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1. Introduction.

The European Charter of Local Self-Government wamplgated in 1985 and has
since been signed and ratified by almost all ofGbencil of Europe’s 47 member
states. The Charter was primarily concerned tandafiore clearly and to safeguard
the autonomy of local authorities vis-a-vis ‘highlerels of government, both

national and regional. This was in line with thatfipart of the Council of Europe’s
twin mission of promoting democracy and human gghtenceforth, local democracy
was seen to be an essential element of democsstland the exercise of local
autonomy an essential element of the practiceaal ldemocracy. It was less
concerned, however, with citizens’ participatioradeey dimension of local
democracy. Perhaps this was not surprising givanltical authorities themselves had
to affirm their rights vis-a-vis central governmenif the local institutions were not
strong, then citizens’ participation did not meamcimas an exercise of democracy.
However, the Charter reflected the situation of WHRgopean states in the mid-1980s
and we know that, since then, the world has sigarifily changed with new
understandings of governance and an increasingeaess of the importance of
citizens’ participation in governance systems. lkemnore, the wider role of
government has changed because of the politicalalsand economic

transformations associated with globalization amdEurope, accelerating European
integration. Today, given the global financial ixjsve are in the midst of another set
of changes in the role of government which willlpably prove to be just as radical as
those which began in the 1980s.

This paper will lay out this changing context ahd &volving nature of governance
over the past twenty-five years before turningaavthis relates to regional and local
governments’ services delivery and citizens’ pgydtion in this. These developments
have been felt most strongly in the countries osW Europe but they have also
had an impact in the new democracies of East amtt&d-urope, the Balkans and
further afield. The paper will conclude with somgggestions about the approach that
the Council of Europe might take in strengtheningdjregional and local governance
in line with recent initiatives of UN-Habitat. Itilvconclude with some remarks about
the challenges that have arisen as a result afufrent global financial crisis.

2. Changes in understanding governance over th@3agears.
The great variety of state traditions and terridrgovernance in Europe

It is useful to distinguish between ‘governmentiagovernance’ and relate both to
processes of ‘governing’. Democragjovernmentefers to governing by elected
representatives and governments assisted by sysfguablic administration.
Governancein its contemporary meaning, refers to governingctvinvolves not just
elected representatives and their administrations fmuch wider group of actors
drawn from civil society. These might be businessoaiations, trade unions, pressure
groups of various kinds who influence, to a greatdesser degree, decisions that are
taken by elected politicians. They may also infeeethe implementation of these



decisions. In Europe, there is a considerable tyaokterritorial governance systems
ranging from fully-fledged federations as in Germand Belgium to small unitary
states like Ireland and Greece and, somewheretiweka, large regionalized states
such as France, Italy, Spain and, more recentlthited Kingdom. Furthermore,
within Europe there are distinctiggate traditionsvhich influence the ways in which
government and governance are expressed: the RAapmieonic tradition which has
influenced several states in Europe, includingéhafssouthern and east and central
Europe and even the Netherlands and Finland, sit ile¢heir outward forms; the
Germanic tradition which has been dominant obvipirsiGermany but also in
Austria and, in its actual operating system, théhBidands; the Scandinavian
tradition which is based on homogeneous nationrdealized local governments
but which operate within highly regulated paramesat by national governments or
parliaments; and, finally, the Anglo tradition whibas a weak sense of a unified state
and a stronger sense of society and is more pragarat even idiosyncratic in its
political and administrative organisation. Goverraas well as government express
themselves very differently in all of these systégson, 1980; Loughlin and Peters,
1997). The great variety of arrangements in tarat@governance in European states
is, to a large extent, a result of this alreadyapvariety of systems of government and
governance so that the place of regional and lgoaérnment is different in each of
them. This makes it difficult, if not impossible, devise a one-size-fits-all approach
to territorial government in Europe.

