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The focal theme of Annuaire 2008 des Collectivités Locales is public sector and local government reform in France. The articles of the Annuaire’s  international section are meant to add an internationally comparative perspective to its otherwise France-related contributions.

The following introductory piece is intended to present a structured (necessarily selective and cursory) overview of the rich information and substantiated arguments put forward in the country-specific articles. 

1. Selection of countries

The selection of the five countries/country groups was guided by the following considerations.

The country sample falls into two groups.

One group that is made up England
, Scandinavian countries and Germany stands for historically grown, as it were “old” European local government systems. 

· Out of these, the inclusion of England is practically a “must” because, for one, England was historically the European mother-country of  elected multi-functional local government and,  second, has seen all but fundamental changes of the local government levels since the late 1970’s (for overviews see Norton 1994: 350 ff.,  Sullivan 2003,  see also Wollmann 2008c, country report England).

· In local government in Scandinavian countries can be also seen a prototype that it seems mandatory to address it in a comparative treatment.  However, as the Scandinavian local government systems, notwithstanding their “Nordic” commonalities, exhibit significant variance among themselves in important details (see Baldersheim/Ogard in this volume, see also Baldersheim 2003), it would not seem feasible to cover them all in the limited space available to this introductory piece. So, for pragmatic but also conceptually justified reasons, the following account will essentially single out, and dwell on Sweden as a Scandinavian case in point (for overviews on Sweden see Norton 1994: 289 ff, see also Wollmann 2008c, country report Sweden).

·  Apart from obvious pragmatic reasons the coverage of Germany is conceptually warranted because of the country’s federal decentralised structure in which two-tier local government has traditionally played a politically as well as functionally salient role (for overviews see Norton 1994: 237 ff., Wollmann 2003c, Wollmann 2008c, country report Germany). 

By contrast, Spain and Hungary are in a country group with “young” local government systems. 

· Because of the transition from the dictatorial Franco regime to democracy since the late 1970s Spain can be categorised as a “transitional” country in which the founding period of the post-Franco intergovernmental architecture has been heavily shaped by the conflicts about “regionalising” and “federalising” the country (for an overview see Alba/Navarro 2003 with references).

· Finally,  Hungary is a transformation country, exemplary of post-communist countries, in that, following the 1990 downfall of the communist regime, an all-embracing political, economic and social system change from late-totalitarian Communist party regime and State economy to democratic decentralised government and market economy was inaugurated and that, in the subsequent consolidation phase, further institutional  shifts and  adaptations have been elicited by the country’s accession to the EU that was prepared since the mid-1990s and took effect in 2004 (for an overview see Soos 2003, Wollmann/Lankina  2003 with references).

2. Conceptual and analytical framework

As the articles of this sections essentially focus on analysing the institutional development and reform of local government, that is, institution building (as, methodologically speaking, dépendent variable) and also ask for the  factors that have shaped that institutional formation and change, conceptual guidance may be found in the debate on “new institutionalism” and its variants (for overviews see Peters 1997, Thoenig 2002, V. Schmidt 2006). 

· Historical institutionalism directs the heuristic and analytical attention onto  the history of institutions and on the importance which historically grown institutional, but also cultural givens (tradition, "legacies") have on the further institutional course in either fostering or restricting change. Historically grown institutions and legacies stake out and weigh on the future institutional development in what has been called "path-dependence" (see Pierson 2000 with references).

· Actor-centred (or rational choice) institutionalism  highlights relevant political, economic etc. actors,  their goals, interests, "will and skill" in shaping decisions on institution formation and change (see Scharpf 1997). 

· Discursive institutionalism (see V. Schmidt 2006) accentuates the influence which international discourses and discourse coalitions (such as New Public Management) may have upon the institution building.

Furthermore, the (political, economic, budgetary etc). context in which the decisions on institution building are taken by the relevant actors needs to be taken into consideration. The constellation of  factors that make up such contextuality varies from country to country, be it country-specific budgetary and or/socio economic crisis or, as in Spain and Hungary, transition-specific respectively transformation-specific (starting) conditions. 

Which of  factors hypothesised by institutionalism or contextuality  prevail(s) in impinging upon, and explaining the institutional development at hand is an empirical question. The identification of the factors with (plausible) explanatory power will often be "eclectic" (see Katzenstein/Sil 2005) and drawing on a conceptual mix (see Schmidt 2006: 14 f.). 

3. Comparative analysis and discussion

In the following comparative discussion of local government reforms which will draw on the articles of this section five aspects shall be addressed.

· The institutional status and profile of local government in the intergovernmental setting,

· territorial reforms,

· functional reforms,

· reforms of political institutions and

· administrative reforms.

It should be repeated that, due to the limited space, this account will necessarily be selective and cursory. For the same reason of lacking space the (crucial) financial dimension will be left out.

3.1. Institutional status and profile of local government

England 

Historically, the origin of  England’s modern local government dates back the Municipal Corporation Act of 1835. On the basis of the secular territorial reforms of 1888 and 1894 England’s modern two-tier local government structure was put in place that persisted until the 1970s. The local councils were assigned a broad (multifunctional) range of responsibilities which were essentially exercised by (sectoral) committees (“government by committee”) and  financed almost entirely from a locally levied property tax (“rate”). The relations between the central government and the local government levels were described as a “dual polity” (Bulpitt 1983) in which central government pursued “high politics” (running the Empire, legislation), while the local authorities were responsible for “low politics”.  Thus, well into the early 20th century England experienced the “golden ages of local self-government” (Norton 1994: 352). During the build-up and the climax (after 1945) of the national welfare State the local authorities continued (“path-dependently”) to play a crucial role in implementing national welfare policies, particularly in delivering welfare state services.

Since the 1980s the status, functions and autonomy of the local authorities in the intergovernmental setting have been dramatically changed when the Conservative government under Prime Minister Thatcher, through a series of stringent policy decisions and measures, massively reduced the functional scope and political and financial autonomy of the local authorities. The path-dependent trajectory of England’s local government system was largely interrupted and deviated by (party)political resolve and will of central government. As a result, England was transformed, as it was put, from a (historically) “unitary highly decentralised” country into a “unitary highly centralised” one (Jones 1991: 208). While, under New Labour, Great Britain was regionalised and entered “a road to quasi-federalism” (Wilson/Game 2006: 82), the position of the local authorities in the intergovernmental setting go on to be marked by blatant re-centralisation. Yet, in their activities and operations England’s local authorities continue to be “still very big business” (Wilson/Game 2006: 119) with about half of the entire public sector personnel employed by local government (see table 1). 

