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Introduction 
 

The theme for this congress is "Re-engineering Fiji- the challenge".  The Fiji Institute of 

Accountants suggested that I talk on "Re-engineering for Growth- the Basics".    While "basics" 

might sound simple, scientists and social scientists, for very good reason, avoid the term, for 

"basics" are anything but simple. 

 

In the nineties, economists expound with enthusiasm, and little disagreement, on the usual economic 

"basics" for growth: freeing goods and factor markets, getting prices right (for labour, capital, and 

foreign exchange), using comparative advantage to become competitively export-oriented, down-

sizing Government through privatisation etc.   

 

But the strongest economist (or accountant) has doubts when variables outside of the neat economic 

models, enter the picture.  We seem to be particularly helpless, when it comes to the social and 

political "basics" that under-pin economic decision-making and the economy. We delight in the fine 

details of cost:benefit analysis, or internal rates of return, or complex econometric models based on 

hundreds of equations.  But in the Fiji context, I fear that such preoccupations, merely result in 

inspections of trees, while the forests are on fire. 

 

Look at the heat, and lack of light, generated over the ALTA Review, the Constitution Review, the 

NBF disaster, PAFCO, and Government Shipyard, to name just a few of our trials and tribulations.   

For a small nation, we seem to be always firefighting, instead of preventing fires.  And the sheer 

frequency of these economic mishaps generates the sinking feeling that the Fiji public is not being 

made to face up to the economic "basics": that each problem situation is susceptible to a rational 

economic approach; that every expenditure decision has alternatives; and that there is an 

"opportunity cost" to all public policy decisions.  Fiji does not seem to have a social and political 

environment which encourages our decision-makers to make the right economic choices, in the 

public interest.
1
 

 

To illustrate this view, let me just examine two issues, both politically sensitive, but important to 

Fiji's future economic growth path: the ALTA crisis and military expenditure in the Fiji 

Government budget. 

 

 

ALTA: A Crisis Created 
 

How does one create a national crisis just because native leases in the cane belt are due to expire?  A 

committee of the NLTB (which is the statutory organisation set up by Governmen and charged with 

looking after land-owners' interests) comes out with a draft Report based on its own survey of one 

                                                                                                                                                       
1

The private sector belatedly drove home the message that the "free lunch" of an un-necessary public 

holiday over a rugby victory costs a hundred lunches elsewhere (and still not result in adequate 

financial reward for rugby heroes). 
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region in the cane belt.  In an already charged atmosphere, the Report makes the statement that the 

bulk of Fiji's land-owners will take back their land as the leases expire, amalgamate the farms, and 

Fijian land-owners would venture into large-scale mechanised sugar cane farming.  The NLTB 

Report is backed by some powerful Ministers and parliamentarians in Government. 

 

Predictably, there is an outcry from the cane belt and opposition parties: what about the thousands 

of canefarmers, their families, cane output, sugar exports and earnings, the economy, etc.  There are 

demands for the renewal of the leases in the national interest. 

 

To muddy the water further, Government (and its Ministry of Agriculture) disassociate themselves 

from the NLTB Committee's position.  The Ministry of Agriculture is refused data by NLTB.  The 

Prime Minister has to tell both sides to work together.  What's going on? 

 

We know that the first corollary of private property is that the owners of any asset, including land, 

have the right to use their property in their own best interest, regardless of the effect on current 

tenants.  Messieurs Cupit, Punja and Lee would laugh if they were told that their assets should first 

and foremost be used for the nation, and not their respective bank-balances. 

 

But what would be worrying to any economist, is that the NLTB Task Force's proposal, without any 

substance of proper project planning and analysis, would not at all seem to protect the land-owners' 

financial interests.  The crude proposal, insensitively handled, simply ignored a whole range of 

relevant factors:  the viability of cane farming being threatened by the projected decline in Lome 

sugar prices; farm leases expiring at different times over different regions; the need to examine the 

economic viability of mechanised cane farming on the relevant lands; the need to have a clear 

outline of how land-owners would receive the financial benefits from (yet another) statutory 

organisation set up on their behalf, presumably under NLTB (which is itself so badly managed 

financially that it is unable to present audited accounts for the last umpteen years).  But again, these 

questions amount to fire-fighting.  Could the fire have been prevented? 

