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Preface

This working paper is the outcome of a Nordic working group established by NARP (Nordic
Committee of Senior Officials for Regional Policy) in 2005. The members of the working group
included Denmark (Mette Kragh), Finland (Janne Antikainen and Olli Alho), Iceland (Salvor
Jonsdattir), Norway (Kristin Nakken and Wilhelm Torheim) and Sweden (Eva-Maria Forsberg,
resigned 30th September 2006, Maud Carlsson from 1st October 2006) and Ole Damsgaard from
Nordregio. Norway chaired the working group. Birgitte Wohl Sem, (Norway), managed the
secretarial work while also taking care of all editorial duties. The group had its first meeting in
September 2005.

Our task was to look into the various urban and regional development strategies currently utilised in
the Nordic countries. Important aspects here related to systems, structures, and the physical and
functional aspects of city development in a regional development context, based on threes city
levels; major, medium-sized and small cities/regional centres.

This mandate was rather broad. As such, it was not possible for the group to answer all of the
relevant questions within the defined time limits. Nevertheless, we do think that this work could be
utilised as a starting point for further elaboration in terms of the future development of new
approaches to regional development policy from a Nordic city-region perspective.

The group has benefited from useful input from the responsible Ministries in each of the five
member countries. We are also very grateful for the hospitality provided, and all contributions given
to the work during our meetings in Stavanger, Helsinki, Stockholm and Oslo. Special thanks also go
to Nordregio and Tomas Hanell, who wrote part one of the report and to Chris Smith for a thorough
language check. Last but by no means least, our very special thanks also to Birgitte Wohl Sem for
her excellent organisation and reporting on the group’s work.

The working group wishes to thank NARP for the opportunity to elaborate on linkages between
Nordic cities and regions. The focus on cities and their role in regional and economic development
is an approach of growing importance in many countries. We strongly recommend that NARP
continues to promote this work in the coming years.

The Nordic Working Group on Cities and Regions

Stockholm, November 2006
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Executive summary

The working group received the following mandate from the NARP (Nordic Committee of Senior
Officials for Regional Policy), in September 2005:

... gruppen skal undersgge forskellige by- og regionalpolitiske strategier, herunder studier af bysystemer
og -strukturer, fysiska/funktionella aspekter av stadsutveckling pa regional niva samt en differentierad
politik med utgangspunkt i olika stadssystem och regiontyper. I inledningen av gruppens arbete skall det
goras en nuldgesrapport kring differentierad stads- og regionspolitik i Norden. Gruppen skal i den
forbindelse belyse byernes betydning for regionaludviklingen pa tre niveauer: Storbyer, Mellemstore byer
og Mindre byer/regionscentre”

The mandate is wide-ranging while its execution is left open to many alternative approaches. We
were for a number of reasons however unable to address all of the relevant questions posed by the
NCM. As such, the group gave priority to the establishment of a common empirical platform and to
the description of the city structure and city system in the five countries. A clear and shared picture
of the three levels of urban areas in the five Nordic countries, as defined in the mandate, was
needed. To ensure that communication within the group functioned smoothly, it was necessary to
attain a deeper understanding of the current and future situation of each country.

The next step was to respond to the request in the mandate to report on "differencierad stads- og
regionalpolitikk i Norden". The group interpreted the formulation as giving a brief description of
the position of different categories of cities and towns in the framework of regional policies in
Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Iceland and Norway including the major content of policies. This work
became, in fact, the most challenging part of the project as the different countries have a highly
dissimilar understanding of the meaning of ‘urban and regional policies’. The situation might very
well mirror the fact that relevant concepts in social sciences are not well defined and/or that each
country has their own way of applying them for practical purposes. Studies of urban policies in the
framework of regional or territorial policies can easily degenerate into semantic discussions! As
physical planning and innovation policies seem to be common elements in regionally-oriented
urban policies, the working group paid particular attention to these dimensions. To put the Nordic
countries in a European perspective, the position of cities and towns in European policies and
research is emphasised as well as the impact of policies — both ways. The working group concluded
its work with a set of recommendations which are set out below.

Main findings

In Part One of the report a statistical comparison of different kinds of cities and towns in the five
Nordic countries was undertaken. Tomas Hanell of Nordregio wrote the text and was also
responsible for the mapping and the statistical analysis.' The applied typology of Nordic Local
Labour Markets (LLM) is based on previous work conducted by Tomas Hanell and Lars Olof
Persson.? In this part of the report the different structures and systems of cities in the five countries
is described. The different urban areas are studied according to a typology allowing comparative
analysis. Part One clearly demonstrates that the Nordic settlement system is almost unique in a

1 Riikka lkonen and Jorg Neubauer, also of Nordregio, assisted him with the collection and harmonisation of statistical
raw data.

2 For those interested, a description on how the Typology has been developed as well as of its critical parameters is
included in Annex 10.
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European perspective which implies both the existence of very different development conditions in
the Nordic countries, and dissimilar patterns. The urban systems in the five Nordic countries are
very different with Denmark at one extreme, and Norway and Iceland at the other. The Nordic
settlements display an amazing hierarchy when it comes to the advantageousness of the current
demographic structure. The larger the city and the more diversified its economic backbone; the
more favourable is its demographic structure. Briefly, the Nordic countries’ urban structures may be
summarised by the following characteristics: An unbalanced system of cities with large distances
between them; the important role of small- and medium-sized cities (SMESTOs); and the
dominance of the capitals and other metropolitan regions. The Nordic countries share two common
problems, the nature of the external divide between the few large Nordic cities and the growth poles
in Europe and the internal divide between the few large cities in the Nordic area and the large
number of small- and medium-sized cities.

The starting point for Part Two of the report is provided by a description of the responsible
authorities for urban-oriented regional policy. This enables us to provide a general picture of “who
is doing what”. The following descriptions of urban-regional policies in the five countries
demonstrate that urban policy for regional development remains, generally speaking, a young and
still poorly integrated discipline in the five Nordic countries. In terms of innovation policy however,
the position of cities and towns represents the exception. Finland has a very systematic approach to
urban areas of different kinds and specially designed programmes and tools for different kinds of
cities and towns in different regional contexts. Networking policies seem to be the rule. Although
the existence of more or less similar innovation programmes with important regional impact is
recorded across the Nordic area, the urban aspect is often not made explicit.

