services. 
** Hotels/restaurants/bars, sports, recreation, house agents, laundry, hairdressing, beauty centres 
*** Mainly financial holdings  
Source: Kemper and Pellenbarg (1997) 
 
The most mobile sectors in 1994-1995 are the financial services sector (which be-
longs to the category ‘others’) with 16,000 moves, the wholesale and the commer-
cial service sector (Table 5.11). A comparison in time (1993-1995) shows that for 
all sectors, industrial mobility rose from 7.4 per cent to 7.9 per cent. In particular, 
the wholesale and commercial service sectors registered an annual figure of around 
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10 percent of mobile firms. This indicates that in a recession period such as that in 
1992/1993, the basic economic sectors are less mobile with respect to non-basic 
sectors. On the other hand, in an economic growth period (1994/1995) the basic 
sectors are more mobile, while the non-basic sectors show fewer moves.   
There is a migration of manufacturing, wholesale and commercial service firms 
from the province of Utrecht to Gelderland and Flevoland. North Brabant only at-
tracts wholesale and commercial service firms. Furthermore, Utrecht still receives 
firms from North and South Holland. Manufacturing firms that leave the province 
of North Holland move to all other provinces. Flevoland and Utrecht, and to a 
lesser degree also Gelderland and North Brabant attract wholesale and commercial 
service firms from North Holland. While in 1992/1993 manufacturing firms moved 
to Flevoland, in 1994/1995 they were more inclined to move to Gelderland. North 
Brabant, Gelderland and Utrecht received the largest number of manufacturing 
firm immigration from South Holland. The variety of life style options plays an 
important role in the location of the service sectors that move from South Holland 
to the north-eastern provinces of Overijssel and Drenthe.  

 
The core-periphery movement of head offices in 2001  

 
In the year 2001, there were 127 manufacturing firms with more than 10 employees 
that moved within the Netherlands. This data refer to head office moves because no 
partial relocations have been registered in 2001. Figure 5.6 shows a general picture 
of migration deficits for the Randstad, expecially for the urban areas of Amster-
dam, Rotterdam and The Hague, and migration surpluses for many intermediate 
areas between Randstad and the periphery (Pellenbarg and Van Steen, 2003).  
As in the previous years (1986-1995), the majority of moves are short distance: 
about 30% are within the provinces, mainly in South Holland and North Holland, 
and 40% are among the provinces of the core area. The migration of firms from the 
core area (the Randstad) to the other macro areas, account for about 20% of the 
movements.  
The migration of 5,578 jobs is associated to the 127 moves, indicating a firm aver-
age size of 44 employees. If we look at the migration originating from the core area 
only, we can see that the size of investments decreases to 28 workers per firm. The 
medium size of these firms is however connected to the sector of reference, that is 
the manufacturing sector.  
As for the previous period of analysis, the provinces attracting most of the invest-
ments and related jobs from the Randstad are North Brabant (40% firms and 26% 
jobs) and Gelderland (28% firms and 41% jobs). The largest projects come from 
North Holland and their receiving areas, as stated above, North Brabant and Geld-
erland. Among the northern provinces (Groningen, Friesland and Drenthe), only 
Groningen and Drenthe attracted 1 investment each. 
There is no concentration of relocating firms in specific sectors. The investments 
are homogeneously distributed in the 12 sectors with the exception of the food and 
beverages manufacturing sector that recorded 4 firms and 111 jobs. 
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Figure 5.6: Manufacturing firm migrations with more than 10 employees per COROP re-
gion in 2001 

 
 
Source: Pellenbarg and van Steen (2003) 
 
As Pellenbarg and van Steen (2003) pointed out, the picture presented in Figure 5.6 
is not very consistent, and certainly much less clear than half a century before, a 
period (1950-1962) for which we happen to have a perfectly comparable dataset 
from the AIS statistics (Algemene Industrie Statistiek) that was analysed by Rein-
ink (1970). In the 1950s and 1960s the dominant spatial tendency in industrial firm 
migration was a marked deconcentration of firms from west to north, east and 
south. The flows from west to east and south are still there but less dominant. 
Comparable flows are now running from south to east, from east to west, and from 
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east to south (Figure 5.6). If in the 1950s and 1960s there was a unilateral flow 
from the core to the periphery, in the last decade it has been replaced by smaller 
flows running in more directions.  
 
5.4.3  The United Kingdom 
 
Firm relocation in 1988-1999 

 
In the period August 1988-December 1999, the United Kingdom registered 
251,289 firm movements, involving 31,767,466 jobs. Figure 5.8 shows that the 
number of business movements rose during the late 1980s and the early 1990s be-
fore falling sharply in the mid- 1990s. Volumes recovered slightly towards the end 
of 1995 and have since followed an upward tendency. The early 1990s recession is 
the cause of the trough between 1993 and the early 1995. Relocation is strongly 
associated with business growth and expansion and thus tends to fall when business 
confidence subsides (Mariotti and Pen, 2002).  
The greater part of the moves is short distance in nature within the regions (82%). 
Long-distance moves are mostly from the Southeast to the northern regions (Scot-
land, Northern Ireland, North, Yorkshire and Humberside and North-West). The 
majority of migrant firms are single-location companies and generally small. Small 
firms are more numerous and the logistical problems of moving are smaller than 
for a large and complex organisation. Firms with 1-4 employees account for the 
largest share of total moves (29%).  
 

Figure 5.7: Total volume of company relocations in the UK, 1988-1999 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) 
 
The region that generates most migrations (in, out and within) in the period 1988-
1999 is the Southeast (Fig. 5.8, 5.9, 5.10). Movements within this region account 
for 50% of the total movements in the UK; outward movements cover 40% and 
inward movements are about 26%. The Southeast experiences a net shift of firms 
from the Southeast mainly to other regions adjacent to the Southeast; and a general 
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shift of companies from London to north-western and south-western quadrants of 
the Southeast.  
Figures 5.8 and 5.9 show respectively net firm migration in the UK regions and the 
destinations of companies leaving the Southeast region in 1988-1999. This is the 
only region to experience a migration deficit and the adjacent regions are more and 
more involved. The East Midlands experiences the highest migration surplus, fol-
lowed by the Southwest, West Midlands and East Anglia. These regions attract 
back office administrative and data-handling operations of companies. The compa-
nies are attracted by the lower costs of counties contiguous to London, which are 
not too far from the facilities provided by the Southeast. Flows out of the Southeast 
in particular favour locations in a territorial segment between the motorways M4 
and the A1. This ‘dominant segment’ for business relocation out of the Southeast 
has a significant impact on economic development. On the other hand, Yorkshire 
and Wales represent a further frontier, while distant regions gain relatively little 
from the process. Usually, low added-value type of industry undertakes long-
distance moves for labour cost reasons and cheap premises. The assisted areas rep-
resent a preferred location for these companies.  
The areas where firms move to also lose firms to the Southeast. These figures are 
reflected in Table 5.12 and Figure 5.8. In both cases the high-ranked areas are ma-
jor focuses of economic activity outside the Southeast and these areas primarily 
contribute to inward movement (Mariotti and Pen, 2002). Moreover, Figure 5.11 
shows contradictory figures from an employment point of view. Regions such as 
East Midlands, East Anglia and the North with a firm migration surplus lose jobs, 
while the Southeast loses companies, but gains jobs. The possible explanation for 
these figures is associated to the virtual labour migration resulting from CREDO 
data. A second explanation could be that the ‘relocating companies’ are smaller 
than companies leaving the region and vice versa. The Southeast on one hand at-
tracts the administrative centres of major corporate, multi-site enterprises and on 
the other hand loses single-location companies, due to congestion and the high cost 
of premises.  
On the other hand, regions such as the Midlands, Southwest and East Anglia attract 
back office administrative and data-handling operations of companies, which often 
retain some kind of relationship with the Southeast. 
According to CREDO, in 1999, more regions experience a migration deficit com-
pared to the years 1988-1999. The Southeast and the Northwest lost firms and jobs. 
Northern Ireland lost companies while the West Midlands and Wales lost jobs. On 
the other hand, the job migration deficit decreased in West Midlands in comparison 
with the other regions. Besides, the Southwest showed a marked growth in the mi-
gration surplus. This probably confirms its position of main recipient of companies 
leaving the Southeast. As concerns moves within the Southeast, most companies 
tend to move outside London due to congestion, high house prices, high costs of 
labour, high staff turnover and the inadequacy of old(er) buildings for modern op-
erations. These factors underline increasingly unattractive living environmentof the 
capital city. The companies that actually move out of the region often retain some 
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kind of operation and only locate the low value-added operations in other parts of 
the United Kingdom.  

 
Table 5.12: Southeast out - and in - migration at the regional level, 1988-1999 (number of firms 
moved) 

 Destination 
of outward  

 % Origin of 
inward  

 % 

1 South-West 1,990 21 South-West 1,426 23 
2 West Mid-

lands 
1,567 17 West Mid-

lands 
946 15 

3 East Mid-
lands 

1,325 14 East Mid-
lands 

848 14 

4 North-West 1,247 13 North-West 768 12 
5 East Anglia 1,106 12 East Anglia 670 11 
6 Yorkshire & 

Humberside  
871 9 Yorkshire & 

Humberside   
616 9 

7 Scotland  459 5 Scotland  319 5 
8 Wales 425 5 Wales 303 4 
9 North 324 3 North 212 3 
10 Channel 

Islands  
37 0.4 Channel 

Islands  
37 0.5 

11 Northern 
Ireland  

39 0.4 Northern 
Ireland  

31 0.4 

12 Isle of Man 12 0.2 Isle of Man 9 0.1 
 Total 9,402 100% Total 6,185 100% 

Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) - CREDO database 
 
Figures 5.8 and 5.9: Net firm migration in the United Kingdom and destination of investments from 
the South East (1988-1999) 
 

Net firm migration in the United Kingdom
in 1988-1999

THE UNITED KINGDOM:

Source: Mariotti and Pen, 2002, p.332
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Figure 5.10: Origin of investments towards the South-East (1988-1999) 

 
Source:  Mariotti and Pen (2002) - CREDO database 
 
Figure 5.11: Net job migration in 1988-1999 

 
Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) - CREDO database 
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Within the South-East, we identify the same interaction between infrastructure and 
business movement: the pull of Heathrow and Gatwick in attracting businesses 
with international orientations; the motorways (M3 and M23) as an attractive loca-
tion for companies and a sufficient link to the conurbation. Moreover, agglomera-
tion economies are an important location factor in the Southeast. 
The printing industry, the financial service sector and the publishing industry tend 
to stay in London, while IT companies locate in the so-called ‘Heathrow Hedge’ 
area (including the areas of Gatwick and all the major airports). Finally, Table 5.13 
shows that moves within the region typically involve fewer jobs, on average, than 
moves out and moves into the Southeast. 

 
Table 5.13: Firms, jobs and average jobs per move in the Southeast, 1988-1999 

 Firms % Jobs % Average jobs per 
move 

Moves within 103,497 87 14,365,624 77 139 
Moves out 9,403 8 2,110,747 11 224 
Moves into 6,185 5 2,181,053 12 352 
Total 119,085 100 18,657,424 100  

Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) - CREDO database 
 
Table 5.14: Business moves by sector, 1988-1999 

 Business popu-
lation* 

Total moves** % of total Volatility*** 

Utilities 347 184 0.008 53. 
Chemical and plas-
tics 

8,511 4,161 2 49 

Financial services  28,080 10,388 5 37 
Clothing and tex-
tiles 

10,425 3,790 7 36 

Engineering 51,065 18,222 8 36 
Food and drink 5,174 1,664 0.07 32 
Other manufactur-
ing  

38,744 11,767 5 30 

Business services 202,226 56,903 22 28 
Transport & com-
munication  

48,439 12,494 6 26 

Construction  132,958 25,844 11 19 
Distribution 342,416 63,964 28 19 
Other services  188,255 10,453 5 6 
Primary 73,849 2,541 1 3 
Hotels and catering  102,660 2,657 1 3 
Total 1,233,149 225,032 100 18 
* Dun and Bradstreet, December 1999. 
** Business moves between 1988 and 1999; 
*** Total moves as a percentage of business population – measure of propensity to move. 
Source: Mariotti and Pen (2002) –CREDO data. 
 
Table 5.14 shows that financial and business service firms are the most mobile ser-
vice sectors. However, while distribution and business service sector companies 
clearly account for the largest share of corporate relocations (28% and 22% respec-
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tively), these businesses have a relatively low propensity to move. In contrast, 
manufacturers tend to be more likely to relocate than service sector companies.  

5.5  Comparison and conclusions  
 

This section presents a three-way comparison of firm migration, in the last two 
decades, and shows the problems associated with it. 
No single source is able to estimate the total number of businesses in Italy, the 
Netherlands and the UK. In Italy and in the Netherlands, the chambers of com-
merce set up nation-wide databases of firms while in the United Kingdom Compa-
nies House undertake this role. While the Dutch and Italian business registers ana-
lyse both head offices and branch plants, the Companies House Business Register 
in the UK does not include branch plants. By consequence, the firm migration da-
tabase in the UK – Credo database – analyses only the migration pattern of head 
offices, single-location companies and holding companies, while the Dutch Muta-
tion Balance registers both head office and branch movements. Although Italy 
owns an up-to-date business register, it has not set up a specific firm migration da-
tabase yet. However, the data on firm migration process regarding head office relo-
cations (ASIA data – ISTAT) as well as the relocation of both head offices and 
branches (Business Register data) show the feasibility and capability for develop-
ing a database on firm migration processes.  
Although, the different registration systems and firm relocation databases do not 
allow to do a real comparison, this concluding section aims to present the main 
mobility trends concerning geographical scale, firm sector and size. One character-
istic of firm migration in the three countries in 1990-2000s is that the propensity to 
relocate over long distance is not as high as in the 1945-1970s when policy con-
trols, incentives and infrastructures were a fundamental influence on core-
periphery firm migration in the European countries. What is evident, is that the last 
decade has been characterised by an increase in short-distance relocation with ser-
vices as the most mobile sector (Table 5.15).  
The reduction of core-periphery relocation might be due to firm sector and size 
involved. If in the past, the manufacturing industry dominated the scenario, since 
the 1990s the most mobile sector is the service sector. In the three countries (and in 
periods of analysis) small companies account for the highest percentage of moves, 
that are mainly short distance in nature. This aspect confirms the ‘dual-population 
hypothesis’ (Keeble, 1974): ‘smaller’ firms are characterised by short-distance mi-
gration out of the major conurbations and ‘larger’ firms by long-distance move-
ments. Firm size is associated with firm sector. Besides, short-distance moves al-
low firms to profit from the agglomeration economies typical of the original loca-
tion, to maintain the existing employees, in particular the high-skilled, and to re-
duce, for instance, congestion costs (Marshall, 1890). In the case of Italy, firms 
belonging to the industrial districts are more embedded in their spatial environment 
and tend to relocate within the local system.  
It is important to specify, however, that the ‘long-distance moves’ from Northern 
Randstad to North Brabant and Limburg cannot be compared with the long-
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distance migration of firms in the United Kingdom (from the South East to North-
ern Ireland, Scotland or the North) and in Italy (form the North to the Mezzog-
iorno). Long-distance migration in the Netherlands corresponds to ‘overspill’ in 
larger countries; in fact the Dutch national scale  is to be compared to the South 
East in the UK or Lombardy and Veneto regions in Italy.  
The higher propensity to relocate in the Netherlands (about 8%) could be attributed 
to the fact  that the Dutch data concern branch plants as well as head offices, while 
data on the UK only involve single-location companies, headquarters and holding 
companies and data on the Italian case only refer to head offices. In addition, data 
on ‘job migration’ in the UK and in Italy (1997-1999) are not comprehensive. In 
the CREDO database and ASIA data, branches are not counted. This is one of the 
main difficulties to overcome in the comparison approach and it constitutes  one of 
the main goals of future research.  
While the core regions, like most of the agglomerations in Western Europe, entered 
into a process of urban decline during the 1970s and early 1980s, in the 1990s the 
downward trend has been checked and in some cases it has even been reversed 
(Bramezza et al. 1995; Senn, 1995; Atzema and Lambooy, 1999). One explanation 
of the reverse picture is that the core region attracts firms instead of losing them, 
which may be explained by the focus on the producer and networking services and 
the office sector that need face-to-face contacts with customers. Core areas provide 
firms with a high-skilled labour force, high quality business centres, proximity to 
other firms and services, proximity to customers and information availability. As 
described earlier, core areas such as the Milan metropolitan area are much more 
attractive for higher order functions (such as headquarters, financial and marketing 
departments) and specialised production than for lower ones whose firms are more 
likely to locate elsewhere (see Bramezza and Gorla, 1995). By contrast, different 
figures characterise both the core areas in the Netherlands and in the United King-
dom that lose firms. 
An example of a practical explanation of deviating figures is the discussion be-
tween Kemper and Pellenbarg and Atzema and Lambooy for the Dutch case. 
Kemper and Pellenbarg (1997) use the metaphor of the ‘pressure cooker’ to de-
scribe the migration of firms out of the Randstad, while Atzema and Lambooy 
(1999) argue that the Randstad not only shows losses but also gains. They state that 
the Randstad has increased its attraction to firms. The Union of Chambers of com-
merce provides the data used in both analyses, but Atzema and Lambooy focus on 
firms with more than 5 employees, while Kemper and Pellenbarg also analyse 
smaller firms. Consequently, the analysis involved different figures (Mariotti and 
Pen, 2002). 
The data of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, covering about one decade 
each (1986-95 for the Netherlands and 1988-99 for the UK), allow us to state that 
the number of firm moves is related to the economic conjuncture. In a recession 
period, firms in the UK have a lower movement rate. On the other hand, the Neth-
erlands does not show a trough in that period, although the basic sector registers 
fewer moves than the non-basic sector. The change in the registration of the Muta-
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tion Balance in 1993 could explain this discrepancy. The lack of a historical data 
series does not allow us to comment on the Italian case.  

 
Table 5.15: Industrial mobility by sector (percentage)     

SIC Group* Italy 1999 Netherlands total 
moves 1986-95 

United Kingdom total 
moves 1988-99 

Manufacturing 12.4 7.0 17,8 
Building  10.2 6.0 11,6 
Wholesale- Retail   25.8 28,8 
Wholesale and ho-
tels  

22.9   

Commercial services   35.2 35,9 
Personal services  9.2 1,2 
Services  54.5   
Other   16.8 4,7 
Total 100** 100 100 

* Standard Industrial Classification 92. 
** IN and OUT moves 
Source: Elaboration on Mariotti and Pen (2002); Mariotti (2002b) 
 
All the published studies on firm migration (including those reported in interna-
tional journals) in the past decades show that the main forces driving firm reloca-
tion are: lack of space and more suitable premises, accessibility and labour market 
problems. The primary reason why firms relocate is the growth of their business. 
Unless forced to, firms move to change their premises. Relocation decisions are 
executed locally. Companies prefer to find a new location that is near their existing 
site, because they want to keep the existing workforce, though this appears to be 
less frequently realised in practice. In fact, when choosing a location it is important 
to take into account the accommodation requirements of the employees, especially 
those who are highly qualified. Moves of firms are from locations near the town 
centres to sites on the boundaries of urban areas. Lack of space together with noise 
and environmental pollution stimulate industry relocation from the Randstad 
(Utrecht is an expulsion region), from the South East (in particular Greater Lon-
don) and from Lombardy (Milan metropolitan area) and Lazio (Rome). 
Infrastructure and accessibility are important location factors. The companies tend 
to locate in sites where they can easily get in touch with their existing customers. 
The British ‘dominant segment’ between the M4 and A1 provides the main exam-
ple for business relocation out of the South-East and underlines which location fac-
tors are perceived as important. In the Netherlands and in Italy, commercial ser-
vices and logistics tend to locate near or in the urban area, or outside the urban area 
in a location along the highways, or near the main ports and airports.  
However, office-related ‘softer’ factors (prestigious location and the surroundings 
and human capital) and non-material factors (“trust” and social capital) become 
more and more important. While businesses leave the Greater London and/or the 
South East because of high costs of premises and labour, the capital city remains 
attractive for the financial and the commercial service sector and for its important 
public function. The same is true for the Milan metropolitan area. According to a 
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study on the location preference of Dutch managers (Meester and Pellenbarg, 1984; 
Meester, 1999; Meester and Pellenbarg, 2004), in 1983, the core of the Randstad 
was considered an optimal location. However, in the course of the years it lost its 
position as a consequence of the congestion problems, lack of space for expansion, 
and image problems. Enterprises in the service sector prefer a representative loca-
tion in the city centre or along highways. Non-material factors provide added value 
to the service businesses. The more the office serves the general public the more 
likely the choice for a central location. In addition, offices rarely move very far 
mostly because their highly qualified employees are reluctant to leave their present 
accommodation, surroundings and social contacts (Van Noort and Reijmen, 1999).  
In the case of industrial district firms in Italy, non-material factors such as trust, 
social networks, self-organising ability of local communities, etc. play a relevant 
role. In the industrial district “society and economic system are strongly related to 
each other and are mutually influential in many ways: firms are managed by family 
groups, economic success is considered in terms of social regard and recognition, 
while the economic growth increases the social welfare of the whole local commu-
nity” (Becattini, 2002). Another interesting aspect is the low attractiveness of the 
Mezzogiorno towards investments from the north-east due to clichés linked to his-
torical prejudices about the Southern regions. Firms from the north-east prefer to 
relocate their production activities to the South-Eastern European countries.  
Another factor worthwhile mentioning is cost reduction (of labour and production 
factors) associated with regional policy financial incentives. Although it used to 
have a fundamental influence on industrial mobility in Europe in 1945-1970s, 
mainly from the core areas to the periphery, nowadays it appears to be a poor at-
traction on its own. The percentage of moves concerning the relocation of firms 
from the core area to the subsidised areas (periphery) in the three countries is rather 
weak. In the UK as well as in Italy, the assisted areas attract low value-added type 
industries (i.e. call centres) while the Northern provinces in the Netherlands seem 
to gain firms in the IT sector.  
However, the well-known lists of location factors are too superficial and more re-
search has to be executed about the underlying motives and the decision-making 
process. If these aspects are taken into consideration firm migration research will 
lead to more grounded motives instead of the current practice of repeating the same 
set of location factors. In Chapter 7 an attempt to analyse firm migration process in 
the three countries with firm-level data is presented. The analysis focuses on a 
sample of firms that have been granted by policy measures to invest in the periph-
eral areas.  
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1 It also includes: the Assessorato all'Industria e Commercio (Councillor’s office of trade and indus-
try) of the Valle d'Aosta region, 19 Unioni Regionali (regional unions), 117 branch offices, 16 re-
gional foreign centres, 60 Italian chambers of commerce located abroad, 129 “special” companies 
(Aziende speciali), 71 Euro desks, companies, unions and other organisations. 
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2 It means that data referring to the first trimester in 1998 cannot be compared to data of the previous 
year.  
3 Article 8 of the Law, 29 December 1993, no.580 (titled Riordinamento delle Camere di Commercio, 
Industria, Artigianato e Agricoltura), instituted the Office of the Business Register in 1997. The busi-
ness register (Registro delle Imprese) replaced the single-location company register (Registro Ditte). 
The entity of analysis of the Registro Ditte was the single-location company (ditta), while the Regis-
tro delle imprese refers to all the firms (single-location and plurilocated companies).  
4 Infocamere is the Società  Consortile di Informatica delle Camere di Commercio Italiane (informat-
ics consortium business of the Italian chambers of commerce).  
5 Economic and Administrative Inventory.  
6 In particular, the relocation of a branch is registered as the closing down of the branch and the open-
ing of a new unit elsewhere.   
7 The introduction of INPS in 1994 aimed to improve the quality of employment data and to distin-
guish the employees from the independent workers.   
8 National company archive.  
9 The Small Business Bulletin by Barclays Bank database shows estimates generated by combining 
actual Barclays Bank data on start-ups with estimates of the market share. While the internal bank data 
is never revised, the market research data is updated as more information is made available. 
10 Tax Register or Anagrafe Tributaria. 
11 The Inps Archive only registers firms with employees.   
12 EXSTAT databank is one of the numbers of alternative commercial and official company databases. 
It includes all quoted companies plus the larger unquoted companies. It concerns all companies in the 
financial and non-financial sectors (Source: ESRC data archive at the University of Essex). 
13 National supplier of electric energy.  
14 SEAT is the company that owns the Yellow Pages.  
15 Inail protects the worker against physical and economic damages sustained from accidents and dis-
eases while working and relieves the employer of any civil liability connected to the damaging event 
incurred by his employees and para-employees.  
16 There is a definition problem about branches. For instance, according to ISTAT a storage not 
guarded cannot be defined as branch, which contradicts the definition applied by the Chamber of Com-
merce. 
17 Almost all companies and their branch establishments are required to register under the Trade Regis-
tration Act, which came into effect at the same time as the Chambers of commerce Act (1921). 
18 For example, street vendors are exempted from registration. 
19 Interview with Mr. N. J. Kemper of the Union of Dutch Chambers of commerce, November 2000. 
20 Male, female, part- and full-time. 
21 The Chief Executive is the Registrar of Companies in England and Wales. There is a separate regis-
trar of companies in Scotland. Companies House does not cover Northern Ireland. 
22 Interview with Mrs. Nicola Dillon, Companies House, December 2000.  
23 Limited liability gives the owners of the company (its shareholders) protection if the company fails. 
This means that if a company is put into liquidation, the people who own the company will only be 
required to pay what they have already paid or agreed to pay towards settling its debts.  On the other 
hand, a private unlimited company does not limit the liability of its members. This means that, collec-
tively, the company’s members are totally responsible for all the debts of the company. 
24 A sole trader would need to check whether the name is available but would not register with Com-
panies House as the business names register was abolished in 1982. In addition, the companies that 
chose not to register would only by law need to register with the Inland Revenue (Tax Office).  
25 Source: PA1003 Commerce, Energy and Industry, “Size analysis of UK businesses”, data for 2000. 
26 The IDBR complies with European Union regulation 2186/93 on harmonisation of business registers 
for statistical purposes. It is used for selecting samples for surveys of businesses, to conduct analyses 
and to produce lists of businesses. Both the CSO and ED collected key economic data from businesses 
for use in compiling the national accounts. The use of two different registers resulted in inconsisten-
cies, including different estimates of employment, because of differences in classification and cover-
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age. The IDBR leads to a single and more reliable set of employment estimates, improving the consis-
tency of the national accounts and the quality of the productivity and unit wage cost estimates.  
27 If a business has no employees or only low paid (perhaps part-time) employees then it is unlikely to 
operate a PAYE scheme. This means that the small businesses such as sole traders are missing.  
28 Therefore these SME statistics include an estimate of the number of unregistered businesses, their 
employment and turnover. 
29 It passed to the ONS under the Value Added Tax Act 1994. 
30 The threshold for compulsory VAT registration at the start of 1999 was an annual turnover of 
₤50,000. Below that businesses register voluntarily. On the other hand, businesses with a turnover 
above the threshold are not required to register if they trade exclusively in exempt goods. 
31 It was transferred to the ONS under the Finance Act 1969. 
32 Dun and Bradstreet use extracts from Companies House to compile their own statistics. 
33 This is the last elaboration available.  
34 Data referring to every single region are not perfectly comparable to data about the Mezzogiorno as 
a whole because the first register branches belong to firms in another southern region, too. However, 
this is a rather exceptional circumstance.  
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6 REGIONAL POLICY MEASURES AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON FIRM RELOCATION: THE CASES OF 
ITALY, THE NETHERLANDS AND THE UNITED 
KINGDOM  

6.1 Introduction 
 
As described in Chapter 3, regional policy in Western Europe has been in existence 
for over 50 years. Regional policies in the member states have traditionally 
comprised: (i) disincentives to location in congested areas; (ii) spatial distribution 
of economic activities of the state; (iii) infrastructure provision; (iv) regional 
incentives; (v) support for the business environment; and (vi) planning 
instruments/development of regional strategies (Table 6.1). While interest in the 
first two measures declined significantly since the mid-1980s, the remaining four 
policy instruments all play a more significant part in the contemporary approach.  
Disincentives to encourage relocation to problem regions were introduced in a 
number of countries in the 1960s and 1970s, including France, the United 
Kingdom, Italy, the Netherlands and Greece. They were of particular importance in 
France, in the Paris region, in the United Kingdom (i.e. Industrial Development 
Certificate and Office Development Permit), in respect of London and the South 
East and in the Netherlands (Selective Investment Regulation) in the Randstad. 
Currently, France and Greece are the only countries that explicitly encourage 
development away from their congested capitals (Yuill and McMaster, 2001).  
The spatial distribution of economic activities of the state as an instrument of 
regional policy has declined with the restriction in public ownership over the last 
decade. With large-scale privatisation, especially of public-owned manufacturing 
activities, governments lost their influence on investment decisions of such 
enterprises. In Italy, between 1957 and 1971 State-owned firms (Partecipazioni 
Statali) had to allocate at least 40 per cent of their total investment in the 
Mezzogiorno. In the Netherlands, in the first half of the 1970s, the relocation of 
government offices led to the movement of 16,000 jobs to the northern provinces 
and South Limburg (Oosterhaven, 1996).  
The provision of physical infrastructure has been a traditional response to regional 
problems over the years, with the aim of bringing infrastructure standards in the 
problem regions up to national levels (i.e. the case of the Italian Mezzogiorno; the 
Northern Netherlands and the Assisted Areas in the UK). More recently, a 
considerable proportion of EU Objective 1 support has been infrastructure-based 
and Cohesion Fund assistance has also had a strong infrastructure orientation, 
focusing on transport projects and environmental improvements. 
Regional incentives have been at the core of regional policy in most member States 
for much of the past five decades and are still amongst the most durable and 
significant regional policy instruments. There are six distinct types of regional aids: 
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capital grants, interest- or loan-related subsidies, tax concessions, depreciation 
allowances, labour-related subsidies and transport concessions (Table 6.1). 
Regional incentives changed form over time but they exhibit an increasing 
preference for simple and straightforward forms of support (i.e. capital grants). 
There is growing pressure for aid to be even more selective and targeted (not only 
spatially but also with respect to project size and type). 
 
Table 6.1: Regional policy measures in the EU Member States  

Disincentives to location in congested areas or deterrents to location in such areas: this covers  
both cost penalties and permit systems introduced to encourage firms to consider moving to less  
congested, problem region locations.  

Spatial distribution of economic activities of the state: this involves policies which allow state-owned 
concerns to invest or move to locations in the problem region; more generally, it covers measures which aim to 
influence the location of public sector jobs, including those in the civil service.  
Infrastructure provision: this refers to improvements in the physical infrastructure in the problem regions 
including major road and rail links, improvements in water supply and distribution networks and 
telecommunication facilities. 
Regional incentives: involving financial aid schemes to support the development of private-sector firms in 
designated aid areas. The most popular measures by far are grants in support of fixed capital investment, though 
subsidised loans are made as well as fiscal concessions (increasingly rate), labour-related subsidies and, in the 
Nordic member states, transport concessions.  
Support for the business environment: this form of assistance does not involve direct support to individual 
firms but rather focuses on “framework measures” to improve business conditions in problem regions: it 
includes local infrastructure provision (eg. incubator units) as well as measures to enhance information, advice 
and consultancy, education and training and innovation support.    
Planning instruments/development of regional strategies: this involves the use of regional plans and 
programmes to analyse regional strengths and weaknesses and develop appropriate regional strategies in 
response.    

Source: Yuill and McMaster (2001) 
 
From the mid-1970s there was a call for changing the focus of regional policy. The 
so called contemporary approach mainly focuses on framework measures and on 
regional strategy development, but the ‘old fashioned’ policy instruments are still 
amongst the most durable and significant of regional policy instruments in the 
member countries.1 Nevertheless, from the 1980s regional incentive expenditure 
has fallen in many countries, in part due to European Commission pressures on 
state aid to be cut back, but also because of increasing national budgetary 
constraints and a growing reluctance to provide direct business support.  
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an answer to questions 2 (“What regional 
policies have characterised the period starting from 1945 till the present in Italy, 
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom?”) and partially to question 3 (“What is 
the impact of regional policy on firm relocation?”), presented in Chapter 1. 
Besides, it tests Hypothesis 2 (“Although regional incentives promoting firm 
relocation have decreased over time, the contemporary approach to regional policy 
still makes use of these ‘old-fashioned’ measures. In other words, not all the policy 
measures belonging to the contemporary approach are in line with its philosophy”) 
by providing evidence on the cases of Italy, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom. To do that, the present chapter describes the policy measures which 
promoted core-periphery relocation in the three countries (Italy, the Netherlands 
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and the United Kingdom) from 1945 to the present as well as their impact on firm 
migration. 

6.2 Italy  
 

The main problem area in Italy has always been the Mezzogiorno (literally “land of 
the midday sun”, Southern Italy). It comprises more than one-third of the country’s 
population and, by any standard (GNP per capita, basic welfare indicators 
including crime rate, availability of infrastructure, productivity of industry and 
services sector, efficiency of the public administration) there is a permanent gap 
with the rest of the country. During the Intervento Straordinario (Special Aid 
Policy) (1950-1980s) regional policy coverage only concerned the Mezzogiorno, 
but since the beginning of the 1990s, the new territorial policy Intervento 
Ordinario (Ordinary Intervention) was targeted at the Mezzogiorno as well as the 
depressed areas of the centre-north and  this marked a break with a historical 
tradition identifying regional problems with the southern question (Viesti and 
Capriati, 2003). 
This section presents a historical overview of the existing information on the 
relocation of firms from the core areas to the periphery (Mezzogiorno), divided 
into two sub-periods (1945-1980s and 1990s to the present), that has been 
subsidised by policy measures. A particular focus is dedicated to the Area Contract 
policy tool, which started in 1998. 

 
6.2.1 Regional policy measures and firm relocation in 1945-1980s2  
 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
At the end of WWII, the Mezzogiorno was firmly lagging behind Italian average 
development levels.3 The development of the south became therefore one of the 
priorities of the reconstruction process in the early years of Italian democracy. A 
Special Aid Policy for the development of the south (Intervento Straordinario), 
based on the action of a special institution called Cassa per il Mezzogiorno 
(Mezzogiorno Fund), was implemented in 1950 by Law 646. The Cassa was 
established to manage the special funds allocated to the South4, in addition to the 
ordinary programme applicable on a nation-wide basis. Although under 
Government control, the Cassa had the exclusive authority to design, finance and 
implement projects and programmes in eight southern Italian regions (Abruzzo, 
Molise, Campania, Puglia, Basilicata, Calabria, Sicilia and Sardegna, see Figure1.2 
in Chapter 1). From 1950 to 1959, the Cassa’s action was concentrated on carrying 
out a major programme of infrastructural investments and on the support of land 
reform to modernise the still largely feudal agrarian system in the south and to 
alleviate its severe unemployment problem (Giordano and Greco, 2003). The new 
‘motorway of the sun’, for example, enabled northern firms to capture markets in 
the south. Other investments were involved in railroads, water supply and other 
necessary services.  
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In the following phase, during the 1960s, the emphasis shifted towards active 
industrialisation, based on the creation of (i) growth poles, with the promotion of 
industrial development areas and (ii) financial incentives, comprising a range of 
initiatives. The focus was on transferring work and prosperity from the economic 
core areas in the centre-north to the depressed regions in the south. A new system 
of incentives for industrial investments was introduced with the Industrial Area 
Law 634/57. It included exemption from profit taxes for industrial capital 
reinvested in the region, direct grants for plant and machinery, soft loans and 
exemption of customs duties. The combination of direct subsidies of plant and 
machinery and the very low interest loans (3-6 per cent repayable over 10-15 
years) could make up as much as 85 per cent of the total capital invested by a firm 
settling in the south (King, 1985). Besides, national labour agreements of that 
period included different wage levels for southern regions (the so-called Gabbie 
salariali). The wage differential was 10 per cent larger than the productivity 
differential, so that Mezzogiorno enjoyed lower costs per unit of production (Helg 
et al. 2000). 

 
Policy measures and firm migration  

 
The period between 1957 and 1971 was characterised by the spatial distribution of 
economic activities of the state. State-owned firms (Partecipazioni Statali5) had to 
place at least 40 percent of their total investment in the Mezzogiorno and 60 
percent of their new plants.6 The former rose to 60 percent in 1971. In 1978 over 
27 percent of state-holding sector employment was located in the Mezzogiorno, 
compared with 13 percent in 1958 (Yuill and McMaster, 2001). They had to act as 
growth poles7 for the whole economy (Perroux, 1966). The concentration of 
industrial effort into selected growth areas was in response to the realisation that a 
major deterrent to large firms locating in the south was the lack of external 
economies. It was felt that spatial concentration of several firms in a suitable area 
lowers cost of infrastructure provision and leads to the creation of a pool of trained 
and diversified industrial labour. As result, the region as a whole should benefit 
from the spin-off of this industrial development and other firms, both local and 
‘external’ firms, are attracted (see, among others, King, 1985).  
In the period 1950-1970, national non-southern and foreign enterprises moved to 
the Mezzogiorno as well. Most movements of private capital took place in 
chemical and petrochemical production followed by the automobile industry. In 
particular, in the 1950s Montecatini (now Montedison) built two integrated 
chemical complexes in Sicily and Puglia, while in the 1960s Rumianca and Snia 
Viscosa in Sardinia were established. These concerned some large plants for the 
production of petrochemical fibres. In the 1970s the production of motor vehicles 
and related industries took place. Fiat branch plants and related production 
(Magneti Marelli, Fiat group, which produces batteries and electric appliances for 
motor vehicles) started to move southward and they located on the Adriatic coast 
(Abruzzi, Molise, Puglia) and in Sicily. This relocation process supports the 
hypothesis of a precise decentralisation strategy of private capital, inspired by the 
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search for less unionised and less concentrated labour force in peripheral areas and 
the attempt to channel parts of the production cycle into small multilocalised 
plants. 

 
Table 6.2: Number of firms with more than 20 employees and employment in 1977, by ownership 
type  

 Local Private national 
non-local 

Public 
 

Foreign Total 

Number of plants 
(%) 

4,647 
(83,2) 

478 
(8.5) 

266 
(4.8) 

197 
(3.5) 

5,588 
(100.0) 

Employment 
(%) 

267,272 
(43.9) 

127,598 
(21.0) 

152,445 
(25.0) 

61,239 
(10.1) 

608,554 
(100.0) 

Source: Camagni (1983)  
 

Table 6.3: Number of new plants with over 1,000 employees according to type of ownership in the 
Mezzogiorno 

Time period Public Private 
non-local 

Private local 
 

Foreign Total 

Before 1950 7 2 1 1 11 
1951-59 2 4 - - 6 
1960-64 9 4 - 5 18 
1965-69 5 2 - - 7 
1970-74 - 8 - - 8 
After 1974 - 1 - - 1 
Total 23 21 1 6 51 

Source: Saraceno (1980), in Camagni (1983) 
 

On the other hand, initiatives involving foreign capital, were concentrated in the 
telecommunication and electric appliances sectors and were located in the 
provinces of Caserta and Naples. Foreign capital was also involved in the 
pharmaceutical sector. However, as Tables 6.2 and 6.3 show, the location of 
foreign companies in the Mezzogiorno was not very important quantitatively. 
Table 6.5 refers to the list of all southern establishments with more than 1,000 
employees, by their first year of construction, compiled by Saraceno (1980), “the 
father of the special intervention in the Mezzogiorno” (Camagni, 1983). Only one 
plant belongs to a local group (Acciaierie Pugliesi), while 23 plants, accounting for 
62 per cent of total employment, depend on public groups; private national non-
southern groups control 21 plants (out of 52) with 29.5 per cent of total 
employment while foreign groups control seven plants with 7.2 per cent of total 
employment.   
The intervention of state-owned enterprises stopped in 19698, and in the middle of 
the 1970s southward migration of private large plants also slowed down due to the 
oil crisis and the subsequent stagflation, which hit Europe. The industrial crisis 
changed the priorities of the Italian government, which became increasingly 
concerned with supporting the centre-northern industries rather than developing 
exclusively the South. Starting from the 1980s, public intervention became less 
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predisposed to the Mezzogiorno and by 1984 the percentage of national public 
expenditure devoted to the south was actually less than that in the north. 
Economic policy in the Mezzogiorno became progressively more oriented towards 
subsidies for households and labour cost advantages9 rather than towards creating 
conditions for autonomous, market-oriented, development.  
The net increase of 608,554 in industrial employment in the south was 
“disappointingly small” (Smith, 1981) and state firms accounted only for 25 
percent (see Table 6.4). The spatial concentration of large firms, mainly state-
owned, in selected growth areas did not promote the development of local private 
industries. Some authors called the southward migration of big plants 
‘industrialisation without development’ and ‘cathedrals in the desert’ (Saraceno, 
1980), disconnected from the local economic environment and lacking the input-
output linkages with other local concerns that typify a modern industrial complex 
(Smith, 1981). However, the situation was not the same all over the Mezzogiorno. 
A minority of regions and provinces (around 25%) were able to start a 
development process (i.e. clusters of locally-owned firms developed, both in 
manufacturing and tourism) (Helg et al., 2000).  
There is no doubt that the policy of regional incentives has attracted a good deal of 
industry to the Mezzogiorno in 1950-1980s. Per capita income was 45 percent 
lower than in centre-north in 1950, while in 1974 it was 40 percent lower. In 1952-
1973 GDP per capita in the Mezzogiorno increased 4.6 percent yearly on average. 
In 1974-1998 the growth rate fell to 1.6 percent while at the end of the 1990s the 
gap between North and South came back to the levels of the period after WWII 
(SVIMEZ, 2000). However, it is also clear that the southern model of 
industrialisation was a ‘dependent’ model, many of the plants that relocated 
belonged to the state-owned giants IRI and ENI which were obliged by law to 
move south (King, 1985). The kind of industry which has emerged in the South 
was capital intensive because it was strongly conditioned by the nature of the 
incentives based on capital criteria not on labour or value-added or other measures. 
These industries did not generate substantial multiplier effects (Smith, 1981).  
 
6.2.2 Regional policy measures and firm relocation in 1990-2000s 

 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
After having been unsuccessful for a long period, the Special Aid Policy was 
definitively abolished in 1992 and the whole set of policy instruments for regional 
development in the south was re-designed. The policy interventions’ responsibility 
was assigned to the ordinary administrations rather than to ad hoc instruments and 
authorities such as the Cassa per il Mezzogiorno. There was a change from an 
extraordinary institutional model to an ordinary one, labelled Ordinary 
Intervention.10 The shift from the Special Aid Policy, based on the traditional 
principles, to the Ordinary Intervention, founded on the contemporary principles, 
was based on the idea that both the state and the European Union should restrain as 
much as possible from attempting to artificially divert, by means of financial 
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incentives and subsidies, firms’ investments towards less advanced areas. 
Incentives can temporarily compensate return differentials between areas; but the 
Italian new territorial policy envisages that they should be reduced to a minimum 
(Viesti and Prota, 2004). As MEF-DPS11 (2003) states, “incentives and subsidies 
provide inevitable transitional compensation, as long as they are both limited and 
targeted”.  
Rather than being directed at specific industrial or services sectors, the new policy 
aimed at promoting territorial resources, agglomerations and networks (OECD 
2001) and covered not only the Mezzogiorno but also other ‘depressed areas’12 of 
the country. The Ministry of the Treasury (now Ministry of Economics and 
Finance) was entrusted with orientation, co-ordination, promotion and diffusion of 
methods for territorial competitiveness policies, for which an internal Department 
for Development and Cohesion Policy (DPS) was created. The DPS was active in 
European regional policy and capital spending in depressed areas, providing 
guidelines and rules, diagnostic monitoring and technical assistance. The various 
bodies previously linked to extraordinary intervention were restructured and 
merged, in the course of 1999, into the Sviluppo Italia (literally, “development 
Italy”) Agency (Viesti and Capriati, 2003). Sviluppo Italia operates under the 
Ministry of Treasury, Budget and Economic Planning and brings together a number 
of existing agencies and promotional bodies. Its goal is to promote the 
development of the Italian productive system, develop integrated projects which 
create jobs and improve the planning capabilities of central and local governments. 
Moreover, an increased emphasis was placed on the regional level, partly because 
of the 1997 Bassanini Law which aimed to reform the Italian public administration 
by reserving only certain functions to the central administration and transferring 
the remainder to regional and local government, but also because of the perceived 
success of a number of regional-level economic development ‘agreements’ (Yuill 
and Wishlade, 2001). 
The new policy focused on the following measures:  

• an automatic system of incentives to firms (Law 488 and tax credit), which 
could reduce the extent of subsidisation by creating competition among 
firms;  

• new partnership-based instruments (in the field of local development 
“Programmazione Negoziata”) encouraging local authorities to co-operate 
among themselves and with private agents and firms to design integrated 
territorial projects. The Negotiated Plans were based upon three measures: 
Territorial Pact, Program Contract and Area Contract.  

Long-distance relocation to the south in the 1990s-2000s, both by centre-northern 
and foreign firms, has been promoted by Law 488, Program Contracts and Area 
Contracts. Data on new investments subsidised by these three policy measures are 
presented in the following sections, with a particular focus on the Area Contract.   
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Policy measures and firm migration  

 
Inducements to industry in the Mezzogiorno were virtually non-operational in the 
1992-1996 period and were substituted by a new scheme, Law 488, which came 
into effect in 1996. Law 488 became the main cost reduction intervention, through 
incentives, in favour of new investments in the Mezzogiorno after the termination 
of the Extraordinary Intervention.  
In 1996-2002, Law 488 financed 30,469 investment projects in Italy (Table 6.6) 
with public funds at a cost of € 14.7 billion (of which € 6 billion came from 
Structural Funds); total investment amounted to € 56.1 billion, 432,000 jobs were 
created. Sixty-seven percent of all projects were in the Mezzogiorno (the others in 
areas of centre-north which are eligible for state aid as defined by article 87.3.c of 
the EU Treaty13); they received 88% of public funds, determined 69.5% of total 
investment and 75% of employment created (Viesti and Capriati, 2003).  

 
Table 6.4: Law 488/1992 

Law 488/1992 is assigned to the Ministry for Productive Activities and operates in all depressed areas 
of the country, both in the southern regions (areas under Objective 1) and in the centre-north. Law 
488 is characterised by a semi-automatic selection scheme in order to accelerate the process of bank 
processing and ministerial evaluation so that firms can obtain immediate financing for new 
investment in eligible areas.14  
The scheme is administrated on a competitive basis in the sense that applicants are submitted to an 
annual deadline and assisted in order of merit until the funds for that tranche of applications are 
exhausted. The ranking of a project in the application process is determined with respect to a “score” 
based on five evaluation criteria: (i) the proportion of own funds invested in the project in relation to 
the total investment; (ii) the number of jobs created in relation to investment; (iii) the value of 
assistance sought as a proportion of the maximum rate applicable in the region; (iv) regional priorities 
regarding project type and sector; (v) an indicator related to the environmental impact of the project. 
This incentive scheme is targeted at firms, independent of their size, operating in the industry, 
services or tourism sectors. There are six areas and they are: Industry, Tourism, Commerce, 
Handicraft, Environment15 and Smaller Islands.16 The Ministry operates an ex-ante distribution of 
financial resources among regions.17  
 

Table 6.5: Investment projects subsidised by Law 488/92 in the period 1996-2002 

 Italy South 
Number of investment projects financed 30,469 20,406 
Public funds (€ bn) 16.7 14. 
Total investment (€ bn) 56.1 39.0 
Employment 432,000 324,000 
Source: Elaboration by Viesti and Capriati (2003) on data by MEF – DPS (2003) 
 
Table 6.6 only presents the approved proposals for investing in industrial activities 
(“Industry” area) in the Mezzogiorno from 1996 to the beginning of 200218 (see 
SVIMEZ, 2002 and Mariotti and Prezioso, 2002). Investments by centre-northern 
firms cover 5% (849) of the total. However, this number is partially understimated 
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because, mainly for fiscal reasons, centre-northern companies sometimes prefer to 
establish a new firm in the south rather than open a branch (see Chiri et al. 1998).  
 
Table 6.6: Industrial investment projects in the Mezzogiorno by Centre-Northern firms - Law 488/92 
(from 1996 to the beginning of 2002) 

 N. 
applications 

Investments
(€ billion) 

Subsidies
(€ billion)

Increase 
in 

employment 
(expected) 

Investment 
for 

employee 
(expected)
(x € 1,000)

Reduction for 
employee 
(expected) 
(x € 1,000) 

Total firms 16,627 32.6 13.0 269,361   
From C-N  849 8.9 2.8 32.541 273.50 86 
Type of 
investment  

      

New plant  421 3.5 1.4 24.559 143 57 
Expansion 221 2.9 0.8 7.507 386 107 
Renovation  174 1.9 0.5 317 5.994 1.577 
Source: Bianchi and Mariotti (2003) - elaboration on SVIMEZ (2002) - data from IPI and Ministero 
dell’Industria  

Figure 6.1: Manufacturing Initiatives in the Mezzogiorno subsidised by Law 488 (1996-2002) 
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Source: Mariotti and Prezioso (2002) - elaboration of IPI data -Ministero delle Attività Produttive 

Centre-northern investors are mainly large firms; they cover 68% of total 
investments. About 50% of the 849 approved proposals concern new plants, while 
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expansion and renovation projects are one-fourth and one-third of the total, 
respectively. Over 70% of investments belong to firms from Lombardy, Lazio and 
Piedmont (Table 6.7 in Appendix 2). In particular, Lombardy, the region that 
profited most from the Law 488 incentives, accounts for 32.3% of total investment 
and 42% of subsidies. By contrast, the number of north-eastern investors in the 
Mezzogiorno is negligible. This can be explained both by their attitude to 
relocating to South East Europe for cost advantages and geographical proximity, 
and by their negative ‘perception’ of the southern areas (see Bianchi and Mariotti, 
2003; AA.VV., 2002). The majority of manufacturing initiatives is concentrated in 
four southern regions: Campania received over one-fourth (236), and together with 
Sicily (143), Puglia (124) and Sardinia (117) the four regions together account for 
three-quarters of projects. Campania is the traditional receiver region of ‘external’ 
investments, which are located in the Napoli-Caserta axis. Nevertheless, it is 
important to emphasise that the geographical distribution of investments is 
influenced by the amount of incentives in the south that varies in the areas and over 
the years.  
The sectors of the southern industries that gained, in absolute value, most of the 
incentives are telecommunications and the automobile industry (see Viesti, 2002a). 
On the other hand, in terms of approved proposals, investments by centre-north 
firms mainly focused on the manufacture of electric appliances, food industry, and 
the manufacture of coke and transport equipment (Table 6.8 in Appendix 2). 
According to the Pavitt (1984) classification, about 74% of all projects are 
concentrated in ‘scale-intensive’ sectors (44.5%) and ‘traditional’ sectors (29.2%); 
the rest concern high-tech and specialised sectors. At the geographical level, high-
technology activities are concentrated in the three largest regions: Campania, Sicily 
and Sardinia. Campania is a stronghold for ICT investments, hardware as well as 
software, a tendency that is confirmed by recent analysis on foreign initiatives in 
the region (see Viesti, 2002a). In the region of Sicily, high-tech investments are 
located in the capital city Catania where the so-called “Etna Valley” is located. 
Etna Valley houses a cluster of firms in electronics and chemicals and 
pharmaceutical industries, which originally grew around a multinational company 
ST-Microelectronics.19 Sardinia attracts ICT investments to capital city Cagliari 
where a cluster of high-tech firms is located. Specialised sectors are less 
concentrated, and they are spread all over Puglia, Calabria, Sicily and Sardinia.  
In brief, it can be stated that the number of firms from the centre-north that 
invested in the Mezzogiorno is rather small when compared to the total (5%). They 
are medium and large companies operating in the ‘traditional southern’ sectors that 
received subsidies to expand, sometimes differentiate, their production capacity 
(50% opened new plants). The so-called ‘traditional southern’ sectors correspond 
to the traditional and scale-intensive sectors in the Pavitt classification. This 
reflects the weakness of the Southern areas due to the north-south dualism. 
Besides, the concentration of investments in the ‘traditional’ sectors on the one 
hand reinforces the specialisation of southern areas, but on the other hand it does 
not induce a diversification of the production basis. 
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In 2001 an investment tax credit was introduced, to be utilised in the Mezzogiorno 
and the centre-north eligible areas. Recourse to the tool of investment tax credits 
aimed to make up for the negative profitability differential of investments in 
Southern Italy. Over € 2.2 billion were paid out in the 2001-2002 period through 
tax compensation (Viesti and Capriati, 2003). Tax credits were subjected to 
application-related changes with a view to guaranteeing the financial commitment 
accompanying this tool and ensuring that enterprises used the funds within 
specified time periods. Tax credits, however, have been suspended and 
reformulated in 2002, due to the lack of financial resources (MEF-DPS 2003). So 
the more recent period (2002-3) has been characterised by a growing uncertainty 
over the effectiveness of policy measures (Trigilia and Viesti 2002). 

