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CHAPTER Tl..

MODELS OF PUBLIC ORGANIZATION

To. meet the challenge of modernity, contemporary . 

governments often find themselves with only a handful.

, of tools .which are at once effective and available. ' 

■Among these, making changes in the organization of

public activity'offers immediate and important benefits 

to the nation and its leadership'. Not only do organize-- 

tional changes influence policy implementation, they

also have system.-wide impact on the various; aspects of 

development. This inquiry into the effehtf^ Sf organiza­

tional changes on economic growth, social modernization, 

and political- development alms at answering a funda- ’

. mental question: what, are the consequences of alterna- 

-..tive forms of -public sector organization on 'national 
develp-pmeh’t?

Contradictory Models

As'inso many scholarly areas,.the theoretical 

literature offers mutually contradictory answers to- 
impprtant questions.^ Prescriptions for organizing 

puhllc^ctlvity-snggest two simple alternatives — 

centralization or decentralization.

4 .

The argtiment for 

centralization stresses the greater productive

.capabilities :of :this:;o^

.•V.

arrangement,.

V
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Because centralization permits:the extraction.v 

.cooraination, and utilization of resources nationwide, a 

centralized'government can provide greater levels of 

public goods in;contrast to a decentralized one; 

reliance on central coordination results in a 

standardization of public service provision which 

ignores individual and group preferences within the 
nation.'

; -
But

_
►

This insensitivity to varying tastes provides the 

opening wedge for proponents of decentralization, 

decentralized government implies the presence of

numerous independent public decision-makers,'Aeir .
.

different preferences will lead to experimentation, 

inn.ovatlon, and responsiveness in public activity.

This trade-off between

Since

more responsiveness and less 

coordination, though possibly lowering productive rates,

appears to boost public satisfaction, thus accounting

for the attraction of the decentralized form.

Separate theoretical justifications support each

Those who advise the 'creation . 

.of a unitary government might be:st b'e labelled the 
"bureaucratic" schoo\ because the foundation of their

of these prescriptions.

thesis is the neceasity of a modern bureaucracy*for . -

development. From this perspective, it ,is only a short 

step to urge the immediate building of a centralized

bureaucratic structure in'developing states. A
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tKia .line of thought, can be, 
found in the writings of William Siffin,who-'asserts;

"for political development to continue over time a 

‘differentiated and^^^^c^^^^^ polity must come .into

being which must be able to command resources.from and 

power over more (increasing'numbers of) spheres and . 
regions of the society".^ . -

an;the other iand, those opting for a decentralized 

public sector do not hide their reliance on formal 

models which suggest the desirability of reciprocal 

information flows between a variety of decision-makers.

Because this approach to organizing plibllc activity 

implies the- dispersal of control over public resources 

to Independent units through its use of concepts such . 

as informational autonomy, it can conveniently be 

termed the "resolved",model. David Apter's sta'tement

that modern stgtes require, free .and open information 

■ syst.ems and that highly centralized nations (especially ” 

those where coercion is high) sbrangie their economic 

, • growth-on an inaufflclent information flow is typical .

., of "resolved" prescriptions calling'for decehtrallza- 
’ tion.^ \

Conventional Hypotheses' ‘

Research emanating frojn either model .re,l>.t,es the 

organization of public activity to economic.growth 

political devi^ibpment

or

.;.^Theae latter, two processes are

<
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Usually expressed in'the standatd terminology Vf-pro-

ductinn, cai»acity, innovation,' and stability.

Reconstructing the conventional logic of'the two models

produces directly opposite 
. '; ’ . _ - ■ .

hypotheses, as outlined in Table I-l.^ 9

Table I-l; ..Hypothetical Relationship of Centralization-^ ■ 
Decentralization with Economic Growth and' 
Political Development, by Model of Public 
Sector Organization

"Bureaucratic" 
Cent.rallzatlo-n associates 
positively with;
1. economic growth
2. production
3. political development-

• 4, stability

Centralization associates 
negatively with:
-1. participation

model . "Resolved"' model 
Decentralization associates 

« ■ positively with: '
1. economi'c growth
2. efficiency
3. response,
4. .regime- support

Decentralization associates 
negatively with:
1. coercion
2. protest

..'Notice that the two models yield polar propositions

as to..the effect of changes in the organization, of 

public activity., 

to fpater economic growth, with
For example,.both prescriptions claim 

one guaranteeing

for political
■ i^lopment, each modei also promised-that its prescrip­

tion can achieve the desired end,' The "bureaucratic

• " argues that centralizing the polity can impose, ;

order necessary in picking “P/the pieces of the 

ohattered traditional society.. .Conversely, .the

: \
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decentralizers declare that only if the goverhment is 

responsive to public demands .'will the regime support 

necessary to political development be obtained.

These contradictions lead to a quandary: whiclT. .

prescription should be, followed? Unfortunately, f

present studies of the public sectof only account" for 

the incidence of a given organizational form instead of 

detailing the cons'equences of the form.

f .

The two

schools claim that the public sector's organization can 

enhance or hinder national progress; yet in almost 

every-study, the organization of public activity is.'the 

dependent variable, not lndependeivt^.ariable as

implied- by the logic of each model. • To correct this 

fault constitutes the present exercise.

* - ''Organizational Dimensions of Public Activity .

Any attempt to choose between the. two "fiodels must

consider 4:he separate dimensions of governmental action 

embedded, in their propositions. r
The blurring of the

distinction between the interhal structure of govern­

ment and the extent of public.activlty in both iodels 

hampers empirical evaluation. For examplei Siffln's 

work’leaves some uncertainty as to what the phrase.

"centralized polity" means, Is he speaking of a unitary' 

—government—in-which the "central authorlti'es take 

large percentage of (public) decision”?^
a very

Or is he
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referring to an increasing subiumptdon of societal 

"—"activity under ;the,'a the stateT^Searching other

"bureaucratic." .studiea: bffers no relief .®

.Though the advocates of•decentralization oftehF"

■ define :thrms. in an ui^orthodox fashion, the individual * • 

theorlats; disagree among thembeives 

of. ’’centralized" and ’’decentralized".

as to the meaning 

•Despite the
basic theoretical consensus flowing from their depend- ■

. on cybern^t^c concepts like informationalence
autonomy,

some scholars of this second persuasion 'emphasize the

s.cppe-of public activity, while; others continue to 

investigate the traditional organizational 

.dimension of Internal government relations.^

more
«

Any rigorous .test of these two prescriptions• • -M'

j* requires hhat this conceptual confusion be eliminated.

■ The key is' not centralization per a.e. but the realiza- 

, attempt to prescribe appropriate

..and effective strategies of 'control over the allocation ' 

of societal resources to'developmental tasks. Since

organization implies cpntrolV® adjustments made-in the

. ; 'organizational arrangements'’definlng:the public

patterns'" Of control which.

sector"
•-

- according ;to., the models; have differing impacts 

■ developmentai pfOgresa.
on.

One can adjust public action

•

government, 2).’ the'.scope of public.

alqng three principal lines of organization: 
internal structure of
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activity in comparison to private.action, and' 3) the 

degree of resource commitment to a given substantive 
policy.

Structure and scope have been a'nd continue to be 

'the source of academic and practical controversies. 

Variations in the Internal relations of government raise 

classic questions of unitary yersus federal 

Fluctuations in the size of the public’ domain likewise • 

raise classic Issues of socialism versus laissez falre.

arrangements.

The_ third dimension of public activity substantive 

commitment - must also be viewe^d as 

dimension of government organization.^
an. important 

Changes in

resource amounts devoted to a given program also afford

an organizational arrangement by,which control can be 

exerted over national development.

But what becomes of centralization? In the previ—

ous discussion, the impact of centralization served as

the principal difference, between the two models. Yet, ■

to advise public officials to either centralize or 

decentralize the government is misleading.

•to the already mentioned conceptual ambiguity,

■: emphasis on gross centralization ignores the multiple 

organizational dimensions of public activity, 

that organizational changes do, in fact,

development, research must focus on the underlying

In addition

this

To show

have an effect
on
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organizational aspects of government through which 

control ovei: resource allocation is exercised.

It should be evident-that changing the focus from 

centralization-decentralization to the organizational

dimehaions of public a'ctivity transforms centralization 

■into a behavioral property of each dimension. That is, 

changes in centralization now expreso changes in the 

extent of governmental control over the ai'location of

societal resources achieved through organizational 

adjustments in each dimension of public activity. 

Centralization, therefore. can occur through the augmeuT 

tation-of liational control within the governmental

structurn, through the expansion of governmental action 

into new realms, or through the concentration of public 

resources in a given substantive policy.

Restating the above in a slightly different 

: fashion, the manner in which the.public sector^is

.organized selectively effects developmental change. .As 

public officials make adjustments in the internal 

ture of government
struc-

the scope of government, or the 

9ubsta.ntlve' commltnient of government'.

9

they engage in .

the strategies of control - 

- suggested, by..the models of government otrganlzatlOn. And 

as the patterns of control

concentration or devolutlon-jr'

vary, so also.should the

aspects of development.
. .-N

■>

1 .A
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This perspective- about the conseguences'of differ­

ent forms • of public sector organization abandons the 

argument which directly links centralization or 

decentralization to development, 

native formulated here stfresses three organizational ^ 

dimensions.of.public activity — structure, 

substantive commitment — through which control over 

resources devoted to development can be exercised.

Instead, the alter-

scope, -and

Public officials as they choose to concentrate or 

devolve control within each organizational dimension 

will'differentiaily influence the course economic 

growth, social modernization, and political develop­

ment. ^ntr-alizatlon becomes a measure of the extent

of control achieved over resource allocation in any of 

the^three organizational dimensions, 

centralization to the status of an

Relegating 

indicator and 

insisting that organizational adjustments are the

devices by which, strategies of public control intended' . 

to influence developmental progress are pursued permits ’ 

the toting of the ,original two models as well as 

' making possible a’atart towards answering the opening 

question.

n
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FOOTNOTES '

1. An.exaellent example discusaing mutually contradic­
tory- hypotheses can be found in Lyle .N. McAlister., 
"The Military". Continuity and Change in Latin- 
America,, (ed.) John J. Johnson (.Stanford, Calif. : 
Stanford University Press, ..1964.) , Ch. 5..

2. William J. Slffin, "Relations Between Political,\and» 
Administrative Development; Some Questions and* 
Propositions" (paper delivered at'the 1963 Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Associa­
tion, New .York City, Sept. 4-7, 1963).

3. David E. Apter.'The Politics of Modernization
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1965), 
pp. 458-^59. . •

4. The hypotheses listed under the "bureaucratic" model 
were reconstructed from- the Siffin paper mentioned 
in footnote 2- as well as the ■ following;' Emmette 
Bedford,. "Centralized and Decentralized Political 
Impacts on a Developing Economy: interpretations of 
American Experience*' (C.A.cl occasional paper, 
BlobmlngVa,...Ind., Feb .-,1967); Alfred Dlamaat, 
"Bureaucracy in Developmental Movement Regines; A 
Bureaucratic Model for Developing Societies" (C.A.G. 
occasional paper, Bloomington, Ind., 1964); Jerald 
@age, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organization," 
Administrative Science Quarterly (Vol. 10, Dec.

- 1965). The "resolved" hypotheses were derived from:.
■ Robert T'. Holt and John E. Turner , The "gblltical 

■Basis of Economic. Development (Princeton, N.J.:
Di Van Nostrand" Co. , 1966); Jan Tinbergen. Central!- ■ 
zatlon and Decentralization in Economic Policy
(Amsterdam; North-Holland Publishing Co., 1954); '
Thomas Mars.chek, '^Centralization and Decentraliza­
tion in Economic Organizations," Econometrics (Vol.

\ 27, no. ,3, July 1959); Emil J^Sady,•"Improvement of
—-rLoca-l-6overnment~an<l Administration for-Developmental 

Purpo‘ses . " Readings in Comparative Public Admlnlstra- 
• tion. (ed.) Nimlod Raphaell (Bdaton; Allyn and 
Bacoh; 1967) ,. pp. 239-.57;‘ Gabriel A^ Almond and.
G. Bingham: Powell, JrComparative Politics; .A • 
Devfelopmehtal Approach (Boston; Little, Brown, - 

from Apter's book.

5. Jean Blondel. ^ Introduction to Comparative Govern- 
aent (New Ycirk; Praeger Pubiishers,. 1969), p. 283.

X
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6. If you review the statements of Diamant'and'Redfqrd. 
cited in footnote 4, you will see that Diamant

• defiiies centrallzatloh as. expanding sco^e of public 
activity, while Bedford -discusses both meanings, 
expanding scope and the organization of multi-level
government relations.
- - ; '

7. Aq an example of these definitions of "centralized" 
in the "resolved" approach. Holt and Turner .(see 
footnote 4) concern themselves with the inter-vention 
of government into the economic order,\while Sady-*’ 
(also see footnote 4) is preoccupied with the' ■ 
devolution of decision-making to local public units.

8. Arnold S. Tannebaum, Control in Organizations (New 
Yorlc; McGraw-Hill Book Co.,' 1968), Ch. 1..

9. In Aaron Wildavsky,. "The Political Economy of
Effigiency," Public Administration 'Review (Vol. 26,,. 
Dec. 1.966), pp. 304-05, see his distinctions between 
"policy politics" (which policy will be adopted) and 
"systems politics" (how will decision structures be 
set up). ' ' ' ■ ‘

s
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CHAPTER II -

ANALYTIC INDICES AND TECHNIQUES

Maddlck, in discussing intragovernmental relations, » 

states the major research obstacle to evaluating the 

two models of public sector organization as well as 

anyone when he sayd: "The relationship between central

and local authorities is an untidy, awkward thing to 
write about".'*' The "untidiness" of the independent and 

dependent variables is further' 'compounded by the neces­

sity to engage simultaneously in comparative and' 

■ longitudinal analysis. Not only are the concepts of 

centralization and development amorphous, but the

possible operational indicators are tentative and often 

fragile. Despite the severity of these problems
.

to macro-comparative research, empirical indicators for

common

centralization and development must be constructed

through operations permitting measurement 

nations and over time. Likewise, analytic routines 

capable of establlBhing the existence (or honexistence) ■ 

of the expected associations mus't be selected.

across ‘

As Mayer

has forcibly argued, some.of the most promising research

efforts have been those that specified indicators for 

' "untidy" concepts and pushed forward with statistical
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analysis rather than remaining fixated on-^thepretlc^r— 

niceties which lack the potential for empirical import.^

Analytic Indices;

Studies of centralization reveal numerous, alterna- » •

■tive operational measures.^ Most'of these^pbtentia-l- '- - -  -

candidates l)reak down in comparative and/pr longitudinal 

research. They either fail to provide for 

national equivalence or sufficient records of them have

Centralization

cross-

not survived from the.past.

Discourses on public finance make common use of 

centralization measures which overcom.e many of the

problems Inherent in comparative politics 

With very little hesitation or apology, economists who

research.

study changes in the organization of public, activity

indicators of

The immediate advantage;©! flscally- 

utility.

employ expenditure '(or revenue) ratios as 
-eentralization.

.based.measures is their research Because.the

records exist ahd ej^tend over lengthy time-periods for
• ;

a number of nations, thps^^^ seized upon-tdr

- ad-vance'research.
S

- In addition to their longitudinal availability^

the various nations can be
■ ;■

; rearfa^ged sb as to yield Indicators of reasonahie 

parabillty despite differencee in national

corn-

accounting ■ • 
tlkewise, because fisca,! ratios are ofpractices

< •

V
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interval-quality, they facilitate quantitative 

• analysis. ‘ .

Public expenditure measures also adequately esti­

mate the concentration or dispersion of government

Though the rhlationship between expenditures " 

and the level of, public activity will sel: 

due to factors such as corruption, pub

s-

cpntrol.

im be' perfect

c spending

remains' the single best estimator of public activity.

Therefore, if „the Interest is, as it is here, in the 

concentration of control within the organizational 

■dimensions of public activity, then usi^ig various 

expenditure ratios not only conforms to well-established ' 

practice, but also comes conceptually closest to 

operationalizing the independent variable.^

^Though adopting public spending indices for'esti- 

' mating centralization appears straightforward,

of the problems generally
«»

associated'with-efforts to quantify the organizational '

properties of the public'sector. In anY-discusaion-of—- - ^

eentraiization, unit autonomy becomes, the first issue 

, 'raised.. . Formal and^legal indicators possess limited 

- empirical .utility because .they offer little insight into 

the fluiii. relationships present-in each of the organi­

zational dimensions. It will be assumed here that to 

^ can spend a

^ portion of public resources, the unit gains a. like

some

V \ V..
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amount of' control over the activities undertaken by the 
public sector.^
..o' ■

The choice between expenditures or revenues as, the 

appropriate fiscal evidence poses the second general 

problem. To be frank, the choice always is somewhat., 

arbitrary. The option for expenditures rest's,' first, ' 

on the position that expenditures more clearly 

delineate public activity than do revenues, especially 

if the Impact of public action is under investigation,^ 

Second, the public sfector's capacity to meet the chal­

lenge of modernity, depends more on its willingness to • 

spend --1,0,, initiate and complete projects — than 

on.maintaining a balanced budget.^

Once expenditures have been chosen to gauge.public 

action, the issue of defining government spending

arises. It would be presumptuous to launch into a 

detailed statement on public expenditures. ^stea'd of

wrestling with such fine points as, exhaustive versus

nonexhausfive expenditure; functional.or agency classi­

fication, I have-borrowed a standard definition from 

■ public finance studies which approximates those found 

in, the national accounts' of various nations.
A
8

7 : : . ; Grants-ln-ald generate the final problem aahnciated 

with the definition of government expenditures and their 

use; as indicators of the public sector's properties.

Due to this study's extensive cov.erage, the available '
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sources have dictated the expenditure elements included 

for a given level'of government.

to'double-counting in some cases, the effect on the

While this may .lead

ratio -values is minimal. 'An effort was made to verify 

the deviations- caused b/ the.failure of the records to 

account for Intragovernmental transfers in some nations 

at, certain periods.

/-

In most instances, relying on 

total values for each governmental level does not

significantly change the value of the indices of 

centralization.

Tli|e following fractions serve to measure the 

degree of.centralization in each of the organizational
. ' • f-

. dimensions of public activity: 

a) Structure

1.- national government expenditure as a percentage 

of total government expenditure (N.G.E.XT.G.E.). 

•National government expenditure minus defense 

expenditure' as a percentage of total. go-yernment 

expenditure minus defense expenditure (N'.G.E.- 

Def ;E./T..G:Ei-Def .E.) .

This first ratiq.^ is the most basic of all Indices 

defining the distribution of policy control among

The seconli index,- by. remo-ving 

'isisaae- expenditure (including veterans benef its), 

corrects the basic structural ratiorfor those respon-

2.

— r -- ievel-s--^o .  ""

sibllltles peculiar to the national government. In one
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sense, this second fracticTn measures' the structural 

centralization of domestic 
activity,^® 

b) Scope

"civilian" publicor.

/■

1.' National .government expenditure as a percentage r

of gross na.tlonal product (N. G .E./G. N . P . ) • ’ 

2. Total government expenditure as a percentage of

gross national product (T.G.E./G.N.P.).

In study after study of public spending, this f-irst 

ratio has remained the classic measure of the public 

domain in respect, to community output, 

more .widely availabie than subnational
Beca.use they are

accounts,

national figures have been utilized 

longitudinal* research.

extensively in

However, as Woytlnsky and 

.Woytlnsky.point out, "a comparison of the expenditures

of central governments in various countries l.s^ therefore

inconclusive unless-expenditnires of provincial <and local 
. ' ■ ** . ‘ . . - • ' 

governments are.also taken into account".

"-vides the rationale for the second index which

closely'expresses'the 'relative size of government

, v£sT?-vis the total economy.

c) Substantive Commitment ■ , ■

This pro- -

more

lv..;.Dsfense:^:exp.endltufe_:(:includ±ng veterans“benofl-ts^ - 

as a-percentage of national government eixpendi-
-flt •

ture (Def.E./N.G.E.).>

•
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Substantive‘•commitment is indicated by a rather 'simple

functional classification of national spending intu 

defense and civilian categories. ^Public spending could 

also be disaggregated by ministeries or collected into a

small number of programmatic categories such- as human r

resources, commercial resources, general government, and 

national security. The^direct dichotomy between defense 

and other public spending was chosen over more elaborate

possibilities because of the dominant role international 

conflict plays as a determinant of public finance and 

, because .of the importance of the "guns and butter" 

troversy continuous in many political
con-

systemS.

Of course these are not the only fiscal indices 

appropriate for this type of study. They are, however, 

the indices which moat directly quantify the independent

variable, and more importantly, differentiate between 

the dimensions of 'public activity.- The separateness of 

the three dimensions, especially of structure and

scope, can be questioned. ■ For example,- if a nation 

maintains a very centralized public structure, then

estimates of centralization of scope derived from the 
basic,index (N.G.E./l^.E.) will not be very wide of the 

:.t;r.ue-maxk.. However as. Table H^l-showsv the 'federal 

ratloB correlate only weakly with scope. Correcting 

national spending for defense outlays weakens the 

relationship even further. Therefore, the different
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sets of indicators are, in fact, measuring distinct 

dimensions of --

Table II-l: Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Matrix 
for Indices of Public Activity

. V,
M.G.E.-Def.E.
T.G.E-.-Def .E.

N.G.E. N.G.E.
: G.N.P.

T.G.E. 
G.N.P. ,T.G.E.

N.G.E.
T.G.E. .703 .286 . .246 ■

9

N.G.E.-Defi.E.
T.G.E.-Def.E. .703 .139 .129

■N.G.E.-
G.N.P. .286 .139 .960

T.G.E.
rG.N.P. i;'.

.746.. .129 .9:60

In one way or another, all of the above discussion 

rests''on the foundation of the sources, themselves ..

Though the potentiSlr lode of 

. public spending sources is rich, the vein deteriorates

.• . - • .
(listed in Appendix A).

when local, unit records for periods prior to World War 

II must'be obtained, 

confront the researcher:

Serious collection difficulties 

truncated"-series, series with 

only selecxed. years,Nmerging of short series into a

single, longer, one, and so forth. One of the principal 

reasons for initiating this project was.to assemble and

increase the stock of comparative public expenditure 

records, especially for s.ubnational units.

N.

. A
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It is highly unlikely that any data, especially 

time-series data, will he free from error.’ Though 

there is no ideal strategy to cope with these problems, 

some mention of the collection procedures is required.

First, in.respect to accuracy, the preference was for r 

sources which might be termed "primary" on the bas.ih

that the original data was either collected 

structed with care.
or recon-

13
This means using data developed 

by public finance' "country specialists" who were

engaged, in efforts to reconstruct public activity 

long-time periods.
over.

