
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rtep20

Territory, Politics, Governance

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/rtep20

The spatial hierarchies of a networked state:
historical context and present-day imaginaries in
Finland

Ilppo Soininvaara

To cite this article: Ilppo Soininvaara (2021): The spatial hierarchies of a networked state:
historical context and present-day imaginaries in Finland, Territory, Politics, Governance, DOI:
10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574

© 2021 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 05 May 2021.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 370

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rtep20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/rtep20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rtep20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rtep20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-05-05
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/21622671.2021.1918574&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-05-05


The spatial hierarchies of a networked state: historical
context and present-day imaginaries in Finland

Ilppo Soininvaara

ABSTRACT
This article offers a new approach to the analysis of spatial hierarchies and selectivity within national politics.
These hierarchies and related state spatial restructurings are approached by analysing spatial imaginaries of
the political elites in Finland. This study places these present-day imaginaries and hierarchies in their
historical context and analyses the qualitative shifts in Finnish spatial hierarchization. The paper illustrates
how the institutionalized hierarchies of the 1960s and 1970s were used as a tool in the emerging Fordist
welfare state, and how the hierarchies of today are built on a more competitively oriented basis. The
current spatial imaginaries and hierarchies are approached through an extensive suite of elite interviews.
These spatial hierarchies are revealing of the existing ways of reasoning and follow the more general
spatial and economic rationalities. This paper argues that as the institutional status of the earlier spatial
hierarchy has waned and been replaced with network-based spatial systems, hierarchies also exist,
however, within the network-based spatial imaginaries and their associated policy practices. The new
spatial hierarchies do not have institutional status, but their role in processes of state spatial
restructuring is nevertheless important.
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INTRODUCTION

The nature of state spatial restructuring and rescaling has been the focus of significant academic
interest for some time (e.g., Angelo, 2017; Brenner, 2000, 2003a, 2003b; D’Albergo & Lefèvre,
2018; Fricke&Gualini, 2018; Henderson, 2019; Jessop, 2003; Keating, 1997;Marston, 2000;Mul-
ligan, 2013; Schou & Hjeholt, 2019). These spatial transformations can be seen as actualizations of
the prevailing state spatial strategies. Recently, these transformations have been associated with, for
example, competitiveness-based urbanization and its global appearance (e.g., Brenner, 2003b; Bren-
ner & Schmid, 2017). Luukkonen and Sirviö (2019) witness how certain city-regional, or even
metropolitan (Sirviö & Luukkonen 2020) imaginaries prevail in the current Finnish political dis-
course. Similar developments can also be seen in other European national contexts. For example,
Gruber et al. (2019) note how the previous policy emphasis on territorial cohesion in national
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politics has been replaced by the state’s withdrawal from the regions and refocusing on support for
growing city-regions in Austria and Sweden. This reflects a relatively recent development in the
state spatial transformation process that has occurred across various temporal phases (e.g., Moisio,
2012) mirroring the then prevailing economic and spatial rationalities. These phases of restructuring
have reflected, for example, the emergence of Fordist–Keynesian spatiality and a gradual shift to
post-Fordist systems of production and associated spatiality (e.g., Jessop, 1996, 2005).

Previously we have witnessed, for example, phases with a more regional and dispersed take on
state spatial relations which have then been replaced by more centralized and network-oriented
spatial systems. The currently prevailing ‘metropolitanization’ tendencies and institutional
reforms are explained as ‘expressions of ongoing processes of state rescaling through which com-
petitiveness is being promoted at a regional scale’ (Brenner, 2003b, p. 16). That is, the prevailing
spatial imaginaries and spatial political processes prioritize endogenous regional growth and glo-
bal competition. Regional economies, mostly major urban regions, are seen as national tokens in
geoeconomic power plays (Jonas & Moisio, 2018). Moreover, these spatial restructurings go
hand in hand with what Moisio (2018) terms ‘knowledge-based economisation’, a geopolitical
process in which territories are transformed by knowledge-intensive capitalism.

This article addresses the temporally evolving concepts of spatial hierarchies and spatial selec-
tivity by focusing on spatial political imaginaries in two time periods in Finland. It traces the trans-
formations frommore hierarchical towards more network-oriented spatial imaginaries and analyses
the dynamism of Finnish state spatial transformation and different imaginaries. Ahlqvist andMoi-
sio (2014) witness how Finnish regional political authorities promote network-based models of
governance especially when it comes to transformation of the capital city-region and its global con-
nectivity. Similarly, Granqvist et al. (2019) have analysed the network-oriented or polycentric
spatial imaginaries and their performativity in the context of the Helsinki City Plan. The emphasis
of network-based imaginaries is fuelled by both spatial characteristics of global economy (Moisio,
2018; Moisio & Rossi, 2020), and European integration (Luukkonen, 2011). On the other hand,
for example, Mattila et al. (2020) have noted that so-called ‘places that don’t matter’ also exist in
Finland and the subsequent antagonistic attitudes are relevant when it comes to administrative and
planning practices. However, rather than analysing the changing imaginaries in Finnish spatial
planning practices over the past decades, this article sheds a light on the dynamics of state spatial
transformation through planning documents and elite interviews. As Zimmerbauer and Paasi
(2020) have noted, the old/hard and new/soft spaces become increasingly entangled and similar;
this article will also not argue that the network-based imaginaries would simply replace hierarchi-
cally oriented imaginaries, but that hierarchies and networks become entangled.

The historical context is created by analysing several planning documents and related publi-
cations. The present-day imaginaries are approached through extensive elite interviews. The
timeframe for the comparison utilizes the above-mentioned, more general societal transform-
ation approach that has been termed, for instance by Jessop (2005, 1996), a shift from Fordist
to post-Fordist state spatiality, from Fordism to knowledge-based economization (e.g., Moisio,
2018), from managerialism to entrepreneurialism (Harvey, 1989) or from spatial Keynesianism
to neoliberalism. The aim of this article is not to extensively engage with the literatures on these
spatio-political shifts, but to reveal the composition of the concomitant transformations in the
spatial hierarchies. Here a spatial hierarchy refers to the various processes of categorization,
ordering and selectivity of places produced through spatial imaginaries. It does not refer to
any form of multilevel governance structure, but rather to a variety of rationalizations of why
some places matter more than the others (cf. Rodriguez-Pose, 2018; Sykes 2018) considering,
for example, regional development policies.

