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Abstract

Economic progress as measured by real gross national product (GNP)
per capita declined steadily in the Philippines between 1960 and 1985, thus
helping to set the stage for the forced abdication of long-time president
Ferdinand Marcos in 1986.

Like many of the other developing countries examined in this
series of comparative studies, the Philippines during this period sought to
build up its industrial sector. As a consequence, the net result of the
trade and sectoral policies adopted during the period was an undermining of
the agricultural sector, an outcome reinforced by the significant changes
in the world economy in the 1970s and first half of the 1980s. The
country's fuel bill, for example, rose from 11 percent of the cost of
imports in 1972 to about 25 percent in 1981.

This study concentrates on measuring and analyzing the effects of
trade and agricultural pricing policies on the agricultural sector up until
1985, with particular attention to rice and corn, the main food grains, and
sugar and coconuts, the chief export crops. Although agricultural product
exports as a share of all exports dropped from about 80 percent in the
early 1960s to about 30 percent in the mid-1980s, about half the population
still lived in the countryside and agrarian reform continued to be a matter
of intense controversy.

Among the principal findings of the study is that the various
types of direct and indirect price intervention resulted in substantial
reductions in sugar and coconut production, a very small negative effect on
rice output,. and a notable increase in corn output. Another significant
finding is that direct intervention by the government in the producer
prices of sugar and coconuts had net negative effects that were exacerbated
by indirect intervention (e.g., manipulation of exchange rates). This
appears to account for the shift in political dissension from the rice-
growing regions of Luzon to the Visayas, Bicol, and Mindanao, traditional
sugar and coconut-producing regions. A characteristic of domestic politics
during the period was emphasis on patron/client relations and personal
loyalties rather than on the economic interests of larger groups.

The study also reports on the effects of agricultural price
intervention on such things as food consumption, foreign exchange earnings,
and income distribution.
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Introduction

The February 1986 revolution in the Philippines which led to the

exile of President Marcos after 20 years in office powerfully underscores

the role of economic factors in shaping political events. The only

Philippine president to be re-elected, thanks to a 1969 campaign which

emphasized the success of his nrice and roads program,' Marcos was also the

only Philippine president ever to be forcibly ousted from office.

The 1986 revolution was fundamentally a reaction to the failure of

Marcos' economic policies to realize the promises made at the outset of his

so-called "New Society" following the declaration of martial law in 1972.

Instead of manifesting vigorous industrialization and a 'countryside

transformed" (Marcos, 1976), the Philippine economy remained excessively

dependent on primary exports and became increasingly dependent on external

borrowing, both of which contributed to the economic crisis of the 1980s.

Indeed, the February 1986 revolution came on the heels of rapid inflation

(13984) and declines in output and income (in 1984 and 1985), the only

instances of negative growth in the Philippines during the post-World War

II period.

Moreover, a large percentage of the rural population suffered

significant income losses from government interventions in agriculture that

were both inept and prejudicial to farmers. The growth of insurgency

during the late 1970s and early 1980s and the geographical shift of its

center from the predominantly rice-growing Central Luzon area toward the

coconut, sugar, and plantation regions south of Manila corresponded with

the pattern of bias in Philippine agricultural policy during the 1970s. At

this time, agricultural policy generally favored irrigated rice farmers,

disfavored coconut and sugarcane farmers, and largely ignored the land

tenure problems in coconut, sugar, and plantation agriculture.
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While economic factors have influenced political developments in

the Philippines, political events and attitudes, in turn, have helped to

shape economic policy. In particular, the attainment of political

independence and the spirit of nationalism which accompanied it were

instrumental in the adoption of two policies that have most strongly

affected agricultural incentives and interests -- namely, the industrial

protection system in the 1950s and government interventions in the

marketing of agricultural products in the 1970s.