We can however conclude that the various Nordic governments place a different emphasis on
innovation and growth-oriented urban policies (Finland, Denmark) in relation to more equity-
oriented redistributive policies with equal access and the reduction of centralisation trends as
fundamental driving forces (Norway, and to some extent Sweden). The European Union and the
Lisbon Agenda might be one explanatory factor here; more historical and institutional factors also
undoubtedly have an impact. Especially in Finland, Sweden and Norway the importance of
SMESTOs in a regional perspective is obvious. Leaving out innovation policies, national strategies
targeting SMESTOs still seem to be at best highly fragmented, if not completely absent.
Undoubtedly, special attention is increasingly given to the metropolitan regions in all the five
countries.

An important challenge for all the five countries then seems, not surprisingly, to be the integration
of spatial planning, transport policy and economic development policies across administrative
borders. This is very much the case in Metropolitan areas. All five countries are currently in search
of efficient mechanisms for regional management and governance. Denmark is perhaps the most
interesting example here as it is currently implementing its new Planning Act in the context of the
restructuring of Danish territory, from 2007. In Sweden, regional enlargement seems to be a high
priority in line with a number of other challenges related to metropolitan areas. In Norway, the
governance of the Oslo Region is central.

The report underlines the importance of small- and medium-sized cities and towns in the northern
part of Europe and the problematic nature of the European definition of the term in the Nordic
context. European analysis and policies have to be applied and remoulded to the Nordic context. In
the Nordic countries the impact of the main principles of the ESDP, in national policy terms, is not
obvious with the exception of the urban issues addressed in the INTERREG Transnational Baltic
Sea Metropolitan Area. Denmark judges that changes in planning policies can be related to the
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impact of the ESDP while Sweden and Finland see institutional changes in their countries as a
result.

In Europe, urban areas have slowly been gaining in prominence. This reflects both the growth and
competitiveness agenda while also being related to the increasing emphasis placed on territorial
cohesion in a range of countries. According to recent research however, relatively few countries in
Europe have an explicit urban component to their regional policy goals. Internal disagreements
within the EU system and the reluctance to increase the importance of cities and towns in EU
development policies, in terms of funding, are well known and debated. The destiny of the
Territorial Agenda is for this reason quite interesting.

The ESDP-generated concept, ‘polycentricity’, is used in many ways and has different meanings
according to its geographical level of application. The concept addresses the art of coordination and
specialisation within systems of cities, in trans-national as well as in narrower territorial settings. In
our view, the concept must be understood in terms of possibilities or potentials for networking and
development. As such, it is a positive and useful concept. In other circumstances however
politicians would perhaps be better off using alternative formulations for strategic and practical
purposes.

Policy Recommendations:

e The general ambition for urban regional policy is to produce development that is sustainable
in the long run. Each city and region, regardless of size, faces specific challenges which
have to be fully understood to develop mobilising processes and relevant and coherent
policies. Regional development policies, environmental and cultural policies, transport and
communications, industrial and innovation policies, education and research and social
policies are all of vital importance to the growth of city regions and the well-being of
people. Policies must be differentiated according to the character of the urban region in
question and the function and size of the cities.

e The Nordic capitals are vital for the development of the Nordic countries. They do have a
unique function in each country. At the same time, they are difficult to handle in a broad
regional context. More attention must therefore be paid to their relations with other capitals
and metropolitan areas as well as to their intraregional relations. The potential for more
extensive polycentric cooperation between the capitals at the macro level must be further
elaborated. Knowledge has to be built and experiences shared between the Nordic countries
to satisfy networking demands and tackle the question of innovation in a proper and timely
manner.

e SMESTOs are crucial in the effort to counteract the polarisation of urban growth and
maintain the settlement pattern, especially in more sparsely populated areas. In these areas
they can play a role in the attempt to diversify the economic base and ensure a minimum
level of services. At a local level SMESTOs offer good possibilities in terms of living areas
of high quality — counteracting social segregation. SMESTQOs cannot however be separated
from their regional context. To develop a targeted policy, the context of each city has to be
fully understood, in particular in terms of its potential for a polycentric development.

e Cooperation and networking between cities and towns at a regional, national and
international level are key factors for future development. Cities and regions are localising

NORDREGIO WP 2006:4 4



and anchoring the Lisbon strategy. A stronger partnership between local, regional, national
and transnational bodies is required. Bottom-up processes should be facilitated by
governments and transnational players. There is a need for local and regional innovation
strategies that are linked to the national and Nordic levels. A crucial gquestion is how to
enhance the ability of SMESTOs in non-metropolitan contexts to function as ‘gateways’ to
the global marked and the knowledge-based economy.

e The Metropolitan areas in the Nordic countries are few in number and even more vital for
the development of the entire country. Governments have to further elaborate and
experiment with different kinds of mechanisms for the integration of physical planning,
economic and transport policies in Metropolitan areas as well as in major urban areas.
National authorities have to keep focusing on innovation, internationalisation and
communication. They need to stimulate key players in the Metropolitan areas to build
alliances with major urban areas and medium-sized cities encouraging dynamism and
development.

e It is important for national authorities to help and encourage cities and smaller towns to
strengthen their attractiveness by upgrading the quality of the environment and by providing
for the better utilisation of the potential of local cultural and natural resources and identity.

Competence and knowledge:

e Urban areas of different sizes play important and different roles in regional development in
the Nordic countries. It is important to clarify the diversity of roles played by different cities
for regional development in different territorial contexts. There is a lack of systematic
research and studies available on cities and towns in the Nordic countries. To further
elaborate targeted policies, more empirical research is a necessity. The originality of the
urban structure in the Nordic countries calls for common efforts concerning the elaboration
of concepts and statistical tools. There is a definite need for more knowledge concerning the
development and dynamism of urban systems and interactions patterns between the capital
and other cities and towns.

e A regionalisation of the Lisbon indicators. In order to measure the progress of the Lisbon
strategy a set of official indicators was agreed upon. These are reported in a separate
“Synthesis Report” or annex of the annual European Commission "Spring Report™ to the
European Council. The indicators cover the five domains of employment, innovation and
research, economic reform, social cohesion, the environment as well as general economic
background. There have been some attempts (e.g. ESPON 3.3) of regionalising these but
much work still remains to be done, particularly with regard to urban areas.

Actions:
1. Research programme. “The art of combining growth and competitiveness and territorial
cohesion in the Nordic countries. The role of cities and towns for regional development and

the dynamism of urban systems.”

