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Chapter 1:

GLOBALIZATION AND REGIONALIZATION:
INTRODUCTION

David B. Audretsch and Charles F. Bonser

Institute for Development Strategies, Indiana University

THE TRANS-ATLANTIC PUBLIC POLICY AGENDA

The beginning of the 21st century finds the Atlantic Alliance partners in evolution
toward a new relationship in the key policy arenas of economic and social
development, international security, international trade and competition, and the
need to deal effectively with environmental and public health problems associated
with an expanding global marketplace. The problems associated with these issues
have strained relations between Europe and North America. This has been
exacerbated by internal preoccupations on both continents that have reduced
communication opportunities, and led to misunderstandings on both sides of the
Atlantic. It is clear to both the leadership of the European Union and the United
States that this potential estrangement is not in the interests of either continent.

In response to this situation, the Clinton Administration and the European
Union initiated in December 1995 a series of efforts under the framework of a
New Transatlantic Agenda. The purpose of these efforts was to strengthen the
communication and ties between the EU and the United States in a variety of
functional areas. The effort has been largely successful in improving the situation.
While agreements may not always be forthcoming, at least communications are
more open.

David B. Audretsch et al. (eds.), Globalization and Regionalization

© Kluwer Academic Publishers 2002
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In an effort to contribute to this dialog, in the summer of 1997, the Indiana
University School of Public and Environmental Affairs (SPEA), as part of its
25th Anniversary Celebration, co-sponsored an international conference on
transatlantic public policy issues with the Ecole Nationale d’Administration
(ENA) in Paris, France. The themes of the conference were, “Development and
Security Issues for the EU and the US in the 21st century” and “The Next
Generation of World Trade Issues.” In addition to our faculty and staffs, we
included several content experts and public policy leaders in the program from
both Europe and the United States.

The conference was quite successful, and many of the participants argued
strongly that we should continue this type of joint activity on transatlantic policy
issues. As a result, SPEA and ENA developed a plan that would continue these
programs, but that would bring several other public policy/administration
academic programs in Europe and the US into the process.

A second colloquium on transatlantic issues was held at Indiana University
in Bloomington, Indiana, September 30-October 2, 1998. This time the topic
was: “Globalization and the Environment.” Participating in that colloquium, in
addition to ENA and SPEA, were: the German government’s Bundesacademie
(Bonn, Germany), the University Pompeu Fabra (Barcelona), the National School
of Administrative Sciences (Speyer, Germany), the Netherlands School of
Government, the Erasmus University School of Social Sciences (Netherlands),
the Instituto Nacional de Administracao (Lisbon, Portugal), and the Fondazione
Eni E Mattei (Milan, Italy). Once again, the participants included both faculty
and outside experts from the various countries involved.

The style of this colloquium—and the group’s preference for future
meetings—was a roundtable format that limited attendance, and allowed plenty
of time for informal exchanges and the building of personal as well as institutional
networks. The decision was also made to expand the number of institutions
participating in the consortium to include a roughly equal number of American
and European organizations. Subsequently, about 25 institutions were invited to
attend the next colloquium of the group, which was held at the European Institute
for Public Administration in Maastricht, The Netherlands, May 22-26, 2000.
Twenty-one institutions from eight nations were represented at the Maastricht
meeting. (The institutions participating in the Consortium at present are listed
below.)

The institutional representatives met in Maastricht to consider the details of
organizing the consortium, as well as other matters of consortium activities. A
draft of a consortium agreement was discussed and revised for presentation to
the entire group at the conclusion of the colloquium. The agreement to establish
the Transatlantic Consortium for Public Policy Analysis and Education was
unanimously adopted May 25, 2000. Charles F. Bonser was chosen the first
Chair of the Consortium. The Institute for Development Strategies at Indiana
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University was designated the Secretariat of the organization. An Executive
Committee to oversee the affairs of the Consortium between membership
meetings was appointed. The members of the Committee are: Montserrat
Cuchillo, Pompeu Fabra University, Barcelona, Spain; Kenneth Spencer,
University of Birmingham, UK; Frank Thompson, Albany Campus, State
University of New York; Leigh Boske, University of Texas; and Juergen von
Hagen, University of Bonn, Germany.

The Consortium agreed early in its deliberations that the intellectual content
of its colloquia, focused on public policy issues of concern to the Transatlantic
Alliance between the United States and the European Union, should be shared
more broadly with scholars and policy makers concerned with transatlantic policy
issues. As a result, the decision was made to develop a publication series that
would be based on the colloquia of the organization. An agreement was
subsequently reached with Kluwer Academic Publishers to publish the papers
and summary discussions of the first two colloquia. This publication, edited by
Charles F. Bonser, was released in March of 2000, under the title: Security,
Trade, and Environmental Policy: A US/European Union Agenda.

This volume is therefore the second in the colloquia series. The theme of the
Maastricht colloquium was, “Globalization and Regionalization: A Paradoxical
Challenge for Public Policy.” Keynote addresses were given by Mikel
Landabasco, of the European Commission, and Cynthia P. Schneider, US
Ambassador to the Netherlands. Papers were presented, and discussions held,
on the topics: Globalization and the Local University; The Changing Nature of
Regulation; Globalization, Competitiveness and the Shift to the Entrepreneurial
Economy; Federalism, Globalization, and Europe; The Changing Role of
Government; and Governance in Globalized World.

The next colloquium of the Consortium is scheduled to be held September
20-22, 2001, at the University of Pittsburgh. The theme selected for the
Colloquium is: “Ethics, Accountability, and Social Responsibility—A
Transatlantic Perspective.”

As of December 2000, the institutions working together in the Consortium
are:

In the United States:

Indiana University (The School of Public and Environmental Affairs, The Kelley
School of Business, and the School of Law)

Syracuse University (The Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs)

University of Texas (The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs)

American University (School of Public Affairs)

State University of New York at Albany (School of Public Administration)

The University of Pittsburgh (School of Public and International Affairs)
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Carmnegie Mellon University (Heinz School of Public and Urban Affairs)

The University of Southern California (School of Policy, Planning, and
Development

Florida International University (School of Public Affairs)

University of Maryland (School of Public Affairs)

University of Georgia (Department of Political Science and the Institute of
Government)

In Europe

Ecole Nationale d’ Administration, Paris, France

International Institute of Public Administration, Paris, France

The University of Paris—Sorbonne (Faculties of Law and Public Administration)
Erasmus University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands

Leiden University, The Netherlands

Netherlands School of Government

Federal Academy of Public Administration, Bonn, Germany

National School of Administrative Sciences, Speyer, Germany

University of Bonn, Germany (Center for European Integration)

Instituto Nacional de Administracio, Lisbon, Portugal

University Pompeu Fabra, Barcelona, Spain

Jonkoping University, Sweden

Institute for Technology Assessment and Systems Analysis, Karlsruhe, Germany
London School of Economics (Department of Political Science)

University of Birmingham, United Kingdom (School of Public Affairs)
Danish School of Public Administration, Denmark

A preliminary consortium web site has been developed and is in the process
of being refined. The address for the web site is <http://www.spea.indiana.edu/
tac/>. This site now contains basic information about the consortium, as well as
providing web links to the home pages of several of the consortium members.

GLOBALIZATION AND REGIONALIZATION

In recent years there has been a good deal of attention paid to the increasing
globalization of the world economy and its socio/political systems. In its most
general use, it can be said that globalization refers to all the phenomena at work
in today’s society that reduce the ability of a nation to control its own actions
and institutions. In his book, The Lexus and the Olive Tree, Thomas Friedman
describes globalization as “the constant revolutionalizing of production, and the
endless disturbance of all social conditions.”

Trade liberalization—resulting from the eight General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) negotiation rounds that took place between 1948 and 1995—
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has led to substantial reductions in tariffs and trade barriers in a trading system
that in 1999 included 123 member country signatories to the GATT. Since 1988,
trade has increased twice as fast as output, and foreign direct investment has
grown three times as fast.

The world volume of trade has increased by nearly 400 percent between
1970 and 1997. Over this same period global production has only doubled. In
the most developed countries the increase in trade has been even greater. For
example, exports as a share of gross domestic product for 49 developed countries
has risen from around 18 percent in 1982 to around 25 percent by 1999. Similarly,
real exports have increased in the United States from $86.8 billion in 1960, to
$818.0 billion in 1996. At the same time, real imports have risen from $108.1
billion to 883.0 billion.

The increase in world trade is also not attributable to the influence of just a
few industries or sectors, but rather systematic across most parts of the economy.
The exposure to foreign competition in manufacturing increased by about one-
sixth in the OECD countries. The exposure to foreign competition increased in
every single OECD country, with the exception of Japan. In addition, it increased
in most of the manufacturing industries.

A different manifestation of globalization involves foreign direct investment,
which has increased by 700 percent between 1970 and 1997 for the entire world.
The increase in global FDI has also not been solely the result of a greater
participation by countries previously excluded from the world economy. FDI as
a percentage of GDP increased in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s for the major
economies of the US and the engine of the European economy, Germany. In the
US, annual FDI represented slightly more than 1 percent of GDP during the
1970s. In the 1980s, this had risen to around 1.2 percent. By the 1990s, annual
FDI was more than 1.5 percent of GDP. For the United States, outward foreign
direct investment increased from $1,637.1 billion in 1987 to $2,931.9 billion in
1995. Inward foreign direct investment into the United States increased from
$1,385.9 billion to $3,745.9 billion over this same time period.

Trans-national capital flows have also increased in the past two decades.
The value of bonds and equities involved in cross-border transactions has
exploded over the past two decades for the six of the largest economies. In
addition, the amount of foreign exchange traded has also increased. The cross-
border transactions in bonds and equities as a percentage of GDP rose in the US
from 9.0 percent in 1980 to 135.5 percent by 1995. In Italy, the increase was
from 1.1 percent to 250.9 percent, and in Germany from 7.5 percent to 168.3
percent.

