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In 2012 Helsinki, together with Espoo, Vantaa,
Kauniainen and Lahti was the World Design

Capital. The great mission of World Design Cap-
ital Helsinki 2012 was to promote the use of de-
sign and find new contexts where design can be
leveraged. World Design Capital Helsinki 2012,
with its theme of Open Helsinki – Embedding De-
sign in Life, has striven to fulfill this mission.

The World Design Capital Helsinki 2012
programme was composed of a total of 580 pro-
jects and 2,800 events. According to four aware-
ness surveys carried out by City of Helsinki Ur-
ban Facts, a good 90 per cent OR 93 per cent of
Helsinki, Espoo, Vantaa, Kauniainen and Lahti
residents were aware that their home city was the
World Design Capital 2012 host city. Two-
thirds of the residents said that they had followed
what was being said and announced about World
Design Capital Helsinki 2012 (WDC 2012). The
surveys undertaken also showed that the mes-
sage of design as a means of solving everyday
problems had been put across well.

During the year, design found its way into
new environments within the public sector and
also in the business or private sector. Moreover,
we found that WDC 2012 increased the demand
for design services. A joint project between the
Finnish Design Business Association FDBA and
Aalto University resulted in the development of
Design ROI, a tool for calculating return on in-
vestment and measuring the financial benefit of
investing in design.

Some of the World Design Capital projects
will continue in 2013 and ahead. So will many of
the events of the World Design Capital year.

The legacy of the World Design Capital Hel-
sinki 2012 may be summarised as follows (see
http://wdchelsinki2012.fi/en):

1. Design became a matter of social interest and
a topic of public discussion.

2. City residents gained a deeper insight into the
importance of design and its impact on their
daily life.

3. The user’s perspective in design was high-
lighted.

4. Design was used to solve problems in differ-
ent environments.

5. Design education for children and youth was
increased.

6. The design world came together in the design
capital.

7. Helsinki raised its profile as a design destina-
tion.

8. The business community gained a better un-
derstanding of design as a competitive edge.

9. New forms of collaboration emerged in and
between different sectors.

10.New methods and places for doing things to-
gether sprung up around the city.

The message of an open city reached a wide
audience. The World Design Capital year en-
couraged organisations, neighbourhood associa-
tions, and people working and living in the city to
put their own visions into action. New shared
spaces for local residents and visitors were cre-
ated in all five cities.

WDC 2012 was a year of cooperation, com-
mitment and creativity. The year paid a lot of at-
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tention to design and services and a user-driven
approach contributing to better well-being ser-
vices and other everyday services. Citizen partici-
pation and new forms of collaboration were im-
portant objectives. To achieve these goals, you
need openness and accessibility. In this context
open data played a major role.

The international WDC 2012 closing summit
was held on 29 November 2012 and the World
Design Capital title shifted from Helsinki to the
Cape Town. Cape Town’s objectives as World
Design Capital 2014 will emphasise socially re-
sponsible design, durability and innovations. We
wish Cape Town a successful World Design Cap-
ital year.

To advance the open city goal, the City of
Helsinki in cooperation with the cities of Espoo,
Vantaa and Kauniainen as well as the Finnish In-
novation Fund Sitra set up the Helsinki Region
Infoshare -project in 2010, which launched the
beta version of a new open data service Helsinki
Region Infoshare – www.hri.fi in 2011 (see
www.hri.fi/en/). The Ministry of Finances
granted a municipal cooperation subsidy to the
project.

The idea of Helsinki Region Infoshare is that
making public data accessible enhances citizens’
knowledge and understanding of their region
and home municipality, which in turn improves
the prerequisites of active citizenship. Making
public data openly and freely accessible will be
part of the ordinary operating procedures of the
municipalities in the Helsinki Region by 2014.
The City of Helsinki Urban Facts and Forum
Virium Helsinki are responsible for the project.
At present, there are about 1,000 different data
sets in the service, for example on living condi-
tions, the economy, wellbeing, employment and
mobility of the region.

In 2012, the Mayor’s Achievement of the Year
contest was won by Helsinki Region Infoshare.
The panel’s comments on Helsinki Region
Infoshare were as follows:

• “The project serves as a pioneering example
of making public data accessible. Accessible
public data increases efficiency in administra-
tion and improves the foundations of democ-
racy and active citizenship. The project has
created the foundation for a broad network
among the cities.”

• The example provided by Helsinki Region
Infoshare can be applied both domestically
and internationally, said Hannu Tulensalo,
Chairman of the Panel and the City of Hel-
sinki Personnel Director.

• If the public sector, corporations and other
actors systematically make their data accessi-
ble, more versatile and cost-efficient online
services can be produced in the future.

The Mayor´s Achievement of the Year con-
test, being held for the 5th time, is intended for
the personnel of the City of Helsinki. Through
the contest, Mayor Jussi Pajunen wants to en-
courage the personnel to examine their working
environment and working methods from new
perspectives (see http://www.hel.fi/hki/hel-
sinki/en/news).

It is a great honour for the City of Helsinki Ur-
ban Facts to have received an award, and the City
of Helsinki Urban Facts would like to express
warm thanks to all parties of the projects, i.e. Fo-
rum Virium Helsinki, the cities of Espoo, Vantaa
and Kauniainen and the Finnish Innovation
Fund Sitra. Helsinki Region Inforshare has en-
joyed support and encouragement from many
actors in the evolving field of open data, to all of
which we extend our thanks.

Helsinki’s population is growing. In 2012, the
increase is expected to amount to about 8,300
people. It is estimated that migration increased
the population of Helsinki by about 6,600. It was
1995 when Helsinki last experiences such a large
net migration gain. Migration gain from abroad is
thought to be about 3,600. According to our lat-
est population forecast, Helsinki will surpass
650,000 residents by 2012 and 700,000 by 2035.
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The numbers of retired people are those of
day-care and school age are increasing. In the
Helsinki region (an area of 14 municipalities),
the population is expected to increase by 460,000
from its present level of 1.37 million by 2050.
This means 1.83 million residents in the Helsinki
region by 2050.

In 2013, the city is particularly focusing on
young people. A special €10 million grant for the

anniversary celebrating Helsinki’s 200 years as
the capital of Finland will fund new forms of ac-
tivity and projects to prevent the displacement of
young people. Research into young people will
also be done and the development of the living
conditions of the young will be monitored.

We would like to thank our readers for the past year,
and we wish you every success for 2013!

A s t a M a n n i n e n
D i r e c t o r
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Population development and the need for

predictions

Population development is a central phenome-
non for both the regional economy of the larger
functional area and the functions and economy
of single municipalities. Phenomena that are im-
portant in connection with the planning and re-
gional decision-making of the functional Hel-
sinki Region have recently been abbreviated as
MALPE, from the Finnish words referring to
land use, housing, traffic, services and trades.
MALPE also offers an excellent framework for
explaining the significance of population develop-
ment.

From the perspective of land use and housing,
the demand for building plots and housing as
well as the connected municipal engineering and
local services needs result from population size,
demographic and socio-economic structures and
geographical needs. Traffic systems are closely
connected to land use, and the dwellers’ trans-
port needs make up a significant part of the de-
mand for traffic services. Local and regional ser-
vice networks are linked to land use and traffic
systems, and are built and maintained for the
dwellers. The dwellers are furthermore con-
nected to the trades, as the working-age popula-
tion in the region forms the basis of the
workforce available for companies, the public
sector and other organisations that use labour
force contribution. On the other hand, the resi-
dents form the clientele needed for commercial

services, and this means that the population in
the functional region and its purchasing power
form the main part of the demand for the local
service sector businesses whose operations are
based on regional demand.

The MALPE framework is generally consid-
ered to be regional; however, land use, housing,
traffic, services and trades are scattered in single
municipalities. The residents generate the ma-
jority of the city’s income through municipal
taxes and services fees. Due to this, the size and
structure of the population and its geographical
location are some of the most crucial information
needed in order to maintain the administration,
planning and service production of the city, and
will remain so in the future.

In addition to the current situation, reasoned
estimates of the development of population size
and structure are required when planning the fi-
nances, services and land use of the city. When
planning the services and the finances, the time
span is several years, whereas in the planning of
land use and traffic systems, the perspective inev-
itably spans over decades. Large investments in
the basic infrastructure of the community are
made in the long term; strategic traffic routes and
other basic networks may define the develop-
ment of the community structure for as long as
hundreds of years ahead.

Complex economic and demographic pro-
cesses are influencing factors behind population
development, and predicting them is highly un-
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certain, even in the short term, let alone for sev-
eral years or decades in advance. This means that
very high uncertainty is connected to population
projections. It is, nevertheless, justified to predict
population development in the long term, de-
spite the risk of misjudgement, as the alternative
is to make decisions on long-term investments
and planning solutions based solely on informa-
tion about the present.

This report presents all the central results of
the population projections compiled in 2012 for
Helsinki and the Helsinki Region up to 2050.
The perspective places special emphasis on the
connections between population development,
housing and housing production and building
plots. The report introduces and analyses four
different population development models and
gives estimates on the volume of housing pro-
duction required by each projection in Helsinki
and the entire Helsinki Region.

Population growth in Helsinki and the Helsinki

Region

Since the 1950s, the population in the Helsinki
Region has grown steadily, albeit with fluctua-
tions in the growth rate. The growth has been
connected to the Finnish urbanisation process
that began rather late but proceeded at a fast
pace. The total population of the seven largest ur-
ban regions1 in Finland grew from 1.1 million to
2.6 million (2.4-fold) between 1951 and 2011.
The Helsinki Region has accounted for about
half of the population in the top seven largest ur-
ban regions. In 60 years, the population in the re-
gion has increased from 0.5 million to 1.4 million
(2.6-fold). Large urban areas offer cluster and
availability benefits that attract competitive and
developing businesses to the region. The Hel-
sinki Region has been one of the fastest growing
metropolitan areas in Europe since the 1980s.

In the population projections compiled in the
1950s and 1960s for Helsinki and the Helsinki
Region, the rate of population growth in the Hel-
sinki Region was overestimated, and it was pre-
dicted that growth would focus on a much
smaller area than it actually did. In retrospect it
can be stated that, after a slower period in the
1970s and 1980s, population growth in the Hel-
sinki Region nearly returned to the growth track
that was predicted in the previous decades; how-
ever, it was significantly more spread out region-
ally than the 1950s and 1960s projections pre-
dicted. Since the 1970s, the future population
growth in Helsinki and the Helsinki Region has
been systematically underestimated, as has the
population development nationwide. The popu-
lation projection completed for Helsinki and the
Helsinki Region in 1994 recorded, as the highest
possible alternatives, population estimates that
were exceptionally high in comparison to previ-
ous predictions. The population development
that has taken place since has been even faster
than predicted in these estimates that were con-
sidered unrealistic at the time. Since the 1990s,
population growth in the Helsinki Region has
been based, primarily, on immigration. Produc-
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tion and employment growth rates in the Hel-
sinki Region have been faster than in the rest of
Western Europe, maintaining the appeal that has
generated international immigration, most of
which has originated from Europe.

Factors of population growth

Population change is divided into natural change
(births, deaths and net change) and migration
(inflow and outflow as well and net migration).
The migration can be divided by migration area;
the basic division is internal migration between
municipalities and immigration and emigration
(international migration).

Population change in the Helsinki Region by
factor (Figure) illustrates the significant differ-
ences in the various change factors. Natural
change is relatively stable and changes take place
slowly, even though variation occurs between the
years. However, there is great fluctuation in both
internal migration and immigration/emigration,
which partly take place in cycles and partly more
or less randomly.

In migration, you can see the declining trend
in net internal migration over a long period of
time and the rising trend in immigration/emigra-
tion. There is great fluctuation in both. The net
gain in internal migration to the Helsinki Region
has been, on average 6,400 people a year, for the
past 50 years.

Immigration/emigration was dominated by
Finns’ immigration and emigration, mainly to
and from Sweden, until the late 1980s. In the
1980s, the migration flow took a permanent turn
to the positive due to increased remigration.

In internal migration, Helsinki has gone
through the same cycles as the entire region, but
more intensely, as the region’s internal net migra-
tion impacts Helsinki. Helsinki has suffered net
migration loss to the rest of the region through-
out the period, but there has been substantial
fluctuation in the volume. In immigration/emi-
gration, the trend in Helsinki is similar to that of
the region.

Background factors in population

development

POPULATION DEVELOPMENT AS A PART OF

REGIONAL ECONOMY

The regional economy has a central role in the
population development of the region and, fur-
thermore, the single municipalities. Changes in
regional economy are reflected in population de-
velopment, first and foremost as internal migra-
tion between regions.

International and national economic trends
(export demand, domestic demand, financial
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market, prices, etc.) and the region’s appeal and
competitive edge in relation to other regions
(factors include basic structure, availability and
competence of workforce, services, expense
level, functionality of the housing market, etc.)
are essential factors for businesses seeking to lo-
cate in the area, as well as investments and, ulti-
mately, production volume. Great fluctuation is
linked to both international and national factors;
however, the factors related to regional competi-
tive qualities and appeal are usually slow to
change and their influence is primarily in the long
term.

On the other hand, the production volume,
together with the structure and technology of
production, has an impact on the demand for la-
bour. The labour demand and the supply of la-
bour from the original population are reflected in
migration as well as the willingness of the
workforce living outside the region to work on
the region’s job market, i.e. commuting to work.
In addition to questions of demand originating
from companies, the housing options available
essentially influence the realisation of migration.
Availability, quality and properties of housing as
well as the comfort and service level of the resi-
dential areas are appeal factors, whereas the price
and rent level of housing serve as limiting factors.
The availability of building plots is a factor be-
hind available housing, as it is the most important
prerequisite for new production.

Migration between regions impacts popula-
tion size and age structure. Migration is selective
in respect of age and other qualities of the popu-
lation; most people who migrate between re-
gions are young adults. As a result, migration also
has a great impact on the age structure of the pop-
ulation. The working-age population forms the
basis of the original population workforce avail-
able in the region.

MIGRATION

Migration has a very powerful influence on the
population structure and population develop-

ment, both in the functional region and each in-
dividual municipality in the long term.

There is a strong interdependence between
migration and the regional work market. Over a
longer period of time, job opportunities have sig-
nificant importance on whether people who have
moved into a region stay there, move back to
where they came from or further on somewhere
else. Changes in the regional job market are re-
flected in Helsinki in particular, as Helsinki is the
region’s largest hub of jobs and the primary area
where people locate as they first move into the re-
gion from outside the job market area.

The analysis of migration between the Hel-
sinki Region and the rest of Finland in the period
from 1975 to 2011 indicates that the following
factors have been most influential on net migra-
tion to the Helsinki Region:
• Difference in growth (gross national prod-

uct) in the Helsinki Region in comparison to
the rest of the country has added to the migra-
tion gain in the Helsinki Region (the greater
the difference in growth, the greater the mi-
gration gain).

• Finland’s economic growth (GNP) has in-
creased the migration gain in the Helsinki Re-
gion (the faster the overall economic growth,
the greater the migration gain).

