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Introduction

ThisarticleismeanttocontributetotheEROPA2015yearbookaddressingthe

overarchingthemeofenhancingthequalityoflocalgovernance.Congruenttothis,

thearticlegivesanaccountoftheeffortsrecentlybeenundertakeninEuropean

countriestomodernizelocalgovernmentandlocalgovernance.Thisarticlepro-

videsaninternationallycomparativeperspectivevis-a-vistheothercontributionsin

thisyearbookinrelationtotherelatedproblemsbeingdealtwithbycountriesin

Asia-Pacificregion.

Thisarticleapproachesthepointatissueinthreeprogressions:

・First,theintergovernmentalarchitecturewillbeoutlined,inwhichthelocal

governmentsystemsareinstitutionallyandfunctionallyplaced.Bydoingso,

thedecentralizationoftheintergovernmentalstructureandterritorialre-

formswillbehighlighted.

Abstract

Intakingonthegeneralthemeofthisvolume,thatis,・enhancingthequalityof

localgovernance・,thefollowingarticleaimsatgivinganaccountofeffortsthathave

recentlybeenundertakeninEuropeancountriestomodernizelocalgovernmentand

governance.Forthispurpose,thispaperwillfocusonacountrysamplecomprising

essentiallytheU.K.,Germany,France,Sweden,ItalyandHungary.Thesecountries

canplausiblybeseenasprototypicalofEuropeanlocalgovernmentdevelopment.

Thearticleapproachesthesubjectmatterinthreestages.

・First,thearticleoutlinestheintergovernmentalarchitectureinwhichthelocal

governmentsystemsareinstitutionallyandfunctionallyplaced.Herebythe

decentralizationoftheintergovernmentalstructuresandterritoriallocallevel

reformswillbehighlighted.

・Second,thearticlethensketchesthefunctionalprofileoflocal（self）govern-

ment.

・Thirdlyandmostimportantly,thearticlewillspelloutsomecrucialaspectsof

administrativereforms（inspiredbyNewPublicManagementorNPM）carried

outbylocalauthoritiessincethe1980s.

Duetolengthconstraintimposedonthearticle,thediscussionofthesethree

dimensionscertainlyfallsshortofcompletelycoveringthemulti-facetedissuesof

・enhancingthequalityoflocalgovernance・.However,thearticleshouldshedsome

lightonthepertinentdevelopmentinEuropeanlocalgovernmentsystemsandpro-

videsomeusefulcomparativeinformationforthereadersintheAsia-Pacificregion―

forstudents,academicsandpractitionersalike.
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・Second,thefunctionalprofileoflocal（self）governmentwillbesketched.

・Thirdlyandmostimportantly,somecrucialaspectsofadministrativemod-

ernization,whichthelocalauthoritieshaveexperiencedsincethe1980sand

primarilyinspiredbyNewPublicManagement（NPM）,willbespeltout.

Duetospaceconstraintsetuponthearticle,thediscussionofthesethreeabove-

mentioneddimensionscomprisingthearticleprogressioncertainlyfallsshortto

completelyandexhaustivelycoverthecomplexityoftheissuepositedbythetheme.

However,itshould（hopefully）sufficetoshedsomelightonthepertinentdevelop-

mentinEuropeancountriesandtheirlocalauthoritiesinofferingsomecomparative

informationtotheinterestedreader.

I.IntergovernmentalArchitecture

InEuropeancountriestheintergovernmentalsystem istypicallymadeupof

levelsortiers（Table1）:

・thecentralgovernmentlevel

・theregionallevel（・federal・or・ordinary・regions）

・thelocalgovernmentlevel（consisting,asarule,oftwolayers）

・And,insomecountries,・inter-municipalbodies・.

II.VariantsofDecentralization

Inrecentyears,theintergovernmentalinstitutionalarchitectureinmostEuro-

peancountriesexperiencedsignificantdecentralization.Decentralizationisgener-

allyunderstoodanddefinedasessentiallyapoliticalconcept.Thisinvolvesthe

transferordevolutionofpublicresponsibilities,functionsandpowerstothelower

levelsofgovernmentstructurewhichpossessdemocraticallyelectedandpolitically

accountable（parliamentaryorquasi-parliamentary）decision-makingbodies.For

one,decentralizationcantakeplacebetweenthecentralandtheregionallevels.In

afederalsystem,theregionallevelshavea・federal・statusinadualsense.First,the

latterareconstitutionallyendowedwithlegislativeandexecutivepowersintheir

ownright.Second,italsopertainstotherelationbetweenthecentralandregional

levelsontheonehandandthelocallevelontheother.

Bycontrast,deconcentrationisanessentiallyadministrativeconceptasitsigni-

fiesthetransfer（delegation）ofanadministrativefunctionfromoneadministrative

level/agencytoanother（lower）one.

DrawingonselectedkeyEuropeancountries,theprocessofdecentralizationand

deconcentration,anditsresultantimplication,forlocalgovernmentlevelsshallbe

brieflyoutlinedanddiscussed.

