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This article discusses significant changes whiehpgblitical and administrative structures of
local government and the “local public sector” haegperienced in Europe during the past
thirty years. While aiming at a broad coverage ofdpean countries, also including Central-
East European countries and their dramatic ingiitat transformation after 1990, the paper
focuses on Great Britain, France, Sweden and Gerraancases in point. In the second
section the findings will be put in a comparativergpective in applying the conceptual
“government’/"governance” distinction. Finally assessment will submitted of the impact
which different country-specific “government”/"govenent” arrangements may have on the

capacity of local level actors to “co-ordinate”fdiient policies and interests.

1. Introduction

During the past 30 years the local government sysi@nd structures in European countries —
in “West and East” — have seen deep-cutting chaagesruptures in crucial institutional
dimensions — probably more profound than withig previous such time span. This applies
not only to the ruptures in the local governmestiutions in the former socialist Central East
European (CEE) countries, but also to West Europsamtries where local governments

have experienced deep-cutting changes on broagl scal

The article will come in three steps.

» First, a (within the limited space necessarily ‘dadbrush”) overview of relevant local
government developments will be given in a crossaty perspective.

» Second, the observed changes will be comparatidedgussed under the analytical
government and/or governandestinction.

e Third, an attempt willl be made to assessdaberdination performance

of the specific government and/or governance patte



The article will be guided by the following concegl considerations.

1.1. Distinction made between traditional and NP&fated reform approaches

In order to analytically disentangle the institub changes it is seen useful to discern
between theraditional and theNew Pubilc Management- (NPM) guidapgproache to public

sector reform/modernization..

* The former aims at reforming the political and adimstrative structures in revolving
around and basically retaining the democraticalgcted and politically accountable
politico-administrative system as the crucial fraafereferenceTraditional reforms of
local government pertain (vertically) to changedhia political and functional position
and territorial format in the intergovernmentettsig as well as (horizontally) changes
in its political and administrative structures gmmdcedures.

* The latter hinge on the organisational principléspovate business sector and of its
market principles as basic frame of reference. Taey made of a bundle of (in part
contradictory) concepts (see Aucoin 1990, Hood 1@®1vhich one main strand aims at
transferring managerialist principles into the int&d operation of public administration,

while the other main string relates to introductadrcompetition and market (-testing) to

1.2. Analytical checklist of relevant institutidrdanges

In order to identify and to take stock of relevarstitutional changes the following checklist

and sortlist of analytical dimensions will be appli



» The political and functional position of local gomment in the intergovernmental
setting,

» the territorial format of local government,

» direct democratic citizen rights,

» political/administrative leadership in local goverent,

* adminstrative structure,

» institutional and functional differentation of arddhorizontally) on the local arena

At ths point, the caveat needs to be made, howévart this checklist of relevant analytical
dimensions to look at is far from being completdue to limited available space. Above all,

the aspect of the (crucial!) financial resourcel lné treated only, at best, in passing.

1.3. Conceptual and analytical framework

In looking at the institutional development in termf institution buildingand institutional
choice &s dependent variable) and in asking for the fadtwat have shaped it (as explanatory
variable) aninstitutionalist approach is taken which draws on the “neo-insbitalist”
debate (see, for instance, Peters 1995), pantiguta its “historical” and the “actors-
oriented” variants. The former focuses on the fastinal, cultural, political etc. traditions
and legacies which may have shaped the institutioagctory in the past and may continue
to (structurally) weigh upon its future trajectory, maybe to thenp@f exerting a “path-
dependent” imprint. The latter.highlights theoftingent influence that the relevant
(political, economic etc.) actors, their interesteir “will and skill” may have in the decision-

making situation at hand on the decision to bertakeludingnon-decisions



Under these conceptual auspices particularly tboeeplexes of variables can be singled out

for analysing and explaining institutional changekcal government:

» External(exogenous) factors among which, emanating froteide the actors’ (national)
reach, mega-trends such gtobalizatiori and internationalizatiofi as well as the
influence of international (or supra-national) argations (such as the European
Commission) loom large (see Denters/Rose 2005aGofdsmith 2005: 239 ff.).

* The country’sstarting condition that is, its institutional, political and cultliraetting
carried over from the past (legacy) to the pregehich are addressed by the variant of
historical institutionalism and by the related image of pa¢pendency).

* (Endogenous) factors that may influence the decisi@king, such as the (critical)
budgetary situation of the country or, in the caf€CEE countries, specific problems
caused by the (still ongoing) economic,social etmsformation of the country.

* The constellation of the relevapblitical, economic actorstheir interests, coalitions,
power resources, “will and skill”.(as highlighted Ibhe actor-centredvariant of neo-

institutionalism)

Modified versions of this analytical scheme haveven useful both in the analysis of public
sector reform processes (see Pollitt/Bouckaert 2@htistensen/Lagreid 2001, Wollmann
2003a) as well as in the study of local governmeetvelopments, including the

transformation of local government structures irEGiduntries (see Wollmann 1997, 2000).

1.4.Government and/or governance

The article will seek a comparative perspectiveliawing on the distinction which is made,

in one of the major current political science debatbetween “government” and
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“governance”. While, in widely shared definitiondannderstandinggovernmentelates to
the institutions and actors that make up the ti@auhd polity embodied in the democratically
elected and politically accountable politico-adretrative institutions, actors, and procedures,
governancein the understanding of many, denotes the netwadrinstitutions and actors
which make up the action arena and space — beymnddmain ofjovernmen{see Rhodes
1997, John 2001: 9 ff, Denters/Rose 2005b: 253with references). While (local)
governments typically institutionalized on &erritory-based multifunctionabrganisational
formula and has (ideally) a collective common-gooénted mandatgovernances made of

institutions and actors that typically pursue agk-purpose orientation.

1.4.Coverage and selection of countries

While the paper is intended to assume a wide aosgsitry perspective encompassing local

government developments in West European as watl @entral-East European countries, it

will have a focus on the UK/England, France, Swedet Germany — for practical readns

but also in the expectation that this quartet efintoes offers particularly valuable insights.

14.Institutional analysis

2.1. Political and functional position of local yernment in the (vertical) intergovernmental

setting.

The most dramatic thrust of decentralisation ireredimes has, of course, occurred in the

(post-communist) Central East European countriesrejhafter the collapse of the communist

Y In part the paper draws on a comparative studghvtiie author currently pursues, with a suppothley
Wuestenrot Foundation, on the development of lgogernment systems in the U.K/England, France, $wed
and Germany (see also Wollmann 2004d).



regimes and during the build-up of the democrateanstitutional states, the radical
decentralisation of the previously over-centraligednmunist state through the creation of
democratically elected local authorities was @lcjsee Coulson 1995, Baldersheim et al.
1996, Wollmann 1997, for recent country reporte dBaldersheim et al. 2003,
Kersting/Vetter 2003). In designing their local govment system, the post-communist
governments were,in the immedidtainding periodof 1989/1990, (endogenously) led by
their own pre-communist local government traditioby the specific constellation of the
relevant actors and the institutional compromisexied by them. Furthermore, they drew on
the blueprint of local self-government laid down tie European Charter of Local Self-
Government of 1985. Hence, while the newly intraathdocal government systems showed
basic commonalities, they also exhibited significarmss-country variance from the outset.
Thus, in Hungary where the political transformation took place tilgh “negotiated
transition” (Batt 1991) a local government modekvemacted in August 1990 which, as part
of a comprehensive and “extremely liberal” (Davé®@3. 74) constitutional design, assigned
the (territorially unreformed) municipalities andtidements a key role in the decentralised
system, while ascribing to the newly installed o&gi only a weak supervisory function (see
Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 94 ff., Soos 2003: 242 &Y. contrast, irPolandwhere the power
struggle was resolved by a “dilatatory compromié@/olimann 1997) struck between the
communists and Solidarnocz the resulting instinglo scheme was inconsistent and
temporary (“unfinished business”, Batt 1991, seeaBiewicsz 2003, 2005). Throughout the
CEE countries local government was reinstitutedthia immediatefounding period as a
single-tier structure and was endowed with a breampe of responsibilities (multi-function
model), in line with thegeneral competence clausad down in the European Charter of
1985. At the same time, in most CEE countries lgoalernment was re-installed in a “dual
function” model according to which the local auikies carry out local self-government

responsibities proper as well as tasks delegatéieto by the State. In this a pre-communist



trace of the Austrian-Habsburg local governmerditian was taken up, see lliner 2003b: 68,
Marcou/Verebelyi 1993).

