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Metropolitan regions as drivers for spatial integration: 

NW Russia’s potentials in relation to the rest of the Baltic Sea Region

The economic reading of the ongoing and even more accelerating process of globalisation sheds more and more light on larger geographic zones such as the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). Due to the well known geo-political shifts in the beginning of the 1990s the Baltic Sea Region has been re-discovered as one transnational macro-region. The expectations are since then that in line with the further political integration that increased economic, social and finally even cultural relations will help to exploit the BSR’s underlying potentials. In other terms, the intention is that the BSR should be able to mobilise its territorial capital in an integrative way in order to become a strong player in the international territorial competition on the one hand and to minimise regional disparities within the BSR on the other. 

In such a specific ‘spatial’ perspective cities, and in particular so-called metropolitan regions, can be considered as nodal points of exchange and of complex interconnection as they concentrate economic activities, information, power, culture, and finally people with their specific knowledge and skills and are thus important drivers for spatial integration. At the same time the overall spectacular growth in mobility, rapidly changing transportation networks and the spread of communication and information technologies can be an essential catalyst for spatial integration processes. These dynamic phenomena nevertheless do not produce the same effects elsewhere as these nodal points are very different with regard to the many metropolitan regions around the Baltic Sea due to their historical driven trajectories and their relatively resistant social, political and economic systems. At a closer look one should mention the robustness of organisational and institutional obstacles, long-lasting prejudices and rivalries and finally a lack of perception and even knowledge about the specific potentials that are to be found around the BSR, which all can hamper the process of spatial integration. Concerning the latter the following extract from a broader study undertaken in the framework of the EWW-project shall help to overcome this specific lack with certain regard to the metropolitan regions in NW Russia.

In the present context the concept of spatial integration is linked to the actual (or even potential) performance of urban linkages at a larger geographic scale. Hence spatial integration is supported by specialised networks of cities as defined by common patterns of either material or non-material production. Trade and any other kinds of transactions (e.g. knowledge, labour forces, cultural heritages, institutional traditions) are based on complementarity, cooperation and finally trust. One example is the world of science, which bases essentially on those forms of networking, be it at the local, national or even transnational level. In other terms, freed from the constraints of distance, urban hierarchies, and political boundaries, spatial integration can be understood as the sum of interrelations among cities in a network, which makes them as drivers in a dynamic polycentric organisation within e.g. a transnational macro-region such as the BSR. The key issue is thus to overcome those constraints in order to exploit the underlying potentials at best.

Metropolitan regions as drivers for spatial integration 

In the academic literature as well as in corresponding policy documents, metropolitan regions are increasingly seen as playing a critical role in the global network economy. They are conceptualised as being central nodes in the space of multifarious flows as they particularly offer the appropriate functional profile to take part in transnational flows of capital, commodities, knowledge, labour, tourists and cultural symbols and are thus key drivers for spatial integration. Each of these processes helps to change our perception of such city-regions, from sub-national, bounded areas to nodes in global networks and to ‘regional motors of the international economy’.

The international competition to attract first-class technological, institutional, social and cultural infrastructures, creative human resources and transnational firms makes the increasing contrasts between different kinds of city-regions even more obvious. Indeed specifically those termed as metropolitan regions promise to be the geographical main centres of the international territorial competition in advanced economies. Their functioning as being important ’hubs’ with regard to e.g. the interaction of talents and their tacit knowledge, control centres for financial assets and as being the major points of origin for the generation of different kinds of innovations (i.e. social, cultural organisational, process-related or material innovations) is increasingly part of the political discourse.

Critical in this respect are so-called metropolitan functions which can be seen as competitive assets to sustain the metropolitan regions socio-economic performance in a globalising world. A total of at least three groups of metropolitan functions are roughly defined in the literature: (1) Decision and control, (2) innovation and knowledge (3) gateway functions. These functions are not limited to metropolitan regions alone, however, when they are combined and concentrated in a certain way, they can cross-fertilize and can thus become characteristic features of metropolitan regions (and their metropolitan cores).