If this type of.monograph was 

unavailab'le, the second choice was.for official

national ..statistical series, especially efforts to 

present a longitudinal compendia for the given nation.. 

The final preference was for documents from quasi-public 

institutes which made efforts to develop public finance 

records as a service to various citizen groups.

The choices made to Insure accuracy were also ~ ... 

taken in order to enhance the comprehensiveness of the 

.da.ta.- Appendix B which lists the annual values for the 

' various ratios of centralization gives some indication

The gaps apparent prior to 

Mh7=r:esuhtwfrpm^;..l)..the abaepce . of. s^

H ■ ■

, of the span of the. data.

■tecords, 2) the unavailability of annual G.N.P. calcu­

lations, and 3) the failure of- governments to coj-lect 

and maintain records of their actions. The use of

1?
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multiple sources,for a given country to bridge t^hese 

gaps in some, cases poses the issue of merging•different 

data sets. Fortunately, history in the form 9f.inter- 

national conflict or regime change often creates'a 

. natural break-point in a.,nation!s records and the 
available.

sources

In addition to accuracy and comprehensiveness,' 

reliability must also.be achieved. Errors, though they
be.reduced by judicious selection of 

still rpmaih-.

can
sources, may

To minimize them even further, a simple 

procedure suggested by Schuech was used. 15
, This lead

to calculating decade averages for the various 

.traliz.ation ratios'.
cen-

Not.bnly.do the decade

stabilize the reliability of the centralization 

they also aid in.merging the data sets from different

averages

scores,

sources . And finally, calculating decade averages

^expedites the analysis, as -.will be. described i^T the 

discussion of the for the dependent variables. .sources

Inclusion of mixed spjirces for a -given nation and 

different types of. sources comparatively can be justi- 

p fled solely, on the grounds of extending the available

Currently in political science anddata base.

• have; been limited to single.'nation monographs 

comparison of the.most advanced nations such
or .to a 

as Germany
the. United Kingdom, and the'United' States.. The-

9

. \



4B-

• 22

advantages of breaking out of this "large nation"' bias 

and "developed nation" bias may compensate for some of 

the rough edges on the empirical evidence.

Analytic Indices; Development

Just as with centralization, alternative opera­

tional indicators characterize research oh development.- 

Unlike centralization, however, many measures .of

development function successfully, in comparative and 

temporal analysis. Since the hyp.o.theses derived from 

the two models dictate the general aspects of the

dependent variable (economic growth, political develop­

ment, and social modernization), the chief, problem is 

the selection of conceptually appropriate indicators 

from the many useful ones.
■

Pre'sently, . diff eren-t theories of d.evelopment are 

converging tp form an interdisciplinary synthesi^s. 

capturing the. commonality of the dependent variable int'o 

a general concept which aids' in cHbds^^^^^ cdrfect indi- ' 

This hewly^emerging "development syndrome" 

holds that development is' effected through a process of 

, increasing the Capahiliiy to pioduce desired outcomes 

and the engagement of the total society in the prpduc-

cators.

tion and use of. the outcomes. These are generally 

defined as; "the attainment of a mass..partici'pation 

polity, the. promotion of economic development, and the
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estalblishment of a welfare state". Taken together, 

these outcomes associated with the "development syn­

drome" Identify the crucial components of the 

dependent variable and considerably reduce the task of 

selecting' appropriate measures.'■ For each aspect of 

deyelopmeht, the following indlcds will be used: 

a) Economic Growth

In addition to gross national product, the work­

horse measure of.economic performance, the percentage 

of the labor force eniployed in the-prTmary sector and 

steel production will serve as indicators of "the 

promotion of‘•economic development".’ By stretching the

could singly measure growth;, . 

however, it is-an improvement to empJLoy the additional

two variables because they expand the information about
18the economic performance of a given nation.

Instead of combining the-'three economic variables 

into a singl'e index, keeping them separate retains

critical detail for evaluating the relationship between 

centralizatloh and economic growth, as expected by the 

Those protositions .which hypothesize that 
centralized government^facilitates economic growth

should be bolstered by pbsitiye associations between 

centralizatidh (structure and scope) and steel produc­

tion, as well as G.N.P. Conversely, one would expect 

the opposite pattern for centralization and agricultural
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employment. Comparing, the patterns for each 

economic development enhances the ability 

two models from different perspectives, 

b) Political Development

Determining "the'attainment of al mass particip'a- 

•-tion polity^' requires measuring legitimate and ille- • 

. gitimate political behavior, as well as obtaining some 

Information about the constraints

mgasure of

to assess the

■»

on participation. 
The status of the legislature and the conditions of 

suffrage will chart the nature of legitimate 

action. The first index shows the
political

existence of a 
legislature-, directly or indirectly . elected by a 

• electorate,

the' legal framework of suffrage, 

variables-examine the 

political participation.

The second .-index’ assesses

In essence, these two 

possibility of institutionalized

For illegitimate political b.ehavior, 

participation indicates the. most 

political and mllit

non-legitimate- 

serious non-legitlmate_ 

ary acts in a decade. Domestic 

political violence, a second measure of illegitimate

action, scores the most violent political 
in a country during e'ach decade.

acts committed

It differs from the
first variable by. emphasizing serloua violence in broad 

categories suph as major rioting; 
and civil

coup d'etat, rebellion, . 

covers a
more detailed range of behavior from foreign intervention

Non-legitimate participationwar.

V-
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and assassination to separatist rebellion and urban

uprisings. - Together» these two variables measure 

legitimate opposition to the prevailing government.

Often the only evidence of political activity 

originates out of reports concerning 

response to citizen action.

non­

government J s

It can be argued that as 

. development proceeds, government efforts to .constrain

•»

19participation are likely to increase. Such con­

straints, - therefore, may be the single best, indicator 

of political participation. The measure of participa­

tion constraints is the degree of political suppression

which indicates the most serious government acts of 

political and coercive suppression during a decadd.

As with the economic; growth measures, these differ­

ing facets of political development must be viewed ’ 

through a comparison of their respective behavior with 

the independent variable. For example, the^"resolved" 

model suggests a positive association between decen­

tralization and legitimate participation and negative 

■ associations between the Independent variable and the 

remaining two dimensions of mass participation.

•the impact of changes in the organization of public 

^.activity ■.on_ best be studied

■with a number of different, yet conceptually related, 

indicators of mass pairtlcipatlon.

Again,
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c) Social Modernization ^

Literacy, infant mortality, and-the number d£ 

elementary education pupils serve as measures for "tbe

establishment, of a'^'welfare state". From among the many 

candidates, these three measures of modernization go to ^ 

the heart of the social change process and are avail-'

able in a number of nations over fairly long time 

spans. • Of the two models, the "resolved" position pro­

duces, a clear proposition to test. If one assumes that 

efforts to "establish a welfare state" equate with 

system, response, then decentralization should associate 

with social modernization.

The data for development comes fro'm the Minnesota

Political Data Archive which is one of the more exten­

sive collections of comparative quantitative data in

Though the operational indicators 

for development follow the archive's definitions, the 

■ .particular interpretation in this study are my own. It 

. should be'“noted in regard to political measures, the 

M.P.D.A. codes and stores data by decades, that is, a 

.summary score was used to give a single value for each 

decade. In order t^ maintain comparability from one 

data series to another, the author calculated decade 

average scores for each, of the independent and dependent 

variables, even though in many cases annual, values exist 

for lengthy periods.

historical depth.
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Analytic Techniques; Alternative DeBlgns >

though most comparative.researchers pay lip 

vice to the riTual slogan "theory determines method", 

very few must truly believe it, since "timele'ss" 

sectional designs constitute the standard operating 

procedure for testing models of development. The 

litany of shortcomings attributed to .cross-sectional

ser-

cross-

analysis is now increasingly being chanted in technical 

discussions of comparative research. Among the famil­

iar accusations are: 1) making longitudinal inferences

from cross-section analysis, 2) waging "the battle of 

the N's" and'the concomitant gross comparison of units 

■ shch as the United States and Dahomey, an'd 3) falling 

to adjust Or correct for "Galton's problem".

- Explication of the shortcomings associated with single 

frame, cross-sectional designs need not be extended 

here. Instead solutions to'the problems will be 

■ addressed.

21

The obvious solutions.are two: 1) Increase the 

number of cross-sections; and 2) switch to serial 

analysis. Assuming one can collect the needed evidence 

for a number of time-r-frames (say the seven decades from 
„.,jim,Jc^;:M75.).,-.multiple cross-sectipn an^iyAis is a ; '

simple and direct strategy for overcoming.many, of the 

previous objections. Unfortunately, increasing the 

■ time-slices does not silence the complaints'.
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Nor should there be any expectation of resolution. 

Flanigan and Fogelman raise■serious questions about 

cross-sectional research applied to the study of 

development, even when the design utilizes multiple 

sections. They demonstrste two.telling objettlons to 

cross-sectional research;
•»

1) the strength of succesaiv.e 

correlations’ (i.e., over sections) will vary, and 2)'the 

relationship between' the different sets of variables

These comments strike crippling 

blows to multiple cross-section analysis which’ cannot 

easily be'recuperated, even with such devices as the 

portrayal of the correlations between the variables 

within each cross-section' and of each variable with 

itself over time as in the work of Outright and Wiley. 

The only path left to follow is the second solution. ' .

can

22
change through time.

The many advantages of longitudinal analysis have 

recently begun to attract more and more reseafchers in 

politics. Because diachronic studies permit the study ' 

of sequences, the estimation of duration, and greater

cp«fi8uration specification, they are increasingly 

being used to reconstruct' the past and add dynamics to. 

what has been until nW static political theory.

- Just ds with multiple cross-section analysis 

serial designs are not an immediate panacea. Difficul­

ties such, as trends, cycles, and autocorrelations

detract from their ready app|,icatlon. Since the

\
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technical details of these problems have been revUeved 

In other places. 24 ■O
It Is more Important to stress the 

point that, while both designs have their own special 

advantages, neither of them Is necessarily superior to

e other. It should not be surprising that the 

results generated by each design will differ, for they 

aim at answering different questions.

time, each design Is an Improvement over single section 

analysis and -can make a unique contribution to 

evaluating models of the public sector.

D.esplte these various analytic problems,-the 

general procedure employed Is to correlate centraliza­

tion with development across sixteen nations and

Multiple cross-section and 

serial designs are executed In order to 

tlve and longitudinal questions.

cross-section analysis, standard Pearson product-moment

T •»

At the same

over

the period 1870-1970.

answer compara-

For each decade of the

co-effIclents are calculated between each Independent and 

dependent variable. The standard ^ test of significance 

Quite naturally, as one2 6
for Pearson r Is used.

approaches the beginning of the century, the number of 

nations and quallt;y of data declines, 

tlon does not nullify the. exercise because:

This deterlora-

1) a numb er

„ of consistent relationships persist across decades, and 

2) the cross-sectional results bear some correspondence

to the serial findings.
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In the same manner that product-moment coeffi­

cients can be computed for cross-sectional analysis, 

they also can be. computed for time-series data.

Chapter IV evaluates the models of public organization’ 

.. from such serial correlations’. Instead of the usual 

significance test which takes sample size into account, 

the index of forecasting efficiency {^) was chosen. i.
because it is analogous to P.R.E.-type statistics, 

allows for the comparison of product-moment ■coefflcl,ents 
without any reliance on sample size.^^ This feature

overcomes the problem of trying to compare~correlatlons 

drawn from samples averaging six to eight decades where 

the,data intervals are of decade length.

The set of nations in -this study can in no way be 

construed as a technical sample of,the universe of 

nation-states. 28
Though sophisticated efforts continue 

to-,at-temp1r-ranabrmTmaoro-samples of nations, they still 

stumble over large obstacles such as missing data. ''

Dropping the pretense to scientific sampling and . 

insisting on limited inference has the payoff of advanc­

ing the understanding of development in the 

that .slowly expanding collections of national data have 

who study business cycles.^®

same manner

.\ •
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1. R. Maddlck, "Some Effects of Technical Innovations 
on the Relationship Between-Central and Local' 
Authorities," International Social Science Journal, • 
Vol. 12, no. 3 (1960), pp. 385-93.

2. Lawrence C. Mayer. C.omparative Political Inquiry; A 
Methodological Survey (Homewood, Illinois: The 
Dorsey Press’, 1972), Ch. 13.

3. Any catalogue of indicators o,f centralization would,
include; 1) formal constitutional pattern, 2) form 
of decision-making, 3) geographical dispersion of 
activities, 4) information flows, 5) expenditure and 
personnel compensation patterns, and 6) political 
party control. See the following representative 
studies: 1) Arthur S. Banks and Robert B. Textor, .A
Cross-Polity Survey (Cambridge; The M.I.T.
1963)2) Marshall Meyer, "The Two Authority Struc­
tures, of Bureaucratic' Organizations". Administrative 
Science Quarterly. Vol. 13, No. 2 (Sept. 1968), pp, 
211-28, 3) H. ,J. Kruisinga (ed.). The Balance Between 
Centralization and Decentralization in Managerial
Control .(Leiden; H. E. .Stenfert Kroese. 1954^. 4^
Manfred Kochen and Karl Deutscb, "Toward a Rational 
Theory of Decentralization: Some Implications of a 
Mathematical.Approach", American Political Science , 
Review. Vpl. LXII, no. 3 (Sept..1969)< pp, 734-49,
5) Thomas Whlsler, "Measuring.Centralization of• —
Control, in Business Organizations", New Perspectives

- - In Organization Research, (eds.) William Copp.er,.
Harold Leavitt, and Maynard Shelley II (New Tfork:
John Wiley, 1964), Ch. 18, 6) William Riker, 
'Federaliam (Boston; Little, Brown, 19'64).

4i Concurring In this .usage of public expenditures, 
Ilchman and Uphoff say "public bureaucracies can ^ 
best be understood in Infra-structural terms and 

. analyzed In terms of the f.low of resources". Warren 
. Ilchman and Norman Dphoff, The Political Economy of 
Change (Berkeley: s^Dniyersity of California Press, 
1969), p. 247. This "flow of res'ources" * (money) 
can best be measured by. simple "concentration

- ratios" well-known in economics which "are,; mathe­
matically,' simple fractions, Se.e Hayward Alker-, Jr. 
and Bruce Russett, "Indices for Comparing Inequality", 
Comparing Nations..(eds.) Richard Merritt ;and Stein 
Rokkan (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966),

..-Ch: 16....' ■;

Press,
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5. For a forceful discussion of the inter-governmental 
"partnership", see Jean Blonde!, An Introduction to 
■Comparative Government (.New York:
Publishers, 1969), p. 299,.

Praeger
A slm.ll'hr assumption 

concerning the division of control among' levels of 
government can be found.in Paulo Rets Vieira, 
"Toward a Theory of Decentralization: A Compara­
tive View of 45 Cbui^tries" (unpublished Ph.D. dis­
sertation, University of Southern California,
1967). . ■» '

6. Though it is often said that government expenditures 
are tied to revenues, the argument is overdrawn.
The major determinants of expenditures are socio­
political phenomena ,such as industrialization, 
urbanization, war, changes in political power and 
so forth. Certainly in the post-Keynesian era 
(and likely before as well) "public fevenues 
in only a very limited fashion as a restraint on 
public, expenditures". Frederic Pryor, "Elements of 
a Positive Theory of Public Expenditures"', 
Flnanzarchlv (Dec. 1967), p. 428.

serve

7. '.Irma Adelman and Cynthia Morris, Society, Politics
and Economic Development:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1967).

8. "The definition of government expenditure includes ^
not only the purchase of gj^ds and services but also 
transfers and subsidies . . , following social 
accounting convention, the expenditure of the public 
corporations and other public enterprises ,/.:5»hose 
transactions are not included in government accounts, 
are excluded . ^ . alsO Included are both current 
and capital budgets". Shibshankar Gupta, "Public 
Expenditures and Economic Growth: A Time-Series 
Analysis," Public Finance. Vol. XXII, no. 4 (1967). 
pp. 423-71:. ^—,

A Quantitative Approach

9. Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of Public 
. Expenditure in the United Klngd^~YPrinceton. N..T.; ■ 
Princeton Universijty Press, 1961).

10. There are a variety of possible modifications of 
; N.G.E./T.G;E. Some researchers correct for solely

-  national responsibilities by subtracting, in addi-
tion to military outlays, the public debt, spending" , 

-on diplomatic aifairs, the-postal service, etc.
For;an example uf constructing such:a "common.func­
tions" index, see Ira Sharkansky, The Politics of. 
Taxing and Spending (Indianapolis: The Bobbs- 
Merrlll Go., 1969)* Ch. 5.

'■ -v .
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11. W. S. Woytineky and E. S,Woytinsky, World Conitaerce 
and Government; Trends and Outlook (New York;: i;he 
Twentieth Century Fund, 1955), p. 684.

12. Conceptually, substantive commitment should not 
correlate with structure. More likely, it might 
associate with scope. Actually, substantive 
commitment (Def.E./N.G.E.) has a .weak negative 
relation (r= -0.09) with scope (T.G.E./G.N.P.). 
Table li-1 is the result of a crbse-taBulatlon of 
all sixteen nations using the data as listed in 

. tables found in the Appendices cited in Chapter III.-

13. Wolfgang Zapf and Peter Flora, "Some problems of
time-series analysis in research on modernizatlpn,"
.Social Sc^ TTi ^ rt n t* "f rtn , Vol. 10, no. 3,' pp. 53-enc e
102.

.14. Jap.an and Romania provide two excellent examples. 
Prior to World War II,. the Japanese Department of 
Finance produced The Financial and Econbmlc' Annua-r''^ 
of Japan b.eginning with 1901. 
the Japan Statistical Yearbook.

After World War II,.
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ now the principal

data source, attempts to connect present data with 
the previous series. Romania exemplifies an even ' 
sharper break because,the "socialist regime" now in 

- power begins its official aeries with 1‘95Q and 
makes no effort to link with pre-World War II 
records..

‘4.

15,.Erwin K. Scheuch, "Cross-National Comparisons Using 
Aggregate Data;. Some Substantive and Methodological 
Problems." Comparing Nations. (eds.) Richard 
Merritt and Stein Rokkan (New Haven:
.sity Press), Ch. 7.

16. This paragraph's thesis rests oh the theoretical 
convergence on the main processes of development 
that is occurring in economic and political 
development literature. For example, see Albert ^ .
'Hlrschman, The.Strategy of Economic Development ■

. . (New ,Haven: Yale UMverslty Press, 1958) and Fred 
;Riggs, "The Theory of Political Development 
Contemporary Pelltical Analysis, (ed.) James 

- . ■ Charlesworth (New York, Free Press, 1967), Ch; 16.

™for—development which sees, growth as pride ess "of 
increasing the capability to produce desired goals 
as the national system moves from disequilibrium to 
to disequilibrium. Also see Leonard Binder, et. al..

Yale Univer-
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Crises and Sequences in Political Development '
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1971). •
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the,various works emanating from.the archive. A 
descriptive brochure is available by writing, to the 
archive at 1414 Social Science,' University ‘of 
Minnesota.. All requests for data should bd 

, addressed to Professbrs. Fianigan and Fogelman.

“21. See Robert Burrowes, "Multiple Time-Series Analysis 
of Nation-Level Data," Comparative Political 
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CHAPTER III

' %'

MULTIPLE CENTRALIZATION PATTERNS

OF PUBLIC ORGANIZATION
•»

A lack of longitudinal evidence beyond a small 

number of developed nation^ and the failure to collect 

existing- data Into a single, comparative study remain 

a barrier to .evaluating alternative prescriptions of 

optimum pijbllc pi:.ganlzation. Expanding the national 

- units surveyed longitudinally opens the door to 

estimation of the consequences of a given public form.

. However, before the analysis of centralization's impact

on development can -proceed, -its temporal and compara~ 

tive patterns must be described. Chapter III pursues• 

this task by classifying public expenditure evidence

along the three organizational dimensions of public 

activity. '•

. Part.I; Organizational Dimensions of Public 
Activity in Comparative. Lon^^itudinal Perspective

Prior, to sketching the centralization patterns, I 

want to post a warnli^g about the'sensitivity of the 

Analysis to.differences in mode of display. Because the 

. . various indices of centralizatioit yield proportions, a. 

number of different display formats are possible, and 

obviously nations will exhibit different patterns

■m
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depending on’ the mode chosen. For example, the'nation- 

by-nation ratios can be. portrayed in fullest detail by

■ graphing them using the annual scores listed in Appen­

dix h. Since the last chapter presented reasons for 

■coHa'piing theTannual data into decade averages, the

indices" of centralization will be charted over decade

intervals in this chapter's tables. 

A. The Structure of Public Activity
■C''"

Previous research on public sector centralization 

concerns itself chiefly with the determinants of 

centralization, as shown by variations in the secular 

trend of public spending. . Much of this'discussion 

' ■ revolves around the theoretical explanations of the

erosion of. power, .in subnational decision-making unite s 

Let me emphasize that I am not directly interested in 

the determinants of centralization, but rather I simply . 

want- to first sketch.the degree of centralization for 

each nation as a preliminary to analyzing its impact on • 

development. After the national aeries have been 

surveyed, mention of their bearing on earlier efforts

will be appropriate.
, . - ., s

From Tdble III-l, it is immediately obvious'that 

the centralization ratios between, nations vary 

mousiy. Fo^y^^instance, in the period between the two 

world wars, the Spread on structural centralization 

..runs from 0.125 (India) to 0^939 (Romania).

i ■

^ •
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Important, this variation between nations is 

than the variation within each nation over, time; 

Equally noteworthy as the great diversity in

gre^ater 
1,

cen-

tralizay.on is the small amount of change exhibited'by ' 

seven of the sixteen nations (Belgium, Brazil, France, 

Italy; Peru, Romania., and Sweden). The stability of 

their central-local relations has.persisted through a'

considerable time-span marked by severe societal, 

changes. Quite simply. Table Ill-l demonstrates that 

many nations do not experience significant changes in 

.their degree of structural centralization.^ 

of these nations with stable levels of, structural 

centralization have high Index values (0.70 and over), 

Brazil and Sweden maintain their stability in 

moderate range (between 0.40 and 0.70).

.While most

a more

This means that

the.degree of centralization and the stability of struc­

tural arrangements are the result of differin^forces. 

Among those nations which do manifest varying

degrees, of centralization, two general groups emerge.

^ First, a steady shift' of public activity from sub­
national to national- levels characterizes af^oup of 

three countries — Ger^ttany , India,’and the United States; 

For these three countries, the central government was 

' barely active before 1900,-Jjun with th^ disrnptlons of 

■the World Wars, the Great Depression, and what has been 

called "the institutionalization of .,3
permanent crisis*, "

\
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the national governmenta have steadily augmented their 
control within the public sector.^

-r
Australia, Japan, Norway, Switzerland,

United Kingdom exemplify a set of nations whose strucr- 

tural arrangement^- vacillate substantially 

last hundred

and the

•»over the

Though together they display wide 

swings in centralization, only in 1940 do they 
jointly as a group.^

years.

move

Another point suggested by Table III-l is the 

absence of common movements among the various units. 
Not only do they form ^distinct patterns (stable in

contrast to fluctuating), but the overall national 
tr^ds in centralization change in different directions 

on a comparative-basis. 

from one decade to another.
That is, comparing countries 

some nations increase in 

centralization, others decrease, and some remain
unchanged.

