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Abstract

To what extent politics and political regime chasgaffect a country’s economic
development, and its distribution of wealth andialobenefits? Some scholars argue that a
democratic government is essential to promote a&fficf resource allocation, protection of
property rights, fair competitiveness in a markebomy, and hence of growth and socio-
economic development. Others argue that democrataysl and obstructs decision-making,
thereby undermining economic growth and developmemtan authoritarian regime is
needed for rapid economic growth and developmemns{@ering these long-standing
theoretical debates, this paper examines the coaipa achievements of democratic and
authoritarian regimes in Bangladesh from 1981-20(8ince independence in 1971,
Bangladesh has witnessed both democratic and aitdinian militaristic rules. Analysis of
data from the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (B&®) the World Bank suggests that
development performance of Bangladesh during tH@049under democratic governments
had been comparatively stronger than that during #980s under militaristic authoritarian
governments. Democracy is a precious commodity deaeloping country like Bangladesh,
and should be considered as a necessary precondiiots sustained development.
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Introduction: Background and Objectives of the Paper

The primary conditions that promote development faigh rates of growth, savings and
investment (both in physical and human capita), business friendly environment

technological progress through research and dewedop and efficiency in the use of

resources that are nurtured through fair competitags both in home and foreign markets.
There are historical evidences that development mrachieved either by a democratic
government or an authoritarian regime. So one cguneathat a democratic system is not an
essential condition for development; an authoatarsystem may also initiate and promote
development. However, many researchers have socghtirmation for a dependable

hypothesis expressing systematic relations betvedamacteristics of political regimes and
patterns of national development. This type of argnt and search has led to critical

rethinking of development policies and practices.

Like many other developing countries, Bangladesh widnessed both democratic and
militaristic/authoritarian rules since its independe in 1971. The country’s first Prime
Minister Sheikh Mujibur Rahman was assassinated military coup on 15 August 1975.
After several coups and counter coups later in ytear, Major General Zia-ur-Rahman
emerged as the supreme ruler (see, Maniruzzamd; 1%b5; Jahan, 1980:197-198). In 1981,
General Zia was assassinated in a failed coup pttdrater, on 24 March 1982, Lt. General
H. M. Ershad snatched power from an elected goveminn a bloodless military coup
beginning a period of authoritarian military corttioat lasted into the 1990s. On December
1990, Geneneral Ershad was toppled from power gir@umass political movement, and a
non-partisan caretaker government was establisinedie( Justice Shahabuddin Ahmed) for

conducting a free and fair parliamentary election.

In February 1991, a widely accepted general padigary election was held under the
non-partisan caretaker government. This broughBidmegladesh Nationalist Party (BNP) to
power and its Chairperson Begum Khaleda Zia (thdowi of President Zia-ur-Rahman)
became the Prime minister. The next general paglany election was held under a
caretaker Government on 12 June 1996. This resulit¢ige victory of the opposition party
Awami League, led by Sheikh Hasina (daughter ofilShijibar Rahman, Bangladesh'’s first
Prime Minister), who became the next Prime Ministarother general parliamentary election

was held in October 2001, leading to a landslidgovy for Begam Khaleda Zia, and she
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again became Prime Minister. The next parliamergéagtion was due to be held in 2007 but
it was postponed by a military supported caretgiosernment, which held power until 2009,
when the election was held. This election led kanaislide victory of the Awami League, and

Sheikh Hasina again became the Prime Minister, vpast she is still holding.

The main objective of this paper is to analyse Waepolitics and regime changes in
Bangladesh over the two decades (1981-2001) infkerithe form and pace of economic

growth and socio-economic development in the cquilitring the period. More specifically -

e Do politics or political regime changes matterre@spect of the form and pace of

economic growth and development in Bangladesh?

e Do politics or political regime changes matter@spect of the distribution of wealth

and social benefits in Bangladesh?

1. Data and specifying the Concepts

The paper is based on some books, statisticaltemond journals related with economic
growth, inequality, savings, investment, human tzpievelopment, and poverty reduction of

Bangladesh.

1.1 The Concepts of Democracy and Dictatorship

We need to set criteria with which we can asseggmes either as democratic or
authoritarian/militaristic. So, our first effort Wibe to classify the political regimes of
Bangladesh during 1980s and 1990s.

(A) Basic vs. Quality CriteriaDemocracy can be assessed both by the presenesiof b
(minimalist) criteria or quality (maximalist) crii@. The basic criteria of democracy refer to
the fundamental democratic rights, involving unsadrsuffrage, free and fair elections and
the upholding of a number of political libertieeke rights are considered as the yardstick of
Western liberal democracy (Holdan, 1974; Pennock9lié Teorell et. al., 2003: 3). If a
country fulfils these basic criteria to a largeesnt it is labeled as democratic. The basic
criteria of democracy are certainly important, aim the point of democracy it could be
argued that the fulfillment of the basic criter& mot enough; rather we should aim at

something more, i.e. quality criteria.



So, in addition to democratic rights, the actualiy of democracy must be assessed in
relation to additional criteria (Teorell et. alQ@3: 4), such as “representation, accountability,
equality of opportunity and participation, dignitysationality, security, freedom...”
(Przeworski et. al., 2000: 14). However, our gehstance in this study is minimalist (i.e.
universal suffrage, free and fair elections, pcditiliberties, freedom of the press and media
etc.), because we cannot measure the nascent dgimagstitutions in Bangladesh only with
the yardstick of western liberal democracy, as trad in highly developed countries. If a
government cannot fulfill the minimalist criterid, will be considered as a militaristic,
authoritarian, autocratic or dictatorial governmdfrom this perspective, the governments of
1980s in Bangladesh can be seen as militaristiodaitsirian governments, whereas the

governments of the 1990s can be characterisednasatatic governments.

