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SAMMANFATTNING 
 

 

 

 

Syftet med uppsatsen är att beskriva hur de nuvarande äganderättsförhållandena på 

Fijiöarna påverkar sockerindustrin i landet. Syftet uppnås genom att använda neoklassisk 

teori och genom att studera de juridiska, moraliska och ekonomiska faktorerna, såsom 

lagar för äganderätter, politik och värderingar baserade på etniska och historiska 

traditioner, statligt ekonomiskt stöd, effektivitet och produktivitet. Dessa faktorer 

begränsar sockerrörsindustrin på Fijiöarna genom restriktioner inom 

äganderättsförhållandena. Fältstudier i form av intervjuer med berörda organisationer och 

ett antal sockerrörsbönder kommer att svara för hur slutsatserna dras. Det kan konstateras 

att sockerproduktionen på Fijiöarna starkt har påverkats av landets arrendesystem. Det 

faktum att osäkerheten i kombination med det relativt höga arrendet gör det svårt för 

arrendatorerna att tjäna tillräckligt samt att göra nödvändiga investeringar. Den fijianska 

sockerproduktionen är omodern, både på gårdarna men också inom Fiji Sugar Cane 

Growers Counsel:s arbetsområde. Till exempel så skulle växelbruk kunna användas i 

mycket större utsträckning och också bevattning och omplantering. Eftersom det är 

Fijiöarnas största exportprodukt kan slutsatser också dras att det dessutom påverkar hela 

landets ekonomi. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I



  

ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of the essay is to describe how the current property rights of land in the Fiji 

Islands affects the sugar industry in the country. The purpose will be reached by using 

neoclassical theory and by studying the legal, moral and economic factors, such as 

property right laws, politic and valuations based on ethnical and historical traditions, 

governmental economic support, efficiency and productivity. These are factors that limit 

the sugar cane industry in the Fiji Islands, by restrictions in the property rights. A field 

study based on interviews with organizations in the Fijian Sugarcane industry and 

sugarcane farmers will answer how the conclusions will be drawn. It can be established 

that the sugar production in the Fiji Islands have been strongly effected by the country’s 

leasing system. The insecurity the leasing system means in combination with the relatively 

high rents makes it hard for the farmers to earn profit enough to make necessarily 

investments. The Fijian sugar production is out of date, both at farms and within the Fiji 

Sugar Cane Growers Counsel’s working area. For example could crop rotation be used in a 

larger extent, as water systems and replanting. Since it’s the Fiji Island’s largest export 

product, conclusions can be drawn that this might affect the whole country’s economy. 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 

1.1 Background 

The Republic of Fiji Islands consists of 800 islands and is a part of Oceania. The islands are 

located north of New Zeeland and east of Australia. The languages that are spoken are 

English, Fijian and Hindu and it is a country characterized by many different races, cultures 

and religions. The majority of the people are indigenous Fijians, which means Polynesians 

or Micronesians, and Indo-Fijians, immigrants from India (Utrikes politiska institutet, 

2001). 

 

The Fiji Islands is one of the most developed countries in the South Pacific. The main trade 

partners are the closest industrialized countries such as Australia, USA, New Zealand and 

Japan, and the country has a large net export surplus. Sugar export is together with tourism 

the base in the Fijian economy. The political instability in the country has strike these 

industries hard which has influenced the economy in a negative way. The sugar industry is 

by far the largest export product for the country and is therefore also the most important 

source of income (Ibid). 

 

The sugar industry’s development has been affected by three dominating factors; the 

property rights, the military coups/the political instability and the tropical weather 

conditions. In 1987 there was a military coup that brought severe decreases into the Fijian 

economy. The 1990’s were marked by a steady growth in the Fijian economy and the sugar 

world market price rose. Another military coup took place in the year of 2000 at the same 

time as the international sugar price decreased and many land leases were about to be 

renewed. During the coup many farmers protested against the people behind the coups by 

refusing to harvest their sugar. The sugar industry has also been hit by drought and tropical 

storms which has caused large economical problems for the sugar cane farmers. In 1998  
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there were a drought which went hard on the sugar cane farmers and in 1999 a large share 

of the harvest were destroyed by a flood (Miller, K & Jones, R et al 2003). 

 

According to the Fijian culture and customs the Fijian land (Vanua) can not be owned by 

anyone, because it belongs to God, but it is the indigenous Fijians who have the right to 

cultivate the land. If any of the other races in the Fiji Islands want to use the land they have 

to lease it from the indigenous Fijian clans. The population in the Fiji Island were in the 

year of 2002 840 000 individuals. Of the total population does 45 percent consist of Indo-

Fijians, indigenous Fijians consist of 50 percent and the remaining 5 percent are a mix of 

other races, mostly Chinese (Ibid). Most of the Indo-Fijians are descendents of indentured 

workers. In the mid-1900s, independent Indian farmers began to lease land to earn a living. 

Over the next few decades, the Indo-Fijians focused on consolidating their lives and laying 

the foundations for a future in their new country. It is uncertain how many percent of the 

population who are sugar cane farmers, because of the fact that the ones who have the 

tenure to the land seldom are the same as the ones who cultivate it. About 90 percent of the 

sugar canes that is produced in the Fiji Islands are produced by Indo-Fijians who leases the 

land they use. The sugar industry in the Fiji Islands is not considered to be modern enough 

to be profitable and because of that are the numbers of employees constantly being cut 

down. To make the conditions better for the sugar cane farmers in the Fiji Islands has 

always been a main issue for the Indian politicians in the country but no one has ever 

questioned the indigenous Fijian land holders right to the land (Utrikes politiska institutet, 

2001). 

 

There have always been big conflicts between the two major ethnic races in the Fiji Islands. 

One of the reasons to the conflicts is the land issue. Another reason is that the Indians are 

the ones that lead the economic development. The majority of Indo-Fijians still belong to 

disadvantaged classes. For a long time, Indo-Fijians have been blamed for the bad 

economic situation of indigenous communities. Ever since the early part of last century, the 

threat of eventual Indian domination has been a recurring theme in Fijian politics (Ibid). 
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Empirical studies show that growth rates are positively related to a number of factors: 

investment, education and open trade policy, and that they all contribute positively to the 

economic growth. Investments are important because it usually results in more efficiently 

allocated funds. With private property rights investments are expected to occur in sectors 

where there is a high private return of capital. On the other hand, when property is owned 

publicly, but under insecure conditions (like in the Fiji Islands were the farmers, who act 

like owners, just are leasing the land) a long-run investment may not be undertaken even if 

it would yield a high social return. Then will the investors, the farmers, prefer short-run 

investments since the expected returns in this case are higher. This will not result in as high 

social return to capital as in an economy with competitive markets and well-enforced 

private property rights (Torstensson, 1994). 

 

 

1.2 Purpose 

Because of the current land holding system a majority of the inhabitants in the Fiji Islands 

do not have the opportunity to own the land they are using for sugar cane production. This 

essay is determined to study and describe how the current property rights of land in the Fiji 

Islands affects the sugar industry, the countries main export income. 

 

 

1.3 Method 

In this essay will we discuss how property rights of land effects the sugar cane industry and 

hence the economic welfare in the Fiji Islands. The purpose of the essay will be reached by 

using neo-institutional economical theory and by studying different factors that limits the 

sugar cane industry in the Fiji Islands, by restrictions in the property rights of land. For 

example political and ethical attitudes based on the history and the traditions in the Fiji 

Islands, but also factors as property right laws and efficiency and productivity in the 

sugarcane industry. 

