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CHAPTER I
" MODELS OF PUBLIC ORGANIZATION -

To meet.the challenge of modernity, contemporary
governmenta often find themselves with only a handful
_.of toola which~are at once effective and availablet'
- Among these, making changes in the organization of
public activity offers immediate and important benefits
to_ the nation and ita leaderahip.» Not only do organiza-'
B tional changes influence policy implementation, they
also have ayatemrwide impact on the- various aapects of
development. 'Thia inquiry into the effecfé of organiza-
tional changes on economic growth ,aocial modernization,
and poLitical development aima at anawering a funda—v’
.‘mental question. ,what are the consequences of alterna-
tive forms of - public sector organization on national

development? ,

’ Contradictory Models

Aa in .80, many scholarly areas, . the theoretical
2.

literature offers mutually contradictory answers to*

_ important queations.1 Preacriptions for organizing

‘“fj ;;2,’ “““ public activity auggest two simpie alternatives -
8 e centralization\or decentralization. The argument for

‘\;- ‘ ;centralization streases the greater productive

capabilities of thia organizational arrangement.




Becauee centralization permita the extractionﬂ

3

;coordination, and utilization of” reaources nationwide, a’

_ﬁfor the attraction of the decentralized form.

" nation. C v

numerous independent public decision—makers, fheir

.cheais is the necessity of a modérn bureaucracy for -

-'development. From thie perspective 4t is only a ahort

'centralized government can’ provide greater levels of
,public“goodsrin;contraet‘to a'decentralized one,  But’
reliance on centrallcgordination resulte in a . g

1'standardization of public service proviaion which

- ignores individual and group preferences within the-

. ﬂ(,‘ S

This inseneitivity to varying tastea providea ‘the

opening wedge for proponents of decentralization. "Since

decentralized government impliea the presence of

different preferences will lead to experimentation,

innpvation, and responaivenesa in public activity.

This trade—off between more responsiveness and leaa

coordination, though poseibly lowering productive rates,
P

appears to boost public satisfaction, ‘thus accounting

>
R

Separate theoretical justifications support each

of theae preacriptions.‘ Thoee who advise the creation

}of a unitary government might beat be labelled the'

”"bureaucratic" school becauae the foundation of their

atep to urge the immediate building of a centralized

- bureaucratic structure in developing atatea. A




found in the writings

""for political development to continue over time a

.

4 sii__f-_ ferentia tesl;,_and; cen

‘being which must be -ab

. Aproposition exemplifying this. line of thought can be,

of William Siffin who asserts.

tralized polity rust come_into

1e~to-command resources from and

'power over more (increasing rnumbers of) spheres and

gregions of the aociety

0n~the other hand,;

~public sector do not h

", 2

those opting for a decentralized

ide their reliance .on. formal

modela which suggest the desirability of reciprocal

information flowa betw

een a variety of deciaion-makers.

to organizing public activity

impliea the dispersal of ‘control over public reeources

to. independent unita through its use’ of concepts such -

ki

ag informational autonomy, . it can conveniently be

termed the resolved"'model. David Apter a8 statement

that ‘modern. atates require. free and open information

"systems and that highly centralized nations (especially

3.those where coercion ia high) strangle their economic

growth on an insufficient information flow is typical

tion.3 B -

Conventional Hypothesea

lﬁ'of reaolved" preecriptions calling for decentraliza—
. N

g Research emanating from either model relates the -

1 .r

: organization of public

political development.:;

.‘:g.ﬁ' o

activity to economic growth or .-

Theae latter two proceasee are'"




usually expressed in” the standard terminology bf pro«‘ﬁ
duction, capacity, innovation, and stability.
Reconstructing the cnnventional logic of "the two models

into propositional form produces directly opposite

. hypotheses, as outlined in Table I- 1.4 ' . » s

_ Table I-1: .. Hypéthetical Relationship of Centrslization-

- ’ . Decentralization with Economic Growth and
1Political Development, by Model of Public
Sector Organization '

"Bureaucratic" model - - "Resolved'" model
Centralization associates Decentralization associatesg
pogitively with:' - - positively “with: )
1. economi¢ growth : ° 1, ecomnomitc growth
2, production . - : 2. efficiency .
3. political development 3. response, e
4, stability o - 4. regime support )
L o Centralization associstes Decentralization associates
" i negatively with: - : . negatively with: o
-1, participation " 1, coercion T

2. protest

Notice ‘that the two models yield polar propositions-
as to-the effect of changes in the organization of
publfc activity.» For’ example, both preacriptions claim

to foster economic growth with one, guaranteeing

o ‘A'productivity, the other efficiency. As for political
e : N
;i.lwivm"- development each model also promises that its prescrip-

tion can achieve the desired end The "bureaucratic"f

. approach argues that centrslizing the polity can impose T

"Vthe order. necessary in picking up the pieces of the ;
e

'»f;shattered trsditional society. .Conversely;_the




b L,

N3 .l . - ! . N .
decentralizers declare that only if the goverhment is
‘responsive to public demanQBAbill the regime support
necessary to political &2ve1opment be obtained.

These contradictiona lead to a quandary- which ~

preacription should be followed? Unfortunately, ) v
present studiee of the public sector only account"for
the incidence of a given organizational form.insteaa of
detailing the consequencea of the form. The two
.echools claim tﬁat the puhlic sector's organization can
enhance or hinder national progress, yet in almost
every-study, the organization of public activity i1s. the'
dependent variable, not the independenﬁGVariable as

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

fault conatitufés the present exercise.

- fOrganizational<bimensiona ofqublic‘Activity
ﬁny attempt-té choose between the:téo ﬁpdele must

congider .the eeparate dimensions of governmental‘action
embedded. in thedir propOBitions. The blurring Bf"the
diatinction between the interﬁal structure of govern~
3.ment.and the ‘extent of puplicwactirity in both nodela

hanpere enpirical évaluetion. For example, Siffin'sg
4lwork leaves some uncerfainty as to what the phrase
centralized polity" meane.' Is he speaking of a'unitary;

._“government—inmwbich the "central authorities take a very

large percentage of (public) decision"?s Oor. 15 he-



f N

referring to ‘an’ increasing subsumption of societal

_wmmlwactivity under the aegis of the state?’ Searching other”

: "bureaucratic" studies offers no relief

Though the advocates of decentralization often-

- on

define terms in an unorthodox fashion, the individual "..

theorists disagree among themselves as to the meaning
of centralized"‘and "decentralized" Despite the
- basic theoretical consensus flowing from their’ dependr :

ence on cybernetic concepts 1ike informational sutonomy,<

,some scholars of this second persuasion emphasize the

‘ scope of public activity, while ‘others continue to

investigate the ‘more traditional organizational

] R

dimension of internal government relations.7
Any rigorous.test‘of these two prescriptions '
) requires that this conceptual confusion be eliminated. . - %
The key is not centralization per ae, but the realiza-
tion that- both models attempt to prescribe appropriate
and effective strategies of control over the allocation )
of societal resources to developmental tasks. Since
kjorganization implies control 8 adjustmenta made in the

1 organizstional arrangements“defining the public sector™

. ks S

will result in different patterns of control which

.tf according to the models, have differing impacts on. o

developmental progres&. One ‘can adjust public action .
along three principal lines of organization.f l) the . R

- internal structure of government 2) the’ acope of public

L el




. . : ' - 7

activity in comparison to private. action, and' 3) the

'“degree of resource. commitment to a given substantive

-

policy.

Structure and scope have been and continue to be

“ the source of academic and practicak”controversies. ’
.

Variations in the internal relations of government raise

claasic qnestions of unitary vetisus federal arrangement&
Fluctuations in the size of the public domain likewise

‘'ralse classic issues of socialism versus lalssez faire.'
 radt !

The third dimension of public activity - substantive
.commitment'- must also be.vieweh as an. important
dimension‘of government organi,zetion.9 Cﬁanées in
. resource.amounts_devoted to a_given‘pnogram also afford
an organizational-arrangement by which control can be
-ekerted'over national'development

But what becomes of centralization? In the previ-
‘oue discussion, the impact of centralization served as
the principal difference: between the two models. Yet, - N
to advise public officials to either centraiize or ’
-decentralize the government is misleading. In addition
f'to tbe alreedy mentioned conceptual ambiguity, thie
¢ emphasis on gross centralization ignoree the multiple
”organizational dimensiona of public activity.; To ehow

that organizational changes do, in fact have an effect

on development research must focus on the underlying

N S
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"organizational aspects of government through which
control over resource allocation is exercised

It should be evident that changing the focus from

centralization-decentralization to the organizational

-

‘dimenaiona of public activity transforms centralization

¥
into a behavioral property of each dimenaion.' That is,_
achanges in centralization now expreas changea in the
extent of governmental control over. the allocation of
societal resources achieved through organizational
adjustmenta in each dimension of public activity.
Centralization, therefore, can occur through the augmen-ﬂ
tation of national control within the governmeéntal
3tructure, through the expansion of govérnmental action
into new realms, or through the concentration’ of public
'vreaources in a given substantive policy. ’
Reatating the aboye in a slightly different
fashiou, the manner in which the.public aector'ie
'_organized aelectively effects developmental change._ As-

.public officials make adjustmenta in the internal struc-

.ture “of government, the scope of government or the

: ”subatantive commitment of government they engage in )

’fthe atrategies of control - concentration ‘or devolution,
_suggeated by the modela of government owganizatién.' And
: 'as the patterns of control vary, so also. ahould the'n

nfaspects of development
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This perspéctive about the coneeguencea\of‘differ—

ent forms:of public~sector'organization abandons the
argument'ﬁhich directly links centralization or
decentralization to development. Instead the alter-

native formulated here streaaea three organizational M

dimeneiona of public activity-"-structure, scope -end
substantive commitment -- through which control over -

L

resources devoted to development can be exercised.

. Public officials as they choose to concentrete or

devolve control ‘within each organizational dimenaion
will differentially influence the course 7f economic
growth, social modernization, and_political.develop—
ment GEntradization becomea a measure of the extent'

of control achieved over resource allocation in any of

the_ three organizational dimensiona. Relegating

' centralization to the statug of an indicator and

insisting that organizatienal adjustments are the

o«

fdevices by which strategies of publie control intended”

Vlto'influence developmental progress are pursued permits

the”teeting of the original two models“as well as

making possgible a start towards anawering the opening

question.

Fig
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1 An. excellent example diacussing mutually contradic-
tory hypothesges  can be found in Lyle N. McAlister; . -
"The Military", Continuity and Change in Latin-

" America,. (ed.) John J. Johnson (Stanford, Calif.:
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2, William J. Siffin,,"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 "bureaucrstic” model"
. were reconstructed from-the Siffin paper mentioned
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e Bloomingtﬂ“, ;Ifd., Feb.-1967); Alfred Diamant,

» . "Bureaucracy in Developmental Movement Regines. A
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occasional paper, Bloomington, Ind., 1964); Jerald
Hage, "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 Political
.Bagis. of Econmomic Develogment (Princeton; N.J.:
D.. Van Nostrand Co., 1966); Jan. Tinbergen, Centrali-
zation and Decentralization in Economic Policy :
- (Amsterdam: . North-Holland Publighing Go., 1954); *
“Thomas Marschdk "Centralization and ‘-Decentraliza-
" tion in Economic Organizations," Ecomometrics (Vol.'
..27, 00, 3, July 1959); Emil J -, Sady,  "Improvement of

-Local:> Government~an&*Administration for-Developmental

E Purpoaes;" Readings in Comparative Public Administra-

‘. tiom,: (ed.) Nimitod Raphaeli .(Boston: Allyn and

;i Bacomny 1967), pp, 239+57; Gabriel A. .Almonid and

G, Bingham Powell, Jr., Comperative Politics: A - - ‘

iu“Develogmental'AEEroach (Bbston* Little, Brown, \ o
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5 Jean Blondel &h Intzoduction to- Comgaratixe Gogern-

menx (New York'_ Prseger Publishers, 1969), P. 283,
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£ you review the statementa of - Diamant and‘Redford.
cited in fodtnote 4, you will Bee that Diamant

. defines centralization as. expanding scope of public
_activity, while Redford discusses both meanings,

expanding scope-and the organization of multi- level
government relations. :

o

Ag an example of these definitions of” "centtalized"

-"in the resolved" approach, Holt and Turmer .(see .
footnote 4) concern themselves with the intervention

6f government into the economic order, while Sady‘
(also see footnote 4) is preoccupied with the
deVOlution of decision-making to local public units.

Armnold 8. Tannebaum, Control in Organizations (New
York" McGraw-Eill ‘Book Co.,’ 1968), Ch 1.

In Aaron Wildavaky, "The Political Economy of

_Efficiency,"” ‘Public Administration Review (Vol. 26,

Dec. 1966), pp. 304=05, see his distinctions between

'"policy politics” (which olicy will be adopted) and.

"systems politics" (how will decision structures be

‘set up) -
,&f -
_" 1
- - ~.
“ -
'_‘. - ’
v N . ‘- N
: N ) g
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CHAPTER II -

ANALYTIC INDICES AND TECHNIQUES

Maddick, in diecussing inttagovernmentel relatiens, ¥
states the najofutesearch obstacle to enelueting the
two models of public sector organizetiqn as well as’

anyone when he sayd: 'The relationship between central

and local authorities is an untidy, awkward thing to

write about". 1 The untidiness" of the independent and

dependent variables is further ‘compounded by the neceés-
- sity to engage simultaneously in comparative and’
longitudinal analysis. Not only are the concepts of .-

centralization and development amorphous, but the

i

possible operational indicatprs'are tentative and often

‘fragile. Despite the severity of these problems common
to maeroécomparative research, empirdical indicators for

centralization and development muet be conetfhcted
through operations permitting measurement across

nations and over time. Likewise, analytic routines

icapahlefﬁf'éétebliéhing the exiatence (or nonexistenee)t -

N B
of the. expected asgociations must be selected As Mayer

has forcibly argued ‘some: of the moat promieing research

efforts have been those that specified indicatora for

°

Muntidy" concepts and pushed forward with statistical




analyais rather than remaining fixated on” theoretical

niceties which lack the potential for empirical import? S

AnalYtic Indicea° Centralization .

Studies of centralization reveal numerous. alterna- 7
*'tive operational measures.3: Most of these_potentialr~;—~~*L:*~4Wf*
4 candidatea break down in comparative and/or longitudinal i
reaearch.v They either fail to provide for crosg-
national equivalence or- sufficient records of then have
3,‘ '.not survived from the past, . .
. {.' A Discouraea on public finance make common ‘use of
centralization measures which overcome many of the-
problems inherent in comparative-politica research, - .-

.

-With very little hesitation or apology, economists. who

4

study changea -in- the organization of public«activity

L

TQJ‘ employ expenditure (or revenue) ratios aa indieatore of
. - I~ T
S *centralization. “The immediate advantage of fiscally-

- baaed measures ia their research utility. Becauae the
records exiat and extend over lengthy time- periods for
‘a number of nationa, theae ratioa are seized -upon— to

advance research

: in- addition to their longitudinal availability,

rearranged so aa to yield indicators of reasonahle com-.'l
SN parability despite differencea in national accounting“

.;_practicea. ~1kewiae becauae fiacal ratios arewof
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-_analysis. . B -'f
‘ Public~expenditure neaaurea alao‘adequately'eéti-

mate the concentration or dispersion of government

__control Though the rblationship between expenditurea T

and the level of public activity will geldbm be;pertect
due to factors such as corruption, publ c spending |

' remaina the single best estimator of public,activity.
-Thereforé if .the interest is, as it is here, in the
concentration of control within the organizational

dimenaions of public activity, then usimng various

expenditure ratios not only conforms to well—establiahed'

practice, but also. comes conceptually closest to

operationalizing the independent variable.4

4

Though adopting public spending indices for esti-

o mating centralization appears straightforward .some

. mention must be made of the problems generally

«

.aasociated with efforts -to quantify the organizational

propertiea of ‘the public sector. In any_discuasionvof

centralization,.unit autonomy becomes the first issue
raised Formal and legal indicators poasess limited
empirical utility becauae they offer little insight into
the fluid relationshipe preaent in each of the organi-'
zational dimenaiona.: It will be aaaumed here that to _:

o the extent a given governmental unit can spend a-

.

'd portion of public resourcee, the unit gains a. like :
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amount of" control over the activities undertaken by the

‘The choice between expenditures or revenues as. the

appropriate fiscal evidence poses the second general

problen; To. be frank the choice always is somewhat . ’

arbitrary. The option for expenditurea reara, first

:on the position that expenditures more clearly

delineate public activity than do revenues, especially
if the impact of public action ie under inveetigation.ﬁ
Second the public déctor 8 capacity to meet the chal-
lenge of modernity depends more on its willingneas to

spend - i e., initiate and complete projecta - than

on. maintaining a balanced budget.7

Once expenditures have been chosen to gange_public

',action, the issue of defining'government spending

arises. It would be presumptuous to 1aunch into a

detailed statement on public expenditures. gatead of

a

'wrestling with such fine points as, exhauative versus

"nonexhaustive expenditure, functional or agency classi—

fication, I have-borrowed a standard definition from,

o public finance studies which approximates thoee found
‘ N

-with the definition of government expenditures and their

’in the national accounta of varioua nationa.8

Granta—in—aid generate the findl prohlem asaociated

.

'uae as indicators of the public aector 8 propertiea.

: vDue to this study 8 extensive coverage, the available

i
t



. - o . S o - 16

sources have dictated the expenditure elements included -

'for a given level of government. While this may 1ead

to double—counting in some. cases, the effect on the

ratio vslues—is minimal " An effort was made to verifyv

“the deviations caused bY‘the failure of the records to

account for intragovernmental transfers in gome nations

at, certain periods. In most instances, relying on

total values for each governmental level does not

e

significantly change the value of the indices of

R

centralization."

E T%e following fractions serve to measure the

. degree of centralization in each of the organizstional

dimensions of public activity.
a) Structure —_— RS o,
1. National government expenditure as a percentage
‘ of total government expenditure (N.G.E.LT. G E )
12.JNational government expenditure minus defense
L‘expenditure .as a percentage of total. government ¥
expenditure minus defense expenditure (N.G.E.~ -

DefE/TGE—DefE) ’

Thia first ratiq\is the most basic of all indices

»Idefining the distribution of policy control among

"wflevels of government 2. The eeconﬂ index,- by removing

,defenseqexpenditure (including veterans beuefits)

’corrects :the basic structural ratio“for those respon-,

;d.‘sibilities peculisr to. the nationsl government.’_In one
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sense;, this second frectibn measures the structural
centralization of domeatic or. "civilian" public'

activity.10

b) Scoge' ‘ R o . i _ .

1. National,éovernment expenditure es‘a”percentege

‘of gross national product (N.G;E./G,N}f.)}
2, Total-government expenditure as a percentege‘ofi
gross national prodnct (I.G.E./G.N.P.).
In study after study ‘of public spending, this first
ratio has remained the claasic measure of the public
domain in respect to community output Because they ere
more widely available than subnational accounts, »
'netional fi%uree ngve been utilized extensively in
longitudinalfresearch. However, as Woytinsky.and
,Woytinsky.point~out "a comPErison of the exnendituree
of- central governments in various countries ie therefore
inconclueive unless expendibures of provincial ‘and local

governmente are, elso taken into accpunt" 11 This pro— -
v .

vides the rationale for the. second index which more

closely expresseS'the relative size of government

, vis—a—via the total economy.

‘ c) Substantive Commitment o i

"_1 Defense ..... expenditure (including veterans benefits)

‘as a: percentage of national government expendi-

ture (Def E /N G.E. )

PO —
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"Substanfivefbommitment-ie indicated by a:rather\oimple
' functionalnclaseification of national opending inte
defense ‘and civilian categories.- Public spending conld

also ‘be disaggregated by ministeries or collected into a

small numher of programmatic categoriee such as human

resources,’ commercial regources, general government, and

nationel security. TheYdirect dichotomy between defense

~and other public apending was chosen over more elaborate
possibilities ‘because of the dominant role international
conflict plays as a determinant of public finance and
,beceuee of the importance of the "guns and butter" con-
'troverey continuous in many political systems.' )

Of course these are not the only fiscal indices
appropriate for this type of. study. They are, however,

>

the indices which most directly quantify the independent
‘variable, and more importantly, differentiate between

I~
the dimensions of ‘public activity. ?hevseparateness 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: /T G E ') will not be very wide of the

- -

—true- mark.A However,_aa Table II= leshows, the federal
‘ration correlate only weakly with scope. ‘Correcting
’national_spending for defenee_outlays weakene.tpe‘
3lireletionehfp.even_;urtﬁer...Therefore, the different

T o



sets of'indicators are, in fact, measuring distinct

* dimensions of public activiey.i? T T

Table II-1: Pearson Product—Moment Corrélation Matrix
’ : for Indices of Public Activity

. N.G.E. N.G.E.-Def.E. .N.G.E.. T.G.E.
"'T.G,E. T.G.E.-Def.E. - G.N.P. G.N.P
N.G.E. = o . .
.G.E. -.703 286 . .246
. ’ . g - . N .
.G.E.-Def..E. : : :
.G.E.-Def .E. .703 - L1390 129
.N.G.E. o ' : - .
G.N.B. .. . .286 .139 - . 960
6.N.P. . .246. 139 960" -

In one way or another, all of the above discussion
rests ‘on the foundation of the sources themselvee
(listed in Appendix A). Though the potentiéT 1ode of

public spending sources 1s’ rich the vein deteriorates

‘when 1oca1 unit recorda for perioda prior to World War
'1I must be obtained. ‘Serious collection difficulties

confront the researcher: truncated series, series with

only selecxed years‘\merging ‘of short series into a

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

'“reaeons for initiating this project was to asaemble andA

':increase the Btock of comparative public expenditure
L

L} records, especially for subnational units.
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It ia highly unlikely that any data, especially
time—aeries data, will be free from ,error., _Though
there ia 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 »
sources wHich night be termed primary on the basis '
':that the original data was either collected or recon-
.atructed with care,;3' This means using data developed
by public-finance Ycountry specialistsf who were

engaged.in'efforts to reconsgtruct public.activity over.

long-time periods;‘ 1f this type of monograph was
unavaiIable, the second choice was for official '
;nationalnstatietical~Beries, especiarly efforts to
present a.longitudinal compendia for the given nation..
"The final nreférence 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 S e
taken in order to enhance the comprehensiveness of the
'“data.~ Appendix B which lists the annual valuea for the

‘ narious ratios of centralization gives some indication

. N .
" of the epan of the. data. The gaps apparent"prior'to

—1J~ Asult from.; 1) the absence.  of. suhnational

‘recorde, 2) the unavailability of annual G.N. P. calcu—

Alations, and 3) the failure of governmente to collect

' and maintain recorda of their actions. The use of
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multipleisources'for a given country.to bridge theae.
" ‘gaps- in eome cases poses the iasue of merging different
data sets. Fortunately, history in the form of inter -
national conflict or regime change often creaées a .
. natural break- point in . nation 8 records and the sources.’
available.14 - 1 N : : " s a

In addition to accuracy and comprehensiveness,
reliability must also be achieved Errors, though they
can be. reduced by judicious selection of sources, may

’

‘sf111 remain. To minimize them even further, a simple
procedure suggested by Schuech was used. 15 This lead

‘to calculating decade averages for the various cen-
'tralization ratios. Not only do the decade averages
'stahilize the reliability of the centralization acores,
they also aid in merging the data sets from different
sourceei And finally, calculating decade averages
expedites the analysis, as will be, described {n the rﬁai‘
discussion of the sources for the dependent variahles. -

‘ Inclusion of ‘mixed sources for a given nat&on and

different types of .sources comparatively can be justi-
Afied solely on the’ grounda of extending the available

data baee. Currently, in political science and

economics, longitudinal studies of the public: sector

.