As a consequence of this, the ambition of WG 1 within the EWW-project has been to analyse in how far the BSR metropolitan regions do offer a critical mixture of different kinds of institutions, services, infrastructures or urban amenities in order to understand in how far they are at the time being (or might be in the future) transnational nodes in the global network economy. In other terms the intention has been to analyse the BSR metropolitan regions as international oriented centres for decision and control, innovation and gateway functions. In such a perspective we have tried to examine for instance in how far the BSR metropolitan regions are centres of regulative and economic power: i.e. in how far flows of finance, goods and information can be controlled by organisations/institutions that are located there. Moreover, specifically metropolitan regions are in general competitive centres of innovation, knowledge and growth and as such characterised by a high density of scientific and research facilities as well as by the existence of a creative community. Due to this we have gathered different datasets on research and development activities as well as on the different profiles and specified competences, which are to be found in the BSR metropolitan regions. In order to assess the performance of their gateway-functions, we need to know more about the BSR metropolitan regions relative position in the international and intercontinental network of e.g. airports and other transport infrastructures and their general capacity to act as entrances for wider markets (e.g. through international fairs). Those infrastructures or facilities do not only ensure the good accessibility of metropolitan regions (in both directions) in general, but also guarantee that knowledge, information and markets in such regions are exploitable.

Organisational and methodological aspects of our study

Having said this a considerable component of the analytical work of WG 1 in the EWW-project was focussed on to get an overview on current trends and potentials of the BSR’s territorial capital as regards to metropolitan regions. In so doing we had to, however, rely on attribute data, due to the fact that any kind of flow data (which could integrate the state of spatial integration at best) are hardly available. This means that attribute data inform us about the potentials accumulated in the one or other metropolitan region, but not on the current state in terms of spatial integration in the BSR.

Another crucial issue has been then what indicators can be consulted in view of the availability of harmonised and comparable data in the BSR? This has turned out as being partly very challenging as harmonised and comparative data are hardly available which allows a thorough understanding of the urban geography of the entire BSR. The numerous ESPON
 studies which have been performed so far do demonstrate very nicely the limits of comparable quantitative analysis within the EU. Here in particular the question of scale is critical to mention because of the fact that the available and comparable sets of data do comprise rather larger regions (for the most part at NUTS 2 level, or at NUTS 3 level at best) or partly even entire countries (in the BSR, four countries are NUTS 2 units) instead of cities or city-regions, but not ‘functional urban areas’. In other terms the use of traditional administrative units is not appropriate to embrace the full scale of the territorial challenges in relation to metropolitan areas. Hence the degree of comparability between various territories is restricted as their spatial structures (in terms of densities, overall numbers, territorial structure etc.) are different. Even more challenging has been to include two non-EU countries (or parts of it NW Russia and Belarus) for which for instance the European statistical office (Eurostat) does not provide any statistics. Therefore we had to use either data sets provided by other international institutions such as the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development), the World Bank etc. as well as partly on national statistics. Regarding the latter it was very helpful to have at least one national expert per country in our project group to help with the data gathering. Here in particular the several experts from Kaliningrad, St. Petersburg and Minsk were very helpful. Nevertheless we had to cope with some limitations regarding comparisons.

For the following analysis on metropolitan regions we have used the selection of so-called MEGAs as provided by the ESPON 1.1.1 project on ‘the role, specific situation and potentials of urban areas as nodes in a polycentric development’. Additionally we have selected Kaliningrad, St. Petersburg and Minsk as further metropolitan regions of the BSR. Unfortunately, we could not use any advanced approach to delimitate ‘Functional Urban Areas’ at the municipal level due to the above mentioned data shortcomings. Therefore we had to conceptualise those metropolitan regions belonging to the EU as covering one NUTS 3 region (an exception is Oslo and Copenhagen which cover two or respectively three NUTS 3 regions). Due to this, we have defined the metropolitan regions of Kaliningrad, St. Petersburg and Minsk by the correspondent oblasts. In the following some main findings of our study are illustrated.