A.Germany

Germany・straditionalfederalsystem ismadeupoffederationatthefederal

level（Bund）and16regions（L�ander）ofwhichthreearecalled・CityStates・
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Germany

Table1 IntergovernmentalstructureofselectedEuropeancountries（datafrom2006�2009）

County Levels Number Population

�

1 Germany Federal FederalStates（L�ander） 16（ofwhich3CityStates:

Berlin,Hamburg,

Bremen）

Average5.2million

Local （two-tier）counties（�Kreise）

Municipalities（withincounties）

（�kreisangeh�origeGemeinden）

（single-tier）cities（�kreisfreie

St�adte

323

12.196

116

170.000

6.690

Intermuni-

cipal

Intercommunalbodies 1.708・administrative

unions・（�・Verwaltungs-

gemeinschaften・,・�Amter・

etc.）

2 France Local R�egions

D�epartements

Communes

21+4（d・outre-mer）

96+4（d・outre-mer）

36.569

2,3Mio.

550.000

1.560

Intermuni-

cipal

Intercommunalit�e 12.840syndicats

2.601communaut�es

（�afiscalit�epropre）

3 U.K. ・Quasi-

Federal・

Regions Scotland,Wales Scotland:5.0mio

inhab.

Wales:2.9mioinhab.

（�13％ oftotalU.K.

population,87％ in

England

Local （two-tier）counties

districts/boroughs（withincoun-

ties）

single-tierauthorities

34+GreaterLondonAuthor.

238+33Londonboroughs

+CorporationofLondon

36metropolitancouncils

+47unitaryauthorities

720.000（counties）

140.000

4 Sweden Local Landstingkommuner

Kommuner

20（ofwhich2・regions・:

Skane+V�astraG�otaland）

290

420.000

31.300

5 Italy ・Quasi-

Federal・

Regioni 20（15statutoordinario+

5statutospeciale

2,9mio

Local Province

Comuni

103

8.101

570.000

7.270

Intermuni-

cipal

Intercommunalbodies 356comunit�amontane

278 unioni di comuni

consorziandconveni

6 Spain ・Quasi-

federal・

Comunidadesaut�onomas 17 2,5mio

Local Provincias

Municipios

50

8.111

870.000

5.430

Intermuni-
cipal

Comarcas
mancomunidades
consorzi

81
1.000

Source:Wollmann2008（owncompilationlargelydrawingonDexia2008）
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（Stadtstaaten）.CityStatescombineLandandmunicipalfunctions.Thelocalgov-

ernmentlevelconsistsoftwolayers,thecounties（Kreise）andthemunicipalities

（St�adte,Gemeinden）.Largermunicipalitiesaregiventhestatusof・county-free

municipalities・（kreisfreieSt�adte）whichcombinecountyandmunicipalfunctions

（seetable1,line1）.

Intheverticalattributionoffunctions,mostofthelegislativeandpolicy-making

powersliewiththefederallevel,whilethebulkofadministrativefunctionsare

assignedtotheL�ander（andinpart,withineachLand,tothelocalauthorities（see

Kuhlmann/Wollmann2014:72ff.）.Thisverticalattributionofadministrativefunc-

tionsismirroredbythecorrespondingdistributionofpublicpersonnelbetween

governmentlevels（seetable2）.ItisapeculiarityoftheGermanfederalsystemthat

thefederallevelisexplicitlyforbiddenbytheFederalConstitutionof1949toestab-

lishregionalorlocalofficesofitsown.However,thereareafewexceptionssuchas

theFederalEmploymentAgency.Hence,theshareoffederalemployeesoutofthe

entirepublicsectorworkforceamountstomerely10percent,moreorless.Bycon-

trast,some53percentofthepublicsectorpersonnelareemployedbytheL�ander（of

Germany

Table2 Publicemploymentbylevelsofgovernment（in％）（in1985,1994and2005）

country

central/

federal

regional/

Land
local

special

sector

distributionwithin

locallevel

（100％）

85 94 05 85 94 05 85 94 05 85 94 05

1 Germany 9,9 11,612,055,651,053,034,538,135,0 municipalities 37,2

countyfreecities 32,8

counties 25,6

Intercommunal 4,7

2 France 54,948,751,0 27,130,730,0 h�opitaux r�egions 0,7

18,0 20,6 19,0 d�epartements 16,3

communes 68,7

intermunicipal 10,3

3 U.K. 21,921,416,8 55,053,056,0 NationalHealth

Service

counties 36,0

metropolitan 25,6

17,6 20,8 26,0 councils

London 12,0

boroughs

unitaries 19,0

4 Sweden 17,317,0 84,783,0 landstingskommuner 66,0

kommuner 33,0

5 Italy 63,054,7 3,8 14,013,6 aziende

sanitarielocali

province 13,0

comuni 87,0

17,0 19,0 20,3

entipubblici

7,6

6 Spain 58.946,222,724,734,749,916.418.723,6

Source:WollmanncomplilationlargelyfromDexia2006:202,167andDexia2008:64;
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whom alion・sshareareteachersandthepoliceforce）,whilesome35percentare

localgovernmentpersonnel.Thelattercarryoutabroadgamutoftaskswhich

pertaintolocalself-governmentproperaswellasfunctionsthatare・delegated・to

thelocalauthoritiesbytheL�ander.

In2006,theFederalConstitutionunderwentamajorreform.Asaresult,addi-

tionallegislativepowershavebeendecentralizedordevolvedfromthefederallevel

totheL�ander（seeWollmann2013）.Thelatternowhavefulllegislativecommand

overtheentireeducationsectoraswellasovertheregulationofitsownpersonnel

andoflocalgovernmentpersonnel.Theseandotherconstitutionalamendmentsof

2006havebeenwidelyinterpretedasGermany・sfederalsystemmovingfromahith-

ertolargely・homogeneous・and・unitaryfederalstate・（Hesse1962）toa・heteroge-

neous・and・competitive・formoffederalism.

