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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Public enterprises are state-owned production units that market their output, and are thus
directly involved in the market process. Their existence raises the fundamental question of
why they are in the public sector, and more generally, where the boundaries between the
public and private sector should be drawn. Until recently it was taken for granted that the
state had a central role to play in accelerating development in LDCs, and even now the
evidence suggests that it not so much the size of the public enterprise sector but its tendency
to contribute to fiscal deficits that is ofconcern. This suggests that public sectorenterprises
(PSEs) earn low rates of return, either because of inefficient management and/or pricing.
What detennines the success of PSEs and how does this bear on the argument for
privatisation?

The paper briefly surveys recent developments in four areas that bear on these
questions, to suggest a new and fruitful synthesis. The first area is the quantitative history
of iong-ron growth, where the emerging consensus is that resources, technology and
comparative advantage by themselves are insufficient to account for the divergence of
development experience over the past century or so, and that 'institutions detennined both
the speed and pattern of development'. The second area, that of the new institutional
economics, observes that textbook markets where fully informed agents can undertake any
desirable transaction are largely absent, notably those for the future sale ofgoods. In such
cases, alternative institutions are required and may emerge, such as (mns, banks, insurance
companies, mortgages, debt, equity capital, and the like. These are in turn based on
contracts (either explicit or implicit), that provide incentives for performance and attempt
to reduce the inefficiencies arising from asymmetric information. This branch ofeconomics
is betterplaced to ask what is required ifresources are to be assembled from diverse owners
and allocated to derive the benefits of concentrated control, and can then compare the
efficacyofalternativeinstitutional solutions to thatproblem, in particular, privatecapitalism,
whether or not regulated, and state ownership.

The third and mostrecentdevelopment to gripecO~10miCS isdie attempt to understand
and advise on the massive systemic changes under way iJ~ the formerly socialist countries
of Eastern Europe. Finally, economists are becoming increasingly aware that economic
policy is not a simple outside force acting exogenously on the economic system, but is in
large measureendogenous, and therefore needs to beexplained and understood aspart of the
widerprocess ofchange and development. To take an obvious example, why are both public
and privateenterprises in Korea so much more efficient than in India? Recent developments
in political economy suggest that the important question is not about the attN of state
intervention, but its qllQlity. Rodrik argues that state intervention works quite differently in
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Cautonomous' and 'subordinate' states. In the former the state is able to credibly commit
itself to future actions, and other agents respond appropriately, while in the latter the stal~

cannot so commit and in tum has to respond to the actions of private agents.
The paper then argues that the role of the state should be one of creating the right

institutions to supportefficientprivate investment, and where necessary, public investment.
The World Bank's recommendations to Cget the prices right', 'adopt market friendly
policies', 'pursue outward oriented trade policies' are argued to be aspects of the more
fundamental need tocreatefuture-oriented institutions tocompensate for the critical missing
markets for future output. The key to economic success is government commitment to the
efficient future management of the economy to convince investors that they will e~Joy

secme title to profits if successful, combined with a price system that ensure:; the
coincidence ofprivate and social profit. The key task is to create future oriented institutions
to ensure this, together with a reputatiol' for rewarding efficiency and penalising failure.
Autonomous states, such as Korea under Park, achieved this, while subordinate states, like
the fonner socialist economies, failed. In a future oriented environment, both public and
private enterprises are likely to prosper; without this environment, neither will.

Regulatory capture is more likely with public than private enterprise, as is inefficient
control over prices and investment, both arguing for the greater efficiency ofenterprises in
the private than publi\:: sector. However, if the state has not created a reputation for efficient
fu~oriented regulation, then public investmentmay be the only alternative. Ensuring that
it competes on equal terms with private competition and does not deter entry is one way of
building a reputation for efficient management, as is convincing foreign fInDS to invest.

The paper contrasts economic policy in Korea, India and Eastern Europe, and
discusses the problem of creating credible policy commitment. Until the government has
.:reared a reputation for stable, role-based and autonomous regulation, then there may be
little option but to create public utilities (such as electricity, telecoms, water) as public
enterprises (and this is typically what we see in countries where such utilities were not
created in the heyday of 19th century capitalism). One of the arguments for subsequently
privatising suc:h utilities is that it forces the government to devise stable, rule-based and
autonomous regulatory agencies. Even if they remain in public ownership, the guiding
principleis to ensOR that theycontribute toprivatedevelopmentrather thanplacing aburden
upon it, by achieving production efficiency, efficient prices, and financing their own
investment as far as sensible out ofretained profits. The main task of the regulatory agency
charged with monitoring their perfonnance will be to establish a reputation for impartialit)'
and consistency in monitoring, and rewarding performance and penalising failure, if
necessary by liquidation. In short, the emphasis needs to be placed on what agents will
expect of the fuiUre rather than what is to be done right now.
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Public enterprises are state-owned production units that market their output, and are thus
directly involved in the marketprocess, unlike the stateprovision ofroads, defence, law and
order, which are provided, not marketed. Their existence raises the fundamental question
ofwhy they are in the public sector, and more generally, where the boundaries between the
public and private sector should be drawn. Until recently few development agencies raised
such qu~stions - it was taken for granted that the state had a central role to play in
acceleratingdevelopment indeveloping countries, eV'in when there wereconcerns about the
efficiency of the public sector (World Bank, 1983). The debt crisis prompted international
agencies to look more carefully at public sector deficits, and they expressed concern at the
~xtent to which public enterprises contributed to those deiicits and increased public and
foreign debt because of poor profitability (World Bank, 1988; ADB, 1988). Section 1
summarises the evidence for public enterprises in Asia.

The decade of the 19805 also saw the rise of conservative ideologies in the United
States and the United Kingdom, thatpressed for tighter limits on the powerand extent ofthe
state. Under Mrs Thatcher, the United Kingdom articulated and then implemented the most
coherent programme of privatisation of public enterprises in the developed world. The
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union led to ambitious
political programmes ofrapid privatisation, in.order to make permanent the change from the
oldcommunistSoviet-type(.conomic system to amarketeconomy with well-definedprivate

• Paperpraented insessiOll'PublicEnt.erpriseRefonn and Privat!sation' at theFolUtIt ADBDevelopment
ROIUIdTtIble 011 DevelopmelllStratt,ieshdd inManila20022 January, 1992. This paperwlS prepared under
a cooperative qreemem between the Institute for Policy Reronn (lPR) and the Aaency for International
J)evdopment (AID), Cooperative AareemeruNo. PDC-009'-A.()().1126-00. Views expressed in this paper
are 1bose of the author and not necasarily those of IPR or AID•

.. The revisionshave been facilitated by the helpful comments f'rom Don SiUersofUSAID. and responses
10 a praentltion to the Brown Big series It 1PR 011 June 10, 1992. A briefsummary of the discussion is
liven in the Appendix to Ibis piper. An elltiervrnion ofthe paper is beina published under the same title
in the A.ritJII DevelopmelllReview.
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property rights and private ownership of the means of production. State-ownership and
central planning have had a poorpress and it is now necessary to think ofcogent reasons for
placing or keeping an enterprise in the public sector. Section 2 summarises recent
theoretical developments which bear on the role of the state.

Section 3 points to the centrality of 'future-oriented institutions' for successful
development. The main task facing late industrialising countries is to induce investors to
acquire existing knowledge and knowhow from frontier countries, and then to fmance the
investment (in physical and human capital) to embody this knowledge. The main problem
lies on convincing investors that such investments will be privately profitable and that they
will enjoy secure title to the future profits. This requires a credible commitment by the
government to the efficient future management ofthe economy, as well as support for such
institutions as property rights, banks, predictable access to foreign markets at sensible
exchange rates, and the like, all of which can be summarily described as efficient future­
oriented institutions. These should reduce the avoidable risks ofinvestment, and specifically
the temptation to seize the fruits of that investment once the costs have been sunk and can
no longer be recovered. If the state is sufficiently committed to the future, and creates such
institutions, then both public and private enterprises will perfonn efficiently; if not, then
neither sector is likely to do well

The need for a clear commitment to the future is likely to be most evident in capital
intensive network industries where the network creates a natural monopoly: electricity,
telecommunications, gas and Jail. Ifthe network is privately owned (perhaps as part of the
larger industry, as with electricity), then access to and pricing of the network element will
necessari1y be regulated. The problem is to convince private investors that durable and
immobile investments will be allowed to earn an economic rate of return, ~la1d that the
regulated prices will not be kept low as a way of appropriating the returns. If the private
sector lacks confidence that future regulation will be fair, then it is unlikely to invest, and
private ownership may be nonviable. It is hardly surprising that these sectors are widely
observed to be state-owned. On the other hand where adequate competition is feasible,
either domestically or from international trade, then public ownership has no evident
advantage, and potentially Inrgecosts. Even ifthecurrentgovernment is efficientat running
such enteJpri$(~s under state management, there is alwll.ys the risk ofproducer capture of the
state in its regulatory role as supervisor of the public sectorenterprises (PSEs)~ and it is very
difCw.cult to recreate an efficient supervisory framework after this has happened. In addition,
public oWDmhip is likely to deter private competition, who would fear unfair competition

PSEADB 2 28 December 1992
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from the bottorrJess pocket of the state. The evidence is that competitive pressure, even
more than the fonn of ownership, is the key spur to efficiency, and policies which directly
or indirectly hamper competition therefore have high costs.

The main case for investment in public enterprises is that it is necessary to make up
for the lack ofprivate sector confidence in the future roles of the game. Ideally, this period
of public ownership should be used as an opportunity for the government to establish the
'credibility ofits future orientation, which, on~~e done, would allow the private sector to take
on many of these tasks. But a government that sees the publit sector as an alternative to
private investment is unlikely to see the need for adequate future reward for efficiency. The
argumentofthis paper is that the fundamental requirementfor successful development is the
creation of this future orientation, and the best test of the efficiency ofpublic enterprises is
the extent to which they are subjected to and support a commitment to this policy. The rest
of the paper presents this argument and its implications.

