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Theoretical Base—Building Towards the
Successful Implementation of the Principle
of Local Self —Government :

Critical Review on the Existing Literature
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3 o3 Qe AAAE ebofel o# whotA
$oh Ax REAE ¢ I3l A o=t
< 2golloha A3 U AAE X=A
Be F USRS Ut FoF BERIAUL =]
2AE 2] el Fal o] 25 713 & A
2o EA] YEF o] oMo ARG A7
7} e sjojof & 8t et

Foluo i BRHIES S S w9
+ i3] Bitiy (Political) o] et A X 4 o &
oA E A2t E ol d ol E A Al At
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2 o3 g, 259 ARAA =& Aete]
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B ERAA e AE oin 3 Fel 2
7tHch el 7tell B3 A E AAH
Eo7b ui A=l A, wl s & 25 Bk (issues)
ol g =elAAM7L B ol K o] =Fo
olafoll Aa-E vixl sl £HE HF2 9l
of A Holvt A& 44 ¥ Aretx
Yot AR e hE el =27k AN E ook
oA 4% AT e A AL A
40| 8hct,

2 AA ol i Tl € ohE AL oht 3
¥y (doctrinal) gl A 2ol FHE ol F 2
k= Aok, 2 A HS A4l HHME
(decentralization) o] 2} 7} o] H s 4 (cen-
traliz ation) el gt M2 A2 o - HA ==
2ol S5y A (linguistic deficiency) &
7k3 Qlo, ol & st s = WEE - 2=
Qarol Ao} Y AL FA ] Aol
aEgn A o F FEsHE xFHe] glo]
ch 8| mEifol W5 kel HHER Y oriliEw o
2] & outFoiztv AMNANE g Lol

rio

*

HEHe A7 oW MFAFY A
H&d|, B3 BT (local government) el
sA]o] e AbetEL i E Hlol BEIE A
HAES dBsA A %l—‘= —#% PR
(theory)9) A& & Al @2 dT% 3 3
gkeh, o) 22 o] 2R G Y& AlE= ALY
HAI P Aol whel chekdtAl EEE ] Sie
o}, ol 74 el Hh
ation), 5 EFa (theory of local governme-

nt), HFEAy #ESECSrER (terrtorial distribution
of power), BURFi A% (Intergovernmental
Relations), gt — Ht75BR#%3% (Central—Local
Relations) 5-¢] =7 o]},

2 (theory of decentraliz

FHEE YA A4 A B
Hlge A3Hq A4S A ol 2HAEN
TFZol gt HAE =78 ol Yo, AE A
H 3% A7 shuelrk? EdFoE &
3, S R EEY A - - EA
7159 H#En (normative) =g 4w
HhH L] A A f2)E (degree) & & 0'6}
A A= Z1EAdTFES FAHE v
2 A5 ¥z g}

}-J I-J

lo

I. PoREHES M - BEEn
By

SAEG A FATE BT AFH T2
9Jr71%7]--?: i 3E5H oz AR & 588
A 7b-u) shvhrh uhE s EHE(L o] cH(White,
1933 ; Mosher and Poland, 1964 ; Boaden, 1
970 ; Mawhood, 1974 B). o1z-2 A A=l A
2 WA AA 7} ob7l 2 38 FAEH FAHA
S AAG AFEL FAd bR g o 24 R
fbe] e o FAAEANE qAEA HA
c}(Marshall, 1965 ; Leemans, 1970 . Rowat,
1980). 53|, $AZ 9 A4 A2 & $dAdzte
24 o]l FAHHA A= FHAPL
Ao g AN ANER HFF A R(
Heaphey, 1971 : Rondinelli, 1981), 432l
Qe A o] e FHpgEfol N At

1) AiF7Es AR SREY 54 (empirical analysis) 9]
A3 ‘s SERF R o RERALS o Rl MEEAT
Br8e #24543%, (1990. 12) pp.1373—98-8 A=g 4,
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Alal e Zo] Bl ol A&AHQ FFAu| 2
FHEeolet £ Alzol A A= U (Yates, 19
71 ; Hoggett and Hambleton, 1987 ; Morphet,
1987). 4% A7 FAL 23 d+e HKEH
SRSl FH AL o] HF Al A o g KA o
2} vbA A A F(pendulum) N & $E5E
HEol dte mgg Hehla Qlet

