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Abstract 

Undoubtedly, public enterprise reforms have taken the world by storm. Likewise, Fiji is 

no exception. This island nation has witnessed economic recession and structural 

adjustment policies since 1987. Local authors assert that the reasons behind reforms in 

Fiji involve a combination of internal as well as external factors. The very first 

corporatisation process eventuated in four companies namely, Post and 

Telecommunications Department; Ika Corporation; Fiji Pine Commission and National 

Marketing Authority between 1990 and 1992. Till to date, the one and only government 

owned section that underwent privatisation in Fiji was the Government Shipyard and 

Public Slipways. Much to everyone’s dismay, the privatisation of Government Shipyard 

and Public Slipways (April 1996) failed miserably as the privatised entity faced 

receivership. This thesis discusses the ‘back to square one cycle’ with phases of: a 

national entity, the privatisation of it and again the re-nationalisation of it. While some 

say that it was the major shipbuilding project disaster and the continued unmanageable 

financial burden on the state that prompted this privatisation, others felt it was a 

political ploy for personal gains for some ministers. Whatever the actual motivations, 

numerous recommendations were put onto paper well before the actual privatisation 

process. In many instances, the workers showed great dislike for the process but the 

same was pushed down their throats without proper consultation and without proper 

education of what this concept was all about. To put it simply, this thesis highlights 

‘How Not to Privatise’.   
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Globally in the 1980s, most governments have tried “to privatise everything that moves, 

corporatise everything that is standing still, and streamline what is left” (Wiltshire, 1991:  

3). In fact, UK has been the trendsetter in the field of reforms. The concept of 

privatisation is without doubt, the much talked about recent sensation.  

 

In simple terms, privatisation is the process of transferring majority ownership of public 

assets from the government to the private sector. Privatisation is the third and the final 

stage of the public enterprise reform programme. The cornerstone of public enterprise 

reforms as dictated and echoed worldwide rests on efficiency and effectiveness of an 

economy by reducing the size of its government and increasing the size of the private 

sector. While efficiency and effectiveness are the buzzwords in privatisation, this 

concept has its share of criticisms. Over the years, considerable debates have emerged 

between the critics and the advocates over privatisation being an overall panacea for all 

social and economic ills of an economy.  

 

The public enterprise reform programme is one way of opening up a single economy 

before various economies in the name of global competition. Countries worldwide have 

come into grips of the UK invented phenomenon, privatisation, since the 1980s. 

Likewise, Fiji is no exception. 

 

Fiji is one of the most developed of Pacific Island economies. Specifically, it witnessed 

the emergence of reforms in the public sector since the late 1980s. With the two 1987 

coups came the economic recession and Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs). Local 

authors assert that the reasons behind reforms in Fiji involve a combination of internal 

as well as external factors (see Reddy, 1997; Sarker, 2000; Sharma and Hoque, 2002; 

Sharma and Lawrence, 2002; Appana, 2003). 
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1.1 Usefulness of Study 
Usefulness of this thesis evolves around two major points. First, there have been calls 

made for more studies in the area of public enterprise restructuring in Fiji. Second, the 

uniqueness of this study lies in the examining of a failed attempt and the reversal of the 

privatisation process of a government entity.  

 

The following section elaborates on the two major points in some detail. 

 

Sharma and Lawrence (2002) highlight that to date, there have been few empirical 

studies that have addressed the private sector managerial practices exported to public 

enterprises in a particular context especially in the developing economies like Fiji. 

Hence, calls have been made for more studies. This study will firstly contribute towards 

these calls and add to the current body of limited literature on public enterprise reforms 

in Fiji.  

 

Past research reveals that the following local case studies have been investigated: Fiji 

Post and Telecommunications Limited, Fiji Pine Limited, National Bank of Fiji, Ports 

Authority of Fiji, Airports Fiji Limited, Housing Authority, Inland Revenue Department, 

and Customs and Excise Department. Most of these studies have focused on reform 

implementation and its aftermath in State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs) except for the 

research by Chand (1999) on Inland Revenue Department and Customs and Excise 

Department and Nath (2000) on Housing Authority, who have focused on performance 

management systems in the public sector.  

 

Comparatively, the case study selected for this thesis is a classic example of the first 

ever privatisation in Fiji and the one that failed. The single institutional case study 

selected was the Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS). GSPS has been the 

one and only government owned section (initially under the Marine Department) to have 

undergone privatisation in Fiji. The in-depth case study of GSPS sought to document the 

adoption of the complex privatisation process and its effectiveness, or rather its 

ineffectiveness in the shipbuilding industry.  
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GSPS was privatised in 1996. Fifty-one per cent of the entity was acquired by MCI 

Carpenters Limited (MCIC) after the incorporation of GSPS as Shipbuilding (Fiji) 

Limited (SFL). Surprisingly, SFL underwent receivership since December 1999. 

Government bailed out SFL and the company was then registered as a 100 per cent 

government owned entity in the name of Fiji Shipbuilding Corporation Limited (FSCL) 

since May 2001. FSCL since the year 2003, has been renamed Fiji Ships and Heavy 

Industries Limited (FSHIL). Essentially, none of the previous local studies have looked 

at a reform process gone wrong nor has there been a local research done so far, on the 

third stage of public enterprise reform process, which is the privatisation stage. In 

particular, this thesis is about how ‘not’ to privatise. To put it simply, the major aim of 

this research is to explore and understand the procedure that was followed for the 

privatisation of GSPS that failed and led to the re-nationalisation of the privatised entity.  

 

Another unique element of this study is that it deals with a different industry, that is the 

shipbuilding industry when compared to previous local studies. The experience of each 

public enterprise offers valuable lessons to the future candidates of restructuring. In 

effect, information revealed from case studies takes note of the practical reform 

exercises in different organisations while the secondary information further adds to the 

local (accounts of which are limited) and around the world happenings for clearer and 

deeper insights. Data gathered from different settings offer similar as well as different 

interpretations of reality.  

 

Further usefulness of the study lies in its timeliness. Since Fiji has about eight years of 

experience after the enactment of the Public Enterprises Act 1996, the reform process is 

still very much in the making. And with the pro-reform nature of the current regime in 

Fiji, this study is timely. Moreover, the consequential understanding of the reform 

process exemplified by the case study of GSPS can also reflect on policy making.  
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1.2 Aims and Objectives of this Study 
The research will answer questions tied to the soundness of rushing into public 

enterprise reforms in Fiji. The following aims and objectives will help to create fullness 

of the study allowing for meaningful conclusions. The specific aims and objectives are: 

1. To examine the public enterprise reforms in Fiji. In particular, this study will 

examine the privatisation process of GSPS. 

2. To examine the major reasons as to why the reform programme was undertaken in 

Fiji generally, and why it was undertaken in GSPS. Did the GSPS reform eventuate 

because of government initiative, or because of external pressure or was it both? 

3. To discuss and analyse how genuine the consultation was between all stakeholders in 

GSPS. Was Labour-Management Cooperation evident or was there the case of 

Labour-Management ‘non’-Cooperation? 

4. To identify the stage of the public enterprise reform process (commercialisation, 

corporatisation or privatisation) that Fiji has reached so far.  

 

1.3 Scope of this Study 
While the public sector reform issue suggests a wider perspective, it becomes essential 

to narrow this study down to a well-defined and meaningful topic of manageable size. It 

is firstly important to define what public sector reform is.  

 

The public sector reform process is actually a much more broader term for the three 

types of reforms currently being undertaken in Fiji (Interview with Shah, 2004).  

 

The first type of reform is the Public Enterprise Reform, which comes under the 

responsibility of the Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform. This 

involves all commercial investments by the Fiji government in entities declared as 

Government Commercial Companies (GCCs) and Commercial Statutory Authorities 

(CSAs). These are wholly SOEs. As soon as a share of this entity gets sold out, this 

Ministry loses its responsibility over that particular entity. It then becomes a majority 

state owned company and falls under the responsibility of the Ministry of Finance.  
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The second type of reform is the Civil Service Reform. This reform is administered by 

the Public Service Commission (PSC) and involves reforms of civil service, ministries 

and departments of the PSC.  

 

Financial Management Reform is the third type of reform. This is administered by the 

Ministry of Finance and basically involves the financial management reforms of the 

government’s accounting systems and the financial information systems.  

 

This thesis in particular, will study the first type of public sector reform, which is the 

Public Enterprise Reform. 

 

A further demarcation of this research is that, this thesis will examine the ‘privatisation’ 

stage, which is the third stage of the public enterprise reform process in Fiji exemplified 

by the case study of GSPS. 

 

1.4 Organisation of this Thesis 
This thesis is organised in eight chapters.  

 

This first chapter introduced the subject matter and pinpointed the usefulness of study, 

the aims and objectives and the scope of this research. In doing so, the chapter gave a 

brief overview of the case study. It also defined and distinguished between the three 

types of public sector reforms when addressing the scope of this thesis.  

 

Chapter two will outline the research methodology for this study. It will specify and 

justify the qualitative research methods used. Additionally, it will explain the recording, 

verification and analysis of collected data as well as acknowledge the research 

limitations and problems encountered during the research period.  
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The global and national overview of public enterprise reform process and the related 

literature review will be discussed extensively in chapter three. The extensive discussion 

is warranted in light of limited studies of such nature in Fiji. This chapter will begin with 

a brief commentary on the historical overview on the start of privatisation. Next, it will 

define the privatisation concept; explain the stages of the public enterprise reform 

process, broad phases of the privatisation plan, methods of sale of SOEs; and discuss the 

rationale behind public enterprise reforms in the international and national context. 

Following this, it will detail the start of reform process in Fiji. It will then move onto 

highlighting the debates that have emerged overtime between the advocates and critics 

of reforms. In doing so, the chapter will discuss the New Public Management (NPM) 

perspective, the role of external forces, the role of Transnational Companies (TNCs), the 

comparison between the public and the private sector firm, the theory and practice of 

reform models and the transplanting of overseas reform models, the role of government 

and the issue of redundancy. In addition, it will draw attention to the issue of Industrial 

Relations (IR) and discuss the international and national findings. 

 

Chapter four will highlight the pre-privatisation stage of GSPS. It will explain the 

workings of the shipyard and slipways. In particular the chapter will bring to the 

forefront the highly disputed shipbuilding project of the ‘Reef Endeavour’, the resulting 

losses of which was one of the supposed reasons behind the privatisation of GSPS.  

 

Chapter five will detail the ownership movement from the public entity to a private 

entity. Specifically, the chapter will expose the reasons behind the privatisation of 

GSPS, unveil the procedure followed for privatisation and highlight the associated 

parliamentary discussions. Further, it will explore into the rise and fall of the privatised 

company. 

 

The post-privatisation stage and the correlated problems and impediments will be 

discussed in chapter six. This chapter will draw attention to the process of receivership 

and the process of re-nationalisation. Following this, it will point out the operations of 

the re-nationalised entity from the years 2001 to 2003. 
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Chapter seven will cover the IR issues of the case study. It will detail the IR events 

during the changeover process. In some detail, the chapter will discuss the IR issues 

during the stage of looming privatisation, during the privatisation stage, and during and 

after the re-nationalisation stage. It will then discuss the after-effects of past events on 

Labour-Management relations. 

 

The concluding chapter, chapter eight will begin with brief outlines on each chapter. 

Following this the chapter will summarise, discuss and evaluate the major findings from 

the case study in line with the four aims and objectives of this thesis. Next, it will put 

forward some recommendations. Moreover, the chapter will highlight possible areas for 

future research. 

 

The next chapter will detail and justify the methodology for collection, recording, 

verification and analysis of data collected for this research.  
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Chapter 2 

Methodology 

2.1 Introduction 
This chapter will outline the research methodology for this study. It will specify and 

justify the qualitative research methods used. Additionally, it will explain the recording, 

verification and analysis of the collected data as well as acknowledge the research 

limitations and problems encountered during the research period. 

 
2.2 Methodology  
There is no single research method or instrument that is excellent or superior to another 

(Morse and Richards, 2002; Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003). Thaman (1992) argues 

that a range of sources of information is needed for a good research. This study used 

qualitative research methods to collect data. Qualitative data was gathered through face-

to-face interviews and relevant primary documents that were available. Secondary data 

on national as well as international studies were also utilised. Wilkinson and 

Birmingham (2003: 76) express the worth of qualitative research: 

 
Qualitative research is concerned with capturing the richness, and describing the 
unique complexities, of data. Some argue that counting numbers so dilutes the 
quality of the information collected as to make it of little use.  

 

Likewise, Morse and Richards (2002: 2) reveal that qualitative research involves a wide 

range of ways of exploring and understanding data that would be wasted and will lose 

meaning if preemptively reduced to numbers. They see qualitative methods as enabling 

the researcher to understand, explain, discover, explore, be aware of context and make 

sense of the world in a particular way, resolving confusions with defensible and useful 

conclusions. Needless to say, it is the type of methodology that determines the 

practicality and reliability of information.  
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To achieve the specific objectives, an analytical study of a single institutional case study 

was used. Inductive strategy was followed which commenced with data collection, went 

onto data analysis and finally helped in the formation of generalisations.  

 

2.2.1 The Case Study Approach 

Since the pros and cons of privatisation may even be enterprise-specific (Awamleh, 

2002), it becomes vital to undertake case studies to give a clearer reflection on what 

happens in practice and to uncover evidences that are specific to particular case studies. 

Gillham (2001: 1) explains a case as: “a unit of human activity embedded in the real 

world; which can only be studied or understood in context; which exists in the here and 

now; that merges in with its context so that precise boundaries are difficult to draw”.  He 

states that to a great extent, unless an individual gets into the real context, he or she will 

not know what they are looking for in literature. But he cautions that generalising from 

one group or from one institution is often a suspect since there are a lot of elements that 

are specific to that particular group or institution. Despite this limitation, the case study 

approach was best suited for the aims and objectives of this study since “…traditionally 

‘scientific’ methods are often not adequate as a way of understanding how people 

behave ‘in context’ ” (Gillham (2001: vi). 

 

2.2.2 Research Methods 

Reliance has been placed on both the primary and secondary sources, which were face-

to-face interviews with primary document review and secondary document review, 

respectively.  

 

2.2.2.1 Primary Sources (Case Study sub-methods) 

2.2.2.1.1 Face-to-Face Interviews 

Research was mainly conducted by structured as well as semi-structured face-to-face 

interviews with staff (upper management level as well as lower level employees) and 

union officials. Gillham (2001: 65) states that semi-structured interviews can prove to be 

the richest single source of data in a case study research when done well.  
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The inclusion of union officials was to gauge the employee concerns and views of the 

reform process that would not have been readily expressed by the interviewed 

employees. All the same, union officials were interviewed to reduce biasness in favour 

of management. Together, this combination of interviewees helped to extract factual 

information as perceived by those who were on the implementing side and those on the 

receiving side of the privatisation process. In addition, few senior officials from the 

Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform were interviewed. The Deputy 

Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform was 

initially approached via a written request dated 25 February 2004, explaining the 

purpose of this study, seeking approval for access to organisation and for permission of 

interviews with some staff at a mutually convenient time. The Deputy Permanent 

Secretary verbally confirmed the approval via a telephone conversation on 23 March 

2004 upon consent given by the Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries (FSHIL) Board 

Chairman. Two members of the Board of Directors of FSHIL were also interviewed. A 

number of visits were made to the organisation in Walubay, union offices and relevant 

ministries for interviews and primary document collection. Appendix 2.1 shows the 

interview list. 

 

Before the actual interviews, the interviewees were informed that the purpose of the 

interview was for academic research for the attainment of a postgraduate qualification 

and that their names will not be disclosed. For this reason, this thesis used pseudonyms 

(fictitious names) for all interviewees and for all individuals (particularly politicians) 

who were somehow involved in the privatisation and re-nationalisation process of the 

case study for ethical reasons, to ensure anonymity and for employment security. The 

use of pseudonyms also encouraged the interviewees to give out substantial information 

without having to fear of being questioned later on their responses. The researcher also 

outlined the intended interview format before the interview sessions and informed the 

respondents that no direct referencing would be made. These were done to encourage 

factual and ‘freer’ outflow of responses.  
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Most of the questions asked were in an open-ended manner to allow for sufficient 

flexibility so that interviewees could respond in their own way and to help generate a 

rich source of field data. The questions were as simple to understand to ensure clear, 

timely and relevant responses. Appendix 2.2 presents the interview questionnaires.  

 

The researcher used probes to gather more elaborate information. For further 

effectiveness in communication, some responses by interviewees’ were restated for 

clarification and elaboration on certain issues (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003: 53). 

Closed questionnaires were not used. The mere questionnaire handout types can be 

disempowering, undemocratic, very narrow, mechanistic and a conventional research 

tool where interviewees have no power over the interpretation of their views and just 

serve as passive sources of information (Ratuva, 2002). When compared with 

questionnaire handouts, in-depth “interviews are traditionally resource-intensive”, “give 

the researcher more of an insight into the meaning and significance of what is 

happening” (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003: 6, 44), have the advantage of extracting 

detailed information, clarifying unclear answers on spot and allows for further probing 

of responses.  

 

The topics selected for interviews evolved around: the situation prior to, during and after 

the privatisation process, forces behind the reform, the benefits, problems/resistance 

confronted with during the process and the aftermath of the process. Moreover, the 

researcher also noted important issues throughout the life of the case study as disclosed 

in newspaper articles for certain interview questions. In some detail, the aim of the 

interviews were to extract information from interviewees about the ‘change’ process, 

their experiences, opinions and commitments towards the practicality of the privatisation 

process in their organisation. These topics allowed the fulfillment of the reason for this 

study expressed as aims and objectives in chapter one. 

 

The interview sessions were one to one and a half hour in length keeping in mind the 

respondents’ time and concentration. Few interviews were tape-recorded with back-up 

notes and then transcribed soon after the interviews.  
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Transcriptions are more reliable than any notes, quotes, remarks or summaries that are 

jotted down during interviews and note-taking can also slow down the interview process 

as well as distract the interviewees  (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003: 47, 53). But not 

all interviewees felt comfortable with their views being tape-recorded and spoke more 

freely when no hard evidence (taped responses) were collected from them. For this 

reason, notes were jotted down in such interviews.  

 

The researcher throughout the interviews was mindful of the ethical considerations with 

respect to the confidentiality of the data disclosed. In line with this, informants were not 

forced to answer the questions they refused to for one reason or the other.  

 

After the interviews, the researcher rephrased the information disclosed by the 

interviewees in a summarised manner. This was done to correct inaccuracies and to 

ensure that the receiving, understanding and interpretation of information were the same 

as expressed by the interviewees (Wilkinson and Birmingham, 2003: 54). The 

interviewees were thanked for their time and assistance after the interviews and once 

again assured of anonymity of their names.  

 

The collected feedback was also crosschecked on similar points between interviewees’ 

responses’ and documents for validity and even further reliability. The researcher 

acknowledges that certain information would have been withheld during the interviews 

with the company employees due to job security reasons and because of confidential 

matters. 

 

Additionally, information and reports were gathered via personnel communication (that 

were not readily available otherwise) from knowledgeable people/researchers in this 

reform field for useful recent insights and corroboration. Thaman (1992: 8) highlights 

that correspondence with these people “is one of the best ways of getting new and up-to-

date information about a subject”.  

 

 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 13 

2.2.2.1.2 Primary (Archival) Documents 

The company annual reports and corporate plans and union and ministry 

correspondences, reports, memos, brochures and magazines those that were made 

available wherever possible were examined for actual intentions and effectiveness of the 

Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) privatisation and of reforms in 

general. Additionally cabinet decisions, ministerial speeches, legislation, parliamentary 

debates (Hansard Reports), and parliamentary reports were sought.  

 

2.2.2.2 Secondary (Ready) Sources 

In some detail, the secondary sources used were: journal articles; textbooks; conference 

proceedings; theses and dissertations; newspapers and the internet (see Bibliography). 

Both the published as well as the unpublished sources were referred to. 

 

As far as secondary document review is concerned, the major source of information was 

journal articles, simply because of its reliable publication (such articles go through peer 

review process and are refereed for validity and usefulness), and for the fact that these 

are reflections of more recent work when compared to texts (Goddard and Melville, 

2001: 20). For the same reason, the journal articles were depended upon to a large 

extent.  

 

Latest and earlier dated texts were used in support of journal articles and for more 

detailed information. Actually, the texts acted as the pedestal for information, “the 

starting place for finding out about a new field”, while journal articles were the top-up of 

new information (Goddard and Melville, 2001: 20).  

 

Conference proceedings were also sighted. Such gatherings of researchers are valuable 

and most current sources of critical, in-depth and interesting information, though not as 

reliable as journals since peers do not stringently review these (Goddard and Melville, 

2001: 21).  
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In addition, theses and dissertations were viewed to get a feel of the topic, become alert 

and to check on the discoveries of related topics researched earlier. Thaman (1992: 8) 

informs that unpublished materials are often excellent sources of original information on 

a subject. The investigations by academics, donor agencies and consultants prove helpful 

in a sense that these empirical evidences and adequately researched studies authenticate 

the arguments and conclusions (Amosa, 2002: 50).  

 

Newspapers were merely used to track down more reliable information and were treated 

with caution (Goddard and Melville, 2001: 22). The media plays the worthy role of a 

‘disclosing agent’ in revealing the daily events and opinions and views of and for the lay 

people.  

 

The use of internet was done on a smaller scale due to uncertainty associated with data 

accuracy.  

 

With the information explosion of recent years, it is “virtually impossible to read 

everything published in a particular field,…” (Goddard and Melville, 2001: 15). The 

combination of different (though not each and every) relevant sources helped narrow 

down the limitations of gathering data from a single source. This enhanced the 

profundity of data gathered, often with opposing perceptions from those who advocate 

the public enterprise reform process and those who criticise it. Such richness helped 

‘top-up’ the researcher’s knowledge of recent developments and helped to build up the 

analysis in a realistic and meaningful manner.  
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2.2.3 The Recording and Verification of Data 

The researcher was mindful of the validity and reliability of data collected throughout 

the research. This thesis used Gillham’s (2001: 71-77) transcription and analytical 

framework for the recording, verification and analysis of data.  

 

The tape-recorded responses were transcribed straight after the interview sessions. 

Substantive statements in each interview transcript (including the jotted down notes and 

those that were transcribed from tapes) were highlighted while repetitions, digressions 

and irrelevant materials were ignored. Similar statements made by interviewees were 

noted as similarities and dissimilarities were marked. After going through all transcripts, 

the researcher went back to the transcripts the second time to highlight substantive 

statements that might have been missed out in the first reading. Following this, the 

researcher went through the collected primary documents to highlight noteworthy 

information. The researcher then went back to the entire interview transcripts and 

documents to note the highlighted statements and categorised these as main events 

during the life of the case study. The researcher firstly created major headings (pre-

privatisation stage, privatisation and re-nationalisation stage) to note the main events. 

These headings were further broken down into subheadings of year on year basis from 

1969 to 2004. The data of year on year subheadings from all transcripts and documents 

were combined on yearly basis to create an overall chronological listing of the main 

events of GSPS to narrate historical developments of the case study. For validity and 

reliability reasons, statements were cross-referenced between interviewees’ responses’ 

and with documents such as parliamentary debates (Hansard Reports), union letters and 

memos, company and ministry documents, and newspaper articles. The dissimilar 

statements were marked as queries and after an interval of a few days, queries were 

clarified via quick repeat interviews, email or telephone inquiry. The chronological 

listing was revised after queries were sorted out.  

 

The chronological listing helped to recreate the context and sequence of events in a way 

that enabled the researcher understand what was recounted (Gillham, 2001: 22) 
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2.2.4 Data Analysis 

This research was a qualitative study rather than a quantitative study. Hence, no 

computerised statistical package was used to analyse data. The collected data was 

analysed on the basis of case study findings in forms of responses from interviewees 

and from the primary sources, which helped the researcher document, explain and 

understand the process of privatisation as it unfolded in the subject organisation. In 

other words, the data analysis was particularly based on content analysis. Relevant 

literature review was used in parallel with the aforementioned primary data for 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 
2.3 Research Limitations and Problems 
It is common knowledge that every methodology will encounter some sort of 

limitations; likewise, this study is no exception. It is wishful thinking to feel otherwise.  

 

Firstly, researchers themselves suffer from preconceptions and prejudices. The 

researcher for this reason, tried to maintain an open mind as much as possible 

throughout the research. Together with this, a balanced approach was undertaken in 

gathering different data evidences from a wide array of sources. The point here is that 

researchers above all, must be realists.  

 

Furthermore, the researcher is mindful of the fact that the interpretation of any study by 

one researcher can be challenged using a different perspective or in the wake of a 

different historical period (Anderson and Poole, 2001: 25). 

 

The researcher also acknowledges the problems associated with access to pertinent 

information from the company selected as case study. Due to security and confidentiality 

concerns, companies and employees do not disclose each and every detail, and this is a 

common limitation in almost every research. In addition, the senior management staff in 

particular, may most certainly suffer from management predilection and may not reveal 

negative information, which results in partiality.  
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To fill this gap, lower level employees of the organisation were interviewed as well, 

visits were made to ministries and union officials and primary documents were sighted 

for further probing of information.  

 

Additionally, time limit of this study was taken into account when undertaking the 

research. Lastly, it must be noted that data gathering from all relevant sources mentioned 

in bibliography ceased at the end of June 2004. There may have been further 

developments or up-dates after this date. 

 
2.4 Conclusion 
This chapter outlined the methodology for this study. In some detail, it described and 

provided justifications for the use of qualitative research methods. It outlined how data 

was collected, recorded, verified and analysed for this study. In addition, this chapter 

acknowledged the research limitations and problems encountered when gathering 

relevant information. 

 

The next chapter will extensively discuss the public enterprise reform process and the 

associated literature review in the national as well as the international context. 
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Chapter 3 

The Public Enterprise Reform Process and Literature Review 

3.1 Introduction 
Undoubtedly public enterprise reforms have taken the world by storm. “Despite frequent 

criticism by opponents of privatisation, it would appear that the pace and magnitude of 

privatisation are increasing all over the globe” (Greiner, 1999: 2). Public enterprise 

reform programmes are imported and exported between countries worldwide thus, such 

programmes are no longer national but global issues.  

 

This chapter will unfold the global reality of the public enterprise reform process and the 

progress of the process in Fiji. Additionally, it will examine the debates between the 

critics and the advocates of reforms. 

 

3.2 Global Outlook 
3.2.1 Historical Overview: Public Enterprise Reforms in UK 

Public enterprise reform programmes started in UK during the late 1970s. The election 

of the conservative governments in UK witnessed the beginnings of privatisation. The 

election of Margaret Thatcher and her neo-liberal1 economic policies started the public 

enterprise reforms globally. Poor economic performance of UK in the 1970s, 

dissatisfaction with state-based economic policies, inefficient loss-making national 

organisations and the belief of the Thatcher government that the private sector can be 

more effective in undertaking the tasks of the public sector, led to the start of 

privatisation (International Financial Services, London (IFSL), 2003). In its Thatcherite 

period, UK was in the forefront of the global neo-liberal revolution (Wahl, 2002).  

                                                 
1 Moore (1997) describes neo-liberal as a market led approach that achieves its policy goals through the 
driving force of private capital, which operates through an efficient market where the role of government 
is limited to that of a facilitator or creator of conditions that allows the markets to flourish. He explains 
that “if the state is a facilitator, then the private sector is the doer” (p. 93). 
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Britain started privatisation activities by privatising the entire state-owned 

manufacturing industry, then moved onto telecommunications in 1984, bus public 

transport in 1985, gas in 1986, water and electricity in 1990, railways in 1996 and 

nuclear power in 1997. Even under the New Labour-Blair government, public enterprise 

reforms continued (Wahl, 2002). Supportive legislation were also put in place namely, 

the Telecommunications Act 1986, the Gas Act 1986, the Airports Act 1986, the Water 

Act 1989, the Electricity Act 1989 and the Railways Act 1993 (Reynolds and Nessen, 

1999: 114). However, there have been few companies in UK such as Railtrack that have 

not fared well in the process of privatisation (IFSL 2003: 13).  The great transformation 

of communist political economic order in Eastern Europe and the former USSR is also 

note-worthy when discussing the concept privatisation. The Russian economy 

underwent massive structural transformation towards a market economy since 1992. 

 

According to Reynolds and Nessen (1999: 114), the reduction of the size of the public 

sector in both New Zealand and Australia occurred under the labour regimes but the 

aims of these governments differed from that of the UK government. They argue that the 

aims of the UK conservative governments were to reduce the size of the public sector 

and to achieve greater economic efficiency while the Australia and New Zealand 

governments were more concerned with the efficiency of the public sector than in 

reducing the size of it.  

 
3.2.2 What is Privatisation? 

Privatisation refers to the transfer of ownership of State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs) to 

the private sector. Kay and Thompson (1986: 18)2 state that privatisation involves: 

denationalisation (selling public assets), deregulation (introducing competition) and 

contracting out (creating contracts with private firms for certain tasks). Another author, 

Anderson (1992) argues that privatisation has been inadequately defined as the sale of 

state-owned industries to private sector; it is essentially a process of wide-ranging 

economic change.  

                                                 
2 This thesis uses few old sources such as this because the sources highlight numerous forceful and 
meaningful arguments.  
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According to The Economist (1985: 71): “What is happening around the world is the 

greatest exchange ever of money and property between private citizens and their 

governments”. Greiner (1999: 3) states that, “…, the introduction of competition and 

corporate structuring into the provision of public services, and the exit of government 

from commercial enterprises, are mature, well established trends”.  

 

Privatisation is indeed, part of the broad economic reform programme that countries 

have undertaken as part of Structural Adjustment Policies (SAPs). In simple terms, it is 

the partial/wholly sale or transfer of SOEs, assets or rights from public ownership to the 

private sector (IFSL, 2003).  

 

According to the IFSL (2003: 3), the objectives of privatisation include: 

 To improve public finances – government revenue increases from the sale of 

SOEs. The burden of financing such enterprises gets transferred to the private 

sector and it is believed that increased efficiency of the reformed enterprises would 

generate higher returns; 

 To introduce competition, new skills and to enhance market performance – these 

factors should help to reduce costs, and improve efficiency and service quality; 

 To promote wider share of ownership – the sale of SOEs gives opportunities to the 

entire population to become owners of the newly privatised company; and 

 To develop domestic capital markets – the sale of large organisations attracts 

foreign investors into the market, which in turn helps to expand the domestic 

capital markets. 

 

3.2.3 The Stages of Public Enterprise Reforms 

A number of authors have identified the various stages of privatisation. First, Anderson 

(1992) highlights three simple phases to the process:  
 
Phase 1: Commercialisation  

This stage seeks to particularly change the attitude of staff. They are moulded to have a 

commercial orientation or business-like mindset.  
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Phase 2: Corporatisation  

“Privatisation without divestment”. Corporatisation in simple terms, is the creation of a 

new company with private sector values. The company should be distanced from the 

direct control of the government. According to another author, Greiner (1999), 

corporatisation is a process that transforms a government entity into a corporation (a 

separate legal entity) via legislation but the government retains its sole shareholding.  
 
Phase 3: Privatisation  

Privatisation is commonly defined as the sale of majority or the entire of the SOE to the 

private sector. Similarly, Greiner (1999) explains this privatisation phase as a process of 

transfer of SOE ownership of a particular service and its associated infrastructure from 

the hands of the government into the hands of the private sector. 

 

Above all, Wahl (2002) argues that every privatisation process will begin with the 

process of liberalisation and deregulation of the market. Apart from the issues of market 

liberalisation and deregulation, it is the commercial orientation (throughout the public 

enterprise reform process) instilled into public enterprises that is of utmost importance. 

Though divestment is the ultimate objective of the privatisation process, it is the 

commercial focus throughout the three stages that plays the major role. It is this 

commercial focus or the business-like mindset that is the most challenging and the most 

important since the entire public organisation is required to develop itself into the likes 

of a private sector enterprise. As is commonly noted, a private firm is a profit-motivated 

firm in a competitive environment. In essence, commercialisation requires each 

government employee to get styled into being output oriented and cost conscious just 

like the employees of a private sector firm. However, there are certain goods that should 

be best left to the government to provide for by taxing the community. Such goods are 

known as public goods. The consumption of these goods cannot be ‘parceled out’ to 

individuals but are collectively provided for. For instance, national defense is a public 

good. On the other hand, private goods are those that are appropriable to individual 

customers where each individual derives the full benefit without having to share the 

good. Further, while government can remain the provider of public goods, it need not be 

the producer. Government can contract out tasks to the private sector for production. 
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Another author, IFSL (2003: 4-5) has come up with six stages as follows, for 

corporations that might need some type of reform before the final stage of privatisation: 
 
Restructuring 
This stage seeks to remove the monopoly status of SOEs by introducing new 

competitors wherever possible. The existing SOE gets fragmented into two or more 

companies where the organisation identifies its core business and sells those that are 

non-core. 
 
Corporatisation 
In the corporatisation stage, a private company is created but remains under government 

ownership. This private company is created often by an Act of Parliament, together with 

issue of shares. 
 
Modernisation 
Modernisation involves new investments, technology and management skills especially 

where the SOEs have not moved on with the latest pace of the current market. 
 
Commercialisation 
This stage introduces user charges, full commercial accounting and establishment of 

commercial performance objectives in an attempt to improve the competitive position of 

the enterprise. 
 

Regulation 
This is required for a number of reasons: 

 To control ‘natural monopolies’3, where the introduction of competition would be 

inefficient; 

 To monitor the competitive market so that anti-trust issues do not arise; 

 To strike a balance between the stakeholders – to allow shareholders a suitable return 

and at the same time protect consumer interests; 

 To provide incentives to companies to increase efficiency; and 

 To ensure that the new privatised organisation contributes to such an investment 

level that can maintain and enhance longer-term service standards. 

                                                 
3 A natural monopoly is “where a single firm can produce a product more cheaply than any combination of 
smaller or more specialised firms” (Morton, 1999: 53). 
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Divestiture 

Divestiture is the sale of a public company possibly in stages, in part or in entirety. The 

existing public shareholding of the SOE may be sold to generate government revenue 

while new shares may be issued to gain new capital for the company. 

 

3.2.4 The Three Broad Phases of the Privatisation Plan  

Authors like Wahl (2002) and IFSL (2003: 5) emphasise on the three broad phases of the 

privatisation plan as follows: 
 

Commercial Stage 
The commercial stage involves sales of those SOEs that already operate in a competitive 

market, either domestically or globally. For instance, privatisation of financial 

institutions such as banks and insurance companies. 
 
Utilities Phase 
The sale of state-owned utility organisations such as: telecommunications, power 

generation and supply, postal services, railways, and water and sewerage services. Such 

services often have monopoly elements. The utilities phase may also involve the 

restructuring and regulation stages of the reform process mentioned in the preceding 

section 3.2.3.  
 
Less Commercial Industries 
These industries maybe subsidised by the state for continuous operation of essential 

services. Such industries are the last sectors of the welfare state being attacked by 

corporate interests and governments, the sectors being: health, education, social services 

and pension schemes. 

 

3.2.5 The Methods of Sale of State-Owned Enterprises  

Various methods of sale of SOEs have been identified by authors such as: Asian 

Productivity Organisation (APO) (2000); Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) (2000) and IFSL (2003) as on next page: 
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Due Process 

The due process ensures transparency, fairness and openness. Before the implementation 

of the privatisation process, the Act, the system and the procedures need to be decided 

and approved by the cabinet or parliament. In addition, checks and balances must be put 

into place to audit consequences of the privatisation process. 
 
Valuation 

Before the actual sale of assets, the SOEs undergo the asset valuation process. The asset 

valuation process involves two methods:  

 Ongoing Basis Method - is applicable when selling companies that are currently in 

operation. If the SOE is on the capital market listing, the worth of the entity’s stock 

is already known thus, this makes asset evaluation easier for face value assessment 

and for the determination of the selling price.  

 Liquidating Basis Method - is a practical option when there is difficulty in 

calculating future cash value of assets. This happens when the capital market is 

underdeveloped or because of lack of proper expertise. As such in this method, the 

present cash value is used. 
 

Trade Sales 
The main methods of trade sales are: 

 Sales made out to strategic investors (a third party), sometimes prior to capital 

market offerings so that the performance of the enterprise improves. 

 Management Buy-Out (MBO) – purchase by the incumbent management. These 

‘already in the company’ managers have a ready knowledge of the organisation’s 

operations; or Management Buy-In (MBI) – purchase by an outside team.  
  
 APO (2000) contends that MBO and MBI are likely to be supported by financial 

investors and that MBO is only applicable to institutions that are not too large. It 

furthers the argument by saying that even for the relatively smaller institutions, the 

government might have to provide with assistance such as long-term credit at 

attractive interest rates, initially.  
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 A good local example of an Employee Buy-Out (EBO) is Air Terminal Services Fiji 

Ltd. (ATS). This company used the employee participation approach for entity 

ownership in 1981 (for details see Chand, 1988). 
 
Trade sales maybe used for companies that face particular challenges in the short term 

and whose track records are too short to meet flotation requirements. In addition to these 

trade sales, a SOE can also be sold to another SOE in the name of privatisation, as 

evident in Fiji. Telecom Fiji Limited (TFL) is a classic local example of such a sale (see 

section 3.4.4 for full discussion). 
 
Capital Market Offerings 

Capital market offerings involve the flotation of share capital of the company, either 

wholly or partly. The offerings can be of two types: 

 Private placement - selected institutional investors/strategic partners are approached 

for managerial, financial, technical or marketing expertise to increase efficiency of 

the enterprise; 

 Public offering – is the most favoured and transparent method of sale since it widens 

the share ownership to all retail investors via stock exchange. Public offering 

requires some sophistication in financial markets with a well-developed legal 

infrastructure. Public offering is most suitable when only a few, very large firms are 

to be privatised where the need to restructure after privatisation, is very little. 

Moreover, this method helps to expand and deepen capital markets and at the same 

time promotes a shareholding culture.  
 
Many a time, sales to strategic buyers have been combined with sales via public offering 

of shares. This sort of combination provides the privatised firm with a stable 

management and at times protects it from hostile takeovers in the initial post-

privatisation period. All the same, it is important to look at the equity market conditions 

before making a privatisation offer, so as to decide whether the offer is to be made on a 

local or international scale. If the market conditions are unfavourable, it might be wise to 

postpone the offer and to wait for price increases after sometime.   
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Lease or Management Contracts 

Under lease or management contracts, certain activities such as transport services are 

leased or contracted out to the private sector. The private sector will have the operational 

freedom but will be given broad guidelines for performance standards. 
 
Auction 

Sales can also be carried out on a tender basis, either of the total assets or of certain 

amount of shares in several stages and by open or sealed bids.  
 
Spin-off 

This is an option when a SOE is not in a position for full privatisation. Since the entire 

of the SOE cannot be sold, selling of few smaller individual assets (such as a set of 

machines, a section of a factory or the production units for two or three items) takes 

place. These smaller individual assets are those that are of no significant use to the 

entity; on the contrary, these assets, in some cases are additional costs to the entity, for 

example maintenance and repair costs incurred for keeping assets that are lying idle. The 

point here is that if assets become liabilities, it is only wiser to get these disposed off. 

 

In essence, the appropriate method of privatisation for individual countries will vary 

along with specific social, economical, political and cultural factors. 

 

3.2.6 The Readily Echoed Rationale behind Public Enterprise Reforms  

A number of authors have come up with quite a few reasons for the reform activities all 

over the world. On the one hand, authors like Wiltshire (1991) argue that the reform 

reasons involve: a strategy to cure stagflation, an attractive solution to governments and 

the pressure from external forces (the international aid and funding agencies) that 

require countries to have privatisation programmes in place. On the other hand, 

researchers like Brown et al. (2003) and Zeppou and Sotirakou (2003) claim that the 

reasons include a combination of the global challenges and public demand for smaller 

but responsive enterprise-like governments. According to APO (2000), the privatisation 

process is for: overcoming SOE inefficiency problems; achieving managerial efficiency 

and improving operational productivity; generating revenues and reducing fiscal deficits; 

encouraging private sector investments; and developing capital markets.  
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In much simpler terms, the cornerstone of public enterprise reforms as dictated and 

echoed worldwide rests on efficiency and effectiveness of an economy by reducing the 

size of its government and increasing the size of the private sector. 

 

With regards to the reasons behind the start of public enterprise reforms in Fiji, the Fiji 

government argues that: 

 
There is no real option but to reform this ailing sector. We live in an era where 
the global economy reigns supreme. Those that fall out of line are punished 
severely as the economies of Asia have found out to their detriment. (The 
Department of Public Enterprises, 1998: 9).  

 

The obvious reasons for reforms clearly relates to the belief that the public sector is 

economically inefficient due to: multiple and often conflicting objectives; lack of 

commercial orientation; improper accountability in place; increased government 

intervention; protection from competition; and continued reliance on government for 

financial support, which lead to reporting of heavy losses time and again and these 

losses at the end of the day become a burden to the taxpayer - “a significant drain on the 

public purse” (The Department of Public Enterprises, 1998: 11-12). It is commonly 

argued that certain tasks should be undertaken by the private sector, for if these activities 

are carried out by the public sector, it will only lead to greater inefficiencies plus 

exacerbated losses. 

 

There is agreement among local authors in general, on reasons behind the start of 

reforms in Fiji. Authors like Reddy (1998) and Sarker (2000) assert that the reasons 

involve a combination of internal as well as external factors (see section 3.4.2).  

 

Reddy (1997) highlights that the political changes throughout the globe and the pressure 

from stakeholders (the public, international financial institutions and other lending 

agencies) compel the governments worldwide to relook at their role and to come up 

with alternative means for efficiency and effectiveness. Like Reddy (1997), The 

Department of Public Enterprises (1998) and Sarker (2000) also bring up the issue of 

the inefficient expanded roles of SOEs in Fiji.  
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Reddy (1997) further argues that the main reasons for the reform programme in Fiji 

were to: restructure the public sector (which was becoming unmanageable, inefficient, 

getting larger in size and eating away increasing government funds); reduce its size; put 

up with market competition; and ultimately make it more efficient. Ministry of Finance 

and National Planning (2003: 47) sheds some light on the oversized public sector:  

 

The size of the public sector is quite large and is a major constraint to Fiji’s 
medium term economic development. Personnel spending remain the largest 
component of government’s costs and place a heavy burden on the tax paying 
public. Currently more than 32,0004 established and un-established staff are 
employed.  

