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ABSTRACT: The deep asymmetries, which can be traced in the distribution of the economic activities in Portugal, do unveil the strong inter-regional differences one can point out at the level of the population well being. Correcting such asymmetries rests upon the knowledge of the factors, which determine that some of the regions do display a potential seedbed effect of new activities not otherwise seen in other regions. It was sought to explore the impact of a set of variables on the formation of firms in the industrial sector whilst utilising a model of spatial econometrics. There is evidence of problems of spatial correlation that made the traditional utilisation of the OLS models rather inadequate. Whilst using models of spatial econometrics, we could confirm that there exists a positive correlation between the proneness to create firms and the employee’s proportion in small firms. The growth of the resident population and the proportion of the population carrying out more professional and technical activities do also seem to be rather important determinants of the region seed-bed effect capacity. On the contrary, unemployment, the share of the resident population with higher education and the existence of policies specifically drawn for the purpose of forming firms do not seem to display the expected positive effect.
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INTRODUCTION
The Portuguese territory shows evident asymmetries in economic development, expressed in striking differences in terms of well being and opportunities. Those asymmetries did not seem to be attenuated with economic growing of Portuguese economy, as they are the more developed areas those that exhibit a greater potential to attract investment and that can offer the best (and more numerous) jobs’ opportunities. On the contrary, most depressed areas have been suffering from an accelerated decline in population, mostly explained by the missing in job opportunities. 

Public policies have developed some – feeble – initiatives to contradicter this trend. Those leads include universities creation in less developed areas, and the offer of facilities to initiatives of investment, nearly always external to the region. Practice, nevertheless, shows that those investments – that are often foreign direct investment – have a transitory nature and disappear in few years, after having created urban living stile to local population.

With such a scenario, it seems very important to understand why there are differences in space in the potential to seedbed firms and activities. This study ascertains to research the factors that determine the wide differences among municipalities regarding their ability to seedbed new activities whilst focusing upon the manufacturing industry in Portugal in the time period between 1982 and 1992.

THEORETIC BACKGROUND

There is any issue that in the point of view of the regional analysis rouse higher interest than the well being offered to people resident in different areas in space. This question cannot be dissociable to the economic potential of those areas, in what firms’– and employments – creation have been empirically highlighted as an essential issue.  

 The asymmetry one may encounter in the distribution of the economic activities on the space, formerly a privileged object of Regional Economics, has been drawing a growing interest of other Economics’ fields, which unveil an awareness of the importance of the questions regarding space and the spatial interaction when analysing economic phenomena. As a matter of fact, one highlights an interdisciplinary approach of regional economics and industrial economics in the present study whilst analysing the firms’ formation phenomenon. It is undeniable its impact upon the literature as produced in the 90’s.

Under the framework of the Industrial Economics, those issues which relate to the formation of firms and employment do seem to be rather important for the literature which relates to the «Small Business Economics», due to the fact that there can be traced an association between «small firms» and «new firms». Hence, the small-scale entry may be considered as a stereotyped fact which appears to be common to most of the economies and which applies to the national economy with particular accuracy, at least in what refers to the industrial activities
. Due to its capacity to generate employment, it seems to monopolise the interest of the available literature in a time period featured by high unemployment rates. Nonetheless, other positive aspects springing from the small firms are also underlined, such as its innovating potential, the enhancement of markets efficiency through the increase of competition or taking advantage of the local available resources. 

The implications pinpointed at the level of the economic development seem to outshine. Empirical studies which research the relationship between the formation of firms and the regional economic growth demonstrate that, although the high birth-rates may not necessarily mean prosperity/ wealth, there can rarely be traced prosperous regions which do not display high birth rates of firms
. On the other hand, there is still an ongoing debate that appears to be favourable to the formation of small firms as entities allowing for the launching of endogenous development of the regions provided that entrepreneurs explore the local resources.

METHODOLOGY

Databases

Seeking to determine the formation of firms, it has been utilised the databases of the Ministry of Employment and which has been corrected so as to expurgate it from intermittent occurrences and avoid considering a firm as “entrant” more than once
. All the firms that operate in the mainland, Portugal (Açores and Madeira were excluded), are considered as activity (although not the main one) in the manufacturing industry sector.

Once it has been built upon the staff data, this data basis virtually accounts for all the firms, which have employees. Therefore, this study has excluded those firms that operate solely with self-employed workers, which does highlight the under-evaluation of the number of entries and of the real importance of firms with less than 5 workers.

