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local government svstem. Inoall three coses economic pressure, related w the individuwal
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Introduction

For a long time research on local government was rather untheoretical and
non-comparative, consisting mainly of case-studies of specific countries.
Summarizing the state of research Rhodes (1980) concluded that “the
comparative study of local government, in its widest sense, has not existed
and does not exist’. During the 1980s, however, there has been a rapid
growth in research on local government and central=-local government
relations, research which has also touched upon general theoretical themes
such as the erisis of the welfare state, problems of legitimation and power
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(Goldsmith & Villadsen 1986; Dente & Kjellberg 1988; Sharpe 1988; Reade
1989}, We have also been presented with the first more serious attempts at
systematic comparative analysis of local government in different countries.
Comparisons have been made between West European countries (Page &
Goldsmith 1987) as well as between West European countrics and the US
(Elmore et al. 1986). However, cross-national comparisons of central-
local government relations between capitalist and socialist/post-socialist
countries remain relatively rare (Regulski & Regulska 1988: one recent
exception is Regulski et al. 1988). For that reason one could easily agree
with Harloe (1981) that comparisons between Eastern countries and West-
ern capitalist countries would be of some value even if they are of a purely
descriptive kind.

As a consequence of the dramatic developments in 1989 the whole issue
of central versus local government in Eastern Europe now appears in a
radically different light. Thus. to take Poland as an example, during the
socialist” period it did not even make sense to speak of local government
in the Polish system. When attempting o apply a theoretical framework
developed within the Western context to a political system as different as
Poland, it resulted in “secking and examining non-existing phenomena’
{Mokrzycki 1952, 47). Today a broad movement of local citizens” com-
mittees has emerged across the country, a Ministry for Local Government
Reform has been created, and democratic communal elections were held
in May 1990, i.e. two years carlier than previously scheduled ( Foundation
in support for local democracy 1989).

However interesting the introduction of local self-government in a pre-
viously overcentralized state may be in itself, the intent of this article is 10
present a framework suitable for comparison of central-local government
relations in different countries. Using a *most different systems approach’
(Meckstroth 1975), the objective is to see if it is possible to observe
corresponding processes of central and local government restructuring in
different cultural and pohitical contexts. Since "decentralization” in different
forms has been on the agenda in different countries at least since the end
of the 1970s, one might ask if there are causes, mechanisms and effects of
a general non-systemic Kind behind this development or if the similaritics
are merely superficial and actually represent underlying developments
which are quite different.

The aim of the article, in short, 15 to formulate a conceptual framework,
suitable for cross-national comparative analysis. Drawing upon Rhodes
(1980, 1981, 1986a, 1986b), a framework is presented which may serve
as an instrument for broad comparative description and analysis, After
discussing the framework critically, the article gives some empirical illus-
trations drawn from a comparative study on the restructuring of central-
local government relations in Poland, Sweden and the United States. In
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conclusion causes and mechanisms of the decentralization processes in the
three countries are discussed.

The Resource Framework

In 1980 the state of research on central=local government relations was
summarized in a 48-essay volume entitled fmternational Handbook on Local
Covernment Reorganization, Comtemporary Developments (Rowat 1980),
In the concluding chapter the editor argues:

Before much progress can be made in comparative studies, 2 way must be found o measure
ar at least estimate the relative power of local government in the overall svstem of o country.
Since the process of decision-making is central to the cxercise of power in any political
svatem. one must therefore study the role of locel government in this process, One must
ask., Wha share does focal govermment have in the roral of all governmental decision-making
e a coandey In this connection. one must also ask 1o what extent local governments are
able 1o influence decisions made Iw senior governments, either state or cemeal. A full
analvsis of the strength of lecal government must ake both of these questions into account.
(Rowar 1980, 601)

Obviously there is no simple way of accounting for local government
strength. However, as a starting point 1t seems unavoidable to take the first
of Rowat’s questions at its face value: Whar share does local government
have in the rotality of all governmenial decision-making in a cowntry? The
question refers to the scope assigned to local government in the overall
political system. How is one to measure that scope? Sharpe (1988) argues
that local-government growth should be measured in terms of several
indices. such as functional scope. power. personnel, expenditure. outputs
and outcomes. However, some of these measures of government are
“difficult 1o conceptualize. let alone measure’. and that is why, according
to Sharpe, “the generally accepted measure of government growth has
become largely confined to expenditure” (1988, 365). Yet even this measure
is not without problems, Should public corporations producing for the
market be included? Could not an inefficient government increase its
expenditure without any real increase in that government's outputs? On
the other hand, could not efficient governments increase their outputs
without any real increase in expenditure? Bearing these and other possible
ambiguities in mind. one can nonetheless agree with Sharpe that the
expenditure method of measuring government may be useful as a general
point of depariure for comparative analvsis of central-local government
relations in different countries.

Even so, estimating local government’s share of total public expenditure
oremplovment in a country does not in iself say anvihing about the degree
of discretion exerted by Tocal authorities. Local government may well have
responsibility for a broad range of functions. but may at the same time
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be strongly supervised by central government. On the other hand, local
government may have responsibility for only a few functions but still have
a good deal of discretion in this limited area. So, taking local government’s
share of total government growth as a point of departure, we have to take
our analysis one step further. It is necessary to look at the distribution of
public expenditure and activities on specific functions.

A question has been raised whether there is an inherent logic in the
distribution of functions between the two levels of government. In their
"dual state thesis' Cawson and Saunders (1983) suggest that there does exist
a functional division and imply that central government bears the main
responsibility for social investment (‘production’) whereas social con-
sumption is the privilege of local government. The thesis seems to have
some value as a heuristic device for “identifying deviations from an abstract
pattern of relations’ (Page & Goldsmith 1987, 162-163). However it secms
too crude to desenibe., much less explain, cross-national variation in central-
local government relations. All attempts at a more sophisticated functional
division of governmental activities have to face the problem that most
policy fields are multi-functional. In terms of the dual-state thesis, for
example. housing policy may be classified as both investment and con-
sumpion.

In a less pretentious way it seems necessary to differentiate between
various policy areas in order to search for similar patterns or striking
differences between countries. Central-local government relations in a
country may vary a lot from one policy area to another making sweeping
generalizations about this relationship misleading (Page & Goldsmith 1987,
161). In Sweden, for example, it appears that educational policy has been
more centralized and regulated than cultural policy — in spite of the fact
that the former is a much more predominant part of local expenditure
than the latter. Thus, a more or less sophisticated functional division of
governmental activities on central and local levels may serve as a link to
an analysis focusing on specific policy seclors.

