Journal of Social Work and Science Education
Volume 7 (3) 2026, 2042-2062
E-ISSN 2723-6919, P-ISSN 2746-0827

Between Development and Democracy: A Comparative Analysis of
Neo-Developmentalism in Indonesia and Singapore

Yusa Djuyandil, Luis Fiska Rahayu?, Herry Soesanto3
Universitas Padjadjaran, West Java, Indonesia, 2Universitas Bina Bangsa, Banten,

Indonesia, 3Institut Pemerintahan Dalam Negeri, West Java, Indonesia

Corresponding author e-mail: yusa.djuyandi@unpad.ac.id

Article History: Received on 21 March 2026, Revised on 25 May 2026,
Published on 26 May 2026

Abstract: This article provides a comparative analysis of developmentalism and neo-
developmentalism in Indonesia and Singapore, two Southeast Asian states with
divergent political systems but shared development aspirations. While Singapore is
widely recognized as a model developmental state, Indonesia under President Joko
Widodo has been characterized as adopting a neo-developmentalist approach. This
study asks: what are the key preconditions for successful developmentalism, and what
are its political implications in these two contexts? Using a qualitative, comparative
case study design based on secondary sources, we find that Singapore’s success rests
on prior, deep bureaucratic reforms including anti-corruption measures and
meritocracy that enabled effective state intervention. In contrast, Indonesia’s neo-
developmentalism prioritizes debureaucratization and deregulation (e.g., the
Omnibus Law), reflecting a stronger neoliberal influence. Both countries, however,
show a similar consequence: the subordination of civil liberties and democratic rights
to developmental goals. The article concludes that pre-conditions matter more than
policy slogans, and that the trade-off between development and political freedom
remains unresolved in both models.

Keywords: Civil Liberties, Democratic Rights, Indonesia and Singapore, Neo-
Developmentalism

A.Introduction

In the journal “Requiem or New Agenda for Third World Studies?”, (A. L. Smith,
2000) noted a phenomenon where developing countries place economic development
at the center of political institutions as a means of building political legitimacy. East
Asian countries are seen as the source of the ideas and concepts of the
“developmental” state that emerged in the 1980s (Dent, 2018). Historically, Japan
began industrializing in the late 19th century, followed by Asian tiger nations such as
Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong in the 1960s. These countries became
the objects of study of the developmental state model. This sustained economic
progress provides strong legitimacy for political figures in developing countries
(Dent, 2018).
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This development trend has also entered Indonesia, particularly during the era of
President Joko Widodo (Warburton, 2016). With the slogan “Work! Work! Work!”, the
policies produced during this era seemed to follow the development spirit of the Asian
tiger nations. As a fellow Southeast Asian nation, and already experienced as a model
for development, Indonesia can learn from Singapore’s development trajectory,
particularly regarding the preconditions that supported its success, as well as the
consequences of that development.

The dual challenge many contemporary countries face today fast economic growth
while adhering to democratic principles, political responsibility and civil liberties. So,
as a result, one should look into this further and ask whether development-oriented
policies generally serve to promote or contribute to the deeper development of more
centralized and technocratic forms of state and political organization. As a result,
comparing Indonesia with Singapore is particularly salient because there are different
trajectory countries in Southeast Asia in the way that Indonesia and Singapore engage
politically. Since the Reformasi era, Indonesia has progressed towards
democratization with decentralisation, while Singapore has pursued centralized state
development, where little in the way of political competition has led to great economic
performance. Based on comparative evidence of these two countries, this research also
endeavors to achieve an even more robust understanding of the development of neo-
developmentalist policies throughout different polities and how they relate to
governance, state capacities, the well-being and political participation of citizens.

In today’s modern landscape, the term “development” is often viewed as a process of
progress. Development itself is seen as a powerful “panacea” to address existing
problems, one of which is the prevailing global issue. As an idea, developmentalism
is generally rooted in the word “development,” meaning development; therefore,
developmentalism can be interpreted as a theory of development. Carol Lancaster
defines developmentalism as an effort to achieve social and economic development,
particularly in Third World countries, along with economic growth, with the ultimate
goal of reducing poverty (Lancester, 2007). Meanwhile, Tony Smith views
developmentalism as a cross-disciplinary field, one that seeks to position existing
ideologies and economic systems as a pathway to economic prosperity (T. Smith,
1985). Therefore, developmentalism can be seen as an industrialization project with
state planning and support, which then identifies the mainstream of a country’s
political economy and thinking. Developmentalists believe that a country’s
suboptimal structure can be addressed through development projects coupled with
active economic policies.

The discourse on developmentalism itself was quite developed in the 1940s. The
emergence of classical developmentalism was seen as a response to the Great
Depression that hit the United States economy. Meanwhile, developmentalism gained
new momentum in the 2000s, coinciding with the emergence of development
economics and macroeconomics, which emphasized exchange rates and Keynesian

2043



Journal of Social Work and Science Education
Volume 7 (3) 2026, 2042-2062
E-ISSN 2723-6919, P-ISSN 2746-0827

economic perspectives (Bresser-Pereira, 2018).