Contrary tp conventional expectations, these

nations cannot be categorized by political-legal 

-If one compares the centralization
types.

ratios listed In 

Table Ill-l with the catalogue of political-economic 

characteristics presented in Chart III-l, some Interest-

For example, federally-organized 
states can be found among all three trends.

ing points emerge.

This fact
^ implies that the diJEference in the organization of
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Chart III-l, Selected Political-Economic Characteris­
tics, by Nation 's

Lever of:’Economic 
Type of Development
Economy (a)

Constitutional-
Legal

Structure
Nation

(b)
Recent Historical •»

AD Fed. Mar.

Mar.

1985 Early High.
1672 Early High
271 - Cont. Low

2308 Early High
1694 Early High
1761 Early High

89 'Cont. Low
1026 20th Cen.

20th Cen. 
Early High 
Cont. Low 
Cont. Low

BE Dn.

BR Fed.

Fed.

Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar.

Cen./Mar. 
Mar.

Cen./Mar. 
Cen./Mar. 

Mar. 
Cen.

■ CA

FR Un.

GE Fed'.

Fed.' IN
IT ; Dn.

JA Dn.

NO Da.

• PE Dh. 243

RO Dn. 399

Cen./Mar. 2370 Early HighSD, Dn. ■ 
Fed.

. Dn. ■. 
Fed.

SZ . Mar. 2252 
Mar. ■ 1642 
Mar. 3300.

Eajcly High 
Early High 
Early High

DK

DS ..

Copstitutional-Legal Structure — Federal: Fed.
Dnitary: Dn.

Type of Economy — Market: Mar.
Centralized: Cen. *

• Mixed: Cen./Mar..
Level of Economic Development — Recent: G.D.P. per

capita in 1966 DS $j Historical: Continuous Low: 
• Cont. Low (% work force in Agric. always exceeds 

60%). 20th Century: 20th Cen. <% work force in
• AgriCi in 1900 < 60% and in 19'60 < 35%). Early 
High (% work force in Agric. in 1860 <• 60%-and in 
1960 <25%).
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public activity between federal and unitary states may 

not be as crystal clear as it.appears to constitu­

tionalists.^

Similarly, these sixteen nations cannot be 

arranged by either type'"of economy or levels of-economic, 

development. For example, of the seven nations which 

show no change in their degree of structural centraliza­

tion, there are capitalist, socialist, and communist

economic systems as well as highly developed, moderately
• 7

developed, and underdeveloped econpmies. With ■ 

Australia, Japan, Norway; Switzerland, and the United 

Kingdom possessing changing degrees of national control, 

.distinctions based on federal versus unitary- government

and market versus centrally-planned economy simply have

These results completely negateno explanatory power.

many prior discussions of centralization which relate

the degree of national control to constitutioifdrl-or 

economic system factors. Such a conclusion should give 

pause to hasty taxonomies of nation-states.

Table- III-l yields one additional" and unusual con­

clusion. Over time, there appears to be a "convergence" 

of values in the middi'e range of the centralization 
l^ex. In the i960's, nine of thirteen nations fall in 

the 0-.40 to 0.70 range; while in the 1900's four of ten 

nations were in the same span. Looking over the graphs 

of the centralization scores, "convergence" includes

'V
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nations with high and low levels of structural ' 

centralization: before 1940. This evidence agrees With 

Mesmer*s research, which on the basis of 

sectional analys'ls" of fifty-three nations (1950-1955)

a cross- .

concluded' that as nations develop, their centralization 

ratios converge.

Because International conflict produces serious 

disturbances In a nation's degree of centralization, it 

needs to be "removed" from, the analysis.

' war'8 capacity to disrupt the normal structural form of 

a given public sector, I have corrected the/basic 

structural ratio by subtracting defense spending from 

•the numerator and denominator. Recall from the last 

chapter that this.second structural index, while not 

being' totally Ideal, is an estimator of the degree of

8

As a checlc on

''.■•national control oyer non-defense or "civilian" 
expenditures".

The evidence for "domestic" centralization shown

on Table III-2 confirms the expected: all nations have
«

lower ratio values for non-defense public activity, 

tha nations over time, the average reduction is slightly 

over ten.percent.

For

S •J?'

Again, the variation between-nations 

is larger than the withln-nation variations 

Thus;

over time.

removal of^defense expendlturea^ncovers more 

inter-nation diversity.
' X

•a.
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^ While the orgaaiza'tjioaal forma for domestic ' 

activity show more spread la coatrast to total public 

activity, there aow Is less vaclllatloa wlthia each 

aatloa. This comes as iio surprise because the'later- 

mltteat ceatrallzlag- pull of lateraatloaal coafllct has 

beea removed. With N.G.E./T.G.E., sevea aatloas remained 

stable over time, whereas eight aatloas have stable 

structures for non-defense activity. Likewise, Instead 

of three nations with, linear-increasing trends, there

- - are-~f brur;-' -imd'-lnatead~bf: five natl^ hiving ^^dely ”

varying degrees of structural centralization, there are 

only three. These differences mean that central-local 

arrangements are quite stable during peacetime and that 

what.shifts do occur are marginal.

‘ Table 1II-2 also confirms the weakness of classify­

ing nations by constitutional-legal or economic system 

types. Again, all three patterns of centralization ■con-

.^■

sls.t of federal and unitary states as well as market
Q

■ and centrally-planned economies. The "convergence" 

proposition also receives additional support. The 

over-time movements, as^measured by the second ratio, 

show an Increase of nations in,the moderate range for 

the contemporary period.^ . .

■ While the ratio of domestic centra^zation confirms 

the findings of Table III-l, it extends the' analysis . 

through an ability to detail changes in the distribution

*>

\
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of political power in a nation. 

ing out the major escogenous influence on nation-states, 

the "civilian" ratio permits the researcher to chart

That is, by fiiter-

endogenously-induced shifts with greater clarity. A 

few examples of endogenous change's will suffice for 

illustration. Adolf, Hitler *s accession to power in 

Germany stands out sharply as the ratio shifts from 

0.467 -in 1933 to 0.556 in 1934 and continues acutely
11

— —upwards. ._For those seeking ammunition against the 

','Tweedledum-Tweedledee" view of American political

parties, the non-defense-index shows the relative 

■passivity of the Eisenhower presidency contrasted with

- - the New Frontier and the Great Society,

The precipitous decline in Brazil's centralization 

trend during the 1920's corresponds well with the- 

rapid decay of the federal government's ability to cope 

.wij:h forces contending for national- power. This whole 

decade was rife with political turmoil and attempts to 

. overthrow the "Old Republic.." The decentralizipg trend

reverses itself during the 1930's when Getulio Vargas 

established the authoritarian Estado Novo.^^ Likewise,

the decentralization found-in the.non-defense index
N

values for Japap.from 1880 to the late 1920's matches 

the changes from the Tokugawa to ileiji to the Liberal 

period.

.- '
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In summary, the two ratios of structural 

centralization underline the assarted national trends. 

These diverse trends nullify taxonomies of public ■ 

sector organization on^ the basis of constitutional-

■ ^

4
legal structures, types of economy, or levels of 

econon^ic development. By negating many of the usual. 

. determinants of public sector organization, this

• result is important because it reaffirms public organi­

zation as an'Independent variable in the study of the 

policy process.

B. The Scope of Public Activity

The last, chapter noted that among the common mean­

ings and measures of centralization was the ratio of 

public spending to total community output, 

this index developed out of the economists'' need to 

gauge the impact of the public sector on the^^otal 

This ratio also has proven valuable for 

For example, Russett et. al.

The use of

economy.

political research. com­

piled this measure cross-sectionally to estimate the
,il4"pote^ial Influence of government in the economy.

Much of the researchs^on the relative size of the public 

domain generally focuses on the growth and evolution

As with the'structure of public 

activity, I am not concerned with the factors that 

account for changes in scope; rather, before its impact

of public spending.

•rV
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.. on development can be evaluated, the national trepds 

must.be outlined.

Detailing the .scope of government over time shows.

that nations fall into -different clhss.es along'this 

organizationa.l 'dimension. I
Contrasting with structure, 

there ip leas, between-nation diversity as exemplified -

by the narrow band’from 0.00 to 0.30 which contains 

most Of the decade values. Scores exceeding 0.30 are 

associated with periods of international conflict, 

exception la Romania.
the ■

In fact,, though more variation 

. chara'c-terizes the national scope series, most of this

change oan.be accounted for by the onset of the World 

Wars.- Specifically, of the nations showing 

shifts, only Sweden is an e'xception to the common 

movements of Belgium, Canada, France, Japan, and the

numerous

/

United Kingdom.
C.'

Uowe.ver, one must not make too much of war's 

Impact on scope. Of the most stable nations (Australia, - 

®’^®2ll, India, Italy, Peru, and Switzerland), the three 

combatants — Australia, Brazil, Italy do show some

increasein scope during the 1940*8, but the change can 

hardly be termed significant. Rather than assuming 

massive -shifts in the public-private division, this 

evidence strongly.reminds the analyst that crisis has

differential effect from nation to. nation.>

• (C
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Again, constltiitlonal-legal arrangements hatre no 

taxonomic utility. On the other' hand, economic factors 

can categorize naribna into different time patterns on 

scope. Though the short data from Romania hints at a 

possible exception, the organization of the marketplace 

does not distinguish between nations as to their cen- 

t'falizatio.n of scope. But economic development appears 

to do so.' The best example comes from the set of

•

I-

countries which have not changed' over the decades. The

common denominator of this group is their relative 

underdevelopment. Brazil, India, and Peru all possess- 

transitional'economies.. Of the three "European!' '

'nations, Italy has only recently achieved.a modern

Australia and Switzerland developed sooner. 

Caution must be exercised in generalizing this result.

At best, the evidence confirms the widely-held view
--

that leas developed nations tend to have small, public 

sectors.

15economy.

As for the "convergence" proposition, it possesses 

little analytic value for scope. The contemporary spread 

of' nations exceeds thp range'found prior to World War I.
N

In contrast to centralization within the public sector,

' constraints on scope exert greater, resistance to change. 

In other words,'S decision to manipulate the structure 

of public action is easier to. implement than a decision 

to expand or contract the public sector.

4k
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When the total' public sector as a proportion of 

the national product can be calculated, the results do 

not differ'radically from those using central govern­

ment data. Inclusion of subnational activity into the 

measure of scope-increases inter-nation diversity. I
Only four of sixteen countries have an unchanging 

public-private.division. Of the majority which exhibit 

change, the rapid expansion of the public sector 

demanded b’y international conflict is operative. How-

are deviating cases. Both 

nations show a steady, incremental growth in the size 

of their public sectors over the last 60-80 years.

ever, Swedeh and the U.S.A.

Attempts to categorize.nations by constitutional 

or economic frameworks lead nowhere. Only a typology 

ranking nations .by levels of economic development has

any meaningful value; For example, three of th;e four 

nations stable on total scope (Brazil, India, Peru) are 

comparatively "underdeveloped"; whereas the group that

shows a linear, increasing trend consists of four highly 

. developed economies. (Germany, Norway, Sweden, the United 

. The nations characterized by fluctuating'States)

'patterns of total scope have .all achieved a relatively 

developed Status. The data on total, scope also agrees

with the hational scope e-vidence as to the' general 

disutility of. the "convergence!' proposal for thinking

about chahges in the relative scope of the public
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domaln^. Yet, in comparison to national scope, the 

values for total public sector fall within a tighter

range in the current period.- The- conclusion is simple: 

examining only N. G .E •/G.N ..P . masks the contributions of 

sub-national units; once these units are Included, all 

contemppr^y goy_e.r.nmBnJ:s despite constitutional and “ 

-ideological differences, strive to provide similar 

baskets of public goods and services.^®

C. The Substantive Commitment of Public Activity

i ■■

The. degree to which public resources are devoted 

to, one policy^'or another is the final organizational 

dimension of public activity,to be described. The 

simple dichotomy illustrated on Table ilI-5 measures 

changes in the concentration of public resources com­

mitted to'national defense. Aside from the obvious 

causal factor of international conflict, some important 

points, obtain.^

Instead of three distinct trends, only two appear: 

curvilinear .or stable. The first pattern encompasses 

ten of 'the sixteen nations, nine of which have been

combatants in major, wars.,^ The second and smaller set 

(Belgium, Brazil, Norway, Peru, Sweden) can be classed

Notice that no'other factors — 

constitutional, economic, or ideological — serve to 

categorize these nations consistently on their defense 

expenditure records.

as minor combatants.

a:-:
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India offers an unusual case, one marked by a

steady decline in the Def.E./N.G.E. ratio over the'past 
fifty years. w

Australia, Canada, Germany, Italy, Japan, 

and Romania also exhibit this seeming demilitarization
*■>

in the post-World War II era’. Though this decline ’to 

below levels prevailing before World War II is impor­

tant to note, actually the expansion of civilian 

activities by the center produces this reallocation of 

public resources.

■Contrar to the impressions, puf forward-in the 

two models, the nations examined do.not manifest a 

slowly Increasing degree of centralization. Quite the 

opposite, -either an unchanging or fluctuating time-series 

more commonly typifies a given nation's history of 

\ changes in. public organization. Equally significant,

the typical trend differs for each arganizational
* - * • ...
dimen^on.

Second, the data undermines moat proposed deter­

minants of centralization.- Constitutional-legal and 

economic market relationships again lack classificatory 

pdwer. . Only econornic^development levels serve to dls- 

;criminate weakly between nations as 

centralization and then only for the'dimension of 

This'suggestion must be taken cautiously for the - 

influence of international conflict clouds the issue. 

.-That is, if defense spending is removed .from the

to their degree of

scope.
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calculations of scope, many nations with sharp'swings

in scope revert to either a stable or sloHly Incr'easlng 

trend in such fashion as to confound the analytic 

fulness of economic levels'.

*' iuse-

Even the- common .movements

attributed to.conflict must be’ dealt with carefully »

because war differentially affects the sixteen nations.

The correct conclusion from the Ibngitudinal evidencfe 

can be 'simply put: centralization is an Independent 

property of public sector organization.
^ •

Part II: Empirical Patterns
of Centralization

The longitudinal outlines of centralization taken 

from the. above tables can be lost among the extensive’ 

combinations of units, indices, and time periods.

While great detail•informs, it can also obscure the 

main themes. Prior studies, because they concentrated 

on a.^single nation, or a few nations, have only

dev.eloped propositions limited to the small .number of 

countries reviewed. With- the latger set of units 

veyed longitudinally oh different indices, classifies-

sur-

tion of the separate units into behavlorally-similar
18

N
groups becomes necessary. In analyzing the national 

it: became- evident that only a small number ofseries

empirically-idehtlfiable patterns kfept recurring: 1)
. . ^ , . .

stable over time, 2) linear increasing over time, and

3) curvilinear over time

>-

To consistently assign •

. \
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■ ' individual national series, to thes^ logical' patteVns,

■ only operational, definitions are missing. The follow-- ; 

Ing criteria are used to designate "behavioral cate­

gories" which chart the patterns of_. centralization 

along the three .organraatlonal dimensions of public 

activity:

Pattern I:- Stable over time .

•a) range.does not exceed 0.15 • 

b) no decade-to-de.cade fluctuations to exceed

I

..i

• . ± 0.15

Pattern ri: Linear increasing over time 

a) range exceeds 0,15.

.... b) no decline in decade-to-decade values to 

exceed 0.10

c) contemporary value muet exceed by + 0.20 or 

more .the earliest decade value.- 

Patter^. Ill: Curvilinear over time

a) range exceeds 0.15

b) series must exhibit - at least one decade-to- 

decade increase exceeding,+ 0.15

c) series, must also exhibit at least one decade-
. . . . . -..S''

to-decade decrease exceeding r 0.l5

Table III-6 gives the assignment of nations to patterns 

by index of centralization.' 

in order to distinguish those units that have 

undergone a rapid change in X" from "those that have

II.
•N .



58

Table 111-6: Aasigament of Hatipng^.to Centralization " 
Patterna, by Index of Centralization

I
- i«,

Pattern II:
Linear

Increasing

Indices of Pattern I: 
Centralization Stable

Pattern III: 
Curvilinear

'-1

BE - PE 
BR • RO 
PR

6E AU SZ
N^G.E. ■
T‘.G,B-.

IN JA UK
SD US NO

IT

BE PE •GE AU
N.G.E.-Def.E.
T.G.E.-Def.E.

BR RO IN JA
FR SD NO US
IT SZ

AU. IT . 
PE *,

GE BE JAN.G.E.
G.N.P. BR NO CA ■ SD

. IN SZ US FR ' , UK .

■T.G.E.
G .'N. P.

AU IN • GE SD ,BE IT SZ 
FR JA UKBR PE NO US

BE PE • (IN)*Def.E. AU JA
BR SDN.G.E, CA RO
NO ■ FR SZ

GE UK
IT US

Australia: AU 
Belgium: BE,

_ . Brazil: BR .
Canada:
France:

Germany: GE 
India: IN 
Italy: IT 
Japan: JA 
Norway: NO

Peru: .
Romania:
Sweden:
Switzerland: . SZ‘ 
United-Kingdom: UK 
United States: US

*Though classified here for convenience',. India has a 
linear decreasing pattern for substantive.commitment 
to*defense. . See footnote 42 text.'

PE .
RO
SD

CA
FR

(■

•

-
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undergone no change or 

the opposite direction," 

time-series must be^specified: 

tion, and 2) inter-decade change.

that have changed the most vin 
19

two qualities'Of each unit’s 

1) the span of varia-

Inspecting" the 

national trends for each of the centralization indices.
"•5

■?

a significant break appears between those nations with ' 

a range less than 0'.15 and those with a range of 0.20 

While a range of 0.15 can seemingly die- 

guise what some might consider significant shifts in 

.centralization on a comparative basis, the narrow band

: 20and over.

of'variation in many natlohal patterns approabhes a 

stationary time-series.

- Though the range suffices to distinguish -between 

stable and changing patterns, the degree and direction 

- of inter-decade change is required to separate the vari­

ous moving series into different categories. The

crucial distinction comes between series exhibiting 

relatively ste'ady Increases time and periodicity,-

is exp.ressed-_in the requirement that pattern

over

II,

series not show any inter-decade decline exceeding 

“This, allows-for
- 0.10.

an occasional s^ell retrogression, but 

■ restricts, this patter.n to those nations featuring strong

21 :upward: movement in their centralization scores, 

insisting t^ contemporary centralization value be

signifioantly larger than the earlier values adds a

By

-■n ' ■

- : v
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further check to the separation of the linear 

increasing pattern from the curvilinear

The charge of brute empiricism could possibly be 

leveled against the operational-definitions for 

centralization patterns, 

ignore the current "incremental" explanations of public 

expenditure. Analysts such as Wildavskyt Crecine, and 

Anton have shrown that public'budgeting is incremental

one.

t^e

However, to do so would be to -?

and :stable over time, with any variations being 

sldered stochastic error.
con-T

Their findings, while 

valid for-the United States, may not apply to the bud­

geting practices of other nations, expeclally those

often classified as economically or politically 
"transitional." Applying the "incremental" theory to 

political centralization, one would expect small

changes in the year-to-year scores, and even in the 

National series with incrementaldecade averages.

changes would then be considered "stable," as called for

• by this explanation of public expenditure practices.

Likewise, national series characterized by rapid growth

or ,wide_ variations, whether caused by changing economic 
’ . ■ .N

or political (-fortunes, would have to be termed " 

incremental."

non-

From this logic, the_operational defini­

tions for the centralization patterns can be derived. 

A8"Eabl-e-“III-6~^ the "incremental" - thesis

is a culture-bound explanation.^^

\
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The principal benefit of Table II1-6 

its convenient suinnarization of the 

zation ratio tables, 

descriptive points made earlier.

comes from - •

separate centrall- 

It puts in bold, relief a'll of the

No longer can it be 

assumed that nations follow the same evolutibnary path 

in the development of their public sectors. Quite the
contrary, as a comparison of the centralization 

(from Table 1II-6) with the national 

characteristics (from Chart lll-l) shows, 

similar constitutional 

often display marked differen

patterns 

political-economic

nations' with

or economic arrangements will

in their time patterns 

of centralization along each organizational dimension. 

•This discovery runs counter to the

ces

pervasive idea that ' 

individual public sectors evolve in a similar manner.

While much of the support for this mistaken view 

derives from 

- uncritlcaily Accepted 

longltudinal'frame of reference.

cross-sectional analyses,it-is

even by theorists who work with a 

.as exemplified by many
developmentalists in both approaches to public organiza-

- 25 ^ ■
Because the unilinear path so dominatestlon.

1,

deyelopmental theorizing, it contributes directly to 

the polarized views as to -the Impact of centralization. 

The following section presents a review counterposing' 

Jhe evidence of this.thesis with former research in
order to further affirm the. multilinear position and
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to identify- some basic shortcomings in unilinear s 
formulations.

Part III;_ _ _ _ _ Some Conventional
■Wisdom Reconsidered"

Perhaps.'the best, review of Current wisdom on' -•

public expenditure behavior can be found in Richard 

MUsgrave's Fiscal Systems. In his book, Musgrave 

marshalls -numerous studies into a single coherent

statement of theory based on a unified body of 

empirical evidence. The theory and evidence yield 

three variations of the bksic pattern known ks Wagner's 

Reproducing it in a somewhat simplified form, 

Wagner held that "in a hnmber of industrial countries, '

■ "law."^^

the level of public spending had over an extended 

period, tended to Increase . . . but more importantly 

public spending had increased at a faster rate than
28

community input.

. Wagner argued that a number of f^Fes fundamental

to industrial society led to the growing dominance of 

government, over a society's resources, 

forces are;
Briefly, these 

1) social mobilization, 2) the conCentra- 

tion of economic activity into a small number of firms.

and .3) economies of scale achieved by government
9 0 ^

vision of spcial goods. Wagner's belief -in the
'-S'-

universal effect of these forces can be seen, in his

pro-
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argument that "government will grow relative to economy 

regardless of the political character of the society- 

. . . whether the political system is liberal or con­

servative, democratic or authoritarian, capitalistic or
30

noncapltallstlc, makes no difference. A stronger

statement of, the unilinear development path would be 

unimaginable I ^

To date, the major studies of the public sector 

the presence of this linear and increasing

■?

assume

secular trend for expenditures. The only difference 

between them can be found in their theoretical explana­

tions for the'shape of the trend. Not one makes a

determined effort to challenge or disprove'Wagner's 

original position. Clearly then, most, theories of 

expenditure behavior remain within the paradigm 

established by Wagner's ideas.

