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Foreword 

On April 24-25, 2006 a transnational seminar on Territorial Cohesion and 
Coordination (COBALT) was held in Pärnu, Estonia. The seminar was co-
financed by ERDF through the Interreg III ESPON 2006 programme as an 
ESPON Contact Point (ECP) transnational networking activity. 

This report is a recording of the seminar activities and findings. The ECP 
activity was lead by KTH (Royal Institute of Technology) on behalf of the 
Swedish ECP, ITPS (Swedish Institute for Growth Policy Studies) in a 
partnership collaboration with other ECP partners in the Baltic Sea region: 
The Finnish, Danish, Norwegian and Latvian ECPs.  

The seminar report is a compilation of the presentations and discussion 
during the seminar, including recordings of workshops and panel sessions. 
The proceedings are divided into two parts: Part 1 reports the discussions 
and presentations of the seminar. Reports of each seminar session 
submitted by rapporteurs largely form the basis of this report. Rapporteurs 
were Camila Cortés Ballerino (KTH), Matti Fritsch (University of Joensuu), 
Johanna Roto, Samuli Lehtonen and Kaisa Schmidt-Thomé (CURS, Helsinki 
University of Technology) and Tommi Inkinen (University of Turku). 

Part 2 consists of a collection of all powerpoint and other presentations 
made during the seminar. Annex 1 includes the “COBALT” seminar 
brochure, final programme and participant list. Annex 2 is the dissemination 
strategy for ESPON results, by Susan Brockett of Nordregio. Annex 3 shows 
the results of the Preliminary Coordination Plan for National Actions 
promoting Territorial Cohesion and Polycentric Development in the BSR, 
edited by Mats, Johansson, Lisa van Well and Camila Cortés Ballerino of 
KTH. 

Mats Johansson, Camila Cortés Ballerino, José Sterling and Lisa Van Well 
from KTH have been responsible for the final editing of the report.  
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PART 1: Seminar Report 

1 Introduction 

 

The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is a very heterogeneous area, sharing both 
commonalities and divergences. But some common issues experienced 
throughout the BSR are increasing urbanisation, a tendency towards a sharp 
concentration of higher order services in capital metropolitan regions, 
functional and economic specialisation in secondary and third-tier cities, 
more densely populated areas in coastal areas, road transport infrastructure 
with inadequate links and missing motorway networks (with few exceptions) 
but with a steady growth of both passengers and freight flows, 
environmental problems.   

Diversity of culture, language, economic structures, degree of liberalisation 
and economic policies, as well as disparities in accessibility regarding 
location advantage of a region relative to all regions  characterise the BSR1. 
Nevertheless, these differences should be also be a motive for potential 
cooperation and they should be seen as opportunities and challenges to 
reach territorial cohesion, rather than as problems or limitations. 

The concept of territorial cohesion is vital within Europe as while the 
disparities between EU Member States is gradually decreasing, the 
disparities within Member States is on the rise. This is particularly true 
within the BSR, which exhibits a great degree of regional polarisation, being 
home to both some of the wealthiest regions (Stockholm, Helsinki), as well 
as poorest regions in the European Union. Of the 100 NUTS 3 regions with 
the lowest GDP per capita in 2002, 56 of these are located within the BSR2  

Although the disparities in per capita income in the BSR are among the 
highest in the world, with the largest economic gap presumably on the 
border between the eastern and western parts of the BSR, many of the 
regions in the BSR are growing rapidly. Map 1 shows clearly this regional 
divide. Thus coordination and cooperation regarding territorial cohesion 
objectives in the BSR are imperative for the next programming period of the 
Structural Funds. The COBALT seminar, as an ESPON Contact Point activity 
has thus addressed many of these challenges of opportunities for the BSR. 

 
                                                 
1 Hanell, T., et all, 2000, “The Baltic sea region Yesterday, today and tomorrow- main spatial trends, executive 

summary”, Nordregio 
2 Hanell, T. Neubauer, J and Tornberg, P. (2005) Cities of the Baltic Sea Region at a Glance (Draft). Medium Sized 

Cities in Dialogue Around the Baltic Sea (MECIBS) brochure.   
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Map 1     The East-West Divide in the BSR: GDP/capita in PPS 2002 

Source: Hanell, T & Neubauer, J (2005), Cities of the Baltic Sea Region – 

Development Trends at the Turn of the Millennium. Nordregio 2005:1. 
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The “COBALT” ECP Transnational Activity was lead by the Swedish ESPON 
Contact Point (ECP), ITPS, Swedish Institute for Growth Policy Studies and 
KTH, Royal Institute of Technology. Partners included: 

University of Joensuu, Karelian Institute and Department of Geography 
and Helsinki University of Technology, CURS, Centre for Urban & Regional 
Studies (Finnish ECP) 

NIBR, Norwegian Institute for Urban and Regional Research (Norwegian 
ECP) 

KVL, Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape and Planning (Danish ECP) 

MRDLG, Ministry of Regional Development and Local Government (Latvian 
ECP) 

 

Subcontractors were: 

University of Tartu, Pärnu College and Nordregio 

 

Contact persons:  

ITPS/KTH: Mats Johansson, matsj@infra.kth.se 

Karelian Institute: Heikki Eskilinen, heikki.eskelinen@joensuu.fi 

CURS: Samuli Lehtonen, samuli.lehtonen@tkk.fi 

NIBR. Olaf Foss, olaf.foss@nibr.no 

KVL: Niels Boje Groth, nbg@kvl.dk 

MRDLG: Vladislavs Vesperis, vladislavs.vesperis@raplm.gov.lv 

Tartu/Pärnu College: Garri Raagmaa, garri.raagmaa@ut.ee 

Nordregio: Ole Damsgaard, ole.damsgaard@nordregio.se 

 

 

 

.  
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2 Intention and structure of the Seminar 

 

2.1 Intention, aims and expected results of COBALT 

The COBALT Transnational ECP activity aims at examining territorial 
cohesion in the BSR and discussing strategies for coordination and 
cooperation within the region. As such the project’s more concrete 
objectives are: 

• Disseminating ESPON results to a larger community within the BSR, 
including practitioners, policymakers, administrators, researchers and 
students. 

• Providing a base for discussion of the future common plans and 
strategies for territorial cohesion in the BSR 

• Supporting new initiatives for coordinated action 

• Understanding how ESPON results may be made more accessible and 
useful at the regional level and discussing options of interest for the 
BSR for the ESPON II 

 

The main activity was the organisation of a transnational seminar on 
Territorial Cohesion and Coordination in the Baltic Sea Region. A primary 
goal of the project is to facilitate in fostering cooperation and involvement of 
the Estonia in ESPON. Thus the seminar took place in Pärnu, Estonia hosted 
by the University of Tartu, Pärnu College, on 24-25 April 2006. 

The goal of the seminar was to discuss how best to achieve territorial 
cohesion, balanced polycentric development and increased competitiveness 
of the region as a whole and within individual national country strategies, in 
particular with regards to the recent enlargement process. It was built 
primarily upon the results and efforts of ESPON, but also VASAB (Visions and 
Strategies around the Baltic Sea) and other INTERREG projects in the BSR 
(such as the INTERREG IIB project MECIBS, Medium and small sized cities in 
dialogue around the Baltic Sea).  

Coordination of national action plans to achieve territorial cohesion is a vital 
element for ensuring social and economic cohesion of the BSR as a whole, as 
well as for achieving a common understanding of the potentials, challenges 
and reinforcing capacity of the region. It was envisioned that one of the 
most important results of the seminar will be the drafting of a document on 
how to facilitate the coordination of national and transnational action plans 
in order to avoid goal conflicts inherent in territorial cohesion, polycentric 
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development and competitiveness at the macro, meso and micro levels, 
particularly with regard to balanced competitiveness and preservation of the 
natural and cultural heritage in the area. However as a result of the seminar, 
it was decided that the Baltic Sea Region already has sufficient visions and 
strategies through VASAB to not warrant the development of yet another 
strategy. Now the goal is to implement the strategies. Nevertheless we 
present a document to this effect, which could provide guidance to achieving 
updated coordination of national and transnational action plans in Annex 3. 

As a “test” of ESPON results in the BSR countries, the conference also 
addressed how recently completed ESPON results, such as ESPON 1.1.1 
(“Polycentricity”) or ESPON 1.1.3 (“Enlargement”) and methodologies are 
integrated into national spatial strategies.  

The seminar brought together academics (both ESPON scientists and 
others), practitioners, students and policy-makers in the fields of spatial 
planning, regional development and international relations. Presentations 
were made from representatives of national ministries, national authorities, 
regional planners, ESPON projects and other academics in the field. A special 
consideration of the seminar was to facilitate greater involvement of young 
practitioners and scientists from the Baltic States, particularly in Estonia, 
which has not yet been active in ESPON, but is expected to participate in the 
ESPON 2013 programme. See Annex 1 for a list of final participants. In total 
108 persons attended the seminar, representing all countries in the BSR 
with the following dispersion: 

Figure 1 Number attending COBALT from each country 

 

The transnational approach, involving actors from all states of the BSR was 
chosen since national approaches to territorial cohesion and polycentric 
development are essential, but as shown in the ESPON results, pursing a 

Country Number attending
Denmark 3
Estonia 11
Finland 16
Germany 4
Latvia 12
Lithuania 1
Luxembourg 2
Norway 3
Poland 5
Russia 1
Netherlands 1
Sweden 48

(including 37 exchange students 
from KTH from various countries)
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purely national strategy to these regards could result in conflicts of interest, 
goals and implementation. A common frame of reference, provided by 
shared information, will promote such coordination and better illuminate 
potential areas for cooperation. At the European level, there are possibilities 
for the Baltic Sea Region to become a Global Integration Zone in the future, 
as a possible complement to the Pentagon, but this will only be possible 
through transnational cooperation and cohesion as a complement to the 
forces of transnational competition.   