'have been limited to single nation monographs or . to a
gcomparison of the most advanced nations auch ‘ag’ Germany,

‘?:the United Kingdom, and the United States.f rﬁ§7f
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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 resedrch on development«
Unlike centralization, however, many measures .of
development function auccessfully in comparative and
temporal analysis. Since the hypotheses derived from
the two models dictate the general aspects of the
dependent variable_(economic.grovth, political develop;

'ment; andfsocialhmoderniaation), the chief, problem jis

'the selection'of‘conceptnally appropriate indicators
from the'many’uaeful ones. - ) ' : >

Presently, different theories of development are
converging to form an interdisciplinary synthegig.
capturing the commonality of ‘the dependent variable‘intb

v a general concept which" aids i choosing correct indi-"

'cators. This newly-emerging "development syndrome"

72 .
holds that development is' effected through ‘a process of .

) increasing the capahili&y to produce desired ontcomes

'and the engagement of the total society in the produc- :

ttion and use of the outcomes.léwrw

S defined aa*‘i"the attainment of a mass,participation

T'polity, the promotion of economic development and the
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'.establishment of ‘a welfare state" 17 Taken together,
:these outcomes associated with the "development syn-
'drome identify the crucial components of the

dependent variable and conaiderably reduce the task of

selecting appropriate measures. .For.each aspect of
'development the following indices will be uged:

a) Economic Growth

In addition to grose national product, the work—l
) horse measure of economic performance, the percentage
of the 1abor force employed in the-primary sector and'
steel production will serve as indicators of "the‘

ipromotion of*economic development" ' By stretching the

»ichain of inference, G N P. could singly measure growth'

' however, it is an improvement to employ the additiomnal

>

two variables because they expand the information about

the economic performance of a given nation.lgw

-

I~
Instead of comhining the*three economic variables

into a single index, keeping them separate retains

critical detail for evaluating the- relationship between

"centrelization-and economic growth as expected by the -

two models. Those propositions which hypothesize that

S -
jvcentralized government facilitates economic growth

'should be,bolstered by positive essociations between I

T < i
"centralization (structure and scope) and steel produc—

"~tion, as well as G N P. Conversely, one would expect S
‘.-the opposite pattern for centralization and agricultural

. o
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employment, ‘Comparing, the patterns for each mgasure of

'economic development enhancea the ability to assess the

‘two models from different perspectives.

b) Political Development

Determining "the attainment of a mass participa- .

-xionrpolitY" requires measuring legitimate and ille~

}gitimate_politiCal behavior, aa'well as obtaining.aome

information about.the constraints .on participation.

' The status of the 1egislature and the conditions of

-

suffrage will ‘chart the nature of legitimate political

action. The first index shows the existence of a

legislature directly or indirectly elected by a.

R telatively broad electorate. The second - index" assesses

the 1egal framework of suffrage. In essence,‘theae two

‘variables examine the poaaibility of institutionalized

. political participation.

‘ For illegitimate political behavior, non—legitimate

'participation indicates the. most eerious non—legitimate

political and military acts in a decade. Domestic

political violence, a second measure of illegitimate

@

';action, scores the ‘most. violent political acts conmitted
"in a country during each decade. It differs from the

_firet variable by emphasizing serious violence in broad

”categories auch as major rioting, coup d'etat rebellion,

and: civil war.j Non-legitimate participation covers a’

more. detailed range ‘of. behavior from foreign intervention



originates out of reports concerning government’s

25
and assassination to separatist rebellipn'nnd‘urban

uprisings. . -Together, these two vérieﬁles-meéaure non-

’ Iegitinete oppositiOn to tHe prevailling governmentﬂ

Often the only evidence of political activity

1response to citizen action. It can be argued that as

developnent proceeds,.government efforts to.constrain

participation are likely to increane.19' Such con-

-straints,itherefore, may be the single»best‘indicator

of political participation. The measure of -participa-

tion conatraints is the - degree of political suppression ’

S

'which indicates the most serious government acts of

wpolitical and coercive _suppression during a decadé.

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 suggeste a positive association between decen~-

. -

' tralinntion and legitimate‘partidipation hnd'negative

. association§ between the: independent variable and the

£
remaining two dimenaions of maas participation. Again,

‘the impact of changES in the’ organization of public

’ijrwactivity=on political development can best be studied

with a- number of. different, yet cgnceptually related

“indicators of mass participation.
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" ¢) Social Modernization - o \

Literacy, infant mortality, and-the number df
elementary education pupilerserve as ﬁeasuree fox "the
establishment. of a-welfare state". From among the manp

.candidatee, ;hese three measures of modernizatioﬁfgojto
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 ciearvpropoeition to test. If one‘assgmes that
efforts to "establish a welfare state" equate with
system fesponse, then decentralizatioq should associate
wiihrsocial modernization.

The‘data for-develépment comes from the Minnesota
bPolitical 5eta Archipe which is one of the more exten-
sive collections of comparative quankitetive data int

. histepical depth.20 Though the operational indicators
for development follow the archive's definiéiohs? the

<.perticu1ai interpretation in this study are ny own. It
should pe " noted in pegar@ to political measuies, the
M.P.D.A. codes and stores data by decades, that 1is, a
.summary score was used to give a aingle value for each
:decade.' In order to 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.
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‘Analytic Techaniques: Alternative Degigns

s

'ihopgh,most comperativeAreseérchers pay lip ser-
‘vice to the ritual slogan‘"theory Heterﬁines method"
very few must truly believe it, since "timeless" cross-
sectional designs constitute the standard operating
procedure for testing models of developmentr" The
'Iiteny of shottcomings.attribured to crdss-sectionél':
analysis 'ig now increesingly being cﬂanted in technical
diecuaeions oficomparative research. Among the famil-
ier accusetioﬁs‘are:. 1) making longitudinal inferences
from_crose—section'enaly&is, 2) waging "the battle of
~.-t:he N's">énd3the conéom%tﬂgf_gross comparisoc.of units
-sﬁch as the United States‘and Dahomey, and 3) failing

to adjust or correct for "Galton's problem' 21

- Explication of the ghortcomings associated with single
frame, cross~gectional designe need not be extended

- - I~
here, instead solutions to"the problems will be

aodreased.

i?he oBviohs eolutions,are two: 1) increaee tHe
number-oé cross~gsectiong; and 2) cwirch to serial
enalyeis. Asauﬁinénope can coliectAcﬂe ceeded‘evidence

. N .
for'a number of time~frames (say the seven decades from

simple and direct strategy for overcoming many of the
previous objections. .Unfortunacely, increasipg the

_time-slices-does_not;ailence the’complaints;

”mJAMWASOOWto 1970),mmu1tiple cross section anaiysia is ai,Wiﬂ”“,“ o
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’Nor should there be-any expectation of resolution.
Flanigan and Fogelman ralge gerious questions about »
cross- sectional regearch applied'to the study of
development _even. when the design utilizes- multiple
Asections. They demonstrate two. telling objections to
cross-sectional resesrch: ‘1) the strength of successive
correlations’(i.e., over sections) will vary, and‘2)'the
relationship between the different sets of variaples can
change thropgh time.zzi These comments strike crippling
blows to multiple cross section analysis which cannot
‘easily be recuperated even with such devices as the
2 : portrayal of the correlations'between theuvariables-
_within each cross-section and of . each variable with

itself over time as in the work of Cutright and Wiley.23

‘ The only psth left to follow is the second solution.
The" many advantages of longitudinal anslysis have

recently begun to ‘attract more and-more reseafchers in
‘politics. Because, diachronic studies pernmit the study'
of sequences, the estimation of duration, and greater
configuration specification, they are increasingly

‘hbeing used to reconstruct the. past snd add dynamics to.

'what has been until an static political theory.

Just _ag with multiple cross- section analysis,

‘ ,serial designs are not an immediate panacea.
’ties such as: trends,'cYcles, and sutocorrelationa

Tdetrsct from their ready spplicstion. Since ‘the

--Difficni:- L



29

‘ . .

technical detaiie.of theee problems have been revdewed
‘in other pl.aces',.24 it 1s more imﬁertane to stress the
point that, while both designe have theii own special
"advantages, neither of them is necesaarily superior to

he other; It should mot be suiprising that the

results generated by each design will differ, for they .

25 At the same

aim at answering different questions.
time, each design is an improvement over single section
A.analysis and -can make g unique contribution to
evalua;ing models of the public sector.

Deepiee’theae various anal&tic problems,- the
3epere1 procedure employed is to correlatezcentrelizae
tion with development acroes_sixteen nations and over
the period 1870-1970. Multiple cross-section and

serial designs are executed in order to answer compara-

tive and longitudinal questions. For each decade of the
crogs~section analysis, etandard Pearson produe:-moment
’coefficients are calculated between each independent and
"dependent variable. The standard F test of significance
for Pearson r is used'.'26 "Quite naturally, as one
approaches the beginning of the centur;,.the number of o
nations and quality ofxdata declinee. This deteriora-
Eion dqes not nullify the. eXercise Becauae}n 1) a number
of consistent relationships persist acrose decades, and

2) the cross-sectional results bear some correapondence

‘to the serial fipdipgs.



‘xhewdata-intervals:ere bf decadefiength.

‘Dropping the pretense to scientific sampling and

.i““g;qed economists who study business cycles;

In the eame manner that produet—moment coeffi-

‘cients can be computed for cross- sectional analysis,

they also can be eomputed for time-series data, -
Chabte; v eYainates the models of public organization
from such serial cbr%eletione? Instéad of the usual

significance tegt which takes sample size into eccqunn,

"‘the index of forecasting efficiency (E) was chosen. E,

because it ig analogoue to P.R.E. —type statistics,

allowe for the comparison of product—moment coefficients :
” .

without.eny reliance on sample ‘size, 7 This feature

overcomes the problem of trying to compare correlations

drawn frqm‘semples’evefeging six to eight deeadee where

—

The set of nations injthia study can in>no wey be

.conetgned as a technical sample of the universe .of

: netion—etetes,zsﬂ Though sophigticated effonEe cofitinue

teeebtemp ‘fﬁiﬁiﬁfmacrd—aamples of nations, they still

a

‘.stumble over. large obstacles such as missing data.

insisting on limited inference has the payoff of advanc-

ing the understanding of development in the same manner

that elowly expanding collectiona of national data have

‘29
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- power begins its official series with 1950 and

* makes no ‘effort to link with pre-World War II

records.. o . —

15, .Erwin K. Scheuch, "Crosg-Natidnal Comparisons Using
Aggregate Data: Some Subgtantive and Methodblogical
Problems, " .Comparing Nations, (eds. ) Richard
Merritt and Stein Rokkan (New Haven: Yale Univer-

-~ ity Press), Gh 7. y . R -

16. This paragraph's thesie rests on the theoretical

convergence on-the main processes of development
that is occurring in economic and political
development literature. - For example, see Albert

- "Hirschman, The.Strategy of Economic Development
. (NWew Haven: .Yale UinMversity Press, 1958) and Fred
Riggs,; "The. Theory ~of Political Development';,

-

"7E‘Contemgorarz Political Analzsis, (ed.) James

Charlegworth (New York, Free Prass, 1967), Ch.
—Both*guggestan’ inducement'“rWepidemiological'

s-increasing the capability to produce -desired 'goals-
-“'ag. the national system. moves from disequilibrium to
. to. disequilibrium.' Also ‘see Levnard Binder, et. al.,

A
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Crises ‘and Sequences in Political Development \
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1971) o ) )

f

17. Mattin Needler, Political Develogment in Latin

. Americas Instability, Violence, and Evolutionarz
Change (New York' Random Housge, 1968), p. '118.

18._Edward Denison, Why Growth Rates Differ. Postwar'
-Experiences in Nine Western Countries (Washington,
" D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1967), Ch. 21.

mm— L.

'19 Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing

‘Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press, -
1968), Ch 1. :

20. The brief descriptione of each development variable".

given here are taken from M.P.D.A.'s broehure on
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 be

. addressed to Professors Fianigan and Fogelman. -

521. See Robert Burrowes, "Multiple Time- Series Analysis.

of Nation-Level Data," Comparative Political
" Studies, Vol. 2, No.'4 (Jan. 1970), pp. 465-80 for
a cogent review of the first two general complaints
agalnst cross-section research. Regarding "Galton's
problem," see John Gillespie, "Galton's Problem and
Parameter Error in Comparative Political Analysis"
.(papér présented at the 1970 meeting of thefﬁidwest
Political Science Association). ° . .
22.,William Eianiganwand Edwin Fogelman, "Patterns of _
Democratic Development: 'An- Historical Comparative
- Analysis" (paper presented at ‘the annual meeting of
- the American Political Science Association, 1968)

23, Phillips Cutright and James Wiley, "Modernization
" -and ‘Political Representation: 1927-1966," Studies
in Comparative Intetnational Development Vol. V,

»;”" mo. 2 (1969-1970). ~

.24 See sny number of statistics and,_econometrics—

. texts, especially good beginning points are: Taro
“i- Yamane, Statistics, An Introductory Analysis (New
York: ' Harper and Row, 1964) and Daniel Suits,
Statistice: ~ An Introduction to Quantitative ':.
.Economic Research.(chiosgo. Rand McNally, 1963).

>



25.

26.

.27,

28.

29.
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Flanigan and Fogelman,:"Patterns of Democratig
ll

H. M. Blalock Jr., Social Statistics (New York'
McGraw-Hill, 1960) -

N.. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic Statistical

‘Methods, 2nd ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1965),

PP. 223-26. The computing formula for the index of
forecasting efficiency (E) is' '
- E = (1-k) 100 - .
' where K =.1-r2 ’
- r = Pearson product-moment coefficient

The following sixteen nations are analyzeﬂ heres:
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, France, ’

" Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Norway, ‘Peru,
" Romania, Sweden, Switzerland, Uniteq King@om,

United States.

'quroyes, "Multiple Time-Series Analysis... .", p.

476.



CHAPTER III

- o

MULTIPLE CENTRALIZATION PATTERNé

- OF -PUBLIC ORGANIZATION -

T AL . S

‘A lack of‘longitudinal"evidence beyond a small

" ‘number of developed nationé and the failure to collect

e;iétiné data into a single, comparative study remain ’
‘a barrier to evaluating alternative prescriptions of
optimum public onganization. Expanding the national

. unita surveyed longitudinally opens the door to
estimation of the consequences of a given public form.
Hovever, Before the analysis of centralization's impact

'onvdevelopment can’protee&,-its temporal and compara-
tive'pattérns must be described Chapter I1X pursueaf

. this task by classifying public expenditure evidence

ialong the three organigational\dimensions of public ‘ﬂ:

2

activity. N

Part.I: Organizational Dimensions of Public
Adtivityfin Comparative,'Longitudinal Perspective

Prior to sketching the centralization patterns, I

7 want to post a warning about the sensitivity .of the

i analysis to differences in node of-display. Because the
rivarious indices of centralizatiou yield proportions, a
:;number of different display formats are possible, and

‘kobviously nations vill exhibit different patterns

'4‘f\ R RT ot ’ : LU e
- LT .o L . ) . - N
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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 B. Since the 1ast chapter presented reasons for

'will be. appropriate.

collapsing the annual data into decade averagea, the
indices of centralization will be charted over decade

intervals in this chapter 8 tables. B
( T
A. The Structure of Public Activity N

-

Previous research on public sector centralization-

cbncerns itself chiefly with the determinants of

'centralization, as shown by variations in the secular

trend of ‘public spending. Much of this discussion

'Vrevoluea around the theoretical explanationa of the

erosion of power in aubnational decision-making units.

JLet me’emphasize-that I am not directly interested 4n

the determinants of centralization, but rather I simply

"vant to-first sketch. the degree of centralization for

o

feach'natipn'as a preliminary to analyzing its impact on

denelopment.' After the national series have been

surveyed mention of their bearing on earlier efforts

-

N\ . . ’
From Table III 1, it ia immediately obvioua that

"the centralization ratios between.nationa vary enor-
.’mously.:, }yﬁﬁitance, in ‘the period between the two -

~wor1d wars, the apread on structuralJcentralization

\

'gruna from 0.125-(India) to 0;939 (Romania).’ Hore V

-,‘ 37“.
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i ' ' . L
-importaat, this variation between nations is greater

.

~ than the variation within eath nation ovet:time;lf,
houaliy notewotthy as theAéreat diversity in cen~
tralizag}on ia'the small amount ofAchange eghibited‘b§ a
seven.of'the-eixteen_naEiona (Belgium, Brazil,lFrance;
Italy; Peru,ARomania”'and Sweden). The stability of
" their centnal-local relationa'haa:persiated through a.’
..considetableAtime—anan marked by severe societal‘
chnngea. hQudte gimply, Table III-1 demonstrates that
many nationa do not experiente significant changes in
their\degree of atrnctural‘centralization.z. While moetq
':of theae nations with stable levels o& atructural
_centralization have high fndex values (0.70 and over),
"Brazil and Sweden maintain their stability in a more
moderate’ range (between 0, 40 and 0. 70) This meana that
the degree of centralization and the stability of atruc-
tural arrangementa are the reault of differing forcea.
L Among bhoae nationa which do manifest varying
“degteee of centralization, two general groupa emerge.
-.First a eteady shift’ of. public activity from sub-’
‘national to national levels characterizee al group of-
three countries - Gefmany, India, and the United States
i For these three countries, the central government wae
Ac‘barely active before 1900,~bu¢ withqthe diaruptiona of

o the World Wara, the Great Depression, and what has been

; called "the iuatitutionalization of permanent criaie "3
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the national governments have steadily auémented their
control within the public Bector.4 ' .

- Australia, Japan, Norway, Switzerland, and thg
United Kingdom exemplify a set of nations whose struc-
tural arfangementg‘vacillate sﬁbstantially over the
last hundred years. Though together they display'viﬁ9:
swings in centralization, only in 1940 do they move
jointly as a group.5

Another point suggested by Table ITI-1 is the
assence of common movements among the various units.

‘Not only do they form %istinc; patterns (sfable in
9onQrastAto;fluctuating), but the overall nétional

[

) tré%ds in centralizat;on change in different directions

o; a coﬁparative-basis. That is, comparing countries
from ogg decade fo another, some natiqns increase in
céntralization, others decrease, and some remﬁ}h
unchanged. '

. Con;ra;y to conventional expectations, these'
nations cannot be categorized by political- -legal types.
-If one compares the centralization ratios listed in

Tdble III-1 with the gatalogue of pqlitical—economic
characteristicé presented'in-ghart III-1, some interest-
ing points emé;gé. For example, federally-organized
states can be found among ail three trends. This fact

implies that the difference in the organization of
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ot - - .
Chart III-1., Selected Political Economic CharactEris—
. tics, by Nation - .
‘Constitutional- Level 6f Economic

Type of - - Development .

Hation Stisgiire . Ecomomy  (a) - - (b)
_ . : ' Recent  Historical
AU Fed. Mar. . 1985  -Barly High
‘BE Un. Mar. 1672 Early High
BR _ 'F.’ed.~ Mar. 271 . Cont. Low
- CA - Fed. Mar. 2308 Early High
FR Un. Mar. 1694 Early High
- GE - n Fed, : Mar. ~ 1761  Early High
"IN . 'Fed. ‘Cen./Mar. 89 ‘Cont. Low
IT . : Un. _ Mar. 1026  20th Cen.
JA o Un. -~ Cen./Mar. 890 20th Cen.
"'No v _ TUa. Cen./Mar. 1IBY4- Early High
“PE I Mar. 243 Cont. Low
RO . Un., . Cen. 399 . Cont. Low
- 8D, o Un, - Cen./Mar. 2370 Early High
sz Fed. .  Mar. ' 2252 Early High
UR " . Un. . A Mar. - 1642 Early High

‘s -, . ~ Fed. - Mar. 3300 "Early High

v

Constitutional ~Legal Structure -- Federal: Fed.
"~ * Unitary: Un.
Type of Econony -- Market- ‘Mar.
Centralized: Cen.
Mixed: Cen./Mar..
hevel of Economic Develgpment -~ Recent: G.D.P. per
. capita in 1966 US §; Historical: Continuous Low:
"" Cont. Low (% work force in Agric. always exceeds
T . 602). 20th Century: 20th Cen, (% work force in
we s "LAgric. in 1900 < 60% and in 1960 < '35%). .Early
: High (% work force in Agric. in: 1860 <--60%- and in
11960 < 252)
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¢ R, ' ) .
public activity between federal and unitary stat%s may &

:not Be.ég crystal clear as.iﬁ.appearé to constitu—
tioﬁalisté.s , - 7

: Si&ilarly; these sixteen natioﬂs cannot be
arranged by either type “of . economy or levels of econonic.
development. For example, of the seven nations which
"show no change in their degree of structural centraliza-
tion, there are éapitalist, gocialist, and communist
econoﬁig‘systems as weli as'highiy develéped, moderately
deielopéd,i#n& underde&eloped‘econpmies.7 With -
Auétralig,‘Japgn; Norway; Switzerland; and the United ~
'Kingdﬁﬁ possesgsing éhanging'dégrées of natioﬂal<control
.diatinctions based on federal versus unita;y goverament
_and market versus centrally planned economy simply have
.no 'explanatory power. These results completely nggate
ﬁany péior.discussioné of centralization whiéh relate
the degree of ﬁgtioﬁal coﬁtrol to ﬁonstitutioﬁ&l—o?
economic sygtem factors. Such a conclusion should give
. pause to hasty taxonomies of nation—states.

Table I1I-1 yields one additional”and unusual con-
;clusigp. Over time, there appears tozbe-a 'convergence"
'of_valaes in the middle range of the centralization
S in ex. 'In thé'1960’9; niﬁe of thifteen nations féll in

‘ the 0. 40 fo - 0 70 ‘range; while in the 1900's four of ten

= nations were in the same span. Looking over the gtaphs

“of the centralization~3cores, "convergence" includes

w
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nations with high and low levels of structural \

: centralization: before 1940. This evidence agrees With

Mesmer 8 research, which on the basis of a cross~

aectional analysis of fifty~three nations (1950- 1955)

concluded that- as nations develop, their centralization
natios converge.8
. Becausevinternational conflict prod;ces serioue
disturbances in a netion'sxdegree of‘centralization, it
needs to be "removed':l from the analysis. Ae a check on
~war's>capacity to disrupt tne normal structural form of
‘a given pubiic aector, I have corrected the'basic )
tstructdral ratio by eubtracting defenee spending-fron
‘the numerator and denominator. Recall from the last
‘chapter that this.second structural index, ‘while not

, being“toteily ideal, is an estimator of the degree of

w-~national control over non-defense or "ecivilian™

Fans

expenditureé. ;
Thé evidence for "domestic" centralization shown
‘on Table III 2 confirms the expected. all nations have

\
1ower ratio valuea for non-defenae public activity. For

the’ nations ‘over time, the average reduction is slightly_

#

¢;over ten'percent. Again, the variation between-natione
»uisclarger-than‘the Within;nation v?riationé_over:time.
iIhns;ﬂremovairofcdefense expenditnreaghncovere more
'inter;netion,divereitﬁ. h
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‘“”"””“are“four.