Topics:
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o From separate Nordic capitals to the development of a northern macro region. Sharing
experiences and building a Nordic knowledge base for development;

o Nordic cities and towns in the Baltic Sea Region, potentials and challenges;

0 Getting SMESTOs to network. Tools for the development of dynamic urban regions.
Tools for getting isolated cities to network. SMESTOs as gateways to the knowledge
based economy, the role of regional universities and research institutions;

o The Innovative City, encouraging cities and towns to adapt and counteract major
external and internal changes.

2. Nordic Innovation Network Programme. Clusters and innovation policies remain,
national in nature. Innovation policies should be connected more directly with regional
development policies. A regionalised network of clusters across national borders - “A
Nordic Centres of Expertise Programme” - responds to this challenge. Elements of such a
programme could be the identification of Nordic trans-national clusters of European or
global importance, benchmarking competence levels, support for forming cluster brands as
well as strengthening the wider regional competence basis and local networks with national
tools.

3. Seminar. Intensive seminar for senior officials and scientists. Relevant issues: The role of
capitals and small and medium-sized cities and towns for regional development. Regional
management and governance. Coordination and specialisation of urban regions: networking
models in different regional contexts. The definition of potential synergies concerning trans-
national networking between capitals. Responsible unit: Nordregio.

4. NCM Conference 2007. Organizing a high level conference in 2007 to help set out a
Nordic Territorial Agenda, to define Nordic coordination synergies in research in the
framework of ESPON 11 and to highlight common and divergent Nordic views concerning
the European Territorial Agenda.

5. The continuation of a working group in respect of cities and towns in a regional context.
Topics: Defining the Nordic research programme and seminar; preparing a scientific
Conference at Nordregio in March 2007 and the Nordic Ministerial conference, also in
2007.
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PART ONE: TRENDS AND PATTERNS OF THE
NORDIC URBAN SYSTEM
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1.0 Characteristics of the Nordic settlement system

The Nordic settlement system is fairly unique in European terms. A sparse population, long
distances and a scattered urban system imply that development conditions in the Nordic countries,
or at least in their most northerly parts, differ considerably from those encountered in continental
Europe. Similar settlement characteristics can only be found elsewhere in Europe in parts of inland
Spain (e.g. Extremadura), the Scottish Highlands and in northwest Russia (Figure 1). On a global
scale the similarities are however — both with respect to internal as well as relative external position
— obvious when compared to countries such as Canada, Australia or New Zealand.

Figure 1: The Nordic settlement system in the BSR and in Europe

a) Population density in the Baltic Sea Region b) Cities in Europe by population size

Source: Hanell & Neubauer, 2005 Source: Nordregio

Moreover, the concept of what constitutes a city differs as seen from a European viewpoint and, as
such, there are few cities in Norden when measured in continental terms. In the context of the
Urban Audit, large cities in Europe are classified as having more than 250 000 inhabitants in the
core municipality while medium-sized cities have between 50 000 and 250 000 inhabitants.® The
strict application of these European criteria would imply that there are only seven large cities in the

3 European Communities (2005): Urban Audit 2005. Key Indicators on Living Conditions in European Cities, p. 5.
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Nordic countries* namely Kgbenhavn, Arhus, Helsinki, Oslo, Stockholm, Géteborg and Malmé.
Additionally, in accordance with such a classification, there would be 82 medium-sized cities, of
which there would be 15 in Denmark, 14 in Finland, 1 in Iceland (Reykjavik), 12 in Norway and 40
in Sweden. However, seen from a wider European perspective the Nordic urban structure is deemed
rather homogenous.

The evolution of urban settlements in the Nordic countries over the past 100 years strongly reflects
structural changes in the economy, with a relative stability prevailing until the 1960s, followed by
an accelerated rate of change since the 1970s, and, ultimately, by the turning point of the recession
in the late 1980s/early 1990s.

From the late 19th century to the 1960s, urban growth in many parts of the Nordic countries was
primarily linked to the availability of natural resources; the forest sector in Finland and Sweden;
fisheries and energy in Norway and Iceland. Despite the dispersed urban structure that had
developed, the southern parts of Finland, Sweden and Norway have throughout remained the most
urbanised areas. Their dominance was maintained in relation to maritime trade and accessibility
issues as well as being based on political factors.

The Finnish, Swedish and Norwegian urban systems that have emerged since the mid-1970s are
mainly characterised by the growth of a few strong urban regions. Moreover, Iceland in particular
has been characterised by very rapid urbanization at the expense of the rural areas. The rate of
change has been enormous. Whereas only 10% of the total population lived in Reykjavik in 1904,
the number today is 40%, while it would be roughly 62% if counting the larger Reykjavik area.

In Denmark, the changes have not been as polarised, while Danish cities have in general been
growing throughout the country, albeit with increasingly fewer people living outside settlements
with 200 inhabitants or more. In particular the municipal centres grew strongly, but growth in the
largest cities was not particularly high in the 1970s. In the 1990s such growth that did take place
tended to be concentrated to a few larger urban centres. More recently new indications are emerging
that growth in the Western parts of Denmark is outpacing that of the capital area.

Denmark is a fairly densely populated country and is characterised by a steady but slow growth in
population. The National Planning Report (2006) observes two notable core areas of growth: the
eastern part of Jutland (a functional urban area integrating Arhus and Kolding) and Sealand (with
Copenhagen being the centre for commuting purposes). Regional enlargement is also witnessed in
Denmark where Copenhagen, as the largest common local labour market, now covers most of
Sealand. In addition, around the largest cities there is now a tendency for settlements to be located
at ever larger distances from the city centres.

In the Danish National Planning Report five different kinds of regional realities are identified: The
capital/@resund region, Sealand, the Eastern part Jutland, Central Jutland and Funen, and the
peripheral areas. The still growing urban regions are centred on the four largest cities, namely,
Copenhagen, Arhus, Odense and Aalborg (cities with more than 100 000 inhabitants), whereas
peripheral areas face rather more difficult conditions. In Denmark “town regions” cover the
commuting regions for towns with 20 000-100 000 inhabitants while small-town regions cover
commuting regions for towns with populations lower than 20 000 persons. The small-town regions

* Utilising data as of 1 January 2006. Unless separately stated, all data presented in Chapter 1 stems from the respective
National Statistical Institutes of the Nordic Countries, namely Danmarks Statistik (DK), Tilastokeskus (FI), Hagstova
Islands (1S), Statistisk Sentralbyrd (NO) and Statistiska Centralbyran (SE).