L Evidence
In 1990. 98 percent of the Asian Development Bank (ADD) lending was to governments or
undergovernmentguaranteed loans. Over theperiod from 1968 to 1990,48 percentofloans
were to sectors in which public enterprises are important: energy (22.8 percent), industry
and non-fuelminerals (3.7 percent), transportand communications (16.6 percent), and water
supply and urban development (8.8 percent) (ADB, 1990). The perfonnance ofPSEs will
therefore be a prime determinant of the success ofproject lending by the ADB.

Fig. 1 gives another measure of the importance of public sector enterprises. The
figure shows the share of public enterprises in gross fIXed capital fonnation for the late
nineteen seventies with the Asian countries identifir.d by black squares. I Several features
stand out from the figure. There appears to be a negative correlation between public
enterprise investment and level of real per capita income.2 The Asian countries do not
appear to be atypically high by comparison with other developing countries, though the

I The data for this and figs 2-5 come from Shan (1984) and are for the years closest to
1974-77. The level ofdevelopment is Ireasmed along the x-axis by the real GDP per head
as computed by Summers and Heston (1988) which corrects for tocal ~ce distortions, for
1985. Stem (1991) also gives this and other useful cross-country data.

2 The best fit is linear. with the predicted sharey =26.97 - O.OO132*RGDP, R2 = 0.17,
t-ratio for RGDP = -3.46.
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poorer Asian countries, like their poorer compatriots elsewhere, devote nearly one third of
tobl investment to investment in publi\: enterprises.

Fig. 2 shows the share of public enterprise in GDP, and here there appears no
correlation between level of developml~ntand the share of public enterprise in GDP, the
average across all countries developed and developi.....g being just under 10 percent. IT
anything, Asian countries appear below .1verage. Fig. 3 puts the infonnation ofFigs. 1and
2 togt.~ther to compute the capital intensity ofpublic sector enterprises, defined as the ratio
of their share of gross fixed capital fonnation to their share of value added in GDP. This
shows dramatically that the capital intensity of public enterprises is far higher (typically
three times higher) than the economy as a whole. The observed slight negative cOJTelation
with the level of development is readily explained by noting that public enterprises are
concentrated in various sectors, pre-eminently in the capital intensive sectors of power,
telecommunications, transport (railways especially) and heavy manufacturing (steel). As
the other sectors are relatively less cap~tal intensive and accl\Unt for a larger share of GDP
in less developed countries, the negative cOJTelation in Fig. 1 is readily explained.

A detailed study of the sectoral allocation of public entt.\rprises conducted.by Short
(1984) suggests that developing countries are not so different fr(,m developed countries in
the pattern ofpublic ownership across sectors. In particular, pubHc ownership is common
among the durable network industries and for other natural monopolies such as ports and
airports. Given the alternative ofregulating private enterprises, it is worth flfSt asking ',vhy
public ownership has been the preferred solution in so many case.'3. Consider what is
necessary for private utilities to be willing to invest in the more capital mten!;ive industries
(telecommunications, rail, water, electricity). It is unlikely under most systems of
government that private operators would be free to charge monopoly pric~~.s, either because
in a democratic form of government consumers would resist through the p.\llitical process,
or in other fonns of government, the state would be reluctant to allow 181',ge rents to be
generated beyond its control. There are some exceptions to this claim, but they are notably
few. If, therefore, the utility ownen ntionally expect that their prices will be regulated in
the future, they need the reassmance that the prices could be set at a sufficiently
remunerative level to justify the investment. Once the capital has been sunk, the risk is that
the balance of advantage would shift towards those arguing for lower and possibly
unremunerative prices and there are numerous examples ofdeveloping countries failing to
adequately index the prices of public utilities in periods of inflation. The problem of
regulation can thus be posed as a dynamic game between the utility and the regulator, as in

- .
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Gilbert and Newbery (1988). The utility fears that if it invests, its returns will be largely
expropriated, while the regulator may be deterred from expropriation by the subsequent
unwillingness of the investor to continue to invest. Provided that the rules of this game are
sufiiciently clearly laid out and incentive compatible or enforceable through constitutional
mechanisms, i: may be possible to devolve ownership to the private sector subject to
regulation. This is most straightforward in stable established and constitution!1l
'governments, in which the powers of the regra]ator are constrained by constitutional
prescriptions and upheld by case law. The United States is the leading example, and the
entitlement of public utilities to 'a fair rate of return' are defended by two key Supreme
Court decisions (Smyth v. Ames, 169 US 466, 546·47 (1898), and Federal Power
Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 US 591 (1944). The former introduced the
concept that a utility is entitled to a fair return on asse~ employed for the public
convenience. Thelatteraddressed thedetennination ofafair rate ofreturn.) Manycountries
lack the assurance of fair treatment by the regulatory regime, and in many countries there
is no explicit initial regulatory framework within which to place a public utility. In such
cases, it is most unlikely that the private sector will invest, and it falls to the State to create
the network utilities as part of the infrastructure required for a modem economy.

Iideveloping countries, and the Asian countries in particular, are no diffetent in the
sectoral allocation and relative importance ofpublic enterprises in the market economy, we
must then ask why development agencies and national governments are increasingly
concerned about the performance of public enterprises, and why they are ready to
contemplate theprivatization ofsomeofthese enterprises. Fig. 4 shows, for those countries
that give an appropriate sectoral breakdown, the share of value added accounted for by
public enterprises in manufacturing industry. The case for public enterprises in the
manufacturing sector is relatively weaker than in sectors where natural monopoly is
important, and it is in manufacturing that one can most usefully debate the appropriate
boundary between public and private ownership. Only Sri Lanka stands out as having an
unusually high share, and even India's share looks quite modest compared to the Republic
of Korea or Portugal (at this earlier period, before privatisation).

The real reason for public concern about public enterpriseis is revealed in Figs. 5 and
6, which give various measures of the impact of public enterprises on the public s&~tor

deficit. Thedata in Fig. Scomefrom Short (1984, Table4), and the overall deficit isdefined
as the difference between (1)current plus capitalexpenditure; and (2) revenue plus receipts
ofnon-governmentcapital transfers. Thestandard IMFdefmition ofthepublic sectordeficit
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conventionally includes government transfers, but these have been excluded in the interests
of inter-country comparability as equivalent transfers can be made in the form ofequity or
subsidised loans, which would then not be counted. The data in Fig. 5 refer to the mid­
nineteen seventies (the period closest to 1974-77) and show that in almost every country
public enterprises contribute to the public deficit, though if anything the contribution in
developing countries was larger than in developed countri(·,~. Fig. 6 looks at Asian public
enterprises, and compares the data from Fig. 5 (shown as the filled sqU8&--e) with other data
from ADB sources for roughly the sameperiod (the filled triangles) and the early 1980s (the
open squares). The ADB data refer to the difference between investment and saving in
PSEs, and although in all countries the PSEs generated positive savings, these fell far short
of their investment requirements.

One might argue that negative net saving reflected a high rate of investment, which,
if the investment were earning a satisfactory return, would be a sign that national savings
were being allocated efficiently. This argument is ratherimplausible, as negativenet savings
implies that the rate of profit is less than the rate of growth of the capital stock. To take a
concrete example, the highest average rate ofgrowth ofelectricity demand over the decade
1978-88 ofthemajorAsian countrieswas 10.8percentp.a. (inPakistan)with a typical figure
of8 percentp.a. (Asian DevelopmentBank, 1991, Table 25, p34). Most countries use a test
discount rate ofat least 10 percent real, so ifelectricity investments were earning their test
rate, they would be able to fmance their investment oat ofsaving. In fact, in many countries
electricity generation runs at a loss. What, then, is the evidence on rates ofreturn? Ideally,
we need the real economic rate ofreturn on the investment in the public sector enterprises,
but at best we are lucky to fmd the value of gross profits at market prices divided by the
depreciated value of assets, usually measured at historic cost - which typically greatly
underestimates the written-down replacement value of assets. For what they are worth,
Asian Development Bank (1988, Table 17, piO) gives select~ figures for some of its
members. In Bangladesh, the 1984/5 gross profit on total assets (at historical cost) for 13
large PSEs was 8.6 percent, and ifthe monopolypetroleumcompany is excluded,'the return
falls to 6.2 percent.:9

ForIndia, theretumoncapital inmanufacturing (excluding petroleum)is 5.5percent,
with steel showing a negative return. State-level enterprises are systematically worse, and

:9 Ghafw and Chowdhury, (1988, table 3.4, p83). There is clearly an error in the table for
BPC, whose assets are assumed to have been ('verstated by a factor ofexactly 10.
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state electticity undertakings had a return on capital of less than 4 percent, when the target
was 15percent. Prasad and Rao (1989) provide more detailed evidence from four Southern
Indian States on the poor perfonnance of state-level enterprises: thus 19 out of 34 state
enteJ1MSeS in Kerala worked at below SO percent capacity between 1981 and 1983, while
five out of 7 in Tamil NOOu worked below 40 percent utilisation. Interest as a percentage
of gross profit rose from 65 percent in 1976 to 138 percent in 1986.

In Indonesia, the ratio of profits to assets fell from 4 percent in 1979 to 2.7 percent
in 1985 (though it is completely unclear how these numbers were calculated: see Soesastro
et ai, 1988, p81). The figures in the other countties look equally low, suggesting that the
negative net savings of PSEs derives from low rates of return rather than high rates of
investmentjustified by high rates ofreturn. The sum.'aary study (Asian De velopment Bank,
1988, and Kohli, 1987) argued that increases in public indebtedness since 1975 ~erived in
large part from the failure of public enterprises to generate adequate profits to cover their
investment demands. The diagnosis of the inefficiencies of PSEs in tum suggested two
types ofremedy: privatisation, orspecified improvements in the perfonnance ofenterprises
remaiJDng in the public sector.