— While the organizstional forms for domestic \

activity show more spread in contrast to total public_
activity, there»now 1ls less vacillation within each
nation. -This comes as fio snrnrise because the'inter;
mittent centralizing~pull‘of international conflict'has
been removed With N.G.E. /T.G.E., seven nations remaﬁmd
stable over time, whereas eight nations have stable
structures for non-defense activity. - Likewise, instead
of three nations with linear- -increasing trends, there
T And T ingtegd Tof five nations having widely h
varying degrees of structural centralization, there -are
onl;wthree. These differences mean that central—local g
arrangements are-quite stabie during peacetime and that
what. ghifts do occur are marginal. \

o .Tab;e III;Z also confirms the weakness of classify-

ing nations by constitutional-legal or economic system

" types: Again, all three patteras of centralization'con-
sist of feder;l and unitary states as well as market
- and centrally planned economies.g' The_"convergence"
propoaition elso 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 R .Q - .
While the rstio of domestic centralization confirms
a the findings of Table III—l it extends the analysie_

Athrongh an,ability to détail changes in the distribution
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" of Politigal power in a nat}on.lo That ié, by.fiité;;
ing ouf the major'éx§genous inflﬁhncé on dégion-ététes,
thé "civilian" réti; permits the researcher to chart
endogenously-induced shifts Qith‘greatef clarity. A
few exémplés of gn&ogenoss changes wi}l sdffice for
-illustration. Adolf Hitler's accession to poﬁér in
Germany a;andsfout sharply as the’pabip shifts froﬁ_A
0.467 .in 1933 to 0.556 in 1934 and continﬁes-acuteiy
—mma;WKupw3£ds¢}};;Eggm;hoge_ggggigg ammunition against the
fVTweedledum:Twe;dledee" view of American political:
parties, the non-defénsé'igdex shows eﬁe relative

'ﬁaqsi@ity of the Eisenhower presidency contrasted with

................ the search for the New Frontier and the Great Society.

The precipitous decline in Brazil's centralization
trend during the 1920's cﬁrréaponds well with the
rapid decay éf the fede:al govérnmentfg!ability to cope
‘wifhﬂforces contending for national‘powér. Thi;‘ﬁhole
dega&e was rife with political.turmoil and attempts to
overthrow the."0ld Requlichﬁ The decentralizi#g trend
reverses itseif duriég the 1930°'s when‘Getulio Vargas
established the authoritarian Estado N-o'vo.12 Likewise,
the.decentraiizaﬁion'f;Lnd-in the. non-defense index
'valnes_for.Japaqﬁfrom‘1880 tb the»{ﬁte 1920's matches
~ the chéngeé_ftoﬁ.thé Tokﬁgawé to Meiji to ﬁheriiberal
-pefip&.l3 » - .

[N
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In summary, the two ratios of struqtural

centralization underline the assorted national tr;nds.
These diverse trends nullify taxonomies of public;
sector organization on, the bagis of constitutional-
legai structures, types of economy, or levels of
economice devélopment. By negating mahy 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. 7 7 . )

B, The Scope of Public Activity

The 1ast‘chaptér noted that amoné qhe comﬁon mean-
ings and me#sures Qf'centralization waé the ratio of
public spending to total community output, The usé of
this index develdpgd ocut of the economists' need to
ga;ge the impact of the public gector on the total
écondmy. ?hi; ratio also has pr&yen valuablé for
political,reaearch. For examﬁle, Ruasett et. - al, com-
piled this measure cross- sectionally to estimate the

potential influence of govermment in the economy "14
Much of the ;esearch\gn_the‘relative slze of the public
domain genegally focusés'on the growth and evolution
:of public apending.- As with the’étruqéure‘of public

activity, I am not concerned with the factors that

account for changes in- scope; rather, before ita impact



. . \
on development can be evaluated, the mnaticnal trepnds

_ mugt.be outlined.

Detailing- the .scope of government over time shows

"that nations.fsll into different classes -along this

organizational dimension. Contrasting with.structure,
there,is 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 the -

exception is Romania. In fact .though more vsriation-

‘characterizes the national scope series, most of this

- 3.

change can.be accounted for by the onset of the World
Wsrs: Specifically, of the nations showing numerous
shifts, only Sweden is an exceptlion to the'common A K
movements of Belgium, Canada, France, Japan, and the
United Kingdom. : . : T L~
.However, one must ‘not make too.much of war's

impact on scope. 6£ tne moet stable«nations (Austraiia,~.
Brazil, India,”Italy, feru; and Switzetland;, thé{thtee.

combatantsA-- Anstralia, Brazil Italy -- do show some
increase in scope duripg the 1940's, but the change canh
hardly be termed significant.‘ Rathet than assuming

messive shifts in the public-private division, this

:i evidence strongly reminds the analyst thst crisis has a

differential effect from nstion to. netion.
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Again, conatitntionaielegal anrangements hafeAno
vtaxonomicnntility. Qn the other;hand, economicdfactorﬂ
‘Tcan categofizEWnafihns into'different time patterns‘on
scope, Though the ghort data from Romania hints at a
possible exception, the‘organization of the marketplace 1;
does notrdistinguish between nationa'as to their cen-
tiaiication 5£ scope. But economic deveiopment appears
to do'so.' The_bestfexample comes from the set of ‘
conntries which have not changedtover.the decades. The
'common denominatoriof this group ig their relatine
;hnderdevelopnent; Brazil India, and Peru all poasesa
.tranaitional economies.. 0f the three "European";‘
“nations, Italy has only.recently achieved.a modern
economy.15 Australia and Switzerland developed sooner.

. FPEEEN

_ Caution must be exercised invgeneralizing this result,

-

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

that less developed nations tend to have small.pnhiic'.
'"eectbrsl o - S, ‘ | _ ,‘. ey
As for the convergence" proposition, it possesses

' 1itt1e analytic valueior ‘scope. The contemporary -spread .

iof-nationSJexceeds,the xange found pnior to World War I.
in'contraet to centraiization nithin the public'sector,
‘:constraints on scope exert greater resistance to change.
In other words;fa decision ‘to manipulate ‘the structure

Aof public action is easier to. implement than a deciaion

'-to expand or contract the public aector.

-
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When ‘the total public -sector as a proportion of
the national product can be calculated the results do
not differrradically from those using centxsl govern—
ment data. Inclusion of subnational activity into the
measure of scope increases inter—nation diversity.

Only four of sixteen countries have ‘an unchanging
publicfprivate.division. ~ 0f the majority which exhibit
chsnge,»the.rapid expsnsion of the public sector' -
demanded'Ey:ﬁnternationalﬁconflict is operative. ‘HoV;
~ever, Sweden and the U.Ss. A. are deviating cases. Both
'nations show a steady, incremental growth . inlthe size'

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

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 the four

. ‘

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

- comparatively "underdeveloped"' whereas the group that

shows a- 1inear increasing trend consists of four highly
'ideveloped economiee (Germany, Norway, 5weden, the United
States) The nations qharacterized by fluctuating .
'_patterns'of total scope have all achieved a relatively

. developed status.a The data on total scope also agrees

with the national scope evidence as to the genersl

‘_ .disutility of the "convergence" proposal for thinking

‘ about chsnges in the relative ‘scope of the public
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domain. Yet, in comparison to mational scope, the
~_ ‘ ) - i .
values for total public sector fall within a tighter
range in the curreat ﬁeriod.i'The‘eoncluBion ig simple:
examining only N.G.E./G.N.P. masks the contributions of
- : : . =y
sub-national units; once these units are included, all
contemporary governments despite constitutional and— "~
-ideological differedcea,,strive to provide similar

baskets of public goods and services.16

C. The Subsgtantive Commitment of Public Activity

Théfdegree to which public resoerces are devoted
to omne policy'or another is the final organizational
'udimension of public activity to be deacribed. The
simple.dichqtomy illustrated on Table III-5 meéasures
ehanées in the eoncentration of pubiic resources'com-'
mi;tea to'natienal defenge, Aside from the obvious
caﬁsalrfactor"of internetienél'conflict,‘some>impgrﬁant
pointe dBtein. - .

Instead of three distinct trends, only two appear:
curvilinear .0r stable. The first pattern encompasses
ten of‘the aixteen nations, nine of which have been
coebetarts in major.wars, The second and smaller set
,(Beigium, Brezil! Norway, Peru, Sweden) can be claseed
as rino:Vcomba;ants. _Netice that no “other fecrqrs “-
COnetitﬁriopai,‘econoﬁic, 6: ideoiogical ~-- eerve tq
"eategorize these nations consietentiy on their defenae-

érpenditure records.
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India offers an unusuel case, one marked by a
steady decline in the Def E./N. G.E. ratio ‘over the past.
fifty years.. Australia, Can}da, Germany, Italy, Japan;
and Romania also exhibit this seeming demilitarization

RS

in the post World Wir II ara. Though this decline  to

below 1evels prevailing before World War I is impor-

-

tant to note, actually the expansion of civilian
sctivities by the center produces this reallocation of
public resources.17‘» o : T

Contrar;\dto the impressions put forward-in the

’two models, the nations examined do. not manifest a

slowly increasing degree of centralization. Quite the

’ oppoaite, either an unchenging or fluctnating time-series

more commonly typifiea a given nation's history of

'changes in. public organization. . Equally aignificant,

the’ typical trend differs for each organizational

dimeneion. - |
_Second: the data undermines most propoaed'deterJ

minants of centralization. Constitutional-legal and

economic ‘market relationships again lack classificatory

fpower. Only economic development levels serve to dis~
SN .

“:fcriminete veakly between nations as to their degree of
‘-centralization and then only for- the dimension of scope.
"This suggeation must be taken cautiously for the

influence of international conflict clouds the issue.‘

;”That is, if defense spending is removed from" the




) combinations of units, indices, and time perioda.

calculations of scope, many nations with sharp‘swings

trend in such fashjon as to confound the analytic use- -

-

fulness of economic levelg. Even the common .movements'

- . - -

. sttribufed to conflict must be dealt with carefully

'because war differentially affects the sixteen nations.

P

"The correct- conclusion from the longitudinal evidence

" can be simply put: centralizstion is an independent

nroperty of public sector organization.

a

. ?art II:. Empirical Patterns
: . 0f Centralization

The longitudinal outlines of centralization taken

i

from the above tables can be lost among the extensivé

While great detail informs, it can also obscure the

‘main -themes. Prior~studies, because they concentrated

e

on a single nation'or a few nations, have only

‘developed propositions limited to the smsll number of

countries reviewed ‘With the larger set of units sur-

zveyed 1ongitudinally on different indices, clasgifica-

tion of the separate units into behaviorally-aimilar
\

varoups becomes necessary.18 In snalyzing the nationsl'

: series, it became evident that only a small number of

.iempirically-identifiahle patterns kéapt recurring. 1)
”r~stab1e over time, 2) linear incressing over time, and

'“3) curvilinear over time. To cqnsistently dssign -

in scope revert to‘either a stable or slowly inereasging

)
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individual national aeries to theae logical patte&ns,‘

;Jonly operational definitions are- miaaing. -The follow-~fﬁ

ing criteria are used to designate "behavioral cate-A

\
gorieaA which chart the patterns of centralization,W;Wh“m,-

]

along'nhe;threefprganizational dinenaiona of public
.-activity:
' Paﬁtern I:. Stable over time

.a) range doesanot exceed 0.15

hh) no decade-to decade fluctuations to exceed :

o s 0u1s ) '

'lfattern lI: Linear increasing over time

o a)~rangé'e2ceeda“0,15. . o

. b)-no'declinerin decadeeto-decadelvaluea'to
-egceed - 0.10

c) contemporary value must exceed by + 0.20 or
'more the earlieat decade value.

Pattern.III' Curvilinear over timé
- o

a) range exceeda 0 15
h) aeries nust exhibit at. least one decade to-
decade increaae exceeding + 0 15
’ dc) series must also’exhibit at least one decadé—-

o N »
to—decade decrease exceeding - 0 15

' Table III 6 givea the assignment of nations to patterna o

‘: by index of centralization.
TTa order to distinguieh “thoae units “that’ have

. undergone a rapid change in x" from "thosge" that have’ o

1
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Table III-6: .Asaignmént‘df;NatiQASth Centralization e
: Patterns, by Index of Centralization

Indices of * Pattern I: Pattern II:

Pattern III:

: Linear
Centralization Stable _ Increasing QPrvilinear
. BE - PE GE AU sz
N.G.E. - BR RO IN JA UK
T.G,Es, . .~ FR sD us NO I
) IT . '

N ’ BE PE " .GE - AU
N.G.E.-Def.E. BR RO : IN - JA
T.G.E.-Def.E. FR SD. NO - us

IT SZ ’
N.G.E. . AU.  IT . GE - BE JA
e BR . PE . No CA_ .sD
ARREIN . IN sz Us - - FR . UK
T.G.E. © AU IN - GE SD ,BE IT 8z
G.N.P. BR PE NO Us FR JA UK
Def.E. 'BE'  PE - (IN)* AU JA
N.G.E. - BR - 8D cA RO
‘ NO - ‘ FR Sz
- Co : GE UK
- IT " Us
Australig: AU . Gerﬁany: GE Peru: . - - PE
Belgium: BE. India: IN  Romandia: - RO
. -Brazil: - -BR. _ Italy: JIT Sweden: - SD
Canada: CA Japan: JA Switzerland: . = SZ°

France: FR. ‘Norway: NO United Kingdom: UK
Co . United States:. US

*Though claasified here’ for _convenience;. India has a
linear .decreasing pattern for. substantive. comnitment
to- defenae.. See footndte 42 text.
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_undergone no change or that have changed the most dn

' the opposite direction,"L9 two . qualities of each unit' '8

time-aeries must be specified. 1) the span of veria-

tion, and 2) inter-decade change. Inspecting the .
national trenda for each of the centralization indices, 4
a significant break appeare between those nations with

a range leas than 0,15 and thosge with a range of 0. 20

_and over.zq While a range of 0.15 can aeemingly dig-

guise what some might consider significant shifts in
icentralization on a comparative baeis, the narrow band
of- variation 4in many national pattérns approachea a
atationary time-seriee.
Though the range sufficea to diatinguish between ‘

atable and changing patterns, the degree and direction

- 3

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

ous moving series into different categories. The

crucial-dietinction comes between geries eXhihiting

,.relatively steady increases over time and periodicity,a
_,and ismexpreaaed,in the. requirement that pattern I

seriea not ahow .any ianter- decade decline exceeding - OJO.

- m

ﬁThia allows for an occasional small retrogression, but
e N
- reatricta this pattern to those nations featuring strong

upward movement in their centralization scoree.21 By

-

“‘vinaisting that the contemporary centralization value be

l’significantly largeg than the earlier values adds a’

RN
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_,further ‘check to the separation of the 11near \
increaaing pattern from the curvilinear one,

The charge of brute empiricism could possibly be .

1eve1ed againat the operational definitions for tee

centralization patterns. However, to do‘so would be to .o
ignore the current "incremental" explanations of public :
expenditure. Analysts such as Wildavskyy Crecine, and .
'-Anton have’shrown that public budgeting is incremental
andistable over time, with any varietiona being con-
sidered stechastic er::or.z2 Thedr,findings,.while

valid for.the United-States, may not arply to the bud-
ﬁéeting practiees of other natiene, expeeially those

often elasaitiedraa economieally or politieally
"transitional." Applying the "incremental" theory to
political centralization, one would expect small

changes in the year-to-year scores, and even in the
decadé avereées. National series with incremen:;l
'changes would then be considered "stable," as called for

- by ‘this explanation of public expenditure practices.
.Likewise, natlonal series characterized by rapid growth
or vide;verletions, whether caused by dﬁanging economic
orAnoliticalffnrtunes,';quld have to be termed "non—
ineremental " ‘From this logic, the operational defini—

! tions for the centralization patterns can be derived
”TAE“TabIe“III=§“demonstnates, the "incremental"- thesis

ie e.eulture-bopnd e:xplana1::1.(:.!‘1.2'3 -
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The principal benefit of Table III-6 comes from .

its” convenient summarization of the separate centrali-

zation ratio tables.‘ It puts in-bold relief a1l of the—

~descriptive points made earlier. No longer canm it be"

assumed that nations follow the ‘same evolutionary path
in the development of their puhlic sectors. Quite the’
contrary, as a comparison of the centralization patterns
(from Table 111~ 6) with the national political- economic
characteristica (from Chart III-1). shows, nations with

similar constitutional or economic arrangements will

:'often display marked differences in their time patternsg
f‘of centralization along each organizational dimension.

-This discovery Tuns counter to the pervasive idea that

individual public sectors evolve in a similar ‘mdnner.

While much of the support for this mistaken view

derives from cross-sectional analyses,24 it~is
. ~

“uncritically accepted even by theorists who work with a

longitudinal frame of reference, as exemplified by many

‘developmentalists in both approaches to public organiza-

tion.?5 Because the unilinear path so dominates

Jdevelopmental theorizing, it contributes directly to

N
the polarized views as to the impact of centralization.

’The following section presenta a review counterposing

Athe evidence of this thesis with former research in

"order to further affirm the-multilinear position and
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to 1dentify-some'baeic shorEcominga in unilinear

formulations. . et

Part II¥: Some Conventional

" Wisdom Reconsidered .

Perhapsfthe besf.review of current wisdom on’

public expepditure behavior can be found in Richard

Musgrave 8 Fiscal Systeme.26 In

his book, Musgrave-

marahalle'numeroua studies into a single coherent

statement of theory based on a unified body of

empirical evidence. The-theory and evidence yield

'three variationa of the basic pattern known as Wagner 8

- "].aw L 7

Wagner held that "in a number of
the level of public spending had
period tended to increase . . .

) public apending had increased at
community input.28
. Wagner argued that a number

to industrial society led ta the

Reproducing it in a somewhat simplified form,

industrial countries, -
over an extended
but more importantly

a faster rate than

S~

of forces fundamental

growing dominance of

,government over a society ‘8 reaources. Briefly, these

fonces are.' 1) social mobilization, 2) the concentra-

tion of economic activity into a

small number of firms,

- and-.3) - economies of scale achleved: by government pro—

#

vision of social goods.z9 Wagner s belief .in the‘

universal effect of these forces

can be geen. in his
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‘ . .
arénnent that "government will grow relative to economy
regardless of the political character of the society
« « « whethér the political system ie liberal or con-
servative, democratic or authoritarian, capitalistic or
noncapitalistic, makes no;difference.39 A.atronger
statement of the unilinear development path woulc be
uniﬁaginable!‘ ‘ }

‘To date, the major studies of ‘the public¢ sector
assume the presence of this.linear and increasing
secular trend for‘ekpenditures. The only difference
"between them can be found in their theoretical explana?
"tiona\for the shape of the trend. Not one makes"a
determined effort to challenge or ciaprove'Wagner's
original position. Clearly then, most-theoriea»of
exPenditure behavior remain within the paradigm
eetablis;ed by Wagner 8 ideas.31

The linear trend implicit within the Wagné;ian
paradigm‘domfnating public finance neatly dovetails
with the. current "incremental“ explanation of public
sector activity ;o favored by political acientiata.

. Given the slow, but steady growth of public expenditures
(at'least in . the nationa usually studied), what better
" answer could be devised than ‘that this fiscal pattern
_resulta from a balance of political forces .(shades of

classic pluralism!) and .they in turn reflect the

;relatire stability“of the larger environment. AWhile‘
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having validity for some political-economic systems,
the cross-national extension ofcincrementalism has
limits. As I pointed out above, the principal reeearch
defect is very small sample slze., A grand theoretical
structure has been built on an exceedingly thin founda-
' tion. ,Rectifying this data shortage has been'one
’ ree;on for the present effort. How then does the .
additional evidence differ from the conventional wisdom

of the unilinear pattern?

A, The Structure of Public Activity

Any gtudy of public structure using public expendi-

'ture indices must consider Alan Peacock and Jack

3

Wiseman's~claseic atudy, The Growth of Public Expendi-

tures in the UnitedAKingdom.32 With’the aid of.long'

time-geries data on the public expenditures and national
_growth of the United Kingdom, they attempt to supplement
Wagner s "law" by examining the fluctuations in" the
secular trend“of public activity. Baaically, they
propose two "effects" which account for the "altera-‘
tione in the supply of public goods that occur within
the * secular trend of increaeing public activity w33

. The two "effects" are: 1) dieplacement, and 2)
concentration. .Diaplacement refers -to the reoid,'hut
temporary; increaseovthat occur 1in publie eipenditurea

when a social crisia threatens & nation. Concentration

' refers to the presumed erosion of power in aubnational
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!

w3 por a variety of teasonsg

&ecision-makiug units.
such as Qar (hot and cold), ch;nging fechnology,
'incieaaing‘urbanization, and gfowth in trapsporf and
'c;mmunication ﬁetworks, Peacock'and Wiseman see the
.central_govérnment assumiag greager respoqsibility~for
public‘actiVity over time.

“"Criticisms of éeacéck and Wiseman take two differ-
ent forms. -Ihe first challengeaitheir theoregicai‘
ekplanatioh for'éhe woékings of the disélacement and
concentration effects. EsseﬁtigITy, Peacock ;nd
Wiseman argue that & nation's urgent néeds during a
‘ecrisis permit the government to exéeed ﬁormal ievels of ~
taxation and‘piace a heavier fiscal burden ‘on the
popﬁlatidn. As the crisis passes, the tax fate does .
not retg;n tp former levels because the populace haé

adjusted tg, a new higher "tolerable burden of public

"33 ¢litics contend that tb assumei; popu~-

eipendiﬁu:é.
'1ation adjusts to a higher "tolerable burden" puts the
~emphasis Qﬁ the wrong side of the question. Rather the
.socia} uph;ayais which produce the mgrked shifts in
public ﬁpendiqg result in "radical ché#ées about the
.pfoper role of goveinme;E."gﬁ .Conaequéntly, new types
of:expenditures'--~fpr example, wg}ﬁa;é aervices --
Becomefﬁ&esirable." ‘Because pﬁrsuing the attitudinal

aépects,of public expenditure vaiig;iéns would take me

"far afield iato quEEtiona>of>social‘paycholbgy, I prefer
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to turn to the second type of response to Peacdck and

" ‘Wiseman.

