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1 ABSTRACT

The paper wants to discuss the process of govegrarange in the metropolitan region Hamburg fro@919

to 2009. Whithin the metropolitan region of Hambuaxgst a long history of regional cooperation and
coordination. The metropolitan region Hamburg isrelaterised by three involved federal states and 14
counties. This makes coordination and cooperatiithinvthe field of urban and regional development
difficult and tough. The governance structure @& thetropolitan region Hamburg has naturally chariged
the past 20 years. While in the beginning the doatthn of urban and regional planning has beeth@n
main focus, nowadays issues of marketing and iatemmal visibility are important as well. But natlg the
content of cooperation changed but also the melitaporegion grew in territorial size and also in
organisational structure. On a more abstract lthalgovernance process between stability and cheange
be characterised by periods of continuous changes episodic changes. Continous changes are
characterised by adaptive learning processes wdplieodic changes are characterised by fundamental
changes within the governance structure. The pdges with

[) the empirical description of the change proce$sthe metropolitan governance structure of the
metropolitan region Hamburg as indicated aboveusowm on the criteria which characterise governance
Characteriszing and analysing dynamics in govemainam using the criteria 1) goals and norms,c®)ra
factor constellations, 3) mechanisms and form@ofdination, 4) multilevel governance, 5) the ralese of
ressources and power and 6) finally orders of geugee as first order, second order and meta gaveena

II) the theoretical model which can be deduced fritvea empirical work showing a transformation of
governance between stability (continuous changd)drange (episodic change) over time; characteyizin
the two forms of change in more detalil.

III) conclusions concerning the reasons and prese$sading to continuous and episodic changes rwithi
governance and the relevance of the criteria oegwance described above concerning the cause nfeha
and possible conclusions to initiate change.

2 GOVERNANCE — CHANGE - STABILITY

2.1 Analysing and characterising transformation in metropolitan governance

The question of why and how urban and regional gwugce is changing over time is raised to gairgtutsi
about the processes of change and transformatiometropolitan governance. Aim of the first parttbé
paper is to address the issues of transformatidrgamernance. Governance and change is not awdpah

is very much elaborated in governance science hadgbvernance discussion. Governance is usually
discussed rather static, describing a certaintgituat a certain time (Benz, Litz, et. al. 200t there are
also approaches, which describe and analyse gowerzhange and transformation concerning paradigms
and also certain steps in governance change (Bla@@8, Brenner 2003). For approaching change and
transformation an access from organisational seigtaken. , Three basic concepts are essentsldying
these kinds of organizational changes: (1) a natieedifference, (2) at different temporal momen8,
between states of an organizational unit that imgo@bserved. Organizational change is defined as a
difference in form, quality, or state over timeain organizational entity.” (Van de Ven and Pool62171)
Change in governance is then characterized bydafuantal difference in the basic concepts of gauese.

In the focus of the paper is the uncovering of angje processes.

Governance is understood as an analytical conaepdescribe occurring forms and mechanisms of
coordination between interdependent actors. Toacharnze governance in city regions six criteri@ ar
differentiated: actors and actors constellations ridsources (2), aims and goals (3), multilevelegnance
(4), forms and mechanisms of coordination (5) amtis of governance (6) (Heinelt 2006, Kooiman 2003
Altrichter und Heinrich 2007, Benz 2009, Scharpd@p

Actors and actor constellations within a metropoliregion are mainly characterized by administeativ
employees and politicians. Depending from the npefitan region private business actors and
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representatives from civil society organizationsynie involved in decision making and implementing
projects. The policy and administrative actors espnt local and regional communities while busirzest
civil society actors represent certain goals amdsanot necessarily related to a certain community o
territory, but to their business or organizatioaiah (Altrichter and Heinrich 2007, pp 59, Heinz 2(p 10,
Wiechmann and Léwis 2001, 40).

Actors involved do have certain aims and goalstdubeir origin. City and metropolitan regions desaling

a lot with coordination of especially spatial issw®ncerning housing, economic or natural developme
Furthermore a number of new issues, only indirgecs related, are marketing and image building,
attracting attention of firms and people to theisrgThe goals need to be differentiated in ovegahls of
the governance structure of the metropolitan regiath the goals and aims of the participating act®®osh
sides play an important role in characterizing ingud output of the metropolitan region and govecea
(Wiechmann 2008, 110, Altrichter and Heinrich 200T).

Furthermore the actors involved obtain about ressiwhich they bring into the governance structure.
Resources are material or immaterial. While theenmtresources contain financial or personal reses)
immaterial resources contain for instance the tgbilnd quality to participate in decision makingdao
obtain over power to influence decisions (Altrichtexd Heinrich 2010, pp 63, Benz 2009, pp 27, Heinz
2000, pp 15 and 259).

