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INTRODUCTION

In the times of economic crisis that started in 2008 it is important to search for all
possible solutions to restart the development in any possible way. In this sense
one can differ two basic levels. One is national and it is mainly connected to the
macro-economic and budgetary situation where systemic solutions are searched
for. This level is burdened with international relations and international politics,
different interests and capabilities of government to start right measures. In this
manner Slovenia as well as majority of whole EU is from citizens' perspective
failing for four years (most visible exemption is Germany and most visible fail is
Greece). Despite general failure there is still long list of small local or regional
successful stories which give us a hope that after all crisis can be micro defeated
when society, economy and politics search for creative solutions and when they
are avoiding stereotypical assessments made by geo-economics interests how to
sell/buy some country or government for the lowest price possible. On the
national level, we are mainly facing disintegration of solidarity and democracy
excused by saving economic crisis situation. But on the local level there are often
attempts which show how certain positive solutions can be worked out.

With this in mind School of Advanced Social Studies organised summer school
on shaping of conditions of local and regional development under partial
financing of the EU from European social fond within the frame of Operative
program for development of human resources 2007-2013 and development
priority 3 “Human resource development and life long learning, priority goal 3.3
; quality, competitiveness and responsiveness of higher education. Project was
initiated by, supported and belongs to longer term activities of POLLOC.EU
initiative (Policy Making and Politics at the Local Level) which is responsible of
promotion of local and regional development as main research focus in Central
and Eastern European countries.

Uros Pinteri¢, PhD.






POLITICAL SYSTEMS AS GENERATOR OF LOCAL AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Michaela Batorova'

INTRODUCTION

When developing something — in this book it is a territory settled by people —, one
usually focuses on specifying what to develop and how to develop it. The “what
question” deals with clarifying one’s interests and needs of particular development object.
The “how question” deals with methods and materials articulated in possession of
technical knowledge and (human, financial, and technological) resources that one needs
for accomplishing development objectives. These two preconditions are unconditionally
framed by political system within which the exercise of development activities takes
place. Political system is often defined as a set of institutions and interest groups,
relationship between those institutions and the political norms and rules that govern their
functions. In other words, based on particular set of values and beliefs shared in the
society, political system defines distribution of formal powers (authority) between its
members. Applying this definition to the topic of local and regional development, the
political system determines which interests and needs are chosen as priorities in the
development process, who is in charge of the development, or which resources can be
used or are available for the development. Assuming that each nation state, region, or
town and city has its specific interests and needs (due to specific geographical conditions,
culture, socio-economic situation, demography, etc.) maintained by various set of
institutions with particular authorities, it can be stated that local and regional
development is a highly context-dependent process following a variety of different
developmental paths in different territories and different time periods.

In relation to mentioned, there is no singularly agreed, homogeneous definition of local
and regional development. Historically, local and regional development has been
dominated by economic concerns such as growth, income and employment, and
sometimes it was wholly equated with this relatively narrow focus upon economic
development. Dissatisfaction with this technocratic, non-human approach caused
emergance of alternative, more socially-oriented approaches to local and regional
development. The pure economic focus was broadened in an attepmt to address also
social, political, ecological and cultural concerns (Pike, Pose, & Tomaney, 2007) — basic
features shaping social system of a society. Recognizing social inequalities, promoting
environmental sustainability, encouraging inclusive government and governance and

1 Author is a PhD candidate at the University of Tampere in Finland at the School of Management and
Department of Regional Studies.
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recognizing cultural diversity have been emphasized to varying degrees within broadened
definitions of local and regional development (Haughton & Counsell, 2004 quated in
Pike et al., 2007). This broader understanding of development, however, provides
challenges in defining what the local and regional is, could be and should be. Since
particular notions of development are socially determined by particular interests of
groups in charge, in specific places and time periods, or particular political systems, the
definition of and approaches to local and regional development have number of different
alternatives. The most important is that the local and regional development focuses on
improving the people’s quality of life within the boundaries of social system and the
questions of “what” and “how” are dependent on the combination of all the components
framing that particular social system.