The qualitative shift of spatial hierarchies in national politics is approached here by focusing
on the imaginaries of the state space and their performativity. That is, this article looks at the
spatial imaginaries within the national political debates, mirrored by the prevailing economic

2 Ilppo Soininvaara

TERRITORY, POLITICS, GOVERNANCE



and spatial rationalities, and analyses the hierarchies these imaginaries produce. The aim is to
reveal the qualitative shift in the spatial hierarchies while understanding that the above-men-
tioned wider transformations occur in the background. The purpose is not, however, to engage
with the theoretical literatures on the essence of spatial imaginaries. Rather, they are utilized as a
framework through which the essence of hierarchization is revealed. More specifically, the article
approaches the peculiar instances of spatial selectivity (Jones, 1995) embedded within these
rationalities and imaginaries. In this way, it also offers a new insight to the study of the shift
from Fordist–Keynesian spatiality to post-Fordism (and beyond to late post-Fordism).

Through historical contextualization, current spatial hierarchies and the qualitative shift in
the rationalities that build them at the level of imaginaries are illuminated. That is, the article
shows how the spatial hierarchy that was in place during the 1960s and 1970s in Finland has
been transformed into the present hierarchy. The earlier emphasis on spatial equity has
waned, and the role of cities and central places is now rather different than before. The historical
spatial hierarchy in Finland was built on a quantitative basis with the aim of creating regional
units of production. Now these hierarchies are instead built on the basis of more qualitatively
interpreted aspects, such as perceived competitiveness. The aim here, then, is to determine
and analyse this very transition in the qualities of hierarchical thinking and argumentation within
spatial politics.

Moreover, light is also shone on the roles that different instances of hierarchization have in
state spatial restructuring. In other words, the article examines how the concept of a spatial hier-
archy has various meanings in producing new state spaces and how these constantly recreated
imaginaries and knowledge production processes are actualized in the spatial strategies of the
state. As such, it examines the performativity and mobilization (Boudreau, 2007) of spatial ima-
ginaries, and how the spatial hierarchies they produce are manifest in political processes and state
spatial restructuring in the form of rescaling and reterritorialization.

Therefore, these spatial hierarchies are here addressed as both expressions of prevailing spatial
economic rationalities and as tools utilized in regional policies justifying rescaling and spatial
restructuring. Moreover, it is argued here that these hierarchies, be they institutionalized or
not, have real effect in determining the ‘winner and loser regions’ (Storper, 2013) in different
times. By analysing the currently prevailing imaginaries and hierarchizations in a historical con-
text, it is depicted what kind of role prevailing spatial hierarchizations play in state spatial strat-
egies. By means of this contextualization, the spatial imaginaries of state space and the embedded
hierarchies are depicted as evolutionary processes behind transforming state conditions.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The next section explains the theoretical
approach used and offers a brief theoretical discussion of the issue of spatial imaginaries and their
performativity. The third section introduces the materials and methods used. The fourth section
develops a historical context for spatial hierarchies through a reading of the normative and aca-
demic writings on the Finnish tradition of the hierarchical modelling of central places. The fifth
section analyses a set of interviews and offers a visualization of the spatial hierarchies present in
Finnish spatio-political discourse. In this way, it is revealed how present-day networked spatial
systems are inherently hierarchically ordered. The final section includes a short discussion and
some conclusions.

HIERARCHIES AS PERFORMATIVE SPATIAL IMAGINARIES

In this study, the concepts of a spatial imaginary and a spatial hierarchy are utilized. The study
focuses on the major imaginaries of the state space and the performativity of these imaginaries in
different periods. Collective and contested spatial imaginaries are approached and analysed to
reveal their embedded hierarchical ways of thinking. Moreover, these imaginaries have explicitly
performative aspects; they form spatial hierarchies and legitimize political practices.
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Imaginaries are here understood as ‘meaning systems’ (Jessop, 2012a), discursively constituted
understandings that shape lived experience and the frames within which the world is
comprehended.

These socially produced individual and/or collective knowledges simplify and make under-
standable the circumstance of decisions and political action. These imaginaries allow individuals
and organizations to relate to these circumstances and make decisions and strategies in a complex
environment (Jessop, 2012a) by shaping the field of action through forming selectivities, depo-
liticizing some aspects into a realm of necessity or irrelevance. Moreover, Davoudi (2018) writes
that spatial imaginaries, as taken-for-granted understandings of spatiality, enable and legitimate
spatial practices. Spatial imaginaries are produced through political struggles and are ‘infused by
relations of power in which contestation and resistance are ever-present’ (p. 101). As Jessop
(2012a, p. 12) notes, even as imaginaries are collectively produced, there is no equality when it
comes to these forms of meaning-making.

Sharp (2009, pp. 11–22), writing on spatial imaginaries, notes that they have a connection to
‘otherings’, a practice Watkins (2015) sees as demarcating boundaries of ‘inside’ versus ‘outside’,
or as hierarchical categorizations (Sharp, 2009, p. 14).Watkins (2015, p. 511) also illustrates how
the naturalization of these imaginaries and otherings facilitates their treatment as true or com-
mon knowledge. As such, spatial hierarchies are here considered as an example of such categor-
izations. In this sense, competing and contradictory spatial hierarchies are approached through
spatial imaginaries and by focusing on the sedimented or naturalized manifestations of spatial
imaginaries within the argumentation of the political elite. In other words, the analysis of
these imaginaries reveals the different spatial hierarchizations in play. Specific attention is
paid in this article on how some imaginaries have become sedimented (Jessop, 2010) as common
knowledge or have gained hegemonic status in structuring the hierarchies. These hierarchiza-
tions thus reveal what is at any given time valued (or not valued) as essential, necessary or rational,
illuminating the rationalizations behind spatial selectivities.

By searching for these spatial hierarchies, the performative aspects of imaginaries (e.g., Wat-
kins, 2015) are brought into focus. Spatial imaginaries have inherently normative functions (Jes-
sop, 2012b). The operationalization of imaginaries in the form of hierarchies effect the
policymaking processes, or are themselves affected by these same processes while also shaping
the restructuring of state spaces. That is, as Jessop (2012a, p. 9) argues, ‘when an imaginary is
operationalized and institutionalized, it transforms and naturalizes the included elements as
parts of a specific, instituted economy’. As Crawford (2018) notes, imaginaries (and in this
case, the spatial hierarchies they produce) are utilized as tools in political processes through
which different political agendas are performed, rationalized and mobilized. According to Jessop
(2012b, p. 17), imaginaries are selective and normative mappings which ‘help to construct the
reality that they purport to map’. Accordingly, this study reveals how the spatial hierarchies
help to produce and reproduce themselves.