Territorial Unit

This database inserts the identification of the district and municipality where the firm is located. In this analysis it has been used the municipality as territorial unit. Once the number of entries – and exits – has been accounted for while considering the existence of each firm in each of the years, it has been sought to avoid the risk of considering as entry in a certain district a firm which might exist somewhere else and which has been re-located. Thus, the concept of entry of new firms in each of the regions implies the idea that a firm recently created and whose evolution is followed in the hypothesis that it has not changed its location, or in the case it has been done so, it did it elsewhere in the very same municipality. 

Dependent Variable

There are various alternate measures for the purpose of shedding some light upon the formation of new firms (Vd.Storey (1982), for example). The number of existing firms is the simplest indicator, but according to Garofoli (1992), this would be mainly a measure of the region turnover. For that reason it seems not to be an adequate indicator of the potential for creating new firms, as it does not control for the economic potential of the region.

Seeking to resolve this problem, indices have been built in order to convey an entry rate. Empirically speaking, the available studies may be split into two groups, according to the variable as used in the denominator of that index. On one hand, there are those who utilise the number of firms that exist in the region in the base year. Examples of those indexes can be found in the works of Reynolds (1993), Gerlach and Wagner (1994), and Guesnier (1994). Such an approach is susceptible of generating some criticism, (1) as the use of the existing number of firms seems to ponder the same weight as attributed to the large and small firms, whilst ignoring those firms’ potential (Vd. Reynolds et al. (1994), p.235); (2) it assumes that there exists a correlation between the entry and the number of incumbents as if the new firms had been created as a result of the existing ones; and, (3) it tends to over evaluate the entry rate in regions with a low number of firms (Vd. Garofoli, 1993).

On the other hand, there are those who use a measure that aims at putting forward the number of potential entrepreneurs of the region, on the labour market side. Yet, there may be pointed out various alternate solutions: the active population of the region (Reynolds et al.(1994), and Guesnier (1994)), employment in the industrial sector (Reynolds (1993), Gerlach and Wagner (1994)), or the resident population. 

In this study it has been used as a variable the firms formation rate defined as the quotient between the number of entries and the resident population in each municipality, in accordance with the census of 1981.

Econometric Model

The utilisation of a cross-section database relative to contiguous and unindependent territorial units may raise spatial autocorrelation related problems. Although the awareness of this sort of problems is not a recent issue, they have been neglected by the existing literature due to difficulties in having access to geo-reference based statistics and hardware that could process this information. The above problems and difficulties would be resolved later on, throughout the 90’s, thereby allowing for the econometric processing of the spatial dependence related problems. Under these circumstances, the package Space Stat as developed by Anselin (1992) has been considered as utterly important, as it allows for the identification and the econometric treatment of the spatial dependence related problems, either if this occurs at the level of the dependent variable or independents variables. In this research it has been used this econometric package. Yet, in this study the spatial grouping of the variables is analysed through a matrix of spatial ponderers, which intend to unveil the potential spatial interaction between pairs of observations. In the present study, this matrix consists of a matrix of Euclidian distances among municipalities, and which has been automatically built upon the respective co-ordinates X and Y.

FORMATION OF FIRMS: REGIONAL ASYMMETRIES

The Portuguese manufacturing industry has registered a considerable growth as a lot of firms have been formed in between 1982-92
. This growth is susceptible of being associated with a birth rate particularly high: about 51% in number of firms and about 8% in employment. This performance, nevertheless, was clearly different among the various areas of Portuguese territory.  

As it can be seen in Chart 1, a sole district – Porto – accounts for more than one quarter of the total number of the firms formed in this time period. Alongside with the districts of Braga, Lisbon and Aveiro, almost 70% of the firms formed in the mainland Portugal have been located in only 4 of the 18 districts, which seem to increase the asymmetric and unbalanced distribution of the economic activities.

