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The Paradox of Bureaucratic Accountability in
Developing Nations Under a Promarket State

M. SHAMSUL HAQUE

ABSTRACT. In this article, it is argued that under the current promarket
global atmosphere, there has been a significant shift in the nature of the
state in developing countries toward the formation of a “market-centered”
state. Under this emerging market-centered state, there have been similar
market-oriented changes in the objectives, roles, institutions, norms, and
beneficiaries of state bureaucracy. Although these recent changes in
bureaucracy have often been introduced in the name of greater trans-
parency and accountability, in reality, the adverse outcomes of such
promarket changes constitute more critical challenges to bureaucratic
accountability, and thus represent a new accountability paradox in devel-
oping countries. In line with this contention, the article includes the
following analytical components: (1) an overview of the linkages between
the nature of the state and the mode of bureaucratic accountability, (2)
an analysis of the recent promarket changes in the nature of the state in
developing countries, (3) an illustration of the corresponding changes in
bureaucracy under the emerging market-centered state, (4) a critical
assessment of the major challenges posed by these market-oriented
changes to the realization of bureaucratic accountability, and (5) a
concluding outline suggesting some necessary measures for rectifying the
situation.

Introduction

In general, bureaucracy is an inseparable constituent of the state, and it represents
a crucial component of the overall state apparatus. Thus, in order to understand
the mode of bureaucratic accountability, it is necessary to examine the nature of
the state that largely sets the objective and structure of bureaucracy, defines the
scope of bureaucratic power, and determines the degree of bureaucratic account-
ability.! However, the existing literature on accountability is replete with reduc-
tionist analyses that tend to focus on the means and processes of accountability,
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(for example, parliamentary debate, legislative committees, judicial control,
ombudsmen, opinion polls, media scrutiny, and codes of conduct) found in the
liberal democratic tradition (Smith, 1991), while overlooking the significance of the
nature of the state for the effectiveness of these various means and processes. In
order to comprehend this relationship between the state and bureaucratic account-
ability, it is necessary to examine the distribution of power among the major state
institutions (political, administrative, judicial, and military), the relative autonomy
of the overall state apparatus from various social groups and classes, the nature of
the alliance formed between the state and different power blocs, and the structure
of dependency between the state and the general public. These structures of power
within and outside the state are socio-historical constructs (involving various inter-
nal and international, colonial and postcolonial, forces), which differ between
societies, and thus lead to variations in the effectiveness of various accountability
measures.

The focus of this article is on the recent promarket changes in the nature of
the state and the corresponding shifts in the modes of bureaucratic accountability,
especially in developing countries. The main contention of the article is the follow-
ing: under the recent market-oriented changes in the role of the state in develop-
ing countries, most regimes have adopted business-oriented reforms in their
bureaucracies, often in the name of greater efficiency, transparency, and account-
ability, which paradoxically have created a new set of challenges to the realization
of bureaucratic accountability. In this regard, the paper attempts to examine the
recent promarket changes in the role of the state and the nature of bureaucracy in
developing countries, explores the challenges to bureaucratic accountability posed
by these changes, and outlines some remedial measures to overcome such emerg-
ing challenges. Before these issues are examined, the article presents a brief
overview of how the nature of the state remains a crucial factor in determining the
mode of bureaucratic accountability and its effectiveness.

Traditional Linkages between the State and Accountability

Depending on whether a bureaucracy represents a bourgeois state, a socialist state,
a postcolonial state, a populist state, or an authoritarian state, its position within
the overall power structure is likely to be conditioned and its degree of account-
ability to different sections of the population is supposed to be determined. For
instance, in the history of the formation of the capitalist state, the state bureau-
cracy played a considerable role in facilitating the accumulation and expansion of
private capital by building infrastructures, creating human resources, disciplining
the labor force,” maintaining law and order, and ensuring internal and external
security, while overlooking or marginalizing the concerns of the working class.
During this classical phase of capitalist development, the state had minimal auton-
omy from private capital while exercising various control measures over the
relatively unorganized working class. Thus, under the fagade of bureaucratic
accountability to the representative political institutions, the various bureaucratic
agencies were accountable for providing the infrastructural, financial, legal, and
disciplinary services to private enterprises owned by the affluent business class.
However, during the later stage of capitalist development, various challenges to
private capital—caused by the Great Depression of the 1930s, the rise of an
organized and politically motivated work force, and the end of the colonial sources
of cheap labor and raw materials—led to a significant shift in the role of the state
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and its power relations with private capital. To a great extent, private capital
became dependent on the state for undertaking financial measures to rectify the
market crisis, for pacifying the dissatisfied working class by providing various
welfare benefits, and for maintaining foreign markets by adopting coercive foreign
policies and aggressive defense measures. This relative vulnerability of private
capital since the 1930s, and its emerging dependence on government agencies,
expanded the state autonomy to pursue programs that addressed the needs and
demands of a larger section of society beyond those of the dominant capitalist class.”
In short, the severe market crises and the rise of a dissatisfied but increasingly
organized labor force expanded the role of the capitalist state, multiplied the size
of the state bureaucracy, and increased the scope of bureaucratic accountability:
the bureaucracy became accountable not just to vested business interests for ensur-
ing a favorable business atmosphere but also to the public at large for providing
various welfare services. Although in the final analysis, the capitalist state and its
bureaucracy remained responsive to private capital,' such responsiveness became
increasingly dispersed among different social groups and classes as they began to
articulate their interests and create pressures on the state to respond to their needs
and demands.