• The difference in housing prices between the
Helsinki Region and the rest of the country
has decreased migration gain (the greater the
price difference, the less migration gain).

In the light of the results, the decrease in mi-
gration gain in internal migration as compared to
the earlier situation in the Helsinki Region,
which took place in the 2000s, can be interpreted
as being due to the decrease in the difference of
growth and the augmented differences in hous-
ing prices in the Helsinki Region in comparison
to the rest of the country. The migration gain that
followed the economic depression of the 1990s
in the previous decade was a result of the differ-
ence of growth in the economy of the Helsinki
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Region as well as the decreased gap in housing
prices2 .

As for immigration/emigration in the Hel-
sinki Region in the period from 1981 to 2011, the
analysis indicates that the following factors have
influenced international net migration to the
Helsinki Region:
• Difference in growth (GNP) in the Helsinki

Region in comparison to Western Europe3

has increased the migration gain (the greater
the difference in growth, the greater the mi-
gration gain).

• The acceleration of Finland’s economic
growth (GNP) has increased migration gain
in the Helsinki Region (the faster the overall
economic growth, the greater the migration
gain).

These results confirm that the region’s eco-
nomic success in comparison to Western Europe
attracts migrants from other EU countries, but
also directs the migrant inflow from outside the
EU into the Helsinki Region, just as to other
growing urban areas.

Within the Helsinki Region, the long-term
net migration flows are connected to housing
production, even if completely conflicting
changes can be detected for single years re-
corded. As a municipality’s share in the housing
production in the region as a whole increases, the
municipality’s migration rate in the region’s in-
ternal migration improves.

OCCUPANCY RATE

Occupancy rate is an important factor in housing
production required by population growth.
More spacious occupancy rates mean larger
dwelling stock, which means that more housing
production is needed. According to studies
(inter alia Laakso & Loikkanen, 2004), factors

that influence the occupancy rate include the us-
able income of the households, the age structure
and household-dwelling unit structure of the
population as well as the qualities valued and pre-
ferred in housing and the cost of living (operating
costs).

Occupancy rates in Helsinki grew at a fast
pace from the 1960s until the end of the 1980s as
a result of increased income level and relatively
high housing production rates. After this period,
and from the late 1990s on in particular, the oc-
cupancy rate development in Helsinki slowed
down substantially and the trend was separated
from the country’s overall occupancy rate devel-
opment (Figure 4). As for the Helsinki Region,
the occupancy rate development has been simi-
lar to that of Helsinki. Since 2005, the occupancy
rate in Helsinki has grown only marginally, even
though growth has continued in the country as a
whole. According to advance information, occu-
pancy rate in Helsinki decreased between 2008
and 2011.

New projection options up to 2050

Four different long-term population projections
have been prepared for the Helsinki Region and
Helsinki up to 2050. These projections have
been compiled using a demographic projection
model, in which the hypotheses on migration are
based on the framework of the regional econ-
omy.

CONTINUING POPULATION GROWTH THE

STARTING POINT

A common starting point in all the projections is
that it is highly likely that urbanisation will con-
tinue in Finland. As the only metropolitan area
and hub of international traffic in the country, the
Helsinki Region offers substantial cluster bene-
fits for business life. According to a number of
different studies, the profitability of companies
improves as economic operations are located
close to each other, because large urban areas can
ensure that the contribution markets function,
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the diverse needs of supply and demand for la-
bour meet, information flows and innovations
are shared between different parties. The Hel-
sinki Region also offers the ease of availability for
business operations and residents alike, both on
the regional, national and international level.
The ease of availability is an important require-
ment of trade and specialisation, logistics, people
getting around and other forms of communica-
tion. These factors, together with the compe-
tence capital and other resources that have accu-
mulated over a long period of time, are very likely
to maintain the appeal of the Helsinki Region as a
location of business operation for companies and
a place of living for residents well into the future.

Furthermore, the standing of the Helsinki Re-
gion as an inflow migration destination and an
area of net migration gain has ensured that the
population is young. As a result of this, natural
population growth is and will remain a significant
factor in population growth in the Helsinki Re-
gion for decades to come, even if the migration
net gain should stagnate for one reason or
another.

PROJECTION MODELS:

The alternative models are:
1. Fast model
2. Basic model

3. Decreasing model
4. Significantly decreasing model

All projections are calculations of stable
growth by nature and do not attempt to predict
the time or degree of fluctuation in economic
trends.

The calculations are based on different and
independent hypothesis about the regional econ-
omy and the housing market in the Helsinki Re-
gion, briefly described in the following. The birth
and death hypothesis are identical in all the alter-
natives. No views have been expressed on the
likelihood of the realisation of the models in
compiling the projections. However, the starting
point is that all the alternatives are possible, from
the assumption that the economic scenarios be-
hind them are realistic, at least in some circum-
stances. As a whole, the models form the extreme
values, and it is justified to believe that popula-
tion growth will fall within the range of variation
presented.

The fast model is based on an economic situation
in which the economy in the Helsinki Region
(production and employment) will grow over
the long term somewhat faster than the EU re-
gional average and slightly faster than in Finland
as a whole. The Helsinki Region will be able to
provide a sufficient amount of land for building
purposes for the housing production that the
population growth requires, and it must be en-
sured that the traffic system and service network
are maintained in a usable condition.

The basic model is based on an economic situa-
tion in which the economy in the Helsinki Re-
gion will grow in the long term slightly faster than
the EU region average and at the same pace as in
Finland as a whole. The scarcity of building plots
and traffic congestion create occasional bottle-
necks in development.
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The decreasing model represents the hypothesis
that the economy in the Helsinki Region will
grow slightly faster than the EU region average,
but that the difference will slowly decline in the
2020s and will not exist at all after the 2030s. The
appeal of the Helsinki Region will gradually fade.
The scarcity of building plots and traffic conges-
tion will create occasional bottlenecks in devel-
opment.

The significantly decreasing model predicts that the
difference in growth between the Helsinki Re-
gion, the EU and whole of Finland will soon de-
crease and, at the same time, long-term growth in
Europe as a whole will remain slow. No signifi-
cant new areas of growth will appear in the Hel-
sinki Region to replace the declining fields. The
Helsinki Region will also drag the rest of Finland
into a long period of slow growth. The possibili-
ties available for housing production in Helsinki
will have nearly run out by the 2030s.

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

The Helsinki Region’s population totalled
1,366,000 at the beginning of 2012. According to
these population projections (Figure 5), the re-
gion’s population will total at least 1,588,000

(the significantly decreasing model) and at most
1,742,000 (the fast model) by 2035, which
means a variation range of approximately
154,000 inhabitants. In 2050, the extremes of the
projections will range from 1,678,000 to
1,966,000; with a variation range of 288,000 peo-
ple.

Helsinki’s population was 595,000 people at the
beginning of 2012. According to the population
projections (Figure 6), the 2035 extremes for
Helsinki are 649,000 (Significantly decreasing
model) and 760,000 (Fast model) inhabitants.
The variation range totals 111,000 people. For
2050, the extremes range from 647,000 to
861,000, with a variation range of 214,000 peo-
ple.

The range of extremes is relatively larger in
Helsinki than the entire region. This is primarily
due to the fact that there is most variation in the
models in the factor of net migration, which is rel-
atively more important to population change in
Helsinki than in the entire region. In the Fast
model, Helsinki’s population grows almost lin-
early, whereas in the Significantly decreasing
model, population growth in Helsinki stagnates
completely in the 2030s.

Table 1. Population in the Helsinki Region on 1 Jan 2012 and population projections for 2035 and 2050

Projection model

Helsinki Region Fast Basic Decreasing Significantly decreasing

Population 2012 (1,000) 1,366 1,366 1,366 1,366
Population 2035 (1,000) 1,742 1,678 1,645 1,588
Population 2050 (1,000) 1,966 1,830 1,756 1,678
Change 2012–2035 (1,000) 376 312 278 221
Change 2012–2050 (1,000) 600 464 389 312
Change 2012–2035 (%) 28 23 20 16
Change 2012–2050 (%) 44 34 28 23
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Table 2. Population in Helsinki on 1 Jan 2012 and population projections for 2035 and 2050

Projection model

Helsinki Fast Basic Decreasing Significantly decreasing

Population 2012 (1,000) 595 595 595 595
Population 2035 (1,000) 760 704 688 649
Population 2050 (1,000) 861 735 703 647
Change 2012–2035 (1,000) 165 109 93 53
Change 2012–2050 (1,000) 266 140 107 51
Change 2012–2035 (%) 28 18 16 9
Change 2012–2050 (%) 45 24 18 9

POPULATION PROJECTIONS AND AGE

STRUCTURE

The different population projection models pro-
duce population age structures that differ from
each other significantly. In Helsinki, migration
has a crucial importance for the age structure.
Speaking in general terms, the more migration

gain there is for the city, the larger the number
and proportion of working-age inhabitants and
children in the population. The number of el-
derly people does not, however, vary greatly be-
tween the various models; however, their pro-
portion in the population does increase as the
overall population growth decreases. In the Fast
model, the amount of the working-age popula-
tion in Helsinki continues to grow until 2050,
whereas in the Significantly decreasing model,
their number begins to fall immediately (Figure
7).

Population growth requires housing

production possibilities

Sufficient housing production is a prerequisite
for population growth as it makes it possible for
the population to “fit into” the region’s dwelling
stock. Migration’s standing as a factor of popula-
tion growth is primarily dependent on the appeal
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of the region in comparison to other regions and
the number of potential migrants; housing, on
the other hand, is a limiting factor. Adjusting fac-
tors include prices and rents of housing and occu-
pancy rates.

The development of the occupancy rate is a
crucial factor in the growth needs of the dwelling
stock. In the Helsinki Region, the occupancy rate
has grown in the past 30 years by an average of 0.3
floor sq.metres/person/year. This has meant
that one-third of the housing production on aver-
age has been used to increase the occupancy rate,
and two-thirds has been produced to satisfy the
demands created by population growth. The
growth of the occupancy rate has slowed down
gradually and, since 2007, the growth has practi-
cally stagnated, both in the Helsinki Region and
in Helsinki.

The dwelling stock growth required in each
projection model was assessed when compiling
the projections, considering the various develop-
ment alternatives for the occupancy rate in the
Helsinki Region and in Helsinki. These calcula-
tions will be used as the basis for assessing the
need for acquiring building plots and the plan-
ning volume required in the coming decades.
The growth of the dwelling stock means the
housing production from which the decrease in
housing units is subtracted.

For the entire Helsinki Region, the combina-
tion of population growth and the occupancy
rate hypothesis gives the following results. In the
Fast model projection, dwelling stock in the Hel-
sinki Region should expand, if the occupancy
rate growth is expected to be “normal”, by 41 mil-
lion floor sq.metres and, with slow occupancy
rate growth, by 28 million floor sq.metres by
2050. The region’s current dwelling stock totals
63 million floor sq.metres. This means that, if the
Fast model of the population projections is real-
ised, the dwelling stock should increase by
44–65%. In the Basic model, the extremes of
dwelling stock expansion in the whole region
range from 26 to 34 million floor sq.metres; in

the Decreasing model, from 24 to 30 million
floor sq.metres; and in the Significantly decreas-
ing model, from 22 to 26 million floor sq.metres.

As for Helsinki (Figure 2), population growth
according to the Fast model would require hous-
ing production totalling 12-18 million floor
sq.metres by 2050. The current dwelling stock in
Helsinki totals approximately 27 million floor
sq.metres. This means that the dwelling stock
should expand by 44–67% by 2050. In the Basic
model, the extreme values for dwelling stock ex-
pansion in Helsinki range from 8 to 11.5 million
floor sq.metres; in the Decreasing model from 7
to 10 million floor sq.metres; and in the Signifi-
cantly decreasing model between 5 and 7 million
floor sq.metres.

Conclusions

It is likely that the whole of Northern Europe will
remain an attracting region of Europe and the
whole world for a long time. If the Helsinki Re-
gion maintains its position as one of the leading
centres of growth in Northern Europe, it will also
continue to be a destination for international and
domestic migration inflow. The European finan-
cial crisis, wars and natural disasters in various
parts of the world, global warming and the lower-
ing borders generate migration flows into regions
with booming economies and stable conditions.
The gap in income level between Finland and
Russia, the Baltic countries and Eastern Europe
remains substantial, which attracts immigration
to Finland from the neighbouring countries and
Eastern Europe. Migration is an individual deci-
sion and it cannot be stopped or planned by the
authorities.

The possibility of fast population growth calls
for being prepared for more dense and expanded
use of land as well as the necessary expansion of
the basic infrastructure and the service network.
The sufficient supply of building plots and hous-
ing production are prerequisites for population
growth. On the other hand, the uncertain factor
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of occupancy rate trends is vital for the housing
production required.

The flip side of the pressure for land use, gen-
erated by growth, is that a constant migration net
gain keeps the amount of the working-age popu-
lation on the increase and its proportion high.
Furthermore, elderly citizens’ proportion of the
population grows at a slower pace. Through this,
fast population growth produces the basis of the
income needed to finance the basic
infrastructure and services.

Slow population growth, recorded in the pro-
jections as the Decreasing model and Signifi-
cantly decreasing model, results in less pressure
on land use, but also causes the working-age pop-
ulation to grow slowly or to decrease. This com-
plicates the situation regarding the public finan-
cial deficit, due to a poorer dependency ratio.

If land use cannot be adjusted to the growth
pressures, but the availability of building plots re-
mains a bottleneck for the production of housing,
this will influence both population development
and housing prices. Housing production that is
insufficient with respect to population growth
will result in relatively increasing housing prices,
which will decrease migration gain. On the other
hand, if the availability of building plots in Hel-
sinki and elsewhere in the Helsinki Region
should remain low, the pressures for land use will
fall on the neighbouring municipalities and the
outer circle of the job market zone, where the
possibilities for land use are more flexible. This,
for its part, would lead to an increasingly
scattered community structure.
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The article views those factors that influ-
ence local labour supply in Finland, in-
cluding of course, basically, the popula-
tion number and, above all, the popula-
tion structure of each region. The popu-
lation’s economic activity, i.e. participa-
tion in working life, is measured in terms
of employment rate, i.e. the proportion
of gainfully occupied among work-
ing-age inhabitants. An area may receive
or lose labour through migration or
commuting. The article is based on a
study presented in the publication
Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2012 (Hel-
sinki’s present state and development).
Towards the end of the publication, we
use earlier research to have a brief look
at the projected labour need in the Hel-
sinki Region.

Demographic analysis

A crucial background factor behind labour sup-
ply is the age structure of the population and how
it changes. If there are fewer entrants to the la-
bour market (15–24 year olds) than there are
people exiting the labour market, we talk about a
demographic labour shortage.

In Figure 1, the topmost line depicts demo-
graphic labour shortage. There have been clearly
more entrants into the labour market than there

have been exits from it, and yet the curves met in
2003 in the country as a whole. Nonetheless in
Helsinki there will not, according to the latest
forecast, be more people leaving than entering
the labour market due to age until 2017. In Hel-
sinki, the labour force renews itself clearly better
than it does elsewhere.

