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Abstract

One of the hallmarks of the twentieth century was the widespread
propensity for government to increase its role and size inside national
economies. The general pattern observed among what today constitute
many of the OECD countries was for government to double its size
relative to the economy every 50 years or so. We have been able to
show how politics has affected the course of this development over the
long term. In addition, we have paid particular attention to political-
institutional factors and how these help shape decisions on public
spending in the short term. More specifically, we have presented a
model that brings to bear both the ideological preferences of governing
parties and the institutional context in which government must operate.
This model highlights the importance a favorable legislative institutional
context for the successful achievement of government's preferred policy
outcome, be it an expansion or a contraction of the size of the budget.
Absent such an environment, governments are constrained to accepting
the status quo.

Zusammenfassung

Eines der Kennzeichen des 20. Jahrhunderts war die weitverbreitete
Tendenz von Staatstatigkeit, innerhalb der Volkswirtschaften Aufgaben
an sich zu ziehen und an Volumen zuzunehmen. Im gro3en und ganzen
lasst sich fur OECD Lander als allgemeines Muster alle 50 Jahre eine
Verdopplung der offentlichen Haushalte relativ. zur Wirtschaft
beobachten. Es war uns moglich die Art und Weise aufzuzeigen, wie die
Struktur der politischen Systeme diese Entwicklung langfristig
beeinflusst hat. Daruber hinaus widmeten wir politisch-institutionellen
Faktoren und ihrem kurzfristigen Einfluss auf Entscheidungen bezliglich
offentlicher Ausgaben besondere Aufmerksamkeit. Im speziellen stellen
wir ein Modell vor, das sowohl die ideologischen Praferenzen der
regierenden Parteien als auch die Zwange des institutionellen
Kontextes von Regierungsarbeit zur Geltung bringt. Unser Modell hebt
die entscheidende Bedeutung eines gunstigen legislativ-institutionellen
Umfeldes fir die erfolgreiche Realisierung von politischen
Zielsetzungen hervor. FiUr die Ausweitung wie die Verklrzung
offentlicher Ausgaben gilt gleichermalien, dass Regierungen ohne die
Unterstutzung eines gunstigen institutionellen Umfeldes gezwungen
sind, den Status quo zu akzeptieren.
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Figure 2
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from either the cabinet or the lower house' s mgjority, it will veto the proposal of
that actor with different preferences and propose a budget with the opposite
character. Both the cabinet and the lower house have aveto right on thisand would
exercise it, thereby producing the outcome of a status quo.

Figure?2 presentsin schematic and simplifiedformthedecision making process
and its potential outcomes. A few words may help clarify how apotential outcome
arises. Let usassume that the government coalition has aleftist ideology. It would
choose to propose a budget that increases spending, that isit would take the option
"I". If themajority in thelower house were also on theleft, it would chooseto accept
the budget proposal of the government, choosing again"I". And if simultaneously,
the majority in the upper house had the same ideological preferences as the
government and the majority in the lower house, it would again choose "1", which
would culminate in an outcome of a budget increase. If, however, the government
could not acquire majority support in the upper house, the opposition holding the
magjority there would choose to veto the proposal of the government and propose
that the budget be decreased. This would spur the government or the lower house
to veto that proposal and the outcome would be no change in the size of the budget.

Measurement of Partisanship and I nstitutional Features

Tocapturetheideological position of apolitical party weemployed datadrawn
from the Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP).” There are two attractive aspects
of this data set that make it useful for our purposes. First, it does not rely upon
expert judgementswhich may at times be questionable, but rather depends on actual
policy position statements made by the parties themselves® Second, unlike
available expert judgement data, there is no assumption of over-time stability in
where the party positionsitself on policy issues.

20 Our thanksto Andrea Volkens for generously providing us with dataon CMP
codings and lower house seats and election results for the political partiesin the
OECD countries spanning the period from the late 1940s to the mid- to
late-1990s.

21 Budge (2000) points out a variety of potentially serious problems with the
validity and usefulness of expert judgement codings. Among the more severeis
the inherent difficulty of determining the extent to which the coding reflect the
experts beliefs about party intentions as opposed to their assessments of previous
behavior of the party. The use of such data becomes problematic, then, when one
employs them in analyses of the effects of ideology on party behavior.

