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Abstract
A generation of literature on local governance has established that it is largely a matter of relations between society and the local state.    Existing typologies of national infrastructures for local governance, however, have neglected national variations in the shape of civil society to focus exclusively on governmental institutions.  In this paper we propose a new typology of national infrastructures of local governance that takes the structure of civil society into account.  We test the typology as a predictor of local patterns of influence in a multilevel comparative analysis of data from the UDITE survey of over 4000 local officials in fourteen OECD countries.   The analysis demonstrates that certain types of national infrastructures consistently affect local power relations, as do the parallel infrastructures common to distinct sectors of policy.  The effects from these infrastructures generally depend on synergies with the influence of local actors in civil society as well as in the local state.  

In recent years, a growing literature on subnational governance and state-society relations has demonstrated the importance of dynamics at the local and regional level for the operational realities of public policy (e.g., John and Cole, 2001; Sellers, 2002; Savitch and Kantor, 2002; Heinelt, Sweeting and Getimis, 2006).  One of the most central elements in this local governance is the role of civil society.  Analyses of urban governance in both Europe and North America demonstrate that parties, businesses, local civic groups can be as indispensable to agenda setting and effective governance at the local level as local officials themselves.  Classifications of the national infrastructures of institutions and policies that frame the opportunities for local governance have been slow to address this reality.  The leading typologies of national institutional differences focus on governmental institutions and their operation (e.g., Hesse and Sharpe, 1991; Page, 1991; Goldsmith, 1995; Loughlin 2001; Mouritzen and Svara 2002; Vetter, 2007).   
Typologies focused on national differences have also proven difficult to square with the growing literature that points to transnational convergence in practices of governance  at the local level (e.g., Sellers 2002, Brenner 2005).  In addition, a better understanding of national patterns of economic and societal organization requires closer attention than the literature on national systems of local government has paid to the relationship between local and national variations.  Only recently have statistical databases made it possible to generalize reliably beyond small numbers of cases about the consequences of national differences and similarities in governance at the local level.  With a few recent exceptions (Vetter 2007, Navarro Yanez, Magnier and Ramirez) these datasets have been mined through analysis of aggregate national differences rather than comparisons that encompass national and local variation (Moutizen and Svara, 2002; Klausen and Magnier, 1998; Vetter, 2007; but cf. Clark, 2000).  
In this paper we analyze one recent database to investigate how local and national configurations of power and influence have affected the role of higher level governments within local political processes. Our analysis applies a new typology of national infrastructures that incorporates recognized contrasts in the organization of civil society.  We employ data from survey administered to over 4000 local chief administrative officers in a total of fourteen OECD countries in the mid-1990s.  The analysis utilizes multilevel statistical models uniquely suited to scrutinize the relationships between variations in this data at the national and local level.  The results confirm that national differences in infrastructures of local governance have affected these relations, but in complex ways that differ with the type of national infrastructure, the policy sector and the type of local actor.  Differences in civic and societal organization play a critical role in the national as well as the local variations. 

Theoretical Background

Our analysis of national and local variations focuses on what makes a difference for the local influence of higher level governments.  In a wide array of policy sectors, effective national policymaking depends on the interplay of initiatives from higher level governments with governance at the local level.  This relationship is both a common presumption of the comparative policy literature and one of the major findings of work on implementation and local governance (e.g. Sellers, 2002).  In addressing this issue, national comparative studies of policy and its implementation have generally asked whether policies enacted by higher level governments have been carried out within localities (e.g. Pressman and Wildavsky, 1974; Scruggs, 2003).  To address the same issue from a localized perspective requires us to pose the question differently.  We ask, therefore, how much influence do local actors attribute to higher level governments, and under what conditions do they attribute greater influence to them.  
 [insert Figure 1 and Table 1 about here]

Under the null hypothesis (Hypothesis 1), higher level governments alone would determine how much influence they exercise at the local level.  Consistent with traditional Weberian accounts of intergovernmental hierarchy, this hypothesis portrays local intervention as simply a choice made at the highest level of the state.  Were this hypothesis to hold, higher level government influence would not be related to the context or patterns of influence at any level.  
Hypotheses about the factors that make a difference in higher level government influence can be derived from three different levels.  The national institutional context, sectoral features common to all national and local settings, or the other actors at the local level could each have significant effects.  At least as important as taking these influences at different levels into account, a full model requires attention to the interplay or interactions between them (Table 1; Figure 1).  

[insert Table 1 about here]

[insert Figure 1 about here]

The literature on central-local relations suggests that actors at the local level rarely exert a totally unilateral effect on higher level government intervention.  Local officials, businesses, civic groups or even the general public may mobilize to bring higher level governments into local decision making.  But mobilization at the local level may also come about in response to the intervention of governments at higher levels, or even as an anticipatory reaction.  Similarly, higher level governments may intervene locally in anticipation of local influence.  To capture this reciprocity, Evans refers to “synergies” in influence (2002:  21).   As top-down and bottom-up logics reinforce this reciprocal influence, synergistic effects compound themselves over time.  Where the influence of these local actors and higher level governments strongly correspond, both logics are most likely at work.

Similarly, the consequences of national and sectoral contexts for local patterns of influence can only partly be understood as the uniform, independent effects of a traditional variable in a regression model.  Rather, comparative case studies demonstrate that compound synergies between local agency, national infrastructures and sectoral characteristics are often at work.  Synergies between different kinds of local actors and higher level governments will depend on the resources and political opportunities that different national infrastructures provide.  Sectoral differences in the locus of decision-making and the openness of local decision-making processes can influence these resources and opportunities in ways that compound or alter the consequences of different national contexts.
 Country infrastructures
Both higher level governments and local actors nest within wider systems of national institutions.   Comparisons of these national infrastructures have almost always focused on national patterns of local and supralocal government institutions (Page, 1991; Hesse and Sharpe, 1991; Goldsmith, 1995; Loughlin 2001; Lidström, 2003; Vetter, 2007).
  Although these state-centered typologies capture important differences, they neglect distinctive national patterns of organization in civil society that can be just as crucial to the conditions for local agency.   The importance of parties, organized economic interests and social and economic organization for national political economies is already widely recognized (Hall and Soskice 2001).  Studies of the operational realities of governance and state-society relations at the local level also demonstrate systematic differences in national contexts of civic and political participation and incorporation.  These variations in civil society largely complement differences in organization of the local state, but exert important synergistic effects of their own.  

Country infrastructures can be classified broadly according to several ideal types, based upon overall differences in both governmental and civic arrangements.  Each ideal type affects the influence of intermediate and national governments at the local level.  Effects from each type have typically been considered to directly influence patterns at the local level.  To take into account the full range of influences from the types requires hypotheses about their compound synergies, including the opportunity costs of local actors (Stone 1980). 