Urban and metropolitan regions are almost alwagsattterized by a multilevel governance system. lisua
the metropolitan region stretches across more ¢im@nmunicipality. There is the central city surrded by
municipalities. Furthermore the metropolitan regi@an be extended across different county anddardé
state levels as in the case of the metropolitaioneBerlin, Hamburg or Bremen. Metropolitan regiara
even be stretched across different national statefgr example the Oresund Region, containing ed&h
and Danish part. The cooperation of the metropoliggion is than organized within the multilevestgm
including the relevant representatives of differadministrative and / or functional levels. Two wayf
multilevel governance can be differentiated, anfgal out by Hooghe and Marks (2001), Gualini (2086)
Benz (2004). Multilevel Governance Typ | is chaesited by the distribution of decision making asres
small number of not-overlapping territorial unitsdalevels. The decision making is tied togethea stable
package which is also characterized as territfeiddralism and tends to be in place a long perfdane. It
addresses more general issues of regional goverr{@enz 2009, 27). The Multilevel Governance Type |
is characterized by a ,complex, fluid, patchworkimfiumerable, overlapping jurisdictions” (Hooghedan
Marks 2001, cited by Gualini 2006, 70). Governaatéhis type is flexible and temporary and can diso
described as functional federalism. It addressesiap purposes of coordination and is overlapping i
character including a wide number of governanceltemot necessarily related to a certain terri{@gnz
20009, 27).

Governance is essentially characterized by the daand mechanisms of coordination which are chasen t
coordinate the actors involved, their aims and gotideir resources and the multilevel context they
involved in. The forms and mechanisms can be diffgéated in loose and tied coupling (Blatter 20080).
Beside the forms of coupling the basic forms okinattion between the actors as one sided action and
mutual adaptation, voice, arguing and bargainingte vand hierarchical governance are an essential
characteristic of governance (Kubler and Heine@320charpf 2000, Schimank 2007). Furthermore &latt
(2008) differentiates in four governance modes,cWwhare described as norm-oriented, benefit-oriented
communicative-oriented and performative actionrigd (Blatter 2008).

By coordinating the relevant actors and actor @lations a governance structure is evolving wtaghain

in itself can be differentiated in orders of goweroe. Kooiman (2003) and Heinelt (2006) differemetiim
levels of coordinating action. Kooiman (2003) diéfetiates between First Order Governance, SecoddrOr
Governance and Meta Governance. Heinelt (2006)eeke orders of governance of Kooiman (2003) and
differentiates levels of planning as governancewirg back on Scharpf (1973) who distinguished three
levels of the policy planning process. The meteellesharacterizes basic visions of development and
behavior as travelling ideas anchored in overarchirograms, in Leitbilder or even basic assumptiams
ideas of “doing things” floating around (Meta Gavance). A further level is characterized by making
binding decisions concerning planning projects @exkloping institutions (Second Order Governankej
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a final step in the planning process is charaadrlzy the implementation of the decisions mades(fErder
Governance).

Planning as ,,meta governing*
Leitbilder

ethics )
arguing l

A

Political decisions as ,,second order governing*
Institutions & Policy
effectiveness & legitimacy
vote /majority decision
(arguing & bargaining)

v
Implementation as,,first order governing*

action / implementation
effectiveness
hierarchy as well as arguing & bargaining

Fig. 1: The three orders of planning (Heinelt 20264)

This differentiation by Scharpf (1973) concernihg policy process is very similar to orders of goamce

by Kooiman (2000). A question connected with thdeos of governance is, how and in what way the
different orders of governance within a metropalitagion are influenced by each other. “Human syste
are ultimately self-designing. We continuously dparand design implicitly or explicitly the sociahca
governing world we live in and participate in. Govieg these change and (re) design processes from a
normative point of view is the essences of metagung.” (Kooiman 2003, 171) The orders of govenwan
may be related to each other as shown in the Fibukeinelt (2006) based on Kooiman (2000, 2008) an
Scharpf (1973) connects the levels of governance manning process and the results out of it witides

of decision making and interacting.

Levels/ Orders of Governance Results and Forms Deaidn making
Planning as reflection on possibilities and resofts | Leitbilder Arguing

acting as meta governing Ethics

Processes of binding decisions and planning in Institutions and policy | Vote, Majority decision
political arenas assgcond order governirig content (Arguing and Bargaining)
Implementation of decisions and planning the Action / Hierarchy
implementation asfirst order governing Implementation Arguing and Bargaining

Table 1: Levels / Orders of goverance (based oné#te2006 and Kooiman 2003)

The question of the interrelation of the ordersmseéo be especially interesting in working on cheang
governance. Based on Kooiman (2003) Meta-Goverisimgpt understood as a governance level above first
and second order governing, but a norm orientectrgavg order setting a frame. Meta Governance is a
perspective to judge governance and evaluate iinsiggome normative criteria and at the same time
changing and redesigning norms and practices biya&tuag existing practices. Kooiman (2003) discesse

his concept three criteria of evaluation of metaggoing: rationality, responsiveness and perforraanc