Common trends in territorial governance: the perafdhe Trente Glorieuses

West European states and other advanced capsaists such as Canada, Australia,
New Zealand and even, to some extent, the Unitat$Stet up Welfare States in the
period following the Second World War. This wastmne extent a reaction both to
the war itself, which was interpreted as a ‘peapiear’, and to the situation of
economic depression and poverty during the Greptdsion of the 1930s.
Keynesian economic strategy, and the post-war enanleoom it facilitated, allied
with state-sponsored social welfare policies to enadissible the building of welfare
states. While it is true, as Esping-Anderson hasvshthat there are different models
of welfare statk they all hold a number of features in common:gtieciples of

equity and redistribution; harmonization of puldervices across the entire territory;
the right but also the duty of the state to intaeven the society and economy to bring
about these ends; this leads to high levels of bettralization and bureaucracy as
the personnel necessary to delivery these extepsii®/ programmes increase.

What interests us particularly in this paper isgbsition of subnational regional and
local authorities in the welfare state system, whitl call the Keynesian-Welfare
State. It is possible to discern a number of gdrieatures of territorial governance
which seem to have been common to all states, whattitary or federal and of
whatever welfare model.

! Esping-Anderson distinguishes between the Soaah@ratic (Scandinavian), Liberal (Anglo-
Saxon) and Conservative (the ‘Catholic’ countrieEarope) versions which are founded on different
principles. For example, the Conservative typeuitt bn the traditional patriarchal family whileeth
Scandinavian encourages women to join the labaaefand provides child-care facilities to enable
them to do so.



Firstly, territorial governance and policy were ptéa from primarilynational rather
thanregional or local perspectives. This was based on the idea of ‘soitizenship’,
first defined by T H Marshall in the early 1950s predicated on the notion of social
solidarity and ensuring that citizens may partitegally in the good life of society
(Marshall, 1950). This involves redistribution prammmes which transfer resources
from the more advance sections and regions to #aker sections and regions. Most
planning systems, such as those found in Fraralg,dt the UK were based on these
premises and could be seen as the territorial egfme of the Keynesian Welfare
State. In some countries, such as West Germanitagdhere was, and still is, a
constitutional obligation to ensure equalizatioroas the territory.

Although there was a great variety of central-laegtions in Europe, as authors such
as Goldsmith and Page (1987) have pointed outngtinie Welfare State period they
had in common what has been called a ‘principahtigeodel. Regions and local
authorities were seen as ‘agents’ of the centad sh the delivery of these policy
programmes which were designed and controlled égémtral governments, their
‘principals’. This type or relationship was true @ther in centralized unitary states
such as the UK or France or decentralized unitatgs such as those in the
Scandinavian countries. In the latter countrigoalgh local government played an
important role in the Welfare State system, itsbdwithin strict parameters highly
regulated by the central state.

Decentralization trends during the Trente Gloriesise

It is true that during this period, there were decdization trends (Sharpe, 1979).
These, however, were primarily concerned with ‘aemsting’ an administrative
system that had become excessively cumbersomepsteivy and were attempts to
transfer some of the burden to outlying parts efgizsstem. This wasdministrative
‘deconcentration’ rather thgsolitical decentralization. However, along these trends
there were also growing demands for greater loadlggpation in decision-making —
participatory democracy (Pateman, 1970). The 1@82wkralization reforms in
France are a good example of the presence of litls — administrative
streamlining and regional and local democracy khoaigh it is doubtful whether either
aim was fully realized at least in the initial yeaif the reforms (Loughlin, 2007). The
‘free commune’ reforms in the Scandinavian coustiethe late 1980s are another
example of attempt to lessen the regulatory comtydhe centre of local
governments’ activities (but only in specific pgliareas and after approval by the
centre, see Baldersheim and Stahlberg, 1994).

