The Region in the 21st Century

Patrimonial Barriers to Political and
Economic Development

ERIC M. EUDD

An apparenl reslity among mary post-colonial states of the third ward is
that some states attained democratizetion and coonormic develonrent more
successiully han cthers, Corollanly, the mone suceessiul nations or develaprnental
states do not share the patimonial nature other slates possess. Inothe atternpl
o explain this phenomensn, one hypothesis purgons thal thers (s an inverse
comelation pebween & nation's level of patrimorialism and & nation's degree of
economis development and democratization. Patimenialism thus represens a
barrier o both esonomic growlh snd democracy, In the esoramic sohere, while
dsveloprmental states adopt strategic industial policies toward industrizlization
and gut & high eremiurn on eficlency and productivity, pavimonial states catsr
o particularistic interasts rather than naticnal develoorment. In the galilical realm,
ke sarme antthetcal mile holds for democratic states, as political powss iz basoed
upon the mile of law and political garties st as mobilizing interest groups: In
pEtrimonial stales, the nuler is above the law and the parties function o cater 1o
patronage politics; thus, the stalte becomes detrimental o democratic
consalidation. Throbgh & constracted systern of rankings far the degree of
patiimenialisrm of some twenty-five states, the papershows how catrimonialism
poees a polential barier to stable dermoceatic polities and the promotion of
suonimic growth,

Introduction

Since attaining their independence, Lhe post-colonial states of the
ThirdWaorld have faced a numbet of palitical and socio-sconemic challenges.
However, the two major challenges facing them have been, and continue
to be, the consolidation of democratic systems, and the promolion of
aconomic development. Some Third World states have been maore
successful than others al dealing with thesa challenges, experiencing
"miraculous” rates of growlh, and extanded periods of stable democratic
rule. In an attempt to explain the disparate experiences of the post-
colonial states, this paper will argue that the patrimonial nature of many

Thiz paper was presenteg at the annual mesting of the New England Sditicsl Soience
Aggmalation, May 3-4, 1996, Spnnglield, Ma., USA. The author thanks David Laitin,
Gretcten Casper, Jaime Fausting, the Philippine Center for Investigative Journalism, ang
the Third Warid Studies Center,
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Third Waorll states represents a major barrier to their pelitical and sacio-
eeonamic development.

According to Weber, a patrimonial state is one where:

Practically everything depends explicitly upnn personal considerations:
upon the albtude toward the concrete applicant and his concrele
request and upon purely personal connections, favors, promises, and
pvilages,

The following represent some of the essential features of palrimonial
slates: lhe exchange of resolrces from political officials 1o their
associates; policies tend Lo be particularistic, rather than universalislic in
nature: the rule of law is secondary to the “rule of man”; and political
officials tend o blur the boundaries betwesn the public and private
realms.-

Today, many of the post-colonial states of the Third World remain
patrimomal in actuality, these states should really be referred Lo &3 neo-
patrimonial, because they exhibit patrimonial features, while possessing
bureaucracies. Weber had predicted that patrimonialismwould disappearin the
advent of rational-lepal bureaucracies,* However, this has not been the case,

in order to examine the impact of patdmonialism on political and
eeonomic developmenl, the author has constructad a syslem for ranking
rations for their degree of pattimonialism. This ranking systerm will
facilitate the testing of the following two hypotheses: HYPOTHESIS ONE:
Patrimonialism represents a barner to economic growth. Therelore, thare
should be aninverse correlation between a nation’s level of patrimaonialism
and its degree of development. HYPOTHESIS TWO: Palimonialism
represents a barier Lo democracy. As a result, there should be an inverse
relationship bebween a nation's level of patrimonialism, and its degree of
democratization.

In the following twa sections, the lngic behind these hypotheses will be
laid out, Afterwhich, these hypotheses will betested by ranking twenty-Tive
Third World nalions with regard to their levels of patrimonialism,
development, and demacracy. This section will test the hypothesis that
there should be an inverse correlation between levels of patrimonialism
and degrees of democratization and development. In sa doing, it will
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facilitate our understanding of the barriers
Third Weorld nations face in their struggles
to promote economic growth and stable
democralic ruls,

Patrimonialism and Economic
Development

In-order to explain the remendous
growlh of the EaslAsian NICs, many social
asoientists have referred o thess nations as
developmental stales.® This section will
argus thal patrimonial states could not
foster capitabst development the way the
developmental states of South Horea,
Taiwan and Singapore did.
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B Thedevelopmental stales used
strategic industrial policies in onder
to Foster industrialization,
Industrice wore largsted based
upon the developmental goats of
the slate. Unlike their counterparts
in  developmental  states,
patnrmenial officials tend 1o be
mere interested in promoting their
own interests, or  those of their

associates, rather than naticnal

developmeant...