Table 1: Percentage of public employment by levels of government in U. K., Germany, Sweden, Spain and Hungary

                      level
country
central government level
intermediate 
(federal State, regional)
local government level


1994
2000
1994
2000
1994
2000

United Kingdom
47.7
47.6


52.3
52.4

Germany
11.9
11.5
51.0
52.2
37.1
36.3

Sweden
17.3




82.72


Spain3
58.9
34.1
24.7
45.2
16.4
20.6

Hungary
59
61




41
39  

1
data for U. K., Germany and Sweden from Wollmann/Bouckaert 2006: 17 (with reference)

2
composed of 58.1 percent for municipalities (kommuner) and 24.6 percent for counties (landsting kommuner)

3
data for 1994 and 2000, from Alba/Navarro 2003: 206 (with reference)

Sweden

Sweden is traditionally a unitary but distinctly decentralised country in which the central government exercises only ministerial (policy-making) functions and comparatively few public tasks are executed by self-standing (remarkably autonomous) central-level state agencies (myndigheter). The two-tier local government structure consisting of the counties and the municipalities (kommuner) was established by national legislation in 1862 and endowed from the beginning with the power to levy their own taxes cover local expenditures (see Häggroth et al. 1993: 74). During the build-up of Sweden’s Welfare State which climaxed after 1945 well into the 1970s the local authorities were assigned a key (multi-functional)  role in implementing and embodying the (local) welfare state (“den lokala staten”, Pierre 1994) with the municipalities carrying out the lion’s share of  public functions. Reflecting Sweden’s specific intergovernmental setting, only less than 20 percent of the public sector personnel are employed by the (central) State, over 80 percent are local government employees (see table 1)..  

During the 1990s in another round of decentralisation further public tasks (particularly primary and secondary education) were transferred from the State to the municipalities, thus further expanding their traditional multi-functional profile. At the same time, regulatory national legislation has been thinned out (“deregulated”). In sum, Sweden represents a conspicuously decentralised country in which, in the central government/local government relations, the local authorities possess, by international standards, an exceptionally high degree of political, functional and financial autonomy.

Germany

The status of the two-tier local government system (counties, Kreise, and municipalities, Gemeinden, Städte) the  which dates back to the early 19th century
 is shaped by the country’s (two layer) federal system in which the federal states (Länder) form a strong regional/ meso level with significant legislative and administrative powers (among which each Land’s own legislation on its local government system and on territorial reform looms large) (see Wollmann/Bouckaert 2006: 22f., 2008) Traditionally, the counties and municipalities play a politically and well as (multi-) functionally salient role. The German local authorities are historically characterised by a “dual task” model according to which, besides carrying out their own (“general competence” derived) local government business, they are also put in charge of administering tasks “delegated” to the by the State; due to the tight oversight, by the State level, to which they are subject on such “delegated” business they are insofar, to some degree, “integrated” into State administration (see Kuhlmann in this volume, see also Marcou/Verebely 1993: 79 f., Wollmann 2004a: 650). While, signalling the comparative few administrative responsibilities carried out by the federal authorities themselves, less than 10 percent of public sector personnel are federal and some 50 percent (particularly teachers) are employed by Länder, the percentage of local government personnel is a little less than 40 percent which evidences the functional scope of the local level (see table 1).

Spain

Following the adoption of the Spanish Constitution of 1978 which constitutionally sealed the transition from the Franco dictatorship to democratic government the ensuing transition and consolidation process was dominated by the conflicts about the regionalisation and federalisation of the country, that is, about the formation of 17 regions (Comunidades Autónomas). This strife kept overshadowing and also retarding the development of the local government on the municipal level (municipios) which was legally premised on the legislation of 1985 (Ley Reguladora de Bases del Régimen Local)(see Navarro in this volume, see also Alba/Navarro 2005:213). Besides national “frame” legislation (of 1985, amended in 1999 and 2003) the regions (Comunidades Autónomas) possess the legislative power over regulating local government. Mirroring the intergovernmental conflicts they have so far done little to significantly strengthen “their” municipalities (see also Alba/Navarro 2005: 213). In 2004 the socialist government envisaged a major reform of Spain’s local government system by way of national legislation and put forward a White Book (Il Libro Blanco para la Reforma del Gobierno Local, see Ministerio... 2005,. for an expertise, by Marcou/Lucarelli/Wollmann, on the White Book see Conseil de l`Europe 2005). While the reform stalled under the interim conservative government, the socialists who, following the March 2008 election, returned to power seem poised to resume Libro Blanco-inspired legislative project (see Navarro in this volume). The conspicuous “asymmetric”  dynamics of the regional and municipal levels shows in different growth rates of personnel (see table 1). While the percentage of  regional government personnel  (as of the total number of public sector employees) jumped between 1994 and 2000 from 24.7 to 45 percent, the share of  local government employees moved up only moderately from 16.4 to 20.6 percent. 

In Hungary’s regime shift from the authoritarian late-communist Party regime to democratic government was moulded by specific transformation contextuality which was characterised by political consensus and resolve, expressed in the fundamental local government legislation of 1990, to make local government the corner stone and base for the democratic and decentral renewal of the entire country. On this comprehensive bottom-up approach it was said that “there is nothing half-hearted about (these reforms)... The local government legislation is extremely liberal by any international standards” (Davey 1995: 74, see also Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 94). Subsequently, the country went through repeated reforms (in 1994) particularly in preparation of the upcoming the accession to the EU, in part rectifying and adjusting the earlier “over-decentralised” subnational space (see Horvath in this volume, see also Wollmann/ Lankina 2003: 96 ff.). The functional significance that the local government levels have in Hungary is evidenced by the fact that about 40 percent of the total public sector personnel are employed by the local authorities (see table 2). 

3.2. Territorial reforms

Table 2: Structure data on local government systems in England, Germany, Sweden, Spain and Hungary

country
subnational/
local levels
year(s) of territorial reform respectively of institutional formation
number
population average
(

England1
counties
1888, 1974
34
( 720.000


districts
1894, 1974
282
( 120.000


(single tier) unitary authorities/county boroughs
1888, 1986, 1990 ff.
82
( 130.000

Germany
counties
1960/1970, 1990
323
( 170.000


municipalities within counties (kreisangehörige Gemeinden)
1960/1970, 2003 f.
12.250
( 6.100
Nordrhein-Westfalen: 
( 40.000/
Rheinland-Pfalz: 
( 1.700


single-tier ("county free") cities (kreisfreie Städte)
1960/1970, 1990
116



intercommunal bodies (Verwaltungsgemeinschaf

ten, Ämter)
1960/1970, 1990
E.g. in Land of Rheinland-Pfalz 95 percent of all municipalities are attached to an intercommunal body. 


Sweden
landstingskommuner
1634, 1862
22 + 2
( 360.000


kommuner
1862, 1952, 1974
286
( 30.300

Spain2
Comunidades Autónomas
1979 ff.
17
2,5 Mio.


municipios
historical boundaries
8.108
3.200 (31% less than 250 inhabitants)


intercommunal bodies (mancomunidades)
1979 ff.
about 3.000


Hungary3
counties (megyék)
1990
19
530.000


municipalities 
("settlements"/towns)
1990
3.200 (before 1990: 1.600 sic! )
2.600


(single-tier) county cities
1990
22



special status: Budapest

1
1,7 Mio.


intercommunal bodies
1990 ff.
2.5904


1
data for England, Germany and Sweden adapted and translated from table in: Wollmann 2008a: 54

2
data from Alba/Navarro 2003: 204 table 1

3
data from Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 95

4
in 2005, date from Horvath in this volume

With regard to their territorial local development the our five sample countries again fall essentially into two groups.

