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Abstract/summary

In pursuing a historical and cross country compagadapproach the article aims at exploring
the relation between local government and locahmunity’. In the pursuit of its cross-
country comparative intention the paper draws grily on the U.K. /England, Germany and
Sweden as pertinent ,cases in point‘. The expficithistorical approach of the article
promises to recognise (and perhaps even re-discoverdistinct and, at the same time,
symbiotic and dialectic development and relationhiolw have existed between local
government and local community throughout theirletton — from the ‘founding period’ of
modern local government during the ™M@entury through its development under the
(centralised) welfare state in the (mid-)"26entury to the present day. The historically
educated perception should be helpful to iderarfg assess the dynamics and perspective of
the recent ‘rise’ of the local (political, sociaicheconomic) community and its impact on
redefining and recalibrating the relation and bedabetween local government and what, in
the current social science debate, is called ‘gmere’ — with the ‘re-emerging” local
community and its manifold political, social andaomic actors becoming part and parcel of
the expanding and multiplying networks of (non-pcibhctors that are captured under the

term and concept ‘governance’.



1. Questions asked and problematic pursued in thislart

The article is meant to explore and discuss tleioa between local government and local
community in a historical and cross-country compeggperspective.

In focusing on the evolution of the relation betwelcal government and the local
community (the former understood, as will be spamlt Ilater in this article, as the
institutional form and structure of of the electedal authorites, the latter as the collectivity
or grouping of the local citizens/residents) gamer will distinguish three developmental
stages. In its ‘founding period’, during the™®&entury, local government evolved from and
was embedded in the local (political, social andn®mic) community. Subsequently, the
(centralised) welfare state, arriving in the couwbéhe 28" century and climaxing after 1945,
with its public sector dominance and its intervenist outreach into socio-economic
processes, was mirrored and implemented by thesitiam and transformation of local
government into an equally public sector-centred arterventionist ‘local welfare state’,
while the local community was esclipsed and degtadets importance. Since the 1980s the
‘overgrown’ post-war welfare state, not least tlozal welfare state’ have been remoulded,
inter alia, by the ‘marketisation’ of public sezgs and the (re-)overture to social/societal
actors, thus entailing local community’s rise ite-Jgaining political, social and economic
salience.

This explicitly historical approach promises to recognise (and perhaps evdisaover) the
distinct and, at the same time, symbiotic and diadedevelopment and relation which have
existed between local government and local commuhibughout their evolution — from the
early beginning through the welfare state transédiom to the current stage. By the same
token, the historically educated perception andgmiviness should be helpful to identify
and assess the dynamics and perspective of recaitof the local (political, social and
economic) community and its impact on redefining secalibrating the relation and balance
between local government and what, in the curremtiat science debate, is called
‘governance’ — with the ‘re-emerging’ local commiynand its manifold political, social and
economic actors become part and parcel of thenghkpg and multiplying networks of (non-
public) actors that are captured under the term amatept ‘governance’. Thus, while the
local community, in the ‘founding stage’ of loggdvernment, was crucial in ‘embedding’ the
latter’s evolution, it is, in the current phasestmmental in carrying and shaping a new



balance between local government and (local) ‘guwece’. One might say that, in a way,
the local community has, since the™®entury until now, run, as it were, ‘full cycle’.
Through its pronouncedly historical approach (wlselems often neglected or under-used in
the pertinent debates) the article aims at idgntif these dynamic changes ‘over time’ and
their implications for the present development patspective.

In the pursuit of its internationallgomparativeintent the article is bound, not least because
of limited space, to be restricted in the in tleéestion of countries to draw on.. Gathering
from the available comparative literature and fingdi there seems to be good reason to focus
the following account and interpretion essentiallpn the U.K./England, Germany and

Sweden as “cases in poiht”
2. Introductory remarks on definitions and terminology
It is helpful to be clear from the outset, whatgisely is meant by the term ‘community’.

As a generic (sociological) term (local) ‘commiyhcan be understood as a collectivity of
persons living together in a defined local areae §kneric term can be specified in singling
out and highlighting particular features and cider

* The political community refers to the collectivity of citizensathmakes the relevant
(political) decisions participates in their implemgtion.

» The politico-cultural and socio-culturatcommunity is the collective setting with which
the citizens identify emotionally and to which thfexl attached (for instance, in terms of
local allegiance, ‘belongingness’, ‘civic pride’).

 The social or societal community is made up of non-public (‘NGO’) groupsda
organisations, self-help groups, particularly @ ttoluntary, non-for-profit sector, linking
up, as local actors, with the Non-Profit (or Thi&jctor and the Civil Society at large.

* Theeconomiccommunity is formed by the economic actors andrpntes operating in
the local space.

* Finally, thereligious or ecclesiastical communitg made up of the members of the

respective religious congregation.

! The article is based on tentative findings fronomparative study which the author is undertakinghen
development of local government systems in the | FKance, Sweden and Germany. The study is suppaoyted
Wiistenrot Foundation. Further interim findings hbeen published in Wollmann (2004c).



While in the real world ‘communities’ all or most these dimensions merge and blur, it is

useful for analytical reasons to keep and treahthralytically distinct.

Second, a terminological problem needs to be adddeshich comes up in any comparative
discussion of local government if the discussioraaducted in English. A key problem is
posed by the English term (locgpvernmentln English the term ‘government’ refers to the
policy making (parliamentary) body as well as te thxecutive/administrative structures.
Furthermore it is applied to the central level adlvas (since the fdcentury) to the local
authorities. In contrast, in the Continental Eumpetradition, the term ‘government
(Regierungin German,gouvernemenin French) is equated with the exercise of sovereig
power (see Norton 1994: 17), seen to be wieldatieatentral, but not at the local level. In
(Continental) European countries, moreover, thennfanction of local government is
understood to be administrative rather than paliticSo one speaks of ‘local self-
administration” kommunale SelbstverwaltumgGermany anédministration librein France.
While keeping these peculiarities in mind, the télonal (self) government’ will be applied
in this article to all countries referred to. Femimore the terms ‘local government’ and ‘local

authority’ will be used interchangeably.

3. The emergence of modern local government aarigiogn fand embedded in the local
community

Early forms of ‘local self-government’ were praetisin medieval times in rural areas in
countries like England and Sweden, where, in treeade of hard forms of feudalism, the
peasants remained free and enjoyed the right te riedtr local decisions in local assemblies
and to look after collective tasks in voluntary wdfor England see Stewart 2000: 30, for
Sweden see Stromberg/Westerstahl 1984: 12). Andtistorical origin of forms of self-
government was the ecclesiastical parishes, whittile standing under the direction and
guidance of the church, were engaged in (religicog)munity-related services. Finally, local
self-government in an already advanced form wasceserl in medieval towns and cities
which were (in England) founded by Royal Charterd were (in Germany) ‘quasi-republican
islands’, having the status of ‘free Imperial atieamidst absolutist monarchic States and
territories. Although ruled by the aristocratic,omercial and craftsmen elites, such towns
and cities were constituted by the collectivitytlogir ‘citizens’ (insofar as they were granted

the property-dependent citizens’ right). This fa@ied the emergence of a ‘civic’ tradition (a



famous slogan in German medieval cities was: “Imagttown air makes you freeStadtluft

macht fre).

