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The legislature is close to the center of the reasons that

government size differs across place and circumstances and changes
over tune, and it is time that explanations of such matters woke up
to this fact (CRAIN at al. 1985, p. 314].

Abstract — The growth of government has long been a core issue of public economics with a
vast array of hypotheses offered and empirical investigations conducted. One key element of
this quest, with respect to democratic governments, has been the size of the legislature which
is seen increasing, decreasing, or neutral with respect to the growth of government. We ar-
gue that the inconclusive empirical results are the result of a misspecification and that instead
of legislature size, it is constituency size that matters and that the larger the constituency size,
the more government grows because of poorer representation. We test this hypothesis using
the case of the United Kingdom over the 20th century and find that constituency size is pos-
itively related to the growth of government.
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1. — Introduction

The growth of government is possibly the most vexing question of pub-
lic finance. Since the downfall of communism there has been little debate that
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excessive government spending causes problems in the economy, but there
is little consensus about what causes government to grow, how to prevent
government from growing beyond efficient levels, or even exactly what set
of problems excessive government spending causes. This lack of consensus
is certainly not from a lack of research effort. Hundreds of articles and nu-
merous books have investigated the question of government spending
growth and now there are even several publications that have reviewed and
cataloged the competing theories and evidence, again without a consensus
emerging'.

One latent explanation for government spending is constituency size,
which is simply the number of constituents represented by each member of
the legislature. Constituency size is known to affect how legislators repre-
sent their constituents and is an important determinant of the outcome of
the legislative process. Thornton — Ulrich [1999] have shown that con-
stituency size is a statistically significant determinant of the level of state gov-
ernment spending in the US. States with a larger constituency size had high-
er levels of spending. This indicates that the problem of excessive govern-
ment spending emerges over time as the result of population increases
which are not correspondingly matched by increases in the number of rep-
resentatives. Larger constituency size may result in poorer representation of
constituent interests because the legislator becomes less able to represent
those interests and because they are less constrained by their constituents.

The relationship between constituency size and the growth of government
spending over time is examined here with empirical tests on the experience
in the United Kingdom. Using time series data, we address this question us-
ing traditional empirical techniques for assessing causality, thereby answer-
ing directly the question of whether or not constituency size causes increased
government expenditures (to the extent in wich such claims are possible in
the limited sense of granger causality). This approach is different than the
typical cross-sectional and quasi-panel data empirical assessment of this is-
sue2 .

Our results consistently indicate that constituency size is positively relat-
ed to the growth of government spending in the UK, despite alternative for-
mulations of the variables and the use of different sample periods. This find-
ing suggests that constituency size is an important determinant of the growth
of government in democratic states. While this result does not entirely dis-
place other perspectives on the growth of government, it does help to sig-
nificantly refine the theory of government growth, shining new light on such

1 See for example Moser [1999] and Kapeluck [2001].
2 Even when panel data is available, earlier studies usually do not consider the time series prop-

erties of the data and, in some cases, average the data over time periods.
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contributions as Peacock — Wiseman [1961] and Wagner's Law. In addition
to improving our understanding of the growth of government, the simplic-
ity of constituency size as a policy-relevant variable enhances its chances of
being implemented in both unicameral and bicameral states, both as a cura-
tive for and preventative against the problem of excessive government spend-
ing.

2. — Legislature size vs. constituency size

Stigler [1976] first asked how the size of legislature affected the quality of
citizen representation in government, hypothesizing that the question could
be analyzed with reference to economic processes and suggested that the an-
swer would be determined by interest groups. Since Stigler's early contri-
bution, a significant body of scholarship on this issue has developed. While
perhaps oversimplifying, the debate over legislature size and government
spending can be summarized by two rival hypotheses. First, the law of 1/n
holds that government spending rises as legislature size increases. This pos-
itive relationship is presumed to exist because as legislature size increases
there are more mouths feeding from the same trough. Weingast — Shepsle
— Johnson [1981] describe this theory as the neoclassical theory of legisla-
ture size and government spending.

