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The regional impact of the EEC Miceal Ross

Part I+ Background Material

Regional impact of national policies

When I was invited to calculate the regional impact of the EEC
on Ireland no published material was available. Now although the work is still
at a preliminary stage it is possible to measure somé of the major impacts and
tb identify a number of issues that will have a bearing for the future development
of policy. These issues also arise from a consideration of the impact of Irish
national policy of which the present study is a iogical extension. A brief look
at the national studies may therefore provide rlm appropriate background to a
consideration of the Irish situation. The pres;entation of the EEC impacts will

follow in part II.

In the previous study it was argued that all ngttional policies and
programmes will have differential impacts on regions as a consequence of
regional differences ‘in resource endowment, income and the size and characteristics
of population. This is so whatever the form the implementation of national policy
may take, be it monetary policy, fiscal policy related to tariffs and taxation,
subsidies, grants or other transfer payments, the direct purchase or provision
of goods and services or simply the regulation of the market. Accurate measuremenf
of the economic and social consequences of all policies at regional level was

therefore an important prerequisite to the framing of an effective regional policy.

The first stage of the analysis ~ performed at county level-
showed that céntrary to popular belief in Ireland, the richest region - the East -
derived the greatest direct per capita benefit from government expenditures, due
mainly to the size of public sector wages and salaries. The intermediate regions

of the south and east came next since these regions were well endowed to benefit
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from agricultural price supports and had urban structures that attracted manufacturing
firms. The poorer regions of the west and north in the years studied came last

and derived most of their receipts from social welfare payments that reflected

their aging and underemployed work forces. Comparing the public expenditures

thus allocated with per capita personal income levels revealed that whereas nationally
théy reached 37% the regional range was from under 33% in the richest region to

over 43% in the poorest regions., Thus the smaller expendifures in the poorer

regions accounted for a large proportion of local personal income. The analysis,
contained in Ross (1978), led the author to conclude that the outcome was at variance

with the stated objectives of regional policy.

To remedy the situation he proposed that more comprehensive approach
be adopted to regional policy; The unintended effects. of public expenditure could be
avoided by regional impact statements, However policy also needed to consider
the dynamic effects of active.(rather than passive) i.ﬁfrastructural policies and the
scope for multidisciplinary approaches to the planning of chaﬁges in ingtitutional
arrangements. In making these proposals he benefitted from a highly imaginative
application of Weintraub's (1970) analytical framework of rural periphery and
societal cenfer interactions to Irish regions by two sociologists, Ham15.n and
O'Carroll (1976). Further theoretical support was derived from aspects of the
work of Myrdal (1957), Bauer (19’%1) and Schumacher (1973) but particularly from
the insights of Chinitz (1971), the experienced American administrator, who held
that economic forces elicif a response from a region but do not determine it. 'fhe
other blade of the scissors is the spirit of the people as influenced by the economic
and socio-political superstructure. Comprehensive policy needs to consider how

to optimise this total response,



The implications of the Weintraub model

The Weintraub model is exceedingly rich and superior to
alternative more simplistic and often doctrinaire models in its explanatory

power. It requires the identification of three major characteristics of regions:

1. The resource potential, the availability of a local mobilisation
system and the commitment of local leaders to development,

2. The power. of the region to command the loyaltiés of its elites
and through them to make itself heard at the centre,

3. The model of national participation that provides its guiding image.

It also requires delining two major characteristics of the
centre:
1. The degree to which it is rich and poséesses a mobilisation system,
9. The nature of its commitment to regional development, the roles it.
assigns to centre and region and the model which informs its policie's.
Weintraﬁb (1&570 p. 369) that saw the interaction of these five "macro social
factors not only determine actual policies and action programs but also may
delimit, a priori the extent of innovation, often irrespective of the specific
(regional) structures, needs, aspirations, and the potential of local modernizing
elites!!. Hannan and O'Carroll used the model to identify types of region within
Ireland and to analyse the characteristics of the centre. The latter was committed
to development based on a model combining agricultural development, |
industrialisation and physical planning but devolving a minimum of power to
the regioné. The centre was not rich and had a poor 1lnobilisation system, In
all, one plus and one minus, whereas the ideal form of development would

require pluses on all 5 characteristics.
The -shifting centre

Since accession to the EEC the East region centred on Dublin is

no longer exclusively the centre with which Irish regions interact. In EEC terms
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the whole of the Republic is one region and its powers of independent action are

in many areas circumscribed by the obligations of membership. A fresh appraisal

" of the Weintraub model needs to ask of the EEC centre the same questions addressed

to Dublin formerly:- ‘ 5

1. Is it rich and does it possess a mobilisation system ?
2. What is the nature of it commitment to regionai development, what roles
does it assign to itself and the regions and what model of development informs

its p_olicies ?

Clearly the Commission is not rich ~ the 1979 Budget is less than '
0. 9% of community G.D.P. - nor does it possess a mobilisation system, contenting
itself to work through market mechanisms for the most part., In terms of Weintraub's
analysis Brussels is not strong vis-a-vis the regions so that the success of the
whole EEC depends to a considerable extent on the willingness of the richer regions

to share responsibility for overall progress. More about this later.
The model of development

Brussels appears to be committed to regional development but
within the context of classical economics market-oriented model. Irish people
will be conscious that entry into Europe was the second time that they have joined
a free {rade area inspired by a similar model.~ The first time was the enforced
Act of (legislative) Union with the United Kingdom in 1801,~ Like the Kingdom of
the two Sicilies, with which they share many parallels, they will be anxious to

avoid a recurrence of the disastrous consequences of the earlier experiment.

The circum.stancé of entry into Burcpe were different in many wa&s._
The decision to join was enthusiastically endorsed and the desire to be effective
Europeans is very real, The benefits to date have been significant and helped
revolutionise the situation of both urban and rural dwellers. To date the snags
have not been apparent but it is typical of Irish approaches to look to historical

parallels to see the dangers that must be avoided.



The historic parallel’

In the historic context Irish economists would hold that the
development of a nation has typically followed a sustained period of high national
protection, Effective control of the Irish economy hy Britain was established
in the early seventeenth century when parts of the country were colonized. Under
mercantilist theory Irish industry was suppressed since Ireland was no more
regarded an integral part of Britain than the American colonies. A measure of
economic freedom was achieved at the time of the American War of Independence
but after a brief but progperous twoc decades of protection the Act of Union forced
Ireland into a free trade area. The period of protection was too short and the
transition too abrupt so that most of the new industries in southern Ireland
withered though those of Belfast blossomed. The by now stroné competitive
position of Britain led her to favour free trade for e¢veryone - freedom is always
prized by the strong. The newly developed classical economics extolled the
virtues of the market and freedom from monopoly and bureaucracy and provided
a theoretical rationale within which thoughts of protection could be shown as

aberrant.

This new econoﬁnics supported centralisation and concentration.
Aids to regions distort competition and weaken efficiency., Better let the péople
freely move to the jobs than the reverse. The only state intervention permissible
is to uphold the rights of property (by enforcing contracts etc) or to ease the
adjustment problems of regions being run down or abandoned. The great famine
of Ireland brought home the extent to which pe‘ople were able to use theory to
exonerate themselves from averting a social colla'tpse that did more damage than
reduce the population of the area of the present Republic from 6.5 millions in
the 1840 to less thaﬁ 3.0 millions in the 1960s. The legacies of this policy are
still there today in the regioﬁal disequilibria of Irish regions. Lé)ndon was a

powerful but not committed centre; the Irish regions were poor,powerless and

lacking leadership. Hechter's (1975) book Internal colonialism the Celtic fringe
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in British National Development 1536~1966 provides the atmosphere even if the

basic model has been questioned by Irish scholars. The lessen that Irish people
would glean from this historic parallel is that a free competition model is
inappropriate to the development of weaker regions and can be utterly disastrous

if coupled with a lack of commitment and/or resources at central level. Equally
economic answers are insufficient of themselves tp handle the probplems of promoting

the mobilisation of weak regions.

The rationale of the EEC

The basic idea is that of a Common Market and the emphasis has
been on free competition. The role of the centre has been kept weak and as in
Victorian England its main function is that of a policeman, The centre has no
say in intra EEC redistribution, The social Fund is better named the retraining
T'und since it does not carry the connotation one normally associates with social
policy. It seems to have been ingpired by the needs of industrial areas suffering
* from structural decline andits programmes were introduced to cater for the needs
of industrial societies experiencing tight labour markets. It is not clear that it
is adapted to the needs of preindustrial agricultural communities. Likewise aspects
of the regional fund imply that countries have a stock of industrial projects that
they could move out of areas of congestion. This is certainly not the case in Irevland.
In line with the thinking that states or regions should not be given anything without
making a contributions schemes have been devised that suit particular circumétances_.
To avail of them regions or states must put up some of the money. This benefits
those that have the most money already. It also means that poorer states will go
along with inappropriate schemes since it is hard to pass up money or because an
alternative national scheme more adapted to local circumstances is not permittéd
by the rules of competition. Instances of these arrangements will be discussed in

part II.



The accent has been on free trade and competition. The spur came
from the German need for industrial markets. Europe hoped to develop high
technology industries and to ieave to the Third World the manufacture of clothing,
footweaf and textiles. A low external tariff would enable the Third World io
develop exports to pay for industrial imports. As part of the deal the European
coal and steel industries would be rationalised and Germany agreed to support
the agricultural production of France and the Netherlands - a departure from
free competition dictated by political realities even within Germany itself. The
Common Agricultural Policy stresses milk and cereals - an arrangement w.hich

is particularly favourable to France and the Netherlands but less so to Italy.

The accent in agriculture is on prices rather than on structural reform.
Allocations under the Guidance section of FEOGA have been at the same insignificant
levels (compared to EEC GDP) as allocations to the social and regional funds.

While it might be argued that these funds would somechow be an inefficient use

of resources a more cynical interpretation would see them as a few sops to the
public conscience to hide the selfinterest of powerful lobbies. (Currently a common ‘
fishery poiioy is being foisted on Ireland not ba‘sed on the social and economic needs
of the West of Ireland or of the EEC consumers but to solve over capacity in

the French and Dutch fishing fleets. To a market oriented person the social
consequences are as regretably but as inevitable as the Great Famine). The

costs of genuine structural reform would require expenditures much larger

than they currently are., Member state contributions would, therefore, need

to increase from the current level which does not differ greatly from the level

of their contributions to overseas development aid. Unlike the latter there is

is less chance to recoup the payments.