While the magnitudes have obviously changed, it is worth recognizing that
globalization is not really something new. It has been going on for a long time.
One hundred and fifty years ago, foreign direct investment, as a percentage of
Gross Domestic Product (GDP), was very high for many European nations. World
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Trade, as a percentage of GDP, was almost as high before World War I as it is
now. The movement of labor from one country to another (then heavily east to
west) was more important in the 19 century than it is today, when migration is
more south to north. For many countries, trade as a percentage of GDP, has not
changed much over the past 40 years.

So if globalization is not all that new a phenomenon, what dynamics have
changed? What is different that has driven up the above described trade measures
in a relatively short period, has attracted so much attention, and how is this
affecting the so-called “New Economy,” and the demography of production.
The answer appears to be that the interaction between a more open trading
system and the new telecommunications and computer technology, has
substantially increased productivity and facilitated the fragmentation of the
production process.

The fragmentation of the production process has resulted in a new
international organization of production. It has accelerated the globalization of
national economies and has allowed firms to take advantage of low wages,
wherever they are to be found, and, where important, to locate production facilities
close to their customers. Today, the employers seem more mobile than the
employees.

This expansion in international trade and production mobility has resulted
in at least three sources of gain to the new economy:

1. As the market available to be served by producers expands from a national
to an international market, there are gains resulting from declining costs per
unit of production.

2. Gains result from decreased monopolistic power of domestic producers and
increased competition from foreign producers, as domestic producers are
forced to produce the output demanded by consumers at the lowest possible
cost, thereby helping keep inflation under control.

3. Consumers gain from the increased variety, quality, and lower prices resulting
from the increased competition in a more open world market.

CONTENTS OF THIS VOLUME

In the second chapter of this volume, Alfred C. Aman, Jr. examines whether
globalization dictates new approaches to governance. The process by which public
policy in England has incorporated regional government is the focus of Kenneth
Spencer in Chapter 3. In the third chapter Lawrence S. Davidson provides an
analysis of the impact of globalization on manufacturing in the US Midwest. In
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Chapter 5, John W. Ryan shows how there is a dual role of universities in the
global economy. On the one hand, universities serve as institutions that foster
globalization and reduce the isolation of regions. On the other hand, universities
themselves are shaped and influenced by globalization. David B. Audretsch and
A. Roy Thurik, in Chapter 6, show how globalization has led to the emergence
of the strategic management of regions. In Chapter 7, Jean -Pierre van Aubel
and Frans van Nispen examines the links between federalization and globalization
in the European context. The impact of globalization on regulatory institutions
is the focus of Montserrat Cuchillo in Chapter 8. Finally, in Chapter 9, David
Eaton examines the relationship between global trade sovereignty and subnational
autonomy.

Taken together, these chapters provide a compelling view that public policy
must be considered in a new light in the global economy. Not only does policy
have to consider global implications, but also the increasing importance of local
characteristics and regional strengths.



Chapter 2:

GLOBALIZATION, DEMOCRACY,
AND NEW APPROACHES TO GOVERNANCE
IN THE UNITED STATES

Alfred C. Aman, Jr.

Indiana University School of Law—Bloomington

Introduction

New approaches to governance in the United States will be closely tied to
the ways in which lawmakers conceptualize globalization. This is because global
processes—be they economic, social, or cultural—all directly affect the roles
states play in various regulatory arenas at home and abroad. The impact of global
processes on markets and states contributes to the basic political economy
framework within which various regulatory reforms have developed and will
develop in the future. The underlying basis of these effects provides the theoretical
structure within which approaches to governance evolve, opening the way to
new approaches at domestic and international levels of governance. In this essay,
I will focus primarily on some of the domestic regulatory changes now occurring
in the US and their relationship to globalization. I will concentrate, in particular,
on the risk of increasing the democracy deficit that globalization encourages
and I will make three proposals to mitigate the negative effects of globalization
on governance at the domestic level.!

David B. Audretsch et al. (eds.), Globalization and Regionalization
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The processes of globalization that now dominate the political economies
of most developed and many developing countries have promoted new roles for
states and new approaches to issues ranging from welfare to prisons and from
health care to electricity rates. Deregulation, privatization, contracting out
governmental services to the private sector, greater resort to various public/private
partnerships to carry out a variety of public-oriented tasks and other such reforms
are not just the results of a swing of the regulatory pendulum from liberal to
conservative. Nor are such changes a return to a simpler, pre—-New Deal time,
when the role of the federal government was essentially minimal, in comparison
with the present. Rather, changes now occurring in what may seem to be the
margins of regulation are, in fact, central—they are defining new conceptions of
the respective roles of the state and the private sector.

This shift from a national to an increasingly integrated global economy is as
transformative for governance purposes as was the shift from a local to a national
economy during the New Deal. Some of the effects of globalization, including a
growing democracy deficit and new forms of state sovereignty, require a
reconceptualization of the way we approach governance if such basic goals as
citizen participation, fairness and transparency in decision making are to be
attained.

Nowhere is the need for reconceptualization more immediately visible than
in the new ambiguities of the public/private distinction. The public/private
distinction once demarcated two relatively separate worlds—government and
the private market.? Private capital markets tended to be primarily local, and
capital had little mobility.> Private in this sense, however, has long passed into
history. Moreover, deregulation and the various other regulatory reforms enacted
to increase the efficiency of administrative agencies and regulation have merged
the public and the private in various ways, often utilizing what previously were
primarily private market approaches, techniques, and structures to advance public
interest goals.* Given the dynamic aspects of the globalizing state, and the fact
that the state is both an agent of globalization as well as an agent transformed by
the processes of globalization, it is important to understand fully the global
implications of these various deregulatory reforms at the legislative,
administrative agency, and judicial levels. Public and private no longer mean the
same thing and the legal approaches to these distinctions and the structures of
governance that result from various new public/private partnerships need to
change accordingly.

In this paper, I will articulate three areas of law influenced by globalization—
and requiring a reconceptualization. As I will argue, new approaches to law
should include those that focus more on the uses of power and their impact on
citizens and less on who exercises that power, i.e., whether the entities involved
are, technically speaking, public or private. Also, as government devises new
ways to carry out its duties, after partnering with or delegating to the private
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sector, constitutional issues are likely to arise. Accordingly, I also advocate
approaches to constitutional interpretation that emphasize flexibility, change,
and a conception of state sovereignty that maximizes the opportunity of
lawmakers to involve the state in new and creative ways.

THE GLOBAL REGULATORY DISCOURSE

Before examining the legal changes now occurring and those I believe that
are possible, let me briefly explain more fully the way I am using the term
“globalization.” I then want to examine two different contexts of globalization
and three different views on the impact of global processes.

As I use the term, globalization refers to a multiplicity of extraterritorial
activities and their local effects. Specifically, it refers to complex, dynamic legal,
economic, and social processes within an integrated whole, across territorial
boundaries, often without the direct agency of the state. Globalization processes
involve multidirectional flows—flows of ideas, images, goods, services, and
people, and the communications networks necessary to sustain these flows.
What drives them, however, often has little to do with states directly. The social
and economic forces that determine where and how, for example, capital might
flow or labor markets develop are increasingly denationalized. This does not
mean that states have no role to play, but even when they are involved, they are
rarely in a position of autonomous power. They must usually cooperate with
other states. Most often, transnational decisions are made without the agency of
the state and without a prior determination of the national interest involved.
Systems of law—many of them voluntary—have arisen to fulfill global as
opposed to national interests in this sense. Domestic law itself is affected by
denationalized systems of law, now developing voluntarily at the international
level. The same also holds in the reverse. Increasingly, domestic regulatory
approaches must take this global context into account if they are to be effective.
The relationship of domestic law to globalization may come from various legal
attempts to encourage or facilitate global processes or, on the other hand, attempts
to resist them.

To get at the relationship of domestic law to global processes, I will focus
on two aspects of globalization and law: (1) attempts on the part of the legal
system to facilitate global processes and (2) attempts—through law—to resist
global processes.

Encouraging Globalization

Those who seek to encourage globalization often speak of the “globalization
of” markets, of law, of culture, etc. Used in this sense, globalization often implies
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uniformity, or homogeneity of laws or markets. It suggests, for example, that
there are certain products, ideas, or legal provisions that can be marketed or
adapted everywhere—on a global basis. This has a one-size-fits-all premise built
into it. This view of globalization can also include the argument that globalization
is, in effect, a form of Americanization or Westernization. The same is often said
of markets—i.e., that they too are essentially Western in nature. Most important
of all, this view of globalization implies a concept of linearity—i.e., these
processes are progressing almost relentlessly toward a global market and a high
degree of uniformity in laws, culture, and the economy. Under such a conception
of globalization, the role of the state often merges with markets. Neoliberal
reforms often are very much of a piece with this view of globalization. Indeed,
some policies that further the goals of markets are affirmatively sought by some
states, either in an attempt to extend the markets of their own constituents or to
attract more investment to their respective jurisdictions. There also often is a
sense of inevitability attached to this view of globalization, as if the inexorable
process of the market is not or cannot be denied. At the extreme, such views of
globalization suggest a substantial diminishment of the role of states and state
sovereignty in particular. Indeed, some commentators have gone so far as to
decree the processes of globalization as the cumulation of “the end of history.”

For many who hold such views, laissez-faire economics and governance
thus coincide. Markets are given preference to states and the state’s role, if any,
is to ensure that markets can develop and thrive. In this mind set, the focus is on
global competition and the limits of state action. Indeed, competition rather than
cooperation is at the basis of approaches to global governance.

Resisting Globalization

Another set of reactions to globalization, however, focuses on resistance to
global processes. Such approaches assume that global processes can be shaped
or influenced by domestic law, if not stopped completely. This does not mean
that markets, or market processes and approaches to regulation do not feature
prominently in regulatory schemes, but decisions by lawmakers to opt for the
market are not necessarily intended to equate globalization with laissez-faire
economics. The market is used as a regulatory tool; it is not treated as a force of
nature. Moreover, there may be many instances when market based responses
are rejected outright.