An alternative to the neoclassical hypothesis is the public choice hypoth-
esis which holds that government spending rises as constituency size per leg-
islator increases. A larger legislature size means that each legislator has a
smaller more homogeneous constituency and that voters can more efficiently
monitor the behavior of their representatives. This hypothesis is dubbed the
public choice view because it better conforms to the foundational works in
the public choice literature. The empirical support for the rival hypotheses
has been mixed and, over time, the theoretical arguments amended and qual-
ified. Crain [1979] responded to Stigler's analysis and found that the impact
of legislature size (number of legislators) on legislative output was indeter-
minate because the greater production costs of assembling a majority coali-
tion in larger legislatures could be offset, or not, by increased specialization
in the committee system. McCormick — Tollison [1981] theorized that larg-
er legislatures would make the production of legislation more costly, but their
statistical findings were weak. Shughart — Tollison [1986] found that larger
legislatures increased the production of legislative bills, but not spending.
GILLIGAN — MATSUSAKA [1995] found that larger legislatures actually in-
creased state government spending; again, however, their empirical results
were marginal and could be accounted for by bicameralism. GILLIGAN —
MATSUSAKA [2001, pp. 79-80] reexamined the impact of legislature size in
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the US over the 20th century and found that legislature size was positively
related to spending, but they found some of their own results «surprising »,
«fragile », «not obviously consistent», and that larger legislatures actually
«reduced state expenditures and increase local expenditures».

Bradbury — Crain [2001] found mixed support on legislature size in their
cross country investigation and a positive relationship between the size of
unicameral legislatures and government spending. Their findings were very
sensitive to model specification, with sign changes on important and statis-
tically significant variables. Ricciuti [2003] found that legislature size out-
performed constituency size in a comparison of a panel of OECD countries.
Using panel data, Fiorino — Ricciuti [2007] only found support for legisla-
ture size in their study of Italian regions. Thus the hypothesis that larger leg-
islators cause increased government spending, dubbed the law of 1/n and the
neoclassical hypothesis by Weingast — Shepsle — Johnson [1981] has been
widely tested, but with limited empirical support 3 .

The alternative hypothesis, the constituency size hypothesis, or public
choice hypothesis, argues that larger legislatures actually lead to relatively
less government spending because each legislator represents a smaller and
more homogeneous constituency and that voters are better able to monitor
their legislator. The constituency size hypothesis rests on the bedrock of pub-
lic choice theory. Buchanan — Tullock [1965, p. 112] found that the «expected
costs of organizing decisions, under any given rule, will be less in the smaller
unit than in the larger» 4 . Olson [1965, p. 28] also examined the impact of
the size of the decision-making group and likewise concluded «clearly then
groups with larger numbers of members will generally perform less effi-
ciently than groups with smaller numbers of members»'. Both of these land-
marks in public choice theory demonstrate that the cost of organizing a win-
ning coalition increases exponentially with the size of the decision-making
group and therefore support the hypothesis that smaller constituency size (i.e.
larger legislature size) would restrain the growth of government and that
larger constituency size and smaller legislature size would promote the
growth of government spending.

Breton's [1974] theory of full-line supply in representative democracies al-
so supports the constituency size hypothesis. He argues that politicians of-

3 What is clear from the existing econometric models of government spending and legislature
size is they often are very sensitive to specification, and very particular assumptions arc used re-
garding the time series properties of the data. For example, results from earlier studies are often
sensitive to the inclusion or exclusion of fixed effects, suggesting the empirical results are being dri-
ven by cross sectional variation and leaving open the question of inadequate controls.

4 On this point see Buchanan — Tullock [1965, p. 112, emphasis in the original].
5 On this point see Olson [1965, p. 28].
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fer voters not a single position, but an entire menu of policy options. Here
politicians engage in implicit logrolling in the sense that they put together
a winning coalition of issues for voters. The larger the constituency size the
more politicians are able to engage in this implicit logrolling and this would
result in larger government.

There is also the issue of voter heterogeneity that backs the constituency
size hypothesis. The more heterogeneous the voters of a district are, the
more likely representatives are willing to vote for a wider variety of spend-
ing bills. The smaller the constituency size of districts the more homoge-
neous they tend to be, while heterogeneity tends to increase as district pop-
ulation increases. Therefore small constituency size would tend to dampen
government spending if it has the predicted effect on heterogeneity. When
Crain [1999, p. 675] examined the role of diversity within districts and their
resulting fiscal bias, the evidence « emphasize[d] the conditional nature of
the 'law of 1/n'»6 . Dye [1961] found that larger and more heterogeneous
constituencies resulted in representatives supporting a wider variety of in-
terest groups. Altshuler [1970] and the new reform tradition recognize that
smaller constituency size results in better communication and representation
of constituency interests which might explain Hansen — Palfrey — Rosenthal's
[2004] finding that increased constituency size resulted in a lower voter
turnout. Finally, Amacher — Boyes [1979] found that heterogeneity did al-
low representatives to act more independently and that heterogeneity had a
more significant impact than constituency size although the two variables are
correlated 7 .