In the subsequertonsolidation periodof the mid- 1990s CEE countries embarked upon
“reforms of the reforms” in aiming to rectify in&ttional inconsistences and “unfinished
business” from the antecedent founding period. éferm debates and measures largely
hinged on remoulding the original one-tier intona4tier local government structure (partly
in line with the pre-communist local governmenttisg) and on reforming the regions. The
most massive pertinent reforms were carried thrangboland after 1996 when tipewiaty
(as the upper local government level) was (reQohiced (accompanied by a further transfer
of state functions) and, at the same time, thehmunor regions was significantly reduced
(see Swianiewicz 2003: 289 ff.Wollmann/Lankina 20@® ff.). During the 1990s the course
of institutional adapation and readjustment wagdly influenced and also retarded by
(endogenous) party conflicts. In the Czech Repubtie protracrted conflict about the
introduction of regions with elected councils cataeend only in the late 1990s (see lliner
2003b: 268 ff.). During the 1990s the decision-mgkbn institutional adaptations in the
intergovernmental setting was increasingly swalggdhe respective country’s interest to

ensure its access to EU membership (see Nunbefy 2986).

Among the West European countries the most conspgase of decentralization occurred
in France which, since the ®Sentury, was regarded as the epitomy ofNappleoni}
centralist and unitary state organisation. When1982/1983, the decentralization of the
political and administrative system was embarkeahupy the incoming socialist government
(see Hoffmann-Martinot 2003: 158 ff.), the main seddee and beneficiary of the devolution
of state funcitons, particularly in the social pglifield, were the (100)épartementsthat is,

the the upper level of the two-tier local self-govaent system (with an average size of some

560.000 inhabitants. By contrast, the transfer e$ponsibilities to the municipalities



(communesas the lower level was quite limited (related, iftstance, to urban planning and
development control). As, in the absence of a tteral reform of the some 35.000
municipalities (with an average size of about 1.if@bitants), the administrative capacity of
most of them remained precarious, an expedientramedy has traditionally been seen in
establishing and employing (single-purpose or mldtpurpose) intermunicipal bodies,
syndicats (SIVU, SIVOMjhe boards of which are not directly elected by lteal citizens,
but appointed by the municipal councils (see Mar26Q0). Recently, in 1999, legislation
was passed Lbi Chevenementhy which three types of intermunicipal cooperation
(communautéd)ave been introduced which are meant to put intenconal cooperation on a
firmer institutional and political footing (see Bar/LeGales 2005). However, the complex
array responsibilities shared by the state,diygartementghe communess well the web of
intercommunal bodies has remained “overinstitwiozed” and blurred with the widespread
practice of joint activities dogestion)and mixed financing cofinancement, financement
croisé).Hence, the (single) project orientation of goveentnprograms, their local targeting
(territorialisation) (see Duran/ Thoenig 1996) and the contractwnifactualisation,see
Gaudin 1996) with a net of municipal, departmergablic, private etc. actors continues to be
prevalent. Since, thrugh the dense net of regiandl local offices the State administration
has still a strong presence in the decentral-lspaice, France remains “one of the most

centralized countries in the world” (Hoffmann-Maut 2003: 159).

By contrastSweden notwithstanding its unitary state form, hasgnsicantly decentralised
intergovernmental system in which, on the basithefterritorial reforms of 1952 and 1974
resulting in an average size of some 30.000 inaatst an increasing scope of public tasks
have been transferred to the municipalities, paldrty in the fields of social services and
education (see Premfors 1998). Hence the tradltionalti-function model of local

government has been further extended (see Mon®3)19By the same token, through the



Local Government Act of 1991, the power of the moipal councils to regulate the
institutional structure and organisation of the alo@uthorities on their own has been
significantly enlarged (see Haggroth et al. 19¥R)e to its political and functional strength
(and to a high degree of budgetary autonomy) Sweésleegarded as the probably strongest

local government system in Europe (see Hesse/SHa8gik Wollmann 2004d).

In Germany too, within the country’s federal and decentedisntergovernmental setting,
local governmentthe (made up of the counties, Kreaad the municipalities, Gemeinden) has
traditiionally a politically and functionally strgnprofile (while operating under under tighter
legal and budgetary restrictions than its Swedmnterpart). The scope of public tasks is
comparatively wide because, in line with the “d@ihction” model characteristic of the
German-Austrian administrative tradition (see Mavderebelyi 1993, Wollmann 2000:
118), the local authorities are mandated to cautytasksdelegatedto them by the State,
besides their local self-government responsibdifgroper. In fact, up to 80 percent of all
pertinent (federal, Lander as well as EU) legislatare carried out by the local authorities.
Concomitantly State administration has only a kedinumber of field offices on the local
level to discharge administrative tasks. Recefuthctional reformsave been embarked upon
by individual Lander through which the still exrggi (few) local field offices of théand’s
administration are abolished and their functionsd(@ersonnel are transferred to the local

authorities (see Banner 2005), thus further entgrthe latter’s functional scope.

By contrast, theUK/England which, since the late f9century, stood out as a case of
politically and functionally strong local governntefand was seen and admired in this as
exemplary by contemporary observers abroad) tuimadconspicuously centralised direction
following 1979 after the Conservatives under Matrgreatcher took office. Inspired by the

neo-liberal postulate “to roll back the state” dfieh the local authorities were seen a crucial
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(and, on the top of it, Labour Party-dominated)tpahe Conservative government curtailed
the responsibilities and the (financial) autononiyh@ local authorities, while, at the same,
conferring public tasks upon (quasi-public and @@y single-purpose organisations
(quango$ operating outside the reach and responsibilityelected local government and
largely depending on central government (see SkeltB98). .In effect, ,the once dominant
position of the electetbcal governmenhas been challenged by the ,quango explosion*
(Wilson 2005: 155), while ,moderocal government now appears more fragmented than it
has been since the M9century* (Leach/ Pierce-Smith 2001: 64). As a lesGreat
Britain/England has been transformed, as it was foam a (historically) “unitary highly
decentralized” into a “unitary, highly centralisecfuntry (Jones 1991: 208).

When New Labour took office in 1997, the centralgrmment’s top-down grip on the local
government level was even further accentuated thighintroduction of the so-called “Best
Value” Regime (see Stewart 2003: 121 ff.). In tthe New Pubic Management-inspired
concept of performance managed took a peculiaraesttturn in that it requires the local
councils to be measured periodically against peréorce indicators defined by the local
authorities themselves as well as by central Aiimmission appointed by national
government. “Best Value would prove every bit astiadly prescriptive and potentially even
more interventionist” (Wilson/Game 2002: 337). he tmeantime, the Blair government has
moved on to a somewhat “softened” new instrumel¢llad Comprehensive Performance
AssessmentgCPAs), but still destined to keep local governtmemder tight central
government control. Wile the high performers aneaieled with “additional freedoms” and
funding, the poor performers may be penalised,uthiog transfer of functions to other
providers or even placing the council into the lmaotlGovernment-appointed administrators

( see Wilson and Game 2002: 347)..
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So, despitelevolutionwhich has been initiated by the New Labour Govesninin 1997/1998
in providing for elected regional assemblies antwitbstanding thenew localismwhich it
has proclaimed, Britain remains, it was said, “@fiethe most centralized systems in the

world” (Goldsmith 2005: 238).

