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Abstract: The aim of the article is to present the conception of an urban agglomeration and that
of a metropolitan area in geography and physical planning as approached by Polish authors.
Special attention is paid to relations holding between those conceptiomns, which are considered in
terms of the morphollogical and the functional structure of a large city. A survey is made of what
has been achieved in the delimitation of urban agglomerations and metropolitan areas in Poland.
The opinion is expressed that a metropoliis and a metropolitan area, which are concentrations
of high-order socio-economic functions and internatiionzilly ranging links, are settlement forms
more highly organised functionally than an urban aggilomeration.
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INTRODUCTION

In the recent years, in geography and spa-
tial managememt there has been an upsurge
of interest in the presemt-day transforma-
tion taking place in Poland’s urban sys-
tem. A manifestation of its evolution is the
growth of major cities, development of their
functions, and change in their zones of in-
fluence. However, in studies addressing this
issue one can observe a termimollogical con-
fusion and lack of agreememt on the content
of basic notions. This is a consequence of the
various termiimologies employed by the au-
thots of individual conceptions of wrban
growth, a semanmtic modification of some
notions, of imprecise use of some terms by
reseaichens.

The aim of this article is to make a survey
of basic conceptions concernimg spatial and
functional structures of major cities in the
light of studies by Polish geographers and
urban planners, and to sort out notions em-
ployed in this field of enquiiry. The concep-
tions dealt with will be primariily those of an
urban agglomeration and a metropolitan
area, with special attention paid to relations
holding between them.

URBAN AGGLOMERATION

The term ‘urban agglomeration’, adopted
from French geography, appeared in Poland
in the 1960s with reference to the settlement
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system of a large city. The first definition
of this notion can be found in Dziewonski
and Kosifiski (1964), who construed it as an
area of a spatial concentration of the popu-
lation. The first to present an extended defi-
nition of an agglomeration as a settlement
system of a large city was Iwanicka-Lyra
(1969: 22). According to her, an urban ag-
glomeration should be understood to mean
“a compact area embracing a core, towns,
settlements and those of the swrrounding
units of administiative division which dis-
play higher-tham-average values of what are
regarded in the given socio-economic con-
ditions as urbamisation fmeasuies; urbafi-
sation processes more advanced than else-
where are the result of close links of the core
with its surroundimg areas”. In Iwanicka-Ly-
ta’s coneeption, a large urban agglomeration
displays the fellowing general properties:

s it is an urbanised area @mbracing
towns and urbanised rural areas,

* it consists of a core (a central city) and
a surrounding area connected with it, and

* it is a spatially compact area.

In the 1970s and ‘80s the conception
of an urban agglomeration clearly reflected
the intemsive urbanisation stage Poland was
going through at that time. It was a period
of a dynamic population increase, expansion
of urbanised areas, and extensive industri-
alisation. In most big cities there occurred
the process of relative centralisation, i.e. the
population tended to grow in both the core
city and its suburban zone, although the
growth rate was higher in the city. Differenc-
es between the chief urban centre of an ag-
glomeration and its surroundimng urbanised
areas involved those in the concentration
of the population and the econoity, largely
industrial at the core. The system was domi-
nated, in population and funetienal terms,
by the eore ¢ity.

In that period mamny new definitions of an
urban agglomeration were proposed in ur-
ban geography (Table 1). The morphological
aspect of urbanisation decidedlly predomi-
nated in them over the functional one, and
they stressed the role of an urban agglomer-
ation as a node of a socio-economic region.

In defining an urban agglomeration, an
attempt was also made at its systems inter-
pretation. According to Dziewonski (1972:
176; 1990: 142), a large urban agglomera-
tion is an urban complex which is a settle-
ment subsystem. In mamy definitions, the
systemic aspects of an agglomeration were
presented using various, usuallly fae-from-
precise terms, like set, cluster, complex, pat-
tern, unit, association, functions, integrated
whole, closed area, zone of influence, or
region. Thus, the systems conception can
be a category leading to a unification of all
the approaches attempted so far in defin-
ing urban agglomerations (Chojnicki 1980),
The main systemic aspects that can be em-
ployed to define the notion of an urban ag-
glomeration inelude: composition (elemefit),
telations, strueture, suffouwndings, and the
propetty of wholeness. Howevet, tackling an
urban agglomeration in a systems approash
as a territorial settlement system has net
been undertaken ahd has net provided a ba-
§is fof a new interpretation of an agglomera-
tion and medels of its internal eomplexity. 1A
the epinien of Jagielski (1989), the systems
appieach to an urban agglomeration has
failed te Be tried for its eogRitive pessibili-
ties, espechally in identifying system-forming
links in an agglemeration system. Hewever,
this type of QB‘BE%%!} an be feund in per-
6eiving an agglemeration as a subsystem iA
Righei-erder settlement systems (regional,
Ratienal).