More.relevant'for this‘study are the issuee ralsed
by generalizing public activity patterna from a single
case. (i e.,. the UnitedAKingdom) Queations about. the
concentration effect appear in a number of studies.
For example, Martin and ‘Lewisg contend that local govern-
ment has 1ittle importance in underdeveloped states,

thua“reatricting the operétion.of»conéentration and dis-

placement to developed'statea.37 As seen previously,

Meener theorizes that-aa nations-develop,-tpeir'

centralization ratios converge.ss_ Davies notee that in

federal aystema the concentration effect does mnot

39 And Gupta argues that displacement occurs

oy ¥

hold.

during any general socdal crisis like economic depres—

40

8i6on as well as war. The crucial question to be

7~

- asked of this literature on public expenditure behavior

ia: do centralization patterns other tian linear

: increasing exist? l . N AR

Returning.to TaBIéLIII—G‘ the anawer is emphati-‘

‘~callj'yes. When applied to previoue reaearch on

N

'7changea in ‘the atructural arrangementa of public

e e o e

activity, the empirical evidence contradicts most of it.’

‘ Firat the. atructural stability of many nationa on ‘both

indices demonetrates that ‘the concentration effect does

: not operate to produce significant shifts in power from

&



‘Romania, and Sweden, restraina any ready explanation.

67

o
1oca1 to national government in many ‘nations. . Thia
means’ that Peacock and Wiseman' s explanation cannot be
generalized‘freely beyond the United Kingdom. At best,
it may apply to nations of patterns II and III.

Second, the concentration effect, when operative;
influencee nations differentially. As before, diatinc—'

LA
tions of federal versus unitary government and market

.versue centrally-planned economy have no explanatory

.power, with Australia, Japan, Norway, Switzerland,'and

the United Kingdom manifesting a curvilinear pattern

" on N. G E. /T G.E. Likewiae;pattern I, with the

diversity of Belgium, Brazil France, Italy, Peru,

41

Just as the patterns have raised doubts about the

¥

- PeaCOck and‘Wiseman findings, it also casts a shadow on

. somé of the counter-arguments, While Peru and Romania

VSR

confirm ﬁartin and Lewis' proposition, the cases of

~'IB'fTa‘E“i?I.‘*"'a'iid"ffﬁdi'a'c:alil. it into-queetion. Brazil

ideviatea becauee it shows & slow decentralization from

.-
its earlier moderate level and- India deviatea because

of'its low 1evel o? centralization prior to’ independ-
N

-ence.42 The evidence here 5uggests that Martin® and

’Bewis. contention that local goverpment is unimportant

- +

’in underdeveloped nations might better be qualified to;",j$

"holding for unitary states only.,
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.Davies' argument seems shaky on at least;ﬂwo

grounds. First, if the temporél perspective io

restricted to the post—World War II period which Davies

used, the patterns of India ‘and more recently, Brazil

run counter to his thesis that local governments are
growing in importance in federal statee.k Secondg.if
’the time-frame is expanded, of those natione'fo;:uhich
.he offers data - Australia,'CanEda, Germany,’the 3
ﬁnited Stetes, end éwitzerland'--uthe firet four show
higher central@getion ratioa in the post-World War II
;!_period than in the decades between the World Wars. On
Athe other hand Switzerland evidences a.elightly more
centralized structure priorrto World wgé II than
after, thus supporting Davieg’ hypothesis.43

tne agreement between Mesmer's "convergence"
proposel and'thezdata‘here has already been di;cussed;
' However,.the displacement hypothesis which é;eo;wer as
.the major external ahock to the political system
lwrequires modification. Looking at both structural
indicesy-Belgium, Peru,'end Romania:reech their Higheet
) centralization valuea during'peaceful timea.44 Thie

N\
occurrence could be ascribed to Gupta s extension of

jthe displacement effect to economic criais on the

L:ggrounda that these countries were experiencing the

: vcrisis of underdevelopment.: But his view of dieplece-

.ment receives rough treatment from the empirical

I K . ) . %
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‘
evidence. F?EﬁEE““U‘pan, and Switzerland among others
mreach low points in their centralization values s
recisely when, aceotding to Gupta, they should be
peaking, ‘during the’ Great Depression.
V The claasification oF nations on the indices of e
atructural centralization shown on Table III-6 con- |
firds the presence of differing patterns of centraliza-’
tionttand hence calls into doubt previous gtudies of
public activity which agsume a lineer trend-over time.
Likewise, the detail _concerning peacetime expenditures
”gained by removing defense spending, ‘allows for the
- study of" différent typea of Btructural "displacement.
.By rejecting the’ generality.of economic crisis dis- .
placement and'demonstrating the potential of "politicaf'
displacement'-the national patterns on the modified
structural ratio also permit an evaluation of the
"incremental" thesis. Quite simply, incrementelv

explanations bnly fit pattern II nations.

“iBL/The Scope of Public Activity

b -

Of the three organizationel dimenaions of public
.activity, what I have termed ecope moet directly equates
with:rhe;ideas emhodied\in_Wagneg é ﬁlaw." Thus, the
i réddirement:to demonstrate mnltiple patterns:for scope
egceeda~that’for strnctnre.m Baaicelly,'if'Wagnef's” -
'"lewh:holds in’sll‘cases,ithen,only a linear inc:easing;

ratio offecopefwill_be‘fouga, whi&h:will inhibit’any'

R
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‘
comparative test of centralized versus decentralized
public sectora.

" Table III-6 shows that natians do, in fact, fall
into different patterns glaﬁg the'&imensioa of scope.
However, some important distinctions between structure
and scope appear. On the one hand the relative homo-
genelty 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 andergoing.induatrialization. On the other
Hand, the nations with curvilinear trends (pattern I1I)
cdhtradict‘Wagner’s'unilinear assumption. Theievidence
_on the scope‘of phblic activity, while tending to con-
firm that the forces identified by Wagner and streased
. by Musgrave do have some effect on the .growth of the
public,sectorz should caution umcritical acceptance of
the unilinear secular trend for all-nations,.giygh'the
presence of stable and curvilinear cases.

The Substance of Public Activity

-

Again, .as with structure and scope, failure to

demonstrate different patterns of aubstantive centrali-~-
‘ zation_will hinder evaluation of the models of publi_‘/
orgaaization.> Unlike ‘the previoua indices, Def. E /

N G.E. splite the sixteen nations into two groups:
curyilinear or stahle.ks. Memberahip in these two

'patterns,correaponda directly with involvement of
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.non-involvement in international conflict.. Unsurprisg~
'ingly, sharp increaaea in the degree of public resources
committed to national aecurity variea with the degree
‘of military involvement. In terms of the impact of

. chanéea in thiarcommitment.on development, the more'
‘relevant factor will be level of defense spending
maintained between wars.

. The empirical evidence summarized in Table III 6
suggesta that public activity development follows a
number of different patterns. Whether the concern
foc:aea on the structure, the scope, or the aubstance

of public activity, at leastiﬁree, not one, empiricallye_
identifiable patterna appear when the set of nations
contains types other than highly developed. To be

: aure,'the forces causing ahifts in centralization have
"heen outlinéd'with'some succegs by earlier studiea.

Lo N A K . S~ L
Though Musgrave_and others have identified economic,

_mpoliticalg/aud aocial forces bearing on national

;expenditure patterna, he candidly admits "the evidence
(about Wagner 8 1aw) remains’ puzzling and in need of"
further explanation, including greater emphasia on what -
we_have*called noneconom;c'fectors "46-‘

But' Muagrave refera to the determinants of the cen-
7';vr‘tralization ratioa, not their impacta. Why then is this;
V'public finance reaearch important? The critical point

[is the fixation of economista on a aingle pattern of

» -
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S centralization and the identification here of more than
.'one basic pattern. As Richard Bird has succinctly
summarized: o

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

problem of expenditure growth is teleolo ical,

. that is, the process of development is presented

as’ being from 1ower to higher shares of government‘
* in the national income, as though some unintendedr
purposivenesa is being inevitably fulfilled. The
increase in expenditure isﬁseen not as the result
- of individual and organizational choices which
5 could conceiyably have been made diffetently, but
. rather as a "function" of certain situations
(changes in income, urbanization, etec.) or as
fulfilling certain needs or requirements (tech-
N 1nologicellchange; monopoliz.sn::l.on).l‘7
To the'extent that'models of public activity assume a
teleologicel pattern of centralizetion, propositiona
linking changes in public organization to the develop—
ment process yill be faultx,A Thus, the dilscovery of
- multiple‘petterna,of centrelization.must Be‘paramount
and-prior'to anp effort aibeeging the impact or'contri-

-~ —

‘bution of centralization to development.

- A ) -
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FOOTNOTES SRR
Standard deviations for iﬁdividual nations are .
markedly smaller than the standard deviation for all
sixteen nations taken together.

Thié stability of the strucfural 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. -
.While this can be a formidable research obstacle, -
" there are two solutions:

1) in a highly centralized structure, even a slight
change ‘(e.g., from 0.75 to 0.67) may, in fact, effect
Progress, and thus needs to be tested; -

2) thege 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_ se.
In either case, correlation analysis is appropriate.
and useful.  For further digcussion of these points,
see Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., Causal Inferences.in

Nonexperimental Research (Chapel Hil1l, N.C.:"ﬁgze

University of North Carolina Press, 1961), Ch.%IV.

. L."L. Wade and R. L. Curry, Jr., A Logic of Public
‘Policy: Aspects of Political Economy (Belmont,
Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1970), p. 85. '

"for Iﬁd;é, 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 and :
"driving to modernity." :

T . N o e
‘Despite-the global sweep of World War II, some
- nations largély escaped its effect on their internal

government structure, as seen by the Latin. American
countriés of Brazil (a combatant) and Peru (a non-
combatant): . : .

Determination of the constitutional-legal structure
of the nations .listed on Chart III-1 comes from Jean
Blondel, An Introductioum to Com arative Government
(New York: . Praeger ‘Publighers, 1969), Appendix.

-Also see Carl J. Friedrich, Trends of Féderélism”iﬁ

Theorysand Practice (New York: Praeger Publishers,

:1968),

‘Asaigni#g;naﬁibns by types of'eéqnomy'is an espeﬁidﬂy

difficult task, given the multitude of possible

' defihitioné._.Noione gource can be congidéred

! -

2
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! .
definitive. The basis of claseification to mavket,
centralized, or mixed ‘economies follows "the method

. of repource allocation, rather than ownership of -
productive means” as used by Frederic L. Pryor,
Public¢ Expenditures in. Communist and Capitalist
Nationg (Londomn: George -‘Alien and Unwin, Ltd.,
1968),.Ch. 1. The source’for ‘the gross domestic
product/capita data ig Arthur S.:Banks,. .Crosg~-
Polity Time Series. Data (Cambridge, Mass.: The
M.I.T. Press, 1971). And the source -for the
historical evidence-on economic development.is
Hilliam 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. Eheodore-charles Meamer, "Govetnment Expenditures'

.and Economic Growth: -An International Comparative
Study" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University -
of, Wisconsin, 1962) : »

"9, For each index and-each pattern,,oneialwaysafinde at

.least one federal and one unitary state. 1If one-

" consgiders India, Japan, Notway, Romania, and Sweden °
‘ag centrally-~planned -economies. (ot approximately so),
‘then both types of economies are also present in -
each .pattern along each index.- y

10, The uon-defenae centralization ratio ‘amplifies the

.ability to detail what has been held to be one of
the primary factors respongible for the growth, of
government spending and the cause of ghifts in cen-
trelization ~~ changes in th distribution of
olitical power inm-a nation. See W. S. Woytinsky and
E §. - Woytinsky, World Commerce and Government:
Trends and Outlook- (New York: The Twentieth Century
Fund, 1955), p. 686 . ; ’ T

11, Non-defense centralization values for- Germany during
ithe 1930's '‘are: - 1932 (0.469), 1933 (0.467), 1934
. €0.556) ;71935 (0. 55%), 1936 (0.573), 1937 (0. 608),
~-1938 (0. 632) . The''ratics of central to total
government expenditure for the same period are:
1932:(0.490),-1933 (0. 513), 1934 (0. 595), 1935
(o 636), 1936 (0. 669), 1937 (0. 118), 1938 (0. 789)

12 Thomaa E. Skidmore, Politics in Brazil, 1930 1964
“An Experiment in Democracy (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1967). Ch 1. o
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13. Paul Langer, Japan' Yesterdaz and Todax (New\York'

Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1966), PP, 79 96.

14, Bruce M. Ruesett, et. al,, World Handbook of )
"Political and Social Indicators (New Haven' ‘Yale
University Press, 1964), p. 57. :

15. Prior .to World War 1L, one would have to label the
Italian economy 'as transitional., For example, ‘not Coa
until the 1960's did Italy d¥op below 30Z in -
~agricultural employment.

167 For another study arriving,at the _.same conclusion,
see Phillips Cutright, "Political Structure,

Economic Development, and National Social
" Security Programs,” The American Journal of

Sociologz Vol 70, pp. 537-48.

17. James M. Buchanan, The Public Finance (Homewood
’ Ill.. Richatd D. ‘Irwin, Ine., 1960), ppJ 53-54,

18. Uaually any comparative study eupplies a broad
cross-— section of national vdlues sudh as current
expenditurea as a percentage eof 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 mgke any effort to . > .
distinguieh different patterns for expenditure : . '
properties. Thege weaknesses --— reliance on cross-
section evidernce. or failure to outline national
expenditure patterns -- produce the differences in’
interpretation between previous research and this
etudy. T -

19, Blalock, p. 125. Also, refer back to footmote 2
above.- L : . B

20 A few nations fall into the zone between 0.15 and -
0.20% . These unitsg present difficulty in pattern
agsignment. because of their marginality between
pattetne. : _~1 N

21 This requirement helps dietinguish between linear
increasing and linear decreasing trende.r See . .
footnote 42 below. "J.- X A o .

22 For examplee of the "incrementelist".school ~one
can consult: . Aaron.Wildavsky, The Politics of the
Budgetery Process. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1964); -

s
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. t
" John P, Crecine, Governmental Problem-Sclving
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969); and Thomas Antoi,
The Politics of State Expenditure in Illinois
Urbana, Ill.: The University of Illinois Press,
1966). : o ‘

- .

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 functlonal categories of public spending
may be characterized by different forms: of expendi-
ture patterns, thus weakening the application of.
incrementalism. See.Stuart H. Rakoff, "Longitudimal
Analysia of Municipal Expenditures” (unpubliahed

. Ph.D. digsertation, University of Minnesota, 1969).

..24. For example, see Btﬁce M. Russgett, Trénds.in World
& Politics (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1965), pp.
132-33. : . .

25, Thigﬂbllnd acceptance of a_unilinear path to

« 7 'development' undergirds the work of the "stage”.
theorists such as Rostow and Organski as well as
_that of the "typologista such as Shils .and
Kautsky. .

26. Richard-Musgrave, Fiscal Systems (New Haven: 'Yalé
- University Press, 1969).

27. In.the first pattern Musgrave presents, civilian
* - . public expenditures drop slightly and defense spend-
C ing rises sharply, thus causing a bulge in the- ‘trend
of total publie ahare of G.N.P. With the termina-
tion of ‘conflict, a return to the antebellum trénd -
manifests itself, A slightly different pattern in
regponse- to war. ocours 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 wax bulges the public ghare of G.N.P.,
it returns to’ normal- as these foregone needs 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
uh;contiﬁues as increased ciyilian public spending re-
-places declining defense budget’ss Though these:
‘three are varilations: on the same theme, Musgrave
#.:‘geeg the ultimate trend of -scope as linear. increas-
ing. ~This conclusion flows from his small sample-
. (Germany; United: Kingdom, and ‘United States). By
iadding Japan (total. ecoﬁb), Musgrave would have to
: ~consider other patterns than unilinear. .




28.

29."

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35,

36,
‘37.

R 38'.'

-39.

!

Wade and Currryr, P77 v, ’ . A

Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of Pnblic

Expenditures in the United Kingdom (Princeton, N.J.
Princeton University Press, 1961), PP.. 16-20,

Wade and- Curry, p. 77.

Richard M. Bird, "Wagner 8 "Lavw' of Expanding State
Activity," Public Finance, Vol. XXVI, mno..1 (1971),
PpP. 1-26.

-?rinceton University Pressg, 1961,

‘Shibahsankar P. Gupta, "Public Expenditures and

Economic Growth: A Time-Series Analysgisg," Public
Finance, XXII, no. 4 (1967), pp. 423 71..

Wade and Curry, p. 81.

Peacock and Wieeman, Ch. 2. -
Gupta, P. 244,
Martinﬁandeewie;'
Mesmer{. "

David G. Daviee "The Concentration Procees and the

- Growing Importance of Nomcentral Governments in

- . Federal States,” Public Policy, Vol. XVII, no. 5

40.
41.

(Fall, 1970), PP. 649-57. ) o~

Gupta.'

‘In regard ‘to the highly centralized pattern I

natione, a possible hypothesls might be that the
"econcentration effects" occurred some time ‘earlier
than this. study's span aand was ingtitutionalized

'-aufficiently to.withetand further- exogenous forces.

-For example, - following the 1830 revolution against

the Netherlands, the Belgian constitution of 1831

':establiehed a distinctly unitary state.

42,

Though ‘not explicitly used in thie study,»Pattern
II (linear increasing) logically. has a mirrox- -image’
twin'-- linear decreasiang. The operational

“definition for what would 1ikely be labelled

“Pattern IIb is the reverse of the linear increasing

definition: ‘a) range exceeds 0. ‘15, b) no inter~

:lidecade increaae exceeding + 0. 10, and c)

C .

w
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L :

: contemporary,acore must be - 0.20 .or more in com~
parison to the earliest data points. 'On some
“ dimensions of centralization, a few nations exhibit
a linear decreasing patterm. For exanple, on both
structural indices, Brazil (1900-1968) has 'a slowly
decreasing treamd, but has been clagsified as- pattern
I because it fails on criterion ¢. On ‘substance,’
India is a clear case of a decreasing trend and is
8o classified,

43, Davies' research uses national government revenue
'~ a8 a percent of total government revenue. My
temarks are likewise based on revenué 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 propogition should not preclude. the
eventual possibility of discovering other patterns
-for subgstantive commitment, as demonstrated by
India's, 1inear decreasing trend .
46 Musgrave, P l24;

"47. Bird, p. 20.
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3 CHAPTER IV
CENTRALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT
Establishing the existence of multiple patterans of
‘centralization opens the door to analyzing thé compet-

ing’approéchee_to organizing publiclactivity. Cross- .

"gectional and serial designs are used to confirm or

- . reject the propositions derived from these two models.

Following this quantitative évaluatioﬁ; the-differen-
‘tial effect of centfalization's dimensioné bnTth;
ggpectsidf'devqlopﬁent‘will be estimated gnd,‘fing}ly,
related back to the modéls of public organigatioﬁ.

Part I: The Indeterminacy of
Cross~Sectional Analysis

The first .approach to evaluatiné the propositions

from Chapter I is the use of multiple decade crogs-

section correlation. Going beyond -the static character

oﬁlthe more frequent single time-section comparative

-

.8tudy, multiple decade sections become equivélent to-

panel designs which pe;mit‘r%peated tests of the same

hypothesis at different :time-points. For each decade,

. standard Pearson product-moment coefficlents have been

Vcalcu;afed between each index of centralization. and

‘the vqrious_indicatoraf'tﬂables listing the results by

’ décéde‘qan be found in Appendix c.

-



éaart Iv-1 sggégrizes in‘a convenient form t?e
tables found in.Aﬁpendix'CJ It reveals an absence of
relationships befﬁeen‘cent:aliéation and the various
aspects of development. Not onli doeé a scéréity of
assdciaéions'exist, bgt some striking blankﬁ materialue'
such és with economic growth in 1930.and 1940, social
.modernization in 1956 and 1960, and political deyelopJ'
‘ment in 1910, 1920, and 1930. Despite these deficien-
cies, a small number of relationships do appeér on &
recurrent decade basis. ' A ' .

] _Fof each aapedt of develoﬁment, each otganizaf
,_tibnalidimension of the public séctor has a difﬁarénéial
gffect. In'o;der words, im two of the three'components‘
" of aevelopment, é single organizationai‘dimension tepd?
to correlate consistently over a number of cross-
sections. For example, substance (Def.E./N.G.E.) cor-~
relateé ﬁith steel production in 1990,‘1950, %n¢~1960f
'..I..'hopgt;hs_ti:uctqre (N.G.E./T.G.E. and N.G.E.-Def,E./T.G.E.
}fﬁéf.g.) relates po‘steeliproduction in 1900 and 1910,
,Lﬂtﬁe;ésapcigtiqn éisappéa:g in later decades: The. 1920
pqg}tivé‘cétréiat;?n betweénlﬁ'gbmmitméﬁg toingtional 
aecgriéy qﬁtlays and pércent employed"in agriculture
igdicéaes that tﬁé effect of the substantive dimgnsiqn
’iB.not;necéaaaiily-;upportfve of all types of ecogomic
;ﬁiogfaﬁs. From the multiple cross- section analyais of:

the three organizational dimensions,-the substantive
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" Chart IV-1: Summary of the Principal Res
. " Multiple Cross-Section Analy
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ults from the
sis of

Centralization and Development

_ - : Aspects of ﬁevelopmeﬁt .
Decades Economic . Social . .~ Political
‘Growth- .. Modermization Development
1900. St(+)Steel Prod. St (-)Educ. st(+)Suffrage .
< Sc(+)Steel Prod.- Sc(-)Educ. st(+)Dom.Viol.

Su(+)Steel Prod. Su(+)Educ.

1910 St(+)Steel Prod. St (~)Educ,

Su(~)Suffrage
Su(-)Dom.Viol.

1920 ' » : Su(-)ZLiterate_
‘ Su(+)ZAgric. Su(+)1nf.¥ort.
;936 : ' . " Su{+)Educ.
1940 C , i St (+)Inf.Mort. Su(- )Status of
. - : o7 Legis.
St(-)ZLiterate Su(+)Pol.
- Suppr.
1950 Sc(+)Suffrage
o — St(+)Status of
P .. 'Legis.
Su{+)Steel Prod+ - st(+)Bal,
‘Suppr.
Sc(+)Pol.
" : -Suppr.
71960f~-5u(+)8teel“Prbd. Sc(+)Suffrage
'St'ﬂ Structure : ' (+) ="Positive Pearsonl
Se = Scope (=) = Negative Pearson?

" Su = Substance. N

Allirelafionships-are significént at

.05 level, some as high as .001. Consult
for specific level and legend. ’
) y . ~

least to the
Appendix C

.

\e
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‘ .
commitment of government activity has-a significant
eonditioning effect on the economy. This eimnly neans
that economic grewth is more sémsitive to the mix of
public:goode prov;ded rather than to the internal
structure of govennment ot theé sheer size.of the public
sector. -

Whereas the sunstantive commitment of government
reigned in .the area of economic growth, structure ..
enters tne scene for soeia; modennizetion. Centralized
stru;ture associates negatively:with elementary educa-
tion in 1990 and 1910, and‘negatively withlnefcent
:1iteraee in 1940, These findings cautiouslv enggeet
.that the more local the delivery of social»eervicee,
the more likely will social improvements be’ generated.
The 1940 positive correlation between structure and
infant nd}taiity pronably can-be credited to the war-
time situationm. o
- The correlations between increased nilitary epend-
inéland social_modernization yield enotnen explangtion.
The.1920 cdrrelations of euﬁatance with percent
literaee and infant mortality appear to-reflect the
etandend-propoeition that resources devoted to national
security depresses social progress.v While the single
decade (1920) supporte this conventional wiedom, the
) positive correlations of substance with education in

: 1900 and 1930 confuee the iesue.