A Nationalized Infrastructure (Hypothesis 2.1) consolidates all levels of governance around national agendas.  This type combines vertical programmatic integration of policymaking with horizontal integration of civil society into governance.  Local governments have extensive powers and fiscal capacities, but carry out countrywide policies under national frameworks of finance and institutions.   Existing typologies identify these features with a Northern European model (Hesse and Sharpe) that combines “administrative localism” and “political centralism” (Page and Goldsmith).  For Loughlin (2001) the Nordic countries most clearly exemplify this model.
The state-centered focus of these typologies neglects the distinctive forms of economic, civic and political organization that have been shown to play an important role in this infrastructure.  Highly organized national political and civic organizations also mobilize an active civil society at the local level around national policies (Pierre, 1999).  The Nordic countries also exemplify this kind of societal infrastructure (Pierre; Sellers and Lidström).   Within communities, parties, unions and organized interests mobilize a comparatively high proportion of citizens (Morales 2009).   In the regional and local economic development initiatives of cities like Oslo or Stockholm, organizations like national confederations of employers and trade unions participate regularly alongside national and local officials (Hanssen, Klausen and Vabo 2007).  In coordination with national political parties, local governments also exercise a strong collective role in higher level policymaking (Sellers and Lidström).   
Influences from this type of infrastructure should be a consequence of both direct effects and compound synergies.  Because of the tightly coupled integration of local governance with national policymaking, hierarchical influence in local governance should be higher than elsewhere (Hypothesis 2.1.1).  Beyond this direct effect, the integration between governments and civil society at both national and local levels should yield numerous compound effects from organizations active at both levels.  Influence from higher level governments will strongly depend on synergies with local government officials, but also with parties, unions and business associations (Hypothesis  2.1.2).  Organization on a national scale makes it easier for these local interests to pursue alliances with higher level governments that feed back into local governance.  Higher level governments in turn face opportunity costs in favor of seeking these organized interests as local allies.

In a second type of infrastructure, Civic Localist (Hypothesis 2.2), civil society participates actively in local governance, but policymaking and politics are not integrated vertically around programmatic agendas.  In this infrastructure type, local government possesses limited legal powers, administrative capacities or fiscal resources, and is neither empowered nor required to carry out national policies.  Instead, local governments receive autonomy to raise their own resources in pursuit of locally determined ends.  Hesse and Sharpe identify these features with an Anglo goup of local government systems.
Civil society in these settings retains comparatively high levels of engagement and participation (Morales 2009).  In contrast with the Nationalized Infrastructure, however, mobilization under the Civic Localist Infrastructure tends to focus on the local level.  In the mid-sized U.S. cities studied by Sellers (2002) over the 1980s and 1990s, for instance,  business, political, and citizen organization took the form of loosely structured, locally oriented, and often volatile community alliances.  Local government autonomy combines with localistic civic orientations to discourage hierarchical organization in civil society.  National and local governance are loosely coupled both within and outside the state.  Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the United States fit this description (cf. Sellers, 2002, 2007).  
Several distinct propositions about effects from this infrastructure follow.  As a result of the greater local autonomy in Civic Localist countries, higher level governments might be expected to exercise less influence at the local level as a result of the greater local autonomy in these countries (Hypothesis 2.2.1),   This type of  infrastructure might also promote either positive or negative compound synergies between higher level governments and local governance.  More active local political and civic groups could elicit greater participation from above (Hypothesis 2.2.2).  But the greater local institutional autonomy and the localized civic engagement of  the Civic Localist Infrastructure could also foster more negative synergies (Hypothesis 2.2.3).  Rather than reinforce the influence of higher level governments, local alliances, local media dynamics and local social capital could supplant higher level governments as sources of opportunity costs in local governance.  Gurr and King (1987) found an analogous trade-off between supralocal intervention and effective local governance in their comparison of U.S. and U.K. cities.                 

The most common infrastructure among OECD countries, the Local Elitist one (Hypothesis 2.3), stands in opposition to both the Nationalized and the Civic Localist Infrastructures.    The critical element in such a model is a central role for elites in local government and state administration.  Supervisory administrative bodies, such as the representative of the state at the local level or prefect, are often strong.  Local governments themselves possess limited powers and fiscal capacities.  This pattern corresponds to the Southern European classification of Goldsmith and Page, the Franco and Middle European classifications of Hesse and Sharpe and the similar classification of Loughlin (2001).

Civil society in Local Elitist countries is comparatively weakly organized (Morales 2009), and its formal organizational integration into multi-level or local governance limited.  Local state-society relations thus revolve around local elites and their relations with communities.  Studies of local governance show this to be a longstanding pattern in such countries as France, Italy, Japan and Spain, where clientelism has dominated both central-local relations and local state-society relations  (e.g. Tarrow, 1977; Dupuy and Thoenig, 1982; Sellers, 2002; Sellers and Lidström 2007; Sellers 2007).   
Only direct effects on local governance can be inferred from these characteristics.  In general, higher level governments exercise less influence than the Nationalized model, but exercise more influence than under the Civic Localist model (Hypothesis 2.3.1).  But no distinctive interactions between civil society and intergovernmental relations characterize a Local Elitist Infrastructure, as civil society remains weak.  Comparative case studies in such countries as France (Sellers 2002) and Italy (Procacci and Rossignolo 2007) point to a wide variety of state-society patterns that depend on local trajectories of clientelistic relations and leadership.
These Nationalized, Civic Localist and Local Elitist models can be expressed as a two-by-two matrix that compares the organization of the state with that of civil society (Table 2).   This analysis reveals a fourth infrastructure model (labeled Elitist) where local government has no effective institutions or local participation. No OECD country analyzed in this study fits this model.  Even African or post-Soviet countries with extremely weak local governments typically authorize locally elected councils of some kind (United Cities and Local Governments, 2008).    

[insert Table 2 about here]

In classifying countries according to the three models, the data suggest that there are core countries, which consistently fit one type, and hybrid countries, which fit more than one model.  Table 2  lists 12 core countries as described above, and 5 hybrid countries.  Institutions and civic participation in the Netherlands have prompted analysts to classify this country along with the Nordic countries as part of a common model (Hesse and Sharpe 1991; Lidström 2003; Morales 2009), even though Dutch local government possesses limited fiscal capacities closer to those of the Local Elitist Infrastructure (Sellers and Lidström 2007).   The United Kingdom and Ireland have been classified along with the Civic Localist countries (Hesse and Sharpe), despite a more centralized infrastructure and lower civic participation (Sellers and Lidström 2007; Sellers 2007).  

The largest number of hybrids belong to the Local Elitist type.  Local governments in Austria, Germany and Portugal have been classified either with the Local Elitist countries (Bennett 1993) or in a separate intermediate group between these countries and the Nationalized ones (Loughlin 2001; Lidström 2003).    In all three countries local government possesses generally greater capacities than in the core Local Elitist countries (Sellers and Lidström 2007).  Civic participation in these countries is also generally lower than in the Nationalized countries (Putnam 2005; Sellers 2007; Morales 2009).   