In line with this development the introduction ashelsign of modern local government, as it
evolved in the late 8and during the 1®centuries, was premised on the ‘community’ as a

collectivity of citizens.

The first path-breaking step towards modern lo@alegnment was taken in Europe by the
French (revolutionary) Assemblée Constitutiantehwibe adoption of the (short lived)
Municipal Legislation of 1791 by which the ‘commuhevere created on the territorial basis
of the some 40,000, century old, ecclesiasticati{@gr) parishes. While the communes were
also conceived as legal entities (see below), thweye understood to be essentially
‘communities of inhabitants’ ¢ommuautés d’ habitant{see Némery 2004: 68).

In a similar vein, the Prussian Municipal Charted 808 (which was Europe’s first municipal
charter of lasting duration) revolved around thaurmigipal commonwealth’ Stadtgemeine
which was seen to be made up of the ‘citizeBsirger) (that is, those to whom the property-
dependent citizens’ right was granted) (see Erg@lis 1975). When in England modern
local government (as an elected local authority3 wméroduced by the Municipal Corporation
Act of 1835 in 78 towns, the Corporations — theeetive local governments - were
understood as being based on the ‘community ofmgsnbers’ (Redlich 1903 quoted from
Stewart 2003: 27).

As local government acquired a recognisable moftem, therefore, it had already diverged
from a common understanding of seeing local govemimessentially rooted in the

community as the collectivity of citizens and sigrant differences were already apparent
between Continental European countries and Briagiarticularly in two aspects. These are

the focus of the next section.
3.1. Legal conceptualisation of local governmerd &tal community

First, there is a stark difference in the legalcaptualisation of the local institutions.



In the Roman Law tradition Continental Europeansntioes, the legal doctrine has it that the
State is ascribed the legal quality of a self-stagtkgal entity, of a moral person (see Dyson
1980). According to this legal doctrine, the ‘(Iceommunity’ as a collectivity of citizens
also has the legal status of a self-standing legity. From this it follows that the
‘community’ appears as two sides of the same cbimat is, it constitutes the (sociological)
collectivity of citizens, on the one side, and tbgal entity, on the other. The legal entity is
called Gemeindeor ‘Kommunéin German, gemeentein Dutch, ‘kommunerin Swedish,
‘communeand ‘collectivité localé (as the generic term) in Frenatgllectivitain Italian. All

of these words having their common etymologicalt i@othe notion of ‘common-ness’ or

‘collectivity’.

In contrast, the idea of ascribing the State (d&ydthe same logic, the collectivity of local
citizens) the quality of a self-standing legal Bnts entirely alien to British legal thinking
(see Dyson 1980, Wollmann 2000a: 44 ff.). Embeddethe Common Law tradition and
probably tinged with philosophical pragmatism artditarianism, the British thinking is
profoundly ‘functionalist and institutionalist’ (seJohnson 2000: 33) in that the legal
embodiment is seen in concrete institutions whiale a@he bearers of rights and
responsibilities. On the national level it is, faihy speaking, still the ‘Crown’ that is the
legal embodiment of the national government, wioite the local level, the local council

legally embodies the local authorities.

Hence, in Continental European countries the loitedens speak of their ‘community’ when
they refer to the locality and its local authotitey live in, while in Britain the local citizen is
liable to point at the ‘local council’ in this cant. There is no equivalent in English for
‘community’ the way the term is used on the Comiinét may well be argued that this goes
beyond being a semantic difference. It may well ehav cognitive and epistemological
dimension. In a Continental European country tleallgitizen when saying ‘community’ may
well, at least in the back of his/her mind, idgnttiis with the collectivity of citizens he/she is
part of, while in Britain when employing the terrocal council’ any reference to the

underlying community as a collectivity of citizemay get eclipsed and lost.

Finally, another peculiar difference stemming frtme different legal traditions should also
be highlighted. In Continental European countritkem the Roman Law-derived legal
doctrine of the State being a self standing legaitye and ‘moral person’ it follows that



parliament (and in the same logic the local coynsibn ‘organ’ through which the State, or
respectively, the ‘community’ acts. To British lédhinking the idea of an ‘organ’ of the

State or the community looks entirely outlandish.

3.2. Territorial and organisational reforms

Another importance difference between the earlyettggment of local government in Britain
and in other European countries stems from thetfeattin Britain a massive territorial and
organisational reform of its two-tier local goveram system was carried out in 1888/1891
whereas the other European countries did not haste trritorial reorganisations during this

period nor in the next half century to come.

Prior to the reform wave of 1888/1891 Britain’s kst local level was, with the exception of
the municipal ‘corporations’ created in 1835, waade up of some 15,000 parishes with
embryonic forms of self government for the resideint local matters. Besides the parishes
the local space was occupied by a growing numbgsiafjle purpose) bodies and boards
which were established under royal charters ongmadntary acts with the mandate to look
after certain social, infrastructural etc. problgmsed by Britain’s rapid industrialisation and
urbanisation. In fact, in this period the local spavas marked by a “plethora of single
purpose agencies managed by boards that were #pgoim elected in various ways”
(Skelcher 2003: 10).

When in the late 9 century the British government went about radjcatiorganising its
local government system, it drastically changed dta#us and functions that parishes had
historically grown acquired. In contrast, the largéies whose origins often dated back to
century old royal charters (and most of which wereognised as municipal corporations in
the 1835 reform) retained their self-standing stgtais ‘county boroughs’ in the 1888 reform
or as boroughs within counties as a result of tB@11reform). This preserved their local
identity and ‘civic tradition’ (see Stewart 200@2)3in the perception of their citizens and,

thus, their emotional and cognitive roots in thecis-cultural community’.

In contrast, urban and rural districts were creatsd an entirely new layer of local
government. “Although based on the previous sangathorities, they lacked the heritage of
history” (Stewart 2000: 33). While, it is true, théstorically grown parishes continued to



exist and to be rooted in their respective ‘socititcal community’, they were bereft
(‘disempowered’, Chandler 2001: 18) of most of thprevious functions which were

transferred to the districts.

As a result of the 1888/1891 reforms the structfréocal government England is seen as
having diverged from its European neighbours thhoag process that marginalised the
parishes, replacing them with authorities whoseitteies were delineated according to a
centrally imposed rationale based on efficiencheathan community” (Chandler 2001: 18).
This “separated developments in England from mu€hEorope where the commune

remained the basic unit of local government” (Stev2000: 31). So, in deciding not to build
the reform upon the existing historical parished,dnstead, to create an entirely new local
government structure without any roots in localtdig and in the local socio-cultural

community, the 1888/1891 reforms arguably haveabmhg term effect, in attenuating, if not
extinguishing the emotional and cognitive ties testw the local population and the newly

established local authorities in Emgdamd.

As noted above, Britain was alone in 1888/1891nbbarking upon such large-scale territorial
and organisational reform of its local governmé&ntinental (and other) European countries

retained the small-scale format of towns and pasgshithin century old boundaries.

3.3. Scope of responsibilities and functional peoéif local government

Still another distinct difference between most Bean countries and Britain becomes
manifest with regard to the traditional concept deéinition of the tasks of local government
which arguably stems, to a significant degree, ftbendifferent underlying understanding of

‘community’.