Before analysing such scctors, however, there is a need for a more
general analysis of local-government resources. Without legal, financial and
other resources, local governments would be reduced to extensions of
central governments unable to act according to their own priorities. But it
15 iImportant not to look at resources too rigidly as they have a ‘subjective,
volatile transmutable character’. They may be used as weapons to
accomplish goals, which may in turn be looked upon as “prizes’ and add 1o
the original resource base as weapons for the next round of the ‘power
game” ete. (Rhodes 1986b, 12) These ‘games’ played by central and local
governments may be either of a zero-sum or positive-sum kind. An increase
in central-government resources does not necessanly imply a corresponding
decrease in local-government resources. And resources may be used both
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for competitive struggle and coalition building (Bacharach & Lawler 1980,
107).

Resources may be classificd in a number of ways. For the purpose of cross-
national comparison it seems superfluous to construct very sophisticated
classification schemes. Drawing upon the classifications presented by Rho-
des (1980, 1981, 1986a), it is possible to distinguish between five sets of
resources: (1) constitutional-legal, (2) regulatory, (3) financial, (4) political
and (3) professional. The boundaries between the different categories can
be discussed, and there may be other tvpes of resources which ought to be
taken into account. All the same. the categorization includes the major
resources which seem to be relevant to an analysis of central-local govern-
ment relations,

Constitutional-legal vesources pertain to the range of functions formally
devolved to local government under terms of the Constitution or by par-
bamentary Acts. A high degree of local autonomy in this dimension does
not necessarily in practice correspond to a high degree of local autonomy.
Central government may have restricted local autonomy through a number
of supervising and controlling mechanisms, bringing us to another Kind of
resources.

Deriving their legitimacy from the constitutional-legal framework of a
stade, regularory resonrces pertain to the scope and strength of rules used by
the central government in order to regulate and control local government.
Following Hancher & Moran (1989, 130) regulation may be defined as “the
making and enforcement of legal and administrative rules’. Deregulation.
of course, is the mirror image of regulation, meaning “the explicit alteration,
amendment or abolition of a set of rules”. Hancher & Moran also give a
more abstract, theoretically founded definition of the concepts of regulation
and deregulation. but the simpler formulations fit our purpose well enough,
One should observe that deregulation does not alwayvs mean the abolition
of rules. It could also mean substitution or systematization of rules, In the
last case deregulation is “a kind of regulatory reform. the goai being 1o
make regulation more efficient” (Hancher & Moran 1989, 131). In
least one instance the term re-regulation” has been used 10 denote this
phenomenon, i.c.

steps taken o make existing regulation more effective, or w replace rules with other
mstruments designed 1o achieve more effectively and efficiemly the same behaviowral
changes sought with the original regulatory scheme (Blant 1959, ju3),

Deregulation is not only a “central feature of the political economy of
advanced capitalist nations” (Hancher & Moran 1989, 136) but also a
striking feature in the East European countries. and this even before 1989,
Indeed, regulatory resources. roughly corresponding 1o what Rhodes once
called hicrarchical resources (Rhodes 1980, 373), is a dimension that
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cannot be dismissed when analysing central=local government relations in
a country.

Financial resources refer to the funds raised by local governments from
taxes. service charges, central grants and borrowing. This dimension is
intimately connected o the foregoing as grants from central governments
are often accompanied by detailed rules governing their use. But central
grants are not always conditional. They may also be *block grants’ not
limiting local discretion as the former do. However, the right to impose
taxcs on its citizens is probably the basic financial provision for local-
government discretion.

Political resources refer both o the aeccess to public decision-making
structures and the right to build public support conferred on representatives
by the legitimacy deriving from election. An important aspect of access
involves the capacity of local governments in a country to form a ‘national
local government system’, manifested in national local-authority associ-
ations that define “the national role and the state of opinion in local
government as a whole’ (Dunleavy, as quoted in Rhodes 1986a, 23). But
if local government is to mean ‘government” and not just deconcentrated
central state administration, it also has to reflect territorially defined local
constituencies where elections have more than symbolic significance for the
people, not just a democratic fagade behind which authoritarian top-down
governing is hidden. A situation where local government councillors have
access to the national decision-making structures without being legitimately
anchored in civil society may imply a strong central government impact on
local government rather than the other way round. This may well have
been the case in many East European countries, and it vividly illustrates
the need to take both kinds of political resources into account.

Professional resources refer o “the possession of people, skills, land,
buildings, material and hence the ability to act directly rather than through
intermediaries’ (Rhodes 1986b, 17). It also has to do with the capacity to
collect and process data. This capacity in turn requires a staff of personnel
representing knowledge and expertise. Professionals have an intricate posi-
ton, often being able o lend their competence to either of the two
governmental levels, and also having the capacity to pursue their own
inlerests,

In reality it may be difficult to separate the different sets of resources
from each other, and, as has been said before, the list is not necessarily
exhaustive. For the purpose of broad cross-national comparison, however,
it can be scen as a fair starting-point. The resource perspective may also
be useful as an instrument in assessing the direction of the development of
central-local governement relations within a country. Indeed, time-series
analysis of the central-local government relationship within a single country
seems o be a necessary precondition to cross-national analysis of this
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relationship (Wolman 1988a). What at the surface may look like a general
decentralization process may by resource analvsis be revealed as a much
more complicated phenomenon, Central government may have an interest
in presenting itself as a promoter of decentralization. yet not always act in
accordance with its word.

Talking about resources, it is also important not to overlook the fact that
there is normally a basic asymmetry in central=local government relations:

The relationship between central and local governement is not =0 much a variety of
“different” tvpes of relationship, but rather one relationship between a constitutlional superior
and subordinate in which the centre has @ differential disposition and ability across different
services and activities to set parameters varving in their tightness and consequently varving
in the discretion they permit local government actors, (Page. as quoted in Rhodes 1986a.)

Thus, the picture of two equal partners bargaining with each other is oo
idyllic. The centre usually has the privilege of being able to alter the rules
of the game unilaterally. Changes in central-local government relations
occur all the time but within the former’s preference of rule interpretation,
Of course, the situation is more complicated in federal states. but principally
the argument will hold even there.

Discretion

The concept of “discretion” has been defined as “The room for decisional
maneouvre possessed by a decision-maker” (Rhodes 1981, 108). viewing
“decisional” in its broadest sense and encompassing the whole of the policy
circle, not just its formal decisional stage. Discretion is a matter of degree
and even a local authority subjected 1o the closest supervision by a central
department will have some degree of diseretion. The degree of discretion.
moreover, may clearly vary beetween the different resource dimensions.
A local authority may have a large degree of discretion in legal terms yet
at the same time be strongly supervised financially by central government.

