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1. Introduction

Despite being - like many other countries - a federation, Germany has a unique system
of subnational government and governance, which reflects its historical development and
more recent structural reforms. In particular, the country is often cited as a classic
example of ‘co-operative’ or ‘administrative’ federalism, emphasising the collaborative
and consensual nature of decision-making across different levels of governance (Muller
1998; Borzel 2005; Benz 2007; Hegele and Behnke 2017). However, despite a high
degree of interdependence or ‘interlocking’ between tiers, each of Germany’s sixteen
federal states (Land, plural Ldnder) has responsibility for local government within its
territory, and this has contributed towards a patchwork of different administrative
structures across the country. This lack of a single ‘system’ of subnational governance
has led to the Ldnder adopting different approaches towards issues such as outsourcing,
performance management and local government amalgamation, as well as in specific

policy sectors.

This chapter sets out the key characteristics of subnational government across Germany,
highlighting some of the contrasts between different Ldnder in terms of public
management and discussing their implications for policymaking across the country.
Drawing on a range of primary and secondary sources, and focusing on both the state

and local levels, Section 2 sets out the constitutional context, and how this creates an



overarching administrative and legal framework that facilitates legal and bureaucratic
compliance. This leads to cooperation between tiers of governance in decision-making,
whilst retaining a strict adherence to the principle of local autonomy. Sections 3 and 4
illustrate how these structures are reflected in the nature of public sector reform
initiatives and local climate policies, contrasting the German situation with other
comparable countries. The chapter concludes with a recap of key characteristics of the
German multilevel system, and what this tells us about how power is distributed across

different tiers.

2. Subnational governance and collaborative federalism in Germany

Germany did not become a unified nation-state until 1871, much later than most other
Western European countries. Until the Nazi seizure of power in 1933, it remained a
relatively loose federation, reflecting a long history of decentralisation that stretched
back to the Holy Roman Empire - a patchwork of territories, principalities and largely
autonomous cities that had covered most of the same geographical area for over a
millennium (Conradt 2001; Eckersley 2018b). After 1945, communist East Germany (the
GDR) did have fairly centralised governing structures until the end of the Cold War and
unification in 1990 (see Wollmann 2021 for a detailed overview). However, the Western
Allies that established the Federal Republic in 1949 were keen to disperse power across
tiers and institutions, to try to prevent the re-emergence of a dominant, centralised
German state. For example, the second chamber of the federal parliament (the
Bundesrat) consists entirely of 69 Lénder government delegates (i.e., not directly-
elected politicians), and a simple majority within this body is enough to veto most
federal laws. The Ldnder have parliamentary systems, and each individual state casts all
of its votes in the Bundesrat as a block, normally headed by its prime minister. As such,
not only do the states have significant veto power over federal policy and legislation, but
each of the Land constitutions also prevents the concentration of executive power in a
single individual (in contrast to state governors in many other federal countries, for

example).



Furthermore, reflecting its constitutional role as the expression of state interests at the
federal level, the Bundesrat’s membership remains unchanged unless and until a new
governing coalition takes office in a state, after which that particular Land will appoint
new representatives to sit in the chamber. As Table 1 illustrates, the more populous
states have more seats in the Bundesrat than their smaller counterparts, although their
level of representation is not allocated strictly on a per capita basis. Specifically, every
Land has a minimum of three votes, but those with more than two million inhabitants
can appoint four members, those with over six million are entitled to five, and states

that have in excess of seven million can have six representatives (see bundesrat.de).

In addition, Article 28 of the post-war constitution (Grundgesetz) allocated significant
autonomy to counties, cities and municipalities through the right to ‘local self-
administration’ (lokale Selbstverwaltung) — a principle that also features in the
constitutions of each of the sixteen Ldnder (Ruge and Ritgen 2021). This allows
municipalities to carry out any function that is not specifically assigned to another
government body in law. The principle of local self-administration dates back to 1808 in
Prussia (which at that point was an independent country but whose territory now
comprises most of contemporary northern Germany) and is deeply embedded within
Germany'’s political culture. For example, as well as giving municipal governments formal
powers to act freely in the interests of the local area, the idea retains a normative pull
and provides them with the legitimacy to act as genuine local authorities within
subnational governance arrangements (Eckersley 2017). Reflecting its high status, much
of the German public and political class views local councils as the ‘schools’ or even

‘cradles’ of democracy for budding German politicians (Bogumil and Holtkamp, 2006).