On the other hand, in postcolonial developing societies, despite the declared
provisions of traditional accountability measures such as legislative committees,
judicial control, ombudsmen, and news media, the postcolonial status of these
countries created certain unique challenges to bureaucratic accountability: it
became difficult to make the colonially inherited “overdeveloped” and extremely
powerful bureaucracy responsive and answerable to fragile political institutions,
weak private enterprises, and powerless common masses. As the bureaucracy
became the primary agent of socio-economic transformation with the active encour-
agement and support of international agencies, it assumed more power and control
over all ranges of development policies and institutions, which further diminished
the power and capacity of national political institutions and grassroots organiza-
tions to make the bureaucracy answerable to the people. In fact, in many Asian,
African, and Latin American countries, the bureaucratic oligarchy, representing an
alliance between the military and civilian bureaucratic elites, monopolized political
power, dismantled democratic political institutions and cultures, and thereby posed
a serious challenge to the question of accountability. However, during the post-
independence period, some of these countries have experienced considerable
progress in terms of establishing viable political parties and grassroots organiza-
tions, strengthening various domains of civil society, diminishing the frequency of
military intervention, democratizing the political atmosphere or culture, and thus
creating a context conducive to greater bureaucratic accountability.

In short, the nature and role of the overall state apparatus have considerable
implications for bureaucratic accountability, and with the changing nature of the
state, there are often changes in the composition of those social classes and groups
to which bureaucracy eventually becomes answerable. The state has varying degrees
of autonomy from, dependence on, and control over different classes and power
blocs. It is often the case that the more dependent and less autonomous a state is
in relation to a specific social class or a pressure group, the more responsive and
accountable the state bureaucracy will be to that class or group; and the more
autonomy and control a state enjoys in relation to a class or group, the less pressure
the state bureaucracy will encounter to respond to such a class or group. This is
quite evident from the above examples explaining how the nature of the state in
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advanced capitalist nations and postcolonial developing societies has critical impli-
cations for bureaucratic accountability to various social groups and classes in these
countries.

However, during the past two decades, the above scenario relating to the nature
of the state and the corresponding mode of bureaucratic accountability has under-
gone fundamental changes in both capitalist nations and developing countries. In
the current context characterized by the triumph of capitalist forces, the collapse
of the major socialist states, the globalization of market ideology, and the world-
wide adoption of promarket reforms, there has been a fundamental shift in the
nature of the state irrespective of its previous ideological identity. As governments
all over the world have adopted market-centered reforms, and are engaged in trans-
forming the bureaucracy in the image of business management (discussed below),
there is a serious need to study the recent promarket changes in the nature of the
state, to analyze the corresponding changes in the state bureaucracy, and to
examine the implications of these changes for bureaucratic accountability. In this
regard, since the focus of this article is on developing countries, the following
section attempts to explain the contemporary changes in the nature of the state
and its bureaucracy in Asian, African, and Latin American countries.