S5 A = S 383 7Tl A
FA =l o] o2 staE o A= A3 A}
A dEe F4E d2 U olEL 24
$EAESR 4 (centralists) oF 53-#ia# 4 (decentralists)
o Fagor 7Yl BE B A
Hasg FAsY FAE 2o A ubitee
AR, HES ] ARG A AR
o] & w|:3st+= Aol H(Smith, 1985 ; Stud-
enski and Mort, 1941). 54 &) A3 o) e} A1 2
ol m1A - A A o] Br1F FAel A
3 WE Aol & Ay Wy shAh

SRR E ol FAse Al A FE
ZAA EdoE A#AAs o 2F TS
P E, A A QA7 AL A2 A
A1} so¥(Finer, 1934), #4 Aul2el #AH
4 o] A (Harris, 1911 ; Willoughby, 1927
: MacDonald, 1929), 2| F5lof| ch3t X 25
5l % & & #(Odgers, 1901 ; Robson, 1931 :
Tocqueville, 1842), A A A = a}e| F &3
Cole, 1931 ; Laski, 1919), #3354 &4
| i (Douglass, 1921), AN H ] xd= 4¢
o] 7}%5(Clarke, 1933), A2 A <A ZFA(
Smith, 1849 ; Finer, 1932)% tj o7} 74
ol | 7+ 7 ok ¥ ] 8FAk & 7} Alderfer, 1935) 5<%
4 Uk

o|of ulale] i E 52 Sibe] Hrl52
24, AP v E&AH 37 A4 (Hole-

ombe, 1931 ; Manny, 1930), £ = 4424
og 489 =3 3k(Williams, 1935), g%
Aol og F7kA Ed4de] A s (Munro,
1928 ; Porter, 1934), & Avj29 %3 A =
AR Zol glo} AR x|z &7 5 sH(Swift,
1931) % FA5t 3 Aot EilHwE& ol rHERE
2 oAy LS E3ho] 7= & &)
A, F AAA 55t P4 o 4§ ol Ha}
o] gald] i =lE BMRS Atz AUk

2 2ol Folh & o] FAke| o At = 4
< A9 FAA &2 U+ vl vIA SHERE
o Asl= AAT oLz A8 T3
Avlzol g Ao T59 1 FFA &8
Aol A & 4 9lom (Shepard, 1975), FF
Aol gt vl HAst Sofisn (
Tiebout, 1956), ol b= vl && Foln
AA23E Felnd qE g o Anldez 4
T 4 A Hehe ZAolck(Hart, 1972). A 4
oA & LS B3 AR, HE A
Zr& 7} o) 3k4bE v (Mass, 1959), A7l 3 od
o AAA=A FA4E A FadAgol viaid

4 9lohbm FAgoh(Hill, 1974). AH3] 4 Z el

e A Azte) 7| A AR 45

2.4 b7} Aok= 712 g (Winthrop, 1
967). M=zl deid LS T7F =
A L O I B A o S TR ) R
(Rondinelli et al., 1984 ; Allen, 1987), tiv}elr}
ALl d o 2olshE A= EEL voe
FAH] AxTF27 288 Atk 446
71 & dcH{(Mawhood, 1974 A).

o] & srilfb el F715ol cHall w2k gl
£ He e AREL A Ak e A E Y
s dved,HA AAdFel A4S FAA A
HPC A G Ae ol n] Bt s3HEAH Q] e
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2 ART2E AU Fol= 71 UD WFA
H agA e AE ol H A A pieko.m (Sharpe,
1978), A=A Aol 4 9] =3 s3E{LE v &
&3 v A A Udle] & ¥ ohvzh(Wood,
1961), =A1 A F- WAl M = Agte| ke T
HEe Ay A Y FHFe BHE
q715¢ ek wHstn dek(Yates, 19
73). w7t A 2 AT 9] Aol Qlel A= A
SHHEfLE Fodel ok A A Al 2]
Felse] vpobd Hgol &4 glerni(Katz
nelson, 1972), A4 79 Q1®. AHd 3 ) 3ok
o2 gk A gel AH AFrt HasIE
gk (Mukerii, 1961).

M. #Fsri#E ¥ (Theory of
Decentralization)

HEFENE B2 4 B =5 FERE
Apol 8} o] zk2 5] f1alE oo e
o2 242 B T (lack of theory)
o glch SriEfbe] A&} gkl A o] &
Akl As) sl dubF e A5H S e 4
g5, AJA A oA £ 3k (arguments) o] v (E%E
(rhetoric)ell 7}7+-& % B3k (theory)elztx
27)oll o chPalvkslnd ol Fo AME FI

2) {63 (proverbs) & 7I%tol AA s AY PallA FAE
Aetsl A7l edlE i A5Ho] At dukshy of =
e Aol FAde i EF L 2 ) E JFE
47+ 317] W Fol vk, B nk @ik i o] ehich 2
< 2 W go]l 34 A7) ekl Folo] F(What
is true), 2= (What is false) & 7}eiul F= £3}7)

wl] %o} c}(Simon, 1946).