Therefore, by the concept of spatial hierarchy, it is referred to the common understandings
and depoliticized notions of a hierarchy between places that is neither officially established
nor legally constituted but rather, arranged around the imaginaries and perceptions of space.
The spatial hierarchy is formed from the sedimented understandings and renderings of the
state territory according to the socially constructed and hegemonic imaginaries of each period.
This paper argues that these hierarchies are formed based on different valuations of, for example,
regional competitiveness and the depoliticized qualities of spaces to meet the more general ima-
ginaries of ‘a proper state space’.

Such a spatial hierarchy is constructed from various elements of place-specific (and economic)
imaginaries, in which some places are seen as ‘mattering more’ than others (cf. Rodriguez-Pose,
2018). This kind of a spatial hierarchy might not surface in political narratives until needed; the
spatial selectivity in, for example, regional development builds on the existing imaginaries of
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regional characteristics and case-by-case renderings of the economic circumstance. That is, some
regions are perceived as being, for example, more competitive or innovative than others and, as
such, certain policies are seen as rational and justified.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The spatial hierarchies are approached in this paper through historical contextualization, and
then by analysing the current spatial imaginaries through extensive interviews. The historical
context and the empirical material are drawn from spatial imaginaries and hierarchizations in
two distinct political periods in Finland. Moisio (2012) has depicted how the spatial relations
of the state of Finland have progressed through certain phases in the 20th century. This clear
definition of the phases of Finnish state spatial restructurings offers a proper framework for
this analysis and makes it possible to draw more general conclusions.

The historical context is produced by rereading the hierarchization of the places performed in
Finland during the 1960s to early 1980s. During this period, the material elements of the Fordist
state were produced while the spatial imaginaries of the time emphasized dispersed, or decentra-
lized, models of regional development with the aim of creating conditions of growth throughout
the state territory. This contextualization enables one to perform an analysis of the qualitative
shifts within practices of hierarchization coinciding with the transition from Fordist to (late)
post-Fordist spatiality and makes it possible to thoroughly analyse present-day conditions.
This historical system of spatial hierarchies is approached through a series of planning documents
and academic publications in which this type of modelling was created, interpreted and utilized.
These publications lay down and explain the fundaments and functions of this spatial modelling
approach and offer some background information on how and why it was created. With the help
of some more recent studies, the political and social circumstances, reasoning and imaginaries
that lie behind this approach to spatial hierarchy are interpreted.

The current spatial hierarchies have not found their way onto planners’ desks in the form of
normative schemes in a similar manner as before. Current hierarchies are not institutionalized
nor are they openly modelled. Existing planning documents on various levels are contradictory
and do not take a strong stance on hierarchical structures. On the one hand, for example, the
MAL-agreements (agreements on land use, housing and transportation; see more below),
which the state of Finland agrees to with the major cities, speaks for clear-cut hierarchization.
On the other, some of the recent governmental documents (e.g., Government of Finland,
2019; Ministry of Finance, 2020) rhetorically emphasize the equality of state spaces. In other
words, the status of the spatial hierarchies is rather different from before.

Contrary to the earlier modelling of central places, current hierarchies are produced within
political and social processes through the sedimentation of depoliticized knowledge (Jessop,
2010). However, the hierarchical models of the 1960s and 1970s also represent a constellation
of spatial imaginaries, strategic selectivity and political contestation. As such, these two empirical
material sets enable a reasonably concise process of contextualization and analysis to take place,
even though they are produced somewhat differently.

In order to grasp these more subtle processes of hierarchization in present day politics, 36
semi-structured interviews were conducted with various Finnish political actors between May
and October 2019. The interviewees are well placed and represent various important organiz-
ations considering the national political narratives on urbanization. The interviewees represent:

. Various organizations within the state apparatus, such as the chiefs of staffs and key officials
from relevant ministries (ministries of Economy and Employment, Finance, Environment,
Education and Culture, and Transport and Communications) and other state branches
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(e.g., The Environmental Institute and the regional Centres of Economic Development,
Transport and the Environment).

. The ranking members of the Finnish parliament from all major political parties.

. Mayors of various cities, other municipalities and regions.

. Key figures in Finnish civil society, organizations (e.g., the Family Federation of Finland),
interest groups (e.g., labour market and employers’ organizations) and major private compa-
nies (e.g., banks, developers and consultancies).

These interviewees, it can be argued, have an influential position in Finnish spatial–political dis-
courses. The interviewees were chosen in such a way that the different sides and standpoints in
the ongoing political discussions were represented. Through these extensive interviews, it is poss-
ible to depict the spatial imaginaries that prevail among Finnish political elites. This may seem
like a heterogeneous group of interviewees, but it is precisely the kind of group that enables an
approach to the political interests, imaginaries and strategic selectivities to be made. The state as
an arena of conflicting interests is always heterogenous and through a wide selection of intervie-
wees a general image of prevailing hierarchies is produced.

During the interviews, various topics under the key thematic of urbanization and the political
processes surrounding it were discussed. The themes explored in these interviews spanned a
range from general to regionally specific questions on urbanization in Finland, economic and
environmental questions as well as future predictions. In particular, a set of questions were pro-
duced concerning the metropolitan regions of Finland. The ways in which the specific spatial
imaginaries are articulated by the interviewees were traced. In the focus of this analysis were
the supposed interactions of the places, their characteristics, their supposed roles in national pol-
itical processes and of how their roles are referred to in relation to the role of the state vis-à-vis
the cities and regions. That is, how these elite interviewees imagine the various places and
regions, and what kinds of figurative hierarchies and other such linkages are imagined here
between cities and regions.

