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How Admknistrative Araw ient Can 001 CVPomam 1iOmee 
The form of the .dinistratie wrWWgemnt eud to imp senet a 

wem
proiect or program can be crucidl to its ucecm orfmw'v. Erwe 
there is the w and the caacity to conduct a project or Program, 

and strong jusfication for it, the outcome it nov laly to depen 
on the type of arrengemets used to implenmt is the n Me idee 
op of the leediehip of the character(it.,democratic or authentao­
ima) of the rerme. 

aag U,An excellent illustration is found in John D. Mont- ment. Centralized authority md decuim 
gmery's study of twenty-five land reform programs. rangements discourage nthe perception, expreun. md 

Montgomery categorized land reform programs, in satisfaction of local needs and interests. 

terms of their administrativc arangements. as central- Centralized administrative afrangements involve cer­
ized, decentralized, and dvoolved. For each he mea- tain diseconomies of knowledge use. Centralizd deci. 

sured changes in four factors: 1) peasant incomes. sions about program implementation require knowledge 
2) peasant land tenure security, 3) peasant political and judgments about local conditions. hyslkaL social, 

power, ad 4) political power of the bureaucracy which and politicil distance* encourage delay, misinterpreta­

conducted the program. tion, and irresponsibility. Decisions which must be sent 

down from the center for implementation may not fit 
to blockCentralized local conditions. Delay itself is often enough 


Montgomery found that those regimes which, regard- the successful implementation of aprogram.
 
tess of thetr political character, employed an exuting 

centralized administraote arrangement were e"CrllY Decentrallsed 
unsuccessful i increasing peasant incomes and political Decentralized administratie wamn e , where a 
power, only partially successful in improving security of number of agmnies were each given Petl raOxubd­
land tenure, and consistently successful in increasing the ity for program implementation reuited in greater iW­

creases in peasant incomes and landtenure security thenpolitic.l power of the bureaucracy. (See table, "Effects 
of Administrative Arrangements.") did centra ied awvrangemets. But peasant political 

power did not increase, and the bureaucracy'spolitical 
power increased in every instance obsffwd (See table, 
"Effects of Administrative Arrangements.") 
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likely to be with prominent landholder than with peas. i aofpm gm b coamed by *An apade msq 

ants. Land reform programs offer an almost irresitablee te pmmuv. comadaud the Mod., and dsch 

oppoetunity for economic and political self-qaandize- md 
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sucrutic power did not i esse. (See table, "Effects 
Administrative Arrangements.") 
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Greater efficiency and effectiveness in decision-
occurs when those with knowledge of local con­

&" 
dons are Oven responsibility and authority for impe­
enting the program. There are obvious increases in the 

Th does sot imply a lack of govemmental Involve 
merit; rather, It calls for new patterns of respome in 

pport of local authorities to whom the centralized bu­
mrumacy isnow in some measure accountable. 

The evidence indicates that the devolved arrangement 
promotes lognun political stability because of the re­
sponsiveness of the bueaua icy to local needs and inter­
ests and because of increased popular supporL 

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

Administrators and technical assistance experts at the 
natirsnal, regional or local project level sho'ald consider 
the possible use of devolved arrangements in their spe­
cii enterprises. 

For further information see: 

Montgomery, John D. "The allocation of authority in 

land reform programs: a comparative study of admin­

istrative processes and outputs." Administratie Sci­
ence Quarterly 17:62-75. 
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Effecu of Administrative Aangements in Land Reform Projects 

IncreasedAdminietntive Peasants Increased Peasants Increased Peasants Increased 

Mode Tenure Security Politcal Power ncome Bureaucratic Power 

Centralized 
(9 cases) 2( 22.0%). 1(11.0%) 1(11.0%) 9 (100.0%) 

Decentralized 
16 cam) 4 ( 66.6%) 0 ( 0.0%) 2(33.3%) 6(100.0%) 

Devolved 
(10cues) 10(100.0%) 8($0.0%) 8(80.0%) 1(10.0%) 

Source: John D. Montgomery, "Allocation of Authority in Land Reform Programs: A Comparative Study 
of AdministrativePoce and Outputs," Adm insratieScience Quwterf, 17(March 1972):62-75. 
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