(B) Dichotomous vs. Continuous Measuremd&#mocracy may be assessed in both
dichotomous and continuous terms. Sometimes we coaglude that some countries are
‘democratic’ whereas others are not. By the sankernowe may also make the graded
statement that some countries are comparativelg ngemocratic’ than some others (Teorell
et. al., 2003). Some scholars argue that the conckmglemocracy is of an “inherently
continuous nature” (Bollen and Jackman, 1989: 6dRjle Gasiorowski (1995: 885) asserts
that by using continuous measurement of democraey, cannot clearly distinguish

democratic from non-democratic regimes.

Indeed, democracy could be assessed in both ditioat® and continuous terms. But
our purpose here is to classify the political reggnmof Bangladesh; so our approach to
assessment of democracy in this study is dichotembe. we consider a regime as either

democratic or it is authoritarian/militaristic.

1.2 The Concepts of Development and Inequality

(A) DevelopmentThe use of the word ‘development’ has become tgity pervasive
in our everyday life, whilst at the same time aversal definition of the concept still remains
a far cry. Though it is assumed that a country\gettgpment is indicated mostly by its ability
to achieve high, sustainable and equitable groyehdevelopment is not synonymous with

economic growth. Jones (1990:2) asserts that “dpweént is more than growth; it should be



social development: progress should also be towsodsl justice and an improvement in the
quality of life”, echoing the argument of the Brar@bmmission, “if there is no attention to
the quality of growth and social change one carspsak of development” (Independent
Commission of Development Issues, 1980: 48). Irt, fdwe concept and definition of
development has remained elusive. In this papehawe no intention to go into a thorough
discussion of this matter. In this paper, to astiesslevelopment performances of Bangladesh
during different regimes, we consider some macdicators of development, such as the rate
of GDP growth, the@er capitaGDP growth, the growth rate of agriculture anduistdy, gross
domestic savings, gross national savings, grossesdtien investment, and poverty and
inequality reduction. For human capital developminat paper considers trends in human

capital index, the total literacy and female liraates in the country.

(B) Inequality. Development often entails social differentiationthin a country.
Obviously more resources are essential so thatdke is larger for the people to share. But,
equitable distribution of resources is crucial Bustainable development and accelerated
poverty reduction. A recent UN report has identifitne glaring economic-socio-political
inequality as a major predicament in the fight aghpoverty (The Inequality Predicament:
Report on the World Social Situation 2005). Inedguaheans “the only difference between
rich and other people” (Mankiw, 1997: 421). Accoglito the Oxford Dictionary of
Sociology (1998: 313), inequality means unequalarels or opportunities for different
individuals within a group or groups within a sdgieOur stance in this paper is very simple
i.e., we only show the percentage of people livietpw the poverty line in rural and urban
areas, and the degree of income inequality undeodeatic and militaristic governments of
Bangladesh. This paper shows the incidence of ppwrd inequality in Bangladesh in the
light of The Head Count Index (H), Gini Index, addman Development Index (HDI).

2. Theoretical Perspectives: Palitics and Development
Three influential bodies of scholarly arguments enaeveloped in expressing the relations
between characteristics political regimes, econagnowvth and development. Our discussion
begins with a review of these arguments, and thersevutinize and summarize statistical
studies in favour of democracy and authoritariagimes. With these perspectives in mind,

lastly we shall evaluate the performance of difféeolitical regimes in Bangladesh.



2.1 The Conflict Perspective

The core argument of the proponents of conflickpective is that democracy and democratic
institutions hinder rapid economic growth and depetent (see, Galenson, 1959, de
Schweinitz, 1964; Huntington, 1968; Sirowy et 4B90: 128; Rao, 1985). This perspective
envisages a competitive relation between democeay economic growth. It holds that,
“successful and rapid economic growth requires ahaitarian regime that suppresses or
delays the extension of basic civil and politicahts and the development of democratic
procedures and institutions, because these latarldwotherwise subvert the national
development project” (Sirwoy et. al., 1990:129).cAaling to this perspective, developing
countries could not achieve rapid economic growtloiving a democratic framework; so the
logical conclusion is that the developing countrimsst choose either rapid economic growth
or democratic development—not both at the same filid: 128). Seymour Lipset (1959)
further argues that economic growth ultimately keé&a democracy—so “development first,
democracy later”. In fact, a democratic regime reagn hinder a rapid implementation of

Industrial Revolution in a poor agricultural coyntr

The concept that democracy undermines economictress first pronounced in the
United States with the emergence of new nationAsia and Africa. Przeworski and
associates (2000:142) mention that, “with the baftihew nations in Asia and Africa, the fear
that democracy would undermine economic growth hegae voiced in the United States”.
Walter Galenson and Karl de Schweinitz firstly masteaightforward statements that
democracy undermines growth. In 1959, they botluedghat democracy in poor countries
instigates people for immediate consumption, whiebreases investment, and hence reduces
growth. Galenson considers the roles of trade wnimmd the democratic governments in
pulling down growth. According to him, in a develiog society trade unions “must ordinarily
appeal to the worker on an all-out consumptioniatfgrm”. As for the governments, he
mentions that “the more democratic a government. ithe greater the division of resources
from investment to consumption” (Galenson, 195®imeworski et. al., 2000: 142). Karl de
Schweinitz also holds a similar opinion that deraogrundermines economic growth. He
says, if trade unions and labor parties “are swfukes securing a larger share of the national
income and limiting the freedom for action of epteneurs, they may have the effect of
restricting investment surplus so much that the ft economic growth is inhibited” (de

Schweinitz, 1959: 388). These types of argumenis baen sprouting up under the influence



of Huntington. According to Huntington and Domingué&975: 60) “the interest of the voters
generally lead parties to give the expansion o$qeal consumption a higher prioriys-a-

vis investment than it would receive in a non-demacststem.”