The purpose of this chapter is to compare briefly an assortment of European political
systems — sub-system of the social system —, and discuss their potential for improving the
quality of life of their citizens. The potential is discussed with reflection on four
components of the political system: a) institutional component — defining the main formal
actors involved in local and regional development; b) regulative component — defining
the formal competences — authority to conduct local and regional development, c)
ideological component — defining the set of values prevailing in the political system and
d) functional components — defining the character of political regime. For illustrative
purposes, the focus is on employment strategies as one of the objectives in the sustainable
development of the countries in the European Union.

Data for the comparison of different European systems are taken from the secondary
sources — official documents, reports, and comparative researchers.

In the first part, general characteristics of the political systems are presented. This section
is followed by four descriptive sections with specification of components of the political
system. These general characteristics are enriched by empirical examples from the
European Countries. In the last section, the general conclusions are provided.

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POLITICAL SYSTEMS

According to Parsons, political system is one of the sub-systems of the social system (the
other sub-systems are economic, cultural, and legal). Political sub-system ensures
function of generalization, which helps to define goals and objectives, mobilize resources
and energies in order to achieve social goals and determine priorities between them.

For surviving, political system needs five basic features:

a) components — having institutional, regulative, ideological and functional
character;
b) relationships — short-tem, long-term, bilateral, multilateral, cooperation,

confrontation, etc.);
c) environment — it is defined by boundaries and it is separating it from the
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internal and external environment of the society; the external environment of the
political system is formed by other sub-systems of the social system, political
systems of other states, and natural environment of other society;

d) interactions between all the components of the political system, but also
between the political system and its external environment;

e) reaction on inputs and outputs, which may cause changes in the political system
or in the external environment. This change may have quantitative or qualitative
character. The qualitative change is followed by striking jump, dramatic,
turbulent, or revolutionary events (e.g., replacement of the non-democratic by
democratic political regime). The quantitative character is accompanied by
incremental, evolutionary process in order to achieve change in the potential of
the political system (e.g., increment or decrement of institutional components,
etc.) (Barat, 2005)

For the purposes of the local and regional development the most important features of the
political system are the specific combinations of group of components and their mutual
supplementation, because they create specific character of the political system of
particular nation-state. Therefore, in the rest of the paper, via those institutional,
regulative, ideological and functional components I will discuss the potentials for the
local and regional development.

INSTITUTIONAL AND REGULATIVE COMPONENTS

The institutional components represent mainly organs of the state (national) and sub-
national (self-) government, interest groups and initiatives. The state organs and organs of
the self-governments dispose with various competences, apply horizontal and vertical
distribution of powers and mechanisms of control, and assure governance of public
affairs in its authority. This distribution of powers is normally legitimatised by regulative
component which determines boundaries of desirable and respectable behaviour of
individual institutional elements. In their sphere of action, regulative components control
expected behaviour and they have various legal power and character (Barat, 2005).
According to this we distinguish following regulative framework:

a) international agreements — for example, the state organs and state are bounded
by international duties (agreements about EU, super-ordination of the European
law over the national law, etc.)

b) national legal norms (constitution, laws, departmental regulations, orders, etc.);

c) statutes and memorandums of the civic associations;