Capialism requires the depersonalization of economic and political
aclivity, so that economic decisionsmaking can be based upon rational,
profit-sesking critetia, Such a depersonalization of the political and
economic realms represents the antithesis of the patnmaonial state. For

Weber:

The patrimonial state lacks the political and procedursl predictatbility,
indispensable for capitalist development which is provided by the
rational rules of modem bureaucratic administration. Instead, we find
unpredictability and inconsistency on the part of the court and |ocal
officials, and vanously benevolence and disfavar on the parl of he ruler

and his sersants,

This unpraedictability and inconsistency prevents the patimonial slate
from adoptinga coherent setof economis policies. The developmental slates
used strategic industrial policiesin order to foster industrialization. Industries
wete targeted based upon the developmental gnals of the state. Unlike Ltheir
sounterparts indevelopmental states, patrimonial officials tend 1o be more
irterestad in promoting their own interests, or those of their associates, rather
ihan nationaldevelopment. Thus, patrimonial states tend to promote those
industrizs which enjoy close ties to the political officials. Connections, rather
than considerations ofefliciency or praductivity, determine which industries
are promoted. As the former Prime Minister of Thailand, Anand Panyarach,
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puls it: “It has been said that Thai industry rests not on “Know-how' but

ElT

on' know-whio'.

Farticularistic interests prevail in patrimonial states. According (o
Christopher Clapham: "This can lead to allocations often very differant
from those which would be produced by " universal’” eriteria of efficiency
and nesd: the road gnes tothe “wrong' place; the “wrong' persan gets the
job,™ #* Bather than rationally allocating resources in order to further the
"general Interest”, capital is allocated according to the interests of the
officials and their crenies,

In contrast, the developmental states channaled resources to the
industnes which they had targeted in their stratedic industrial policies.
This has not been the case in patrimonial states for two reasons, First,
as was discussed praviously, resources are allocated basad upon
particularistic. considerations. The allocation of capital tends to be
molvated more by the desire 10 gain popular support, rather than by the
issuesof efficiency or productivity. Second, patimonial officials treat their
nalional treasuries as their private "piggy banks”, to be plundered at will.
As aresult, they have little money left over for prometingindustrialization.
In the patrimonial state, the developmental program is forced to make-do
with whatewar is left after the officials and their associates have raided
the nation's treasury.

Dueto this plundaring, patrimaonial states are unable thassume anather
role played by their developmental
counterparts: creators of an environment
conducive to private entrepreneurship.
Patnmonialism promoles rentier, rather
than productive activities. This is Lhe case
notonly for the officials and their assoctates,

Due toe its emphasis. upon

connections and

wiolld be hard pressed o play the
e of a developrmental state. The
focus upon conneclions, as opposed
to consderations of efficiency and
productivily, prevenis  the
patrimanial state from developing

a coherent development strategy.

but for the prospective entreprenaurs as
wiezll.

Fatrimanialism discourages productive
activity in a number of ways. First, in
patrimaonial systems, the route to wealth
lies through the state, notl production.
According to Sayre Schalz:
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Fiar the most vigorous, capable, msounceful, well-connected, and
“lucky” entreprenaurs (including polilicians, el sernmnts, and army
officers) productive economic activity, namely, the cration of real
ncome and wealth, has faded in appeal. Access o, and manipulation
of, the govemment spending process has become the golden gatewsay
o the futgre, "

As the elites become increasingly dependent upon the state, e
willingness to engage in risk-taking enterprises declines accordingly, In the
words of one Nigetian observer: "One of the mast challenging prablerns
s thal we prefer to consume withoul producing. That is why we contost
political power so fiercely, Polilical power gives us abundant coorcive
resourcesto appropriate and consume. "1°

In liew of production, the elites in patrimenial systems focus Ltheir
atlentionon real estate, and olher speculative activities 4 They tend 1o be
risk-acverse when itcomes to going inlo manufacturing or other productive
aclivilies. In recent years, the Filipino oligarchs have fusied a boom in the
real estate markets of Manila, Cebu, and other large Philippine ritics.
Luxury hotels, condominiums, and “mega-malls” have risen upin these
cities. In the Philippines, property, not production, s the major source of
economic wealth.