Laws that resist globalization highlight the limits of globalization or at least
the political limits of acceptance of global processes. Some skeptics of
globalization believe that national law can effectively stop the negative impact
of certain global processes on particular groups. Protectionist trade legislation
is exemplary of a legal response along these lines. Other legal responses, however,
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represent opportunities for shaping global forces as they interact with local,
domestic legal regimes. Whether one approaches globalization as a set of
processes that can be influenced or resisted by national law results in a view of
globalization that is not linear in nature. There is nothing inevitable about these
processes or their outcomes. Indeed, in this sense, global processes can create
transformative opportunities for domestic law. The domestic law that results is
not in any way pre-ordained or inevitable.

Despite the attempts of some skeptics to wall out global forces entirely, it is
not possible simply to assume that law can prevent global change and maintain
the status quo. Global forces merge the global and the local into one modality,
and how various communities—legal and civil society—react to these new
possibilities is, to a large extent, up to them. Thus, as public functions move to
the private sector and jurisdictions compete for investment and the jobs and
economic development that accompanies investment, how individual legal
regimes react is a major factor in how these trends are encouraged, modified, or
controlled.

From these two points of view—facilitating global processes and resisting
them—at least three perspectives on law and the literature on globalization
emerge. As David Held has observed, there are hyperglobalists, skeptics, and
transformationalists. Hyperglobalists see globalization as inevitable and the
market forces unleashed by globalization as trumping political forces. The
processes lead to linear change, culminating in various degrees of uniformity.
The role of law is to facilitate global processes and the markets necessary for
these processes to thrive. Markets trump law in terms of how outcomes are to be
achieved.

A second school of thought is represented by the skeptics who often see
globalization as a series of forces to be resisted and, in the event, as essentially
regional in nature. From the law’s point of view, it is the transnational aspect of
these issues that makes them global whether or not we are dealing with the
entire globe or only a portion of it. Nevertheless, this school of thought tends to
see law more as a tool for resisting globalization in than facilitating it.

Finally, a third aspect of the global literature can be characterized as
transformationalist in nature. Transformationalists see global processes as neither
inevitable nor linear in nature. Rather, they are strong forces—economic, cultural,
political—that can be shaped, influenced, and transformed, if you will, to suit
local needs. The role of law in this context is one that sometimes tries to facilitate
global processes, and sometimes tries to resist them. This approach to
globalization is perhaps best captured by the word “cope.” How can these global
processes be transformed in ways that enable local economies to cope with these
forces and, if possible, to thrive by successfully integrating them into or regulating
them effectively?
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LEGAL APPROACHES

It is with these three perspectives in mind that I wish to highlight three areas
of law that, I believe, are crucial for transforming global processes in ways that
minimize the democracy deficit and destructive aspects of global competition.
One is at the international level. The other two areas of law are at the domestic
level. At that level, one is statutory and the other constitutional. I begin with
international or what might more accurately be called cosmopolitan law.

Cosmopolitan Law

By cosmopolitan law I mean law that is made by states, but law that
nevertheless transcends any particular national interest so as to address a problem
of global proportions. As David Held has defined it:

By cosmopolitan law, or global law, or global humanitarian law, is meant a domain of law
different in kind from the law of sates and the law made between one state and another for
the mutual enhancement of their geopolitical interests . . . Cosmopolitan law refers here to
those elements of law—albeit created by states—which create powers and constraints, and
rights and duties, which transcend the claims of nation-states and which have far-reaching
national consequences. Elements of such law define and seek to protect basic humanitarian
values which can come into conflict, and sometimes contradiction, with national laws. These
values set down basic standards or boundaries which no political agent, whether a
representative of a government or state, should in principle, be able to cross.’

Human rights, the law of warfare, the Montreal Protocol on the Protection
of the Ozone Layer are examples of this kind of law. Thus, one legal approach to
the problems of global industries and global technologies that cut across numerous
jurisdictions simultaneously is to try to legislate from above and impose a new
layer of law at the top or, in this case, at the international level. It is, essentially,
a hierarchical state-centered approach to law, yet it has its place and helps create
a body of cosmopolitan law that can address multi-jurisdictional problems in a
coherent way.

Another aspect of this world-government type of approach is the creation of
international organizations such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), new
bureaucratic entities developed to adjudicate and implement cosmopolitan law.
As the Seattle demonstrations showed, there are important process issues involved
in how such international organizations formulate and then enforce their policies.
These issues include questions of transparency, participation, and fairness. The
administrative law aspects of these processes are crucial to the resolution of
these issues. I shall not deal with them in this paper, but they raise the question
of the extent to which international administrative processes should be subject
to a form of judicialization, one that is quite American in nature.
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Another way of looking at this emphasizes the denationalized aspects of the
policymaking that is occurring, especially at the informal or non-state level. As
Jost Delbruck has argued:

Today’s financial markets are globalizing rather than internationalizing (which they did in
earlier decades) since, for instance, the movement of capital has largely become independent
of the sovereign control of state agencies. Thus, it seems globalization as distinct from
internationalization denotes a process of denationalization of clusters of political, economic
and social activities.®

As these companies become denationalized, so too does the law that governs
them. Perhaps the primary example of such denationalized law is the extensive
development of arbitration proceedings seeking to resolve disputes between
companies doing business transnationally. These processes may depend on the
legal preconceptions brought to bear on a problem by the arbitrator involved.
Nevertheless, the primary orientation to such issues is, essentially, denationalized.
There are, thus, wholly denationalized or privatized cosmopolitan legal systems
developing through the voluntary regulatory regimes established by transnational
corporations. International arbitration or a form of lex mercatori are examples
of this. Their relationship to democracy and to domestic law are important issues
and the procedures used even voluntarily are not beyond dispute. Of particular
importance are the legal assumptions or legal baggage, if you will, of the arbitrator
themselves. Depending upon their legal backgrounds and training, they often
approach these proceedings differently. I shall, however focus my attention on
the domestic level.

The Administrative Procedures Act

Four years ago, the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) turned 50. There
were many symposia marking this milestone and various reforms and
amendments to the Act were suggested.” The most common reform advocated
was to include some form of cost-benefit analysis in the APA. Some of these
cost-benefit reforms seek not only to maintain necessary regulation, but also to
ensure that also the efficiency or regulation.'” Other reforms define costs and
benefits in ways that substantially limit the creation of any new regulations,
often by utilizing complex procedures to make new rules impossible in anything
remotely resembling a timely fashion.!! This view has aptly been described as a
form of “paralysis by analysis.”'? For the most part, however, a patchwork quilt
of cost-benefit and risk-benefit approaches has been developing as individual
statutes have incorporated their own versions of cost-benefit reform for the
particular regulatory program involved.!?
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It may seem that this is a kind of progress—staving off the deregulators
with reforms designed to make government “work better and cost less,” in the
words of the Gore Report. '* Yet, in many ways it is a continuation of a long-
standing debate in American administrative law between government intervention
into the market and a relatively laissez faire approach to the economy. The words
“cost” and “benefit” are capable of interpretations that allow for this age-old
debate to continue, albeit in a slightly new form. Thus, the 104th Congress’s
proposals for cost-benefit reform would, if passed, have represented a form of
procedural laissez faire-ism by requiring so much procedure that a kind of
prospective deregulation would have occurred to all those agencies to which it
applied."® A softer view of costs and a more flexible approach to benefit would
allow government to proceed, albeit cautiously, largely as before.

There are a number reasons why economically based reforms have such
saliency today. Global competitiveness concerns can reinforce ideological
preferences for minimalist government—especially when one talks of federal
regulation of various aspects of the economy and the environment. But quite
apart from politics or ideology there are the very real economic limits for
governments when low tax policies have been in effect for a significant period
of time. Cost considerations are not limited solely to costs incurred by the
regulated. Government costs also rise, and agency budgets decline, making new,
cost-effective ways to achieve public interest ends increasingly important. To
finance themselves, some agencies have resorted to new and extensive fee
structures. ' Other reforms have involved the creation of procedures designed to
limit litigation by reaching a true consensus on a rule in the process of
formulation.'” Still others have sought to delegate their responsibilities to the
market in the form of deregulation or to contract out certain responsibilities to
various private actors. '8

There are limits to the extent to which we can view citizens as customers
and agencies as businesses. Whether these reforms further the “cost-benefit”
state or the “administrative” state,'® such approaches—based primarily on a state-
centered approach—in my view, fail to take into account the dynamic global
context described above and within which domestic public law reform is properly
considered.

Rather than just focusing on making administrative law more efficient, I
advocate changing the focus of domestic, regulatory law reform. From a global
perspective, more pressing reforms are now in order. The more traditional roles
of administrative law remain crucial: ensuring fairness, public participation and
transparency in the resolution of disputes, and the creation of public policy.
Without denying that sensible cost-effective reforms are important, I maintain
that economics alone will not adequately provide the basis for global governance
that will successfully integrate distinctive domestic legal approaches with
international and global approaches to global issues. Nor will an economic
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discourse alone provide the tools necessary for linking legal structures in ways
that increase the possibility for cooperative approaches to global issues, rather
than unitary competitive responses. Let us turn, then, to what lies beyond
economics in the transformation of public/private partnerships.

The APA and Public-Private Partnerships

The globalizing state is a decentered state and as much, it can no longer deal
with many of today’s concerns by exercising power in a monopolistic manner—
in the old way. From a global point of view, it often may need to share power
with other states more fully, and in certain proceedings, to incorporate these
approaches into issues devised by nongovernmental entities whose range of
influence and concerns transcend any single jurisdiction and whose perspectives
and influence are global in scope. This may take the form of recognizing that
certain domestic laws need to be harmonized with other states’ laws or with
international law strategies, thereby avoiding unnecessary regulatory competition
and a race to the bottom. On other occasions, cost and regulatory effectiveness
may mandate the creative use of market incentives to carry out tasks governments
no longer can do or do as well. But were lawmakers to allow only a narrow
economic sense of global competitiveness to drive these reforms as well as a
view of the private sector that fails to understand the new partnerships the
globalized state must now create, democracy would suffer. This is because the
kind of democracy deficit we are talking about is not just the old debate between
judicial and legislative decisionmakers. In these well-known public law debates,
the democratic consequences of judicial decision-making are contrasted with
those of elected legislators. But the global democracy deficit usually involves a
much more stark comparison, between some public processes and none at all,
when public/private is construed to take issues out of the public arena, democracy
is left out completely.