Spatial integration through centres for decision and control

Having a look at the BSR’s metropolitan region as centres for political decision and control on can distinguish different location patterns in relation to the scope and character of the respective institution. BSR related political institutions are to be found particularly in Copenhagen, Stockholm, and Riga and to lesser extent in Hamburg and Helsinki, whereas EU related institutions are present specifically in the three Nordic capital regions (Copenhagen, Stockholm and Helsinki) and particularly in Warsaw, whereas the latter seems to be the most important centre with regard to UN related institutions in the BSR. In this respect the metropolitan regions of Minsk, Hamburg and Copenhagen are important locations as well. Rather not surprisingly is that St. Petersburg and Minsk are important locations for the Commonwealth of Independent States organisation (CIS) consisting of all in all eleven former Soviet Republics. Other remarkable institutions of international scope are to be found exclusively in Kaliningrad, but also in St. Petersburg and Hamburg, whereas in Berlin none of those international organisations are to be found that have been analysed here. Additionally, those institutions are to be mentioned that belongs to the Nordic Council of Ministers, which are naturally only located in the four Nordic capital regions that belong to the BSR. In an overall perspective, one can say that the metropolitan region of Copenhagen seems to represent not only most of such international organisations, but also its profile is obviously most diversified in this respect, whereas St. Petersburg and even more Kaliningrad are obviously more oriented toward their eastern hinterland than to the rest of the BSR.

Figure 1: International public and political organisation in the BSR
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In view of future potentials the existence of corresponding international banks and other financial services is critical in order to better integrate in the global network economy and even more specifically in this context, to integrate the NW Russian metropolitan regions into the rest of the BSR and vice versa. Namely international banks can ease the market entry of firms into the BSR by providing tailor-made information for cross-border investments as well as institutional proximity in terms of minimising e.g. language and cultural barriers.

The following map highlights the relative total number of banks and other financial services. With regard to international banks, i.e. those which are not based in the BSR (e.g. US banks), we can easily recognise that their presence is very strong in St. Petersburg, Hamburg as well as in all national capital regions except for the Baltic States. Also the smaller BSR metropolitan regions such as Gothenburg, Bremen, Poznan, Katowice, Krakow, Wroclaw, Lodz and Gdansk show a high share of such international financial services. In the present context the blue coloured share of so-called ‘non-domestic BSR banks’ in each metropolitan region is in particular crucial. Those financial services are specifically important to ease the market entry for e.g. companies based in a BSR country into another country belonging to the BSR (except for those banks that are based in those parts of Russia and Germany which do not belong to the BSR, see below). Particular in the capital regions, but also in St. Petersburg, as well as in Turku, Bergen, Arhus and Lodz, these ‘non-domestic BSR financial services’ make a considerable share of the overall number of international banks. Those types of international banks are, however, almost missing in Kaliningrad for instance. The third and fourth category is just dedicated to German and Russian financial services, whose headquarters are based outside the BSR (e.g. in Moscow or in Frankfurt, cf. the orange and red coloured shares). Here it is interesting to notice that those financial services are relatively strongly represented in Minsk, Helsinki, and Warszawa, but not for instance in Kaliningrad and Berlin. The situation in Kaliningrad indicates a rather isolated picture, as only one bank from abroad (Sweden) is present there at the moment. St. Petersburg, on the contrary, shows a totally different profile as the relative share of these different categories is rather similar to the metropolitan regions of Stockholm or Helsinki. To sum up one can say that the metropolitan regions of Oslo, Stockholm, Hamburg, Berlin and Warszawa as well as to some extent St. Petersburg and Minsk represent an overall profile that is relatively dominated by ‘non-BSR international financial services’. In other words, they can be termed as the central spots to service financial assets that are originated outside the BSR (including entire Germany and Russia). At the same time they are, together with those explicitly mentioned above, the main centres to ease the market entry for cross-border investments within the BSR.

Figure 2: Financial services of international importance
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Spatial integration through gateways to markets and people

The functioning of the BSR metropolitan regions as gateways to knowledge, people is naturally dependent on the region’s relative position in the international and intercontinental network of harbours, airports, high-speed railways, motorways, and telecommunication systems. Here we have integrated some results provided by the WG 2 within the EWW-project on ‘accessibility, transport and energy’.