The elites in patrimonial systems tend to use thair connecticns lo the
palitical officialsin order to acquire vast property haldings, Onceirvolved with
real estate, they rarely venture into the risky world of manulactunng. In other
wiords,

[They| do not oparate in the true capitalisl spirl and are not primatily
businessman, They anre not involved in the good management of their
enlerprises, nor do they reinvest their profits locally. Instead, they
pillage what they have taken, amassing vast wealth from their
mismanaged but extensive holdings and spending it on themselves,
Thizse parasitic practices suck wealth out of the econormy rather than
[zxpand] it,**

Fatrimenialism natonly discourages productive activities amang the
"favored' elites, butalso amang the non-faverad, potential entreprensurs.
This Is because these individuals come 1o feel as if the only way to make



la? ERIC M. BUDD

maney isthrough connections, which they lack. According to an Indonesian
2CONoMIsL:

The presence of vested interests discourages entrepreneurs from taking
the risks Lhey ought to be taking, They convines many Indonesian
businessmen that the only way to get ahead is o cultivate friendships
with government officials,'®

Diue o its emphasis upon persanal connections and considerations,
a patrimonial state would be hard-pressed to play the role of a developmental
state. The focus upon conneclions, as opposed o considerations of
efficiency and productivity, prevents the patrimonial state from developing
a coherent development strategy. Furthermore, it discourages
entrepreneurship by promoling rentier activities. In the words of Thomas
Callaghy: “When Lhe rational imperatives of bureaucratic statisLdevelopment
came into conflict with the patrimonial core of the administrative slate and
its consolidating political class, the forger gave way to the latter.”"
Although Callaghy was dascribing Zaire, his words are appropriate for
other patrimanial states, where developmental goals have come up
against the patrimonial systermn, and lost.

Patrimonialism and Democracy

In recenl years, authoritarian regimes around the globe have been
collapsing. Thissection will argue that this “wave " of dermocratization will lose
itsTorce when it crashes against the rocks of the patrimonial state. Thisisthe
case lorseveral reasons, Firsl, iTdemocracy represents majority rute, then
pestrimmonialsm stands for " favored ™ rule, Political decisions are notbased upan
thewall of the majority, but rather upon theinterests of the political elites and
their assaciates, Asformer President Senghorof Senegal puts it

When | say ‘politics’,.itis nol a guestion of the art of governing the state
for the public welfare in the general framewiork of laws and regulations.
It e a questan of politician politics; the striggles of clans - nol even
{idealogicall tendencies -- to place well one's self, one's mlatives, and
ane's clezeis 0 the cursus hopordim, that is, the race for preferments. ™

Iy the race Tor preforments, these with connections to the polilicians
and Upin the “winner's circie™, Unlike in a democracy, political power is
nol impersonal, based upon the rule of law, but rather Is built upon
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persanal considerations. Administrative
decisions are made upon a case-io-case
basis, with personal connections and
considerations determiningthe outeome.

Mol only are patrimonial systems not
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majorily rule, then

palrmomalism  slands for

favorad”™ rule, Political decisnons

based upon the rule of law, but patrimonial are not based upon the will of
officials.are above the law as well. The rulers the majority, but rather upon

of patrimanial states are simultanaously the
soree of the law and bevond s jurisdiction, ¥
According to the current Attorney General of alites and their assodiates,
Mexica, Antanio Lozana Gracia: "Oparating

above the law was not anly at the highest levels. lt was s way of life here,
and thatis whatwe are changing. "V If democracy represents the rule of law,
then patrimaonialism could beseen as the “rule of man™, Patrimanialism
bypasses such democratic institutions as the judiciary, the legislature,
palitical parties, ete. All of these institutions lack autonomy in patrimoenial
states, and instead, are either the creations, or at the very least, the
personal vehicles of the patrimonial leaders, Hobert H. lackson and Carl
(3. Rosherg's discussions oh personal rule in Africa captures the essence
of the patrimanial state:

[11] i= & dynamic workd of political will and action that is ondenzd less by
institutions than by personal authorities and powean, aworld of stratagem
and countermessures, of action and reaction, but without the assured
mediation and regulation of effective political institutions, *#

Checks and balances are iInoparalive in the pattimaenial state. As was
discussed previously, the patnimonial ruler is above the law, so the judiciary is
unable to serve as a “check” on his power. Similarly, parliamentlacks the
autonomy necessary forit to play an independentrole. Ratherthan sening as
the arena for the articulation of sacietal demands, it serves as Lhe locus
far the divieying up of the pork barrel.

