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1. INTRODUCTION: GENERAL COMMENTARY

Political science has not often, and rarely intentionally, taken on applied forms. Apart
from its contributions to public administration and constitution-making it has generally contented
itself with observing and interpreting hurnan behavior. Despite this attached posture, its compo-
sure as a discipline has been severely shaken by the obvious changes in the world it has so long
contemplated and by the apparent irrelevance of many of its traditional concerns,! A succession
of post war events has sapped its self-confidence. First it was challenged by the durability of
little-known political institutions in the “‘second world”, and then by the unexpected difficulty of
transferring well-known institutions to the ““third world,” the developing countries. '

. These challenges to political science were not completely unheralded. For decades dis-
astisfied political scientists had been experimsnting with new comparative approaches, runging
the gamut of structuralism and functionalism, develdping new vocabularies, and exploring new
models and typologies. The more these new approaches presented new insights, the more archaic
the traditional methods seemed. Some of the most fundermental knowledge about what were
first called “non-Western cultures” had to be imported from other social sciences, One of the
most useful new concepts in political science-—- the ““political culture’ -- shows by its vers game its
indebtedness to anthrppology,2 and other innovations in recent political though can be traced to
social psychology, socielogy, and, of course, cconomics. At the same time, the sudden emergence

" into statehood of scores of colonies and other dependencies made it useful to introduce quantitative -
methods that had been less interesting to policy makers when only five or six countries really
counted. To make a long story short, there was a cevolution in the msthods of political science
that coincided with thc revolution of rising expectations on behglf of, and within, the developing
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countries Development was recognized as a multidimensional problem that included politics, and
political science was becoming a multidimensional discipline that afforded much more adequate
understanding of the developing countries than would have been possible a generation before.

On the other hand, writers of administrative change in developing societies tend to think
that the literature on the development procesg in those societies iscather contradictory with regard
to the role of the administrative agents.3 Some authors see such societies facing bureaucratic
dominance which threatens both the creation of independent political institutions and the expan-
sion of the economy. A recent group of essays examining the role of the bureaucracy in the deve-
lopment process concludes that “by and large,... we are witnessing in many places the emergence
of overpowering bureaucracies....”™t LaPalombara [ ears that “‘burcaucracies of the develop-
ing areas will... hamper the growth of a private entrepreneucial class,”S and that where
burcacuracies are cohesive and coherent, ‘‘political pasties tend Lo be ineffective and voluntary
assqciations, rather than serving as checks on the burcaucracy, tend to become passive instrumen-
talities of the public adminisirators.”” Onc case study of Thailand pictures the bureaucracy in
a bureaucratic polity as a self-servin g machanism, not controlled by independent political forces,
acting in a way that s in the bureaucrats’ own self-interest, but irrational for the country’s economic
development.?

However, bureaucratic polities are not completely stable systems, * Certain kinds of
changes may modified the influence of bureaucrats on politics. The devclopment of comparative
political systems seems to reduce bureancratic power. #When there is a change of government,
new individual represcntative of rural interests tend to move into positions of authority, displacing
politicians with administralive backgrounds and other members of the urban . elite.8 The rural
politicization which accompanics the efforts of political partics to gain mass support may make
bureaucrats more conscious of local desires. Frequently, such developments lead to severe res-
trictions on bureaucratic power. A possible consequence of such politicization may be to.make
many adzninistrativc positions lcss attractive than they were beforc bureaucrats became subject
to such pressures, The lower prestige that may be associated with government jobs is an indicator
of the downward social mohility that threatens bureaucrats after a po]ifical system becomes
accessible to other social groups.

3 Leslic L. Raoss, Ir., and Noralou P. Ross, “*Administrative Chapge in a Modernizing Sociely,” A5¢,
Vol. 15, No. 1 (March 1970), pp. 69-77. o -

4 Joseph LaPalombara (ed.), Bureaucracy and Political Developrent (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1963), p. 23.

S Ihid.,p, 24.
6 1bid., p. 23,

7 Fred W, Riggs, Thailand: The Modernization of @ Bureaucratlc Polity (Honolufu: East-West Center
Press, 1966}, p. 131.

8 Samuet P, Runtington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven: Yalc University Press, 1968),




At any sate, no developing country could establish itself as a pure isolationist. Aids and
technical assistance are being poured into the Third World countries guite heavily. Main

impacts of these international activities upon political systems and bureaucracy of recipient
societies have gain a significant attention from schola.s in this field recently.?

~ If we assume that the development of a society depends on capabilities of its sub-struc-
tures, i.e., social, economic, nolitical, and administrative in dealing With changes within that
society, the question to be rtaised is { which sub-structure needs to be emphasis.