2.2 Governance and Change

First of all the governance discussion and reseiarambivalent concerning the issue of change taiulisy.
Governance is basically a static concept not takitg account the change and transformation so far.
Nevertheless the notion of governance is genecaltyected with change and transformation. The ahahg
the nation state and state action is connectedtivtlyovernance discussion. Governance as suclcaise

up in connection with the recognition of the fagsrof state action. Furthermore governance staorda f
change in perspective within political science @ning steering (Steuerung). While initially the
discussions concerning steering were more actaersh within political science, the focus in ecomom
science is more on institutions. Governance aswawegy in talking about steering societal developtmris
emphasis on the institutions and structures whiamé and design action on the one hand and thegsad
regulating on the other hand (Mayntz 2005, 17)ngsand applying governance connects to the strictur
regulating and framing action and also to the meaaf developing a regulating strcuture. This iepla
reflexive usage of governance. So the phenometizedtate being not able “to steer” in the usuafl asd
also the development of the theoretical conceptstéering” to “governing” implies a dynamism and
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flexibiliy within the concept of governance in ptige and theory. VoR reflects on that dynamism by
differentiating betweerGovernance by Desigand Governance by DynamicdVhile the first addresses
rather intentional approaches of acting and stgetiihe second addresses adreses rather self-anganis
processes which are not merely intentional (Vo3720QThen, governance refers to the patterns and
mechanisms in which social order is generated epbduced, including the ways in which society rstee
itself. The processes in which forms of social aigation are reflexively shaped move into centre of
attention. In other words, this comprises primarkes of interaction as well as secondary ruleshaipsig
rules of interaction.” (Vo3 2007, 19). These diéfier ways of interacting take into account the miutua
relation between action and structure as Giddenseagiualised in his theory of structuraion as thality
between structure and action as two processe®irding each other at the same time and which caheno
analysed seperately (Giddens 1984). Vol3 puts fiferelitiation inGovernance by DesigandGovernance
by Dynamicsand Kooimans expresses the duality with the netimfiGoverningandGovernancgKooiman
2003).

The discussion of governance as a reflexive consgpports an analytical and reflexive understandihg
governance. Beyond that the transformation of gmauere structures as such are not addressed soimuch
the governance discussion so far. The evolvemethtdawelopment of governance has not been analysed
much so far. Benz, Litz et. al. (2007, pp. 21) axpthis “blind spot” with the origin of the govemnce
concept in economic science. Governance forms tanctgres are analysed as existing balanced sogitb
societal coordination problems. Conflicts, which ynéead towards evolvement, reproduction and
transformation of governance structures are ndt dath as much.

The governance concept as such is a predomindatlg soncept, except for the above mentioned xisfte
understanding of it. Looking at transformation amtéinge of governance applied in discussions ofnjrba
regional and metropolitan governance the Regulatapproach is used to explain and describe
transformations within urban governance regimesome in debates of state rescaling and reterriisataon

of urban governance (Brenner 2004). Main issubas‘tontemporary rescalings of state spatiality ol
ramifications for the political and economic gequris in Western Europe” (Brenner 2004, 450). Beenn
differentiates four phases of state rescaling aaternitiorialisation beginning with the fordistiekensian
welfare state of th 1960ies, succeded by entreprezle&ompetitive oriented phase in the 1970ielo¥aed

by “glocalisation” strategies leading to a fundataérescaling of state structures in the 1980iek1890ies.
Finally the fourth phase is characterised as thev NRegionalism characterised by neo-liberal state
restructuring with concequences for spatial andnegutc restructuring. The connection between state
rescaling and reterritorialisation and rescalingsaaegional level Brenner says “state spatiafitpdtiveley
produced and transformed through sociopoliticalggites in diverse institutional sites and at a ean
geographical scales” (Brenner 2004, 451). Govemancl spaces are seen in an interrelational wayeket
place and space and the political or societalegias and institutional settings concerning it.cesses of
state spatiality are seen as a “layering proce$&ravexisting organisational structures are supgeraad by
new layers and organisational structures. So faihsdate spatiality are a mosaic of state strustusemilar
does Blatter (2000, 2003) conceive existing stmestand layers at certain times which are placedam
other. In the context of regional governance stmast which are cross bordering are observed byeBlat
processes of waves. Phases of stability are fotlomephases of change and transformation. Two faims
change of regional governance structures are gieich describe processes of change: patching-up as
additions to existing institutions and transposititescribes the activation of existing structuréth wew
routines (Blatter 2003, 82). Brenner describes mpavernance structures as path dependend as rihey a
reproduced and enforced, but which also can reéteravations and transformations. Brenner focusdssn
work on the relevance of the macro political cohtekich unfolds within city regional constellatioasd
developments. The reasons for such processesnsfdranation are seen in “,moments of ,strategicicbd
and ,path-shaping’ in which dominant sociopolitibadces have attempted to ,redesign the ,boardivbich
they are moving and [to] reformulate the rulesh& game™ (Nielson, Jessop, Haussner 1995, ppe@ @it
Brenner 2003, 312). Projects are seen as majorcalefar transformations of urban governance and
especially “scale making projects” (Brenner 20088)Y Scale making projects are strategies whickgnatte
cities and regions in super local networks andduigies. Furthermore the discussion concerning gavee
offers process models of regional or urban goveraastructures, as for instance First, Lahner and
Pollermann (2006, 10), who differentiate betweerinit)ation phase, 2) concept phase, 3) impleméanat
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phase and finally a 4) consolidation phase. Thossgs are not necessarily a linear model but cantake
place in parallel or overjump one session overla@TotA similar model of Urban Governance partngrshi
developed for instance Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) looking at revitalisation partnerships in Grea
Britain, when they differentiate between Pre-Paghip collaboration (1), Partnership creation and
consolidation (2), Partnership programme deliv&)yand Partnership termination and succession (dghw
characterise a kind of life cycle of urban goveg®an

All in all governance as mainly a political sciencencept also drawing back on economic science is i
practice very much used to express flexibility acfthnge in distinction to government which is not
functioning the ways it is expected. Urban, regiooa metropolitan governance structures develop to
coordinate problems which can not be solved with lierachical government system. Those structures
evolve as a kind of alternative solution to adapatblocked situation and become a self-selleraasdif-
organising structure. On the other hand also g@arera structures can develop towards a blockedtstauc
itself.

