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Preface 
This comparative report is the sixth report, complementing the five 
country reports (Nordregio working papers) of the research project 
“Coping Strategies and Regional Policies, Social Capital in Nordic 
Peripheries”. The research includes fieldwork during 2001 in Greenland, 
Iceland, the Faroe Islands, Sweden and Finland, two localities per 
country, two projects per locality. The project was co-operatively 
conducted by researchers from the University of Iceland (Reykjavik), the 
Research Centre on Local and Regional Development (Klaksvík, Faroes), 
the Swedish Agricultural University (Uppsala), the University of Joensuu 
(Finland) and Roskilde University (Denmark). Researchers from these 
institutions are  responsible for the five country reports. 

The project is part of the Nordic research programme Future 
Challenges and Institutional Preconditions for Regional Development 
Policy. The programme is commissioned by The Nordic Council of 
Ministers / Nordic Senior Officials Committee for Regional Policy 
(NÄRP). A pilot phase of the programme was reported in 2000 
(Nordregio Report 2000:1). This report is one of eight studies in the 
2000-2002 phase of the programme. A final phase will start in 2002 and 
end in 2004. 

Nordregio wishes to thank the editors as well as the other 
researchers involved in this work, as well as the members of the 
Programme Steering Committee: Bue Nielsen (Denmark), Kari Gröhn 
(Finland), Kristin Nakken (Norway), Nicklas Liss-Larsson (Sweden), 
Kjartan Kristiansen (Faroe Islands), Bjarne Lindström (Åland Islands) 
and Hallgeir Aalbu (Nordregio).     
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Coping strategies and regional policies – a question of social 
capital and space 
The project sought to research a rather ambitious question, namely, the 
intersection of regional policies and coping strategies locally. One 
hypothesis in the research proposal and in the research design was that 
the relative success of localities in the Nordic peripheries was due to a 
high level of social capital integrating local social relations and national 
institutional regulations. Furthermore, there was a notion that this was 
somehow a rather common Nordic phenomenon (Bærenholdt 2000). 
Meanwhile, the project also raised serious questions about the theory of 
social capital, as its high profile proponents, particularly Robert D. 
Putnam, seem to include a tacit understanding of social capital as 
something territorial (Bærenholdt and Aarsæther, 2002). There is much 
evidence corroborating the fact that local development is highly 
dependent not only on local-national nexuses – but also on direct local-
global nexuses, and this analysis has thus formed the framework of the 
coping strategies approach (Aarsæther and Bærenholdt, 2001, and 
Bærenholdt and Aarsæther, 2001). 

Rather than undertaking the troublesome task of mapping regional 
policies and assessing (often non-realistic) evaluations of regional policy 
effects, this project focuses on regional policies “from below” by 
analysing individual projects, that is to say, concrete cases of coping 
strategies in selected localities. The interest lies less with the effects 
(although they are relevant) than with the socio-spatial processes that 
produced such projects in the first instance. In other words, we attempt to 
understand the dynamics that lie behind the social innovations crucial to 
regional and local development in the Nordic peripheries. Though we are 
well aware of the resource allocation functions and the ideological-
discursive ideas of national regional policies, the centre of our interest 
has been the networking involved in innovative processes. Likewise, 
approaching projects as local cases of coping strategies, our main interest 
was on the networking dimension, rather than on the innovations 
themselves or how they effected the identity formation of the people 
involved. 

In the attempt to come to a better understanding of networking 
processes, the concept of social capital has been a major contribution in 
contemporary social science. There are important differences in how the 
concept is used by Bourdieu, Coleman and Putnam, but for our analytical 
purposes where spatial dimensions should be considered, we found 
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Bourdieu’s approach most suitable. As stated in the quote contained in 
the preface, Bourdieu sees social capital as the resources made available 
due to some actors’ commitment to a certain more or less stable and 
institutionalised network. As such, social capital is not bound to any 
specific spatial form and can be both territorial and mobile. Here, the 
interesting thing is not the spatial form of social capital, nor are we 
focusing on the spatial consequences of projects. Hence, space is 
interesting in this respect in the ways that it is used by actors in their 
strategies. The same can be said of the ways in which social capital is 
used to include someone and to exclude others. Thereby, bonding and 
bridging are not seen as qualities of certain forms of social capital 
(Putnam, 2000). In stead, bonding and bridging are understood as 
dimensions, as in the use and production of social capital in the 
networking dimension of copings strategies (Bærenholdt and Aarsæther, 
forthcoming). This means that the networking practices involved in 
coping strategies, and in the use of social capital, can be analysed along 
the matrix of the dimensions bonding-bridging and mobility-territoriality, 
as we find it confusing to mix these two distinctions. 

There are social bonds between actors other than those shaped by 
cohabitation in territorial communities. Communities can be produced 
through mobile bonding networking, although often with some territorial 
commitments or identifications at the higher levels. For example a certain 
form of bonding can be practised by members of national organisations of 
fishermen that usually includes some and excludes other types of 
fishermen. Such an organisation uses the spatial principles of mobility 
(moving) and territoriality (bordering) to define itself, and to pursue its 
own interests. The same will most often be true in the case of non-local 
business networks. In such cases we talk about “new social regions” that 
include a certain network of partners while also excluding many others, 
for example, the corporate networks in the Oresund region (Bærenholdt, 
1998). 

Obviously, networking with distant partners in business, social life, 
politics etc. can have the character of mobile bridging, where the 
movement of persons, things and information is used to bridge. The 
crucial processes of bridging economic, social and cultural groups can 
however also use territorial principles. This is in fact the normal historical 
process of building a community in modernity, whether it is a local, 
national or international community. In fact, regional policy historically 
developed as a process of territorial bridging. The idea was that the 
cohesion of a nation-state could be secured by policies aiming at 
overcoming uneven regional development. Regional policies therefore 
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were produced in the effort to bridge the regions of a country, and 
bridging business contacts between regions across the country was one of 
the instruments used. In many Northern European countries – with 
Scotland as the most profound example – regional difference did not  
develop  to the extent we recognise  from Southern Europe. This was first 
of all due to the combination of an institutional bonding set-up of national 
regimes (including welfare) and institutional preconditions for 
entrepreneurship in the rural areas. There is no doubt then that bridging 
can go so far that at some point it eventually becomes bonding. 

What is the most important character of territorial policies, is it 
bridging or bonding, or is it the principle of inclusiveness? Principles of 
association and generalised reciprocity for all citizens in a territory are 
some of the strongest inclusive – and exclusive – social mechanisms 
known. People are included – and excluded – with no reference to 
culture, race, religion, gender, age, social class, or occupation, but only 
with their political citizenship in a specific politically defined territory. 
This is the political space of modernity in a nutshell, and it should be 
mentioned that it fits better with the principles of citizenship in France 
(revolution) or the US (independence) than with cultural definitions of 
the people (volk, folk, narod) as the basis of nations. 

By their fundamental territorial principle, regional policies have 
been important instruments in the production of modern political space 
(Bærenholdt, 1998). This is also true regarding the role of trans-national 
regional policies in the production of the political space of the European 
Union. Meanwhile, in many countries we an also observe that regional 
policies have been substituted with innovation policies in accordance 
with Schumpeterian discourse (Bærenholdt and Aarsæther, 2001). As we 
will see in the following analysis, this is particularly true in the Western 
Nordic small nations (Greenland, Iceland and the Faroe Islands), where 
the nation is almost acting as a one-community region and unevenness 
and imbalances are conceptualised as something related to international 
comparison. In Norway, Sweden and Finland we see either strong 
nationally embedded regional policies (Norway) or EU-regional policies 
(Sweden and Finland). Here, the Schumpeterian paradigm is in fact 
combined with concerns over regional development, and in Sweden and 
Finland, this is very much due to the mechanisms of EU structural funds, 
including the special programmes for periphery areas. As we will see, 
these mechanisms contribute to a kind of “project economy” that we 
hardly find in the Western Nordic countries. The trend towards 
deregulation has meant that the explicit political labelling of business and 
local development projects or efforts is fading away in the Western 
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Nordic countries, except of course that they are business developments 
contributing to the independence of the nation! In this respect both 
Norway and Denmark illustrate different cases, and are as such not 
included in this research project. 

In this paper we investigate how regional policies and coping 
strategies intersect, and how they “work in concert”? This is also a 
question about the contemporary character of regional policies. For some 
time we have known that policies with explicit regional objectives often 
have less re-distributive effects than national sector-regimes embedded in 
the welfare state system. Furthermore, we now see that regional policies 
are no longer policies in the preserve of national governments. 
Municipalities and EU institutions are now significant actors in this field 
of activity, alongside partnership set-ups involving private corporations 
and voluntary associations. In this process towards innovation policies, 
the notion of “region” and its symbolic meaning is used extensively, 
while few care about the developmental and distributional aspects of the 
practices and consequences of regional policies themselves. (Bærenholdt 
and Aarsæther, 2001). 

Regional policies, and what really constitutes them as such, is an 
issue that is becoming ever more difficult to discern, as many different 
types of actors now claim to be regional policy actors. Therefore we need 
to focus on concrete social processes, where actors form projects of 
localised development, as these may be seen as the concrete cases on 
practices in the field of “regional policy”. Even with regard to traditional 
national regional policy work, it would be interesting to know in more 
detail how such policies work in practice. 

In a way, we can say that we seek to take a “governance” 
perspective of regional policies, acknowledging the ongoing restructuring 
of political space. This approach is also in line with our general approach, 
methodologically focusing on the concrete social relations and processes, 
where power is exercised in and through space. 

Therefore, how to define regional policies in relation to regional 
development is not a given thing. As such, we cannot say a priori 
whether or not regional policies and coping strategies intersect as 
practices separate from each other. Obviously, coping strategies can be 
one way of understanding what regional policy has become today. Still, 
we depart from the national understanding of regional policy as a state 
intervention to promote and regulate businesses in certain regions of a 
country in order to “develop” that region. Meanwhile, our approach is 
“ready-made” to understand the possible practical deconstruction of 
national regional policies. 
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Our approach focuses on the production and use of social capital in 
cases of local development projects. Behind this approach lies the 
assumption that few regional policies and/or coping strategies work to the 
benefit of their objectives (whether these are environmental, economic, 
social and/or cultural) if they do not involve networking practices. It is 
our aim to map the actor-network-relations (although we are not 
academically based in the Actor-Network-Theory approach) involved in 
the development in time and space of concrete local development 
projects. Based on this “mapping”, we ask questions about the possible 
role of regional policies in this regard. The resources mobilised due to 
networking are conceptualised as social capital. In other words, “social 
capital” is the indicator of the resources that we assume to be available 
and that are then activated in order to make regional policies “work in 
concert” with coping strategies locally. 

By “locally” we do not define any specific scale of interest in 
advance. Rather “locally” signifies our methodological approach to study 
concrete processes. Furthermore, it signifies the normative stand that 
coping strategies should involve and have positive consequences for local 
actors. Therefore, the projects that we define as cases of coping strategies 
have to be identified as a common process by local people. 