Territorial reforms

Major changes in the territorial structure of logavernment occurred during the 1960s and
1970s particularly in England and in Sweden wheith whe primary aim of enhancing the
administrative efficiency and the operative perfante of the local authorities, the
boundaries of the existing local government uniterenvw redrawn, mostly by way of
amalgamation. In what has been called Nweth Europeanpattern of large-scale territorial
changes (see Norton 1994: 36 ff.) the territoreflorms carried out in England in 1974
ushered in districts with an average size of 13Di@Babitants and those in Sweden arrived at
a average size of some 35.000 inhabitants. Wheheasize of local government attained in
Sweden was seen as democratically as well as astraitively viable, the territorial reform
effected in England was criticized by some for acessive “sizeism” (see Stewart 2003: 183

ff.) potentially detrimental to the democratic matelof local goverment.

By contrast, in what has been labelled 3maith European patterriFrancehas refrained from
territorial reforms at the municipal level, excémt an abortive attempt in the early 1970s (see
Hoffmann-Martinot 2003) and, thus, has retainedsiume 35.000 municipalitiespmmunes
averaging some 1.700 inhabitants, within boundanbgh trace back to the times of the
Revolution of 1789 and before. The developmentndérmunicipal bodiessindicatsand

more recentlycommunautésihat form a world and web of intermunicipal coopiera

2 for an overview with country reports see Meligréed.) 2004
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(intermunicapalité) is meant to to offset the extreme fragmentation tbé French

municipalities (see Marcou 2000, Borraz/LeGale83)0

In Germany reflecting the federal structure, the decisiorttuan territorial format of the local
government levels lies with the individudlander. As a result, the territorial reforms which
were carried out during the late 1960s and early0&9show a significant crossinder
variance - partly in &North Europearand partly in é&South European patterisome Lander
went for large-scale amalgamation (such as LandNofdrhein-Westfalen arriving at
municipalities with an average size of 45.000 intaatts). By contrast, others retained most
of the existing small municipalities (with an avgeasize of less than 2.000) and resorted,
instead, to the formation of intercommunal bodigsr{valtungsgemeinschafieto provide
administrative “muscle” to the member municipastigsee Wollmann 2004a: 114f.) — which
had the problematic side effect of some “institméibovercrowding” in the decentral-local

space..

In most post-communist CEE countries, after 199Me decision-making on the future
territorial format of the municipalities was shdpey an all but radical political “localism”

(see lliner 2003b: 72) which, laid down in the pexht post-revolutionary legislation,

demanded that, for the sake of local democratfedet¢ermination, the local residents should
be given the right to choose and define the boueslaxf their settlements and communities
themselves. As a result, some countries, such asgaty and the Czech Republic,
experienced a steep increase of the number of I(samal smallest) municipalities and

localities, as local residents decided to form re@mmunities, whereby they often revised
amalgamations carried through and imposed undeptéeious communist regime. So, in
Hungary the number of municipalities jumped, imnagely after 1990, from 1.600 to 3.100 -

with an average size of 1.600 inhabitants (see SWEE: 246, Wollmann 1997: 466).
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Similarly, in the Czech Republic the number of noypalities doubled between 1990 and
1993, averaging 1.600 residents (see lllner 2002): Hence, in most CEE countries the
Southern European patterof a highly fragmented municipal level has pres@iland
persisted.

Poland was an exception as, after 1990, the restlthe local territorial reforms were
retained which had been carried through under dmnaunist regime during the 1970s in
reducing the number of maunicapities to 2.345 (wthaverage size of 16.000 inhabitants,
see Swianiewicz 2003).

It should be added that in some of the East Gerodaaderwhere, following the breakdown
of the Communist regime and following German Umfion, the multitude of small
municipalities had been retained in order to resped save the newly reinstituted “small
local democracies” (see Wollmann 2003b: 46 f.),eavrround of territorial reforms has
recently been tackled meant to amalgamate manyhefstnall localities deemed to be
functionally and also politically not viable any meo It may well be that this harbingers

similar steps in the offing in other post-sociatistintries.

Strengthening local citizen rights and participatim local politics

In most (West) European countries the local govemnsystems were, well unto the late
1980s, dominated almost entirely by the principleepresentative democracy from which
follows the role of the elected local council ag thupreme local decision-making body
without any complement and challenge by direct daata citizen rightsSwitzerlandhas
been the legendary sole exception in Europe withdition of (local) direct democracy (with
town meetings and referendums) that reaches badketamid 18 century (see Kiibler/
Ladner 2003, Ladner 2005).

In the wake of the collapse of the communist regimethe CEE countries, the renaissance of
democratically elected local government (with ededctiocal councils as representative-
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democratic bodies) was revealingly linked alsohwithe introduction of direct democratic
citizen rights, particularly in the form of bindirdgcal referendums (see Baldersheim et al.
1996). In this, no doubt, surfaces a politicablegof the basic-democratic movements which
were instrumental in toppling the communist regimBgpically the new municipal charter
which was enacted in March 1990 by the democr&jieécted parliament of the then still
existing German Democratic Republic provided fonding local referendums (and other
forms of direct citizen involvement); in the legi8le debates explicit reference (and
reverence) was made to “revolutionary” legacy (8&dimann 2003c: 36). In the same vein,
binding local referendums were laid down in Hungargonstitutional law on local self-
government of August 1990 (see Soos 2003: 252alseeTrpin 2003: 169 ff on Slovenia).
So, after Switzerland had been the sole politieadeim, in Europe, of local direct democracy,
the institutionalisation of direct democratic locaizen rights experienced its break-through
first of all in the aftermath of revolutionary twwver in CEE.

An instructive case in point which exemplies thgHer expansion of local direct democratic
rights can be seen iBermanywhere, since the early 1990s, binding local refduens were

introduced, one after one, by &knder.The political momentum which the issue of binding
referendums picked up quite rapidly was certainigtéred supported, if not triggered by a
spill-over-effect emanating from the basic demacratovement in East Germany and the
decision taken by the “post-revoluntary” GDR Pamant to adopt such direct democratic

procedures in May 1990 (see Wollmann 2003b).

By contrast, in the UK and in the Scandinavian ¢oes the introduction of binding (local)
referendums has so far not been given seriousgadltonsiderations - with the exception, in
the UK, of some adhoc referendums, such as, onntineduction of the directly elected
Mayor in London and the creation of a regional ipanent respectively assembly in Scotland
and Wales. The reason for this restraint arguabby first of all, in the political culture of
these countries in which the trust in the (natiprmdrliaments and in local councils is
obviously still deeply rooted and unquestioned Bat ta need for a direct-democratic
complement and corrective is not perceived.. Yeeshould be added that particularly the
Scandinavian political tradition and culture is filiar with other participatory mechanisms
and practices, formal (in terms of city districtuogils oruser councils as well as informal

ones (see Baldersheim 2003: 31, Bogason 2000 ertosecils that originated in Denmark)
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Strengthening the leadership in local policy-mgkamd administration

Until the 1990s essentially two country familieslagpes of institutionalising local political

and administrative leadership could be distingudishe

On the one hand, in what might be caltadnisticsystems, the entire local decision-making
as well as executive power is seen to lie with ¢hexted council which acts through its
committees composed of councillors that, in ture,eected by the full council (“government
by committee”). This system has traditionally been place in England and in the

Scandinavian countries.

