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1. Introduction 

1.1. Guiding question and country coverage

In this article the reforms of local leadership is discussed which  have swept through European countries since the 1990s. 

The paper is meant to identify the changes which have occurred in the formation of local leadership and the factors that have shaped it. The guiding question is whether the institutionalisation of local leadership has shown divergence or convergence between countries or groups of countries.

The article purports to achieve a broad regional coverage of the development by addressing countries in Western  as well as in Central Eastern Europe where, after the collapse of the Communist regime, local government has experienced a dramatic revival and institutional transformation. In envisaging such a wide regional coverage the sample of countries to be treated needs to be selective.  From among Western European countries the U.K./England, Sweden, France, Germany, Italy and Spain will be picked and from among (ex-socialist) Central Eastern European countries Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and Croatia as well as the Russian Federation will be discussed. Although this country selection is not (and cannot be) comprehensive, it should suffice to provide an insightful (and also representative) overview of the formation and changes of local leadership. 

1.2. Guiding distinction between monistic and dualistic local government systems

The article is conceptually based on the assumption that, in the comparative study of the institutional development of local government and local leadership forms, it is useful to apply a typology which hinges on the distinction between monistic and dualistic local government schemes (see Wollmann 2008a: 280 f., see also Bobbio 2002: 170 ff;). (For an overview and discussion of other typologies see Heinelt/Hlepas 2006. Without denying the conceptual and also analytical merits of the other available typologies we claim and submit that the conceptual framework based on the monistic/dualistic dichotomy is analytically more potent to capture the institutional developments concerned).

1.2.1 Monistic scheme in England and Scandinavian countries 

In the monistic  model all powers of local government rest with the elected council (and its committees) which, thus, act in the deliberative/decision-making as well as in the “executive” function, including the direction and control of local administration. The monistic logic historically entailed the “assembly model” (see Bäck 2005: 82) and (local) government by committees system in which each of the sectoral committees is (monisticly) responsible both for decision-making and “execution” of local government functions in the respective policy/ service field. 

The monistic scheme and the ensuing government of committees system have (path-dependently) been the conceptual premise of the development of the local government systems in Great Britain/England and in Sweden (as well as in the other Scandinavian countries).

1.2.2. Dualistic scheme in Continental European countries

In the dualistic local government scheme a functional (and institutional) distinction is made between the decision-making/deliberative and the administrative/executive functions as the former is assigned to the elected local council as an essentially political body and the latter to an (institutionally as well as functionally self-standing) executive body. 

The executive body can be institutionalised in a council-elected (“parliamentary”) variant as council-elected (monocratic) mayor or as council-elected collegiate/collective body (cabinet, Magistrat). However, it can be installed also in directly elected (“presidential”) variant as directly elected (monocratic) mayor  (see also Bobbio 2002: 171 f.). 

The dualistic local government model in its (“parliamentary”) council-elected mayor (maire) variant was historically  “invented” in France’s “revolutionary” municipal legislation of 1789. Then the (dualistic) distinction was introduced between the local council (corps législatif) and the council-elected mayor, maire (exercising the pouvoir municipal) (see Moreau 2002: 76 ff..) From France the  dualistic local government model spread, at the beginning of the 19th century, first to the German States (in Prussia’s  Municipal Statute of 1808 the council-electede dualistic local executive was installed in a collegiate/collective cabinet (Magistrat) variant, in most other German States in the council-elected monocratic mayoral form). The dualistic scheme expanded Eastward when, in 1867, in Central Eastern European countries under Habsburg rule initial forms of local government were established. In South European countries the dualistic local government form made its entry along with the adoption of the Napoleonic State model. Thus, the dualistic local government scheme, mostly in its council-elected monocratic mayor variant, came to  (path-dependently) prevail throughout Continental Europe.

1.3. Variance and divergence in European local governments in the past

Hence, since their foundation in the 19th  century well until the 1980 local governments in European countries significant variance and divergence in the local government and local leadership forms. This applied particularly to the contrast between the English/Scandinavian and Continental European country groups along the monistic versus dualistic line. But it held also true, to some degree, for the variance among (and, for instance in the case of federal Germany, even within) Continental European countries. So the point is well taken that, in the past, it was “impossible to speak of one European model” (Magnier 1993: 259)

2. Nutshell country profiles of political and administrative leadership reforms
While, well unto the 1980s, European government systems have shown great institutional stability and continuity on their respective (path-dependent) track they have, since the 1990s, experienced dramatic shifts, if not ruptures. In the following, in a country sample (which, as already mentioned,  due to limited, is necessarily bound to be selective) the reforms and renovation in local leadership shall be outlined. 

2.1. England

The Local Government Act 2000 which was adopted by the newly elected New Labour Government passed the Local Government Act 2000 (see Stewart 2003: 60 ff., Rao 2005: 45 ff.) and which was “almost  a revolution” (Wilson/Game 2006: 92) the traditional sectorally responsible committees were abolished and, in their combination of decision-making and executive responsibilities, replaced with a single executive body for which two institutional variants were spelt out ( see Wilson/Game 2006: 105, see also Rao 2008, Copus 2008, both in this volume).

For one, the cabinet with leader variant is made up of the leader and of executive councillors. The leader is elected (and can be removed) by the council majority and is usually the “political strong man in town”, while the (executive) councillors either elected by the council majority or appointed (and dismissed) by the leader (depending on the “constitution” to be decided by each council). As the choice of the term “cabinet” indicates, the cabinet with leader form is tailored (in an institutional mimetism) on the national prime minister-led cabinet government with the executive councillors, each in charge of a sectoral responsibility (“portfolio”) akin “local ministers” and the leader as a kind of “local prime minister”. Thus, the cabinet with leader form can be seen as a move towards a dualistic local parliamentary government system. 