Drawing back on basic ideas and concepts of gomemand the given first clues about how governance
structures change, concepts and models of chamyeramsformation from organisation science and also
Science and Technology Studies (STS) can be usadkige and explain governance change a littldadurt
Organisation science give a broad literature caoriegrchange and stability and also about the devedmt
and implementation of innovation. Basically theen de differentiated three different orders of méay,
which are first order learning, second order leagrend deutero or third order learning based omedeat
(1985) and further used and developed by Argyrt &ohon (1999). While the first order learning étso
single loop learning) concerns changes within &lstamormative and institutional system, second orde
learning (or also double loop learning) concernanges in the normative and institutional structofrén
organisation. Deutero learning is not so much efied yet and indicates a kind of higher and corple
form of learning. Close to the differentiation ahgle loop and double learning are exploration and
exploitation. ,Exploration includes things capturdy terms such as search, variation, risk taking,
experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery, invation. Exploitation includes such things as refieat,
choice, production, efficiency, selection, implernaion, execution.” (March 1991, 71) Both procedsd®
place in a learning organisation. Weick and Wes{E396) use the words of organising and learning to
differentiate both processes and state that orggnexcludes learning and vice versa. “Organizimgl a
learning are essentially antithetical processesgiwimeans the phrase ‘organizational learning’ ifjealas

an oxymoron. To learn is to disorganize and in@easiety. To organize is to forget and reduceetgri
(Weick and Westley 1996, 440). Finally both proesseeed to take place in a learning organisatioa in
balanced way. Weick and Quinn (1999) characterséclrriteria and processes connected with leataning
organising or exploitation and exploration or asytput it: continuous and episodic change.

Episodic change addresses inertia within orgawisatito overcome them. Change is understood as a
fundamental and sudden change in the basic stagctfran organisation. It seems to be a dramatogsh
which is intentional produced. Mostly external mtntions activate episodic changes. The process of
intervention ideally takes place in a phase of egding, followed by a transition phase which isceaded

by refreezing. The process is characterised bytiguasg existing norms, values and structures.Hhe t
transition phase such norms, values and structusesewly defined and restructered. In the refredmse
they are finally coordinated and founded in newrf®mand basic structures of the organisation.

Continuous change happens rather unintentionathisaoharacterized by modifications of daily roesrand
working procedures. It is a continuous adaptatimtess which cumulates. Different to episodic cleangs

a long run adaptation compared to rapid and suddaptation. Routines and working procedures whieh a
already questioned, adapted and modernised aret @bjthe continuous change and transformationggec
The ideal process of intervention follows a fregziase, followed by a rebalancing phase succdedead
unfreezing. The concept behind this adaptation gg®ads to uncover routines and working procedumnes i
their patterns concering necessary changes andwaments (freeze). The procedures are newly irgtsgy
the patterns are redesigned and blockades solegbdl@nce). This is followed by a sequence of uainegin
which processes of learning and improvisation aken up again. Major criteria of such a procesthes
observation of failing routines and the solutiorso€h failures by minimal corrections with majopiacts.
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These differentiations are very helpful in havingnare detailed systematic for explaining and oliagrv
change and transformation also in relation to guaece.

Concerning the orders of governance and theirioelab change a view in Science and Technologyi&sud
(STS) is inspiring. STS deals with models on howowations in society develop and evolve within the
different orders or regimes of society. While tloeistechnological landscapes characterise a rattternal
structure and context for the interacations anddinations of actors, the meso level is charaadrigy
routines, regulations, norms and values. The mlevel is the actual working and procject level, vehe
innovations are developed. While experimentatiothenmicro level can for examplelead to the invemof

the steam machine, this innovation can lead to n@janges and transformations on whole industri@stw
have used other forms of energy generation beldris. again may lead to complete new norms and salue
on the macro and societal level.

Macro:
Evolving
sociotechnical
lanscapes

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Meso:
A patchwork
of regimes

Micro:
Novel
configurations

[1] Nowelty, shaped by existing regime
[2] Evolves, is staken up, may modify regime

[3] Landscape is transformed

Fig. 2: Dynamics of sociotechnological change (Rigd Kemp 1998, Kemp, Rip et. al. 2001)

Those levels can be compared to the orders of gamee given by Kooiman (2003) and the interrelatioh
change between the levels which can be an heuregfarding governance change.

3 EMERGING GOVERNANCE OF THE METROPOLITAN REGION HAMB URG

In the following the governance and the evolvenmrgovernance within the metropolitan region Hangour
is discussed.