Chart 1– Contribution of each District for the Formation of Firms
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Description

Statistical Source

TENT

Entry Rate

Q.P. & I.N.E.(Census  1981)

QLSF

Employment Share in Firms operating with less than 50 employees

Staff 1982

SPEC

 Specialization Coeficient                c/ Pi=(emp. sector i/emp. total

Staff 1982

POPDENS

Population Density in 1981

I.N.E. (Census 1981)

POPGR

Growth Rate of the Resident Population between 1981 and 1991

I.N.E. (Census 1981)

UNEMP

Employment Rate in 1981

I.N.E. (Cens us 1981)

QAUTOL

 % of Employed Resident Population  

I.N.E. (Census  1981)

URB

dummy: 1 for Municipalities

QMANUF

Weight of Employment on the Industrial Sector

Q.P. & I.N.E.(Census 1981)

GRADE

% Resident Population with Higher Education

I.N.E. (Census  1981)

QPROF

% Resident Population with Professional Training

I.N.E. (Census  1981)

PROF

%  Resident Population with type 2 Jobs

I.N.E. (Census 1981)

INCOME

Income Index in 1991

Marketest

ICONSUMPTION

Consumption Index in 1991

Marketest

OWNHOM

Number of owner-occupied housing per 100 families

I.N.E. (Census  1981)

FORK

dummy: 1 When firms have foreign capital

Staff 1982

SIBR

dummy: 1 if the municipality is eligible for the SIBR

SOCIFA Projects 1992

MUNINC

dummy: 1 if there is a local policy to support investment

SOCIFA Projects 1992

LEFT

% of votes in the parties APU, LST, OCMLP, MRPP, POUS, PSR and UDP

MAI, 1983, Election for A.R.

TXACT

Activity Rate

I.N.E. (Census 1981)
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As for the firms that have been formed, 97% had less than 50 workers and from these, almost 53% had less than 5 workers. Though generalised, this incidence of small firms does particularly outshines in the less developed districts, thereby comprising all the firms formed.

Nonetheless, the analysis of the formation of firms based upon the absolute number of entries seems to suffer from limitations, as it does not consider the dimension/ size of each one of the territorial units. When the entry rates are estimated on the basis of the resident population, there seems to be found a major tendency to entry in the Northern Coastal districts, which are the most crowded ones. On the contrary, most of the inland districts, where the depopulation problems call out for the creation of jobs that are deemed useful for the purpose of inciting the population to stay, seem to be less able to seedbed the formation of new firms.

Chart 2 – Number of Firms Created per 1.000 inhabitants
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Although the formation of firms – and consequent creation of jobs – is only one of the various demographic aspects of the firms which, whenever combined, determine the signal and the extent of the evolution of the number of firms and employment, according to various empirical studies «new firms are an important source of new jobs» [Fritsch (1992), p.233].

FIRMS’ BIRTH: HYPOTHESES AND RESULTS

Hypothesis

It has been realised a review of the empirical literature at length which permitted to identify four groups of factors susceptible of determining the regional differences in the entry rates (Vd. Davidsson et al. 1994, p.398):

· Availability of potential entrepreneurs: for the purpose of launching the “birth” of firms in a certain region one may consider as necessary that that region has available skilful and motivated individuals. The economic theory assumes that areas highly crowded not only reduce the transaction costs but also tend to attract young and trained individuals, thereby building «pooled» labour markets (Vd. Krugman 1991). Hence, it is expected that those areas, which are endowed with an important percentage of youths (between 25 and 44 years old), with training and/or technical/professional experience, reach higher entry rates. On the other hand, and admitting that the decision process making to create an industrial firm requires that the potential entrepreneur endows him/herself with knowledge on the functioning of the sector where he/she intends to operate, besides it is also required that he/she has specific technical knowledge. Under these circumstances, the individuals working in those sectors seem to be particularly well positioned. As it is in the smaller firms that the worker is able to establish a closer relationship with the activities of the firm, it may be admitted that regions, whose productive structure is dominated by small firms, have a higher seedbed potential than other regions where the large firms are the dominant ones (Vd., for example, Storey (1982), Lloyd and Mason (1984), O’Farrel and Crouchiley (1984), Beesley and Hamilton (1994)). It is then expected that the entry rate increases the share of small firms in the region; higher levels of unemployment may also correlate themselves with the birth-rate of new firms given that hypothetically speaking the experience as unemployed or the risk of being unemployed might be seen as a strong incentive to self-employment; however, this effect may be abolished due to the need of the market conditions;

·  Market Conditions: on the demand side, the available literature suggests that small firms tend to serve the local markets. As such, the volume and the increase of the demand will determine the seedbed ability of the region. The dimension of the market as measured by the resident population, by the population density, and by the immigration rate may produce a positive effect on the entry. The market growth plays a role of paramount importance, if one considers that the rate of firms formation correlates itself positively with the demand increase as measured by the variation of the resident population, variation of region domestic product or of the income per capita and the evolution of unemployment.