 
Table 6.9: The measures of the Negotiated Plans  

The Program Contract (Contratto di Programma) was adopted by the Italian government in the 
1980s and it was incorporated in the new policy. With Program Contracts, the central administration 
promotes the implementation of large-scale industrial development projects in lagging areas in the 
Mezzogiorno or, since 1992, in some target areas in the centre-north (law 64/1986). The Program 
Contract, stipulated autonomously (e.g. at the request of the parties concerned) or in the execution 
of a programme agreement or understanding, is meant specifically for large companies, either 
national or foreign, or consortia of SMEs (and the representatives of industrial districts). This policy 
instrument is employed for the realisation of industrial investments together with research activities, 
both R&D centres and projects and training of personnel, whether for newly created or pre-existent 
jobs. 
The Area Contract (Contratto d’Area) is a policy tool for the implementation of new business 
initiatives and the creation of new jobs in industry, agro-industry, services and tourism, in 
designated territories facing employment crisis (Law 662/96). It can be defined as an operative 
instrument agreed by the national and local governments, businesses organisations and unions, as 
well as local actors and other parties concerned, for the realisation of measures oriented to speed up 
the development and the creation of new employment in designated territories, facing employment 
crisis. A series of agreements characterize this instrument. These include: an agreement between 
social partners on labour flexibility and wage moderation; agreements among public institutions to 
simplify and speed up procedures; agreements with the banking system for access to credit; and 
legal protocols for improved public order conditions in the territory.  The government guarantees 
financial incentives to companies in response to agreements made. 
The Territorial Pact (Patto Territoriale) is specifically designed to promote trust in the territory 
and to stimulate and co-ordinate investment by private enterprises and local administrations. This 
instrument aims at territorial development from the bottom up, by means of infrastructure 
investments combined with incentives for companies that undertake integrated projects in the fields 
of industry, agro-industry, services and tourism.   

 
In the same period of Law 488/92, a promotion policy called ‘Negotiated Plans’ 
(Act 662/96) was presented. It aims at promoting the local context, modifying the 
relational system among actors (public and private), encouraging co-operation, 
collaboration and trust, stimulating the joint production of public goods and 
encourages direct investments from outside the area (Viesti and Capriati, 2003). 
The development process fostered by the promotion policy focuses on a “bottom-
up” approach (De Vivo, 2000) and it is based upon three measures: Territorial Pact, 
Program Contract and Area Contract. Although each one has been thought up to 
answer different requirements, the common feature is the exchange between the 
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government and the other subjects or actors: in return the government “gains” (or 
hopes to) local development (growth, employment, training, investments, technical 
progress) from different actors (companies, local institutions, consortia of small 
companies, representatives of industrial districts) who pursue their own objectives 
which are considered potentially convergent with those of the national government 
(see, among others, Del Monte, 1998; Giunta and Florio, 2002) (Table 6.10 a, b). 
As stated earlier, among the measures of the Negotiated Plans, those subsidising 
‘external’ investments in the south are the Program Contracts and the Area 
Contract.  
The Program Contract is an ‘old fashioned’ tool. It was adopted by the Italian 
Government in 1986 during the Extraordinary intervention but its philosophy and 
characteristics did not change when the Extraordinary intervention was abolished 
and the Negotiated Planning regulations came into act (Giunta and Florio, 2002). 
The beneficiaries20 of Program Contracts (from now on PC), which have been 
approved in 1986-2001, are mainly large Italian companies, most of them private 
and originating from the centre-north (i.e. Barilla, Fiat, Olivetti and Piaggio), 
followed by multinational companies (Bull, IBM, Snia, Getrag, Texas Instruments, 
Bosh, Ericson ) or joint ventures (as in the case of the Italian-French partnership 
SGS-Thomson, now STMicroelectronics). Both Italian and foreign firms tend to 
locate in areas where there are agglomerations, and clusters and where 
multinational companies still operate (Basile, 2001).  
A few contracts involve consortia of local SMEs and one of them (ACM) mainly 
concerns northern firms21 (80% from Piedmont, 20% from Lombardy) which had 
pre-existing supplier relationships with FIAT in Melfi (in Basilicata).22 Besides, 
two contracts involve former state-owned companies (Eni and IRI).  

 
Tables 6.10 (a) and (b): Program Contracts approved between 1986 and 2001 by centre-northern and 
foreign firms 

a) Origin 
Origin No. Program 

Contracts 
Investments 
(€ million) 

State 
contribution 

(€ million) 

New jobs 
(projected) 

Centre-north  23 8,525.4 3,635.4 21,979 
Foreign  13 1,934.1 1,022.1 6,872 
Total  36 10,459.5 4,657.5 28,851 

 
b) Destination 
 Multi- 

regional 
Calabria Sardinia Campania Puglia Basilicata Sicily 

Program 
contracts 

15 2 4 7 5 1 2 

Investments  
(€ million) 

7,828.2 117.3 757 450 800 160 340 

State 
contribution  
(€ million) 

3,532.6 41.5 288.4 130 400 50 190 

New jobs  20,060 517 878 1,395 2,600 1,686 1,715 
Source: Elaboration on SVIMEZ (2002) 
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Tables 6.10(a) and 6.11(b) show that from 1986 to 2001, 23 centre-northern firms 
have signed PCs which created 21,979 new jobs against 13 foreign firms with 6872 
jobs. Total investment costs were estimated at € 10,459.4 million of which 44.5% 
was covered by public finance.23 Most of the investment was for fixed capital but 
some contracts covered also R&D and personnel training expenditures (Florio and 
Valsecchi, 1998). About 41% of the new investments concern more than one 
southern region; 19% are located in Campania and 14% in Puglia. The industrial 
sectors involved are: automobile and automobile components, advanced 
microelectronics and chemicals, information science and technology, tourist sector 
and agro-industry. There are also, although to a much smaller extent, investments 
in light industry such as furniture, shoes, jewellery and tourism.  
 
6.2.3 A focus on the Area Contract  

 
The Area Contract (from now on AC) profoundly differs from Law 488 and the 
Program Contract, because of its bottom up approach. It does not only provide 
incentives to new establishments and infrastructures but it promotes agreements 
(concertazione) between public and private, local and external actors to create 
suitable conditions for the location of SMEs in areas facing employment crisis 
(‘crisis areas’). Financial grants may cover – or exceed in some cases – up to 65% 
of real investments. These are: (1) ‘automatic’ incentives and/or incentives 
disbursed in the form of a ‘tax bonus’ which the beneficiary company may use to 
pay revenues on fiscal account; and (2) incentives offered by Law 488. Labour 
incentives, resulting from the agreement among social bodies (trade unions and 
trade associations), contribute to reintegrate the expelled labour force into the 
production context. Moreover, grants for workforce training as well as for the 
promotion and development of young entrepreneurs are available. Finally, there are 
fiscal grants for SMEs that employ workers in Objective 1 areas (ex art.4, Law 
449/97). The AC-granted sectors are: industry, agro-industry, production of 
thermal energy or electricity using biomass, services and tourism. They are 
supposed to play an important role in stimulating the patrimony of the area and the 
region as a whole. Besides, the promotion of SMEs in the southern areas was seen 
as a way to facilitate the creation of clusters resembling the industrial districts of 
the Third Italy.  
The AC agreement is signed by trade unions, trade associations, regional and local 
authorities, firms that have formulated the investment project, local development 
agencies and the Responsabile Unico24 (area development manager). The AC 
requires, by law, an intermediary party that should have the requisites to start 
global subventions from the side of the EU.25 The goal of this party, represented by 
a local development agency (public-private company) or by a public authority, is to 
promote the socio-economic development of the areas, by means of (i) assisting 
investors in the location process; (ii) putting the global subventions into operation; 
(iii) keeping a record of expenses of the financial resources belonging to the AC; 
(iv) monitoring the approved initiatives; (v) writing periodic reports on the 
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implementation of the AC; (vi) verifying the environmental conformity of the 
interventions; (vii) propagating the results of the policy measures both at local and 
central levels; (viii) reassigning the financial resources resulting from project 
renunciations and revocation (Gastaldi et al., 2003). 
The area development manager is responsible for coordinating all the actors 
involved in the contract and to prevent delays in the realisation. Trade unions and 
the national trade association (Confindustria) negotiate the cost of labour; local 
development agency assists the area development manager during the process; 
trade associations from the areas of origin and destination of investments twin to 
assist firms in the relocation process; and safety is guaranteed in the areas.  
 
Figure 6.2: Geographical distribution of Contratti d’area and Protocolli aggiuntivi 
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The AC is an innovative tool because it initiates dialogue among local actors and 
helps them work together for a common goal i.e. to promote socio-economic 
development of the areas. Besides, it favours ‘exogenous’ small and medium-size 
investments as well as ‘endogenous’ business initiatives. In order to stimulate 
Italian firms from the centre-north, to look at investments opportunities abroad, and 
to take into consideration the location advantages offered in the areas of the 
Mezzogiorno, two agreements (gemellaggio, literally “twinning”) between 
entrepreneurial associations in the north and south have been signed. The first and 
most successful is the agreement between the Entrepreneurial Association of 
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Capitanata (province of Foggia, where the municipally of Manfredonia is located) 
in the Puglia region, with respective entrepreneurial associations in Treviso and 
Vicenza, in the North East. The second is the gemellaggio between the trade 
association of Crotone (AC of Crotone) in the Calabria region, and Assolombarda 
(Lombardy region) that did not show the same positive results (see Bianchi and 
Mariotti, 2002; 2003) (see section 7.2).  
According to the most recent monitoring of the AC policy measure26, in the period 
March 1998- December 2003, 18 ACs and 14 Protocolli Aggiuntivi (additional 
protocols to the contracts) have been signed. Of those, 15 are located in the 
Mezzogiorno and 3 in the centre-north (La Spezia, in Liguria; Montalto di Castro 
in Lazio; Terni Narni Spoleto in Umbria) (Figure 6.2). Seventeen ACs have been 
financed by public funds while the AC of Montalto di Castro is privately-financed. 
The first ACs and Protocolli Aggiuntivi have been signed in 1998, while the most 
recent was established in 2003. The most recent projects are going to be completed 
in the years 2004-2005 because the time needed to construct buildings and basic 
infrastructure varies from 12 to 36 months. 
As presented in Table 6.11, the specific goal of ten ACs is the regeneration of large 
vacant industrial sites, previously occupied by state-owned enterprises which had 
been induced to open new plants in the Mezzogiorno during the Intervento 
Straordinario, as explained in section 6.2.1. 

 
Table 6.11: Area Contracts concerning de-industrialised areas where State-owned enterprises were 
located  

State-owned firms  Area contract areas 
ENI Crotone, Manfredonia, Ottana, Sulcis-Iglesiente, Sassari Alghero Porto 

Torres, Gela  
IRI Torrese Stabiese, Terni Narni Spoleto  
Private firms  Area contract areas 
Pirelli  Airola, Villafranca Tirrena (Messina)  

Source: Dipartimento per lo Sviluppo delle Economie Territoriali – SVIMEZ (2004) 
 

Table 6.12: Investment projects subsidised by the Area Contract and Protocolli aggiuntivi (at 31-12-
2003)  

Macro areas Business initiatives  Public resources  No. of forecasted jobs  
 No. € million  € million  No. 

South  524 2,594.6 2,038.1 15,595 
Centre-North*  53 175.0 64.2 1,631 
Total  577 2,769.6 2,100.5 17,226 
Source: SVIMEZ (2004) 
 

At the time of subscription, the eligible projects comprised 652 business initiatives 
and 24 infrastructural investments. The business initiatives accounted for an 
investment amount of € 3,293 million. Government subsidy’s share for business 
investments was of € 2,100 million (about 64% of total) and the projected number 
of jobs was 21,117. The analysis of investment per job created shows that a much 
larger amount of public investments has been directed to the southern ACs.  



103  

Tables 6.12 presents the most recent monitoring of ACs’. About 12% of the 
eligible projects have been revoked or abandoned. The new number of business 
initiatives is 577, of which 524 are located in the south and 53 in the centre-north. 
They total € 2,769 million of investment, of which € 2,100 million concern public 
resources (about 76%). The number of forecasted jobs is 17,226. 
Business projects in the centre-north account for a smaller amount of invested 
money in comparison with the southern initiatives (about € 3.3 million for each 
project in the centre-north and about € 5 million in the south). This difference is 
confirmed and even more accentuated if we look at the public resources granted: 
grants of about € 4 million were made with public funds for each project in the 
south, while centre-northern projects receive € 1.2 each.  
As far as the sector is concerned, business initiatives in the manufacturing sector 
account for 81.3% of all projects and 78.9% of the total investment amount, while 
services account for 17.0% and 15.2%, respectively. The investments in the 
manufacturing industry are highly diversified. Metallurgy has captured the majority 
of the projects (13.6%) and is followed by  the category ‘services’, which registers 
10.3% of all initiatives. Food industry is in the third position with 10.1% of 
initiatives. In terms of investment amount, ‘manufacture of other non-metallic 
mineral products’ records 12.8% and is followed by metallurgy (11.9%) and hotels 
and restaurants (10.6%). 
Several ACs show a concentration in specific sectors. In Airola, three projects out 
of five are in the textile industry and account for 91% of total investments in the 
area; La Spezia accommodates seven initiatives, out of eight, in the services sector 
that registers 98% of total investment; five out of 14 projects in Torrese Stabiese 
belong to hotels and the tourist sector, and makes up 83.3% of total investment; 
finally in Gioia Tauro, Sulcis Iglesiente and Avellino there is an investment 
concentration in metallurgy (47.8%, 43.4% and 35.4%, respectively). 
The food industry, which is of scarce importance in terms of total investment 
value, is concentrated in Gela (19.2% of the total number of projects and 28.9% of 
all investments) and Messina (about 26% for the number of projects and the 
investment amount). Services, besides being located in La Spezia (87.5% of total 
number and 98% of investments), are in Sassari Alghero Porto Torres (29.8 of the 
total number and 25.3% of investments), Torrese Stabiese (57.1% of all projects 
and 87.4% of investments), Molise Interno (27% and 4.5% respectively) and Terni 
Narni Spoleto (29.8% and 4% respectively). 
Investments in the electronic sector are concentrated in the following three areas, 
as for the number of projects and investments: Potenza (19.6% of total investment 
and 17.4% of projects), Sassari Alghero Porto Torres (18.5% of investment and 
16.2% of projects) and Manfredonia (3.9% of investments and 10.8% of projects). 
The last consideration regards the projects’ origin.  
As concerns investment origin, at the end of 2002, 12 southern areas 
accommodated ‘external’ eligible investments (Table 6.13). Of those, 100% of the 
investments located in Airola, 60% of the initiatives settled in Manfredonia,             
about 50% of those located in Ottana and Potenza, come from the centre-north. In 
particular, the textile plants located in Airola come from the province of Bergamo 
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in Lombardy, while the ‘external’ investments in Manfredonia originated from the 
Veneto region (provinces of Vicenza and Treviso). In Manfredonia, the 
gemellaggio between the entrepreneurs’ associations in the north and in the south 
promoted the attraction of northern investments in the area. On the other hand, 
other ACs (i.e. Agrigento, Messina, Gela and Gioia Tauro) mainly subsidise 
indigenous initiatives, as will be emphasised in section 7.2.1 where a detailed 
analysis of a sample of 254 investments in the southern ACs is presented. 
 
Table 6.13: Origin of the AC-granted investments  

 Investment origin (%) 

Area contract  Centre-North (a) Local (b) n.a. (c) 
Agrigento - 100 (d) - 
Airola 100 - - 
Avellino 20 (e) 83 - 
Crotone 30 70 - 
Gela  - 100 - 
Gioia Tauro  - 100 - 
Manfredonia  60 40 - 
Messina 8 92 - 
Molise Interno  2 61 37 
Ottana 47 53 - 
Potenza 48 52 - 
Salerno 10 90 - 
Sassari-Alghero-Porto Torres 18 82 - 
Sulcis-Iglesiente 28 72 - 
Torrese-Stabiese 43 57 - 
(a) Initiatives originating from the Centre-North. These can either be branches of centre-northern firms or new 
firms. 
(b) Initiatives originating from the local area or southern areas. 
(c) Not available. 
(d) About 8.3% of the initiatives concerns minority share holdings of centre-northern and/or foreign firms. 
(e) Share holding of foreign firm. 
Source: SVIMEZ (2003) 
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6.3 The Netherlands  
 
The Netherlands, like many other countries, is characterised by a certain regional 
variation in the nature and intensity of economic development. Since the Second 
World War an increasing number of efforts have been undertaken by the Dutch 
government to solve problems of the regions in question. The character of the 
regional problem in the Netherlands changed over time but the main policy goal 
has always been to help underdeveloped areas to catch up with the western core of 
the country (the so-called Randstad) (Figure 6.3).  
Since the start of Dutch regional policy in 1951, two types of regional problems 
have dominated the discussion: regional unemployment problems in a variable 
number of peripheral areas and congestion problems in the big urban 
agglomeration in the western core of the country, the so-called Randstad 
(Oosterhaven, 1996).  
 

Figure 6.3: Area coverage of studies on the volume and type of movement, 1950-1980 
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Legend:  
The Randstad (encompassing the three western provinces, North Holland, South Holland and Utrecht); the 
periphery (mainly the north of the country and South Limburg). 
The intermediate zone (defined in line with the Dutch spatial planning practice). 
Source: Molle (1983)  
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The peripheral areas of the Netherlands are: the under-industrialised rural areas, 
especially in the north of the country, but also in Zeeland in the south-west, and the 
industrial areas in need of rejuvenation, the prime example being South Limburg 
(Boersma, 1980). Since the post-war period, the main policy tools adopted to 
stimulate investment in such problem regions consisted of investment premiums (in 
various forms) and infrastructure programmes (of various arrangements). The first 
is a more direct way of stimulating firm locations, by offering a concrete financial 
compensation to a firm locating in a development region, while the second is an 
indirect measure (such as infrastructural investments) which may tempt 
entrepreneurs to locate in an area they formerly ignored as a location alternative 
(Oosterhaven, 1996).27  
The correction of regional unemployment differences in the Netherlands was not 
the only argument for conducting a regional policy. In the 1950s, the growing 
awareness that the western part of the country was reaching its limits in terms of 
people, firms, infrastructure and traffic increased the impetus to transfer part of the 
economic activities from the west of the country to the relatively ‘empty’ areas of 
the north (Van Dijk and Pellenbarg, 1996). In the first half of the 1970s the so-
called ‘spreading policy’ was set up. It included two direct and restrictive 
measures: the relocation of government offices out from the Randstad and the 
disincentive policy measure SIR. In the course of time, however, the northern part 
of the country (notably the provinces of Groningen and Friesland) retained a long 
tradition of high unemployment, resulting from below-average growth of industry 
and services or from difficulties in restructuring (Van Dijk and Pellenbarg, 1996).  
This section is divided into three main parts. The first and the second refer to the 
periods 1945-1980s and 1990-2000s, respectively. Each part starts with a short 
description of the regional problem itself, to better understand the regional 
inequalities in the Netherlands that were and still are the object of regional policy 
measures. Regional policy is presented with a specific focus on the measures 
promoting firm relocation towards the depressed areas. Then an overview of firm 
migration studies in the period of analysis is presented. The third part of this 
section is dedicated to the analysis of the Investment Premium Regulation (IPR) 
policy tool over the decade 1993-2003.  

 
6.3.1 Regional policy measures and firm relocation in 1945-1980s 

 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
As in many other countries, the first regional policy measures undertaken in the 
Netherlands were very much infrastructure-based. Over the years, however, the 
infrastructure policies have been complemented by other policy instruments. The 
most important of these have been financial incentives to firms locating in 
development nuclei within the designated problem regions. Such incentives were 
first introduced in 1953 and, despite a number of changes in subsequent years, they 
have always remained a major part of the package. These aids will be discussed 
here, with reference to the regional policy coverage.  
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In the immediate post-war period, the focus of the regional economic policy was on 
areas facing high rates of structural unemployment. For example, in South-East 
Drenthe, one of the worst-affected areas in the country, the unemployment rate in 
1950 was 15.5 per cent, while the average rate for the Netherlands as a whole was 
less than one-sixth that level. Where the problem could not be solved by out-
migrating and where there seemed to be at least potential for cost-effective 
industrial development, then such areas were designated as Development Areas. By 
1951 nine Development Areas28, in the thinly populated northern and southern 
parts of the country, had been classified and remained in force until 1959 
(Boersma, 1980; Oosterhaven, 1996; Atzema and Wever, 1994; see Figure 6.4). In 
these areas, 40 industrial nuclei were designated in order to stimulate development. 
In the first period of regional policy, the number of new jobs grew considerably in 
the Development Areas and the new workers were mainly employed in large firms, 
like Philips. Besides the principle “work to the workers”, promoted by government 
incentives, “workers to the work” also followed. Unemployed people were 
subsidized to migrate from the areas with higher unemployment (Oosterhaven, 
1996).  
In the mid-1950s and into the 1960s the problem of structural unemployment in 
particular areas of the country continued, largely as a consequence of agricultural 
rundown and shortage of alternative jobs. Between 1950 and 1970 over 250,000 
jobs were lost within agriculture. In the second decade of the 1960s further minor 
extensions of the designated problem areas were made and the areas were renamed 
Stimulation Areas. Moreover, South Limburg, Twente, Tilburg, East Brabant and 
North Brabant were labelled Reconversion Areas because of the different nature of 
their problems. When the decision was taken to rely on other energy sources (and, 
above all, on natural gas) rather than on coal mining, the potential impact on the 
coal mining region of South Limburg, with its few alternative employment 
opportunities, was severe. Accordingly, the area was designated a Reconversion 
Area in 1966 and attempts were made to attract industry into it. Tilburg, Twente, 
East Brabant and North Brabant, heavily reliant on a struggling textiles industry, 
were designated Reconversion Areas in 1968 (Boersma, 1980). As presented in 
Figure 6.5, by the late 1960s and early 1970s, large areas of the country were either 
Stimulation Areas or Reconversion Areas, and as such were in receipt of regional 
assistance.  
As stated earlier, incentives were first introduced in 1953. These awarded grants of 
25 per cent of the construction costs of industrial buildings, but only up to a 
maximum of NLG 25 per square metre of floor space. In addition, the new 
establishment had to create 10 new jobs and at least one worker had to be 
employed for every 50 square metres of floorspace. Levels of award were even 
more linked to floor space by changes made in 1959 and in 1965.29 In 1967 a new 
type of incentive was introduced into the incentive system aiming ‘particularly to 
increase its appeal to the technologically advanced, capital-intensive industries 
that appeared to the Dutch (authorities) … to have the power to attract ancillary 
enterprises to a lagging region’ (Boersma, 1980). The new measure was the 
investment premium (Investerings Premie Regeling - IPR). It subsidised not just 
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building costs but the total investment sum, with a premium which has gone up and 
down in the course of time, averaging some 25 percent of the total investment sum 
(Van Dijk and Pellenbarg, 1996). It was totally unrelated to the floor space and 
carried with it no requirement to create jobs. Initially it was seen as an alternative 
to the incentives described above but later it replaced them. 
In 1972, major structural changes in the regional socio-economic policy were 
implemented; comprehensive plans were drawn up for various development 
regions, integrating physical and socio-economic planning. The designated area 
coverage was cut back dramatically to include only the Northern Development 
Area (i.e. the provinces of Groningen, Friesland, Drenthe and small parts of 
Overijssel) and the Reconversion Area of South Limburg (Figure 6.6). For these 
regions Integrated Structure Plans (ISPs) were to be developed, which not only 
concentrated on economic aspects but also contained spatial- and social-cultural 
aspects. The ISP programme took the form of five-year plans and over time 
different action targets and project forms have been chosen.  
Although the congested west of the Netherlands, and in particular the Randstad, 
had become a problem area30 since the 1950s31, it was not before the first half of 
the 1970s that the ‘spreading policy’ was effectively implemented, which included 
direct and restrictive policy measures, namely: the relocation of government offices 
and Selective Investment Regulation (SIR). The first measure, similar to the 
growth pole strategy, led to the relocation of 16,000 jobs to three cities in the 
Northern Netherlands and one city in Southern Limburg (Oosterhaven, 1996). The 
disincentive policy instrument (SIR) was based on financial levies on investment in 
the congested areas and special permits from the Ministry of Economic Affairs 
(Klaassen and Molle, 1980; Boersma, 1980) (Figure 6.6). However, the growing 
opposition from the western part of the country together with a worsening 
economic climate in the Netherlands delayed the introduction of the measure and 
changed its character (see Boersma, 1980, for a detailed description). Besides, in 
the mid-1970s, the investment premiums were further strengthened by means of the 
national Investment Account Law (WIR), which contained special regional 
allowances for high unemployment areas (Oosterhaven, 1996). 
In the 1950s unemployed workers were subsidised to migrate from the depressed 
east to the prosperous west. By the middle of the 1960s they were aided only to 
migrate to so-called development nuclei within the problem areas, while managers 
in the Randstad were subsidised to move with their firms to the problem regions 
(Sundquist, 1975). However, there was not massive shift from the Randstad to the 
depressed areas. Entrepreneurs just tended to migrate towards the borders of the 
core areas (Atzema and Wever, 1999). 
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Figure 6.4: Policy coverage in 1952-1958  

 
Source: Atzema and Wever (1994)  

 
Figure 6.5: Policy coverage in 1969-1972  

 
Source: Atzema and Wever (1994)  



110  

Figure 6.6: Policy coverage in 1978-1981  

 
Source: Atzema and Wever (1994)  

 
Fig. 6.7: Policy coverage in 1982-1985  

 
 
Source: Atzema and Wever (1994) 
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In the early 1980s, ideas about regional policy changed again. The government’s 
1985 Memorandum on regional economic policy officially abandoned the 
‘spreading policy’ (Minez, 1985). Already since the mid-1970s there had been a 
growing criticism of this policy due to the sharp increase in unemployment in all 
(not only the assisted) regions of the Netherlands. The accent was on the economic 
argument again, as it was in the 1950s, but now basically applying to all regions of 
the country, instead of only a few. More emphasis was to be placed on achieving 
the optimal use of the potential of each region to boost the national economy as a 
whole (Oosterhaven, 1996). The combined SIR and WIR schemes were abolished 
because they were considered impractical and too complex; only the IPR remained 
as an investment premium and it could be applied to several areas, each one with a 
specific grant level. The 1985 Memorandum emphasised that the regional 
development policy was considered only necessary for the four big cities 
(Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, Utrecht) and the programme for improving 
locational conditions dropped in 1987. This suggests that in the 1980s, the regional 
development policy had hardly any material importance (Oosterhaven, 1996). 
In the 1980s, severe budget problems of the national government caused a 
contraction of policy coverage as well as of premium levels. As Figure 6.7 shows, 
premium levels designed for the northern areas and the south were higher in the 
north-east. On the other hand, in the core area the focus was on suburbanisation 
through the creation of growth centres. Another important change that 
characterised the 1980s concerned the decentralisation of power from central to 
local government. Money was transferred from the national budget to the budget of 
municipalities and also two development agencies were created: NOM (Northern 
Development Agency) and LIOF (Limburg Institute for Development and Finance) 
(Atzema and Wever, 1999). The NOM is older and bigger than LIOF. It was 
founded by the national government in 1979 and still operates in the provinces of 
Groningen, Friesland and Drenthe. It partners new or existing firms in the northern 
Netherlands and acquires foreign firms. Besides, it serves as a regional network, 
disseminating relevant information to entrepreneurs. The LIOF, founded later, at 
the beginning of the 1990s, operates in South Limburg. It was relatively more 
successful in its acquisition activities than the NOM, due to the more attractive 
location of Limburg within the European context (Van Dijk and Pellenbarg, 1996). 
For the first time, through Regional Development Companies, regional policy 
could encourage or establish firms directly (Oosterhaven, 1996). 
 
Policy measures and firm relocation  

 
In the period 1945-1970s, business movement and in particular manufacturing 
migration has been a source of considerable interest in the Netherlands, both to 
government and the academic community. As described earlier, since the Second 
World War, two main processes characterise the geographical distribution of Dutch 
industry: (1) a diffusion from the western part of the Netherlands to new industrial 
sites in the other parts of the country mainly because of labour market problems 
(‘industrial decentralisation’); (2) a decentralisation process from urban centres to 
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municipalities in the rings of the agglomerations or adjacent rural places 
(‘industrial suburbanisation’). In the first case, the government promoted 
decentralisation with the help of the ‘spreading policy’, in the second case, it 
fostered suburbanisation which constituted one of its physical planning policies 
(Molle, 1983). The major cities involved were Amsterdam, The Hague and 
Utrecht. 
However, information on firm relocations in the Netherlands in the period 1945-
1970s is rather fragmentary. Pellenbarg (1985) identified, until 1980, over a 
hundred studies on this subject but only one large-scale investigation has been 
reported on the Netherlands as a whole: the SISWO report. The SISWO report was 
published in 1967 and was based on the provincial economic-technological 
institutes database. It consisted of two parts: an inventory and analysis of 1,251 
manufacturing establishments, with more than ten employees, that in the study 
period 1950-1962 had moved from one municipality to another; and a socio-
psychological motive survey among 151 plants in the metal industries that had 
migrated in the last part of the study period between 1959 and 1962 (Molle, 1983).  
The SISWO report identified two migration types: ‘integral’ when all parts of the 
company involved are moved and ‘partial’ when only part of the company is 
moved, or when a new, secondary establishment is founded away from the parent 
company. At the geographical scale, the moves were long distance 
(decentralisation) or short distance (suburbanisation). According to the SISWO 
study (1967), the interregional movements of manufacturing establishments in the 
1960s accounted for some 40 per cent of the total number of moves. While all 
regions showed a positive balance (net movement), the west experienced a net 
outflow of 400 plants. The number of moves decreased in inverse proportion to the 
distance (Table 6.14).  
 
Table 6.14: Decentralisation of manufacturing plants, with more than 10 employees, from the west* 
to the three other parts of the country in 1950-62 

   North  East  South Total  
1 Complete moves from West 45 58 35 138 
2 Partial moves from West 72 101 79 252 
3 Total moves from West 

(1+2) 
117 159 114 390 

4 Total number of plants 
moving into the region  

152 195 130 477 

5 % share of west in total (3/4) 77 82 88 82 
6 Stock in 1950, number of 

plants  
2,228 3,728 4,276 10,232 

7 Share of total moves in stock  5.3 4.3 2.7 3.8 
8 Closure after move  10 10 15 24 
9 Share of total net moves in 

1950 stock (3-8)/ 6 
4.8 4.0 2.3 3.5 

West: provinces of North and South Holland; North: provinces of Groningen, Friesland and Drenthe; East 
(provinces of Gelderland and Overijssel); South: provinces of Zeeland, Noord-Brabant and Limburg)     
Source: Molle (1983) – SISWO data  
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Besides the SISWO report, few investigations focus on interregional migration of 
manufacturing industry, while other studies describe industrial ‘overspill’ around 
some of the large urban agglomerations (Molle, 1983; Pellenbarg, 1985). Also, a 
number of studies at the provincial level have been published. They concern long- 
and short-distance moves of industrial establishments, employing more than 10 
employees, in the period 1950-75. These used, like SISWO, the data from the 
economic-technological institutes and concerned the provinces of Overijssel and 
Noord Brabant (Wever, 1978; Grit, de Weert, Wever, 1977), Limburg (de Weert, 
1980), Friesland (van Lierop, 1978) and Gelderland (Grit, 1980). The findings of 
four studies on the moves of manufacturing firms at the provincial level 
corroborate the above-mentioned observations: the west generated the majority of 
moves towards the four areas (Overijssel, Gelderland, Noord Brabant and 
Limburg).  
 

Figure 6.8: Area coverage of studies on the volume and type of movement, 1950-1980 

 
Source: Molle (1983) 
 



114  

The national survey by Pellenbarg (1977) deals mainly with the motives behind 
moves in 1974 and 1975. It was based on interviews with the managers of 64 
companies (in services and manufacturing) which had moved in the period of 
analysis. Most of the moves involved were moves suburban in nature. Other studies 
focus on the intra-regional moves of manufacturing and service sectors in the west 
(van der Linden, 1977; Molle, 1977). Figure 6.8 shows the main findings on firm 
migration processes in this period. 
At the intra-regional level, the studies by Molle (1977) show that about eighty 
percent of the firms move out from Amsterdam and The Hague and settle in the 
same region. The intermediate zone is the next important receiving region, while 
the periphery received only a minor number of the firms that left the two cities 
(Molle, 1983). About two-thirds of all emigrating plants relocate within the same 
province.   
The analysis of the sectoral composition of the migrating plants shows that the 
manufacturing industry was the most mobile sector in the 1950s and 1960s, while 
in the 1970s its mobility decreased and at the same time the service sector became 
more mobile, especially wholesale. It can be stated that decentralisation is 
associated with the manufacturing firms, suburbanisation with the services. In the 
cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague, manufacturing represents only a 
minor proportion of all emigrating establishments (Molle, 1977, 1983; Molle and 
Vianen, 1982).  

 
6.3.2 Regional policy measures and firm relocation in 1990-2000s  

 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
In the 1995 Government Memorandum ‘Room for regions, spatial economic policy 
until 2002’ (Minez, 1995) there was a proposal to put an end to the almost 40 years 
of post-war regional policy. The regional policy in the form of old-fashioned 
regional-economic stimulation was to be abandoned except for the northern 
provinces. Clearly, the ultimate goal of that policy was no longer to establish 
interregional equity by improving the position of some regions only but, following 
the 1985 Memorandum, the goal became the stimulation of cities and regions 
throughout the country to fully utilise their unique economic development 
potentials in order to maximize their contribution to the national economy. The 
policy is correctly labelled spatial economic policy instead of regional economic 
policy and the 1995 Memorandum’s title is significant. The new policy strengthens 
the (international) competitiveness of all regions, hence the shift in focus from 
regional to (spatial) economic policy, with improvements on two key points both 
the (international) accessibility and the availability of locations.  
The 1999 Government Memorandum ‘Spatial Economic Policy:  Dynamics in 
Networks’ (Minez, 1999) continued the idea of using spatial policy measures to 
support national economic growth. The key challenge, as formulated in the White 
Paper, was to ensure that the Netherlands fosters and maintains an outstanding 
business location climate. As the new economy is very much a network economy, 
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spatial policy had to reinforce network infrastructures, especially those serving the 
main ports of Amsterdam and Rotterdam. Money was reserved for investments in 
facilities for road, rail, air and water transport to ensure the accessibility of 
business locations. More space had to be found for new business locations and 
there was a programme of investment in high quality industrial estates (the 
Provincial Investment Programme Tendering Scheme, TIPP).  
The 1999 Memorandum focuses on three main principles: (i) flexibility (with a 
view to enhancing the ability to cope with what will inevitably be an uncertain 
future); (ii) tailor-made solutions (allowing the strengths of particular regions to be 
matched with the spatial preference of firms); (iii) coherence (ensuring that the 
multitudinous elements of a successful location policy can be brought together at 
the point of delivery, the region) (Yuill and Wishlade, 2001).  
In addition it emphasizes two core policy strands: strengthening the spatial 
economic network and optimising the utilisation of the economic potentials of the 
regions. The first involves: (i) ensuring that there is sufficient space for new 
economic growth; (ii) supporting initiatives which result in a varied supply of 
business locations; (iii) strengthening and enlarging the main transport hubs; (iv) 
improving access, not only in terms of transport but also electronically. The second 
strand focuses on the regions and on how the Ministry of Economic Affairs can 
enhance the provision of competitive business environments by improving levels of 
regional cooperation – not only within the public domain but also between the 
public and the private sectors. In addition, two more specific regional challenges, 
were highlighted – the need to strengthen urban economies; and the need to 
reinforce the economic structure in the north via the Kompass and the Investment 
Premium (Centralised IPR and Decentralised IPR). Besides, the programme-based 
TIPP encourages provinces to cooperate with municipalities (and other provinces) 
to develop strategic plans and related investment programmes for their areas (Yuill 
and Wishlade, 2001).  
The growing role of regional-level development, in the Netherlands, reflects the 
increasingly accepted view that the regional level is the appropriate articulation 
point for coordinating national, European and sub-regional strategies. It is 
interesting to note that according to the Memorandum such support for the north is 
considered as “the last remaining component of classical regional policy” (Minez, 
2000).  

 
Table 6.15: Government budget for spatial economic policy, 2000-2006 

Tools Period Total budget (€ mln.) Annual budget (€ mln.) 
Northern Netherlands 2000-2006 535 76 
TIPP 2000-2006 91 23 
Urban Economy Budget 2000-2010 508 46 
Tourism 2000-2006 154 22 
Research&Evaluation 2000-2006 19 3 
Various  Pm Pm 
Total  1307 170 

Source: Minez (2000) 
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Table 6.15 summarises the government’s budget for spatial economic policy in the 
period 2000-2006. In this table, the available money for investment in physical 
economic infrastructure is ‘hidden’ in the figure of € 508 million for the ‘urban 
economy’, 80 percent of which is earmarked infrastructure money for the 25 
largest cities of the country. Another tool is the programme-based TIPP which 
encourages provinces to co-operate with municipalities (and other provinces) to 
develop strategic plans and related investment programmes for their areas. 
Besides, about 45% of the annual budget is still spent to stimulate the north, the 
only ‘surviving’ representative of classical policy. The 1999 White Paper 
underlined the proposition that ‘the considerable decrease in regional differences 
in economic development has strongly reduced the need to conduct a classical 
regional policy of support to economically backward regions’ (Minez 2000, p. 5). 
This concerns three different projects: 

1) regional Incentives: 
a. the Centralised IPR  
b. the Decentralised IPR  
c. the LPR 2002  
d. the NIOF 2000 

2) the Integrated Structure Plan for the Northern Netherlands (Kompas) 
3) the Regional Development Agency (NOM) 

 
Policy measures and firm relocation  
 
The IPR is the most important of the projects, both in terms of money and 
continuity. Besides, the relocation of ‘external’ investments to the periphery 
(Northern provinces) is mainly promoted by the IPR (centralised and 
decentralised), although, as it will be described later, the amount is very small. 
LPR, NIOF, Kompas and NOM will be treated rather briefly; followed by a focus 
on the IPR premium (Centralized and Decentralised).  
The "Loonkostenpremieregeling Noord-Nederland 2002" (The Northern 
Netherlands Labor Cost Subsidy Scheme 2002 - LPR 2002) is a scheme for 
projects in which a relatively large number of jobs (minimum of 20 employees per 
project) in relation to the investments will be created in Northern Netherlands. The 
subsidy will be given for labour costs related to:  
      - establishment projects concerned with setting up a basic32 company, a head 
office or a laboratory in a core zone; 

- expansion projects concerned with expanding the capacity of a basic 
company, head office or laboratory. 
In the first case, the project costs that qualify for subsidy should amount to at least 
€136,134. The maximum subsidy base is in principle €4,537,802. In order to 
qualify for LPR, the number of jobs has to increase by a minimum of 20 jobs. In 
the case of expansion projects, the costs that qualify for subsidy have to be at least 
€453,780. The maximum subsidy base is in principle €3,630,242. In order to 
qualify for LPR, the number of jobs has to increase by at least 30%, with a 
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minimum of 20 jobs. A reasonable portion (at least 25%) of the total project costs 
has to be financed with one's own resources. 
The Northern Innovation Support Facility 2000 (NIOF 2000) is a scheme for the 
stimulation of strategic activities in the field of innovation and co-operation, 
marketing plans, market surveys, feasibility studies and internationalisation. The 
NIOF applies especially to SMEs in the provinces of Friesland, Groningen and 
Drenthe in the following projects:  

• development projects of a cluster with two or more co-operating parties, of 
which at least one is an enterprise and can be supported by a research 
institute; 

• projects of individual companies; 
• internationalisation projects. 

The cluster arrangement is aimed at developing technical new products, technical 
new production processes, new systems, new services or essential parts of this. 
Projects of individual companies qualifying for a NIOF grant are: development 
projects (see cluster projects) which involve a plan of co-operation concerning 
cluster projects, strategic marketing plan, market survey projects and feasibility 
studies. A subsidy is possible for the costs of an external consultant who will 
execute the above-mentioned project (including necessary costs of materials for a 
prototype). Internationalisation projects are projects aiming to employ an export 
manager for the implementation of an international marketing plan. Subsidy is 
possible for the cost of employing an export manager.  
Costs that qualify for subsidy are in the case of:  

• development projects of a cluster: minimum €23,000 and maximum 
€350,000 per project; 

• projects in the field of (product) development of individual companies, co-
operation plans, strategic marketing plans, market surveys and feasibility 
studies: minimum €2,300 and maximum €35,000 per project, if the project 
is new for The Northern Netherlands maximum €70,000 per project; 

• internationalisation projects: maximum € 70,000 per year per export 
manager with a maximum of two years and two export managers. 

The maximum subsidy for large enterprises can accumulate to € 100,000 over a 
period of 3 years. This maximum is not applicable to SMEs.  
The Kompass policy programme now gives subsidies for projects that serve one of 
three objectives: concentration of economic activities in the five ‘core zones’ of the 
north, reinforcement of urban centres, and stimulation of rural areas. The 
management of the programme is fully decentralised to the SNN, a public 
institution established by the three northern provinces and located in Groningen.  
Finally, the NOM is a development agency which aims to improve the socio-
economic structure and work opportunities in the provinces of Groningen, 
Friesland and Drenthe (Table 6.16). 
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Table 6.16: The NOM Development Agency 

Working in close co-operation with national and regional governments, the organisations of 
municipalities in the three provinces of the Northern Netherlands and an extensive network of 
mediators, consultants, and other (inter)nationally oriented advisors, the NOM department helps you 
to find the best possible site. Investment development is the central point of contact for national and 
international companies seeking a new location. NOM also wishes to improve the direct contacts 
with, and between, the already existing business environment in order to act as an on-the-ball 
support and advice center when strategic investment decisions are under discussion.  
Its mission concerns the following main areas: 

• NOM Development Projects. NOM works on projects together with market partners 
• NOM Subsidy Advice. NOM informs, advises, and supports entrepreneurs with subsidy 

regulations from authorities for specific activities or developments. These involve 
regulations on a provincial, national, and European level. The subsidy advisers point out 
subsidy possibilities, make contact with subsidy providers, take care of complete 
applications, and support them during the process  

• NOM-Financing participates in business investments in the Northern Netherlands, 
involves the financing of growing activities, management buy-out/buy-in, the setting up 
of joint ventures or share transfers  

NOM informs potential investors on the following matters:  
• the position of establishment locations in relation to European markets;  
• the present and future practical values of the northern industrial and port locations;  
• logistic facilities and infrastructure;  
• business and service climate in the various lines of business;  
• site characteristics and land and energy prices;  
• establishment conditions and permits;  
• subsidy and financing possibilities;  
• main investment sectors in the Northern Netherlands. 

Source: www.nom.nl 
 

After a minor Memorandum issued in 2002 (Minez, 2002), the Ministry of 
Economic Affairs published a new Memorandum on the future of spatial economic 
policy in the summer of 2004 (Minez, 2004). In this Memorandum ‘Pieken in the 
Delta’ it was announced that after 2006 the special incentives for the Northern 
Netherlands (including the 40 years-old IPR) will finally be stopped. This 
Memorandum represents a reflection and consequence of intentions already issued 
since the mid-1980s and the arguments presented for in the 1995 and 1999 
Memorandums. A fierce discussion has started among regional and national 
political factions about whether the northern provinces should still be subsidised or 
whether regional policy should focus on improving the strong areas of the country, 
the Randstad. However, the outcome of this discussion is still not clear at the time 
of writing.  
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6.3.3 A focus on the IPR premium  

 
At present, the IPR investment premium is by far the main scheme of financial 
assistance to firms settling in assisted areas in the Netherlands. It comprises 
support to individual business investments and it is operated in two separate 
modules: a central one (managed by the Ministry of Economic Affairs in The 
Hague) and a decentralised one (managed by the Cooperation Northern 
Netherlands - SNN). The Hague handles the larger projects. Both the central and 
the decentralized IPR modules are targeted at new business projects as well as on 
selective expansion projects of existing firms.  
As we have already noted the investment premium has been characterised by 
various changes since its introduction in 1967. When first introduced, the IPR 
premium was restricted to industrial setting-up projects; in 1969 it was extended to 
industrial extension and to service setting-up projects (for services of a regionally 
exporting character); in 1975, regionally exporting service extension projects were 
also brought within the scheme. 
Table 6.17 presents the investments projects that have been granted Centralised and 
Decentralised IPR measures in the period January 2000 - 1st July 2002. Grants 
amounting to €47.7 million were awarded to 259 projects which were subsidised 
by the Decentralised IPR. These were expected to create 4,105 jobs. The 
Centralised IPR subsidised 9 projects which received in total €46.3 million and 
were supposed to hire 715 people. This second group of projects reflects the 
characteristics of the Centralised IPR: they are capital-intensive investments 
(€48.24 million on average), large investments (about 78 employees each) and 
received a larger amount of subsidies if compared to the IPR projects (€5.14 
million instead of about €0.2 million). 

 
Table 6.17: Approved investment projects in the northern provinces, 2000-2002* 

Policy Measure 
No. of 

projects 
No. of Jobs Investments    

(€mln) 
Subsidy 
(€mln) 

Centralised IPR  9 715 434.2 46.3 
Decentralised IPR – New 
establishment  

78 1,963 136.9 25.9 

Decentralised IPR – Expansion  181 2,142 373.7 21.8 
TOT. Decentralised IPR 259 4,105 510.6 47.7 
TOTALS 268 4,820 944.8 94 

* January 2000-1st July 2002 
Source: Elaboration on Westendorp (2004) - SNN data (2002) 
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The Centralised IPR (BSRI)  

 
The centralised IPR, also labelled "Besluit Subsidies Regionale 
Investeringsprojecten 2000" (Decree on Subsidies for Regional Investment 
Projects 2000 - BSRI 2000), applies to investments in the Northern Netherlands, 
Flevoland, South Limburg and Twente (Figure 6.9). The centralised IPR only 
applies to ‘basic’ firms that sell 50% or more of their output outside the region 
where they are established. Such projects should contribute towards enhancing 
local and national economic and industrial performance. The subsidy may be 
granted for investments in:  

• establishment projects in the “core zones” of the above-mentioned regions, 
aimed at setting up an industrial company, basic33 service company, head 
office or laboratory or basic tourism business. The costs that qualify for 
subsidy should amount to at least €4,537,802. 

• strategic expansion projects in the “core zones”. The costs that qualify for 
subsidy have to be at least €13,613,400. 

• projects involving fundamental change in the regional economy of a “core 
zone” (i.e. the employment effect has to be at least 400 jobs – directly and 
indirectly). The costs that qualify for subsidy have to be at least 
€45,378,021. 

Rated among the costs that qualify for subsidy are acquisition costs of land, 
business premises and durable industrial equipment and any costs of the production 
thereof. The subsidy for establishment projects with costs that qualify for subsidy 
of up to €8,168,081 is 20%. For strategic expansion projects, fundamental change 
projects and establishment projects in excess of €8,168,081 the Minister of 
Economic Affairs determines the percentage of subsidy. One has to finance a 
reasonable portion (at least 25%) of the total cost of a project, using one's own 
resources. 
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Table 6.18: Geographical distribution of investment projects subsidised by the Centralised IPR (1997-
2002)  

Location  No. of projects Subsidy (€mln) Average susbsidy  
Northern provinces  57 151,6 2.6 
Outside northern provinces*  16 36,5 2.2 
Total  73 188,1 2.5 

* Overijssel, Flevoland and South Limburg  
Source: Elaboration on MINEZ – Ministry of Economic Affairs (2003)  
 
In the period 1997-2002, 73 projects have been approved at a cost of about €188 
million. About 78% are located in the northern provinces (Table 6.18), with a 
rather equal distribution (one-third of the investment for each province). The 
average subsidy per project is about €2.5 million.  
 
Figure 6.9: The municipalities in the Northern Netherlands and their prospects with regard to IPR  

 
 
Source: NOM (www.nom.nl) 
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The analysis of the investments’ origin shows that there are no complete 
relocations from the Randstad or areas outside the north. The overwhelming 
majority are expansion projects by firms already located in the northern provinces; 
some of those have relocated to the north earlier in the 1960s and 1970s. There are 
a few cases (about 5%) of new plants, owned by foreign firms. These first 
considerations reveal that the centralised IPR mainly promotes “indigenous” 
business initiatives rather than relocations from the core area or from foreign 
countries.  
 
The Decentralised IPR 
 
The latest version of the Decentralised IPR scheme, the 
“Investeringspremieregeling Noord-Nederland 2000" (the Northern Netherlands 
Investment Subsidy Scheme 2000 - IPR 2000), provides discretionary grants to 
investments located in the Northern Netherlands and Overijssel. A subsidy may be 
granted for investments in: 

• Establishment projects aimed at setting up a basic company, a head office, 
a pilot plant or a laboratory in a core zone.  

• Expansion projects concerned with expanding the capacity of a “basic” 
company, head office or laboratory.  

• Restructuring projects34 which effect a fundamental change in the 
production program of a basic company.  

The premium varies from 15% (for expansion projects) to 20% (for new location 
and restructuring projects) and is restricted to firms locating in one of the five ‘core 
zones’ in the Northern Netherlands. The premiums apply to the whole of the 
investment in buildings and installations including the labour cost of building. An 
important condition is again that it only applies to ‘basic’ firms that sell 50% or 
more of their output outside the region where they are established. The minimal 
investment sum for an establishment project eligible for a premium is €136,134. It 
is €453,780 for expansion projects and at least €136,134 for restructuring projects. 
The maximum investment sum eligible for a premium is € 3,630,242. In cases of 
expansion, either the number of jobs has to increase by at least 30% (within a 
minimum of 3 jobs) or the capacity of the business has to be increased by at least 
40%. In the latter case additional jobs have to be created too: at least 1 in the case 
of businesses with up to 10 jobs, 2 in the case of businesses with between 10 and 
15 jobs and 3 in the case of businesses with 15 jobs or more.  
Included among the costs that qualify for subsidy are acquisition costs of business 
premises and durable industrial equipment (insofar as it is permanently present at 
one's business location) and any costs for production thereof. Hire purchase and 
financial leasing may - subject to conditions - be counted as acquisition costs that 
qualify for subsidy. If, in the case of an expansion project, costs are incurred by the 
acquisition of business accommodation, 80% thereof will qualify for subsidy. One 
has to finance a reasonable portion (at least 25%) of the total cost of a project using 
one's own resources. 
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Table 6.19: Investment projects subsidised by the Decentralised  IPR (1993-1999 and 2000-2003*) 

Eligibility  1993-1999 2000-2003 Total 
Eligible project and premium granted  1,166 58 1,224 
Projects not eligible  585 110 695 
Projects under consideration  38 367 405 
Total  1,789 534 2,324 

* at 1-10-2003 
Source: Elaboration on  Westendorp (2004) – SNN data (2003)  

 
Table 6.20: Geographical distribution of the Decentralised IPR projects (€mln)  

 New plant Expansion Total Subsidy 
Total projects in the Netherlands (n = 1224) 465 1117 1598 167 
Groningen (n = 367*)  144 373 529 55 
Friesland (n = 604) 221 496 717 74 
Drenthe (n = 249*) 99 240 343 37 
Outside the northern provinces (n = 4) 1 8 9 1 

* This table also takes into account the restructuring projects of which four are located in the province of 
Groningen and 1 in the province of Drenthe. 
Source: Elaboration on  Westendorp (2004) – SNN data (2003)  
 
Figure 6.10: Geographical distribution of the Decentralised IPR projects in the northern provinces  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Elaboration on  Westendorp (2004) – SNN data (2003)  
 

Figure 6.11: Geographical distribution of the D-IPR projects by average investment (€000) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Elaboration on  Westendorp (2004) – SNN data (2003)  
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Table 6.19 presents the investment projects that have been subsidised by the 
Decentralised IPR in the period 1993-2003.35 In 1993-2003, 1,224 projects have 
been subsidised in the Netherlands, while 695 were rejected and 405 are under 
consideration. Comparison between the two periods reveals that the percentage of 
eligible projects decreases from 65% in 1993-1999 to 11% in the following period. 
However, the rate of eligible projects in 2000-2003 is supposed to increase because 
about 70% are still under consideration.  
The 1,224 projects comprise 309 new establishments (25.2%), 910 expansion 
projects (74.3%) and 5 restructuring projects (0.4%). Total investment of the 1,224 
projects amounts to €1.6 billion with public funds accounting for €167 million. The 
projects concerning new plants present a higher average investment than the 
expansions. This is easily explained by the need for new premises and machineries. 
Table 6.20 shows the geographical distribution of the projects: 1,220 projects are 
located in the northern provinces and the remaining four in Overijssel.36 The 
province of Friesland accounts for about 50% of the investments; Groningen about 
30% and Drenthe 20.3% (Figure 6.10). 