The conceptualization of ‘governance’ during therite Glorieuses

The mode of governance during this period was dbaraed by a top-down and
command and control perspective. Governments wealeaentre of the system and,
although there were actors drawn from the widerespctheir relationship with the
government and with each other were controlledsamttioned by the central
government. In other words, in the triangle ofestgconomy and society, the state
was dominant. We should also bear in mind that Hwtheconomy and society were
relatively stable and coherently organized durhig period, with strong business
associations representing producers and the |dbore organized in strong labour
unions in most countries relating to governmenis neo-corporatist way (Schmitter



and Lehmbruch, 1979). Society itself was organindabth in terms of social classes
as well as traditional patriarchal family forms (Mizas, 1988). In these conditions, it
was relatively straight-forward for governance dopt what was known as a neo-
corporatist mode, even in countries such as the UK.

The crises of the Welfare State and the emergenoeodiberalism.

It would be out of place here to go into detait@bow the Keynesian Welfare State
went through a series of crises and transformati@ginning in the 1970s: the ‘fiscal
crisis of the state’, the oil crises and the ecoegmoblems of simultaneous
stagnation and inflation. These crises gave risetere social, economic and
political challenges and transformations, and, awly, to a radically new departure
in the understanding and practice of ‘governancesummary form, we might point
to: the new globalization following the collapsetioé Bretton Woods currency
regulation system; the migration of heavy industfrem the West to the Far East; the
relaunch of the process of European integratiod; arost importantly for
governance, what became known retrospectivelyesfiberalism’. Neo-liberalism
was an intellectual as well as a wide-spread palitnovement which radically
challenged the very principles of the Keynesian{@fel State model of the state.
Beginning in the US and UK of Ronald Reagan andgdaet Thatcher, it was
adopted in several different forms, albeit at défe rhythms and times, by most
European countries and further afield in place$ a.scChile and Brazil. Most
importantly it became the explicit approach of gibtinance organizations such as
the IMF and World Bank who, according to the Ndbekeate Joseph Stiglitz,
imposed it on several countries of the developingav(Stiglitz, 2002). When the
communist system collapsed from 1989 onwardssitite major economic rival and
seemed to reign supreme, which Fukuyama descrié&cha End of History’, the
final triumph of capitalism (Fukuyama, 1992). Moéthe countries of East and
Central Europe eagerly embraced it after the largpg of suffering under
communism. Today, with the global financial crigsiep-liberalism, at least in its
more extreme form, seems to have run its coursevandill return to the
implications of this for regional and local govenca towards the end of this paper.

Neo-liberalism and territorial governance

The ‘neo-liberal revolution’ had profound conseqeesnfor governance both at the
national and subnational levels especially in Earf@iughlin, 2009). Two aspects of
this revolution are important for governance. Fitisére is globalization which has
adopted a neo-liberal form. Second, within stag8 models of public management
and public administration were adopted.

In the 1980s, there was a massive increase inlgtaban in many different areas of
economic, political, cultural and social life (Sttlep 2005). In the early period,
‘globalization’ was actually the emergence of twawverful economic ‘blocs’: the
United States and Japan, with European stateststitigling to compete with these
two blocs. The response of the European statesonataunch the integration process
to create a third European ‘bloc’ capable of conmgetvith the other two. Eventually,
this intensified economic regionalization gave wa truly global system with the
development, for the first time, of global markigts range of commodities not the
least of which were the rapidly expanding globahfice markets, of which we are



today very much aware! From a governance persgedtiese developments have
significantly affected the position of national gorments giving them much less
control over both international relations as welld@mestic affairs than had been the
case during the Trente Glorieuses. This does nanhrtteat we have the ‘end of the
nation-state’ a dramatic claim made by some comaters (Ohmae, 1995). National
governments are still the most important actolist@rnational and domestic affairs
but the nature of their exercise of sovereigntydassiderably changed as well shall
see below.

