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ABSTRACT

The starting point of this paper is a beliéef that
development planning in practice has achieved few of the
benefits that its advocates expected from it. Most reasons
given for this poor perfcrmance do not get tc the source of
the problem, which is the naivety of the implicit model of
governmental decision-making incorporatea in the planning
literature. Hore realistic views of politics and decision-
making, familiar in othexr social sciences and even other
branches of economics but largely ignored in development
economics, pose the questions wnether planning, as it has
come to be understood, is feasible at all, ana, even if
feasible, whether it could be an efficient instrument of
econoriic policy. Suggestions are made onh what could be
rescuea from the debris.



The nature of development planning

Although planning cccurs in many tyves of decision-

making units and is often defined to cover any attempt

to select the best means to achieve desired ends,

1

this paper focuses more narrowly on 'comprehensive

development planning.' The chief concern,; then, is

with planning as practiced in low-income countries

(although the discussion is also relevant to the 'special

case' of industrial countries),which typically has the

following characteristics:®

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

Starting from the political views and goals of
the government, it attempts to define policy
objectives, especially as they relate the future
development of the economy;

It sets out a strategy by means of which it is intended
to achieve the objectives, which are normally translated
into specific targets;

It presents a centrally co-ordinated, internally
consistent set of principles and policies, chosen as
the optimal means of implementing the strategy and
achieving the targets, and intended to be used as a

framework to guide subsequent day-to-day cdecisions;

It comprehends the whole economy (hence it is
'comprehensive® as against 'colonial® or public:sector’

planning)

In order to secure optimelity and consistency,

it employs a more-or-less formalised macro-economic
model (which, however, will often remain unpublished),
and this is employed to project the intended future

performance of the economy;

It typically covers a period of, say, five years

ana finds physical expression as a medium-term plan
document, which may,; however, incorporate a longer-
term perspective plan and be supplemented by annual

plans.



Most of the time, most governments of low-income countries
employ developrent planning of thz type outliined; we are
thus examining a highly significant aspect of applied .
economics and the chareacteristics listed are chosen %o
identify what is common to comprehensive developrent
planning rather than to draw attention to anv special

features or eccentricities.

The ecoromic case for development planning, while
sometimes taken as axiomatic,3 is generallv made out in
terms of the failings of an unregulated market economy.4
Perhaps the chigef of the arguments views planning as .a
superior means of arriving at investment and other decisions
affecting the future, with the market seen as supplying
information which is a poor guide for such decisions,
leading to avoidable uncertainties and mycpia.” Thus,
Scitovsky and otners drew attention to the interdependence
of investment decisions and allegea that aggregate invest-
ment made up of atomistic decisions would be less than
that which would result from "centralised investment
planning” providing more realistic signals of present plans
and future conditions.6 In other ways; too, planning is seen
as a means for correcting discrepancies between private
and social valuations, for example the market’s tendency
to over-value unskilled labour. Under the influence
of the ‘big push' school of thought, planning was also
seen as the cnly way to mobilise resources on the scale
necessary for a csuccessful development effort, and as the
only practical means of kinding the various strands of
economic poclicy into a consistent whole.7

x o _
The crisis in plenning: explanations: sclutions

There would probakly be little disagrecment today
that the practice of planning has failed tc kring many of
the benefits expected from it. Watexston'’s stuay of the
lessons of experience concluded that "there have been many
more failures than successes in the implementation of
development plans“ﬁ;Seer's key-note paper for a 1969

conference on ‘The Crisis in Planning’ was entitled



'The Prevalence of Pseudo-planning‘g; and Healey is surely
accurate in claiming that the results "have been sadly
disillusioning for those who believed that planning was the

only way.'“'LO

The disillusionment secms to apply in most parts of the
third world. Myrdal's 1%68& Asian study stated that "planning
can be considered a going concern only in India and .
Pakistan...“ll and events since then have been the disinte-
gration of Pakistan as it then was and the publication in
India of a new plan widelvthought to be quite unrealistic.12
The Organisation of American States has reported that it was
“repeatedly discovered that long-term plans were either not
put into effect, or they wore implemented officially for only
& fraction of their time, or they were simply ignored at the

wl3 In similar vein, the

moment of governmental decisions.
U.N. Economic Commission for Africa has stated that develop-
ment plans "had little, if any, impact on the overall develop-
ment of [West African]jcountries, and can at best be taken

as an expression of the desires of governments or the hcpes

14

of small groups of experts." Helleiner has written of a

disillusionment in Africa with the potantialities of plann:i.ng,I5
and I know of no African state which is currently engaged in

a serious planning effort, in the sense of using its plan

as guide to day-to-day policy decisions and the preparation

of its budgets.16

None of this, of course, is to aeny some genuine
benefits. The creation of planning agencies and; preparation
of plan documents has surely had an educational effect among
politicians ané administrators, helping to define, and raise
the understanding of, major policy issues. Planners do not
spend all their time dressing windows and have certainly helped
to raise the standard of policy decisions on matters such
as project selection. Nevertheless, there has been a nearly
perfect vacuum between the theoretical benefits and practical
results of development planning. It is doubtful whether

plans have generated more useful signals for the future than
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would otherwise have been fortncominq;*7 governments have
rarely, in practice, recocnciled private and social valuations
except in a piecemeal manner; because they have seldom been
operational documents, plans have probably had only limited

. . Ca s 13 . . . .
impact in mobilising resources and in co-ordéinating economic

policies.

The profession cannot be criticised for being unresponsive
on this situetion. Much thought has been given to the sources
of poor plan performance, with the following among the most

. 1
commonly mentionsd causes: ?

(a) Deficiencies in the plans: they tend to be over-ambitious,
to be based upon inzppropriately specified macro-models
to be insufficiently specific about policies and projects,
to overlook important non-economic considerations, to

: . fail to incorpecrate adeaquate administrative provision

for their own implementation.

(b) Insufficient and unreliable data; inadequate supplies

cf economists and other planning personnel.

(c) Unanticipated dislocations to domestic economic activity,
often due to =sxternal factors, such as adverse
movements in the terms of trade or irregular flows

of development aid.

(a) Various institutional weaknesses: failures to locate
the planning agency appropriately in the machinery of
government; failure of communication between planners,
administrators, and their political masters; the
importation of institutional arrangements unsuited to

local c¢circumstances.

(e) Various failings on the part of the administrative
civil service: cumbersome bureaucratic procedures;
excessive caution and resistance to innovations;
personal and departmental rivalries; lack of concern

with economic considerations (Finance Ministries arec



a particularly frequent target, often said to undermine

the planning agency by resisting the co-ordination of

plans and budgets).