More concretely, Thornton — Ulrich [1999] found that constituency size
was positively correlated with government spending across US states. This
would suggest that increases in legislature size would suppress government
spending over time. In addition, Pettersson-Lidbom [2004] and Primo —
Snyder [2005] have found evidence for a reverse law of 1/n (larger legisla-
tures led to lower spending) which overturns Weingast — Shepsle — Johnsen
[1981] law of 1/n and supports the argument for constituency size. The ef-
fect of expanding the voting franchise on increased government spending al-
so supports the constituency size hypothesis in the sense that expanding the
franchise increases the number of voters per representative'.

In sum, there are therefore two basic competing hypotheses regarding the

6 See Crain [1999, p. 675].
7 One might also include the issue of polity size in support for the constituency size argument.

Scholars dating back to Aristotle have thought that small polity size results in better participation
and representation and that a large variety of problems develop as polity size increases.
9 See on this point Husted — Kenny [1997].
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relationship between the size of legislatures and government spending. The
hypothesis based on the law of 1/n and claims that the larger the legislature
the greater the spending because more mouths will be feeding from the
trough and is characterized by Weingast — Shepsle — Johnsen [1981] as neo-
classical. The alternative hypothesis argues that the larger the legislature the
more restrained government spending will be due to the increased costs of
coalition building and decreased voter monitoring cost and this could be
dubbed the public choice approach. This hypothesis is related to the con-
stituency size argument because democracies do not often or radically
change the size of their legislatures, so that as population increases at a steady
pace, the constituency size per legislator increases. Both hypotheses have re-
ceived some empirical support, but most of this support has been weak or
questionable. A resolution to this question is of great practical interest be-
cause the size of the legislature is a policy variable that could either be used
to help solve or exacerbate the problem of the growth of government spend-
ing.

3. — The case for the UK experience

In an effort to expand the empirical analysis of this important issue, here
we examine the case of a single unicameral legislature in a time series analy-
sis rather than comparing different national legislatures in a cross-section
format, the latter being the typical empirical format9 . We examine a uni-
cameral government because most studies have shown that bicameralism has
a significant deterrent to government spending and that it can either create
or muffle the statistical significance of legislature size variables" ) . For exam-
ple, Gilligan — Matsusaka [2001] found that the size of the Senate was pos-
itively related to spending and the House was negatively related to spend-
ing. This they regarded as some support for the 'law of 1/n', but looked at
differently, it is evidence of the negative effect of bicameralism on spending.
A bigger House relative to the Senate strengthens bicameralism, while as the
Senate gets larger relative to the House they become more similar and as
Bradbury — Crain [2001, p. 322] noted «as [the bargaining parameter] ap-
proaches one, the bicameral result grows closer to the unicameral spending

9 Data limitations prevent a direct test of the two hypotheses.
10 See Bradbury — Crain [2002] on the significance of bicameralism.

11 Their findings were very sensitive to model specification, with sign changes on important and
statistically significant variables. The unicameral legislatures that were included in their study were
generally from small, undeveloped or developing nations and at least one legislature (with the sec-
ond highest level of spending) is reported as several times larger than its actual size.
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outcome». They examined unicameral legislatures in a cross-section analy-
sis and found some support for the 'law of 1/n' hypothesis. However, their
results were weak and their data was questionable". Most importantly, the
countries that they examined were generally undeveloped, developing,
and/or small.

With the UK we have a nation that is highly developed, stable and rela-
tively homogeneous, especially given that our data begins after Ireland be-
came independent in 1922. Our starting point also occurs after women were
given the right to vote and hold public office in 1918 and after the fiscal pow-
er of the House of Lords had been virtually eliminated in 1911. The Redis-
tribution Act of 1918 adopted the principle of equal constituency sizes so that
all the important changes in the British electoral system that might impact
constituency size are in place by 1922 and remain relatively unchanged to
the present. The time span of this study ends in 1998 when Scotland
achieved home rule.