Rl
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Cﬂangihg degrees of centralization do not produce
a consistent connection witn political development in
contraet to the previous two aenects.of development.
‘A1l three oréanizational dimengions ;nfluence politics,
but at different time’ periods and.in differént combina-"
tionss 'Structure and substance dominate the earliest
decade, substance alone in the middle decades, and
structure with‘eccpe in the moat recent era. This
dinepsity'of associations admits to all manner of
tenuous explanations, none of which can be accepten
uncritically. For example, the positive corneletione
.of centralized structnte with domestic violencé(and
political suppression fits expectedly with.the
"buteaucratic" model. Likewise, the negative correla-
tions between increased military outlays and suffrage,
domestic.political violence, and status of the legisla-
ture can easlly be accommodated by this model as-well.
The cornelation ot seope with noliticsl suppression in
1950 also confirms this viéﬁ, but the relation of
scope and euffrage in 1950 and 1960 is pnzzling. %he
poeitive assnciation of atructure with;suffrage (1900),
status of legislature (1950), and political auppreesion
(1950) muddles any neat summarization. Given this.

.”variation in the connection between centralization and

-

political-development, one can only. suggest that changes
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Cdn the‘otgenization of public activity will have
highly unpredictable effects on a nation 8 political
life. _

Applying thisvmultiple cross-section analysie to
the.two modele outlined in Ehaptet I‘bringa dieappoint—‘

" ing results. ‘No conétent reletionshin between the
centrelizationrof any'organizational dimension.and
developnent_emergee; thus prohibiting any choice
_between the models; The ecattered'associations, while

.occasionally providing,an interpretetion in conformity
with the "bureaucratic" model, yield am indeterminate
set of ;esulte. While this indeterminacy cen be chalked
up to the-limited number of nations in each ctoss-
_section, the reasonable amount of diversity displayed
.by the nations should stay that judgment. Instead the

findings verify- the general inadequacy of cross- -
sectional analysis (even with many time- frames) to ‘cope
with the dynamice of development.

Part“II.f Longitudinal Analysis of
Centralization and Development

&

- As noted previougly, longitudinal reseatch though
itdpernits;anhigh deg;ee,o} configurative specification
es tolthevcausal sequence -and etrength of vatiables for
argivenAunit -often reduces the possibility of. compara-
tive analysia.. This objection can be overcome by the

.elementary expedient of increasing the unite of . analysisy

[ —

St
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In the ;Ame manner that prodhc£—moment goefficientg can.'
be computed fﬁr crosg-sectional analysis; they also can
be calculated for time-series data. The foIlowng
sections,prééent serial correlations between the deérg?
of centralization in a_giﬁén organizational,diﬁenéion
of public activitf; and the aspects of national
devalopmen-t.1 ‘

A Econémic,Growth

Inapecking the correlations between structural
ce;tralizétion gnd econ&mic growth, omne fiqés.that both
structuréllindices produce parailel res@lts. ;Ih each
case, péttérn I (1ine§t incréasing) manifgsts the.
strongest assbciatiﬁn with the three measureas of
econémic gro&th. ‘As expected, the pattern I (stable)
correlations with economic growth are weaker than
those of 5@t£ern II. Yet they do give a rather con-
aistenﬁ picture. The pattern I natiéns feature very
céntraliégdvgovérngent 3tructu¥es (avg;age N.G.E./
T.G.E. séores ranging between 0.75 and 0.89), except
for Erazil'énd Sweden which aré moderately é;ntrélizéd
CO;S?.;ﬁd 0.61; rgépgctively).' All of éhéae nations
should, géhqrding tp'qhe\"buré;ucratic" model, héQe
strpﬁg boéitivg.corrélations ﬁith G.N.P. and sgeé; pro-
] dudtloﬁ;l:The.negat;ve.correlations ACand 1n‘di£;ct‘

» §6ﬁtradiction to thig prdﬁosition._ With either measure

of etruc;ﬁral centralization, the pattern I nations
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)

Table IV-1l: Serial Correlations Bgtween.Structural
. : Centralization.and Ecomomic Change

Switzerland

g:g:g: ’ Economic Development
Pattern "G.N.P. ‘%4 Agric. . Steel Prod.
I

. (stable) . -
France - .522% ~.043 -.197 A
Italy , ~-.337 -.140 -.053-
Sweden - .199 -.177 .340
Belgium ~.658%% .568% -.729%%%
Brazil T-.491% .B96! ~.751k%%
‘Romania .915! -=.904!
Peru - 859! -

"II

(linear
increasing) : ;
U.S.A. 626%% ~.802! 824!

. Germany .947! ~.905! .575%

. India .929! .953! .881! .
- III —
(curvi~

© linear) ST ) .

. Japan .035 -.341, 7293

. UK. -.073 -.332 .363
Norway .308. -.288
Australia 244 -.401 <456%

‘=-,351 .161 - ) b

- index of'fgfécaating efficiency (E) =

* . 10% < 20%
C k% T 213 - 30%
kK 31% - 403

: . above 40%

N
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N.G.E.-Def.E
T.G.E.-Def.E.

Economic Development

. Steel Prqdw__;

Pattern G.N.P. % Agric.
I R

- (stable) .
France ) ~480% 142 -.332
Italy- . .061 -.297 .139
Sweden"- ) «749%%% _ 745 . 843!

" Switzerland -.471% < .393 .
Belgium ~.702%% .338 -.749%%%
Peru . .887! o ]

. Brazil =.341 T W 751%%% ~.434%
Romania " ; .889! -.876!

. 11 )
" (linear ) .
increasing) . : : s

" India o .941! .941! .899! ’
Germany .9351! -.936! .634!

“U.K. o 404 -.632%% .628%%
Norway Y LA469% -.709%%

- III . . '
(curvilinear) . : : '
U.S8.A. - - .566% -+ 694%% T «751%%%
Japan w213 -.538% w407
Australia . .379. ~-588% J452%

N : .
N -
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et e, ‘ i
adgagce_on the econmomic front during attempts te
decentralize their government structure,

- o The major difference between the two indices of
structural centralization occurs with pattern III
(curvilinear) Using N.G-E /T.G.E., no association
exists bétween the degree of centralization and econonm

.development. However, on the centralization index
corrected for military Boending, the nations<of pattérn
III show moderate correlations with‘economic.growth{

. esnecially in the area-of agriculture. The Pattern III
group behaves then in a manner similar to pattern)II
however, since their level of centralization fluctuates,

) this doea,not permit theeuniform aasociation shown gy‘
pattern II nations.
From;thee;bove, it 5eema~an impasse has been
‘reeched;' Pattern: I nations lend support to the
resolved" model, while patteras 11 and III confirm the
l"bureaucratic" model Can this contradiction be
reconciled? First following the: logic of the reeolvef'
“model very stable, highly centralized structures will
A_fbe dysfunctional for economic growth This type of
,;government structure demands a. crippling amount of
'l.vnational reaourcea and returns few benefits. In:con—

-

trast,nthose nations which'originally were most decen;
: . o )
tralized have had to conetruct some minimal national

"government structure iu order to aervice the Industrial
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Reroldtion.' Reconciliation of the two positionq on the
structure of government begins with an examination of
the*current levels of centralrzation (especially
fcorrected for-defense spending).diatinctive‘to.the
nations‘oﬁ patterhn 1 in Eontraet to~those of patterns
IT and III. Of the datter group, Australia, Germany,

-India, the United Kingdom, and- the United States o -
presently exhibit an almost equal distributioniof
government spending between national and 1ocal govern-'
ments.z‘ Japen and Norway show approximately a two-third
nationelcto one-third local_dietribution. I would
huggeot that there erist two. thregholds which stymie
economic- growth, Pattern.I nations typify the upper .
llinit.. That ie, a nation which spends the vast bulk of
its public resources through its n;tional government kEa§
0. 75 pluo) overburdens the nation with a costly, rigid |
structure. At the-other level, a'nation-whrchxfails to

7-develop:a national structure (say less than 0.30) will
not be able'to meet the shock@ of economic growth like

) .urbanization nor provide the Bocial overhead capital

-‘neceésary to development. )

Shifting the focus to .the size of the public secior'.
"(N G E /G, N.P. and T.G.E: /G N. P ), the relation between

Hchangea in the public sector '8 scope and economic

-

‘grthh fall’ under the argumente aurrounding Wagner 8

\ . -

*-""laﬁ'"_ Chapter 111 argued that this "law" nust be
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Serial Correlations Between Centralization
of Government Scope and Economic Change.

Belgium,

-.237

©.201

g:g:g: Economic Development

Pattern - G.N.P. % Agriec. Steel Prod.
I

(atable) )

Italy .362 -.665%%. .537%

Stitzerland -.124 -.136

" Australia 421 -.487% 2 668%%
Brazil _.692%% -.838! JT76%%%
Peru . 697%% . )

_India .987! L707%% 991!

I1 )
(linear .
increasing) - .

- U.S.A, .666%% ~-.851! .854!
Germany .957! -.909! .558%
Norway 6h4%% -.869
“III .

(curvi- o~
linear) - : T T C
Japan . ~ 4065 ~.646%% .061
U.K." 342 ~.590% .590%
o —France - .5k2% -.763%%% .706%%
Canada’ -.702%% .665%% —.642%%
Sweden .935! . -.913! 951!
) - =.431




Table IV-2 ——‘Coﬁtinuéd
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Belgium

g:g:g: Economic Development

Pattern G.N.P., % Agric. Steel Prod.
I

(stable) ' o .

Australia .532% ~.473% . 733%%%

Brazil .581% -.911! »959!

. Peru - .686%% :

India -.234 -.608

11’ '
(linear
increasing) i v )
U.S.A. . JT46%k%% "~.929! »910!

' Germany . +9691 -.947! 622%%
Norway - 663%%. .906! _
Sweden T.942! -.961 L9441
Rt
(curvi- .
linear) '

Japan .143 ~ TL7%%% 107 ~
France .431 -, 704%% T24%%%
U.K. .513% ~,T4b6%%% JT39%%k
Italy. 427 -.720: .588%
Switzerland .108° -.376 ’
-.126 “4075 -.319
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) modified tc inciude'the differing pstterns of scope.‘
In sidition,'the’previoue chapter ilinstrated that .
changes in scope rsnge within a narrow- band of approxi~
" -mately twenty percentage points over the decaﬁgg)under
study.3 .Also, totai-scopeAspreads the nations more
than national scope. Adding the effort of local
governments to the measure of scope boosts :he »
nstional value by about ten to fifteen percent.

.-

_With this reminder about the nature of the scope

- of government pstternstithe'seriai correlations can be
exemined.; At first, it appears that increasinghscope
suppiements‘increasing.structural centralization. ' This
would be_expected-since they aré both facets of the
same process - the concentration of control at the
national 1eve1{. However, this is a superficial view of

-

" the differences between‘centralization of structure and

- P

“of scope. Rémember that these two dimensions;‘while
being part of the same process, are. nevertheless dis—
tinct organizational dimensions of public activity, -as

.'_demonatrated-in Teble 1I-1% " This separation appears

~('.when the vsrious patterns of scope are analyzed.

k As for. the difference; between the patterns of

.scope, pattern II nations show the strongest association
with measures of economic growth followed in tnrn by

‘;pattern_III and.then~pattern I. ‘Indeed, patteru.Ils
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mcderate co:relations with economic growth differentie '
ate the impact of scope from that of structural
centralization. In the latter'caae, pattern I datipns
did not ccrrelate with growth, while with scope they
do. ‘This outcome admits of two interpretations.
First the thresho&da discussed in re;ation to struc-
ture-dc not operatE”tof"scope, as deﬁonstreted by ther‘
‘similar correleticna between>ecope and economic.grqwth
shown for 51; of the countries. Sécond, given this.
similaritiracr;se the patterns, different time-
patterns fdr_scope have littleAto do with'ecotomic
grbwth.' Because there-are similar 9cores from aetioﬂ
to hationi(esbecialiy with pércent agricuitwre aed ’
ateel production), a change in scope doee not neces~-
_ sarily’ produce a change in econmomic development. In
'other words, becauee nationa in all three patterns_
generate atrong correlationa with economic growth\ -the
.effect of a given pattern cannot be determined and in
“compariaon to structure, changes in scope_do not con~
'rtribute‘directly tpvchanéeayih~econcﬁic progrese.
7 o The:iinal.organieatioﬁal dimehsion;ofkpublic'
-kactivity - substantive éommitment - preaenta the o
'cleareat connection with economic growth Briefly,A
substance (Def E/N. G. E. ) demonatratee the expected
-drelationahip with ‘économic. growth ~-- inverse. In the

¥ majority of caaea, regardlesa of pattern, increaaing



Table IV-3:

94

Serial Correlationg Between Substantive
Centralization and Economic Change

'%%gjgf Economic Development
Pattern G.N.P. % Agric. Steel Prod.
I
(stable) T .
Brazil -.379 .140 . -.823!
Peru .853!
Belgium .239 L707%% .181
Norway ~-.009 .182 - A
Sweden - hh2% .219 ~.268
II
"(linear ‘
decreasing) . :
India T -.939! -.872! -.959!
CIIX
(curvi-
linear) -
U.S5.A. .371 -, 452% JA443%
Japan ~.615%% ~.882! ~.712%%
Canada -.977: .987! -.991!
Augtralia -.165 .141 .257
"U.R. -.515% L634%% -.558%
Gefhany -.8277 .901! ~.675%%
France .131 -.077 .002
Italy -.878! .767%%% -.817!
Romania 947! -.9391
043 -.352 -

Switzerland -
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‘defense-outlays depress all forms of economic gnowth.
This etri#ing confirmation of the classic "gunsAvefsua
bnt;er“ choice.eppeera,most'eharply for the pattern III
nations ﬁhich“exhibit strong negative correlations with
steel production and-G.ﬁ.E. Also note thee the single .
occupant of»paitern II (India) with.its linear decrease'
'fng expenditure trend displays tﬁo strong scores inAthe

"proper direction, while only agricultural employment

deviates. More important, the ambiguous regults for

s At 2
PP P

&pattern I underlines the importance of changes in sub-
stantive.commitment from domestic to defense programs.l4
To- recap quickly, substance has the most extensive
~(and negative) impact on economic growth on the threé
dimensions of public organization. Structural change
contributes to economic development by serving as a ‘
midwife through the creation of a pnblic structure capa-
. ble . of pfoviding needed services to the indusngieii;ing.
prdcess. -Finally, changes in the size of the public
sector relative to the private gsector eppear to. make

little difference for economic progress.

Social Modernization

Increasing non- defense spending correlates strongly
with sdocial improvements -- this distilla the inter—
\relationnof structurei centralization with?epcial
"modErnieetion into a single gtatement. Verifiéation of

»fhiafprbposition follows &ireetly fiom'the similar
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Table IV-4: Serial Correlaticns Between Structural

A

Centtalizgtion and Soclal Modernization

0

:g:g: Social Modernigation
Pattern % Literate Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.
.1 .
(stable) - ‘.
France 469% -.009 -.083
‘Italy., et 322 ~.174 .591%
Sweden T =.195 -.016
‘Belgium -.669%% .689%% -.025
Brazil -.959!
Romania .534% - .607% : .
* Peru ‘ - .981!
II -
(linear
increasing) . ' :
U.,5.A. - LT716%%k% = 77 7%%% .639%%
Germany L454% -.982! ~.482%
India - 1,943 -.941! .862!
111 N
(curvi-~ -
linear) _ .
Japan - -.273 421
U.K. .593% -.406. .110
Norway . =-.107 ~.461%
Australia - - .392 . -.589% ~.106
Switzerland .029 -.560%
\




Table IV-4 -- Continued

N.G.E.-Def.E.
T.G.E.-Def.E.

" Social Modernizafion

Elenm. E&uc,‘

Pattern % Literate 1Inf. Mort.
.. I
(stable)
France .201 <159 .085
Italy .555% ~.425 648K
Sweden —-.759%%% .052
Switzerland . .307 -.392
Belgium -.620%% . 670%% .088 .
.- Peru - .990!
Brazil ' . _ -.924!
‘Romania .619%% .558% S
11 ) )
(linear
increasing) , :
India .956! ~-.955 .882!
Germany .509% -.966!. ~.361%
U.K. - .674%% -.763%%%k --.148
" Norway . . ~.704%% ~.439%
111 B
(curvilinear) -
U.S.A. . L626%% -~ J79%x% .582%
Japan’ L479% . .600%
. Augtralia L643%% -.767%%% -.058
N
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results on_bofh indices. Examining the patterns of
centralization;-they relete to social modernization in-
much fhe sane'faehibn aa they qi&.to economicjgrbwth.
?attern.IIvcorrelatea most strongly with mo&ernization,
fol}owediey.pattern III.and\then paptern I. fhouéh not ’
as definitive; the threeholﬂs along the structunal
dimension degcribed anove also operate with social
mode;nization. -Again, the highly centralized pattern I
nations display no eoneietent-assoc;ationbwith the
measures oé ancial modernization.
| In.coneraat to economic growth; the scope of fhe
. puﬁlic gsector di}ectlv contribu;ea to social moderniza- '
.tion. Where cnanges in scope'did not contribute:
directly to eeonomiezproéreas, increased public scope
‘boosts mederni?ation. Thie“is especially frue for
totei~publie scope. Increased total scope —-- méaning
aetive’subnationai governments - generaiee.sunstgntial
‘correletions wiEhvall three indices. If social moderni-
ation is seen a; a substitute for system reaponse, then
these findings confirm the propositions put forward by
‘the resolved" nodel. L
The substance of public activity behaves as before
with economic growth —- it acts as a depreseant on '
Bocial modernization.S‘ Though increases in defeneer

‘-spending draw. resourcea away-from social modernization,_

: the effect ie not as marked as vith econqmic,gpowth,



Table IV-5:

929

Serial'Corteihtiona'Bétween Centralifzation

of Government Scope and Social Moderniza-

tion

122

g:g:g: Social Modernization
Pattern %Z Literatea Inf. Mort. Elem. Educ.
o o

(stable) . . .

Italy’ s721%%% -.679%% .804!

Switzerland ’ -.277 ~-.534%

Australia .514% -.504% .149

Brazil : .883!

Peru . ; .887!

India .990: -.983! .998:
I

(1inear

increasing) : .

U.S.A. .77 6kk% -.823! LTLTH*

Germany . 407 -.,991! .-.532%

‘Norway -.812! .357
11T . ~

(curvi-

linear) .

Japan. -.547% LT748%k%

U.K. J645%% ~-.619%% -.022

France .. 402 - =o778%k% ~-.309

Canada -.941! . +8041, -.512%

. Sweden . ~.907! .223
Belgium -.070 462%




Table IV-S.—- Cbnﬁinued .
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" T.G.E. .

E.N.P. Socia; Moderhizat;on
Pattern- Z Literate Inf. Mort.- _Elem. Edue. "
N
(stable) T .
Australia .672%% -.226¢ .383
Brazil . T - . .9521
Peru : «.880!
India .990 o =-.,983° .998
11 _
(linear . -
increasing) . : “ .
U.S.A. -.865.! = ~.899! ,-815!
Germany 475% -.994! Jhh1*
Norway ~-.874! 485%
Sweden " -.001 T -,952! .153"
1II
{curvi- .
linear) .
Japan ~.547%% .7481
. France - .287- - L =l T32%%%. -.337
U.K. . WJ16%%% —.764%%% -.084
" Italy WEAYELE < o= 731kkx .826!
" Switzerland . ) ~-.504% C =424
Belgium .269 -.060 .377
N



Table IV—6:
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\( .

Serial Correlations Between Substantive

Centralization and _Social Moderaization

%%gf%f‘ Social Modernization
Pattern % Literate Inf. Mort. - Elem. Educ.
g

. I

- (stable)
Brazil .432 -
Peru o .983!
. Belgium 497% . -.271 T -.491%
Norway ' ‘ .267 .209
Sweden . .001 .186. -.628

II
(linear .
7 decreasing) .
India '-.972! .987! -.931!
IIL

(curvi~
linear) ) . : -
U.S.A, ° .380 - -.089 .199
Japan . . ., +8991 =866
‘Canada ~,785%%% C.9321° ~-.999!

- Australia «=~.047_ -.010 -.306
U.K. - -.385 .738%%% .315
Germany . -.593% . © 8461 ¢ .104
-France ~ W458% o =.070 -.213
Italy " -.591%* ) .658%% - =.408

" Romaiia . =.354 - C.676%%
Switzerland . -.521% T -.572%




B
’ : : _ 102
and can be seen‘in the. smaller number of moderate to

strong correlations in the'patte:n'III group on Table

IV-6. In summary, the_eéope‘of public activity most

) immediately conditiona the pace of social modernization.

Structural centralization again plays a supportive'

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

’ltic" efforts. Substantive commitment expectedly

appears to create a drag on modernization, but given

the ambiguity in the oorrelationa by nations, it is

_best to assert that the substantive dimension ofﬂpnblic

activity has an undertain effect don social progresgs, if

~

any.

C. Political ﬁevelopment %ﬁ : A

Propositions linking centralization and political
development concentrate on the issues of participation
and suppression. Centralized polities are hypothesized
to be non-participatory and more represeive. B

'A' National iehavior aiong the structural dimension
of public activity nreeents a- mixed set of associations
between centfalizetion and‘political'deYelopment.6
Most-striking is the sharp dichotomy in the relation of

: N :
centralization with K legitimate versus illegitimate and

. suppressive politics, as evi&enced by the reduced.

-

number of correlations under status of the legislature .. .. __ -_

. and conditions of suffrage. The nations which fail to

-ﬂ”produce any'association for either structural index are
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Table IV-~7: -Serial Correlations Between Structural
Centralization and Political Change .
N.G.E. Status ' Nom. Demestic. Politi-"
T.G.E. - of Suffrage Legit. Politi- gal
e - Legis- . : " partic cal .. Supprea?
‘Pattern lature . * Violence sion ~
1 .
(stable) o )
France : .381 . .253 T .355
Italy .866! 343 .152 © 0 781lEk k%
Sweden’ . .481% .458% -
Belgiud =-.272 - .703*%% -, 714%% - 647%% -.207

.- Brazil '-,176 -~ .800%k% 819! 114 -.087

" Romdnia = 544% . (169 -.662%%. .298
Peru -.169. . 492% L477% ~-.931!

11
(linear
increas~-
“:ing) -
~UsS:A, T . . .313 .381 -.305 .
Germany . .564% .564% +339 .493% - .593%
India -.999! -~,999! -.667%% ~-.559% ~-.9991
III .
(cupvi= : .

