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Abstract

Historically, the larger political parties in Fhave derived their political
support almost exclusively from either indigenoiygfgs or Indo-Fijians. Thus the
Alliance Party was largely based on indigenousaRigupport as were its successors,
the SVT and the SDL; while the NFP and FLP weresued largely by Indo-Fijian
voters.

The major parties’ political appeals to their vetbave frequently relied on
the message that “their” ethnic group were the ‘tnpo®r” and therefore their
political party would, if in power, pursue theiténests. Political parties in power are
often accused by others of ignoring other poougso while each government’s
special policies towards the dominant party’s omteriest groups, are criticised by
other political parties, despite the multi-partpysions of the 1997 Constitution.

This tunnel vision situation has continued in Fgspite the reality that the
most recent national data indicates that whilartblence of poverty is higher for
Indo-Fijians, the Poverty Gap in aggregate is lafgeindigenous Fijians.

With the poverty results giving mixed messagesh blo¢ two major political
parties have shown little interest in publicly @issnating and discussing the poverty
results of government’s own national surveys runugh the Fiji Islands Bureau of
Statistics.

While the poor of both ethnic groups continue tffiesubecause two decades
of political instability caused essentially by athdrives for political control, has
discouraged economic growth, constrained povelgyialtion resources, while faced
with the inevitable rise in poverty.]
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I ntroduction

In post-colonial Fiji, there has historically beanpolitical emphasis on especial
attention to the economic interests of indigenoy@rs who have economically
lagged behind other ethnic groups.

Since the 1987 coups, when Fijian political partiese been in control, attempted
remedial action has coalesced into “Affirmative iAot strategies and programmes,
which other political parties have accused of bémagist”.

In some measure, this latter reaction has usuedlylted from the perception that the
needy of other ethnic groups were being neglecteievelites amongst indigenous
Fijians were receiving preferential treatment.

The political counter to this was that regardleisthe benefits being received by elite
Fijians, the commanding heights of the economy, thredbulk of the upper classes
were still dominated by other ethnic groups, esgbcindo-Fijian elites. This paper
does not enter into this complex debate, which ueatly ignores the extremely
dominant roles of elites (corporations and persaig) are neither indigenous Fijians
nor Indo-Fijians, and the reality that ninety pertcef indigenous Fijians and Indo-
Fijians appear to have fairly equivalent incomelilevthe only ethnic differences are
amongst the top ten percent or probably the tag fiercent of each grodp.

This paper focuses primarily on ascertaining theacextent of poverty amongst the
two major ethnic groups, both in terms of proporé who are considered poor, and
the depth or severity of the poverty.

The results are based on 2002-03 data derived §amndom national Household
Income and Expenditure Survey which was analysetthédyuthor, for the Fiji Islands
Bureau of Statistics.

It may be tempting to compare the results basedhen2002-03 HIES with the
statistics given in the 1997 Fiji Poverty ReportThis paper is reluctant to do so as
there is some doubt about the accuracy of the $8#&tistics derived from Ahlburg’s
earlier analysisof the 1990-91 HIES conducted by the FIBoS.

The Basic Needs Poverty Line

It is acknowledged that the analysis of povertyncdribe complete unless the full
multi-dimensional nature of poverty is addressexdh lgjuantitative and qualitative.

! See the household income distribution tables inRbgort on the 2002-03 Household Income and
Expenditure Survey. Fiji Islands Bureau of Statistics, Suva, Fiji.

2 Narsey, Wadan (2006) Report on the 2002-03 Household Income and Expenditure Survey. Fiji
Islands Bureau of Statistics, Suva, Fiji.

% The Fiji Poverty Report. UNDP and the Government of Fiji. 1997.

“ Dennis Ahlburg, Income Distribution and Poverty in Fiji. A Draft Report to the UNDP (Dec 1995)
and Income Distribution and Poverty in Fiji. A Revised Draft Report to the UNDP, May 1996.

® No report on the 1991 HIES was ever published by the FIBdBearesults were considered unsound.
Narsey (2008) discusses some of the statistical weakrniasbes1997 Fiji Poverty Report.
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However, for this contextual contribution to thditeon of theFijian Sudies journal,
there is a focus on the quantitative approachdeioto present basic statistical results
for “incidence of poverty” and “poverty gap” whictne derived from the concept of
Basic Needs Poverty Line (BNPL).

A household (and its members) are considered tpdm” if the household’s income
is below the relevant value for the BNPL. To allfaw differences in household size,
the criterion used is Basic Needs Poverty LineAmrlt Equivalent (BNPL pAE),

with the definition of the “Adult Equivalent” follwing the United Nations approath.