Second, the directly elected mayor and cabinet variant is even more “revolutionary” since, besides making the dualistic shift towards a self-standing executive body even more explicit, it ushers in the direct election of  the mayor. This unprecedented novelty in English local government history was probably borrowed, first of all, from direct election of mayors in US cities. In the new local government form, the direct election of US mayors. It falls to the mayor to appoint (and dismiss) executive councillors to the cabinet. In adopting the directly elected mayor and cabinet variant English local government legislation has arrived at a local presidential form .which, in view of the monocratic position of the mayor, marks a spectacular departure and deviation from the traditional  collective decision-making. 

In the 2000 legislation the local councils were obliged to choose among the legislative options, with the exception of local authorities with less than 85.000 inhabitants which were free to retain the traditional council form. For the adoption of the elected mayor form (which was strongly favoured by the New Labour government during the legislative process) an preceding approval by local referendum was additionally required. In about 81 percent of the existing 316 local authorities the councils adopted the cabinet with leader form (see Rao 2005: 45), whereas only in 10 (or three percent) of the local authorities the elected mayor and cabinet form was put  in place. The reason for clear preference for the cabinet with leader variant plausibly is that it comes closest to the traditional local government scheme, while the directly elected mayor would appear, because of its “monocratic” connotation, somewhat alien and hardly acceptable to the English political culture.

The introduction of the new local leadership form has significantly effected the position and role of the council and councillors as it hinges on the distinction between executive councillors in the cabinet and non-executive councillors who, again taking from national parliamentary parlance, are called backbench councillors with an unmistakably despicable undertone. The full council has been largely reduced to a scrutinising function, that is, to oversee the local executive by the setting up and running  scrutiny and oversight committees  These, however, have so far largely failed  to exercise effective scrutiny since the ruling council majority is often hardly interested to effectively check the executive that politically supports (Rao 2005: 54).

2.2. Sweden 

Sweden’s local government (kommunal självstyrelse) which dates back to 1862 has historically been also based on monistic principle and the ensuing system of sectorally responsible (executive) standing committees, nämnder.. 

Since the 1970s the traditional government by committees system has been increasingly criticised (similar to the English reform debate) for fostering the fragmentation of local government activities along the line of sectorally responsible committees, while local leadership capable of co-ordination was largely lacking.  

Hence the reforms that were initiated aimed primarily at strengthening local political and administrative leadership. This was sought to achieve on two scores. First, the role of the “main committee” (kommunstyrelse) has been enhanced in its co-ordination capacity while, however, nota bene, the traditional system of sectoral (monisticly responsible) standing committees was largely retained. Second, and perhaps more important, the party political and majoritarian rule in the council over its committees has been strengthened. Since the 1980s it has become common practice in Sweden’s municipalities that the chairpersons of the (standing) committees and the chairperson (and vice chairperson) of the “main committee” (kommunstyrelse) are elected by the council majority (or coalition majority). Whereas, in the past, the assignment of chairing the committees was instructed by the time-honoured proportionate principle that is rooted in the country’s consensus-based political culture, it has been replaced with majoritarian  (see Strömberg/Westerstâhl 1984: 39), thus giving the majority party a stronger hand in running local government. This “kind of parliamentarism” (Strömberg/Westerstahl 1984: 39) or “semi-parliamentarism” (Bäck 2002) surfaces particularly in the position of the chairman of the “main committee” (kommunalstyrelse) who is often the leader of the majority party and the “political strong man in town” and has come to assume the standing and prestige of  “informal (executive) mayor”   (see Montin 2005: 129). However, notwithstanding the “quasi-parliamentarisation” and majoritarian party rule which Swedish local governments have seenit still they are still a system of “many actors but few - if any - strong leaders” (Montin 2005: 130). 

The introduction of (monocratic executive) mayor, leave alone the direct election of the mayor, has so far been no noticeable topic on Sweden’s political agenda and would also seem to be a far cry in a still largely consensus-based political culture and tradition to which the monocratic mayor, let alone the directly elected “president-type”, would appear alien and unacceptable..

2.3. France
In line with the country’s dualistic local government trajectory which, as was highlighted in the introductory section, dates back to the (“revolutionary”) municipal legislation of 1789, France’s present local government system hinges on a dualistic (local parliamentary government type) scheme with an elected council and a council-elected mayor (maire). 

While, thus, the mayors are formally elected by the council, they have risen, in the political reality, since long to an eminent position which has been identified with a “local president” or even a “local monarch” (monarchie municipale, Mabileau 1994). An number of factors account for this rise of the mayor to the apex of local power (see Wollmann 2008a: 286 ff.      with references). .

For one, the electoral process has been “turned upside down” (Mény 1992: 17), because what is formally the election of the council and competition between political parties for council seats with the subsequent (indirect) election of the mayor by the council has transmuted, in the practice of French local politics and of the local electoral process, into a competition between mayoral candidates and into the quasi-direct election of the winner (see Hoffmann-Martinot 2003: 163). To capture this stunning reversal of the logic of the electoral process it was said that it is not the council that chooses the mayor but the mayor who “coopts” the councillors (Mény 1992: 17) 

Second, in France’s municipal legislation there is no (parliamentary-type) vote of non-confidence procedure by which a council majority could remove a sitting mayor from office. 

Third, in municipalities of over 3.500 inhabitants, the political command which the mayor has over council has been still reinforced by a provision of the electoral law, introduced in 1983, through which the winning mayoral candidate is ensured, by a “majority premium”, of a safe majority of council seats occupied by his/her party followers (see Hoffmann-Martinot 2003: 163). Consequently, the council minority party and council opposition have been politically dwarfed and reduced to the “role of spectators” (Kerrouche 2005: 160).

Fourth, following from the dualistic scheme the mayor exercises the executive functions in his/her own right, albeit accountable to the council.

Fifth, in most municipalities, particularly in larger ones, the mayor is assisted, in the operational conduct of his/her responsibilities, by a number of deputy mayors (adjoints) and other councillors (conseillers délégués). They are appointed by the mayor from among the councillors, can be dismissed by him at pleasure and form a kind of mayoral cabinet.