Apter argues that coerciveness is best beforetaicéevel of economic development is
achieved. He suggests that authoritarian rule igebéor the Third World for successfully
dealing with the problems of nation building, tontain discontent, and to control domestic
pressures (Apter, 1965 in Sirwoy et. al., 1990:)130us, many authors have suggested that
authoritarian rule as better for developing costrin maintaining social and political
stability while efficiently implementing policieshat facilitate economic growth and

development of the country.

With respect to socio-economic development, ChaResBeitz (1982) argues that
authoritarian rulers comparatively follow more eégalan development strategies than
democratic rulers. According to him, authoritarr@gimes in developing societies are more
capable of protecting the interests of the poor twedworking classes than democracy can.
He further asserts that unrestricted political tsggnd practices through electoral mechanisms
in democracy cannot bring advantages to the maaddantaged groups of society (Beitz,
1982: 145-66). Huntington and Nelson support Beifsition by adding “privileged groups
usually become politically active than less priggel” (Huntington and Nelson, 1976 in
Sirwoy et al., 1990: 136).

The proponents of conflict perspective argue th#t@ritarian rulers are better to ensure
firmer control over labour and labour market, tdiage greater efficiency in allocation of
resources, to use coercion as may be needed, toug@nt consumption, promote savings,
and for its ability to comprehensively organize atigkct economic policies (Sirwoy et al.,
1990:130).

Democracy Decreases savings and investment Reduces growth

A 4
y

2.2 The Compatibility Perspective

Supporters of the democratic model argue that desmgccan efficiently allocate available

resources for productive uses. They take the posithat authoritarian rulers are not
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accountable to the people (see Sirwoy et al., 199@; Przeworski et al., 2000: 143); as a
result they do not feel responsible to protect proprights. Democracies being accountable
to the voters, are better in protecting propergts (Przeworski et al., 2000: 143-144), while
allowing investors to use property as collateraldiedit by which they inject life into assets

and make them generate capital (de Soto, 2003: 7).

Free flow of information under democracy somehowprioves the quality of
developmental decisions. In this context, some lachoargue that market economy and
economic pluralism are essential for economic ghoygee, Goodin, 1979; Goodell and
Powelson, 1982). Goodell and Powelson emphasizeapen competition and predictability
as the essence of economic pluralism; these twgonents can only exist when the political
system is based on democratic procedures, whiochpats/ides fundamental safeguards to the
citizens against the intrusion of government (Gdloaled Powelson, 1982 in Sirowy et al.,
1990: 133).

Robinson (1995: 1-17) argues that dictators dedifedy abstain from development
policies because development is likely to give tisgolitical forces that may topple them
from power. Furthermore, as King (1981: 477-504jenp authoritarian rulers frequently
follow capital-intensive development strategy, whis often unbalanced and harmful, not

only to the rural population but also in the long to the society as a whole.

A number of scholars, for example Goodin 1979, K1, Goodell and Powelson
1982, and Kohli 1986, have advocated that demacigivernment is best for the Third
World for fostering sustainable and equitable ecaiccstrategies. They hold that democratic
practices along with fundamental civil and polititiderties can only create and promote a
healthy environment for economic development. Drazd Sen (1989) state clearly that no
country in the world with a democratic governmeas lever experienced a famine (Dreze and
Sen, 1989 in Przeworski et. al., 2000: 144). Almoadiewed the works of scholars like
Robert Dahl, Peter Burger, Daniel Lerner, and Kaltsch, who demonstrated statistically
that there is a clear correlation between econateieelopment and democratic institutions
(Almond, 1991: 469).

In respect to the effects of political democracy socio-economic inequality,
supporters of the democratic model view that deamcin the long run always operates to

reduce poverty and inequality, because democradcigst support “apartheid” like economic
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growth policies that directly patronize one sectidrthe population while depriving specific

other social groups (Sirwoy et al., 1990: 135).

Democracy Sustainable and equitable

A 4

development

2.3 The Skeptical Perspective

Some scholars have taken an altogether differesitipo in respect of the relationship
between political systems and economic developmBEmty assert that politics or political

systems, by itself has very little role in econogriowth and development.

y

Political Regimes Development

//
//

Thus Adam Przeworski and Fernando Limongi argue #i#hough politics in a
country may influence economic performances, thpaich of the type of the regime is not
very significant on its economic growth. Peopleocatlo not know or care as to whether
democracy improves or limits economic developmémbre specifically, they argue that
political system like democracy or regime type @ a necessary precondition for developing
countries to achieve developmental goals (Przewaoaskli Limongi, 1993; Przeworski,
Alvarez, Cheibub, and Limongi, 2000).

Scholars supporting this skeptical perspectivellgghthe randomly variable levels of
economic performance seen in countries with dentiock authoritarian regimes. They
suggest that emphasis should be given on thosergatitat may vary in countries with a
democratic system. This would help to find thosgdes which play major roles in achieving
development goals (Sirwoy et al., 1990: 134). lis tespect, one can consider the nature of
the political party system (e.g. two-party vs. npatty), the level and form of state
intervention into the economy, the pattern of indakzation pursued (labour-intensive vs.
capital intensive), level of competitiveness (egailability of open and fair competition vs.
presence of overwhelming patronage system), thal lagd property ownership system
(whether these are supportive of entrepreneursiipgtrialization), and the cultural

environment (Huntington, 1987 in Sirwoy et al., 09934).
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Marxists hold the view that political systems cdityye importance. What is important
is the political configuration and class allegiardethe rulers and their class structure. The
political and economic power of the capitalist slas the society is also very important.
Therefore, to understand the dynamics of economuwip and development, it is necessary
to understand the class structure and dynamics sdcgety, including the distribution of

power and inequalities within it (Huntington, 1987Sirwoy et al., 1990: 134-135).