 

Of course, Fijian economic development requires the involvement of indigenous Fijians in cash 

crop and export agriculture.  And let us be clear that when one talks about development in Fiji, 

whatever strategy is chosen, must involve the development of the indigenous people. But equally in 

the strategy, they and displaced cane farmers could, through necessity, have been encouraged to 

become part of Fiji's agricultural diversification, in a planned way, without risking the numerous 

benefits which the nation derives from the sugar cane industry.  As I have argued previously, such 

diversification in the cane belt, or elsewhere, will not suddenly occur by the waving of the magic 

free market wand.
2
  It requires major Government planning and co-ordination. 

 

The ALTA problem requires far more than an NLTB Committee's limited analysis and answers, or 

bi-lateral negotiations between the land owners and tenants- the favourite political answers.  It can 
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"Sugar Industry Reform" and "What Diversification and How?", Fiji Times, 1996. 
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be seen pro-actively, as a window of opportunity, a lever whereby Fiji's agricultural economy and 

orthodox conservative farmers, may have been driven through necessity, to make the painful 

adjustments required for the future, without sacrificing the land-owners' interests.   There can be a 

co-ordinated involvement of land-owners, the NLTB, the Ministries of Agriculture and Land, the 

farmers' organisations, FSC, development financing organisations, and even interested aid donors, 

to put in place the long chain of economic links that are required to wrest some quality product from 

Fijian land, in order to sell in international export markets. 

 

Given that the leases expire gradually over a twenty year period, there could even be designed 

flexible strategies where the experiences of the early years, inform the strategies for the later years.  

There does not need to be one definitive solution given now, for all time. 

 

The ALTA crisis is not that native leases are going to expire and Indian cane farmers are going to be 

thrown off.   The real crisis is that we in Fiji are unable to engineer national co-operation to deal 

with the major problems that simply cannot be tackled in a piece-meal manner.  I and say "we" quite 

deliberately, because the problem is not one of "Government", the Civil Service and statutory 

organisations alone, but of all of us who continue to stay in this country as citizens. 

 

I have used the example of ALTA not because I think it is the most important issue in the country, 

but because it has been more public than other issues.  One could equally have focused on 

deregulation, corporatisation and privatisation, and the need for competition, where Government 

just does not seem to have followed a coherent and consistent strategy in decision-making.  While 

one is not privy to inside information, it is abundantly clear that within Cabinet, decisions are made 

by certain Ministries, quite inconsistent with the overall growth and development strategy mapped 

out by the Ministry of Finance and Planning.  Thus, while Government has stated its intention to 

privatise and reduce the size of Government involvement in the economy, decisions are made to set 

up yet more public enterprises, create further monopolies, and pump even more funds into failing 

enterprises, which have not yet been structurally reformed to become competitive in the market 

(although there is much talk about it). 

 

The picture one gets is that while the twenty seven year old Fiji economy car is struggling up the 

steep and already difficult road to development with the Ministry of Finance and Planning at the 

steering wheel, the left and right wheels want to go in different directions, the rear wheels want to 

go backwards, and the fuel tank is leaking.   It seems that there is an urgent need to establish within 

Cabinet, a very small sub-Committee (comprising the Ministers associated with finance and 

economic ministries with one representative of the "social" ministries), chaired by the Prime 

Minister, to agree on a coherent strategy.  All other Ministries must then operate within the 

guidelines and decisions established by this Caucus. 

 

Let us look at another national issue, which has not received the required public attention.  This 

illustrates vividly that even Cabinet decisions are not adhered to by some Government Ministries, 

with heavy social costs to society. 
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Who Decides Military Expenditures? 

 

We all know that the Fiji Government faces a major budgetary problem, with deficits and public 

debt spiralling out of control.  

 

While a number of studies indicate that poverty is on the rise, so also are charges for health, 

education and water rising.  Social welfare organisations, and ngos like the Crippled Children 

Society see urgent need for higher public expenditures on education, health and social welfare, but 

fund are apparently not available. 