Inrecentyears,someL�anderembarkedonfurtherdecentralizingtheiradminis-

trativesystembytransferringadministrativefunctionstothelocalauthorities.A

strikingexamplehasbeensetin2005bytheLandofBaden-W�urttemberg,inthe

South-WestofGermany,where350（outof450）regionalandlocalofficesofLand

administrationweredissolved.Theirfunctionsandpersonnelhavebeentrans-

ferred,bywayofdelegation,tothecountiesand・county-free・municipalities.Thus,

theLand・sadministrationhaslargely・withdrawn・,intermsofadministrativeunits

andstaff,from thesub-regionalandlocaladministrativespace（seeKuhlmann/

Wollmann2004:141）,whichisquiteconspicuousininternationalcomparativeterms.

B.UnitedKingdom

Historically,theoriginofEngland・smodernlocalgovernmentdatesbacktothe

MunicipalCorporationActof1835.Onthebasisofthesecularterritorialreformsof

1888and1894,England・smoderntwo-tierlocalgovernmentstructurewasputin

placeandhaspersisteduntilthe1970s.Thelocalcouncilswereassignedabroador

multifunctionalrangeofresponsibilities,which wereessentially exercised by

sectoralcouncilcommittees（・governmentbycommittee・）andfinancedalmosten-

tirelyfromlocallyleviedpropertytax（・rate・）.Forthesereasonsamongothers,the

early20thcenturyEnglandexperiencedthe・goldenagesoflocalself-government・

（Norton1994:352）,whichwasmuchadmiredbycontemporaryobserversabroad.

Sincethe1980s,thestatus,functions,andautonomyofthelocalauthoritiesin

theU.K.・sintergovernmentalstructurehavebeendramaticallychangedwhenthe

ConservativegovernmentunderPrimeMinisterMargaretThatcher,throughaseries

ofincisivepolicydecisionsandmeasures,massivelyreducedthepoliticalandfinan-

cialautonomyandfunctionalscopeofthelocalauthorities（fordetailsseeWilson/

Game2011:184ff.andKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:87ff.）.Asaresult,ithasbeen

transformedfrom,asitwasbluntlyput,ahistorically・unitaryhighlydecentraliz-

ed・countryintoa・unitaryhighlycentralised・one（Jones1991:208）.Since1997and

undertheNewLabourGovernmentheadedbyTonyBlair,thecentralistthrustwas

evenstrengthenedparticularlythroughtheintroductionoftheNewPublicManage-

ment（NPM）― inspired・BestValue・regime.Thisplacedtheactivitiesofthelocal

authoritiesunderastringenttop-downperformancemanagementcontrolbycentral
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government（seeWilson/Game2011:376ff.）.Thecurrentconservative-liberalcoali-

tiongovernmentunderDavidCameronproclaimedtoreversethiscentralisttrend

byprovidingthelocalauthoritieswithadditionalpowers.TheLocalismActof2011

wasdeclaredtomakeasignificantdecentralizingmove.Yet,thefinancialandper-

formancemanagementcentralistcontrolofcentralgovernmentoverthelocal

authoritiesappearstohavehardlylessened.

Insofarastherelationbetweenthecentralandtheregionallevels,theNew

Labourgovernmentembarkeduponahistoricdevolutionpolicybyestablishing

electedregionalparliaments（assemblies）inScotlandandWalesinthelate1990s.

Thiswasdonebyreferendaheldinthesaidtworegions.Subsequently,newpowers

weregrantedtothenew regionalparliamentsandexecutives.TheU.K.hasem-

barkedon・aroadtoquasi-federalism・（Wilson/Game2006:82）.However,this

makesforanessentially・asymmetrical・variantsinceonlysome13percentofthe

country・sentirepopulationliveinthese・quasi-federal・regionswhileallothersre-

sideinstill・unitarily・ruledEngland（seetable1,line3）.InSeptember2014,arefer-

endumwasheldinScotlandtodecidewhetherScotlandwillcontinuetostayunder

UKorbecomeanindependentstate.Anarrowmajorityoptedtoremainpartofthe

U.K.Thepoliticalcontroversybeforeandafterthereferendum hastriggereda

widerdebateaboutUK・sconstitutionalreform includingthefutureroleandfunc-

tionoflocalgovernment.

C.France

France・straditionallyunitarystatecanbeconsideredasahighlycentralized

form.ItdatesbacktothestructureputinplacebyNapoleonin1800,henceiscalled

・Napoleonic・,wherebymostofpublictaskswereperformedbythe（central）state

thatactedthroughthecentralministriesandbyStateadministrationonthelevelof

the（100）d�epartementsunderthedirectionofthecentralgovernment-appointed

Pr�efet.Thefunctionsofthed�epartementsandthe（some35.000）communeswere

minimalandstoodunderthetightcontrol（tutelle）bythePr�efet（seeKuhlmann/

Wollmann2014:57ff.）.

Inafirstsignificantdecentralisationmove（ActeI）in1982,thecountry・sinter-

governmentalsystem wasprofoundlyremouldedbypoliticallyandfunctionally

upgradingthesubnational（local）governmentlevels（collectivit�eslocales/territo-

riales）.Besidesintroducing22regions（r�egions）asanadditionalthirdlocalgovern-

mentlevel,thereformsexplicitly and revealingly avoided any quasi-federal

connotation.Themainbeneficiariesofthisdecentralizationdrivewerethe100

d�epartementsintheirlocalself-governmentform.Importantresponsibilities,particu-

larlyinthesocialpolicyandsocialservicefield,hithertoperformedbythedepart-

mentalstateadministrationweretransferredtothed�epartementsintheirself-

governmentguise― alongwiththerelatedStatepersonnel.