 

We have travelled to the Fiji Islands in order to meet people that are, in one way of another 

involved in the sugar cane farming. The base of the study will be interviews with twenty  
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sugar cane farmers in the Nadi district and also with institutions within both the area of 

property rights and the sugar industry. We have interviewed Mr. Baravilala, at the Ministry 

of Lands, the Fiji Islands Government, Mr. Toga, Board Secretary, at the Native Land Trust 

Board (NLTB) and also Mr Prasad, field officer at the Fiji Sugar Cane Growers Council 

(FSC). We asked Mr. Toga and Mr. Prasad about the function of their respectively 

organizations, how they categorize the land and what they do in order to assist the farmers. 

Mr. Baravilala at the Government did we ask about how the political situation in the Fiji 

Islands is and have been. We also asked what the Fijian Governments attitude towards 

FSCs and NLTBs are when it comes to the amount of effort FSC and NLTB put into the 

farmers and the sugar industry. By asking the farmers about their current production level, 

their motivation to make investments and their costs, we will create a picture of the 

situation for the farmers’. Both efficiency in production and how they act with 

consideration to the fact that they do not own the land, the base in their economic activity, 

that they are cultivating, will be inspected. 

 

We will discuss in what way this will influence the sugar cane industry’s development with 

the starting point in the farmer’s attitude. The interviews with the institutions will help 

getting a complete picture of the Fijian sugar production and property right system in from 

different point of views, both legal and moral, in this complex question. 

 

 

1.4 Scope 

This essay will deal with property rights of land and the fact that nobody is allowed to own 

the land in the Fiji Islands. The sugar cane production is the area that will be illuminated 

since it is the Fiji Island’s largest agricultural sector and the country’s leading export 

product. No consideration will be taken to weather conditions. The main focus is lying on 

the property rights’ influence of the production. 
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1.5 The choice of sugar cane farmers in the Fiji Islands 

We have chosen not to make a total investigation of the Fijian sugar cane farmers since 

there are too many of them and they live too far apart. Instead, a selection of 20 farmers has 

been made. These farmers live in the Nadi area, one of the better locations for sugar 

production in the Fiji Islands, located on the western coast of Viti Levu, the main island. 

There are several districts and sectors in the Fiji Islands and they are organized by the Fiji 

Sugarcane Farmer Council. The interviewed farmers have all answered the same questions 

which are attached as appendix no.1. The interviews were held between April 29th and June 

7th 2004. 
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Chapter 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 

 

 

2.1 Models of growth 

New models of growth show that the importance of human capital and international trade 

are more essential for the growth than first considered in the earlier neoclassical models of 

growth. In neoclassical models the physical capital is the main source of growth. The newer 

models give insights into causes of economic growth but they work best for developed 

countries, thus not for the Fiji Islands, since they assume well defined property rights 

(Torstensson, 1994). 

 

Technical knowledge is important for the economic welfare. The structure of property 

rights is expected to affect the allocation of human capital. With secure property rights, it 

will be better for individuals to use their human capital for activities that improve 

technology. With uncertain property rights, you can not expect people to educate 

themselves. Such an activity requires that the individual feel they will receive something in 

return form it. Otherwise people will use their human capital for rent-seeking or for short-

run investments (Ibid). 

 

The school of property rights is a sub-discipline within the neo-institutional economic 

theory: unclear, specified or collective property rights end up with external effects. Property 

rights can be considered to be a rational way of taking care of the transaction costs as “the 

tragedy of the commons”. That reasoning tells that the one who uses common property 

might use it to a level which is far beyond the limit where the cost, which is shared by 

everyone, exceeds the profit. Inversely, the incentive for investments in projects that is 

good for the society decreases when the cost taker has to share the profit with others 

(Granér, 2003). 
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The school of property rights says that all externalities, the difference between the private 

and the society’s costs, comes from unclear property rights. In order to make the most of 

the resources the externalities should be incorporated in the thinking for reducing the 

difference between the private and the society’s costs. Privatization is one way of reducing 

the difference and is the method mostly used by neo economists. It can also be done in 

other ways, for example; regulations, taxes, subsidies. Also norms and values work in the 

right direction (Ibid). 

 

Ronald Coase has written the Coase-theorem which backs up the neo economists’ way of 

thinking about the privatization: in an economy without any transaction costs, the 

requirement of clearly specified and exclusive property rights would be enough for making 

the private costs equal to the society’s costs. By this Coase wanted to attract attention to 

transaction costs which he thought was underrated (Ibid). 

 

 

2.2 Definitions of property rights 

There are a number of definitions of property rights. Here are some of them collected. 

Bromley and Cernea (1989) define property rights as “a right to a benefit stream that is 

only as secure as the duty of all others to respect the conditions that protect that stream“ 

(cited in Prasad, 2003). Armen Alchian (1977) has written the definition of property rights 

mentioned below that includes the consequences of both formal laws and rules and 

informal norm system and value scales: 

 

“The rights of individuals to the use of resources (i.e. property rights) in any society are to 

be constructed as supported by the force of etiquette, social custom, ostractism, and formal 

legally enacted laws supported by the states´ power of violence of punishment” (cited in 

Granér, 2003)  

 

Bromley (1991) defines property rights as a claim to a benefit stream that the state will 

agree to protect through the assignment of duty to others who may covert, or somehow 

interfere with the benefit stream (cited in Prasad, 2003). 
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Furuboton and Pejovich (1974) define property rights as follows: 

 

Property rights are understood as the sanctioned behavioural relations among men that 

arise from the existence of goods and pertain to their use. These relations specify the norms 

of behaviour with respect to goods that each and every person must observe in his daily 

interactions with other persons, or bear the cost of non observance. The term “good” is 

used here for any thing that yields satisfaction and utility to a person (cited in Prasad, 

2003). 

 

This last definition is the one that are used in this essay. 

 

 

2.3 Property rights in the present and in the past 

There has always been some kind of property right rules in all societies, in all times. It is 

not a long time ago since the word property rights invented, even if the phenomenon has 

always existed. Even though not all rules were even clearly expressed, they were there, and 

they helped to organize mutually relations concerning the use of the things in the society. 

It’s not until later that the property rights have become acknowledged. In different societies 

and cultures it can work differently well with formal verses non formal rules. (Berthu & 

Lepage, 1986). 

 

 

2.4 Why property rights? 

It is seen through the history that changes in property rights (formal or informal) have an 

important effect for the long run economic growth in a country. More secure property rights 

have had a strong impact on the rise in wealth of the Western world but it is difficult to 

rank or to quantify the relationship between the property rights and economic growth 

(Torstensson, 1994). 

 

The world we live in is characterized by the scarcity of resources and the problem that 

automatically will occur when the resources isn’t unlimited is the rivalry between people  
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that undoubtedly will take place. The competition occurs in order to get the control over the 

limited funds. The person with the control is thereby put in a better position than others are 

in. The law and the legally set property rights rules are created with the intention to develop 

the competition in a peaceful way. It may be a written law, the tradition, the culture, the 

religion or something similar but without some kind of property right rules a society can 

not exist (Berthu & Lepage, 1998). All societies have some kind of rules and how they have 

appeared, the way they work, how they are linked together and how they are divided 

between the individuals are characterized by the specific history that the certain area holds. 