State Population Number of Average size GDP per Number of

(2021) municipalities of capita votes in the

municipalities (2019, €) Bundesrat
Baden-Wiirttemberg 11,125,000 1,101 10,054 47,290 6
Bavaria 13,177,000 2,056 6,360 48,323 6
Berlin 3,677,000 1 3,644,826 41,967 4
Brandenburg 2,538,000 417 6,023 29,541 4
Bremen 676,000 2 341,493 49,215 3
Hamburg 1,854,000 1 1,841,179 66,879 3
Hesse 6,295,000 422 14,848 46,923 5
Lower Saxony 8,027,000 942 8,474 38,423 6
Mecklenburg-West 1,611,000 726 2,217 28,940 3

Pomerania

North Rhine-Westphalia | 17,925,000 396 45,284 39,678 6
Rhineland-Palatinate 4,106,000 2,302 1,774 35,457 4
Saarland 982,000 52 19,048 36,684 3
Saxony 4,043,000 419 9,733 31,453 4
Saxony-Anhalt 2,169,000 218 10,130 28,880 4
Schleswig-Holstein 2,922,000 1,106 2,619 33,712 4
Thuringia 2,109,000 634 3,380 29,883 4
Germany 83,237,000 10,795 7,690 41,358 69

Table 1: Population, municipal size, GDP per capita and Bundesrat representation of the

sixteen Ldnder (adapted from www.de.statista.com and www.bundesrat.de)

Since 1990, Germany has had sixteen federal states, which vary significantly along

demographic, socioeconomic and geographic dimensions. As Table 1 illustrates, the most

populous state (North Rhine-Westphalia) has nearly 18 million residents and covers

almost the same amount of territory as the Netherlands, whereas Bremen has fewer

than 700,000 inhabitants. There are also self-evident differences between the thirteen

‘territorial’ and the three highly-urbanised ‘city’ states of Berlin, Hamburg and Bremen.

These contrasts play out in terms of state politics, with different party coalitions in

control across the country, and larger, wealthier Ldnder generally able to punch at a

higher weight in federal policymaking arenas (Behnke and Kropp 2021). Furthermore,

more than thirty years after unification, the five territorial states of the former GDR

(Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-West Pomerania, Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt, and Thuringia)

remain significantly poorer than their counterparts in the west. Figure 1 locates each of

the states on a map.



http://www.de.statista.com/

Schleswig
Hamburg, Y -Holstein

Mecklenburg-
West Pomerania

Brandenburg

Bremen 3
Lower

Saxony

Berlin

Anhalt

Morth Rhine-
Westphalia

Thuringia

Saarland

Bavaria

Baden-
Wurttemberg

Figure 1: Map of the German Ldnder (adapted from

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Blank Map Germany States.png)

The Lander can make their own laws and are also responsible for local government
within their respective territories. In some policy areas, such as culture or education,
they have exclusive legislative powers, whereas other sectors (such as climate policy)
fall under the so-called ‘concurrent legislation’ principle, which prevents them from
introducing new regulations where the federal government has already passed a law
(Eckersley et al 2023). Notably, before the official creation of the Federal Republic in
1949, the western Allies had already introduced models of local government within their
respective zones of occupation that reflected their own systems (Wollmann 2004;
Eckersley and Timm-Arnold 2014). Although there has since been some convergence in
recent decades, these factors contributed to the evolution of different local governance

arrangements across the country (Ruge and Ritgen 2021). For example, although most
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of the territorial Ldnder comprise a mixture of county councils, large county-free cities
and smaller district municipalities (Gemeinde) that sit within county boundaries, the size
of each unit varies significantly across different states. There are also huge differences
within most individual Lédnder: unlike in countries such as the UK, municipal boundaries
usually reflect local identities and geographies rather than what is deemed to be the
optimum administrative size for a local authority. As a result, rural towns are not
normally amalgamated into larger units, and big cities tend to be governed by single
councils rather than be divided into smaller authorities. For example, 201 of Germany’s
municipalities have fewer than 100 inhabitants (and nearly 4,000 have populations
below 1,000), whereas the fourteen biggest cities are each home to more than half a

million people (Statista.com 2021).

Despite these contrasts, however, all politicians at both the local and regional tier are
directly elected (albeit on different franchises: some, but not all, states allow 16-year-
olds to vote in subnational elections (Leiniger and Faas 2019)). Indeed, with the
exception of the three city-states (where executive mayors are chosen by the Land
parliament), every German municipality has been headed by a directly-elected mayor
since the early 1990s, in what Wollmann (2014, 332) characterises as a “kind of local
presidential system”. Terms vary from five to eight years, depending on the Land, but
mayors may sit for an indefinite number of terms in most cases. Furthermore, mayors in
eleven of the sixteen states can be recalled following a local referendum (and citizens in
three of these Lénder can initiate the recall referendum themselves, Wollmann 2014). In
November 2022, for example, the mayor of Frankfurt, Peter Feldmann, lost office after
over 95% of citizens, on a turnout of nearly 42%, voted to remove him after a series of

scandals (Hessenschau 2022).

City councils also consist of directly-elected politicians, who can normally be re-elected
an indefinite number of times and on a different electoral cycle to the mayor. Elections
to local councils occur every five years in each Land except Bavaria, where terms are six

years (Ruge and Ritgen 2021). Most Ldnder also allow for the creation of ‘deputy



mayors’: these are indirectly-elected, in that they are voted on to the council by citizens
but then selected to perform this role by party groupings according to their share of the
vote. Deputy mayors normally direct council departments or functions in a similar way to

cabinet ministers (Wollmann 2014).

