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  Area Population in 1999 GDPPPS in 1999 
EU 15+2 77 % 79 % 95,20 %
EU 10+2 23 % 21 % 4,80 %
In total  4 694 523 km² 494 945 720 inh. 9 357 099 mill. Euro 

 
Table 3.1. The area, population and GDPPPS in total (29 countries) and according 
to relative shares (EU 15+2, EU 10+2). 
 

 
Table 3.2. Main components of national approaches on delimitation of urban and 
rural population. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 3.1. Urban population density based on national classifications. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 3.2. Rural population density based on national classifications. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

  
 NUTS3 
regions 

High 
rurality, 
high 
density 

High 
rurality, 
medium 
density 

High 
rurality, 
low 
density 

Medium 
rurality, 
high 
density 

Medium 
rurality, 
medium 
density 

Medium 
rurality, 
low 
density 

Low 
rurality, 
high 
density 

Low 
rurality, 
medium 
density 

Low 
rurality, 
low 
density Total 

Regions with 
contradictory 
values (in 
red) 

AT Count 0 2 20 2 1 3 7 0 0 35 7
  % of regions 0 6 57 6 3 8 20 0 0 100 20
BE Count 0 0 5 0 0 0 18 3 17 43 20
  % of regions  0 0 12 0 0 0 42 7 39 100 46
BG Count 0 2 15 1 1 4 3 1 1 28 9
  % of regions 0 7 53 4 4 14 10 4 4 100 33
CH Count 5 1 9 0 0 0 8 1 2 26 9
  % of regions 19 4 34 0 0 0 31 4 8 100 35
CY Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
  % of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0
CZ Count 2 0 6 0 0 1 3 1 1 14 5
  % of regions 14 0 43 0 0 7 22 7 7 100 35
DE Count 1 1 158 0 0 4 180 34 63 441 103
  % of regions 0 0 36 0 0 1 41 8 14 100 23
DK Count 0 2 8 1 0 0 4 0 0 15 3
  % of regions 0 13 53 7 0 0 27 0 0 100 20
EE Count 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 2
  % of regions 20 0 40 0 0 0 20 0 20 100 40
ES Count 3 1 29 0 0 1 16 0 0 52 5
  % of regions 6 2 56 0 0 2 31 0 0 100 10
FI Count 3 3 7 3 0 0 4 0 0 20 9
  % of regions 15 15 35 15 0 0 20 0 0 100 45
FR Count 3 2 58 8 1 3 20 0 1 100 17
  % of regions 3 2 58 8 1 3 20 0 1 100 17
GR Count 1 2 32 1 2 6 3 1 3 51 14
  % of regions 2 4 62 2 4 12 6 2 6 100 28
HU Count 2 3 8 0 0 3 1 1 2 20 11
  % of regions 10 15 40 0 0 15 5 5 10 100 55
IE Count 1 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 1
  % of regions 13 0 75 0 0 0 12 0 0 100 13
IT Count 10 5 27 2 1 4 28 7 19 103 47
  % of regions 10 5 26 2 1 4 27 7 18 100 46
LT Count 0 0 7 0 0 0 3 0 0 10 0
  % of regions  0 0 70 0 0 0 30 0 0 100 0
LU Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
  % of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0
LV Count 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 0
  % of regions 0 0 80 0 0 0 20 0 0 100 0
NL Count 0 1 19 2 1 1 13 2 1 40 7
  % of regions 0 3 47 5 3 3 32 5 2 100 18
NO Count 1 0 9 3 1 0 5 0 0 19 4
  % of regions 6 0 47 16 5 0 26 0 0 100 22
PL Count 4 4 16 2 2 5 7 2 2 44 19
  % of regions 9 9 36 5 4 11 16 5 5 100 44
PT Count 5 1 14 2 0 0 5 0 1 28 9
  % of regions 18 4 50 7 0 0 18 0 3 100 32
RO Count 4 6 15 2 3 3 4 0 5 42 20
  % of regions 9 14 36 5 7 7 10 0 12 100 47
SE Count 6 2 8 2 0 0 3 0 0 21 10
  % of regions 28 10 38 10 0 0 14 0 0 100 48
SI Count 0 2 4 1 1 1 2 1 0 12 5
  % of regions 0 17 33 8 8 8 18 8 0 100 41
SK Count 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 5
  % of regions 12,5 25 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 0 0 100 62,5
UK Count 13 5 17 2 0 0 55 1 0 93 21
  % of regions 14 5 19 2 0 0 59 1 0 100 22
Total Count 66 47 504 35 17 40 396 55 119 1279 362
  % of regions 6 4 39 3 1 3 31 4 9 100 29