2. A new synthesis
What is the role ofthe state in promoting development? Wheredo public enterprises fit into
this role? These are clearly central questions, but they are hardly original. What has
changed that makes it timely to reopen these question? The answer is that economic theory
proceeds on a wide front, and progress t.lsewhere can shed new light on old problems and
questions. I would single out recentdevelopments in four areas thatbearon these questions,

. and which can be brought together to suggest a new and fruitful synth~sis.

The fltSt of these is already a synthesis of the lessons of history and development
experience. In Comparative Patt~nlS ofEconomic D~velopment, 1850-1914, Morris and
Adelman (1988) provide a succinct summary of the theories and theses of those trying to
account for the dynamics of long-run structural change, and then subject these theories to
quantitative testing on a rich mass ofhistorical data. Any theory ofdevelopment can now
be more readily confronted with the historical evidence and made 'to compete with rival
explanations. In particular, theories that argue for a greater or lesser role for public
enterprises should do so on the basis of arguments that can then be confronted with this
evidence.
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The second strand provides the underpinning for discussions about the potential of
privatisation, and the economic elements ofa theory ofinstitutions. In the simple textbook
VJorld ofcomplete markets, institutions are unimportant, for agents can buy orhire all inputs
needed to produce any output, and can sell that output at the same moment they pay for the
inputs. This isclearly unrealistic, as markets for future sale are almost entirely missing, and
alternative institutions substitute for these missing marJcets. For similarreasons, ownership
andcontrol aremquendyseparated, and information is incompleteand asymmetrically held,
raising problems of agency. In such circumstances, which are the rule rather than the
exception, markets no longerbehave in the textbook neoclassical manner. Ifmarkets do not
perfCTIIl as required, alternative institutions are required and may emerge, such as rums,
banks, insurance companies, mortgages, debt, equity capital, and the like. These are in tum
based on contracts (eitherexplicit or implicit), that provide incentives for performance and
attempt to reduce the inefficiencies arising from asymmetric infonnation. This branch of
economics is better placed to ask what is required if resources are to be assembled from
diverse owners and allocated to derive the benefits of concentrated control, and can then
compare the efficacy of alternative institutional solutions to that problem, in particular,
private capitalism, whether or not regulated, znd state ownership.

The third and mostrecentdevelopment to gripeconomics is theattempt to understand
and advise on the massive systemic changes under way in the formerly soci21ist coulitries
ofEastern Europe and the Soviet U,llon. Here was one of the largest and most fascinating
experiments in institutional change being carried out on the doorstep of European
economists and policy makers. Suddenly the detailed knowledge and even the number of
area specialists working on these economies were inadequate to the task, and economists
from widely different backgrounds started to ask the central question: how should such
economies be organised? how should they transform themselves from their !JI'Csent system
and structure to the new ideal? The new political groupings in these countries associated
with the political revolution are convinced that staie ownership and control have signally
failed and must be replaced by a market economy. They must therefore face the central
questions of where to redraw the boundaries of the state, and what role public enterprise is
to play in the refonned economy. We in tum need to ask how much of the motive for
extensive privatisation is the political desire to entrench and make irreversible the recent
political changes, and how much is a well-based economic argument for-increased
efficiency, though the questions cannot be entirely separated.
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Fmally, economists are becoming increasingly aware that economic :>olicy is not a
simple Gutside force acting exogeDously on the economic system, but is in large measure
endogenous, and therefore needs to beexplained and understood as pan ofthe widerprocess
of change and development. To take a local example, why are both public and private
enterprises in the Republic of Korea so much more efficient than in India? The recent
debate on the role of the stat: in Britain and the United States appears to have been won by
those arguing for less intervention, though European bureaucrats in Brussels and Paris have
not been completely persuaded. There is widespread agreement among development
professionals that state intervention in Latin America and Africa has been a disaster, and
should be reversed. Yet the successful Asian countries ofJapan, the Republic ofKorea 3l.J

Taiwan appear to provide counterexample~ where state intervention was apparently
successful in speeding development Why?

Rodrik (1991), surveying recent developments in Political Economy, argues that the
imponantquestion is notabout thealentofstate intervention, but its quality. He argues that
state intervention works quite differently in two different kinds ofstate, where he draws the
key distinction between what he calls 'autonomous' and 'subordinate' states, (roughly
corresponding to Myrdal's (1968) distinction between 'hard' and 'soft' states, and to the
political scientists' distinction between 'strong' and 'weak' states). An autonomous state
is one that can precommit its future actions, and thus acts as a Stackelberg leader vis a vis
the private sector in choosing policy, whereas a subordinate state cannot precommit, and
hence must act as a follower vis Q vis the private sector. He shows that, compared to
autonomous states, state intervention in subordinate states systematically under-provides
economicallydesirableinterventions,and systematicallyover-provides politicallymotivated
and economically hannful interventions.

This last strand of enquiry takes us right back to the flfSt, for some of the most
illuminating theories of long-tenn development stress the imponance of market-induced
changes in factor prices, notably of land, labour and capital, which in turn precipitated
changes in the distribution ofincome and power. Changes in the power base lead in tum to
changes in institutions. Where foreign capital concentrated on extractive and plantation­
based expon-oriented industries and fonned alliances with the landed 61ite, wages were
depressed, income was unequally distributed and there was little demand for domestic
manufacture, and hence little political demand for institutional changes that would favour
industrialisation. Conversely, where technical opportunities favoured wheat growing on
large family fanns for domestic consumption, a dispersed surplus could be accumulated to
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finance the production of local manufactures, and the more egalitarian income distribution
favoured its demand. In tum, emerging industrialists were better placed to press for mass
education, and the social and physical infrastructure and legal institutions which would
further encourage dom~stic industrialisation.

A consensus is emerging that resources, technology and comparative advantage by
themselves are insufficient to Kcount for the divergence of development experience over
the past century or so, and that tinstitutions detennined both the spe-=d and pattern of
development' (Morris and Adelman, 1988, p209). If so, and if the C"~velopment of
institutions is influenced by economic factors, tilen the problem ofpolicy making becomes
far more subtle and complex. What choices are actually available, and how those choices
will circumscribe and affect future policy choices, may be more important questions to
answer than the immediate short-run effects of the policies themselves.

The remainderofthis paper will draw on these insights to explore the role ofthe state
in economic development, both in creating the right institutions to support efficient private
investment, and where necessary, public investment. The aim is to go beyond the World
Bank's JeCommendatioDs to tget the prices right', tadopt market friendly policies', tpursue
outward oriented tradepolicies' and to show how these are aspects ofthe more fundamental
need to create future-oriented institutions to compensate for the critical missing market for
future output. The success with which this need is filled will detennine the efficiency of
both the public and theprivate sector, as well as the appropriateplace to locate the boundary
between the sectors. To the extent that it i&ffects the efficiency of the whole economy, not
just the public sector, it places the role of public enterprises in a more satisfactory
framework for arlalysis.

3. The Importance or ruture-orlented Institutions
The development task facing countries in the closing decade of the 20th century is quite
differentfrom that facing the now developed countries in the 19thcentury. To oversimplify,
the fust wave ofdevelopment required the invention or discovery of better techniques and
institutions, while latecomers need ordy copy and adapt technologies and institutions that
work. Once that is done, the rates ofretum to capital, skilled labour, and educated managers
ought to be high, and substantially above their supply price in developing countries. Ifrates
of profit are high, rates of saving and investment and hence growth ought also to be high,
and the process ofcatching up ought to be rapid. In some countries, notably but not only the
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Asian tigers, this is what we see, butelsewhere the growth process appears stalled, or hardly
to have started.

Most modem productive activities require infrastructure: communications, power,
water and other services, and transpon facilities. Most of these are capital-intensive,
networkindustries thatare natura1 monopolies, and the arguments above show why the state
will need to be actively involved in their provision. The evidence presented above shows
that is what is observed in practice. Although countries vary considera:>ly in the efficiency
with which they supply these infrastructural services, it would be hard to attribute
development success or failure to intiastructural adequacy alone. Instead it seems more
useful to lookat institutions which supponanefficient intertemporalallocationofresources.

The process of transferring and applying best practice techniques to low factor cost
environmentsrequires hazarding currentresourcesfor uncertain future gains. Some ofthese
uncertainties are unavoidable, but many of them depend on the institutional environment.
An ideal environment is one in which agents will be certain that if they are successful, they
will be able to exercise secure ownership rights over the returns. They will be protected
from theft, arbitraryimpostand excessive taxation. Further, future prices and demand levels
should not be made more uncertain by government policies. Monetary, fiscal, trade and
exchange rate policies all have the capacity to undermine as well as underwrite contractual
arrangements, and to reirJ'orce or render invalid predictions about competitiveness,
comparative advantage and product demand.

The institutional environment will affect different activities to different extents.
Where the activity is small scale, so that the investment can be financed out of the surplus
of a family of modest means, and where the demand is relatively insensitive to macro
shocks, and the production period short, then risks are low. Most food crops fit this
description well. At the other extreme, some branches of modem industry require large
scale investment, lengthy and specialised training of managers and workers, and ready
access to foreign markets on competitive tenns for inputs and the sale of some fraction of
the output. Consider what institutions are required to make this viable in a private market
economy. In the absence of massed private wealth sufficient to finance the investment, it
will be necessary to bolTOW. Lenders will need to be reassured that they will receive an
adequate return, and for that they need reassurance on several counts. First, that there is
sufficientidentity ofpurpose between the bolTOwerand lender in pursuing future profit, and
second, that the lendercan exercise legal tide to his claim on that future profit. Immediately
wecan see the need for a whole range oflaws and in~titutions required to make this feasible,
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from capital markets, to accounting and regulatory standards, laws on contract and property
rights, currency convertibility (critical for foreign borrowing), and an impartial judicial
system to enforce these contracts and laws. The creation of the required fmancial
institutions and the clarification of property rights are arguably the most urgent reforms
required in the formerly socialist countries at present.

