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Synonyms

Ethics – values; Public scrutiny – transparency;
Resource allocation – wealth distribution

Definition

Public scrutiny refers to the involvement of the
public in decisions that affect them as this helps
enhance transparency and accountability in public
decision-making.

Public sector reforms involve changes that
have been made to the public sector since the
1980s in order to improve performance.

Resource allocation is considered here within
the framework of New Public Management-
informed reforms in Fiji.

Introduction

The need for reforms in the public sector in order
to improve its performance has been part of the
public agenda for a long time. It acquired promi-
nence in the 1960s (Arrow 1963), gained momen-
tum in the 1970s (Niskanen 1971), and became a
public policy imperative since the 1980s (Hood
1991). Hood (1991) referred to the emergent New
Public Management (NPM) framework as a
“model for all seasons.” On the one hand,
NPM’s popularity is closely linked to ideological
shifts in political philosophy on the role of gov-
ernment vis-à-vis the private sector in national
economic development (Friedman 2002). On the
other hand, NPM attempts to address deficiencies
found in traditional public administration and
assumes that the market is preferable to govern-
ment as an intermediary for resource allocation,
utilization, and public service delivery. NPM’s
promise thus has two points of focus: removal of
the constraints of bureaucracy and freedom to
make decisions in a more enterprising manner
with the focus on efficiency, effectiveness, and
economy.

With the New Public Management framework
emphasizing market and psychological (ethics)
controls while diminishing traditional bureau-
cratic sources of control in the public sector,
decision-making in public entities has moved
away from the public domain to boardrooms and
closed-door settings. This critical change acquires
particular significance when viewed in light of the
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fact that with a shift to “small government,” the
private sector is expected to shoulder much of the
responsibility for generating economic activity to
drive national economic growth (Friedman 2002).
Key decisions regarding national wealth,
resources, and business opportunities are made
away from the public eye and driven by the mar-
ket even though many of the assumptions behind
the centralization of market control have been
found wanting in studies on public sector reforms
(Frederickson 2007). Thus the prescriptive
removal of government controls, through “dereg-
ulation” at the macro level and the freeing of
managerial decision-making space at the micro
level, raise a control conundrum that has hounded
the reform process over the past three decades
with complaints that NPM is “long on promises
and short on delivery.” A close scrutiny of these
experiences shows that at the centre of this pro-
cess lies a crucial dilemma-ridden and often
underemphasized requirement – the need for pub-
lic scrutiny.

This entry critically examines three cases of
decision-making, in the process of and after public
sector reforms in Fiji, and argues that given the
significance of the public sector in island econo-
mies like Fiji, the resource constraints faced, the
peculiarities of the market, the power political
structure, and the inevitable danger of “capture”
of the delivery process at various levels, public
scrutiny is absolutely necessary in decision-mak-
ing in any publicly-funded entity.

Theoretical Underpinnings of NPM

NPM’s theoretical roots can be traced to the Chi-
cago (Friedman 2002) and Austrian (Hayek 1978)
schools of political economy, with their links to
the New Right, in conjunction with the new insti-
tutional economics of Arrow (1963) and Niskanen
(1971). NPM is based on the tenets of freedom to
choose and freedom to manage. Freedom to
choose arises from the new administrative reform
doctrines built on ideas of contestability, user
choice, transparency, and incentive structures.
These come from the new institutional economics
movement, which has its basis in Public Choice

Theory, Agency Theory, Transaction Cost The-
ory, and Theories of Bureaucracy. On the other
hand, freedom to manage entails business-type
managerialism in the public sector in line with
the international scientific management move-
ment (Pollitt 1993). Administrative reform doc-
trines arising from this movement include the
portability of professional management expertise,
the paramountcy of professional over technical
expertise, the need for high discretionary powers
(free to manage) in management, and its centrality
and indispensability for better organizational per-
formance through the development of better orga-
nizational cultures, as well as active measurement
and adjustment of organizational output. Thus
changes brought about through NPM have been
informed by what is widely referred to as the
“New Right” in recognition of its paradoxical
attempts to incorporate normative concerns in
what essentially remains the business philosophy
of maximizing returns. This new ideology can
also be referred to as the “Enlightened Left” in
recognition of the fact that it has been embraced
by traditionally left-leaning governments in their
attempts to amalgamate the imperatives of both
business and society. Whether the new reform
package is seen as the “New Right” or the
“Enlightened Left,” it is clear that both attempt
to construct an approach, now widely referred to
as New Public Management (NPM) that will lead
to greater efficiency, effectiveness, and economy
in management in the public sector, as well as a
redefinition of the links and roles of politics and
administration in the delivery of public service.