~ The setting up of the Common market catered for the special relationships
which member states had with countries outside the Community. Thus Germany

and Italy had special relations with Eastern Europe and France with her former
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colonies. Concessions wereobtained for these which were not always neutral in
their impact on other members, The entry of Britain in turn brought concessions on
agricultural produce which have helped to contribute to European surplus and

enabled the UK to continue elements of its cheap food policy.

The entry of the new members was negotiated against a background of
continuing boom and tight labour markets. Policies wére designed ﬁo facilitate
adaptation to these conditions. Entry coincided with recession and rising unemployment
all round so that the rationale for the previous arrangements no longer retain the
validity it did,even if the cfifferent circumstances of the new members had not
merited some rethinking of strategies, While free trade has remained the dominant

theme the new circumstances have seen a rapid rise of non-tariff barriers to trade

that is disquietening, These will be discussed in Part IL

Prior to the entry of the three the EEC enjoyed a sustained period of
prosperity with the gains and losses of most members (apart from Italy?) acceptablé
to the generality of their members. The situation was clearly not one of a zero-
sun game, Ireland gained substantially from the agricultural arrangements, as we
shall see,but found a number of trends to be uneasy about, The arrival of Britain
added‘to the anti~-CAP 1obby.l Agricultural surpluses were growing and monetary
instability was having pervérse effects on the comparative advantage of Ireland as
a cheap agricultural producer. The first years of Union with Britain had been -

years of agricultural prosperity which was shortlived.

Ireland had expected to benefit from the regional fund given that the
general level of its regional incomes was low, Table 1 indicates the broad picture
immediately prior to accession in 197 2. Since the countries at the bottom of the

table have had dépreciating currencies the range has widened since 1972. Ireland
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Table 1 Ranges in regional GDP for member states in 1972
(US dollars per capita)

Average Highest Lowest

Germany 4070 6338 3346
Netherlands 3878 4290 3409
Denmark ' 3763 na na
France | 3609 5768 2714

" Luxembourg 3521 - -
Belgium 3408 5356 2889
UK 2609 3055 2059
Italy 2142 2874 1363
Ireland 1700 1982 1293

Source: derived from Regional Statistics 1975 Eurostat Ross et al 1977

“has the lowest position and even its richest region only overlaps with regions

in one country - Italy's Mezzogiorno,

Britain Io‘oked to the regional fund to help with its inc;iustrial.
declining regions., Other members tended to ident}_fy regional problems in
relation to their own national average rather than the Community's.* Agsa
consequence half the EEC area and one third of its population were declared eliéible
to draw on what was a disappointingly small fund. Britain and Italy were the
main beneficiaries,obtaining 63% of the total allocation compared with only 12%
of direct FEOGA payments. Ireland's allocation did not adequately reflect her
low incomve,being about the same share as she enjoys under FEOGA. Any
moverment to shift the balance between the fﬁnds, as Italy and the UK are
attempting, would not influence greatly Ireland's transfer receipts unless the
criteria for change were altered to concentrate on areas of greatest relative
need. Even if this did not occur the regional fund could conceivably have a more
beneficial impact than an equivalent amount of FEOGA transfers if it offered
more scope for structural cha,ngé than farm payments pernﬁt. The latter do

have the attraction of not requiring any matching national payment and being

automatic they are less amenable to political pressures.

*
This practice occurs frequently in EEC regulations eg. the FEOGA Guidance Fund,



~10 ~

While industrial policy seeks to create a unified market free
from competitive distortions the same effort is not expended on the common
agricultural policies. Mainly as a result of currency instability but also due
to high prices,national agricultural markets exhibit greater diversity now than
when the EEC was first mooted. Ireland's interest lie in a unified market. The
MCA arrangement has posed difficulties for exporters associated with depreciating

currencieé which are not often adverted to in debates. This is due to the distortions

: *
of trade it has encouraged. Blancus (1978) has ably documented the growing

farm exports of Germany and the rapidly declining import deficits of Britain,
Apart from these trends,which weéken Ireland's comparative advantage,the MCA
system has permitted Britain to import agricultural produce at 25% below the Irish
price,or 40% below that obtaining Germany. That this has been of considerable
competi.tive advanfage to British industry has been freely acknowledged by the

UK under secretary for Prices and consumer affairs, Maclennan (1978) who
concludes that a Common Market in agriculture can only follow “a movement_
towérds harmonisation of inflation and growth rates by member states"'. This
argues for a fully comprehensive regional policy. In consideration of these
arguments and in view of the prospects of new members joining,whose regional
problems are more serious than Ireland's,a thorough review of all EEC instruments
is necessary. In this review the role of the model of free competition needs to

be examined in relation to some theory of regional development and against the
background- of the post-recession employment situation in all countries. In addition
the strengthening of the powers of thé centre to improve its interaction with the

regions needs to be reexamined.

Current Irish regional objectives

The search for a regional policy in Ireland has sought to extend

beyond the traditional range of the classical economics competitive model., This

* Unfortunately in his study Blancus overlocked Irish membership of the EEC -
or else assumed that we were still part of the U.XK,
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accounts for the interest in the practicai éxpplications of the Weintraub model
discuésed above. To put this search in its setting some further details of the
Irish situation may be of interest, In particular the dramatic change-about in

Irish conditions is probably not widely known,

After political independence the Irish economy continued to display
many of the features of ifs previous position as a British reg.ion. Ireland's
specialisation in agriculture copti.nued. After the introduction of the deficiency
payment scheme Britain was able to support her farmers and at the same time,
by maintaining an open import poli.cy/; enjoy the benefits of subsidised exports
from agficultural exporters denied other outlets for their produce. The British
cheap food system meant low incomes for Irish farmers. In certain areas
these incomes were further depressed by poor physical resources. and bad

farming structures.

Independence did not result in a break in the parity link with sterling.
This may have been maintained in the interests of the new Irish classes. More
likely it reflected the opinion that a small open economy like Ireland had little
to gain from breaking the link since the vast bulk of trade was with the UK and
trade was an unusually higﬁ proportion of GNP, In the absence of monetary
instruments free movement of capital was ensured and the perceived absence of
viable local projects meant that profits tended to be invested abroad, Thus Irela.tid |
was creditor nation with a low stapdard of living - a typical feature of an undeveloped

region,

On the industrial front protection did not follow independence but
rather the general movement in tﬁis direction internationally during the thirties,
Employment in industry rose. The composition of imports rather than theii'
volume changed. The second World Waf posed problems for these industries
aggravated by the total lack of a mefchant navy. Native entrepreneurs began

to appear. However by the mid fifities the limits of protection under Irish




conditions became apparent and policy switched to the promotion of export-led
growth, This policy was linked to a policy of dispersed industrialisation. ﬁThe
signing of the Anglo Irish Free Trade Agreement in 1966 initiated the phasing
6ut of Ireland's second short period of protection. Had Ireland not joined the
Common Market in 1973 many firms would have still had tq face international
competition. Government policy sought to help them make the transition through
reequipment and rationalisation programmes. Nonetheless entry to the EEC,
coupled with the world recession,hastened the demise of the weaker firms. Unlike
the similar outcome following the Act of Union the new exporting firms were
geared to weathering the tfansition successfully and have contributed to the
remarkable growth and diversification in the pattern of Irish industrial exports

in recent years (see Kennedy 1978).

The continuing regional status of the Irish economy is best seen

in relatAion to labour., Econometric work has identified the re sﬁonse of Irish

migration flows to conditions in the main British regions. This outflow of labour, .
| apart from reducing the national population, affected the rural/urban balance,

The century of demographic change up until the 1960's can be summed up by saying

that whereas rural populations (seftlements less than 1500 in population) dropped

by 2. 05 millions ¢from 3.51 millioné to 1,46 millions) urban populafions increased

by only 0.5 millions (from 0.90 millions to 1,42 millions). The main urbanisation

occurred outside the State boundaries., Within the State urban growth has tended

to concentrate on the Dublin area.

Continuous high levels of outflow led to abnormal age profiles in
many areas, high dependency ratios, sparse populations, stunted towns and low
marriage rates, Apart from county Dublin regional populations generally were
from 59 to 86% rural and over half the workforce in these rural areas were engaged

in primary production as late as 1971,
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The restoration of confidence of the Irish people in their own country
began with the programmes for Economic Develolarr;ent in the late fifties., It
was some time before it was realised that the nadir of population decline had
been passed in 1961 and that life was flowing back into the country. It is perhaps
nece ssary to be Irish to appreciate the public excitement when Walsh and other
began t'o.-documen’t the dramatic demographic about;turll that followed. In little
over a decade the marriage rate had risen 50% and affected even the traditional
stronghélds of rural celibacy. Birth numbers increased substantially until
the Irish growth fates in population were highelr than the highest in Burope,
Net emigration was converted into net return flows, Year by year fresh arecas
that had._ recorded virtually unbroken declines in population for cver a century
reported their first increases. Ross (1978) reported net migration inflows
into several regions, The evidence scemed to tally with the international
trend reported by Vining and Kontﬁly (1978) that the gnbroken upward trend in
urbanisation was diminishing. People were willing,even anxious,to remain in

their native rural areas if work could be provided for them.

The hope of turning these changes into permanent gains for Ireland
hasg encouraged the present Government to plan for full employment. The task
is formidable., While recorded unemployment is high at 10% the reality is more
seriéus with large numbers of unrecorded employed (mainly school leavers), low
participation rates, underemployment and potential return flows of migrants.
Explicit government targets seek to reduce the outflow from agriculture and to
step up net job creation in manufacturing to high levels even by European standards.
Ross (1279) has analysed the implications of this policy in the context of the projected
growth in the labour force and the experience of job creation in the periods 1966
to 1971 and 1971 to 1977. Some ideas of the magnitude of the task are contained
in Appendi'x.Ta..ble 1. Ross concluded that even thdugh the agricultural and
manufac turing targets were very ambitious (almost unrealistic) by historical

standards, their achievement would leave a lot of extra jobs needed in other .

sectors. Underemployment and computerisation would limit the scope of service
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sector multipliers to take up the slack while the limits to state expenditure would
curtail the possibilities of public employn#en?,assuming it was desirable. The
scope for subsidising foreign investment was restricted by the intense international
competition for such firms, In these circumstances regional policy would need to
consider thé development of new forms of local enterprise. This could be
encouréged by a reduction in the many forms of monopoly - often on the part of

of public companies - which restricts local initiatives (e.g. high air fares harm
tourism) and by the development of an efficient set of infrastrﬁctures to make the

remoter areas more attractive,

In this regard EEC policy could play an important role. Grants
under the EMS are confined to infrastructural development whereas communications
policy could help ensure greater reality to the goal of competition. Without the

prodding of Brusgels these development could be deferred indefinitely.