Similarly, the palitical parties are unable to serve as the arena for the
mobilization of societal interests. The partiesare not based upon ideclogies ar
issues, butrather, upon theirability to distribute palronage. Political parties
represant littke mora than the private electoral vehicles of the politicians,
Furthermore, opposition parties tend to be extremely weak, since they lack
access to the stale’s patronage resources.

the intemests of the palitical
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Furthermors, oppasition parties tend 10 be
extremely weak, since they lack aceess to
the stale’s palronags resources,

In determining whether ar not
democracy has been consolidated, the
literature on transitions from authontarian
rule has focused upon these political
institutions. Successful democratization is
seen as involving the holding of free
elections, the writing of constitutions, and
Lhe inaugurating of new patliaments.* For
Adam Prreworski, the “institUtionalization

af urK:r:-:'rLainL}r" is the primary indicatar of
democratic consolidation. Whean “uncerlainly” has been “instilulionalized"”,
all of the political actors are willing to accept Lhe popukar will as revealsd
in the political marketl of free elections and Lhe parliarmenl,

Inecontrast, in the patrimonial state, the popularwillis sacrifliced lo the
interesls of lhe elites and their associates. Insuch a system, thereis litlle
uncertainty, In fact, the only uncertainty is over the fates of the "non-
favorad™ and “less-favored” societal members. Therefare, patrimonialism
could be seen as creating an environmeant which is not only inhospilable
Lo capilalist development, but democratic consolidation as well.

Testing of the Hypotheses

In order to test the hypothesas, twenty-five Third World nations werea
ranked with regard to their degres of partrimonialism.*' To do so, aranking
syslem was designed, which drew upon the following characterislics of
patrimonialism:

a, Policy Orientation: Towhat degree are the government's policies
ariented towards particularistic coneerns/considerations? {1 = low, & =

gty

b. Basis of Rule: To what degree is political rule based upon
personalities? (1 = low, 5 = high)
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c. Personal Connections: Te what degree are polilical decisions
based upon personal connections and cansiderations? (1 = low, 5 = high)

d. Separation of the Public and Private Spheres: To whaldegraecld
the public and private spheres lend 1o overlap? (1 = low, 5 = high)

To answar these quastions, the author drew upon newspapers (New
Yark Times, Wall Streat Joumal, as well as some foreign newspapars);
magazines (The Economist,The Far Eastern Economic Review, Alrica
Reports, ele): journals {Comparative Politics, Warld Politics, Contemparary
Snutheast Asia, Current History, ele.): and books by area specialists. Whils
Llhe articles used were from 1992 1o the present, a few oldar texts and
articles were used as wall in order 1o gain a hislorical perspective on the
case sludies.

Drawing upon these disparate saurces, the author was able to rank
each country from one to five foreach af the four patrimonial characterislics.
By tolalling up the scores and dividing by four, the aulhor derived ara nking
of patrimonialism for each nation, ranging frorm 1 (low) to 5 (high). For the
results of thal ranking, see Table 1. '

Each of the countries was ranked for their degrees ol demacratization
and development aswell. For the former, Freedarm House's Freedom inthe
World: 1904-1905 was used. For the latter, the author drew upon the
World Bank’s World Tables 1965 as wellas its Wond Developmaent Report
1992: Development and the Environment, With regard Lo their lavel of
demacratization, the countries wera ranked from 1 {low) 1o 3 (high). One
carresponded 1o the Freedom House's ranking of "Mot Free ™, 2 representad
those deemed “Partly Free”, and 3 was for those which were "Free”, For
the resulls, see Tabile 2.