2.2 Structure of the Seminar 

The COBALT seminar in Pärnu lasted for two days, with the first day being 
devoted to cohesion trends and analysis in the BSR and the second day 
focusing on the coordination of policy considerations and strategies, 
including the role that ESPON could play in the Baltic Sea Region. The 
seminar took place at the Strand Hotel in Pärnu, where participants also 
resided. The City of Pärnu and the Regional Council were hosts for a 
reception on the evening of 24 April. 
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3 Cohesion Trends and Analysis in the BSR 

 

The COBALT Seminar convened on April 24 with a welcome address by Mats 
Johansson of KTH, who also served as the day’s chair of the plenary 
sessions. In the opening presentations of the seminar, Magali Bayssiere from 
the ESPON Coordinating Unit (LU), Jaan Öunapuu, Minister of Regional 
Affairs (EE) and Mart Viisitamm, Mayor Pärnu City (EE) discussed the 
context of the seminar, both from the ESPON point of view, the situation of 
territorial development in Estonia and the particular situation of Pärnu.  

 

3.1 Opening presentations of the Seminar 

Magali Bayssiere gave a brief introduction to ESPON and highlighted the 
general trends of analysis produced by ESPON on a European scale. In doing 
so she stressed the ESPON achievements regarding transnational activities 
in the form of the thus far eight seminars arranged (such as COBALT) and 
reports from the ESPON Transnational Project Groups dealing with thematic 
analysis, policy impact analysis and cross-cutting themes. According to Ms 
Bayssiere ESPON will continue striving to strengthening the long-term 
cooperation tradition in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) at horizontal, vertical 
and cross sectoral levels. It was also mentioned that in the future ESPON will 
develop more Transnational Networking Activities and will strive to improve 
the dissemination of information produced. 

 

 
Magali Bayssiere, ESPON Coordinating Unit, Jaan Öunapuu, Minister of Regional Affairs (EE), Mart 

Viisitamm, Mayor Pärnu City (EE) and Mats Johansson, KTH The Royal Institute of Technology (SE). 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
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Minister Öunapuu discussed how polycentric development and regional 
innovation has high priority in Estonia. He mentioned that ESPON is an 
example of cooperation that can contribute to a more effective design for 
regional policies. The main objective in planning the settlement system in 
Estonia is spatial balance and ensuring quality of life in all regions. This goal 
addresses transport networks improvements, competitiveness and spatial 
links. Öunapuu highlighted the national and international cooperation 
network for regional innovation and development in Estonia, giving as an 
example the symposium on higher education and regional development in 
May 2006 and local government conference within the Nordic Forum of the 
Nordic Council of Ministers in June 2006. 

Mayor Viisitamm mentioned the importance of exchange of information and 
supporting knowledge as well as the economic growth and transport growth 
impacts as priorities for the city. In this light, ESPON projects are seen as a 
contribution to establish a platform and create tools to the development of 
common principles for regional growth in Estonia. 

3.2 Setting the Scene: Plenary session 1 

The first plenary session focused on convergence and competitiveness in the 
BSR and the possibilities and challenges of EU enlargement. Leading 
questions were: What does the BSR look like today in terms of convergence 
and divergence? How can convergence be achieved at EU, national and 
regional levels? Are there goal conflicts in achieving these?  
 

 
Urmas Varblane, University of Tartu (EE), Tomas Hanell, Nordregio (SE), and Michael Wegener, 

Spiekermann & Wegener (DE). Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
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3.2.1 Economic convergence and competitiveness in Estonia and 
the Baltic States 

Urmas Varblane, from University of Tartu (EE), discussed economic 
convergence as a process in the new EU member states from a theoretical 
point of view. Accession to the EU as a convergence process entails many 
type of convergence: Real convergence (equalization of real income levels), 
nominal convergence (equalization of price levels), and institutional 
convergence, convergence of business cycles and convergence of consumer 
behaviour. Previous accessions to the EU have been made with different 
processes of convergence, for example the Irish model based on improving 
the investment climate, the Finnish model based on the knowledge economy 
and the Greek model, which relies heavily on Structural funding.  

Thus far in Estonia there has been a lack of absolute convergence, although 
income level convergence is starting to happen, but very slowly (see figure 
below). However, Estonia and the other Baltic states are becoming much 
more competitive in the short run, with rapid GDP and export growth, 
declining unemployment and growing productivity. Yet even with the new 
wave of foreign investments after accession, the labour-cost advantage of 
these countries is slowly eroding and this short-term advantage does not 
necessarily provide incentive for innovativeness and technological 
development. In the medium and long-term this cost advantage will decline 
even more. Thus, there needs to be a focus on improving human capital and 
boosting knowledge-intensive industries. A liberal economic policy alone is 
not sufficient to guarantee long-term competitiveness; the government must 
also sift its role to become a facilitator of human capital. 

The main conclusions are that the convergence process is dynamic and also 
that at the regional level disparities will probably grow in the future. The 
iimpact of EU enlargement on the competitiveness on the old EU members is 
also positive via supporting: 

• The ability to sell by providing a growing market and supplying 
inexpensive skilled labour 

• The ability to attract and to adjust by adding countries with more 
flexible system of taxation and labour market regulation 

• The single market effects - increasing competition between the old and 
new member states of EU 
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Figure 2 Income level convergence around the Baltic Sea 

Source: Presentation by Urmas Verblande for COBALT 2006. 
 

3.2.2 Polycentricity and Competitiveness in the Baltic Sea Region  

Michael Wegener, from Speikermann and Wegener (S&W) (DE), discussed 
some of the basic research on polycentricity that has been produced within 
ESPON and brought to light the inherent goal conflicts that may appear 
when pursuing polycentricity on various levels, as well as the tension 
between strategies for competition vs. cohesion in the new member states.   

The definition of polycentricity and the polycentricity index for measuring 
polycentricity based on size, location and connectivity from the ESPON 
project 1.1.1 (“Polycentricity”) were introduced by Wegener, as well as 
about the goal conflicts between efficiency, equity and environmental 
concerns that may come about when pursing polycentricity on multi-levels 
(see figure 3). The EU goals of competitiveness, European cohesion, national 
cohesion and sustainability are in conflict: If, for instance, the goal is to 
strengthen major urban centres outside the 'Pentagon', this will increase 
spatial disparities between the already too dominant capital cities and other 
large cities in the new member states, such as the Baltic states, Hungary or 
the Czech Republic. However, if the promotion of balanced urban systems in 
these countries is a common goal, more Structural Funds and transport 
infrastructure have to go to medium-size cities of the new member states, 
and this will go at the expense of their capitals. 
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ESPON 1.1.3 (“Enlargement”) has advocated a “phase model” of 
development in the new member states and accession countries to attempt 
to alleviate the goal conflicts and the possible negative impacts due to 
enlargement. This “phase strategy” should not avoid conflicts, but manage 
them in a temporal fashion. For instance in the early stages of economic 
development of a country the promotion of growth poles supporting 
European polycentricity is appropriate, but in later stages, however, the 
development of a national polycentric spatial structure is appropriate. 

Wegener also stated that it was important to keep in mind that science and 
technology innovations are not only restricted to large agglomerations and 
the spread of this must eventually be a goal in all of a country’s territory. 

Figure 3 Goal conflicts of polycentricity 

Source: ESPON 1.1.3 Final Report (2006) 

 

3.2.3 Convergence and divergence in the BSR urban system  

Tomas Hanell, from Nordregio gave a cartographic presentation of the 
situation of cities and metropolitan cities in the BSR regarding concentration 
of activities and economic growth. The BSR is part of the EU urban system, 
but located far away from the “Pentagon” (see Map 2). Tomas Hanell 
showed studies regarding for example the location of enterprises, knowledge 
and R&D activities, top universities and economic growth performance. The 
main conclusion is that in the BSR there is an abrupt divide when looking at 
these indicators between the eastern and western parts of the region (see 
Map 1). As well there is a great concentration of these indicators in major 
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old and new member
states

European cohe-
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Strengthen major
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states
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size  cities in new
member states

Competitiveness of
new member states
may decrease.

Sustainability
('Gothenburg')

Strengthen small
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Competitiveness of
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metropolitan areas throughout the BSR, but especially in the Baltic States. 
Hanell concluded that the metropolitan cities have the advantage and that 
the larger city, the better its average development. Thus regional disparities 
in the BSR are increasing. He also mentioned that small cities in the 
surroundings of metropolitan cities can show a good trend in development 
while cities located in the periphery could perform worse. History has been 
playing an important role behind this phenomenon, but to consider that the 
same situation that happen in the past will be repeated in the future might 
not be correct. Development is not linear. 