In the literature, there is great debate aboutcti@ces of standards for the BNPL,
both with respect to international relativitieand internal differentiation. Regional
differences (such as urban and rural BNPLs) dratle licriticism because of the
obvious possible differences in prices of essestislich as food, housing, fuel and
transport.

With respect to different BNPLs (and different FPIlsr different ethnic groups in
Fiji, arguments may focus on deep cultural andyrelis differences in essential foods
consumed by indigenous Fijians and Indo-Fijians, vesll as differences in
expenditure on essential items such as educatidmere are pros and cons for so
doing.

It will be shown in this paper, however, that snaifferences in the values of ethnic
BNPLs are unlikely to have any significant impaattbe ethnic relativities in terms
of the incidence and extent of poverty faced bygedous Fijians and Indo-Fijians.

The analysis of the incidence of poverty in 200208y be conducted by using the
BNPLs agreed upon for the 1997 Fiji Poverty Refadjusted by the change in the
Consumer Prices Index between 1991 and 2002), aséothe BNPL values which

have been derived by the author based on actualiogstion patterns revealed by the
2002-03 HIES. Both sets of standards lead to amdonclusions on ethnic

relativities in relation to poverty.

Narsey (2008) provides a detailed discussion ofithesation of a revised BNPL for
Fiji and its two essential components- the FoodePig\Line (FPL) and the Non-Food
Poverty Line (NFPL), based on actual expenditutéepas revealed by the recent
2002-03 HIES, as well as a critical account offilgtorical quantitative analysis of
poverty in Fiji®

® Each child aged 14 and under is considered to be half an adult

" The major debate concerns the relevance of using the (PR or US$2 per day standard.

8 Narsey, Wadan (2008he Analysis of Poverty in Fiji. Fiji Islands Bureau of Statistics and the
School of Economics, USP. 2008 (forthcoming).
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Alternative Basic Needs Poverty Lines

Table 1 gives two different sets of ethnic BNPLsEpAne being the CPI adjusted
BNPL used by the 1997 FPR, and the other basectermresults of the 2002-03

HIES? The .

1997 FPR Table 1 1997 BNPL and the 2002 Revised BNPL

did not Rur Fij Urb Fij | RurInd Urb Ind
differentiate 1997 BNPL pAE adj. by CPI 32.03 32.03 33.66 33.664
between BNPL pAE (2002 HIES) 3026 3371 3318 37.82
Rural Fijians | ['pe e piff (2002-1997) 6 5 1 12
and Urban

Fijians, nor

between Rural Indo-Fijians and Urban Indo-Fijidhs.

The values for the revised ethnic BNPLs based en2002-03 HIES are slightly
different for Rural Fijians (lower by 6%) and Rurado-Fijians (lower by 1%),
compared to the COI adjusted 1997 valttesiowever, the values are higher for both
Urban Fijians (by 5%) and Urban Indo-Fijians (12%).

Table 2 shows tha - - X
Table 2 Ethnic and Urban:Rural Differences in BNPL

while in the 1997

. % Differences % Differences
c?il?lfeprlén::rlze etw;g IndoF-Fijians | Urban-Rural
only 5% (for both Rural Urban| Fijian Indo-F
rural and urban 1997 BNPL pAE adj. by CPl 5 5 0 0
communities), in BNPL pAE (2002 HIES) 10 12 11 14

the revised 2002
BNPL the ethnic
differences are 10% for rural communities and 12%urban communities.  Also,
for the same ethnic community, the revised BNPLidatés a quite significant 11%
urban:rural difference for Fijians and 14% urbaral difference for Indo-Fijians.

Ethnic Differencesin TheIncidence of Poverty

The different values for the ethnic BNPLs do maldfference. Table 3 indicates that
while the overall national incidence of poverty2002 was 34% using either BNPL,
there were slight differences in results by ethpwicB% lower for Fijians and 8%
higher for Indo-Fijians.

° Narsey (2008) gives two alternative BNPLs based on tirebod Expenditure patterns evident
from the 2002 HIES. This study uses the preferred BNPé&das the average NFPL of the third
decile, which approximates the expenditure patterns dgth percentile household, somewhat below
the margins of poverty.

2 The 2002-03 HIES results indicate that there are sigmifirural:urban differences in food and non-
food costs for the lowest income deciles.