23



Our codingsfor participation in the government are based on datadrawn from
Woldendorp, et al. (2000).* Share of cabinet seats are taken as representative of
the relative strength of the party in government. Share of seats in lower house of
thelegidature, inturn, aretaken asrepresentative of therel ative strength of the party
inthat institution. Theinformation on thelower house partisan compositionisbased
onadataset devel oped by AndreaV olkens(2001). Notethat both datasetscontained
some misclassifications and ambiguities (particularly the Woldendorp, et al. data
set) which we corrected and clarified through various sources, in particular articles
or special issues of the European Journal of Political Research.

In general, measurement of the strength of parties in upper houses of the
legislatureare based onthe samelogic: relative share of seatswithinthat institution.
The structure of the German Bundesrat is quite peculiar and a special set of rules
were used there.?® Data on the partisan composition of upper houses of national
legislatures have not been brought together in any cross-national data set and so we
devel oped our ownandrelied onanextensive set of national sourcesto bring together
such information.

Information on theideol ogical positionsof individual partiesand their cabinet
strengths were combined to produce a partisan center of gravity index for the
government. Thisis simply the sum of the weight of each party (itsrelative share
of cabinet seats) times the ideological position of the party on the CMP' s"RILE"

22 Our thanks to Jaap Woldendorp for providing information to help clarify many
of the party names listed in Woldendorp, et a. (2000).

23 The delegates to the Bundesrat do not have individual votes. Each state's
Bundesrat delegation acts as a bloc and effectively represents the governing
coalition of their state. In assessing the strength of the Federal government’s
cabinet coalition in this legislative venue, we adopted the following rule. Lander
delegations are treated as supporters of the Federal government (1) if their Land
has a governing coalition composed of the same parties as the Federal cabinet, (2)
or if the dominant party in the Land governing coalition is the same as the
dominant party in the Federal cabinet.
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index (i.e., position on the left-right dimension).** While theoretically the center of
gravity index can vary from -100 ("far left") to +100 ("far right"), we chose to
collapse the measure into a simpl e two-valued measure with those cabinets scoring
below O classified as "left" and those scoring above O classified as "right". An
overview of the distribution of left and right governments across the sample of 17
countries for the period from 1961 through 1995 is provided in Table 6.

In the table we see that acrossthe 17 countries the left has dominated in terms
of the number of yearsit has held government power. Particularly notable are the
Nordiccountrieswhereinthreeout of four countries(Finland, Norway, and Sweden)
the left wasin power during more than three-quarters of the thirty five year period.
However, this dominance is not uniform across the sample and in a number of
countries the pattern is reversed as can be seen clearly in the cases of France, the
United Kingdom, the United States, and (just barely) in Australia. In al four of
these countries, the right has held the reins of government longer than the left.

Two different versions for the basis of support for government in legislative
houseswill be examined. These can be described asastrict mgjority ruleand aloose
majority rule. The strict version holds that support for government in a legislative
house is confined to members of the parties that constitute the government. If a
government isto pass abudgetary bill through alegidative venue, its coalition must
hold the majority of the seats in that house. The loose majority rule assumes that
governments can attract support for its budgetary proposals from parties outside of
its codlition if there are non-governmental parties in the legislative house on the
same side of the ideological scale asthe government itself. Evenif the government
coalition does not control amajority of seatsin the house, if the number of seats

24 The RILE index is a composite of twenty four salience measures of policy
positions based on the categorical system of the CMP project. It reflects the
degree two which the party’ s electoral manifesto emphasizes either left or right
policy positions. For details on this measure, see Budge (2001) and Budge, et a.
(2001).

We have used this center of gravity index previously (Cusack, 1997, 1999, 2001)
basing ideological positions of party on the expert codings produced by Frank
Castles and Peter Mair (1984). Theindex itself was suggested by Gross and
Sigelman (1984) in a paper on measuring aspects of party systems.