 

Prasad and Hince (2001: 156) inform that even after the decade of reforms throughout 

the 1990s, the public sector remains the largest employer in Fiji. The 32,202 established 

and unestablished workers accounted to 32 per cent of total paid employment 

(Government of Fiji, 2002: 30). Illustratively, Figure 3.1 shows the breakdown of 

operating payments for the year 2002 in which the cost of ‘personnel’ equates to almost 

half of the entire operating payments. 

 

 
  Figure 3.1: Composition of Operating Payments of Government (2002)5 
 

 

                                                 
4 The figure for the year 2001 was 32,202 for total employees (Government of Fiji, 2002: 24). 
 
5 The total percentage of all operating costs amounts to 99.9% as per source. 

   Source: Ministry of Finance and National Planning (2003: 57). 
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The Department of Public Enterprises, 1998: (7) highlights the extent of losses of SOEs: 

 

Fiji’s taxpayers have been continually asked to support ailing public enterprises. 
Losses from public enterprises are around $20 million a year, including foregone 
tax revenue.  

 

In some detail, the increase in contingent liabilities in Fiji for the past three years was 

because of additional government guarantees to: Fiji Electricity Authority for $70 

million; Fiji Sugar Corporation for a $20.4 million loan; Air Pacific Limited’s Standby 

Facility of $16.2 million from Australia New Zealand (ANZ) bank; Maritime and Ports 

Authority of Fiji’s (MPAF) loans totaling $55.4 million from Asian Development Bank 

(ADB) and ANZ bank; and Public Rental Board’s (PRB) $800,000 Fiji National 

Provident Fund (FNPF) loan (Ministry of Finance and National Planning, 2003: 78).  

 

The aforementioned problems of the public sector led to the start of public enterprise 

reforms in Fiji. As per the Ministry of Finance and National Planning (2003: 48), the 

objectives of the public enterprise reform programme for the government of Fiji are: 

 To increase efficiency and productivity of the public service by using good 

governance principles such as, optimal transparency in decision making and 

accountability in the provision of services; 

 To ensure that wage increases are based on productivity; 

 To provide an institutional, operational and legislative framework for greater 

accountability and transparency in areas of policy making and management of public 

resources; 

 To reduce shortages of skill; 

 To improve productivity at the organisational, industrial, sectoral and national levels; 

 To improve investment and trade facilitation, and negotiation capacity for the 

achievement of sustained global integration; 

 To develop a sense of partnership between the government and the private sector to 

increase productivity; and 

 To introduce e-governance to raise efficiency of service delivery. 
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3.3 The Public Enterprise Reform Process in Fiji 
3.3.1 Background to Fiji’s Economy  

Fiji is an island nation located in the heart of Pacific Ocean, southwest of Honolulu. 

Indigenous Fijians (predominantly Melanesian with Polynesian admixture) account to 

54 per cent; Indo-Fijians account to 40 per cent; Europeans, other Pacific Islanders, 

overseas Chinese, and the remaining amount to 6 per cent of the total population.  

 

Fiji is one of the most developed of Pacific Island economies and possesses forest, 

mineral, and fishery as resources. Essentially, this island nation is still relatively new in 

public enterprise reforms. It has about eight years of experience after the enactment of 

the Public Enterprises Act 1996 as such, the reform process is still developing and very 

much in the making. The reform process was started by Soqosoqo Vakavulewa ni 

Taukei (SVT) government and the current Sogosogo Duavata ni Lewenivanua (SDL) 

government since September 2000, is encouraging and promoting public enterprise 

reforms and has vigorously involved itself in pushing reforms further.  

 

Fiji ranked one of the largest and most developed of the Pacific Islands until the mid-

1980s (Snell and Prasad, 2001). According to Snell and Prasad (2001), Fiji was in a 

steady economic position with import substitution policies and a small but growing 

manufacturing sector. Chand (1996) and Prasad (1998) inform that Fiji had pursued the 

import substitution policy since its independence in 1970.  

 

Since 1987, this island nation had started to witness economic recession and SAPs such 

as: deregulation of labour market (1989-removal of wage indexation), promotion of 

export-oriented policies (1989-Tax Free Factory Scheme) and public sector reforms 

(1990s) (Snell and Prasad, 2001). Chand (1996) and Prasad (1998) state that the 

beginning of the policy shift from the import substitution strategy towards an export 

oriented economy had been clearly visible in 1984. Snell and Prasad (2001) argue that 

the earliest major change emerging from the SAPs was the unilateral wage freeze of 

1984 imposed on the entire Fijian economy to make the export-oriented industries more 

competitive.  
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Appana (2003: 56) identifies the aforementioned wage freeze imposed by the Alliance 

government as the “first substantive step in the direction of public sector reforms,…”.  

 

3.3.2 The Lead up to Public Enterprise Reforms 

Reddy (2000) argues that the process of reforms had started since the mid-1980s but was 

delayed due to the uncertainty created in the economy following the two military coups 

in 1987.  

 

The very first reforms were implemented in the following four companies between 1990 

and 1992: Post and Telecommunications Department first came up as Fiji Post and 

Telecommunications Limited in January 1990, later in 1996, the company was separated 

into two companies namely, Telecom Fiji Limited and Post Fiji Limited; Ika 

Corporation became Ika Corporation Limited in January 1990; Fiji Pine Commission 

was incorporated as Fiji Pine Limited in September 1990 but the final takeover of assets 

and liabilities eventuated in January 1991; and National Marketing Authority became 

National Trading Corporation Limited in 1992 (Reddy, 1997). Nine government 

departments as well as statutory authorities were declared, reorganisation enterprises and 

government decided in principle, to vend part of its shares in ten SOEs by November 

1998 (Snell and Prasad, 2001).  

 

A good number of these entities were the most profitable public organisations and the 

primary beneficiaries from these privatisation deals (strategic portfolios and shares in 

television, telecommunications, shipping and other sectors) were New Zealand and 

Australia! (Snell and Prasad, 2001). 

 

3.3.3 The Legal Framework for Reform in Fiji 

Even though the Fiji government had two important policy documents in 1992 and 1994 

(Public Enterprises Unit (PEU), 1992 and Ministry of Finance and Public Enterprise, 

1994), the real breakthrough was when the Public Enterprises (PE) Act was enacted in 

1996 (Sarker, 2000). PEU was a separate unit within the government that dealt with 

SOEs and was established in 1989 within the Ministry of Finance (Appana, 2003: 61).  
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Appana (2003) notes the creation of PEU as the first step towards reforms of public 

enterprises. PEU is now known as the Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector 

Reform. This Ministry was established in 1996 and its duties are to facilitate the 

implementation of the SOEs’ reform programme and to monitor the performances of 

such enterprises.  

 

In October 1993, the cabinet approved a reform programme for the SOEs and finally in 

December 1996 under the pressure from international agencies (Snell and Prasad, 2001), 

the PE Act (legal framework) was ratified by the House of Representatives and the 

Senate. The draft Public Enterprise Bill of 1996 came across colossal debate before 

finalisation. Submissions were heard and amendments were made by a bipartisan Select 

Committee of Parliament.  

 

The PE Act 1996 basically outlines: the guidelines for the reform policy, the operations 

of the Ministry of Public Enterprises, targets specific public organisations for 

reorganisation, and oversees the roles and responsibilities of this Ministry. In some 

detail, this 1996 legal framework looks into: reorganisation and corporatisation of 

government nominations, the principal commercial objectives, structural regulation, the 

relationship between Government Commercial Companies (GCCs) and the government, 

and the reporting and accountability regulations. The very first amendment made to this 

Act was in 2002. This amendment was made to enhance further improvements on the 

reporting timeframe of SOEs.  

 

As a result of the PE Act 1996, three types of SOEs were created: Reorganisation 

Enterprises, GCCs and Commercial Statutory Authorities (CSAs) (Government of Fiji, 

1996; Reddy, 2000).  

 

Appana (2003) informs that with the support of the international organisations, SOE 

reforms in Fiji have been based on the New Public Management (NPM) model (covered 

in detail in section 3.4.1). 
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3.3.4 The Application of the Three Stages of the Public Enterprise Reform Process 
in Fiji 

 
The three stages of the public enterprise reform process in Fiji are very similar to 

Anderson’s (1992) three phases to privatisation (see section 3.2.3). In addition to the 

three stages, there is an initial preparatory stage in Fiji known as the reorganisation 

stage.  In this stage, departments or ministries are identified in terms of their 

commercial capabilities and the potential return that government can derive from them. 

After the identification, cabinet is approached for its endorsement that then marks the 

entity, a reorganised enterprise. In simple terms, reorganisation in Fiji reflects at the 

identification, approval and labeling of the said entity as a reorganised enterprise. The 

practical restructuring stages or the start of actual reforms, as mentioned in section 3.2.3 

are those that follow the reorganisation stage.  

 

Graphically, the public enterprise reform programme in Fiji is as in Figure 3.2. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.2: The Public Enterprise Reform Programme of Fiji 

Source: The Department of Public Enterprises (1998: 12). 
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3.3.5 Current Projects 

According to the Ministry of Finance and National Planning (2003: 47), the current 

reform projects for the SOEs in Fiji include:  

 Reorganisation of the Public Trustee Office, Water and Sewerage Section (of the 

Ministry of Works) and the Government Handicraft Centre;  

 Commercialisation of the Water and Sewerage Section in accordance with the loan 

conditions of the ADB for the upgrade of the water reticulation system along the 

Suva-Nausori corridor;  

 Restructuring of the Ministry of Works and Energy, sale and leaseback of state 

properties for cost effective reasons;  

 Establishment of a new port company to manage port assets and amalgamation of 

all port and marine regulatory functions to one government agency6;  

 Further restructuring of the electricity industry, particularly the separation of the 

regulatory functions from the Fiji Electricity Authority (FEA) to allow the 

introduction of other power suppliers to complement the capacity currently 

provided by FEA; and 

 Appropriate studies to be conducted to come up with the best strategies for any 

organisation that will be privatised. In addition, government will look into the 

enactment of a legislation on privatisation of SOEs in 2004 since the present 

Public Enterprise Act 1996 does not specifically reflect on privatisation but 

focuses on the entire reform process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 When Ports Authority of Fiji was restructured, it was separated into two entities: Ports Terminal Ltd and 
Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji but even though Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji took over the 
regulatory aspect, it also continued with some commercial functions. For this reason, further reforms are 
required since the previous separation was incomplete. (Interview with Shah, 2004). 
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3.3.6 Some Facts and Figures  

According to a report by The Department of Public Enterprises (1998: 15), the overall 

performance of the public enterprises in Fiji had averaged only 2.7 per cent as return on 

net assets between the years 1992 and 1997. This report reveals that only six of the 

GCCs were sufficiently profitable to pay dividends and that no dividends had been paid 

by the CSAs between 1994 and 1997. The GCCs and CSAs are generally financed 

through government equity and/or debt and are required to achieve a minimum of 10 per 

cent return on investment as well as pay dividend of 50 per cent of net profit after tax.  

 

Table 3.1 summarises the financial performance of GCCs and CSAs between the years 

1999 and 2001. 

 
Table 3.1: Financial Performance of GCCs and CSAs (1999-2001) 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

Source: Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2002: 18). 

 

 

 

 

Key: 
NPBT – Net 
Profit Before Tax 
 
NPAT –Net 
Profit After Tax 
 
ROSF – Return 
on Shareholders 
Funds 

Note:  
Maritime and 
Ports Authority 
of Fiji’s (MPAF 
– a CSA) 
dividends and 
taxes for 3 years 
(1998-2000) 
were paid in the 
year 2000. 

Financial Performance of Government Commercial Companies 
and Commercial Statutory Authorities 

 1999  2000 2001 
NPBT 
GCC -1,706,995 4,242,663 4,845,046 
CSA 23,441,475  -18,430,351 2,033,578 
TAXES 
GCC    679,874 1,652,676 1,727,346 
CSA   0 -2,717,000 1,922,000 
NPAT 
GCC -2,252,862 2,589,987 3,117,700 
CSA 26,698,202 - 15,713,351 3,955,578 
DIVIDENDS 
GCC    629,625 1,351,504 1,497,305 
CSA   0    713,000    328,000 
GOVERNMENT'S FUNDS 
GCC 103,406,009  106,462,154 115,814,777 
CSA 401,935,774 3 94,457,528 398,673,216 
ROSF 
GCC -2.18% 2.43%  2.69% 
CSA  6.64% -3.98%  0.99% 
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Figure 3.3 displays the returns on shareholders funds by GCCs in 2001.  
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Figure 3.3: Returns on Shareholders Funds by GCCs (2001) 
Source: Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2002: 19). 

 

A report by the Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2002) informs 

that the GCCs have shown an improvement in performance for year 2001. It mentions 

that Unit Trust of Fiji (Management) Limited and Ports Terminal Limited have delivered 

the highest returns. Figure 3.4 illustrates the returns on shareholders funds by CSAs in 

2001. The improvement of the entities returns was due to the favourable performance of 

Fiji Electricity Authority (Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform, 

2002). 
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Figure 3.4: Returns on Shareholders Funds by CSAs (2001) 
Source: Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2002: 20) . 

Key: 
AFL - Airports Fiji Limited 
FBCL - Fiji Broadcasting 
Corporation Limited  
FSCL - Fiji Shipbuilding Corporation 
Limited 
PTL - Ports Terminal Limited 
PFL - Post Fiji Limited 
RRL - Rewa Rice Limited 
UTOF - Unit Trust of Fiji 
(Management) Company Limited 
VCCL - Viti Corps Company Limited 
NATCO - National Trading 
Corporation Limited 
YPCL - Yagara Pastoral Company 
Limited 

Key: 
CAAFI - Civil Aviation Authority 
of the Fiji Islands 
FEA - Fiji Electricity Authority 
MPAF - Maritime and Ports 
Authority of Fiji 
HA - Housing Authority  
PRB - Public Rental Board 

Note: 
Return on Shareholders Funds 
(ROSF) for HA represents returns 
on net liabilities. 
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Appendix 3.1 shows a more detailed summary of financial performance of individual 

GCCs and CSAs between the years 1999 and 2001. 

 

Ministry of Finance and National Planning (2003: 71-72) reveals that investments in 

GCCs and CSAs by the Fiji government have grown from $498.9 million in 2001 to 

$745.9 million in 2002. Together the GCCs and the CSAs have paid the government, 

$5.04 million in dividends between the years 2000 and 2002. Dividend for the year 2002 

was $1.43 million.  

 

Table 3.2 shows the list of SOEs that are GCCs and CSAs. These entities fall under the 

responsibility of the Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform and are 

100 per cent Fiji government owned.  

 
Table 3.2: Enterprises under the Responsibility of the Public Enterprises Minister 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2004: 3-4). 

 

Government Commercial Companies (GCCs) 
Airports Fiji Limited 
Fiji Broadcasting Corporation Limited 
Fiji Hardwood Corporation Limited 
Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited 
National Trading Corporation Limited 
Ports Terminal Limited  
Post Fiji Limited 
Rewa Rice Limited 
Unit Trust of Fiji (Management) Company Limited 
Viti Corps Company Limited 
Yagara Pastoral Company Limited 
 
Commercial Statutory Authorities (CSAs) 
Civil Aviation Authority of the Fiji Islands  
Fiji Electricity Authority 
Housing Authority  
Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji 
Public Rental Board 
 
Other Government Investment 
Pacific Fishing Company  
Daily Post 
(The two entities are not 100 per cent government owned but were passed onto 
this Ministry for monitoring purposes since the companies were operating 
below government expectations). 
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3.4 The Debate between the Advocates and the Critics of 
Privatisation  

 
3.4.1 The New Public Management (NPM) Perspective 

Authors like Sozen and Shaw (2002) and Appana (2003) describe NPM as a 

prescription, which recommends a greater use or importation of the private sector 

management styles. Minogue (1998: 33) explains NPM as follows: 

 

In developed states, the orthodox ‘welfarist’ model of improvement has largely 
been displaced by the ‘new public management’ revolution, which involves a 
major rethinking of the state and its relations with the market. 
 

Common (1998: 65) informs that “NPM is a product of Western liberal democratic 

states”. He highlights that “we are now living in an age of ‘post-modern public 

administration’ ” (p. 60). Waldo (1980: 11) clarifies that the twentieth century has 

witnessed the preference of the term ‘management’ over the older terminology, 

‘administration’.  

 

Why and how NPM emerged is yet another debate.  

 

On the one hand, writers like Dubsky (1979: 16) point out that it is the Americans who 

take much credit for the New Public Administration. He states that the American 

theorists invented the ‘New Public Administration’. He goes onto say that a similar 

administration, ‘New Development Administration’ could be invented for better quality 

of life. He states that this administration, while respecting the traditional native values 

will have a more humanistic general outlook that will go beyond the Weberian 

bureaucratic efficiency and in that sense, it will be more realistic if not more rational.  

 

Mutahaba  (1989: 26) argues that it is false to say that administrative reform came about 

in the latter part of the twentieth century; it has been around since the passing of the 

traditional society and the coming in of industrial revolution, meaning that the 

administrative reform has been evident since the beginnings of the eighteenth century in 

forms of simple transformations to the very complex transformations of today. 
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On the other hand, authors like Sozen and Shaw (2002) comment that NPM emerged 

partly because of the public pressure of increased demand for public services and low 

public resources (for example the demand for better infrastructure and lower taxation) in 

liberal democratic countries. They point out that consumers in these economies demand 

a greater say in the ‘what and how’ of the government activities.  

 

Zeppou and Sotirakou (2003) mention that the challenge today is that the public 

administrators need to create a balance between the traditional administrative values 

(that includes transparency, openness, accessibility and non-discrimination) and the 

NPM requirements (that involves customer focus, results orientation and effectiveness-

efficiency-quality in service delivery). They recommend a combination of the effective 

elements of traditional administrative values and the NPM requirements. 

 

The NPM debate further reveals that there may be risks associated with adopting wide-

scale private sector practices thus, this process in its current form has demonstrated that 

it does not have all the answers due to: implementation difficulties, inadequate 

consideration given to the public sector environment, and the human costs involved 

(Brown et al., 2003). Brown et al. (2003) highlight that indeed, the NPM model has 

encouraged private sector practices promising improved results but there have been a 

number of examples that demonstrate less optimal political and organisational outcomes. 

Nonetheless, they comment that a hybrid NPM model has been able to deliver superior 

results by developing a relational culture. In a nutshell, a hybrid NPM model focuses on 

finance, operational efficiency, customer/stakeholder satisfaction and the human 

resources management. Relational culture evolves around a strong focus on all 

stakeholder relationships with extensive community consultation and open 

communication through leadership skills development that emphasises on honesty, 

feedback and behaviour, self-awareness and awareness of others, and the ability to 

manage and value diversity. In short, the authors say that a hybrid model takes best 

advantage of both bureaucracy and the more egalitarian management styles.  
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So, what is new about ‘New Public Management’? There is a lot of debate as to what 

NPM actually constitutes. Appana (2003) argues that NPM does not have any distinctive 

proposal that would make it noticeably different from the existing approaches in the 

private sector management. Critics like Sozen and Shaw (2002) pinpoint that there is 

little “new” in this New Public Management. As such, NPM “has not been universal 

across time and space, nor in the model adopted” (Sozen and Shaw, 2002).  

 

This thesis agrees with the critics of NPM and argues that NPM is a mere extension to 

the already present public enterprise reform programme but is not necessarily a new 

paradigm.  

 

3.4.2 The Role of External Forces 

Reddy (1997); Sarker (2000); Sharma and Hoque (2002); Sharma and Lawrence (2002); 

and Appana (2003), all agree that the factors responsible for the introduction of reforms 

in Fiji have been both internal as well as external. The external forces such as Asian 

Development Bank (ADB), International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank have 

much more to do with reforms since countries worldwide are either coerced into 

agreements or suffer if they fail to agree.  

 

Authors like Prasad (1998) reveal that the substantial role of IMF and World Bank in 

advocating free market as being effective in efficient allocation of resources, is 

increasingly being questioned by the developing countries, to which Fiji is no exception.  

 

As for the import and export of the NPM idea, Appana (2003) informs that it is again the 

same external forces that have initiated the NPM idea. He reveals that these external 

forces/donors convince governments worldwide on the desirability of this new approach 

and the governments in turn, have the task of convincing their own people for the 

adoption of this model in their home country.  
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The following comment by Chossudovsky (1997: 52) is self-explanatory: 
 

…, once the loan agreement had been signed, disbursements could be interrupted 
if the government did not confirm, with the danger that the country would be 
blacklisted by the so-called ‘aid coordination group’ of bilateral and multilateral 
donors. 

 

The point here is that, the World Bank and other development organisations insist on 

some form of economic restructuring before financing development projects for obvious 

reasons such as, money that has been given must be safeguarded with new 

accountabilities so that repayment is guaranteed, however, such procedures do not 

always coincide with the social welfare provision and assistance for the indigenous 

population (Sharma and Lawrence, 2002). Chossudovsky (1997: 15) exposes:  

 

The movement of the global economy is ‘regulated’ by ‘a worldwide process of 
debt collection’ which constricts the institutions of the national state and 
contributes to destroying employment and economic activity.  
 

Chossudovsky (1997) ironically reveals that the ‘reimbursing of global debt’ ends up in 

creating new debts! He explains that the loan amounts given to debtor nations are lower 

than the amounts (loan plus interest) collected from them because when debt-owing 

countries are unable to repay, they obtain new loans to pay back just the interest portion 

of the old debts and as such, arrears accumulate (p. 53). In effect, the interest portion 

added onto the loan amount is itself quite substantial. Thus, debtor nations remain in the 

vicious circle of borrowing and ending up paying only the interest portion of the total 

debt.  

 

Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) contend that the agents of the capitalist world 

continuously profess to the developing world to open up their economies, privatise 

everything, withdraw from social welfare and await the foreign investors to return and 

save their people!  
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Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) further comment that the imposed agreements such as the 

General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT – the predecessor of World Trade 

Organisation (WTO) until 1994) and WTO have been clearly engineered around the 

neo-liberal policies of the world capital powers regardless of the increasing opposition 

from the developing world. The formation of WTO in 1995 was a milestone in the 

developing global economic system, in a sense that it had the task of regulating world 

trade to the benefit of International Banks and Transnational Companies (TNCs), and 

supervising the enforcement of national trade policies (Chossudovsky, 1997).  

 

Another author, Wahl (2002) mentions that agreements such as the Maastricht Treaty of 

19927 and the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) are the instruments of 

the ‘neo-liberal offensive’. He informs that an enormous transfer of assets from the 

public sector to the private sector has eventuated due to the push “by strong economic 

interests and the neo-liberal offensive.”  

 

Similarly, Pohl et al. (1997) highlight that restructuring has fast become a prerequisite in 

gaining access to European Union (EU), where each firm must be able to compete with 

the other EU firms without: government subsidies, excess risk of bankruptcy and 

employment loss.  

 

Thus, what actually happens is that, governments simply play into the hands of the 

external agents such as the World Bank (who are strong advocates of the capitalist 

world) and as a result of the SOE reform programme, a government losens grip of its 

own economy (Reguri and Venkataiah, 2003). As in the case of Fiji, “… policy reform 

and the policy agenda by the early 1990’s had almost come under the monopoly control 

of external consultants” (Snell and Prasad, 2001: 89).  

              

 

 

                                                 
7 This Treaty has a strict so-called convergent criteria that has helped push privatisation in many countries 
in order for them to comply with a criteria that involves budget deficit of no more than 3 per cent and state 
debt of no more than 60 per cent of Gross National Product (Wahl, 2002). 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 43 

3.4.3 What has the Public Enterprise Reforms to do with Transnational Companies 
(TNCs)? 

 
A lot! Parker (2003) argues that where the environment is intensively competitive, 

privatised utilities have been driven to major cost-cutting measures such as 

“downsizing” to enable them to price their services lower than that of their competitors. 

He explains that in the early stages of market liberalisation, there will be many new 

fragmented players but overtime marginal players will be forced out, while the others 

would become larger through acquisitions and alliances in an attempt to gain even 

higher levels of efficiency.  

 

Chossudovsky (1997: 16) exposes that while the IMF, World Bank and the WTO are 

powerful international bureaucracies, administrators and regulators operating within a 

capitalist system that respond to dominant economic and financial interests, “…, the seat 

of political power does not rest with the international financial institutions and their 

major share-holders (i.e. the governments of the rich countries)”. Who holds such 

powers then? Interestingly, “…, the accumulation of large public debts in Western 

countries has provided financial and banking interests with ‘political leverage’ as well as 

the power to dictate government economic and social policy” (Chossudovsky, 1997: 18).  

Chossudovsky (1997) further reveals that global corporate mergers have given way to 

the consolidation of a new generation of financiers (financial institutions) that are 

clustered around the merchant banks, institutional investors, stock brokerage firms, large 

insurance companies along with some others and that within this global financial web, 

legal as well as illegal activities are intertwined with increased electronic transfers 

taking place within banks. Incredibly, “in several developing countries, national 

governments are under the trusteeship of such criminal factions” that have acquired a 

number of state properties under the World Bank sponsored privatisation programmes 

(Chossudovsky, 1997: 20).  

 

While World Bank (2002: 2) comments, “globalization does involve shifts in power, but 

these do not always favor the already powerful”, the following commentators divulge 

otherwise!  
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Like Wahl (2002), Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) explain that the whole exercise of this 

worldwide diminution of state roles are giving easy ways to TNCs and their home 

governments to help them spread out economic space for their own operations! Wahl 

(2002) argues that the geographical expansion into the public sector allows TNCs to 

conquer new markets. In this way he continues, the public sector, all in the name of the 

so-called democratic governance is slowly diminishing to the advantage of such gigantic 

corporations! He expresses that the TNCs are taking enormous control, power and 

resources at a very high speed. The reality behind the scenes, as he reveals, is that these 

gargantuan corporations are building empires via mega mergers that are fast “washing 

over all continents”. Similarly, Chossudovsky (1997: 15) reveals that: 

 
National economies are interlocked, commercial banking and business ownership 
(controlled by some 750 global corporations) transcend economic borders, …  

 

Consider the following mind-boggling examples (Wahl, 2002): 

 Two companies namely, Suez-Lyonnaise and Vivendi are predominant for water 

supply activities on a global scale. But they are in competition with four others 

(SAUR, Anglian Water, Thames Water/RWE and International Water). Despite 

being in competition, the six companies cooperate a lot when privatisation of water 

supply takes place in big cities. What they do is create alliances (these alliances 

changes from city to city) with each other (two or three of them combine) and in 

doing so, are able to create fierce competition. 

 Likewise, four companies dominate refuse collection and waste management 

worldwide. The companies are Sita, Onyx, RWE and Rethman. Interestingly, the 

first two companies are subsidiaries of the aforementioned giants, Suez-Lyonnaise 

and Vivendi, respectively. Onyx underbids to win waste management contracts to 

get rid of competitors. Even though the underbidding does not even cover cost of 

production, Onyx does not go bankrupt. Why not? Because it receives annual checks 

from its mother company namely, Vivendi from France!  
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Hence, while it is advocated that the reform programme breaks monopolies by 

increasing competition within an economy, this programme is indeed creating global 

monopolies that aim to reduce competition by expanding operations via mergers and 

takeovers. 

 

3.4.4 How Successful have the Reforms been Globally? 

Over a hundred countries have undertaken privatisation programmes since the mid-

1980s (IFSL, 2003: 2). Between 1980 and 1991, more than 6,800 sales of SOEs 

eventuated across more than 80 countries (Greiner, 1999: 2). World Bank (2002) claims 

that there are about three billion people who live in the new globalising developing 

countries and throughout the 1990s, this group of new globalisers has grown at 5 per 

cent per capita compared to the 2 per cent reported for rich countries.  

 

World Bank (2002) further claims that there has been a reduction in the number of the 

extreme poor (those living on less than one dollar per day) in the new globalisers by 120 

million between the years 1993 and 1998.  

 

But according to Chossudovsky (1997: 43), “…, the realities of world poverty are 

increasingly concealed by the manipulation of income statistics” since the “population 

groups in individual countries with per capita incomes in excess of US$1 a day are 

arbitrarily identified as ‘non poor’ ”.  

 

In regards to privatisation proceeds, globally, privatisation activities had reached 

approximately US$145 billion in 1999, which was about a 10 per cent increase from 

1998 (OECD, 2000: 43).  
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Figure 3.5 shows the global amount raised from privatisation between the years 1990 

and 1999. The figures in the Figure 3.5 include the totals of both the OECD8 and non-

OECD countries.  
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Figure 3.5: Global Amount Raised from Privatisation (1990-1999) 
Source: OECD (2000: 46). 

 

According to the OECD (2000) report, the increase in 1999 global privatisation proceeds 

were particularly due to: the general continuing trend of diminished state role; budgetary 

constraints; the need to attract investments; and a combination of technological change, 

liberalisation and globalisation of product and financial markets, while the decline in 

global privatisation takings in 1998 was largely due to the reduced privatisation 

activities in the non-OECD countries. Since 1990, OECD privatisation proceeds have 

generated about US$600 billion (OECD: 2000: 45). Within the OECD area, the most 

dynamic privatisers had been Italy, Australia, France, Japan and Spain since 1995 to 

1999.  

 

In relation to productivity under private ownership, Pohl et al. (1997) claim that on 

average, a firm that has been privatised for four years will increase productivity three to 

five times when compared to a similar SOE.  
                                                 
8 OECD countries are: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, and 
United States (OECD, 2000: 46). 
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However, Parker (2003) clarifies that while privatisation can lead to efficiency gains, 

stimulus competition and regulation have major roles to play, in the absence of which, 

performance of the privatised enterprises may be dismaying. Contrary to the accepted 

belief and as per Parker (2003), it has been clear to some that privatisation has not led to 

noticeable changes in the economic performance.  

 

Yet, World Bank (2002) continuously maintains that global integration has been a 

powerful force for poverty reduction. Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) refute this claim 

arguing that paradoxically, despite the adoption of the neo-liberal policies as advocated 

by the IMF and World Bank, the developing world is battling against poverty, 

unemployment, social exclusion and resultant social turbulence since the last two 

decades. Who are suffering the most? The poor. Thus, this thesis notes that the reforms 

echoing ‘poverty alleviation’ are fast becoming ‘poverty acceleration’. Similarly, 

Chossudovsky (1997: 16) exposes that: 

 
Yet this ‘minimisation of labour costs’ undermines the expansion of consumer 
markets, - i.e. the impoverishment of large sectors of the world population under 
the brunt of macro-economic reform has been conducive to a dramatic 
contraction of purchasing power.  
 

Chossudovsky (1997: 41) unveils that while the prices are unified to the world levels, 

the wages (and labour costs) in the Third World and the Eastern Europe are as much as 

seventy times lower than that of the OECD countries. How fair is this? Prasad (1998) 

questions the continued increasing levels of poverty in many countries despite the 

increasing globalisation of the economy based on the market forces leading to higher 

levels of economic growth. Chossudovsky (1997: 34) remarks that:  

 

This new international financial order feeds on human poverty and the 
destruction of the natural environment.  

 

Thus, the rising market failures worldwide call for a revisit to the logic and dynamics of 

marketisation and public sector reforms since at present, it is the prophets of 

liberalisation who are the actual beneficiaries (Reguri and Venkataiah, 2003). Therefore, 

privatisation is not the right medicine for all ailing SOEs (Reguri and Venkataiah, 2003). 
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Likewise, APO (2000) also realises that privatisation is not a panacea in solving all 

problems. In retrospect, it is important for the advocates of free market to become aware 

of a nation’s social, political, economic and historical context, instead of pushing the 

same medication to all patients (Reguri and Venkataiah, 2003). Similarly, Chossudovsky 

(1997: 259-260) states:  

 

‘Strong economic medicine’ is the answer; throughout the world, people are led 
to believe that there is no other solution: enterprises must be closed down, 
workers must be laid off and social programmes must be slashed.  

 

Another debatable issue relates to the reasons behind improved performances of 

enterprises after reforms. The reasons behind the improved performances of the 

reformed enterprises are unclear (Wiltshire, 1991) and cannot be easily traced back to 

mere competition, changed ownership, regulation or technological changes  (Parker, 

2003). Then again, Wiltshire (1991) argues that the changes made to the nature of 

governmental activities have been definite but what remains questionable is whether or 

not the power of governments has been significantly reduced. This thesis agrees with 

these authors since, it is unclear whether the better performance under private ownership 

eventuates because of the shrinking of social obligations, asset revaluations, downsizing 

(Wiltshire, 1991) or by technical changes, particularly in telecommunications and 

electricity industries (Parker, 2003). As a matter of fact, when a SOE is reformed into a 

profit seeking enterprise, the organisation’s non-commercial activities are reduced or 

even abandoned completely (Bozec and Breton, 2003).  

 

A good local example is Telecom Fiji Limited (TFL), which is 100 per cent owned by 

Amalgamated Telecom Holdings Limited (ATHL) that in turn is 58.2 per cent owned by 

the Fiji National Provident Fund (FNPF), 34.6 per cent owned by Fiji government and 

only 7.2 per cent owned by institutional and individual investors (ATHL, 2003: 13). 

Though TFL has been echoed as an enterprise that has gone through the full reform 

process and eventually, being privatised (World INvestment NEws, Multimedia 

Information Company (WINNE), 2003), what it is in reality, is a ‘camouflaged’ 

privatisation.  
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Sarker (2000) effectively argues that, sold to FNPF (another statutory body) with 

twenty-five year exclusive license, TFL is clearly a monopoly and it’s dubious whether 

its gains are due to managerial efficiency or because of overpricing. The point here is 

that the concepts of privatisation and competition go together. Without competition, 

privatisation of a public monopoly is just a conversion to a private monopoly, as is the 

case with TFL. Another, not that good a local example was the failed privatisation of 

Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS-case study for this research). Rewa 

Rice Limited (RRL) was also earmarked for full-scale privatisation unfortunately, the 

enterprise could not be sold due to non-availability of buyers (Sarker, 2000).  

 

In line with the preceding discussions of TFL, GSPS and RRL, this thesis agrees with 

Samy (1994) who indicates that Fiji is yet to enter the final stage of privatisation. 

 

3.4.5 The Comparison between the Public Sector and the Private Sector 

Advocates of privatisation repeatedly raise the issue of efficiency in private enterprises 

and the inefficiency of public enterprises. Reddy (1997: 3) argues that: 

 
The civil service culture does not generally promote market competition, 
customer service and efficiency… However at the same time and over the years 
the private sector seemed to be doing well.   

 

Similarly, Sarker (2000) contends that since the private sector has been more dynamic 

and efficient, the public sector can learn a lot from this sector to enhance its own 

efficiency.  

 

Other advocates of privatisation, like Havrylyshyn and McGettigan (1999: 13) pinpoint 

that: 

 
Private enterprises almost invariably outperform state-run companies. In other 
words, any privatization is better than none, regardless of whether a stable, 
competitive environment has been established first or not… Privatized 
companies dominated by insiders are least efficient and productive, but even 
these regularly do better than state enterprises. 
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Havrylyshyn and McGettigan (1999: 13) affirm that private companies, which start from 

scratch are best performers followed by those firms that are newly privatised and are run 

by outsiders, local or foreign. The point here is that when companies are privatised with 

the same old insiders (previous staff), the end result will not be as desired since the 

public service laid back attitude remain with the previous staff. Kay and Thompson 

(1986) effectively argue that when firms are privatised the same old employees remain; 

this shows that the real change is the machinery (the constraints and opportunities facing 

management) of the enterprise and not the character or management abilities.  

 

Having said that, while it is undenied that there are inefficiencies evident in the public 

sector, are these two sectors, public and private outrightly comparable? Bozec and 

Breton (2003) argue that the nature and functions of the private and the public sector are 

very different. They clarify that the main activities of the public sector have been 

directed towards the whole society, while the main motivation for the private sector lies 

in generating the highest possible profit. The main customers of the private sector, 

moreover, are those who contribute more to profits meaning, those sectors that are not 

profitable will be ignored. Moreover, this thesis advocates that comparisons are only 

meaningful between ‘like’ items. How then can sensible comparisons be made between 

public and private entities, which portray more dissimilarities than similarities?  

 

Chand (1990: 68) effectively argues that: 

 

Comparisons of public sector activity (into which no private sector firm will ever 
venture) with the most profitable private sector firm can hardly be called fair.  

 

Hence, given the factors such as: conflicting objectives (social, financial and political), 

lack of accountability, no incentives or motivation for increasing productivity, no 

autonomy to discharge responsibilities, no clear-cut guidelines and increased political 

interference within the SOE sector (Sarker, 2000), these enterprises are hardly at fault 

for their own state of affairs (The Department of Public Enterprises, 1998).  
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APO (2000) explains that if the SOEs are poor performers, it is because of their non-

commercial goals and protected status in the market. The point here is that, “it is the 

requirement for greater accountability within the private sector that triggers the 

productivity and efficiency gains… A private company is not limited by size and 

government bureaucracy” (Greiner, 1999: 6) while for SOEs, the wide range of 

conflicting objectives makes accountability difficult (Morton, 1999: 54). Essentially, 

“…there is something inherent in the public sector that condemns it to inefficiency” 

(Chand, 1990: 68).  

 

Hence, there are no general grounds for believing that the public firms have lesser 

managerial efficiency therefore, the theoretical arguments advocating public sector as 

inefficient, are unclear and not really convincing (The Economist, 1985). In fact, where 

there are efficient and inefficient public enterprises so too are evident, efficient as well 

as inefficient private enterprises (Kay and Thompson, 1986; Chand, 1990).  

 

On a parallel note, Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) state that the sickness of enterprises is 

a universal aftermath of globalisation among the public sector as well as the private 

sector; even more so, in the private sector.  

 

With regard to importing private sector values into the public sector, it had been 

expected that the business-like management practices would lead to managerial 

efficiency but it is difficult to come up with empirical evidences justifying that such 

practices are actually being practiced and that they have had any positive effect; on the 

contrary, many entities are still very much the same bureaucratic organisations (Sarker, 

2000).  

 

Unlike the justification of Havrylyshyn and McGettigan (1999), who argue that research 

so far does not permit the conclusion that the general market and competitive 

environment are more important than privatisation methods, Kay and Thompson (1986) 

contend that it is indeed the ‘market pressure’ that has been more effective in weeding 

out the under-performing private firms, unlike what happens in the public sector.  
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“Thus it does not seem that there is anything intrinsically superior about performance 

under private ownership” (Kay and Thompson, 1986: 23).  

 

Scott (2001: 224) states that it may even be the opposite at times since the best public 

organisations can offer much to the private sector in areas where it has established skills.  

Similarly, Chand (1990: 86) comments that, “…, the benefits of public sector production 

institutions could be wide ranging,…”. 

 

On the other hand, Scott (2001: 224-225) elaborates that while the environment and 

culture of the public enterprises differ, its internal business processes are similar to that 

of the private sector thus, by respecting the key differences and creating benchmarking 

relationships with the best managed private firms, SOEs have much to gain. He 

recommends the government agents to look for partners in the private sector to: help 

them to keep in touch with the best management practices, share experiences of private 

sector key staff, get their advice, arrange for visits to their departments by experts and 

learn about their cost and quality innovations. Consequently, attempts to find the middle 

approach between the classical public sector and the private sector (Reynolds and 

Nessen (1999: 125) may just be the answer. 

 

Above all, this thesis argues that the issue of dictating the importation of private sector 

values as a remedy to the ailing SOEs is inadequate because it has come to attention that 

private sector firms are, themselves undergoing a new paradigm, the paradigm of a 

Learning Organisation.  
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Figure 3.6 shows the main elements of a Learning Organisation.  

    
 

     
         

      
 

  
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
      

 

Figure 3.6: The Web of Interacting Elements in a Learning Organisation 
Source: Samson and Daft (2003: 47). 

 

 

In Learning Organisations, leaders think in terms of ‘control with’ rather than ‘control 

over’ others (leadership); the structure is that of a team that is made up of employees 

with different skills (team-based structure); employees are given power and freedom to 

perform effectively and are given competitive wages, good working conditions and 

opportunities for personal and professional development (employee empowerment); 

organisational information on budget, profits and departmental expenses are available to 

all (open information); employees directly participate in strategy making (participative 

strategy); and each individual is valued and treated with care and respect to create an 

environment that is safe, trusting and one that allows for experimentations that enable 

learning (strong, adaptive culture) (Samson and Daft, 2003: 47-50).  
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Figure 3.7 depicts the shift of firms from the old paradigm to a new paradigm to survive 

global competition. 
 

 
 

 

Figure 3.7: The Changing Paradigm of Management 
Source: Samson and Daft (2003: 27). 

 

Thus, as Samson and Daft (2003: 28) state: 

 

The most striking change now affecting organisations and management is 
globalisation… Global competition has also triggered a need for new 
management approaches that emphasise empowerment of workers and 
involvement of employees.  

 

The modus operandi of a Learning Organisation is one that is compatible with the ever-

changing global environment and also effectively handles the employee related issues. 

This thesis points out that the elements of the new paradigm of a Learning Organisation 

can offer an alternative to the existing public enterprise reform model.  

 

      
Old Paradigm  New Paradigm 

     Vertical Organisation Learning Organisation 
 
 
Forces on Organisations  
Markets     Local, domestic  Global 
Workforce    Homogeneous  Diverse 
Technology    Mechanical  Electronic 
Values     Stability, efficiency Change, chaos 
 
 
Management Competencies 
Focus     Profits   Customers, employees 
Leadership    Autocratic  Dispersed, empowering 
Doing Work    By individuals  By teams 
Relationships    Conflict, competition Collaboration 
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3.4.6 The Mismatch between Theory and Practice and the Transplanting of 
Overseas Models  

 
Shrinking the public sector is neither an easy task (The Economist, 1985) nor is 

privatisation just an economic concept; it is more of a comprehensive, complicated 

socio-economic and political philosophy (Awamleh, 2002).  

 

What is even more difficult is the issue of managing change.  