Sixth, many mayors gain additional standing and influence from the time-honoured practice of the “accumulation of elective mandates” (cumul de mandats) according to which mayors may hold elective positions at upper (including national) levels (see Mabileau 1994). Such accumulation of mandates creates a significant power base particularly for political “heavy weights” (grands notables) who are often members of the Assemblée Nationale (députés-maire) or of the Sénat (sénateurs-maire) (see Hoffmann-Martinot 2003: 167).

Seventh, due to the safe local power base on which mayors can count and their entanglement with national politics the position of the mayor has become a life-long career – with a duration of up to 50 years (see details and examples see Bobbio 2002: 186 ff.

In sum, in France’s système local which is formally a (“parliamentary government-type”) elected council plus council-elected mayor  form the mayor has risen to a (quasi-) presidential, if not “monarchical” leadership position unparalleled elsewhere in Europe. Concomitantly, the role of the elected council has been y marginalised  (see Kerrouche 2005: 159 f.).

Germany

In Germany, the introduction of the dualistic local government form dates back, as already mentioned, to the early 19th century when it was installed in the German States - in the council-elected collegiate cabinet (Magistrat) form (particularly in the pace-setting Prussian Municipal Statute, Preussische Städteordnung of 1808) as well as in the council-elected monocratic mayor scheme. (For details and references on the further institutional development up to 1945 see Wollmann 2005: 29 ff.). 
When, after the defeat of Nazi Germany, democratic constitutional government was restored in (West) Germany, most of the Länder (which under the Federal Constitution of 1949 are responsible for local government legislation) re-established local government on the traditional dualistic (local parliamentary government type) track – in the council-elected (executive) mayor form or - in the Land of  Hesse – in a council-elected  (executive) collegiate body/cabinet (Magistrat). There were two conspicuous exceptions to this pattern..

For one, in two Länder (Nordrhein-Westfalen and Niedersachsen which lay in the British Occuaption Zone) the new local government legislation deviated blatantly from the dualistic trajectory as, under the influence of the British Occupation Forces,  a monistic “strong council”  form was adopted that was tailored on the English local government model (for details see Wollmann 2004b: 153).

Second, another striking departure from the local government track of having council-elected mayors was effected in the South German Länder Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg which, in an institutional innovation unprecedented in German and European local government history, decided to introduce the direct election of the mayors and to embark on a variant of local presidentialism. -  an institutional innovation for which the directly elected mayor in US cities obviously  was an example.. The so- called “South German strong mayor” model is essentially marked by the triple positional “muscle”  of chairing the council (and the council committees) of acting as chief executive (“CEO”) head of local administration and of possessing direct democratic legitimacy. 

Thus, from the 1950 well unto the late 1980s, in the  (West) German Länder exhibited an almost perplexing variety of (four to five) different local government variants including the directly elected mayor. The Länder, thus, turned out a kind of institutional laboratory to “test” different local government and local leadership models.

.

In the early 1990s, in an astoundingly rapid sequence of legislation  all Länder, one by one, shifted to the (“presidential”) directly elected executive  mayor form tailored (by way of mimetic isomorphism, see DiMaggio/Powell 1983) on the existing  “South German strong mayor” model. (see Wollmann 2004b, 2005 with references). 

The reform wave was driven particularly by two motives.

For one, increasingly the need was publicly voiced and supported to see the citizens empowered, particularly on the local level, by introducing binding local referendums and the direct election of mayors. A strong impulse came from East Germany where, following the collapse of the Communist regime, citizen groups and politicians pointed to the crucial role which basic democratic groups played in toppling the Communist regime and demanded that this basic democratic legacy should be preserved and carried over into local government legislation (see Wollmann 2003).

Second, in West German Länder the perception prevailed that the local political and administrative leadership should be strengthened to enable it to cope with the mounting “ungovernability” of the cities. Remedy was seen in the “South German”, first of all in the Baden-Württemberg’s model.

In all Länder (but one) the mayors and the councils are elected on different dates and for different terms of offices (for details see Vetter 2006: 260, Wollmann 2005:32 ff.). (Interestingly two Länder that originally opted for the “synchronised” election form have in the meantime shifted to “not- synchronised” one). The “not-synchronised” election dates and elective terms are, on the one hand, prone to strengthen the mayor’s independence of, and detachment from the (local) political parties and, hence, to enhance his/her non-partisan “presidential standing and profile. On the other hand, it facilitates the emergence of a situation  (called “cohabitation” in French political jargon) in which council majority and the mayor have different political affiliations and convictions and, thus, may block each other. However experience from Baden-Württemberg (where “not-synchronised” elections have taken place since the 1950s) suggest that that such stalemates have been rare and been resolves through compromises.

In most (11 out of 13) Länder recall procedures have been introduced by which the directly elected mayor can be removed from office by local referendum (for details see see Wollmann 2005: 36, Vetter 2006: 260). Experience shows the recall procedures have been quite frequently employed.

Most Länder provide for  deputy mayors (Beigeordnete) who form a kind of mayoral cabinet to assist the mayor. Although, in some Länder,  the Beigeordneten are elected by the council, the mayor exercises the sole executive responsibility. 

Although no formal – professional – requirements are stipulated for becoming a mayoral or mayor, experience (particularly again from Baden-Württemberg) indicates that, over the years, an increasing “professionalisation” of mayors has occurred – with local voters giving preference to candidates that have professional skills. By now being becoming and being a mayor has turned out (provided re-election) a life-long occupation and profession (for details and references see Bogumil/ Holtkamp 2006: 102 ff.)..

On the one hand, the directly elected executive mayor has risen to an (often very) strong (“local president”-like) leadership position. On other hand, as the local councils are elected on the proportionate electoral scheme which favours the existence of a plurality of parties in the council, the local councils continue to be relevant local players. 

2.5. Italy 

In Italy’s post-World War II development as a Republic under the Constitution of January 1, 1948 a local government system was put in place that hinged on a (“local parliamentary government”-type) elected council plus county-elected mayor (sindaco) scheme. The council (consiglio) was elected on a proportionate electoral formula. The council, in turn elected the mayor (sindaco) and his cabinet (giunta) consisting of  deputy mayors (assessori). Both the mayor and the giunta could be removed from office by a (“parliamentary”) vote of non-confidence adopted  by simple council majority (for details see Bobbio 2005: 22).