In most European countries, since the introductadn modern local government, its
competences have been defined on the basis ofrnerglecompetence clause’. It was laid
down in the Prussian Municipal Charter of 1808 thatmunicipal council has “the power to
attend to all matters of the commonwealth/commosineé the municipality” (alle
Angelegenheit des Gemeinwesens der 'Stade Engleli/Haus 1975: 116). This and similar

provisions in other municipal charters have argydelen inspired by the ‘founding’ idea that



the ‘community’ as a legal entity is based upond(degally embodies and mirrors) the

community as the (sociological) collectivity ofiz&ns.

In contrast, in Britain the responsibilities of &authorities have rested on thkra vires
doctrineelaborated and confirmed by the English courtsnguhe 18' century as stemming
from the principle of Parliamentary Sovereignty.dén ultra vires local authorities are
permitted to exercise only those powers which agdi@tly assigned to them by an Act of
Parliament (see Stewart 2000: 37). Thus, the rafdecal responsibilities does not rest on
the concept of the ‘common good’ of the commungystpulated by the ‘general competence
clause’, but is defined by specific and concretnimerative’) legislative provisions by

Parliament.

Without going into details at this point it sholdd added that perhaps paradoxically British
local government - notwithstanding the (formallgstrictive ultra-vires doctrine - developed
in the later part of the 19century to become both politically and functiogally far the

strongest in Europe (Sharpe 1993: 250). It washantérritorial and organisational basis
effected in the reforms of 1888 and 1891 that tewly created two-tier local government
system - made up of counties, boroughs and dsstriahoved towards adopting a multi-
functional task profile as parliamentary legislatiproceeded increasingly to bring the
structure and function of the previous single-psgpbodies under the responsibility of the
local authorities. In fact British local governmgbtcause of its unparalleled political and
functional strength, experienced what was called tictorian’ “golden age of local

government” (Norton 1994: 352), much admired amdsdéme degree, mythologized in

contemporary (Continental) Europe.

In sum, essentially driven by the process of ingalsgation and urbanisation, first in Britain
and later Germany, local governments moved towardever more comprehensive ‘multi-
functionality’ of their task profile in order to spond to the mounting social, infrastructural
and other challenges and problems raised by indlisaition and urbanisation. As a result, in
the countries concerned, local governments adopkegrofile of embryonic ‘local welfare

states’ before the national governments began datonalise’ and ‘centralise’ welfare state

policies.
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3.4. The democratic expansion of the ‘politicaintounity’

As the development of elected local government titoiss a key component and driving
force of the expansion and consolidation of denmcra large, the unfolding of the local
electoral rights of the citizens was a crucial edatrand indicator of the ‘political community’

as the collectivity of citizens in their politicedle.

The legislative provisions on suffrage have advdnaiedifferent rates across the European

countries.

* The earliest and most radical move was made b¥itiech Constituante in its legislation
of December 14, 1789 which stipulated the genertifage (that is, without gender and
property discrimination). This revolutionary acasy however, extremely short-lived.

e In Britain the Municipal Corporation Act of 1835 tiaduced local electoral rights
restricted to male tax payers of over three yezsglence (see Wilson/Game 2002: 51). In
the 1888/1891 reforms the suffrage prescribedHerdlected county and district councils
was all adult males.

» The exercise of the electoral rights provided by Brussian Municipal Charter of 1808
and by similar subsequent legislation of other Garrbtates, was made contingent on
tight property and income requirements which largiisfranchised urban workers; this
highly restrictive electoral legislation lasted il@i®19 (see Engeli/Haus 1975: 375).

* When in Sweden modern local government was intredua 1862, the suffrage was
limited to adult males and tied to restrictive pedy criteria. The general universal
suffrage was introduced in 1919 (see Strémberg/§vetsil 1984: 11).

* In France, the election of local councils was reeduced in 1831 with male and

property-dependent suffrage. In 1848 this was weddn general male suffrage.

Thus, through the entire 9into the early 2B century, the ‘political community’ was
restricted to the male population with often tigitoperty requirements. Thus, the local
councils were dominated by bourgeois majoritiegg@meral and socio-economic elites in

particular, while the working population was largkept from exercising electoral rights.

In most countries the introduction of local demagravas geared to the election of local
councils (on a still limited suffrage), thus makitige principle of representative democracy
prevail. In some countries, such as Sweden, witpewsistent rural character, the direct
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democratic form of local assemblies (town-meetirgjs)ll citizens was practised (which still
applied in Sweden to 60 percent of the communéaigsr 1919, see Strémberg/ Westerstahl
1984: 11).

3.5. Voluntary (unpaid) involvement of local citigen political and administrative functions

of local government — link with the political anokcg&al community

Also linking up with the earlier forms of local §glbovernment in the medieval parishes where
matters of the local neighbourhood and collectivitgre decided and handled by the local
residents themselves, the introduction of modecallgovernment since the beginning of the
19" century still revolved around the idea that théitisal as well as administrative functions
of the local authorities should be taken care oth®ylocal citizens in their spare time on a
non-paid ‘voluntary’ basis. In the German traditittis ‘voluntary’ mode has been termed
‘ehrenamtlich (which means: ‘*honourable’ as well as ‘honoraryhplying that it was an
‘honour’ for the citizen to be called upon to penfosuch tasks for the ‘community’ as the
collectivity of citizens, see Engeli/Haus 1975: 118e it by holding a position in the elected
local council or, depending on the respective mpalccharter, in the local executive body,
be it by getting involved in the provision of locsg¢rvices on a non-paid ‘voluntary’ and
layman basis, ‘honorary-nes&lfrenamtlichkejtwas at the heart of this early and basic form
of local self-government. It established a persdimd between local government (in the
Continental European reading: between ‘the commyrand the ‘political’ as well as ‘social

community’ (in the sociological sense).

In countries with rapid industrialisation and urtsation (Britain and later also Germany) in a
growing number of larger towns and cities local adstrative units were built up with full-
time personnel. Consequently the ‘voluntary’ conmeibt of ‘layman’ citizens was
increasingly replaced by full-time paid staff whayea traditional personal link with the

‘social community’ was attenuated.

However, this type of local self-government throulglyman’ administration persisted well
into the later 19 century and beyond in more rural countries withrslawer pace of
industrialisation and with correspondingly lowenads for local government activities and
services. This was the case in Sweden where, il sunal localities, local administrative

matters were handled by citizens on ‘voluntary’ aidasis even after 1945.
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3.6. Local government and ‘social community’

On the one hand, as was already pointed out, ta &uthorities were increasingly prepared,
in an expanding (‘multi-functional) task profilep tpromote local policies on social,
infrastructural and other issues particularly ie thost rapidly industrialising countries. On
the other, however, the local level was the areh&hwvduring the 18 century teemed with
non-public organisations and initiatives which wareant to address the ‘social question’ as
the acute social problems of the working classhi& tnushrooming industrial cities were
called. Different conceptual and political curreatsd various social groups and movements

contributed to the dynamics of the ‘social commyirtiroughout the 19 century.