Recent Changes in the State and Its Bureaucracy in Developing
Nations

Changes in the Nature and Role of the State

There is a considerable amount of literature explaining the origin, nature, and role
of the state in developing countries. According to Hamza Alavi, Asian countries such
as Pakistan and Bangladesh inherited an “over-developed” state apparatus estab-
lished by the colonial metropolitan bourgeoisie to exercise dominance over the
indigenous classes (Alavi, 1972). He suggests that since the end of colonial metro-
politan control, there is no single class that has exclusive command over the state:
the state (especially its bureaucratic-military oligarchy) mediates the competing
interests of the three propertied classes (the indigenous bourgeoisie, the metro-
politan neocolonialist bourgeoisie, and the landed classes), and thus remains
relatively autonomous from any of these classes. Issa Shivji, in his study on African
countries such as Tanzania, tends to differ from Alavi’s thesis, and mentions that
due to the absence of a genuine bourgeoisie and the weakness of the petty
bourgeoisie in these countries, the state itself becomes the means to transform the
embryonic petty bourgeoisie into a proper ruling class known as “bureaucratic
bourgeoisie” (cf. Leftwich, 1993). In the case of East Africa, John Saul explains the
role of an overdeveloped state apparatus in subordinating the precapitalist social
formations, and interprets the issue of relative autonomy in terms of the central-
ity of the state to ensure territorial unity and legitimacy rather than in terms of
its role to mediate various class interests (cf. Westergaard, 1985: 13).

Another earlier perspective on the nature of the state in developing societies is
based on the idea of a “peripheral state” offered by W. Ziemann and M. Lanzen-
dorfer, which suggests that it is the distorted and dependent economy and the
fragmented class structure in peripheral societies (rather than the overdeveloped
status of the postcolonial state) that require the state to mediate various class and
group interests, and thus, expand the state’s political power and relative autonomy
(cf. Westergaard, 1985: 9-10). Another intellectual tradition initiated by scholars
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like Guillermo O’Donnell and David Collier, defines the state in developing
countries, especially in Latin America, as a “bureaucratic-authoritarian” state
characterized by the rule exercised by the military establishment, exclusion of the
popular sector based on repression, and special financial access and support
provided to the national bourgeoisie (Collier, 1979; O’Donnell, 1973).

What is common among these varying interpretations of the nature of the state
in developing countries is the following: an externally (both colonial and postcolo-
nial) induced formation of the state, an advanced status of the state compared with
other realms of society, a crucial role played by the state in mediating the inter-
ests of various classes and transforming the weak petit bourgeoisie into a proper
ruling class, and, deriving from these, a significant degree of autonomy exercised
by the state in relation to various social classes and groups. Compared to the
advanced capitalist state, these features implied the centrality of the state in the
overall social formation in these countries, which became increasingly evident in its
interventionist economic role, its expansive development policies and programs, and
its hegemonic political position. For decades, the state adopted policies based on
rigid long-term development plans, which encompassed almost all socio-economic
sectors, including agriculture, industry, education, defense, health, transport,
communication, and so on, in developing countries.

However, during this last quarter of the century, there has been a significant
promarket transition in the role of the state in developing countries: the state-
centered paradigm of development is under attack, and overwhelmed by the
advocacy of market-oriented policies (Chaudhry, 1994: 1). In most Asian, African,
and Latin American countries, the state has adopted promarket policies such as
privatization, deregulation, devaluation, and liberalization under the so-called stabi-
lization and structural adjustment programs, often due to conditions imposed by
international agencies, donor countries, and transnational corporations (see Haque,
1996b). Based on these state-initiated promarket policies, developing countries have
sold, leased, contracted out, and liquidated a huge number of public enterprises
since the early 1980s. During the periods 1980-87 and 1988-93, the number of
privatization transactions increased from 210 to 254 in Africa, 136 to 561 in Latin
America, and 108 to 367 in Asia; and during the period 1988-93, the total value of
such transactions was $19.7 billion in Asia, $3.2 billion in Africa, and $55.1 billion
in Latin America (World Bank, 1995: 27). The scope of privatization in developing
countries has been so extensive that it encompasses almost all economic sectors (for
details, see Sader, 1993: 172).

These contemporary state policies and programs—facilitating the activities of the
private sector, promoting market forces, removing government controls, and encour-
aging foreign investment—signify a considerable shift from the earlier role of the
state which used to emphasize the primacy of state bureaucracy, bureaucratic control
over the key economic sectors, strict regulation of market forces, nationalization of
foreign companies, and so on. This shift in the nature and role of the state in devel-
oping countries implies the emerging formation of a “market-centered” state that
holds promarket policy inclinations, serves the interest of private capital, and by
implication, exercises very limited autonomy from the dominant fractions of capital
(both domestic and international). In Latin America, the degree of state autonomy
in relation to domestic private capital seems to have declined, which is evident in
the windfall gains made by the local business elites from the privatization transac-
tions in mining, manufacturing, finance, and trade; the elites have been strong
supporters of the current promarket policies undertaken by the state.’
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Moreover, this emerging “market-centered” state has lost a substantial degree of
autonomy to foreign capital in Latin American countries, where the state-sponsored
privatization policies have benefited foreign corporations by selling valuable public
assets to them at much reduced prices.” Such a policy would have been quite
unacceptable in the earlier years, when the “developmental” state used to oppose
foreign ownership and tended to nationalize foreign companies. Diminishing state
autonomy in relation to international forces is also evident in the adoption of
promarket policies under the conditions imposed by international agencies such as
the IMF, the World Bank, and the International Finance Corporation. These institu-
tions put pressure on developing countries to adopt the so-called stabilization and
structural adjustment programs (including deregulation, devaluation, privatization,
liberalization, and foreign investment) as conditions for loans (Cook and Kirkpatrick,
1995; Haque, 1996b; Pitelis and Clarke, 1993; Smith, 1991). Thus, in relation to
external economic forces, the autonomy of the state in developing countries has
diminished considerably as many of their crucial state policies are increasingly being
imposed by the global economic powers. In fact, the contemporary “market-
centered” state has a tendency to comply with the demands of foreign capital to the
extent that it may even compromise the interests of domestic private enterprises.’