The United Kingdom has long served as a primary laboratory for econo-
mists, including the subject of the growth of government. Adam Smith
[1776] used it as his case study to determine the source of the wealth of na-
tions. Hayek [1944] used the UK to explain the nature and evolution of so-
cialism, while Peacock — Wiseman [1961] based their landmark study of the
growth of government expenditures on the UK experience. It certainly is the
case that government spending in the UK has grown over the last century
with government expenditures and taxation increasing from about 10% of
GDP to highs exceeding 40%. Government employment (as a percentage
of the workforce) likewise increased by over 300% 12 .

This investigation is a time series analysis of the impact of constituency
size on government spending within a single country. The comparative size
of government spending across governments is an interesting and important
question in its own right, but the growth of government spending over time
within a country is perhaps the most vexing problem of public finance. The
growth of government spending seems to be a common feature of democ-
ratic government and is generally seen as a cause of the decline of nations
and an obstacle to economic growth. Using a time-series approach we are
able to examine the data over a time frame that is several times the length of
previous studies and can apply (non)causality statistical techniques. We can
also apply statistical tests to get a better feel for the time series properties of
the data, and these findings may help improve model specification when us-
ing panel data. Further, the cross-section studies of legislature size involve

12 See Middleton [1996, pp. 94-5, 99, 107]. On the UK's poor economic performance during
this period see Crafts [2002].
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few if any changes in legislature size so that the slight variation in legislative
size within countries limits the reliability of these parameter estimates"
whereas our study involves a half a dozen changes in legislature size as well
as a good deal of variation in both population and government spending
within a single country.

This analysis builds on the path-breaking work of Peacock — Wiseman
[1961] who forever downgraded the role that permanent factors play in the
process of government growth. They examined the factors suggested by
Wagner's law, such as population, technological progress, and urbanization,
but found that individually or cumulatively, the characteristics of economic
progress are not the inevitable cause of government growth but are only ca-
sually associated with it. They found that political factors are the primary rea-
sons for changes in the size of government. In their model, spending de-
pended on revenue and revenue was influenced or controlled through the
ballot box, or by the use of whatever other media exist for citizens to bring
pressure to bear upon their government. They showed that during the in-
tervals between key events, there was a tendency for the central government
to grow, which they named the concentration effect. We incorporate the con-
centration effect, recast as constituency size. We interpret the widespread
weak empirical support for Wagner's law as a function of the role that eco-
nomic progress plays on population which in turn impacts constituency size.

4. — Empirical test

The following empirical test investigates a causal relationship between
constituency size (S) and government expenditures (E) using annual data for
the United Kingdom covering the period 1923 through 1998. In alternate
regressions, we also evaluate the post-war period from 1946 through 1998.

The expenditure variable takes two forms. First, the variable E(; is gov-
ernment expenditures as a percentage of real Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
and, second, the variable Ep measures real government expenditures on a per-
capita basis. Expenditure data is from Mitchell [1992, 2003]. Population sta-
tistics, GDP and the GDP-deflator data (used to convert nominal to real gov-
ernment spending) are provided by Economic History Services' 4 . The num-
ber of representatives in Parliament is provided by Craig [1989] 15 . The corn-

13 See on this point Bradbury — Crain [p. 316].
14 see http://eh.net.

15 This data was confirmed and updated by Sarah Rushbook of the House of Commons Infor-
mation Service March 26, 2007.
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plete dataset consists of 76 observations on each series (years 1923 through
1998). All series are expressed in natural log form.

Our hypothesis is that the growth in government spending is driven, in
part, by constituency size. Or, put simply, we are interested in whether or not
constituency size causes government spending. According to Granger [1969]
and Sims [1972], the causal relationship between two variables can be de-
termined by examining the way the series move with respect to each other
over time. We adopt the standard econometric approach to evaluate whether
constituency size Granger-causes government expenditures. Of course, our
analysis is limited to causality in the Granger sense; it is well known that we
cannot test for causality per se.