Leitbilder of Spatial Planning
Spatial Planning Law

Metropolitan region discourse
A

Regional Conference
Regional Council
Steering Commitee

4
L Administrative Office of the MRH

Working groups
Model and Pilot Projects
Funds

Fig. 3: Orders of Governance in the metropolitagioe Hamburg

3.1 Overview about the current governance

Due to the question raised and the basic diffea#ati of criteria characterizing governance, anyeis of
metropolitan governance at different points in timepossible. The metropolitan region Hamburg has
extended the area in the past 20 years. While enbéginning the coordination of spatial planningswa
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intended to happen in the area of the city anchti@cent six counties, the metropolitan region @ioistnow

of 14 counties which in the closer counties arergfly interwoven with each other, but which aretie
more distant counties rather peripherial and weakestructure. The current organisation of the MRH
according to the above given systematisation casteberibed as the following figure 3 indicates.

The extension in area is motivated to reach a bigge and more population for being visible in ghebal
competition.

Fig. 4: Showing the extension of the MRH 1990, 199196, 2006 (Maps: Frank Rogge, HCU 2010)

Counties in the next adjacent federal state MetklemWest Pomerania which also have functional
interrelations with the metropolitan region areciested to join the metropolitan region. It chajlesn the
cooperation since actors and interests are alrsadgifferent within the region, which is especially
challenge for territorial and social cohesion.

The development of the metropolitan governancecttra from 1989 to 2009 can be differentiated v fi
basic phases. The descripition starts with therimaigg of a more intense cooperation between theethr
federal states in 1989 and the decision for a redidevelopment concept (1). This basic decisianh the
“go” for a more intense cooperation at a polititalel was followed by a process of intense work and
cooperation on a sectoral level developing theorei development concept dealing with many issdes o
regional development (2). This was followed by aiqeé which is characterized by the implementatdn
the regional development concept and the institatisation of regional governance structures differ
from the existing one (3). A new period begins watmew focus of the metropolitan governance towards
internationalisation strategies and marketing T4js new orientation of the metropolitan regioriadkowed

by a new governance structure implementing and saorg the new focus of marketing and
internationalisation and also a more efficient goaace (5). The basic characteristics of the phases
indicated in the following table.

3.2 Short description of main events and milestones

3.2.1 Political Decision for a trilateral regional deveioent concept 1989 to 1991

The history and development of the metropolitanaediamburg is driven by a number of changes in the
past. The fall of the inner German border and ttiergling European market lead to a different sibnafior

the city region of Hamburg at the end of the 198@ied at the beginning of the 1990ies. After assioa of

the Hamburg port and a rather struggling econorei@bpment in the 1980ies in Hamburg on the one han
and a more dynamic development of the surroundingiies of Hamburg on the other hand, the cooperati
between the three federal states was at a verjelmV and the mistrust against each other highh\ti¢ end

of the 1980ies and after the reunification the @hd the region of Hamburg were characterized by a
dynamic development. Employment and the numbembébitants grew at that time in the city and the
region. The extended hinterland and the Europeakanand new economic perspectives to the North and
East of Europe supported a dynamic development.régon of Hamburg suddenly was in the centre of
Europe. The lack of space for housing and commefciadustrial development lead to the need to
coordinate the development between the city of Hamland the surrounding counties. Further themes of
cooperation as coordination of transportation, watel sewer or natural resources came initiallyasuhe
necessity to coordinate the availability of spacé 8 coordinate the planning strategies. Findlby federal
states decided for a regional development concBpe fundamental decision for a trilateral regional
development concept after a time of mistrust wessibe because of a change in political partigherthree
federal states involved. After periods of Christ@onservative political parties as governing partie the
years before, all federal states, one after anottiemged to social democratic political governgagties.
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between the federal states, especially Hamburg Saideswig-Holstein and later between Hamburg and
Lower Saxony were made. After resolving such bafiferences in interest, the work on the regional

three states and make deals to please each pafthen such deals were made and agreed on the work o
regional issues could take place (package deaishhd consequence of the expertise a number of deal
development concept could take place.

This allowed first the cooperation between Hambamng Schleswig-Holstein and then in a next step the
involvement of Lower Saxony in the cooperation. Tésult is a change in perspective and the agreeofien

a joint development strategy agreed on by the tfederal states. Very important and remarkablettiat
federal states and giving very profound recommeadsatto improve the cooperation (Scharpf and Benz

phase of development was an external expertisedorithe the situation of the cooperation betweeritiree
1990). The recommendations basically were to workasic conflicts of allocation of resources betwie
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3.2.2 Development of a regional development concept iorelguilding 1992 to 1996

The basic decision by the three federal statesor wn a regional development concept was mairiledr
by the federal states. The interests of the aagibnal and local communities within the regionreve
involved by talking to them and collecting theitérests. The communities were not actively involirethe
development and the decision making process.