Greater local initiative willneed newinstitutional arrangements with
greater power sharing devolved from the centre based on the principle of subsidiary
function, .This heightened responsibility will need to be fostered in a way that leads
to an appreciation and acceptance of the disciplines necessary for a small open

economy seeking to achieve full empoyment for the first time.

’



The Reglonal Impact of the EEC
Part o,
In1t1a1ly the pro;ect was 1ntended to allocate transfer° on a regmnal basis-
‘ and then to examine other EEC impacts not 1nvolv1ngexpend1ture Exammatmn of
the rather Sparse docnmentetion indicated that there was no clear definition of what
transfers sllonld be lncluded and where they should be allocated,vwhetber to Ireland -

or elsewhere.

The difficulties of determining‘ the covsts and benefits canbe's_een’vfrom the
smoh_escreen of propeganda by the British advocates of protection - the Cambridge. '
, Economic Policy 'Reriew,'gronp. The press campaign* sodght to establish that |
*." Britain derived few benefits from the EEC bnt bore the major share of the costs in .
splte of be1ng ’one of the poorer members Denmark, | a rich conntry, on the other -
-hand, was a net beneflclary. In this argument Ireland was credlted w1th the hlghest :
levels of benefit at £142 per head An appeal to the EEC Comm1ss1on for obJectlve -
ana1y81s of thls matter by Lord Bessborough an ardent supporter of EEC member—’;
ship - ledv the Commission toobserve that "the Comm1ss1on does not beheve it
‘ possible to e.ss‘ess.t_he economic impaot of ‘the Budget on individual member states
without a lon‘g‘ and time consuming stndy whose resnlts:would probably be open Vto ‘
- dispute'. The. Commission did proVide reluctantly:a 'statemen‘t of net tra_nsfers, not . ': -
‘on the ~.barsi.s Aofl eConomicimpact but purely‘ in terms of the financial eccounting of the L
Financial Mechani_Sm. " These (set out in Table 2) showed‘ both the'lJ'K‘and,Italsr as net “ﬂ ‘i
beneficlaries in the year in dispute. o | | | |
The Commission went on to draw attention to some factors whtch-tehded
to make .the calculated tr_ansfers inralid es a measure of the gains and losses viz:
1) Since Mey 1976 MCAs have ‘vbee\n pald in exporting countries ‘only; Corrections
. to 'l'aV'our importing countries ”arg'nably‘_do not-whovllyrreflect the geograpllic’al incidenee ;

of the benefits arising from the operetionS»'f._

*see for example the Financial Times, November 14, 1978 Manc_hester Guardian,
Febmary 1, 1979, : o . ,




'l‘nble 2 Accounting transfers adjusted for MCA’S e |

1976 Million EUA T 1977

Recorded. s .Corrected . Recorded - ‘ Corrceted ..

_ transfers  MCAs - transfers transfers = MCAs transfcrs#

: Bclgxum/Luxembourg 4357.6  -11.4 +346.2.  +378.4 - 49.6 = +328.8 -

Denma.rk 0 4388 -84l | 4294.0  4519.6 226.6  +293.0

Federal Repub}lié of R o o o : R - L

 Germeny .  -1014.9 - -38.7 -1053.6 = -1891.7  -175.2 -1466.8
France . -~ -+102.1 44,0 +58.1 '—467.5‘ . -263.4 .‘—309.9.' !
Ireland - 41944 -39.3 41551, +408.5  -196.5  +212,0

Italy ' +209.8 'V‘+38.4,0 | 4247.8 . -66.4 %360.07 ‘+293 6

Netherlands +295.2 . -74.4  +220.8  +286.1  -108.6 ' 87.5

United Kingdom -238.1  +148.3 -89.8  -024.1 - +4749.9 +1zs,s~‘;'

Other currencies  +21.5 Ce2l5 0 4167 416,70

Change in Commission's - -
Ralances with National

?I‘re;-asuries2 _ -299.0 o o  -299,0 - +324.3 , . +324..3
Differences on' _ %7.4  +106.3  +98,9 . +95,1 495,10
Exchange Rates _ ~ - o

/ 0 o 6o - 0o 0o 0 -

) (1) At the average e\change r’ttps for the years In question.

. (“, The National Tredsurlcs mamtam accounts In the name of the Commlssnon ' A].though

- the 1976 and 1977 Budgets were in balance as executed, the balance on these accounts
. changed during the year. These balances do not earn interest and can be useJ by the .
Commission only to mect approved budgetary expenditure.

+(@) These are accounting diffcrences which arise because of the use.of averuge erobﬂnge '

‘rates and, in the Cabu of MCAS in 1976, bccause the ¢ grwultural accounts were A\C})»
,-’ln dxf[erent umts. :

2) , Customs duties are regarded as contributions by the country of entry. This

. may not be accurfatev because the final cost may not be borne by the imp‘orting' countries:

some Irish imports are transhipped from the UK.
3) | Payments are credited where they are paid - e.g. salaries in Brussels.

4) Food aid is credited to the country of purchase but it is doubtful whether this -

" is a true measure of the benefit to the country concerned.

It is po‘ssi‘blevto illuétrate Points 1 and 4 above by reference to the four |
major expenditures under the FEOGA guarantée scheme: viz:- dairy prdducts’, cereals, = -

sugar and beef which together excéeded 4 billion v.a. Table 3 gives the actual

transfers associated with these products. However where intervention or exports

dccur, which relieve the surpius, in the EEC generally, ‘the cost of such intervention -



.helps all’pr‘oduetiyor.x though t‘he in;cerventi‘o’n buymg coiild have occur.red exclu.sively:' :
in one country. Accordihgly‘ Table 3 aiso caiculates the ralue of the interventions :
_based on eac-h.countr-y's production. : The differepce indicates Whether the
‘aftribdted benefit exceeds the actual> er not The ‘export"ers, Deprparli, Ireland and .
- the Netherlands, have. higiner benefits at’eributed to Vthem. due fo interfzeptions beipg, N
more ﬁkely to occur in these cquntries.‘ On tﬁe ofher hapd Italy and the UK show |
the opposite phehovmenon._ ﬁere the unattributed benefits é;reatly exceed the actdai.

"This argﬁment is illdstra’cive of the difficulties of making intra-EEC comparisons.

‘Table 3: Payments of Transfers on major agricultural products 197_7 ‘

Aetual ,  Benefit based
Country Transfers . - on production - Difference
: ' level '
"Belgium/Lm(.‘ -349.5 B | 157.4 ' o 192.1 .
' Denmark 302.9 | . 211.8 91.1
France = 1162.4 12912  _134.8
Germany . .  1067.9 g6l.4 2065
Ireland 2145 165.2 EETER
Italy 1.2 - 4313 -269.1
Netherlands 644.3 S s 3216
UK o 1e9.4 626.1 - | ~456.7

“Total: - 4079.1 | 4079.1 o

In this paper such comparlsons are not central and in general the focus is

on the benefits to Ireland alone calculated without much reference to "shares'. B Td
set this dlscussmn in 1ts context details of the EEC Budget and official (II‘lSh) state—’ .
‘ments of transfers (based on the Fman01a1 Mechanlsm procedure) are glven in
Appendix Table 2~and 3. Table 2 shows that only half of EEC receipt‘s are derived o
from' GN P levies. The other lralf comes' from agricultural levies an‘d‘customddties.
Ireland, as a sm.allfopeh econerrly, hés ver3.r. hiéh import requiremeﬁte’.relative'to .

other members' and agriculture also looms .larger in its econom.y;; Tl’dis methed of . :

financing the EEC is, therefore, highly significant for Ireland.



~ In Ireland the main- interest on thevjexp'enditure side'is focused on
agriculture and social and regional affairs. D_ebate tends to lose sight of the . R

_ fact that expenditures on research, development cooperation, other instifutions

and adminiétration expenditures rival those of the social and regional funds. This -

'paper‘will not discuss them in detail. However a few points a_.rAe relevant at’ this
stage: - | |
A dm1n1 strétion

:';l‘he Commission is correct when it states that admmiétratioh cosltsv.l
béneﬁt tfxe whole éorﬁmunit‘&. Ho&vever in fhe Irish analysis of‘ regional imi)acts
méﬂfiohed in Part I, salaries and wages were also réCogﬁised to havé a locél .
multipliér effeét’.k In this sense the lqcétion of civil servants is not neutral. It
ﬁll become more impqrfpant' stillrshou'ld the ro}le of th_e Commissién expand’.v At
‘present stéff are unévenly disﬁributgd’wi’ch the ioulk in the Bgneiux countries ana
Italy. kThis'table excludes Europeah institutions like the University or the o

' Parliafnent) and relates only to the Commission on April 30 1978.

Belgium . 6,996

Luxembourg ‘ . ‘ 1,717
Netheﬂands R 177
Italy 1,769
Germany - o 242’
France - S 35
3 Néw members » | 55
Others o 185

11,176

The eievén in iréland are all centrally located in Dublin. In Italyv almost all are
‘ on‘ the shofeé of Lake Magg‘iofe’.‘ | B
Research etc,

'..Resea.trch extpve'nditure‘vhasitwo ksourcves of’ benefit - the se.ctrors for whom
the‘research is done and the research institutions. _Appendix Table_3 makes it’ ‘ -, '
ciéaf that Iriéh research instit,utions have :not» claimed much of fhis expe;nditure;‘ ;

- A partial explanation may be that the sectors benefitting are not major ones in.



