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The research group set up by GRALE with the support of the Villa Vigoni Programme has confronted reforms and trends in municipal services in four European countries that reflect very different administrative traditions. The shift from public sector based to privatised service provision is common to all countries, although it is less salient in France where the private sector had already been involved for a long time. Nevertheless, there are some hints that we just might be again at a turning point, with the pendulum swinging back again to the public. This will be summarised will in four steps.
First, in line with the “historical approach” referred to in the introductory chapter, the historical roots of the provision of public/social services in the local government tradition and their profile in the advanced welfare state in the 1960 and 1970s shall be briefly recalled.

Second, nutshell summaries of the findings of the chapters on the policy fields shall be given.

Then, drawing the findings of the sectoral policy chapters, the institutional development which has occurred since the 1980s will be discussed guided by the question as to wether it has been convergence or divergence.

Finally, the question will be addressed whether traditional (local) government has been replaced with (or essentially changed) by (local) governance.
1. Historical background of public service provision
Historically the provision of public utilities and social services was largely as responsibility of the local government or of local charitable organisations. Originally, dating back to medieval times, rooted in a responsibility of the local authorities for the “local poor”, social assistance and social care became a crucial local level commitment.  In the face of the mounting sanitary and infrastructural problems caused by rampant industrialisation and urbanisation in the course of the 19th century the local authorities came to play a key role also in the provision of public services (such as water supply, sewage, energy). Critically labelled “municipal socialism” by contemporary conservatives, the multifunctional profile of local government amounted to an early form of a “local welfare state” (“den lokala staten”, Pierre 1994) which preceded and foreboded the emergence of the national Welfare State.

The advances of the national Welfare State which in most countries  climaxed in the 1960s and early 1970s, bearing Social Democratic handwriting, were marked essentially by three features..
First, the advanced welfare state’s public sector had a wide and expansive scope of functions and responsibilities in which the provision of a broad gamut of public and social services was pivotal.

Second, this broad spectrum of functions and responsibilities was supposed to be carried out by the public sector, that is, by public sector organisations and personnel proper with the non-public non-profit and private for-profit sectors seen to play at best an ancillary role. The fixation on public sector delivery come, first, from the belief that the public sector’s administrative structure and personnel was (in “self-sufficiency”, see Stewart 2000: 51) equipped to carry out the tasks in a professional and trustworthy way. Furthermore, the rationale was that the elected representative bodies (parliaments as well as local councils) could thus best guide and control the public sector activities for the common good and in best interest of the citizens (see Wollmann 2004: 255 ff.).

Third, the welfare state policies and services were implemented by a “Max Weberian” bureaucracy-type administration which is seem as typically externally legal-rule bound, internally hierarchically and, in its personnel, professionalised 
Whereas, on the one hand, the institutional development of the advanced welfare state and of its public sector  exhibited  these three features which can be identified, in the cross-country perspective, as (convergent) “macro-trends” characterising the advanced welfare almost in an, as it were, “ideal-type” manner, on the other hand, the countries showed significant (divergent) variance in their institutional “micro” development as a result, particularly, of different historical traditions and “path-dependences” (as conceptually suggested by “historical institutionalism”) and country-specific actor constellations (as proposed by “actor centred institutionalism”) (on the variants of “neo-institutionalism” see Wollmann and Marcou in the introductory chapter)..
To illustrate such “divergence” within the general (convergent) macro trends only a few references shall suffice. 

The “macro” trends towards bringing a broad gamut of public functions and services under the direct public sector reign was, after 1945, particularly pronounced in the UK where, under the sway of the (“semi-socialist”) Labour Party, energy (in 1947), and water (in 1948) and the National Health Service (in 1958) were introduced. In post war France, too, energy (in 1946) was nationalised through the formation two a State-owned monopolists (EdF for electricity, and GdF for gas). In a glaring contrast, in Norway energy provision has remained an exclusive domain of the multitude of hydro-powered municipal companies. In Germany the energy market has been dominated by (largely) private capital energy companies with municipally owned companies (Stadtwerke) playing a noticeable part.
The provision of social services (in the institutional of the advanced welfare) is also exemplary of significant divergence between the countries under consideration. 

Again the U.K. moved furthest in putting the public sector (in the form of the local authorities) in charge of delivering social services through “in house” administrative units and personnel. In a similar vein, the social services (funded by the aide sociale légale) was, until the decentralisation of 1982, rendered mostly by State employees and non profit organisations on the departmental level, although financed to a large extent by the budget of the general council, the elected assembly of the department. By contrast, Germany has been a deviant case in that, under the so called “subsidarity” principle (which resulted from a compromise between State and the Churches in the 19th century) the lion’s share of the social services have been provided by non-public non-profit organisations. 

Finally, the countries also differ in the variants of public/municipal administration. An important distinction exists between the “common law” and “civil culture” tradition (in Anglosaxon and, to some degree, in Scandivanian countries) and the “Roman law” and “rule of law” (Rechtsstaat) tradition in Continental European countries, each tradition providing quite different cultural and legal setting and embedding for public administration
 (see Wollmann 2000: 4 ff., Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004: 52 ff.) 