· Access to capital: the formation of firms rests necessarily upon investment, through what it needs capital. Given that there is the belief that most of the firms are created on the basis of self-financing or, even when the entrepreneur asks for credit (loans), this is usually attributed on the basis of the entrepreneur’s property, differences at the level of the regions may allow to explain for the differences in the firms’ birth-rates. Thus, it is expected that variables as income per capita or the percentage of inhabitants per owner-occupied housing may positively influence the formation of firms;

· Production diversification: inter-regional differences at the level of specialisation or diversification of the productive structure may also determine differences in the seedbed potential of the regions. At this level, two hypotheses have been formulated: (1) positive correlation between the specialisation level and the birth rate of firms – hypothesis which is subjacent to the industrial districts theory; (2) on the contrary, the probability to create firms is higher in regions characterised by a high level of sectorial diversification of industry. What seems to be at stake is the firms’ ability to establish industrial networks among each other so as to take profit from the benefits of specialisation whilst reducing the transaction costs and allowing for the circulation of strategic information in the region susceptible of increasing the seed-bed potential of the region;

· Socio-political environment: the existence of an entrepreneurial culture may also be considered a differentiation factor among regions regarding their ability to create firms. The existence of such culture is normally collated on the basis of the votes’ structure, while admitting a negative correlation between the votes’ percentage in the left wing parties and the ability to create firms.

Independent Variables

Based on the theoretical hypotheses, it has been utilised a group of variables which, once available with the required level of desegregation, may somehow characterise each district in terms of: (1) socio-demographic structure: % of the population with a higher education degree, unemployment rate and rate of unemployment reduction within industry (2) market conditions: population density, growth of the population, consumption and selling indices, rate of in-migration, and growth of the population; (3) industrial structure: employment weight on the small firms, specialisation coefficient and employment distribution by economic activities; (4) capital availability: income indices and number of resident families per owner-occupied housing; (5) socio-political environment: % of votes in the left wing parties. The statistical sources of these variables have been specified in the Appendix.

RESULTS

Spatial Auto-correlation

The use of individual regions (municipalities) as an analysis unit may consider the fact that those territorial units are not independent, and the need to introduce in this analysis the interactions in the variables in the space. This perspective is fully confirmed by the results as obtained by Moran while testing the spatial auto-correlation, accounted for all variables susceptible of being included in the model. The statistic I by Moran is one of the most popular measures used to test the presence of spatial auto-correlation, as summarised in the following equation:
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where  ij,t  is an element of the matrix of the spatial ponderers W, in this case, the matrix of the Euclidian distances among the municipalities; xi is the entry rate in the municipality i; n is the number of municipalities; and s0 is the sum of all the items which were included in the pondering matrix W. As the lines of the pondering matrix have been standardised,

 
[image: image2.wmf]å

=

j

ij

w

1

, thus s0 = N  and   
[image: image3.wmf]0

s

N

= 1.

[image: image8.wmf]Variables

I

Prob

Variables

I

Prob

TXENT

0,13016

0,001

UNEMP

0,12921

0,001

QLSF

0,07970

0,001

QAUTOL

0,15066

0,001

INCOME

0,05875

0,001

TXACT

0,13999

0,001

GRAD

0,07598

0,001

LEFT

0,34837

0,001

SPEC

0,07706

0,001

FORK

0,09143

0,001

PROF

0,10604

0,001

SIBR

0,19192

0,001

QTERC

0,17061

0,001

MUNINC

0,05782

0,001

QMANUF

0,10227

0,001

POPDENS

0,11589

0,001

POPGR

0,10963

0,001

OWNHOM

0,17655

0,001

Table 1 – Statistics I by Moran

Source: own calculations

As one may observe in Table 1, the summarised statistics regarding the dependent and independent variables are, in every case, rather significant. Once the result as obtained by means of the Wald test does not allow for rejecting the hypothesis of non-normality, in the Moran statistical estimation, it has been used the permutation method, thereby displaying 999 permutations at random.