™ The 2002-03 differences in the BNPL are primarily dudifierent values used for the Non-Food
Basic Needs Poverty Line. The 2002-03 values for the F&pratty similar for both ethnic
communities and rural/urban communities.
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It also gives the overall aggregate result stratdlyi used by political parties

dominated by Indo-Fijian voters: the incidence of/grty is higher for Indo-Fijians

than Fijians. The difference is 9% using the 199PB adjusted by the CPI and 22%
using the revised 2002 BNPLs.

But disaggregating by rural and urban location gi@enore complex result which has
implications for ethnic differences in the Pove@gp (Table 4). It is clear that the
poorest sub-group are Rural Indo-Fijians, 47% atiogrto the 1997 BNPL adjusted
by the CPI, and 46% by the 2002 BNPL. This isa fet particularly popular with
ethnocentric Fijian political parties.

While  Urban Indo- Table 3 Ethnic Differences in The Incidence of &ty

Fijians also have a h|g|’ 1997 BNPL 2002 BNPL | Perc. Diff
incidence of poverty| | Fijians 33 32 -3
(33%) this may be partly | Indo-Fij 36 39 8
a_ttributed to the quitg | 5 Fiji 34 34 0
high BNPL used by the % Diff. Ind-Fij 9 29

2002 BNPLs for urban
Indo-Fijians: the rate i
only 26% according to the adjusted 1997 BNPL. Wsaignificant, however, is that
Rural Fijians also have an

extremely high incidence o Table 4 Ethnic and Urban:Rural Differences
poverty of 39% by one in the Incidence of Poverty
standard and 36% by th 1997 BNPL 2002 BNPL | Perc. Diff
other. Rur Fij 39 36 8

. . Lo Rur Ind 47 46 -2
An interesting perspective i -
obtained if one plots thg | Y0 Fil 23 25 9
incidence of poverty for eac [ Urb Ind 26 33 27

ethnic sub-group (Graph 1
The horizontal axis gives the

values for BNPL pAE ranging from $30 to $40. Thertical axis gives the
percentage of each population sub-group that Edlew any particular BNPL pAE.
The top line is for Rural Indo-Fijians, followed WRural Fijians, then Urban Indo-
Fijians and lowest is Urban Fijians.

The use of different values for the Basic NeedseRg\Line (and its components the
Food Poverty Line and non-Food Poverty Line) i®atentious issue in the literature,

especially where differences may be due to sobtigices, such as the consumption of
more expensive foods, preference for more expemmsitéc transport, or expenditure

on children’s education rather than personal comsiom.*?

If however, the same value for the BNPL pAE werdéoused for all the four sub-
groups, then the relative positions of the lineg{wo crossing over of any) indicate
that there will be a particular order of povertg. implying which sub-group is “most
poor”, whatever is the value chosen for the BNPIEpA he “most poor” will always
be Rural Indo-Fijians, followed closely by Ruraljiféls. Then, at a significantly
lower level, will be Urban Indo-Fijians and Urbaijidhs.

2 See Narsey (2008) for a further discussion of thiseiss
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The real distinction has to be made between thal sub-groups (of both ethnicity)
and urban sub-groups (of both ethnicity).

Graph 1 Thelncidence of Poverty by Rural:Urban and Ethnicity
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And the Facts on the Poverty Gaps?

The above estimates have focused on proportbtise different ethnic groups which
were in poverty. An equally important perspectisgiven by estimates of numbefs
people in poverty, which can give a better ideahef relative amounts of poverty
alleviation resources that may need to be allocttdte different groups to lift them
out of poverty (the Poverty Gap).

Table 5 gives the aggregate numbers of the diffee¢hnic components of the
population and proportions that are below the paldr levels of the Basic Needs
Poverty Line. Several pertinent facts stand out.

Table 5 Persons Below BNPL pAE pw and per 4AE pw
BNPL ($) Population Below BNPL (000 Percent oitdl (Hor %)
pAE pw p 4AE pw | Fijians Indo-Fij Others| Fiji | % Fij % Ind % Oth
$16 $64 31 21 2 54 58 38 4
$32 $128 139 104 7 251 56 41 3
$33 $132 147 109 8 264 56 41 3
$34 $136 155 114 9 277 56 41 3
$35 $140 161 117 9 288 56 41 3
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With a Food Poverty Line of around $16 per AE pw%64 per household of 4 AES),
some 54 thousand people have incomes which arevlmilen that low level for the
FPL® Some 58% of those earning incomes below eveirdoe Poverty Line were
indigenous Fijians while 38% were Indo-Fijians.