In addition, the constitutional right to local self-administration means that the states can
only require municipalities to undertake new functions or services if they provide them
with the necessary resources to do so. Since the Ldnder are usually unable or unwilling
to allocate this extra funding, this means they rarely introduce new mandatory functions
for local government. As a result, municipalities in Germany tend to have more freedom
from central direction and regulations than their counterparts elsewhere (Kuhlmann et al
2022). Nonetheless, where the federation views a specific problem to be particularly
important, but feels that the states are neglecting or ignoring the issue, it can bypass

the regional tier and provide direct funding to local authorities (Eckersley et al 2023).

In their classic categorisation of governance arrangements in different countries, Hooghe
and Marks (2003) set out two ideal ‘types’ of multi-level governance. With its relatively
clear demarcation of responsibilities across tiers that is anchored into the rigid legal and
constitutional framework (Sommermann 2021), and its preference for allocating tasks to
holistic, multi-purpose Land and municipal governments rather than fragmented,
function-specific bodies (Kuhlmann et al 2021), Germany is often characterised as a
classic example of having relatively inflexible ‘Type I' arrangements (Herrschel and

Newman 2002; Eckersley 2018b).

Notwithstanding this apparently rigid structure, however, there is significant interaction
across and between tiers of governance within Germany - and therefore the ‘Type I"
label does not apply wholesale to its multilevel framework. Beginning with Scharpf et al
(1976), various scholars have stressed the importance of this ‘cooperative’ or
‘administrative’ federalism for policymaking, and highlighted how it blurs the legal

allocation of specific powers to levels of government (Bérzel 2005; Benz 2007; Hegele



and Behnke 2017; Scheiner 2017; Eckersley et al. 2023). Scholars such as Miller (1998)
have contrasted this interdependent model with the ‘dual’ federalism of the USA or
Switzerland, in which different tiers operate much more independently of each other.

Various factors have contributed towards this unique German approach, including:

e The fact that Ldnder governments appoint delegates to the Bundesrat. This allows
the states to vote on legislation that directly affects them (indeed, they veto
around 40% of all federal laws), and the federal government therefore has to win
sufficient support from the Lander to deliver its political agenda (Scharpf 1988;

Kropp and Schnabel 2021)

e A complex system of fiscal equalisation that re-distributes money from wealthier
to poorer states through federal grants, and which is embedded within the
constitutional framework. Article 72 of the Grundgesetz allows the federal
government to legislate in those areas where it has legal competence “if and to
the extent that the establishment of equivalent living conditions throughout the
federal territory or the maintenance of legal or economic unity renders federal
regulation necessary in the national interest” (Federal Ministry of Justice 2020).
This means that deprived municipalities, in particular, receive a large share of
their revenue through federal funding schemes (Hartmann 2013; Eckersley

2018b)

¢ A system of shared taxes, through which the federal government sets the rate for
income and sales taxes, but different tiers of government receive an agreed
percentage of the revenue they generate, according to a needs-based formula

(Scherf 2010; Farber 2021).

e The fact that Land governments are legally responsible for implementing most
federal laws, and these responsibilities are usually delegated to municipalities
(Wollmann 2004). In cases where municipalities receive the requisite resources,

they are also required to implement state laws (Behnke 2020). Overall, local



government implements around three-quarters of federal and Land legislation

(Reichard 2003).

e A highly-developed system of federal-state associations (Bund-Ldnder
Arbeitsgemeinschaften) and ministerial councils (which bring together Ldnder
ministers). These strengthen the role of administrators and executives in
policymaking (Behnke and Kropp 2021) and reinforce vertical collaboration in

certain functions (Bundesregierung 2019; Flaskihler 2018)

When there is broad consensus around the need to tackle a particular problem, this
collaborative approach can help to ensure effective coordination and policy
implementation, because it helps to mobilise a broad coalition of actors behind the
chosen solution (Wollmann 2004; Eckersley 2018b; Kropp and Schnabel 2021;
Kuhlmann and Franzke 2022). However, it can also lead to a policymaking approach that
is slow and bureaucratic, because the high number of veto players means that decisions
are taken based on the ‘lowest common denominator’ (Adelberger 2001; Monstadt and
Scheiner 2014). In addition, others have argued that the opaque decision-making
process is undemocratic, because it is not clear which actors should be held accountable
for policy (Scharpf 1988). Although a series of reforms tried to address these problems
in the 2000s by setting clearer boundaries for jurisdictional responsibilities, they did not
change the country’s culture of collaborative policymaking fundamentally (Scharpf 2009;

Zohlnhoéfer 2009).