AJAHY7 b FUH Ao 2 & F2
om kel AH Ev wbH o2 A7 3w
HEEell iz APH FAE A
Bope FEH7MAA 4 Ae] diFEel7]
w] & o} c}. Rondinelliz} & =4 3 R A&, “5HE
te] 33H =& FAHEZI A BF Z7HA
FAN MAEFS AT AFH o A0A A
o] gic}”+ 7 o} c}{Rondinelli, 1981).

srHE{L B 5% (theory of decentralization)-&
s el A (causes) 3} #f4(conditions),
28] 2 k&5 (consequences) =+ Bk (effets)
of g sistE F73t= 2ol (Ashford, 1
975). “r At o (Why), Al (When) Hh4) =
o] £ 2213 A (performances)+ AlA 2
o] w] §7}77 of] I3} o 5}ol glo], “of g Al (how)
FHELE o] 5 AU st Aot 2 F3}
oA EutE FHolEe] A o] o] E Fol
e}, Al = 8} (institutionalization) =2 o )64
= ANE AfdAe] & Aelet

SRR & dadE Sele 9A
SHHE(L RS shvhe] M(Variable) 2 ol 3
¥ Y27} gck(Smith, 1979 and 1980). B}
T Ao g ek, s Fide e
YL T4z € A3+ R
1% % g (dependent variable) 2 o} = o} 3}
of, HEIL-E B8 o] Fxl & chofdt AAlH Ax
ol A&l HrsnA € B 2Rl shvy
387 %85 (indepndent variable) 2 2 g &) o] o}
gt ®

3) 53, ¥ AL 2l vk W2 o o)l A o B
1& (governmental structure) 2} = g§ (governmental
performance) Aol 9] FAE 9 sl FHHIER (new
institutionalism) ¢l @@geo 2 HE & 4 3¢ Aol
(March and Olsen, 1984 ; Peters, 1988).



MABERES] EAT AT Bl L5 ME  EEFFR N BEr 29

oMy ¥HH AL HF 2 dF1A
e A4 el A TR ghEE
s 1L 9] %21k (conceptualization ) & Al
ol i o} &3t 1 2 2] BI%E (measurement )
LA oc}h. Fesler= 1% R A &, 71 Big
o] Bl gle] FrHA F 23 Hikiwey ME
(methodological problems) &+ = &89 % 3%t
(conceptual ambiguities) =} #I%E Lo b (
measurement deficiencies) ¢] o} (Fesler, 196
5). " ey ohFAel A, “aHEfb(
decentralization)” 2t 807} & Ao ot} &
Fokoll wta}, riufolrtAw A - FA T2t
ge] ol gty Heo] FAUH FAE
Bagelsh a8yt Ay g Best Yek?

Fuls flsES] EAlol YA 2 F A E
ofe] B At Eeo] A& & FH o L
o A Ax & FAHov B UHEA
Ag-S tuglcta Az ok wheh A FF ol A
£ 71E FAAE ZE TAEE A
o| 8-3 HIEE < A Al gAstA, A BB
Aol A BEFHEAA S AR EE o]
v o g HE At e,

4) LS AdH el o Aol FeMe T2,
“AupEsteld AW WY £ A HHEA
zelAba, Agdgddy, AM5A A25(1990, 5), pp.
31—52¢9} “AWE-A el A2 A AYAAAT, Al
7 A13(1989. 12), pp. 251—63& #=2¥¢ A

5) ol B9 23k 2 Aol B Nl 243
¥l o

IV. # 5P HE(LS) M © AR
o itk A

aEe AXE, AT Y Ao A%
ofoll 4 B-& dalEo]l M2 & FH L A n
U] A A AEE FAHsgon], W=
s TR 27k vimd 7 (cross--
national study)ol] o] &8}7| & 33 w2 &= £
(& F5)da24 3744 4] (regression
analysis)oll &3}7| % sldet ol & 439
EAL dif-Fol £4 9 ME#HE(fiscal ind-
icatiors) & o] &% A <ldl, #4rifl5E (partial
measurement ) o] 2} uhy] EAbo]l EA 2 <l 3l
%7 74 7ol 9le] 9 A (consistency ) o] A o =]
< GAE Bolx et o] &H A F Y A A
wtz} AA =] Fo 23 A (fiscal measures)
3} F 2R Fof 23 & A (structural measures)