On the other hand, in a marked departure from
public administration, NPM centralizes the mar-
ket as being preferable to government as an inter-
mediary for resource allocation, utilization, and
public service delivery “since it involves trans-
actions that are voluntary, lateral and
decentralised, in contrast to the compulsory, hier-
archical and centralized activities of government”
(Beetham 1987, p. 33). From this perspective,
NPM attempts to remove the constraints of
bureaucracy and free-up decision-making space
at both the macro (government policy) and micro
(management) levels. The central aim is to
encourage the entrepreneurial spirit, while
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replacing institutional/government controls with
organization-designed systems, complemented
with an appropriate values system – it is here
that the “hand of management” finds its niche
within the overall control system. OECD
describes NPM as a set of attempts to combine
modern private sector type management practices
with the logic of economics, while still retaining
the core public service values. This raises the
question of compatibility between public service
values and private sector management practices as
the values/ethics at play appear to differ. Moe
(1984) considers the NPM values framework as
being clearly different from that of traditional
public administration with risks and insurmount-
able difficulties involved in attempting to amal-
gamate the two. Indeed, the ensuing confusions
open up space for exploitative redirections
through management initiatives that tend to
show that the market has major shortcomings
when elevated to the status of primary regulator.
Beetham (1987, p. 27) says that, “a necessary
condition for the market to operate . . . is a frame-
work of legal compulsion, to guarantee the secu-
rity of person and property, the integrity of
contracts and the soundness of the monetary sys-
tem.” Thus with centralization of market control,
there need to be provisos to ensure that it operates
effectively. The challenge is to determine to what
extent macro controls can be relaxed/removed
without compromising quality and standards in
the delivery of public services (Appana and
Goundar 2011, p. 56). Arellano-Gault (2000,
p. 400) elaborates this further by saying that “in
the absence of robust institutions for administra-
tive control and oversight (the) use of NPM (as a
top-down reform strategy) faces two basic dan-
gers: (a) over relying on techniques over substan-
tive reform and (b) underestimating the difficulty
of changing the existing bureaucratic culture.”
This could lead to symbolic rather than actual
change. Appana (2011) contended that active
attempts were made in Fiji to perpetuate symbolic
change while portraying publicly that the reform
process was a serious exercise that had to be
undertaken with urgency at different points in
time depending on the imperatives of
governments.

Background to Reforms in Fiji

In Fiji, noticeable reforms began with the hugely
unpopular wage freeze imposed by the Alliance
government in 1985. This not only triggered the
birth of the Fiji Labour Party but was one of the
factors that led to the unexpected electoral
demise of the Alliance Party and the subsequent
Rabuka coup of May 1987. The political uncer-
tainty that followed created a regulatory void in
the upper echelons of the civil service that pre-
sented an unprecedented opportunity for “cap-
ture” of the decision-making processes of the
public bureaucracy. A number of factors con-
verged to facilitate this change that essentially
amounted to unseen and unannounced reforms in
the public service. One, the Rabuka government
was constantly threatened with rebellion from
within, thus it depended on a group of key
bureaucrats to keep the civil service functioning
while he grappled with the various conflicting
interests that comprised his government. This
allowed the bureaucrats to consolidate their
power positions and enhance their influence
within the civil service. Two, the political ideol-
ogy of “Fijian self-determination” and ethno-
nationalism that followed the build-up to and
aftermath of Rabuka’s coup made any initiative
undertaken in the name of ethnic Fijians, beyond
question. This is where programs to assist Fijians
into the business sector became part of national
priority. Three, NPM provided a ready-made
rationale for these reform initiatives. It also for-
tuitously helped move decision-making away
from the public eye; this allowed a group of
connected bureaucrats, politicians, and other
officials to ensure that they controlled opportu-
nities arising from the many “Fijian assistance”
schemes that followed the Rabuka coup. These
demands would continue to increase over time,
and with it, the opportunities for capitalizing on
reform initiatives for personal gain (Appana
2011).