 
Figure 6.12: Geographical distribution of the project investments – New plants  

 
Source: Westendorp (2004) 
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Figure 6.13: Geographical distribution of the project investments – Expansions  

 
 
Source: Westendorp (2004) 

 
The higher average investment per volume of the new establishments, in 
comparison with the expansions, is confirmed in Figure 6.11 where the 
geographical distribution is presented. Projects in the province of Groningen, either 
new plant or expansions show a higher average investment indicating the 
attractiveness of the province to investment.  
Small projects, in terms of numbers of employees, are the majority of both 
investment types (98% for new plants and 84% for enlargements) while medium 
and large investments register very small percentages, especially in the case of new 
plants.   
Investment volume and firm size are directly proportional in the expansion 
projects: larger projects (in size) get a higher amount of investments. New plants 
show a slightly different pattern: establishments with more than 30 employees 
receive the same amount of investments, with the exception of the firms having 51-
100 employees. 
As concerns the sector distribution37, labour- and capital-intensive industry sectors 
exhibit the largest number of initiatives for both new plant and expansion projects; 
followed by knowledge-intensive industry. The number of investments in the other 
sectors are similarly distributed in the two types of projects except for tourism and 
leisure that register a percentage of 10% in the new plant projects and 5% in the 
expansion projects (Table 6.21). Capital- and labour-intensive industry sectors 
register a considerable average investment but knowledge services and transport 
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reflect a higher average amount in the new plant and expansion project types, 
respectively.  
 

Table 6.21: Sectorial distribution of the Decentralised IPR projects (new plants and enlargements)* 

 New plant Expansion 
Sector**  No. Average 

Investment (€ 000) 
No. Average Investment 

(€000) 
Agriculture  2 470 5 2280 
Labour-intensive industry  58 1440 249 1210 
Capital-intensive industry  72 1700 229 1470 
Knowledge-intensive industry 39 1580 123 1080 
Wholesale  28 1120 75 1150 
Transport  21 1450 47 1480 
Knowledge services: management  21 1960 57 1080 
Knowledge services: R&D 25 1110 45 1180 
Tourism and leisure  31 1420 48 850 
Unknown  12  32  
Total  309  910  

* Restructuring projects are excluded  
** The sector classification is by Bureau Louter(2002) (see Table 6.22 in Appendix 2 for a detailed description of 
the sectorial classification)  
Source: SNN (2003) in Westendorp (2004) 

 
Table 6.23: Number of new full-time jobs involved in the projects by sector  

 New plant Expansion 
Sector  Average project Total Average Total 
Agriculture (n=7) 3.0 6.0 6.6 32.9 
Labor intensive industry (n=307) 6.5 376.9 5.5 1,374.8 
Capital intensive industry (n=301) 8.1 581.5 5.7 1,313.7 
Knowledge intensive industry (n=165) 12.0 467.3 5.2 637.1 
Wholesale (n=103) 6.5 180.7 4.1 307.8 
Transport (n=68) 8.0 167.8 5.8 273.2 
Knowledge services: management 
(n=78) 

7.3 153.2 6.0 342.0 

Knowledge services: R&D (n=70) 23.2 578.9 13.7 615.9 
Tourism and leisure (n=79) 5.5 170.0 3.5 168.5 
Total* (n=1224)** 8.9 2,744.8 6.0 5,429.3 

* Including missing values; 
 ** Including the restructuring projects  
Source: SNN (2003) in Westendorp (2004) 

 
As Table 6.23 shows, the knowledge service sector registers the highest level of 
job creation in the new plant and expansion projects (23.2 and 13.7 full time jobs, 
respectively). This is followed by the knowledge-intensive industry that shows 12 
jobs per new plant investments and 6.6 jobs per expansion projects.  
The effectiveness of the two project types, which have been subsidised by the IPR 
premium, can be evaluated by taking into account the amount of investments per 
job created. As Figure 6.14 shows, new plant projects give rise to jobs with a much 
lower investment amount, in Drenthe. Thus, it appears that new establishments are 
more effective than expansion projects. Besides, In the three provinces smaller 
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projects, in terms of investment amount, generate more jobs per euro than bigger 
ones.  

 
Figure 6.14: investment volume per job created 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Source: SNN (2003) in Westendorp (2004) 

 
Table 6.24: Investment origin of a selected sample of 195 cases  

Project type  Within the North Outside the North Total 
New plant 37 4 41 
Expansion  144 10 154 
Total  181 14 195 
% 92.9 7.2 100 
Source: SNN (2003) in Westendorp (2004) 

 
Table 6.25: Investment amount of a selected sample of 195 cases (€000) by origin  

Project type Origin  Investment amount (€000)  

  0 - 250 251-500 501-1,000 1,001-2,500
more than 

2,500 Total 
New plant Within the North 18 8 7 3 1 37 
 Outside the North  0 1 0 1 2 4 
 Total  18 9 7 4 3 41 
 % 43.9 22.0 17.1 9.8 7.3 100.0 
Expansion Within the North 56 45 18 19 6 144 
 Outside the North  1 0 2 4 3 10 
 Total  57 45 20 23 9 154 
 % 37.0 29.2 13.0 14.9 5.8 100.0 
Source: SNN (2003) in Westendorp (2004) 

 
To date, no evidence has been provided by either the Ministry of Economic Affairs 
or SNN, about the origin of the 1,224 investment projects. In order to fill this gap, 
an investigation on the place of origin of 195 investments has been undertaken. It 
appears that only 14 projects originate outside the northern provinces (10 
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expansions and 4 new plants) corresponding to about 7.2% of the selected sample 
(Table 6.24). This result emphasises, as for the Centralised IPR, that the majority 
of IPR grant projects are ‘indigenous’ investments.  
Table 6.25 shows that the projects that originated from outside the north are much 
larger in terms of investment amount than the “local” projects. Fifty percent of the 
new plants from outside the north and 30% of the expansions belong to the 
category “more than €2,500,000. On the other hand, the 70% of local projects (both 
new plants and enlargements) are concentrated in the category €0-500,000. 
The last consideration worth mentioning concerns the added value of the IPR 
premium, that is whether the managers should have invested in the areas without 
incentives. An in-depth investigation has been carried out on a sample of 109 
projects (out of 3,695) that have been rejected, in 1993-2003, because of the non-
compliance with the subsidy requirements. It turned out that about 80% of the 
firms’ expansions took place anyway, and 50% of the new firms invested in the 
area, irrespective of failure to obtain the subsidy. 
 

6.4 The United Kingdom  
 

Both the identification of a regional problem and the regional policy in the United 
Kingdom go back to the 1920s. The main problem areas in the United Kingdom, 
then as now, were the peripheral areas of the country: Northern Ireland, Scotland, 
the north of England and South Wales. These areas, which experienced high levels 
of unemployment, have been very much at the heart of the Industrial Revolution 
and then had to pay the price for their heavy reliance on ship building, coal mining, 
iron and steel and textiles as these industries went into decline or developed other 
locational requirements.  
In the 1960s and 1970s the demand-side, market-failure approach dominated. It 
was based on the idea that the regional problem is caused by structural weakness in 
the regional economy, coupled with a fundamental deficiency of investment due to 
a drain of financial capital from poor to rich regions (Martin and Minnis, 1995). 
This requires government intervention to reduce regional unemployment disparities 
through: (i) inducing inward investment into high-unemployment areas; (ii) 
stimulating indigenous growth in high-unemployment areas and (iii) regenerating 
high-unemployment areas through public investment in the socio-economic 
infrastructures (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000). The first form promoted the 
relocation of firms to the Assisted Areas. For most of the post-war period, location 
controls were placed on manufacturing firms in non-assisted areas (especially in 
the South East), while investment incentives have been offered to firms moving 
into the assisted areas. The second strategic approach to reducing regional 
unemployment disparities is to get the assisted areas to create their own growth. 
This indigenous growth approach became popular in the 1980s and 1990s. The 
third arm of regional policy is public investment in the social and physical 
infrastructure of depressed areas. This approach has been adopted since the 
beginning of regional policy in the UK.  
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The first policy measure that has been adopted was the location control which 
limited the location of establishments in congested areas. These were gradually 
phased out in favour of regional industrial assistance, which grew rapidly between 
1966 and 1970 and reached a peak in 1975. In this period, policy focused much 
more on “taking work to the workers” rather than “taking workers to the work”. 
Government subsidies were offered to firms to locate in the problem areas.  
By the early 1990s, regional policy emphasised indigenous development and this 
led to a shift from a market-based to a free-market approach. This contemporary 
model views the regional problem as being the result of market inefficiencies, a 
lack of entrepreneurial culture and excessive state intervention. According to this 
approach, regional policy, if it exists at all, should be minimal and any financial 
assistance needed would be selectively provided with tight controls placed on 
regional policy spending (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000). 
The relocation of firms, in 1945-1970s, has been mainly promoted by regional 
policy which encouraged the movement of manufacturing industry to Assisted 
Areas using the instruments of location controls (i.e. IDC), capital subsidies (i.e. 
Regional Development Grant and Regional Selective Assistance) and labour 
subsidies. Firm migration studies in the 1950s-1970s mainly focused on estimating 
the effects of the policy instruments on the economy of the assisted areas.  
From the mid-1970s to the early 1990s, however, there was a steady decline in 
regional industrial assistance spending and, consequently, a reduced interest in firm 
migration. The main policy measure encouraging firm relocation is still the 
Regional Selective Assistance (RSA), which, however, has changed since its 
implementation in 1972. The RSA only subsidises partial relocation (opening of 
new branches) but the projects which are likely to create overcapacity, or which 
displace jobs elsewhere in the UK or aim to relocate jobs within the country are not 
eligible for assistance.  
This section presents an overview of regional policy in the UK from 1945 to the 
present with a specific focus on the influence of policy measures in promoting firm 
migration within the country. The Regional Selective Assistance policy measure 
and its most recent evaluation are presented in the last section.  

 
6.4.1 Regional policy measures and firm relocation, 1945-1980s  

 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
In 1928, the first policy measure “Industrial Transference Board” was set up. It 
differed from those which followed, in not being based on a “taking work to the 
workers” philosophy, but on a “moving workers to the work” principle. The 1928 
Industrial Transference Board focused on the alleviation of poverty in hard-hit coal 
mining areas (i.e. social objective) and on the reallocation of labour to areas of the 
country where it could be put to productive use (i.e. an economic efficiency 
objective) (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000). By 1938, over 200,000 workers had 
received financial assistance under this scheme. However, the success of such 
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measures was minute compared to the magnitude of the problem that existed in the 
1930s.38  
Although the problem first came to light in the 1920s, regional problem areas were 
not identified until 1934, with the introduction of the Special Area Act. The so-
called “Special Areas” were located in the depressed coal-mining areas of South 
Wales, the north-east of England, West Cumberland in the north-west of England, 
and Clydeside/North Lanarkshire in Scotland (Yuill, 1980). Since unemployment 
was somewhat less severe in the main population centres of these areas, the Special 
Areas excluded the major towns. In the mid-1930s, a start was made with ‘work to 
the workers’ policy and a significant range of policy instruments was introduced. 
The priority was to attract industrial investments from the more prosperous and 
fast-growing parts of the country and the creation of public sector factory estates 
was seen as a way of attracting new types of manufacturing activity to these areas.  
In 1944, the White Paper “Employment Policy” signalled the turning point in 
British regional policy. The acceptance of the market-failure approach (Keynesian 
view) led to the belief not only that governments had the power to create jobs, but 
also that it was their responsibility to do so. The special need to create jobs in areas 
of traditionally high unemployment had been emphasised in the Barlow Report 
(1944) (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000).  
After the Second World War, “Development Areas” were identified, with much the 
same broad coverage as the previous Special Areas but including the major towns. 
A variety of policy instruments were introduced through the Distribution of 
Industry Act 1945 and its various successors. These measures included loans and 
grants to firms, powers to build factories and establish industrial estates, and the 
provision of basic services for industries. By far the most powerful regional policy 
instrument in the immediate post-war years, was the system of Industrial 
Development Certificates (IDC), which was introduced in the Town and Country 
Planning Act. The IDC allowed the construction of any industrial building with 
450 or more square-meters surface. These ‘stick’ policy measures were extremely 
effective in diverting industrial establishments to assisted areas in the United 
Kingdom. Similarly, firms in the office sector had to obtain an Office Development 
Permit if they intended to create new office floor space in areas such as London or 
Birmingham (cfr. section 6.4). 
At the end of the 1950s “Development Places” were designated where 
unemployment was especially severe. In the same period, regional policy in the UK 
received renewed emphasis. New policy measures and a search for supplies of 
labour increased the flow of mobile industry to the assisted areas once again. By 
1968, with approximately 20 per cent of the national population, these areas were 
receiving some 45 per cent of the national investment in manufacturing (Townroe, 
1983). Since 1970 a three-tier system of Special Development Areas (SDA), 
Development Areas (DA) and Intermediate Areas (IA) has remained in force in 
Britain.  
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Table 6.26: Measures of the Regional Industrial Assistance  

Automatic investment support began with the 1963 Budget which introduced regionally 
differentiated tax allowances for the first time. The allowances were replaced by the Investment 
Grants in 1966, and in one form or another, the automatic investment support increased up to 1982, 
but with four dips in spending. 39  
The origin of employment premiums was the Selective Employment Tax in 1966.  This 
surcharged employers’ National Insurance contributions to raise revenue for an expansion of public 
services, but it was refunded to those firms outside of the construction and service sectors to effect a 
structural change in the economy towards the industries with an export content (Wren, 2004).40  The 
premiums were cut in the first sterling crisis of 1976, and withdrawn altogether in the public 
expenditure cuts of December 1976. 
Discretionary assistance was represented by the Regional Development Grant (RDG) and 
Regional Selective Assistance (RSA). RSA was introduced in 1972, at the same time as RDG, and 
implemented on a discretionary basis in projects backed by capital investment that either created or 
retained jobs. Discretionary assistance has taken an increased share of expenditure in the early 
1980s.  

Source: Wren (2004) 
 

In 1972 regional policy was strengthened further, largely in response to a recession 
which led to a sharp increase in the unemployment rate, particularly in the Assisted 
Areas which were suffering from the highest levels of unemployment for over 30 
years (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000).  
By the end of the 1970s, regional policy declined and it was further downgraded in 
the early 1980s. In 1982, Location controls were abolished and the areas eligible 
for assistance were reduced. Regional policy spending was cut back drastically and 
the Special Development Areas were abolished. The policy aim was “to make the 
policy much more cost effective in terms of a single guiding objective, that 
objective being to reduce regional disparities in employment opportunities” 
(Committee of Public Accounts, 1984, p.22, in Armstrong and Taylor, 2000). 
The 1983 White Paper led to the shift away from automatic assistance to a 
discretionary policy41 and by the end of the 1980s, further expenditure cuts had 
been made, including the automatic Investment Grant scheme, the Regional 
Development Grant.42 Regional policy was not abolished but its role changed 
radically. The government reinterpreted the regional problem as one of the 
economic inefficiencies due to supply-side rigidities and a deficiency of 
entrepreneurial activity in the disadvantaged areas (Martin, 1989, in Armstrong and 
Taylor, 2000). There was a shift from the traditional, market-failure approach to 
the contemporary, free-market approach. Regional policy was to promote the 
development ‘from within’, stimulating indigenous regional enterprises. To try to 
achieve this objective, government expenditure since 1988 has switched from 
autonomous to selective investment grants, and help was targeted on schemes such 
as Regional Enterprise Grants whose goal was to improve managerial skills, 
business strategies and innovation, or “Regional Selective Assistance”. 
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Policy measures and firm relocation  

 
As emphasised in Chapter 3, in the 1960s and 1970s considerable research efforts 
have been directed towards documenting the volume, timing and spatial 
characteristics of industrial movement in the UK (i.e. Howard, 1968; Moore and 
Rhodes, 1973; Sant, 1975; Keeble, 1976). This has been possible largely through 
the availability to the academic community of data collected by the Department of 
Industry (the ROM and ROC datasets). Political and academic attention has 
focused on the difficulties of both ‘congested’ and ‘depressed’ regions of Britain 
and on evaluating the impact and success of the many government regional policy 
measures since 1945. The majority of studies on industrial movement were at the 
interregional scale because they were very relevant in answering these sorts of 
questions. On the other hand, the volume of moves which occurred within 
conurbations of interregional migrant plants in such areas were largely ignored. In 
part, this was a reflection of the lack of data below the sub-regional scale but also 
because such issues were not prominent in the research priorities of the academic 
community and policy makers in the 1960s and early 1970s (Mason, 1980). 
Firm migration in 1945-1970s has been characterised by three main processes: (i) 
industrial decentralisation; (2) metropolitan decentralisation and (3) the economic 
decline of parts of the inner areas of major British cities in 1970 to 1980. The first, 
in which the government was most interested, stimulated firms to move from the 
more prosperous and fast-growing parts of the country to those regions (mainly the 
North and West) which suffer from industrial depression (new Development Areas 
or Assisted Areas) (Keeble, 1971). The second policy encouraged decentralisation 
of both people and industry to locations beyond the existing urban fringe, mainly in 
London, by the middle of the 1950s. This latter process is less visible since much 
of it involves intra-regional moves, many service activities and smaller firms. The 
third approach which aimed to attract manufacturing industry back in the inner 
urban areas, failed (Townroe, 1983)  
Among the most relevant studies on industrial decentralisation, we cite the works 
by Forthergill and Guy (1990), Moore et al. (1986), Sant (1975) and Nunn (1980). 
Forthergill and Guy (1990), on the basis on the ROM and ROC data series, 
estimated 5,100 inter-regional moves in the United Kingdom involving over 
800,000 jobs, over the 1945-1975 period. The Southeast and in particular London 
provided the major source of inter-regional industrial moves (Figure 6.15), 
accounting for 60 percent of origins, between 1945 and 1965. This declined to 
under half between 1976 and 1980 (Forthegill and Guy, 1990). Traditionally, the 
West Midlands provided the second source of mobile industry with an average of 
10 percent of the total of plant origins over the period 1945-1980.  
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Figure 6.15: Manufacturing movement to the peripheral area from the Southeast 

 
Source: Keeble (1972) 
 
According to the work of Moore et al. (1986), between 1960-1981, around half a 
million manufacturing jobs were created in the assisted areas as a consequence of 
regional policy in general (expansions as well as movements). However, some 
135,000 of these were considered not to have survived to 1981, partly because of 
the recession of that period. From the narrower perspective of industrial movement 
policy Morre et al. (1986) estimated that 218,000 of the policy generated jobs were 
in plants which moved from elsewhere – mostly branch openings – of which 
173,000 survived to 1981 (Forthergill and Guy, 1990). Spooner (1972, 1974) 
showed that in peripheral regions such as Cornwall, Devon and Wales more than a 
quarter of total employment in manufacturing was to be found in firms which 
immigrated there in the first post-war decades (see Keeble, 1972, 1976; Pellenbarg 
et al., 2002). Sant (1975) in his work disaggregated patterns of movement into 
origins derived from the Greater London area and those from other provincial 
cities. This confirmed London as the dominant source of moves in the 1945-1975 
period. However, the West Midlands Conurbation, relative to its share of 
manufacturing employment, was actually providing more moves to Assisted Areas 
in the early 1960s period  (Townroe, 1983) because of motor vehicle plant 
restructuring (Prism Research and Liverpool University, 1992). What is worth 
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mentioning about Sant’s work (1975) is that the pattern of flows revealed a strong 
“distance decay” effect around London with a substantial proportion of moves 
being short-distance, directed primarily to the ring of New Towns in the outer 
South East and falling off as distance from London increased. As discussed in Ch. 
3, Keeble (1976) focused attention on the contrast between short-distance moves 
(within the South East) and long-distance moves (interregional moves) in his 
“dual-population” hypothesis. According to this hypothesis smaller firms moved 
whole activities – retaining much of their existing labour force – over shorter 
distances. In contrast, large firms moved over longer distance from the South and 
the Midlands to the Assisted Areas by opening up new branches (Townroe, 1983).  
Moves in the period 1966-1975 were of relatively short distance. More than half of 
the individual firm moves recorded between 1966 and 1975 involved distances of 
less than 22 miles. Seventy percent of the complete relocation moves in this period 
involved distances of less than 12 miles and the majority of them were small firms 
decentralising out of London and the other provincial cities (Nunn, 1980).  
The only consistent measurement of suburban decentralisation subsidised by 
regional policy comes from the Location Offices Bureau (LOB), a government 
agency established in 1963 and charged with promoting the decentralisation of 
offices out of Central London. This agency was the product of a White Paper 
which set out the broad strategy for a bold solution on London’s office problems. 
Legislation following another White Paper in 1964 placed a ban on office 
development in the Southeast and the West Midlands (subsequently extended to 
include East Midlands). The Control of Offices and Industrial Development Act 
(1965) required that for all proposed office developments of over 3000 sq. ft in the 
Metropolitan Area an “Office Development Permit” was required. Moves recorded 
by LOB tended to be biased toward larger development proposals, partial 
relocation and longer-distance migrations. Hall (1972) estimated that the LOB 
database captured around one in two of the office jobs involved in relocation from 
London. 
Within these limitations, the LOB database showed that, between 1963 and 1975, 
some 1761 offices moved within or out of London. Forty percent of these moves 
were to locations in the Greater Central London area and two-thirds were within 40 
miles. Only 19 percent of the 141,000 jobs involved were engaged in moves of 
over 80 miles. Manners and Morris (1986) showed that over three-quarters of the 
moves recorded by LOB were to the north-west and south-west sectors of the 
conurbation. On the other hand, the transfer of offices to the other regions was 
limited (Hall, 1972; Daniels, 1969; Goddard, 1975, 1979; Keeble, 1968). There 
were a small number of relocations in the early 1970s to the Bristol area and to 
Cheshire but the majority of moves under the Office Development Permit scheme 
was an internal redistribution within the Southeast.  
After 1973 and in response to the demonstrated lack of long-distance office 
relocation, the British government began to offer “carrots” in addition to “sticks” 
for office developers in the form of financial inducements for the development 
areas. At the same time, the GLC (1973) began to adopt a counter-policy to 
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stimulate office development in the inner areas (Prism Research and Liverpool 
University, 1992).  
The studies, worthy of mention on the decentralisation of offices from Central 
London, in the period 1983-1992, are the annual reports by Jones et al. (1990). 
They showed that the period between 1983 and 1989 was dominated by relatively 
short-distance moves, with Outer London providing the main destination (receiving 
51 and 54 percent respectively of the number of moves and jobs relocated). 
However, in 1990 the pattern of office movements changed with less relocations 
towards the Outer London area. This was heavily influenced by the increased 
relocation of government departments because the public sector once again was 
seeking to contribute to an even distribution of employment (Prism Research and 
Liverpool University, 1992). Between 1983 and 1989 most moves came from the 
industrial sectors (24%) and were heavily dominated by the oil industry as major 
companies moved their offices out of Central London. Again, the years 1991 and 
1992 are characterised by the relocation of the public sector’s offices as a 
programme of dispersal of government departments.  
As Keeble (1976) stated, in the UK as a whole, one-third of all industrial 
movement in the late 1960s, in terms of employment, can be categorised as short-
distance spillover from the key conurbations and 50 per cent as long-distance 
interregional moves to the periphery. Besides, Keeble (1976) concludes that 
“regional policy was the single most important variable influencing the sub-
regional pattern of migrant industries between 1966 and 1971”. 
 
6.4.2 Regional policy measures and firm relocation in 1990-2000s 

 
Policy measures and policy coverage  

 
Traditional regional policy came under sustained attack in the 1980s. The 
economic case for regional policy was regarded as weak and unproven. One of the 
most relevant criticisms was that British regional policy in 1945-1980s had relied 
too heavily on encouraging inward investments (from the rest of Britain as well as 
from overseas) to locate their new plant within the Assisted Areas (Armstrong and 
Taylor, 2000). Regional policy was viewed as a zero-sum game in which one 
region could benefit only at the expense of other regions. Thus, regional policy 
could result in a negative-sum game with firms locating in inefficient locations 
(Taylor and Wren, 1997). Besides, too little attention was paid to stimulating new 
firm formation, inducing small and medium enterprises (SMEs) to expand, and 
encouraging firms to develop the latest technology.  
Since the end of the 1980s, a new approach to regional policy came to the fore. Its 
emphasis was placed on improving competitiveness of industry in international 
markets; promoting indigenous development in the disadvantaged regions; 
stimulating entrepreneurship, small firms and new technology. It was argued that 
these elements would help to regenerate not only the disadvantaged regions but 
also the whole national economy (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000).   
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The UK government’s view about the benefits of regional policy changed radically 
during the early 1990s. Location controls had already been abolished in 1982 and 
the areas eligible for assistance were drastically cut back (see Armstrong and 
Taylor, 2000 for a detailed overview). Besides, the north-south divide was eroded 
by a substantial regional convergence in unemployment during the recession of the 
early 1990s. These trends were acknowledged in the revised Assisted Area map 
after 1993 that reflects sub-regional and local spatial disparities. For the first time, 
smaller Assisted Areas were included in the map. These were located in London, 
South East and Eastern regions and were labelled Intermediate Assisted Areas.  
The 1995 White Paper on Regional Industrial Policy stated that “the Government 
recognises the importance of embracing the competitiveness of the Assisted Areas. 
There has been a refocusing of regional industrial policy to reflect its role in 
achieving both economic and social objectives”. As Taylor and Wren (1997) 
pointed out, the main factors at the heart of this change concern the following:  

1. it became increasingly recognised that the less well-off areas could play a 
substantial role in improving the competitiveness of the UK economy as a 
whole; 

2. Regional Selective Assistance (RSA) is one of the few kinds of state aid to 
large firms permitted by the European Commission; 

3. the European Union’s Structural Funds have become increasingly 
important as a means of improving the economic performance of the UK’s 
less well-off areas; 

4. the EU’s Structural Funds are now strongly focused on funding regional 
development programmes as opposed to individual projects.  

This last point led to the formation of regional partnerships (i.e. local authorities, 
TECs43, economic development agencies and voluntary organisations), which 
apply for EU funding to support the economic regeneration of their particular area.  
The 1998 Competitiveness White Paper stressed the role of SMEs in government 
policy thinking, as emphasised in this quotation: ‘the Government’s aim is to 
create a broadly-based entrepreneurial culture, in which more people of all ages 
and backgrounds start their own business’. Besides, the White Paper announced 
the refocusing of support towards high-quality knowledge-based projects which 
provided skilled jobs.  
Another aspect that characterised regional policy in the 1990s has been the 
organisational change. The delivery of central government policy is now 
administrated on a spatial basis, rather than, along strict departmental lines. The 
shift from a centralised to a more decentralised regional policy model led to a 
patchwork of overlapping policy remits and competing levels of governance. As a 
result, a threefold model of regional policy governance in the UK can be identified 
(Gray, 2003): 

• the deconcentration of regional policy – in which central government 
unbundles its organisation but not its authority regionally; 

•  the devolution of regional policy – the full transfer of all authority in 
regional policy competencies to sub-national level; 
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• the decentralisation of regional policy – in which administrative authority 
is transferred to a regional level, but not the authority to determine 
strategies and budgets. 

The deconcentration of regional policy can be seen in the continuing existence of 
the government offices in the English regions, whose goal is to support and 
improve the way government works in the regions. The objective of the 
government office network is to bring coherence to the delivery of government 
policy in the regions and add value to the process by exploiting synergies, working 
constructively with regional and local partners, promoting value for money, and 
removing obstacles to effective local implementation. The government offices also 
implement specific programmes such as European Structural Funds as well as 
dealing with planning and other casework. 
The devolution of regional policy was achieved with the creation of the devolved 
Scottish Parliament and Welsh Assembly.    
The decentralisation of regional policy is evident in the establishment of the 
Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) in the English regions; setting up of a 
Scottish Parliament and Welsh Assembly with significant powers for economic 
development; special arrangements for London (such as the London-wide RDA 
and a new Greater London Authority) and the creation of a new Assembly in 
Northern Ireland with full legislative and executive authority over all policy areas 
previously associated with the Northern Ireland Office (Yuill and Wishlade, 
2001).44  
The creation of an RDA in each region was one of the major policy responses to 
the perceived weakness of agencies without the capacity and legitimacy to 
orchestrate economic development.45 Eight English RDAs came into existence in 
April 1999 and the last RDA was established for London in 2000. The objectives 
of each RDA are as follows (DETR, 1999, cited in Robert and Bennewoth, 2001): 

• to further economic development and regeneration of its area; 
• to promote business efficiency, investment and competitiveness in its area; 
• to enhance the development and application of skills relevant to 

employment in its area; 
• to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development in the United 

Kingdom where it is relevant to its area to do so.  
Although the RDAs were initially established to create a strategic dimension to 
economic development in the regions, their powers were greatly extended in 
response to the Treasury 2002 Spending Review. Regional Selective Assistance 
decision-making authority was transferred from the Government Offices to the 
RDAs.  
As Table 6.27 shows, the total funding allocation to the RDAs in 2003-2004 was 
just under £1,800 million per year. In 2002-03, the Department of Trade and 
Industry (DTI) provided $161 million of the £1,625 million available to the RDAs. 
While, in 2003-04, the DTI contributed £272.9 million of the £1,896 million 
available. In 2004-2005, the total funding allocation is £1,864 and the DTI will 
provide £224.9 million.  
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Table 6.27: Total government funding for Regional Development Agencies (£ million) 

Regional Development Agencies  2002-03 
budget 

2003-04 
budget  

 

2004-05 Plans  

One North East (ONE) 208 226 225 
North West Development Agency (NWDA) 283 334 341 
Yorkshire Forward (YF) 206 266 256 
East Midlands Development Agency (EMDA) 106 132 121 
Advantage West Midlands (AWM) 209 254 230 
East of England Development Agency 
(EEDA) 

82 86 90 

South East of England Development Agency 
(SEEDA) 

109 144 124 

South West of England Regional Development 
Agency (SWERDA) 

101 104 107 

London Development Agency (LDA) 287 319 326 
Reserve  35 30 97 
Total  1,625 1,896 1,864 

Sources: DTI Departmental report (2004) 
(www.dti.gov.uk/expenditureplan/report2004/pdfs/section_b/the_executive_agencies.pdf); 
(www.dti.gov.uk/expensitureplan/report2003/pdfs/section_c/regional_growth.pdf).  

 
Before carrying on with the description of policy measures, it is important to stress 
that during the 1990s, there was a shift in policy goals from efficiency to equity. 
Although, government rhetoric continued to stress national competitiveness, in the 
latter half of the 1990s there was a growing emphasis on the social objective of 
regional policy. Urban policy in Britain has now been almost completely redirected 
towards the reduction of social exclusion and similarly regional policy is following 
this trend. A strong campaign is under way to redirect regional policy as a 
component of industrial policy towards the social exclusion agenda (see Armstrong 
and Taylor, 2000).  

       
Policy measures and firm relocation  

 
There are about 20 principal business programmes in the UK and they mainly 
focus on SMEs. They can be distinguished into six categories: (i) investments and 
development; (ii) innovation; (iii) internationalisation; (iv) start-up; (v) 
disadvantage categories; (vi) Structural Funds (Salvador, 2003).  
We will focus on the first of the above listed categories, because it includes two 
grant schemes promoting firm relocation in the UK: the Regional Selective 
Assistance (RSA) and the Enterprise Grant Scheme (EGS). Until April 2002 both 
Regional Selective Assistance and Enterprise Grants in England were administered 
by the Government Offices in each region.46 Since April, the responsibilities of the 
Government Offices have been transferred to the Regional Development Agencies 
(RDAs) in respect of RSA grants of less than £2 million and to the Small Business 
Service in respect of Enterprise Grants (see DTI, 2003).  
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Table 6.28: Expenditure on regional preferential assistance to industry in Great Britain, 1984-94  

 Expenditure on regional preferential assistance 
(£mln at constant 1984/85 prices) 

 1984/85 to 1988/89 1989/90 to 1993/94 
 

Form of assistance  
Expenditure 

(£mln) 
 

% 
Expenditure 

(£mln) 
 

% 
Regional Development Grant (1)  1,701 59.3 311 20.3 
Regional Selective Assistance  629 21.9 652 42.6 
Regional Enterprise Grant  1 0.1 37 2.4 
Land and Factories (2) 423 14.8 426 27.8 
HIE (3) 84 2.9 70 4.6 
MWD (4) 29 1.0 43 2.3 
Total  2,867 100.0 1,530 100.0 

(1) The Regional Development Grant was abolished in 1988 but commitments continued into later years; (2) Land 
and factories: expenditure by the former English Estates, Scottish Enterprise and the Welsh Development Agency 
on land and factories in the Assisted Areas; (3) HIE: Highlands and Islands Enterprise (previously the Highlands 
and Islands Development Board); (4) MWD: Mid-Wales Development (previously the Development Board for 
Rural Wales). 
Source: House of Commons (1995), in Taylor and Wren (1997)  

 
The RSA scheme began in the early 1970s and it was primarily devoted to reducing 
unemployment rates in disadvantaged areas.47 It is the main scheme of financial 
assistance to industry in Great Britain. As presented in Table 6.28, since the 
abolition of the Regional Development Grant in 1988, RSA has become the 
primary component of UK government expenditure on regional policy. Its 
advantage over automatic support is that it can be tied directly to job creation and 
denied to projects that do not fulfil ex ante grant-per-job conditions (Swales, 1997). 
In addition to the conditions on job creation and investment, RSA is associated 
with a number of other criteria that define the scheme eligibility. These criteria 
have changed over time, and as well as seeking further improvements in cost-
effectiveness, they have other motivations that include a reduction in expenditure 
by restricting take-up, greater efficiency in administration and the promotion of 
national as well as regional objectives (Wren, 2004). 
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Table 6.29: Appraisal criteria of the Regional Selective Assistance and the Enterprise Grant 
Criteria Regional Selective Assistance  Entreprise Grant 

Location  
Projects must be undertaken in the Assisted 
Areas, as recognised by the European 
Commission. 

Applicants must be small to medium-sized 
companies in designated Enterprise Grant Areas. 
These are the Assisted Areas and further areas 
designated by a flexible national measure to aid 
regional development and to respond quickly to 
local crises.  

Quality  Additional emphasis is given to upgrading 
skills and technology. Four key factors are 
used to determine the quality of projects: 
wage levels, sustainable employment, R&D, 
and training.  

Preference is given to high growth businesses 
seeking to maximise value-added projects with 
quality output. Projects are measured against 
quality factors, these include supply chain 
improvements; R&D; training; salary levels; 
innovation; environmental sustainability; and 
national and regional benefits.  

Jobs  The project must create or safeguard jobs. 
Those service sector projects which serve 
purely a local market do not generally 
qualify.  

It is not essential for a project to create jobs in 
order to qualify for the grant. 

Maximum 
Grant  

There are no limits on the number of RSA 
grants a company may apply for. Grants are 
subject to European Community ‘Net Grant 
Equivalent’ ceilings ranging from 10% to 
35% of the value of the eligible capital 
expenditure, according to the status of the 
Assisted Areas. There is a separate 
calculation for job grants, based on wage 
costs.   

Enterprise Grant applicants are allowed any 
number of grants up to a combined total of 
£75,000. the maximum grant available is 15% of 
eligible expenditure, apart from medium-sized 
firms in Tier 3 areas who may receive up to 
£37,500 or 7.5% of eligible costs.   

Eligible 
expenditure  

The project must involve capital expenditure 
(of more than £500,000 in England) on fixed 
assets, such as property, plant and 
machinery; however, where this expenditure 
is insufficient, the grant may be assessed 
against new jobs created. Expenditure can 
relate to expansion, modernisation or the 
establishment of a new company.    

Maximum eligible expenditure is £500,000 and 
must relate to equipment, plant and machinery; 
some associated one-off costs such as the 
acquisition of patents; and associated land, site 
preparations and buildings.  

Viability  Businesses and projects should have good 
prospects of viability and help the business 
to become more competitive. The project 
will normally be expected to become 
profitable within 3 years, to make 
commercial sense and to contribute towards 
enhancing local and national economic and 
industrial performance.    

Business and projects should be viable, and the 
project will normally be expected to become 
profitable within three years.  

Additionality  Applicants must demonstrate that the grant is necessary to enable the project to proceed as 
envisaged in terms of nature, scale, timing or location. This may be to meet a funding gap, to 
reduce the risks associated with the project, or to influence the choice of location of a mobile 
project.   

National and 
regional 
benefit  

All projects should contribute positive benefits to both regional and national economies. 

Prior 
commitments  

Project appraisal must have been completed and formal offer of assistance issued, before the 
applicants enter into a commitment to proceed with the project.  

Other 
funding  

The greater part of funding for the project should be met by the applicant or come from other 
sources in the private sector.  

Displacement  Projects which are likely to create over-capacity, or which simply displace jobs from other 
areas, or aim to relocate jobs from one part of the country to another, are not eligible for 
assistance.  

Source: Elaboration of Regional Selective Assistance and Enterprise Grant scheme criteria (DTI, 
2003) 
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To be eligible for RSA, projects must have a net positive impact on Assisted Areas 
employment levels (Objective 1 and 2), create and safeguard jobs, help to attract 
and retain internationally mobile investment and to contribute to the regeneration 
and competitiveness of the regions. It is especially necessary to show that the 
project could not be realised without a grant (Table 6.29). The RSA provides 
discretionary grants to large capital investment projects and is operated by the UK 
central government, so it is essentially a national scheme, with the larger cases 
determined centrally in London (Jones and Wren, 2004).48 The project must 
involve capital expenditure of more than £500,000 of fixed assets (property, plant 
and machinery). The subsidy amount varies from 5% to 15% of the project 
investment, which must be in existence for at least five years. The minimum public 
share is £75,000 and the average cost for each new job is £4,000. A manager is 
assigned to each project in order to assist the investor in the bureaucratic 
procedures. The implementation of the projects that require a public share less than 
£2 million is one of the scopes of the RDAs; while larger projects are supervised 
by the DTI. The RDAs make use of the Business Link network.  
The RSA was originally aimed at the manufacturing industry but has been 
increasingly used to support service sector businesses markets beyond the local 
level (e.g. retail activities, hotels and restaurants do not qualify). Applicants can be 
companies, partnerships or sole traders. Assistance is provided to establish a new 
project or expand/modernize an existing business, to set up research and 
development facilities, or to take the next step from development to production.  
An important change was made to RSA in 1984 when it was no longer available to 
plants relocated within the UK, and displacement was taken into account in 
deciding the offer. This was a major change in the orientation of regional policy, 
which since the early post-war period had been about encouraging firms to relocate 
in the regions (Wren, 2004).   
Only jobs directly created or safeguarded by the applicant can be taken into 
account for the RSA, but projects which are likely to create overcapacity, or which 
simply displace jobs elsewhere in the UK, or aim to relocate jobs form one part of 
the country to another, are not eligible for assistance. The emphasis in the scheme 
has changed from being mainly that of jobs creation and retention, to an emphasis 
on competitiveness, raising productivity and gaining improvements in the skills 
base and securing internationally mobile investments. One of the key regional 
policy statements of the 1998 Competitiveness White Paper was the commitment 
to review Regional Selective Assistance (RSA) so that it could ‘focus support more 
on high-quality, knowledge-based projects which provide skilled jobs’. 
The most recent evaluation of the RSA, referring to 1991-1995, is presented in the 
next section.  
As a complement to the RSA, the Enterprise Grant Scheme (EGS) was introduced 
on January 2000. “The rationale for EGS lies partly in a failure in the local labour 
markets and partly in a failure of the capital markets. Experience, from previous 
RSA evaluations, points to a capital subsidy, focussed on higher quality projects 
being a cost effective way of addressing the failures” (from ROAME Statement for 
the Enterprise Grant Scheme, December 1999 in DTI, 2003). The EGS is also a 
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discretionary scheme which substitutes the RSA, in England, in case of projects 
with an investment amount equal or lower than £500,000, but available to SMEs 
only.49 Those might be high value added investments providing high productivity 
levels and a higher number of skilled jobs. The EGS operates in Enterprise Grant 
Areas, which include the Assisted Areas (Tier 1 and 2 areas), and Tier 3 areas 
outside the Assisted Areas designated to include areas with particular social 
problems. 
The EGS substitutes the RSA, in England, in case of projects with an investment 
amount equal or lower than £500,000. The subsidy amount varies according to firm 
size. In general, small firms can receive at most 15% of the gross investment while 
medium-sized firms are awarded 7.5% if they are located in Objective 3 areas and 
15% in Objective 1 and 2 areas.50 The Small Business Service (SBS) is responsible 
for the management and implementation of the projects. As for the RSA, the 
Business Link network offers support to the investors. The selection criteria of the 
EGS differ from those of the RSA in three important respects: (i) projects do not 
have to create or safeguard jobs; (ii) the application and appraisal process has been 
streamlined; (iii) grant is available in a broader range of areas (see Table 6.39). 
Besides, particular attention is placed to the project contribution to the vocational 
training. The evaluation of the programme is scheduled every three years, thus, the 
first evaluation is forthcoming. 

 
6.4.3 A focus on the Regional Selective Assistance51 

 
As Wren (2004) emphasised, Regional Selective Assistance is one of the UK’s 
longest-running industrial support schemes, and as such it is perhaps the most 
heavily evaluated scheme, with the government carrying out evaluations for the 
periods 1980-84 (King, 1990), 1985-88 (PACEC, 1993) and 1991-95 (AEP, 2000). 
This section presents the more recent evaluation of the RSA, covering the period 
1991-1995. In 1991-199552, £1.1 billion was offered in grant to 5,377 projects, 
which were expected to create and safeguard 210,392 gross jobs (Table 6.30). 
Some £0.9 billion had been paid out at the time of the evaluation53, with payments 
completed in the vast majority (79%) of projects.  
As Table 6.31 shows, over half of all projects involved a development at an 
existing site either as a new project or modernisation or expansion. New start-ups 
and branch plants (partial relocation) accounted for 28% of all projects. Transfers 
to new sites in the same travel-to-work area were typically smaller projects 
accounting for 15% of the projects, but 6% of the grants. Buy-outs or acquisitions 
represented the smallest overall category by project numbers, although grant offers 
were relatively high compared to other project categories.  
Companies in the manufacturing sector continued to be the main beneficiaries, 
accounting for 84.2% of projects and 91% of grants awarded. Manufacturing firms 
employ 89% of the jobs. However, the scheme is not marketed to particular sectors. 
It rules out assistance to most consumer-type services serving a purely local 
market, because of their displacement effects (DTI, 2003). As concerns 
investments’ origin, almost 90% of projects were from UK-owned companies 
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which received 50.7% of the grants offered. By contrast, internationally-owned 
companies accounted for 10% of investments in number and less than 50% of 
grants (Table 6.32). This means that foreign companies accounted for £1,019,000 
average capital value and UK firms for less than one-tenth of the value of the 
foreign mobile projects (£119,500). 
On the other hand, grant rates (grant offered as a proportion of project capital 
stock) do not exhibit any significant variation in general between the six categories 
of projects. Hence, larger scale projects are implemented by internationally-owned 
companies (see Stone and Peck, 1996). A previous evaluation of the RSA showed 
that in 1991-1994 over 40% of the financial incentives had gone to foreign-owned 
companies, a percentage which rose to over 70% in the case of electrical 
engineering industry. Besides, over 85% of the regional financial assistance 
covered by overseas firms had gone to large firms and only 10% has been taken up 
by small firms (Taylor and Wren, 1997). 
The lack of data about the origin of UK firms as well as about the number of new 
branches does not allow an analysis of core-periphery partial relocation.  

 
Table 6.30: Approved projects in 1991-1995  

Number 
of projects 

 

Total grant 
offered 
(£000s) 

Total grant 
paid (£000s) 

% grant 
paid 

Average 
total project 
capital cost 

(£) 

Jobs expected 

5,377  1,137,408 889,454 78.2 1,646,931 210,392 
Source: Elaboration on AEP (2000) 

 
Table 6.31: Number of projects and grant offered by project type  

 Number 
of projects 

% of total 
projects 

% of total grant 
offered 

Start-up of RSA eligible activity at a 
new site including new branch plants  

1,506 28.0 30.0 

New projects on an existing site  738 13.7 24.1 
Modernisation/expansion at existing 
site  

2,053 38.2 33.8 

Transfer to a new site in the same 
travel-to-work area  

820 15.3 6.3 

Transfer to a new site not in the same 
travel-to-work area  

194 3.6 2.5 

Buy-out or acquisition  66 1.2 3.4 
Total  5,377 100.0 100.0 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000) 
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Table 6.32: RSA applications by location of ownership  

Number of RSA applications Grant awarded  
No. % (£000s) % 

UK 
 

4,827 
 

89.8 
 

576,920 
 

50.7 
Non-UK 550 10.2 560,486 49.3 
Total  5,377 100.0 1,137,407 100.0 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000) 
 

Table 6.33: RSA offers by type of Assisted Areas in 1991-1995  

 Number of 
awards 

Total grant 
awarded 

Total RSA 
supported capital 

investment  

Jobs expected  

 No. % £000s % £000s % No. % 
Total, of which: 5,377 100.0 1,137,407 100.0 8,855,548 100.00 210,392 100.00 
Development 
Areas  

2,823 52.5 808,676 71.1 5,678,678 64.1 121,773 57.9 

Intermediate 
Areas  

2,554 47.5 328,731 28.9 3,176,870 35.9 88,619 42.1 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000) 
 

Table 6.34: Grant awarded by region and county  

Location  DA grant 
offered 
(£000s) 

DA 
grant as 
a % of 
total  

IA grant 
offered 
(£000s) 

IA grant 
as a % 
of total  

Total grant 
offered 
(£000s) 

% of 
total 
grant 

offered  
England of 
which: 

310,508 27.3 183,593 16.1 494,101 43.4 

  East Midlands  6,418 0.6 5,216 0.5 11,634 1.0 
  Merseyside 44,875 3.9 0 0.0 44,875 3.9 
  North East 109,186 9.6 8,841 0.8 118,027 10.4 
  North West  37,098 3.3 37,324 3.3 74,422 6.5 
  South West 14,240 1.3 23,238 2.0 37,478 3.3 
  West Midlands  63,744 5.6 57,051 5.0 120,795 10.6 
  Yorkshire  
  &    Humberside

32,589 2.9 39,156 3.4 71,745 6.3 

  East  0 0.0 3,394 0.3 3,394 0.3 
  London  0 0.0 4,589 0.4 4,589 0.4 
  South East  2,358 0.2 4,784 0.4 7,142 0.6 
Wales    180,677 15.9 97,514 8.6 278,191 24.5 
Scotland  317,491 27.9 47,624 4.2 365,115 32.1 
Total  808,676 71.1 328,731 28.9 1,137,407 100.0 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000) 
 
As shown in Table 6.33, the number of grant award was split evenly between the 
Intermediate and Development Areas. Projects in Development Areas were larger 
because of higher grant rates and cost per job limits in development areas. 
Development Area projects were offered an average of £286,460, while projects in 
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Intermediate areas were offered an average of £128,712. The average grant award 
per forecasted job was £6,641 in Development Areas and £3,709 in Intermediate 
Areas. The proportion of the total population covered by Assisted Areas 
designations was higher in Scotland and Wales than in England. Almost 72% of all 
projects were located in England, with Wales and Scotland accounting for 13% and 
15% respectively. Table 6.34 illustrates the regional distribution of grants awarded. 
It suggests that whereas some 72% of projects were located in England, these had 
accounted for just 43% of grant, reflecting the more limited Development Area 
Status in England. 
The key points of the analysis can be summarised as follows:  

• by the end of 1998, 79% of the projects that had received grants were 
physically complete; 

• awards to individual projects in Scotland and Wales were typically larger 
than those in England, largely reflecting the higher proportion of 
Development Areas, relative to Intermediate Areas and a large average 
project size; 

• the largest category of projects (by number and grant offered) comprised 
modernisations, expansions and new projects at existing sites. 

• non-UK-owned projects accounted for 10% of the overall number of 
awards, 

• but by value accounted for just under half of the grant awarded,  
• in sectoral terms, manufacturing industries dominated the RSA projects, 

accounting for 84% of projects and 91% of grant awarded.54 
In the next section a comparison of the regional policy measures in the three 
countries and their impact on firm migration will be presented.  