In following analysis of the institutional developments in the countries under consideration the “starting conditions” of the respective country in their respective “mix” of cross country (convergent “macro) commonalities and (divergent “micro”) variance need to be taken into account in order to identify the rate and direction of change (convergence or divergence) into which the countries (in the different policy/service fields) have gone.
2. Challenges to the advanced Welfare State and its service deliverance since the 1980s

Since the 1980s the model of the advanced Welfare State and of its public sector centred provision of public and social services which had unfolded between 1945 and the early 1970s largely with Social Democratic handwriting has been challenged and partly dismantled in three crucial dimensions:
· the  functional cope of the “advanced” welfare state has been criticised for being an “excessive” for the public finance, and hence on the private businesses, and the concept of a “lean state” has been propagated to justify giving up important tasks to the private sector and should, whereas in the field of service provision, the State should restrict itself to an “enabling” role;

· the dominance, if not “monopoly”, of the public sector in the delivery of public and social services has been criticised for causing inefficiency and the introduction of competition though market, or market-like procedures, and privatisations have been promoted as the key mechanism to achieve efficiency gains 
· the traditional “Weberian” administration model has been criticised  for giving priority to externally legal correctness over cost-efficiency and to internal hierarchical routine over responsiveness.

Particularly three overlapping political and conceptual currents have driven the change process since the 1980s,

· the “neo-liberal” policy concept which,  promoted first by the Conservative Government under Margaret Thatcher after 1979, aimed at dismantling the (allegedly) “excessive” Welfare State with functionally “lean State”,

· the New Public Management movement which, springing up, again first, in Anglo-Saxon countries, aimed at replacing the (public sector focused) “Max Weberian” administration scheme with a  (private sector-derived)  managerialist concepts,  
· finally, and increasingly most important, the EU policy initiatives and directives meant to introduce and enforce market competition within the “single European market” for crucial public and social services.

3. Nutshell accounts of the policy chapters.

Against this historical and conceptual background in the following nutshell summaries of the pertinent findings presented in the “policy” chapters shall be given in order to identify the respective institutional trends – with the question in mind whether the latter show convergence or divergence. 
3.1.  Long term care  (see Bönker, Hill, Long and Marzanati in this volume)

Until the 1970s UK/England was a pronounced version of advanced welfare state in that, in the field of social service delivery, including long-term care, the local authorities exercised a quasi monopoly in the delivery of social services through their own staffs. The underlying rationale of “self-sufficiency” (Stewart 2000) of the local authorities to carry out the services by their own personnel was the assumption that their professional staffs were best equipped to provide these services. This public sector-centred delivery pattern changed dramatically in the 1980s when Conservative Government under Margaret Thatcher, led by neo-liberal policy premises, adopted the “compulsory competitive tendering” (CCT) legislation which obliged the local authorities to apply “competitive tendering” to the provision of local services which resulted in extended “outsourcing” of such services, including social care, to external non-public (mostly for profit) providers. Although, under the New Labour government in the late 1990s, the CCT legislation was formally revoked, the “outsourcing” pattern by way of competition, has persisted, thus replacing the earlier “in house” provision with the involvement of a multitude of external providers “contracted” by the local authorities..

In France until the early 1980s social services (funded by the aide sociale légale) were delivered almost entirely by personnel of  State administration and non-profit private organisations under State supervision (on the départementl level). After, 1982, as a key component of the secular decentralisation of France’s historically centralist State,  the responsibility for social services was transferred to the  local authorities (collectivités locales) on department  level. The latter, on the one hand, build up their own personnel resources for direct (“in house”) service provision; on the other hand, they have increasingly proceeded to (contractually) “outsource” the rendering of services to external providers, mostly of the non-profit (à but non-lucratif) sector, but his has not been a dramatic change. Indeed the decentralisation reforme has been in this case a horizontal transfer of the responsibility from the préfet and the field agencies of the ministry in charge of social affairs to the department (as a local authority) with the personnel and the resources transferred to him at the same time.
In Germany, the provision of social services has traditionally been shaped by the   “subsidiarity principle” according to which they are rendered, first of all, by non-public non-for-profit organisations (so called “welfare organisations”, Wohlfahrtsverbände) which, by dividing up the local markets among themselves, have, in past, formed virtual “oligopoles”. In the face of the traditional preponderance of the non-profit organisations the local authorities perform an (in current NPM parlance) “enabling” function in seeing to it that such services are offered on the local level and, if this is deemed necessary, offer services through their own personnel. Through federal legislation of 1994 (Pflegeversicherungsgesetz) the traditional (“oligopolistic”) privilege of the Wohlfahrtsverbände has been been abolished with regard to the provision of long-term care (“Pflege”) for which the “market” has been opened to all providers: non-profit, for profit as well as municipal ones. As a result the rendering of long-term care has undergone a profound shift, as particularly domiciliary care (häusliche Pflege) is, in the meantime, realised  primarily rendered by private/commercial (for profit) providers.

In Italy, too,  personal social services were traditionally provided primarily by non-profit (charitable) organisations (often affiliated with the Catholic Church). Since the social reform legislation of 2000 which failed to clearly define the institutional responsibilities in the intergovernmental setting, a plurality of providers (comuni, province, regioni as well as the traditional  non-profit  organisations) are involved in rendering these services..

