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What does develo pment administration mean? OF the nine articles listed under the third
seclion 0N “Development Administration” 11 Ruphaeli’s Readings in Comparative Public Ad-
ministration, only ihe article “Development Administration: An Approach” by V_A. Pai Panandi-

ker addresses itsell to this def nitional pI‘Dhlﬂﬂl.l Panandiker defines “developmental administra-
tion” as **... thestructifc, organization and organizational hehaviour necessary for the implemen-
tation of schemes and programmes of socio-cconomic and political change undertaken by the

Governments i India.”2 Ferrel Heady does not define development adnrinistration himself but
cefers to the classic definition provided by Weidner In his seminal pap{ir,“DE‘u’{:lﬂpmﬂﬁt Adminis-
tration: A New Focus for Research.” In the Latter, Weidner first reviews the varlons Uses of the
term ‘‘development administration”, and then proceeds to define it as ... the processes of guiding
an organization toward the achicvemeni of progrossive political, coonomic, and social objectives

that are authoritatively determined in o1¢ manner of another.”™? This defimition is not useful for
our purposes here for two reasons. In the first place, the definition is vague as it does not specify
what the “process’ or “progressive political, sconomic, and social objectives” medtL. Second,
as Panandiker has observed, ... Weidner did not proceed to provide an operational framework
indicating the kinds and nature of administrative change that will be necessary to transform a

non-developmental system iqto a developmental one 2

— ——

#The purpose of this paper it to describe the churacterisiics of developmenl administration i SINgAPOTE.
However, before this can be done the meaning of development administiation has 1o he clarified and thisis attempied
in the first section ol the paper. Saction 11 describes the condi1ions prevailing, in Singapore and shows how these fac-
tors influence developmenl administration in that country.
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More satisfactory definitions of development administration have been provided by the
Asian participants of the Seminar on Development Administration in Asia, held at the East-West
Center, University of Hawaii, from June 13 to July 15, 1966. Five definitions of development

administration were formulated and these have been summarized by Hsueh,5 the sixth Asian
participant, in the following way:

Jose Abueva (Philippines) defines development administration as the administration of
development programs in the economic, social and political spheres, including programs

for improving the organization and management of the bureaucracy as @ major Instru-
ment for national development.

Inayatullah (Pakistan) describes development administration as the complex of
organizational arrangements for the achicvement of action through public authority
in pursuance of (1) social and economic goals and (2) nation--building. IL presupposes
policies, plans, and programs with a distinct developmental bias as well asa bureauc-

racy which consciously and continuously seeks to modernize itself to meet the demands
of planned change.

B.S. Khanna (India) regards development administration as an administration gear-
ed to the tasks of economic, social, and political development, which has been indue-

ed by an increasing tempo, momentum, and diversity emanating from the clite and
groups of people.

Hahn-Been Lee (Korea} defines development administration as the problems involved
in S0 MANAZING a government or an ageney thereol that it acquires an increasing capabi-
lily to adapt to and act upon new and continuing social changes with a view to
achieving a sustained growth in the political, economic, and social fields.

Nguyen-Duy Xuan (Victnam) considers development administration to mean the ad-
ministration of development programs, that is, programs designed to achieve nation-
building and to promote sociceconomic progress, It is a two-clement concept: (1) the
appropriate training of personnel and (2) the improvement of existing and administrative

organizations and establishment of new institutions for the implementation of
development programs.

From the preceding discussion it Is apparent that all the five definitions of development
administration listed above place emphasis on the creation of an effective administration that i8
gapable of bringing aboul nalion-building and socioeconomic progress, the “two fundamental

-

6 Shou-Sheng Hsugh, “‘Techinical Co-operation in Nevelopment Administration in South and Southeast
Asia,? in Pevelopment Administration in Asin ed. by Edward W. Weidner (Durham, N.C. Duke University P1ess,
1970}, pp. 341-342,
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and interralated goals” of the new states in Asia and Africa.? In short, the term “development

administration™ as used in this paper refers to the administration of programs that are designed
toward the attainment of the twin goals ol nation-bulding and sociceconomic development,

II

According to Ferre! Heady, the developing nations exhibit the following five patterns
of administration: {1) the “*basic paticrn of public administration is imitative rather than indige-
nous”; {2} the “bureaucracies are deficient in skilled manpower necessary for developmental pro-
grams’’; (3) the “bureaucracies emphasize “orientations thal are other than production-directed;”
(4) formalism (as defined by Riggs®); and {5) the bureaucracies have “a generous measure of op-

erational autonemy.”™ As Singapore is a former British colony it has political and administrative
institutions patterned after the British prototype. I'or example, the Public service Commission
in Singapore (as weli as in other former British colonies such as Ceylon, India, Malaysia, Nigeria,
and Pakistan) is the adapted version of the United Kingdom Civil Service Commission.'? In short,
the first characteristic mentioned by Heady applies to Singapore.