Development originated as a concept in the wake of World War II when the US went
on to offer economic assistance for developing countries in the Truman Doctrine. This
initiative was developed to promote democracy while stemming the spread of
communist and socialist ideologies in the Third World. Economic development was
seen as the ultimate solution at that time to eradicating poverty, which was believed
to be the root cause of communism’s appeal (Sudirman & Kaewsaeng-On, 2019;
Watson, 2021). This concept was then considered influenced by the spirit of
enlightenment, where development was seen as an effort to accelerate and change the
long-awaited fatalist concept. Rationality, prosperity, and freedom were seen as A
locomotive capable of guiding an individual toward a better future (Muthmainnah,
2016). Solow argued that industrialization within a developmentalist framework is
essential, particularly for development projects. Therefore, countries are then directed
toward investments in market-oriented industrial sectors and economic growth,
namely Gross Domestic/National Product (GDP/GNP) (Solow, 1956).

The developmentalist perspective in world politics is based on the assumption that
development, particularly in third-world countries, can be achieved domestically
through strong domestic markets, high import tariffs, and other development
mechanisms. Developmentalism views a country’s development as an essential
variable in economic development. Therefore, developmentalism emphasizes the
importance of physical infrastructure development as a key variable in improving a
country’s quality of life, particularly economically. Developmentalism also requires
the role of investors to realize this agenda.

Over time, developmentalism has also received some criticism, particularly regarding
development projects. One criticism of developmentalism is its top-down approach to
development. Consequently, developmentalism has been criticized for its perceived
exclusionary values. Furthermore, in response to this critique of developmentalist
practices, modern thinkers and philosophers have sought to critique the
developmentalist idea from their own perspectives. The Foucauldian framework of
power and knowledge, and Jiirgen Habermas’s ideas on public sphere deliberation,
can be used to critique this exclusive developmentalist paradigm. Another criticism
of developmentalism is its perceived neglect of the negative externalities it poses to
the environment and the unequal redistribution of natural resources (Ramdani et al.,
2018). There are also other criticisms, one of which is feminist criticism of the
developmentalist paradigm, which is considered patriarchal and places women as
second-class citizens in existing development projects (Muthmainnah, 2016).

Neoliberalism itself can be seen as an update of classical liberalism. Neoliberalism is
a term used to describe the revival of 19th-century ideas related to 20th-century free-
market capitalism. Liberalism itself is a broad idea, but in its broadest sense, liberals
generally emphasize the importance of individual autonomy in order to ward off

2044



Journal of Social Work and Science Education
Volume 7 (3) 2026, 2042-2062
E-ISSN 2723-6919, P-ISSN 2746-0827

community intervention. Liberalism exists in various sectors, from economics and
politics to other sectors. Therefore, liberalism can be seen as a political philosophy,
while neoliberalism itself emphasizes economic philosophy. The term neoliberalism
itself was relatively unheard of at first, at least until the 1990s. This term was adopted
primarily by critics with a perceived free-market orthodoxy, which then spread
worldwide under the “Washington Consensus” (Davies, 2014).

Neoliberalism itself arose from the various failures of technocratic and interventionist
economic policies in the 1960s, which further gave rise to dissatisfaction and conflicts
of interest. The emergence of neoliberalism was triggered by the stagflation crisis in
developed countries in the 1970s. Neoliberal policies were later considered successful
in reducing inflation and driving economic progress in several countries. The Thatcher
and Reagan governments were considered successful in reducing inflation and
unemployment by using the same policy formula: privatization, deregulation, and tax
and subsidy reductions (Chaniago, 2010).

This research offers novelty through a cross-national comparative analysis that
specifically examines the manifestations of “Neo-Developmentalism” in two
contrasting political systems: Indonesia’s transitional democracy and Singapore’s
pragmatic authoritarianism. This contrasts with previous studies that tended to focus
separately on Indonesia’s shift from neoliberalism to state intervention through the
expansion of the role of state-owned enterprises (SOEs) in infrastructure development
and investment (Anguelov, 2024; Tksan, 2022; Warburton, 2019), or on the resilience of
Singapore’s developmental state model, which combines state activism with market
openness (Murphy, 2023). kajian ini mendalami bagaimana kedua negara mengelola
ketegangan antara aktivisme industri yang dipimpin negara (seperti kebijakan
hilirisasi nikel) dan tuntutan partisipasi demokratis serta keadilan sosial.

Neoliberalism

Davies who are conducted a literature review of the idea of neoliberalism, observed
that definitions of neoliberalism in the existing literature are diverse (Davies, 2014).
However, these definitions share at least four main characteristics: Neoliberalism is
generally seen as drawing inspiration from Victorian liberalism. Victoria. However,
neoliberalism itself is not based on Victorian liberalism. Neoliberalism is understood
as an inventive, constructivist, and modern force, aimed at producing a new socio-
political model, not at improving the old. Therefore, neoliberalism is not a
conservative or nostalgic project; Neoliberal policies target various institutions and
activities outside the market, from universities and educational institutions, to
households, to labor unions, and even to trade unions. This is then related to how to
incorporate these institutions and activities into the free market landscape, through
privatization; To achieve this, the state must be an active force and cannot rely solely
on “market forces.” This is what differentiates Victorian liberalism from
neoliberalism. The neoliberal state is required to produce and reproduce institutional
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rules and individual behavior in accordance with a particular ethical and political
vision; This ethical and political vision is dominated by competitive behavior, the idea
of creating inequality. Competition and inequality are viewed positively in
neoliberalism as non-socialist principles in a society generally best suited to the
pursuit of scientific values and knowledge.