1.2 The methodology and experience of comparative project case 
studies 
The kind of knowledge we have produced in this project is not of the type 
we could label as universally valid, following the principles of statistical 
generalisation and representativeness. Contextually embedded case studies 
however produce the kind of practical knowledge that can make social 
science more relevant to its users. Bent Flyvbjerg has termed this form of 
knowledge production as “phronesis”. Rather than generalised systems, 
we aim to collect a rich collection of case studies (as also recommended 
by Johan Galtung in the MOST CCPP 1997 Symposium). 

As such, the case studies have not been chosen in accordance with 
ideas such as representing the region, the state or other such constructions. 
Following the research question, certain criteria for the selection of case 
projects were set. First we attempted to do the study with our method of 
locality studies to come “near” to the concrete processes that matter to 
people. Second we tried to select two different case projects in each locali-
ty: One “new economy” case, and one case based on the availability of 
natural resources.  “New economy” cases, where the “new” is relative ac-
cording to the context, may in practice be related to tourism, ICT, biotech-
nology, wind power or the like. “Natural resources” cases are about a kind 
of restructuring of the resource-based industries, industries that have been 
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of historical importance in the creation of the way of life for those people 
living in the Nordic peripheries.  

The case studies were undertaken as fieldwork based on qualitative 
interviewing, and we preferred the research to be conducted by researchers 
already familiar with the locality under study (this was also due to obvious 
financial constraints). The methodological “rules” for the selection of in-
terview persons, report writing etc. were set within the context of a com-
mon research design. Even so, the organisation of research became rather 
different across the various countries concerned. Due to the fact that 
Greenland does not as yet have any qualified regional policy researchers 
of its own, these cases were, however unsatisfactory this may be for a 
political point of view, investigated by Danish researchers. The cases in 
Iceland and in the Faroes were investigated by senior researchers with a 
firm and long commitment to the MOST CCPP network. Sweden and 
Finland allowed for a more complex organisation where newcomers were 
less embedded in MOST CCPP traditions (to attract these new-comers 
was a part of the hidden agenda from the very beginning, as MOST CCPP 
has had problems “embedding” in Finland and particularly in Sweden). 
The perspective for the rather strict “rules” of the research design was that 
a comparative report (this report) was to be the end product, in addition to 
the reports from each country. 

What is the rationality of comparative analysis, when cases do not 
represent and cannot be generalised to “their country” or the like? As a 
beginning, it has to be considered that the problem of representation exists 
also between the reports written and the social processes they report. Of 
course, the country reports and their analyses of specific projects affiliated 
(more or less) with specific localities, construct a specific narrative of the 
cases reported. Therefore in practice, and in spite of the methodological 
rules set, the comparative analysis cannot compare much more than the 
narratives. This would also have been the case if every study had been 
carried out by the very same author. These statements stress the fact that 
knowledge is produced by certain actors and networks in accordance with 
certain institutionalised rules etc. Although we have tried to cope with this 
through dense networking and institutionalised “rules”/approaches, we 
have to be aware of this contextual character of knowledge. And instead of 
nervous searches for bias, we want to build on the qualities of producing 
knowledge this way, one of the qualities being that processes are descri-
bed on a rather  concrete and practical level. 

The purpose of comparative analysis is to have a further look at the 
findings of each project through the medium of an intensive research 
design. By comparing across cases and localities, we are made aware of 
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the specific characteristics of each case. Here, the “specific” is used to 
mark a difference from both the general/universal and the 
unique/individual, thereby arguing for the possibility that social science 
does not have to be either nomothetic or ideographic. Underlining the 
specific mechanisms at work in each case thus allows us to better unders-
tand and explain why projects developed differently.  

This means, that by comparing a sample of cases of projects in fi-
sheries and another sample in tourism, finding fisheries to be successful 
and tourism the opposite, we cannot conclude that this is so because fi-
sheries are “better” than tourism. It is the concrete events, actors, 
networks, economies and policies involved that we prefer to blame! This 
type of analysis is not studying the world “as such”. Our questions, 
mediations and answers are theoretically informed; as such, our research 
questions would be of no meaning if they did not include theoretical 
concepts such as coping strategies. Therefore, the standard and 
”language” of comparison is set by the concepts chosen. 

So, what this report will contribute to our understanding of the 
field is a comparison of the knowledge produced in country reports in 
relation to the common research question, design, conceptual framework 
and methodology. Each report has sections on national principles of 
regional policy and a description of the localities selected; attempts to 
compare this evidence provide the framework that may already explain 
significant differences in regional policies and coping strategies in 
accordance with national and local standards and institutions. Thereafter, 
localities and case-projects are organised according to their type of 
activity in order to discuss processes of a somehow similar character 
across national differences.  

2. Comparing knowledge 

2.1 Comparing regional policies 
Although we have no intention of giving conducting here a detailed 
overview of regional policies in Finland, Sweden, the Faroes, Iceland and 
Greenland, observations from Nordic regional research have been of 
interest and value in the project. 

Regional policy in the two East Nordic countries, Finland and 
Sweden, in the 1990s has been dominated by the agendas and funds 
created by the their “new” EU-memberships, and particularly with the 
introduction of the Structural Funds objective 6 areas and the LEADER 
programme. It is clear that Sweden and Finland’s EU-membership re-
kindled interest in regional policies in both countries. Paradoxically, from 
one perspective the EU-emphasis on spatial and social integration re-
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introduced a “Keynesian” type re-distributive approach, in contrast to the 
stronger Schumpeterian emphasis on innovation in prevalent in the (so-
called) regional policies of the 1980s. In the 1980s, regional policies 
became rather general economic development policies. From another 
perspective however it could be said that EU-policies introduced more 
actors into regional policy, something that is in line with Schumpeterian 
understandings, thus challenging head-on the traditions of strong sector 
and weak regional organisation in both Finland and Sweden. Initiatives 
cross-cutting traditional Nordic regional structures gave new regional co-
operative agencies, municipalities and local action groups all a role to 
play, if they were powerful enough to build the necessary links (Hallin 
and Lindström, 1998; Rannikko, 1998, Persson, 1999). These forms of 
regional policies and EU-funding have also raised a series of questions 
about the territorial organisation of municipalities and regions on 
different levels, as it can also be seen in the country reports of this 
project. In Finland, several reform processes have attempted to reorganise 
the weak intermediate level between the state and the municipalities. 
While in Sweden, the question of whether Sweden’s municipalities are 
too large has been put forward. 

The EU-reorganisation of regional policies in East Norden has 
produced however the same result as the historical development of non-
EU West Norden, namely a regionalisation of regional policies. Except 
for the very small municipalities in the Faroes, municipalities have 
become some of the major regional policy actors in both East and West 
Norden. This is also true in the Centre-West Nordic and (non-EU and 
EU) Norway and Denmark, although they are not studied in this project. 
Meanwhile this situation also indicates the end of traditional Keynesian 
regional policies by nation-states. Indeed one may therefore ask if it is 
still meaningful to use the term “regional policy,” if it is no longer the 
policy of the upper territorial level to “do something” with its regions 
(subsidiary parts). Interestingly, in the cases of Sweden and Finland, it is 
primarily the EU that continues the tradition of a “top down” 
redistributive regional policy.  

The changing role of regional policies is very much connected to 
the relative downsizing of the national Keynesian welfare regime and to 
the development of the post- national Schumpeterian workfare regime 
(Jessop, 2000; Veggeland, 2000; Bærenholdt & Aarsæther, 2001). 
Meanwhile, we can see different types of these regimes, and the 
formation of varying intersections between them. Welfare regimes are 
still of major importance, particularly in rural areas. In this respect, the 
change is more a consequence of the culmination of the growth of public 
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welfare services in the 1970s – and in Finland in the 1980s. In other 
words: Welfare policies are crucial to stability but not so much to 
innovation. On the other hand, workfare regimes across the European 
Union aim at the production of a general framework of economic 
development via instruments such as labour market policies. The new 
regional policies in the European Union are committed to certain 
territorial criteria of regions worthy of support etc., and in principle, these 
criteria are not that much different from traditional regional policy. The 
main difference is that European Union regional policies include a much 
wider spectre of regional policy actors and thereby produce negotiated 
partnerships across the firm territorial levels of nation-states. Thus, the 
stronger and more powerful actors can cross territorial levels and build 
diagonal relationships. Moreover, this is particularly important, as the 
amount of funding connected to EU regional policies is not small. 

In short, in the EU-countries of Finland and Sweden we see the 
trend of multilevel governance developing, where an important part of the 
economy is negotiated around the fight for project public funding within 
a programme-oriented regional policy. The focus of social capital and 
networking is an integrated element of EU regional policy thinking about 
partnerships, where fund-raising procedures force actors into new 
networking that includes requirements for matching funding. These 
principles are also copied in national programmes. Partnership policies 
across borders enable powerful grassroots, business and local/regional 
authorities to transcend their subsidiary role as regional actors in national 
– and especially Nordic national – regimes. It is in line with Rokkanian 
thinking that regional policies depend upon the power of regional actors. 
The difference is that the EU regional policy regime makes this 
apparently legitimate. 

The country report from Finland stresses that as early as the1980s, 
programme-based regional policies were built on the strength of the 
indigenous regional economic and political structures themselves. In this 
process, rural areas dependent on both agriculture/forestry and public 
services became vulnerable, as none of these sectors were obvious points 
of departure for Schumpeterian innovations in the 1980s. In relation to 
programme-based regional policies, EU regional policies reintroduced 
stronger territorial criteria relating to who is worthy of support, and 
where rural areas on the fringes of urban commuting areas were often 
disqualified. Furthermore, the roles of public sector actors such as 
schools and research institutions have been strengthened, which is 
evident form the case studies from Finland. 
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Turning to the West Nordic area, the country report from Iceland 
stresses the lack of a tradition with regard to a regional policy committed 
to the development of certain regions of the national territory. Most 
emphasis has been put on stimulating market forces, and regional policies 
have primarily been understood as a means of producing cost efficiency 
for the whole nation (se also Bærenholdt, 1991). The most effective 
“regional policies” have been concerned with agricultural and fisheries 
policy. Territorially committed interventions have generally been either 
ad hoc initiatives or general planning, building on the growth centre 
doctrine. The Schumpeterian economic development policies of the 
1980s are still prevail in the West Nordic non-EU countries. In the case 
of Iceland, this can be seen in the mandate of the New Business Venture 
Fund, where no territorial commitments are expressed. Clearly, the idea is 
to support local-level innovation processes, but no priority is given to 
specific localities or territorial areas.  

This picture also fits the Greenland and Faroes cases. Neither 
Greenland nor the Faroes have ever had a “regional” policy in the sense 
of the principle of support for certain territories. Sector policies 
(particularly fisheries) and ad hoc deals relating to the “cut and thrust” of 
domestic politics have dominated.  Meanwhile, few countries have had so 
much discourse on village development as Greenland or the Faroes in the 
1970s and 1980s, though this discourse seems to function as a rather 
symbolic instrument of nation building. While the end of the 1990s saw 
the Faroes, jettison this ad hoc approach, for Greenland this remains the 
main way of addressing regional problems. In the Faroes, the symbolic 
discourse on “bygdamenning” disappeared with the crisis of the early 
1990s, and today “økismenning” is more about the relocation of public 
service functions, while business development is considered a non-
political issue, although in practice political networks are involved 
throughout the process. The dominance of an economically “liberal” 
Schumpeterian regime can be seen in all three West Nordic countries, but 
this regime is more institutionalised in Iceland (New Business Venture 
Fund) and Greenland (SULISA Greenland Business Development 
Corporation). Furthermore, the Faroes also differ from Iceland and 
Greenland with regard to the lack of a role for the municipalities in 
regional policy.  However, compared to the larger East Nordic countries, 
the small West Nordic countries have initiated a programme based 
project economy to only a limited extent. In general, and particularly with 
regard to the Faroe Islands and Iceland, we can talk of a network 
economy. Greenland can also be seen as network economy, but here the 
political and the business networks can hardly be separated (political 
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capital as a special form of capital, Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). In 
Greenland, no development projects can exist for long without political 
engagement. 