On the other hand, the other four fcatures are not applicable in the case of Singapore.
In other words, the characteristics of development administration in Singapore are different from
those in the new states in general. The reason for this is that Singapore is in many respecis an
atypical transitional sociely because of the following features: (1) its strategic location and its
reliance on entrepot trade (which is increasingly being supplemented by industeialization and to-
urism); (2}t 1s the fourth largest port in the world; (3) it is a simall island with an area of 226 square
miles and a population of 2 million (196X); {4) it has a well developed infrastructure and in this
respect has been described by one writer as “a place of efficiency and expertise in processing, in
financing and, inceeasingly, in the supply of manufactured goods and technical know-how™11:

-

7 Milton J. Esman, **The Politics of Development Administralion,™ in Approaches to Development: Poli-
tivy Administration and Change, od, by John D. Montgomery and William 1. Siffin (New York; McGraw-Hill Book

Co., 1966}, p. 59,

8 Fred W. Riges, The Ecology of Public Administrarion (New Delhi: Asia Publishing TTouse, 1961), pp.
N-92, defines formalism as follows: “By formalism 1 wish to distinguish the extent to which a discrepancy exists
between the prescriptive and the descriptive, between the formal and effective power, beiween the impression given
by constitution, laws and regulations, organization charts and statistics, and actval practices and facts of government
and society. The greater the discrepancy between the formal and effective, the more formalistic is a system,”

? Heady, Public Adwminisiration: A Comparative Perspeciive, pp, 69-72,

1o See Jan Siew Tien Quah, The Public Service Commission in Singapore: A Comparative Study of ()

its Evolution, and (b) its Recruitment and Seloction Procedures vis-a-vis the Public Service Commissions in Ceyion,
India aned Malaysia (unpubiished M, Soc. Se. Dissertalion, Depar iment of Political Science, University of Singapore,
L9270, pp. 5-T.
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apore, ed. by Peng-Khaun Chong (Rerkeley, California: McCutchan Publishing Carporation, 1968), pp. 103,
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and (3) its negligible“rural”sector. The most important point to note here is that the small size of
Singapore is an advantage as problems of communication seldom arise and there 18 also relative

ease of political control by the leadership.!2 Furthermore, “Smallness can facilitate administrative
coordination and integration and promote responsiveness of officials and employees to the public

will.”13 In addition to all these assets, Singaporc is hlessed with a stable, dedicated, pragmatic,
and efficient leadership, whose task undoubledly has been made easier because of the above-men-
tioned features, but nevertheless, whose achievements in nation-building and sociocconomic devel-

opment ever since it came into power in May 1959 should be recognized.!* Thus, itis not sur-
prising that Singapore ranks second after Japan in a rank ordering of nations in Asia by ten indices
ol df:vﬂlc-pment.”

Singaporc was found in 1819 by Stamford Raffles and remained a British colony until
May 1959 when self-government was granted by Great Britain, The People’s Action, Party (PAP)

came into power alter winning 43 of the 51 seats in the Legislalive Assembly. 10 In September 1963,
Singapore merged with the Federation of Malaya, Sabah and Sarawak to form the Federation of

Malaysia.l? However, her sojourn in the Federation of Malaysia was short-lived and Singapore
seceded from the Federation on August 9, 1965 and became an independent nation.!® Having

12 See Ooi Jin-Bee, **Singapore: The Balance Sheet,” in Modern Singapore, ed. by Ooi Jin-Bee und Chiang
Hai Ding (Singapore: University of Singapore, 1969}, p. 3; for a different assessment see Donald B, Keesing, “Small
Population as & Political Handicap to Nationul Development,” Political Science Quarterly, LXXXIV:l March 1969),
PP 30-60.

15 Jacques Rapoport, Ernest Murteba, and Joseph J. Theralil, Small States and Territovies: Status and
Problems (New York: United Nations Institule for Training and Research, 1971), pp. 148149,

14 For an account of the rise of the ruling political party in Singapore, sce Pang Cheng Liaa, *‘the People’s
Action Party, 1954-1963," Journal of Southeast Asian History, 31 {March 1969), pp. 142-154.

15 Robert 0. Tilman, ed., Man, State and Society in Contemporary Southeast Asia (New York: DPraeger,
1069), p. .SET, Table 14, “*Asia: Rank Ordering by Ter Indexes of Development.”™ The ten indices of development are:
(1) Percentage of Iabor force aef 1n primary industry, (2) Per capita energy consumption, (3} Per capita sieel conyump-
tion, (4) Litcracy, (5) Ratio of school enrollment to schonl-age children, (6) Daily newspapers per 1,000 population,
(7) “Money"” per capita GNP, (8) “‘Real” per capita GNP, (9} Origin of Gross Domeslic Product #of from primary
industry, and (10) Per capita Gross Domestic Product.