That is also what is separating different societies but how efficient the laws and rules are, 

are unfortunate difficult to rank (Hamberg, 2000). 

 

 

2.5 The advantages of property rights 

The advantages with exclusive right to something is: if the property right exists, if the 

private ownership has became the pillar that our civilisations successes and achievements 

rest on, the system has through the history showed to be the most efficient one when it 

comes to solving the problems of life, which occurs when the resources aren’t unlimited 

(Berthu & Lepage, 1988). 

 

The reason deep behind this efficient way of living is found when carefully analyzing the 

legal matters of ownership. When a person has an exclusive right to an asset there is a lot to 

win for both him and the society. He has the right to do what he wishes to do and also to 

include or exclude others to enjoy the privileges that comes from the asset. The advantage 

is not difficult to discover, imagine a field that is privately owned by someone. That 

someone is free to plant crops or let his animals graze the field. If, on the other hand, that 

person is not allowed to put up a fence around the field or to refuse others to use it for every 

possible reason, what would his motive then be to look after the field by fertilize it, drain it 

and in other ways take care of the land? Without the option to exclude intruders there is no 

possibility to make a production. It’s obvious that when you have the exclusive right to an 

asset you have the possibility to produce more and to be more efficient when you don’t 

have to worry about the risk that someone else will harvest the fruit of your hard work. An 
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exclusive right to an asset doesn’t necessary have to lead to a higher profit. Since not all the 

right decisions might be made by that person, like an almighty being maybe would have 

done, but in most cases a private ownership will concede in a higher profit. The resources 

will be better aimed, better used and better administered. The economy will be more 

efficient and the benefit for the private person will coincide with the benefit for everyone 

(Ibid). Being in control of an asset will yield a benefit stream from the asset to the 

controller (Granér, 2003). 

 

 

2.6 Difficulties of capturing property rights 

Even if it seems like property rights affect the growth in a country, it might be difficult to 

capture there effects from property rights empirically. You can not expect to capture 

individuals’ expectations of the future security of their property rights. It is not only actual 

seizure of property that matters for how people act, but also the perceived risk of future 

seizure. In countries with a history of arbitrary seizure, it seems to take a long time until 

individuals perceive that their property rights are secure (Torstensson, 1994). 

 

According to Granér (2003) the three principles mentioned earlier work good in theory but 

are difficult to put into practise. Since the principles often are too abstract to all be ascribed 

a certain subject and also because the profit may be more or less transferable. It is it not 

always the best way to think of the three property right aspects in an order of precedence, 

where the highest level overtrump the lower ones, but rather in dimensions of rights. It can 

be showed in a principle sketch where every subject’s concrete rights over a certain object 

could be indicated as positions in a poly dimension figure. Every move in the arrows 

directions implies a strengthening of the subjects’ ownership rights. One can’t however for 

sure tell which direction that gives the best strengthening. It deeply depends on how the 

specific conditions are, maybe mostly on in which economic system the subject act within 

but also the subject’s preferences and the objects character plays an important role. 

 

In the upper right corner is a utopian position to be found. In that corner are the property 

rights perfect and unrestricted. Such a position would most certain be approved in every  
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society without any reservation. In reality most will societies accept several restrictions in 

ownership rights without disqualifying the owner from his ownership position (Ibid). 

 

 

 
Source Granér, 2003 

Figure 2.1 Principle sketch of property rights splinted into three dimensions 

 

 

2.7 In the absence of property rights 

In the presence of unclear property rights or in the case of a good with nature of open 

access, for example the ocean, is it easily happened that the good will be used too much and 

in a too high speed. Since there is no owner, everybody tries to get as much as possible out 

from the resource as soon as possible. Every fisherman will catch as many fish as he can 

instead of until the level that is the optimal level to catch. The fisherman thinks to himself: 

if he doesn’t catch it someone else will. This reasoning will end up with less or no fish left 

in the ocean since the optimal level of harvesting, in order to keep the optimal amount of 

fish, will be crossed (Berthu & Lepage, 1988). 

S 

U T

S= The right to use the surplus 
U= The right to use 
T= The right to make transfers 
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2.8 Earlier research of property rights 

According to Prasad (2003) can the Fiji Islands can be described as a country in a process 

of transition from an import-substitution economy to an export-oriented. The Fiji Island’s 

major problem is that the property rights are not well defined and since that’s an important 

factor it is affecting the performance of the Fijian economy. The issue of property rights has 

always been a worry and has now become an important concern in the new economic 

policies. Even the World Bank (1995) has recognized the issue of property rights as a major 

difficulty (cited in Prasad, 2003). 

 

Further on Prasad says the loss of well defined property rights in the Fiji Islands leads to a 

poor economic growth performance since well defined property rights according to 

Torstensson (1994) usually leads to a high level of gross domestic product growth. 

 

Prasad (2003) writes that the Native Land Trust Board (NLTB) (described later in the 

essay) has the role as both monopolist and monopsony in the market of land and that makes 

it twisted. The distribution of land rents to the landowners has been disproportional. This 

type of activity is called rent-seeking and is defined as a process where individuals obtain 

income without improving productivity. It of course leads to a lower level of welfare in the 

society (Tullock, 1980) and in order not to let the country suffer from rent-seeking 

behaviour has the control to be good and an appropriate set of property rights has to be 

founded (Roy and Tisedell, 1997) (cited in Prasad, 2003). NLTB has been running at loss 

and not presented audited financial statements since 1989. Also a long row of other public 

enterprises in the Fiji Islands has been operating at loss due to mismanagement and corrupt 

practices (Prasad, 2003.) 

 

In several countries around the world have the native people demanded an upgrading of 

their current property right system, it hasn’t been demanded in the Fiji Islands yet but it 

wouldn’t harm if they did. The native peoples systems are often based on activities as 

hunting or gathering (Ibid). Some of the systems are based on force from other groups of 

people. Treadgold (1992) writes that in the Fiji Islands the structure of property rights is a 

complex one; it includes private property regimes, communal property regimes, state 
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property regimes and open access regimes. They all have different characteristics within the 

regime and it makes it even more complex (cited in Prasad, 2003). Even when it comes to 

resources which are communally owned, the loss of unmistakably definitions of the rights 

and the ways in which resources should to be used is a base for conflicts. It’s not only 

between the indo-Fijians and the indigenous-Fijians there are conflicts but also within the 

traditional Fijian society (Prasad, 2003). 

 

V Nithi Nithiyanandam and Rukmani Gounder (2002) manifests in their article “Equals in 

Markets: Land Property Rights and Ethnicity in Fiji and Sri Lanka” that property rights 

today goes beyond the neoclassical prescription of “getting the price right”. In a milieu of 

globalisation and market orientation, policy makers also need to ensure themselves of 

“getting the property rights right”. They also mean that this is a great challenge for 

countries locked in ethnic conflicts. The article is facing the problem that the property 

rights of the majority ethnic Fijians are protected by the countries Constitution who 

denying free availability of land as a factor of production to the minority Indian 

community. This has culminated into worsen economical development in the country, 

including insecure capital, low investment and low production. The authors mean that it 

was when the existing leases began to expire in the mid- 1990s as a critically explosive 

situation, that maybe not was so politically, but at least economically, was looming ahead. 