Studies of the conception of an urban
agglomeration were accompanied by empiri-
cal work, in particular on the delimitation
of such agglomerations. There was an agree-
ment as to the following assumptions:

+ the definition of an agglameration
(a node, or a core city with its surrounding
urbanised area);

+ existence of several hinterland zones
differing in the advancement of urbanisation
processes;

* integration of the aggllmmeration
through functional links between the hinter-
land units and the node; and

s continuity and spatial compactness

of the agglomeration.
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Table 1. Definitions of an urban agglemeration

Authors

Definition

Leszczycki, Eberhardt,
Herman (1971)

Eberhardit, Herman
(1973: 30)

Dziewoniski (1973: 99)

Korcelli (1976: 591)

Dzieworniski et al. (1977)

Rykiel (1978: 12-13)

Jagielski (1989: 81)

Korcelli et al. (1992: 29)

Maik (1992: 106)

An urban agglomeration is a functionally and spatially integrated complex of settlement
units composed of a major city (or cities) as an agglomeration centre and the adjacent
smaller towns and settlements, as well as villages in which building forms and the
population’s occupational structure have transformed in a way qualifying them as
urbanised areas. An agglomeration also includes agricultural, woodland and recreational
areas serving its residents.

“Within an urban agglomeration one can distinguish complexes of settlement units
as spatiallly continuous systems, while the agglomeration area as a whole is a spatially
continuous sysiem.”

“A large urban agglomeration is a settlement complex composed of towns and settlements
with distinct prevalence of a non-farming population, multi-functional because of its
size, and specialising in some lines of production and services at the scale of a country
(nation). Being a large concentration of the population, and hence a consumer market, it
is therefore able to develop strong and all-encompassing production and serviee faellities
te satisfy its own needs, thus also beeoming a central plage for the surrounding region and
its population, and a sirong magnet for a migrating pepulatien”.

The notion of an urban agglomeration is identical with that of a functional urban region
(or a day-time urban system), which “refers to the spheres of direct contact among its
inhabitants (so-called spheres of activity) and spatial relations among places of residence,
work, education, services, social contacts, and recreation”.

An urban agglomeration is a modern form of a big-city settlement system integrated into
a single whole through everyday population movement (primarily towards the cemtre
presenting the largest cluster of workplaces and service facilities).

“An urban agglomeration, which is a product of a territorial expansion of the functions
of a city, is an economic region whose econony displays a significant and relatiively constant
level of closure. 1t is therefore a settlement system satisfying basic needs concerning work,
services and housing. (...) An urban agglomeration is a kind of a social whole that has the
nature of a large community”.

“An agglomeration is a complex, big-city type of settlement unit that can be found at various
stages of urbanisation”.

“An agglomeration is composed of sets of settlement units with a predominamiily non-
farming function and strong functional and spatial links with a nodal area. Due to those
links, agglomerations must be seen as systems displaying a high degree of imtegration”.

Urban agglomerations are local settlement systems.

Sourew: own compilation.

The criteria of delimitation were largely
attributiive (inherent) features rather than
relational ones (Dziewonski et al. 1977: 324,
Rykiel 1978: 13; 2002: 13-15). In substan-
tive terms, the criteria did not differ signifi-
cantlly. Usuallly employed were demographic
indices of urbanisation (populatiom density,
proportion of the non-farming population),
rarelly urban investment and urban kand-use
indices, or indices of functional links (only
jourmeys to work). The size of the agglomer-
ation centre as measured by the population
nurmber was adopted arbitranilly. From 9 to

18 urban agglomerations were distinguished
in Poland. Two kinds of boundaries were
considered when determining the extent
of an agglomeration: ex ant, to be verified
in the research procedure, and ex posit, re-
sulting from the research.