 
Table 3.3. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of population 
density.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



    

High 
rurality, 
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share of 
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surfaces 
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rurality, 
medium 
share of 
artificial 
surfaces 

High 
rurality, 
low share 
of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Medium 
rurality, 
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share of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Medium 
rurality, 
medium 
share of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Medium 
rurality, 
low share 
of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Low 
rurality, 
high 
share of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Low 
rurality, 
medium 
share of 
artificial 
surfaces 

Low 
rurality, 
low share 
of 
artificial 
surfaces Total 

Regions 
with 
contradic
tory 
values (in 
red) 

AT Count 4 0 18 3 1 2 7 0 0 35 9
  % of regions 11 0 51 9 3 6 20 0 0 100 26
BE Count 0 0 5 0 0 0 21 5 12 43 17
  % of regions  0 0 11 0 0 0 49 12 28 100 40
BG Count 8 1 8 3 0 3 5 0 0 28 15
  % of regions 28 4 28 11 0 11 18 0 0 100 54
CH Count 3 0 12 0 0 0 8 1 2 26 6
  % of regions 11 0 46 0 0 0 31 4 8 100 23
CZ Count 2 2 4 0 0 1 3 2 0 14 7
  % of regions 14 14 29 0 0 7 22 14 0 100 49
DE Count 6 5 149 0 0 4 190 29 58 441 102
  % of regions 1 1 34 0 0 1 43 7 13 100 23
DK Count 1 2 7 1 0 0 4 0 0 15 4
  % of regions 7 13 46 7 0 0 27 0 0 100 27
EE Count 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0
  % of regions 0 0 60 0 0 0 40 0 0 100 0
ES Count 4 2 27 0 0 1 14 0 1 49 8
  % of regions 8 4 55 0 0 2 29 0 2 100 16
FI Count 3 1 9 3 0 0 4 0 0 20 7
  % of regions 15 5 45 15 0 0 20 0 0 100 35
FR Count 8 6 49 9 2 1 17 2 2 96 28
  % of regions 8 6 49 9 2 1 17 2 2 100 28
GR Count 5 1 26 2 0 7 3 1 2 47 18
  % of regions 11 2 56 4 0 15 6 2 4 100 38
HU Count 5 3 5 0 0 3 1 1 2 20 14
  % of regions 25 15 25 0 0 15 5 5 10 100 70
IE Count 1 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 1
  % of regions 12,5 0 75 0 0 0 12,5 0 0 100 12,5
IT Count 9 3 30 3 1 3 29 4 21 103 43
  % of regions 9 3 29 3 1 3 28 4 20 100 42
LT Count 1 2 4 0 0 0 2 1 0 10 4
  % of regions 10 20 40 0 0 0 20 10 0 100 40
LU Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
  % of regions  0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0
LV Count 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 0
  % of regions 0 0 80 0 0 0 20 0 0 100 0
NL Count 0 4 16 1 3 0 15 0 1 40 6
  % of regions 0 10 40 2,5 7,5 0 37,5 0 2,5 100 15
PL Count 5 4 15 2 0 7 9 0 2 44 20
  % of regions 11 9 34 5 0 16 20 0 5 100 46
PT Count 3 3 14 2 0 0 5 0 1 28 9
  % of regions 11 11 50 7 0 0 18 0 3 100 32
RO Count 11 10 4 3 1 4 1 2 6 42 36
  % of regions 26 24 10 7 2 10 2 5 14 100 86
SE Count 8 3 5 2 0 0 3 0 0 21 13
  % of regions 38 14 24 10 0 0 14 0 0 100 62
SI Count 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 0 12 5
  % of regions 8,3 8,3 33 8,3 8,3 8,3 17 8,3 0 100 415
SK Count 2 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 4
  % of regions 25 0 25 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 0 0 100 50
UK Count 18 2 15 2 0 0 55 1 0 93 23
  % of regions 20 2 16 2 0 0 59 1 0 100 25
Total Count 108 55 441 38 11 38 403 50 110 1307 399
  % of regions 8 4 34 3 1 3 31 4 8 100 31

 
Table 3.4. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of 
artificial surfaces. 
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Low 
rurality, 
high 
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Low 
rurality, 
medium 
share of 
agricult-
ural land 
use 