 

Zeppou and Sotirakou (2003) pinpoint that changes are easier to design but it is the 

implementation of such changes that is more difficult, especially strong transformational 

leadership changes in relation to new values, new roles and expectations and issues 

regarding employee commitment. They explain that measuring performance of the 

public administration is difficult, however, when carefully planned, executed and 

monitored, performance measurements can prove to be highly valuable. But as Gauld 

(2003) highlights, the changes, particularly in the public sector are poorly managed, and 

usually driven and complicated by politics.  

 

Sarker (2000) argues that the factors for non-implementability of the reform 

programmes in Fiji are: quite a slow reform programme, necessary management changes 

being inadequate or difficult to implement, a very slow progress in privatisation, lack of 

consensus between stakeholders concerned, changes in regime, and a slack in 

institutional and organisational structure. The first and the third factors have taken an 

opposite direction since there is a faster pace towards public sector reforms under the 

current Sogosogo Duavata ni Lewenivanua (SDL) government. WINNE (2003) informs 

that in the year 2003, government will identify potential candidates for privatisation and 

sell further shares.  

 

Sarker (2000) also contends that some of the factors that disrupt the operations of the 

reorganised enterprises in Fiji are: the lack of consensus among the stakeholders, 

political interference, mismanagement and the age-old, still prevailing bureaucratic 

practices. Reddy (1997) justifies that change towards corporate culture will take time.  
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This thesis agrees with the aforementioned authors and argues that individuals become 

complacent and create their own ‘comfort zones’ throughout their working lives. To 

disrupt this comfort zone and make them move in a completely new direction especially 

towards commercial orientation and performance-based systems, is definitely not an 

overnight possibility. Essentially, when SOEs go through the reform process, the 

company letterheads and staff uniforms change overnight but the most important factor, 

which is the staff attitude, “is another matter” (Reddy, 1997).  

 

Reddy (2000) highlights that one of the main reasons as to why enterprises were unable 

to provide cost-effective services, was because the company was compelled to carry on 

with the large number of staff beyond their needs and these staff were not adequately 

qualified. Sarker (2000: 10) confirms Reddy’s (2000) claim of overstaffing: “…, the 

government continues to take financial burdens, guarantee loans and pressurise the 

enterprises to keep surplus employees”. In addition, “there is also the implicit 

expectation that Government will not allow public enterprises to fail should they get into 

financial difficulties” (The Department of Public Enterprises, 1998: 16). Thus, as Sarker 

(2000: 8) comments, “at least theoretically, there is little scope for undue interference 

from the government”! Further, he says, due to the political culture, most Chief 

Executive Officers (CEOs) will take a softer approach when dealing with the political 

bosses.  

 

Together with the aforementioned problems, Fiji also encounters financing problems. 

Samy (1994: 4) states that the financing problems in Fiji are: lack of capital markets, 

scarce local capital and investors, small island economy, government interference, and 

generally a lack of information and familiarity towards the concept of privatisation.  

 

As for the applicability of public enterprise reforms in Fiji, there could be massive social 

unrest and negative impact if reforms are carried out on a pure commercial basis (Reddy, 

1997). And if not, Fiji might go back to where it started with additional problems of 

clearing the mess, created by plunging into the reform programme in the first place!  
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For instance, the initial corporatisation in Fiji between 1990 and 1992 did not have the 

intended effect due to the industrial relations crisis, resultantly, the programme was 

halted because of lack of a comprehensive, conceptual and legal framework (Reddy, 

1998); inadequate or lack of accountability (Sarker, 2000); and the persistence of the 

traditional management style (Appana, 2003). 

 

In light of the many problems inherent in the reform programme, local authors have 

come up with suggestions for reform effectiveness. Reddy (1997) comments that the 

lessons from past experiences highlight the need for prerequisites to be in place, 

prerequisites such as: clearly defined roles for Board of Directors, for Top Management 

and for the line Ministry, and appropriate procedures for personnel management and 

industrial relations. Reddy (1998) recommends that: there must be a new CEO, the new 

corporate culture must start from day one and the organisation must have the autonomy 

to recruit the qualified and keep only those employees who are essential to the 

organisation.  

 

Samy (1994) suggests a gradual approach to the public sector reform process, one that 

recognises the needs of the population. But, he continues, if a SOE is well structured, 

faces strong competition with bureaucratic red tape and is unable to perform 

satisfactorily, it should then be privatised straight away. 

 

Another author, Appana (2003) recommends that a professional manager must be 

recruited and he or she must be allowed to negotiate the path to specified objectives. 

However, he exposes that in Fiji, political interference continues and the imposed 

political objectives distorts the expectations from the NPM process.  This is the major 

problematic issue with public enterprise reforms in Fiji. Appana (2003) explains that the 

NPM’s primary objective of creating an innovative, flexible and a more entrepreneurial 

culture remains largely unrealised in Fiji. Moreover, he notes gaps in the prescriptions of 

the NPM model.  
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Appana (2003) states that the imposition of unclear political objectives have been made 

possible partly because of the gaps in NPM therefore, NPM model fails to fully address 

the idiosyncrasies of the Fiji context which is the prime reason for Fiji’s mixed results 

thus, there is room for development of alternative models.  

 

With regard to learning from past experiences, Scott (2001: 36) argues that the SOEs 

could evolve over time to become the best but this would depend on how willing the 

governments are to learn from their own successes and failures and from the experiences 

of other countries. He contends that the general principles, concepts and few techniques 

may be applicable internationally but each country has its own designs for reforms to 

suit their objectives.  

 

In effect, Amosa (2003) informs that no two countries are the same in terms of social, 

economic and political structures. Moreover, Zeppou and Sotirakou (2003) state that 

each public organisation is unique and must follow its own path hence, apart from the 

differences within the individual countries, the pros and cons of privatisation may even 

be enterprise-specific (Awamleh, 2002).  

 

Clearly the objectives and priorities vary from country to country (Anderson, 1992) but 

the main intention of any country is to reduce the demand for natural resources and 

professionally manage the limited resources in the best interest of the society at large 

(Reddy, 1997). It is this, ‘best interest of the society at large’ which is easier said than 

done. Haruna (2003) warns that the ideas of public administration may prove insufficient 

when it comes to meeting the challenges of a society that is culturally and politically 

diverse.  

 

Critically, the assumption of the so-called ‘trickle down’ effect (reducing poverty and 

income inequality) of economic growth as a result of reform policies has failed to 

materialise since there is no clear relationship between poverty levels and the nature of 

economic reforms as such, these issues remain a concern for policy makers in many 

developing countries including Fiji (Prasad, 1998).  
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The report by Government of Fiji (2002: 10) exposes the poverty level in Fiji even after 

the 1990-1992 reforms: “…, the percentage of Fiji’s households living below the 

poverty line has increased from 15 percent in 1983 to 25.5 percent in 1996”.  

 

Thus, institutional reforms alone will not bring necessary changes; there is also the need 

for organisational capability and it is this sort of balance between these two factors that 

is lacking in Fiji (Sarker, 2000).  

 

Surprisingly, the Fiji government narrowly believes, “…that jobs are only produced by 

investment – investment by governments and the private sector” (The Fiji Times, 2003a: 

39). The area where many governments have failed is in realising the need for the 

creation of institutional structures that help to create the right incentives and the 

appropriate climate for investments and entrepreneurship; regrettably, the biggest 

institutional constraint in Fiji is the lack of secured property rights (Prasad, 1998). Land 

issues are seriously sentimental in Fiji, aggravated by racial polarisation.                                                  

 

The problem, according to Prasad and Hince (2001) is that the officials and policies of 

the neo-liberal market-oriented agencies (ADB, IMF and World Bank) have used 

transplanted models rather than indigenous based solutions. Clearly, it has become 

obvious that “the principles of privatisation are not uniform nor uniformly applied 

throughout the world” (Reynolds and Nessen, 1999: 113).  

 

Murray (2000) cautions that donors have given a clear indication of reducing aid in the 

long run. To this effect this thesis questions, does this mean that after being pushed into 

reforms, which have yet to show best results, countries will be left on their own? Amosa 

(2003: 48) raises another concern, do senior managers have “…the dynamism, the 

ability and the resources to sustain these reforms in the absence of foreign assistance”. 

Therefore, it becomes imperative to question the wits of rushing into such models 

(Murray, 2000) and this is where a country’s government plays an important role. 
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3.4.7 The Role of Government 

Greiner (1999: 10) highlights the role of government in privatisation. He mentions that: 

 
The pursuit of profits, it is argued, has been made at the expense of the consumer. 
It is certainly true that there are occasions where the invisible hand of Adam 
Smith’s price mechanism does not move fast enough. It is these instances where 
regulation is needed… Regulation can be passed prescribing periodic 
maintenance checks of utilities by a third party. Penalties could be imposed on 
firms that do not comply with minimum standards… There is certainly a 
precedent for government involvement in companies in which it has no direct 
interest. It is therefore fallacious to argue that privatisation is intrinsically 
dangerous to the common good. Governments can and do intervene in the 
management of companies for the sake of the wider community… It is 
imperative that any regulation be workable and realistic, and not merely an 
opportunity for zealous bureaucrats to create unnecessary red tape for companies.        

 

In the case of Fiji, the reform programme has been further complicated by the change 

and uncertainty associated with regime (Sarker, 2000) and vested interests (Appana, 

2003). The coming in and moving out of power of political parties has witnessed 

different policies towards reforms in Fiji. For instance, unlike the Soqosoqo Vakavulewa 

ni Taukei (SVT) and the Sogosogo Duavata ni Lewenivanua (SDL-current government), 

the Fiji Labour Party (FLP)-led People’s Coalition government due to its adherence to 

the general labour principles (Appana, 2003) had been clearly populist, left leaning and 

sympathetic to workers (Reddy, 2000). As such, it ‘rolled back’ the reform programmes 

initiated by the SVT government (Reddy, 2000; Appana, 2003) and challenged the 

control of foreign corporations monopoly found in many sectors of Fiji (Snell and 

Prasad, 2001).  

 

Accordingly the three companies namely, PowerGen Fiji Limited, Powerlines Fiji 

Limited and MegaPower Fiji Limited formed after the restructuring of Fiji Electricity 

Authority (FEA) got deregistered (Reddy, 2000) and the privatisation plans for 

Government Supplies, Government Printery and the Water Unit of the Public Works 

Department plus the reorganisation plans for the Marine Department and the Ports 

Authority were all halted (Snell and Prasad, 2001).  
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Sarker (2000) states that the actions of FLP seemed to be an old orthodox policy of 

labour regimes worldwide. He mentions that the FLP led-People’s Coalition government 

appeared to be moving towards the old orthodoxy, that is, the state-dominated economy 

while the labour regimes in both the developed and the developing world have outmoded 

the dominant role of state in managing development. Likewise, Reddy (2000) comments 

that while the modern view for privatisation is that this process can revamp and boost 

the economy if properly managed and regulated, the FLP led government possessed an 

age-old view of privatisation, that is, that this process will concentrate wealth in the 

hands of a few, reduce employment, and bring further suffering to the poor and the less 

advantaged. Nevertheless, the Peoples’ Coalition government did initiate ‘restructuring 

from within’ (Reddy, 2000; Appana, 2003). In relation to the age-old view of FLP, this 

thesis notes that this is exactly what is surfacing throughout the developing world, and 

the revamping and the boosting of economies have not materialised as desired.  

 

Most importantly and as per Sozen and Shaw (2002), the NPM applicability is partly 

dependent upon the relationships between the state and the civil society. As Haruna 

(2003) understands, the challenge facing the public service is to make itself relevant and 

meaningful to the poor. Hence, government must assess the effect of deregulation on the 

economy as a whole and not forget the fragile industries (Samy, 1994). It must also, 

protect the core public sector values and the public interest (Zeppou and Sotirakou, 

2003). Haruna (2003) advises that government must ensure equity in terms of the 

benefits and burdens eventuating from reforms. This thesis agrees with these authors and 

argues that since the private sector is highly profit motivated, it will particularly ‘cherry 

pick’ the lucrative market and ignore the poor but a country’s government must be duty 

bound to provide for the entire population, non-discriminately.  

 

Hence the elements of compromise (Samy, 1994), extensive consultations (Pitkin and 

Collier, 1999), acceptance and support of the public/stakeholders in a collaborative 

manner (Awamleh, 2002; Reddy, 2003) and transparency in the process (Reguri and 

Venkataiah, 2003) are required for successful privatisation.  
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For instance and as Samy (1994: 6) states:  

 

It will be necessary for the government to inform the citizens the measures it will 
take to alleviate the distortions in the economy. Whatever the merits and demerits 
of privatization, it does not appear to have clear cut answers. 

 

Specifically, the instrumental rationality of the bureaucratised administration should be 

broadened to adapt to and suit the local and community-based values of collaboration, 

consultation and consensus (Haruna, 2003). Samy (1994) cautions that these are 

necessary so that individuals do not lose their identity of purpose, otherwise, once 

disenchanted, a lot of effort will be required to get people back on track and 

rehabilitation of social damage is difficult to quantify.  

 

Above all, the benefits of the process must be shared with all stakeholders because “this 

provides the best political protection for future reform processes” (Morton, 1999: 71). 

This thesis totally agrees with this author since if the reform process entails benefits 

flowing down to the entire population, such benefits should be transparently visible; 

only then will this process get support! The noteworthy point is that, it must not be 

forgotten that an enterprise is made up of different groups of people with varying 

interests at stake (Awamleh, 2002), and as Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) mention, any 

reorganisation activity will, but at varying degrees affect all stakeholders involved, so, 

their participation becomes top priority in promoting the understanding and cooperation 

of such reorganisations.  

 

The local case of Civil Aviation Authority of Fiji (CAAF) is a good example. The 

restructuring of CAAF had proved unpopular, yet in the face of sharp opposition the 

ruling SVT government began implementation of reform proposals throughout 1997-

1998 (Snell, 2000). Snell (2000) comments that this reform implementing decision of 

the SVT government so close to the general elections ultimately contributed to its 

downfall. Other examples are the earliest public enterprise reforms between the years 

1990 and 1992 (refer section 3.3.2 for details).  
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Reddy (2000) informs that because the reform exercises between 1990 and 1992 was 

neither widely discussed nor clearly understood by the public, enormous industrial 

relations problems erupted during these reforms. 

 

3.4.8 The ‘Haunting Fear’ of Redundancy 

Appana (2003) states that the lack of achievement of the objectives and the general 

public perception of restructuring leading to redundancies has dimmed its political 

appeal for a large portion of the Fijian public. Without doubt, restructuring alludes to 

surplus labour shedding, manufacturing higher quality products, finding new markets in 

western countries, and spinning of social and unneeded assets (Pohl et al., 1997).  

 

The harsh and unpleasant reality of restructuring is that some downsizing will eventuate 

(Reddy, 2000) in an increasingly competitive environment (Parker, 2003) hence, if the 

public shows concern, then it must be remembered that this apprehension has been 

shaped up by what has been experienced in the past. Common sense says that no 

individual would want to be in a disadvantaged situation.  

 

Scott (2001) informs that restructuring measures cost real money, especially when it 

comes to redundancies and the creation of new management systems. He highlights that 

the expectation that the costs of change will be compensated by the post-restructuring 

efficiency gains, has been more than what some organisations have been able to manage.  

 

The underlying truth is that, if industrial sickness is a matter of concern for the public 

sector, so is it a concern for the private sector (Reguri and Venkataiah, 2003).  

 

A number of authors compare the effectiveness of ownership changes of SOEs. As per 

Snell and Prasad (2001: 94), the FLP led government saw “little advantage in privatizing 

public utilities since public enterprises could be made efficient without changing 

ownership”. Similarly, Bozec and Breton (2003) argue that if corporatisation produces 

the same effect that is expected from privatisation, why then, is there a need to change 

ownership from the state to the private sector!  
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However, Greiner (1999: 7) reveals the danger of corporatisation:  

 

…, there is a danger that corporatised entities are fixed in a ‘no man’s land’ with 
no real vision of where they ‘fit in’ or to whom they are accountable. The lines of 
accountability and responsibility can be blurred when an entity is neither purely 
public nor private. It is imperative that such entities be forced to be accountable, 
and for the natural laws of supply and demand to be rigorously applied. 

 

Then again, as Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) justify, while it is undeniable that the 

SOEs need reorganisation to increase functional efficiency, performance can be 

improved by activities such as: corporatisation, technology upgrading, integration and 

diversification, human resource revamp, company networks and mergers, organisational 

restructuring and development, and by ensuring accountability instead of mere 

privatisation and closures.  

 

Another major issue is the actual motivation behind reforms. Appana (2003) discloses 

that the motivating factors for reforms in Fiji had been to raise state funds by selling 

SOEs or by trying to sell sections of these enterprises to interest groups, conclusively, 

these motivations seemed very different to what has been suggested by motivated 

theorists who propose that such reforms are solutions to poor performing SOEs and the 

state sector in general.  

 

Rather surprisingly prior to restructuring, CAAF was neither a burden to the Fiji 

government nor to taxpayers; on the contrary, it was a very profitable organisation 

therefore, the restructuring of this organisation had little to do with the selling of an 

unprofitable entity but had lots to do with the reorganising of industrial relations and the 

reducing of the influence of the public service union (Snell, 2000).  
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Similarly, Prasad and Hince (2001) reveal that the SAPs have appeared to either hurt the 

existing sound Labour-Management relations or weaken the scope of developing it.  

Also, as the state agencies reduce unit costs through downsizing, which results in 

redundancies, the number of people unable to support themselves financially, increases 

(Sharma and Lawrence, 2002). 

 

Hence, because of the non-availability of safety nets or alternative employment 

opportunities, workers refuse to give in to any form of reforms in Fiji (Sarker, 2000). 

And very rightly so. Are these not the very people who are supposed to benefit from 

such reform programmes! The hues and cries of trade unions then, are of no surprise.  

 

Though the SVT government did not want redundancy from restructuring (Reddy, 

2000), that is exactly what had happened. The SVT government as a result, paid the 

price by loosing the election while the People’s Coalition which opposed restructuring, 

used the Civil Aviation Authority of the Fiji Islands (CAAFI-see appendix 3.2D for 

details) redundancy situation as a rallying point for the 1999 general elections (Reddy, 

2000; Snell, 2000).   

 

The other issue relates to the time taken by reform activities in resulting in the professed 

positive economic results. Samy (1994: 6) puts forward an effective question: 

 
If the fruits of privatization is going to take a decade or two to eventuate, what 
will the affected citizens do in the mean time? Can they wait that long or will 
they?  

 

The crucial relationship between Industrial Relations (IR) and public enterprise reforms 

is the main focus of the following section.  
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3.5 Industrial Relations (IR)–A Major Issue  
Catanzariti (1999) informs that Industrial Relations (IR), which is constantly undergoing 

changes, has clearly shown its importance in the framework of corporatisation and 

privatisation.  He explains that: 

 
In cases of corporatisation and privatisation, the employment relationship is often 
put under the spotlight. Indeed, staffing remains a divisive issue in any 
restructuring. (p. 487).  

 

He argues that good workplace relations are important for industrial harmony and that 

compliance with industrial law is necessary in any type of organisation; be it a public, 

commercialised, corporatised, outsourced or privatised entity. He advocates that IR 

concerns are at the forefront of any restructuring plans since enterprises often have to 

deal with contradicting views of unions and employees in the transition phase but as 

reflected from cross border experiences, IR changes will differ, organisation to 

organisation and industry to industry.  

 

3.5.1 International Highlights 

Catanzariti (1999) describes the impact of privatisation on IR as idiosyncratic. He 

explains that specific cases will point out similar as well as dissimilar issues as such, the 

general impact of privatisation on IR is difficult to predict. He clarifies that though 

employees could gain more pay, they may lose out on entitlements or even face 

redundancy depending on entity and industry setting. He argues that unions have mixed 

reactions of caution and fear when it comes to corporatisation and privatisation. Their 

fears, he says, evolve around job losses, reduced employment benefits, increased 

workloads and reduced union membership. He highlights that recently, the redundancy 

phenomenon has become a major issue confronting both the public as well as the private 

sector firms. In line with this he argues that, “to be validly made, redundancies must not 

equate to ‘harsh, unjust or unreasonable’ termination” (p. 485). Additionally, he 

evaluates the impact of reforms on IR.  
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Catanzariti (1999) argues that the proposals of corporatisation and privatisation may 

have undesirable effects on IR since when unions resort to industrial actions, there will 

be productivity losses because of labour withdrawal, at least in the short run. He states 

that it is difficult to answer the question of whether or not corporatisation and 

privatisation lead to better employee performance in essence. He makes an important 

point by arguing that while a lot of emphasis is placed on the financial gains resulting 

from the reform exercise, not much attention is given to employment relations, which is 

a relevant variable. In light of all this, he recommends sensitive handling of union issues 

and suggests an all involving program for IR reform in relation to enterprise changes, 

which he stresses, should involve all stakeholders, particularly employees. Obviously, 

“…a disgruntled workforce will not be conducive to an organisation achieving its goals 

in the same ways as corporate planners hope. In this respect, the need for proper and 

considered treatment of staffing issues is a key condition in change” (Catanzariti, 1999: 

487). For this reason, Catanzariti (1999: 488) recommends a common sense strategy, 

which is a middle ground between the hard line approach that could create industrial 

conflict and a softer approach that may allow the age-old industrial relation practices to 

remain, given that, “the aim is, after all, reform, not ruin”. Moreover, he highlights that 

the employers who seek workplace reforms will not allow unions a great leverage, but 

the goals of productivity and industrial harmony will require some compromise along 

the way.  

 

Other writers have discussed the emerging trends in IR. As per Horton (2003), the 

current move to more general and widespread participation and involvement has 

evidenced increases in trade union activities of collective bargaining over pay and work 

practices, and attempts to move away from distributive bargaining towards integrative 

bargaining and towards partnerships between the state, employers and unions.  

 

Authors like Nomden et al. (2003), describe the general trend in collective bargaining as 

a move towards decentralisation. They point out that collective bargaining has its 

limitations in certain countries where governments take unilateral measures when 

negotiations with unions fail to reach any agreement. 
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A few authors have come up with solutions to employee related problems. Staff “as both 

a key resource and a major organisational stakeholder, began to pervade the thinking of 

public managers in the 1990s” (Horton, 2003). But recognising the importance of staff 

input is one thing, being receptive to their ideas is another. 

 

Parys (2003) according to his case study, informs that despite employees’ consultation, 

the management retains the right to decide whether or not to use employee feedback 

thus, the public sector changes are predominantly “top-down”. He contends that 

employee participation tends to be low in the reform phase that requires increased 

decision-making, and then further down the process when there is the possibility of 

increased participation from workers, most of the important decisions have already been 

taken. So much for participation! The findings of Parys (2003) further reveal that, 

reform has been the work of the elite where “the influence of employees and amount of 

access in the conception of the reform was nil”; meaning, employees neither have 

influence over reforms nor do they have any access to complete information in the early 

reform stages. He explains that the main reasons as to why many reforms fail is because 

of strong employee resistance to change and low or no employee commitment. As such, 

he recommends the management to identify the appropriate form of participation, the 

appropriate phase of the reform and the content of the decisions on which employees can 

exert their influence. He maintains that apart from aiming at acceptance, the quality of 

reforms and their implementations are as important for effective reform results.  

 

Another author, O’Brien (2002) comments that as a result of participation, staff 

generally become more receptive to internal and external information and this enhances 

acceptance of the change process. His findings “…highlight the potential in ‘bottom up’ 

change, based on direct participation by frontline employees” and the need for a 

supportive environment. At the same time, he cautions against underestimating the 

difficulties of implementing direct participation since cultural perceptions and trusting 

relationships between managers and employees, build gradually over the years.  
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On the contrary, Horton (2003) cautions that direct staff and stakeholder participation, 

involvement and empowerment are powerful rhetoric to persuade stakeholders, to show 

them that they have a real voice and that they can influence government policies and 

practices. She claims that this sort of participation is designed to make civil servants feel 

influential and in control, which in turn gets public officials to buy into the reform 

agenda and get committed to visions as proposed by the politicians. 

 

Emery and Giauque (2003) point out the root cause of the problem of staff involvement. 

With respect to NPM, these authors argue that the features of NPM neither places 

emphasis on the importance of human motivation nor on staff involvement. They further 

question the influence of reforms in involving and motivating civil servants. They reveal 

that with the emergence of profit centres, the problem of compartmentalisation within 

and between administrative units crops up. They explain compartmentalisation: each 

member of a particular unit only cares about his or her own tasks and objectives, 

resultantly, little attention is paid to cooperation among colleagues and this is 

incompatible with collective objectives.  They claim that such individualism in the new 

Human Resource Management (HRM) reflects “…a step backward to a more 

mechanistic-Tayloristic way of managing the public sector”. Subsequently, they 

question the true motive of reform, as to whether it is really empowering individuals or 

reinforcing control. Their research unveils that the employees now have more 

unproductive administrative tasks of carefully reporting each and every aspect of their 

routine tasks. Consequently, their stress levels accelerate. In fact, the employees feel that 

working conditions have now exacerbated due to reforms! Their research shows that 

NPM reforms are essentially a “top-down” adoption with managers gaining more power 

therefore, the end result is a greater distance between the managers and the managed 

(employees). They argue that the focus on ‘management by measurement’ or 

performance management, as some call it, can end up in lack of motivation among 

employees who in turn adopt more defensive attitudes and a ‘climate of risk aversion’ 

can emerge in the work environment. They pinpoint that remuneration based on 

individual performance overlooks the link that exists between individual efforts and the 

overall performance of the reformed entity.  
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In addition, Emery and Giauque (2003) reveal some interesting facts regarding annual 

reviews of individuals. They contend that the performance review issue is subjective 

since employees’ are almost always appraised by their managers, some of whom maybe 

lenient and some otherwise. This means that employees who report to lenient bosses will 

be better off while those under autocratic bosses will be worse off. Thus, this system of 

appraising workers’ performance cannot be argued as being totally fair. Of particular 

interest is the fact that lower salaries of some employees must compensate the pay raise 

given to high performers (Emery and Giauque, 2003). After all, the managers have to be 

cost-conscious of their own unit’s budgets and this does not allow for pay raises across 

the board! 

 

Brunetto and Farr-Wharton (2002) argue that employees expect a two-way loyalty and 

fair treatment from management. This thesis fully supports this view of Brunetto and 

Farr-Wharton (2002) and argues that workers simply cannot and will not return 

unloyalty and unfairness with loyalty and fairness. The perceptions of employees 

towards their employers and superiors therefore, is really sensitive. No amount of 

‘wordy persuasion’ will be effective. The point here is that employees need to 

‘experience genuine’ trust and loyalty flowing towards them to believe in it and to 

reciprocate same feelings towards management. 

 

The other issue of the impact of reforms is also highly debatable. A number of authors 

have given accounts of impact of reforms in different countries. The Poland case on steel 

and shipbuilding sectors by Keat (2002: 32-33) reflects that while labour is willing to 

confront risks of rapid reform, they are also willing to ‘push back’ the same activities to 

compensate the losers (the laid off workers) by pushing the government to provide at 

least the basic security for such losers.  

 

The work of Posusney (2002: 62) reveals that due to the privatisation process of the 

early 1990s in Egypt, many workers had been enticed to leave jobs. Workers employed 

in the remaining public sector firms or in the newly privatised firms face declining 

incomes, worsened conditions and sharply diminished job security.  
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Posusney (2002) informs that workers challenge the claim (government reiterating the 

point that public sector workers are inefficient) by halting production, staging protests 

and strikes.  

 

Candland (2002) compares India with Pakistan. He discloses that while Pakistan has 

privatised rapidly, India has done so hardly at all (p. 69). He states that when compared 

with India, labour in Pakistan has had little political voice. His findings reveal that the 

local and national labour demonstrations, strikes, and strike threats by trade union 

centres reversed government decisions in India (p. 69). While in Pakistan, he continues, 

labour organisations with collective bargaining rights are only existent at the plant level 

as such, trade unions of this country have been amenable to privatisation (p. 71). He 

concludes that the different patterns that privatisation takes and the ways in which SAPs 

get implemented, can be traced back to the structure of social institutions (for example 

labour organisations). 

 

Another author, Alexander (2002) discusses the cases of three core countries of the 

Maghreb–Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco. He pinpoints that governments of these three 

countries excluded organised labour from the policy-making process. Even where the 

government (in the case of Algeria) makes increased promises for worker participation, 

organised labour is unable to influence the privatisation policy in a direct manner. 

Resultantly, worker militancy intensifies and strikes last longer with additional protest 

marches, particularly in Algeria and Morocco. He also states that labour leaders exploit 

militancy, which they do not actually control (strikes and protests are organised at plant 

or sectoral levels) to force governments to the bargaining table. He reveals that 

government then promises to address workers’ material grievances and gives leaders 

more substantial role in the policy-making. He highlights that when governments renege 

workers’ promises, strikes begin again and this also leads to rank and file workers losing 

trust in peak union leaders who advocate moderation in worker reactions just to protect 

their own political relations. 
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The work of Martin (2002: 147-149) on the case of Ivory Coast, a West African country, 

shows that privatisation leaves different impact on different groups of employees. He 

says that the employees who are retained have better working conditions. He reasons out 

that due to inadequate strategic thinking and planning in regards to employment, labour 

shedding results in shortages of skills, which in turn weakens labour productivity. He 

also highlights that employees and unions could provide solutions to such problems if 

they are allowed to participate. The problem according to him, is that employees and 

unions have been labeled as always trying to protect their own interests. He gives the 

example of union-management cooperation in Ivory Coast. He informs that the 

agreements and understandings between the privatised company and the labour unions 

have produced new entrepreneurialism and employment opportunities for the displaced 

workers. But then, he cautions that their working terms and conditions should be further 

looked into for an overall assessment. 

 

Francis (2002: 151, 172) describes the housing case in China: even after significant 

commercialisation of the housing market, the state maintains its dominant role in 

finance, production, consumption and distribution of urban housing. One of the 

problems she says, is that the very institution that was the prime target of housing reform 

was the one implementing the reform. It was the referee as well as the player! She 

explains that this dual role gave the institution the broad freedom and authority to 

capitalise on their own interests by selling houses to their own employees, which 

allowed them to retain the housing property rights at the end of the sale. She concludes 

that the reforms have “…failed to transfer effective housing property rights to individual 

consumers, despite nominal privatization” (p. 151).  

 

In regards to downsizing this thesis supports the views of Rama  (2002: 131) who argues 

that the institutional setting should proceed in the direction of professionalism and 

efficiency since downsizing with severance pay packages will fail to modify the 

institution. Rama  (2002: 131) contends that downsizing should not be the only reaction 

but part of a broader effort to reform. He advises that the mechanism that allowed 

overstaffing in the first place should not go unchallenged.  
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This thesis agrees with Rama (2002) in arguing that downsizing is a short term and an 

ineffective way of reducing costs and that it should not be the only reaction when 

implementing reforms. An enterprise needs to equip itself well with efficiency to ensure 

its survival in the future rather than showing profits for the short term in the annual 

reports; profits that eventuate just because of reduced costs through downsizing, not 

through the efficient operations of the entity. The point that Rama (2002) makes is 

important because it renders the downsizing exercise as a short term cost reduction 

measure. What if the company remains inefficient? It cannot simply continue with 

downsizing merely for cost cutting reasons! It needs to look into areas of improvement 

within the entity to become competent in the longer run.  

 

Reguri and Venkataiah (2003) argue that the brunt of restructuring falls on the shoulders 

of the employees of the particular restructured organisation. They say that if the 

activities of reorganisation, privatisation and closures are inevitable, at the very least 

there should be transparency in such processes where particularly, the workers and the 

unions have been taken into full confidence, otherwise and not surprisingly, there will be 

counterattacks. Consequently, they recommend collaborative efforts to ensure the least 

suffering to the employees, that is if such restructuring programmes are to see successes.  

 

3.5.2 Some Local Case Findings 

The most common yet unheeded drawback in Fiji’s reforms is the union/management 

antagonism. IR concerns are broad based and ‘stakeholdership’ involves important 

actors such as the government, management, employees, unions, landowners, customers, 

creditors, debtors, suppliers, financial institutions and donors. In the context of Fiji, IR 

issues particularly between the management and the managed (employees with unions as 

advocates) create much havoc. Chaos occurs when both parties maintain their own 

conflicting point of views. Even after consultations, agreements fail to materialise until 

and unless both parties are happy with the conditions laid. Even if they agree at one 

point in time, there is no guarantee for continued industrial harmony. Other major issues 

evolve around land ownership and the ‘interventionalist’ attitude of the government.  
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Appendix 3.2 (3.2A, 3.2B, 3.2C, 3.2D and 3.2E) summarises a few local case studies. 

The summaries highlight the non-consulting stance taken by top-level management 

during reforms in Fiji. One case summary highlights that if employees get better 

conditions as a result of reforms, they do not raise concerns (refer Fiji Pine Limited 

(FPL) case). It is only when employees feel threatened then they react otherwise, which 

is of course common sense. In a nutshell, local studies have shown that when 

union/workers are left unconsulted, the process might end before starting or with forced 

startups, problems will keep brewing and not surprisingly, sooner or later, explode. 

Despite this, not much has been learnt from past union-management enmity to tackle 

this problem more seriously.  

 

Essentially, the word ‘consultation’ has different definitions in the ‘books’ of 

management when compared to unions’ definitions. Generally in Fiji, to the 

management, consultation is a one-way information dissemination, ‘they have been 

informed’ while in the Industrial Relations Code of Practice, “consultation means jointly 

examining and discussing problems of concern to both management and employees. It 

involves seeking mutually acceptable solutions through a genuine exchange of views 

and information” (Ministry of Labour, 1973: 17). While there have been claims of 

consulting employees and that these might ease out management-employees problems, 

generally the common practice in Fiji, is that of superficial consultation or no 

consultation. Studies by local researchers substantiate this claim.  

 

The preceding discussions on international and local highlights have brought out 

interesting insights. As per the aforementioned local discussions, common features 

emerging from reforms are: the trend towards in-house unions, which are claimed to be 

‘management puppets’; individual contracts; and downsizing. All these confirm the 

research findings of international researchers. The point here is that organisational 

reforms also end up reforming IR. Also, in both the local as well as international 

context, while it is widely accepted that unions play a vital role, they are not given that 

importance and by the time management realises the damage this can cause, a lot of 

damage is already done.  
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Lessons from past mistakes have not been learnt and again and again union-management 

‘non’ cooperation gets highlighted. Unless parties genuinely understand each other’s 

position, real consensus will never eventuate.  

 

The issue of IR will always be chaotic when it comes to public enterprise reforms. This 

thesis notes that on the one hand, the workers via unions, advocate their rights. On the 

other hand, managements dictate their needs. Thus, there are four important areas that 

need urgent attention. Firstly, it must be acknowledged that unions’ understanding and 

cooperation are the most crucial of all factors; secondly, management must clearly 

indicate to employees and outsiders that restructuring is a must for the survival of the 

enterprise; thirdly, cooperation must be obtained from all affiliated and non-affiliated 

firms within the same industry so that redundant workers can be absorbed within these 

firms; and fourthly, government support must be obtained in the area of financial 

subsidies to allow for retraining of redundant workers (APO, 1997: 9).  

 

Candland (2002: 69) reveals that in the confidential World Bank documents by the 

Bank’s officials, the single biggest impediment to reforms have been identified as 

organised labour. This thesis argues that when unions are regarded as enemies, enemies 

they do become. For instance, when unions are not consulted, they resort to retaliation in 

forms of strikes, protest marches and registration of trade disputes. Thus, instead of 

isolating this group of stakeholders, enterprises need to treat them as partners from the 

very start of the reform process. With regard to this, Labour-Management Cooperation 

has been said to be the ideal solution.  

 

3.5.3 Labour-Management Cooperation–A Solution? 

A number of writers have discussed the prospects of workers’ participation in the 

concept of Labour-Management Cooperation. Lee (1991) defines employee participation 

as Employee Ownership, Profit Sharing and Worker Participation in Decision-Making. 

She describes Employee Ownership as a system that allows employees to own equity in 

the company they work for. This equity ownership gives the employees “the rights and 

obligations of any typical shareholder” (p. 2).  
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Lee (1991) explains Profit Sharing as an employee incentive scheme that directly 

depends on the financial performance of the organisation. She informs that “…, profit 

sharing is a bonus paid to employees on top of a normal salary; the bonus fluctuates 

depending on the annual profitability of the firm” (p. 5). She describes Participation in 

Decision-Making as an employee empowering mechanism that allows the employees to 

have more control and influence over the substance and/or environment of his or her 

work (p. 6). Appendix 3.3 summarises the characteristics of the three types of employee 

participation. Appendix 3.4 highlights some of the outcomes of employee participation. 

 

Other authors reveal the crucial role played by Labour-Management Cooperation in 

enterprises. Katoch (1997: 117) highlights that the main concern for managers of the 

public and private enterprise is centered on issues like productivity, customer 

satisfaction and quality because of increased competition due to globalisation. He 

maintains that “today enterprises cannot survive without teamwork between labor and 

management”.  

 

Similarly, Yug (1997: 132-133) asserts that for real involvement, there needs to be in 

place a precondition, that is, mutual respect for the rights of management as well as for 

labour. He recommends an open management allowing for employee involvement via 

employee suggestions, quality circles and teamwork. Figure 3.8 illustrates the quality 

circle process.  

 
 
 
 

 

   

     
     
     
     
     
     

     
                         

          
          Feedback from managers to quality circles 

Figure 3.8: The Quality Circle Process 
Source: Samson and Daft (2003: 499) 
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Gauchan (1997: 142) contends that the key elements to effective Labour-Management 

Cooperation are: mutual trust and understanding; shared objectives; and the realisation 

that communication, information sharing and consultation are beneficial to all involved. 

He reveals that in general, employers tend to be less enthusiastic about worker 

participation and they may show support but at a superficial level. Unions at times also 

do little to promote worker participation as was reflected by his country paper on Nepal. 

He explains that traditionally unions prefer collective bargaining than enterprise level 

cooperation since they are doubtful about the newer mechanisms that may threaten to 

weaken their influence in collective bargaining. The enterprise/in-house unions work 

separately and do not affiliate with larger union congresses thus, the larger union bodies 

lose membership in these enterprises. 

 

Gatcheco (1997: 169-170) agues that there needs to be a separate council to deal with 

issues other than employee benefits and grievances even if a company is unionised. He 

elaborates that without a formal structure in place, employees’ participation will not be 

effective since employees will be suspicious of programmes, labeling these as 

management directives.  

 

Most importantly, and as suggested by Worapong (1997: 205): 

 

Building smooth labor-management relations is a step-by-step process that 
requires willingness and cooperation from both management and trade unions to 
be successful… Goodwill and mutual understanding are the foundations of trust 
allowing unions and management to work together for mutual benefit. 
 

Air Terminal Services Fiji Ltd (ATS) is a local example of the worker participation 

concept. Appendix 3.5 summarises the case study of ATS.  The case summary pinpoints 

that while the concept of worker participation/democracy is difficult to instill into an 

organisation, when adopted, it significantly contributes to better Labour-Management 

relations.  
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3.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has discussed in detail the process of public enterprise reforms, the debates 

between the advocates and critics of reforms and the major issue of IR. The critical 

discussions clearly exposed the ineffectiveness of reform activities in being the overall 

right medicine or being the panacea for a country’s entire social and economic ills. Also, 

the local and international findings have brought to the forefront, the major issue in any 

reforms, the issue of IR. The discussions on IR have clearly indicated that both the 

management and employees/unions need to work hand in hand for a successful reform 

implementation. 

 

The next chapter will examine the pre-privatisation stage of the Government Shipyard 

and Public Slipways (GSPS). 
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Chapter 4 

The Pre-Privatisation Stage 

4.1 Introduction 
Prior to privatisation, Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) was known as Government 

Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS). The essence of this thesis begins from this 

chapter. In particular, this chapter will examine the pre-privatisation stage or the very 

beginnings of GSPS. It will also discuss the major shipbuilding disaster of the ‘Reef 

Endeavour’, the resulting losses of which was one of the supposed reasons behind the 

privatisation of GSPS. 

 

4.2 Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) 
GSPS had been a wholly government owned section under the responsibility of the 

Marine Department. The Marine Department was established on 1 January 1967 after it 

branched away from the Public Works Department (PWD). The Marine Department was 

established with three sections: Ports, Fleet and Shipyard over a period of three years. 

On 1 January 1969, the boatshed section and the slipways were transferred from the 

PWD to the Marine Department, which then became GSPS. The Marine Department is 

responsible for all maritime matters in Fiji waters. It basically monitors inter-island 

services according to the Marine Act 1986 and Subsidiary Regulation. The Act is based 

on the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) Conventions and South Pacific 

Maritime Code (Marine Department, 1997: 1). 

 

4.2.1 Government Shipyard 

Government Shipyard is a nine thousand square metre yard located at the Sannergren 

Drive in Walu Bay, Suva. The main aim of government at that time was to provide 

employment and to build and maintain government fleet. In some detail, this section was 

responsible for ship construction, ship repairs, beaconing work and boat building.  
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Table 4.1 highlights the number of vessels constructed by the shipyard since the 1930s 

up until 1992. 

 
Table 4.1:  The Vessels Constructed by Government Shipyard between 1930-1992 
 
Motor Launches 31  
Tug Boats   8  
Motor Landing Craft   6  
Pilot Boats   2  
Tourist Passenger Vessels 10 (2) *  
Motor Vessels 11  
Motor Driven Barges 11  
Dredges   2  
Piling Barges   2  
Push Barges   1  
Submersible Barges   1  
Navigation Vessels   1  
Fishing Vessels   6  
Total 92  
 
* Note: (2) indicates the two out of ten projects that were unfinished or under construction 
 

 

Of the 92 vessels shown in Table 4.1, 71 were for the Fiji government, while 19 were for 

private Fijian interests and only 2 vessels were for export reasons.  

 

Though GSPS was not geared as a commercial entity, it had over the years developed 

shipbuilding expertise. When the government’s vessel building programme completed, 

GSPS was allowed to undertake private projects. It had built some of the best vessels 

and a number of vessels for the Marine Department. The private work included vessels 

built for Blue Lagoon Cruises, Ika Corporation, Kiribati government and the major 

shipbuilding project of the now famous ‘Reef Endeavour’.  