A strong impulse came from (essentially bourgeogsprmers who founded, funded and
operated charitable, limited-dividend/not-for-ptotiorporations and organisations in the
broad field of assistance in social, health andshaumatters. In Britain the Fabians were
influential advocates demanding and designing nef@olicies and promoting charitable
activities and projects. A similar groundbreakingler was played in Germany by the
Association for Social PolicyMerein fir Socialpolitik which was founded in 1862 as a
national association of reformist academics (nickead “lecturer desk socialists”
Kathedersozialistenand reform-minded practitioners. Thus, ‘the lamathorities, in pursuing
social policies, kept relying on commercial entegr philanthropic and voluntary activity to
meet the fast-developing needs of local communitiesach/ Percy-Smith 2001: 47).
Another powerful push came from the working cldesniselves, as workers’ self-help groups
and associations sprang up in great numbers tosaelf-help, housing projects, mutual

saving banks, mutual insurance facilities, learm@agncils etc.

Thirdly, the churches and the local level orgamset affiliated with and funded by them
bloomed. This held true particularly in catholicuotries where charitable activities had been
practised, for centuries, as a mandate of the sieskical communities. In course of thé"19
century Germany showed a particular trajectoryhis tegard, resulting from an agreement
reached between the State and the (Catholic) Char¢che 1870s at the end of a power
struggle. The compromise and agreement was a @ivddi functions in which, guided by the
principle of subsidiarity, the State and, by thensatoken, the municipalities should be
engaged directly in the provision of social sersicaly if and when the Churches and their
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welfare organisations were not ready to take oVee ‘principle of subsidiarity’ has been
extended to other non-public (non-profit) welfarganisations so that the delivery of social
services has traditionally fallen to the resporisybof non-public organisations, that is, to the
‘social community’. By contrast, France, while als@atholic country, took a conspicuously
different course during the $%entury, dating back to the decision of the retioharies of
1789 to expropriate and ‘secularise’ the assetschadtable facilities of the Catholic Church.
In enforcing a strict separation of State and Cihianred imposing a kind of ‘reverse version of
subsidiarity’, the Church was largely banned framg angagement in charitable activities and
social services (see Pollet 1995: 116, ArchibaQ@3), thus squeezing it out of the ‘social

community’
3.7. Local government and the ‘economic community’

In line with the medieval towns which originatenist of all, as places of commerce and trade
amidst an economically backward rural society, thiee-off of modern local government in
the 19" century was essentially linked to cities’ econorfinction as the ‘incubators’ and
growth poles of capitalist development. So theyefotus of local government spending as
well as local taxation was directed at the prowvisiblocal infrastructure (such as roads, water
supply, sewage) primarily for the benefit of thedbentrepreneurs. Thus, “historically local
authorities were close to the private sector. 028" century most factories and commercial
undertakings were owned by families who lived Ibcahd often played a significant role on
the local council” (Stewart 2003: 269).

4. The (centralised) ‘advanced’ welfare and the ensudocal welfare state’ —
overshadowing and eclipsing the local community

4.1.'Nationalisation’, ‘centralisation’ and ‘etatisatio’ of welfare state policies

The build-up of the advanced welfare state whi¢hrseuring the 1930s (in the aftermath of
the Great Depression) was marked by the expansidmationalisation of welfare policies
which, during the 19 and well into the 2B century, had been developed and pursued, albeit
in an incipient manner and scale, by the local autibs themselves. Whereas in that earlier
period the local government level possessed sagmfi operational autonomy in what was
figuratively described as ‘dual polity’ (Bulpitt 83) - made up of the central and local
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government levels - the intergovernmental relatiese drastically reshaped when central
government showed the resolve, in the build-up h&f welfare state, to ‘integrate’ local
authorities into the national welfare state angbdtcies by mandating them to carry out these
centrally decided policies. Thus, the ‘nationalmatof the welfare state and its policies went
hand in hand with thecentralisation of power in relations between the two tiers of
government as well as with agtatisation’ and theextension of its interventionist outreach

and grip into the ‘societal’ and the economic spker

A number of major impacts on local government drellocal community should be singled
out and highlighted.

Territorial and organisational local government ogins

For one, a momentous change was unleashed by riitertal and organisational reforms
which were carried out between the 1950s and 18Y@s number of European countries,
particularly in the UK, in Scandinavian countriesdain Germany (for an overview with
country reports see Meligrana 2004). Their censtahtegic idea was to make the local
authorities capable and *fit’, by strengtheningith@anning and administrative capacity as
well as their administrative efficiency, to perfothose tasks which the central government
wanted them to discharge in the build-up and thplementation of the advanced welfare
state. The crucial underlying belief was that, &yitorially and organisationally enlarging the
local authorities, significant efficiency gains (@rms of economies of scale, specialisation of

personnel, organisational ‘synergies’ etc.) cowddtiained.

The countries concerned exhibited a considerabiarnae in their reform moves, particularly
with regard to the scale of the territorial reformi$ie most radical reform, guided by what
was critically called ‘sizeism’ (Stewart 2000: 6, fwas carried out in Britain in 1974 when
the number of district councils, the basic locatggmment level, was reduced, in England, to
365 - averaging 130,000 inhabitants - and thahefdounties to 39 with a population average
of 720,000 (see Leach/Percy-Smith 2001: 61 ffrtdin1994: 40). Sweden was second in the
scale of its territorial reforms ultimately arrignafter 1974, at an average size of some
30.000 inhabitants (see Norton 1994: 40). In Gesmavhere the responsibility for local
government territorial reform lies with the Fede&thtes (L&nder), the scale of territorial
reforms was more varied depending on the strategglayed by the respective regional
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(Land) government. While the Land of Nordrhein-Walsih went furthest in creating,

through amalgamation, municipalities with an average of some 40,000 people (that is
around the ‘Swedish’ size, but much smaller thamgland), most other Lander chose to
retain many of the small municipalities (endingwith an average population size of between
9.000 and 6,000 and even of 1,700 in one of thedégn(for details see Wollmann 2004a:
112 ff.). Those Lander which left the multitudesofiall municipalities unimpaired as political

local government units have introduced a new lef@termunicipal bodies which are meant

to provide these municipalities with supportiveg@nisational and personnel) resources.

While there is some (albeit not entirely conclusorecontested) evidence that the expected
efficiency gains were, in fact, capable of beindniaged, it cannot be doubted that the
‘political’ costs (in terms of the ‘political commity’) as well as the ‘socio-cultural costs’ (in
terms of the ‘socio-cultural community’) were catesiable.

» The number of councils and, hence, of councilloas weduced significantly depending on
the scale of amalgamation. Hence, the numericatjtutional and personal density of
local representation and, thus, the traditionalumtdry (‘honorary’, ehrenamtlichig
involvement of citizens as members of the ‘pcditicommunity’, has been severely
reduced.

* In carrying out the reforms by way of large-scatealgamations and boundary changes
the (corporate) identity of the existing commursfi@ften rooted in century old local
history and ‘civic tradition’, was disregarded ahé emotional of ties of the citizens with
their traditional ‘socio-cultural community’ wereisdarded. Again the English reform
seems to offer a particularly striking example lagt since, as it was pointed out it, ‘ran
roughshod over local tradition... They resulted anthorities so remote from local
communities in most instances that belief of tivailue as a focus for identification and
loyalty lacks credibility’ (Norton 1994: 359).

» Sitill another result of the territorial reforms widt, because of the enlarged size of the
local government units, the principle of represewtademocracy became even more
prevalent as the direct democratic form of locaeasblies which was practised, after
1945, in a significant percentage of Swedish comtias(and in a few exceptional cases
in Germany) were finally phased out. (It shouldabeled that now Switzerland is the only
European country where a majority (60 percent)hef tommunities still do not have

elected councils but practice the direct democraticm of local assemblies of all local
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citizens, hinting at a remarkable political stréngif the ‘political community’, see
Klbler/Ladner 2003: 142 ff.).