Sectoral influences 

Even under distinct types of national infrastructures, compound synergies could vary in similar ways.  Among the most consistent sources of this parallel variation are the infrastructures specific to particular sectors of local governance (Hypothesis 3).  Here we distinguish state-centered sectors, where decisions are made within the state itself, from society-centered sectors where decisions are made outside of state institutions.  Each sector affects the influence of higher level governments by shaping the opportunity costs of a variety of local actors.  Although sectors are part of the infrastructure for local governance, influences from them reflect infrastructural effects distinct from those of national types.

In processes such as municipal budget-making, the crucial decisions take place within the local government.  Here local governmental actors should exercise strong influence (Hypothesis 3.1).  Organized political, economic and civic interests in civil society with institutionalized roles in internal decision-making processes may also enjoy synergies higher level government intervention.  For ordinary citizens and others who attempt to influence the intervention of higher level government from outside, the decision-making processes of a state-centered sector impose barriers to effective participation.  Citizens and groups of outsiders to the decision-making process must mobilize additional resources to gain an effective voice (See Hypothesis 4.4).   

In society-centered sectors of governance, decisions in civil society are critical to the intervention of higher level governments at the local level (Hypothesis 3.2).   Even if state actors maintain a pivotal role in a sector like economic development, crucial aspects of decision-making take place in markets and social relations rather than within the state.   In such sectors, business, citizens and other actors in civil society can influence the intervention of higher level governments more easily (See Hypothesis 4.4).  Businesses can work together in coalitions or contractual arrangements to promote new development.  Citizens can litigate, protest and petition to engage higher level governments in contestation over local projects (Sellers 1995).  By comparison with internal local budget-making processes, the synergies of local government officials with higher levels of government will be circumscribed.  

 Local actors
 As the discussion of compound synergies suggests, the effects from national and sectoral infrastructures must be considered in light of the influence from actors at the local level.  Increasingly, analyses based upon informal “governance” (Pierre, 2000), upon cross-sectoral cooperation or “administrative conjunction” (Frederickson, 1999) and upon local coalition-building (Sellers, 2002) point to numerous ways that intergovernmental and state-society relations at the local level condition how intergovernmental hierarchies operate.  This literature broadly asserts that the influence of governments at higher levels on local decision making depends on how local governments and local civil society exploit or hinder it.  The decentralization to local governments across the OECD has indirectly helped foster these commonalities (United Cities and Local Governments, 2007).  Any convergence of this kind should nonetheless be the result of parallel dynamics of influence among actors within localities themselves.

Each category of local government actors, including local bureaucratic professionals and local elected officials, may participate in this kind of synergistic relationship (Hypothesis 4.1).  At the same time that higher level governments can enhance the influence of these local officials, their actions can strengthen the influence of higher level governments.  
Numerous analysts point to a growing mobilization around local economic development throughout the developed world (Saiz 1999), and with it a rise in the influence of business in local governance (Savitch and Kantor, 2002; Brenner, 2004) (Hypothesis 4.2).   In the U.S., where this hypothesis was first advanced, there is disagreement about the source of this influence.  Some portray it as the product of the pervasive influence of capital (Logan and Molotch); others present it as the consequence of fiscal pressures cities face (Peterson, 1981); still others view it as the outgrowth of imperatives rooted in the process of local governance itself (Stone, 1989).  Experts outside of the U.S., however, have disputed the applicability of this hypothesis even in other Civic Localist countries, such as the UK (e.g. Davies, 2003).  

Beyond the local state and business, organized actors in local civil society from political parties to voluntary associations can also solicit or reinforce the influence of higher level governments (Hypothesis 4.3).   Depending on the openness of local decision-making processes to influence beyond organized local interests, ordinary citizens may also be able to bring about synergies with hierarchical governments (Hypothesis 4.4).  Finally, the theory of social capital (Putnam, 1993) predicts that widely diffused norms of reciprocity and social trust at the local level will contribute to more effective local governance.  Assuming effective local governance entails a major role for higher level governments, social capital should also bring more hierarchical influence (Hypothesis 4.5).  Under an infrastructure built around local institutional autonomy from higher local governments, like the Civic Localist, social capital might instead promote resistance to influence from above (Hypothesis 2.2.3)
The combined analytic framework nests hypotheses at the local, national and sectoral level within each other (Figure 1).   Sorting out the direct and compound synergies enables a clear elucidation of the relations between levels of analysis   Both the national and the sectoral hypotheses effectively encompass local variations as well as patterns at wider scales.  Thus, a country difference such as the effect of Nationalized Infrastructures will manifest itself in uniquely strong patterns of higher level government influence wherever that infrastructure exists.    
This nested framework clarifies the numerous interactions between local influences and national and transnational scales.  For example, under a Nationalized Infrastructure, greater influence by higher level governments at the local level depends partly on the presence of highly organized political, economic and civic interests.  The effects of state-centered and society-centered policy sectors also manifest themselves in different patterns of local synergies.  
Data and Methods
In the last decade and a half, cross-national local elite surveys have enabled more comprehensive comparison among patterns of influence at the local level.  Results from one of the most systematic surveys, the UDITE (Union des dirigeants territoriaux de l’Europe) survey of the mid-1990s,  provide one of the best available datasets to test hypotheses about the sources of  higher level government influence at the local level.
Conducted in a total of fourteen countries, the UDITE survey was administered to more than 4600 Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) or their equivalent in the mid-1990s (Klausen and Magnier, 1998; Dahler-Larsen 2000; Mourtizen and Svara, 2002).   The UDITE survey permitted tests of the entire range of hypotheses in Tables 1 and 2.  Although previous analyses of the data from this survey examined aggregate national and local variations separately, they did not scrutinize the nested relations between national and local variation in this dataset.
 The questionnaire posed a series of standardized questions about the influence of higher level governments and the influence of a variety of other actors in local decision-making (Table 3).  The batteries encompassed ratings of influence for several types of local government officials and for the most prominent actors in local civil society.  On a five-point Likert scale from “high influence” to “no influence”, respondents rated each actor.  Identical but separate batteries addressed the state-centered sector of local budget-making, and the society-centered sector of economic development.  Each battery included a specific item on the influence of business. Ratings of influence for “users” or “clients” of local government were used to measure the influence of ordinary citizens.  A five-point Likert measure of the respondents’ general social trust enabled a test of effects from social capital.  Other questions probed ties between the CAO and these same actors.  
[insert Table 3 about here]