From above discussions, we see that theoriststramegy divided in respect of economic
growth and inequality, and factors such as politgystem or political regimes influencing
them. Arguments against democracy favouring grotetke the position that it actually
undermines growth. On the other hand, argumentsupport of democracy hold that it
generates growth by protecting property rights gmdmoting allocative efficacy and
competitiveness. Skeptics argue that politics aloae help economic growth very little.
There is no short cut method or framework by whighcan resolve this debate. Let us now
see what different empirical studies find on relatibetween democracy, autocracy and

development.

3. State of Empirical Research: Studies of Democr acy, Autocracy, Bureaucracy and
Growth

An enormous amount of research has already beeductsd on the relation between
economic growth, development and political regirneshere we summarize only 22 studies.
All these researches have attempted to evaluataripacts and economic consequences of
different regimes. Table-1 shows that support wrota of democracy and authoritarianism is

more or less, equally divided.
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Table-1

Studies of Democr acy, Autocr acy, Bureaucracy and Growth

Author Sample TimeFrame | Finding
Przeworski (1966) 57 countries 1949-1963 | Dictatorship at medium development levyel
grew fastest
Adelman and Morris | 74 1950-1964 Authoritarianism helped less and mediim
(1967) underdeveloped developed countries
countries
(including
communist bloc)
Dick (1974) 59 1959-1968 Democracies develop slightly faster
underdeveloped
countries
Huntington and 35 poor nations The 1950s Authoritarian grew faster
Dominguez (1975)
Marsh (1979) 98 countries 1955-1970 Authoritarieewgfaster
Weede (1983) 124 countries 1960-74 Authoritariswgfiaster
Kormendi and Meguire| 47 countries 1950-1977 Democracies grew faster
(1985)
Kohli (1986) 10 undeveloped | 1960-1982 No difference in 1960s; authoritarjan
countries slightly better in 1970s
Landau (1986) 65 countries 1960-1980 Authoritageew faster
Sloan and 20 Latin American 1960-1979 Bureaucratic-authoritarian  regimes | do
Tedin (1987) Countries bgtter t_han democracy; traditional
dictatorships do worse
Marsh (1988) 47 countries 1965-1984 No differene®vieen regimes
Pourgerami (1988) 92 countries 1965-1984 Democsagriew faster
Scully (1988,1992) 115 countries 1960-1980 Demaesagrew faster
Barro (1989) 72 countries 1960-1985 Democraciew gaster
Grier and Tullock 59 countries 1961-1980 Democracy better in Africad alLatin

(1989)

America, no regime difference in Asia
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Remmer (1990) 11 Latin Americanl982-1988 Democracy faster, but result statistic
countries insignificant
Pourgerami (1991) 106 les< 986 Democracies grew faster
developed
countries
Helliwell(1992) 90 countries 1960-1985 Democracy lanegative, but statistical
insignificant, effect on growth
Helliwell(1994) 125 countries 1960-1985 Find sfgaint statistical evidence i

support of a relationship between econo
development and democracy

y

mic

Burkhart and Lewis- 131 countries 1972-1989 Find significant statistieazidence in

Beck(1994) support of a relationship between economic
development and democracy

Przeworski and 135 countries Between No evidence in support of a relationship

Limongi(1997) 1950and 1990| between economic development and

democracy

Pzeworski and
Limongi(2000)

135 countries

1930-1950

The type of political regiihas no impag
on growth.

Sour ce: Przeworski, Adam and Fernando Limongi, 1993:1&fndman, Todd, 2000: 69
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4. Studies of the Effects of Democracy on I nequality

Research on the effects of democracy on reducfidmeguality does not show any clear cut
answer. In Table-2 we summarize 12 studies; 7 e$dhstudies show an inverse relation

between democracy and societal inequality, whezquality is measured by the distribution

of income.
Table-2

Studies of the Effects of Democracy on I nequality
Author Effects on Inequality
Cutright(1967) Yes
Jackman(1975) No
Hewitt(1977) Yes
Rubinson and Quinlan(1977) No
Stack(1979) Yes
Stack(1980) Yes
Bollen and Grandjean(1981) No
Weede and Tiefenbach(1981) Yes
Weede(1982) Yes
Konhli et al.(1984) No
Bollen and Jackman(1985) No
Muller(1988) Yes

Adapted: Sirowy, Larry and Alex Inkeles. 1990: 144

5. Palitical Regimes and Development of Bangladesh: State of Empirical Data

5.1. Growth, Savings and Investment

Successive governments in Bangladesh have endeawonaprove the quality of life
through planned development. Economic growth, &ltean of poverty, education and other
social sector development have been the core issws/elopment planning of Bangladesh.
But if we evaluate different developmental policiegplemented by different governments,
we can easily see that every plan targeted fovarage annual GDP growth rate of 5.5% but
none reached its target (Table-3). It is not pdedib distinguish the growth performance of
different regimes from the achievement of the plabscause most of the plans were
overlapped or interrupted by changes of governnesding to various form of structural
changes of the plan. However, the two 5-year plét880-1990) under militaristic
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governments achieved lower rates of GDP growthréae3.0%) than what was achieved by
the two 5-year plans (1990-2002) under democratiegiments (average 4.7%). The fifth
Five- Year Plan (1997-2002) achieved highest GORvdr followed by the Fourth Five-Year
(1990-1995).