The process of developing a regional developmentejat appeared to be very necessary at that tinhet A
of information about the development of the citgiom was missing. Before being able to work on @acept
and strategy, a broad gathering of information dai had to take place to have a base ground to evor
development ideas and strategies. This procesatbédng information has been shown very fruitfiod as

a kind of “region building”. Talking to stakeholdemwho have been involved remember this time sanéiss

in “region building”. Scenarios of population gréwin the city and the surrounding communities or
availability of spaces for economic developmentenbeen issues of discussion. This time has notyalwa
been easy. A lot of contentious discussions toakgylwhat kind of scenarios should be applied andthe
growth in the region can be shared. But discussiook place, which were different compared to earli
times, when each federal state decided what toithout discussing it with the neighbor and onlynfiai
mutual agreements were made.

The discussions helped a lot to build trust andrmftion was gathered very broadly. The result tfsa
step after four years was a Regional Leitbild amyddopment Concept and in a second step after @noth
two years an implementation oriented Regional Deelent Concept. Issues have been transport planning
open space and environmental protection, watersameéer, housing (including also social housing) &tc.
was possible to reach mutual understanding. Baseth® agreements which were made before, it was
possible to treat each other with more respect.

Nevertheless, the metropolitan region keeps a negioninated by the federal states in the decisiakimg
processes. This process of developing a regionadlolgment concept was also a process of develagping
region in the first instance. The process was drixery much by spatial planners from Hamburg.

3.2.3 Establishment of trilateral regional cooperatiod atabilisation — 1997 to 2002

After the process of region building and develognggional concept, the emerged working structuwere
institutionalized as trilateral regional developmestructures. The institutionalization is seen astep
towards the implementation of the concept. Thaahitlea of building a formal and tied coupled il
association was not reached, but an informal ageaenf trilateral working structures was set up.

This phase is characterized by a kind of wearin@ssthe one hand the euphoria was high to havéheeac
the trilateral organisation and concept. On theottand stakeholders were tired after 6 years dpwej a
concept. Furthermore a number of participants, ipdrom administrations of the three federal stagas
their tasks and resources mainly in the paper wafrkwriting a concept and not so much in the
implementation. Still the main approach in this gghavas to implement projects and rewrite the Regjion
Development Concept.

Nevertheless this phase was very much charactebyedeveloping a working structure to foster the
implementation of the aims of the regional develeptnconcept. A number of routines were introduced.
External impulses were taken up. So a call for mpmtition from the Federal spatial planning leval f
sustainable regional development was successtiltlgnt up (competition Regions of the Future (Regione
der Zukunft)). The participation helped to imprdiie regional governance structure. It did not Iselpuch
fostering sustainable development. Another extermgulse was set by the chamber of commerce in
Hamburg, proposing a marketing and advertisinggatojvhich they funded partially. This project waken

up, but with some retention. The external influenfeon-administrative but economic stakeholders wa
observed carefully and controlled by the three faldeates.

The major characteristics of this phase have blerinstitutionalization of emerged and new govecean
structures and the focus on implementing the redidaevelopment concept or at least the developmknt
working routines to do so. Driving forces have belea internal review of the work and taking up the
external impulses.
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3.2.4 Internationalization strateqy and stronger leqitiora— 2002 to 2005

A number of changes within the region, especiallyhie actor constellations lead to the beginning oéxt
step in the regional cooperation. The politicaucture within Hamburg changed and also some key
positions in the planning administration were repth Hamburg took the lead in pushing the coopmarati

Hamburg developed an own concept with the title tidgolis Hamburg — Growing City”. Within that
concept it proposed on the one hand to gather grauthin its city limits and on the other hand togrove
the governance structure of the metropolitan regiod to foster a more intense international oriemeof

the city region. This concept was a little surpfizethe two partners, the two federal states entforth and
South and also for the surrounding counties. Batahove mentioned points in the Hamburg concepe wer
taken up positively and the governance structudetaa strategic orientation of the metropolitanoagvere
again discussed. Issues of spatial coordinatioappsared from the agenda and new topics related to
marketing and visibility in Europe and worldwidetgnore important. This time is characterized admsjira
dynamic working atmosphere, discussing strategystindtture of the regional governance. Two poimgs a
decisive: the regional development concept from61®8s too comprehensive, talking about too manyeiss
and not having a clear focus. The second pointisgudsion was the integration of local and regional
stakeholders (Kreise and Gemeinden), which weradinettly involved in the decision making so fardan
also the necessity of having a working body, daiogrdination and organization work, which could be
done by the involved stakeholders and administnatamymore properly.

Both issues were possible to discuss becauseludrage of actor constellations, which allowed nomave
towards the integration of the local and regionainmunities in the decision making process. The main
responsibility for the metropolitan region Hambutganged from the spatial planning department tosvard
the strategic department in the mayor’'s office &erchancellery), which also explained very muah th
change in focus of the metropolitan region.

At the end of this phase, after a number of workshand discussions a new strategic focus and afse s
innovations in the governance structure were decigmn. Marketing of the city and the region asl sl
the economic cooperation has become a strong @ssi@ing back the issues related to spatial neads fo
coordination. This has been a result of the permepbdf some stakeholders in the city region, that
globalization and interregional competition needs¢ addressed more intensely. A further push as t
fact, that Leipzig instead of Hamburg was appoirdsdfavorite city for the Olympic Games 2012 in the
German national selection process.