Accordingly, I advocate three reforms of the APA. First, policymakers should
extend its coverage to private entities carrying out essentially public duties. In
other words, the APA should cover more than just governmental agencies. This
is clearly shown in the context of FOIA reform. Second, the APA should devise
procedures that open up the processes of contracting out public duties to private
entities. Third, I believe that there should be a requirement in all rulemaking
proceedings that the international and global implications of a proposed policy
be considered explicitly—a kind of global impact statement, if you will. The
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) required environmental impact
statements;* we should require global impact statements as well. The premises
behind all of these reforms are (1) that the public/private divide no longer satisfies
the need for when process is necessary and when it is not and (2) local and
global are now one modality.
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Contracting Out

The informal rulemaking proceedings in Section 553 of the APA are elegantly
simple.?! They provide for notice and comment. A decision to contract out
governmental services may not even be covered by these rulemaking provisions,*
but even if it is, the provisions of a contract between a government agency and a
private provider of services are not likely to be considered fully. This is especially
true if the policy decision to contract out, not necessarily the details of the contract.
Even if the details are noticed, its day-to-day implementation may not be visible
to the public. The market logic of this approach is that you give certain
responsibilities to private providers and review the bottom line only every few
years or so, when the contract comes up for renewal. This increases the efficiency
of the private providers and impresses upon them that whatever their tasks are
whichever ones they agree and that these are their responsibilities and their
responsibilities and theirs alone. But efficiency need not be the only goal.
Moreover, such an approach assumes a distinction between administration and
policymaking that does not exist in reality.”® The process of administration
inevitably involves policymaking, especially when emergencies or unusual
circumstances arise. Thus, noticing the full details of a proposed contract with a
private provider should be a minimum requirement of the privatizing process,
but these contracts themselves may need to be subject to frequent review. Levels
of accountability should be higher than those of normal market transactions,
and contract renewals should be required every three to five years.

The Freedom of Information Act

Closely related to this reform is the fact that Freedm of Information Act
(FOIA) should not be easily avoided just because certain public functions have
now been contracted out. When private companies take over prisons, aspects of
welfare screening, education, or city services such as snow or garbage removal,
records created through the performance of a public duty that clearly would
have been subject to FOIA if done by a governmental agency can now become
private records, solely by virtue of the contractor’s non-governmental status. As
one report recently noted:

Without predictable judicial or legislative standards, the public risks being
shut out of the privatization process. Without public awareness, public oversight
of the operation of privatized governmental operations will be inadequate. It is
clear that public access often suffers once governmental operations are turned
over to private entities. Private enterprises serve managers, owners and
shareholders, not taxpayers. According to fundamental democratic principles,
governmental services conducted by private operators should be just as
accountable as services provided by public agencies. The public and the press
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must be able to scrutinize the activities of private actors performing governmental
services, just as the public and the press already scrutinizes public activities
under public records statutes.

Revising FOIA to take into account the role of the market and various forms
of deregulation and privatization, today is necessary if the broad citizenship
goals of this act are to remain within reach. When citizens are clients, they do
not necessarily lose their need for information, though the essential nature of a
private enterprise makes it, initially at least, focused more on profits and the
stockholders than on providing information to taxpayers. At a minimum, the
statute should be amended to include all private entities to whom public functions
have been contracted.” Clearly, these are instances in which the mere label of
“private” can result in cutting off information that clearly would “not be in the
public interest.

A Global Impact Statement

More fundamentally, however, the administrative rulemaking process should
include an explicit direction to consider seriously the global implications of
proposed rules. This would not only encourage parties to the proceeding to present
their perspectives on these matters, but also impress upon the decisionmakers
involved that they are part of a complex national, international, and denationalized
set of processes. Not all issues can be resolved in any one proceeding, but effective
policymaking requires at least the consideration of the global implications of
the rules involved. If, for example, stringent environmental regulations will shut
down certain industries and move them offshore, what impact is this likely to
have on global pollution? Are we to be the beneficiaries of this pollution by then
being allowed to buy these imported goods at a lower cost than if they were
produced here while others bear the pollution costs, but we enjoy the cheaper
goods? Are there or should there be international efforts undertaken to try to
achieve limits on certain pollutants that are global in nature? What efforts are
underway? Will they be initiated? Such questions can help create a global
discourse and a debate on the global public interests related to domestic regulatory
proposals. Requiring they be explicitly considered by the agency involved may
not only facilitate global preconditions for the creation of public policy that is
meaningful on the global level.

CONCLUSION—A GLOBAL CONSTITUTION

Public/private partnerships, privatization, and the various new roles that the
state is assuming can raise constitutional questions. The global constitution or,
in effect, the domestic constitution seen through a global lens needs, in my view,
to be a flexible one, one that can continue the long tradition in this country of
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adaptability when it comes especially to non-textual, structural constitutional
principles such as federalism and separation of powers. That does not appear to
be the direction of the current US Supreme Court, at least as it pertains to
federalism. Chief Justice Rehnquist now speaks for a majority on the Court
whose approaches to federalism issues are more open to arguments involving
state autonomy and rejecting expansive reading of the Commerce Clause.
Specifically, the Court takes issue with attempts by the federal government to
“commandeer” state bureaucracies to carry out federal mandates.? Moreover,
the Court attempts to breathe new meaning into the Tenth Amendment by arguing,
for example, that federal regulation of guns near schools is too local an issue to
be supported by the Commerce Clause of the Constitution.?’

While a good doctrinal argument can be made in support of the Court’s
decisions in some of these cases,?® their reasoning suggests a shift in the Court’s
methodology to such issues as well as an underlying philosophical approach to
federal-state issues that transcends the facts of these cases. This shift in emphasis
from federal power to state autonomy and power coincides with economic and
political shifts in the global economy that also encourage decentralization of
power. However, interpreting these changing in federal-state relations in a manner
that diminishes the experimental flexibility of federal and state policymakers
and new regulatory approaches runs the risk of substantially undermining the
range of policy alternatives and administrative structures necessary for the global
state to be effective.?’ This is because the changing rules of government and the
private sector will require not only experimentation, but a fluidity in the exercise
of power in today’s contexts.

When choices of interpretive approaches to constitutional doctrines exist,
those approaches that preserve, increase, or further the flexibility of
decisionmakers’ responses to global economy should be preferred. Not unlike
the New Deal era when the Court had to confront new issues arising from society’s
political responses to a newly emerging nationally integrated economy, the Court
today decides issues against a backdrop of an increasingly integrated global
economy. A full analysis of the public/private distinction and recent federalism
decisions would show that it is important for courts to resist constitutional
approaches that unnecessarily limit change or new approaches to power-sharing.
While it may seem ironic, some of the deferential, constitutional interpretive
approaches forged by the Court during the New Deal era may, in fact, be best
suited for the political experimentation that is now necessary, especially if
government and non-state actors are to adapt successfully to the realities of a
global economy. As I said earlier, however, this position does not imply we have
returned to the New Deal—nor is it an argument for a return to the New Deal so
far as substance is concerned. There is no going back to the nineteenth or twentieth
century or to the state-centric future that courts and lawmakers have envisioned
for the greater part of this nation’s history.
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Chapter 3:

REACHING OUT TO REGIONAL
GOVERNMENT IN ENGLAND?

Kenneth Spencer
School of Public Policy, The University of Birmingham, UK

INTRODUCTION

The United Kingdom has undergone a transformation in both governmental
and administrative reform within the regions of the country. Further devolution
to Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland has taken place. Scotland now has its
Parliament dealing with home affairs and able to create primary legislation. The
previous Scottish Parliament “was adjourned, never to meet again, on 25 March
1707” (Black 2000: p. 1). Wales and Northern Ireland have their Assemblies,
the latter in abeyance subject to further negotiations, responsible for home affairs
matters though unable to create new primary statutes though able to comment
upon and interpret legislation with a regional voice. The Scots Parliament and
the assemblies came into being in 1999, with the Northern Ireland Assembly
having a rather one-off early life and linked to cross border initiatives with the
Irish Republic. In London, the mayor was elected on 4 May 2000, as were 25
members of the new Greater London Authority. The mayor, Ken Livingstone,
the former Labour Member of Parliament turned independent, and the Greater
London Authority took over running many aspects of Greater London on 3 July
2000.

David B. Audretsch et al. (eds.), Globalization and Regionalization
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In the other English regions there have been significant changes in relation
to new integrated government regional offices, introduced in 1994, together with
their subsequent adaptation since then. The English regions, some nine in total,
have had, through legislation, new institutions added. The regional development
agencies, essentially new non-government agencies dealing with economic
regeneration and broader physical and social regeneration, were created in 1999.
Similarly in the same year regional chambers, partnerships of business
representatives with local government, voluntary sector and other regional
stakeholders were created and have the right to be consulted by the Rregional
development Agencies. In a number of English regions Regional Assemblies of
indirectly elected local government politicians have been created by the regional
local government associations.

In the case of London the regional development agency will be accountable
to the new mayor of London and not to Parliament through the secretary of state
for the environment, transport and the regions as in the other English regions.
The London regional development agency also came into being following the
Greater London Authority elections of May and was set up in the summer of
2000.

England, as well as the rest of the United Kingdom, has therefore undergone
a major regional transformation of government and administration—the most
significant for centuries. These changes in England are the focus of this paper.
The outcomes of the current pattern of regional institutions and the political
pressures for regional government, especially amongst local Labour parties, will
largely determine the new pattern of governance at regional level in England.
Much of the internal debate in the English regions follows from the referenda
and legislation dealing with new devolved powers to Scotland, Wales, Northern
Ireland, and London itself. The political debate is itself full of questions and
often contradictions (Chen and Wright 2000).

Central government’s own strategy on the English regions is one of evolution,
but with a strong message from the prime minister that regional government in
England is still some way off yet, even if it were a desirable aspiration. Other
political figures press the case more strongly. The United Kingdom has witnessed
nothing less than a new constitutional settlement in the years 1999-2000.