6.5 Summary and concluding remarks  
 
The present chapter provided an answer to questions 2 by describing the regional 
policies in 1945-2000s in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom and by 
emphasising the correlation between the policies’ theoretical framework and the 
measures that have been adopted to promote core-periphery relocation. Besides, the 
chapter partially answers to question 3 by investigating the impact of policy tools 
on core-periphery relocation using as a parameter the amount of granted 
investments. Finally, Hypothesis 2 is tested by providing evidence on the cases of 
Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.  
Within the framework of what we have defined the traditional approach, in the 
three countries regional incentives were offered to firms, mainly in the form of 
capital grants, as stimulants to locate to the problem areas. In Italy, financial 
incentives were granted to firms moving from the core areas in the centre-north to 
the depressed regions in the South (Intervento Straordinario development policy). 
The state-owned firms (Partecipazioni Statali) had to place at least 40 percent of 
their total investment in the Mezzogiorno and 60 per cent of their new plants.   
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In the same period, in the Netherlands, financial incentives (i.e. the IPR investment 
premium) were awarded to firms locating in development nuclei within the 
designated problem regions.  
In the UK, a variety of policy incentives were introduced to reduce unemployment 
in the Assisted Areas. These comprised loans and grants to firms (i.e. Regional 
Development Grant and Regional Selective Assistance) and permits to build 
factories and establish industrial estates (i.e. Land and Factories grant). 
In the 1980s, the spreading regional policy came under sustained attack in most of 
the European countries. As a consequence, since the beginning of the 1980s, the 
traditional approach was partially superseded by the contemporary approach, which 
focuses on the creation of appropriate framework conditions for business 
development (‘business climate’) and is based on integrated regional development 
plans and strategies, designed and delivered by partnerships of regional and local 
actors. Nevertheless, regional policies promoting core-periphery relocation are still 
in place. In Italy, in 1980-2000s, the policy measures adopted were of two main 
types: a semi-automatic system of incentives (Law 488) and partnership-based 
instruments or regional strategies (Negotiated Plans). While Law 488 is a grant-
based measure, the tools of the Negotiated Plans (Territorial Pact, Program 
Contract and Area Contract) are of a different nature (Table 6.35). Their aim is to 
promote the local context and encourage cooperation among different actors (firms, 
local institutions, central institutions). Although each has its own characteristics, 
Law 488, PC and AC promote the relocation of external investments to the 
Mezzogiorno. Firms, independent of size, operating in the industry, services and 
tourism, either national or foreign, are subsidised by Law 488 to invest in the 
depressed areas of the country through new plants, expansions, renovation. Large 
companies (national or foreign) or consortia of SMEs and representatives of the 
Italian industrial districts are eligible for PC incentive to realise industrial 
investments together with R&D centres and projects and training of personnel.55 
Finally, new initiatives and expansions (national and foreign) in industry, agro-
industry, services and tourism are subsidised by the AC to locate in the crisis areas 
of the country. Nevertheless, the analysis on investments in the south which have 
been promoted by Law 488 shows a negligible amount of investments coming from 
the centre-north (5%). On the other hand, the AC and PC tools attracted on average 
a larger volume of ‘external’ projects. In the case of the AC area of Manfredonia, 
the “twinning”, between entrepreneurial associations in the north and south, played 
an important role. Those investments, promoted by both Law 488 and PC, are 
mainly of large medium size, while those subsidised by the AC are smaller, on 
average. Most of the projects receiving grants in the south are capital-intensive and 
belong to ‘scale-intensive’ and ‘traditional’ sectors, which are the typical sectors of 
the southern economy. This outcome emphasises and reinforces the north-south 
dualism because it does not induce a diversification of the southern production 
basis.  
The goal of regional policy in the Netherlands in 1990-2000s is no longer to 
establish interregional equity but to strengthen the competitiveness of all regions, 
with a specific effort on reinforcing the economic structure of the peripheral areas 
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(northern provinces, Flevoland, South Limburg, Twente and Overijssel), through 
regional incentives and strategies, and framework measures (Table 6.34).  
 
Table 6.35: The components of regional policy in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

Countries Regional 
Incentives 

Framework 
Measures 

Infrastructure 
Provision 

Regional 
Strategies 

Italy  
Grant-based Law 
488, plus 
automatic fiscal 
assistance 

 
/ 

 
/ 

Negotiated plans 
(specified 
development 
objectives) 

Netherlands  Grant-based, IPR  TIPP: to help 
develop 
strategic 
business 
locations  

Regional 
covenants to 
help coordinate 
investment 
spending  

Programme for the 
North; Regional 
Covenants; TIPP 

United 
Kingdom  

Grant-based, 
Regional Selective 
Assistance (RSA)  

Shift to business 
environment-
focused 
initiatives  

 
 
/ 

RDAs in England; 
NEDF in Scotland; 
NI strategy 2010 

Source: Elaboration on Yuill and McMaster (2001) 
 
Table 6.36: Regional incentive types in the three countries  

Country Incentive Incentive type 
  CG IRS TC DA LRS TRA 

Italy  
Law 488 
Automatic fiscal assistance 
‘Negotiated plans’ (PC, AC, TP)

√ 
 
√ 

  
√ 
 

   

Netherlands  
Regional investment project 
grant (IPR) 

√ 
 

   √ 
 

 

United 
Kingdom: 

Regional selective assistance  
(RSA) 

√ 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 √ 
 
 

 

CG = capital grants; IRS = interest or loan-related subsidies; TC = tax concessions; DA = 
depreciation allowances;  
LRS = labour-related subsidies; TRA = transport concessions.  
Source: developed from Yuill, Bachtler and Wishlade (1999) (Yuill and McMaster, 2001)  
 
Among the policy tools, the Centralised and Decentralised IPR premiums support 
relocation to the northern provinces. Both the IPR premiums are eligible for basic 
firms that sell 50% or more of their output outside the region where they are 
located. The eligible sectors for the Centralised IPR are industry, services, head 
offices, laboratory and tourism, while basic firms, head offices, pilot plants and 
laboratories are eligible for the Decentralised IPR. The analysis of the projects that 
have been granted Centralised and Decentralised IPR premiums has showed, 
however, negligible relocations from the Randstad and from abroad. Indigenous 
investments, in the form of expansion projects, dominate the scene. Nevertheless, 
such projects are more effective than new establishment projects in terms of 
amount of investment per job created. The investments subsidised by the IPR are 



148  

mainly in capital- and labour-intensive industry sectors, with knowledge-intensive 
sectors in the third position. The knowledge-intensive industry registers the highest 
level of job creation.  
Regional policy in the UK in 1990-2000s focused on improving competitiveness of 
industry in international markets, promoting indigenous development in the 
disadvantaged regions, stimulating entrepreneurship, small firms and new 
technology. Among the other business programmes, the regional incentives which 
subsidise core-periphery relocation are the RSA and EGS. These are 
‘discretionary’ grant schemes, which contribute to the attraction of investments 
(both manufacturing and services) in the Assisted Areas. RSA and EGS are not 
directed to specific sectors; they focus on high-quality, knowledge-based projects 
which provide skilled jobs. The focus is mainly on foreign investments and new 
projects because the measures are not available to plants relocating within the UK, 
which displace jobs. The analysis showed that manufacturing sectors were the main 
beneficiary of the RSA grant, while most consumer-type services, purely serving 
the local market, are excluded because of their displacement effects. UK firms 
account for one-tenth of the value of the foreign mobile projects. These are larger 
than national investments. Unfortunately, lack of data does not provide us with a 
picture of core-periphery firm relocation. However, we can assume a negligible 
amount of those types of projects because of the RSA criteria. 
The analysis of the core-periphery policy measures in the three countries 
emphasised that call for changing the focus of regional policy has been more in its 
philosophy than in its practice. The measures promoting core-periphery relocation 
are of “old fashioned” type. Capital grants are the favourite incentives in the three 
countries (Table 6.36). Fiscal aids are not so common and take the form of tax 
concession, as in the case of Italy. There are no significant fiscal depreciation 
allowances in the countries of analysis and in the member states, in general. On the 
other hand, labour subsidies are part of regional policy in the United Kingdom and 
in the Netherlands. They can take the form of ‘free standing’ labour-related 
subsidies (such as employment grants or social security concessions) or job-related 
components of the main regional grant scheme.  
Nevertheless, the old-fashioned tools promoting core-periphery firm relocation in 
the three countries mainly differ in the aim, typology and eligibility of the 
subsidies. While the Italian and Dutch measures promote the location and 
relocation of business establishments in the peripheral areas, RSA and EGS are not 
available to plants relocating within the UK, which lead to job displacement. This 
represents a major change in the orientation of the UK regional policy, which since 
the early post-war period had been about encouraging firms to relocate in the 
regions. Regional policy in the UK mainly fosters the attraction of internationally 
mobile investments, and the data on RSA-granted projects showed that the country 
succeeded in this goal.  
Another relevant difference of the tools is the appraisal criteria. While Law 488 
and AC are applicable to almost all sectors, and to new plants, expansion and 
renovations, the IPR is directed to basic firms which are not tied to a specific 
establishment location and which sell 50% or more of the output outside the region 
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of location. Furthermore, the RSA and EGS focus on high-quality, knowledge-
based projects which provide skilled jobs. Besides, the amount of maximum grant 
differs. While it is strictly defined in the Dutch and British cases, it is more flexible 
in the Italian case where other public tools are applicable, as well.56  
Another aspect worth mentioning, concerns the shift from a centralised to a more 
decentralised regional policy model which led to the establishment of eight 
Regional Development Agencies in the English regions. These RDAs legitimately 
to orchestrate economic development in less developed areas and since April 2004 
the RDAs administrate the RSA grants of less than £2 million. By contrast, the 
development agencies in the Netherlands and in Italy have a limited authority. 
Their aim is to improve the socio-economic structure of the areas they act for but 
they do not administrate grants. Nevertheless, while the NOM development agency 
in the Netherlands assists investors in the location process, providing subsidy 
advice and financing participation, the power of the AC agencies is very limited.  
The macro-analysis of the grant-receiving projects in the three countries has 
partially provided an answer to question 3 especially as concerns the impact of 
regional policy on firm relocation, in terms of number of projects, investments’ 
characteristics and amount of subsidies. The analysis has shown that in both the 
periods (1945-1980s and 1990-2000s) the majority of investments are in the 
manufacturing sector and they are capital-intensive, as a consequence of the 
incentive provided. Nevertheless, in 1990-2000s the Italian Mezzogiorno shows a 
concentration of ‘scale-intensive’ and ‘traditional’ sectors, which does not induce a 
diversification of the southern production basis. The investments subsidised by the 
IPR are mainly in capital- and labour-intensive industry sectors and knowledge-
intensive sector ranks third but it registers the highest level of job creation. The 
main beneficiary of the RSA grant is industry and the larger investments are 
foreign mobile projects. Besides, in the three countries, policy measures have 
subsidised more indigenous investments than external investments.  
Notwithstanding the decreased role of regional incentives in five decades, it can be 
stated that they have been amongst the most durable and significant regional policy 
instruments.57 This reflects their general visibility, the importance of attracting 
inward investment in many regional development strategies and the strong 
competitive (and political) pressure to ensure that firms in the problem regions are 
appropriately supported. Although indigenous development remains very much at 
the heart of regional policy in the three countries, the merit of a certain amount of 
inward investment as part of a balanced regional development strategy is now 
widely accepted.  
Nevertheless, a first sign of change has been provided by the most recent 
Memorandum of Dutch regional policy, whose outcome will become clear in the 
months after the publication of this book. It has been announced that after the year 
2006, the special incentives for the Northern Netherlands will be suppressed and 
the focus will be on reinforcing the areas of the country which are already strong. 
A compromise, including a 50%-cut in the special incentive program for the period 
2006-2010, and a full stop thereafter, seems to be under way. 
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To conclude, it can be stated that, in the course of time, in the three countries there 
has been a decrease share of regional policy budget as well as of the budget for 
relocation incentives promoting core-periphery movement. Regional policy 
measures, in general, did promote core-periphery relocation but with varying 
degrees of success in the three countries. This may be related to the premium 
percentage for business investments, which, for instance, in 1980-2000s totalled to 
15-30% in the Netherlands, 50-70% in Italy and 10-350% in the United Kingdom 
(Table 6.37). 
 
Table 6.37: Firm relocation and regional policy in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
(1945-2000s).  

 Italy The Netherlands The United Kingdom 

 

Regional policy budget, as part of national 
budget  

   

 

Budget for relocation incentives, as part of 
the total regional policy budget  

   

 

Occurrence of interregional firm relocation 

   

 

Premium percentages of the relocated 
investment (1980-2000s)  

 

(50-80%) 

 

(15-30)* 

 

(10-35) 

* The largest variation of the IPR premium in the post-war period occurred in the 1980s (between 15% to 35%) in 
various parts of the assisted areas.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 With the exception of Denmark where regional incentives were completely withdrawn in 1991. 
2 See, among others, SVIMEZ, various years; Aronica et al. (2000); Camagni (1983); Saraceno 
(1980) and Giordano and Greco (2003).  
3 In the Southern Italy income per capita was 47% lower than Italian average; agriculture accounted 
for 55% of the employment (34% in the Centre-North); industrialisation rate was one third of the 
value of the rest of the country (see, among the others, SVIMEZ, 1998).  
4 Administratively the South is usually taken to include the regions of Abruzzo, Molise, Campania, 
Basilicata, Puglia, Calabria, Sicilia and Sardegna, although the Cassa per il Mezzogiorno’s boundary 
includes much of the southern Lazio as well as small parts of southern Marche and a few minor 
Tuscany islands (King, 1985).     
5 The state-owned companies were: IRI (a conglomerate born after the banking crisis of the 1930s) 
and ENI (founded soon after WWII to secure oil procurement). Between 1958 and 1962 three more 
were founded: Egam (mining), Eagat (spa) and Efim (engineering and railways materials but then a 
pure conglomerate) (see Helg et al., 2000). 
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6 Act. No.634/1957, art. 2. By Act no. 853/1971, art.7, the percentages have been raised to 60 and 80, 
respectively.  
7 The sectors involved were: (i) basic sectors, such as iron and still  (the Italsider plant in Taranto, 
IRI-group), hydrocarbon and petrochemical products (the Anic plants of Gela in Sicily and Pisticci in 
Basilicata, ENI-group); (ii) mechanical sector (the Alfa-sud plant in Pomigliano d’Arco, near Napoli, 
IRI-group, started in 1968 but completed four years later); (iii) chemical sector (the Anic plant in 
Ottana, Sardinia, ENI-group); (iv) electronics; (v) food sectors.  
8 After 1969 there were just some joint-ventures with private capital, such as the Ottana plant (Anic-
Montedison). 
9 Labour costs were reduced through non wage labour costs exemptions (‘fiscalizzazione degli oneri 
sociali’) and reductions in social security shares  (‘sgravi dei contributi previdenziali’). 
10 For an overview, see SVIMEZ (1996), Del Monte (1998), Del Monte and Giannola (1997), Helg et 
al. (2000), Viesti and Capriati (2003); Barca (2001). 
11 MEF is an acronym for Ministry of Economics (Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze) and DPS 
stands for Department of Development Policies (Dipartimento delle Politiche di Sviluppo). 
12 Depressed areas are: Objective 1, 2 and 5b areas. Objective 1 areas are the Mezzogiorno regions, 
with the exclusion of Abruzzo since 1996; Objective 2 and 5b areas: areas in the Centre-North 
affected by “industrial crisis” and declining rural areas. These areas count 11,2 millions inhabitants 
that is more than half total of the population in the Mezzogiorno. It means that 56% of the population 
in Italy (31,7% millions) is involved in the intervention favouring the depressed areas.  
13 For an overview on Regional Aid Guidelines, see Wishlade, 2003.  
14 see www.ipi.it; Yuill and Wishlade (2001). 
15 With the ban “Environment”, Law 488 subsidises investments aiming to improve the environment 
(see www.ipi.it).  
16 With the ban “Smaller Islands”, Law 488 subsidies SMEs to open new branches or invest in 
existing branches located in the depressed areas of the municipalities in the smaller Italian Islands 
(see www.ipi.it).  
17 This distribution is made by national announcements for specific economic sectors.  Enterprises 
submit their plans to selected banks, evaluated by the Ministry, on the basis of different selection 
criteria.  One of the main criteria assigns higher probability of getting public funds as a decreasing 
function of the amount of public money requested. The set of economic, social and environmental 
indicators is efficient for those enterprises that primarily use private resources rather than public 
incentives, and the mechanism is flexible enough to satisfy regional strategic, territorial and sectoral 
priorities (Chiri et al.,1998; Viesti and Capriati, 2003). 
18 If we compare Table 6.5 with Table 6.6 we can see a difference of 3.779 projects in the south. This 
disproportion is due both to the different object of analysis and to the different time period 
considered. Tab. 6.5 concerns all the projects subsidised by the six bans while Tab. 6.6 only regards 
the Industry ban. In addition, the first table refers to the period 1996 till the beginning of the 2002 
while the second from the 1996 to the end of the 2002.  
19 See Santangelo (2004) for an overview on the location determinants of foreign firms in the Etna 
Valley.  
20 For a detailed description of the beneficiaries of the Program Contracts see SVIMEZ (2002), 
Giunta and Florio (2002) and Florio and Valsecchi (1998).  
21 The ACM is a limited co-operative company comprising 32 firms who supply components to Fiat 
in Melfi.  
22 Two additional contracts involve consortia of small southern companies (Unica and Tarì) that 
reflect the old productive vocations of the area (see Giunta and Florio, 2002). 
23 See Giunta and Florio (2002) for a discussion on the social costs and benefits of the program 
contracts.  
24 The position of the Responsabile unico is mainly filled by the Mayor or the by the President of the 
province.  
25 Delibera CIPE, 20 marzo 1997. For a detailed overview see Gastaldi et al.(2003).  
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26 These data have been published in Dipartimento per lo Sviluppo delle Economie Territoriali and 
SVIMEZ (2004), Il contratto d’area: strumento di attivazione e sviluppo degli investimenti produttivi 
nelle aree di crisi (The Area Contract: policy measure to promote and develop productive investments 
in the crisis areas), Presidenza del Consiglio dei Ministri, Rome.  
27 Nevertheless, investment premiums are also indirect ways of stimulating firm locations because the 
effect depends on the entrepreneur who is free to decide (Oosterhaven, 1996). 
28 The development areas were: South-West Groningen, Eastern Groningen, Eastern Friesland, South-
East Drenthe, North-East Overijssel, Eastern West Friesland (in the province of North Holland); 
South-West North Brabant; North-East North Brabant and Northern Limburg.   
29 For a detailed overview of the incentives over the years see Boersma (1980). 
30 The Randstad became an area eligible for assistance but it was not considered as an ‘assisted area’.  
31 In 1956, the Central Planning Agency and the National Spatial Planning Agency published a report 
focusing on this aspect and concluded that “sound decentralisation” was desirable.  
32  In this case 'basic-company' means that the nature of the company is not tied to an establishment 
location, that it stimulates the economic development of the establishment region and that at least 
50% of the turnover is realised outside the three northern provinces and the cities of IJsselham, 
Steenwijk, Brederwiede, Staphorst, Avereest, Ommen, Hardenberg, Gramsbergen, Den Ham and 
Vriezenveen. 
33 In this case 'basic-company' means that the nature of the company is not tied to a specific 
establishment location (service provision), that it stimulates the economic development of the 
establishment region and that it draws visitors mainly from outside the establishment region (tourism) 
and/or has clients mainly outside the establishment region (service provision). 
34 A restructuring project is a project involving such a fundamental change in one's production 
program that - by means of a new production method - new products will be produced, with which a 
new market can be reached and whereby the current range of products or services will (almost) be 
discontinued. 
35 The main findings of the Master thesis titled: “The role of Regional Policy; an Analysis of the 
Effects of IPR Premium Awards” (English translation) undertaken by Jeroen Westendoorp on behalf 
of SNN and the University of Groningen, Faculty of Spatial Sciences, are presented in this section. 
36 The IPR is targeted for the Northern province and two municipalities in Overijssel.  
37 It has been adopted the sector classification by Bureau Louter (2002) (see Table 6.22 in Appendix 
2). 
38 With unemployment approaching 3 million, as it did in 1933, the transfer of 20,000 workers per 
annum was unlikely to have much impact on regional disparities in the unemployment rate 
(Armstrong and Taylor, 2000).   
39 First, the introduction of the Corporation Tax in 1965 diminished the real value of the allowances, 
leading to the introduction of Investment Grants to restore the real value of the subsidy. Second, the 
Investment Grants were later viewed as expensive and in 1970 they were replaced by regionally 
differentiated first-year writing-down allowances, but which was reversed in 1972 by the introduction 
of the Regional Development Grant (RDG).  Third, spending fell in 1977 when construction and 
mining activities were excluded from RDG to curb public expenditure.  Finally, investment support 
fell dramatically with the recession in 1979, due to a depressed level of investment and take-up 
(Wren, 2004). 
40 In addition, a Selective Employment Premium (SEP) was paid to firms in these sectors, but this was 
withdrawn for firms outside of the Assisted Areas in the 1967 devaluation.  It coincided with the 
introduction of a Regional Employment Premium (REP), which was also payable at fixed amounts in 
respect of those employees eligible for SEP.  The combined subsidy was put at about 8 per cent of 
wages (McCrone, 1969), but in real terms expenditure on the premiums decreased in every 
consecutive year after their introduction, so that the rates were doubled in 1974 to restore their value.   
41 Discretionary assistance has a number of potential advantages, each to do with asymmetric 
information (see Wren, 2003a). 
42 The Regional Development Grant was abolished in 1988.  
43 TECs stands for Training and Enterprise Councils.  
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44 The development agency at the national level is Invest UK. It is a ‘one-stop-shop’ for the UK as a 
whole, and it works through British Embassies, High Commissions and Consulates to promote the 
UK overseas. Its primary activities are advice and promotional work on establishing or expanding a 
plant in the UK. It offers information on specific locational requirements (the availability of labour, 
transport links, proximity to customers and suppliers); advice on setting up an operation (legal and 
regulatory frameworks); information on public and private services (local government, utilities and 
key private-sector contacts) and on national, regional and local incentives. As well as promotional 
work it undertakes specific events such as the organisation of a regional tour, tailor-made presentation 
or site visits. 
45 Regional Development Agencies Act (1998).  
46 These offices were responsible for the assessment of all grant offers up to £2 million and for the 
routine monitoring of all projects. The assessment of RSA grant offers above this level was, and 
remains, the responsibility of the Department centrally (DTI, 2003). 
47 The RSA was introduced under the 1972 Industry Act, and it has taken an increased share of 
regional policy budget since the early 1980s. For a detailed overview of the policy measure and the 
changes of its criteria over time, see Wren (2004).  
48 In the study period larger grant cases (above £2 million) or larger projects (above £10million) were 
dealt with by the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) in London. Other cases in England were 
dealt with by the Regional Offices of the DTI, with support from the regional Industrial Development 
Boards. From April 2002 responsibility for RSA grant cases below £2million were transferred to the 
RDAs (Jones and Wren, 2004). 
49 These are firms with up to 250 employees.  Similar schemes exist in Scotland and Wales. 
50 The maximum grant is £75,000 which is 15% of a maximum capital expenditure of £500,000.  
51 From 1st April 2004 Selective Finance for Investment (SFI) replaced both RSA and the EGS grant 
schemes in the Tier 1, Tier 2 and Tier 3 areas of England. This follows from a long period of review 
of the effect of RSA and EGS on investment, and SFI will be structured so as to provide funding 
assistance and greater incentives to modernise and increase productivity. For the time being, the 
existing schemes remain in place in Wales and Scotland. 
52 This section reports the main findings of the Report titled “Evaluation of Regional Selective 
Assistance 1991-1995”, that has been undertaken by Arup Economics and Planning on behalf of the 
Department of Trade and Industry, the National Assembly for Wales and Scottish Executive. The 
evaluation consisted of quantitative and qualitative analyses. In this section the quantitative analysis is 
presented while the qualitative survey is described in chapter 7.3. Earlier evaluations of RSA were 
carried out for the periods 1985-1988 (PACEC, 1993) and for 1980-1984 (King, 1990). The 
methodology and approach of the former studies were similar to the report concerning the period 
1991-1995. 
53 End of 1998. 
54 Mention should be made about a controversy over the size of the regional policy employment 
effect. According to the RSA evaluation by AEP (2000), above described, the 3,845 RSA-assisted 
projects were associated with 210,000 gross jobs and 84,000 net jobs over 1991-95. However, 
drawing on the results of this study, the national Audit Office found that it created 21,000 jobs (NAO, 
2003), and a background report prepared by NERA (2003) argued that it is only 6,000 jobs. This 
controversy is attributable to two reasons: (i) differences over the appropriate measure of the jobs; (ii) 
disagreement over the value of the industrial survey approach (see Wren, 2004 for an overview).   
55 Nevertheless, since implementing the PC measure, the emphasis of approved investments on the 
creation of R&D centres and projects has decreased significantly (see Giunta and Florio, 2002).   
56 For instance, projects that invest in the AC areas can also benefit from the Law 488 grant.  
57 With the exception of Denmark where regional incentives were completely withdrawn in 1991. 
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7 CORE-PERIPHERY RELOCATION IN ITALY, THE 
NETHERLANDS AND THE UNITED KINGDOM. A 
FIRM LEVEL INVESTIGATION  

 

7.1 Introduction  
 

As emphasised in Chapter 6, while in the 1980s there was a call for changing the 
focus of regional policy, in reality much of the “old fashioned” policy instruments 
survived and continued to be applied. As an example, in Italy, the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom, firm relocation from the core areas and foreign countries are 
still promoted by policy incentives, mainly capital grants: Law 488/1992, AC and 
PC in Italy; Centralised and Decentralised IPR in the Netherlands; RSA in the 
United Kingdom.  
This section aims to investigate the role of policy measures as well as other pull 
factors in promoting core-periphery relocation through a micro-analysis of a 
sample of grant recipient firms that invested in the peripheral areas, and of some of 
the local and national actors involved in the relocation process. The difficulties 
encountered in collecting firm-level data as well as securing a reasonable number 
of respondents1, led to the use of both primary and secondary information. The 
Italian and the Dutch cases are based on surveys carried out by the author, while 
secondary information has been used for the British case (AEP, 2000). 
Nevertheless, both primary and secondary data collection refers to direct interviews 
with managers of randomly selected samples of AC-, IPR- and RSA- assisted 
firms. The survey in Italy is, however, much bigger than the other two because of 
the easier access to information in that country as well as the larger number of 
grant-receiving firms that invested in the Mezzogiorno which is more extensive 
than the peripheral areas in the Netherlands and in the UK. 
This chapter in composed of five parts. Sections 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4 are dedicated to 
the case studies and are divided into three sub-sections concerning respectively (i) 
the description of the adopted methodology and the results of the survey to 
relocating firms, (ii) the interviews with a sample of key informants, (iii) 
conclusions. In the last section a comparison of the three case studies is presented 
and the role of the AC, IPR and RSA policy measures in core-periphery relocation 
is showed. This analysis answers question 3 (“What makes firms move from the 
core area to the periphery? And what is the impact of regional policy on core-
periphery relocation?”) and allows to test Hypothesis 3 (“Labour market and policy 
incentives were important determinants promoting the core-periphery relocation in 
1950s-1980s, while nowadays ‘softer’ factors (i.e. image of the location, quality of 
the local environment, etc.) play a relevant role”), as defined in Chapter 1. 
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7.2 The relocation of Italian firms from the centre-north to the 
Mezzogiorno and the role of the Area Contract  

 
7.2.1 Descriptive statistics 

 
The empirical analysis presented in this section focuses on the results of a survey 
on firms that invested in the Mezzogiorno and were AC grant recipients.2 As 
described in section 6.2.3, there are 18 areas, named  ‘crisis areas’, eligible for the 
AC funds. Of those, 15 are located in the Mezzogiorno and 3 in the centre-north. 
The focus of this analysis is on the 15 southern areas. 
The survey was conducted over a period of two years (2003-2004), via 
questionnaire (see Appendix 3) and telephone interviews.3 The sample included 
528 firms which invested in the Mezzogiorno (at 31st May 2003) and were AC 
grant recipients. The average response was 52%, which gave us a final sample 
including 254 firms (Table 7.1 in Appendix 4). The questions aimed to investigate 
the following patterns: (i) type of relocation (integral relocation or partial 
relocation) and the activities that have been transferred; (ii) general characteristics 
of firms; (iii) characteristics of the market 4; (iv) push and pull factors driving firm 
relocation to the south; (v) obstacles encountered in the relocation process; and (vi) 
the ‘image’ of the Mezzogiorno and particularly, of the AC areas before and after 
the localisation. It is important to emphasise that the sample is partially biased 
because it is made up of entrepreneurs who have actually invested. Their opinion 
may sound as a justification ex-post of their decision. This is a typical response 
rationalising decisions afterwards. 
Additional interviews have been carried out with 17 actors involved in the 
relocation process and with 8 scholars/experts. The questions addressed to the 
actors concerned: (i) push and pull factors driving firms to move out of their 
original location; and (ii) most influential obstacles that firms faced during the 
relocation process. Besides, the players involved in the movement to the south 
were asked to describe the role played by the AC policy measure in the promotion 
of the area’s socio-economic development, in the attraction of ‘external’ 
investments and in the socio-economic development and to provide 
recommendations, if any, to speed up the development of the areas.  

 
Type of relocation  

 
The first aspect analysed was the type of firms investing in the South and the type 
of relocation they chose. About 50% of the investments are new firms. ‘External’ 
investments account for 27.2% of which: 12.6% are new firms with investors from 
the central-northern part of Italy, 13.8% are branches of central-northern firms and 
0.8% are branches of foreign firms. Other typologies include branches of firms 
located in the same area of investment (16.1%) and branches of firms settled in the 
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south (7.5%) (Table 7.2). There is only one ‘integral’ relocation from the north to 
the south. ‘External’ investments are concentrated mainly in Airola (100%5), 
Manfredonia (61%), Potenza (54%), Ottana (47%), Crotone (40%) and Sulcis 
Iglesiente (31%). At the sectoral level, external investments are mainly in 
electronics (21.3%), rubber and plastics (about 19%) and metallurgy (about 11%).  

 
Table 7.2: Origin of the investments  

Area Contract New 
firm 

(local) 

Branch 
local 

firm (1) 

Branch 
Southern 
firm (2) 

TOT 
Indigenous 
investments

SLC – 
C-N (3)

SLC – 
foreign  

(4) 

Branch of 
C-N firm 

(5) 

TOT 
External 

investment  

Total 

Agrigento 21 8 0 29 1 0 0 1 30 
Airola 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 2 
Avellino 7 3 4 14 2 0 0 2 16 
Crotone 8 4 0 12 2 2 4 8 20 
Gela 13 1 0 14 1 0 0 1 15 
Gioia Tauro 9 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 10 
Manfredonia 11 1 0 12 10 0 9 19 31 
Messina 7 2 6 15 0 0 2 2 17 
Molise Interno 5 3 0 8 1 0 0 1 9 
Ottana 5 2 2 9 2 0 6 8 17 
Potenza 3 1 2 6 2 0 5 7 13 
Salerno 3 4 2 9 0 0 1 1 10 
Sassari A. P. T. 21 7 2 30 6 0 4 10 40 
Sulcis I. 7 4 0 11 3 0 2 5 16 
Torrese S. 5 0 1 6 1 0 1 2 8 
Total 125 41 19 185 32 2 35 69 254 
(%) 49.2 16.1 7.5 72.8 12.6 0.8 13.8 27.2 100.0 
(1) Branch of a firm located in the same area of investment; (2) Branch of a firm located in the centre-north; (3) 
Single location company with shares owned by centre – northern investors; (4) Single location company with 
shares owned by foreign investors; (5) Branch of a firm located in the south 
Source:Data Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ (2004) 

 
Conversely, new indigenous firms are located mainly in Gioia Tauro (90% of the 
total firms), Gela (87%), Agrigento (70%), Torrese Stabiese (62%), Sassari 
Alghero Porto Torres (62%) and Molise Interno (55%).  
This shows that the AC areas have undertaken different “local development 
trajectories”. Some (Manfredonia, Crotone, Ottana) tried to attract ‘external’ 
investments by exploiting the availability of industrial areas. Others, such as the 
areas located in Sicily (Agrigento, Gela e Messina) Gioia Tauro, Salerno and 
Avellino promoted the start-up of new local firms. 

 
Firm characteristics 

 
As far as the characteristics of firms are concerned, the vast majority of 
investments are made by relatively small-sized firms6 (Table 7.3 in Appenidx 4). 
Forty-six percent of the firms have up to 20 employees and 35% between 21 and 
50. Firms with more than 50 employees account for 16%. The largest firms are in 
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the rubber and plastics sector (23%) and in the metallurgy and electronics (both 
11.4%). 
The largest firms are located in Airola (AI), Potenza (PO) and Torrese Stabiese 
(TS), while the medium-sized firms are concentrated in Manfredonia (MA), 
Avellino (AV), Messina (ME) and Ottana (OT). Small and very small firms settled 
in Agrigento (AG), Gioia Tauro (GT) and Sassari (SS) (see Table 7.3 in Appendix 
4). 
The new business activities concern various sectors, mainly belonging to the 
manufacturing industry (86.2%). The other sectors are the service sector (12.6%), 
extraction of minerals, production and distribution of electricity, natural gas, steam 
and hot water and building and construction (0.4 %, each). The metallurgy industry 
accounts for 13.4% of the total manufacturing industry, followed by rubber and 
plastic products and electrical machinery and apparatus (both 9.5%) and food 
industry (8.4%). The Made-in-Italy sectors 7 account for less then 20% of the 
manufacturing initiatives. Firms in the services sector operate principally in 
business and computer services (56.3% of the total in services) and in the 
recreational industry (hotels and restaurants), 28.1%. The only area with a 
prevailing concentration of investments in the tertiary sector (75%) is Torrese 
Stabiese, while Sassari Alghero Porto Torres registers a greater  number of firms in 
the services sector.  

 
Market characteristics 

 
The firms in the sample survey sell their products mainly in the regional or national 
market (33% and 43% respectively). Exports are around 24%.  
As far as the sectoral dimension is concerned, firms operating mainly in the 
national market belong to the rubber and plastics sector, electronics and services; 
firms operating only for the regional market are in the metallurgy, services and 
manufacture of non-metallic mineral products; exporting firms manufacture 
electrical machinery and components, rubber and plastic products, metal products 
and machinery and equipment. ‘External’ investments are more willing to serve the 
national and foreign markets.  

 
“Pull” factors 

 
Respondents were asked to indicate the main “pull” (attraction) factors which 
drove the location and relocation to the Mezzogiorno. Multiple answers were 
allowed. The most important pull factor was represented by incentives8 (see Tables 
7.4 and 7.5).  About 26% of the interviewees stated that without incentives they 
would never have relocated and about 60% stated that incentives played a key role 
in the relocation decision.9 The second pull factor is the availability of industrial 
areas at competitive prices and the localisation facilities in terms of permits and 
licences (“site and premises”). The third factor is the availability of a local labour 
force. The fourth reason to invest in the south is represented by the increasing trade 
opportunities in the southern market. 
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Table 7.4: Motivations to relocate (pull factors)  

  Relevant Rather 
important

Not 
important

N.a. Total 

Incentives  55% 18% 9% 18% 100% 
Site and premises  50% 37% 4% 9% 100% 
Market  20% 46% 21% 13% 100% 
Labour force  20% 58% 11% 11% 100% 
Accessibility  10% 60% 17% 13% 100% 
Infrastructures 9% 51% 21% 19% 100% 
Availability of 13% 25% 36% 26% 100% 
Local public regulation 
and role of the Public 
Administration  

 
11% 

 
46% 

 
21% 

 
22% 

 
100% 

Business environment  18% 58% 8% 16% 100% 
Quality of life 16% 60% 7% 17% 100% 
Source: Own calculation based on Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ 
(2004) 

 
Table 7.5: What would have happened to the project if AC grant had not been awarded  

 % 
Without incentives I would never have relocated 25.9 
They played an important role in the decision to relocate 58.4 
They were not important 9.8 
N.a.  5.5 
Total  100 

Source: Own calculation based on Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ 
(2004) 

 
Business environment and quality of life also played a role in the investment 
decision. In particular, safety and public order that are guaranteed in the areas by 
the policy instrument have been indicated as relevant pull factors. Organised crime 
has always been one of the main obstacles to business relocation to the 
Mezzogiorno (see De Vargas Machuca F. et al., 1999; Mariotti and Mutinelli, 
1999; AA.VV., 2002; CNEL, 2002).  

 
Obstacles to relocation 

 
According to people interviewed the main obstacle to invest in the south is the lack 
of proper infrastructures (Table 7.6). Twenty-five percent of the entrepreneurs 
think infrastructure deficiencies are a “relevant” obstacle, while 39% think it is 
“rather important” (giving a total of 64%). Infrastructure deficiencies regard both 
long- and short-distance infrastructures. Long-distance infrastructures are roads, 
motorways, airports, ports, railways; short-distance infrastructures are basic 
infrastructures including the streets linking the firm to the main road, telephone and 
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electricity connections. The lack of transport links between the southern AC areas 
and the new markets of the centre-north or overseas is a main obstacle to the firm 
competitiveness. In addition, the absence of basic infrastructures in the industrial 
areas induces firms not to invest.  

 
Table 7.6: Obstacles to investment location  

 Relevant Rather 
important 

Not 
important 

N.a. 

Infrastructure deficiencies  25% 39% 23% 13% 
Lack of business services  21% 42% 20% 17% 
Labour  21% 49% 17% 13% 
Bureaucratic and 17% 62% 12% 9% 
Business environment  10% 42% 26% 22% 
Quality of life 9% 44% 28% 19% 
Source: Own calculation based on Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ 
(2004) 

 
The classification changes if we put the answers ‘important’ and ‘rather important’ 
together. In this case, the main obstacle becomes the inefficiency of the local 
public administration in managing the Area Contract policy instrument.10 Eighty 
percent of the interviewees classify this factor as “important” or “rather important”. 
In many cases, new investments were discouraged by delays in the issuing of the 
location permits. Poor technical assistance to firms in the relocation process has 
also been pointed out as a considerable obstacle. All actors involved in the 
relocation process and in particular, the Area Development Manager (Responsabile 
unico) and the development agency did not fully support entrepreneurs in the 
process.  
Lack of business services is another main limitation: 20.1% considers it important 
and about the 41% rather important. The lack of ancillary services for businesses as 
well as weak management culture induced entrepreneurs to turn to consultant 
companies from the centre-north for advice, especially in case of external 
investments.  
The low professional skills of the local labour is yet another relevant obstacle: 21% 
of the respondents think it is “important” and 50% “rather important”. In case of 
centre-northern investments, the majority of the managers pointed out that 
employees attended or are going to attend vocational training in the centre-northern 
regions where the parent companies are located. 
Other obstacles that were mentioned include poor access to credit and geographical 
marginality of the areas.11 Entrepreneurs reported that access to credit from local 
banks was rather difficult. The geographical marginality is considered important in 
areas such as Crotone, Agrigento and Sassari Alghero Porto Torres. 
Surprisingly, none of the entrepreneurs seemed to have had problems due to 
organised crime. This is important since organised crime has always been 
considered the main barrier to the location of national and foreign investments in 
the Mezzogiorno. One of the principal tools of the Area Contract (Law 662/96) is 
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to provide safety measures in industrial areas and up to now it seems to have 
worked out.  
 
The ‘image’ of the Mezzogiorno  

 
The willingness of entrepreneurs to choose a particular area to relocate is not 
dependent on the real qualities of the area but on the perception, the ‘image’ of 
those qualities (Meester, 2000). In the survey the entrepreneurs were asked to 
describe which was their image of the Mezzogiorno before deciding to move there 
and after having relocated.  
Before relocating, 60% of the entrepreneurs  had a ‘negative’ image of the 
Mezzogiorno mainly due to: organised crime, corruption, bureaucracy, low level of 
infrastructure provision, poor quality of life and poor working attitude. The 
remaining 40% stated that they had a ‘positive’ image of the south due to: 
availability of labour; skilled labour force; quality of life and security of the area. 
Unlike the first group of entrepreneurs, the second one already had trade links in 
southern regions. In other words, it can be assumed that the perception of the 
Mezzogiorno is influenced by clichés linked to historical prejudices that give a 
negative connotation to the areas. The low propensity to invest and establish 
business relations in the South by North Eastern Italian firms is showed in a recent 
study (AA.VV., 2002). According to the survey sent to 100 firms, less than one-
third (31%) declared to have business relations with the South, of which 26% were 
trading and exchanging services while only 1% were directly investing. 
After having relocated, the perception of the Mezzogiorno has improved for 7 
entrepreneurs out of 11, while it has worsened for 4 entrepreneurs. By contrast, 
those who had a positive image did not change their mind.  
An entrepreneur from Milan that opened a new local unit in Manfredonia 
summarised the factors that played a role in improving his perception of the 
Mezzogiorno, as follows: ‘….. in Manfredonia I found a skilled local labour force 
and willing to learn; good trade relations with local suppliers; a safe place to live 
and work in’ (interview n.6). 
More than 60% of the interviewees declared that the quality of life in the south is 
better than in the north.  
In addition, ‘locational self-preference’ (see Meester, 2000, 2004) played a key role 
in the choice of the location. It is the tendency to prefer areas close to the actual 
location of the firm. Manfredonia has attracted more investments than Crotone 
because it is closer to North Eastern regions and has better accessibility levels. For 
the same reason, entrepreneurs  from the North West prefer Ottana.  

 
 Factor and cluster analysis 

 
The descriptive analysis of the previous section reveals how different “pull” factors 
play an important role in the relocation process of the 254 firms in our sample.  
The main aim of this sub-section is to investigate more in-depth commonalities and 
differences among firms that invested in different areas as well as the role played 
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by so-called “pull” factors in the location/relocation choice. The main 
methodological tools to achieve our goal are factor and cluster analysis. 
To avoid the multicollinearity problem among the variables representing “pull” 
factors, the first step of our empirical analysis was to create fewer significant 
“components” using factor analysis. Table 7.7 presents the list of “pull” variables 
collected with the interviews.  

 
Table 7.7: Pull factors  

 Variables  Description 
INCENTIV Incentives 
LAND  Availability of land 
COST LAND  Low cost of land  
FACILIT Location facilities 
OPPMARK Potential market opportunities  
HUMANRES Availability of skilled workers  
ACCROAD High level of accessibility to motorways and roads  
ACCRAIL  High level of accessibility to railways 
ACCAIR High level of accessibility to airports and ports   
GOODSAFE Safety of the area  

 
Table 7.8: Component Score Coefficient Matrix 

Component 
Factor 1 – Supply Factor 2 – Demand and Accessibility

INCENTIV -.202* .173 
LAND .389 -.036 
COSTLAND .414 -.076 
FACILIT .328 .024 
OPPMARK -.163 .292 
HUMANRES .040 .073 
ACCROAD .046 .332 
ACCRAIL -.044 .397 
ACCAIR -.079 .379 
GOODSAFE .105 .142 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
Component Scores. 
* (1 = no investment without incentives; 2= incentives played an important role in investing; 3=incentives did not 
play a role at all) 

 
The results of the factor analysis are presented in Table 7.8. Two factors were 
created: Factor 1 includes supply-side variables, while Factor 2 represents the 
demand side of the economy together with accessibility levels of the areas. As it 
can easily be observed noticed, all the variables related to the availability of land 
(availability of industrial land, low cost of land and location facilities) and 
relocation incentives have a positive sign for the first factor and negative in the 
second, while the variables representing new market opportunities and accessibility 
behave in the opposite way.  The variable GOODSAFE, which represents the level 
of safety of an area and the variable HUMANRES, which is an index of the 
availability of skilled human resources are positive for both factors.  



 162  

Table 7.9 reports the total variance explained by the two factors. Each factor 
explains around 20% of the total variance, giving a total explained variance of 
40%. Although this last value is not extremely high, it is satisfactory given that we 
are considering only two factors. It is also interesting to note the fact that the 
factors are “well-balanced” in explaining the total variance, both accounting for 
about 20%.  

 
Table 7.9: Total variance explained (2 components)  

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.049 20.486 20.486
2 1.903 19.028 39.514
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 
Table 7.10: Total variance explained (3 components)  

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.049 20.486 20.486 
2 1.903 19.028 39.514 
3 1.177 11.766 51.280 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 
Table 7.11: Number of Cases in each Cluster 

Cluster 1 46.000 
  2 49.000 
  3 79.000 
  4 80.000 
Valid  254.000 
Missing  .000 

 
Table 7.12: Final Cluster Centres 

Clusters 
  1 2 3 4 
ORIGLAST 1 0 0 0 
JOBS 6 6 3 3 
MARKREG 1 2 5 2 
MARKNAZ 4 2 1 4 
FACTOR 1 (Supply-side) .12064 .35446 -.27041 -.21712 
FACTOR 2 (Demand-side) .14061 -.14447 .08383 -.33537 
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The two factors described in Table 7.9 together with four characteristics of the 
firms (investment origin12, size, share of regional and national market), were then 
used, in a second stage of our empirical analysis, to create categories of firms. Firm 
characteristics include: the size of the firm measured in terms of total number of 
employees, a dummy variable representing whether or not the origin of the 
investment is outside the Mezzogiorno (i.e. centre and north of Italy), and the share 
of market which is national and regional (to give us an idea of the “openness” of 
firms to non-local markets). Cluster analysis was used for this purpose.  
Table 7.10 gives the results of the cluster analysis in which the two components 
created by factor analysis were combined with variables representing the 
characteristics of the firms that relocated. Four clusters were generated for the 254 
firms in the sample (Tables 7.10 and 7.11). Firms belonging to the same cluster are 
supposed to share certain regularities in behaviour which differ from firms 
belonging to other clusters. Although the mathematical algorithm to create clusters 
is very sophisticated, the results can be seen as substantially qualitative in nature.  
The first cluster includes 46 large-middle sized firms, compared to the sample of 
analysis, coming from the centre-north or abroad (outside the Mezzogiorno area) 
and selling their products mainly to the national market. 
These firms assess both supply- and demand-side factors to be important in the 
relocation decision (both factors have indeed positive values). In particular, the 
demand-side and accessibility components have a much higher value than any 
other cluster (Table 7.12).  
The 49 firms belonging to the second cluster are mainly large-middle sized firms 
relocating within the Mezzogiorno area and they operate both in the national and 
regional market. Supply-side factors are extremely important for these firms, while 
in contrast demand side and accessibility do not play an important role in 
relocation. 
Clusters 3 and 4 include respectively 79 and 80 firms, all of them small or very 
small in size and relocating within the Mezzogiorno. The firms in the third cluster 
operate mainly at a regional level and consider demand-side and accessibility 
factors more important than supply-side variables. The firms in cluster 4 
considered both the factors not relevant in the decision of relocate. 
Cluster 1 can be considered to be represented by ‘external’, medium-large sized 
investments which look at the Mezzogiorno for its market opportunities. These 
firms need government subsidies to compensate for the southern diseconomies. As 
demonstrated by recent studies (see Bianchi and Mariotti, 2002; 2003), centre-
northern firms, operating in various manufacturing sectors, tend to transfer 
medium-high value-added activities or new production lines to the southern areas, 
by making use of the government subsidies. These firms open new branches or new 
firms in which the whole production process or a new production line is 
transferred. Cluster 2 is formed by local or southern firms, medium-large sized for 
which government incentives are decisive to enlarge the production basis. Those 
firms tend to make a capital-intensive investment. Firms in Cluster 3 are small and 
come from the south. They see in the AC areas new market opportunities and 
consider accessibility an important factor. Finally, Cluster 4 is represented by small 
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and very small local firms which would have invested in the AC areas regardless 
the incentives. 
It is interesting to analyse the geographical distribution of the firms in the four 
clusters, as presented in Tables 7.13 a) and b).  
 

Table 7.13: Geographical distribution of firms by clusters 

a) Percentage over the total number of firms in the area  
AC Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 

Agrigento  0.0 13.3 60.0 26.7 
Airola 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Avellino 18.8 43.8 12.5 25.0 
Crotone  5.0 15.0 20.0 60.0 
Gela  26.7 13.3 26.7 33.3 
Gioia Tauro  0.0 30.0 20.0 50.0 
Manfredonia 29.0 22.6 6.5 41.9 
Messina 11.8 35.3 35.3 17.6 
Molise Interno 22.2 22.2 22.2 33.3 
Ottana 29.4 17.6 29.4 23.5 
Potenza  53.8 15.4 15.4 15.4 
Salerno 20.0 0.0 20.0 60.0 
Sassari Alghero 15.0 2.5 55.0 27.5 
Sulcis Iglesiente  12.5 25.0 50.0 12.5 
Torrese Stabiese  12.5 62.5 0.0 25.0 
Total  18.1 19.3 31.1 31.5 

 
b) Percentage over the total number of firms in the cluster  

AC Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 

Agrigento 0.0 8.2 22.8 10.0 
Airola 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Avellino 6.5 14.3 2.5 5.0 
Crotone  2.2 6.1 5.1 15.0 
Gela  8.7 4.1 5.1 6.3 
Gioia Tauro  0.0 6.1 2.5 6.3 
Manfredonia 19.6 14.3 2.5 16.3 
Messina 4.3 12.2 7.6 3.8 
Molise Interno  4.3 4.1 2.5 3.8 
Ottana 10.9 6.1 6.3 5.0 
Potenza  15.2 4.1 2.5 2.5 
Salerno 4.3 2.5 7.5 
Sassari Alghero Porto 13.0 2.0 27.8 13.8 
Sulcis Iglesiente 4.3 8.2 10.1 2.5 
Torrese Stabiese 2.2 10.2 0.0 2.5 
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
The firms belonging to cluster 1 are located in 12 different areas, but with a high 
concentration in Manfredonia (19.6% of cluster 1 firms and 29% of the all firms 
located in the area), Potenza (15.2% of cluster 1 firms and 53.8% of the all firms 
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located in the area) and Ottana (10.9% of cluster 1 firms and 29.4% of the all firms 
located in the area). The two firms located in Airola belong to this cluster, too. 
Firms in cluster 2 are located in 13 different areas, but with a preponderance of 
them in Torrese Stabiese (62.5% of the firms of the area), Avellino (43.8%) and 
Messina (35.3%). 
Cluster 3 is peculiar in that it includes firms located only in three specific areas: 
Sassari-Alghero-Porto Torres (27.8% of firms in the cluster and 55% of firms in 
the area), Agrigento (22.8% of firms in the cluster and 60% of firms in the area) 
and Sulcis Iglesiente (10.1% of firms in the cluster and 50% of firms in the area). 
Finally, cluster 4 includes 60% of the firms located in Salerno and 50% of the firms 
in Gioia Tauro.  The majority of the firms in the cluster are located in Manfredonia 
(16.3% of firms in the cluster and 41.9%  of firms in the area), Crotone (15% of 
firms in the cluster and 60%  of firms in the area) and Sassari Alghero Porto Torres 
(13.8% of firms in the cluster and 13.8%  of firms in the area).  
It is clear that there is a concentration of ‘external’ medium-large investments in 
Manfredonia where the gemellaggio has played a relevant role in attracting firms 
from the centre-north. 
 
7.2.2 Other elements on the relocation process 
 
Direct interviews with an additional sample of 17 actors involved in the relocation 
process to the Mezzogiorno, particularly to the areas of Crotone, Manfredonia and 
Ottana13, and with 8 scholars/experts in economic geography, economics and 
regional policy at the University of Bari, Politecnico of Milan, University Cattolica 
of Piacenza, University of Cosenza, SVIMEZ are presented in this section.14  
The interviewees were asked to discuss: (i) push, pull and keep factors driving 
firms to relocate; (ii) the main problems associated with the move and (iii) present 
and forecast relocation trends by Italian SMEs. Besides, additional questions 
concerning strengths and weaknesses of the AC tool and feasible actions to 
improve the attractiveness of the Mezzogiorno were asked.  
 