WhenFranceenteredanotherphaseofdecentralisation（ActeII）in2003,this

measurewasaccompaniedandsymbolisedbythefirstexplicitrecognitioninthe

Constitution thatFrancewasa decentralized country（・son organisation est

d�ecentralis�ee・）.Atthesametime,thefunctionsofthed�epartements,ther�egionsand,
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toalesserdegree,ofthemunicipalities（communes）havebeenenlarged.Duetothe

continuinglackofterritorialreformsonthelocallevel,approximately35,000munici-

palitieswithanaverageof1,600inhabitantscontinuedtoexist.Acomplexsystem

ofinter-municipalbodies（intercommunalit�e）hasemerged（seetable1,line2）,de-

signedtosupportthesmallmunicipalitiesincarryingoutlocallevelfunctions（for

detailsseeWollmann2010,Kuhlmann/Wollmann2014:157ff.,seealsobelowsection

onterritorialreforms）.

Notwithstandingtheadvancesofdecentralization,France・spublicadministra-

tionremainscharacterisedbya・dualism・（dualisme）underwhichasignificantpart

ofpublictaskscontinuetobecarriedoutbystatefieldofficesonthedepartmental

andlocallevels.Thisisstrikinglymanifestedbythefactthat,despitedecentrali-

sation,stillhalfofthepublicsectorpersonnelarestateemployeesandthatthisshare

hasnotdecreasedbut,onthecontrary,slightlyincreasedsincetheearly1980s（see

Kuhlmann/Wollmann2014:136ff.,seealsotable2,line2）.

Inreactiontotheoperationalproblemsanddysfunctionswhichhavebeengen-

eratedbythecomplicatedinstitutionalsystem,notleastintermsofitsduplication

andoverlapping（・enchev�etrement・）offunctions,Francehasinrecentyearsentered

anotherphase（・ActeIII・）ofintergovernmentalreformessentiallydirectedatsimpli-

fyingandstreamliningthecomplexinstitutionalstructure.Currently,legislative

stepsarebeingtakentoreducethenumberofregions（r�egions）andtocreatemetro-

politanlocalentities（m�etropoles）（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:159ff.,seealso

belowsectiononterritorialreforms）.

D.Sweden

Swedenistraditionallyaunitarybutdistinctlydecentralisedcountryinwhich

thecentralgovernmentessentiallyexercisespolicy-makingfunctions.National

legislationin1862establishedthetwo-tierlocalgovernmentstructureconsistingof

thecounties（landstingkommuner）andthemunicipalities（kommuner）.Thelaw

endowedtheselocalgovernmenttiersfrom thebeginningwiththepowertolevy

theirowntaxestocoverlocalexpenditures（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:78ff.）.

Embodyingthecountry・sconspicuouslydecentralizedtraditionandstructure,less

than20percentofthepublicsectorpersonnelareemployedbythecentralgovern-

mentortheStatewhileover80percentofthepublicsectorpersonnelareemployees

ofthetwo-tierlocalgovernmentsystem,mostlyofthelowertiermunicipalities（see

table2,line4）.

III.TerritorialReforms

InEuropeancountries,localgovernmentsare,asarule,consistoftwotiers:that

ofmunicipalitiesandcountiesandcalledbytheirvariedcountry-specificnamesor

terminologies.ThisholdstrueforfederalcountriessuchasGermany,Austria,Bel-

gium,aswellastoquasi-federalonessuchasSpainandItaly.Insomecountries,

largerlocalauthoritiescombinemunicipalandcountryfunctions,forinstance,

・county-freemunicipalities・inGermanyand・unitaryauthorities・inEngland（see
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table1,lines1and3）.

Fromitsoriginsinthe19thcentury,thedevelopmentofmodernlocalgovern-

mentinEuropeancountrieshasbeenshapedbytheorganizationalprincipleof

multi-functionalterritoriality.Thisprinciplemeansthatabroadgamutoffunctions

andinstitutionsistobeabsorbedandintegratedwithinasingleterritoriallydefined

localspacetobeoperatedandcoordinatedbyandunderasinglecomprehensively

responsibleelectedlocalauthority.

TwogroupsofEuropeancountriescanbedistinguishedastothelocallevel

territorialdevelopment（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:150ff.）:Onegroupisexem-

plifiedbytheUK,SwedenandsomeGermanL�ander.Internationalcomparative

literaturelabeledthisgroupastheNorthEuropeanpattern（seeNorton1994,40）.

TheNorthEuropeantypeterritorialreformswerecharacteristicallybasedonthe

assumptionthatwhiletheaffectedmunicipalitiesshouldbegiventheopportunity

tobeheard,itwasseentofalluponthepowerofthenationalgovernmentlevelto

carrysuchreformsthroughbinding,asitwere,coercivelegislation.In1974,UK

implementedterritorialreforms,unparalleledintermsofscale,resultinginlocal

levelunits（districts/boroughs）withsizeaveraging140,000inhabitants.1 Itwas

followedbyterritorialreformsinSwedenwithmunicipalitiesaveraging34,000peo-

ple（forfurthercomparativedataseeNorton1994,40;Dexia2008,seealsotables1

and3）.