Furthermore, neoliberalism itself emphasizes the struggle for laissez-faire, a free form
of competition that champions property rights and individual freedom. Neoliberals
generally strive to minimize state regulation in addressing existing social problems,
placing greater trust in market forces (Soesilowati, 2009). Therefore, as previously
stated, neoliberalism is a renewal of classical economics, promoting free markets,
individual freedom, and minimizing the role of the state, particularly in the economy.

Marxists criticize applied neoliberalism, viewing it as an attempt to restore the rate of
profit. To achieve this, neoliberal countries then attempt to address inflation through
deflation, monetary policy, and target (or, from a Marxian perspective, repress) the
power of labor unions through regulation, the power of the state apparatus, and
privatization. This is then seen as having the effect of significantly higher returns to
capital for the capitalist class, lower returns for the working class, and increasing
inequality, particularly from the 1980s onward (Davies, 2014). There are also criticisms
of various ideas within the neoliberal framework, particularly regarding the role of
the state in ensuring the welfare of its people. This relates to the idea of neoliberalism,
which is seen as replacing “public provision and social citizenship” with “trickle-
down economics” and “personal responsibility,” and replacing “welfare and
developmental states” with “a lean and meaningful competitive state” (Zambrana,
2013).

Industrial Policy

Traditional economic thinkers view government intervention through public policy
as a way to identify social inequalities created by the free market and reduce them.
The government is expected to address these market failures through policies that can
spark economic transformation. All public policies aimed at directing and controlling
structural transformation in a country’s economic processes are referred to as
industrial policies (Bianchi & Labory, 2008). The basic assumption behind this series
of policies is that industrialization is essential for macroeconomic transformation.
Industry has the capacity to Organize production and mobilize assets, and industrial
policy can govern this entire process. In this regard, the private sector and government
are intertwined: the private sector needs the government to formulate policies related
to standards, infrastructure, certification, etc., while the government needs the private
sector’s cooperation to obtain relevant information on the constraints they face and to
influence them to move in the desired direction (Hausmann et al., 2007). Therefore,
the government acts as a guide for industrial transformation.
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Orthodoxally, the government’s direction can be seen through a series of instruments
such as tariff protection, tax breaks, targeted credit, etc. However, Hausmann et al.
observe that there are several shifts in focus that the government should consider.
Instead of asking how much budget should be allocated to promote an industry, or
what types of subsidies and taxes to use, the government should focus on assessing
its capacity to identify and manage existing economic opportunities (Hausmann et al.,
2007). Therefore, Hausmann argues that industrial policy is essentially a tool to
stimulate activity related to a country’s economic opportunities. Like Hausmann,
thinkers contributing to the study of industrial policy have differing views on the true
object of study. Chang (2020) views industrial policy as existing to encourage the
development of the manufacturing sector. However, others argue that industrial
policy can target industries outside of manufacturing, such as agriculture, and so on.

The commodity boom driven by China has prompted many developing countries in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America to rethink their economic policies and use the
industrial policy framework as a way to overcome the “middle-income trap” (Noman
& Stiglitz, 2015). In the case of Asia, Lall (2006) sees a significant challenge for
developing countries in Asia in addressing the development and competitiveness of
the industrial economy (Lall, 2006). These pressures are created by inevitable technical
change, expanding global production networks, and the shrinking cost of economic
“distance” due to transportation and communication efficiencies. The failure of
developing countries to respond to these developments has led to weak economic
growth. In his study, “Industrial Policy in Developing Countries: What Can We Learn
from East Asia,” Lall (2006) examined the efforts of several Asian countries, including
South Korea, Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Singapore, to rise out of poverty through
industrial policy (Lall, 2006). From this research, Lall identified several important
factors driving the successful implementation of industrial policies, including, but not
limited to: 1) Selectiveness in choosing priority industries; 2) Selecting activities that
offer technological benefits; 3) Improving the quality of bureaucracy and government
governance; 4) Centralizing decision-making in the hands of competent authorities in
their respective fields (technocrats).

Furthermore, Chang, in “Industrial Policy in the 21st Century” (2020), also stated that
countries have an interest in addressing major long-term challenges, such as
environmental issues. Industrial policy must encourage coordinated investment in
energy systems, production practices, and mobility (Chang, 2020). In this way,
government intervention can create progress in national production while
simultaneously addressing shared challenges at the global level.

Neo-Developmentalism
Neo-developmentalist ideas are considered distinct and flexible from the mainstream,

emphasizing the importance of state intervention alongside selective support for
various aspects and strategies of orthodox and liberal economics (Bresser-Pereira,
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2009). Therefore, neo-developmentalism emphasizes development projects alongside
free market mechanisms. As a political economic concept, neo-developmentalism
rejects neoliberalism’s reliance on the private sector and the weakness of government
power (Khan & Christiansen, 2011). One of the difference between neo-
developmentalism and developmentalism lies in their emphasis on neoliberalism. The
distinction between developmentalism and neo-developmentalism lies in the
differences in neo-developmentalist values that accommodate neoliberal ideas, such
as the importance of private entrepreneurship and the market as an engine of
development (Gezmis, 2018). Bresser-Pereira (2017) argues that developmentalism is
considered more compatible with democratic systems than liberal economics (Bresser-
Pereira, 2017).