The degree of discretion may also vary according to services. Thus.
examining central and local government relations in seven West European
countries, the editors conclude:

There are no clear differences in the de grees of diseretion enjoved by local aumhoritics in
the seven countrics: local discretion appoars W vary more between services than Beiwoen
states, and it is impossible 1o state that any one country as o more restrictive regime than
anather. (Page & Goldsmith 1957, 161)

They even goas far as stating that "it is not possible to come 1o a general
conclusion, even an imprressionistic one, about the degree of diseretion in
service delivery that local authorities have in practice” (Page & Goldsmith
1957, 158). This conclusion is a strong argument in fvour of a shift in focus
o the policy content of central-local government relations. Exploring the
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evolution of particular policy areas over time and examining the relations
between the actors and interests involved may be a way of penetrating the
formal aspects of central-local government relations and pave the way for
conclusions as to the degree of local-government discretion. However,
considering the earlier absence of studies comparing these relations in
different systems, there is indeed also a need for initial comparisons of a
more gencral kind. It is here that the resource framework may be most
uscful as a conceptual framework.

Limitations of the Framework

When uwsed to analyse central-local government relations in Britain, a
number of eriicisms have been raised against the ‘Rhodes’ framework’,
including the criticisms noted by Rhodes himself (Rhodes 1986a). The main
conclusions drawn by Rhodes after his self-critical scrutiny of the resource
framework point forward to a shift in the conception of the object of study:

The phrase “central-local relations’ suggests a bias towards the analysis of insiirusiona!
relationships. Such analysis does not always provide an adequate account of policy systems.
To focus on policy communitics i5 fo asserl the primacy of policy networks and policy
content over the relationships between particular types of institutions, The phrase “central-
local relmions™ is, therefore. an inapproprisie definition of the subject. “Intergovernmenial
theory” with its emphasis on fragmentation, professionalism and policy networks is more
appropriate. (Rhodes 19864, 28)

In considering this conclusion it should be emphasized that it pertains
mainly to the analysis of central-local government relations in one country,
namely Britain. The framework proved too superficial to be able to grasp
these relations in depth. However, the framework is still useful to compare
the development of central-local government relations in different
countries in more general terms, Without such a basic comparison, it does
not seem meaningful to dig more deeply into specific policy areas searching
for ‘policy networks’, “policy communities’ elc.

My conclusion, in short, is that the criticisms directed at the Rhodes’
framework do not reduce its value as an instrument of basic cross-national
analysis. This conclusion should be seen in relationship to the general state
of the art in this long-neglected, although currently expanding, branch of
political analysis. Thus, there is not an ocean of alternative approaches to
choose from. When Page and Goldsmith in 1987 published their book
Central and Local Government Relations. A Comparative Analysis of West
European Unitary States, they noted in the preface that

although there are many cxcellent studies of local povernment and intergovernmental
relations in a varicly of countries, there haee been few attempls af @ svstematic comparisan
of the kind necessary to achieve the kind of understanding we beliepe to be desirable (Page
& Goldsmith 19R7, vii: my emphasis),
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And they also stated that ‘comparative description. albeit on a relatively
large scale, is a modest objective, yet one that has largely eluded students
of central-local relations’ (Page & Goldsmith 1987, 9). Although the
resource approach may warrant criticism for its crudeness, the words of
Page and Goldsmith must be borne in mind.

[llustrations

To illustrate the applicability of the resource framework some examples
may be provided from a comparative study of central and local government
relations in three radically different countries, i.¢. Poland, Sweden and the
US. The choice of countries compared reflects a most-different systems
approach. The intent of this study has been to see 1f there are non-svstem
specific or analogous ditferences in the development of central and local
government relations in countries that are radically different with respect
to their political systems. For obvious reasons the richness of descriptive
detail in this article has 1o be low. An attempt has been made to single out
those changes in resource dimensions in each country that highlight the
restructuring of central and local government relations that has occurred
during the 1980s. Because of the nation-specific histories surrounding these
developments, it is not meaningful to structure each case-study section in
an absolute identical way. In the concluding section the results of the case-
studies are brought together analysing the more or less parallel processes
that seem to be at work behind the restructurning of central and local
sovernment relations in the three countres.

The Case of Poland

Before 1980 the focal government’s share of the total state budget in Poland
as in other socialist countries of Central Europe amounted to between one-
fifth and one-third (Zawadzka & Zawadzki 1980, 368: Resulski 1989, 437).
In 1983 the total volume of local-authority expenditure exceeded 884
milliard zloty, i.¢. one-third of all public expenditure, About 60 percent of
the local expenditures were located at the provinee level, while 40 percent
related to the communes { Regulski et al. 1988, 110-111). Economic activi-
ties, education and health care accounted for about one-third each of local
spending {(Resulski 1989, 4399,

Thus, as regards local government’s share of total public spending.
Poland did not differ much from many West European countries in the
middle of the 1980s, falling in between Britain with 26 percent and Sweden
with 42 percent (Page & Goldsmith 1987, 157). Nevertheless, according 1o
Mokrzyeki it *made no sense w speak of lacal government in the Polish
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system” under communist rule. It was a ‘non-existing phenomena’
(Mokrzycki 1982, 47), perhaps most vividly illustrated by the fact that the
local councils did *not control any executive bodies’ but had to “act through
the state administration’ (Regulski 1989, 432). Consequently, one of the
main objectives of democratic reform in today’s Poland is the ‘territorial
reorganization of the state. This, however, cannot be achieved without
fundamental restructuring of the current Soviet-like local government’
(Foundation in support for local democracy 1989). Looking more closely
at developments in Poland before the Solidarity government took power,
however, one discovers that even then there were decentralist changes
occurring. Thus, it would be wrong to say that current developments
represent a transition from total centrahization to a mirror picture of
decentralization.

Constitutional-legal and regulatory resources. — The basis of the *socialist’
government system in Poland was established in 1950. Since that time this
basis evolved slightly and was amended by several acts. However, the
institutional basis that was laid by 1950 remained largely the same until the
end of the 1980s. Thus, local authorities were elements of the state system.
The property they managed was state property: local ownership did not
exist, and local budgets were part of central-state budgets. The concept of
the socialist state implied that all activitics, including those of the local
authorities. had to be subordinated to the central authority. Consequently,
central government had the power not only to supervise and control the
local authorities, but also to assign tasks to them and to interfere in the
way they performed them.

The nanonalized means of production were organized in sector-divided,
state-owned enterprises. These enterprises had more means at their disposal
than did local authorities. Thus, the territorial principle of organization
took second place to sectorized centralism. Although responsible for the
comprehensive development of its areas, and the satisfaction of the needs
of 1ts residents, local authorities lacked the resources for taking initiatives
and action. Local government was responsible for a lot of things but had
no resources of its own. The internal organization of local government was
a reflection of the previously mentioned system. Thus, the local executive
bodies were subordinated in two ways = to the appropriate council and to
the central authority. The local chief officers were first and foremost
acknowledged as civil servants of the state (Regulski & Markowski 1988,
Regulski et al. 1988, Chapter 3).

Thus, in constitutional-legal terms, local government in *socialist” Poland
was subordinated to central government in all respects. Although from
time 1o time this subordination was modified somewhat, the decisive power
was firmly kept in the hands of the central state, and ultimately the
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communist party. However, from the beginning of the 1980s there were
hints of what was going to become the radical anti-communist revoelution
by the end of the decade.