A. Unit Root Tests

As indicated by the discussion above, Granger causality requires the se-
ries to be stationary. Thus, we start by applying the Augmented Dickey
Fuller (ADF) test to evaluate the presence of a unit root in each series y r .
Since our data spans a war and includes structural shifts in the count of mem-
bers of Parliament, the standard unit root test needs some modification. Fol-
lowing Perron [1989], our ADF tests take the general form

∆yt = a0 + a1yt-1 + a2∆yt + ∑aiDi + Et 	 [1]

where t is a time trend and the dummy variables D, account for the impact
of World War II and structural shifts (also see Enders, 2004, p. 205). The
test for a unit root involves the constraint a, = O. In choosing the specific for-
mulation of Equation [1] we rely on the testing strategy of Dolado et al.
[1990], which is summarized by Enders [2004, p. 183]. Specifically, if the null
is not rejected, we may be able to simplify the model, thereby improving the
power of the test and, in some cases, test the null hypothesis using the stan-
dard normal rather than the non-standard Dickey-Fuller critical values16.

For the E series, we include four dummy variables in the ADF regression.
Variable D, equals 1 for year 1940 and D, equals 1 for years beginning in
1940 (and 0 otherwise); Variable D3 equals 1 for year 1946 and D4 equals 1

16 If Equation [1] represents the true data generating process, then the t-statistic on a, can be
compared to the critical value from the standard normal distribution.
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for years beginning in 1946 (and 0 otherwise). The year 1940 represents the
start of World War II, which formally ended in 1945, so that year 1946 rep-
resents the post-war period. With these four dummy variables in the re-
gression, we find that EG and Ep are both trend stationary (we reject the null
that a l = 0) 17 . Based on this information, we create the filtered E series,

...................................

and use the stationary E' as a replacement for E in all the (non)causality re-
gressions.

The ADF regression for the series S includes 15 dummy variables, all but
of one which indicate a structural shift related to a change in the number of
members of Parliament. There are seven changes in membership over the
sample period (years 1945, 1950, 1955, 1974, 1983, 1992, and 1997). For
each change, we include a dummy variable for the year of the change and a
dummy variable for all years after the change (14 dummy variables). Visual
inspection of the data also led us to include a dummy variable for year 1946,
the year after the end of the war. Following the sequence of steps outlined
in Enders [2004, p. 213], we found S to be stationary without a trend or
drift's. Since it is stationary without a trend, we do not replace S with a trend-
filtered series.

B. Estimated Model

The Granger-Sims causality model includes the following two equations:

	 ................................... 	 	          [2a]

	 ................................... [2b]

17 The full Equation [1] is used for the test. The robust t-statistics for the null hypothesis that
a, = 0 are (EG, - 4.7), (Er, - 4.6), both of which are statistically significant at the 5% level (with crit-
ical value of -3.5). For the post-war period, the test statistics are (EG, -7.8) and (Er, -7.9), both of
which are statistically significant at the 5% level (with critical value of -3.6).
18 Equation [1] is tested down to Ay, = a 1y, _ 1 + e,. The robust t-statistic for the null of a, = 0 is

-9.73, with a critical value of -1.95. The critical values for the joint tests required for each move
from the general to the specific model (are extrapolated from Enders [2004, p. 440]. For the post-
war period, the model is again tested down to this simple form. The test statistic is -4.8 with a crit-
ical value of -1.95.
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where the n and u are white noise disturbance terms and the Dt are d dum-
my variables to account for World War II and structural shifts'. Since both
series are stationary, the data is in levels rather than first-differences. As for
the choice of the number of lags p, we employ standard procedure and choose
the p that renders the smallest Akaike Information Criteria (MC) across po-
tential lag lengths equal to or less than 4 lags 20 . This approach indicates p =
2 when using EG and p = 1 when using E. The results are summarized for
both lag lengths to evaluate the robustness of the findings.