16 For more details, see Michael Leifer, ““Polilics in Singupore: The First Term of ithe People’s Action Party,
1059-1963,” Journal of Commuonwealth Polirical Siudies, 11:2 (1964), pp. 102-119,

17 TFor a background to politics in Singapore during the Malaysia period (September, 1963, to August,
1965) see Michael Leifer, “Singupore in Malaysia: The Polilics of Federation,” Journal of Southeast Asian History,
VI:2 {1965), pp. 54-70; and Jon Siew Iien Quah, ‘The Political Thought of Lee Kuan Yew (1963~1965)," Journal
of the Historical Society {University of Singapore), 1963/1970 {July 1970), pp. 48-54,

12 For accounts of the causes and consdquences of Singapore’s sgpuralion from Malaysia see Nancy Mcllen-
ry Fletcher, The Separation of Singapore from Malaysiu (Ithaca, New York: Corncli Universitv  Southeast Asia
Program, 1969), and Separation (Singapore. Ministry of Culture, 1963).
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provided a very bricf outline of Smgapore’s constitutional development, | will now proceed to

show that the burcaucracy in Singapore docs not exhibit the four characteris!ics descnbed by Heady
above.

First, the Singapore Civil Service is not deficient in skilled manpower necessary for de-
velopmental programs for the following reasons: (I) the gradual replacement of trained British
personnel by trained Singaporeans, and (2) the training of the civil servanis is in the hands of the
Public Service Commissior which forccasts the manpower needs of the State and scleets candi-

dates for the civil service as well as for training abroad.'? Second, Lhe Singapore Civil Scrvice

cmphasizes production-dirccted orientations rather than those that are not. ln Milne’s opinion,
“I'he Singapore civil service is cfficient and relatively free from procedural delays.” He further
attributes this o “a need to be efficicnt in order to prosper or even Lo survive” for “Singaporce’s

success as a [ree port depended partly on the services she provided, including governmental ser-
vices.”“? Maoreover the Public Service Commission is responsible for the recruitment and select-
lor of candidates to Divisions T and 1l of the Singapare Civil Service.2l Selection is by merit
.., by achievement and not ascriptive criteria.22 Furthermore, “‘the civil service under the PAP

has the reputation of being notoriously incorrupl....”?3 and there is a Corrupt Practices Inves-
tigation Bureau to check corruption in the civil service. Third, it fellows from the previcus two

characteristics and Singapore’s assets that formalism is not widespread in bmgapm‘e 5 public bu-
reaucracy. Fally, unlike its counterparts in other developing countrics, the E.mgapore Civil
Service does not have ““a generous measure of operational autonomy’ 4s it is under the control

of the poliLical leadership, the PAP, which has all the 65 seats in Parliament. In part, this reflects
the British Civil Service tradition of the control of the bureaucracy by the icgisliature, as well as the
predominance of the PAP on the Singapore political scene.

To illustrate my comments on the characteristics of development adminisiration in Sing-
apore, | will refer Lo the achievements of the Housing and Develepment Board {HDDB) in the Minis-
try of Law and National Development. The HDB was established in February 1960 after the

Singapore Improvement Trust (S1T) had failed to solve the Lousing problem, By the end of 1969,
only 1,682 units of housing were completed altho ugh some 6,608 other units were still under con-
struction.24 By the end of 1962, thc HDB built a total of 21.232 units of housing. Ewven at that

19
20
21

See Quuah, ThePublic Servire Commission in Singapare, p. 131-132for a fuller discussion.
R.5.M ilne, Government und Politics in AMala ygyia (Boston: Houghton Milllin Co,, 1967), p. 208.
see Quah, The Public Service Commission in Singapore, pp. 186-188 for more details

22 See ibid,, pp. 218-2201or a detailed treatment.

23 Milne, op. cit., p. 208.

Housing and Development Board Annugl Repors 1960 {Singaporc: Government Printing Oifice, 1963},
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Lime, this was a creditable record as the SIT had only completed 23,019 units in its 32 years of

existence.2 Tn June 1969, the HDB completed 100:000 units of public housing.%® Tn spite of the
populationincrease and the demand of resources for other economic and social activities, Singapore
is one of the very few developing couniries which has been ablc to achieve the housing target sct
by the United Nations Committee on Housing. Building and Planning.

In conclusion, development administration in Singapore is different from that in most of
the other ncw states in Asiz and Africa, and thix can be attributed to Singapore’s many assets

which sct her apart as an atypical transitional society.

25 These figures are obtained from Housing and Development Board, First Decade in Public Housing 1960-69
(Singapote: Housing and Development Beard, 19703, p. B.
26 Housing and Develupmant Board dnnual Report 1969 (Singapore: Government Printing Office, 1970),p. 16.