At first we investigate the degree of connectivity of the BSR metropolitan regions with other places in the European and the global economy, both in terms of passenger and goods transportation. In a global perspective it is obvious that none of the BSR metropolitan regions have developed so far a dense, global air transport network which is comparable to those established in London, Paris, Frankfurt or Amsterdam for instance. Not even Copenhagen, which holds the largest passenger and cargo airport in the BSR can not be considered as a central hub for global connections. The current global hub and spoke system is not only shaped by e.g. the infrastructural endowments and market sizes of regions, but also by the specific strategies and capacities of the different airlines. In other terms, even if the one or other airport would expand its capacities in order to better connect the BSR with other global markets, it is important to keep in mind that the exploitation of those potentials is rather dependent on the different airlines’ strategies. Those are of course also driven by rules of demand-and-supply, which means that it is unlikely, in this era of stronger liberalisation of air travel, that companies would pursue the exploitation of (in their view) non-profitable air links. As changes or adaptations of those strategic decisions are difficult to foresee and due to the fact that the current pattern of global air transport has been developed over decades, the main issue at stake here is rather related to the capacity of BSR airports to develop complementary networks in order to improve its overall connectivity and embeddedness. Indeed the internal integration of the BSR and its integration in international networks are closely related to each other.

As for European connections, there is no surprise: airports situated in north-western Europe are the most popular destinations. London, Paris, Frankfurt, Amsterdam, Brussels, Düsseldorf, Zurich, Milan and Vienna are the main nodes to which many BSR airports are intensively connected to, i.e. with more than 125 weekly flights. This highlights as well the importance of these metropolitan regions as superior globalised centres in Europe. Destinations in southern Europe are as well privileged destinations, especially due to their attractiveness as tourism destination. Another interesting feature is the strong relation between airports on the Eastern shore of the Baltic Sea (St. Petersburg, Kaliningrad, but also Riga, Tallinn, Warsaw, and Minsk) with main destinations in non-BSR Russia and Ukrainian locations. Indeed, on average, Kaliningrad and St. Petersburg have more than 125 weekly connections with Moscow. Clearly, it appears that the different parts of the Baltic Sea Region have developed their strong relational networks in line with historical, cultural and geo-political developments. Hence St. Petersburg and partly even Kaliningrad act as main BSR gateways for destinations in the non-BSR part of the Russian Federation as well as in Central Asia (Kazakhstan, Armenia, Georgia, Uzbekistan etc.). On the other hand it becomes very obvious that the air travel network originating in the BSR is rather dense for a handful of connections, but inexistent for many parts of the world. Indeed, there are few or no connection to (relatively) large established markets, such as Canada, Australia and Japan, or emerging markets such as Latin America and India and almost no direct connections to Africa. Consequently, one can characterise the global networking of air travel from the BSR as specialised. In order to reach other destinations, it is needed to use connecting flights to larger European airports such as London, Paris, Frankfurt or Amsterdam. The aspect of transport links and accessibility is elaborated further in the contribution by Alexandre Dubois in this book.
Regarding the ongoing globalisation of markets international fairs play another key role to open up ‘domestic’ markets. An analysis of such fairs organised in the BSR in 2007 illustrates that almost each of the selected BSR metropolitan region here does play an important role in this respect (cf. Fig. 3). It is particularly eye-catching, when looking at the total numbers, that we recognise a rather balanced distribution as no west-east divide is visible, i.e. that also those metropolitan regions that have shown in many respects a rather low performance in this study on international metropolitan functions, such as Kaliningrad, Minsk or Vilnius, are obviously catching up with the other BSR metropolitan regions. In this context it has to be mentioned that specifically St. Petersburg sticks out as being one significant BSR centre in this respect.

Figure 3: International fairs in the BSR
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Spatial integration through hot spots for knowledge and innovation

In advanced economies the generation of knowledge and its application in any kinds of services, products and processes is a critical factor to measure the city or metropolitan region’s (potential) capacity to enter or (develop) new growing markets. By doing so, however, we are still facing different methodological problems. At first we have to cope with a limited amount of reliable data. Secondly we have to distinguish between input and output variables. Thirdly, we do not know that much on the geographical logic of knowledge, i.e. it is very difficult to distinguish between for instance the places of innovation (here regarding products and processes or regarding social and organisational innovations) and the places where they are applied and developed further. Hereby we need also to differentiate between facilities that can support the production of knowledge (firms and their laboratories, universities etc.) and the spatial mobility of knowledge carriers. The latter is related to the idea that not every kind of knowledge can be codified in books or via internet and which is thus transferable to everybody’s mind. The higher the complexity, the higher is the importance of the so-called tacit knowledge which is somewhat embodied in the minds of people and which is difficult to transfer in a standardised way. Due to the growing importance of tacit knowledge, face-to-face contacts are still important to make this knowledge as far as possible accessible for other people.