.© linear) . kS , o o
Japan . - .811! --,217" -.435" =.443% .369
U.K. R "' “ .556% .429 :
Norway’' J542% “542% . .542%
Augtralia: . 647 %% JA48% - T49%%k%

© =.639%% — - . 376

-.376"
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‘Table IV-8: Serial Correlations Between "Domestic™
. Structural Centralization and Political
Change > :

N'G'Eff Status Domestic Politi~
Def-E.  "Tof Nom=  politi- cal
T.G.E.- Suffrage Legit, ~° : a _
Def.E Legig~ . Partic cal Suppres-
e lature g ' Violence sion
Pattern - )
1 .
(stable) - .
France ) .167 - .022 S .221
Italy T -.227  -.171 L79 1k
Sweden : - -.058 279
. Syitzerland . - ~.866! -.502% ~.502%
Belgium .021 J493%  — . 738kkk _ §30%% .023
Brazil -.102 .802%%x%x 810! .276 » =.154
Romania N ~-.469% .178 -.732%%% .387
Peru -,222 445 429 -.906!
II

(linear

increas-

ing) . : : ‘

Germany .498% .  498% J472% .603% _.527%
U.K. . .233 ".112 :

Norway L712% . L712% LT712%%
India -.998! -.998! -.638%% - _ 529% —.3983

III .

(curvi- ]
" linear) ’ N T

U.S.A. . .334 .388 -.128
Japdn .751%%% -~ 394 -.294 -.304 .302

Australia — N 431 .325 . +438%
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Australia!_France;'Switzerland,,the United gingdom,)and

the United States.  The charaeteriatic mark of these
nations is tnellongeyit& of their'formal inatitutioné"'
of 1egitimateipolitical participation'in:conparieon to
"tne experienée of thewother:nine.' This second group
contains twoftasié types: .natione which_have recently
achieﬁed functioning legislaturea and/or:full and

junrestticted suffrage, and nationa which have had
s

difficulty maintaining operating representative

asaembliea and/or widespread electoral participation.

Mdre importantly, the appearance ‘of two groups of

. nations - those with long, continuous historiea of

oformalized political participation and thoee 'with
recent or unguccessful experience -- implies that‘the,}

-effect‘of'structural centralization on legitimate

e

political dction is DISCONTINUOUS. That is, for

nations still in the process of eatablishing lawfuiv

.

mechanisms of participation centralization acts as the

.predicted restraint. ‘The~c1assic example here is

 Japan ~= ‘ag the structural dimension was decentralized

z

‘Vlegislative status improved‘ conversely when the public

; structure was centralized 1egislative status detclined.
s J -

Beaides the diacontinuity by nation, atructural

.'_ centralization displays a. division of asaociation with ~

#uithe two indices of legitimate political participation

o

Though correlationa appear with both indicea, the ones
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betseen centralization of structure and conditions bf
suffrage are largely statistical artifacts. In almost
every case (the exceptions being Germany and. Romania),
formal suffrage improves over time regardless of
changes in the structure of public activity.. Given the é.
extensive use of elections as supportive plebiscites by
_suthoritarian regimes; this finding simply confirms the
.disutility of using constitutional legal variables for
‘:distinguishing between politicel systems in models of
public organization. .

Having.discounted any connection between struc-
turad centrdlization and suffrage, do the associations
“with status of the legislature ‘have any’ bearing on the
question under study? The case of Japan cited previ- -
.-ously and complemented by that of Germany and Norway

-give some support to the. "resolved" position.. Likewisge, .
'the generally poor status "of 1egislative assemhlig; in
the pattern 1 nations lends credence to the conven-
'tional hypothesis which holds an inverse function
-between dominance of the bureaucracy and ,status-of the

legislature.

’ The indices of illegitimate and suppreasive,politi-

B .. cal behavior offer substantial proof ratifying the

'proposition that decentralized polities suffer 1esa non—'

~‘:‘leg:i.t:l.mate and violent politics snd that they resort

- less frequently ‘to participation-suppressive measures.
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Tnis assesament of the preecriptions for public ‘\
organization starts from the divergent behavior of"
pattern I nations from nations of patterns II and I1I.
.Not only is the présence of associations greater, but
80 1s their strength, eepeaially for the structure of
Pdoheetic action.“- Except for Switzerland,7 the -
pattern I natiouns poaseaa moderate to highly centralized
"public atructutea. Coupling these stable, highly
centralized teaturea with their political attributes
bolsters the decentralization prescription which argues
lthat highly centralized nations will be plagued by non-
.legitimate and violent politics, and thereby engage in
suppressive actiona.8 o .

.Changing the organizational dimensions of public
:activity to scope eaaentially reproduces the. outcomes
with strueture. Again, legitimate political participa—
tion shows less association with centralizing ttends
than does nonxregitimate participation or suppreasion.
Again, the discontinuity of centralization 8 impact on
* the: development :;\<frmal rarticipatory institutions
occurs. Contrasting with structure,.changes in scope
produce CQnsietent, instead of artificial, results with.
Buffrage. "With the exception of Germany, increasing
scope runs parallel with improving auffrage.. One cannot
';,infer a‘cauaal effect here, but rather a contingent one.-

_That is, as the public sector expands in its activities,
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Table 1V<-9: Sérial Correlations Bétween Centralization

of National Scope. and Political Change

-.325

N.G.E. Status - “Nomn- Domestic Politi-
G.N.P, ‘of Suffrage Legit.  Politi- cal
Legig- *“" g Partic. cal Suppres-
Pattern lature Violence ' gion
I .
(stable) . : . :
Italy -.279 + -,024 .309
Switzerland. -.326 ~.211. 2,211
Australia . ] .852! ST712%% cT12%%
Brazil - 151 . -,949! -.796%%% 019 .162
* Peru -.864! ’ ’ —e717%% -, 651%% -.983!
India- - -.879! -.879! -.251 = -,119 -.879!
I1
(linear ,
lncreas-
ing) -
U.S.A. .289 412 -.352 -
Germany .515% .515% .309 J462% .549%
Norway .585% .585% .585%
III
{curvi- —~
linear) N e T
Japan «708%% - §73%%k -~ 064 -.069 ° .535%
U.xk. 0t . .403 .308
France -,138 -.057 -.385
~Canada - -.382 -.382 -.382 .
Sweden - -.310 ~.094,
Belgium .H500% ~.152 -.416 =.109
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TABLE 1IV-10: Serial Correlations Between Centraliza-.
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AN

tion of Total Scope and Political Change

.

T.G.E.AV Statué

Politi-

Belgium . .654%*% -,295 -,3p1.

-.223

G.N.P £ - Nom- go?:iiic" 1
.N.P. of. o - ca
o Legis~- Suffrage ;egti- cal Suppres-
- Pattern lature ' artic. .Violence sion
. I
(stable) )
-Australia < 769%%% 7T 4%k% .348
Brazil .362 -.8300 -.743%%% - 024 .362
Peru -.856! - -.707%% -, 640%* ~,985!
India 446% " Gh6% 7T 6%%% .739%%% Jh4b%
CII , ,
(linear- ——
increas- :
ing) .
U.S.A. - .- .317 .483% -~ 405
Germany  .481% .481% .398 .483% .513%
Norway «510% ] -509% . «509%
Sweden -, 481%k% . -.106
III .
(curvi-
linear) : . -
Japan JB42%%  — 737k%% 016 ©..009 G79%
France -.234 -.129 -.463%
U.K.. N .334 .264 ’
Italy o c . -.279 . -.029 . 205
‘Switzerland - -.1%2 -.206 ~-.206

-.132
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i

the more likely this penetration facilitates the -\

1

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 I1

nations show the expected positive association between

increasing centralization and.illegitimate.behavior.

.For scope, thege same variables result in weak correla—
tions. One can guess that expansion of public activity

will not be opposed 8o long as the delivery systems

(4

remain reasonably decentralized More curious ig the

similarity of "domestic" structure with scope for the

>

pattérn III nations in contrast to the basic atructural'
tindex. ;ost nf the- non- legitimste, violent, and/or
suppressive incidents contributing to these associa-
'_tiona occur during perioda of internstional conflict.
'But this does not explain the discovery that nations
manifeating curvilinear trends for "domestic" structure
“and. scope produce no relationship (positive or negative)
'_with opposition to the ;egime. It may well be that
‘these nationa possesa a rstherlfluid political life-'

style snd 1ack sny ideological~or customary commitment

'to a particular organization of government.
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Table IV-11: Serial Correlations Between Substantive.
. -+ .Centralization and Political Change

.

'Def.E. S;atﬁé' . Domestic, Politi- '

_— . = Non- .
N.G.E. - .33 . . - Politi- - cal

s Legis- . Suffrage gesi;; "~ cal Suppres-
Pattern lature ar * Violence ‘- sion

. I ) °_'
(stable) o
Brazil -.326 -.476% -.524% , =,798%%% .153
Peru ©=-0207 . 457 L442%  -.9191
Belgium =-.111 = .306 -.102 "=-,171 -.268
Norway -.578% ' —.578% . =.578%

" Sweden . . 277 B .859!

LT

(linear

. decreas- - ) .

“ing) ‘ . i . .

India .965! ..964! .522% .415 .964!
TIIT . . ’ N
(curvi- . .
Iinear) --
U.S5.A: ) . : .038 .127 -.515%
Japan -.345 731%%k - ,126 -.115 -3213
Canada ' -.985! ~.9851 -.985!
Australia . .486% .237 787 k%%
U.K. o T - 325 ~ .398 o
Germany -.344 —.344 | —-.649%% - 730%%% - -_368

* France' - - .112 - .184 ~-.014

© Italy _— -.079  -.539% 319
Romania . -.929! . -.102 .188 “=.549%

Switzerland . © =.056 . -.256- -.256
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The substance of government action gives.inCOhEr—
ent scores for each type of»political particibation.
Only India offers the expected relationships-betveen

.oa

decentralization and all forms of participation.
fattern III,~the most populous category, shows all
manner of association leading tovthe'conclusion that
'variation in defense spending makes‘it'an intermittent
influence on national political life which is partially
tied to the outbreak of international conflict.

Pattern I, on the other hand, poses an interpretative
problem. The correlations obtained with these rela-
tivély non- combatant countriee derive from two possible
cauaesf. First, for Belgium, Norway, and Sweden, the
moderate values between defensge expenditure and indices
"of political participation can be linked to their hisg-

e

tories dnring the World Wars. For Brazil and Peru, no
easy anSwer is available. One could say the associar'
“tions with:ille;itimate action merely reflect the

. general underdevelopment of these'two countries.' On

the other hand the comparatively high’ level of their;_u,

'military spending which draws away from accomplishing
_developmental tasks contr:butes to non-legitimate and
- violent political behavior, thus agreeing with the o
| resolved" model. Choice between these two explang—-
’tions requires additional records from other Tthird world

-

countries.
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Instead of substance's preeminent impact on \

economic groﬁth or scope's effect on Bocial moderniza-
tion, the structure of public activity significantly

contributes to the character of nationmal political

1i£e. The clearest gvidence‘ﬁerivet from the differen-

L

I natibns, unlike tlose of patterns II and III, dis-—

play moderate to strong associations with political
=1 .
o 9 . ‘
participation, especially the illegitimate forms.

. These pattern—by-patterﬁ differences when viewed ovef

tpe threé‘prga&ithionalvdimensione again auggest the
operéﬁion of the thrésholds. For structure, the
pattern I grouﬁ-eaéﬁ possess stable, centralized struc-—
tures.9 Thia 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

acope, the pattern I nations are characterized by

‘ comparatively small public-sectors, but continual

cbﬁflictual politics. “This contrasts with pattern II

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

the-puhlic sectorand have damped down expresaions of
opposition. While the correlational analysis of

structural centralization and political development

fsupports the "resolved"‘model -the reeults with the
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scope of publiévactivity tend to confirm the ] N

"bureaucratic” model. Unravéling-this quandary necessi~-

tates'stepping back a.bit from the tabular.details-of

‘this:.chapter to diascern the broader patterns and their

pertinence to the original Euestion;
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FOOTNOTES 7 o ’ N
‘1 "Natiomns are classified into appropriate centraliza-
tion patterns following criteria from Chapter III.
Significance is shown by the index of. forecasting
_efficiency deacribed in Chapter II. :

2. The respective ecores on N.G.E.-Def.E. /T G.E.-

" Def.E. are: Australia (1962) 0: 36, Germany (1958) .
0.59, India (1962) 0.50, Jdpan (1964) 0.68, Norway
(1967) 0.67, United Kingdom (1964) 0.55, and United
Statea (1963) 0. 41 .

-3 Of the sixteen nationa, only Japan and Romania
.—poaBsesg a national scope exceeding thirty percent of
G N.P. n\vbe middle 1960'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 war
time situations. While this is a plausible counter- .

. proposition, it doesn'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 IV-3 even stronger as a test of aubatance 8
effect. . .

5. The correlations with elementary education must 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
cauged naturally or politically such as the
dissection of Germany.";

6. For the indicators of legitimate participation, low
codes signify highly legitimate actions. Conversely,
‘low codes ‘déendte an absence of illegitimate br
suppreasive action on’ the other .three 1ndicee.

7. The strong correlation for Switzefland is the product
- of'a aingle sharp change in 1930. .

S

.8, Pattern 11T nations offer extra evidence for this
: poeition. Generally' increases. in centralization
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.are accompanied by increages in non—legitimate or
-violent political behavior. . -

Sﬁitzerland with its” decentralized "domggtic":
structure is the deviant.case. Ttg strong correla-

" tions under non-legitimate participation, domestic

violence, and political supporessilon are connected
to events during the decade of the 1940's.,
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. CHAPTER V

RESEARCHING WHAT AN OPTIMUM CONFIGURATION OF

THE PUBLIC SECTOR WOULD BE

‘The inltial premise in this etudy holds that

- changes in the orgenizational configuration of the

. public ‘gector will have eystemwide consequences for
national development. Efforts-here(to deecribe this
linkage have led to a quandary.over the most appropri-
ate advice to offer statesmen who confront the problems
‘gf chenge.v fhis coneludiné chapter. nakes sone_conjech
tures for resolving the dilemma created by the analyslq7
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 ' N
The concept of centralization _has run consistently
v.throughout this study. * Previous diacusaions of

centralizetion have.usnelly advocated:one oxmtheﬁothen—————~——

'eontradictory vieﬁn.j That  is, some theorists have

advised public officiala that centralization of the
'public~sector will advance national progress, while
othere ‘have asaerted ‘that development really followa

. from a decentralized polity.'



118
- _ v . .
In my treatment of alternative forms of public
oréepization anditheir impact oh developdedt, I have.
_profoeed tﬁat the public sector‘ahould be analyzed in
terms of>ite orgdnizationai dimensions of etrucfure,
scope, and:qubstantive.cdﬁmitmert._ Ea;h of“these ‘
'dimeﬂsions'enablea public officials to e;ert control -
ever the ailocatienvof'societai resources to developf
mental.taska. As public qfficiais‘vary the pattern o;
control within“eech dimension, n;tional development,
in its economic, social, and political aspects, will
be aelectively modified.
"l “Instead of the usual euperficial aéprogcﬂ to- cen—
traliéatidn;'it beéomee, in’ this study, an'indicétor of
the pattern of coantrol achieved in any of the dimen-
sions of public Bector organization. Such a conception>
avoids, ;et'qnly.the'misleading emphasis on'groee
ceﬁtraiiration or deceﬁtralizatidn in previeuefﬁbfks,
hut also. the Hebiiitating effect on‘researchicaused by

" the simplistic diehotomy. -Transformingmcentralization

“into. a- behavioral property of each organizational

dimension permits a more accurate charting of “the public
i<aector 8 configuration and greatly facil#}ates

.,'empirical analysia.
B With this perspective, a macro-comparative research

7 design became poasible. Sixteen nations provided the

”llopgi;udinal'data base for a multiple croea—sec;ioﬁ and
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gerial correlétion test of the relation between )
centralization and development; 1The major problems
encoﬁnteréd were selecting the broper 6pera;ional
measures for these two concepts and generating useable
data.

. B;th centralization and.- development can be studied
through numerous pot;ntial measures. Indiéators wgreh
lchosen pfiﬁcipally for their ability to foster quanti-
tative and his£0r1c31 analysis. I; other words, the

. choice was for interval quality data available for
lengthy time periods. For centralization, this meant
the.use of public expgnditures and their conversion intd-
raé;gé;mgaguring the degree éf centralization in each

organizational dimension. For development, this meant

" - the use of a- number of different quantitative indica-‘
tors for each aspect of "development. a
Like many studies attempting diachroniq anai;sia,
;his~enterpriaé ultimately depends on the qualitytof ﬁhe
data. DeveiOping sultable data required searching many
- sources and:comparing many data setsg. A collection
-“4;——strategy emphiiiiiﬁgvgzﬁuracy,'compreheA;iveness, and
reliability was followed. While these goals were not
completely achieved, the breadth and depth of the final

E data base, as wvell as "dits quality, should counter-

balance any. shortcomings.
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A Substantive Compendium
Evaluating. the competiny modeéls 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, a
description of their public expenditure'evolution became
'neceseary. This 1ed.to‘the'discovery of three
empiricallyeidentifiable historical patterns to which
the. individual countries could be assigned for -each
» . index of centralization. Egamination of the mational
'patterns.of centralization produced the following’
propositions which run counter to ideas pervasive in..
economic and political development literature.r
1. No longer cam it be assumed that nations follow
the game.evolntionary path™ in their puhlic
sector developmentt‘ »
2 éonstitutional—legel structures‘do little t:T
N ' predict aﬁnation 8 pattern of centralization.

3. Economic arrangementa also fail to distingulsh

‘a nation'e patterniof4centralization.>

The descriptive evidence suggests that pubiic ™
activity developments can f:llow a number of different
patterna.~ This immediately contradicts most studies of
public spending which are bound within the paradigm of f

K:"Hagner B law" which posits a linear evolutionary path -
5 Instead the multiple patternalof centralization

S
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Yemonstrate that public activity changes, not'ae a )
function'ofucertain'needs ;r requirenente, but_as;e
result’ of individual and organizational choices which
could have been made differently. .Thus, to the extent
that modele of public organizetion asgume a single
developmental path, prescriptiona advising particular
.orgenizetional configurations will be.deficient,

Second,‘to'compensate.for the ahortcomings of

single crose-aection regsearch common to development.

" studies, a multiple cross-section correlation analysis

« ’

" was attempted. - Though a enall.number of associations

aépeeréﬂ'on a recurrent basis, overall the multiple °

‘crossg-—sgection desién brought disabpointing'resuits

~ which can be attributed principally to the limited

cases available for the earliest decades and the i
‘general inadequacy cf cross-sectional design to depict
the dynamics characteristic of developmental proceseee.

The third phaae consisted of an extensive nation-

" by-nation serial correlationvenalysis. For each

nation, the essociation between the degree of cemntrali-

[ 3

zation. in each organizational dimension and the varicus

'aspects of development'was examined- In addition, the

nations«were grouped by pattern of centralization to

-test the consequence of a given pattern as well as the’

g

‘\1evel of centrelization for development. ‘The following - -

: propositione sunmarize thenstetistical‘results{‘
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A. Economic Growth: - \

1.

1.

2.

3.

'modernization..

Substantive commitment to defenae has the most

-extenaive and negatrVe impact on economic growth.

Structural change contributes to economic devel-

.opment by aerving a8 - a midwife through the crea-

-tion of a public atructure capable of providing

needed gervices to the induetrializing process.

Changes in acope_have no asaociation with either
. e ;

economic progress or decline.

'_Social Modernization.

Increasing Bcope of public activity (especially
total scope) most directly boosta social

°

Structural centralization plays a minor suppor-

-

tive role in domestic efforts.

-

‘Substantive commitment to defense seems to be a

. - ’ ’ o~
drag on modernization, but the results are too:

ambiguous to interpret.

PoliticaltDevelopment:

1,

Structural centralization aignificantly con~

“effect on{political'pa}ticipationg that is,

itributes to the character of national political

-

- -\
life; .that: ia, nations with stable, highly

: centralized atructures display aignificant degrees

-

of illegitimate political participation.

. The scope of'public organization dlso has some
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nations which have enlarged their public sector's _
scope have.experienced-declining degrees«of
‘illegitinate psrticipation;

3. ﬁubstantive commitment to defense has»noﬁessocia—

‘tion with'political p;rticipetion.

In ‘terms of the models of public orgsnization, the
longitudinal_procedure.yields some supgort for both
nodels. . For¥ -example, .the refetionship between the
public'sector's structure and political participation ;
matches the propositions reconstructed from the

resolved".model; On the other hand,. the relationship
betﬁeen the pubiic sector's scope and political parti-,
cipation agrees with the hypotheses from the "'bureau-
cratic" model. This puezle and the others raised in

.

~the statistical analysis are part of a larger set of

—

issuea which mugt be addressed in any effort to

eventually angwer the opening quesgtion.

a

Notes on the Optimum Configuration
of Publdic Activity:

. The models- which attempt to afiswer the opening®

" ~question concerning the consequences of'dlternetive
forms of public otganizationcon national developnent

- assume ‘a linear 1ncreasing path to development. It is
.~this elemental postulate ‘that creates the mutually

'contrsdictory prescriptions to centrelize or
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'decentralire public activity. Such 'an axiom locks: .
" these models into two basic~errora.- .

firét, argumenta for centralization or decentrali-_-
zation speak of'the.public sector as if it were mono-
) lithic. Failure.to discernimultiple dimensions of .
organization within tHE‘pnbiic sector causes the con-
ceptual.confusionrbetueen adninistrative atructure,
extent of action; end substantive focua_of actidu
found'in the propnsitionsiderived from these modela.
Not only is'thia a nyopic view of the organirational
characteristics of public activity, but it also prevents-
pny meaningful empirical analysis.

The solution offered stresses the presctiptive.

-theme. of ‘both models. Whether the emphasia is on the

'-creation of a rational and efficient bureaucracy or the

P

interaction of dispersed decision-makera tied into a
national network, each model attempts. to prescribe
'ﬂ;appropriate anf-effective strategiles pf control over
"tbe;alloéationnof resources to develbpment ‘ lnstead of

the mutually exclusive nature of ‘these strategies of

controi (concentrétion 6x devolution),”the’correct‘" e —

T perspective sees public officials choosing various

o degreee of control along each organizational dimension

of: public activity aa they pursue developmental goals.
‘; Centralization-decentralization becomes an indicator of’}

i;the extent of control being exercised and opens ‘the -

i ; S - .
o )
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door to estimatlng the developmental consequences of a
given stratng of control. R ’ 3'

‘The second error built into the two models by the
asgumption of a single evolutionary path is the
"teleological" orientation to develoﬁment jdentified in
Chapter III. Put simply, both the "bureaucratic" and
"resolved" models conceilve of development as following
a definitive course which will lead to the "moderm"
stage, if and only if, prerequisites are observed and
breakdowns avoided. One of the major cbnditiona
rgqﬁired 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 soé}ety 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 becoming as thofgh it had

‘already taken its final shape. ) .