3.5. Health care (see Grunow, Longo and Long in this volume)

By contrast with other chapters, health care is probably the sector where decentralisation is most problematic. There is in most countries keeping a developed welfare structure strong tendency to central management of the health system as a whole, with different forms and degrees of participation of other actors, among which local and regional governments. But, decentralisation in the health system does not mean devolution to local or regional governments, although this may have been the case as in Italy; this means also forms of decentralised sector specific organisations centred on delivery, with participation of local governments, as in France, albeit only as stakeholders rather than policy-makers and for specific tasks within the system.
It might be useful to relocate the three countries under review in a wider international context, pointing out the place of local government in these systems. According to Bruno Palier (2008, 2009), we can distinguish three main types of health systems: national health systems funded by taxation; health systems based on health insurance and a mix of public and private health infrastructure; liberal health systems based on a mainly private delivery and private health insurance, with only a minimum public service provision. There are, of course, changes, and countries may display some features of several systems; for example, in France, the share of social contributions in the financing has diminished from 97% in 1980 to about 56% in 2007, whereas most of the rest has been covered by tax revenues; on the contrary, in Denmark and Sweden, where health care has been financed mainly by tax revenues, the share of social contributions has increased significantly from 1990 to 2005 (Cour des Comptes, 2008). Among the countries under review, Italy belong to the first category, France and Germany to the second one despite their differences. 
National health systems based on tax funding ensure free access to health care for all citizens, and health care is organised by the State, but they may be centralised or decentralised with respect to local government or regional government. It is typically centralised in the UK through the National Health Service, and was recently recentralised in Norway; it is typically decentralised in Sweden and Denmark at the county level (regions in Denmark since 2007 instead of counties), and in Italy and Spain at the regional level. Health insurance based systems may be also more or less decentralised. France and Germany belong to this category, as well as, for instance, Belgium or the Netherlands. In these countries there is a decentralisation upon local health insurance agencies, but not on local governments, who play only a marginal role; in Germany, the system gives the impression to be more decentralised because of the responsibilities of Länder, since they manage most State functions of domestic scope. In Europe, there are traditionally few countries with a liberal health system: this is the case of Ireland, but this system tends to widespread in Eastern Europe after the collapse of the socialist State system. However, common to all systems is the fact that the role of municipal government and of the upper tier of local government (département / provincia / Kreis) is marginal, event if there is some space for local initiatives.
This situation departs from the historical starting points and is the result of the extension of social protection by central government in all the three countries; in recent reforms, if decentralisation has been discussed, it is rather in managerialist terms than in terms of territorial decentralisation.

However, the three countries differ basically in four regards: the financing the system (tax-based in Italy; insurance based in Germany and France); the scope of public sector involvement in organizing the system (high in Italy and France, medium in Germany); the degree of centralization of the decision making system (high in France, medium in Italy, mixed in Germany); the role of professional groups (strong in Germany, medium in France, low in Italy). But, all the three are under constant reform demand under demographic pressure and financial constraints. They are in search of new balance between competition (with quasi market procedures) and cooperation (for more economies of scale), between centralisation of the health system management to meet financial challenges and decentralisation at the delivery level to increase providers’ efficiency. The three countries differ also as regards the relationship between social care and health care: whereas they are run quite separately in the UK, they most closely interlinked in Italy on the basis of the health districts; and in France there is a move to link these two functions, with the départements (in charge of social care) and the new regional health agencies established by the new law of 21st July 2009 that are in charge both of the regional health care scheme and of the regional medicalised social care scheme. 

In Italy, regions are now the main player, with the responsibility for financing, planning and organising the providers’ network, subject to central regulation to enforce constitutional rights and keep control on the expenditure trend; however municipalities are only “consultants”  directors of local health authorities subordinated to the region. In France, hospitals were originally local public corporations headed by the mayor; over time, mayors have lost any control on the hospitals, but resisting against redundancies in health personnel. Decentralisation reforms have transferred mother and child health protection (protection maternelle et infantile – PMI) to départements, as well as the struggle against “social plagues”, but the latter was recentralised some years later; municipalities may be in charge of of several tasks for public health through their “hygien boards” (vaccination). With regard to the regions, the law of 2004 has transferred to them several responsibilities in the field of health personnel training, and opened the possibility to co-finance hospital investments, but this has not been successful. For Didier Truchet, the secular trend in the health system is centralisation, and the decentralisation reform will not reverse the trend (D. Truchet, 2004). This view is confirmed by more recent reform steps, even if municipal ambulatory health care is supported by the new law, especially in deprived urban and rural areas, and despite the fact that municipalities are sometimes involved with local initiatives to overcome the deficit of health practitioners in their area. In Germany too, few service areas are organised and financed by local government; following recent reforms, they main part is supporting local psychiatric health care and planning ambulatory nursing services. This is probably in the coordination between health care and social care that municipalities have in the future opportunities to develop their initiatives.
3.7. Provision of electricity  (see Baldersheim, Citroni, Marcou, McEldowney and Wollmann  in this volume)

In the U.K. where in 1947 the incoming Labour Government “nationalised” the entire electricity sector , that is, the existing local power plants as well as private power companies,  by putting it under a State-controlled Central Board , another dramatic shift was effected in 1989, under the Conservative Government, by turning the public energy sector over to private capital companies by way of (asset) privatisation. Furthermore, by legislation of 1989 the concept of “unbundling” was introduced that aimed at the institutional separation of the three  key functions of energy provision (that is, production, transmission, distribution/supply) and at instilling competition in the energy sector by ensuring the competitive (discrimination-free) access to the transmission grids. While the neo-liberal policy driven  shift from public sector to private sector electricity supply was exceptionally abrupt and complete, it served as a conceptual and institutional forerunner to subsequent similar, albeit less radical moves in other EU member countries to “marketise” energy provision..

In Norway where electricity has traditionally been entirely provided by the “municipal sector”, that is, by a multitude of hydro power-based municipality-owned companies (it is because of this exceptional “starting condition” that Norway was inserted in the comparative account), the conceptual and institutional development took, in 1990, a conspicuous turn. On the one hand, the hydro powered plants and short-distance transmission grid continued to be owned and operated by the municipalities. On the other hand, however, a national electricity agency was established as a pivotal “market” mechanism in into which the local power plants feed their production  and from which the individual consumers buy their electricity supply at a “market-regulated” price.  Although Norway has formally stood outside the European Union the “marketisation” formula of this country’s electricity provision  concept served also as an example for the development in EU member states. .