One group (comprising England, most of Scandinavian countries and, in a “mixed” way, the German Länder) has seen significant territorial reforms particularly during the 1970s but, in part, also recently. Large-scale  amalgamation strategies typically aimed at establishing (and expanding) multifunctional territoriality as the basic organisational principle of local government (see Wollmann 2004a, Wollmann/Bouckaert 2006, 2008). Characteristic of this “North European”, see Norton 1994: 40) territorial reform style was that central government enforced its political, in the last resort, by national legislation against local opposition. 

The most pronounced example of large-scale amalgamation has been England  where, resulting from the territorial reform of 1974, the average size of the districts  jumped to an average of some 130.000 inhabitants. This large-scale approach (critically called “sizeism”, Stewart 2000: 65) was continued, during the 1990s, with the further expansion so called “unitary authorities” in which county and  district functions are merged (see Stewart in this volume) (For detailed data see table 2).

Among Scandinavian countries (see Baldersheim/Ogard in this volume) Sweden, as early as 1952 and subsequently in 1974, embarked upon  large-scale amalgamation of her municipalities (kommuner) in enlarging them to an average size of 34.000 inhabitants. In a recent amalgamation move Denmark drastically cut down her municipalities to an average size of some 30.000 inhabitants. Norway has remained a conspicuous exception among Scandinavian countries as policy initiatives to amalgamate the still small-size municipalities have stalled,  because (as Baldersheim/Ogard in this volume argue) surmise) in oil- and revenue-rich Norway the need for territorial reforms is not perceived.

In Germany, the territorial reforms that were tackled by the Länder,  particularly during the 1960s and 1970s, too, have been a mixed bag. Depending on the political preferences of the individual Länder the size of the municipalities, after amalagamation, ranges from an average of some 40.000 inhabitants (so in Land of Nordrhein-Westfalen) to 2.600 (in Rheinland-Pfalz). In those Länder which refrained from largescale amalgamation a new level of intercommunal bodies (analogous to France’s intercommunalité) was introduced in order to lend administrative and operational support to their “member” municipalities (see Kuhlmann in this volume, for details see Wollmann 2004b). In recent years, interestingly, a new round of territorial reforms has gone under way in some Länder (see Wollmann 2004a: 652).

By contrast, neither in Spain and nor in  Hungary not attempts have been made (after 1979 respecitively 1990) to amalgamate the existing (mostly very small) municipalities. In the case of Spain  (with 8.108  municipalities averaging 5.000 inhabitants with almost one third with less than 500 inhabitants, see Alba/Navarro 2003: 204 table 1 with detailed figures) a reason why the regions (Communidades Autónomas) who would be responsible for territorial reforms of the municipal level have so far not moved in this direction can plausibly be seen in their disinterest to politically and administratively strengthen “their” municipalities (see Navarro in this volume).

Hungary presents a conspicuously different picture. Enabled by pronouncedly local “settlement”-friendly 1990 legislation and ignited by the will of local citizens to undo territorial amalgamations imposed upon them under the Communist regime, the number of municipalities (“settlements”) skyrocketed from 1.600 to 3.400 averaging 3.200 inhabitants (see Horvath in this volume, Soos 2003: 245 f., Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 94 ff.) (see also table 2).

In order to make good for lacking administrative capacity of the multitude of small municipalities both in Spain and in Hungary national legislative (and also financial incentives) have encouraged the local authorities to form intercommunal cooperative bodies (analogous to the intercommunal bodies in most German Länder and also to France’s intercommunalité). In Spain the municipalities have created  some 3.000 such intercommunal units (mancomunidades) (see Navarro in this volume, for detailed figures see Alba/Navarro 2003: 215) and Hungary about 2.590 (see Horvath in this volume).

3.3. Functional reforms

In the group of the “old” local government systems the build-up of the national welfare states went hand in hand, particularly after 1945, with local government being assigned broad and multi-functional responsibilities in implementing national welfare and infrastructure policies. While in Germany (as in other Continental European countries) as well as in Scandinavian countries local government responsibilities are premised on the “general competence” clause, England’s local government was historically based on ultra vires doctrine under which it can carry out only those tasks explicitly assigned to it by parliamentary legislation (see Stewart in this volume, see also Stewart 2000: 37).

In England the multifunctional scope and profile of  local authorities was questioned and curbed, after 1979, by massive political  intervention by central government  under Margret Thatcher particularly on two scores (see Stewart in this volume). For one, driven by the Conservatives’ neo-liberal belief and will to cut back  allegedly “excessive” welfare state, local government was stripped of major responsibilities (for instance,  social – “council” – housing). Second, inspired by New Public Management concepts, central government incited and legally obliged (Compulsory Competitive Tendering, CCT) local authorities outsource and contract out local activities and social service delivery  to external, preferably private sector providers. Thirdly, obviously impelled by its (party) political resolve  to bypass, if not replace (Labour Party ruled) local authorities, the Conservative government initiated, put in charge and financed single-purpose organisations and actors to carry out public tasks, largely under the direction and in financial dependence of central government. These single-purpose so called “quangos” (see Skelcher 1998) as well as the “partnerships” that have been inaugurated by New Labour after 1997 have begun to prevail on the local arena.  Correspondingly the elected local authorities who  (normatively speaking) have the political mandate to advocate, represent and ensure the common good and the community perspective have been  sidelined, if not marginalised and  local democracy has been enfeebled (see Stewart in this volume).

Such actor networks that operate outside and beyond elected (formal) government have come to be labelled governance in an increasingly dominant social science debate (see Rhodes 1997). From a sociology of knowledge perspective it is, in view of the “quangoisation” of the public space in England’s subnational/local space, not surprising that the governance discourse sprang up, first, in Great Britain. By the same token, it is, vis-a-vis the horizontal and vertical fragmentation of  governance- type actor networks, small wonder that the concept of, and call for,  “joining up” (government) was first voiced and propagated in Great Britain (see Pollitt 2003).

In Sweden the functional profile has, on the one hand, been even expanded, as, , in the wake of the territorial reforms of the 1970s and conceptually drawing on the pace-setting “Free Communes”-Experiments (see Baldersheim/Stahlberg 1994, Marcou 2004: 49 ff.) further public responsibilities (particularly primary and secondary education) have been decentralised to the municipalities, thus further enlarging their already unusually  broad multifunctionality (see Premfors 1998).  On the other hand, falling in line with the international NPM movement which, since the early 1990s, made its entry also in Sweden local authorities began to outsource, marketise the delivery of social services to external (non-for-profit as well as commercial) providers.  NPM-instruments (including vouchers) have been accepted and put to work particularly in municipalities with (long term) “bourgeois” majorities (for the exemplary case of  municipality of Nacken see Baldersheim/ Ogard in this volume). Yet, by and large, not more than 10 to 20 percent of the municipal services have so far been outsourced (see Wollmann 2008a: 129 ff with references).