Irelahd.‘ Nucleé_r. p.oiwer plants do not exist while. the indu_strié.l pa&meryts afe a

,Ié.ifrie-(i af Shipbuilding, fextilés énd steel - again ndt‘ﬁiajoi‘ch.nce‘rns in Ireland.
In se‘c’tioyn 11 of thjs p'apef tfle néed for employment in sectors bfher than )

- farming and manu’facturing :wés demonsfr@ted. Clearly avstrongevr réséarch

' invoivémvent would prox;ide Eoth emﬁlbyment and‘ the spinoffs rof technoldgic‘aiv |

’ 4in'n'o'vat,ion=that would faéilitate further émﬁloyfnént. Can Ireland develdp such a g
’parrtitcipation under the presént afréngements'? | |
Development A'ssisfancef- :

B : ’At-;present the f{md‘has tlﬁéeseétions: work projects 87%, Vsuppiies
contfacté 16% and technical a‘ssi‘stance 17%. Ireland has be‘:eAn‘ reasf;nably active
in tecv:hnic‘aAl assistance but tbtally out of fhe Othér areas. ) W01.‘ks> programmes . .
allocations have been 35% local, 24% Franch, 19% ’Ifallian and 12% German, UK ‘, B
and Beneiux 10%. Supply contracts have gone to 'Germany, 30%’, Ffénce, 23% and
N >UKV, 18%. The_possibil;%ties of change in Irelarid's role here and fhe‘regional .
impligations of such a ’change have ﬁot been explored, to my lmoﬁriédge.

Other Insfitlitions : \

| . I haye no infox‘maf;ion on what' 'Othef institutions' are fina.ti.c‘e‘d. ' Again
the geﬁeral absence of significaht'éoal and steel activities in Ireland Iﬁeans that'
benefits from the anl and- Steel “Com.munity (aﬁd Eurafofn) have‘ beén negligible.»_ ;
Overcapacif;y in steel, in fact; led the.EEC to resist a ﬁroposal‘td\ develop Iriéh
: 4S‘tee1" Holdings, though thié resistance was later modified. kSuc':h regulation is -
»ﬁnde‘rstandable but‘«it does help thosé who have hadl a heéd—staft in a. particﬁlar‘, : L

industry.



'Agficulture

Since the main source of benefit to Ireland from the EEC has.
been agriculture the paper- propei‘ will start with this sectér-. , Hefe we are
fortunate to have several attemps to quantify the impact, of which that of Attwood (1979)

is the most significant.

Attwood divided his ana‘lysis: into 4’ impacts (1) thé ecohomyas a. )
whole, (2) agr‘iculture, '(3) non aéricultufe 4) éonsumers. He presented the
" transfer péymenté for e‘ach,year and diséuséed the treatment of MCaAs. In'_generél |
he fav'ou’fed viewing them as a 'sub‘sid.lyrto conSumérs. However his methodology madc{a‘ e
thi’sidrebate irfélevant because.he was cohcérned wifh thé ‘impaét of ‘the”Ir*]EC on |

Ireland ra ther than the sharing of benefits between cpuntries.

The Economy as a whole

Any ‘measui’ing of the EEC impact neéds to have an alternative

" situation fpr comparison. Thié altei‘natiyé could be EV‘EC r‘nembership.with total
free ﬁrade in agriqultﬁre‘both wifhin and without the Community. ‘ The 'measuré

of bvernefit to Il;éland woﬁld be the rdifference. be'tv.veen these true trading prices and |
actual CAP prices. ‘-Such’a rrvleé‘surellnent is however, (impossiblle, though Irisl} ', ,
suspicions "are that pricé:s wbuld be considerably higher than éufrent "world!' |
prices. Such an ar.rangement couldrbe quitg béneficial to Ireland's long run

interests, as argued. in Section I,

- Instead of this measure Atﬁvood chésé a situatién of‘ Ireland outs ide
the Cdmmu‘nity selling in the artificiai \.,vo-rlid trade so that the av'erag‘e.Aexport refund
on exports to_third countries .cot_lld» be taken as é measure of Irelapd's gain from“ '
‘ exports, - His résuﬂs, givén. in Appendix .Téble 4, .shéw gains- of- £.1.50, : £169 and |
£348 miliiéns for the yeafs 1976 to 19.78.‘ This inethod allows for MCAs ,s.o these -

£24 millions may be deducted from the transfers of £106 millions in 1976 to leave




- a net £82 milhons This'generous treatment of benefits would imply a total

gain of £232 millions in 1976

The impact of‘these benefits has l)een seen in»the'balance of payments.
Agricultural exports -rose in valuef'romFE»1257m., ‘in 1972, to £1‘020m. in 1978A enabling)
a rise in ‘to‘tal overseas Trade frOm £1260 m in 19707.to £6, 600 m in“l978 to occur
without serious balance of payments cOnstraints . _ Attwood then took Input—Output
Income multipliers developed f.or IreLand of 1968 by Copeland and Henry. HlS )
calculations mdicated a 10% addition to Irish GNP from agricultural exports asa
result of EEC membership in 1976, or' £422'ml. Allowmg for qualifications, suchA _‘
as a 3 4% upward bias in the GNP multipliers and the generosity - of gaing, . the |
results are still substantial, The figures in 1977 and 1978 were even higher -
£5.35 m and £1080 m or 10% and 17% of GNP. These agricultural exports has
low import multiplier effects so that Attwood reckoued that two thirds of gross l

exports were net ga ins to the balance of payments.

The farm sector -

The farm sector d}ffeI‘S from the economy as. a- whole (a) by gettmg“
only a small part of the multiplier effect andr(b) by getting some income transfers o
from non—farmers’as a consequence of/ EEC memhership. : Attwood calculated the‘
agricultural sectoral multiplier of 0.4489 to add a Iurther £100 millions. (About

a quarter of the total GNP multiplier).

On the question ofthe impact of the EEC Lon t_'arm—nonfa:rm transfers
Atuvood assumed tha"_t:nonmembership of the EEC vvould have meant that 'p,re—entryf o
arrangements \vould have’ continued and that farm income supports would have =
kept in line with generalincome increases Thus he reckoned that higher food
costs in Ireland helped farmers to the extent of £97 millions. = This was no.tall
extra costs to nonfagriculture since EEC membershipledto the abolitionof _farm
income and mput price arrangeineilts costing §4<0 millions to non—fnarmers.so that.
: the net cost was £57 millions. , However s'ilice the income rise of non-farmers A

was not attributalole exclusively to the EEC a policy of maintaining farm incomes in




* line with non farm inconlee would have cost the non farmer sector more than -
£57.  Thus it could be argued that the cost to non-farmers was even reduced by
EEC me‘mbere‘hip. The exact calculation was complicated by changes in Irish

food price policy.

The non agricultural productive sector

The main indus triel’éainers from agricnltural eXports are the
food processing indns tries but here rationalieetion has made it diffionit to isolate
the emg;loyment increases. The Copelend/Henry multipliers provide a breakdown
of the GNP multlpher into household income, government income, saving and
imports. . From _thls Attwood reckoned tha.t\about half the mnltlpherveffect accrued :
“to non egrioulmral households. 'fhis, wes of particuler importance given that it
eccrued when these households Were suffering the effec.t‘sof ‘the worldrecession
“and helps explain_ why Ir.ish growth rates were still eble to _reach an impressive

3% in real terms in these difficult times.

Unfortunately Attwood did not}report the impaef on industry of
governmenf inoome and sevings multipliers‘ except to note that 5ig11er State receipts
may have ‘helped Social Welfare benefioiaries., He concluded that distribution of
1nterna1 beneflts in Ireland depends to a con51derab1e extent on Irlsh income and

' f1sca1 pohcies Which are not determined by ‘the EEC. (Brltlsh pohoy on the green

pound no doubt is in part such a dlstrlbuuonal pol1cy )

Attwood did not make separate calculations of the impact on consumers, ‘
arguing that the impact was equivalent to that on the economy as a whole, ‘or on the .

non-agricultural sector depending on the definition CIiosen,, ,

In conclusion he commented that Irish farm prices_'were determined

by three actions: - 1. Annual EEC price changes. |

‘2. Harmonisation of Irish prlces w1th EEC in
» - the trans1t1on ‘period.

3. Green pound cha,_nges.
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_ Of the three the latter had had the greatest impact on farm prices and has been totally .
“unforeseen before entfy. These latter changes, he reckoned, had added £500 m. to

farm output and £360 m. to balance of payment receipts in 1978 though they also

increased the cost of fai‘m inputs and imports. The total impact of CAP on Ireland ..

" had been good and had been expec»“ced‘before entry. There had been no great futurey in. ..

our previous ke‘xposed position in the regime of distorted international competition.

‘The benefits of CAP are not therefore seen in Ireland" as some additional reward =

over and above what was an otheifwise fair A;anAd reasonable balance between itself and
its trading partners but as a contribution towards such a reasonable balance - which

did not exist prior to 1972". ‘

This assessmenf by A_t’a)yood of the impact of CAP has not yet been -

published nor circulated in Irish economic\:Acii'cles. Accordingly there has been little

‘opportunity to obtain a critical reaction to the methodology adopted or to examine the Vo
| assumptions. It is presented here as an iﬁteresting and tho‘rough inveétigation of one

* aspect 6f EEC membership. 'Other critiques of CAP have been less comprehenéive.‘ 4

other' Critiqueé ’

| : In section I it was noted that thé new found wéélth of farmérs has
‘quicktened'the‘ .pace of V’rural 11fe and reinfqrced the, incipient tendehcy towards >a |
revival of rural commu;lities and improved delvfn'o.gréphicl étructﬁres‘ in areas which
gntil quite recently had a long 'traditio_n of declihe. " (Commins et'al' ‘(19-78) have Warnéd,
that_concefn with farming has 1ed1tQ general l’ack of appreciation of the plighf of other
rural dwélleré not engaged in farming who were often much worse' off .tvh‘an. farmers.
Ambng farmers thése author‘s ﬁave shown a widening gap befween the fortunes of s_inall_, :
and large férlners; Setting the average income of farrﬁers in each farm size categOry
in the Nationél Farm Surveys of l966 to 1969 at 100', the average inébme aftei‘ EEC | 5

entry was as follows (averaging the results for 1972 to 1975)
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Size o Index

5 - 15 acres 183 .
15-3 " 213
30-50 " . . 229
50-100 " . 220

100-200 " 214
200+ " 283

- Surveys of herd size by the Central Statistics Office'have shown a
tendency towards increased concentration which has been particularly marked for -

~

 pigs.