Ontheotherhand,theSouthEuropeanpatterntookshapeinmostotherEuro-

peancountries.Theyarehistoricallyandculturallyhingedontheprincipleof

voluntariness2,makingtheamalgamationandfusionofmunicipalities・contingenton

theconsentofthelocalcouncilsorlocalpopulationsconcerned.Forthisreason,

thereisonlylittle,ifanylocallevelamalgamationinthesecountriesleavingthem

withextremelyfragmentedmunicipalities.Whiletheterritorialstructureofthe

municipalitieshasthusbeenleftlargelyunchanged,anewlayerandtypeofinter-

Germany

Table3 StructuralDataonMunicipalitiesandInter-municipalBodiesofsomeselected

Europeancountries（in2005）

Number
Average
Population

Average
Area（km2）

％ ofmunicipalitieswith
lessthan5,000
inhabitant.

Inter-
municipal
Bodies

Germany 12.340 6,690 29 77 1,708

France 36,683 1,720 15 95 15,440

Italy 8.401 7,270 37 71 634

Sweden 290 31,310 1,552 4 0

England 389 139,480 562 0 0

Spain 8,111 5,430 62 85 1,080

Hungary 3,175 3,170 29 91 2,590

EU（27） 92,506 5,410 47 82
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municipalbodieshas,instead,beencreatedwiththepurposeofprovidingadminis-

trativesupporttotheirsmall-scalemembermunicipalitiesintheoperationoffunc-

tionsanddeliveryofpublicservices.

Francehasbecomeexemplaryofgeneratingacomplexmultitudeofinter-

municipalbodies（intercommunalit�e）withthesyndicatsandcommunaut�esaddingup

tosome15,400units（seetable1,line2andtable3）.OthercountriesoftheSouth

Europeanterritorialformathavesimilar,albeitlessnumerous,inter-municipalpat-

terns（seeNorton1994,40;foranoverviewseeDexia2008,67,Kuhlmann/Wollmann

2014:168,seealsotable3）.

Inrecentyears,anewroundoflocallevelterritorialconsolidationhasgained

momentum inagrowingnumberofcountries（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:

167ff.）.Ithasbeenconceptuallyandpoliticallydrivenbymountingcriticismofthe

functionofsmall-sizemunicipalitiesandinter-municipalbodiesandbytheintention

toimprovetheadministrativeperformance,i.e.,coordinationcapacity,oflocalgov-

ernmentsthroughterritorialenlargementandviability（seeWollmann2010）.In

2007,Denmarkimplementedaradicalconsolidationofitslocalgovernments,result-

inginmunicipalitieswithanaverageof55,000inhabitants.Greecetookthesame

pathandalsosomeEastGermanL�ander（withmoderateversionsofterritorialcon-

solidation）.（SeeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:166）.

Recently,atrendgainedmomentum increating・metropolitanlocalgovern-

ments・（seeMarcou/Wollmann2008:137）knownasm�etropolesinFranceandCitt�a

MetropolitanainItaly.InthecurrentreformmoveinFrance,14m�etropolesaregoing

tobeestablishedcomprisingFrance・sbiggestcitiesandpopulationrangingbetween

6.6million（M�etropoledeGrandParis）and213,000（BrestM�etropole）.Intheirbasic

concepttheM�etropolesaredesignedtoresumemostofthefunctionsofthemember

municipalities,andalsosomefunctionsoftherelatedd�epartements.

ItshouldbeaddedthatinmostEuropeancountrieswithinbigcities,intra-

municipaldistrictshavebeenestablishedinorderto・devolve・（deconcentrate）

administrativefunctionswithinthecityandtoenhancetheopportunitiesforthe

citizenstogetinvolvedinintra-citydecisionmaking.Insomecountriessuchas

France,theseintra-municipalunitshaveprimarilyadministrativefunctions,where-

asinothercountriessuchasGermany,intra-citydistrictlevelgovernmenthave

beenestablishedwithelecteddistrictcouncilsandelecteddistrictmayors.This

appliestoGermany・stwobiggestcities― BerlinandHamburg.

Tosum up,themunicipalitiesin27EUcountrieshave,ontheaverage,5,410

inhabitantsandhaveanareaofontheaverage47squarekilometersand82％ of

themhavelessthan5,000people.500citieshavemorethan100,000inhabitantswith

anaveragepopulationsizeof5,410inhabitants.Fivecitieshavemorethan2million

inhabitants3（London7.4.Berlin3.2,Madrid3.2,Rome2.5andParis2.2（figuresin

millionfor2012/13）.Intotal,18citieshavemorethan1millioninhabitants4.

IV.FunctionalProfile

Thehistoricaldevelopmentoflocalself-governmenthasseentwodifferent
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conceptualtraditionsinEuropeancountries（seeMarcou/Wollmann2008:149ff,

Wollmann2012）.Ontheonehand,essentiallyinContinentalEuropeancountries,

localself-governmenthasbeenregardedashingingona・generalcompetence

clause・.ThisconcepthasbeenlaiddowninConstitutionsandnationallegislations

aswellasintheEuropeanCharterofLocalSelf-GovernmentadoptedbytheCouncil

ofEuropeinOctober1985.Article3oftheEuropeanCharterstates:

・therightandtheabilityoflocalauthorities,withinthelimitsofthelaw,

toregulateandmanageasubstantialshareofpublicaffairsundertheirown

responsibilityandintheinterestsofthelocalpopulation・.