If access to the necessary financial resources is assured, the next step is to fmd a
suitably skilled workforce. Here the evidence is accumulating that the general level of a
country's education (particularly in an undistorted policy environment) is a major
determinant of a country's economic growth rate (World Bank, 1991, pS). But how are
suitable people induced to invest in their own education and training? Even if the state
provides agood education system, peoplewill still need to acquire the necessary specialised
skills. If thl2e are a wide range of fmns with weU·defmed needs, and if suitably t.ducated
candidates are rich enough :And confident enough in the future, then it may be possible to
lea\'e supply to market forces, and for the finn to advertise tempting salalies for suitable
skills. Otherwisethe fmn itselfmay have to undertake the investment in human capital, and
the attractiveness ofthis investment will depend on the extent to which the tJ1Uned workers
are willing to continue to work in the finn for a wage lower than their marginal product (as
they effectivelypay back the investment costs incurred by the fmn), rather than moving for
higher pay in other fmns.

Finally, unless the !eChnology is very standardised, it may be necessary to licence
processes and involve foreign fmns direcdy in technology transfer. Again, this is best done
if those foreign fmns continue to have an interest in the future perfonnance of the fmn, and
that requires confidence on their part in the future viability of enterprise in the economy.
Outward·oriented trade strategies inpart succeed because they underwrite such confidence,
as well as ensuring access to inputs of adeq1late quality (which requires the freedom to
impon duty-fiee) and providing assurance that future remittanctlS will be ~nnitted.

Note that almost all these critical requirements involve intenemporal transactions·
whether it is investment, borrowing, training, or licensing agreements. If there is one area
in which the standard neoclassical economics model is most misleading, it lies in assuming
that all relevant markets exist. In the present context, this would require markets for future
outputs, and for almost all goods, these simply do not exist. In that sense, the development
proL:em billies on market failures, or more precisely, the absence of cenain markets.
Markets are, however, only one fonn of economic institution, and other institutions may
emerge or be created to deal with their failures. Given the centrality of intertemporal
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transactions to development, it should come as no surprise that institutions are so central to
successful development, and one should note how unhelpful it is to claim that the keypolicy
issue is to get markets working well and to 'get the prices right'•

As already noted, different industries rely to differing degrees on a satisfactory
resolution of the intertemporal resource allocation problem. With annual agricultural crops
and small-scale craft industries, traditional institutions may suffice, but for mass-produced
capital-intensivemanufacturing, modem future-oriented institutionsarerequired. Thereare
many countrie5 which have cheap factors, but few with adequate institutional support for
long-termprivateinvestment, thatis, with suitablefuture-oriented institutions. Competition
between those many with cheap factors will drive the return down close to the supply price,
while thescarcityofsuitablefuture-oriented institutions should lead to high returns. Simple
comp~tive advantage suggests that the successful countries will be those which combine
cheap factors with good future-oriented institutions.

We can now look at the historical record to test this hypothesis, and to see what
constitute good future-orienfed institutions. What distinguishes successful from
unsuccessful industrialisingeconomies(forit is industrial developmentwhich mostrequires
satisfactory institutions to support intertemporal transfers)? Why has.theRepublic ofKorea
been so successful while Argentina, once one of the richest countries in the world, has been
so unsuccessful?

The Korean Example
Amsden (1989) provides a convincing account of Republic of Korea's success. The
emergence of a sttong Korean state in the late 1900s from a previously weak condition in
pan resulted from the dissolution of the land-owning aristocracy upon land refonn, in part
from the weak position oflocal capitalists. Rodrik (1991) cites survey data from Jones and
Satong (1980) to show that underPark, some78 percentof2 groupofbusinessmen felt that,
once the government made adecision, it was always implemented, and it was impossible to
avoid complying, whereas only 3 pc=ent felt the same was true under Rhee. The Korean
state under Park therefore fits the model of an autonomous state well.

Theimplementing agents in theprocess oflate industrialisation in Republic ofKorea
were the closely held, privately owned chaeboIs, who had accumulated resources in an
apparently random and arbitrary way by gross conuvtion and ~nassive aid transfers in the
19505. Under Park, this pastcould be held against them, and they were compelled to invest
at home in export-oriented industries, rather than speculating and transfening their wealth
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abroad. Their own capital was insufficient, and they were lent substantial sums, usually at
subsidized interest rates, so long as they were successful in exporting. The government
committed itself to providing the necessary support and rewards to validate this outward­
oriented strategy, by exempting imports required for export production from tariffs, while
allowing rums who were successful in exporting to sell in theprotected domestic market and
earn high profits. These govemment incentives had the following advantages: low interest
rates commit the government to sensible future policies, as it does not expect to reap the
main benefit from the return to lending, but in increased output, employment and hence the
ability to service external debts. Protection for domestic sales plus duty drawbacks for the
export market make exporting and production at large scale under decreadng costs less
risky. Establishing thecriterion ofsuccess on exportperfonnanceprovides an objective and
non-manipulable test ofcompetitiveness, whereas domestic sales would havedepended not
only on the success and efficiency of the firm but on macroeconomic conditions, and the
level of dOlliestic competition, both open to manipulation by one party or the other.

Anod.er aspect of the policy was that the chaebols rapidly became large and market
dominant. As such they could internalise the learning externalities involved in technology
transfer, but their market power was best dealt with by exposing them to competition on
foreign markets, as well as tight control via price controls over the exercise of undesirable
marketpowa'at home. (Though making high profits itselfwas notdeemed anti-competitive,
but was sanctioned as a way of rewarding success and allocating funds for further
expansion). The Korean planning ideology was one of reaping economies of scale while
preventing abuse of monopoly power and limiting entry to avoid the dissiyation of profits
needed for funher inves&ment and expansion. For this to succeed, the state has to be very
powerful compared to individual enterprises, though no doubt the approach as a whole was
supported by enterprises as a whole as they enjoyed high profits in exchange for restraint
overmonopolypower. It isnoticeable that the government, following the example ofJapan,
aimed for at least duopoly competition in key sectors in the domestic market, and even in
some international markets.

The main comparative advantage of these large, diversified, highly-levered export­
oriented industries appears to lie in their ability to seek out appropriate foreign technology
and to manage its transfer. This required the primacy ofengineers as managers supported
by skilled workers, rather than financiers who prosper in more speculative environments.
Preferentialacccss to subsidized credit allowed the chaebols to absorb or take'over smaller
finns, and thereby to give them 2~SS to these technically skilled managerial resources. It

"Il.
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would be interesting to see if the rates of profit of small rums which were taken over
increased as a result - in mature economies mergers on average have no pronounced effect
on productivity. Whether or not they increased would provide a test ofwhether th("\ Korean
example provides a good model for the diffusion oi the critically scarce factor of
managerial/technological expertise. It is, however, important to rend the lesson correctly.
Many countries, mf'st notably the -Soviet-type economies of Eastern Europe, have been
attracted to the n:todel of the large capital-intensive ente"rise which reaps economies of
scale, and in most cases these enterprises have been a disaster - Eastern Europe is littered
with the emaciated relics ofthese industrial dinosaurs. Republic ofKorea and Taiwan have
allowed large diversified enterprises to emerge as a result ofcompetitive success in foreign
markets, and have devised a system of finance which allows them to remain tightly-held,
thereby avoiding the problems of the separation of ownership from management
characteristic of both state-owned and widely-held private enterprises.

The Indian uamplt
It is interesting and striking to contrast Indian industrial policy with that in Republic of
Korea. At the risk ofmassive oversimplification, the Indian planning ideology was one of
self-reliance, and henceinward looking, coupled with abalancing ofdiverse interestgroups,
and to thatextentemphasised equityratber than efficiency. One ofthe more salutary lessons
ofeconomics is that mostefficiency gains are smaller than the redistributive tra.'1sfers which
frequently accompany them. This claim is the counterpan to the necessary condition for
efficient taxation: that the deadweight losses are small compared to the revenue transferred
to the state. In a society with diverse interest groups, each with some power of veto,
governments will find it peculiarly difficult to demonstrate commitment to durable policies
or institu~ons, since these will almost inevitably lead in some cases to disadvantageous
outcomes for one orothergroup~ In India, the memory of the 19th century impact ofBritish
textiles on the domestic-textile industry seems to linger long.

LaII (1987)documents theextent to which trade and industrialpolicieshaveoperated
rigorously to protectdomestic rums from the pressures ofinternational competition and the
opponunities for technological transfer. The Monopoly and Restrictive TradePractices Act
~f 1963 limited the ability ofrums 10expand in that when rums reach a given market share
they are denied access 10 licences to invest and impon. The effect is the opposite of a
Darwinian policy of selecting for efficiency more characteristic of Republic of Korea.
Labour legislation, and the absence of external competition, meant that wages relative to
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productivitywe~e high and labourinefficiently used. Sheltering fums from access to foreign
technology, and restricting imports meant that technological development was concentrated
on improving the ability of fInnS to adapt to inferior and poor quality raw materials and
supplied inputs. To that extent, scarce technical skills were mis-allocated, and industry
remained uncompetitive on world markets. This is particularly evident in the steel industry,
which has had to adapt to inferior domestic coal and iron ore.