The traditionally  the development of the multi-functional profile of the German  local authorities shows a somewhat ambivalent picture, too. On the one hand, a new round of territorial and functional reforms has been opened in some Länder further expanding the already broad task profile, inter alia, by abolishing the (few) remaining local field offices of State administration and by turning tasks over to local authorities (see Kuhlmann in this volume, Banner 2006, Wollmann 2004a: 652). At this it should be added, though, that such functional transfers are mostly made, within the afore-mentioned traditional  “dual task” model, by way of “delegation” which has the potential to “integrate”, if not “statelise” (“etatise”) local government operations into State administration. On the other hand, through a number of national policy reforms and under the pressure of a budgetary crisis by which, as a fiscal fallout of German Unification,  the local government were severely hit the local authorities have cut back on (primarily “voluntary”) tasks. This functional erosion some have (critically) seen seen and interpreted as boding the demise of traditional German local government (see Wollmann 2002a, 2003a: 168 ff.).

In Spain, after end the of the Franco dictatorship reflecting, the transition and consolidation period has been marked by initial steps to put a functionally and financially viable local government model in place (see Navarro in this volume). However, due to the preponderance and priority which the regions (Comunidades Autónomas) that process has seriously stalled. Small wonder that the municipality call for (and hope for) a new round of reforms (see Navarro in this volume).

In Hungary’s  transformation hinged, from the outset, on the political vision and will to make local government the corner stone of Hungary’s new democratic State, the municipalities, including the multitude of small settlements have been endowed with a broad gamut of responsibilities. The lacking administrative and financial resources of great many small municipalities have turned out a heavy burden on and impediment to the transformation process, see Horvath in this volume, also Soos 2003: 245 ff).

3.3. Reforming local political and administrative  leadership

In our sample countries with „old“ local government systems  reform discussions haven have gotten under way which concur in criticising existing forms of political and administrative local government leadership for a lack of transparency and accountability as well as for failing „governability“. The reform strategies which have been undertaken differ distinctly – depending on whether, such as in England and in the Scandinavian countries, the local government systems are rooted in the monistic local government model and in the ensuing government by committees tradition or whether, like in Germany,  they are premised on a dualistic model with a separate of power-kind distribution of functions between the elected council and a local „executive“ (typically embodied by the mayor). While the reform debate in the „monistic“ countries has typically  centred around reforming the system of sectorally responsible, collectively decision-making committees, it has, in the dualistic countries, characteristically revolved around redefining the role of the mayor, particularly by way of his/her direct election (for conceptual and empirical details see Wollmann 2008b: 280 ff.).

To make a complicated and many-faceted cross-country story short: In England (see Stewart in this volume, for details see Stewart 2003: 55 ff, Wilson/Game 2006: 93 ff., Rao 2005) the traditional government by committee system has been abolished and replaced, grosso modo, with a leader and cabinet form which, reminiscent of national cabinet government, amounts to a “(quasi) parliamentarisation” of local government with the leader resembling the position of a “local prime minister” (see Wollmann 2008b: 284).

In Sweden, by contrast, a more cautious and gradual approach towards reforming the traditional government by committee system has been chosen in which the responsibilities of the sectoral committees has been in principle retained while the underlying decision-making structure has also been “quasi-parliamentarised” (see Bäck 2005) and the position of the main committee (kommunstyrelse) has been strengthened, however stopping short of installing an “individualised” (“local prime minister”-type) leadership position. The ensuing  local government form has been characterised as “many actors and few strong leaders” (Montin 2005).

In Germany’s dualistic local government system the reform of local leadership has revolved around the introduction of the direct election of the (executive) mayor (see Kuhlmann in this volume, for details Wollmann 2008b: 288 ff.). Whereas since the 1950s well unto the late 1980s the directly elected (executive) mayor has been put in place in two South German Länder (Baden-Württemberg and Bavaria) with the other Länder practising a variance of local government forms, since the early 1990s all Länder, in a conspicuous spree of pertinent legislation, have adopted the directly elected  (“South German” strong) mayor model. The reason and motive were seen in expanding direct democratic citizen rights and enhancing political accountability as well in strengthening administrative and executive leadership. In most Länder the direct election of (executive) mayor has been accompanied, as a democratic counterweight to the added mayoral power, by recall procedures through which an incumbent mayor can be removed from office  by way of local referendum.

In Spain, following the end of Franco’s dictatorship, the national “Basic” local government legislation of 1985 installed the mayor (alcalde) in a local political and administrative leadership position which, borrowing from the French   “(quasi-) parliamentary” local government form (see Navarro in this volume), provided for  election of the mayor by the council (and adding a constructive vote of non-confidence procedure – see Ferran/Horta 2005: 77 – unknown to the French mayoral model).  In, on the hand, acting as the local political leader (for instance by chairing the council) and, on the other hand, dualisticly directing and controlling the local administration the mayor has come to occupy a strong (“presidential”) position which, it was said, was inspired by the “South German strong mayor” (see Ferran/Horta 2005: 82). Interestingly according to the most recent legislative amendment of 2003  executive powers have been shifted,  in the big cities, to a newly created collective executive body (Junta de Gobierno Local, see Navarro in this volume); although the latter is appointed by and dependent on the mayor, the new scheme is meant to strengthen professionalism in the Junta in the operation (for the time being: in big cities) and, thus, to counterbalance the strongly political and (party) politicised position of the mayor (alcalde).  It should be noted that the direct election of the mayor has so far not been on the political agenda.

In Hungary, the new local government system in 1990 is premised, in line with the country’s pre-communist local government tradition, on the dualistic scheme as. besides the elected council, an (executive) mayor has been put in place. Between 1990 and 1994 the mayors were directly elected in the small municipalities. Since 1994 the direct election has been extended to the municipalities of any size. The direct election mode can plausibly be interpreted as  expressing the transformation-inspired principle and will to extend the political empowerment of the citizens to the election of the mayor.

3.4. Administrative reforms

Notwithstanding cross-country variance the local authorities and their administrations in our sample countries share the characteristic that their organisational and personnel structure has been shaped during the 20th century, climaxing after 1945, by the rise of the modern welfare state and by the crucial role which the local authorities played in carrying out mounting welfare state tasks as what can be called the “local welfare state”.  Throughout the countries the build up of the local administrative units and staffs was accompanied  professionalisation of  personnel. Particularly in countries with a strong legal (rule of law, Rechtstaat) tradition, rooted in Roman Law history, such as Germany and other Continental European countries, public/municipal administration has been internally marked and shaped by legal-rule bound, hierarchical (“Weberian” bureaucracy-type) maxims (see also Peters 2008: 122 ff.) – in contrast to Anglo-Saxon countries, like England (and in lesser degree also Scandinavian countries)  with a Common Law background  (see Wollmann 2000: 6 ff.).