5. - Results

The results of the Granger-Sims causality tests are summarized in Table
1, and include summary statistics for p = 1 and p = 2. Whether government
expenditures are expressed as a percentage of GDP (EG) or in per capita terms
(E1 ), the Granger-Sims F-test allows us to reject in all cases that null hy-

Table 1. - Summary of Granger-Sims (Non)Causality Tests

Dep. Variable E'(-1) E'(-2) S(- 1) S(-2) Granger-Sims AIC
F-Test

E'G 0.273 0.801 3.53** -2.264
S -0.006 1.001 1.71 -7.895
E'G 0.307 -0.073 -1.411 2.277 2.55** -2.259
S -0.009 0.004 1.039 -0.035 0.96 -7.856

E'1> 0.272 1.139 6.91* -2.266
S -0.004 1.001 1.11 -7.895
E' p 0.338 -0.102 -0.914 2.167 4.41* -2.279
S -0.008 0.004 1.048 -0.043 0.77 -7.856

Statistically significance: (*, 5%); (**, 10%)

19 There are 10 dummy variables in the VAR that are consistent with those used for the ADF
tests. We have seven dummy variables for the changes in Parliament size (the variables equal 1 for
years including and after 1945, 1950, 1955, 1974, 1983, 1992, and 1997). To account for the war,
we have three dummy variables (years 1940 through 1945, 1946 through 1950, and 1946 through
1947). The same dummy variables are used for all regressions. The Correlogram and Lagrange-
Multiplier test indicate the residuals are approximately white noise.

20 Since the MC depends, in part, on the number of observations, we compare the alternative
lag structures using the same sample [ENDERS, 2004, p. 69]. The maximum number of lags is based
on the calculations Tu3 , where T is the number of observations [ENDERS, 2004, p. 358]. The MC
is computed for the system of two equations.
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pothesis that constituency size (S) does not cause expenditures at the 10%
level or better. For p = 1, the critical F-statistics (df = 1, 62) at the 10%, 5%,
and 1% level are 2.79, 4.00, and 7.06, and for p = 2 the critical F-statistics
(df = 2, 59) are 2.39, 3.15, and 4.13.

With expenditures expressed as a percentage of GDP (E G), the null hy-
pothesis of non-causality is rejected at the 10% level for both p = 1 (F = 3.53)
and p = 2 (F = 2.55), the latter being the AIC chosen lag length by a small
margin. Statistical significance is much improved with the per-capita for-
mulation of expenditures, with the statistical significance of the test allow-
ing rejection of the null hypothesis of non-causality at about the 1% for both
lag structures (F. = 6.91 and 4.41), with an AIC chosen lag length of p = 1.
Importantly, in no case do we reject the null hypothesis that constituency size
does not cause government expenditures at the 10% level or better.

From the estimated coefficients, it is apparent that the effect of con-
stituency size on spending is positive. This positive effect is most apparent
in the cases where p = 1, but can also be shown to be positive when p = 2. An
approximation is given by Ay, = alAy,_, + a2 (Ay,_, + AAy), which is clearly pos-
itive since AAy is very small in the sample. Thus, our econometric analysis
supports the public choice explanation for the growth in government spend-
ing.

In an effort to evaluate the robustness of our findings, we also apply the
statistical procedure using only data following World War II (after year
1945). This alternate sample is 30% smaller than the full sample (53 com-
pared to 76 years); we should expect a reduction in the power of our statis-
tical tests. Nevertheless, we believe it is worthwhile to evaluate the results
when excluding the effects on our data of this significant historical event.

In Table 2, we summarize the results for the post-war period. The find-
ings from the unit root tests were the same, with the E series being trend sta-
tionary and the S series stationary without trend or drift. Thus, the same es-
timation methodology is employed for the post-war period. The AIC indi-
cates an optimal lag length ofp = 1 for both sets of equations, so we limit the
table to those results21 . For this smaller sample, the critical F-statistics
(df = 1, 43) at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level are 2.83, 4.07, and 7.26. A review
of Table 2 confirms that the null of non-causality from constituency size to
spending is rejected at about the 10% level or better. For the GDP normal-
ized series EG, the null hypothesis is rejected at the 10.1% level. The null hy-
pothesis for the population-normalized series Ep is rejected again at near the
1% level (prob = 0.013). Thus, even with reduced power in the more limit-

21 We were unable to reject the null hypothesis of no causality for the E, series with two lags.
For the per-capita data, the null was easily rejected.
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Table 2 — Summary of Granger-Sims (Non)Causality Tests (Post World War
II)

Dep. Variable E'(-1) S(-1) Granger-Sims AIC
F-Test

E'G

0.503 0.600 2.80*** -2.890
S -0.009 0.949 1.01 -7.383

E'P 0.494 0.891 6.72* -2.984
S -0.007 0.95 10.50 -7.371

Statistically significance: (*, 5%); (***, 11%)

ed sample of the post-war period, our findings are consistent with the the-
ory that increases in constituency size causes increases in government spend-
ing.