Tht Easttm European Example
To examine a pathological version of the problem of the management and control ofpublic
enterprises,we need look no further than the Soviet-typeeconomies ofEastem Europe. The
Soviet system of planning and central control (and it is important to remember that these
economiescanonly be understood as an integrated system ofresourceallocation) made little
use of the signalling and infonnation carrying potential of the price system - partly because
the systemic need to control the investible surplus resulted in grossly distorted pril;es.
Enterprises are large and restricted to a single sector to mesh with the system of minis,try­
based planning, and to secure supposed economies of scale, but probably mostly because
producers, attracted as ever to monopoly positions, have been able to capture the regulatory
apparatus of the state and prevent competition (Newbery, 1991b). The result is that the
government is reduced to a subordinate role, for it lacks reliable independent measures of
perfonnance (price signals are misleading, and there are few ifany other enterprises in the
same line with which to make comparisons). The absence of objective, non-manipulable
perfonnance standards, and the fact that the state (in the fonn of the controIling ministry)
is locked in a bilateral barg~ing relationship with the enterprise, makes it hard for the state
to commit to future actions, for both parties know that when the future arrives, the bargain
can (and will) be renegotiated. The enterprise knows that it will no~ be allowed to flUI, and
that there are always reasons for poor perfonnance, perhaps because of poor perfonnance
elsewhere in the inflexibleand autarkic economy. Enterprisescannot be bankrupted and are
assured fmance for investment and hence face 'soft bl~dget constraints' (Komai, 1986).
Given aU this, the state cannot afford to devolve much discretion to the enterprise, for there
would be few sanctions for improper behaviour. The result is that profits are subject to
punitivetaxation (often levied retrospectively), investment is fmanced by transfers or loans
from the monobank, and wages (and hence consumption) must also be tightly controlled.
Incentives for efficiency~ therefore weak.
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The Soviet-type economy found institutional solutions to many of the missing
markets which hamperfuture-oriented decision making: they were efficient at extracting an
investible surplus, they found a method of allocating savings to enterprises to invest, they
educated the labour force, and invested heavily in the infraslCUcture ofpower and transport
(especially its 19th century manifestation, the railway). BlJlt they lacked the key ingredient
of appropriately rewarding successful investment, as they lacked objective criteria for
'success and the ability to commit to rewards and punishments. If there had been many
competitors, it might have been possible to lay down impartial criteria, and accept the
consequences offailure ane: success, but with small numbers ofcritical enterprises, this was
not credible. The paradox of the Soviet sys!em of planning is that in concentrating on
capturing the CUJTent surplus, it neglected to support the future-oriented actions which were
a large pan of the justification for central coordinated planning. The supposedly all­
powerful centralised statewas in effectweak, soft, orsubordinate. It would be harder to fmd
a more striking example of the self-defeating nature of this kind of state intervention to
improve economic performance.

Policy credibility and commitment
Theargument sofar is that successful development requires future-oriented institutions, and
these in tum require the commitment of the government to predictable rules of behaviour
that are favolD'8ble to efficient investment, that are consistently and unifonnly applied and
rely on objective criteria. The longer such rules have been in existence and the more
frequentlyJley have been applied, the greater the reputation of the state for their continued
application, and the greater theircredibility. The German Bundesbank now has areputation
for pursuing a low inflation monetary policy, and this reputation lowers the cost of such a
strategy- Small wonder that the rest ofEurope wishes to benefit from this reputation in the
EMU, or that Gennany fears a single currency would undermine this credibility. A
commitment to macroeconomic stability is likely to be part of this successful policy, for
instabilityisfreqt1endyassociated with an inability tocontrolgovernmentconsumption, and
leads to debt, high real interest rates, crowding outofpublic and private investment, and the
sudden need for additional taxes thatdisrupt investment plans. The Korean case illustrates
that low inflation is not. necessary part of this package, provided access to funds at
reasonable real interest rates is maintained, and enterprises are assured that they will not be
bankrupted for fmancial rather than real failure. Variable and unpredictable inflation is,
however, likely to undermine private capital markets, and make the task of efficiently
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allocating investible funds much harder. Low or at least $table inflation is likely to flow
from a commitment to a realistically valued exchange rate and an open economy, which in
tum restrict the government's power of arbitrary intervention and increase commitment.

Theargumentfor minimal stale intervention (apart from the enforcementofcontracts
and laws .md maintaining the value of money) is an argument for making the future more
predictable and allowing the emergence ofprivate futme-oriented institutions that will not
'be subject to aTbitrary policy shocks. Few govenunents can credibly commit themselves to
this minimalist role. Hthe Rovemment plays a ;ignificant economic role, then the success
ofboth the public and private sector will depend on the success with which the govemment
can commit to efficient future-oriented policies. H private wealth is not adequately
concentrated in the hands of those willing to invest in modem industry, then fmancial
institutions will be required to mobilise savings and allocate them to those competent to
invesL In theprivate sector this requires fmancial markets thatcan berelied upon to monitor
the management of the capital.

It might appear that the public sector has an advantage here, as it can mobilise
resources by taxation as well as by ~ovemment-guaranteed borrowing from home and
abroad, and does not have the private bank's problem ofconvincing lenders of its financial
rectitude and ability to on-lend prudently. But the very fact that the private bank ha.; to
convince lenders to lend means that it has an incentive to monitor its loans and enforce hard
budgetconstraints on borrowers. It will be more difficult to ensure efficient investment and
efficient mana~ement of capital in the public sector unless the government is prepared to
commit itself to a similar monitoring role and is willing to liquidate unsuccessful
investments. For this to work, the public enterprise must believe that its perfonnance will
bejudged byobjectiveand relevantcriteria, based on accurate infonnation, and that success
and failure will be appropriately rewarded. It is possible to imagine a government
committing itself to such a management regime, but only if that government is also capable
of commitment to the institutions that would support successful private investment.

Acentral claim ofthis article is thatprivate sector inefficiency is likely to go together
withpublic sectoruiefficiency(andto stemfrominadequatefuture orientation),whilepublic
sectorefficiency is likely to be matched by private sector efficiency (as the fonner is only
likely if the bovernment is committed to efficient future-oriented policies that will also
favour the private ~tot). Hthis is accepted, then the debate over the boundaries ofthe state
is unlikely to be much advanced by comparing the efficiency of public and private
enterprises. It may well be that in countries with poor investment institutions, the public
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I the ~ sector, smce it may be almost impossible to create
adequateprivateinstitutions in the face ofmassiveand inefficient state intervention. In such
cases, private enterprise takes on aspects of the mafia, and reinforces the ideology of the
primacy of state economic activity, as could be seen most acutely in the fonner Soviet
Union. Itmayalso be true thatpublic enterprises like the Korean state-owned steel company
POSCO are considerably more efficient than private steel companies in India. The reason
'bas less to do with whether or Dot the enterprise is in the public or private sector than the
quality of the econcmiq environment within which both public and private enterprises
operate.

Ifthis is accepted, then the next question is how to create the right kind ofeconomic
environment, and bow to enuow the government with a credible commitment to support
efficient investment. Any extension of government activity now must be judged on two
criteria: is it sensible in itself, and does it increase or reduce the credibility of efficient
economic management? Suppose the government liets up a public enterprise to produce
steel. Does this increase or reduce the confidence of potential private export-oriented
producers that they will be able to buy steel of the right specification and quality at
internationally competitive PJ:ices or not? If the government already has committed itself
to allowing unrestricted access to imported steel, with duty drawbacks for export, then a
public sector steel-mill may signal a commitment tc the pursuit of a strategy of
internationally competitive heavy industty. Ifnot, thell potential steel buyers may fear that
they will be compelled by quotas or tariffs to buy inferior domestic steel that will put them
at a disadvantage in exporting. Government policy will then have reinforced an inward­
looking path of import substitution.

This e~ple suggests a simple rule. If the main reason for creating the public
enterprise is to'rill a gap because the private sector is unwilling or unable to invest in a
project that yields a prospectively attractive economic rate of return, then the government
should do everything to facilitate future competition between the public enterprise and any
future private producers. One popular argument for public enterprise and state planning is
that the market may fail to coordinate mutually profitable investments. The steel mill may
only be viable with adequate transport investment, while the transport investment would
onlybejustified bynew industries (like the steel mill). Ifso, and ifthe govemm~nt believes
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that it would Dot suffice to undertake the transport investment alone", then the advantages
of coordination can be achieved by public investment in the steel-mill, and the potential
disadvantages avoided by allowing the private sector also to produce or to import steel.
There would be the further advantage that any private steel production would provide
additional infonnation about the efficiency of public production. It may also be that a
private enterprise would not be able to intemalise the learning externalities of training up a
'labourforce and management, and that this wouldjustifypublic production (and even more,
subsidies to private training), but would be happy to follow in the wake ofand benefit from
the pool of trained labour created by the public enterprise.

4. Which enterprises should and should not be in the public sector?
The evidence cited in the fast section suggested that the performance of many PSEs was
unsatisfactory, judged by the rather crude measures available: impact on the public sector
deficit and rates ofreturn on assets. The Asian Development Bank (1988) study discusses
theevidence in more detail, and also the reasons for theirpoorperformance. When it comes
to refonn, there are two main remedie~ on offer: privatisati'3n or, if the enterprise is to
remain in the public sector, improvements in management and control. The main argument
of this article is that improved perfonnance, whether in the public or private sector, will in
large part depend on creating the necessary future-oriented institutions to support efficient
investment, while subjecting the enterprises to competitive pressure where possible, and
where not (because of natural monopoly) to its equivalent in tight efficiency auditing.

Of these remedies, the one that raises the more fundamental issues is that of
privatisation, for it asks whm the boundaries of the state should lie. The answer may
depend on the level of institutional development, for state ownership may be required as a
substitute for private enterprise that lacks confidence in the future economic environment.
We can thus ask two questions: (I) which enterprises should and should not be in public
ownership (orequivalendy, which enterprises should be privatised), and (2) whether it ever
makes sense to create a public enterprise that will be subsequendy privatised. Ifwe take the
frrst question, it is important to note that on economic graunets the arguments for public or
private ownership appear finely balanced if the government is committed to economic

.. That is, to follow Hirschman's (1958) strategy 'unbalanced growth', which induces
complementary investments, rather than the arguments for 'balanced growth' ofScitovsky
(1954).
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development and the country is well-endowed with the appropriate future-oriented
institutions. If the public enterprise can be made to compete with privam fums (at home or
via international trade) then it should be relatively simple to ensure that it behevesefficiently
in the public sector, for profitability will be a good test of efficiency. Conversely, if it can
compete with private fums, then :t could also be ron as a private fum, and the same
competitive pressures would also ensure that it acted in the national interest, so there would
~ no reason to keep it in the public sector. On the other hand, if the; enterprise is a natural
monopoly, it would need to be regulated if it were privately owned to avoid the abuse of
market power, but it would also need to be closely monitored if it were in the public sector,
for exactly the same rea.c;on. Moreover, the same problems of obtaining impartial
infonnation and setting credible performance criteria would arise for the regulator in both
cases. To resolve this apparently inconclusive neutrality we need to appeal to a further test:
which allocation works better in adverse conditions, when the government's commitment
to economic development is weak and the country lacks future-oriented institutions?