Studies concerning the delimitation of
urban agglomerations served not only cogni-
tive, but also planning goals. In the 1970s,
the agglomerations distinguished by Lesz-
czycki, Eberhardit and Herman (1971),
called urban-industtial to emphasise the
prominent role of industey in the economic
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base of major cities of those times, were indi-
cated in the Plam of the Counryjss Spatiai! De-
velopmeant urtil! 1990 (1974) as the chief links
in the nodal-belt pattern of Poland’s spatial
structure. From the planning perspectiive, it
was also necessary to distinguish not only
fully-formed agglomerations (well-devel-
oped, correspondiing to large urban agglom-
erations), but also those curtemtly forming
(developing) and potential (emerging) ones
(Dziewonski and Malisz 1978: 75).

It should be emphasised that planning
studies of urban agglomerations were largely
conducted at that time in the Institute of En-
vironmentall Planning (Jedraszko 1974).

It is worthwhile at this point to state that
the delimitation of metropolitam areas car-
ried out in the 1970s on the initiative of the
Central Statistical Office rested on a defi-
nition identical with that of an urban ag-
glomeration. It is one of the first examples
of those terms being used imterchangeably
(Gontarski 1980)'. Eatlier the notion that
the Office used for statistical purposes was
that of ‘urban complexes’ as spatially non-
continuous clusters of towns within admin-
istrative limits.

In the 1990s the conception of an urban
agglomeration is less and less a notional in-
strument for presenting and wnderstanding
the changes taking place in the settlement
system of Poland. Urban agglomerations
develop dynamicallly in that period of the
socio-econormic transformation. The inten-
sifying processes of suburbanisation and de-
urbamiisation bring about structural changes
in them. There is advancing decentralisation,
which means that the outer agglomeration
zone starts to predominate over the central
city in terms of the population growth rate.
Population déconcentration is accompanied
by a deconcentration of socie-economic
funetions. Relations between centripetal
and centrifugal forees change, there develop
symraetiiic links resulting from the comple-

! Gontarski (1980: 87): a metropolitan area is “a spa-
tially continuous big-city settlement system, composed
of administratiivelly separate units, embracing at least one
large city or a compact urban area and an urbanised zone
connected with it functionally”.

mentarity of functions in the agglomeration
core—suburbam zone system and within
the suburban zone itself. In the conditions
of the systemic transformation, a restructur-
ing of the economiic base of agglomerations
takes place. At this stage urban agglomera-
tions display a growing complexity of inter-
nal and external links, closer integration, and
a greater spatial extent. In this situation, to
identify the functionally ever more complex
settlement systems of major cities, the notion
of a metropolitam area gains in significance.

The numerous empirical studies carried
out at that time concentrated on analysing
urban agglomerations in Poland in terms
of population change, economic and spatial
transformation, changes in functions, and
the dynamiics of agglomeration growth in the
process of the country’s systemic transfor-
mation (cf. Korcelli 1996, 1997, Domafiski
2000; Kotodziejski and Parteka 2001).

The Comsgpigon of the Counryjss Spatial
Deisthpmern: Policy (2001) used the term
‘europoles’ (divided into existing and poten-
tial) as a synonym of urban agglomerations.
They were seen as “growth engines” of the
country’s socio-economic development and
its integration with the world econory.

METROPOLITAN AREAS
AND METROPOLISES

A metropolitam area is understood as a ter-
ritorial settlement system with very distinct
systemic aspects. Those include: (1) socio-
economic links existing not only around the
core city, but within the entire inner system
of the metropolitan area; (2) a developed
subsystem of daily links betweem places
of residence, work, leisure and public life; (3)
the range of certain exogenous links of the
centre closed within the settlement network
of the area; and (4) the development of ex-
ternal links.

An elucidation of the distinct clharacters
of an urban agglomeration and a metro-
politan area was attempted earlier by Kor-
celli (1973, 1974). According to him (1973:
157-159), “unlike the notion of ‘metropoli-
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tan area’, that of ‘urban agglomeration’ con-
veys primatilly a morphological message and
refers to an advanced development stage
of a settlement system”. It is a notion cor-
responding to that of an urbamised area.
“The conception of a metropolitan area is
a conception of a spatial functional unit. [...]
It is close to the conception of a city-region”.
Koreelli observes that “the terms ‘agglom-
eration’ and ‘conurbation’ usually appear in
approaches emphasising the morphological
aspect of a structure, while “metropolitan
area’ and ‘city-region’ can be found in con-
ceptions representing a functional approach”
(Koreelli 1974: 88). A metropolitan area Is
made up of a core clty, called a metropolitan
centre of metropallis, and a set of settlement
units elosely integrated with it functionally
and spatiallly. It is a system of connections
based on the flow of people, goods, capital,
and information, and an area of diffusion
of soeial and economic phenomena.