Domestically, most European administrative systesgie influenced by the wave of
reforms in the 1980s and 1990s known under thd tfbiéew Public Management
and taking the specific forms of deregulation, gtisation, and the introduction of
‘market’ mechanisms within the administration itgélood, 1998). Admittedly, there
was a wide variation in the concrete expressiamede reforms according to the
particular state and administrative tradition inieththey were applied so that
privatization in France or the Netherlands didfloibw exactly the same pattern as
in the UK or Italy (Vickers and Wright, 1988). Bile reforms did affect all European
countries as well as those in other parts of thedvo

Putting together these two phenomena of globatinadind administrative reform, we
might summarize the changes by saying that, irsthie-market-society triangle, the
state had lost its dominant position which it ncad lto share with the market. But
what is interesting is that in all countries, etlea UK which had adopted neo-
liberalism to the greatest extent, the market h@dshoved the state from its pedestal
but rather shared the pedestal with it. In otherdspthe old simplicities of the
Keynesian-Welfare State model have given way t@eemomplex, hybrid model
where both state interventionism and neo-liberabsrexist side by side (Loughlin,
2009).

Decentralization in the era of globalization, denéagion and the neo-liberal state

It is possible to discern a number of general tsembdich developed in this new
context of economic globalization and the new patans within which which
nation-states now operate.

* A general tendency towar@slitical decentralizationas distinct from the
mereadministrative deconcentratiomhich existed previously.

* The emergence of regions as key actpoditical regionsin (in chronological
order) ltaly, France, Spain, Belgium and, latere8&n; administrative regions
in England, Greece, Finland, Portugal &mdiand.

» A general tendency towards further strengtheniegpttiitical powers of these
regions: greater powers for the political regiolumgside a tendency towards
transforming the administrative regions into poétiregions as has occurred
in France since 1982.

» Atendency towards the quasi-federalization of soaggonalized systems and
the decentralization of what had been more cenrgdlfederations: the
transformation of Belgium from a regionalized unytatate into a highly
decentralized federal state with both communitres r@gions; the emergence
of the ‘state of autonomous communities’ procesSpain; the devolution
programme of the United Kingdom; the attempts forre the German



federation; and the increasing decentralizatiothefUS, Canadian and
Australian federations.

» Restructuring of local government by breaking ugéa units (in the UK, the
abolition of the metropolitan countries and theatien of unitary authorities
in certain regions), but also by promoting interd@tentralization within
municipalities, for example the creation of neighifmod councils in France,
Italy and the Netherlands.

» The creation of new institutional mechanisms towlgreater involvement of
individual citizens and interest groups in the dei-making process, albeit
without abolishing the decision-making remit ofaél local politicians.

* For the members of the European Union, the EUfiksed provided a
background against which such reforms have beeredaut — encouraging
both political and administrative regionalizatioew approaches to urban
policy, and the constitutionalization in the Maadtt Treaty of the principles
of subsidiarity and partnership.

* Finally, there has been the growth of a strengttémernational dimension
involving subnational governments: new internatlarganizations
representing regional and local authorities (emjted Cities and Local
Governments, which participates alongside the ajppedirepresentatives of
national governments the UN); international organizations focused on
particular types of cities or regions; lobbying gratadiplomatic activities on
the part of regional and local governments. Theseldpments have been
made possible by the loosening of the boundari¢seohation-state in some
parts of the world (quite the opposite has occumeather parts!) and the
opening up of exit opportunities which did not éxisfore.

Evolving central-local fiscal relations

In a recent study of these relations the followtirggnds were noted (Loughlin and
Martin, 2003):

» Transfers vs. ‘own resourcesiverall there appears to be a general tendency
towards increasing use of ‘transfers’ and decregastiance on ‘own
resources’.

* ‘Block’ vs. ‘ring-fenced’ grantsthese transfers tend to be ‘block’ or general
rather than ‘ring-fenced’ or specific grants.

» Effect on local fiscal autonomy’here seems to be a contradiction here.
Increased transfers from central government migbgsst a lessening of local
autonomy. On the other hand, there has been agasein the level of local
fiscal control over these grants. This seemsdaate a growth of what may
be called a ‘choice’ rather than ‘principal-aganthdel of central-local
relations. One explanation of the apparent conttamh is that the ‘choice’
model is evidenced by the fact that local authesitiave control over
transferred resources. Another explanation isdbatral governments prefer
to switch from ear-marked to general grants sihe¢ transfers political
responsibility for the use of these funds to suional governments. In other
words, the latter have to carry the can if theyrareused effectively.