The linear trend implicit within the WagnMian 

paradigm dominating -public finance neatly dovetails 

with the^current "incremental" explanation of public 

sector activity so favored by political scientists.

Glv-en the slow, but steady growth of public expenditures 
(at least in the natioi^s usually studied), what better 

answer could be devised than that this fiscal pattern 

results from a balance of political forces .(shades of- 

classic pluralism!) and .they in turn reflect the 

;relative stability of the larger environment. While
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having validity for some political-economic systems.

the cross-national extension of. lncrementalj.sm has 
limits. As I pointed out above, the principal research 

defect is very small sample size, 

structure has been built on
A grand theoretical

an exceedingly thin founda- 

. Rectifying this data shortage has been 

reason for the present effort, 

additional evidence differ from the conventional wisdom

tion.. one

How- then does the

of the unilinear, pattern?

A. The Structure of Public Activity

Any study of public structure using public expendi­

ture indices must consider Alan Peacock and Jack

Wiseman's-classic study. The Growth of Public Expendi­

tures in the United Kingdom. Wlth'^the aid of long

time-series data on the public expenditures and 

growth of the United Kingdom, they attempt to supplement

national

Wagner’s "law" by examining the fluctuations in the 

secular trend of public activity. Basically, they 

propose two "effects" which account for the "altera­

tions in the supply of public goods that 

the secular trend of inareasing public activity.

The two "effects" are: 1) displacement, and 2) 

Displacement refere-to the rapid, but

occur within

concentration.

temporary, increases that occur in public expenditures 

when a social crisis threatens a nation. ‘ Concentration 

"refers to the presumed erosion of power in subnational

•s' ■

\
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„34
decision-making units, 

such as war (hot and cold), changing technology.

For a variety of teason^

Increasing urbanization, and growth In transport and 

-communication networks. Peacock and Wiseman see the

central,government assuming greater responsibility for 

public activity over time.

" Criticisms of Peacock and Wiseman take two differ­

ent forms. ■ The first challenges their theoretical 

explanation for the workings of the displacement and

Essenti^li-y, Peacock and 

Wiseman'argue that a nation's urgent needs during a 

crisis permit the government to exceed normal levels of

■ >

concentrat'ion effects.

taxation and place a heavier fiscal burden 'on the

population. As the crisis passes, the tax rate does

• not return to former levels because the populace has 

adjusted tg, a new higher "tolerable burden of public

Critics contend that tb assume a popu­

lation adjusts to a higher "tolerable burden" puts the 

emphasis on the wrong side of the question. Rather the 

social upheavals which produce the marked shifts in

expenditure.

public spending result In "radical changes about the
.,36N

proper role of government.". Consequently, new types

of■expenditures — for example, welfare' services — 

• become ''desirable." Because pursuing the attitudinal 

aspects ,of jiubllc expenditure variations would take me
•v

far afield Into questions of social psychology, 1 prefer ■

\
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to turn to the second type of response to Peacdck and 
■Wiseman/

Mor'e relevant for this study are the issues raised 

■by generalising public activity patterns from a single 

case. (i.'e.,. the United Kingdom). Questions about the ■»

concentration effect appear in a number of studies.
■ . *' *

For example, Martin and Lewis contend that local 

ment has little importance in underdeveloped states.
govern-

thus restricting the operation of conce9i*a4J.on and dis­

placement to developed states. As seed previously, 

Mesmer theorizes that as nations develop,'their
centralization ratios converge.^® Davies notes that in

■ federal systems the concentration effect does not .
hold.^®

And Gupta argues that displacement occurs 

during any general social crisis like economic depres­

sion as well as war. 40
The crucial question to be 

asked, of this literature on public expenditure behavior
Is: do centralization patterns other Ctthn linear 

increasing exist? .

Returning to Table .I1I-6, the answer is emphati- 

When applied to previous research oncally yes.

changes in 'the structurai arrangements, of public
N

-activity,' the empirical evidenoe‘.contradlcts most of 

PirSt, the structural stability of

it.'

many hations on both 

indices demonstrates that the concentration effect does

not operate to produce significant shifts in power from

\-
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local to national government in many nations. . This 

means that Peacock and Wiseman's' expl.anation cannot be 

generalized freely beyond the United Kingdom. At best,

, . it may apply to nations oi patterns II and III.

Second, the concentration effect, when operative,’ 

influences nations differentially. As before, distinc-’ 

tions of federal versus unitary government and market: 

versus centrally-planned economy have no explanatory 

power, with Australia, Japans Norway, Switzerland, and 

the United Kingdom manifesting a curvilinear pattern 

on N.G.E-./T'.G.E . Likewise, pattern I, .with "the 

diversity,of Belgium,' Brazil, France, Italy, Peru, 

•Romania, and Sweden, restrains any ready explanation.^^ 

Just as the patterns have raised doubts about the
V

• Peacock^and Wiseman findings, it also casts a shadow on 

.. some of the counter-arguments. While Peru and Romania 

confirm Martin and Lewis' proposition, the cases of 

“Bra¥ll and India call it into question. Brazil 

deviates because;it shows a slow decentralization from 

X3 its earlier: moderate level and-India deviates because
i. , _ ■ -i •

of" its low level' o4 centralization prior to independ^ 
enoe.^^ The evidence here suggests that .Martin and 

Lewis' contention that local government is unimportant 

in underdeveloped nations might better be qualified to, 

holding for unitary s.tates only. ,

■?

/ •

•S
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.Davies' argument seems shaky on at least two 

grounds. First, if the temporal perspective is 

restricted to the post-World War II period which Davies 

uses, the patterns of India and more recently, Brazil, 

run counter to his thesis that local governments 

growing, in importance In federal states. Second, if

i.'

are

■vr*’

the time-frame is expanded, of those nations for which 

he offers data — Australia, Canada, Germany, the 

United States, and Switzerland --the first four show' 

highisr centralj|zation ratios in the post-World War II 

... period -than in the decades between the World Wars, 

the other hand, Switzerland evidences a slightly 

centralized structure prior to World War II than 

after, thus auj)p6rting Davies’ hypothesis.

The agre.ement between Mesmer's "convergence"
N

proposal and ' the data here has already been discussed.. 

However, the displacement hypothesis which sees war as

On

more

43

the major external shock to- the political system 

requires modification. Looking at both structural 

indices,' Belgium, Peru, and Romania reach their highest 

cent.rallzation values during peaceful times. 

occurrence could be ascribed to Gupta's extension of

This

-the displacement- effect to economic crisis on the 

grounds that these countries were experiencing the 

crisis of underdevelopment . .• But his view of displace­

ment receives rough treatment from the empirical.

V 1^
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evidence. France,Tapan, and Switzerland among others 

reach low points In their centralization values

precisely when, according to Gupta, they should be 

peaking, during the Great Depression.

‘The •classification of nations on the indices of 

structural centralization shown on Table III-6 con­

firms the presence of differing patterns of centraliza-' 

tlon, and hence calls into doubt previous .gtudies of 

public activity which assume a linear trend over time. 

Likewise, the detail concerning peacetime expenditures 

gained by removing de'fense spending, allows for the 

•study of'diffdrent types of structural "displacement."' 

B,y rejecting the generality' of economic crisis dis­

placement and demonstrating the potential of "political" 

displacement., the national patterns on the modified

■-?

structural ratio also permit an evaluation of the 

"incremental" thesis. Quite simply, incrementa'T' 

explanations "bnly fit pattern II nations.

B. The Scope of Public Activity . ' .

Of the three organizational dimensions of public 

activity, what.I have termed scope most- directly equates 

with the ;ideas embodied^in .Wagner's "law." Thus, the 

requirement to demonstrate multiple patterns fxir scope 

exceeds that for structure. Basically,•if'Wagner's " 

"law" holds in all cases, then only a linear increasing 

ratio of scope will be found, whi^ch'will inhibit any
•N.

\
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comparative test of. centralized versus decentralized 

public sectors.

Table 111-6 shows that, nations do, in fact, fall 

into different patterns along the'dimension of scope.

However, some important distinctions between structure
■?

and scope appear. On the one hand, the relative homo­

geneity in the degree of underdevelopment characteriz-^ 

ing the nations in pattern I confirms Wagner's view

that nations experiencing growing public sectors will 

be those undergoing.industrialization. On the other

hand, the nations with curvilinear trends (pattern 111) 

contradict Wagder's unilinear assumption. The evidence

on the scope of public activity, while tending to 

firm that the forces identified by Wagner and stressed

con-

. by Musgrave do have some effect on the.growth of the 

public, sector, should'caution uncritical acceptance of 

the unilinear secular trend for. all nations, given the 

presence, of st'able and curvilinear 

. C. The Substance of Public Activl'tv

Again, as with structure and scope, failure to 

demonstrate different patterns of substantive centrali­

zation will hinder evaluation of the models of public ^ 

organization. Unlike the previous.indices, Def.E./

cases•

N.G.E. splits the sixteen nations into two gpoups: 

curvilinear or stable.'45 ■
Membership in these two 

patterns corresponds directly with involvement of
. >

e.’
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non-involvement in international conflict.. . Unaurpf'is- 

ingly, sharp increases in^ .the degree of public resources

committed to national security varies with the degree 

of military involvement. In terms of the Impact of 

. changes in this commitment on development, the more'

relevant factor will be level of defense spending 

malh£alned between wars.

The empirical evidence summarized in Table II1-6

suggests that public activity development follows a 

number of different patterns, 

focuses on .the structure, the

Whether the concern

scope, or the sub,8taiice 

of public activity, at least three, not one, empirically.-

identlfiable patterns appear when the set of nations 

contains types other than highly developed. To be

■ sure, the forces causing shifts in centralization have 

been outlined with some success by earlier studies. 

Though Musgrave and others have identified economic';

. PPyticaly^and social forces bearing on national

expenditure patterns, he candidly admits "the evidence 

(about Wagner's law) remains puzzling and in need of
. • -'t.

further explanation, including greater emphasis bn what 

we haye called noneconomic fa;ctors."^^

- But Musgrave. refers to the determinants of the 

tralization ratios; not their impacts, 

public finance research important? The critical point 

of economists bn a single pattern of

cen-

Why then is this.

.■ >

\
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centralization and the Identification here of more than 

one basic pattern.' As Richard Bird has succinctly 

summarized:

" .r'.r'

In essence,, the approach of Wagner's "law" to the 

problem of expenditure'growth'Is teleological.

. that Is, the process of development Is presented 

as'being from lower to higher shares of government 

• In the national Income, as though some unintended - 

purposiveness Is being Inevitably fulfilled.- The 

Increase In expenditure Is seen not as the result 

' ' of Individual and organizational choices which 

. could concelyably have been made differently, but 

, rather as a "function" of certain situations

(changes In Income, urbanization,- etc.) or as

fulfilling certain needs or requirements (tech-
"■ 47

. nologlc'al change, monopolization).

To the extent that models of public activity assunf^ a 

teleological pat-tern of centralization, propositions 

linking changes in public organization to the develop­

ment process will be faulty.,. Thus, the discovery of

. multiple patterns of centralization must be paramount 

and prior to any effort assessing the impact or contri­

bution of centralization to development.
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FOOTNOTES

1. Standard deviations for individual nations are 
markedly smaller than the standard deviation 
sixteen nations taken together.

- \

for■all

2. This stability of the structural centralization 
index raises a serious analytic problem. From a 
statistical point of view, since these seven nations 
vary within a tight range over time, correlations 
between them and Indices of development are precluded, 

^wnile this can be a formidable research 'obstacle - 
there are two solutions:
1) in a highly centralized structure, even a slight 
change (a.g., from 0.75 -to 0.67) may, in fact, effect 
progress, and thus needs to be tested;
2) these nations can be treated as a group and com­
pared to the other patterns which exhibit change in 
order to. evaluate the effect of the pattern per ae.
In either case, correlation analysis is appropriate 
and useful. For further discussion of these points, 
see Hubert,M. Blalock, Jr., Causal Inferences in 
^onexperimenfal Research (Chipel Hill, N.C.: -ffhe 
University of North Carolina Press, 1961),

■»

Ch.

3. L.'L. Wade and R. L. Curry, Jr 
'Policy;
Calif.:

. A Logic of Public 
Aspects' of Political Economy (Belmont, 
Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1970), p. 85.

• »

4. For India, the initiation of greater activity at the 
center is less a'result of the shock of war and more 
the response to the shocks of Independence a-nd 
delving to modernity."

5. Despite the global sweep of World War II, some
nations largely escaped its effect on their internal 
government structure, as seen by the Latin-American 
countries of Brazil (a combatant) and Peru (a 
combatant)i

non-

6. Determination of the co-- -  constitutional-legal structure
of the nations listed on Chart III-I comes' from Jean 
Blondel, An Introduction to Comparative 'Government 

• (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1969), Appendix.
■ Also, see Carl J. Friedrich, Trends of Federalism in 
Theoryvand Practice (New YorkI “
.1968). ^

Praeger Publishers,

^ff.fsoing nations by types of economy is an especially 
difficult task, given the multitude of possible 
definitions. No one source can be considered
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definitive. The basis,of classification to maeket, 
centralized, or mixed economies follaws "the method 
of resource allocation, rather' than ownership of • 
productive meeus" as used, by Frederic L. Pryor,
Public Expenditures in Communist and Capitalist

George Allen and Unwin, Ltd.,
The source'for the gross domestic 

product/capita data ia Arthur S.:Banks. .Cross- 
Polity Time Series Data (Cambfidge, Mass.:
M.X.T. Press,' 1971). And the source for the 
historical evidence on economic development.is 

^William H. Flanigan and Edwin Fogelman, ."Patterns, of 
'Political Violence in Comparative Historical 
Perspective" (paper delivered at the 1969 annual ' 
meeting of the American Political Science Associa­
tion in New York City, September, 1969).

..8. Theodore Charles Mesmer, "Government Expenditures 
and Economic■Growth: An International Comparative 
Study" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University ' 
of, Wisconsin, 19.6,2) . ..

■ '9. For each index and-each pattern,, one always finds at 
.l.east one federal and one unitary state. If one

• considers India, Japan, Norway, Romania, and Sweden ' 
as centrally-planned -economies (ot approximately so), 
then bojth types of economies are also present in 
each.pattern ; along each index. >

10. The iron-defense centralization ratio 'amplifies the 
ability to detail what has been held to be one of 
the primary factors responsible for the gro^^th, of 
government spending and the cause of shifts ini cen­
tralization — changes in th distribution of 
political power in a nation. See W. S. Woytinsky and 
E. S.•Woytinsky, World Commerce and Government:
Trends and Outlook (New-York:
Fund, 1955), p. 686.

11. Non-defense centralization values for Germany, during 
-the 1930's are: 1932 (0.469), 1933 ’ (0.467), 1934
(0.556), 1935 (0.557,), 1936 (0.573), 1937 (0.608), 
.1938. (0.632) . ,. The'ratios of central to total 
government expenditure for the same period are:
1932 (0.490), 1933 (0.513), 1934 (0.595), 1935 ■
(0.636), 1936 (0.669), 1937 (0.^8), 1938 (0.789).

12. Thomas E. Skidmore, Politics in Brazil. 1930-1964:
; An Experiment in Democracy (New York:- Oxford
University Press, 1967), Ch. 1..

Nations (London:
1968),.Ch. 1.

The

The Twentieth Century
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13. Paul Iiahg-er. Japan ';_ _ _ _ _ _ Yesterday and Today (New'York;
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1966), pp. 79-96.

14. Bruce M. Russett, at. al... World Handbook of 
Political and .Sdclal Indicators (New Haven: 
University Pressj 1964), p. 57.

1-5. Prior to World War 11,, one Would have to label the 
Italian economy as transitionkl.. For example, not 
until the 19,60 Vs did Italy drop below 302 in 

• agricultural employment.

16. ' For another study arriving, at the .same conclusion,
see. Phillips Outright, "Political Structure, 
Economic Development-, and National Social 
Security Programs.” The American Journal of 
Sociology. Vdl. 70-, pp. 537-48.

17. James M. Buchanan, The Public Finance /(Homewood. 
Ill.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1960), pp. 53-54.

Yale ■

•?

18. Usually any comparative study supplies a broad 
cross-section of.national values such as current 
expenditures.as a percentage of gross, national 
product or offers a longitudinal graph'with,a small * 
number of national units. Some of these studies 
merely describe their data set, others proceed to 
regression analysis; but few make any effort to 
distinguish different patterns for expenditure- 
properties; These weaknesses — reliance on cross- 
section evidence, or failure to outline national 
expenditure patterns -.- produce the dlfferenue.s in' 
interpretation between previous research and this 
study. - .

19. Blalock, p. 125. 
above.V

Also, refer back to footnote 2

20. A few nations fall into.the zone between 0.15 and 
. 0.20'. These units present difflcuity in pattern

- assignment because, of their-marginailty between 
patterns, ; s ■ -

21. This requirement helps- distinguish between linear 
• increasing and linear decreasing trends. See 

footnote 42 below.
- -tr-

For examples of the "incrementailstschool, ___ 
can consult: Aaron Wiidavsky. The Politics of the 
Budgetary Process. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1964);

22. 'one
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John. P. Creclne, Governmental Problem-Sglvlng 
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969); and:Thomas Anto^, 
The Politics of State Expandlture In Illinois

■ Urbana, Ill.: The University of Illinois Press, 
1966).

23. This.conclusion holds even after discounting the 
effect of war-time "displacement," which is dis­
cussed in the next section. Also, research on 
United States municipalities has discovered that 
different functional categories of public spending 
may be characterized by different forms- -of expendi- 
.'ture patterns, thus weakening the application of 
incrementalism. See.Stuart .H. Rakoff, "longitudinal 
Analysis, of Municipal Expenditures" (unpublished 

. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Minnesota; 1969).

■?

. 24. For example, see Bru.ce M. Russett, Trends in. World 
Politics (New fork; The Macmillan Co., 1965), pp.
132-33.

25.. This.blind acceptance of a_unillnear path to
deveiopmenf undargirds the work of the "stage"., 
theorists such as.Rostow and Organski as well as 

, that of the "typologists" such as Shlls -and ,
Kaiitsky. ‘ '

26. Richard. Musgrave, Fiscal Systems (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1969).

■27. In.the first pattern Musgrave presents, civilian
public expenditures drop slightly and defense spend­
ing ris.es sharply, thus causing a bulge in the trend 
of total public share of G.N.P. With the termina­
tion of cohflict, a return to the antebellum trend - 
.manifests itself, A slightly different pattern in 
response to; war occurs when a nation in the. post-war 
period spends for civilian public goods in order to 
catch Up with the needs.postponed during the war. 
Again, after war bulges the public share of G.N.P.,

: it returns to normal as these foregone heeds are 
met. Musgrave admits a final possibility. Here, 
war balloons the public share of G.N.P., but with 
the end of war, this higher level of public spending 

.contiSues as increased civilian public spending re­
places declining defense budgetst Though these- 
three are variations! on the same theme, Musgrave 

-■ sees the ultimate trend of scope as llnear increas- 
„ ._—tng. This conclusion flows from his small sample- 

. (Germany, United. Kingdom, and United States). By 
adding Japan (total sco^), Musgrave would have to

unilinear.
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• 28. Wade and Curry'-, p,-.-77. ' ^ .

29. Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of Public 
Expenditures in the United Kingdom (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1961), pp. 16-20.

30. Wade an<f Curry, p. 77.

31. Richard M. Bird, "Wagner's 'Law' of Expanding State 
Activity," Public FinanceVol. XXVI,no..l (1971),'
pp. 1-26.

•?

32. Princeton University Press, 1961.

33. Shibahsankar P. Gupta, "Public Expenditures and 
Economic Growth: A Time-Series Analysis," Public 
Finance. XXII.. no. 4 (1967), pp.. 423-71.. '

34. Wade and Curry, p. 81.

35. Peacock.and Wiseman, Ch. 2,

36. Gupta, p. 244.

37. Martin and Lewis,

■ 38. Meamer.
■■ Jt.-

■39. David G. Daviee, "The Concentration Process and the 
Growing- Importance of Noncentral Governments la

no; 5Federal States," Public Policy. Vol. XVII. 
(Fall, 1970), pp. 649-57.

40. Gupta.

41. In-regard to the highly centralized pattern I 
nations,-a possible hypothesis might be. tljat the 
"concentration effects" occurred some time earlier 
than this study'.8 spaa and was Institutionalized 
sufficiently to withstand further exogenous forces. 
For example, following the 1830 revolution against

. . the Netherlanda, the -l^elgiah constitution of 1831 
. established a distinctly unitary state. '

42. -Though not explicitly used in this studyT Pattern
II -(linear i-acreasing) logically .has a mirror-image ■- ’
twin— linear decreasing. The operational 
definition for what would likely be labelled ■
Pattern lib la the reverse of the linear increasing 
d-efinltlon: a) range exceeds 0.15, b) no ihter- 

;• decade increase exceeding + 0.10, and c)
■*>
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contemporary score must be - 0.20.br mote in coip- 
parison to the earliest data points. On some 

' dimensions of centralization, a- few nations exhibit 
a linear decreasing pattern. For example, on both 
structural indices, Brazil (1900-1968) has a slowly 
decreasing trend, but has, been classified as pattern 
I beoause It fails on crlt'erion c^. On 'substance, 
India is a clear case of a decreasing trend, and is 
so classified. . ' •

43. Davies’ research uses national government revenue 
as. a percent of total government Revenue.' My 
temarks are likewise based on revenue ratios from 
data collected and analyzed as part of this total 
project,- but reported in a' forthcoming study.

44. See Appendix B.

45. This general proposition should not preclude the 
eventual possibllit.y of discovering other patterns 
,for substantive commitment,'as demonstrated by 
India's.linear decteasing trend.

46. Musgrave,.p. 124.

47. Bird, p. 2=0.
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CHAPTER IV

CENTRALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Establishing the existence of multli^le patterns of 

centralization opens the door to analyzing the compet­

ing approaches to organizing public activity. Cross- .

•?

sectional and serial designs are used to confirm or

reject the propositions derived from these two models. 

Following this quantitative evaluation, the differen­

tial effect of centralization's dimensions on the

aspects of development will be estimated and, finally, 

relate4 back to the models of public organization.