Towards the end of Rabuka’s reign, a number
of public enterprises were restructured in haste.
There was a clear link between these restructures,
the impending 1999 elections and the fact that the
prime movers of reforms were bent on ensuring
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that the most should be accomplished while that
government was still in power as much was to
change even if Rabuka’s SVT Party were to return
to power. Unfortunately, a totally unexpected
change in government happened with the electoral
success of Chaudhry and the subsequent forma-
tion of the People’s Coalition Government. This
led to the 2000 coup, which suddenly opened up
opportunities for senior bureaucrats like Laisenia
Qarase to enter politics. Thus some of the cabal
that had formed during Rabuka’s reign now
moved into politics and became key decision
makers. This served to strengthen this group fur-
ther as their links remained – their influence now
extended into parliament. Moreover, the reform
model that guided public decision-making and
further reforms in Fiji now served to rationalize
boardroom-type decision-making away from pub-
lic scrutiny. Only outcomes were announced for
public reporting to an uncritical, accepting, and
largely lackadaisical media that appeared to be
compromised at times (Singh 2010). It is within
this environment that reforms proceeded in Fiji
after 2001. A critical analysis of the 2001 and
2006 elections shows that the ballot box might
have been compromised and that despite Fiji hav-
ing a democratic framework for governance and
elections, the people, policies, and performance
focus of the electorate in choosing government
was not operating as expected – the link between
government performance and public popularity at
the polls appeared to depend on factors other than
those expected in a functioning democracy. Gov-
ernment had to ensure that Fijian-assistance
schemes remained on the public agenda while
Fijian business assistance was prioritized. This
ensured that public sector reforms proceeded in
the personal interests of the cabal mentioned ear-
lier as opportunities arising were accessed very
differently from that envisaged by NPM – the
rationale of Fijian business assistance was used
to enrich a small group of connected individuals.
The next section analyses three cases where deci-
sions were made away from the public eye in the
interests of connected individuals.

Kadavu House

Kadavu House in Suva is owned by the Kadavu
Development Company of which the Kadavu Pro-
vincial Council (and hence the people of Kadavu)
are substantial owners. The multistoried building
was financed by provincial fundraising and a $14
million “affirmative action” loan from the Fiji
National Provident Fund (FNPF). The loan was
supported by the Qarase Government which also
guaranteed it would tenant the building, and Gov-
ernment paid $880,000 in advance rents for a
building they would never tenant. In 2007, Com-
modore Bainimarama questioned the unreason-
ably high rents. Further enquiry revealed that
Kadavu Development Company was not regis-
tered, had not held an AGM for 20 years, and
that several SDL parliamentarians were on the
board of the company. This was a typical arrange-
ment in the business model that had sprung up
through the public sector reform program during
SDL reign. Bainimarama immediately questioned
whether the ordinary people of Kadavu would
ever benefit.

A closer scrutiny shows that there is a further
complication in the model as Kadavu Holdings
Limited is a fully owned subsidiary of Kadavu
Development Company Limited which is the
business arm of Kadavu Provincial Council. It is
Kadavu Holdings Ltd. that owns Kadavu House
according to Kadavu Holdings Limited Chair-
man, Sakeasi Waqanivavalagi (FS 19/5/10).
Thus the ownership of Kadavu House has been
removed from the people of Kadavu through a
sophisticated business model that is usually used
to minimize, complicate, and frustrate tracing
ownership and liability within the private sector
management model that has been used in the
public sector in pseudo-public organizations like
provincial councils. An inquiry conducted by
chartered accounting firm, Ernst & Young showed
that “a total of 71.94 per cent of Kadavu Devel-
opment Company Limited shares belong commu-
nally to the people of Kadavu generally and their
chiefs together with certain individual tikina.”
“The balance of the shares in Kadavu Develop-
ment Company Limited, are owned by individuals
from the vanua of Kadavu who had purchased
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shares during share drives organized by the com-
pany between 1972 and about 1986,” explained
Waqanivavalagi (FS 19/5/10). The late Kadavu
chief, Ratu Josateki Nawalowalo was reported to
have added, “As a member of the provincial coun-
cil for the last eight years and as a former chair-
man I am privy to council and register of company
information that the Kadavu Provincial Council
owns around 80 per cent shareholdings. This is
through injection of funds totaling around
$140,000 and around $39,000 individual
shareholdings by the people of Kadavu” (FS 19/
5/10). When the ownership dispute arose in May
2010, the company denied these shareholdings
and never proved their claim that the provincial
council had set up Kadavu Holdings Limited
through injection of shares.

It is clear from this case that Kadavu Provincial
Council is being frustrated in its efforts to exert
control over Kadavu Holdings Ltd. through
Kadavu Development Corporation Limited. The
architects of the set-up had forced a complicated
process of clarification that was likely to involve
staggering legal costs. Thus in this case, the
removal of public scrutiny through reforms that
encouraged boardroom-type “private” decision-
making had led to provincial frustration on the
issue of ownership and accountability of a com-
pany that was established as the business arm of a
publicly funded provincial council. Incidentally,
the main “mover” of Fijian business initiatives
since 1987 was a son of Kadavu and the same
happened in other provincial councils who were
advised by the same cadre of officials.