* The current financial crisistt is still not clear how the current global fircaal
crisis will affect the central-regional-local fidealations but there seems little
doubt that it will have important consequencedfiese.

Summary of these trends

The above comments illustrate significant shiftthie position of subnational
authorities in advanced democratic societies whreha result of the wider shift in the
nature of governance from a Keynesian-Welfare Statde to a mode which is a
mixture of this and the neo-liberal model of statéhdrawal, privatization and the
dominance of market-based approaches. It is thitune — what | call the ‘hybrid
state’ — that has affected both the nature of sergelivery by regional and local
authorities and the participation of citizens irvgmance structures and in service
delivery itself. To these we now turn.

3. Delivery of services by regional and local awities.

In the previous section, we described these asdaifun of the central state’s
commitment to deliver extensive policy programmeshee basis of social citizenship.
In this conception, it is the public sector whidfecs the services. Neo-liberals such
as Milton Friendman and Walter Niskanen criticizieid method of service delivery
on the grounds of its inefficiency, ineffectivenesal wastefulness. Neo-liberal
politicians such as Ronald Reagan and Margaretthbaembarked on ambitious
reforms to overhaul the Welfare State system thm@igumber of measures —
privatization, deregulation, and the introductidm@arket-type mechanisms within
the public administration system. Although thers baen an extensive debate as to
the extent to which these reforms achieved theatgyfor example, it has been
pointed out that public social expenditure contthteerise during the 1980s and
1990s), there seems little doubt that they hagmifstant impact on the way in which
public services are conceptualized and on the tipgreulture of the public sector.
There have also been significant changes in tla¢ioekhip between the public and
private sectors. During the early years of neorlbem — the 1980s — at least in the
UK and the US, the basic assumption was that tlvatersector approach was
superior to, and should trump, the public sect@rag@ch. The neo-liberal approach to
service delivery spread around the world albegxpressed in the context of the
particular administrative culture of each counBy.the late1990s, however, new
approaches were being developed that basicallyptatéhe neo-liberal approach but
attempted to link it to temper it with more soal@mocratic perspectives: in Tony’
Blair's UK, Lionel Jospin’s France and Gerhard $cdar's Germany. In other words,
neither a pure market nor a pure interventionigr@gch was the dominant model but
a complex mixture of the two approaches, corresimgnich our concept of the *hybrid
state’ outlined above. The question is whethernhidure was a success both in
terms of the efficient and effective delivery of\sees and whether the citizen-user of
the service was a participant in its formulatiod aelivery or whether he was simply
a passive recipient.

Three models of service delivery

In effect, what has emerged from these developnaetthree distinctive models of
service delivery by national and subnational goneant. First, there is the traditional



Keynesian-Welfare State approach which is a toprd@distributive modein which
public administrators deliver a service to cliemtsthis model, regional and local
governments provide services on behalf of the eéstate. The services to be
delivered are basically decided at central level e underlying logic is that they be
distributed in a standard fashion across the etdiréory with some compensation
through an equalization system for those territoaied individuals lagging behind the
national average. In institutional terms, each tguexpresses these common
principles in distinctive ways, according to Espi#ugderson’s different models of the
Welfare State.