Table 3 reveals the results of ranking the nations wilth regard to their
level of economic growth, The countries were ranked based upon their
1994 rates of growth in GNP, Where 1994 dala was unavailable, the
1093 statistios were used. In addition, the countries were also ranked
based upon their average rates of growth in GNP from 1880 to 1992, In
both cases, the following system was used.
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Lengy
Chile
Singapore
Low to Moderale
Bolswana

Moderate
Ghana
Talwan
Argentina
Cote I lvoire
Irdiz
South Korea

Iodearate to High
Mataysia
Petu
Mexico
FPakistan
Tanzania
Thailand
Verezuela
Paragueay

High
Brazil
Gabon
Indonesia
Kerya
Migena
Philippines
Zaire
Zimbatwe

Table: 1 _
Rankings for Degree of Patrimonialism

Score

12
13
1&
15
15

15

17
17
12
18
18
12
18
19

20
20
20
20
20
20
20

20

Rank

3.00
3.25
375
375
375
375

.25
4.25
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.75

5.0
5.0
5.0
5:0

S
[ Rl B e
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i Table 2
. 'Ranking for Democratization,
1994.1995

1 {Not Free) 2 (Not Free) 3 (Free) |

Cote D'lvaire Brazil Arpentina
Indonesia Gabon Botswana
Kenya Ghans Chile
Migeria [rvedics South Korea
Tanzania Malaysia
Laire hexica

FPakistan

Paragusy

Paru

Philippines ;

Singapore

Taiwan

Thatland

Venezueia

‘ Fimealwe

Source: Freedom House, Freedom in the Waorld; 1954-1985 {(New York:
Freedom Hausa, 1955)

Growth rales of O-2 . 459% 2
Growth rales of 2 .5-4.99% 3
Growth rales of 5-7.49% 4
Growth rates of 7.5- 5

On Table 4, the results of the three rankings wee combined, The
epuntries are listed as an Table 1, by their degreas af patrimonialism, from
lerwr {213 to high (5.
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The results generally support the
hypathesis that patimanialism represents
a barrier o democratization. Table 4
interests of the elites and their  shows Lhe average democratization
ranking for each eategory. The highest
ranking f{i.e. most democratic)
is fitfle uncertainty. In fact, the  sprresponded with the least patrimonial
anly Uncerainty is over the fates of  Slales, while the most patrimonial states
had the lowest scores when L came to
democratization. Furthermore, those
favared” societal members,  averagesdecline accordingly as you move
from the least to the most patrimonial
alates,

B (lin the patrimonial state, the

popular will = sacrificed to the

asengiates, Insuch a system, there

the “non-favorad”™ and *less-

Therefore, patrimonialism could

he seen as creating an environrmen

which s nol anly inhospitable to Mone of the nations who received a
Aor higherfor their patrimonialism ranking
were considered democratic. Two
democratic consolidation as well.  moderately patrimonial states, ‘South
Forea and Argenting, were ranked as
dernocracies, but none of the countries in either Lhe "Moderats to High"
catedories were so ranked. Finally, the lowest democratization rankings
ware clearly among the most patrimonial states, While sorme might be
inclined ta view Brazil and the Philippines as faitly demacratic, the same
could nat be said for the other highly patrimonial states in the global
system. Therefore, the results tend o supporl the hypothesis that there
should be an inverse correlation betwensn a nation's level of patrimonialism
and its degree of democratization.

capitalisl development, but

he impact of patrimanialism on development was less clear-cut, On
the one hand, the avarages for GNP growth in 1994 and 198010 1992 do
fenerally drop as one movesfrom the least Lo Lhe most patrimonial states.
Cnthe average, the least patrnimonial states had the highest growth rates,
Albeit with a fewexceptions, practicallyall of the countries who expetienced
aither negative growth, or growth rates of only 0-2.44 percent, ranked four
ar higher on the scale of patrimaonialism.

However, one must avoid the temptation to make too strong a claim
concerning the impact of patrimonialism on development based upon
these findings. While collectively, the most patrimanial states experiensced
the lowest growth rates, individually some of them experienced very
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Table 3

Rankings by GNP growth rate, 1994

1 (Megative) 2 (0-2.49%) 3 (2.5-4.89%) 4 (5.0-7.49%) & (7.5%)

Venezuaia Cole 0 Ivoire: Bolewana Argentina htalaysia
Zaire Gabhon Ghana Brazil Singaporns
Kernya Inuia Chake Thasand
hexico Migeria Indonessia
Philippines Pakistan Peru
Zimbakbiwe Paraguay South Korea
Tanzania Tabwan

| Rankings by average annual growth rate in GNP, 1980-92

1 (Megative] 2 (0-2.49%) 3 (2.5-4.99%) 4 (5.0-7.49%) & [7F.5%)