Secondly, whatever the actual level of BNPL choaevund the range $30 to $35
pPAE pw, roughly 56 percent of those below the BNi#re indigenous Fijians, 41
percent Indo-Fijians, and 3 percent Others. Thatativity may be seen clearly in
Graph 2. These percentages are very close taffeeedt ethnic groups’ share of the
total population.

The estimates of the
“incidence of poverty” Graph 2 Persons Below BNPLs (by ethnicity)
gives us some ided
about the proportions o

Population Below Basic Needs Poverty Line (000)

a population which arg 200
below a particular —— Fijans
BNPL pAE. It does not 1501 )
tell us “how far below S 100 / === Indo-Fi
the poverty line” the e // e oo
poor are- i.e. the “depth 50

of poverty”. Thus one /

household may be 0
earning just $1 pAE pw
below the BNPL, while inoomepAEpw
another household ma
be earning $5 pAE pw

below the BNPL. Both will be considered to be diyueontributing to the incidence
of poverty, but clearly the second household is emor poverty than the first
household, and would require more resources t@lihiam up to the basic minimum
standard represented by the BNPL.

15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39

Hence, in addition to results on the ethnic incaeaf poverty, it is also important to
derive an aggregate measure of how far below thd’IBMre all those ethnic
households which are considered to be in poveny, what might be each ethnic
group’s share of “poverty alleviation resources”.

In particular, if Yi is a particular “poor” houseldés Income pAE pw, its statistical
contribution to the aggregate Poverty Gap

= (BNPL pAE pw - Yi) * (household size in AES) *dhsehold weight) * 52.

The “Poverty Gap” for each ethnic groups is them @lggregate value of all the gaps
that each “poor” household has with the accepte®BMdjusted for household size
and household weight in the HIES, and summed up thes year. Notionally, it
represents the total dollar amount that would logiired per year, to bring all “poor”
household’s income up to the value of the BNPL.

13 At $80 per week for a household of 4 AEs, the number isfopes below the FPL rises to a very large
94 thousand persons.
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Table 6 gives the values of the Poverty Gap foheddhe ethnic groups, for a range
of values for the BNPE? At a BNPL pAE pw of of $30 pAE pw (or $120 pw far
household of 4AE), the Poverty Gap for all Fiji#i80 million. The value rises to
$145 million at a BNPL of $35 pAE pw (or $130 pw fohousehold of 4 AESs).

Table 6 Poverty Gap (by ethnicity and value of BNEm and %)

BNPL ($) Poverty Gap ($m) Perc. Share of Poverty G&ov. Gap as
pPAE pw | Fijian Indo-Fij Others| All | Fijian Indo-F  Others| % of GDP|
30 48 39 3 90 54 43 3 2.2
31 54 43 3 100 54 43 3 25
32 60 47 3 110 54 43 3 2.7
33 66 52 4 121 54 43 3 3.0
34 72 57 4 133 54 43 3 3.3
35 79 62 5 145 54 43 3 3.6

At $33 pAE pw, the Poverty Gap is 3.0% of the GDRising to 3.6% at a BNPL
pAE pw of $35 (or $140 per week for a household éfdult Equivalents).

It should be noted that the ethnic share of theeRgvGap is around 54% for

indigenous Fijians, 43% for Indo-Fijians and 3% @ihers, fairly stable within this

range of possible BNPLs pAE pw. These proportiare roughly the same as the
overall ethnic shares of the total population gf. FPoverty afflicts both major ethic

groups fairly equally.

Put alternatively, were all the “poor” householdsbe “given” just enough resources
to bring their household incomes up to the chose®Bpurely on the basis of need,
then indigenous Fijian households will receive thajority (54%) of the resources,
Indo-Fijian households will receive 43% of the neses, and Others just 3%.

Even though the rate of poverty incidence is hidgioerindo-Fijians (and especially
rural Indo-Fijians) a policy to help the poor baswmd need (rather than ethnicity),
would still allocate more than a half of the pdyealleviation resources to
indigenous Fijians and could even be called “AnirAfative Action Policy for Fijians

based on need”. It would all be legitimate, pded that the poor Indo-Fijians
received their fair minority (but still sizeable43% of the poverty alleviation
resources! Apparently, neither result has beeatglale to the ethnocentric political
parties.

These 2002-03 HIES results on poverty are quiteisbbThey are reinforced by the
incomes data available from the 2004-05 Employnamt Unemployment Survey,
which was also based on a random national surugyofba completely different set
of households from that of the 2002-03 HI¥S.

While the 2004-05 EUS has data on individual incert@d not expenditure), these
may be aggregated into household incomes for tirpoge of poverty analysis,

¥ Note that this analysis uses the same row vialuthe BNPL for each ethnic group.