In the West Nordic area, the activities of Nordic Atlantic 
Cooperation and of the West Norden Fund remain important, as these 
trans-national activities are governed by regional policy principles, 
though the amount of funding is small. Although there are few 
ideological and public signs of this, Nordic Atlantic and West Nordic 
programmes are perceived as basically positive by actors in innovation 
processes. 

In sum, West and East Nordic regional policies differ, although a 
common trend towards multi-level governance and municipalities as 
regional policy actors can be observed (with the exception of the Faroes). 
West Nordic countries are small in terms of population and economy, 
political institutions are generally weak and territorial principles of 
regional policy are absent. In reality, Greenland and the Faroes are one-
region nations. But interesting cases of entrepreneurship based in 
different forms of networking do exist, and much of this relates to spin-
offs from fisheries. In addition, tourist development also plays a role in 
Greenland, and also in Iceland; this is also an example of the resource-
based experience economies. 

East Nordic regional policies are embedded in a much more 
institutionalised tradition of regional policies now culminating in the 
dominance of EU-programme policies. Here, multi-level governance 
networking across territorial levels has been institutionalised. In general, 
rural areas in Sweden and Finland do not have the dynamics of small-
scale entrepreneurship characteristic of the West Nordic fishing village, 
based on access (albeit regulated and commercialised) to rich marine 
resources. Meanwhile, the development of the countryside as a place of 
dwelling, tourism and recreation is more profound than in the West 
Nordic resource-based network economies. We may however talk of an 
East Nordic programme- and environment-based project economy in 
rural/peripheral Sweden and Finland. Clearly, the role and character of 
regional policies is different in these two types of rural economic 
regimes. Of course, the two types are typological generalisations (by 
means of abstraction); concrete processes may therefore differ 
substantially. However, the variety of cases studied in this research 
project fits snugly into this general typology. 
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2.2 Localities and case projects selected 
Ten localities were selected for case studies of projects qualifying for the 
requirements of the common research design, and these case studies are 
reported in detail in the five country reports. Localities were chosen due 
to the possibility of studying the networking process in specific processes 
of innovation, (projects). Although, almost all projects involved non-local 
partners (and this is a point to be stressed), the approach used was to 
investigate projects organising fieldwork and interviews in the localities. 
As such we can better understand the social processes of networking 
relevant to regional development with local actors as the point of 
departure. 
 
Localities: Projects: 
“New economy” “Restructured resource-based economy” 
 
Finland: 
Sotkamo Artificial skiing tunnel Bio-laboratory 
Ilomantsi SampoNet Wine making  
   school 
Sweden: 
Jokkmokk* (Laponia) Municipal project  Sami reindeer  
     herding project 
 
Åre (Kallbygden) Wind power  Local municipal  
    committee 
Faroes: 
Sandoy LIDO Seafood Sandoy Seafood 
Vágur Oilwind  Kovin 
 
Iceland: 
Hornafjördur Rural tourism Öræfi NorthIce   
    biotechnology 
 
Isafjördur West Tours 3xStál (shrimp  
   processing  
   technology) 
Greenland: 
Ilulissat Local tourism/outfitters Arctic Fish 
Uummannaq Local tourism Uummannaq  
   Seafood 
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(*The Laponia project also involves the Municipality of Gällivare. 
In addition, the Laponia area includes a small area of the Municipality of 
Arjeplog) 

Our point of departure in contrasting the “New Economies” with 
the  “Restructured resource-based economy” was an important guide to 
search for diversity in the selection of projects, though in practice the 
strict division between these two categories collapsed with the selection 
of cases. Although we might have been able to select otherwise within the 
categories, such a collapsing of the barrier is indicative of just how much 
new and restructured economies are part of the same projects in Nordic 
peripheries. In some cases, particularly in the East Nordic, the importance 
of natural resources is becoming less a question of extraction, and more 
one of experience. In other cases, technology-driven projects shape new 
economic activity on the basis of resources from, or users in, resource-
based industries. 

Apart from the small municipalities of the Faroes, we have 
generally studied municipalities with a population between 2.000 and 
12.000, of which, unsurprising, those in the East Nordic are have been 
larger in size (Gällivare even larger). The municipalities of the Faroes are 
organised on the village level. In the Faroes the level of one island 
matches the municipal scale of the other cases. Still, the municipalities 
are not the cases but rather (apart from the Faroes) important project-
contexts and  -actors. 

All of the Finnish and Swedish localities reviewed here have been 
hit by decline in the traditional resource-based industries of farming, 
forestry, mining, and reindeer herding. Unemployment at the level of 
10% in Sweden and 20% in Finland is the norm. Apart from the rather 
stable high level of population around 11.000 in Sotkamo in Finland, the 
three other localities have experienced depopulation since the 1960s and 
also throughout the 1990s. It is therefore no coincidence that 
institutionalised regional policy is on the agenda. The projects studied in 
Sweden are representative of a rather different type  (with the exception 
of the wind power project) as compared to the somewhat more business- 
oriented types studied in Finland, and also in the West Nordic countries. 
This is not because business projects do not exist. It is due to the 
expertise of researchers involved, thereby adding projects normally not 
considered regional policy objects to our collection of cases, namely, the 
local political restructuring in Kallbygden from Åre Municipality, and the 
two Laponia projects in Jokkmokk/Gällivare in the UNESCO cultural 
landscape programme.  
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It is no coincidence that eight out of the twelve West Nordic cases 
relate to fisheries areas or areas with significant spin-offs from fisheries. 
The four other cases are all in tourism; none of these are in the Faroes, 
where tourism is not as high on the agenda as in Greenland or Iceland. 
Unemployment exists – particularly in Greenland – but not on the scale 
we see in the East Nordic cases. Paradoxically, the rather mono-cultural 
West Nordic resource-based economies seem more dynamic than the 
somehow more diversified but also marginalized East Nordic peripheries. 
None of the West Nordic localities can really be said to belong to real 
peripheries inside their countries, although Isafjördur in Iceland, 
Uummannaq in Greenland and Sandoy in the Faroes are not central in 
terms of their ‘national’ economies. This evaluation is due more to the 
small scale of each of these countries. For example, Ilulissat is the third 
largest town in Greenland (following the capital of Nuuk including 
suburbs, and Sisimiut), and Isafjördur has been a regional centre in 
Iceland for a considerable period of time, although in the region suffering 
from the steepest decline. None of the localities have experienced 
depopulation to a high degree in the municipal centres, though 
depopulation has occurred in the smaller villages and settlements, and 
scattered farms have had to be closed down. Here the Faroes picture is 
rather different due to the crises of the early 1990s, where the Faroes 
experienced significant levels of out-migration. Furthermore we can 
hardly talk of municipal centres and a centre on each island, because most 
Faroes islands (apart from Klaksvík on the Northern Islands and 
Tórshavn on Streymoy) are characterised by competition between two 
(on Sandoy) or more main villages/municipalities with more than 1000 
inhabitants each. Therefore a strategy of regionalisation will be hard to 
achieve in the Faroes. 

For introductions to the localities and analysis of the projects, see 
the five country reports. 

2.3 Comparing projects 
2.3.1 Introduction on the role of regional policies in the projects 
The projects studied are cases of coping strategies’ innovation and 
networking. From the analysis produced in the country reports, we can 
compare the projects across several dimensions. In this analysis the 
projects do not represent countries or localities as such. They represent 
different types of processes of actors networking in innovative local 
processes. The character of each project does however show some 
differences. 
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In the Faroes all projects are cases of business development that 
hardly involve any form of formal regional policies or the allocation of 
funds. Social capital is however involved in these projects and comes 
from informal networking, while formal political institutions are weak on 
both the national and the local levels. With regard to the Faroes, one can 
ask whether the concept of regional policy is meaningful, when politics 
and economies become networks? At least one can say that the concept of 
regional policy is simply not adequate to the Faroes context. Furthermore, 
the less formalised institutions of entrepreneurship in the Faroes also 
sustain local entrepreneurship through the common efforts of local people 
by means of voluntary work and the collection of money. Nevertheless, 
the cases give an image of the Faroes as an economy on the industrial 
periphery. 

On the other hand, in Finland – as well as in Sweden – regional 
policy is a field that also includes a range of social positions for the 
intellectual elite of (Myrdalian) “economic/regional developers” who 
have been central actors in the creation of the welfare state. This field 
differs from Norwegian regional policy where (Broxian) populist 
discourse from the regions has traditionally set the agenda in part, 
opposing the creation of a bureaucracy. In all of the Finnish cases, formal 
institutions in education and research play an integrated and central role 
in initiatives more or less belonging to the knowledge and experience 
economy, where products include training, ICT, research and tourist 
experiences. The cases chosen in Sweden highlight the role of the 
environment, cultural identity, cultural experience and political 
organisation in the post-industrial periphery.  

Yet again however, Iceland and Greenland are different in this 
regard. As in the Faroes, the absence of the East Nordic type of regional 
policy programme indicates that “the periphery” question is on another 
institutional – national – level. From the cases of tourism development in 
Iceland and Greenland, we see how “experience economies” develop 
differently in Iceland and Greenland. We may ask how much this has to 
do with the differences in national independence, in the degree of local 
control, and in educational development and/or in infra-structural 
development. The same can be said when comparing the “fisheries” cases 
in Greenland and Iceland, where the cases from Iceland concern 
technology-driven projects that can hardly be found in Greenland. In all 
of the Icelandic and Greenland cases, municipal regional policies relating 
to local development play a major role (although less so with local 
tourism in Hornafjördur and Uummannaq). 
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The projects fit into our general impression of the West Nordic 
resource-based network economies versus the East Nordic programme- 
and environment-based project economies. Within our collection of case-
projects, the Faroes are near to the (extreme) “ideal-type” of the West 
Nordic network economy, while the Finnish cases represent the (extreme) 
“ideal-type” of the East-Nordic project economy. These types are not 
only types of economies in the narrow sense but also with regard to the 
whole political economy, as well as the regime of regulation or 
innovation (depending on theoretical approach), though there is a 
significant difference between the role of regional policies in the Faroes 
and in Finland. Clearly, the 20 cases studied demonstrate a varied 
continuum in respect to the role of regional policy. 

In the following sections, five crosscutting themes have been 
selected according to the types of innovation process in the projects. As 
such, the analysis commences by comparing the networking processes 
involved in projects involving innovation processes with some 
similarities. 