Part I; The Indeterminacy of
Cross-Sectional Analysis

The first .approach to evaluating the.propositions 

from Chapter I Is the use of multiple decade cro^- 

sectlon correl.ptlon. Going beyond -the static character 

. . of the more frequent single time-section comparative 

study, multiple decade sections become equivalent to 

panel designs which permit r’epeated tests of the same 

hypothesis at dlf.ferent ■.^Ime-polnts. For each decade, 

standard Pearson product-moment coefficients have been 

calculated between each Index of centralization.and 

•the various Indicators, ’^Tables listing the results by 

■' decade can be found In Appendix C. . ^
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Chart IV-1 au^arlzes In a convenient form the

tables found In Appendix C.' It reveals an absence of 

relationships between centralization and the various 

aspects of development. Not only does a scarcity of 

associations exist, but some striking blankh materialize 

such as with economic growth in 1930 and 1940, social 

modernization in 1950 and 1960, and political develop- -

■ment in 1910, 1920, and 1930. Despite these deficien­

cies, a small number of relationships do appear on a

recurrent decade basis.

.For each aspect of development, each organiza- 

, tional dimension of the public sector has a diffe.rential 

In order words, in two of the three components^ 

of development, a single organizational dimension tends 

to correlate consistently over a number of cross- ‘

effect.

sections. For example, substance (Def.E./N.G.E.) cor­

relates with steel production in 1900, ,1950, and- I960'. 

Thoug|i'.strucb,ure (N. G .E./T. G. E. and N. G .E .-Def ,E ./T. G .E . 

-Def.E.) relates to steel production in 1900 and 1910,

' the-association disa.ppears lln later decades. The. 1920

positiye correlation between a commitment to national 

security outlays and pa'rcent employed in agriculture 

indicates that the effect of the substantive dimension 

is not necestsarily supportive of all types of economic 

programs. From the multiple cross-section analysis of 

the three organizational dimensions,-the substantive
>

Kr
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' Chart IV-1: Summary of the Principal Results from the 
Multiple Cross-Section Analysis of 
Centralization and Development

Aspects of Development
Decades Economic 

Growth'
Social .

Modernization Development
.. Political

1900. St(+)Steel Prod. 
Sc(+)Steel Prod. 
Su(+)Steel Prod.

St(-)Educ. 
Sc(-)Educ. 
Su (+)Educ'.

St(+)Suffrage . 
St(+)Dorn.Viol. 
Su(-)Suffrage 
Su(-)Dom.Viol.

1910 St(+)Steel Prod. St(-)Educ.

1920 Su(-0%Literate 
Su(+)lnf.Mort.Su.(+)XAgric.

1930 Su(+)Educ.

St(+)Inf.Mort. Su{-)Status of 
. ' ' Legls.

St(-)%Literate Su(+)Pol.
Suppr.

Sc(+)Suffrage 
St(+)Status of 

Legis. 
St(+)RQl,

Suppr.
Sc(+)Pol.

■Suppr.

. . 1940

r" 1950

Su(+)Steel Prod--

. 1960 ■Su(+)Steel Prod. Sc,(+) Suffrage

St = Structure 
Sc ,= Scope 
Su = Substance

(+) = Positive Pearaont 
(-) ■= Negative Pearsont

N

All relationships are significant at least to the 
.05 level,', some as high as .001. Consult Appendix C 
for specific level and legend.
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commitment of government activity has a significant 

conditioning effect on the economy., 

that economic growth is more sensitive to the mix of

This simply means

public goods provided rather than to the internal 

structure of government of the sheer slze4.of the public

sector.
#•

Whereas the substantive commitment of government' 

reigned in .the area of'economic growth, structure ■ .

enters the scene for social modernization. Centralized

structure associates negatively'with elementary educa­

tion .in 1900 and 1910, and negatively with percent ■

literate in 1940. These findings cautiously suggest 

.that the more local the delivery of social 'services.

the more likely will social Improvements be generated. 

The 1940 positive correlation between structure and

infant mortality probably can be credited to the war­

time situation.

The correlations between increased military spend­

ing and social modernization yield another, explana'tion. 

The 1920 correlations of substance with percent 

literate and Infant mortality appear to reflect the 

standard proposition th^t resources .devoted to national 

security depresses social progress. While the single 

decade (1920) supports this conventional wisdom, the 

positive correlations of substance with education in 

1900 and 1930 confuse the issue.
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Changing degrees of centralization do not pro^duce 

a consistent connection with political development in 

contrast to the previous two aspects, of development.

All three organizational dimensions influence politics, 

but at different time'periods and.in different comblna- 

tions-i Structure and substance dominate the earliest 

decade, substance alone in the middle decades, and 

structure with scope in the most recent 

diversity of associations admits to all manner of 

tenuous explanations, none of which can be accepted

For example, the positive correlations 

, of centralized, structure with domestic violence and

era. This

uncritically.

political suppression fits Axpectedly with .the 

"bureaucratic" Tiiodel. Likewise, the negative correla­

tions between increased military outlays and suffrage, "

domestic political violence, and status of the legisla­

ture can easily be accommodated by this model ad^well. 

The correlation of scope with political suppression in 

1950 also confirms this view, but the relation of 

scope and suffrage in 1950 and 1960 is puzzling. The 

positive association of structure with suffrage (1900), 

status of legislature (1'.950),, and political suppression 

(1950) muddles any n.eat summarization. Given thls- 

_ . variation in the connection between centralization and 

political development, one can only suggest that changes
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in the organization of public activity will have ‘ \ 

highly unpredictable effects on a nation's political 
life.

Applying this multiple cross-section analysis to 

the two models outlined in Chapter 1 brings disappoint­

ing results. No constant relationship between the 

centralization of any organizational dimension and 

development emerges,- thus prohibiting any choice

The scattered associations, while 

occasionally providing an interpretation in conformity 

with the "bureaucratic" model, yield an indeterminate 

set of results. 'While this indeterminacy c^n be chalked 

up to the limited number of nations in each cross- 

section, 'the reasonable amount of diversity displayed 

by the nations should stay that judgment, 

findings verify-the general inadequacy of 

sectional analysis (even with many time-frames) to'^cope 

with the dynamic's of development.

between the models.

Instead the
. ^

cross-

Part II; Longitudinal Analysis of
Centralization and- Development

t.

As noted previously, longitudinal research, though 
^ it permits,, a. high degree o^ configuratlve specification

as to. the causal sequence and strength of variables for 

a given unit, often reduces the possibility of.compara­

tive analysis This objection can be overcome by the 

elementary expedient of increasing the'units of analysis.
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In the same manne.r that -product-moment coefficients^ can 

be computed for cross-sectional analysis, they also can 

be calculated for time-series data. The following 

sections present serial correlations between the degree 

of centralization in a givhn organizational, dimension

of public activity, and the aspects of national 
development.^

A. Economic Growth

Inspecting the correlations between structural

centralization and economic growth, one finds that both 

structural indices produce parallel results. ,In each 

case, pattern I-I (linear increasing) manifests the. 

strongest association with the three measures of 

economic growth. As expected, the pattern I (stable) 

correlations with economic growth are weaker than 

those of pattern II. Yet they do give a rather con­

sistent picture. The pattern I nations feature -(rnry 

centralized government structures (average N.G.E./ 

T.G.E. scores ranging between 0.75 and 0.89), except

for Brazil and Sweden which are moderately centralized

All of these nations('0;.51 and 0.61, respectively), 

should, according to ■the'^"buraaucratlc" model, have

strong positive correlations with G.N.P. and steel pro­

duction.' The negative correlations stand in direct 

contradiction to this proposition. Ulth either measure 

of etructural centralization, the pattern I nations .

\
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%
Table IV-1; Serial Correlations Between Structural 

Centralization and Economic Change

N.G.E. ,
T.G.E. Economic Development

^ ■

Pattern G.N.P. % Agrlc. Steel Prod.

I
(stable)
France
Italy
Sweden
Belgium
Brazil
Romania
Peru

. .522* 
-.33-7 
.199 

-.658** 
-.491*

-.043
-.140
-.177
.568*
.896!
.915!

-.197
-.053
.340

-.729***
-.751***
-.904:

*859 1

II
(linear
Increasing)
U.S.A.
Germany
India

.626**

.947.'

.929!

-.802!
-.905:
.953:

.824:

.575*

.88i:

- Ill 
(curvi­
linear) 
Japan 

.. U.K.'
Norway
Australia
Switzerland

."2^93

.363
.035
.073
.308
.244

-.351

-.341, ' 
-.332 
-.288 
-.401 
.161

.456*

Index of. forecasting efficiency (E) = 
* , 10% - 20%
** 21% - 30%*

■ *** 31%. - 40%
above 40%

S
I
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Table IV-1 — Continued

N.G.E.-Def.E 
T.G.E.-Def.E. ■ Economic Development

Pattern G.N.P. % Agric. Steel Prod-.

1
(stabiej

France 
Italy 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Belgium 
Peru 

, Brazil 
Romania

.480*

.061

.749***
-.471*
-.702**
.887!

^.341

.142 
-.297 
-.745 

^ .393 
.338

-.332
.139
.843’

-.749***

.751***

.889!
-.434*
-.876!

II
(linear 
increasing) 
India 
Getmany 

■ U.K.
Norway

.941!

.935!

.404

.469*

.941!
-.936!
-.632**
-.709**

.899!

.634!

.628**

III .
(curvilinear)
U.S.A.
Japan
Australia.

.566* 

. 213 

.379 .

-.694**
-.5.38*
-.588*

.751***

.407

.452*

M

I

\

' V.'
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advice on the economic front during attempts to 

decentralize their government structure.

The major difference between the two indices of

structijral centralization occurs with pattern III 
(curvilinear). Using N.G.E ./T ,'G.E'. , no association

exists between the degree of centralization and economic 
development. However, on the centralization index 

corrected for military spending, the nations of pattern

III show moderate correlations with'economic growth, 

especially in the area of agriculture. The Pattern III r
>

group behaves then in a manner similar to t>attern II; 
however. since their level of centralization fluctuates, 

• this does not permit the uniform association shown by • 

pattern II nations.

Prom the above, it seems an impasse has been 

reached. Pattern ,I nations lend support to the

"resolved" model, while patterns II and III confirm the 

"bureaucratic" model. Can this contradiction be 

reconciled? First, following the logic of the "resolved"
model. very stable; highly centralized structures will

i

.be dysfunctiohal for economic growth.' This type of
demands

. governmeni: structure , a crippling amount of

.national resources and returns few benefits. In, con-

tras't, those nations which'originally were most decen­

tralized have had to construct some minimal .national

government structure in order to service, the Industrial '•
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Revolution. Reconciliation of the two position^ on the 

structure of government begins with an examination pf 

the 'Current levels of centralization (especially 

corrected for defense spending) distinctive to the 

nations of. pattern I in contrast .to those of patterns 

II and III.
•*

Of the latter group-, Australia, Germany, 

India, the United Kingdom, and- the United States

presently .exhibit an almost equal distribution!of

government spending between national and local govern- 
2 ■ ■

Japan and Norway show approximately a two-third 

national to one-third local, distribution.

. Suggest that there exist two thresholds which stymie 

economic-growth. Pattern I nations typify* the upper 

limit.. That is, a nation which spends the vast, bulk of 

its public resources through its national government (say 

0.75.plus) overburdens the nation with a costly, rigid 

structure. At the other level, a nation which/fails to 

••develop a national structure (say less than 0.30) will 

not be able>to meet the shocks of economic growth like 

.urbanization nor provide the social overhead caplfal 

. neceSsary to development.

. Shifting the focuS''to the size of the public

• (N.G.E ./G.N.P. and T-.G.E-./G,N .P . ) , the relation between 

changes in the public Sector's scope and economlc-

ments.

I would

U- .sec

gro^ffh fall under the arguments surrounding Wagner'
' . ' -A-r- -V-

"law."

s

Chapter III argued that this "law" must be

\
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V

Serial Correlations Between Centralization 
of Government Scope and Economic Change.

Table IV-2:

H.G.E.
Economic DevelopmentG.N.P.

Pattern G.N.P. % Agric. Steel Prod.'

-I
(stable)
Italy
StitZetland
Australia
Brazil
Peru
India

3

.362 
-.124 
;421 
.692** 

■ .697** 
.987!

-.665** 
-.136 

. -.487* 
-.838!

.537*

.668**

.776***

.707** .99i:

II
(linear 
increasing) 
U.S.A. • 
Germany 
Norway

.666** .

.957!

.644**

-.8511
-.909:
-.869

.854;

.558*

III
(curvi­
linear)
Japan
U.Kv

- - Prance
Canada
Sweden
Belgium,

.065

.342

.512*
-.702**
.935'

-.237

-.646**
-.590*
-.763***
.665**

-.913:
.201

.061

.599*

.706**
-.642**
.95i:

-..431

\
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Table lV-2 — Continued

T.G.E.
Economic Development -?

Pattern G.N.P. % Agr'lc. Steel Prod.

I
(stable)
Australia
Brazil
Peru
India

.532*

.581*

.686**
-.234

-.473*-
-.91i:

.733***

.959!

-.608

II
(linear
Incre.aslng)
U.S.A.
Germany
Norway
Sweden

. 746*** 

.969 ! 

.663**- 

.942!

-.929.'
-.947.'
.906:

-.961

,.910’
.622**

.944!

Ill
(curvi­
linear)
Japan
France
U.K.
Italy.
Switzerland
Belgium

.143

.431
. .513*

.427 

.108 
-.126

-.717*** 
-.704** ■ 
-.746*** 
-.720.' 
-.376 
• .075

.107 

.724*** 

.739*** 

.588*

-.319

i

■«

S

A
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modified to Include the differing patterns of scope.'

In addition, the previous chapter Illustrated that 

changes in scope range within a narrow band of approxi­

mately twenty percentage points over the deca^'e^under 

study. ^ Also', total- scope spreads the nations more 

than national scoj>e. Adding the effort of local

governments to the measure of scope boosts the

national value by about ten to fifteen percent, 

with this reminder about the nature of the scope

of government patterns, the aerial correlations can be 

examined. At first, it appears that increasing scope 

supplements increasing structural centralization. This

would be expected since they are both facets of the 

same process — the Concentration of control at the 

national level. However, this is a superficial view of 

the.differences between, centralization of structure and
■ ■■ ' a

of scope. Remember that these two dlmensionsj while 

being part of the same process, are nevertheless dis­

tinct organizatiohai dimensions; of public activity, as 

demonstrated, in Table II-l*. This separation appears 

'when the various patterns of scope are analyzed.
■"'s

As for the differences between the patterns of 

scope-, pattern II nations show the strongest association 

with measures of economic growth, followed in turn by 

pattern III and then pattern I. Indeed, patteyn I's

*
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moderate correlations with economic growtli differenti­

ate the impact of scope from that of structural 

centralization. In the latter case, pattern I nations 

did not correlate with growth, while with scope they 

do. This outcome admits o'f two, interpretations.

First, the thresho-ld.s discussed in relation to struc­

ture do not operate for scope, as demonstrated by the 

similar correlations between scope and economic.growth 

shown, for all of the countries. Se’cond, given this 

similarity across the pStterns, different time- 

patterns for scope have little to do with economic 

growth. Because there are similar scores from nation 

to nation (especially with percent agriculture and 

steel'production), a change in scope does not nec.es- 

sarily produce a change in economic development. In 

other words, because nations in all three patterns 

generate strong correlations with economic growth^ the 

.effect of a given pattern cannot be determined and in 

coi^parlaon to structure, changes in scope do not con-, 

tribute directly to changes, in economic progress.

- The .Jtinal organizational dimension of public

activity— substantive demmitment-  presents the

clearest connection with,economic growth. Briefly, 

substance (Def.E/N.6.K.) demonstrates the expected 

relationship with economic growth —inverse. In the 

majority of cases, regardless of pattern, increasing

-
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Table IV-3: Serial Correlations Between Substantive 
Centralization and Economic Change

•?Def.E.
Economic DevelopmentE.6;'E.

Pattern G.N.P. % Agrlc. Steel Prod.

I
(stable)
Brazil
Peru
Belgium
Norway
Sweden

-.823!-.379
.853.'
.239

-.009
-.442*

.140

.707**

.182

.219

.181

-.268

II
(linear
decreasing)
In'i’la -.9391 -.872.' -.959!

Ill
(curvi­
linear)
u.s.a;
Japan
Canada
Australia
U.K. .
Germany
France
Italy
Romania
Switzerland '

.371
-.615**
-.977:
-.165
-.515*
-.827:
.131 • 

-.878:.

-.452* 
*<^882: 

.987: '

.141 

.634** 

.90i: 
-.077 
.767*** 
.947: 

-.352

.443*
-.,712**
-.99i:
.257

-.558*
-.675**
.002

-.817:
-.939:

.043

s

■ - -S
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defense outlays depress all forms of economic growth. 

This striking confirmation of the classic "guns versus 

butter" choice appears most sharply for the p'attern III-

nations which exhibit strong negative correlations with 

steel production and G.N.P. Also note that the single . 

occupant of pattern II (India) with its linear decreas-'

ihg expenditure trend displays two strong scores in the 

proper direction, while only agricultural employment 

deviates. Mo«_ Important, tiie ambiguous results for 

pattern I underlines the importance of changes in sub­

stantive, commitment from domestic to defens'e 4
programs.

To recap quickly, substance has the most extensive 

• (and negative) Impact on economic growth on the three 

dimensions of public organization. Structural change 

contributes to economic development by serving 

midwife through the creation of a public structure capa— 

. ble of providing needed services to the Industrializing 

process. Finally, changes in the size of the public 

sector relative to the priv.a,te sector appear to..make

as a

little difference for economic progress.

B.- Social Modernization
\ ■

Increasing-non-defense spending correlates strongly 

with social improvements — this distills the inter- 

-relation^of structural centralization with- social 

modernization into a single statement.
... f ■

this- proposition follows directly from the similar

Verification of
•V.

r
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Table IV-4: Serial Correlations Between Struc^tural 
Centralization and Social Modernization

N.G.E,
T.G.E. Social Modernization

Pa.ttern % Literate Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.

I
(stable) 
France 
Italy., 
Sweden 
Belgium 
Brazil 
Romania 

' Peru

.469*

-.669**

-.009
-.174
-.195
.689**

-.083 
.591* 

-.016 
-. 025 
-.959!

.534* - .607*
.9811

. II
(linear
Increasing)
U.S.A.
Germany
India

.716***

.454*

.9431

-.777***
-.9821
-.941’

.639** 
-.482* . 
.862!

Ill
(curvi­
linear)
Japan
U.K.
Norway 
Australia - 
Switzerland

-.273
-.406
-.107
-.589*
.029

.421

.110
-.461*
-.106
-.560*

.593*

.392

i

s

\ r
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Table IV-4 — Continued

N.G.E.-Def.E.
Social ModernizationT.G,E.-Def.E. -»

Pattern % Literate Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.

I
(atabld) 
France 
Italy 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Belgium 

• Peru • 
Brazil 
Bomanla

.201

.555*
.159

-.425
-.759***
.307
.670**

.085 

.648** 

.052 
-.392 
.098 • 
.990: 

-.9241

-.620**

.619** .558*

I.I
(linear
Increasing)
India
Germany
U.K.

■ Norway

.9561

.509*

.674**

-.955 
-.966!. 
-.763*** - 
-.704**

.882.'
-.361*
-;148
-.439*

III
(curvilinear)
U.S.A.
Japan

. Australia

.626** -.779***
.479*

-.767***

.582*

.600*
-.058.643**

\

.* •
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results on both indices. Examining the pjatterns of, % 

centralization’, they relate to social modernization in-

much the same fashion as. they did to economic'grbwth. 

Pattern II correlates most strongly with modernization,' 

followed by fiattern III and then pattern I. 

as definitive, the thresholds along the structural

Though not

dimension described above also operate with social

modernization. Again, the highly centralized pattern I
{

nations display no consistent-association with the

measures of social modernization.

In cont.rast to economic growth, the scope of the 

■ public sector directly contributes to social moderhiza- 

„ tlon. Where changes in scope did not contribute

directly to economic progress, increased public scope 

boosts modernization. This is especially true for 

total public scope. Increased total scope — meaning 

active subnational governments — generates substantial 

correlations wi£h all three indices. If social moderni­

zation is' seen as a substitute.for system response, then 

these findings confirm the. propositions put forward by 

the "resolved" model.

The substance of publ'lc activity behaves as before 

with.economic growth — it acts as a depressant on 

social modernization.'^ Though Increases in defense 

spending draw resources away- from social modernization, 

the effect la not as marked as with econo.mic growth.

■i

\
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Table IV-5: Serial Correlations Between Centralization 
of Government Scope and Social Moderniza­
tion

-?

N.G.E.
Social ModernizationG.N.P.

. Pattern % Literate Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.

f .

I
(stable)
Italy'
Switzerland
Australia
Brazil
Peru
India

.804!
-.534*
.149
.883!
.887!,
.998!

.721*** -.679**
-.277
-.504*.514*

.9901 -.9831

li
(linear 
Increasing) 
U.S.A. 
Germany• 
Norway .

-.823!
-.991!
-.812!

.7,76***

.407
.717**

-.532*
.357

III ■
(curvi­
linear) 
Japan 

• U.K. 
France 
Canada 
Sweden 
Belgium

-.547*
-.619**
-.-778***
.804!,

-.907!
■ .070

. 748*** 
-.022 
-.309 
-.512* 
.223 
i462*

.645**

.402
^.941!

.122
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Table IV-5 — Continued ►

T.G.E. ■ 
G.N.p; Social Modernization

Pattern• % Literate ln£. Mort.' Elem. Educ.

I
(stable)
Australia
Brazil
Peru
India

.672** -.226 ■ .383 
,.952! 
•.880! 
.998.990 -.983

II
(linear,
increasing)

U.S.A.
Germany
Norway
Sweden

.865!

.475*
-.899!
-.994!
-.874!
-.952!

.815!

.441*

.485*

.153-.001

■ III
(curvi- . 
linear) 
Japan 
France
U.K.
Italy
Switzerland
Belgium

.748A
-.337
-.084
.826!

-.424
.377

-.547**
-.732***.
-.764***
-.731***
-.504*^ .
-.060

.287

.716***

.757***

.269

N
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Table IV-6: Serial Correlatloaa Between Substantive 
Centralization and ^Social Modernization

Def.E. .
N.G.E. Social Modern,lzatlon

Pattern % Literate Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.
i

X
(stable)
Brazil
Peru

, Belgium 
Norway 
Sweden

.432 

.983! 
■-.491* 

.209 
-.628

.497* -.271
.267
.186,.001

II
(linear
decreasing)
India -.972! .987 1 -.93i:

CD •

III
(curvi­
linear) 
U.S.A.' 
Japan 
Canada 

■ Australia 
U.K.,
Germany .

- France 
Ital^ 
Romania 
Switzerland

.380 -.089 
. .899!
.9321

-.010
.738***
.846i

-.070
.658**
.676**

-.521*

.199 
-. &fr6: 
-.999! 
-.306 
.315 
.104 

-.213 
-.409

-.785*** 
■- - .047 
-.385 
-.593* 
.458* 

-.591* 
-.354 -

-.572*

N
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and can be seen in the smaller number of moderate to 

strong . correlations in the pattern'III group on Table'

In summary, the, scope of public activity moat 

immediately conditions the pace of social modernization. 