 

Given that the total Government Expenditure needs to be constrained if deficits and public debt are 

to be limited, public discussion should obviously focus (although it rarely does) on the other side of 

the coin: which expenditures should be cut?  If one does a time trend analysis of the components of 

Fiji Government Expenditure, there appears an obvious candidate: military expenditure, which has 

dramatically risen from a mere $16 millions in 1986 to just under $50 millions in 1995, an increase 

in current prices of $34 millions. 

 

Analysing military expenditure in Fiji is far from simple.  For a start, the soldiers also earn revenues 

for Government, through the fees received for peace-keeping in Sinai and Lebanon.   Some parts of 

the FMF are employed in rural development projects, and some in policing Fiji's marine resources.  

There is also some basic skills training that takes place.
3
   But even allowing for all these, the 

inevitable conclusion is that there has been a substantial increase in expenditure compared to ten 

years ago. 

 

Surprisingly, given the tightened budgetary times, Government's own official publication on the 

subject indicates little awareness of the opportunity costs of this expenditure re-allocation.  A 

Defence White Paper tabled in Parliament recently, has some very strange budgetary analysis and 

statements.
4
   The Report pronounces that "An examination of the actual spending of the FMF since 

1988 against the annual budget allocations shows a very depressing picture", apparently with 

reference to "under-allocation" to the military. 

 

The Report gives a table of numbers (see the Annex to this paper) indicating the amounts requested, 

amounts allocated through the budget estimates, and the amounts actually spent.  There is a column 

which the White paper calls "Under Allocation" but the numbers in fact represent "Over-

expenditure".  The same table indicates that while the actual spending was higher than the 

allocations, actual spending, for nearly all the years, was also higher than the amounts requested. 

                                                                                                                                                       
3

One would have thought that, as with water or electricity supplies, these developmental and social 

activities should be separated out from the purely military expenditures, so that funding 

becomes totally transparent and justified on the appropriate grounds. 

4

Defending Fiji. Defence White Paper, 1997.  Parliamentary Paper No.3 of 1997. Table 6-12, p 88. 
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How significant was the re-allocation to the military?  Some increase in expenditure may be 

expected if Government's Total Expenditure was also increasing (and we may justify some of this 

increase also with reference to the revenues generated in Sinai and Lebanon).  The next Box 

therefore gives three graphs: the lowest curve represents the "Normal Growth"  expenditure, which 

allows the military expenditure to grow at the same rate as Total Government Expenditure from 

1986 to 1995; the middle curve represents the Budget Approved by Parliament; and the top curve 

represents Actual Expenditure, which is what was spent in reality. 

 

Worrying no doubt for the Ministry of Finance, the military every year simply exceeded the 

amounts allocated to them by Parliamentary Budgets.  This amounted to an average of some $15 

millions every year, between 1987 and 1995, or $150 millions over a ten year period (in 1997 

prices).  Even if the revenues earned are taken into account, the net expenditure figures indicate an 

increase from around $3 millions in 1986 to more than $31 millions by 1995 (see next Graph), with 

this expected to increase further for 1996 and 1997, given that revenues are expected to decline 

further. 

 

Given that it is difficult to assess what exactly is the ideal level of expenditure on the military, one 

pragmatic way of looking at the re-allocation to military expenditures may be to assess the extra 

amounts spent by the FMF after 1986, i.e. the difference between the Actual Expenditure and the 

expected Normal Growth.   The figures suggest that, between 1986 and 1996, in 1997 prices, there 

has been an extra $23.5 millions spent annually (or  $235millions extra over a ten year period) on 

the military, over and above what would have been given them through the normal increase.  Are 

these sums important for the public? 

 

 

The Opportunity Costs of $23.5 millions Annually 
 

One doesn't need an economist to know that there is a trade-off between excessive military 

expenditure and funds for our destitute, schools for physically and intellectually handicapped 

children, school fees for the poor, essential medicines and health services for our rural poor, or even 

adequate financial rewards for the sporting heroes. 
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The items in the Box, give a selection of actual 

public expenditure items for 1995, amounting 

roughly to $23 millions.  Theoretically, one 

could have annually doubled these items, if 

military expenditure, after 1986, had grown at 

the same rate as Total Government 

Expenditure.  That would require expenditure 

levels considerably below the current ones. 