The empirical material was analysed by utilizing the concept of an imaginary as a tool in iden-
tifying wider spatial ways of thinking. In other words, the spatial imaginaries are used to isolate
remarks on spatial hierarchies. Through the concept of an imaginary, it is possible to analyse
different spatial logics and the rationalizations of these spatial hierarchies. The spatial imagin-
aries are here seen both as producing the hierarchies, but also as guiding political processes to
sustain and acknowledge these hierarchies. These spatial hierarchies become understandable
and informative when analysed in their historical context. Through this contextual analysis, argu-
ments are deployed concerning the qualitative shift in the hierarchization of the state spaces.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT: HIERARCHIES OF CENTRAL PLACES AND
THEIR HINTERLANDS

Moisio (2012) depicts the period from the 1960s to the early 1980s in Finnish state history as
that of the dispersed welfare state (hajautettu hyvinvointivaltio). The plans and publications of
this period (e.g., The National Planning Office, 1967) give away the somewhat common and
depoliticized imaginary on the favourability of more spatially even and equalized development
conditions. The key regional focus of the state was defined as ensuring regional welfare services
and conditions for growth across the state territory. The hierarchization was utilized to ensure
the necessary building blocks for the emerging Fordist welfare state. The institutionalization
of the hierarchy aimed at securing the conditions for capitalist production throughout the
state territory. As such, the concept of a spatial hierarchy has played a major role in Finnish
spatial politics for decades.
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These imaginaries were operationalized by utilizing certain normative categorizations (e.g.,
available services) and hierarchizations in respect of places and regions, mostly of the central
places. Despite this seemingly totalizing approach to modelling the state spaces, the aim was
not to homogenize the state territory nor to create a monocentric hierarchical governance system.
Rather, it was to model and secure regional units of production, labour and welfare services.
Figure 1 exemplifies how the national hierarchical models were often compiled from individual
regional hierarchical modelling, and how even smaller municipal centres were categorized and
placed in the lower levels of the hierarchy (for detail, see The National Planning Office, 1976).

The Finnish central place system tradition is originally based on the enumerative classifi-
cation method created by Palomäki (1963). It was utilized in various instances, perhaps most
importantly by The National Planning Office in compiling a study entitled The Finnish System
of Central Places and their Hinterlands (1967). The representation and illustration of the hierarchy
in this modelling leaned on such theorists as Christaller (1933, 1955), Lösch (1954) and Isard
(1956). The rationalities and imaginaries favouring equalizing regional policies were based on
theories by Myrdal (1957), Perroux (1950) and Hirschman (1961) and on so-called Unbalanced
Growth Theory of regional economic development (Honkanen, 2016; Tervo, 1985).

The question of major cities and their growth was approached rather differently at that time
than it is now. Helsinki, being by far the biggest city-region, was usually (e.g., The National
Planning Office, 1976) located at the top of all classifications in a category on its own. As a
national capital, it was depicted as serving the whole state territory in terms of certain state-
level services. The fast growth of Helsinki was, however, deemed problematic (Forsberg et al.,
1963, p. 152) for both Helsinki itself and the regions losing population to it. The imaginaries
in which the regional scope of the state was strongly emphasized can be contrasted with the
fast urbanization from the 1950s onwards (Forsberg et al., 1963, p. 151). Thus, the prevailing
regional imaginaries were institutionalized and operationalized by bringing this modelling
approach onto planners’ drawing boards. The National Planning Office and the so-called
regional planning unions utilized these models of the central place hierarchies in regional plan-
ning until the 1980s (Mikkonen, 2009, p. 28; see also The National Planning Office, 1976).

Behind this hierarchical territory work lays a rather straightforward effort to create regionally
even units of Fordist production, or a dispersed welfare state (Moisio, 2012). The central place
modelling and the hierarchical planning worked in parallel with other regional development pol-
icies, such as the industrializing regional policy and growth centre policy (Hautamäki et al., 1969;
Tervo, 1985). These political processes aimed at reducing regional developmental disparities by
creating industrial production and creating support for growing centres throughout the state ter-
ritory (Honkanen, 2016). As such, the hierarchization of central places and their hinterlands is a
remarkable representation of a clear-cut attempt at spatial restructuring. It was an attempt to
construe the spatially dispersed capitalist production and welfare state relying on the institutio-
nalized understanding of regional characteristics. The connection between the imaginaries, hier-
archical understanding and concrete territory work was rather obvious. The rationalization of
hierarchies was technical and the hierarchization served an outspoken political purpose.

The network of central places was constantly remodelled utilizing different sets of parameters.
There were even attempts to model an ‘optimal’ network of centres (Palomäki & Mikkonen,
1971) which speaks for the clear-cut effort to restructure the state spaces. This gives away the
strong regional imaginaries in Finnish politics. The political aspirations to determine the key
aspects of the emerging Finnish welfare state manifested in this normative regional modelling.
The economic growth of major cities and rapid urbanization was met with a strong political
advocacy for not only supporting, but also actively developing, Finland through growth centres
all around the state territory.

Honkanen (2016) notes how different regions and municipalities eventually started to com-
pete in service provision in order to influence their position in the modelled hierarchy and thus
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Figure 1. The network of central places, 1973.
Source: The National Planning Office (1976).
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elevate their position also in terms of regional and national planning (see also Katajamäki, 1977).
Honkanen (2016) continues further by noting how the role of the hierarchical modelling of ser-
vices eventually become overemphasized in planning, leading municipalities to acquire more ser-
vices than they could finance and support in order to gain more central attention in relation to
regional planning. Eventually, hierarchical modelling, however, came to be viewed as outdated
as globalization and Europeanization hindered the premises of such a hierarchical spatial struc-
ture, where the connections between the central cities and the hinterlands began to atrophy and
sever (Brenner, 2002; Mikkonen, 2009).

The following period, which Moisio (2012) terms the period of ‘the dispersed competition
state’, saw the structuration of urban networks, development corridors and other such models
that favoured other kinds of spatial structures, and other means of structural modelling (Honka-
nen, 2016; Mikkonen, 2009). Despite losing importance, the central place models have undoubt-
edly, however, had an important role to play in creating the hierarchical regional development
processes and the spatial hierarchy of places in Finland. Even as central place modelling ceased
to retain policy relevance and, consequently, the whole tradition fizzled away during the early
1980s, its legacy is still visible in present-day spatial politics and spatial political practices. Cur-
rent imaginaries and spatial hierarchies are nevertheless, however, constituted on very different
qualifications basis than was previously the case.