On the other hand, in what may be labelthdhlistic systems, the elected council is
recognised as highest local decision-making bodyeds while a local executive (typically a
mayor) is put in place (in a kind of local sepawatiof powers concept) who, besides
executing decisions taken by the elected couneisycises some responsibilities in his/her
own right, not derived from the council. Originairfrom France’s post-revolutionary
municipal legislation of 1790 and embodied in tlesipon of themaire, this dualistic model
of local government has been employed (in diffexamtants) in most of Continental Europe.
As a rule the mayor was been elected by the cogsed Wollmann 2004b). Since the 1950s
until the 1990s, a direct election of mayor waglace only in two South Germdréinder

(Baden-WirttembergndBayerntypically located in the American Occupational pn

Since the 1990s the traditional form of local pcéil and administrative leadership has been
criticised and questioned in both systems partiulior two reasons: lack of transparent
political accountability and lack of (leadershgdjiciency (for recent overviews see I[JURR
2004, Berg/Rao 2005).

In the countries (Great Britain, the Scandinaviasuntries) with a (monistic)local
government by committeeadition a certain “de-collectivisation of locdecision-making”
(see Larsen 2002: 118) and a kind of “parliamesddion” (see Back 2004) has been
embarked upon. Put in a simplified way and leadatails aside, a collegial body (called city
government, executive committee or cabinet) isipuplace which is made up of council
majority —elected full-time, paid councillors andhieh is headed by the (majority) leader (as

the “strong man” of the cabinet). This may be saealogous to a “cabinet-prime minister”
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model and — with an eye on the prominent role o tbader/mayor — to a “prime-

ministerialisation” of local government and locaatlership.

By contrast, in an increasing number of ContineBtalopean countries (with a dualistic local
government scheme) a reform track has been entgrex marked by the direct election of
the mayor. As thus not only the local council, higo the mayor is directly elected by the
local citizens, one might speak, cum grano sald, the local variant of a “presidential

system”.

In Germany where the directly elected mayor has beg@lace in two South German Lander
since the 1950s (while oth&&nder had different local government forms, see Wollmann
2004b: 153 ff.), the direct election of the mayas been adopted, since the early 1990s,
sequentially by allLander (see Bogumil 2001: 175 ff.) It should be added that in most
GermanLandera recall procedure has been laid down under wiigHpcal referendum, a

sitting mayor can be forced to retire (see Wollmaaa3b)

In Italy, too, in the wake of the political upheirathe country’s party political system in the
1990s, the direct election of the mayor has ba&oduced in 1993 (see Larsen 2002: 121,
Magnier 2004). The position of the mayor has beditigally by the conspicuous provision
that, in municipalities with more than 15.000 inhabts, the winning mayoral candidate gets

a majority of 60 percent of the council seats ibeorto ensure him/her a safe majority.

In post-communist CEE countries the legislativaiagement for local leadership were, in the
immediatefounding period marked by the caution to provide for collectiather than for
strong mayoral leadership. With the progressiogsolidation phaseéhe countries have
increasingly turned to install the directly electedyor. Typically, in Poland the mayor was,
at the outset, given the position of the counaicetd chairman of the collective executive
board before, in what was called a “revolutionamange” (Swianiewicz 2003: 294) in June
2002 the directy elected mayor was introduced flomanicipalities. In Hungary the direct
election of the mayor had been provided, from 1880for the municipalities up to 10.000
inhabitants, until, in 1994, it was extended toralinicpalities. In the meantime, the direct

election of the mayor is in place in practically@EE countries (see Swieaniewicz 2003: 195

).
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Modernisation of public/municipal administration

A key strategy of NPM message is directed at ovaneg the basic inflexibility and
economic inefficiency of the traditional public amhistration and at, instead, instilling
efficiency-centred managerialist principles drawoni the private sector and its private
corporations (see Bovaird/Loffler 2003). Crucialstiuments are seen in the (internal)
devolution of responsibilities (“let managers manage”) and r@placing the previous
hierarchical (“Max Weberian bureaucracy” type) eohtwith indicator- and monitoring-
basedperformance managementndicator-based cost-achievement-accounting ianinéo

increase the transparence and the feedback precgghen administration.

In the UK, after 1979, under the Conservative gonent, the (internal) modernization of the
local authorities has been significantly inspirgctire NPM idea of introducing thgurchase-
provider split into the hitherto “unified” administrative opemati in the field of public
services in order to make ground for “marketizdtiand “competitive tendering” with the
services to be delivered, as a result of compatitether by the in-house provider or by
(successfully bidding) outside providers. Many loeathorities have seen an internal

administrative revamping along these lines.

In Swederthe NPM-inspired concept of reorganizing the myatiadministration along the
purchaser-provider split has been adopted in aiderable numberof municipalities (see

Montin 1993).

In Germanywhich can be seen a classical case of the Max Wabenodel of legal rule-

bound hierarchical public/municipal administratitbhe NPM message made its entry in the
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early 1990s under the label “New Steering Mod&ees Steuerungsmodelbee Banner
1991, Wollmann 2004a). In addressing the traditioprimacy of legal regulation and
hierarchical control in German public administratibbe modernization drive was, first of all,
geared to the internal devolution of responsiletit(“decentral resource management”) and

indicator-based cost-achievement accounting (segid / Kuhimann 2004).

In France, traditionally another classical case of Continental-Europearatabical public
administration, following the municipal elections 1983 a cohort of NPM-minded mayors
took office in a number of major municipalities. &wing on the idea of running the
municipalities as “enterprises”vi(le entrepreneuriale, ville strate@je concepts and
instruments of performance managemeonbn{role de gestion were introduced. (see
Hoffmann-Martinot 2003: 175 ff.). In the meantinas, some of the “entrepreneurial” mayors

were put out of office, this movement has appaydot momentum (see Mauray 1997).

In the CEE countries the build-up of the administeastructures of local government was, in
the early founding period characterised by the attempt to put viable adstrative
institutions and staffs in place whereby theserteffavere geared, in the early phase, to the
adoption of the “classical”, that is, hiearchiclldprint of local administration. But soon, not
least under the influence of foreign consultant® was was noted dPoland ,treated Polish
cities as a laboratory for ideas which were difficto test in their home countries”
(Swianiewicz 2003: 297), New Public Managementteglaconcepts have been adopted and

tried out.

Privatisation, marketisation of public/ municipainictions
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In the debate on modernising the public sectotuding local government, the demands for,
and concepts of tharivatisationandmarketisatiorof public/local government functions have
been driven, since the early 1980s, along two rfietated and mutually reinforcing) strands

(see Pollitt/Bouckaert 2004).

First, the neo-liberal policy discourse, in attackihe scope and operations of the advanced
(“social democratic”) welfare state, was direcaa@urbing and slimming the functions of the
(allegedly overblown) welfare state to its “coradtions” by privatisation and by allowing

the free market forces to take over. Since theyel#80s the message of a “lean state” was
advocated, in the national as well as internatiooahtexts, first of all by the UK
Conservative government under Margret Thatcherdlyidientified asThatcherisnp as well

as by the US government under President Reagan.

Another major tenet, identified as key a comporadritew Public Managementhas been
the marketisationof public tasks and services. The underlying concefhat, if and where
certain tasks and responsibilities remain to barass by the public sector, its role should be
restricted to an “enabling” function. In this thalkbic authority would, in principle, act as a
“purchaser” of such services, while the the deinibrereof should benarketisedthat is, put
out for tender, the contract being won, on a competformula, either by a (provision-

related) administrative unit or by a private or mgovider.

