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Abstract 

The spatial governance of metropolitan regions is increasingly pursued through the use of variable 

geographies which typically transcend the official administrative boundaries of urban and regional 

government. Following Allmendinger & Haughton (2009, 2010) we refer to these variable 

geographies as soft spaces. More precisely soft spaces may be understood as a particular type of space, 

which are the result of a deliberate strategy constructed by governing actors to represent a 

geographical area in a particular way that lies outside of the political-administrative boundaries and 

internal territorial divisions of the nation-state (Walsh et al. 2012, 5). Soft spaces may have fuzzy 

boundaries but may also have well-defined perimeters which remain stable over time. This paper, 

reflecting on initial case study research in the Hamburg Metropolitan Region seeks to further explore 

the relationship between soft and hard spaces in metropolitan governance. Specific attention will made 

to the question of boundaries and the spatiality of governance arrangements in the metropolitan region. 

Finally the paper will explore the potential for soft spaces to move beyond existing territorial spatial 

perspectives to facilitate collaborative working at the metropolitan scale. The paper is an early output 

of the international research project “Soft Spaces, Spatial Planning and Territorial Management in 

Europe” funded by the Hamburg Research and Science Foundation. 

 

1. Introduction 

Metropolitan regions have received increased significance in Europe and further afield over the past 

two decades. The challenges presented by accelerated economic globalisation and the associated 

political-economic imperative of economic competitiveness have led to focus on enhancing 

governance capacity at the metropolitan level (Keating 1998, Brenner 2003a, b). Despite this ‘new 

regionalist’ focus on external profiling and the economics of recognition at the global level, however, 

internal tasks of spatial, institutional and sectoral coordination within the city-regional context, 

continue to be of importance for policy-makers and political stakeholders alike (Salet et al 2003). Thus 

although metropolitan regions increasingly position themselves within a global space of flows 

(Castells, 1999) the regional space of the metropolitan area itself continues to be significant, which 

raises questions regarding borders, territory, scale and the social construction of political space. Indeed 

the degree of external or internal orientation of metropolitan regions has implications for the design of 

institutional structures, allocation of competences and determination of geographical boundaries 

(Blatter & Knieling 2009). Based on German experience, it is argued that a larger geographical extent 

is more appropriate for external profiling while the internal steering or coordination of regional tasks 

may be more effective within a more narrowly defined city-regional area (2009, 245).  Zimmermann 

and Heinelt (2012) similarly note that different problems require political units of different sizes and 

argue for a ‘flexible political geometry’ (2012, 18).  

The political and spatial dimensions of metropolitan governance have received relatively limited 

attention to date in the international litetature. Metropolitanisation is presented in the literature as a 

response to economic globalisation and processes of institution-building and governance are assumed 
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to follow as a rational response (Lefèvre 2010). The construction of new political spaces at the 

metropolitan / city-regional level must, however, be understood as a process underlain by conflict and 

power struggles, as new political spaces challenge pre-existing territorial spaces, (Lefèvre 2010, 625). 

While metropolitan regions may be designed and initially defined through an economic logic, their 

socio-political construction in practice may be strongly influenced by a political logic, related to 

dominant territorial spatial imaginaries (Harrison 2010, 25, Walsh 2012). Established spatial 

‘vocabularies’ represent significant political or intellectual capital and thus significantly affect the 

structuring of political debate (Healey, 2004, 64). Metropolitan regions thus struggle to escape from 

the ‘existing territorial mosaic’ constituted through the spatial division of the state at regional and sub-

regional levels (Harrison 2010, 25, also MacLeod and Jones 2007).  

We employ the concept of ‘soft spaces’ in an attempt to further understanding of the spatiality of 

governance arrangements within the metropolitan region. In this context, soft spaces may be 

understood as non-statutory spatialities (Metzger & Schmitt 2012, 265). They are specific social 

constructions of space which although formed through or in response to governance processes do not 

correspond to the political-administrative boundaries and internal territorial divisions of the nation-

state.  In practice, soft and hard (territorial) spaces are mutually constitutive and do not exist 

independently of each other. New political spaces such as those formed through processes of 

metropolitan governance can be viewed as complex hybrids, constituted through elements of both hard 

and soft space (Allmendinger & Haughton 2009, 2010, 2012). Soft spaces often have flexible, variable 

or fuzzy boundaries, a property commonly referred to in the German-language academic and policy 

literatures as ‘variable geometry’. This governance principle implies that the constellation of regional 

actors involved may vary according to the project or thematic policy area under discussion. The 

principle thus allows for a degree of spatial selectivity in regional governance. This spatial selectivity 

is however voluntary. Individual sub-regional actors may decide to opt-in or out at any time. It is 

evident that experimental, ‘soft’ spaces of governance are gaining in number, and perhaps importance, 

at a variety of spatial scales from the inter-communal to the macro-regional (see for example Deas & 

Lord 2006, Haughton et al 2010, Reimer 2012, Zimmerbauer 2012).  