The age structure of the population is favour-
able in Helsinki, thanks to a positive migration
balance largely feeding from young people. Al-
though a demographic labour shortage is closer
at hand than it used to be, forecasts suggest that
the working-age population, i.e. the 15–64 year
olds, will still be increasing in Helsinki, albeit
slower in future than earlier. The forecast in-
crease for Helsinki over 2012–2040 is around
26,800. On the other hand, the situation in the
country as a whole looks very bad: the long-last-
ing growth in the working-age population turned
into decline in 2010, and this decline will go on
up until the 2030s. Over those 20 years, the num-
ber of people of working age in Finland will de-
crease by 117,000.

The number of working-aged people alone
does not indicate everything: it is essential to
what extent they go to work. The employment
rate tells how large a proportion of the work-
ing-aged are at work. I used the labour survey ma-
terial of 2011 to calculate employment rates by
age group in the areas studied. When we apply
these employment rates to the corresponding
population forecasts by age group, the forecast
number of people at work is obtained. The bot-
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tom-most line of the figure describes this compu-
tation. It would suggest that the number of peo-
ple at work will clearly grow up until 2040 in Hel-
sinki. In the country as a whole, on the other
hand, the number of people at work will decrease
up until 2028, after which it will start increasing
the same way as does the projection of the num-
ber of people of working age.

The situation is similar in the core cities of
other urban regions too that attract people from
nearby and further away. Since migrants are usu-

ally young, the age structure of the population
stays favourable in terms of labour supply.

The message of the series of graphs is, for Hel-
sinki’s part, that although the number of age-con-
ditioned labour market exits approaches that of
entrants, the most recent projection for the city
(City of Helsinki Urban Facts 2012) suggests
that the number of people of working age will
continue to grow. Over ten years, from 2012 to
2022, the increase will be around 8 500 people.
And if employment rates by age group stay at the
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present level, the number of people at work will
grow even more, by almost 11,000. Meanwhile,
the number of people at work in the country as a
whole will fall by almost 63,000.

Workforce migration

In 2009, Helsinki had a migration surplus of al-
most 1,700 employed people, and the Helsinki
Region one of almost 2,900. The migration sur-
plus for Helsinki is only due to a surplus of people
with upper secondary-level education. Among
those with tertiary education and those with ba-
sic education only, Helsinki scored a migration
deficit. However, the majority of secondary level
graduates are students who have come to study at
polytechnics and universities in Helsinki. Some
of these will eventually end up in tertiary educa-
tion. If they stay in the local labour market, they
will also, after completing their university or
polytechnics studies, rank as tertiary education
migrants.

If someone employed moves to any given
area, it does not necessarily mean that their work-
place is in that same area, albeit that the likeli-
hood may be high.

Besides domestic migration, Helsinki re-
ceived a foreign migration surplus in 2009 of over
1,200, and the Helsinki Region over 2,100 peo-
ple. Statistics Finland no longer reports educa-
tion as background data for immigration.

Commuting

Travel to work across local borders has grown al-
most as a trend. According to the Labour Force
Survey, in 2011 almost 169,000 people went to
work in Helsinki from outside town, whilst over
70,000 Helsinki residents went to work outside
town. Thus in 2011 Helsinki received a net num-
ber of 98,000 commuters from out of town. This
means commuters are a vital labour provision
factor for Helsinki.

The Helsinki Region forms a compact labour
market area, and commuting figures in the region
are clearly lower than in Helsinki. There is rela-
tively little commuting from the Helsinki Region
to the rest of Finland. Again, over 64,000 come to
work in the Helsinki Region from the rest of Fin-
land, for which reason net commuting stands at
40,000 people.

et us now take a look at net commuting figures
in various industries. The figures are from em-
ployment statistics for 2009. That year, Helsinki
had a commuting surplus of 92,000 employees,
making up no less than 24 per cent of jobs in Hel-
sinki. Helsinki is a net winner in all industries.
The graph shows the net commuting figure (the
bars, left-hand scale) and the share of net com-
muting of all jobs in the area (the line, right-hand
scale). Helsinki receives large numbers of
out-of-town labour in the fields of, for example,
health and social services, information and me-
dia, and public administration. The relative im-
portance of out-of-town labour is particularly
great in the sectors of public administration, fi-
nance and insurance, information and communi-
cations, construction and ‘other services’. In fi-
nance and public administration, for example, a
net level of over 40 per cent of jobs are held by
people who live outside Helsinki.

In the Helsinki Region, net commuting fig-
ures are clearly lower than in Helsinki proper,
and shares of jobs in the region are less than 10
per cent at the most. Trade has the largest com-
muting surplus in the Helsinki Region.
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Job self-sufficiency rate

The significance of net commuting for the provi-
sion of labour in an area is described by the con-
cept of job self-sufficiency. It expresses the ratio
between the number of jobs in the area and the
number of employees living in the area. A high
job self-sufficiency rate expresses a favourable
employment situation where there is strong de-
mand for labour. From the angle of sufficient la-
bour provision, it has another aspect as well: the
higher the job self-sufficiency rate, the more de-
pendent the area is on out-of-town labour. In
Helsinki, job self-sufficiency has long stayed
around 135 per cent, substantially higher than in,
for example, the neighbouring cities. In recent
years, Helsinki’s job self-sufficiency rate has
fallen slightly, down at 132 per cent in 2011. This
still means Helsinki has 32 per cent more jobs
than it has employed residents. Job self-suffi-
ciency and net commuting are, in principle, the
same thing and, for example, the 32 per cent job
surplus in 2011 was met with net commuting of
the same size.

When job self-sufficiency rises, it means that
the number of jobs in an area grows faster than
the number of gainfully-occupied residents in the
area. Or then the number of jobs in the area falls

more slowly than does the number of gain-
fully-occupied people in the area.

Job self-sufficiency can also be measured in
terms of so-called real job self-sufficiency, which
indicates what proportion of jobs in an area are
held by people residing in the area. In different
areas, real job self-sufficiency has fallen slightly
over the years. Commuting across the borders of
your own community has constantly increased,
and a decreasing proportion of residents work in
their municipality of residence. In the Helsinki
Region as a whole, however, the proportion of lo-
cal residents working in the Helsinki Region has
stayed quite high, since commuting is lively par-
ticularly within the region, rather than between
the region and the rest of Finland. In 2011, no
less than 91 per cent of jobs in the region were
held by residents of the region.

In the municipalities of the Helsinki Metro-
politan Area, i.e. the four central municipalities of
the Helsinki Region, real job self-sufficiency is
relatively low. In Helsinki, only 60 per cent of
jobs are held by Helsinki residents. In Espoo and,
especially, in Vantaa, this figure is even lower.
The relatively high proportion in the Helsinki
Metropolitan Area as a whole reflects the fact
that commuting is particularly vigorous between
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its municipalities. Especially with Vantaa resi-
dents, commuting is common: only 40 per cent
work in their home town, while at the same time,
Vantaa’s job self-sufficiency has risen over one
hundred per cent and Vantaa has become a re-
gional hub of employment. Professionals in-
creasingly come to these jobs from outside
Vantaa. The falling curves of real job sufficiency
of an area indicate that the area is more depend-
ent than before on labour from out of town.

Participation in working life, i.e. economic

activity

Those people of working age who are not eco-
nomically active form the labour pool. Besides
unemployed people, this reserve includes stu-
dents and all those of working age who for some
reason or other are not gainfully occupied.

After the economic depression in the early
1990s, the employment rate and labour force
rates have, as a rule, risen – except during the
troughs in 2002–2004 and 2009–2010.

A substantial rise in employment rates is pos-
sible only through a falling unemployment rate;
the unemployed thus form a crucial labour re-
serve. According to the 2011 Labour Force Sur-
vey, there were just over 22,000 jobless in Hel-
sinki, with the unemployment rate at 6.9 per
cent. In Finland as a whole, the unemployment
rate was one percentage point higher. In Hel-

sinki, the employment rate is over five percent-
age points higher than in Finland on average. A
higher employment rate than in the rest of the
country is a very good thing for economic
sustainability and activity. However, from the an-
gle of labour sufficiency, it also implies that the la-
bour pool is smaller in the region than in the rest
of the country, when a larger share of the popula-
tion is already engaged in the labour market.

Rising employment rates and falling unem-
ployment rates efficiently increase the number of
people at work. In Helsinki, for example, the
2011 Labour Force Survey says a one percentage
point change in the employment rate meant a
change of 4,110 people in the number of em-
ployed people. Similarly, a one percentage point
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change in the rate of unemployment alters the
number of jobless by 3,270 people.

Projected labour need and labour output in

the Helsinki Region

Research on the future need for labour in the re-
gion has calculated that in the years 2006 to 2020,
the Helsinki Region needs 20,350 new employ-
ees annually. The young age groups in the region
will bring only around 13,200 new employees per
annum. The calculated number of new employ-
ees coming from outside the region amounts to
roughly 4,000 through migration surplus and an-
other 1,200 through net commuting. The re-
maining annual need of 1,900 employees should
be raised from the region’s own labour pool.

In relative terms, the young age groups of the
region will meet roughly two-thirds of the pro-
jected labour need. Every fifth employee will
come through an immigration surplus of people
at work, and those residing outside the region
will hold, in net terms, a traditional six per cent of
the jobs in the region. Thus, to meet the pro-
jected labour demand, almost every tenth va-
cancy will have to be filled by people from the re-
gion’s own labour pool, i.e. unemployed people
or not economically active people.

Labour sufficiency may become a crucial limi-
tation to job growth of any great magnitude. One
of the curves on our graph shows the attrition of
labour force, i.e. how many employees annually
leave the labour force, and the other shows the la-
bour input provided by the young age groups
among the region’s population. The assumption
as regards the employment rate of these young
people is quite high, no less than 85 per cent. Full
compensation of labour force attrition implies
that the number of jobs stays unchanged. Thus
any growth in job numbers requires as much new
labour as the growth itself. As the figure shows,
the situation is quite difficult. Labour force attri-
tion annually stays around 4,000 people higher
than the labour input provided by the young gen-
erations, and the gap seems to be growing to-
wards the end of the period projected. With la-
bour force attrition of this magnitude, the young
age groups of the region cannot possibly keep job
numbers at stable, let alone allow any job growth.
Therefore the demographic labour shortage we
saw earlier is visibly present in our calculations.

As we saw above, strong job growth in the
Helsinki Region has traditionally relied on la-
bour influx from outside the region. In future, the
need for such help may even grow. To allow
growth – or indeed to keep up the present level –
the region will in future, too, need a strong sur-
plus of migrants, especially employed migrants.
This is a basic assumption of the population pro-
jections. Such influx may be threatened by jobs
being increasingly created in those regions that
have to date provided labour to the Helsinki Re-
gion. This is not just theory – we know that the
graphs of demographic labour shortage are very
similar for very many regions today – and the
Helsinki Region may not be such an attractive
goal once jobs start appearing increasingly in
people’s own communities. The situation is not
helped by the above-mentioned fact that in both
the Helsinki Region and its central zone, the Hel-
sinki Metropolitan Area, a steadily smaller pro-
portion of jobs is taken by locals. Local housing
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prices may reduce migration surpluses while pos-
sibly also, at the same time, increasing
commuting to Helsinki and the Helsinki Metro-
politan Area.

No very clear picture exists of commuting
across national borders but, among others, an in-
terview survey carried out by Statistics Finland at
borders suggests the phenomenon is growing.
The stream of commuters from abroad is
strongly concentrated on just a few industries,
above all the construction industry. And this
commuting is strongly focused on Helsinki.

Meeting the need for labour will also require
more efficient use than earlier of the region’s own
labour pool (jobless and working-age residents

not currently included in the labour force). The
proportion of foreign-background residents has
grown strongly in the Helsinki Region, above all
in Helsinki proper, and this trend is forecast to
continue. Rising economic activity rates in the
foreign-background population help solve the
problem of labour provision. Employment rates
among this population are still clearly below
average.

Despite the threat of demographic labour
shortage, the favourable age structure brought
about by migration keeps up growth in the work-
ing-age population, and the provision of labour
stays good as long as migration remains at the
present level. Employment rates have risen
strongly in the oldest age groups, i.e. those over
55. This is another factor influencing the provi-
sion and sufficiency of labour: as work careers get
longer, the need for replacing labour is put off for
a bit. In all age groups, employment rates are
higher in the Helsinki Region than the rest of Fin-
land, but still a long way from what they used to
be back in 1989. Thus, there is room for growth,
but less so than in the rest of Finland.
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The process of neighbourhood differentia-
tion is spatial development through which

neighbourhoods in a city’s various regions be-
come differentiated in their population structure.
This differentiation may occur in different forms,
most often as demographic, socio-economic, or
ethnic differentiation. The first of these refers to
households of different age structure and life sit-
uations settling in separate neighbourhoods.
Socio-economic differentiation involves resi-
dents with different levels of income, education,
or professional status ending up in different
neighbourhoods. Finally, ethnic differentiation is
a process whereby neighbourhoods are differen-
tiated with respect to the ethnic groups settling
there.

Differentiation of neighbourhoods in terms
of the population structure is a typical feature of
urban development in major cities. Observations
of social and spatial differences in big cities were
reported already in the 19th century, when urban
poverty was a glaring social problem in the largest
industrial cities of Great Britain and the United
States (cf. Parker 2004: 27–38). In Finland, re-
search on urban spatial and social segregation
started to become common in the 20th century
when, for example, Heikki Waris (1932/1973)
and Leo Aario (1951) studied urban develop-
ment and social and spatial differences in Hel-
sinki. In the early 20th century and even in the
years just after the Second World War, Helsinki
was still clearly divided into workers’ districts and

bourgeois neighbourhoods (Waris 1932/1973;
Sosiaalinen tasapaino… 1982: 13–14). How-
ever, with housing and social-welfare policies,
progressive taxation, and an overall increase in af-
fluence and education, differences between dis-
tricts levelled out considerably in the latter half of
the 20th century (Lankinen 1997). By 1990,
socio-economic differences in Helsinki were,
therefore, small by international standards, and
neighbourhoods were rather heterogeneous in
their housing and types of residents. Concentra-
tions of unemployment and low-income earners
were found only in small ‘pockets of poverty’,
within individual houses or blocks that were scat-
tered about the city (Vaattovaara 1998).

However, the deep economic recession of the
early 1990s changed the process of spatial devel-
opment and left a clear social imprint on the ur-
ban structure of Helsinki. Some neighbourhoods
did not manage to keep up with the general de-
velopment in income and employment during
the time of growth that followed the recession,
thus bringing out the socio economic differences
between neighbourhoods more clearly again (cf.
Kortteinen et al. 1999). Since those years, the
2000s have seen a rise in overall education and in-
come levels in Helsinki. Differences in house-
hold incomes have not grown much, yet the pro-
portion of low income households has grown
strongly. This has been particularly apparent in
the rapid growth of the proportion of low-in-
come families with children (Hietaniemi 2012).
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The ethnic structure of the population has
changed too, as the number of immigrants has
grown rapidly.