A new campaign based on political arguments about regional democratic
accountability has been launched—the Campaign for English Regions. The
campaign publicity argues that English regions are being left behind compared
with other parts of the United Kingdom, though in London’s case there has
already been elections for a directly elected assembly (part constituency-based,
part list-based, on a proportional vote for different political parties). The campaign
calls for more devolution to English regions and the election of regional
governments in England. The campaign is backed by four regions in particular—
the North East, Yorkshire and Humberside, the West Midlands and the North
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West—all are more strongly Labour Party—supporting regions in England,
(Campaign for the English Regions 2000). There is also strong backing from the
Local Government Association’s Information Unit (Dungey and Newman 2000),
again built around the issue of supporting regional democracy. The debate has
been entered—the end result remains unclear.

In this paper the focus lies upon England and the issue of regionalism within
its nine regions. Many English regions are simply artificial regions delineated
for regional government office purposes. It has to be remembered that the English
have had a highly centralised state control since 1066. The paper charts the
moves toward regionalism in England from the late 1980s. It builds upon research
funded by the UK Economic and Social Research Council which examined the
issues surrounding the transformation of English regional government offices,
(Spencer and Mawson, 1997, 1998a, 2000; Mawson and Spencer, 1997). This
research developed our knowledge base of a neglected field of study in UK
public policy. The previous key work dated from 1982 (Young 1982).

This paper is written at a critical time in the constitutional development of
UK government and governance. An understanding of the evolution of the debate
and the new regional institutions in England lies at the heart of this paper. It
argues that the present position is one of confusion and greater regional
fragmentation. It also reflects a lack of willingness on the part of central
government to really tackle the key issue of modernising itself to more effectively
deliver joined-up holistic policies regionally. The present position is one
witnessing a plethora of new initiatives usually driven by single government
ministers and their departments, often reflecting notions of an experimenting
state. The drive and responsibility for English regionalism rests with the deputy
prime minister and his ministers in the Department of the Environment, Transport,
and the Regions (DETR).

The paper addresses the beginnings of the creation of the new integrated
regional government offices in 1994 and concludes with the positive review of
the roles of such regional government offices undertaken by the cabinet office in
1999 and 2000.

THE CREATION OF THE INTEGRATED
REGIONAL GOVERNMENT OFFICES

New regional government offices began life on 1 April 1994. The then—
Conservative government saw the key roles as identifying regional economic
problems, improving economic competitiveness, enhancing regeneration capacity
and ensuring more appropriate sustainability. The aim was to develop partnerships
with regional stakeholders, for coordinated policy solutions. The initiative built
upon some integration of the four initiating government department’s policy
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programmes (employment, environment, industry and transport). Government
offices were also expected to achieve the following (Government Offices
Coordination Unit 1995: pp. 8-9): (1) securing coordination between parent
government departmental programmes in their region, (2) an “eyes and ears”
function to provide reliable information about regional issues and opinionsand
(3) support for ministers in dealing with parliamentary business with a regional
aspect.

The original ten government offices for the regions (GOs) of 1994 were
created in response to the 1992 Conservative Party manifesto wanting to
strengthen the coordination of government programmes and policies within
regions. The manifesto called for a regional integration of appropriate Whitehall
departments so that the business community and local government would have
one port of call rather than several (Conservative Party 1992). The initiative was
a key element of the enlivened debate on regional matters. It remains a factor in
the current devolution debates, following the push by the Labour Government,
elected in 1997, toward Scottish and Welsh devolution and change in Northern
Ireland—all of which are now in place. Regional government within England
has been and remains a growing political issue (Coulson 1990; Stoker, Hogwood,
and Bullman 1995; AMA 1995; Bradbury and Mawson 1997; Elcock and Keating
1998; Mawson 1996; Regional Policy Commission 1996; Dungey and Newman
1999, 2000; Spencer and Mawson 2000; Bentley and Gibney 2000).

Other political pressures led to strengthening GOs in the English regions. In
1989, a parliamentary select committee identified no serious territorial analysis
of public expenditure and no consistent disaggregated public expenditure data
on English regions. There was inadequate planning of interconnections between
regional programmes and their outcomes (House of Commons 1989). Both the
Audit Commission (1989) and the National Audit Office (1990) felt that regional
coordination of government policies was ineffective. This was because the
centralised and departmentalised nature of central government made it historically
difficult to ensure effective policy coordination at urban and regional levels. It
was seen, in part, as being due to the then separateness of existing government
department offices at regional level in England. This compared with integrated
offices, the Scottish Office and the Welsh Office, in Scotland and Wales,
respectively. These regions, as in Northern Ireland, were represented in the UK
government cabinet by their respective Regional Secretaries of State. English
regions are not represented in this way, although they often have larger regional
populations.

There was also growing concern over the inadequate interaction of
governmental support mechanisms to business and employment. Business leaders
had been concerned to pressure the government into getting its regional act
together to improve business competitiveness (Bennett, Wicks, and McCoshan,
1994; Bennett 1995; Moore and Richardson 1989; Storey 1994). Much of this
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debate concerned the fragmentation of various business support functions
amongst, for example, Training and Enterprise Councils, Confederation of British
Industry, Chambers of Commerce, English Partnerships, Rural Development
Commission, the economic development functions of local government, and a
wide range of separate government programmes managed through separate
departments of regional government offices. Essentially this policy field was
seen to be far too fragmented with not enough cross-cutting policy analysis and
joined-up government.

At the same time, greater pressures were being felt as a result of European
Union regional strategies and business competitiveness in the wider European
and global contexts (Coopers and Lybrand/BITC 1992; Jones and Keating 1995;
Garside and Hebbert 1989; Hebbert 1989). The lack of a stronger English regional
approach had been felt to reduce access to European funds as well as hindering
the competitiveness of English regional economies (Baine, Bennington, and
Russell 1992; Batley and Stoker 1990; John 1996; Roberts and Hart 1996;
Wannop 1995). There was a feeling that England did not, at subnational level,
play as effective a part as it might within the European Union. The establishment
by the European Union of the Committee of the Regions (1994) added credibility
to the need to develop a stronger, more coordinated regional governmental
presence in England (Commission of the European Communities 1994). At the
same time the European Union was seen, itself, to be pursuing a stronger regional
emphasis (Harvie, 1994). It was moving toward a Europe of regions.

These roles for GOs can be seen in the wider context of government’s and
Whitehall’s recognitions of the need for a new more holistic or joined-up approach
to governance at regional level (Spencer and Mawson 1998b, 2000). The new
offices reflected, unlike their predecessors, the need for more integration in an
increasingly fragmented world of both institutions and policies of governance.
The new integrated offices were required to operate in partnership mode to ensure
greater regional effectiveness, especially with business (Coulson 1997; Spencer
and Kunz 1993). This included the need to build stronger horizontal, not just
hierarchical, links in government and the need to incorporate a stronger bottom-
up structure to counter balance the hitherto strong top-down framework. In short,
it was recognised that regional organisational capacity needed strengthening
(Lewis 1992; House of Commons 1995) and that this would require the
involvement of many key regional agencies often working in partnership.

The changing nature of both local and regional governance, with its many
players and different voices including many quangos, required orchestrating.
Perhaps the GOs were also seen as a vehicle for improving elements of the
central-local government relationship. Clearly the offices were initially, and to a
slightly lesser degree subsequently, seen as developing the administrative/
manageralist arms of Whitehall—they were not directly seen as avenues for
greater political involvement and regional accountability (Regional Policy
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Commission 1996; Mawson and Spencer 1997). However, with the advent of
Scottish and Welsh devolution, a similar accountability debate is growing in
English regions. Through regional chambers, regional assemblies, and through
the regional development agencies several English regions wish to move toward
further regional political accountability (Dungey and Newman 1999, 2000). Such
shifts of emphasis will require to build on many of the existing strengths of the
GOs (Mawson and Spencer 1995; Spencer and Mawson 2000).

There were pressures from the Treasury and from other government initiatives
seeking greater efficiency within the civil service—e.g., Citizens’ Charter 1987,
Next Steps Initiative 1988, Market Testing 1991, and the creation of the Office
for Public Service and Science 1994. One of the underlying philosophies was to
use the territorial dimension of public policy as a mechanism for encouraging
greater cohesion in overlapping policy fields. Political support for the new
integrated GO approach came particularly from the then-Conservative deputy
prime minister who was also the secretary of state for the environment. Thus the
creation of new style GOs was largely driven by internal circumstances within
government, particularly concerned with rationalisation, with regional
competitiveness, and with stronger coordination, as well as business pressures
and growing evidence from select committees and elsewhere that better regional
cohesion of Whitehall’s activities was now necessary. It has already been shown
elsewhere how the wider historical context fits neatly with various attempts to
develop regional dimensions to government in England (Mawson 1996, 1997).

LAUNCHING THE NEW REGIONAL
GOVERNMENT OFFICES

The Conservative government announced in November 1993 that the new
integrated GOs would be established on 1 April 1994. The then-Secretary of
State for the environment indicated that GOs would “provide their customers
with a more comprehensive and accessible service . . . meet the widespread
demand for a single point of contact . . . bring service closer to the people they
serve, simplify the government machinery and improve value for money”
(Department of the Environment 1993a).

The aim was clearly an attempt to coordinate an increasingly fragmented
central government organisational structure deemed to be less-than-effective for
the delivery of many services at the regional level. Lessons were being learnt
from the Welsh and Scottish regions that were seen as benefiting from improved
coordinated territorial management, devolved regional departments, block
budgets, and the ability to switch resources between budget heads and
programmes. A government committee noted that the regional secretaries of
state valued this discretion enormously as “it assists policy coordination and
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financial management . . . it permits substantive policy differences and adjustment
of UK policy measures in the light of different traditions and circumstances”
(House of Commons 1989: p. 2).