In practice, the institutional components together with regulative framework, applied on
various governmental levels, can be determined from three perspectives. From the first
perspective, they determine whether decision-making organs (either state or sub-national
government) can freely act in implementing their assigned competences, or they have to
follow strict instructions from above. For example, even if in some countries the local
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governments are in charge of delivering pro-employment services, in the constitution,
departmental regulations or orders, the state or other superior organ may regulate the
content or the extent of the services. For example, the state can define how much money
local governments can use for those services, which target groups have to be prioritized,
or which activities are eligible for financial support. The regulations may also treat
whether certain services are implemented on the obligatory or voluntary bases, or
whether some services have original or decentralized characters. Thus these frameworks
define the degree of autonomy exercised by specific public organs and hierarchical
relations between various governmental levels. In the literature this autonomy and the
relations are often studied by analysing vertical (central-local) power relations. From the
second perspective, the institutional and regulative components also outline who exactly
from within the (sub-national) governmental body is responsible for particular functions
— for example, either elected political representatives have full charge in deciding how
the local and regional development would look like, or the non-elected civil servants are
given a big power to shape the character of the development. This distribution of
responsibilities is often studied via analysing horizontal (intra-governmental) relations.
From the third perspective, the institutional and regulative components adjust relations
between the governmental bodies and citizens by specifying (inter alia) selection of the
local representatives who are supposed to carry and defend the developmental interests
and needs of its electorates. The selection process of local representatives predetermines
whether politicians are directly or indirectly accountable for their decisions, or citizens’
ability to influence the developmental decisions affecting their lives. In the following
sections, these three perspectives on institutional and regulative components of political
systems are elaborated in reflection to different political systems applied in EU.

POLITICAL SYSTEMS BASED ON THE STATE STRUCTURE

Analysis of the political system usually starts on the highest — nation-state — level.
Depending on the character of the supreme decision-making body, governing the
assigned territory, in general we recognize two types of political systems — authoritarian
and republic. The authoritarian system refers to the concentration of powers to the hands
of one person or a small group of decision-makers. Traditionally, monarchies are the most
common representatives of this system. Important feature of this system is that the
leadership is transferred by the means of heredity. Recently, monarchies in the Europe
have a character of constitutional monarchy, which means that the monarch does not
influence the politics of the monarch's country; rather it fulfils the role of ceremonial
leader. The executive and political powers are usually devoted to the elected parliament
and government. There are seven constitutional monarchies in the European Union
(Belgium, Denmark, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and United Kingdom).
The other members of the European Union apply republic as their political system.
According to the Free Merriam-Webster dictionary republic is a government having a
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chief of state who is not a monarch and who in modern times is usually a president.
Republic often refers to the government in which supreme power resides in a body of
citizens entitled to vote and is exercised by elected officers and representatives
responsible to them and governing according to law.

In both (constitutional) monarchy and republic the governing powers are further
distributed between other — sub-national — decision-making organs for better reflection of
the local interests and needs. In this respect, we can recognize three types of the states:
unitary, federal and confederal (quasi-federal) states. Most of the European Union's
member states are unitary states. That means that most of the competences lie with the
central government and only minor or local issues are within the authority of sub-national
governments (regions, provinces, counties, districts, or municipalities). Three states are
federations (Austria, Belgium and Germany) of states or regions with equal competences,
and seven other states have confederal (quasi-federal) character (Denmark, Finland,
France, United Kingdom, the Netherland, Spain, and Italy) with devoted competences to
regions or autonomous areas. Not surprisingly, this different territorial distribution of
authorities among the European member states has several reasons. Often specific
historical events, natural conditions, size of the country, or requirements connected to the
European Union regulations participated in miscellaneous nature of the member-state
structures.

In relation to the local and regional development, these general characteristics of political
systems implemented in the European member states could determine, that in the
constitutional monarchies the parliament with its president are in charge of setting the
character of the local and regional development; in the republic the parliament or the
president (or both) have the overall responsibility; alternatively, in the unitary states these
authority is centralized, while in the federal and quasi-federal states the autonomous
regions or autonomous areas take the lead in local and regional development. This would
mean that this development has mainly centralized (or region-centred — as for example in
Spain) character.

However, the current comparative studies, analysing the distribution of competences for
local and regional development, show that local and regional (self-) governments (also in
the unitary states) play very strong role in this development process. This trend is
supported also by recent decentralization actions guided by stronger democratization of
political systems — bringing citizens closer to the decision-making about their public lives
and improving the often criticized inefficiency and inflexibility of overloaded state
bureaucracy.