The systematic structure and broad sample of the UDITE study made it the best available database to test the hypotheses in this analysis.  The study utilized highly standardized questions that addressed multiple dimensions of local decision-making.   Usable responses to this survey encompass samples of 79 or more individuals from fourteen countries, making it one of the largest samples with among the highest response rates among the international local elite surveys conducted over the last 20 years.
 (Appendix 1).  At least two core countries under each of the three types of country infrastructures as well as at least one hybrid system were included.  Although confinement of the survey to a functionally equivalent set of actors helped assure a parallel sample in each country, the survey also represented the viewpoint of a mostly similar type of actor in the process.  To correct for bias in the ratings, the analysis incorporated assessments of how important higher level governments were to the CAO’s own work, as independent variables.  A further survey variable controlled for city size, which varied among national systems as well as among the national samples.
    The analysis was carried out in SPSSS and in HLM, a specialized statistical package for multilevel modeling.   
Country Contrasts and Local Variation
To assess what multilevel analysis can add to the understanding of cross-national local variations in influence, it is helpful to consider the overall patterns of variation at the local and national levels.  National means suggest that the influence of higher level governments varies in ways that partly correspond to the hypotheses about the differences between countries.  Much more of the overall variation, however, takes place between localities than between countries.
In the distinct sectors of economic development and budget making, higher level governments in countries with Nationalized Infrastructures average nearly a full point higher on the five point scale of influence than in the other two types of countries, with a ninety-five percent confidence level. (Figure 2, Figure 3).  Following application of “fuzzy logic” (Ragin 2000),  this relation proved stronger with only the most consistent or core Nationalized cases included.  Without the hybrid case of the Netherlands, the average for the Nationalized Infrastructure group rises higher still (by 0.12 points). 
[insert Figures 2 and 3 about here]      

Deficiencies in the aggregated approach become apparent in comparison of the three Civic Localist countries, Australia, Great Britain and the United States.  Here the pattern is less consistent and provides no clear support for distinctive effects from this type of infrastructure.  The main source of divergence within this category is Great Britain, a hybrid within the Civic Localist group.  Although the mean influence of higher level governments in British economic development lies between the Australian and U.S. averages, the mean rating in local budget making indicates an influence similar to higher level governments in the Nationalized Infrastructures.  Only the two core countries, Australia and the United States, average consistently below the levels of the Nationalized countries in both economic development and the local budgetary process.  In the U.S., higher level government influence in economic development is especially low.
 Among the Local Elitist counties, there is even greater difficulty drawing conclusions from national aggregates.  The country means for these countries average as low as in the Civic Localist countries and vary more widely.   In Italian local budget-making and Spanish economic development, higher level governments exert an influence similar to some Nationalized settings.  Local Elitist Infrastructures resemble each other less in the influence of higher level governments than in the common role of the mayors as the main representatives of localities in relations with the higher echelons of the state or in political party apparatuses (e.g. Tarrow, 1977; Dupuy and Thoenig, 1982; Page and Goldsmith, 1987).  In France, the exceptionally low rating of influence may reflect perceptions of a shift in central local relations as a result of government decentralization since the 1980s (Sellers, 2002).  

An analysis of variance shows that even the differences between individual countries account for only a modest proportion of the overall variations in higher level government influence (Table 4).  In local budget-making, only 24 percent of the variance in influence occurs between countries.  In economic development the proportion falls to 20 percent.    
[insert Table 4 about here]

In summary, higher level governments in countries with Nationalized Infrastructures generally exert the expected stronger influence.  Excluding the hybrid cases not only strengthens this result but provides limited confirmation of effects from Civic Localist infrastructures in the state-centered sector of budget-making.   National aggregates alone provide no insight into the much larger proportion of local variation within each country, or into the interplay between levels that we have hypothesized as a primary source of national effects.
Comparing the Local Ecology of Higher Level Government Influence
Multilevel comparative analysis enabled us to examine the full range of variations in higher level government influence.  Our analysis of this dataset employs the multilevel method of hierarchical linear modeling (Bryk and Raudenbush, 2001;  Snijders and Bosker, 1999) which takes into account distinct but nested levels of influence such as the national and local variations in this dataset.  The hierarchical linear models incorporated multivariate regressions on the samples within each country along with a separate cross-national linear model based on national means.  This technique enabled a simultaneous analysis of national and local influences, and a nuanced examination of the interactions between influences at both levels. 
   Regressions used weights by sample size to ensure equivalent treatment of responses in each county.  This analysis allowed us to test the relationships between the influence of higher level governments and those of all the other actors and variables portrayed in Figure 1 (Table 5).  The multilevel statistical analysis presented here takes into account both the local patterns and how the variations among countries affect them.
 
Multilevel analysis of higher level government influence  
The multilevel statistical analysis included hierarchical linear models for each sector (Table 5).
       Although this analysis only partly confirmed the direct effects of national types, it highlighted a variety of local effects, and a wide array of interactions between both the national and the sectoral contexts and higher level government influence.  To correct for any bias that might arise from the small size of the country samples, sensitivity analyses were carried out.  Structured around the exclusion of the less consistent hybrid cases according to principles of “fuzzy logic” (Ragin 2000), these  additional tests confirmed and strengthened the original results.

[insert Table 5 about here]

a.   Countries and compound synergies.  Country infrastructures (Hypothesis 2) were tested with dichotomous variables at the level of countries that corresponded to the three types outlined in Table 2.   As the Local Elitist type had proven the least uniform of the three, the models tested the Nationalized and Civic Localist Infrastructures.  Along with these tests of direct influence from the infrastructures, the models employed linear multiplicative variables to test compound synergies between higher level government influence and specific local variables (Snijders and Bosker 1999:  188).
   All told, the  variables increased the explanatory power of the models considerably over models with purely local variables.
  As the models also reveal, the effects from national infrastructures of local governance largely take the form of compound synergies with the influence of local actors.  Societal actors play as much or more of a role in these synergies as actors within the local state.
Significant dichotomous variables for the Nationalized settings in both multilevel models confirm the significantly stronger direct influence of higher level governments there (p < .05 or p < .10) (Hypothesis 2.1.1).  But the strongest relations with the Nationalized Infrastructure occur not directly, but through compound synergies with the influence of specific types of societal and state actors.  Synergies between higher level government influence and the nationally organized actors of these settings are especially strong (Hypothesis 2.1.2).  Bolstered by corporatist patterns of interest intermediation, business organizations in the Nationalized settings bring more higher level government influence in both the budgetary process (p < .05) and economic development (p < .01).  Compound synergies between higher level governments and business clearly distinguish the Nationalized contexts.  

Other local actors within the Nationalized infrastructure enjoy similarly compounded synergies. Consider what this means for local power and influence in the governance of a city under a Nationalized infrastructure.  Higher level governments generally exercise more influence there.  But even beyond this, nationally organized business associations, unions and parties also mobilize higher level governments more as a resource in local decision-making processes.  In turn, higher level governments look to these same nationally organized parties, businesses and unions to carry out national agendas in cooperation with supralocal representatives at the local level.