Such an integrated approach challenged traditional ways of working, both
ministerally and in the civil service. Six key objectives were established for new
GOs (Department of the Environment 1993b). These were:

* to meet the operational requirements of departments and ministers;

* to contribute local opinions and experience to the creation and communication of
government policy;

* to promote a coherent approach to competitiveness, sustainable economic development
and regeneration using public and private resources;

* to develop the skills of civil servants and methods of working to achieve these objectives
and to demonstrate their success in doing so;

* to develop partnerships with and between all the local interests to promote and secure
these objectives;

* to provide a single point of contact for local people and deliver high quality services to
citizens’ charter principles (a quality assurance scheme).

Other less publicised governmental objectives, unspecified above, were for
GOs to get a firmer grip for central government on European funding, to cut the
costs of the integrated GOs through staff reductions and, to launch in parallel, a
new single regeneration budget (SRB) (Department of the Environment 1993c,
1993d). The SRB was to be managed by the new GOs. The programme drew
together some 20 previously separate programmes from five government
departments totalling some £1.4 billion in 1994/95. The purpose was one of
providing flexible support for social and economic regeneration and well-being.
It was available through a competitive bidding system managed by GOs. Thus a
key initial task for the GOs was to ensure the smooth and successful operation
of this new SRB programme, itself being a coordinated package of previously
disparate programmes. Bids were invited from various agencies of governance
in partnership with others and supported by local communities (Hogwood 1995;
Mawson et al. 1994; Stewart 1994).

The SRB programme was central to the early life of GOs and considerable
attention was given by regions and Whitehall to ensure its success. Indeed the
very positive response by government to the management of SRB by GOs was
instrumental in the Labour Government’s build up to the creation of Regional
Development Agencies (RDAs) in each of the nine English regions on 1 April
1999 (though the London RDA was to follow a little over one year later).
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The original ten GOs were located in each of the following English regions:
North East; North West; Yorkshire and Humberside; Merseyside (to be later
integrated with the North West); West Midlands; East Midlands; Eastern Region;
South West; South East; London. Regional civil servants of the Departments of
Employment (in 1995 Education and Employment), Environment (in 1997
Environment, Transport and the Regions), Transport, and Industry, all became
accountable in a new GO managerial structure to one senior regional director
(later regional director). The regional director originally reported to all four
secretaries of state and was accountable for all staff and resources routed through
GOs and also responsible for establishing cohesive and effective coordination.
Links with other government departments were also developed—e.g., Home
Office; Culture, Media, and Sport (partly in relation to the voluntary sector and
lottery funding); Defence (in relation to future use of military sites).

As part of the downsizing, or rightsizing, of the civil service a senior
management review was undertaken. Two civil service white papers set out the
approach. This review impinged upon the GOs almost as soon as they were
beginning to find their feet. The white papers required these reviews to aim for
“leaner, flatter management structures with less emphasis on working through
hierarchies and more scope for talented individuals to make their mark” (Cabinet
Office 1994, para. 4.15). The reviews were to prepare proposals for new senior
management structures, including GOs, which would also “ensure that
departments are organised to deliver the services they provide . . . as efficiently
and effectively as possible; and to match the management structure to the needs
of work, with clear lines of responsibility and accountability; and to reduce layers
of management . . . based on a clear understanding of the added value of each
layer of management” (Cabinet Office 1995, para. 4.7).

The outcome of the GO’s review carried out by the government office central
unit in Whitehall, was a reduction of some 32 percent of the senior posts in GOs
(grades 2—-6). One of the impacts of this review and of issues to do with integrating
terms and conditions, office location, and personnel matters was to initially
emphasise internal management issues in GOs at the expense of wider strategic
considerations (Government Office for the Regions 1995). However, one result
of the staff reductions was to further encourage cross-departmental working by
senior managers across GOs activities simply because it was no longer possible
to retain a very senior official in GOs from each of the four merging departments.
The outcome was that GOs were reasonable well-placed structurally, at senior
level, to consider cross-cutting or wicked issues, as well as develop coordinative
mechanisms to assist more holistic joined-up government in the regions.

Despite GO’s attempts to integrate a more coherent package of policies
regionally there remain many relevant policy fields outside the scope of GOs
whilst there remains disquiet over some of the regional boundaries and whether
people relate to local regions or not (Hogwood 1996; Harding et al. 1996). In
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England there is not generally strong historic affiliation to regions in any
governmental sense.

MANAGING GOVERNMENT OFFICES

To oversee the GOs initiative at Whitehall level, a central management board
was created. This was chaired, rotating regularly, by a senior Whitehall civil
servant, grade 2 or 3. The board met with regional directors and was serviced by
the government office central unit (GOCU), a unit staffed by seconded civil
servants from departments launching the initiative. The board, in collaboration
with regional directors, set overall objectives, with operational detail left at
regional level. Most GOs were broadly similar in terms of functions (incorporating
prior regional office functions plus new additions—e.g., SRB, European Funding,
and lesser roles in education and safety). While many governmental and other
functions lay outside the scope of the GOs, there was and is opportunity for
informal influence. This can be quite powerful given the regional directors’
networks of Whitehall and ministerial links. Regional directors are directly
responsible to ministers and through them to Parliament. They are not accountable
regionally to any political body—though the introduction of regional chambers
and assemblies has meant that one of the tasks of regional directors has been to
liaise with such bodies and keep them informed, as well as obtaining feedback
for government from such bodies.

Regional directors occupy relatively powerful positions in the Whitehall
machinery and their status has been growing as a result of their roles, activities
and significance to Whitehall and to government. They often act as challengers
of central uniformity. Whilst functions, management structures and relationships
broadly follow common patterns found elsewhere in Whitehall there are several
major differences reflected in GOs organisational structures and links with
Parliament.

An important difference was that under the Conservatives the GO London
serviced a cabinet sub-committee on London and had direct access by this route
to all London-wide government and Whitehall key players. In London, the
creation of the Greater London Authority and the election of Ken Livingstone as
mayor, now means that from May 2000 the London GO will be responsible to
the mayor of London (see later). Both GO London and GO Merseyside took
over responsibilities for the now defunct urban development corporations, whilst
the originally separate Merseyside GO inherited large scale Objective One
European funding. Such funding is aimed at restructuring major declining
industrial regions in Europe. Thus, GO emphasis on policy often centred on
specific regional interests. The English rural interests were exemplified best by
the Eastern Region and the South West. Both of these GOs were actively involved
in preparing the rural white paper for example (due in 2000).
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Internal GO management structures differed. In the South West there was a
co-office located in Plymouth as well as the Bristol office and a sub-Office in St.
Ives. This was essentially to reflect local politics. In the South East the
management of the GO was organised geographically rather than functionally,
with the early evidence indicating success as a regional managerial approach.
The South East region surrounds the core London region and thus represents a
hollowed doughnut shape. Both these regions often need to co-operate for
effective policy development programmes.

In most GOs the original separate departmental functional structures were
mixed at middle and senior management levels in order to assist integration and
to help managers grow out of their historic departmental silos of thinking. It was
a means of getting senior staff to think beyond the box. It was common for
senior functional service managers in GOs to take on board some responsibilities
for sub-regional geographical area coordination within the region. Such an
approach also helped to break down departmental barriers and ensured regular
contacts were made with local stakeholders and representative groups in these
sub-regions. Such styles of management have proved effective in helping senior
managers to develop a wider GO perspective. Over time, as GO civil servants
return to Whitehall and as others move for a period into the GOs, the developing
ethos of Whitehall’s functional structures become more influenced by a territorial
dimension of policy relevance to specific geographical regions and specific
communities. This should, over the medium to longer term, contribute to more
realistic and improved policy process management by Whitehall. It will sensitise
civil servants more strongly to regional perspectives.

The roles of GOs as “eyes and ears” should not be underestimated. It is
clear that GO regional directors and other senior staff, have been influential in
challenging current thinking and in formulating policy and systems in Whitehall.
There is still much progress to be made, but the regional dimension is now rolling
in Whitehall. Indeed it can be argued that experience at senior management
levels in GOs, alongside the new approaches to government thinking more
holistically, places such regional civil servants at the cutting edge of cultural
change and joined-up government within Whitehall itself. The cabinet office
reviews of the roles of GOs, reporting in February 2000, has emphasised the key
role that GOs can play in joined-up or holistic government, especially in relation
to cross-cutting or wicked issues (Cabinet Office 2000).

There remain other links to be forged in effective management terms with
GOs. The move toward the quango state and its fragmentation readily identifies
some further prime concerns about holistic government—e.g., health bodies,
housing corporation, higher and further education (Skelcher 1998). With a number
of new government initiatives some of these linkages are now being forged—
though sometimes on strong Whitehall departmentalist lines such as health action
zones, education action zones, and employment action zones. Again, the cabinet



33

office report of 2000 recognises the dangers inherent in such an approach of too
many specific functional initiatives. The treasury has also become concerned at
the costs and lack of linkages between such initiatives, as well as being concerned
to see real evidence based analysis of programme impact.

In terms of GO budgets no regional dimension was build into negotiations
between the Treasury and individual Departments of State. Thus GOs depended
upon the delegation of elements of budgets from these central functional
departments, each of which operated different financial management systems.
These were usually poor in information technology terms. This led to difficulties
of coherence and coordination at central level that had to be tackled regionally.
At the same time regional director’s own lines of accountability to several
ministers could lead to tensions. Whitehall departments often took a defensive
position in relation to GOs, particularly those outside the main sponsoring
department of environment, transport and regions. The regional agenda was too
often seen as an issue for this department, rather than a wider issue for government
as a whole. This view is still strong within government.

The GOs were involved in annual bid rounds for resources from their various
parent Departments. The link was GO-MINIS, a technical system linked to the
annual public expenditure round. GOs prepared objectives and activities for the
next year, which were negotiated with parent departments and with GOCU. Once
approved, GO-MINIS documents were transformed into annual operational plans
and budgets for specific divisions within each GO. This system also led through
the operational plans into GO annual reports for ministers and for general public
accountability. The 1998 change by the treasury to a three-year expenditure
planning system, rather than the previous annual system, was able to create a
little more certainty in the financial medium term for the regions.