 

Map 2     The BSR and the European Urban System 

    Source: "One for all or all for none? Convergence and Divergence of the BSR 

Urban System" presentation by Tomas Hanell at COBALT seminar 2006.   
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4 Parallel Workshops sessions 

Much of the afternoon of the first day of the COBALT seminar was devoted to 
parallel workshops to informally discuss selected topics of interest in the BSR 
with participation of the audience. Two parallel workshop sessions were held. 
The first workshop session focussed on specific topics for achieving 
cohesion: 1) Territorial Cohesion in the BSR, 2) Cross-border issues in the 
BSR, 3) The BSR in Europe and in the World and the second workshop 
session was devoted to methods in which ESPON results could aid this 
process: 4) Dissemination of ESPON results at National and Transnational 
level and 5) ESPON in interplay with National Spatial Strategies. Each 
workshop was lead by a moderator, included 2-4 short presentations and 
featured a rapporteur to document the discussion. 

4.1 Workshop 1: Territorial Cohesion in the BSR 

The first parallel workshop of the seminar addressed territorial cohesion in 
the BSR. The salient questions of this workshop were presented by the 
Moderator, Lisa Van Well of KTH: How can we achieve territorial cohesion? 
Why is it important? Are there several methods to achieve cohesion? In 
order answer these questions there is a need to know what territorial 
cohesion is and to agree if the goal is really to achieve this territorial 
cohesion. Territorial cohesion is a process that nations “should” aim for, but 
it is important to have a vision of what the BSR will look like if territorial 
cohesion is achieved.  

 

Participants in Workshop 1. Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 

The first speaker of the workshop, Jaak Maandi of the Ministry of the Interior 
(EE), focused on the various methods to achieve cohesion based on physical 
infrastructure and organisational infrastructure.  
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Territorial cohesion for planners means access, according to Maandi. 
Connectivity is a key issue; in the case of Estonia, the trend is to improve 
communication for cohesion. Maandi mentioned a few examples: Estonia-
Russia communication is improving, including water and air transport. For 
example there are 50 tours per day between Tallinn and other cities. On the 
other hand there is less developed communication between Estonia and 
Lithuania. More importantly infrastructure linking the Baltic States with the 
rest of the EU is still lacking. For instance the Estonia-EU railway network is 
missing. Estonia and Finland have good connections, but these connections 
can always be improved and developed (see Figure 5). Maandi stated that 
we have to accept that if Europe wants cohesion it needs connection, and 
this is not only issue at international level but also at the domestic scale. 

 

  
 

Figure 4 Connections in the BSR 
Source: Presentation by Jaak Mandi for COBALT 2006. 

 
Mr. Maandi also discussed organisational infrastructure for cohesion. 
Infrastructure is important to connect organisations of different natures 
since the Estonian economy is part of a bigger economy. Banking systems in 
Estonia, for example, have been rapidly connected and developed due to 
support from Sweden and Finland. 

Related to this, cohesion is also dependent on better understanding of 
different languages, cultures and histories in the BSR. The lack of 
understanding could be a barrier to territorial cohesion. For instance, Estonia 
has rapidly changed from a totalitarian society to a market economy based 
on democracy. This new societal structure needs time to develop and to 
facilitate the free movement of capital and people. This is one of the reasons 
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Estonia has neglected physical connections in order to first harmonise its 
system towards EU standards.  

The role of various actors in achieving cohesion is also important, including 
the interplay between civil servants and researchers. Civil servant face 
economic realities and they could be strongly linked to politics while 
researcher work more with theories and models and sometimes this 
professional divide is difficult to bridge.  

The next speaker in the workshop, Jacek Zaucha, from Gdansk University, 
and CSD member (PL), discussed the role of VASAB (Visions and Strategies 
around the Baltic Sea) in achieving territorial cohesion in the BSR. The 
VASAB Vision 2010 identifies the role of spatial planners for spatial issues. 
Cohesion in this VASAB document has accessibility as the starting point but 
also touches other issues such as functional polycentricism and development 
zones.  

Zaucha discussed how cohesion should be conceptualised not only as 
equalisation between countries, but also as competitiveness, territorial 
capital and identity. The BSR does not have a great potential for cooperation 
based on proximity alone. There should be a new perspective for the BSR 
with a focus instead on “networking” among actors. The network could be 
non-traditional networking, based on private-private-partnership (PPP or the 
“triple helix” model) and focused on creating national clusters and other type 
of clusters. 

To achieve true cohesion, issues must be developed at various scales. 
Sometimes the BSR is too large a territory to achieve cohesion, but a mix of 
scales could be interesting. For example the Baltic Palette (INTERREG IIIB 
project could be use as a platform for economic development. Within this 
project Swedish experience could be used to develop activities from research 
to application; St Petersburg could be used as a model for scientific clusters, 
etc. There are issues that could be handled at a smaller scale or 
transnational scale rather than in the BSR as a whole. 

To achieve cohesion the BSR should develop indicators that can show 
different pictures at different levels and provide standards for connections. 
ESPON gives guidelines for transport connections and analysis regarding 
distances. It would be useful to provide pictures or maps of how the 
situation may be in the future, for example how the “highway islands” will 
change and be integrated in the BSR network. Lack of infrastructure is still a 
main issue, but there is not always the means to invest in infrastructure. 
Human capital is highly relevant. Connecting people efficiently is a main task 
in the BSR.  
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4.2 Workshop 2: Cross-border issues in the BSR 

Moderator Heikki Eskelinen from University of Joensuu- Karlien Institute (FI) 
presented the aim of the workshop to discuss experiences and challenges of 
cross-border cooperation (CBC) in the Baltic Sea Region and to explore how 
ESPON can contribute to this. Although CBC is not a topic as such within 
ESPON, sub-national cross-border co-operation between various actors is of 
high relevance in the Baltic Sea Region and will perhaps become more 
topical in ESPON 2013. 

 

 

Workshop 2 moderated by Heikki Eskelinen, University of Joensuu- Karlien Institute (FI). 

 Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
 

Urmas Varblane continued the notion put forward earlier that CBC generally 
has the aim to improve economic and social competitiveness. 
Competitiveness again is linked to welfare, which has many components 
related to a wide range of activating factors. Regional co-operation and 
particularly CBC can help to identify the type of mechanisms and practices 
needed and transfer them to other regions. Here the link between the 
Scandinavian countries, which are very competitive and have sound welfare 
systems at the same time, and the Baltic States was stressed. Flexibility and 
other components of social and economic competitiveness may be 
transferred via this link and prepare the BSR for increasing global 
competition. In addition, the Scandinavian countries have invested heavily in 
future growth and modern technology, which can serve as a model for the 
Baltic States to be transferred via CBC instruments. 

Jussi Jauhiainen, from University of Oulu and University of Tartu (FI), 
discussed CBC between Finland and Estonia in terms of the INTERREG 
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experience, focusing on the INTERREG IIIA programme Southern Finland- 
Estonia, the strategic goals of INTERREG IIIA, its goal-setting and 
operational framework. Since CBC is increasingly becoming an integrated 
issue in regional development, INTERREG has an important role in the 
development of the BSR. The main question is whether the broad goal-
setting enables the INTERREG IIIA programme to achieve concrete results. 
Evidence from the Southern Finland–Estonia programme suggests that 
spatial closeness increases activity levels in CBC, that large cities are the 
most active, that there is considerable project variation and that 
environmental and social projects are the most common. A key finding was 
that employment is generally not an output. What INTERREG IIIA projects 
appear to produce are co-operation networks. Hence a conclusion can be 
made that more emphasis should be put on jobs, regional development and 
competitiveness in the future implementation of INTERREG IIIA projects. 

Ole Damsgaard of Nordregio discussed CBC in the BSR from a Nordic 
perspective. The presentation was based on a small research project carried 
out at Nordregio and explored the interest of the five Nordic countries in 
relation to future CBC programmes. Cross-border interaction in the BSR has 
changed from aid to co-operation over time and there is now an enormous 
amount of cross-border co-operation instruments in existence. What has to 
be borne in mind is that the BSR is still an asymmetric region in terms of 
political social regimes, EU membership, history as well as geography. 
Whereas the Northern parts are very peripheral and empty, a relatively 
dense urban system with many medium-sized cities exists in the (South-) 
East. Trade flows also run in a north-south rather than east-west direction, 
particularly Germany represents an important market for other BSR 
countries. The evaluation of INTERREG IIIB projects revealed that the main 
outcomes of CBC are new ideas, cross-border learning and the involvement 
of many stakeholders. INTERREG also represents an interface between the 
grassroots and the EU elite as well as between EU policy and specific work at 
the regional level. Significant approaches to CBC in the BSR exist and 
themes with a spatial dimension should be recommended, for example 
transport and the maritime environment.  

The moderator initiated the discussion in the cross-border cooperation 
workshop by stating that the major share of the debate on cross-border 
cooperation is on land borders. Hence, the BSR is functioning in a more 
transnational setting and deals with rather larger issues such as competition.  

In this context the importance of achieving tangible results was stressed 
taking into account the still existing hampering effect of national interests on 
efficient co-operation. In relation to tangible results, it was stated that 
cross-border cooperation (CBC) has only achieved modest output in the 
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peripheral areas. Jobs, however, may have been retained rather than 
created.  

A general problem in assessing the productivity of CBC is that flows are 
difficult to measure. Inter-European and intra-BSR trade is very important 
for the BSR countries and entry barriers can be lowered by developing new 
cross-border practices through CBC. From a Baltic States view on CBC it is 
important to keep in mind that trade flows from Russia go through Baltic 
States and that the public sector raised its interest in CBC, the municipality 
level, for example.  