In the course of the 1980s the local government system went through a mounting crisis which climaxed in the early 1990s particularly for two reasons (see Bobbio 2005:34 ff.).

First, because of the high fragmentation of Italian political parties and the ease with which, by simple council majority, the mayors and cabinets (giunte) could be unseated,  local leadership was often unstable (see Bobbio 2002: 181. Furthermore, in the local practice the deputy mayors (assessori), often tied to party-specific, clientelistc and sectoral interests, tended to “fragment” local politics (see Magnier 2003: 190). 

Second, and crucial, many local politicians were judicially persecuted and convicted of bribery between 1991-1993, “sweeping away an entire political class” (Bobbio 2005: 35). In 1993, in order to forestall a referendum on municipal electoral law the Italian Parliament, “out of the blue” (Bobbio 2002: 182, 2005: 35) introduced a majoritarian electoral system combined with the direct election of the executive mayor, thus creating  the institutional conditions for strong and stable local leadership.

On the one hand, Italian’s directly elected executive mayor (sindaco) is, different from Germany’s directly elected “strong” mayor”, not at the same time ex officio chairperson of the local council (consiglio) which elects its own chairperson (presidente) from among the councillors.. On the other hand, however, his/her position with regard to the council has been greatly strengthened by two provisions in the electoral law which both, depending of the size of the municipality, have the effect of guaranteeing the winning mayoral candidate a comfortable majority of councillors of his/her political party affiliation (for details see Bobbio 2005:: 40) . (This “majority premium” is reminiscent of a similar “majority guarantee” for the winning mayoral party list introduced in France 1983). 

For the conduct of the mayor’s executive functions a mayoral cabinet  (giunta) is installed that is made up of  deputy mayors (assessori). Evidencing the clear shift from the previous parliamentary-type to the new presidential-type regime the assessori are now being appointed and can be dismissed by the mayor without approval of the council. If a councillor is appointed to the cabinet, he/she must give up the council seat. This provision accentuates the dualistic separation between the  elected  council and the mayor’s executive (see Bobbio 2002: 182)..

In the reaction to the party political turmoil of the late 1980s and early 1990s the 1993 reform was targeted at “placing the mayor in the central position once held by the (political) parties” (Baldini/Legnante 2000: 69):  In fact,  although no professional requirements are laid down for mayoral candidates local practice and experience  indicate that the recruitment of  mayors has shown  a “bourgeoisificaton” (“imborghesimento”) Bettin/ Magnier1995, Bobbio 2002: 182 f.) and, ensuingly, “professionalisation” of the mayoral  cohort (analogous to the professionalisation of the mayors Germany). 

.

Since  1997, obviously as an institutional “import” from the USA, the position of  city manager (called direttore generale) has been introduced.  His/her appointment  lies solely with the mayor and does not need the approval by the council and his/her term of office is tied to that of the mayor. (see Bobbio 2005: 42). The arrival of a cohort of new city managers who often have an excellent professional training (particularly at the renowned Università Bocconi) and are usually (very) well paid, may not only to further promote professionalisation and New Public Management inspired modernisation in Italy’s municipal administration but may also hold and hedge internal rivalry and tension between the mayors and the direttori generali at the helm of administration.

Because of the institutionally strong position of the mayor, of the political command which, benefiting from the “majority premium”, he/she has over the council and of the accompanying reduction of council responsibilities the 2003 reform has entailed  a structural and political weakness  of the council (see Bobbio 2005:40)..

2.6. Spain

During the (short-lived) (2nd.) Spanish Republic (1931-1939) the legislation of 1935 (Ley Municipal Republicana) was tailored on the (French) dualistic elected council plus mayor model, but introduced a conspicuous innovation in laying down, besides the council-election  of the mayor (alcalde), the directly elected form. (see Marquez 1007: 66). Bit it did not become effective any more amidst the Civil War (1936-1939) which ended General Franco’s victory and dicatatorhip. (see Rodriguez Alvarez 2005). 

After the mid-1970s “the period  of transition from the dictatorial Franco regime to democracy “was marked by “the fear that the local level would be a perpetual source of political instability. The large number of municipalities and the recent history of despotism on the part of municipal politicians raised doubt as to how well the local political system would work” (Magre/Bertana 2005: 80). 

Under the new democratic Constitution of 1978 which re-established  local government (see Alba/Navarro 2003: 204), the basic legislation of 1985 (Ley Regulatora de las Bases del Régimen Local, LRBRL) took up the country’s pre-Franco tradition and put in place a dualistic local government form (see Rodriguez-Alvarez 2005) with an elected council and an (executive) mayor.

For the election of the mayor the variants were laid down depending on the size of the municipality.

·  For the municipalities with less than 100 inhabitants (which, reflecting the existence of very small municipalities, are 934 – or some 12 percent – of the total of municipalities) a direct democratic (sic!) local government form was laid down with the local citizens gatheriing in (town meeting-type) open councils (consejos abiertos) and electing the mayor (alcalde) directly. (see Magre/Bertrana 2005; 73).

· In municipalities with 100 to 250 inhabitants (which are another 1.593 or 18 percent of the municipalities) the five members of the local councils are elected on a majoritarian formula whereby the candidate who gets most votes becomes mayor which amounts to a quasi-direct election of the mayor. (see Alba/Navarro 2003: 208).  

· In the municipalities with than 250 inhabitants (which, with 60 percent, is the overwhelming majority) the mayor is  elected by the council which, in turn, elected by the local citizens in a proportionate electoral system.