Entry of the national political parties upon theeéd arena

Further evidence of the ‘nationalisation’ andégtation’ of the local government level in the
political system, is the fact that national polfiparties began from the 1950s, increasingly to
‘penetrate’ the local arena as they have discovitrasl an important political ‘battleground’
for countrywide party competition. While previoustymany countries local political groups
and independents competed for, and occupied tla ¢ouincil seats, the local political arena
and the councils are now largely dominated by tt@onal political parties. This has not only
significantly redefined the composition and powatalnce in the local ‘political community’,
but has also narrowed down the participatory oppaties of the citizens, as the polytypical
parties, in pursuit of their competition betweencteaother, tend to ‘monopolise’ (or
‘oligopolise’) the local channels of communicatiaand interaction, thus jeopardising

alternative democratic and participatory modes.

4. 2. Expansion of the public sector-centred irgationist welfare state — with local social

and economic communities losing ground

The advanced welfare state which climaxed betwhemtid-1940s and the early 1970s was
strongly public sector centred in the sense thatag seen to be both the mission and within
the (‘Keynesian’) capacity of the State to be coshpnsive and interventionist and regulate
socio-economic processes previously largely leftthe market’ and non-public (private as
well as voluntary) actors. Given the widespreadrdeson of cities and infrastructure during

WWII and the acute social and economic problemseaduy the war and its aftermath, the
post-war welfare state policies came to addresanjrimfrastructural and social problems,
throughout most European countries, on an unpretedescale. Thus, while the policy

agenda greatly expanded, it was another widelyeshbottom line of the advanced welfare
state that, in order to carry out its mandate &ednultifarious tasks this mandate required, it
would be best to rely, first of all, on the pukdidministration and its public personnel proper.
Among European countries, this development was mqgsarent in Sweden. There, from the
mid-1930s, under Social Democratic leadershipwbkare state which came to be known as

the ‘Swedish model’ took shape. Sweden was notugnigowever. In the UK there were
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similar developments. There the decisive push tdsathe full-blown Keynesian
interventionist welfare state was given by the mow Labour government under Prime
Minister Attlee in 1945. In West Germany where #heras a conservative-liberal coalition
throughout the post-war period, the public secemteredness of the welfare state policies

was somewhat less pronounced.

As the central welfare state came to dominate th®igpsector and with their mandate to be
the instruments for implementing welfare stateqe$, local authorities proceeded to practise
a localpublic sector based on the conviction that thalip@ervices and activities should best
be carried out and delivered by ‘self-sufficientiblic/municipal personnel proper. From this
guasi-monopoly in the provision of public servidedollowed that the role of non-public
providers, whether non-profit voluntary/charitabte private commercial, was largely
sidelined. Sweden went furthest in that a ‘hiddeniad contract’ was made in the 1930s
between the (Social Democratic) government andviblantary and not-for-profit sector.
Under this informal agreement the state, througtiraéand local government, was supposed
to take care of areas such as military defencdttheare, social services and primary and
university education, while the voluntary sectot fis energy and resources into providing
the institutional support for citizens to pursueittpolitical, cultural and leisure-time interests
(Wijkstrom 2000: 163 f.). Germany is the exceptionthat the traditional ‘subsidiarity
principle’ which ensures priority, in social semidelivery, for the afore-mentioned non-
public non-profit welfare organisations was re¢ginand even written into 1961 Federal
legislation (see Bonker/Wollmann 2000).

In some countries, such as Germany and Sweden,ewtier local authorities have
traditionally been heavily involved in the prodactiand provision of public utilities (water,
sewage, energy, public transport) through a repertd municipal administrative units and
municipal corporations, this engagement of the llacdhorities in the production of public
utilities was further extended during the post-pariod (see Wollmann 2002a). While, on the
one hand, operating the public utilities as a midivlunicipal sector provided the local
authorities with a lever to ensure ‘the best comiméerest’ of the local community, this was,
on the other hand, at the price of reducing opmitiees of private enterprises, not least local

ones, to get involved on a competitive formula.
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4.3. Professonalisation of local government persbrand squeezing out voluntary/layman

involvement

In view of the momentous (‘multi-functional’) expsian of local government tasks and the
accompanying growth of local administrative unitsl sstaffs, the local authorities saw the
need increasingly to recruit professional persanfieése got their professional education and
training in vocational schools which were estaldlaluring the 1960s in most countries (for
instance, for social workers, urban planners et€Qnsequently, the ‘professionalised’
personnel started to replace the ‘laymen’ in lgmaternment, whether the untrained full-time
staffer, or the citizen who gets involved, on thienethonoured voluntary unpaid
(ehrenamtlich) formula, in running local governmemfatters such as social services.
Although in Sweden’s small rural communities locgbvernment continued to be
administered by unpaid voluntary ‘laymen’ well intobe early 1950s, the laymen finally
disappeared in the wake of territorial reforms #redformation of larger municipalities.

4.4. Transition of the ‘economic community’

As nationally and internationally operating (prigair public) corporations both public and
private have grown and increasingly replaced ‘lopelate enterprises, the local ‘economic
community’ has undergone a conspicuous transi#@nnoted above, in the earlier period of
the capitalist development during the™@entury, most enterprises were still small and
directed by owners who were residents - usuallivesat- of the respective municipalities and
often took an active part in local government (fstance, by sitting on the local councils).
This is not the case with most national and intéonal companies which increasingly have
‘absentee-owners’ (in most cases stockholders)aa@dlirected by managers who often live
in the community concerned only temporarily, benogated’ from one place to the other, and
are, as a rule, scarcely involved in the commusibffairs, let alone seeking and holding a

seat in local councils.
5. Developments since the 1980s: The local commumeityg@ining ground?

The advanced welfare state and its politico-adrratise profile, particularly as it was

shaped particularly following WWII, was increasipgthallenged and remoulded from
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different conceptual and ideological angles andddferent political fronts. This has had

significant repercussions on the scope of locakgawent and of the local community.

5.1. Empowering the ‘political community’

Accompanying the build up of the advanced welfdetes local decision making processes
had come to be dominated by the principle of regregive democracy, embodied by the
elected local councils and reinforced by the emtrythe national political parties into the

arena of local government. Responding to the grgveriticism which was directed against
this narrowed-down version of local democracy, masireform currents gained momentum in
a number of countries. The general aim of the neéws was to enlarge the decision-making
rights and participatory opportunities for localizens and, particularly, to introduce greater
direct democratic citizens’ rights.

An important element in the changes demanded wadethal provision of binding local
referendums as an empowerment of local citizens. ge of referendums acknowledges the
collectivity of citizens acting as the local ‘sog@n’ besides, sometimes against, the elected
council - the local ‘parliamentary’ body. Since tharly 1990s binding local referendums
have been introduced, as a regular local decisiakiilg procedure, in Germany (see
Wollmann 2004b) and Italy (see Magnier 2004), tstrengthening the direct democratic
potential of the ‘political community’. In the UKilding referendums were introduced, as ad
hoc procedures, to decide on the creation of treatér London Authority (in May 1998) as
well as on the selection of the (two) directly édecmayor options laid down in the Local
Government Act of 2000 (see Wilson/Game 2002: 74160 ff.).