In other words, the process of develg?ment wil}A

unﬁpldmthnoughmamseries_njwagjgggﬁentsrmade within the

'varioua sectors of soci@ty. Applied to ‘the public

aector, this means that nations will exhibit changes

. -

in the organizationafﬁﬂimensions of public activity.
: Rejection, of the unilinear development path on.

theoretical grounds has been’ amply suppor;ed empirically
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in Chapter I1II which outlines multiple patterns of ,

centraliiation, As shown by the serial correlations, -

the national Behavipr.by fatterﬁs seriouely uhderminea

the basic advice of either model. Instead of grosa

centralization or decentralization leading invariably

to’ progress, a given dimension of public organization

has'a dominant impact on each aspect of detelopment -
* economic, social or politicél. That is, changes in the
degree of centralization in some areas of public

activity will often have little or no effect on a glven

aspect of dévelopment. Chart IV-2 lists for each

oféanizational'dimenaion that. aspect of development

. most directly affected by shlfts in centralization.

~Chart IV-2.

Organizational Dimensions . Aspects of
~of Public Activity . " Development
: - ) L.
Substantive Commitment - Economic Growth
" Scope _ B ‘ Social Modernization
Structure : o Political Change
SN

‘In -a single atatement, Chart Iv- 2 states. the subetan—

tive commitment of - public activity in contraat to the

;etructural arrangement'%nd the penetration of the’

;public sector determines the public sector’ a effect on

.
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economic growth, whereas the scope of the public

AY
sector significantly affeets the:course of social |
modernization;‘and finaliy nublio structure criticaliy
conditions the nature of a nation's'politibel eyétem.v
The implication from this restatement of 'theNJ
‘longitudinal-analyeis of centralization and~develop-
ment is the immediate fruatration of any'eﬁfort to
‘chooee between the models of public-activity. From

-

the results with-eli three aspects of develppment, the
"resolved“'breacription'receivee some measure of
.support. Recall that for economic'growth, nations
which meintained high ievels of apending_on nationel
security severely constrained . their economy 's growth
Social modernization advanced when total public scope —-
_meaning active subnational units -- ddvanced. And
likewise for political development,’ nations character—
ized by highly centralized public atructures most
_-often experienced non—legitimate and violent political'

participation. While these findings lend credence to

the devolution argument, -others were'diecovered which

preclude‘an uncritical acceptanee_of,;helﬂneog;y_d"mm -

>position. For example \hith economic growth, nations

which started from very low degrees of structural
centralization and proceeded to moderate 1evela eppeard
to have made comparatively the most economic progress.

Though ‘the growth of activity by local political units
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. boosted aoc}al improvement, nevertheless, it i1s the ‘

sheer expansion of the public’ sector 'which also con-’
tributes to these changes, And fbr political change,

the serial correlations point to those mnations with

small and unclianging acopes';a being the leastudeveloped
: h o

_politically. While using the multiple-dimenaions'of

pubiionrganizaEion has avoilded the teleoldgical pit-

fall inherent 'in the two approaches to public organiza-

-

tion, it has not resolved the priginél question, but’

" has led back to the.quandary identified in the

s

Py

'empiricgl‘analysis.

:'Further study of the.polity's organization and 'its
impact on developme#t will havé to come to grips ﬁith

this dilemma. On the ome hand, the sluggish economic

-

.pe:formance of'ﬁatioﬁs with high structurai centralizg-"

P

tion negates the "bureaucratic" model's hypotheses.-

However, the superior developmental performance of/}hé

_ natioqs which mo?gd from very decentralized strdcturgé
‘énd'écopéa to modérate levels certainly offers powefful
_evidence forzghe "bureaucratic" model. These oppgsitgi
.fiﬁ&ingg giso exist for the otﬂer two aspéﬁté of '

- _ N 3 .
'developmentl; From these‘aeeming contradictions then

comes the_importaéce of the centralization thresholds

deacribedmearlier.

‘.The'operation of the thresholds becomes appareat

7 . on Chart IV-3 which ranks the sixteen hatiéns by averageb
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degree of "domestic" otrucfﬁrai"centraligption and N
average levél of'eponomic growth”fot éachrofnthrée
hiatorical?$érioda.' The poor economic performance ‘of
those nations above the upper threshdldi(0;75) priortto
World‘Wér II odntraat§ shqrp1§'with the growth of those
nations which were below the lower threshold (0.30)

prior to World War II. The absence.of nations in -the

lower :ightrhaﬁd cell amply confirms the exiéténqe of

-

_ the lowef.thréshold} While Peru and Romania's con-
.tinued undérdevelopment,suoports.thé‘action of the

hppepipanQeter, one might argue that the Belgian,

French:, and Italian cases negate its operatiomn. How~"

' ever,-soch a-position ignores the fact of theif rela- . -

tively poorer.economic performance in comparison with

-

-the other European nationa.2 The strongest evidence

for ‘the existence and operai}on of the centralization

o~

thresholds derives from the clustering of nat;ona -=

" both federal and unitary -- near‘the.equai division
‘:line:v'Not,onlj.does this add credence to Hesme:'s

'convergence hypothesis, but -also reaffirms the

iarguments made in Chapter III concerning the multiple

N
patterna of centralization. Though the degreea of

,;'centralization chosen as thresholds are: ,more.of g

expository nature at this moment, Chart IV -3 strongly -

suggests that some organizational configurations are B
L

©-more beneficial for development:than others. ;Des;gnipg_'
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a research strategy to identify and analyze these .

>££resholds should produce congiderable. gain in terms of_
the opening queétiqn;
Embedded in the threshold notion is thé tacit
proposition that nations with “highly centralized

structures or minimally centralized structures or

/ﬂécopeavwill be caught in developmental traps. This is

a fairly powerful, yet reasonably simple proposition to

pursue. Comparative and longitudinalrexpanaion'of the
units under’iﬁvestigation,iy the obvious first step
towards determ;ning to what extent thié ﬁroposition
remaiﬁe vaiid. A more coﬁp}icated bu; rewarding tésku
would be to disaggregate the independent, variable within
each orgéniéational dimension. For examplé, one may

ask yhether centralization within various public

activities such as education or public health provisiog'

contributes or constrains different aspects of developp~
" ment. Likewiée, o;e"maj examine the effect of public
‘idnovation which really is a change in scope through
_the cdmmenéemenﬁ of literally brand-new acfivities. in
eitﬁer %ase; aheeé expansion of national$unita or the
'&isgggre?ation of macro-data), the emphasié must remain
on the‘éonsequenée of a given centralization pattérﬁ.
The d;bcovéry that diffgrent natio;al structures
are converging into the moderate range of centraliza-.

-~

tion provides a uniéue avenue for-further sfudy. As

7



132

t

. more national units are included in comparative - .

archifee, will their centralization ‘patterns also give -

-

- evidence of this conveérgence? Will digaggregation by
organizational ﬁimenaion show convergence? That is,

do 'ations uge assentially the same atrgctural

r

arrangements and commitment to a common set of public
programs? A few studies have reached a tentative«

affirmation of this question.3 Solid confirmation of

-

the convergence hypothesis would mean that just as
" there are only a finite set of arrangements amenable to
the'operetion of an industrial economy, so also are

there a finite pét of public arrangements aoproprigte

]

to a modern polity;:

Whatever the course of future research, the

o

‘thiust must avoid the single path to development‘myopiah

and contlnue to explore the alternatives open to each
conntry and the consequences of tne choices made:/TThe
.concern cannot be with solutions to "bad" centreiizae
tion, but must be with alternative strategies of control

by organizational dimeneion. As Marion Levy recently

pointed out:
R Argumente on this sc;re are usually conducted in
child-like fashion. Someone is sure to say,
-"Wouldn't you agree that too much. centralization
ig-a bad thing?" I agree, and I'add that too
“much lettuce will kill you. That 1s, what we
meagn by "too much." We are not given a priori
. .any-cléar. criteria for what constitutes too much
1A'centralization o« v :
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. 'To Levy, I would add that just as too much lgttuce
: or‘centralization can.hatﬁ,’ao aiso can too ‘little,
This returns the logic direct;§'back to ?he thresholds
of cenﬁrélizéﬁioﬁ; If 8 natién's leadership faila to
_properly ﬁénipn;gte thei;Fcongrol'ofer pﬁbiic acti&ity
~in each organizétionai_dimensioh, the?ﬁgtioh behausé éf
thé-éonseqﬁences oé public o:ganization;fbt devglopméht'
can enter or will re;aiq in a developmen;éi tréﬁ._
Con@eréeiy, sensitivity in théaeradjustﬁents can hglp
in avoiding crigea.;~ﬁhat st1ll pemains-unknbwn )
mscientifiéally'aﬁ&‘pgrt of ﬁhe,art oé 1éadership is ﬁhérr

iight sftateg& of control for a given situationui

. ]
-~
-
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FOOTNOTES

1. Karl Mannheim, Man and Society in an Age of
Reconstruction (New York: Harcourt, Brace and ]
World, 1967), p. 189 quoted in Alberto Guerreiro-
Ramos, "Modernization: Towards a Possibility
Model," Developing Nations: Quest for a Model,
eds. Willard A. Beling and George 0. Totten (New
York: Van Noastrant Reinhold Co., 1970), Chapter 2,

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

- regpectively 9th, 8th, and 11th among the sixteen
nations. See Arthur 5. Banks, Cross-Polity Time-
Series Data (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.I.T. Press,
‘1971). . :

3. Eor example, see Phillips Cutright, "Political
Structure, Economic Development, and National
Social Security Programs,”" The American Journal of
Sociology, 70, pp. 537-48; or Frederic Pryor, Public
Expenditures in Communist and Capitalist Nations

- (London:. George Alleén and Unwin Ltd. ,, 1968).

4. Marion Levy, Modernization: Latecomers aﬁd
Survivors (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1972)7 p
68. .

5. For a similar conclusion, see Warren F. Ilchman and
Norman Thomas Uphoff, .The Political Economy of
'~ Change (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California
Pregs, 1969), p. 222, .
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. Australia’ - ,

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

Yearbook of the Commonwealth of - Australia, Vols.

1962 1968.
Belgium )
Annuaire Statistigue de La Belgique, Vols. 1910~
1969.

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

Canada - . .

M. C., Urquhart and K. A, H. BuckIey (eds.),
Historical Statistics of Canada (Torounto:
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—1969. - :

- France )
Annuaire Statiatiqne de France, Vols. 1815-1957.

Germany ) : o
Suphan Andic and Jindrich Veverka, "The Growth of . |

Government Expenditure in Germany since the
Unification," Finanzarchiv (Jan. 1964).

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. Kulkarni and D. D. Deshpande, Statistical
Qutline of Indian Economy (Bombay: Vora and Co.,
Publishers, 1968).

K. Ki Sharma, Public Finance (Bangalore: Bangalore

: ﬁrinting and Publishing Co., 1969) .

. ) N
Italy L .
Annuario Statistico Italiano, Vols. 1887-1960.
~Japan ¢ . "
The Financial and’ Economic Annual of Japan, Vola.

1901-1937.
- agan tatistical Yearbook Vols. 1955 1967.'
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Norway o : - .
) Statistiske Oversikter, Vols. 1948 and 1958,

Statistical Apsttac; of Norway, Vols. 1964-1969.

Peru . ’ : - - -
- ..Anuario Egtadistico del Peru; Vol. ;954.
Romania . . =
- Anuarul Statiatic al Romaniedi, Vols.h1904 -1938.
Anuarul Statistic al Repuhlicii Socialisgte Romania,
Vols. 1960-1969.
Sweden
Historisk Statiatik for Sverige, Vol. III, 1960.
Statiatisk Arsbok for Sverige,.Vpls. 1960-1969.
Switzerland .
' Statistischea Jahrbuch Der Schweiz, Vols. 1920~
1969. . . .

United Kingdom '

Alan Peacock and Jack Wiseman, The Growth of
Public Expenditurea in the United Kingdom
(Princeton, N.J.: Prinéeton University Press,
1961). oY

Annual Abatract of Statietice, Vols.Al956—1967.

-
5

‘United States - ' ‘
: -Facts and Figures on Government Finagnce, 13th ed., .
"1964-65 (Tax Foundation Imnc., 1965).




APPENDIX B

s

RAT;OS OF CENTRALIZATION: -

OVER TIME AND AMONG NATIONS
Australia: AU . Japan: : . JA
‘LBelgiumi' BE Norway: NO
Brazilz " BR ‘ » _Peru: . " PE
Canada: cA. " Romania: RO
Fiancé: fR Sweden : .SD
Germany: GE - Switzerland: SZ
- In&ié; - IN . United Kingdom: UK
Italy} IT . ’United States: . .US
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Table 1, FHatio of National to Total Government ',

‘Expenditures . .
Year AU BE BR CA FR GE IN IT
1870 .809 o
1871, .804 .866
1872 : -
1873. , -.
1874 ° a .
. 1875
1876 _ .
1877 ’ .797 ‘
1878 : .812
1879 .835
1880 . ' .808 . -
1881 .817 ’ .84 ,293 .
1882 ’ . . - .818 .738
1883 ’ . .819 .740
1884 .811 ’ 741
1885 ‘ 776 . 740
1886 ’ . N .745 .739
1887 - - . .764 741
1888 . © ,765 w751
1889. : - . 766 738
1890 - ".806 .768 .
1891 .702 .784  ,339 .735
1892 . .786 '
1893 .786 K
© 1894 T .784
1895 - - .780 .760
1896 © - , L .777
1897 e .778 o
1898 - . L714 ~ -
1899 . 779 - w743
1900 T 824 .777 .
‘1901 . 774 _ 344
1902. o .770 ‘
1903 - ‘ .760 ®
1904 : .760 . .
1905 . . .759
“1906 . : .755
1907 ' .636 N 743,349 .735
1908 ‘ .800 .609 .743 ' L
1909 B .596 .741
1910 - .620 742 .
1911 . S 647 .760 -
1912 .790 - ,655: .763 ~737
1913 .274 " .635 .754 ,353 :
1915 . . - 631 - .

S "1916 o .626
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Table 1 -~ Continued .
,'_i__eg_i' - AU . BE BR CA FR GE IN IT
) 1917 i .648
1918 - .661 .648 -
1919 _ .627 . T
1920 .901 .655 .824
1921 " .632. ™ . 152
1922 .876 .644 .149
1923 420 .606 .815 144
1924 .868 .593 - 143
1925 .- - - .558 : .454 ,131 ,793
1926.. : .902 .542 460 .127 ’
1927 .821. .527 467 .121
1928 .320 ... +549 < +504 .122 .733
1929 - .346 .801 .519 . .753 .515 .123 ’
1930 . . .758 .541 . .538 .126
- 1931 : .773  .492 - .529 .133
1932 .374 .785 .590 .490 .126 .
1933 . .788 .555 E .513 .121"
1934 . ".799 .575 . ’ .683 .595 .124
1935 . .825 .539% - .636 119 .855.
1936 .364 .825 .540 .669 )
1937 : .806 .579 : .718 . )
1938 . . .722 .595 .757 .789 .753

1939 ..383 .752 .567

1940  .475  .806 567

1941 . .661 .7l4 .560

1942 .,779.. .677 .568 - .898

1943  .899 .655 .543 .892

1944 - .902 .688 .554 .88l .864

1945 .885 .790 .558 .871 .901 : -~ -
1946 .852 .818 - .578 .728 .840 T .878

1947 .754 .793" .512 .638 -.812 , -857
1948 . .690 ,850 .507 .588 .789 . »
(1949  -.689 ,798 .523 .584 .757
21950 .678 _.756 .499 .618 °.839 .621
.1951 .668 .729 .449 .651 ..838 .635 .520
1952 .633 .774 .428 .658 .836..635..466
. 1953 -.673 736 .472 .644 .828 .621 .505
1954 .656 .740 .470 .617 .806 .619 .528

- 1955  .498 . .717 .488 621 . .613 .482: .740
- 1956 - - .701° .561 .623 .606 .512 .738
- 1957 736 .518 .607 .620 .557 ,726
1958°  .603  ,731. .517 606 . .634 .545 .746

1959 -.608  .742°' .501 584 '~ .538 .764
1960 - .621 .757 .503 .564 ' .517 " 738
71961 . ,603 ..729 _ .566 .521 .741
51962 - 425.. .731 537 .548 548 [749

. 1963 . 744 . .54 - .719
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1908

_ Table 1 -~ Coantinued

Year AU % BE . BR CA FR _-GE IN IT

1964 724 .701

1965 737 .496 .731

1966 .729 .490 .721
1967 - .

1968 N

Year - JA __NO __PE___RO'__SD _ S7Z UK __US

1870.

1871

1872

1873 -

1874

1875

1876

1877

1878

1879

1880

1881
1882 - = !

1883

1884

1885 .639 .

.1886 .

1887 -

1888 . - ] R

1889 .788° . S

1890 .797 .685 616 .331-
1891 .651 :

‘1892 . .610 .

1893 -.622 .

1894 - ,583 . .

1895 .596 .663 - 570"

1896 .708 . -

1897 .716. -

1898. .695

1899 .690 - o
19000 691 ,612 . ) .648

1901 .651 1786 .

. 1902 . -.652 ‘ .333
' 1903 .613 ., . o
. «684 . .

1905 763 ..651 489
1906 .737 . S
1907 .752 . -

7137
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S

. . . - ) A
"Year- JA - No___ PE RO ___SD ~§Z UK US
1909 .672 ~ ¢ S
1910 675 .642 - .521
1911 " .607 = .603 : -
1912 .649 .638 .590. C
1913 .649 ...565 - -7 . .552 .292
1914 .676 '.579 T » T -
1915 .660 .567 ° ‘ . ' .863
1916 .650 548 . W12 :
1917 .667 .614 - ° : .. .920
1918 .638 .589 .931 .385 .943
"1919 .650 572 435 - .351
1920 :.598 ".551 _.942 o . .442 .801 .7
- 1921 0590 .515 . .526 .402 .720
1922 .540 . .493 ° T . .342 .691 .387
1923 .548 .485 .925 _ .355 .686
1924 .554 -.548 .912 .976 . .328 .672
1925 .520. .543 .912 .979. .317 .65%
1926 °.498. .522 .915 .945 .493 .309 & .635 °
1927 473 .551 .922 , +294  .626 - .296
1928 - .489 .557 .917 -.939 .288 .635 .
. 1929 1,503 .544 . .922 .940, .285 .634
1930 .471 .539 .931 .950 .304 .633 -
1931° .476 .531 .933 .520 .261 .635
©1932- .509. .547.°.924 .942 : 269 647 . 317
1933 .718 .521 .917 .936 - .273 .580 . .
1934 ~.769 .505 .927 - .290 .624 .393

37935 .,775 .524  .937 .932 .499 .289 .617
-1936 °.783 "..537 - .930 .936 .468 .303 .612 .480
©1937 .842 -.524 ..933 . ~ .500 .302 ..B28 '

" 1938 .873 .539 .931 " .525 .327 .665 T.423°
1939 .886 .578 933 <671 423 ,719 -
: 1940 .889 .617 .931 .733  .561. .852 .438
1941 -.919 .700 .931 .687 ..598 .895 .
1942 ..926 769 1934 . +704 ;572 .908 .737
T 1943 0,935 ¢ .742- .945 7 .702 .595 ,919 :
1944~ .,956 -..771 .942 - .698 '.584 ,920 .891
~1945°.7.952 -, 745 (947 644 544 -.906 ]
1946 ,914.°.772 954 - - .576 .510 .B47 _.805
1947 U861  -707  .961 .. ..592 .780..
1948 .850.. .705 .954 .594 .766 . .592
1949 .863° .68l .952 . .596 - . .772. - .
1950  .829 .658 *.957 ~.202 .599 T 7667 ,582
0’1951 ,752°: .673.7.959 . .903 .,594 .. ..772. . .
1952 .713.7,676.-°.965 .913 ' 606 .389 . .767 .666
19537 .687°.674  .957 .900 ,595 - .757

. 1854  .687. .655 .954 .890  .589 .349 .748 .648

1
i
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-‘.) .
: Table 1. -- Continued
. i N )

Year - JA NO PE RO Sb Sz UK us
1955 .700° .647 .952 .875 ..590 .750 -

1956 .713 "7 . l862 .598 .318 .679 .603
1957 .707 . .854 -.596" 671 .598
1958 733 .845  .630 .354 .672 .582
1959 .732. .663 841 . .630 664 .582.
11960 .727 ] .842 1633 .318 .666 .580.
1961 .709 . .691 .846 .624 .336 .658 .576 - -
1962 .696 .685 .848 .62B .324 .648 .582
1963 ,695 .674 .851 .610 .321 -.633 .575 ... -
1964 .691 -.674 .852 .614 .329 .621

1965 .691 .682 .846 .619 .311

1966 L -l661 .854 .619 .318

1967 .658 872 .602
© 1968 - ‘ .870
N
&,
N\
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1914

606

Table 2. Ratio of National to Total Governmental N
N " Expenditures, Both. Corrected for Defense
Expenditures
Z&ir ~_AU. BE BR CA FR GE IN IT
1870 4756 ,
1871 .. 838
1872
1873
- 1874
'1875
1876 . -
1877 . 749
1878 : 772
1879 7 .798
1880 .767 ]
1881 .815 - .771  .066
1882 T .775 .688
© 1883 776 . 684
1884 .762 688
1885 . .718 .686
1886 .682 .682"
1887 714 .677
1888 . .715 .673
1889 <714 . -677
1890 .785 .716 ) |
1891 .700 .721. .,135 .681
1892 .727
1893 . .731
1894 .728
- 1895 .724 .699
1896 .720 .
1897 .719 .695
1898 * .639
1899 .719 .695
* 1900 . .807 - .716
1901 . .710. .173
1902 .707
1903 .695°
1904 . .697
1905 N -.694
1906 - , .683
1907 . . .576 672 .194 .691
1908 .785 .538 .671
1909 .524 - .670 .
1910 .564 .669
1911 : .587 677
1912 772 .599 . .682 . . .656
“1913  .205 o ..587 .663 203 -
671
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. .581

.733

446

+480 -

.478

677

v —
Table 2 -- Continued ) \
Year AU BE -BR CA -~ FR ‘GE IN IT
1915 .585
1916 .585
‘1917 . - . 613 :
01918  .530 .606 -
1919 ~ v .585° :
1920 .889 .613 794
1921 - ..586 : .084
1922 .863 .572. .. .084 -
1923 . -.406 . .558 .791 .087
1924 .857 .536 .088
1925 o 511 .431 ..079 .756
1926 .899 484 ~438 .077 - - -
1927, .- .810 « .484 447 - .073
1928  .312 - - .502 487  .074
1929 - .330  .789 .468 . .704  .499 .076
'1930- .739° . .487 © .523 .080
1931 . 754 -..438 : .513 .086
1932 .361 .769 .497 . .469 .082
1933 - 773 482 .467 .080
1934 .780 .500 .631  .556 .083
1935 . .812 .468 ' .567 .079 .827
1936 339 .811 .470 .573
1937 .788 .488. .608
1938 .698 . .506 .632
1939 -..343 _,707 .505
1940 - .345 -.741 .499 .
1941  7.366 492,
1942 441 468 * .857
1943  ,628 .463 .681 -~
. 1944 - ,680 .661 470 744
1945 . .690 ;765" .482 .753
1946 -.705 .807 .471 .6l4 .789
-g?ga7-< .718 .783 .407 ~.571 ".753
948 ..669 -.849 417 .514 728
1949 . .663 .786 .440 . .506. .697
1950 - .649. .736  .422 .507 .812 .561 .. - - -
1951  °,627 .696 - .360- .497 .789 .560 445
1952 .570 .733 . -.508 .770 -.562 .369
1953 -. .605 .693 :391 .502 . .760 -.567 .426
1954 ° 1597 .702 .395 464 - .737 .572 467
1955. . .438 .683  .406. .495 - - .569 - .427. .~
1956 - .667 . .491 .5i5 ..560 -.460 -
1957 .. 0 T - .695. 432 .503 .579 .508
1958 - .566 .700 437 .507 .593  .496
19597 .567 - .714 434 497 : .497



Year

AU

1961

1962 -
1963
1964

1965

.565 .705

.357

JA

" 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

.~

".723.