Land ownership becomes a core issue of the impending ethnic conflict. The authors claim 

that there is no doubt about that the conflict about the property rights of land has affected 

the economic situation in the Fiji Islands. 

 

A major question in the Fiji Islands is, according to Dr. Boydell and Mr. Krishn Shah 

(2003) to work out who the land actually belongs to. They have been studying property 

rights in the Fiji Islands for a long time and writes that the land in one way belongs to God, 

according to Fijian traditions. One reason that capitalism work so well in West and fails 

elsewhere is that individualising ownership of land and land title in West can be used as a 

security against financial borrowing. In the Fiji Islands there have never been a saving 

mentality, such economic rationalism as in West does not work out with the pervading 

sociology of Fiji society. According to Dr. Boydell and Mr. Krish Shan, Fijian people do  
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not think that anyone can own native land. Human people can just be landholders, like 

stewardship, because the land actually belongs to God. The Fijian communalism is about a 

relationship: NogoKalou, NagoVanua. My God, My Land. If you accept this relationship, 

then you accept the fact that there is no separation between God and the land. The land 

ultimately belongs to God and you can not sell something that belongs to God, because you 

can not sell anything that you do not own. When the native “owner” alienated land he only 

alienated the use of the land, as the native owner was only familiar with a system where 

you alienate the use of the land until the occupant needs it. The communalism is widely 

scattered in the Fiji Islands and have characterized the community. This means that the 

people do not look at ownership of things at the same way as we do in West. Yours and 

mine are not of such a big importance, therefore, Fijian citizens’ share what they own after 

best ability. The discussion about the landholding system came up when the Indo-Fijian 

people started to claim after the right to use land as their own. 

 

Boydell and Shah (2003) conclude their article by returning to the concept of NogoKalou, 

NagoVanua. “Earlier we suggested that God does not belong to the people, but people 

(would like to) believe that they belong to God. It follows that the land apparently does not 

belong to the indigenous Fijian people, rather than the people belong to the land”. It 

benefits the indigenous Fijian population to hold on to the beliefs that the land belongs to 

God and therefore can not be sold, because as long as the law shows respect to Gods will 

they have a reason to continue with there landholding system arranged by the Fijian clans 

and the Government. And therefore the indigenous Fijian people mean that immigrants in 

the Fiji Islands have to accept this Fijian way of thinking in this question. 

 

La Croix (2002) makes a comparison between the two Pacific island groups, Hawaii and 

the Fiji Islands, to see how the evolution of land rights has taken such different paths. Both 

the islands share Polynesian cultures and late contact with Europe and the sugar industries 

in the late 19th century. He upholds that population pressure frequently has been regarded as 

a major force behind the transformation in property rights. Population pressure usually 

brings an appreciation of land rents and decline of real wages and therefore provides the 

incentives to define property rights in land more precisely. 
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The pattern of colonialism in the Fiji Island is following a classic line also seen in other 

British possessions in the last century: the pacification of the countryside, the spread of 

plantation agriculture, and the introduction of Indian indentured labour. The natives did not 

have to confine to small, crowded reservations or forced to work the land by the pressure of 

population growth. No, they were instead allowed to retain 80 to 90 % of their lands, they 

were allowed to keep their system of governance and they were prevented from working 

extensive on the plantations. It was colonial authorities that justified these measures as 

necessary to achieve their goals of promoting as well as further development of the native 

Fijian economy. This resulted in economic and political institutions that promoted to a dual 

economy, in which the traditional sector was explicitly isolated from the enclave plantation 

sector (La Croix, 2002). 

 

La Croix (2002) continues discussing why it was necessary to prevent free alienation of 

native land. He regards that it begins in a profit-maximizing desire from the British 

government which trough British capital and British settlers want to maximize their profits. 

Then they let available political and legal institutions to facilitate planter profit 

maximization. Some of them might have expected that a free market in land would work 

against this purpose. The most secure alternative for the government, as an agent for British 

interests, was to prohibit land alienation and prevent Fijians from working on the 

plantations. 

 

Today when the Fiji Islands is independent there are two other possible reasons for 

restrictions in the issue of property rights of land. First, restrictions on land sales would 

prevent Fijian groups from assembling liquid wealth that could be used in a rebellion 

against the colonial authorities. Second, a non-alienation policy would limit the ability of 

new interest groups to gain influence in the Fiji Islands (Ibid). 

 

The conclusions that can be drawn from earlier studies in the subject, property rights in the 

Fiji Islands, is that the big issue in the country is how to handle the complex problem that 

the undefined property rights has become. Most of it because the Indigenous Fijians claim 

their right to be landholders, but even because of the strong believes in God as the one and 
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only with fully right to the land. This is especially a problem in a country as the Fiji Islands 

with a population with many different cultures and religions, where the two major races 

live under different conditions, mostly because of the reasons above. According to Boydell 

and Shan (2003) the indigenous Fijian people have strong religious and traditional views 

which they live after and therefore it becomes an ethnic conflict between them and the 

Indians who think and acts totally different. The Indians are more focused on business and 

economic welfare than the indigenous Fijians which are more characterize by the 

colonialism. The clans who have the right to the majority of the land (the native land) are of 

course unwilling to let go of it, because it would reduce their influence and power in the 

country. As an effect of this it has culminated in to worsen economical development in the 

country, including insecure and high risk capital, low investment and low production. 
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Chapter 3 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS FROM THE FIELD STUDY 

 

 

 

 

This chapter consists of two sections. The first section, 3.1 to 3.6, is introducing the results 

from the interviews with different Fijian organizations, active in the area of property rights 

and sugar industry and facts from Fijian news papers. The organizations are the Fijian 

sugarcane farmer’s council (FSC), the Native Land Trust Board (NLTB), the Ministry of 

Land at the Fijian Government. The other section, 3.7 contains the interviews with the 

Fijian sugarcane farmers. In this chapter are only the results introduced, further analysis 

take place in chapter 4. 

 

 

3.1 The sugar cane industry in the Fiji Islands 

There are three different types of land in Fiji to lease; crown A, crown B and crown C. 

Crown A and B are Native land which is owned by different Fijian clans and is organized 

by the Native Trust Board (NLTB). Crown C is the Governments´ land which is the 

cheapest alternative of land lease. A small part of the land is Freehold land, which you can 

own and therefore also buy and sell. 

 

 Crown A and Crown B Crown C Freehold

Type of land Native land owned by 

Fijian Clans and 

organized by NLTB 

Government land Land possible to 

buy and sell 

Length of lease 20-30 years 99 years --- 

Per cent of total 

land area 

83 per cent 7 per cent 10 per cent 

Table 3.1 The different types of land in the Fiji Islands 
Source: The Fijian Government Homepage, 2004 
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The lease of crown C runs for 99 years, so this alternative is more similar to ownership than 

other types of land leases. A state law decides how high the rent will be and it can 

maximum be up to six percent of the unimproved capital value of land. For native land 

NLTB decides exactly how many percent the rent will consist of. Right now it is six 

percent, because NLTB thinks that is the optimal for them and the landholders, since it 

gives the maximal yield. The leasing cost comprises a yearly rental pay and a separate lease 

or premium cost. The payments that the landholders receive comprise two elements; one is 

for the permanent damage done to the land and the other element is to compensate for not 

being able to use the land themselves (The Fijian Government Homepage, 2004). 