CURRENT IMAGINARIES AND SPATIAL HIERARCHIES IN A NETWORKED
SETTING

The current imaginaries in Finnish politics no longer have such an institutional status. The tra-
dition of modelling the state space and its hierarchies has been replaced by more abstract depic-
tions of city networks (Vartiainen, 1995; Vartiainen & Antikainen, 1999) and city-regions.
Despite the networked orientation of the spatial systems, the spatial hierarchies still have a
major role to play within them. The current spatial hierarchies are constructed within political
and social processes, as individual and collective ‘mental maps’. They come to be seen as under-
lying assumptions rationalized by sedimented and hegemonic place-specific imaginaries. These
spatial hierarchies are not, however, openly debated and political actors may even deny their very
existence. As they have no official recognition, these more subtle hierarchizations have to be
approached through interviewing the political actors concerned.

Current Finnish political narratives about the state space are diverse, but often circulate
around the wider thematic of urbanization. Depoliticized understandings of urbanization, on
the one hand, and politicized aspects of spatial governance, on the other, structure these political
discussions. Indeed, several commonly acknowledged attributes and specific elements associated
with certain regions were repeated ad nauseam in the interviews conducted for this study. That is,
the depictions of rural regions and urban centres both reveal powerful and shared imaginaries.

The interviewees can be roughly demarcated into three groups according to how they depict
these regions. One group (the ‘ruralists’) depict the rural regions most positively. In their argu-
mentation, the essential nature of the rural countryside and small cities is brought forward and
they are often, at least mildly, suspicious of the growth of the major cities. The ‘ruralists’ group is
by far the smallest of the three. The second group provides rather contradictory descriptions: the
‘metropolitanists’ heavily politicize Finnish spatial traditions and spatial governance. They are
most openly supportive of fast urbanization and depict the major cities as centres of innovation,
growth and global competitiveness. The arguments of the last group are more varied. The depic-
tions of these ‘centrists’ are, however, still usually more inclined towards the ‘metropolitanists’
than the ‘ruralists’. One representative of a state branch depicts his/her take on the regional hier-
archy in the following manner:
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The Finnish system [of regional development] is like a money-train, I have depicted it like this: You load

the train full with money in Helsinki1 and start moving north and take a spade which you use to throw

money to the regions. When you go further north you have a bigger spade to throw the money out, and

when you come to Oulu2 you have to literally push the money out the door.

Many interviewees (especially the ‘metropolitanists’) actually did not hesitate to describe the
rather clear-cut assumptions and depictions of a spatial hierarchy between different spaces in
Finland. There are, however, some differences in this hierarchical thinking between the
above-mentioned groups and not all interviewees are so open towards these narratives. One
mayor puts the city (s)he represents in this context:

It is the group [metropolitan cities] we must be included in. Like come on, we have more than 200,000

inhabitants. It is impossible for me to think we could possibly be identified with the next level, with such

cities as Jyväskylä3 or Kuopio4 or Kokkola.5 Well Kokkola is not even on that level but Joensuu6 is.

In these depictions, the hierarchies are often rationalized quite simply by size differences. More
abstract notions about globalization and prestige usually underlie and reinforce these justifica-
tions, but citing the number of inhabitants is clearly seen as a quick indicator. Quite often, how-
ever, it is exactly the material policies and political processes that create elements for this
hierarchical thinking. It seems that the cities and regions themselves participate in producing
the hierarchy through competition and promotion of regional interests. For example, one inter-
viewee who holds a managerial position in a key ministry identifies multiple urban coalitions
which reinforce hierarchical urban categories:

There is for example the group of six [that form four metropolitan regions], Helsinki, Tampere7, Turku8

and Oulu and yes, they are in their own category, and they have their own group.…Then we have the

‘gang’ of 20 (cities) that Vapaavuori [Mayor of Helsinki] has gathered together… different coalitions here

and there… .

So, despite the waning of the hierarchical modelling tradition, the notion of spatial hierarchies
seems to live on in these discourses. Importantly, it seems that the city categories often cited in
the interviews are rationalized through certain roles and functions these places supposedly have in
the Finnish economy. This implies that certain imaginaries (e.g., the alleged competitiveness of a
city-region) have more nuanced effect in detailing the hierarchy between regions. That is, the
spatial hierarches are a product of more profound categorizations, active political advocacy,
and hegemonic spatial imaginaries, than the mundane calculation of territorial populations
alone. Next, a rough generalization is depicted of what kind of a spatial hierarchy can be illus-
trated based on these interviews. These findings could perhaps be demarcated differently, but
four categories are constructed here for the sake of clarity. The categories do not suggest that
the spaces and municipalities falling into the same group would be imagined similarly, but rather
that their role and position in the general, ‘fuzzy hierarchy’ of places in Finland is constituted by
similar elements. For example, it is obvious that the myriad of rural regions and communities are
linked with manifold depictions and imaginaries. However, some generalizations are inevitable
in the scope of this study.

First, the imaginaries of the metropolitan regions among the interviewed political elites seem
to be rather uniform. For example, these city-regions, especially the Helsinki region, are often
associated with such elements as competitiveness, growth, economic fate of the nation, globali-
zation and innovativeness. These depictions are often rather positive, and emphasize the impor-
tance of these spaces as a national question, as key national spaces. In other words, it is exactly the
imaginaries of competitiveness and abstract global prestige that have become hegemonic
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elements in determining the special role of major-city regions in Finnish spatial hierarchies. Fin-
land as a nation-state is often imagined through its capital and other major cities. As one repre-
sentative of an interest group advocates:

we must understand from global (urban) branding and we must also dare to support, at the state level,

Helsinki as a brand and to understand that these are not separate. Like, Copenhagen and Denmark

have understood that (as a brand-image) they are the same… .

These metropolitan city-regions (Helsinki, Turku, Tampere and Oulu) have been chosen as the
target city-regions receiving special infrastructure funding from the state. That is, in addition to
direct discussion forums with the state, they are entitled to make certain special agreements with
the government on land use, housing and transportation. This mechanism demarcates them as a
separate, metropolitan category. Their status is not questioned by almost any of the interviewees
and even the ‘ruralist’ group speak of the special role that Helsinki region in particular has in the
Finnish national economy. As such, their place at the top of the Finnish spatial hierarchy has
become a depoliticized understanding across the political spectrum. Helsinki region is almost
always depicted as being particularly important and as an excluded space, even though there
are often critical arguments targeted at its growth pace. Its role is imagined as being both
semi-independent and as serving the other spaces through generating surplus value. This imagin-
ary of an ‘independent’ or self-reliant capital region challenges the traditional notion of the
national scale as the space of statehood (cf. Brenner, 2004).