To narrow down the discussion for the purpose of this paper, we may turn our interest
to the analysis of selected sub-structurcs: political and administrative, There are series of ques-
tions that can be asked along this framework of study, e.g., which one needs to be emphasised and
under what conditions ?, what should be general conditions?, should both sub-structures be as
effective as they wete, if the emphasis should be placed upon them simultaneously 7, etc. These
are the nature of questions that writers in this field of study usually ask,. This paper 15 designed
to explore more understanding about these problems in developing countries. '

Theories of hdministritive Development

\/ * 'With increasing theoretical aitention, scholars have tried to determine which types ‘of
relationship between the administrative and the political sub-structures of a society are conducive '
for their development, 10 Two positions on this question are clearly discernible, Inayatullah, 2 .
new emerging figure in this.field has tried to summarize this argument. In his own words :

...according to one position, administrative devclopment occurs when the
political subsystemn of the polity is developed enough to be able to put
restraints on the buareaucracy. Otherwise the bureaucrat tend to use the
power and resources at their disposal to advance their own peisonal and
group interests, This not only leads to a decline in the efficiency and probity
of the bureaucracy itself but also leads to a retardation fovthe development
of the political subsystem of the polity. More explicitly this position
assumes that a balance of power between the two subsystems is a necessary

9 See, for examples, Milton J, Esman, “Foreign Ald: Mot By Bread Alone,” Public Administration Repiew
Vol. XXXI, No, 1 (Tanuary-February, 1971), pp. $2-100; Gast N, Jones, “Failure of Technical Assistance in Public

Administration Abroad,” Journal of Compuarative Administration, Vol 2, No. 1 (May 1970}, pp. 3-51,; and Ferrel
Heady, Bureaucracies in Developing Countries: Internal Roley and External Assistonce (Bloomington, Tndiana:
CAG Occasional Papers, March 1966).

_ 10 Warren . THichman has donc an excellent job in Lisitng and criticizing related literatures in regard to
this subject, see his article on, “Rising Expectations and Revolution in Development Administration,” Public
Ad ninistration Review, Vol, XV, No, 1 (1865}, pp. 301-328,
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condition for the development of each. [mplici tly, however, this balance should be
titled in favor of the political subsystem to claim the Prometheon of bureaucracy,
The corollary of this thesisis thatany cffortte enhance the eﬂiciehcy of the
bureaucratic 'susystem through administrative reforms islikely to upset this
balance and therefore retard both political and administrative development. 1

In the first instance, a small number of scholars, to some extent subscribe to this view.12
Fred W. Riggs in onc of the promtinent advocate of this gro{lp. In one of his articles, he even made
a crude analogy of this first proposition, having a ship’s rudder and engine-power as political and
administrative substructures respectively:

...suppose that a ship has [ostits rudder but that the engineer seeking to rectify the
siluation is unaware of this fact. He concentrates on building up engine-power,
forcing the helpless ship to go around in circles more rapidly than before, still
unable to reach its destination. Yetif the steering functions were adequately
performed, an increase in speed might well be regarded as most useful....13

On the other hand, the second position countends that in many developing countries, the
administrative substructure is more developed and has incorporated modern valucs and norms of
the society. Ralph Braibantiis thec main advocate of this group. 14 It is supported, to some extent,
by Professors Milton Esman and Ferrel Heady.151n terms of w;alues and norms which have been
incorporated by the administrative substructure, Inayatulah has described the cssence of the
second position in the following manner ; '

H mayatullah, “An Analysis of [ntra-Polity Balance and Bureaucratic and Political Development in the
Framework of a Theory of Subsystems,” SE4 DAG PAPERS (New York: The Asia Society, 1957).

12g N, Eisenstadt, “Problems of Burcaucracy in Developing Areas and New States,” in Bert F, Holelijz
and Wilbert E. Moore (eds,) Industrialization and Society (Hague, 1963); Lucian Pye, “*The Palitical Context of Na-
tional Development,” in Irving Swerdlow (ed.) Development Administration: Coneept and Problemy (Syra.cus:. : Sy-
racuse University Press, 1963), pp. 25-43; Fred W. Riggs, 'Bureaucrats and Political Development: A Paradoxical
View,” in LaPalombara, op, cit., pp. 1201 67,and his  Administration in Developing Countries: The Theory of Pris—
matic Sociery (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., [964).

13 Fred W. Riggs, “Relearning an Old Lesson: The Political Context of Development Administration,”
Public Administration Review, Vol, KXV, No. 1 (March 1565), pp. 77-78.

14 Raiph Braibanti, “Administrative Reforms in the Context of Political Growth,” in F. Iuikart (zd.)
Symposium on Research Needs Regarding the Development of Administrative Capablilities in Emerging Countries
(Washington D.C,: The Brookings Institution, 1966}, Part I1; Political and Administrative Development (Durham.,
N.C.: Duke University Press, 1969), his recent publication which is edited by him comnrises several interesting arti-
cles by prominent writers in this field and it also demonstrates his main belief in his (hesis cspecially on pp. 1-106.

15 Milton Esman, The CAG andthe Study of Public Administration: A Mid-term Appraisal {Bloomington,
Indizna: CAG Occasional Papers, 1966), and Ferrel Heady, op.cit.; Public Administration: A Comparative
Ferspective (Englewoud Cliffs,, N.T.: Prentice-Hall, 1966), pp. 98-110, .
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The capacity of the bureaiicratic subsystem to infuse these values and norms will
be severely limited if its autonomy is not protected from other presumably chaotic
and traditionalistic subsystems of the society and particularly the political
subsystem. The breakdown of insulation between burcaucratic and political
subsystems at a time when the former has not adequately developed the institu-
tional capability to meetthe ever ~esca[ati6ng demands of the latter, will lead
to a decline in the efficiency and probity of the bureaucratic subsystem.
Therefore, the reponsiveness of the bureaucratic subsystem to the political
subsystem is not related to its probity and efficiency. TIts arbitrary use of
power can be more effectively controlled by internal restraints emerging from
internalized values of institutional checks imposed by the judiciary until the
political subsystem of the polity achieves a high level of institutional maturity.16