This question is decisive for competitive enterprises - they should be in the private
sector, for ifthey are kept in~e public sectorand they perform poorly, they are more likely
to be successful in obtaining subsidies, oreven worse, protection against competition, than
ifthey were in the private sector. The argument is thatpublic enterpris~s have acomparanve
advantagerelative to privateenterprises in regulatory capture, in which the industrycaptures
those parts of the legislative process that can protect it against competition. This same
theory also applies to potentially profitable natural monopolies like electricity, gas, and
telecommunications. The British .xperience in privatising and regulating these utilities is
instructive. Under public ownership the utilities were required to earn a specified overall
rate ofreturn on their assets, which they could do by raising prices sufficiently. When they
were privatised, they became subject to price cap regulation, under which they were not
allowed to increase the average price of their sales by more than 'RPI - X' percent, where
'RPI' is the percentage change in the retail pice index and X is a number specified by the
regulator. The utilities were forced to producedetailed management and fmancial accounts
to identify the activities that made profits and losses, and to relate prices more closely to
costs. In most cases this lead to considerable management reorganisation and reductions in
employment, either in the run-up to privatisation or thereafter. It is possible that if the
utilities had been kept in public ownership but subjected to similar autonomous regulation
or oversight, then the same productivity improvements might have been achieved, but the
fact is that it did not happen during the previous forty years. In short, it is not very helpful
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to compare the potential efficiency ofenterprises under public or private ownership on the
assumption that the goyemmentwould ~plement an optimal management system to control
the public ellterprise.'

The fjext question to address is what to do with enterprises that produce under
strongly decreasing costs' that are likely to make losses ifpricing efficiently. The standard
example is railways, though some servicesprovided by otherwiseprofitable utilities may fall
'into this category (rural electricity, rural telecommunications). It is hard to imagine selling
the right to make losses to private buyers. The response of those anxious to divest the
government of as many productive activities as possible has two parts. First, many loss­
making activities appear to experience almostconstantreturns to scale, and therefore should
be pricing at close to average cost. Ifthey did, and they experienced a large fall in demand,
then perhaps they should be scaled back (assuming that costs cannot be cut to regain their
old price advantage). Railways appear to fit this description, at least for non-commuter
traffic. Second, itmay be possible to divest thoseparts thatexperienceconstantreturns, and
~tain the core - perhaps the tracks in the case ofrailways. Even where this is not possible,
it may be possible to franchise loss-making activities in return for payments to cover these
losses, with the double advantage that there would be competition between suppliers to
select the most efficient operator, and the loss would be made explicit and subject to closer
scrutiny.

The main problem with this argument (and with the argument that regulating private
monopolies is preferable to public ownership) is once more the problem ofcommitment to
future actions. A privately owned electricity company that must seek regulatory authority
to raise its rates in an i'1flationary environment may worry th~i .he regulator will pay more
attention to pressing shon-term needs (of current consumers, or the anti-inflation policy)
than theneed to assure the utilityofthefuture profitability ofcurrent inve~tment. The utility
may therefore be reluctant to invest. Similarly, a rail operator contemplating the
considerable fIXed costs of setting up in business would need to be confident that the
subsidies currently on offer would be appropriately indexed and secure for the future before
committing current resources.

, Though now that the imponance of the system of monitoring is more widely
a~preciated, there are useful lessons to learn for the management ofenterprises that remain
in the public sector.
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This brings us back to the second question: might it ever be sensible to establish a
public enterprise with a view to eventual privatisation? H the enterprise in question is a
public utility with a natural monopoly that cannot credibly be left unregulated in the private
sector, and if the government has not created a reputation for stable, rule-based and
autonomous regulation, then there may be little option but to create the utility as a public
enterprise(and this is typically whatwe seein countries wheresuch utilities were notcreated
'in the heyday of19th centurycapitalism). In thecase ofelectricity, the case for privatisation
is less compelling than the case for the freedom of private su.,pliers to buy and sell
wholesale electricity into the grid, and that it tum requires a separation of the grid (and
despatch) from ownership of the generators, ifprivate and public generators are to compete
on equal tenns (and for private suppliers to be reassured about the future).

Telecommunicationsraises ratherdiff~rent issues. Alarge partofthe investment lies
in the connections from the individual subscriber to the branch office, and these are
relatively low-tech public works, requiring rights of eminent domain, and hence naturally
assigned in the first instance to the public sector. On the other hand, the switches and
connections between cities lie on the forefront ofmodem technology and clearly have to be
supplied by state-of-the-artproducers. System capital costs are high compared to operating
costs, and capital costs are of the order of $2,000 per line. It might therefore be attractive
to privatise the enterprise once the basic infrastructure of lines has been created, in order to
gain access tv appropriate. technology and management. The fact that telecoms is an
international service makes it attractive to foreign companies provided that the volume of
(lucrative) international traffic is large enough (Mexico) or the location of the country is
favourable for intemationalrouting (NewZealand), and this in tumraises thepricefor which
die enterprise can be sold by increasing the number of potential buyers.

The main problem lies in convincing the buyer that he will continue to be able to eam
a satisfactoryreturn on thesubstantial investmentsrequired. Iftheprivatisedenterprise were
allowed to charge subscribers the full capital cost ofconnection (i.e. $2000 or so) in return
for zero rentals and low caIling rates thereafter, the riSk5 of expropriation (through failure
to allowrentals to increase in linewith prices, orthrough nationalisation) would beminimal.
The main problem with this solution is that all the risk is placed upon subscribers, who
would have to pay now for a future service ofunknown quality, and the govemment would
be inhibited from providing the social dimension of access to poorer domestic subscribers
fhat has traditionally been an important element of communications policy. One can
imagine creative solutions to this problem ofcommitment, in which a government agency
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leases lines to subscribers and pays the lump sum equivalent to the telecom company,
possibly direcdy subsidizing the leases of some categories of service.

This solution of leasing allows airlines with management expertise but litde access
to finance to ron airlines, and again the international networking aspect makes foreign
ownership by an efficient company feasible, while domestic routes can be supplied by
privatedomestic carriers, also leasing aircraft, in competition with the international carrier.
Provided access to airports and landing slots is intelligendy managed, the evidence is that
such competition creates substantial benefits to consumers, and tends to support the
perception of openness that does much to enhance the economic credibility of the
government Airports, like ports, roads, and the electricity grid, share the same natural
network monopoly characteristics that argue either for public ownership or tight regulation
underprivate ownership -effectively therefore probablyrequiring public ownership, at least
initially.

The evidence similarly suggests that publicly owned road haulage is substantially
inferior.tounregulated private road haulage, and is anatural candidate for rapid privatisation,
particularly as the optimum size of a trucking enterprise is very small (the average size is
less than 10 vehicles in all Ee countries, and these can be leased). Passenger transport is
similarlybestprivatised,perhaps with equal access topublicly-owned bus tenninals. Again,
achieving a competitive environment is the main source ofproductivity improvements, and
competition in tum is fostered by small-scale operation that simplifies the sale of the assets
(often by management buy-outs).

Road transport is a natural candidate for the private sector as it experiences constant
returns, and can thus operate competitively, but under public ownership is peculiarly prone
to regulatory capture through the system oflicensing that all vehicles require as a condition
of access to the publicly owned road infrastructure. Under constant returns, competition
ensures that all the benefits are transferred to the consumer. The same is true for marketing,
and state-trading enterprises have been adisasterin Africa. In thecase ofmineral resources,
there are typically large scarcity rents to which the government usually lays claim. The
practical problem facing the government is to appropriate these rents without reducing the
efficiency with which the minerals areextracted. Again, theproblem is that ofcommitment
to future actions. The multinational mining companies have an obvious comparative
advantage in exploration and exploitation, but are worried about expropriation (fiscally or
by nationalisation) once th~y have sunk their investment and made the discovery (pearce et

PSEADB 24 28 December 1992



-.

ai, 1984).' In tum, governments were often mistrustful of their ability to properly tax these
multinational mining companies, or to negotiate satisfactory contracts. The end result was
frequently national ownership and exploitation, \\n the theory that the state would then
automatically receive the rents without the need for complex taxes or contracts. The
problem as usual lies in ensuring that silfficiently competent managers are recruited and
induced to manage efficiently. Again, the ideal when public ownership seems inevitable in
'the fust instance is to keep open the option of future private entry and competition.

Oth~r Qrgum~"'s for public owMrship
The main argument advanced above for public ownership is that private investors do not
trust the government to aIlo~ them to continue trading profitably in the future. Leasing may
alleviate this problem, as might non-voting equity participation by the government and
guarantees by international agencies or aid-giving foreign governments. But what of the
other arguments for public enterprise: the lack of domestic capital; the need for domestic
control over strategic industties; the need to create development poles in deprived regions,
and the old argumellt thatpu~lic investmentsecures theentire surplus for further investment
and thus accelerates the rate of growth.