In short, under the current promarket global atmosphere, there has been a funda-
mental shift in the scope and role of the state in developing countries, in the nature
of the relationship between the state and various social classes, and in the state’s
position in relation to foreign capital. These changes signify the formation of a
“market-centered” state characterized by its inclination toward various promarket
policies, its diminishing socio-economic role increasingly overtaken by the private
sector, its growing alliance with or subordination to transnational economic powers,
and its decreasing autonomy in relation to domestic and foreign private capital. The
emergence of this market-centered state has serious implications for the corre-
sponding changes in state bureaucracy. It is necessary to specify these recent
bureaucratic changes before examining the mode of bureaucratic accountability
under the market-centered state.

Changes in Bureaucracy Under the Market-centered State

The aforementioned transition in the nature of the state has led to considerable
changes in the scope, objective, role, structure, and norms of state bureaucracy in
developing nations. In the past, the state assumed the task of socio-economic devel-
opment, played a considerable role in implementing expansive development policies
and programs, and acquired a new identity called the developmental state. Under
such a developmental state, the scope and size of the bureaucracy expanded and
its role became all-pervasive: state intervention also expanded to almost all socio-
economic sectors in the name of poverty eradication, employment generation,
income redistribution, self-reliance, and so on (Cowan, 1990; Martin, 1993;
Ramanadham, 1984). With regard to this interventionist role of the state and its
bureaucracy in developing countries, it has been mentioned that by appropriating
economic surplus, the state bureaucracy itself emerged as a ruling class, which has
been variously defined as the “bureaucratic bourgeoisie,” “administrative
bourgeoisie,” “state bourgeoisie,” and “organizational bourgeoisie” (Sklar, 1991:
215-217).

However, under the contemporary market-centered state—which has a promar-
ket policy bias, a supportive rather than an active economic role, a task to monitor
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and evaluate rather than produce and distribute, and an inclination for foreign
investment and public—private partnership—the major dimensions of bureaucracy
have undergone considerable changes.® More specifically, in terms of the primary
objective of state bureaucracy, while the previous focus was placed on the overall
socio-economic development by undertaking various public programs to alleviate
poverty, generate employment, improve health and education, and build infra-
structure, the current concern is how to enhance efficiency, productivity, and growth
by expanding the role of the private sector and market forces. This basic change in
bureaucratic objectives under the market-centered state is being introduced in most
developing countries, although some Asian countries have been more forthcoming
than other developing countries in this regard.” In Africa, the newly emerging
consensus that emphasizes a “private sector led” economic growth (Otobo, 1997: 5)
is likely to create a similar transition toward a market-oriented public service objec-
tive. Corresponding to these changes in bureaucratic objectives, there has been a
shift in bureaucratic role—from interventionist to non-interventionist, from active
to supportive. This supportive or facilitating bureaucratic role is to maintain market
conditions, arrange business licenses, coordinate contracts, supply information to
consumers, arrange finance for investors, and so on. For instance, the Malaysian
government has redefined the role of its state bureaucracy from one of an active
change agent to that of a facilitator or pacesetter (Sarji, 1996). Similarly, in
Thailand and Singapore, government bureaucracy has increasingly assumed the role
of a catalyst to enhance economic growth through private markets (Halligan and
Turner, 1995; Salleh, 1992). Many African countries are also pursuing this change
in the role of state bureaucracy toward that of a regulator and facilitator (Otobo,
1997: 5).