NORDREGIO WP 2006:4 9



are however very different kinds of areas, though they all have in common the fact that they occupy
a location far away from a larger city.

The urban network in Finland comprises one European level centre with the Greater Helsinki
Metropolitan Area and a few strong national centres, which are all located in a triangle in Southern
Finland encompassing the Helsinki-Lahti-Tampere-Turku area. Oulu in the north, and Jyvaskyla in
central Finland as well as some thirty or so SMESTOS constitute the exceptions here.

Following the deep recession of the early 1990s and the subsequent recovery from it, the new
period of economic growth in the mid-1990s was mainly based on the success of ICT-sector and its
various sub-contractors. New growth has concentrated in five large urban regions (Helsinki,
Tampere, Oulu, Jyvaskyla and Turku) and in one Nokia-driven industrial area (Salo) The poorest
development in urban areas was identified, firstly, in unidimensional and often small-scale
industrialised urban regions, and, secondly, in regional centres based on public sector services, as
this sector in particular suffered from serious cutbacks in the 1990s. By the latter half of the 1990s
and into the early years of the 21*" century domestic migration flows again attained the level of the
early-1970s. During the 1990s, social and spatial issues in Finland became increasingly
characterized by urban-centred problems and in particular focussed on the challenges faced in
stressing the premier role of cities in generating growth.

The case of Iceland is, due to its geographical and demographic situation, somewhat different. The
city of Reykjavik and the seven surrounding municipalities together form about 62% of the total
population and constitute the only urban region in Iceland. There are 4 smaller urban centres outside
the metropolitan areas and 20 small “cities’ with between 1 000 and 5 000 inhabitants. Development
conditions for the smallest and most remote centres in Iceland are difficult. Municipal mergers are a
constant administrative feature in Iceland. Between 1997 and 2005 municipalities decreased in
number by over one third from 163 to 101. Currently (at end of 2005) the median size of
municipalities in Iceland is as low as 454 inhabitants which makes the country quite unique in this
respect, at least in a European context.

In Norway the urban system is dominated by the Metropolitan area of Oslo - the only real
metropolitan area dominating the five major cities Kristiansand, Stavanger, Bergen, Trondheim and
Tromsg. These 5 regional centres are located in each of the main parts of Norway (south, south-
west, west, mid-Norway and northern Norway). The country is characterised by the 43 small- and
medium sized cities and towns (SMESTOs) defined as centres counting 5000 — 50 000 inhabitants.
29% of the total urban population lives in SMESTOs. They are spread all over the country some
being of great regional importance. Their situation varies considerably and, as such, is often
dependent on their history and their economic, demographic and geographic context. Moreover,
90% of the current 909 Norwegian urban settlements are smaller than 5000 inhabitants. In sum, the
urban structure of Norway is unique in a European context, as the major urban areas are rather few
in number and quite small, while a large number of ‘cites’ exist at the bottom end of the scale in
terms of population and labour markets.
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Figure 2: Population density in Nordic LLM and localities >5 000 inhabitants

In Sweden, the urban system is dominated by the three metropolitan areas, Stockholm, Gothenburg
and Malmd. These urban systems and networks are, however, currently undergoing some dynamic
changes. Regional enlargement in the form of larger functional labour markets is regarded as a
central ingredient of future dynamic of development. This means that previously separate regions
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are linked together to form larger regions through a significant investment in communications and
infrastructure. Regional enlargement suggests polycentric development, especially with respect to
small and medium sized cities and their surrounding areas. Many small and medium-sized cities in
relatively densely populated areas, but lying some distance from the major cities, have established
joint networks in a more or less polycentric structure. Such regions can be found e.g. in north-
eastern Skane, the south-western part of lake Vénern (Fyrstads), the Norrkoping/Linkoping area,
Western Smaland, Siljansbygden and the southern part of Dalarna, and the notional square
encompassing Luled-Boden-Alvsbyn-Pited on the northern part of the Bothnian coast.

In the majority of Sweden’s northern inland area as well as in Northern Finland, both with many
extremely sparsely populated labour market regions and long distances between the cities, the
preconditions for polycentric development are more or less non-existent. However, other forms of
political and economic co-operation and networking between cities are emerging in these areas.
Such developments can be found e.g. between Wilhelmina-Asele-Dorotea (in Vésterbotten County)
and Avidsjaur-Arjeplog (in Norrbotten County).

Thus, on closer inspection, the Nordic urban pattern actually appears far less homogenous. The
obvious distinction lies between Denmark and southern Sweden on the one hand and the more
northerly parts of Fenno-scandia (including Iceland) on the other. While the settlement structure in
the former is dominated by relatively large numbers of cities situated reasonably short distances
from each other, cities in the latter area are few in number and greatly scattered. Within the second
category however, the capital regions of Helsinki, Stockholm and Oslo, as well as Gothenburg, are
characterised by pockets of urban concentration in an otherwise, relatively speaking, ‘void’ space
(Figure 2).

The primary dichotomy is reflected in e.g. population density (inhabitants/km?), which on average
in Denmark is between six and forty-two times higher than in the other Nordic countries (Table 1).
The average population density in the European Union (EU25) being 118 persons/km? implies that
the corresponding Danish density is slightly above that.

Table 1: Basic indicators of the Nordic settlement structure

DK FIN IS NOR SE

Population density 126 17 3 15 22
Urbanisation rate (%) 85.1 83.4 92.4 75.8 84.0

Number of localities 1425 747 58 933 1936
— median population 631 876 468 651 653

Urbanisation is here measured as the share of population living in localities.” In a European context
all five Nordic countries are highly urbanised, with between 76% (Norway) and 92% (Iceland)
living in such settlements. Although exactly comparable data does not exist, the urbanisation rate of

® Localities (tatort, tettsted, taajama) are in the Nordic countries defined as a group of buildings located less than 200
metres apart (Norway: 50 metres) and having a population of at least 200 inhabitants. This measure thus provides a
fairly coherent and comparable picture of where the physical urban fabric of each country is located and where its
inhabitants live regardless of administrative boundaries.
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e.g. Poland is substantially lower whereas the Netherlands or Belgium, for example, are on a par
with the Icelandic figure.

The delimitation of localities in Norway differs (see footnote nr 5) from that of the other countries
in as much as when delineating the areas concerned the maximum distance allowed between
buildings is 50m as opposed to 200m in the other countries. If the common ‘Nordic’ delimitation
were to be applied to Norway® the number of localities would increase substantially, i.e. from 933
to 1 493. The urbanisation rate measured in this way would then also rise to common Nordic levels,
i.e. from 75.8 to 82.6%.