Yet the capacity of INTERREG should not be overestimated: it is a tool for EU 
policy implementation, and trade flows are very difficult to change. Spatial 
structures also do not change very rapidly, old and existing pattern often 
remain and can only be changed slowly. 

A problem with INTERREG is that, on the one hand, it is bottom-up, but at 
the same time supra-national. Is it sufficient that INTERREG is used for the 
creation of networks or should the focus be narrowed? 

4.3 Workshop 3: BSR in Europe and the World 

The aim of this workshop, presented by Olaf Foss, NIBR (NO), was to shed 
light on selected aspects of the actual and potential role of BSR in a 
European and global context. According to VASAB documents the BSR plays 
"a significant role in the world economic system". However, the region also 
differs from the rest of Europe in important ways and is marked by 
significant internal territorial disparities. The questions concern some of the 
region's relations in its European and global context, for instance the 
potential of the BSR as a "Global Economic Integration Zone". 

The BSR can be seen as one of the most promising regions in Europe with 
regard to economic growth, competitiveness, innovations, the improvement 
of the general well-being of its citizens, and quality of life. However, the 
region also differs from the rest of Europe in important ways and is marked 
by significant internal territorial disparities and uneven distribution of 
regional strengths.  

Challenges in BSR, partly after the Gdansk declaration (2005), are: 

To realize a major goal of the VASAB cooperation: the better spatial 
integration of the Baltic Sea Region, and the improved integration of the 
Baltic Sea Region with other areas of Europe, resulting in territorial 
cohesion. 

In light of this, EU Cohesion Policy could be better adjusted to the specific 
features and diversity of the different pan-European regions. Relevant 
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research such as ESPON 2013 could provide more focused research on the 
specific territorial characteristics of European regions such as the BSR. 

 

 

Workshop 3 moderated by Olaf Foss, NIBR (NO) 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
 

Mats Johansson, of KTH and the Swedish ESPON Contact Point, described 
and illustrated the special character of the BSR countries after some ESPON–
keywords, especially polycentricity, territorial cohesion, sustainability and 
competitiveness, and when those are connected to the scale and regional 
level. It must be kept in mind that there are scale problems when analysing 
differing development paths within EU29. Johansson gave an exposé over 
the general development trends within the ESPON space where he 
highlighted the polycentric development in Pentagon and the tendencies 
towards a monocentric development in the peripheral areas and especially 
then in the BSR. He pinpointed also that there are tendencies toward 
convergence between countries but the divergent tendencies seem to 
dominate within the differing countries, including the BSR-countries. 
Johansson discussed also the “advantage of backwardness” and the 
possibilities this phenomenon implies with regard to development and 
transformation and then also concerning closing the income gap within the 
BSR and that the development path is not a deterministic process. 

Johansson described also the long term migratory movements – from the 
1950s and up the turn of the century - in the BSR. Especially, the effects of 
the Soviet Bloc were analysed with its effects on the migratory movements 
in the Baltic States and Poland. The Baltic States have experienced a 
population decrease since the beginning of the 1990s as a consequence of 
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the huge emigration especially then in the first part of the 1990s. The 
migratory movements both between and within the BSR-countries – 
including the Nordic countries – threaten territorial cohesion and can, 
instead, result in territorial erosion. The recommendation was not to hamper 
migration as migration and mobility are lubricants for economic development 
and transformations and – at least in the long term - will result in increased 
competitiveness in BSR as well as Europe. 

Andreas Cornett, from the University of Southern Denmark (DK), then 
described disparities of the BSR countries from an economical point of view. 
He analyzed spatial impacts on business and industry from changes in the 
international division of labour, or more specifically the creation of new 
systems of production in many traditional manufacturing industries as a 
consequence of economic liberalization and cross border integration. 

Cornett focused on the factors behind spatial integration, including he 
development of specific geographical defined systems of production such as 
industrial district, cluster of industries, or systems of innovation, systems of 
urban networks defined according to specific functional linkages, and he 
availability of a relevant regional infrastructure linking the analyzed area 
together. Last, but not least, the intensity of intra regional flows relative to 
the outside flows can be considered to be the ‘conditio sine non quo’ 
whether we talk about a spatial integrated area or not. Furthermore, Cornett 
took up patterns of outsourcing and in-sourcing in the BSR, but particularly 
in Denmark, as examples of issues of spatial integration.  

Both of the presentations described complex problems and strategies in the 
BSR where different scales and regions, including metropolitan areas, were 
taken into account.  

In conclusion to Workshop 3 the following conclusions were made: 

- The BSR´s competitiveness can/could be improved by using different 
competences, networking (compare: European car industry) and with new 
macro economies.  

- Social benefits and welfare are important. Even the Nordic model is 
expensive, but it should be maintained.  

- To keep up competitiveness and workplaces also in the future of the BSR, 
in-sourcing, internal (inside of BSR) outsourcing and investing to quality can 
be options.  

- Innovations’ input-output rate should be optimized. We are putting money 
for innovations rather well, but we have problems gaining a profit on these 
because bureaucracy is slow, human resources could be taken into account 
better, and there are still some problems attaining capital. There is also a 
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question about the different political frameworks in the BSR, which makes 
assimilation difficult at times. 

- Don´t hamper  migration in general – migration and mobility are lubricants 
for economic tranformation and development. Instead, close the income gap 
between regions and nations in BSR that will stimulate symmetrical 
migratory flows and polycentric development. 

- Structural transformation of the economies among the new EU-members, 
better acessiblilty, regional enlargment and more cross-border cooperation,  
are necessary for a positive economic development. There can be risks in 
the short term but they are necessary in the long term in order to increase 
the competivness both concerning the BSR and the EU.  

4.4 Workshop 4: Dissemination strategies of ESPON results at 
national and transnational level 

ESPON can only be truly effective in reaching out to regional practitioners as 
its strategies for dissemination are. As Moderator Susan Brockett, Nordregio, 
stated, most summaries take ESPON projects as their starting point, but this 
workshop illustrates a different approach. A few key concepts - and their 
relevance to practice - provide entry points. References to ESPON projects, 
reports and maps are linked to these concepts. The approach was presented, 
one key concept was used to illustrate the approach and the participants 
were invited to discuss the relative merits of this form of dissemination.  

 

 

Participants in workshop 4 moderated by Susan Brocket, Nordregio (SE). 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
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Ole Damsgaard, Nordregio, started with a presentation of a study on the 
familiarity of ESPON (ESPON 2.2.1 and ESPON-INTERACT study on Cross-
border Cooperation), showing that nearly 50% of questioned INTERREG IIIB 
Lead Partners had never heard of ESPON (see figure below). 

Figure 5 Familiarity of ESPON by INTERREG IIIB Lead Partners 

Source: ESPON 2.2.1 Final Report. 

 

This is perhaps not so surprising considering that ESPON takes up a pan-
European point of view rather than a regional or national one. The latter are 
usually more important in disseminating research results to stakeholders 
and other target groups. In addition, ESPON is a part of the EU discourse, 
which is partly a hindrance to dissemination too. 

However a new approach to dissemination of ESPON results should be: 

• based on (local and regional) practitioners´ needs 

• focused on key concepts 

• linked to more detailed information (focus on summaries of key issues) 

Multiple levels efforts at dissemination: 

Current ESPON work is beginning to take up the same direction. An example 
of this is the ESPON-INTERACT series of studies on Transport and 
Communication Networks, Spatial Visions and Scenarios, Cross-border 
Cooperation, and Polycentric Urban Development and Rural-urban 

COBALT conference April 2006 
SBrockett & O.Damsgaard

Why a new approach?

”Are you aware of the ESPON programme, and 
especially its scientific findings and outcomes?”

Never heard of it.

Yes, but the scientific
achievements are still 
not clear to me

Yes, but the findings are 
difficult to put into practice

Yes, very much

ESPON 2.2.1 and ESPON-INTERACT study on cross-border cooperation
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Partnerships. The aim of these studies is to bring together experiences from 
INTERREG projects and knowledge provided by ESPON. The ESPON CU, 
National Contact Points and the Nordic Council of Ministers are all seen as 
important bodies for dissemination in the BSR and especially in the process 
of “translating” the studies into local/ national level. 

Key concepts 

The key concepts should be determined by creators of knowledge (i.e. 
scientists) but even more importantly, should be capable of assimilation by 
the potential users. 

In the workshop some key concepts were suggested (see figure 6), for 
example, territorial cohesion, territorial capital and polycentricity. It is 
important in this regard to understand the scale at which the concepts are to 
be understood: European, national, regional or local. 

 

Figure 6 Proposed key concepts for ESPON dissemination 

 

It was pointed out that there could be a “danger” of choosing for example 
the concept “territorial capital”, which is new and perhaps unclear concept 
still. Practitioners, whose educational background is wide, can understand 
the same concepts very differently. Answer to resolving this question might 
be the translation of international concepts into specific national contexts, 

COBALT conference April 2006 
SBrockett & O.Damsgaard

Proposed key concepts:

1. Territorial cohesion
2. Accessibility and functional regions
3. Border effects
4. Territorial potentials – territorial capital
5. Regional innovation
6. Polycentricity
7. Metropolisation and depopulation
8. Demographic behaviour
9. Territorial impacts
10.Good governance
11.Sustainability
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although transformation of results is a better word than translation, as each 
region and territory has a unique context. In addition it was suggested that 
more a sociological perspective should be added to the selected concepts. 