T2 vyl AES BRIz AL
1. M BIEMol| 2| 8} B (Fiscal Measures)

2% 97pA e ¥4 =5 AU} S A9
2ol atg AFAT}E
o] A W EAbe] A S 2 AsA Fot

1) Arend Lijpharte] %%
(Lijphart, 1984) :

A4 AARFFo Fo1E] AL PR E BT
w| w3t A, Lijphart+ £ 3 dstel Az
AEE ZAPe o AL AZE T/ AA
A 4-9) (tax revenue) 7} F4 -2 AlQl o]

4] 3 6870l gl ok 19701 o & OECD5-Al &
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o] &35ty FAZ A, dAEs} 21457}
Zb3dl® b A dstE ATz s 2e
vetytn, el 2 A9 A pA B YA 2]
2 =2y

2) Frederick Pryore] &4
(Pryor, 1968) :

Pryor& § A& =7} 9t 2L 25 9] 57} ALeo] 9
AAHHYEE 59 bl |, T
TFH-F 4w A ZE(public consumption expe-
nditures) 7}-&d] F4A Y7 BslE v E
S A) 2 sled “ A A 3}-8-(centralization ratio)” -2
A, o] & ol &3tdeh 1= 195614 3 19621
Fakelol A A 7 F AL 79} 6] AT T 7
o AAY=F vimIAE vh” FaE 25
agj&z b A=A b2, fosety]o}
7b b R FE eyt

3) Douglas Ashforde] &3
(Ashford, 1979) :

Ashford& 57 A+ AAF71e] A=
£ 10:d7H(1963—73)0l AH AZuwlad A=
ul, 7} A2E “A A 318 (centralization rat-

i0)” & ‘FAYo ALY AAAE

6) 4% vmd 210 AARFF Fohe FAGH Eel
wte} dldgbe, ol agtel, ojuiel, Wrldl, FHAE,
oldE, Zda AT, ololFA;E, FAFE TF
dotz, daAlxs, *5314 L2ge], d&, 24, 7

2 A%, Aot 2929 Ee s vebskadrch

7) 1956139 AAVH AR & FHx 282, 22ER
of, olef g}, v]F, Eahe, § 5, Fohiol, Brtele}, obdd
e, £, A5, Az, Firgehulel o JRelPT 11
9621doll 7lAE 22, 2AER ] o, A%, ¥
2, Brte)e}, oldAE, vl F, Fohrfel, ERbE, M,
A8, fFgevlets] Motk

(current spending) % A}&-=] & (capital spen-
ding)®]-g'olet+& 271A] A A= Foll A3
oh® ool o3t wA AR FH g He}
2T A, 0 F3 zapae 99 10d 717HE
of 43 A=}t FolAl ukd JFE 239
2t AR Hx Alvcde) A5 H98
W 3loh gigich S 2 AR A Fu] Bl oA
g 7, A 7175t £ 2 A A Fato] oxir
243 598 # UrA 45 AR =0}
o2 73td Ao vebyld

4) Paul Solano¢] &4
(Solano, 1983) :

Solano 6712 M A A &5 o] &3] “ A 5
€ (centralization ratio)”-8- AJ43 H 24 &
T SUFE AR HAEAHE o8 A
3ol w8 JFHE A=s Ao 19683 2
19691 Zzboll 3lo] =5 187 A8l F3 715
Aoz EA3er, ol AHEH AR F
EL TRRZFE XY FAAN AE, T

HlE A FHAFAS(F2Lz2gL £

), vzAH FaNEFE A FIHY
A&, w22 R2Es ]S AN T4

A¥A2, FTanzIE AN F
EERE S S kR
u] g9 671 2Ack,

oc}-z

X

Oﬁ ox,
e e
X

e e

5) Roy Bahle] &7
(Bahl, 1986) :

Bahl-e 371 2] A} A =] § & o] &5tod “EAZE

8) Ashford £ Fo3} A4 4 ¥7b9) w] o] 9ol =, F7}e)
AN FEAECAA 2 ALARLY) FolA A
Aol AA e viFE B nelshor HAH FEA
2ulzA 249 4 dekz FRsge
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(dencentralization ratio)”-2 %3 5 o] &
o] & ¥H3tel| W§ FIFHE AxdACh
25180 AAAR]F7HEE 4o 2 19753 9
1983 A &§ ol &-3tglE v, of ] AHE-H A A
ARELE ALY F A&7k AP T A%
o] A= & (FArEFE Ad), FF2
F A 7h&d 2kAlQlo] AR sl vl E, W
x| A 52 &7
v g9] 3717 ot