While, thus, the EU member state UK turned as early as 1989, under the Conservative Government’s neo-liberal policy push, to whole-sale (asset) privatisation and to competition-bound “unbundling” concepts and Norway, outside the EU, on the continuing institutional basis of municipal hydro plants, in 1990 “invented” a national market mechanism, it was only in the course of the 1990s that other EU member States moved to make the provision of electricity in the national energy market more competitive. In order to achieve this, the EU played an increasingly active role, particularly by way of Directives which the EU member states are held to “transpose” into national legislation and policy. Among the energy-related policy initiatives of the EU Commission, the so called Acceleration Directive (2003/54 of June 26th 2003) obliged the member States to regulate and enforce the “unbundling” particularly of the transmission grids (in order to ensure competitive, that is, discrimination-free access to the transmission grids, and the creating of national regulatory agencies to “watchdog” the competition.

In the timing and extent of the steps embarked upon them in the course of the 1990s the countries under consideration show significant differences depending on country-specific features, particularly on their specific “starting conditions”.

In France, since the “nationalisation” of the energy sector in 1946, the electricity market has been dominated by the State-owned electricity company (EdF) while the small number of municipal energy corporations which were exempt from nationalisation played an all but marginal role. During the 1990s, France’s national government, arguably because of its interest to maintain the position of the State-owned EdF in the national market (as well as international markets), has been hesitant in “transposing” EU directives. Although (as late as) in2004 EdF was transformed (formally privatised) into a private-law stock companies (with some of the shares sold to private investors, but this may not be in excess of 30%) and “unbundling” has been legally stipulated, EdF remains the dominant actor on the national energy market, whereas the municipal companies may not expand and no new municipal company may be established. 

In Italy, following the “nationalisation” of the electricity sector in 1962, the country’s energy market came to be dominated by the State-owned company (ENEL), while the traditional municipality-owned (often multi-utility) companies (municipalizzate) which were exempt from nationalisation continued to play a noticeable role. In 1992, in responding to EU’s market liberalisation drive, the Italian government transformed (formally privatised) ENEL into a private law (still state owned) stock company and obliged it to sell (materially privatise) a share of its stocks to outside investors. In 1997 an independent regulatory agency (autorità per l’energía elettrica ed il gas) has. also in line with EU Directive, been put in place as a “watchdog” over market liberalisation. The municipality-owned (multi-utility) energy companies (municipalizzate) which survived the nationalisation of 1962 have, particularly those owned by big cities, have not only managed to retain and defend their role in the energy market, but have recently extended, inter alia, by acquiring shares from ENEL and by expanding their production and transmission resources. To a certain degree, one might identify a “remunicipalisation” in the electricity sector. 
In Germany, the provision of electricity was marked by private law stock companies (largely owned by private investors and stockholders and taking the lion’s share of the electricity market), on the one hand, and by municipality owned (mostly multi-utility) units and companies (first of so called Stadtwerke), on the other hand. In the early 1990s, first phase of EU-promoted market liberalisation had the paradoxical effect of accelerating the concentration process in the energy market and ushering in the market dominance of “big four” energy companies (E.on, RWE, EnBW, Vattenfall, the latter being Sweden’s State-owned energy company), while the Stadtwerke appeared to be increasingly bought up (by way of “asset privatisation”) by the “Big Four” and to be phased (“Stadtwerkesterben” = “Stadtwerke dying out”).as a self-standing sector. Since the mid-1990s, particularly in reaction to the EU Acceleration Directive of 2003, for one, by federal legislation the “unbundling” requirement has been introduced and second, the federal regulatory agency (Bundesnetzagentur) has been established in 2005 in a “watchdog” function. Despite the continuing market dominance of the Big Four the Stadtwerke have experienced a consolidation and even invigoration and expansion of their role as multi-utility municipal companies for a number of reasons. First, they have learned and adapted to cope with market competition. Second, to most of them the “unbundling” requirement does not apply because, under the influence of the federal government (and its unmistakable intent to protect the Stadtwerke against additional competitive pressure) energy companies with less than 100.000 clients have been exempt from the “unbundling” rule. Thirdly, and politically perhaps  most important,  as new coalition has taken shape between the EU Commission, the federal government and the German local authorities which seems to guided and united  by the common interest to challenge and check the still persisting market dominance of the “Big Four” by strengthening the competitive potential of small energy companies, particularly of the Stadtwerke. In fact, a trend towards “recommunalisation” (Rekommunalisierung) of energy provision appears to gain momentum as Stadtwerke have begun to expand their operations, even new Stadtwerke have been created and local governments seem increasingly motivated to use the imminent expiring of concession contracts to re-enter direct service provision. At the same time, the Big Four appear increasingly disposed to give up their minority shareholder position in Stadtwerke acquired by them in the past. In sum, although the “Big Four” still dominate the German energy market, the municipal sector appears, by way of “recommunalisation” (Rekommunalisierung), to regain ground and expand its market share, as evidenced by the recent spectacular acquisition of an E.on subsidiary by a Stadtwerke consortium for 3 billion €
. 
2.3 Water provision  (see Citroni in this volume).

In UK/England water provision which traditionally lay with a multitude of local water undertakings was, in 1974, removed from local level responsibility and turned over to ten (public) Regional Water Authorities, thus brought under (indirect) State control. In 1989, in line with the Conservative government’s neo-liberal belief in the private sector and the market forces, water provision was (materially, asset) privatised as government sold it (private capital – national as well as international) water companies..