Ontheotherhand,theBritishpoliticalandlegaltraditionisrootedintheso

calledultraviresdoctrineaccordingtowhichthelocalauthoritiesmayexerciseonly

thoseresponsibilitiesandfunctionswhichareexplicitlyassignedtoitbyactof

legislation.However,thedifferencebetweenthesetwoprinciples―generalcompe-

tenceversusultravires―hasbeenmitigatedandsomewhatblurredparticularlyfor

tworeasons.First,theUK LocalGovernmentActof2000assignedtothelocal

authoritiestherightanddutyto・promotetheeconomic,socialandenvironmental

well-beingoftheirarea・.Thus,thescopeofresponsibilitiesofthelocalauthorities

haslegislativelybeenbroughtclosertowhatthe・generalcompetence・clauseim-

pliesintheContinentalEuropeantradition（seeWilson/Game2011:31f.）.Secondly,

theconstitutionalandlegalprovisionsinContinentalEuropeancountriesstipulate

thatthelocalauthoritiescanexercisetheir（general）competenceonly・withinthe

limitsofthelaw・.Thisreservationclauseoftenprovedtobeakindof・Trojan

Horse・throughwhich（national）legislationcouldpassanevertighterbodyoflegal

regulationsthedensityofwhichhascomeclosetotheeffectoftheultraviresdoc-

trine（seeMarcou/Wollmann2008:148）.

ItisalsoworthytonotethatinmostEuropeancountries,abroadcatalogueof

taskshasbeenassignedtothelocalauthorities（fordetailsseeWollmann/Marcou

2008:149ff.）.Aswasmentionedearlier,aplausibleindicatorofthefunctionalrole,

whichthelocalgovernmentlevelplayswithintheindividualcountry・sintergovern-

mentalsystem,canbeseeninthepercentageofpersonnelemployedbythelocal

authoritiesascomparedtotheentireworkforceofthepublicsector（seetable2,for

dataonallEUcountriesseeDexia2008:64,Kuhlmann/Wollmann2014:105table3.5）.

V.AdministrativeModernization

A.NPM-drivenAdministrativeReforms

TheprocessofNPM-relatedadministrativemodernizationinEuropeancoun-

trieshasshowncommonalitiesaswellasdifferenceswhichshallbeillustratedby

againdrawingonaselectionofmajorEuropeancountries.

InU.K.,theadministrativereformspushedbytheThatchergovernmentafter

1979anddrivenbytheneo-liberalcritiqueoftheexpandedwelfarestate,aimedto

reducelocalgovernmenttoitsalleged・core・functions.Duringthe1980s,the
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ThatchergovernmentadoptedtheCompulsoryCompetitiveTendering（CCT）legisla-

tionobligingthelocalauthoritiestoputmanyoftheiroperationsandservicesout

fortenderwhichaimedatdismantlingtheexistingquasi-monopolyofthelocal

authoritiesthroughmarketcompetition.TheimpactoftheCCTlegislationonlocal

governmenthasbeenconsiderablebothinternallyandexternally-internallyasthe

municipaladministration hasbeen reorganizedalongthe・purchaser/provider

split・andexternallyasactivitiesandserviceshavebeen・outsourced・tooutside

（preferablyprivate-commercial）providers（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:190ff.）.

After1997,theU.K.・sNewLabourgovernmentrevokedthepreviousConserva-

tivegovernment・sbindingCCTlegislationanddistanceditselffrom thelatter・s

fixationonprivatisingservicedelivery.Despiteofthis,itremainedcommittedto

andevenaccentuatedthepredecessor・sNPMdoctrinebyintroducingandimposing

acentrallydeterminedandcontrolledindicator-basedperformancemanagement

regime（seeWilson/Game2011:376ff.）.Althoughthecentrallyguidedtop-down

performancemanagementcontroloverthelocalauthoritieshasbeen,inthemean-

time,somewhatmitigatedthecentralistgripstillprevailsthatBritishcentralgov-

ernmentexercisesoverthelocalgovernmentlevelandwhichisunparalleledin

otherEuropeancountries.

In1980s,Germanyremainedremarkablyalooffrom thetheninternationally

dominantNPM-drivenreformdebate.Inearly1990sandinthefaceofskyrocketing

budgetaryproblemslargelycausedbytheunificationofGermany,manylocal

authoritiesturnedtoNPM5asasolutiontocost-cuttingandadministrativeeffi-

ciency（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:196ff.）.

InGermany,the・NewSteeringModel・（astheGermanversionofNPM）ispri-

marilydirectedatremedyingthetraditionalMaxWeberianmodelandthelatter・s

rule-boundlegalityandhierarchicalrigidity.ItwasdonebyintroducingManageria-

listprinciples― suchasperformanceindicators,cost-accounting,monitoringetc.―

meanttoenhancetheflexibilityandthecost-efficiencyofadministrativeoperations.

Atthesametime,ittriggereddebatesrevivinginterestsin（traditional）reform

conceptsthathadfallendormantsincethe1970s.

Inthebuild-upoforganizationalandpersonnelstructuresatlocalgovernment

levels6,Francewasaconspicuouslatecomer.Mostofpublicfunctionswerecarried

outbythecentralStateanditsregionalandlocaloffices,untiltheepoch-making

decentralisationof1982.Itwasonlyafter1982thatthesub-nationallevelsbeganto

establishandstafftheirownadministration.Moreparticularly,d�epartementsinthe

fieldofsocialpolicy7hadtocreatetheorganizationalandpersonnelbasefrom

scratchbytransferringpartofthepersonnelfrom Stateadministration（see

Kuhlmann/Wollmann2014:193ff.）,inordertocopewiththenewtasksbestowed

uponthem.