According to Markowski and Marszal
(2006: 16), an urban agglomeration is pri-
marily a morphollogical unit composed
of a set of interrelated settlement units
that has developed as a result of the pro-
cess of concentration around a main urban
place or many settlement nuclei. In this the
notion of a metropolitan area differs funda-
mentallly: it is a functional unit embracing
a large, functionally congruous urban com-
plex whose essence is the appearance of met-
ropolitan functions of an international rank.
A metropolitan area shows a tendemcy to
combine two aspects: morphological and
funetional,

Jedraszko (2005: 263) is of the opinion

that differences between an urban agglom-
eration and a metropolitan area reflect
various stages of the urbamisation process:
“An urban agglomeration is an earlier stage
of development of a functional metropolitan
area”.
The mesoregional scale of a metropoli-
tan area implies that it is part of a regional
settlement system. A metropolitan area can
be treated as an equivalent of a functional
urban region, a city-region, or a local settle-
ment system (Korcelli 1976,1981).

The socio-economic functions a met-
ropolitan area fulfils in a region, a country
and intermatiionedlly, called metropolitan
functions, are performed by the entire met-
ropolitan area, not only the metropolitan
core. However, in presenting the conception
of a metropolitan area, Korcelli (1998) con-
centrates largely on the functional structure
of a metropoliis (in the sense of a metropoli-
tan core) and the range of its influence (cf.
Parysek 2003). According to him, a city put
into the category of metropolitan centres
(metropolises) must meet the size crite-
rion, and its economy should be deminated
by modern high-order service funetions
of at least reglonal impact. Koreelli (1998:88)
introduces a hieraichy of metropolitan cen-
tres and their corresponding ranges of spa-
tial influenee: *The first level is formed by
regional metiopolises, the sesond—national
fetropeliises, and the dhird—international
fetropelises. National metiopoliises, apart
from theif nationallly Fanging funetions, alse
perform seme of regional impertamee, henee
they are eores of their ‘own’ metropolitan re-
giens. Similary, international metrepelises
usuallly alse play funetiens ef natienal and
regienal exient™. This elassification of me-
tropolises is alse empleyed by Markewski
and Marszal (2006).

Recenttly, however, the opinion has ap-
peared that only those cities should be
classed as metropolises which perform su-
pra-national functions (Jatowiecki 1999; Ko-
recelli-Olejniczak 2004; Parysek 2005). Kor-
celli-Olejniczak takes an explicit standpoint
on this matter. She assumes that “a metropo-
lis develops (or should develop) functions
of a largely supra-national range, or that the
performance of those functions differentiates
it from non-metiopaliises, i.e. towns of local,
regional of at most national significance”
(Korecelli-Olejniczak 2004: 36). As Koreelll
(2007: 90) commenmts, this imterpretation
of the notion of a metropolis In the context
of the modern settlement system means that
“a metropolitam centre, to deserve the name,
sheuld carey out significant funetions of an
international range, apart frofm a broad spee-
trufn of general national funetions, and alse
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have well-developed spatial systems corre-

sponding to the so-called metropolitan form.

Today those criteria are only met by War-

saw”. According to Jalowiecki (2007: 87),

“a metropoliis is not only a big city, although

some population potential is indispensable

(in the European conditions it is estimated

at half a million inhabitants), but also a city

operating in a network of international links
and having a suitable level of services to han-
dle those relations™. Classifications of inter-
nationallly ranging metropolitan functions

have been presented by Jatowiecki (1999),

Maik (2003) and Parysek (2003).