Furthermore, neo-developmentalism emphasizes market freedom in development
projects, particularly in third-world countries. Bresser-Pereira, a leading proponent of
neo-developmentalism, argues that, in the era of globalization, export-driven growth
is the only viable strategy for developing countries, requiring a competitive advantage
based on cheap labor (Bresser-Pereira, 2009). Neo-developmentalist ideas have also
received criticism. The implementation of neo-developmentalism, characterized by its
“left-wing marketism” in Brazil and Argentina, is considered to perpetuate class
exploitation. The circulation of capital in these two countries is considered to provide
jobs for the working class in central capitalist countries (Masni Juniaty Sianipar &
Jeverson Maya, 2020).

B. Methods

This research used a comparative case study with Indonesia and Singapore as the two
primary units of analysis. This approach allows researchers to compare policy
patterns, state-market relations and democratic dynamics within the context of Neo-
developmentalism. This approach is relevant for explaining similarities and
differences in state development orientations, the capacity of political institutions and
their consequences for democratic practices in both countries.

This research uses secondary data as primary source. Data were obtained through
library research, including academic books, scientific journal articles, international
agency reports, government policy documents, official statistical data, and
publications from international organizations such as the World Bank, UNDP, and
Freedom House. The use of secondary data was chosen because the research centers
on conceptual analysis, policy analysis and political-economic dynamics within a neo-
developmentalist framework. The library study allows researchers to methodically
explore and synthesize diverse previous research findings.

Data collection was conducted through documentation and literature searches on the

themes of state development, democracy and Neo-developmentalism in Southeast
Asia. The collected data were analysed using qualitative content analysis and
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comparative study. The analysis recognized key themes including the role of the state
in development, political stability, civil liberties, bureaucratic capacity, and
democratic legitimacy. Next, the researchers compared how the two countries
implemented the Neo-developmental model in different political contexts. To ensure
the validity of the research, the researchers employed source triangulation, comparing
various literature sources and documents to obtain consistent, academically sound
data. With this approach, the research is expected to provide a deeper understanding
of the relationship between development and democracy in the practice of neo-
developmentalism in Indonesia and Singapore.

C. Result and Discussion
Developmentalism in Singapore: From Manufacturing to Social Policy

Before we witnessed the rapid rise of Singapore’s manufacturing industry, trade was
a key economic driver. Its strategic location and free-port status made the country a
popular destination for trade routes and merchants. Consequently, manufacturing
was less developed at this time. In the early 1930s, simple manufacturing began to
emerge in Singapore. Small-scale production of goods such as shoes, clothing, and
small appliances began to flourish. During this period, the international community
saw little economic opportunity in Singapore (Rodan, 1989). Following the Great
Depression, Governor-General of the Straits Settlements and High Commissioner for
the Malay States, Sir Cecil Clementi, dispatched two committees to explore the
economic opportunities of establishing a joint customs union in the Straits Settlements
(Penang, Malacca, and Singapore) and the Malay States (Selangor, Perak, Negeri
Sembilan, and Pahang). However, both committees were skeptical about Singapore
due to its relatively high labor costs. Therefore, both committees rejected a customs
union due to their doubts about the region’s manufacturing prospects.

Even after Singapore achieved independence from British colonial rule and
established self-government, the country was still not considered an economic
powerhouse. Lee Kuan Yew became the first Prime Minister and brought significant
economic progress through his developmentalist policies. One of the initial policies
aimed at stimulating economic growth was the merger of Singapore with Malaysia in
1963. This merger was a way for Singapore to tap into the larger Malaysian market
and industry at the time, creating more jobs and stimulating economic activity.
Furthermore, the merger served as a way for the People’s Action Party (PAP) to
strengthen its political legitimacy. Furthermore, the merger would minimize political
opposition from left-wing communists in Singapore, as Malaysia was led by a right-
wing, anti-communist government. However, the merger with Malaysia was met with
a series of clashes between the Singaporean government and Malaysian leaders. One
disagreement between the two authorities concerned the policy of giving Singapore
39.8 percent of its taxes, even though Singapore’s population was only 17 percent of
Malaysia’s total. Finally, on August 9, 1965, Singapore separated from Malaysia and
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became an independent and sovereign nation. Following its separation, the PAP
continued to dominate Singaporean politics until the last general election in 2020. The
PAP’s dominance was accompanied by strong economic intervention by the
government.

Despite the political instability of the early years of independence, there was steady
progress in the manufacturing sector. From 1959 to 1963, gross output (GO) increased
from $389.9 million to $892.9 million (a 107.8 percent increase), with value-added
increasing by $102.6 million. Job creation through the manufacturing sector also
increased from 25,607 to 41,220. The dominant industry during this period was still
the low-skilled manufacturing sector, such as food, beverages, printing, and so on. It
wasn’t until late 1963 that new industry groups emerged: tobacco, wood products,
metal products, chemicals, and petroleum products. As a result of the entry of these
new groups, the manufacturing sector’s GDP rose from 32.4 percent to 42.6 percent.

Subsequently, Singapore’s manufacturing sector underwent a transition, from being
dominated by low-skilled sectors to higher-skilled sectors, encompassing electronics,
chemicals, biomedical sciences, logistics, and transportation engineering. In the
second quarter of 2021, the manufacturing sector contributed 17.7 percent to GDP.
Over the past four decades, Singapore’s economic intervention has been both direct
and indirect. Directly through policies such as taxes, and indirectly through public
companies, government corporations, and statutory boards. All administrative
organizations in Singapore must recognize these three institutions.