This paper seeks to further examine the spatial politics of metropolitan regions through an empirical 

analysis of the Hamburg Metropolitan Region in northern Germany. In particular, the following 

questions appear relevant:  

 What are soft and hard spaces in the Hamburg Metropolitan Region? 

 What is the role of soft and hard spaces in metropolitan governance?  

 To what extent is metropolitan governance capacity influenced by the underlying (spatial) 

politics? 

The paper is based on 15 interviews conducted between August-September 2012 with selected 

representatives of the federal states, districts and local authorities in the City of Hamburg
1
, Schleswig-

Holstein, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, and Lower Saxony. In addition, it was supported by the analysis 

of relevant documents at the federal state level and HMR level. 

 

2. Metropolitan Governance and Spatial Planning in the Hamburg Metropolitan Region 

The concept of ‘European Metropolitan Regions’ was introduced in the German context through 

spatial policy guidelines published by a standing conference of the federal and federal state ministers 

for spatial planning in 1992 and 1995. These spatial policy guidelines may be seen as a central element 

                                                           
1
 Note the official title is the Free and Hanseatic City of Hamburg. 
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of a resurgence of federal level spatial planning in the 1990s following decades of inactivity. The 

concept of European Metropolitan Regions was one element of a spatial policy response to the 

challenges posed by reunification, European integration and economic globalisation. Six metropolitan 

regions were initially identified in 1995 (Berlin/Brandenburg, Hamburg, Munich, Rhine-Main, Rhine-

Ruhr and Stuttgart), with five more added in subsequent years. The eleven metropolitan regions today 

account for approximately 58 million inhabitants or 68% of the German population (Harrison & 

Growe 2012). Blatter & Knieling (2009, 243) note that the spatial delimitation of metropolitan regions 

in Germany since the 1990s has not followed a rational deductive process based on an analytical 

understanding of functional regions but has been strongly influenced by subjective issues of spatial 

identity and the political interests of decision-making actors. Indeed the initial maps produced at the 

federal level did not specify spatial boundaries for the metropolitan regions (Adam et al 2005). For 

Harrison and Growe (2012) the metropolitan regions are characterised as relational and unbounded 

spaces which, do not replace the ‘inherited landscapes of territorially embedded state scalar 

organization’ but exist in parallel as complementary alternatives (unpaginated). The eleven 

metropolitan regions have each developed distinct institutional structures. In some cases, current 

institutional arrangements must be recognised as the result of gradual processes of path-dependent 

institutional change over a period of decades, while others strongly reflect current political priorities 

and levels of stakeholder commitment (Blatter 2006, Franz 2011, Grotheer 2011).   

The Hamburg Metropolitan Region (HMR) formally incorporates the City of Hamburg, seventeen 

counties and the self-governing cities of Lübeck and Neumünster. The federal states of Schleswig-

Holstein, Lower Saxony and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, the territory of each of which is partially 

included within the Metropolitan Region are also official partners. Since a 2006 reform, the local 

government level (Gemeinden) is also represented. There are approximately 1,000 local government 

communities within the HMR, the largest of which are urban centres with populations of close to 

75,000. In total, the population of the HMR exceeds 5 million.  