In the latter variant the council-elected mayor can be removed from office by the council through a (“parliamentary”) vote of non-confidence which, interestingly, is designed as a “constructive vote of non-confidence”: It becomes effective only if  a new mayor is elected by the council. This provision which, in an institutional mimetism, replicates existing Spanish national constitutional and parliamentary law (which, in turn, has followed such provision in the German Constitution of 1949) aims at preventing lest “negative” council majorities agree on toppling the mayor without being politically consistent and stable enough to “positively” elect and support a new mayor).

Subsequent legislative amendments were targeted at further strengthening the administrative capacity of local leadership.

In legislation of 1999 it was laid down for municipalities with more than 5.000 inhabitants (which are about 25 percent of all municipalities) that a mayoral cabinet (junta del gobierno local) be formed whose members are appointed (and dismissed) by the mayor without approval of the council. The junta is reminiscent of functionally and politically similar collective bodies (cabinets) in the Italian, German and also French local government systems. 

In 2003, another legislative reform (Ley Medidas de Modernización del Gobierno Local,  LMMGL) was directed at the “big cities” (municipios de gran población) which comprise about 30 percent of the Spanish population (for details see Rodriguez Alvarez 2005, Martinez-Fuentes 2008: 276 note 1). The (council-elected) mayors of “big cities” may appoint members of the cabinet who are not councillors. While the new provision is meant, through the appointment of professionals and specialists to the junta, to strengthen the administrative capacity of the mayor, it may (like in the afore-mentioned similar development in Italy) it may, at the same time, redefine and recalibrate the relation between the political role of the (council-elected) mayor and the technical-professional status and weight of the mayor-appointed cabinet  (see Magre/ Bertrana  2005:  73). 

Recently another reform debate has gathered momentum that envisages to buttress the leadership of the mayors by introducing their direct election. At the same time the idea (obviously borrowed from Italy and France) has been vented to provide the winning mayoral candidate with a safe majority in the council. Since 2002 both major parties, the Socialist Party (Partido Socialista Obrero Espanol,PSOE) as well as by the conservative Partido Populare, PP) have both taken up such proposals in their political programs  (see PSOE 2002, Alba/Navarro 2003: 210, for details see Marquez 2007. 61 ff.). The issue has been also raised in the (socialist) government’s White Paper for the Reform of Local Government (Libro Blanco para la Reforma del Gobierno Local) of June 2005 (see Libro Blanco 2005). In its recommendations the Libro Blanco refrained, however, from a whole-sale introduction of the directly elected mayor. Instead it has been suggested to gradually extending the already existing direct or quasi-direct forms of mayoral election to larger municipalities  Since, in the electoral practice, the election of the local councils is widely perceived by the local citizens, like in France, as a “quasi-direct” election of the mayor (see Rodriguez Alvarez 2005) the issue of changing, for real, to the direct election of the mayor is obviously not given political urgency. 

In sum, on the one hand, the mayors (who in 60 percent of the municipalities are elected by the council) have risen to a dominant position which has been even identified as “absolute leadership in the ambit of municipal government (Rodriguez Alvares 2005) amounting to a  “municipal presidentialism” (Magre/Bertrana 2005: 73). On the other  hand, the political parties, on the basis of the proportionate electoral system, are significant local players. 

Reform of local political and administrative leadership in (post-socialist) countries in Central Eastern Europe

Turning to the restructuring local democracy and local leadership in  (post-socialist) Central East European countries (from among which Poland, Slovenia and Croatia will be picked) three common features should, at the outset, be highlighted.

First, after the Communists seized power in these countries after 1945 centralist State and Communist Party rule was imposed and enforced by the Soviet Union on the blue-print of its Stalinist State model in which the local level was merely an agent of centralist rule. With slight variance from country to country this centralist scheme remained in place for over 40 years until 1990. The build-up of democratic local government had to start from scratch.

 Second, prior to 1945, the Central the East European countries had their own local government traditions which were based on the dualistic form with elected councils and council-elected mayors (for historical details, for instance, on Slovenia see Trpin 2003, Grad 2008, and on Croatia see Kopric 2003). For one, these  traditions dated back to these countries’ history as independent states during the “inter-war years” (1919 – 1939). Second, in the countries which in the 19th century were under Habsburg rule, local government was introduced was introduced through legislation in 1867 tailored on the dualistic German-Austrian model (see Marcou/Verebelyi 1993: 79, 

Third, the decisions on how the new local government structures, including local leadership forms, were put in place after 1990 have been shaped, apart from common factors, by  country-specific influences pertaining to the country-specific tradition and transformation context. 

2.7. Poland

Historically, between 1919 and 1939 (before Poland was invaded and occupied by Nazi Germany and by the Soviet Union) the Polish Republic had a local government system in the the dualistic elected council with council elected mayor form. 
As a crucial step in the transformation from Communist rule to democratic government the local government legislation of March 8, 1990 fell essentially in line with the (pre-Nazi occupation and pre-communist) institutional tradition in laying down a dualistic model with an elected council and a council-elected mayor as well as a (council-elected) collective cabinet (zarzad). During the legislative process the idea to have the mayor directly elected was considered but rejected as it was feared that this might usher in revival and continuation of local autocratic rule experienced under the Communist regime (see Heurtaux 2005) Instead a mix of council elected mayoral and cabinet rule was adopted in emphasising the elective power of the council which was elected on a proportionate electoral scheme. .

Accordingly under the 1990 legislation  the mayor (as well as the cabinet) could be removed from office through a (“parliamentary”) vote of non-confidence adopted with a simple council majority (see  Swianiewicz 2005: 108)

Subsequently, the newly introduced local government system was marked by great political turbulence and instability as, resulting from the political fragmentation into small parties and clientelistic groups rampant in local councils  and fostered by procedural ease to topple sitting mayor and/or cabinet, in the period between 1990 and 2000 a great many of local leaders were voted out office (for details and figures see Swianiewicz 2005: 108 f). Furthermore, the council-elected mayors were blamed for being narrowing dependent on special interests in the council and for being incompetence, if not corrupted. Thus there was a growing popular call for and support of the direct election of the mayor (see Heurtaux 2005). 