Some have argued that Germany’s cooperative style of federalism is a logical
consequence of its post-war legal and constitutional architecture that sought to disperse
power across different tiers and institutions (Scharpf et al. 1976; Scharpf 2009). Others
argue that it is a pragmatic response by politicians and - predominantly — bureaucrats,
who try to increase their ability to make and implement effective policy within the
country’s rigid legal structures (Mannle 1998; Kropp 2010). In this sense, we can see

how subnational actors view collaboration as a crucial driver for mobilising resources



along the policy chain, whilst respecting jurisdictional autonomy. Regardless of the
reasons for such an interdependent system, however, there is broad agreement amongst
scholars about the importance of these relationships between tiers of government. As
the next sections will illustrate, these structural arrangements shape the development of

distinct local approaches to administrative reform and climate policy.

3. Territorial and administrative reforms in German subnational

government

Germany'’s cooperative decision-making culture, underpinned by the constitutional

guarantee of local autonomy, has meant that neither federal nor state policymakers are
able to implement reforms in a top-down manner, or require municipalities to introduce
new approaches against their will (Herrschel and Newman 2002). The case of territorial
reforms at the municipal level, particularly attempts at local authority amalgamation to

create larger units, are a case in point (Wollmann 2004).

Reforms in the 1960s and 1970s reduced the total number of county councils
(Landkreise) from 425 to 237, and the lowest-tier district municipalities (Gemeinden)
from approximately 24,000 to around 8,500 (Reichard 2003). As Table 1 suggests,
however, these reforms were not implemented uniformly across Germany. Indeed, even
if we exclude the city-states of Berlin, Hamburg and Bremen as outliers, the size of
individual municipalities varies considerably across the different states. Ldnder such as
North Rhine-Westphalia have reduced their total nhumber of municipalities by over 80%
since the early 1970s, whereas local government boundaries in Rhineland-Palatinate, in
which nearly every municipality has fewer than 2,000 inhabitants, have remained largely
unchanged since the creation of the Federal Republic. Crucially, however, where
amalgamations and territorial reforms have taken place, Land governments involved
local government representatives throughout the process, to try and reach consensus
over the most appropriate size and location of new municipal boundaries. This is in stark

contrast to territorial reforms in some other countries, such as the UK Government’s
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unilateral abolition of metropolitan councils and the Greater London Assembly in the

1980s (Norton 1994; Eckersley 2018b).

There has been a similar uneven approach to reforming public administrations, such as
the introduction of market mechanisms and private sector techniques into public services
(‘New Public Management’ or NPM, Hood 1991). Germany’s brand of NPM, the ‘New
Steering Model’, began to take hold from the 1990s, later than in most Anglo-Saxon
countries (Proeller and Siegel 2021). However, federal and state governments were
notably more reluctant to introduce reforms to their own administrations than to local
authorities (Reichard 2001). Moreover, the constitutional guarantee of local self-
administration meant that municipalities could not be required to adopt new service
delivery models such as outsourcing or privatisation, nor introduce internal reforms such
as performance management systems (Reichard 2003). In addition, much of the
philosophy underpinning NPM principles conflicted with the traditional legalistic and
Weberian bureaucratic culture that characterises German public administration, which
made their introduction more difficult than in many other countries (Wollmann and
Thurmaier 2012). Although some senior local government figures did favour NPM-style
reforms, they tended to view them as a way to strengthen municipal capacity rather
than as part of a neoliberal agenda to reduce the size of the state (Proeller and Siegel

2021).

Overall, municipalities adopted a ‘pick and mix’ attitude towards NPM ideas: a landmark
study found that only 16 per cent had adopted them as a comprehensive reform model,
and there had been no ‘paradigm shift’ away from traditional public administration
approaches (Bogumil et al., 2006; Kuhlmann et al 2008; Kuhlmann and Wollmann
2019). Overall, the focus has been more on internal administrative reforms than on
outward-facing changes to service delivery through outsourcing, contracting or
privatisation. Pollitt and Bouckaert (2017) characterised this approach as ‘modernising’
rather than ‘marketising’, and suggested that such internal changes could make it easier

for officials to direct and control activity by providing them with more information about

11



how public organisations function. As such, these could reinforce traditional
administrative hierarchies and lead to the emergence of a ‘neo-Weberian’ state. Whilst
some disagree with Pollitt and Bouckaert’s interpretation of Weber (Lottholz and Lemay-
Hébert 2016; Treiber 2022), this distinction between internal and external reforms, and
its concomitant impact on bureaucratic decision-making, is nonetheless valuable.
Indeed, internal changes were also more popular with the Ldnder (particularly amongst
the city-states), although these were even more limited in scale and scope than at the

municipal level (Reichard 2003; Proeller and Siegel 2021).

To give one specific example, there is broad agreement that accrual accounting can help
to facilitate more performance-based and informed budgeting decisions than traditional
cash-based approaches, and most Ldnder have sought to introduce it into local
government (Proeller and Siegel 2021). However, although the shift in approach has
been largely complete across Germany, a recent study of municipalities in three states
found that it has not led to a change in organisational steering or decision-making
(Weiss and Schubert 2020). Similarly, performance objectives and indicators lack
comprehensiveness, and the information they generate is rarely used to inform
operational, strategic or — especially — political decisions (Proeller and Siegel 2021;
Weiss and Schubert 2020). As such, there has been an overwhelming focus on ‘*hard’
instruments (setting up new information systems for cost accounting or budgeting, as
well as performance indicators or benchmarking exercises), and less appreciation for the
‘soft elements’ that might help to translate the data these systems generate into
organisational or service reforms, such as human resources or change management

functions (Reichard 2003).