 

Native Land (Crown A and B) is reserved for indigenous Fijian clans and comprises 83 

percent (Torstensson 1994) (since 1874) of the total land area in the Fiji Islands. Native 

Land is reserved for the exclusive use of its land holders, but can be leased with the land 

holders’ approval for fixed periods and for particular purposes. About 7 percent of all land 

in the Fiji Islands is controlled by the Government (State Land) and, like Native Land, may 

not be sold. Freehold Land accounts for the remaining 10 percent of the total land area and 

anyone who has got approval by the Government (Ministry of Land) is free to buy the land 

if it is for sale (The Fijian Government Homepage, 2004). 

 

 

3.2 The sugar cane production 

The sugar cane plant is an about two to four meters high plant. After it is put into the 

ground it needs water and fertilizer. In the Fiji Islands four different types of fertilizer are 

used. The first one is used shortly after the plantation and two out of the three other are 

used later when the plants has grown more. According to Mr. J. Prasad, field officer at the 

Fiji Sugar Cane Growers Counsel (FSC), does the farmers spend about 19 US$1 per acre on 

fertilizer. (J. Prasad, personal communication, 2004-05-01) 

                                                 
1 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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Last year there were 23 000 active sugar cane farmers in The Fiji Islands and altogether 

they produced 2.7 million tons of sugar canes (E. Toga, personal communication, 

2004-05-21) per year. The numbers of farmers in the Fiji Islands have decreased by 5-10 

percent since the military coup year 2000. Since the year of 1997 3 000-4 000 leases have 

expired without being renewed. The main reason for the decrease is that many of the land 

holders don’t renew the leases. Another reason for the decrease is that FSC doesn’t have the 

capacity to take care of the sugar canes fast enough during the harvesting. This means that 

the farm workers don’t get to work continuously, only a couple of days every now and then. 

They only get paid the days there is any work to do and that makes it hard for them to earn 

a living, therefore is it common for workers to leave the sugar cane industry for other 

professionals. The salary the workers get paid is about 7 US$ per ton of sugar canes. To 

work at the sugar fields in the Fiji Islands is classified as the hardest work in the Fiji 

Islands. Among other things, the hard work is one reason why the land holders choose to let 

somebody else lease and cultivate the land (J. Prasad, personal communication, 

2004-05-01). 

 

The sugar cane is a perennial plant and therefore doesn’t have to be replanted every year. 

The number of years that the plant brings enough sugar and hold a good quality depends on 

how well you take care of the plant. According to J. Prasad, personal communication, 2004-

05-01 the Fijian farmers take good care of their sugar cane fields and is therefore able to 

keep the plants for an average of ten to fifteen years. The farmers aim to keep the plants for 

as long as possible since it saves them work and money. The yearly income for a farmer 

isn’t high, in average 13 950 US$2 and they only get to keep 70 percent of the total 

turnover, after FSC have taken 30 percent. Out of those 70 percent they have to pay rent for 

the land (which is based on the turnover), the fertilizer and the workers salary. Besides 

from this it has to be enough money for replanting, investments and profit. For most 

farmers there is only five percent left of total turnover when everything else is paid for. A 

combination of the low profit and the hard work is one reason why the numbers of sugar 

cane farmers is decreasing. 

                                                 
2 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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The fact that the farmers don’t replant often can be one reason for why the Fijian sugar in 

general is of lower quality compared to other big sugar producing countries such as 

Australia, Brazil and Cuba. In most countries, farmers replant the sugar plants after only 

five or six years and also in order to keep the dirt fertile the farmers let the fields rest 

between the replants and do crop rotations. In the Fiji Islands it isn’t common to let the land 

rest more than one month or to plant other types of crops in the fields. Some farmers in the 

Fiji Islands use the land continuously (Ibid). 

 

Right now the Fiji Islands has an agreement with the European Union (EU) about the Fiji 

Island’s sugar export which gives the Fiji Islands the opportunity to export sugar to Europe 

at a higher price than the world market price of sugar. This is in order to support the Fiji 

Islands, as an under developed country. The agreement lasts until the year of 2007 (E. 

Toga, personal communication, 2004-05-21). The European Union expects the Fiji Island’s 

sugar quality to improve in order to renew the contract; therefore the future for the sugar 

industry is very uncertain. For making the quality better, the Fijian sugar cane production 

has to be more efficient and modern. Without the contract with EU the quality has to rise to 

a higher level to be able to compete with the other big sugar cane nations (J. Prasad, 

personal communication, 2004-05-01). 

 

The market of sugar in the Fiji Islands today does not workout well, most because it is very 

complex, which partly depends on the corrupted politic influence. The problem is serious 

and that can the statistics show. The amount of efficiently produced sugar per hectare in 

most other countries are 70 000-80 000 kilos. In the Fiji Islands the production are about 

50 000 kilos per hectare. The lowest cost of production is in Rarawai Mill, it costs 93 US$3 

per 1 000 kilos of sugar, compared to a similar mill in India producing at about 40 US$. 

The crops should be changed after every four or six years, but in the Fiji Islands existing 

statistics shows that it is more than seven year and up to twenty years between the times. If 

the political delays continues to postpone the reform, the Fiji Islands might loose the entire 

sugar industry and accordingly will 200 000 people, about every fourth of the inhabitants, 

                                                 
3 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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would become unemployed. The industry might look very different in a couple of years if 

the sugar reform recommendations will not be implemented in the politic (Qarase, 2004). 

 

 

3.3 The land issue 

The Landlord and Tenant Ordinance (ALTO) is a proposal from 1966 were the leaders tried 

to find a solution on the complex Fiji land issue that should satisfy both the tenants and the 

landowners (Singh 2004). ALTO made the following provisions: 

 

 Minimum  10-year leases, the contract to be in writing, with entitlement to terms of 

10-year extensions; with the tenant to be given a year written notice of termination; 

 Forbade the payment of rent in crops or any other kind of labor except legal 

currency; 

 Rent liable for re-assessment every five years, 

 Forbade payment for premium to be paid be stated clearly in the contract along with 

the rent; 

 Established an agricultural tribunal; and 

 Entitled tenant to compensation at termination of lease and the landlord to 

compensation in case of degradation. 

 

Neither the Indian tenant nor the Fijian landowner was happy with the ALTO (1966) 

practice. Instead of a straight out 30-year lease which many were able to get in the past, 

leases were now restricted to ten years initially. Under ALTO, farmers could only get a 

minimum of ten years with two ten year possible extensions after that. Although, the 

Ordinance provided for 30-year leases or more and not less then ten years, in practice the 

ten year minimum was regarded as standard with the result that leases were now restricted 

to ten years. But the fact that leases came up for renewal every ten years meant continued 

uncertainties and insecurity. This effected the investments and the development in the sugar 

cane production in a negatively way. It was these leases under ALTA who expired around 

year 2000. Today, a generation after that ALTA was introduced farmers still have a bleak 

future concerning land. The largest reason for this problem seems to be the political 
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situation in the country with corruption, were the focus is on keeping the land and the 

economic welfare to the Indigenous Fijian, which becomes a lost for the Indian people who 

compared to the indigenous Fijians wants to work with sugar cane farming. The indigenous 

Fijian rather work in other businesses, like tourism and therefore the Government prefers to 

work harder with develop this sectors (Ibid). 