Political independence from the United States, which served the

nationalist interest, also meant the gradual disappeaLrance of the

Philippines' favored position in the protected American market. This,

together with a stubborn bias against correcting a greatly overvalued peso,

made Philippine policymakers beli(eve it was time to move away from the

colonial dependence on primary exports and focus instead on an

industrialization geared to the domestic market. At the same time, the

import control system that was acdopted to effect this transformation also

served a nationalist purpose by introducing a dis,criminatory Filipinization

on the import trade.

Similarly, the government's direct interventions in coconut and

sugar trading during the 1970s were in part attempts to reduce the

perceived domination by non-Filipinos of agricultural trading and

processing. However, instead of being useful, the interventions actually

aggravated the structural adjustment problems facing coconut and sugar

producers. International prices of coconut and sugar became more volatile

and the world use of substitutes continued to grow.

The present study examines agricultural pricing policies in the

Philippines between 1960 and 1986 and their effects on agricultural

incentives, output, and incomes. The study looks at both specific measures



-3-

directed at particular crops and the constellation of policies affecting

the real exchange rate. Thus, the ffdirect effects" are essentially the

partial equilibrium impacts of taxes, subsidies, customs duties, price

controls, and quantitative restrictions. The "indirect effects" on the

real exchange rate stem from the industrial protection system and the

management of fiscal, monetary, and exchange rate policies. As the study

shows, the latter account for a large part of the policy bias against

agriculture in the Philippines over the entire period since 1950. Thus,

the effects of government policies regarding agriculture were strongly

influenced by the overall development strategy that was adopted.

Chapter 1 of this report gives an overview of the Philippine

economy and the agricultural sector. Chapter 2 describes the macroeconomic

and agricultural policy regime affecting the performance of the

agricultural sector. Chapter 3 presents the measures of government

interventions in agriculture; and Chapter 4 through 7 present the estimated

effects of these interventions on output, consumption, foreign exchange,

budgetary transfers, and income distribution. Chapter 8 presents measures

of price variability, and Chapter 9 presents price intervention

regressions. Finally, Chapter 10 discusses the political economy of direct

and indirect government interventions in the agricultural sector.



Chapter 1

An Overview of the Economy

The Economy

The Philippines, located in Southeast Asia, is an archipelago of

about 7,107 islands and a number of islets with a history of alternate

exposure and submersion. The country has a total land area of nearly

300,000 square kilometers; 45 islands account for 98 percent of the land

area. The islands of Luzon (which measures 104,688 square kilometers) and

Mindanao (with 94,630 square kilometers) account for two-thirds of the

total land area. The country can be subdivided into three broad island

groupings: Luzon in the north, Mindanao and the Sulu group in the south,

and the intermediate-sized Visalyan islands in the middle (primarily Samar,

Leyte, Bohol, Cebu, Negros, and Panay).

Table 1.1 presents the! population of the Philippines in selected

years. The total population grew f'rom 19.2 million in 1948 to 48.1 million

in 1980, and 55 million in 1985. The rate of population growth was 3.1

percent a year during the 1950s, 3.0 percent cluring the 1960s, and 2.7

percent during the 1970s.

Table 1.1 breaks the population into rural and urban. categories,

with two definitions given for urban. The table shows that the Philippines

is primarily rural. Even most of the so-called urban municipalities

function as agricultural service centers revolving 'around agriculture.

Metro Manila is the cotntry's largest city. In 1980, its

population of nearly 6 million people represented one-third of the

country's 17.9 million urban inhabitants. (In 1960, the city's population

accounted for three-tenths of the total urban population.) Metro Cebu is

the country's second largest metropolitan area. However, its population in

1980 was only 13 percent of that of Metro Manila.
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Table 1.1 shows that the primacy index (i.e., the ratio of the

population of the largest city to the combined populations of the second,

third, fourth, and fifth largest cities) has been rising for the first time

since World War II. The growing primacy of Metro Manila is a result not

only of urbanization but also of the post-World War II government policies

which have favored the establishment of import-substituting industries in

and around Manila.