These factors have contributed towards NPM principles being adopted less
comprehensively in Germany than in Anglo-Saxon countries (Wollmann 2003). Although
traditional models of public service delivery are no longer completely embedded in the
administrative culture, with ideas of ‘co-production’ and the involvement of the voluntary

sector becoming increasingly common (Grohs 2021), strong local autonomy has meant
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that municipalities have adopted their own approaches to public management. Neither
federal nor Land governments can introduce mandatory functions for local authorities
very easily, and this is reflected in the country’s variegated pattern of public
administration reform implementation. As the next subsection will illustrate, these

factors have also resulted in a similar patchwork approach to climate policy.

4. Climate policy in subnational German government

Where there is consensus amongst governing actors on the need to tackle a particular
issue, Germany’s cooperative system can be very effective in mobilising resources and
coordinating activity between different policy actors (Eckersley 2018a; Kuhlmann and

Franzke 2022). However, where disagreements exist about the nature of a problem or

how to tackle it, it can result in suboptimal outcomes (Scharpf 1988).

Climate policy is an interesting sector to examine in this context. Contrasts between the
approaches of different parts of Germany show clearly how regional and local factors
shape decision-making across different levels of government. For example, despite
federal politicians pushing the idea of an energy transition (Energiewende) for many
years (Hennicke and Welfens 2012; Beveridge and Kern 2013), municipal and Ldnder
governments have adopted very different policies across the country, largely shaped by
their local political and economic conditions. Municipal initiatives to combat pollution
(e.g., through vehicle restrictions or planning regulations) are often controversial. As
such, the pattern of environmental policy adoption across jurisdictions can reveal a great
deal about the extent to which local preferences and interests may conflict with or

reinforce federal and national agendas.

For example, in those parts of Germany where fossil fuel extraction and combustion,
and/or manufacturing industry are still important to the local economy, subnational
governments have been reluctant to advance more ambitious climate mitigation policy.
This applies most obviously at the Land level, where nearly all of the ‘coal states’ have

relatively weak Green Parties and have refrained from introducing climate protection
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legislation (Eckersley et al 2023). However, it is also apparent within municipalities,
where smaller, poorer, (post) industrial cities with less educated and older populations
have been much more reluctant to act (Otto et al 2021), albeit with a few exceptions
(Haupt and Kern 2022). Meanwhile, perhaps unsurprisingly, those parts of the country
that are more vulnerable to climate threats such as heatwaves and flash flooding have
been more active in adaptation policy (Kern et al in press). As such, we can see how

local priorities tend to be reflected in municipal and state-level policy.

An additional factor here is the capacity of any particular jurisdiction to develop and
implement policies that may be effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions or
preparing for climate impacts (Eckersley 2018a; Kern 2019). Alongside the relative
wealth of a municipality, its size can play a key role here. Studies have found that larger
cities tend to be much better placed to act than smaller rural districts (Salvia et al 2021;
Otto et al 2021), because they can employ more specialist staff and are also better
placed to work closely with other large local actors such as universities, research

institutions and businesses.

With this in mind, the huge variation in municipality size across Germany has resulted in
the development of different vertical and horizontal relationships between governments
in various states. In Rhineland-Pfalz, for example, where the vast majority of
municipalities have fewer than 2,000 inhabitants, the Land has actively encouraged
greater collaboration between local governments through regional energy agencies, in
order to help build capacity for action (Eckersley et al 2023). Other state governments,
such as North-Rhine Westphalia, Baden-Wurttemberg and Thuringia, have provided
funding to municipalities to help them develop climate strategies and recruit staff.
Alongside such initiatives, federal funding streams are also available to help lagging
municipalities keep pace with the forerunners (Kern et al in press; Zeigermann et al in
press). This illustrates the degree of flexibility within Germany’s multilevel system,
particularly when higher tiers of government want to enable local authorities to

implement national priorities such as climate protection (Kern 2019). Compared to
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smaller authorities, large cities such as Cologne, Frankfurt or Stuttgart find it easier to
identify appropriate policy solutions for their areas and act independently of other
municipalities and their respective state governments (Heinelt and Lamping 2015).
Nonetheless, even these ‘leaders’ have also sought out resources from elsewhere.
Indeed, they are probably better placed to bid successfully for external funding than
smaller municipalities, because they have often the necessary resources and relevant

experience to develop successful applications.