When compared to population as measured by 1x1 km grid cells, the internal Nordic differences
become even further accentuated. Measured in this way, 82% of the territory of Norway (mainland),
72% of Sweden and 66% of Finland are completely void of inhabitants. In contrast, this figure
amounts to only 3 % of Denmark. The reason for these differences can be found in the differing
“micro” settlement patterns of the Nordic countries.

Finnish localities are on average the largest of all five Nordic countries, the median population size
being nearly 900 persons, but they are few in number, some 750 altogether. In Denmark,
settlements are substantially smaller than in Finland but on the other hand they are far more
numerous. Norway, Sweden and Iceland fall in between these two ‘extremes’. In all of these
countries the number of localities is similar when compared to the size of the national population
and, with the slight exception of Iceland, also the median size of localities.

The actual consequences of these differences are exemplified in Figure 3, which displays three
circles of similar scale (i.e. an area with a 50 km radius) where a similar number of persons live
(80 000). All three thus have an equivalent population density.

Despite this basic reality the local settlement pattern of these city regions is profoundly different.
This is mainly due to the specific topography of Norway; inhabitants tend to be highly clustered
along the few patches of comparatively flat land available, mainly on valley floors and along the
fjord coastlines. In Finland, settlements flow out fairly evenly from a central place with the
distinction between city and rural areas being rather vague. Sweden lies in the middle of these
extremes; where for decades planning practices have implied a stricter division into town and
country than is the case in Finland.

This means that there are tangible differences not only in the overall urban structure of the five
Nordic countries but also on the regional and local level. In summary, the Nordic countries are, with
the obvious exception of Denmark, sparsely populated countries, a fact reflected to a large extent in
their rather different urban systems: numerous SMESTOs, often large distances between them and
the strong dominance of metropolitan areas and/or the capital region.

® Engelien & Steinnes (2004): Utpraving av nordisk tettstedsdefinisjon i Norge. Metode og resultater, SSB Rapporter
2004/12
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Figure 3: Variations of local settlement structures around three Nordic cities

Tromsg (NOR)

Ostersund (SE) Mikkeli (FIN)

Source: Modified from (draft material from) Glgersen & A.l (2005): Northern peripheral, sparsely populated regions in
the European Union. Nordregio Report 2005:4

The situation of the SMESTOs is, moreover, very diverse depending on their specific geographical
context: as a part of a metropolitan area, as a part of a functional urban region or as an isolated
regional centre. Many cities also play a key role as nodes in the regional or local administrative
structure and as the main centres for services and business activities.

1.1 Varying Nordic categorisations of cities

The above-mentioned differences and other factors (stemming for different policy approaches)
imply that what is considered as being a city, town, and how large that is, also differs substantially
from one Nordic country to the next. A selection of examples is presented in Figure 4, where some
recent policy-based or otherwise widely used delineations have been mapped according to the
approximate population within each class.

In the national planning report alluded to previously (Balanced development in Denmark, 2003)
Denmark was divided into three types of settlement regions: The “city region” constituted by the
commuting region around each of the four large cities (more than 100 000 inhabitants) Aalborg,
Arhus, Odense and the capital, the “town regions” which constitute the commuting regions for
towns with 20 000-100 000 inhabitants, and the small-town regions which are the commuting
regions for towns with fewer than 20 000 people.
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As labour markets are opened up, they have increasingly coalesced into ever fewer commuting
regions. Nevertheless, the four large cities continue to play a major role as centres for urban growth.
Increasingly then they can be seen to be moving towards even larger types of areas. This is the
reason why the new draft national planning report (Det nye Danmarkskort - planlegning pa nye
vilkar 2006) contains a new division of the country into 5 different types of areas. These areas are
as follows, the capital area, the rest of Sealand, the eastern part Jutland, Central Jutland and
Funen and yderomraderne (i.e.”outer areas”). This new classification system represents a
fundamental restructuring of Danish territory into different types of areas characterized by more or
less the same types of dynamics and bases for development. This division can therefore be seen as a
planning tool, illustrating the existence of different planning needs in the context of development.

From January 2007, after the implementation of the structural reform in Denmark, the new
administrative regions will be responsible for the establishment of regional development plans. The
plans must also, by law, include a vision for the development of urban areas, the rural areas and
“yderomraderne” within each region.

In Finland efforts to better understand the new urban trends and their links with regional
development led to the elaboration of categories aiming at providing the analysis necessary for the
design of better targeted policies. The Urban Network Studies (1998 and 2001), were up-dated in a
2004 publication from the Ministry of the Interior entitled, “The Growth of Urban Regions” which
recognised five types of urban districts’, four of which are divided into sub-categories. Thus, the
classification of urban regions (major, medium-sized, small) is not based on inhabitants but on the
profile of urban regions such as “small or one-sided regions” or “diversified university regions”.

In Norway the six main regional centres (Oslo, Stavanger, Trondheim, Tromsg, Bergen and
Kristiansand) are perceived as the major cities. Some are dominated by one large centre around
which all of the economic and social activity in the region gravitates (Trondheim, Bergen and
Tromsg). Other urban regions consist of several centres that have historically developed over the
same time, but with different forces driving their development. Former “polycentric” regions have
turned into merged cities (e.g. Stavanger and Sandnes). The regional importance of these six urban
regions being the main classifying criteria, this is not the case for the present definition of
SMESTOs. Here, the number of inhabitants in the regional centre is applied as the only criterion.
The Oslo region is defined as the only true metropolitan area comprising 46 municipalities, and
about 36% of the population. It is defined according to the functional criteria based on housing and
the percentage of the workforce in commuting distances around the city of Oslo including the
medium sized cities of Moss (southeast) and Drammen (west).

" Districts (“Seutukunta”), or functional urban regions, are a sub-regional unit introduced in 1994 between the
municipality and county levels. These units were determined according to ‘travel to work’ patterns and volumes as well
as by the intensity of cooperation between municipalities.
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Figure 4: Examples of Nordic national definitions of cities and urban regions
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Sources: Denmark: Landsplaneredeggrelse 2003; Finland: Kaupunkiverkko ja kaupunkiseudut
2006; Norway: St.meld .nr. 31 (2002-2003); Sweden: NUTEK 2006.