Regression Analysis

This evidence of spatial correlation has been confirmed by the diagnosis of the regression as obtained by the software Space Stat in a previous estimation of the method of the OLS (Ordinary Least Squares). Although there are no heteroscedasticity problems (test by Koenker-Bassett = 0,000005 (0,9983)), the residual analysis suggests a lack of normality (test by Jarque-Bera significant at 1%) and the diagnosis as made at the spatial dependence does suggest the existence of this sort of problems, mainly in what regards the dependent variable. Indeed, and despite the fact that the Moran test and the «LM error» are statistically significant, the absence of normality implies that one should be cautious regarding its interpretation
. Moreover, the «LM robust» and the Kelejian-Robinson test (which do not require the normality of the terms of error) do not seem to obtain statistical significance.

On the contrary, the tests of the spatial dependence of the dependent variable (even the LM robust) are significant, thereby suggesting the need to design an alternate specification of the regression model so as to include this additional “variable”.

Table 2 – Diagnosis for the Spatial Auto-correlation
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Alternate Specification: «Spatial Lag Model»

The results as summarised above – absence of normality and spatial auto-correlation – do demonstrate that the OLS method is not adequate for estimating our model because it produces estimates potentially biased and inefficient. For that reason, we chose to use one of the models which explicitly incorporate the spatial element an it simultaneously does not require the hypothesis of the normal distribution of errors: the «SAR IV» model.

The «Spatial Lag Model» incorporates a variable spatially «lagged», Wy, as one of the explaining variables: 
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where y is an observation vector (Nx1) of the dependent variable; Wy is a vector (Nx1) of the spatial lags of the dependent variable, ( is the auto-regressive spatial coefficient; X is a matrix (NxK) of the observations of the exogenous variables; ( is a vector (Kx1) of the regression coefficients, and ( is a vector (Nx1) of the terms of error with average of 0 and constant variances (homoscedastics) (2. The specification of this sort of models is quite similar to simultaneous equation models combining endogenous variables and its estimation may be realised according to two methods: (1) the method of the maximum likelihood; (2) the method of the instrumental variables (or 2SLS). It has been used the second method – which might be considered as a sound alternative to the estimation as achieved by the method of the maximum likelihood – considering as instrumental variables exogenous variables spatially lagged, based upon the matrix of spatial ponderers as previously defined.

 Results

Regression results are summarized in Table 3. These results concern to 272 of the 275 municipalities that compose the considered territory, because 3 municipalities (Barrancos, Alcoutim and Montalegre) had not any firm in 1982.

There can be confirmed a considerable tendency for creating firms in regions where there seems to prevail firms employing less than 50 workers and the productive structure is specialised. The growth of the resident population, the weight of employment on more professional and technical activities, the activity rate and importance of employment on the industrial sector do also appear as important factors for stimulating the formation of new firms. One may consider rather odd the fact that the variable GRAD summarises values which are always negative and significant, even when one is able to control for the municipalities, (where the activity of the tertiary sector may be considered as the prevailing one), through the URB variable and/or the QTERC variable. This result may shed light upon the fact that the existence of residents with academic education does not stimulate the formation of firms. Other than the level of education the residents may have (higher education or professional training), the working experience might appear to be the determining factor for the formation of firms, mainly whenever these firms are small ones. It is also worth mentioning the existence of policies – local and European – for supporting the formation of firms in certain areas which apparently do not contribute for such purpose. The existence of such unfavourable environment for the formation of firms in areas where left wing parties are more voted remains unexplained. As for the employment rate, and in spite of the positive coefficients, it does not uncover statistical significance in any the specification as presented in this study. 

The value as obtained by W_TENT variable coefficients, in any of the specifications, clearly demonstrates the need for including the space in this analysis. As a matter of fact, its exclusion in those studies where the estimation is realised relying upon the use of the method of the OLS implies the existence of an error of specification due to the omission of an important exogenous variable.

Table 3 – Regression Results
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CONCLUSIONS


Broadly speaking, the results of this research are consistent with the existing literature on other economies. In particular, the «seedbed» role as played by the small firms sector is entirely corroborated, whilst suggesting that an important proportion of the so-called «new» entrepreneurs may have worked in small firms, where they might have acquired their technical skills and which are deemed useful for the purpose of creating their own businesses. 


The need for explicitly combining space in this analysis does also rise out as an essential aspect, both for the realisation of other studies in this specific area and in terms of public policies that have to be designed and implemented. As for the latter aspect, there is no evidence which may unveil the existence of local policies – which most of them are none other than subsidies for the acquisition of land – or communitary policies – which focus mainly upon certain areas. However, they require investment features that are often difficult to put together in backward areas and which might diminish regional disparities regarding specific abilities to create firms.
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� - As a matter of fact, about 97% of the firms, which were created in between 1982 and 1992, employed less 50 workers.