In France the responsibility for water provision lies traditionally with the municipalities (communes). From the late 19th century, urban services have been developed primarily though various kinds of concession agreements, in particular water supply. This has developed even more in the late 20th century, supported by the wave in favour of the private, despite disputes raised by money-leaking to political parties. A law of 1993 has enforced transparency in contracting procedures. Regarding water supply, direct operation by a municipal enterprise is more widespread in smaller municipalities or joint authorities, or in those who have the resource in their underground. Currently more than 95 percent of the population are served by three big water  companies (Vivendi-Générale des Eaux, Suez-Lyonnaise des Eaux, Bouygues-SAUR).
In Germany  water provision which is also a traditional local government task is currently still operated in a highly fragmented manner by some 6.500 water undertakings:  most of them are run as municipal administrative units (“in house”) or as (formally privatised) municipal companies, the latter primarily in the (multi-utility) Stadtwerk form.  During the 1990s, municipalities turned, particularly for budgetary reasons, to (materially, asset) privatise their water facilities that is, to sell them – be it whole sale or in part) to private companies, national as well as international ones (such as RWE and E.on, but also big companies, such as Veolia Water – previously Vivendi – and Suez). (As a much publicised example half of the shares of  the water works of Berlin were, in 1999, sold to RWE and Veolia). However, still more than 80 percent of the German population are serviced by municipal water facilities. Recently, in the municipalities and cities concerned (for instance in Berlin) a public debate about “remunicipalisation” of once privatised water provision is gain momentum.

In Italy, too, water provision was a traditional  responsibility of the individual municipalities (comuni). Because of the great number and comparatively small size of municipalities (8.100 municipalities averaging 7.200 inhabitants) this has given rise to an organisational “pulverisation” (Citroni) of water provision. In reaction to this development and situation in 1994 national legislation (Legge Galli) was adopted which is meant to replaces the organisational fragmentation of individually responsibility municipalities with an organisational scheme designed and capable to technically and economically “optimise” the coverage and intake of water supply. For this purpose a country-wide set of new organisations (“agencies of optimal territorial scope ” = autorità di  ambiti territoriali ottimal”, ATO) has been introduced which is characterised by four institutional features. For one, in their territorial coverage the new agencies are thought to, as a rule, coincide with the existing (110) province  (with the competence to define their territorial coverage lying with the regioni). Second, the ATO’s shall be organised in analogy to “intercommunal bodies”, consorzi, whose decition-making bodies are made up of the mayors (sindaci) of the member comuni. Thirdly, each ATO is expected to, in its operation, to  (horizontally) “integrate” the entire water provision cycle (source, transmission, supply, but also waste water) in that a single enterprise, private or public, shall be put in charge to provide these “integrated” services. Fourthly, the “commissioning” and “contracting out” of these services shall be effected by public (competitive) tendering. In sum, the concept of the ATO is complex, but remarkably innovative in that it aims at overcoming the territorial and functional fragmentation of the entire “water cycle”, at getting the local actors (mayors) involved and at introducing (NPM-inspired) competitive tendering. -  In view of the novelty and complexity of scheme it should not be surprising that the ATO architecture has so far had  a relatively slow start. As of 2006,  91 ATO (out of 103 province) have been established, in a considerable number of cases with foreign companies as minority shareholders (see Citroni in this volume). As result, there has been a “privatisation” effect as the ATO scheme has opened and actually invited the involvement of private companies, not least international water companies.

2.4. Waste management  (see Dreyfus,  Iannello, McEldowney, Toeller in this volume)

While historically waste collection and disposal was another “classical” local government responsibility prompted by the sanitary and health concerns, the waste-related issues have been put on the national policy agenda since the 1970s, along with growing environmental concerns, and have also increasingly been taken up by the EU by way of Directives in which the reduction of landfills loomed large.
In Germany: the  federal waste legislation (Abfallgesetz) of 1972 introduced the distinction between household and industrial waste – with the counties
 (Kreise) and county-free cities (kreisfreie Städte) being responsible for managing household waste, while, following EU regulation, the management of industrial waste, particularly the recovery (“Verwertung”) thereof,  being up to market competition. The municipalities have usually discharged the responsibility by “outsourcing” the operation to municipal corporations as well as to “mixed” or private sector companies the latter becoming more and more prevalent (see Bogumil/Holtkamp 2006: 2008). 

In France, the responsibility for waste management lies with the municipalities which, often in the intercommunal cooperation form (syndicats), “outsource” the operation to municipal companies as well as to external, mostly private, companies. While just 13 percent of waste management is handled by municipal companies, the lion’share is carried by private companies, that is, essentially by two large private companies (Veolia-Environnement, previously: Compagnie Générale des Eaux., and STA-Suez, previously : Lyonnaise des Eaux)..

In Italy, too, waste management was traditionally handled by the municipalities (comuni) and  intercommunal bodies (consorzi) formed by them. In 2006, in reacting to widespread inefficiency of existing municipal waste  management the national policy moved to establish an entirely new institutional scheme of ATO’s (autorità di  ambiti territoriali ottimali which, in its conceptual and organisational logic and design, is analogous to the system of ATO’s introduced in 1994 in water sector. Hence, the territorial coverage of the waste management-related ATO’s is defined by the regions (regioni), they are organisised in the intercommunal cooperation (consorzi) form, are meant to “horizontally” integrate the full waste management cycle and to be operate by a single company the commissioning (“contracting”) of which is to take place through competitive tendering. So far the (conceptually strikingly novel and complicated) system of waste management-related ATO’s has been off for a slow start (see Citroni/Lippi 2009). At this point it should also be mentioned that, in view of efficiency and corruption in waste management reigning in the South Italian region of Campana a special regime (poteri commissariali) has been put in place in 1996 by central government through which it has resumed the power to directly operate waste management in this region (see Iannello 2007). 

In England the responsibility for waste management lies with the counties and the unitary authorities. These local authorities have, since 1990, established (“arm’s length”) Local Authority Waste Disposal Companies which, in turn, have “outsourced” the waste management tasks to Waste Disposal Contractors  - the latter being either local government-owned units or (in most of the cases)  private commercial companies. In 1995,  a country-wide Environment Agency (a national level “quango”) with regulatory powers has been put in place.. 