1 Based on commuter catchment area

2 Based on other functional/administrative grouping (Finland: “Seutukunta”; Sweden: NUTEK's “FA
region”, Iceland: "Hoéfudborgarsveedi")

3 Based on municipality

At present, no specific classification of cities exists in Sweden. The classification used for e.g.
statistical purposes is based on functional regions (former labour market regions). NUTEK has
established a classification of the 72 functional (FA) regions into “regional families”, which
constitute groups of FA regions which are subject to similar development preconditions. They are
constructed with the help of five indicators, which are weighted differently: (1) population in the
20-64 age group; (2) proportion with higher education; (3) number of entrepreneurs in relation to
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population in the age group 20-64 years; (4) number of places of work which can be reached within
45 minutes; (5) share of population living in localities (tatort) with more than 5000 inhabitants.
The *“five regional families” are, (i) Metropolitan regions, (ii) Larger regional centres,
(iii) Secondary centres, (iv) Small regions with mainly private employment, and (v) Small regions
with mainly public employment. These functional regions are created mainly, but not exclusively,
on the basis of commuting statistics.

1.2 Towards a common Nordic urban typology

When examining different urban systems it soon becomes fairly obvious that even a common
Nordic urban typology by necessity will have to accommodate a large variation of perceptions as to
the nature of towns, cities or urban areas — or rural areas for that matter. In all Nordic countries with
the exception of Iceland a system of measuring commuter flows across municipal boundaries exists.
In Denmark the most current one — and the one utilised here — stems from the
Landsplaneredeggrelse 2006. We have here modified it so that the municipalities of Skagen, Narre
Djurs and Grena are grouped according to the municipal delimitation after 1.1.2007.

In Finland we have utilised the latest measurement from 2004 (Tilastokeskus) but classified the
municipalities of Tuupovaara, Uukuniemi and Saari according to the municipal delimitation
1.1.2006. In the Norwegian case we have used the NIBR classification of 2002 and in the Swedish
one the SCB classification of 2002. As no data on commuting was available for Iceland, the LLM
of Reykjavik corresponds here to "Hofudborgarsvaedi”. There are no other cities or LLM’s in
Iceland that have a population of more than 25 000. Annex 1 on page 79 presents the populations of
all these LLM’s.

There are many ways to characterise an LLM. We have chosen four main aspects here. Firstly, the
settlement structure of the LLM, measured in terms of the population of the LLM, its population
density and the number and density of localities within it and the distance to neighbouring LLM’s.
Secondly, certain aspects of the functionality of a LLM are considered, namely its administrative
status (national or regional capital) and the existence of a university in the LLM. Third, we have
considered the location of each LLM with respect to its surrounding urban pattern, measured as the
number and density of localities in the LLM and its neighbours, providing us with an indication of
whether the LLM is situated in a polycentric surrounding or not.

Finally, the smallest LLM’s are also distinguished on the basis of whether their labour markets are

based on productive industries or services. Figure 5 presents all Nordic LLM’s grouped according
to these criteria. For a thorough description of the typology, see Annex 10 on page 79.
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Figure 5: A typology of Nordic Local Labour Markets with over 25 000 inhabitants

For definitions, see Annex 10 on page 94.

NORDREGIO WP 2006:4

18



As we have chosen commuting patterns as the main identifier of a functional city this means that, in
most cases, there are several localities situated within one LLM (c.f. with Figure 2 on page 11), this
is most noticeable in Stockholm and Copenhagen which have 46 and 27 localities® within their
functional urban areas respectively. The LLM’s of Malmé, Gothenburg, Arhus, Oslo and Helsinki
are also highly polycentric, each comprised of ten or more such localities. Another implication of
the use of functional urban regions is that several large “cities”, such as Roskilde in Denmark,
Porvoo in Finland or Uppsala in Sweden are part of the functional labour markets of Copenhagen,
Helsinki or Stockholm respectively, and are, as such, not depicted here as separate urban entities.

This division thus includes almost the entire Danish population (99%). Similarly, 94% of the
population of Sweden is classified as living within a commuter catchment area with more or less
urban characteristics. The corresponding rate for Norway is 81%, and for Finland 80%, whereas
62% of the Icelandic population alone live in Greater Reykjavik (Figure 6). Apart from the relative
share of the capital population, the different functional and size categories by and large reflect the
differences in the settlement system of the countries.

Figure 6: Share of national population by type of city
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The remaining areas that are not included in this typology constitute a wide variety of regions. They
are small in population, of course (< 25 000 inhabitants per commuter catchment area), but do play
an important role in our Nordic societies. In Finland these commuter catchment areas or single
municipalities amount to 163 in number while in Norway (128) and Sweden (45) their number is
also significant. The specific settlement pattern of Denmark implies that the number of these small

8 With more than 5 000 inhabitants
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and mostly highly rural areas is only five (Samsg, Lemvig, Rudkebing, Argskebing and Lasg).
Outside the capital region of Iceland there are approximately 90 municipalities (their number is
however decreasing rapidly). Of these, the second city of Akureyri with 16 000 inhabitants and
Reykjanesbar (11 000) close to the capital are the largest.
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1.3 Structures and changes in the Nordic urban system

1.3.1 Demographic imbalances

Today’s age composition tells us something about what the local labour market can be expected to
look like in the years to come. The most commonly used method to describe the age composition is
the division of population into three groups, namely: children (0-14 years); working-age population
(15-64 years®); and the elderly (65 years or over). Whereas old age groups are for the most part seen
as a burden on the society, the younger age groups are generally considered as future assets. Both
viewpoints need not hold true at all times.

On the one hand, the younger age groups are more costly to the society than are the older age
groups, with the cost of educating them before they become productive paramount here. Thus the
hope is — from a regional development perspective — that these costly youngsters will stay put when
they become ‘profitable’ from a societal point of view. This is more often than not the case, apart
from in the larger cities. Young persons between 20 and 35 years of age are among the most mobile
of all age groups and often stay and work in the region in which they acquired their education,
which in many cases is not the same as that where they spent their first 20 years.

On the other hand, several pensioners with considerable spending power bring substantial amounts
of capital into circulation in local economies. In many cases these pensioners might relocate after
concluding their period of paid employment. If they have originally out-migrated from a smaller
settlement, they might return “back to their roots”, or they might choose to permanently settle e.g.
where their holiday cottage happens to be located. In both cases their economic input might be
larger than their societal cost, at least initially. As these age groups grow older their need for care
rises, however, but at least there is a 10-15 year buffer in between, providing a short breather to
cities and regions struggling with declining economies.