In other words, the selectivity is justified on the basis of some sort of a common cause. As the
hegemonic imaginary depicts the major city-regions as the most competitive spaces and pro-
ductive engines of the national territory, it is concluded that the growth of these regions must
be protected as a national question. This imaginary provides a strong demarcating factor separ-
ating the metropolitan regions from the rest, as a national space where global competitiveness is
performed. One representative of a civil society organization declares: ‘Merging the capital muni-
cipalities… in their interests and in the national interest it is that we could have a metropolitan
region competing with Tallinn, St. Petersburg or Stockholm… .’ Second, the mid-sized cities
and the major cities not included in the ‘metropolitan’ category can be listed separately. Many
similar characteristics and attributes attributed to the ‘metropolitan city-regions’ can also be
associated with these cities. They are depicted as innovative, productive, well connected while
many of them are also listed as major centres of education. Attributes such as competitiveness
and the importance of economic growth are, however, repeated over and over in the interviews.
Interestingly, these depictions of competitiveness and economic growth are rather different com-
pared to the metropolitan city-regions, and emphasize more regional and national questions.
One manifestation of this difference demarcating the metropolitan regions from these other
cities, among such factors as the job market sizes and the number of inhabitants, is that these
mid-sized cities are not imagined as having such ‘growth-related problems and questions’ as
the metropolitan ones. That is, many interviewees argue that due to the global competition
and necessary growth, the metropolitan city-regions face a specific burden in a form of infrastruc-
ture investments on one hand and in a form of, for example, urban social problems on the other.
As such, the smaller city regions are not entitled to make similar agreements on growth and
investments with the state. This coincides with the familiar argument that the urbanization pro-
cess is understood as an inevitable ‘megatrend’ that has to be controlled by the state.

As the status of the metropolitan city-regions is secured by existing policies, the other major
cities are locked into a more strenuous competition over governmental attention. This manifests
itself in infrastructure investments, education policies, regional development policies and other
such processes in which the state government engages: the hierarchy between these cities is con-
stantly shaped through competition. Importantly, three of these cities (Lahti,9 Jyväskylä and
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Kuopio) are in the process of being included in the metropolitan special infrastructure investment
agreements (on the process and rationalization, see Vatilo, 2020). The possibility that these cities
might be cherry-picked and thus be more tightly associated with the metropolitan cities,
encourages interesting, almost violent, competitive political processes resurface.

Contrary to the national/global role of the metropolitan cities, the ‘role’ allocated to these
mid-sized cities in political imaginaries is a territorial one. Quite often, these cities are depicted
as being central places for wider spatial units and parts of the state territory larger than their
immediate surroundings. The representatives of these cities in particular advocate for such pol-
icies in which the state level would ensure the ‘liveability’ of the whole state territory by promot-
ing the growth of these regional centres. One mayor imagines thus: ‘We could have 10, or
perhaps less, maybe eight growing cities that would diffuse vitality to their surroundings.’
Another interviewee had the same thought:

We could have maybe ten cities that grow and ensure vitality in the provinces. So, we shouldn’t talk about

ensuring the habitability of all places in Finland, but rather that all regions should have one place that

diffuses vitality and ensures healthy job markets… .

The third group of spaces that can be argued as occupying a distinct level in these spatial hier-
arches are the smaller provincial cities scattered around the state territory. These are, in Finland,
often termed regional cities (seutukaupungit). These cities and their hinterlands are hardly men-
tioned at all in the interviews. They seemingly have no resources to compete for governmental or
private investments as the others do. Their place in the Finnish spatial political system is seen as
somewhat problematic (e.g., Haapala, 2011; Virkkala et al., 2012). In the imaginaries of Finnish
political elite, the role allocated to these cities is rather vague and unspecified. Most often this
role is explained as being one of a service centre to the rural regions. They are often noted as
being important only in providing these basic services whilst also housing some traditional indus-
trial functions. The modern imaginary of these cities is weak. One interviewee points out that
while the rural regions are problematized and politicized, the regional cities do not have even
this negative attention in Finnish political narratives. Another interviewee depicted the regional
cities in the following manner:

And then these regional cities, there could be one ‘living’ one in every province, their role could be to act as

some kind of a network, to ensure that we get our hand on the regional resources and the tourism… to say

so, diplomatically… .

One mayor depicts the regional cities: ‘These waning regions, for example the regional cities, you
can witness by one glance that there is not any sort of social ‘buzz’ … .’Most interviewees do not
mention these small cities at all and sometimes they are bundled together with the rural regions
as troublesome and ‘outdated’ spaces. Others acknowledge that these cities are, or have been,
important centres of industry in the past and that they still have an important role to play in
ensuring the continuation of the Finnish forestry industry, for example. There are no notable
differences in these descriptions between the above-mentioned groups of interviewees. The
only interviewee that paid more attention to the role and situation of the regional cities was a
member of the Finnish parliament representing the populist, True Finns party.

The fourth and final clear category of places that has a distinct place in Finnish spatial ima-
ginaries is the rural region. The imaginary of these places is, however, somewhat contested
between the different interviewee groups, but the majority of respondents depict it as a trouble-
some space. The ‘rural question’ is heavily politicized in Finland. The ‘ruralists’ depict these
regions as liveable, traditional and ‘real’, as centres of businesses such as tourism and as important
regions in respect of raw material extraction as well as being essential in ensuring the availability
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of national emergency supplies. Nevertheless, the imaginaries of deprived, poor regions lacking
education and knowledge, lacking innovativeness, and social ‘buzz’ continue to predominate
rhetorically. The differing voices of the ‘ruralists’ do not seem to have much impact in these
wider debates, and their arguments are disregarded by the other interviewees who depict the
rural regions as a burden for the national economic processes. For example, one respondent ima-
gines these regions in this way: ‘We have 300 municipalities and 290 of these are doing nothing
without state support.’