6. — Conclusion

The size of the legislature has long been thought to be an important de-
terminant of government spending. The neoclassical perspective, under the
rubric of the law of 1/n, supports the notion that bigger legislatures cause
higher levels of spending. In contrast, the public choice perspective holds
that smaller constituency size restricts government spending.

We provide additional empirical evidence on this controversy by examin-
ing a single unicameral legislature using a time-series analysis of UK data.
Our results suggest that increases in constituency size Granger-causes gov-
ernment expenditures, thereby lending support to the public choice theory.
A possible resolution with the neoclassical perspective can be seen in
Shughart — Tollison [1986]. They found that larger legislatures produced
more bills, including private bills, but less spending. Given that private bills
are usually passed unanimously and provide very low cost benefits to voters
and that, according to Peltzman [1992], voters want their representative to
spend less money; larger legislatures provide voters with better government
from both the public choice and neoclassical perspectives.

This result suggests that the tendencies for legislature size to remain rel-
atively stable while population increases over time combines to increase con-
stituency size and, consequently, government spending. Constitutional and
legislative changes to balance changes in population with changes in the size
of legislatures may therefore attenuate rises in government spending.



140 	 George S. Ford - Mark Thornton - Marc Ulrich

REFERENCES

ALTSHULER, A. A., 1970, Community Control: The Block Demand for Participation in
Large American Cities, New York, NY, Pegasus.

AMACHER, R. C. - W. J. BOYES, 1979, «Politicians and Polity: Responsiveness,
American Governament», Southern Economic Journal, 46, pp. 558-567.

BRADBURY, J. C. - MARK CRAIN, W., 2001, «Legislative Organization and Government
Spending: Cross-Country Evidence», Journal of Public Economics, 82, pp. 309-325.

BRADBURY, J. C. - MARK CRAIN, W., 2002, «Bicameral Legislatures and Fiscal Pol-
icy», Southern Economic Journal, 68, pp. 646-659.

BRETON, A., 1974, The Economic Theory of Representative Democracy, Chicago, IL, Al-
dine Publishing Company.

BUCHANAN, J. M. - TULLOCK, G. 1962, The Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Con-
stitutional Democracy, Ann Arbor, MI, University of Michigan Press (1965 paperback edi-
tion).

CRAFTS, N., 2002, Britain's Relative Economic Performance,1870-1999, London, In-
stitute of Economic Affairs.

CRAIG, F. W. S., 1989, British Electoral Facts:1832-1987 , Brookfield, VT, Parlia-
mentary Research Service.

CRAIN, W. M., 1979, «Cost and output in the legislative firm», journal of Legal Stud-
ies, 8, pp. 607-622.

CRAIN, W. M., 1999, Districts, Diversity, and Fiscal Biases: «Evidence from the
American States», Journal of Law and Economics, 42, pp. 675-698.

CRAIN, W. M. - TOWSON, R. D. - GOFF, B. L., - CARLSON, D.,1985, «Legislator
specialization and the size of government», Kyklos, 46, pp. 311-315.

DOLADO, J. - JENKINSON, T., - SOSVILLA-RIVERO, S., 1990, «Cointegration and
Unit Roots», Journal of Economic Surveys, 4, pp. 249-273.

DYE, T. R., 1961, «A Comparison of Constituency Influence in the Upper and Low-
er Chambers of a State Legislature», Western Political Quarterly, June, pp. 251-268.

ENDERS, W., 2004, Applied Econometric Time Series, Danvers, MA, Wiley & Sons.
FIORINO, N., - RICCIUTL R., 2007, «Legislature Size and Government Spending in Ital-

ian Regions: Forecasting the Effects of a Reform», Public Choice, 131, pp. 117-125.
GILLIGAN, T. W. - MATSUSAKA, J. G., 1995, «Deviations from constituent inter-

ests: The role of legislative structure and political parties in the states», Econom-
ic Inquiry, 33, pp. 383-401.