In any event, there is at least one character that two above arguments shared. The
analysis is not a snap-shot of any one particular structure or system. It is rather an accumulation of
ideas and theoretical frameworks after those writers have observed and studied the two pheno-
mena for a long period of time, Furthermore, it seems agreeable among scholars that following in-
dependence, developing countries declined in both political integration and administrative efficien-
cy. Such a trend appears inevitable and can be proved on empirical evidence and by theoretical
reasoning. Lucian Pye puts the dcgencration process succinctly:

...the leader of such nationalist movement have tried to achieve destiny by
politicizing, and hence corrupting, the upper reaches of the administrative
structures, while allowing the main base of their movements to wither and decline .
to the point that they can be used to put an ritualistic demonstration at times of
“election’® or when foreign visitors need to be impressed. When the division
between the administrative and political is violated to such an extent, the capaéity

for effective administration declines and the development of political processes
is also stifled.17

We may conclude that the question on which scholars disagree is whether such a trend
can be reversed and guided in the direction of pluralistic politico-administrative tradition. Fred
W. Riggs seems pessimistic. He thinks, as his crude analogy demonstrates earlier, that the trend
will most likely lead to authoritarianism and totalitarianism. The other schelars are not as pessi-
mistic and deterministic: Braibanti, Pye, Heady, and Esman are hopeful of the capabilities of tﬁe
developing societies to follow the Western path.

16 Inayatullah,op. cit.,p.1.
17 Pye,ap.cit.,p. 32
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II. ADMINISTRATIVE AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT:

BASIC UNDERSTANDING

Bureaucracy: Instrumental or Multifunctional ?

Politics and adininistration are becoming so interwoven in the study of developing coun- -
tries that the apparent autonomy and neutrality of administration may, in reality, become a
facade.13 Criteria developed to characterize the reality of administrative autonomy and neutrality
and pluralist politics may prove inadequate te capture the character and strength of an institution
in any developing country where politics is diffused or per'vasive and social forces operate through
a complex pattern of undifferentiated and non-autonomous structures.1% Students of administra-
tion have long since given up theillusion that there is, or can be a clear-cut structural difTerentiation
between the policy-making and policy implementing functions.20 Most would agree that higher
level bureaucrats are inevitably drawn into the policymaking process even in such structurally
differentiated political system as that of the United States. Nevertheless, most of scholars
continue to be influenced by the normative expectations that the role of the bureaucrats should
be essentially “instrumental’’, and herein lies the source of much confusion. There is a tendency
to equate instrumental with “unifunctional”. To conclude subconsciously that since most Western
higher bureaucrats appear to be performing an insturmental or responsible role, their role must
be essentially a unifunctional, or at most, a limited bi-functional role. Yet, this is not the case at
all. In both developed and developing countries, administrators perform multifunctional toles 21

The tendency to confuse instrumentality with unifunctionality apparently has confuscd
a number of observers of both Western and non-Wesern burcaucracics to develop erroneous
generalizations about the roles of burcaucrats in these different burcaucratic systems. For example,

18 One study about problems of administrative and political development in India comments: “Adminis
sirativechallenge cannot be studied in jsolation from the emerging pattern of polilico-administrative relationship.

In fact, the pattern of politico-administrative rclationship would at times form the kackground
for the study of the problem under review, ai others would explain the factory responsible for the ad-
mipistrative bottlenecks and at still others would even cover some importanl aspects of the administeative challenge...
My see, MUV, Matbur, Igbal Narain, UM, Sinha and associates, Fanchayar! Raf in Rajsthan (New Delhi, 1966), p,
255.

19 A.T.X. Rahman, “Theorics of Administrative aud Political Development and Rural Institutions i
Indiaand Pakistan, SEADAG PAPERS (New York: The Asia Society, 1967), p. 16,

20 Richard L. Harris, “The Role of the Administrator under Conditlons of Systemutic Political Change,”
CAG Qccasional Papers, Bloomington, Indiana, 1967,

21 Ipid.
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in his excellent book, Ferrel Heady dclincates the role of the higher burcaucratsin a wide spectrum
of political systems, both developed and developing.22 However, he seems reluctant to accept
the multifunctionality of the administrator’s role in the West, and therefore he concludes that the
higher buieaucrats in the developing countries ae more likely to perform multifunctional roles
than their counterparts in the West. 1n his words: '

At a minimom we can say that there is a relationship between political moder-
nity and bureaucratic specificity of function. The bureaucracies in developed coun-
tries resemble the diffracted model, with its more restricted functional activity for the
bureaucracy; the bureaucracies in the developing countries are morelikely to be mul-
tifunctional, partictpating actively in policy-or rule-making and even in interest arti-
culation and aggregation. 23 '

Heady’s conclusions contrast rather marketly with those of Gabriel Almond and G. Bing-
ham Powell. Unlike Heady, they emphasize the multifunctional importance of bureaucracics in
ihe developed political systems of the West. They explain their concept by the following discus-
sion:. :

The conception of bureaucracy which we have been elaboratingis one of multifunc-
tionality. And while all pelitical stiuctures are muitifunctional, the specialized
officialdoms and bureaucracics of differentiated politica! systems are more
multifunctional than almost any of the other types of structure. Bureaucracies
dominate the output end of the political conversionprovess: they are indispensable
in the rule-making and adjudication processes as well as influenlial in the political
processes of interest articulation, aggregation, and communication24