TheNewPublicManagementdebatealsoaccompaniedtheadministrationex-

pansioninlocalauthorities.Inthewakeofthemunicipalelectionof1983,anumber

oflargecitieselectedmayorswhoadheredtotheNPM-inspiredconceptsofrunning

theirmunicipalitiesas・enterprises・8.Furthermore,managerialistconcepts,focusing

onindicator-basedperformancemanagement,havebeenpromoted.・Onestop・type
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localagenciesorMaisonsdeServicePublicintroducedanimportantinnovationto

providethecitizens/clientswithan・onestop・accesstotheservices9ofdifferent

departmental,communal,private,etc.,providers.

Intheearly1990s,theNPMdebate,withitsneo-liberalpolicyandmarketization

demands,finallyarrivedalsoinSwedenasthecountryenteredasevereecono-

miccrisis― thefirstsince1945. Abourgeoismajoritygovernment,temporarily

replacingtheuntilthenrulingsocialdemocrats,proclaimeda・system change・in

Sweden・swelfarestate（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann2014:192ff.）.Sincethesocial

servicesweretraditionallydeliveredbylocalgovernmentpersonneltheNewPublic

Managementrepertoiremainlydemandedtheintroductionofmarketizationandof

thepurchaser-providersplitinthehandlingofsocialserviceprovision.

Moreso,theconceptof・vouchers・wasintroducedtofinanciallycompensate

parentswishingtosendtheirchildrento・independentschools・ornon-municipal

schools.Municipalitiesruledbybourgeoismajorities,whichwasespeciallythecase

intheeconomicallyaffluentregionaroundStockholm,appliedmarket-oriented

outsourcingmethods,justtonameafew.However,outsourcedlocalgovernment

activitiesandservicesremainedremarkablylimited,amountingtoabout10％ on

theaverage.

InHungary,thecountry・sfundamentaltransformationfrom aCommunist/so-

cialistandStateeconomytoademocraticconstitutionalstateandmarketeconomy

decisivelyshapedthebuild-upoflocaladministration（seeKuhlmann/Wollmann

2014:90ff.）.Theadministrativemodernizationfacedtwodoublechallenges:First,it

wastoovercomethelegacyofparty-politicizedandlargelyincompetentadministra-

tionoftheCommunistpastbywayofbuilding-upprofessionalnon-partisan,

・Weberian・,andrule-basedadministration（seeDimitrov/Goetz/Wollmann2006:

8ff.）.Second,theinternationalandEuropeanNPM discourseandconceptsinflu-

encedanddrovetheadministrativemodernization.Atthesametime,Hungary・s

wishtoattaintheaccessiontotheEUfurtherfuelledthedynamicsoftheadminis-

trativemodernization.

While,intheinternalreorganization,anumberofNPM-derivedinstruments

havebeenintroduced,themodernizationprocessappearstohavebeenseriously

marredbythefactthatNPMconceptswereputinplacebeforesomebasicfeatures

ofthe・classical・（

・

Weberian・）professional,non-partisanand・lawabiding・admini-

strationweresufficientlyinstalled.

B.EvaluationofNPM-inspiredAdministrativeReforms

Evaluationofadministrativemodernizationatthenationallevelisamplyavail-

ableinnationallyandinternationallycomparativestudiesandliterature（see

Pollitt/Bouckaert2011,Wollmann2003）.ThisstandsincontrastwiththeNPM-

inspiredadministrativemodernizationonthesubnational/locallevelsonwhich

comprehensiveevaluativeanalysesarestilllargelylacking.

However,referencecanbemadetotherecentempiricallypenetratingevalua-

tionstudyconductedinGermanyontheNPM-guided― thatis,Germany・s・New

SteeringModel・（NSM）―guided― localleveladministrativemodernization（see
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Kuhlmannetal.2008）.Accordingtothestudy,theNPM/NSM-drivenmodernization

drivefallsshortofitsearlyhighexpectationsandpromises,althoughitseffectson

localadministrationhavenodoubtbeensignificant.Theobservableincreased

awarenessoftheneedofeconomicefficiencyandaccountabilityinpublicadmini-

strationcomplemented,shiftedandattenuatedthepreviousfixationonlegalcor-

rectness,hence,contributingtoculturalandbehaviouralchanges. Moreover,

traditionalreformconceptsthatdatebacktothe1970sand1980sandthathavesince

fallen・dormant・havebeenrevivedandmergedwithNPM/NSM conceptsandele-

ments.Internationallycomparativeanalyseslabelledthisamalgamationofthetra-

ditionallegalrule-bound（・Weberian・）modelwithNPM conceptsandelementsas

・aNeo-Weberian・model（seeBouckaert2006quotedinKuhlmannetal.2008）.

C.NewPublicManagementandCorruptioninthePublicSector

InthefaceofexpansionofNewPublicManagementdoctrineanditspracticein

Europeanadministration,someraisedthequestionwhethertheintroductionand

applicationofNPM hasmorepositiveornegativeeffectsonthebehaviorofpublic

sectorpersonnelascomparedtothetraditionalWeberianadministration,morepar-

ticularlywithregardtocorruption（seevonMaravic2007,2008withfurtherrefer-

ences）.SomescholarsarguedthatNPM ispotentiallyfraughtwith・corruption

fostering・factorsonanumberofscores（seealsoHood2000:29）.Forone,theinter-

nallydecentralizedorganizationalstructure,intermsofmanagementofresources

andpersonnel,andtheconcomitantrelaxationofhierarchicalcontrolandlegalsu-

pervisionmaymakethepublicactorsconcernedmore・receptive・tocorruption.