Table-3

GDP Target and Actual Achievements of Past Plans

Growth rate of GDP (Respective base year price)

Plans GDP
*Growth Targets (%) *Growth Achievements (%)
Second Five-Year Plan (1980-1985) 5.40 3.80
Third Five-Year Plan (1985-1990) 5.40 3.80
Fourth Five-Year Plan (1990-1995) 5.00 4.15
Fifth Five-Year Plan (1997-2002) 7.00 5.21

* Source: Bangladesh Economic Review 2003

If we consider the average annual rate of GDP drgwdrformance of Bangladesh
since the 1980s, we will find a clearer pictureboth the democratic and the militaristic
governments (see Table-4). Ershad takes over powdvlarch 1982; so in terms of fiscal
year we include the GDP and per capita GDP of 1&8Bvith Ershad regime. As a result, we
see during 1981-1990 the country’s average anmoaith rate of GDP as 4.77%. But if we
exclude 1981, General Ershad in his over nine yehmilitaristic rule achieved an annual
average GDP growth of 4.16%. During this time, éverage annual rate of GDP per capita
growth is 2.15%. Under democratic rule in the 1990 economy of Bangladesh
experienced a moderately accelerated growth ratgpaced to the previous regime. In the
first half of the 1990s (during Khaleda regime)e tfate of average annual GDP growth
accelerated to 4.39%, and then further to 5.21%hénsecond half of the decade (during
Hasina regime). Similarly, in the first half of ti®90s the annual average rate of GDP per
capita growth also increased to 2.57% and themdurto 3.39 % in the second half of the
1990s.
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Growth of Bangladesh Economy in Different Regimes. 1981-2001

Table-4

(Annual average growth rate)

Sector

Ershad Regime

Five-yearly average

Khaleda
Regime

Hasina
Regime

Five-yearly average

Decadal average

1981/82- | 1986/87- | 1991/92- | 1996/97- | 1981/82- | 1991/92-
1985/86 | 1990/91 1995/96 2000/01 1990/91 | 2000/01
GDP growth (annual 5.43 411 4.39 5.21 477 4.80
%)
GDP per capita 2.77 1.54 2.57 3.39 2.15 2.98
growth (annual %)

Source: The World Bank Group 2003, Development Data, Warévelopment Indicators 2003, CD-ROM.

If we compare the decadal average growth betweenmilitaristic rule of the 1980s
and democratic rule of the 1990s, we can easiljcedhat the democratic rule was more
conducive to economic growth than the earlier waniigtic rule in Bangladesh. So the
hypothesis that ‘democratic regime undermines ewongrowth and authoritarian regimes
promote it’ is not supportable in the case of Badgkh.

As for sector-wise contributions (see Table-5), see that the agriculture sector (a
major sector in Bangladesh) contributed 4.01% &dtowth acceleration in the first half of
the 1980s. But it decreases in the second haleoflecade. In the first half of the 1990s, the
average annual growth rate of agriculture decreased5% but in the second half of the

decade it increased to 4.87%.
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Table-5

Sectoral Growth of Bangladesh Economy in Different Regimes: 1981-2001

(Annual average growth rate)

Sector

Ershad Regime

Khaled
Regime

1

Hasina
Regime

Five-yearly average

Five-yearly average

Decadal average

1981/82- | 1986/87- | 1991/92- | 1996/97- | 1981/82- | 1991/92-
1985/86 | 1990/91 1995/96 2000/01 1990/91 | 2000/01
Agriculture, value | 4.01 2.37 1.55 4.87 3.9 3.21
added (annual %
growth)
Industry, value 412 5.43 7.43 6.43 4.77 6.93
added ( % of GDP)

Source: The World Bank Group 2003, Development Data, \W@évelopment Indicators 2003, and CD-ROM.

Table-5 also shows that the average annual groftgoculture was lower in the
1990s than in the 1980s in spite of a devastatiogdfin 1988. The contribution of the
industrial sector to GDP during 1980s is not gotdhlh In first half of the 1990s (under
Khaleda regime), the industrial sector experiencertierately accelerated growth (7.43%)
compared to the previous decade. In the secondh#ie 1990s (under Hasina’s regime) the
rate of growth slightly decreased. If we conside tlecadal average we can say that the
industrial sector contributed much better to th@agh acceleration in the democratic regimes,

as compared to that during the militaristic regim8&angladesh.

Some authors point out that democracy unleashessymes for immediate
consumption which decreases investment, and hexlcees growth. Table-6 indicates that in
Bangladesh the gross domestic savings in termieopércentage of GDP, was higher under
democratic rule than under militaristic rule. Ireth980s, the average rate of gross domestic
savings was 3.14% but in the first half of the 198tk rate increased to 12.70% and further
to 15.66% in the second half of the decade. Theageeannual rate of gross domestic savings
during 1980-1990 is only 3.14% but in the decadthef1990s under democracy the average
rate of gross domestic savings robustly increased.
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Table-6
The Growth Performance of Bangladesh Economy in terms of Selected Indicatorsin

Different Regimes: 1981-2001
(Annual average growth rate)

Sector

Ershad Regime

Khaleda
Regime

Hasina
Regime

Five-yearly average

Five-yearly average

Decadal average

1981/82- | 1986/87- | 1991/92- | 1996/97- | 1981/82- | 1991/92-
1985/86 | 1990/91 | 1995/96 | 2000/01 | 1990/91 | 2000/01
Gross Domestic 1.87 4.41 12.70 15.66 3.14 14.18
Savings(% of GDP)
Gross National Savings | 8.08 6.72 16.78 20.52 7.4 18.65
including NCTR ( % of
GDP)
Gross domestic investmentl3.94 13.57 17.93 21.51 12.39 34.72
(% of GDP)*

Source: The World Bank Group 2003, Development Data, Warévelopment Indicators 2003, CD-ROM.