Despite differing depictions and political stances, it is clear that the imaginative place of rural
regions in the spatial hierarchy is rather clear: they are at the very bottom. While these spaces are
sometimes depicted as having ‘nothing’ to give in terms of a hierarchy that is constructed on the
basis of competitiveness and innovation, these rural regions are nevertheless described as a kind of
emotional space by many of the interviewees. The economic and demographic crisis of these rural
and ‘traditional’ settings comes to the fore in many interviews. Even the ‘ruralists’, for the most
part, acknowledge and emphasize the economic hardships and other often repeated problemata
associated with rural regions. Despite their common depiction as burdensome backwards regions,
many interviewees emphasized their own rural or provincial backgrounds or family ties. There-
fore, despite the negative characterizations and their position at the bottom of the imaginative
spatial hierarchy, these spaces are still imagined as having a role to play in the political and social
processes of Finland.

Even though the hierarchy of the central places model has not been used in regional planning
for decades, some of its sentiments have nevertheless lived on in the spatial imaginaries of Fin-
land. It seems that similar rationalizations for the need for a hierarchy are actually even gaining
support in some political narratives. The new imaginary of a spatial hierarchy is, however, in
essence, built on different grounds to the older model of central places.

The ideal of the central place hierarchy modelling, in which the upper levels served the lower
levels through services, is now twisted in favour of the major cities: their role in serving the total-
ity is emphasized more than before and they are portrayed as the national economic champions.
The other regions are often described as having a smaller role in hosting some competitive enter-
prises, merely structuring service production and labour markets across the state territory, or out-
right as an economic burden. As noted above, most interviewees acknowledge competitiveness
and, for example, education as important determinants of spatial hierarchies, but it is especially
the representatives of private sector enterprises who are most emphatic in making these
arguments.

Another major difference is the varying role of the lower hierarchical levels. In the mod-
elling produced in 1960s and 1970s, the hierarchization aimed at creating regional spatial
systems and classifications focused on determining the role of even the smallest village
centres, but in the current narratives these are most often seen as having either a weak, or
indeed, no role whatsoever, or are simply put in the most general categories. The material
support for and building of the regionally dispersed welfare state has shifted to what
could be termed the withdrawal of the state from (some) regions. The political focus in hier-
archization has shifted from determining and ensuring equitable regional conditions to
ensuring and fostering metropolitan exceptionalism. Moreover, the hierarchy is not pro-
duced by modelling services, but as a result of active advocacy; regional competition struc-
tures the hierarchization.

The rough illustration (Figure 2) of the spatial hierarchy of Finnish places and regions is only
one possible way to demarcate these imaginaries. One might even rule out the concept of a hier-
archy between these places and approach these merely as separate categories demarcated by their
figurative roles in the ongoing political processes. The hierarchical illustration is, however,
important in hinting at the fact that some places are imagined to matter more than others
when it comes to issues such as national competitiveness. This hierarchical spatial understanding
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is used to justify some selective policies. The spatial hierarchies are not only a reflection of pol-
itical processes, but have themselves an active role in shaping those processes.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study analyses the changing qualities of spatial hierarchies coinciding with the transitions
from Fordist to post-Fordist and late post-Fordist spatiality through spatial imaginaries. Particu-
lar forms of spatial hierarchies are revealed through these imaginaries. These hierarchical under-
standings are analysed as indicators of wider political processes and rationalities. This paper
argues that these spatial hierarchies are manifest in processes of state spatial restructuring.
When analysed in their historical context, we witness how the concept of a hierarchy has a
long tradition. The contextualized analysis of the rationalizations and justifications of these hier-
archies are informative of strategic selectivity in national politics, state spatial transformations
and of the trajectories of late post-Fordism. The performativity (cf. Davoudi, 2018; Jessop,
2012b; Watkins, 2015) of the spatial imaginaries becomes apparent in the formulation of
these hierarchies and selectivities.

The qualitative shift in spatial hierarchizations has been analysed within the context of both
present-day politics and historically, in Finland. The historical, openly modelled hierarchical sys-
tems of the Fordist period have been transformed into the more subtle and subjective under-
standings of today’s hierarchy. The meaning and purpose of the hierarchies, and thus their
qualitative content has changed from the more regionally posited towards a more competitive
orientation. This article has identified four categories of spaces in Finland with loose roles and
functions in Finnish spatial system within the imaginaries of political elites. The metropolitan
spaces are viewed as being the nationally competitive nodes into the global economy (cf. Sirviö
& Luukkonen, 2020). The mid-sized cities are described as competitive regional centres locked
into a competition over regional prestige, national hierarchical status and governmental
resources. The small regional cities are problematized and seen as having a weaker regional
role in the competitively oriented hierarchies. The rural regions are described as emotional
and traditional spaces, but problematized and viewed as having only an occasionally supportive
role in the Finnish national economy. These hierarchies are, moreover, ruthlessly utilized in pol-
itical argumentation (cf. Crawford, 2018).

The earlier hierarchical spatial system was indeed constructed on hegemonic spatial imagin-
aries in which issues such as functionality of regional systems of production and equality of

Figure 2. The roles and hierarchical statuses of the cities and regions in the spatial imaginaries of Fin-
nish political elites.
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regions were emphasized. The present-day spatial hierarchies cursorily resemble the historical
counterpart, but are built on rather different hegemonic understandings. Moreover, the imagin-
aries are now produced in different kinds of processes than before. Earlier, the state government
and the regional planning offices were more exclusively in charge of describing, modelling and
planning the spatial systems based on specific attributes. Now, the production of imaginaries
and hierarchies is performed through more fuzzy, open-ended political processes that include
myriad of different actors and interests. As a result, the political discourses over spatial policy-
crafting are often heated and contradictory, but spatial competitiveness, education, city-regional
growth and for example knowledge-intensive labour markets have sedimented as hegemonic
aspects determining the present-day hierarchies.

Moreover, this article has revealed, that the figurative hierarcicity or ‘networkedness’ (e.g.,
Amin, 2004; Harrison 2010) of the spatial systems does not necessarily reveal much about
how these state spaces are actually restructured. These mechanisms have to be approached
more closely. It is here shown how the apparently hierarchical system in the Finland of the
1960s and 1970s was utilized to create a more regionally even spatial organization whereas strong
hierarchical understandings, imaginaries and practices underlie the spatial networks of today.