Despite such possibilities, the fact remains that both age groups remain costly. Thus a highly
desirable status for any Nordic city or region would be to have relatively few elderly people in need
of significant levels of care, a large working force and a substantial share of children to tackle the
inevitable future ageing of the society. In some Nordic areas this is a reality, in most places it is not.

Larger cities in a more advantageous position

Nordic settlements display an amazing hierarchy when it comes to the advantageousness of the
current demographic structure. The larger the city and the more diversified its economic backbone
the more favourable is its demographic structure.

The Nordic capital regions taken as a group are in this respect in the best position as here the share
of youngsters is the highest and the share of elderly the lowest (Figure 7). Again, taken as a group
the situation is also encouraging in other large Nordic metropolises as well as in regional centres,
especially those with universities. In medium-sized towns as well as in the less-urbanised parts of
the Nordic countries the current situation is however somewhat problematic.

® Variations to these standards do exist. In e.g. Sweden a common grouping is that of 20-64 years, which is better fitted
to the current societal structure. In this work however the standard international delimitation of 15-64 years is utilised.
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Figure 7: Share of population in crude age groups 2005 by Nordic city types
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Figure 8: Young and old age demographic dependency ratios 2005 by Nordic city type
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There are substantial scale differences however between the countries. Annex 2 on page 80 and
Annex 3 on page 81 depict the share of young and old persons respectively in all Nordic LLM’s. In
general, smaller cities particularly in Sweden and Finland have large shares of elderly population
but this hierarchical pattern, albeit at a different scale, is evident also in the other countries. When it
comes to young persons the pattern is more or less the inverse: the smaller the city the smaller is the
share of children. In Finland, Oulu, Rauma, Jakobstad and Lohja are the primary exceptions to this
rule.
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Even more crucial than the share of these critical age groups is their relation to the number of
persons of working-age. Demographic dependency ratios describe this relation. The number of
young persons (0-14 years) compared to the number of persons of working age (15-64 years)
provides a “Young age dependency ratio”. Similarly, the “Old age dependency ratio” describes the
ratio between those 65 years or over as a share of those of working-age.

Not surprisingly, these ratios also follow a clear size and functional hierarchy among Nordic cities,
as is evident in Figure 8. Especially in the case of the elderly, smaller cities have a clearly
disadvantageous ratio between those of working-age and those of pensionable age. In the case of
young persons however the differences are surprisingly small. This implies that the relationship
between those that work (or at least those that are of working-age) and those that (hopefully) will do
so in the future is more equally distributed across the Nordic urban landscape.

Demographic imbalances between Nordic cities stem primarily from differences in the absolute and
relative shares of elderly population whereas the ratio of youngsters is far more evenly distributed.
As elderly population is the least mobile of all age groups, the primary question is consequently
whether the young persons, especially in smaller settlements, will stay put in the future or whether
they will migrate towards larger cities. Unfortunately the latter seems currently to be the case.

1.3.2 Polarisation of the population

During the current decade population growth in the Nordic countries has at best been on a par with
average European levels. Even the fastest growing Nordic country, Iceland, is surpassed by five EU
Member States (Ireland, Cyprus, Spain, Malta and Luxembourg). In addition, the other Nordic
countries have experienced growth, least so Denmark and Finland, though they have nevertheless
still slightly outgrown the overall European average. These national differences however are not to
any large extent reflected in developments across the urban landscape of Norden. In fact, quite the
opposite, recent demographic trajectories imply a clear spatial concentration in favour of the largest
players.

Hierarchical development trends

Taken as a group, Nordic capitals have seen the highest rates of population growth during the
period 2000-2005, the joint increase being close to five percent during these six years (Figure 9).
Similar developments have also been experienced for other large metropoles. Those regional
centres that have a university have also fared well, far better in fact than other regional centres.
Population levels, on the whole, have declined slightly in medium-sized towns while decreasing
substantially in the less-urbanised parts of Norden.

The drivers for this change differ, however. Figure 10 presents the same development as above
during 2000-2005 while differentiating between net migration (those that have moved in, minus
those that have moved out) and natural population change (the difference between persons born and
died). Figure 11 (on page 25) again presents the same data in absolute terms.

Migration is largely the key driver of the positive overall development of the metropolises. This
group includes cities such as Odense in Denmark, Tampere and Turku in Finland, and Gothenburg
and Malmé in Sweden. Taken as a group, migration accounts for more than two thirds of the overall
change. In this respect the extreme case is the category of Nordic regional centres without a
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university, where migration is the paramount explanatory variable. In university cities nativity is
also fairly high. In contrast to the pattern at the end of the previous decade, in the capital regions
again natural population growth now accounts for a majority of the positive change. This is most
prominent in Reykjavik, but also apparent in the cases of e.g. Helsinki or Stockholm.

Figure 9: Population change 2000-2006 in Nordic city types
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Figure 10: Net migration and natural population change 2000-2005 by Nordic city type
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Figure 11: Absolute population change in Nordic cities 2000-2005
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Low nativity again is the primary explanation for the negative development of medium-sized towns
in general whereas in migration terms these cities, taken as a group, are close to standstill. There are
differences between countries, however, and in the Finnish case in particular, several medium-sized
towns such as Rauma, lisalmi or Raahe, are hampered by substantial out-migration.

In any case, the more rural areas of the Nordic countries remain most affected. On average, high
out-migration is further accentuated by negative birth rates, with the Icelandic periphery taken as a
group constituting the only exception here.

There is then here a situation where migration flows to smaller settlements and rural areas are
highly negative and directed primarily to larger cities or regional centres. As nativity is more
difficult to orchestrate, from a planning or policy point of view, the migration component deserves a
more thorough examination taking into account the actual differences that do exist between
countries. Annex 8 on page 88 presents migration rates differentiated across the whole typology as
well as between countries. The same data is also presented in Figure 12.

National differences prevail

In Denmark there is, in migration terms, a clear east-west dichotomy, where cities located in the
western part and northernmost tip of Jutland in general all have negative rates. This is most
pronounced in Tgnder and Frederikshavn. In general, negative migration currents in Denmark
decrease with increasing city size and economic diversity. Among the medium-sized Danish towns
those that have a service-based labour market in general fare slightly better than those with a
manufacturing- or agriculturally oriented one. The biggest winners in Denmark in this respect are
nonetheless regional centres such as Vejle or Nykebing Falster, where population growth is
exogenously based on a substantial spill-over effect from Arhus and Copenhagen respectively, as
residents from these large cities have settled outside the commuter catchment areas. In contrast to
the previous decade, also Bornholm is now among the top Danish magnets.