Structural centralization again plays a supportive”' 

role, but it is only a minor one and limited to "domes­

tic" efforts. Substantive commitment expectedly 

appears to create a drag on modernization, but giveh 

the ambiguity in the correlations by nations, it is 

best to assert that the substantive dimension of public 

activity has an uncertain effect bn social progress, if 

any.

C.- Political Development

IV-6.

•?

Propositions linking centralization and political 

development concentrate on the issues of participation 

and suppresaion. Centralized polities are hypothesized 

to be non-participatory and more repressive.

National behavior along the structure^ dimension 

of public activity presents a-mixed set of associations 

between centralization and political development.^
i.

Most-striking is the sharp dichotomy in the relation of
S . ■

centralization with,legitimate versus illegitimate and 

suppressive politics, as evidenced by the reduced 

^ number .of correlations under: status of the legislature 

, and conditions of suffrage. The nations which fail to 

produce any association for either structural index are

\ .



Jnr'

. 103

>
V;
y I

Table IV-7: Serial Correlations Between Structural 
Centralization and Political Change

-?
Domestic- 'Pollti- 
Politl- 

cal .
Violence

N.G.E.
T. G.E.

Status 
of

Legis- 
'Pattern lature

Non-
Suffrage Legit.

Partlc.

cal
Suppres­

sion

I
(stable)

France 
Italy 
Sweden 
Belgium -.272 
Brazil -.176 
Romania 
Peru

.381

.343
.355
.781***
.458*

-.207
-.087
.298-

-.931!

.253

.152.866!
.481* 
.703** 
.800'*** 

-.544* .

-.714** • -.647** 
.819!
.169 
.492*

.114
-.662**
.477*-.169-

II ' 
(linear 
Increas- 
ing)
.UiS;A. 
Germany 
India

S -

.313

.339
-.667**

.381

.493*
-.559*

-.305
.593*

-.999!
.564*

-.999!
.564*

-.999!

Ill
(curvi- 

• linear) 
Japan 

■ U.K.
Norway' 
Australia 
Switzerland

• .811! -.217- -.435- 
.556*
'.542*

.647**
-.'639** -.37 6'

-.443*
.429

.369

.542* .542*
.749***

-.376
.448*

S

S

• ••.
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-Table IV-8: Serial Correlations Between "Domestic'* 
Structural Centralizatio^and Political 
Change ^

N.G..E.- 
Def.E. Status Domestic 

Politi-

Partic,
Violence

Politi­
cal

Suppres­
sion

Non-
Suffrage Legit.

ofT.G.E.- 
Def.E. Legis­

lature

Pattern •

1
(stable)
France
Italy
Sweden

.167
-.227

.221

.791***

.279
-.502*
.023

-.154
.387

-.9061

.022
-.171

-.058
, Switzerland 
Belgium 
Brazil 
Romania 
Peru

-.8661 
-.738*** -.639** 

.276 .
-.732*** 
.429

-.502*
.493*
.802*** -.8101 

-.469* .178
.445

.021
-.102

-.222

II
.(linear 
Increas- 
ing) 
Germany 
U.K_. 
Norway, 
India

.498* .498* .472*
.233 
.712*

-.638** -.529*

.603*

.112
.527*

.712*
-.99'8:

. 712** 
-.998!-.9981

III
(curvi­
linear)
U.S.A.
JapSn
Australia

.334
-.294
.431

.388
-.304
.325

-.128
.302'
.438*

,751*** -.394
\

IT

*
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Australia, France, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, vend 

the United States. The characteristic mark of .these 

nations is the longevity of their formal institutions” - 

of legitimate political participation in comparison to 

. the experience of the other nine. This second group 

contains two [basic types: nations which have rhcently 

achieved functioning legislatures and/br full and 

unrestricted;suffrage, and nations which have had
- f-

difficulty maintaining operating representative 

assemblies and/.or widespread electoral participation.

Mbre importantly, the appearance of two groups of 

nations — those’ with long, continuous histories of' 

formalized political participation and those'with 

recent or unsuccessful experience — implies that the, 

•effect of structural centralization on legitimate 

political actlpn is DISCONTINUOUS. That is, for
4

nations Still in the process of establishing lawful 

mechanisms of participation centralization acts as the 

predicted restraint. The classic example here is 

Japan ^— as the structural dimension was decentralized,

■ legislative status improved; conversely when the public 
structure was centralized^ legislative status declined.

Besides the' discontinuity by nation, structural 

centralization displays a division of association with 

::the two Indices of legitimate political participation 

Though correlations appear with both indices, the ones

JSH
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between centralization of structure and 

suffrage are largely statistical artifacts.
conditions bf

in almost
every case (the exceptions being Germany and. Romania), 

formal suffrage improves over time regardless of

changes in the structure of public activity., 

extensive use of elections
Given-the

as supportive plebiscite's by 

authoritarian-regimes, this finding simply confirms the 

disutility of using constitutional-legal variables for 

distinguishing between political
:

systems in models of
public organization.

Having . discoua,ted any connection between 

turaJ. centralization and suffrage, do the associations 

with status of the legislature have any" bearing

struc-

on the
question under study? The case of Japan cited previ­

ously and complemented by that of Germany 

give some supp.ort to the. "resolved" position, 

the generally poor status‘of legislative assemblies in

and Norway

Likewise, .

the pattern I nations lends credence to the conven­

tional hypothesis which holds an inverse function

between dominance of the -bureaucracy and status of the
i

legislature.

The indices of illegitimate and suppressive .politir 

cal behavior offer substantial proof .ratifying 

proposition that decentralized polities suffer less 

legitimate and violent politics and that they 

less frequently to patticli>atlon-suppressive

the

non­

resort

measures•

\
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This assessment of the prescriptions for public ^ 

organization starts from the divergent behavior of

pattern I nations from nations of patterns 11 and III.
■ / ■

Not only is the presence of associations greater , but

so is their strength, especially for the structure of

Except for Switzerland,^ the"domestic action."

pattern I nations possess moderate to highly centralized 

public structures. Coupling these stable, highly 

centralized features with their poiitical attributes

bolsters the decentralization prescription which 

that highly centralized nations will be plagued by 

leg4tlmate and violent politics, and thereby engage in 

suppressive actions.

argues

non-

.s

8

Changing the organizational dimensions of public, 

activity to scope essentially reproduces the outcomes 

with structure. Again, legitimate political participa­

tion shows less association with centralizing tr^ds

than does non-^regitimate participation or suppression.

Again, the discontinuity of centralization's impact on 

■ the development Tf^cofmal participatory institutions 

Contrasting with structure,, changes in scope 

produce consistent, instead of artificial, 

suffrage. With the exception of Germany, increasing

occurs.

results with

scope runs parallel with improving suffrage. One cannot 

infer a causal effect here, but rather a contingent 

That is, as the public sector expands' in its activities,-

one.
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Table iy-9-: Serial Correlations Between Centralization 
of National Scope, and Political Changetr*

n.g.e. Status Non- 
Legit. ■ 
Partic.

.Domestic
Politi­

cal
Violence

Politi­
cal

Suppres­
sion

G.N.P. of
.Stiff rageLegls- 

Pattern lature

I
(stable)
Italy
Switzerland. 
Australia 
Brazil 
Peru 
India- -..879!

-.279 .
-.326 

. .852.'
-.796*** .019
-.717** -.651**
-.251 -.119

-.024
-.211..
.712**

.309
. • ‘^.211 

.712** 

.162 
-.983! 
-.879:

;i51 -.949!
-.864!

-.879:

'II
(linear
increas­
ing)
U.S.A.
Germany
Norway

.289

.309

.585*

.412

.462*
-.352
.549*
.585*

.515* .515*

.585*

III
(cur-vfi-
linear)
Japan
U.K..
France
Canada
Sweden
Belgium

.708** -.673** -.064
.403 

-.138 
-.382

-.069
.308

-.057
-.382

.535*

-.385
-.382
-.094
-.109

-.310
-.152.600* -.416 -.325

S

•N
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TABLE IV-10: Serial Correlations Between Centrallza-' 
tlon of Total Scope and Political Change

T.G.E. Domestic 
Polltl-

Partlc.
-Violence

Status Politi­
cal

Suppres­
sion

Non-G.N.P. of
Suffrage Legit.

Legls- 
Pattern lature

I
(stable)
Australia
Brazil
Peru
India

.769***
-.743**««
-.707**
.776***

.774***
-.024
-.640**
.739***

.348

.362
-.985!
.446*

-.830:.362
-.856!
.446* ■ .446*

II
(linear
Increas­
ing)
U..S.A.
Germany
Norway
Sweden

.317

.398

.509*

.483* ' -.405

.483*.481*
.510*

.481* .513*
.509*

-.10^-.481** ■

III
(curvi­
linear)
Japan 
France 
D.K..
Italy

‘Switzerland 
Belgium .654** -.295 -.301

.'S79*
-.463*

',.009
-.129
.264

-.029
-.206
-.223

.642** -.737*** -.016
-.234 
.334 

-.279 
-.112

.205
-.206
-.132

\
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the more likely this penetration facilitates the '
i - . ■

establishment of electoral competition. Certainly, 'as

scope expands, electoral competition inflates in value. 

The outstanding difference between structure and

scope comes from the absence' of any connection.between

centralization and illegitimate political action in 

patterns II and III. With structure, pattern II 

nations show the expected positive association between

increasing centralization and illegitimate, behavior.

. For scope, these sajie variables result in weak correla­

tions. One can guess that expan'sioh of public activity 

will not be opposed so long as the delivery systems 

remain reasonably decentralized. Morh curious is the 

similarity of "domestic" structure with scope for the 

pattfern III nations in contrast to the basic structural

Most ef the non-legitimate, violent, and/or 

suppressive Incidents contributing to these ass^cia-

Index.

tions occur during periods of International conflict. 

But this does not explain the discovery that-nations 

manifesting curvilinear 'trends for "domestic" structure

and.scope produce no relationship (positive or negative) 

with opposition to the regime-; It may well be that 

these nations possess a rather fluid political llfe- 

styie and lack any ideological' or customary-commitment 

to a particular organization of government. '
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Serial Correlations Between Substantive- 
Centralization and Political Change

Table lV-11:

Domestic^ Politi- 
• Politi­

cal Suppres-
Violence sion

Def.E. Status ' 
N.G.E. of.

Legis- 
Pattesrn lature

Non-
Suffrage Legit.

Partic.

cal
-y

I
(stable)
Brazii 
Peru 
Belgium -.111 
Norway -.578* 
Sweden

-.476* -.524* , -.798***
.457* .442*

.306 -.102 -.171
-.578*

.153
-.919:
-.268
-.578*
.859!

-.326
-.207

,■.9

.277

II-> (linear
decreas­
ing)
India

f-

.964!.9651 .964: .522* .415

III
(curvi­
linear) - 
O.S.A.- 
Japan 
Canada 
Australia 

■ U.K.
Germany -.344
France
Italy
Romania
Switzerland

.127 
-.115 
:-.985:
.237 
.398

-.730*** -.368
.184 

-.539*
.188 

-.256

-.515* 
-.013 
- .'?85:
.78-7***

.038
-.345 .731*** -.126

-.985! 
.486* 
.325 

-.649** 
.112 

-.079 
-.929!. -.102

-.056 ;

-.344
-.014
.319

-.549*
-.256

S

s

■ ■ K-
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The substance of government action gives Incoher­

ent scores ^or each type of political participation. 

Only India offers the expected relationships, between 

decentralization and all forms of participation.

Pattern III, the mpst populous category, shows all 

manner of association leading to the conclusion that 

variation in defense spending makes it’an intermittent 

influence on national political life which is partially

■»

tied to the outbreak of InternatlonSl conflict. 

Pattern I, on the other hand. poses an interpretative 

problem,. The correlations obtained with these rela-f

tlvS^y non-combatant countries derive from two possible 

for Belgium, Norway, and Sweden, thecauses.

moderate values between defense expenditure and indices
. •' *
of, political participation can be linked to their his­

tories during the World Wars. For Brazil and Peru, no 

One could say the associa-easy answer is available.

tions with illegitimate action merely reflect the 

general underdevelopment of these two 

the other hand.
countries. On

the comparatively high level of their 

military spending which draws away from accomplishing
S

develppmental tasks contributes to non-legitimate and

violent political behavior, thus agreeing"with the 

"resolved" model. Choice between these two explan^--

tions requires additional records from other'third
»•

world

countries.
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Instead of substance's preeminent Impact on
•V-7--

economic growth or scope’s effect on social moderniza­

tion, the structure of public activity significantly 

contributes to the character of national political 

life. The clearest evidence derives from the differen­

tial behavior of the centralization patterns.

I nations, unlike those of patterns II and III, dis­

play moderate to strong associations with political 

participation, especially the Illegitimate forms.

These pattern-by-pattern differences when viewed 

the three organizational dimensions again suggest the 

operation of the thresholds. For structure, the 

pattern I group each possess stable, centralized struc-
9

tures. This contrasts with the experience of India

which has an Increasingly centralized structure and

Increasing legitimate political parties plus decreasing

non-legitimate and violent political dction. For ^

scope, the pattern I nations are characterized by

comparatively small public'sectors, but continual

confllctual poliyjss. This conjtrasts. with. pattern ..11_

nations- which have, over time, enlarged the scope'of
S

the public sector and have damped down expressions of 

opposition, While the correlational analysis of - 

structural centralization and political development 

.'supports the '.'resolved" model, the results with the

Pattern

over
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scope of public activity tend to confirm the 

"bureaucratic" model. Unraveling this quandary necessi­

tates stepping back a,bit from the tabular details of 

this-chapter to discern the broader patterns and their

pertinence tb the original question;

'•U

N
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FOOTNOTES _ ' ,

• 1. Nations are .classified into appropriate centraliza­
tion patterns following crlter.la from Chapter III. 
Significance is shown by the index of.forecasting 
efficiency described in Chapter II.

2. The respective scores oji N.G.E.-Def.E./T.C.E.-
bef.E. are: Australia (1962) 0;36, Germany (1958) ^ 
0.59, India (19'62) 0.50,’Japan (1964.) 0.68, Norway 
(1967) 0.67, United Kingdom (1964) 0.55, and United 
States (1963) 0.41.

■3i Of the sixteen nations, only Japan and Romania
"pShB-e.as a national scope exceeding thirty percent of 
G..N.P.>in^e middle 19 60's.

•*

4. Some might argue that Def.E./N.G.E. is merely a
proxy for International conflict and the depressant 
effect shown on Table IV-3 can be explained by 
time situations.

war
While this is a plausible counter- 

proposition, it do.esn't account for the correlations 
-with Brazil,’ India, Sweden, and Switzerland. Of 
course, the proper test here would be to factor out 

. the war years and only rely on peacetime ‘expenditure 
data for generating the correlations. Appendix B 
shows that for both World Wars approximately one- 
half of the nations have missing data during the war , 
years. This fact alone makes the correlations on 
Table I-V-3 even stronger as a test of substance's 
effect.

5. The correlations with elementary education mu^ be 
•interpreted with-care because they do not completely.
follow the format of literacy and infant mortality. 
Since the education data are absolute values, they 
are more sensitive to population shifts, whether 
caused naturally or politically such as the 

. dissection of Germany.

6. For the Indicators of legitimate participation, low 
codes signify highly ^^egltimate actions. Conversely, 
low codes dend'te an absence Of Illegitimate or 
suppressive action on the other three indices.

The strong correlation for Switzerland is th^ product 
of a slng.le sharp change in 1930.

: nations offer extra evidence for this
position. Generally', Increases-in centralization

7.
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are accompanied by Increases In npn-legltlmate 'or 
■violent polllilcal behavior. - ■

9. Switzerland with Its'decentralized "domestic",
structure is the deviant case. Its strong correla­
tions under,, non-legitimate participation, domestic 
violence,’ and political supporession are connected 
to .events during the decade of the 1940's-.

e
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. CHAPTER ,V .

RESEARCHING WHAT AN OPTIMUM CONFIGURATION OF 

THE PUBLIC SECTOR WOULD BE

■

The initial premise in this study holds that 

- changes in the organizational configuration of the 

public sector will have systemwide consequences for 

national development. Efforts here to describe this 

linkage have led to a quandary-over the most appropri­

ate .advice to offer statesmen who confront the problems 
< of change. This concluding chapter- makes some conjec­

tures for resolving the dilemma created by the analysis. 

In order to place these speculations in proper perspec­

tive, a brief review of the original problem and the 

substantive findings’ is helpful.

The-Original Problem Revisited

The concept of centralization.has 

’ throughout this study. - Previous discussions of

centralizaition have usually advocated one or the other. 

• contradictory views. • That is, some theorists have ■ 

advised public official? that centralization of the 

public sector will advance national progress, while 

others have asserted that development really follows 

from a decentralized polity.

run consistently



•W'

118

In my treatment of alternative forms of publjIyC 

organization and their Impact on development, X have, 

proposed that the public sector should be analyzed in 

terms of Its organizational dimensions of structure, 

scope, and 'substantive commitment, 

dimensions enables public officials, to exert control 

over the allocation of societal resources to develop-

Each of these

mental tasks. As public officials' vary the pattern of

control within-each dimension, national development, 

in its economic, social, and political aspects, will 

be selectively modified.

^ Instead of the usual superficial approach to- cen-' 

tralization, it becomes, in' this study, an‘indicator of 

the pattern of control achieved in any of the dimen­

sions of public sector organization. Such a conception' 

avoids, not only the misleading emphasis on gross 

centralization or decentralization fn previous "works, 

but also, the “debilitating effect on research. caused by

the simplistic dichotomy. Transforming centralization
■»

inta a behavioral proper-ty of each organizational

dimension permits a more accurate chartihg~‘of 'itke’pubtic-. —

sector's configuration "and greatly facill^tates 

empirical analysis.

With this perspective, a macro-comparative research

Sixteen nations provided thedesign became possible, 

longitudinal data base for a multiple cross-section and

\
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serial correlation test of the relation between v 

centralization and development. The major problems 

encountered were selecting the proper operational 

measures for these two concepts and generating useable 
data.

Both centralization and-development can be studied 

through numerous potential measures. Indicators were

chosen principally for their ability to foster quanti­

tative and historical analysis. In other words, the 

choice was for interval quality data available for

lengthy time periods. For centralization, this meant 

the»use of public expenditures and their conversion into

JneasHring the degree of centralization in each 

organizational dimension. For development, this meant 

the use of a number of different quantitative indica­

tors for each aspect of'development.

many studies attempting diachronic, analysis, 

this enterprise ultimately depends on the quality of the 

Developing suitable data required searching 

sources and comparing many data sets.

Like

data. many

A collection

strategy emphasizing accuracy, comprehensiveness, and 

reliability was followed.N While these goals were not 

completely achieved, the breadth and depth of the final

data base, as well as its quality, should counter­

balance any shortcomings.
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A Substantive Compendium

Evaluating the competing models of public organiza-^ 

tion required a three-phased procedure. First, in 

. order to compare the differences in the degree of 

centralization for each of the sixteen nations, 

description of their public expenditure evolution became 

necessary. This led to the’discovery of three

a

empirically-identifiable historical patterns to which 

the individual countries could be assigned for each 

index of centralization. Examination of the national

patterns of ceTitralization produced the following 

propositions which run counter to ideas pervasive in 

economic and political development literature;

1. No longer can it he assumed that nations follow 

the same evolutionary path'in their public 

sector development.

2. Constitutional-legel structures do little to 
*•

predict a nation's pattern of centralization.

3. Economic arrangements also fail to distinguish 

a nation's pattern of centralization.

• The- descriptive evidence suggests that public 

activity developmeh’ts can follow a number of different 

patterns. This Immediately contradicts.most studies of 

. .public spending which -are bound within the paradigm of 

"Wagner' s law"-which posits a linear evolutionary path. 

Instead, the multiple patterns of centralization

.cc.--'

f •
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'demonstrate that pu1?llc activity changes, not as a 

function of certain needs or requirements,, but as a

A

^ result' of individual and organizational choices which 

could have been made differently. Thus, to the extent 

that models of public organization assume a single 

developmental path, prescriptions advising particular-

.organizational configurations will be deficient.

Second, to 'compensate, for the shortcomings of
»

single cross-section research common to development 

studies, a multiple cross-section correlation analysis 

was attempted. - Though a small number of associations 

appearddon a recurrent basis, overall the multiple 

cross-section design brought disappointing*results 

which can be attributed principally to the limited 

cases available for the earliest decades and the

general inadequacy of cross-sectional design to depict 

the dynamics characteristic of developmental processes.

The third phase consisted of an extensive nation-

by-nation aerial correlation analysis.

nation, the association between the degree of centrali-
- - - - - - - - - - - 4,. . . . . .  -. .

srg-an-i-rat'ional dimension and the various
■ V '

'aspects of development was examined, 

nations.we.i^e grouped by pattern of centralization to

For each

p.fl T*>20 t ion i*ii

In addition, the

test the consequence of a given pattern as well as the' 

level of centralization for development. The following

propositions summarize the statistical results
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A. Economic Growth:

1. Substantive commitment to defense has the most

extensive 'and negative Impact on economic grbwth.

2. Structural change contributes to economic devel­

opment by serving as a midwife through the crea-

- tlon of a public structure capable of providing 

needed services to the Industrializing process.

3. Changes In scope have no association with either
(

economic progress or decline.

B. Social Modernization:

1. Increasing scope of public activity (especially 

'total scope) most directly boosts social

- modernization.w

2. Structural centralization plays a minor suppor­

tive role In domestic efforts.

3. Substantive commitment to defense seems to be a
. * /—

drag on modernization, but the results are too
«*

ambiguous to interpret.

C. Political/Development:

■ 1. Structural centralization .'significantly con­

tributes to the character of national political 

life; that is, nations with stable, highly 

centralized structures display significant degrees 

of illegitimate political phrticipation.

2. The scope'of public organization Alsp has some 

-'■effect on political participation; that is.

•' »'
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nations which have enlarged their 4)ublie sector's _

scope have experienced declining degrees-of ■ ■

illegitimate participation.

3. Substantive commitment to defense has no associa-
1

tion with political participation.
■»

In terms pf the models of public organization, the 

longitudinal procedure yields some support for both

models. . For example, .the relationship between the
f-

public sector's structure and political participation 

matches the propositions reconstructed from the 

"resolved” model. On the other hand,, the relationship 

between the public sector's scope and political parti- , 

clpatlon agrees with the hypotheses ifrom the ‘"bureau-
- .V

cratlc" model. This puzzle and the others raised in'

•the statistical analysis are part of a larger set of 

issues which must be addressed in any effort to 

eventually answef the opening question.