There is certainly ample evidence that each of these
tendencies has contributea to the planning crisis, the
precise combination varying over time and from country
to country. But there seems to be a growing consensus
among economists that yet another set of factors is the most
important explanation: that "lack of government support for
the plans is the prime reason why most are never carried out
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successfully, Seers, while also finding fault with

administrators and economists, argues that "political forces
encourage the production of pseudo-plans; o Tinbergen sees
as one of the difficulties "that among politicians, probably
as a consequence of our educational system, a preference
exists for thinking in gualitative terms only;"22 and Myrdal
refers to "rivalries between parties or ministers” as one

of the major problems.23

In the face, presumably, cf the futility of advocating
reformea political systems, most proposals intended to improve
planning periormance tend to be administrative or organisat-
ional. Myrdal.perhaps come closest to advocating a political
solution in arguing for "democratic”, or decentraliseaq,
planning.24 Helleiner also tries to grasp the political
nettle, with the prescription that “those engaged in planning
_activities must be sufficiently close to the seat of political
power to be relevant to the actual process of political deci-
sion making..." but sees the practical application of this
largely in terms of "new institutions and personnel“.25
Consistent with his views on the baneful influence of
traditional education, a U.N. committee headed by Tinbergen
advocates “Intensified training of many persons involved;"26
and Waterston's proposal for an “operational approacn" to
planning emphasises the use of annual plans tied into budgetary
proceaures..and supplemented by ‘multi-annual sector

programmes.“'2



But despite economists’ attempts to ‘espond to the
crisis, the larce questions which have gone unasked suggest
that the diagnoses, and prescripticns just summarised have not
been radical enough. If we think of planning as a way of
raising the standard of government policies, how is it that
politicians are generally seen as spoilers, for would it
not be in their own interests to give development planning
their fulil support?28 Or might it be that the concept of
development planning is one that could not, with the best
will in the world, be built into the process of government
because 'politics isn't like that'? Might it even be that
a government really committed to the full execution of a

plan could end up making worse decisions rather than better?

It might similarly be asked of those advocating
administrative-type reforms to raise plan effectiveness, what
makes them think these solutions to be feasible of attainment
through precisely those political processes which are blamed
for past failings? Are not deficient ‘institutions and proce-
dures an expression of the political system itself, not to be
remedied without first or simultaneously instituting political
changes? TFor example, the respective roles of the planning
agency and the finance ministry reflect, in substantial part,
a distribution of peclitical power; is it useful, then, to
make proposals for raising the relative influence of the
planning agency while remaining silent on the distribution

of power?

Economists have generally failed to ask such questions
and, significantly, it was a political scientist who, on
reviewing explanations for plan failures similar to the list
given above, was led to observe that it "rather plainly
add up to the conciusion that planning is more or less bound
to fail, given the probability that many of these factors
will be present in any situation of underdevelopment,” and
to urge that "Any useful conceptualisation of the planning
process must start from a model of politics."29 The record
of past performance certainly does not suggest that we can

ignore the possibility that effective planning may not be



feasible, so the next step is to take up Leys' point and
examine the model of golitics upon which the notion of

development planning appears to have been built.

A planner's model of pclitics

This task, however, is one of combing the literature
for hints and inferences, because the main characteristic
of writings on development planning is the virtual absence
of systematic discussion of the implications of planning
for political systems, or vice versa, even though authors often
insist that a plan is essentially a political document.
Writers such as Lewis do have pithy things to say about
politics but only at the level of shrewd common sense.
Virtually no attempt is maae to use the analytical tools of
the political scientist. Economists seém teo find it more
comfortable to cget rid of this problen by treating politics
as creating “boundary conditions” constraining the variation
of targets and policy instruments.31 The result is a largely
unarticulatea view of political processes, which appears to
owe the greatest intellectual debt nct to the study of govern-
ment but to economists' ovn theories of the behaviour of

individuals and flrms.32

The starting peint is an implicit assumption that
governments normally seek to act in the national interest.
This follows from a theory which establishes the case for
planning largely to correct for the social defects of the
market mechanism. The problem cf sotial choice, as Arrow has

pointed out, is that it needs public officials whose "one

aim in life is to implement the values of other citizens
as given by some rule of collective decision-making."33
If ministers individually and collectively pursue personal

or sectional, rather than national, interests they will
merely be replacing the private valuations of the market by
their own imposed private valuations, for we surely would

not want to define as social any government valuation. So

if plans are to reconcile private and social interests and

if the objectives they incorporate are to provide a plausible
proxy for a social welfare function then these objectives

‘"must always have been considered as some version of 'the



. - a
general interest.'"

The analogy with a social welfare function draws
attention to further assumptions we must make about
governments and the men that form them. It is a standard
formulation that a government must hand to its planners a set
of objectives between which it will have priorities in
situations of goal comflicts and-trade—offs.35 Hote the
implications: that governments ccllectively are clear about
their economic objectives and are willing to have these art-
iculated in a public document. We might also note that,
while usually taking a properly positivist view that the
formulation of objectives is a task for governments not
planners, the idea of development planning rests upon the
unstated presumption that 'development’ will rank very high
among the goals of economic policy. If development were to
be subordinated to, say, price stability or the short-run
maximisation of consumption there may remain a case for some
sort of planning but not planning whicn takes development,

as the first-order goal.

It follows from what has alreacy been said that economists,
if not explicitly, see ministers as role-oriented, as locking
for the solution of problems through acts of policy. One
of the merits often claimed for planning is that it enables
problems to be anticipated and dcfined; and assists the
selection of the most appropriate policy solutions.36 So a
rather high-minded view is taken: of politicians in power
because of the good they can do, unafraidé of problems,
anxious to usze their time and powers to solve them. The
view is also taken that circumstances will be such that the
government will be willing and able to undertake the large
‘bunching’ of decisions that is implicit in the. conscientious

adoption of a meaium-term plan.

The influence of our models of economic man and the
profit-maximising firm are fairly evident in cur (usually
tacit) assumption of governments as optimisers, seeking the
best possible policy response to a given set of problems;

wishing always to be consistent (if A is preferred to B and B



is preferred to C then ...), at least in the medium term.
This is indicated by the heavy emphasis in the literature on
macro-modelling, input-output, mathematical programming, and
other optimising techniques.37 Even more tacit, perhaps; is
a belief that the politicians will see problems essentially
as economists see them (if a problem were perceivea in some
radically different way there is clearly little likelihood
that the policy response recommended by the economist would
meet the needs of the politician), of which an assumption
that politicians' time-horizons are distant enough for
perspective and medium-term planning to be appropriate is a
case in point. Another influence here is Tinbergen's work
on the theory of economic policy: his sharp distinction bet-
ween policy objectives and instrumcnts is generally carried
into the planning literature, with its implication that choices

between alternative policy weapons are relatively value-neutral.