GILLIGAN, T. W., -MATSUSAKA, J. G., 2001, «Fiscal policy, legislature size, and po-
litical parties: Evidence from state and local governments in the first half of the
20th century», National Tax journal, 54, pp. 57-82.

GRANGER, C. W. J., 1969, «Investigating Causal Relations by Econometric Mod-
els and Cross Spectral Methods», Econometrica, 37, pp. 424-438.

HANSEN, S., THOMAS R. P., - ROSENTHAL, H., 1987, «The Downsian model of elec-
toral participation: Formal theory and empirical analysis of the constituency size
effect», Public Choice, 52, pp. 15-33.

HUSTFD, T. A. - I(ENNY, L. W., 1997, «The Effect of the Expansion of the Voting Fran-
chise on the Size of Government», Journal of Political Economy, 105, pp. 54-82.



Constituency Size and the Growth of Public Expenditures: The Case of the United Kingdom 	 141

KAPELUCK, B. - DuBosE, R., 2001, Testing Theories of Government Growth in the Fifty
States, 1945 to 1998, Dissertation in Political Science, Louisiana State Universi-
ty.

McCoRmicx, R. E., - TOLLISON, R. D., 1981, Politicians, Legislation, and the Econ-
omy, Boston, Martinus Nijhoff.

MIDDLETON, R., 1996, Government versus the Market: The Growth of the Public Sec-
tor, Economic Management and British Economic Performance, c. 1890-1979, Brook-
field, VT, Edward Elgar.

MITCHELL, B. R., 1992, International Historical Statistics: Europe, 1750-1988, New
York, Stockton Press.

MITCHELL, B. R., 2003, International Historical Statistics: Europe, 1750-2000, New
York, Palgrave Macmillan.

MOSER, P., 1999, «The Impact of Legislative Institutions on Public Policy: A Sur-
vey», European Journal of Political Economy, 15, pp. 1-33.

OLSON, M., 1965, The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups.
Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press (1971 paperback edition).

PEACOCK, A. - WISEMAN, J., 1961, The Growth of Government Spending in the Unit-
ed Kingdom, Princeton, NJ, Princeton University Press.

PELTZMAN, S., 1992, «Voters as Fiscal Conservatives», Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 107, pp. 327-361.

PERRON, P., 1989, «The Great Crash, the Oil Price Shock, and the Unit Root Hy-
pothesis», Econometrica, 57, pp. 1361-1401.

PETTERSSON-LIDBOM, P., 2004, «Does the Size of the Legislature Affect the Size
of Government? Evidence from Two Natural Experiments», Working Paper
Stockholm University.

PRIMO, D. M., - SNYDER, J. M., Jr., 2005, «Public Goods and the Law of 1/n»,
Working Paper University of Rochester.

RAMBALDI, A. N., - DORAN, H. E., 1996, «Testing for Granger Non-Causality in
cointegrated system made easy», Working Papers in Econometrics and Applied Sta-
tistics No. 88, Department of Econometrics, University of New England.

RICCIUTI, R., 2003, «Trading Interests: Legislature Size, Constituency Size and
Government Spending in a Panel of Countries», Rivista di Politica Economica, Jan-
Feb., pp. 315-335.

SHUGHART, W. F. - TOLLISON, R. D., 1986, «The Political Economy of Legislation and
the Growth of Government», Research in Law and Economics, 9, pp.111-127.

Sims, C. A., 1972, «Money, Income and Causality», American Economic Review, 62,
pp. 540-552.

STIGLER, G. J., 1976, «The sizes oflegislatures», journal of Legal Studies, 5 (1), pp. 17-34.
THORNTON, M., - ULRICH, M., 1999, «Constituency Size and Government Spend-

ing», Public Finance Review, 27, pp. 588-598.
TODA, H. Y., - YAMAMOTO, T., 1995, «Statistical Inference in Vector Autoregres-

sions with Possibly Integrated Process», Journal of Econometrics, 66, pp. 225-250.
WEINGAST, B. R. - SHEPSLE, K. A. - JoHNsEN, C., 1981, «The Political Economy

of Benefits and Costs: A Neoclassical Approach to Distributive Politics», Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 89, pp. 642-664.


	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Legislature size vs. constituency size
	3. The case for the UK experience
	4. Empirical test
	A. Unit Root Tests
	B. Estimated Model

	5. Results
	6. Conclusion
	References