Therefore, the mere organization of spatial systems does not indicate much about the con-
dition of state spatial transformations. It is important, however, to also analyse the commonly
held imaginaries and various practices (such as selectivity) to understand how the new state spaces
are actually formed. From this point of view, the hierarchies underlying the supposedly unhier-
archical urban/regional networks do not necessarily challenge the networked orientation of these
spatial systems, but rather provide another context in which to analyse political processes. In the
spatial networks, the competition between the nodes has a major effect in forming and sustaining
the hierarchy. These new hierarchies become sedimented (Jessop, 2010) as the method of produ-
cing new state spaces.

The ‘hierarcicity’ of the urban networks help understanding how the late post-Fordist spa-
tialities are produced. The spatial competition, as well as the different selectivities involved
and acts pursuant of the ‘strategic interests’ of the state emphasize two notions. First, inno-
vation and education have been brought to the fore as the major substance of and object of
political processes. In the wider imaginaries, the proper state space is constructed of competi-
tive nodes of knowledge (cf. Moisio, 2018). Second, an emphasis on the growth-related pro-
blems of major cities as a rationalization of selectivity reveals what kind of state spaces are
produced, and how. The premises of urbanization are depoliticized in political narratives.
It is treated as an inevitability, or necessity. In the political narratives, the government
aims at facilitating this inevitability, by reforming the withering regions and removing
obstacles from the growth of major cities in investment terms (e.g., the governmental agree-
ments on land use, housing and transportation). Despite the apparent transparency of these
aims, the political narratives frame these as reactive processes: By selective practices informed
by spatial hierarchies, the government follows major trends and adapts to them. Therefore,
the state is not framed as a (pro)active actor in shaping the spatial relations of the state.
During the construction of the Fordist welfare state, the aim of the state was to ensure
regional growth and maintain and support regional units of production while the late post-
Fordist state is marked by a withdrawal of the state and a new emphasis on its ‘strategic inter-
ests’ in city-regions.

That is, while constructing the late post-Fordist, or knowledge-based society, these processes
shape the division of ‘winner and loser regions’ (Storper, 2013). These new modes of spatial
polarization become tangible through the spatial hierarchies and their rationalizations. This is
informative when it comes to some of the recent partisan political developments. In this
study, the thematic of the ‘left behind regions’ (e.g., Sykes, 2018) or spatial populism are not
explored. The study, however, does reveal that the mechanisms such as hierarchization and

The spatial hierarchies of a networked state: historical context and present-day imaginaries in Finland 15

TERRITORY, POLITICS, GOVERNANCE



selectivity are important when studying spatial populism and, for example, the question of the so-
called ‘revenge of the regions’ (Rodriguez-Pose, 2018).

One additionally important feature this study highlights concerns the changing role of the
state. The emphasis on ensuring the state’s regional presence through the hierarchical mapping
of service centres has transformed into something different. Now the state’s regional role mani-
fests itself in practices of selectivity and inviting bids from regions and regional networks on
development initiatives. The peculiar characteristic of these political processes is that the selec-
tivity based on spatial hierarchies is done openly and it has political legitimacy over party lines. In
Finland, this is manifest in the practices termed regional partnerships (e.g., Urjankangas & Vou-
tilainen, 2018). In these, the state makes agreements over regional policies and investments with
an exclusive number of (major) cities. That is, the state is now somewhat imagined as being with-
out spatial presence other than what is produced through these partnership agreements with
regional actors. This reinforces the notion of (city-)regions as being used as tokens in a broader
geopolitical competition by the state (cf. Jonas & Moisio, 2018).

This kind of hierarchical analysis is one way to approach the state spatial transformations and
shift to late post-Fordism. This mechanism still needs more attention. The changing role of the
state (e.g., in the form of the partnership mechanisms) is one possible avenue for further analysis.
Moreover, the various forms of spatial (and economic) imaginaries must be analysed constantly.
This study offers a glimpse into the constantly evolving and reconstructed imaginaries. As such,
they only offer one short outlook on the processes of late post-Fordism. More attention is also
required in terms of analysing how these competitiveness-oriented imaginaries are produced and
sustained, but also on how they are challenged and resisted.

Lastly, a global Covid-19 pandemic broke out during the writing of this article. There is a
growing list of publications on the perceived and anticipated effect the pandemic and related
lockdowns, etc. will have for national regional development and related political processes. It
is, however, premature to discuss what kind of effect the pandemic might have for the formu-
lation of spatial hierarchies, or place-specific imaginaries.While the pandemic indeed has opened
up a kind of general discourse on spatial systems, the implications of this discourse cannot be
analysed in advance.
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NOTES

1. Uusimaa region, southern Finland, 650,000 inhabitants (1.2 million in the city-region). The Helsinki region

also includes the cities of Espoo and Vantaa along with several smaller municipalities, and is often described as ‘the

competitive engine’ and the metropolitan region of Finland.

2. North Ostrobothnia region, northern Finland, 210,000 inhabitants (240,000 in the city-region). One of the

metropolitan city-regions that is entitled to make special investment agreements with the state of Finland on land

use, housing and transportation.

3. Central Finland region, 140,000 inhabitants (180,000 in the city-region). The Jyväskylä city-region is in the

process of being included in the special infrastructure investment agreements with the state of Finland, and thus

figuratively to be included in the group of ‘metropolitan city-regions’.

4. Northern Savonia region, eastern Finland, 120,000 inhabitants (140,000 in the city-region). The Kuopio city-

region is also in the process of being included in the special infrastructure investment agreements.

5. Central Ostrobothnia region, western Finland, 48,000 inhabitants. The central city of the smallest of Finnish

regions.

6. North Karelia region, eastern Finland, 76,000 inhabitants.
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7. Pirkanmaa region, west-central Finland, 240,000 inhabitants (330,000 in the city-region). One of the

‘metropolitan city-regions’. Tampere and Helsinki are often described as key nodes in the ‘Finnish growth

corridor’.

8. Finland Proper region, south-western Finland, 193,000 inhabitants (330,000 in the city-region). Turku in

turn completes what is named ‘The Finnish growth triangle’ along with Tampere and Helsinki.

9. Päijänne Tavastia region, southern Finland, 120,000 inhabitants (200,000 in the city-region). The Lahti

region is also being considered to be included in the special infrastructure investment agreements and thus to

be figuratively included in the group of ‘metropolitan city-regions’.
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