In the case of the Hamburg Metropolitan Region (HMR) territorial and functional constructions of 

space diverge significantly (Feindt 2003). The agglomeration area of Hamburg extends beyond the 

city-state of the Free and Hanseatic City of Hamburg to include significant portions of the 

neighbouring federal states of Lower Saxony, Schleswig-Holstein, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern as well 

as numerous urban and rural districts at the sub-regional and local levels (Fig. 1). While the federal 

states have a wide range of competences in comparison to other sub-national territorial units in 

Europe, they are themselves characterised by internal fragmentation with complex regional and local 

government structures. The distribution of competences or ‘political division of labour’ (Cox 2010) 

differs significantly between federal states thus accentuating problems of multi-level mismatch and the 

challenges of spatial and institutional coordination. With regard to spatial development in the HMR 

this means that the HMR itself has no planning competencies: In Schleswig-Holstein, the Ministry of 

the Interior is developing regional plans for its counties (centralized regional planning) whereas in 

Lower Saxony the counties have the competences for regional planning (decentralized regional 

planning). As Hamburg is a city-state, the municipal preparatory plan functions as regional plan as 

well.  
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Fig. 1. Case study area (Source: http://metropolregion.hamburg.de/contentblob/3367928/data/karte-ab-

april.pdf) 

 

The first steps towards institutionalisation at the metropolitan level were taken in the early 1990s with 

the preparation of a Regional Development Concept (Regionalentwicklungs Konzept 1994) which was 

subsequently published in 1994 (see von Löwis 2012). The RDC was prepared jointly by the state 

planning authorities of each of the three federal states and included a spatial vision (Leitbild), a policy 

orientation framework. An implementation subsequently followed in 1996. The spatial orientation of 

the RDC 1994 was primarily internal and was not binding to the municipalities and counties in the 

HMR. In particular, it was concerned with the provision of adequate land for residential development, 

at a time of relatively high population growth and the resolution of capacity issues and diseconomies 

of scale which were perceived to act as a hindrance to the economic performance of the metropolitan 

region (RDC, 1994, 7-9). The RDC 1994 thus focussed on an ‘inner ring’ consisting of Hamburg and 

eight neighbouring counties in Lower Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein. An outer ring of counties was 

also identified which was recognised to have a less important or direct relationship with Hamburg. 

This two-tier membership structure was marked by political difficulties, relating to questions of status 

and remained in place for only a short period of time (Blatter & Knieling 2009, 244). A revised RDC 

published in 2000 no longer made a distinction between a first and second ring and is characterised by 

a more significant focus on the external profiling of the metropolitan region. Since 2000 no RDC has 

been published or approved as the former RDC was regarded as being too restrictive with regard to the 

international profiling of the HMR and the related objectives of fostering economic growth and 

competitiveness. It is against this background that a shift towards project-based approaches with 

flexible, fuzzy or variable spatial borders (soft spaces) becomes visible more generally. An 

internationalisation strategy, produced in 2006, signalled a further shift in emphasis towards external 

profiling and the promotion of the international competitiveness of the HMR (Metropolregion 

Hamburg 2006, van Löwis 2012). 
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The most recent extension of the HMR took place in April 2012, when an additional three rural 

districts and the cities of Lübeck and Neumünster officially joined the partnership. Significantly this 

extension incorporated two districts within the neighboring federal state of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 

which is itself now an official partner.  Mecklenburg-Vorpommern was prior to reunification in 1989, 

part of the former German Democratic Republic. Its incorporation within the HMR thus represents a 

reach across the internal, inner-German border which still has significance today.  

The Hamburg Metropolitan Region thus formally incorporates the City of Hamburg, seventeen 

districts and two self-governing urban districts. The federal states of Schleswig-Holstein, Lower 

Saxony and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, the territory of each of which is partially included within the 

Metropolitan Region are also official members. Since a 2006 reform, the local government level 

(Gemeinden) is also represented. There are approximately 1,000 local government communities within 

the HMR, the largest of which are urban centres with populations of close to 75,000. 

 

3. Soft and hard space in the Hamburg Metropolitan Region 

The governance capacity of the HMR is significantly influenced by the territorial composition of its 

members. Interviews to date indicate that internal territorial boundaries within the metropolitan region 

continue to be very significant, particularly where activities of the metropolitan region are perceived to 

encroach upon formal competences held at local, regional or federal state level (Int 8, Int 9
2
). As a 

consequence, the scope for the strategic decision-making within the metropolitan region governance 

structures is highly constrained. It may also be noted that scalar hierarchies are of high significance 

with interviewees noting that politically, and administratively, the metropolitan region is dominated by 

representatives and interests of the four federal states. The contribution and engagement of the City of 