Table-6 suggests that in the decade of the 198dsrumilitaristic rule the gross
national savings (including NCTR) is not good (7)4%ut the condition changed
significantly in the decade of 1990s under demaxcragimes (18.65%). When we consider
these decadal average rates, we can grasp théicsighidifference between the militaristic
rule of the1980s and the democratic rule of thed$99

Table-6 also shows that the rate of gross domestiestment under the democratic
regimes was significantly higher than during thditamstic regimes. In fact, the rate of
domestic investment during the democratic decade vearly three times more than it was

during the militaristic decade.

5.2. Poverty Eradication

Poverty alleviation has been a popular slogan ofcessive political leaderships in
Bangladesh since the country’s independence in .1Bibivever, there is little agreement
between researchers and academics in Bangladeshmierty figures over time due mainly
to different methods and multiple sources of dag@dun estimating poverty during the 1970s
and 1980s. The official estimation of poverty i ttountry immediately after independence

(1973-74) stood as high as 82.9% of the populafitre latter half of the 1970s marked the
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beginning of a rapid decline of poverty followed &yhiatus during the 1980s. Poverty has
continued to decline during the 1990s and the paceduction got even faster during the fast
half of the 2000s.

The poverty line is based on a daily per capitakatof 2122 cal for the rural areas and
2112 cal for the urban areas. It was estimated ithat983/84, 62.5% of Bangladesh’s
population lived below the poverty line. As can $een in Table-7, by 2000/2001 it was
reduced to 48.9%. In the 1980s, under militarigtle, the incidence of rural poverty declined
robustly but in the 1990s under democratic ruledibgree of change was very little, although
urban poverty has declined significantly. Ineqyahis increased over the years, with the
gini—coefficient in 2000-2001 at 0.45 compared t860in 1983-84. Economist Rehman
Sobhan (1988: 15) mentions that “the debate ovatisital measures of poverty in
Bangladesh suggests the need for caution in tatabggorical positions over trajectories of
poverty reduction. The main point of agreement angladesh is that an unacceptably large

number of its citizens remain poor, even today”.

Table-7

Trendsin Rural and Urban Poverty of Bangladesh in Different Regimes: 1981-1996

1983-1984 1988-1989 1995-1996 2000-2001
C C C C

2l sl 2 2 3| 2/ 2 5| 2|2 5|2
S 2 - S 2 - o 2 - S 2 -

Head—count 61.9| 67.7] 626 47.8 47,6 47.8 471 497 475 |53 6 B369.8

measure of

poverty

(% of

population)

% of peoplein | 36.7 | 37.4| 36.75 28.6| 26.4| 28.36 24.6 273 251 379 199 343
extreme
poverty (or

hardcore

poverty)

Gini—coefficient .360 .379 A43p 45
Poverty Gap* 15.0 13.1 155 13.8
Squared Poverty Gap* 5.9 4.8 5{7 4.8

Source: Summary Report of the Household Expenditure Sut@96—-96, 2000, 2005, Bangladesh Bureau of
Statistics, 1997; *Sen 2003.
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5.3.

While levels of poverty over the years have shoittte lor no significant alleviation, some

Human Development and Population Control

improvements in its human development status has begistered under the democratic rules

in Bangladesh. Table-8 shows that the HDI for Badgsh as measured by UNDP’s Human

Development Report (HDR) has improved from 0.234 1880 to 0.502 in 2001.

Notwithstanding such improvements, Bangladeshrstitks at 132 in the UNDP scale among

178 listed countries.

Table-8

Trendsin Human Development I ndex of Bangladesh in Different Regimes: 1980-2001

Year 1980 1987 1990 1992 1994 1996 1999 2001
HDI 0.234 .318 .242 0.309 0.368 .36%5 0.470 502
Value
HDI 136 146 146 143 132 132
Rank

Source: Human Development Reports of various years-2008121996, 1990, 1983

Human resource development is important for theslacation of economic growth

and development. Table-9 indicates that during dieenocratic regimes in Bangladesh,

progress has been registered in the areas of ladudicy rate, primary school enrollment and

population control. Table-9 shows that, in the ywd®80s nearly 70% of the people in

Bangladesh are illiterate and in the second hatlfi@fl980s this rate has decreased in 66.86%.

In the second half of the 1990s, we see this p&gerhas decreased significantly because of

universal

primary education and food for educationder democratic government.

Bangladesh is a small country but densely populedatte the second half of thel970s the

governments of Bangladesh have been emphasizingieasures to retard the population

growth rate, and we see that in the 1990s the woatpopulation growth has decreased

significantly. In recent years (since 2001), thkeas been significant improvement in female

education, and thanks to the readymade garmenstirydtto women employment. Further

expansion of female education and female employmentonsidered the two most important

strategies for reducing the population growth rate.
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Table-9

The Perfor mance of Bangladesh in terms of Some Socio-Demogr aphic Indicatorsin
Different Regimes. 1981-2001

Sector Ershad Regime Khaleda Hasina Decadal average
Regime | Regime
Five-yearly average Five-yearly average
1981/82- | 1986/87- | 1991/92- | 1996/97- | 1981/82- | 1991/92-
1985/86 | 1990/91 | 1995/96 | 2000/01 | 1990/91 | 2000/01
llliteracy rate adult total | 69.52 66.86 64.07 57.79 68.19 60.93
(% population ages 15 angd
above
llliteracy rate adult female 80.87 77.65 74.68 71.12 79.26 72.9
(% female ages 15 and
above
Population Growth rate | 2.57 2.34 1.75 1.74 2.45 1.745

(annual %)

Source: The World Bank Group 2003, Development Data, Wérkvelopment Indicators 2003, CD-ROM.