Another conspicuous current was the direct eleatioihe mayors which was introduced with
the intention of making the local political and &adistrative top position holder directly
accountable to the local citizens (besides straxmiytly the political and administrative
leadership potential in local government). Since #arly 1990s the direct election of the
(‘executive’) mayor has been provided for in Gergngsee Wollmann 2004b) and in Italy
(see Magnier 2004). In the U.K. the directly eldateayor is in place in Greater London and

in a few of the councils by referendum where ons held.

5.2. ‘More market’ and ‘more competition’
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The advanced Welfare State, climaxing in the ed®y0s, was increasingly criticised for the
comprehensive and interventionist range and coeeddigts policies and for its fixation on
the public sector whose bureaucracy and ‘etatisttemch was bound, in the view of the
critics, to stifle economic and social dynamisnbath the national and local levels.

The neo-liberal attack against the advanced Sdawgmhocratic/Labour Party Welfare State
was spearheaded in Europe, after 1979, by Margéaticher's Conservative government. It
aimed to trim down the State by reducing and retstg it to its ‘core’ functions. These were
seen as ‘enabling’ (and also financing) the pravisof public services, while the delivery of
the services themselves should be subject to caimpeand be, in principle, left to ‘the
market’ and the private business sector. In a amdeological vein, the message of New
Public Management is to transfer and apply the mamalist principles from the private
business sector to the public sector (see Hood)19%9E call for market liberalisation and
privatisation also found strong conceptual and tali backing from the European
Commission and its commitment to create and prorttwge'single European market’ (see
Wollmann 2002a).

During the build-up of the Welfare State, locallarities were mandated, in most countries,
to assume the function of implementing at a loeaél the policies of the welfare state. As a
result, local authorities, responding to and repiing the public sector-centeredness of the
welfare state at large, adopted a quasi-monopolysamal service delivery. This applied

particularly to Britain and Sweden where local auitres claimed their administrative staffs

were ‘self-sufficient’ (to use the British term) d@elivering these services. So, small wonder,
the brunt of neo-liberal criticism was directed the local social service departments -
critically labelled “municipal empires” (Norton 199378) — and aimed to dismantle them.
The principle of ‘compulsory competitive tenderinghich was extended by the Thatcher
government during the 1980s to an ever wider ramigécal government activities and

services had far-reaching effects both inside dlallauthorities (by installing the ‘purchaser-
provider split’ in their organisational set-up) amatside by ‘outsourcing’ local activities and

services to non-public providers. As a result, giggnt shares of these services are now
being delivered by private commercial and by vadmntproviders (for instance 80 percent of

the residential care for elderly people, see HID2 188).
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Sweden’s municipalities which have traditionallys@lexercised a quasi-monopoly in the
delivery of social services have also been seized lvave of New Public Management-

derived reforms. Although so far only a relativedgnall share (up to 20 percent) of the

municipal services have been ‘outsourced’ to nominipal providers (see SKF/SCB 2004

107), the overall effect on the pluralisation of fhroviders has been significant. In Germany,
under the traditional subsidiarity principle, thenls share of social services has, in the past,
been rendered by non-public, not-for-profit welfarganisations — so not by the public sector
but actors from the local ‘social community’. Yetev the years the welfare organisations
have formed oligopolies, dividing local ‘marketsp wbetween themselves and keeping
potential competitors out. Through 1994 legislatam care, the care provision market has
been explicitly opened to other providers, not tleasluding private commercial ones (see

Bonker/Wollmann 2000).

In some countries, such as Sweden and Germanyprtdtiction and provision of public
utilities (water, sewage, waste treatment, enepgilic transport) have traditionally been
regarded as key responsibilities of the municijgaiind as constituting part and parcel of the
‘municipal sector’. In other countries, such as thk, important elements of the public
utilities were transferred, after 1945, from thedbauthorities to national corporations and
agencies. Under the twin forces of the EU’'s malkegralisation policy and budgetary
pressures, more and more German and Swedish malitieip have recently turned to selling
their municipal assets and to ‘privatising’ pre\sbu municipal corporations. So the local
economic community space has been increasinglyesht®y new (‘absentee-owned’) private
sector players whose crucial corporate decisiores emsentially made in the corporate

headquarters located where in the country or abroad

Hence, while varying between the countries, theallomommunity space has seen the
convergent development of two causally interrelateehds. On the one hand, local
government has retreated from and abandoned twéopse‘quasi-monopoly’ type delivery

and production of traditional functions, while, tre other hand, the involvement of private
economic enterprises and private as well as volyrgarvice providers has expanded and

multiplied resulting in the ‘economic and sociahmounities’ regaining ground.

5.3 ‘More (civil) society’
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From the 1970s on there was also another stramditafism blaming the advanced welfare
State for its bureaucratic, legalistic, etatist gadernalistic dealing with social groups and
socio-economic problems. This came from not-forfiprspcial groups engaged in self-help
and voluntary activities as well as in the ‘altéiva economy’. These social activists were
supported by academics who conceptualised andagedsthe ‘alternative’ or ‘third sector’

as constituting an interface between the ‘State taedMarket’ (see Anheier 2001). More

recently this strand of thought and practice hasnbgromoted and complemented by the

concept of the ‘civil society’ (see Cohen/Arato 299

This conceptual and social movement got a strorigad backing when the British (New
Labour) Prime Minister, Tony Blair, and the Germé®ocial Democratic) Chancellor,
Gerhard Schroder, came out, in the late 1990s, thighconcept of a ‘Third Way’. This
suggested an ‘enlightened’ Social Democratic adtieve between the ‘Old Welfare State’
(with its fixation on an extended public sectorfdahe neo-liberal Minimal (‘Lean’) State —
with the ‘civil society’ placed between ‘the stated the market’. In this context, Chancellor
Schréder propagated the idea of an ‘activatingeS{aktivierender Staatyvhich was meant
to go beyond the ‘enabling state’ in that it engmsé an active State role in providing
incentives and support for the unfolding of theviicsociety’ and its actors and activities. The
‘activating state’ was thought to have its replacad main lever in local government and to

essentially involve voluntaryefrenamtlich work (see Wollmann 2002b).

Sweden provides a striking example of this reassess of the voluntary sector by
government. The voluntary sector, in the 1930sjrigabeen explicitly excluded from any
social service delivery, it was encouraged to resut® role and welcomed back to such
activities in the 1990s (see Wijkstrém 2000).

International comparative studies show that théesohthe voluntary involvement of groups
and individual citizens in local level activitieasinoticeably increased over recent years in a
broad spectrum of functions, not least in the ddm&d, thus opening a new dimension to the
‘social community’ and to its multiplicity of acterand institutions. The profile of such
voluntary engagements, however, has changed. \fpftelgously the individuals’ engagement
was channelled through organisations and was leng;tit now tends to be project-oriented

and of shorter duration (see Anheier et al, 2002).
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5.6. Entry of a new type of central government-gditbcal actors into the local arena — so

far a case of British ‘exceptionalism’?