The last argument can be addressed fmt, as it is the weakest. The evidence cited in
the first section is that the rate of saving ofpublic enterprises is typically low, and rates of
return are also often low. The World Bank has analyzed 1,200 completed public s,ector
projects that it has fmanced, and fmds, fmt, that ex post economic rates of return to these
projects are on average lowerin moredistorted economies than in less distorted economies,
and second, that in the less distorted economies, rates of return increase with the share of
public investment in total investment up to a share of 40 percent, and thereafter decrease
quite sharply (World Bank, 1991, fig 4.3, p86). They also find that rates of return to
transport and urban infrastructure projects, public utility and energy investl1!ent are
systematically higher than industtial and agricultural projccts (World Bank, 1991, fig 4.1,
p83). Taken together, these two pieces ofevidence are 'consistent with the view that public
investmentmakesmost sense when confmed to infrastructure(including power)and that too

6 It seems easier to resolve these contractual difficulties where the min:raI is
internationally traded ata well-defined price (like oil, orcopper), and hardest for non-traded
goods like gas, where the company cannotdevise a contract which involves payment in the
mineral.
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large a share of total investment (extending the range of activities to include industrial
investment) lowers returns.

The argument for public investment in backward regions is similarly suspect. As
argued in the first section, public investment is typically very capital intensive, so such
investmentis a very inefficient method ofcreating employment income; lowering transport
costs and reducing agricultural taxation is likely to be more effective. Ha backward region
"has a potential comparative advantage in industry, then removing the infrastructural
bottlenecks is likely to be more effective than adding to them by creating more demand for
their services. Ifit does not have a comparative advantage, then other methods of targeting
support will by defmition be preferable. Increased devolution of administrative services
coupled with investment in communications, as in federal states (the United States,
Gennany) rather than the overcentralisation that goes with poor communications (eg
Thailand) would seem the natural solution to this problem.

That leaves the combination of a lack of domestic capital and the felt need for
domestic ownership of key industries, to internalise learning, espec!ally of central
management skills that might otherwise be confined to the head office abroad. Even here,
foreign direct investment can playa path-breaking role in defining the market, creating
demand for small scaleenterprises supplyingproducergoods and services, that in tum create
the local network externalities that seem important for industrial success. It would seem
better in the long run to allow the most successful of these smaIl fmns to borrow, merge and
grow to the size atwhich they can raise capital from local development or investment banks.
The alternative in which th~ government attempts to accelerate the process by lending to
untried enterprises does not have a good record to date.

Th~ probkm 01transition andprivatisation
The key argument for public ownership is the unwillingness of the private sector to
undertake investment on socially acceptable terms. If the government is concerned with
economic development, it should be attempting to create future-oriented institutions that
rable the social returns to private investment, and also establishing a reputation for efficient
and stableeconomic management. A large part of this will lie in creating and enforcing an
appropriate legal structure for contracts, propertyrights and competition, in pursuing fiscally
prudent expenditure policies, removing impediments to foreign trade and regulations on
domestic activity. The problem is a more tractable version of the problem of transition in
the fonnerly socialist countries ofEastern Europe, and raises many of the same sequencing
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questions (seee.g. Newbery, 1991b). Forpublic enterprises, the key question is whether the
enterprises that are more appropriately allocated to the private sector should be privatised
rapidly, or later in the sequence ofrefonns. The argument fer speed is that ofestablishing
the credibility of the refonn policy. The argument for caution is that the PSEs will be easier
to value correctly and hence more valuable once other refonns have reassured the private
sector of the future stability of the economic environment and hence of the viability of the
'enterprises. What is quite clear is that the government should lose no time in putting in
place the rightcontrol and auditing institutions to monitor the PSEs that remain in the public
sector, and that will also be needed to prepare the rest for privatisation.

The question how rapidly to privatise PSEs is closely connected to the question of
how to privatise. Ifenterprises are to be restructured, accounts prepared, and then sold at
a fair market price, then the process will be more time consuming than if they are auctioned
off 'as is', or, as proposed in Poland and Czechoslovakia, distributed to the population at a
nominal price. The case for realising the largest possible fraction of the economic value7 of
the assets is more compelling in developing countries than in Eastern Europe, which has
enjoyed fuU emplOYment ~nd a remarkably egalitarian income distribution. In Eastern
Europe one can argue that free distribution (preferably via shares placed in a pension fund)
can be integrated into the overall tax system, which is distinguished by its comprehensive
coverage and egalitarian emphasis (Newbery, 1991a). Few developing countries are in that
position, and many have large debts which were accumulated as a result of a failure to
finance investment out of retained profit. The capital in the PSEs is the counterpart to this
debt, and adequate privatisation proceeds are needed to reduce the debt. The implication is
that the enterprises should be restructured and prepared for sale, even ifthis slows down the
process. There is also a good case for partial sales, perhaps restricting the voting rights of
the residual state share holding, to allow the process of restructuring and improvement to
continue, funher raising the value of the residual shares, as was done with the first large
privatisation in Britain, that ofBritish Telecom.

Another fonn of partial privatisation that might hold attractions is to transfer
ownership (and the responsibility for governance) to state-owned development banks, which
themselves may be eventually privatised, and which would be charged with selling off the

7 The wording is chosen carefully to avoid stating that the enterprises should be sold for
the highestprice, which is bestachieved by granting a statutorymonopoly to the buyer. This
would of course lower the social value of the sale, and replace potential (but probably
absent) public taxation by private taxation.
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PSEs when the time is ripe. The main problem here is that ofdesigning the govemance of
the development bank. One could go further and argue that creating acompetitive, efficient
ar.d prudential system of cODlI11ercial and development banking oriented to productive
investment (rather :han just the finance of trade) is the central component of the required
future-oriented institutions, and that the critical stepneeded to evolve this structure is agood
system of f"mancial regulation. With that in place, the problem of monitoring the
'privatisation/development bank becomes manageable. The ultimate objective might be a
banking system that acts rather like Gennan banks in monitoring enterprises, or like the
Korean chaebols which disseminate managerial knowhow as well as finance to the fums it
acquires.

5. Improvlna the Management ofPublic Enterprises
For those enterprises which are to remain (temporarily orpennanently) in the public sector,
the twin objectives are to improve their performance and hence assist rather than hinder
econorrtic development, and to increase the credibility of the government's commitment to
increasedecononiic efficiency. Kohli (1987, p26) has summarised the lessons leamed from
the ADB cOUPtI'y studies, and Pliatzky (1987, p6S) Hsts five golden rules based on British
experience. Most of these have to do with setting clearobjectives and perfonnance criteria,
monitoringperfonnanceandrewarding success. Theseobjectives should includeproductive
efficiency, profitability and efficientpricing, and the PSEs should be subject to competition
wherever possible: there should be no entry barriers (facing private competitors) nor exit
baniers (preventing the bankruptcy or liquidation of the PSE). Social and distributional
objectives me best addressed by separate instruments - targeted subsidies or programmes ­
rather than distorting the prices charged by the PSEs. As a powerful and convincing case
has already been made for these refonns, the following section concentrates of the details
oftwo oftherecommendations: on the degree ofautonomy accorded toPSEs in general and
over pricing in particular.

Acentralquestion in the managementofpublic enterprises is the degree ofautonomy
to give the enterprise managers, and the fonn of regulatory oversight Principal-agency
theory offen several insights to guide the design ofa management system. The degree of
autonomy can be measured by the extent to which the enterprise controls the allocation of
profits and makes decisions without the need for central authorization. Autonomy is
desirable if the principal (the ministry or agency responsible for overseeing the enterprise)
has access to good quality infonnation on which to assess the enterprise's performance. It
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is more desirable to grant autonomy where the objectives of the management are aligned
with those of the State, and more difficult where the objectives of the management run
counter to econo~c efficiency. It is more desirable where the infonnation needed to make
investment, pricing orproduction decisions depend on detailed local infonnation bestknown
to the enterprise. Electticity generation and telecommunications probably fall into this
category, as technical standards are readily measured, and it i!' nonnal that the managers will
'be technically competent.engineers whose training will place considerable weight on
technical excellence. Both industries are capital intensive with heavy investment demands,
and although both ~hould earn high rates of profit (probably not so different from the test
rate ofdiscount, orat least 10percentreal) their growth rate may even exceed this, requiring
recourse to external fmance. Claims for external fmance should be assessed in the light of
the performance of the industry. In both cases, if the industry is in the public sector, the
natural source of finan~~ would be international agencies, who will provide a useful
objective test of efficiency. At the other extreme, the Post Office has less well-defined
objectives, is more labour intensive, and is more likely to be captured by the Unions whose
objective will be to maximise.wages and employment, and whose demand for investment
will be I~wer. One would expect the Post Office to have considerably less autonomy, and
to present greater challenges in devising appropriate criteria for measuring perfonnance.

Pricing and Investment Decisions
Public enterprises are typically given objectives which are to guide their priciD8 and
investment decisions, and the experience of the British nationalised industries is very
insttuetive. The government published White Papers setting out the principles ofefficient
pricing· at marginal cost· and the n~ for cost-benefit analysis of investment projects
using. test discount rate. It assumed that there was no potential conflict in the objectives
ofthe industry and the government(representing the country), and so the system ofaccounts
and oversightwas designed more topreventfraud than toensure efficiency. It was gradually
ftJ81ised that themanagers ofpublic utilities saw themselves providingessential services, and
therefore not required to make high rates of profit. Their aspirations were more oriented
towards ambitious expansion plans, based on optimistic or best-case forecasts. When
overinvestment lead to excess capacity, marginal cost pricing argued for cutting prices and
thereby stimulating demand and validating the forecast, though failing to earn the test
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discount rate. There was little incentive to minimise capital costs per unit ofcapacity, and
the record of the electricity industry was particularly poor in this resPect.8

The government response to the poor financial perfonnance of the nationalised
industries was to instruct them to set prices to achieve a 'required rate of return' on their
capital (measured using current cost accounting conventions at written down replacement
cost), and to subject the utilities to efficiency audits, conducted by the Monopolies and
Mergers Commission. Inaddition, the utilities weregiven External Financial Limits (EFLs)
which restricted the net amount offmance they could raise for investment, and for profitable
industries with a projected growth rate below the required rate of return, these EFLs were
negative, implying that the utility paid the government a dividend after self-financing
investment. These new rules mightwell have worked, though they were subverted by macro
policies in the wake of the oil shocks of the 19705, which restricted price increases and
starved telecoms in particular of fmance. Eventually these rules were rendered redundant
by privatization.