Financtal resources. = In *socialist” Poland industry was understood as the
main instrument for the development of the socialist state. Thus, a majority
of state resources was directed at sectoral industrial organizanons, while
local governments had at their disposal a much smaller share of resources,
For example, a research project found that in about twenty smaller towns
in Central Poland more than 70 percent of day-care centres, more than 60
percent of cultural amenities and nearly 40 percent of all kindergartens
were built and run by industrial firms (Regulski 1989, 436). From time (o
time the industrial priority was challenged. but the local councils never got
the financial opportunity to run their own urban policy. The municipal
budgets were an integral part of the general state budget, and the collection
of budgetary incomes (taxes. profits made by state owned companies etc.)
was done through centrally controlled tax offices. For a long time the
provinces plaved a strategic role as instruments of central-government
financial policies. Between 1981 and 1983, however. the communal share
of non-central-government spending ncreased from 19 10 39 percent,
representing an enlargement of communal responsibilities. The communes
were nonetheless “still subordinated financially to the provincial adminis-
trations’ (Regulski 1989, 439).

In 1985 29 percent of local expenditures was covered by para-budgetary
funds. ¢.g. retirement fund. foreign-debt repayment support fund. science
and technology fund, and family-help fund. The number of such funds
increased from 10 to 48 between 1970 and 1986, and their importance grew
steadily, Formally their use was tightly controlled and regulated by the
central state, but they were widely critized because they allowed “important
sums to be collected outside of overall control and to be used for fragmented
and not always important goals” (Regulski 1989, 441). Thus. in spite of the
formal restrictions these funds seem to have potential as a local-government
resource.

Political and professional resources. — The “socialist” Constitution assured
the Communist Party the leading political role in Poland. The listing of the
candidates for the local elections was in the hands of the Party and other
bodies subordinated w it. This meant that all councillors were Party
members. or at least that they had the Party's approval. The main task of
}l_H: local councillors was to implement the Party’s national programme,
Phus, in practice the loeal councillors had a stronger identification with the
monstic political structure at the national level than with the local interests,
According 10 Rhodes™ framework access to the national political system is
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one important dimension of local government’s political resources. In the
case of socialist Poland the situation was rather the other way round:
through the local councillors the central Party apparatus had access to local
government.

Consequently, the fegitimacy of local government was weak, and only a
limited number of people. ‘local patriots’, who were emotionally linked to
a town or region, were ready to sacrifice their own time to opt for local
development. On the other hand, local managers of state-owned enter-
prises, medical doctors, lawyers, architects and other professional groups
based their carcers on sectoral and professional organizations. On the
whole, few people looked upon local government as a basis for action to
meet local needs (Regulski 1989).

in search of a new local povernment. — Since about 1978 Poland has been
plagued by a severe economic crisis. One effect of this crisis was the
introduction of a policy to restructure the relationship between central and
local government in favour of the latter. After stormy discussion the
Parliament in 1983 ratified a new administrative structure concerning the
position of the local authorities: the Act on City Councils and Local Self-
Government. Earlier, local government could make policy only on issues
which were explicitly placed within their competence. Under terms of the
new Act it was accepled that local government could make decisions on all
issues which are not the explicit juridical competence of higher admin-
istrative levels. In fact, this meant a recognition of the principle of local
self-government.

The local budget was also strengthened, as every local unit now got a
guaranteed income from grants for the next five years. Thus, grants not
used in a particular year could be reserved for the next year. “Excess’
financial resources no longer had to be returned to the central-state budget,
The introduction of the Department of Treasury at the regional level and
the Chamber of Treasury at the local level meant that they took over some
financial functions from the Association of Enterprises. The Chambers and
Departments of Treasury had a strong relation to the central Ministry of
Finance which continued to control its management of local authorities’
finance. However, that did not exclude a potenrial for a higher degree of
local-government discretion.

According to the “socialist’ order, the Local Executive Officer and the
Regional Executive Officer were the tentacles of the Prime Minister. The
new Act changed these relations a little, as the People’s Council could
require the Local Executive Officer 1o resign. Even so, the local authorities
were still mainly incorporated into a highly centralized administrative
structurc.

The 1983 Local Act meant that the uniform central state power was
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diluted a little, introducing some “decentralized responsibilities” with less
control by higher administration. People’s councils were also given more
discretion in the field of local economic planning and budgeting and theyv
were also given more discretion as regards the appointment of local officers.
Still the financial resources of local government remained weak (Goverde
& Markowski 1986).

In constitutional=legal, regulatory, professional and even financial terms
local governments were given a httle more resources, but the central state
did not loosen its political sovergignty. The legiimacy of the Communist
Party and the central state system had totally vanished. and the increase in
local-government discretion was too small to give it a legitimacy of its
own. Decentralization did not help much as long as political power was
concentrated in the hands of the central state (Regulski et al. 1988, Chapter
3: Regulski 1989),

The need for a radical local-government reform was raised during the
Round Table talks between Solidarity and the Communist government in
the spring 1989, Thus, Lech Walesa in his introductory speech mentioned
four fields which were crucial to break up the old svstem: (1) access 1o
mass media and to information sources: (2) freedom in establishing new
associations; (3) independence of judges from political and administrative
pressures; (4) local democracy,

Professor Jerzy Regulski. who was Solidarity’s chief negotiator on local-
government reform, summarized the demands raised upon the government.
They aimed at:

(1) the abolition of the constitutional principle of uniform state power: the
local council should represent local society only, and be released from
hierarchical dependencies:

(2) a new democratic electoral law:

(3) recognition of communal legal entity and ownership rights;

(4) a stable and controlluble system of supplving local budeets, free of
arbitrary decisions by state admimstration;

(3) limitation of state interference in local affairs to control of the legality of
communal decisions only, and abolition of all administrative regulations
concerning communal tasks:

(6) transfer of local state administration o communal control:

(7) freedom 1o establish intercommunal associations both local and goal
ariented, and national, 1o represent local interest in central government;

(8) the right 1o judicial appeal against decisions of the state administration
(Regulski 1989:442),

Taken together these demands would imply an immense increase of local
covernment diseretion, No wonder then that the communist government
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found some of the demands unnegotiable, i.e. numbers 1, 4, 6 and 7.
W. Sokolewic, who co-chaired the talks on behalf of the government,
acknowledged the Solidarity demands as an attempt to build an alternative
political system competing for power with the ruling party. He said the first
step would be to capture the power on the communal level, then to take
provincial administration under political control, and finally to create a
union of local governments as a pressure group on the national level.
Although this was not the outspoken goal for Solidarity, the effect of
a radical local-government reform might well be “the extinction of the
nomenclatura system at all levels of power’, as expressed by the par-
liamentary leader of Solidarity, Bronislaw Geremek (TT-Reuter, Warszaw,
as quated in Dagens Nyheter, 18 January 19940).