 A third level of synergies linked to the differences between the state-centered and society-centered sectors (Hypothesis 3) further compounds these effects.   In the society-centered sector of economic development, the stronger local political parties (p < .05) and unions (p < .01) of the Nationalized settings contribute to greater influence from higher level governments. The news media of the Nationalized contexts also demonstrates positive synergies with higher level governments (p < .01). These positive synergies occur at the expense of negative synergies with influence from the council majority (p < .01).  Each of these synergies disappears in the state-centered sector of budget-making.  Within this sector, however, a stronger local chief executive in the Nationalized settings corresponds to greater higher level government influence (p < .05).  
Unlike the Nationalized infrastructure (and contrary to Hypothesis 2.2.1), Civic Localism exerts no significant direct effects at all.  In the state-centered sectoral context of the budgetary process, however, multilevel analysis confirms some of the expected cross-level effects from this infrastructure.  Rather than positive (Hypotheses 2.2.2), the significant interactions are negative (Hypothesis 2.2.3).  In Civic Localist countries both media influence (at p < .05) and social capital (at p< .01) have negative effects on the influence of higher level governments.  Although limited, this result is consistent with both the local autonomy and the more open decision-making process of the local state under Civic Localism. Where social capital is higher, and the media plays a more effective role, local actors resist influence from higher level governments.  In the Civic Localist context, higher level governments intervene where social capital and media influence are lacking.

Again, synergies with the national infrastructure depend on doubly compound synergies with the type of sector (Hypothesis 3).  The distinctive openness of the Civic Localist context to influence from the media and social capital is limited to the state-centered process of budget-making.  In the society-centered processes of economic development, the positive effects of the media and social trust on higher level government intervention extend beyond Civic Localist countries throughout the OECD.

 The multilevel models largely confirm the significance of the national institutional differences for higher level government influence.  But the country effects are mostly linked to local and sectoral ones.  Only the Nationalized type of country infrastructure exerts a significant, consistent impact on the influence of higher level governments.  Even this Nationalized type works mainly through compound synergies between higher level governments and local actors.  These national-local interactions are strongest and most pervasive in economic development.  In the Civic Localist contexts, the more limited national effects are confined to synergies with social capital and the media in the state-centered domain of the budgetary process.  
b.   Sectoral and local influences.  The models largely confirmed the hypothesized synergies between higher level government intervention and influence from a wide array of local actors.   With a few exceptions, however, compound synergies with state-centered or society-centered sectors decisively shaped these local influences. 
For most local actors, the synergies in the state-centered budgetary process differed significantly from those in the society-centered process of economic development (Hypotheses 3.1-3.2).   In the state-centered process, most types of local governmental officials share strong synergies of influence with higher level governments.  Chief executive officers, the council majority, and the mayor exercise each register significant synergies of this kind (all at p < .05 or p < .01).  In the society-centered process of economic development these synergies are not present.  Even for department heads, the synergies in economic development are less significant than in the budgetary process (p < .10 as opposed to p < .05).
The relations of most civic actors to higher level governments also differ strikingly between economic development and the budgetary process.  The contrasts are consistent with differences in opportunity costs between a society-centered sector, where wider public awareness and societal mobilization dominate, and a state-centered one where influence is confined to an inner circle of activists and officials.  The influence of the media clearly reflects this contrast.  In matters of economic development, stronger media influence accompanies higher level government influence (B = .102, p < .01); in the budgetary process media influence has no significant effect.  
For voluntary associations and users of local governmental services, as well as for the council majority, relations with higher level government influence in the state-centered and the society-centered sector also differ.   Especially in the state-centered sector, the variations for these actors vary with the level of higher level government involvement. For users, the group that corresponds most closely to ordinary citizens, this relationship reflects a threshold of positive synergies with higher level government influence like that posited in Hypothesis 4.4.  The threshold is confined to the state-centered process of budget making (Hypothesis 3.1).   There, synergies between users and higher level governments indicate a curvilinear relationship.  When higher level governments are more influential, the influence of users attains clear positive synergies (p < .01).   At lower levels of influence, the synergies of users with higher level government influence are negative (p <.01).  The budgetary process thus resists the influence of users on higher level governments when higher level governments are less involved, but responds to this influence when higher level governments intervene.
A reverse relation links both voluntary associations and the council majority to higher level government influence in budget-making.  The council majority qualifies as an inside actor in the budgetary process.  Voluntary organizations, as organized clienteles which often secure resources through municipal budgets, share an analogous insider status.  At low levels of hierarchical influence, the synergies between these groups and higher level governments are significant and positive (p < .05 and p < .10, respectively).  With greater influence from higher level government, the synergies turn negative (p < .05 for both).  In summary, the positive synergies with outsiders like users correspond to negative synergies with two groups of local insiders, the council majority and volunteer organizations.  Where higher level governments intervene, ordinary citizens gain in influence while the power of these insiders is diminished.
In the society-centered sector of economic development, all three groups manifest different relations with higher level government influence.  After business, users demonstrate the strongest, most consistent positive synergies (B = .126, p < .01).  As might be expected in a sector with no institutionalized boundary between insiders and outsiders, no threshold imposes a limit on the synergies with this group (Hypothesis 3.1).  In contrast with the state-centered sector of budget-making, neither voluntary associations nor council majorities manifest synergies of influence with higher level governments.
Contrary to expectations, the influence of social capital (Hypothesis 4.5) also varies with the sector.  Although this result was not predicted in the literature, it can also be explained by the difference between society-centered and state-centered sectors (Hypotheses 3.1-3.2).  In the society-centered sector, where general patterns of social relations shape state-society relations more, social trust contributes significantly to greater hierarchical influence (p < .01).  In the sector dominated by state institutions and organized interests, it makes no difference beyond the Civic Localist settings.  
For some actors, the synergies with higher level government influence occur regardless of the sector (Hypotheses 4.1, 4.2).  Even for these actors, the sectoral contrasts remain striking.  The results confirm the hypothesis of general business influence (Hypothesis 4.2).  The extent of that influence, however, differs markedly between the two sectors.  In matters of economic development, business is clearly the dominant actor.  The high beta coefficient (B =.19, p<.01) demonstrates the strongest synergies with higher level governments of any actor.  The synergies with business are much weaker in the budgetary process, barely clearing a minimum threshold of statistical significance (B = .044, p < .10).  For unions, by contrast, the coefficients demonstrate stronger synergies in the budgetary process (B = .145, p < .01) than in economic development (B = .083, p < .01).  Within local government, department heads also exercise consistent influence in budget making and economic development.  
Only political parties and committee chairs manifest consistent synergies in neither sector.  Most significant relationships point to compound synergies between higher level governmental influence, sectoral contexts and local patterns of influence and social relations.  The contrast between the state-centered and society-centered sectors has pervasive consequences for local opportunities to influence higher level governments.   State-centered processes not only alter the roles of most local actors, but constrain the influence of business, ordinary citizens and social capital in local governance.
Additional tests reinforced these conclusions.  To address any possible bias in results due to the number of countries in the samples, Franzese (2005: 232) recommends sensitivity analysis of country level differences.  The comparative logic of “fuzzy sets” (Ragin 2000) enabled this sensitivity analysis to further test effects from the national types.  Five different sub-samples excluded the countries classified as hybrids under each type of infrastructure, as well as among all permutations of different types.  Confining the sample to the core Nationalized and Civic Localist countries not only confirmed, but strengthened the findings from the analysis of the full sample.
  