In recent years, initiated first under the Thatap@rernment but even stepped up by the Blair
government, a new type of public actors has comghecofore. These are the re-invigorated
‘quangos’ (quasi-autonomous non-governmental asg#ions, see Skelcher 1998). The
‘quangos’ are bodies that are appointed directlyndirectly by central government and are
funded by public money for the purpose of perfognianctions and providing services that
were, until quite recently, provided mainly by lbauthorities (see Wilson/Grame 2002:
134). Early examples were the Urban Developmenp@ations set up under the Thatcher
government in the early 1980s. But by 2000 ‘guahgosstituted a broad array of some
5.000 bodies ranging from the Learning and Skilbsi&ils to registered social landlords (see
the list in Wilson/Game 2002: 136). This processgofangoisation’ of local level public
activities turns out to strengthen the local ‘prese and influence of their ‘sponsoring’
departments of central government and helps bothaitow out’ elected local government
and push it further from the mainstream. As it basn pointedly put, “the local quango state
Is now extensive and has taken over or usurpedbtaeof local authorities in providing many
services” (Weir/Beetham 1999: 251). Thus, theseealented local bodies can be seen as both
a local level extension of central government andsaagents rather than as organisationally

and directly widening and reinvigorating the locammunity.

Although in other countries, too, central governiregs pursued strategies for getting direct
access to and a foothold in the local arena, fetamce, through initiating, funding and
guiding projects in ‘local target areas’, the degod direct central government intervention
manifested in the ‘quangos’ as local level playstiis seems quite specific to the U.K. and so
make for some British ‘exceptionalism’. (For a icigm of this ‘exceptionalism’
interpretation see John 2001: .174).

6. The local community regaining ground

6.1.The pluralisation of the local community - a ca$dacral governance’?

As our sketch should have shown, the local communiits different political, social and

economic dimensions, guises and faces has, duifiiegesht developmental stages, undergone

24



deep-reaching changes; from the founding perioanotlern local government politically,
socially and economically interwoven with the ‘commmty’; through the build-up of the
expansive and interventionist welfare state undachvthe local community lost ground; into
the most recent period, marked by the expansivéareestate and its public sector dominance
at both the national and local levels being cail@d question and, to some extent, ‘rolled
back’, with the local community appearing to hagegained ground. In a way the historical

development may be said to have ‘run full cycle’.

As a result of this recent and still ongoing depetent the local arena and the local
community space is now occupied and ‘inhabited’'nbgre political, social and economic
actors and organisations than ever before. In tigéigal community citizens now act in a
significantly enlarged and ‘empowered’ role. Thishanced role draws not only on their
electoral rights, but also on direct democratittsg(local referendums, direct election of the
mayor) and widened participatory opportunities. Sheial community has seen an expansion
of social actors and organisations from the volgngand ‘alternative’ sector as well as from
the realm of ‘civil society’, all engaged in sociahd ‘civic’ activities. The economic
community has, notwithstanding the growing numldeiabsentee-owned’ corporations with
shallow local roots, also experienced a multiplaatof (small) economic enterprises and

individuals responding to the ‘market opening’acdl services and other public tasks.

Hence, the local community space has come to bepoedt and acted upon by a multitude of
(single-purpose) actors and by ‘function-basedgyotietworks’ (Rhodes 2000: 248) which
the currently dominant social and political sciemsbate now analyses under the label of
‘governance’ (see Rhodes 1997, 2000: 248 f., J&01:29 ff). The underlying concept is,
needless to say, not entirely new. Similarly compenstellations of actors and institutions
were already part and parcel of the political psscand the ‘polity’ in the past (and were
given labels such as ‘policy networks’, ‘policy comnity’ and the like). Yet, in the
meantime, because of the developments which haee bee focus of this paper, these
‘phenomena’ have attained such extension, density salience that in combination they
suggest not just a quantitative but a qualitatikange. Thus, while accepting the need for
caution and scepticism one is advised to observéhénface of often inflationarily and
fashionably employed “new terms” one should ackmealgke that ‘governance’ — both as a
term and as a concept - does have some heuristiaralytical value. Given the exceptional
progress of these developments in Britain it is swofprising - at least from a sociology of
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knowledge viewpoint - that the ‘governance’ debatiginated there and has been expanded
and conducted internationally “with a rather hed@ntish accent” (Denters/Rose 2005:7).
Indeed some maintain that it may even cognitivehd apistemologically mirror and
“extrapolate...a British peculiarity” (see LeGalés020 262), if not ‘exceptionality’.
Furthermore it should be pointed out that, althosgbh a distinction is often not made, but
blurred, one should distinguish between the hearistnd analytical dimension of
‘governance’, on the one hand, and the prescrigtihck strategic side, on the other. The latter
conceives of and perceives ‘governance’ as thengatemade up of actors, institutions and
other resources that can be mobilised and usedder do ‘steer’ the policy process and

achieve the desired policy goals.

6.2.The actors of the local community and of local gonaace — between single-purpose

orientation and common good (community good) career

As the political, social and economic communitiesvén (re-) gained ground, the local
community level is set to acquire and bring fortmew potential of political, social and
economic initiatives and resources set free byntve political, societal and economic context
and incentives. So, by using the device of loclremdums, local citizens can put new policy
initiatives on the local political agenda and thgbuhe instrument of the direct election of the
mayors they may bear upon local government to bee mesponsive to citizen concerns —
bypassing and complementing the communication atlarof the political parties. Related to
the social community, the growing involvement o€ tlioluntary and ‘civic’ groups and
institutions is liable to bring in and mobilise newd additional actor networks and resources
derived from ‘civil society’. As to the economicramunity, the emphasis on ‘markets and
competition’ is likely to attract and activate pate sector enterprises and providers with a
disposition, within their specific purpose and a@lipe, to seek cost-efficient and at the same

time consumer-friendly, solutions.

While the multitude of single purpose actors mayst on the one hand, harbour and generate
a formidable and promising potential of the localmenunity regaining ground, it has the
potential grave drawback in the “loss of commuipigyspective” (Stewart/Stoker 1995: 201).
Under their single-purpose orientation, the manypracare motivated, compelled and fixed,
each and every one striving for the achievemeriheif individual and particular goals; on

maximising gains and minimising losses and on fksing’ costs, while ignoring or
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counteracting the goals and interests of othemrsiclithus, among the multitude and network
of actors an all but structural blindness for thbemimon good’, for the ‘best interest of the
community’ prevails as all are disposed to givety to their own single purpose and self-
centred interests over the common good and ‘publyerding’ concerns. As a result of this
fragmentation into multiple ‘single-purpose’ (‘pate-regarding’) actors and organisations the
local community may run the risk of being ‘atomis@dieckmann 1996) into a multitude of

self-interested stakeholders without ‘communitgstand commitments.