Garri Raagma, of Tartu University, Pärnu College (EE), gave his opinion on 
the need to translate or transform ESPON results towards more targeted 
“users”. Reports directed to policymakers are needed; as are sectoral 
initiatives linked to ESPON in Estonia (on topics like urban sprawl, etc.) to 
bring results down to the national level. Other research projects that can be 
linked to ESPON should be identified in the Baltic Sea Region. At the 
moment there is no such program which links similar kinds of research 
project results in the “east”.  

On the other hand we must be aware that research such as ESPON only 
seldom translates directly into policies in Estonia and other Baltic countries. 
Nordic politicians generally more familiar with new EU concepts and EU 
discourse than their eastern colleagues. Thus it is important that seminars 
such as COBALT work on the dissemination perspective. Even if the Minister 
of Regional Affairs spent only an hour in the COBALT seminar he will 
remember ESPON in the future.  

 
Timo Hirvonen from the University of Joensuu (FI) gave some practical 
examples of integration of ESPON results into practice in Finland. 

1) One example is the Project based approach (introducing the ESPON 
reports) utilized in the “ESPON in Finland” project. At the same time 
Hirvonen presented “ESPON in Finland” book project, translated into Finnish 
to better reach practitioners. 

2) Another example is the key concept approach. This is more ambitious, 
based on key concepts, e.g. Nordregio’s suggestion. The main question of 
this approach is how to understand the ESPON results more thoroughly? 
How can the practitioner’s feedback be reflected in this approach? 

In the so-called “Buzz Groups” workshop participants were sub-divided into 
groups of ~3 persons to discuss key or “buzz” concepts. The results of these 
sub-groups are presented below: 

Group 1: Key concepts and hot topics should be combined, synthesizing and 
focusing on the key content of ESPON projects. But is this the right way for 
scientists to present their results? Should there be a translator to write the 
results into more understandable language and also to define relevant 
information? Some research results are of interest only in the scientific world 
and only some might be of interest in the world of practitioners. 
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Group 2: Provocative maps and “sexy” messages should be presented to 
foster discussion and implementation at various levels.  

Group 3: There should be better dialogue between practitioners and ESPON 
and not just one-way communication (which usually means sending reports 
to practitioners). Polycentricity was mentioned as an important theme. 

Group 4: Politicians are interested in “sexy” messages, practitioners in hot 
topics, scientists in key concepts. But what is a concept? “Concept” as a 
concept is interesting for scientists. Practitioners, however, are interested in 
the usability of the information.  

Group 5: Some information may not be so positive to be made public. 

Group 6: Stress the problems first and concepts afterwards.  

Group 7: What is meant by hot topics? ESPON is not defining policies, it is a 
policy driven program. In referring to ESPON projects, only the project 
numbers should be avoided. Key concept approach might be dangerous as 
there are as many definitions of polycentricity as there are ESPON 
researchers. Also, it seems like we would be offering definitions of these key 
concepts, which is not the purpose. 

Group 8: A comment related to providing concept definitions: In the 
practical planning situation concepts are defined in a specific way which may 
differ from the definitions made by scientists.     

4.5 Workshop 5: ESPON in interplay with national spatial 
strategies 

 

Moderator Niels Boje Groth, KVL, Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape and 
Planning, introduced the aims of this workshop: The relevance of ESPON 
results to national spatial strategies, and mentioned the links between 
ESPON and the Danish national spatial planning strategy.  

The workshop moderator Niels Groth discussed the topic as the most 
interesting of all the workshops: important arenas indicating the significance 
of ESPON are found at the national level. It is of interest to which degree the 
existing national spatial strategies have taken ESPON results on board – and 
in which sense. 



 30 

The first presentation by Janne Antikainen from the Ministry of Interior, 
Finland, showed how two ongoing processes have been using ESPON. The 
first one is called “Finland 2030” (or View of Finnish Regional Structure and 
Land Use), which has used the ESPON findings on polycentricity and urban-
rural relations quite extensively. The document is currently under 
preparation in the Ministry of Environment and will be published in English 
during the Finnish EU Presidency (latter half of 2006). The map (below) 
about “Urban Networks in Finland”, for instance, is very close to the image 
produced by the ESPON study and has utilised ESPON methods. 

Map 3    Urban networks in Finland 

Source: Eskelinen & Hirvonen (eds) (2006): Positioning Finland in European Space. 
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The second process where the Finnish and the ESPON approaches are very 
closely related is the Urban Network Study, which is used as the base when 
differentiating between different regional development measures targeting 
urban regions. Actually it can be said that the approach developed by the 
Finnish Urban Network Study was applied at the European level through 
ESPON, i.e. that the Finnish approach first influenced ESPON and in that way 
gained also in national significance. ESPON results have been applied to 
some extent in national policy (esp. Regional Centre Programme and Major 
Urban Area Policy Package).   

Apart from the two above-mentioned processes the ESPON materials have 
also received some attention in other sectors (e.g. in Ministries for Transport 
and Communication, Agriculture and Forestry, Trade and Industry). 
Antikainen proposed that Finland can be considered a good practice what 
comes to making use of the ESPON results. For Antikainen especially the 
ongoing project ”ESPON in Finland” is of great interest. The project relates 
ESPON findings to existing national contributions and thus positions Finland 
in the European space. 

 

 

Speakers participating at workshop 5 moderated by Niels Boje Groth (DK) 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
 

The second presentation by Rivo Noorkoiv, from the Consulting and Training 
Centre Geomedia in Estonia, reviewed the changes brought by the European 
spatial perspectives in more general terms than the mere “ESPON effects”. 
He echoed the same message as the earlier plenary sessions: the rapid 
economic growth has favoured Tallinn and the rest of the country has 
difficulties in keeping the pace. The regional policies have offered some relief 
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from the pains of restructuring but the socio-economic disparities between 
and within regions have been increasing.  

Estonia has the National Development Plan for the period 2007-2013 under 
preparation. Quite similar to the ESPON 1.1.1 approach, the draft includes a 
map of the regional centres indicating how the centres are expected to 
provide for the development of entire regions. The outlook given by 
Noorkoiv about perspectives in the near future highlighted, among others, 
the increasing role of the EU Structural Funds and the tightening of the 
project based competition for resources. 

The moderator Niels Groth presented Danish examples of the use of ESPON 
results. The National Planning Report seemed like a promising arena for 
incorporating ESPON material, but despite of a tailor-made background 
contribution “ESPON og NERP i Danmark” the producers of the planning 
strategy decided to concentrate on national level discussion (about the 
reforms of administrative boundaries). Groth highlighted some of the key 
issues taken up in the background study. The Nordic countries seem to be 
breaking the centre-periphery model (where Pentagon is seen as the major 
growth area), e.g. measured by the good performance of the Nordic 
countries in meeting the objectives of the Lisbon Strategy. Groth brought up 
the question whether the successful “Nordic model” could be further 
developed towards an even more successful “Baltic model”. He suggested 
that, based on ESPON findings, the potential of developing the Baltic Sea 
Region as a cluster of renewable energy sources is high.  

Denmark has also a special problem what comes to ESPON maps: Denmark 
is a single region at NUTS2-level. The ESPON maps that have not been 
processed at a more detailed level seem rather uninteresting to many. Some 
ESPON maps, e.g. on urban sprawl, have been also heavily debated. Some 
misleading examples seem to have led the people to question the overall 
reliability of the work. 

In the last presentation Peter Ache from the Centre for Urban and Regional 
Studies (YTK), Helsinki University of Technology (FI), started by asking 
whether Europe (as ESPON space) has 29 national spatial strategies or not? 
Is it maybe the regions’ cup of tea to think of such strategies or is it the 
national level that shows the way here? Have the ESDP ideas - that are non-
binding - somehow vanished in the Member States? The ESPON project that 
studied the application of the ESDP in the Member States has produced a 
map about the conformance of the individual countries with the ESDP policy 
aims. In general the new Member States have echoed the aims more 
strongly than the old members. Another ESPON map of interest for the 
workshop theme showed the degree how far the Member States have 
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experienced a shift “from government to governance”. The countries were 
divided in three broad groups – 18 countries were labelled as “clearly 
advanced”, 3 “neutral” and the rest were characterized as facing a 
“development challenge”.  

Ache emphasized the need for translation and dialogue in making the ESPON 
results available for the interested audience. With translation he means not 
only translating from English into other European languages but also in 
terms of terminology and style of writing. He wishes to see clearer focusing 
on specific territorial issues such as cities as the engines of spatial 
development.   