Monné (2004) provides several arguments towards keeping the role of local and regional
governments strong in dealing with local and regional development activities in general
and employment strategies in particular. Author mentions that the success in the fight
against the unemployment in Europe is “dependent on the mobilisation and support of all
resources available, including, and especially, at regional and local level. For it is

10



localities that are best placed to translate national and regional strategies into action on
the ground. And are local actors that best understand local conditions, aspirations and
needs,” (Monné, 2004: 2). Monné farther stresses that it is at local level that the potential
for job creation can be tapped. It is at the local level that education and training is
organised, developed and delivered. And it is at the local level where services are
provided to help integrate the most vulnerable into our societies.

“Thus, local authorities are among the most important players in the development of
employment at local level. As the first level of democratically elected government and
thus the level closest to the people and the local economy, local authorities clearly have
an important role in developing partnerships to promote employment that bring together
all the local public and private players. Local authorities have powers in many areas that
are potential sources of new jobs, so their actions are likely to structure a considerable
portion of the local labour market.” (Monné, 2004: 2-4).

Unfortunately, it seems that most of the European member states have not taken into the
consideration Monné’s suggestions for decentralization of competences related to the
employment strategies. According to the data gathered by the Council of European
Municipalities and Regions (CEMR), in year 2011 only in Belgium, Denmark, Finland,
Italy, Netherlands, Poland and Sweden the sub-national governments (either local and/or
regional authorities) are explicitly responsible for the employment policies in their
territories (CEMR, 2011). On the other hand, in Cyprus, Ireland, Portugal Luxembourg,
Malta and Portugal, the sub-national governments do not take responsibility for
employment services or services related to it. In the rest of the member states, it is
difficult to define if they do or do not have competences for applying employment
strategies, because these activities might be included within the category of social
services, social protection, social welfare or local and regional development. Some sub-
national governments might exhibit the employment strategies also within the economic
development functions.
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Picture: EU member states based on the delegation of competences related to the

employment strategies.

-”

Notes: In countries with dark grey colour, the sub-national governments are explicitly responsible for activities
fostering the employment. In countries with black colour, the sub-national governments are not responsible for
those activities. And in countries with the light grey colour, sub-national government might be responsible for
discussed activities via other more general functions (social services, social welfare, local and regional
development, etc.).

One of the ways how to investigate the reasons, why only few local governments in the
European Union are directly responsible for employment strategies can be searched in
deeper analysis of the central-local (vertical) relations.

POLITICAL SYSTEMS BASED ON VERTICAL RELATIONS

Vertical distribution of powers between the central and local governments, or
determination of the local governments’ autonomy let several researchers to define
various models of central-local relations in EU countries. For example, Robert J. Bennett
in 1993 distinguished European nation-states in the following three groups:

o The Napoleonic fused system was typical for most west European unitary and
quasi-federal states. The provision of services is decided by local as well as
upper-level governments and Mayor (head of the local government) takes the
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democracies” from the Central Eastern Europe were classified as moving
towards this system. In accordance to the previously mentioned map (Picture 1),
sub-national governments of some countries within this group are explicitly
responsible also for the employment strategies (e.g. Italy, the Netherlands, or
Poland); majority of them (with high probability) exercises those strategies as
part of other general social policies (e.g. Slovakia, Greece, or France).

e The Anglo-Saxon dual system with detached state hierarchy was typical only for
Britain and Ireland. The central government agencies and municipalities existed
on the local level side by side but with different competences providing for the
powerful local executive boards or committees a relative freedom in delivery of
services. The state, however, kept overall supervision of the local functions.
Therefore it is not surprising, that according to previously mentioned results the
local governments within these countries are not responsible for employment
strategies.

o Split hierarchy systems or mixed systems were typical for Nordic countries,
where the state kept the dominance as described in the fused systems, but the
executive powers were in the hands of collective bodies, which were expected to
coordinate, supervise, and develop major strategies. This is reflected also in the
results from the previously mentioned map, that all the sub-national
governments in Denmark, Finland, and Sweden are responsible for employment
strategies.