An indicator that is often used to analyse the regional potential to generate knowledge is the number of post graduate student attainments as a share of all tertiary level students which belongs to the level 5 and 6
 of the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) designed by the UNESCO. What is striking are the high numbers and high share of those students (related to all tertiary level) in the Polish metropolitan regions. Obviously there are a number of attractive research facilities which are able to hold or even attract qualified persons. Other eye-catching centres in the BSR are St. Petersburg and Stockholm, whereas the Finnish metropolitan regions Turku and Helsinki do show low overall numbers, but a high share of postgraduate students compared to all tertiary level students. Compared to their overall size as working places the absolute numbers of particularly Warsaw, but also Minsk, Vilnius and to some extent even Riga are relatively high, whereas the overall numbers of Hamburg, Copenhagen and also Oslo are rather low in this respect.

Figure 4: Tertiary level education
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It has, however, to be mentioned that relatively high overall numbers or a high share of those post graduated students can be considered as a regional competitive asset only insofar if the region manages to hold these very qualified people, i.e. to minimize the ‘brain drain’ to other regions after they have finished their tertiary education. Naturally, besides holding high-educated people in the region, it is also essential in how far a region manages to attract those talents. This argument can be linked to the work of Florida (2002, 2005) who has criticised mainstream regional policies insofar as they are too much focussed on input factors (e.g. facilities, infrastructures etc.) and too less on the needs and demands of the so-called ‘creative class’. He argues that nowadays creative people (i.e. those that are currently working in jobs that demand a certain degree of creativity) prefer those cities that are multi-cultural, open-minded and diverse. Such very subjective locational factors display thus specifically another challenge for metropolitan regions nowadays.

This rather roughly sketched picture for the BSR can be complemented by looking at the profiles of the larger public and private research centres. For this purpose 12 areas of competence have been selected defined following the overall ‘themes’ of the ongoing 7th European Research Framework Programme. The different larger research institutions (more than 50 employees) that are located in the BSR metropolitan regions have been grouped correspondingly in order to show the degree of specialisation versus diversification. As a general rule one can say that the larger the metropolitan region is, the more diversified is the aggregated overall profile of the located research centres. The Nordic capital regions Oslo, Stockholm and Helsinki do have a number of such larger research facilities in all 12 selected areas of competence. Other metropolitan regions with a relatively diversified structure (at least 9 areas are covered) are Minsk, Berlin, Vilnius, and Warsaw. Regarding its comparable small size (in terms of overall employees) specifically the profile of Vilnius, but to some extent also Katowice and Poznan can be considered as rather diversified.

Less diversified centres such as St. Petersburg, but also Bergen or Malmö do show a high critical mass in some specific research fields. This is also insofar worth to be mentioned as a more or less diversified profile does not say anything about the quality or even performance of the research activities taking place in the one or other metropolitan region. On the contrary it can be also interpreted as a sign of high specialisation in the one or other field. Hence the following chart can be understood as a kind of tool to inform researchers to look for potential co-operations in other BSR metropolitan regions as to the fact that research is increasingly performed in transnational project consortiums. Specifically the following areas of competence are represented in almost each BSR metropolitan region by larger research institutions, which might imply the strongest potentials to build up pan-Baltic collaborations: a) Health; b) Natural Sciences; c) 
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology; and finally d) Nanosciences &-technologies, Materials and new Production Technologies.
Figure 5: Research centres of excellence (public and private)
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Finally we have consulted data on patents applications. Normally they are used in this context to measure the region’s inventive performance. Here we use those data provided by the European Patent Office (EPO) to reflect the region's ambition to exploit knowledge for the European market as an indicator for spatial integration. In so doing, one need to bear in mind that not every kind of innovation (i.e. social, cultural organisational, process-related or material innovation) is perceived as being required to get registered at national and/or international patent offices. The specific value of registered patents in general is rather to secure intellectual property rights. Due to this, data on patents applications tell us something about the applicant’s purpose to get this legal security and not necessarily something on the applicability in e.g. ‘new’ and ‘successful’ products, processes or services etc. In other terms a long-lasting culture to protect intellectual property at the international scale can have a great impact on the factual numbers of patent applications.