Within the European Union this principle was strigregdvocated and pushed by the European

Commission which, in order to ensure the functigroh theone Euopean markestepped up

its market liberalisation policies (see Wollman®202003d)..
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Among the European countries the UK, under the @wmasive governments since 1979, has
gone furthest in the NPM-inspired marketisationpaoblic services (see Pollitt/Bouckaert
2004) whereby it should be recalled that in Britaumtil the late 1970s the public services
were delivered almost entirely, in a kind of puldector monopoly, by the local authorities
and their personnel. In the 1980s the Conservgtvernment passed legislation to oblige the
local authorities to put the delivery of publia\gees to thanarket-testhrough competition
(Compulsory Competitive Tendering, CCT) (see WilsBame 2002: 328 ff.) As a result, the
outsourcing of public services has become a genmedtice with a multitude of private-
commercial as well agoluntarynon-for-profit (single purpose) providers takingeo this

field of activities.

In Swedenwhere, similar to Britain, the social servicesrevéraditionally delivered almost
entirely by municipal personnel, the NPM-messageimtfoducing competition in the
rendering of municipal services made also its emtrhe modernization debate in the course
of the 1980s (see Back 2004, Montin 2003). Buthatend, only a small percentage (about 15
percent) of the municipal services have actuallgnamitsourced whereas most of them are

still performed by municipal personnel proper.

In Germanythe lion’s share of the social services was tradélly, under thesubsidiarity
principle, rendered by non-public non-for-profitdo organisations (so called “free welfare
organisations”freie Wohlfahrtsverbandeyyhile the local authorities restricted themselices
an (in current NPM terminology) “enabling” functio8o, as “outsourcing” was since long
already general practice with local authoritieg #@tho to the NPMnarketizationmessage
was at first understandibly weak. Following légfi®n of 1994 which broke up the delivery

privilege of the ngo-type welfare organizationsivate-commercial and other voluntary
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providers increasingly entered the local serviaa/igion market and local arena, ushering in

a further “pluralization” of local level serviceqviders.. (see Bonker/ Wollmann 2000).

Since in theCEE countries, under the communist regime, the seaalices were delivered
entirely by state agencies (as well as by the Staterprises), the scope and modality of
service provision was bound to undergo a fuindaaierhange after 1990. In fact, as it was
observed forPoland “the pan-European wind of privatisation, or adeof marketing, of
local services traditionally delivered by publicganisations, also started to blossom in

Polandin the 1990s” (Swianiewicz 2003: 298).

In the field of public utilities (water, sewage, sta treatment, energy, public transport etc.)
which, historically, constitues a key area of logalernment involvement the countries show

a striking variance in the development patternamdigg their production and delivery.

In Great Britain the provision of public utilitiesas among the core activities in which the
local authorities were engaged since the emergeiniteir multi-functional profile at the end
of the 19" century well unto the 1940s. When the central guvent went about redefining
the role of local government in the build-up of thest-1945 Welfare State that crucial
components of the public utilities sector (watenergy) were taken away from local
government (and “nationalised” by turning them oteenewly created state agencies), while,
in exchange, the social policy and social servioigion functions of local government were
expanded. Since then the responsibities of thd kathorities in the public utilities sector

have been minor.

France took to a strikingly different institutional tragery on this score. While the

municipalities ¢ommunesare also France historically responsible for pinevision of the
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pubic utilities (services publics), most of thenmnied, as early as in the late™&entury, to
“outsource” the delivery to external (private orbpig) companies by way of “contracts”
(concessions(see Lorrain 1995). The reason for this earlysir of (in modern NPM-
terminology) “contracting out” probably was that shaf the (tiny) municipalities simply
lacked the administrative capacity to do this jab therir own (except through the afore
mentioned intercommunal bodieyndicatswhich also started to emerge since the end of the
19" century). Over the years, some of outside prosidenich were “contracted” by the
municipalities grew to become nationally as welliggrnationally dominating enterprises
(such asElectricité de France, EDF, and Gaz de France, GDéffen turning out to be

difficult “partners” for the municipalities to dewlith (see Borraz/LeGalés 2005).

In Swederas well as in Germany the provision of publicitis (in Germany under the hard
to translate labdDaseinsvorsorge = “provision for existencetpntinues to be a key area of
local government responsibilities and a constitietament in the traditional perception and
understanding of local self-government. Yet, inhbabountries the municipalities have
recently embarked increasingly upon privatizing thaunicipally owned units and

corporations to nationally and internationally cgigrg private (and public) enterprises,
particularly in the energy sector. More distincthan in Sweden, in Germany this drive to
privatize and sell out the municipal assets is elled by pressure from the market-
liberalisation policy of the European Commissionvesl as by the current crisis of the

municipal budgets (see Wollmann 2002, 2003b).
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15.Conclusions and perspective

15.1. Government and/or governance?

In conclusion some comparative remarks shall beenmadaising the question as to whether,
to which and why the countries under consideratfmve shown ,convergence* or
.divergence” in the institutional development oe fbcal level with regard to extent to which
the local arena can be assessed as being domibatétbcal) ,government® or (local)
~-goverance" actors and institutions.

* As was said earlier, by (local) ,government* wik lunderstood the formal institutions
and procedures that make up the (local) politicovadstrative system essentially
consisting of the elected council, of its politicabsitionsholders and administrative
structures as well the political citizen rightswhich the legitimacy and accountability of
the local authorities is based. (Local) governnmemblves around

* In accordance with the current political sciencbale (see Rhodes 1997) ,governance” is
understood as the network and constellation oftutgins and actors that, acting on the
(local) arena essentially outside the (immediatg)ge and influence of ,government®,

each often pursuing an individual (,single purpgsgial and interest.

Taking a cross-country look at the developmenthef bocal institutions in applying the
ananlytisch distinction betweegyovernmenandgovernancea picture becomes visible which
shows convergent trends (particularly in the emergence and extend governance
structure throughout the countries) as weltla®rgenceparticularly in the degree to which
governmeninstitutions are maintained or even strengthened).
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The most dramatic sequence of institutional chamagesruptures took place, almost needless
to say, in the formerly socialist CEE countries vehéhe Socialist State with its centralist
Party and State rule and its repressive ban onirestifutions outside the Social State was
transformed in a constitutional State. As crucracpnditions and consquences of this system
transformation, for one, the local authorities westablilished as locagjovernmenbon the
“classical” formula of politically acountable mdiinctional government. Second, by ushering
in a local “civil society” and for a local “marketconomy” the stage has been set for the
unfolding of goverancestructures whereby the legacy of the Communiststith weighs

heavy on this development.

In “Western” countries the change of local governmeas shaped by different currents. For
one, it was propelled by the (neo-liberal) critiqpfeahe advanced Welfare State of the 1960s
and 1970s and its public/municipal sector primaicgpt monopoly in the delivery of public
services and its tendency to keep out non-pubbwigders. Furthermore (not quite consistent
with the “neo-liberal” critique) further decentrzdition and democratization of the political
system, particularly on the local government levelas stipulated. Judged by the
government/goverancgcheme the countries differed considerably in hioay t“translated”

these impulses.

The U.K,/England went furthest in abandoning thé 2970 model of the advanced Welfare
State with its public sector primacy in the delwef public services by local government as
the major actor on the local level and with the -poblic sector playing a minor part.
Through the institutional changes effected by thengervative Government and largely
followd up by the New Labour government, the pohtiand (multi-)functional position of the

local governmenhas been significantly reduced, while many, if matst public tasks on the
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local level are taken up by (single-purpose) nohliplworganisations (“quangos”) that, being

publicly (often government-) funded, act outside thccountability to the elected local

authorities, but often under the influence of caingovernment. In the face of the extended
“quangoisation” of local level activities the loaalena in Britain is dominated lgypvernance

networks rather than by elecrted (loagdvernment.