Economists' expectations that a government will have a
clearly defined set of policy objectives in the medium-term
also suggests the inference that governments will maintain
a relatively high degree of internal unity. Without it there
would be little chance of formulating a consistent, relatively
settled and operational set of objectives, or of imposing
the discipline of the plan on subsequent decisions. Jn the
absence of harmony the prime task of political leadership
would be to maintain an essential minimum of unity by conti-
nuous compromises, playing one group off against another,
fudying contentious issues, re-shuffling the cabinet, and so
on. The dynamics of such a situation would reduce the
utility of medium-term planning; political time-horizons
would not be long enough. It is unsurprising, therefore, that
lack of government agreement on objectives and lack of unity

. . . . 38
within cabinets are among the reasons given for plan failures.

This line of reasoning can be taken a little further
to point out the obvious, but generally unstated, fact that
the notion of medium-term planning presupposes the absence
of chronic political instability or, at least, a clear
national consensus on what the objectives of economic policy
ought-to be, so that governments may differ in personnel out

not in intent. If these conaitions are .not satisfied a



political document like a plan will survive only as long
as the regime that spawned it. W%While essential to medium-
term planning, the assumption of political stability or
consensus is a strong one; rarely articulated in the

literature.

The literature also has implications for the locus of
power in society. The emphasis on the use of plans to produce
a co-ordinated system of economic policies implies a2 relatively
high degree of centralisation. If planning fuynctions are de-
legated over a number of separate agencies the practical task
of co-ordination becomes much more difficult, and inconsiste-
ncies and conflicts between these adencies become virtually

-

inevitable.” It is true tnat wraiters on development
planning have had a good deal to say in favour of regional
planning but witnout being very clear about how to reconcile
it with central co-ordinatien. In practice, as Waterston
found, "regional planning has proceeded independently of
national planning, with the result that a series of uninte-
grated regional plans has sometimes been produced, based on
regional aspirations rather than availabl. resources."40
The underlying philosophy is for central planning, which is
why Myrdal's proposals for "democratic” planning would
represent a departure from the conventional type. The
advocacy cf central planning presupposes the existence of
enough power at the centre tc override regional and other sec-

tional interests.

The same conclusion can be arrived at from another
direction. If we take gcvernment objectives to have been
considered "as some version of the general interest" we
are by the same token assuning adequate powers at the centre
to ensure that the general interest prevails over specizl
interests. Or perhaps we are making the even stronger
assumption that special interest groups will not pursue their
own objectives when these are shown tc be inconsistent with
the general interest? Thus, Tinbergcn advocates "distributive

. , 1
meetings” between planners and others"?

"where the distribution of something - say, the buil-
ding vclume - over = number of interested groups -
say the Ministries - is discussed and maybe even
decided upon. This meeting tries to solve a
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number of equations - e.g. those representing the
condition of equal marginal utility of various uses
mace of one product...a comparison of the marginal
utilities of different groups is involved =~ the
central problem the structure of the social welfare
or utility function..."

This description is remarkably different from any inter-
Ministrial meetings I have ever attended; note the assumed
subordination of the particular to the national interest, allo-
wing utilities to be equalised at the margin.

The type of society that appears to be the most amenable
to development planning, then, is a monistic one, as compared
with a pluralistic society in which government policies respond
to ana seek to adjudicate between competing group pressures.
As Leys puts it, if the central planners were given the powers
needed to implement the plans, "the problem of political
pluralism would have virtually desappeared,“42. It is therefore
no coincidence to find many of the weaknesses of Indian
planning blamed upon competition between the rival pressure groups
which are, however, but an expression of that country's

parliamentary_democracy.43

The implicit assumption of monism has another facet,
in its implication of relatively simple control relationships,
with the centre issuing commands (laws) and the periphery
passively implementing/them. A centralised structure of
authority would help pian implementation but would contradict
a view of political ;eadership which sees a plurality of roles
and a much more su@ﬁle interplay of responses between the leaders
and the led.

This lattefypoint and much that precedes it reveals )
tendency in thé literature to tacitly assume the state to be' a
highly efficacious agent of change and control. In fact, the
derlvation of a theory of planning from an analysis of market
defegts and fallures rests upon the unstated presumption that
when markets fail the state will do better. There is much talk
of market fallures, little, at least until recently, of govern~

ment fa11ures.44. ' L .

S f\}//



" -Some adversaries of planning, of whom this writer is no+
one, .oppose it cn the grouncs that thgy distrust the motives
ané efficacy of central gove_rnments.45 But it is not necessa-
ry to take this view in order to have scrious doubts about
the presumption of state efficacy,K because it is a presumption
that seems to reguire some extraordinarily strong assumptions
about information flcws and uncertainties. It requires
governments and their aaministrators. to have a sufficient
understanding of the bkehaviour of the economy to be able tc
make accurate diagnoses of its weaknesses and to know with
reasonable accuracy how it will respond to given policy measu-
res. There would scem to be little case  for medium-term pla-
.nning except on the grounds that governments are faced with
manageable degrees of uncertainty and can be reasonably
confident of the conseguences of their policy actions
{including the absence of major unwanted second- order effects).
Tais further implies a rather ample stock and flow of informat-
ion and rather advanced capacity to process and interpret it.46
It takes for granted (by failing to ccnsider the opposite).
that the costs ¢f obtaining ané processing the information
would be excceceded by the benefits derived therefrom.

Tc sum up, it appears that the planner's model of politics
would have us see governments as composed of public-spirited,
knwledgeable and role-oriented politicians; clear and united
in their objectives; choosing those policies which will
acieve optimal results for the national ‘interest; willing
ad able to go beyond a short-term point of view. Governments
a;e stable in relatively monistic, undifferentiated societies;
willding a centralised concentration of power and a relatively
un'uestioned authority; generally capable of achieving the
reults they desire from a given policy decisicn. They are
suported by public administrations with ready access to a very
lage volume Of relevant information which they can process
wih efficiency. It is not clear how political scientists
miht classify such governments. Parliamcntary democracy is
mot probably ruled out; so are the more -repressive forms
of dictatorship.