The reason for this wide divergence of views, as Almond and Powell have suggested, is
that most students of burcaucracy in the West have been more concerned with the “problem of
making bureaucracies instrumental to political purposes and responsive to ideological norms™
than with establishing what functions they perform. 25

From the above discussion that had the role of the bureaucrats as a critical variable in
the study to find a relationship between administrative and political substructures of each society,

22 FerrelHeady, Public Administration: A Comparative Perspective (Englewood Cliffs., N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1566), pp. 73-97,

23 jhid.,p. 106,

2 Gabricl Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Comparative Politics: 4 Developmental Approach (Boston:
Little Brown, and Compagy, 1966}, pp. 157 - 158,

25 poid., p. 145.
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itisclearly seen that there has been a very close relationship between themin a very confusing man-
ner. Braibanti, one of the main advocates of administrative and political development , tries to
overcome this problem by presenting somec characteristics of political development which are es-
pecially relevant to administrative development. He lists four characteristics., namely, Architec-
tonics, Diffusion of Power, Institutions, and Innovation,26 from which he tries to demonstrate a very
close tie between administrative and political devclopment in  develoipng countries that have
charactcristically been colonized by western power. He accepts some limitations in trying to achicve
thatlevel of understanding. He explains his method of analysis in the following manner:

The universe of empirical referents is too vast and too disordered to allow for any
rigorously constructed meaningful relationship between experience and definitions
of (political and administrative) devclopment. Probably the best to be expected is

- the combining of intuitive theoretical insights in proportions varying with the definer
with empitical analysis of some new political systems and with some historical per-
spective or older {e.g., European) systcms. Insuch conditions thereare as many sets
of criteria as there are definers, each set suiiing some immediate expository purpose,
Certain attributes, four in number, which seem to have an important relevance to-
administrative reform are selected and discussed72

Before going into the discussion in a more detailed manner, it is appropriate to set up some
theoretical framework for further exploration about the concept of political development.

Political Development : Definitions of the Concept

As mentioned earlier, political scientists in the 1960’s began to pursue more actively their
interest in what was variously called political modernization or political development, Their start-
ing point was the concepts of tradition and meodernity, eventually this essentially comparative
and static focus gave way to a more dynamic and developentally oriented set of concern. 28

26 Ralph Braibarti (ed.), Poiitical and Administrative  Development (Durham : Duke Univer-
sity Press, 1969}, pp. 32-77. Though Braibanti poinis out that the primitive nature of the study of dewvelopment is that
identical concepts are often expressed in different terminology and differcnt attributes are given varying emphases,
he himself is no exception of **1dcology™ set forth by LaPalombura. LaPalombara regards ideology as involving“a
philosophy of history, a view of man’s present place in it, scme estimate of probable lines of future development, and
a set of prescriptions regarding how to haslen, retard, and or modify that devclopmental direction... a set " of
valuesthatare more orless cokerenl,.. (and the linking of)} given patlerns of action to the achievement or main--
tenance of a future orexisting state of affairs,” See, Braibanti’s puge 38 and Joseph LaPalombara, “Pecling of ideo
logy: A Dissent and an Interpretation,” American Political Science Review, IX {1966), pp. 5-18.

27 Braibanti, op.cit.,p. 34,

28 Samuel P, Huntington, “The Chage to Chage: Modernization, Development, and Pelitics,” Compas
rative Politicy, Vol, 3, No. 3 (April 1971), pp. 283-323. He preseats an expremely interesting discussion about the
roncept of political develupment in this article,
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The first publication which undoubtedly played the major role in focusintg the attention
of political scientists on developmental problems was The Politics of the Developing Areus, edited
by Gabriel Almond and James Coleman. The principal intellectual impact of the book came from
the introduction by Almond and to a lesser degree, the conclusion by Coleman. 29 This impact
was very largely the result of their application to the politics of non-Western countries of a general
concept of the political system. Almond distinguishes between developed and developing politi-
cal systems to the extent that the former is characteristic of a modern society and the latter of a
traditonal society. His distinctive contribution in this respect was the fnsistence that all political
systems are culturally mixed, combining elements of d modernity and tradition. 30

Although the aforementioned book is a work in comparative politics, it is not one in poli-
tical development. It does not present a concept or theory of political development though the
presentation of a behavioral and systems approach for the analsysis of comparative politics has
been outstanding. The phrase ““political development” is notably absent fromits vocabulary, It
is concern with the analysis of the political systemsof developing socictics and the comparision of
those systems of modern societies. Its key categories are system, role, culture,structure, function,
socialization. They are categories essential to the comparative analysis of political systems; they
are not oriented to the change and development of political system.31 Almond posited a number
of functions which must be performed in any political system and then compared systems in terms
of the structures which perform those functions. Though he mentioned about developmental models
as his theoretical frameworks .. to understand differences precisely and grapple effectively
with the processes of political change ..., 32 but he did noi attempt to present a “developmental
model” which would constitute tothe understanding of ‘the processes of political change.”