25 Note that is was sometimes the case that a country had more than one
government in ayear. We chose to treat the government that held power the
longest in that year as the government of that year.
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Table 6
Political Orientation of Governments,

1961 through 1995
Number of
Y ears With:
L eft Right

Governments Governments
Australia 17 18
Austria 24 11
Belgium 19 16
Canada 19 16
Denmark 20 15
Finland 27 8
France 10 25
Germany 25 10
Ireland 27 8
Italy 22 13
Japan 23 12
Netherlands 26 9
Norway 31 4
Sweden 30 5
Switzerland 22 13
United Kingdom 14 21
United States 12 23
totals 368 227
(%) 61.8 38.2

* -- Simple Left-Right dichotomy. Based on
CMP/Wolldendorp data using Center of Gravity Index
and then classifying as either Left or Right
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Table7

Existence and Importance of Upper House

I mportance:
Upper House Lijphardt Heller
Exists

Australia Yes Yes Yes
Austria Yes No No
Belgium Yes Yes Yes
Canada Yes Yes Yes
Denmark No -- --

Finland No -- --

France Yes Yes No
Germany Yes Yes Yest
Ireland Yes No No
Italy Yes Yes Yes
Japan Yes Yes No
Netherlands Yes Yes Yes
Norway No -- --

Sweden Until 1970 Yes No?
Switzerland Yes Yes Yes
United Kingdom Yes No No
United States Yes Yes Yes®

Lijphardt’s (1999) coding is based on symmetry and congruence between two
houses.

Heller' s (1997) coding based on whether upper house has power in budgetary
decisions

Notes:

1 -- While Heller treats the Bundesrat as unimportant, we have chosen to consider
it important.

2 -- During time of existence.

3 -- Heller does not explicitly code the US Senate.
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it controls added together with the number of seats controlled by non-governmental
parties on the same side of theideological scale asitself constitute a majority, then
government will succeed in getting its budgetary proposals through that house.

We proceed under the assumption that all legislative lower houses have the
potential to veto a government’s budgetary proposals. This would have the
consequence of producing a status quo, or no change in the budget. In order to
assure success in this legisative venue, a government therefore needs majority
support there. The acceptance of a government’s budget by the lower house will
occur under a strict majority rule only when the government’s coalition actually
possesses the majority of seatsin that house. In some systems, as we noted above,
the government is required to obtain support for its budget in the second legidlative
houseaswell. Again, under astrict majority ruleit aso needsto possessamajority
of seatsin thisvenue. Increasing the potential number of veto players, this can the
have the effect of making any policy change even more difficult to achieve.

Table 7 provides an overview of the situation with respect to the structure of
the legislative systems in our sample of 17 countries. Three of these countries
(Denmark, Finland, and Norway) were unicameral systemsthroughout and Sweden
changed from a bicameral to a unicameral system in 1970. The importance of the
second house in these bicameral systems varies, however. Lijphardt (1999), for
example, argues that "symmetry" in power and democratic legitimacy as well as
"congruence" in methods of election are critical factors in determining the degree
to which the second chamber in a bicamera system is important in the legidative
process. Fundamentally, the more symmetric and the less congruent the two house
are, the greater the importance of the upper house. Using these criteria, he codes
eleven of the countries as having at least "medium-strength” bicameralism. With
his codings then among the bicameral systems, only Austria, Ireland and the United
Kingdom do not have important second legislative chambers. Heller's (1997)
classification of theimportance of upper houses differsfrom Lijphart’ sand is based
on the role the second chamber plays in budgetary legislation. He treats far fewer
second chambers as important and we chose to use his scheme, slightly modified,
in dealing with the second chambers of national legislative systems.

Table 8 presents the policy outcomes that one would have expected using the
strict majority rule. Let usfirst examine the situation between the government and
the lower house. Whereas nearly 62 percent of the yearsin this sample saw the
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presence of left governments, the number of yearsthat one would have expected the
lower house of the legidature to have accepted proposals to increase the budget
stands at around 55 percent. And while 38 percent of the years saw right wing
governments, there were less than 30 percent of the yearsin which one would have
expected agreement to decrease public spending. In over 15 percent of the years,
government and the majority in the lower house were on different sides of the
ideological scale and one would have expected thisto culminate in no changein the
budget. Three countries stand out in particular here. These are Denmark, Sweden,
and the United States. In the case of Denmark, minority governmentsweretherule
and in 28 of the years, the government did not have its own mgjority in the lower
house. And while Sweden clearly was dominated by left wing governments, the
position of these governments was, under the strict majority rule, rather weak with
nearly half of the years seeing government without its own majority in the lower
house. A mirror image of thisisto be seen in the case of the United States. While
right wing governments were in power for nearly two-thirds of the period, there
were only three yearsin which they had mgjority support in the lower house. 1n 20
years these governments were confined to a minority position in that legislative
house.