The decision for a more prioritized strategy argl participation of the local and regional commusitivas
finally recorded in an administrative agreemerthatend of 2005.

3.2.5 Establishing and implementation of a new stratewyiastitutions — since 2006

In 2006 the implementation and institutionalizatminthe new and changed bodies took place. Initise f
meeting of the new set-up regional council the Begli Development Concept from 2000 was replaced by
an internationalization strategy. An administratisgency took up its work and professionalized and
structured the management. Three offices of thet jadministrative agency were institutionalizedtte
federal states. The joint administrative office Water evaluated and centralized to Hamburg (ir0201

The financial resources were more focused on tiategiic aims of the region. The internationalizaticas
pushed forward. A number of marketing initiativesk place and the involvement in national and Eeaop
networks was taken up (e.g. METREX). Original ideasthe coordination of spatial development were
pushed back in favor of approaches of economic @@tipn and development and the marketing of the
region. Both aspects are dealt with and exist withie projects. Also new topics as climate chang® a
climate change adaptation were taken up.

Connected with the new structure and the moreénfie the local communities got in the decision mgki
processes, the differences in interests and theiams about spending the rare money within the
metropolitan region grew and made it more diffidaitreach a consensus. Based on the decision making
mode of consensus building within the region, witbre interests involved, the consensus is hardér an
more rarely gained.

A next phase seems to come in sight in the devetopwf the metropolitan region governance. Whieies
of spatial and territorial planning have been pdshack in the basic strategies of coordinationtiaba
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planning and issues of space return on a projget lgithin the governance structure nowadays. Hajfigc
the fundamental issues of territorial and socidlesion are addressed, which have been a basicphtéewh
issue of the German planning system. Furthermorexaension of the metropolitan region is taken into
sight. A fourth federal state, Mecklenburg-West Boenia and a county may be included in the metitzpol
region in the near future. This leads to more egtx and actors to deal with in a regional coused the
steering committee. An extension of the regionissussed in the context of a federal project nathed
urban-rural partnerships to built relations betwtenurban areas and the more rural and periphezak.

4 STABILITY AND CHANGE OF GOVERNANCE

4.1 Process of governance change in the MRH

Describing the phases and characterizing certaiterier at certain times in the development of the
metropolitan region Hamburg, a change between ghatdéasic changes and continuous changes and
transformations can be described. This draws baatharacteristics of processes of change and aajson
science (Weick and Westley 1996, Weick and Quirp)9

The transformations within the MRH can be differat®d in basic disruptures as for instance thealnit
trilateral agreements on working together and wetigping an joint Regional Development Conceptradte
long period of distrust. A second major change besn the working on new norms and values of the
metropolitan region predominantly initiated by ttity of Hamburg. After a time of mainly territoriadlated
topics of joint coordination, marketing and econoissues became stronger.

At the same time there have been phases of comsngbhange improving existing routines, raise the
efficiency of working procedures, working on inntiva projects to take up ideas from day to day wamla
project and administrative level. Those phases rgdipefollowed the rather rapid and aprubt innowgati
phases, when new norms and institutions (SeconderO@&bvernance) were put in place and which
dominantly framed the activities on the administéeaaind implementation level (First Order Goverrgnc

Scharpf Benz Institutionalisat- New aims Administrative
expertise; ion of trilateral New structure offices and
Decision for a commitees, Involvement of professionali-
trilateral developing local sation of
regional working routmes communities working
development routines
concept

1989 to 1996 1997 to 2002 2002 to 2005 Since 2006

Fig. 5: Process of governance change between citytend change

Looking in more detail in the processes of transftion, there can be recognized phases of growing
complexity which can not be managed with the existjovernance structure. Thinking about new ways an
forms of coordination take place. The new establisioutines and aims settle and a new kind of exan
takes places. New aims and goals are added, tf@pance is evaluated and a next adaptation ormetd
aims and goals takes place. The region, the stejctiue stakeholders rise in number and complexity

the result to manage the new complexity.

The development of the metropolitan governanceuak and a model of continuous and episodic chasge i
derived from the description. In the following chepthe character of the development process amd th
reasons for change and transformation are addreSpedial focus is given to the question of thevahce

of orders of governance.
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Fig. 6: Continuity and change related to rising pterity

4.2 Multilevel Governance System as framework and a ctéria to deal with

The multilevel-governance type | is a strong fragnaondition, which does not change easily espgciall
the German context. While the multilevel governatgee 1l is a flexible form allowing the initiatioof
processes of transformation.

The metropolitan governance is working to addrass eounterbalance the problems of the multilevel
governance system within the region as described barilding a further flexible multilevel governance
structure. Taking into consideration the differmtns of multilevel governance type | and typehibtseems

to be the adequate way. While the multilevel gosaoe type | tends to be resistant to change amabées
form (e.g. the federal states), multilevel gover®atype Il is rather flexible in finding solutiofgr current
problems (e.g. regional governance structures).

Beside and around the multilevel governance systethree federal states and their administrativeidm
and the multilevel governance of the metropolitagion, different forms of coordination arise, dédsed as

a strategy of “variable geometry”. Actors withiretmetropolitan region are encouraged to coopesatieey
need with any other actor within or beyond the entrborders of the metropolitan region. New spares
structures of metropolitan governance develop. treegy within the city region is building up migvel
governance type Il forms to overcome the problefngederalism and also the problems of the existent
multilevel governance structure within the metrajaol region.