Recent changes in the socio-economic and
ethnic structure of Helsinki neighbourhoods
have raised concerns about the growing inequal-
ity between the city’s districts and about the ef-
fects of spatial differences on individuals’
well-being. In this article, the processes of neigh-
bourhoods’ differentiation are discussed from
the perspective of the local changes in education,
income, and unemployment levels and the pro-
portions of immigrants.

Dynamics of the processes of neighbourhood

differentiation

Socio-economic and ethnic differences between
city districts are often thought to result from local
differences in the structures of the housing stock:

those residents who have the lowest income or
who are otherwise least successful in the housing
market typically live in areas where reasonably
priced housing is available. Depending on the
structures of the local housing markets, these ar-
eas may consist of either rented or owner-occu-
pied housing, and they lie either near the city cen-
tre or further out, in the suburbs. Housing con-
struction, along with the allocation practices that
regulate access to various forms of housing, thus
exerts a fundamental influence on the processes
of neighbourhood differentiation. The greater
the concentration of certain tenure types and the
more segmented the access to various forms of
housing, the greater the differentiation between
neighbourhoods typically is.

However, the dynamics of neighbourhood
differentiation are not an outcome of local hous-
ing market structures alone. Residents too are ac-
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tive agents influencing the differentiation pro-
cess, through their housing choices (see Figure
1). Each resident lives in his or her current neigh-
bourhood either because of having been born
there or through having moved there. Intra-ur-
ban migration flows, therefore, crucially influ-
ence local processes of neighbourhood differen-
tiation.

International studies have shown that
intra-urban migration flows are often highly se-
lective both ethnically and socio-economically
(cf. Skifter Andersen 2003; Andersson & Bråmå
2004). In other words, different population
groups tend to move differently within city re-
gions. This is mostly due to differences in in-
come: those with a secure and stable income
have better opportunities than others to advance
on the housing ladder and choose a neighbour-
hood of their liking. However, households may
also try to relocate to areas where they feel they
can better ‘fit in’; in other words, they may try to
move to neighbourhoods whose residents share
their lifestyle and social standing (cf. Clark 1986;
Kortteinen et al. 2005; Kytö & Väliniemi 2009).
In particular, families with children and those
with a high education and income level are prone
to reacting (by moving away) to negative
changes in their neighbourhood. Better-off fami-
lies’ attempts to escape areas that are perceived as
weak in terms of housing, population, or public
services may accelerate the differentiation pro-
cess, because those who move to deteriorating
areas typically have a weaker socio-economic po-
sition than those who leave (Skifter Andersen
2003: 118–124; Andersson & Bråmå 2004). The
neighbourhood-differentiation processes may,
therefore, reproduce themselves through selec-
tive migration flows. This may further increase
the spatial differences and produce starker divi-
sions between well-to-do and deteriorating
neighbourhoods. However, differentiation be-
tween neighbourhoods may proceed differently
in different cities, depending on features of the
local housing and populations.

Diverging socio-economic and ethnic trends

between neighbourhoods

Helsinki is quite clearly a spatially differentiated
city today – not just at block level but also by dis-
trict and neighbourhood. Local differences in ed-
ucation and income levels, unemployment rates,
and the proportions of immigrants are clear. In
fact, differences between neighbourhoods have
grown slightly, especially between those at the
extremes of the distribution (Lönnqvist &
Tuominen 2012).

The recent polarisation of neighbourhoods is
most pronounced in the local differences in the
proportions of highly educated residents (those
holding at least a master’s degree). Helsinki has
long been clearly divided into areas of low vs.
high education (cf. Vaattovaara 1998). Indeed,
in 2012, the proportion of highly educated
25–64-year-old residents varied between 3.3 and
46.1 per cent from one Helsinki neighbourhood
to the next.

Overall, the proportion of highly educated
residents grew by 5.4 percentage points between
2000 and 2012. This general rise in education
level can be seen even in those neighbourhoods
that previously had low proportions of the highly
educated (cf. Lönnqvist & Tuominen 2012).
However, the growth in these neighbourhoods
was clearly slower than the city’s average (see
Figure 2). Many of these neighbourhoods were
built in the 1960–70s or the 1980–90s and con-
sist predominantly of blocks of flats with a high
proportion of social housing. The most rapid
growth in the proportion of highly educated resi-
dents was observed in areas of detached housing
and in those block-of-flats-dominated neigh-
bourhoods that are located in or near inner Hel-
sinki.

Local differences in unemployment rate and
income too can be considered relatively great. At
the beginning of 2010, unemployment rates var-
ied between 1.4 and 16.3 per cent in Helsinki
neighbourhoods. In all, there were 20 neighbour-
hoods where the unemployment rate reached
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over 10%. In more than half of these areas, the
proportion of unemployed people grew over
2000–2010, whilst at the same time the level of
unemployment fell in the city as a whole. Analy-
sis of local changes shows that the level of unem-
ployment has developed differently in different
parts of town. Unemployment is highest in the
eastern and north-eastern suburbs of Helsinki
and lowest in neighbourhoods with large
amounts of detached, semi-detached, or terraced
housing, and in large parts of the southern and
western parts of inner Helsinki.

Local variation in income level shows consid-
erable correlation with the variation in unem-
ployment rates. The average incomes of
over-15-year-old residents are lowest in those
parts of Helsinki where unemployment is high.
Nonetheless, income rose in all neigh-
bour-hoods between 2001 and 2010, except in
some of the neighbourhoods with the highest in-
come level. In those areas with the lowest in-

come, however, income has risen more slowly
than elsewhere. In 2010, the average income was
highest in the Kaivopuisto and Kuusisaari areas.

The differences between neighbourhoods are
clearly visible also in the proportions of residents
with a foreign background. Although immi-
grant-dominated neighbourhoods are still
non-existent in Helsinki, the proportion of immi-
grants in some neighbourhoods is already ap-
proaching 30%, which is almost three times
higher than the city’s average. The spatial differ-
ences in the proportion of immigrants reflect dif-
ferences in the housing stock (cf. Kauppinen
2002; Vilkama 2011: 110–113). Residents with
an immigrant background – i.e., residents with a
foreign mother tongue – are concentrated
mainly in neighbourhoods with a large propor-
tion of social housing.

However, as Figure 3 shows, the proportion
of social housing does not fully explain the differ-
ences in the proportions, and their growth rates,
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for foreign-mother-tongue residents in Helsinki
neighbourhoods. The absolute growth of the
proportion of these residents was most pro-
nounced in those areas where the proportion of
immigrants was already relatively high in 2000.
These areas are mostly in the eastern, north-east-
ern, and north-western suburbs of Helsinki. In
2000–2012, the proportion of for-
eign-mother-tongue residents grew, at its fastest,
by 16.2 percentage points, while the equivalent
average for the city as a whole was 6.1. In four
neighbourhoods (Kaivopuisto, Kuusisaari,
Viikin tiedepuisto, and Santahamina), the pro-
portion of foreign-mother-tongue residents de-
creased.

A clear pattern of neighbourhood

differentiation

The changes in the socio-economic and ethnic
differentiation of Helsinki neighbourhoods that

are described above clearly show that the spatial
divisions created by social and economic devel-
opments of the 1990s have not disappeared. The
prominence and persistence of these divisions is
well illustrated in the spatial pattern of the differ-
entiation. The mapping of socio economic and
ethnic statistics shows that the pattern of neigh-
bourhood differentiation looks very similar re-
gardless of the indicator. Maps 1 and 2 illustrate
this by charting differences between the neigh-
bourhoods in terms of unemployment rate, in-
come and education level, and proportions of
foreign-mother-tongue residents. In both maps,
the neighbourhoods have been divided into four
categories on the basis of whether they have
higher or lower values than the city average. For
example, in Map 1, the areas in dark red are
neighbourhoods where the proportions of un-
employed and low-education residents (those
having no more than a compulsory education)
are higher than the Helsinki average.
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The neighbourhoods showing the highest
and lowest proportions tend to be the same ones
on the two maps, regardless of the phenomenon
analysed. In other words, those neighbourhoods
appearing as areas of low income and education
have the highest values also for proportions of
immigrants and unemployed people. On both
maps, the southern and western parts of inner
Helsinki, a great deal of western Helsinki, and the
detached- and terraced-housing-dominated ar-
eas of northern Helsinki show values very differ-
ent from those of the suburban zones of eastern,
north-east, and north-west Helsinki.

These clear spatial differences can largely be
traced to structural differences in the housing

stock and to segmentation of the housing market.
However, the growing differences between the
neighbourhoods, especially at both extremes of
the continuum, also point to the role of intra-ur-
ban migration. Recent studies show that there
are clear signs of spatial selectivity of intra-urban
migration in Helsinki (cf. Vilkama 2011), and
this may further increase the differences between
districts. Concentrations of evidence of social de-
privation such as dependence on social welfare,
youth unemployment, or welfare-dependence of
children have also been shown to coincide spa-
tially with unemployment, low income, and high
proportions of immigrants (cf. Helsingin tila ja
kehitys… 2012). This may further increase the
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Map 1. Helsinki neighbourhoods relative to the city’s average in 2010 – proportions of unemployed residents and low-education-level

25–64-year-old residents
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selectivity of intra-urban migration, if better-off
households try to move elsewhere or avoid mov-
ing to neighbourhoods that are perceived as rest-
less.

Conclusion

Spatial differentiation of neighbourhoods is not
only a negative trend. Differentiation of the pop-
ulation and housing in different parts of town
give neighbourhoods profiles of their own that
can, in ideal circumstances, enrich the urban
landscape. However, neighbourhoods’ differen-
tiation may also have negative outcomes, if the
differences between neighbourhoods become
too great and start to produce and reproduce in-

creasing local differences in well-being. In partic-
ular, the spatial concentration of unemployment,
deprivation such as poverty, and social problems
can have serious human and social conse-
quences.

In Helsinki, the processes of neighbourhood
differentiation are still fairly modest by interna-
tional standards, despite the clear, persistent pat-
terns and some increases in the differences. Signs
of severe urban segregation that could lead to the
development of slums with high concentrations
of poverty are not yet visible in Helsinki. None-
theless, the recent development of slight growth
in socio-economic and ethnic differences, partic-
ularly between the neighbourhoods at either ex-
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treme of the spectrum, poses challenges for local
urban policy. Low income, low education levels,
higher-than-average unemployment, and various
problems related to health and marginalisation
largely coexist in the same neighbourhoods in
Helsinki. The proportions of immigrants too
tend to be higher than average in the same areas.
This puts city districts in unequal positions, for
example, from the perspective of local service
needs. Prevention of the negative outcomes of

neighbourhoods’ differentiation and interven-
tion in further increases in differences in well-be-
ing can, accordingly, be considered important
tasks.
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The article briefly presents an indicator
for assessment of local health differ-
ences and reports on what Helsinki resi-
dents’ health looks like if the indicator is
applied to it. Changes over time are ana-
lysed for 2009 to 2011.

One aspect of local differentiation is diver-
gences in health between population groups. Ed-
ucation, occupation, and income are significant
for perceived health, morbidity, and mortality
(Rotko et. al. 2011, p. 13), and differences in
socio-economic structure between neighbour-
hoods may imply local differences in health. Re-
ducing health differences may enable both re-
duction in health problems and guaranteed suffi-
ciency of services (ibid., p. 14).

The morbidity index as an indicator of health

differences within Helsinki

One of the strategic goals of the City of Helsinki
is to reduce differences in residents’ health or
well-being. One of the metrics available for

health problems is the morbidity index of Kela –
the Social Insurance Institution of Finland – an
index that combines three register variables and
compares them with the national level, set to 100.
It accounts also for local differences in popula-
tion structure. If the index value of an area is be-
low 100, the population is healthier in that area
than in the country as a whole. If the value is
above 100, the population is less healthy than the
national average. The index is computed annu-
ally for all Finnish municipalities. In addition, the
City of Helsinki has several times commissioned
indexing with city district granularity to enable
analyses of local health differences.

The morbidity index now shows that, when
the city is analysed as a whole, Helsinki residents
appear to be in better health than Finns are on av-
erage. In addition, the health of the population of
the other municipalities in the Helsinki Metro-
politan Area, if measured in terms of the morbid-
ity index, is better than the Finnish average. In
Kauniainen, morbidity was clearly lower than in
the other cities, but Espoo residents too were less
unwell than average. In Vantaa, the morbidity in-
dex reads roughly the same as Helsinki’s.
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Measuring morbidity and
health differences within Helsinki

Morbidity index:

The indicator is an index describing the good or ill health of the population of a specific municipality in relation to the
average for the country’s total population (indexed at a value of 100). The figure is calculated for each municipality in
Finland, both in raw form and adjusted for age. The morbidity index is based on three register variables: mortality, the
proportion of the working-age population receiving disability pension, and the proportion of people entitled to reim-
bursement for medicines out of the total population. Each variable has been calculated separately in proportion to the
national average. The final index used is the average of these three sub-indices.

Source: Kela, Health Barometer



Local differences in health can be seen within
Helsinki. While people in some districts are
healthier than average, other districts show
higher-than-average morbidity in the Finnish
context. In 2011, the lowest morbidity-index
value in a district of Helsinki was 34 points below

the national average and the highest 15 points
above the average, making the difference be-
tween the worst and the best area 49 points. Most
typically, the deviation was positive, though, and
almost 350,000 residents of Helsinki (59% of the
city’s inhabitants) lived in districts where the in-
dex value was lower than the index for the city as a
whole.

In 2011, six districts of Helsinki had an
age-adjusted morbidity index below 70. These
districts of very low morbidity had, in total,
roughly 75,300 inhabitants and accounted for
13% of Helsinki’s population. Since there were
five further districts whose index was below 80,
more than a quarter of Helsinki residents (27%)
were found to live in an area of low morbidity.

In six districts, morbidity was higher than the
Finnish average. In all, around 71,000 Helsinki
residents, 12% of the city’s population, lived in
areas where the age-adjusted morbidity index
was above the national average of 100. Still, in
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none of these districts was the index as high as in
those Finnish municipalities and provinces
where it reached its highest. The index for Hel-
sinki (90) was exceeded in 12 districts, where, all
told, 38% of the city’s inhabitants lived.

Socio-economic differences’ contribution to

local health differences

It is a well-known fact that socio-economic back-
ground factors influence individuals’ health. Sev-
eral studies have shown that, above all, educa-
tion, type of work, and income correlate with
people’s health, and, although the health of Finns
at large has improved, socio-economically re-
lated differences in health have remained or even
grown. The correlation between socio-economic
status and health differences is particularly signif-
icant among people of working age, though less
so for old-age pensioners (Palosuo et al. (eds)
2007).

Differences in socio-economic breakdown
between districts influence the variation of the
morbidity index in Helsinki. Education, income,
and unemployment levels seem related to peo-
ple’s health: Districts with low morbidity showed
income levels above the city’s average and be-
low-city-average unemployment rates. In addi-
tion, the population of these districts had a higher
education than average. Correspondingly, in dis-
tricts where the morbidity index was above the
city average, the population mostly had a lower
income level, fewer university or polytechnic de-
grees on average, and a higher unemployment
rate than the city showed overall.