Taking into account important second chambers acts to considerably widen
the chances of a status quo outcome on budgetary policy. This can be seen in the
second set of columnsin Table 8. Nearly one-quarter of al yearswould be expected
tohaveseenno aterationinthesizeof thebudget. Dramatically affected by bringing
this consideration into account are Australia, Canada, Germany, and Switzerland.
Overal, now less than half of the country-year combinations should have seen
increasesin budget size and slightly more than aquarter should have seenright wing
governments managing to cut buck on the size of public spending.

Table 9 bringsinto relief the expected budgetary outcomes given ideological
preferences of governments, institutional configurations, and the parliamentary
situation with respect to majorities using the loose mgority rule. As one might
anticipate, the lower hurdle represented by this rule generaly aters the profile of
expected outcomes. Examining only thelast set of columnsin thistable which take
into account not only theideological position of the government, the situation inthe
lower house and the situation in the upper house (where that chamber plays an
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important role in budgetary situations), the share of years that one would have
expected astatusquo outcomeisreduced to dightly morethan 11 percent, adramatic
reduction relative to the outcomes expected under the strict majority rule.

Econometric Model and Estimation Results

We have seen what sort of model-based expectations one would have in light
of the ideological positions of governments and the parliamentary situations these
governments have confronted in these countries. It isappropriate now to integrate
our theoretical expectations into a larger model that controls for other influences
that shape budgetary outcomes. In addition to a political-institutional variable, we
include three other terms in the model to be estimated. The assumption hereisthat
in the short term there isalarge measure of automaticity involved in the realization
of outlays in governmental spending program that occur regardiess of decisions
made within the budgetary process. The first two terms are meant to embody the
effects of inertia and previous commitments in major areas of the budget. They
effectively capture short term and non-discretionary elements of budgetary
outcomes. The third term represents the effects of unanticipated economic
performance.

The first reflects the combined impact of changes in size of the pool of
recipients of government income transfers to households and existing levels of
"generosity" in such programs. Income transfers to households, as noted earlier,
represent a major component of government spending and while the target
populationsarefixed inlegislation, flowsinto and out of thispopulation aredifficult
to anticipate precisely. These fluctuations can cause the budget to increase or
decrease independent of a government’s ideological preferences and the outcome
of the budgetary decision making process.?® Thisvariable has been operationalized
as the product of (1) the preceding level of transfer program generosity (which is
measured by the ratio of the previous level of transfer spending (expressed as a
percentage of GDP) to the previous level of sum of the retired and unemployed

26 This core of thisidea stems from Wilensky’s (1978) work on the welfare state
and from a set of interesting studies put out by the OECD in the early 1980s
dealing with health, education and social welfare spending.
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(expressed asa percentage of total population) and (2) thechangeintherelativesize
of thesumtheretired and unemployed. Theexpectationwith regard to the parameter
on this variable is that should be positive and close to avalue of 1.

The other non-discretionary term deals with a second large element of
governmental budgets, spending on civilian goods and services. Again, the idea
hereisthat thereisasignificant amount of inertiainvol ved in spending on thismajor
category. Other things being equal, governments will attempt to provide the same
level of goods and services as in the previous year. Since, however, the costs of
these provisions, given their service-intensive character, are likely to be changing
(andin anunfavorabledirection), the previousyear’ soutlays (again, asapercentage
of GDP) will need to be adjusted to takeinto account rel ative price changes.” Again,
the expectation with regard to the parameter on this variable is that should it be
positive and close to avalue of 1.