Furthermore,theincreasedmarketizationandcontractualizationofpublicfunctions

andservicesenhancesthedirectinteractionandbargainingbetweenpublicand

privateactorsastheboundarybetweenwhatispublicandwhatisprivateisbeing

blurred.Thus,thepublicandprivateactorsinvolvedareembeddedinan・oppor-

tunitystructure・thatmaybeconducivetobribery,kickbacksandfavors.

Thereempiricalindicationsthatthatthe・corruptibility・ofpublicsectorperson-

nelhasincreasedsincetheintroductionandapplicationofNPM principlesandin-

struments.The・corruptibility・potentialoneithersideappearstobevirulent

particularlywhenandwheretheconductandprovisionofpublicfunctionsand

servicesare・commissioned・,・purchased・and・procured・bythepublicfrom the

privatesector（forsome― stillepisodicratherthansystematic― empiricalevi-

denceseevonMaravic/Reichard2003withreferences）.

SomefurtherempiricalevidencemaybegainedfromtheCorruptionPerception

Indicator（CPI）whichisregularlycomposedbyTransparencyInternational（see

www.transparency.org/cpi213/results）onthebasisofsurveysandinterviewscon-

ductedwith・usersandclients・ofpublicadministrationinalmost180countries

world-wide.TheCPIscoreofacountryisbasedonhowcorruptpublicsectorper-

sonnelisperceivedtobe― onascalebetween・0・and・100・,thatis,between・high-

lycorrupt・and・veryclean・.

OnthebasisoftheCPI・ssurvey,theEuropeancountriesfallintothreedistinctly

differentgroups,towit;
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・The・NorthEuropean・countries,inageneralsense,standoutashavingthe

mostfavorablescoreswithelevenofthemrankingamongthetop15,outof

totalsampleof177countries,beingDenmarkrankingnumber1andtheU.K.

rankingnumber14.

・The・SouthEuropean・countriesformanothernoticeablydifferentCPIcluster

withSpainatnumber40,Italyatranknumber69,andGreeceatranknumber

80.

・Finally,theCentralandEasternEurope（CEE-countries）form anotherCPI

clusterrangingfromrank38（Poland）,rank47（Hungary）,rank61（Slovakia）

andRomaniaandBulgariaonaslowasrank69and77.

IninterpretingtheCPIvariancebetweencountriesandcountrygroups,acom-

plexsetoffactorsneedstobetakenintoconsideration.Country-specificadministra-

tiveandculturalgivensandtraditions,precedingtheadventofNPM-driven

administrativemodernization,needtobeconsideredaspossiblyimpingingonthe

currentstateofcorruptibilityperceptions.IntheSouthEuropeancountriesthe

・clientelism・and・nepotism・（includingMafiainfiltration）whichhavehistorically

andtraditionallymarkedpublicadministrationarelikelytopersistontothecurrent

situationandstillfostercurrentcorruptivebehavior.Intheex-communistCEE

countriestheformerabsenceof・ruleoflaw・guidedadministrationandtheformer

（communist）partypatronagesystem alongwiththeconcomitantlackofprofes-

sionalnon-partisanadministrationarealegacythatislikelytostillinfluencethe

currentdevelopment.Finally,the・NorthEuropean・countrieshavebeencharacter-

izedbyahistoricallygrownprofessionaladministrationinwhich,due,particularly

in・Nordic・and・Germanic・countries,to（・Weberian・）hierarchicalcontroland

（・ruleoflaw・-type）legalsupervision,corruptionhastraditionallybeencontained.

Againstthisbackground,itcanbeplausiblyarguedthattheintroductionof

NPMexhibiteddifferentcorruptionfosteringpotential.InthecaseofCEEcountries,

itcanbeplausiblysurmisedthatsuchcorruptionfosteringpotentialcouldbeset

freebecausetheNPM-typicaldiscretionaryflexibilityofmanagerswasintroduced

beforeanadequatelyfunctioningprofessionalWeberianadministrationwasputin

placefollowingthesystemchangeof1990.

Itshouldberecalled,atthispoint,thattheWorldBank（andotherinfluential

internationalorganized）,atanearlystageofthetransformationofCEEcountries

（asregardingdevelopingcountriesingeneral）advocatedanimmediateintroduc-

tionandapplicationofNPM.Subsequently,however,theWorldBankandtheir

likeshaveconspicuouslychangedtheirmindandstrategyandhaveembraceda

・sequencing・conceptandstrategyinwhichtheynowrecommendtogivepriorityto

firstestablishingaprofessional（・Weberian・）bureaucracybefore（!）introducing

NPM.

Notes

1 seeStewart2000forananalysisandcritiqueoftheexcessive・sizeism・oftheBritish

territorialreformvarian
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2 inFrench:volontariat

3 Londonwith7.4million;Berlinwith3.2million;Madridwith3.2million,Romewith2.5

millionandParis2.2million,basedon2012/13populationcount.

4 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Largest_cities_of_the_European_Union_by_population_

within_city_limits

5 NPM isconceptuallyandterminologically・translated・into・New SteeringModel・or

NeuesSteuerungsmodell

6 collectivit�eslocales/territorialesconsistingofr�egions,d�epartementsandcommunes

7 actionsocialel�egale

8 villeentrepreneuriale,villestrat�ege

9 polyvalenced・accueil
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