Low 
rurality, 
low share 
of agricult-
ural land 
use Total 

Regions in 
with 
contra-
dictory 
values (in 
red) 

AT Count 10 2 10 1 1 4 2 3 2 35 22
  % of regions 29 6 29 3 3 10 6 8 6 100 62
BE Count 3 0 2 0 0 0 17 11 10 43 30
  % of regions  7 0 5 0 0 0 39 26 23 100 70
BG Count 10 1 6 2 2 2 1 1 3 28 13
  % of regions 35 4 21 7 7 7 4 4 11 100 47
CH Count 9 1 5 0 0 0 8 0 3 26 14
  % of regions 35 4 19 0 0 0 31 0 11 100 54
CZ Count 3 4 1 0 1 0 0 2 3 14 7
  % of regions 21 29 7 0 7 0 0 14 22 100 50
DE Count 65 47 48 0 3 1 65 48 164 441 209
  % of regions 14 10 11 0 1 1 15 11 37 100 48
DK Count 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 15 11
  % of regions 0 66 0 0 7 0 0 7 20 100 73
EE Count 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 2
  % of regions 40 0 20 0 0 0 0 20 20 100 40
ES Count 8 8 17 1 0 0 2 5 8 49 33
  % of regions 16 16 35 2 0 0 4 11 16 100 68
FI Count 6 1 6 3 0 0 4 0 0 20 14
  % of regions 30 5 30 15 0 0 20 0 0 100 70
FR Count 34 10 19 4 2 6 4 5 12 100 48
  % of regions 34 10 19 4 2 6 4 5 12 100 48
GR Count 11 7 14 4 0 4 3 2 1 46 34
  % of regions 24 15 30 9 0 9 7 4 2 100 74
HU Count 1 7 5 1 2 0 2 1 1 20 16
  % of regions 5 35 25 5 10 0 10 5 5 100 80
IE Count 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 3
  % of regions 50 25 12,5 0 0 0 0 0 12,5 100 37,5
IT Count 27 6 9 2 1 4 20 11 23 103 52
  % of regions 27 6 9 2 1 4 19 11 22 100 50
LT Count 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 10 8
  % of regions 10 50 10 0 0 0 0 20 10 100 80
LU Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
  % of regions  0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0
LV Count 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 2
  % of regions 40 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 20 100 40
NL Count 11 8 1 1 3 0 0 6 10 40 16
  % of regions 28 20 2,5 2,5 7 0 0 15 25 100 40
PL Count 10 9 5 1 5 3 0 3 8 44 21
  % of regions 23 21 11 2 11 7 0 7 18 100 48
PT Count 4 5 11 0 0 2 0 5 1 28 23
  % of regions 14 18 39 0 0 8 0 18 4 100 82
RO Count 10 5 10 3 1 4 3 0 6 42 25
  % of regions 26 12 24 7 2 10 7 0 14 100 60
SE Count 5 3 8 1 1 0 1 2 0 21 15
  % of regions 23 14 38 5 5 0 5 10 0 100 72
SI Count 3 0 3 1 0 2 0 1 2 12 7
  % of regions 25 0 25 8 0 17 0 8 17 100 58
SK Count 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 8 5
  % of regions 25 0 25 0 12,5 25 0 12,5 0 100 62,5
UK Count 32 3 0 2 0 0 13 7 36 94 25
  % of regions 34 3 0 2 0 0 14 8 39 100 27
Total Count 273 144 187 27 25 34 145 118 300 1253 655
  % of regions 22 11 15 2 2 3 12 9 24 100 52

 
Table 3.5. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of 
agricultural land use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.3. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of population density 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.4. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of 
artificial surfaces 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.5. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of 
agricultural land use 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 3.6. Urban–rural population in Europe based on national classifications 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.7. Factor 1 – Urban territories 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.8. Factor 2 – High agricultural pressure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.9. Factor 3 – Forestry 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Map 3.10. Population density 



 
Map 3.11. FUA-ranking and population density 
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Graph 3.1 Distribution of land cover types in NUTS3 regions (EU 22+3). 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Graph 3.2. Distribution of land cover types in countries (EU 22+3). 