Changes between 2009 and 2011

Changes over time in the morbidity index do not
directly indicate changes in the health of the pop-
ulation. They only describe relative change with
reference to the national level. At city level, the
age-adjusted morbidity index of Helsinki has
stayed at the same level for the last five years –
namely, 10 points below the national average.

However, changes were evident in the age-ad-
justed morbidity index within Helsinki between
2009 and 2011. Although there was no major
change in the districts’ health ranking, disparities
between districts became smaller – as a rule,
nearing the national level. In almost all districts
where the index was below 70 in 2009, it had
risen in 2011, approaching the level for the whole
city and Finland in general. Also, in all those dis-
tricts where the index was above 100, the differ-
ence from the index for the city had declined.

Conclusion

Certain challenges in Helsinki are clear with re-
spect to differences in residents’ health and mor-
bidity. Some groups are more vulnerable than
others are, and it seems that vulnerable groups
have become more concentrated in some areas
than in others. Where the morbidity index is con-
cerned, local health differences exist in Helsinki;
however, these would seem to be decreasing. In
order to assess whether this indicates a steady
trend, more long term, continuous monitoring is
required.
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Where travelling between Helsinki and
Tallinn is concerned, quite often the fo-
cus is on work-based motives. Neverthe-
less, most people travel between Finland
and Estonia for reasons of leisure. Inter-
estingly, there is a lack of discussion of
the phenomenon. Research into the mo-
tives, the socio-economic background
of the tourists and of course the connec-
tions between these is scarce. This arti-
cle concentrates on these issues and
aims at finding some answers, for exam-
ple to questions about who the tourists
travelling in the Gulf of Finland are and
what their motives are.

Background

Thousands of people travel between Helsinki
and Tallinn, “the twin cities”, every day. Still it is
unknown why they travel, how often they travel,
what they consume and, most importantly, who
they are.

As a part of the Helsinki-Tallinn Transport
and Planning Scenarios EU project
(H-TTransPlan 2012), a series of surveys was
conducted to respond to the demand for infor-
mation. The aim of this sub-project was to gather
information on the people travelling between
Finland and Estonia. The questions included the
following aspects:

What was the reason for their trip? Which
mode of transport was used when leaving/com-
ing to the port? How many times are they plan-
ning to travel next year? Do they have a place of
work and are they planning to move to the desti-
nation country? How much money did they
spend at the destination? Did they stay in Hel-
sinki and Tallinn or travel further afield?

When thinking of the “twin cities”, “Hellinn
or Talsinki” (Demos Helsinki 2009), focus slides
easily towards those who travel because of work –
workers and business people travelling back and
forth. Still, the biggest share of travellers consists
of “ordinary” tourists. The share of tourists, i.e.
people who travel for leisure purposes, is more
than 50% to Finland and to Estonia about 75%
(Statistics Finland 2012). The data gathered in
the H-TTransPlan project give even larger shares
for tourists, which, however, might be due to
methodological differences. Be it 75% or 90%,
however, most people who travel from Helsinki
to Tallinn or vice versa are not workers.

Most people travel because they want to.
Travelling is a substitute for other spare-time ac-
tivities. These people might travel for obvious
touristic reasons; to experience change or to es-
cape everyday life. They might travel because
they know someone on the other side of the bor-
der. Maybe they enjoy just walking around in a
characteristically different environment. Some
go to opera. Some travel because they have noth-
ing else to do. Dinner in a nice restaurant? Shop-
ping? There is a multitude of different motives.
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It is these people, tourists, who are under
scrutiny in this brief introduction. The aim is not
to present the exact numbers of how many peo-
ple travel, etc.; sufficient estimates of these can be
found from existing statistics. Instead of this, the
aim is to scratch under the surface taking ac-
count, however, of the restrictions on data. The
additional aim is to consider the most common
stereotype of tourism between Finland and Esto-
nia: is it all about buying alcohol?

The data

Passenger surveys were carried out mainly on
vessels travelling between the two cities, Helsinki
and Tallinn. After the first round, half of the peo-
ple were chosen randomly for interviews and
other half were chosen so that the data would
contain enough workers. 4,137 people in total
were interviewed. The samples were collected
between July 2011 and April 2012 in four approx-
imately equal-sized rounds.

In this article, reference to Finnish or Esto-
nian tourists is often made. However the focus is
not on citizenship but on people travelling from
Tallinn/Estonia or Helsinki/Finland regardless
where they are from. Thus, “Finnish” refer to
people coming to Helsinki from Tallinn and “Es-
tonians” to people leaving Helsinki for Tallinn.
In the data, about 85% of the people travelling
from Tallinn to Helsinki were Finns and about
65% the other way around. To maximise the size
of the sample, citizens of other countries were
also included in the analyses.

Motivation of tourists according to the data

People were asked what the main motivation was
behind the trip. Respondents had to choose an al-
ternative between holiday, visiting friends and
relatives and shopping – these three being the
most important ones. About four out of five
Finnish tourists travelled to Estonia either for
shopping or holiday purposes. Estonians, instead
of coming to Finland for purely leisure (the share
of ‘holiday’ was 38%), also travelled to meet their

friends and relatives (27%). The rest of the Esto-
nians seemed to come to Finland to shop or to
travel to other countries. Helsinki, thus, seems to
be a relatively important transit city for people
travelling from Estonia.

Those tourists who visit their friends and rela-
tives are clearly the most frequent travellers, re-
gardless of the direction. According to the data,
almost 40% of those who visited their friends and
relatives in Finland had travelled to Finland at
least five times during the past year.

The figures for those who come to shop or for
a holiday differ somewhat between the Finns and
Estonians. Most of the Finnish tourists belonging
to these categories had travelled once or twice
during the past year, whilst among the Estonians
there were many who had not travelled to Fin-
land at all during the past year. When it comes to
shopping, the figures are much the same regard-
less of the direction.

Interestingly, but not surprisingly, the above
paragraph would be almost identical if, instead of
the past year’s travelling frequency, the focus
were on next year. More than 60% of the people,
who had not travelled last year to Finland/Esto-
nia, were not going to do so next year either. Re-
spectively, 63% of those who had visited once
will visit once; 66% who had visited twice will
visit twice and so on.

The data do not allow detailed examinations,
but some information on the shoppers, ‘visitors’
or holidaying tourists can, however, be pre-
sented. Most of the shoppers were women, re-
gardless of the direction of the trip. Men, instead,
chose holiday as their main motive more often
than the women did. Estonian visitors were
mainly women.

The variable indicating education level was
recoded here into two classes; people with a high
education and people without a high education.
More detailed classification was not possible due
to the insufficient sample size. Where Finnish
tourists were concerned, the proportion of
holidaying tourists was larger amongst those
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with a high education. Accordingly there were
more shoppers amongst those with a lower edu-
cation; the other way around, 65% of the shop-
pers belonged to this category. In the case of Es-
tonians, holidaying tourists were more often edu-
cated whilst visitors were not. Almost 60% of the
visitors belonged to the group without a high ed-
ucation.

Who are they?

Although cruise traffic between Finland and Es-
tonia has long roots, and nowadays more than 7
million single trips are made annually, it is not
well-known who these people who travel are.
However, there are, of course, stereotypes con-
cerning the types of people who travel between
the two cities. There are people who carry alco-
hol to Finland because of the price difference.
There are also a lot of regularly travelling pen-
sioners. On Fridays and Saturdays, boats are
filled with party-minded people and, controver-
sially, families with children. Estonians travel to
meet their friends and relatives. Some tourists do
their shopping on the other side of the border.

The size of the sample that was picked ran-
domly was 1,431 in the case of leisure travellers.

This is only just enough to make some sort of
generalisations, despite the fact that seasonal
changes, for example, are not fully covered. Nei-
ther are the data are comprehensive enough for
detailed categorisations.

Interestingly, the number of women in the
random sample exceeded that of men. About
55% of the tourists, regardless of the direction of
the trip, were women. The share of women was
also greater when shopping was the main pur-
pose of the trip, again regardless of the direction.
Where Estonians are concerned, women seemed
to visit friends and relatives more often than
men; 65% of these tourists were women.

Where the age profiles of the tourists travel-
ling between the two cities are concerned, signifi-
cant differences can be easily seen. Whilst most
of the Estonians belong to the younger catego-
ries, Finnish travellers are generally older. In the
case of Estonians, differences between the age
categories seem to be clearly larger. Interestingly,
quite many interviewed tourists would not give
their age.

As could have been assumed beforehand, the
main motives of the tourists are to some extent
connected with their age, especially in the case of
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the Finns. Older tourists chose shopping as their
main motive more often than younger ones did.
In the case of holiday being the main reason, the
differences were smaller. Estonians were youn-
ger, whether the reason was to have a holiday,
visit friends and relatives or to shop.

Consumption – who and what?

The recently published report of the TransBaltic
project (TransBaltic 2011) states that difference
in retail prices of alcohol and tobacco as the rea-
son why passenger traffic between the two coun-
tries survives.
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Obviously, the reality is not that simple. On
one hand, the majority of tourists do not buy al-
cohol. According to these data, about one-third
of Finnish tourists and only a few percent of Esto-

nian tourists bought alcohol from a store. How-
ever, the data do not contain information on al-
cohol bought on ferries. Thus, the real number of
people buying alcohol during their trip – either
on ferries or from a store – is larger than the
stated one-third; 50 % could be a rough estimate.

Nevertheless, the survey results indicate that
there is a significant number of people who do
not buy alcohol. On the other hand, given the
short distance between Helsinki and Tallinn and
the fundamentally different characteristics of the
cities, considering alcohol purchasing as the fun-
damental basis for tourism simplifies the reality
too much.

Respondents were asked to estimate how
many euros they spent, for example on accom-
modation, restaurants, cafés, groceries and alco-
hol. They were also asked to estimate the overall
sum that they spent at their destination. When
examining the overall consumption, interest-
ingly the amounts were relatively similar regard-
less of the direction of the trip. Accordingly, the
amounts were similar regardless of the main mo-
tive of the trip (see figure 2). Those who chose
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shopping as their main motive did not spend
more than the others.

Three consumption categories are presented
here in greater detail; restaurants, groceries and
alcohol (Figure 3). Estonians spend more on
groceries and Finns buy more alcohol. The mean
of alcohol spend by Finnish tourists (€98) over-
estimates the real situation, because there are
many people who spend significant amounts of
money on alcohol. When examining shopping,
deviation must always be taken into account. In
the case of alcohol, the deviation is particularly
severe. Buying alcoholic beverages from Tallinn,
for example, for parties to be held in Finland is
quite a common habit. In the case of buying alco-
hol, the median (€52) is probably closer to the
actual average.

Females spend less money on alcohol regard-
less of the direction. People who spend a lot on
alcohol are mostly men; the difference between
the mean and the median is smaller where
women are concerned. These data and observa-
tions, however, do not tell anything about the
people who finally will use the alcohol or their
drinking habits.

Finnish men (€58 on average) consume more
in restaurants than women (€39). In the case of
Estonians, women spend more (€50) but the dif-
ference is relatively small (men spend €47 on av-
erage). Estonian women buy more groceries
from Finland (€63) than men (€45). Interest-
ingly, Finnish men spend more on groceries
(€39) than women (€33).

When examining consumption together with
education, again some interesting observations
can be made. It seems that people with a high ed-
ucation spend more in restaurants and on grocer-
ies. People without a high education seem to
spend more on alcohol. Similar results can be
found when consumption is examined against
employment status. The unemployed seem to
spend more money on alcohol than the
employed, students and the retired.

These differences, some bigger than others, as
well as all the estimates presented here in euros,
should be interpreted with care. Deviations are
severe and the size of the data insufficient in
many cases. Only greater differences, for exam-
ple the ones found in alcohol consumption, are
likely to reflect the real situation. By using a dif-
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ferent set of data, estimates of money spent in
restaurants or on groceries could well be differ-
ent from these. These results, however, indicate
tha

Discussion

The passenger survey connected to the
H-TTransPlan EU project enables more detailed
examination of the quality of tourism between
Helsinki and Tallinn than other existing data. Ex-
isting data such as Statistics Finland’s tourism
statistics produce invaluable information on pas-
senger flows, but they do not go deeper into the
subject.

The data utilised here do not reach the same
representative figures but aim at explaining the
phenomenon beneath the surface.

It is clear that more research is needed. It is
important to know how many tourists and work-
ers travel between the two cities, and there are
quite reliable estimates of these, but knowing
who travels and why is equally important. There
is a huge gap in the field of tourism research
where the more qualitative characteristics of
tourism in the Gulf of Finland are concerned.

A deeper analysis of these data refers to the
hypothesis that socio-economic structures affect
tourists’ behaviour. It can be assumed that social
differences are particularly great when consump-
tion of alcohol or consumption in restaurants is
under scrutiny. Not all the results are presented
here due to limited space.

Thus, it seems that socio-economic status
and education, among other things, are con-
nected to tourist behaviour. This is a well-known
fact from tourism studies, and literature on it can

be found in any book on tourism sociology.
However, there is a lack of discussion of this fact
where tourism between Helsinki and Tallinn is
concerned. Too easily this whole phenomenon is
put under same headline – “cruises” – and the
tone of this headline is not always positive.

To conclude, it must be underlined that tour-
ism between Helsinki and Tallinn is a complex
phenomenon and there is a multitude of different
motives. Every time that the qualitative “facts” of
this huge phenomenon are presented – millions
of people travel annually between the two cities –
the listener should first consider how reliable the
source really is.
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In Finland, economy and population are
increasingly being concentrated in ur-
ban areas, particularly so in the biggest
cities. Today, the Helsinki Region alone
produces one-third of Finnish national
GDP. Regional development in Finland
is part of global change where the basic
forces relating to production and tech-
nology steer the course.

What are the forces that make companies and
residents locate near to each other and form ac-
cumulations of production and population?
What economic advantages result from proxim-
ity? Research findings show that dense location
of population and economy tends to stimulate
productivity, production and income. It has been
estimated that the productivity of a city region
grows by roughly 5 per cent each time its employ-
ment density doubles (Ciccione and Hall 1996;
Ciccione 2002). Some calculations regarding
Sweden and Finland suggest roughly the same
(Karlsson and Pettersson 2004; Piekkola 2010a;
Loikkanen and Susiluoto 2011). Piekkola
(2010a) sees a similar movement in Finland, but
only half as strong.

First of all, accumulation may be caused by
natural conditions: the location of natural assets
such as ore, accessibility by land or sea, a favour-
able soil or climate. These, of course, are not the
only reason for accumulation. Of crucial impor-
tance, too, are the external benefits, due to which

it is an advantage for companies and employees
to locate near to each other. Once underway,
geographical concentration may then continue
of its own accord. Advantages of accumulation
occur particularly in terms of knowledge transfer,
formation of local labour markets and input shar-
ing.

In recent years, there has been much research
into knowledge spillovers. Jane Jacobs (1969),
who wrote about the development of cities, made
a distinction between information and tacit
knowledge. Important factors for the transfer of
such knowledge include geographical proximity,
close individual contacts and trust, the precondi-
tions for which are best found in cities and knowl-
edge accumulations.