Re gional impact

| A study by‘Mattheazs (1978) has generally confirmed the growing
Vacoentu.ation of dnalism in Irish farming following on the dissolution of the .Westerns
small farm economy eloquentl'y painted by Hannan -and oth'ers. This View‘has been -
challenged by Attwood (1978) who lumself expressed his surprlse at the fmdlngs 1n'_,- N
| the Irish I‘arm Management Surveys that "in fact it is the smaller and poorer farms
. which have seen the-largest increases in incomes." This material is glvéri in Appendix '
- Table 5 My own study of 1977 does not show such a neat p_attern. In the poor provinoe“ :
of ’COnnaoht the position was as Attwood showed it for 1976. However in»'the‘rich'
provinces of Munster and Leinster, although farms below 20 hectares made substantial S
'increases; the. largest farm‘s wereivery ‘considerably more prosperous. lf‘arms over

200 acres (80 hectares) had three times the- vin‘come inoreases of smaller farms with

the oontrast being even greater in Lemster between these and farms of 50 - 100 acres. B

In these 01roumstances we may need to rev1se Attwood's conolus1on that "the economm 3
outlook for the smaller farmer is now more optimistic than it has been Aformany, .
years, though there remain pr,oblems prlmarily of a 'social oharaoter which are m
~ large measnre' intrinsic to small farm areas in Ireland". :
County Impact of EEC Transfers

| Another measure of EEC impaot would be to take the aé‘ricultural tran'sfers :
and allocate them reglollally. Table 6 in the Appendx glves the off1c1a1 statement’of

transfers to Ir eland Table 7 in the Append1x prov1des a county allocation for the
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" major product headings within Table 6 without allowances for MCAs. It is at once

" apparent that there are major difference's between counties with the flows to poor =~ = k’

counties, *e.g.r in Connacht, very. con‘siderably below those to the rich counties of

Munst_er.- The poor counties frequently are associated with the production of sheep, L

_ potatoes or oats, products which do not feature in the Common Agricultural Policy..

The table does not_include other price rises, e.g. for milk for human 'consumption' \

sihce it is paid by Irish consumers. irish_ sheep prices have benefitted from a special - i

arrangement with France in recent times but is this related to EEC membership ?
Clearly a i‘ull'evaluation needs to go heyond the impact of direct transfers," ‘

as Attwood has shown.

The Future of the Guarantee Fund

In 1978 Agrlcultural transfers amounted to 0.42% of EEC GDP or 2. 7%

of Commumty expend1ture on food This is not a largc sacrifice if pollcy is achlevmg N o

a un1f1ed restructured common market for agrlcultural products Nevertheless there-

- has been opposition, mainly in the UK and Italy but also among other consumer 1obbies',

though the:CAP was accepted When these countries joined. To meet these dbjections the E
EEC has made a full scale review of CAP for the UK in 1975 Special 'import >arrange—" ‘.
ments have been made beneflttmg, e1ther the UK consumer or the UK spe01a1 relat1on- |
sh;ps with third countries, .or both e.g. butter and cheese from -New Zealand, beef fro‘r‘n;‘i; |
Botswana sugar from ACP countries.‘ For‘Italy there were special reduced levies oni

feed grains, marketmg premia for lemons and processed fru1ts in addltlon to the very

' large communlty schemes of a1d for 1rr1gat1on afforestatlon and adv1sory services

A ‘adopted by the Counc11 in 1978

' ~The accession of new members will increase these pressures for change; o
Irish productlon is more concentrated on cattle and milk as the Table shows Shouldﬁ

there be a shift in the basket of goods away i"rom these products or quotas, the

 opportunities for Irish growth would be: curtalled I‘or example the proposal to step '

up cereal productlon as food aid would help France and Italy but leave little scope for

Irish developments.
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N ' FEOGA Guarantee paymehts in the EEC and Ireland by main p'foducts_ K

. EEC IRELAND

Mk - 42% . 55.0%
~ Cereals - o 20.9 : 3.2
N Sugar o o112 . o _ 2.0 _
| Ofl and fats . 58 -
Besf . 5.4 30,7
 Fruit and Vegetables 3.7 o0l
Tobacco . = . . 2.9 o -
~ Wine : - - | 1.6 -
.‘~<Pigmeat - o 1.0 | ' -
. Other T 6.3

10000 100.0

- MCAs

| A'p‘aft from the operation of CAP itself the existence of MCAs has

-.produced many distortions of trading, .some of which have been re‘ferfed to alread‘y‘.

For example there are no MCAs on cooked meat (because the Commission considers.

that the resulting import changes on entry into 'strong currency areas would breach

a GATT regulation) whereas MCAs do apply to carcase beef. Irish carcase beef is .

therefore subsidised on entry into Britain. The potential of the Iri\sh‘nieat packaging
industry is curtailed and UK processed meat (of Irish origin) can undercut the Irish ‘

eduivaiént on all markets.

Another anomaly occurs because some agricultural products are not
subject to CAP. Thus German pig feeders can import manioc and sdyabeans from

the Third World to feed to their livestock and export the produce with an MCA sub‘s'idy _

- for products exported from hard cﬁrrency areas. Another curios_ity is that the MCAs

“hit Irish exports to the Unite’d States byrtaxi‘ng them even though Ireland was the only

EEC couhtry involved in the trade.
The Guidance Fund

Even. though the EEC has provided a massive injeétion of income into
Irish férming many areas are characterised by farms which do not correspond to

Mansholt's old idea of economic production units (epu). It is the object of the guidanceg./ 1
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~_section of FEOGA to improve farming structures so that in the future CAP can be

LA =

rellat;eid'tojsuch eptrls;’ _This is the ratioh_aie for the Farm Morlernislaizion Seheme.f o
‘This .soheme and the Disedvantaged ereas schemeha‘ve heenv severely criticised by
Cox, Commms and Curry in a number of ioubhcatlons The farm modernisation ‘
scheme cost £12.34 millions 1n 1976 of which the EEC paid £1 m11110n Only 4% of
Irish fe'rmers were classifiable as‘eommercial farmers and 16% as development '
farmers. 80% were thus to be written o‘ff.‘}; ‘Even among rlevelopmen‘g farmervs \

westerri counties such as Mayo a.nd Clare respectively had 2% and 6% respectively. . S

N

' The scheme favoured those with land resources rather than managemal ab111ty and -

did nothmg to help with the major Ir1sh problem of land mob111ty The D1sadvanta¢red

Areas scheme was designed for areas of the Alps in danger of depopulation and was -

‘ intended to pay farmers there to act as 'landscape managers'. Theaids in .the Irish

‘eontext 'were foo low and,conﬂicfc with the EEC objectiyeof encouragrng; structural

reform through retirement schemes. In 197v6 Athe scheme cost £13’.5 millions of
Which VEEC-paid £4. 7. ’Neither scheme Was_ in any relevant to Irish conditions a.nd
failed to 4reeognise that r)olieies of reducihg thefarm 'populetion_ may hot be appropriate
l‘ |F olff—farrm‘_emplo’ymentv is not a\raileble. * | | '
| - Examinatilon ‘of. the talceup of the va_rious directives .159,'-

160, 161 of 1972 and 268 of 1975 show .that Germany drew most on.the

first two, France on the third with the UK and France prominent in the fourth. Other

schemes - the conversion of herds to‘bee:f and paymehi:s for non marketing of milk

have been largely drawn on by the UK and Germany reSpectively.' ‘In ‘ma'nyA cases Italy.

‘made no claims at all. Irish farm experts have urged that Ireland do likewise as~mar1y' -

of the arrangements are bad value even if partlyyrfinavnced by the EEC. Ireland needs. B

schemes,or freedom,to develop strategies appropriate to its situation.

. This is not to say that recognition of the difficulties of Irish farm struct"ure, ,

has been lacking in Brussels. Recent announcements include a £42 million drainage

scheme for western areas and as yet undefined package for these areas fotally' £180’

‘million. Tn both cases the EEC will pay bhalf. If, as has been hinted, fhese schemes

* ,'see Table 1 in the Appendix.
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will extend over 10 years the annual investment does hpt appear so great given the

R magnitudé of the problem. A mére-ftindamentalquést’ion to me is whether drainage.

‘and farm infrastructure in the West are the top~most ‘pri‘orit’ies for scarce funds. -
A ,regidﬁal breakdown of most Guidance payments is available and shows

‘a considerable spread of investments. 0

Manufacturing

i Fart

Access to the EEC has encouraged non EEC firms to invest in Irelénd

in anﬁcipation of entry and more especially since entry. Japanese and US firms

havé been the major investors, The IDA reckons that US investment between
1973-1978 has a job potential of 37,300, In 1978 13,500 new overseas job approvals

came from firms outside the EEC. The Confederation of Irish Industry estimated ,

that between 1973-1977 new overseas post 1972 industries contributed a gain of
. 15, Q_OO in inanufactui‘ihg employment. v\New overseas firms of less recent vintage "

 had some fluctuating employment but suffered no net losses while the remainder

of establishéd\i‘ndustry Which still accounted for 77% of the total in 1977 had net

‘ lossés of 20, 00;0 with almost 80% occﬁrring in 1976, In total a net loss of 5, 000

was estimated by the CII for this period.

 The IDA feckoﬁ that Ireland haé bheen é. success story within the EEC
betWeeﬁ 1975 aﬁd 1977 tan‘d give tile foilowing figures in su‘ppor't of their claim ‘A
showjingy Ireland as the §n1y coﬁntry 'tﬂat increased manufacturing emplo-ym‘ent in
the period. | | |

% change 1975-77

‘ - Oufput : Jobs
Ireland H9.7 . +4,T |
UK X 4.0

France | 205 =20
Italy - #2000 ~5.,0
Germany » ‘ +10.5 . -3.0
Ne_therlands o o+ 6.7 o —-7.6

The IDA estimates do not correspond with those of the CII which give job losses

of 12,3 thousdnd for 1975 to 1977 inclusi’ve.‘l On the other hand the Labour Force

Surveys of 1975 and 1977 show job gains of 2,900.