2.3.2 Restructuring resource-based industries 
“Restructured resource-based industries” was the label on half of the 
case-projects from the beginning, though it is now clear that the category 
of “resource-based industries” turned out to be very diverse. The projects 
varied from the pure organisational restructuring of production and sales 
in fisheries (three Faeroese and two Greenland cases) to the use of 
biotechnology for “new” food production (one Icelandic and one Finnish 
case), and political re-organisation (one Swedish case). In-between we 
find innovation in fish processing (three Faeroese cases), machine 
building for the fishing industry (one Icelandic and one Faeroese case), 
training in wine making from berries (one Finnish case), and restructuring 
Sami reindeer herding (one Swedish case). 

The networking of actors in restructuring fisheries, where cases 
could also be found in Iceland, always involve the combination of local 
networks and international networks, where the international dimension 
concerns marketing and sales. The difference between the Faeroese and 
Greenland cases is that the municipal authorities played a major role in 
the initial phase of the innovation in the cases of Arctic Fish in Ilulissat 
and Uummannaq Seafood. 

As always, regimes of marine resource management are at the 
centre of the dynamics of the fish-related industries, particularly in the 
essential first step of the value chain, namely, catching the fish. This is 
obvious from the (former) case of Uummannaq Seafood (factory ships 
processing at sea) where licences to fish have recently (autumn 2001) 
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been cancelled through a Greenland Home Rule Government decision to 
give Royal Greenland a monopoly over buying Greenland’s halibut in 
Uummannaq in order to secure jobs on shore. The two new Greenland 
seafood companies are interesting as they illustrate several points:  

• Municipal authorities are crucial actors in starting innovations; 
entrepreneurship in Greenland has a political dimension. 

• Political networking is crucial in economies where political 
decisions on resource management are the focus of interest. 
The economically and politically stronger companies (such as 
Arctic Fish) also gain influence over such regimes. 

• This is because the value of fish (and especially of crabs) is 
produced by nature and not by humans (almost like gold), and 
the terminology of ‘value-chain’ can be highly misleading, as 
fish tend to lose value on the market the more they are 
processed (the most valuable human “production” is thus to  
“keep the fish alive” as far as possible). 

The Faeroese cases predominantly concern the processing side of 
fisheries. In spite of the basic problem of “what is value” in fish 
processing, this industry is of major importance to the Faeroese economy. 
Since the crisis of the early 1990s, fish processing has been separated 
from the primary (catching) sectors of vessels, so that a first-hand fish 
market developed. This restructuring opened new possibilities for 
innovation in the processing sector. Some of the innovations are purely 
organisational, such as the case of Sandoy Seafood attempting to 
overcome former “deeply” embedded structural problems in line with the 
case of Uummannaq Seafood. The innovative potential of these cases is 
limited, but they can be crucial in social innovations putting new actors 
on stage. Other cases such as that of LIDO Seafood (also on Sandoy) 
illustrate more profoundly new local-global intersections between 
community-support and international networks in a small village lacking 
political support for development. The crucial task for networks is to 
manage the “transport” of rich marine resources from the sea to the 
markets. In 2001, the rather “traditional” resource-based economy in the 
Faroes boomed. When the sea does not give or markets do not take, crisis 
is however only round the corner.  

The case of Kovin, which is the only producer of canned fish in the 
Faroes, also illustrates the importance of combing personal networks at 
the local level (Vágur) with international contacts. In small countries such 
as the Faroes, businesses have to run without the support of national 
innovation institutes.  
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Compared to the traditional resource-based cases of fisheries and 
fish processing, the cases of production of equipment, wine-making and 
reindeer herding are of much less magnitude  – though they are also more  
“knowledge-based”, though in very different ways. The case of Oilwind 
in Vágur, goes back to a 1910 blacksmith. It is a family firm that has 
developed gear and equipment for fisheries and aqua culture. The firm is 
managed by one person (both the entrepreneur and inventor), and it has 
few direct cooperative links with other firms. Meanwhile, the home 
market of the Faroes fisheries milieu means everything to the company. 

The case of 3xStál in Isafjördur, Iceland, is also a classical case of 
innovation in the machine building industry, where user-producer-
relations in the local and national fisheries milieu have been crucial both 
to the local commitment and to the production of knowledge. The locality 
of Isafjördur has other cases of such a development; the electronic scale 
producer Póls (Eliasen, 2000) is also part of the background of the 
development of 3xStál. The development of process equipment for 
shrimp processing plants could occur in many localities, where shrimp 
processing is going on. The decisive factor however turns out to be that 
the three entrepreneurs had their own reasons for wanting to live and 
work in Isafjördur. Once the firm has been established and consolidated, 
when sections of the staff subsequently wanted to move the 
corresponding part of the firm moved also. Here, again the combination 
of local and international networks is crucial, and no regional policy 
instruments were really involved. Once established, much of the 
marketing and contacts with customers takes place over the Internet. 

If one wants to explain why innovation in the machine building 
industry as a spin-off from fisheries is not common in Greenland, 
emphasis has to be put on the lack of wide spread international networks 
and of technical skills (including tacit knowledge). Furthermore, the 
institutional discursive, and one may say, cultural support for local 
entrepreneurship is strong in the Faroes and especially in the Icelandic 
culture, and this aspect is important in understanding why the “West 
Nordic network-economies” succeed. 

The Ilomantsi wine making school is however a different case 
entirely. It is a clear case of the success of the “East Nordic project-
economy”. Based on local traditions of the cultivation of berries, a 
vocational school became the main initiator to apply for a project within 
the North Karelian regional programme.  Factors crucial to the success of 
the project were the intervention of the municipal authorities and the 
liberalisation of markets for alcoholic beverages. The project is not a 
wine producing business, but a project of training in such production.  
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This focus is due to the typical priorities of East Nordic regional 
development plans relating to the development of a knowledge-based 
economy. 

The Sami reindeer herding project is part of the UNESCO framed 
“Laponia” cultural landscape project in Jokkmokk and Gällivare 
municipalities. The project receives funding from the EU objective 6 
programme and the aim is to develop new businesses and new forms of 
administration. The Sami component of the project should be seen in the 
context of contested claims on lands, where the UNESCO framework 
gave the Sami the opportunity to raise their vision of (their) culture in the 
landscape as an alternative to the national regulations of national parks. 
Furthermore, the project gave the Sami the possibility to further develop 
local and international networks including links with NGOs such as the 
WWF. As with the Ilomantsi winemaking school much of the effort 
surrounding the project is down to a few key-persons, working as co-
ordinators and consultants. The effects of the project are thus far 
predominantly to be found in the production of new discursive 
frameworks and social capital. The discursive development is a direct 
consequence of the implementation of UNESCO’s cultural landscape 
doctrine acknowledging human activities and cultural symbols as part of 
the landscape and thereby also opening up the agenda to non-extractive 
uses of the landscape as a possible new resource-and-experience regime. 
The possible success of the UNESCO framework is due to its ability to 
bridge conflicts between the traditional positions of resource extraction 
versus nature conservation, while this also gives new understandings of 
the potentials of sustainable use, tourism and recreation. Through the 
project, social capital has been produced among the Sami, but there are 
barriers in existing laws and administration to the further implementation 
of the project. Meanwhile, the “Padjelanta Economic Association” is an 
outcome of the process; the association runs tourist facilities in Padjelanta 
National Park (part of Laponia) on a contract basis. The social capital 
produced here can be valuable, but the concrete economic results cannot 
as yet be observed. Interestingly, a UNESCO programme has provided 
the discursive framework for a project financed by EU regional policy 
means, enacted by local and Sami people with their international 
contacts, thus trying to by-pass national laws and regional administration. 
(We will delve deeper into cultural landscape projects in section 2.3.5). 

Compared to traditional resource-based economies, projects like 
the Ilomantsi wine making school and the Sami reindeer herding project, 
although both part of regional policy programmes, create few jobs and 
little economic volume in the short run. Of course, it is hard to evaluate 
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whether such projects will be able to create the same amount of jobs as 
3xStál in the long run, but so far the contrast between West Nordic and 
East Nordic cases is clear. This may also be true, if we turn to the cases 
of biotechnology projects, although we must be aware that the Sotkamo 
bio-laboratory project is not that mature as of yet. NorthIce is a business 
producing enzymes and seafood concentrates. It started with the 
involvement of the Hornafjördur municipal innovation centre, which was 
were keen to construct the Hornafjördur Science Park.  The project was 
partly created inside the scientific milieu of the University of Iceland in 
Reykjavik. Some marine resources (from the cod widely available was 
needed for the process. The real reason for the centre’s location in Höfn 
at Hornafjördur relates on one hand to the provision of building facilities 
from the co-operative, and on the other to the “local characteristics of 
trust and cooperation” ensuring that information flows freely. Although 
the director has personal links with the locality, his office is in Reykjavik 
to facilitate contact with outside markets. The location of the firm can be 
seen as contingent, but regional policy was involved via funding from the 
Business Venture Fund facilitating contact between the locality and the 
university. 

Locality-university contact is also the issue as regards the Sotkamo 
bio-laboratory. This is a project to keep a diary running with new 
products. The University of Oulu has located a research centre in the 
locality and the project has EU-programme support. Local networks are 
not that central to the project; it is rather an independent export unit. As 
the diary is in any case due to be closed however, the effect of the project 
will be at best, limited. Knowledge-intensive projects in both 
Hornafjördur and Sotkamo may create only 5-10 jobs, while the threat 
remains of the subsequent movement of the firm. On the other hand, 
although we are not talking of that many jobs compared for instance to 
those provided by traditional rural industries, they are nonetheless 
significant, as they signify the creation of new types of jobs possibly also 
with good incomes. In many cases, such as in the case of 3xStál the 
crucial thing for the continuation of projects is where key-actors decide to 
live. As we all know, such decisions are multidimensional including 
family relations, housing possibilities, cultural facilities and recreational 
potentials. 

Finally, the development of a local municipal committee in 
Kallbygden in Åre municipality can also be seen as a case of 
restructuring. It seems that political restructuring here is closely related to 
the development of Kallbygden as place of residence for people 
commuting to work in other places.  So the revival and restructuring of a 
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political space has a lot to do with the new types actors coming into the 
countryside, as in for example the wind power project to be found in the 
locality. It seems therefore that political re-organisation is connected to 
the spatial restructuring and social transformation of rural areas from 
resource and manufacturing activities to experience and information 
economies (see section 2.3.6) 

Looking through the projects concerned with the so-called 
restructuring of resource-based economies, a striking feature is the 
contingency of actor-networks producing the projects on the concrete 
level. The specific characteristics of the whole historically developed 
complex of economy, institutional set-up and culture in each country 
means a lot to the strategies pursued. However, such findings cannot be 
validated within the scope of this explorative research project. 

2.3.3 Tourism 
Due to the focus on new economic sectors in the periphery, tourist 
oriented projects were included from all countries, with the exception of 
the Faroes. The projects and the various approaches used to study them 
are however different. So far, few results can be seen from the Laponia 
project with regard to the development of tourism, though the cultural 
and natural attraction of the huge area including the well-known hiking 
areas of Sarek and Padjelanta are high. The localities of Uummannaq, 
Ilulissat and Hornafjördur also include major international tourist 
attractions, though it is clear that infrastructural barriers remain as 
significant limitations (although they are also, paradoxically, attractions 
in themselves). As in Uummannaq, tourism in Isafjördur also suffers 
from the effects of isolation due to its remote location. Therefore, the 
economic scale of tourism in Uummannaq and Isafjördur is limited. 
Finally, the Sotkamo artificial skiing tunnel is a case of a built attraction 
becoming more and more important to tourism (such as theme parks etc.). 