.730 |
.573

+.520

<545

-.507
.516 ..
578

.560
.527
457

~.550
w535
+568
314

.656

Table 2 -~ Con;inued
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1950

617 .940 .884 .539

Table 2 ~- Continued
Year JA NO PE RO SD SZ UK us
1905 747 .308
1906 .668 ;
1907 . 670-
1908 .651 -
1909 .577 .
1910 .584 .341
1911 - .500 i
1912 .551 ] . +511
1913 “551  ,502 .362 .183
1914 - .604. .463
1915 571 434 455
1916 ° .544. .421 g
1917 .551 .538 ) .689
©.1918 .529 .544 .917 .704
1919 .502° .545 .920 B
1920 437 .529 .926 L416  .704
1921 423 .487 471 .366 .655
1922 2404 467 - o - .639 .337
1923 . .449 457 .910 . .309 .638 .
1924 .472 .521 ..895 .971 .277  .624
1925 434 514 .895 .975 .264 .,605 '
1926 .418 .493 .898 .934 ,445  ,257 .585
1927 .393 .521 .904 242 .576
1928  .407 .530 .897 .923 .236 .588
1929 <420 .516 .904 . .924 .233 .588
1930 - .389 .52 ,918 .932. .258 .591
.1931 .386- .503 .922 : 489 .213 .595
1932 .401  .520. .906 - J223  .609 .228
1933 .689 .489 .891 .231 . .535 .
1934 744 472 ,908 . W241 576
‘1935 V747 .493 1918 .914 .465 .244  .562
1936 7763 .506 .907 .920 .430 .250 .541
1937 ~825 .491 .915 - . .462 ,229 525
© 1938 .864 .501 .913 <477  .234 .523
1939 ° .876 .474 .915 498 .253"
. 1940 .881 .600 .912 . +530 .284 .383
1941 <921 ,697 ..911 .516
1942 . .768 .912 S +538 : .465
1943 740  .927 " .545  .370
1944 “.769 .922 L .568 .325 .652
1945 L7011 .929 ' .576 .291
1946 . .747  .940 R 511 .461° .773 .540,
1947 .689 .951 .540 . 724
1948 683 941 © 544 .720 .412
1949 .656 .931 » 544 . 724
714

439
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. . v

* Table 2 -- Coantinued
Year - JA NO- PE RO Sb. Sz UK us_,
1951 .625 .943 .882 .530 .697
1952 .702 .625 .934 .896 .541 .281 .675 ,388
1953 .672 ,624 .940 .885 .530 .661
1954 .673 .606 .937 .880 521 ,266 .648 .384
1955 .689 .605° . .863 .528 : .661
1956 .703 © .850 .541 .241 .595 .379
1957 .697 .842 °,539 .595 .379
1958 .726 . <833 .576 - .261 .,597 . .372

-- 1959 .725 .621 .831 .577 .591 .383 -

1960 - .720 .834 .584 ,239 .595 .397
1961 .703. .653" . .838 .573 .259 .588 .402
1962 .689 .643 ° .841 . .59 ,245 578 (411
1963 .688 .633 : .844 ,560 .245 .564 .410
1964 .684 .633 .845 .569 ,259 ,552
" 1965 : .638 .839 575 .240
1966 616 . .848  .580 .250
1967 .614 T .867 w564 .

’ .865 ’ -



Table

" Year

149

3. Ratio of National Government Expenditures to
Gross National Product

AU

.

BE .__

BR

CA

FR

- GE

1878
1879
1880
1881
1882
1883
1884
1885
1886.
1887
1888
1889
1880
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
1919
1920
1921

1922°
1923 .

a

250

_.183

449

064

.064

2142

129

145

.100

+ 130

146

.157

.143

137

.360

.029

045

.051

.057

.062

IN

.032" -

- IT

L0707

.135

141

.149 -

122

.133

.157
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" 1952

Table 3 -- Continued ‘
Year ~ AU BE ‘BR CA FR GE IN IT
1924 ’ ' .
1925 .097 .113 .033 .156
1926 .069 .125
1927 .091 . ,128
1928 . : .148
1929 .071 ] ) 244 0157
1930 - .185 .095 .071 .181 .038 .192
1931 . ‘ T .188 ST
1932 .093 .232 . .179
1933 . .086 . . .191
1934 - 2229 w271 .229
1935 . <082 _.111- .220 .043
1936 . .078 .232 : .224 ¢
1937 © 217 o ) .245
1938 .222 .218 .335 .323
1939 .087 - .242 .137 .
"L940.  ,116 ; : ..101
1941 .,221
© 1942 .310 .
1943 .451 ,
1944 - 424
1945 .378 405 -
1946 .317 404 o .199 N
1947 - .215 .355 . .100 @ -
1948 .1153 ..578 : ’
1949 ..165 -~ N .066
1950  .167 .,293 .094 .146 .319 .253 .058 .185
1951 .169 .107 .161 .256 .070 - I
.185 .168 <oove ,261° .057 g
1953 . ,190 .227 .093 .162 _.250 .251 .069
1954  .168 ~ .223 .162 .252  .093 ]
1955 - .165 207 . w172 Y ..239 .095 .185
1956 -.197 C.169 - < J244 ,201  .184 -
1957 . .215 L171- .262 ,135 .173
1958 <212 0,227 .113 .179 <279 .124  :191
1959 ' 252,093 ,177 . .138° .207
1960 - 254, .096 .177 .136 .190
1961 .228 .235 - - .188N\ .148  .183.
1962 . .J234 .120 .177 179 -.196
1963 L244 -.174 L1977 .278.
1964 - .229. o .190
1965 T-0247 0 .120 .221 -
1966 ".248 .114 233
1967 - -
1968



Year
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JA

Table 3. -- Continued

NO PE RO Sh - SZ UK
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us_

1878

1879
1880
1881
1882

1883

1884

1885

1886

‘1887
1888

1889

1890
1891
1892
1893
1894
1895
1896
1897
13898

1899

1900
1901
- 1902
1903
1904
1905

~ 1906

1907

. 1908
1909°

1910

1911

1912
1913
1914

1915°

1916

1917

1918

1919.

1920
1921
1922
1923
1924

J114

.082

J052

.128

.136

137

.071

© 1,105

.027

.029 . .055

.059.

.101 .094
.092 : .060

.084 _ . .066

- .087
. .092 : .083

L0673 . .068
.086 :

.061 N o .302
. .060 .15%

.112 . .359
.123 : .488
.105 : ‘ e

.099 ‘ : .069 . .210

.107 ' .099 .212
.110 ’ 192

.096 ‘ , .166
.087 : '.046 159

b

.026

Y~

. -

.025

.051
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-Table 3 -- Continued R
Year JA ___NO PE RO SD_- sz UK __ US_
1925. .103 .079 ’ .158 |
1926 . .085 ) .095 . - .163 . .
1927 - . .094 ) .151 .037
1928 .092 . o .154 -
. 1929 - +.087. _ o . .038 .152
1930 .133 .086 -.007 - .048 .;65
1931 “093 .011 121 o .183 .
1932 .095 ..006 - T .185 .073
. . 1933 . .080 .004 . .163 .
- . .1934 © . .074 .005 .061 - .153 ,091
1935 .517 ..078 . ) .099. 150 -
1936 -.641 .079 - .102 .151 . .I11
1937 .597. .075 -~ .105 .159
1938 . /751 .081 . 111 i .199 ,099
1939 .743 .090 .190 .107 .254
. 1940 .751 . .063 - » _.518 .100
o 1941 - . o : v .649 L
' 1942 . o .085- : .661 . .223
: _ 1943 . : .008 .. . . .679 .
i T 1944 . - .099  .200 ..668 .475
1945 . ©.100 - - 7,598 ~
- 1946- .813 .274 :.120 . 437  .316
1947  .597 -.202 .139 143 .343 ° -
1948 .750 .215 .130 : . ’ .311 .137
1949 .204 .103 ° .090 ~.309

1950 .749. .178 .090 .571 .182: .082 " .299 .157

: IR .174  ,113  .459 .176 .081 .314 .
1952 .333 .190 ..125 .592 ,I%6 .0%4 .318 .206
1953 ,333 .203 .119 .569 .196 ,.078 .308 219

- 1954 ,326 .186 .117 .605 -.196 .077 281 .214"
1955 .318 .,184 .118 ,595. .205 .071 .274 .185

1956  .316° - .213 © .067 .273  .181
.1957 .300 . {541 ,219  .072 .260 .185
. 1958 1359 . ' 571 ..219 , .084 .260 .194
© 1959 .355 . 183 .555° ,221 .073 .258 .194
19607 .342 . - '.578. .220 .070 ..265 .194
1961 .315 .198 . .577 .217 .079 .268 .202
;. 1962 .323  .199 J640 .235° .080 .269 .204.
.o . '1963 .320 .202. - .635 .230 .08l ..265 .203
= % 01 1964 308 .201 ' <244 - .087 -.264
.. 7.0 1965 .319 .202 - © . .53 .082. -
1966 .. ...189 . .265 088 .
1967 194 - . .264 .
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Table 4. "Ratio of Total Goverament Expenditures to
Gross National Product _

Year AU BE BR CA FR*  GE IN IT’

1878 ‘ .159

1881 ' . .178  .100 ’.095
11883 . .122

. 1885 ° .182
1886
1887 . .171
1888 - .
1889 _ '
1890 - : .190

. 1891 .132 .191
1892 .
1893
1894. : _ :
1895 - ' . : .196°
1896 " - _ .201 :

.1898 ' ‘

1899 , . .164
1900 - : .184 -
1901 i - ©,149
1902 .. -~ .
1903 ‘
1904

1905 ° .181

1906 . ' ; .

1907 .165 .181
1908 - :
1909 , )
1910 : Ceo L1111 ¢ .154
1911 . - : -
1912 .175 : e .213
1913  :249 : .186  .177

1914 o .115 <

1915° .

1916
1917 - v '

1918 .378 ' !
1919 - ‘ E :
1920 .500 .098 ) .437

1921 , o )

~ 1922 .. - .100

P

.209



-
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1944

19868 . -

Table 4 -- Continued
‘Year AU BE BR-_ CA FR GE IN iT
1923  .435 ,
1924 - :
1925 174 .250 .251 ,197
i926 i = .272° -
1927 .174 .274
1928 294
1929 ,204 ’ .324  .306 ,
1930 .244 ,175 - .336 .301 :263
1931 : J355 ~ :
1932 ©.249 .295 .366
1933 ".155 . .372
1934 .286 : T397  .384
1935 AR ¥. ¥ 5 .347  .363  _
1936 .214 .281 .335°
1937 .269 .341
1938 .308 ' .289 .424 .429
1939 .227 ".322- .242
1940 244 .
1941 .333
.1942 1,397
1943  .502 .
470
1945 .427 : 465 A S
1946 .373 . .495 : : .237 N
1947 ° .285 447 .195 :
1948 - .222 .680° .
1949 .240 - . ) : :
. 1950 .246 .388 .189 ~,236 .380 .408 .216
1951 ,252 T .238  .248 404 0135
1952 292 - .255 . .410  .123
1953 .282 .309 .198 . .25 .302 .405 -.137
1954 .256 . .301° .262 408,177
1955. ,332° ,289 .277 -.380 .198 .250
1956 281 7 271 402,197  .249
1957 | - ..292 -,.282 . .422 ,243  .239
1958 .351 ,310 ,.219 .295 - 441  ,228. .257
"1959 ©- .339 .185 .303 . . ..256, .27T
1960 . .335 ;191 ,315- N .363 * .258
1961 .378. .322° - . .331 T .285 (247
1962 - +321 ".223. -.323 w327 0262,
1963 ©328 .319 . .387.
1964 316 . L271 -
1965 .336 242 .302 e
1966 .341 .233 - .323
1967 S o '
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us

©: 1878

1879
1880
1881
1882

-.1883

1884
. 1885
1886

1887

1888
1889

o 1890

1891

892 -

1893
1894
1895
1896
1897
1898
1899
" 1900
1901

145,
102

.087

.185

1902

1903

1904

- 1905
1906

- 1907
.. 1908

1909
1910
1911-
1912
1913

1914
1915
1916

1917
1918

‘1919 -
© 1920

1921

178
.203-
.107

4175

1922 -

1923 -

.042

.043

164

141

.132

144
143 -

.118

L148

/108 ¢

.110 .

182
.208.
183"

.180

~+209. .
. 224

L1197

SD YA

.089

.104

144

.123

127

124
.350"

.391

«517

5 .262°
" .294
.278

T w242

.080

-.085

.131
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1964

© 1968

i}
. Table 4 -- Continued
Year JA NO.__PE___ .RO SD SZ UK us
1924 - .159 141 .237
1925 .198 . .145 L .242
1926 . 7 .163 .193 - .257
1927 ©L171 e <241 (124
1928 ".165 <242 ’
1929 . +159 ; .132° ,239
1930 .283 .157 .007 Lo .159 " ..261
1931 - w1750 .012 .233 _.288 -
1932 .173  .006 -.286 - .230
1933 .153 , .004 ) .282
1934 .146 ,005 .211, .245- .232
1935 .667- .148 198 248
1936 .819 .147 217 - $247 ,231
1937 .710 144 +209 .257 B
1938. .860 ..149 ) 212 .300 .234
1939 .839 . .156 - .283 .252. .353
1940 .842 . .- .068 .608 .228
1941 T e .725 '
- 1942 .09% .728 .303
" 1943 104 .739 . .
. 1944 . »105 . ~343 .726 .534
1945 .106 .660 .
-1946- .890 .355 .125 , .515 .392
1947 .694 .286 .1l44 242 7 440
1948 .882 .305 .136 .406 .232
1949 . . ,300 .108 - .400
1950 .904 .271 .094 633 .304 .3%0 .270
1951, .259 .118 .508 .296 .407. .
1952 ,.468 .281 ,130 .648 .313 .242 °.415 .310
1953 '.485 -.301 .124 ,632 .330 . 407
©.1954 . .475 .284 122 .680 .332.. ,220 .376 .330
1955 " .455. .285 .124 °.680 .347 " .366
1956 - 444 357, .211 .401 .300
.. 1957 . 427 " .633  .367 : .388 .309
- 1958 . 1489 .. ©.677 .347  .237 .387 .333
© 1959  .485 ,277 .660 ,351 . .389 .333
1960 476 . .686 .348 .221 .398 .334
. 1961 .444 287 .681 N\.348' .234 .407 .351°
1962 .464 ° ,291 . +754 .,374 ,247 ,415 .351 .
©:1963. 461 .300 . w747  .377 .252 .419 .353-
: 445 298 . . .397 .265 ..425
-1965 - .461 .296 408 J264
1966 .. .287 428 .276
1967 . ° .295 .438
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Table 5. Defense Expenditures as a Ratio of National
Government Expenditures

L

Year AU BE BR CA FR GE IN IT
- 1870 .272
1871 S .201
1872 o :
1873 -
1874
1875
1876 . :
1877. . . T .242
1878 A . .219
1879 o .221
- 1880 : .218
1881 ,019 - .230 .832 ,
1882 .234 0 .216
1883 ] . .235 ©.237
1884 - ) . .251 .230
1885 - .262 : .230
1886 ' » o .267 L2642
1887 : . _ 1232 .269
1888 o - .226 .319
1889 S .236 .258
1890 122 T .238
1891 .015 : .288 .695 .229
1892 .275
1893 L ' .262
1894 : .265 .
1895 . ©.264 .266
©1896 : .264 N
1897 : .268 .229
1898 oo .291 ~
1899 . : - : .275 .210
1900 - .103 - " .279 :
1901 L . .285 .603
1902 ' _ .279
1903" ) , . .281
1904 ) $274
1905 } . -278
1906 - .303
1907 - .223 .293 - .549 - .194
1908 . .087 .253 .295 :
1909 .256 - .291 St
©.1910 - . .208 T .296
1911 .227 .337
1912 .101  .215 .334 .318
1913 .317 : .184 - .358 .532
1914 -, . - .186 .666 . .
1915 .178 .288 , o
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Table 5 -- Continued

Year AU BE BR CA FR GE IN IT
1916 ~157 . .504
1917 .137 .625
1918 .422 .165 .604
1919 - . 164 .646 ... .
1920 .120 .166 447 . .l46
1921 .175 -.059 .489
1922 .103 .260 .039 479
‘1923 .055 .180 .041 .115 - .431
1924 - ,087 . .207 .038 - 422
1925 .174 .039 .089 .431 .195
1926 .040 .208 ,040 .083 .425
1927 S L.071  ,217  .042 - .080 .431
1928 .038 .171 .051 . .069 - 426
1929 .072 .072 :.184 J049 .164 .062 .416
1930 .098 .193 .054 - .057 .399
1931 . .100 - .194 .054 .063 .388
1932 - .051 089 ..313 .041 ~.082 .377
1933 .084 .254 .026° .170 .370
1934 w1127 ,260 .029 .,140 .148 .364
1935 .084 - .248 .030 . .249  .372 (191
1936 .102 .091 .244 .032 .388 !
1937 T .107 .308 .043 .393
1938 ] .109 .304 .061 .541 .314
1939 .160 .203 .223 .062 N
1940 - .417 .312 .240 .193
1941 .705 -~ ,238 .602
1942 .777 . .331 .3818 \
1943 .810 276 742 U
1944 .769 .113 .286 .610
1945 -,709 .135 .263. .548
1946 ~.584- .068 .348 .406 .243.
1947 .168 .060 .347 .245 .239
1948 .093 :010 .304 258 . .225
1949 112  .074 -.283 - .272 .196
1950 ,120 . .098 ..268 . .363 - .148 .217 .305
1951 -,165 .150 .310 .468 .232 .268 .259.
1952 .231- ..200 - .463 ,287 .262 .329°
1953 .255 (192 .282 .443 281 .199 .272
1954 ~,222 .173 .265 465 .261 .175 217
1955 .213 /152. .282 .404 -,169 . .200
-1956 L1146 - L2450 .357 173 .186
1957 .. J185. -.292 ..343 .157 182
1958 .144 - ,137 ,275 .333 . .157 .178
1959 -.156 ...131 .239 .297 .150
1960 .152° .121 ©.207- .284 146

~3145 : 283" .142

158
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" Table 5 —-- Continued.
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" BR cA FR GE - IN

159

IT-

. JA

.093
.087

-.086

.106
.092

NO

L157  .270 ‘ .172
k .272 ] <240

.209 )

..188 o

. 046
.041
.032
.028.

us

1889
1890

. .1891
1892
1893

1894
1895

1896

:'1897
1898
1899
1900

1901
1902

1903
-1904

1905

.295

«313 -

.283

.309

.269

<268

.275 .

434
494
512 -

.622
<455

383
. 297
+333-

.118 -
.082::-

PE RO )] Sz UK.

434

482

K 742
132

.534

.239

.580
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Year JA NoO PE__- RO ___SD S2 UK __Us
1906 .279
1907 .329
1908 .335°
- 1909 .333 < R
1910 .325 .524
1911 ,351
1912 .336 .275 .
1913 ,335 .223 541 459
1914 “.271 .372
1915 .312 .414 .867
1916 .358 .401
© 1917 .389 - ,268 - .806
1918 .362 .168 .178 9 .855
1919 .458 .101 ,201 ,
-1920 .478 .085 .236 .098  .408
1921 .490 .105 .226 .198  .139 .262
1922 .423. .098 .233 .207  .196
1923 - .328 ,104 ..185. .186 .192 ‘
1924 .280 .100 .1.80 .167 .213  .190.
1925 .291 109 .185 147 - .227  .190,
1926 ° .275 .109 .179 .176 .174 .226 .190.
1927 .278 .114 204 .236 .188
1928 .285 .,102 .206 .222 .238 .180
1929 .285 .104 .197 .229 ".237  .176
1930, .284 .104 .164 .288 .205 .164
1931 .308 107 150 118" .230 .155 -
1932 .352. ,101 .205 . .218 .150 .364
1933 .132 .119 .260 .201  ,166
1934 .127 .124 .230 .222 ,180 .
- ‘1935 .139 ,117 ..236 .230 .128 .208 ' .204
1936 .108 .119 .266 .213 .145 .233 ,252
+1937 .111 .124 .231 - 7 .142. ,314 .316.
1938 .078 .142 ,21§ .173  .363 . .448
1939. .086 .343, .224 .513  .539 .
1940 .096 068 .237 .589  .689 .204
1941 - .084 ~,016 .24l .512
1942 © % . ,007 .261 . .512 - .689
1942 77,010 .264 - N 493 ..600
1944 . .01l .272 432 657 770
1945 . - ,198 .266 247" .655 : :
~1946 130 .248 .231 N.177 .383 .715
1947 .082 ,218 .190 .196 .262 -
. 1948° ~.099. 226 .184 .215 215 ©.518
1949 110 . .326 - <191 .302 ,223. .
1950 ©161 . .303 .170 .219 ,293 ~ .240 .439
..190 $201 .«353

..229

La321

[~
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Table 5 -- Continued \
‘Year JA NO. . PE RO'. SD SZ UK ‘Us
1952 .317. .202 .245 .177 .234 .386 .370 .682-
1953 .311 .,196 .295 -.148 .231 .385 ..377 .685
1954 .307 - .190 - .275 .097 .239 .324 .381 .661
1955 .302 .167 .098 ..223 .,357 .349 .616
1956 - .303 o .095 .208 .318 .304 .599
1957 .286 .087 .207 .391 .281. .590
1958 ..346 080 .204 .356 .277 574
1959  .343 -.168 . w071 .200 .363 .267 .554
1960 -.33% \ .061 .,185 .327 .264 .524
-1961 305 ,159 .057 193 .312 .258 .505
1962 .312 © ,171 .054 .184 .320 .257 .498
1963 ,310 ..167 .053- .186 .315 .249 .488
1964 .298 .164 .050 .171 .288  .248
1965 .180 .051  .166 .299
1966 .179 .047 151 .284
1967 173 041 145
1968 - 044



"APPENDIX C

CROSS~-SECTION CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
CENTRALIZATION -AND DEVELOPMENT,
‘FOR EACH DECADE 1900-1960
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