 

4.2.2 Public Slipways 

As for slipways, the four public slipway facilities with capacity slips of 1000, 500, 200 

and 100 ton cradle are located at Eliza Street in Walu Bay covering an area of eight 

thousand square meters (Marine Department, 1993). The slipways provide docking and 

undocking services.  

 Source: Leefax Services Limited in association with Kolone Vaai and Associates (1992: 19). 
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As a local private or foreign flagged vessel gets docked, the work is then contracted out 

by owners to an outside firm and/or carried out by the vessel crew who are supported by 

the owners’ technical staff.  

 

The slipways’ capacity has had continuous demand over the years.  It is worth noting 

that the slipways’ operation in Fiji is a monopoly. The waiting period is of at least three 

months or more for any slip. Appendix 4.1 lists the slipway usage between 1990 and 

1992. Of the two unfinished and/or under construction tourist passenger vessels 

highlighted in Table 4.1 (previous page), the most controversial of all projects was the 

‘Reef Endeavour’ shipbuilding project.  Shipyard had been labeled an ailing section 

from the ‘Reef Endeavour’ disaster onwards (see chapter 5 for more details).                                            

 
4.3 The ‘Reef Endeavour’ Fiasco 
4.3.1 The Project 

The most divisive disaster to have struck the Government Shipyard was the major 

shipbuilding project of the ‘Reef Endeavour’. Table 4.2 reveals the principal particulars 

of this cruise liner. 
 
Table 4.2:  The Principal Particulars of the Reef Endeavour 
 

a) Length overall  73.0 metres      
b) Length between perpendicular 65.0 metres      
c) Beam  14.0 metres      
d) Depth    2.15 metres      
e) Draft    3.2 metres      
f) Displacement    3.2 metres      
g) Gross tonnage  1045 tonnes     
h) Propulsion  3500 tonnes (approximate)    
 : 2 X Yanmar T 260A - ET Main Engines    
 : 2 X Yanmar Y - 1400 Auxillary Generators    
i) Designed speed : 14 knots       
j) Owners : Captain Cook Cruises (Aust.) Ltd. and Qantas Holiday Tours Ltd., Sydney, NSW. 
k) Architects : Ship Design Management (Australia) Pty. Ltd. (SDMA), Melbourne, Victoria. 
 

 
 Source: Marine Department (1993: 20). 
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Work on the ‘Reef Endeavour’ commenced since 1989. Because the Minister 

responsible was unavailable, the Director of Marine signed the contract on behalf of the 

Fiji government on 22 December 1989. Before signing the contract, the Director did 

consult the authority of the government via the Solicitor General’s office and the 

Ministry of Finance (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2425). The contractual 

arrangements were rather unusual. The owners were initially involved in a contract with 

a Melbourne based company namely, Ship Design Management (Australia) Pty. Ltd. 

(SDMA). SDMA were the ship designers and naval architects, and as the original project 

managers, they drew up the costings and tendered the job of ‘Reef Endeavour’ to Fiji 

Government Shipyard for $A7.7 million (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 

2424). Upon the collapse of the 1989 contract in 1991, Fiji government in March 1992, 

agreed to construct the ship for a new deal of $A7.66 million (Hansard Report: 

Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424). 

 

The ‘Reef Endeavour’ project was subjected to much controversy from its very 

beginnings. The two-year project turned out to be a six-year struggle in reality. 

Construction of the ship came to a halt in September 1991 only to resume in February 

1993.  

 

4.3.2 The Dispute 

The first dispute arose in 1991 between the shipyard and the ship designers because of 

problems with the contract and the supply of pre-cut steel for the vessel. Fiji 

government, despite its higher cost estimates signed the initial contract for $A7.7 million 

upon reassurances by SDMA, which assured that the cost of construction would be well 

within this amount. Such assurances were supported by estimates provided by SDMA to 

the Shipyard Manager, only to be found out later that the estimates were grossly 

inaccurate.  
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When in 1991 the construction came to a halt, government had already spent 

$F10,143,357 having received only $F2,117,087 from SDMA and by the end of January 

1995, government had spent $F16,416,633 on the construction of  the ‘Reef Endeavour’ 

(Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424). In regards to the gross inaccurate 

estimates provided by SDMA, government did initiate a legal action against the 

company for misrepresentation and fraud. The fraud case, however, had to be dropped 

later because SDMA had gone into liquidation and there were extremely slim chances 

for any sort of compensation (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424). This 

shows that government did not carry out adequate prior research on SDMA. The total 

amount written off until the stoppage of the construction was $F5.5 million in 1991 and 

a further amount of approximately $F3.6 million was expected to be written off upon the 

completion of the ship (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424). Under the new 

$A7.66 million contract, government received $A4.62 million in the form of progress 

payment (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424).  

 

It was expected that work on ‘Reef Endeavour’ would be completed by late 1994 but 

this did not eventuate. The clients (Captain Cook Cruises (Aust.) Ltd. and Qantas 

Holiday Tours Ltd.) had agreed to pay a further $F1.65 million in addition to the new 

contracted amount (The Fiji Times, 1996a: 3).  

 

As at 13 February 1995, the total estimated cost of completion was $F18,534,979 

against a mismatched revenue figure of $F9,472,8219 including both contracts (first 

contract-$F2,117,087; second contract-projected revenue $F7,356,734), resulting in an 

estimated likely loss of approximately $F9.1 million to the Fiji government since the 

1989 contract (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2424). Came the year 1995, 

the Project Manager of the ‘Reef Endeavour’ advised that final fittings, testing and sea 

trials would complete by 31 October 1995. Then again, this was not to be because of yet 

another dispute. A maximum penalty of $F650,000 was levied on the shipyard by the 

owners because of late delivery but the amount was later lowered to $F225,000 (The Fiji 

Times, 1995d: 4).  

                                                 
9 The correct total figure should be $F9,473,821 (the calculation in the source was incorrect).  
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The shipyard disputed the late delivery penalty because the clients were to forward 

complete designs for the cruise liner. The shipyard was just required to confirm and 

build the ship according to the specifications forwarded. However, Captain Cook 

Cruises failed in its commitments in forwarding construction plans as and when 

required. Further to this, additional costs had been incurred while completing the 

construction of the ship.  

 

On 30 November 1995, the ship was completed with the exception of some minor tasks 

at the Suva shipyard. According to shipyard, the completion was in accordance with the 

latest schedule. The completed ship was to sail to Cairns in North Queensland for a 

programme of cruises through the Whitsunday Islands. The owners had hoped to begin 

operating the ‘Reef Endeavour’ from Cairns and Port Douglas carrying up to 170 

passengers on three cruises per week to the Great Barrier Reef. But Fiji government 

refused to hand over the ‘Reef Endeavour’ to its Australian owners. The Australian team 

was headed by the Qantas Chief Executive Officer (CEO).  

 

As per the then Acting Permanent Secretary for Public Works, Infrastructure and 

Transport, government refused the release of the ship because payments and claims 

needed sorting out. Government blamed the owners, saying that there were “grossly 

inequitable contractual arrangements and misrepresentation” (quoted in Australian 

Associated Press (AAP), 1995d: 5) while the owners blamed shipyard for total lack of 

planning and supervision which they said resulted in high absenteeism and low 

productivity causing delays in delivery.  

 

Upon failure in reaching amicable solutions, both the parties, the Fiji government and 

Captain Cook Cruises opted for legal arbitration in Australia. Also according to the 

contract in case of any ‘irregularity’, a court action became inevitable. On 20 December 

1995, as a result of the payment and ship release dispute, two Australians, a Captain and  

a Chief Engineer were told to hand over the keys and were escorted out of Government 

Shipyard. The team of two was there to take delivery of the ‘Reef Endeavour’. 
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Amidst payment disputes, the project was held up for a year in a lengthy and very costly 

court battle as disputes turned into litigation. The dispute was brought before two 

arbitrators, a Marine Engineer and a retired Judge of the New South Wales Supreme 

Court. In the court case, the clients argued that Fiji government failed to live up to its 

promise of delivery on 1 August 1994 and then promised five subsequent delivery dates.  

The delivery date stated on the contract was 18 months after the receipt of the first 

installment. The first installment had been made in February 1993. The clients claimed 

that Government Shipyard forwarded delay notices totaling 56 days and later of 18 

months. Then in October 1995, Fiji government asked for an additional $F3.06 million 

for the release of the cruise liner (AAP, 1995b: 3). A pre-delivery inspection by the 

owners in November 1995 revealed a forty-page defect report which, according to the 

owners, the shipyard refused to correct. In the second week of December 1995, Fiji 

government won an official pardon in the prolonged dispute. The Supreme Court of 

New South Wales approved the application of Fiji government. The application was a 

request to prevent the matter from being handled in court. The Supreme Court ruled that 

dispute be solved through arbitration.  

 

But on 19 December 1995, Fiji cabinet decided to rescind the contract because of the 

“immense” financial losses of around $F20 million ($A19.2 million) (AAP, 1995d: 5). 

The rescinding of the contract was announced on 21 December 1995 via a government 

statement. A government spokesman stated that government was thinking of pulling out 

of the arbitration hearing by rescinding the contract. This decision he said, had taken 

into account the interest of the taxpayers who would end up subsiding the foreign tourist 

vessel. In the same effect, the announcement by government in late December 1995, 

which stated that it was considering means of making use of ‘Reef Endeavour’, attracted 

strong interest among various parties because of the commercial potential of the cruise 

liner.  
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Later, Fiji government and Captain Cook Cruises realised that it was no point in 

prolonging arguments and it was decided that government be paid an additional of $F4.5 

million (this payment was for the work done up to and inclusive of completion and 

delivery of ‘Reef Endeavour’) upon delivery of the ship (The Fiji Times, 1996a: 3). A 

joint statement was signed in January 1996 by the then Works Minister and the Qantas 

CEO indicating that the payment also included other issues relating to disputes and 

arbitration. The joint statement acknowledged the timely intervention by Qantas to help 

reach amicable solution. Accordingly, the tourist ship left Suva Kings Wharf on 12 

January 1996 at 8.00 p.m. with 33 crew including 3 locals.  

 

The luxury ship was exchanged with a cheque of $A4 million. This $A4 million 

included the $F1.65 million (additional payment over the second contracted amount 

agreed to earlier) (The Fiji Times, 1996a: 3). The ship was to make her maiden cruise on 

4 February 1996, carrying passengers around the Great Barrier Reef to Cooktown, 

Lizard Island and Ribbon Reef for four nights at $A1460 cost per passenger. Appendix 

4.2 shows the outer, inner structure and gives brief details on the ‘Reef Endeavour’.  

 

With regards to the final costings, the parliamentary debate of 22 February 1996 (p. 

2302) revealed that the cost of the project as at February 1996 was some $F20.5 million 

while the amount received had been $F11.8 million. Additional charges that kept 

flowing in were the legal fees of aborted arbitration and the cost of furnishing and 

furbishing of the ship carried out in Australia. These mounted the total expenditure close 

to $F22 million; meaning, the Fiji taxpayers subsidised the Australian company for some 

$F10 million. 

 

4.3.3 What Went Wrong? 

A Greek naval architect graduate from the University of Glasgow of Scotland was hired 

by the Government Shipyard as the Project Manager for ‘Reef Endeavour’. According to 

him, it was the lack of management and supervision that ruined the shipyard.  
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The other main problem was the long drawn out Government system of bureaucracy. An 

employee commented that: 

 
Apparently, the Government did not do its homework to conduct its own due 
diligence... Another major contribution to the failure of the Reef Endeavour was 
Government’s strict adherence to its bureaucratic accounting and purchasing 
system while embarking on a commercial venture!! (Interview with Boila, 2004). 

 

The Manager of the GSPS was only to focus on building ships, repairing ships and on 

operating slipways (Interview with Naituku, 2004). He neither had the autonomy over 

finance nor over personnel hiring or firing. Illustratively, the structure was as shown in 

Figure 4.1 below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.1:  The Structure of GSPS as a Section under Government Marine Department 
 

 

As reflected in Figure 4.1, GSPS had a personnel officer in Public Service Commission 

(PSC) and an accounting officer in the Ministry of Finance for their personnel and 

accounting affairs under the government system. In addition, there was this mechanism 

of Joint Industrial Consultative (JIC) Agreement for the unestablished staff. Thus, for 

every human resource and financial affair, this section had to seek approval from the two 

departments. As is commonly known, the government accounting system is significantly 

different from the commercial accounting practices.  
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     Source: Interview with Naituku (2004). 
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Furthermore, for more than $F500, approval had to be sought from minor and major 

tender boards of Government Supplies, depending on the amount. Government Supplies 

was responsible for the delivery of materials to shipyard. The minor tender board met 

once a fortnight while the major tender board met once a month. This created backlogs 

and slowed the entire process since the Manager’s discretion on approvals was limited to 

$F500. Such was the height of bureaucracy and this largely, contributed towards a rigid 

and an inefficient operation. 

 

There were also issues of looking for someone to blame for the substantial under-cost 

signup of the contract. The blame was at one time pushed onto the Manager of shipyard, 

Isoa Naituku. He was the first local Manager for GSPS between the years 1977 and 

1992.  He had refused to sign the initial contract of the ‘Reef Endeavour’ because it did 

not give much control to their division and was too loose a contract since it was between 

three parties, the architect (SDMA), the owners and the builders. Since Naituku was not 

the one who signed the contract, the blame was considered baseless. Resultantly, he was 

offered options to join other government departments but he opted for further studies at 

the University of the South Pacific where he attained a Bachelor of Arts degree and 

furthered to a Masters in Business Administration. This shows that in cases of blunders 

in civil service, government is quick to initiate side transfers rather than investigating 

into the root cause of the problem. Naituku later joined the PSC as the Director of 

Training. He is now one of the Directors to the Board of this entity (Interview with 

Naituku, 2004). As mentioned earlier, it was the Director of Marine who signed the 

contract. PSC was requested for surcharge actions (investigations into the matter and 

taking to task the person responsible) but as records reveal, nothing was done. The 

reason being, the Director of Marine had retired and the Shipyard Manager had left the 

shipyard (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1995a: 2425). These reasons were clearly 

bad excuses and question the effectiveness of PSC in investigating into such matters. 

 

But then, it was no secret that there was a discrepancy between the costing done by the 

shipyard and the actual signup amount (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1996d: 

2301-2302; Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 2004).  
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Fiji Labour Party (FLP) leader’s question below, confirms the issue raised by employees 

who were interviewed: 

 
The shipyard was telling them all along that they cannot build the ship in 
the design which was then proposed for less than $[F]15.5 million. It was not the 
civil servants and it was not the workers. They gave an accurate estimate of the 
cost of the ship in the form and design and that was $[F]15.5 million. But 
eventually their arms were twisted to sign the deal for $[F]7.5 million… But this 
was no fault of those who are managing the shipyard. It was the fault of the 
politicians who interfered. (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1996d: 2301-
2302).  
 

Notwithstanding the many problems associated with the ‘Reef Endeavour’ project and it 

ending up in a disaster for government and the taxpayers, the project proved an 

important point, and that is that shipbuilding of such caliber is possible in Fiji. 

Chaudhari (1995b: 99) admires the craftsmanship of the ‘Reef Endeavour’: 
 

Had it not been for that controversy, the ship would have been regarded as the 
pride of Fiji. Even a first glance takes in the simple beauty and fine workmanship 
of the luxury cruise liner. Few would even guess that a vessel of such high 
caliber and complexity could be built in Fiji. Almost complete, she stands proud 
in her white and blue livery at the shipyard. 

 

The Project Manager himself, had held high regard for the shipyard workers: the 

“…finish is much superior to anything done here before, he says” (Chaudhari, (1995b: 

99). Even the then Commerce Minister, John Fong commended the local shipyard 

workers on the job well done. It was the largest and the most complex shipbuilding 

project undertaken in Fiji.  

 
4.4 Conclusion 
This chapter focused on the beginnings of the GSPS and the ‘Reef Endeavour’ 

contractual debacle. It examined why the contract was signed for a much lesser amount 

when the marine experts did a higher costing. Signing up an adequate amount would 

have saved much time or could have even turned losses into profits.  

 

The next chapter will discuss the rush into a quick fix solution - privatisation. 
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Chapter 5 

Privatisation Process: From Public to Private 

5.1 Introduction 
 

This chapter will detail the reasons behind privatisation and the process of privatisation 

that created a private company out of the once government owned section in the Marine 

Department. It will also examine the modus operandi of the newly privatised firm. 
 
5.2 The Privatisation Process of the Government Shipyard and   

Public Slipways 
5.2.1 Reasons behind Privatisation 
 
While some say it was the ‘Reef Endeavour’ debacle and the unmanageable financial 

burden on government that prompted privatisation of Government Shipyard and Public 

Slipways (GSPS), others felt it was a political ploy for personal gains for some 

ministers. Whatever the actual motivations behind this privatisation, numerous 

recommendations were put onto paper well before the actual process. Appendix 5.1 

reveals the various recommendations between the years 1986 and 1994 that eventuated 

before the actual privatisation of GSPS.  

 

In January 1995, cabinet considered the option of the actual sale of GSPS. In doing so, 

Minister John Fong, who was the then Minister of Commerce, Industry, Trade and 

Public Enterprises and was also the Minister of Finance and Economic Development 

visited some shipbuilding companies overseas. One such country was Korea, which had 

showed interest in the purchase of GSPS. Between January and February 1995, a list of 

potential purchasers was drawn up. In March 1995, cabinet approved the privatisation of 

GSPS. An important point to note is that the privatisation of GSPS eventuated before 

the enactment of a proper Act in place, in this case the Public Enterprises Act 1996, 

which materialised in December 1996.  
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The assets of GSPS were valued at $F5,054,844 in a valuation done by the Ministry of 

Lands, Mineral Resources and Energy and Ministry of Public Works, Infrastructure and 

Transport (Chand, 1997a: 3). Shipyard was labeled an ailing section, having 

accumulated losses totaling $F10.3 million between 1992 and 1994 (Wise, 1995a: 1). 

Some losses had been written off. Some people argued that it was this loss-making 

financial status that prompted the privatisation decision. As for the slipways, the 

upgrading costs between 1985 and 1993 was more than $F2.5 million (Wise, 1995a: 1). 

This exceeded slipway’s earnings for the same period. A paper presented by the then 

Public Enterprises Minister recommended privatisation since according to its 

estimation, upgrading for corporatisation would have added on a further cost of $F1.6 

million apart from the redundancy expenditure (Wise, 1995a: 1). Privatisation of 

slipway was to have an inbuilt-provision to allow continued access of this section by 

local repairers and engineers. Minister John Fong reasoned that government neither had 

the expertise nor capital to turn GSPS into a profitable entity (Hansard Report: 

Parliament of Fiji, 1995b: 991). Public Enterprises Unit10 recommended the 

privatisation move hoping this move would prevent further losses to government. Until 

this meeting there had been much talk but little action in regards to privatising GSPS. In 

this same month, cabinet decided to make sale offers locally and overseas via open 

tenders, inviting individual companies as well as entities as consortiums.  

 

The sale was advertised in several marine trade journals and through consulates in a 

number of countries. In line with this, an information memorandum was prepared and 

background information was sent to 103 interested parties in the Asia-Pacific region. 

The interested parties were required to submit expressions of interest to the Public 

Enterprises Unit by 31 May 1995. Reminder notices were also forwarded to 45 

interested parties. Government’s decision at that time was to retain some shares until the 

new private company became fully confident. It also raised the issue that it will ‘not’ 

provide further funding to the new company.  

                                                 
10 The acronym PEU is not used for Public Enterprises Unit from here onwards, to avoid confusion with 
Public Employees Union, which also has the same acronym. 
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An Appraisal Committee was set up and made responsible for the receiving and 

evaluating of expressions of interest. This Committee comprised of Permanent Secretary 

for Commerce, Industry, Trade and Public Enterprises; Permanent Secretary for Public 

Works, Infrastructure and Transport; Permanent Secretary for Finance and Economic 

Development; Director of Marine; Manager of Shipyard and Manager of Public 

Enterprises Unit. It is worth noting that this committee involved all civil servants with 

no private sector involvement. Private sector involvement would have proved 

meaningful. 

 

There were eight companies that showed interest in the purchase of GSPS. Interested 

parties were invited for the ‘due diligence’ process and six companies came over for this 

process. Due diligence process involves checks, verification and confirmation of the 

accuracy of information provided. When the companies went back, formal offers came 

from only three companies namely, Mataisau Holdings Company Limited, Blue Lagoon 

Cruises Consortium and the MCI11 Group Limited Consortium. Appendix 5.2 details the 

offers and conditions laid by the Mataisau Holdings Company Limited and Blue Lagoon 

Cruises Consortium. 

 

The highest assessment value of $F2.5084 million was forwarded by the MCI 

Carpenters Limited (MCIC), a consortium of MCI Group New Zealand and Carpenters 

(Fiji) Limited (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1996d: 2324). The value by this 

consortium on shipyard and slipways were, $F1.003 million and $F1.5054 million, 

respectively (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1996d: 2324). 

 

A committee was set up to evaluate tenders. The committee comprised of the Permanent 

Secretary for Commerce, Industry and Public Enterprise (Chairman), the Secretary of 

Public Service Commission (PSC), Permanent Secretary in Prime Minister’s Office, 

Permanent Secretary for Finance and Economic Development, and the Solicitor General 

and Secretary to Justice.  

                                                 
11 Throughout the research, there was no evidence on what MCI stands for. Sections 5.3 and 5.4 give 
details on this company. 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 93 

The Tender Evaluating Committee, again full of civil servants concluded that none of 

the offers be accepted and asked the Commerce Minister, John Fong for suggestion. The 

Minister suggested they call up MCIC for direct negotiations. As such, the first round of 

offers was rejected in October 1995 and a second round of offers was put up. This time 

the offers came from Koje Shipbuilding Company Limited of South Korea (its first 

entry) and MCIC.  

 

Koje Shipbuilding Company Limited offered $F5 million. It proposed $F2,550,000 (51 

per cent of its share on tender offer-$F5m), $F1.02 million payable upon management 

takeover and the remaining to be paid in five annual installments at an interest rate of 

11.5 per cent (Chand, 1997a: 3). Like MCIC, it also wanted a 99-year lease but 

additionally, Koje wanted a hectare more at no further cost. In fairness to MCIC, 

government asked it to reconsider its bid. This shows that MCIC was a preferred party 

for the GSPS privatisation deal. MCIC at first did not accept the issue of guaranteeing 

jobs, but was open to negotiations that continued for sometime. Finally on 19 October 

1995, cabinet agreed to sell the 51 per cent to MCIC. 

 

Before the actual sale, Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) was incorporated on 17 

November 1995 to acquire the business and assets of GSPS. At that point in time and on 

behalf of government, the two shareholders were the Permanent Secretary for Finance 

and Economic Development, and the Permanent Secretary for Commerce, Industry, 

Trade and Public Enterprises.  

 

In December 1995, the agreement for the 51 per cent sale of SFL to MCIC was 

approved after discussions with Carpenters. In January 1996, a satisfactory Sale and 

Purchase Agreement materialised, which was vetted by the Ministry of Justice after 

which the Solicitor General gave his approval for the agreement. 
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5.2.2 Parliamentary Debate 
On 31 January 1996, the then Opposition Leader Rajesh Lal filed a writ in the Suva 

High Court against the then Attorney-General (A-G) Koroi Donu and the then 

Commerce Minister John Fong for bypassing parliamentary approval in the final 

decision to proceed with the sale of GSPS to MCIC. As such, the Opposition Leader 

Rajesh Lal sought an injunction to restrain these ministers from disposing off the 

aforementioned government property (Pillay, 1996a: 1).  

 

Minister John Fong mentioned that he withdrew his 7 November 1995 cabinet paper (in 

which he had applied to make a presentation to the House in regards to the sale of 

GSPS) upon getting approval from the A-G’s office, which mentioned that it was not 

necessary to consult the cabinet. In this regard there were evident, different opinions on 

the interpretations of the Finance Act by the lawyers in the A-G’s office.  On the one 

hand, Minister John Fong reiterated that sale of this nature was stipulated in the Act 

with an understanding that cabinet had approved of the sale. On the other hand, senior 

government officials from the finance and legal departments argued that the said Act 

dictated that any public asset exceeding $F1000 was to be brought before the 

parliament. One official expressed that the legislation did not cover assets like that of 

shipyard but, he continued, “the fact that the law is silent on the matter does not mean it 

approves of it” (quoted in Waqa-bogidrau and Pillay, 1996: 1). A-G contended that prior 

approval sought for the public assets worth more than $F1000 only dealt with surplus 

items that government no longer needed for its operational purposes. The then 

Opposition Leader Rajesh Lal disputed this interpretation of A-G saying that shipyard 

was a public asset. In a reaction, the Executive Chairman of the MCI Group threatened 

to withdraw from the sale if contract was delayed any further. Opposition Leader Rajesh 

Lal then blamed Minister John Fong for the delay questioning the reluctance of the then 

ruling party, Sogosogo Vakavulewa ni Taukei (SVT), in openly discussing the matter in 

parliament. Such issues prompted Minister John Fong to seek parliamentary approval 

(Nadore, 1996a: 5). Consequently in March 1996, Opposition Leader Rajesh Lal 

withdrew his case, given that the House was now consulted. 
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In seeking parliamentary approval, Minister John Fong reiterated the seriousness of the 

matter claiming that they might lose out on the sale and if otherwise, government will 

not be in a position to accommodate the 180 of the 220 shipyard workers who were 

awaiting re-employment under the new ownership.  

 

Appendix 5.3 paraphrases the details outlined in the parliamentary session of 20 

February 1996. In this parliamentary session, Minister John Fong gave reasons for 

GSPS privatisation, outlined the Sale and Purchase Agreement and gave details on the 

procedure on payments to be made by MCIC to government.  

 

After the sale and purchase details, debate on this matter heated up in the following 

parliamentary sessions. Appendix 5.4 reveals parts of the meaningful and argumentative 

debate in the parliamentary sittings of 21-22 February 1996. The parliamentary debates 

highlight the dubious nature of the deal between government and MCIC. It brought out 

the many fears, possible blunders and loopholes of the so-called business deal. 

 
5.3 The MCI Group 
The MCI Group was said to be a consortium of companies in the shipping industry of 

New Zealand. Their so-called businesses included Marine Tech-expertise in consulting, 

project management, dry docking and ship conversion; Urban Securities Ltd.-a property 

owning and management company; Angelo Pacific Underwriters–a wholesale insurance 

provider; and Universal Shipping Ltd.–provided services such as liner and tramp 

agency, freight brokerage, cargo and ship brokerage, and port agency work (Chaudhari, 

1995b: 97). MCI was said to have taken over a number of state owned shipyards and 

slipways in New Zealand.  

 

It was hoped that with its better management control and technology, MCI would 

provide the workers with the much needed experience and help the shipping industry of 

Fiji to advance to the world market. 
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In the 22 February 1996 parliamentary debate, the Minister championing the sale of 

GSPS, Minister John Fong disclosed the reason why MCI was not given the right to 

make an outright purchase and why government retained 49 per cent shares. MCI had 

been losing some $F3 million annually for the last four years (Hansard Report: 

Parliament of Fiji, 1996d: 2326). The Minister clarified that once the company became 

profitable, it would pay for the shares from its dividends. Here again, MCI is revealed as 

a preferred party even when it was exposed as a loss making entity. The Minister 

justified that in the case of default on payment calls and as per the Sale and Purchase 

Agreement, 10 per cent interest would be charged daily. The payment from dividends 

was guaranteed by three guarantors:  

1) The joint venture partners-MCI Group and Carpenters (Fiji) Limited (MCIC);  

2) Individual partner-MCI Group; and 

3) Individual partner-Carpenters (Fiji) Limited. 

 

The MCI Group guaranteed 51 per cent of the payments in three installments to 

government while Carpenters guaranteed 49 per cent.  

 

The Executive Chairman of MCI mentioned that the deal was a normal business deal 

and confirmed that they would not have entered into such a deal if government had 

asked for an upfront $F3 million payment. He stated that $F500,000 had been spent 

already and that they had spent a considerable amount of money straight away (Rashid, 

1996c: 4). He further commented that Fiji got itself a very good deal considering the 

state of shipyard.  

 
Finally on 22 February 1996 and after a much heated parliamentary debate, 35 members 

voted for while 31 voted against the sale of GSPS. Consequently, the deal was approved 

with a government guarantee of $F784,000 for an overdraft facility of $F1.6 million for 

the working capital needs of SFL (Nadore, 1996d: 5). The Sale and Purchase Agreement 

was signed on 27 March 1996. 
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Workers were given their redundancy packages ranging from $F2,000 to $F38,000 

(Lave, 1996a: 3) and the 180 who were to be re-employed by SFL were given a week’s 

leave to allow for the completion of the privatisation process. But the scheduled 15 April 

1996 takeover of shipyard and slipways was deferred by two weeks to allow government 

and SFL to resolve matters relating to the surplus stock from ‘Reef Endeavour’ project 

and seabed licensing. According to the agreement, SFL was to be issued an exclusive 

99-year license for the use of seabed and waters surrounding the area of shipyard and 

slipways. Amidst this shipyard conversion to SFL, twenty or so workers were laid off 

without the redundancy packages promised after the completion of ‘Reef Endeavour’. 

Unlike the Public Enterprise Union, PSC argued that this redundancy payment was not 

the same as the agreement formalised during the buyout of shipyard.  

 

By 30 April 1996, the surplus stock remaining from the ‘Reef Endeavour’ project was 

sold to Government Supplies at a big discount and the seabed issue was resolved. 

Following this sale of stock, the MCI solicitor informed the Director of Public 

Enterprises Unit that the sale of surplus stock to the Supplies Department breached the 

Sale and Purchase Agreement. Eventually, the stock was handed over to MCI upon 

approval from the Permanent Secretary for Finance despite a request from the Shipyard 

Manager, who suggested a direct sale of stock to reduce losses associated with the ‘Reef 

Endeavour’. The sale of SFL was then completed. Accordingly as per agreement, 180 

workers were recalled to report to work from 1 May 1996.  

 
5.4 The Rise and Fall of the Privatised Company 
5.4.1 The Workings of the New Ownership 

The new management of the MCI Group brought in new promises to the workers as 

indicated in the Sale and Purchase Agreement. Such promises included providing SFL 

with $F5 million worth of contract, and embarking on training programmes whereby 

technical staff from New Zealand were to come to Fiji to upgrade local skills and key 

SFL personnel were to be sent to New Zealand for further training (Interview with Boila, 

2004). But the situation took a different turn after a few months. 
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Surprisingly on 20 November 1996, the Carpenters Group wrote to the Ministry of 

Commerce, Trade, Industry and Public Enterprises and to the Ministry of Finance and 

Economic Development informing of the financial difficulties faced by the MCI Group. 

Carpenters and the MCI Group had formed the consortium MCIC, that had bought out 

51 per cent of SFL. The letter stated that these difficulties arose apparently because a 

former MCI director involved SFL into contracts and guarantees without the knowledge 

of the other directors. It informed that MCI Group was expected to go into receivership 

soon. Since the MCI Group was the controlling shareholder and the manager of SFL, 

there was the possibility of receivership of SFL then. Far from the three years full of 

promises, the MCI management failed to even survive a year. Nonetheless before its 

withdrawal, MCI entered into an agreement with a Tahitian company to take its place as 

a partner with Carpenters. Later, Carpenters informed that talks with this company 

namely, Tahitian Shipbuilders did not conclude. The letter also mentioned that upon an 

agreement with MCI, Carpenters had taken control of the MCI Group that managed 

SFL. Carpenters had bought MCI shares in MCIC subject to Reserve Bank’s approval. 

MCI $1 shares held by the Executive Chairman of MCI in MCIC was transferred to 

Carpenters for $1 with cooperation from relevant government departments. On 23 

November 1996, Fiji media brought to public attention the receivership status of the 

MCI Group. Even when MCI went down in New Zealand, the five professionals 

(claimed to be experts in various important aspects of work) it had brought in, remained 

in SFL. 

 

An audit that commenced from November 1996 and got completed by early September 

1997 exposed that the MCI Group got registered as a company in New Zealand while 

offers were invited for the sale of GSPS. In fact, the company was only ‘four months’ 

old during its first offer. Appendix 5.5 states the recommendations by the audit 

committee in some detail. The report argued that neither the Privatisation Committee 

(PC) nor the Public Enterprises Unit had the empowerment to proceed with the tendering 

process and that there should have been in place, a Major Tenders Board.  
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Further, the report questioned the dominating involvement of one ministry’s officials in 

handling the negotiations. Accordingly, the report recommended that the powers of the 

Public Enterprises Minister, the Public Enterprises Unit and the PC to be defined.  

 

In the parliamentary session of 6 August 1997, Minister John Fong, himself accepted 

that the background of ‘MCI was not checked’ with the assumption that Carpenters, 

being a reputable company, would have done so (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 

1997: 400). Not at all a good reason for not checking on MCI by a Minister who is said 

to be a good businessman and a deal which was said to be totally commercial! No 

business deal relies on any assumption. This shows that the government of that time was 

ill-equipped for the privatisation of GSPS. Employees interviewed for this research 

recalled their experience under the ownership of MCIC as one that extracted much from 

them and government in return for almost nothing. Workers complained that the Chief 

Executive Officer (CEO) at that time, was rather an invisible CEO who almost always 

operated from New Zealand (Interview with Boila, 2004). It would have been illegal for 

this CEO to stay in Fiji because his work permit had expired. The consideration of an 

application lodged at the beginning of 1999 for extension to his work permit dragged on 

for sometime. Workers maintain that the aim of the privatised company was to make and 

repatriate as much money as possible.  

 

5.4.2 Major Contracts  

As at August 1996, SFL could not secure any major contracts and lost four potential 

contracts to Chinese and New Zealand shipbuilders. According to the SFL management, 

the international perception had been negative because of problems encountered at the 

time of the ‘Reef Endeavour’. The four possible clients pulled out at the last minute.  

 

Then on 2 April 1997, Fiji media reported on shipyard losing an $F11 million contract 

(Foster, 1997a: 1). The contract involved construction of five ships for a French 

Polynesian firm. In some detail, it was a three-party deal. Initially the owners contracted 

out a local firm, United Engineers but this firm had gone bust.  
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The owners then contracted Tahitian Shipbuilders to look for a shipbuilder and this is 

how SFL came into picture. Another unique element in this deal was that two ships were 

to be constructed at the United Engineers premises, which was taken over by the 

Tahitian party. SFL had been asked to provide a performance guarantee of 10 per cent 

($F1.1 million) of the contracted sum but it refused to do so. Because SFL could not 

perform according to the terms of the contract, the Tahitian party asked SFL to leave the 

site. Consequently, SFL sought an injunction on this. On 4 April 1997, in regards to the 

Tahitian $F11 million project, the Chairman of SFL clarified via a letter to the editor of 

The Fiji Times that the contract amount was $F5.8 million, not $F11 million as reported 

with a performance guarantee of $F600,000, not $F1.1 million (Clemens, 1997: 6). The 

SFL Chairman defended that their decline of performance guarantee was justified on the 

grounds that legally a contract did not exist and that the contract being transferred from 

United Engineers to Tahitian Shipbuilders and then to SFL, was doubtful. 

 

Later on 4 April 1997, a contract for a $F3.3 million 85-metre motorised barge12 was 

signed in Auckland for a New Zealand company (Hicks, 1997: 3). This contract was  

most unusual and absolutely questionable since it required no upfront down-payment 

(Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 2004). Down-payments were required 

for purchase of materials to start construction. In fact, SFL had to use its own money to 

construct the barge. The New Zealand client was to deposit the contracted sum with an 

international bank and SFL was to draw this, upon delivery. Such was the financial state 

in the midst of this barge building that in March 1997, SFL informed shareholders of a 

working capital requirement of about $F2.6 million but the SFL directors came up with a 

figure of some $F2.9 million by August 1997 (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1997: 

381). By August 1997, about 30 per cent of work was completed on the 85-metre barge.  

 

The SFL management and directors hoped that the new ‘would-be’ partners (either Ports 

Authority of Fiji (PAF) or Commonwealth Development Corporation (CDC)) of 

Carpenters after the pull-out of the MCI Group from MCIC or the resolution of the legal 

battle with the Tahitian company would bring in these funds.  

                                                 
12 A barge is a large boat with a flat base. 
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Appendix 5.6 explains why funding from these potential sources did not eventuate. For 

instance, CDC clearly indicated that SFL’s dependence on its shareholders meant 

unlimited liability for the shareholders because of continued guarantees and inefficient 

contract handling. Even the Australia New Zealand bank (ANZ) was unwilling to 

provide further funding. Thus, funding, by way of guarantees or cash depended on the 

shareholders.  

 

On 15 July 1997, directors informed government that SFL almost exhausted its ANZ 

bank overdraft facility and without input of new funding by shareholders, the company 

could be forced to suspend operations as early as Friday, 8 August 1997.  

 

Resultantly, at meetings dated 18 July 1997 and 22 July 1997, the ministers (Minister of 

Finance and Economic Development; Minister for Trade, Commerce, Industry and 

Public Enterprises; Minister for Youth, Employment Opportunities and Sports; Minister 

for Infrastructure, Public Works and Transport; and A-G and Minister for Justice) 

considered five options as follows (Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1997: 381):  

1) Make no response to SFL directors request;  

2) Provide only additional $F784,000 loan guarantee requested by SFL;  

3) Provide additional $F784,000 guarantee requested in May and additional debt funds 

of $F637,000 and then sell government’s 49 per cent shareholding as soon as 

possible thereafter;  

4) Provide additional $F784,000 guarantee and agree to Carpenters proposal, then sell 

government’s 49 per cent shareholding as soon as possible thereafter; or  

5) Immediately wind up SFL.  

 

In early August 1997, cabinet agreed to pursue the third option on the grounds that 

government was obligated under the Sale and Purchase Agreement to meet the guarantee 

obligations or face litigation. Litigation would have tarnished Fiji’s reputation as 

shareholders and have had bad impact on investors. Nonetheless, this option was 

conditional. It required MCIC to meet their loan guarantee obligations in providing the 

remaining 51 per cent of additional loan funds required.  



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 102 

The additional short-term debt funding was necessary to protect government’s 

investment and to allow for sufficient time for search of buyers for its 49 per cent shares. 

Surprisingly, Carpenters via 24 August 1997 Fiji Times article clarified that it was not 

obligated to provide financial support to SFL. 

 

The barge got completed with government support. The client’s representatives came 

over to survey it. For as long as the barge remained in Fiji waters, representatives were 

happy with what they saw (Interview with Boila, 2004). However, once it left Fiji 

waters, the owners came up with numerous defects and refused to pay without returning 

the barge. The whole scenario of the barge having numerous defects seemed dubious 

because unless and until a Fiji surveyor declares an item sea worthy, items cannot leave 

Fiji waters. Upon receiving nothing from the clients, Fiji government tried to call back 

the barge but could not do so because a first mortgage was held by ANZ bank from 

which the CEO had taken a second loan for the project (Interview with Boila, 2004). 

Upon non-payment of the bank’s loan, the bank seized the barge and sold it to recover 

its debt.  

 
5.5 Conclusion 

The main issue discussed in this chapter was the fast track privatisation process. Unusual 

elements uncovered were: the initial approval of the sale of GSPS being made without a 

parliamentary debate; and the loophole in the Finance Act that allowed for confusion in 

the first place, between the parties of when to and when not to bring public asset sale 

matters before the parliament. In addition, this chapter exposed the dubious nature of 

operations under the new SFL management. The privatised company time and again 

sought government support despite its 51 per cent ownership. Initially, government 

reiterated that privatisation was sought because it could not carry the burden of a loss 

making entity. However, it continued to support the entity. In this regard, the company 

seemed to be very much a government owned entity rather then being privately owned.  

 

The next chapter will describe the post-privatisation stage and unveil the many problems 

and impediments that led to the re-nationalisation of SFL. 
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Chapter 6  

Post-Privatisation: Problems and Impediments 

6.1 Introduction 
This chapter will examine the post-privatisation stage of Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited 

(SFL). In doing so, it will highlight the many problems and impediments that emerged 

and led to the receivership and re-nationalisation of the privatised entity. In addition, it 

will discuss the re-nationalised entity. 

 

6.2 Receivership 
As at end March 1999, the accumulated operating cost of SFL stood at $F1,911,602 with 

an uncollected debt of more than $F4 million (Chandra, 1999a: 3). As at August 1999, 

SFL owed government more than $F3 million (Kissun, 1999a: 3). SFL also failed to 

meet several of its obligations under the Sale and Purchase Agreement. For instance, out 

of the $F500,000 worth of upgrading of slipways that MCI Carpenters Limited (MCIC) 

had to carry out by 30 April 1997, it only completed $F280,000 worth of upgrading  

(Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji, 1997: 380). By August 1999, the Fiji Labour Party 

(FLP) led People’s Coalition government13 refused to engage in further discussions with 

Carpenters advising MCIC to pay up its debts to government or face litigation. The 

People’s Coalition government did not buy into the two written requests from 

Carpenters, which requested to resume discussions. On the contrary, cabinet decided on 

inviting another strategic partner.  

 

Amidst this turmoil in September 1999, a group of businessmen from mainland China 

showed interest in the purchase of SFL. Also in October 1999, Bluewater Craft (the 

Managing Director was once the Project Manager of the ‘Reef Endeavour’) presented a 

proposal to government on how to operate SFL. This five employees’ company is the 

only other firm apart from SFL that engages in building steel boats in Fiji.  
                                                 
13 After the May 1999 elections, there was a change of government from Sogosogo Vakavulewa ni Taukei 
(SVT) to FLP-led People’s Coalition government. 
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Bluewater Craft stated that it had the much needed expertise and knowledge for proper 

management and supervision to complement the skill of SFL workers. 

 

It was December 1999 that brought out into open the actual state of affairs at SFL. Major 

problems erupted in early December 1999 when SFL sought a temporary $F150,000 

increase to its overdraft facility and needed government endorsement to complete a 

$F2.2 million fishing boat due in ten days for Tahitian owners (Ragogo, 1999c: 1). 