All of the studies focus on the potentials and problems in 
networking with regard to tourism. Problems in local co-operation in 
tourism development are quite common, as actors compete with each 
other due to the rather market driven – and also seasonal – character of 
most tourist business. In the Laponia case, we surmise that much 
development potential is locked up in the ongoing struggle over 
institutional problems in relations between state authorities, county-level 
authorities, municipal authorities and the Sami people. There also seems 
to be a lack of trust, and cross-sector solutions are hard to find. In the 
Sotkamo case, the physical educational school specialised in sports 
education and is, as an important partner together with the municipal 
authorities, able to connect the artificial skiing tunnel to several national 
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programmes of both sports and regional development. So the Sotkamo 
case is then a good case of crosscutting networking, something that has 
not been easy to implement in the case of Laponia. Managing and using 
landscapes with more or less open access for commercial tourism can 
also be much more difficult than dealing with regulated and well-
managed spaces for sports, where everything is under control and few 
alternative users are on the agenda. Only further investigations can shed 
light on this question. 

The Icelandic and Greenland cases are cases of local co-operation 
on different scales. Ilulissat with its relatively good airborne connections 
is the main Greenland tourist destination. Problems in co-operation 
between different tourist information offices, tour-operating outfitters and 
others have to do with conflicts between different social and cultural 
groups locally. Few Greenlanders have been educated with regard to 
tourist service provision, and this includes language training, and as long 
as more immediate economic possibilities exist, most Greenlanders 
concentrate on these, such as fisheries for example. This also means that 
tourism, although important to local incomes, is as yet not embedded 
within the local Greenland community. Tourism is rather a business for 
non-Greenlanders that have been living for some time in Ilulissat and 
have the cultural and educational (particularly linguistic) qualifications to 
communicate with tourists. Moreover, the development of tourism in 
Uummannaq also suffers from problems of co-operation, though this 
predominantly relates to very small scale of tourism in Uummannaq, 
where the sole entrepreneur in the tourism sector tends to preside over the 
whole business. 

The two Icelandic cases do not show any significant evidence of 
problems relating to local co-operation in local tourism development. 
Here problems relate more to the lack of a sufficient number of customers 
and a lack of connections to non-local actors channelling tourists in. 
Local co-operation works well, though it cannot solve all problems, as 
tourism development depends essentially on marketing. The advantage 
for local tourist entrepreneurs in Öræfi in Hornafjördur is based on their 
location adjacent to the national ring road at Skaftafell, which is one of 
the major attractions in Iceland. Tourists in cars and in bus-groups 
regularly pass through the place, which is in definite contrast to the 
situation in Isafjördur, where, generally speaking, nobody simply “passes 
by”. 

Networking, combining the local and the non-local is crucial to the 
development of local tourism as is also the case in other businesses, but it 
seems that this can often be hard to achieve. In the East Nordic cases, 
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tourism is high on the agenda of regional development, while this is 
hardly the case with respect to the West Nordic cases, where the main 
development effort is the marketing and supporting functions of the 
National Tourist Boards. In addition, Nordic Atlantic Co-operation 
(NORA) and the West Norden Fund have supported a number of local 
tourism projects. On the national level, Icelandic tourism in particular has 
been successful. Iceland has more tourists per year than the number of 
inhabitants, though the problem remains that only very few of these 
tourists stray into the rural areas. Symbolically speaking, the distance 
from Keflavík international airport is thus longer to Isafjördur than to 
New York or Copenhagen. 

With regard to the development of local tourism the municipal 
authorities play a crucial role, given the need for the co-ordination of 
business, infra structure, recreational facilities and landscape 
management, where both tourists and locals are users. In the two cases, 
where local networking seemed to work best (Sotkamo and Isafjördur), 
the municipal authorities played a leading role in each case. Though in 
neither of these cases did we witness significant conflict over the 
distribution of guests, access to attractions, or over landscape values. 

2.3.4 “Technology projects” 
The innovative character of a number of technology projects was related 
to business location proximate to actors in fisheries and farming. These 
projects were about technological innovation in the production of 
equipment to the industry (OilWind on Vágur and 3xStál in Isafjördur) or 
in the processing of the resources (bio-laboratory in Sotkamo and 
NordurIs in Höfn, see section 2.3.2). 

SampoNet is an educational IT-project typical of many recent 
regional policy initiatives in Finland. The project in Ilomantsi sought to 
incorporate the experiences of an earlier LEADER project. It is basically 
a training programme shaped as a Labour office initiative with some EU 
funding. The project is run through the vocational school, as with the 
winemaking school. The main results of the project is the training of 24 
individuals in IT and video technology, in addition to the social capital 
produced by connecting them to each other and to local businesses. It is 
also typical of regional policy initiatives in Finland that projects are run 
cooperatively between two or more municipalities. In reality, little 
technology is involved. The major objective is to generalise people’s 
access to IT, with this being particularly important in the restructuring of 
resource-based economies. 

Similarly, the Kallbygden Wind power project is simply a matter 
of technology diffusion. As a reaction to a situation where local resources 
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are owned by outsiders, the vision was to “create new resources” -– the 
wind – owned by the people. The Wind power project is a cooperative 
project controlled at the local level. In similar ways as in other cases, 
such as the Laponia projects, a crucial step for such local development 
projects is to employ professional project managers to raise EU and other 
funds for continued activities in other spheres. The orientation of the 
projects towards the search for EU funds is high. Although originally 
proposed by a milk farmer, the Kall interest association started the 
project. This association administers funds gained in compensation for 
hydropower development. The project manager was recruited from 
Southern Sweden, he was however familiar with the local area through 
his own holiday experiences. The project process has been through 
municipally organised round table sessions. In the end, the success of the 
project depends upon planning authority decisions following public 
debates on the consequence of windmills. 

Public, associational and co-operative projects such as SampoNet 
and Kall wind power remain highly dependent on the political processes 
of local mobilisation and the response from the upper political levels, and 
these are processes where the municipalities are the key players. This was 
also the case with the Sotkamo bio-laboratory and NordurIs in Höfn, 
although they were more business-like projects, where the municipality 
essentially had more of a mid-wife function. The Kall wind power project 
is the only formally co-operative case in this study, though there are 
elements of local associations investing money or work in cases such as 
Uummannaq Seafood and LIDO Seafood. The difference is that the 
Seafood companies are business activities in the main local economic 
sector, while the small scale wind power project belongs to a post-
productivist era where objectives in relation to the landscape are of a 
residential and environmental nature, while the economy is more about 
services, information and experiences. Therefore, “technology projects” 
should not be narrowly conceived as being only one kind of project. 
There are moreover significant differences between the projects in terms 
of their “business character”. 

2.3.5 Cultural landscapes 
The Laponia development includes several projects. In addition to the 
Sami project, the municipalities of Jokkmokk and Gällivare also have 
their own Laponia projects. In addition, the county administration has 
also put forward its own plans, but these are seen as an obstacle to 
developing the project by both municipal and Sami actors. 

While the Sami project includes attempts at reforming and 
protecting their reindeer herding through Sami empowerment, the 
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municipalities’ Laponia project of addresses ways of using nature – 
between exploitation and conservation – that are different from the 
tradition of local resource-based industries (mining and forestry). Though 
the project is still in the visionary phase it nevertheless helps to shape 
new discursive frameworks of understanding nature and culture, much 
influenced by the cultural landscape concept. New ways of resource 
management are suggested, and the municipal agenda is seen in the end 
as being not that different from the Sami agenda. Though only the 
municipal authorities can negotiate with the county administration in 
planning. In contrast, the Sami project did not accept the invitation from 
the county authorities due to the character of the proposal. In this way, 
the centre-periphery – or national/regional versus local – tensions are 
similar to those around Kallbygden. This is a sign of how the Swedish 
administrative system is a barrier to networking across institutionalised 
social fields. Both the Kallbygden and the Laponia projects are based on 
an understanding (which is both a feeling and a reality based on 
economic input-output analysis) that peripheral municipalities with their 
natural resources have contributed more to the “state’s welfare” than they 
have benefited from it. The projects can be seen in part as new responses 
to internal colonisation culturally, economically and politically (Hansen, 
1998). International projects and funding facilitate this development, 
while the projects resulting from linkages with UNESCO and the EU in 
particular produce social capital among their participants that is important 
for future development, whatever the concrete economic outcomes of the 
projects are. Nevertheless, the crucial condition for such a new 
orientation is the collapse of the traditional resource based industries, 
because this is also facilitates the collapse of the connected “myth” of the 
resource-based periphery. Or in other words: Such an orientation is part 
of rural development in the post-productivist era. 

In another study of rural restructuring in Iceland, also covering the 
Hornafjördur municipality, Karl Benediktsson has pointed to the 
production of new place identities, icons of landscape and re-
territorialisations in rural Iceland. Although most farms along the Iceland 
ring road in front of the Vatnajökull have connections to some kind of 
tourist activity, national conservation plans for the whole of Vatnajökull 
are controversial (Benediktsson, 2000). Moreover with the rise of interest 
in the attraction and value of natural and cultural landscapes, tensions 
over the control of such resources are bound to re-emerge. The Sami 
Laponia project is clearly a project concerned with the strengthening of 
some kind of territorial control with landscape resources that can be even 
more valuable in the further development of the periphery of 
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consumption, where landscape experiencing becomes ever more 
commodified. Such spatial restructuring and social transformations in the 
peripheries also however pose significant questions over the political re-
organisation of municipalities. 

2.3.6 The role and size of the municipalities  
Municipal reform is an issue often debated, and the debate is concerns 
both the tasks and the size of municipalities. From the cases studied, it is 
obvious that municipal leaders and officials can play significant roles in 
regional policies that work in concert with coping strategies locally. It 
seems that the municipal level combing territorial political citizenship 
and professional project management competence is a nexus in this 
regard. Still, the question remains, how does this work? Here we have 
cases from rather diverse municipal systems and trends in Norden: 

In Kallbygden in Åre Municipality, a local committee has been set 
up. The tasks giving cause to this form of political innovation are 
connected to the forming of local Agenda 21 plans. I 1996, Åre 
Municipality gained EU regional funds (goal 6) for their project on 
strengthening local citizens influence. Here, Kallbygden had the 
advantage of already ongoing projects such as the windmill project, and 
such activities also give content to the new political structures, which is 
important to their viability when EU funding is terminated. In general, 
local political institutions strengthen the political influence of locals, 
though on the other hand the risk remains that the municipal authorities 
will let “village-level” committees take full responsibility for everything. 
Here, the crucial thing is that committees are not isolated and work as 
part of municipal agendas and administration. Such local committees may 
not always however produce new regional policies and coping strategies. 
They are, in effect, an institutional expression of ongoing processes. 
Political decentralisation works when it also implies stronger links to 
higher political-administrative levels and to non-local actors. This is 
something that can be seen in the case of the Laponia projects, where the 
Sami and municipal projects are complementing each other. 
Nevertheless, much depends on how the policy agents (and funding 
agencies) at higher institutional levels relate to local political 
organisations. Interestingly, in many cases in Sweden and Finland the EU 
has been more supportive of grass-roots political organisations and 
innovations than of territorial states.  