Table 7.14: Leading participants in the relocation process to the Mezzogiorno  

Actors15  Location 
MEZZOGIORNO National-

level 
C-N Crotone Manfredonia Ottana Total 

Ministero del Tesoro 1     1 
Presidenza del Consiglio 
dei Ministri  

1     1 

Responsabile Unico    1 1 1 3 
Entrepreneurial 
Association 

 3 1 1 / 5 

Trade Unions   2 3 / 5 
Local Dev. Agency    1 / 1 2 
Total 2 3 5 5 2 17 

*Dipartimento per lo sviluppo territoriale  
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Interviewees mainly agreed with the entrepreneurs on the push factors causing 
firms to move out of the centre-northern areas (congestion problems; high cost of 
land and premises; shortage of workers) and the pull factors attracting investments 
to the Mezzogiorno. In particular, trade unions and trade associations underlined 
that subsidies for labour, promoted by the AC, did not represent an important ‘pull’ 
factor but contributed to improve ‘trade unions’ image in the south’ (Interview 
n.8).  
As concerns the obstacles firms had to face during their relocation to the south, 
interviewees held different opinions with the exception of inadequate infrastructure 
levels (roads, railway, ports, airport as well as basic infrastructures). The Area 
Development Manager (Responsabile Unico) and local development agencies 
emphasised that the fragmented procedures of the AC tool caused most delays in 
establishing the plants. Trade associations and trade unions stressed the ‘difficult’ 
access to credit from local banks. Southern credit system procedures have to be 
improved to speed up economic development.  
In general, interviewees were positive about the AC as a policy measure to promote 
the socio-economic development of depressed areas in the south. The main 
strengths indicated were: (i) the effectiveness of the agreement (concertazione) 
between public and private, local and external, players; and (ii) the availability of 
inducements to industry and infrastructures. In particular, interviewees stressed the 
role played by the twinning (gemellaggio) between local and northern trade 
Associations in promoting the areas (territorial marketing) and attracting ‘external’ 
business investments. Government subsidies were, without doubt, the main pull 
factor attracting investments to the areas, but some agents indicated them as a 
‘critical’ element of the measure, as will be described below. Finally, all actors 
agreed that AC improved the areas because it promoted new business and 
infrastructural initiatives and it acted as a magnet with local entrepreneurs that 
seemed not to have confidence in the policy measure.  
Interviewees have pointed out the following weaknesses: (i) fragmented procedures 
that determined most of the delays in the establishments location; (ii) the position 
of the Area Development Manager taken up by a policy agent; (iii) the lack of 
monitoring on new employees in order to prevent ‘black’ work; (iv) the lack of 
collaboration among the institutional actors of the 18 AC areas in order to adopt 
common strategies to overcome problems they come across; (v) the large number 
of government incentives offered to new investments in the construction phase of 
the establishments. 
The political and public role of the Area Development Manager had been object of 
debate between the actors. In all 18 ACs in Italy, the position of the Area 
Development Manager is assumed by a policy-maker, either the Mayor or the 
President of the Province. As some actors pointed out, this could influence his 
decisions; that is why they preferred that a manager, a ‘super partes’ figure, to take 
the position of Area Development Manager.  
Trade associations claimed that the large number of financial incentives (about 50-
65% of the total cost to set up the plants) offered to new firms, instead of speeding 
up local development could became a serious obstacle. Entrepreneurs make use of 
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the incentives; open the establishments; employ people, and after 4 years, when 
firms cannot benefit from labour incentives any more, they close the plant and 
leave the area. This is, for example, what local actors in Crotone are afraid of 
because three firms that got part of the incentives are postponing the official 
opening of the plants. Trade associations underlined that legislation might reduce 
this risk and financial incentives should be addressed to the ‘start-up’ phase, when 
the mortality rate is higher.  
Finally, as concerns the feasible actions to undertake in order to promote the 
Mezzogiorno’s attractiveness, interviewees from the central government level 
stressed the need of a development agency to promote depressed areas as well as 
assist firms in all phases of the location and relocation process. It should focus on 
the following four main phases: (1) promotion (targeted marketing); (2) cultivation; 
(3) co-ordination; and (4) after care. As several players pointed out, ‘One stop-one 
shop’ (see the cases of Ireland, Scotland, Spain and Portugal) seems to be the best 
solution to speed up socio-economic development.  
 
Table 7.15: Expenditure for the per-capita development (average 1999-2000, €) 
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Environment  69 41 46 47 72 68 41 50 59 
Energy  90 52 72 68 72 38 92 96 76 
Culture  44 35 40 54 51 25 21 33 41 
Education  53 52 34 41 66 53 21 38 46 
Industry and 
services  

124 69 81 72 85 224 190 224 150 

Roads  82 80 72 84 87 58 59 114 97 
Other transport 
infrastructures  

83 54 58 56 90 97 61 58 82 

Public order  26 12 21 21 19 17 10 15 20 
Total  872 680 733 809 864 842 718 1099 924 

Source: Viesti and Capriati (2003) – MEF and ISTAT data  
 
The Italian experts who were interviewed mainly focus on the issue concerning the 
usefulness of the policy incentives. Some stress that it is questionable16, while 
others support it. Those belonging to the first group state that no analysis has been 
carried out to verify the usefulness of the incentives. In particular, the definition of 
an appropriate counterfactual may be able to investigate what would have 
happened to investing firms if they had not been granted regional incentives. In 
addition, they argue whether government incentives represent the best way to 
utilise the relatively scarce public resources. As presented in Table 7.15, the direct 
expenditure, mainly in the form of incentives, in favour of industry is extremely 
high for the southern regions. By contrast, the public investment flow in material 
and immaterial goods and infrastructures is much lower. 
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On the basis of what has been presented in Table 7.15 it is stressed that the real 
problem concerns the fact that the government expenditure for the south is 
concentrated in incentives rather than in those public goods that are very important 
for the long-term growth (Viesti and Capriati, 2003). Of course, it is important not 
to generalise, because not all incentives are considered the same. As some actors 
state, for example, large investments, coming from the centre-north, and PC-
granted, are seen as successful examples. As an example, the FIAT plant in Melfi, 
Basilicata (i) has the productivity of an establishment located in the centre-north, 
(ii) promotes the growth of suppliers in loco, in a sort of filiere, which also leads to 
processes of knowledge diffusion and learning and of spin-off of new firms, and 
(iii) leads to the creation of a specialised labour market in an area which has always 
been characterised by unskilled labour force. On the other hand, other experts 
argue whether the AC-granted initiatives, largely small and very small sized, will 
be able to foster the economic development of the crisis areas.  
 
7.2.3 Conclusions for the Italian case 

 
As presented in the historical overview of section 6.2 on the relocation towards the 
southern regions, the long-distance movement towards the Mezzogiorno has 
decreased over time. ‘External’ as well as endogenous investments in the south 
have always been promoted by government incentives whose main goal was to 
overcome the diseconomies typical of the southern regions (i.e. lack of transport 
infrastructures, low accessibility levels). 
The analysis on the 254 AC-granted initiatives confirmed that government 
incentives were decisive in the location and relocation of firms in the Mezzogiorno 
but that other pull factors (i.e. availability of industrial areas and labour force) also 
played a relevant role. Besides, the results of the factor and cluster analyses 
showed commonalities and differences among the firms that relocated and how 
different “pull” factors fostered the location/relocation choice in different areas.   
The most interesting result is offered by clusters 1 and 4. Demand-side and 
accessibility factors are extremely important for large-medium sized firms, coming 
from the centre-north and serving the national market (cluster 1). On the other 
hand, local and southern firms, small or very small sized, do not consider important 
supply-side and demand-side variables (cluster 4). Although the southern areas 
offer new market opportunities and labour force, it can be assumed that, without 
investment subsidies and land availability at competitive prices, firms belonging to 
cluster 1 would not have invested in the Mezzogiorno. For these firms, originating 
from the congested areas of the centre-north, the availability of government 
incentives in the south is needed to cope with the sunk costs associated to 
relocation. Centre-northern firms transfer the whole production process or a new 
production line (medium-high value added activities) to the southern 
establishments, while low value-added, labour-intensive activities (operations) are 
relocated abroad by means of subcontracting relationships (international 
delocalisation) (see section 8.3). 
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On the other hand, as revealed by cluster 4, small and very small local and southern 
firms would have probably invested in the AC areas regardless of incentives. 
The interviews with a sample of leading figures involved in the relocation process 
to three southern areas revealed a positive attitude towards the Area contract as a 
policy measure to promote the socio-economic development of depressed areas. 
They emphasised its special ability to promote agreements (‘concertazione’) 
between public and private, local and external actors to create suitable conditions 
for the location of SMEs in areas facing employment crisis. Nevertheless, several 
weak elements have been stressed (from the fragmented procedures and the 
inefficiency of local public administration, to the large amount of financial 
incentives that could lead investors to take advantage of it). In addition, it has been 
underlined that the absence of a development agency (one-stop shop) able to assist 
investors during the location or relocation process is an obstacle to relocation.  
 

7.3 The relocation of Dutch firms from the Randstad to the 
Northern provinces and the role of the IPR premium17  

 
7.3.1 Descriptive statistics 

 
As for the Italian case, this section presents the results of a survey on relocation 
determinants that have been addressed to a sample of about 100 firms which 
relocated to the northern provinces (Groningen, Drenthe and Friesland) in the last 
five years, starting from 1998. Of those, 14 filled the questionnaire (see Appendix 
3) but they declared not to have been granted IPR to relocate from the Randstad to 
the northern provinces (Contrast group). Since the focus of this empirical analysis 
was to test the influence of the IPR premium on the relocation decision, another 20 
firms, which received the IPR, have been interviewed by phone.18 The selection of 
these 20 firms was made on the basis of their identification and their willingness to 
cooperate. The Contrast group has been used to investigate differences and 
similarities in firm relocation behaviour of firms which received or did not receive 
the regional subsidy.  
The questions addressed to the firms (of both the samples) are similar to those of 
the Italian case: (i) type of relocation (integral and partial relocation); (ii) general 
characteristics of the firm and its market; (iii) push and pull factors driving firm 
relocation to the northern provinces; (iv) most influential obstacles that firms faced 
during the relocation process; (v) the perception (‘image’) of the northern areas. 
As for the Italian case, it is however important to stress that the sample is partially 
biased because it comprises entrepreneurs who have all actually relocated.  
Additional interviews have been carried out with four actors involved in the 
relocation to the North and with ten scholars in the fields of economic geography, 
economics and regional policy.  
The questions addressed to the actors concerned push and pull factors driving firms 
to move out of their original location and the role played by the IPR in the 
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attraction of ‘external’ investments and fostering the socio-economic development 
of the northern provinces. In addition, they were asked for recommendations to 
speed up the development of the Northern areas and to comment about the future 
trends of the Dutch regional policy.  

 
IPR-granted firms – type of relocation and firm characteristics  

 
Forty-five percent of the investments come from the Randstad, 45% are ‘local’ –  
they were already located in the Northern provinces – and the remaining have 
originated from abroad (Table 7.16). Groningen attracted 50% of the projects; 
Friesland commanded 35% of the investments with the rest being located in 
Drenthe (15%). The ‘local’ investments concern 55% of the firms already located 
in the province of Groningen which invested in this area; 33% of the firms already 
established in Friesland invested in Friesland and the remaining 11% refers to firms 
whose head office was situated in Groningen and who opened a new branch in 
Friesland.  

 
Table 7.16: Origin of IPR-granted firms that have invested in the northern provinces  

Origin Groningen 
(%) 

Drenthe (%) Friesland (%) Tot. (%) 

Randstad  4 (44%) 2 (22%) 3 (33%) 9 (100%) 
Northern 
provinces  

5 (55%) / 4 (44%) 9 (100%) 

Abroad  1 (50%) 1 (50%) / 2 (100%)  
Total  10 (50%) 3 (15%) 7 (35%) 20 (100%) 

 
Thirty percent of the firms have been subsidised by the Centralised IPR and the rest 
by the decentralised IPR. Half of the new projects are branch plants and the other 
half regards complete relocation. The new business activities account for 89% in 
various manufacturing sectors. About 60% of the initiatives cater for less than 20 
jobs each, 18% are responsible for 40 to 60 new jobs and 22% more than 60 jobs. 
The larger firms, in terms of number of employees, belong to the packaging and 
water purification19 sectors.  
The firms supply the national (45%), foreign (30%) and local (25%) markets. 
Export firms are both local and foreign; of those, two manufacture food products.  

 
IPR-granted firms – “pull” factors 
 
Lack of business sites, their high costs, and congestion are the main push factors 
driving firm relocation from the Randstad to the northern provinces. Besides, the 
interviewees have been asked to indicate the pull factors promoting relocation. As 
presented in Table 7.17, the first factor is ‘site and premises’ which includes land 
availability, costs of land and premises, facilities in terms of permits and licenses. 
In particular, a low price of land plays an important role for the low-value added 
manufacturing activities.  
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Quality of the local environment, including quality of accommodation (houses), 
cost of living and security, is the second factor in order of importance. Northern 
provinces are less congested and not crowded either in terms of residential areas or 
business sites if compared to the Randstad. Several people prefer to live in 
Drenthe, that is the northern province closer to the centre of the country, and work 
in the Randstad in order to benefit from the higher quality of life.  
The identification of the third pull factor, in order of importance,  is not so clear. 
For 35% of the interviewees incentives are relevant and for 20% they are rather 
important. On the other hand, none stated that without incentives he/she would 
never have relocated. Fifty percent of the respondents stated that they were not 
important at all, and 40% stated that they played an important role (Table 7.18). 
While for the Italian case, the importance of incentives was confirmed in the 
answers to both questions, the Dutch entrepreneurs do not seem so convinced about 
the relevance of government subsidies.  

 
Table 7.17: Motivations to relocate (pull factors) for IPR-granted firms  

  Relevant Rather 
important  

Not important N.a.  Total  

Site and premises  55% 35% 5% 5% 100% 
Business environment 35% 30% 25% 10% 100% 
Local government*  35% 15% 25% 25% 100% 
Incentives  35% 20% 20% 25% 100% 
Market  30% 35% 35% 0% 100% 
Labour force  25% 40% 20% 15% 100% 
Accessibility/Infrastructure   15% 45% 30% 10% 100% 

Cost of credit  10% 5% 40% 45% 100% 
*And local institutions (NOM and SNN) 
 
Table 7.18: What would have happened to the project if IPR grant had not been awarded  

%
Without incentives I would never have relocated 0 
They played an important role in the decision to relocate 40 
They were not important 50 
N.a.  10 
Total  100 

 
Another factor supporting the move is the good cooperation with the local 
institutions and the local government (for 35% they are relevant and for 15% rather 
important). The interviewees stressed that the local government (municipality) and 
local institutions such as the NOM (the development agency for the North) and 
SNN (the Northern Netherlands Cooperation) (cf. section 6.3) assisted the firms in 
the relocation process. In particular, the NOM provided them with advice during all 
the phases of the relocation process: from the selection of the industrial site to the 
establishment of the activity. The factor ‘market’, including new market 
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opportunities and proximity to customers and suppliers is the fifth factor promoting 
relocation (30% stated that it is relevant and 35% that it is rather important). 
Finally the availability of a labour force at lower prices was ‘relevant’ for 25% of 
the respondents and ‘rather important’ for 40%.  
The pull factors which seem not important for the relocation of the investors of the 
sample are accessibility and infrastructure. Accessibility and infrastructural levels 
are good in the core areas as well as in the peripheral areas, which is probably why 
for the respondents considered these factors ‘neutral’. 

 
IPR-granted firms – obstacles to relocation 

 
The only problem entrepreneurs seemed to have faced in the relocation process 
concerns delays in getting the IPR premium, which, as a consequence, caused 
delays in establishing the plant (10% of the entrepreneurs). On the other hand, 70% 
of the respondents declared to have realised the investment as forecasted in the 
business plan. 

 
IPR-granted firms – the ‘image’ of the northern provinces  

 
An entrepreneur from the Randstad (Rotterdam) who invested in Friesland, but 
who has also considered the province of Limburg as a possible location, stated that 
the main reason for choosing Friesland was because “people in Friesland have a 
better ‘work mentality’ than people in Limburg” (Interview n. 8). As Van 
Langevelde (2001) stressed, some differences between the Frisian and Limburg 
economies in the Netherlands are, for example, accounted for by reference to the 
recognised positive work motivation that is part and parcel of Frisian culture.  
It is interesting, however, to note that the same entrepreneur who declared to be 
satisfied with the work mentality of Frisians, initially moved to this area with his 
family but, after some time, he did not like living there and returned to Rotterdam.  
An entrepreneur who relocated the entire production activity from one area to 
another in Friesland stated that “employees like the Frisian environment, and it has 
been no problem for employees from outside Friesland to come and live here” 
(Interview n. 17). 
A specific question about how the northern provinces were perceived before and 
after relocation was posed to the interviewees, and the possible answers were 
‘positive’ and ‘negative’. The large number of blank answers does not permit one 
to draw accurate conclusions on this matter. However, it is worth to mention that 
about half of the respondents, before investing, perceived the northern provinces 
negatively because they thought these areas to be less developed and less 
accessible.  
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Table 7.19: Ten highest rated towns in the Northern Netherlands in 1997, by location area of the 
respondents 

 Groningen  Friesland  Drenthe  
1 Groningen*  Heerenveen*  Meppel*  
2 Assen Drachten* Hoogeveen* 
3 Hoogeveen  Wolvega* Assen* 
4 Hoogezand* Meppel Beilen* 
5 Drachten Emmeloord Emmen* 
6 Heerenveen Sneek* Groningen  
7 Leek* Lemmer Heerenveen  
8 Meppel Steenwijk Coevorden* 
9 Veendam* Leeuwarden* Steenwijk  

10 Beilen  Groningen Drachten 
* Within the same province      
Source: Meester (2004) 
 
As demonstrated in the research by Meester and Pellenbarg (2004) on locational 
preferences of Dutch entrepreneurs (mental map), places in the middle of the 
country (i.e. Utrecht and Amersfoort) get the highest ratings, while Northern 
Netherlands is perceived as homogeneously unfavourable (see also, Pellenbarg, 
1977, 1985; Meester, 1994; 2000; 2004; Pellenbarg and Meester, 1984). However, 
the location preferences by the entrepreneurs located in the northern provinces 
show some distinctive elements and this can be explained by considering that 
entrepreneurs prefer their own surroundings. For instance, among the entrepreneurs 
in the province of Groningen, the highest rating is scored by the city of Groningen. 
Among the entrepreneurs in Friesland, the highest scorer is Heerenveen. And 
among the entrepreneurs in Drenthe, the most preference is for the southern edge of 
that province, with Meppel as the most attractive (Meester, 2004, p.84) (Table 
7.19). 

 
Analysis of the Contrast group  

 
As anticipated, the contrast group is formed by 14 firms which relocated from the 
Randstad to the Northern provinces, but had not been granted IPR. These firms are 
all very small: a few of them are sole proprietor companies (29%) and the rest are 
firms with 2-4 employees (71%). About 80% operate in the services sector20 and 
the rest are manufacturing firms.21 As explained in section 6.3, firms with such 
characteristics are not eligible for the decentralised IPR which only applies to 
‘basic’ firms which sell 50% or more of their output outside the region where they 
are established. In addition, small projects cannot be subsidised by the IPR because 
of the small amount of investment.22 
As concerns the pull factor enhancing relocation, the category ‘quality of life’ 
accounted for 48% of the responses, indicating that the main reason was to move 
out of “the congested, overcrowded and expensive Randstad”. An entrepreneur in 
the graphic design business who moved to Friesland stated, “we specifically 
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searched for a location near water in a rural and natural environment” (Interview 
n.5).  
Besides, cost-related factors such as cheaper land and housing were a solid second 
reason (36%). For three entrepreneurs “personal considerations” were the decisive 
factors to invest in the northern areas and to live there. Finally, an entrepreneur in 
the handicraft sector also pointed out the proximity to customers as a relevant pull 
factor.  
Another ‘soft’ factor such as the mentality of people is also seen as a good reason 
to relocate to another area. An entrepreneur in the publishing sector stressed “we 
did not like the mentality of people in the previous location (…) the Frisians’ 
mentality is much better” (Interview n. 9). 

 
7.3.2 Other elements on the relocation process  

 
Direct interviews with four actors23 involved in the investment process in the north 
and ten scholars engaged in economic geography, economics and regional policy at 
two Dutch universities (University of Groningen and University of Utrecht) and the 
Tinbergen Institute in Rotterdam are presented in this section24.  
The interviewees were asked, although in differing degree of details, to discuss: (i) 
push and pull factors attracting firms to invest in the northern provinces; (ii) the 
IPR as a tool in the relocation choice; (iii) feasible actions to improve the 
attractiveness of the northern provinces; (iv) future trends of the Dutch regional 
policy in the Netherlands with a specific focus on the IPR. 
The respondents agreed with the entrepreneurs about the push factors driving firms 
to relocate from the Randstad to the northern provinces (lack of space, congestion, 
etc.). As concerns the pull factors, the first group of interviewees – belonging to 
local government and local agencies - stressed that the IPR is not the main reason 
supporting firm relocation to the north because most of the expansion investments 
would also have taken place without the IPR. Although the IPR plays a role in 
promoting endogenous investments and, at the smallest scale, in attracting firms 
from the Randstad and from abroad, the main reasons to invest in the northern 
provinces are land availability, labour availability and accessibility. “Firms do not 
choose to invest in the northern provinces in order to benefit from the IPR (…), 
however the IPR becomes important when they have already decided on the 
northern provinces” (Interview n. 2). Besides, as another interviewee stated 
“incentives are important to decide to locate but they are mostly important in the 
international context to compete with other countries (…). For firms coming from 
the Randstad, the premium is not strictly necessary. The incentive is only a one 
time pay-off and that’s it!” (Interview n.4). In particular as a local actor emphasised 
“the Centralised IPR is not a reason for foreign firms to invest because their main 
search is for the availability of skilled labour force and market” (Interview n.1).    
Another issue they raised is that the small number of relocations from the 
Randstad, especially by manufacturing firms, can be explained by the fact that it is 
difficult to make employees move. By contrast, for businesses such as call centres 
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it is easier to invest in the north because they can hire low-skilled employees in 
loco.  
One of the weak points of the IPR, which has been pointed out by some local 
actors, is that it does not subsidise small and very small investments. This aspect 
can constitute an obstacle because small projects create more jobs on average, as 
demonstrated in section 6.3.  
As concerns the “future” of the IPR in the period 2007-2013, some of the 
respondents do not agree with the newly announced central government’s intention 
to stop the special incentives for the Northern Netherlands (including the IPR), 
which are considered ‘old-fashioned’ measures. On the other hand, others propose, 
as an alternative to the IPR, to strengthen the local context in order to improve 
growth and innovation of the indigenous firms and focus on specific sectors (such 
as bio processing, energy, call centre, metal and electrical industries).25 As a local 
actor stated “I think the Northern Netherlands is not a crisis region (...) there are 
several firms, we are strong enough to do without this policy subsidy” (Interview n. 
1).  
The second group of actors, interviewed are experts in economic geography, 
economics or regional policy. They agreed that growth (need for expansion) is the 
first trigger to relocation of firms in general, and of Dutch firms, in particular. 
However, there are other factors behind that. Organizational factors (merger, 
acquisition, take-over, etc.) but also innovation can lead to relocation. Besides 
location factors (i.e. accessibility, environmental problems, etc.), the proximity to 
the market and to the labour force can play a crucial role in the decision-making 
process. On the other hand, the influence of subsidies is not a priori. Incentives are 
relatively important for a firm which has already decided to invest in a peripheral 
area because they represent a way to partially overcome the diseconomies 
characterising such an area. Firms decide to make an investment (expansion or new 
plant) and subsequently in choosing an area they also take into account the 
government incentives that are offered. Thus, it can be stated that government 
subsidies play a relevant role in the last phase (the ‘negotiation’ phase) of the 
decision-making process, as suggested by Louw (1996).26  
The scholars underlined the growing relevance of ‘soft’ factors in firm relocation 
choice. While cost and profit were the main determinants in the traditional location 
theory, nowadays, soft factors such as ‘quality of life’ (housing and environment), 
‘image’ of places or ‘private’ reasons are shown to be as ‘relevant’ in several 
studies on firm relocation choices (cf. Chapter 2). Besides, the attitude of the local 
government towards attracting firm relocation can play a crucial role in the 
relocation decision choice. The research on the relocation determinants of firms 
moving out of the Randstad, carried out by Schutjens et al. (1998), showed that 
organizational factors (i.e. take-over, merger, etc.) were the first reason to move, 
followed by accessibility and possibility to expand. However, 22% of the 
entrepreneurs mentioned private reasons for leaving the Randstad (i.e. housing or 
working closer to home). Pellenbarg et al.(2002) clearly explains that in the last 
10-15 years of the twentieth century a new shift in the importance of location 
factors can be observed, which can be designated as a shift to ‘soft’ factors, such as 
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the availability of knowledge infrastructure and information technology facilities; 
the representativeness/image of business sites, conditions for living and recreation; 
government policies and attitudes and environmental aspects of location 
(Pellenbarg et al., 2002, p.61).  
The way in which entrepreneurs perceive a specific place (mental maps) represents 
an important ‘soft’ factor which influences the relocation choices. The research on 
the ‘mental maps’ of Dutch entrepreneurs in the years 1983, 1993 and 2003, 
carried out by Meester and Pellenbarg (2004) showed that the basic configuration 
of the mental maps in the three periods of analysis has not changed much in twenty 
years. Entrepreneurs still prefer to be located in places in the middle of the country, 
where there is a dome with centrally located Utrecht as its summit. However, over 
the years, the ‘peak’ is flattening. If in the period between 1983 and 1993 there was 
an decreasing appreciation of the locations on its west flank, in the following 
period (1993-2003) this decrease has extended to the eastern flank. The factor 
analysis carried out by the authors shows that three fundamental dimensions 
determine the rating of possible firm locations by entrepreneurs: centrality of 
location, agglomeration size and landscape and culture. This result might suggest 
that the central areas are slightly loosing their attractiveness because of congestion 
problems and cost of living (land and housing), in favour of less central areas 
which offer a higher quality of life (i.e. residential environment). 
As concerns the IPR, the scholars underlined that the weak points of the policy 
measure are that it mainly subsidises expansion, capital-intensive and medium-
large sized investments. Firms undertaking expansion might have invested anyway, 
while new firms induce a higher employment growth. Standard- and capital-
intensive production is more willing to be relocated to the northern provinces in 
order to exploit cheaper locations and labour, while knowledge and ICT firms are 
clustered in the core area. Besides, capital intensive and medium-large firms do 
create a smaller number of jobs when compared with knowledge-intensive and 
smaller firms.  
The last issue that has been addressed concerns the shift of emphasis of the new 
Memorandum towards a renewed concentration of spatial policy on the Randstad. 
Some of the scholars argued that ‘Stopping the IPR is not a problem itself but it 
might cause an increasing gap within the Netherlands and over-congestion in the 
Randstad (…) the urban core will incur and partly it is incurring the social cost of 
spatial concentration’ (Interview n. 10). As already underlined in section 6.3, in 
order to make the north more appealing, industrial sites in the West should have to 
be more expensive. The deconcentration scenario study proposed by Elhorst et al. 
(1999, pp. 27-28) suggests that it would have positive national welfare effects. 
Most of the positive effects would be concentrated in the core region, whereas the 
peripheral region is expected to be subject to a more mixed distribution of both 
positive (economic) and negative (environmental) effects.  
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7.3.3 Conclusions for the Dutch case 

 
The survey showed that for a large part of the firms concerned, the IPR instrument 
was not decisive. On the other hand, the availability of industrial areas and their 
cost and the quality of living represent the main motives behind the relocation 
decision. The influence of ‘soft’ factors, such as quality of living and the 
perception of places, on the relocation choices is confirmed by the analysis of the 
contrast group (firms which invested in the Northern Netherlands without receiving 
subsidies). As emphasised in the marketing campaign by the NOM, “a major 
advantage of the Northern Netherlands as an establishment location is the quality 
of life. Peace and quiet, clean air and a friendly atmosphere are important 
characteristics (…)”.27 Another aspect worthwhile mentioning concerns the 
important role played by the local actors (NOM and SNN) in promoting the 
peripheral areas and assisting firms in the location process.  
The interviews with the scholars underlined that the IPR policy measure as such 
does not foster the development of the northern provinces because it mainly 
subsidises expansion, capital-intensive and medium-large sized investments. These 
firms do not induce a higher employment growth and do not differentiate the 
production structure of the area which is mainly constituted by standard- and 
capital-intensive activities. 
As far as the new trends of the Dutch regional policy are concerned, the expert-
interviewees involved in the relocation process did not share a common point of 
view. Some questioned the need to abolish the IPR measure while others stated that 
the Northern Netherlands is not a crisis region itself. On this point, the scholars 
emphasised that the renewed concentration of spatial policy on the Randstad might 
lead to an increasing gap between the core area and the periphery. On the other 
hand, deconcentration of businesses and people is desirable to overcome 
congestioning the Randstad as well as to foster the development of the northern 
provinces. 
 

7.4 The relocation of British firms from the South East to the 
periphery and the role of the RSA measure 

 
7.4.1 Descriptive statistics 

 
As for the Italian and Dutch cases, this section analyses micro-level data of firms 
that have received grants under RSA to invest in the AAs. Because of the lack of 
reliable data on firm relocation in the United Kingdom28, this section does not refer 
to a direct survey conducted by the author, as for the previous case studies, but to 
secondary data published in the “Evaluation of Regional Selective Assistance 
1991-1995”29 Report (AEP, 2000). Micro-level data on 165 firms that have been 
RSA grant recipients to invest in the AAs are presented. A postal questionnaire was 
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completed and a face-to-face interview was undertaken with senior personnel in the 
165 assisted businesses. The distribution of projects was stratified to ensure 
adequate statistical representation of particular types of projects including different 
sizes of projects and projects undertaken by foreign-owned companies.  
As stated in section 6.4, since 1984, the RSA was no longer available to plants 
relocated within the UK, and displacement was taken into account in deciding the 
award. Only jobs directly created or safeguarded by the applicant can be taken into 
account for the RSA, but projects which are likely to create overcapacity, or which 
simply displace jobs elsewhere in the UK, or aim to relocate jobs from one part of 
the country to another, are not eligible for assistance (AEP, 2000). This means that 
only partial relocation (opening of new branches) is granted by the scheme. The 
other investment types are: expansion, modernising and the establishment of a new 
company. The secondary data limitations do not allow an investigation of the 
relocation patterns as analysed for the Italian and Dutch cases (i.e. activities that 
have been transferred with the partial relocation; general characteristics of the firm 
and its market; push and pull factors driving firm relocation to the Assisted Areas; 
most influential obstacles that firms faced during the relocation process; the 
‘image’ of the AAs areas before and after the localisation). In addition, the data do 
not allow us to identify how many relocations originated from the core areas of the 
UK because only a distinction between UK and foreign firms is provided. 
Furthermore, the analysis mainly focuses on the assessment of project 
“additionality”, which is the extent to which RSA altered the firm’s investment 
decision, whether in timing, scale or in location. In other words, the influence of 
the measure as a pull factor has been investigated. Besides, alternative locations to 
the AAs that have been considered by entrepreneurs are analysed. 
Besides, as for the other case studies, 8 additional actors (scholars in urban and 
regional economics, economic geography and planning, consultants of private 
companies dealing with regional policy and location economics, a few staff 
members of the RDAs and someone working at the DTI) have been interviewed.  

 
Type of relocation  

 
Table 7.20 shows the geographical distribution of the RSA projects sample. Fifty-
three percent of the sample projects are located in English Assisted Areas and 22% 
and 24% in Welsh and Scottish Assisted Areas, respectively. Where the net grant 
offered and job outputs are concerned, the sample reflects the larger average size of 
projects in Scotland and Wales relative to England. Although it has not been 
specified in Table 7.20, 84 projects were located in Development Areas and 81 
projects were located in Intermediate Areas.  
As concerns the country of ownership, Table 7.21 indicates that 29% of the 
projects were foreign-owned companies. This included a reasonable mix of other 
EU (15 projects), USA (17 projects) and Far Eastern companies (15 projects).  
The importance of foreign direct investment (FDI) to the RSA scheme increased in 
the mid-1980s. FDI accounts for only about one-tenth of RSA grants (20 percent of 
grants since the revisions to RSA in 2000), but 50 percent of the assistance. In 
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some years, as much as 80 percent of RSA-supported investment is in the form of 
FDI. Thus, while the regional grants are not available for relocations in the UK, 
they have been used extensively to support inward FDI.   
 

Table 7.20: Geographical distribution of RSA-granted projects  

Location 
comprising  

Number of 
cases 

Percentage 
of total 

Percentage 
of total gross 
job outputs 
achieved  

Percentage 
of grant paid 
(net of taxes) 

Average net grant 
per project (£) 

England of which: 88 53.3 56.6 34.5 389,396 
  East Midlands  3 1.8 5.1 2.7 883,650 
  Merseyside 8 4.8 1.1 2.6 318,416 
  North East 16 9.7 10.2 10.5 690,357 
  North West  11 6.7 12.3 1.9 169,615 
  South West 7 4.2 3.3 2.6 363,714 
  West Midlands  11 6.7 12.6 8.2 729,293 
  Yorkshire  
  &    Humberside 

9 5.5 6.2 3.4 370,286 

  East  11 5.7 1.2 1.0 92,978 
  London  5 3.0 4.0 1.2 242,009 
  South East  7 4.2 0.7 0.3 46,354 
Wales    37 22.4 17.4 24.2 680,068 
Scotland  40 24.2 26 41.3 1,128,871 
Total  165 100.0 100.0 100.0 622,273 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000)  
 

Table 7.21: Country of ownership  

 Number of 
projects 
(sample) 

% of total Number of 
projects 
(sample) 

% of total 

UK 118 71.5 4,827 89.8 
Foreign-owned 47 28.5 550 10.2 
Total  165 100.0 5,377 100.0 

Source: Elaboration of AEP (2000)  
 
RSA measure as pull factor 

 
Table 7.22 summarises the influence of RSA on investment decisions and indicates 
the average grant paid per project for each of the categories. The most significant 
categories related to making the level of risk acceptable (26.2%) and providing a 
source of finance that would otherwise not have been available (25.3%). As might 
be expected these categories appeared to involve projects at lower average grant 
levels, reflecting the importance of these factors to smaller firms.  
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Table 7.22: The influence of RSA on investment decisions  

Factors  % of responses Average grant paid per 
project (£) 

Made the rate of return acceptable  21.7 598,269 
Offset financial assistance available 
elsewhere  

4.5 590,750 

Offset higher costs of an Assisted Area 
location  

2.3 1,474,467 

Provided a source of finance which would 
otherwise not be available  

25.3 364,424 

Made the level of risk acceptable 26.2 443,882 
Other  19.9 914,830 

Source: Elaboration of AEP(2000)  
 

According to the survey, smaller firms that relied on bank finance for project 
funding, confirmed the value of RSA offers in securing loan finance for the balance 
of project funding. They were convinced that lending institutions derived 
confidence from the RSA appraisal process. 
Offsetting higher costs of an Assisted Area location (2.3%) is compatible with the 
greater mobility of larger projects and suggests that RSA was influential in 
encouraging larger projects to locate in Assisted Areas. The "other" category 
covered a number of effects and suggests the existence of benefits outside the 
expected advantages of grant awards. Discussions with larger multi-national firms 
suggested that several of these "other" cases reflected as internal general bidding 
process. Typically, this was a competitive process within an overall context in 
which investment funds are rationed. To make the shortlist for these funds, projects 
had to show basic viability and economic returns. The effect of RSA on these 
projects seemed to be to help improve their rankings within these shortlists, often 
allowing the project to go ahead. 
Offsetting financial assistance available elsewhere accounted for 4.5% of cases and 
the average project size in terms of grant was relatively low. This suggests that 
although RSA does fulfil this role, it was a limited role within the wider decision-
making process. 
Respondents were asked whether they expected the RSA project to give them a 
competitive advantage over other suppliers. Table 7.23 shows the main advantages 
that had been expected. Multiple answers were allowed. The results shown suggest 
that no particular advantages dominated. The largest single category weighted by 
grant was a lower cost base (26.8%). “Other” was the next most significant 
category accounting for 19% of the responses. An analysis of these “other” 
responses suggested that these include capacity-related issues, particularly relating 
to the speed of delivery or ability to take on larger contracts. Collectively the first 
three product-related categories account for 48% of the grant paid to sample 
projects. 
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Table 7.23: Nature of competitive advantage of the RSA project over other suppliers  

 % of sample of cases % of sample grant costs  
New products  13.6 14.3 
Technically superior products  16.2 15.7 
Better quality products  17.2 18.4 
Lower cost base 20.2 26.8 
Lower price  8.1 6.3 
Other  24.7 18.5 
Total  100.0 100.0 

Source: Elaboration on AEP (2000)  
 
Based on interview responses and the analysis on the type of project by ownership 
and mobility categories, the existence of other operations was one of the major 
advantages. Other advantages mentioned included the supportive business 
environment including low labour on-costs, such as National Insurance. 
There was also a larger set of respondents, within larger international firms, who in 
response to direct questions on additionality quite openly regarded RSA as a 
‘gesture’ of support from the UK government. These particularly included some of 
the longer established multi-nationals. Many of these respondents perceived that 
while payment of grant did not necessarily affect whether the assisted project went 
ahead, they regarded any refusal of grant as having serious implications for their 
future and wider operations in the UK. In particular they perceived that a refusal 
would indicate that the UK government was no longer supportive of their particular 
sector or business. This was widely perceived by respondents as being a key 
influence on non-UK-based company decision-makers, as was the supportive 
business environment (including low labour on-costs). On balance however, some 
of these responses were likely to reflect the perceptions of UK management 
operating within a competitive international business environment and therefore 
keen to exploit any possible competitive advantage. 
In the absence of RSA it was found that, as a proportion of grant paid, 20% of 
projects would have gone ahead unchanged; 18.4% would have been abandoned; 
13.8% would have taken place elsewhere in the UK but outside the Assisted Areas; 
30% would have taken place outside the UK; 9.2% would have occurred more 
slowly; and, 8.2% on a smaller scale or an otherwise different basis (Table 7.24). It 
shows that RSA changed the project location in around a fifth of cases, with most 
firms reporting that the project would otherwise have located outside the UK.  
Compared with an earlier evaluation (PA Cambridge Economic Consultants, 
1993)30, the assessment for the 1991- mid 1995 cases showed a higher proportion 
in the category ‘project would have gone ahead unchanged’ than for the 1985-1988 
project cohort. While this suggested a higher level of non-additionality than in the 
period 1985-1988, the authors of the 1991-1995 survey suspect that this result may 
reflect a broader and more thorough approach to assessing additionality on the part 
of the interviewers. This in turn reflected the greater number of indirect questions 
on additionality. Estimates for cases where projects would proceed more 
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slowly/later and where projects would proceed on a smaller scale were generally 
lower than in the 1985-1988 evaluation. Besides, it was found that 53% of projects 
would have been able to go ahead at the same scale with a lesser amount of grant 
money.  
This allows one to state that RSA remained an important and effective tool for 
attracting inward investment and encouraging indigenous companies to remain in 
the Assisted Areas.  

 
Table 7.24: What would have happened to the project if RSA grant had not been awarded  

Percentage of sample Percentage of net grant paid  
1985-88 1991-95 1985-88 1991-95 

Abandoned  25.5 13.5 23.1 18.4 
Gone ahead unchanged  15.1 19.3 7.3 20.0 
Proceed elsewhere in the UK 1.9 8.2 2.0 13.8 
Proceed elsewhere in the EU  14.6 19.0 
Proceed elsewhere outside the 
EU  

9.0 
3.5 

33.1 
11.4 

Proceed more slowly/later  29.2 24.0 22.2 9.2 
Proceed on a smaller scale  13.2 12.9 9.9 4.2 
Other 6.1 4.1 2.4 4.0 

Source: Elaboration on AEP(2000)  
 

Table 7.25: Characteristics of additionality of sample projects by project size (% of grants)  

Project Scale: £ 25,000 or 
less  

£ 25,000 - 
£100,000 

£ 100,001 - £ 
1 million 

Over £ 1 million 

Gone ahead  16.2 29.5 17.8 21.6 
Proceed elsewhere in the 
UK 

0.0 11.1 11.4 15.0 

Proceed elsewhere in the 
EU  

2.0 1.3 26.1 16.8 

Proceed elsewhere outside 
the EU  

0.0 0.0 2.9 14.9 

Proceed more slowly 42.7 26.0 12.0 6.9 
Proceed smaller  19.8 8.8 9.5 0.0 
Abandoned  14.3 17.5 17.8 20.1 
Other  5.0 5.8 2.6 4.8 
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Elaboration on AEP(2000)  
 

The government evaluations do not give a breakdown by country of origin, but the 
disaggregation of ‘additionality’ by project scale is presented in Table 7.25, which 
shows that the projects that would have changed in location were almost 
exclusively the larger projects. For projects of £25,000 or less the principal effects 
were that projects would have proceeded more slowly or proceeded on a smaller 
scale. For larger projects, the refusal of the RSA grant would most likely have 
resulted in an alternative location being chosen. Thus, half of the projects costing 
more than £1 million reported that RSA changed their location. In fact, as Wren 
(2004) pointed out, these larger RSA-assisted plants are substantially more likely to 
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be foreign-owned, so that the survey-based evidence is that grants are effective in 
attracting FDI.   
The evaluations do not identify ownership, but since RSA is not offered to existing 
plants that relocate within the UK, it seems likely that the large projects were 
implemented by foreign-owned firms (Jones and Wren, 2004). It is indeed 
worthwhile to remember that the United Kingdom is a major recipient of inward 
investment, which has increased from $10 billion in 1985 to a peak of $120 billion 
in 2000.31 About half of the investments are located in regions that have 
traditionally been targeted by regional policy either at the national or European 
level (see Jones and Wren, 2004).  
In 1991-1995, half of the RSA grant amount was given to foreign-owned firms 
(about £100 million per year), but representing only 10% of the number of awards 
(550 projects are foreign-owned). As the literature suggests, the pull factors 
attracting FDIs in a country like the UK are of two types: (i) agglomeration factors 
and (ii) classical location factors. Foreign firms tend to locate in proximity to other 
firms to benefit from advantages, including the levels of infrastructure and 
industrialisation or the pattern of past FDI or imports (Culem, 1988). Besides, 
classical location factors influence their location. These include market size and 
growth; the cost, availability and organisation of labour; the macroeconomic 
factors like the exchange rate and tax regime; inward investment policy, such as 
fiscal incentives, and the promotional activities and non-financial supports of the 
inward investments agencies (see Friedman et al., 1992; Cassou, 1997). As Jones 
and Wren (2004) pointed out, early studies on the location determinants of FDIs 
(see Taylor, 1993; Devereux et al., 2003; Wren, 2004) suggest that inward 
investment policy, including the RSA, has a positive effect on early-stage location, 
but that over time it gives way to agglomeration economies, which become the 
driving force behind FDI location.  
As mentioned above, a key objective of RSA is to ensure that Britain competes 
effectively for internationally mobile projects. RSA is intended to offer net regional 
and national economic benefit by encouraging investment that would not otherwise 
proceed in the United Kingdom.  
 
Other locations that have been considered 

 
Alongside the more direct questions on additionality, respondents in the surveys 
were asked about their site search. Tables 7.26 and 7.27 summarise the other 
locations that could have been and were considered for the RSA assisted project. 
The results shown in the two tables are generally similar. Table 7 suggests that just 
8% of projects could not have chosen an alternative location and 36% could have 
chosen a site within the same region or territory (Scotland and Wales). Table 7.30. 
shows that 42% of projects did not consider an alternative location. A further 34% 
only considered sites within the UK. Both tables suggest that the average net grant 
paid increases with the spatial scale of search, principally reflecting the fact that 
larger projects (measured by size of grant) tend to be more mobile. 
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In terms of the objective of RSA to attract employment into Assisted Areas, Tables 
7.26 and 7.27 suggest that a significant proportion of smaller projects (typically 
relating to smaller indigenous companies) were not particularly mobile and would 
have located within (or in many cases close to) Assisted Areas anyway. In these 
cases the benefits of RSA was in terms of aiding the development of existing 
(smaller) businesses within Assisted Areas. While this was valid use of RSA it is 
clearly very different from its other role in attracting mobile investment into the 
Assisted Areas. 

 
Table 7.26: Other locations that could have been chosen for the project  

 % of projects  Average grant 
paid  

% of total grant paid  

None  8.2 155,568 1.9 
Same region  36.2 478,082 25.4 
Rest of UK 31.7 659,388 30.6 
Rest of EU 19.8 1,079,218 31.3 
Outside EU 4.1 1,794,802 10.8 

Source: Elaboration of AEP(2000)  
 

Table 7.27: Other locations that were considered for the project  

 % of projects  Average grant 
paid  

% of total grant paid  

None  42.0 404,036 26.5 
UK 34.4 477,685 25.6 
Rest of EU 19.7 1,023,099 31.5 
Outside EU 3.8 2,760,483 16.4 

Source: Elaboration of AEP(2000)  
 

As presented in Table 7.27, for 42.0% of the projects no other location was 
considered, 34.4% considered an alternative UK location while a foreign location 
interested 23.5% of the sample. Sites within the rest of the EU were the largest 
category in terms of the overall grant paid.  
These results can be cross-referenced against the responses shown in Table 7.24, 
showing responses to more direct questions relating to additionality. The 
proportion of respondents that suggested that in the absence of RSA the projects 
would have proceeded in the rest of the EU (19% of net grant paid), was lower than 
suggested by the site search (32% of net grant paid), but was similar to the actual 
number of projects that considered locations in the rest of the EU. This confirms 
the accuracy of direct additionality claims and suggests that RSA was highly 
significant in the location decision. 
The finding that the scope for an EU location (Table 7.26) was greater than the 
actual search does however, suggest that the UK offered other intrinsic competitive 
advantages within the EU.  
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7.4.2 Other elements on the relocation process 
 

This section presents further elements of the relocation process in the UK on the 
basis of a sample of interviews that have been carried out in the course of the PhD 
research project. The respondents are scholars in urban and regional economics, 
economic geography and planning, consultants of private companies dealing with 
regional policy and location economics, a few staff members of the RDAs and 
someone working at the DTI.32 The interviewees were asked, although in varying 
degrees of details, to discuss: (i) push and pull factors attracting firms to invest in 
the peripheral areas; (ii) objectives of the UK regional policy; (iii) the influence of 
the RSA measure in the relocation choice; (iv) strengths and weaknesses of the 
policy measure. 
The interviewees stressed that the extent of firm movement from the core area to 
the periphery has been much lower since the 1970s than before then (see section 
6.4). This is mainly because of the large scale decline of manufacturing 
employment everywhere, and the consequent cessation of most policies designed to 
encourage such movement. The emphasis of the current regional policy is on the 
direction of Foreign Investment to northern regions in the UK (i.e. US investment 
in Scotland), and the encouragement of indigenous SMEs.  
Therefore, if there has been relocation within the country, much of this has been to 
other parts of southern Britain, and in the services sector, directed mainly to 
reviving the cities.  
The most feasible locations in the periphery, for manufacturing firms willing to 
leave the South East, have been indicated as follows: 

1. West Midlands and East Midlands (first choice); 
2. Yorkshire and Humberside and North West (second choice); 
3. South West, South Wales, Scotland and North East (third choice). 

West Midlands and East Midlands constitute the first location choice for an 
entrepreneur willing to relocate because they offer lower labour and land costs, 
highly diversified economy (especially West Midlands), advantages due to 
agglomeration economies (large economy of engineering, aerospace, typical 
manufacturing sectors, etc.), high skilled labour force, good accessibility and good 
transportation links. 
Yorkshire and Humberside used to be rural areas and did not have industries until 
the last few years, while the North West was a specialised area that collapsed and it 
took a lot of time to recover. Successful cases are represented by Manchester, 
Leeds and Bradford, which host clusters of firms and have good accessibility.  
Among the third-choice locations, Scotland has a diversified economy and has a 
successful Regional Development Agency (Scottish Enterprise), founded more 
than 30 years ago, which attracted inward investments, mainly high value-added 
companies (i.e. computer manufacturing; electric components and engineering). On 
the other hand, South Wales is geographically closer to the South East but 
psychologically remote.  
As concerns push and pull factors driving firm relocation from the core area to the 
periphery, respondents stated that firms tend to move out from the South East 
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because of high cost of land, limited availability of labour and land, high cost of 
labour and lease term. In general, it can be stated that incentives are not important 
location factors while accessibility is still an important factor. On the other hand, 
Regional Development Agencies play a relevant role in promoting inward 
investments in the peripheral areas, especially production overseas. RDAs 
constitute 'One-site shop' because they provide all information to the new investors 
and assist them during all the phases of the relocation process (from marketing of a 
location to assistance with finding in an appropriate site and locating).33 According 
to an interviewee, peripheral areas might become more competitive if more 
responsibility will be given to the RDAs. In the medium to longer term it will be 
achieved by the success of the areas to lift their performance, especially in 
productivity and skills, closer to that of the more prosperous areas of the country. 
To the question about strengths and weaknesses of the RSA measure, the 
respondents replied that its strengths lie in the application of strict criteria for 
appraisal of projects, including viability, market assessments for displacement of 
similar economic activity, additionality test (need for grant) and negotiation of 
necessary minimum. It is also a very flexible instrument, within its geographical 
boundaries, open to all sectors (subject to EC restrictions) and all sizes of firms.  A 
weakness is perhaps the difficulty of applying the additionality test with sufficient 
rigour, given the tension between hard negotiation and the desire to win projects 
for the region.  
 
7.4.3  Conclusions for the British case 

 
Relocation from the core of the UK to the Assisted Areas has decreased from the 
1970s to the present. Over recent decades, RSA is the most scrutinised business 
support measure promoting relocation. Since 1984, RSA is no longer available to 
plants relocating within the UK, thus it only subsidises the opening of new 
branches, both national and foreign firms.  
The analysis on the 165 RSA-granted projects indicates a considerable effect of the 
grant on location, especially for foreign-owned firms. This result confirms what 
has been made clear in successive White Papers and other policy statements: 
“regional financial incentives have been designed to ensure that the United 
Kingdom can compete effectively for internationally mobile investments”. 
Attracting foreign investors is one of the priorities of the regional policy in the UK; 
foreign companies are more foot-loose than indigenous firms, which tend to keep 
their location because they are more embedded in their spatial environment. 
Besides, the analysis suggested that the RSA was influential in encouraging larger 
projects which are more likely to be foreign-owned. By contrast, a significant 
portion of smaller, mainly indigenous firms, would have located within the 
Assisted Areas anyway.  
The importance of RSA as a pull factor is however not as important as it has been 
shown for the Italian case. The RSA changed the project location in around a fifth 
of cases, with most firms reporting that the investment would otherwise have 
located outside the UK. As concerns foreign investments, the RSA represented the 
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main pull factor for early-stage location, but it is easily substituted by 
agglomeration economies in the course of time. Besides, Jones and Wren (2004) 
argue that inward investment policy is applied most intensively in the regions 
where the FDI is already most concentrated in particular activities and where the 
effect of the policy is expected to be weakest. In the AEP Report (2000), it is stated 
that international mobility is supposed to increase over the next few years for all 
firms on the basis of the evidence presented in the study. It is clear that the increase 
in FDI location is one of the main motives behind the decision for the continuation 
of the RSA scheme, thus, analyses on firm level data are necessary to better 
understand which decision the government should make. 
However, it is worthwhile to stress that the evaluations such as the one for the 
RSA, based on face-to-face interviews with senior managers of randomly selected 
samples of RSA-assisted firms, are subject to biases and some caution must be 
exercised in their interpretation.  
As stated by the actors interviewed, RSA, and in general policy incentives, does 
not act as a trigger to relocation within the UK, especially for indigenous firms. On 
the other hand, the RDAs might play an even more relevant role in fostering the 
development of peripheral areas if more responsibility would be given to them. 