 
 
Map 3.12. Share of artificial surfaces 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.13. Share of agricultural land use 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.14. Share of residual land use 
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 EU 8+2 (Cyprus and Malta missing)

Graph 3.3. Share of discontinuous urban fabric as percentage of all artificial 
surfaces. 
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EU 23+3 (Cyprus, Malta and Norway missing)
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EU 15+1 (Norway missing)
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 EU 8+2 (Cyprus and Malta missing)

Graph 3.4. Share of discontinuous urban fabric in relation to share of artificial 
surfaces. 



 
 
Map 3.15. Share of discontinuous urban fabric as percentage of all artificial 
surfaces 
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FUA ranking Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 

EU15+2 469 156 2 5 392 5 390 
New members and 
accession countries 110 73 18  189 171 

Regional/ 
Local 
  
  Total 579 116 2 5 392 5 390 

EU15+2 204 201 3 5 122 5 119 
New members and 
accession countries 45 105 18  324  306 

Transnational/ 
National 
  
  Total 249 148 3 5 122 5 119 

EU15+2 58 919 28 20 161 20 134 
New members and 
accession countries 18 1 785 78 8 677 8 599 

Global/ 
European 
  
  Total 76 1 019 28 20 161 20 134 

EU15+2 1 130 158 2 20 161 20 160 
New members and 
accession countries 189 84 18 8 677 8 659 

Total 
  
  Total 1 319 137 2 20 161 20 160 

 
Graph 3.5. FUA ranking in relation to population density (FUA ranking by ESPON 
Action 1.1.1) 
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Graph 3.6. Share of artificial surfaces in relation to population density 
 

 
Graph 3.7. Share of agricultural land use in relation to population density 
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Graph 3.8. Population density in relation to the shares of different land cover 
types in EU 23+3. 
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Graph 3.9. Share of residual land use in relation to population density. 
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Map 3.16. Artificial surfaces per capita 
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Map 3.17. Agricultural land use per capita 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Map 3.18. Residual land use per capita 
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Graph 3.11. FUA ranking in relation to the shares of different land cover types in 
EU 23+3 (FUA typology by ESPON Action 1.1.1). 



 
 

 
 
 
 
Graph 3.12. FUA ranking in relation to the shares of different land cover types in 
EU 15+1 and in EU 10+2 (FUA typology by ESPON Action 1.1.1).  
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Share of artificial surface  
FUA typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 
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New members and 
accession countries 110 4,3 0,64 10,5 9,9 

Regional/ 
Local 
  
  Total 565 4,4 0,08 84,9 84,8 

EU15+1 199 4,8 0,21 93,1 92,9 
New members and 
accession countries 44 4,7 1,3 9,7 8,4 

Transnational/ 
National 
  
  Total 243 4,8 0,21 93,1 92,9 

EU15+1 56 14,8 0,89 97,9 97,1 
New members and 
accession countries 18 32,2 2,7 66,1 63,3 

Global/ 
European 
  
  Total 74 21 0,89 97,9 97,1 

EU15+1 1 105 5 0,04 97,9 97,9 
New members and 
accession countries 188 4,4 0,64 66,1 65,4 

Total 
  
  Total 1 293 4,9 0,04 97,9 97,9 

Graph 3.13. FUA ranking in relation to the share of artificial surfaces (FUA 
typology by ESPON Action 1.1.1). 
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Graph 3.14. FUA ranking in relation to share of discontinuous urban fabric. 
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Graph 3.15. Share of agricultural land use in relation to share of artificial 
surfaces 
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Graph 3.16. Share of artificial surfaces in relation to the share of rural 
population (national classification). 
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Graph 3.17. Share of agricultural land use in relation to the share of rural 
population (national classification). 
 

 
Graph 3.18. Share of residual land use in relation to the share of rural 
population (national classification). 
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Map 3.19. GDPPPS per capita. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Graph 3.19. Population density in relation to GDPPPS per capita in 1999. 
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Graph 3.20. Population density in relation to GDPPPS per capita in EU 15+2 and 
in EU 10+2 in 1999. 
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GDPPPS per capita 
FUA typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 

EU15+2 469 18 480 7 809 61 590 53 781 
New members and 
accession countries 110 5 465 2 310 14 810 12 500 

Regional/ 
Local 
  
  Total 579 17 324 2 310 61 590 59 280 

EU15+2 204 20 569 11 232 55 855 44 623 
New members and 
accession countries 45 7 109 4 152 15 772 11 620 

Transnational/ 
National 
  
  Total 249 19 294 4 152 55 855 51 703 

EU15+2 58 26 197 13 426 62 743 49 317 
New members and 
accession countries 19 12 415 7 040 26 573 19 533 

Global/ 
European 
  
  Total 77 22 498 7 040 62 743 55 704 

EU15+2 1 130 18 556 7 809 94 323 86 514 
New members and 
accession countries 191 6 403 2 310 26 573 24 263 

Total 
  
  Total 1 321 17 582 2 310 94 323 92 013 

 
Graph 3.21. FUA ranking in relation to GDPPPS per capita. 
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Graph 3.22. Share of artificial surfaces in relation to GDPPPS per capita. 
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Graph 3.23. Share of agricultural land use in relation to GDPPPS per capita. 
 