 

There is, of course, a legitimate concern that a 

thousand soldiers should not suddenly be made 

unemployed and unable to provide for their 

families.  But secondary and University 

economics students all study Samuelson's 

diagrams of the transformation of guns into 

butter.  Internationally, economists have long 

been writing about the end of the Cold War and the significant "peace dividend" that may be 

obtained if tanks can be converted to tractors and ploughshares.   Deregulation and structural reform 

is about moving factors from less product4ive to more productive activities.  The obvious option, 

therefore, would be to divert resources to more productive uses. 

 

One obvious redeployment strategy, with potentially significant social and economic benefits, 

would be to the Police Force, which currently does not have the personnel and other resources to 

combat the crime wave that is devastating the lives of ordinary civilians, including potential 

investors, within the country.  Which investor (or professional in demand internationally) wants to 

live in a violent country where his wife and children are not safe even behind burglar bars and 

private security company protection?  With some $150 millions of investment income debited 

annually against our balance of payments (and unknown amounts lost abroad through transfer 

pricing), it is interesting to ask how much would be retained and re-invested within the country if 

crime was not the problem it is.  Would such re-investments justify the required redeployment of the 

resources? 

 

Another option would be to turn disciplined Fijian soldiers into disciplined export crop farmers, 

making better use of Fijian land in the nation's interest.  Such deployment cannot be an easy task, 

especially given that the Fijian social and cultural environment may require major re-engineering, if 

the Fijian people are to flourish economically in the competitive, deregulated capitalist world order.  

How this is done using all the apparatus available to the Fiji Government is a challenging problem- 

on par with the ALTA problem: extremely difficult, but not insurmountable.    

 

But while such reduction of military expenditure (if necessary through redeployment) would seem 

 

    Actual Expenditure 1995 ($m) 

 

  Fiji School of Medicine  2.0 

  Fiji School of Nursing  1.6 

  Drugs and Medical Supplies       7.9 

  Rural Med.& Nursing Stations 3.3 

  Dept of Social Welfare  5.7 

  Old People's Home  0.4 

  Dept of Sports   1.2 

  Special Education   1.0 

  Rugby Heroes?    .4 

 

     23.5  
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to be called for, the Ministry of Home Affairs does not think so.  The Defence White Paper asks that 

military funding be strengthened or maintained.  In the Foreword, the Minister for Home Affairs 

says that "the policies are affordable, sustainable and provide for Fiji a level of defence security 

appropriate to the size of the nation, its independent status and its world-wide interests".
5
 

 

We know that it is natural for the Military, like any other Government Ministry, to try and 

strengthen their funding.  But I am not sure what the Minister of Finance thinks of the "affordable" 

bit in the quote above.
6
   Secretaries of Finance, Ministers of Finance and even ex-military Prime 

Ministers do understand that large public sector deficits and burgeoning public debt, require 

curtailment of relatively unimportant expenditure.  Indeed, if we look at the middle graph and 

compare it with the top, it is clear that the Ministry of Finance did try to reduce the Budget Estimate 

in 1990, 1992, 1995, and yet again in 1997, although without any great success, as the actual 

expenditure continued to rise upwards, albeit more slowly over time. 

 

The Prime Minister himself may have sympathised with the Ministry of Finance, but how could he 

insist on cuts to the military budget, when the reply from the military might be - "But Sir, you 

yourself authorised all this expansion ten years ago when you felt your Government needed it, and 

we are still needed now". 

 

How this position is justified by the Defence White Paper makes for interesting reading.  But at the 

end of it all, the mind boggles at the thought of some alien power threatening the security of Fiji.  

Tonga may have tried a hundred years ago, and Ma'afu's relatives may even have succeeded through 

strategic inter-marriage, but the only real battles in the South Pacific are on the rugby field, where 

Fiji has mixed fortunes, depending on whether God likes the number seven or fifteen. 

 

                                                                                                                                                       
5

Most tax-payers would cynically note that their taxes are used to support peace-keeping in Sinai and 

Lebanon, while the Fiji people are at the total mercy of vicious criminal elements who rob and 

assault at will. 