Six years later, Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Jr. presented with another major
theoretical work which was concerned with political dynamics and focused explicitly on political
development as a subject and as & concept. 33 The earlier sct of political functions (now termed
“conversion functions”) was now supplemented by categories which described more fully the
demands and supports which operate on the “input” side ofthe political system and by
categories which described the Joutput” capdabilities of the puolitical system in relation to its

environment (extractive, regulative, distributive, symbolic, and responsive). 34

—

29 Gubriel A Almond and Yames S. Coleman (ed.), The Politics of the Developing Areas (Princetion,N.J.
Princetion University Press, First Princetion Paperback Printing, 1970, pp. 3-64, 332-376

30 ipid., pp. 22-25.
31 Huntington, “The Chageto Chage............ 2 p.299,
32 Almond and Coleman, op. cif., p.25.

33 Gabriel A, Almond and G, Bingham Powell, Ir,, Comparative Politics: A Developmental Approach
(Boston.: Littk, Brown and Ce., 1966),

34 Ibid,
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Almond and Powell argue that political development is the response of the political system
to changes in its sociclal or international cn virorent and, in particular, the res ponse of the systerﬁ
to the challenges of state building, nation-building, participation, and distribution. The three
criteria of political development were held to be: structural differentiation, subsystem astonomy,

and cutural secularization. 35

In the meantime, Lucian W. Pye compiled a fairly comprehensive listing of ten meanings
which had been attributed to the concept of political development:

1. thepolitical prerequisite of economic development ;

2. the politics typical of industrial societies;
3. political modernization:

4. 1he operalion of a nation-stale:

5. administrative and legal development ;

6. mass mobilization and participation;

7. thebuilding of democracy;

8. stability and orderly change;

9. mobilization and power:

10.  one aspect of multidimensional process of socisl change 36
Pye also attempted to summarize the most prevalent common themes on political development as
involving toward: increasing equality among individuals in relation Lo the political system; in-
creasing capacity of the political system in relation to its environments; andinc{easing differentia-
tion of institutions and struciures within the political system. These 1 hree dimensions, he argucd,
are to be found ““. lying at the hcart of the devclopment process.”37 In a similar vein,
Huntington’s effort to generalize about dcfinitions of political developrment found four oft-
recurring concepts: rationaliza}jon, national i’n'l'cgrat_ion, democratization, and mobilization or
participation.3s - -

Huntington argued that the “quest for political development' led political scientists to
grapple with three more problems: :

35 mhig, .
3¢ Lucianw, Pye, dspecis of Pelitical Development (Bosten: Little, Brown, and Co,.1966).
37 Ihid., pp. 31-48, ’

38 Sumuel P, Huntington, “‘Political Development and Political Decay, "t World Politics, XVIL, (April
1965), pp. 387-388. : L




69

1. What was the relationship between political development and political modernization?;
2, was political development a unitary or a complex concept?;
3. was political development a descriptive or a teleological concept 732

He, then, came up with at least three solutions to these problems :40

1. aseither an aggregating concept or a distinguishing concept, in short, political develop-
ment is superfluous. The concept of political development, he said, serves in effect as
asignal of scholarly preferences rather thanasatool for analytical purposes.4l

2. inregard to the study of political development, political science finds itsclfin a famjliar
ambiguous methodological positions between its two neighboring disciplines, namely,
sociology and cconomics.

3. if political scientists had modeled themsclves on the sociologists and talk about poli-
tical change in imitation of social change rather than political development in imita-
tion of economic development, they might have avoided many of the definitional
and teleological problems in which they found themselves,

Political development will be discussed along this line of reference in regard fo its rela-
tionship with administrative development. This will be the next task of this paper. The main
purpose of the above discussion is to avoid the conflict of presenting different definitions of political
development.

39 Huatington, “The Chageto Cha.gc ............ L pp.. 301-308.

40 1bid., pp. 304-305,

41 This is quite a severe blow to othcr political scientists, It may be the problem of using the different
terms for the same meanings as I mentioned earlier. In this respect, he made an excuse for his earlier publication,.ie.,
Political Order in Changing Societies, the reason why the concept of political development was quietly deopped. He
said, “I focus instead om what Iconceive to be the critical relationship between political participation anﬂ
political institutionalization without worrying about the issue of which should belabeled*political development,”
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IIIL. ADMINISTRATIVE AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT :
PATTERNS OF RELATIONSHIP

Therc have been two broad meanings of the phrase “‘administrative development,™
Firstly, it has been synonymous with administrative change, describing the variety of important
revisions of administrative practice and modernization that all administrative entities engage in
from time to time. Professor John D. Montgomery has adoptced such a definition and describes
itasfollows:

Administrative reform  (or development) is, of course, apolitical process inthat it
must adjust the relationships between a bureaucracy and other elements in a society,
or within the bureaucracy itself...it is an intellectual problem as well, in that
accepted principles and theories of administration find their ultimate test in the many

unexpected consequences of their application.42

Montgomery thinks that administrative development has lost its grip on the imagination
of poli.ical scientists, because specialists have concentrated more on the processes and even the
mechanics of development than on its political purposes and interactions., The current literature
on the subject ignores the conceptual problems of adapting static meodels of administrative
perfection to dynamic political reality, leaving them instead to advisors, practitioners, and poli-
ticians. :

On the other hand, a different usc of “administrative development™ has grown out of
efforts 1o assist in the modernization of the developing countries, Itis conceived of as the implan-
ting of the adminisirative technology mainly derived from the Western nations in thuse countires.
Ferrel Heady has noted that administrative development is bascd on the confidence “that developed
societies in the West have achieved administrative capabilities that are transferable to developing
countries,” and that such “‘administrative improvement or up grading is ipso facto desirable and

should be carried out whercver possible at the most rapid feasible rate.”48

Since the concern of this paper is primarily with the developing countries, the second
definition of administrative development has been adopted. And since there has been a wide
variely of definitions of political development as earlicr mentioned, it is appropriate for this paper
and the discussion of the relationship belween administrative and political development to adopt

21ohnD. Mentgomery, “Source of Burcaucratic Reform: A Typology of Purpose and Politics,” in Brai-
banti{ed.), ““Politicaland Administrative .,.,”p.427.