After the presentations the workshop participants discussed mainly about 
two issues. Addressing the politicians with the ESPON results (how many 
pages do they read, how many notions can you try to take up etc.) and the 
power of agenda-setting. Michael Wegener proposed that the German 
colleagues were clever to push forward the notion of polycentricity, the long-
established reality in Germany. Or was it maybe a “conspiracy” of the 
recently joined Member States (that are rather monocentric at the national 
level) to gain more from the European funding? Wegener was also guessing 
what the next paradigm shift might be. Perhaps a shift towards a growth-
driven approach? The question then would be how would the Germans 
cleverly package it this time?   
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5 ESPON options and goal conflicts relevant for the BSR: 
A panel discussion 

The first panel discussion of the seminar focused on selected ESPON projects 
and their relevance for the BSR, as well as the inherent goal conflicts in 
pursuing the recommendations of ESPON. Moderator was Lisa Van Well, KTH 
(SE). Participants in the panel included:  

- Niels Boje Groth, Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape and Planning, 
KVL – DK representing ESPON 1.1.1:  “Potentials for polycentric 
development in Europe” 

- Mats Johansson, KTH, ESPON Contact Point – SE, representing ESPON 
1.1.4: “Demography” 

- Michael Wegener, Spiekermann & Wegener (S&W) – DE, representing 
ESPON 1.1.3: “Enlargement of the European Union” and ESPON 2.1.1: 
“Territorial Impact of EU Transport and TEN Policies” 

- Ove Langeland, NIBR – NO, representing ESPON 2.1.5: “Territorial 
Impacts of European Fisheries Policy“ 

- Tomas Hanell, CURS-Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, Helsinki 
University of Technology –FI, representing ESPON 3.3 
“Lisbon/Gothenburg”  

- Lauri Frank, University of Jyväskylä - FI, representing ESPON 1.2.3:  
“Identification of Spatially Relevant Aspects of the Information 
Society” 

- Christer Bengs, Swedish Univ. Of Agricultural Science, SLU –SE, 
representing ESPON 1.1.2 “Urban-Rural Relations”  

The discussion started with the introduction stating the common goals of the 
ESPON projects. ESPON objectives were identified as: policy implementation, 
options and recommendations to achieve polycentric development, territorial 
cohesion and balanced competitiveness in Europe. These goals take place on 
three spatial categories identified as “macro-meso-micro” in ESPON 
language. 
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Panel discussion 1 
 

  
Panellists in the middle of the first discussion and Lisa Van Well, KTH The Royal Institute of 

Technology, moderating the session. Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 

 

The panel discussion included seven initiative speeches, which were followed 
by summarising discussion and conclusive remarks. The session was started 
with the introduction given by Niels Boje Groth (KVL, Denmark) regarding 
the ESPON 1.1.1. project. He framed the question of polycentric 
development to European scale. According to the analysis of the project 
1.1.1, the best areas for polycentric potential are in the central parts of 
Europe and the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is “losing ground”. This was 
visualised by using thematic maps. Groth also mentioned the role of local 
cities in the search of change. This is one reflection of so called “bottom-up” 
model that of course can be contrasted with national government (or EU) 
driven strategic guidance commonly identified as “top-down” approach in 
spatial development. He also discussed the issue of differences between 
polycentricity (geography forming programmes Agenda: goals) and “poly-
decentricity” (Projects forming geographies Agenda: action). 

The second introduction was given by Christer Bengs from Swedish 
University of Agricultural Science (SLU). His presentation was based on the 
findings of the ESPON 1.1.2. project dealing with urban-rural relationships. 
He pointed out that two relations identified as functional relations and 
structural relations (e.g. population density and land use). Commonly the 
structural relations are regarded as “less interesting or informative”.  

An essential methodological point is the definition of rural-urban. Where 
does the city functionally end and rural start? The problems of broad 
categorisation cause serious problems to interpretation of identified 
distributions. The final conclusion was that only interpretable results can be 
identified with the “structural relations” and not with “functional relations”.  



 36 

The third presentation was given by Mats Johansson from KTH, Sweden. He 
discussed the option and goal conflicts thematic based on the experiences 
gained in the ESPON 1.1.4. project dealing with spatial effects of 
demographic trends and migration. 

The general conclusion of the population development in the 1.1.4 project 
was that the Pentagon and metropolitan areas are the winners experiencing 
population increase. These areas include northern Italy, Ireland, southern 
parts of France and Spain. On the other side population decrease takes place 
in peripheral areas. These include the Nordic countries and some eastern 
countries, eastern Germany and parts of Spain and Portugal. 

In general, the migration takes place from peripheral areas to central areas 
– especially to pentagon:  

- within pentagon: polycentric development 

- in northern and eastern Europe: monocentric development – 
concentration to metropolitan areas 

- migration from east to west 

- rural exodus among the young 

- income gaps still of importance 

 

Johansson also stressed the importance of the time frame: the time period 
of observation is one essential factor in determination on trends. The project 
1.1.4 used structural “depopulation” estimates created by a combination of 
depopulation factors  

Depopulation is worst in the northern periphery, Germany, Northern Italy, 
parts of Spain, Greece, and Portugal. Pentagon and BSR have both 
depopulation and non-depopulation areas Eastern Europe still has a young 
population. Both urban and rural areas are depending of continuous in-
migration closing the regional income gap is of importance in the search for 
polycentric development. 

The fourth presentation was given by Lauri Frank from the University of 
Jyväskylä, Finland. He talked about the ESPON 1.2.3. project that examines 
current status of the “information society” in the ESPON space. He stated 
the goals of the project which are: 

Characterization of the IS from territorial perspective 

- Identification of trends of IS and creation of typology 

- Analysis of the IS territorial aspects at macro-meso-micro levels 
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- Development of policy recommendations for three levels 

 

The central problems related to regional analysis are both conceptual and 
data-source related. The project uses OECD lifecycle framework of the 
information society taken into account the three key phases: Readiness, 
intensity, impact of technological development to society. The project is still 
underway so final recommendations or observations are not yet available. 

The fifth introduction was presented by Ove Langeland from NIBR, Norway. 
He spoke of the ESPON 2.1.5. project devoted to the analysis of territorial 
impacts of European fisheries policies. The European fishery policy (CFP) is 
regarded as a sector policy with substantial implications for: 

- Employment, cohesion and regional economic strength 

- Analysis of territorial impacts of the CFP 

As an example, studies are necessary for analysing impacts within the 
fishery sector. The project provided policy recommendations for three 
needs: the general recommendations; recommendations for environmental 
impact analysis and ICZM; recommendations related to social cohesion. 
These included the following (not inclusive list): 

- Counteracting the impact of CFP which contradicts the aims of 
cohesion, territorially balanced development and polycentrism – 
particularly lacking regions 

- Governance through polycentricity 

- Better coordination 

- Interplay with policies (macro-meso-micro) 

Michael Wegener (S&W, DE) gave two project descriptions. The first of these 
was about the ESPON 1.1.3. project (enlargement of the European Union). 
He discussed its connections to polycentricity. The objectives of the 1.1.3. 
project included the goals: 

- to analyse the spatial impacts of enlargement 

- to analyse polycentricity 

- to analyse the process of the territorial cohesion and convergence 
between new and old member states 

- to forecast future developments 

The integration of the new member states into the EU has stimulated rapid 
economic growth but has also led to increasing economic divergence. 
Currently polycentricity is higher in the new member states but it is 
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declining. Border regions are disadvantaged but they have good potential for 
integration and cross border flows. There is a conflict between 
competitiveness and territorial cohesion. 

The second project presented by Wegener was 2.1.1. (Territorial impact of 
EU transport and TEN policies). That had an objective to assess the 
territorial impacts of TEN policies. The research tasks were:  

- to develop methods for the assessment of territorial impacts 

- to analyse trends, potentials and problems  

- to show the influence of transport, telecommunications and energy 
policies on spatial development 

For this, three forecasting models were used to simulate the effects of 
retrospective and prospective developments. The project provided the 
following key findings (list not inclusive): 

- Transport policies have only small effects on regional economic 
performance compared to macro trends. 

- Large increases in regional accessibility translate into only small 
changes in regional economic activity. 

- Peripheral regions with underdeveloped transport and ICT networks 
benefit most from infrastructure investments. 

- The cohesion effects of transport policies depend on their 
location/direction and the cohesion indicator used 

- European transport and ICT policy should be coherent and co-
ordinated between EU policy fields and member states 

Wegener pointed out also that the awareness of the used indicators is 
important in the interpretation of obtained results. 

The final presentation before the discussion was given by Tomas Hanell. His 
presentation was dealing with ESPON 3.3. project that analysed the 
territorial impacts of Lisbon/Gothenburg agenda. The project used a wide 
selection of standard socio-economic structural indicators (such as GDP/C, 
GDP/employment rate, employment rate, etc.). The project also used 
combinations of several types in order to find out core-periphery patterns. 
Hanell pointed out that Lisbon/Gothenburg agendas do not have pronounced 
spatial goals. He also mentioned that the BSR region is still divided along the 
east-west axis and the list of Lisbon/Gothenburg goals will not be met in the 
near future. 

The discussion section started with the question from the moderator: “Based 
on your project work can you see the BSR as a united region?” 
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This question was followed by an answer from every panellist. The general 
interpretation of the discussion was that 1) there is the divide between old 
and new member states, 2) the BSR is heading towards monocentricity, 3) 
BSR is very heterogeneous – is this a greater impetus to co-operation? This 
question raised the issue of competition vs. complementary related to 
welfare gaps. The panellists also recognised the new economic potential of 
the BSR provided by the new member states. 

Also some research related issues were raised. For example, the analysis of 
urbanisation and process awareness through historical development was 
raised. Also the condition of the Baltic Sea and environmental 
issues/management was seen as a good potential for interregional co-
operation. The limits related to NUTS 2 ESPON indicators were also 
mentioned. Thus, the BSR should be also looked at in ways other than just 
ESPON indicators. 