6

The Introduction to the White Paper states that an earlier report of a 1993 Committee, chaired by 

the Minister of Finance, formed the basis of the White Paper. 
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Let us be honest.  The unspoken 

justification for increased military 

expenditure, to be read between the 

lines in the Defence White Paper, 

and reflected in the ethnic 

composition of the military forces, 

has been its role as the last 

guardian of political control for 

indigenous Fijians, or to curb 

industrial unrest arising from 

militant unions (which in the early 

years were seen as mostly Indo-

Fijian). 

 

But given that Indo-Fijians have 

always totally rejected any violent 

solution to their political problems, 

I doubt if any neutral analyst would insist that a military safeguard was ever necessary, even when 

Indians were numerically superior.  Indians have not taken to rugby, have they?  Such justification 

would be even more irrelevant today, given the clear trends in population projections for the two 

ethnic groups (see the graph).  Likewise, the unions have also indicated a propensity to follow legal 

avenues, and those that are militant (and ready go on strike) are ironically those usually dominated 

by indigenous Fijians.  In any case, why would a strengthened Police not be able to handle any 

lawless behaviour from any source, including the unions? 

 

Probably the Minister of Finance or, given his recent statements, even the Prime Minister, would 

agree with these views.  But the continued failure, over the last decade, for Government to make the 

redeployment from military expenditures to other socially more useful items, indicates that they 

have not been able to enforce what, in the post-coup era, must be extremely uncomfortable 

decisions, politically and pragmatically. 

 

Where can the Ministry of Finance (and Government) receive support for politically difficult 

decisions?  The Parliamentary Opposition don't count (since they are paid to oppose!).  There may 

be the occasional mild criticisms from isolated USP academics but they are easily ignored as arm-

chair malcontents; Fiji Times editorials can be easily rejected as attempted foreign interference; and 

social welfare workers don't count, since they do not control many political votes. 

 

Ultimately, there is only one avenue through which influence may be brought to bear and which 

even extreme elements within Government cannot ignore- public pressure through public 

discussions.  And this is the worrying part. There seems to be a pervasive culture of silence, when it 

comes to the "uncomfortable" issues in our economy. 
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Fiji's Cultures of Silence 
 

I should say there are several cultures of silence, amongst our knowledgeable citizens.
7
 Firstly, there 

is a large internationally mobile group of citizens, mostly non-indigenous Fijians, who feel that 

because they are treated as aliens, they need to make hay while the sun shines, and zip off to greener 

pastures if and when the weather changes.  Speaking out on sensitive issues is deemed a futile and 

stupid exercise, also likely to damage their material interests. 

 

There is also a large group of informed and well-educated indigenous Fijians, often in economically 

and financially important positions, who may say a lot in private, but are silent in public.
8
   No 

doubt, there is a cultural explanation for this.  In small societies and economies, it is socially 

difficult to pose uncomfortable questions to those in authority- who may be known personally, or 

who may be higher in the social hierarchy.  But there are also material incentives to remain silent: 

good jobs and promotions, easy access to loans, participation in emerging business enterprises, 

political appointments to boards and other institutions, and civic honours do not go to "trouble 

makers" or "whistle blowers". 

 

We are not alone with this kind of problem.  Citizens of other small countries like the Cook Islands, 

Papua New Guinea, and many developing countries the world over, face similar pressures.  Their 

countries also suffer the same litany of economic woes, which develop into crises and come before 

the public far too late, when the damage has already been done.  I have talked about ALTA and 

military expenditures, but there are other major issues where rational public discussions and debates 

just do not emerge.   

 

While the political parties are working towards a genuine compromise on the Review of the 

Constitution, extreme views keep trying to derail the process, appealing to the bogey of weakening 

Fijian political control.  Yet Fiji's political reality so obviously is that total Fijian political control is 

already a fact of life that will not be changed in the foreseeable future, especially given the 

demographic trends.   This will be so, whatever electoral system is in place.   But where are the 

credible Fijian public voices to oppose the extremists who seek to discredit the progressive 

consensus building that is currently taking place amongst the political parties? 