When in 2002, in a “revolutionary change” (Swianiewicz 2003: 294), the direct election of the mayor was introduce the prevalent political and legislative motive was to strengthen the political leadership role of the mayor and to enhance political stability in the municipalities. 

The mayor may appoint (and dismiss) deputy-mayors at pleasure, but the appointment of the treasurer needs to be approved by the council (see Swianiewicz 2008: 4). 

Under the new 2002 legislation the directly elected mayor can be “recalled” by the local citizens by way of local referendum. The voter turnout needs to be higher than 30 percent of the local electorate which constitutes a procedural hurdle to prevent coincidental “recall” majorities. The number of  “recalls” has grown. Between 2002 and 2006 almost 100 local referenda were held of which 12 led to the effective recall of the mayor (see Swianiewiecz 2008: 4).

2.8. Hungary

After the collapse of the communist regime which in Hungary took place in  a “negotiated transition” (see Batt 1991, Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 94) the local government act of August 2, 1990 was premised on the dualistic elected council and mayoral model  - in line with the country’s pre-communist and Austria-Hungarian (Habsburg) tradition. 

For the election of the mayor two modalities were chosen (see Soos 2003: 243, Temesi 2000: 359). 

· For municipalities with more than 10.000 inhabitants the (local “parliamentary government type”) elected council plus council-elected mayor form was stipulated  following the traditional track.

· Regarding municipalities with less than 10.000 inhabitants (which was the overwhelming majority of the municipalities) the legislation  conspicuously departed from this tradition and turned to the (local “presidential system” type) direct election of the mayor. 

The reason for this shift can plausibly be seen primarily in the pronounced localist and basic democratic commitment which drove Hungary’s political transition and foundation phase and made it “extremely liberal by any international standard” (Davey 1995: 74, Wollmann/Lankina 2003: 94).

In 1994 the direct election of the mayor was extended to all municipalities regardless of size. The legislative purpose apparently was, first of all, party political and political tactical one since the liberal party (at that time the second strongest in the national parliament) was wary of losing in the upcoming local elections and expected to retain local strength through the direct election of the mayor
.
The mayor exercises his/her executive responsibilities with the assistance of an “office” which is formed at the council  (see Temesi 2000: 358 f.). At the same time, an administrative chief officer (traditionally called notary) is put in place who, being a public administration professional,  appointed by the council for undetermined period and on the basis of an open competition. He/she manages the office of the council. While the mayor directs the general strategy of the office, the chief administrator (notary) is responsible for its day-to-day activities (see Temesi 2000: 358).

Thus, Hungary’s local government system constitutes a certain institutional mix combining the directly elected  executive mayor with an involvement of the council in the conduct of executive functions and with shared executive responsibilities of the council-appointed chief administrator (notary). 

(Balkan) successor states of Yugoslavia

The Balkan countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia and Montenegro) emerged after 1990 from  the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Skipping the details on the complicated and turbulent development of the successor states (for historical details on Slovenia see Trpin 2003: 158 ff. and on Croatia see Kopric 2003: 183 ff.)         the development of local government and local leadership in Slovenia and Croatian shall be singled out for the reason that the former was the front-runner and the latter as the late-comer in introducing the direct election of mayors among ex-Yugoslavia countries (for an overview see Kopric 2008 in this volume).

2.9. Slovenia

After Slovenia’s secession from Yugolavia  local government operated, at first, under the system left from the Socialist Yugolawia. Then, through the local municipal legislation of 1993  a (dualistic) local government system of the elected council plus directly elected (executive) mayor form was introduced  (see Trpin 2003: 161). While the underlying dualistic scheme linked up with the country’s pre-communist and Habsburg local government tradition  the direct election of the mayor was a novelty. It can plausibly be explained by the fact that in neighbouring Hungary the direct election was inaugurated also in 1990 and in neighbouring Italy in 1993 which may have fostered (mimetic isomorphism-type,, see DiMaggio/Powell 1983) learning.. Both the council and the mayor are (synchronically) elected for the duration of four years. No recall procedure has been laid down. 

An administrative director (of the city manager sort) is appointed by the council upon nomination by the mayor.

Somewhat analogous to the French  cumul de mandats tradition the electoral law allows the mayors to simultaneously sit in the national parliament.  As, consequently about one third of the mayors are also in the national parliament they have been criticised for “often representing local interests instead of national interests” (see Grad 2008). 

2. 10. Croatia 

On June 25, 1991  the Croatian Parliament decided to become independent and to secede from Socialist Yugoslavia . Because of the subsequent “war of independence” wages against Serbia  local government legislation was adopted only at the end of 1992 (see Kopric 2003: 188). 

In the 1992 legislation, in line with the pre-communist (and the earlier“ Habsburg”) tradition, a dualistic local government introduced premised on the elected council and council elected (executive) mayor  plus a council elected (executive) cabinet). Thus, comparable to the early local government form in Poland,  a shared executive responsibility between the mayor and the cabinet was stipulated, thus somewhat curbing the position of the mayor. 

Similarly, both the mayor and the  cabinet, either accountable to the council,  could be removed from office by a (“parliamentary”) vote of non-confidence with a simple council majority. In a variant of the constructive vote of non-confidence, the vote of non-confidence is only effective if a new mayor is elected by the council. If  this is not the casethe council is dissolved and new council and mayor will be elected (see Kopric 2008).  

Between 1992 and 2000 local politics when through a turbulent phase in which, notwithstanding the procedural hurdle of the quasi-constructive vote of non-confidence, many mayors and cabinets were ousted..

In order to provide for more stability of local leadership, in October 2007 reform legislation was adopted introducing the direct election of the mayors – entering into effect in 2009. Council and mayor will be elected simultaneously (snchronically) for four years while the  executive cabinet will be abolished .

A recall procedure will be in place which will be initiated also by local citizens, but will be determined by the council (which is a “parliamentary-type” exception to the direct-democratic  rule that the recall is decided by local referendum).

 The reform will enter in force with the local election of 2009 (see Kopric. 