Slightly different approach to analyse central-local relations presented Hesse and Sharpe
(1991). These authors came up with three governmental groups in Europe: Franco group
(Spain, Italy, France, Greece, Belgium, and Portugal), Anglo-Saxon group (UK, Ireland,
Canada, New Zealand, Australia, and partly USA) and the North and Central European
group (Scandinavia, Germany, the Netherlands). Similarly to their colleague, Hesse and
Sharpe also focused on the distribution of competences between the state and local
governments, but they added factor of political influence of the local level in relation to
upper-level government.

Results of their study showed that fewer competences (smaller authority) the local
government had, the higher involvement of “politics” was needed for the run of the
municipality. For example in the Franco group, municipal representatives focused more
on building or maintaining the community identity, while leaving management of
services to the upper level governments. For ensuring particular local interests, municipal
political representatives were expected to be good negotiators at the higher governmental
level, which consequently empowered their position on the local governments. In the
Anglo-group, local governments had weak legal and political role, but they played
important actors in delivering public services. Therefore, functional role dominated over
the political one, which was enabled also by quite high local government discretion. In
addition, weak position of political leaders left room for bigger visibility and involvement
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of executive officers in the run of the municipality. Hence, even if the British or Irish
local governments are not responsible for politically-driven creation of employment
strategies, they play very important role in their implementation.

Finally, for the North and Central European group was also typical big amount of
assigned services and high level of autonomy. This one, however, was assured also in the
constitution. Consequently, in comparison to the previous groups, municipalities in the
North and Central European group had better possibilities for acting as political entities,
which put political and executive (administrative) officers on relatively equal level of
influence. This means that Nordic local governments seem to have full autonomy in
creating and also in implementing strategies for employment policies in their territories.
However, it needs to be reminded, that even if the constitution guarantees the local
government autonomy and the local governments are the main providers of public
services, the state administration often keeps tight control over the egalitarian approach to
the provision of services and dictates the conditions under which these services should be
implemented (Finland is a very good example, see Haveri, 2009).

Hesse and Sharpe did not include post-communist countries to their comparison.
Additionally, both mentioned typologies were created prior to the fundamental changes in
central-local relations — before the decentralization movement; therefore, their
applicability in current circumstances might not be appropriate anymore. Although, in
reflection to the current data about the distributed responsibility for the employment
services (CEMR, 2011), this typology still has its significance.

In their relatively recent comparative study, Heinelt and Hlepas (2006) tied-up on
shortcomings of all previously discussed studies. Authors created an updated typology
containing among all Western countries also some countries from the Central Eastern
Europe (Hungary, Poland, and Czech Republic). Their main inspiration was Hesse and
Sharpe’s model, though as comparative indicators authors focused on a) whether local
governments provide social services, b) what is the financial autonomy of municipalities,
and c¢) what is the level of municipal public spending measured by its proportion of GDP.

Heinelt and Helpas’s analysis confirmed the Hesse and Sharpe’s division of Western
countries between the old three categories (though probably due to recent governmental
reforms Belgium and Italy are now closer to the Anglo-Saxon countries, rather than to the
Franco group). Interestingly enough, after few years of transformation from the
communist to the democratic regime, Czech Republic seemed to incline now more to the
Franco group, Poland to the Anglo-Saxon group and Hungary to the North and Central
European group. This acknowledges what some critics where pointing out, that many
post-communist countries might not move only towards the Bennett’s fused systems,
rather they will transform with more divergent patterns. And the current reality shows
that decentralization of functions, level of discretion (autonomy), territorial structures,
electoral systems, as well as actual management of (social) services all became very
heterogeneous in this post-communist world (see Baldersheim, Gejza, Horvath, Illner, &
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Swianiewicz, 1996; Swianiewicz, 2005; Klimovsky, 2009; Swianiewicz, 2010). Also in
relation to the employment strategies or responsibilities for their provision, the
differences are visible. For example, only in Poland, this responsibility is explicitly
assigned to the sub-national governments (inter-mediary and regional level); in Hungary
only the local level and in Romania only the regional level are responsible for the
territorial development policies (within which are expected to be treated also employment
strategies); or in Slovakia and Czech republic both local and regional governmental levels
are responsible for the territorial development policies, while in the rest of the post-
countries (Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia) only the local governments deal
with social policies, because the regional level does not exist. Thus, even if the CEE
countries share the same history and similar cultural patterns, their recent development,
reflected in taken political decisions about the character of the implemented political
systems — especially its regulative components, varies significantly.