 

Perhaps fundamentally related to the above issue is the strange silence which hangs over the 

question of Fijian leadership.  A recent Review recommended that the major strategy to ensure the 

best leadership for indigenous Fijians, is to select a number of young chiefly candidates and provide 

them with the appropriate training for leadership in today's world.  No doubt such training will 

enhance these chiefly individuals' capacity to lead.  And of course, there have been chiefs such as 

                                                                                                                                                       
7

I do not refer to expatriates, who legitimately may feel reluctant, with their work permits in mind, to 

speak on sensitive issues (although a few still do). 

8

I do focus on indigenous Fijians who I believe, both through their political control and population, 

will determine whether and how Fiji is engineered into the future. 
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Ratu Sir Lala Sukuna and Ratu Sir Kamisese Mara who amply demonstrated the leadership skills 

required of them by their people.  There are also persons of chiefly origin who currently hold 

positions of authority by virtue of merit alone.  And no doubt there will be more in the future. 

 

But the leadership mettle required to lead Fijians (and all Fiji, including non-Fijians) into the 

internationally competitive, Darwinian jungles of capitalist markets of the 21st Century, will surely 

require skills in management, economics, finance, information technology, and science, in addition 

to cultural and social skills.  Given the current relative numbers of educated commoners and chiefs, 

such skills are more likely to be found in greater numbers, amongst commoner Fijians.  One would 

have thought that the Review of Fijian leadership should also have focussed on how to co-opt the 

best Fijians into the leadership, even if they are commoners.  Again, on such an important issue for 

all of Fiji and Fijians, there has been little public discussion and debate. 

 

Yet another national weakness, when it comes to economic decision-making, is the total lack of 

discussion about an extremely critical process (perhaps more important than national elections) 

which quietly takes place in the corridors of power- the selection of boards of management for the 

public sectors and enterprises.  Fiji's sad experience is that numerous of our public "boards of 

management" have amply demonstrated the inability to manage efficiently and with integrity, in the 

public interest.  Unfortunately, the same names keep appearing on all the boards that are appointed 

throughout the country, often with inappropriate people, chosen on political or personal grounds.  

There are sometimes clear conflicts of interest with the appointees' personal or family business 

interests, or the persons are just simply unsuitable, given the nature of the enterprise, sector or 

activities that are supposed to be managed.  While there are a few boards with reasonable 

representation, where good individuals are appointed and serve with dedication, this is not the 

overall picture. 

 

And not surprisingly, the same "culture of silence" applies here.  Few public board members see 

themselves as accountable to the public, when things appear to go wrong, as they often do.  When 

disasters occur, we don't even want to ask why all the checks and balances that are supposed to be in 

the system, did not work, and we pay a heavy price.  What would one "whistle blower" on the NBF 

Board eight years ago, have saved the Fiji tax-payers:  $200 millions? $100 millions? What about a 

mere $50 millions?  There is still no public debate on why boards of management of our national 

disasters did not manage, in the public interest, while many associated individuals are even further 

rewarded. 

 

While one should not focus on one particular profession, I do have to point out to this Accountants' 

Congress that accountants particularly have a potentially powerful role here.  By the very nature of 

their work, they have their fingers on the financial pulse of their enterprise.  They are the first to 

know when things are going wrong
9
 and they have the first opportunity to safeguard public interest 

                                                                                                                                                       
9

On the other hand, by the time economists pick up what is happening (through audited accounts 

after they are published or through Bureau of Statistics publications five years later), the crisis 

is already in full swing. 
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through responsible "whistle-blowing". 

 

In Fiji, the cost of the last few major crises and over-expenditures are the equivalent of the annual 

budget for Government.  Wastage of such funds mean that ten years of economic growth and 

improvements in standards of living, are sacrificed, to pay for errors that could have been avoided. 

 

 

Social and Political Deregulation for Growth 

 

Fiji is focussed on the niceties of economic deregulation.   But, events of recent years suggest 

strongly that our people need social and political deregulation as much, if not more, so that the 

public articulates and actively debates in a rational manner, the economic opportunity costs of 

political decisions.  In economics, the benefits of deregulation depends on a crucial mechanism of 

free completive markets- the invisible "Walrasian auctioneer" who resolves alternative bids for 

supply and demand, into an economically efficient equilibrium price and quantity, that clears the 

market.  The price "learns" from excess supply or demand.   A critical question is: how does a 

society learn, socially and politically, when its public economy decisions go wrong? 