In France through the decentralisation of 1982, loggvernmentwas significantly
strengthened on tragpartementevel (as the upper/ meso level of local governnsgastem),
while the municipal leveldgommuneslargely failed to resumgovernmentunctions because
of the continuing fragmentation in 35.000 (many tbém very small)communes. The
multitude of intercommunalbodies {ntercommunalé)has so far largely fallen short of
providing arenas for politically accountable (myltfunctional (local) government.The
multitude of actors in the intergovernmental spa@®nsisting of State agencies,
départements, communes, intercommunal bodies, tpria&tors) make up a complex

governancsstructure (“a la francgaise”)

Both in Swederand inGermanylocal government shows an ambivalent picture. l@ndne
hand, the local authorities has lost traditionapmnsibilities, for instance (under the impact
of EU market-liberalisation policies) in the fietd public utilities. In line with the overall
Welfare State and public sector reform the “localfare state” (“lokalt staten”, Pierre 1995)
have also abandoned some responsibilities (It wasewhat pointedly foreboded that, at the
end, Germany’s traditional locglbvernmenimodel may become“defunct”, see Wollmann
2002, 2003d). On ther other hand, the political fumdttional profile of locagovernmenhas
seen significant gains both in Germany and in Sweglitically, by the introduction of
binding referendums and of the direct election bé tmayor in Germany and the

“parliamentarisation” of local government in Swegdeand functionally by further
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decentralization in Sweden and by functional reiermany). At the same time, in these
two countries, too, the number and array of nonkpupn most cases single-purpose)
organisations and actors pursuing (“outsourcedfivgtised” etc.) public tasks on the local
level has largely extended. Hence the local arerf@aermany appears to be characterised by

the coexistence of a continously strong lagaternmenand a vibrangovernancestructure.

3.2.Does government and/or governance make a diffefence

Finally the attempt shall be made to assesp#normancehe differentgovernment and /or
governancearrangements whereby the capacityctmrdinaté policies and activities on the
local level shall be taking as a “measuring rode(8Vollmann 2003d for more details and

references on the issuemdlicy coordinationn interorganisational settings).

As already submitted in the introductory note, igatarly two coordination mechanisms

should be singled out in this context (see Kaufmetral 1986).

» Hierarchy as a coordination mechanism means thathe last resort, coordination is
effected by some ,hierarchical“ decision, be ittie political parliamentary process in
which, in the last resort, the majority decides,itbéhe intra-administrative process in
which, in the last resort, the administrative ,dtas" decides,

* Interaction/networking is a coordination mechanigiich operates in a situation in
which the parties involved find themselves on thens footing and, in order to reach

agreement, are bound to resort to persuasionattten, bargaining etc.

As normative criteria it should be added:
» the process of coordination should be publiclygparent,
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* its result should satisfy ,common good* interesisfmerns and

» should be politically accountable.

In England’'s local level world, with its enfeebled structuresdaeduced competences of
elected local government, and with its concomitgansion of non-elected (single purpose)
bodies and (single purpose) service providersethieiency gains with regard to the single
purpose objectives and criteria are probably sicgmit. Yet, the single purpose actors are
naturally disposed to “externalise” their coststla detriment of the general public. In a
decision-making situation in which the individuat@s pursue their individual while the

elected local government as a possible advocat®mimon good interests is marginalized
the “loss of community perspective” (Stewart/Stok&95: 201) seems imminent. By the
same token, the political accountability of suclutsmurced” activities seems precarious..
These coordination deficit which has been obseatatll levels of government, not least on
the local level, has been taken up in the debabeitafpoined up government” (see Pollitt

2003). A remedy has been seen and sought in theepb of ,partnership“ (which would

combine a wide array of actors — central governmgonangos, private enterprises, local
authorities etc) and the concept of ,zones” (tlsaspecific ,target areas“ on which the
.partnership“, in joining forces, would zero in).e¥ so far, these concepts and their
implementation appear to have played into the t&ngentral government as a ,top down*

coordinator, while local government appears to Haviher weakened.“Zones are owned by
the centre and local agendas are recognized iaraasfthey facilitate the central agenda”,
Rhodes 2000: 360, James 2001; 18). ,The currenedor more ,joined up‘ gpvernment

may in practice strengthen vertical integratiorthet expense of horizontal integration and

reduce the scope of locgbvernanceé (Leach/ Pierce-Smith 2001: 232) Strategies méant
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“join up” such fragmented single-purpose activisl actors are prone to usher in the build
up of monitoring institutions and inspectoratesakhibesides high “transaction costs”, breed
the emergence of new hierarchical controls. Accanigghand echoed by calls for “joined-up
government” (see Pollitt 2003) collaborative mechians are being resorted to in order to
restore and achieve coordination both horizontaltgl vertically in the networks largely
made up of single-purpose actors public, semi-puloli the quango type) as well as private.
“Strategic partnerships” have become an almost erfaginula as a strategy to cope with the
highly fragmented and hollowed-out local governmsysgtem - in a web of actors which

leaves the question of democratic control andilegity unanswered (Skelcher 2003: 9-11)

In France in the traditional absence of multi-functionatritorially viable communes and in
the absence of a clear-cut delineation of respditigb in the intergovernmental setting, the
emergence and mushrooming of intercommunal boder¢ommunalité)has served to
solve some of the functional problems, but lackiingct democratic legitimacy and political
accountability. Under théoi Chevenemendf 1999 which was designed to install some
institutional clarity and “simplification” in the aze of intercommunal bodies, a tentative step
towards some territorially defined “pluri-functiditg” appears to have been embarked upon.
However, like the earliesyndicats,the communautésvhose decision-making bodies are
appointed by the membesommunesare deficient in direct democratic legitimacy and
political accountability. They still contribute tbe complex system of interorganisational and
interlevel negotiations and agreementso(itractualisatiof) which is part and parcel of the

French intergovernmental system — with correspaptiransaction costs”.

In our assessme@wedeis and Germanys traditional type of democratically accountable,
multi-functional and territorially viable local gevnment does relatively well in achieving

the triad of transparency, political accountabiityd common-good orientation.
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First, within the persistently wide (,multi-functi@l®) scope of responsiblities the local
authorities have a good chance to do the coordimgtinder their roof*, be it that the elected
council decides (in which the last resort by m#&joxiote), be it in an intra-administrative
process (in which, in the last resort, the paiadministrative leadership decides).

Second, with regard to the increasingly wide agesfdasues which are decided outside the
immediate range and reach of logdvernmerit that is, in thegovernancearena, local
government acts, in principle, as an ,equal amangis“ and has to make use, like the other
actors and players, of persuasion, interactiongdiaing etc. Yet, thanks to its political
standing (and also its resources) local governmeayt give its arguments a greater weight in,
ideally, acting as an advocate of ,common good“cemns. In this sense it would be in the

position of a "key player” (reticulist, Friend 197&mong other players.