Shifting slightly from the manufacturing industry, Singapore’s developmentalist
policies can also be seen in a series of social policies. Such as public housing policies.
This program first began in the 1960s, when the government monopolized the housing
system into a closed market fully controlled by the government. This policy was
possible because the Singaporean government had previously passed the Land
Acquisition Act in 1966, which allowed the Singaporean government to control land
throughout the country. The flow of supply and demand for housing in Singapore is
controlled by the government.

The government implements this through the Housing and Development Board
(HDB). In addition to the Public Housing Policy, Singapore also has a mandatory
state-managed social security program. The Central Provident Fund (CPF) is a state
fund allocated to citizens to fund their pension, healthcare, and housing needs in
Singapore. Through the CPF, the Singaporean government implements a circuit of
capital, aimed at stimulating monetary circulation and economic growth.

In general, the developmentalist strategy adopted by the Singaporean government can
be seen through: (1) Economic restructuring towards value-added activities, (2)
Building capabilities and capacity through sound investment, (3) Countercyclical
spending, and (4) Fiscal policies that prioritize education, economic infrastructure,
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and defense. The success of the Singaporean government’s interventions through
these policies comes at a cost. There are political preconditions that the Singaporean
government must first prepare, as well as consequences that the country’s citizens
must face.

Indonesian Developmentalism and Neo-Developmentalism: The Era of President
Joko Widodo

The orientation of developmentalism in Indonesia experienced significant
development during the New Order regime. Kutut Suwondo as cited by Rohman
(2023) argued that the New Order regime employed a hegemonic developmentalist
ideology, coupled with material-economic legitimacy and formal-procedural
legitimacy (Rohman, 2023). Developmentalist thinkers believe that one of the reasons
why third world countries (including Indonesia) remain below the poverty line is due
to minimal capital investment.

Just as the developmentalist agenda was initially a response to efforts to prevent the
influence of communism, in Indonesia, the New Order’s development agenda was
also closely linked to efforts to counter communism. In Indonesia, a development
curriculum was also used in development projects during the New Order. One
manifestation of developmentalism that existed during the New Order regime was
the Five-Year Development Plan (Repelita), issued on April 1, 1969, which
emphasized foreign capital loans, regulated by the International Governmental Group
(IGGI). Furthermore, this developmentalism practice was an effort by the New Order
regime to address the inflation rate that had previously occurred during the Old
Order.

The peak of developmentalism’s success in Indonesia occurred in 1984, when
President Soeharto’s leadership successfully achieved rice self-sufficiency and
subsequently received an award from the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO).
However, this developmentalism project did not run smoothly and drew considerable
criticism. New Order developmentalist ideas were also incorporated into the GBHN
(State Guidelines), particularly regarding Indonesia’s economic preparation for “take-
off.” Meanwhile, during the Jokowi administration, Warburton (2016) argued that
there was a strong echo of developmentalist tendencies that began to develop during
Jokowi’s administration. This was related to the New Order’s internally focused
development agendas, its technocratic government, and its conservative and
nationalist values that predated President Jokowi’s leadership. However, Warburton
himself argued that Jokowi’s new developmentalist practice was a coherent new
economic strategy. He emphasized the prevailing socio-political landscape in
Indonesia, which resulted in President Jokowi lacking a strong ideological conviction
and a tendency to shift his approach (Warburton, 2016).

In relation to the developmental paradigm that focuses on the economy, Muhtadi then
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observed that President Jokowi seems to view the non-economic sector as a secondary
sector, or only as a tool to improve the economy and “people’s welfare.” This was then
considered to be in contrast to the assumption of progressive politics attached to
President Jokowi’s leadership in 2014. In a further view, Jokowi was then seen as
implementing democracy in an illiberal manner, along with short-term thinking, and
The ad hoc nature of the policymaking process (Power, 2018). There are also views
that suggest a shift in Jokowi’s leadership, from his previously maverick (militant)
approach to “normalcy.”

Indonesia’s current economic planning is considered to exhibit neo-developmentalist
characteristics. This relates to Jokowi’s vision of inclusive and dynamic economic
growth. These efforts are then carried out through efforts to form coalitions, cabinet
reshuffles, the formation of inner circles, and the establishment of support
mechanisms from individuals rather than parties. This infrastructure project is then
seen as a derivative of the neo-developmentalist agenda.

The new developmentalism pursued by President Jokowi is conservative,
accompanied by a reluctance to address sensitive political issues such as legal reform,
corruption, and even good governance. These challenges are seen as at odds with his
urgent and immediate economic goals. Furthermore, Jokowi appears to believe that
pursuing a reformist agenda could jeopardize his hard-won political stability
(Warburton, 2016). However, there are also various criticisms of President Jokowi’s
development projects. One reason is that development is considered to still use a
developmentalist paradigm, which perpetuates exploitative practices of natural
resources under the guise of development, rather than the principles of prudence and
sustainability (Muthmainnah et al., 2021).

As previously stated, neo-developmentalists emphasize the importance of the
government’s role in the existing free market environment. One example of the
implementation of the neo-developmentalist agenda during President Joko Widodo’s
second administration was the enactment of the Job Creation Law (Omnibus Law) in
2020. The Job Creation Omnibus Law itself can be seen as an attempt by the
government to “intervene” to stimulate economic development and stimulate
investment, particularly foreign investment. The drafting of the Omnibus Law can
also be seen as an agenda for deregulation, similar to the agendas of neoliberal market
economies.