The GOs established cross-office working groups linked to Whitehall staff
(known as twinning) to examine regional issues in relation to a large number of
policy areas. Some led to policy or priority changes—e.g., road proposals,
regional airports, rural white paper, ministry of defence land, careers service,
SRB, business link schemes, securing European social fund grants for government
training programmes, encouraging investors in people quality standards,
producing new regional planning guidance and developing analysis of regional
economies. Via the twinning approach new networks were formed, new influences
were placed on policy formulation and implementation. The voice of regional
civil servants was being heard more and was slowly being acted upon.

Despite attempts to influence policy in Whitehall it is still the case that all
too often the regional dimension is not considered appropriately or opportunely.
Parent Whitehall departments as well as other departments often lacked
understanding of the roles and opportunities presented by GOs. Clearly the GOs
need a specific set of regional priorities, performance measures and guidelines
in order to manage effectively. These are not always in place. GOs, do, however,
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have considerable discretion in the management and allocation of funding directed
through their own offices. GOs are in a position to affect both inputs and outcomes
of a variety of policy fields in both a formal and informal sense. Much of their
real power base lies in their brokerage, funding, and informal influence roles.

There has been criticism of GOs aimed at regional directors having too much
power, discretion, influence and choice in many policy areas and that there is
too little scrutiny of their activities (Foster 1995). Such a position can emerge
from the contradictions between varying perceptions of the nature of GOs and
regional reform. Change brings critique, it also takes time to evolve and settle
down. There have been successes to which regional directors can readily point
(Ritchie 1996). Criticisms over regional accountability have been strong and the
roles of regional development agencies, regional chambers, and regional
assemblies have included some small moves in the direction of greater regional
accountability, but it must be remembered that as civil servants regional directors
remain responsible to Parliament.

In the light of all of this the House of Commons’ trade and industry committee
of 1995 was able to argue that regions needed a more proactive approach. It was
also felt that they needed to foster enhanced organisational capacity across key
regional stakeholders. This was to be achieved through preparing regional and
sub-regional plans to co-ordinate activities across agencies. However, the then
contradiction was that GOs, under the Conservatives, were not given that role
partly because of a political dislike of regional planning. The new regional
development agencies of 1999 have been an approach by the Labour Government,
elected in 1997, to stimulate the shift back to regional economic planning, using
the business community as a main driving force through non-governmental
bodies—the regional development agencies.

The regional directors of GOs are expected to work with local authorities,
the regional local authority association, other public agencies, the business
community, regional development agencies, chambers, and assemblies and the
voluntary sector (which incidentally is not normally structured or organised at
regional level). There are specific tensions between on the one hand the role of
representing government in the region and co-ordinating its service delivery and
policies and, on the other hand, that of reflecting regional views back to Whitehall
(which may be sensitive and highly critical).

The evidence indicates that it is easier for GOs to progress systems,
procedures and structures in the region, often by encouraging others to play a
leading role. Policy influence is Whitehall is slow to develop, though there have
been a few relatively important successes. In some cases policy influence is
wisely handled outside the formal decision-making structure. There is small,
but growing, evidence that Whitehall civil servants have begun to acknowledge
the regional dimension as sometimes an issue to be addressed in their own
deliberations. The traditional cultures of Whitehall are shifting a little. The
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devolution debate and associated English regional chambers and assemblies as
well as new regional development agencies are likely to continue to push for
further change to long established Whitehall cultures. English regions could
well become more central to the transformation of Whitehall itself. The struggle
has been joined.

Certainly GOs work in a far more integrated way than ever before, though
some are disappointed that GOs had not earlier opened up to more active
involvement of local institutions in their work (Fell 1995; Association of District
Councils 1995). Independent regional chambers and assemblies have been created
in regions with strong local political representation. Such chambers and
assemblies can be created in regions, which wish to establish them subject to
agreement by the secretary of state for the environment, transport and the regions.
These bodies are not the creatures of GOs but are independently connected.
Regional development agencies operate with Boards of around seventy per cent
business people. Thus the two key constituencies of criticism of their lack of
involvement in regional matters, local government and business are finding
themselves incorporated within the new developing aspects of GOs work. GOs
are still an evolving feature of a new Whitehall approach to the English regions.
They have the potential to act as significant elements in government networking
and influence, as well as an arbitrator, with others, of regional concerns reflected
back to Whitehall.

The Regional institutions are seen as crucial to economic strategy and to
improving competitiveness. However gaining resources, other than from the
department of environment, transport and the regions, still remains elusive through
a treasury spending review in 2000 may shift the balance a little more in favour
of the GOs integrated approaches to policy and its implementation.

GOs have, since 1994, represented a significant development in the machinery
of government at regional level. Despite criticisms they are likely to evolve either
as a growing powerful instrument of administrative decentralisation or potentially
as a more regionally recognised form of devolved English regional democratic
structure. Either way, the change is a significant constitutional shift from the
pattern of Whitehall as we knew it (Hennessy 1989; Gray 1994; Rhodes 1997,
Skelcher 1998). GOs in England can play a crucial role in further decentralised
and devolved constitutional change with their enhanced capacity both
administratively and politically.

SOME LESSONS FROM
THE GOVERNMENT REGIONAL OFFICES

A number of key lessons and findings have emerged from the study of GOs.
Briefly summarised they include the following:
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The transformation to a more holistic, joined-up, governance will need to
build on the skills and knowledge of senior civil servants in the English
regions. Regional directors could well be developing these skills most needed
to provide twenty-first century government in England, which is both
effective and integrated. Senior regional civil servants have been placed at
the cutting edge of cultural change within Whitehall.

There remains strong resistance in many parts of Whitehall to developing a
policy focus for GOs, particularly beyond those government departments
not formally involved in initiating GOs. Yet some of these departments are
developing stronger links with GOs—e.g., Home Office; Culture; Media
and Sport; Education and Employment; Defence and the Cabinet Office.

GOs were highly successful in the coordination and management of new
programmes that cut across traditional departmental boundaries, e.g., SRB,
European funding, challenge funding schemes, competitiveness policy
development.

GOs relationships with local authorities, especially larger urban ones, and
with other regional bodies, can be tense but are generally improving as
networks and partnerships develop.

GOs are seen by Whitehall as a coordinated regional administrative presence
of government and also as a source of regional intelligence. Regionally they
are seen as powerful, allocating significant resources and holding
considerable discretion. Their regional directors are seen as not really
accountable regionally.

GOs have been used by the Labour Government as a vehicle in resurrecting
regional development agencies. Much energy in 1998/99 was expended in
this direction by GOs. The great danger is that this could detract from the
very positive coordinative work that was being considerably enhanced across
other key policy fields. The agencies may, however, give a clearer focus on
the regional competitiveness agenda. The agencies are independent of GOs,
In some respects they therefore add further to the fragmentation of regional
governance.

GOs have been successfully active in prompting new regional networks and
partnerships in order to assist policy development and intra-regional
cooperation. One danger is that in some regions a large number of new
partnerships have been forged, again adding to fragmentation—especially
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where there are tensions and conflict between various stakeholders within
and between partnerships.

* The traditional vertical organisational structures of Whitehall sit uneasily
alongside a regionally, horizontal integrated approach. Twenty-first century
government may require more of the latter rather than the former in dealing
with fragmentation, the hollow state and in drawing wider participative
interest in regional and sub-regional policy frameworks. Uniformity is giving
way to discriminate tailored policy adaptation and an ability to tackle cross
cutting issues. GOs can present a wider complementary opportunity for
testing alternatives to existing Whitehall systems.

* GOs have enabled Whitehall to exercise a much firmer grip on the flow of
European funding into the regions. Though the review of EU structural funds
results in a smaller share for the UK as a whole from 2000.

* In their short lifespan thus far GOs have been able to operate in a more
regionally integrated manner. They can be innovative and provide an embryo
of challenge to current departmentalist perspectives in Whitehall. The need
for joined up or corporate policies from Whitehall is strongly pressed by
regional directors along with others, including those in the cabinet office.

THE CREATION OF REGIONAL CHAMBERS,
ASSEMBLIES, AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AGENCIES IN 1999

Regional chambers, assemblies and regional development agencies (RDAs)
are new dimensions of the Labour Government’s approach to English regional
administration. These three distinct new elements to regional governance can be
briefly outlined as follows. Regional development agencies were created by
legislation in April 1999 (2000 in London). They are given the task of improving
regional economic competitiveness. Each has a government appointed chair,
usually a businessperson, who oversees a board of 12 members with six drawn
from the business and commercial worlds. Other key agencies are represented
on the board, including local authorities, the voluntary sector and other players,
e.g., universities. The board is serviced by a chief executive and paid staff many
of whom transferred from the relevant regional GOs, from the rural development
commission and from English partnerships. The London RDA followed the
formal creation of the new Greater London Authority on 3 July 2000.

Regional chambers can be created where the secretary of state for the
department of the environment, transport and the regions agrees to designate a
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body as a regional chamber. Chambers are public-private partnerships. Chambers
have a majority of local government indirectly elected councillors on them, but
not more than seventy per cent of the membership. Others come from major
regional stakeholder groups. The chamber is seen as a mechanism for local and
regional concerns and as an element of accountability, as the RDAs are required
to consult chambers in preparing their economic strategies. In the case of London
the newly elected London Assembly with the newly elected Mayor will provide
the key consultation-reporting link in a much more direct accountability structure.

Regional Assemblies are found in these regions where they have been
established with all political party support. They bring together all the local
authorities to provide a new non-statutory political regional level of local
government organisation. Outside London they have not been directly elected
but exist in a variety of forms, so that in some cases, e.g., North West Region, a
separate assembly does not exist as it is integrated into the chamber. There is
thus a degree of present confusion over terminology and the voluntary nature of
these chambers and assemblies. Chambers and assemblies have few resources
to build regional capacity. In the case of the London Assembly, elected in May
2000 and which became responsible for the Greater London Authority in July
2000, the position is much clearer with transparent responsibilities being set
out.