Labour market pooling, too, promotes accu-
mulation. For example, workers’ skills and com-
panies’ needs meet better in large agglomera-
tions than in sparsely populated areas. The role of
input sharing in turn can be seen in those scale
benefits that come about in large regional econo-
mies when the production inputs are manufac-
tured.

However, accumulation also gives rise to
costs of overcrowding and increases the costs of
living such as housing costs, for example, which
are highest in cities. Piekkola (2010b) estimates
that the productivity of companies is roughly
20% higher in the Helsinki Region than in rural
areas – but so is the level of wages. Advantages of
accumulation are greatest in activities that pro-
duce much value added and where minimising
production cost is not of primary importance.
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The INNODRIVE project included in the EU
Seventh Framework Programme looked at the
role of intangible capital in six countries. Intangi-
ble capital produces information with high value
added content, and is global by nature, since the
spread of technology often ignores geographical
borders. This global aspect of intangible capital
has not to date been explored sufficiently. In the
study, intangible capital within companies was
divided into three groups, and was assessed in ac-
tivities connected with these groups, namely or-
ganisational activity (including management and
marketing), information & technology activity,
and research & development activity. Part of the
work carried out in these professional groups
adds to forthcoming investment and thus links to
the production of intangible capital. The findings
suggest that intangible capital in Finland is even
more concentrated than the productive activity
of companies. On the other hand, business today
is also networked with the capital region in mid-
dle-sized cities. This spreads the advantages of
accumulation to these companies, too, and the

bottle neck may thus typically be the provision of
skilled and educated labour.

Production in city regions

In the following, we describe the long-term de-
velopment of value added in economic regions.
Between 1975 and 2008, the Finnish economy
experienced a strong concentration in the Hel-
sinki Region: the region’s share of Finnish GDP
grew from less than a quarter to just over
one-third. GDP per capita also grew much more
quickly in the Helsinki Region than in the coun-
try as a whole. Of intangible capital especially,
about half is located in the Helsinki Region. An
analysis by type of region shows a correlation be-
tween, on one hand, the size of the region and, on
the other, its share of value added per capita. The
share of national value added has developed
more favourably in larger regions, but the share
of smaller economic regions of the entire Finnish
GDP has decreased by almost a quarter since
1975. The data in Table 1 are based on Statistics
Finland’s Regional Accounts.

Table 1. Value added of the largest economic regions and other regions in 1975 and 2008

Value added in 2008 Index, €/capita, Region’s share of national

M€ €/capita Finland=100 value added, %

Economic Region 1975 2008 1975 2008

Helsinki Region 54,577 42,950 129 141 24,3 33,8
The following four altogether
(excl. Helsinki Region) 30,470 29,743 107 98 17,7 18,9
Middle-sized (11) altogether 26,436 28,279 98 93 17,7 16,4
Rest of Finland 50,021 24,009 86 79 40,2 30,9
Finland as a whole 161,504 30,396 100 100 100 100

From a three-decade perspective, the groups
of larger regions have grown faster than the small
ones (Table 2). This also applied quite well to the
three sub-periods, namely the years before the
economic recession in Finland in the early 1990s,

the recession years and the years of recovery, and
the last ten years of observation. According to
Statistics Finland’s Regional Accounts, Finnish
GDP annually grew by an average of 2.8 per cent,
and the private sector by a bit more, 3.1 per cent.
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Table 2. The growth of value added (per cent per annum) in regions in 1975–2008

Economic Region 1975–1990 1990–1998 1998–2008 1975–2008

Helsinki Region 3.6 2.8 4.0 3.5
The following four altogether (excl. Helsinki Region) 3.1 1.5 4.4 3.1
Middle-sized (11) altogether- 2.8 1.1 2.7 2.4
Rest of Finland 3.0 0.7 2.3 2.2
Finland as a whole 3.2 1.5 3.3 2.8

Intangible capital in city regions

The INNODRIVE project included in the EU
Seventh Framework Programme analyses the in-
tangible capital of Finnish companies (Piekkola
2010a). Recent literature has extended intangi-
ble capital to include not only research and devel-
opment work but also corporate organisation
and management. Particularly in services, it is
common to advance from R&D to management
tasks, whereby activities that produce long-term
value added probably grow rather than decrease.
Thus, intangible capital is not only born in re-
search laboratories of companies but, especially
in services, it is linked to the ability to lead an or-
ganisation and market new products. Also in in-
formation and data technology investment, there
is much long-term intangible development work
being done that current calculations of national
economies do not account for. By some esti-

mates, the intangible investments of companies
make up roughly 10% of companies’ value added
(Piekkola, 2010a). Purchased intangible invest-
ments such as consultancy, branding, software
and databases add to this. Thus, intangible in-
vestments may make up almost as large a propor-
tion of GDP as can material investments.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the relationship be-
tween intangible capital and the productivity of
labour in various regions in Finland (Piekkola
2010b). Both graphs show on their horizontal
axis a calculation of intangible capital per em-
ployee in companies in the largest economic re-
gions, with the cities of the Helsinki Region
marked separately. The vertical axis of Figure 1
shows the productivity of labour, and the vertical
axis of Figure 2 shows the wages per hour of pri-
vate sector employees.
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In cities with much intangible capital, labour
productivity and wage levels are also usually
higher. Of the bigger cities, Helsinki, Vantaa,
Turku, Oulu and Tampere rank close to each

other in terms of intangible investments and la-
bour productivity. Many middle-size city regions
andmanufacturing communities such as Riihi-
mäki, Kotka-Hamina and Porvoo do well in the
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Figure 2. Hourly wages and intangible capital per employee in 1998–2008

Figure 3. Intangible capital per employee in 2006



analysis described by the graphs. In all, intangible
capital per employee and hourly wages correlate
quite well (+0.57). With work productivity, too,
intangible capital correlates positively, but not as
strongly (+0.29).

As elsewhere in Europe, intangible capital has
become concentrated in major growth centres in
Finland. Companies located in the Helsinki Met-
ropolitan Area and the Outer Helsinki Region
hold 49 per cent of Finnish intangible capital: in
Helsinki 32%, Espoo 7%, Vantaa 8% and the
Outer Helsinki Region 3%. We may note that in
Germany 40% of intangible capital is found in the
10 largest regions, and that in Great Britain, Lon-
don holds around 40% of the national intangible
capital. In Figure 3, intangible capital is divided
into organisational capital, research & develop-
ment and information technology per employee.
Cities and economic regions appear in order of
size.

There is much intangible capital per em-
ployee in Espoo, Vaasa and Porvoo. In Helsinki
and Espoo, ICT-capital stands out, and in Pori,
Vaasa and Porvoo, research & development
does. In terms of organisational capital, cities do
not differ much from each other. As a rule, hu-
man capital, organisational capital and R&D cap-
ital all correlate positively with each other.

Employment and labour productivity

During the slightly more than 30 years studied,
employment in Finland grew by around nine per
cent, or roughly by 200,000 employees. During
that same time, however, employment in the pri-
vate sector declined by around 40,000 people.
Thus employment in the public sector grew con-
siderably. During the economic recession of the
early 1990s, employment fell very drastically: by
around 460,000 people in just four years.

The decline in employment that came with
the economic recession was quite similar in the
various types of regions (Figure 4), but since
then, employment has developed clearly differ-
ently in the different region groups. As in produc-
tion, in employment, too, development in the
groups of regions largely follows the size order of
the regions. Helsinki is, once more, in a class of its
own with a growth of over two per cent per an-
num, and total employment in the other four re-
gions has increased by around one-fifth over the
three decades studied. In the middle-sized re-
gions, however, employment never started grow-
ing in the 1970s and 1980s. Studies in future will
have to assess to what extent growth in the Hel-
sinki Region is explained by intangible invest-
ments in the public sector. We may, however,
note that employment change in the private sec-
tor, too, roughly adopts the order of size of the re-
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Figure 4. Total employment by group of region 1975–2008, 1975=100



gions: the bigger the region, the more favourable
the employment trend.

Figure 5 shows long-term development in rel-
ative labour productivity in the private sector in
terms of five-year moving averages. Once more
we see the regularity of size: average labour pro-
ductivity is higher in bigger regions than in
smaller ones (Figure 5). We should add that,
among single larger economic regions, labour
productivity is highest in the Helsinki and Oulu
regions and at the national average level in the
Tampere Region. The industrial structure of a re-
gion essentially influences its average labour pro-
ductivity. For example, most manufacturing in-
dustries produce clearly more value added per
employee than do typical service industries. In
all, labour productivity easily tends to be lower in
service-dominated regions than in manufactur-
ing-dominated regions.

Conclusion

Over the last three decades, economic activity in
Finland has increasingly become concentrated in
the Helsinki Region, which already produces
one-third of Finnish GDP. In the Tampere and
Oulu regions, too, growth has been vigorous. Yet
the Helsinki Region is the only region where a

clearly growing share of national GDP has in the
long term coincided with growth in relative value
added per capita, or regional GDP per capita di-
vided by the national one. And as a rule, eco-
nomic growth has been stronger in the larger
economic regions than in the smaller ones. The
share of national GDP held by smaller economic
regions has declined by almost ten percentage
points in three decades. This development illus-
trates the productivity advantages connected
with accumulation.

Intangible capital as well has accumulated in
growth centres, above all the Helsinki Region.
Helsinki alone holds one-third of Finnish corpo-
rate intangible capital, and the Helsinki Region
as a whole holds half of it. There is reason to be-
lieve that investment in intangible and human
capital raises productivity in companies more
than wages – whereby the profitability of busi-
ness enterprise goes up. Intangible capital comes
about from the skills of employees, and good ed-
ucation is needed for the birth of new intangible
capital. Our findings suggest that, especially in
organisational activity, the proportion of intangi-
ble capital should be increased, raising
productivity further in the long term.
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Helsinki has usually done well in inter-
national comparisons of sustainable de-
velopment. One reason is that Helsinki
was the first European capital to pub-
lish, in 2002, a complete action plan for
sustainable development. Since then,
the promotion of sustainable develop-
ment has become an integral part of the
city’s strategy and planning work to the
extent that no separate programme for
sustainable development has been
needed. Environmental policy and the
programmes for various sectors of envi-
ronmental care as well have continued
the living tradition of sustainable devel-
opment in Helsinki.

Helsinki in European environmental

comparison

In 2009, Helsinki ranked seventh on Siemens’ ex-
tensive European Green City Index, which ac-
counts for the most vital sectors of environment
protection. Thirty cities were compared. All
Scandinavian cities included ranked among the
top ten. Helsinki was number four among Scan-
dinavian cities. The top two were Copenhagen
and Stockholm.

In recent years, the weighting of matters relat-
ing to energy use and climate protection has
clearly grown in international comparisons, in

which Helsinki has not done quite so well as in
comparisons of sustainable development.

The freshest and largest environmental com-
parison of cities is the Urban Ecosystem Europe
indicator survey conducted as part of the ICLEI
Informed Cities project. 50 city regions were
compared. This survey did not rank cities as a
whole in a hierarchical order. In other words, it
did not rank the various sub-sectors of environ-
ment protection. Instead, it presents each indica-
tor in the form of separate comparative tables.

According to the Urban Ecosystem Europe
Survey, the strengths of Helsinki were:
• the efficiency of waste water treatment
• the extensiveness of green areas
• the length of the bicycle path network
• passenger volumes in public transport
• low-emission bus fleet
• carbon dioxide emissions
• the extensiveness of the district heating net-

work
• waste volumes and the waste recycling rate.

According to the same survey, Helsinki was
below average in the following respects:
• water and electricity consumption
• proportion of renewable energy sources in

community heat production
• procurement of green electric power for pub-

lic consumption
• self-production of renewable energy in public

buildings
• energy consumption of public buildings
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• the proportion of ecological food at the city’s
staff restaurants

• environment systems of offices and depart-
ments

• proportion of low-emission vehicles among
city-owned vehicles.

If Helsinki is compared with northern Europe
only, some of the strengths become challenges.
In northern Europe, Helsinki also lags behind in
terms of the number of residents exposed to
noise, the length of the bicycle path network and
the number of energy audits of public buildings.

In terms of greenhouse gas emissions – a fac-
tor that has in recent years become an increas-
ingly vital environment protection issue and an
accelerator of climate change – Helsinki still
trails behind Stockholm and Copenhagen, when
emissions are regarded per capita. Compared
with these cities, Helsinki’s emissions are in-
creased by, above all, the large proportion of fos-
sil fuels in energy production and consumption.

Cities can be compared in terms of climate
policy as well. Helsinki’s goal of reducing green-
house gas emissions by 20 per cent by 2020 is
very typical among European cities: 1,370 cities
in Europe have at least that high a goal. 129 Euro-
pean cities have set out to reduce these emissions
by 40 per cent by 2020. It has to be noted, how-
ever, that the comparison of climate goals is be-
ing complicated by a discrepancy in goal years;
Helsinki, for example, aims at carbon neutrality
by the year 2050.

Helsinki’s environmental policy outlines

The environmental programme for the whole
city has earlier been a central implement of envi-
ronmental management in Helsinki. In recent
years, however, the City of Helsinki has drawn up
several programmes for various sub-sectors of
environment protection, such as energy policy
outlines, an air protection programme, an action
plan for noise reduction and an action
programme for safeguarding wildlife diversity.

The sectorisation of the work on environ-
mental programmes together with the environ-
mental policy outlines in the city’s strategy have
led to a situation where there is no longer any
need for a comprehensive environmental pro-
gramme at concrete measure level. This trend is
also backed by the fact that the city’s offices and
departments have strongly developed their own
environmental management. In 2011, 15 city of-
fices or departments had either an environment
system or programme of their own.

On the other hand, the city’s environmental
policy is today a document which defines the
central environmental policy outlines of the city.
The environmental policy was approved by Hel-
sinki City Council in September 2012. The envi-
ronmental policy sets the central environmental
goals for the city in both the medium term (up
until 2020) and the long term (2050).

The new environmental policy also specifies a
goal set in the city’s strategy, namely that Hel-
sinki wants to be a frontline actor in global re-
sponsibility and environment protection. The
environmental policy defines the city’s goals in
the following fields:
• climate protection
• air protection
• noise protection
• water protection
• wildlife and soil protection
• public procurement, material efficiency and

waste
• environmental awareness and responsibility
• environmental management and partner-

ships

A vital new policy in climate protection is the
above-mentioned goal, according to which the
city aims at carbon neutrality by 2050. A goal to
reach by as early as 2020 is to improve energy use
efficiency per capita by 20 per cent.

The goal of the city’s environmental policy is
that by 2020, those who live in noisy zones will be
20 per cent fewer than they were in 2003.
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Another goal is that no residents would then
be exposed to strong noise (above 70 dB in day-
time). The goal in air quality is to stay within the
limits of the national recommendations and
goals up until 2020.