Under the market-centered state, the nature of its newly-created bureaucratic
institutions has also changed. Distinguished from the traditional bureaucratic insti-
tutions—such as planning commissions, public personnel agencies, development
administration units, and public corporations—created by the developmental state
to implement its public programs, the current trend is toward the establishment of
government institutions that facilitate promarket policies, enhance the scope of the
private sector, and attract foreign investment. The examples of such newly emerg-
ing, market-oriented organizations include the Public and Private Sector Commit-
tee in Thailand, the Committee on Privatization and the Asset Privatization Trust
in the Philippines, the President’s Commission on Administrative Reform in South
Korea, the Privatization Commissions in Pakistan and Sri Lanka, the Privatization
Masterplan in Malaysia, and the Public Sector Divestment Committee in Singapore
(see Choudhry, 1992; Chung-Hyun, 1992; Naya, 1990).

In line with the above changes in the objectives, roles, and institutions of bureau-
cracy, its normative standards have also undergone some transformation. Follow-
ing the dominant administrative norms in Western liberal democracies, most
developing countries adopted civil service norms such as accountability, neutrality,
representativeness, impartiality, justice, equity, and responsiveness (Haque, 1996a,
b). However, under the contemporary promarket global atmosphere, it is not only
the advanced capitalist nations that are adopting market-oriented norms in the
public service, it is also the developing countries that are increasingly incorporat-
ing business norms such as efficiency, productivity, profitability, competitiveness,
and customer-orientedness into their public bureaucracies (Haque, 1996b). Lastly,
the composition of the targeted beneficiaries of the state bureaucracy or the recip-
ients of its services has also changed under the promarket regimes. Based on a
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redefinition of citizenship that considers citizens as “customers” or “clients,” the
main target group for bureaucratic services now includes those citizens who can
pay for them and have the financial capacity to become customers. In countries
such as the Philippines, Malaysia, and Singapore, the governments are trying to
create a “business-friendly” civil service that would satisfy its customers or clients
(Halligan and Turner, 1995; ps21 Office, 1995; Sarji, 1996).

Briefly, in developing countries, promarket changes in the nature and role of the
state have brought about corresponding changes in the objective, role, norms, and
beneficiaries of state bureaucracy. The objective of the bureaucracy has shifted from
socio-economic progress to economic growth; its role has changed from direct
economic functions to the indirect task of facilitating market forces; its norms have
evolved from democratic values such as representation, accountability, and equal-
ity to more market-oriented values such as competition, efficiency, and productiv-
ity; and the scope of the recipients of bureaucratic services has changed from
“citizens” to “customers.” These recent changes in the state bureaucracy have
serious implications for its public accountability. The next section of this article is
devoted to an analysis of these implications in relation to bureaucratic account-
ability.

The Newly Emerging Paradox of Bureaucratic Accountability

The main focus of this section is to highlight the trends of bureaucratic account-
ability in relation to the recent changes in the bureaucracy introduced under the
auspices of the emerging market-centered state in developing countries. However,
to understand the contemporary changes in bureaucratic accountability it is impor-
tant to discuss briefly its previous status. In this regard, one needs to remember
the aforementioned contention that most developing countries inherited an overde-
veloped state apparatus structured in the image of a Western liberal democracy.'
During the short post-independence period of state formation, the government
bureaucracy designed under the former colonial rule was not only retained, it was
expanded and further rationalized by reinforcing Western bureaucratic principles
such as merit, hierarchy, specialization, impersonality, neutrality, and accountabil-
ity. Based on this formation of the state and state bureaucracy in line with the
politico-administrative systems practiced by the former metropolitan countries,
most developing countries (except the communist ones) considered liberal democ-
racy as the dominant ideological basis of bureaucratic accountability.'! This has
been evident in their adoption of the various legislative, executive, administrative,
financial, and judicial measures of bureaucratic accountability that had emerged
mostly in Western countries (for details, see Dwivedi and Jabbra, 1988).

However, in many developing countries, these liberal democratic means of
bureaucratic accountability were ineffective due to the existence of various monar-
chical regimes (especially in the Middle East), fraudulent elections and the suppres-
sion of opposition parties, the use of military force to replace elected political
leaders and establish authoritarian rule, and the fragility of political institutions in
any encounter with bureaucratic power (see Crouch, 1985; Haque, 1997; Subrama-
niam, 1983). The main obstacle to bureaucratic accountability in most Asian,
African, and Latin American countries, however, was the overwhelming power of
the bureaucracy based on its control over scarce resources, people’s dependence on
its services, and its unequal relationship with various social groups and classes
(Luke, 1986; Kaplan, 1985; Haque, 1997). Thus, on the one hand, the legitimacy of
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the overdeveloped postcolonial state—structured according to the liberal democra-
tic model—required the official pronouncement of various liberal-democratic
measures of accountability. On the other hand, under such an advanced state
apparatus, the power of postcolonial bureaucracy (in relation to other realms of
society) expanded so much that it rendered these measures of bureaucratic account-
ability largely ineffective. This implied a paradox of bureaucratic accountability in
developing countries.