As a result of the parliamentary electoral campaign in spring 1989 a
nationwide social movement grew up, expanding under the auspices of the
Commission for Local Self-Government, which is a part of the Lech Walesa
Citizens” Committee. More than 3000 citizens” groups emerged across the
country. The committees were socially and politically broader than the
working-class based Solidanty, and thus had a stronger potential as future
local-government councils.

In order to initiate the process of local-government reform, the Scnate
passed a resolution on 29 July 1989 to introduce local self-government in
Poland and to undertake appropriate legislative measures. The resolution
includes all eight points which were mentioned above. The radicalism of
the resolution and the speeding-up of its planned implementation imply
that local government reform has now become strategically urgent. Quoting
the Foundation in support for local democracy (1989, 2):

The totulitarian centrafized stale Ry tanght people how wot o participete in local institaiions,
Funhermore., the existing svstem destroyed the undersianding of the purpose of local self-
povernment, of its 1asks and mechanisms of functioning. The basic knowledge of self-
povernange has 1o be regained, It is necessary to prepare local communities for democratic
clections, [ is important to show what local self-povernment should mean under demoeratic
conditions. what the real limits of its powers are and how such a body should work {my
emphasis).

This also means a rerurn to a dualistic system of local administration
with two overlapping structures, the state administrations and local self-
government. Thus, local self-government was

an important part of public lifc in Poland watil the Second World Wae. Before 1918 it was
one of many ways in which the national and economic interests of the Polish population
werg protected. Berween 1918<1939 i promoted the development of wowns and villages,
public facilmies and mstutions ete. It was also a scene of sharp political struggles, which
resulted in 1933 in s independence being limited. . . (Repulski et al, 1988, 67)

Resources and discretion. = Looking at the development of central-local
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state relations in Poland from the resource perspective it is self-evident
that the period after 1980 represents first a half-hearted, then a dramatic
shift in a decentralist dircction. However, it was not until the uniform state
power was broken in 1989 that constitutional-legal, regulatory, financial
and professional resources will have a fair chance to be used in favour of
local self-government. As long as the local governments were integrated
into the centralized state structure they could get no public legitimacy, the
degree of local-government discretion was extremely limited and decen-
tralist reforms within this framework were useless. In that sense the political
resource dimension was crucial.

Whether a new system of local self-government will emerge. as aspired
by the Solidarity government. remains to be seen. Less than 50 percent of
the electorate took part in the local-government elections in May 1990,
which might be interpreted as a remaining distrust in the local political
system in Poland. How to handle the old party/state “nomenclatura’ at the
different levels of administration also seems to be an issue of conflict within
Solidary (Bujak 1990). On the other hand the government has initiated an
ambitious programme to promote the building of local self-government
and democracy in the country.

The Case of Sweden

Sweden well illustrates the thesis that the development of the welfare state
since 1945 “has tended to mark a process of decentralization rather than
centralization of the modern democratic state” (Sharpe 1988, 369). Together
with the other Scandinavian countries local governments in Sweden have
a higher percemtage of expenditure and work-force than most other
countries, i.e. 42 and 34 percent respectively in 1984 (Page & Goldsmith
1987, 157).

There are two kinds of local government in Sweden: municipalities
(kommuner) and county councils (landsting). The 23 county councils are
responsible primarily for health care, including the provision of hospital
services, and certwin types of education and vocational training. The 284
mumgipalities are responsible for a large number of services: provision of
infrastructure, housing., education, social welfare, leisure activities and
culture. There are no hierarchical bonds between the two kinds of local
governments,

Constimtional-legal and regulatory resources. — Local self-government in
Sweden has a strong legal foundation. and finds its place even in the
arnamental paragraph of the 1974 Constitution. Based on the principles of
the Constitution, a more detailed regulation of local self-government is
given in the Local Government Act of 1977, which replaces a number of
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laws with antecedents going back as far as 1862, The Local Government
Act regulates such things as organizational structure, finance, taxation and
citizens' rights of appeal.

Constitutionally, local government has a dual character, being simul-
taneously an “antennae’ of central government and a “voice of the periphery’
(Miliband 1969, 52-53). Thus, there are two fields of local-government
administration - facultative and mandatory administration. In the first feld
local governments are free to make their own decisions; in the second
centrally decided laws regulate what local governments ought to do and
must not do. The political history of Sweden illustrates that the latter field
has grown faster than the former, and about three-quarters of municipal
expenditure relates to mandatory, often closely regulated tasks. These tasks
can be seen as a reflection of social-democratic and social-liberal welfare
ambitions as regards social, health and educational policies.

Financial resources. — According to the Constitution municipalities and
countries are allowed to impose taxes on their citizens, although Parliament
may enact laws specifving the forms of taxation. Taxes, in the shape of a
proportional local income tax, account for a stable share of overall resources
(slightly over 40 percent) for the municipalities and about 20 percent more
for the counties. Central-government grants have increased their share of
total incomes o more than a quarter for the muncipalities and about 10
pereent or less for the counties, while net borrowing has decreased, now
plaving a seemingly insignificant role, especially for the counties (Murray
1985, 310). The Local Government Act contains few detaled rules regu-
lating management of local finances, This is well in accordance with the
ideology of local self-government. In practice, however, central govern-
ment has tried to influence local governments in a number of ways and
has taken action on matters such as general economic policy, planning,
categorical grants and agreements on tax rates. In April 1990 there was
even a decision taken in Parliament to prohibit the increase of local taxes.

Political resowrces. — Traditionally local government in Sweden has been
carricd out by lay people, directly at town meetings or, in the cities, by
local councils. Indeed it was not until 1953 that the representative system
became mandatory, And even towards the end of the 19505, there were
still. municipalities without any employed administrative staff. On the
other hand the number of representatives was drastically reduced with the
amalgamations in the 19505 and the 19705 (Stromberg & Westerstiahl 1984,
34). The political system in Sweden is deeply penetrated by party politics
and the central-local dimension cuts through the minds and actions of
activists within each of the political parves, continuously provoking internal
conflicts. at least in a period of inancial restrictions. A political resource
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base of special interest i1s the "national local government svstem’ (Rhodes
1986, 1986b) manifested in Sweden by the Association of Local Authorities
and 1ts countv-council counterpart at the regional level. These associations
represent an important set of political as well as professional resources.

Professional resources. — Competence is a necessary condition for decen-
tralization to become something more than decentralization within central
government. 1.e¢. deconcentration. Since recruitment and advancement
within the local administrations have become strongly sectorized and merit-
based. local administrators of today represent great  professional
competence. Whether this competence 15 a local-government resource
versus state power, a central-state resource versus local-government power,
or a resource used mainly to promote the self-interest of the bureaucracy
iselt, may be disputed. It probably varies from field to field and from time
o time. When local adnunistration as a whole is threatened = as in times
of public expenditure cut-backs — it can mobilize considerable force via
different channels to defend its position. One such channel is the labour
unions, who organize practically all employees within the public sector.