The goals of water and wildlife protection aim
at safeguarding Helsinki’s attractive maritime at-
mosphere and varied urban wildlife. As a part of
this, the aim is to safeguard the diversity of wild-
life in cultural environments and to maintain a
good state of the maritime environment off Hel-
sinki’s shores up until 2020. A new implement in-
troduced by environment policy is a compensa-
tion procedure that compensates for natural en-
vironment values in cases where it is necessary to
build on green areas.

The city wants to upgrade the synergy be-
tween the environment and economy in many
ways. For example, by setting environmental cri-
teria for public procurement, costs can be cut: ap-
pliances and goods that are more energy-efficient
with a long service life can be purchased. The
goal of environmental policy is that, by 2020, all
purchases made by the City would contain envi-
ronment criteria. To reduce the amounts of
waste of the city, quantitative goals have, for the
first time, been set: the goal that should be
reached by 2020 is to reduce waste volumes by 10
per cent and to improve the rate of material recy-
cling by 10 per cent.

Partnerships with, for instance, the business
community are seen as an overall theme without
which the goals of environmental policy cannot
be reached. The environmental management of
the city’s own organisation is strengthened by,
for example, applying less formal environmental
management systems and including environ-
mental issues in the city’s systems of reward.

According to the City of Helsinki’s environ-
mental policy, Helsinki is to be made one of the
top European capitals in terms of residents’ envi-
ronmental awareness. The commitment of resi-
dents and city employees to environmental pol-
icy is being encouraged by means of, for example,

environmental education and eco-supporting
persons.

Forward by using strengths

The policy outlines formulated in the city’s envi-
ronmental policy are strongly based on Hel-
sinki’s strengths.

Over the decades, the city has created and im-
plemented many successful environmental mea-
sures that benefit the state of the environment.
These include efficient cleaning of community
waste water, functional public transport and
combined production of electricity and heat.
Emissions into the air from buildings, energy
production and manufacturing have been re-
duced and air quality thus improved. Helsinki is
known for its greenness. Residents and tourists,
both from Finland and abroad, are aware of the
forests and the archipelago, besides the architec-
ture. The importance of a diverse wildlife to hu-
man wellbeing has been clearly brought to the
fore by scholars.

Environmental attitudes among Helsinki res-
idents have been studied four times since 1989.
Each survey has shown that environment protec-
tion has had high priority in people’s minds. In
the 1990s, a problem was still that favourable atti-
tudes were not put into practice. But in recent
years, the situation has changed, and the wide-
spread concern about climate change and impov-
erished wildlife diversity is beginning to turn into
deeds. Thus, there is fruitful ground for acceler-
ated environmental action.

For 20 years, work has been done in Helsinki
to raise people’s awareness of the environment.
Successful action models have been created
through cooperation and active search for syn-
ergy effects. An example would be the eco-sup-
porting person activity, which started in 2006
and fosters a culture of environmental responsi-
bility at the city’s offices and departments. The
climate advisory centre, which opened in Octo-
ber 2010, unites various actors in cooperation to
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provide residents and companies with inspiring
service over the same counter.

The City of Helsinki has been exercising envi-
ronmental management ever since 1999. In re-
cent years, this work has been developed under
the coordination of a group of environmental
management experts. It comprises a strong, large
and skilled network of environmental experts at
offices and departments. According to an envi-
ronmental management assessment made in
2008, the majority of departmental and divi-
sional managers feel that environmental issues
are taken into account in management and are
being implemented with foresight. A vital part of
environmental management has been environ-
mental reporting. Ever since 2001, the city has
made an annual environment report to the City
Council.

Helsinki has taken an active role in checking
and adapting to climate change and cooperated
with six other large Finnish cities to develop envi-
ronmental reporting and strengthen partner-
ships. Among the most important actions aimed
at fostering environmental protection partner-
ships are a challenge campaign for the Baltic Sea
launched by the mayors of Helsinki and Turku
and the Eco Compass environmental manage-
ment system, counselling for small and me-
dium-sized companies in the Helsinki Metropol-
itan Area, and the Climate Partners network be-
tween the city and the business community. At
present, this network includes 35 mostly large
companies and research communities.

Aiming to repair and improve challenges and

reduce their impact

One of the major challenges for implementing
the environmental policy outlines is to check cli-
mate change and thereby especially to transform
energy production and reduce emissions. In fu-
ture, this will entail large and expensive invest-
ment in the production of district heating and
electricity. Helsinki Energy Ltd is engaged in,
among other things, two large-scale wind parks

currently being planned. In 2010, Helsinki
Engergy presented a development programme
on the basis of which the City Council will make
decisions on the future of energy production.

Another big challenge is how to engage and
activate residents and companies in climate
work. The fostering of energy saving is particu-
larly important.

Vital environmental challenges in Helsinki
also include the effects of transport and traffic, es-
pecially air and noise pollution. The most signifi-
cant polluters of the air that we breathe in the city
are motor vehicles. Diesel vehicles have in-
creased, and their nitrogen dioxide emissions
have particularly grown. At the same time, pollut-
ing emissions from cars have been reduced by
improved combustion technology and sharp-
ened EU emission norms. However, with the ex-
ception of the last few years, traffic has grown in
Helsinki. In vehicle-generated nitrogen oxide
emissions, the proportion of direct nitrogen di-
oxide has also grown thanks to new technology in
recent years. In addition to nitrogen dioxide
emissions from traffic, air-borne particles are still
a problem. Both those particles that emanate
from combustion and those from street dust have
been found to be harmful to human health. Dust
content has been found to cause diseases of heart
and respiratory organs. Particularly susceptible
are asthmatics, elderly people suffering from
coronary disease or chronic obstructive pulmo-
nary disease, and children.

The most important generator of noise pollu-
tion in Helsinki is street and road traffic. Roughly
one-third (34%) of Helsinki residents live in ar-
eas where the daytime mean noise level exceeds
55 bB. The noisiest places, where residents are
exposed to strong noise, are along the highways
and the busiest main streets. The most crucial
challenges in terms of noise are those old neigh-
bourhoods that, due to growing traffic and/or in-
sufficient noise protection, are exposed to too
much noise. Noise, too, has been found to be
harmful to human health and wellbeing. Suscep-
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tible are, above all, sensitive population groups
such as children. Noise may disturb or compli-
cate work, rest, sleep, communication and learn-
ing. Long-term exposure to traffic noise may also
increase the risk of heart and vascular diseases.

A challenge not yet tackled energetically
enough by the City of Helsinki is the reduction of
environmental harm caused by procured prod-
ucts and services. Each year in Finland, the public
sector purchases €20 billion worth of goods and
services. Thus, controlling the environmental
impact of these procurements is also largely a
matter of controlling administration and, in that
sense, of achieving cost savings (for example by
purchasing energy-saving equipment). There are
several challenges relating to the accounting of
environmental impact caused by purchases, chal-
lenges that concern both the organising of the
public procurement authority in large organisa-
tions and the diversity of products (services and
goods) purchased. A large proportion of public
purchases are put out to tender by centralised
public procurement authorities. These tender
procedures lead to framework contracts, but in
addition to products procured that way, there are
many kinds of products that offices and depart-
ments purchase on their own. That is why
environmental skills are needed in the joint
procurement organisations and at offices and
departments.

Another challenge relating to procurement
skills is that the products procured by the City are
of very many different kinds. Each group of prod-
ucts has its own environmental impact that the
purchaser has to look into. On the other hand,
legislation on public procurements sets certain
limitations to what environmental criteria can be
applied on procurements. Thus, skills in both
procurement and environmental issues are
needed for environmental decisions relating to
procurements.

An additional challenge in accounting for en-
vironmental aspects in procurements is that, in
some product groups, environment-friendly

products are more expensive than non-environ-
ment-friendly products.

In Helsinki, the level of awareness is not an
obstacle to environment protection. The chal-
lenge is more a matter of how to act so that resi-
dents do not feel they are the only ones making
environment-saving choices.

These last few years, environmental manage-
ment in Helsinki has been assessed by two exter-
nal actors. Net Effect Oy Ltd assessed the struc-
tures and effectiveness of the city’s environmen-
tal management. Findings suggest that environ-
mental management lacks tools and encourage-
ment incentives. The need to develop monitor-
ing data on energy and waste management at of-
fices and departments also came up. Today,
larger administrations especially have practically
no opportunities to make covering reports of
their own energy consumption or waste output.

In a comparison of environmental manage-
ment made together with the City of Rotterdam,
the main focus was on the effectiveness of various
sectors of environment protection, but it also as-
sessed environmental leadership. According to
the assessment, what especially needs to be de-
veloped are the creation of partnerships and their
integration into the city’s cooperation network.

In its assessment report, the City of Helsinki
Audit Committee drew attention to developing
the environmental management and environ-
mental reporting of the city’s associated organi-
sations, where development has been slower
than in offices and departments. On the other
hand, the very smallest but also the very largest
administrations (such as the Health and the So-
cial Service departments) still face challenges in
the field of environmental management, and
need support in this work.

Where do we have to be successful?

The city wants to apply its environmental policy
to strengthen the synergy between the environ-
ment and economy in many ways. To be success-
ful, the transition into a Helsinki with a greener
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economy and a more efficient use of resources re-
quires both old and new measures. To meet the
needs of the city, its residents and business com-
munity – and to meet new environmental chal-
lenges – new and optimal action models for envi-
ronmental issues must be used.

What is essential is how environmental mat-
ters are managed and monitored. Are crucial en-
vironmental aspects included in the city’s strat-
egy programme, the strategies of offices and de-
partments, budgets, action plans and staff bonus
systems? Is environmental management planned
and goal-oriented? Is the achievement of envi-
ronmental goals monitored? A danger is that
costs of unexpected magnitude may arise if prep-
arations with regard to climate change, for exam-
ple, are not made systematically. Heavy rains or
floods, for instance, may cause tens of millions of
euros worth of damage.

There is reason to develop environmental
management using encouraging incentives. It is
important to include extensive environmental
goals in the staff bonus systems of offices and de-
partments and to give these goals a weighting
that is strong and appealing enough. If exemplary
execution of environmental management were
rewarded, this would bring about positive envi-
ronmental competition between offices and
departments.

The environmental systems of offices and de-
partments (such as the less formal Eco Compass
environmental system) enable more planned
and thereby more efficient environmental work.
With the aid of the environmental system, atten-
tion and actions focus on significant environ-
mental impact, which ensure that resources are
used efficiently and for the kind of environmental
measures whose effectiveness is high.

The network of around a thousand eco-sup-
porting persons at the city’s offices and depart-
ments is a good resource as an implementer of
environmental measures.

Another crucial sub-factor of success is to cre-
ate prerequisites and opportunities for residents,
companies and other organisations.

Systematic development and enlargement of
a promising business life and the city’s Climate
Partner concept are important. With the aid of
cooperation that, at its best, benefits all parties, it
is even possible to create new environmental
business enterprise. The Eco Compass counsel-
ling and its environmental system enable system-
atic management of environmental issues for
small and medium-sized businesses. Climate info
plays an important role as a provider of advice
and expertise for small and medium-sized busi-
nesses. The Baltic Challenge campaign, too, is an
action model worth using in other sectors of en-
vironment protection in future. The manage-
ment of environmental issues at organised large
events is important for both the organisers and
the audiences of the events – as indeed for those
that do not participate in the events. An action
model currently being developed, the Eco
Compass event, is also a promising partnership
”tool”.

Climate Info advises, directs and guides resi-
dents and small and medium-sized companies in
energy and climate matters by wrapping matters
into appealing and easy-to-use packages. Judging
from the environmental attitude survey, there is
huge demand for the services of Climate Info.

There is a need to develop cooperation across
administrative borders between offices and de-
partment and the coordination of this coopera-
tion. Close cooperation is needed between, for
example, the procurement and the environmen-
tal authorities when developing environmental
issues relating to procurements. The checking of
and adaptation to climate change is managed in
various offices and departments depending on
which office is responsible for which matter. The
promotion or coordination of cooperation has
not yet been assigned to any particular office.
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Obviously, there has to be sufficient eco-
nomic and other resources available for the man-
agement of environmental issues. Exactly how
large resources are available depends on what
priorities councillors and board members give to
environmental issues. Many potential cost sav-
ings (such as energy saving) in environmental af-
fairs have not yet been implemented. There
could also be more economic guidance in envi-
ronmental issues. Again, economic steering mea-
sures are not always decided by the city. An
example of this is how traffic is priced.

All in all, the vitality of the Helsinki area will
be strengthened as residents’ environmental
awareness grows even further, as environmental
skills and thereby competitiveness improve, the
environmental management of the city organisa-
tion develops, and the environmental awareness
and skills of city employees improve. An im-
provement in the state of the environment as a re-
sult of efficient environmental work is another
central factor in vitality.
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Helsinki’s Present State and Develop-
ment 2013 is a volume addressing cru-
cial developments and changes in Hel-
sinki and the Helsinki r egion. It spans
both the previous term of office of the
City Council (2009–2012) and, at a
broader level, changes and trends seen
in the first decade of the 2000s.

For preparation of the book, a work group was
appointed wherein experts from the City Plan-
ning Department, Education Department, Social
Services Department, Economic and Planning
Centre, Health Department, and Environment
Centre gave their views. The report was written
by experts from City of Helsinki Urban Facts, the
City Planning Department, and the Environ-
ment Centre. This article sums up a few central
points made in the book.

Population growth continues

In August 2012, Helsinki’s population reached
600,000. Population growth has been brisk: the
half-million mark was passed in 1993, and the
population figure is expected to be at almost
680,000 by 2030. It is estimated that by then, the
Helsinki region will have grown into an area of
1.6 million residents. The number of Helsinki
residents has grown steadily after a slower period
in the first few years of the 2000s: by 6,200 people
per annum in 2008–2012, on average.

This population growth is primarily due to
three factors. First, Helsinki’s net in-migration
from the rest of Finland has increased, which is
explained in part by decreasing migration from
Helsinki. For many decades, Helsinki has been
attractive as a migration destination, but at the
same time some of the city’s inhabitants have
moved to the other municipalities of the Helsinki
region. In recent years, this out-migration has de-
creased.

Another factor in population growth is in-
creased numbers through foreign migration,
which has grown steadily, especially after 2005.
In 2007–2011, foreign-migration gain was 3,300
people, on average, per annum. With migration,
almost 30% of foreign-mother-tongue residents
in Finland have settled in Helsinki, and almost
half in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area.

The third factor behind population growth is
natural population growth. In recent years, an-
nual birth figures in Helsinki have been between
6,500 and 6,700, while the average in 2000–2007
was 6,150. Meanwhile, deaths have averaged
5,000 per year. Thus natural population growth
nets Helsinki 1,500 people a year.

The most recent population forecast (re-
ported on in the current issue of Kvartti on pages
xx–xx) describes in greater detail the present
state and the expected future of population de-
velopment in Helsinki. In this context, we may
highlight the fact that Helsinki now has more
families with children than before, which is seen
in a growing number of children and adolescents.
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We should also note that the largest age groups in
Helsinki are not the traditionally large post-war
generations but the 20–30-year-olds, many of
whom have come to Helsinki to study or work.
These young adults contribute to keeping Hel-
sinki a dynamic and active place, which will be
one of the city’s strengths in future as well.