This addresses especially concepts and issuestamaces which arise within the multilevel goverca
type Il. Spaces emerge, which are characterizeavieylapping different territories. Actors do nokeatoo
much consideration about the actual space but#errfocused on the issues they want to reach.

These multilevel governance type Il constellatiars more flexible solutions, emergent and helpiuleiach
certain goals and solve certain problems. Theysahations for rather blocked multilevel governanyee |
constellations, which sometimes not allow to saedain problems and finding solutions. On the pttend
this can be of course also a dangerous possilbdityndergo democratic and legitimized institutiombe
multilevel governance type Il seems to be utilimedre frequent today to undergo existent institigiand
come to alternative solutions.

Obvious in the case study concerning multilevel ggoance and the differentiation between evolving
multilevel governance type | and Il is the stromgl ainflexible establishment of governance typed tre
growing evolvement of governance type Il. Obviaaialso the establishment of multilevel governagpe 1

at the Second Order Governance level. While theileng! governance type Il is rather establishedian
First Order Governance level.

Both forms of multilevel governance seem to bevai¢ on the Meta Governance level. But this seentet
a question of future research characterizing theaNB®overnance level and the evolving of ideas wthem
show as relevant framing conditions for the othelecs of governance.
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4.3 Orders of governance and relevance for change

As described above the governance structure orrsystan be differentiated different in orders of
governance, which characterize the governanceray3tee orders of governance are in a continuows @b
transformation and change.

While the Second Order Governance is charactefieegd much by institutions to frame interaction,dEir
Order Governance is characterized by the soluti@meain day-by-day problems and the implementatib
projects. The Meta Governance can be interpretédkeas, morals, ethics or basic paradigms floanogind
and building a stream of actions (as sustainableldpment, focus on metropolitan regions, discowfse
globalization, etc.). Naturally these orders aterielated to each other. Aspects of sustainableldgment
or discourses concerning the relevance of Europgban regions for indicating a vital and dynamic
economic Europe influence the institution buildisfga Second Order Governing and finally also onrat F
Order Governing. But in which way does it happen?

The paradigm of sustainable development was tagdmyuhe national level in form of a competitiorled
Regions of the Future which should enhance andmstippstainable spatial development on a regiaaval|
The competition was taken up in the region of Hamgland applied to improve the regional governance
structure. The issue of sustainable developmentwasery much fostered. But another very relevaatilt
emerged out of the participation in the project iReg of the Future. The urban regions which had
participated in the competition formed a networkradtropolitan regions in Germany. The network taio
called Initiative of German Metropolitan Regions Europe (Initiativkreis Deutsche Metropolregion in
Europa) is focusing and representing their interesvards the German and European urban spatialgsol
This network has shown very strong in articulatidgas and policy comments. For the metropolitainoreg
Hamburg, as one of the initiators, the participafio the network combined with other reasons |eahtds
the emphasis on internationalization and marke#ggin this initiative and its interests causedszuksion

on and with the national level debating paradigrhsgGerman spatial development, as the urban rural
partnerships.

One very basic paradigm in the German spatial dewmeént is the idea of territorial cohesion and the
providing of equal chances and opportunities te l&and work in every part of Germany. By putting too
much focus on metropolitan regions the fear wadaonlsvthat rural and peripheral areas fall backhe t
public and political perception and policy. As auk another call for another model project wasugeby
the Federal government, addressing the questiocnrobining the development of metropolitan regiorith w
responsibility for and relations with rural andipéeral regions.

The relation of change between the orders of g@rex®a can be described as in the following graptiiich
is very much inspired by STS combined with the sd# governance and the observed processes ofehan
within the metropolitan region of Hamburg.

Meta
Governance

Second
Order
Governance

First Order
Governance

Time
Fig. 7: Transformations within the orders of govarce (adapted from Rip and Kemp 1998, Kemp, Rip.2081)

The difference between the first and the secondebmentioned model projects has been the initiafitre
first one was made very much in a top-down modusressing ideas without reflecting on the First and
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Second Order Governance. The second approachtioigsep was a result of the mutual consultatiothef
ideas and aims of the national state, the metrgmolegions and also the representatives of tla aveas.

As a result the paper has shown, that intercororestietween the processes of change between #is tdv
governance are obvious. The questions arise nowchawge can be intentionally fostered from theedé#ht
levels? What are the conditions which make it dasset impulses from the first order governancell¢w
find and reach fruitful ground and what are comditi of a good framing allowing the meta governing
activities to set successful intentional impulsastifie actual “working” levels of the Second andsFOrder
Governance?

Another question concerning the so far yet veryuumslifferentiation in three orders of governanagy/roe
further defined, especially in the case of Meta &oance. What exactly characterizes the Meta Ganem
level? Is the scale decisive or is the vaguenefiseofontent decisive?

Since projects are seen as major devices in tranafmn of (urban) governance the question forheirt
research may be a focused analysis on the relevahegeacter and process of projects in transforming
governance as the discussed orders of governance.
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