� - Vd. Reynolds, Storey and Westhead (1994), p.446.


� -Vd. Guimarães et al.(1995).


� - In between 1982 and 1992 about 13.500 firms have been formed, which corresponds to a relative variation of about 59%.


� - The test I by Moran is somehow considered as a test which lacks accuracy – Vd. Anselin (1992), p.26-12.
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				Variáveis		I		Prob				Variáveis		I		Prob						Test		Value		Prob.

				TXENT		0.13016		0.001				TDESEMP		0.12921		0.001						I by Moran		8,342		0.00000

				QLPE		0.07970		0.001				QAUTOL		0.15066		0.001						Multip.Lagrange (errors)		24,570		0.00000

				IREND		0.05875		0.001				TXACT		0.13999		0.001						ML Robust (errors)		0.192		0.66098

				QESUP		0.07598		0.001				PARTESQ		0.34837		0.001						Kelejian-Robinson (errors)		5,882		0.95034

				COEFESP		0.07706		0.001				KESTR		0.09143		0.001						Multip.Lagrange (lag)		51,157		0.00000

				PROF		0.10604		0.001				SIBR		0.19192		0.001						LM Robust (lag)		26,779		0.00000

				QTERC		0.17061		0.001				INCAUTAR		0.05782		0.001						LM (SARMA)		51,349		0.00000

				QIND		0.10227		0.001				DENSPOP		0.11589		0.001

				TCPOP		0.10963		0.001				QHABP		0.17655		0.001
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				NÚMERO DE EMPRESAS CRIADAS																										CRIAÇÃO DE EMPREGO VIA ENTRADA DE NOVAS EMPRESAS

		DEMP83		1982_3		1983_4		1984_5		1985_6		1986_7		1987_8		1988_9		1989_0		1990_1		1991_2		TOTAL				DEMP83		1982_3		1983_4		1984_5		1985_6		1986_7		1987_8		1988_9		1989_0		1990_1		1991_2		TOTAL

		Aveiro		536		364		309		386		446		541		603		522		531		456		4,694				Aveiro		7,117		3,853		3,962		2,942		4,021		5,161		5,289		4,567		5,810		4,208		46,930

		Beja		35		15		20		22		30		69		45		45		46		31		358				Beja		141		50		87		81		92		245		240		244		194		169		1,543

		Braga		475		323		336		511		709		971		928		761		740		675		6,429				Braga		9,664		3,767		3,337		5,691		7,541		10,146		9,232		7,165		10,098		6,556		73,197

		Bragança		43		26		20		29		37		31		34		34		33		38		325				Bragança		236		114		95		93		137		159		173		116		194		107		1,424

		C.Branco		82		74		43		88		70		66		88		56		65		74		706				C.Branco		1,151		704		214		610		639		1,144		907		932		706		539		7,546

		Coimbra		152		104		66		98		114		100		116		109		124		112		1,095				Coimbra		1,415		1,997		394		786		890		1,519		1,072		1,645		1,366		1,045		12,129

		Évora		60		45		46		46		43		48		77		61		78		51		555				Évora		452		243		311		446		345		264		374		296		408		305		3,444

		Faro		99		63		60		71		84		84		117		95		89		85		847				Faro		768		482		409		462		391		561		484		588		584		447		5,176

		Guarda		59		33		31		67		55		52		61		52		56		50		516				Guarda		352		229		161		437		291		220		560		507		402		513		3,672

		Leiria		280		186		137		243		222		240		314		257		269		231		2,379				Leiria		2,864		2,023		1,151		2,315		2,738		3,089		3,085		2,267		2,397		2,340		24,269

		Lisboa		875		543		426		517		533		622		727		607		678		607		6,135				Lisboa		14,062		6,812		5,899		4,272		5,017		5,632		10,162		8,092		9,017		6,625		75,590

		Portalegre		60		33		38		38		24		28		33		48		37		30		369				Portalegre		925		211		126		137		80		92		245		242		193		217		2,468

		Porto		1,450		841		746		942		1,293		1,417		1,486		1,248		1,309		1,103		11,835				Porto		22,010		7,957		8,942		9,363		11,798		15,903		15,247		14,099		12,573		11,397		129,289