Because government refused to give consent as a secured lender and shareholder, the 

transaction did not eventuate. SFL defended that this government consent was only a 

formality, not a guarantee. Carpenters and Contractors Bonding Limited had given their 

consent as other secured lenders. It was alleged that government breached Clause 49 of 

the Sale and Purchase Agreement that required it to assist SFL in raising capital or when 

guarantees were needed. Government pointed out that it could not continue pumping 

money into an entity, which was not under its control.  

 

On 2 December 1999 the entire workforce (105 workers) was laid off at once without 

prior notice. Following this ill-fated event, on 3 December 1999 the former SVT 

government’s Commerce Minister, John Fong offered a personal guarantee for the 

$F150,000 needed by SFL on the condition that SFL settle the debt or extinguish the 

guarantee from the first payment for the vessel. This Minister blamed the People’s 

Coalition government of racism since SFL was full of Fijians, while government named 

his offer of guarantee as a ‘save face’ act.  

 

Since early December 1999, government was engaged in a court action to regain full 

control over SFL to retrieve the 51 per cent shares sold to MCIC and then to refloat 49 

per cent shares to revitalise shipyard by searching for strategic partners. Attorney-

General (A-G) of that time, Amar Sen, accused the management of SFL as being 

negligent, incompetent and unprofessional. The then Prime Minister and Public 

Enterprises Minister of the People’s Coalition government also announced the ‘would-

be’ appointment of a new Board and Management Team, and informed of the State Law 

Office investigation into SFL operations.  



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 105 

At that time, Carpenters was unaware of government’s plans but expressed via media of 

its interest in cooperating with the government. Contrary to Carpenter’s expectations, 

government lost no time in initiating legal proceedings on the grounds of breach of 

contract and damages. On 9 December 1999, Carpenters paid $F1,538,776.20 as a result 

of legal proceedings (Chandra, 1999b: 3).  

 

In regards to SFL management, after the 15 December 1999 meeting between SFL 

representatives and ANZ bank executives, the directors decided SFL to go into 

receivership the next day, and that to be handled by PricewaterhouseCoopers (Chartered 

Accountants). SFL reasoned that this was the only option since they did not qualify for 

the additional overdraft facility. This showed that SFL survived largely because of 

government support despite being a private company and that it was not in a position to 

stand on its own. 

 

At the other end, twelve slipway employees who refused to resume work from 7 

December 1999 commenced work, late December 1999. After slipping (the use slipways 

for repairing vessel) eight vessels worth about $F120,000, slipping of two local vessels 

came to a halt at about 11.00a.m on 17 January 2000 due to electricity disconnection 

because of a $F39,400 overdue electricity bill  (Ragogo, 2000a: 3). Accordingly, the 

receivers asked the SFL shareholders to clear this pre-receivership debt. The slipping 

clients, like Consort Shipping became frustrated while slipping came to a halt mainly 

because they could not turn to any other entity since SFL is the only slipping service 

provider. They failed to understand SFL’s inability to pay its bill especially when they, 

as clients paid upfront. Upon no response from SFL shareholders, the receivers 

themselves made arrangements with Fiji Electricity Authority (FEA) for the outstanding 

bill and work resumed from the afternoon of 19 January 2000.  
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Amidst the aforementioned mess, on 29 January 2000, the receivers advertised a tender 

for sale of SFL assets. To avoid this sale and to retain shipyard and slipways, 

government had three options: first, to pay off the bank debt; second, to bid to buy the 

assets; and third, to buy out the debenture, which would give government temporary 

control over SFL. In the same regard on 13 March 2000, the Public Enterprises Ministry 

presented a proposal in a special cabinet meeting. The Ministry proposed that 

government takeover SFL so that protesting workers could return to work. The proposal 

was approved by cabinet a few days later. Accordingly, government negotiated with 

ANZ bank to takeover the mortgage debenture of SFL assets thus, taking control of the 

receivership situation. By then, the liabilities of shipyard accumulated to $F9 million 

(The Fiji Times, 2000n: 3).  

 
6.3 The Re-nationalisation Process 
In 2000, SFL again gave rise to much heated debates in parliamentary sessions. 

Government again intervened in the sale of shipyard and slipways. When the ANZ 

appointed receivers, PricewaterhouseCoopers advertised sale of SFL via international 

public tender, government informed ANZ bank of its desire to takeover the SFL 

mortgage debenture and to take control of the receivership situation. On 28 January 

2000, GP Lala and Associates (Barristers and Solicitors) were appointed by government 

to facilitate legal matters in taking control of receivership (Interview with Lenati, 2004).  

 

On 13 April 2000, a motion to pay off the SFL $F2.9 million ANZ bank debt was 

passed in parliament (Lewa, 2000: 5). The motion also sought the authorisation of the 

Finance Minister in regards to borrowing funds locally or from overseas for the debt 

repayment. The loan was to be secured by a mortgage debenture over SFL assets. With 

regard to the previous owners’ liability to government, MCIC still owed government 

$F1.3 million plus interest accumulated from 1996 (The Fiji Times, 2000p: 3). 

Carpenters claimed to have fully met its obligations but, according to the then A-G 

Amar Sen, Carpenters paid its 49 per cent that it owned in the 51 per cent MCIC 

ownership of SFL while the MCI Group paid nothing (Chandra, 2000: 2).  
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At about the same time on 18 April 2000, a Tahitian representative promised to lobby 

with Tahitian Shipping companies to contract out Fiji Government Shipyard for 

construction of fishing vessels in the near future. 

 

Finally, 1 May 2000 witnessed the transfer of SFL mortgage debenture from ANZ bank 

to government upon signing of appropriate documents. Subsequently, government 

appointed Peat Marwick-Chartered Accountants (KPMG) as the new receiver. As per 

the government directive, the new receiver was to place much emphasis on the 

rehabilitation of SFL with the implementation of a working business plan. Shipyard 

workers were happy to witness the breakthrough and at an hour-long meeting on 2 May 

2000, the new receiver and three government ministers informed them of government 

intentions, starting with the appointment of a new General Manager (GM) (The Fiji 

Times, 2000q: 2). The receiver advertised the post of GM with applications closing at 9 

May 2000. The appointment of the GM was to see the revamping and rehabilitation as 

the first task. Because of the previous prolonged receivership process, machinery at 

shipyard had neither been utilised nor maintained, as such went out of order.  

 

While slipways reopened during the receivership period with twelve employees on 22 

June 2000, the shipyard remained shut down due to three reasons: first, the yard needed 

lots of funds for working capital to repair some major plants in poor condition; second, 

the receivers could not afford to re-open and face the risk of incurring enormous trading 

losses; and third, the receivers did not have the necessary funds for upgrades. 

 

6.3.1 The Bidding Process 

On 9 August 2000, a cabinet paper initiated the sale of shipyard and slipways through 

international public tender by the receiver. By early September 2000, the interim 

government14 decided to participate in the competitive bidding of shipyard and slipway 

sellout. The closing date for bid submissions was set at 12 February 2001.  

                                                 
14 The change of government from FLP-led People’s Coalition to Sogosogo Duavata ni Lewenivanua 
(SDL)-led interim government was brought about by the 19 May 2000 coup, a few weeks after the FLP-
led government took over the ANZ debt owed by SFL. 
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As at 26 November 2000, the main bidders were the interim government, some local 

businessmen and a New Caledonian company (names undisclosed). Among these, the 

two strong and eventual contenders were the interim government and Industrial Marine 

Engineering Limited (IMEL), a subsidiary of Carpenters. Whoever the bidders were, 

government was adamant in winning the bid this time. In the event of higher bids placed 

by other contenders, government made a point to increase its bid to an amount, jointly 

decided by the then Prime Minister, Finance Minister and the Public Enterprises 

Minister. The interim government successfully tendered $F6.25 million against a 

commercial valuation of $F4.77 million to re-nationalise SFL (Fiji Shipbuilding 

Corporation Limited (FSCL), 2001: 3). In fact, government won the SFL bid in the third 

round of tenders. Carpenters had placed higher bids in the first and second rounds.  

 

Finally in 14 February 2001, the receiver confirmed government’s successful bidding of 

SFL. On 27 February 2001, cabinet approved: the $F6.25 million for bid price of 

shipyard and slipways, liquidation of SFL, and the appointment of a Liquidator. By 28 

February 2001, a new company was registered to takeover the SFL assets bought back 

by the interim government; a company which the government never really 

completely sold in the first place! The then Public Enterprises Minister clarified that 

though government bought out SFL, it did not assume its associated debts. In the same 

effect, government expected to recover its first and second debentures plus the 

unsecured advances it made out to SFL. The Minister pinpointed the reasons that 

prompted the interim administration to bid: first, there had been heavy investments of 

$F8.7 million on SFL by the previous government; second, SFL assets were of strategic 

importance to Fiji; and third, it was government’s social responsibility to keep the skills, 

and to repair and build facilities (The Fiji Times, 2001c: 3). 

 
6.4 Fiji Shipbuilding Corporation Limited 
6.4.1 First Year (2001) in Operations 

During the preparation for the opening of the new company, Fiji Shipbuilding 

Corporation Limited (FSCL), on 28 March 2001, government expressed its interest via a 

fax to a Tahitian Company in bidding for a 32 fishing vessel contract.  
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At about the same time, a Tahitian representative met with the Prime Minister and the 

Public Enterprises Minister of that time, urging the government to tender for these 

vessels. The deadline for this tender was set at 20 April 2001 but it was doubted whether 

FSCL could get back on its operational feet within an appropriate time frame.  

 

Before the end of March 2001, the Board of Directors was appointed. The appointment 

of Isoa Naituku as a Board member raised questions in some minds (The Fiji Times, 

2001g: 4). Naituku had been with the shipyard since its very beginning and was one of 

those who was blamed for the ‘Reef Endeavour’ debacle. Notwithstanding this, 

Naituku’s appointment was based on his vast experience and knowledge of the shipyard. 

Even the Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited Workers Union (SFLWU) defended his 

appointment saying that it was the right decision. In fact, the union secretary stated that 

Naituku be appointed, the Manager (The Fiji Times, 2001h: 5). He further commented 

that this would mean direct contact with the day-to-day company operations and that 

workers grievances would reach the Board directly. 

 

As for the shipyard, the survey of shipyard facilities commenced from 2 April 2001 and 

contractors were sought for the immediate start of refurbishment. On 10 April 2001, the 

pending dispute of the stand down of 105 workers was resolved with the agreement that 

once the shipyard begins operations and where appropriate work is available, the 

workers possessing the required skills and experience would be given priority. On 14 

April 2001, the receivers formally handed over FSCL to the caretaker administration 

(the government), as the Board engaged itself in the interviewing and recruitment of a 

management team. By late April 2001, a report on repairs and replacements was 

completed by all specialised individuals who surveyed the shipyard. Resultantly, a need 

of $F1 million arose for compliance issues relating to Occupational Health and Safety 

(OHS) policies.  
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It was on the 7 of May 2001, when the new company FSCL, was finally established. 

The objectives for the company at that time focused on: first, the refurbishment and 

upgrade of the shipyard and slipways; second, on increasing the number of slipping and 

repairing of vessels; and third, on marketing and promoting the capabilities of shipyard 

as a shipbuilder. While the shipyard remained closed for some time, slipway operated 

with twelve tradesmen and one supervisor, only for slipping and unslipping of vessels at 

that time.  

 

The appointment of a GM dragged on for some time. The Board short-listed applicants 

by the first week of May 2001. At that time the Board was more concerned with the 

survey of shipyard. The delay with the appointment of a GM prompted the workers to 

write to the Board on 8 May 2001, requesting for a meeting between Board members 

and a union delegation. Workers worries heightened with the unresponsive attitude of 

the Board. Nonetheless by 31 May 2001, applicants for the position of the GM were 

interviewed and four candidates were further short-listed. While the recruitment process 

progressed, in June 2001, the Deputy Permanent Secretary of the Public Enterprises 

Ministry was appointed as the acting GM. But SFLWU lodged a complaint against this 

acting GM as he tried to reinstate a former Shipyard Manager, Sakiusa Kikau, as 

slipways’ overall interim supervisor. The union disputed the appointment of Sakiusa 

Kikau claiming that there were more deserving candidates. In the same month, the 

Public Enterprises Ministry forwarded a request to the Ministry of Finance for 

approximately $F2.5 million rescue package for FSCL (Lewa, 2001d: 3). Consequently, 

government injected $F2,852,561 towards the refurbishment program (FSCL, 2001: 5). 

 

July 2001 proved eventful. The Board met with the union representatives and two Board 

members’ names’ were raised for the position of the acting GM. The Board members 

were Ben Mason and Isoa Naituku. The major refurbishment program started in this 

same month. Refurbishment contracts were awarded to commercial contractors on a 

tender basis and Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union (FSAWU) was 

approached for labour supply for individual refurbishment projects.  
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The technical personnel on individual contracts were involved in the supervision of 

refurbishment and in ship repair projects. Table 6.1 summarises the plant, equipment 

and machinery refurbished in the major projects. 

 

Table 6.1: The Plant, Equipment and Machinery Refurbished under Major Projects ($F) 
Electrical Slipway $381,282 
Building and Sheds $431,300 
200T Slipway $485,000 
500T and 1000T Slipways $382,118 

Electrical Shipyard $356,715 
 
 

The aforementioned expenditure in Table 6.1 became part of government equity in 

FSCL. 

 

By the second week of July 2001, the Board selected Ben Mason as the acting Chief 

Executive Officer (CEO) and the GM of FSCL until the appointment of a full-time 

CEO. The appointment of an acting CEO was basically for the reason of undertaking the 

refurbishment programme, implementation of policies and procedures for ship repair 

and shipbuilding activities, and for marketing and promotion of FSCL capabilities in the 

shipyard industry. In a reaction to Ben Mason’s appointment, the union threatened of 

operational disruption at shipyard in protest and questioned the Board Chairman, as to 

why locals were ignored for the position. The Chairman justified the appointment of 

Ben Mason, saying that the Board could not find a suitable local candidate and Ben 

Mason agreed to play the role on a temporary basis. Ben Mason had the relevant 

international experience in the field of shipbuilding and repairs, marine surveys and 

operations. The union did not buy into such justifications, arguing that the Board had no 

faith in locals and questioned the reliability of information with regard to the 

qualifications of Ben Mason. Recalling their past experiences with expatriate managers, 

workers had lost faith in foreigners (Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 

2004). Despite the fact that Ben Mason had been a Fiji citizen, he was seen as an 

expatriate because of his extensive overseas work experience.  

    Source: FSCL (2001: 5). 
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Even in the face of threats, the Board maintained its stand. Surprisingly, the first union-

management meeting proved fruitful. With amicable discussions, both parties agreed to 

work towards a successful FSCL future. The union also requested that vacancies not be 

advertised and that the terminated workers be reinstated. But reinstatement depended 

upon contracts secured by FSCL.  

 

In late November 2001, an Accountant and a Personal Assistant/Secretary were 

appointed for added support. Also on 29 November 2001, cabinet approved of an 

independent Liquidator via the court during the winding up process of SFL.  

 

KPMG was the appointed Accountant of FSCL until 31 December 2001. Accounting 

firms were requested to submit quotations for tenders on Accounting Policy and 

Procedures, External Auditing and Asset Registering. Subsequently, the Board 

appointed Ernst and Young to carry out these functions. The same firm was also 

appointed by the High Court for the liquidating purpose of SFL. The major activity in 

FSCL for the year 2001 was refurbishment. The operating revenue (from slipping, 

vessel repairs, berthage and wharfage fees) and operating expenses reported as at 31 

December 2001were $F586,216 and $F731,615, respectively resulting in a loss of 

$F145,399 (FSCL, 2001: 4).  

 

6.4.2 Year 2002 

During the year 2002, rehabilitation continued, appointments were made and the former 

employees who were not employed elsewhere, were absorbed by FSCL.   

 

Refurbishment work was done on the overhead crane in the steel shop, the main slipway 

winch, the outfitting jetty, the 1000tonne and 500tonne slipways and the company 

workshops (FSCL, 2002a: 6-7). A 35tonne gantry crane was dismantled because of 

unsafe conditions, corrosion of the outfitting jetty was repaired and the asbestos roofing 

was removed. Upgrades were also carried out in the office and on the technical 

computer system of the shipyard.  
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As for the appointments, the first manager to be appointed was the Administration, 

Accounts and Finance Manager who was later appointed as the Company Secretary. The 

other appointments were of an OHS officer and a Technical Services Manager.  

 

The other activities in the year were: a suitable lathe was acquired in the place of the old 

and outdated lathes for ship repair work; the 200tonne slipway was reactivated in 

January 2002 after several years; and FSCL enforced terms and conditions on the usage 

of its four slipways.  

 

Work done during the year was mainly, the use of slipways for repairing vessels with 

some ship repair and maintenance activities. FSCL (2002a: 7) informs: 

1) Two hundred and eighteen vessels of various sizes with average size of about 300 

tonnes utilised the slipways during the year; 

2) On average, the ships spent 6.70 calendar days on the slipways with the total tonnage 

of ships being 60,930 tonnes; 

3) Sixty-four (34,869 tonnes) vessels used the 1000tonne slipway while seventy-three 

(18,300 tonnes) vessels used the 500tonne slipway; 

4) The largest vessel to have used the slipways was of 1,533 tonnes; and 

5) Ten ship repair and maintenance projects were carried out for the duration of eight 

months. 

 

For further details on revenue and expenditure, see Appendices 6.1 and 6.2, which 

itemise the income statements and balance sheets for the years 2001 and 2002. 

 

With regard to SFL liquidation, on 20 September 2002, Ernest and Young (the 

appointed Liquidator) declined its appointment. It had not undertaken any liquidation 

work since its initial appointment because the contract was still under negotiation.  

Talks continued for the remaining of the year for a replacement Liquidator (Interview 

with Lenati, 2004). 
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6.5 Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited 
6.5.1 New Leadership 

In 2002, the Board decided that the company name be changed to Fiji Ships and Heavy 

Industries Limited (FSHIL) effective 1 January 2003, to better reflect at the wide range 

of heavy engineering work done by the company. Also in the same year, an 

international search was done for the selection of a CEO. According to the Board, local 

advertisements were placed but none of the local candidates met the standards sought by 

the Board. About seven respondents were interviewed. In November 2002, Don 

Pearson, an Australian was appointed for the CEO position because of his track record. 

His role was effective from year 2003. There were other younger and qualified 

candidates but they demanded better package (Interview with Naituku, 2004). Don 

Pearson has thirty years of experience in shipbuilding and ship repairs and was a ships 

engineer before that for ten years. He was in Papua New Guinea prior to joining FSHIL 

(Interview with Pearson, 2004). He has been given the responsibility of moving the 

company forward to meet its widened corporate objectives. The previous acting CEO, 

Ben Mason fulfilled his responsibility for the last twenty months. Once again with the 

change in leadership, problems between the management and the managed started to 

surface (discussed in detail in Chapter 7). 

 
6.5.2 The Way Forward 

The CEO contends that he was brought into a shipyard that was not doing well and had 

old-time machinery with an overly tarnished reputation. Apart from this he says, the 

biggest and the most difficult of all challenges is Fiji’s culture towards commercial 

operations. Like the union, he states that commercial orientation will take a while. He 

argues that the shipyard industry is very much politically sensitive. Nevertheless, he 

mentioned that he has positive plans to further upgrade the shipyard but money and 

investor confidence are major factors. CEO has requested for some $F30,000 to 

$F50,000 for further refurbishment to improve the look and workings of the shipyard. In 

this regard, a feasibility study is in progress (Interview with Pearson, 2004). The 

preliminary work on this feasibility report has started since April 2004. The report will 

look into the improvements that are needed to improve this ailing firm.  
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There is the suggestion for another slipway, a larger one than the present ones to cater 

for bigger ships that currently move offshore for services (Interview with Lenati, 2004). 

Also at present, slipway clients make use of slipway facilities using outside contractors. 

Slipway just gets paid for the use of facilities but contractors make more money when 

working on the ships and boats brought in by the owners of the vessels. This does not 

make much sense for an entity that is said to be commercial! The feasibility report will 

also look at this issue of contracting out. It will assess the needs and demands and look 

into how much more money needs to be poured into the shipyard or even look at 

possibilities of joint venture situations for capital investments. The Board feels, since 

shipbuilding is at low ebbs, the focus has to switch to ship repairs which is more in 

demand despite the fifty year old slipways (Interview with Seth, 2004). It is worth 

mentioning that the slipway operations is a monopoly situation in Fiji. As for SFL, the 

receivership process is being dealt with separately; it has no connection to FSHIL in any 

way. In the April 2004 meeting between the government and Carpenters, it was agreed 

that BDO Zarin Ali (Chartered Accountants and Consultants) be appointed the Interim 

Liquidator. SFL has to its account some $F1.2 million and the Ministry of Public 

Enterprises is now arranging for liquidation to pay off its debts (Interview with Lenati, 

2004). 

 
6.6 Conclusion 

This chapter examined how SFL was converted back to a public company. It discussed 

the receivership, the re-nationalisation process and the workings of the new re-

nationalised entity. One notable point was that with the ownership changes of the entity 

three times, government also changed hands three times. While the SVT government 

initiated and implemented the privatisation of the entity, the next two regimes were 

engaged in the re-nationalisation of the entity. Appendix 6.3 shows the chronology of 

major events at Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS), SFL, FSCL and 

FSHIL in a summarised manner.  

 

The next chapter will discuss the Industrial Relations (IR) issues in detail from the 

‘looming’ stage of privatisation to its current re-nationalised stage. 
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Chapter 7 

Industrial Relations (IR) During the Reform Process 

 
7.1 Introduction 
This chapter will examine the Industrial Relations (IR) issues during the changeover 

process. The changeover process covers the periods of ‘looming’ privatisation, during 

the actual privatisation process and the post-privatisation stage of shipyard and slipways.  

 

A number of unions were involved from the pre-privatisation period to the post-

privatisation period. Prior to privatisation, Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

(GSPS) workers were represented by the Public Employees Union15 and Fiji Public 

Service Association (FPSA). After privatisation, workers established an in-house union, 

Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited Workers Union (SFLWU). After re-nationalisation, SFLWU 

changed name to Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union (FSAWU), which later 

affiliated to Transport Workers Union (TWU). Table 7.1 briefly shows the workforce 

before, during and after the privatisation process. Majority in the workforce are 

indigenous Fijians. 

 

Table 7.1 Number of Workers Before, During and After the Privatisation Process 
Pre-Privatisation Stage 
[Jan 1969-March 1996] 

Start of Privatisation Stage 
[April 1996-March 2000] 

Current, Post-Privatisation Stage 
[April 2000-till to date] 

220 180  70 
 

7.1.1 The Events During the Stage of ‘Looming’ Privatisation 
Prior to privatisation, workers of GSPS were represented by Public Employees Union 

and FPSA. The consultations with the union were particularly one-way. Like in any 

other privatisation process, the prime concern among shipyard and slipways’ workers  

and the unions evolved around redundancy.  

                                                 
15 The acronym PEU is not used for Public Employees Union in this chapter to avoid confusion with 
Public Enterprises Unit, which also has the same acronym. 
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During May 1995, Public Employees Union convened a series of meetings for 

discussion on all matters relating to the employment status of employees because of the 

‘looming’ privatisation. On the 15 May 1995 meeting, members requested the union to 

inform Public Service Commission (PSC) of their anxiety and concerns particularly 

with regard to their future employment (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996). PSC was 

involved being a government arm because it handled the staff affairs, the hiring and 

firing of employees at GSPS. In fact, GSPS had a personnel officer in PSC before it was 

privatised. 

 

After two meetings with PSC regarding redundancy package, security of employment 

and re-deployment, the union informed PSC in writing on 2 June 1995 of the workers’ 

immediate concern, the redundancy package. Through the letter they asked government 

to consider a redundancy package similar to what was offered to Ports Authority of Fiji 

(PAF)16 workers during the privatisation of their stevedoring section (Letters and 

Memos, 1995-1996). Redundancy package offered to PAF workers was 1.5 years of pay 

plus an additional four weeks pay for every year of service. The union put forward their 

formula for redundancy package for the workers of GSPS taking into account their 

peculiar and specialised skills: 

 
No. of years of service x 6 divide by 
52 + 2 years gross salary x current salary 
= Non-taxable amount 
 

The union justified their aforementioned redundancy package on the grounds that once 

made redundant, GSPS workers would not have similar job opportunities since there 

was neither other similar public enterprises nor was there a private sector firm of the 

same magnitude as that of GSPS to which they could be transferred or re-deployed to. 

The union stated that thus, it was the new owner who would determine what the future 

held for these workers and it was the duty of the government to obligate the new owners 

to recruit all affected workers.  

                                                 
16 The redundancy package offered to PAF employees was based on:  

No. of years of service x 4 divide by 
52 + 1.5 years gross salary x current salary 
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With these concerns, the Public Employees Union requested PSC to convene a joint 

meeting to discuss the GSPS issues. The union also proposed that government purchase 

51 per cent of the new company in joint ownership with workers as was done in Air 

Terminal Services Fiji Ltd. (ATS) (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996).  Government did 

make the provision for 19 per cent employee ownership but shares were not up for 

immediate sale. 
 

In early July 1995, government offered provisional redundancy package to 200 workers 

of GSPS, the conditions of which were outlined in a joint meeting with FPSA and Public 

Employees Union on 5 July 1995 (Singh, 1995a: 3). The July 1995 provisional 

redundancy package included:  

 Three weeks pay for those workers who had worked between one to four years; and 

 The workers who served for more than five years to be given two options: either a 

six months pay or three months pay plus one week’s pay per year.  

 

But workers refused to accept the aforementioned package and demanded another 

meeting with their unions and government for a second round of negotiations. Even 

though this package was jointly discussed by unions and government, workers were 

adamant in demanding a better package. Workers proposed a package of at least 

$F30,000 per worker taking into consideration the cost of living of that time (Singh, 

1995c: 1). This led the unions to draw up another proposal for the next meeting. This 

time the unions forwarded a redundancy proposal seeking lump sum redundancy 

payments as follows (Pillay, 1995b: 3):  

 $F30,000 for the workers who had served for 30 years or more;  

 $F25,000 for those who had served for 25 years and more; and 

 $F15,000 for those who had worked for 20 years or more. 

 

The union decided to hold a public rally and on 27 July 1995, Public Employees Union 

wrote to the Shipyard Manager requesting him to release union members for the public 

rally to be staged on 9 August 1995 between 12.00 p.m. and 2.00 p.m. at Sukuna Park in 

Suva (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996).  
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The members were allowed by management to partake in this rally. It was the unions’ 

and workers way of standing together in facing the aftermath as privatisation eventuated 

and to make the workers and public aware of workplace changes brought about due to 

such reform plans. The rally was organised by Fiji Trades Union Congress (FTUC) with 

the theme, “The Impact of Corporatisation and Privatisation on Workers and the 

Community”. FPSA and the Public Employees Union also focused on the proposed 

privatisation of GSPS. The unions were frustrated on the long wait for their second 

proposal on redundancy package and for the reason that the Public Enterprises Minister, 

John Fong failed to turn up for scheduled meetings without explanations. The Permanent 

Secretary for Trade and Commerce justified that because of the unavailability of the 

Infrastructure Minister, it was improper for Minister John Fong to attend such meetings. 

The Infrastructure Minister had been busy handling matters of General Voters Party at 

that time. With such failures in consultations, workers wrote to Minister John Fong on 8 

August 1995, threatening of industrial action. The signed petition by 200 workers read:  

 
By copy of this letter we are ready to take industrial action in closing down this 
shipyard and removing the owners from the premises should your action be 
implemented (quoted in Foster, 1995a: 3).  

 

Such actions and reactions deferred the privatisation plans. Minister John Fong’s reason 

for deferment was to speed up completion of ‘Reef Endeavour’. He met with the 

workers in September 1995 to inform of the possibility of the offer of company shares to 

them. This worker ownership concept satisfied the workers at that time.  

 

On 31 October 1995, the union met with the officials of the Ministry of Public Works, 

Infrastructure and Transport to request a written confirmation on what had been 

approved on the sale of GSPS. In a letter dated 1 November 1995, the Permanent 

Secretary for the above Ministry informed Public Employees Union of: the agreed sale 

to the MCI Group; the worker ownership concept; 180 workers to be re-employed; and 

the redundancy package to be discussed on 7 November 1995. Appendix 7.1 paraphrases 

the contents of this letter (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996).   
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On the same day, the first page news article on The Fiji Times highlighted shipyard 

workers’ plights. The workers’ spokesman stated:  

 
Cabinet said our jobs were secure. We do not believe that. We need better 
conditions for the workers. Right now it’s on and off. When contracts are over, 
the casual workers are pushed off. (quoted in Heatley, 1995a: 1).  

 

Many workers questioned government ministers on what guarantee they had over job 

security. Minister John Fong assured them that government had been mindful of the 

workers’ welfare and that the finalisation of their redundancy package was in process. 

The Minister also mentioned that without a buyer, the workers would have no jobs and 

that it was best for them to accept the offered package, putting the workers under duress. 

 

Further to this, the Secretary for PSC wrote to Public Employees Union on 27 December 

1995 with regard to cabinet decisions on staff implications of privatisation (Letters and 

Memos, 1995-1996).  Appendix 7.2 states the contents of the letter. This letter highlights 

how the established, unestablished and the project workers were to be dealt with in 

relation to redundancy payments.  

 

On 25 January 1996, the Minister for Information, Broadcasting and 

Telecommunications highlighted that the redundancy package for shipyard workers had 

been carefully considered by cabinet on the 16 January 1996 meeting after consulting all 

government ministries and departments involved, as well as the PSC. The statement also 

mentioned that cabinet took into account the redundancy payments made out to other 

statutory authorities and State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs). In the aforementioned 

meeting, cabinet considered a redundancy package of three-months’ pay plus two-

weeks’ pay for each completed year of service, to a total maximum entitlement of 104 

weeks’ pay (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996).  This was applicable to the shipyard 

workers, Fiji Public Service as well as to all statutory authorities plus SOEs when 

implementing their redundancy programmes. It was further pinpointed that in the 

previous redundancy packages offered, some were overly generous and unrealistic while 

others were quite modest due to the extremely tight financial situation of organisations.  
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Thus, the government statement contended that the standard redundancy package would 

balance out between what is reasonable for workers and what government, as an 

employer could realistically afford. Additionally, assurance was given by the then 

Minister for Commerce, Industry, Trade and Public Enterprises, John Fong that every 

effort would be taken in protecting the shipyard workers’ employment.  

 

But the unsatisfied Public Employees Union raised a number of queries in response to 

the aforementioned cabinet decision, advocating that workers were being disadvantaged 

and that the redundancy package was unfair (Letters and Memos, 1995-1996).  

Appendix 7.3 states the union’s queries. The shipyard workers and the union did not buy 

into cabinet’s decided redundancy package and labeled it as inadequate. The union 

maintained that no layoffs should materialise until all pending matters got sorted out. 

Government had laid a condition that MCI would guarantee jobs for 180 of the previous 

shipyard workers.  

 

On 2 February 1996, the matter exacerbated when Minister John Fong tried to justify the 

sale of shipyard to workers. The angry workers demanded a new cabinet line-up and the 

removal of John Fong from Ministry. Workers at that stage were least bothered about 

who the new owner would be. Their main concern was their adaptability to privatisation 

and job security. Some workers opted to accept the redundancy package but those with 

the union demanded a better one.  

 

In February 1996 the unsatisfied union submitted a counter redundancy package to PSC, 

which was almost a 40 per cent increase to PSC’s submission. As a result on 12 March 

1996, an additional $F300,000 to the previous redundancy package of $F1.3 million was 

approved by cabinet (Rashid, 1996a: 3). This time the union and workers agreed. 

Cabinet also agreed that employees who would be recruited by MCI Group were to 

receive the full package and not just 50 per cent as approved earlier. The revised 

package involved:  

 Employees with service years between one to four years to get three months pay plus 

two weeks pay for each completed year of service;  
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 Those between five to twelve years of service to get three months pay plus three 

weeks pay for each completed year of service; and  

 Those over thirteen years of service, to get three months pay plus four weeks pay for 

each year of service;  

 But the amount payable was not to exceed 104 weeks of pay.  

 

Accordingly on 14 March 1996, PSC issued termination letters effective from 16 April 

1996 to the workers, to allow for the start of the privatisation process. 

 

7.1.2 The Events During the Privatisation Stage 

Ironically on the one hand, the privatised company Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) 

under the management of the MCI Group continued to seek government assistance in 

forms of guarantees for loans. On the other hand, it asked workers to move away from 

union bodies saying that they were no longer government employees. The 

management’s reiteration that workers were no longer government employees and that 

workers could get better deals through an in-house union, led the workers to create an 

in-house union namely, Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited Workers Union (SFLWU) 

(Interview with Boila, 2004).  

 

In early January 1997, the MCI Group pulled out from its partnership with Carpenters 

(Fiji) Limited. Workers then started withdrawing funds from Fiji National Provident 

Fund (FNPF) to set up a company to secure 19 per cent ownership of shipyard. By 22 

January 1997 to the dismay of workers, government decided against the release of its 19 

per cent shares to them saying that it was not ready to sell its shares as yet. Government 

explained that their shares were not up for sale immediately but if and when it decides to 

do so at the best opportunity available (beneficial to all concerned), workers will get the 

first chance to buy in (The Fiji Times, 1997c: 4).  

 

Unexpectedly on 30 July 1999, workers were informed by SFL of a layoff with the 

explanation that they faced financial difficulties.  
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The proposed layoff led the union to present a petition on 2 August 1999 to the Assistant 

Minister in the Prime Minister’s Office requesting Fiji Labour Party (FLP)-led People’s 

Coalition government to intervene to secure jobs. After the May 1999 elections, there 

was a change in government from Sogosogo Vakavulewa ni Taukei (SVT) to People’s 

Coalition government. Subsequently the 6 of August 1999 evidenced the first layoff of 

50 SFL workers without redundancy packages via ‘stand down’ (temporary layoff) 

letters signed by the Shipyard Manager with the promise that once the company picks 

up, they would be re-employed. On the same day, dismayed workers lodged a trade 

dispute with the Ministry of Labour on the grounds that the stand down was unfair, 

sudden and without consultation. Workers viewed the selection of these 50 workers as 

‘management choosing its victims’. Labour Department set a hearing date in November 

1999. This hearing questioned the management on whether any consultation was done 

before the stand down. Management responded that a foreman was consulted but the 

foreman refuted such a claim (Interview with Boila, 2004).  

 

In early November 1999, SFL directed the then Shipyard Manager Sakiusa Kikau, to 

give names of 40 employees for layoff. The Manager resigned on 4 November 1999 

because he could not prepare the layoff list since it meant depriving 40 families of their 

only source of income. On that same day, the in-house union decided to protest against 

the layoff of 40 workers and acknowledged the courage of the Manager in stepping 

down instead of sending 40 workers home. This led to a three-hour halt in operations as 

a protest at SFL the next day. Upon failure on reaching amicable solutions, the layoff 

matter was dragged onto the next month, December 1999. But the rift between the 

management and workers heightened by this month. At 11.30 a.m. on 2 December 1999 

to the shock of workers, the Finance and Administration Manager of SFL informed the 

105 workers of SFL’s inability to pay them (Interview with Boila, 2004). On 14 

December 1999, SFLWU reported a trade dispute to the Permanent Secretary for Labour 

and Industrial Relations for the 105 laid off workers, saying that the dismissal was 

unjust, unfair and unreasonable. Also, the union lodged complaints with the police upon 

SFL’s failure to make deductions for FNPF, insurance and loan payments since October 

1999 (Chandra, 1999c: 2). 
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7.1.3 The Events During the Receivership Stage 

Till late December 1999, the slipway workers accompanied their laid-off shipyard co-

workers who refused to budge from the shipyard site despite the takeover by receivers, 

PricewaterhouseCoopers, who advised them to stop work since they could not be paid. 

Workers claimed that the then Attorney-General (A-G) Amar Sen, assured them that 

People’s Coalition government would step in as receivership completes within three 

weeks (Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 2004).  

 

The slipway workers resumed work only when the redundant workers got paid 50 per 

cent of their annual and sick leave entitlement before Christmas with a verbal agreement 

that the remaining would be paid by first week of January 2000. Came 25 January 2000, 

receivers failed to deliver their initial promise of paying the remaining 50 per cent of 

annual and sick leave. Hence, the slipway union members threatened of walkout if 

remaining payments amounting to some $F30,000 remained unpaid till 28 January 2000 

(The Fiji Times, 2000b: 2). Workers felt cheated and wanted to be treated fairly since 

they fully cooperated with the receivers. The receivers reasoned that once SFL assets got 

advertised and sold, priority repayments would have to be made. According to the 

Companies Act, wages ranked fifth not exceeding $F600 per employee in the payments 

priority where the first four payments were for company taxes, local rates, Pay As You 

Earn (PAYE) tax and crown rents. Upon request, workers agreed to meet with the 

receivers on 31 January 2000. From 7.00 a.m. on 31 January 2000, workers began 

picketing but after reassurance from receivers that payments will start from 1 February 

2000, they resumed work. By 3 February 2000, workers received the balance of their 

payments as promised.  

 

Time and again, workers reiterated the non-response from the People’s Coalition 

government and compared the same government’s directive in the reinstatement of laid-

off Civil Aviation Authority of the Fiji Islands (CAAFI) workers. Government justified 

that it had to await the completion of the receivership process and that it had no choice 

to do otherwise. Once again, workers fears heightened when someone informed them of 

receivership lasting a year; to them it meant a longer unemployment period.   
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On 23 February 2000 the workers, supporters, families and friends staged a peaceful 

public protest march in Suva to demonstrate their plight and gathered around Sukuna 

Park to be addressed by their leaders. The Labour Ministry ruled this march as illegal. 

Protesting workers were adamant in not resuming work until government’s constructive 

action towards their plight. In a reaction, the then Prime Minister of the People’s 

Coalition government asked the A-G to have the receivership process sped up. On 30 

March 2000, the workers’ December 1999 reported trade dispute with regard to the 105 

displaced workers was accepted by the Permanent Secretary for Labour and Industrial 

Relations and referred to the Disputes Committee.  

 

7.1.4 The Events During and After the Re-nationalisation Stage 

After re-nationalisation, a new company Fiji Shipbuilding Corporation Limited (FSCL) 

was established, which was renamed, Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) 

effective from January 2003. As for SFL, the receivership process is still continuing and 

is dealt with separately. The new company name of FSCL and then FSHIL led to 

SFLWU changing its union name to Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union 

(FSAWU). The formal registration of the change of union name was done on 10 

October 2001 (Interview with Cagi, 2004).  

 

FSAWU became aware of its weakened position when getting its point across to the 

newly formed management under the new Australian Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of 

FSHIL. Hence on 25 August 2003, FSAWU Secretary wrote to Amit Sahay, the General 

Secretary of Transport Workers Union (TWU) informing that its members preferred to 

join TWU while resigning from their in-house union, FSAWU (Letters and Memos, 

2001-2004). Accordingly on 1 September 2003, Amit Sahay wrote to the FSHIL CEO, 

seeking voluntary recognition. The CEO advised to get back to Amit Sahay after the 4 

September 2003 Board meeting.  

 

Surprisingly, the 4 of September 2003 witnessed the first termination at FSHIL. At 5.00 

p.m., the Technical Services Manager (been in the shipbuilding industry for more than 

30 years) received a termination letter from the CEO.  
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Termination was made effective immediately with a payment of one month’s pay as set 

in Section 14, Schedule A, Item 9 of the Manager’s contract. The letter stated no 

reasons for termination. In a reaction on the same day, this Manager wrote to the CEO 

demanding a written explanation for the reason of his termination. He also highlighted 

that, of his three-year contract signed on 18 February 2002, he had only served eighteen 

months (Letters and Memos, 2001-2004). The CEO did not respond to the Manager’s 

letter. 

 

Amidst the above termination, at a union-management meeting dated 5 September 2003, 

the CEO advised that FSHIL was happy to recognise the union and requested for a draft 

recognition agreement the same afternoon. The draft was submitted as requested and the 

CEO agreed to reply to Amit Sahay by 12 September 2003. On 8 September 2003 

contrary to union expectations, 32 workers received temporary stand down letters from 

the CEO. This was an insult on the face of the union since during the meeting of 5 

September 2003, the union was given no indication of the aforementioned mass 

temporary stand down of 32 workers. This action of the CEO was very ‘anti-worker’ and 

‘anti-union’. Before the actual stand down, rumours and members’ complaints regarding 

the proposed stand down led the union to enquire with the CEO via a telephone 

conversation. The CEO’s response was, “may be”. The union then requested to fully 

discuss any such plans and to stop the rumours at once. Still there was no indication of 

any stand down. Resultantly on 12 September 2003, TWU wrote to the CEO of his non-

consulting stance in the aforementioned stand down and sought an answer on the draft of 

the voluntary recognition agreement. The CEO was to confirm his position on the draft of 

the voluntary recognition agreement by that day but failed to do so. TWU claimed on the 

12 September 2003 letter that the stand down of employees was unjust, unfair and in bad 

faith since all non-union members remained employed. Also, the union accused the CEO 

in failing to act in accordance with the relevant sections of Labour Advisory Board’s 

approved Industrial Relations Code of Practice on procedures that should have been 

followed when reducing staff members. Hence, the union called for an immediate 

reinstatement and conclusion of the voluntary recognition agreement.  
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Further, the union notified that it would be happy to discuss staffing plans and that the 

CEO reply by 15 September 2003 (Letters and Memos, 2001-2004). Still, there was no 

response from the CEO. 

 

Also on 15 September 2003, the terminated Technical Services Manager wrote to the 

Permanent Secretary of the Public Enterprises Ministry when the CEO failed to respond 

to his earlier letter. This terminated Manager disclosed the rift between himself and the 

CEO in the last six months suspecting these as the reasons behind his termination. 

Appendix 7.4 presents the letter as written by this Manager.  

 

On 23 September 2003, because of no response from the CEO, TWU reported a trade 

dispute to the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Labour, Industrial Relations and 

Productivity for the 32 members’ temporary stand down without pay for an unspecified 

period and without prior notice or consultation with the union. TWU claimed that this 

action was in direct response to TWU’s request for voluntary recognition (Letters and 

Memos, 2001-2004).    