In works on the present-day relations be-
tween a metropollis (understood as a metro-
politan centre) and its surroundimg region,
the prevailing opinion is that those relations
tend to weaken in favour of links between
metropolitan centres, both at the national
and global levels (Jatowiecki 1999). A differ-
ent approach to the issue of the metropolis-
metropolitan region relations is represented
by the conception of a net-like distribution
of metropolitan functions worked out by
Korcelli-Olejniczak (2010). It assumes the
metropolitan region taking over some of the
metropolitan functions and the appearance
of a relative functional balance between the
metropollis as the chief centre of the region
and subregional towns,

Amomng the many empirical studies em-
ploying the notion of a metropolitan area as
a conception organising the research proce-
dure one should mention the following:

(a) Gawryszewski et al. (1998), who seek
to establish the metropolitan functions
of Warsaw against the background of its
metropolitan area (identified with the
then Warsaw voivodeship) on the basis
of an anallysis of the location of metro-
politan activities (higher-order servic-
es), but without determining the spatial
extent of their impact at the regional
and supra-regional scales.

(b) Gorzelak and Smetkowski (2005), who
first deal with a delimitation of the met-
ropolitan areas of Warsaw, Poznah and
the Tri-City on the basis of economic
activity indices providing an indirect

insight into their inner functional links,
and then go on to analyse relations be-
tween those metropolitan areas and
their own regions (defined as metropoli-
tan regions) on the basis of actual socio-
economic links established in a survey
research.

(c) Marszal (2005) and Liszewski (2005),
with a procedure delimiting the metro-
politan area of £6dZ resting on indices
of the counter-urbamisation process.

In planning practice, the term employed
is that of a metropolitan area rather than
an urban agglomeration. The first legal
document to use this term was the Physi-
cal Plamingg and Spatiall Devellpvrestt Act
of 27 March 2003. 1t did not lay down the cri-
teria on the basis of which the spatial range
of metropolitan areas should be determined,
and did not establish “whether the delimita-
tion should refer to the present state of de-
velopment (which is the subject of geograph-
ical inquiry), or whethet it anticipates the
future (planned) state, whieh is by definition
the subject of physical planning” (Jedraszko
200S: 264). The 2003 Aet made it a duty to
establish metropolitan areas. Aeeording to
its authets, a metropelitan area s “the area
of a core eity and the surroundings directly
eonneeted with it funetionallly, established
in the Concepiedn of the Countrnss Spatial
Develpinentir” (Article 2, Point 9). The Con-
cepiom “defines the Basie elements of the
Rational settlement netwoerk, distinguishing
metropelitan areas” (Artiele 47, Clause 2,
Peint 1). A plan ef the spatial development
of a veivedeship accommedates metropeli-
tan areas (Arbiele 39, Clause 3, Peint 4).
“For a metropelitan area, a spatial develop-
fent plan of the metrepelitan area is drawn
H? as part of the spaiial develepment plan
6t a veivedeship® (Artiele 39, Elause 6):

The first planning document based on
the Act was the Updated Conceptitm of the

Countnyss Spatiadl Devellogmeatt (2005)2. It

2 The Updated Conception of the Country’s Spatial De-
velopment was approved by the Council of Ministers (6 Sep-
tember 2005) and passed on to the Parliament. It was then
withdrawn from the Parliament at the instance of the Minis-
ter of Regional Development (9 October 2006).
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rested on the assumption that in the light
of the Act, its role “is limited to indicating
metropolitan areas, while a precise delimita-
tion is carried out by the competent territo-
rial self-gowarmments” (p. 9). The document
assumed that a metropolitan area was char-
acterised by a concentration of high-order
functions, especiallly services, innovative
potential, competiitiveness, inner socio-eco-
noric cooperation, a network of links with
other national and foreign metropaliises, and
an attractive location. However, the Updated
Conesplitvn  offered no explicit significant
ptoperties of metropolitan areas toddy, so
metropolitan features (in the form of fune-
tions and links resulting from therm) were not
translated Into criteria of their delimitation.
The following assumptions were iitroduced,
teferring largely to the strueture of a metro-
politan area:

* the centre of a metropolitan area
(the core city) is ‘a large city’ (the Act, Ar-
ticle 2, Point 2); the city numbets more than
300 thous. inhabitants, and the metropolitan
area, more than 500 thous.;

* a metropolitan area is composed
of a core city and directlly neighbouring com-
munes, and its characteristic is spatial com-
pactness; and

¢ in a metropolitan area, the hinterland
of its core is a zone of heightened economic
and social activity; it embraces communes
with high indices of development and its dy-
namics.