Decentralization and conmrol, = Since the late 19705 several deregulation
and decentralization programmes have been initiated and implemented in
Sweden (Elander & Montin 1990), Thus. a number of discretfonary faws
have been enacted replacing older ones which regulated in detail the
activities in guestion, Examples are the acts of social services (1952}, health
and medical care (1953), conservation of natural resources (1987) and
planning and building (1987). According to the free comane reform some
local authorities have been allowed to organize their activities and to use
state grants with a greater degree of freedom. With few regulations from
central government. they were free o develop a pattern of goods and
services which was adapted 1o local needs.

Another reform which seems o imply inereased local-government dis-
cretiom is the sub-municipal reform. By 1988, about 3 local governments
had divided their territories into subunits governed by sub-municipal or
sub-county councils. These councils were granted authority for one or
several policy arcas, mainly the “soft” ones such as culture. leisure. primary
cducation and social services. Presented an the carly 19805, this sub-
municipal reform was believed 1o be a very important instrument indeed
o revitalize local self-government,

Whether or not an economic crisis existed. political elites began to define
the situation in these terms at the end of the 1970s, Strategies were
developed 1o decrease the speed of public-expenditure growth, Central
government negotiated with the national associations of local governmen
on veluntary agreements not to raise taxes. Central government also
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became more restrictive regarding grants to local government. At the time,
local government developed strategies to minimize the effects of central
government's restrictive policies. More business-like methods of man-
agement were introduced for example. Through more speculative handling
of money, local governments began walking a thin line between what is
legal and what is illegal behaviour. ldeas were borrowed from the private
sector in order to give more economic responsibility to officials at the local
level in the service delivery system. Many local governments developed an
internal competition-system, and wages began to be settled on a more
individual basis than before, changing the wage-system from an equality-
oriented to an open competitive one.,

However, privatization has not yet occurred extensively. Instead Sweden
has been witnessing a growth of para-governmental or semi-private insti-
futions. nationally as well as locally. These institutions have often been set
up for specific and temporary purposes, therchy representing an element
of Aexibility in the complex political and admimistrative system, and they
often incorporate both public actors and representatives of various interest
groups. Forms of public-private partnership have developed. for example
in the local-government industrial policy sector. This local industrial policy
process could be deseribed as a kind of ‘democratic corporatism’ with
continuous political bargaining between local governments, firms, interest
groups, regional state bureaucracies and political parties (Olsson 1989),

Further, there has been an increase in the number of local-government
companies, foundations and trusts. The rationale for these kinds of insti-
tutions is that they are not subjeet to the same kind of publicity and political
accountability as more traditional public organizations. They are therefore
considered to be more suitable for meeting new demands from the public.
Proceedings can also be faster and the entire process more business-like.
It sum, the development which has been outlined illustrates an increasing
interdependency berween central and local government agencies and private
nstitations (Gustafsson 1987),

In the beginning of the 1980s the Swedish municipalities and countics
found themselves in a new sitwation. The rate of increase in local-govern-
ment spending and in local tax rates became considerably lower, partly as
a belated response to the restraining efforts made by the central government
since the middle of the 19705 (Ysander & Nordstrom 1983). During the
perind 1980-85 central grants declined in real terms by (L8 percent per
vear. This decline was even greater than in many other welfare states
{Wolman et al. 1988). Changing the grant system has been explicitly stated
as a strategy to strengthen the financial control of the public sector in
general and the local-government sector in particular. However, this is
not just something going on behind the process of decentralization and
deregulation. These latter programmes are viewed as important instruments
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to increase efficiency and to reduce costs in the local-government sector.
Considering the local governments’ large share of the public sector. 1t is no
wonder that central government tried to shift responsibilities for crisis
management downwards.,

Resources and discretion. — According to the conceptual framework used
in this article local-government discretion 15 a concept which summarizes
the porenrialities given by different sets of resources. Thus, for a long
time local government in Sweden has had a strong constitutional-legal
foundation. backed up by a setof laws regulating local-government relatnons
to central government and o the citizens. [ has i1s own fiscal nghs, Its
political organization 15 based on direct and proportional elections making
local government somewhat more qualified than deconcentrated state
administration. Finally. its employed administrators and field workers
represent a strong professional competence. Taken together these factors
represent a set of resources giving local government a strong potential {or
discretionary action.

Recent local-government reforms in Sweden have affected the resource
dimensions in a somewhat contradictory wayv., On the one hand they
have been annonnced as radical decentralization and deregulation reforms
seemingly increasing local-governmental discretion and definitely doing so
in i legal and regulatory sense. On the other hand they are also an
expression of increasing central-state control over local-government expen-
diture, The message from central to local government mav be summarized
like this: vou are freer than before to do as vou want but within a narrower
Jinancial framework.

The Case of the US

The US local-government structure is rather complicated, with central
government, state governments, counties, municipalities, wwnships and
towns, school districts and special districts. When discussing central-local
government relations in a general. cross-national perspective. however. it
15 appropriate to focus upon the relationship between the federal state and
the lower levels of government. Regarding the scope of local (non-federal)
government, its share of total public expenditure corresponds 10 that of
Foland, but 1s somewhat smaller than in Sweden. Thus, when President
Reagan took office after 1980, state and local expenditure stood at 37
pereent of total public expenditure. compared to 35 percent four vears later
(Wolman 1988h, 431).

Constitutiongi-legal framework. - The principle of local autonomy is 2
central tenet of the 1789 US Constitution. The powers originally delegated
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to the federal state were clearly specified, e.g. including the collection of
taxes, the regulation of foreign commerce, the coining of money and the
declaration of war. According to the Tenth Amendment to the Consti-
tution, adopted by the First Congress in 1789, ‘the powers not delegated
to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States,
are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people’. Despite this
seemingly clear-cut division of power, the Constitution also contains the
‘implied powers’ clause (Article 1, Section 8), which has allowed the
Congress to extend its power into arcas unknown and unanticipated by
the authors of the Constitution. The ambiguity inherent in these two
constitutional principles has given rise to a 200-year-long debate among
federalists {centralists) and anti-federalists {decentralists) over its inter-
pretation. “The issue is constantly and incessantly debated, characterized
by periodic swings of the pendulum in response to broader social, economic,
and political forces and events’ (Lake & Regulska 1989).

Until fifty years ago the accepted legal and practical principle of fed-
eralism was that under a federal system of government, “each level of
government exercises its assigned powers independently of the other’
{Peterson 1984, 223). However, both in doctrine and in practice the Roose-
velt era started a development of extensive public-sector growth that
implied a growing overlapping of functions and authority between the
different levels of government. This extensive use of the ‘implied powers’
clause was not seriously challenged until President Ronald Reagan launched
his alternative vision of federalism. Before highlighting this "New Feder-
alism’, however, it is useful to look a little at the political and financial
dimensions of the US case in a historical perspective. Due to the ambiguity
in the Constitution mentioned previously, it is appropriate to look at these
dimensions together, to see how the Constitutional principles have been
used in 1ts federal context.