		Santarém		243		126		121		127		144		168		170		138		165		158		1,560				Santarém		2,836		1,365		731		1,012		1,197		1,488		1,647		1,376		1,295		1,557		14,504

		Setúbal		222		162		129		175		180		194		210		213		224		232		1,941				Setúbal		2,553		1,757		1,091		1,623		2,328		2,527		2,914		5,172		2,705		1,881		24,551

		Viana		112		73		70		82		89		122		114		107		120		109		998				Viana		751		540		711		379		509		1,506		846		782		1,087		882		7,993

		V.Real		34		14		25		29		45		49		44		41		55		08		344				V.Real		367		125		125		114		210		253		276		343		564		129		2,506

		Viseu		122		149		59		96		86		105		123		99		110		100		1,049				Viseu		1,339		1,038		381		583		589		970		876		1,046		767		743		8,332

		TOTAL		4,939		3,174		2,682		3,567		4,204		4,907		5,290		4,493		4,729		4,150		42,135				TOTAL		69,003		33,267		28,127		31,346		38,813		50,879		53,629		49,479		50,360		39,660		444,563

				CRIAÇÃO		CRIAÇÃO

		DEMP83		EMPRESAS		Pes						Nº EMP		Nº PE				quota de pes

												CRIADAS		CRIADAS				criadas

		Aveiro		11.1%		11.2%						4694		4585		Aveiro		97.7%

		Beja		0.8%		0.9%						358		356		Beja		99.4%

		Braga		15.3%		15.2%						6429		6251		Braga		97.2%

		Bragança		0.8%		0.8%						325		324		Bragança		99.7%

		C.Branco		1.7%		1.7%						706		685		C.Branco		97.0%

		Coimbra		2.6%		2.6%						1095		1054		Coimbra		96.3%

		Évora		1.3%		1.3%						555		550		Évora		99.1%

		Faro		2.0%		2.0%						847		837		Faro		98.8%

		Guarda		1.2%		1.2%						516		504		Guarda		97.7%

		Leiria		5.6%		5.7%						2379		2322		Leiria		97.6%

		Lisboa		14.6%		14.5%						6135		5943		Lisboa		96.9%

		Portalegre		0.9%		0.9%						369		364		Portalegre		98.6%

		Porto		28.1%		28.0%						11835		11474		Porto		96.9%

		Santarém		3.7%		3.7%						1560		1521		Santarém		97.5%

		Setúbal		4.6%		4.6%						1941		1880		Setúbal		96.9%

		Viana		2.4%		2.4%						998		981		Viana		98.3%

		V.Real		0.8%		0.8%						344		336		V.Real		97.7%

		Viseu		2.5%		2.5%						1049		1027		Viseu		97.9%

																		97.8%

		TOTAL		100.0%		42,135
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				Variáveis		I		Prob				Variáveis		I		Prob						Teste		Valor		Prob.

				TXENT		0.13016		0.001				TDESEMP		0.12921		0.001						I de Moran		8,342		0.00000

				QLPE		0.07970		0.001				QAUTOL		0.15066		0.001						Multip.Lagrange (erros)		24,570		0.00000

				IREND		0.05875		0.001				TXACT		0.13999		0.001						ML Robusto (erros)		0.192		0.66098

				QESUP		0.07598		0.001				PARTESQ		0.34837		0.001						Kelejian-Robinson (erros)		5,882		0.95034

				COEFESP		0.07706		0.001				KESTR		0.09143		0.001						Multip.Lagrange (lag)		51,157		0.00000

				PROF		0.10604		0.001				SIBR		0.19192		0.001						LM Robusto (lag)		26,779		0.00000

				QTERC		0.17061		0.001				INCAUTAR		0.05782		0.001						LM (SARMA)		51,349		0.00000

				QIND		0.10227		0.001				DENSPOP		0.11589		0.001

				TCPOP		0.10963		0.001				QHABP		0.17655		0.001
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		Variable		Description		Statistical Source

		TENT		Entry Rate		Q.P. & I.N.E.(Census  1981)

		QLSF		Employment Share in Firms operating with less than 50 employees		Staff 1982

		SPEC		Specialization Coeficient                c/ Pi=(emp. sector i/emp. total		Staff 1982

		POPDENS		Population Density in 1981		I.N.E. (Census 1981)