Under the contemporary market-centered state in developing countries, although
there is a tendency to attack the state bureaucracy for its alleged inefficiency and
mismanagement, and although promarket state policies (for example, privatization
and deregulation) are being pursued to curb bureaucratic power, there has emerged
a different kind of bureaucratic accountability paradox: While the state has adopted
various promarket policies and bureaucratic reforms in the name of transparency
and accountability (World Bank, 1995), in reality these policies and reforms
themselves constitute a challenge to bureaucratic accountability. In the following
discussion, it is explained how this new paradox of bureaucratic accountability is
being perpetuated under the market-centered state.

First, in terms of the state’s emphasis on accountability, while the earlier devel-
opmental state gave priority to public accountability and other related values (such
as equality and justice) over market norms such as productivity and efficiency,
under the current market-centered state the situation has been almost reversed.
The recent market-oriented bureaucratic transition discussed above, implies that
the current interpretation of accountability is quite instrumental in nature: the
bureaucracy is accountable for achieving the promarket objectives of productivity
and efficiency (measured by economic experts) rather than for satisfying public
needs and expectations (assessed by the people and their representatives). In other
words, bureaucratic accountability under the market-centered state is no longer an
end in itself, rather it has become a means to achieve various market-based objec-
tives. This implies that it does not really matter whether the bureaucracy is
accountable to the people so long as it is economically efficient and productive.

Second, while the bureaucracy is being structurally and attitudinally transformed
to be accountable to the “customers” for better services, it is necessary to examine
the scope and composition of the “customers” served by this market-oriented
bureaucracy. In the past, under the developmental state, the public bureaucracy
was assigned certain socio-economic goals, such as reduction in poverty and
unemployment and improvement in health and education (Bello, Cunningham, and
Rau, 1994), which implied bureaucratic responsiveness to various sections of the
population. But the recent shift in the role of the bureaucracy from its active
engagement in socio-economic activities to a supportive role in facilitating market
forces, will have serious implications for the composition of the recipients of its
services. Although this change in bureaucratic role will benefit the business elite,
it may reduce various services to the poor who depend on subsidized education,
health care, and housing. Thus, the newly emerging market-oriented bureaucracy
is likely to be accountable for its services to the affluent business class rather than
to the poorer classes representing the majority in developing countries.'” In most
of these countries, the structural adjustment programs adopted by the market-
centered state have reduced the subsidized social services provided by public
agencies, constrained people’s access to education and health services, curtailed real
wages, and caused an overall decline in living standards (Evers, 1994: 262; Leftwich,
1994: 367; Van der Hoeven, 1991: 54). Thus, although the state bureaucracy may
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have become more responsive to demands that it ensure market stability, facilitate
business contracts, supply information to customers, and provide financial assis-
tance to private investors, its accountability for addressing the needs of the under-
privileged population has become quite limited.

Third, despite the current rhetoric of administrative transparency, the expand-
ing scope of public—private partnership under the market-centered state is likely to
constitute a serious challenge to bureaucratic accountability due to a broader oppor-
tunity for bureaucratic corruption in the process of such partnership. In the capital-
ist state, the public—private partnership has been an effective mechanism to serve
the interests of big business by bailing out corporate giants and financing their
further expansion through subsidies, tax credits, and guaranteed loans (Rein, 1982;
Petras, 1990; Bullock, et al., 1983). A similar public—private partnership has been
in operation in many Asian, African and Latin American countries (Hamilton, 1989:
1525). For instance, the Malaysian government has adopted administrative
measures to encourage collaboration between the public and private sectors based
on their mutual interests (Government of Malaysia, 1993; Sarji, 1996), and created
the so-called Consultative Panels, which include representatives from both the
public and private sectors, in order to facilitate such public—private collaboration
and interaction (Sarji, 1996: 117). The provision of a public—private partnership is
also being pursued in Thailand, Pakistan, the Philippines, South Korea, and Taiwan.
This partnership between public bureaucracy and business enterprises expands the
opportunity for bureaucracy to be corrupt, and thus poses a challenge to bureau-
cratic accountability. In fact, there has already emerged an alliance between big
business and high-ranking bureaucrats in Pakistan, a patronage-based relationship
between civil servants and the business elite in the Philippines, a strong link
between bureaucracy and the dominant social forces in Bangladesh and Thailand,
and a fusion of interests between wealthy businessmen and senior administrators
in many African countries (Carino, 1994; Islam, 1990: 96; Sklar, 1991). The legal-
ization and intensification of public—private partnerships may lead to more
scandalous relationships between public bureaucracies and business enterprises,
and thus affect bureaucratic integrity and accountability.