In weighing the findings and interpretation on theee constellation it would seem that

an actors constellation as it can, by and largedéetified in in Sweden and Germany would
provide a balance betweeyovernmentand governancé structures in which it would be
easier to meet and satisfy the aforementioned {lm@enative) criteria of public transparence,
political accountability and common-good orientatid his assessment falls in line with what
has seen postulated with an eye on Great Britdttecfed local government ... remains
uniquely placed to assume a community leadershg 5 ‘positive’ scenario suggests that
reinvigoratedocal authorities with the active support of local communities Wik able to
lead coalitions of interests and agencies to deljogned up’ governmentand to mount a
sustained successful attack on some of the maiactable ,cross-cutting’ and wicked issues”

(Leach/Pierce-Smith 2001: 104)

References

30



Back, Henry (2004) “The institutional setting ofcéd political leadership and community
involvement”, in: Haus, Michael; Heinelt, Hubert darStewart, Murray (eds.), Local

Goverance and Democracy, Routledge

Baldersheim, Harald 2003, Local Government Refarmsordic countries. Bringing politics

back in?, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelikadg.), Reforming Local Government in

Europe, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fir Sozialwissensenaftol. 4 of URI), pp. 29-38

Baldersheim, Harald, lllner, M., Offerdal, A., Resé./ Swianiewicz, P.1996, Local
Democracy and the Processes of Transformation strEantral Europe, Boulder: Westview

Press

Baldersheim, Harald/ Stahlberg, Krister (eds.), @am8 the Self-Regulation Municipality.

Free Communes and Administrative Modernizationdarslinavia, Aldershot: Dartmouth

Baldersheim, H./ lllner, M. /Wollmann, H. (eds.)@) Local Democracy in Post-Communist

Europe, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissensehaft

Batt, Judy 1991, East Central Europe from Reformremsformation, London: Pinter

Banner, Gerhard 1991, Von der Behorde zum Diesstilegsunternehmen, in: VOP, vol. 1,

pp. 5-12

31



Banner, Gerhard (2005) “Modernisation of local goweent in Germany”, in: Hoffmann-
Martinot, Vincent and Wollmann, Hellmut (eds.), RabSector Reforms in France and

Germany in Comparison, Wiesbaden: Verlag Soziabwisshaften (in preparation)

Berg, Rikke and Rao, Nirmala (eds.) 2005, The Ldealitical Executive, Houndmills:

Palgrave (forthcoming)

Bonker, Frank/ Wollmann, Hellmut 2000, The rise aatl of a social service regime.
Marketisation of German social services in histariperspective, in: Wollmann, Hellmut/
Schréter, Eckhard (eds.), Comparing Public Sectefof in Britain and Germany,

Aldershot: Ashgate, pp. 327-350

Bogason, Peter 2000, Public Policy and Local Gaaeeer Institutions in Postmodern Society.

Bogumil, Jorg 2001, Modernisierung lokaler Politdaden-Baden: Nomos

Bogumil, J6rg/ Kuhlmann, Sabine 2004, Zehn Jahrarkanale Verwaltungsmodernisierung,

in: Jann, Werner et al., Status-Report, Verwaltvefgsm, Berlin-Sigma, S. 51-64

Borraz, Olivier/ LeGales, Patrick, 2005: Frances thtermunicipal revolution, in: Denters,
Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E. (eds.): Comparing LocaleB@nce. Trends and Developments,

Houndmills: Palgrave, pp. 12-28

Bovaird, Tony/ Loffler, Elke (eds.) 2003, Public Magement and Goverance, London:

Routledge

32



Christensen, Tom/ Laegreid Per (eds.) 2001, Newli®Wanagement, Aldershot etc.:

Ashgate

Coulson, Andrew (ed.) 1995, Local Government int&asEurope: Establishing Democracy

at the Grassroots, Aldershot: Edgar Elgar,

Davey, K. 1995, Local government in Hungary, in:uSon, Andrew (ed.) 1995, Local
Government in Eastern Europe: Establishing Demgcaa¢he Grassroots, Aldershot: Edgar

Elgar, p. 57-75

Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E. (eds.) 2005a, l@eaernment in the Third Millennium: a
brave new World?, in: Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawreice(eds.): Comparing Local

Governance. Trends and Developments, Houndmillgr&ee, pp. 1-11

Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E., 2005b: Towart goverance?, in: Denters, Bas/ Rose,

Lawrence E. (eds.): Comparing Local Governancendseand Developments, Houndmills:

Palgrave, p. 246-262

Duran, P./ Thoenig, J C. (1996), “L’Etat et la gmstpublique territoriale”, in: Revue

Francaise de Science Politique, pp.580-623

33



Friend, John, . 1977: Commuinity and Policy: Cooation from above or below?, in:

linkage, no. 2, November 77, p. 4-10

Gaudin, Jean-Pierre (1996), “La négociation degtigoés contractuelles”, in: Gaudin, Jean-

Pierre (ed.), La négotiation des politiques conitralées, Paris: 'Harmattan, pp. 7- 29

Goldsmith, Mike 2005, A New Intergovernmentalisr2,Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E.

(eds.): Comparing Local Governance. Trends and Dpweents, Houndmills: Palgrave, pp.

228-245

Goldsmith, Mike/ Klausen, Klaus (eds.) 1997, Euapéntegration and Local Government,

Cheltenham: Elgar

Haggroth, Soren et al. (1993), Swedish Local Gavemt, Stockholm: The Swedish Institute

Jones, George W. (1991) “Local Government in GRyahin“, in: Hesse, J.J. (ed.), Local

Government and Urban Affairs in International Pertjve, Baden-Baden: Nomos

Hesse, Joachim Jens/ Sharpe, Lawrence, J. 1991al lGovernment in International

Perspective. Some Comparative Observations,

Hoffmann-Martinot, Vincent 2003, The French Repabli one yet divisible?, in: Kersting,

Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Locab¥ernment in Europe, Wiesbaden: VS

34



Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 4 of Urbars&eh International book series), pp. 157-

182

Hood, Christopher 1991, A pubic management forsalsons?, in: Public Administration,

vol. 59, pp. 3-19

lliner, Michael 2003a, Thirteen years of reformiagb-national government in the Czech
Republic, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelikads.), Reforming Local Government in
Europe, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fir Sozialwissensehaf{vol. 4 of Urban Resarch

International book series), pp. 261-282

lliner, Michael 2003b, The Czech Republic 1990-208licessful reform at the municipal

level and a difficult birth of the intermediary gavwment, in: Baldersheim, H./ lliner, M.

/Wollmann, H. (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-ComimsuEurope, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag

fur Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 2 of Urban Resedmtérnational book series, pp. 61-90

[JURR 2004, International Journal of Urban RegioRakearch, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 107 ff

~Symposium on the transformatino of urban politiegdership in Western Europe

John, Peter, 2001: Local Governance in Westernggyriocondon etc. Sage

Jones, George W, 1991: Local Government in Gred&iBy in: Hesse, Jens Joachim. (ed.):

Local Government and Urban Affairs in InternatioRakspective, Baden-Baden: Nomos

35



Kaufmann, Franz-Xaver/ Majone, Giacomenico/ Ostra&fmcent (eds.), 1986: Guidance,

Control and Evaluation in Public Sector, BerlinGatayter

Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Refongi Local Government in Europe,
Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften @af Urban Research International book

series)

Klbler, Daniel/ Ladner, Andres 2003, Local governmeeform in Switzerland: More for
than by, but what about of, in: Kersting, Norbaf#tter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local
Government in Europe, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fir &eassenschaften (vol. 4 of Urban

Research International book series), pp. 137-156

Kuhlmann, Sabine/ Wollmann Hellmut 2004, Perfornem¢easurement in German Local
Government, paper given to the Second Norwegiam@erRound Table on Administrative
Reforms in a Comparative Perspective held on 1RidBmber 04 in Potsdam (supported by

the EON/Ruhrgas Foundation)

Ladner, Andreas 2005, Switzerland: reforming sraatbonomous municipalities, in: Denters,
Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E. (eds.): Comparing LocaleB@nce. Trends and Developments,

Houndmills: Palgrave, pp. 139-154

Larsen, Helge O. 2002, Directly Elected Mayors -meratic Renewal or Constitutional

Confusion, in: Caulfield, Janice/ Larsen, Helges(®gdLocal Government at the Millennium,

36



Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften .(tobf Urban Research International

book series), pp. 111-133

Leach, Robert/ Percy-Smith, Janie, 2001: Local @umece in Britain, Palgrave

Lorrain, Dominique, 1995: The changement silencigutorrain, Dominque/ Stoker, Gerry

(eds.): La privatisation des services urbains enoji) Paris: La Découverte.