Since the 1980s, starting in Anglo-Saxon countries and spreading fast to other countries, local administration and  organisational and personnel profile have been challenged particularly on two scores. First, driven by neo-liberal political beliefs, national policies (and also EU policy) aimed at  cutting back local government (as a crucial segment of the public sector) to its core and enabling functions and at, instead, turning administrative operations and service delivery over to non-public, preferably private commercial providers by way of marketisation and privatisation. Second,  New Public Management concepts have mandated that legal  rule-bound (Weberian) bureaucratic model, criticised as rigid and cost-ignorant, be replaced by a managerialist one, hailed as flexible and cost-efficient (for a comprehensive overview see the path-breaking book Pollitt/Bouckaert 2004).

In Great Britain/England the local authorities went furthest among our sample countries, under the pressure of central government (such as  CCT legislation), in (externally) outsourcing and contracting out the provision of public services and in (internally) restructuring local administration according to manageralist principles (such as purchaser-provider split) (see Stewart in this volume).While abolishing the CCT legislation New Labour, after 1997, introduced a stringent central-government directed and controlled indicator based performance management regime (Best Value, Comprehensive Performance Assessment etc, see Wilson/Game 2006: 361 ff., Stewart 2003: 141 ff.). While putting the local authorities, by way of elaborate monitoring systems, under permanent pressure to adopt efficiency-oriented managerialist principles and tools, the transaction costs of this centralist performance management regime (control costs, local “morale” costs etc.) have been assessed high (see Wollmann 2004a: 662 with references).

In Sweden territorial reforms of 1952 and 1974 broke the reorganisation and transformation of local administration from a still rural layman tradition to a modern professional administration. The rapid expansion of local administration was accompanied by the large-scale recruitment of young professionals (social workers, planners etc.) who just graduated from recently established professional schools. They were typically imbued with the planning zeitgeist and the managerialist ideas of the 1960s. Hence, Sweden’s local government staffs made for a (generationally as well as conceptually) remarkably young and "modern" administration in which steering by result (målstyrelse, see Brömstrom/Rombach 2004) was a guiding concept – many years before New Public Management came up with akin ideas.

During the 1990s a new round of organisational and personnel reforms was opened on two tracks. For one, drawing on the afore-mentioned  “Free Communes” experiments the Local Government Act of 1991 was adopted which gave the municipal councils a significantly free hand in deciding on its own council and administrative structures (see Montin/Amnå 2000: 9, Häggroth et al. 1993: 66). Second, in the early 1990s the New Public Management debate  finally arrived also in Sweden. In the internal organisation this lead, in number of municipalities, to reorganising their committees as well as the related sectoral administrative units according to the purchaser provider split. Externally municipalities began, under the enhanced new organisational autonomy, to hive off and corporatise, if not privatise their traditional operations in the supply of public utilities.

Well into the 1980s, Germany remained remarkably aloof from the then internationally rampant NPM debate – arguably because some key NPM concepts, such as decentralisation, subsidiarity, were since long part and parcel of traditional practice (see Wollmann 2003a: 97). In the early 1990s, however, in face of skyrocketing (largely German Unification-caused) budgetary problems, many local authorities turned to New Public Management ("translated", in Germany, into the "New Steering Model", Neues Steuerungsmodell, NSM, see pace-setting Banner 1991. Reichard 1994) as a road to cost-cutting and administrative efficiency.

Internally, NSM is primarily directed at rectifying the traditional Max Weberian model and its legal rule-bound and hierarchical rigidity by introducing managerialist principles (such as indicator-based performance management, cost-accounting, monitoring etc.). At the same time, a revival of  traditional reform concepts of the 1970s has been triggered. The results have so far been mixed (for a recent comprehensive evaluation of NSM modernisation see Bogumil et al. 2006, 2008). On the one hand, public/municipal administration has been noticeably impacted on in structural, procedural as well as cultural terms. This applies particularly to reform measures in which NPM/NSM maxims have been merged ("amalgamated") with traditional reform concepts (see Jaedicke et al. 2000: 24). On the other, traditional patterns of administrative organisation and behaviour that are tied to the German rule of law and insofar Weberian tradition have been retained. A type of public/municipal administrative administration is apparently taking shape that in international comparative analyses has been labelled “neo—Weberian” (see Pollitt/Bouckaert 2004: 99 ff., see also Kuhlmann in this volume, Bouckaert 2006, Bogumil et al. 2008a: 315 ff.)

Externally the municipalities have stepped up  hiving off and corporatisation as well as whole-sale (assets) privatisation of  local government operations, particularly in the traditionally strong public utilities sector. In the meantime about one half of all local government personnel are employed in such hived off and corporatised structures outside the classical core administration (see Richter et al. 2006, Bogumil/Holtkamp 2006: 92 ff with details and references). From making growing use, in their operations, of such hived off holding units (Beteiligungen) an increasing number of municipalities have drawn the institutional conclusion to organise themselves, borrowing from the private business sector, as “corporate groups” (Konzern) directed by a CEO (alias mayor) and acting through profit-centre-type “holding companies” (for an early discussion see Reichard 1994: 58, 78). Because of the single-purpose driven centrifugal drift, endemic to such holdings, the influence and control over them (“holding steering”, Beteiligungssteuerung) by the elected council (and its normative mandate to advocated and ensure the common good and community perspective) has been questioned and eroded (see Kuhlmann in this volume, see also Bogumil/Holtkamp 2002, Wollmann 2002). There are empirical indications that the pendulum has in the meantime to begin to swing back by returning to more “unified” organisational fabric of local government (instead of a “corporate group” scheme) and by bringing holdings again closer under the political control of local government.

In Spain the build-up and reform of local administration has been strongly shaped by the country’s contextuality of post-Franco transition and consolidation faced with the double challenge of laying the ground for “classical” (Weberian) administration and, at the same time, of meeting NPM modernisation demands. 

For one, in order to give political and institutional stability to the local transition process the (executive) mayor (alcalde) was introduced as an, in the first place, political leader with little attention given to the administrative, leave alone managerial competence to exercise the executive responsibilities (that is, to direct and control the administration) . Through the 2003 amendment of the Basic legislation of 1985 it has been stipulated for the big cities that, besides the mayor (alcalde), a collegiate body (Junta) be formed that, while appointed and dependent on the mayor, should insert administrative and managerial professionalism in the conduct of  executive responsibilities (see Navarro in this volume).