Government budgets are plans. Spending decisions are made for a future
period for which expectations are held with respect to a variety of economic
conditions, including the overal level of economic activity. Therefore, if
government’ s expectations about where the economy will be at t+1 are wrong, then
any previously set level of expenditureswill reflect arelative weight inthe economy
different from that which had been planned. In order to capture this obvious but
nonetheless important consideration in government spending dynamics, aterm is
introduced into themodel that reflects discrepanci es between plausible expectations
about economicactivity andthereality of thesituation. Thevariable meant to capture
thisphenomenon, UG, issimply afunction of recent growth rate performancerel ative
to the actual growth rate in the economy; specifically it is operationalized as the
average growth rate for the three previous years minus the current growth rate.® A
positive (negative) score indicates that growth was lower (higher) than might have
been expected based on recent trends. With lower than anticipated growth (UG>0),

27 See, e.g., Baumol (1967) and Beck (1985). The variableis operationalized in
the following way:.

AGC, = RPG, *GC,_,|-GC
't RPGI_I t-1 t-1

where RPG isthe ratio of the government price index to the overall GDP price
index and GC is government outlays on goods and services.

28 Roubini and Sachs (1989) originally suggested thisindex in their work on
public deficits.
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planned outlays will necessarily be a higher share of actual GDP than had been
anticipated, and vice versa. Therefore, the expectation is that the sign on the
parameter for UG should be positive.

Bringingthesethreefactorstogether with political -institutional considerations
based on the model outlined above, we have estimated the following equation:

AG)<i,t = a2 + bGATCi,t + b7AGCi,t + bSUGi,t + bgPOLI NS—I—i,t -1 + %,i,t

Two terms remain to be precisely defined here. The first is the dependent
variable, change in government spending (AGX; ,). Recalling our discussion in the
second section of this paper, there are two operationalizations of thisvariable. The
first of these deals with all government spending, net of military outlays and debt
management spending, expressed as apercentage of Gross Domestic Product. This
variable includes changes in the five remaining general categories of government
outlays: social welfaretransfers, outlaysfor goodsand servicesinthecivilian sector,
public subsidies, externa transfers, and public capital investment. The second
operationalization of this variable incorporates changes in only two of these five
and is composed of social welfare transfers and spending on civilian goods and
services (again, expressed as a percentage of GDP). Asnoted previously, thesetwo
spending items have constituted a large and ever increasing share of government
spending and represented, on average, over 35 percent of GDP by 1996.

Thisthen leaves the political institutional term to be specified. Here we will
examine four alternative formulations, each one representative of a different
assumption regarding the effects of political institutional constraints on budgetary
outcomes. These four aternatives vary according to assumptions regarding the
importance of the second chamber in budgetary decisions and the nature of support
for agovernment in alegidlative venue. Thus, the first alternative is based on the
assumption that agovernment own-majority inthelower houseissufficient to assure
that government’ sideological preferences are expressed in the budgetary outcome,
regardless of the existence of a second legislative chamber. The second variant
holds that some national |legislatures have important second legislative chambers
and that a government needs to have majority of seats controlled by the partiesin
the government coalition within both houses. The third variant assumes that the
support for the government in thelower houseis sufficient and that this support need
not necessarily come from only government partiesin that chamber, but may come



as well from non-governmental parties on the same side of the ideological divide.
The fourth, and final, variant holds that support for government budgetary
preferences is necessary in both legidative chambers in some systems but that the
support need not come only from the governing parties legislators, but will also
come legidators in non-governmental parties that are on the same side of the
legislative divide. Given the way in which the basic measure of ideology has been
coded, that iswithleftist preferred outcomes coded as-1, rightist preferred outcomes
defined as +1, and status quo outcomes defined as O, our expectation with respect
to the parameter on any political institutional variable, regardless of the specific
hypothesis being tested, isthat it will be negative.