The hierarchical linear models demonstrate decisively that, for chief administrative officers, higher level government influence is nested in an array of local synergies.  Far from a simple reciprocal reinforcement of influence between state and societal actors, these synergies reflect the compound interaction of local initiatives with national and sectoral infrastructures for local governance.  The contingency of these compound synergies exceeds even what the hypotheses predicted (Table 6).  The differences between the state-centered and society-centered sectors are especially pervasive.  Among the many local effects this distinction qualifies, even business influence remains much more limited in the state-centered sphere than in the society-centered one.   Most of the effects from both the Nationalized and the Civic Localist contexts also depend on synergies with the state-centered or the society-centered sectors.  For ordinary citizens, the council majority and voluntary associations, the synergies in the state-centered sector also vary with the amount of higher level government influence.  

Among the types of national infrastructures, only the one that incorporates and organizes civil society at the national scale exerts a consistent, direct effect on higher level government influence in either sector.   Even for this Nationalized Infrastructure, the strongest contextual influences occur through compound synergies with the influence of specific local actors.  Organized societal actors like business, unions and parties provide some of the most decisive synergies of this kind.  The distinctive relationships between higher level governments and these other actors occur more consistently in the society-centered sphere of economic development than in the state-centered sphere of local budget-making.  Under the Civic Localist infrastructure, higher level governments generally exercise the same  level of local influence as in a Local Elitist setting.  The budget-making process under Civic Localism, however, is sometimes more open to societal influence than under other national infrastructures.  In this context, where social capital is present and the media exerts influence, higher level governments play a more limited role. 
[insert Table 6 about here]

Conclusion: Charting Complex State-Society Synergies
 Multilevel comparison confirms that, in the view of the chief administrative officers of local governments from across the OECD, the capacities of higher level governments to carry out policy at the local level depend on synergies with an array of local actors.     Those synergies in turn reflect compound effects from the national and sectoral infrastructures that shape the opportunities for local governance.
  For the study of these infrastructures and their consequences, analysis of these patterns yields important insights into the extent and sources of national differences in local state-society relations.  
For analysis of governance that crosses the state-society divide, national typologies must take account of society as well as the state in order to capture the ways that national contexts matter.  In local governance, as comparativists concerned with other domains of state-society relations have already discovered, national infrastructures of political, economic and civic organization in civil society can be more decisive than governmental institutions.  Our results suggest that effects from these national infrastructures at the local level remain contingent on autonomous local influences.  Only the hierarchical organization and incorporation typical of the Nationalized Infrastructure had consistent, direct effects on higher level government influence.  Even under this kind of infrastructure, much of the effects on local governance came about through compound synergies with highly organized societal interests at the local level.  Even these effects proved more evident in the society-centered sector of economic development than in the state-centered sector of budget-making.  Effects from other types of national infrastructures depend even more on compound synergies with sectoral infrastructures and with initiatives by local societal groups and local officials.

 A final set of insights grows out of the pervasive contrasts between state-centered and society-centered sectors. Although embedded in national systems of law, policy and administration, the contrasts between local budget-making and economic development remain largely similar whatever the national infrastructure type.   In the 1990s, when the study analyzed here was carried out, contrasts between these two sectors clearly shaped patterns of local influence across the OECD.  The results are consistent with a substantial degree of cross-national convergence around common practices within each sector.  In contrast with the hypothesis of a uniform convergence around economic development, any convergent trends may in fact be working in distinctive ways in different parts of the local state.  The cross-sectional evidence of the UDITE study demonstrates clearly divergent patterns in state-centered and society-centered sectors.   Longitudinal datasets remain necessary to examine whether and how much national infrastructures of local governance are converging in either of these ways.  Quantitative and qualitative multilevel methods will play an indispensable role in mapping and explaining these evolving patterns.
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Figure  1.   Relations between nested levels of analysis
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Figure 2.  Country means for influence of higher level government in local budgetary process, by infrastructures of local governance 
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Figure 3.  Country means for influence of higher level governments in economic development, by infrastructures of local government 
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Table 1.  Hypotheses about the local influence of higher level governments

	Level of analysis
	Hypothesis
	Expectations

	H1 Hierarchical autonomy
	1 Null hypothesis
	(random variation)

	H2 Differences in country infrastructures
	2.1 Nationalized Infrastructure
	+

	 
	2.2 (Interaction with civil society)
	(+ for business, organized civil society)

	
	2.2.1  Civic Localist Infrastructure
	-

	
	2.2.2 (Interaction with civil society)
	(+ for civil society in general, social capital)

	
	2.2.3 (Interaction with civil society)
	(- for civil society in general, social capital)

	
	2.3.1  Local Elitist Infrastructure
	- (Nationalized),

+ (Civic Localist)

	
	2.3.2 (Interaction with civil society)
	(no effects)

	H3 Sectors 
	3.1 Society-centered sector (economic development)
	(+ for business, other organized civil society, ordinary citizens)

	 
	 
	(+ (restricted) for local governmental actors)

	 
	3.2 State-centered sector (budgetary process)
	(+ for local governmental actors, organized civil society

	 
	 
	(+ for ordinary citizens if process open)

	 
	 
	(- for ordinary citizens if restricted process)

	H4 Local actors
	4.1 Local governmental actors
	+

	
	
	

	
	4.2  Business influence
	+

	
	
	

	 
	4.3  Other organized civil society
	+

	
	
	

	 
	4.4 Ordinary citizens
	(+ if open process)

	 
	 
	(- if restricted process)

	
	4.5  Social capital
	+


Table 2.  Typology of National Infrastructures of Local Governance

(OECD countries, mid 1990s)

	Integration with national 
policy and politics
	High
	Low

	 
	
	

	Local Participation, 
Incorporation 
	
	

	High 
	Nationalized
	Civic Localist

	
	Core:  Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden
	Core:  Australia, Canada, New Zealand, United States

	
	Hybrid:  Netherlands
	Hybrid:  Ireland, United Kingdom

	Low
	Elitist
	Local Elitist

	
	(No OECD Countries)
	Core: France, Italy, Japan, 
Spain

	
	 
	Hybrid: Austria, Germany,
Portugal


Table 3.  National and local variance in ratings of influence

	
	Budget-making
	Economic development

	
	(Average) Variance
	(s.d.)
	(Average) Variance
	(s.d.)