43Ho.3a.c:|_:,r, “Boreaucracies in Developing Countries...” p, g.
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the approach of Huntington as offered in his Political Order. in Changing Socleties. He particular-
ly stresses on institutionalization and this fits meaningfully with administrative devclopment which
1s_gssent1ally institution oriented, In his words:

‘The existence ofpolltlcal institutions...capable of giving substance to pubhc inter-

ests distinguishes politically developed societies from underdeveloped ones. 4

To cvaluatc whether administrative development has facilitated or impeded the struggle
in developing countries to achieve viable political institutions, it is necessary to examine types of

regimes and the political power elemecnts they are based on.*5 Roderick T. Groves suggests
that

Some types may generally support administrative development but not be success-
ful (or seek to be successful) in developing solid and enduring political institutions.

_ On the othér hand, it may be that power elements that have the greatcst institutional-
lizing impact are indifferent or opposed to administrative reform. But whatever the
case, where the political process is based on minimal structoral continvity the role
that administrative reform will be permitted to play will be singularly determined by
the power—element in contrel.’ The same can be said for political institutions.1®

For a practical matter, we will divide the following discussion into four_&rts, .., the pattern of
relationship between admggs_tmtwc_d;vclonemt and the military, between administrative develop-

ment and the elitist bureaucracy, belween administrative developmgg]; and dominant leaders, and

between administrative development and ngl 11ﬁl Qa.r‘tlcs respectively. ,
331

The Military and Administrative Development

Following H‘ﬁﬁtington’s thesis, the prominence of the military in politics in developing
countrles can be att attnbutcd to the very low levcl nf‘polll,lca] mst1tut10na112at10n Though thc mlll-
tionalization that might favor the institution building concept, in actuality military regimes have not
been the strong supporters one would expect. The reason for this seems to lie in an aversion to the
rough and tumble of politics. Military regimes often take power aftera divisive and turbulent poli-
tical period in order ‘‘to restore order and national harmony.”” Their justification for their own entry
into politics is to end politics andthey usually begin by outlawingthe most vigorous and con-~
spicuous of the pre-ihiilitary political institutions. In any event, some military regimes have sup-
ported administrative development while others have not. The crucial difference seems to lie in the

e By
AT

44 Hintington, “Political Order...,” p. 28,

4 An interesting study has been done along this line, see Roderick T. Groves, “‘Administrative Reform
and Political Development,” Development and Chage, Vo, 11, No, 2 (1970-1971), pp. 36 - 51,

% pid..p. 38,




72

attitudes of key leaders. If one or more of the key figuresin a military governmant supports admi-

nistrative development the regime is likely to support significant, development activities. If the

prin cipal leader supports development a good deal of implementation may result. Such were the
cases in Pakistan and Thailand with the militay regimes of Ayub Khan and Sarit Thanarat
respectively. The Sarit regime brought a sharp change to Thai administrative structure. Several
reorga nization comminttees were appointed for the purpe 2 of recommending change in various
areas and subsequently most of the development proposals previously presented were implemented.

There are many instances, however, in which military regimes have no significant suppo rt
for administrative development, Partiy the explaination may lie in the widespread contempt the mi-
litary displays towards civil bureaucrats as “paper-pushers” and incompelents and their confidence
in a “military approach’ to modernization and administrative improvement. This seems oflen to
consist of little more than stafling key administrative positions with military personnel and empha-
sising decisiveness and aloofness from politics, Such wasthe case in Venezucla during the military
regime of Perez Jimenez. It has also bzen the case in Burma where an administrative development
approach was abandoned by the military regime for more revolulionary methods of administrative
structuring and staffing. The Burm:se military came to view the administrative apparatus as an
arch-conservative influence which had to bz broken if revolutionary modernization was ever to

take placet?

The Elitist aneahcra'cy and Administrative Development

Pov‘gérfu] bureaucracies are by no means always the most vigorous advocates of adminis—
trative development, particularly when caried out by outsiders, whether in the forms of technical
assistance or foreign advisors. As powerful political structures Lhey can be expected to be hostile
la suggestions that emphasized technical expertise over high-level policy-making. Yel this is likely
to be the thrust of administrative development proposals developed by experts schooled in
Western practice and tradition with its cmphasis on separation of the political and the adminjstra

tive with the latter properly subordinate to the formerd®

Yet prestigious bureaucracies have a need to maintain an air of professionalism and this
reguires support for administrative development, To resolve the . dilemma such burcaucracies
often have ended up sponsering administrative development adctivitites that are carefully circum-
scribed and oriented so as to pose little threat to the bureaucracy’s power and prestige, Braibanti
notes, for cxample, that most of the development studies done in Ceylon and Malaya were directed
toward salary and service structuring questions, issues unlikely to chage the basic character of the