3. Convergence or divergence?
Summarizing the trends analysed and presented in the chapters of this book, a somewhat ambivalent, if not contradictory conclusion can be reached.
On the one hand, the model of the advanced welfare state and its essentially public sector-centred  model  of public service delivery has been deeply shattered, as, under the combined onslaught of neo-liberal policy concepts (“lean state”), New Public Management tenets (“marketisation”) and EU policy drives (“market liberalisation”), both the extent of public sector involvement and its organisational forms have been profoundly changed. In this regard, one may identify a (convergent) “mega trend” moving from public sector-based service to “privatised”, in part “marketised” service provision. The role of local government in these processes differ heavily among sectors and among countries.
On the other hand, however, within and notwithstanding these general (mega”) trends,  the country accounts reveal significant (divergent) variance in the (“micro”) profiles of the developments and changes.

In the following crucial analytical dimensions of these shifts shall be comparatively summarized.
(Material/asset) privatisation
The most conspicuous retreat of the public sector has occurred where and when the state has given up public ownership (and operation) and turned over, by way of (material/asset) privatisation to private ownership. The most pronounced example has been the U.K./England. After this country, after 1945, went furthest to “nationalise”, that is, bring under public ownership and operation, the energy and water sectors it was the first, during the 1980s, in the pursuit of neo-liberal policy concepts, to sell (materially privatise) these sectors. 
When, since the 1990s, vis-à-vis the EU’s market liberalisation drive, France and Italy, after turning (“corporatizing”) their (market dominating) state-owned electricity companies into private law stock companies, also sold a share of these stocks to private investors, they fell (particularly in the case of France) short of relevant asset privatisation.

 (Formal/organisational) privatisation

In forms of formal/organisational privatisation (which have been also identified and labelled “corporatisation”, see Grossi, Marcou and Reichard in this volume) public activities and services are transferred to and carried out by organisations which, while continuing to be owned by the public sector, particularly by local authorities, are organisationally and financially self-standing. In the past such “para-public”/”para-municipal” entities have often been used by local authorities in order to usher in some organisational flexibility. The muncipalizzate (in Italy) and Eigengesellschaften (in Germany known under the label Stadtwerke) are cases in point, often operating as multi-utility companies. This applies also to “mixed” (“hybrid”) public (municipal)/ private forms, for instance, Sociétés d’Economie Mixte Locales (SEML) in France, through which the municipalities established cooperative ties with the private sector. 

While “corporatised” forms of municipal service provision have, thus, been since long well entrenched in local government practice, they have significantly expanded in the recent development as the local authorities, under the guidance of NPM concepts, have sought to increase the organisational and also budgetary flexibility by transferring (“in house”) activities to “corporatized” (still municipality-owned) forms. It is assumed that, for instance in German municipalities, in the meantime up to 50 percent of the personnel that fulfils municipal tasks are formally employed in “corporatized” units (see Grossi, Marouc and Reichard in this volume). 

Outsourcing, “contracting out”, commissioning

“Outsourcing” or “contracting out” is an organisational form of public service provision in which the local authority has a responsibility (in NPM parlance: an “enabling” function) for providing the service, while it is delivered by an external,, non-profit, profit or public, operator on the basis of a (short-term or long term) contractual arrangement. 

Again, such “outsourcing” has since long been local practice, particularly in France where “gestion déléguée” is summing up nowadays a wide range of contractual arrangements, deriving from the former concessionary model  with the purpose of “contracting out” service operation and eventually investment costs. What is common to all variants is that the operator has to withdraw a substantial part of his benefit from the operational results, and hence to bear part of the risks. Such contractual arrangements have been currently employed, since the end of the 19th century, for all urban services, especially in the fields of water, sewage, urban transport and energy. Furthermore, public procurement contracts have also been used to contract out service delivery under direct responsibility of the local government; this has been used in particular for refuse collection and waste management
Since the 1980s, pushed by neo-liberal policy as well as NPM concepts and the ensuing imperative of “competitive tendering”, the hitherto dominant public sector-centred “in house” delivery of social services has been reduced and replaced by “competitive outsourcing” to external (preferably private) providers. In France, after the devolution of the social service responsibilities to departmental self-government, the “contractual outsourcing” has also expanded.  In a similar vein, in Germany, the market for provision of long-term care (Pflege) has, since 1994, been oriented to “competitive outsourcing”.

Such forms of “contractual (in part competitive) outsourcing” have been extended to an array of public services which were originally performed by the local authorities themselves (either “in house” or in “corporatized” form) and which have increasingly been taken over by outside providers, often operating on a commissioned/contractual basis. A remarkable opportunity and access for outside providers has been created by Italy’s ATO scheme first for water and then for waste management, which is based on the principle that the respective services will be “contracted out” to outside providers by way of competitive tendering.

Intra-administrative managerialism

Finally mention should be made of the intra-administrative reforms which, under the influence of the internationally rampant New Public Management debate, local authorities have tackled since the 1990s (see Kuhlmann and Fedele in this volume). In order to overcome shortcomings which were attributed to the traditional (“Weberian”) administration model private-sector derived managerialist concepts were introduced, such as “de-hierarchised” resource management and controlling. In France, discourses on the “entrepreneurial city” have flourished in the eighties, but could not take roots, probably because of the traditional involvement of the private sector in municipal service delivery. Nevertheless a genuine and piecemeal trend to performance management can be pointed out, partly under the influence of the budgetary reform of the State.. In Germany municipalities turned to revamp their internal organisation tailoring it on a “holding model” (Konzernstruktur) borrowed from the business sector – with the traditional departments conceived as “profit centres”, the traditional mayor as “CEO” and the local councils as a kind of stockholder meeting (see Bogumil and Holtkamp 2008: 93 ff.).