Magnier, Annick 2003, Subsidiarity: fall or premisé ,local government reforms®. The
Italian case, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Ang@li(eds.), Reforming Local Government in
Europe, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissensehaf{vol. 4 of Urban Resarch

International book series), pp. 183-196

Magnier, Annick 2004, Between institutional leagniand re-legimitization: Italian mayors in
an unending reform in: International Journal of &irktand Regional Research, vol. 28, no 1,

pp. 166-182

Marcou, Gérard. 2000: La réforme de I'intercommitdaln: Annuaire 2000 des Collectivités

Locales. Paris: CNRS. pp. 3-10

Marcou Gérard/ Verebelyi, Imre 1993, New Trends limmtal Government in Western and

Eastern Europe, Brussels

Maury, Yann (1997) “Les contradictions du néo-lddmme gestionaire: L exemple du
systéme municipal Nimois (1983-1995) ", in :Revud#itRues et Management Public, vol.

15, no. 4, pp.145-169

37



Meligrana, John (ed.) 2004, Redrawing local governinboundaries, Vancouver: UBC Press

Montin, Stig,. 1993: Swedish local government ansition, Orebro: University of Orebro

Montin, Stig (2005) “The Swedish model: many actargl few strong leaders”, in: Berg,
Rikke and Rao, Nirmala (eds.), The Local Politi¢atecutive, Houndmills: Palgrave

(forthcoming)

Norton, Alan (1994) International Handbook of Locaind Regional Government.

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar

Nunberg, Barbara (1999) Administrative change imt&#¢ and Eastern Europe: Emerging
country experience, in: Nunberg,Barbara, The S#fter Communism. Administrative

Transitions in Central and Eastern Europe, Wasbmgt/orld Bank

Peters, Guy B. (1995) “Political institutions: ol@hd new”, in: Goodin, Robert and
Klingemann, Hans-Dieter (eds.), A New Handbook ofitfeal Science, Oxford: Oxford

University Press

Pollitt, Christoper 2003, “Joined-up Governmenti, Political Studies Revue, no. 1, pp. 34-

49

Pollit, Christopher/ Bouckaert, Geert 2004, PulManagement Reform,"2ed., Oxford:

Oxford U Press

38



Premfors, Rune (1998) “Reshaping the democratite:stdwedish experiences in a

comparative perspective”, Public Administration|. &5, no. 1, pp. 141-159

Rhodes, Ron, 1997: Understanding Governance, Bgckim: Open University Press

Rhodes, Ron, 2000: The Governance Narrative: KagiRgs and Lessons from the ESRC’s

White Hall Programme, in: Public Administratiorglv78, no. 2, pp. 343-363

Skelcher, Chris 1998, The Appointed State. QuasieBonal Organizations and Democracy,

Buckingham: The Open University

Soos, Gabor, Local government reforms and the dgpaiclocal governance in Hungary, in:
Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Refongi Local Government in Europe,
Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften @&af Urban Research International book

series), pp. 241 — 260

Stewart, John 2003, Modernising British Local Goweent, Houndmills: Palgrave

Swianiewicz, Pawel 2003, Reforming local governmar®oland. Top-down and bottom-up
processes, in: Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reformiragdl Government in Europe, Wiesbaden:
VS Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 4 of Urliesearch International book series), pp.

283-308

39



Swianiezwics, Pawel 2005, Poland: A time of traasitin: Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E.
(eds.): Comparing Local Governance. Trends and Dpueents, Houndmills: Palgrave, p.

100-119

Trpin, Gorazd 2003, Local Government Reform in $loe, in: Baldersheim, H./ lliner, M.
/Wollmann, H. (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-ComisuEurope, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag

fur Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 2 of URI), p. 15018

Wilson, David, 2005: The United Kingdom: an incregty differentiated polity?, in:
Denters, Bas/ Rose, Lawrence E. (eds.): Compatiogal Governance. Trends and

Developments, Houndmills: Palgrave, p. 155- 173

Wilson, David and Game, Chris (2002) Local Governmm the United Kingdom, "3

edition, Basingstoke: Palgrave

Wollmann, H. 1996, The transformation of local goweent in East Germany: between
imposed and innovative institutionalization, inBenz and K.H. Goetz (eds.), A New

German Public Sector? (Aldershot etc.: Dartmouytp)137-165

Wollmann, Hellmut 1997, Institution building anceakntralization in formerly socialist

countries. The cases of Poland, Hungary and Eash&yy, in: Government & Policy, vol.

15, pp. 107-131

40



Wollmann, Hellmut 2000, Local government systemsn¥ historic divergence towards
convergence? Great Britain, France and Germany amsparative cases in point, in:

Government and Policy, vol. 18, pp. 33-55

Wollmann, Hellmut 2002, Is the Traditional Modelf Municipal Self-
Government in Germany Becoming Defunct?, in: in:r@an Journal of Urban
Studies, 2002, no. 1 (internet journal:

http://www.difu.de/index.shtml?/publikationen/dfkié

Hellmut Wollmann 2003a, Evaluation in public secteform. Trends, potentials and lilmits
in international perspective, in: Wollmann, Helln{etl.), Evaluation in pubic sector reform,

Cheltenham: Elgar, pp. 231-258

Wollmann, Hellmut 2003b, Rebuilding local democracy administration in East German- a
.Special case" of post-communist transformation? Baldersheim, H./ Iliner, M. /Wollmann,
H. (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-Communist Eurodiesbaden: VS Verlag fur

Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 2 of Urban Researchiatenal book series, pp. 29-50

Wollmann 2003c, Le modele traditionnel de la lim@ministration communale allemande
survivra-t-il a la pression de la libéralisatiam@péenne, au New Public Management et a la
crise financiere ?, in : Annuaire 2003 des Collétgls Locales, Paris: CNRS Editions, pp.

163 ff-

Wollmann, Hellmut, 2003d Coordination in the intevgrnmental setting, in: Peters, Guy/

Pierre, Jon (eds.), Handbook of Public AdministmatiLondon etc. Sage, pp. 594 — 639

41



Wollmann, Hellmut 2004a, The two waves of terrsérreform of local government in
Germany, in: Meligrana, John (ed.), Redrawing logalternment boundaries, Vancouver:

UBC Press, pp. 106-129

Wollmann, Hellmut 2004b, Urban Leadership in Gerrhaocal Politics. The Rise, Role and
Performance of the Directly Elected (Chief ExecefiWMayor, in: International Journal of

Urban and Regional Research, vol. 28, no. 1, pplB5D

Wollmann, Hellmut 2004c, Local Government Modertima in Germany. Between

Incrementalism and Reform Waves, in: Public Adsti@ition, vol. 78, pp. 915-936

Wollmann, Hellmut 2004d, Local government reformsGreat Britain, Sweden, Germany
and France — between multi-function and single-pseporganisations, in: Local Government

Studies, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 639-668

Wollmann, Hellmut / Lankina, Tomila 2003, Local Gwament in Poland and Hungary.
From post-communist reform towards EU accession, Baldersheim, H./ lllner, M.
/Wollmann, H. (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-ComimsuEurope, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag

fur Sozialwissenschaften (vol. 2 of Urban Reseémtdrnational book series, pp. 91-122

42