The second model is the one deriving fromrtiegket-based approaatf neo-
liberalism which encourages greater private santalvement in service delivery
and even the replacement by this sector of prisattor providers. One of the clearest
examples of this is the Compulsory Competitive Timdy (CCT) approach adopted
by the British Conservative governments in the 5980ost European countries
adopted this approach albeit perhaps in less &tarks than in the UK. To some
extent, the market-based approach was more oatkgsted depending on the
political ideology of the government or local auibywin an individual country. In
Sweden, for example, some counties and municieglitin by parties on the right
wished to introduce some private sector involvenreareas such as health and
education but were hindered from doing so by araégbvernment that was on the
left, raising issues about local autonomy. In Az&pain, on the other hand, there
was greater encouragement of the neo-liberal apprimaservice delivery. In one
respect, neo-liberal approaches resembled whabwe ¢alled the Keynes-Welfare
State approach: they both assumed that there wassiae that fits all’ and the
mechanisms of service delivery, whether the pu#itor or the ‘market’ were
similar whatever the variety of concrete situatiddeo-liberal market approaches
became a kind of orthodoxy which it was assumedidvawrk in whatever concrete
situation it was applied.

The key question is: did it really work to impropeblic services? Only empirical
research, with clear definitions of the meaningraprovement’ and ‘success’ can
answer this question. There might be improvemedtsaiccess in one sense — for
example in cutting costs — but this might not thsecin other areas — for example, in
quality of the service or in improving the servicger's engagement with the service.
In fact, to take the example of the UK Conservatjggernments’ CCT approach,
there was widespread dissatisfaction with this loothhe part of the local authorities
and on the part of citizens using these servicki [€d to the development of what
has been called tremllaborationmodel. Again, the UK furnishes an interesting
example of this with the arrival to power of Newbloaur in 1997 when the CCT
approach was changed to what was called ‘Best Vdluessence, this approach did
not abandon the competitiveness of the neo-liedel but it ceased to operate on
the principle that the private sector was intriaBlicbetter than the public sector. On
the contrary, it was recognized that the public@darought to service delivery a
number of strengths that could not be found inpitieate sector: a commitment to the
delivery of services that may not be profitableljfferent kind of commitment on the
part of administrators and, perhaps most impoiarelating service delivery to
issues of democracy and citizen engagement. Newurahowever, also saw merit in
the market model not because of the disciplinind) @onomizing features which
came from competition but rather because it was asea mechanism of innovation



and improvement. So the collaboration or partngrabproach sought to combine the
best of both the private and public sectors. Entevend Martin (2005: 236) outline
three rationales underlying this approach: “Fiogtdrawing on the contributions of
different agencies according to their specific teses and competencies... [the]
partnership will deliver goals more effectively agfticiently ... will deliver ‘more
with less’. Second, by encouraging network-liketaats between public agencies,
partnership promises to plug holes in statutoryaates and tackle ‘wicked issues’
through joined-up governance. Third, by includinifedent groups and sectors in
policy- and strategy-making, the new partnershijpsnised more inclusive forms of
government than can be realized through the tamitiinstitutions of representative
democracy” (on this last point see below). Howetzrtwistle and Martin suggest
that each of these propositions needs to be testgitically. For example, although
it might seem a priori that ‘trust’ is a good thjrogrtain expressions of trust may be
harmful since they might involve individuals covegiup for each other and thus
reinforcing incompetence or even corruption. Aty organizations such as the
Mafia or the Provisional IRA based their activit@s high levels of trust! With regard
to the second proposition, we cannot simply assiaiethe public and private sectors
are as different and therefore complimentary ashbery suggests since there is
contemporary research which suggests that the laoi@sdare becoming increasingly
blurred and are less clear cut than is sometimmsgm@ed (Antonsen and Jorgensen,
1997).

The above remarks are drawn largely from the UK|segience of switching from
CCT to Best Value. Although there have been csitits of the latter on the grounds
that it failed to achieve all its aims as the poegi paragraph points out, there seems
little doubt that both CCT and Best Value have sigdificant impacts on local
government’s delivery of services in the UK. Howe\tkere are a range of other
experiences across Europe which show that a sisfiérin emphasis has taken
place, albeit expressed in a variety of institudilosettings. But perhaps there still
needs to be a major research project undertakémeb@ouncil of Europe to evaluate
at this stage the results of these experiments.

The role of the central state in regulating (or he¢rvice delivery by local
authorities.