 

On 21 October 2003, the Ministry informed TWU of the acceptance of the trade dispute 

report, also notifying the CEO and appointed a Principal Labour Officer from the 

Labour Ministry as the Conciliator. Consequently, a voluntary Memorandum of 

Agreement was later signed on 24 October 2003 for all union members except for the 

CEO, Personal Assistant/Secretary, Administration and Accounts Manager, Senior 

Clerk, Junior Clerk, Technical Services Manager, Estimator, Computer Draughtsman, 

Supervisors, Project Manager and the Occupational Health and Safety (OHS) Officer 

(Letters and Memos, 2001-2004). The Labour Ministry was notified of the 

Memorandum of Agreement signup on 28 October 2003.  

 

As for the stand down of 32 employees, on 5 November 2003, the appointed Conciliator 

of the Labour Ministry advised the union and the CEO of a meeting on 18 November 

2003 at 10.00 a.m.  
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But on 17 November 2003, 40 frustrated workers submitted a petition to the Public 

Enterprises Ministry with copies to the Prime Minister’s Office, Board Chairman and 

TWU. The petition highlighted the attitude of the CEO, the state of shipyard and 

requested for an immediate change in leadership (Letters and Memos, 2001-2004). 

Appendix 7.5 quotes the letter written by these workers’. At the 18 November 2003 

meeting, issues such as the stand down of 32 workers, log of claim on wages and 

allowances, and sick leave bonus were discussed.  

 

Then on 9 February 2004, TWU and the FSHIL CEO received another letter from the 

Labour Ministry, advising them of the appointment of a new Conciliator from the 

Labour Ministry.  

 

On 16 February 2004, TWU again wrote to the CEO with regard to the sick leave bonus 

claim for December 2003 and requested the CEO to inform by 23 February 2004.  

 

On 18 February 2004, the Conciliator of the Labour Ministry informed TWU and the 

CEO of the adjournment of the conciliation meeting to 23 February 2004 as per the 

CEO’s request. Finally in the meeting of 23 February 2004, it was agreed that the 32 

stood down workers will work on a rotational basis as the company secures jobs and the 

CEO agreed to discuss the sick leave matter with the Board (Letters and Memos, 2001-

2004).    

 
7.2 The After-Effect of Past Events on Labour-Management 

Relations 
 
The privatisation of shipyard and slipways was clearly a top down approach forced 

down the workers throats, who felt they were ‘pushed in a corner’ without being attuned 

to changes (Interview with Boila, 2004). In many instances, GSPS workers showed great 

dislike for the privatisation process but the same was forced upon the workers without 

proper consultation and without proper education of what this concept was all about. 

The union claims that in the series of the unfortunate events, it was the workers’ who 

shouldered the brunt.  
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TWU indicated that shipbuilding workers joined it in the height of frustration. It 

mentioned that while reform targets economic viability inadvertently, it results in social 

disaster. The union’s point advocates that in the event of reforms, workers get laid off 

and get paid redundancy packages when what they seriously need is job security. In the 

absence of safety nets such as other employment sources and unemployment benefits, 

the package becomes a one-off or ‘band-aid’ (short-term) solution. The union compares 

the current employment size at FSHIL (54 permanent workers and 16 project workers) 

to the pre-receivership period, 105 workers and the government reiterating the issue of 

‘nil redundancy’ (Interview with Sahay, 2004). The CEO on the other hand, argues that 

temporary layoffs are inevitable and that workers will resume work once the company 

secures jobs (Interview with Pearson, 2004).  

 

Nonetheless, the union accepts the cultural attitudes of workers who feel that whatever 

maybe, the union and the government are there to protect them. Workers’ groomed in 

the laid back civil servant environment had been transferred to a private company and 

again to a re-nationalised but commercial company. They have undergone tremendous 

workplace changes, faced enormous cultural changes with job insecurity. Union again 

admits that worker mentality in accepting commercial practices will take time. Unlike 

the change in company names, worker mentality is definitely not an overnight 

transition. The shipyard and slipways’ workers have experienced three regimes and 

three ownership changes. Their opinions of authoritative figures have also shaped up 

accordingly.  

 

TWU realises that the company is no longer under government protection and needs to 

compete on its own.  What they feel the company needs, is a marketing approach. It 

says the company needs to find a niche and capitalise on that but then there is no 

marketing team (Interview with Sahay, 2004). It needs to go out and persuade the 

potential customers on its capability. But of course, it faces stiff external competition 

from shipbuilding firms such as shipbuilders from China where cost of production is 

much lower because of low waged labour (Ozveren, 1994).  
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Further, TWU complains that there are better people available than the current CEO, 

who gets some quarter million dollars as package, also employing his wife in the office 

(Interview with Sahay, 2004). Actually, the wife of CEO was at FSHIL just for two 

months at the start of 2003. She had a temporary advisory role for which she was paid 

an allowance (Interview with Lenati, 2004). Workers brood that while the company 

suffers from fewer jobs and more costs, the CEO enjoys his position and package. They 

feel, once his contract expires he will not lose out even if the company does not do well 

because he would already have done well for himself! Workers once again will be left 

to shoulder the brunt of job insecurity. They feel they have no directions, no aims 

(Interview with Deo, 2004). Workers’ letters as mentioned previously reflect at the clear 

rift that exists between the current CEO and themselves. Workers also claim that the 

CEO discriminates on charges quoted to his friends compared to what is quoted to other 

clients for jobs done at the shipyard (Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 

2004; Letters and Memos, 2001-2004).  

 

Union feels that workers’ complaints blow over the heads of the FSHIL Board members 

because they were the ones who recruited the CEO in the first place hence, it will make 

them look ineffective if they point a finger at him. It will be like judging themselves. 

TWU outrightly pointed out that under the current CEO, business will not pick up in the 

foreseeable future. The reform initiated by government has failed, they highlight 

(Interview with Sahay, 2004).  

 

Without doubt, workers’ frustration has built up from their past experiences with 

foreigners (SDMA and MCIC-discussed fully in chapters 4 and 5) as clients, as owners 

and as management heads. They have lost faith in expatriates and the main point of 

frustration is their current position of no major shipbuilding contracts. Their exceptional 

shipbuilding skills are getting rusty. Workers have moved from shipbuilding to ship 

repairs and now to cleaning machinery and tools. They are unsure of what the next day 

will bring or who goes home next. They have come across many rosy but unfulfilled 

promises. They blame the management for not doing their work. They say the reason 

for the appointment of the CEO was to use his ‘big time’ contacts to bring in contracts. 
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Additionally workers fail to understand why the CEO gets so much in salary package 

when all he does is signs on what they sweat on. They mention that they were better off 

in the pre-privatisation period; they had contracts, employment and local heads who 

understood their culture (Interview with Boila, 2004; Interview with Deo, 2004). Of 

course, there was this blunder of the ‘Reef Endeavour’ but it was not their fault, the 

fault was in the signing up of the contract. They did Fiji proud with their skills. They 

can’t figure out what their fault was in all the mess-ups at shipyard.  

 

TWU comments, though staff amenities (working conditions) are pathetic, it is not an 

immediate bother to staff because their higher order needs evolve around the basic 

needs of continual income. Normally there are complains about civil servants having a 

laid back attitude. Here is a situation where workers have more talent than jobs. The 

union says it is playing its part and that the other parties, the Management and the 

Board need to do justice to their roles. It feels that FSHIL needs fore-thinking 

personalities from top to bottom. Trying to change the lower level employees and not 

changing the attitude of those at the top will not change the entire system. TWU states 

the company has employees with wealth of knowledge in their area of expertise.  

 

Because of experiences, and that too bad experiences with foreigners, workers’ cry out 

of no faith in the current CEO. They do not buy into the justifications given by the CEO 

who clarifies that the reason for no shipbuilding contracts is because clients no longer 

have faith in FSHIL due to the tarnished image of shipyard from the time of the ‘Reef 

Endeavour’ chaos. CEO defends that despite the unimpressive image of shipyard, he is 

trying his best in submitting quotes to potential clients every now and then (Interview 

with Pearson, 2004). But workers largely prefer a local to run the shipyard. Workers 

feel the Board takes side with the CEO and that they are members of the ‘old school’-

government machinery. While the workers show resentment towards foreigners, they 

respected the previous acting CEO. There was protest at first but workers soon realised 

that, that CEO was always open to resolutions through consultations. In fact, in the 

initial recruitment stages as the company became re-nationalised, it was the in-house 

union that was given the task of appointing workers (Interview with Boila, 2004).  
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The current upper management level defends their position stating that, recently the 

workers underwent positive mental attitude training to help them move towards 

commercial orientation. Just how positive this has been, is yet to be seen. Management 

assert that the paradigm has shifted from a laid back public service working style that 

tolerated mistakes and that workers, now are afraid to make mistakes. It further states 

that it does not hesitate to discipline and surcharge workers. It claims the workers are 

getting training on team building and commercial orientation by outside qualified 

trainers (Interview with Raitamata, 2004). In contrast, workers revealed that they 

underwent only one, one-day training in the past three years (Interview with Deo, 2004). 

In effect, any successful reform implementation requires co-existing training and 

retraining programmes to encourage acceptance of reform objectives by workers. 

 

As for the allegations by workers’ directed at the CEO, the Board indicated that they 

had taken appropriate actions in investigating into the matter17 (Interview with Seth, 

2004). The Board highlights that they are well aware of the workers’ stance towards 

foreigners. It justifies that the CEO is here for a contract period of three years and it is 

just the end of two years. It defends that they cannot take sides and have to refer to the 

financial reports and other proof that the workers’ say they have available that would 

substantiate their claims. According to the Board, the loss for the year 2003 has reduced 

and revenue has increased18 which speak for the performance of the CEO. But, it will be 

interesting to note how the costs have been reduced; was it because of lower labour 

costs since the temporary stand down or because of lower refurbishment expenses 

compared to the previous year!  

 
 
 
 
                                                 
17 During the interview with a Board member, the member did not wish to disclose the specific actions 
that were taken when investigating into the workers’ allegations. 
 
18 The Annual Report is not available for public usage at present because the draft is yet to be tabled in 
parliament. 
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7.3 Conclusion 
This chapter examined the IR related events before the actual privatisation process till 

the current state of affairs at FSHIL. It also exposed the not so good relationship 

between the management and the managed at FSHIL. Additionally, this chapter 

highlighted that throughout the reform process, there was ‘lip-service’ employees/union 

consultation by the management and government. 

 

The next chapter is the concluding chapter. It will summarise the research and put 

forward conclusions and recommendations. 
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Chapter 8 

Summary and Conclusions 

This thesis examined the third stage of the public enterprise reform process in Fiji 

namely, the privatisation stage exemplified by the case study of Government Shipyard 

and Public Slipways (GSPS). The case study of GSPS unveiled a premature privatisation 

process without the appreciation of the real problem. This thesis was particularly about 

how ‘not’ to privatise. One may question what went wrong in the privatisation of GSPS; 

the simple answer is, nothing went right! 

 

The first chapter introduced the subject matter and pinpointed the usefulness of study, 

the aims and objectives and the scope of this research. In doing so, this chapter gave a 

brief overview of the case study. It also defined and distinguished between the three 

types of public sector reforms when addressing the scope of this thesis.  

 

Chapter two outlined the research methodology for this study. It specified and justified 

the qualitative research methods used. Additionally, it explained the recording, 

verification and analysis of the collected data as well as acknowledged the research 

limitations and problems encountered during the research period. 

 

The global and national overview of public enterprise reform process and the related 

literature review was discussed extensively in chapter three. This chapter commenced 

with a brief commentary on the historical overview on the start of privatisation. Next, it 

defined the privatisation concept; explained the stages of the public enterprise reform 

process, broad phases of the privatisation plan, methods of sale of State-Owned 

Enterprises (SOEs); and discussed the rationale behind public enterprise reforms in the 

international and national context. Following this, it detailed the start of the reform 

process in Fiji. It then highlighted the debates that have emerged overtime between the 

advocates and critics of reforms.  
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In doing so, chapter three discussed the New Public Management (NPM) perspective, 

the role of external forces, the role of Transnational Companies (TNCs), the comparison 

between the public and the private sector firm, the theory and practice of reform models 

and the transplanting of overseas reform models, the role of government and the issue of 

redundancy. In addition, it drew attention to the issue of Industrial Relations (IR) and 

discussed the related international and national findings. 

 

Chapter four highlighted the pre-privatisation stage of GSPS. It explained the workings 

of the shipyard and slipways. In particular the chapter brought to the forefront the highly 

disputed shipbuilding project of the ‘Reef Endeavour’; the resulting losses of which was 

one of the supposed reasons behind the privatisation of GSPS.  

 

Chapter five detailed the ownership movement from the public entity to a private entity. 

Specifically, the chapter exposed the reasons behind the privatisation of GSPS, unveiled 

the procedure followed for privatisation and highlighted the associated parliamentary 

discussions. Further, it explored into the rise and fall of the privatised company. 

 

The post-privatisation stage and the correlated problems and impediments were 

discussed in chapter six. This chapter drew attention to the process of receivership and 

the process of re-nationalisation. Following this, it discussed the operations of the re-

nationalised entity from the years 2001 to 2003. 

 

Chapter seven covered the IR issues of the case study. It detailed the IR events during 

the changeover process. In doing so, the chapter discussed the IR issues during the stage 

of looming privatisation, during the privatisation stage, and during and after the re-

nationalisation stage. It then discussed the after-effects of past events on Labour-

Management relations. 

 

This concluding chapter will summarise, discuss and evaluate the major findings from 

the case study in line with the four aims and objectives of this thesis. Next, it will put 

forward some recommendations. It will then highlight possible areas for future research. 
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8.1 Discussion and Evaluation of Major Findings 
The uniqueness of the case study of GSPS lied in its core operations and in the ‘back and 

forth’ of the entity ownership from a national entity to a privatised entity and again to a 

re-nationalised entity.  

 

The major aim of this research evolved around the procedure that was followed for the 

privatisation of GSPS that failed and led to the re-nationalisation of the privatised entity. 

While analysing the major aim, it is also important to recollect the major disasters and 

their root causes in the life of GSPS.  

 

Illustratively, Figure 8.1 reveals the failed privatisation process of GSPS that led to the 

re-nationalisation of the entity.  

 

Figure 8.1: Ownership Changes of GSPS 
Source: Narayan, developed for this thesis. 

 

Figure 8.1 exposes GSPS changing ownership three times. Prior to privatisation, GSPS 

was part of the Marine Department that was wholly government owned. After it was 

incorporated as SFL, it was privatised via the sale of its 51 per cent shares to a 

consortium, MCI Carpenters Limited (MCIC). As this privatised entity underwent 

receivership, the entity was re-nationalised. This re-nationalisation process once again 

gave 100 per cent ownership to government. The re-nationalisation was basically a ‘back 

to government’ process.  

 

 

 

National Entity 
GSPS (before privatisation) 

Privatised Entity 
SFL (after privatisation) 

Privatisation 

Re-nationalisation 
Privatisation Failure 

Re-nationalised Entity 
FSCL – FSHIL (after re-nationalisation) 
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In some detail, Figure 8.2 summarises the major disasters and their causes throughout 

the life of shipyard and slipways as a public, private and again a public entity. 
  

 

Figure 8.2: The Major Disasters and Causes 
Source: Narayan, developed for this thesis. 

 

The ‘Reef Endeavour’ debacle and the unmanageable financial burden on government 

were the supposed reasons for the privatisation of GSPS. The experiences from the 

‘Reef Endeavour’ were noteworthy, especially in regards to the contractual catastrophe 

and the fact that when dealing with clients or any companies, a thorough check must be 

done prior to making any commitments. With regard to the under-cost contract signup, 

even when Public Service Commission (PSC) was asked to take to task the person 

responsible for the ‘Reef Endeavour’ contractual disaster, nothing was done with the 

excuse that the individuals involved with the contract were no longer at the shipyard. It 

was also brought to attention that politicians were involved in the signup of contract.  

GSPS 
1/. No checks done on the architectural company - SDMA 
2/. Political interference in the signup of contracts 
3/. Bureaucratic accounting and purchasing systems 

SFL 

1/. Premature privatisation with dubious motivation 
2/. Privatisation Committee involved all civil servants 
3/. No checks done on MCI Group (no lesson learnt from      
SDMA blunder) 
4/. The so-called business deal, which allowed immediate 
51 per cent private ownership without the receipt of 
payment and allowed for repeated government assistance 
5/. Possible fears highlighted in the parliamentary debates, 
yet unheeded 
6/. No supportive legislation in place for guidelines 

Reef 
Endeavour 

Fiasco 

Failed 
Privatisation 

FSHIL 
No 

Shipbuilding 
Project 

1/. Tarnished reputation 
2/. Lack of funds and age-old facilities 
3/. No Marketing and no Human Resource personnel 
4/. Labour-Management ‘non’-Cooperation 

Entity       Disaster Causes 
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While a lot is and has been said about accountability of civil servants, how about 

accountability of country leaders for interfering in public entities and selling of public 

goods that bring undesirable after-effects? It is no use to expose the culprit when 

ultimately the issue goes under cover or when the person gets transferred to elsewhere 

or when the blame is shifted to someone who is not really at fault. The whole exercise 

of finding who is to blame then becomes a waste of time. Also, the Manager of 

Shipyard was offered options to join other government departments but he opted for 

further studies. This shows that in cases of blunders in civil service, government is 

quick to initiate side transfers rather than investigating into the root cause of the 

problem. This also indicates that the issue of transparency is used over decoratively but 

indeed is almost non-existent.  

 

Further, in terms of background research on clients or proposed partners, this case study 

exposed that companies such as Ship Design Management (Australia) Pty. Ltd. 

(SDMA) and MCI Group were never thoroughly researched into. It was disclosed later 

that these companies in essence, were $2 companies. This reveals that the government 

of that time was not doing its job properly and was ill-equipped for the privatisation of 

GSPS. Instead of learning from the experiences of SDMA, the same mistake was 

repeated with the MCI Group. Past experiences are only meaningful when individuals 

learn from them and avoid repetition of such mistakes in future. The worth of such 

experiences and lessons are only reduced to documentary evidences and to one-off 

disasters without holding much meaning for the future when lessons are not learnt by 

the government.  

 

With regard to the procedure, the rushed privatisation of GSPS was a classic example of 

a quick fix solution initiated by a so-called business deal which was not at all business 

like in the first place! Without doubt, the way the GSPS privatisation deal was handled 

by the government was absolutely questionable. Firstly, there was this loophole in the 

Finance Act that allowed for confusion in the first place between the political leaders 

and government departments of when to and when not to bring public entity sale matters 

before the parliament.  
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On the one hand, the then Commerce Minister reiterated that sale of such nature was 

stipulated in the Act with an understanding that cabinet had approved of the sale. On the 

other hand, senior government officials from the finance and legal departments argued 

that the said Act dictated that any public asset exceeding $F1000 was to be brought 

before the parliament. If it was not for the Opposition Leader of that time, the sale would 

have eventuated without any discussions in the parliament. The public mandates the 

parliamentarians to look after their interest not to sell public assets at will without proper 

and meaningful discussions or without thorough checks done on companies it exposes 

itself to.  

 

However, it is also worth noting that the privatisation of GSPS eventuated before the 

enactment of a proper Act in place, in this case the Public Enterprises Act 1996, which 

materialised later in the year in December 1996. While the issue of no legislation in 

place in the time of GSPS privatisation can be a factor for failure, it offers no excuse for 

the ineffective machinery that was followed for it’s privatisation process. Further, the 

parliamentary debates had revealed the many loopholes in the way the GSPS 

privatisation was handled. These critical arguments between the country leaders signaled 

towards the early warning signs of the ineffective privatisation of GSPS. For instance, 

public enterprise reforms are meant to do away with state dependency, but the GSPS 

privatisation deal gave rise to continuous state dependency in forms of guarantees. The 

original deal was approved with a government guarantee of $F784,000 for an overdraft 

facility of $F1.6 million for the working capital needs of SFL.  

 

Apparently, government of that time contradicted its own earlier decision during the 

period of invitation of expressions of interest. At that time it stated that it would ‘not’ 

provide further funding to the new company and that privatisation was sought because it 

could not carry the burden of a loss making entity. But that was before the discussion of 

the privatisation deal, which compelled government to continually support the entity. 

Also, the privatisation deal allowed for immediate ownership to the new owners without 

any upfront payment.  
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Additionally, the deal permitted the new owners to have a greater control with four 

members in the Board while government had only three (see appendix 5.3). Another 

noteworthy point is that a particular Ministry dominated in the privatisation process. The 

audit report completed by early September 1997 questioned the dominating involvement 

of one ministry’s officials in handling the negotiations. Furthermore, the committees set 

up for the evaluation and assessment of tenders involved only the civil servants. 

Ineffectiveness was clearly shown when in the parliamentary session of 6 August 1997, 

the Minister championing the sale of GSPS accepted that the background of the MCI 

Group was not checked with the assumption that Carpenters being a reputable company 

would have done so. Not at all a good reason for not checking on MCI by a Minister 

who is said to be a good businessman and a deal which was said to be totally 

commercial! Business deals do not rely on any sort of assumptions. In this regard, 

private sector involvement in the tender evaluation and assessment committees would 

have allowed for shrewdness in the process especially when carrying out thorough 

checks on the probable buyers as well as in the preparation of a prudent privatisation 

deal.  

 

Even when complete checks on the MCI Group was not done, the continuous requests 

by the privatised company for government guarantees throughout the privatisation 

period implied that SFL remained very much a government entity and was not in a 

position to stand on its own. More so, the treatment given to MCIC exposed that it was 

the preferred party for the privatisation deal. The Minister championing the GSPS sale 

accepted that the MCI Group had been incurring losses of some $F3 million for the past 

four years. How was this a guarantee for turning around a sick government entity when 

the buying company could not do well for itself? There had been numerous warning 

signals such as these from the very start of the deal that indicated that the GSPS 

privatisation was predestined for failure. Other early warning signals involved 

continuous dependence on government for guarantees, possible fears and loopholes 

highlighted in the parliamentary sittings before the finalisation of the deal and the 

evaluation by Commonwealth Development Corporation (CDC-see chapter five and 

appendix 5.6).  
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CDC clearly indicated that SFL’s dependence on its shareholders meant unlimited 

liability for the shareholders because of continued guarantees and inefficient contract 

handling. The heavy dependence on government should have been seen as early warning 

signs of the entity moving towards bankruptcy.  

 

But Fiji had to learn the hard way. This points out that government had a reactive 

approach. It did not heed the numerous warning signals but had to wait for increased 

accumulated losses and the bankruptcy of the MCI Group. Indisputably, SFL survived 

only because of government support. When government withdrew its support, it had to 

close down. Clearly, the privatised entity began operations with government guarantee 

and ceased operations because of no government guarantee. The Clause 49 of the Sale 

and Purchase Agreement required government to assist SFL in raising capital or as and 

when guarantees were needed.  

 

The so-called private entity was not a private entity at all; GSPS privatisation was 

obviously privatisation in name and paper only. Initially, government reiterated that 

privatisation was sought because it could not carry the burden of a loss making entity. 

However, it continued to support the entity because the deal was such. In this regard, the 

company seemed to be very much government owned rather then privately owned. This 

affirms that a mere privatisation label to an entity will not move it towards efficiency. 

Hence, the privatisation of GSPS was an absolute failure. Employees interviewed for 

this thesis recalled their experience under the ownership of MCIC as one that extracted 

much from them and government in return for almost nothing. Resultantly, government 

ended up buying back an entity that it never really sold in the first place! Throughout the 

processes of privatisation and re-nationalisation, government kept incurring costs. The 

only good thing that emerged from the GSPS privatisation was that it relayed important 

lessons for future privatisation of public entities.  
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In relation to a legal framework, some local researchers such as Reddy (1998) and 

Sarker (2000) conclude from their studies that it was largely the lack of a comprehensive 

conceptual and legal framework for the entire reform process and a lack of consultation 

that caused Industrial Relations (IR) problems in the reformed organisations between the 

years 1990 and 1992 in Fiji. But this thesis goes beyond these notions since, even after 

the enactment of the appropriate legislature in 1996, IR related problems keep cropping 

up. Even if there is some kind of framework in place, the actual implementation does not 

eventuate as documented. This is because legislation is just on paper but the practical 

reform situations deal with people who have varied stake in the reforming organisations.  

 

In effect, the occurrence and reoccurrence of IR problems reaffirm that the framework 

fails to adequately address the impact on the major stakeholder group, the 

employees/unions. The continuous emergence of IR problems also indicate that there is 

still a lot to be done in the area of Labour-Management Cooperation. Government can 

advocate that reforming entities have IR plans in place and management can carry out 

consultations. But consultations can be one-way or on superficial levels. Workers may 

be invited for suggestions but management has the ultimate authority of whether or not 

to pay heed to their suggestions. For reasons such as these, this thesis strongly argues 

that the presence of an Act or framework is just a start but does not guarantee an 

effective, smooth and successful implementation. Further, there is no mechanism 

stipulated in the framework that assures genuine Labour-Management Cooperation. 

Thus, it is not the mere reform Act but the aftermath of the reform implementation that 

have much to reveal about the effectiveness of the paper procedures. It is a 

misconception to believe that legislation will ensure complete workability of reforms. 

The point here is that, the practical situation is subjective and very much open to human 

manipulations allowing for personal gains for a few.  
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The second aim of this study was to examine the major reasons as to why the reform 

programme was undertaken in Fiji generally, and why it was undertaken in GSPS. While 

some say it was the ‘Reef Endeavour’ disaster and the unmanageable financial burden on 

government that prompted privatisation of GSPS, others felt it was a political ploy for 

personal gains for some ministers. The parliamentary debates revealed that the Minister 

advocating the sale of GSPS was the same Minister who had advertised other failed 

‘commercial’ ideas. Despite this, majority in the House bought the idea of the 

privatisation of GSPS. Also on numerous occasions, this study clearly exposed that 

MCIC was the preferred party for privatisation despite the loss-making situation of the 

MCI Group. In addition, there was a particular ministry that dominated in the 

privatisation process. Further, one of the country leaders in the parliamentary debate of 

21 February 1996 (see appendix 5.4) even commented that some people might say that 

since MCI was a New Zealand based company and the fact that the Minister arranging 

the deal has vested financial interests in New Zealand that no money was brought in by 

MCI. These factors seriously question the real motive behind reforms and the knowledge 

of some country leaders. The case of GSPS did not say much on donors’ interventions 

but the initial trigger point, in terms of recommendations was from Asian Development 

Bank (ADB) (see appendix 5.1). However, the GSPS privatisation was largely the 

initiative of the Soqosoqo Vakavulewa ni Taukei (SVT) government. Overall, this 

discussion confirms the earlier research by local authors who point out that the reasons 

behind the start of reforms in Fiji involve both internal as well as external factors (refer 

chapter three). 

 

The third aim of this research was to discuss and analyse how genuine the consultation 

was between all stakeholders in GSPS. As far as the IR issues are concerned, the case 

study clearly unveiled that if and when employees/unions are not consulted, they create 

hurdles in the path of reforms. Common sense says that when employees/unions are 

regarded as enemies, enemies they will become. Previous local studies also substantiate 

this claim (refer chapter three and appendix 3.2). The GSPS study affirms that to the 

management, consultation is a one-way information dissemination, ‘they have been 

informed’.  
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In effect, the word ‘consultation’ has different definitions in the ‘books’ of management 

when compared to unions’ definitions. The case of GSPS showed that 

employees/unions sought consultations every now and then but there were one-way or 

lip-service/superficial consultations except for during the early stages of the re-

nationalised entity when the management was under an acting Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) who accommodated union views. While workers showed resentment towards 

foreigners, they respected the previous acting CEO. There was protest at first but 

workers soon realised that, that CEO was always open to resolutions through 

consultations. In fact, in the initial recruitment stages as the company became re-

nationalised, it was the in-house union that was given the task of appointing workers. 

This proves that employees/unions are willing to cooperate when they are invited to 

participate in the process and that the role of the leader/CEO is significant in initiating a 

strong positive relationship between Labour-Management.  

 

But superficial consultations still pervade in the current management under a new CEO. 

This was highlighted when the current CEO agreed to recognise Transport Workers 

Union (TWU) but failed to respond within the given time period and almost immediately 

laid off thirty-two employees temporarily. This action of the CEO was very ‘anti-

worker’ and ‘anti-union’. The GSPS case study and previous local studies (refer chapter 

three and appendix 3.2) highlight that Fiji either has no consultation, one-way 

consultation, superficial consultation or forced consultation. Forced consultation was 

demonstrated in the GSPS case study when the current CEO consulted TWU upon a 

directive by the Ministry of Labour. The interventions by the Ministry of Labour in the 

said case study and other cases discussed in chapter three and appendix 3.2 confirm that 

consultation in Fiji is particularly forced onto management. These studies also affirm 

that conflicts are inevitable and clashes between the stakeholders, particularly between 

employees/unions and management will keep emerging. Clashes occur when both 

parties maintain their own conflicting point of views. Even after consultations, 

agreements fail to materialise unless and until both parties are happy with the conditions 

laid. Even if they agree at one point in time, there is no guarantee for continued 

industrial harmony.  
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TWU highlighted an important point. It mentioned that while reform targets economic 

viability, inadvertently it results in social disaster. The union’s point advocates that in 

the event of reforms, workers get laid off and get paid redundancy packages when what 

they seriously need is job security. In the absence of safety nets such as other 

employment sources and unemployment benefits, the package becomes a one-off or 

‘band-aid’ (short-term) solution. 

 

Actually, the main issue hindering the reform process and industrial harmony is the 

failure of the promised benefits flowing down to all those who have some stake in the 

process. The case study of GSPS revealed that employees lost faith and trust in 

management and government when promises remained unfulfilled. Continuous 

promises involved government assurances on job security, the sale of 19 per cent of 

shares to employees, overseas training by MCIC and government assurance that 

receivership would last just three weeks. For instance, after the MCI Group pulled out 

from its partnership with Carpenters (Fiji) Limited, workers started withdrawing funds 

from Fiji National Provident Fund (FNPF) to set up a company to secure 19 per cent 

ownership of shipyard. But government decided against the release of its 19 per cent 

shares to workers saying that it was not ready to sell its shares as yet. Shipyard and 

slipways’ workers experienced three regimes and three ownership changes. Their 

opinions of authoritative figures also shaped up accordingly. Without doubt, workers’ 

frustration had built up from their past experiences with foreigners (SDMA and MCIC-

discussed fully in chapters four and five) as clients, as owners and as management 

heads. Because of experiences, and that too bad experiences with foreigners, workers’ 

cry out of no faith in the current CEO. Workers’ letters as mentioned in chapter seven 

and appendices 7.4 and 7.5 reflect at the clear rift that exists between the current CEO 

and the workers. The main point here is that cultural perceptions and trusting 

relationships between managers and employees, build gradually over the years. Most 

importantly, the trust and understanding issue brings to the forefront, the element of 

‘reciprocity’. Whatever the methods of reforms, each stakeholder is more interested in 

knowing ‘what is in there’ for them. Each stakeholder expects some form of gain out of 

reforms.  
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At the foremost, stakeholders must ‘receive’ the benefits from the process to believe in 

it. It is this situation that is difficult, if not impossible. Employees need to ‘experience 

genuine’ trust and loyalty flowing towards them to believe in it and to reciprocate same 

feelings towards management. This was well depicted in the case study when workers 

cooperated with the previous acting CEO who invited them to participate during the 

early re-nationalisation stage. No compromise will stick for long unless all the 

concerned parties receive the benefits. This was again well portrayed in the case study 

of GSPS when employees actively retaliated at the time of unsatisfactory redundancy 

packages and when the entire workforce was laid off. Retaliation by employees/unions 

in forms of rally, strikes, registration of trade disputes and peaceful protest marches 

indicate that this particular group of stakeholders must not be taken for granted and that 

pushing them into a corner or disregarding their demands will not solve but aggravate 

the problem.  

 

The privatisation of shipyard and slipways was clearly a top down approach forced 

down the workers throats, who felt they were ‘pushed in a corner’ without being attuned 

to changes. In many instances, GSPS workers showed persistent reluctance and great 

dislike for the privatisation process but the same was pushed down their throats without 

proper consultation and without proper education of what this concept was all about. 

The case study exposed that while the management claimed that workers are getting 

training on team building and commercial orientation by outside qualified trainers, 

workers revealed that they underwent only one, one-day training in the past three years. 

In effect, any successful reform implementation requires co-existing training and 

retraining programmes to encourage acceptance of reform objectives by workers. 

Unlike the change in company names, worker mentality is definitely not an overnight 

transition.  
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Labour-Management ‘non’ Cooperation clearly emerged in the case study throughout 

the looming stage of privatisation, during the privatisation stage and in the current post-

privatisation stage. This GSPS case study and the IR related literature review in chapter 

three reinforces that employees/unions are treated more as liabilities than assets and 

while it is widely accepted that unions play a vital role in reforms, they are not given 

that importance. By the time management realises the damage this ignorance can cause, 

a lot of damage is already done. This confirms that management take a reactive 

approach to IR. The issue of IR will always be chaotic when it comes to public 

enterprise reforms. On the one hand, the management harp about union demands as 

outrageous. On the other hand, employees/unions claim that reforms result in social 

disaster. This was again well demonstrated by the GSPS case in the instance, when the 

current CEO justifies that laid off shipbuilding workers will be re-employed as the 

company secures shipbuilding contracts but workers reiterate that the recruitment of the 

CEO was to bring in contracts that would ensure job security for majority workers.  

 

But both the parties miss out the utmost deciding factor, which is ‘survival’ in the 

global game of competition. Employees need to survive as paid workers while 

employers need survival of their businesses. While management must understand that 

it’s the employees who grow their capital to sizable profits, the employees should also 

understand that without competitive internal structure, businesses will close down and 

they would be laid off. For genuine and loyal Labour-Management relationship, the 

trust factor between the employees/union and management and mutual respect for the 

rights of management as well as for labour are extremely indispensable. The crucial 

factor is the two-way trust and understanding requirements by and between the 

employees/unions and management. In the absence of the two-way trust and 

understanding elements, Labour-Management relationship will remain superficial.  
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The fourth and final aim of this study was to identify the stage of the public enterprise 

reform process (commercialisation, corporatisation or privatisation) that Fiji has reached 

so far.  On a general note, this study and the literature review in chapter three has 

exposed that GSPS has been the only entity in Fiji that underwent privatisation but 

failed and was reversed to being a public entity. Surprisingly, the government and its 

ministries falsely believe and reiterate that Amalgamated Telecom Holdings Limited 

(ATHL) is also privatised. Chapter three convincingly argues that in reality, it is a 

‘camouflaged’ privatisation since Fiji National Provident Fund (another statutory body) 

owns the majority 58.2 per cent of shares. Rewa Rice Limited (RRL) was also 

earmarked for full-scale privatisation, but could not be sold due to non-availability of 

buyers. The discussions of ATHL and RRL in chapter three with this study of GSPS 

reveals that in essence, Fiji’s reform programme has only reached the corporatisation 

stage with a failed privatisation attempt of GSPS. 

 
8.2 Recommendations 
First, this thesis purports that blunders should be properly addressed and those 

responsible, even if country leaders must be made accountable for making ineffective 

decisions on public entities that result in failures.  

 

Second, this thesis strongly recommends that a Critic Committee be setup for public 

enterprise reforms’ thorough checks and balances. This Committee could comprise the 

media, Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs), private firms, social welfare groups, 

politicians, academics and unions who can objectively question, carry out background 

research on probable buyers, help in the preparation of prudent deals and monitor state 

actions regarding sale of public assets. Further, the establishment and workability of this 

Committee must be documented in the Public Enterprise Reform Act. While the notion 

of an impartial state and transparency remain a wishful thought, a Critic Committee will 

help ensure good governance practices.  

 

 

 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 149 

Third, a pro-active approach towards the concept of Labour-Management Cooperation 

should be undertaken for future public enterprise reforms. First and foremost, employees 

and unions must be invited as a partner from the very start of the policy making process 

and such partnership must continue as the reform exercise progresses. The partnership 

will make employees/union feel very much an important part of the entity and also keep  

them fully informed of all activities of the entity. Why create inside enemies when the 

actual struggle is from outside competitive forces? Essentially, the on paper (written) 

procedures fail to tackle the negative emotions of stakeholders towards any reforms. 

Inherent in the system of Labour-Management Cooperation should be initial and 

continuous commercial and teamwork training schemes for the entire entity prior to and 

throughout the life of the reformed entity. Similar to the Critic Committee, the concept 

of Labour-Management Cooperation must also be made part of the legislation of public 

enterprise reforms for effectiveness. In addition, the CEO of the particular entity that is 

to be reformed should willingly accommodate and initiate the concept of Labour-

Management Cooperation to enhance a two-way trusting relationship or else this 

imposed concept could result in superficial relationship. 

 

Further, this thesis recommends worker participation as an effective tool for Labour-

Management Cooperation. With worker participation, employees become part owners 

and are involved in the decision-making process. Worker participation programmes are 

effective ways of ensuring two way consultations and general acceptance of reforms 

since the management as well as the employees move towards one goal, which is the 

profitability and healthy position of the company. Then again, the implementation of the 

worker participation concept is not at all an easy task. A good local example of worker 

participation is Air Terminal Services Fiji Ltd (ATS) (see appendix 3.5 for details on 

ATS).  A notable point in the case of ATS is that the concept of worker participation 

was initiated by the union president of that time who was also the general manager of 

the entity. This shows that the head of the entity must be a believer of worker 

participation to allow for the actual implementation of this concept. FSHIL can be the 

next candidate for worker participation if given a chance and if headed by a leader who 

can foster cooperation between management and employees.  
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For genuine cooperation, worker participation concept similar to that of ATS could be 

considered for future public enterprise reforms in Fiji.  

 

Fourth, a government needs to deliver on its promise. As it is, the workers are watchful 

on the moves of the state. Government with the management must obtain cooperation 

from all affiliated and non-affiliated firms within the same industry so that redundant 

workers can be absorbed within these firms. In addition, government must support with 

financial subsidies to allow for retraining of redundant workers where redeployment to 

similar jobs is not possible. It is understandable that the positive effects of reforms is not 

an overnight possibility nor does it create employment within a few years. For this 

reason and while allowing time for the process to unfold as desired, retraining and 

absorption of the redundant employees in similar industries can ease out the immediate 

unemployment and worker retaliation problems.   

 
8.3 Further Research 
Essentially, Fiji has still a long way to go as far as reforms are concerned. It is important 

that ongoing research on the topic of public enterprise reforms get carried out to witness 

how reforms no matter at what stage, create impact, if any. Hence, research of such 

nature will continue to create better understanding, enhance new knowledge as well as 

reflect on reform policies as Fiji gains age as a nation of reforms.  

 

This thesis notes five possible areas for future research.  

 

First, research can be carried out on reforms in different industrial settings of the public 

sector in Fiji. The experience of each public enterprise offers valuable lessons to the 

future candidates of restructuring. In effect, information revealed from case studies takes 

note of the practical reform exercises in different organisations and data gathered from 

different settings can offer similar as well as different interpretations of reality. Different 

findings may denote that these factors are industry-specific.  
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Second, periodic research can be carried out on reformed organisations researched 

earlier in Fiji. This overtime study will help to reveal how the reformed entity has 

benefited or not benefited from reforms after some time. It is advocated that reforms do 

not create overnight benefits and that benefits from reforms take a while to materialise. 

In five to ten years time the situation at the reformed enterprise could be much different 

from its earlier state of affairs.  

 

Third, comparative studies can be done on similar reformed entities in the public sector 

of Fiji. Comparative studies on similar industries can expose the similar impediments 

encountered during the reform period and help in reforming future similar public 

entities.  

 

Fourth, comparative studies on general reforms can be done between island nations. This 

will help to uncover the approaches taken by different island nations towards reforms. 

Additionally this will show the country specific complexities, similarities, differences 

and problems or benefits of reforms in nearby island nations. However, the researcher 

accepts that the scope of this kind of study may be too broad. For this reason, the scope 

can be narrowed down to study of specific elements correlated to reforms, for instance, 

reform impact on customer services or acceptance of reforms by employees and so forth. 