_13_
This view cf politics raises major doubts about its
realism and, therefore, its relevance. The next step,
then, is to contrast the planner's model with the conclusions
of political scientists, sociologists and others who have
studied governments and their decision processes.. It would,

however, be contradictory to suggest a single behavioural

model of government to cover the extreme diversity to be
founa among developing countries. The intention rather
is to offer a few generalisations which can plausibly be

regarded as having fairly wiaespread application to these
countries,

Behavioural views of nolitics and decisions

The first generalisation is that, far from being monistic,
society is often marked by considerable differentiaticn and
severe social tensions, caused by differences of religion,
caste, tribe, language, regional origin, education, and
rather extreme inequalities of income and wealth.47 Although
pressure croups may not yet have achieved a high level of
organisaticn; politics will, invarying degrees, reflect the
competing interests within society and the art of government
becomes essentially one of conflict-management. Due, however,
to limited imstitutional and other capacities to resolve these
conflicts peaceably, there is a more frequent tendency than
in industrial nations for social conflict to result in
violence and other extra-iegal actions, and thus for greater
political instability. Politics is likely to be competitive,
althouch the competition ocften will not occur within a legal
framework of =lectoral choice between opposed political
parties.48 The pluralistic nature of society will tend to
result in a diffusion of power, geogragphically and among
institutions,é:9 and the first concern of a government and
its vivil service is likely to be the maintenance of its

authority:50

Non-industrial modernising societies... lack the

powerful intecrating thrust found in industrial
societies. Social organisations are more chaotic and
confusec. Politics becomes the mechanism of integration,
and authority is the critical problem confronting the
leaders.
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The 'arm of the law' is urlikely to stretch throughout
society and there are likely to be rather large differences
between laws and other commands issued from the centre and
the actual conduct of civil affairs. 1In other words, there
will.probably be rather severe limitations on governments®

ability to acnieve what they want.

The next generalisation, one that scarcely needs
elaboration, is that the planner's view of politicians as
role-oriented and relatively disinterested is unlikely to be
generally valid. If we view society as fragmented and its
politics as an arena for competition between rival interests,
it follows that many of its participants will seek to promote
a particular rather than the general interest. Apart from
promoting particular interests, they may not, moreover, see

politics .as ‘a means of achieving specific policy goalsz51

Partly nembers have as their chief magiv%tﬁoa the
desire to obtain the intrinsic rewards of Hholding
office; therefore they formulate ptlicies as means

of holding office rather than seeking office in order
to carry our preconceived policies.

Some would go further, viewing politics as aggrandizement,
in which-:the chief concerns of those in power are “first,
Lhe enrichment of the government itsélf (i.c. of the fuler,
of Ministers, of party leaders, of top civil servants; and
possibly of numerous subordinate ranks of public officers anc
party workers), and secondly the buying of political support
which will enable the government to maintain itself in power'."52
My point is not to advocate a cynical view but rather to point
out the unwisaom of taking an exclusively high-minded view
of,politicians. They meay be at least as often concerned to
evade issues as to confront them,. anéd will often prefer to
react to problems rather than anticipate them.

"

What is more, they may often be richt in deferring

action, in the real world of imperfect knowledge
and large uncertainties. Thus, Rawls has proposed a
'principle of postponement' which holds that, "other things
being equal, rational plans try to keep our hands free until

we have a clear view of the relevant facts."53 Certainly,
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one generalisation which can be offered with confidence is
that knowledge will be very incomplete, the more so the
further ahead the decision-maker is trying to look. The
existing stock of knowledge, the current flow of information,
the capacity to absorb and interpret information - all these
leave much to be desired in developing oz, indeed, any other
countries. Zconomists are well aware of this but have failed
to recognise its uncomfortable implications for development
planning. In a hit-or-miss worla wherc there is only the
most approximate grasp of how an the economy will respond teo
a given policy action and when that action will almost
certainly generate unexpected second-order effects, it is by no
means obvious that medium-term planning is helpful or

fitting.54 The standard answer would be that the remedy is

to improve our knowledge rather than abandon planning, but are
we entitled to assume that the benefits from acquiring the
necessary additional knowledge (even if that were fcasible)
would exceea the costs of doing so? The recent growth of in-
terest in the economics of information has not yet had much
impact on the planning literature; and there is no treatment
in it of the often acute time constraints within which
government decision-makers normally operate and the large
costs, therefore; of decision procecdures which fail to
economise on time. What is clear is that the often acute
state of uncertainty in which policy has to be formulated will
tend to shorten time horizons in a manner inimical to medium-

term planning.

Acceptance as the general case cf a society which is frag-
mented, in which the role-orientation of politicians cannot
be taken for granted, and in which most policy decisions have
to be made in the presence of large uncertainties, has a number
of far-reaching implications for the way in which we ought
reasonably to view governmental processes. The first is that
the notion of a national interest (and a social welfare func-
tion) becomes fuzzy to the point of uselessness. Pluralism
implies the fragmentaticn of influence and decision making over
numerous agencies, each with its own way of perceiving problems,
its own preferences and priorities. This inevitakly gives

rise to multiple and conflicting objectives. In consequence,



governments normally stick tc a high and non-operational

level of generality when stating their objectives and are

most reluctant to specify with any precision what priorities
they attach to each of these.55 Indeed; one of their objectives
may be to conceal what their true objectives are.56 Moreover,
the interplay of interest groups; agencies and personalities
will result in a constantly-shifting balance of preferences,57
giving the iceal of a long-term or even medium-term policy
perspective a rather utopian quality -~ a tendency made all

the stronger because the working-cut of past policies will pro-
vide an irput into the further definition of .problems and goals.
The existence cf multiple objectives will also to undermine

the rather sharp distinction that economists” generally make
between goals and policy instruments, for what is regarded -
simply as an instrument by scme may be regarded by others

as having at least some of the qualities of a goal (e.g.. pocli-
cies relating to parastatal organisations, incomes and thie
exchange rate).58 This further obscures the concept of the
social welfare function and complicates yet more the formula-

tion of policy.