During the Keynesian-Welfare State period, regafatook place in line with the
principal-agent model: in unitary states, the cargovernment was the principal and
it defined the parameters within which the serviees delivered and this often little
little local discretion; in federal states, it wihg sub-federal level such as the German
Lander which performed this role vis-a-vis local’gmmments. As we have there was
a movement towards lessening such central governmagulation as in the ‘free
commune’ movement in the Scandinavian countrigberiate 1980s and early 1990s.
It was also during this period that the Europeaar@h of Local Self-government was
promulgated (1985) and (from 1988) began to beesigmd ratified by the member
states of the Council of Europe. The Charter hagqa a vital role in defining the
relationship between local authorities and cemjoalernments and was essentially
concerned to safe-guard local autonomy againgnleachments of the latter. This
did not mean that central governments and parligriapt their hands off the
prerogatives of local governments. On the contridug temptation has always been to
regulate. The monitoring reports of the Committethdependent Experts of the



Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Eerdlustrate many instances of
this. Furthermore, the partnership approach meati@bove might also mean that
central government is one of the ‘partners’ in ipatar services. However, in this
case ‘partnership’ is definitely not between eqaald the danger is that the centre
will impose its will on the local. One example big is the French system of regional
planning which today takes the form of State-Redptanning Contracts (Loughlin,
2007). It has been very difficult for the regionsensure that the State keeps its side
of the contract.

Another problem which has arisen is the very cohoépmprovement’ and ‘reform’
of local services (Grace and Martin, 2008). Theseshppery concepts and will be
applied according to particular ideological posisoFor example, the neo-liberal
concept is very different from the collaborativedarstanding. The first means
primarily greater efficiency in the sense of casttiog; the second means greater
effectiveness through the involvement of differgrdups in the design and
implementation of the service. But in either cdisis, often the central government,
particularly during a period of reform, which todayalmost always, which decides
on how these concepts are interpreted and apfliedlevaluation of reforms and
improvements are also undertaken by central govenhior central institutions such
as the Audit Commission in the UK.

The challenge here is for local authorities to Inee@ssential interlocutors with
central government in both the definition and eatibn of reforms designed to
‘improve’ local authorities’ delivery of serviceB¢ Groot, 2008). This means
recognizing ‘learning from within’ as part of as@hproving, holistic system. It
recognizes local community leadership and partmgsdtased on shared
accountability and trust. It recognizes the roleaidincils and local public services as
autonomous actors and not simply as the ‘agentieotentral government. Central
governments have adopted the rhetoric of the cottlve model but have not always
translated this into real world practice.

The involvement of citizens in service delivery

We can examine this from the angles of our thredetsoof the state and local
government which give us three models of citizemshhe first is the Keynesian-
Welfare State model in which citizenship is prirhanationaland democracy is
understood arepresentativeCitizens receive benefits — services — becausieenf t
social citizenship which gives them a set of rigbtshare in the riches of the national
society. This is achieved through redistributivechmnisms and delivered by local
authorities on behalf of the central state — omtagonal polity. The concept of
citizenship in the neo-liberal model is quite diffet. Without denying national
citizenship, this is also conceived@ssumeristemocracy. Citizens exercise their
right to choice in market-type situations and lcamathorities should respond to these
demands through providing a variety of choicesen¥ises or through allowing the
private sector to deliver these services. In thgddrStates, this is known as fiscal
federalism and is alleged one of the rationaleslémentralization of services to local
authorities. Fiscal federalism has also been atiednp European states, particularly
the UK, but has never been fully successful sihessumes that citizens are mobile
(as they are to a large extent in the US) and kdnhomes to avail of cheaper/more
attractive services. Nevertheless, without goinfpaas US-type fiscal federalism,
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the consumerist approach has underlain the reféiotal as well as national
services in several European states. There iswhar concept of citizenship and
democracy in the third collaborative model whichakated to the concept of
participatorydemocracy. The argument here is that citizens @rsimply consumers
but should be actively involved in the governantthe polity whether at the
national, regional or local levels. In this waye tlnderstanding of democracy itself
has been enriched by including the notions of mregiand local democracy alongside
that of national democracy. This also links witk ttesirability that the users of local
services should be actively involved in the desigd delivery of these services.
There are, however, a number of problems assoamtbdhis approach. First, what
are the mechanisms for involving citizens? Shohisl happen on an individual or
group basis? If the latter, which groups are lagited to participate, whom do they
represent, how is their participation validated@ HArere legal mechanisms for doing
this? The second problem is how to relate theseskir citizen participation with the
democratic legitimacy of local politicians who a@lected through the ballot box.
Despite these problems, this approach has beetogedeextensively throughout
Europe and further afield. We might think of thetEBlumodel of ‘interactive policy-
making’ or the Brazilian approach to ‘participatdiydgeting’ which was recently
recommended as an approach to be adopted in & tashrGovernment Green Paper
on Local Government.