Argenting Braxil Chila Botswana South Morea
Cote Dlvoire Kenya Indiz Singapors Tanmwan
Gabuon Tanzania Indonesia Thaitand

Ghana Malaysia

Mexico Pakistan

Migeria

Faraguay

Feru

Fhilippines

Venezuela

Zaive

Simbakawe

Snumee: Warkd Bank, World Tables 1995 (Washington, D.0. World Bank, 1985);
and World Bank, World Development Reporl 1992 Developrment and the
Environment (Mew York Oxford University Press, 1992,
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I L Table _4' | [l |
Rankings for Degree of Patrimonialism, !
"qemdcfatizatiqh. land Development

Patrimarialism Democratization GNP Growdh  Ave. GNP Growth
1994 A980- 82

Lo

Chile 1 3 i 2
Singapors 1.25 2 a 4
Average = 2.6 4.5 3.5
Law tn WMadarale

Botswana 2,258 3 3 4 [
oderale

Gihana 2.00 2 a 1
Tarwan 395 @ 4 &
Argentina 295 a 4 1
Cote. [Flheoin 25 i 2 1
[nciza 2T 4 a 3
South Korea 375 = i g
Average - 2.167 3.33 2.667
MModerate to High

Malaysia 4.45 = ; 3
Peamy 425 2 4 1
hMexico &5 z . 1
Pakistan 4.5 2 3 3
Tanzania 4.5 1 L &
Thailarel 1.5 2 o 4
Vaneruela 4.5 2 1 1
Faraguay 4,75 @ o 1
Average - 1.B75 3.25 2
High

Brazil 5.0 @ ‘4 ¢
Galxn 5.0 2 2 1
Indonesia hi 1 4 3
Fenya 5.0 i 7 ]
Migeria 5.0 1 | 1
Fhilippines 5.0 2 ) 1
Zaire 8.0 1 1 1
Zimbakwe 5.0 2 2 1
Average - 1.5 2.5 1.5
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impressive rates of growth. For example, Indonesia and Thailand enjoyed
rapid eoonomic growth, despite their "High" and “Moderate to High”
patrimonial rankings, respectively.

Additionally, unlike the democratization rankings which were fairy
consistent, the development rankings fluctuate considerably within the
categorios, Forexample, in 1594, the highly patrimonial states experiencad
everything from negative growth to growlh rales of 6. 5pereent (ndonesia.)
Thereforg, while the resultsindicate that patnmonialism is often a barrier to
development, it is not necessarily always a barrier.

Towards o Conclusion

This paper represents the beginning of a larger project on the impact
of patrimanialism on political and socic-economic deveioprnent. While it
s shown a fairly strong inverse relationship belween a nation’s level of
patrimonialismand itsdegree of demopcratization, the relationship between
patrimonialismand developmentwas less straight-Torward. Although the atier
results were weaker, bolh studies point to the need for further research
in this area. This 1s especially true in light of the continued surival of
patrimanial systems in a number of Third World states,

Future researchwill focus upan the experiences with democratization
and developmenl of several case studies, Through an in-depth examination
of the case studies, a clearer picturewill
be provided of the relationship betweesn
patrimonialism and political as well as
soclo-economc developmenLl In olher
wards, 1 owill contribute 1o a greal
understanding of how patrimonialism
affacts those processes. One polential
avenue of research woulld be an analysis
of the experiences of the Philippines
(Highly patrimaonial), Tawan (moderately

mation’s level of

patrimonialism  and

development was less straight-
fonward, Although the fatter results
werre waaker, both studies point fo
the need for further research in this

cfee.

patrimorndal), and Chile (low level of
patrimarElism].

Ar alternative approach would
altermplio explain why some patrimoniEl
slates have enjoyved higher levels of
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develonmenland democratizationthan others. For example, acomparison
of the Philippine and Indonesian experiences would provide further insight
inta the relationship between patrimonialism and democralization and
devvalopmenl.

This papar nas shown that the continued survival of patrimonialism
represents a potential barrier to the establishment of stable demaocratic
polities, and the promotion of econamic growth. Despile Weber's pradiction,
patrimonial systems have not besn supplantad by bureaucratic regimes,
Mhus, there is o necd for further research to provide a deeper understanding
of the prospectls Tor political and socio-econamic development in the
patrimonial slates of the Third World. €

Noles
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