Tables 10 and 11 contain the results from the estimation efforts based on a
pooled cross section-time seriesdesign. Using data on 17 countries over the period
from 1962 through 1996, there are 595 observations employed in each estimation.
In Table 10, the results are reported where the dependent variable is based on the
broad definition of government spending, the one that includes five of the seven
categories that exhaust the definition of total government spending. Table 11's
results correspond to the operationalization of government spending as including
the two largest categories combined (social transfers and civilian goods and
services). Thefirst and second columns correspond to the cases where parliament
playsarole and where government must possessitsown mgjority either inthe lower
house (column I) or in both relevant legidative houses (column 11). Columns 111
and 1V deal with the specifications based on the assumption that the loose majority
rule holds (i.e., the coalition of government parties does need not be in the majority
if there are non-governmental parties that share its ideology and are of sufficient
strength to provide a magjority in the legislative venue). 111 corresponds to the case
whereit isassumed that the lower houseisthe only important legislative venue and
IV deals with the assumption that some bicameral systems have second houses that
play an important role in the budgetary process.

Across both tables we can see that the model does a reasonably good job in
capturing both the cross sectional and cross temporal variations in changes in
government spending as a percentage of gross domestic product. The adjusted R? s
range from .45 to .50, which, for afirst difference model, is quite respectable. The
expectationsregarding the parameter estimateson thecontrol variablesaregenerally
born out. With regard to the program inertia variables, one seesthat growth in the
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welfare state clientele and upward changes in the costs of providing the same level
of services act to push up government spending levels. In addition, unexpected
economic growth performance actsto elevate the weight of the public sector when
growth is off the path of the recent trgjectory and to lower that weight as current
growth exceeds recent performance. We should note that with respect to the
parameters on the changes in program costs variables, the expectations are more
closely met in the restricted version of the dependent variable. Thisis an outcome
that one might anticipate given that they are more tightly tied to this variable than
to the broader version of the dependent variable.

Let us turn now and examine the results with respect to the various political
institutional terms employed acrossthe different model specifications. Whileall of
the parameter estimates associated with the political institutional terms are in the
predicted direction, it is clear that those estimated under the strict majority rule
assumption either border on or fail to meet conventionally accepted levels of
statistical significance. Thisisnot the casewith respect to the parametersassociated
withthetwo variantsontheloose majority ruleassumption. Bothof these, regardiess
of the dependent variable involved in the model specification, have parameters that
take on the predicted sign and are statistically significant.

In the short term, then, we observe that there is support for the argument that
ideological preferences of a governing coalition affect budgetary outcomes if the
legidative ingtitutional context where it needs to gain agreement is favorably
disposed to those ideol ogical preferences. Left governmentsthat find mgjoritiesin
the relevant legislative houses that are themselves on the left side of the political
spectrum can bring about increases in public outlays.” Left governments not so
well positioned, that is, those confronted with a majority in one, or another, or both
relevant legislative houses, which has an opposing ideological preference, can only
achieve the same level of spending that held previoudly, al else being equal.
Similarly for right-wing governments. They can bring about a lowering of public
spending levelswhen they have afavorablelegis ative situation, onewherethey can
achievemajoritieseither on their own or in conjunctionwith non-government parties

29 Thisis so either because the governing parties have amajority of seats or
because the number of seats they have in conjunction with the seats held by
parties of the same ideological hue constitute a majority.
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that share a position on the same side of the ideological spectrum. They, too, will
achieve as their best outcome no change in spending when they do not have the
required majority(ies).

Admittedly, the magnitude of the parameter on the political institutional term
issmall ineach of the estimated equations.®* But thissizereflectsonly the short-term
impact and does not describe the full and long-term consequences of giving the
ideological preferences of government free rein. These short term effects work
themselves into the next budget building up such factors as the prevailing level of
generosity in social transfer programs or the level of civilian goods and services
provided by the state. By so doing, dominance by agovernment of oneideological
hue or another over the long term will have far greater impact that described by the
parameter estimates reported here.

Conclusion

One of the hallmarks of the twentieth century was the widespread propensity
for government to increase its role and size inside national economies. If one can
infer from the general pattern observed among what today constitute many of the
OECD countries, the tendency has been for government to double its size relative
to the economy every 50 years or so. We have been able to show how politics has
affected the course of this development over the long term. In addition, we have
paid particular attention to political-institutional factors and how these help shape
decisionson public spending inthe short term. More specifically, we have presented
amodel that bringsto bear both the ideological preferences of governing partiesand
theinstitutional context in which government must operate. This model highlights
the importance of having a favorable institutional context for the successful
achievement of government’s preferred policy outcome, be it an expansion or a
contraction of the size of the budget. Absent such an environment, governments
are constrained to accepting the status quo.