7.5 Conclusions  
 
The micro-analyses about the initiatives which have been granted by the three 
policy measures (AC for Italy, IPR for the Netherlands and RSA for the United 
Kingdom), are based on slightly different methodologies and provide therefore 
results that are hardly comparable. Nevertheless, the outcomes of the researches  
allowed to answer question 3 and test Hypothesis 3. 
In terms of comparability of the three situations, while in Italy and in the 
Netherlands the majority of granted ‘external’ investments come from the core 
area, in the UK foreign investments dominate the scenario, partly because 
attracting foreign investors is one of the priorities of the regional policy in the UK 
– and of the RSA in particular. As concerns firm relocation from the core area to 
the periphery, in Italy the gemellaggio among local actors played a relevant role in 
attracting ‘external’ investments from the centre-north, as it has been demonstrated 
by the amount of initiatives in the area of Manfredonia.  
While lack of business sites, their high costs and congestion are the main push 
factors driving firms to relocate from the core areas to the periphery, the analysis of 
pull factors shows different scenarios. Government incentives are the most 
important determinant for the Italian firms investing in the Mezzogiorno, followed 
by availability of industrial areas at competitive prices. Nevertheless, as the factor 
and cluster analyses have shown, while centre-northern firms are particularly 
inclined to invest in the south because of the availability of incentives and 
industrial areas, small and very small local firms would probably have located in 
the areas without incentives. Incentives are necessary to overcome the 
diseconomies of the southern areas, and centre-northern firms benefit from them in 



 188  

order to be able to transfer medium-high value-added activities or new production 
lines in the Mezzogiorno, through the opening of new establishments. 
In the Dutch case, the availability of business sites remains the most important 
factor, while none of the interviewees has stated that without incentives he/she 
would never have invested. On the other hand, the quality of the local environment 
is perceived as a relevant determinant to relocate, followed by the good 
cooperation with the local government and local institutions (NOM and SNN).  
Similar to the Dutch case, in general, the RSA measure in the UK showed a scarce 
relevance as a pull factor. Although, its importance increased for early-stage 
location of foreign investors, it is willing to be substituted by agglomeration 
economies in the course of time. It can be stated that in the three countries, a 
significant proportion of smaller indigenous projects would have located within the 
peripheral areas without incentives, as well. 
In conclusion, government incentives play a much more important role in the 
location and relocation of activities to the Italian Mezzogiorno than for the Dutch 
and the UK cases. However, this is partly due to the differences of the peripheral 
areas in the three countries as well as the different amount of incentives offered by 
the three policy measures. In other words, the Mezzogiorno cannot be compared to 
the Dutch Northern provinces as far as the level of economic development is 
concerned; similarly, the AC tool cannot be compared  to the IPR or the RSA 
because of the different amount of public grants available, which totals to 50-80% 
of the investment in the first case compared to 15-30% and 10-35% in the IPR and 
RSA, respectively (see Table 6.36 in the previous Chapter).  
In the end, the micro-analyses allow us to test Hypothesis 3, that  was phrased as 
follows: labour market and policy incentives were important determinants 
promoting the core-periphery relocation in 1950s-1970s, while nowadays ‘softer’ 
factors (i.e. image of the location, quality of the local environment, etc.) are the 
most important determinants. 
The outcome of the research does not lead to the same conclusion as for the three 
national cases. Certainly, the hypothesis is not fully acceptable for the Italian case, 
where investors coming from the centre-north, consider the supply-side 
(availability of industrial land, low cost of land, location facilities and relocation 
incentives) and demand-side (new market opportunities and accessibility) the most 
important determinants. Instead,  the hypothesis is acceptable for the Dutch and 
British cases. In particular, 10 Dutch respondents out of 20 and 20% of the 
investors in the United Kingdom declared that they would have invested in the 
peripheral areas regardless the incentives. Besides, the Dutch respondents 
emphasised the image of the location and the quality of the local environment as 
important factors. Nevertheless, it cannot be excluded that the propensity to invest 
in the peripheral areas might be related to premium percentage of the investment. 
Although more research needs to be done, these results support the EU debate 
about the utility of financial aid schemes to foster the development of depressed 
areas. It might be necessary to revise discretionary policy tools such as the AC, IPR 
and RSA because a large share of the investments, with different degrees in the 
three countries, would have taken place regardless the incentives.  
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1 A questionnaire has been sent to a sample of managers which invested in the peripheral areas of the 
three countries and have been granted by the policy incentives (the AC in Italy, the IPR in the 
Netherlands and the RSA in the United Kingdom). Among the reasons behind the different response 
rate, we cite the lack of cooperation from entrepreneurs, the length of the questionnaire and the 
quality of data on relocating firms. In structuring the questionnaire there was a preference for 
obtaining as much information as possible from each respondent; this gave rise to a large number of 
questions. The lack of reliable data played a relevant role for the Dutch and the UK cases. Both the 
UK and Dutch firms which replied to the survey declared that they had not relocated from the core 
area to the periphery – they were indigenous investments. 
2 These results have been partially published in Bianchi and Mariotti (2002; 2003), with reference to 
the cases of Manfredonia, Crotone and Ottana; in Mariotti and Faggian (2004) and in the fourth 
chapter of the Report titled “Il contratto d’area: strumento di attivazione e sviluppo degli investimenti 
produttivi nelle aree di crisi” (The Area Contract: policy measure to promote and develop productive 
investments in the crisis areas) that has been undertaken by the Dipartimento per lo Sviluppo delle 
Economie Territoriali and SVIMEZ (2004). The author of this book collaborated in gathering and 
elaborating the data and chapter 4 of this Report has been developed in collaboration with the author, 
herself.  
3 The questionnaires were sent to a sample of 528 entrepreneurs that invested in the AC areas. The 
questionnaires were sent in 2003 and the interviews were carried out in the course of the 2004.  
4 Size and sector of the firm and its market size (local, national, world wide). If a new branch was set 
up, these questions were addressed to both the new plant and the parent company.  
5 The two firms that replied to the questionnaire are centre-northern firms, located in Bergamo 
(Lombardy). 
6 As concerns firm size, the definition by the European Commission (‘Disciplina comunitaria in 
materia di aiuti di Stato a favore della piccole e medie imprese’, 1996) is adopted: firms with 1- 49 
employees are ‘small’; with 50-249 employees ‘medium’; with more than 250 employees ‘large’. 
7 The Made-in-Italy sectors are: home furnishing (furniture, glass ceramics), fashion (textiles, 
eyewear, shoes and sportswear) and engineering industry. 
8 Financial incentives, labour incentives and fiscal incentives. The most relevant were the incentives 
provided by Law 488.  
9 Giunta and Florio (2002) in their study on the firms that signed the Programming Contract presented 
similar results.  
10 Viesti (2002a) in a study on ‘external’ investments to the Mezzogiorno in 1996-2001, presents 
similar results.  
11 This aspect was mentioned in the section of the questionnaire “quality of life”.  
12 Value=1 for centre northern investments; value=0 for southern investments.   
13 Face-to-face interviews have been carried out with the actors of the Area Contracts of Crotone and 
Manfredonia and those in the Central Public Administration. Telephone interviews were conducted 
with the actors of Ottana. 
14 The scholars are G. Viesti and M. Capriati of the University of Bari, R. Camagni and R. Capello of 
the Politecnico of Milan, E. Ciciotti of the University Cattolica of Piacenza, A. Giunta of the 
University of Cosenza and L. Bianchi and S. Prezioso of SVIMEZ.  
15 Trade associations that took part to the survey for the Mezzogiorno were: Assindustria Crotone, 
Associazione degli Industriali di Capitanata, Assindustria Treviso, l’Associazione Industriali della 
Provincia di Vicenza and Assolombarda. CISL and UIL trade unions have been interviewed for 
Crotone; CGIL, CISL and UIL for Manfredonia.  Local development agencies were: Crotone 
Sviluppo and Ottana Sviluppo. Trade associations that were interviewed for the SEEC were: 
Assindustria Treviso (Treviso Glocal- company for the promotion and internationalisation of the 
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Treviso economy) and Apindustria Vicenza (Trade association for SMEs). Besides, CISL of Treviso 
took part in the survey. 
16 See, for example, the article written by Viesti on the ‘questionable usefulness of the incentives’ 
which can be retrieved from www.lavoce.info.it  
17 I would like to thank two student assistants of the Faculty of Spatial Sciences Ykje Vriesinga and 
Jeroen Westendorp for their help in collecting the data and organising the interviews.  
18 The questionnaires were sent in the month of November 2003 and the interviews were carried out 
from January to February 2004.  
19 It concerns construction of water purification plants. 
20 Such as graphic and web design, copying-printing, publishing, educational services and wholesale.  
21 Packaging, handicraft and cheese production.  
22 The minimum investment sum for setting up a project eligible for a premium is €136,134. It 
becomes €453,780 for expansion projects and at least €136,134 for restructuring projects. The 
maximum investment sum eligible for a premium is €3,630,242 (cf. section 6.3). 
23 This concerns the Ministry of Economic Affairs in Groningen, SNN, NOM and the local 
municipality of Groningen. The first two represent the national level and the others the local level.  
24 This sample comprises P.H. Pellenbarg, J. Van Dijk, L.J.G. Van Wissen and W. Meester of the 
University of Groningen, Faculty of Spatial Sciences; J. Oosterhaven, University of Groningen, 
Faculty of Economics; O.L.C. Atzema, J. Lambooy, E. Wever; R.A. Boschma, V.A.J.M. Schutjens, 
University of Utrecht, Faculty of Geographical Sciences; W. Molle, Timbergen Institute in 
Rotterdam.  
25 For an overview, see <http://www.nom.nl>. 
26 The decision-making process suggested by Louw (1996) includes three phases: (i) orientation; (ii) 
selection; (iii) negotiation. In the negotiation phase, the price issue is always predominant.    
27 See: http://www.nom.nl. 
28 A questionnaire similar to the ones that have been used for the Italian and Dutch cases (see 
Appendix 3) was sent to 150 British firms that were supposed to have relocated from the South East 
to the periphery (Scotland, West Midlands, East Midlands, Yorkshire and Humberside and North 
East) in the last five to ten years. Since the response rate was too small (about 8 firms filled the 
questionnaire), secondary data have been adopted. The very small response rate is not only due to the 
lack of cooperation by the entrepreneurs, but to the unreliable data that were used to select the sample 
of 150 firms.  
29 The report has been published in September 2000.  
30 It is important to underline that the sample sizes of the earlier surveys were not the same. The study 
of 1980-1984 case had a sample of 150 companies, the 1985-1988 study had a sample of 212 cases 
and the current 1991-1995 evaluation had a sample of 165 cases. The evaluations of RSA for the 
period 1985-1988 was carried out by PACEC (1993), while the evaluation for the years 1980-1984 
was carried out by King (1990).  
31 FDI has decreased since the turn of the Century. In its 2003 report, UNCTAD found that 
investment to the UK fell to 20 per cent of its 2000 level, reflecting a fall in corporate takeovers 
(Jones and Wren, 2004). 
32 The author acknowledges the cooperation of Prof. Philip McCann (Department of Economics, 
University of Reading), Prof. Peter Wood (Department of Geography, University College London), 
Prof. James Simmie (School of Planning, Oxford Brookes University), Mr. Geoff Hamby (Prism 
Research, Telford). 
33 See Jones and Wren (2004) for an examination of the North East of England (One-North-East) and 
Invest UK involvement with the inward investors at both project and plant levels.  
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8 CROSS-BORDER DELOCALISATION 

8.1 Introduction  
 
Since the 1980s, national regional policies faced increasing international competi-
tive pressure, thus, the interest on firm delocalisation has shifted from a single 
country to Europe or, more precisely, to the regions in Europe. Firm relocation 
boundaries have been extended to embrace foreign countries and the focus is on 
cross-border delocalisation rather than firm movement within the country of origin. 
Cross-border delocalisation is similar to core-periphery relocation when it is di-
rected towards low wages countries such as Central Eastern Europe, South Eastern 
Europe1 and the Far East in order to reduce production costs (vertical investment).  
Unlike what has happened in the 1950-1970s, nowadays regional policy does not 
go in the direction of promoting international relocation because there is a concern 
that the transfer of production activities abroad might cause the loss of jobs and a 
decrease in competitiveness. The theoretical debate focuses on the impact of inter-
national delocalisation on the home countries or regions for its socio-economic 
consequences. 
This chapter aims to analyse cross-border delocalisation which has occurred in 
Europe since the 1980s in order to investigate to what extent it is a substitute to 
core-periphery relocation. The focus is on Italian and Dutch firms investing abroad 
while the United Kingdom, is not treated in this chapter because of lack of 
information on the specific aspect of cross-border movement. This may be related 
to the somewhat different position of the British Isles, not immediately surrounded 
by neighbour countries.  
Border countries are interpreted here not only as countries just across the Italian 
and Dutch national borders, but also those bordering their immediate neighbouring 
countries within easy reach (i.e. a few hours or maximum one day’s drive from the 
home country).2 Internal boundaries within Italy and the Netherlands are not con-
sidered and our focus is specifically on the most nearby central and south Eastern 
European countries.  
The present chapter aims to answer question 4 (“To what extent has globalisation 
affected firm relocation?”) and seeks to test Hypothesis 4 (“The globalisation of 
financial and industrial markets has dramatically increased the phenomenon of firm 
internationalisation and cross-border delocalisation has become a substitute for 
core-periphery relocation”). In section 8.1. firm internationalisation strategies are 
described. Sections 8.3. and 8.4. are assigned to the two case studies, respectively. 
In section 8.5 the impact of international delocalisation on the home country is pre-
sented and it is investigated to what extent cross-border delocalisation and core-
periphery are competing for the attraction of investments. Conclusions are drawn in 
the last section. 
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Figure 8.1: Countries in Central and Eastern Europe receiving Italian and Dutch investments 

 
 
 
8.2  Firm internationalisation strategies  
 
Firms that are part of the global scenario can adopt the following internationalisa-
tion strategies or entry modes: (i) export; (ii) international strategic alliances (ISAs) 
– equity and non equity; (iii) foreign direct investments – FDIs; and (iv) joint-
ventures. In order to avoid any misunderstanding, in this chapter the term interna-
tional delocalisation indicates the partial movement of production activities abroad 
by means of the modes presented in Table 8.1, with the exception of export.  
Exporting is the most common form of internationalisation and the first entry mode 
because it involves less risk and more control. However, exporting is not necessar-
ily the most important or most fundamental internationalisation mode: SMEs have 
recently begun to develop other, more advanced as well as more risky forms of for-
eign expansion, mainly the so-called international strategic alliances (ISAs), of 
non-equity type (see, among the others, Basile et al., 2003). An ISA can be defined 
as a co-operative relationship with a partner operating backward, forward or in the 
same stage of a value chain and aimed at the development, distribution, and/or pro-
duction of products in a foreign market (Gemser et al., 2004). The ISAs can be: 

Legend:            Italian investments;         Dutch investments  
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non-equity strategic alliance and equity strategic alliance. The first, is formed 
through sub-contracting agreements between a firm and one (or more) of its suppli-
ers to supply, produce, or distribute a firm’s goods or services without equity shar-
ing. They include, e.g., licensing, franchising, subcontracting.  
 
Table 8.1: Internationalisation strategies 
EQUITY STRATEGIES  
Foreign Direct Investment Green-field investment: opening of branch plants 

Brown-field investment: acquisition of 
or financial participation in existing 
firms 

Joint Venture when two or more firms create a sepa-
rate corporation whose stock is shared 
by the partners. 

Equity International Strategic  
Alliance  

is an alliance in which partners own 
different percentages of equity in a new 
venture or project, or an existing firm.  
 

NON EQUITY STRATEGIES  
 Export  
Non equity International Strategic  
Alliance  

Non-equity strategic alliance: sub-contracting agree-
ments between a firm and one (or more) of its suppli-
ers to supply, produce, or distribute a firm’s goods or 
services without equity sharing.3 They include:  

-    Licensing 
- Franchising  
- Industrial subcontracting  
- Commercial subcontracting  

 
In particular, international subcontracting is one of the most popular 
internationalisation strategies adopted by SMEs and can take two forms (Germidis, 
1980): • industrial subcontracting; 

• commercial subcontracting.  
Industrial subcontracting takes place between independent units (the principal and 
the subcontractor) located in different countries and concerns the manufacture of 
intermediate products (parts, components or sub-assemblies) to be incorporated 
into a product which the principal will sell. Such orders may also include the 
treatment, processing or finishing of materials or parts by the subcontractor at the 
principal’s request.  In the case of specific indigenous sectors, such as in the case 
of Italy the Made-in-Italy sectors, industrial subcontracting ensures that the prod-
ucts keep the brand mark of the principal firm.4 Commercial subcontracting takes 
place between two independent units located in different countries and concerns 
the manufacture of finished products (without assembly or finishing) that will be 
exported either via the principal or directly by the subcontractor.  
Because the non-equity ISAs do not involve the forming of a separate venture or 
equity investments, they are less formal and demand fewer commitments from 
partners than equity strategic alliances and joint ventures (Gemser et al., 2004). 
The equity strategic alliance is an alliance in which partners own different percent-
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ages of equity in a new venture or project, or an existing firm. Finally, there is the 
joint venture when two or more firms create a separate corporation whose stock is 
shared by the partners. Non equity strategies involving lower risk and commitment, 
such as ISA, are adopted by small and medium-sized firms that are involved in a 
growing internationalisation process, mirroring the path of multinational enter-
prises. 
Finally, the FDI represents the main tool of internationalisation for medium – and 
large – sized firms and multinationals. FDI is an investment realised abroad (‘ac-
tive’ or ‘outward’ investment) or from abroad (‘passive’ or ‘inward’ investment) in 
plants, and can take place either through the opening of branch plants (‘green-field’ 
investment), or through the acquisition of or financial participation in existing 
firms (‘brown-field’ investment).5  
Traditional statistical sources mainly refer to the amount of FDIs without taking 
into account other forms such as subcontracting or joint ventures that are more dif-
ficult to monitor.6 This raises the probability that the internationalisation process is 
underestimated. 
The last consideration worth mentioning refers to factors driving international de-
localisation. These can be cost- or market-related. In the first case, the production 
process, initially realised by the parent company, is fragmented and relocated else-
where through FDIs or “lighter” internationalisation forms (i.e. subcontracting rela-
tionships, joint ventures) with firms in other areas that offer lower production costs. 
This process labelled ‘vertical investment’ is directed towards less developed or 
developing countries (e.g. SEECs and the Far East) where the subcontractor’s costs 
for certain operations (production or processing) are considerably lower (resource 
seeking and cost saving investment).  
In the second case, firms adopt a ‘horizontal investment’ when the production 
structure of the parent company is reproduced in other geographical contexts 
through FDI in order to gain a better access to new local markets. Horizontal in-
vestments are driven by market-seeking strategies and are directed towards more 
advanced countries (i.e. Western Europe and USA).  
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8.3 Cross-border delocalisation: the case of Italy 
 
Italy is a late international investor and multinational follower. The evolution of the 
internationalisation process that characterised the country in the last three decades 
is composed of three stages (Balcet, 1997): (i) the traditional pattern (until the 
1970s); (ii) the ‘oligopolistic heart’ (until the 1980s); (iii) the emerging interna-
tionalisation process of SMEs and industrial districts7 (from the beginning of the 
1980s to the present). 
This section describes the internationalisation strategies adopted by Italian firms 
since the 1980s on the basis of 4 studies. 
 
Table 8.2: Internationalisation strategies of Italian firms (%) 

Internationalisation modes  District firms  Other firms  
FDIs  11.1 21.4 
ISAs  88.9 78.6 
 - Industrial subcontracting 38.5 17.4 
 - Commercial subcontracting 22.2 16.5 
 - Joint ventures 15.4  22.4 
 - Supply contracts  12.8 22.2 
Total 100.0  100.0 
Source: Centro Studi Unioncamere-Assocamere Estero (2002) on Unioncamere data. 
 
The first study is the one by Centro Studi Unioncamere - Assocamere Estero 
(2002) which showed that international subcontracting is the main form of interna-
tionalisation adopted by district firms, while FDIs and joint ventures with foreign 
firms are less important strategies because they imply higher risk and commit-
ments. Generally speaking, it can be stated that the small volume of Italian FDIs is 
due to the fact that there is a smaller number of multinational firms and that Italian 
firms are smaller compared to the European average.8  
A recent analysis on firm-level data from a data sample of 706 district firms (a 
1998 Bank of Italy database) in 15 industrial districts (Mariotti et al., 2004a, 
2004b) confirmed this trend: FDIs are less common (1.8%), while the percentage 
of delocalisation through subcontracting with foreign firms is higher (11.5%) (Ta-
ble 8.3).9 The firms which declared to have establishments abroad are large sized 
(100 and more employees). 
Most of the firms make use of local district suppliers (69.7% of the sample) while 
the 36.7% of suppliers are located in the rest of the country (Tab.8.4). As concerns 
the geographical location, firms located in the south of Italy show a lower propen-
sity to subcontract productions abroad. However, once they decide to subcontract, 
the phenomenon seems to become significant (7.1% of the total amount of pur-
chases).  
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Table 8.3: Internationalisation strategies of the district SMEs (%) 

North  Centre  South  Total  Internationalisation type 
 Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Employing immigrants (A) 33.1 66.9 23.1 76.9 2.0 98.0 20.5 79.5 

International subcontracting (B) 20.3 79.7 6.0 94.0 7.4 92.7 11.5 88.5 

Exporting (C) 78.9 21.1 65.7 34.3 59.3 40.7 68.6 31.4 

FDIs (D) 2.4 97.6 2.0 98.0 1.0 99.0 1.8 98.2 

A+B 6.4 93.6 1.6 98.4 - 100.0 2.8 97.2 

A+C 25.1 74.9 15.9 84.1 1.0 99.0 14.9 85.1 

A+D 0.8 99.2 0.4 99.6 - 100.0 0.4 99.6 

B+C 18.7 81.3 5.6 94.4 6.9 93.1 10.6 89.4 

B+D 1.2 98.8 0.4 99.6 - 100.0 0.6 99.4 

C+D 2.0 98.0 0.8 99.2 0.5 99.5 1.1 98.9 

A+B+C 6.0 94.0 1.2 98.8 - 100.0 2.5 97.5 

A+B+D 0.4 99.6 - 100.0 - 100.0 0.1 99.9 

A+C+D 0.8 99.2 - 100.0 - 100.0 0.3 99.7 

B+C+D 1.2 98.8 0.4 99.6 - 100.0 0.6 99.4 

A+B+C+D 0.4 99.6 - 100.0 - 100.0 0.1 99.9 
Source: Mariotti et al. (2004a); data Bank of Italy Survey on the industrial districts  

 
Table 8.4: District SMEs that acquire and sell in subcontracting  

Firms that acquire in  
subcontracting  

Firms that sell in  
subcontracting   

No. of firms % of total No. of firms % of total 
         

From and towards the district 492 69.7 279 
               

39.5      

From and towards the rest of Italy  259 36.7 261 
               

37.0      

From and towards foreign countries  81 11.5 135 
               

19.1      

Total (1) 546 77.3 399 56.5      
(1) Total refers to all firms acquiring or selling in subcontracting. A firm can adopt one or more outsourcing ways 
at the same time. 
Source: Mariotti et al. (2004a); data from Bank of Italy Survey on the industrial districts  
 
On the other hand, northern industrial districts are more willing to subcontract 
abroad. as far as the sector is concerned, firms in the leather and footwear industry 
have a higher propensity to subcontract than the other sectors. The propensity in 
the mechanical engineering – where investment or intermediate goods are produced 
– is smaller but not significantly so.  
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According to the estimates10, delocalisation is mainly influenced by firm-specific 
factors (demographic and managerial characteristics of the firms) and in a second 
stage by area-specific factors. The area-specific factors include the characteristics 
of the areas of origin (push factors) and the factors attracting firms in the new loca-
tion (pull factors). Larger firms are more willing to relocate while old firms show a 
smaller propensity to enter into production agreements because they are more em-
bedded in their local environment. They are embedded in networks that are estab-
lished through long term trust-based relations which are likely to be facilitated by 
spatial proximity (see among others, Granovetter, 1973; Putnam, 1993a, 1993b).  
The production of consumer goods and the use of product planning and design ser-
vices show a positive effect on the dependent variable. It follows that the probabil-
ity to delocalise is higher (5-6 percentage points more) if the firm plans, develops 
and directly produces consumer goods. This supports the assumption that more 
competitive and innovative firms tend to transfer abroad labour-intensive activities, 
while high value-added activities continue to be located in Italy. The delocalisation 
propensity is positively correlated to a higher ability of producing final goods and 
innovation. Delocalisation through subcontracting, in order to reduce costs of la-
bour-intensive activities, is mainly related to firm-specific factors, rather than to 
area factors. This strategy is adopted by leading firms that export, have diversified 
final customers and show a considerable capability to introduce innovation and to 
ensure the visibility of their products. 
Another recent survey on the internationalisation strategies adopted by a sample of 
182 leading firms11 of 20 of the most important Italian districts district firms is the 
one by Micelli et al. (2003). It examines the international strategies adopted by a 
sample of 182 leading firms12 of 20 of the most important Italian districts (Figure 
8.2.) specialising in the three main industries of the Italian economy:  
1. home furnishing (furniture, glass ceramics) 
2. fashion (textiles, eyewear, shoes and sportswear) 
3. mechanical engineering. 
The district firms of the sample are located in the North-East (40.7%), Lombardy 
(28.0%), Emilia Romagna (18.7%) and Tuscany (12.6%). More than 43% of the 
firms are located in industrial districts related to the fashion industry, whereas 
26.4% operated in the mechanical engineering  and 30.2% in home furnishing. It 
was found that firms in fashion and mechanical engineering are more involved in 
internationalisation, while firms specialising in home furnishing are more embed-
ded in the local contexts. Ninety percent of the firms outsource at least some activi-
ties of the supply chain. Concerning the alternative strategies carried out, 14% real-
ised FDIs as ‘green field’ investments, 47.7% developed partnerships with foreign 
strategic suppliers, 13.4% turned to international subcontracting and 15% devel-
oped more than one internationalisation typology. Both green-field investments and 
subcontractors are mainly located in Eastern Europe (46.1% and 56.2%, respec-
tively) and 37.5% of foreign subcontractors are in the Far East. 
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Figure 8.2: The industrial districts under survey 

 
Source: Elaborated from Micelli et al.(2003). 
 
The main motivation behind the transfer of activities by Italian industrial district 
firms to the SEECs and the Far East was cheap labour cost (68%), while market 
proximity pushes firms to invest in Western Europe. 
The fourth survey we will refer to is that by Turato (2002) that focuses on the delo-
calisation trends of Italian district SMEs in the north-east (Friuli Venezia-Giulia, 
Trentino-Alto Adige and Veneto regions). The study is based on a survey involving 
37 entrepreneurs that relocated to the SEECs: Albania, Croatia, Romania and Slo-
venia. The interviewed firms are active in the apparel and textile sector (49%) and 
mechanical engineering (49%). Forty-three per cent of the firms moved to the 
SEECs in the last five years, the rest already moved there 6-10 years ago. Sixty per 
cent of them relocated to Romania, 16% to Croatia and over 10% to Slovenia and 
Albania. As recent studies have underlined, in the last decade, Romania has been 
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the main country of delocalisation for several Italian industrial district firms. It of-
fers low wages together with the availability of skilled labour, especially in the 
shoe manufacturing sector due to the presence in loco of state-owned footwear in-
dustries. 
The activities that have been transferred abroad are low added-value and labour-
intensive activities (48%) because the SEECs are considered as a ‘supply market’ 
(Table 8.5). Firms tend to confine the following activities within the local area: 
those linked to the production of samples, reorders of merchandise and products 
made with expensive materials, in which labour costs have a low influence on the 
final price.13  
 
Table 8.5: Activities that have been relocated to the SEECs (%)  

All activities  48 
Low-cost productions  50  
Higher-technological productions  2 
New production line  0 

Source: Elaborated from survey by Turato (2002)  
 
Table 8.6: Motivations to delocalise (%)  

1. Cheap cost of production  36.6 
2. Labour availability  
3. Exploitation of final foreign markets  
4. Accessibility  
5. Flexibility  

26.8 
22,0 
11.6 
2.9 

Source: Elaborated from survey by Turato (2002)  
 
However, after being in the area for 6-10 years, the majority of the firms transfer 
more complex and higher-technology content activities. It means that there is an 
entrepreneurial link built over the years.  
The type of delocalisation mainly adopted is industrial subcontracting or partner-
ships with local suppliers. Production delocalisation is stimulated by the need to 
save labour costs, shortage of space for present and future industrial expansion and 
a lack of labour, mainly low-skilled, at the present location (North-East) (Table 
8.6). Italian industrial districts are in fact located in regions (Third Italy) character-
ised by high employment levels and the ‘Made-in-Italy’ industries are not consid-
ered very appealing in terms of pay and labour conditions.  
In particular in the clothing and footwear industries, the very low wages of some 
countries compensate highly for a lower level of productivity (Crestanello and 
Dalla Libera, 2003). The exploitation of final foreign markets is the third factor 
which played a role in the location choice, followed by the closely connected factor 
of accessibility due to geographical proximity. This is an important factor for 
socio-economic integration and it fosters the implementation of trade linkages.  
The geographical proximity of the SEECs together with accessibility, in terms of 
the transport system, to the Italian North-East are seen by the entrepreneurs as rele-
vant reasons to relocate: East Europe is ‘just outside the front door’. In addition, 
for some border countries, proximity is not only in geographical terms but also 
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socio-cultural (Bianchi and Mariotti, 2002, 2003; Mariotti, 2004a,b; Cutrini, 2003). 
In the case of Romania, for instance, a linguistic affinity that facilitates communi-
cation played a prominent role (Viesti, 2002b). Finally, flexibility in terms of less 
restrictive legislation and customs controls is considered an important pull factor. 

8.4 Cross-border delocalisation: the case of the Netherlands 
 
Dutch firms started investing in Central Eastern Europe in the last two decades and 
especially in the 1990s, following the removal of the political divide between mar-
ket-oriented West and Soviet-dominated East Europe. The first firms delocalising 
to Central and South Eastern European countries were SMEs in the shipbuilding 
industry and large Dutch firms such as Philips, but soon a cascade of relocation of 
large, medium-sized and even small firms followed. Recently, there are signals that 
point to an increasing relocation of R&D to foreign location, such as Unilever to 
India and DSM to Canada. In a recently published report, Deloitte & Touche 
(2003) conclude that Dutch firms are relocating R&D to low-wage countries. By 
contrast, according to other studies, such as the one by  Erken and Gilsing (2004), 
no systematic delocalisation of R&D activities seems to have occurred yet.  
The purpose of this section is to describe the relocating trends of Dutch firms in the 
last few years, on the basis of what has been recently published on the subject. The 
literature on the internationalisation of Dutch firms is not as rich as the Italian one. 
A few studies have been published on the subject in the last two decades, mainly 
carried out by consultant companies and public bodies. This section focuses on five 
reports which explain the internationalisation strategies of Dutch firms. 
In 2003 the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Federation of Metal and Elec-
tronic industries – FME-CWM published the report titled “Verplaatsing productie-
faciliteiten naar Centraal- en Oost- Europa” (Relocating production facilities to 
Central and Eastern Europe). This study is composed of two different surveys. The 
first concerns a written enquiry sent to 2,400 firms, members of the FME-CWM, 
while the second regards 29 in-dept-interviews with firms that have been active in 
Central and Eastern Europe for many years. Six hundred and ninety firms out of 
2,400, answered. About 11% declared that they have production facilities in the 
CEECs, while another 11% are willing to invest in these countries in the next 5 
years. The internationalisation strategy preferred by Dutch firms, investing in the 
CEECs, is the opening of new establishments (FDI) (46%). Besides, 17% partici-
pate in local firms, 11% are joint ventures (11%) and 25% concern other interna-
tionalisation modes. About 56% transferred to these areas the whole production ca-
pacity, while 21% of the investments were expansion of the production capacity in 
the Netherlands. 
Half of the interviewees cited labour cost differentials and the quality of the work-
force as major factors to invest in the CEECs. Poland and the Czech Republic to-
gether host about 53% of the Dutch investments in the CEECs, while Slovakia ac-
counts for 14% and Hungary about 11% (Table 8.7). Countries in Central Europe 
are the preferred locations of Dutch investors because of geographical proximity 
and market opportunities. As concerns the investment size, 43% employ less than 
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50 people and 26% between 51 to 100 employees. The small dimension is con-
firmed by the amount of money invested: 56% concern investments less than € 1 
million. 

 
Table 8.7: Countries of location  

CEECs Number of Investments (%) 
Czech Republic 29 (28.4%) 
Poland 25 (24.5%) 
Slovakia 14 (13.7%) 
Hungary 11 (10.8%) 
Romania  6 (5.9%) 
Ukraine  6 (5.9%)  
Russia  3 (2.9%) 
Croatia 3 (2.9%) 
Bulgaria  2 (2.0%) 
Latvia  1 (1%) 
Serbia and Montenegro  1 (1%) 
Macedonia  1 (1%) 
Total (CEECs) 102 (100%) 
Source: Elaboration of data by Ministry of Economic Affairs and FME-CWM (2003) 
 
Firms’ sectors that are mainly involved in delocalisation are mechanical engineer-
ing (33%), metallurgy and other sectors14 (27% each). However, the new invest-
ments will also be in the electronic and transportation sectors. Thirty-two percent 
of the existing investments come from South Netherlands, mainly North Brabant, 
which is the most industrialised province of the country. The western areas follow 
with 26%. According to the interviewees, the propensity of southern firms to invest 
in the CEECs will be higher in the next 5 years and will reach 35%. Western areas 
will invest comparatively less, while the east will register the 26% of the new in-
vestments. Areas like the Zeeland will lose 10 percentage points.  
The second survey, carried out by FME-CWM, involving 29 firms already active in 
the CEECs, confirms that the availability of cheap and qualified labour force are 
the main reason to invest in these countries, together with market and entrepreneu-
rial opportunities. They emphasised other additional aspects such as: the mentality 
and communication of foreign firms, personal and subjective characteristics such 
as the “first impression” and the “personal feeling” towards them. The Dutch in-
vestors require that the foreign firms with whom they would like to cooperate pos-
sess quality, capacity, knowledge, good logistics and offer a reasonable price level. 
The Dutch investors had to deal with socio-cultural differences in the foreign coun-
tries. They experienced problems in communication, difficulties with the mentality 
of workers so-called “statist” mentality, weak local management, bureaucracy, and 
corruption. Similar to the Italian case, soft factors also play a leading role in the in-
ternationalisation process by Dutch firms towards south east Europe. 
The reports by Deloitte & Touche, titled “Made in Holland” (2002), “Made in Hol-
land II” (2003) and “Made in Holland III” (2004) present the results of an internet 
inquiry. The first Made in Holland was  carried out in 2002 among 234 manufac-
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turing firms in the Netherlands with 50 or more employees.15 This sample corre-
sponds to about 10% of the total existing medium-large firms in the Netherlands. 
The mail goal of the enquiry was to obtain a better understanding of current devel-
opments in the larger manufacturing firms in the country. In this study the focus 
was on the location preferences of Dutch firms willing to relocate abroad in the 
year 2002. Twenty percent of the firms expected to move substantial parts of the 
production capacity abroad ‘rather soon’ and 62% expected that R&D tasks will 
also be taken over by low-wage countries. After relocating abroad auxiliary ser-
vices, such as transport and cleaning, large firms move towards outsourcing of ICT 
and back offices. The willingness to relocate research and development (R&D) ac-
tivities to low-wage countries is higher in firms with 100 employees than in firms 
with 50-99 employees.  
As for the Italian case, production is being increasingly done abroad on a contract 
manufacturing basis, instead of setting up new establishments. This supports the 
view that intermediate risk and commitment are the preferred forms of internation-
alisation. Contract manufacturers operate on a large scale and at cheaper locations 
than their clients and therefore have lower costs. Contract manufacturing also of-
fers opportunities because it is becoming easier to gain access to the global market, 
through relocating low value-added activities to low-wage countries and keeping 
their research and development engineering activities in the Netherlands.  
In 2003, Deloitte & Touche carried out “Made in Holland II” and in the following 
year “Made in Holland III” was published. Made in Holland II covered 225 manu-
facturing firms with 50 or more employees and Made in Holland III surveyed 202 
firms (about 9% of the total firms with the same characteristics).16 
As stated above, in the fist report Made in Holland (2002), 20% of the firms ex-
pected substantial parts of the production capacity to be moved abroad ‘rather 
soon’. This expectation was realised within one year: in 2003, 20% of the respon-
dents said that such movements had occurred indeed, and 30% expect substantial 
parts of the production capacity to move abroad within two years time, starting 
from 2003 (Figure 8.3).17 The most recent report Made in Holland III stresses that 
Dutch industry is 'leaking away' to other countries even faster than before. About 
31% of the manufacturing firms (firms with more than 50 employees) have moved 
substantial production capacity abroad in the past two years (2002/2003) and one-
third of them is considering relocation in the next two years. The outplacement 
goes to cheap labour countries, mostly to China, Poland, and Czech Republic. Sec-
ond-order countries of investment are Romania and India. Another destination is 
Germany but cheap labour cost does not play a role in this choice.  
Many of the firms are contemplating to bring their production capacity to low-
wage countries in Asia or former communist East European countries. Higher lo-
gistic costs are outweighed by lower labour costs. Delocalisation is a strategy 
adopted by larger firms that have larger capital to invest and, by consequence, 
smaller subcontractors are forced to follow their big (and sometimes only) custom-
ers. Next to production capacity, 68% of the firms (both in 2003 and 2004) also 
think about relocating facilities for R&D (Figure 8.4). The percentage increased by 
6 percent points from 2002. This phenomenon was recently demonstrated by, 
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among the others, Philips Consumer Electronics that have relocated activities to 
low-wage countries (such as Poland). R&D is crucial for Dutch firms: 46% of the 
firms see R&D as a core competency of their company  to a (very) large degree. 
On average 4.0% of the turnover is currently devoted to R&D and this percentage 
is expected to rise significantly to an average of 5.1% over the period 2004-2005.  
 

Figure 8.3: Transfer of production capacity within two years  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Elaboration of data by Deloitte & Touche (2002; 2003) 
 
Figure 8.4: Takeover of R&D by low-wage countries  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Elaboration of data by Deloitte & Touche (2003) 
 
Besides cost factors and soft factors, the lack of low-skilled labour at home is one 
of the motives pushing firms to relocate abroad. The Netherlands is, indeed, be-
coming less attractive as a source of talented young technicians and it still has a 
shortage of technical personnel with intermediate-level vocational education. On 
the other hand, emerging countries such as China and India present advantages re-
lated to improvements in infrastructure, knowledge acquired in various high-tech 
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sectors, high levels of education, increasingly qualified workforces, high-quality 
universities and research costs lower than those in Europe. In countries such as 
China and Poland youngsters are much more oriented to technical studies.  
Worth mentioning is that a minority (7%) of the firms, that were interviewed in 
2004, moved production activities back to the Netherlands, especially from Amer-
ica and Czech Republic. The main motivations for this reverse trend were unsatis-
factory logistics, unavailable knowledge or geographical distance together with 
poor road accessibility. Finally, a considerable proportion (57%) of the industrial 
companies display a positive attitude to the forthcoming expansion of the European 
Union to include countries from Central and Eastern Europe. The expected positive 
effects of the expansion include a more profitable market as a result of increases in 
scale and the ability to attract employees more cheaply.  
The last study described has been carried out by Gemser et al. (2004). It focuses on 
two different sectors (mechanical engineering and computer software sectors) and 
aims at investigating the internationalisation strategies of Dutch SMEs. The study 
is based on in-depth interviews with 26 informants belonging to 12 firms, equally 
divided between mechanical engineering and software sectors.18 The firms in the 
mechanical engineering sector are, on average, larger and older than those in the 
software industry.19  
According to the literature on the “new economy” and the information and tech-
nology sector, SMEs in the software or in the science-based industry can demon-
strate extensive cross-border activities and co-operation with international partners 
more easily than in other sectors, because they have high competence, and stan-
dards in language and technical terms are highly internationalised. It also appears 
basically easier for them to enter into co-operations with new partners than it is for 
other medium-sized businesses. By contrast, the findings of this study show that 
the mechanical engineering firms have progressed further in terms of internation-
alisation than the software firms (Table 8.8). This can be explained by the fact that 
most of mechanical engineering firms are much older than the software firms and, 
in absolute terms, started their internationalisation process at an earlier date, while 
their markets are older and in later stages of the life cycle.  
Besides, firms in the mechanical engineering have an higher export rate and pre-
sent a more diversified internationalisation strategy (Table 8.8). However, they 
adopt a defensive attitude while firms in the software sector have an offensive atti-
tude. Another interesting aspect worth mentioning concerns the changes in interna-
tionalisation strategies and the foreign countries involved. Eleven out of the 12 
firms in the sample penetrated geographically nearby and culturally close EU coun-
tries in the initial stages of internationalisation mainly by means of exporting. As 
stated earlier, this choice allows the firms to start internationalising without much 
risk. In addition, currently, firms serve two to three foreign countries, on average, 
including emerging countries in Europe, emerging and underdeveloped countries 
outside Europe and US and Canada. The strategies adopted are direct exporting, 
international strategic alliances, and/or sales or production subsidiaries. However, 
10 out of the 11 firms that currently serve foreign markets still generate most of 
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their foreign income from the European Economic Area (European Union plus 
EFTA) countries, and are thus still heavily anchored in Europe with regard to sales. 

 
Table 8.8: Internationalisation strategies of Dutch firms  

 Mechanical Engineering Software 
Export intensity (average) 58.3% 32.5% 

 Mechanical Engineering 
(no.5) 

Software (no.4) 

Only international strategic alli-
ances  

/ 2 

Direct exporting and international 
strategic alliances  

2 1 

Direct exporting and subsidiaries  1 / 
Direct exporting, international 
strategic alliances and subsidiaries  

2 1 

Source : Elaboration of Gemser  et al. (2004) 
 
The cooperative strategy is the preferred way of internationalisation for the Dutch 
SMEs of the sample, in mechanical engineering as well as software sectors. Small 
firms tend to use the cooperative strategy instead of adopting the classic autono-
mous strategy (i.e. FDI) because they are generally characterised by limited re-
sources. Firms that use the cooperative internationalisation strategy partly and de-
liberately give up their autonomy for the purpose of cooperating in order to facili-
tate internationalisation. Inter-firm relationships may overcome resources con-
straints (Fujita, 1998).   
Besides, a defensive strategy is preferred to an offensive one, although the me-
chanical engineering firms use a significantly higher number of entry modes and 
more committed entry modes than the software sector. A large majority of firms in 
the sample follow an evolutionary expansion path, demonstrating an increasing 
commitment to internationalisation over time (see Sammarra, 2003). 
Before concluding this section, it is worth mentioning a study carried out by the 
SEO Amsterdam Economics (2004)20, which criticises the main findings of some 
of the above-mentioned reports. The SEO report analyses, among the others, the 
studies by the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Federation of Metal and Elec-
tronic industries - FME-CWM (2003) and by Deloitte & Touche (2002, 2003, 
2004). The main criticism concerns the fact that these reports interpret the ‘stated’ 
answers as ‘revealed’ answers. This is not correct because in case of a qualitative 
and anonymous survey, entrepreneurs are willing to provide strategic answers to 
influence the politicians. Firm delocalisation abroad may lead to the establish-
ments’ closure. People worry when they see this happening in their country for the 
inevitable consequences on the local context. In this situation, entrepreneurs an-
swer qualitative surveys about future delocalisation trends strategically, in order to 
rouse public opinion about the necessity to offer incentives and/or tax reduction to 
firms not to delocalise. 
Another point that is stressed concerns the sample representativeness; most of the 
surveys show sample bias. Besides, there is no evidence about the type of activity 
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transferred to eastern Europe: whether it is the complete production cycle or some 
specific segments.  

8.5 The impact of international delocalisation on the home country: 
cross-border delocalisation versus core-periphery relocation  

 
The impact of international activities on the home country has been largely de-
bated, mainly as far as its influence on output and employment is concerned. The 
effects of  foreign relocation can be direct (i.e. impact on the firm itself in terms of 
output and employment) and indirect (i.e. on the supply chain and on the broader 
business environment in which the firm operates).  
As concerns the direct effects, international delocalisation may imply an increase in 
competitiveness of the firm that invests abroad (in terms of productivity, labour 
force skills, managerial capabilities, etc.) (Lipsey, 1994). Firms that have relocated 
abroad are supposed to become more efficient and expand production and em-
ployment along other lines of work. If firms relocate their relatively inefficient 
production phases to another country, where costs are lower, they can expand their 
output in production stages for which they have comparative advantage. A phe-
nomenon that scholars are studying is the skill upgrading (i.e. an increase of the 
skilled workers on the employment total) of the parent firm’s activities in relation 
to delocalisation (Slaughter, 2000; Head and Ries, 2002; Falzoni and Grasseni, 
2003; Mariotti and Piscitello, 2005): when a firm adopts a vertical investment, the 
labour intensive activities are transferred towards low-wage countries while the 
skill-intensive activities are focused on the home country. No doubts that the coin 
has another face, that is a reduction of low skilled work force and/or a cut in wages 
in order to safeguard the jobs at home.  
The skill upgrading can be induced by horizontal investment as well. In this case, 
the expansion into large international markets requires more supervision, coordina-
tion and control over the activities geographically dispersed, as well as the exten-
sion of the activities and functions (i.e., R&D, marketing, logistics, etc.) generally 
centralised at the central headquarters level (strategic asset seeking) (Blömstrom et 
al., 1997; Fors and Kokko, 1999). As a consequence, the parent company’s re-
quirements for highly skilled workers and white collar employees increase 
(Mariotti et al., 2003). 
International delocalisation can have an impact on the local context/industrial dis-
trict the firm belongs to by inducing a reorganisation of the supply chain and, 
again, they can be both positive and negative. On the one hand, the transfer of pro-
duction abroad may have a positive effect if and when the suppliers of the mother 
company become suppliers of the foreign affiliates. In such a situation, the market 
for suppliers could even expand, at least as long as the costs for logistics and reor-
ganisation do not overwhelm the marginal advantage. The vertical investment may 
induce an upgrade in the local system and in the supply chain competitiveness by 
promoting a differentiation in specialisation and competencies between countries, 
with the consequent development of a quality service sector linked to it. Besides, 
the horizontal investment’s effects (i.e. requirements for highly skilled workers and 
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white collar employees) could extend to the whole economic area in which the par-
ent operates, because of the externalities generated by the induced demand for spe-
cialised inputs and skilled labour (Mariotti et al., 2003, p.421). By contrast, the in-
ternational delocalisation could induce: (i) a reduction of low-skilled labour force; 
(ii) loss of market shares, by district suppliers, and loss of the opportunity to learn 
and grow through the relationship with the mother company; and (iii) the write-off 
of previous subcontracting relations (Mariotti, 2003 a,b; Mariotti and Piscitello, 
2005). International delocalisation causes uncertainty in the local area that discour-
ages investments and the entry of young workers and entrepreneurs in the industry.  
The gradual replacement of SMEs with foreign suppliers is one of the issues on 
which the Italian public debate on the survival of the industrial districts, at both at 
political and academic level, focused in the last decade.21 This sort of impact 
mainly occurs within the context of vertical investment. Of course the alternative 
between a virtuous delocalisation, which activates a process of development of the 
firm and of its suppliers, and a vicious delocalisation, that means a defensive and 
wait-and-see approach, does not happen by chance. To use internationalisation as 
an opportunity rather than a threats is a choice that, to produce positive effects, 
must involve a society in all its part, form business to politics, from research to 
other organisations. 
The argument about whether cross-border delocalisation is competing with core-
periphery relocation, in Italy and the Netherlands, concerns both the direct and in-
direct effects. The transfer of production activities abroad may have an impact on 
the branches of the investing firm, or the companies belonging to the same group, 
located in the peripheral areas of the home country (direct effects) as well as on the 
suppliers located in the periphery (indirect effects).  
If we look at the Italian case, the analyses of the relocation towards the AC areas in 
the Mezzogiorno (Chapter 7) and to the SEEC (vertical investment), even though 
they only refer to circumscribed areas, tend to show that the Mezzogiorno and the 
SEEC are not competing systems because the activities transferred in the two areas 
are not substitute. SMEs belonging to North-eastern industrial districts and operat-
ing in clothing, textile and engineering industry, tend to relocate low-value added, 
labour-intensive activities to the SEEC where they can find cheap labour and pro-
duction costs. Instead, Centre-northern small firms, operating in various manufac-
turing sectors and not belonging to industrial districts, prefer to relocate medium-
high value added activities to the Southern areas, object of the AC policy measure. 
While the first group mainly adopts subcontracting relationships (industrial and 
commercial), the second tends to make capital-intensive investments by making us 
of the Government subsidies. They open new branches or new firms in which the 
whole production process or a new production line is transferred.  
As the previous sections underlined, the SEEC attract a larger number of business 
investments, coming from Northern regions, than the Mezzogiorno. If the hypothe-
sis that the two systems are not in competition is valid, it follows that firms trans-
ferring low value-added productions are more in number that those relocating me-
dium-high value added activities. As the literature review stressed, the production 
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system of North Italy, composed by industrial districts, tends to keep the ‘intelli-
gence’ in situ and transfer ‘operations’ into cheaper countries.  
Similarly to the Italian case, in the Netherlands the cross-border relocation towards 
low wage countries is supposed not to have a ‘negative’ impact on the Dutch pe-
ripheral areas. However, the same cannot be said for the delocalisation of high 
value added activities (R&D) by large and medium-sized firms (horizontal invest-
ments), through FDI, which may cause a loss of competitiveness for the peripheral 
areas as well as for the whole country.22  
The delocalisation of R&D activities by Dutch firms, however, has been discussed 
in the works by Cornet and Rensman (2001) and Erken and Gilsing (2004). Ac-
cording to Erken and Gilsing, the Netherlands is not confronted with a structural 
outflow of R&D to foreign countries. This statement is founded on the comparison 
of the outward R&D investments of Dutch firms (as a percentage of total exports 
by foreign affiliates) with other 4 OECD countries (US, Japan, France, Sweden), 
which shows that the Netherlands does not experience an outflow of R&D that is 
higher than on average. Similarly in 2001, conclude that there is no proof for 
(large-scale) delocalisation of R&D to other countries. Besides, new foreign R&D 
activities by major Dutch companies (i.e. through the acquisition of R&D intensive 
foreign firms) are usually in addition to the existing R&D activities in the Nether-
lands and do not go at their expense. In developing such decentralised R&D activi-
ties, the home ground still continues to be very important: foreign R&D activities 
must complement the home country’s R&D activities, whereby the latter are domi-
nant (Erken and Gilsing, 2004).  
Besides, the increasing relocation of R&D activities by Dutch firms may have a 
positive effect. It shows that these firms are well connected to international knowl-
edge networks that are relevant to them. As result, the knowledge that has been de-
veloped abroad comes back to the Netherlands through Dutch companies. Of 
course the reverse  is also true: knowledge developed in the Netherlands finds its 
way abroad (Erken and Gilsing, 2004). 
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8.6 Conclusions  
 
This chapter aimed at providing an answer to the last question framed in Chapter 
1as well as to test Hyphotesis 4.  
As it has been presented, the globalisation of the economy lead to the reorganisa-
tion of the value chain by means of the transfer of production activities toward for-
eign countries where production costs are lower. This process can be induced by 
cost-saving and labour-seeking (vertical investment) as well as market-seeking and 
strategic asset seeking motivations (horizontal investment). In the Italian as well as 
the Dutch case, there is a growing significance of cost advantages which leads 
firms to relocate labour-intensive activities abroad. The Italian and Dutch firms 
tend to invest in central and south eastern countries, through vertical investments, 
in order to exploit lower costs and fewer regulatory constraints. The picture differs 
if we consider the delocalisation of R&D activities (horizontal investment), which 
seems to characterise the medium-large firms in the Netherlands. In this case, in-
creasing importance is assumed by state-of-the-art knowledge and the access to 
such knowledge, wherever it is located around the world. Vertical investments to-
wards foreign countries have cost-saving factors in common with core-periphery 
relocation that characterised the period 1950-1980s. Thus, it can be assumed that 
vertical international delocalisation which occurred since the second half of the 
1980s to some extent replaced previous core-periphery movements. 
However, the analyses on the Italian and Dutch cases did not entirely support this 
hypothesis. As for the Italian case, it can be said that the Mezzogiorno and the 
SEEC are not competing systems because the activities transferred in the two areas 
are not substitute. The activities delocalised to the SEEC are labour intensive and 
low-valued added type, while the relocation to the peripheral areas concerns me-
dium-high value added activities. This can be explained by the lower labour and 
production costs of the SEEC compared to the Mezzogiorno. On the other hand, 
cross-border delocalisation by means of horizontal investments (i.e. towards other 
industrialised countries such as Germany and France) represents a risk for the 
Mezzogiorno.  
Similarly to the Italian case, the Dutch periphery seems not to compete with the 
central eastern European countries. However, the same cannot be said for the delo-
calisation of R&D activities (horizontal investment) which may represent a threat 
for the whole country, core and peripheral areas. If the percentage of firms transfer-
ring production abroad is maintained for a number of years, it will result in a con-
siderable accumulated loss of jobs, lower GNP, loss of knowledge and production 
knowledge. It is a common view in the Netherlands that the country cannot become 
a “knowledge country” without producing knowledge. Nevertheless, the increasing 
relocation of R&D activities by Dutch firms may have a positive effect because the 
knowledge that has been developed abroad comes back to the Netherlands through 
Dutch companies. 
 