 

Fifth, comparative studies can be carried out between island nations but this time on 

similar industries. This will help compare and contrast the after-effect of reforms carried 

out in similar industries of different island nations. Such studies can bring to light the 

reform elements that are industry-specific and those factors that maybe similar across 

countries. Such findings will help understand industry-specific complexities and plan for 

future reforms in similar industries in different countries or island nations. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 2.1: Interview List (Pseudonyms)  
 
Date 6/2/2004 

Interviewee Mousam Shah 
Designation  Principal Economist 
Organisation Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform  
Address Level 4, Civic Towers, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For an overview on public enterprise reforms in Fiji 

Date 30/3/2004 
Interviewee Azaad Khalid 
Designation  Education and IR Officer 
Organisation Fiji Trades Union Congress (FTUC) 
Address FTUC Building, 32 Des Voeux Road, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For union views on reforms in general 

Date 31/3/2004 and 16/4/2004 
Interviewees Eliki Boila, Sakiusa Kikau and Aman Deo 
Designation  Three long serving employees 
Organisation Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) 
Address Sannergren Drive, Walubay, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into workers' experiences  

Date 7/4/2004 
Interviewee Amit Sahay 
Designation  General Secretary 
Organisation Transport Workers Union (TWU) 
Address Fijian Teachers Association Building, 68 Knolly Street, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into Labour-Management issues at FSHIL 

Date 8/4/2004 
Interviewee Mela Ravono 
Designation  General Secretary 
Organisation Public Employees Union 
Address Public Employees Union Building, 73 Edinburgh Drive, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into Labour-Management issues at Shipyard 
Date 14/4/2004 
Interviewee Isoa Naituku 
Designation  A Director to the Board  
Organisation FSHIL 
Address Hare Krishna Restaurant, Victoria Parade, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  He was the first local Manager of Government Shipyard/Slipways 
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Date 16/4/2004 
Interviewee Anasa Raitamata 
Designation  Manager Finance and Administration 
Organisation FSHIL 
Address Sannergren Drive, Walubay, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into management views 
Date 16/4/2004 
Interviewee Don Pearson 
Designation  Chief Executive Officer 
Organisation FSHIL 
Address Sannergren Drive, Walubay, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into management views and direction of the company  
Date 19/4/2004 
Interviewee Hemant Seth 
Designation  Deputy Chairman to the Board 
Organisation FSHIL 
Address Level 1, OLAKS Consulting Services, Caines Jannif Building, Suva 

Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into views of the Board and the direction of the 
company 

Date 20/4/2004 and 13/5/2004 
Interviewee Jim Lenati 
Designation  Planning Officer 
Organisation Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform  
Address Level 4, Civic Towers, Suva 
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into the privatisation process of Government Shipyard 
Date 11/5/2004 
Interviewee Malakai Durugana  
Designation  Governance Specialist 
Organisation UNDP Funded Programmes/Projects 

Address Level 2, Young Womens’ Christian Association (YWCA) Building, 
Suva 

Prime Reason for Interview  
Mr Dakunivosa did a paper few years back on reforms in Fiji and 
also hinted on Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL). The interview was 
to seek insights into his paper and Fiji’s governance issues 

Date 18/5/2004 
Interviewee Lasaro Kamanuga 

Designation  Deputy Permanent Secretary, Government representative in the 
Board of FSHIL 

Organisation Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform 
Address Level 4, Civic Towers, Suva  
Prime Reason for Interview  For insights into the role of Government as a shareholder  
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Date 28/5/2004 
Interviewees Ana Cagi and Sharif Ahmed 
Designation  Labour officers  
Organisation Ministry of Labour, Industrial Relations and Productivity 
Address Level 4, Civic House, Suva 

Prime Reason for Brief Interview  For information into union registrations and disputes of the case 
study  
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Appendix 2.2: Interview Questionnaires19 (Pseudonyms) 
Interview 1 

Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 
How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 
Location:  Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform, Level 4, Civic 

Towers, Suva 
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee:  Mousam Shah 
Interviewee Job Title: Principal Economist 
 
Date:   6/2/2004 
Interview Start Time: 10.25 a.m. 
Interview end time: 11.50 a.m. 

 
Questions 
1. Differentiate between public sector reforms and public enterprise reforms. How did the public 

enterprise reform process start in Fiji? Does Fiji follow NZ model? Any other models? 
2. Why was there the need for reforms? 
3. Who were the key players behind the reforms within as well as outside Fiji? 
4. What specific stages does the process of reform involve? 
5. What is the difference between reorganised enterprises, commercial statutory authorities and 

government commercial companies? Which entities fall under this category and which are 100% 
owned, minority and majority government owned enterprises? 

6. Which public enterprises have been commercialised, corporatised and privatised to date? Which 
of these are the best performers and which ones are poor performers?  

7. In what ways are successes of the reformed enterprises measured? 
8. What are the significant changes witnessed in the entities after the reform process? Some studies 

reveal that even after reforms, certain organisations still operate as bureaucratic entities, the way 
these operated before. Why does this happen? 

9. How successful have the reforms been for Fiji? For instance, how has reforms benefited the 
country, its people and the government compared to the pre-reform stage?  

10. Comment on the downsizing or streamlining process of reforms and industrial relations issues.  
11. Despite the reforms, poverty is still on the rise. Reforms are said to be solutions to poverty 

related problems. Why is this not happening? 
12. It is commonly mentioned that such reforms produce benefits in the longer run, especially in 

regards to increased employment, how long is this wait?   
13. What is government’s role in this process? Does government still intervene into management 

matters after the enterprise has been reformed?  
14. Would you say Fiji is still in the corporatisation phase? 
15. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 

                                                 
19 Though questions were structured, a lot of probing was done throughout the interview sessions for more 
detail and clarification.  
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Interviews 2and 5 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:  Fiji Trades Union Building, 32 Des Voeux Road, Suva  
                                           Public Employees Union, PEU Building, 73 Edinburgh Drive, Suva 
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewees:  Azaad Khalid and Mela Ravono 
Interviewee Job Title:  Education and IR Officer, and General Secretary  
 
Date:   30/3/2004  8/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  8.25 a.m. 12.00 p.m. 
Interview End time: 9.00 a.m.   1.00 p.m. 

 
Broad Questions 
1. Please comment on the public enterprise - Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) and 

its union issues. 
2. What are your views on public enterprise reforms in Fiji? 
3. Comment on the role of Fiji government in relation to public enterprise reforms and the related 

union issues. 
4. Unions are often labeled as hurdles in the path of reforms. Please comment on when and why 

unions react negatively towards companies undertaking reforms. What is the solution to union-
management problems? What in your view is proper union consultation? 

5. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interview 3 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:  Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL), Sannergren Drive, Walubay, 

Suva 
Interviewer:   Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewees: Eliki Boila, Sakiusa Kikau and Aman Deo  
Interviewees Job Title:       Long serving employees 
 
Date:   31/3/2004  16/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  10.00 a.m. 12.00 p.m. 
Interview End time: 12.30 p.m. 12.30 p.m. 
 
Questions 
1. Comment on the operations of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS). Please give 

details on what happened in the project of ‘Reef Endeavour’. What went wrong?  
2. Why was GSPS privatised? 
3. How was the privatisation process communicated to the staff? Any consultations with 

union/workers? 
4. What happened to the employees of GSPS after privatisation? For the number of redundancies that 

eventuated, were the laid off staff offered any form of package? If yes, give details. 
5. Would you say this was the first case of failed privatisation in Fiji? What, in your views, went 

wrong in the above privatisation process? 
6. Comment on the operations of Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL)-the privatised entity. What 

happened in the New Zealand barge deal? 
7. Despite the workers pressure on recruiting locals for Chief Executive Officer (CEO) position, a 

foreigner gets appointed. Why is it that workers do not trust foreigners?  
8. Please give details on all labour/union-management issues of the company before privatisation, in 

the early stages of privatisation and the current position? How has government and management 
dealt with labour/union issues? What is the solution to union-management problems? How 
frequently does consultation take place between these parties? Since when has Fiji Ships and 
Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) been part of Transport Workers Union (TWU)? Prior to this, 
the entity came under Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union? Was this an in-house union? 

9. What are the employee development tools (training)?  
10. Comment on how successful the present company (FSHIL) is at present when compared to SFL. 

What changes have taken place since the start of the company until now? 
11. What do you think is the main problem at FSHIL? How can this problem be solved?  
12. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interview 4 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:  Fiji Islands Council of Trade Unions (FICTU), Fijian Teachers Association 

Building, Level 2, 68 Knolly Street, Suva 
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee:  Amit Sahay 
Interviewee Job Title:  General Secretary 
 
Date:   7/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  11.00 a.m. 
Interview End time:   1.45 p.m. (includes reading through files) 

 
Broad Questions 
1. Since when has Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) been part of Transport Workers 

Union (TWU)? 
2. Prior to this, the entity came under Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union – was this 

affiliated to FICTU?  
3. Please comment in detail on labour/union and management relationship of the company (workers 

complaints, management reactions, and how has the union helped to sort out these problems). 
4. What do you think is the main problem at FSHIL? 
5. How can this problem be solved?  
6. What are your views on public enterprise reforms in Fiji? 
7. Comment on the role of Fiji government in relation to public enterprise reforms and the related 

union issues. 
8. Unions are often labeled as hurdles in the path of reforms. Please comment on when and why 

unions react negatively towards companies undertaking reforms? What is the solution to union-
management problems? What, in your view, is proper union consultation? 

9. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interview 6 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:   Hare Krishna Restaurant – Victoria Parade, Suva 
Interviewer:   Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee: Isoa Naituku 
Interviewee Job Title:  A Director to the Board of Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries (FSHIL) and an ex-

Manager at Shipyard 
 
Date:   14/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  2.00 p.m. 
Interview End time: 4.00 p.m. 
 
Questions  
1. Why was Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) privatised? 
2. Please highlight what happened in the project of ‘Reef Endeavour’. What went wrong?  
3. Give details on the process of privatisation of GSPS? Was it private/public offering? 
4. How was the privatisation process communicated to the staff? Any union/worker consultations? 
5. What happened to the employees of GSPS after privatisation? For the number of redundancies that 

eventuated, were the laid off staff offered any form of package? If yes, give details. 
6. How was the MCI Group and Carpenters consortium (MCIC) selected for the 51% buyout (on 

what basis)? Were there any other interested buyers? How did the government research on this 
company’s capabilities – was there any additional research carried out? If not, why not? 

7. Without sufficient payment to government, how come MCIC took control over 51% of the entity? 
8. MCI Group teamed up with Carpenters. Carpenters paid up a bit but did MCI Group pay anything 

to the government till to date? 
9. Would you say this was the first case of failed privatisation in Fiji? What went wrong in the above 

privatisation process? 
10. Why did government buy back the entity instead of selling Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) 

again to another private firm after MCIC failed to meet its commitments? 
11. How and on what basis was the current Chief Executive Officer (CEO) selected for FSHIL? 

Despite the workers pressure on recruiting locals for the CEO position, a foreigner gets appointed. 
Why are foreigners preferred over locals? Why is it that workers do not trust foreigners? Comment 
on the performance of the current CEO. 

12. Please comment on labour/union-management issues of the company in the early stages of 
privatisation and the current position? How has government and management dealt with 
labour/union issues? 

13. Comment on how successful the present company (FSHIL) is at present when compared to SFL. 
14. Comment on the future plans/prospects of the company.  
15. Any other comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interviews 7 and 8 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:  Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL), Sannergren Drive, Walubay, 

Suva 
Interviewer:   Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewees:   Don Pearson and Anasa Raitamata  
Interviewees Job Title:  Chief Executive Officer (CEO), and Manager Finance and Administration 
 
Date:    16/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  11.00 a.m. 
Interview end time: 12.00 p.m. 
 
Questions 
1. When did Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries (FSHIL) begin operations? 
2. What are the connections of this company with the previous Shipbuilders (Fiji) Limited (SFL)?  
3. Did this company acquire assets from SFL after its receivership? What was the process?  
4. What are the company’s main activities – its core business? The company is a government 

commercial company. What are your commercial and social objectives? How commercial is 
FSHIL? In what ways?  

5. Does the company have a union? If yes, what union? How would you describe the relationship 
between the company and the union? Has there been any disagreements between staff/union and 
management; management and board; board and government? How frequently does consultation 
take place between these parties? Do you feel unions have negative effects on staff and 
management? 

6. What is the current employment level at FSHIL? What are the employee development tools? Is 
the entire workforce fully commercially oriented? (Normally government staff are accused of 
having laid back attitudes). 

7. In what ways does the government intervene in company’s operations? What role does Ministry 
of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform play as far as this company is concerned? 

8. How is the company monitored on its performance? What reports are submitted to ministry? In 
what ways has the company benefited the government so far? (dividends, return on shareholders 
funds…) 

9. What changes have taken place since the start of the company until now? 
10. What are the company’s current projects? 
11. What steps are you taking for more efficiency in FSHIL’s operations? (workshops, training …)  
12. What are the challenges/problems the company faces? How does it plan to solve these? 
13. What are the company’s future plans? Any possibility of corporatisation or privatisation? 
14. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interview 9 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:   OLAK Consultants, Level 1, Caines Jannif Building, Suva 
Interviewer: Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee: Hemant Seth  
Interviewee Job Title:  Deputy Chairman to the Board of Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited   

(FSHIL) 
     
Date:   19/4/2004 
Interview Start Time:  2.00 p.m. 
Interview End time: 2.45 p.m. 

 
Questions  
1. What went wrong in the Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) privatisation process? 
2. When was the Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) board appointed? 
3. What processes took place to create FSHIL? What was the cost of creating the company? 
4. The company is a government commercial company. What are the company’s commercial and 

social objectives? How commercial is it? In what ways? Is the entire workforce fully 
commercially oriented? (Normally government staff are accused of having laid back attitudes) 

5. How would you describe the relationship between the company and the union? Has there been any 
disagreements between staff/union and management; management and board; board and 
government? How frequently does consultation take place between these parties? Do you feel 
unions have negative effects on staff and management? 

6. How and on what basis was the current Chief Executive Officer (CEO) selected for FSHIL? The 
workers have written to the ministry, the board and the union on the 17/11/2003 about the quality 
and style of CEO? What actions has the board taken regarding this matter? 

7. In what ways does the government and the board intervene in company’s operations? 
8. In what ways has the company benefited the government so far? (dividends, return on 

shareholders funds…) 
9. How is the company monitored on its performance? What reports are submitted to ministry?  
10. What changes have taken place since the start of the company until now? 
11. What are the company’s current projects? 
12. What steps are being taken for more efficiency in company’s operations? (workshops, training …) 
13. What are the challenges/problems the company faces? How does it plan to solve these? 
14. What are the company’s future plans? Any possibility of corporatisation/privatisation/joint 

venture? 
15. The CEO mentioned that government will need to pour in more money say about $F30m to 

upgrade facilities and the shipyard. Your comment. 
16. FSHIL has not had any shipbuilding projects since 3 years, the CEO says investor confidence is 

low. Please comment. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interviews 10 and 11 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 

Location:  Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform, Level 4, Civic 
Towers, Suva 

Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee:  Jim Lenati 
Interviewee Job Title:  Planning Officer  
 
Date:   20/4/2004 13/5/2004 (for pending information) 
Interview Start Time:  4.00 p.m. 2.30 p.m. 
Interview End time: 6.30 p.m. 3.10 p.m. 

 
Questions  
1. Why was Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) privatised? 
2. How (what were the steps) was GSPS privatised? Was it private/public offering? 
3. How was the privatisation process communicated to the staff? Any worker/union consultations? 
4. What happened to the employees of GSPS after privatisation of GSPS? For the number of 

redundancies that eventuated, were the laid off staff offered any form of package? If yes, give 
details. 

5. How was MCI Group and Carpenters consortium (MCIC) selected for the 51% buyout (on what 
basis)? Were there any other interested buyers? How did the government research on this 
company’s capabilities – was there any additional research carried out? If not, why not? 

6. Without sufficient payment to government, how come MCIC took control over 51% of the entity? 
7. MCI Group teamed up with Carpenters. Carpenters paid up a bit but did MCI Group pay anything 

to the government till to date? 
8. What went wrong in the above privatisation process? Would you say this was the first case of 

failed privatisation in Fiji? 
9. Why did government buy back the entity instead of selling Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) 

again to another private firm after MCIC failed to meet its commitments? 
10. What is the position of liquidation of SFL? 
11. Please comment on labour/union-management issues of the company in the early stages of 

privatisation, post privatisation stage and the current position? How has government and 
management dealt with labour/union issues? 

12. What role does the ministry play in Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL) operations? 
13. Comment on how successful the present company (FSHIL) is at present when compared to SFL. 
14. Comment on the future plans/prospects of FSHIL. 
15. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
 
 
 
 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 179 

Interview 12 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:  United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Level 2, Young Womens 

Christian Association (YWCA) Building, Suva  
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee:  Malakai Durugana 
Interviewee Job Title:  Governance Specialist at UNDP 
 
Date:   11/5/2004 
Interview Start Time:  2.30 p.m.               
Interview End time: 4.00 p.m. 
 
Questions  
1. Please highlight some points on a paper you did on public enterprise reforms in Fiji.  
2. Did you mention Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL)? If yes, give details. 
3. What is good governance? 
4. How does good governance relate to public enterprise reforms? 
5. What are your views on public enterprise reforms in Fiji? Include government, management and 

union roles in your response. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Interview 13 
Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 

How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
 
Location:   Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform, Level 4, Civic 
   Towers, Suva  
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewee:  Lasaro Kamanuga 
Interviewee Job Title:  The Deputy Permanent Secretary to the abovementioned Ministry 
 
Date:   18/5/2004 
Interview Start Time:  11.00 a.m.               
Interview End time: 12.00 p.m. 
Questions  

1. What processes took place to create Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL)? What 
was the cost of creating the company?  

2. What happened to the Tahitian project of 32 or so vessels? 
3. The company is a government commercial company. What are the company’s commercial 

and social objectives? How commercial is it? In what ways? Is the entire staff fully 
commercially oriented?  

4. Has there been any disagreements between staff/union and management; management and 
board; board and government? How frequently does consultation take place between these 
parties? 

5. How and on what basis was the current Chief Executive Officer (CEO) selected for FSHIL? 
How many candidates were there, any locals? Despite the workers pressure on recruiting 
locals for CEO position, a foreigner gets appointed. Why are foreigners preferred over locals? 
Why is it that workers do not trust foreigners?  

6. In what ways does the government and the board intervene in company’s operations? 
7. In what ways has the company benefited the government so far? (dividends, return on 

shareholders funds…) 
8. How is the company monitored on its performance? What reports are submitted to ministry?  
9. What changes have taken place since the start of the company until now? Comment on how 

successful the present company (FSHIL) is at present when compared to Shipbuilding (Fiji) 
Limited (SFL).  

10. What are the company’s current projects? 
11. What steps are being taken for more efficiency in company’s operations? (workshops, 

training…) 
12. What are the challenges/problems the company faces? How does it plan to solve these? 
13. What are the company’s future plans? Any possibility of corporatisation/privatisation/joint 

venture? 
14. The CEO mentioned that government will need to pour in more money say about $F30m to 

upgrade facilities and the shipyard. Your comment. 
15. FSHIL has not had any shipbuilding projects since 3 years, the CEO says investor confidence 

is low. Please comment.  
16. Do you see any potential in this entity? Why or why not? If yes, say how. 
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17. Any further comments. 

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
Interview 14 

Topic: Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: 
How ‘Not’ to Privatise – the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 
Location:  Ministry of Labour, Industrial Relations and Productivity, Level 4, Civic 

House, Suva 
Interviewer:  Jashwini Narayan 
 
Interviewees:  Ana Cagi and Sharif Ahmed 
Interviewee Job Title:  Labour officers 
 
Date:   28/5/2004 
Interview Start Time:  2.00 p.m.               
Interview End time: 2.45 p.m. 
 
Questions  
1. Please inform of the union names and registrations of Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL), Fiji 

Shipbuilding Corporation Limited (FSCL) and Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited (FSHIL). 
2. Please provide details on the number of disputes and their rulings of the same entities since 1999.  

Thank you for your kind cooperation 
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Appendix 3.1: Financial Performance of Individual GCCs and CSAs (1999-2001) (IN FIJIAN DOLLARS) 
 
ENTITIES 

 
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

 
Government Commercial Companies 
Airports Fiji Limited (AFL) 
Incorporated – 6 June 1998 
 
� Total number of employees: 477 

AFL operates 16 airports and deals with the provision of air navigation services and operation and management of Nadi 
International Airport. Since its incorporation the company has shown improvement in its performance. In its first year of 
operations the entity recorded an operating loss of $420,386 but performance improved in Year 1999 and 2000. For year 2001 
AFL recorded profit of $1.85 million but was 7% less than the year before. Although profits in 2001 decreased slightly, AFL paid 
54% (or $999,827) [sic]20of the net profit as dividend and $837,525 as taxes. In year 2000, AFL paid $1,014,296 (or 51%) as 
dividend.  
 1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit (After Tax) 497,091 1,988,815 1,850,532 

Tax expense/ (benefit) (116,364) 1,035,990 837,525 

Return on Shareholders Fund 0.61% 3.41% 2.2% 

Dividend Payout Ratio 50% 51% 54% 
Fiji Broadcasting Corporation 
Limited (FBCL) 
Incorporated – 5 November 1997 
� Total number of employees: 125 

FBCL, made up of five radio stations, provides commercial and public broadcasting services to the people of Fiji.  It achieved its 
highest ever return in 2000. Despite the political upheaval for the financial year ending 31 December 2000 the company had a 
Net Profit of $199,924. In 2001, the profits improved to $258,013 or by 29%. With the upgrade of equipment and systems, FBCL 
achieved 9.06% return on shareholders fund compared to the desired 10%. 

  1999 2000 2001 

Net Profit After Tax 88,934 199,924 258,013 
Tax Expenses/ (Benefit) 8,774 12,819 0 
Return on Shareholders Fund 3.72% 7.72% 9.06% 

 Working Capital 0.60 1.20 1.21 
Fiji Hardwood Corporation 
Limited (FHCL) 
Incorporated – 18 March 1998 
 
� Total number of employees: 124 

FHCL was incorporated as wholly owned government company to manage the government hardwood plantations. Since its 
incorporation Government has been funding the company’s operations. In October 2000, the Great Council of Chiefs (GCC) 
appointed a Committee on Mahogany to advise the GCC on the future direction of FHCL. The report of the Sub-Committee was 
discussed in the GCC meeting held in April 2001. In October 2002, commercial trial was undertaken at Nukurua (Tailevu) 
plantation. Full commercial harvesting and processing is yet to commence.  

                                                 
20 The correct dividend amount for year 2001 should be $999, 287 not $999, 827. 
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Fiji Shipbuilding Corporation 
Limited (FSCL) 
Incorporated - 30 March 2001 
Commenced operation – 7 May 2001 
 
� Total number of employees: 17 
 

FSCL was declared a Government Commercial Company on 26 April 2001. For the first 7 months of operation, the company 
focused on re-establishing the company from the former Shipbuilding (Fiji) Ltd, which was under receivership. During the 
period, FSCL activities were limited to refurbishment of its plant, equipment and machinery. At the same time business 
commenced on slipping and repairs of vessels. The Slipway made a profit of $146,641 in the current period. The Shipyard is not 
operational yet, but the company has to incur fixed costs to maintain this business arm. The loss from the Shipyard business 
contributed to the company’s loss of $120,161 for the 2001 period. The newly refurbished 200- tonne slipway added capacity to 
the slipway and will enhance revenue in future. 
 
 2001 

Net Profit After Taxes -120,161 
Income Taxes / (Benefit) (25,238) 
Return on Shareholders Fund -1.59% 

National Trading Corporation 
Limited (NATCO) 
Incorporated – 13 December 1991 
 
� Total number of employees: 45 

NATCO’s principal activities include sale of ginger and tropical food, canning and sale of agro food products, marketing of 
cocoa and general merchandising. NATCO subsidiaries are no longer in operation, except for Food Processors (Fiji) Ltd. The 
holding company is no longer in operations and is now administered by the management of Food Processors (Fiji) Ltd. Rental 
income is its only source of income. The company is incurring losses since incorporation except in the Year 2000. NATCO is still 
having accumulated losses of $2,877,000. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 

Net Profit After Tax -952,000 872,000 -2,000 

Tax Expense/ (Benefit) 21,000 23,000 0 

Return on Shareholders Fund -1046.15% 90.55% -0.21% 

Ports Terminal Limited (PTL) 
Incorporated – 9 October 1997 
 
� Total number of employees: 310 

PTL is currently undertaking activities like stevedoring, cargo handling, port services, storage and warehousing. It is one of the 
few successful corporatisations, in terms of its financial performance. The company had an after tax 13% return on shareholders 
funds for the year ending 31 March 2001 which is amongst the highest for public enterprises. PTL in its three years of operation 
has paid taxes of $0.8 million and dividends of $0.6million. 

  1998/1999 1999/2000 2000/2001 
Net Profit After Tax 413,291 398,497 542,505 
Tax Expense/ Benefit 222,948 261,591 291,773 
Dividends 150,000 150,000 300,000 
Return on Shareholders Funds 11.82% 10.64% 13.11% 
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Post Fiji Limited (PFL) 
Incorporated – 9 May 1996 
 
� Total number of employees: 495 

PFL currently operates through a network of some 301 outlets comprising post offices, non- cash and cash accounting postal 
agencies. It has also diversified into providing other retail products such as Post Shop, Card Services, Bill Pay, Agency Business 
and Courier Services.  PFL achieved a profit after tax of $1.1m for 2001, which improved by 19% from previous year.  PFL paid 
25% (or $277,305) of profit after tax as dividends to the government in 2001, compared to only 20% for the previous three years. 
Return on shareholders fund improved to 9.9%. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit After Tax 1,280,643 936,040 1,109,220 
Tax Expense/ (Benefit) 385,566 314,038 554,335 
Dividends 256,129 187,208 277,305 
Return on Shareholders Fund 13.31% 9.03% 9.90% 
Dividends Payout Ratio 20% 20% 25% 

Rewa Rice Limited (RRL) 
Incorporated – 8 March 1960 
 
� Total number of employees: 27 

RRL’s principal activity includes milling and sale of rice and poultry feed. The financial trend for 1998 to 2000 has not been 
impressive. The company continues to operate at a loss despite measures aimed at reviving the company. Return on Shareholders 
Fund has always been negative but some improvement was made in 2001. A net profit after tax of $121,399 was recorded in 
2001, which represented 3.78% return on shareholders fund. RRL has never paid any dividends or taxes in its past years of 
operation. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit After Tax (3,455,757) (328,039) 121,399 
Return on Shareholders Fund -114.98% -9.84% 3.78% 

Unit Trust of Fiji (Management) 
Limited (UTOF) 
Incorporated – 31 December 1976 
 
� Total number of employees: 6 
 

The principal business activity of the company is to invest and manage the savings of unit holders in the ownership of a range of 
companies and other securities with the purpose of getting high returns. It was established to provide opportunity for small 
investors (“the man on the street” particularly Fijian people) to own shares and at the same time leaving the management of their 
investment in the hands of investment experts. Initial minimum investment in UTOF is 100 units at prevailing price per unit. 
Return on shareholders fund greatly improved to 30.9% in 2001 compared to 3.14% in 2000. The net profit after tax in 2001 was 
$139,179. The decrease in 2000 profits was due to the effects of the May 2000 event. For 2001, UTOF paid out 50.29% of the net 
profit after tax as dividend. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit After Tax 41,935 9,727 139,179 
Tax Expense/ (Benefit) 23,943 5,238 68,951 
Dividends 124,950 0 70,000 
Return on Shareholders Fund 13.95% 3.14% 30.97% 
Dividends Payout Ratio 297.96% 0.00% 50.29% 
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Viti Corps Corporation Limited 
(VCCL) 
Incorporated – 29 November 1995 
 
� Total number of employees: 30 

VCCL business includes the agricultural, aquacultural and livestock production. The company has been undercapitalised since 
inception. This has been a contributing factor to its deteriorating financial performance over the years. VCCL was established as 
a $2 company and relied totally on a debt financing of $6.53 million from the ANZ Bank. The Government financial contribution 
of $9.7 million was used to pay off the ANZ loan which has risen to $8.07 million. The company began to revive the dairy unit  
late in 2002 to improve cashflow and profitability. Due to the losses the company has not paid any taxes or dividends.   

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit  -645,641 -598,773 -643,545 
Return on Shareholders Fund -21.86% -25.42% -37.60% 

Yaqara Pastoral Company Limited 
(YPCL) 
Incorporated – 16 March 1973 
� Total number of employees: 118 

YPCL’s objective is to produce and supply quality beef for the Fiji meat market. YPCL had huge losses incurred till 1997 
($282,444) but from 1998 it has started to make profits. No taxes have been paid since 1998. YPCL is achieving a positive return 
on shareholders funds from 1998 to 2000 but the returns decreased in 2001 mainly due to the payment of rental arrears which has 
accumulated substantially. YPCL’s performance has stabilised and is geared towards better achievements in future. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit 239,642 350,796 -137,442 
Return on Shareholders Fund 3.71% 5.15% -2.06% 

 
Commercial Statutory Authority 

Civil Aviation Authority of Fiji 
Islands (CAAFI) 
Incorporated – 27 March 1997 
� Total number of employees: 75 

CAAFI was declared a Commercial Statutory Authority on 3 April 1997. The principal activities of the Authority in its years of 
operations is licensing and surveying of Airports and Airlines, both from safety and security point of view. The Authority 
recorded a deficit of $171,983 in 2001 in contrast to a surplus earned in year 2000. Due to the deficit recorded in 2001, the 
CAAFI cash position declined. [Reforms heightened during 1999 after the Parliament passed the Civil Aviation Reform Bill in 
February 1999] 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit  10,890,187 194,523 -171,983 
Return on Shareholders Fund 16.52% 0.54% -0.49% 

Fiji Electricity Authority (FEA) 
Incorporated – 1 August 1966 
 
� Total number of employees: 955 

FEA’s core business is the generation, transmission, distribution and sale of electricity. It maintains power supply systems on the 
islands of Viti Levu, Vanua Levu and Ovalau, which accounts for some 90% of the country’s population. In 2000, FEA recorded 
an operating loss of $4.9 million compared to a net profit of $18.06 million in 1999. However, the Authority has been successful 
in turning around a loss in 2000 to a profit in 2001. FEA has not paid Government surplus fund from its operation.  

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit 18,069,000 (4,911,000) 31,000 
Return on Shareholders Fund 5.68% -1.55% 0.009% 
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Housing Authority (HA) 
Incorporated – 1958 
 
� Total number of employees: 150 

HA’s core function is land development. The HA also provides financing packages to customers to buy developed lots and/or to 
construct homes. In September 2001, HA introduced “a moving on package” which saw the interest rate reduced to 5.99% for 
first year customers and 8.35% for existing customers. The Authority recorded a profit of $0.52 million in 2001 compared to 
losses in 1999 and 2000. The return on shareholders in 2001 is negative (-13.4%) due to negative shareholders fund. However, in 
October 2002 Government approved to convert $41.8 million debt to Government equity, which resulted to positive shareholders 
equity. The Housing Act exempts HA from paying taxes.  
 

   1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit (3,400,000) (432,000) 518,000 
Return On Shareholders Fund -63.62% -9.90% -13.47% 

Maritime & Ports Authority of Fiji 
(MPAF) 
Incorporated – 1 March 1998 
 
� Total number of employees: 67 

The principal activities of the Authority include providing and managing the port infrastructure and in regulating services within 
the declared ports. The financial performance of MPAF has declined to levels lower than that in its first year of operations. The 
company paid 25% of net profits as dividends from the accumulated profits of three years of operations. 
 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit After Tax 1,122,000 885,000 -1,248,000 
Tax 0 588,000 678,000 
Return on Shareholders Fund 2.07% 2.74% -2.85% 

Public Rental Board (PRB) 
Incorporated - 16 May 1989 
 
� Total number of employees: 60 

PRB’s core activities involve renting out of units to low income earning families and estate services. Since 1993, Government 
had paid to PRB rent subsidy for tenants who were ascertained as financially disadvantaged. PRB is exempted from paying 
Income Tax. The net asset of PRB is negative. At the end 2001 net asset deficit was $10.4 million compared to $11.3 million for 
2000. The net asset deficit has reduced primarily due to the operating profit recorded by PRB in 2001 financial year. PRB is re-
aligning its operations to improve its financial position. 
 

  1999 2000 2001 
Net Profit 17,015 (599,628) 20,043 
Return on Shareholders Fund -0.15% -1.78% -0.19% 

 
 

Source: Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform (2002: 30-34). 
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Appendix 3.2: Local Case Commentaries (3.2A, 3.2B, 3.2C, 3.2D and 3.2E) 
 
The following brief commentaries on cases researched by Reddy (1997, 1998) have much to reveal 
(sections 3.2A, 3.2B, 3.2C). 
 
3.2A Fiji Posts and Telecommunications Limited (FPTL) 
FPTL faced a number of challenges. Like all newly reformed entities, the first and foremost problem was 
to transform a civil service based enterprise into a commercially driven customer focused entity. This 
private sector styled corporate culture was difficult to inculcate since the employees for long had been 
used to the “laidback civil service work ethic” as Reddy (1997) calls it. Apart from this, the board and the 
management were at loggerheads over issues relating to the implementation of the external consultants 
report. On top of this, even the minister responsible for FPTL and the board had their own disagreements 
between themselves. Such high level of discord thus, was evident from the very top level to the lowest 
level. What can be said about the fear of redundancy when employees themselves witnessed the 
termination of the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and some senior executives? Amongst the internal 
turmoil, FPTL wanted to cut off links with the civil service unions but the employees maintained their 
stand of wanting to be part of Fiji Public Service Association (FPSA) due to its size and bargaining clout. 
Not surprisingly, the employees went on strike calling for board’s resignation and the reinstatement of the 
CEO and the senior managers. Consequently, the board resigned and the government had no choice but to 
accept this. Some staff did start up another union namely, Fiji Posts and Telecommunications Employees 
Association (FPTEA). At first it was unrecognised by Fiji Trades Union Congress (FTUC), which labeled 
FPTEA, a breakaway union but later in early 1997, fully recognised it as a full affiliate. 
 
 
3.2B Fiji Pine Limited (FPL) 
Prior to corporatisation, FPL was known as Fiji Pine Commission (FPC). The company, during the 
restructuring phase wanted to do away with the government influence in the areas of personnel 
management and Industrial Relations (IR). Like FPTL, the immediate challenge was the inculcation of a 
commercial orientation/culture within the employees. The need for employee organisation/union did not 
arise in the initial stages of restructuring since in general, workers received better terms and conditions 
after the restructure. Specifically, FPL wanted an industry-based union but this attracted strong resistance 
from the Fiji Public Service Association (FPSA). Management organised a meeting directly with the staff 
but FPSA strongly objected saying that they were the sole representatives of the salaried staff as such, 
discussions had to be negotiated with them. On the other hand, management dictated its own prerogative. 
As a result, a trade dispute was registered in October 1990 where management wanted to negotiate only on 
FPC staff terms and conditions while FPSA wanted negotiations to cover the staff of the new company, 
FPL. Some employees discussed the formation for a company-based union for all permanent employees 
after FPL began operations. Not surprisingly, such a move received much support from the management. 
But the employees were aware of the fact that they were a stronger force with wider protection base under 
FPSA while with in-house union, it was believed that better negotiations could eventuate regarding terms 
and conditions. On the contrary, the supporters of FPSA disliked the idea of an in-house union referring to 
it as “puppets of management”. Despite this, the company based union, Fiji Pine Limited Employees 
Union got registered in October 1992. Following this, FPSA sought compulsory recognition order from 
the courts but FPL challenged this through higher courts and won the case. 
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3.2C National Bank of Fiji (NBF) 
The Reserve Bank of Fiji and the government, in consultation with the World Bank helped to develop the 
restructuring programme for NBF, following the collapse of this public entity. A new board and an 
expatriate chief executive was appointed. As a result of this programme, 300 out of the 700 staff were 
made redundant. They were given redundancy packages following an industrial action by the employees. 
In addition, twenty senior managers were also made redundant and a number of agencies and branches 
were closed down. Furthermore, the services of tea lady, driver, office boy and gardener were reduced. 
Staff morale was low; they were confused and uncertain with the new lower fringe benefits and other 
services. Employees were told to work harder, smarter and to adhere to strict accountability for their 
actions. Also, cost reduction measures were in force, teamwork was encouraged and staff were 
empowered with strict financial discipline. External interference, ethnicity and internal organisational 
politics were removed. The younger employees when compared to the older ones were able to adjust to 
new changes with less difficulty. During the strike in 1996, the entity was able to keep up its service with 
the help of some supportive staff. The NBF Asset Management Bank was the other entity created as part 
of the restructuring of NBF. It took over all the non-performing accounts from NBF. By November 1998 it 
(started operating since July 1996) laid off half of its staff and was expected to lay off most of them within 
the next two years. For the employees of this entity, there emerged a continuous fear of any time 
redundancy. The Bank with its limited life offered no future to any employee. For those who were made 
redundant, a redundancy package was offered. This package was very similar to the package offered to the 
NBF staff. 
 
 
Snell (2000) gives an interesting account of the restructuring of an enterprise, which was neither a burden 
on the government nor on the taxpayers (section 3.2D). 
 
3.2D Civil Aviation Authority of Fiji (CAAF) 
CAAF had been a leader in aviation innovation. It was not a stereotype inefficient backward public entity. 
Despite this, the said organisation was restructured. In effect, the restructuring of this enterprise had more 
to do with the reorganisation of Industrial Relations (IR) and with the weakening of the influence of public 
service union. As per the foreign consultant’s commissioned research and recommendations in the 
Underhill report, the idea was to bring about individual employment contracts with a non-union workforce 
or with an in-house union. Fiji Public Service Association (FPSA) raised concerns about redundancies. As 
far as the management of CAAF was concerned, they praised the changes since these would help them to 
perform better without having to worry about restrictive legislation prohibiting them from engaging in 
commercial activities. At the same time they complained of not being involved in the important decision 
making in regards to restructuring. A new Chief Executive officer (CEO) from New Zealand was 
appointed. His vision evolved around cost reductions through rapid downsizing and implementation of 
new work practices and contracts. Employees were informed about reforms and were given three options: 
they could apply to work for the newly reformed organisation and would be given preference but with new 
individual contracts; they could form own companies and forward tenders for contracted work as offered 
by Airports Fiji Limited (AFL – one of the two companies CAAF was divided into) and again they would 
be given preference but if successful with tenders they would have to resign from CAAF; the third 
alternative was a redundancy package (determined by CAAF management) to be offered to any employee 
who was unsuccessful in securing a position or those who wanted to leave the entity. For the employees; 
existing wages, working conditions, collective agreements and job security, all were in jeopardy. 
Subsequently the union directed its members to refuse jobs with the newly formed companies and also to 
decline severance packages, hoping that this strategy of non-cooperation would drive CAAF management 
to the negotiation table. But 35 FPSA members accepted jobs with the new companies. Two smaller rival 
unions in the industry – Fiji Air Traffic Controllers Association (FATCOA) and Civil Aviation Workers 
Association (CAWA) were able to secure tenders for contracted work. To the disappointment of AFL, it 
could not secure technical workers since all the qualified airport firemen of Fiji were FPSA members. This 
led to recruitment of non-union New Zealand firemen but the company could only get fifteen of them. 
This raised safety concerns, which was cleverly used by FPSA through the media to warn travellers of 
shortage of staff  (see Snell, 2000 for details). The restructuring of CAAF had evidenced dismissal of three 
hundred and fifty eight employees who were reinstated upon the directive from the People’s Coalition 
government, as it came into power. 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 189 

Singh (2002: 30-44) unveils the union-management episode in the port sector (section 3.2E). 
 
3.2E Ports Authority of Fiji (PAF) 
Even before restructuring, PAF had been engaged in downsizing activities that became more pronounced 
as the restructuring exercise commenced from August 1997. The transition point of March 1998 had seen 
a further decline in the workforce to 206 employees from a figure of 221 of 1994 (reduced from the figure 
of 350 of 1993). Of particular interest was the manner in which the redundancy package was handled. 
Redundancy packages were directly offered to the employees and according to Singh (2002), this reduced 
serious industrial conflict before the start of the restructuring process. But same cannot be said for this 
process as it progressed. Fiji Public Service Association (FPSA) General Secretary requested PAF for 
immediate consultations in regards to the negotiated terms and conditions. PAF’s Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) assured of consultations once Industrial Relations (IR) plans got formulised. FPSA’s requests for 
consultations continued between October 1996 till August 1997 but without avail. The only response from 
PAF had been assurances of consultations as and when the time was appropriate. FPSA thus, filed a trade 
dispute with the Ministry of Labour in May 1997 but this was rejected on the grounds that the PAF’s 
reform process was yet to be finalised. In the same month, employees expressed a strike threat. The union 
also requested the Permanent Secretary for Labour to intervene because of PAF’s non-response. Failing 
this, a trade dispute was filed in August 1997 for continued refusal of consultations by PAF. In the same 
month, PAF went ahead and offered voluntary redundancy packages directly to workers and forewarned 
that if these offers were not accepted, compulsory redundancy would take place. The only union-
management consultation was in regards to the confirmation of acceptance of the reorganisation charter by 
the government, in other matters, the unions were obviously shut out. In response to this, FPSA filed for a 
High Court action to put a stop to the reform process and the court deferred the process to a later date to 
allow for judicial review. But a second similar application of March 1998 was rejected by the High Court 
on the grounds that there was no evidence, which suggested that collective agreement will not remain. As 
a result of restructuring, PAF got separated into two entities: Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji and 
Ports Terminal Ltd., the entire workforce was instructed to reapply for their positions which offered three 
year contracts subject to yearly performance reviews. When 40 employees accepted the redundancy 
packages (1.5 years of pay plus four weeks pay for every year of service) the workforce once again 
declined to 166 from 206. FPSA was further undermined in May 1998 when the check-off facility (union 
dues directly deducted from members wages or salaries) for union dues was withdrawn by the two newly 
formed entities. Even after FPSA complaints, the reorganised entities reiterated that employees preferred 
physical payment. This lead to the eventual collapse of FPSA membership. At present, there is a 
recognised enterprise union. This company-based union was approached by FPSA and Fiji Trades Union 
Congress (FTUC) for affiliation, but this proved futile. As far as employee performance is concerned, 
management has raised concern over worker mentality because the previous public service culture still 
pervades. Even though the reorganised entities argue that previous FPSA agreements were inflexible and 
affected viability and market orientation, Singh (2002) challenges this and argues that the new 
remuneration structure base reflects at a deterioration of employment standards when compared to the 
previous collective agreements. A major shift in the IR framework has also been noticed in the area of 
dispute settlement, which puts emphasis on internal settlement. In some detail, an employee will firstly 
report a dispute to the Human Resources Manager in writing. The employee can then arrange for a 
meeting with the CEO if dissatisfied with the outcome. If the outcome of this meeting again fails to satisfy 
the employee, he or she can then seek an external legal recourse. It is interesting to note that the dispute 
settling machinery that is available through the Trade Dispute Act is not made use of. Singh (2002) argues 
that this highlights a major shift in the IR framework for the port sector. She concludes from her case 
research that the government, its various ministries, the board and management of PAF unilaterally pushed 
the reorganisation concept through and until the reforms eventuated in PAF, the public of Fiji were 
generally left in the dark on what was taking place within the organisation. 
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Appendix 3.3: The Characteristics of the Three Basic Types of Employee 
Participation 

 

 Employee  Profit Participation in 
 Ownership Sharing Decision-Making 

Objectives    

Broadening ownership Yes No No 

Increase productivity Yes Yes Yes 

Facilitate privatisation Yes No No 

Rescue non-viable firm Yes No No 

Egalitarian/ideological Sometimes Infrequently Sometimes 
reasons    

    

Features    

Share ownership Yes No No 

Potential dividend payments Yes No No 

Voting rights Sometimes No Sometimes 

Participation/consultation  Not typical No Yes-in represen- 
in managerial decisions   tative schemes 

Participation/consultation  Not explicitly No Yes-in direct 
in shop floor level involved;  schemes 
decisions sometimes   
 introduced in   
 parallel   

Coverage in enterprise Varies Usually 100% Varies 

Government incentives Tax incentives Tax Some forms  
to promote schemes in many Incentives legislated in 
 countries if income  some countries 

  
is deferred 

 
 

 

Source: Lee (1991: 8). 
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Appendix 3.4: Outcomes of Employee Participation 
 

 Employee  Profit Participation in 
 Ownership Sharing Decision-Making 

Outcomes    

Immediate income above/ Sometimes Sometimes No 
beyond wages (dividend   
 payments)   

Deferred income or wealth Yes Sometimes No 
above/beyond wages (equity sales)   

Increased productivity No conclusive Yes More likely 
 evidence*  from direct/less 
   likely from 
   representative 

Decreased productivity No evidence No evidence No evidence 

Likelihood of negative No evidence; Unlikely Less likely with 
impact on management can be cor-  direct; more  
and/or profitability related to  likely with 
 employee  representative 
 decision   
 making rights   

Broadened ownership Yes in short No No 
 run, but long   
 run effects   
 may be marginal   

    
*         Shopfloor (direct) participation coupled with employee ownership 
           increases the likelihood of productivity gains. 