Table 2: Ten Nordic cities with highest and lowest net migration rates (% p.a.) 2000-2005

Highest ten Rate Lowest ten Rate
Tampere (FIN) +0.9 Raahe (FIN) -1.2
Oulu (FIN) +0.9 Kemi (FIN) -0.7
Fredrikstad/Sarpsborg (NOR)  +0.8 lisalmi (FIN) -0.7
Askim/Eidsberg (NOR) +0.8 Kajaani (FIN) -0.7
Jyvaskyla (FIN) +0.7 Teander (DK) -0.6
Helsingborg (SVE) +0.7 Gislaved (SVE) -0.5
Malmd (SVE) +0.7 Ludvika (SVE) -0.5
Tansberg (NOR) +0.7 Frederikshavn (DK) -0.5
Varberg (SVE) +0.7 Imatra (FIN) -0.4
Simrishamn-Tomelilla (SVE) +0.7 Savonlinna (FIN) -0.4

In Finland the hierarchical development is stringent with the only exception being that Helsinki is
now, in migration terms, overtaken by several regional centres or large cities, most obviously
Tampere and Oulu, which are the two fastest-growing cities in the Nordic countries. In this respect
Helsinki has declined form its former premier-position to that of tenth place among Finnish cities.
The northerly Finnish cities of Raahe, Kemi, lisalmi and Kajaani are the four worst out-migration
cases among all Nordic cities (with more than 25 000 inhabitants). In Raahe the net-migration rate
was as much as -1.2% each year on average during 2000-2005 (Table 2).
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Figure 12: Net migration in Nordic cities 2000-2005
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Reykjavik, where more than 62% of all Icelanders already live, is still the primary migratory pole of
attraction in the country. In addition, the remaining parts of the country have on average a positive
net migration rate, but this rate amounts to only one fifth that of the capital.

The Norwegian urban system does not display an equally clear hierarchy in migration terms as is
obviously the case in e.g. Finland. Among the top-ten magnets for migrants are several smaller
Norwegian cities on both shores of the Oslo fjord such as Fredrikstad/Sarpsborg, Askim/Eidsberg,
Tensberg, Moss, and Halden as well as Larvik/Sandefjord. Oslo itself ranks number ten in Norway,
preceded also by e.g. Bergen. The only Norwegian cities with negative migration rates are located
exclusively on the northern and western coast. Norwegian regional centres have generally, on
average, fared substantially better if they are located in polycentric surroundings than if they are
not.

Finally, in Sweden the urban hierarchy with regard to migration is similar to that of Finland. With
the exception of Stockholm, which now seems to have lost ground, the second cities of Gothenburg
and Malmo as well as a large number of regional centres (especially if they are university towns)
are the primary Swedish winners. In contrast to the end of the previous decade Stockholm now
ranks only as number 17 among the Swedish cities. Among the worst Swedish cases are medium-
sized towns such as Gislaved, Ludvika, Karlskoga, Séderhamn, Bollnas or Vastervik. Ostersund is
the only Swedish university town to loose population through migration. In all five countries the
less-urbanised and rural areas taken as a group have had the worst development in migration terms,
while this is particularly evident in Finland.

In terms of population development the link to the regional settlement pattern is fairly weak. In
other words there is no clear-cut correlation between the development of the population and
whether the city is located in a polycentric or non-polycentric environment. This holds true for all
five categories of cities. One explanation for this is probably that cities located in non-polycentric
surroundings, in general, have large hinterlands from which to attract migrants whereas cities in
more dense areas have to compete more fiercely with other similar cities.

International migrants favour large cities

International migrants nonetheless clearly favour large cities. During the two-year period 2004-
2005, Copenhagen, Stockholm, Oslo and Helsinki remained the primary Nordic destinations for
international immigrants (Annex 6 on page 84). Immigration was also substantial to other
metropoles such as Malmo, Gothenburg, Arhus, Reykjavik and Odense.

In relative terms, immigration is on a level of its own in Reykjavik and to the capital of Aland,
Mariehamn (Figure 13). In both these cities international immigrants amounted to nearly two
percent of the total population between 2004 and 2005. On a lesser scale this also holds true for
Oslo, Malmé and Copenhagen as well as for more smaller cities such as Tromsg in Norway,
Sgnderborg in Denmark (migration from Germany) or Arvika in Sweden (from Norway). In relative
terms immigration is very low in most Finnish cities apart from, albeit at a modest level, Helsinki,
and the aforementioned Mariehamn.
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Figure 13: Immigration to Nordic cities 2004-2005
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Compared to most larger European cities'® however the Nordic numbers on international migration
remain modest. Disregarding obvious special cases such as Brussels or Luxembourg, several
European cities (e.g. Munich, Cologne, Madrid) have more than double the turnover of their
population, even in comparison to the Nordic extremes.

1.3.3 Spatial re-organisation of the Nordic labour market

Urban economic contribution increasing

Urban areas — accounting for a lion’s share of European value-added — are the primary drivers of
the European economy. In the ESPON project 1.1.1 a total of 1 595 cities with more than 20 000
inhabitants were identified throughout 29 European countries (all 25 EU Member States, Bulgaria,
Romania, Norway and Switzerland). The cities were analysed in terms of functional urban areas
(FUAS), a FUA consisting of an urban core and a surrounding area that is economically integrated
with the centre. As no data on e.g. production or value-added is available for these FUAs alone they
have been analysed primarily in terms of the (NUTS 3) regions surrounding them. The cities were
classified according to their size and functionality. The largest cities were labelled Metropolitan
European Growth Areas (MEGAS). These number 76 altogether, consisting exclusively of the
largest European cities and nearly all national capitals. The second tier of cities analysed, 261
altogether, were those that are of transnational and/or national importance. A third class included
cities of only regional or local importance. Finally, roughly a third of all European regions (424 out
of 1329) largely lack such cities altogether and can be classified as purely rural regions.

Using these NUTS 3 regions as a proxy for urban areas throughout Europe (Table 3) the urban
contribution to the European economy is overwhelming. In 2000 (regions with) urban areas
accounted for nearly 83% of all European production value, while the 76 largest cities alone
accounted for more than a quarter.

Table 3: Cities’ contribution to the European economy 1995 and 2000

Functional Urban Area (FUA) type 