Lastly, the paradox of bureaucratic accountability under the market-centered
state has also emerged due to the increasing ownership of public assets by govern-
ment employees, political leaders, and foreign corporations. There are many
examples of how public employees are buying privatized assets at below market
prices and making windfall profits. The process begins with the extreme under-
pricing or undervaluation of public enterprises during their divestiture, which has
been called the “garage sale” of public enterprises (Ramanadham, 1995:8). This
extreme underpricing of public assets has occurred in countries such as Malaysia,
India, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and the Philippines (Ahmed, 1995; Halli-
gan and Turner, 1995; Mani, 1995; Ramanadham, 1995). It is allegedly the bureau-
cratic, political, and business elites who gained considerably from various
privatization transactions in Malaysia and the Philippines (Briones, 1995;
Jayasankaran, 1995). Similarly, in Latin America the state-sponsored privatization
of public assets has benefited the top bureaucratic elite, political leaders, and their
families (Martin, 1993). All this suggests gross violations of public accountability.

On the other hand, as mentioned above, under the auspices of the market-centered
state there has been a significant expansion of foreign investment and foreign owner-
ship in developing countries facilitated by international agencies such as the IMF and
the World Bank. In the 1980s, about 70 percent of structural adjustment loans made
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to these countries contained a privatization component, which often facilitated foreign
ownership and foreign investment (Cook and Kirkpatrick, 1995: 15; Young, 1995:
167). Due to the increasing participation of foreign investors in privatization trans-
actions and the growing foreign ownership of the privatized assets in developing
countries (Cook and Kirkpatrick, 1995: 14-15), there are more demands on the state
bureaucracy in these countries to provide quality services to foreign investors, which
might compromise bureaucratic responsiveness to the needs of local investors. In the
case of India, it has been observed that the recent promarket reforms have converted
the country into a dumping ground for various foreign goods, provided special privi-
leges to foreign capital, ensured patent protection to foreign companies, and thus
endangered India’s weak indigenous industries (see Kumar, 1993; Syamal, 1995). The
danger is that as the contemporary state bureaucracy in developing countries must
serve an increasing number of foreign companies making investments and owning
assets in these countries, the bureaucracy will have fewer services available for local
investors, not to mention the erosion of its services to the rural poor and the urban
underclass. In other words, the strong inclination of the market-centered state for
foreign investment and foreign ownership may lead to a situation in which the state
bureaucracy is more responsive to foreign capital than to local capital, more account-
able to transnational corporations than to the public at large.

Concluding Remarks

In this article, an attempt has been made to analyze the implications of the nature
of the state for bureaucratic accountability to various social groups and classes in
developing countries. It has been explained that in line with the recent global
context characterized by the dominance of market ideology, there has emerged a
market-centered state in these countries, which has led to the corresponding
promarket changes in the objectives, roles, institutions, norms, and beneficiaries
of the state bureaucracy. These recent market-oriented changes in bureaucracy,
although adopted in the name of transparency and accountability, have created a
serious challenge to bureaucratic accountability. In order to overcome this emerg-
ing paradox of accountability, first it is necessary to reexamine the assumptions
and claims made by the advocates (both national and international) of such
market-centered changes in public bureaucracy: the purpose is to generate a criti-
cal awareness regarding the invalidity or unsustainability of many of the assump-
tions and claims of the vested interests behind these changes. Second, it is also
essential to critically examine the adverse implications of these promarket changes
in the state bureaucracy, especially for its responsiveness and accountability to
various groups and classes of people. Appropriate measures must be undertaken
to ensure that this restructured and reoriented bureaucracy not only serves the
interests of local business elites and foreign investors but also addresses the needs
and demands of a low-income population unable to take advantage of the current
promarket policies and programs. Finally, as the state bureaucracy becomes
increasingly market-centered, serves the interests of private capital, and estab-
lishes partnerships with business enterprises, it is imperative to explore additional
institutional measures to ensure bureaucratic accountability: In this new atmos-
phere characterized by business deals, profit motives, and market culture, there
might be a greater opportunity and incentive for the bureaucracy to engage in
corrupt practices, and serve mainly vested business interests while ignoring the
needs of the common people.
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On a more theoretical ground, the analysis made in this article—regarding how
the recent promarket changes in the nature of the state and its bureaucracy might
pose a challenge to the realization of bureaucratic accountability to different
sections of society—implies the general intellectual significance of examining the
nature and role of the state for the study of accountability. It is also implied that
one needs to transcend the common interpretation of bureaucratic accountability,
which emphasizes the answerability of the bureaucracy to the public but overlooks
the composition of the “public” itself in terms of various social groups and classes
to which bureaucracy is unevenly accountable. As Fainstein and Fainstein (1994:
319) observe, in the case of the United States, “governmental bureaucracies are
accountable, if not to the citizens of democratic theory, then to the corporate inter-
ests of capitalist practice . .. the real problem of the American state system is not
unaccountable bureaucracies, but the class to which they are routinely accountable.”
In short, although the prevailing analysis of accountability (highlighting its various
measures or instruments) has certain merits, it is essential to examine bureaucratic
accountability in relation to the nature of the state, especially the nature of its
interaction with various social classes, with the dominant power blocs, and with
transnational corporations. Such a politico-economic approach to the study of
accountability is essential today, when the nature of the state in developing
countries has become increasingly market-centered, the role of state bureaucracy
is being restructured in favor of business interests, and the democratic ethos of
public accountability is being marginalized in the context of market ideology.