Fopnzgel AAde

6) Kee Woo—Sike] &4
(Kee, 1977) :

25270 A FATEY FARAEF
Az vlasld A 7} o] 83 A EE Fr}
9] & 7} A=A & (current public expenditures)
7b¢dl Ao A=A e v ge| e dl
19503 %€ 19681 7tA o 7]17HEE FA %
A, 1986 e 7 FAEEH F7hE 29
293 743 AHEHQ] F7hE Fvlokz eyt
o}

7) Paulo Vieiraol &3

(Vieira, 1967) :

Vieirax 19 &9 =Foll4] £457 F7}1e
A3 A x5 153 7H1950—64 ) ofl 4 31 RifR
#(cumulative index) & 243 Y= o, o] o
ALEH AHRAFE “AFo F49 (total rev-
enues) ¥ ]2 (total expenditures)>}-$-=l

9) #2770 A - AT EAY Y2 LA M5 H
e, 2w, Avie, ol 2B ol FEuc}
v 3, Aate, 4, dr)el, detzegl, AFoteE,
i.":E]—E.?}, 2elL, S5, cEd)e], ofo]gME ZFE

2, otddle, W, EFes FAYE, e,
F, Zvlote) Mol it

AR F-rd3t 2 &) Hdlw &7 A
29 AFEA L gt Sk A A va
7b ol EHEE Fitde f HEEE
ot = Aol vl 27k kel SrHELEE
¥ (decentralization score)ol| 2]l 9] 9] 7|7+
Fob 29l 2URAES} A Fohon
AGs 288 13A4F70F 54 "4 4
7h AA4A Aoz vepta®

8) Wallace Oates9] =%
(Oates, 1972) :

AAgto] wE JIHE Y8 Oatese 4
742l AR FEE o] &35e] A8k (centraliz
ation ratio)-2 A4t & 5 1960dcH ZulFEl
Fbol] o] 2 & 717k ko] 58§ Az Hw
slch 27b o) 3 A B ES AR F AALS
R R
+ 8] 8, £ 7§ A2 & (current expenditures) 7}-§-
ol F3AK-] v, F

consumption expenditures) 7} $-o] Fo}= o]

] (current revenues) 7}-&-d]

73 A} 2 w] %] Z(current

- Y F u|FyRE Lulx}&(civil consu-

mption expenditures ) 7} 3o Fo}A 2] u]-§9]

10) ¥Aste] AAHFEE dobl 7] 2zt 2 Aol A
£l gAbH a9l Al F A 22, A A A 29, el
A g 5& SHAFERZA hideh

11) 254570 AL FAF 2 A A £ whet 29, k2
flo], 4=, 2¥, oF, dvta, #3, F3, ¥RY
E, Ao}, Ao, vidgs, A}, otddE,
Auich, olefel, Erte, 2357, A8, 249, 2o}
A, £rtefol Alg o}, 2 21k, Falro}, 77}, ol e}
2, ¥zrela, sk, o|sztd, wlE s, e
2 2F, AR, Eolds), daetes, Aads, e},
Az, 22, AR, EUcte Bula, ojzghadl
W Fole), Yol Mael e, BF 2R e Yt
o 13422 & 4 A2 eyt
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47}A Aok 47bA A E2E T 5 S Y-S
o 7b2 AWAHQ Irhe et g, A
4 38 Fle A2 YEepyah®

9) R.S.Smith¢] %A (Smith, 1974) :

1960 d el oll gled 2370 A= A= o] U8y
EE wlm B4 a4 Smithe 371x] AA R F
E ol &3tod LHSE FAFAEH, old A}
® A F 52 F AF43(tot] revenues) 7} vl
A Heqle vg, AYFFFY 7HEd

Zeol ¥ z-Z(intergovernmental transfers) o}

rle

A e vl g W F AFSS e AT
#1449} (own —sources revenues) 2l ] -g o] ¢l

o.