Generally speaking Finland has smaller municipalities than does 
Sweden, while a strong regional meso-level has historically been absent 
form the Finnish political system. The restructuring of regional political 
organisation is however now ongoing, and we can see that a major 
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element of this, not least in efforts to form EU-projects, is cooperation 
between municipalities. This is another element of emerging multi-level 
governance structures, where municipalities are important, while several 
projects are in fact managed in the context of spatial scales and areas 
other than those of the municipalities. The flexibility of the system lies not 
least in the fact than different configurations of partners are combined 
for different tasks. The point is that political innovations at lower or 
higher levels are of little interest in themselves, if they are not filled with 
certain activities and projects giving political structures content and life. 
For instance, the role of local action groups in LEADER projects in 
Finland is significant (Rannikko, 1998) 

The Faeroese cases come from political structures very different to 
those of the Swedish ones. In general the Faeroese municipalities are on 
the parish level in terms of scale. This means that the formal and 
professional competence of municipal authorities is weak in small rural 
municipalities. Hence the social capital involved in the LIDO project in 
Skálavik was much more of an informal community kind. Hence, the 
dominant policy pursued by Faeroese municipalities was, particularly in 
the 1970s and 1980s, mostly a question of municipal co-ownership of 
local fish processing plants. These plants were normally called 
“community-owned”, and they often came into this situation as part of a 
crisis solution. In the long run, the structure of many small fish 
processing plants producing almost the same industrial product (fillets in 
block) turned out to be non-competitive. Today, municipalities do not 
play a significant role in the Faroes, and a long and hard debate about 
amalgamation of some 50 municipalities into around 8 is still ongoing.  

Iceland departed from a municipal structure akin to that of the 
Faroes at the beginning of the 1990s, and a process of amalgamation 
“from below” has reduced the number of municipalities during the 1990s. 
This can be observed in Isafjördur and Hornafjördur, where small rural 
municipalities have been merged together with the towns of Isafjördur 
and Höfn. Only one of the case projects, the rural tourism development in 
Öræfi, takes place in one of the former small rural municipalities, and this 
one is very far from the municipal centre of Hornafjördur, Höfn. Clearly, 
this is a matter of some complaint, as local tourist entrepreneurs do not 
believe that they receive much service, help or support from the 
municipal centre often located rather far away, and which is often 
identified with fisheries in contrast to agriculture. On the other hand, their 
businesses continue as usual, and it seems that they never really depended 
upon municipal efforts. In the Icelandic cases, municipal efforts were 
particularly important in the cases of West Tours in Isafjördur and in 
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NorthIce in Höfn, where municipalities facilitated the formation of 
activities as part of a conscious local development effort. In general, the 
major points in relation to municipal amalgamation concern the provision 
and administration of social services, education etc., while regional 
policy consequences are still hard to document. The possible 
strengthening of professional competence in the municipal authorities 
coming out of municipal amalgamation however can hardly be a 
disadvantage for regional policy initiatives. As stated in the report from 
Iceland, this is very much a question of how much amalgamated 
municipalities do consciously pursue a strategy of regional policy inside 
their own district. Few general conclusions can be drawn on this issue, as 
the feasibility of different municipal structures is much related to the 
historical, cultural and physical contexts in question. 

This is also the case in Greenland, where municipalities are 
generally bigger than in Iceland and the Faroes, as each municipality 
generally corresponds to one historical “colony” with its surrounding 
villages or hamlets. In Greenland a town is simply defined as a municipal 
centre, although a few of them are quite small. In the context of post-
colonial Greenland, where much of the economy is public, the role of the 
municipalities is important in local development. Paradoxically, one of 
the roles of local government can be their “midwife” support to local 
business initiatives trying to create activities in the “holes” left by Home 
Rule Government national cornerstone companies such as Royal 
Greenland, the former trade monopoly. Meanwhile, the practices (and 
many officials) in Greenland’s municipalities naturally resemble those of 
Denmark, where local economic development is also an issue. However it 
is only in Greenland that local government investment in the productive 
sectors is legal, something that is in contrast to the rules pertaining in 
Denmark. 

The size and tasks of the municipalities differ from country to 
country, but it is the general image of the case studies, that local 
authorities can play important roles in mediating regional policies in 
dialogue with locals. In contrast, in the two extreme cases of Sweden’s 
large and the Faroes’ small municipalities, the role of municipalities in 
regional development was less clear. While the small Faroes 
municipalities hardly play a significant role in what are now globally 
oriented local development strategies; Swedish municipalities and other 
authorities can have difficulties in finding a role in EU partnership 
efforts. (Hallin & Lindström, 1998). Due to the vast differences in 
municipal structures, comparison between small West Nordic countries 
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outside the EU and “large” East Nordic countries inside the EU is 
difficult. 

2.3.7 Nation, state and international relations 
The role of the municipalities in Faeroese development tends to disappear 
when the national question of developing the home rule government into 
further self-government moves onto the agenda. In Greenland, given the 
lack of any national regional policy means, municipalities have been 
given the role as the “midwifes” of local development. Icelandic 
municipalities can however also play a broker’s role in local development 
projects. Nevertheless, nearly all initiatives on local and regional 
development today are about reconfiguring relations with foreign partners 
or markets, or international organisations. The EU’s regional policy 
manages to set the agenda for local development in Sweden and Finland, 
also with regard to nationally funded projects (e.g. matching funding 
taking over EU principles). Furthermore, in the case of Laponia, we saw 
the immense influence played by UNESCO’s strategies for cultural 
landscapes. Moreover, international Agenda 21 principles set the agenda 
for local development, such as in the case of Kallbygden. Among the 
cases studied, it is only with some of the Finnish cases, namely Samponet 
and the artificial skiing tunnel, that international partners are not directly 
involved. Nor do the Kallbygden cases involve international partners, 
although the scope and principles (e.g. Agenda 21) used are of an 
international character. 

In general, the role of states in regional development has been 
weakened, apart from the role of the Icelandic Business Venture Fund, 
while regional policies in Finland and Sweden have been adapted to EU 
principles. Regional policies have become less about redistribution, 
although this still goes on tacitly, and more about entrepreneurial policies 
for reconfiguring networks and connections in businesses and markets. 
There are trends of policy forms bypassing states, as they connect local 
actors with the EU and other international partners. This is also the case, 
although on a small scale, in the projects supported by the West Norden 
Fund and in the context of Nordic Atlantic Cooperation. 

Ultimately, the public sector distribution of services does play a 
significant role in the Nordic economies and in regional development, but 
this is a field that has not been investigated within this project. Few 
general explanations can be derived from the analysis so far. Only that we 
have documented a variety of cases that seem to fit well into the types of 
projects we have categorized, while also reflecting on their diverse 
national contexts. In the next chapter, we will try to elaborate on the 
lessons learnt from the variety of cases studied. 
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3. Lessons about social capital, coping strategies and regional 
policies 
“Whether, how and why regional policies work in concert with coping 
strategies locally” was our general research question. Furthermore, we 
expected the concepts of social capital (as defined by Pierre Bourdieu) 
and coping strategies (Bærenholdt & Aarsæther, 2002) to be crucial to 
understand how local development projects work in relation to regional 
policies. This chapter is then an attempt at theoretical (not statistical) 
generalisation (or abstraction) from the cases studied. We start by 
reducing the data material into some significant cases of actors and 
networks identified, and then we continue to analyse these in the terms of 
social capital, copings strategies and regional policies (well aware that 
regional policies are not the national level instruments that they used to 
be). 

3.1 Actors 
In nearly all of the projects, certain key actors can be identified, but very 
few of these would succeed without the networks they are part of. In the 
more formalised Projects (of the East Nordic type) such as all the cases 
from Laponia, Kallbygden and Ilomantsi, the project co-ordinator 
employed is the key person by definition. Significant levels of resources 
and trust are vested in the competences of this person though this can of 
course be a weakness, as people tend to give this person responsibility for 
too much, and perhaps even hesitate to act themselves because of this. 
Clearly, a key task for professional project managers is to avoid this 
situation by mobilising networks that operate with their own dynamics. 
On the other hand, the institutionalised role of the project manager makes 
it possible to change the person in the position, if need be. In all of these 
cases, project managers could have achieved little without the support of 
a network of committed supporters. 

In the case of LIDO Seafood, Oilwind and Uummannaq tourism 
the key actors are self-made entrepreneurs and not professional project 
managers. The strength and weakness of this form is that many business 
project networks are also totally dependent upon this single person, or we 
could say that this person is the node of network. This can be productive 
if the person-network includes a variety of contacts, such as in the case of 
LIDO Seafood, where the founder was a captain in Royal Greenland and 
thus has international contacts in the fisheries sector, while being an 
inhabitant of Skálavik he also has access to those willing to partake in 
local voluntary work. The male family tradition of entrepreneurs in the 
Oilwind company is an example of “traditional entrepreneurship”, that 
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we do not see so much of in the era of reflexive modernisation. The case 
of local tourism development in Uummannaq illustrates two crucial 
findings: One man can create a whole business locally. And one man can 
also monopolise all local network activities in that same business, so that 
little space is left for other possible entrepreneurs, although one should 
not always blame the only entrepreneur for this. In addition, project 
managers, such as the one behind the SampoNet in Ilomantsi, can also 
work as entrepreneurs attracting new projects on the basis of experience 
with earlier projects, and in this case the personal entrepreneur is also 
important. 

Furthermore, there are a number of cases where entrepreneurship 
has been embedded in a specific constellation of actors: In the case of 
Sandoy Seafood, a group of “outsiders” from the neighbouring island 
succeed in coordinating fish processing, that locals themselves could not 
manage to do, and they did this on behalf of a non-local Faroes mother 
company. 3xStál is also run by a group of 3 persons with a common 
background in another local innovative firm (Póls) and the locality of 
Isafjördur. The location of 3xStál in Isafjördur totally depends on these 
key actors’ preference for living there.  Arctic Fish owes its development 
to constellations of the mayor, some influential local fishermen and the 
appointment of a municipal project manager who was successful and 
went on to assume the position of managing director of the firm, once the 
municipality’s “midwife” function was over. In addition, the 
development of local projects such as the Kallbygden wind power project 
and the setting up of the local committee also depend on constellations of 
actors, of whom some are in-comers to the area.  

In other cases, we see constellations of actors supplementing or 
competing with each other more than they are pursuing a common 
project. This is typically the case in local tourism development such as in 
the cases of Öræfi and Ilulissat, although these cases are in themselves 
very different. Competition is not an issue in the less complex Öræfi case 
where each actor offers products of a different kind (vertical business 
networks). 

In this section on actors, a certain weight has been put on the West 
Nordic cases, where we frequently find stories of entrepreneurial business 
actors. This however does not mean that agency is not on the agenda in 
the more formally institutionalised East Nordic cases. 