Hamburg is particularly significant, reflecting its status as the core of the metropolitan region and a 

higher level of personnel and resources (Int 4). The importance of formal administrative hierarchies 

becomes apparent when conflicts arise, which, if they escalate, require intervention from the political 

leaders (prime minister or mayor) of the state(s) and/or districts in question (Int 7). In contrast, 

awareness of the HMR and its work is limited at the local level while the level of active participation 

by individual counties is partial and selective (Int 10, Int 11). Indeed, one interviewee notes that the 

capacity of the local level to engage with the HMR structures is limited because the formal 

representation of the local government is at the political level only, which can lead to communication 

gaps (Int 11). The ‘soft space’ of the metropolitan region, represents an attempt to move beyond the 

restrictive territorialism associated with the formal (‘hard space’) governance structures of the federal 

states and their subdivisions. In practice, however, the HMR has however, only to a very limited 

extent managed to address strategic questions of metropolitan governance and to steer processes of 

change (Int 4, Int 11).  

It is through the Settlement Development Working Group that questions of spatial development are 

addressed. Current work, in this context, concerns the preparation of a map of the spatial structure of 

the HMR. This process will potentially provide a form of spatial development monitoring at the level 

of the metropolitan region, in a similar manner to the spatial development reports produced 

periodically at the federal level. As part of this process, a spatial concept or Leitbild is also under 

consideration. The spatial concepts would probably be based on settlement development axes, 

extending radially from Hamburg along transportation routes which have first been introduced by the 

Chief Architect of Hamburg in the 1920s and has continued to constitute a key element of formal and 

informal spatial plans within Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein and to a lesser extent Lower Saxony 

since then (see also Hamburg 2007). The settlement development axes may be viewed as a central 

element of an informal planning doctrine for the spatial development of Hamburg with considerable 

resonance over a remarkably long period of time (cf. Faludi & Van der Valk 1994). 

                                                           
2
 Interview sources are coded as follows (Int 1… Int 13) in order to preserve anonymity.  
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The prospect of a spatial concept or strategy at the metropolitan region level is, however, highly 

contested, in particular by county administrations within Lower Saxony as they would lose some of 

their competencies regarding spatial planning and the development of their territories (Int 1, Int 4, Int 

8, Int 12). Additionally, views differ significantly regarding the need for a spatial strategy at the HMR 

level. A number of interviewees noted that the HMR is geographically too large to effectively deal 

with spatial planning issues and particularly those concerning the urban fringe, where the need for 

cooperation is significantly higher (Int 1, Int 4). The provision of new residential development to cater 

for increased demand within Hamburg and its immediate hinterland, for example, is a current issue 

where the need for a collective approach at the metropolitan level is evident. Planners in Hamburg and 

Schleswig-Holstein, note, however, that this is not currently a subject for cooperation. The price of 

apartment accommodation within Hamburg and neighbouring districts of Schleswig-Holstein and 

Lower Saxony has risen significantly in recent years in response to heightened demand. Politically the 

Hamburg city administration is committed to resolving this issue within the boundaries of Hamburg, 

in large part, due to a desire to benefit from the additional taxation base. Urban centres within the 

neighbouring states compete with Hamburg for both residential and commercial development and 

currently experience similar issues of high demand with associated problems of affordability. Districts 

located at a greater distance from Hamburg (the former second ring), however, face challenges of 

under-occupancy, and weak demand, in part due to the age structure of the population and 

uncertainties regarding the spatial reach of the Hamburg property market.  

The value of informal spatial strategies which lack formal, binding commitments to implementation is 

questioned by spatial planners active at the regional level. At the same time, a formal joint spatial 

planning is not considered a possibility, as this would encroach significantly on the competences of the 

individual federal states and/or counties. Perhaps, due to the pragmatic project orientation of the 

Metropolitan Region, the focus is on implementation of narrowly defined measures which are intended 

to have substantive and easily tangible results. One interviewee noted that in contrast to the early 

formative years of the metropolitan region, the Settlement Development Working Group is comprised 

of officials at relatively low levels in the administration. As a consequence, the working group has the 

capacity and expertise to act as a platform for exchanging information and potentially moving towards 

common solutions relating to specific issues of concern. It does not, however, have the capacity to 

address strategic questions and can play only a limited role with regard to issues which require formal 

agreement or politically difficult decisions to be made. The argument that the MRH is a platform for 

exchange and communication has been confirmed by other interviewees: A city planner from 

Hamburg, for example, argues that the HMR facilitates cooperation at a regional level because it is the 

only existing framework for this, but can also act as an impediment in practice (Int 4). On the other 

hand, a regional planner from Schleswig-Holstein argues that the concept of the metropolitan region 

opens possibilities for cooperation at the local level, through for example, neighbourhood forums, 

which otherwise might not exist. The neighbourhood forums are important for ensuring an early 

exchange of information and opinions between neighbouring planning authorities in relation to large 

commercial investment projects (Int 1). 