Overall, we can see how climate policy provides a good illustration of how Germany'’s
multilevel governance context allows for local experimentation and choice, whilst
operating within a structured framework. Where there is broad agreement on priorities
for action, the federation can often mobilise activity relatively easily because the
cooperative system has ensured better coordination between policy actors. On the other
hand, however, the Ldnder remain powerful at the federal level, and therefore it can be
difficult for Germany to progress in more controversial sectors where consensus amongst
the states and their respective local interests is less common. In addition, the
constitutional principle of local self-administration makes it particularly difficult for higher
tiers of government to require subnational authorities to act on a specific issue, which
can slow down progress. As such, although there is substantial scope for local autonomy
within Germany’s governance framework, this can also make it difficult to respond

quickly and decisively to emerging problems.

Indeed, Bogumil and Kuhlmann (2022) argue that Germany’s rigid governance structure
contributed to its public bodies responding too slowly to the migration ‘crisis’ of 2015,
and ultimately becoming overstretched in some areas. The risks of bureaucratic inertia
regarding such ‘wicked issues’, which cross over traditional sectoral and jurisdictional
boundaries, are particularly high when public bodies are faced with a sudden and rapid
increase in demand and the mechanisms are not in place to facilitate collaboration
between organisations (Bogumil et al 2018). In addition, although Germany coped better

than many comparable countries with the initial phase of the COVID-19 pandemic
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(Bouckaert et al 2020), its coordinated approach between different tiers of government
unravelled somewhat after the first wave of infections (Kropp and Schnabel 2022). As
such, we can see how the country’s robust governance structure can have advantages

and drawbacks when dealing with major public problems.

5. Conclusions

As this chapter has shown, the constitutional framework that the Allies established in
western Germany after World War II, which included features such as state government
representation in the federal parliament, has contributed towards a culture of
collaboration and cooperative federalism, particularly across tiers of government. This
can help to mobilise resources and co-ordinate policy implementation where there is
broad agreement on how to tackle policy problems, but it may also slow down progress
where consensus is lacking. As such, despite Germany having a largely ‘Type I’
intergovernmental structure in terms of relatively fixed scales and institutions, there is

substantial interaction and collaboration across levels of government.

Moreover, subnational governments in Germany can exercise considerable autonomy in
their operations and decision-making. Partly due to the culture of consensus and
collaboration, the sixteen Ldnder have adopted very different local government
structures; for example, there are substantial differences in the average size of
municipalities across the various states. In addition, the constitutional principle of local
self-administration means that Ldnder governments cannot require local authorities to
undertake new functions unless they provide them with the requisite resources. As a
result, different local priorities and preferences across the country led to a patchwork
implementation of New Public Management-inspired reforms such as outsourcing or
performance management. Despite attempts by the federal government to provide
funding directly to municipalities for climate mitigation, local and state climate policies
also tend to reflect the political and economic contexts within each locality and Land.

Such examples illustrate the deeply embedded culture of local autonomy within
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Germany, which gives municipal governments more space to develop their own

approaches to public administration and policy than in many other Western democracies.

17



References

Adelberger, K. 2001. Federalism and its discontents: fiscal and legislative power-sharing

in Germany, 1948-1999. Regional & Federal Studies 11(2): 43-68.

Behnke, N. 2020. Administrative autonomy of the German Ldnder over seven decades of
the Basic Law. In Reformbaustelle Bundesstaat, ed. F. Knipling, M. Kélling, S. Kropp and

H. Scheller. 187-202. Wiesbaden: Springer.

Behnke, N. and Kropp, S. 2021. Administrative federalism. In Public Administration in
Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow, 35-52. Cham:

Palgrave Macmillan.

Benz, A. 2007. Inter-regional competition in cooperative federalism: new modes of

multi-level governance in Germany. Regional and Federal Studies 17(4): 421-436.

Beveridge, R. and Kern, K. 2013. “The ‘Energiewende’ in Germany: background,

development and future challenges.” Renewable Energy, Law and Policy 4(1): 3-12.

Bogumil, J. and Holtkamp, L. 2006. Kommunalpolitik und Kommunalverwaltung: Eine

policyorientierte Einfiihrung, Wiesbaden, Springer.

Bogumil, 1., Burgi, M., Kuhlmann, S., Hafner, J., Heuberger, M. and Kronke, C. 2018.

Bessere Verwaltung in der Migrations- und Integrationspolitik. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Bogumil, J. and Kuhlmann, S. 2022. Verwaltungsverflechtung als ,missing link" der
Fdderalismusforschung: Administrative Bewaltigung der Fliichtlingskrise im deutschen
Mehrebenensystem. Der moderne Staat — Zeitschrift flr Public Policy, Recht und

Management 15(1): 84-108.

Borzel, T.A. 2005. What can federalism teach us about the European Union? The German

experience. Regional and Federal Studies 15(2): 245-257.

18



Bouckaert, G., Galli, D., Kuhlmann, S., Reiter, R. and van Hecke, S. 2020. European
Coronationalism? A Hot Spot Governing a Pandemic Crisis. Public Administration Review

80 (5), 765-773.