Nevertheless, if capital-intensive industries are to remain in the public sector, then
arguably the most important refonn to make is to impose required rate of return and EFL
targets on the industries, and subject them to efficiency audits and ideally to external
competitive pressure by removing any restrictions on competition with the public sector.
The World Bank estimates that the average expost economic rate of return on utilities and
infraStl'UcturaI investments in low distortioil economies was between 20 and 25 percent real.
(World Bank, 1991, figs 4.1, 4.2) This figure will be substantially inflated by the high rates
of return fo road and port infrastructure projects, where the returns to maintenance or
rehabilitation projects are often very high indeed,' and returns to investment in public
utilities will probably have been lower, though on average above the Bank's test discount
rate of 10 percent real. If we assume that well-managed utilities should earn at least 10
percent real, then they should also be able to finance rather more than a 10 percent growth

• As documented in the Layfield enquiry into the Sizewell Nuclear Power Station
(Layfield, 1987). Electricity'generation is an industry where international comparisons are
reasonably straightforward, but it is unlikely that the problem was confined to that industry.

9 There remains the interesting question whether the original road construction projects
yielded good returns, given that many of them lleeded subsequent expensive rehabilitation.
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rate without external fmance.lo Higher growth rates might be justified if the present
capacitywe~ inadequate, though this would argue for rationing through even higher prices
and hence a higher rate of return. In short, it is hard to see why most public enterprises
should not be largely self-financing once they are in full operation. As noted in the rust
section, 10percent was at the high end ofelectricity growth rates in Asian countries over the
past decade.

The costs of allowing public enterprises to earn low returns which require large net
transfers from the public budgetare high even where thecountry is not heavily indebted, and
higher still when they are. Deadweightcosts ofthe taxation rise as the square ofthe tax rate,
so the narrower the tax base, the higher the taxes need to be to collect the same revenue and
the higher the deadweight losses wiII be. Doubling the tax base and halving the tax rate
halves the deadweight loss. The tax base in developing countries is already small, and to
further resmct it by underpricing the output of the PSEs is very costly. The costs of
inflationary or debt fmance caused by a failure to increase taxes is even higher, particularly
if it causes foreign private lenders to fear that the debt cannot or will not be repaid. There
is a further indirect cost in subsidising the sales ofPSEs in that it mutes (and was intended
to mute) public pressure for the refonn of the PSEs, and makes competition from private
suppliers harder.

6. Conclusions
Public Sector Enterprises have earned low rates of return and failed to fmance their
investment, thereby exacerbating the debt problem in developing countries in Asia and
elsewhere, and also in many developed countries. As a result, the development institutions
are placing increasing emphasis on improving the performance of PSEs, and, where
appropriate, increasinglyreco~end privatisation. The aim ofthis paper has been to place
theserecommendations ina wider framework and thereby to focus on the more fundamental
probfleJD ofencouraging efficiency in the economy as a whole. Short-run efficiency in the
use of existing resources requires competitive pressure or its equi'lalent, but long-run
development requires efficient investment. The more agents are persuaded that they will
enjoy sec~ tide to the future &oits of their investment, the more they will be willing to

10 The gross rate of return including depreciation will be above the net return of 10
percent, and the gross returns are available for gross investment. Eventually replacement
investment will lower the net rate ofcapital fonnation, though this is likely to happen only
after a substantial lag.
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invest, not only in phys!cal capital, but in the knowledge and skills whose lack most
differentiates the developing from the developed world. The wider is the range ofpotential
investors, the greater will be the competitive pressure reinforcing efficiency. The central
problem ofdevelopment is to provide the institutional assurance and commitment to those
future titles, while ensuring that the prices which guide those investment decisions do not
mislead nor deter. Creating such credibility may take time and will require constraints on
·the short-run freedom of the government, in the form of rules and restrictions: uniformity
of taxation and regulation, ruling out quantitative interventions or licensing except in well­
defmed and defended cases. Developing a soundly regulated financial system will be a
critical part of supporting the required level of private investment.

It may be that before the required institutional framework is created, the government
will need to invest in some sectors where private investment is not forthcoming. The
guidingprinciplehere is to ensure that ary such investment increases rather than reduces the
chance of future private inveSbnent, where such investment would be justified, both to
underwrite support for private investment and to place competitive pressure on the public
sector enterprise. There are good arguments for managing such PSEs as though they were
closely-heldprivateenterprises, with publiclypublished and audited accounts, subject to the
same syStem ofcontract law and taxation, and ready when necessary to be privatised. For
enterprises that remain in public ownership, the guiding principle is to ensure that they
i:ontribute to private development rath~ than placing a burden upon it, by achieving
production efficiency, effici~nt prices, and financing theirown investmentas far as sensible
out of retained profits. The main task of the regulatory agency charged with monitoring
their performance will be to establish a reputation for impartiality and consistency in
monitoring, and rewarding performance and penalising failure, ifnecessary by liquidation.
In short, theemphasis needs to beplaced on what agents will expect of the future rather than
what is to be done right now.
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Table 1 Basic data for Public Enterprises, 1975-77

Country Abrev Years RGOP , PSE share in
1995 GOP GFC~' Mfg

Ethiopia Et 76-7 :'·0 17.6
Mali Ma 74-7 ~

. . ~ t; 31.1
Tanzania Tz 74-7 355 12.3 30.3 37.9
Malawi Ma 74-7 387 29.1
'Sierra Leone SLe 79 443 7.6 19.6 14.2
Guinea Gu 79 452 25
Togo To 90 499 11.9
Liberia Li 74-6 491 14.1
Benin Bn 76 525 7.6
Ne})al NE 74-5 526 1.3 4.4
Zambia Za 72 584 37.8 49.7
ICenya Ke 74-7 598 19.1 13.1
Eangladesh SO 74 647 5.7 31
India IN 74-7 '750 9.8 33.8 16.2
Honduras Ho 78-9 !111 14.6
Ivory Coast Ic 74-7 no 28.9
Bolivia So 74-7 1f)89 12.1 40.9 5.9
Senegal(RGDP est)S~ 74 noo 19.9 17.9
Pakistan PK 74-5 :'153 6 33.3 7.8
Egypt Eg 76-9 1188 47.8
Philippines PH 74-7 1361 1.7 9.5
Papua New Guinea PN 77 1374 18.8
Sri Lanka SL 74 1539 9.9 15.7 33.5
Guatemala Gu 78-80 1608 1.1 13.3
Jamaica Ja 76-7 1725 40.1
Dominican Rep Dr 74-7 1753 11.1
Botswana Bt 74-7 17C2 7.7 16.5
Mauritius Mr 77-9 1869 14.4
Thailand TH 70-73 1900 3.6 8.5 5.2
Paraguay Pg 74-7 1996 2.7 10.4
Tunisia Tu 78-9 2050 25.4 44.6
Peru Pe 74-7 2114 22.1
Turkey Tk 74-7 2533 5.8 23.5
Colombia Co 74-7 2599 1.9 10.3
Coata Rica Cr 77-9 2650 19.6
Panama Pa 74-7 2912 32.7
Korea ICO 74-7 3056 6.4 25.1 14.9
Brazil Dr 80 3282 22.8

.. Uruguay Ur 74-7 3462 16.6
Argentina Ar 76-7 3486 4.8 20.7
Chile Ch 74-7 3486 15.2 20
Venezuela Ve 74-7 3548 15 22.3
portugal Po 76 3729 14.3 31 12
Mexico Mx 75-7 3985 6.1 27
Greece Gr 75 4464 5.8 10.8 1.5
Ireland Ir 74-7 5205 13.1
Spain Sp 79 6437 4.1 16.6
Italy It 74-7 7425 7.7 17.2
United Kingdom UK 74-7 8665 11.3 18.6
Australia AI. 74-7 8850 9.2 18.7 3.9
Austria Au 76-7 8929 14.5 19.2
Netherlands NL 71-3 9092 3.6 13.8
Finland Fi 74-7 9232 13.6
Japan Jp 74-5 9447 11.6
Belgium Be 74-7 9717 12.6
Sweden Sw 78-80 9904 6 15.3
France Fr 74 9918 11.9 14
West Germany Wg 76-7 10708 10.3 12.3
Denmark Dk 74 10844 6.3 8.3
Canada Cd 74-7 12196 14.7
United States US 74-7 12532 4.9
Norway No 74-7 12623 17.7

Source: Shon (1984); Summers and Heston (1988) for real GDP/head (RGDP)
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Appe!ndix: Summary orseminar discussion

This paper was presented tlJ the Brown Bag Series on Wednesday June· 10, 1992. In the
dh;;:ussion, Newbery was wiked whether aid should be concentrated on autonomous future
oriented states, how these could be identified, and whether privatisation was still not
desirable even though pubUc sectorenterprises in such economies were by world standards
relatively efficient. Newbe:ry replied that on the contrary, aid was needed to help create
future orientation insubordinatestates, perhaps bypromotingautonomous institutions within
such countries to support investment. While it was not difficult at a general level to identify
future orientation, in some moderately autonomous states, PSEs may not enjoy sufficient
support for efficient invesltment and pricing, and in such cases privatisation typically
improved social returns, though the evidence suggested that for natural monopolies the
quality of the regulatory environment (another key future oriented institution) was a prime
determinant ofthe success ofprivatisation. Many ofthe gains from privatisation come from
the need to explicitly create this regulatory framework, and its absence (along with many
other future oriented institutions such as prudent banks) was one of the main obstacles to
successfulprivatisation inEastern Europe. The Catch 22 is that it seems to need an effective
and autonomous state to create the institutions for a market economy, but systemic
transformation typically occurs upon the collapse of state power.
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