Financial and other non-constitutional resources.' — Throughout US history
the constitutional structure of central-local government relations has
remained fairly constant. What has changed, and developed radically,
over time has been the allocation of other resources. Centralization and
decentralization have been means to accomplish other goals rather than
ends in themselves: *U.S. history traces a fluctuating process of cen-
tralization and decentralization in response to economic and political crises’
(Lake & Regulska 1959).

The ‘New Deal’” announced by President Franklin Roosevelt at his
inauguration in 1933, and lasting until 1939, engaged the federal govern-
ment in areas and activities that were unprecedented in American history,
In Roosevelt's first “hundred days’ in office, Congress passed legislation
that imposed federal regulation and control of banks, industry, agriculture,
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labour and social welfare. This massive expansion of central-government
functions signified a remarkable degree of centralization, and a cor-
responding degree of involvement into the local government and private
spheres.

Thus. President Lyndon Johnson's *Great Society” could build on the
Mew Deal for its ideological. political and legal justification. The two main
goals of the Great Society programme were: (1) to improve the quality of
American life through environmental regulation, erime prevention and the
like; and (2) to improve minimum living standards for those in poverty.
through job training. education. health services. income support and other
means. It was the role of the federal government to command this War on
Poverty,

The principal mechanism for implementing the federal goals was the
grant-in-aid. a direct grant from federal to local government aimed at a
particular programme objective. Limited in scope earlier. these grant
programmes cxploded under the Great Societv. The imphcation for fed-
eral-state-local relations was a strong centralization of initiative. resources
and discretion in the federal government that surpassed even the New
Deal. Local discretion was strongly subordinated to national goals. By
categonical grants the federal government determined the priorities of the
local governments, Indeed. the latter’s scope and number of functions
mcreased. but at the price of a lower degree of autonomy vis--vis the
federal government.

The attack on poverty by extensive federal programmes eventually pro-
voked criticisms. The fragmentation of grants led o duplication and
ovetlap, for example, so that local officials were confused as to what
programmes were available for what purposes, Apphcition procedures
were complicated. tme consuming and burdensome. Local concerns were
deemed of lower priority or were ignored altogether, Detailed federal
regulation decreased local diseretion and paved the way to local opposition.
and 1o counterattacks from the Republican Party with its "New Federalism’,

When President Richard Nixon came to office in 1969, he was determined
to reform intergovernmental relations ina decentralist direction. Federal
erants were redesigned from categorical to block grants and a svstem of
Federal Revenue Sharing was introduced. Both innovations were designed
10 be used by local governments for any purpose. Yet the implications were
confusing. On the one hand. local discretion increased substantially with
the elimination of central administrative control over those funds. On the
other hand, once every local governmental unit was a recipient of federal
funds, local dependence on the continuation of those funds grew signifi-
cantly, The trend towards less regulated federal grants was continued
under Presidents Ford and Carter, although the federal role as such grew
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continuously. Thus, federal grants to state and local governments grew
from 7.6 percent of the federal budget in 1960 to 15.5 percent in 1980.

The new federalism. = According to President Ronald Reagan:

the centralized federal government had become overloaded., assuming more responsibality
than 1t could handle. Accountabaliny between voters and government had hemaorrhaged,
and, too often, state and local officials were Judged more by their grantsmanship in
Washington than by their responsiveness and effectivencss in governing. (Williamson &
Foods 1956, 11)

Reagan's vision of federalism has been summarized in three phrases:
sgparation of powers’, ‘devolution of responsibilities to governments that
are closer to the people” and ‘less spending by all levels of government’
(Peterson 1984, 222-223). There seems to be a relative consensus that the
third of the three goals was given the highest priority by the Reagan
admimstration:
Sothere is anirony to the Reagan record on intergovernmental relations. The administration
set hefore the nation a highly ideological program of federalism reform, many of whose
recommendations lay outside the mainstream of conventional thinking. The formal New
Federalism mever got off the ground, The principle of radical devolution of program
authory was rejected by Congress. the states, and the elecwrate. However, the same
principle mspired a devalution of management responsibilities { program implementation))
that the states have setzed upan and that has helped rationalize the operation of imergovern-
mental programs. {Peterson 1984, 218)

The conclusion just quoted pertains to President Reagan’s first period in
government, but 1t seems to be conhrmed also by studies concerning the
second period {MacManus 1985 Wolman 1988b; Lake and Regulska 1989).

Since Reagan also advocated large increases in military spending, his
cuts were heavily concentrated in domestic social programmes (o state
and local governments. These cuts were cloaked in a heavy rhetoric of
decentralization. In hisinaugural speech he initiated a debate on federalism,
siming to clanfy the relationship between levels of government. According
to the President’s National Urban Policy Report (1982) it is the ‘policy of
this Administration to return maximum authority and discretion over
the use of resources o State and local governments . .. State and local
governments have amply demonstrated that, properly unfettered, they will
make better decisions than the Federal Government acting for them’ (as
quoted from Lake & Regulska 1989, 28).

It should be noted that decentralization in accordance with the President’s
interpretation of federalist principles meant twe somewhat contradictory
things. It did not only enhance state-government power with respect to the
federal government, but with respect to local governments as well. Direct
federal-local links were broken, and federal aid was restructured from local
o state governments. From the local governments' point of view this rather
meant a centralization (Wolman 1988h, 26).
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The real effects of President Reagan’s policy on central-local government
relations were double-edged. On the one hand, Reagan continued President
Nixon's policy of redesigning grants from categoncal to block grants, On
the other hand, Reagan eliminated two large programmes introduced by
the Nixon administration for distributing federal funds to local governmenis
for community development and job training. According o Lake and
Regulska (1989, 29) ‘the negative impact of Reagan's budget cuts in
withdrawing financial resources from local governments far outweighed
whatever beneficial impact mayv have been provided through his rhetoric
of decentralization’. In Wolman's words: “grant reduction decreased local
autonomy by diminishing the resources actually available to subnational
level governments’ (Wolman 1988b, 429).

Resources and discreion. = The above-mentioned ambiguity writien into
the Constitution, “the dual federalism’ (Cole & Taebel 1986, 6). resulted
in a gradual and incremental specification of State and local powers.
However, the Great Depression resulted in a massive federal intervention
in local affairs. Thereby local government did not necessarily lose functions.
but those became intertwined with the federally imposed functions. Local
governments got more resources, but they also became more dependent
on federal grants. During the 1980s these grants were partly drawn back
by the New Federahsm under President Reagan. In the same vein the
transformation of grants from categorical 1o block grants meant a transfer
of regulatory resources in favour of the local governments.