Indonesian Industrial Policy

As a paradigm that emphasizes the importance of the state’s role in development
efforts to stimulate economic growth, the neo-developmentalist paradigm emphasizes
efforts to increase industrialization and ensure certainty in redistributing income.
These principles are then embodied in various state policies for development projects.
Citing Chang (2020), the state also has an interest in addressing major long-term

2052



Journal of Social Work and Science Education
Volume 7 (3) 2026, 2042-2062
E-ISSN 2723-6919, P-ISSN 2746-0827

challenges, such as environmental issues. Industrial policy should encourage
coordinated investment in energy systems, production practices, and mobility
(Chang, 2020). In this way, government intervention can create progress in national
production while addressing shared challenges at the global level.

The state has a duty to address underdevelopment within the neo-developmentalist
paradigm. Regarding existing industrial policy, Jokowi’s approach to corruption
generally aligns with the conservative positions of many within the Indonesian
political system. He advocates a preventative approach rather than a punitive one,
and the government promotes prevention programs that emphasize positive
bureaucratic thinking, honesty, and humility as tools to eradicate corruption
(Warburton, 2016). During his first term, President Jokowi issued Economic Policy
Packages I-XVI, which ran until August 2017. These Economic Policy Packages aimed
to open the floodgates for FDI to Indonesia by reducing or eliminating investment
barriers.

Agung Wibowo (2017) further stated that these Economic Policy Packages included at
least three steps: (1) Efforts to increase the competitiveness of national industry. This
was manifested through deregulation, debureaucratization, and law enforcement
efforts to ensure business certainty; (2) Efforts to accelerate strategic national projects
by minimizing obstacles and impediments to the implementation and completion of
strategic national projects; and (3) Increased investment in the real estate sector. From
the perspective of capital market investors, these events were seen as having a positive
impact on the Indonesian economy and increased share prices on the Indonesia Stock
Exchange (IDX) (Wibowo, 2017). Meanwhile, during his second term, President Joko
Widodo’s administration issued regulations aimed at minimizing regulations deemed
inefficient. Foreign investment regulations Unclear regulations create overlapping
regulations between the central and regional governments, complicating bureaucratic
approvals a common problem when investing in Indonesia. In response, the
government plans to create comprehensive legislation to address the issue of legal
certainty in the investment sector, which was then implemented through the
enactment of the Omnibus Law.

The neo-developmentalist paradigm seeks to find a balance between two
macroeconomic balances to promote private and public investment (Bresser Pereira,
2020). This aligns with the view of the second-term Joko Widodo administration,
which believes that excessive regulations will complicate and hinder the economy and
investment, while also embracing a free market landscape. These obligations include
the Environmental Impact Analysis (Amdal), Building Construction Permits (IMB),
and environmental permits, which complicate and hinder investment. The
implementation of the Omnibus Law in Indonesia is seen as an effort to reduce
regulations that complicate investment in Indonesia.
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Preconditions: Bureaucratic Reform in Singapore

Haque (2004) stated that Singapore’s bureaucracy is undergoing what is known as a
“business-oriented transformation.” In other words, the bureaucratic reforms
implemented in Singapore are primarily motivated by accommodating strong
economic growth (Haque, 2004). The model of bureaucratic reform in Singapore can
be seen through:

Transitional State Formation

In 1959, the PAP established a “developmental state” program, which generally
emphasized national economic growth through state ownership and control (Haque,
2004). The state and bureaucracy became the primary actors in increasing economic
growth, creating jobs, encouraging industrialization, infrastructure development, and
so on. The government established new institutions and business entities related to
development, which were owned, managed, and supervised by the state. Some of
these include the Housing and Development Board (HDB), the Economic
Development Board (EDB), the Public Utilities Board (PUB), and so on.

Transforming the Role of the Public Sector

As previously mentioned, the Singaporean government has implemented a series of
changes to the state’s structure, including the addition of state-owned enterprises
(SOEs) related to housing, electricity, water, ports, airlines, banking, manufacturing,
media, transportation, and other sectors. This expands the public sector’s role in these
areas.

Anti-Corruption Policy

To accommodate the growing economy, the Singaporean government also
implements an anti-corruption policy. This policy serves a strategic purpose for
national development, as it attracts investors through an efficient, clean, and
transparent business environment free from bribery (Ali, 2000). Corruption was
widespread in Singapore during the colonial period. Therefore, in 1960, the PAP
leadership pushed for an anti-corruption strategy by enacting the Prevention of
Corruption Act (POCA) and the Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB).
Through POCA, the Singaporean government seriously defined various forms of
gratification as corruption and increased penalties for corruption suspects (Quah,
2001). Both factors reduced opportunities for corruption. In addition, to minimize
incentives for corruption, the Singapore government also increased salaries and
improved the quality of work within the Singapore Civil Service (Quah, 2001).
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Meritocracy-Based Bureaucracy

Regarding the bureaucratic model, the Singapore government adopted key
components of the new approach to public sector management, or New Public
Management (NPM). In general, the two main components of this business-oriented
public management can be seen in: (1) the separation of various ministries,
departments, and agencies into autonomous executive bodies with greater autonomy,
and (2) the granting of financial and managerial authority to these autonomous bodies
to formulate and implement outcome-oriented programs (Haque, 2004). In Singapore,
the government transformed various departments and statutory bodies into
autonomous bodies with a certain degree of operational flexibility. Furthermore,
within these autonomous bodies, top executives were granted considerable autonomy
in financial, personnel, and other managerial matters. Furthermore, the Singapore
government also decentralized the personnel system, into newly created personnel
boards within ministries. This personnel council can recruit lower- and mid-level
employees and internalize new opportunities for the business sector into public
services.