The moderator ended the discussion with a comment that a lot of co-
operation is taking place at least by looking at the number of ongoing 
INTERREG projects.  

A member of the audience presented a question: “How much internal 
differences are there within NUTS2 units? This is the question of 
representation – the reflection of used cartography and critical appraisal of 
the ESPON maps.” The panellists highlighted the good definition and 
recognition of the problem in question. The idea is to provide a “European 
level” picture – how the issue looks on the large scale, the local scale needs 
more precise maps obtained through specific case studies. Panellists also 
mentioned that the ESPON projects provide sometimes better and 
sometimes not so good representations: The first ESPON programme was 
experimental since in the future ESPON 2013 the mapping techniques will 
develop more to improve the analyses, especially regarding how to combine 
dynamic flow analysis in the maps. This development takes time – the 
development of more precise representations with forecasting methods. 

This discussion was followed by an audience question: “Is the 
Lisbon/Gothenburg agenda in contradiction with the goal of polycentricity – 
it highlights the significance of the cities?” 

The question was answered by Tomas Hanell: Development of mega-cities is 
only part of the Lisbon/Gothenburg agenda. He pointed out that the task is 
easier on paper, but the practice is more difficult to execute. Hanell was of 
the opinion that the Rotterdam process (still under development and 
preparation) is not a good platform for the ESPON 2013 process.  

The final part of discussion was initiated by the Moderator who asked: “Are 
the ESPON results important to the BSR?” 
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Generally the responses stated that there are several INTERREG projects in 
the BSR. They should have an impact but the coherent impact assessments 
would be needed in order to understand their impacts. The discussion also 
included a notion of the co-operation between cities (local public authority) 
created a network in order to locate and find possibilities for medium sized 
cities to cope in increasing pressure created by global markets. A common 
consensus of the ESPON result’s significance for the BSR development was 
not found. 
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6  Coordination: Policy Considerations and Strategies in 
the BSR 

The second day of the seminar changed focus somewhat with an emphasis 
on policy considerations and strategies and the interface between ESPON 
and national actions for achieving cohesion in a coordinated manner. The 
moderator for this day was Folke Snickars, KTH, Sweden. 

 

6.1 ESPON in the BSR from an ESPON point of view 

Bayssiere from the ESPON Coordinating Unit (LU) discussed ESPON’s 
transnational character and its potential as a tool for deeper cooperation. 
ESPON should be considered as network. 

There are two important questions regarding ESPON and BSR: 

- What can ESPON do in the BSR? 

- What is ESPON bringing to the BSR? 

For the first question, we must bear in mind that ESPON gives a European 
integrated perspective. Territorial profiles are shown. There is overlapping of 
data combing layers of information, this is combining indicators. One set of 
indicators corresponds to for example economic issues. They show economic 
situation trends to restructuring potentials. Another set of indicators at this 
European perspective are hazards as shown in the Interreg IIIB program. 

For the second question, ESPON can help to identify potentials in the BSR, 
endogenous potentials, such as natural resources, energy issues and 
renewable (room for further research), cultural heritage, etc. ESPON also 
can help identifying potentials of accessibility such as where improvements 
are needed in multi-modal transport.  

Within BSR, space and time play a role; we have also to look at the global 
perspective, for example population or GDP per capita share with respect the 
whole world. In trade, there is a need to also identify USA, China, India and 
mainly Russia as the 4th most important partner of EU. Having a big picture 
Human Development Index has another interpretation and another scale for 
discontinuities e.g. between Finland and Russia. 

Discussions then moved on to what we can expect from the ESPON 2013 
programme. ESPON 2013 will have more thematic areas than ESPON 2006, 
it will deepen the networking and it will widen the dissemination of results. 
In addition ESPON 2013 and it will be more user-oriented with more 
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targeted research. This means that there will be room in the programme to 
tailor projects to serve the needs of various potential users. 

ESPON 2013 should start in 2007 and its priorities include, updating the 
databases, targeting analytical deliveries and projects, monitoring and 
scientific platforms (indicators), community and networks (organization and 
institutionalisation of scientific networks), technical and analytical support. 

Yet at the same time, it is important for “users” to ask themselves the 
question “What can I do for ESPON?”, not only “What ESPON can do for me”. 
This is very important; ESPON needs your help to have feedback from BSR 
to ESPON, for you to identify your priorities and suggestions for 
improvements, as well as contributing with all-important data. 

6.2 Is there a need for a coordinated strategy for territorial 
cohesion in the BSR?  

This plenary session included discussion on a possible “Framework for 
Preliminary Coordination Plan”. Discussion of current agendas and also the 
common perspectives on cooperation across borders were also featured. 

Olle Lundgren, Chairman Committee of Spatial Development in the BSR 
(SE), discussed VASAB’s role in a coordinated strategy for territorial 
cohesion in the BSR. He began by stating that VASAB is a coordination 
strategy for territorial cohesion. Since 1994 VASAB has extensively applied 
the notion of spatial cohesion, much earlier than the EU. VASAB has 
considered many spatial issues, including the Lisbon strategy. 

 

Session Moderated by Niels Boje Groth, Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape ans Planning (DK). 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 
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The Lisbon agenda matters in the BSR, especially with regard to modern 
spatial cohesion indicators such as effectiveness of the economic tissue and 
attractiveness of local space for business; accessibility and the presence of 
social capital and competitive advantages (see figure below). 

Figure 7 Modern spatial cohesion (from ESPON 3.3 “Lisbon”) 

 

The BSR is different today than it was in 1994. Eight out of 11 countries 
belong to the EU, cohesion strategies are elaborated at national and regional 
levels and INTERREG III A and B projects have created good practicies.  
 
Thus there is a need for an updated territorial strategy focused on  
territorial competitiveness, owned by all relevant BSR actors, i.e. regions 
and BSR organizations and implemented through sub-regional, national, 
transnational as well as cross-border programmes. 
 
In 2005 the Ministers for Spatial Planning in the BSR were encouraged to 
update the vision of long-term territorial development of the region together 
with the relevant regional stakeholders within VASAB 2010. This should be a 
pan-Baltic process, only initiated and lead by VASAB and include a 
comprehensive overview of all actors/plans with a territorial impact, the 
relations of the BSR with other pan-European regions and the rest of Europe 
and instruments to guide and coordinate policies with a territorial 
perspective for a better BSR integration. 
 
ESPON can help in this process with their information on which cities, towns 
and their networks have particular potential to contribute to BSR cohesion 
based on flows and linkages (functional polycentricity), what flows and 
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linkages between cities and towns should be supported to increase BSR 
cohesion/competitiveness and assessing the adequacy of the BSR 
accessibility model. 

Sarunas Radvilavicius, from the Nordic Council of Ministers Office (LT) 
discussed the role of Euroregions in the Baltic Sea Region. Each region 
represents interests of different countries and searches for its own 
strategies. The Baltic Euroregional Network is an example of this (see Figure 
8). The goal of this network is to strengthen Euroregions in the Baltic Sea 
Region (BSR) as competent partners for national authorities and 
international institutions by creating a network of Euroregions for continuous 
capacity-building and sharing of experience. 

Euroregions are important players in cohesion strategies as they represent 
the interests of local and regional authorities, often at disadvantaged border 
areas, and perform the everyday tasks of grass-root cross-border 
operations. But Euroregions are still not considered to be actors on equal 
footing with national and international authorities, yet they must be made 
part of the cohesion process in the BSR.  

At the moment, there are enough cohesion strategies in the BSR, both good 
ones and bad ones, but what it is important to highlight is that they are 
seldom implemented. Thus the question it can be made is: How to bring 
good existing strategies into implementation? Here Euroregions and cross-
border cooperation can help. 

Folke Snickars, from KTH (SE), discussed how the policy-making community 
and the scientific community can reinforce one another in developing long-
term strategies for cohesion supported by research and aligned to education. 
Policymakers need to know and to be educated; this includes planners, 
geographers, environmentalist, etc. Thus there is a need to create strong 
networks. 

ESPON has formed a way of working; it has gathered scientific researchers 
and policymakers to develop an international cooperation among them. 
ESPON has also introduced modern analysis and presentation techniques. 
Furthermore, ESPON is not afraid to voice conclusions that are not politically 
expected. 
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Map 4     The Baltic Euroregional Network 

Source: Baltic Euroregional Network web page http://www.benproject.org/en/main/partners 

 

6.3 Panel Discussion 2: ESPON in BSR from national point of view. 
 

Folke Snickars lead the final panel discussion by introducing the main 
questions: What can countries gain from ESPON? How can ESPON 2013 be 
better formed to address the needs of the BSR? Members of the panel were 
largely ESPON Monitoring Committee members and represented their 
national viewpoints in the discussions. 

Maila Kuusik from the Ministry of Internal Affairs and ESPON MC member 
(EE) began the panel presentations by discussing how Estonia is “small” and 
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is very new in the cooperation framework. Thus there are many 
opportunities for the country but also difficulties with ESPON. 

On the one hand, we have to ask the question- Why are we different from 
our neighbour (Lithuanian for example)? ESPON has provided scenarios that 
help to illustrate this difference. This process of identifying differences helps 
us to visualise and to explain them. On the other hand, we have to try to 
find something in common with other countries where we could harmonize 
results.  