30 We should note that the absolute sizes of these parameters may be rooted in
the decision to operationalize the ideological term as abinary variable. Similarly,
the use of the RILE scale might be questioned. Composed asit is of so many
items seemingly irrelevant to the question of the size of the public sector, it might
prove useful to explore a more refined measure of ideology containing fewer of
the categories employed in constructing RILE and only those with the greatest
relevance for public spending.
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Appendix
Notesand Sourcesto Table 1

Data from 1950 onwards are based principaly on my calculations drawn
principally from OECD sources, but also include information from national reports
or studies aswell as Nutter’ sdata compendium. The Australian 1950 figure comes
from the United Nations National Accounts Satistics Yearbook, 1964.

Prior to 1950 the Austrian data are from Neck and Schneider (1986). Note
that prior to World War | the data refer to "Cideithania," the Austrian part of the
Habsburg Monarchy and include only current spending. Missing data problems
requiredtheuseof the 1924 valuefor 1920 and the 1936 valuefor 1938. TheBelgium
value for 1938 is from Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995). Prior to 1950 the Canadian
data derive from two sources. Rosenfeld (1973) and Bird (1970). The former is
the source for the data from 1870 to 1920. The 1930 and 1938 (which is actually
for 1937) figures derivefrom thelatter source. Pre-1950 datafor Denmark arefrom
Flora, etal. (1983). For period prior to 1950 French dataarefrom Andreand Delorme
(1978). Note that the figure for 1870 is actually the 1872 value, the nearest data
point available, and the 1910 datum isactually the 1909 value. Most of the pre-1950
Germandataarefrom Flora, et al (1983). However, thevaluefor 1910isfrom Mann
(1993) and that for 1920 is from Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995). Pre-1950 data for
Ireland are from Flora, et a (1983). The pre-1950 data for Italy are drawn from
Brosio and Marchese (n.d.). With the exception of 1870, the Japanese government
spending and national accountsfiguresfor this period comefrom Emi (1972). Note
that the total government spending values are taken from Table A-6. The 1870
figure for Japan is taken from Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995). For the Netherlands
the valuesfor 1870, 1910 and 1920 are from Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995). Dutch
datafor 1930 and 1938 are from Flora, et al (1983). Pre-1950 datafor Norway are
fromFlora, et a (1983). Notethat the 1950 figurefor Portugal isactually from 1953
and comes from the United National Accounts Statistics Yearbook, 1964. Pre-1950
datafor Spain are from Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995). In the case of Sweden the
valuefor 1870 isfrom Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995) while those for 1910 through
1938 are from Flora, et al (1983). Switzerland' s pre-1950 dataare from Flora, et a
(1983). Notethat the base for the values from 1880 through 1900 were givenin the
source as NDP. They have been adjusted to approximate GDP as the base. Swiss
data for 1950 onwards from various issues of the OECD Economic Survey,
Switzerland. United Kingdom data for prior to 1950 are from Flora, et al (1983).
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With respect to the United States note that before 1950, the base is GNP and not
GDP. Datafor the United States for the years 1850 through 1910 come from Mann
(1993). Government data for 1920 come from Musgrave and Culbertson (1953)
while that for 1930 and 1938 are from Tax Foundation (1989). GNP data for the
years prior to 1950 are taken from Romer (1989) and Tax Foundation (1989).

Some other estimates for anumber of countries and years are provided below.

Japan: Alternative values to those provided in table.
1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1938

Source:

Maddison (1984) 9.0 8.2
(1913)

Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995) 9.3 14.8 254
(1913) (1937)

Switzerland: Note aswell that Tani and Schuknect (1995) provide very different estimatesfor the pre-1950 period:
1910 1920 1938
2.7 4.6 6.1
(1913) (1937)

United States: Other estimates for the years prior to 1950 include the following:
1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1938

Source:

Musgrave and Culbertson (1953) 6.4 7.2 7.1

Maddison (1984) 8.0 10.1 18.5
(1913) (1929) (1939)

Tanzi and Schuknecht (1995) 39 18 7.0 8.6
(1913) (1937)
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