-<

Notes on the Optimum Configuration
of Public Activity;

■ The models- which attempt to answer the opening'

■■ question concerning the consequences of alternative 
forms of public organization oh national development 

assume a linear Increasing path to development. It is 

this, elemental postulate that creates the mutually 

contradictory prescriptions to centralize or

'v
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decentralize public activity. Such an axiom lockBf 

these models into two basic errors.-

First, arguments for centralization or decentrali­

zation speak of the public sector as if it were mono­

lithic. Failure to discern'multiple dimensions of 

organization within th'e'^bld.c sector causes the con­

ceptual. confusion between administrative structure, 

extent of action, and substantive focus of action 

found in the propositions derived from these models.

Not only is this a myopic view of the organizational 

characteristics of public activity, but it also prevents 

^ny meaningful empirical analysis.

The solution offered stresses the presctiptive 

theme of both models. Whether the emphasis is on the . 

-creation of a rational and efficient bureaucracy or the 

interaction of dispersed decision-makers tied into a 

national network, each model attempts, to prescrib'e' 

appropriate and" effective strategies -of control over 

the a'lldcation.of resources to development. Instead of 

the mutually, exclusive nature of these strategies of

corn^for“(eonc:ent:ratron df devo .

perspective sees public o'^ficd.als choosing 

degrees of control along each organizational dimension 

of public activity as they pursue developmental goals. 

Cehtralization-decentralization becomes an indicator of . 

, the extent of control being exercised and opens the

-r

V

various

. ■■ *
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door to estimating the developmental consequences^of a 

given strategy of control.

Ihe second error built into the two models by the 

assumption of a single evolutionary path is the 

"teleological" orientation to development identified in 

Chapter III. Put simply, both the "bureaucratic" and 

"resolved" models conceive of development as following 

a definitive course which will lead to the "modern" 

stage, if and only if,- prerequisites are observed and 

breakdowns avoided. One of the major conditions 

r.equired of nations by these models is their distinc­

tive prescription for organizing public activity.- 

Without going into the philosophical details, the 

teleological weakness of both models is well put in 

this,statement by Karl Mannheim:

»

•?

■Whoever believes that he knows in advance. . .
exactly what structure society will tend to 
adopt, weakens from the very beginning his"^ 
capacity for empirical observation of newly 
•emergent' changes, and treats a structure in 
the process of beqoming as though it had 
already taken its final shape.

In other words, the process of devel<y)ment will 

-unfjs-ld--throug,h.-.a - serles__o4,__adJu_stments Jnade within the 

various sectors of society. Applied to the public 

sector, this means that nations will exhibit changes 

in the organizatipnaf^imenslons of public activity.

Rejection,of the unilinear development path on, 

theoretical grounds has been amply supported empirically
•N

\ .
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in Chapter III which outlines multiple patterns ofv 

centralization,. As shown by the aerial correlations,-

the national behavior by patterns seriously undermines 

the basic advice of either model. Instead of gross

centralization or decentralization'leading invariably
•*

to progress, a given dimension of public organization 

has a dominant impact on each aspect of development —-

economic, social, or political. That is, changes in the 

degree of centralization in some areas of public

activity will often have little or no effect on a given

aspect of development. Chart IV-2 lists for each 

organizational dimension that.aspect of development 

most directly affected by shifts in centralization.

Chart IV-2,

Organizational Dimensions 
of Public Activity

Aspects^of
Development

Substantive Commitment Economic Growth

Social ModernizationScope

Structure Political Change

S

In-a single statement. Chart IV-2 states; 

tive commitment of public activity in contrast to the 

structural arrangement «nd the penetration of the 

public sector determines the public sector’s effect on

the substan-
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economic growth, whereas the scope of the public ^ 

sector significantly affects the course of social 

modernization, and finally public structure critically 

conditions the nature of a nation's political system.

The implication from this restatement of the 

longitudinal analysis of centralization and develop­

ment is the immediape frustration of any effort to 

choose between the models of public-activity. 

the results with'all three aspects of development, the 

"resolved"- prescription receives some measure of 

support. Recall that for economic growth, nations 

which maintained high levels of' spending on national 

security severely constrained.their economy's growth. 

Social modernization advanced when total public scope-- 

meaning active subnatidnal units — advanced. And 

likewise for political development, nations character­

ized by highly centralized public structures most^ 

often experienced non-legitimate and violent political 

participation. While these findings lend credence to 

the devolution argument, others were discovered which

preclude an uncritical acceptance nf_ ^theJ.lir_es_olyed"

position. For example, \lth economic growth, nations 

which started from very low degrees of structural 

centralization and proceeded to moderate levels appear 

to have.made comparatively the moat economic progress. 

Though the growth of activity by local political units

•» •
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boosted social Improvement, nevertheless. It Is the x 

sheer expansion o£ the public’ sector which also’ con­

tributes to these changes, And for political change, 

the serial correlations point to those nations with' 

small and unchanging scopes as being the least developed 

politically. While using the multiple dimensions of 

public -organization has avoided the teleological pit- 

fall Inherent In the two approaches to public organiza­

tion, It has not resolved the original question, but

has led back to the.quandary Identified In the

empirical analysis.

- Further study of the polity's organization and Its 

Impact on development will have to come to grips with 

this dilemma. On the one hand, the sluggish economic 

performance of nations with high structural centraliza­

tion negapes the "bureaucratic" model's hypotheses. 

However, the.superior developmental performance of'^he 

nations which moved from very decentralized structures 

and scopes to moderate levels certainly offers powerful 

. evidence for the "bureaucratic" model. These opposite’

.findings also exist for’ the other two aspects of 

development.
S

From these^seeming contradictions then 

comes- the Importance of the centralization thresholds

described earlier.
■ ^ The operation of the thresholds becomes apparent 

on Chart IV-3 which ranks the sixteen nations by average

■
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degree o£ ''domestic" structural centralization and 

average level of e.conomic growth for each of three 

historicaltperiods.

V

The poor economic performance of 

those nations above the upper threshold (0.75) prior to

World War II contrasts sharply with the growth of those 

nations which were below the lower threshold (0.30)

prior to World War II. 

lower right-hand cell amply confirms the existence of 

the lower threshold. While Peru and Romania's con-

The absence of nations in the

•tinned underdevelopment.supports the action of the 

upper, parameter, ohe might argue that the Belgian,' 

French-, and Italian cases negate its operation. How-' 

ever, - such a position Ignores the fact o'f their rela­

tively poorer.economic performance in comparison with
2

•the other European nations.

O

The strongest evidence 

for the existence and operation of the centralization 

thresholds derives from the clustering of nations -—

both federal and unitary — near the- equal division 

line.- Not only does this add credence to Mesmer's

convergence hypothesis, but also reaffirms the 

arguments made in Chapter III concerning the multiple

Though the degrees of
\

patterns of .centralization, 

centralization chosen as thresholds are more.of p 

expository nature at this moment. Chart lV-3 strongly 

suggests that some organizational configurations are 

more beneficial for development than others. Designing

\
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a resear,ch strategy to identify and analyze these ^

thresholds should produce considerable,gain in terms of.

the opening question.

Embedded in the threshold notioi^ is the tacit

proposition that nations with "highly c.entrallzed

structures or minimally centralized structures or 

^^scopes will be caught in developmental traps. This is 

a fairly powerfjil, yet reasonably simple proposition to 

pursue. Comparative and longitudinal expansion'of the 

units under Investigation is the obvious first step 

. towards determining to what extent this proposition 

remains valid. A more comp^llcated but rewarding task .
f

would be to disaggregate the independent, variable within 

each organizational dimension. For examplg, one may 

ask vhether centralization within various public

activities such as education or public health provision

contributes or constrains different aspects of develop- 

Likewise,, one may examine the effect of public 

'innovation which really is a change in scope through 

the commencement of literally brand-new activities, 

either case, sheer expansion of national^units or the 

disaggregation of macro-data', the emphasis must remain 

on the consequence of a given centralization pattern.

The discovery that different national structures 

are converging into the moderate range of centraliza­

tion provides a unique avenue for further study.

ment.

In

A

As

r



132

more national units are Included In comparative - s 

archives, will their centralization patterns also give • 

evidence of this convergence? Will disaggregation by 

organizational dimension show convergence? That is, 

do nations use essentially the same stryctural 

arrangements and commitment to a common set of public 

programs? A few studies have reached a tentative 

affirmation of this question.^ 

the convergence hypothesis would mean that just as 

there are only a finite set of arrangements amenable to 

the operation of an Industrial economy, so also are 

there a finite set of public arrangements appropriate 

to a modern polity. ” ' ■

Whatever the course of future research, the 

•thrust must avoid the single path to development myopia 

and continue to explore the alternatl'^^es open to each 

country and the consequences of the choices made. The 

concern cannot fie with solutions to "bad" centraliza­

tion, but must be -wl-th alternative strategies of control 

by organizational dimension. As Marion Levy recently 

pointed' out:

Solid confirmation of

N
. Arguments on this score are usually conducted in 
child-like fashion. Someone Is sure to say,

■ "Wouldn't you agree that too much centralization 
is a bad’thing?" 
much lettuce will kill you.
mean fiy -"too mnoh." We ar.e not given a-priori 
-any clear criteria for what constitutes too much 
centralization . . .*

I agree, and I'add that too 
That is, what we

> "
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To Levy, I would add that Just as too much lettuce 

or centralization can .harm, so also can too little. - 

This returns the logic directly back to the thresholds ^ 

of centralization. If a natlb.n’s leadership falls to 

properly manipulate their control' over public activity 

In each organizational.dimension, the nation because of 

the consequences of public organization-for development 

can enter or will remain In' a developmental trap. 

Conversely, sensitivity In these adjustments can help 

in avoiding cr'la.es. .What sfcill remains unknown 

scientifically and part of the art of leadership is the 

fight strategy of control for a given situation:.'^'

■y

S

\ '■
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FOOTNOTES

1. Karl Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of 
Reconetruction (New York;
World, 1967), p. 189 quoted in Alberto Guefreiro- 
Ramos, "Modernization:
Model," Developing Nations;

Harcourt, Brace and

Towards a Possibility
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ : Quest for a Model.

eds. Willard A. Baling and George 0. Totten (New 
York: 1970), Chapter 2.Van Nostrant Relnhold Co • »

2. The 1966 per capita gross domestic product values 
(in D.S. $) for the European nations 
($2370), Switzerland ($2252), Norway ($1874), 
Germany ($1761), France ($1694), Belgium ($1672); 
United Kingdom ($1642), Italy ($1026), and Romania 
^$399). the values-for the rema-inlng nations are: 
United States ($3300), Canada ($2308), Australia 
($1985), Japan, ($890), Brazil ($271), Peru ($243), 
and India ($89),.

are: Sweden

Belgium, France, and Italy rank 
respectively 9th, 8th, and 11th among the sixteen 

See Arthur S. Banks. Cross-Polity Time-
The M.I.T. Press,

nations.
Series Data (Cambridge, Mass-: 
1971).

3. For example, see Phillips Outright, ."Political 
Structure, Economic Development, and National 
Social Security Programs," The American Journal of 
Sociology. 70, pp. 537-48; or Frederic Pryor, Public 
Expenditures ia- Communist and Capitalist Nations
(London^. George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1968).

4. Marlon Levy, Modernization; Latecomers and
Survivors (New York: Basic Books, .Inc., 1972)7: p.
68.

5. For a similar conclusion, see Warren F. Ilchman and 
Norman Thomas Uphof£j_.The Political Economy of 
Change (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California 
Press, 1969), p. 222.
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EXPENDITURE DATA, BY-COUNTRY
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Australia’ V

B. U. Ratchford, Public Expenditures In Australia 
• (Durham, N.C. : Duke University Press,, 1959). 

'yearbook of the Commonwealth of Australia. Vols.
1962-1968.

Belgium
Annualre Statlst-jque de La Belgique. Vols. 1910-

1969.

Brazil
Anuario Estatlstico Do Brasil, Vols. 1939-1968.

Canada
M. C. Urquhart and K. A. H. BuckXiy (eds.). 

Historical Statistics of Canada (Toronto: 
Cambridge University Press, 1965),

Municipal Tax Levies and Receipts by Provinces
(Canada: Department of- Trade.and Commerce,
.1939) .

. National Accounts, Income and Expenditure. Vols.
1926-1964.

- France
• Annualre' Statlstlque de France. Vols. 1815-1957.

German-y
Suphan Andie and Jlndrich Veverkai "The Growth of .. 

Government Expenditure In Germany since the 
Unification," Flnanzarchlv (Jan. 1964).

India
P. J. Thomas, The Growth of Federal Finance In

India (London: Oxford University Press, 1939).
S. N. Agarwala, Indian Public Finance (Bombay:

Vora and Co., Publishers, 1967).
V. G. Kulkarnl and D. D. Deshpande, Statistical

Outline of Indian Economy (Bombay: Vora and Co., 
Publishers, 1968).

K. K.. Sharma, Public Finance (Bangalore: Bangalore 
- printing and Publishing Co., 1969).

\
Italy

Annuario Statlstleo Itallano. Vols. 1887-1960.

Japan *’ ' ’

The Financial and Economic Annual of Japan. Vols. 
1901-1937.

-Japan Statistical Yearbook. Vole. 1955-1967. ■
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Norway
Statlstlske Overslkter. Vols. 1948 and 1958. 
Statlatlcal Abstract of Norway.. Vols. 1964-i969.

P.eru
..Anuario Estadlstlco del Peru. Vol. 1954.

Romania
Anuarul Statistic al Romanlel. Vols.. 1904-1938. 
Anuarul Statistic al Reputtllcll- Soclallste Romania.

Vols. 1960-1969.

Sweden (>
Hlstorlsk .Statlstlk for Sverige. Vol. Ill, 1960. 
Statlstlsk Arsbok for Sverige. Vols. 1960-1969.

Switzerland
Statlstlsches Jahrbuch Per Schweiz. Vols. 1920.-

1969.

United Kingdom'
Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of 

Public Expenditures in the United Kingdom
Princeton University Press,

Annual Abstract of Statistics. Vols. 1956-1967.

(Princeton, N.J.: 
1961).

United. States
■ Pacts and Figures on Government Finance, l3th ed.,

1964-65 (Tax Foundation Inc 1965) .• »

\
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APPENDIX B
■

RATIOS OF CENTRALIZATION: 
OVER TIME AND AMONG NATIONS

Australia: AU Japan: JA

-Belgium: BE Norway: NO

■ BRBrazil: Peru: PE

CACanada: Romania: RO

France: FR Sweden SD

Germany: GE Switzerland: SZ

India: IN United Kingdom: UK

Italy: IT United States: -.US

•>

\
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139BJatIo of National to Total Government , 
'Expenditures'

Table 1.
V

Year AU BE BR CA FR GE IN IT

1870
1871. .804
1872
1873
1874
1875
1876
1877
1878
1879
1880
1881 .817
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889 .
1890 ■
1891 .702
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896
1897
1898
1899
1900 
,1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910 -
1911
1912
1913 .274
1915 -
1916

.809
.866

•?

.797 

.812 

.835 

.808 .

.814 .2-93
• ;818 
.819 
.811 
.776 
.745 
.764 
.765 
.766 
.768
.784 .339
.786
.786
.784
.780
.777
.778
.714
.779
.777
.774. .344 
.770 
.760 
.760 .
.759
.755

N .743 .349
.743 
.741 
.742 
.760 
.763
.754 .353

.738

.740

..741

.740

.739

.741

.751

.738
.806

.735

.760

-.743
.824

.636 
.800 .609

.596 

.620 

.647 
.790 .655

.635 

.631 

.626

.735

.737

' •n

\
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Table 1 — Continued

\

AU BE CA ITYear BR FR GE IN

.648 

.648 

.627 
.901 .655

.632 
.876 .644

.606 
.868 .593

.558 
.902 .542
..821 .527

. .549
.801 .519

. .758 .541 .
.773 .492

.374 .785 .590
.788 .555

■.799 .575
.825 .539

.364 .825 .540
.806 .579

. .722 .595
.383 .752 .567
.475 .806 .567

.560

.568 .898

.543 .892

.554 .881 .864

.558 .871 .901

.578 .728 .840

.512 .638 .812

.507 .588 .789

.523 .584 .757

.499 .618 .839 .621

.449 .651 .838 .635 .520

.428 .658 .836 .635 .466

.472 .644 .828 .621 '.505

.470 .617 .806 .619 .528

.488 .^^21 .613 .482 .740
.701 .561 .623 .606 .512 .738
.736 .518 .607 .620 .557 .726
,731 .517 .606 .634 .545 .746

.608 .742' .501 ;584 .538 .764
.757 .503 .564 .517 .739

.566 .521 .741

.548 .548 .749

.548 .719

1917
1918 .661
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923 .420
1924
1925 .
1926
1927
1928 .320
1929 .346
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935

ill? 

iiii
1940
1941 .661 ;714
1942 .779^ .677
1943 .899 .655
1944 .902 .688
1945 .885 .790
1946 .852 .818
1947 .754 .793'
1948 .690 ,850

• 1949 .689 .798
1950 .678 .756
;i951 .668 .729
1952 .633 .774

. 1953 -.673 .736
1954 ' .656 .740
1955 .498 .717
1956
1957
1958■ .603
1959
1960 .621
1961 ■ .603 ...7.29
1962 ■ .425 .731 .537
1963 .744

.824
.152 
.149 
.144 
.143

.454 .131 .793

.460 .127 

.467 .121 
- .504 .122 .733

.753'.515 .123 
.538 .126 
.529 .133 
.490 .126 ,
.513 .121 

.683 .595 .124
.636 .119 .855.
.669 
.718 

.757 .789

.815

.753

.878
,857
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Table 1 — Continued

Year AO BE BR CA FR •GE IH IT

1964
1965
1966
1967
1968

.724

.737 .496

.729 .490

.701

.731

.721

Year JA <NO PE RO SO SZ UK US

1870.
1871 .
1872
1873
1874
1875
1876
1877
1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889 .788
1890 .797‘ .685
1891 .651 
1892..610
1893 .622
1894 .583
1895 .596 .663
1836 .708
1897 .716
1898 ^695
1899 .690
1900 .691 .612
1^01 .,651

.1902 . .652
1903 .613 ,
1904 .684
1905 .763 .651
1906 .737

•' 1907 .732
1908 .737

.639

.131.616

.570

N .648
'.786

.333

.489 .
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Ui_.-RO SD ' SZ UKYear JA NO PE

1909 .672 ^
1910 i675 .'642
1911 .607 .603
1912 .649 .638
1913 .649 . .565
1914 .676 .579
1915 .660 .567 '
1916 .650 .548
1917 .667 .614
1918 .638 .589 .931
1919 .650 :572
1920 .598 -.551 __._9A2
1921 .590 .515
1922 .540 ..493
1923 .54,8 .485 .925
1924 ..554 .548 .912 .976
1925 .520 .543 .912 .979
1926 -.498. .522 .915 .945
1927 .473 .551 .922
1928 .489 .557 .917 .939
1929 .503 .544 . .922 .940.
1930 .471 .539 .931 .950
1931' .476 .531 .933
1932- .509. .547,-.924 .942
1933 .718 .521 .917 .936
1934 .769 .505 .927
1935 ..7.75' .524 .937 .932
1936 .783 .537 .930 .9J6
1937 .842 .524 ..933
1938 .873 .539 .931
1939 .886 .57,8 i933

- • 1940 .889 .617 .931
1941 .919 .700 .931
1942 .926 .769 .934
1943 .935 .742 .945
1944 -.956 .771 .942

.1945 .952 .745 .947
1946' .914 ‘.772 .554'
1947. .861 v707 .961

•1948 .850 .705 .954
1949 .863 .681 .952
1950 .829 .658 .957 .902
1951 .752 .673 .959
1952 .713 .676 .965

: 1953 .687 .674 .957
. 1954 .687 .655 .954 .890 .589 .349

-.521

.590
.5,52 .292

*•4

.863
.721

.920 
.385 .943

-■ .351
.442 .801

.526 .402 .720
.342 .691 .387
.355 .686
.328 .672
.317 .654

.493 .309 .635
i294 .626 .296
.28,8 .635
.285 .634
.304 .633

.520 .261 .635
.269 .647 .317
.273 .580
.290 .624 .393

.499 .289 .617

.468 .303 .612 .480

.500 .302 .618 .

.525 .327 .665 .423

.-671 .423 .719

.733 .561 .852 .438

.687 .598 .895

.704 .572 .908 .737

.702 .595 .919

.698 .584 .920 .891

.644 .544 .906

.576 .510' .847 ..805

.592 .780

.594 .766 .592

.596 .772.

.599 <766 ,582
.903 .594 • .772
.913' :606 .389 .7.67 .666
.900 .595 .757

.748 .648

N
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Table 1— Continued

'l . =JA,Year NO PE =0 ss sz UK M=
1955 .700 .647 .952
1956 .713
1957 .707
1958 .733
1959 .732 , .663
1960 :.727
1961 .709 .691
1962 .696 ,685
1.963 ,695 .674
1964 .691 -,674
1965 .691 :682

-.661

.875 ;590

.862 .598

.854 .596

.845 .630

.-841 . .630 

.842 

.846 

.848 

.851 

.852 

.846 

.854 

.872 

.870

.750
.318 .679 .603

.671 .598
.354 .672 .582

.664 .582
.633 .318 .666 .580
.624 .336 .658 .576
.628 .324 .648 .582
.610 ;321 .633 .575 .. •
.614 .329 .621
.619 .311
,619 .318
.60r2

■»

1966
1967
1968

.658

S
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Table 2. Ratio of National to Total Governmental 
Expenditures, Both Corrected for Defense 
Expenditures

s
^ .

Year AU BE BR ■ CA FR 6E IN IT

1870
1871
1872
1873
1874
1875
1876
1877
1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888 .
1889
1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896 

■ 1897
1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905 
1906'

1907
1908 .
1909
1910
1911
1912 

■V 1913 .205
.1914

,756
.838

.749

.772

.798

.767

.771 .066

.775 

.776 

.762 

.718 

.682 

.714 

.715 

.714 

.716

.721. .135

.727

.731

.728

.724

.720

.719

.6-39

.719

.716

.710. .173

.707

.695

.697

.694

.683’

.672 .194

.671

.670 ■ •

.669
i677
.682

.663 .203

.671

.815
.688
.684
.•688
.686
.682
.677
.673
.677

.785
.700 .681

.699

.695

.695
. .807 '

•N

.576

.538

.524

.564

.587

.599
-.587
.606

.691
.785

Ct

.772 .656

v\
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Table 2 — Continued \ -

FRAU BB BR CA •GE IN - IT'e,

.585 

.585 
'.613 
.606 
.585 '

.889 .613
.586 

.‘863 .572
.558'

.857 .536
.51-1 

.899 .484

.810 < .484 
.502

..789 .468 .