 

 

3.4 The Native Land Trust Board (NLTB) 

NLTB is an independent organization for the Fijian landholders, in other words the Fijian 

clans. The organization gets some support from the Government and the President of the 

Republic of the Fiji Island is as well the President of NLTB. The Board administrates 83 

percent of the land (Crown A and B), which is owned by the Fijian clans. Almost all 

indigenous Fijians belongs to one of the 4 000 different clans in the country. NLTB 

organize everything about the land leases. For example are they the ones who renews the 

land leases, but they still have to get the approval from the land holders (the clans) (E. 

Toga, personal communication, 2004-05-21. 

 

To lease land that NLTB supplies is more expensive than Government land, because NLTB 

charge the farmers 15 percent for their services. This fee is used for the administration in 

the organization, which is to distribute the money to the land owners) (Ibid). 

 

There are right now 42 000 contracts of Native land leases in the Fiji Islands and out of 

them are 10-12 000 used for sugar cane farming. The number of farmers is decreasing, 

since the leases start to run out, as one reason. Many of the land holders choose to not 

renew the leases, since they want to use the land by themselves (Ibid). Landowners have 

shown great interest in taking over their land and leasing it when leases expire. The 

increasing landowner demand for cane land had led to disputes on land allocation and this 

resulted in many expired leases being unresolved. The Fijian clan members have notice that 

the sugar cane farmers, which mostly are Indians, would make good money from the sugar 

caning if they don’t have to pay the land lease and if they could make their production more 

efficient. Now they want to start up own farms and some of them does, but many of them  
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let the land go back to its natural state (Ibid). Now NLTB are working with landowners 

formalizing of the cane fields and are also opening up new areas for sugarcane planting 

(NLTB Annual report, 2002). 

 

Before the military coup year 2000 there were an Indian premier minister in the Fiji Islands. 

He paid the sugar cane farmers 15 800 US$4 as a compensation when they had to leave the 

farms when the leases run out. The military coup was carried out in order to dismiss him. 

After the coup a new, indigenous Fijian premier minister was assigned. He wants to get 

back the Fijian land to the indigenous Fijians, and for leaving the farms he gives the 

farmers 5 600 US$5 (10 000 Fiji$). Also the indigenous Fijians who get their land back and 

wants to use it for starting a business gets 5 600 US$ from the Government. This aid 

worked in the wrong direction for the sugar industry and the Fijian economy but the 

Government didn’t care, all in order to maintain their power. The military coup created 

large cleavages between the both races in the country (M. Baravilala, personal 

communication, 2004-05-20). 

 

It is a major problem for the Fijian economy that the land holders don’t approve for land 

lease renewals. This since the indigenous Fijians doesn’t have any experience of sugar cane 

farming and because of that are they not very successful in doing so (E. Toga, personal 

communication, 2004-05-21). Mr. Baravilala at the Lands Department thinks that NLTB is 

a bit corrupted since they advice the land holders to not lease out there land to Indian 

people even though it has a negatively effect for the country when not doing so. Mr. 

Baravilala means that one reason for the corruption could be that the President of the Fiji 

Islands also is the President of NLTB (M. Baravilala, personal communication, 2004-05-

20). Also from other directions (World Bank, 1991) is NLTB given bad critics (cited in 

Prasad, 2003). In Towards higher Growth in Pacific Island Economies: Lessons from the 

1980s is there to read about the establishment of NLTB. It says it seams to be a very costly 

and an inefficient institution (Prasad, 2003). 

                                                 
4 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
5 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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NLTB and other government departments have start up a rehabilitation program to help 

boost cane production and make displaced farmers to return to their old farms. According 

to National Farmers Union former farmers are not willing to do that and because of that the 

landowner’s revenue is in trouble. The problems are that NLTB should have thought of 

this, and started up the program before the leases expired around year 2000. The majority 

of the landowners wanted to have the leases renewed but the NLTB decided not to. NLTB 

said earlier that it was the landowner’s wishes, but when the organization saw that nothing 

was done to the land after that the leases had expired, they decided to approach the 

landowners to get tenants back. Many of the former farmers have left Viti Levu and have 

found other forms of livelihoods in other places in the Fiji Islands (Baselala, 2004). 

 

One solution of the land issue for sugar cane farmers are joint venture, but it is not legal 

today. This could give a higher profit than today. To let more land become free hold land, 

which can seem like a traditional western option for the land issue, can also cause 

problems. If anyone or even if only any Fijian citizen could buy land there is a risk that 

many foreign people should be the owners and than they could let people in the country 

take care of the land, for example for hotel- and tourist businesses. But the question is who 

NLTB works for and if the organization is incorrupt. The majority of the staff at NLTB, 

who are suppose to work for both the landowners (the indigenous Fijians) and the leasers 

(the Indians), are indigenous Fijians and than also landowners! With a majority means 99 

percent of the employed. Only one person is Indian (E. Toga, personal communication, 

2004-05-21). 

 

 

3.5 The Fiji Sugar Cane Growers Counsel (FSC) 

FSC is an organization for the sugarcane farmers. They organize all the farmers into 

districts and sectors and keep track of how much each farmer will plant. It is the most 

important primary sector in the Fiji Islands and annually it generates about 140 – 170 

million US$6. The mission in the organization is to support the sugar cane growers of Fiji 

and help them to improve their farm profitability. FSC checks every year each farmer’s  

                                                 
6 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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sugar in order to see if the quality is good enough and decides if it should be harvested or 

not and how much FSC will pay for each ton. They also organize the transports of the sugar 

canes to the four existing sugar mills in the Fiji Islands, and sell all the fertilizer that the 

farmers use (J. Prasad, personal communication, 2004-05-01). 

 

The farmers have no choice; they have to sell the sugar canes to FSC who refines it to a 

complete product and distribute it forward. The payment to the farmers is split up into six 

times a year, every second month the farmers receives a payment cheque. Last year FSC 

paid around 31 US$/ton to the farmers for good quality sugar. In order to maintain these 

services the organization keeps 30 percent of the sale from the sugar harvest. If the total 

sum of production reach above 3.5 millions of tons, FSC instead keeps 25 percent (Ibid). 

 

The Fiji Sugar Cane Growers Counsel is not completely owned by the Government. About 

50 percent is owned by stockholders, who mostly consist of sugar cane farmers and the 

other 50 percent is owned by the Government (Ibid). 

 

 

3.6 Interviews with Fijian sugar cane farmers 

The interviewed farmers are all leasing the land that they are using from some of the earlier 

mentioned leasing systems. The most of them, 12 of 20 are renting Crown C, which means 

that they are paying the Government for leasing the land that they are using for there sugar 

cane production (20 Fijian Sugar cane farmers, 2004). 

 

All farmers that have been interviewed have small to medium farms and production. It does 

not give them a large profit, mostly because of the high payments for the leases and the 

amount that goes to FSC. This is affecting how much they have left for investments. Water 

system are one thing that most of the farmers would like to have but can not afford, because 

of the low profit. In their production all the farmers are using fertilizers which they buy 

from FSC (Ibid). 
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Another thing that effects how effective the production is in the sugar cane industry is how 

often the farmers are replanting their sugar crops. It is very expensive to do this and the 

most farmers choose to replant as less as possible for saving money (J. Prasad, personal 

communication, 2004-05-01). 