5 The GDP used was the average for 2002 and 2003 (roughly $40i26 ati market prices).

6 See Narsey, Wadan (200R8port on the 2004-05 Survey on Employment and Unemployment.  Fiji
Islands Bureau of Statistics, Suva, Fiji.
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although one deficiency of the EUS data is th& ot possible to accurately adjust
for imputed rent’ However the same ethnic relativities appear ftbm 2004-05
EUS data analysis, with a graph quite similar taghr 1, with the rural and urban
lines somewhat closer togethér.

Palitical I ndifference and Political Tragedy

The poverty results presented here are based ati@nal Household Income and
Expenditure Survey conducted by the Fiji IslandseBu of Statistics. The survey
appears to have been conducted efficiently andakee appears to be quite reliable.

The author was part of a team which helped thel§lginds Bureau of Statistics to
analyse the 2002-03 HIES. When the initial poverty results were ascertajrtae
author made a presentation to the Development Subr@Gttee of Government CEOs
in Feb;%:lry 2006. The poverty results were tlweeséivailable to the government of
the day~

In September 2006, the author, on behalf of theoBlBalso made a presentation to
the Multi-Party Cabinét on the key findings on poverty in Fiji, as reveatsy the
2002-03 HIES.

Since 2005 to the present time, there has beda litgency on the part of any
government, to publicly discuss and disseminate pitneerty results based on the
national surveys conducted by government’s own IBlands Bureau of Statistics.
Both the major political forces in Fiji clearly finsome part of the poverty analysis
unpalatable, enough to encourage them to disregartbtality of the poverty results..

It is a salutary fact that the Poverty Gap for &ijaround 3% of GDP, is roughly the
equivalent of what the country ought to be addingits wealth annually as a
minimum, through its growth rate. Were the Fiji economybe growing at its full
potential, with sound economic policy under-pinnirend without the political
instability that has plagued it for the last tweggars, the annual growth rate could in
all likelihood have provided more than double thas®unts?

" No information was sought on whether their dwellings wereeohor not. Rough adjustments were
made for different ethnic groups in urban and rural aresiag the imputed rent percentages data from
the 2002-03 HIES.

18 At a BNPL pAE pw of $36 the national incidence of povesing the 2004-05 EUS data, was
estimated at 32%, that for Rural Indo-Fijians was 4#¥Rural Fijians was 38%, Urban Indo-Fijians
was 28% and Urban Fijians was 23%. While the relativétiesuseful, it would not be sound to
compare these absolute results with that from the 2002HBS results because of the differing
methodologies.

19 Other members of the team were SPC consultant Kimaime(who helped in cleaning the HIES
data) and David Abbott who was then a consultant to ADB. oftlapparently made a presentation to
the Fiji Cabinet at the end of 2005, although the methodologdyisgoverty analysis was different
from this author’s.

20 At that time the government comprised mainly the SDL and Barties.

L The Ministers of this government were drawn from the SBityPand the FLP.

%2 China and India have had average annual growth ratesés®of 7% pa for the last ten years.
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There would have been ample public resources dlaifar all kinds of “Affirmative
Action” policies for disadvantaged groups, while thoor of all ethnic groups could
have been assisted purely on the basis of neddiarethnicity.

The irony is that the political instability thatjifhas faced over the last twenty years,
in large measure, has been the result of polistaiggle between ethnically driven

political parties for control of state power, wiach party’s primary focus being the
furtherance of the interests of client politicalbgps. And when in power, the

controlling ethnocentric leaders have ignored #witimate interests of the poor of
other ethnic groups, with the resultant politigadtability, lack investor confidence,

and sub-optimal economic growth.

It might have been thought that the multi-partyvsmns of the 1997 Constitution

provides ground-breaking possibilities for real ameration between the major
political parties while in Cabinet together, and ffossibilities of reaching consensus
on national policies to assist the poor of all ;ace

The sad political reality has been that since 198&, multi-party government has
failed to operate as was originally intended. Tegor Fijian political party (SVT)
was effectively excluded from Government in 199@ ELP was effectively excluded
from Government in 2001, and the 2006 Multi-partgv&nment of SDL and FLP
stuttered along for a year before the December 20iligary coup removed the SDL
Party from the reins of government.

The utter tragedy is that the poor of all ethniougrs continue to suffer because tunnel

vision ethnocentric political leaders refuse toramkledge what the facts clearly say:
poverty in Fiji afflicts the two major ethnic grosigqually.
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