3.2 Networking 
Networking can be a productive vehicle of innovation, also producing 
new identities and discursive frameworks of understanding. Such 
processes can be identified in cases like the ones in Kallbygden and in the 
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Laponia project. However, in some cases, networking reproduces 
historical tensions and only contributes to the further development of 
conflict, such as was the case in some of the processes on local tourism 
development in Greenland. Nevertheless, in some cases networking has 
more of a business character, for instance little innovative action would 
happen in the cases of Arctic Fish, LIDO Seafood and NorthIce in the 
absence of crucial business networks. Networking is also crucial in 
formalised regional policy projects such as the cases from Finland, but in 
these cases much networking is also a product of the project and its 
preparation, particularly when institutionalised social fields are cross-cut 
either by initiatives from below, or on the requirements for obtaining 
support (such as in the EU). Networking is a central practice of coping 
strategies. As such it is defined as “The development of interpersonal 
relations that transcend the limits of institutionalised social fields.” 
(Aarsæther & Bærenholdt, 2001; Bærenholdt & Aarsæther, forthcoming). 
Hence, this is clearly a process; networks are stable but develop with 
projects. 

In the case of the Laponia process, several Sami organisations, 
various NGOs, and some political parties played a role, while 
international experts took part in the networking approach to producing 
the project. Meanwhile, the project developed networking of new kinds 
among the Sami themselves. Networking can no longer be seen as merely 
relations at the board level, transcending as they now do such limits and 
incorporating many actors, both inside, and between, Sami communities. 
Furthermore, the UNESCO nomination of Laponia opened the doors to 
scientific networking, thus giving access to research funding etc. 

In the cases from Sotkamo, the Ski tunnel project was born in the 
sports college with long traditions of training and education in sports. The 
college is embedded in national sports associations as well as in the 
ministry (the National Board of Sports in the Ministry of Education), and 
these relations became the basis for networking in order to realise the 
project. Furthermore, Sotkamo municipality takes part in international 
networks with other skiing towns. In combination, a pattern of complex 
networking is emerging. The Sotkamo bio-laboratory is an Oulu 
university project driven by their development centre located in Kajaani 
in Sotkamo. It is a kind of “centre of excellence” and as such it is first 
and foremost committed to international professional networking, which 
means that it is not particularly committed to local development per se. 

In the Faroes, networking in the LIDO Seafood case makes the 
effect of the combination of local and international contacts very clear. 
The networking among villages enabled the construction (“in the old 
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Faroes way”) of the internationally oriented fish plant, which is 
dependent on the market networking of the founder. In other cases, 
networking is based on the firm itself, as is the case with Sandoy 
Seafood, a subsidiary of a new Faroes fish firm built as a network within 
the parent company? Networking can however provide only a 
background character to the local milieu, such as in the cases of Oilwind 
and Kovin from Vágur, though is these cases few innovations have 
materialised recently. With weak national institutions of innovation, 
networking between business partners sharing knowledge is important in 
the Faroes. In the end, much networking depends on trust and confidence 
as regards individual persons, but this could also be restated thus:  
Possibly trust and confidence in persons is produced through networking, 
while networking does not in itself produce trust and confidence 
automatically. 

Networking in the Icelandic cases studied is of a rather diverse 
character. In the NorthIce case networking combined local municipal and 
fisheries based networks and Reykjavik based university and innovation 
fund milieus into the same process. Indeed, the link between Höfn and 
Reykjavik is the crucial – and also critical – thing, as long as NorthIce is 
not that embedded in Höfn, apart from the material-spatial fix of the 
buildings provided. No doubt, the possibility of coming to – and from – 
Höfn either by car or by plane is crucial. In the case of 3xStál, 
networking out of Isafjördur to international markets happened by the 
“coincidence” of Canadian visitors examining shrimp processing in 
Isafjördur, when they saw some 3xStál machinery. No doubt the user-
produced-relations between 3xStál and local shrimp processes had been 
important networks already in the early phase of developing 3xStál. As 
we saw in the case of Canadian visitors, machines can also pave the way 
for business networking; in fact, much technical networking is about 
machines or the like. Now 3xStál has expanded with subsidiaries in 
Reykjavik and Canada. While West Tours is predominantly a story of 
professional networking, Öræfi is about local networking to catch tourists 
on their way past as they travel along the Ring Road, but this is of course 
not independent from networking in marketing and with tour operators. In 
general, the country report from Iceland states that networking has now 
more of a local or a local-global character – and as such is now much less 
about working in a local-national nexus. 

In the Greenland cases, combinations of local networks with 
international business contacts turned out to be decisive in the fisheries 
cases of Uummannaq Seafood and Arctic Fish, although as always 
fisheries depend considerably on fishery management and political 
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contacts in this respect. Local politicians managed to persuade networks 
of fishermen to start new business, where they could also invest 
accumulated capital. Uummannaq Seafood were then in a much more 
vulnerable situation, due to their lack of control over resources and to the 
fact that the majority of the capital was coming from the outside. In a 
sense, it is also comparable with Sandoy Seafood, where outsiders play a 
significant role – but for how long? With Arctic Fish, much of the 
networking is undertaken by the managing director, as he carries the 
networks with him due to earlier international business contacts and 
experience.  Networking in the tourism sector is also going on in Ilulissat, 
but it tends to develop into two competing camps or constellations, both 
of which have their different international links. Nevertheless, tourism in 
Ilulissat remains dynamic and new businesses are emerging.  

Little seems to happen without networking, but networking is no 
guarantee that anything else than just networking will actually happen.  
We can now go further into the difference between various networks 
discussing them in terms of social capital, following the definition of 
social capital quoted in the preface. 

3.3 Social capital 
Put very simple, none of the projects would have materialised without 
some pre-project social capital and the production of further social capital 
during the project. This lesson can easily be learnt form the above 
discussion on networking. But which forms of social capital produce 
positive outcomes and which forms do not? Non-productive social capital 
has been documented in local tourism development in Ilulissat (while the 
Uummannaq case is more about the lack of social capital committed to 
tourism). In the case of relations with the county and state administrations 
in relation to the Laponia case, social capital problems have clearly been 
identified as regards the macro level, something that Woolcock has 
termed  ”synergy” in “state-society” relations (Woolcock, 1998). Synergy 
did not work in relations between the local (Sami and municipal) actors-
networks and the rather sector-oriented system of state administration in 
Sweden. Meanwhile, it is interesting that the Laponia process produced 
so much social capital locally and internationally, as a similar process on 
the Norwegian side paradoxically resulted in government institutions for, 
and Sami interests against (on the Tysfjorden – Hellemobotn case see 
Andreasen, 2000). Therefore, Laponia has no extension on the 
Norwegian side as of yet. Perhaps it was exactly the non-governmental 
character of the Laponia process in Sweden that propelled local action in 
favour of plans and projects with various partners, under the label of 
“Laponia”. If the state had taken the initiative, things could have ended 
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up rather differently (similar plans for the Danish part of the Wadden Sea 
area were given up by the – now former – Danish minister of 
Environment due to local resistance). So the process of the conservation 
of nature-culture is indeed a question of who are the “owners” of social 
capital and the actors of coping strategies. To succeed, it matters 
significantly who benefits from projects and how the exact constellations 
of networking actors are arranged. 

Furthermore, social capital tends not only to be about access to 
resources (power) independently of what it is about. Social capital tends 
to have a “taste” of something, for example fish. And it can be difficult to 
translate social capital from a fisheries context into a tourism one, just as 
social capital associated with Sami ethnicity cannot be used for any other 
purpose. However, if things come in certain ways, translations can 
happen, and this is what happened in the Swedish Laponia case. Here we 
need to stress the last words in Bourdieu’s definition: “Mutual 
acquaintance and recognition” (Bourdieu &Wacquant, 1992: 119, and in 
many other places in books by Bourdieu). Social capital builds on some 
kind of reciprocity – of mutual recognition. This also means that it has 
reflexivity to it. If relations do not build on mutual recognition, where 
each accepts the other, it does not produce networks opening doors to 
other resources. As such then Bourdieu’s concept has an element of trust 
in it. 

Mutual recognition as the principle of networks is found in most of 
the cases studied, as has been documented. Of course, one cannot be sure 
of the future of such projects as NorthIce and Sotkamo bio-laboratory, if 
such activities are moved. It may not be a coincidence that the only cases 
where we did not see social capital or non-productive social capital, were 
cases involving aspects of colonisation and indigenous peoples, such as 
the cases of tourism in Greenland and those dealing with the Sami versus 
the Swedish state.  

3.4 Coping strategies?  
While social capital is a way of understanding networks as a stock of 
resources and empowering capacities that actors can draw on, coping 
strategies put emphasis on the practices, that both draw on, and also 
produce, social capital (Bærenholdt & Aarsæther, forthcoming). 
Furthermore, our cases clearly illustrate the role of spatiality in 
networking in Nordic peripheries, but from our cases we also find 
differences of practices related to the bridging or bonding of social 
groups. Indeed, our definition of networking has a taste of bridging by 
the weight put on “transcending the limits of institutionalised social 
fields.”  Still, Putnam’s differentiation between bonding and bridging is 
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useful  (Putnam, 2000), only social capital in it self does not need to have 
a taste of bridging or bonding. Hence, bridging and bonding are better 
denominators for types of coping strategies, especially when combined 
with the different spatialities of territorial versus mobile practices, like 
this: 

 
Socio-spatial practices in coping strategies: 
 
Territorial bridging                 Mobile bridging 

COPING    STRATEGIES 

Territorial bonding Mobile bonding 
(Bærenholdt & Aarsæther, 2002) 

 
Of course, this is only an abstract typology. In what follows, we 

attempt to show that it is a meaningful typology when trying to 
understand the cases studied, although this will change the typology into 
another image: 
 
Main principles of coping strategies and possible regional policies 
involved in the projects studied 
 

 42  



 Mobile bonding Territorial 
bonding/Mobile 
bridging 

Territorial 
bridging 

No municipal 
/regional policies 

3xStál ⇐ LIDO Seafood 
Sandoy Seafood 
Kovin 
Oilwind 
Uummannaq local 
tourism 
Öræfi rural tourism 

----------- 

Municipal/ regional 
policies 

NorthIce 
Sotkamo bio-lab. 

Laponia-Sami 
project ⇐ 
Ilulissat local 
tourism 
West Tours⇒ 
Uummannaq 
Seafood 
⇐Arctic fish⇐ 
Sotkamo skiing 
tunnel 

Laponia municipal 
Kallbygd.com 
Kallbygd.wind p. 
Wine making 
SampoNet 

Character of 
Project 

Mobile business 
(location not based 
in business criteria) 

Mobile-territorial 
resource-(exp)-
based (localised 
business) 

Territorial 
condition prod. (not 
business) 

  

 43 



The scheme suggests that the cases represent three types of 
projects, projects that can either be based on, or informed by, regional 
policies and/or municipal actions, or none of them. 