 
 

 

Source: Lee (1991: 12). 
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Appendix 3.5: A local Example of Worker Democracy Concept 
 
Chand (1988: 121-231) evaluates the effectiveness of Worker Democracy concept in the airport industry. 
 
Air Terminal Services Fiji Ltd (ATS) 
Between the years 1972-1980, the Nadi Airport witnessed a number of industrial disputes, some of which 
resulted in strike actions. The airport underwent six strikes in the years 1972, 1973, 1975, 1976, 1977 and 
1980. In May 1980, it was decided that a third of company shares be offered only to the workers of ATS. 
It was the 23 June of 1980 when ATS, upon government decision was registered as a private limited 
liability company. An interesting point to note is that, during the formation of ATS, Federated Airline 
Staff Association (FASA) was requested not to call strikes for at least twelve months. The notion of 
worker democracy was initiated by the then President of FASA. Chand (1988: 180) describes worker 
democracy as workers possessing the power to participate in decision-making within an enterprise. The 
introduction of this new concept was neither an overnight success nor a smooth sailing task.  The very first 
problem between the years 1975-1980 was to sell, to explain and to educate the employees about the 
concept that was totally alien to them. Not all workers responded positively because they were unfamiliar 
and uncertain about the formation and viability of the new company. Actually a few senior management 
staff opposed both the formation of the new company as well as the idea of a worker democracy scheme. 
ATS was formed with the government support and backing despite doubts expressed by some people in 
the government and some outsiders on the viability of the new company with the new concept of worker 
democracy. Fiji Trades Union Congress (FTUC) was also supportive of the new concept. When ATS took 
charge from Qantas Airways on 1 September 1981, worker participation was not possible at all levels. The 
union and the management together worked out a machinery for the new concept. The workers were also 
mindful that such a system could not be effected overnight thus, concentrated more on building the new 
company than on full worker democracy concept. Between 1 September 1981 and 31 September 1982, 
worker participation at ATS was at its infant stage.  But the company as yet, was not out of its problematic 
zone. Workers soon realised that the then FASA President, who was also the General Manager (GM) of 
the company ran a dictatorial leadership. He would only select those employees as management and 
worker representatives who maintained his line of thought. The dissatisfied workers were afraid to 
approach the President/GM. They were confused as to who was dealing with their concerns, the GM or the 
President. Not only the shop floor workers, even the senior staff were dissatisfied and fifteen of them 
resigned between the years 1982 and 1984. Situation exacerbated when the President/GM changed the 
article 26 in disciplinary procedure, which was part of the agreement between ATS and FASA between 
March and July 1984 without consulting the union members. Such a change gave the GM the final 
authority to decide on employee discipline. On 19 July 1984, the President/GM was questioned over this 
issue but he left the meeting without responding. A motion of no confidence was proposed against this 
President/GM and his executive and new officials took over the office. The old executive called the police 
for the removal of the newly elected who then dragged the matter to court but later withdrew the case. 
These officials got elected in the Annual General Meeting (AGM) of March 1985. The previous 
President/GM did not seek re-election. The most notable of all points is that since the 1981 
implementation of worker democracy at ATS, the company witnessed a strike-free period. Yes, there was 
a minor union-management dispute but this occurred only once in 1984 over the interpretation of the 
clause agreement in the Master Agreement. The matter was resolved by the board. 
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Appendix 4.1: Slipway Usage Between 1990 and 1992 
 

1. In 1990, there were 251 vessels with 45,802 Gross Tonnage (GRT) using the slipways;  
 
2. Comparatively, 34,117 GRT of 197 vessels were docked in 1991, even though the 200tonne slip 

was out of service between May and October 1991; 
 
3. The foreign flag dockings of commercial vessels were 15 in 1991 and 18 in 1992 in the 500 and 

1000tonne slips;  
 

4. Domestic as well as foreign fishing vessel dockings totaled 48 in 1991 and 91 in 1992; and  
 
5. On average in 1991, there were 337 tonnage of vessels docked at the 1000tonne slip compared to 

the 203 docked at the 500tonne slip. 
 
 
Source: Leefax Services Limited in association with Kolone Vaai and Associates (1992: 16-27). 
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Appendix 4.2: The Reef Endeavour 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The ‘Reef Endeavour’ is a 3250 gross tonnage, 73-metre luxury tourist cruise vessel with 75 cabins that 
can accommodate a maximum of 165 passengers and 35 crew. It is a fully automated vessel that can 
operate leaving the engines unattended (unmanned engine space) and has a full monitoring and alarm 
system to inform of anything going wrong. In addition, the liner has one crew deck, four passenger decks, 
a top deck for sports, a dining room, two lounges, three bars, a gymnasium, a sauna, a pool and two spa 
pools.  (Source: Chaudhari, 1995b: 99). 

 Source: Goway Travel Experiences (2004). 

 Source: Travelonline (n.d.). 
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Appendix 5.1 The Recommendations for GSPS Privatisation 
 
The recommendation for privatisation of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS) dates back 
November 1986 when a study by Asian Development Bank (ADB) recommended that the section be 
established as a private limited liability company with the introduction of a joint venture partner.  
 
 
Another study of October 1992 conducted by Mr C.D. Aidney highlighted similar recommendations. He 
recommended that government relinquish its control and move towards privatisation by introducing an 
overseas company as a shareholder.  
 
 
Again in May 1994, Fiji National Transport Sector Plan recommended that the shipbuilding business be 
sold and the slipways to be vested in Ports Authority of Fiji (PAF).  
 
 
Later in June 1994, Ministry of Public Works established an information gathering committee for GSPS. 
Between September and October 1994, after reviewing the facilities and previous studies, the 
Privatisation Committee (PC) came up with a number of options: one, to commercialise and continue 
GSPS as a government department; or two, to corporatise it as a limited liability company; or three, to 
privatise; or four, to close down and liquidate the assets.  
 
 
In October 1994, the Permanent Secretaries and Heads of Departments presented an information paper on 
GSPS.  
 
 
Source: Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji (1996b: 2216-2217).  
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Appendix 5.2: The Offers and Conditions laid by the Mataisau Holdings Company       
Limited and Blue Lagoon Cruises Consortium 

  
Mataisau Holdings Company Limited (a joint venture between a Fiji company and a South Korean 
company) was only interested in slipways. They offered to lease the slipways for an annual rental of 
$F120,000 with a renewal review after five years. The offer was for an initial lease for ten years with 
offers to renew the lease or to purchase the slipways. Be the lease offer unacceptable, the company was 
willing to negotiate an outright purchase of the slipways as well as take on board the 29 existing slipway 
employees. In addition, they also agreed to carry out about $F0.5 million worth of upgrades to the 
slipways.  
 
 
Blue Lagoon Cruises Consortium (a joint venture between a Fiji company and an Australian company) 
offered a sum of $F700,000 for 51 percent of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS). Out of 
this, $F500,000 would have been paid by cash while the remaining $F200,000, was to represent 
government’s share of working capital and uncalled capital on Blue Lagoon Consortium shares – an 
exchange of shares for the remaining $F200,000. They wanted the 99-year lease at a fixed premium with 
an annual lease payment of  $F20,000. They also stated that they would expand business after two years 
to gain rights to issue further shares. This consortium’s tender was considered too small and did mot 
measure up to Fiji government’s valuation of GSPS. 
 
 
Source: Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji (1996d: 2322- 2323). 
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Appendix 5.3 The Summary of the Parliamentary Session of 20 February 1996 
 
In the parliamentary session of 20 February 1996, the then Commerce Minister, John Fong highlighted 
that of the 220 workers, 40 were established and 180 were of unestablished job status with racial 
breakdown of: about 70 per cent indigenous Fijians, 27.5 per cent Indians and 3 per cent others. One 
hundred and eighty workers were to be re-employed immediately after takeover, after the vetting and 
interviewing process carried out by the new owners.  
 
The Minister highlighted that the then Minister of Public Works and Infrastructure and Minister of Multi-
ethnic Affairs had indicated that there was no budget for Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 
(GSPS) that year. Its budget had expired at the end of 1995 but due to a union petition, the budget was 
extended to January and possibly February 1996. 
 
In addition to seeking approval for the sale of GSPS at $F6.25 million, the Minister also sought approval 
for a government guarantee of $F784,000 for an overdraft facility of $F1.6 million for the working capital 
needs of Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL). In doing so, the Minister advised the House of the terms and 
conditions laid down for the sale of GSPS as follows: 
 
a) The entire entity, the GSPS at Walubay and the 99-year lease of the land and seabed adjacent to it 

to be valued at $F6.25 million. 
 
b) The entire enterprise to be sold to SFL for $F6.25 million and payment to Fiji government to be 

made as follows –  
(i) by issuing 3,062,500 one dollar shares in SFL to government, holder of 49 per cent shares. 
(ii) the consortium of MCI Group and Carpenters Fiji Limited (MCIC) to make three payments to 

government totaling $F3,187,500 as follows: 
� $F250,000 after the first year of takeover; 
� $F250,000 after two years; and 
� $F2,687,500 after three years. 
 

c) Government reserving the right to issue up to 19 per cent of its issued shares in SFL to workers. 
 
d) SFL to operate as follows – 

(i) MCIC to have four directors and government to have three; 
(ii) MCI Group to provide with managerial expertise; 
(iii) 180 of the existing and past workers of the previous entity to be employed by SFL from date 

of takeover; 
(iv) MCIC to carry out at least $F500,000 worth of work to upgrade the slipway within one year 

at its own cost; 
(v) SFL to complete $F5 million worth of work within three years or pay penalty of ten per cent 

of shortfall to government; 
(vi) Training programme to be set up in New Zealand for key employees; 
(vii) Government not to operate or provide money for any alternate business for at least ten years 

except for the maintenance and operation of existing slipways; and 
(viii) Government to guarantee 49 per cent of bank loan to SFL for its working capital 

requirements. 
 

e) and, other detailed terms necessary for a complicated commercial transaction. 
 
 
Minister John Fong also mentioned that in addition, the entity would have a Tax Free Factory status on 
normal existing terms for Tax Free companies. In other words, the company was to be tax exempted. The 
payment details are on the following page. 
 
 
The Minister then explained the details of the payment procedure in parliament as follows:  
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The value of SFL stood at $F6.25 million.  
 
When sold for $F6.25 million, government becomes a creditor of this amount in the books of SFL; 
meaning, SFL will owe government $F6.25 million. Because government is itself the holder of 49 per 
cent shares, MCIC will not pay government the full $F6.25 million but 51 per cent of this, which is 
$F3,187,500.  
 
Both the owners, the government and MCIC will get approvals on their applications for 49 and 51 per 
cent shares, respectively.  
 
In regards to payment done by government, it could write a cheque to SFL but in this case, because SFL 
owes government $F6.25 million, there will only be a book keeping entry to reduce the government debt 
to $F3,187,500, which will be paid by MCIC in three installments.  
 
At the end of its first year of takeover, MCIC will be required to make the first payment of $F250,000. 
Money received by SFL will then get receipted and accordingly paid to government, reducing debt owed 
to it by $F250,000. The same procedure will be repeated for second payment the next year and finally, the 
sum of $F2,687,500 will be paid in year three.  
 
 
Source: Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji  (1996b: 2210-2216). 
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Appendix 5.4: Parliamentary Debates of 21-22 February 1996 (Pseudonyms used) 
21 February 1996 
HON. D. PETERS-…“Where is the guarantee of performance by way of a performance bond? Where is 
the safeguard against the disappearance of the first $[F]784,000 or indeed the entire $[F]1.6 million?”  
… “Are we suddenly to be told that another Malaysian investor has taken over; we have seen this with the 
Carpenters deal, even the NBF [National Bank of Fiji], a substantial lender of money to Carpenters Group 
did not even know of the sale of Carpenters”. 
…  
… “We find, Mr. Speaker, that after the first year, the so-called consortium will only pay four per cent of 
the shares or $[F]250,000, then after the second year, they only pay another four per cent of shares and 
after three years, they pay the remaining 43 per cent. There is no provision for any interest on shares sold 
on credit (that is what it is all about) nor is there any provision for some return on the assets sold”. (p. 
2231). 
…  
 
HON. M. SUJIT-… 
“Mr. Speaker, Sir, the directors of MCI must be having a hearty laugh in their boardroom. They must be 
saying what a fool they have made of the Fiji Government when they were able to acquire $[F]6.25 
million worth of assets without paying a cent. What better deal can a person have? Who can be a bigger 
fool? To add to that, this Government is giving them $[F]1.6 million overdraft facilities. I take it that these 
funds would be borrowed locally, and they would be sitting on approximately $[F]8 million worth of 
assets without contributing a cent. Is this a masterpiece agreement, from a person who is, in my view, a 
very successful businessman? To top it all off, the Government goes ahead and gives them tax concession. 
I would like to know, Mr. Speaker, Sir, what are these concessions? Will similar concessions be given to 
other people or companies that operate slipways or shipyards?  
In a situation of sale like this, it would have been prudent of the Government not to give the ownership of 
this shipyard and slipway to this company. When they paid the first installment of $[F]250,000, they 
should have been given equivalent shares in the first year”. 
HON. J. FONG- “That is what I said is going to happen”. 
HON. M. SUJIT-  “But the control is theirs. They control the show; you only have three directors, they 
have four directors”. 
HON. J. FONG- “They have an allotment, you don’t understand”. 
HON. M. SUJIT- “I know what I am speaking about. They have not given a cent and they have the 
control, now you cannot deny that, can you?” 
HON. J. FONG- “The transfer would be given when they have paid up”. 
MR. SPEAKER.- “Order!” 
HON. M. SUJIT- “Mr. Speaker, the right thing to do is to give them the shares when they pay up”. 
HON. J. FONG- “That’s correct, that’s what will happen exactly”. (p. 2241). 
… 
 
HON. C. SHARMA- . . .  
… “The company that has now come into the picture, (MCI New Zealand Company Limited) initially 
tendered for $[F]2.5 million, and suddenly they decided that the valuation is $[F]6.2 million. How can this 
multi-national company which has a track record of shipbuilding in New Zealand, have a massive 
variation of the valuation? 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, the honourable Minister then said that they were given a chance to come back and 
revalue after this company KOJE gave their offer. Sir, why give priority to this company?” (p. 2248). 
…  
 
… “The same Government of the day had agreed to a deal by the Carpenters Group with a Malaysian firm 
for a multi-million dollar investment in the country. 
… They loaned $[F]44 million of taxpayers’ money. Are we still going to trust the same Carpenters Group 
that has so far misled the nation, and drained the taxpayers money out of local banks?” (p. 2250). 
 
… 
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HON. F. DAVUI-… 
…“Mr. Speaker, Sir, the buyer comes to Fiji without any money, sweet talks the vendor and finishes off 
owning the shipyard and the slipway and guaranteed finance for working it. The people will have lost 
tangibles in return for some pies in the sky. 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, some people might say that MCI is a New Zealand based organisation and the factors 
[sic]21 that the Minister arranging the deal has vested financial interests in New Zealand… 
… 
… that no money was brought in by MCI; no public financial benefits has been derived by the Chinese 
scheme which was negotiated by the Minister; no public financial benefits has been derived from the 
American chicken scheme, which was negotiated by the same Minister and no public financial benefits 
have been gained from the Navua deal, which was hailed by the same Minister as the best thing going for 
the people… (p. 2258). 
…  
… Is MCI a bonafide organisation? Does MCI have the finance to spend on repairs they say they will 
carry out? We know that they do not have the money to buy the shipyard. (p. 2259). 
…  
Some people say that the attempted sale of the shipyard and slipway have all the hallmarks of previous 
projects; arrogance, secrecy and possibly corruption” (p. 2261). 
…  
 
22 February 1996 
HON. V. TEMO-…  
… “It will be another $2 company fully financed by debt from a local bank with a $[F]1.6 million 
overdraft facility to finance its operations, half of which (about $[F]784,000) will be guaranteed by the 
Government (p. 2288). 
…  
… This is the biggest fraud by a foreign company to be made in this country in collusion with a totally 
questionable government deal. 
…  I believe that the main motive of this sale is to fill the pockets of some deceptive con men . . . 
… 
… disguising themselves as foreign investors. 
…  
… I believe, with the right management, local qualified people can run the corporatised Government 
Shipyard”. (p. 2289). 
… 
 
HON. M. CHANDRA-… 
“…The deal cannot be called a deal because it is a give–away (p. 2300). 
… 
… “We have problems with the shipyard, but why has the slipway been included? I will tell you why, 
because the slipway is all along a profitable operation; has been and it will be”. (p. 2304). 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
21 Instead of ‘factors’ as in the source, the appropriate word should be ‘fact’. 

 Source: Hansard Report: Parliament of Fiji (1996c: 2231-2261 and 1996d: 2288-2304). 
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Appendix 5.5: The Recommendations of the Audit Committee 
 

 Establishment of policies for best practice in regards to sale of public goods as business ventures; 
  

 Independent valuation to be undertaken before the receipt of bids for sales of government assets. In 
addition, a government agency must also carry out a valuation; 

  
 Thorough background enquiries at the pre-qualification stage, even on third party confirmations, must 

be undertaken for legality, authencity and financial soundness; 
  

 A plan to be in place that monitors the tenderer’s progress periodically towards meeting the sale 
contract obligations; 

  
 Establishment of a negotiation strategy that defines: the set out of the composition of the negotiating 

team, government’s position on major aspects of negotiation: limits and authority of the team, 
decision making procedures at each authority levels, projected timetable and reporting arrangements; 

  
 Exercising effective control over sale cost; and 

  
 Thorough evaluation of the sale process when the sale is completed. 

 
 
Source: Chand (1997b: 3). 
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Appendix 5.6: The Potential Sources of Funding 
 
The Tahitian company was also interested in taking over the MCI Group’s share (25 per cent) in MCI 
Carpenters Limited (MCIC). Government was not enthusiastic about their bid believing that this company 
was not willing to assume liabilities but wanted to use the $F11 million contract to influence its position.  
 
 
Carpenters then got engaged in negotiations with Commonwealth Development Corporation (CDC) for 
MCI shares. CDC is a financial institution, rather a venture capitalist. It finances potential developments 
that banks find too risky. This company has a number of investments in developing countries worldwide, 
involving industries such as manufacturing, agriculture and service. CDC was prepared to provide some 
$F1.5 million and in doing so, would have replaced MCI as a financing partner. But upon its evaluation of 
the business plan, marketing proposal, management proposal and financial viability of Shipbuilding (Fiji) 
Limited (SFL), and the assessment by its analysts in Port Moresby, CDC Executive informed on 26 May 
1997 that the present SFL setup was not satisfactory for them. The CDC Executive reasoned that shipyard 
had a track record of untimely, beyond budget contracts which adversely affected its reputation and that 
even the current management did not seek upfront but upon delivery payments. Meaning, that during 
construction, SFL relies on shareholder guarantees for working capital. This, he stated, means unlimited 
liability for the shareholder. He asserted the preconditions for their investment: SFL to be restructured 
with the right kind of management and technical advice, and contractual arrangements to allow payments 
to be made in stages as work completes. 
 
 
Source: Foster (1997a: 1; 1997d: 1, 3) and Yavala (1997: 3). 
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Appendix 6.1: Detailed Income Statements for Years 2001 and 2002 
 2002 2001 
 (12 months) (9 months) 
 $F $F 
Revenue   
Slipway revenue 1,527,207 510,590 
Ship repair fees 617,999 189,162 
 2,145,206 699,752 
Less: Cost of Ship Repairs:   
Opening inventory 180,375 - 
Purchases 44,579 25,777 
Inventory acquired 332,675 235,205 
Direct labour 122,655 59,050 
 680,284 320,032 
Less: Closing inventory (184,835) (180,375) 
 495,449 139,657 
Less: Cost of Slipway   
Depreciation 319,962 170,383 
Direct Labour 373,419 152,843 
 693,381 323,226 

Total Cost of Ship repairs and Slipway 1,188,830 462,883 
Gross profit  956,376 236,869 
Gross profit % 45% 34% 
   
Add: Other Operating Income   
Gain on sale of property, plant and equipment - 2,491 
Other income 18,978 9,221 
Doubtful debts recovered 5,600 - 
Interest income 5,827 - 
Rental income 31,213 14,409 
 61,618 26,121 
Net trading and operating result 1,017,994 262,990 
Less: Expenses   
Administration expenses   
Accounting fees 29,660 38,140 
Audit fees 5,000 7,000 
Business license fees 200 - 
Cartage  394 - 
Cleaning fees 3,855 347 
Coles crane expenses 909 - 
Computer expenses 100 - 
Consultancy services 1,773 440 
Contractors 2,904 - 
Depreciation 145,964 51,144 
Directors' remuneration and allowance 35,444 35,583 
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Appendix 6.1: Detailed Income Statements for Years 2001 and 2002 (continued) 
 2002 2001 
 (12 months) $F (9 months) $F 
Electricity 137,490 61,881 
Entertainment 5,354 5,244 
Equipment hire 5,092 - 
Fiji National Provident Fund (FNPF) 78,365 13,081 
Fiji National Training Council (FNTC) 4,110 2,065 
General expenses 12,215 - 
Ground rent  26,579 20,769 
Insurance 33,662 20,789 
Legal expenses 447 - 
Motor vehicle expenses 35,254 5,350 
Printing, stationery and postage 17,595 5,450 
Protective clothing 7,387 - 
Recruitment expenses 63,363 - 
Repairs and maintenance 51,170 25,145 
Salary 146,364 29,424 
Security expenses 44,785 38,283 
Social obligation cost 141,447 - 
Staff amenities 9,777 4,794 
Stock obsolescence 60,000 - 
Telephone and facsimile 35,017 13,073 
Training expenses 8,546 - 
Travelling expenses 3,530 3,828 
Valuation expenses - 1,000 
Vodafone 5,569 - 
Waste disposal 7,818 4,536 
Water rates 92 2,890 
Wages - casual 93,331 3,396 
Total administration expenses 1,260,55922 393,652 
Selling, Marketing and Distribution Costs   
Advertising 1,686 3,610 
Doubtful debts 32,331 5,600 
Truck hire 26,807 5,020 
Total selling, marketing and distribution costs 60,824 14,230 
Finance Costs   
Bank charges 1,106 507 
Total finance costs 1,106 507 
 1,322,490 408,389 
Operating loss before income tax expense (304,495) (145,399) 
Source: FSCL (2002a: 25-27). 
   

                                                 
22The figures above are as per source but the correct total for administration expenses should be $F1260, 
562, this increases the total costs to $F1322,492 and increases operating expenses before income tax to 
$F304,498. 
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Appendix 6.2: Balance Sheet for Years 2001 and 2002 
 2002 2001 
 $F $F 
CURRENT ASSETS   
Cash at bank and on hand 596,672 1,603,381 
Receivables 151,553 88,903 
Inventories 124,835 180,375 
Other Receivables 87,036 89,069 
Total current assets 960,096 1,961,728 
   
NON-CURRENT ASSETS   
Property, plant and equipment 6,555,875 5,986,100 
Future income tax benefit 81,850 25,238 
Total non-current assets 6,637,725  6,011,338  

TOTAL ASSETS 7,597,821 7,973,066 
   
CURRENT LIABILITY   
Trade creditors and accruals 303,637 430,999 
Total current liability 303,637 430,999 

Total liability 303,637 430,999 
   
NET ASSETS 7,294,184 7,542,067 
   
SHAREHOLDERS' EQUITY   
Issued capital 2 2 
Shareholders' advances 7,662,226 7,662,226 
Accumulated losses (368,044) (120,161) 
TOTAL SHAREHOLDERS' EQUITY 7,294,184 7,542,067 
 
   
Source: FSCL (2002a: 14).   
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Appendix 6.3:  A Chronology of the Three Phases of Ownership Changes at GSPS 
 
Phase I: Government Ownership 
1969 January Establishment of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways (GSPS)   
 
1986 November Asian Development Bank (ADB) recommendation 
 
1989 December   Sign-up of ‘Reef Endeavour’ contract 
 
1991  Collapse of ‘Reef Endeavour’ contract 
 
1992 March  New deal for ‘Reef Endeavour’ 
        October  Aidney recommendation 
 
1994 May  Fiji National Transport Sector Plan recommendation 
         June  Information gathering committee established 
         September-October Options by Privatisation Committee (PC)  
         November  Cabinet approved sale of GSPS 
 
1995 March Cabinet approved privatisation of GSPS, sale offers made via open 

tenders 
         July Government offer of provisional redundancy package but refused by 

workers 
         August Public rally organised by Fiji Trades Union Congress (FTUC) 
         October First round of offers rejected, call for second round of tenders, cabinet 

agreed to sell GSPS to MCI Carpenters Limited (MCIC) 
         November GSPS corporatised as Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited (SFL) 
         November-December Court-case over ‘Reef Endeavour’ 
 
1996 January ‘Reef Endeavour’ problems sorted out, Opposition Leader filed writ 

against GSPS sale, cabinet decided on redundancy package but 
workers labeled it, inadequate  

         February Heated parliamentary debates on GSPS sale, majority voted in favour 
of sale, union suggested a new redundancy package 

         March Cabinet approved a new redundancy package and union agreed, 
termination letters issued to workers, Sale and Purchase Agreement of 
GSPS signed 

Phase II: The Privatised Entity 
1996 April Sale of SFL completed 
         May 180 workers recalled 
         November MCI Group in receivership, Carpenters bought MCI shares in MCIC, 

an audit commenced in regards to GSPS sale 
 
1997 January Workers sought to acquire 19% of SFL, government decided against 

this 
         April $F3.3m barge building contract signed  
         August  Government assistance sought for barge completion, search for 

partnerships with Carpenters in SFL, government agreed to a loan 
guarantee and additional short-term debt 

 
1999 August Layoff of 50 workers, trade dispute lodged, government asked MCIC 

to pay up debts owed to it 
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1999 December Government refused to endorse on increased overdraft facility for 
SFL, SFL forced to close down, layoff of the entire workforce, trade 
dispute reported for this, government took Carpenters to court and 
Carpenters paid up, start of receivership process, slipway workers 
recommenced work 

 
2000 February-March Peaceful public protest by workers’, their families and friends; 

receivers advertised sale of SFL 

Phase III: The Re-nationalised Entity 
2000 April Motion passed in parliament to pay off SFL debt  
         May  Transfer of SFL mortgage denture from ANZ bank to government, 

KPMG (Peat Marwick-Chartered Accountants) appointed as the new 
receiver 

 
2000 August-2001 February Bidding process of SFL 
 
2001 February Government confirmed as the successful bidder; cabinet approved 

$F6.25 million, approved liquidation of SFL and also approved the 
appointment of a liquidator; a new company - Fiji Shipbuilding 
Corporation Limited (FSCL) registered to takeover SFL assets 

         March Government expressed interest in bidding for the Tahitian fishing 
vessel contract, appointment of Board of Directors for FSCL 

         April  Survey of shipyard facilities, dispute over the mass layoff of 105 
workers resolved, receivers formally handed over FSCL to 
government, report on repairs and replacements at shipyard completed 

         May  FSCL finally established, slipway began operations 
         June  Deputy Permanent Secretary of Public Enterprises Ministry appointed 

as acting General Manager (GM), Shipbuilding (Fiji) Limited Workers 
Union (SFLWU) lodged a complaint against this 

         July  SFLWU changed to Fiji Shipbuilding and Allied Workers Union 
(FSAWU), major refurbishment program began, one of the directors 
appointed as acting Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and GM of FSCL 

 
2002 Rehabilitation continued; appointments made and former employees 

not employed elsewhere got employed by FSCL; 200tonne slipway 
reactivated  

         November  An expatriate appointed as CEO 
  
2003 January Company name changed to Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited 

(FSHIL) 
         August  FSAWU wrote to Transport Workers Union (TWU), requesting to join 

TWU 
         September  TWU sought voluntary recognition, stand down of 32 workers, TWU 

reported trade dispute 
         October  Acceptance of trade dispute report, Memorandum of Agreement 

signed for voluntary recognition 
         November  Petition by 40 workers 
  
2004 February Agreement reached that 32 stood down workers would work on a 

rotational basis 
         April Preliminary work on feasibility study began, BDO Zarin Ali appointed 

as the interim Liquidator 
 
 

       Source: Narayan, prepared for this thesis. 
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Appendix 7.1: The Contents of the Letter by the Permanent Secretary for the 
Ministry of Public Works, Infrastructure and Transport 

 
The main contents (paraphrased) of the letter dated 1 November 1995 by the Permanent Secretary for the 
Ministry of Public Works, Infrastructure and Transport informed of the following:  
 
 
1) Cabinet agreeing on the sale of shipyard and slipways to the MCI Group; 
 
2) MCI Group shareholding in the new entity being 51 per cent and 49 per cent to remain with 

government; 
 
3) As the new entity becomes profitable, government to vend part of its shareholding to the workers but 

this concept of worker ownership and the actual percentage of shares to be sold to be decided by 
cabinet; 

 
4) The new private owners, the MCI Group agreeing to employ a maximum of 180 of the current 

employees; 
 
5) Government aspiring to finalise the sale in the shortest possible time; 
 
6) Redundancy package to be discussed in cabinet on 7 November 1995. The proposed redundancy 

package to take into consideration the union submissions and also the practices in other countries; 
 
7) For the permanent employees, they could either join the new company or remain in government. If 

they choose to remain in government, government would do its best to re-deploy them in other 
ministries and departments but if unable to do so, they would be made redundant and when eligible 
according to the approved criteria, would be paid redundancy payments; and 

 
8) Regular meetings to continue with workers and unions to update them on the developments of sale 

and redundancy package. 
 
 
Source: Letters and Memos (1995-1996). 
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Appendix 7.2 .The Letter by the Secretary for Public Service Commission 
 
The main contents (paraphrased) of the letter dated 27 December 1995: 

 
 
1) Employment to be terminated under Regulation 27(a) of the Public Service Commission (PSC) 

(Constitution) Regulations, 1990, for all those permanent employees including the established as well 
as the unestablished, who could not be deployed or transferred to other departments in the Public 
Service. Those eligible would be paid redundancy payments based on a redundancy policy, yet to be 
approved by cabinet; 

 
 
2) Employment to be terminated in the Public Service under Regulation 27(a) of the PSC (Constitution) 

Regulations, 1990, for all those permanent employees who are engaged by the MCI Group. These 
employees would be paid redundancy payments equivalent to 50 percent of such payments to which 
they would have been otherwise entitled to; and 

 
 
3) There would be an exception in the case of unestablished project workers who have had continuous 

employment for at least twenty-four months and were terminated on 1 October 1995 to the date of 
sale of shipyard and slipways. They would be eligible for redundancy payments. For the 
unestablished projects workers who are engaged by the MCI Group without a break in their service 
would be paid redundancy payments equivalent to 50 percent of such payments to which they would 
have been otherwise entitled to. 

 
 
Source: Letters and Memos (1995-1996). 
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Appendix 7.3: Queries by Public Employees Union  
 

 The package did not address the total loss faced by a worker upon the sale of shipyard and slipways;  
  

 There would be loss of employment security, superannuation contribution and credit opportunities;  
  

 This was the same cabinet that had agreed on the Ports Authority of Fiji (PAF) redundancy package 
thus, it cannot say that one package is more generous than another;  

  
 Workers have to shoulder the brunt because of mismanagement and unqualified decision makers at 

the shipyard;  
 

 Whoever signed the ‘Reef Endeavour’ contract causing losses in millions should be taken to task;  
  

 A public enquiry should be set up to help identify what, how and who were responsible for the 
disaster at shipyard;  

  
 It was not the ordinary workers (who managed to produce a master-piece) but the management who 

have problems;  
  

 Someone is to blame for the mess and unless the matter gets sorted out, other public offices will also 
follow this debacle;  

  
 Why is government selling the shipyard, which is a goldmine for the state? and; 

  
 Lastly, unless government fully addresses these questions it is in no position to say that it cannot 

afford a fair redundancy package as proposed by the union.  
 
 
Source: Letters and Memos (1995-1996). 
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Appendix 7.4: The Letter by the Terminated Technical Services Manager 
 
The Permanent Secretary 
Ministry of Public Enterprise 
Suva. 
 
15th September, 2003 
 
Re: Mismanagement in the Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Ltd. 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I am writing to follow up my letter of the 4th September, 2003 (which was copied to your office) 
requesting an explanation from the Chief Executive Officer, (C.E.O.) Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries, for 
the termination of my Services as Technical Service Manager. 
 
I am still awaiting a reply from the C.E.O. as I believe that I have not in any way violated the Terms and 
Conditions of my contract. However, after having been in the shipbuilding industry for more than thirty 
years, I am still interested in the resurrection of shipbuilding in Fiji, particularly in what used to be called 
the Government Shipyard in Walu Bay. 
 
I wish to point out here, that in my view, this can not happen under the present C.E.O. In fact, I now begin 
to suspect that my termination was the result of my continuous criticism (constructive though they may 
have been) of the way things were run. I list below some of the issues that have caused a rift between the 
C.E.O. and myself in the last six months. 
 

(1) The decision he made to haul up the Oil Tanker, Pacific Mariner on the 1000 tons slipway, despite 
my technical advise that the boat was too heavy. This resulted in the breaking up of the 1000 tons 
cradle in to two pieces. Luckily, there was no casualty, but putting the two pieces back together 
was very dangerous and expensive. 

  
(2) The arrangement he made with Colin Dunlop and Ross of Seamac Limited to carry out their own 

repair work on the 200 tons cradle for a long period at the normal rate. Special extra fees and 
penalties are normally charged to those who occupy the slipways longer than normal. 
We, Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Ltd, carried out a free assessment to the damage on the same 
boat with the understanding that the repair work will be done by us. (FS&HI) 

 
(3) Special arrangements he made with a cruising company from Nadi in the west to occupy the 

slipway for a long period also at a normal rate. This was of no benefit to the company because the 
repair work was carried out by another company. 

 
(4) The removal of the crane from the back of a truck that was specially purchased to assist the water 

blasting and paint spraying at the slipway. As a result, the work of water blasting and spray 
painting has taken longer than it should as another company has to be called in to erect the 
scaffoldings. 

 
(5) The manner in which he handled the two projects he brought from abroad was too casual. The 

technical department was not given sufficient time to carry out our own physical assessment in 
comparison to the list of works that were sent to us 3 weeks before the boats arrived. The works 
started two weeks before the arrival of the boats and it landed the company with almost nothing. 
The works on the second project were carried out verbally; ….no contract, no quotation. He even 
crossed the order for the epoxy resin with hardnner from Central Pacific Agencies Ltd at the cost 
of $[F]870.00 and accepted the order from Vinod Patel at the cost of $[F]3060.00 for the same 
material and quantity. (Receipt and invoices available for sighting.) 

 
(6) The usage of the company crane and workers on one of his friend’s boat in Laucala Beach Estate. 
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(7) Machining of approximately fifty fishing lures by our machinist. (sample available for sighting) for 
his own use. 

 
Lastly, I would also like to point out that there is a breakdown of communications in the management and 
the staff members mainly due to a lack of staff and management meetings. The only meeting I can re-call 
was the one the C.E.O. called to introduce himself. 
 
In conclusion, I wish to say that I do believe that the company, Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited 
can run best under a local C.E.O. who knows the history of the shipyard, appreciates the culture and 
sentiments of the local workers and of course will cost much less in salary. 
 
Your Faithfully, 
(signed) 
 
 
c.c. The Chairman. Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Ltd 
 
 
Source: Letters and Memos (2001-2004).  
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Appendix 7.5: The Petition by Forty Shipyard Workers 
 
17/11/2003 
 
The Hon. Minister 
Ministry of Public Enterprises and Public Sector Reform 
PO Box 2278 
Government Buildings 
Suva 
 
Dear Sir 

SHIPYARD – ITS CURRENT DISMAL STATE 
 
We the undersigned, wish to draw your attention to the current pathetic state of Fiji Ships & Heavy 
Industries Limited. 
 
And we believe that the current state of the Shipyard reflects the quality and attitude of our current CEO, 
Mr. Dale Alderdice23. 
 
Recent activities reveal a lot about his leadership quality: 
 

1. Private Jobs on three yachts 
Instead of getting jobs for the company, CEO through his association with the Suva Yacht Club 
allowed private jobs to be carried out on three yachts-two of them inside the yard and one at the Suva 
Yacht Club. Tools, materials, and electricity were all supplied by the Shipyard. 

 
Whether the owners will also pay for the space their yachts are taking up-just as boat owners pay 
slipping charges for the entire duration their boats undergo repairs on our slipway-is another matter. 
 
On the one hand, Shipyard workers were laid off last September due to lack of projects, but on the 
same week, work on two of the yachts began as “private jobs”. Surely those jobs cannot be done in 
the manner they were done without the negotiator getting something out of the deal. 
 

2. Rubbish Dump 
The building berth is being used as a rubbish dump where old concrete slabs taken off from a building 
site is being dumped. 
 
The “rubbish” is now being transferred by our own workers during working hours to help fill up the 
Suva Yacht Club’s jetty. A similar operation was carried out some weeks back where our own 
workers were also involved in removing chunks of metals cut out from a Government vessel and 
transferred across to the yacht club. 
 
The shipyard is being used to further the interest of the yachties while the need to address the interests 
of the shipyard is totally neglected. 

 
3. Wharfage Fees Waived 

A lot of revenues are lost because CEO interferes with the collection of wharfage fees. 
 
Some boat owners have the cheek to tell us that they won’t pay wharfage fees because “the CEO 
knows about it.” 

 
 
4. Hasty & Costly Purchases 

                                                 
23 The name of CEO omitted for ethical reasons. 
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CEO authorized the purchase of a defective second-hand 6-ton forklift from a friend when a much 
better and cheaper one was available from a recognized dealer. 
Expensive parts for the forklift have to be purchased to repair the defects before the machine could be 
used. 

 
The lack of proper assessment done prior to the purchase resulted in the CEO’s decision to cut off and 
remove the main door to the Engineering section and the side door to the Timber workshops so that 
the forklift can enter the workshops. 
 
The purchase was done to please the CEO’s friend at great costs to the Shipyard. That unnecessary 
spending could have been better utilized to repair or purchase a good compressor for our painters who 
now have to hire compressors from “outside” each time they do a painting job. 
 
It now appears that the forklift was purchased to please two parties: 
The previous vendor and the Suva Yacht Club as the machine is now being used to transfer the 
concrete slabs from the yard to the yacht club. In fact, the same forklift was used to transport a yacht 
from the yacht club to the Timber workshop where it is now being repaired. 

 
5. No Project 

Apart from two small barges that was built for the filming of the “Anaconda”, the CEO has failed to 
secure any new shipbuilding contract which resulted in the standing down of 31 workers in September 
2003. 
 
We wonder what has happened to his ‘vast experience and the many contacts he has’ which were 
supposed to bring new contracts to the company. 
 
The very opposite of what was expected of him is now evident: 

- there is no new contract of significant size 
- skilled and experienced workers are lost as a result 
- there is no training and upgrading of workers’ skills and machineries to keep the company 

competitive 
- the yard is being used as a dumping ground for rubbish collected from CEO’s friends to be 

used for CEO’s friends at the yacht club 
 
The CEO has failed to live up to what was expected of him-he has failed to produce the goods. 

 
6. Shift in Loyalty 

We believe the CEO’s loyalty to the “shipyard” is now questionable. He is quick to waive or 
drastically reduce slipping and wharfage charges for some of his “friends” and at times he has 
directed that clients friendly to him be billed for significantly less amount for repair works done or for 
the use of company facilities. 
 
CEO preferred to have his aluminium boat constructed by another of his friends-Mr. Collin Dunlop-
when it could have been constructed at the yard, thus retaining the employment of those skilled 
workers who were laid off in September. 
 
His action makes a mockery of a new brochure for our company which claims to be able to build 
aluminium boats-yet the CEO’s boat is being constructed by another boat builder. 
 

7. No confidence in the Workers 
Perhaps the CEO wanted Dunlop to build his boat because he lacks confidence in our workers. The 
mainstay of Dunlop’s shipbuilding activities are all former Shipyard workers who were trained by our 
current supervisors and managers. 
 



Public Enterprise Reforms in Fiji: How ‘Not’ to Privatise–the Case of Government Shipyard and Public Slipways 

 

 215 

The difference is now that Dunlop has confidence in his workers while our CEO shows no confidence 
in his own employees. He has often used that as an excuse for his “failure and inability” to secure jobs 
for us. 
 
In fact, we the workers no longer have any confidence in him that he is able to create anything good 
from the resources now available to him. There is no job security. There is no direction. The current 
state of the company is our evidence. 
 

Sir, the leadership at Fiji Ships and Heavy Industries Limited has let the industry down, it has let the 
workers down, and it has let the Fiji Government down which invested several million dollars into the 
company just three years ago. 
 
We therefore request for an immediate change in its leadership for the sake of the industry and our 
families. 
 
We the concerned workers hereby endorse the contents of this petition and enter our signatures below: 
 
(signed – forty workers) 
 
 
Source: Letters and Memos (2001-2004).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