The 1998 Regional Development Act set up the RDAs. In Wales, Scotland,
and Northern Ireland and London the regional RDAs will be responsible to elected
regional authorities and, in the first three, cases regional governments. Elsewhere
these new RDA quangos are responsible to the secretary of state for the
environment, transport and the regions who is also the deputy prime minister,
and to a lesser degree, on consultation, to the new regional chambers (Shutt
2000).

The legislation sets out the roles which RDAs are expected to cover as:

* To further the economic development and regeneration of its area.
* To promote business efficiency, investment and competitiveness in its area.
* To promote employment in its area.

* To enhance the development and application of skills relevant to
employment in its area.

* To contribute to the achievement of sustainable development in the UK
where it is relevant to its area to do so (Regional Development Act 1998:
Section 7[1]).
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Each RDA was required to submit its first regional economic strategy to
government by the end of 1999. This provided the base for future work. However,
it is not clear from these strategies how they will be appropriately funded. In
particular, the question remains how they will be able to draw on a wide variety
of governmental department budgets outside the remit of the department of
environment, transport and the regions—which is the initiating government
department. In the summer of 2000 extra central funds were made available for
RDA s but with strong pressure to make RDAs more effective in terms of positive
impacts and outcomes on regional economies.

Against this background of new regional governance structures GOs are in
a key position. GOs have an ability and potential to achieve the necessary
coordination across these new Labour Government initiatives where they are
enabled or allowed to play both formal and informal roles in networking, advice,
decision-making and implementation.

A number of GO staff and functions were transferred to RDAs, mainly from
Single Regeneration Budget roles and from these dealing with inward investment,
innovation, technology transfer, and regional competitiveness. Despite this, RDAs
only had limited primarily regeneration budgets from the DETR to work with in
their first year. This was augmented in year two. Other government departments
were less keen to provide their resources to be targeted at regional
competitiveness. The Treasury Spending Review of 2000 has addressed this issue
and is pressing for further integration. The current position clearly reflects the
still serious lack of effective joined-up government by central government itself.

There are ambiguities built into the roles and responsibilities of chambers,
assemblies, and RDAs. These can open opportunities for conflict and discord.
RDA: s are required to consider the views of properly constituted chambers, but
they are not accountable to the chambers. RDAs can also consult independently
with various stakeholder groups, including partnership networks in the region.
The result could be that RDAs might play off one group of interests against
another group. Certainly in the short term the GOs will need to assist the private
sector led RDAs to develop their communication and political skills in the
complex world of public and private sector interaction. There are some signs
that discord amongst the various regional stakeholder groups can be disruptive
and lessen impact (Ayres and Davis 2000). There are also signs of frustration at
the lack of progress by RDAs in some regions.

How the various institutional roles develop in future will very much depend
upon the skills of the regional directors, the chairs of chambers, and the chairs
and chief executives of RDAs and the iterative role of assemblies. The scene is
set for a more powerful regional interaction with Whitehall—an interaction to
which Whitehall will inevitably have to respond. Such responses will press
Whitehall to a more regionally responsive mode and add to the many pressures
for further cultural change in Whitehall. Pressures for English regional budgets
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for a range of services could well emerge. This will inevitably mean Whitehall
and government giving up some of its power—no doubt reluctantly. It will be
too easy for government to give away other people’s power—e.g. regional
quangos, national agencies, local government. The pressures, however, on
government itself to release some of its own power will not diminish. Only by
doing so will joined-up government become a reality.

REVIEW OF THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT OFFICES

Spencer and Mawson (2000) draw attention to the key point in the regional
governance debate that the Labour Government in pressing its new RDA and
chamber initiatives, mistakenly took its eye off the developing role of GOs. The
danger was one of yet greater regional fragmentation. This is precisely what has
happened. However, the government has in the light of criticism such as the
above undertaken a review of the role and functions of GOs (Cabinet Office
2000). This review has also taken place against the background that GOs have
strengthened the position of central government in the regions, rather than that
they have either strengthened regional devolution or strengthened existing local
government democratic institutions (Mawson and Spencer 1997).

Local government is pressing for greater regional democratic accountability
(Dungey and Newman 2000). Yet whether this will really remain in the best
interests of local government and its strengthening remains a questionable
proposition. At the same time, the government’s modernisation agenda is being
pursued on a variety of fronts—e.g., Beacon Councils, Best Value, City Mayors,
new styles of local government political structures including cabinet and scrutiny
committees, new approaches to political leadership, the use of performance
indicators, policy outcome emphasis and measurement, evidence based policy
analysis and evaluation, plus partnership working with private and voluntary or
not-for-profit sectors. This does raise the issue of how the regional governance
debate demonstrates connections to the parallel ongoing modernisation agenda
of the Labour Government. It also links to the “reinventing government” emphasis
seeking the “plurality of providers and emphasising quality and consumer
satisfaction” (Hill 2000: p. 87). One of the goals of government in relation to a
new revival of local democracy is to enhance public involvement in decision
making and to encourage greater voter interest through new governmental
structures and positions—e.g., London mayor and Greater London assembly
elections. The regional government agenda also sits alongside this debate.

At the same time government is building into a number of its priority
programmes a regional role to sit between a central, national focus and a local,
city, or sub-regional focus. Thus, in relation to the new Strategy for
Neighbourhood Renewal, the executive summary is able to state that the idea of
regional coordination is crucial. “The Performance and Innovation Unit’s (PIU’s)
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report, Reaching Out, argued for the strengthening of Government Offices for
the Regions (GOs) to help join up regional activity. This has potential to assist
neighbourhood renewal—working with Regional Development Agencies
(RDAs)” (Cabinet Office 2000b: p. 9 para. 29).

The government’s review of the role of the GOs highlights a number of key
points (Cabinet Office 2000). Some of these are set out below; they can in part
be seen to fall within the government’s framework for modernising government
at local and regional level with a clear emphasis on improving the coordination
of public services as a priority.

The review is concerned that “Regional networks of Government
Departments are fragmented with no part of central government responsible for
bringing its contribution together to assist local areas. Problems are becoming
more acute, and greater importance is attached to integrated solutions to local
problems” (Cabinet Office 2000: pl). The proposed solution? “Strengthened
and higher profile Government Offices are needed in the regions covering all
Government policies affecting local areas, with more discretion on how to achieve
results—but more clearly accountable for delivery of cross-cutting outcomes”
(ibid. p. 1).

This new GO’s role is expected to deliver through a series of initiatives.
First, GOs will work closely with RDAs. Second, there will be strengthened
ministerial and Whitehall coordination of policy initiatives and government
offices. Third, more focus on strategic outcomes of government initiatives
affecting local areas with clear success indicators. Fourth, the 2000 Treasury
Spending Review has resulted in a greater link up amongst the multitude of
different governmental department, area based, policy programmes.

The cabinet office review fails to address, in the short term, the development
of elected regional government in England. “The proposals . . . should be robust
against reasonable assumptions about elected regional government in England.
They neither require nor preclude this . . . One effect of elected regional
government could be to involve closer over-sight of regional agencies by the
elected body. But this does not affect what needs to happen in the shorter term
... More broadly, elected regional government is not likely to be introduced for
some time. The changes proposed . . . should sensibly be introduced at an earlier
stage” (Cabinet Office 2000: p. 9).

The review also recognises that changes regionally will also impact upon
the nature of central government and the civil service. This issue is one not fully
addressed previously and may be taken as a signal that central government and
the civil service as a whole were not willing, or able to grasp the implications of
the regionalism concept of fuller administration or wider devolution (Spencer
and Mawson 2000). It is proposed that a new unit working on behalf of
government as a whole, based in the cabinet office which supports the prime
minister, would take over from the Government Offices Management Board,
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the Government Office Central Unit, and the Inter-department Support Unit for
Area-Based Initiatives. Previous government departmental functions largely from
DETR are thus proposed for incorporation and transfer to the prime minister’s
remit.

This new proposed central unit would manage GOs, improve coordination,
and provide better collective consideration to change regional or local networks.
At the same time, the 2000 Treasury Spending Review has rationalised area-
based spending through a greater focus on outcomes, greater linkage between
area based programmes, considering the possible pooling of budgets, even
considering cross-cutting regional budgets. It is also proposed that new budget
arrangements are needed to ensure better links between departmental, European
structural funding, and lottery funding. The latter point will enable central
government to have greater control over the strategic direction of national lottery
funding. This has now grown in significance as a huge regional funder, but is
currently independent of government and therefore of government strategic
direction. Government aims to pull the lottery fund more in the direction of
strategic regional funding and thus joined up funding streams.

A clear critique would be that many of these proposals lack teeth at the
moment. There is no great will on the part of central government to go down the
elected English regional government route. Though now that the Scots have a
Parliament, the Welsh and Northern Irish their elected assemblies, there could
be a strong case for an English wide Parliament or assembly in addition to the
United Kingdom Parliament. Much may depend upon the outcome of the work
of the Greater London Authority—as a model of what may be achieved elsewhere.
Structural managerial change is acommon governmental response to problems—
of itself it rarely has the desired effect. The issue is really much more to do with
the culture and attitudes of government departments, their ministers and the
traditions of the civil service. These will need to change and there will need to
be greater trust between ministers and departments to make for effective
decentralised regional administration. It is difficult to see the current proposals
propelling much significant change in the short term.

All this has led to the belief that the advent of the new GOs, RDAs, regional
chambers, London assembly, regional assemblies are no more than a series of
interesting governmental experiments. Thus the policy on English regionalism
will evolve as part of the experimenting state structure. As a result this is likely
to delay the introduction of elected regional government within England.

Perhaps why these experiments look like being over taken by the prime
minister’s office is both to ensure better coordination, but also, more significantly,
to give the prime minister and cabinet office a greater degree of control over
direction in a policy area that has become confused, led to greater fragmentation,
and could provide significant local political pressures for change on grounds of
regional accountability. The trigger for public pressure for accountability could
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come were taxation powers to be granted regionally. If this is seen as an extra
tax burden it is likely to be resisted very strongly. There are no votes in introducing
any form of regional taxation in England. The transfer of existing tax 