 210

 
                                                           
1 The South-Eastern European countries are Albania, Bosnia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Macedonia, Romania, 
Serbia-Montenegro and Slovenia. The Central European countries are Poland, Czech Republic and 
Hungary. 
2 Examples are countries like Poland and Hungary for the Netherlands, or Hungary and Romania for 
Italy.  
3 Because the non-equity ISAs do not involve the formation of a separate venture or equity invest-
ments, they are less formal and demand fewer commitments from partners than equity strategic alli-
ances and joint ventures (Gemser et al., 2004). 
4 The foreign firms manufacture a good that has been designed by and will be distributed by Italian 
firms. Nike, for example, produces most of its athletic shoes in this manner. 
5 For an overview of the internationalisation determinants see the Eclectic Paradigm of the Interna-
tional Production (OLI framework) (Dunning, 1988). According to the OLI framework, a multina-
tional firm invests abroad through FDIs in order to gain ownership advantages (which the firm wishes 
to exploit in several markets), locational factors (implying that production in more than one country 
is efficient) and international considerations (conferring an advantage to having the production done 
within a single firm rather than by many firms) (see, for example, Ethier and Markusen, 1996).   
6 Data on FDI worldwide, in $ million, are provided by UNCTAD (see the “World Investment Re-
port”, various years). In Italy, however, the Reprint database (developed by the Politecnico di Milano) 
records inward and outward Italian FDIs (number, investment amount and jobs) since 1986, and is 
updated every two years. The database was traditionally sponsored by CNEL (National Council for 
Economic Labour), while ICE (National Institute for Foreign Trade) has started sponsoring it since 
the beginning of 2001. 
7 Traditionally, scholars describe Italian industrial districts as closed manufacturing systems of SMEs 
embedded in local contexts, able to interact with the outside only at the two ends of the value chain 
and where well-identified firms were in charge of managing the relationships with final markets (Be-
cattini, 1989; 2002; Piore and Sabel, 1984; Markusen, 1996). However, at the end of the 1980s and 
during the 1990s, local systems of SMEs perceived the importance of increasing their contacts with 
firm outside the local district area (Micelli et al.,2003). 
8 At the beginning of the 1990s, the proportion of manufacturing firms with less than 20 employees 
was 39% in Italy, 13.1% in France, 14% in Germany and 18% in the United Kingdom. By contrast, 
the proportion of employment in firms with more than 500 employees was about 15% in Italy, 42% in 
France, 52% in the United Kingdom, 56% in Germany and 64% in the USA (Onida, 2002). 
9 The survey is based on a standardised questionnaire sent to manufacturing firms operating in four 
sectors (leather and footwear, textile and clothing, mechanical engineering, furniture). The firms of 
the sample have 40 employees, on average, but small and very small firms are prevalent. The survey 
was carried out in 1997. 
10 We refer to the estimates of the Logit model presenting international subcontracting as a dependent 
variable (Mariotti et al., 2004a, 2004b).  
11 The survey was carried out in 2002 as part of the annual survey of the TeDIS (Center for Studies on 
Technologies in Distributed Intelligence Systems) centre research programme. It was based on a 
structured telephone interview. One hundred and eighty-two firms were interviewed out of a total of 
306 leading industrial district firms  (see Micelli et al., 2003). The firms interviewed had a 2001 turn-
over of about € 30 million on average. Almost 65% of the firms have a turnover between € 13-52 mil-
lion. The firms in the survey perceived themselves as leaders or felt that they held a strong position in 
their respective markets.   
12 The survey is based on a structured telephone interview. One hundred and eighty-two firms were 
interviewed out of a total of 306 leading industrial district firms  (see Micelli et al., 2003).   
13 For a detailed description of the internationalisation of the fashion industry in Veneto region see 
Crastanello and Dalla Libera (2003).  
14 All belonging to metallurgy and electronics.  
15 The survey’s field work was carried on between 13 February 2002 and 5 March 2002.  
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16 The first enquiry was carried on in the months of March and April 2003; the second in February-
March 2004. 
17 Within two years from 2003.  
18 The informants were owners/managing directors and/or senior managers responsible for marketing 
or production with extensive knowledge of the firm’s internationalisation developments (see Gemser, 
et al, 2004 for details).  
19 On average, firms in the mechanical engineering are 45 years old, have 89 employees with an an-
nual turnover of less than € 13 million. Those in the software are 8 years old, employ 34 people and 
an annual turnover of less than € 3 million. 
20 The SEO is an independent research institute, which carries out contract research for private and 
public clients. 
21 For a review on the global challenge to industrial districts see Guerrieri et al. (2001).  
22 Dutch firms are highly active in R&D extensive sectors when compared to other countries. During 
the period between 1990 and 1999, the R&D intensity - defined as the total R&D expenditure ex-
pressed as a percentage of GDP – in the Netherlands rose slightly, bringing total R&D expenditure, 
both public and private, to 7.6 billion Euro in 2001 (Statistics Netherlands – CBS, 2001 and Nether-
lands Bureau of Economic Policy Analysis – CPB, 2001 in Erken and Gilsing, 2004). Of the total ex-
penditure of R&D in the Netherlands, the government accounts for 45%, while seven companies, the 
so-called “Big Seven” (Philips, Akzo Nobel, ASML, DSM, Shell, Unilever and Océ.), undertake 50% 
of total private R&D. 
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9 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

9.1 Summary  
 
9.1.1 Introduction 
 
The research object of this book is the role and the effectiveness of regional policy 
in orienting firms’ decision to relocate. In other words, the investigation was on the 
relative weight of policy measures amongst the numerous drivers that influence 
such a determination. In particular, the study has been focused on subsidies, whose 
use – after a massive intervention in the decades after the second world war – was 
criticised by modern location theories, but still survives in the reality. The research 
is based on both theoretical and empirical studies, that have looked at three 
European countries: Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. 
In the last twenty years, the globalisation of trade and finance has obliged local 
economic systems to cope with new competitive challenges. Accordingly, the 
interest on firm delocalisation has shifted from a single country to Europe or, more 
precisely, to the regions in Europe.  Firm relocation boundaries have been extended 
to embrace foreign countries and the focus is on cross-border delocalisation rather 
than firm movement within the country of origin. Because cross-border 
delocalisation is becoming, in fact, a substitute to core-periphery relocation, 
national regional policies have to be revised to assure that peripheral areas still 
maintain some competitive advantages in the attraction of investments coming 
from the core areas. 
 
9.1.2 The theoretical approaches 

 
Scholars distinguish four different approaches to firm relocation, typically defined 
as neoclassical, behavioural, institutional and evolutionary.  
According to the neoclassical location theory – diffused in the early part of the 
twentieth century, when industries were mainly basic and heavy – the entrepreneur 
(homo economicus) was assumed able to maximise his/her own profit.  
In the 1960s, the behavioural location theory starts looking at the entrepreneur as a 
satisficer person with his/her conflicting goals, limited levels of knowledge and 
control of his/her environment, irrationality of perception and behaviour, etc.; the 
studies of this period have used a behavioural approach, while (neo-) classical 
location theories became increasingly criticised as being unrealistic and not 
reflecting real-world circumstances. 
During the 1970-1980s, an increasing emphasis was put on the society’s cultural 
institutions, value systems and innovation. These new issues have been embraced 
in the institutional approaches and, in particular, in the geography of enterprises, 
which considers location behaviour to be the result of a firm’s negotiations with a 
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variety of local and national players.  
More recently, the ‘evolutionary’ approach proposes a sort of “socialisation” of the 
behavioural theory, in the sense that it looks at the routine behaviour of the 
organisation rather than that of the entrepreneur himself, reducing the relevance of 
economic rationality as determinant of a location choice.  
According to neoclassical approach, relocation is a costless exercise because a firm 
decides to move to another location when the former is no longer within the spatial 
margins of profitability and the new might be a profitable one. Thus, in the context 
of core-periphery relocation, regional incentives are necessary to make the firm 
overcome the diseconomies of the new location in a depressed area. Instead, in the 
behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories, relocating firms incur in sunk 
costs (set-up, accumulated and exit sunk costs) which are not so much related to 
spatial conditions but to ‘internal’ and ‘external’ factors. In other words, whereas in 
neoclassical theory firm relocation determinants are the ‘traditional’ cost-related 
location factors (i.e. transportation cost, labour cost, market size, policy 
incentives), in the behavioural theory relocation determinants are ‘internal’ factors 
(i.e. information, abilities, perception), in the institutional theory they are ‘external’ 
or ‘institutional’ factors (i.e. trust, networking) and in the evolutionary theory firm 
location behaviour is ruled by a firm’s path dependence, routines and 
competencies.  
 
9.1.3 Firm relocation studies and regional policies 

 
From 1945 to the 1970s, there has been an interesting parallel between the 
evolution of regional economic policies and the research focus on studies on core-
periphery relocation. In this period, regional policy relied heavily on steering 
manufacturing industry into the problem areas by means of regional incentives and 
on promoting urban renewal and firm relocation to the outer zones of the cities and 
beyond by means of disincentives to invest in the most developed areas. This 
approach to regional policy was labelled ‘traditional’ and based on the theories of 
regional development (i.e. von Thunen, Weber, Marshall, Christaller and Losch) 
whose common feature was to explain firm relocation with reference to the 
traditional location factors (i.e. cost of land, transportation cost, market size, labour 
availability, regional incentives). In order to reduce regional disparities, the 
traditional approach focused on influencing these factors through the use of 
regional incentives.  
From the mid-1980s onwards, the traditional approach to regional policy has been 
partially superseded by the contemporary approach which emphasises the role of 
endogenous local factors in promoting economic growth. Consequently, peripheral 
areas are stimulated to reduce regional unemployment disparities emphasising their 
own capabilities and energies to promote an endogenous local development. For 
this purpose, policy measures needs to focus on lowering the barriers to firm 
creation and helping existing firms to migrate into sectors of production where 
local areas have a comparative advantage (Leonardi, 1995).  



214 

 

 

In this period new regional development theories came to the fore, such as those 
concerned with industrial milieux (Andaylot, Storper and Camagni) and the role of 
clusters and networks (Porter, Morgan): the idea is that traditional factors are 
unable to explain the relocation of activities, and new emphasis must be placed on 
immaterial economic aspects, institutional relations and interdependencies. 
Scholars start to use new concepts, such as human capital, institutional-political 
resources and social-cultural factors; policy interventions are oriented to reinforce 
the local environment (in terms of human resources and infrastructures) and to 
encourage network linkages. 
As a consequence, framework measures and regional development strategies were 
more and more frequently adopted by policy makers, while, at least in principle, 
regional incentives to promote relocation were progressively reduced. In fact, the 
shift in paradigm of regional policy and regional development has been more in the 
philosophy than in its practice.  

 
9.1.4 Firm relocation in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 

 
From a methodological point of view, the most important limit to comparative 
studies in different countries is given by the lack of reliable sources to register 
businesses’ birth, movement and death. Comparisons are problematic also because 
different systems use different definitions and one cannot give for granted what 
unit of analysis should be measured (i.e. headquarters, branch plants, holding 
companies, etc.).  
Nevertheless, these asymmetries do not bias the core of the study, whose objective 
is the role of regional policies rather than a comparison of quantitative information.   
The propensity to relocate over long distance in the last decade is not as high as in 
1945-1970s. The reduction of core-periphery relocation is partially due to the 
broader, structural change of contemporary economy: whereas in the past the 
scenario was dominated by manufacturing industry, since the 1990s the most 
mobile sector is the service. In the three countries (and in periods of analysis) small 
companies account for the highest percentage of moves, that are mainly short 
distance in nature. Clearly, the long-distance move from the Northern Randstad to 
North Brabant and Limburg cannot be compared with the long-distance migration 
of firms in the United Kingdom and in Italy: long-distance migration in the 
Netherlands corresponds to ‘overspill’ in larger countries.  
Firm relocation analysis showed that the core regions in the three countries in the 
1990s have increasingly attracted firms instead of the reverse, as was the case in 
the recession period in the 1970s and early 1980s. This may be explained by the 
focus on the producer and networking services and the office sector that received 
more investments.   
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9.1.5 Core-periphery relocation in Italy, the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom and the role of regional policies  
 
Macro analysis  
 
In order to investigate the number of initiatives that have been subsidised by policy 
measures to locate in the peripheral areas, a macro-analysis has been carried out. 
This analysis is based on the literary review to present core-periphery relocation 
from 1945 to the 1970s in the three countries, while data on the granted 
investments are described to provide evidence on firm relocation over the last 
fifteen years. 
In 1945-1970s, regional incentives were offered to firms in Italy, the Netherlands 
and the United Kingdom, mainly in the form of capital grants, as stimulants to 
locate in the problem areas. Since the 1980s, although there was a shift from the 
traditional to the contemporary approach, policy incentives continued to be offered 
to firms locating in the peripheral areas. In Italy, for example, Law 488, 
Programme contract (PC) and Area contract (AC) promote the relocation of 
external investments to the Mezzogiorno. In the Netherlands, among the policy 
tools, the Centralised and Decentralised IPR premiums support relocation to the 
northern provinces. In the UK the regional incentives which subsidise core-
periphery relocation are the RSA and EGS ‘discretionary’ grant schemes. 
The macro-analysis of the grant-receiving projects in the three countries has shown 
that core-periphery relocation decreased in the past twenty years, however there is 
not evidence that can explain the reduction of long-distance moves with a change 
of regional policy measures. Others might be the causes, such as the growing 
international delocalisation, promoted by the progressive removal of trade barriers 
and other constraints on the free movement of labour and capital. In order to 
exploit location advantages and cost-reduction, firms relocate cross-border rather 
than towards the periphery. Regional policy measures, in general, did promote 
core-periphery relocation in the three countries but with varying degrees of 
success. This may be related to the premium percentage for business investments, 
which, for instance, in 1980-2000s totalled to 15-30% in the Netherlands, 50-70% 
in Italy and 10-350% in the United Kingdom. 
The majority of investments, in both the periods (1945-1980s and 1990-2000s), are 
in the manufacturing sector and they are capital-intensive, as a consequence of the 
incentive provided. Nevertheless, in 1990-2000s the Italian Mezzogiorno shows a 
concentration of ‘scale-intensive’ and ‘traditional’ sectors, which does not induce a 
diversification of the southern production basis. The investments subsidised by the 
IPR are mainly in capital- and labour-intensive industry sectors and knowledge-
intensive sector ranks third but it registers the highest level of job creation. The 
main beneficiary of the RSA grant is industry and the larger investments are 
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foreign mobile projects. Besides, in the three countries, policy measures have 
subsidised more indigenous investments than external investments.  
 
Micro analysis 
 
In order to investigate the role of policy measures as well as other pull factors in 
promoting core-periphery relocation a micro-analysis of a sample of grant recipient 
firms that invested in the peripheral areas, and of some of the local and national 
actors involved in the relocation process, have been carried out. The difficulties 
encountered in collecting firm-level data as well as securing a reasonable number 
of respondents, led to the use of both primary and secondary information. The 
Italian and the Dutch cases are based on surveys carried out by the author, while 
secondary information has been used for the British case (AEP, 2000). 
Nevertheless, both primary and secondary data collection refers to direct interviews 
with managers of randomly selected samples of AC-, IPR- and RSA- assisted 
firms. The survey in Italy is, however, much bigger than the other two because of 
the easier access to information in that country as well as the larger number of 
grant-receiving firms that invested in the Mezzogiorno which is more extensive 
than the peripheral areas in the Netherlands and in the UK. 
The Italian sample is composed by 254 firms, 17 actors involved in the relocation 
process and 8 scholars/experts. In the Netherlands, 24 firms answered and 
additional interviews have been carried out with four actors involved in the 
relocation to the North and with ten scholars in the fields of economic geography, 
economics and regional policy. Of the 24 firms, 10 have been grant-recipients and 
the other 14 do not (contract group). The secondary data analysed for the UK case, 
refer to a survey on 165 firms that have been RSA grant recipients to invest in the 
Assisted Areas are presented. Besides, as for the other case studies, 8 additional 
actors (scholars in urban and regional economics, economic geography and 
planning, consultants of private companies dealing with regional policy and 
location economics, a few staff members of the RDAs and someone working at the 
DTI) have been interviewed.   
In terms of comparability of the three situations, while in Italy and in the 
Netherlands the majority of granted ‘external’ investments come from the core 
area, in the UK foreign investments dominate the scenario, partly because 
attracting foreign investors is one of the priorities of the regional policy in the UK 
– and of the RSA in particular. Government incentives play a much more important 
role in the location and relocation of activities to the Italian Mezzogiorno than for 
the Dutch and the UK cases. However, this is partly due to the differences of the 
peripheral areas in the three countries as well as the different amount of incentives 
offered by the three policy measures. In other words, the Mezzogiorno cannot be 
compared to the Dutch Northern provinces as far as the level of economic 
development is concerned; similarly, the AC tool cannot be compared  to the IPR 
or the RSA because of the different amount of public grants available, as stated 
earlier. 
In the end, the macro-analysis, presented earlier, and the micro-analyses allow us 
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to state that labour market and policy incentives were important determinants 
promoting the core-periphery relocation in 1950s-1970s, while nowadays ‘softer’ 
factors (i.e. image of the location, quality of the local environment, etc.) are the 
most important determinants. 
The outcome of the research does not lead to the same conclusion as for the three 
national cases. Certainly, the hypothesis is not fully acceptable for the Italian case, 
where investors coming from the centre-north, consider the supply-side 
(availability of industrial land, low cost of land, location facilities and relocation 
incentives) and demand-side (new market opportunities and accessibility) the most 
important determinants. Instead,  the hypothesis is acceptable for the Dutch and 
British cases. In particular, 10 Dutch respondents out of 20 and 20% of the 
investors in the United Kingdom declared that they would have invested in the 
peripheral areas regardless the incentives. Besides, the Dutch respondents 
emphasised the image of the location and the quality of the local environment as 
important factors.  
Although more research needs to be done, these results support the EU debate 
about the utility of financial aid schemes to foster the development of depressed 
areas. It might be necessary to revise discretionary policy tools such as the AC, IPR 
and RSA because a large part of the investments, with different degrees in the three 
countries, would have taken place regardless the incentives.  
 
9.1.6 Cross-border delocalisation  
 
As concerns cross-border delocalisation, the study focused on the Italian and Dutch 
firms investing abroad while the United Kingdom has not been studied because of 
lack of information on this specific aspect.  
On the theoretical ground, the focus is on the socio-economic impact of 
international delocalisation on the home countries or regions: regional policy does 
not go in the direction of promoting international relocation per se, because 
without a parallel evolution of the domestic production system (in terms of 
capability to go for high added value activities), the transfer of production abroad 
might simply cause the loss of jobs and a decrease in competitiveness. 
In Italy, for instance, the peripheral areas and the foreign countries are not always 
competing systems because the activities transferred in the two areas are not 
substitute: labour intensive and low-valued added activities are delocalised from 
the core areas to the SEEC;  services, medium-high value added activities to the 
Mezzogiorno. On the other hand, cross-border delocalisation by means of 
horizontal investments (i.e. towards other industrialised countries such as Germany 
and France) represents a risk for the Mezzogiorno. 
Similarly to the Italian case, the Dutch periphery seems not to suffer the 
competition of the Central-Eastern European countries in the attraction of 
production activities, whilst there is a threat for the whole country, core and 
peripheral areas as far as “soft” activities are concerned (horizontal investment). 
The new challenge for regional policy is to accompany firms in a dramatic, 
structural change from a production- towards a knowledge-based economy. 
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9.2 Conclusions  

 
Following the research questions, in this book four Hypotheses have been tested. 
The review of location and relocation theories (Chapter 2) and of regional policy 
approaches (Chapter 3) allows to state that the traditional approach is based on the 
neoclassical location and relocation theory, while the contemporary approach is 
linked to the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary theories. 
The analysis of regional policies in Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
showed that the promotion of core-periphery relocation has been induced by old-
fashioned policy measures (mainly regional incentives), also when the 
contemporary approach was in fashion (Chapter 6). In fact, the shift from an old to 
a new theoretical approach does not necessarily imply a consistent and complete 
change in terms of instruments, that takes longer. 
The micro analysis (Chapter 7) showed that government incentives seemed to have 
played a much more important role in the location and relocation strategies in the 
Italian Mezzogiorno with respect to similar situations in the Netherlands and the 
UK. The difference may be partly explained on the ground of the three policy 
measures’ characteristics (in particular, the amount of public grants available 
ranges from 50-80% of the investment in the case of Italian AC, compared to 15-
30% and 10-35% in the Dutch IPR and British RSA, respectively). 
Finally, the last Hypothesis tested in Chapter 8 was that vertical international 
delocalisation which occurred since the second half of the 1980s to some extent 
replaced previous core-periphery movements. The analyses on the Italian and 
Dutch cases did not entirely support this hypothesis: as for the former, the evidence 
is that the Mezzogiorno and the SEEC are not competing systems because these 
two areas attract different type of activities. Instead, the Southern Italian regions 
suffer the competition of other industrialised countries, where companies based in 
the Northern core areas delocalise by means of market-seeking horizontal 
investments.  
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The outcome of the overall research is summarised as follows:  
 
Table 9.1: Conclusions and accepted hypotheses  
Chapter Question/Hypothesis  Accepted/ 

Rejected 
 

Ch. 2 
Ch. 3 

Hypothesis 1: The traditional approach to regional policy is based on the 
neoclassical location and relocation theory, while the contemporary approach 
is linked to the behavioural, institutional and evolutionary location and 
relocation theories.  

 
 

ACCEPTED 

 
 

Ch. 6 

Hypothesis 2: Although regional incentives promoting firm relocation have 
decreased over time, the contemporary approach to regional policy still makes 
use of these ‘old-fashioned’ measures. In other words, not all the policy 
measures belonging to the contemporary approach are in line with its 
philosophy.  

 
 

ACCEPTED  

 
 

Ch. 6 
Ch. 7 

 
Hypothesis 3: Labour market and policy incentives were important 
determinants promoting the core-periphery relocation in 1950s-1980s, while 
nowadays ‘softer’ factors (i.e. image of the location, quality of the local 
environment, etc.) play a relevant role. 

ACCEPTED for the 
Dutch and British 

cases 
REJECTED for the 

Italian case 
 

Ch. 8 
Hypothesis 4: The globalisation of financial and industrial markets has 
dramatically increased the phenomenon of firm internationalisation and cross-
border delocalisation has become a substitute for core-periphery relocation.  

 
Partially 

ACCEPTED 

  
9.2.1 Trends for regional policies 

 
The macro and micro analyses described in this research as well as the various 
public policies analyses undertaken show how difficult is to assess the effect of 
regional policy: the investment and location decisions are based on a rather 
complex set of variables and it is not thoroughly clear whether or not firms indeed 
know exactly the role played by regional policy measures. From the foregoing, it 
can be concluded that the effectiveness of regional policy measures is at least 
questionable. Given the doubts about the contribution of regional policy measures 
to the solution of regional disparities, the question that arises is about whether or 
not regional policy should be terminated, and particularly the old-fashioned type 
incentives. The change of national regional policies, as the new trends in Dutch 
regional policy have shown, acknowledges the partial failure of old-fashioned 
measures.  
As far as the UK case is concerned, it is a common view that peripheral areas 
might profit from the decentralisation from the central to the local bodies. If an 
increased responsibility will be given to the RDAs, they could increase their 
competitiveness, by lifting their performance, especially in productivity and skills, 
closer to that of the more prosperous areas of the country. As for the Italian case, 
some experts argue whether government incentives represent the best way to utilize 
the relatively scarce public resources. In particular, they question the choice to 
concentrate  the government expenditure for the South into incentives rather than 
into the promotion if those “public goods” that are so important for the long-term 
growth (Viesti and Capriati, 2003). Besides, in the Mezzogiorno, the ‘grant culture’ 
should be redesigned in favour of a policy encouraging self-sustaining projects. 
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Although more research needs to be done, these results support the EU debate 
about the utility of financial aid schemes to foster the development of depressed 
areas. It might be necessary to revise discretionary policy tools such as the AC, IPR 
and RSA provided that a large share of the investments, with different degrees in 
the three countries, would probably have taken place regardless the incentives.  

 
9.2.2 Further research  
 
One of the most relevant findings of the present research is that policy measures 
seemed not to be able to give an efficient answer to the new demand coming from 
the business community: in the framework of a global economy, companies look at 
new frontiers, beyond national borders – where the differentials are less and less 
significant. Starting from this assumption, the present research might be broadened 
in several directions. One possibility is to undertake an empirical analysis at the 
firm level on business’s moving propensity by focusing on the national 
determinants of the relocation process (for example, national legislation, size of the 
country, density of population, unemployment, GDP, etc.) and controlling for a 
large number of characteristics (i.e. size of the firm and sector).  
Besides, new research is required to investigate the impact of international 
delocalisation in the home and host countries. As concerns the home countries, it 
might be analysed whether international delocalisation towards low-wage countries 
tends to reduce the demand of relatively unskilled workers, resulting in either 
falling relative wages for, or increased unemployment of unskilled labour. As far as 
the host countries are concerned, the main issue is to show whether, and to what 
extent, (inward) internationalisation might influence the development process of 
low-wage countries, such as central eastern Europe, towards a sustainable and 
socially responsible pattern. Among the pull factors that attracted investments to 
central eastern Europe, indeed, some are particularly socially tricky: the low cost of 
labour, as well as the less strict regulation of environmental and social concerns. 
Western companies found central eastern Europe attractive as long as social costs 
were lower and local governments were keen not to turn down new investors and, 
in some cases, promoted social dumping as an asset of their country.  
Nevertheless, in the international literature, the debate on the impact of 
internationalisation activities on the economic systems is very lively and far from 
conclusive. As a whole, there seems to be a convergence on the idea that the net 
effect is likely to be positive both for the home and the host countries. Nonetheless, 
empirical evidence provided so far is rather scant and unsatisfactory, mainly 
because of lack of reliable data.  
Finally, to date, there has not been an extensive discussion of how governments 
should respond to the widening wage and employment inequality in Europe in the 
face of globalisation and technological change, particularly regarding policies 
concerned with training and income redistribution (Anderton et al., 2002). This is 
another issue that warrants further research. 
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SAMENVATTING  
 
 
Het doel van dit onderzoek is het analyseren van de rol en de effectiviteit van 
regionaal beleid in het beïnvloeden van verplaatsingsbeslissingen van bedrijven. 
Met andere woorden, het onderzoek gaat in op het relatieve belang van 
beleidsmaatregelen op de beïnvloeding van bedrijfsverplaatsing. In het bijzonder 
gaat het daarbij om de invloed van subsidies. Het gebruik van subsidies is, na 
grootschalig gebruik in de decennia na de tweede Wereld Oorlog, bekritiseerd in de 
meer hedendaagse locatietheorieën, maar blijft ondertussen bestaan als belangrijk 
beleidsgereedschap. Het onderzoek richt zich op drie Europese landen: Italië, 
Nederland en het Verenigd Koninkrijk. 
In de laatste twintig jaar heeft de mondialisering van handel en financiering lokale 
economische systemen geconfronteerd met nieuwe uitdagingen. Onderzoek naar 
bedrijfsmigratie richt zich steeds meer op Europa of regio’s in Europa en minder 
op de migratie binnen individuele landen. De focus ligt steeds meer op 
grensoverschrijdende migratie. Omdat grensoverschrijdende migratie steeds meer 
een substituut wordt voor “centrum – periferie” verplaatsing binnen een land, 
moeten regionale maatregelen worden aangepast om ook de perifere regio’s enkele 
competitieve voordelen te geven om investering uit de “centrale” regio’s aan te 
trekken. 
 
 
De theoretische invalshoeken 
 
Er zijn vier benaderingen die bedrijfsmigratie proberen te verklaren. Dit zijn de 
neoklassieke, behaviorale, institutionele en evolutionaire benaderingen.  
Volgens de neoklassieke benadering – ontstaan in de het begin van de twintigste 
eeuw, toen er voornamelijk sprake was van simpele en zware industrie – werd de 
ondernemer (homo economicus) als rationele actor gezien, die gedreven werd door 
winstmaximalisatiegeacht zijn winst te kunnen maximaliseren. Vanaf 1960 begint 
de behaviorale benadering ondernemers als “satisficers” te zien. In deze benadering 
hebben ondernemers conflicterende belangen, gelimiteerde hoeveelheid kennis, 
gelimiteerde controle over de omgeving en irrationele perceptie en gedrag. 
Onderzoek in deze periode werd steeds meer in de behaviorale traditie gedaan en 
de neoklassieke benadering werd als onnatuurlijk en niet waarheidsgetrouw 
beschouwd. Gedurende de jaren zeventig en tachtig komt er een grotere aandacht 
voor maatschappelijke en culturele instituties en innovatie. Dit is omarmd in de 
institutionele methode, in het bijzonder in de geografie van bedrijven, omdat op 
deze manier het locationele gedrag van bedrijven verklaard kan worden in het 
spanningsveld van lokale en nationale actoren. Recentelijk heeft de evolutionaire 
theorie de behaviorale theorie ‘gesocialiseerd’. De evolutionaire theorie kijkt naar 
het routinematige gedrag van de organisatie in plaats van naar de ondernemer zelf 
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te kijken. Hierbij slinkt het belang van de economische rationaliteit als bepalende 
factor voor locatiekeuze.  
 
Volgens de neoklassieke benadering is bedrijfsverplaatsing een kosteloze 
onderneming omdat het bedrijf per definitie verhuist naar een lokatie dat binnen de 
ruimtelijke grenzen van winstgevendheid ligt. Dus, in de context van centrum - 
periferie theorie, zijn regionale prikkels belangrijk om voor bedrijven de nadelen 
van de huidige regio op te heffen. De behaviorale, institutionele en evolutionaire 
benaderingen geven aan dat verplaatsende bedrijven te maken krijgen met het 
verlies van eerdere investeringen. Deze kosten zijn niet zozeer verbonden aan 
ruimtelijke grenzen, maar meer aan interne en externe factoren. Met andere 
woorden, terwijl in neoklassieke theorie de factoren voor bedrijfverplaatsing 
traditioneel en kostengerelateerd zijn (transportkosten, arbeidskosten, marktgrootte, 
beleidsprikkels), zijn deze factoren in de behaviorale theorie intern (informatie, 
vaardigheden, perceptie), in de institutionele theorie extern ofwel institutioneel 
(netwerken, vertrouwen) en in de evolutionaire benadering verklaard door 
padafhankelijkheid, routines en mogelijkheden. 
 
 
Onderzoek naar bedrijfsmigratie en regionaal beleid 
 
Van 1945 tot in 1970 is er een interessante parallel geweest tussen de evolutie van 
regionaal economisch beleid en de onderzoeksfocus van studies op centrum-
periferie migratie. In deze periode was regionaal beleid gericht op het verplaatsen 
van de industrie naar probleemgebieden, de promotie van stedelijke vernieuwing 
en bedrijfsverplaatsing naar de buitengebieden van steden. Deze aanpak van 
regionaal beleid werd als ‘traditioneel’ bestempeld en is gebaseerd op theorieën 
van regionale ontwikkeling (Von Thünen, Weber, Marschall, Christaller), waarbij 
bedrijfmigratie wordt verklaard door traditionele locatiefactoren zoals grondkosten 
en transportkosten. Om regionale verschillen te verkleinen worden regionale 
prikkels gebruikt om die traditionele factoren te beïnvloeden.  
Vanaf de jaren tachtig werd de traditionele aanpak deels ingehaald door de 
hedendaagse aanpak die de rol van endogene lokale factoren benadrukt om de groei 
van de economie te bevorderen. Perifere regio’s worden in deze aanpak 
gestimuleerd om regionale werkloosheidsverschillen te verkleinen door het 
bevorderen van hun eigen capaciteiten. Hiervoor zijn de beleidsmethoden gericht 
op het verlagen van barrières om een bedrijf te starten. In deze periode ontstonden 
nieuwe regionale ontwikkelingstheorieën, zoals die van het industriële milieu 
(Andaylo, Storper en Camagni) en clusters en netwerken (Porter en Morgan). Het 
beeld in deze theorieën is dat de traditionele factoren niet voldoende verklaren 
waarom bedrijven verplaatsen. Er moet extra aandacht geschonken worden aan de 
immateriële componenten van de economie, zoals institutionele relaties en 
afhankelijkheid. In het onderzoek worden nieuwe concepten gebruikt, zoals human 
capital en sociaal-culturele factoren. Het beleid richt zich hierbij op het versterken 
van de lokale omgeving (human resources en infrastructuur) en het vormen van 
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netwerken. Hieruit volgt dat regionale ontwikkelingsstrategieën steeds meer 
gebruikt worden door beleidsmakers en worden de regionale prikkels voor 
bedrijfsmigratie verminderd. De verschuiving van paradigmata binnen regionaal 
beleid en regionale ontwikkeling hebben zich echter meer voltrokken in de theorie 
dan in de beleidspraktijk. 
 
 
Bedrijfsmigratie in Italië, Nederland en het Verenigd Koninkrijk  
 
Vanuit een methodologisch oogpunt is de meest belangrijke beperking voor 
vergelijkende studies in verschillende landen het gebrek aan betrouwbare bronnen 
met informatie over de oprichting, verplaatsing en het stoppen van bedrijven. 
Daarnaast is een internationale vergelijking ook problematisch omdat er 
verschillende systemen van definities worden gehanteerd. Desalniettemin hebben 
deze problemen geen invloed gehad op de kern van dit onderzoek, waarvan het 
doel is om de rol van regionaal beleid te verklaren in plaats van vergelijking te 
maken van kwantitatieve informatie. 
 
De neiging om te verplaatsen over een lange afstand is de laatste decennia lager 
dan in de jaren 1945 tot 1970. De reductie van centrum-periferie verplaatsing is 
deels veroorzaakt door de bredere, structurele verandering van de huidige 
economie: in het verleden was de industrie de meest mobiele sector, maar sinds de 
jaren 1990 is de meest mobiele sector de zakelijke dienstverlening. In de drie 
landen (en in de periode van analyse) zorgen kleine bedrijven voor het hoogste 
percentage verplaatsingen. Deze verplaatsingen zijn hoofdzakelijk over korte 
afstand. De langeafstandsverplaatsingen van de noordelijke Randstad naar Noord-
Brabant en Limburg kan niet worden vergeleken met de langeafstandsmigratie van 
bedrijven in Italië en het Verenigd Koninkrijk: langeafstandsmigratie in Nederland 
is “overspill” in de andere landen. Analyse van bedrijfsverplaatsing laat zien dat de 
kernregio’s in de drie landen in de jaren 1990 nog steeds meer bedrijven 
aantrekken dan afstoten, zoals het geval was in de jaren 1970 en 1980. Dit kan 
misschien verklaard worden door de grotere focus op productie- en 
netwerkservices en de hogere investeringen in de kantoorsector. 
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Centrum – periferie verplaatsing in Italië, Nederland en het Verenigd 
Koninkrijk en de rol van regionaal beleid 
 
Met een macroanalyse is gekeken hoeveel bedrijfsinitiatieven in de periferie zijn 
uitgevoerd met subsidies. Deze analyse is gebaseerd op een literatuurstudie van 
verplaatsingen van het centrum naar de periferie die vanaf 1945 tot de jaren 1970 
in de drie landen plaatsvonden. Daarnaast zijn data over de gesubsidieerde 
investeringen van bedrijfsmigraties over de laatste 15 jaar beschreven. In de jaren 
1945 tot 1970 hebben regionale prikkels aan bedrijven om naar de perifere regio’s 
te verplaatsen vooral de vorm van kapitaalsinvesteringen gehad. Dit is zo in 
Nederland, Italië en het Verenigd Koninkrijk. Vanaf het jaar 1980 is de traditionele 
aanpak veranderd in een moderne manier, maar bleven er wel prikkels aangeboden 
om bedrijven te laten verplaatsen naar de periferie. In Italië bijvoorbeeld moet wet 
488, programmacontract en gebiedscontract (AC) externe investeringen in de 
Mezzogiorno stimuleren. In Nederland zijn het onder andere de centrale en 
decentrale IPR-regelingen die vestiging van bedrijven in Noord-Nederland moeten 
stimuleren. Het Verenigd Koninkrijk, tenslotte, heeft de RSA en EGS 
subsidieprogramma’s om migratie naar de periferie te bevorderen. De 
macroanalyse van subsidieverstrekking in de drie landen laat zien dat het aantal 
centrum-periferieverplaatsingen vermindert in de laatste twintig jaar. Er is echter 
geen bewijs dat deze vermindering veroorzaakt wordt door de verandering in de 
aard van regionale beleidsmaatregelen. Waarschijnlijker is, dat de invloed van de 
groeiende internationale delocalisering wordt veroorzaakt door de verminderde 
handelsbarrières en andere grenzen aan vrije verplaatsing van arbeid en kapitaal. 
Voor de redenen van locatievoordelen en kostenreductie verplaatsen bedrijven 
liever over landsgrenzen dan naar de nationale periferie. Regionale 
beleidsmaatregelen hebben centrum-periferie verplaatsingen in de drie landen wel 
bevorderd, maar met variërende mate van succes. Dat kan gezien worden door de 
verschillende hoeveelheden verplaatsingen die tot stand kwamen door de subsidies, 
bijvoorbeeld 15-30% in Nederland, 10-35% in het Verenigd Koninkrijk en 50-70% 
in Italië. 
 
Het overgrote deel van de investeringen in de twee periodes (1945-1980 en 1990-
2000) zijn in de industrie en zijn kapitaalintensief. Dit laatste is het gevolg van de 
aard van de beleidsmaatregel. Echter, in 1990-2000 laat de Mezziogiorno een 
concentratie zien van schaalintensieve en traditionele sectoren, wat geen aanleiding 
geeft voor de diversificatie van de Italiaanse zuidelijke productiebasis. De 
investeringen zoals gesubsidieerd door de IPR in Nederland zijn hoofdzakelijk in 
kapitaals- en arbeidsintensieve industriële sectoren. De kennisintensieve sectoren 
krijgen aanzienlijk minder geld maar creëren wel de meeste 
werkgelegenheidsgroei. De belangrijkste ontvanger van RSA subsidie in het 
Verenigd Koninkrijk is de industrie. In de drie landen zijn meer subsidies naar 
binnenlandse investeringen gegaan dan naar externe investeringen. 
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Voor het onderzoeken van de rol van beleidsmaatregelen en andere pullfactoren in 
centrum-periferie verplaatsingen is een microanalyse uitgevoerd. Er is een 
steekproef genomen van bedrijven met grote investeringen in de perifere regio’s. 
Daarnaast is gesproken met enkele locale en nationale actoren die betrokken zijn 
bij het migratieproces. De problemen met het verzamelen van bedrijfsdata en het 
vinden van voldoende aantallen participerende bedrijven heeft geleid tot het 
gebruik van primaire en secundaire bronnen. De Italiaanse en Nederlandse cases 
zijn gebaseerd op interviews bij bedrijven. De secundaire informatie wordt 
gebruikt voor de Britse cases. De primaire en secundaire data is gebaseerd op 
interviews met managers van willekeurig gekozen bedrijven die een subsidie 
hebben ontvangen van AC, IPR of RSA. Het onderzoek in Italië is echter veel 
groter dan in de andere twee landen omdat er makkelijker data verzameld kon 
worden en omdat er een relatief groot aantal bedrijven subsidies heeft ontvangen 
om activiteiten naar de Mezzogiorno te verplaatsen.  
 
De Italiaanse steekproef bestaat uit 254 bedrijven, 17 actoren betrokken bij 
bedrijfsmigratie en 8 experts. In Nederland hebben 24 bedrijven meegewerkt, 
daarnaast is er gesproken met 4 actoren betrokken bij de bedrijfsverplaatsing en 
met tien onderzoekers in het veld van economische geografie, economie en 
regionale ontwikkeling. Van de 24 bedrijven hebben 10 bedrijven een subsidie 
ontvangen, de overige 14 bedrijven hebben geen subsidie ontvangen en vormen de 
controlegroep. De secundaire data voor het Verenigd Koninkrijk omhelst een 
steekproef van 165 bedrijven welke een RSA subsidie hebben ontvangen. Verder 
zijn er nog 8 interviews afgenomen met betrokken actoren (onderzoekers in 
economie, economische geografie, planning, consultants van private 
ondernemingen in het veld van regionaal beleid en lokale economie en enkele 
stafleden van de RDA en DTI). 
 
De vergelijking van de drie landen laat zien dat in Italië en Nederland het grootste 
deel van de gesubsidieerde investeringen uit het centrum komt. In het Verenigd 
Koninkrijk domineren vooral de buitenlandse investeringen. Dit komt onder andere 
omdat het aantrekken van buitenlandse investeerders een prioriteit is van het Britse 
regionaal economisch beleid en zeker van de RSA regeling. Overheidsprikkels 
spelen een veel grotere rol in de vestiging en verplaatsing van activiteiten naar de 
Italiaanse Mezzogiorno dan in Nederland en het Verenigd Koninkrijk. Dit verschil 
kan deels verklaard worden door de uiteenlopende karakteristieken van de perifere 
regio’s in de drie landen. Met andere woorden, de Mezzogiorno kan niet worden 
vergeleken met de Noord-Nederlandse provincies op het vlak van economische 
ontwikkeling. Daarnaast hebben ook de subsidies zelf een verschillende inhoud. De 
AC-subsidie kan niet worden vergeleken met de IPR of de RSA door de 
verschillende hoeveelheden van de subsidies. De macro-, en microanalyse in dit 
onderzoek geven aan dat arbeidsmarkt- en beleidsprikkels beslissende factoren zijn 
geweest in de bevordering van centrum-periferie verplaatsing in de jaren 1950 tot 
1970, terwijl tegenwoordig ‘zachtere’ factoren (imago van een locatie, kwaliteit 
van lokale omgeving, enz.) de meeste invloed hebben. 
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Voor de drie landen kunnen geen eenduidige conclusies worden getrokken over de 
invloed van regionaal beleid op vestigingslocatie keuze. In het geval van Italië, 
waar investeerders vanuit het noorden (centrum) de aanbodzijde en vraagzijde de 
beslissende factoren vinden om te investeren, meer dan de hoogte van de subsidie. 
Tien van de twintig Nederlandse respondenten en twintig procent van de 
investeerders in het Verenigd Koninkrijk geven aan dat ze ook zonder 
subsidieregeling in de periferie hadden geïnvesteerd. Daarbij geven de Nederlandse 
respondenten aan dat het imago van de locatie en het lokale milieu van groot 
belang zijn. Hoewel er meer onderzoek gedaan moet worden, ondersteunen de 
resultaten van dit onderzoek het EU-debat over het nut van financiële 
ondersteuningsprogramma’s voor de ontwikkeling van perifere regio’s. Mogelijk is 
het nodig om beleidsmaatregelen als AC, IPR en RSA aan te passen omdat een 
groot gedeelte van de investeringen ook plaats zullen vinden zonder de subsidies. 
 
 
Grensoverschrijdende delocalisatie 
 
Het onderzoek geeft ook aandacht aan de Italiaanse en Nederlandse bedrijven die 
in het buitenland investeren. Het Verenigd Koninkrijk wordt hier buiten 
beschouwing gelaten gezien er niet voldoende informatie over dit specifieke aspect 
was voor dit land. Op theoretische grondslag is de focus hier op de sociaal-
economische gevolgen van internationale delocalisering van het thuisland of regio. 
Regionaal beleid gaat niet in de richting van bevordering van relocatie per sé, 
omdat zonder een parallelle evolutie van het binnenlandse productiesysteem (in 
termen van mogelijkheden om hogere toegevoegde waarde activiteiten te creëren), 
de overdracht van productie naar andere landen simpelweg zal resulteren in een 
verlies van banen en een lagere concurrentiepositie. 
In Italië bijvoorbeeld zijn de perifere regio’s en andere landen niet altijd 
concurrerende systemen omdat de activiteiten die worden overgebracht geen 
substituten zijn. Arbeidsintensieve en activiteiten met lage toegevoegde waarde 
gaan naar lage lonen landen, terwijl diensten en activiteiten met matige 
toegevoegde waarde naar de Mezzogiorno gaan. Aan de andere kant is 
delocalisering naar het buitenland wel een gevaar voor de Mezzogiorno in het 
kader van horizontale investeringen (in vergelijk met andere geïndustrialiseerde 
landen als Duitsland en Frankrijk). Net als in het Italiaanse geval, lijkt de 
Nederlandse periferie geen last te hebben van concurrentie uit Centraal-Europese 
landen als vestigingsgebied van productieactiviteiten. Er is wel een dreiging voor 
“zachtere” activiteiten, maar dat geldt overigens voor periferie én centrum. De 
nieuwe uitdaging voor regionaal beleid is om bedrijven te helpen de overstap te 
maken van een productie-economie, naar een kenniseconomie. 
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Conclusies 
 
Naar aanleiding van de onderzoeksvraag zijn in dit onderzoek vier hypothesen 
getest, zoals gezien kan worden in Tabel 1. Het onderzoek naar locatie- en 
verplaatsingstheorieën en van regionale beleidsmethoden laat zien dat de 
traditionele beleidsaanpak gebaseerd is op de neoklassieke locatie- en 
verplaatsingstheorie, terwijl de huidige aanpak verbonden is met behaviorale, 
institutionele en evolutionaire theorieën. De analyse van regionaal beleid in Italië, 
Nederland en het Verenigd Koninkrijk laat zien dat de bevordering van centrum-
periferie verplaatsing te weeg is gebracht door ouderwetse beleidsmaatregelen. De 
verandering van een oud naar een nieuw theoretisch inzicht zal niet per definitie 
leiden tot een complete verandering van de gebruikte beleidsinstrumenten. De 
microanalyse laat zien dat overheidsprikkels een veel belangrijkere rol gespeeld 
lijken te hebben op locatie- en verplaatsingsstrategieën in de Italiaanse 
Mezzogiorno, dan het geval is in Nederland en het Verenigd Koninkrijk. Het 
verschil tussen de landen kan deels verklaard worden op basis van de 
karakteristieken van de drie beleidsmaatregelen. In het bijzonder de hoeveelheid 
subsidies die beschikbaar is. De Italiaanse AC subsidie bedraagt tussen de 50% en 
80% van de totale investering, terwijl dat voor de Nederlandse IPR en de Britse 
RSA respectievelijk tussen de 15-30% en 10-35% ligt 
 
De hypothese die stelt dat de verticale internationale delocalisering, welke plaats 
nam in de jaren 1980, in sommige gevallen de oude centrum-periferie verplaatsing 
vervangt wordt niet helemaal ondersteund door de analyse van de Italiaanse en 
Nederlandse gevallen. Het onderzoek bewijst dat de Mezzogiorno en de SEEC 
geen concurrerende systemen zijn omdat ze verschillende soorten activiteiten 
aantrekken. De Zuid-Italiaanse regio’s hebben echter wel last van concurrentie van 
andere geïndustrialiseerde landen waar Noord-Italiaanse bedrijven door middel van 
marktzoekende horizontale investeringen verplaatsen.  
 
 
Trends in regionaal beleid 
 
De macro- en microanalyse zoals beschreven in dit onderzoek, zowel als de vele 
ondernomen overheidsbeleidsanalyses, laten zien dat het moeilijk is om het effect 
van regionaal beleid te beoordelen: de investerings- en locatiebeslissingen zijn 
gebaseerd op een tamelijk complexe hoeveelheid variabelen en het is niet duidelijk 
of bedrijven echt weten welke rol de regionale beleidsmaatregelen hebben 
gespeeld. Het kan geconcludeerd worden dat de effectiviteit van beleidsmaatregels 
op zijn minst in twijfel kan worden getrokken. Gegeven deze twijfels over de 
toevoeging die regionale beleidsmaatregelen hebben op de oplossing van regionale 
verschillen, moet de vraag gesteld worden of deze en vooral de ‘ouderwetse’ 
maatregelen niet moeten worden afgeschaft. De verandering in regionaal beleid, 
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zoals de nieuwe trends in het Nederlandse regionaal beleid aantonen, geven aan dat 
de ‘ouderwetse’ maatregelen deels falen in het bereiken van hun doel. Voorzover 
het Britse geval betreft, is het een algemene aanname dat de perifere gebieden 
mogelijk profiteren van de decentralisatie van de centrale naar de lokale entiteiten. 
Als er een hogere verantwoordelijk wordt gegeven aan de RDA’s, kunnen deze het 
concurrentievermogen van de regio verhogen door in te zetten op 
waardeverhogende activiteiten. Voor het Italiaanse geval vragen sommige experts 
zich af of overheidsprikkels de beste manier zijn om de relatief schaarse publieke 
middelen te gebruiken. In het bijzonder stellen ze vraagtekens bij de keuze van de 
overheid om de uitgaven voor het zuiden te concentreren op prikkels in plaats van 
de bevordering van “publieke goederen”die zo belangrijk zijn voor de groei op 
langere termijn. Daarbij komt dat de Mezzogiorno afstand zou moeten nemen van 
de subsidiecultuur om ruimte te geven aan beleid dat meer gericht is op 
zelfondersteunende projecten. 
 
Tabel 1: Conclusies en aangenomen hypothesen 
Vraag / Hypothese Aangenomen/ 

verworpen 
Hypothese 1: De traditionele aanpak van regionaal beleid is 
gebaseerd op de neoklassieke locatie- en verplaatsingstheorie, terwijl 
de huidige aanpak verbonden is aan de behavoriale, institutionele en 
evolutionaire locatie- en verplaatsingstheorieën 

 
 
Aangenomen 

Hypothese 2: Hoewel regionale prikkels ter bevordering van 
bedrijfsverplaatsing in de tijd zijn afgenomen, maakt de huidige 
aanpak van regionaal beleid nog steeds gebruik van ‘ouderwetse’ 
maatregelen. Met andere woorden, niet alle beleidsmaatregelen van 
de huidige aanpak zijn in overeenstemming met haar filosofie.  

 
 
Aangenomen 

Hypothese 3: Arbeidsmarkt- en beleidsprikkels waren belangrijke 
factoren in het bevorderen van de centrum – periferie verplaatsing in 
de jaren 1950-1980, terwijl tegenwoordig ‘zachtere’ factoren (imago 
van de locatie, kwaliteit van de lokale omgeving) van belang zijn.  

Aangenomen voor de 
Nederlandse en Britse 
gevallen. 
Verworpen in het Italiaanse 
geval. 

Hypothese 4: De mondialisering van financiële en industriële 
markten heeft het fenomeen van bedrijfsinternationalisatie en 
grensoverschrijdende verplaatsing sterk vergroot als substituut voor 
centrum – periferie verplaatsing. 

 
Gedeeltelijk aangenomen 
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APPENDICES  
 
 
Appendix 1  
 
The Business classification in the three countries  
In Italy the main forms of commercial enterprise are:  
- Single Location Company (‘Ditta Individuale’).  
- Share Capital Company (Stock Company and Limited Company). In this Company 

members’ responsibility is limited to their subscribed share of capital. There can be 
Stock Company (Societa’ per Azioni), Limited Company (Societa’a Responsabilita’ 
Limitata) and Limited Stock Company (Societa’ in Accomandita per Azioni).  

- Partnership. This company can be a Simple Company/ss (Societa’ Semplice), General 
Partnership/snc (Societa’in Nome Collettivo) and Limited Partnership (Societa’in Ac-
comandita Semplice). 

- Other forms. There are more than 40 types of juridical subjects. The largest are: Lim-
ited Cooperative Companies and Pools. 

 
In the Netherlands, the main forms of commercial enterprise are1:  
- Private company (“Besloten Vennootschap met aansprakelijkheid”). This is the most 

common form of commercial enterprise in the Netherlands and the most frequently 
used by foreign investors. It is the equivalent of a British private limited company, a 
German GmbH or a French Sàrl. The liability of the shareholders (“aandeelhouders’) 
is limited to their capital contributions.  

- Public company (“Naamloze Vennootschap”).  This is the form adopted by entities that 
wish to raise capital publicly whether listed on the stock exchange or not. It corre-
sponds closely to the public company or corporation form in most other countries. 
There is normally no restriction on the issue or transfer of NV’s shares or notes, al-
though the NV’s own constitution documents may introduce restrictions if so desired. 