57
A
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" In the regional context EEC entry, the Anglo Irish Free Trade
'Agreement’and the reduction of tariffs h‘avé led to & curious situation in which
net job losses were experienced ih,vthe hithérto prosperou’sv regions, especially the ‘
'East and North east regions as protection was dismantled while less industrialised R

regions benefitted from the new IDA firms. 'Al‘he‘ appro:iimate position is as follows B

Region ~ Change 1971/7 ‘ ‘Change 1966,/71
East o -8.8 o 43,9
North 1.4 - 42,7
South West 40.8 s B
South East- a7 +2.9
| Midlands +0.0 . ‘ +0.9
| 1 2.1
Mid West | +4,0 . o4
Wes‘t‘ . ~ 44,5 . +0,9
North West/Donegal +1.8 R S
: +10.3 ' | v : +3.1.
Total = +2.6 452

" IDA pqlicy é,nd EEC mémbefsllip have 'k‘con:tributéd. to this unusual outcome.
| 'The job losses occufr’ed to a‘,fcons‘ider‘abl.e extent in fhe types of - ;
' ﬁrfns which ivt had been« EEC implicit policy to leave to the_'Third Worid - clothi‘r‘lg,‘ |
tektiies,l'footglvear, furnimre etc These labour intehs';ve industries aré easy to -
. epter for any small or iéss wealfhy economy ‘and had naitur’ally grown ﬁp Qnder
protec‘tif}é walls in Ifeland. Their decline may not be d.ue to EEC solely since
| ‘f'rec’a trade aﬁd.thé feéessioﬁ -also played a péi‘t. |

. - The losses in the footwear indu stry have been particularly striking:

Footwear
. Employment Production | Consumption : Impbrts _ %impdfts '
1969 6160 8996  n.a. = o
1972 5200 . 76ll 8463 3351 . 39
1976 3450 4900 o es1r 7257 74

o@er8) © (3650) (5000) © @1800). . (9400) (soy:
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: Ernploytnent in the c_lothing indnstry fell from ,16; 800 in
1974‘to 11, 900 in 1978 whereas te'xtiies fell from azpoo in 1974 to 19, 000
in 1976 but recovered somewhat to 20, 100 by 1978 In this case heavy job
‘losses in the traditional sector were balanced by new ]ObS in new concerns

“such as Burlington, Asahi, Snia-etc.

The negotiations in regard to these sensitive industries .
' illustrate many features of EEC impact on Ireland . Iréland is prohibited from’
| imposing import controls since these are decxded by the EEC, In the case of clothing
_ the EEC has negotiated the Multifibres Agreement  Imports into the EEC are ‘
allocated ona_country basis. The advantages of Ireland' s small import
*‘quotas, howeyer, have been nullified be the principle' of free circulation'
. ’nnder which another member state can export part of its quota .to ireland.
,Ireland has,hovyever,‘been ableto*get Com’mission' approval for derogation
“in many cases where this has happened but prefer_ential countries mainly

Mediterranean cannot be barred on this basis.

Irish e'xports and sales on the _home market have been made
vdifficult by the British Tenlporary Employment Subsidy of Eéo_ per worker per
. lweek in 'sensitive industrieél. Ireland complained and when the 'VUK‘(which is
the source of 80% of imports in the Irish market)refused to negotiate an
5 arrang“ernent‘,the Commisgsion anthori_sed Ireland to impose fariffs and to pay
~the Employment Maintenance Subsidy of £5‘ a week yvhi‘le the UK persisted. |

This has proved effective. '

, Inmaking its case tok the CommisSion Ireland was required to
: check if durnping was oc‘cnrring, ‘ if rationalisation of the _industry could not be :
an altern‘ati've. and if the 'potential oi:‘~ markets was fully exploited. As a result
‘the industry was subJected to a consultancy study and CTT (the Export Board) was

/involved in -
market promotion. Thc result was encouraging for many Irish firms and where

_closures‘occurred the factories were often reopened ona smaller and more 7
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efficient basis. by someone else. The refusal of the Commission to take the
easy way out has probably imprbved the long run viability of many firins in

the indu stry. :

Ahothex; ‘device‘ used especially by Germaﬁy has be’yen, Sgnctioned
by thé Comrﬁissioﬁ (due to German.mvu.scﬁle). Thvié is outward processing by which
' ‘producl:.ts,‘ such‘aé clqth,Aare retai;ied in German oWnelrvs:hip and sent'td East
© Germany, tﬁe Philipineé,‘ Brazil etc, wirlereﬂlabour intensive proceﬂsses are )

pe‘rformed anrd‘th,e ’p'roduct brought backivté Ge_rmany again.v Presumably Germany
| also benefits from iindugemevnts in the other country, This enables Ger’rﬁany to
compete agaiﬁst ‘lower cost firt;nsr withinlthe, Coinmﬁnity. Cleaﬂy' member sta.t_es
would .not'wi\sh to be the outWard ﬁrocéésox;s themselves aﬁd the issue is about |

the cofnpetiti\ie edge that this practice affords German firms.

T.he. Iﬁsh fii‘mS ch3.1; havé sﬁffered from the freeing of trade have
- been scat‘terevd widely over the c‘oﬁﬁtry) aﬁd ,PaVQ givén' valuable, employment in

m#ny srﬁaﬁ towns. Statyistics are not yét éx‘/ailable‘to pinpoint accuratély the

location of ::thes,:e losses.: Tllére' have beep gains as well as losses. The CII hayé shown
“that t-hev newq'computre;{industry is also widely slcattered as thé' map 3110Ws'.‘ In 19778 thxs

industry had 45 firms employing 5, 500 and is projected to employ. 8,200 in 63 firms by»the

end of next yéar. If these extra jobs are. realrtheyﬁcompensrate in hunlbers for fﬁe =
' 1dssés in thé footwea»r‘industry bétwéen 1969 and 1976’and presurﬁably lhave a b’righ't'er'_i. N

future. '(Lamberton has shown that in degzelbped economies over SQ%"of employn1<;nt" |

s in info‘rma.tio'nr éctiyities so that a leéd in microprocessing is to be'pref_ei*red to

‘mai.ntenance ’of traditional manufacturing provided, of céurse, that Ireland réali ses

the opportunities this affords).
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Ireland's snccess in attraCting computers and synthetic- '
flbre Lndustrles have been two. maJor coups for the: IDA because the interests

of develOplng a European computer arrangement and over capacrty in synthetlc

: flbres could have prevented us gettlng the se 1ndustr1es at a later date. . Tlns

raises the question of other ways that EEC memberslnp can affect Ireland.

The Treaty of Rome rules out State alds. The Comrmssron must .~

_ensure that dlstortlon of competltlon does not occur but it may grant derogatlons

and does for certain Social and Reglonal AldS. Ireland's needs of structural

change are recognlsed in protocol 30 of the Treaty of Accession However:

. 1. The export sales relief arrangement has been crlucxsed by Brltaln and the

EEC and is now replaced by alo% proflts fax, It is not clear if tlns will -

affect the attractlveness of Ireland for forelgn investors. By slnftlng the

~ emphasis off the export market it may yield a net benefit if the home market

is more actively serviced. How to measure this is not clear. ‘

2. ‘The competition for footloose foreignfirms has led to wasteful outbidding
between member states as the Ford' s' Bridgend‘decislon clearly illustrates.
This competltlon is even from central arecas. Itisin everyonc‘s lnterest (except

the fore1gn fnms) that thls outblddlng be. controlled and the EEC has dec1ded

in January thatcellmgs of 20%,30% and 75% be meosed on reglonal aids in centr'al;

intermediate and peripheral areas respectively. Ireland is a peripheral area.

This arrangement is less of a bonus that would appear a priori
@) As the Bridgend case showedregional aids can be combined with sectoral
- aids: (and finance from the Coal and Steel Community which is largely

‘an advantage unavailable in Ireland.)

) There is nolimit on the’ scale of the aid. Hoffman La Roche was offered o

. £106, 000 per job for locatingk in Scotland. Even if this was _only 30%
" of investment smaller poorer areas cannot compete. Incidentally the

alternative site for this pharmaceutical firm Was Switzerland which
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- offers few inducements and so a measure of the cost of remoteness can be

gained in this instance. o ‘ S : : o

' elsewhere'e.rg‘. Malta apd be éhéufed of 'Virtually free accessvof its kpr-oducts' ‘V
,td thé EEC undérf the pfeferential coiihtr& arréngeiﬁeﬁts. The 1ibéfa1 trade‘ E
, boﬁcy Qf the E EC means tﬁat state_ aids have repiééed.tariffs in plrcx)tecting
, h;)ﬁie-industijiés. Richer countries can afford more apart frbrﬁ thgir other '

- advantages.

d) Thé regulations do nbt relate to so’ftrloans by the State e.g. The State may

lend to a commercial bank at a nominal interest rate on the understanding
. that the loan will be passed on:to'the firm. Similarly State equity‘is not

covered.

‘This éatalogue of snags should be treated with caution. Many officials

" with whom I spoke in Ihdu'stry and Commerce, the IDA and Coras Tractala reported

that their experience of the Commission was that the officials make a genuine

y Veffbrt to help Ireland and that there was considerable Sympathy for our efforts.

Apart from these aspects of industrial policy EEC regulations affect -

industry in many other ways. Currently a member of the CII staff is making a study :

of the 480 Directives that he has identified as affecting industry, As the regulations D

change so rapidly this level of bureaucracy imposes a partic'ular b_urdén on the

- sniall firms that will be movstre‘presentativejdf peripheral'é.reas.

The Commission does not only intervene to regulate state aid, It

has also attempted to ban or regulafe aids to certain sectors where there is reckbned :

- to be over capacity in the EEC in general. As mentioned already Ireland was lucky

to get syntheticv fibre industries when it did. The eXpanSion programme for Irish

Steel Holdings proved quité tricky.



vT_helproblem With_these bans is that they. do not ban restructuring;
Thus a country can use this euphemism for what is in fact new investment provided .

always it hag firms to restructure and this will often be not the case iri'Irela.nd.

Again a bah on new investménf in,say, footwear could be a thinly
disguised form of protection for ekisting firms. The EEC belief in competition B

would appear to be at variance with such practices,

It is necessary therefore in considering regional or soéial fund
projects to refer to sectoral policies also since certaivn* legitima_terp_i"ojects under
_the former schemes can fall foul of sectoral goals and EEC support ‘thex_'efore '

withheld.
Trade:

As mentioned earlier EEVC, trade in imiustﬁal goods:vhgs been 3
liberélised’ so that the advantagés of méinbefship afe not as great as théy would -
' bé in:éfmbre .prbteotioni st co‘mmunity,‘.v ' Many prefefexltiai and ACP countries |
enjby Qqnsicvlerable“freedor:n Qf entry. In these circum s4tancé’.ne.x-7v forms of
protection has beén created. One of thé se Vrelate‘s to stéte aids of \\%hi_ch‘ we

" have ,aiready spoken.