Nine existing (fully formed) metropoli-
tan areas were distinguished: Warsaw, Cra-
cow, Poznah, Wroclaw, Tri-Clity, Silessan,
L6d%, Szczecin, and Bydgoszcz-Toruh, and
three potential ones: Rzesztw, Lublin and
Biatystok.

What still remains crucial is establishing
the boundariies of a metropolitam area at the
voivodeship level. By virtue of the Act, its de-
limitation comes under the remit of the com-
petent local government authoriity, which is
supposed to highlight the area’s regional
specificity. I assume as representaiive of an
attempt of this kind the delimitation of the
Poznai Metropolitan Area worked out by
the Wielkopolska Physical Planning Office

in Poznan (2007). The delimitation rested
on the definition of a metropolitan area
after Gontarski (1980). Assuming ex @nte
boundaties in the pattern of 76 communes,
the distribution of values of 26 indices/crite-
ria was examined. The set of indices includ-
ed: traditional urbamisation indices, those
of a modera structure of the economy, and
those of economiic activity. In the absence
of indices of real-life socio-economic links,
it was assumed that the economic activity
indices and those of transport accessibility
provided information about inner, function-
al connections induced by the metropolis
(ef. Smetkowski 2005). A survey of the vari-
ous approaches to the delimitation of met-
ropolitan areas in Poland’s velvodeships ¢an
be found in the work edited by Markowski
(2005) under the title Planpinge and rmanage:
mens in melensbiian areas. What deserves
special attention owing te the eheiee of in-
diees refleeting funetional aspeets of a met-
topelitan area is the delimitation procedure
worked out by Tarkowski (2005).

It is worth adding that voivodeship-level
delimitations of metropolitan areas have so
far been merely studies. The Updated! Con-
ceptiom of the Countryyss Spatial! [loevdpproent
failed to acquire the status of a formal gov-
ernment document.

The other planning document, the Na-
tional! Develogreatt Plan 200720033, stresses
that a metropolitan area is a ‘development
category’, a place of concentration of mod-
ern development measures. At this point the
fully formed metropolitan areas listed in the
Coraepiiton of the Countryyss Spatial] develop-
menir should become units of physical plan-
ning and development programmiing within
voivodeships. It is proposed that they should
be given the legal status of a metropolitan
poviat. Their territories are to be delimited
and accommodated in voivodeship plans
of spatial development.

It is assumed in the National! Developmesyt
Plam that the criteria employed to delimit
metropolitan areas can be those defined by
ESPON (the European Spatial Planning
Observatory Network), a European Union
programme in the field of physical planning,
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which Poland joined in 2004. ESPON has
introduced the concept of a Metropolitan
European Growth Area (MEGA). A MEGA
is determined in the basis of a Functional
Urban Area (FUA).

In the first draft of the ESPON pro-
gramme (2004), from among 1,534 FUAs
76 metropolitan areas (MEGAs) were dis-
tinguished characterised by a considerable
population number (at least 0.5 million),
specialised functions in economic man-
agement, high-techmollogy industry, public
admimnistration, education, transport, and
tourism (Korcelli-Olejniczak 2007; Korcelli
2007). Included in the MEGASs were eight
Polish urbanised areas: Watsaiw, classed with
third-category Europeam metropoliises, as
well as Katowice, Cracow, Gdarisk-Gdyiia,
Wioddkawy, Poznai, £.6dz and Szczecin, placed
In the lowest, fourth categoiy. "A strong poliit
of Polish citles turned out to be the funections
of academiic and public administration cefi-
tres, and a weak point—econtiol funetions in
the private sector and advaneed technology
industry” (Koreelli 2007: 98).

In 2006, on the strength of a govammment
decision, the Polish Minister of Regional
Development started work on preparing
a Polisth Spatial! Devethpment:r Coneagt 2033.
Its draft assumed that “metropolitan areas
consist of metropolitan centres together with
the surrounding urbanised zones connected
with them functionally” (Korcelli et al. 2010:
78). A metropolitan centre was defined on
the basis of the following criteria: a core
city which had attained a popullation size
of 300,000; significant functions of at least
supra-regional reach; and the presence of an
urban complex. Ten metropolitam centres
were distinguished: Waisaw (the state-cap-
ital metropoliis), Cracow, Gdaiisk (Gdansk-
Gdynia), Wrodlaw, Poznanh, Katowice (the
Uppet Silesian conurbation), Lodz, Sze-
zecin, Bydgoszez (Bydgeszez-Torun), and
Lublin. The last three are prospedtive in
natuie. A metropolitan area ineludes, apart