Ba Provincial Council and
Telecommunications

Fiji’s public was forced to pay unacceptable rates
for, and accept subquality telecommunications
services for, an extended period of time because
Telecom Fiji, as the main incumbent, had a
monopoly contract to provide ICT services. At
one stage, its Chairman, Lionel Yee, presented
government with a tongue-in-cheek multi-

million-dollar figure to buy off the contract if it
wanted to introduce competition. It was the same
with Vodafone (jointly owned by Telecom Fiji),
the first provider of mobile network in Fiji. When
Vodafone arrived in 1996, it was allowed total
freedom to set prices as well as service standards.
Its prohibitive tariffs that were whittled down as it
expanded its market base have been seen as a
major feat of management in some circles when
in fact it was simply a case of success within a
monopolistic framework. The fact that super-
normal profits were in the offing in the telecom
sector did not miss the eyes of competitors.
Digicel was the first to mount a challenge through
partnership with Ba Holdings Ltd. In a US$185m
deal struck in 2005, Digicel (51%) and Ba Hold-
ings Ltd. (49%) were set to establish operations
when Ballu Khan’s Pacific Connex entered the
scene and declared its interest in the sector. Sub-
sequently, at a closed Ba Holdings Ltd. meeting,
Board members were mysteriously changed and
the Digicel agreement was rescinded without
much comment. Sivaniolo Naulago, Pacific
Connex’s sales and marketing manager, was a
board member of Ba Holdings Ltd. at the time.
When the full implications of these decisions
became known in Ba Province, a group of
30 youths stormed the Ba Provincial Council
building accusing Ballu Khan of interference in
Ba Holdings Ltd. matters (FT 26/2/10).

Here again, decision-making had been moved
behind closed doors in typical private-sector style
as per the prescriptions of NPM. This allowed a
connected group of individuals to capture and
influence the decision-making processes out of
the public eye for narrow, as opposed to public
gain, in another pseudo-public organization that
was created by a provincial council funded by
public monies through the Fijian Affairs Board.
This tendency, to make decisions outside the
ambit of public scrutiny, for personal gains was
not limited to provincial councils and their busi-
ness arms; it extended to major decisions by gov-
ernment in its reform agenda. The next case
scrutinizes a landmark reform in the civil service.
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Permanent Secretaries to CEOs

A major visible reform implemented in the civil
service during Qarase’s reign was the restructure
of the former Permanent Secretary posts to CEO
positions, in line with the NPM prescription for
top-class professional management in the public
sector. International consultancy firm, Mercer
Human Resource Consulting, was hired through
an obscure, nonpublic process at an unconfirmed
cost of $5m to search for appropriate personnel to
fill the newly created CEO posts. After a world-
wide search, they found all the CEOs in Fiji;
23 were hired immediately on 31 December
2003 (Islands Business, 9/6/04). This was later
increased to 27. Salaries and perks for these
CEOs was more than double that paid to the
former Permanent Secretaries. Moreover, con-
trary to theoretical prescriptions, the CEO con-
tracts were set at 5 years (not 3 as was the
norm). In addition, in what appeared like a knee-
jerk attempt to quell whatever public concerns
might have arisen, only two CEOs were Indo-
Fijians. Very interestingly, in mid-2004, PM
Qarase stressed that “traditional civil service ( )
must become more aware and responsive to the
needs of the business people. There is a gap that
must be closed between the business community
and the Civil Service” (Koyamaibole and Roberts
2006). This was followed by a series of private-
public engagement forums on “regulatory
reforms.”

It is clear from this declaration by Qarase that
the CEOs had been hired to primarily function as
liaisons between government and the private sec-
tor where contracts were being brokered in line
with the reform model. Qarase’s relationship with
his CEOs was particularly interesting because he
had himself been a senior civil servant in 1987
when the Rabuka coup was executed. In the
administrative vacuum that the political upheaval
created, the troubled Rabuka regime relied
heavily on senior civil servants to keep the gov-
ernment apparatus functioning. Qarase was part of
a cadre of civil servants who played a key role at
that juncture. Later when he was appointed Gen-
eral Manager of the Fiji Development Bank
(1991–1998), he played a key role, as a director