.739'..487 

.754 .438

.769 .497

.773 • .482 

.780 .500

.812 .468
;339 .811 .470

.788 .488

.698 .506

.707 .505
.499 
.492
.'468 .857
.463 .681
.470 .744

.753
.471 .614 .789
.407 '.571 .753
.417 .514 .72^
.440 .506 .697
^422 .507 .812 .561

.696 .360 .497 .789 .560 .445
.508 .770 .562 .369

;391 .502 .760 .567 .426
.395 .46'4 .737 .572 .467

.569 .427
..560 - .460 
.579 .508
.593 .496' .

.497 

.4,78

1915
1916
1917

. 1918 .530
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923 .406 
.1924
1925
1926 
1927,

" 1928 .312
1929 .330■
1930 

- 1931
1932 .361
1933 ' -
1934
1935 .
1936 

■ 1937
1938
1939 .343
1940: .345 -.741
1941 .366
1942 .441
1943 .628
1944 ■ .680 .661
.1945 , .690 .765' .482
1946 .705 .807
•A947 .718 .783-
1948 .669 .849
1949 .663 .786
1950 .649. .736
1951 ,627
1952 .570 .733
1953 .605 .693
1954 ;597 .702
1955. :.438 .683 .406 .495

.667 .491 .515
. .695 .432 .503-

.700 .-437 .507
1959 .567 .714 .434 .497

-.I960. .581 .733 .446 .480

.

.794
.084
.084
.087
.088

.791

.431 ..079 
,.438 
.447 
.487 
.499 
.523 
.513 
.469 
.467 
.556 
.567 
.573 
.608 

. .632

.’756
.077
.073
.074
.076
.080
.086
.082
.080
.083
.079

.704

.631
.827

.677

: 1956
1957
1958 : .566

f
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Table 2 Continued

Year AU BE BE CA FR GE IN IT

1961 .565 .705
1962 .357 .711 .494 

.726 

.706
,715 .438
.709 .438

.484
'7469
.466

.483

.501
1963 
1964. 
1965- 
1966 

■ .1967 
1968

.709

.692

.725

.715

Year JA PE RO SD K US

1870
1871
1872 .
1873
1874
1875
1876 

- 1877
■ 1878 ■

1879
1880 
1881 
1882 ■ 
-1883

' 1884
1885
1886
1887
1888 

. 1889 .723.
1890 ,730 ,
1891
1892
1893

.476 • .273
.573 
•;520 
.545 ,

1894 .507
1895
1896

s

.516 - .407s

.578
1897 .560
1898 ■ .527
1899 ,457
1900 .550

■ 1901 •.535'
: 1902 ,?568 '

■' 1903 -.514
.1904 .656

.322
.761

.173
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Table 2 — Continued \

Year JA PENO RO SD SZ- UK US

1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919

1920
1921 
192.2
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930 

. 1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937

1938
1939 ‘ .876
1940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1947
1948
1949
1950

.747

.668

.610-

.651

.577

.584

.500

.551
-.551 .502
.604. ,463 
.571 .434
.544 .421'
.551 .538
.529 .544 .917
.50-2 .545 .920
.437 .529 .926
.423 .487
.404 .467

. .449 .457 .'910
.472 .521 ..895 .971
.434 .514 .895 .975
.418 .493 .898 .934
.393 .521 .904
.407 .530 .^97 .923
.420 .516 .904 .924
.389 .512 .918 .932 ,
.386 .503 .922
.401 .520. .906
.68'9 .489 .891
.744 .472 .908
.747 .493 .'918
.763 .506 .907
.'825 .491 .915
.864 .501 .913

.474 .915
.881 .600 .912
.921 .697 .911

.768 .912

.740 .927

.769 .922

.701 .929

.747 .940

.689 .951

.683 .941
'.656 .931
.617 .940

.308
1,' -

.341

. .511
..362 .183

.455
■ ,

.689

.704

.416 .704
.471 .366 .655

.639 .337
.309 .638
.277 .624
.264 .605 '

.445 .257 .585
.242 .576
.236 .588
.233 .588
.258 .591

“.489 .213 .595
.•223 .609 .228
.231 . .535 

. .241 .576
.914 .465 .244 .562
.920 .430 .250 .541

.462 .229 .525

.477 .234 .523

.498 .253

.530 .284

.516 
. , .538

.545 .370

.568 .325

.576 

.511 

.540 

.544- 

.544 ■
.884 ,539

.383

.465

.652
.291
.461 ■ .773 .540 .

.724 .

.720 .412

.724

.714 .439

\
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Table 2 — Continued \

Year JA NO PE RO SD UKSZ- US

.. 1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958 

- 1959
1960
1961 

, 1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968

.625

.625

.624

.606

.605'

.943 .882 .530

.954 .896 .541 .281

.940 .885 .530

.937 .880 .521 .266
.863 .528

• .850 .541 .241
.842 .539
.•833 .576 .261
.831 .577
.834 .584 .239
.838 .573 .259
.841 - .5ii79 .245
.844 .560 .245
.845 .569 .259
.839 .575 .240
.848 .580 .250

• .867 ;:.564
.865

.697 

.675 

.661 

.648 

.661 

.595 

.595 

.597 . .372 

.591 

.595 

.588 

.578 

.564 

.552

.702 

.672 

.673 

.689 

.703 

.697 

.726 

.725 

.720 

.703, .653 

.689 

.688 

.684

,388

.384

.379

.379

.621 .383
.397
.402
.411
.410

. 643 

.633 

.633 

.638 

.616 

.614

e

\

•v
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Table 3. Ratio of National Government Expenditures to 

Gross National Product

AU BE BR CA FR GE IN IT

1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883
1884
1885 
1886.
1887 •
1888
1889
1890 

• 1891
1892 - 
-1893
1894
1895
1896
1897 

: 1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
1910
1911 

, 1912
1913
1914 
1915,
1916 
.1917 
1918 . .250, 
1919^^^^^^^^^^^^^
1920 .
1921
1922
1923 . .183

.129

.145 .029
.070

.100
.135

,130

.146
.045 .141

.149,
.157

.122A

.143
.051

.137

.057 .133

.114. .069

. 138 .157
.068 .140 .062

.076
• S.

.449 .064 .142 .360
.032-

.064
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Table 3 — Continued V

IN ITGEAU BE BR CA FR

1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929 .071 
19.30
1931
1932 .093 .232
1933 

• 1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940 ,116
1941 .221
1942 .310
1943 .451
1944 -.424 •
1945 i378
1946 .317 .404
1947 ■ .215 .355 .100
1948 .;153 -.578
1949 \.165 '■
1950 .167 .293
1951 .169
1952 .185
1953 .190 .227
1954 .168 .223
1955 .165 .207

,197 
,215

.212 .227
.252
.254 . .096 

.228 .235
.234 
.244 
.229
.247 .120
,248 .114

.097 .113 .033 .156
.125 
.128 
.148 

.244 .157
.181 .038 .192
.188 
.179 
.191 

.271 .229
.220 .043
,224 
.245 

.218 .335

.069
.091

.185 .095 .071

.086 .
..•2'29 .

•,082 -.,111-
.078 .232

• .217
.222

.087 .242 .137
.323

r
, .101

.405
.199

.066
.319 .253 .058 .185

.256 .070
,261’ .057 

.250 .251 .069
.252 .093

' .239 .095
.244 .101
,262 .135
.279 .124

.138 

.136 

.148 

.179 ,196

.197 .278 ,
.190 
.221 • 
,233

.094 .146

.107 .161
.168 

,.093 .162
.162 
.172 
.169 
.171 

.113 .179

.093 .177
.177 
.188\ 

.120 .177
..174

• •• *•-.

.185 '

.184 ■
,173
;191
.207
.190
.183

1956
1957
1958 

- 1959
1960
1961 

. 1962
1963
1964
1965
1966 
19 67 
1968

\
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Table 3. — Continued

US ■SB • SZYear JA NO PE RO UK

1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889 .114
1890 .082 .029
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895 .052
1896
1897
1898
1899
1900 .128 .101
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905 .136 .092 

- 1906
1907 

, 1908
1909
1910 .137
1911
1912
1913
1914- .071
1915
1916
1917
1918 
1919.
1920 .105
1921
1922 

' 1923
1924

.027

.055

Tl

.059

.094

.026

.060 ,

.084 

.087 
. .092 
.067J 
.086 
.061 

. .060 
.112 
.123 
.105 
.099 
.107 
.110 
.096 
.087

.066

.083
.068 .025

.302N
.154

.359

.488

.069 .210
.212 
.192 
.166 
.159

.099
.051

.046

\
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Table 3 Continued
V

SD SZ UK USJA NO PE ROYear

.158 

.163 .

.151 .037

.154
. .038 .152

.048 .165
.183

.18-5 .073

.163
.061 .153 .091

.150

.151 , .111 

.159

.199 .099
.107 .254.

.518 .100

.649

.661, .223 

.679
.200 . .668 .475

.598

.437 .316

.343 ■

.311 .137
.090 .309 .

.182 .082 ■ .299 .157

.176 .081 .314

.190 .094 .318 .206

.196 .078 .308 '^>219

.196 .077 .281 .214'

.205 .071 .274 .185

.213 .067 .273 .181
i541 .219 .072 .260 .i85
.571 .219 . .084 .260 .194
.555 .221 .073 .258 .194
.578. .220 .070 .265 .194
.577 .217 .079 .268 .202
.*640 .235 .080 .269 .204
.635 .230 .081 .265 .203

.244 .087 -.264
ii53 .082
.265 ’.088 . :
.264

1925 .103
1926
1927 ■
1928 

. 1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935 .517 -.078 .
1936 .641 .079
1937 .597 .075
1938 .751 .081
1939 .743 .090
1940 .751
1941 -
1942
1943
1944 
19.45
1946 .813 .274
1947 .597 .202
1948 .750 .215

.204
1950 .749. .178
1951 . .174
1952 .333 .190
1953 .333 .203

; 1954 .326 .186
1955 .318 .1*84
1956 .316
.1957 .300
1958 .359
1959 .355 ..183
I960: .342
1961. .315 .198
1962 .323 .199
1963 .320 .202

: 1964 .308 .201
.319 .202

.189 

.194

.079 

.085 

.094 

.092 

.087
.133 .086 -.007

.093 .011

.095 ..006 

.080 .004

.074 .005

.095

.,121

.099

.102

.105

.111

.190
.063

.085

.098

.099

.100

.120

.139

.130

.103

.090 .571

.113 .459

.125 .592

.119 .569

..117 .605

.118 .595.

'tS.

.143

. 1949

1965
1966
1967
1968

'A

• ^
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Table 4. Ratio of Total Governmant Expenditures to 
Gross National Product ,

FR***. GE IN ITBE BR CAAUYear

.1591878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888 
1889

‘ 1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896 - 
1897-'
1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906
1907 

. 1908
1909
1910
1911
1912

1913 ;249
.1914 '
1915
1916 
191,7 •
1918 .378
1919
1920
1921
1922

t

' .095.178 .100

.122

.182

.171

.190
.191.132

.19 6
..201

.164
.184 ’

■ .149

.181

.181.165

.154.111 ■

.213.175
.186 .177

.115 \

.437.500 .098
.209

.100 ■

\
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Table 4 VContinued

Year AD CA FR 6E m IT

1923 .435
1924
1925
1926
1927
1928
1929 .204
1930
1931
1932 .249 .295
1933
1934
1935
1936 .214
1937
1938
1939 .227
1940 .244
1941 ..333
-1942 .397
1943 .502
1944 .470
1945 .427
1946 .373 .495
1947 .285 .447 .195
1948 .222 .680
1949 .240

. 1950 .246 .388
1951 .252
1952 '.292
1953 .282 .309
1954 .256 .301
1955 .332 .289
1956 .281 '
1957 .292
1958 .351 .310 ..219
1959 - .339 .185
1960 .335 .191 .315- \

. 1961 .378, .322 - .331
1962 .321 .223. -.323
1963 - .328 .319
1964 .316
1965 .336 .242
1966 .341 .233
1967 
19^8 .

.174 .250 .251 .197
.272 
.274 
.294 

.324 .306
.336 .301 ;263
.355 -
.366 
.372 

:397 .384
.347 .36,3
.335 
.341 

.289 .424

.174

.244 .175

' -iss 

\ '.15Z-
.286

.281

.269

.308

.322 ■ .242
.429

.465 a
.237

.189 .236 .380

.238 .248
• , .255
.198 .251’ .302

.262 

.277 

.271 

.282 

.295 

.303 .

.408

.404 .135

.410 .123

.405 .137

.408 .177
•.390 .198 .250
.402 .197 .249
.422 .243 .239
.441 .228. .257

. .256, .271'
.263 ■ .258 
.285 .247

. .J27 , .262-
.387
.271
.302
.323

.216
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Table 4 Continued S

JA- NO PE RO SD SZ • UK USYear

^ 1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882

■ 1883
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889 .145
1890 .102 .043
1891
1892
1893
1894 . . . . .
1895 .087
1896
1897
1898
1899

■ 1900 .185 .164
1901
1902
1903
1904 .

. 1905 .178 .141
1906 

. 1907
1908
1909
1910 
1911--
1912
1913
1914

.042

.089

.104

.144r

.080

.123

.144 
. . 143

.118 
' .148

, 1915 .107 .108
.110 
.182 
.208 
.18-3

1920 .175 .180
.209 
.224 
.197

.127

. .141
.124 .085

.350\
.2131916

1917
1918
1919

.391 . 
. .517

.155 .262 ! ,
.294
.278 .131

. .242

.189 .1921
3^22
1^23



JCI-'

1567

Table 4 — Continued s

Year JA NO PE . RO SD UK US

1924
1925 .198
1926
1927
1928
1929
1930 .283
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935 .667 .148
1936 .819 .14.7
1937 .710 .144
1938. .860 ..149
1939 .839 . .156

. 1940 .842
1941
1942
1943 

. 1944
.,1945

-1946- .890
1947 .694
1948 .882
1949
1950 .904

• 1951
1952 .468
1953 .485
1954 .475
1955 .455
1956 .444

. 1957 ^ .427
' 1958 ,:489

1959 .485 .277
1960 .47(j
1961 .444 .287
1962 .464 .291
1963 .461 .300

•1964 .445 .'298
1965 .461 .296

.287 

.295

.159 

.145 

.163 

.171 .

.165 

.159

.157 .007

.175 .012

.173 .006

.153 .004
, .146 .005

.141 .237
.242 
.257
.241 .124
.242 

.132 .239

.159 .261
.288
-.286 .230
.282

.211 .245 .232
.244

•.247 ..231 
.257
.300 .234

.252. .353
.608 .228 
.725
.728 .303
.739

.343, .726 .534
.660
.515 .392
.440
.406 .232
.400
.390 .270
.407,

.242 .415 .310
.407
.376 .330
.366

.211 .401 .300
.388 .309

.237 .387 .333
.38'9 .333

.221 .398 .334

.234 .407 ..351’

.247 .415 .351

.252 .419 .353

.265 ..425 

.264 

.276

.193

.233

-.198
.217
.209
.212
.283

■ .068

.091 
;i04 

. .105 
.106 

.355 .125

.286 .144

.305 .136

.300 .108

.271 .094 ;633 .304

.259 .118 .508 .296

.281 .130 .648 .313

.301 .124 .632 .330

.284 .122 .680 .332.. .220

.285 .124 .680 .347
.357,

.633 .367

.677 .347

.660 .351

.686 .348
. .681 N.348'
. .754 .374
.747 .377

.397 

.408 

.428 

.438

.242

1966 ,
1967 ■ .
1^68
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Table ;5. Defense Expenditures as a Ratio of National 
Government Expenditures

Year AU BE BR CA ER GE IN IT

1870
1871
1872
1873 '
1874
1875
1876 
1877. . 
•1878 
1879 
1880'
1881 .019 
1882 
1883.
1884
1885
1886
1887
1888
1889
1890
1891 .015
1892 .
1E93

• 1894 •
1895 

• 1896
1897
1898
1899
1900
1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1906 

- 19 07'
1908
1909 

- 1910
1911
1912
1913, .317
1914- .

'1915 .

.272

.201

.242 

.219 

.221 

.218 

.230 

.234 

.235 

.251 

.262 

.267 

.232 .

.226 

.236 

.238 

.288 

.275 

.262 

.265 

.264 

.264 

.268 

.291 

.275 

.279 

.285 

.279 

.281 

.274 

.278 

.3'03'

.293 .549

.295 

.291 

.296 .

.337 

.334 

.358 

.666

.832
.216
.237
.230
.230
.242
.269 -
.3i9

.258
.122

.695 .229

.266

.229

.210
.103 ft'

.603

.223

.253

.256

.208

.227

.215

.184

.186

.178

.194
. .087

.101
.318

.532

.288

\
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Table 5 Continued >

BR CA FR GE • IN ITYear AU BE

.157 ..504 

.137 .625

.165 .604

. i64 .646 —
.120 .166 .447 .146

.175 ;059
.103 ;260 .039

.180 .041 .115
.087 . .207 .038

.174 .039
.040 -.208 .040
.071 .217 .042

.171 .051 ..
.072 -.184 .'049 .164
.098 .193 .054
.100 .194 .054
-.089 . .313 .041
.084 .254 .026
.112 .260 .029 .140
.084 .248 .030
.091 .'244 .032
.107 .308 .043
.109 .304 .061
.203 .223 .062 T
.312 -.240 .193 f

- .238 .602 \
.3S1 .^18 \
.276 .742 O
.286 .610 
.263 .548
.348 .406 .243.
.347 .245 .239
.304 >258 .225
.283 .272 .196
.268 .363 .148
.310 .468 .232

- .463 .287
.255 .192 .282 .443 >,281

.173 .265 ;465 .261
.213 .152 .282 .404

.146 .245 .357

.135 .292 ..343

.137 .275 .333 >
;1959 .156 .131 .239 .297
1960 .152 .121 .207 .284
19161 2145 .115 .283

1916
1917
1918 .422
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923 .055
1924
1925
1926 
;.927
1928 .038
1929 .072
1930
1931
1932 .051
1933 

. 1934
1935
1936 .102
1937
1938

.489 

.479 

.431 

.422 

.431 

.425- 

.431

.089 

.083 

.080 

.069 .426

.062 

.057 

.063 

.082 

.170 

.148 
. .249 
.388 
.393 
.541

.195

.416

.399

.388

.377

.370

.364

.372 .191

.314
1939 .160
1940 • .417
1941 .705
1942 .777

. 1943 .810
1944 .769 .113
1945 .709 .135
1946 .584 .068
■1947 .168 .060
1948 .093 ;010
1949 .112 .074
1950 .120 .098
1951 .165 .150
1952 .231- .200
1953
1954 .222

' 1955
> 1956

1957

1958 .144

.217 .305

.268 .259.

.262 .329'

.199 .272

.175 .217,
•.169 . .200 
.173 .186
.157 ■;i8'2 
.157 .178

.150 

.146 
,142

• \
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Table 5 — Continued

Yea AU BE BR CA FR ■GE - ■ IN IT

1962 .250
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968

.093 .157

.087 

.086 

.106 

.092

.270

.272
.172
.240 .046

.041
.209
•.188

.032

. 028.

Year . JA NO PE RO SD SZ UK US

1870
1871
1872
1873 
-1874
1875
1876
1877
1878
1879
1880 
1881 
1882
1883 .
1884 •

. 1885
1886 

• 1887 
1888
1889 .295
1890 .313 •
1891 .283
1892 .309
1893 .269
1894 .263
1895 .275
1896 .434
1897 .494

- 1898 .512
- 1899 .622
1900 .455
1901 .383
1902 .297
1903 .333
19a4 .118
1905 .082 •

.434 .239
ff

.482 ■

■ S

.742
.132

.580

.534

\
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Table 5 — Continued

Year JA NO PE ■ RO SO SZ UK US

1906 .279
1907 .329
1908 .335

- 1909 .533
1910 .325
1911 .351
1912 .336 •
1913 .335 .223
1914 .271 .372
1915 .312 .414
1916 .358 .401
1917 .389 .268

■ 1918 .362 .168
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923 .328
1924 .280
1925
1926 • .275
1927
1928
1929 
1930.

•Vi

.524

.275
.541 .459

.867

.806

.855.178 J
.458 .101 .201
.478 .085 .236
.490 .105 .226
.423 .098 .233

.104 ..185-

.100 .180 .167
.291 .109 .185 .147

.109 .179 .176
.278 .114 .204
.285 .102 .206 .222
.285 .104 .197 .229
.284 .104 .164 .288

1931 .308 :i07 .150
1932 .352- .101 .205 ■
1933 .132 .119 .260
1934 .127 .124 .23.0

.1935 .139 .117 . .236
1936 .108 .119 .266

.1937 .111 .124 .231
1938 .078 .142 .21^
1939. .086 .343, .224
1940 .096 .068 .237 -

.241 
,007 .261
.010 ..264
.011 .272
.198 .266
.130 .248
.082 .218
.099 .226
.ilO ..326 
.161 .303
.190 .300

.098 .408
.198 .139 .262

.207 .196
.186 .192
.213 .190
.227 .190,

.174 .226 .190
.236 .188
.238 .180
’.237 .176
.205 .164

.118 .230 .155
.218 .150 .364
.201 .166 
.222 .180 

.230 .128 .208--.204

.213 .145 .233 .252
.142. .314 .316.
.173 .363 .448
.513 .539
.589 .689 ,
.512 
.512

N .493 .600
.432 .657
.247 .655
.231 H177 .383 .715
.190 .196 .262

. .184 .215 .215 • .518
.191 .302 .223

.170 .219 .293 .240 .439
;201 .229 .353 ,321

o

.204
1941 ■ .084 .016
1942 
1942 :

■, 1944 
1945 
194 6 •
1947
1948

1949 
^1950 
■ 1951

.689

.770;
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Table 5 -.Continued V

Year JA NO PE RO . SD SZ PK PS

1952 ,317
1953
1954
1955
1956 .303
1957 .286
1958 .346
1959 .343 -.168
1960 ,331
1961 -.305 .159
1962 .312 .171

- 1963 .310 .167
1964 .298
1965
1966
1967
1968 -

.202 ,245 .177 .234
.311 .196 .295 •.148 .231
.307 .190 .275 .097 .239
.302 .167 .098

.095 .208

.087 .207

.080 .204

.07,1 .200

.061 .185

.057 -.193

.054 .184

.053“ .186 

.050 .171

.051 .166

.047 .151

.041 .145

.044

.386 ,370 .682

.385 .377 .685

.324 .381 .661
223 .357 .349 .616

.318 .304 .599

.391 .281 .590

.356 .277 _-^-74

.363 .267 .554

.327 .264 .524

.312 .258 .505

.320 .257 .498

.315 ,249 .488'

.288 .248

.299 

.284

.164

.180

.179

.173

N
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APPENDIX C

CROSS-SECTION CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 
CENTRALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT, 

'FOR EACH DECADE 1900-1960
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