Ti)e seéond concerns non tari‘ff‘brarriers.tO'trade. | Alan McC-arthy o
of CTT has distinggishéd sixteen general‘cvla‘sses of barriers. What Carter cal].{ed
"ordérly markétmgl arraligements"' Barre in Fra,l'lcerca‘lled "orgahised free trade
programmes" and ,thé British Dell des;cfibedvas ~"§§1unta_fy cdntrqIS" . Old-
fashionéd econoﬁists called the.m. qucl),tl‘as.. GATT has; compiléd sexén volumes
ddcumenting dodges of one sort 6r andther Wiaile :withi\n the EEC the number
of comp].aints haSAriAsen'from 20 a few.‘ &eérs ago to 400 last year, The éentfaily

planned economies have a perfect system whereby all imports are _bbught by the 2
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State and.there'is no point of. sele smen trying‘ to penetrate therimerket. In s0me“
EEC ’countries national monopolies for alcohol Oreigarettes can ilnitate this practiee : -
to some extent, In-all eeuntries government purchase accounts for a sizeehle
shere ‘of the meri{et and public rauth_orities have ‘Ways of discriminating in favour of the |
home broduct which the Commission has not been ahle to,eontrol. ‘ Edually while
'Buy Ir.ish' or 'Buy Dutch' camldaigns are ioutiawed alternative deVices such as
"approved by the Design Centre in London™" "guaranteed Irish'' may have a sales
promotion element where local chauvinism has not reached I‘rcnch levels. 'Which' ; .
: type reports can also exercise a similar influence where‘the local consumers are
netionalist inioutiook. Other tricks relate to packaging regulation, ..as in the iJK, R
import bureaucracy in both France and‘I’taly', French lang‘uage 1ee.f1ets,hea1th and
environinental regulations,te sting requirements changed rapidly to hit imports
particularly and fiscal ‘devices de sigiled toef'fect only irnports eg the strength :

~ of beer in France.

It is .clear th‘at the EiEC attempts to appiy standards 1s£n effort
to overcome this whieh has 'as‘yet 1imited success but p’resumabiy if suceessis
achieved thiswil.i be in'the long run intere st of ceuntries like Ireland that depend
for their ip.rosperity on a ievel of e‘xternal trade greater than that of most me,rnber' "

states.

An‘ enumeration ot difficuiti‘es is an _indicstion of the grewing
pains involvedf Irish trade was traditionally coneentrated on the'UK market.
The e'xports oi‘ new industries has been credited b_y McAleese as a major factor in the :
di\tersificatioii ‘of exports -'another consequence of EEC membership. ’vThe shift
in exports is c‘ontinuously monitored by Coras TraetaIa and the e‘xtent’of the shift
has been dramatised by a comparison of exports shares in 196’? ‘and 1977 . In both

years 76. 2% went to the EEC but the distribution was different.
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o1 1967 
o a0 66.5
Other EEC 2.2 . 9.4
‘AliEEK) | j N | 6.2 B 76.2
EFTA o 3.1 1.3
North Afneric@_ | 1.3 | \14.7‘
Othér mark‘ets-' R ‘ 1’3.4" ' 78

100.0 100.0

| In spite‘ of thislshift Condon of CTT reékoned that ogzer 76% in thé
traditional sectors of ‘te'xytiles, clothing, wood émd furniture (employing 43, 000
people,)’s‘;vent ﬁo the UK . These firms wefé offén iliéduipped With méti'keﬁhg
expertise and c&uldrun into difficulties if the EMS »1>‘edrt6 a ghift in the value

~ of sterling.

One aspect of t}flese‘ch‘anrges thét bothers me ivs‘ tbe nature of irish
e'xports.-b- 50% of agricultural exports are governed by CAP and therefofe the
market outlets a;re less dependeht on pric/é and aggfes sive sale sxﬁan‘ship. | Much

i of» the new exborts are part of an -internatikonal trading érrangements and ’cherefOré
1mbort and eXport prices in Irreland' are hb£iona1. In these circum stﬁnces the
deValuationrexperiencre arising frdn‘ the link with steriing has not been a major.

help to Irish e'xpo'i"ts in many sectors,

In _fa,ctdevaluatior.l through the o>peratkion' of the MCA séhéme hqs been o
harmful in sev»er;a.l instances. Tﬁis érgﬁment falls down if a éubstantial part
of Ireland‘s high 1éve1 of é‘xporfs has been due to dévalﬁation rather than exﬁort
sale relief on new industries but MéAleeSe‘s fig_ufés would not support this (?)
On the other hahd consumer goods and many agriculturaliinputs wlﬁcﬁ are .
im;iorfed hdvé been dearei‘.for Ir.ishﬁ buyers aﬁd help t;) reinforce thé.demorali sihg ,
: effeéts of imported inflatibn.’ Thus we lose on imports and‘Ado not gain on e;jq)orts;
If this ar(gulnenp has ansz .’merit, membership of EEC and successful p)ar.ticipation' '

in the EMS cQuld be of cons idérable benefit to the Country in many respects.
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The. regional fund

As roted already Ireland's ‘hepes of 'apla'x.'ge regienal fﬁri_d were,
Vdis'appoinvte'd; The ﬁlpd 1s small ana_ relates to\half the community area and
one third its popﬁlatioh S0 that if;s‘impaot anywhere is marginal. - The enlarge—:‘ |
" ment of the Corhinunity will place even greater demapde on it so that its |
underlymg ph110sophy will need revising. VIt s’eems to have been based on the
idea that every country should have a regional problem area and that firms |
.-‘should be encouraged to go there to relie_ve congestion in the majer industrial | :
areas. Ireland dees not have majer industrial areas. The reeeesion a‘n'd_"thei‘ ’
resultanf unempleyreent everywhere seems to have Weakened the will of the

Cqmmunity-‘members to pursue effeetive region}al' policies.

In Ire.land the EEC eontribution to regienal development applies
_ tp the whole erea and ‘émounfs te 2% of the Public Capital Progranime.. The
pro;ecte ass1sted will recewe 34% of their fundmg from the Commumty. rUp'
’ to end 1977 267 prOJects were approved and a further 121 prOJects in 1978
~ Since this is an averagc of £152 000 per pro;ect the Irish government can
submit claims (for projects cesting less than £4.2 millions):on e_ grouped bavs‘is." .
Details of ipdix}idual projects. are not available. Given the smapll~ amount of .
the EEC contribution relative to the Public Capital Prograr.nme,‘ there is no
o difficulty in submitting pr.ojects'f‘rom'a'widely dispersed baeliground,'as the

accompanying map indicates.

" This map only shows the location of factories, other maps show
the location of telephone exchanges, water and sewerage schemes etc. Ina ;
progfamme of industrial development these latter schemes are becoming .

increasingly more important.

The Social Fund

" The social fund has been designed to help depressed industrial |

regions with their retraining needs. It is not concerned with poverty or
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redistribution. Even in trammg the handlcapped in Ireland can only be

) supported provided they are guaranteed a JOb at the end -a stlpulatlon that

' does not apply to the able—bodxed_ Wldemng the scheme to he]p the handi-

capped more would enable the Dntch and Germans to seek recoupments of their

klarge expenditures in this area and leave less in the Fund for countries that

cannot rise to equally large outlays.

A mxajor growth in the social fund has been the rise of AnCO ~
the Ind.ustrial Training Authority. . This authority is only partly financed by’

Brussels and dischar'ges many of the functions of vocational training. However -

~ AnCO trainees are pald allowances whereas technical students are not. Pre-

sumably the introduction of AnCO was necessary because the existing .structur'es

were not flexible enough. The existence of EEC money has led the Irish govern-

Vment to divert funds away from secondary education‘ so that many 'free' schools

have been compelled to reintroduce contributions to survive. The reorientation

may have been justified in the light of the nation's need but was this the best -

~ way to do it?

Part of the social fund arrangement has been the introduction of

- equal pay and equal opportunity. . 'This reform, while a 'good thing', will alte‘r :
the chances of employment of many people and the vxablhty of firms and have

d1fferent1a1 regmnal 1mpaots, mamly in 'sensitive' mdustmes already experlen— . "

cing difficulties.

‘ A.m’inor element in the social fund has been the financing of
combat poverty schemes. A larger network of well designed pilot schemes
under this programme should form the basis for a new approaoh to regional

mobilisation.
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It is possibleto develop a regional allocation of sociai fund

expenditures. Payments to firms are aveilable while AnCO publishes its

_outlay by centre.

Transport etc.

The payments of the UK government to Hoffman La Roche

. to locate in Scotland showed the cost of inducing that firm to locate in a

peripheral area.* As the regulation of state aids to industry begins to bite

it is essential to find other ways of overcoming the costs of remoteness.

Transport policy regulation in the EEC has not applied to routes involving
- sea crossings. There is need for a Burke plan that improves access both

to Ireland itself and to the regions within Ireland. At'present Burke is reported.

to be considering increasing competition within the airlines.  Cheaper access

- would help both industry and tourism, often proposed as a solutio'n to peripherel' §

area problems. If competition pol_icy ‘could be extended to road and sea

transport telecommumcatlons ‘road buxldmg, sewerage and water prov1sxon,

A these could have a greater Value for the remoter reglons than schemes presently .

offered. Without such’ plans the freedom that the EEC values can only be a

freedom for the rich central areas to ‘aug'ment their prosperity.

The EEC does not have any plans for income redistribution directljf.- ‘

This is in keeping with its interest in market solutions. However that does

" not preclude it from having policies which aim at providing greater self-help

-and enterprise in local comimunities. The problem of disparities is not purely ,

an economic one. Institutional factors also play a role in determining a region's

response to. economic shocks and opportunities.