Second, the position of a manager (gerente) has been introduced in local government service. The managers (gerentes) comes adding to the set of local officials (secretary, secretario, treasurer, tesorero) who are civil servants with a (professional) “national qualification” (habilitación nacional) (see also Conseil de l’ Europe 2005). While the gerentes may be seen new recruitees and employees versed with, and committed to  “modern” (say NPM-derived) administrative techniques and skills, the secretarios and tesoreros are, within their “national qualification”;  as a rule, they are still trained in, and used to the traditional (predominantly legalist, insofar Weberian or Napoleonic, see Peters 2008) tradition, even though the previous (caste-like) cuerpo system and ideological cast and spell have recently been dismantled (see Parrado 2008: 237). However, since in the overwhelming majority of (very) small municipalities the secretario is often the only administrative position-holder besides the alcalde, the traditional (Weberian or Napoleonic) operational and attitudinal pattern is prone to persist with NPM-type modernisation making little headway (see Ferran/Horta 2005: 81) Yet, while this traditional administrative pattern appears to prevail in the multitude of small places, the picture in big and large cities is obviously quite different. the build-up of administration in larger and big cities, as they are “the most dynamic spaces of innovation and experimentation among the different public administrations” (Alba/Navarro 2003: 202).

Finally, similarly to Spain, in Hungary  the build-up of local administration is  strongly influenced by the country’s transformational contextuality. Here, too, the administrative development is confronting the double challenge of, on the one hand, putting in place a legal-rule bound (Rechtstaat) Weberian administration in line with the country’s pre-communist Hungarian (that is, historically Habsburg Austrian/Hungarian) administrative tradition (see Horvath in this volume, see also Soos 2003: 242). On the other hand, as the contextuality of the transformation process was, from the outset, imprinted by the then dominant international and (West) European discourse on NPM-guided public/municipal sector modernisation the adoption of such concepts was seen mandatory in Hungary’s administrative reform process; its dynamics was additionally fuelled by the preparation for the country’s accession to the EU (see Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 96 ff.). However, similar to Spain, Hungary’s territorial format of local government has been characterised by the existence of and discrepancy between the overwhelming majority of (very) small municipalities, on  the one hand, and some larger cities (with Budapest, counting 1.7 million inhabitants, populated by almost a sixth of the national population), on the other. Thus, also with regard to the build-up and modernisation of local administration,  Hungary’s municipalities were liable to show two distinctly different speeds. In many of the small municipalities there were hardly any personnel staffs besides the (directly) elected mayor and perhaps the traditional “town-clerk” (notary). The formation of intercommunal bodies served, quite often, to share administrative services, such as the notary. By contrast, the personnel build-up and ensuing modernisation potential in big cities has been considerable.

While, internally, quite a number of NPM-derived instruments have been introduced (see the list in Horvath in this volume), a problem has obviously been the proper “sequencing” with the preferably prior creation and consolidation of traditional rule of law-applying (Weberian) administration. “There was not enough time to deepen the Weberian tradition in public administration” (Horvath in this volume).

Externally the policies of the local authorities made use of outsourcing, marketisation and privatisation (see Horvath in this volume, see also Soos 2003: 248). At this point it should be recalled that, unlike Spain’s transition from the Franco regime which occurred on the basis of an already existing private capitalist economy, the starting point of Hungary’s transformation was a Communist/Socialist State economy (which had been only slightly modified by what was called Hungary’s “gulash communism”). Being faced with extended State and municipal ownership (of real-estate, housing as well as businesses) hiving off, corporatising and (whole-sale “assets”) privatising were bound to become main strategies of the municipalities (see Horvath in this volume, Soos 2003: 249 f.).

4. Concluding remarks

Returning to the conceptual scheme put forward at the beginning of this introduction two of the countries with “old” local government systems, to wit, Sweden and Germany, can be seen exemplifying the explanatory merits of historical institutionalism and its emphasis on path-dependency of institutional developments in that, vis-a-vis significant external challenges they have been exposed, there has been a remarkable continuity in their respective trajectory.

Sweden has remained on its decentralised course and has even intensified it since the 1990s. In reforming local government leadership the country embarked on a course of gradual adaptation and adjustment without heavy-handed  top-town legislation. In pursuing administrative modernisation Sweden did pick up some NPM maxims but has largely stayed within its traditional institutional corridor.

A similar path-dependent continuity can be also observed in Germany. While staying on their decentral course some of the Länder have pushed it further by way of territorial and functional reforms. However, such further devolution of functions has been mostly effected through the “delegation” of State tasks to the local authorities which, in another (problematic) element of  path-dependent persistence, tends to deepen the “integration”, if not  “statelising” (etatising) of local administration into State administration. In strengthening local leadership, by adding the direct mayoral election, the reforms have stayed on the historical track of executive mayor. In administrative modernisation there have been, it is true, significant managerialist inroads into the accepted organisational, instrumental and cultural Weberian bureaucratic patterns. But the basic administrative structure, framed by the rule of law (Rechtstaat) tradition, has been retained ushering into what has been termed a “neo-Weberian” type of public/municipal administration  (see Pollitt/Bouckaert 2004).

By contrast, the English local government trajectory exemplifies the explanatory power of actor-oriented institutionalism and its accentuation of the political will and determination of relevant actors as. following 1979, the path-dependent development of English local government dating back to the 19th century  was terminated by the Conservative government’s (party) political will and resolve and deviated to an entirely different (centralist) course, probably,  in turn, laying the ground for a new path-dependent, in turn, hard  to change corridor.

Spain and Hungary as cases of “young” local governments and of their transitional respectively transformational development point at the explanatory salience of contextuality which is largely defined by the specific conditions of transition respectively transformation.

In Spain the transitional context is largely defined by the country’ conflict about deciding and putting in place the intergovernmental architecture with the regions (Comunidades Autónomas) being the crucial bone of contention. Institution building on the municipal level has been largely overshadowed and retarded by this context while seeking to cope with the double challenge of building “classical” administration in line with the country’s (insofar path-dependent)  (Napoleonic) administrative tradition (see Peters 2008, Parrado 2008), on the one hand, and the (NPM-inspired) imperatives of administrative modernisation, on the other.

In Hungary, too, the build-up of local government structures has confronted the double challenge of establishing legal rule- (Rechtstaat)- bound (Weberian) administration drawing on the country’s precommunist (and historically Habsburg Austrian/Hungarian) tradition, on the one hand, and of responding to the managerialist concepts and demands amplified by the upcoming accession to the EU, on the other.