3 A Functional Urban Area (FUA) is defined as
a travel-to-work area. FUAs embrace towns with a popu-
lation of at least 50 thousand (Antikainen 2005: 448).

from the metropolitan centre (the core city),
other towns neighbourimg it, as well as the
surrounding poviats connected functionally
with the main centre or the remaining towns
of this system. A metropolitan area meets
the condition of spatial continuiity (Fig. 1).
Thus, one can state that the presented
rules of metropolitan area delimitation in
Poland clearly draw from the conception
of MEGAs introduced in ESPON. Each met-
ropolitan area is a subset of the set of Func-
tional Urban Areas (FUAs) connected with
and formed around a metropolitan centre.

SUMMING UP

In the light of the notional anallysis present-
ed, is the replacement of the term ‘urban ag-
glomeration® by the term ‘metropolitan area’
justified and valid in cognitive and planning
practice terms? An answer might look as fol-
lows:

(1) A metropolitan area is a settlement
form higher organised functionally than
an urban agglomeration.

(2) The conception of a metropolitam area
was supposed to expand and deepen
the approach to the settlement system
of a modern city in terms of its imternal
and external functional links. However,
the notion of a metropolitan area itself
has been pootly defined so far. Describ-
ing it as “a large city and the immmediate
surroundiimgs connected with it func-
tionally” is practicallly also the defini-
tion of an urban agglomeration. In turn,
a systems approach to a metropolitan
area resorting to the conception of a ter-
ritorial settlement system is formulated
in too general terms that need substan-
tive interpretation, and heace Is of little
help.

(3) Itis essential to work out an aperational
definition of a metropolitan area which
would list its significant modern proper-
ties necessary and sufficient for its iden-
tification, and useful in practice.

(4) The characterisation of development
properties of extemsive functional ur-
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Figure 1. Functional Urban Areas in Poland

Souwvew: after Korcelli et al. 2010:27

ban areas in Poland should rest on the
stratification of urban functions accord-
ing to the relation of precedence into
functions of a regional, a national, and
a supra-national (international) range.
Using this distinction to clarify notions,
the term ‘urban agglomeration’ could
be employed to denote a regional or
a national centre, and the terms “metro-
politan area’ and ‘metropollis’ only with
reference to a major city with well-devel-
oped international functions.
It is worth mentioning at this point that
a similar terminology is employed by Kratke
(2007) in his anallysis of the European urban
system. He introduces a division of blg uf-
ban areas (over 1 raillion Inhabitants) into
urban agglomerations and metropolitan re-
glons, the latter treated as a category of uf-

ban agglomerations standing out for their
level of development of functions and eco-
nomic potelmniiaa[l"‘. In Kratke’s classification,
Warsaw is a metropolitan region, while Ka-
towice, Cracow, Poznah, Wroclaw, £.6dZ and
Gdaiisk are urban agglomerations.

4 1t should be explained that in modern urban ge-
ography ‘metropolitan region’ and ‘metropolitan area’
are notions employed side by side (and sometimes inter-
changeably). The classic conception of a metropolitan
region assumes, in turn, that the division of a highly ur-
banised country into metropolitan regions is exhaustive,
i.e. embracing the entire territory of a countey (Korcelll
1998: 88-89). Metropolitan regions In this interpretation
are first-order regions in the eountey’s regional structure.
They differ from metropolitan areas fiot only in the spa-
tial seale, but alse in the eharaeter and degree of elosure
of socio-econamic links. Aceording to Rykisl (2002:13), in
Peland the term ‘metropelitan regien’ has been empleyed
in a different sense, namely that of an urban agglomera-
tien o an Urban eemplex (6f: Lier 1965).
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(5) In the cognitive studies of metropo-
lises carried out in Poland, one should
pass from an examination of the socio-
economiic functions of a metropoliis to
an anallysis of the network of its links
with other metropoliises, and to testing
the hypothesis about a weakened link
of a metropollis with its surroundiing re-
gion. Methodiollogiical standards for this
type of research can be found in Taylor
(2001), Taylor and Derudder (2004), and
Taylor et al. (2007). This approach to
the development of metropoliises draws
on Berry’s (1964) conception of a city as
a system, which has since been employed
in model solutions (cf. Maik 2008).
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