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How Administrative Arrangements Can influence Program Outcomes

The form of the edministrative errengements used to implement ¢
project or program cen be crucisl to its success or faslure. Even when
there is the unll and the capacity to conduct a project or progrem,
end strong justification for it, the outcome is more khely to depend
on the type of errangements used to implement it then on the ideol-
ogy of the leadership of the character (Le., democratic or euthonter

wan) of the regime.
An excellent illustration is found in John D. Mont-
gomery's study of twenty-five land reform programs.

Montgomery categorized land reform programs, in
terms of their administrative arrangements, as centrsl-
ized, decentralized, and devolved. For each he mea-
sured changes in four factors: 1) peasant incomes,
2) pessant land tenure security, 3) peasant political
power, and 4) political power of the bureaucracy which
conducted the program.

Centralized

Montgomery found that those regimes which, regard-
less of their political character, employed an existing
centralized administrative arrangement were ge
unsuccessful in increasing peasant incomes and politicel
power, only partially successful in improving secunty of
land tenure, and consistently successful in increasing the
political power of the bureaucracy. (See table, “Effects
of Administrative Arrangements."’)
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The social links of an clite bureaucracy are more
likely to be with prominent landholders than with peas-
ants, Land reform programs offer an almost irresistable
oppostunity for economic and political sclf-aggrandize-

ment. Centralized authority and decision-making ar
rangements discoursge the perception, expression, and
satisfaction of local needs and interests.

Centralized administrative arrangements involve oer-
tain diseconomies of knowledge use. Centralized deci-
sions about program implementation require knowledge
and judgments about local conditions. Physical, social,
and politicsl distances encourage delay, misinterprets-
tion, and irresponsibility. Decisions which must be sent
down from the center for implementation may not fit
local conditions. Delay itself is often enough to block
the successful implementation of a program.

Decentralized administrative errangements, where &
number of agencies were each pioen partial responnibil.
ity for progrem implementation, resulted in grester ”-
creases in pessant incomes and lanc tenure secunity then
did centralized ervangements. But peasent political
power did not increase, and the buresucrecy’s political
power increased in every mstance observed. (See table,
“Effects of Administrative Arrangements.”’)
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d structures, peasant ¢
treased in & majonity of ceses. Land temure secunty
creased in all cases. With one possible exception bu-
sucratic power did not increase. (See table, “Effects
Administrative Arrangements.”)
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rvolved: The central suthority initiates, coordinates, supports,
4 guides the program. Decisions are made at the level of tenant
rociations, campesino unions, and farm tenancy committees.

Greater efficiency and effectiveness in decision-
aking occurs when those with knowledge of local con-
tions are given responsibility and authority for imple-
enting the program. There are obvious increases in the
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locally availeble is used by local authorities to make de-
clslons of local concem.

This does not imply a lack of governmental involve-
ment; rather, it calls for new patterns of response in
support of local authorities to whom the centralized bu-
reaucracy is now in some measure accountable.

Conclusion
The evidence indicates that the devolved arrangement
promotes long-run political stability because of the re-
3 of the burcauciacy to local needs and inter-
ests and because of increased popular support.

Montgomery's study was concerned only with land
reform programs, but his illustratione of the effect of
administrative arrangements on program outcome have
implications for many kinds of efforts.

Adminustrators and technical assistance experts at the
national, regional or local project level should consider
the possible use of devolved arrangements in their spe-
cific enterprises.

For further information sce:

Montgomery, John D. “The allocation of authority in
land reform programs: a comparative study of admin-
istrative processes and outputs.” Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly 17:62-75.

U.S. AID. Spnng Review of Land Reform. 12 vols.
1970.

This Design Note was prepared by Paul Cunningham.

Effects of Administrative Arrangements in Land Reform Projects

Administrative  Peasants Increased Peasants Increased Peasants Increased Increased
Mode Tenure Security Political Power Income Bureaucratic Power

Centralized

(9 cases) 2( 22.0%)° 1(11.0%) 1(11.0%) 9 (100.0%)
Decentralized

(6 cases) 4 ( 66.6%) 0( 0.0%) 2(33.3%) 6 (100.0%)
Devolved

(10 cases) 10 (100.0%) 8 (80.0%) 8 (80.0%) 1( 10.0%)

Source: John D. Moatgomery, “Allocation of Authority in Land Reform Programs: A Compara

tive Study

of Administrative Processes and Outputs,” Administratve Science Quarterly, 17(March 1972):62-75.

*Number and percentage of cases.