Preconditions: Bureaucratic Reform in Indonesia

Warburton (2016) argues that President Jokowi’s development model and the
National Development Model during Suharto’s New Order leadership had several
similarities, one of which was achieving political stability, which he later argued was
in line with neo-developmentalist frameworks. President Suharto, with his
nationalist-militaristic approach, employed an authoritarian military approach, while
President Jokowi, under the framework of reform and democracy, employed
patronage and political lobbying as an effort to achieve stability (Warburton, 2016).
This reform agenda itself was considered capable of endangering previously achieved
political stability. As previously stated, the neo-developmentalist paradigm
emphasizes the importance of an efficient bureaucracy to realize development
agendas.

In Indonesia, the term bureaucratic reform is a term that is quite widely used,
especially in post-reform societies. In their publication, Turner et al, divided the
periods of bureaucratic reform in Indonesia into three periods: (1) the initial period
after the collapse of the New Order regime, 1998-2003, which was considered sporadic
change without a strategic design or long-term plan to reform the Indonesian
bureaucratic reform system; (2) the targeted reform period, in which the government
responded to targeted public service reforms, along with assistance from the IFI and
various bilateral aid agencies lining up to provide funding and technical assistance;
and (3) the bureaucratic reform period (2010-present) which began under the
leadership of President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (SBY), who envisioned realizing
a world-class bureaucracy by 2025 (Turner et al., 2022).
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President Jokowi also evaluated his predecessor’s efforts to reform the bureaucracy.
President Jokowi’s first step was to create a performance management framework to
build a skills-based bureaucracy and a performance system. Furthermore, President
Jokowi has initiated various bureaucratic reform efforts, including the establishment
of integrity zones and bureaucratic digitization. Citing a report from Kompas.com,
President Jokowi stated that the Indonesian government currently faces a significant
task: transforming the bureaucratic service model, which he believes is trapped in
procedural and administrative matters. Bureaucratic reform itself in Indonesia cannot
be separated from the demands for reform of the bureaucratic system after the
collapse of the New Order regime, which is also characterized by bureaucratic decay.
To realize an effective bureaucracy, the government must play an essential role, based
on the principles of good governance and democratic efforts to realize a robust public
service model. Furthermore, in relation to neo-developmentalist agendas, a
streamlined bureaucracy is seen as crucial for establishing a stable government
framework and streamlining development processes.

President Jokowi’s second term also saw several policies issued to reform (read: trim)
the existing bureaucracy. The implementation of the Job Creation Law is seen as an
effort to achieve this streamlined bureaucracy, as stated by the Minister of Home
Affairs in a 2020 statement on the Media Indonesia news website, stating that “the
omnibus law bill will reduce regulatory overlap” and is one of the agenda items for
bureaucratic reform in Indonesia. This aligns with the neo-developmentalist
paradigm, which emphasizes the importance of political stability and bureaucratic
efficiency, along with the state’s responsibility to address underdevelopment.
However, Bowornwathana and Wescott as cited by Rahmatunnisa (2010) argue that
bureaucratic implementation in developing countries tends to be challenging and
requires structural changes. Although various efforts to reform the Indonesian
bureaucracy have been made on paper, we cannot deny that these efforts also face
various obstacles.

According to the UN’s e-Government Survey, Indonesia currently ranks 88th out of
153 countries in terms of efforts to implement digital governance and bureaucratic
reform. Within Southeast Asia, Indonesia lags far behind its neighbors, Singapore
(11th), Malaysia (47th), Thailand (57th), Brunei (60th), and Vietnam (86th). One of the
obstacles to bureaucratic reform in Indonesia is the inherent culture of corruption that
exists within the Indonesian government. Ironically, political parties themselves are
facing various problems that are currently eroding their internal affairs as the engine
of democracy itself, from the characterization of figures to the cadre development
process, various problems persist.

The assumption of a trickle-down economy, as proposed by neoliberals, is in fact
hampered by these practices. Economic growth ceases to trickle down, but is instead
blocked by inefficient bureaucratic practices that are still ravaged by corruption.
Bureaucracy is seen as a breeding ground for corruption. Philp as cited by Fatkhuri
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(2017), argued that corruption within a bureaucratic institution occurs when
bureaucrats gain advantages/benefits through political processes acquired through
their positions as public officials within the bureaucratic framework (Fatkhuri, 2017).
Regarding corruption in Indonesia, data released by the Central Statistics Agency
(BPS) also noted an increase in Indonesia’s Anti-Corruption Behavior Index in 2021,
reaching 3.88/5. The closer the index value is to 5, the more anti-corruption society
behaves. Conversely, an index value closer to 0 indicates a society’s increasingly
permissive behavior toward corruption. Despite this improvement, it remains far
from the IPAK target of 4.0. Indonesia also faces other issues, one of which is an
oligarchy reorganizing itself through democratic means (Hadiz and Robinson, 2014).
This has resulted in weak formal political control and a critical mass.