6.3 Local government coming back in as the advocate ‘emwrdinator’ of the ‘common

good’

The problem of ‘coordinating’ multiple policies amaterests with the goal of achieving a
‘common good’ has always been regarded as a crtasél in intergovernmental settings -
both vertically and horizontally (for an overvievees Wollmann 2003). In the debate
essentially three modalities of coordination atemiiscerned: hierarchy (within the politico-
administrative system), interaction/networking (fonon-hierarchical setting) and the market
(see Kaufmann et al. 1986). With the expansionmaaliplication of actors and stakeholders
with different (single-issue) interests in the egest ‘governance’ structures, the ‘co-
ordination problem’ has become ever more urgent @ehanding. In the UK, probably
reflecting the country’s exceptionally high degreé actor fragmentation, a specific
neologism ‘joined-up’ has been coined (see PoB@03). This is largely, if not entirely
synonymous with the ‘classical’ concept and terorocdination’ (see Wollmann 2003)

As was already indicated, the capacity of the actoithin the community or governance
setting to achieve a ‘coordination’ (or ‘joining 'upf their often divergent interests and
‘stakes’ seems structurally limited. As they rel&eone to another in a non-hierarchical
manner, not being subordinated to each other, ttingg instead, on an ‘equal footing’, if
they seek ‘coordination’ at all, they are boundéek it in its interaction/networking modality
and procedure. An outcome of such interactionsntetk towards the common good is not

very likely, as practical experience suggests.
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In Britain a new mechanism to bring about policyardination (in British parlance: ‘joining
up’) has been inaugurated in that central govermrimgtiates and financially supports local
level ‘partnerships’ and local ‘action zones'. Teemre meant to convene and ‘bundle’ an
array of local actors and their resources aroujuihé project (area) for concerted action (see
Wilson/Game 2002: 138 ff.). While it can plausilidg assumed that such arrangements do
have ‘coordinating’ effects of sorts, it shouldrmiced that the elected local authorities play
only a minor role in such partnerships since thesinfluence of central which prevails. So, in
limiting the influence of elected local governmamthis co-ordination or ‘joining up’ effort,
partnerships are likely to fail to capture and cave ‘common good’ concerns of the local
community proper, while, at the same time, furthvweiakening the position of elected local
authorities and strengthening that of central govemt (see Rhodes 2000: 360,
Leach/Pierce-Smith 2001: 232).

In turning to the role of elected local governmeantshould be recalled that its traditional
model is premised on the assumption and mandate ithats decision making and the
conduct of its tasks and responsibilities, eleatedncils are held to pursue the ‘(best)
common interest’ of the ‘community’ as the colleity of citizens. So an elected council is
the ‘born’ advocate of the common interest of tbenmunity. The definition of what is the
‘(best) common interest’ in the concrete issueatdchis supposed to be reached and agreed
upon in collective political deliberations and inollective interest aggregation and conflict
resolution, whereby the democratically elected llazauncil is called upon and politically
legitimated to take these decisions, in the |lasbtnteby majority vote. Referring to the afore-
mentioned coordination mechanisms the political rdmation process goes through a
sequence from ‘interaction’ (between the partied stakeholders concerned) to, in the last
resort (if interaction does not produce an agre¢nére majority vote which is, in its core,

‘hierarchical’.

The dominant position of the elected local coumgilthe co-ordination of different local
policies and interests has been weakened and ereoe@ the (multi-functional) scope of
responsibilities of local authorities has been edrkalbeit with considerable variance
between countries) particularly by ‘outsourcingg throvision of services and by ‘privatising’
the production of public utilities. So the multidictional umbrella of responsibilities under
which the elected councils exerted their decisi@kimg and coordination power has been
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curtailed. In other words, the decision-making heand coverage of locgbvernmenproper

has become narrower.

At the same time, however, the role and respoiitsésilof elected local government can be
seen to have widened as it is called upon to pledefined but crucial role vis-a-vis the local
community and local governance. The loss of forfmattions and formal powers (in terms of
local governmentmay be offset by a gain informal influence in that locagjovernmenhas
become a key player and chief networker (‘reti¢ylisriend 1976) in the ‘governance’
network and web of actors and institutions. In nesig this role the elected local authorities
are called upon to act as the advocates of thet)loemmon good’ of the community and to
ensure that these interactions and decisions bee npaublicly transparent and, hence,

politically accountable to the largest possiblesakt

In getting involved in the governance networks angursuing the goal of making the best
common interests of the community prevail, locathatties deal with community and

governance actors on an equal footing. So, irss &if all through persuasion, negotiation and
compromises that the elected local authoritiestéryensure the ‘best common interest’ is
taken into account. Yet, although these dealing®cdl authorities with local governance
actors take place, in principle, ‘as equals amangks’, they occur, as it were, in the ‘shadow
of hierarchy’ (Fritz W. Scharpf) since local goverent disposes of significant formal powers
and resources (budgetary means, development ptanights, development permissions).
These powers may be held ‘in reserve’ as a kinpotifical ‘sword of Damocles’ but in the

last resort all parties know they could be employedtlvocacy or persuasion, in the name of

the common good should ultimately be of no avail.

7. Conclusion and perspective: Towards a new baabetween local leadership/local

government and local community/local governance

Thus, a new balance is taking shape between théy mfined and ‘revalued upward” local

community aligned with local governance, on the site, and local government, on the
other. While the former releases and taps intodewarray of political, societal and economic
potential and resources, the latter has the crouggion of being the advocate of the common
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good, of transparency and political accountability.addition it represents a continuity by
operating on the traditional formula while maintag a reformed and ‘enlightened’ welfare
state profile. In this sense, “elected local gowant... remains uniquely placed to assume a
community leadership role. A positive scenario ®ggg that reinvigorated local authorities
with the active support of local communities wi# lable to lead coalitions of interests and
agencies to deliver ‘joined-up’ government and nia@usustained, successful attack on some

of the more intractable ‘cross-cutting’ or wickeidsues” (Leach/ Pierce-Smith 2001: 240)

Finally, given the urgently need for ‘community dieaship’ it should be recalled that in recent
years throughout European countries institutiomdbrms of local government have been
inaugurated in order to strengthen local politiead administrative leadership (see the
country reports in IJURR 2004, Berg/Rao 2005, Lar2602). In those countries with a
council/mayor form of local government the diredection of the mayor started to be
introduced from the early 1990s. The countries his tgroup included Germany (see
Wollmann 2004a) and Italy (see Magnier 2004). Imeotcountries with a council/committee
(‘government by committee’) form of local governmefparticularly in Britain and in
Scandinavian countries) the traditional local caustructure was revamped from the late
1990s by concentrating the crucial policy makimgRritish terminology: ‘executive’) powers
in one politically dominant committee (‘executivenemittee’, ‘cabinet’) headed by a strong
chairman (majority leader, mayor) (for the Britislform see Wilson/Game 2002: 103 ff.,
Rao 2005, for Sweden see Montin 2005).

In this context it should be added that in Britaisignificant change was made in the Local
Government Act 2000 which mandates local authariti®s promote the economic, social and
environmental well-being of their areas”. Althoughe traditional ultra-vires doctrine
formally has not been entirely abandoned, this isitom marks a decisive step towards
establishing British local government on the basisa general competence clause, so
converging to the basis of local government in naiker European countries. Although the
Act in its literal wording speaks still with somestraint of “of their areas” (still not explicitly
referring to the ‘community’) it is clear that tleall has gone out focommunityleadership’.
Indeed this was already signalled in the previoust&/Paper ‘In Touch with the People’

where it was stated that: “...enshrined in lawrble of the council as the elected leader of
their community (sic!) with a responsibly for theelwbeing and sustainable development of

its area” (DETR 1998: 80, see also Stewart 2003).12
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So the two main currents of modern European locakemment development, the Anglo-
Saxon and the Continental European one, appedlyfioabe converging. This sets the stage
for a new complimentary structure of, and a newahed between local government,
committed to community leadership, on the one hamdl the local community and local
governance. In this new adjusted balance the lgoatrnance and the local community has

re-gained ground.
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