The interviews conducted to date, also indicate that the HMR is perhaps not the most relevant soft 

space for many actors within the region. For Norderstedt, a large urban centre with a resident 

population of approximately 72,000, located in Schleswig-Holstein but within the immediate 

hinterland of Hamburg, the relevant spaces of cooperation are along the settlement development axes 

within Schleswig-Holstein. Where cooperation with Hamburg is required, this takes a bilateral form 

(Int 11). For the county of East Holstein, which joined the HMR in the most recent expansion in 2012, 

cooperation with the neighbouring region of Zealand in Denmark is currently of greater significance 

than cooperation within the metropolitan region (Int 3). HMR membership is viewed as advantageous, 

however, from the perspective of gaining access to information and professional networks.  

In addition, the perceptions of the external boundaries of the metropolitan region differ significantly 

among the partners, particularly among those who have recently joined the cooperation. For the county 

of Ludwigslust-Parchim in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, their relationship to the metropolitan region is 
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characterised by a long pre-history, where over a period of seven years, representatives of the county 

were able to participate in workshops, seminars and contact networks of the metropolitan region but 

could not take part in any decisions to be made there (Int 5). In contrast, representatives of East-

Holstein viewed the metropolitan region as a ‘closed shop’, to which they had no access, prior to 

becoming official members in April 2012 (Int 3).  

There are contrasting views regarding the potential of HMR to facilitate cooperation beyond 

administrative boundaries in contrast to sub-regional bi- or multilateral cooperation agreements. From 

the point of view of local authorities such as Norderstedt, located in direct vicinity to the core of 

HMR, bilateral cooperation projects with neighbouring urban and rural districts are more important 

(Int 11). More peripheral counties, which have only recently joined the HMR, however can benefit 

more from the HMR structures, as bilateral links with neighbours or with Hamburg are relatively 

underdeveloped (Int 5). Other interviewees regard the availability of contacts, informal structures, 

workshops and conferences and related information channels as an added value of the HMR (Int 3, Int 

5, Int 11). Joint marketing, better external visibility and representation of interests are seen as 

additional advantages of being a member of HMR. New members also argue that they have belonged 

to the functional space of the metropolitan region long before the decision on the extension was made 

(Int 3, Int 5). 

The interviews indicate low active involvement of local authorities in the HMR. Besides, the local 

level of government is very fragmented. There is no common perspective and conflicts often develop 

among local authorities. For example, a proposal to establish a working group on rural areas 

complementary to Settlement Development Working Group, failed to materialize, in part due to 

.limited financial and personnel capacities (Int 4). The counties directly bordering Hamburg in 

Schleswig-Holstein are actively involved in the activities of the HMR and present a common platform 

by means of a working association, This association dates from the 1960s and has been an active force 

on spatial development issues at the northern fringe of Hamburg ever since (ARGE Rand, 2010).  

Regarding larger investments in the field of retail there has been a procedure of agreement which is 

based on mutual information exchange between the spatial planning authorities of federal states This 

procedure has been agreed upon and supported by the HMR’s bodies such as the Settlement 

Development Working Group and the Steering Committee. This kind of cooperation is not new; it is 

based on a former agreement between Schleswig-Holstein and the City of Hamburg. More recent 

procedures have also dealt with the topic of location of large enterprise zones (Int 1).  

Some interviewees contend that the integration of local authorities has improved as they can get 

involved in the flagship projects. Local authorities and counties can individually or both make a 

project application. They are also eligible to funding (Int 1, Int 7). There is however, a need for better 

integration of the communal level in the flagship projects of the HMR. The origin of this problem is 

rooted in the political membership of HMR decision making bodies rather than by civil servants with 

the required expertise and technical knowledge. As a consequence, there is, at times, a lack of 

communication and information flow between the district commissioner and the county 

administration.  