References

Alba, Carlos/ Navarro, Carmen 2003, Twenty-five years of democratic government in Spain, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local Government in Europe, (URI book series vol 4). VS-Verlag Wiesbaden, pp. 197-220

Baldersheim, Harald 2003, Local government reform ins in the Nordic countries, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local Government in Europe, (URI book series vol 4). VS-Verlag Wiesbaden, pp. 29 –38 

Baldersheim, Harald 2005, From Altermen to Ministers. The Oslo Model Revisited, in: Berg, Rikke/ Rao, Nirmala (eds.), Transforming Local Political Leadership, Palgrave.Macmillan: Houndmills, pp. 59-72

Baldersheim, Harald/ Daloz, Jean-Pascal  2003, Political Leadership in a Global Age. The Experiences of France and Norway, Aldershot: Ashgate 

Baldersheim, Harald/Ståhlberg, Krister (eds.) (1994), Towards the Self-Regulating Municipality. Free Communes and Administrative Modernization in Scandinavia, Aldershot: Dartmouth Publications

Banner, Gerhard 1991, Von der Behörde zum Dienstleistungsunternehmen, in: VOP, no. 1, pp. 5-12

Banner, Gerhard (2006): Local government – a strategic resource in German public management reform, in: Hoffmann-Martinot, Vincent/Wollmann, Hellmut (eds.), Comparing Public Sector Reforms in France and Germany, Wiesbaden: VS Verlag, pp. 126-134

Bogumil, Jörg/ Grohs, Stephan/ Kuhlmann, Sabine/ Ohm, Anna 2007, Zehn Jahre Neues Steuerungsmodell, Berlin. Sigma

Bogumil, Jörg/Holtkamp, Lars 2002, Liberalisierung und Privatisierung kommunaler Aufgaben – Auswirkungen auf das kommmunale Entscheidungssystem, in: Libbe, Jens et al. (Hrsg.), Liberalisuierung und Privatisierung öffentlicher Aufgabenerfüllung¸Berlin, S. 71-91

Bouckaert, Geert (2006), Auf dem Weg zu einer neo-weberianischen Verwaltung. New Public Management im internationalen Vergleich, in: Bogumil, Jörg/Jann, Werner/Nullmeier, Frank (Hrsg.), Politik und Verwaltung, PVS-Sonderheft 37, S. 354-372

Brorström, Björn/Rombach, Björn (2004), Change, Göteborg, Göteborg University. School of Public Administration, unpubl. ms

Bulpitt, J. (1983), Territory and Power in the United Kingdom, Manchester: Manchester U Press

Conseil de l’Europe (2005), Le Livre Blanc sur la réforme de l’autonomie locale en Espagne, Expertise réalisée à la demande du gouvernement espagnol par G. Marcou, A. Lucarelli et H. Wollmann, Strasbourg, 43 pages.

Davey, Ken 1995, Local Government in Hungary, in: Coulson, Andrew (ed.), Local Government in Eastern Europe, Aldershot: Elgar, pp. 57-75

Ferran, Jaume Magre/ Horta, Xavier Bertrane 2005, Municipal Presidentialism and Democratic Consolidation in Spain, in: Berg, Rikke/ Rao, Nirmala (eds.), Transforming Local Political Leadership, Palgrave.Macmillan: Houndmills, pp. 73-84 

Häggroth, Sören/Kronvall, Kai./Riberdahl, Curt/Rudebeck, Karin et al. (1993), Swedish Local Government. Traditions and Reform, Stockholm: The Swedish Institute

Jaedicke, Wolfgang/Thrun, Thomas/Wollmann, Hellmut (2000) (Hrsg. Wüstenrot Stiftung), Modernisierung der Kommunalverwaltung. Evaluationsstudie zur Verwaltungsmodernisierung im Bereich Planen, Bauen, Umwelt, Stuttgart usw.: Kohlhammer

Jones, George 1991, Local Government in Great Britain, in:Hesse, Jens Joachim (ed) Local Government and Urban Affairs in International Perspective, Nomos: Baden-Baden

Katzenstein, Peter/Sil, Rudra (2005), What is Analytic Electicism and Why Do we Need It`A Pragmatist Perspective on Problems and Mechanisms in the Study of World Politics, unpubl. ms. (paper presented to Annual Meeting of American Political Science Assocation on Sept 1-2, 2005) http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p41957_index.html
Kuhlmann, Sabine (2006), Wandel lokaler Verwaltung in Kontinentaleuropa – ein deutsch-französischer Vergleich, in: Bogumil, Jörg/Jann, Werner/Nullmeier, Frank (Hrsg.), Politik und Verwaltung, PVS-Sonderheft 37, S. 373-396

Kuhlmann, Sabine (2008), Politik- und Verwaltungsreform in Kontinentaleuropa. Subnationale Institutionenpolitik im deutsch-französischen Vergleich, Baden-Baden: Nomos (forthcoming)

Larsen, Helge O. (2002), Directly Elected Mayors – Democratic Renewal or Constitutional Confusion, in: Caulfield, Janice/Larsen, Helge (eds.), Local Government at the Millennium, Opladen: Leske + Budrich, pp. 111-133

Marcou, Gérard 2004, Expérimentation et collectivités locales: expériences européennes, in: Ministère de l’Intérieur (ed.). Les collectivités locales et l‘ expérimentation: perspectives nationales et européennes, La Documentation Française: Paris, pp. 15-103

Marcou, Gérard 1996, L’Adminstration Locale et Régionale en Europe Centrale et Orientale. 1996 pp. 33-67

Marcou, Gérard/ Verebelyi, Imre 1993, New Trends in Local Government in Western and Eastern Europe, Brussels: IIAS

Ministerio de Administraciones Públicas 2005, Libro Blanco para la Reforma del Gobierno Local, Madrid: MAP 

Montin, Stig (2005), The Swedish Model: Many Actors and  few strong leaders, in: Berg, Rikke/Rao, Nirmila (eds.), Transforming Local Political Leadership, Houndmills: Palgrave, pp. 116-130

Montin, Stig/Amnå, Erik (2000), The local government act and municipal renewal in Sweden, in: Amnå, Erik/Montin, Stig (eds.), Towards a New Concept of Local Self-Government, Bergen: Fagbogforlaget, pp. 157-185

Norton, Allan (1994), International Handbook of Local and Regional Government, Aldershot: Edward Elgar 

Parrado, Salvador 2008, Failed policies but institutional innovation through “layering” and “diffusion”in Spanish central adminstration, in: International Journal of Public Sector Management, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 230-252

Peters, Guy B. (1995), Political institutions: old and new, in: Goodin, Robert/Klingemann, Hans-Dieter (eds.), A New Handbook of Political Science, Oxford: Oxford University Press

Peters, Guy B. 2008, The Napoleonic Tradition, in: International Journal of Public Sector Management, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 118-132

Pierson, Paul (2000); Increasing returns. Path dependence and the study of politics, in: American Political Science Review, vol. 94, pp. 251-267

Pollitt, Christopher (2003), Joined-up Government, in: Political Studies Revue, no. 1, pp. 34-49

Pollitt, Christopher/ Bouckaert, Geert 2004, Public Management Reform. A Comparative Analysis, 2nd. ed. Oxford U Press, Oxford 

Premfors, Rune (1998), Reshaping the democratic state: Swedish experiences in a comparative perspective, in: Public Administration, vol. 76, no. 1, pp. 141-159

Rao, Nirmala (2005), From Committees to Leaders and Cabinets. The British Experience, in: Berg, Rikke/Rao, Nirmala (eds.), Transforming Local Political Leadership, Houndmills: Palgrave, Macmillan, pp. 42-58