 

The farmers are replanting in average after ten years and that is because they are taking 

such a good care of their land that it is not useful to do it more often. The farmers that have 

been interviewed are replanting in average after five years. It is a big difference between 

the farmers. Some of them are replanting after two years and some of them after eleven 

years. If you look at the sugar industry in the whole world, it is normal to replant after 

about four to six years. It depends on the quality of the fields and how you are taking care 

of the crops. The soil in the Fiji Islands is of a very good quality, but the sugar industry 

needs more money for taking care of the farms and making them more modern. This is 

important because the quality of the soil becomes lower and lower, which is expensive for 

the farmers who have to use more fertilizers. Reasons why the soil becomes less good can 

be the fact that the farmers use too less fertilizers today and do not let the fields rest once in 

a while (Ibid). 

 

The most of the farmers are not using crop rotation. Many of them never even let the land 

rest, but a majority leave the land in fallow field about one year between the replanting. For 

those who are replanting first after eleven years this means that the soil is being depleted 

from constant cultivation, which of course has effects on both the sugar quality and the 

amount of sugar that is harvested but also on how effective the production becomes. In 

other words how much that can be harvested. The farmer we made an interview with who 

use crop rotation has a significant higher production level than the rest of the farmers. This 

is shown in diagram 3.1 (20 Fijian Sugar cane farmers, 2004).  
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The diagram shows the number of farmers that use a particular combination of how often they replant and at 

that time for how long they let the land rest or if they instead use crop rotation. There are nine farmers out of 

the 20 that never let the land rest and only two of them let the land rest more than one year. It shows also that 

only one farmer use crop rotation. 

Figure 3.1 The farmer’s replant and land rest pattern 

 

 

The sugar cane farmers are leasing in average 15 acres each. The leasing cost for this is in 

average 44 US$7 per acre and 660 US$ per farmer. Other costs for the sugar cane 

production are fertilizers 19 US$ per acre and wages that are 7 US$ per ton harvest sugar, 

which becomes 210 US$ per acre. The farmers as well have to pay FSC for transportation 

to the mill: 1 US$ per ton harvested sugar. The farmers have no choice, they have to buy 

this service from FSC and FSC are guaranteed to buy the sugar canes from the farmers. 

This cost can be compared with how much sugar the farmers are producing, which is 30 ton 

per acre in average. For this production they get paid 31 US$ dollar per ton (2003). This 

will give the farmers an average income of 930 US$ per acre. From this FSC take an 

amount of 25 percent, which becomes 233 US$ per acre in a year and 3 495 US$ for the 

whole farm. The result from this will be that the farmers in average have 394 US$ left in 

profit per acre. That gives a yearly profit of 5 910 US$ per farm. In most cases has this to  

                                                 
7 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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be enough for the family to survive on including covering up for investments and as 

insurance for unexpected costs, this since the sugar cane farming generally is the only 

source of income for the family. The farm is usually run as a family business where the 

wife, who in most cases are a house wife, and children help out when needed. The numbers 

are shown in table 3.2 (20 Fijian Sugar cane farmers, 2004). 

 

Minimum Average Maximum

Amount of acres 9 15 31

Leasing cost/acre 11 44 109

Leasing cost/farm 133 660 1 976

Fertilizer cost/acre 19 19 19

Wage cost/tons 7 7 7

Wage cost/acre 54 210 308

Transportation/ton 1 1 1

Transportation/acre 8 30 44

Tons prod./acre 8 30 44

Income/ton 31 31 31

Income/acre 238 930 1 364

Income/farm 2 142 13 950 42 284

Fee to FSC/acre 60 233 341

Fee to FSC/farm 536 3 488 10 571

Profit/acre 86 394 543

Profit/farm 774 5 917 16 833
The table shows the farmers minimum, average and maximum values. 

Table 3.2 The interviewed farmers costs and profits (in US dollars) 

 

 

The cost of living in the Fiji Islands is pretty high. Our opinion from living there for two 

months is that for example the cost of food purchased in a food hall in the Fiji Islands 

approximately is only 20 percent cheaper compared to Swedish food prices. Most food is 

locally produced and is approximately 30 percent cheaper, imported food is only  
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approximately 10 percent cheaper than Swedish food prices. We have put together a budget 

for an average Fijian farmer; the numbers are shown in table 3.3. 

 

 Income Costs 
Per ton  31  
Per acre 930  
  
Total8  13 950  
  
Leasing                 44$/acre -660 
Wages                   210$/acre -3 150 
FSC costs:  
Transportation      30/acre - 450 
Fertilizers             19/acre -285 
Service fee9 -3 488 
  
Total - 8 033 
  
Total profit 5917 

Profit per month is $493 = SEK 3 795 

Table 3.3 A farmer’s average budget (in US dollars) 

 

 

When we have been talking to the farmers about what they are thinking about the leasing 

systems, we can see that the most of them have a negatively attitude against it. That’s 

because of the insecurity over the fact that they do not own the land and may have to leave 

it in an uncertain point of time. This makes it hard to get loan from the banks to make 

necessary investments, but it even makes them unwilling to take the risk to make 

investments in there production, because of the insecurity. They do not either have enough 

money left in profit for investments. The result of this is that the most of the farmers have a 

very simple park of machines and other things that can help them in there harvesting. This 

is a problem for the Fiji Island’s sugar cane industry, means both the interviewed farmers 

and Mr. Prasad at FSC, because it makes the production more out of date compared to other 

sugar producing countries. 

                                                 
8 31 US$/ton x 30 ton per acre = 930 US$/acre x 15 acres = 13 950 US$ 
9 25% of total income 
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The sugar industry can be classified as a profit maximizing one and to become that you 

have to make the production as effective as possible; maximum profit for minimum work 

and costs. For the Fijian farmers a large part of the profit goes to the rent for the land 

leasing and to FSC. These are costs that the farmers not can affect or change. No one of the 

farmers knows what the landowners are doing with the rent and they do not think that they 

get anything back, like benefits, support or help to take care of the land. The only time the 

Government are helping the farmers is after large monsoons and similar occurrences. Then 

they can get a small amount to repair the damage and to cover up for lost production. 

 

Finally, all the farmers agree about the fact that if they owned their land, but even if the rent 

was lower, they should invest more in their farms, for example in water systems, better or 

more fertilizers, machines. Then they should be prepared to do that, because they had a 

more secure future and easier to get loans or financial support for their farms. Today a large 

problem is that FSC have to use out of date transportation possibilities and the farmers have 

to hire FSC to bring the sugar from the field to the mill. The railways that FSC use are old 

and sometimes they do not work at all. When the sugar is harvested it is important that it 

comes to the mill as fast as possible. The sugar quality becomes lower and lower as longer 

as the sugar plants are lying on the fields. If the sugar canes have been lying more than 

seven days FSC do not buy them anymore, because the quality considers as bad. Today the 

transportation does not work out that well and sometimes the sugar canes have to lie on the 

fields for several days. The amount that the farmers pay to FSC today is pretty high and it 

can be discussed how well they are using the money. FSC wants to make the amount lower 

to give the farmers more money left in profit, but the question is if that is such a good idea. 