It is for reasons such as these that concepts like
the national interest and the social welfare function quite
fail to provide either an operational or a philosphical basis
for the normative economics of pilanning. In this respect
political philoscphers, who have generally abandoned the use
of such abstractions, are in advance c¢f welfare economists,
still stuck with them. Quite apart from the problem of
inter-personal comparisons, the prchklems of identifving
interests, somehow converting these into a national
interest, and then translating this into policy actions are
insuperable. The answer is not toc be found in the interests
of the majority, forio

We often think it right, for example, to tax the majority
to relisve a needy minority; and we should cordemn
majority action if it took no account of suffering
infiicted on the few, merely bkecause they were a few.
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It is equally invalid to argue that a party elected into
office has a mandate to execute the programme on which

. 60

it fought:

The electors' will is limited to the single guestion
decided at the poll: Who shall govern? Nothing can
be inferred beyond that. To say that a party
programme has been endorsed by the electorate - or
even by a majority of the electors - is highly
misleading, for no-one can say how many voted for
the party despite any given item, or even despite
the entire programme. The mandate theory is capable
of a negative application at best: one can say of
any given proposal of & victorious party only
that it was not so unpopular that it cost the party the
election. That is scarcely an electoral authority
to proceed.
How much more intransigent these prcblems become in the
political systems of most developinc countries, commonly
lacking meaningful elections and institutional arrangements
that "encourage consultation, negotiation, the exploration
of alternatives, and the search for mutually beneficial

solutions. 61

All this means the end of optimisation, for that
ideal presumes the existence of agreed criteria by which
an act of policy may be assessed, and also at least a large
probability that an act will have the consequences it
is anticipated to have. Decision-making in the face of
major  social aivisions becomes a balancing act rather than
a search for optima; a process of conflict-resolution in
which social tranquility is & basic concern rather than the
maximisation cf the rate of grcwth or some such. Indeed,
one of the further implications of the foregoing is that
economic objectives, including ‘'development’, are likely
to come lower on the pecking order of government concerns
than the case for development planning implicity assumes.
The maintenance of government authority and social peace
will tend to ke the dominant themes, and acceptenace of a
'development' objective is likely to be conditional on the
extent to which it furthers these higher-pricrity, 'non-
economic' concerns. Yet another implication is that consis-
tency is not necessaily to be taken as a norm of the ratio-

nality of government policies, for the maintenance of authority
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and the balancing of competing groups may well force
goverrments to twist this way and that, simultaneously

pursuing apparently contradictory policies.62

To the dynamic tensions of conflict-resolution and the
pervasive facts of ignorance and uncertainty, we might add the
further consideration, familiar in cther branches of economics,
that man (and therefore man-managed institutions) gquite lacks
the intellectual eguipment tc pursue the kind of coptimising
rationality that is often assumed of him in economics (and
of governments in development planning).63 The reality is

what .Simon has called the ‘principle of bounded rationality':64

The capacity ¢f the human mind for formulating and
solving complex problems is very small compared with
the size of the problems whose solution is required
for objectively rational behaviour in the real
world- or even for a reasonable approximation to such
objective rationality.

Man (including politicians and public servants) responds

by simplifying, by narrowing the rancge of alternatives
considerea, by economising on information and its costs -

rc

in a word, by abanaoning optimisaticn:

There is evsry evidence that in complex vpolicy

situations, so-called decision makers do not strive

to optimise some value nor is the notion of

optimisation a useful way of ordering arnd analysing

their behavicur regarcless of their intentions.

To borrow from the modern theory of the firm, we

have tc view governments as ’‘satisficers' - as pursuing
solutions that are ’'good enough’, as being satisfied with
any cf a range of possible cutcomes, as placing a premium
on risk-avoidance and flexibility ~ a point well conveyed
by the chiché that pclitics is the art of the possible.
Satisficing offers this flexibility by being defined in terms
of aspiration levels which are constantly adjusted in the
light of past attainments and changing perceptions of future
possibilities. It probably biasses decisions in favour of
incremental rather than structural change, for maijior trans-
formations create new uncertainties and conflicts which are

often difficult to anticipateo66
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All in all, then, it seems that a realistic view of
politics-and decision-making in develcping countries conflicts
at almost very point with the, largely implicit, model of
politics adopted by proponents of development planning,
summarisea at the end of the previocus section. Governments
will not have clear and stable objectives, but the resolution
and avoidance of social conflicts anca the maintenance of
their own authority are likely tc ke among their main
preoccupations, with a consequential demotion of the develop-
ment objective. The fracmentaticn of power and the large
uncertainties surrounding many decisions make the notion
of optimisation rather useless; the uncertainties and the
fact of political instakility also make for shorter time
horizons than would ke compatible with medium-term planning.
A view of policy formation as a process of continuous
adaptation also subverts the idea of plannincg for the
medium-term. The role-orienteation of pocliticians cannot
be teken for granted; nor are we entitled to assume that
planning is, or could be, used to assert social values,
or the national interest, over markct imperfections. The
intention here is not to assert z monolithic model of politics
in low=-income countries in direct opposition to the planner's
model; merely to sucgest that the pcints made in this section

are aspects of the scene of which we ought to take note.

If we &0 so, the 'the prevalence of pseudo-planning’
is no longer much of a mysterv. It is suggested that . .. ..°
economists' conceptions cf developrent planning are based
on a view of politics so far removed from the realities as
to vastly reduce the operational utility cf the concept.
For the most part, governments do not and could not function
in the manner impliec in the literature, and so that type
of activity which has come to be callea planning is inevitably

rather unrelated to actual day-to-day decisicn making.

But besides questicning the practicability of develop-
ment planning as it was described early in this article,
it is also worth asking whether, if planning were feasible,
it would promise to be an efficient instrument of government

policy. The analysis has emphasised decision-making as



a continuous and interactive process, in which decisions are
phases oi an ongoing controversy rather than analytically
Giscrete entities, Today's decisions will often impinge

upon our freeaor: to act in the future,ﬁl and the conseguences
of today's decisions. will lik=ly throw up new problems which
in their turn call for a policy response. Similarly, we

must expect a situation in which ends are adjusted to means,
as a result of reappraisals in the iight of past experiences
with policies, just as means are tailored to ends;sg-and

we require a decision system flexikle enough to accommodate
many uncertaintieeg and a situation in which, for lack of
information, it is often rational to postpone decisions until
uncertainties are reduced.G” Although it is a paradoxical
criticism of something that has been described as injecting
the time factor into policy analysis,70 it seems that medium-
term development planning, as it nhas come to ke understood,
is not well eguiped to efficiently accommodate the aynamics
of decgision-making.

\

Instead we might vorrow from the ideas of cybernetics
and think in terms of a system which is continucusly adjusted
in the lignt of feedback information on tne consequences of
past actions, whers by feedback we mean "a communications
network that produces action in response to an input of
information, and incluces the resclts of its owr. actions
in the new information by which it modifies its subseguent
boszhav:.oa.ir‘,“/2 Inceed, it has heen sugcgested, in a different
context, that a mocern 'cybernetics approaca' to planning
would not be very different, in its sensitivity to feedback,

-

from muddling through.7°

Conclusions

Aside frcm the last two paragraphs, the argument
aeveloped here hnas been directed tco the practicapnility of
planning and has left much of the thecretical case for it
supstantially unscathed. There remains an obvious need for
taking an coverall view of economic policy, for studying the
inter-actions between policy instruments and, where it is

politically feasible, for co-ordinating them. There is still
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a2 need to try to anticipate proklers and thus de-fuse them;
and to understand the future implications cf present actions,
within the limits of our knowledge. Above all, there remains
a need for a vehicle, albeit a Trojan iiorse, that will permit
'the economic point of view' to be represented in the councils
of government, and planning may be such a vehicle. The issue,
then; is not whether planning is aesirable but what can be
rescued from medium-term development plananing that is also
feasible.