- General partnership (“Vennootschap Onder Firma”). This is the usual form of com-
mercial partnership, in which all partners are jointly and severally liable for all its debts 
and obligations. Partnerships are not legal entities separate from the individuals who 
compose them. The word “maatschap”, literally meaning ‘partnership’, denotes a civil 
and not commercial law entity, a form often adopted by professional firms. 

- Limited partnership (“Commanditaire Vennootschap”). In this form, the general part-
ners are fully liable for debts of the partnership but there are also one or more limited 
partners liable only to the extent of the contributions they have made to the partner-
ship’s capital. 

- Branch of a foreign organization (“Bijkantoor” or “Filiaal”). This is not a separate 
legal entity but it is an establishment of its parent, in whatever form that body carries 
on its business. 

- Other forms include joint ventures, sole proprietorships and cooperative societies. 
 
In the United Kingdom the main forms of commercial enterprise are:  

                                                           
1 Source: Investing in the Netherlands (1996) Business entities and company law, accounting and auditing in the 
Netherlands. 
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- Private company limited by shares (Ltd). Members’ liability is limited to the amount 
unpaid on shares they hold. 

- Private company limited by guarantee (Ltd). Members’ liability is limited to the 
amount they have agreed to contribute to the company’s assets if it is wound up. 

- Private unlimited company. There is no limit to the members’ liability. 
- Public limited company (PLC). The company’s shares may be offered for sale to the 

general public and members’ liability is limited to the amount unpaid on shares held by 
them. 

 
The Business information provided by the Business registers in the three 
countries  
 
Italy – Registro Imprese2 
- Company name 
- REA code 
- Date of registration 
- Taxpayer’s code number and Partita IVA (if it is different)  
- Legal site (address) 
- Sector Activity (ATECO 91)3 
- Address information 
- A brief description of the company 
- The trading name 
- The legal entity (public ltd., Private limited company, one-man business, etc.) 
- Names of proprietors and managers, together with their duties 
- Size (n. of employees)4 
- Enterprise Group links 
- Country of ownership 
- Share Capital  
 
The Netherlands5   
- Company name  
- Company number6 
- Address/telephone 
- Name of proprietors and managers (together with their duties) 
- Sector activity code (industrial/economic activity)  
- Main Activities and secondary activities  
- Size (n. of employees) 
                                                           
2 Interviews to Mr. Claudio Gagliardi (Unioncamere Nazionale) and Mr. Roberto Susanna (Infocamere) (February 
2001).  
3 From the beginning of the 1993, the Registro delle Ditte officially adopts the Atecord 91 classification, with six 
digits. The first four digits of ATECO 91 are equal to the ISIC classification. The economic activity code is of 
alpha numeric type and it is divided into sections (one letter), subsections (two letters), divisions (two digits), 
groups (three digits), classes (four digits), categories (five digits) and subcategories (six digits). 
4 Companies are not obliged to declare the exact number of employees. They must present a declaration about the 
employment every year. It is necessary to compare in the INPS employment data. 
5 Interview to Mr. N.J. Kemper of the Union of Dutch Chambers of Commerce (November 2000). 
6 Eight digits plus four digits compose the company number, provided by the Chamber of Commerce. The first 
eight digits identify the head office and the last four digits the branch plants. The first number corresponds to one 
of the three main classification codes (Onderneming: profit firms; Stichting: not for profit associations with legal 
status; Vereniging: not for profit firms, without legal status).   
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- KWP: full time and part time workers   
- Filing of annual financial reports and accounts (not obligatory for all legal forms) 
- Legal Status7  
- Head office or branch plant 
- Country of ownership 
- Export and/or import 
- Chamber of Commerce of reference  
- Region 
- COROP region  
- Date of registration in the Trade Register  
- Date of establishment 
 
The United Kingdom8 - IDBR  
- Company name 
- Address  
- Sector activity code (industrial/economic activity)9 
- Employment10 
- Size (n. of employees)11  
- Turnover12 (not at branch plant level) 
- Legal Status (company, sole proprietors, partnership, public corporation/nationalized 

body, local authority or non-profit body) 
- Enterprise Group links 
- Country of ownership 
- Enterprise Zone Marker  
- Company number 
- Value of goods traded with EU member states from Intrastat13  
 

                                                           
7 Company, sole proprietor, partnership, public corporation/nationalised body, local authority or non-profit body. 
8 Interview to Mr. Steve Hibbs, Mrs. Linda Scott and Mr. David.Lewis, Statistical Institute (December, 2000).  
9 Standard Industrial Classification – 1992 (ISIC92) 
10 The employees plus any working proprietors (owners directly involved in the business). This is usually 0 for a 
company, 1 for a sole proprietors or 2 for a partnership. 
11 Full and part time workers at each branch of the enterprise.  
12 VAT turnover from HM Custom and Excise which is updated annually.  
13 Source: www.statistics.gov.uk 
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Table 5.6: Inward and outward moves of branch plants (a) and the concomitant employment 
 Inward moves  Outward moves 

Southern regions  
No. of employees working in 
branches whose head offices are 
located outside the region  

 No. of employees working in branches lo-
cated outside the region where their head 
offices are also located 

 No. %  No. % 
Abruzzo 30,848 16.3  9,983 5.9 
Molise 7,669 22.5  1,395 5.0 
Campania 94,616 19.7  26,034 6.3 
Puglia 60,985 16.6  10,784 3.4 
Basilicata  12,505 20.4  3,486 6.7 
Calabria 13,504 11.7  4,168 3.9 
Sicilia  43,151 12.4  9,820 3.1 
Sardegna 24,029 14.9  2,666 1.9 
      

Macro- areas  
No. of employees working in 
branches whose head offices are 
located outside the macro area 

 No. of employees working in branches lo-
cated outside the macro area where their 
head offices are also located 

 No. %  No. % 

Mezzogiorno 265,562 15.1  46,584 3.0 
North-West  197,345 5.7  447,916 12.0 
North-East 248,631 10.1  118,425 5.1 
Centre  197,825 10.4  296,438 14.9 
      
Italy (b) 1,630,963 17.0  1,630,963 17.0 
(a)

 Data refer to the employees working in branches located outside the regions (at 31.12.1998). 
(b) This value shows the total number of employees working in branches belonging to firms located outside the 
province. 
Source: Elaboration by Centro studi Unioncamere on Registro Imprese data (SVIMEZ, 2003) 
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Table 5.7: Branch plants – and related employment– in the Mezzogiorno belonging to firms from the 
Centre-North. Origin and destination of investments per region (a)   

Regions of destination - Mezzogiorno Regions of 
origin (b) 
C-N  Abruzzo Molise Campania Puglia Basilic. Calabria Sicilia Sardegna 

Total 

    Branch plants (a)    
Piemonte 105 29 318 245 56 102 240 171 1,266 
Valle d'aosta - - 3 2 - 1 - 1 7 
Lombard. 362 65 887 792 74 255 769 569 3,773 
Trentino Alto 
Adige 9  13 10 2 3 8 16 61 
Veneto 60 5 137 142 7 67 157 78 653 
Friuli 
Venezia 
Giulia 9  16 13  4 14 9 65 
Liguria 22 2 114 77 6 30 86 80 417 
Emilia 
Romagna 139 42 201 202 36 91 182 91 984 
Toscana 55 5 228 91 19 84 250 87 819 
Umbria 55 8 36 37 4 6 41 15 202 
Marche 358 25 54 41 1 5 14 13 511 
Lazio 471 120 873 525 74 205 457 302 3,027 
Total Cener-
North 1,645 301 2,880 2,177 279 853 2,218 1,432 11,785 
    Employment (a)    
Piemonte 3,801 3,472 24,880 11,599 3,412 2,575 6,513 1, 980 58,232 
Valle d'aosta   61 153  6  123 343 
Lombard. 10,433 872 22,237 20,107 2,319 3,667 16,560 12,646 88,841 
Trentino Alto 
Adige 68  290 82 107 57 86 62 752 
Veneto 944 44 1,957 1,601 20 769 1,629 575 7,539 
Friuli 
Venezia 
Giulia 220  933 81  6 98 68 1,406 
Liguria 217 20 761 885 121 269 1,867 517 4,657 
Emilia 
Romagna 1,805 412 3,026 1,777 1,057 493 1,396 760 10,726 
Toscana 506 21 4,102 1,951 749 1,081 2,219 595 11,224 
Umbria 287 37 462 274 5 17 209 77 1,368 
Marche 3,157 168 1,757 344 1 5 9 12 5,453 
Lazio 7,819 1,143 30,971 15,072 1,326 2,665 10,438 5,587 75,021 
Total Centre-
North  29,257 6,189 91,437 53,926 9,117 11,610 41,024 23,002 265,562 
(a) Data about branch plants refer to the period 31 December 1998-1 March 2000; data about the employment were 
updated at 31 December 1998. 
(b) Location of the head office. 
Source: Elaboration by Centro studi Unioncamere on Registro Imprese data 
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Table 5.8: Branch plants – and related employment – in the Mezzogiorno belonging to firms from the 
Centre-North. Origin of investments per region (a) by sector 

  Sectors   
Regions of  
origin(b) Agriculture Manufact.

Building 
industry 

Wholesale 
and hotels Services Other Total 

   Branch plants (a)   
Piemonte 7 394 47 195 622 1 1,266 
Valle d'Aosta - 5 - 1 1 - 7 
Lombardia 18 1,068 117 1,046 1,523 1 3,773 
Trentino-Alto Adige 1 24 8 15 13 - 61 
Veneto 7 135 35 170 305 1 653 
Friuli-Venezia Giulia 4 25 6 11 19 - 65 
Liguria 8 39 12 42 316 - 417 
Emilia Romagna 12 227 98 210 437 - 984 
Toscana 10 94 44 159 511 1 819 
Umbria 4 77 9 47 65 - 202 
Marche 7 110 16 239 137 2 511 
Lazio 27 508 222 474 1.794 2 3.027 
Total Centre-North  105 2,706 614 2,609 5,743 8 11,785 
   Employment (a)   
Piemonte 15 28,228 721 1,741 27,527 - 58,232 
Valle d'Aosta - 332 - 6 5 - 343 
Lombardia 151 55,303 1,031 15,604 16,752 - 88,841 
Trentino-Alto Adige 9 448 1 36 258  752 
Veneto 14 2,856 271 2,170 2,224 4 7,539 
Friuli-Venezia Giulia 8 1,023 1 26 348  1,406 
Liguria 5 1,259 28 154 3,211  4,657 
Emilia Romagna 33 4,349 1,220 1,548 3,576  10,726 
Toscana 17 2,574 317 1,360 6,956 - 11,224 
Umbria 9 750 13 302 294  1,368 
Marche 3 3,097 13 1,330 1,010 - 5,453 
Lazio 126 26,189 2,053 3,510 43,143 - 75,021 
Total Centre-North  390 126,408 5,669 27,787 105,304 4 265,562 
(a) Data about branch plants refer to the period 31 December 1998–1 March 2000; data about the employment were 
updated at 31 December 1998. 
(b) Location of head office. 
Source: Elaboration by Centro studi Unioncamere on Registro Imprese data 



 254

 
Table 5.9: Branch plants – and related employment – in the Mezzogiorno belonging to firms from the 
Centre-North. Destination of investments per region (a) by sector    

Sectors Regions of 
destination 
(b) Agriculture  Manufactur-

ing  Building  Wholesale 
and hotels  Services  Other  Total 

   Branch plants (a)   
Abruzzo 26 414 64 541 599 1 1,645 
Molise 1 79 20 54 147 - 301 
Campania 22 628 142 541 1,545 2 2,880 
Puglia 11 540 80 444 1,098 4 2,177 
Basilicata 3 106 24 36 110 - 279 
Calabria 9 191 76 169 407 1 853 
Sicilia 19 464 134 382 1,219 - 2,218 
Sardegna 14 284 74 442 618 - 1,432 
Totale 
Mezzogiorno 105 2,706 614 2,609 5,743 8 11,785 
   Employment (a)   
Abruzzo 44 16,077 296 4,488 8,352 - 29,257 
Molise 4 4,256 221 380 1,328 - 6,189 
Campania 166 39,765 2,001 6,260 43,245 - 91,437 
Puglia 90 29,951 853 4,516 18,516 - 53,926 
Basilicata 1 5,166 335 396 3,219 - 9,117 
Calabria 15 4,671 303 1,658 4,959 4 11,610 
Sicilia 35 17,576 1,209 6,120 16,084 - 41,024 
Sardegna 35 8,946 451 3,969 9,601 - 23,002 
Total 
Mezzogiorno 390 126,408 5,669 27,787 105,304 4 265,562 
(a) Data about branch plants refer to the period 31 December 1998–1 March 2000; data about the employment were 
updated at 31 December 1998. 
(b) Location of the head office. 
Source: Elaboration by Centro studi Unioncamere on Registro Imprese data 
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Appendix 2  
 
Italy  
 

Table 6.7: Geographical distribution of centre-northern manufacturing projects that have been granted 
by Law 488 to invest in the Mezzogiorno – regions of origin and destination 

Region of 
origin  Regions of destination (absolute value) Percentage 
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Piemonte  6 5 37 17 9 18 23 10 125 14,5 22,6 15,2 16,0 
Valle 
d'Aosta 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 6 0,7 0,6 0,6 0,0 

Lombardia  15 8 73 51 21 19 46 44 277 32,2 37,6 41,6 30,7 
Trentino A. 
A. 1 0 5 1 1 4 4 0 16 1,9 0,9 1,1 2,5 

Veneto 5 0 5 6 0 3 4 5 28 3,3 1,0 1,0 3,0 

Friuli V. G. 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 5 0,6 0,1 0,2 0,5 

Liguria 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 0 7 0,8 3,1 2,0 0,2 
Emilia-
Romagna 10 2 18 7 10 12 1 3 63 7,3 4,1 4,8 6,9 

Toscana  8 6 11 8 7 4 12 13 69 8,0 6,8 7,9 7,0 

Umbria 3 0 7 4 2 0 0 7 23 2,7 1,4 1,7 1,9 

Marche 19 1 7 1 0 0 3 2 33 3,8 2,0 2,1 3,2 

Lazio 11 6 71 23 7 14 44 32 208 24,2 19,7 21,8 28,0 

Total C-N 79 28 236 124 58 75 143 117 860 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 
Source: Elaboration on SVIMEZ (2002) –IPI and -Ministero dell’Industria data  
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Table 6.8: Sectoral distribution of centre-northern manufacturing projects that have been granted by 
Law 488 to invest in the Mezzogiorno – regions of destination (absolute value)  
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Extraction of minerals  2  1 1 1   1 4 1 11  
Manufacturing Industry          669 
   Food, drinks and tobacco  7 8 1 28 3 14 11 9 81 
   Textile and clothing  11 6 6 5 2 2 2 1 35 
   Leather and shoes 4  1 4  2   11 
   Wood and furniture  2 1 3 2  3 1 1 13 
   Paper, print., publishing 6 1 4 16  2 4 6 39 
   Coke, oil refinery 1  1 2  3 2 23 32 
   Chemicals and pharm.  6 1 1 21 6 12 14 8 69 
   Rubber and plastic prod.  3 5 4 10 1 3  4 30 
   Non-metallic products  3 5 6 15 2 13 12 14 70 
   Basic metals or fabric.   

metal products 7 9 1 28  17 8 2 72 
   Machineries and equip.  4  2 13 1 10 2 3 35 
   Electrical mach., app. 7 1 5 35 1 7 19 15 90 
   Transport equipment  3 3 8 17 3 12 4 5 55 
   Other manufact.industries  4 4 8 7  2 8 4 37 
Prod. and distr. Electr., 
nat.gas, steam, hot water 6 7 2 1 7 5 8 12 48 
Industry (Total)          728 
Building and construction      4  2 1 4 11 
Logistic and transportation   2 5 6  6 4 7 30 
Telecommunication and in-
formatics   3 9 10  5 6 13 46 
Other professional services  3 1 7 11 2 3 7 11 45 
Total 79  58 75 236 28 124 117 143 860  
Source: Elaboration on SVIMEZ (2002) –IPI and -Ministero dell’Industria data 
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The Netherlands 
 
 
Table 6.22: Bureau Louter classification 

Sector (Louter classification) Sector code* SBI codes* 
Agriculture  A 01-149 
Labour intensive industry  B1 150-153; 170-205; 220; 260-275; 350-375 
Capital intensive industry  B2 154-160; 210; 230-259; 280; 342 
Knowledge intensive industry B3 730-739; 300-330; 290-341 
Wholesale  C1 500-519 
Transport  C2 600-649 
Knowledge services: management  D1 450-455; 650-715; 760-770; 820-870 
Knowledge services: R&D D2 720-726; 740-749; 930-990 
Tourism and leisure  E 920 

* BIK sector codes (www.kvk.nl) 
Source: Bureau Louter (2002) 
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Appendix 3 
 
Written questionnaires for the three case studies 

 
Italy    

   
  

1. Lo stabilimento localizzato (o che sta per essere localizzato) a ………. è:  

 A) Sede unica di impresa (nuova impresa) 
 B) Sede unica di impresa nella cui compagine societaria siano presenti società centro-settentrionali e/o estere  
 C) Unità locale di impresa con sede a ………. 
 D) Unità locale di impresa con sede nella regione ………..(indicare Provincia………………………………) 
 E) Unità locale di impresa con sede nel Centro-Nord (indicare Provincia ……………………………………) 
 F) Unità locale di impresa con sede all’estero (indicare Paese …….…………….……………………………) 

 

SE ALLA DOMANDA 1 HA RISPOSTO: A, PASSI ALLA DOMANDA N. 6  

SE HA RISPOSTO: C, D, E, F, PASSI ALLA DOMANDA N. 3 

 

2. Nel caso di sede unica di impresa nella cui compagine societaria siano presenti imprese centro-

settentrionali e/o estere (B), le chiediamo di fornirci le seguenti informazioni: 

Nome dell’impresa/e   

Indirizzo   

Settore di attività  

3. Nel caso di unità locale di impresa (C, D, E, F) le chiediamo di fornirci le seguenti informazioni 

sull’impresa madre: 

Nome dell’impresa   

Indirizzo   

Settore di attività  

Numero di addetti   10-20         21-30           31-40           41-50         più di 51 

Appartenenza ad un distretto 
industriale  

 SI                    NO  

Localizzazione degli altri 
stabilimenti produttivi 

 Stessa provincia dell’impresa madre (numero………)  
 Altra provincia, stessa regione (numero……………..)  
 Altra regione (numero ………, specificare quale…………………) 
 Altro Paese (specificare quale……………………………………..) 

Articolazione geografica del 
mercato 

 Regionale ……….%  
 Nazionale ……….%  
 Estero ……………% 
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4. Che tipo di delocalizzazione  è stata o sarà effettuata a ……….?  

 Totale (intero ciclo produttivo fino alla vendita) (definire il tipo di produzione …………………………….) 
 Parziale (definire il tipo di produzione ………………………………………………………………………) 
 Nuova linea di produzione (definire il tipo di produzione ………………………………………………… .) 

5. Se ‘parziale’, quali lavorazioni sono state delocalizzate?  

 Produzioni più economiche   Produzioni sempre più qualificate (specificare 
quali ………………………………………) 

6. Attività specifica del nuovo impianto : ………………………………………………………………………….. 

7. Numero di addetti previsti a regime: 

 1-5  
 6-10  
 11-20  

 21-30  
 31-40  

 41-50
  

 più di 51
 
 

8. Numero di addetti avviati ad oggi: 

 1-5  
 6-10  

 11-20  
 21-30  

 31-40  
 41-50 

 più di 51

9. Quando ha iniziato la nuova attività? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  

10. Se non l’ha ancora fatto, quando pensa che inizierà? 

 1 mese  
 2-5 mesi   

 6-12 mesi   
 più di 12 mesi  

 Altro 

11. Il mercato nel quale saranno commercializzati i prodotti è: 

 Regionale (……….%)  Nazionale (………..%)  Estero (………. %) 
12. L’impresa ha legami con altre imprese?  

 Con imprese locali
   

 Con imprese del Centro  
 Con imprese del Nord  

 Con imprese estere 
 Nessun legame 

13. Qual è la natura di questi legami? 

 Di produzione   
 Commerciali  

 Tecnologici   
 Finanziari   

14. Ha contatti con università o centri di ricerca locali?  

 Sì   No 

15. La presenza di personale qualificato a ……… ha influenzato la scelta localizzativa?  

 Sì                    No 

17. Gli addetti hanno seguito corsi di formazione presso l’impresa madre?  

 Sì   No 

18. Se sì, questi corsi sono stati finanziati dallo Stato? 

 Sì                                                      No 

19. E’ soddisfatto della forza lavoro locale?  

 Sì   No  

20. Sono previste nuove assunzioni?  

 Sì   No 

21. Ha trovato soddisfacente il livello di sicurezza dell’area? 

 Sì   No  

22. Chi l’ha supportata nella scelta di delocalizzare a ………………… e nell’iter burocratico? 
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 Associazione industriali di ……….   
  Sportello unico (……………)  

 Agenzia di sviluppo locale (……………)  

 Responsabile Unico  del contratto d’area  

 Associazione industriali dell’area di origine  

 Società di consulenza  

 Altro 

……………………………………………… 

23. In che misura gli incentivi hanno condizionato la scelta di delocalizzare a ……………….? 

 Senza incentivi non avrei 
delocalizzato   

 Hanno contribuito alla 
decisione 

 Lo avrei fatto lo stesso 

24. Quale era la sua ‘immagine’ del Mezzogiorno? 

 Positiva  Negativa 

25. Se ‘negativa’ perchè? 

 
 

26. E’ migliorata dopo la delocalizzazione?  

 Sì   No 

 
27. Quali dei seguenti fattori caratteristici dell’area di origine dell’impresa hanno guidato la scelta di 
localizzare il nuovo impianto/impresa fuori dall’area?  
 

Importante            Abbastanza                Non  
       Importante          Importante  

Area industriale      1   2   3  
Esigenza di espandere l’attività produttiva    1  2  3 
Carenza di spazio      1   2   3 
Difficile reperimento licenza per costruire                               1   2   3 
Elevati costi del suolo e degli immobili                                     1   2   3 
Sede non rappresentativa                                      1   2   3 
Mercato      1   2   3  
Mercato saturo     1   2   3  
Ricerca di nuovi mercati    1   2   3  
Lavoro      1   2   3  
Costo del lavoro elevato    1   2   3 
Carenza di risorse umane    1   2   3 
Scarsa qualificazione di risorse umane   1   2   3 
Rigidità delle regole contrattuali    1   2   3 
Condizioni contrattuali non vantaggiose   1   2   3 
Accessibilità e dotazione infrastrutturale   1   2   3 
Alti livelli di congestione degli insediamenti umani e produttivi 1   2   3 
Infrastrutture di trasporto congestionate (strade, porti e aeroporti) 1   2   3 
Accesso al credito e rapporti con le istituzioni finanziarie 1   2   3  
Costo del credito elevato    1   2   3 
Regolamentazione Pubblica Locale e ruolo  
della Pubblica Amministrazione   1   2   3  
Vincoli ambientali     1   2   3 
Leggi e norme fiscali                                 1   2   3 
Inefficienza della Pubblica Amministrazione  1   2   3 
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Rigidità interpretativa delle norme    1  2  3 
Rapporti difficili con le istituzioni pubbliche locali   1  2  3 
Qualità della vita     1  2  3                                                           
Alto costo della vita     1   2   3 
Sicurezza e controllo del territorio insufficienti  1   2   3 
Clima e rapporti sociali non soddisfacenti    1  2  3 
Altro (specificare)      1  2  3                                                           
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
28. Quali dei seguenti fattori hanno favorito la scelta di localizzare a ………………….. il nuovo impianto?  

 
Importante      Abbastanza                  Non            

Importante             Importante 
Area industriale      1   2   3  
Disponibilità di terreni per l’industria   1  2  3 
Costo del suolo contenuto     1   2   3 
Facilitazioni nella localizzazione (autorizzazioni e concessioni) 1   2   3 
Mercato      1   2   3  
Crescenti opportunità di mercato    1   2   3  
Vicinanza ai fornitori     1   2   3  
Lavoro      1   2   3  
Competitività del costo del lavoro   1   2   3 
Condizioni contrattuali vantaggiose   1   2   3 
Disponibilità di risorse umane    1   2   3 
Risorse umane qualificate    1   2   3 
Cultura lavorativa nel settore    1   2   3 
Buon clima nei rapporti sindacali   1   2   3 
Accessibilità     1   2   3 
Buona accessibilità alla rete autostradale e stradale  1   2   3 
Buona accessibilità alla rete ferroviaria   1   2   3 
Buona accessibilità all’aeroporto/i e al porto  1   2   3 
Bassi livelli di congestione degli insediamenti umani e produttivi 1   2   3 
Dotazione infrastrutturale- servizi   1   2   3 
Infrastrutture di trasporto  
(  aeroporti       ferrovie    porti     interporti)  1   2   3 
Infrastrutture di base (elettricità, acqua)     1  2  3 
Scuole- centri di formazione    1   2   3 
Servizi sanitari     1   2   3 
Servizi sportivi, tempo libero e culturali   1   2   3 
Accesso al credito e rapporti con le istituzioni finanziarie 1   2   3  
Costo del credito contenuto    1   2   3 
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Regolamentazione Pubblica Locale  
e ruolo della Pubblica Amministrazione   1   2   3  
Vincoli ambientali     1   2   3 
Leggi e norme fiscali                            1   2   3 
Efficienza della Pubblica Amministrazione   1   2   3 
Elasticità interpretativa delle norme    1  2  3 
Incentivi      1  2  3                                                           
Agevolazioni agli investimenti    1   2   3 
Agevolazioni al lavoro    1   2   3 
Agevolazioni tributarie    1   2   3 
Condizioni del contesto produttivo   1  2  3                                                           
Clima sociale favorevole allo sviluppo   1   2   3 
Presenza in loco di un tessuto di piccole-medie imprese 1   2   3 
Presenza di società di servizi alle imprese   1  2  3 
Qualità della vita     1  2  3                                                           
Basso costo della vita     1   2   3 
Sicurezza e controllo del territorio   1   2   3 
Bassi livelli di criminalità organizzata    1  2  3 
Clima e rapporti sociali soddisfacenti    1  2  3 
Altro (specificare)      1  2  3                                                           

 
 
29. Quali sono stati i maggiori problemi riscontrati dalla sottoscrizione del contratto d’area ad oggi?  

 
Importante       Abbastanza             Non  

  Importante              Importante  
Iter burocratico amministrativo   1   2   3  
Difficoltà nel reperimento informazioni sul contratto d’area 1  2  3 
Insufficiente livello di assistenza nel processo   1   2   3 
Farraginosità degli aiuti causata da:   1   2   3 

- tempi lunghi per l’erogazione dei finanziamenti 1   2   3 
- lentezza burocratica a livello locale  1   2   3 
- lentezza burocratica a livello nazionale  1   2   3 

Inefficienza dell’amministrazione pubblica locale:  1   2   3 
- nel rilascio autorizzazioni    1   2   3 
- predisposizione infrastrutture di base  
(strade, allacciamenti, ecc.)    1   2   3 

Inefficienza dell’amministrazione pubblica centrale:  1   2   3 
Inadeguatezza del sistema bancario    1   2   3 
Conflittualità sindacale     1   2   3 
(specificare …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….) 
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Dotazione infrastrutturale    1   2   3  
Diffuse carenze infrastrutturali in termini di:  1   2   3  

- infrastrutture di base   1   2   3  
- strade     1   2   3  
- ferrovie     1   2   3  
- porti     1   2   3  
- aeroporti     1   2   3  
- interporti     1   2   3  
- comunicazioni    1   2   3  

Servizi      1   2   3  
Carenza servizi pubblici locali (energia, acqua, trasporti, ecc.) 1   2   3 
Carenza di servizi alle imprese    1   2   3 
Scarsità di servizi portuali e commerciali   1   2   3 
Lavoro      1   2   3  
Forza lavoro non qualificata    1   2   3 
Scarsa qualità del livello formativo regionale  1   2   3 
Scarsa flessibilità del lavoro    1   2   3 
Mancanza di un adeguato livello di cultura imprenditoriale 1   2   3 
Condizioni del contesto produttivo   1  2  3                                                           
Clima non favorevole ad accogliere i nuovi investimenti 1   2   3 
Barriera culturale delle imprese verso la localizzazione al sud 
(immagine del Mezzogiorno)    1  2  3 
Assenza di un tessuto di piccole-medie imprese in loco  1  2  3 
Qualità della vita     1  2  3                                                           
Presenza di criminalità organizzata    1  2  3 
Diffusa illegalità     1   2   3 
Marginalità geografica dell’area    1  2  3 
Altro (specificare)      1  2  3                                                           
 

30. Quali, a suo avviso, le azioni da intraprendere e/o da potenziare nel Mezzogiorno anche in relazione alle 

carenze riscontrate? 

 Investimenti infrastrutturali (indicare quali                                                ) 

 Mercato del lavoro (specificare                   ) 

 Formazione (specificare                     ) 

 Pubblica amministrazione (specificare                   ) 

 Altro (specificare                    ) 

31. Ha mai preso in considerazione altre aree dove delocalizzare, a parte quella prescelta?  
 Si   No  

 

32. Se sì, quali altre aree ha preso in considerazione? 

 Stessa provincia o regione dove è localizzata l’impresa madre (   ) 

 Altre regioni del Nord Italia (indicare quali      ) 

 Altre regioni del Centro Italia (indicare quali     ) 

 Altre regioni del Mezzogiorno (indicare quali     ) 
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 Altri Paesi Europei (indicare quali                               ) 

33. Perché ha scartato queste altre alternative? 

 
 

34. Pensa di aprire altri stabilimenti a ……………….? 

 Sì   No  

35. In quali altre aree pensa di aprire stabilimenti produttivi? 

 
 

 

36. Indichi gli incentivi di cui ha beneficiato la sua impresa/stabilimento  

Agevolazioni agli investimenti: 
 Incentivi sotto forma di contributo in conto capitale o agevolazioni previste dalla Legge 488/92.  
 Incentivi sul costo del denaro (protocollo di intesa fra Governo e Associazione Bancaria Italiana)  
 Agevolazione integrativa ENI 
 Incentivi in forma automatica (Legge 341/95, art.1) 

Agevolazioni al lavoro: 
 Promozione e sviluppo di imprenditorialità giovanile (Legge 44/86) 
 Agevolazione per l’imprenditoria femminile (Legge 215/92) 
 Sgravi contributivi per i nuovi assunti (Legge 448/98, art.3) 
 Sgravi previdenziali per le imprese operanti nel Mezzogiorno che assumono lavoratori disoccupati o 

sospesi in CIGS (Legge 29 dicembre 1990, n.407) 
 Contributo a favore delle imprese del Mezzogiorno che assumono iscritti nelle liste di mobilità (legge 

23 luglio 1991, n.223) 
 Contratti di formazione e lavoro (art.15 Legge 196/97)  
 Contratti di apprendistato (art.16 Legge 196/97) 
 Borse di lavoro (art.26 Legge 196/97)  

Agevolazioni tributarie: 
 Credito d’imposta ex art.7, Legge 449/97 
 IRAP (D.Lgs 446/97)  
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The Netherlands 
 

1. Als u verhuisd bent in de afgelopen 5 jaar, geef dan alstublieft u vorige adres: 

 Vorig Adres  

POSTCODE:                                      PLAATS : 
 

2. In welk jaar bent u uiteindelijk helemaal 

gevestigd in het Noorden van Nederland?  
    

 

3.   Wat is de kernactiviteit van uw bedrijf op de huidige locatie? (Noteert u a.u.b. de producten of  diensten 

waar het om gaat) ________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
4. Geeft u a.u.b. aan welke van de volgende typeringen uw bedrijf op de huidige locatie het beste beschrijft:  

 Enkele vestiging, geen andere vestigingen     
 Een hoofdkantoor, een regionaal hoofdkantoor of afdelingshoofdkantoor, met vestigingen elders.  (noteert u  

a.u.b.. waar                             ) 
 Een vestiging of divisie met een hoofdkantoor elders in Nederland.                                                  (noteert u  

a.u.b waar                             ) 
 Een vestiging of divisie met een hoofdkantoor elders buiten Nederland.                                                  

(noteert u  a.u.b. waar                            ) 
 Anders, namelijk;                       

5. Wat is de rechtsvorm van uw bedrijf?  

 Eenmanszaak 
 Maatschap     
 Vennootschap onder firma (VOF) 

 Besloten vennootschap (BV) 
 Anders, namelijk:   

  
6.  Was bij de verhuizing naar het Noorden sprake van……….. 

 Verhuizing van activiteiten van buiten de regio naar een nieuwe locatie in het Noorden (nieuw filiaal). 
 Sluiting van activiteiten elders, verhuizing van overblijvende management en administratieve functies  naar 

het Noorden. 
 Sluiting van activiteiten elders, verhuizing  van het gehele bedrijf naar een nieuwe vestigingsplaats in het 

Noorden. 
7.  Is het bedrijf op dit bedrijf onderdeel van een grotere groep? 

 Ja   (verder gaan met vraag 8) 
     

 Nee  (verder gaan met vraag 9) 

8.  a) Wat is de nationaliteit van het moederbedrijf?  

 Nederlands 
 Ander EU-lid 
 Amerikaans (V.S.) 

 

 Japans  
 Anders, namelijk   

    
   

8.  b) Wat is de naam van het moederbedrijf? _________________________________________ 
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9. Hoeveel mensen werken in totaal op dit adres? Met inbegrip van alle directeuren, partners en overige 
personeelsleden, die hier of vanuit hier werken. (Noteert u a.u.b. de totale werkgelegenheid en verdeel deze 
A.U.B in categorieën). 
 
Totaal werknemers  
#.       

Fulltime (30 uren per week of meer) 
#. 

Parttime (minder dan 30 uur per week) 
#. 

10. Welk deel van de werknemers is mee gegaan tijdens de verhuizing ?

 Allen, of bijna allen  
 Meer dan 75% 
 Tussen 50% en 75% 

 Tussen 25% en 50% 
 Minder dan 25%  
 Geen gegevens 

11. Wat is het voornaamste afzetgebied van uw producten? (Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk, noteert u a.u.n. 

percentages bij de gebieden) 

 Locale markt (  %) 
 Het Noorden ( %) 
 Nederland     ( %) 

 Europa            ( %) 
 Buiten Europa ( %) 

12. a) Onderhoudt uw bedrijf regelmatig contact met andere bedrijven? 

 Ja (verder gaan met vraag 12 b)    Nee (verder gaan met vraag 14)   
12. b) Wat voor soort contacten onderhoudt u bedrijf met andere bedrijven? 

 Productie    
 Handel 

 Technologisch  
 Financieel  

13. Waar zijn deze contacten gevestigd? 

 Lokale markt    
 Nederland 

 Buitenlandse bedrijven 
(noteert u A.U.B. welke ____________________) 

14. Speelden (economische) ontwikkelingsorganisaties in het Noorden een rol bij het maken van een keuze 

van de nieuwe locatie? 

 Ja (verder gaan met vraag 15)    Nee (verder gaan met vraag 16)   
15. Wat voor organisaties of instanties speelden een rol? 

 Noordelijke Ontwikkeling Maatschappij 

(NOM)  

 Noordelijke Kamers van Koophandel 

 Commerciële Adviesbureaus  

 Anderen, namelijk    

16. Heeft uw bedrijf van enige vestigingsfaciliteiten (premies, subsidies, e.d.) kunnen profiteren in het 

Noorden? 

 Ja     Nee (verder gaan met vraag 19)  
17. Heeft uw bedrijf een IPR premie (Investerings Premie Regeling) ontvangen?  

 Ja 

 Nee 

 Nee, wel een andere vestigings / uitbreidings subsidie, namelijk      

18. In welke mate hebben deze vestigingsfaciliteiten uw keuze voor verhuizing naar het Noorden beïnvloed?  

 Zonder deze vestigingsfaciliteiten zou ik nooit verhuisd zijn 

 Ze hebben een belangrijke rol gespeeld in het nemen van de beslissing om te verhuizen 

 Ze waren niet doorslaggevend 

19. Ging u bedrijf na de verhuizing volgens plan van start?   

 Ja  (u kunt verder gaan met vraag 21)  Nee   
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20. Wat zijn de belangrijkste oorzaken daarvoor? 

 Vertraging in toekenning van premies en 

subsidies, e.d. 

 Inefficiëntie  van centrale overheid     

 Inefficiëntie van locale overheid  

 Anders, namelijk  

 
21. In welke mate waren de volgende redenen van belang  om met uw bedrijf weg te gaan uit uw vorige 
thuisbasis (zogenoemde Push-factoren)? 
Omcirkel één antwoord per rij      Van veel belang    Van enig belang    Niet van belang   
 
Locatie en bedrijfsruimte                                              1   2   3  
Bedrijfsruimte te klein     1   2   3 
Bedrijfsruimte te duur                     1   2   3 
Huurperiode  van de ruimte afgelopen              1   2   3 
Bedrijfsruimte verouderd/niet meer functioneel              1   2   3 
Uitbreiding op huidige locatie  beperkt door ruimtelijke 
 ordeningsplannen     1   2   3 
Gebrek aan keuze van alternatieven    1   2   3 
Gebrek aan ruimte                              1   2   3  
 
Markten       1   2   3  
Aanboren van nieuwe geografische marktgebieden                         1   2   3  
Aanboren van nieuwe productenmarkten                                         1   2   3  
Te ver weg van  klanten    1   2   3  
Te ver weg van leveranciers                                                             1   2   3  
 
Personeel       1   2   3  
Gebrek aan personeel     1   2   3 
Gebrek aan hoogopgeleid personeel                                 1   2   3 
Arbeid is te duur                                                                    1   2   3 
Slechte werkmentaliteit of werkcultuur    1   2   3 
Werkgelegenheidsbeleid                                    1   2   3 
 
Transport en infrastructuur    1   2   3 
Transport/ file problemen                                                 1   2   3 
Gebrek aan parkeerruimte    1   2   3 
Kosten van diensten van derden  (o.a. water, elektriciteit, gas)  1   2   3 
Kosten van locale bedrijfsondersteunende diensten                    1   2   3 
 
Beschikbaarheid van financiële diensten   1   2   3  
Kosten van krediet       1   2   3 
 
Locale en Nationale Overheden   1   2   3  
Milieubescherming en Milieubesef                                        1   2   3 
Belastingklimaat                   1   2   3 
Inefficiëntie van de Overheden                                      1   2   3 
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Vestigingsfaciliteiten    1   2   3  
Gebrek aan financiële of andere vestigingsvoordelen                     1   2   3 
(subsidies, premies, e.d.) 
 
Omgevingskwaliteit     1  2  3                                                           
Hoge kosten van levensonderhoud   1   2   3 
Hoge Woonlasten                                          1   2   3 
 
Andere namelijk,    (Noteert U a.u.b. een beschrijving)                                                                                                        
 
 
22. In welke mate waren de volgende redenen van belang  om met uw bedrijf te kiezen voor vestiging in het 
Noorden van Nederland (zogenoemde Pull-factoren)?  
mcirkel één antwoord per rij      Van veel belang    Van enig belang    Niet van belang   
 
 
Locatie en bedrijfsruimte                                           1   2   3  
Beschikbaarheid van bedrijfsruimte                                                  1   2   3  
Kosten van locatie/bedrijfsruimte                                                1   2   3 
De aard van de bedrijfsruimte (huur/koop)    1   2   3 
De flexibiliteit van de bedrijfsruimte               1   2   3 
 
Markten       1   2   3  
Aanboren van nieuwe geografische marktgebieden                         1   2   3  
Nabijheid  van  klanten    1   2   3  
Nabijheid van leveranciers                                                  1   2   3  
Afgenomen levertijd     1  2  3 
 
Personeel       1   2   3  
Beschikbaarheid van nieuw personeel                                             1   2   3 
Opleidingsniveau personeel                                                             1   2   3 
Kosten van arbeid                                                                            1   2   3 
Werkmentaliteit of werkcultuur    1   2   3 
De beschikbaarheid en geschiktheid van opleidingen          1   2   3 
 
Transport en infrastructuur    1   2   3 
Goed wegennet                                                                 1   2   3 
Goed spoorwegennet                                                                       1   2   3 
Goed luchtwegennet / nabijheid van luchtenhavens                        1   2   3 
Nabijheid van (zee) havens                                                              1   2   3 
Minder congestie in de buurt van nieuwe locatie              1   2   3 
Meer en betere parkeerplaatsen    1   2   3 
Kosten van diensten van derden  (o.a. water, elektriciteit, gas)    1   2   3 
Beschikbaarheid van locale bedrijfsondersteunende diensten  1   2   3 
Kosten van bedrijfsondersteunende diensten                1   2   3 
Telecommunicatie infrastructuur    1   2   3 
 
Beschikbaarheid van financiële diensten   1   2   3  
Kosten van krediet       1   2   3 
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Locale en nationale Overheden    1   2   3  
Advies en medewerking van instanties op uw nieuwe locatie 1   2   3 
Medewerking van locale overheid                     1   2   3 
Efficiëntie van de Overheden                         1   2   3 
 
Vestigingsfaciliteiten    1   2   3  
Beschikbaarheid van financiële vestigingsvoordelen                      1   2   3 
(subisdies, premies, e.d.) 
 
Omgevingskwaliteit     1   2   3  
Kwaliteit van locale omgeving    1   2   3 
Kwaliteit van het woonklimaat    1   2   3 
Woonlasten                                                 1   2   3     
Veiligheid (criminaliteit)     1   2   3 
 
Andere namelijk,    (Noteert U a.u.b. een beschrijving)                                                                                                        
………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
23. Heeft u enige andere locaties in overweging genomen, voordat u definitief voor naar de huidige locatie 
koos? 
 Ja  Nee (graag verder gaan met vraag 26)  

 

24. Welke van de volgende locaties nam u in overweging? (Zou u a.u.b. de plaatsnaam willen noteren) 

 Ergens anders in het Noorden (      ) 

 Ergens anders in Nederland  (      ) 

 Ergens in de Europese Unie (      ) 

 Ergens anders in  Europa (geen E.U.-lid) (     ) 

 Anders (buiten Europa) (       ) 

  

25. Waarom bent u niet verhuisd naar de andere mogelijke locaties? 

 
 

 

26. Bent u van plan om nog meer in te investeren in nieuwe vestigingen in het Noorden? 

 Ja  

 Nee (graag verder gaan met vraag 28)  
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27. Zo, ja waar bent u van plan om nog meer te investeren in nieuwe vestigingen? 

 
 

 

28. Was uw beeld van het Noorden positief of negatief (voordat u verhuisde)? 

 Positief (graag verder gaan met vraag 30) 

 Negatief  

29. Waarom had u een negatief beeld van het Noorden? 
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The United Kingdom  
 

1. If you have moved premises in the last 5 years, please give your previous address: 

 Previous Address  

                                                                                              POSTCODE  
 

2. What year did you originally become 

established in ……?   
    

 

3. What is the nature of your main business at this address? (Please state products/service involved)  

 
 
 

4. Please indicate which of the following categories describe the business at this address:  

 Single site location with no other establishments       
 A Head office, main, regional or divisional office, with branches  elsewhere  

(please describe where         ) 
 A branch, subsidiary or division with a headquarter elsewhere in the UK   (please describe where  ) 
 A branch, subsidiary or division with a headquarter outside in the UK  

(please describe where         ) 
 Other (please describe         )  

5. What is the legal status of the company?  

 Single Proprietor 
 Partnership 
 Private Limited Company  

 Public Limited Company 
 Other    
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6. Did the move into …..  involve: 

 Transfer of operations from outside the region to a new location in ….  
 Closure of operations elsewhere, transferring residual management/administrative functions to …. 
 Closure of operations elsewhere, transferring company legal entity to a registered office in …  

7. Is the business at this address owned by a larger group? 

 Yes     No  
8. If yes to 5, what is the nationality of the parent Co?  

 
 
  
9. How many people are employed at this address? (Please include Propietor(s), partners, directors, etc. who 
are based here. Please show total employment and provide a breakdown into the categories shown). 
 
Total employees  
N.       

Part-time (30 hours per week or more) 
N. 

Full-time (less than 30 hours per 
week) 
N. 

10. What proportion of your employees moved with the company at the time or relocation?  

 All or nearly all 
 More than 75% 
 Between 50% and 75% 

 Between 25% and 50% 
 Less than  25%  
 Don’t know 

11. What is the main market for your goods? (Please indicate the percentage) 

  Local area      (  %) 
 …..                ( %) 
 UK                  ( %) 

 Europe         ( %) 
 International ( %) 

12. Does the company keep regular contacts with other companies?  

 Local firms   
 UK firms  

 Foreign firms (please describe  ) 
 No  

13. Which kind of relations? 

 Production    
 Trade 

 Technological  
 Financial  

14. Did economic development agencies in …. play any part in your choice of a new location? 

 Yes     No   
15. Which agencies or organisations? 

 ……..Business Link …..  

 Chamber of Commerce & Industry  

 Training and Enterprise Council  

 Commercial Property Agents  

 Other     

 

16. Did you get any incentives to locate in  …..? 

 Yes     No   
17. If ‘Yes’ to 16, which incentives did you benefit?  

 RSA (regional Selective Assistance) 

 SMART 

 SPUR 

 SPURPLUS 

 Invest For Growth  

 Other    
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18. To what extent have incentives influenced your decision to relocate in ……….?  

 Without incentives I would never have 

relocated  

 They played an important role in the decision 

to relocate  

 They were not determinant  

19. Did the operation start according to your business planes?   

 Yes  No  

20. If ‘No’ to 26, what were the main causes? 

 Delays in endowment (incentives)  

 Inefficiency of central Public Administration     

 Inefficiency of local Public Administration  

 Other    

     

 
21. Which of the following reasons prompted you to move your operations away from your former site?  
Read out and cross one per row 

Important      Rather              Not  
Important    Important  

 
Site and premises                                                                            1   2   3  
Premises too small        1   2   3 
Premises too costly                                   1   2   3 
Premises’ lease expired                    1   2   3 
Premises old/outdate/obsolete                             1   2   3 
Existing site or premises constrained by planning regulations 1   2   3 
Lack of choice of alternative sites or premises   1   2   3 
Lack of space                                                      1   2   3  
Markets       1   2   3  
Entering new geographical markets                               1   2   3  
Entering new product markets                                                          1   2   3  
Too far away from customers     1   2   3  
Too far away from suppliers                                                      1   2   3  
Labour Force      1   2   3  
Shortage of workers                                                            1   2   3 
Shortage of suitability skilled workers                                             1   2   3 
Labour too costly                                                                              1   2   3 
Poor workforce attitude or culture   1   2   3 
Employment policies                                    1   2   3 
Transport and infrastructures    1   2   3 
Transport/ congestion problems                                     1   2   3 
Lack of car parking     1   2   3 
Services cost (i.e. water, electricity, gas)                     1   2   3 
Local business support services cost                             1   2   3 
Availability of financial assistance   1   2   3  
Cost of credit        1   2   3 
Local and National Government   1   2   3  
Environmental awareness and protection                                          1   2   3 
Tax treatment not favourable to the firm                1   2   3 
Inefficiency of Public Administration                                             1   2   3 
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Incentives      1   2   3  
Lack of financial or other incentives                                                 1   2   3 
Quality of life     1  2  3                                                           
High cost of living      1   2   3 
High cost of housing                                                         1   2   3 
Other (please describe)     1  2  3                                                           
 
22. Could you tell me, how important was each of these factors in your choice of a ………. location?  (Read 
out and cross one per row) 

Important                 Rather             Not                                 
Important  Important  

 
Site and premises                                                              1   2   3  
Availability of site or premises                                                      1   2   3  
Cost of site/premises                                                           1   2   3 
The tenure of premises (leasehold/freehold)   1   2   3 
The flexibility of the premises or site package offered         1   2   3 
Markets       1   2   3  
To try and exploit new or wider markets                              1   2   3  
Proximity to customers                                                          1   2   3  
Proximity to suppliers     1   2   3  
Reduced delivery times                                                      1   2   3  
Labour Force      1   2   3  
Availability of labour                                                              1   2   3 
Skills of labour                                                                       1   2   3 
Cost of labour                                                                      1   2   3 
Employment culture and attitudes                                       1   2   3 
The availability and suitability of training                                  1   2   3 
Transport and infrastructures    1   2   3 
Good road links                                                              1   2   3 
Good rail links                                                             1   2   3 
Good air links                                                                   1   2   3 
Proximity to sea ports                                                    1   2   3 
Less transport congestion in new location                           1   2   3 
More or better car parking     1   2   3 
Services cost (i.e. water, electricity, gas)    1   2   3 
Local business support services                          1   2   3 
Cost of services                                              1   2   3 
Telecommunication infrastructures    1   2   3 
Availability of financial assistance   1   2   3  
Cost of credit        1   2   3 
Local and national Government   1   2   3  
Advice and assistance of local agencies in your new location 1   2   3 
Co-operative attitude of local government                              1   2   3 
Efficiency of Public Administration                                   1   2   3 
Incentives      1   2   3  
Availability of financial incentives                                   1   2   3 
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Quality of life     1   2   3  
Quality of local environment    1   2   3 
Quality of housing     1   2   3 
Cost of housing                                                     1   2   3     
Security (from crime)     1   2   3 
Other (please describe)     1  2  3                                                           
 
23. Did you consider any other locations, before you moved to your present site?  
 Yes  No  

24. If ‘Yes’ to 18, which of these other locations did you consider? 

 Elsewhere in ……… (        ) 

 Elsewhere in UK  (        ) 

 European Union (        ) 

 Europe – Non EU (        ) 

 Other (outside Europe) (        )

  

25. Why did you not choose these other locations? 

 
 

 

26. Are you going to make any further investment in new plants in ……? 

 Yes   No  

   

27. If ‘no’ to 26, which other locations are you going to consider? 

 
 

 

28. Which was your ‘image’ of  ……? 

 Positive  Negative    Neutral  

29. If ‘negative’ why? 

 
 

30. How important is for your company’s ‘image’ to be located in …. 

    Very important  Rather important   Not important  

Greater London    1   2   3 

Elsewhere in the South East   1   2   3 

Elsewhere in UK   1   2   3 

……….     1   2   3 
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Appendix 4  
 
Table 7.1: Geographical distribution of the AC-granted projects  

Area Contract Total firms Firms that replied Response rate % 

Agrigento  66 30 46% 
Airola 5 2 40% 
Avellino 25 16 64% 
Crotone  55 20 36% 
Gela  47 15 32% 
Gioia Tauro  18 10 55% 
Manfredonia 74 31 42% 
Messina 27 17 63% 
Molise Interno  37 9 24% 
Ottana 33 17 51% 
Potenza  23 13 56% 
Salerno 11 10 91% 
Sassari Alghero 68 40 59% 
Sulcis Iglesiente  25 16 64% 
Torrese Stabiese  14 8 57% 
Total  528 254 52% 
Source: data Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ (2004) 
 
 
Table 7.3: Investment size (by Area Contract) 

No. of 
jobs A

G
 

A
I 

A
V

 

G
E 

G
T 

K
R

 

M
A

 

M
E M
I 

O
T 

PO
 

SA
 

SI
 

SS
 

TS
  

Total 
 

% 

1-5 2  1 1  1    1  1 1 9  17  6.7 
6-10 8  1 2 3 4   1  2 2 3 14  40 15.7 
11-20 12  3 3 4 6 8 6 4 4 2 2 2 4  60 23.6 
21-30 4   4 2 5 8 3  3  3 3 5 2 42 16.5 
31-40 1  6 1  1 6 4 2 4 2 1 1 3  32 12.6 
41-50 1  2 1 1  4   1 2   3  15 5.9 
> 51  2 2 3  3 5 2 2 3 5 1 6 2 5 41 16.1 
N.a. 2  1     2  1     1 7 2.7 
Total  30 2 16 15 10 20 31 17 9 17 13 10 16 40 8 254 100 

Source: Dipartimento per lo sviluppo delle economie territoriali – SVIMEZ (2004) 
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