A better idea could be to make the rent lower, with consideration to the fact that FSC, as it 

is today, have a large and important part in the sugar industry and therefore they can need 

the money for improvement in there work. A majority of the interviewed farmers do not 

think that the amount to FSC is too high, but they have several complains over the work 

they do and the services they offer. The farmers even believe that FSC have enough income 

today to make necessary improvements, but that they use their money in an incorrect way. 
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3.7 The Sugar cane productions effect on the Fijian economy 

The Fijian Government has the economic growth rate goal of approximately five percent a 

year. To make it possible this year, the Fiji Islands has to increase the export by about 140-

170 million US$10 over the next two to three years. The Prime minister wants to rise this 

target to a new level of eight per cent yearly growth, but it is impossible says the governor 

of the Fiji Reserve Bank, Mr. Reddy. To be able to increase the growth rate to the desired 

level will the country need a much greater effort on the part of all exporters and the export 

sector have to grow at a faster rate. From this we can understand that it is important that the 

sugar cane industry, which is the largest part of this sector, develops in a quick pace in the 

future in order to make an immense progress. This is the biggest economic challenge for the 

country. The most critical thing is a resolution of the sugar sector reform program and even 

the upcoming agreement with the European Union in year 2007. There is a realistic 

possibility that they will not continue giving the Fiji Islands the current, generous price for 

the sugar. That is a big risk for the country. The Fiji Islands has to put more focus on 

investment policies and get ready for the possible event in year 2007. Mr. Reddy said that if 

the Fiji Islands had not suffered economic shocks, the economy could be growing at a much 

faster rate now (Foster, 2004). 

                                                 
10 1 US$ = 1,77148 $Fiji (2004-09-16) 
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Chapter 4 

ANALYSIS 

 

 

 

 

4.1 My God, My Land 

One of the major issues when it comes to property rights in the Fiji Islands is the question 

about who the land belongs to. The native Fijian people mean that the land belongs to God 

and can therefore not be owned by any human being. According to the western way of 

managing property rights can the Fijian approach of God being one with the land seem to 

be a bit unreasonable. As much as you can not own God, you can not own land in the Fiji 

Islands, because they are the same according to Fijian traditions. This makes the issue about 

property rights of land very difficult to find a solution to. 

 

The clans that “own” the land today are landholders that only supervise the land. One 

reason for them to not let the all native land be freehold is, as Croix upholds in the chapter 

about earlier research, that the indigenous Fijians want to keep the power of their country. 

Both against the immigrated Indians, which are steady gaining a better economic position 

in the society, and also against other races that, may want to explore the country. The 

tourist sector is growing fast in the Fiji Islands and much of the land that earlier was used 

for sugar production is today resorts. The fact that the Indians actually are 50 percent of the 

total population, and not a minority, should therefore possess them in a better position in 

the society. 

 

 

4.2  The complex problems within NLTB 

NLTB, that organizes the native land for the clans are in full represented by indigenous 

Fijians and thereby only works for their own purpose, not for the country’s best. The 

majority of the native land which is to let, is used for sugar production. As mentioned 

earlier, the sugar cane farmers in the Fiji Islands are mostly Indians, and therefore not able  
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to change their situation since they don’t have representatives of their own in NLTB and 

other governmental organisations. According to Baravilala, NLTB doesn’t promote land 

leases. One reason for this might be that the president of NLTB also is the president of the 

Fiji Islands. He and the government do not work for a better situation for the Indians, 

because of the race conflicts which accelerated after the military coup year 2000. They 

want to punish the Indians and put them in a worse economic situation. 

 

The share NLTB is taking from the rents as a payment for their services will be lowered in 

the future according to Mr. Toga at NLTB. The reason is not to make the rent lower for the 

land leasers but to increase the profit for the landowners. The organization has received 

critic for the amount of money they are taking from the Fijian people and for the way they 

are using the money, both within the country and also from the World Bank. 

 

 

4.3 Field study results 

The two main problems for the Fijian sugar cane farmers today are; the property rights 

system in combination with the high leasing fee relative the income and the lack of 

efficiency within FSC. Since the cultivators only get to lease the land they use they have 

major difficulties getting financial support from banks and credit institutions in order to be 

able to make investments. Investments are a criterion for keeping up with the other sugar 

producing countries in the world. The quality and efficiency are today at a low level in the 

Fiji Islands because the farmers cant afford to improve their farms enough. Mostly because 

of the high payment to the landowners and also because of the amount of money they have 

to give to FSC for their services. 

 

FSC has a monopsony situation, where the sugar produced in the Fiji Islands has to be sold 

through them. FSC are the organisation which owns all the mills and the equipment needed 

for transporting the raw sugar from the fields to the mills. This is a failing link in the Fijian 

sugar production since the transportation isn’t keeping up with the pace of which the sugar 

is harvested, this in order to be able to produce sugar at a high-quality level. FSC is 

discussing a lowering of the fee, paid by the farmers but it is not a good idea as long as they  
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not are able to fulfil their undertakings properly. The reason why FSC can not keep a higher 

level of their services may be; the inefficiency in the organization or too low income. The 

outcome of the field study shows that the farmers don’t think the percentage they pay to 

FSC are to high but they think FSC could be more professional. 

 

The results show that very few farmers benefit by using crop rotation. It is widely known in 

agricultural circles that this is a good way of retain a high quality of the dirt. To let it just 

rest is one way of giving the dirt a chance to recover but it is not a way to maximize the 

profit. Many of the farmers do not regards themselves to have the economical possibility to 

even let the dirt rest, so they use it constantly. In the long run this is not an optimal choice 

to reach an as high production as possible. 
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Chapter 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

 

 

It can be established that the sugar production in the Fiji Islands have been strongly 

affected by the country’s leasing system since it not is optimal for all incorporated parts. 

The fact that the farmers do not own the land, make their future insecure and they avoid 

making investments, but it also makes it hard for them to find financiers. This in a 

combination with the relatively high rent for the leases makes it almost impossible for the 

farmers to make a profit large enough to live from and it is also another ground for not 

making necessarily investments. 

 

The Fijian sugar production is out of date, both on the farms, but even within FSC´s 

working area. The harvesting procedure and the transportation to the mills are not as 

efficiency as it could be and the way that the farmers are taking care of the soil and the 

fields could in many ways is better. For example could crop rotation, land rest and water 

system be used in a larger extent. 

 

The reasons seen above together with the Fiji Island’s very complex land issue concerning 

property rights and the corrupted political system complicates the sugar cane farmer’s 

conditions and situation, which of course disadvantage the whole countries sugar 

production. When this is the Fiji Island’s largest export product, conclusions can be drawn 

that this even have effects on the country’s economy. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Interview questions 

1. Do you rent the land you use? 

 

2. a) Which kind of leasing contract do you have, crown A, B or C? 

 b) For how long does the contract last? 

 

3. How many acres do you lease? 

 

4. How much do you pay in rent every year, per acres? 

 

5.  How much do you produce in a year? 

 

6. a) What are you doing in order to take care of the land? 

 For example; fallow field, fertilizers and water systems 

 b) How often do you replant your sugar plants? 

 

7. What do you think about the Fiji Island’s leasing system of land? 

 

8. Would you react differently if: 

 a) You owned the land that you use, it was freehold? 

 b) The rent was lower? 

 c) The leasing period was longer? 

 How and why? 

Do you think you would be able to produce or invest more in your farm then? 

 Do you have any clue how big difference it would make in your 

production? 
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9. Do you think the current land leasing system in the Fiji Islands affect the 

sugar cane industry? 

 

10. Do you know what NLTB and the Government use the rent for that you are 

paying  

 

11.  What do you think about FSC´s share in your production? 

  To big, to low or OK? 

 

12. Do you think you receive anything in return of the amount that you are paying 

in rent and to FSC? 