A large proportion of small households

A third of Helsinki’s adult population live alone.
The proportion of singles has decreased slightly
since 2008. If we look at households in Helsinki,
we find that every second one consists of just one
person. Single- or two-person households ac-
count for almost 80% of households. This pro-
portion has remained the same since 2005.

Families with children (i.e., with at least one
child under 18 years of age) total 55,400 in Hel-
sinki, making up almost one fifth (18%) of the
households. The proportion of households con-
sisting of families with children has fallen slightly
since the beginning of the 2000s. At that time,
families with children accounted for 21% of
households in Helsinki.

Helsinki residents – healthier than other Finns

but dying younger

In bigger cities, many phenomena often are seen
in their most extreme forms. In Helsinki, this
manifests itself in very good health indeed
among many people whilst at the same time
those in a weaker position die younger and are in
poorer health than others. As a whole, morbidity
among Helsinki residents was lower than the na-
tional average in 2011. The age-adjusted morbid-
ity index of the Social Insurance Institution of
Finland (Kela) was 90 in Helsinki whilst the
value for Finland as a whole was 100. The mor-
bidity index is based on three register variables:
mortality, the proportion of disability-pension
recipients among the working-age population
(people of age 16–64), and the proportion of the
total population entitled to special reimburse-
ment for medicines. Compared with the other

municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan
Area, Helsinki’s population had a higher morbid-
ity index – in 2011, the index for Espoo was 77.2,
Vantaa 89, and Kauniainen 64.6.

Quite large differences can be seen within
Helsinki. The morbidity index varies by district
between 64 and 115. Six districts are above the
national average. In these areas, the education
level of the population is relatively low, the un-
employment rate fairly high, and the proportion
of low-income earners large. In turn, Helsinki has
six districts where morbidity is very clearly below
the city’s average – indeed, more than 20 points
below.

More and more Helsinki citizens use both
public and private health-care services. In almost
all age groups in Helsinki, outpatient care from
basic health-care physicians was the most com-
mon doctor’s service. In 2010, 47% of Helsinki
residents utilised these services and 31% those of
physicians providing special health care as out-
patient services. In the same year, 35% of Hel-
sinki residents consulted private doctors.

Top marks from health-centre clients, while

residents at large are more critical

The City Service Survey of 2012 asked clients at
Helsinki health-care stations how satisfied they
were with the services rendered. Availability of
hospital care has always received good marks. Al-
though some health centres have closed or
merged over the years, there is a health centre rel-
atively near all neighbourhoods or within easy
reach. The most important finding is that the
care itself gets the best marks. The usefulness and
quality of care at health centres are considered
excellent by those having received it – clearly
more so, in fact, than in 2005. Yet residents in
general find room for improvement where get-
ting an appointment is concerned.

Opinions about public health services are of-
ten more favourable among those who had used
these services than among the public at large.
About 43% of Helsinki residents considered phy-
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sicians’ services at health centres to be good. Ev-
ery fifth respondent had no experience of health
stations. If we exclude these ‘Don’t know’ re-
sponses, just over half of Helsinki residents
thought physician’s services at City of Helsinki
health stations were good.

Differentiation of neighbourhoods – part of

major cities’ development

When speaking of local differentiation in city re-
gions, we refer to development leading to differ-
ences between districts in terms of background,
life situation and ways of life, and where various
groups of residents tend to settle with their peers
in the same areas. This differentiation is linked to
larger social structures and connected also to lo-
cal differences in structures of housing – and to
population growth and relocation decisions
within certain groups of residents. Differentia-
tion of districts by inhabitant demographics, ar-
chitecture, or breakdown of housing stock is a
typical feature of development in major cities.

Differentiation is not only a negative trend.
Differentiation in the resident and housing
breakdown create the general public image of a
neighbourhood, which in the best cases can ani-
mate and enrich the cityscape. Negative effects
may come about if differences between neigh-
bourhoods multiply and begin creating greater
local differences in well-being in any given region
of the city. Local accumulation of, in particular,
deprivation – poverty, unemployment, and so-
cial problems – may have serious human and so-
cial consequences.

Helsinki has been a homogeneous city in
terms of social and spatial development. By inter-
national standards, socio-economic differences
have been small in Helsinki, and its neighbour-
hoods have been heterogeneous in their resident
demographics and housing stock. As recently as
the beginning of the 1990s, deprivation was not
strongly concentrated in specific neighbour-
hoods. It could be found in certain buildings or
on specific blocks in a given part of town. How-

ever, the deep economic recession of the early
1990s and the subsequent time of growth
changed the urban structure of Helsinki and
brought out differences between neighbour-
hoods in well-being and socio-economic struc-
ture more than earlier. After the recession, some
neighbourhoods clearly did not keep up with the
rest in terms of income and employment.

A growing and internationally oriented motor

of the national economy

The Helsinki region forms a solid commuting
zone with a considerably stronger concentration
of jobs than of housing. One of the characteristics
of the region’s labour market is strong mobility
across municipal borders. Over the decades, the
commuting area of Helsinki and the Helsinki
Metropolitan Area has expanded significantly.
Also, the demand for labour in the area has con-
tributed to increasing international migration to
this area.

Over the last few decades, the Helsinki region
has taken on an increasingly important role in
business in Finland. Between 1980 and 2008, the
region’s share of Finnish GDP grew from a quar-
ter to more than one third. Thirty per cent of the
entire Finnish GDP is produced in the Helsinki
Metropolitan Area (i.e., the four central munici-
palities of the Helsinki Region – namely, Hel-
sinki, Espoo, Vantaa, and Kauniainen), which
covers only 0.25% of Finland’s area but is home
to 19% of the country’s population.

Behind this development we find a trend of
structural change in the economy, in which cer-
tain industries experiencing strong growth have
become increasingly concentrated in a few larger
urban regions. These growing industries are well
represented in the industrial structure of the Hel-
sinki region. In addition, the industrial structure
of the Helsinki region is varied, which is an asset
in a globalising and ever-changing economy.
Thanks to these growth industries and a varied
industrial structure, the Helsinki Metropolitan
Area made it through the economic slowdown a

4 / 2012 QUARTERLY � 57



few years ago and the aftermath of the interna-
tional financial crisis with relatively small losses
of jobs.

Helsinki has been successful of late by inter-
national comparison. Its residents are content
with their city’s cultural services and outdoor rec-
reation opportunities, even by international stan-
dards. Also, Helsinki residents find this city a safe
and secure place to live. In various comparisons,
Helsinki stands out – to its advantage – in terms
of overall quality of life, safety, and functionality
of public transport. From the angle of business
enterprise and employees too, Helsinki does
well in international comparisons.

Although development in Helsinki and the
Helsinki region is looking good in many respects,
it is not immune to economic fluctuations.
Somewhat on the contrary: the economy of the
region is strongly linked to global economic
trends. Global fluctuations in manufacturing, for
instance, are visible in the Helsinki region. The
decline in total production seen in 2009 is one ex-
ample of a trend that was just as strong in Hel-
sinki as in the country as a whole, on average.

In view of today’s uncertain economic cli-
mate, future development in the region is hard to
predict. Yet it is clear that the situation is chal-

lenging. As with other municipalities, public fi-
nances have become tighter in Helsinki, and the
City of Helsinki’s income has not been great
enough to cover expenses. Budgets have had to
be balanced by taking on new debts and by selling
assets. Municipal business departments such as
Helsinki Energy have played a crucial part as sta-
bilisers of municipal finances. The ageing of the
city’s population increases the demand for public
services provided at city level, and, in addition,
the growth and development of the city call for
strong future investments. From the standpoint
of municipal finances and services’ production, it
is crucial that economic activity and employment
be kept as high as possible.
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Fresh information about the leisure time of young people

The Young People in Helsinki 2011 study exam-
ines the leisure time and hobbies of young people
as well as their everyday life through home,
school and friends. The research material was
collected by means of an online questionnaire in
the spring of 2011. Responses were given by
1,433 young people from 42 schools around Hel-
sinki. The leisure time of young people was also
studied in Helsinki by means of extensive pupil
surveys in 1982, 1990 and 2000. The results of
the 2011 survey were published as articles on the
study’s website in the autumn of 2011 and spring
of 2012. A printed version has been edited based
on the articles.

Of young people’s creative hobbies, those
whose popularity has increased the most are pho-
tography and the playing and singing of popular
music. Girls are particularly enthusiastic about
photography and singing.

Cycling is the most commonplace form of ex-
ercise among young people. Every second young
person cycles regularly. Winter sports have
clearly gained popularity in the past decade or so.
The proportion of young people who get no
physical exercise at all was smaller in 2011 than in
2000.

About one-fifth of people between 11 and 19
years of age regularly read books and magazines
in foreign languages. Reading newspapers or tab-
loids online or using, for example, Wikipedia is
now the third most common form of reading.

About 39% of young people in Helsinki play
computer games daily. In 2000, the percentage
was 29%. The popularity of computer games has
increased the most among girls. Young people
have embraced social media as they embraced
mobile phones a decade ago. Almost everyone
spends time in front of the screen every day.

Young people avidly strive to have an influ-
ence on the learning environment at school.
One-fifth of people between 11 and 19 years of
age have taken part in student union activities –
girls more than boys. Young people like to at-
tempt to influence matters that are important to
them, also online.

Of young people living in Helsinki, 62% live
in a nuclear family. Every tenth young person is a
multiple-family child living alternately with the
mother and the father. Every tenth young person
is the only child in the family, and the same pro-
portion have a large family, with four to six sib-
lings.

Young people’s attitudes toward the use of in-
toxicants have become clearly more negative in
the past 10 years or so. Their view of smoking is
now particularly negative.

Fears among young people regarding the fu-
ture have become more common. The respon-
dents are most afraid of a lack of money, losing a
loved one and unemployment. Young people’s
plans for further education are in stark contrast to
actual placement in the labour market and the
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projected demand for labour. While nearly
two-thirds of all comprehensive school pupils
wish to study at university, fewer than one-third
eventually end up there. In contrast, less than
10% of young people have their sights set on ba-
sic vocational education, even though a multi-
tude of such specialists are needed in working
life.

Source:

Vesa Keskinen & Anna Sofia Nyholm: Nuoret Helsingissä 2011. Vapaalla,
koulussa, vaikuttamassa. City of Helsinki Urban Facts. Researches 2012:3.
192 p. Summary in english.

http://www.hel2.fi/tietokeskus/Nuoret_Helsingissa_2011/
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Public Services Satisfaction Survey 2012

Helsinki has a long tradition of using opinion and
satisfaction surveys targeting its residents to gain
feedback on the services provided by the city.
Helsinki has participated in national Public Ser-
vices Satisfaction Surveys eight times since 1983.
The Public Services Satisfaction Survey is carried
out once per council term.

The most recent questionnaire was in 2012
and was responded to by 1,564 Helsinki resi-
dents aged between 18 and 70.

Infrastructure in order

The same things have mainly been most satisfy-
ing for Helsinki residents in the 2000s.

In 2012, these included the quality of drink-
ing water (96% were satisfied), municipal library
services (92%), cultural amenities (89%), safety
of residential areas (87%) and public transport
(87%). Improvement in overall safety must be
highlighted with regard to Helsinki. In 2005, the
matter reached the Top 10 of best managed
things from 21st position. In 2008, overall safety
was in 8th position on the “satisfaction list” and
9th in 2012. The same thing is indicated by the
safety of residential areas, which was also among
the “best managed things” in Helsinki in 2012.

Smooth sailing

A key finding of the Public Services Satisfaction
Survey 2012 was that changes in satisfaction with
public services were clearly smaller between
2008 and 2012 than between 2005 and 2008. Sat-
isfaction was measured with regard to 66 subjects
or things. In 2008, some 20 things showed signifi-
cant changes in satisfaction (8–22%) one way or
the other. Between 2008 and 2012, only nine
items showed significant changes.

Reduced moving intentions – new homes

sought nearby

Up to 63% of the respondents in 2008 indicated
intentions to move. In the spring of 2012, 40% of
respondents were potentially moving. In recent
years, the migration of families and so-called
good taxpayers to neighbouring municipalities
has been a source of concern for Helsinki. The
popularity of the adjacent municipalities has,
however, clearly declined in the past couple of
years as a new location for a home. Most people
now seek a new home within the City of Helsinki.
Over the past years, people on the move have
taken a sharp turn in the direction of the capital
city. The number of Helsinki residents exceeded
the limit of 600,000 in August 2012. Maybe this
“popularity of the capital city” also impacts the
moving plans of those already living here. In the
neighbouring city of Espoo, 36% of households
indicated intentions to move.

Unemployment scare

Questions regarding everyday problems brought
forth both good and bad news. In 2012, a third of
Helsinki residents did not suffer from any of the
everyday problems raised. In 2008, the same
share was 28%. On the other hand, the most re-
cent survey indicates that the global recession of
2009 and the subsequent European financial cri-
sis have made their mark on the everyday life of
Helsinki residents. Unemployment or the threat
thereof gave cause for concern to clearly more
Helsinki residents in 2012 than back in 2008.

Source

Vesa Keskinen: Smooth sailing. Satisfaction of Helsinki residents with pub-
lic services in 2012 and 2008. City of Helsinki Urban Facts. Report draft
2012. To be published in early 2013.



Immigrants' entrepreneurship in Finland

The purpose of the study was to examine the de-
velopment of entrepreneurial activities amongst
immigrants, the factors affecting this develop-
ment and the success of businesses in Finland.
The study examines the opportunity structures
that Finland has offered immigrants as well as
factors affecting the offering of entrepreneurship,
such as motives towards entrepreneurship and
the resources of immigrants. The study is based
on many types of materials. The analysis of the
operating environment and the development of
the number and structure of entrepreneurial ac-
tivities of immigrants are based on statistics and
previous studies. Differences affecting the entre-
preneurial activities of immigrants from different
regions and different nationalities, the preva-
lence of forced entrepreneurship and the success
of entrepreneurial activities in terms of employ-
ment and survival of companies were studied us-
ing register data. Motives for entrepreneurship,
methods of operation and success in terms of fi-
nancial livelihood were studied by means of
questionnaires and interviews.

A central finding of this study is that while
forced entrepreneurship is more common than
average among immigrant entrepreneurs, they
have succeeded in finding employment and stay-
ing in business as commonly as entrepreneurs
from the Finnish original population. Although
shutting down the business is linked with a
higher risk of unemployment among immigrant
entrepreneurs than among Finnish entrepre-
neurs, entrepreneurship has been a channel for
finding employment for some immigrants as
well. The methods of operation of immigrant en-
trepreneurs were quite similar to those of Finnish
entrepreneurs. The differences found were re-
lated more to the situation of immigration and
the choice of business sector than to the ethnic
culture of immigrant entrepreneurs.

Source:

Tuula Joronen: Maahanmuuttajien yrittäjyys Suomessa. City of Helsinki
Urban Facts. Researches 2012:2. 259 p. Summary in english.
http://www.hel.fi/hki/Tieke/fi/Etusivu
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