One type of project (in the last column) produces general 
territorial conditions for further socio-economic development, even 
though they are not businesses themselves. These are projects of an 
infrastructural character, although we have no road and airline projects in 
the sample (though we could have had this for either the Icelandic or the 
Greenland context). The general conditions produced by these projects 
include municipal networking in the Laponia project, which also 
produces new discursive frameworks and even format identities of an 
innovative character, as the understanding of the nature-culture relation is 
transformed. Moreover, innovation in political structures such as in the 
Kallbygden local committee can also belong to this category, as with the 
very local Wind power project, although this has mobile elements in it. 
The two Ilomantsi projects in wine making and ICT (SampoNet) are 
training projects and are therefore also producers of conditions that may 
lead to something else later on. The  “production of conditions” is a 
traditional form of regional policy aiming at giving citizens in peripheral 
areas the same conditions as those enjoyed in the central areas. It is 
probably no coincidence that these projects did receive regional policy 
funding, including EU funding, and that all of them also included action 
by the municipal authorities. Through them we see the policies of 
technology diffusion, knowledge, education, power, landscape 
understanding etc. being brought into the peripheries. The spatial 
principles of these projects are generally territorial, as their target is to 
define measures according to territorial definitions and also to produce 
territorial identifications, thereby bridging different social groups within 
territories, both at the local level, by contributing to the production of 
territorial communities, and at the supra-local level, by contributing to the 
integration of people into states and/or the EU. These are the types of 
territorial bridging measures that the (EU-based) author of the country 
report on Greenland was alluding to in his claims on regional policies. 
These are however not real Schumpeterian innovation policies, as no 
business actors are involved in central roles here.  

In the middle column we see the innovations of resource-based 
and localised businesses that pursue strategies of innovation within the 
paradigm of the periphery rich in natural resources, although this may 
also include experiencing instead of extraction. The Sami Laponia project 
can be regarded as a newcomer to this group, as business is a central part 
of it, though there are spin-offs such as the Padjelanta Economic 
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Association, which runs tourist facilities on contract. What is interesting 
in all these cases is that they combine territorial bonding to defend and 
manage resources with mobile bridging to market and sell the products to 
international markets for food or tourist experience. This combination 
does work in most cases. The arrows (⇐&⇒) point to modifications in 
need of extra comments in the following. The case of Uummannaq with 
regard to local tourism shows what happens when territorial bonding and 
mobile bridging are disconnected. The case of Arctic Fish in Ilulissat is 
among the more dynamic ones, as it originates from the strength and 
capital of a large group of Ilulissat-based fishermen coming together, 
investing in the use of non-local resources for foreign markets, while 
workers on-board the crab vessels are recruited in Ilulissat, contributing 
significantly to employment and municipal taxes. Of course, this business 
could continue and skip the principles of territorial bonding, become as 
such, a mobile business. The same applies to the four Faroes fishery 
based cases, though they will probably remain under the strong principles 
of territorial bonding at work in the Faroes. Note should also be made of 
West Tours in Isafjördur, which succeeds well in the territorial bonding 
of tourism products, but has little success in mobile bridging efforts to 
make tourists come, and therefore there is the risk that West Tours will 
become a case of traditional regional policy, preparing the conditions for 
something that we do not know whether or when it will happen. 

In the first column we find the “real” technology cases, where 
something out-of-the-ordinary happened in local development, because 
either policies helped locate technology-based firms (if Sotkamo bio-lab 
and NorthIce succeed…) or local people decided that they would try to 
do their business where they preferred to live (3xStál). In these cases, the 
crucial networking process is of a mobile bonding character, which 
entails the existence of a common social field of technology development 
where actors belong to each other as a bond, and work together by the 
means of mobile networking. Therefore, it is no surprise, that if need be, 
mobility can also be used for moving the activity to any other place that 
can provide the same kind of resources needed, and this will only be 
easier when procedures have been standardised and the “face-to-face” 
user-producer relations and cultural affinity is no longer seen as crucially 
important, as in the case of 3xStál, which already has subsidiaries in 
Reykjavik and Canada. In any case, mobility can also be used just to stay  
– as long as it happens to be the case that the people in control want firms 
to stay – because they have a sense of “belonging” to the place. This can 
even happen when key actors are no longer living in the specific locality 
but feel a certain form of commitment to the place. These are cases of 
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real Schumpeterian innovation policy and/or entrepreneurship. In 
principle, such projects work together with the last column on the 
territorial production of conditions, although there are differences in time. 
They are doing so, as little would have happened in Isafjördur, Höfn and 
Sotkamo, if the public have not provided general accessibility by road 
construction, air strips, a local science park or a university development 
centre. Mobility and mobile bonding in particular require the provision of 
conditions that secure the techno-cultural conditions for mobility (these 
projects were not studied, because they had already materialised and in 
some conditions were now considered “natural”). 

Coping strategies that are primarily of a territorial bonding or of a 
mobile bridging type rarely work, as they often have difficulty in 
fulfilling the requirements pertaining to coping strategies, with the 
combination of : 

• Innovation – “new solutions to local problems as a response to the 
transformation of a globalising and increasingly knowledge-based 
economy 

• Networking (see above) – “transcending the limits of 
institutionalised social fields” 

• Formation of Identity – “that can reflect on cultural discourses 
from the local to the global”. 

 
The dynamics of global-local tensions implicit in this definition 

exclude strategies of territorial bonding alone. Mobile bridging then 
certainly contains an element of coping, but as it does not include a 
commitment to either localised, or stable, interpersonal relations, the 
coping strategy elements tend to be weak.  

From the outset, and by the selection of cases, we claim that the 
projects studied are cases of innovation in the sense defined above, as this 
definition can include a diversity of projects. Not all of the projects did 
succeed by networking “transcending the limits of institutionalised social 
fields”, though these were also the projects with less success, generally 
speaking. The formation of identity itself has however not been 
investigated. Nevertheless, we can see cases where business actors 
reflexively use symbolic references such as the image of Vatnajökull in 
the NorthIce and Öræfi projects. This does not however say much about 
identity formation among people. Hence, the case of Laponia is crucial as 
it is innovative in forming new discursive frameworks, potentially 
enabling people to do new things in ways meaningful to themselves. 
Moreover, Arctic Fish is a clear case of innovation, although still in the 

 46  



field of resource extraction, as Greenland fishermen see themselves turn 
businesses into something meaningful to themselves (not only because of 
the incomes generated). Indeed cases such as Arctic Fish, 3xStál, LIDO 
Seafood, Laponia and the Sotkamo skiing tunnel are projects of 
innovation in the context of a globalising and knowledge-based economy. 
They also depend on complex networking combining actors from 
different social fields, where some are territorialized, and others are 
mobile relations connecting local initiatives to markets and funding 
agencies. They also combine knowledge and identities from these 
different fields. So at the very least we can say that innovative local 
development does not happen without cross-cutting networking, that is, 
networking transcending the limits between social fields. 

3.5 Regional policies in the light of social capital and coping 
strategies 
The research reported on here is based on a multi-faceted understanding 
of what regional policy is, though the investigations were not able to 
cover all relevant aspects of this policy area. We see regional policies in a 
typology of three forms: 

A. Direct regional policy 
B. Spatial effects of welfare state regimes 
C. Cross-border regional cooperation. 

 
Among the projects selected, the dominant type was that of type A, 

direct regional policies, predominantly within programmes on framing 
and supporting projects in certain localities. Some direct regional policy 
support actually come from cross-border regional cooperation, within 
the framework of Nordic Atlantic Cooperation for example, or via the 
West Norden Fund. Such projects do not however need to build on 
cooperation and new trans-national “spaces”. The spatial effects of 
welfare state regimes remain fundamental, though they are difficult to 
study through the project case approach used. Some of the Finnish and 
Swedish projects have been characterized as the “Territorial production 
of conditions”, such as for example the projects on training and on new 
political organisation. These can be understood as generative processes in 
the restructuring of welfare states. 

Furthermore, we anticipated three types of means through which 
regional policies are implemented:  

I. Direct or indirect (re) allocation of resources 
II. Establishment of networks and organisations 
III. Production of discursive ideas and doctrines. 
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Different types of funding were involved here, particularly in the 
projects generated in what we refer to as the “East Nordic project 
economies”. Much funding comes with EU programmes and national 
programmes based on EU principles. Typically such an allocation of 
funds requires that new partnerships are established, and in some cases 
the processes producing networks and discursive frameworks are the 
most important results. Here, the case of Laponia  – with UNESCO ideas 
and EU money – is an interesting one, as it actually has a perspective of 
social transformation. Some of the regional policy supported projects are 
of a substantially businesslike and innovative character, such as for 
example NorthIce, and the two projects in Sotkamo. These projects do 
however seem to have rather insecure futures. Only the Arctic Fish 
project, initiated by the municipality has thus far produced significant 
economic effects. Meanwhile, a number of the development projects 
studied, particularly those in the Faroes, did not include any substantial 
regional policy means, although they did include a rather small amount of 
funding from both the West Nordic Fund and also through Nordic 
Atlantic Cooperation.  

In some cases regional policies really do however support coping 
strategies and the production of social capital with long-term 
implications. The Laponia projects are crucial cases in this respect. On 
the other hand, none of the projects would have succeeded without 
support from, or access to, social capital. The same can also be said of 
networking. Successful regional policy – supported projects – are thus 
characterised by the drawing on, and production of, social capital. In 
conclusion, one may then legitimately ask whether regional policies can 
work at all if they are not implemented as coping strategies. 

4. Conclusion: Coping strategies as regional policies? 
Are regional policies and coping strategies locally working in concert? In 
the case projects studied, they did, but there were also projects of local 
development that did not have any regional policy element in them. Why 
was this so?  Is it simply a question of acknowledging that nothing 
happens if people locally do not take action? The question over how 
regional policies actually work in concert with local level strategies must 
be answered with an acknowledgement of the EU-type of regional 
policies that build on the principle of networking. For example, the 
LEADER projects favour the “bypassing” of states. As such, EU funding 
can support social transformation and spatial restructuring processes, 
something that we did not see much of in the West Nordic – classical 
entrepreneurial – tradition. Still, the role of mobile practices whether 
bonding and bridging, are significant in most projects, with or without 

 48  



links to regional policy. In this way the local level may be said to be 
transforming, economically, socially, politically, and culturally. 

What should then be considered the essence of a successful 
regional policy is a question that we will not give any definitive answer to 
here. We can see clear political elements in business innovation, but it 
would at this stage simply confuse the issue to say that all coping 
strategies are instances of regional policies. If we detect no legitimate 
political power acting with reference to citizenship (EU, state or 
municipal), why should we then call development practices regional 
policies? Everything that has a spatial effect does not have to be called 
regional policy. The term regional must be based on the understanding 
that something is part of something else. In other words: Regional 
policies need to meet the criteria of reflexively expressing objectives 
about part-whole-relations. Even welfare-state policies do this, as long as 
they have the objective of covering specific territories with certain 
services. 

What we have found is that municipalities have a central role in 
social transformation and spatial restructuring across the Nordic 
peripheries. However, the notion of  “municipality” means one thing in 
the Faroes, and quite another in Northern Sweden. Municipalities that 
deliver important welfare state services also tend to pursue local 
development strategies and thus often attempt to mediate between 
national and supra-national regional policy institutions, and local 
entrepreneurial initiatives. By so doing, the municipalities contribute to 
the production of social capital. Social capital is vital to such processes, 
whatever the role of regional policies. Moreover, it is important who has 
social capital and what the social capital is about. Social capital in this 
sense is not fungible, as it is not something that individual actors can 
possess as such, and thus it cannot easily be transferred. It depends rather 
on mutual recognition between actors (though not necessarily between all 
possible actors). Mutual recognition can also be termed reflexive 
reciprocity. Networking is always needed, and the forms of social capital 
and networking involved in innovation need to build on relationships 
where people themselves recognise each other’s efforts. Regional policies 
should therefore facilitate this. 
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