Reichard, Christoph 1994, Umdenken im Rathaus, Sigma: Berlin 

Rhodes, Rod (1997), Understanding Governance, London: Macmillan

Richter, Peter/Edeling, Thomas/Reichard, Christoph (2006), Kommunale Betriebe in größeren Städten, in: Kilian, Werner/Richter, Peter/Trapp, Jan Hendrik (Hrsg.), Ausgliederung und Privatisierung in Kommunen, Berlin: Sigma, S. 55-83

Rouban, Luc 2008, Reform without doctrine: public management in France, in: International Journal of Public Sector Management, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 133- 149

Scharpf, Fritz W. (1997), Games Real Actor play. Actor-centered Institutionalism in Policy Research, Boulder/Oxford: Westview Press

Schmidt, Vivien A. (2006), Give peace a chance. Reconciling four (not three) "New Institutionalisms", unpubl. ms. (Paper presented to Annual Meeting of American Political Science Assocation pm Aug 31-Sept 2006) http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p152814_index.html
Skelcher, Chris (1998), The appointed State, Buckingham: Open University Press

Soos, Gabor 2003, Local government reforms and the capacity of local governance in Hungary, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local Government in Europe, (URI book series vol 4). VS-Verlag Wiesbaden, pp. 241-260

Stewart, John 2000, The Nature of British Local Government, Houndmills: Macmillan 

Stewart, John (2003), Modernising British Local Government, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan

Stewart, John/Stoker, Gerry (eds.) (1995), Local Government in the 1990‘s, London: Macmillan

Sullivan, Helen 2003, Local government reform in Great Britain, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local Government in Europe, (URI book series vol 4). VS-Verlag Wiesbaden, pp.39-64

Thoenig, Jean Claude (2003), Institutional theories and public institution: traditions and appropriateness, in: Peters, Guy, B./Pierre, Jon (eds.), Handbook of Public Administration, London etc. Sage, pp. 127-137

Wilson, David/Game, Chris (2006), Local Government in the United Kingdom, 4. ed., Houndmills: Palgrave

Wollmann, Hellmut 1999a, La décentralisation en Angleterre, en France et en Allemagne: de la divergence historique à la convergence?, in: Revue Française d‘ Administration Publique, No. 90, pp. 313-328

Wollmann, Hellmut 1999b, Le système local en Allemagne: Vers un nouveau modèle de démocratie locale?, in: CURAPP/CRAPS (ed.), La démocratie locale, Presses Universitaires de France, pp. 103-116

Wollmann, Hellmut (2000), Comparing institutional development in Britain and Germany: (Peristent) Divergence or (Progressing) Divergence? in: Wollmann, Hellmut/Schröter, Eckhard (Hrsg.), Comparing Public Sector Reform in Britain and Germany, Aldershot: Ashgate, pp. 1-26

Wollmann, Hellmut (2002), Is the Traditional Model of Municipal Self-Government in Germany Becoming Defunct? in: German Journal of Urban Studies, no. I, http://www.difu.de/index.shtml?/publikationen/dfk/en/

Wollmann, Hellmut 2003a, Le modèle traditionnel de la libre administration communale allemande: survivra-t-il à la pression de la libération européenne, au New Public Mangement et à la crise financière?, dans: Annuaire 2003 des Collectivités Locales, CNRS: Paris, pp. 163-177


Wollmann, Hellmut 2003b, German local government under the double impact of democratic and administrative reforms, in: Kersting, Norbert/ Vetter, Angelika (eds.), Reforming Local Government in Europe, (URI book series vol 4). VS-Verlag Wiesbaden, pp. 85-112

Wollmann, Hellmut 2003c, Rebuilding local democracy and administration in East Germany: a „special case“ of post-communist transformation?, in: Baldersheim, Harald/ Illner, Michal/ Wollmann, Hellmut (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-Communist Europe, (URI book series, vol. 2) VS-Verlag, Wiesbaden  

Wollmann, Hellmut (2004a), Local Government Reforms in Great Britain, Sweden, Germany and France: Between Multi-Function and Single-Purpose Organisations, in: Local Government Studies, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 639-665 

Wollmann, Hellmut (2004b), The two waves of territorial reform of local government in Germany, in: Meligrana, John (ed.), Redrawing local government boundaries, UBC Press: Vancouver/Toronto, pp. 106-129

Wollmann, Hellmut (2008a), Reformen in Kommunalpolitik und -verwaltung. England, Schweden, Frankreich und Deutschland im Vergleich (edited by Wüstenrot Stiftung), Wiesbaden: VS Verlag

Wollmann, Hellmut (2008b), Reforming Local Leadership and Local Democracy: The Cases of England, Sweden, Germany and France in Comparative Perspective, in: Local Government Studies, vol. 34, no.2, pp. 279-298 

Wollmann, Hellmut (2008c), Comparing Local Government Reforms in England, Sweden, France and Germany, (ed. Wüstenrot Stiftung) internet publication, www.wüestenrot-stiftung.de/download/local-government (forthcoming)

Wollmann, Hellmut/Bouckaert, Geert (2006), State Organisation in France and Germany between Territoriality and Functionality, in: Hoffmann-Martinot, Vincent/Wollmann, Hellmut (eds.), State and Local Government Reforms in France and Germany. Divergence and Convergence, (URI book series, vol.7) Wiesbaden: VS Verlag, pp. 1-38,

Wollmann, Hellmut/ Bouckaert, Geert 2008, Réorganisation de l’Etat en France et en Allemagne, in: Pouvoirs Locaux, no. 76, pp. 113 – 120

Wollmann, Hellmut/ Lankina, Tomila 2003, Local Government in Poland and Hungary. From post-communist reform towards EU accession, in: Baldersheim, Harald/ Illner, Michal/ Wollmann, Hellmut (eds.), Local Democracy in Post-Communist Europe, (URI book series, vol. 2) VS-Verlag, Wiesbaden ISBN 3-8100-3192-5, pp. 91-123

� Our discussion (and so does John Stewart’s contribution to this volume) focuses on England which, along with Scotland and Wales, makes up Great Britain. Since, notwithstanding the country‘s unitary character, legislation on local government has since long shown significant differences between these three areas and  „nations“, it seems advisable and justified to single out, and focus on England. This applies even more since 1998 when, through establishing elected regional assemblies/“parliaments“ in Scotland and Wales by way of regional referendums, the previously unitary country has taken to the „road to quasi-federalism“ (Wilson/Game 2006: 82).  


� The Prussian Municipal Statute (Preussische Städteordnung) of 1808 was, in fact,  the earliest among „modern“ European local government systems, if one leaves aside the (short-lived) conspicuously „modern“ municipal legislation  which was passed by France’s revolutionary national assembly in 1790 and which, among others, inaugurated the „dualistic“ (division of power type) institutional arrangement of an elected local council and the (council-elected „executive“) mayor (maire) (see Wollmann 2008c, Country report France, with references).
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