The European Charter of Local Self-government|r@ady mentioned, was primarily
concerned with protecting local autonomy vis-aegstral governments and paid
little attention to the relationship between logal’ernments and their own citizens. |
understand that a new Protocol to the Charterirgglqgepared which deals with this
issue. | would like to draw your attention to thei@lines on Effective
Decentralization drawn up and approved by the GormgrCouncil of UN-Habitat
and also approved by the Council of Europe. Thel@ines were inspired by the
European Charter of Local Self-government but dgvéhe notion of local autonomy
protection by developing the aspect of participattgmocracy which, as we have
said, is largely absent from the Charter. The @namd the Guidelines provide two
complementary documents for promoting local demmcia its fuller sense.

4. Conclusions: regional and local authorities faagth the global crisis.

This paper has outlined a series of ‘models’ wiiakie influenced both central-local
relations and the nature of service delivery stheeSecond World War. This is not to
suggest that each of these ‘models’ exists inigwldut rather that, at different
periods, one of them becomes dominant without cetalyl replacing the previously
dominant one. For example, although the neo-libm@del seriously challenged the
Keynesian-Welfare State model it did not, of couadmlish the Welfare State nor
government economic planning. On the contrary,gfas still with us but what has
changed are the context in which they operatelelzatized world -, their basic
operating culture and the meanings attached tom®8uch as services, democracy
and citizenship. Neo-liberalism has also helpegktonfigure the shape of the
territorial governance of the state, whether thia unitary state or a federal states.
The very concept of decentralization is differen&ineo-liberal model from what it is
in a Keynesian-Welfare State model. Similarly durd collaborative has retained
much from the previous neo-liberal hegemon — natuch as competition and the
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role of the market — while tempering them with islesach as a positive understanding
of the public sector, partnership and participatbegnocracy.

Today, however, both neo-liberalism and the coltabee model are being seriously
tested by the global financial and economic cri$esa large extent the globalization
which began to take off in the 1980s was a formeai-liberalism and national
governments as well as international organizatamegpted a ‘hands-off’ approach to
its regulation with the disastrous consequencear@avitnessing today. The question
for this conference is what are the implicationshas for regions and local
authorities. We might remark that it is interestihgt the heyday of political
decentralization and the emergence of politicaloregwas precisely in the 1980s and
is probably closely connected to the wider proceséaeo-liberal globalization. This
was not least because during this period thereawessng tide of economic prosperity
and, at the same time, national states that wikhddregulate and shed cumbersome
functions to other levels of government. Today,ane entering a new era of
economic contraction and even recession but ibig/et clear to political actors and
organizations what are the appropriate policy uragnts to respond to these
challenges. It is certain that we cannot returth&oold Keynesian-Welfare State
model because the world has irreversibly changetbdhe 1960s. The great danger is
that notions such as regional and local autonondydemocracy will be regarded as
luxuries as central governments begin to tighteir itollective financial and
regulatory belts to cope with the crisis.
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