We started this paper with the question as to vérgpolitical systems and political regime
changes could significantly affect economic growdyelopment and distribution of wealth
in Bangladesh. In this regard, we explored conflgcttheoretical views and arguments and
analysed the pattern of economic development asttildition of social benefits under
militaristic political regimes in Bangladesh in tH®80s and two successive democratic
regimes in the 1990s. From our findings and disoussve cannot generalize or resolve the
long standing theoretical debates on the positivenegative effects of democracy or
authoritarian rules on economic development anékbenefits in poor developing countries.
However, we cannot agree with the statement thalémocracies in poor countries produce
pressures for immediate consumption, resultingowmel investment and slower growth...”

(Przeworski et al. 2000:161). We also cannot agnee authoritarian rule may be better for

Conclusion

poor countries for growth, savings, investments, laence for development.
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Our findings are important, because poor and dgnsgbulated Bangladesh is a typical
case in the developing world. The country achigt@tdependence through a mass political
movement leading to a liberation war against atamitic authoritarian regime in Pakistan.
The objective of the Liberation war and movemens wat only to achieve independence but
also to develop a country which is democratic, Egc@nd free from poverty and exploitation.
In the decade of 1980s, the country was ruled Byamstic authoritarian dictators, but in the
1990s the country recovered its cherished demaocmststem. Our findings show that
economic and social achievements (in terms of widelcepted indicators) during the two
successive decades under contrasting authoritandmemocratic rules were not the same. In
terms of economic growth, savings, poverty reductisnd human development, the
achievements under the two democratic regimes wengparatively better than during the
militaristic regime. It may be pertinent to mentitvere that democratic governments in
Bangladesh still do not perform up to the desined axpectations of its people. Eminent
Bangladeshi economist Rehman Sobhan (1998) rigitigts out that a broadly democratic
system based merely on elections is not suffictentmprove the situation of the poor,
particularly in a society with strong clientele patronage relationships, widespread rent-
seeking and weak accountability. The latter areesoimthe main obstacles to development
and poverty reduction in Bangladesh. The wasteuption, wrong priorities and targeting
and inefficient delivery of government programmesséh contributed to the emergence of
many non—governmental organisations (NGOs) asnalteee development agencies designed

to deliver foreign aid more efficiently and purphgly to the poor.

It has also been argued that governments in dewgopountries, either democratic or

authoritarian, have little freedom in formulatingdaimplementing development policies and
programmes because they are highly influenced ardkd by donor countries and agencies
such as IMF, UNDP, World Bank, etc. Despite allstnéimitations, we can say in conclusion
that any democratic regime is more likely to faatk economic growth and development in

Bangladesh than any militaristic or other form ofteritarian regime.

22



References

Almond Gabriel, (1991). “Capitalism and Democradytlitical Science and Politicsol. 24,
no. 3, pp. 467-474.

Baxter Craig and Syedur Rahman, (1991). “Bangladésitary: Political Institutionalization
and Economic Developmentlpurnal of Asian and African Studjesol. xxvi , nos. 1&2, pp.
50-51

Beitz Charles R., (1982). “Democracy in DevelopifBgcieties”, in Raymond Gastil (ed.),
Freedom in the WorltdPolitical Regimes and Civil Libertiedlew York: Freedom House.

Bertocci, Peter J., (1982). “Bangladesh in the \EdkB80s: Praetorian Politics in an
International Regime”Asian Surveyvol. xxii, no. 10, pp. 988-1008.

Bertocci, Peter J., (1985). “Bangladesh in 1984¢ear of Protracted Turmdjl Asian Survey
vol. xxv, no. 2, pp. 155-168.

Blanchard, O., (2000MacroeconomicsPrentice Hall.

Boix Carles, (2001). “Democracy, Development, dmal Public Sector’American Journal of
Political Sciencevol. 45, no. 1, pp. 1-17.

Bollen Kenneth and Robert Jackman, (1989). “Denmgréstability, and Dichotomies”,
American Social Reviewol. 54, pp. 612-621.

De Schweinitz, Karl, Jr., (1959). “Industrializatio Labor Controls, and Democracy”,
EconomicDevelopment and Cultural Changel. 7, no. 4, pp. 385-404.

de Soto, Hernando, (2000)he Mystery of CapitaBlack Swan.
Emerson, Rupert, (196 rom Empire to NationCambridge: Harvard University Press.

Gasiorowski Mark, (1995). “Economic Crisis and Rodil Regime Change: An Event History
Analysis”, American Political Science Revigwol. 89, no. 4, pp. 882-897.

Goodell Grace and John Powelson, P., (1982). “Themdxratic Prerequisites of
Development” in Ramond Gastil (edzyeedom in the WorldPolitical Regimes and Civil
Liberties New York: Freedom House.

Goodin Robert, E., (1979). “The Development —Righisde-off: Some Unwarranted
Economic and Political AssumptiongJniversal Human Rightwol.1, pp. 31-42.

Haque Azizul, (1981). “Bangladesh in 1980: Straiasd Stresses-Opposition in the
Doldrums”,Asian Survewol. 21, no. 2, pp. 188-202.

Hossain Golam, (1995). “Bangladesh in 1984: Denmyced Risk”,Asian Surveyvol. 35, no.
2, pp. 171-178.

Hossain Mahabub and Binayak Sen, (1992). “RuraleRgvin Bangladesh: Trends and
Determinants” Asian Development Revigwol.10, no. 1, pp. 1-34.

Huntington Samuel, P. and Jorge Dominguez, ., §197Political Development” in F.I.
Greenstein and Polsby N.W. (eMacropolitical Theory Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Islam Nurul, (1977)Developing Panning in Bangladesbndon: C. Hurst & Company.