What the argument suggests is that it would be nore
fruitful to think of plarning as a continuous input into
official cdecision-making processes, rather than as a
discontinuous, once-every-five-years, outwut of the system.
One of its chief functions would be to reduce the uncertain-
ties surrounding major economic problems and thus widen the
scope for improvea, more ‘rational’, decisions, when there
are reasonable grounds for thinking that the benefits of
this action would exceed the coste. Another would be to

focus on advising the government on the best first move in

. . 74 . : . . . .
any situation, on improving the flow of feedback information,
on monitoring pregress, and on advising what adjustments

the feedback indicates to be desirakle.

There is no guestion, on the other hand, but that this
type of change would provoke strong intellectual resistances.
Economists will surely resist the ccnclusion presented here
that optimisation has little practical meaning and, therefore,
that scphisticated optimising technigues, while they may
be valuable for purposes of academic analysis, are largely
useless .as devices for influencinc the future. Yet, the
attention bias induced by economists’ preoccupation with
the use o0f macro-models and input-~output analysis - and with
the elegance and internal consistency which they offer -
has surely harmed the cause of planning by contributing to
the neglect of political realitiss and the mundane specifics of
everyday policy formetion. Of course, these techniques will
retain a place in the eguipment of the economic adviser,
but it is a place that deserves to be more modest than it

has been in the past.



A further implication of the argument has been to throw
a large doubkt over the practical usefulnsss of the notion
of a2 long-term development strategy. -~ In principle this
remains a most -attractive idea, from which real benefits
could be achieved, but in tihe fluxinag keleidoscope of sociel
tensions, conflicting interests ané ~ probably - changing
governments (to say nothing c¢f the unpredictability of the
outside worlc), can it be given any practical meganing? Only,
it would seem; if there is a broad consensus about the
desired long-term nature of society, but reasons have been
given for beiieving that such a consensus rarely exists.
Perhaps the most that can be hcpea for is that it will ke
possible tc devise strategies for particular aspects of

socio-economic policy whose nature virtually demanas
a long-term perspective, as in the case of population, manpower

and educational planning.

Planning, then, is seen partly as a way of insinuating
(or maintaining) a corps of economic advisers into day-to-day
governmental cecision-making, and this corps as one of a
numbzar of groups competing for influence within the system.
bBut, as Leys point out,-"6 aconcmists in government often
fail as a group because they lack discrimination - “pursuing
very ambitious goals in all scectors at all times” - Lecause
they are often poorly located within the system, and because
of an attention bias which predispcses them to neglect
political realism in the search for technically optimal solu-

tions.

Greater effectiveness would probabkly result if econormic
advisers attended more tc the resources whichh they as a
group could deploy within the decision-making system and

to identifying the key leverage points in the system upon

which they should concentrate. Their resources might include
possession of expertise and information velued by governments
and their civil services; their ability to produce certain
kinds of outputs (briefings on the state cof the economy,
submissionsz to the World Bank anda I.M.F.) beyond the competence
of the administrative civil service; a superior ability to
marshall persuasive argumeata on question: ¢f economic poiicy:

and power to provide, or withcld, legitimisation for certain



types of expenditure (e.g. as & result of project appraisals).
In plain words, economists have tg carn their influence by
provicg their practical value to governments - in a way

that they often fail to <o througnh preoccupation with the

preparation of plians.

The profession, it is true,; has given
thought to the question of leverage points, and there heas
been extensive aiscussion on the best status and location
of planning agencies.77 But this conceptual framework is
not well suited to a recognition that there zare likely to
be a number of important leverage points where it would be
valuable to have economic expertise, ané that there are liksly
to be many circumstances in which to concentrate such
expertise in a planning agency would not be tihe mcst effective
deployment. ©One of the costs of development planning has
been precisely that it has tied economists to a relatively
unproductive agency when they could have been far better
empioyed in budget bureaus, ccmmerce ministries, finance
corporations and so on. In fact, the finance ministry offers
itself as a natural leverage point for economists. Budgets
are of critical impcortance politically and for economic policy,
both macre ané micrc, and many of ths resources of government
are devoted to its implementation. It is thoroughly built
into the c¢ecision prccess and provices obvious oppertunities

for econounists to Geplcy the resources at their command.

should pianners still produce plans? The trend of the
argument runs =2gainst preparing plan documents, but probably
the most general answer is that it all depends on how badly
governments Zzel that they need a plan. If governrents want
a plan badly enough then abilitv to produce it becomes one
of the economist's resources in seeking to influence policies.
In such situations the general principles should be to keep
the plans as flezible as possible (which favours annual
plans78), ané to avoid devoting such a concentration of
expertise to their pregparation that other leverage points
become seriously neglected.



Lastly, it is terpting tc see a more ceneral lesson
for economists in the analysis of this paper. The planner's
model of politics presented earlier had three major character-
istics: (1) it was largely unarticulated, being Jerived mostly’
by inferences from the literature; (2) it was nevertheless
rather obviously a neormativs rather than a descriptive view;
and (3) it incorporated a very high degree of abstracticn
from observed behaviour. The reason for these, it is
suggested, was the convenience of the profession. Cur model
of politics was left inexplicit because if we had to articulate
it ané svill be taken seriously as policy advisers we would
surely have had to narrow the gap between the model and ckser-
ved behaviour. But reducing the l<vel of abstration in that
way would bring us face to face with the substantial irrele-
vance of much of the planning litcrature and many of the
techniqgues with which it is replete. As Loasby put it in

. - . g0
relation tc theories of the firm, behaviocural theory

has no use for traditiomal basic concepts:
optimisation has no usable meaning; economists’
heavy investment in calculuz kecomes redundant:;
equilibrium is not definea; and there are no
general analytical saiutions.