47 James F. Uyot, “Bureaucratic Transformationin Burma,” in Ralph Braibanti (ed.), Asian Bureaucra-
tic Systems Emergent from the Britisk Imperial Tradition (Durham: Duke University Press, 1966), pp. 437-443,

48Tl:u'af, isthecase of Pakistan and Ceylon, see Groves, ¢p, cit,, p. 48,
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i . . -
bureaucracy.*® Alternatively prestige bureaucracies are likely to demand that the responsibitity
for operationalizing development proposals beleftto themselves in order that some measure of
control can be gained at this point. In Iadia, and Pakistan a14 Birma where foreign technical
assistance has played a major role in developm:nt planaing, the bureaucracies have been

successful in retaini__n;g' full control over the implementation process.50

Dmmnant Leaders and Admmlstratwe Development

A dommant pohtlcal luadt.r is one type'of regime that has been a common place through-
out the developing countries. In part it is the consequence of the lack of effective, legitimized
institutionswhose influence would lessen the inclination o resort to strong-man rule, would
reduce the opportunities available and would weaken an individual’s impact on policy. Tt is also
due to popular expectations and cultural identitics. Human relations in traditional societies are

based upon frequent personal contact and this cultural pattern fades slowly in those countries.fl
This type of personalistic regimes may not contribute much to pohncal development. In
Huntington’s view this is explained by the tendency of dommanl leaders to view institutionaliza-
tion-as a potcntlal threat. They distrust institutions for they consider them to be 1nh1h1t1ng on’

personal prerogahve and discretion, a rival to their personal control.5%

It might be assumad that the persanal emphasis of such regimes would make them quite
unrec;:ptwe us well to administrative developmem It is possible that this has been the case with
the most intensely personalistic, most charismatic of such leaders. But paradoxically the reverse
has been true of the more stolid, strongman types. Oftentimes these have been the warimest
recipients of technical assistance and administrative modernization. While wary of a structuring
of political life that could threaten them or their prerogatives they seelittle such threat in adminis-
trative improvement. Not being strongly reliant on mass support they tend to look upon powe:
in more elitist terms and oftentimes consider administrative change, particularly at the outset, as
a.means of strengthening their contiol and winning elite support, They face po overwhelming' ™
pressures to. accommodate a throng of patronage seekets and often they have links with and
are sympathetic to the goals of the modernizing clitc whose emphasis lies on economic growth and

industrialization.58

-49Br aibanti, *‘Asian Bufeaucratic Systems...,"pp. 661-666.

5050, 1. 667.

3 Riggs, “Administration in Developing Countrics...,” pp. 158-160.

52Huntingtop, "“Political Order...,” pp.238-239,

ssGroves, op. cit., p.40,
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Political Parties and Administrative Development

It has often been noted that political development involves a rapid expansion of political
participatidn and political awareness. Such changes make the integrating character of party
activity vital for adapting old institutions and processes to new conditions or in establishing new
institutions on a firm political base. Thus political parties, when oriented toward a positive role,
act as vigorous institution-builders. Of course, there are many cases where political parties in
developing countries represent an unrealized potential in these regards, because of small size,
disunity, leader ambitions, political miscalculation, ctc. And party-bred institutions sometimes
suffer the same fate as institutions closely idzntified with a particular leader or regime, decline or
become obsolete following a change of regime or a political reaction.

\

The attitudes of palitical parties and party-dominated governments toward administrative
development have not been overwhelmingly supportive and frequently have seemed ambigous
and inconsistent. Some parties have supported administrative development---the Congress Party

of India for example. €4 Onthe other hand, the governing party of Mexico, the Institutionalized

Revolutionary Party (PRI),shows no interest in administrative development approach.55 Most
typical have been parties that have at times supported and at other times opposed administrative
development. This pattern has also been widely evident in Latin America where ruling parties

have offered cutward support while encouraging a “‘go slow” attitude toward implementation
or while backing administrator who resist implementation and who hold out for reform

loopholes, exceptions and compromises.56

The weak and inconsistent character of political party support for administrative develop-
ment can be explained by political realities and political interests. First, pg_tj_@__ggm:rally look
to political patronage to maintain their unity and expand their appeal and this brings them into
conflict with administrative development-efforts that emphasize recruitment, selection and promo-
tion of personnel by merit. As Fred Riggs has remarked, “...a merit system cuts at the root

of one of the strongest props of a nascent political party system, namely spoils....”’87 On the

other hand where administrative development cuts the other way, as il may whereit sccks to break

34Ralph Braibanti, ““Reflcctions on Bureaucratic Reform in India,” in Braibanti and Joseph Spengler (eds.),
Administrative and Fconomic Develapment in Idia (Durham: Duke University'Press, 1963}, pp. 2, 10.