GlExxgAe vRd AE)

ol A7A =% 95del izt AR FA
= LAt AR E A As L3
234 EHe M2 EAgE o] EAe]e|

FE5H AL BFt AR o] &9 MEBUER
(fiscal indicators) & o] & Rrte A4l o]} w] &
TR A A A Fo| o FH 4] v]u]A
< #WE(control)dt~7] & % EistE (multiple
indicators) ¥} 4l & Al £ x| vt AH&-5 =] F 59
ZEA AL o] A 5| AH43](revenues) 3} = &

(expenditures) o] 2} WF 2 wloj x| £3lx

12) AT Aide wte 2HYE o AWYT 90
= 4w Abe] 7} vhelyket. ol A oh, 424 (revenue) %) 3
Eol UL o YHUAEA EL 10437H: 2elety
o}, zteto] ), el &, dAbul & &, whvlFole), Y 74
e, Galo]z|of, Ao}l g, ©ojuyzt gl wid,
#| & (expenditures) x| E ol o] A&} 7] = Fujo} ¥ =
shu, U, 2ulelyel, Adlgal e, Aele)sl, Al
2, g o) e}, Fu= o}, Felatate] JEol et

Ut

A7 FAE “FAd AR Fgez HA

iU AEE TvtE2A FAHE F A=
74" 3t Heoltt, utef o] Eo] FAA Y9} A
e AR Ao 2o FAH(
governmental centralization) W =] =|w3}EH4»
‘o] obd F-& olwle] A4 3 A (fiscal centraliz
ation) == ANAHF-A NI L FA stz o
H FAE FepAR e A 2R 7t gt
ol AW v +HMIL T AY
A N-Atolel oA A A A3 e 27| (the amount
of decision—making powers)" & x|} 5 7}
2 84 o] A x (the degree of autonomy)
®FozA g Ft At AH v &
ojuldt et wpebA AP Eto g HHH
Aol ZAHE 4 gee o)JEE A A YU
o, ol A ©l Roy Bahl “=] q} 8- 3} (governm-
ental decentralization)¥ ©}4 ¢ B (dimen-
sions)-& HE = 2 4 +le] FA = 7] ol Fct-
el ot x| F g Aol Yol = ohE BE 8.9l Fol
s ojof gcp" s Al YUt

AR F o7 AU £2v EA3e FA o
e A & i EA TAE v E BRaoRE
(partial measurement) o] A2 4 AP HA
FHdolate AFd A o= g FtE &3
i glrhe Holoh 2 A & A E F7t
7+e) 9l v] ol 4] (consistency ) o] 7 o 5
Av W2 43 2 (conflict) o] A =7 =
ok o & FAE A4S 2 /72 Q3

13) A4 A 24 Aol )8 H2YA.
14) Oates, 1972, P.196.

15) Kee, 1977, P.81.

16) Bahl, 1986, P.5.
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3] 7 ¥4 (regression analysis) 52 £3 9.9l
Ee dgRstef Al e aA AEE 4 ge
Holct,

ol & MA A Holl 27 ZAol 4 w)AH
+ 8Al+ Michael Wasylenko ¢} Richard ¢l
o], Wasylenko2] 7¢ “MAANFEL A%
+ A3} (true decentralization)§ 23 3}7)ql
A (flaws)e] Y F et 24 3% 2 (
Wasylenko, 1987), Bird &= “o= =} 3l A A 4=
=] (single fiscal number)el] &) A &4 qte A
Hell 4 F-£ddo] dojutx Aol sl
G gk AR Lo o3 A Y8l 24
< whA] FAle] v F-Euk veld ¥ AdxA
Foll 8l FA=E A2 AA A AP =
b obF-R& AR [A S} Qb2 2 F w ]
9 cH(Bird, 1979 ; 1980 ; 1984 . 1986).

-{n:

2. M ROl 2 8t A (Structural
Measures)

% 57kAe ¥4 A AA3 FAAES
HELS A A 5 FollAsh el 2 4y
44 AR L A E3k2A ot

1) Thomas Wainggai2] &3
(Wainggai, 1985) :

Wainggaits 21.9] 291 Foll 4 A% E4Zol
Yol Aol $ kel Fpua o] AAAAE o}
Wzl slge o, o)l 2= 3709 24 2| %
% ol R3] Ed3te A5 At
27} o] B4 x| F 5L ‘ol F wiubud) =) u)a R
o £, ALY VYT WFas, o
BEFAH FEATF FE G, 28 AgE
Aol HEE AWAY A} R4S

ARG FYFAY a7y 2 g PFrE
2255 S st s Aok 2o 27 8
% < (decentralization score)"ol] w}a} 1270 7 ut
E4TY] ¥USAEE 247 A2 Ya) o)
7Hg EA Fohe velgtan ol s o) 243}
A=zt 74 gy m