 
Graph 3.24. Share of residual land use in relation to GDPPPS per capita. 
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Map 3.20. Artificial surfaces per GDPPPS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.21. Agricultural land use per GDPPPS. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Map 3.22. Residual land use per GDPPPS. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Graph 3.25. Population density in 1999 in relation to population change from 
1995 to 1999. 
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Map 3.23. Population change from 1995 to 1999. 



  
 

  
 
Population change (%) in 1995-1999  

FUA typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 
EU15+2 469 0,35 -14,3 14,2 28,4 
New members and 
accession countries 110 -0,78 -6,5 6,3 12,8 

Regional/ 
Local 
  
  Total 579 0,09 -14,3 14,2 28,4 

EU15+2 204 0,76 -11,2 14,3 25,6 
New members and 
accession countries 44 -0,21 -2,7 1,5 4,3 

Transnational/ 
National 
  
  Total 248 0,39 -11,2 14,3 25,6 

EU15+2 58 0,85 -4,5 5,6 10,1 
New members and 
accession countries 18 -1,18 -5,1 1,2 6,3 

Global/ 
European 
  
  Total 76 0,29 -5,1 5,6 10,7 

EU15+2 1 130 0,80 -42,9 23,9 66,8 
New members and 
accession countries 188 -0,56 -7,5 6,3 13,8 

Total 
  
  

Total 1 318 0,47 -42,9 23,9 66,8 
 
Graph 3.26. FUA ranking in relation to population change from 1995 to 1999. 
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Graph 3.27. Share of artificial surfaces in relation to population change from 
1995 to 1999. 
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Graph 3.28. Share of agricultural land use in relation to population change from 
1995 to 1999. 

 
Graph 3.29. Share of residual land use in relation to population change from 
1995 to 1999. 
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Graph 3.30. GDPPPS per capita in relation to population change from 1995 to 
1999. 
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Population density  

Lagging typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 
Non lagging EU15+2 725 203 2 20 161 20 160 

  New members and 
accession countries 4 2834 82 3 476 3 394 

  Total 729 204 2 20 161 20 160 
Potentially lagging EU15+2 224 112 9 5 864 5 855 

  New members and 
accession countries 29 98 34 8 677 8 642 

  Total 253 107 9 8 677 8 668 
Lagging EU15+2 181 101 2 5 392 5 390 

  New members and 
accession countries 156 81 18 2 722 2 704 

  Total 337 88 2 5 392 5 390 
Total EU15+2 1 130 157 2 20 161 20 160 

  New members and 
accession countries 189 84 18 8 677 8 659 

  Total 1 319 137 2 20 161 20 160 

 
Graph 3.31. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1) in relation to 
population density.  
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Population change (%) in 1995-1999  

Lagging typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range 
Non lagging EU15+2 726 1,19 -13,2 14,2 27,3 

  New members and 
accession countries 3 -1,93 -5,1 -1,4 3,7 

  Total 729 1,18 -13,2 14,2 27,3 
Potentially lagging EU15+2 225 0,24 -12,0 12,3 24,3 

  New members and 
accession countries 29 -0,64 -3,7 4,5 8,2 

  Total 254 0,09 -12,0 12,3 24,3 
Lagging EU15+2 187 -0,58 -42,9 23,9 66,8 

  New members and 
accession countries 156 -0,53 -7,5 6,3 13,8 

  Total 343 -0,55 -42,9 23,9 66,8 
Total EU15+2 1 138 0,80 -42,9 23,9 66,8 

  New members and 
accession countries 188 -0,55 -7,5 6,3 13,8 

  Total 1 326 0,47 -42,9 23,9 66,8 
 

Graph 3.32 Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to 
population change from 1995 to 1999. 
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Graph 3.33. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to share of 
discontinuous urban fabric. 