Thus, one might see the case of development planning
as ar illustraticn of a paradigm crisis that confronts
economics cn a much wicder fromt, in which the returns fron
cur ‘investment in calculus' ars depzndent on a level of
abstraction from the real worid, and a disciplinary speciali-
sation; which threatens to undermine the social usefulness
of our profession and our claims to serious attenticn as
policy advisers. I would urge that it is fundamentally
irrespensible to cffer poiicy advice while abstracting in
such high degree from political realities; that we would
benefit from being more explicit when making assumptions
about political rrocesses, that we should narrow the gap
between our prescriptive view of politics ané the real world:
and that in deing so we should consider the pcssibility that
other social sciences might have useful things to say.
Hopefully, this article has given some suppcrt to the latter
proposition.
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Waterston, 1246, p. 8, for example, defines planning
LI

as "an organised, intelligent attempt tc select the
best available alternatives tc achieve specific goals.®

For examples of this type cf formulation see %imbergen,
1964 pp. 42-3; Waterston, 1272 pp. 83-€C; and Lewis, 1966
passin.

P.T. Bauer, 1571 chapt. 22.

The earliest anc most recent writings on this subject
start from this basis. For examples see Lewis, 1951
chapter 1, and Griffin and Enos, 1970 chapter 2.

Meade, 1370, provides a sophisticated theory of planning
along these liines, in wihich planning becomes a

mimicry of comprehensive forward markets, although he is
not specifically writing about low-income countries.

Scitovsky, 1854 pp. 305~5. See also Rosenstein-~Rodan,
1943 p. 248, and Dobb, 1960 chapter 1.

Tinbergen, 19255 p. €8 and passim, is among those who
emphasise the importance of seeing economic pelicies
as a co-ordinated system.

Waterston, 19¢6 p. 293.
Seers, 1672
Healey, 1972 p. .761.

Myrdal, 1¢63 p. 732. Kot all would agree about the
effectiveness of planning evan in thess cases, for Eanson's
1566 study of Indian planning drew attention to anumerous
failings and Gadgil complainea at about the same time

of a "total absence of a policy frame” in Indian planning
(gquotea by ¥Minnas,; 1371 p. 23).

For evidence of a declin2 in the seriousness of Indian
planning after 1364 see the report by Lipton, 1972.

From a report to a ministsrial meeting of tihwe Inter-
American Eccromic and Zocial Council of May, 1965,
quoted anu translated by Powelson, 1872 pp. 196-7.

U..l. Economic Commission for Africa, 1566 p. 73
(zuthor's emphasis).

Helleirer, 1972 p. 333.

For an examination of the planning experience in Ghana
see Killick, 1975 chapter &. This arrives at preponde-
rantly negativec conclusions -about plan sffectiveness..

In ibid I arcue that Ghana‘s feven~year Plan gave such
risleading_sicnals about -ne future &s to induce
substantial over-investment in manuiacturing, with
consequentially adverse effects on capacity utilisation.
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Except to the extent that the existence of plan documents
has inducea aid dcnors tc be more generous - & iactor
which has been significant but is becoming less so.
To avoid a wearisome number of detailed references,; the
reader is referred for examples of the following points
to Waterston, 1966 chapter VI to 1I¥, and Faber and Seers
(e@s), 1972 passim. See alsc Yowelson, 1272; Tinbargen,
1364; and Myrdal, 1968 chapter 15.
Waterston, 1566 p. 240.
Seers, 1972 p. 24.
Tinbergen, 1954 p. 43
Myrdal, 19€8 p. 732.

Myrdal, 1968 chapter 18 passim,

=3

Helleiner, 1972 pp. 354 and 347.

U

Tinbergen, 1972 p. 1l6C.

‘Waterston, 1872 passim.

For cne politician wio thinks so, sse Williams, 1572
P. 4C.

Leys, 1972 pp. 56¢ and 6C. The ciscussion of his paper,
summarised in the same volume, certainly seems to
justify Leys' complaint about how difficult other social
?cieggists find it to communicate with economists

PD .

See especiaily Lewis, 19565,
For example, in Tinbergen, 1S€7 (A) p. 59.

Simon, 1957 p. 241, represents economic man as being
assumed to have "knowleage ©f the relevant aspects

of his environment which, if not completely absclute,
iz at least impressively clear and voluminous. He is
assumed alsc to have a well-organised and stable system
of preferences, and a2 skill irn computation tinat enables
hinm tc calculate, for the alternative courses of action
that are availakle to him, which of these will permit
him to reach the hicghest atteinable point on his prefe-
rence scale." The reader will recognise many similarities
between this account and the following description of

a planner's moadel of government. Simon goes on to

note a complete lack of evidence that individuals has
the capacities economists assure themr to have.

Arrow, 1962 p. 107, quoting Bergson with approval.
Tinbergen, 1952 p. €9.
See, for example, Griffin and Lnos, 1570 p. 31ff.

See Tinkexgen, 1964 r. 42-3 for an illustration.
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43.
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See especially Chenery (ed.), 1971, and Todaro, 1971.
Also Lewis, 1966 Part III, and Tinbergen, 1967 (B)
chapters 5-9.

See Waterston, 1966 p. 218, for example. The same
writer's study of planning in Morocco concluded that

the besztting problem was “tne lack of basic agreement
about what the national interest requires and the conse-
guent absence c¢f a consistent development policy.”
(Waterston, 1962 p. 28). Ghai, 1972 p. 130, relates

a deterioration in plan implementation in Kenya to "“a
weakening of the political unity, and factional bickering
in the ruling party.”

For reasons cf this type, the successful use of programme
budgeting has been associated with increased centrali-
sation of decision-making powers (Mcllamara's tenure in
the U.S. Department of Defence being the most celekrated
illustration) - and nas been attacked cn the same grounds:
see Burkhead and Miner, 1271 chapter €.

Waterston, 196€¢ p. 407.
Tinbergen, 19€¢4 p. 93
Leys, 1972 p. 71.

e Hanson, 1l9€¢ pp. 526-7 anc passim; also Prasad, 1972
. B2-6

own
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Not in writings specifically on planning, that is.
Elsewhere, there is growing realisation of the limited
gfficiency of goverrnments in mauy low-income countries,
of which Little et al, 1370, and its companion volumes,
is a well known example.

P.T. Bauer, for exanple, oppcses planning because it
tenas tc add to the power of the state - see P.T. Bauer,
1971 pp. 639-95.

Imagine, for example, the vast informational requirements
of Tinbergen's scheme for the determination of an
“optimum policy”:

" (i) the fixation of a collective preference indicator;
(ii) the deduction, from this indicator, of the targets
of economic policy generally;

(iii) +the choice of ‘'adequate’' instruments,; gualitative
and guantitativs;

(iv) the determination of the quantitetive values of
the instrument varizbles, as far as such
instruments are chosen and

(v) the formulation of the ccnnections between (a)
the relation between targets and quantitative
values of instrument varisbles on the one hand
and - (b) the structure of the economy studied on
the other hand.