23



Islam Syed Serajul, (1986/1987). “Relative Statedofiomy and Development Strategy in
Bangladesh, 1975-1981Pacific Affairs vol. 59, no. 4, pp. 563-576.

Jahan Rounaq, (1973). “Bangladesh in 1972: NatioitdBig in a New State”Asian Survey
vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 199-210.

Jahan Rounag, (198angladesh Politics: Problems and IssuBhaka: University Press
Limited.

Jones, H., (199050cial Welfare in Third World DevelopmeBasingstoke: Macmillan.

Kalirajan, K. P. and Salim, R. A., (1997). “EconamfReforms and Productive Capacity
Realisation in Bangladesh: An Empirical Analysig]. XLV, no. 4, pp. 387-403.

King, Dwight Y., (1981). “Regime Type and Perfornaaty Comparative Political Studies
vol. 13, pp. 477-504.

Kochanek, Stanley A., (1998). “Bangladesh in 198Te Honeymoon is OverAsian Survey
vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 135-141.

Landman Todd, (2000)ssues and Methods in Comparative Politit®ndon: Routledge.

Lipset, Seymour M., (1959). “Some Social RequistEBemocracy: Economic Development
and Political Legitimacy,American Political Science Reviewgl. 53, no. 1, pp. 69-105.

Maniruzzaman Talukder, (1975). “Bangladesh in 19E¢onomic Crisis and Political
Polarization”,Asian Surveyvol.15, no. 2, pp. 117-118.

Maniruzzaman Talukder, (1976). “Bangladesh in 1974t Fall of the Mujib Regime and Its
Aftermath”, Asian Surveyvol.16, no. 2, pp. 119-129.

Mankiw, Gregory, N., (1997PRrinciples of Economic$JSA: The Dryden Press.

Przeworski Adam and Fernando Limongi, (1993). “fai Regimes and Economic Growth”,
Journal of Economic Perspectives|.7, no. 3, pp. 51-69.

Przeworski Adam, Michael E. Alvarez, Jose Antonie®ub and Fernando Limongi.
(2000). Democracy and Development: Political InstitutionsdawWell-Being in the World,
1950-1990Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rahim, A. M. A., (1975). “An Analysis of Planning Bangladesh”Asian Surveyvol.15
no.5, pp. 383-393.

Rahman, Md. Ataur, (1983). “Bangladesh in 1982:iBeimgs of the Second Decadésian
Surveyyol. 23, no. 2, pp. 145-157

Rahman, Syedur. (1990). “Bangladesh in 1989: laferation of Political and Economic
Issues” Asian Surveyvol. 30, no. 2, pp. 150-157.

Rao, Vaman. (1984). “Democracy and Economic Devaelp”, Studies in Comparative
International Developmenvol.19, no. 4, pp. 67-81.

Robinson James, (1995). “Theories of Bad Poli&gdlicy Reformvol. 1, pp. 1-17.

Sen, B., (2003)Drivers of Escape and Decent: Changing Householditfes in Rural
BangladeshDhaka: Bangladesh Institute of Development Studies

24



Sen Binayak., (1998). “Politics of Poverty Allev@t”’, in Rehman Sobhan (edQrisis in
Governance: A Review of Bangladesh’'s Developme®.1®haka. Centre for Policy
Dialogue and University Press Ltd.

Sirowy Larry and Alex Inkeles., (1990). “The Effeadf Democracy on Economic Growth
and Inequality: A Review"Studies in Comparative International Developmenl. 25 no. 1,
pp. 125-57.

Sobhan Rehman, (1998). “How Bad Governance ImpeBeserty Alleviation in
Bangladesh”, OECD Development Centéorking Papemo. 143.

Stieglitz Joseph. (2002klobalization and its Discontent®enguin Books.

Teorell, Jan and Axel Hadenius, (2003). “Cultunadl &conomic Prerequisites of Democracy:
Reassessing Recent Evidence”, Department of Rdlicience, Uppsala University, Sweden
(unpublished).

Todaro, Michael P. and Stephen Smith, C., (20B8pnomic DevelopmenAddison Wesley.

25



WORKING PAPER SERIES OF THE GUILD OF INDEPENDENT SCHOLARS

EDITOR: ISIAKA BADMUS, M.S.
Master of the Lagos Priory of the Guild of Independent Scholars
Fellow of the Journal of Alternative Perspectives in the Social Sciences

badmus@japss.org

The Working Paper Series is a monthly, scientific, on-line publication of the US-based Guild of
Independent Scholars. The Series is highly dedicated to theory and research on Social Sciences
as a broad field of scientific inquiry. Specifically, it publishes high quality articles on political-
diplomatic, economic, international security, peace studies, conflict resolutions, and development
issues as it relates to the countries of the Global South from a multidisciplinary perspective, open
both to theoretical and empirical work. Articles dealing with countries other than the Third World
regions will be accepted provided they relate to the Global South and such contributions must
provide lessons for the emerging regions as vibrant societies entering a phase in, and at the same
time aspiring for, global development and technology.

26



Certified by the Chairman of the Guild of Independent Scholars

/ e / 21077 /'/// //////////

Hereditary Baron Otto F. von Feigenblatt, B.S., M.A., F.R.A.S.
Editor in Chief of the Journal of Alternative Perspectives in the Social Sciences

Honorary Professor of Social Science, O.M.M.A. (Madrid, Spain)

Registered by the Executive Director of the Guild of Independent Scholars
oy I ;
//(%7//7////f7///' //////47//

Vannapond Suttichujit, B.S., M.Ed., M.Ed.

Executive Director of the Guild of Independent Scholars

Saturday, November 06, 2010

Journal of Aliernative Perspectives
in the Social Sciences

27