One of the explanations why these differences between EU countries are so significant,
and why the development has taken different paths (even if the European Union strives
for unification of the political systems of the member states) could be found also in
identifying those who were responsible for taking certain political decisions and those
who have the biggest influence on the character of those decisions. Thus in practice, it is
necessary to identify who has the biggest and the loudest voice in defining development
priorities, whether political interests prevail over the technocratic ones or vice versa and
what kind of relations are between the political leaders and citizens or how citizens can
influence their own lives. Thus, it is not enough to describe only the government’s formal
position and role towards the other administrative organs (or other members of the
political system), but it is important to uncover also particular intra-governmental (or
politico-administrative) relations within the walls of the political body and with the
outside world. The following sections thus elaborate the second (horizontal relations) and
third (selection process of leaders) perspectives in describing institutional and regulative
components of the political systems. The main focus is on sub-national governments
since they have big importance on local and regional development in currently quite
decentralized nation states, as mentioned earlier.

POLITICAL SYSTEMS BASED ON HORIZONTAL RELATIONS

Due to already discussed heterogeneous distribution of competences between the state
and sub-national authorities, the approaches in defining intra-governmental relations in
sub-national governments are more complicated and still without one generally accepted
typology. One of the first scholars elaborating the intra-governmental relations at local
governments were Mouritzen & Svara (2002). Authors were interested in different power
relations between Mayor, council, and municipal administration — constantly present
elements in municipal organization. They wanted to show to what extent is the council
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controlled by one or more political actors and to what extent is the control over the
executive in the hands of one or more political actors. Thus, by analysing 14 different
governmental systems, authors created four governmental models: a) the strong Mayor
form, b) the committee-leader form, c¢) the collective form, and d) the council-manager
form.

e For the strong Mayor form is typical “elected Mayor who controls council and is
legally and in actuality in full charge of executive functions. The head of the
administrative office serves at the Mayor’s will and can be hired and fired
without the consent of any other politicians or political bodies. The Mayor can
hire appointees to help with any functions. Countries in this group are Spain,
Italy, France, and Portugal (with Mayor-council governments).

e In the committee leader form, one person is clearly “the political leader” of the
municipality — with or without the title of Mayor. He or she may or may not
control the council. Executive powers are shared. The political leader may have
responsibilities for some executive functions but other will rest with collegiate
bodies, which is, standing committees composed of elected politicians, and with
the head of the administrative office. Countries in this group are Denmark,
Sweden, and UK.

e The collective form is represented by the central decision-making collegiate
body - the executive committee, which is responsible for all the executive
functions. The executive committee consists of locally elected politicians and
the Mayor, who presides. Countries involved in this group are Belgium, and The
Netherlands.

e In the council-manager form, all the executive functions are in the hands of a
professional administrator — the city manager — who is appointed by the city
council, which has general authority over policy but is restricted from
involvement in administrative matters. The council is a relatively small body,
headed by a Mayor who formally has presiding and ceremonial functions only.
Countries representing this group are Finland, Ireland, and Norway (Mouritzen
& Svara, 2002, p. 55-63).