353Groves, ap. cit., p. 44.
566ruves, op. cit,

57 Riggs, “*Burcaucrats and Political Development ...,"” p. £28,
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up an elite administrative cadre of a largely ascriptive character, it is likely to receive party support
for the same reasomn, i.¢., patronage interests. This has been true in Ceylon where administrative

development took place under party auspices between 1960 and 1964.5%

Another source of conflict between political parties and the advocates of administrative

development can be described as a dispute over priorities.’® Reformist political parties are likely
~ to be far more concerned with substantive devclopments (land reform, public housing, health and
sanitation programs, etc.) that will impress and appeal to their followers and the masses than
administrative development. The latter is considered obscure, uninteresting to the public, difficult
to appraise, and most indirect and questionable in its impact on the people and their living con-
ditions. Thus reform political parties are unwilling to give administrative development priority
over other societal developments and may downgrade it because of their concern that it will have
an upsetting effect upon the bureaucracy and may thereby jeopardize urgently needed programs,

Beyond this, political parties in developing cbu?;ffies tend to be very sensitive about in-
curring the opposition of political influentials, Some of these will be bureaucrats but a much greater
number will be related to or close acquatinances of bureaucrats. The hostilily of such political in-
fluentials can be a serious threat to a party governmsnt, even if their number is small. The stren-
gth of parties lies in numbers but this is a strength that takes -time to mobilize and is most effec-
tive in electoral contests and in providing long-run backing. By contrast, small and more cohesive
groups that have economic or military weapons at their command can be very effective in .mar-
shalling a quick assault on power. Party regimes consequently can ill-afiord to alienate so many
influentials as to trigger a quick military or civilian-military thrust. Administrative development

usually poses this possibility becanse its object is a structure that both contains influentials and in-
volves influential interests. This facts adds to the reservation of political party regimes over admin-

istrative development,

VI. CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the above discussion a number of conclusions can be drawn about the reld-
tionship between administrative and political developmznt. First,it suggests that the power elements
that offer the greatest promise for political development are those that have been the least sup-
portive of administrative development. In this regard a particular attention has been paid to poli-
tical party regimes whose lack of interest in administrative development has béen the most clear-cut
of the power elements examined. There are some ¢xceptions to thisand party. dominated govern-
ments have rarely been open in their opposition, but in practice they have consistently -refrained
from. offering significant support. to administrative development. On the other hand, as Groves
points out, the centers of power in developing cuntries that have given the staunchest backing to
administrative development have baen those that held the least promise for political developiment.

58Robert N. Kearncy, “Ceylon: The Contemporary Bureaucracy™, in Braibanti, *“Asian Burcaucratic
Systems....,” pp. 522-529.
99Groves, op. cit., pp. 4546,
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This negative relationship between potential for political development and attraction to
adminstrative development may help to explain the very disappointing record of administralive
devclopment in the past two decades.%? Where administrative development has been carried out, it
can be, under certain condilions, of substantial political value while, undes other conditions, it can
play a soniewhat useful role in strengthening political iﬁs!.itutions, What is needed is a study to
evaluate the chances for the success of adm'nistrative development in developing countries while
they can still step toward morc effective processes of political development. This is not an easy
task. Martin Landau argues in teims of ends and means: which one should be ends or should be
means or vice versa 791 '

If we assunie that in developing couniries political environment always play an impor-—-
tant role ju any type of societal change, we may cometothe conclusion that a direct or indirect
canse of the failure of administrative devel opment is due to the fact that s"ggl;_@program has been
considercd to be inconsistent with the political nceds of the country. On Lhe contrary, administra-
tive developmont takes place bzcausc of the banefits that the political processes can gain. Tn regi-
‘mezs dominated by a single leader or the military, it has bolstered the system sopnig_\yj_;_@t but seldom
to a degrec orin a way that would mika tha ruling cliques singificantly less inclined toward insfitu_—
tion building. And in some such instances it may have strengihened the bureaucracy and its image
and made it thereby hctter equipped to stand on its own and sustain more continuity after the re-
gime’s collapse. In other political systems where the bureaucracy is a major political force, aﬂininis_-
trative d=velopment has often presented the case for a more subordinate policy-making role. in
order to create a better balance between the administrative and the political substructires, The
contrary view that administrative development has served only to strengthen the b'urcaucraéy and
thereby cause more imbalance seems to exaggerate the importance if not disiort the content of

most administrative development. It maybe truein soms political systems: it is .cerfainly_not
true across the board. '

We can, as well, argue that in a system where political parties have dominated polities ad-
ministrative development has had a very minor impact. It has probably served to strengthen the
image of and, at least temporarily, the legitimacy of such regimes. As mentioned above in the case
of Ceylon, administrative development may also have been used to instilute changes viewed by par-
ties as advantageous for their intcrests, There undo ubtedly have been cases where proposals for

60Many have commented upon the poor record. . Characteristic is Albert Waterston™s statement th éte,
“India, Pakistan, Iran and the Philippines in Asia; Venezusla, Colombia, Ecuador, Brazil, Argentina and Chile in
Latin Am>eica; Ethiopia, Ghana and Libya in Afriea; to name only examples, hdve for many years sought to' improve
the efficiency of their public services with only modest result to show for their effort,” Public Administration for
What -4 Pragmatic View, mim3ozraphed documented prepared for the Meeting of Experts onthe U,N, Programme
in Public Administration, anuary 11, 1967, quoted in Groves, op. cit., p. 49,
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61partin Tandua, “Poiitical and Administrative Devclopment,”™ i Brajbanti; (ed.) "*Political and
Administrative ...,” pp. 350 - 353, :
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administrative development have placed a rulingpolitical party in apolitical bind but these have
been far fewer than the cases where administrative development have been. used for partisan ad-
vantage. ' o

The claims by scholars toward solving the problem of administrative and political deve- |
lopment have been presented on the behalf of developing countries. Several suggestions may be
followed while others rejected. Although developing countries do not have’ much time to wait in
rcachmg their objectives, undoubtedly, their structural-functional dichotomy betweeit adminis-
trative and political development can still be expected to remain in the future.
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