Bundesregierung. 2019. Klimaschutzprogramm 2030 der Bundesregierung zur
Umsetzung des Klimaschutzplans 2050. Bundesregierung.

https://www.bundesregierung.de/resource/blob/975226/1679914/e01d6bd855f09bf05cf

7498e06d0a3ff/2019-10-09-klima-massnahmen-data.pdf.

Conradt, D.P. 2001. The German Polity, 7% edition. New York: Longman.

Eckersley, P. 2018a. Who shapes local climate policy? Unpicking governance

arrangements in German and English cities. Environmental Politics 27(1): 139-160.

Eckersley, P. 2018b. Power and Capacity in Urban Climate Governance: Germany and

England Compared. Oxford: Peter Lang.

Eckersley P. 2017. Cities and climate change: how historical legacies shape policymaking

in English and German municipalities. Politics 37(2): 151-66.

Eckersley, P., Kern, K., Haupt, W. and Miller, H. 2023. Climate governance and
federalism: the case of Germany. In Climate Change and Federal Governance, eds. S.

Jodoin, J. Setzer and A. Fenna. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Eckersley, P. and Timm-Arnold, P. 2014. Directly-elected mayors and the austerity
agenda: lessons from the German experience. Public Money & Management 34(5): 347-

354.

Farber, G. 2021. Public finance. In Public Administration in Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann,

I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow, 225-250. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Federal Ministry of Justice. 2020. The Basic Law. Available at https://www.gesetze-im-

internet.de/englisch gg/

19


https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/englisch_gg/
https://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/englisch_gg/

Flaskihler, C. A. 2018. Féderale Klimaschutzgesetzgebung in Deutschland im Lichte des
wohlgeordneten Rechts. Forum Umwelt-, Agrar- und Klimaschutzrecht, vol. 14, ed. Ines

Hartel. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Grohs, S. 2021. Participatory administration and co-production. In Public Administration
in Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow, 311-327.

Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Haupt, W. and Kern, K. 2022. Explaining climate policy pathways of unlikely city

pioneers: the case of the German city of Remscheid. Urban Climate 45: 101220.

Hegele, Y., and Behnke, N. 2017. Horizontal coordination in cooperative federalism: the
purpose of ministerial conferences in Germany. Regional & Federal Studies 27(5): 529-

548.

Heinelt H, Lamping W (2015) Wissen und Entscheiden: Lokale Strategien gegen den

Klimawandel in Frankfurt a.M., Miinchen und Stuttgart. Campus, Frankfurt am Main.

Hennicke, P. and Welfens, P.]. 2012. Energiewende nach Fukushima: Deutscher

Sonderweg oder weltweites Vorbild? Munich: Oekom Verlag

Herrschel, T. and Newman, P. 2002. Governance of Europe's city regions: Planning,

Policy & Politics. Routledge.

Hessenschau. 2022. Peter Feldman als Oberblrgermeister in Frankfurt abgewéhlt.
https://www.hessenschau.de/politik/ergebnis-des-buergerentscheids-frankfurter-
waehlen-oberbuergermeister-feldmann-ab-v6,frankfurt-feldmann-buergerentscheid-

ergebnis-100.html.

Hooghe, L, and Marks, G. 2003. Unraveling the central state, but how? Types of multi-

level governance. American Political Science Review 97(2): 233-43.

20



Kern, K. 2019. “Cities as leaders in EU multilevel climate governance: embedded

upscaling of local experiments in Europe.” Environmental Politics 28 (1): 125-145.

Kern, K., Eckersley. P. and Haupt, W. In press. Diffusion and upscaling of municipal
climate mitigation and adaptation strategies in Germany. Regional Environmental

Change.

Kropp, S. 2010. Kooperativer Féderalismus und Politikverflechtung, Wiesbaden,

Springer.

Kuhlmann, S., Dumas, B.P and Heuberger, M. 2022. The capacity of local governments

in Europe: autonomy, responsibilities and reforms. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kuhlmann, S. and Franzke, J. 2022. Multi-level responses to COVID-19: crisis
coordination in Germany from an intergovernmental perspective. Local Government

Studies 48(2): 312-334.

Kuhlmann, S. Proeller, I., Schimanke, D. and Ziekow, J. 2021. German public
administration: background and issues. In Public Administration in Germany, eds. S.

Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow, 1-13. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kuhlmann, S., Bogumil, J. and Grohs, S. 2008. Evaluating administrative modernization
in German local governments: success or failure of the “"New Steering Model”? Public

Administration Review 68(5): 851-863.

Kropp, S., and Schnabel, J. 2021. Germany’s response to COVID-19: federal
coordination and executive politics. In Federalism and the Response to COVID-19, eds.
R. Chattpadhyay, F. Knlpling, D. Chebenova, L. Whittington and P. Gonzalez, 84-94.

London: Routledge.

Leiniger, A. and Faas, T. 2020. Votes and 16 in Germany: examining subnational
variation. In Lowering the Voting Age to 16: Learning from Real Experiences Worldwide,

eds. J. Eichorn and J. Bergh. Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 143-66.