2) Almond ¢} Powelle] 23
(Almond & Powell, 1978) :

Almond e} Powelle =] &) = A ghul| & (terri-
torial division of power) o] &} A] Z}ol) 4 A X&) g
=50 1o 2 PR3P En,® 2 AL —TTH
(unitary), 289 ##] (formally federal),
B (quasi—federal), ##B%I(federal) =l
B R4 il (confederal) o} 5712 2.4 z}7}e)
TES A% d b o] FRA Ao oA
3tgict. ol 59 ZAsfoll w2 —Tnf 259
AAB =7} 7H 3 BEHE 242 £
7} Foi sl ERBAHV S $H = AR
Yefete ol

LUA HFole dlFore A g e
(80HAIE o]A)o] Z7s|vi, §A] A dula)
AFEAAZE dYAFoel 48, M=,
A, Az g vl et 2 ok £y
AT 7tolle 45, olelel o F g 28452
R, AT E $AHEA} Aoz
g Atk g Q=9 ¥} of FAE A9
£, A5, dalel ot Y v F& T2 Qi) Fo

4
_'w_

17) 1270 F7te] ¥4 5+ PelA), 223, &b
of, allo] =l o}, o] A E, s, vl Sel, 1}o]R) 2o},
QlEwvlAle}, BetA, qlx 9] fAclgict

18) °] &4 ¥#& A4 A Ivo Duchacek] #Jyu(
power maps)ejl <] Z§ 7 o] 1 =}(Duchacek, 1973).
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2 BAYE) b A AR EAE A
AAF EFetdd FAUN)FH #5335

3) Douglas Ashford 2] &3
(Ashford, 1977) :

Ashfordel} &) 3=
o £z = 4] (vertical dimension)z} 4% A
%41 (horizontal dimension) ©] g 5 £ & 4|
off ejsl ok sl o], BiE© FX BN YA
Mol o3l A =} = 3hed (politcal intervention) 7}
= A = (direct ) o1 Al obri=d 2k  (indirect ) 21 =]
2 oln|ste, ¥ ST A Atel s FAHT
% (administrative structure) 7} %] (comp-
artmentaliz ed) 2l 7| o} % ¢ (integrated)
| %3t

o) & =¥l ol A x| Mo} A ol
w AT} FUss e Qe ¥}
7ba Ao, bl 2 A A Zedrt A H
olm A FHTFZ7 5= e AR T
7 2 Aot b AFulFFe F7h7}
Sol vzts st AP A AAF ool w3
HEL BEAQ Frjolrh ob-ge] T3} =
Ade] E3side 7 (mixed

cases) o]t}

QU3 1A Suh2 5

ox]

i

i

&€ FF

4) Adelman® Morrise] &3
(Adelman & Morris, 1967) :

Adelman =} Morris& 72t = 4H-=-9] 7 A"
201S ool 7] 9] 5hed 1957\ F-¢ 19623 A}e)
o] ZE 74 F el A AARAHEE FHY
o} bl gloldl AR S W T 24
o} AE7telA A4 Bankss}t Textor7h AAI&E
A %) 4] A ¥] ;L AT (Cross—Polity Survey)oil 4

219 Wb M4 S0 E BEotel RAAEE
Nafiztt (ordinally) o 2 %3 3ieh ol B A
H ol w74 AREATE 4N 2FoE
$5ahglch

5) Geert Hofstedeo] &3
(Hofstede, 1980) :

Ao Z7HE7tell A s B2 Aol & A9
521 A Hofstedew 24 W Asizte] 4 #A&
ZA3ted 49 “HMEH MM (power distance
index)" & 8t Ak 19873 F-8 19731 Aol

19) Banks &} Textor2] “Cross—Polity Survey”2 ¥
ol &% W45 No28(# A2l LMy 474), No
30( 4 teben o] ), Nod6( A £22] 7}2]£w}), No.
47(5A A A= E) 3 Nod8(5%3 4 A=ul4) o132
c}(Banks and Textor, 1964).