By approaching this issue we have used data on the total number of patent applications to the European Patent Office (EPO) by sector at NUTS 2 level. This means that we have focused on the ‘regional ambition’ to secure intellectual property rights at the European level. Therefore these figures do not necessarily inform us about the regional inventive performance as the applications to the national or even global patent offices are neglected here.
 Unfortunately somewhat corresponding comparable data are not available for NW Russia and Belarus. Nevertheless what we have learnt from those data is that a strong West-East divide have become visible, which means that most of the western BSR metropolitan regions do apply in much higher numbers at the European level than the Eastern ones. This sharp contrast does not correspond to the comparatively slight differences we have discussed above regarding the other indicators in this respect. In other words this sharp contrast can not necessarily traced back to the metropolitan regions’ inventive performances, but rather to a different attitude or culture to secure the intellectual property for it’s exploitation on the European market. Obviously political stability, the degree of openness of domestic markets and the geographic limitations of the European single market do have a great influence on those numbers. In view of further spatial integration within the BSR, but also beyond, a robust and reliable system of intellectual property rights does play a crucial role.
Conclusions: NW Russia’s potentials regarding further spatial integration in relation to the rest of the BSR
From a general point of view our study has revealed that the metropolitan regions in BSR show some strong differences in terms of quantity but also partly quality with regard to their international functions. Obviously the transformation and thus integration in the global and European market is a long-term process, which is still hampered by various pre-conditions, so that basically some unsurprising main differences between the ‘Western’ and the ‘Eastern’ metropolitan regions remain to some extent. At a closer look we can detect some promising potentials which are to be seen as critical to support the process of spatial integration. These potentials, in specifically of the NW Russian metropolitan regions, should be communicated, used and finally exploited in the most efficient way. In the following some hints shall be given in this respect.
Our study has indicated that international financial services have not established so far a strong and cohesive network in the BSR in order to interconnect also the NW Russian metropolitan regions accordingly. Hence it has to be questioned why international banks for instance have neglected so far to establish office locations specifically Kaliningrad, but also Minsk and St. Petersburg with regard to their enormous market potentials. Due to the enormous market size of the Eastern part of the BSR and the fast growing markets there, such a non-existence can impede massive investments by foreign companies. In other terms, if one claims a further spatial integration of the BSR, the international financial capital flow needs to be secured. This includes also additional services for international companies as well as NGOs in order to ease their engagement in the BSR in general and in the Eastern part in particular. The metropolitan regions do play a crucial role here, because only they are having the critical mass and the capacities (with regard to specified knowledge, foreign language, talented researchers, transport infrastructures etc.) to build up those services in order to reduce institutional barriers and to mobilise the BSR potentials here. Obviously the aforementioned metropolitan regions (plus many others particularly in the Eastern part of the BSR) do not fully exploit their critical mass (here in terms of their market size). The analysis of political institutions has underlined this picture: At the BSR level neither Kaliningrad nor St. Petersburg are drivers for spatial integration regarding their decision and control functions. They are obviously more oriented towards their eastern hinterland so that one gets the impression that the geo-political, institutional and even mental barriers are still very robust. To overcome those barriers is a long lasting and complex process which goes far beyond the area of responsibility of spatial policy. Nevertheless, pan-Baltic organisations in general and VASAB in particular can stress the need to strengthen international services in such metropolitan regions by pinpointing the specific advantages (in terms of ongoing spatial integration, see above) and needs (in terms of skilled labours, institutional and legal basics etc.). 
Regarding the potentials of the BSR metropolitan regions as gateways to markets and people we have considered several classical transport aspects, which are dependent on the size, the capacity and the actual services that are carried out by those infrastructures (cf. the contribution by Alexandre Dubois in this book), as well as the numbers of organised ‘international fairs’ in 2007. In view of the above discussed West-East divide one can draw a somewhat different conclusion: Regarding the several classical transport aspects which shall enable the BSR metropolitan regions to function as ‘gateways’ we see partly tremendous contrasts. Here numerous bottlenecks are noticeable, which hampers a smooth flow of people and goods within the BSR and even beyond. Nevertheless, when taking into account the settlement patterns and regional structures in the BSR, one should not think only of additional large-scale infrastructures in order to balance out these tremendous disparities. This can lead to a ruinous competition and, in a purely BSR perspective, to a zero-sum game. More and better services, such as a better fine-tuned hub-and-spoke system might be starting points in that direction. In doing so, pan-Baltic organisations should encourage the larger international airports in the BSR (including the airlines) to discuss how to optimise the hub-and-spoke system within the BSR, but also beyond the BSR in order to guarantee a better and more reliable accessibility for their clients within this macro-region, but also to others (and vice versa, of course).