%
The cost per ]Ob was 70% of the level of EEC support in Ireland per total
project under the regmnal fund.
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A Final note

'fhis péper has‘viewea the_EEC from an Irish viewpoint. The
o crvi‘ticismrs rﬁac"ie hopefully do’n'ot detract frqrh the main ‘thesis that Irelénd has
been tranéformed in many Ways by the events of the last gix years. "These
demogiraphic and economic changes are; puttir;g a .tren'aendous challenge before
the 'Irl'ish béoplefof redeeming the losses ‘ofﬂ theirApast. i 4Much Qf this ‘will call
for effgrt by the Irish themselves buf as eh‘thus ie{stic,_’ Europeans we look to
Eu:rope td heip ué with this vision. Expériencé t§ date haAs' showh that there is’ a o
large fund of goordwill for ourlft,effo_rts. "~ Coupled with\unde.rs taﬁdihg of our taéks :

and a clear articulationvof comprehensive regioh policy thé task will be all the ea‘siyer.f' '
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© Appendix

Table % Budget of the EEC {n 1978 and 1979 (million EUA)

1978~ 1979 % 1978 R : 1978 1979 - %1979 "
* Agricultural levies 1686,1 17060 12,1 Commission Interventions 10892.3 ___ 12486.5 88.8
Sugar levy . ) o 376.9 467,0 - 8,3 of which: agriculture . : 9132, 9 10263,1 7 73,0 °
Custom dutles - 4833,0 4745, 6 33.8 Soclal Affalrs - §59.1 748.2 - 5,8
GNP baced financial comdbution . 5330,8 " 6982,5 . 49,1 Regional Affalss . §25,0 - 390.0 © 2.8
0.77% of VAT ) - - - Rescarch (Energy industry tra.nsport) o 295,3 520,3 3,7
Miscellaneous ’ o 185,9 - 158.5 1,1 - Development Cooperation ‘ 380.9. 564,9 - 4,0
Adminisgation -+ . \ 550.9 599.1 . 4,3
Reserves o . 5.0 30.0 0.2
Repayment of duties , 689, 6 691.8 4.9
. Other Institutions ) - 224, 9 252,1 . 1,8 -
Total 12362,7 - 14059.5 . 100.0 " Total ' K 1236‘2.77 14059,5 . 100,0

Source -Bulletin of the European Communities Supplcment 6/78 Preliminary draft gcneral budget of the European Communites for the Financial Year
1979 General Introducton,

~Table 3: Ireland's réceipts from, and payments to, the European Community 1973 to‘November 1978

£ million)

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977  L978(cxcluding

Receipts . ‘December)
FEOGA - Guarantee @ 366 6.8 1022 1020 245 8171
of which MCA's to UK and Italy , , o -24,0 -128,0 -122. 4
" FEOGA Guidance S - 0.4 3.0 7.3 8.6
European Social Fund = - 3.6 4,0 4.6 8,2 . 18,8
European Regional Development o
- Fund L - 1.8 . 8,5 8.5 8.3
Studies etc. (P) - 0.2 - 0.3 0,4 1,0 0.8
Social security for migrants 1,5 L3 2,0 2.2 3.3 . - 8,3 (est)
Total 38,1 . 68,9 - 110,7 96,7 145,4 2295
Payments
To Commission - 53 . 6.7 9.8 18.4 - 22,1 38,1
To EIB - ' 0.8 .0.8. 0.4 0,2 0.2 0.6
To ECSC/EURATOM etc, - © 0.8 0.5 1,3 . 1,6 - 1,2
~Total - e T8 10,7 14,9 23,9 39,9
. : : o - N ' Loans 7
EIB S 1,1 24,8 22,0 354 52,1 78,5
ECSC » 02 - 2 - - -
Community loan = - - - 56,0 . - -
Total S © 1,8 248 23,2 19L4 52,1 8.5

(a) paid to Ireland since 17 May 1976 .
(b) Includes regional studies, - projects to combat poverty, research and investment projects hydro-
_ carbon pl’O]eC[S and other studies,
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Membership on the :

Incremental Value of Sxports of Irish .&griéultdml

" Products to‘Oth'e: Yember States,

Changes in Gross Qutput and Income 1972/76 by Size and Location of Farm,

2rni Size

. Gross Output 1976 (1972 = 100}

Femily Farm Income 1976 (1972 = 100)

. facres) Ireland Munster Connacht Ireland Munster - Connacht

5-18. 239 171 3N . 28s - 171t 410
18-30 236 219 242 236 200 254

30-50, 249 T 250 240 + 240 226 249
50--100 215 213 208 190 181 208
| 100-.200 218 Pl 183. 19i 185 165
[ 200+ 22§ 233 234 in 189 160
: All Farms - 225 226 230 206 191 kY

. Source: An Foras Taluntais, Farm Management Survey 1972-75 and 1976,

. »

Product Volume Sxport. Refund Tatimated total Increiant(m}-

L (= per unit) T
1976 {1977 | 1978 |1976 | 1977 | 1978 | 1976 1977 1976
‘Cattic {CO0 live - ; : ; L
equivalent) 1,051 1,335 1,551 70 77.8 1.139.3]"  73.6 -103.9 215.1
~Butter (000, tons) 58 40 | 72 | mT10 poc7.8 |1241.2) 41,2 40.3 . | 89.4
Cheese (00 tons ) 55 | 38 | .42 |330 |282.9 | 360.9]  20.1 10.7 15.2
© Skin il Powdo'ri : ,
.-CCO0 -tona 103 3 47 340 1439.1 | 502,% 55.0 32.1 23.6
) Gther~(pigmeat' careals, o
~ other milk proiucts/mt) - - - -19,9 ~18.4 <14.,0
Total t 150 1163.6 | 3483

TABLE -
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Appendix

1,850

4,536

vT_able 6: , » : Off.ipiai Irish statement'of FEOGA transfers (£000)
FEOGA GUARANTEE -
,, 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
© Dairying 81,213 29,408 21,731 41,033 122,505
~ Beef 214 15,348 - 43,710 26,054 68,366
Pigs ' 346 3,280 . -543 480 6,019
Poultry S 5 16 39 132
. Cercals 1,158 821 3,946 7,508 7,194
Fruit & Vegetables 112 642 326 . 435 315
Processed Products 2,504~ 2,097 2,512 ' 5,436 13, 587
Sugar 522 942 3,994 2,742 4,445
Seeds 85 95 90" 50 52
Fish - - - 135 159
Other - Ces 67 107 100
Intervention Expenses - 11,616 26,362 18,076 99 184
“Total . 86,172 63,778 102,211 ° 102,076 245,061
. MCAs export | : 39,464 - 50,030
of which UK & Italy - 24,400 126,974
Milk levy 723
: ~FEOGA»Guidance
" No of projects 25 17 37 - 113 101
Dairying . 1,888 565 1,084 1,173 1.503
Meat processing 604 659 1,592 2, 905 1,934
Cereals 116 33 209 896 1,116
Water supplies . - - 289 2,845 1,683
Fish 18 . 345 1,314 1,301 850
Miscellaneous 129 < 48 66 426
" Total 2,873 9,458 7,513



<

."* - -

.

PA*(MCNtS FROM FEOGA (Gvomn‘(’cc Sechovb

-—-D\STR‘B\JT:D 8y CoumTy

 Covury. _avn_ C;—.REALS Beer %:‘:::C” Pictaeat | Svear ,TQTM_. Vo ‘!F':Mu_f
Paa;)mcc-“ i'OOO' Ff\kn WeakeRr
Ca«‘ou 3478 | i o0$0.1| ___ 333.3 | . éq.& ‘ 43.6-._?. 2,235.1. é94.o
D.,u.n 166.6 560.; ~ 892 5.8 £54.0 610.0
K;UM Loas,s| _Leqe.el 1,e99.a8] 91.0 232.6| 4323.9 1,394.8
iiiﬂ&c_mj 34?;.9 2764.7|___ 6,815, 219.3 322.y[10,404 ] i,906.2
_L__m;cjl‘n.s ©99.\ 2, 034.3 .:,56'5.1 199. ¢ 336 5.337.0 1,166.2
LO'«g{qxrj o.4 L2562 L,016.4 82.0 B 0.0 2 355.0 6038
_J\o.oi-L\ 265.6 954.0 - 35..3‘ 4.2 1,259.& ©29.9
‘J\‘Cd_{'t\ 98,1 3, aq?.a 499.9 {06 .1 A7T.4]  3,996.8 6114
ONQ.‘J 621.7 2,165, 1 1,.099.8 ll.s;,z 131,61 4,133.4 g18.5
Weghmeath a4. &) 2,079.11 €996 90.5 2.7] __2,916.9 6163
_V)[e%(\a,;;gl 1,848 .31 2 46d.BF 4,332,3 4'31.4 ___946.5}| 10,2293 1,649.9
- \N‘;(X(\ch. - V4706 ‘;'ion.z - . 4O .6 6S:3] L6547 91,0
Lc-‘uq'svp\ 5,830.5 2!1*%'3.6 17, 762.6] 4,681.91 2,541, 2 49,'760.0 LC6>.T
A___'__C__l_q.;g_ .1 3. 00l.2] 4.515.¢ 55.3 2.1 3,582.3 T165.9 7
_._C—.Qr_lﬁ 643.6 8,6 17.2] 32,375.6} 1,326.5} 1,211.2]| 44,3743 2,143.7
Kep_r:y 64.6 3,139,771 _12,9%0.3 200.5 sl 16 3p6.9 t, ieo.;
.__._L\'v\:;e_jc__ $.5 3 146.3] 1S ('Lr),é, 1£9.4 z,—é_ 19,073, 2,192.4
Ippcv«aod N _D\ 444, 6 ‘.?.;52‘(.3 30,2 *
{l:’»,eao.z — {325.5 {7_0,572,0; 1, 870.2
___j:xppcvawj g Q 26.7 3‘4053_7_ 398.3
Wr,’rcwg\%i 148.9 2 1216 5,;32.2 214.7] 5.0 7'75,3.4_' 2,105,0
Munsere 1,2a2.,3 26,502.51 83 7113,9 2,574.9] L1938 1151.‘177.4 1, 728.0
_.G_a',vxgy 85.1 4ea0.4]_ 2,026 198.4 1a7.2 27,2109 369.8
Le'dw'«m - Looa.ol  Ble.s 63.3 - 1L 984.4| 3307
May_o,_ 0.1 2,795.3] 2,062 14-4-, & 5.9 €. 062.0° 352.4
R“.@rrzron 33.3) 2,733,3] 13 3, us,z @3 4,270, (3 4403
__rS\'l%n' o.tl i 6330l 21494 at. 7 6.l apesal €970
pﬂmmr:i'l‘ Ue.6f i2.895.51 - 6,648.0{ 3533 .4 t¢o.0| 23,355,2 397.2.
_‘__COVO\_’) 2.1 2,2¢5.51 6,681, Y- Y - 9,113.5 '1,114.7_
__.___D_quxsd\ - 2,053.8 9ib.5 2688 = 3, ?-391 269.9 :
Mcy\q?}\cn' - 1, 043.35] 4,7162.2 196.6 0.5 6,622.é l,!él.é'
ULSTK& (D)Vd'n'(\» 2.1 §5,962.8| 12,380.5] 1,229.5 0.3 19, 57521 16477
IRecans 7193.5 | ¢8,324.6}122, 505.0 ¢, 01914 4,445.3 200,467.8_L 1,052.4