21



Lottholz, P. and Lemay-Hébert, N. 2016. Re-reading Weber, re-conceptualizing state-
building: from neo-Weberian to post-Weberian approaches to state, legitimacy and

state-building. Cambridge Review of International Affairs 29(4): 1467-1485.

Mannle, U. 1998. Féderalismus zwischen Konsens und Konkurrenz, Baden-Baden:

Nomos.

Monstadt, J. and Scheiner, S. 2014. Allocating greenhouse gas emissions in the German
federal system: regional interests and federal climate governance. Energy Policy 74:

383-394.

Miller, E. 1998. Differences in climate change policy in Germany and the United States

from a political science perspective. Energy & Environment 9(4): 463-477.

Otto, A., Kern, K., Haupt, W., Eckersley, P. and Thieken, A.H. 2021. Ranking local
climate policy: assessing the mitigation and adaptation activities of 104 German cities.

Climatic Change 167(5):1-23.

Pollitt, C. and Bouckaert, G. 2017. Public Management Reform: A Comparative Analysis -

Into the Age of Austerity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Reichard, C. 2003. Local public management reforms in Germany. Public Administration,

81(2): 345-363.

Reichard, C. 2001. New approaches to public management. In Public administration in

Germany, eds. K. Kénig and H. Siedentopf. 541-56. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Ruge, K. and Ritgen, K. 2021. Local self-government and administration. In Public
Administration in Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow,

123-141. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Salvia, M., Reckien, D. Pietrapertosa, F., Eckersley, P., Spyridaki, N.A. Krook-Riekkola,

A., Olazabal, M., et al. 2021. Will climate mitigation ambitions lead to carbon neutrality?

22



an analysis of the local-level plans of 327 cities in the EU. Renewable and Sustainable

Energy Reviews 135, 110253.

Scharpf, F.W. 2009. Féderalismusreform: kein Ausweg aus der Politikverflechtungsfalle?

Frankfurt, Campus Verlag.

Scharpf, F.W. 1988. The joint-decision trap: lessons from German federalism and

European integration. Public Administration 66(3): 239-78.

Scharpf, F.W., Reissert, B., and Schnabel, F. 1976. Politikverlechtung: Theorie und

Empirie des kooperativen Foéderalismus in der Bundesrepublik. Kronberg: Scriptor.

Scheiner, Stefan. 2017. Interessen der Bundeslénder in der deutschen Klimapolitik:
Féderale Konfliktverarbeitung in drei Handlungsfeldern. Schriften zum Fdderalismus, vol.

5, eds. Roland Lhotta and Frank Decker. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Scherf, W. 2010. Die kommunalen Finanzen in Deutschland. In Kommunalpolitik in den
Deutschen Léndern: Eine Einfiihrung, eds. H.G. Wehling and A. Kost. Wiesbaden: VS

Verlag.

Sommermann, K.P. 2021. Constitutional state and public administration. In Public
Administration in Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D. Schimanke, and J. Ziekow,

17-34. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Statista.com. 2021. Anzahl der Gemeinden in Deutschland nach
GemeindegréBenklassen. Available at

https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1254/umfrage/anzahl-der-gemeinden-in-

deutschland-nach-gemeindegroessenklassen/.

Treiber, H. 2022. Critical reflections on Pollitt and Bouckaert’s construct of the neo-
Weberian state (NWS) in their standard work on public management reform. Theory and

Society. DOI: 10.1007/s11186-022-09478-0.

23


https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1254/umfrage/anzahl-der-gemeinden-in-deutschland-nach-gemeindegroessenklassen/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1254/umfrage/anzahl-der-gemeinden-in-deutschland-nach-gemeindegroessenklassen/

Wollmann, H. 2021. Transformation of public administration in East Germany following
unification. In Public Administration in Germany, eds. S. Kuhlmann, I. Proeller, D.

Schimanke, and J. Ziekow, 253-269. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Wollmann, H. 2014. The directly-elected mayor in the German Lander - introduction,

implementation and impact. Public Money & Management 34(5): 331-337.

Wollmann, H. 2004. Local government reforms in Great Britain, Sweden, Germany and
France: between multi-function and single-purpose organisations. Local Government

Studies 30(4): 639-65.

Wollmann, H. and Thurmaier, T. 2012. Reforming local government institutions and the
New Public Management. In The Oxford Handbook of Urban Politics, eds. P. John, K.

Mossberger and S.E. Clarke, 179-209. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Zeigermann, U., Boécher, M. and Kammerer, M. In press. What drives local communities
to engage in climate change mitigation activities? Examining the rural-urban divide?

Review of Policy Research.

Zohlnhofer, R. 2009. Der Politikverflechtungsfalle entwischt? Die Effekte der
Foderalismusreform I auf die Gesetzgebung. Zeitschrift fiir Politikwissenschaft 19(1):

39-76. doi: 10.5771/1430-6387-2009-1-39.

24