Regarding the distribution and organisation of ‘international fairs’ we can detect easily an enormous potential and obviously a strong commitment by the local stakeholders for this specific gateway function to exploit regional market potentials. Here one might imagine that the international fairs in the Eastern BSR metropolitan regions as strong keystones to further integrate their markets with others in- and outside the BSR. Specifically St. Petersburg, Kaliningrad and Minsk might be developed further to key places for entering their home markets, which has to go hand in hand, however, with an above discussed functioning network of international financial services.

Concerning the analysed indicators with regard to innovation, research and development one can conclude that the West-East divide is somewhat low as huge potentials concerning talented and creative employees and strong research profiles are to be found as well in the Eastern metropolitan regions in the BSR. Specifically the illustration of research facilities might be a first step to open some avenues for specific pan-Baltic co-operations. Not less than four different areas of competence are represented in almost each BSR metropolitan region by larger research institutions (namely Health/Natural Sciences/Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, and Biotechnology/Nanosciences &-technologies, Materials and new Production Technologies). However, cooperation across the BSR is one item, the safeguarding of intellectual property rights another one. Here again not necessarily infrastructural or material shortcomings have to be stressed, rather institutional and maybe also cultural traditions, which could in the long run maintain the somewhat disconnection of e.g. NW Russia with the rest of the BSR. In other terms one can conclude that specifically St. Petersburg, but also Kaliningrad and Minsk do not fully exploit their critical mass here. Pan-baltic co-operations and mutual learning have to be strengthened as well as concepts are needed to make the BSR metropolitan regions and its R&D facilities attractive for the international competition on creative people. Here a concerted action plan is needed at the level at the entire BSR. Again the role of spatial policy in general and pan-Baltic organisations such as VASAB in particular is rather of communicative nature. These potentials need to be spread as well as the urgent abolishment of such institutional and legal barriers should be demanded. Also they could claim that specific research programmes (including a vital exchange of researchers) should be initiated only for the BSR, which could be co-financed by the EU, Russia and Norway. Also they could promote the need for some financial incentives directly from the different BSR countries in order to launch targeted research projects exclusively for the research facilities in the BSR by securing a high degree of involvement of NW Russian institutions.
In a nutshell one can conclude that political stakeholders have to understand that if a balanced and sustainable integration of NW Russia with the rest of the BSR to be achieved, the metropolitan regions of St. Petersburg and Kaliningrad will play a key role. Their specific international functions should be enabled in order to perform the flow of people and their ideas, projects and knowledge as well as their financial capital and the produced goods and services at best. For further spatial integration, however, not only the geographic proximity have to be improved (e.g. by better air links, roads etc.), but rather more important today is the institutional, organisational and mental proximity. Namely the examples above have indicated the need for reliable and confiding transactions which need corresponding institutionalised frameworks, which are more important then to overcome distances today. Only then NW Russia’s potentials in relation to the rest of the BSR can be exploited. The role of VASAB and other pan-Baltic organisations is thus to pinpoint and promote the enormous potentials with regard to NW Russia’s further spatial integration on the one hand, but at the same time to the need to improve the institutional, organisational and mental proximity.
� ESPON stands for European Spatial Planning Observatory and Network and is sponsored by the European Commission according to INTERREG (the European community initiative) criteria, and conducted by the European Union (EU) Member States and European non-member states, in which research institutions throughout Europe study topics of relevance to regional planning in joint, trans-national projects.


� Level 5: First Stage of Tertiary Education (not leading directly to an advanced research qualification); Level 6: Second Stage of Tertiary Education (leading to an advanced research qualification).


� Global data as provided by the World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO), a specialized agency of the United Nations, do refer only to the national level and thus allow no regional differentiations.
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