 
 
Map 3.24. Urban–rural typology. 
 
 
 



Urban-rural 
typology 

Number 
of NUTS3 
regions 

Total area in 
km² 

Total area 
as % 
from EU 
25+4 

Total 
population 
in 1999 

Total 
population 
as % of EU 
25+4 total 

Population 
change from 
1995 to 1999 
(%) 

Index of 
population 
change (100 
= EU25+4 
average) 

Accessibility 
to 
transportation 
terminals 
(minutes) 

Index of 
accessibility, 
reversed (100 = 
EU25+4 
average) 

EU 25+3                    
1 691 906 881 19 299 173 237 60 0,84 118 33,00 134
2 52 204 887 4 25 990 947 5 1,06 149 56,64 78
3 34 127 231 3 17 743 721 4 1,01 142 47,91 92
4 131 523 154 11 42 177 800 9 -0,18 -26 64,93 68
5 184 1 049 959 22 57 913 200 12 0,64 91 61,28 72
6 201 1 440 310 31 42 021 486 8 0,08 11 64,40 68
Total 1 293 4 252 420 91 485 020 391 98 0,68 96 43,69 101
Areas not in 
typology 36 442 103 9 9 925 329 2 2,81 390 81,07 184
EU15+1               
1 643 711 652 15 257 320 237 52 1,10 153 29,65 149
2 42 115 629 2 15 951 947 3 1,54 214 49,27 90
3 33 124 847 3 17 486 721 4 1,02 141 47,92 92
4 57 141 717 3 12 170 800 2 2,21 307 46,18 96
5 156 815 493 17 42 758 200 9 0,78 109 56,61 78
6 174 1 266 578 27 34 710 486 7 0,28 39 62,43 71
Total  1105 3 175 916 68 380 398 391 77 1,04 145 37,87 116
EU 10+2               
1 48 195 229 4 41 853 000 8 -0,78 -109 53,58 82
2 10 89 258 2 10 039 000 2 0,30 41 68,35 65
3 1 2 384 0 257 000 0 0,39 54 47,26 93
4 74 381 436 8 30 007 000 6 -1,15 -160 72,54 61
5 28 234 465 5 15 155 000 3 0,24 34 74,43 59
6 27 173 732 4 7 311 000 1 -0,88 -122 73,75 60
Total 188 1 076 504 23 104 622 000 21 -0,64 -89 64,85 68
EU 25+4 1 329 4 694 523 100 494 945 720 100 0,72 100 44,10 100
      
Urban-rural 
typology 

Total 
GDPpps 
in 1999 

GDPpps 
as % of 
EU25+4 
total 

GDPpps 
per capita 
in 1999 

Index of 
GDPpps 
per capita
(100 = EU 
25+4 avg)

Change 
of 
GDPpps 
per capita 
from 1995 
to 1999 

Percentage 
change of 
GDPpps per 
capita 

Index of the 
percentage 
change of 
GDPpps 
(100 = 
EU25+4 
average) 

Employment 
in 
agriculture, 
forestry and 
fishing (% of 
the total 
work force) 

Population 
density 

Index of 
population 
density (100 
= EU 25+4 
average) 

EU 25+3                     
1 6 453 790 70 21 572 116 3 721 21 100 N/A 330 308
2 358 441 4 13 791 74 2 668 26 125 N/A 127 119
3 312 803 3 17 629 95 3 034 22 106 N/A 139 130
4 404 005 4 9 579 52 1 254 13 60 N/A 81 75
5 818 486 9 14 133 76 2 520 24 112 N/A 55 52
6 661 896 7 15 751 85 2 622 20 97 N/A 29 27
Total  9 009 422 98 18 575 100 3 186 21 100 N/A 114 106
Areas not in 
typology 182 581 2 18 396 99 4 608 27 129 N/A 16 15
EU15+1                
1 6 007 777 65 23 347 126 3 953 20 97 2,49 361 338
2 286 082 3 17 934 97 3 264 23 109 11,22 138 129
3 309 410 3 17 694 95 3 041 22 106 10,90 140 131
4 217 990 2 17 911 96 2 585 17 82 6,96 86 80
5 719 711 8 16 832 91 2 908 21 102 10,99 52 49
6 613 761 7 17 682 95 2 934 21 98 10,25 27 25
Total 8 154 731 89 21 437 115 3 628 21 98 4,70 119 112
EU 10+2                
1 446 013 5 9 674 52 1 604 25 117 N/A 214 200
2 72 359 1 6 512 35 1 650 33 157 N/A 112 105
3 3 393 0,04 13 204 71 2 587 24 116 N/A 108 101
4 186 015 2 5 768 31 502 11 53 N/A 79 74
5 98 776 1 6 260 34 1 624 34 164 N/A 65 60
6 48 135 1 5 902 32 1 114 21 102 N/A 43 41
Total  854 691 9 6 904 37 1 321 22 102 N/A 97 91
EU 25+4 9 192 003 100 18 572 100 3 204 21 100 4,70 107 100