	Higher level governments
	Between Countries
	20%
	 
	26%
	 

	
	Within Countries
	80%
	 
	74%
	 

	
	Total (sum of squares)
	7034
	 
	4764
	 

	Local government actors
	Between Countries
	26%
	6%
	20%
	10%

	(five types)
	Within Countries
	74%
	6%
	80%
	10%

	 
	Total (sum of squares)
	4660
	610
	3912
	285

	Civil society groups
	Between Countries
	16%
	9%
	10%
	7%

	(six types) 
	Within Countries
	84%
	9%
	90%
	7%

	 
	Total (sum of squares)
	3913
	1172
	3233
	439

	N
	
	4600  -
	4658
	3649  -
	3685


Table 4.  Variables used to test hypotheses

	 
	Hypothesis
	Indicator
	Scale
	Mean, S.D (listwise deletion)

	
	
	
	
	Budget (n=4175)
	Econ. Dev.

(n=3383)

	Influence of higher level governments
	(Dependent variable)
	Influence of higher level governments
	5 point scale (low to high)
	2.25 (1.31)
	2.37 (1.24)


	H2 Country infrastructures
	2.1.1, 2.2.1, 2.3.1 Nationalized, Civic Localist, Local Elitist Infrastructures
	Classification based on previous literature
	Dichotomous variables (0, 1)

	
	

	 
	2.1.2, 2.2.2, 2.2.3 (Interactions with civil society)
	Interactive variable
	Linear interactive variables (Nationalized*[each type of local actor]; Civic localist*[each type of local actor])
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	H3 Sectors 
	3.1 Society-centered sector (economic development)
	(separate dependent variable)
	 5 point scale (low to high)
	
	

	 
	3.2 State-centered sector (budgetary process)
	(separate dependent variable)
	 5 point scale (low to high)
	
	

	H4 Local actors
	4.1 Local governmental actors
	Influence of:  
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Mayor
	5 point scale (low to high)
	3.19 (.97)
	2.78 (1.07)     (1.07)

	 
	 
	Chief executive
	5 point scale (low to high)
	2.87 (1.01)
	2.44 (1.15)

	 
	 
	Committee chairs
	5 point scale (low to high)
	2.16 (1.15)
	1.59 (1.05)

	 
	 
	Department heads
	5 point scale (low to high)
	2.60 (.96)
	1.83 (1.07)

	 
	 
	Council majority
	5 point scale (low to high)
	2.92 (1.08)
	1.38 (1.13)

	
	4.2 Business influence
	Influence of business
	5 point scale (low to high)
	1.15 (.89)
	2.95 (.97)

	 
	4.3 Other organized civil society
	Influence of:  
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	Media
	5 point scale (low to high)
	1.00 (.96)
	1.32 (1.00)

	 
	 
	Political parties
	5 point scale (low to high)
	1.82 (1.29)
	1.41 (1.13)

	 
	 
	Unions
	5 point scale (low to high)
	0.76 (.86)
	0.85 (.89)

	 
	 
	Voluntary associations
	5 point scale (low to high)
	1.24 (.93)
	1.07 (.96)

	 
	4.4 Ordinary citizens
	Influence of users/clients
	5 point scale (low to high)
	1.51 (1.00)
	1.42 (.98)

	
	4.5 Social capital
	Social trust (“Most people can be trusted”)
	5 point scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”)
	2.77 (1.03)
	2.84 (.98)

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5.  Multilevel models of higher level government influence 

	
	Budgetary Process
	Economic Development

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.047
	(15.24)***
	2.996
	(9.56)***

	Country-level  and Cross-level Interactive Variables
	
	
	
	

	Nationalized Infrastructure
	0.818
	(2.72)**
	0.826
	(2.16)*

	   Chief Executives * Nationalized Infrastructure
	0.117
	(2.44)**
	
	

	   Council Majority * Nationalized   infrastructure
	
	
	-0.192
	(-4.85)***

	   Political Parties * Nationalized Infrastructure
	
	
	0.087
	(1.96)**

	   Business * Nationalized Infrastructure
	0.109
	(2.28)**
	0.126
	(3.10)***

	   Unions * Nationalized Infrastructure
	
	
	0.175
	(3.61)***

	   Media * Nationalized Infrastructure
	
	
	0.159
	(3.68)***

	Civic Localism 
	-0.291
	(-0.77)
	0.202
	(0.46)

	   Social Trust * Civic Localism 
	0.183
	(-3.37)***
	
	

	   Media * Civic Localism 
	0.115
	(-2.09)**
	
	

	Municipal-level variables:
	
	
	
	

	Local government actors:
	
	
	
	

	Mayor
	0.051
	(2.05)**
	-0.036
	(-1.62)

	Chief Executives 
	0.064
	(2.55)**
	0.043
	(1.72)*

	Committee Chairs 
	-0.025
	(-1.12)
	-0.027
	(-1.16)

	Department Heads
	0.097
	(3.76)***
	0.035
	(1.37)

	Majority Group in the Council 
	0.233
	(3.00)***
	0.030
	(1.42)

	   quadratic term of Majority Group in the Council 
	-0.044
	(-3.04)***
	
	

	Business influence:
	
	
	
	

	Business 
	0.044
	(1.77)*
	0.196
	(9.80)***

	Organized civil society:
	
	
	
	

	Political Parties
	0.009
	(0.44)
	0.011
	(0.46)

	Unions 
	0.152
	(5.43)***
	0.089
	(3.61)***

	Media 
	-0.010
	(-0.41)
	0.102
	(4.60)***

	Voluntary Associations
	0.274
	(1.87)*
	-0.025
	(-1.03)

	   quadratic term of Voluntary Associations
	-0.039
	(-1.95)*
	
	

	Ordinary citizens:
	
	
	
	

	Users/Clients 
	-0.316
	(-2.71)***
	0.117
	(5.73)***

	   quadratic term of Users/Clients
	0.086
	(4.86)***
	
	

	Social capital:
	
	
	
	

	Social Trust
	-0.005
	(-0.24)
	0.055
	(2.74)***

	
	
	
	
	

	Controls (at municipal level):
	
	
	
	

	Community Size 
	0.057
	(5.77)***
	0.029
	(3.04)***

	Importance of national government to CAO 
	0.092
	(3.75)***
	0.076
	(3.17)***

	Importance of regional government to CAO 
	0.026
	(1.11)
	0.055
	(2.39)***

	Reliability
	
	 0.975
	
	0.986

	Chi-square
	
	875
	
	764 

	Between-country variance explained
	
	34%
	
	28%

	Local variance explained
	
	9%
	
	13%

	Overall variance explained
	
	15%
	
	16%

	Deviance 
	
	12139
	9517

	N
	
	4175
	3383

	Maximum likelihood function
	
	-6.095
	-4.762


*p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01
Table 6.  Results of analysis