 

5. Discussion 

The interviews indicate that the formation of the HMR and negotiation of its boundaries has been a 

very difficult process. Over the years, the HMR has become more consolidated as a region. The 

awareness for the HMR has developed slowly over time. In addition, many members regard 

themselves as a part of the HMR. Requests for memberships and extensions can be interpreted as a 

sign of raised importance of the HMR. The interviews conducted recently indicate that the meaning of 

the HMR has changed from a joint spatial planning framework to an informal structural politics 

platform.  In its early years the HMR was more focused on cooperation within its functional area and 
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dealt primarily with issues of spatial planning and settlement development. It moved in the direction of 

economics, marketing, strengthening of international competitiveness. In this respect, the HMR has 

brought increased international presence together with the other metropolitan regions in Germany. 

HMR’s voice has become stronger among the other metropolitan regions in Germany but also at the 

European level. It may be further noted, however, that the role of the HMR with regard to external 

profiling and international cooperation is in practice relatively limited. In the case of current 

cooperation initiatives between northern Germany, Denmark and southern Sweden, both Hamburg and 

Schleswig-Holstein are active and represented at a senior political level, yet the HMR itself does not 

play a role. Interviews suggest that one reason for this is a desire to avoid the territorial politics 

associated with the HMR (Int 9, Int 13).  

However, spatial development and spatial planning issues remain important. From the strategic 

planning perspective the change has been unsatisfactory. The structure of the HMR has become more 

informal due to the fact that the spatial planning committee was dissolved and a working group 

settlement development was established. This is a consensus-oriented group, however, the work does 

not lead to any significant decisions or agreements that are in any way binding. Since then the City of 

Hamburg is dominant, focused on its own needs (e.g. housing) and acts less regionally.  

It can be concluded, that the HMR has not significant governance capacity in relation to regional 

spatial development issues. It has only to a very limited extent managed to address strategic questions 

of spatial planning such as settlement development, public transport infrastructure or economic 

investments. The prospect of a spatial strategy at the metropolitan region level is highly contested. The 

HMR seems to be too large to effectively deal with spatial planning issues as this would encroach on 

the competences of the individual federal states or countries (Int 1). Although the principle of variable 

geometry is applied, there are political difficulties associated with developing projects which focus on 

the immediate urban hinterland area and the benefits for more peripheral districts is less evident. 

Therefore, in addition to formal administrative boundaries, there are also informally perceived 

boundaries between economically stronger and weaker rural districts, thus related to the first and 

second ring. It is noted, however, that the projects of the HMR are not overly concentrated on the 

immediate hinterland area, as efforts have been made to demonstrate the relevance of the metropolitan 

region for the wider hinterland. 

 

6. Conclusions  

The Hamburg Metropolitan Region may be understood as an attempt to introduce a layer of 

governance at the metropolitan level which sits on top of the boundaries of the federal states, urban 

and rural districts and local authorities but does not encroach on their territorial sovereignty or 

democratic mandates. This soft space of governance has the potential to provide a platform for 

decision-making in relation to strategic spatial development issues which concern the metropolitan 

region. In practice, however, the HMR competes for attention not only with the territorial jurisdictions 

at federal state, district and local scales but also with other soft spaces and understandings of spatial 

relations. The interviews conducted for this research project indicate that the HMR has to date enjoyed 

only limited success in reconfiguring socio-spatial imaginaries within the metropolitan region.  

Indeed, it is significant to note that specific spatial development concepts such as the settlement 

development axes have particular resonance among regional planning professionals yet do not feature 

in the official policy documents of the HMR. The current issue of apartment development further 

demonstrates the continued salience of hard territorial boundaries and the limited capacity of the HMR 

to take difficult decisions on strategic spatial development issues.  On the other hand, the role of the 

HMR in providing an overarching framework for information exchange, networking and institutional 

capacity building should not be under-estimated. The HMR has become institutionally embedded 

within decision-making structures among actors in the metropolitan region and influences the decision 

environment, even where decisions are taken outside of the official structures of the HMR.  
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The spatial orientation of the HMR has shifted to internationalization in recent years. The geographical 

extent of the HMR has also increased to the extent that it covers a far larger area than the immediate 

hinterland of the city-region where the need for cooperation on spatial development issues is greatest. 

As a consequence perhaps, internal issues of spatial development are attributed a lower level of 

political priority. The extent to which the HMR is effective in promoting the international profile of 

the metropolitan region also remains open to question, however, given its low level of direct 

involvement in current cooperation initiatives focused on Denmark and southern Sweden.  
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