 
Table 3.6. Urban–rural typology in relation to core indicators. 
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Graph 3.34. Population change from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 

High urban 
influence, 

high human 
intervention 

High urban 
influence, 
medium 
human 

intervention 

High urban 
influence, 

low human 
intervention

Low urban 
influence, 

high human 
intervention

Low urban 
influence, 
medium 
human 

intervention

Low urban 
influence, 

low human 
intervention 

Urban-rural typology

3,0 
Population change (%) in 1995-1999

2,5 

2,0 

1,5 

1,0 

1,06%0,5 0,97%0,85%
0,65%

0,1%0,0 
-0,22%

-0,5 



 
 
Map 3.25. Population change from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 
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Graph 3.35. GDPPPS per capita in relation to urban–rural typology. 



 
 
Map 3.26. GDPPPS per capita in relation to urban–rural typology. 
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Graph 3.36. Change of GDPPPS  from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 



 
 
Map 3.27. Change of GDPPPS  from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 
 



Lagging typology  

 Non lagging Potentially lagging Lagging Total 
% of population 
within Urban-rural 
typology 

62% 21% 17% 100%High urban 
influence, high 
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intervention 
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Table 3.7. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 
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Graph 3.37. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 



 
 
Map 3.28. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 
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Graph 3.38. Accessibility to transportation terminals in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 



 
 
Map 3.29. Accessibility to transportation terminals in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 
 



Typology of education level   
  
  None Local Regional National European Total 

% of population  
within Urban-
rural typology 

38% 5% 6% 29% 22% 100%High urban 
influence, high 
human 
intervention 

% of population 
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62% 33% 36% 61% 87% 60%
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30% 14% 12% 28% 16% 100%
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human 
intervention 
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rural typology 

12% 6% 33% 31% 18% 100%High urban 
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35% 21% 10% 31% 3% 100%
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influence, 
medium 
human 
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% of population 
within Typology 
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12% 27% 12% 13% 3% 12%

% of population  
within Urban-
rural typology 

38% 17% 18% 27% 0% 100%Low urban 
influence, low 
human 
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% of population 
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% of population  
within Urban-
rural typology 

37% 9% 10% 29% 15% 100%
Total 
  % of population 

within Typology 
of education level 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

 
Table 3.8. Level of education (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 
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Graph 3.39. Level of education (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 



Typology of tourism level   
  
  None Local Regional National European Global Total 

% of population 
within Urban-
rural typology 

21% 22% 25% 20% 9% 3% 100%High urban 
influence, 
high human 
intervention 
  

% of population 
within Typology 
of tourism level 

70% 49% 57% 65% 73% 91% 60%
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Total 
  % of population 
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100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

 
Table 3.9. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban–rural 
typology. 
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Graph 3.40. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban–
rural typology. 
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Graph 3.41. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to 
population density. 
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Map 3.30. Land use sustainability (artificial surfaces per GDPPPS) in relation to 
urban–rural typology. 



 
 
Map 3.31. Agricultural land use per GDPPPS in relation to urban–rural typology. 
 



 
 
Map 3.32. Artificial surfaces per GDPPPS and agricultural land use per GDPPPS in 
relation to urban–rural typology. 
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Graph 3.42. Share of discontinuous urban fabric in relation to urban-rural 
typology. 
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Graph 3.43. Share of discontinuous urban fabric in relation to urban influence. 



 
 
Map 3.33. Urban–rural typology in Belgium at NUTS 5 level, based on EU 23+3 
averages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Map 3.34. Urban–rural typology in Belgium at NUTS 5 level, based on national 
averages 
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Map 3.36. Urban–rural typology in Austria at NUTS 5 level, based on EU 23+3 
averages 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Map 3.37. Urban–rural typology in Austria at NUTS 5 level, based on national 
averages 
 
 