4. Assessment
At this point it should be recalled that, in an ideal-type argument and interpretation, the traditional (multi-funcitonal) public sector- based  service delivery was premised  on the assumption and expectation that the citizens would be best served if the services were basically delivered by public/municipal personnel and if the elected local councils were thus in the position to act as advocates and guardians of what they consider to be the common good and in the best interest of the “local community”. The local providers operated essentially for and within the respective community which territorially amounted to a “protected”, if not quasi-monopoly market.

This public (that is: municipal) sector-based service provision model has been increasingly confronted, since the 1980s, with (market-liberal) assumptions, promoted by EU market liberalisation policies, that the “common interest” would be best served by establishing a single European market for goods and services meant, not least, to erase the price inefficiency and quality distortions inherent in the service provision through “local (protected, if not quasi-monopolist) markets”. Hence, the service provision by the (multi-functional) quasi-monopolist municipal sector (and its “Weberian” bureaucracy) should be replaced, by way of (competitive) tendering and “outsourcing”,  with the plurality and diversity of (single-purpose) providers, each seeking their individual profit, but (ideally) competing for the best  price and quality (for a discussion of the multi-functional, ideally common good/ public regarding versus the single-purpose, “private regarding” logic see Wollmann 2004, Wollmann and Bouckaert 2006).
On the one hand, the transformation of the public sector which has, since the 1980s, has impacted, with country-specific variations, on the service provision in the countries under discussion has undoubtedly produced a number of positive effects. For one, the scope of service providers has become broader, going now beyond the one public/municipal providers and reaching out to non-for-profit, but also for-profit commercial ones. Second, competition has been instilled in service provision, so that the consumer may now choose between different providers (for instance in the energy sector). 
On the other side, however, some serious drawbacks have emerged. 

First, there is some empirical evidence that, notwithstanding the introduction of competition, the consumer prices have been rising. It appears that private-capital providers, once they may have made price concessions in order to secure their market position, tend to raise their prices (as a few examples in Germany indicate). 

Furthermore, in its various stages and types the privatisation of public services tends to “depoliticise” them in the local arena and to erode the influence and control of the local authorities, not least of the elected local council, over them. 
For one, this holds true for “formally privatised” (“corporatized”) municipal companies  which are more and more disposed to act as “single purpose” organisations keen to pursue and optimise their specific interest, while evading the “common interest” as (ideally) postulated and advocated by the elected council (see Wollmann 2004,  Bogumil/Holtkamp 2008: 96 ff.). As these corporatized units (in Germany also called “Beteiligungen, “holdings”) has shown  entrepreneurial and centrifugal dynamics of their own, “steering of the holdings” (Beteiligungssteuerung) has raised a crucial task and challenge to the elected councils.

 This also applies to the contractors of “outsourced” services which to define and afterwards to monitor the local authorities have often difficulties due to lacking personnel and time resources. Finally, once the municipally owned service provider has been sold (materially/ asset privatised), the influence of the local authorities has practically gone once for all. 

The pluralisation and expansion of multiple “single purpose” actors which increasingly surround the local authorities has been described as “satellisation” (Huron/Spindler 1998, Kuhlmann/ Fedele in this volume) and even as “atomisation” (Dieckmann 1999) of the local arena. 

5. Pendulum swinging back again?

Reflecting and motivated by the sobered assessment of the effects of the ongoing privatisation of public services, particularly by material/asset privatisation which signals the total and definite retreat of the public/municipal sector from that particular service, some re-thinking on the pros and cons of this strategy has set in, most notably among local authorities concerned. In Germany, an increasing number of local authorities appear to be interested and prepared to revert the trend which set off themselves during the 1990s in selling their assets to private investors. Realizing that it is in the short as well as in the long run financially and politically rewarding to hold on to their municipal corporations (Stadtwerke) and expand them they have now begun to make capital investments to strengthen the economic basis of their assets and to create new Stadtwerke, even for power generation, particularly in the renewable and environment-friendly modality. The term “recommunalisation” (Rekommunalisierung) appears to have captured not only the political imagination of local politicians, but to have made it on the practical local agenda (for the “pilot city” of Bergkamen, including energy, waste management,  see Schäfer 2008, Verbuecheln 2009)
. 

It deserves mentioning that also in Italy the municipally-owned corporations (muncipalizzate), particularly those of big cities, have recently shown the interest and economic potential to extent their role and share in the national energy market. Such a debate is also growing in France, in the sector of water supply after some cities have decided to resume direct municipal operation at the end of the concession agreement, and the move of the city of Paris in this direction this year had a big impact. In the sector of public transport, the municipal enterprise and the SEML are still competitive alternatives to the gestion déléguée (see Baldesheim et al.  in this volume).
Furthermore,  it should  be pointed out that also internationally a  trend towards reverting the privatisation wave of the 1990s appears to gain momentum, as the recent “reversal of privatisation” in water supply in the US suggests (see Hefetz/Warner 2007).

Finally the refection (and speculation) should be ventured that, as the recent und current word-wide state intervention of national governments and supra-national organisations to fight and stem global and economic crisis signalled a conspicuous comeback of  the State and the public sector which might well also usher in a reversal of the neo-liberal battle-cry “private/market is better than public/state” into a profound and lasting reappraisal of the public and the public good.
A similar (and related) reappraisal has been in the making with regard to NPM-guided modernisation of public administration. During the 1990s NPM which was championed not only by Anglo-Saxon countries, but also by influential international organisation appeared to be on unstoppable world-wide victorious march. However, Continental European countries, notably Germany and France, rooted in the Roman Law tradition and embedded in a rule of law (Rechtsstaat) tradition, have exhibited considerable resilience to NPM radicalism and have adopted useful elements, while mingling them with traditional structures. The resultant mix has been called (with a positive connotation) “Neo-Weberian” administration (see Pollitt/Bouckaert 2004, see also Kuhlmann/Fedele in this volume). 

