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— Concept
Lessons from ESPON and Scandinavia —ESPON 111
Niels Boje Groth — Denmark, an example

Danish Centre for Forest, Landscape and Planning - University of Copenhagen . )
Informing Spatial Planning: Preparing for 2007-2013 CO n S I d e r atl O n S
A seminar arranged by
National Institute for Regional and Spatial Analysis (NIRSA)
International Centre for Local and Regional Development (ICLRD)
at
National University of Ireland (NUI) Maynooth
26 January 2007
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Problems

Variety of national definitions of FUAs
Most countries used 20.000 FUAS. Larger FUAS
were used only by a few countries e.g. Poland,
Spain, Bulgaria and Czech Republic.

Polycentricity potentials
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Strongest MEGAS within or
close to the 5-gon!
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What if ...

... all cities included in a Potential
Integration Area (PIA) profited on the
potentials of polycentricity?

- The yellow cities increase their ranking
- The blue cities decrease their ranking
NB the potentials are exploited only one by one. No room

for developing all potentials simutaneously. Cities are
competing.

A cluster of potentials in the expanded
5-gon!

Outside the 5-gon polycentricity must

Natlonal ®  Two new polycentric “national centres” 2000:

policy Midt-Vest

Triangle Region

rely on functional specialisation rather L
than proximity
Regional enlargement Part of the problem
- rather than the solution?
Outcome rather than driver?
Labour markets Polycentricity
45 — 1992
34 - 2000 . .
272004 Considerations
— Policy: ideals and reality
— Urban development theories
— The economic agent
— The political agent
Expos:ed-_‘
No of travels starting, ending and passing each cell .
Policy: ideal and reality (2)
No mergers = Danish
in administrative
polycentric reform
Greater Dublin reglOﬂS'
2007
375 municipalities
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England
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Two theories on urban and
regional development

Cluster-theory
— Does polycentricy foster specialisation? (..N0)

Urbanisation-theory
— Does the sum of e.g. 5 city centres compete with
one metropolitan centre? (.. No)

Neither of the two theories ask for polycentricity!

The economic agent

Economy of agglomeration
* Urban advantages
* Location advantages (Clusters)

Economy of networking (cabus)
» Local networking (polycentricity) — least

« Extralocal networking — most

The economic agent doesn’t care about polycentricity

The political agent

The idea of Polycentricity:
» Geography forms policy

The praxis of the political agent:
* Projects form geography

The city as agent of change

Poly-decentricity
Projects forming geographies
Agenda: action

Poly-centricity
Geography forming programs
Agenda: policy
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Fair centre
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Baltic Sea Solution
"Kick-off” 2005

Czluchow - Poland

Vyborg — Russia

Schwedt/Oder — Germany
Kokkola - Finland

+ e
+ mnrs

Narva-Joesuu — Estonia
Wolgast - Germany
Valka - Latvia

Sdlvesborg - Sweden

Baltic Sea Solutions e
EU ]

Strategic networks Counties ’
Germany 6

BSR 5

Spain 5

Sweden 4

Norway 3

USA 3

4 BASS Fields of Strategies | faly 2

Lithuania 2

e cre Belgium 1

Stakeholders nnateur)nahsa!ion Lobbying I Task Bulgaria :
strategies Bruxelles | networks Force Estonia 1

Private 30 Finland !
Greece 1

Universities 20 23 35 32 45 Lativa 1
Other 52 Poland !
Russia 1

102 Scotland 1

Ungary 1

Hydrogen Society
Community Test

in Lolland

Typology of strategies

Economic & geographical position
Centre
METROPOLITAN SUBURB

Adapt - strategy
Passive polycentricity

Power /influence Low Large

“INDEPENDENT” REGION

Modernisation - strategy
Active polycentricity

Periphery

A new development model: CTF

Economic & geographical position

METROPOLITAN SUBURB.

Power /influence Low

Lolland Community Test Facility

Practical
knowledge

complementing the centre!

Centre

HI Tech
knowledge

Large

EPENDENT” REGION

Modernisation - strategy
Active polycentricity

Periphery
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