(Tinbergen, 1855 p. 4).
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In support of the propositicns in this paragraph see
pDahl, 1970 chapter & and scurces quoted there.

Leys, 1272 p. 60.

Altnough less than in industrial societies such as the
United States, where it has been estimated that there
are more than 100,000 governmental units (Lindblom,
1359 p©. 175).

Wi
19}
L]

Apter, 1965 p.
Downs, 1357 p. 29¢€.
Rimmer, 19465 . 201.
Rawls, 1971 p. 420.

Bver in inaustrial cowitries, where conditions are much
more favourable to accuracy, there are often large dis-
crepancies between planned, or forecdst changes anc
actual events. On this see Theil. 1961, especially
chapter 3. Eis Table 3.13, fcr example, shows very
large discrevancies between predicted and actual changes
in macro—-eccnoric variables in the Dutch economy.

In relation to the U.E&. Federal covernment, Wildavsky,
1964 pp. 47-&, observes that “bucget officials soon
discover . that... possible consegucnces of a single
policy are too numecrous t0O describs, and that knowledge
of the chain of conseguences for other policies is but
Gimly perceived for most conceiveble alternatives.”

Thus, Tinbergen sunmmarised governmental responses to
quastionnaires that virtualiy z2ll covernments have as
their economnic goals "to increase national income, to
improve the employment situation; to achieve and maintain
balance of payments equilibrium, to achieve and maintain
price stability, to obtair a mcre equal distribution

of income armong incaividuals, and to obtain a bhalance
regional economic development.” (Tinbergen, 1964 p. 36
anga Table 7). All were on the side of the angels but,
needless to say, no indication was given of the relative
weights that would be attached to these goals in

face of the manifest certainly that they would come into
conflict with each other.

This is not necessarily to take a cynical view, for

the use of stealth can be a lecitimate weapon of
Pclitics. Consider, for example, the manner in which
Generzal de Gaulle was brought to power and his subsequent
actions in Algeria.

To quote Wildavsky's study of the American Federal
budget systen again (1964, p. 47), “kbudget officials
soon aiscover that ends are rarely agreed upon and
that +they keep changing..."

See Streeten, 1972 chapter 4, for a critical discussion
of the goals - instruments distinction.
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Benn and Peters, 1959 p. 273.
ibid p. 345.

Dahl, 1570 p. 52. That circumstances such as these
create particularly acute difficulties for the
definition of the general interest may be inferred from
Arrow's argument, 1263 p. 91, that "we may expect that
social welfare judgements can usuallv be made when there
is both a widespread agreement on the decision process
and a widespread agreement on the .desirability of cveryday
decisions

"“To the extent that fragmentation achievcs an aggregating
of valuss, it does so by processes involving widespread
confiict among various decision-making centres. The
conflict often takes the form of conflicting or inconsi-
stant government policies. It is therefore not appropri-
ate tc postulate as a norm that public policy be consis-
tant, or to take inconsistency in public policy as
syraptomeatic of irrationality... what is often called
irrationality in government is sometimes to be desired.”
(Lindbkiom, 1959 p. 179). See also Cyert and March, 1963
p. 116, who argue that Organisations achieve 'gquasi
resolutions' of conflicts among goals by attending . .-

to aifferent goals at different times, %olv1ng oné problem

at a time.

"4 comparative examination of the models of adaptive

behaviour employed in psychology (e.g. learning theories),

and of the models of rational behaviour employed in
econcmics, shows that in zlmosi all resvects the .latter
postulate a much greater complexity in the choice mecha-
Nisms, and a much larger capacity in the organism for
obtaining information and performing computations,

than <o the former." (Simon, 1957 p. 261).

Ibid,p. 198.
R, Bauer, 1968 p. 2

I particularly have in mind the ‘strategy c¢f decision'
propounded ir. cpposition to economists’ optimisation models
by Linéblom, which he calls the -‘strategy of disjointed
incrementalism', although this is less applicaole to
developing countries than tc the American case, by which
it is strongly influenced. See especially EBraybrooke and
Lindblom, 1963 chapter 5.

"Cabinet papers may apparently crystallise an apparent
monment of choice, yet that choice may in a senss only
register a minor option in an outcome which was kroadly
cdetermined by ‘increments’ cf decision at other points in
the system at earlier stages.” (Leys, 1972 p. 690).

Popper, 1545 pp. 138-44, urges tihis point of view.

A point entirely missed by Waterston (1972, p. 82) when
he regrets the “preference-of many political leaders for
rmainteining investment options in their own hands and
for improvisation..."
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Elliott,; 1%58 p. €7, for example, talks of economic
planning as injecting "the time factor and the problem of
process into the centre of economic analysis.”

Thus, in an analysis of rural development projects in
Kenya, Holmguist, 1970 p. 228, point out that “Therec

is a popular conception c¢f planning which sees the
acceptance of @ plan as the 'big® decision which in turn
determines the policy outcome. But this...ignores

the fact that fundamental policy decisions are made
during, 28 well as prior to, implementation.®

Deutsch, 1956 p. 88 (itzlics omitted).
R. Bauer, 1%6¢ pp. 7-8

I have borrowed this idea from Cohen and Cyert, 1965
p. 313

Seers, 1972 p. 32, however, disagrees, arguing that
the term planning should ke used "for drawing up a
central strategy with priorities for the longer term,
and seeing that it i1s carried into effect...

Leys, 1972 pp. 61-2.

For example, see Waterston, 15¢6% chapter XIII.

i

. Economists have generally arqued against reliance on

annual plans and. it is interesting that its main advocates
include an economic administrator (Waterston, 1972 passim)
and a political scientist (Leys, 1872 p. 65 f£f.).

Taus, Tinbergen, 1855 pp. 74-6, takes a strongly moralis-
tic view of "Personal hobbies or avcrsions; animosities
between various offices,; directorates, ministries or
countries”™ as among the influences that “intervene

wrongly® in the formation of policy. Recall also his
asgertion that government objectives "must always nave been
considcred as some version of 'the gencral interest.'”
Griffin and Encs, 197C p. 185, provide a more recent
example of the normative nature of economists' writings

on politics, prefacing their discussion of plan impiementa~
tion and organisation with the statements that “Govern-
nent must assume a positive rcle in development. It

cannot be content merely to 'holé the ring' while others
fight...if Government is to contribute to progress

rather than retard it it must be properly organised.®

Loasby, 1371 ». 882.
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