2.11. Russian Federation

The introduction of local government in the Russian Federation in the early 1990s which included direct election of the mayor makes for a particularly intriguing case in our country sample for a number of reasons.

· The Soviet Union (which, until its dissolution in December 1991, comprised the Russian Federation as its by far largest component) was, for  70 years well unto the 1980s, the epitome of a centralist (quasi-totalitarian) State organisation in which the real  power lay solely with the Central Committee of the Communist Party. The municipalities, their (formally elected) councils (soviety) and administrative units were merely local offices and agents of the centralist State and Party rule - with the executive committees (ispolkomy) of the local councils (soviety) resting firmly in the hands of Party (nomenklatura) appointees.(see Wollmann 2004a: 105 ff.). During the late 1980s the perestroika reforms that were initiated and pushed by Michal Gorbachev aimed at loosening the iron grip of the Party on the state structure, including the local councils and local administration.. 
· Before the Communists seized power in 1918 there  was no  local government tradition in Tsarist Russia 

· The Russian Federation which has become an independent state in 1991 while the Soviet Union was dissolved in December 1991 has some 140 inhabitants and is, by territory, the largest country in the world.

The power struggles and institutional ruptures that accompanied the formation of the Russian Federation (under Boris El’tsins leadership) as an independent State and to the dissolution of the Soviet Union (under Michal Gorbachev) have to skipped at this poiont (for details and  references see Gel’man 2004,  Wollmann 2004a, Wollmann/Butosowa 2003, Wollmann/Gritsenko  2008). 

The adoption of local government legislation by the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation on July 6, 1991 was a significant step in the process of state formation (and “nation building”) of the Russian Federation (see Wollmann/Butusova 2003: 217). The new legislation hinged on the dualistic local government model with elected council and directly elected executive mayor -  called  “head of administration” (glava administratsii) or (borrowing from French) “mer”. The concept of the  (“president-like”) mayor was obviously drawn from, and a “mimetism” of  the position of the President of the Russian Federation that was installed by popular referendum shortly before, in March 1991, and to which Boris El’tsin was elected in June 1991. Furthermore, amidst the then raging power struggle between the conservative “old” communist elite, still well entrenched in the local executive committees (ispolkomy), and the (communist) reformers led by Elt’sin, the introduction of the directly elected mayor was pushed by the reformers with the resolve and expectation to drive the “old” nomenklaturist elites out of their local strongholds through the directly elected strong mayor (see Wollmann/Butusova 2003: 214 ff.).

The first round of direct elections of the mayors was scheduled for November 1991. However, locked in the power fight against the “old” communist” camp in the Supreme Soviet, President El’tsin chose to  suspend the envisaged election of the mayors and to appoint them, instead, in order to have them serve as local agents in his “power vertical”. Under the revised RF Constitution of December 1993 which was adopted in the wake of  El’tsin’s  power coup of October 1993 the new federal local government legislation of 1995 continued on the (dualistic) track with elected council and mayor (glava administratsii or mer), leaving it  up to the local councils  to decide whether the mayor should be elected directly (in a “presidential” scheme) by the local citizens or indirectly (in a “parliamentary” vein) by the local council. Subsequently, for the first time in Russian history, mayors were directly elected in a significant number of municipalities throughout the Russian Federation. 

Without, at this point, going into any further details  (for the most recent development and references see Wollmann/Gritsenko 2008) it must suffice to add that, although the mayors, whether directly or indirectly elected, have, as a result of President Vladimir Putin’s re-centralisation of the Russian Federation,  come largely under centralist control, they still continue to play a noeworthy role particularly in the big cities while the elected councils have been marginalised.

3. Comparative summary  
3.2.1 Monistic local government countries moving towards dualistic parliamentarian forms

England has, since 2000, undergone a radical shift its time-honoured monistic local government structure by introducing the cabinet with leader form. In this, in a (mimetic isomorphism-type,, see DiMaggio/Powell 1983) replica of national-level  prime-ministerial cabinet government, the executive councillors, each responsible for his/or “portfolio” resemble local ministers and the leader likens a local prime-minister. In the variant of elected mayor with cabinet the English local government reform has even more explicitly moved towards the dualistic scheme in its (local) presidential version..

The reform in Sweden has so far been  more cautious and gradualist as the traditional system of monisticly responsible standing committees has been essentially retained while local leadership was sought to be strengthened and “streamlined” by employing some (political party-determined) “quasi-parliamentarism” – with traces of a “local parliamentary system” -  in the assignment and appointment of leading positions in the committees, particularly in the “man committee”.

As Swedish local government continues to be characterised by “many actors and few strong leaders” (Montin 2005), the council and its committees keep playing a significant role.

3.2.2.  Conspicuous rise and expansion  of the  dualistic directly elected executive mayor

Before 1990 in European countries the direct election of the mayor was installed only in two South German Länder (since the 1950s) and in Spain (for very small municipalities since 1985). 

Adoption of the direct election of the mayor

After 1990  the direct election of the mayor has seen a conspicuous expansion in European countries. 

In “Western” Europe it was introduced in all German Länder (since the early 1990s) and in Italy (in 1993). In post-socialist countries it made its entry in Hungary (in 1990 for small municipalities), in the Russian Federation (in 1991) and in Slovenia (in 1993). In a “second reform” wave it was adopted  in Poland (in 2002) and in Croatia (to come in force in 2009) with both countries putting the elected mayor in lieu of a previous council-elected mayor plus council-elected cabinet form. 

Reasons and motives. 

For one, in some countries and phases the political intention to enlarge direct democratic citizen rights prevailed. This showed particularly in post-socialist transformation countries, e.g. in East German Länder and in Hungary.

Second, in some country the political intention was in the fore to provide the institutional conditions for more stability and continuity in local leadership. This could be observed in Italy (in 1993), in Poland (after in 2004) and in Croatia (in 2008).

Third, the political motive was prevalent to enhance the political and administrative capacity to ascertain the “governability” of the cities. This purpose was paramount in West German Länder. 