In a similar vein the pendulum of change has swung back with regard to the NPM-inspired attempt to reshape and tailor the local government on a “holding” (Konzern) design borrowed from the private sector. In the meantime the experience that has been made with this conceptual novelty have been discouraging so that in such cases a reversal and return to the traditional organisational fabric appears to be under way. 

6. Government and/or/versus governance?

Making allowance to country-specific variations differences it should be repeated and highlighted that the transformation of the advanced welfare state has been marked by an institutional differentiation and “fraying out” which comes out with the multiplication of institutions and actors that, outside and beyond the formal institutional structures of State and local government, comprise self-standing (still municipally owned or “mixed”) corporations, non-for-profit as well as for-profit companies, within and without “contractual” relations with local government). While such institutional “fraying out” has certainly a long tradition and practice in local government operations, it has, under the impact of “corporatisation”, “outsourcing” and asset privatisation, no doubt, reach a historically unprecedented dimensions and extent.

In order to heuristically, analytically (and possibly theoretically) capture the multitude and maze of actors and actor networks which have evolved outside and beyond the formal structures of local government (in the traditional understanding), and to (possibly) conceptualize the relation that this new multi-actor world has with traditional government,  the term and concept governance has been introduced and has come to be copiously used in current social science debate (see seminal Rhodes 1997). Notwithstanding the definitional and conceptual uncertainties which prevail in the ongoing debate about the “many meanings of governance” it is widely agreed that, in a descriptive understanding, governance can serve to heuristically and analytically identify the institutions and actor networks that have emerged at the fringes and outside of traditional formal (local)  government structures. At the same time, it seems useful to distinguish, from this descriptive understanding, a prescriptive/normative one which is to denote and capture the capacity (and strategy) to steer and direct governance structures (the latter in the descriptive meaning) (Marcou 1996a, 1996b, 2006).
On the basis of this distinction between (local) government and (local) governance the constellation, juxtaposition and coexistence of these “two worlds” are marked by a conspicuous tension (see Wollmann 2004, Wollmann/Bouckaert 2006). On the one side, traditional elected local government is based on a multi-functional task model and is, ideally and normatively, politically mandated and democratically legitimated to define, advocate, decide and, if necessary, enforce the “common good” and “the best interest of the local community”. On the other hand, the governance world is made up of actors who, basically and typically, are disposed each, to pursue their own (single purpose) interest and gain, often enough, in “externalising” costs and in conflicting with other actors’ interests. 
How then can  the local government systems react to the challenge and need to the co-ordination problems caused by and endemic to governance-type single-purpose actor networks (governance in the descriptive understanding) (more general on coordination. 

In order to cope with the co-ordination problems that have been caused by the multiplication and expansion of governance-type single-purpose actors at the “fringes” of and beyond the immediate influence of local government another essentially political strategy can be seen in the recent reforms which aim at, and revolve around, institutionally strengthening “traditional” local government.  Since the 1990s, both in Germany and Italy, under different historical circumstances, such reforms were undertaken that were particularly directed at strengthening local political and administrative leadership by introducing the directly elected mayor (Bürgermeister, sindaco) (see Wollmann 2008b: 288 ff., 2009: 124 ff., Bobbio 2005: 40 ff.) In both countries the aim of these local leadership reform was as double one, to enhance the democratic legitimacy and accountability of the mayoral position and to enhance the “governability” of local politics and of the local arena. In France the mayor (maire) who has traditionally a (very) strong position in the système local (see Mabileau 1994) continues to be (indirectly) elected by the council, although, in the realities of French local politics, he/she is practically directly elected (see Kerrouche 2005, Thoenig 2006: 55). But, the next step after the unexpected territorial reform achieved through the development of intermunicipal cooperation (“intercommunalités” with own tax powers), will be the institutional reform of the “intercommunalités” to give them democratic legitimation. Attention will have to be paid to the reform contemplated by the government in Autumn 2009 to introduce such a reform and to establish several so-called “metropoles” with additional responsibilities withdrawn to the surrounding department
 
The mayor (Bürgermeister, sindaco, maire) can plausibly be seen in local leadership position which allows him/her to bring significant influence to bear, as a key player and “key networker” (reticulist, Friend 1977) in the governance-type actor networks that have developed at the fringes of and outside of local government proper. 

To sum up and in returning to the afore-mentioned (descriptive/analytical and prescriptive/normative double meaning of governance  one might well argue (in a slight play of words) that the recent local government reforms, particularly by way of reinforcing its traditional political local leadership, has strengthened its (normatively speaking) governance capacity to cope with the co-ordinating problems posed by the (in descriptive terms) governance-type single purpose actor networks in the local arena outside local government proper. In a way one could argue that government and governance are. in their respective institutioinal fabric and operational logic, functionally interrelated and mutually dependent and complementary – reminiscent of the “old” and the “new” economy  (see Wollmann and Bouckaert 2006). 
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� See Süddeutsche Zeitung, August 13, 2009: “Energy rebels on buying trip: Consortium of Stadtwerke acquires the E.on subsidiary Thüga for 3 billion € and is braced to compete with the established energy companies in Germany”


� For the recent spectacular purchase of an E.on subsidiary by a consortium of Stadtewerke see above footnote 1.


� see speech of the French Minister of the Interior in  Senate, 30th June 2009).





�Too much simplified, better cancel


�I continue to consider that the translation of Kreis by county is totally misleading: it would be much better to translate by: district, and district-free city
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