Civil Liberties in Singapore

Despite its economic prosperity, Singapore has a number of human rights issues on
its record. According to Asia Watch, there is a long list of alleged human rights
violations by its repressive government, including preventive detention;
imprisonment without trial; restrictions on freedom of association and speech;
physical and psychological abuse of detainees; coercion and re-arrest of those who
complain about abuse; obstacles to judicial review; intimidation and harassment of
the opposition or potential opposition politicians; restrictions or bans on media,
student, labor, and professional organizations; restrictions on parliamentary debate;
and interference in the judiciary. Furthermore, Singapore also has the Internal Security
Act (ISA), which aims to prevent anti-government narratives, racial or class
discrimination, organized violence, and other actions deemed to disrupt Singapore’s
security order (Chew, 1994). This law empowers the country’s leaders to exploit civil
liberties. This is partly due to Article 8 of this law, which allows the president to name
as suspects anyone who “endangers the security and continuity of public services in
Singapore.” Furthermore, the ISA also authorizes the police to arrest anyone without
warning if they are suspected of endangering Singapore’s security (Chew, 1994).

The Singaporean government has also enacted the Protection from Online Falsehoods
and Manipulation Act (POFMA), which allows the government to “correct” or remove
online content deemed contrary to government interests. Furthermore, the rights of
LGBT individuals are severely restricted, and non-heterosexual sexual relations are
considered a criminal offense, and there is no legal protection against discrimination
based on sexual orientation or gender identity. The poor quality of civil rights and
democratic freedoms in Singapore is a result of a government that is too preoccupied
with development policies (Haque, 2004).

Civil Liberties in Indonesia
When it comes to President Jokowi, Jokowi himself is often viewed as an “alternative”

to Indonesian democracy. This is because President Jokowi, elected in 2014 and re-
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elected in 2019, does not come from a background in Indonesia’s “traditional political
power network” consisting of political, military, and bureaucratic families. Therefore,
President Jokowi’s election is often seen as a “stepping stone” for the development of
democracy in Indonesia (Mietzner, 2015). However, according to Freedom House’s
2021 democracy index, Indonesia can be considered a “partly free” democracy, with a
score of 51 out of 100. This is seen as a result of the various challenges Indonesia faces,
including corruption, discrimination and violence against minority groups, separatist
tensions in Papua, and the politicized use of defamation and blasphemy laws.

In terms of civil liberties, Indonesia also ranked 29/60 in 2021. One interesting point
to highlight in the 2021 democracy index measurement is the decline in civil liberties
in Indonesia, which decreased by one point compared to previous years. Referring to
the democracy index released by Freedom House, one of the areas that experienced a
significant decline was freedom of expression and freedom of belief. Although
peaceful protests can be observed, it is undeniable that the government and
authorities remain quite repressive in responding to topics considered “taboo” and
sensitive in Indonesian society, such as the 1965-66 massacres or regional separatism.
The decline in Indonesia’s democratic process, which was initially considered
progress, primarily as a result of the fall of President Suharto in 1998, was driven by
practices that minimized democratic participation, which were then considered to
deconsolidate the democratic process, while simultaneously successfully maintaining
its democratic status (Mietzner, 2020). This decline in civil liberties is seen as a result
of the weakening of various aspects of democratic life, ranging from military
involvement in several aspects of civil life, restrictions on freedom of expression, and
repression against groups opposing the government. Coupled with the current
pandemic, it seems likely that Indonesia’s democratic journey will remain stagnant
without significant political breakthroughs. Therefore, in the context of safeguarding
democracy, the role of civil society is crucial in strengthening the democratization
process in Indonesia.

D.Conclusion

Before implementing developmentalism policies, the Singaporean government had
already improved the quality of the country’s bureaucracy. This included bureaucratic
reforms focused on the transition of state formation, the transformation of the role of
the public sector, anti-corruption policies, and a meritocratic bureaucracy. These
bureaucratic reforms are also one of the reasons for the success of development
through government intervention. Indonesia, under the Jokowi administration, has
implemented a similar reform model to Singapore’s, such as the development of a
skills-based bureaucracy and a performance system. However, the Indonesian
government has focused more on debureaucratization (such as through the Job
Creation Law) rather than first improving the quality of the bureaucracy. Indonesia
has a notorious history of corruption, hampering bureaucratic reform. This rampant
corruption is a barrier not only to investment inflows but also to the trickle-down
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economic assumptions put forward by neoliberal thinkers. The debureaucratization
and deregulation approaches also differentiate developmentalism in Indonesia from
Singapore. Singapore relies more heavily on government intervention in national
economic growth through industrial-oriented policies, while Indonesia operates in the
spirit of neoliberalism, which encourages minimal state intervention (such as
debureaucratization and deregulation) and believes in the trickle-down effect.
However, the consequences of developmentalism in Indonesia and Singapore are
similar: there are indications of subordination to democracy and civil rights.
Singapore, with its authoritarian nature, has a long track record of failing to address
democracy and civil rights, which is argued to be a consequence of its consistently
prioritizing development agenda. In Indonesia’s case, President Joko Widodo has not
employed a clearly authoritarian strategy, but many thinkers have argued that the
decline in civil liberties within Indonesia’s democratic climate is a consequence of the
prioritization of development.
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