Notes

1. For instance, in China, the liberal capitalist notion of accountability is inconceivable and
unacceptable due to the ideological nature of the state (Harris, 1988: 227-249).

2. The state, despite its superstructural status, plays a significant role in maintaining the
class domination, unifying the ruling class, interrupting the possible unity of the subordi-
nate classes, and demobilizing or securing the consent of the governed (see Jessop, 1982).

3. Carnoy mentions that in the 1930s, “the State’s intervention in the society increased
dramatically in Europe and the United States, and the relatively weak hegemony of the
dominant class [the bourgeoisie] was expanded to include new popular elements”
(Carnoy, 1984: 77).

4. The state-monopoly-capitalism approach attempts to explain the current stage of capital-
ism, that is, state monopoly capitalism, in which there is a fusion between monopoly
capital and the state to ensure economic and political domination of monopoly capital
in the context of the opposition from the oppressed classes, competition from the social-
ist world system, and the general crisis of capitalism (Jessop, 1982: 32).

5. For instance, in Argentina, the greatest local beneficiaries of privatization policy have
been the Argentine conglomerates; in Mexico, only 37 businessmen, who control 22
percent of the nation’s GDP, have been the major buyers of the privatized enterprises;
and in Chile, a few private companies and top military officials have bought 110 state
banks and public companies often at “scandalous” prices (Manzetti, 1993: 449; Martin,
1993: 100-101; Malloy, 1989: 328).

6. For some examples of the recent foreign ownership of the privatized enterprises in
Argentina, Chile, Mexico, and Venezuela, see Odle (1993: 24), Sader (1993: 44-45), and
Martin (1993: 103-104).

7. For instance, in Mexico, as the trade liberalization policy reduced import tariffs and
eliminated import licenses, hundreds of local factories were closed down, the textile and
clothing sector shrank drastically, and the process of de-industrialization set in (Bello,
Cunningham, and Rau, 1994: 40).
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8. For instance, in line with their recent promarket state policies, most South and South-
east Asian countries have adopted various administrative reforms based on a market-
friendly or market-oriented approach (De Guzman and Reforma, 1992; Halligan and
Turner, 1995; Inayatullah, 1992).

9. For example, Malaysia has been quite aggressive in pursuing these market-oriented
bureaucratic objectives of productivity, economy, effectiveness, and growth based on the
primary role of the private sector (Mahmud, 1992: 39; Sarji, 1996: 121). Similar changes
are being adopted in Singapore and Thailand, (see Halligan and Turner, 1995, and
Aufrecht and Ractham, 1991).

10. Johnston (1986: 174—175) makes a distinction between liberal (or bourgeois) democracy
and popular democracy: The former is part of the ideology of the capitalist mode of
production that alienates people, while the latter can take place only in a classless society
in which individuals have control over their own lives.

11. For instance, the idea of public accountability that evolved in the industrially advanced
British society, was adopted in most Commonwealth nations in Asia and Africa (see
Subramaniam, 1983: 449).

12. Guided by the promarket policies, the public service in many developing countries had
to cut down the subsidized services to the poor and introduce user fees. For example,
due to the reduction of social service expenditures and introduction of user fees, some
schools had to be closed and health services became less affordable in countries such as
Jamaica, Zaire, Swaziland, Lesotho, and Uganda (see Tevera, 1995).
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