	 
	Hypothesis
	Expectations
	Results

	H1 Hierarchical autonomy
	(random variation)
	(null hypothesis)
	Disconfirmed

	H2 Differences in country infrastructures
	2.1.1 Nationalized Infrastructure
	+
	Confirmed

	 
	2.1.2 (Interaction with civil society)
	(+ for organized civil society)
	Confirmed for business (generally), unions (budget), parties (budget), media (budget)

	
	2.2.1 Civic Localist Infrastructure
	-
	Disconfirmed

	
	2.2.2, 2.2.3 (Interaction with civil society)
	-
	Confirmed for social capital (budget), media (budget)

	
	2.3.1 Local Elitist Infrastructure
	- (Nationalized),

+ (Civic Loc.)
	Confirmed only relative to Nationalized

	
	
	
	

	H3 Sectors
	3.1 Society-centered sector (economic development)
	(+ for organized civil society, ordinary citizens)
	Confirmed for most actors

	 
	 
	(+ (restricted) for local governmental actors)
	Confirmed that restricted to department heads, others contingent on country infrastructure

	 
	3.2 State-centered sector (budgetary process)
	(+ for local governmental actors, organized civil society
	Confirmed for most actors

	 
	 
	(+ for ordinary citizens if process open)
	Confirmed at higher levels of influence

	 
	 
	(- for ordinary citizens if restricted process)
	Confirmed at lower levels of influence

	H4 Local actors
	4.1 Local governmental actors
	+
	Confirmed, partly contingent on sector, national infrastructure

	
	4.2 Business influence
	+
	Confirmed, partly contingent on sector, national infrastructure

	 
	4.3 Organized civil society
	+
	Confirmed, partly contingent on sector, national infrastructure

	 
	4.4 Ordinary citizens
	(+ if open process)
	Confirmed only in economic development, and at higher levels of influence in budgetary process

	 
	 
	(- if restricted process)
	Confirmed only at lower levels of influence in budgetary process

	
	4.5  Social capital (trust)
	+


	Confirmed only when society-centered sector (in state-centered sectors negative for Civic Localist Infrastructure)


Appendix 1.  Sample size
Although responses for the budgetary process included additional countries, the analysis given here was also replicated for the identical country sample as the economic development analysis.

	Country
	Cases (budget-making)
	Cases (economic development) 
	Country
	Cases (budget-making)
	Cases (economic development) 

	Australia
	221
	224
	Netherlands
	390
	390

	Belgium
	323
	(no sample)
	Norway
	308
	302

	Denmark
	193
	189
	Portugal
	79
	(no sample)

	Finland
	314
	296
	Spain
	287
	304

	France
	256
	252
	Sweden
	208
	201

	Germany
	380
	366
	U.K.
	248
	242

	Italy
	415
	(no sample)
	U.S.A.
	588
	595








�� Influential typologies that have recognized the importance of civil society, such as Goldsmith (1992) and DiGaetano and Strom (2003), have failed to distinguish national organizational infrastructures from local actors.


� A multilevel analysis by Navarro, Ramirez and Magneir (2008) focused only on local business-government cooperation.  The current study is also the first to incorporate a German sample  that was not included in previous pooled analyses.


�  Response rates may be found in Mouritzen and Svara (2002: Appendices).  For similar surveys see Clark (2000); Heinelt, Sweeting and Getimnis (2006).


� The localities of the sample included a representative range of sizes among municipalities in each country.  Although the German and British samples did not include localities with populations under 10,000,  local governments in both countries averaged larger populations than in many of the other countries.  An analysis of the entire sample using only localities with populations greater than 10,000 generated nearly identical results to those presented here.  


� Even as hierarchical linear modeling has increasingly become accepted as an analytical technique for datasets with limited numbers of cases at the second level like this one (Navarro Yanez, Magnier and Ramirez 2008),  this technique requires justification under these circumstances.  Although 30 cases at the second level have sometimes been recommended to enable statistically significant results (Raudenbush and Bryck 2001; Snijders and Bosker 1999), numerous published analyses using this technique employ fewer cases than this threshold (Bowers and Drake 2005; Franzese 2005).   Steenbergen and Jones (2002: 234) conclude that the decisive consideration is whether the technique captures meaningful variation.  Here this is clearly the case.  Rather than a statistical sample, the selection of cases at the country level encompasses over half of the universe of cases (11 or 14 of 21 established OECD countries).  The countries in the sample span the main relevant variations in national infrastructures.  Pooling of national samples with as few as 79 cases (for Portugal) has provided additional statistical leverage to test the significance of variables at the local level.  


�Bivariate correlations demonstrated only limited statistical relations among the independent variables.  The only correlations over .50 were between department heads and mayors (.53, in the budgetary process, .59 in economic development (in both p<.001)). The only other correlations over .40 were between unions and the media in the budgetary process (.40, p<.001), and in economic development, among committee chairs, political parties and the council majority (all .40-.42, p<.001) and between users and voluntary associations (.42, p<.001).  In regressions, all of these variables clearly demonstrated independent effects on the dependent variable.  Ordinary least squares analysis generated identical results for the local variables to those presented here.


� Table 5 presents a complete model, with all significant effects included following tests of all other possible effects.


� This approach employed linear variables at level one to test cross level effects rather than the randomized tests often used in HLM (e.g., Navarro Yanez, Magnier and Ramirez).  Unlike in many such analyses, dichotomous second (or national) level variables assured that cross-level interactions would be linear rather than vary in slope.  Although randomized tests generally confirmed these results, the less demanding linear model enabled tests of more cross-level effects at once.


� The models accounted for 28 and 34 percent of variance at the national level, and 2 percent more of local variance in the economic development sector than a purely local model.


�  For both budgetary processes and economic development, these sensitivity analyses confirmed nearly all of the relationships with higher level government influence.  In the economic development models, thirteen of fifteen variables maintained consistent relationships across all of the samples.  In the budgetary process, nine of the seventeen significant variables from Table 5 retained their significance in all five samples.  Among the other indicators, the six linear and quadratic variables for users, voluntary organizations and the council majority persisted as significant influences in every equation except the one that excluded both Belgium and Germany.  


According to fuzzy set logic, the models should explain more of the variance  in samples including only the most consistent cases of the Nationalized and Civic Localist countries.  As expected, excluding the less consistent national contexts of the hybrid cases raised the overall amount of explained variance in four of the five samples.   Excluding Great Britain and the Netherlands , the budgetary process model accounted for 61 percent of the variance between countries (or 27 percent more than with the full sample) and 22 percent of overall variance (or 7 percent more than with the full sample).  The same alteration in the sample increased the cross-national variation in economic development explained by the model to 37 percent (or five percent more than with the full sample) and 19 percent overall (or three percent more than with the full sample).  


� A full analysis of the sources of hierarchical authority in local governance would require attention to a host of factors that the UDITE dataset does not enable us to examine systematically e.g., local social composition. local economic conditions, local leadership, regional governance, other sectoral differences.  
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