		POPGR		Growth Rate of the Resident Population between 1981 and 1991		I.N.E. (Census 1981)

		UNEMP		Employment Rate in 1981		I.N.E. (Cens us 1981)

		QAUTOL		% of Employed Resident Population		I.N.E. (Census  1981)

		URB		dummy: 1 for Municipalities

		QMANUF		Weight of Employment on the Industrial Sector		Q.P. & I.N.E.(Census 1981)

		GRADE		% Resident Population with Higher Education		I.N.E. (Census  1981)

		QPROF		% Resident Population with Professional Training		I.N.E. (Census  1981)

		PROF		%  Resident Population with type 2 Jobs		I.N.E. (Census 1981)

		INCOME		Income Index in 1991		Marketest

		ICONSUMPTION		Consumption Index in 1991		Marketest

		OWNHOM		Number of owner-occupied housing per 100 families		I.N.E. (Census  1981)

		FORK		dummy: 1 When firms have foreign capital		Staff 1982

		SIBR		dummy: 1 if the municipality is eligible for the SIBR		SOCIFA Projects 1992

		MUNINC		dummy: 1 if there is a local policy to support investment		SOCIFA Projects 1992

		LEFT		% of votes in the parties APU, LST, OCMLP, MRPP, POUS, PSR and UDP		MAI, 1983, Election for A.R.

		TXACT		Activity Rate		I.N.E. (Census 1981)
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						(1)		(2)		(3)		(4)

				W_TENT		1,2648		1,9767		0,9056		1,4524

						0.0000		0.0000		0,0306		0.0000

				CONSTANTE		-2,2613		-7,4450		-4,4830		-6,4604

						0,1080		0,0005		0,0896		0,0004

				QLPE		1,2841		1,2746		1,4560		1,4888

						0,0038		0,0047		0,0011		0,0008

				COEFESP		0,7873		1,0879		1,0929		1,6500

						0,3174		0,1845		0,1920		0,0412

				DENSPOP		-0,0002						-0,0003

						0,5639						0,2605

				TCPOP		0,0537		0,0422		0,0572		0,0603

						0,0004		0,0070		0,0007		0,0001

				TDESEMP		0,0229		0,0224		0,0186		0,0192

						0,5863		0,6122		0,6599		0,6485

				QAUTOL		-0,0111		-0,0087		-0,0318		-0,0314

						0,5012		0,6339		0,0458		0,0298

				URB		0,8311				1,1235		0,1609

						0,1376				0,0000		0,7547

				QIND		0,1810		0,1551		0,1672		0,1627

						0.0000		0.0000		0.0000		0.0000

				QESUP		-1,1342		-1,0617		-1,2378

						0,0001		0.0000		0,0001

				PROF		1,4180		1,3436		1,5668		1,3770

						0.0000		0.0000		0.0000		0.0000

				IREND		0,0102				0,0065		0,0091

						0,5564				0,5953		0,5983

				QHABP		-0,0149

						0,1704

				KESTR				0,2834

								0,368

				SIBR				0,0090

								0,9818

				INCAUTAR				0,1866

								0,5058

				PARTESQ				0,0120

								0,2582

				ICONSUMO				0,0107		0,0103

								0,2190		0,2658

				TXACT						0,0737		0,0623

										0,0263		0,0549

				QEPROF								-0,1930

												0,0016

				R2		0,65		0,78		1,75		0,82

				Sq. Corr.		0,6238		0,3666		0,3689		0,5680

				N*		272		272		272		272

				* Foram excluídos os concelhos de Barrancos, Alcoutim e Montalegre

				que não constam dos ficheiros dos QP de 1982
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				Variables		I		Prob				Variables		I		Prob

				TXENT		0.13016		0.001				UNEMP		0.12921		0.001

				QLSF		0.07970		0.001				QAUTOL		0.15066		0.001

				INCOME		0.05875		0.001				TXACT		0.13999		0.001

				GRAD		0.07598		0.001				LEFT		0.34837		0.001

				SPEC		0.07706		0.001				FORK		0.09143		0.001

				PROF		0.10604		0.001				SIBR		0.19192		0.001

				QTERC		0.17061		0.001				MUNINC		0.05782		0.001

				QMANUF		0.10227		0.001				POPDENS		0.11589		0.001

				POPGR		0.10963		0.001				OWNHOM		0.17655		0.001
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