 

The culture of silence may have had a place in pre-colonial Fiji.  But I have no doubt that the culture 

of silence did not serve the Fijian people through a hundred years of colonial control, when they 

stagnated economically, and were left behind in many other ways.  I doubt very much if a culture of 

silence will serve Fiji's people (and especially its indigenous inhabitants) if we want our economy to 

be a healthy and vibrant part of the international, deregulated, competitive, capitalist, free market 

economy.   It seems that the "basics" for re-engineering economic growth in Fiji needs to focus 

equally on "social and political deregulation" such that "alternative bids" for resources and decisions 

are freely encouraged and discussed by our societies, there is full recognition of the true 

"opportunity costs" of decisions made, while mistakes are learnt from. 

 

Given the cultural and political constraints facing Fiji currently, such open social and political de-

regulation can only be consciously engineered by leaders.   While decision-makers need to be made 

accountable, the other side of the coin also needs looking at: the need to make the public 

accountable for public decision-making, by actively taking part in public discussions and debate.  

This need not take the form of aggressive destructive attacks and counter-attacks, as is characterised 

by the extreme fringes of Fiji's societies.  The high points of indigenous Fijian culture, with 

emphasis on politeness and dignity, could surely set the tone. 

 

Failure to ensure the appropriate social and political engineering necessary for rational economic 

decision-making will probably mean that Fiji will remain an economic backwater in the global 

economy, continually racked by economic disasters and failed endeavours, debilitating provincial 

and racial conflicts, bedevilled by unemployment and crime, and declining living standards for the 

majority of its people.   

 

I suspect that the majority of us attending this conference will probably do OK even in this scenario.  
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But surely the ordinary people of Fiji could do with a better future than this. 
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Annex 

 

 Table 1:  FMF Requests, Allocations and Actual Spending (F$m)   

 Year  Request     Allocation       Actual       Under  

                                                              Spending       Allocation 

                                                                                    

 1988  30.9  19.1  35.3  15.4  

 1989  33.0  29.8  43.1  13.3 

 1990  32.0  29.3  42.6  13.3 

 1991  40.2  38.0  47.9  10.0 

 1992  55.1  34.7  45.9  11.2 

 1993  49.9  39.9  49.4   9.4 

 1994  41.3  40.8  49.3   8.5 

 1995  55.9  38.3  48.4  10.1 

                                                                                    

 Source:Defending Fiji. Defence White Paper, 1997.  Parliamentary Paper No.3 of 1997. 

Table 6.12, p 88. 

 

 

           Table 2   Military Expenditures (Gross and Net)        

                     Normal    Budget   Actual     Actual     Net 

                     Growth    Est.      Exp.      Revenue    Exp. 

 

           1986      16.5      16.3      16.5      13.4         3.1 

           1987      17.2      16.9      31.3      13.9        17.4 

           1988      19.2      19.8      35.3      23.5        11.8 

           1989      21.1      29.8      43.1      17.9        25.2 

           1990      22.7      29.3      42.6      17.9        24.7 

           1991      25.4      38.0      47.9      28.8        19.1 

           1992      27.6      34.8      45.9      23.9        22.0 

           1993      31.6      39.0      49.4      28.1        21.3 

           1994      31.1      40.8      49.3      21.2        28.1 

           1995      31.3      38.3      48.8      14.2        34.6 

           1996                 46.1                  17.2(est) 

           1997                 44.8                  12.0(est)          

   Source: Derived from Fiji Budget Estimates (various years) 

 

Note(i)In Table 1, "Under-Allocation" is "Actual Over-Expenditure" i.e. over and above what was 

approved by Parliament.  

 

 (ii)In Table 2, Normal Growth is the 1986 level of Military Expenditure adjusted to grow 

along with the Total Government Expenditure. 
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 (iii)In Table 2, Net Exp. = Actual Expenditure - Actual Revenues 