In connection to previously discussed central-local relations, and by comparing the
distribution of countries within above described four categories one can observe one
important attribute: countries with weak local government units (countries from the
Franco group) seem to have strong political leaders not only due to requested strong
relations with the upper-governmental authorities, or thanks to their societal function of
“identity builders” (Stoker, 2011), but also due to the institutional system shaping the
intragovernmental relations. In comparison to the other groups of countries, this system
provides most of the formal powers to individual political leaders, who have a possibility
to perform one-man (political) leadership. This means that these political (elected)
leaders have strong authority to decide how employment strategies (either they are fully
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created on the state level or upper-governmental levels, or this function is directly
delegated to the local authorities) will be implemented without a strong intervention from
the collective decision-making body or (non-elected) civil servants.

On the contrary, in countries with strong independent communities (countries from the
North-Central Europe) whose societal function is mainly to assure “welfare” system
(Stoker, 2011) the attention is not on defining strong formal powers for political leaders,
but on providing enough executive authority to executive (administrative non-elected)
leaders. These executive leaders have also possibility to perform one-man (professional)
leadership. That means that even if the collective decision-making body creates
(employment) strategies and define priorities, the administrative leaders can and often are
expected to contribute to and influence the character of those (employment) strategies as
well as their appropriate execution.

In the middle categories, one can find countries which are typical service providers
(Sweden, UK, Denmark, the Netherlands), but the influence of politicians is as significant
as the influence of civil servants, since politicians play important role in executive
functions. The main distinction in these “in-between” categories is that instead of
individual (one-man) leadership, the leadership of collective decision-making bodies
dominates.

Mouritzen & Svara’s typology gained honours by number of citations and in the
following years, it became a base for other comparative studies dealing with the
intragovernmental relations (Steyvers, et. al. 2005; or Béck et. al. 2006; Berg, 2006). A
well as in the previous cases, one of the critiques, which this study received, is that it
does not reflect the recent changes in studied local governments; hence, it is only a static
description of the status quo in studied cases. In addition to this, it does not include all the
countries of the European Union for the comparison (Heinelt and Hlepas, 20006);
therefore, it might not cover all the nuances of not included — mainly Central Eastern
European — countries. In addition, in the description of particular governmental forms,
authors do not reflect on different ways of Mayoral selections, even if they possess those
kinds of information. However indicators provided by Mouritzen and Svara can be
applicable to any country, and in case other researchers applying these indicators find
some significant deviations from this model, this can only enrich the knowledge of
different governmental systems.

There is also Wollmann’s (2004) study focusing on the intra-governmental relations of
local governments. Author deals with the distribution of legislative and executive
functions between municipal organs and consequently defines two different governmental
models: monistic and dualistic. In the monistic model, the council is regarded as the only
decision-making body and the local administration acts under the instruction and scrutiny
of the council without own decision-making powers. This model is typical for Britain and
Scandinavian countries (Wollmann, 2004, 2008). In contrast, in the dual model, the
decision-making powers are shared between two main actors: Mayor and the collective
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body. Collective body is ‘recognized as the prime decision-making body of local
government, but the head/chief executive of the local administration is seen as possessing
some (‘executive’) decision-making powers of his or her own that are not derived from
the local council. This system is typical for continental Europe — represented by France
and Germany (Wollmann, 2004: 151, and 2008: 283), but also Slovakia, Spain or
Hungary. Although this typology interestingly deals with basic division of politico-
administrative functions in local governments, unfortunately this distinction between the
monistic and dualistic system is not always very clear in practice. This is especially in
case when the executive functions are spread in various forms of committees; or in the
dual model, when the council intervenes to the work of administrators by which it
actually exercises the executive functions (Heinelt & Hlepas, 2006).

SYSTEMS FOR SELECTING (LOCAL) LEADERS

The third perspective to the institutional and regulative components focuses on the
selection process of the main local representatives — those who take the overall
responsibility over local or regional development decisions. The selection process of
local leader is a very important feature defining leaders’ position and role i