Federal fiscal assistance to state and local governments “dechined sig-
nificantly” under Reagan (MacManus 1988) making it ‘more difficult for
subnational governments o support existing spending levels” (Wolman
1988a, 429). Politically. the decrease of federal programmes and grants
resulted in less dependence on federal grants by local governments. In a
way this could be seen as an increase in local-government political
resources. The change in the grant svstem also meant a deregulation in
favour of local-government discretion, although “deregulation” in general
scemed to be more beneficial 1o the business interests (Conlan 1986, 37—
38). However this “gain’ did not outweigh the financial cuts. Thus, the
states and the local governments were somewhat freer to do what they
wanted, but with less financial resources. Finally, in terms of professional
resources the decrease in federal grants o local governments may have
caused some losses in competence of the latter, as the grants were generally
car-marked, presupposing the recruitment of specialized professionals.

Conclusions
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Poland, Sweden and the US are three strikingly different countries within

i ]
e



distinct political, economic and historical settings. Still, recent dev-
elopments of central-local government relations show some interesting
parallels. Developments appear to be motivated by similar causes and scem
to have similar outcomes for local governments. The central governments
in the three countries from the late 1970s to the early 1980s have responded
to crises with a devolution of responsibilities to local governments.
However, this devolution has mainly affected regulatory and other non-
financial resources, adding nothing to local financial resources. On the
contrary, in the last respect decentralization has had the effect of increasing
local government’s dependence on financing from other sources than the
central state. Local governments have tried to mobilize new resources, e.g.
through property and sales taxes in the US, through a local wage tax in
Poland (Lake & Regulska 1990), and through privatization and different
paragovernmental arrangements in Sweden. To a certain extent these
measures have been able to counterbalance a decrease in central-state
grants. Generally speaking, however, devolution of responsibilities from
central to local governments is closely related to diminishing local-govern-
ment financial resources. Thus, decentralization in all three countries seems
to provoke different forms of privatization.

In the countries compared the pressure for decentralization was mainly
economic. although it was tightly linked to political and ideological reac-
tions against overcentralization. Of course, in Poland the last aspect was
much stronger, as the whole political system had lost all its legitimacy.
Current developments in Poland might result in a restoration of the pre-
war dual system that is firmly established in Sweden and the US, although
the deep distrust of the Panty-dominated local-government system may be
a decisive hindrance to such a development. As argued by Regulski:

Bad expericnces in the past have given evidence about the inefficiency of local policics and
the helplessness of councillors. In effec, the population is restricted m its involvement in
lagal affairs and very little atlemtion is paid to councils” activities. People have forgotten
what an active and swtonomous council can achieve (1989, 434).

Indeed. the political developments in Poland are dramatic compared to the
relatively modest changes that have been going on during the 1980s in
the two other countrics. Nevertheless, it is striking how the direction of
development has been very much the same in all three countries.
Reparding the earlier extremely centralized party-state system of Poland,
decentralization strongly affects all resource dimensions in that country.
Omn the other hand, in Sweden and the US, decentralization along mainly the
constitutional and regulatory dimensions is counterbalanced by increased
central-state control of financial resources. This is a good illustration of the
thesis that centralization and decentralization seldom oceur as political
pouls in themselves, but are more often means to achieve other ends. As
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Wolman puts it in a comparative study on Thatcher's Great Britain and
Reagan’s US: “the relative degree of centralisation/decentralisation is thus
a political tactic rather than a political objective’ {Wolman 19588b, 427). At
least in the case of Poland “tactic’ is a misleading word, as the proposed
local government reform would rather imply a radical restructuring of
central- and local-government relations. Indeed, it would be more correct
to talk about strategically motivated rebirth of local self-government,

Thus, the approach applied in this article has been able to demonstrate
at least three points. First, it proved useful to compare central-local
government relations in three countries representing three radically dif-
ferent systems. The purpose was not to confirm the obvious differences
Between the countries, but, on the contrary, to see if the current restruc-
turings of central=local government relations had something in common,
Second, the analysis focused on the developmenr of central-local govern-
ment relations, and did not contend with overall comparisons of the past
or the present. Thus, the examination of these relations did not limit itself
to patterns that prevailed prior o the late-1970s. Indeed. the focus was
very much oriented towards analysing recent development of these
relations, Third, a multi-dimensional framework was used. which made it
possible to give a nuanced picture of the processes at work, not forcing the
conclusions into trite statements such as “Poland is more centralized than
the United States™. This may be true as regards one or some of the resource
dimensions, but the framework helped o qualify such a conclusion.

As for the explanatory power of the framework, it did not claim to
explain anvthing in itself. It was rather used as an analyvtical basis paving
the way for explanation of similarities and differences between the three
countries, The relative crudeness of the analytical framework should be
seen in relation to the carlier absent, or meagre, efforts in this branch of
political science. One has 1o start somewhere.

The interepretation used 1o explain the causes for central-local govern-
ment restructuring in the three cases can be related to three fundamental
dimensions, First, the economic pressure on the three central governments
is obviously connected with the position of each country's economy in the
international capitalist order (Lake & Regulska 1990). State budget deficits
in Sweden and the US and large foreign debis in Poland have been triggers
o initiate strategies with deregulation and decentralization as central
clements. Second. in all three countries there have also been 1deological
pressures for decentralization coming from below, although in Poland the
pressure for cconomic decentralization has been stronger than for political
decentralization. Third, pressures for decentralization could also be related
to interorganizational ‘ungovernability” emanating from “demand overload”
(cf. Held 1987, 229-242),

In sum. the approach has been able to demonsieate that three countries
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with radically different political systems have been confronted by similar
problems, and that in spite of these differences they have reacted in similar
ways. [t has also been able to sketch a general causal interpretation.
However, the approach obviously has its limits. To be able to examine
the causes, mechanisms and effects of the restructuring of central-local
government relations in depth, one has to take the analysis further along
at least two paths. First, one has to relate the framework more closely to
an analysis of the countries” positions in the world capitalist order. Second,
one has to pursue historically oriented, comparative case-studies, including
closer examination of specific policy areas (cf. Papge & Goldsmith 19587,
161).

NOTES

: This paper emanates from a research project on the Impact of Political Sysiems on
Urban Policy: A Comparative Analysis of Foland, Sweden and the United States,
including Robert W Lake and Joanna Repulska, Rutgers University, U3 Jerey Regul-
ski and Wlodeck Kogan, University of Lodz and Palish Academy of Sciences, Warszaw,
Poland: Berih Dancrmark and Ingemar Elander, Orebro University, Sweden. The
Swedish part of the projeet has been sponsored by the Swedish Council for Building
Bescarch, Thanks to Jon Pierre and an anonymous referee for valuable comments on
an earlier version of the manuseript.

l. This section will draw heavily upen Lake & Repulska {19589).
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