ESPON results are clear, simple and one can see differences and similarities, 
giving meaning to issues in a national context. Estonia is gathering practical 
information and preparing for transnational projects could be interesting. 
Planning is a learning process. The learning process implicit in ESPON is 
more important for Estonia than the concrete published results. 

 
Panel Discussion 2 

   
Panellists participating in the session creating interaction with the audience, leading to interesting discussions. 

Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 

 

Olle Lundgren from the Ministry of Industry (SE) said that the ESPON 
concept as such is very important. From a Swedish point of view ESPON is 
prioritized. But more detailed strategies are needed that complement the 
concept of polycentricity. There is a need to find new ways to work with the 
enlarged EU. Macro-regions, like the BSR follow a different path because 
they are composed of vastly different regions. ESPON should consider 
looking at macro-regions to create the preconditions for development. 

Jacek Szlachta of the School of Economics in Warsaw (PL) discussed how 
Poland has had a long experience in strategic policy, and has perhaps been 
too pessimistic. Thus there is a need to review cohesion strategies. ESPON 
has contributed to European activities, methodologies for spatial analysis 
and representations and has sorted information in a special way. 
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In Poland, territory in the future will be very important. In the future we will 
have to think about missing elements such as the spatial level of analysis 
(NUTS2 or NUTS3), the tremendous changes that have happened after 
enlargement and their influence on data. Poland has one of the longest 
external borders in the EU and thus, it is important to consider our 
neighbours (Ukraine and St Petersburg). 

Ilkka Mella, Ministerial Adviser to the Ministry of Interior, and ESPON MC 
member (FI) alleged that the network produced within ESPON has been 
effective. Regarding data, Nordic countries have better statistics than others 
and thus the ESPON results are usually interesting for Finland. Thematic 
ESPON issues such as natural hazards and rural issues are also of high 
interest in Finland. From a Finnish point of view many of the ESPON results 
can be confirmed. But there are some areas that ESPON could better work 
in, including providing maps of metropoles, increasing the usability of results 
and updating the most important results of the ESPON programme. Some of 
the problems encountered with ESPON are that the ESPON scope is too wide 
and the next programme should be made more focused and interesting by 
concrete levels of analysis. 

Vladislavs Vesperis from the Ministry of regional development and local  
Government, ESPON Contact Point ( LV) stated that ESPON is a challenge. 
There are good recommendations at national level coming from ESPON. 
Unfortunately, this is not much use in national spatial strategies. However 
Latvia will have more active participation in the ESPON 2013 programme 
and will try to use some of the results at its sectoral ministries. Regarding 
the ESPON 2013 programme, it is important to produce more analysis at 
NUTS3 level, which is the planning level in Latvia.  

Flemming Thornaes from the Ministry of the Environment and ESPON MC 
member (DK) stated that ESPON findings do not come as a surprise. We are 
starting to understand the existence of FUAs and MEGAs, but we are still 
missing analyses of rural patterns. If there is an integration of rural areas, 
the view (visualisation) will change. Much the same can occur when we look 
at NUTS 4 and 5 levels. For example when considering hazards at NUTS 2 
level (Denmark country is a NUTS 2) would mean that all Denmark would be 
the most dangerous place to live, this in reality is limited to some NUTS 4 
and 5 areas in the country. 

ESPON says little about how Denmark is doing with respect our 
neighbourings countries, and thus it would be beneficial if projects could to 
say something more about this. In Denmark domestic issues have been a 
higher priority than ESPON. Nevertheless, dissemination of ESPON has been 
seen in newspapers, seminar and at government level too. 
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6.3.1 Comments for indicators, actors and attitudes towards 
ESPON projects and results: 

 

Magali Bayssiere, ESPON Coordinate Unit (LU) addressed many of the 
questions from the audience regarding the ESPON programme in the future. 
The ESPON 2013 programme will include targeted analyses, and could 
possibly give more consideration to non-EU countries,  some being of key 
interest for the BSR, like Ukraine and Russia. It is important to remember 
that ESPON is a project at European scale and thus the focus is now on 
NUTS 2 and 3 levels to ensure analytical positioning from the European 
perspective. 

Data availability is a problem when attempting to analyse lower territorial 
levels. Most data at NUTS 3 and 4 are non-existent, and thus if countries 
propose an analysis at this level they have to contribute with providing the 
data needed. It is important is for countries consider themselves as an actor, 
an actor that can influence in ESPON for example by: 

- Data provision 

- Information dissemination (as a key actor you know the most effective 
channels) 

- Point out weakness of ESPON approach, analysis or themes (e.g. the 
lack of energy considerations) 

- Provide support to the ECP (ESPON Contact Points) and/or national 
actors involved. 

- “Entering in a more interactive phase” ESPON community where you 
have a role to play. 

All panellists were asked to mention one or two issues where ESPON could 
help bridge the gap between the interface between ESPON results and 
national spatial strategies. The results are shown in the table below: 
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Country Issue for ESPON to address 

Denmark Improve dissemination. Make ESPON more accessible for 
practitioners and policymakers. 

Latvia Coverage of new issues, such as rural-urban issues. 

Finland More concrete results and analyses of new trends. 

Poland More attention to the relationship between analysis and 
policy. Produce ESPON results more speedily. Consider the 
BSR as a macro-region in ESPON. 

Sweden Make use of the concept of polycentricity and 
complementary issues. Macro-regional ESPON approaches 
should consider the EU neighbours. 

Estonia Translation of ESPON results to help Estonia find its way 
within ESPON 2013  

 

6.4 Concluding the seminar 

Concluding words were made by Garri Raagmaa and Folke Snickars, with 
thanks to all participants involved. The Lead Partner and Partners also 
heartily thank the hosts for making the seminar a great success and learning 
experience. 

 
Closing words by Garri Raagma, Doctor and Director University of Tartu, Pärnu College (EE). 

 Photo: Camila Cortés Ballerino. 



 50 

 
 

7 Conclusions and recommendations 

Several conclusions have been reached during this seminar as described in 
the proceedings above. Some of the most important ones, however remain: 

7.1 Convergence, Cohesion and Competitiveness in the BSR 

• The BSR is very heterogeneous and there is still a divide between the 
old member states and the new member states. As a macro-region the 
BSR is still in need of convergence to attain territorial cohesion. 

• Accessibility and physical and organisational infrastructure are 
important factors in the convergence process, particularly in the Baltic 
States 

• A strategy for networking among in the BSR could increase 
cooperation potential, but this network should be non-traditional based 
on private-public partnerships or the triple helix model and create 
national clusters or other types of clusters 

• INTERREG and especially INTERREG IIIB represents an interface 
between the grass-roots level and the EU elite and themes with a 
spatial dimension, such as transport or the maritime environment 
should be further prioritised. 

• Competitiveness in the BSR could be improved by utilising 
competencies and networking with new macro-economies.  

7.2 ESPON in interplay with national strategies and dissemination 
of results 

• ESPON must find methods to better disseminate its results to local and 
regional level policy makers and practitioners. Results must be 
“simple” and understandable with more objective-oriented project 
titles (rather than numbers!) 

• ESPON results should be “translated” not only in terms of language, 
but also the terminology and style of writing to have an effect on 
national plans and strategies 

• National strategies could realise the power of agenda-setting in the EU 
to gain an ear for their own priorities. 
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7.3 Policy considerations and strategies 

• There is really no need for a new coordination strategy for cohesion 
and competition in the BSR. This area is competently covered by 
VASAB and other types of Euroregion cooperation. However there is a 
need for more effective means to implement this strategy. Research, 
education and programmes such as ESPON and INTERREG may help in 
doing this. 

• A BSR cohesion strategy could, however, be updated with a greater 
focus on territorial competitiveness, a greater “ownership” of the 
relevant actors.  

• ESPON could lend assistance in this process in showing the particular 
potentials to contribute to BSR cohesion. 

7.4 ESPON in the BSR and the BSR in ESPON 

The relationship between ESPON and nations in the BSR is a two-way street. 
Countries in the BSR have a need for ESPON results and can gain from 
participating in the programme. However ESPON needs help from the BSR 
countries as well, especially regarding data collection. As Magali Bayssiere of 
the CU said “Ask not only what ESPON can do for YOU, but what YOU can do 
for ESPON”.  

• For Estonia, the learning processes within ESPON are more important 
than the concrete results of the programme.  

• In Sweden, polycentricity is a key issue, but needs to be 
complemented by strategies for areas that are not polycentric in the 
morphological sense, but which could be in the functional sense (like 
the BSR) 

• Poland stressed the need for ESPON to consider its neighbours: 
Russia, Belarus and Kaliningrad.  

• For Finland the “Pentagon” perspective is too strong in the current 
ESPON research and usability should be increased for the national and 
regional levels. 

• In Latvia more resources (both time and money) should be allocated 
at national level to more effectively participate in ESPON 

• From Denmark’s point of view, ESPON could say even more about how 
Europe is doing in relation to its non-European neighbours. More 
targeted research is also needed.  

• ESPON is good at describing, but not yet sufficient in analysing the 
reasons behind the trends. This may be a task for ESPON II.  
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• ESPON should take up urban-rural relationships to a greater extent 

• ESPON conclusions and recommendations could be more provocative. 

• An area for ESPON II of targeted research could be to use the BSR as 
a pilot study of a transnational region. 

 

 