Furthermore, often party political and tactically politically motives were the drivers as exemplified in Russia where the direct election of the mayor had the short-notice goal to drive the “old” communists out of their local strongholds or also in Hungary where the extension of the direct election to the larger cities in 1994 was propelled by the political caclulus of a major party to forestall losses in the upcoming local elections. 

Term of office. In most countries (Italy, Poland, Slovenia, Croatia) the mayor and the council are elected (synchronically) at the same date. By contrast in the Russian Federation and in all but one of the German Länder the election of the mayor and of the council take place on different dates and for different duration of office. The experience in Germany suggests that the “not-synchronised” election of the mayor, on the one hand, enhances his/her (“local president-like”) independence from the local political party. On the other hand, it may lead to (to use the French political jargon) “cohabitation”, that is, to a political constellation in which the mayor and the council majority have different (party) political affiliations and may block each other. 

Majority premium. Being an exception among tje countries with directly elected mayors Italy has, in the electoral legislation, additionally reinforced the position of the mayor in the relation with the council by ensuring the winning mayoral candidate of a comfortable majority in the council – in a “majority premium” which is reminiscent of the one adopted in France in 1983 for the council-elected mayor.

Recall procedure. In some countries recall procedure are laid down to remove the incumbent from office. In most countries (e.g. in most German Länder, in most pertinent Central East European countries, kin Russia) the decision on the recall is taken by way of (direct democratic) local referendum that, in part, can be initiated also by the council. In Italy the power to recall the incumbent mayor lies (in a “quasi-parliamentary” deviation from the direct democratic logic of the mayor election) with the council and are not subject to a local referendum.

Mayoral cabinet. In most countries the mayor is assisted in the conduct of the executive tasks by a cabinet made up particularly of deputy mayors who (for instance in some German Länder) are elected by the council. In any case the mayor exercises the sole executive responsibility and direction.

Chief officer, city manager. In most countries the position of an administrative (professional)  chief officer has been crated (in Hungary, since 1990, the “notary”, in Italy, since 1997,  the direttore generale). While this position-holder is, as a rule, appointed – and dismissed – by the mayor and formally subordinate to the latter, he/she constitutes a professional-technical (“quasi-CEO”) counterweight to the (essentially) political mayor. In the German Länder such as position has not be created.

Role of the council

The directly elected executive mayor tends to prevail in the local arena. This holds true particularly in a institutional constellation where, as in Italy, the winning mayoral candidate is guaranteed a comfortable council majority. As the local practice in Germany suggests, the election of the council on a proportionate electoral formula fosters a plurality of political parties in the council which, in turn, makes a “bipolar” power balance between the mayor and the council more likely.

3.2.34. Dualistic council-elected monocratic mayors:  On the retreat

The most prominent example of the persistence of the (“parliamentary government” type) dualistic local government model is France which, it should be recalled, is the “mother country” of this scheme. Although, according to the parliamentary logic, formally elected by the council, the mayor has risen, in the political and electoral practice of the sysème local, to the position of a quasi-directly elected local president, if not (as it was observed) of a “local monarch”. Thus, the French mayoral system can, in practical terms, be counted in the “directly elected mayor” group.

In Spain, the mayors (alcaldes) who, in the municipalities with more than 250 inhabitants, are formally elected by the council, have also risen to a local president-like posture with the council elections perceived as mayoral elections. Thus, similar to France, the Spanish council-elected mayors, too,  can, in practical terms, be categorised as “directly elected”.

Short-lived existence of a dualistic council-elected forms in Poland and Croatia

Both in Poland and in Croatia variants of the dualistic  model were, at the very beginning of the institutional transformation, temporarily in place with the executive responsibilities shared by a council-elected mayor and a council-elected cabinet (in Poland after 1990 and in Croatia after 1994) before (in Poland in 2002 and in Croatia in 2008) the direct election of the executive mayor (without cabinet) was adopted. The  intention of this shift obviously was to institutional provide for more stable local leadership.

4. Concluding remarks: Convergence on the dualistic and directly elected mayor model

Before summarising the findings and interpretations of this article it should be recalled that, notwithstanding its comparative broad regional coverage, the country sample still is selective and limited,  leaving out, for instance, to mention only some,  other Scandinavian countries (see Aars 2008 in this volume, Baldersheim 2003, Goldsmith/Larsen 2004), the Netherlands (see Denters et al. 2005), Greece (see Hlepas 2003), Switzerland (see Ladner 2005), other Central-East European countries (such as the Czech Republic, see Illner 2003, or the Baltic countries, see Vanags/Vilka 2003, 2008).Despite this limitation we assume (and trust) that the following general statements are valid.

While in the past, until the 1970s and 1980s, the local government systems in European countries exhibited considerable institutional continuity within their respective path-dependent trajectory and, at the same time, showed and maintained distinct divergence between the two country groups, but also within the two country groups and even within individual countries. 

This has dramatically changed since the 1980s and early 1990s..

In the monistic group England has distinctly abandoned the monistic government by committee trajectory and has embarked on a dualistic local parliamentary government or even local presidential track drawing close to the Continental European development. While Sweden has basically adhered to the government by committee tradition it has also moved to a quasi-dualistic quasi-local parliamentary  form, thus also approaching the Continental European pattern. 

In the dualistic group the previous prevalence of the “parliamentary” council-elected mayor form has all but dramatically given way to the (increasing) preponderance of the directly elected mayor scheme evidenced by two important Continental European countries (Germany and Italy) adopting this form and by the fact that most ex-communist countries (including Russia with 140 million people and the largest territory in the world) have adopted the directly elected mayor. 

So , in basically adopting the dualistic scheme, England and the Scandinavian countries can be seen having turned to Continental European track, while the Continental European and Central East European countries, in continuing on their path-dependent dualistic trajectory, track, have increasingly embarked upon the   directly elected mayor form. Thus, on two scores  a convergence of the European local government  can be observed, as it become, to paraphrase Magnier 1993: 259, “increasingly possible to speak of one European local government form”.
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