20) (7)) A=A 2§ 234 FAEL AdH =5 MR
FomA F}ARs ohg AF A Yt EE
ololl & ot =7l 2uh, bAE), R Tiol, £uuFt ol
290}, 7, 7, 7ol olak, oleta, 82w A
v}, vholulglel, v|g, shelbtolel, 2o, Alvl,
W&t 4, A2l o}, wluk, eh 3, obglollm|a el E 2
sgz, () S AR el 7 sht FAAFS
Ea7b 28] AR %L 167AF7tERA 226
7}, vl 2, Felga), £Feks, Rl Aol gl
o}, 23 JstetFol, aprl 4R, shiel, A5, £
of, 2, &7zt FuAlol, Holsl 7 FFsisch
(ch) Al 159 2570 F7HEE ol=Fdes JAH
287} o] 58 JatE e olole otz dE, Fav|
of, webd, AE, Aal, FEvulol Aeolze|s, aA
ol x, ol Aehald, Rulo] 7}, Y&, alulie, etrbAl, et
9, w2} 2, the} =] 2] o}, Wal i, Alollel 3l &, & ob2 2
7}, Eglvets Retn, $30ch, &Fe), v Rl
Aulolrt xgslged, () oz A4 ¥UAB=
7t 713 e 104 F o2 e vol, sl E, A=, otid
o], &% 2, oto]ua], 2AE Fex Uz U
9 ojnic] 2F5 et
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of] o3& 71¢l 3l P =(HERMES)o 2] & Al A
5 ZFA gl &) & 2Ad F(attitude survey) 2
+e A8E F33 F40MZE v AE
o], 27} o] &3 A& EF ‘AHe] AE Y 2}
ool gt A el =, A3 A E 2el 3=l
gk Faiste] $8 o sEAt Adsde
o] oA A PN 9] 37| HAeh P

FIEE3AY A FE)

HollA B5 chaiAl e AW =g FH 3o
At Mz g AU 2 WE o ARE
4] W9k Wainggai®] 7%+ 4o A A &
ol &g FAel glel AHE Frx £A, &
73 A o] £ 2] (definitional problem) g} ¥¥2
A (partial measurement ) 2} 24 & e 2 oty
A, vz Al -7 (Almond e} Powell, Ash-
ford %) Adelman®} Morris)& 2 & (measure-
ment) o] 2} 7] 2 5t ¥-F(classification) o] 7} 7} 9]
AR F747k vl Z A Foll F-H ook o Fok

21) 34 7 4] =il Hofsrede 2] & 7+7 2| 4= (power distance
index )+ 9 A ¥ 3}(governmental centralization) 2]
Ax ¥op: A3 (authoritarianism)e] A x5
A% HAolgieh 29 Aol 24 P& wf JHF AH
FoA(HEEA ] &) F7t€ YeldelAdz, 7+
AAFA A 27t Fe Fobe 22220l ot e
BAZFL AHFA} A Aol wet A A=, wivilF
Az} qle, fi, A7 Ee veld 3%, 23 EFF
vlol, Bloj7}, WA, S5, B, e, 2FFY, 28
2, o]l vl Aial, 7| AE AR, olHl, FolL
271, ol dlelr, B3, Aviel, iRl E, 35 AE,
o, A9 A AFgE wEgo), 27, oldAE, FH
A=, gfinfa, o]xetal o] MEolieth

22) BA 3 Jdel stz o] ¥H 2+ AAAIE

o £-v] 4 (continuous variable) 2 4 ¥ 7}% A (interval

1} o] o] o] 83 F2A FE(structural ind-
icators) & 3 A 4 (formal)o| i ¥ ¥ 4 (legal)
ql 2554 32 F(behavioral indicators)
ste 2 Foba Azt FeAAd Aei(
dynamics) & el F2| E3la ek Eo
2, Hofstedeo| A5zt A+ JAY=F
el Z] Beobe AdFdAEE S5
o f&3cte ¥ 4 oo

o4 MPANE Y FERAL ¥ wF
1409 71& ZA A Foll g E4o] A4
F= HL, 4 MH b (governmental
decentraliz ation)el| & ) A A 2] (concep-
tualization) 7} A @ =l ojof 3o, MF2 AL
# 3 ==z 3} (operationalization) 2} A A= F
(empirical indicators )& Al A ghol] glo] o} &3
% ofj (theoretial reasoning ) 7} 51 %} 5} o o} gk}
< ZHojth o& 3, A (power)d Abol
€ F2Raeel 4AE AHE JedEA
¥ &7 (partial measurement) o] £ & &7
7] 9 & A & % ¥ (multiple indicators ) ¥+ 4]
o] I8 3dlcke Holrh

i

measuremunt ) 32 £#1, AF 2| A48 4 (discrete
variable) £ A %] 47 (ordinal measurement )ol] o &
23 s ¥ 4 ek
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