of Fijian Holdings Limited and advisor to both the
Fijian Affairs Board and the Great Council of
Chiefs, in opening up privileged shares to private
Fijian investors. Earlier in 1989, the precariously
propped Rabuka government loaned $20m to
Fijian Holdings Limited through the Fijian Affairs
Board to fund Fijian provincial shareholding in
the company and make way for a re-classing of
company shares as A and B. The privileged
A-shares were to be made available to non-
provincial Fijian buyers, while the ordinary
B-shares were available for collective provincial
purchases. Many of the individuals who bought
shares in Fijian Holdings Limited at the time were
prominent public servants who obtained loans
mainly from the Qarase-managed Fiji Develop-
ment Bank. Qarase thus had established a unique
relationship with a cadre of senior civil servants
and politicians through his simultaneous involve-
ment with Fijian Holdings Limited and the Fiji
Development Bank. This relationship was
highlighted when hemade an unexplained attempt
to redeploy a number of CEOs in 2006. Very
interestingly, 10 opposed the directive and
6 sought rare legal redress from the courts of
law. This type of defiance by senior civil servants
was rare in Fiji and could easily be interpreted to
mean that government’s position was
compromised, through its boardroom-type
decision-making, and many of the CEOs were
privy to this – much more appeared to be happen-
ing in government than what met the public eye.

Discussion

NPM-driven reforms necessitate reliance on the
market for control of conduct because by defini-
tion, deregulation creates a regulatory “void” that
is expected to be filled by the market mechanism
to ensure proper conduct among the different
stakeholders and participants. There are various
assumptions behind this expectation that have
been found wanting in studies on public sector
reforms (Frederickson 2007). This realization led
to a centralization of the “hand of management” in
the reform process as ethical conduct among man-
agers and leaders is expected to compensate for
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the shortcomings of the market. In the process,
two significant developments occurred: one, a
greater reliance was placed on managers/leaders;
and two, decision-making moved away from the
public eye and into boardrooms and closed door
offices. Public scrutiny thus became incidental in
the process of public sector reforms.

In the three cases outlined above, this move-
ment of decision-making away from the public
eye led to “capture” of the decision processes
involved by a group of connected individuals
driven by greed. Weber (1947) makes a clear
distinction between greed-driven endeavor and
that driven by a realization that work is a duty
for the individual. This helps distinguish between
the expectations of the self-interest assumption
that helps rationalize the bases of NPM and the
types of behavior that has led to exploitation of the
openings and opportunities that arise from dereg-
ulation. In fact, in the first two cases, reforms were
used to centralize and influence decision-making
within a small coterie of people; this was done by
using personal positions of influence with what
appeared to be open defiance of wider provincial
interests – public scrutiny was not part of the
process.

This is particularly problematic because even
though exponents of democracy differ on its insti-
tutional requirements, Fiji has been bequeathed
with a Westminster system of democratic govern-
ment. One of the crucial requirements for this to
work is for the electorate to have ultimate control
on the conduct of government through the ballot
box. Within this framework, the conduct of gov-
ernment is evaluated via its people (politicians/
managers/leaders), policies, and performance.
Government is therefore held responsible and
accountable for the conduct of its public service
via public scrutiny. The effectiveness of this scru-
tiny is affected negatively by moving decision-
making away from the public eye. This is where
the news media plays an absolutely indispensable
role in collecting and disseminating information
in a questioning, alert, and nonpartisan manner.

On the other hand, government also needs to
improve public access to its decision-making pro-
cesses. This has a number of advantages: public
scrutiny of government conduct inevitably leads

to public involvement; this enhances and
improves public understanding of reforms. At
the next stage, through a dynamic process, the
probability of acceptance of changes is greatly
improved. It is this acceptance that eases the way
to meaningful participation that ensures the suc-
cess as well as persistence of change. After all,
public sector reforms are ultimately aimed at
bringing about transformative change.

This was also an avowed aim of the
Bainimarama regime through its People’s Charter
for Change, Peace and Prosperity and the resul-
tant reforms that were being undertaken in Fiji.
This, however, took a turn when the constitution-
making process was abruptly changed in 2013.
Later, after the FijiFirst government changed the
structure and composition of the Public Accounts
Committee in 2016, a new model of decision-
making appeared to have emerged with “public
scrutiny” being modified to mean “government
scrutiny.” It would help the process greatly if
nonpartisan public scrutiny were to be centralized
unequivocally as an integral part of the change
process.

Cross-References

▶Controls in the Public Sector
▶Governance
▶Managerialism
▶ Public Ethics
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