The population density in the Philippines has risen from about 64

persons per square kilometers in 1948 to 160 persons per square kilometer

in 1980. This density varies substantially within the country, however.

The most densely populated area is the Central Luzon-Metro Manila Southern

Tagalog corridor. In 1980, the population density in the country ranged

from 9,317 persons per square kilometer in Metro Manila to 2.5 persons per

square kilometer in the island of Palawan. The Philippines currently has

the highest national population density among the (agricultural) Southeast

Asian countries.

The growth in population has reduced the agricultural land/worker

ratio (i.e., the amount of arable land per person employed in agriculture)

from about one hectare during the 1950s to about one-half hectare during

the early 1980s. This seems to suggest a near closing of the land frontier

brought about by the rising population against the land constraint (see

Hayami, et al., 1976). However, land classification by topographic maps

suggests there is still a large amount of land that is suitable for

agriculture (ILO, 1974, p. 83, footnote no. 1). More data and analysis of

the cost of land settlement are needed before the trend can be assessed

with greater accuracy. Nonetheless, it can be argued that some of the

decline in the land/worker ratio is due to the development strategy of the

post-World War II period. First, the policy bias against agriculture
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reduced the returns from investments in land settlement -- investments

which increase arable land. Second, the failure of the industrial

manufacturing sector to absorb proportionately more labor meant that

agriculture and services had to provide employment for the growing labor

force.

Changes in the population base of the labor force make it

difficult to obtain a uniform time series on labor supply and labor force

participation rates. Before 1976, labor force surveys were taken on a

population base more than ten years old. . Since then the surveys have been

conducted using a population base more than 15 years old. The labor force

figures given in Table 1.1 have not been adjusted for differences in

population base (the 10-14 year-olds constituted 12.37 percent: of the total

population in 1980). The labor force participation rates were around 56-57

percent during the late 1950s to mid-1960s, 50 percent during 1970-75,

58-62 percent during 1976-82, and 64 percent duriinrg 1983 and 1984.

The Philippines has been less trade-oriented than other Southeast

Asian countries. In 1982, imports and exports as a percentage of GNP in

the Philippines were 32 percent:, compared with 40 percent in Thailand, 44

percent in Indonesia, 90 percent in Malaysia, and 331 percent in Singapore

(Hill and Jayasuriya, 1985). The small size of Malaysia's and Singapore's

populations explains their focu.s on trade. On the other hand, Thailand has

a population size comparable tc the Philippines and Indonesia has a much

larger population than the Philippines; both of these countries also have

higher rates of foreign trade participation. Some trade in the Philippines

may have been inhibited by the physical fragmentation of. the country and

inadequate port and transportation facilities around Mirndanao. However,

the major obstacle to trade appears to be the predominantly inward-looking

development approach engendered by the incentive structure of the post-

World War II period.
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Overall Economic Performance

Since the 1950s, the growth performance of the Philippine economy

has been less than satisfactory compared with other East Asian countries.

Between 1950 and 1956 the economy grew at an average rate of 8 percent a

year. The growth rate declined to 5 percent a year between 1957 and 1972.

The economy picked up slightly between 1973 and 1979, when real GNP

increased by 6.8 percent a year. However, growth fell off again between

1980 and 1983 and actually turned negative in 1984 and 1985 (see Table

1.2). Furthermore, alleged flaws in the methodology and data used to

estimate the national income accounts may have overstated the growth rate

of national income during the 1970s by as much as 100 percent (Oshima, et

al., 1986). The average rate of growth in real GNP per capita between 1960

and 1984 was the lowest among the Southeast Asian countries; it also was

lower than the average growth rate of lower middle-income countries and

individual growth rates of middle-income countries during 1960-82 (World

Bank, 1984, pp. 218-19).

During the post-World War II period, the Philippine economy has

experienced intermittent balance of payments crises. The first one

occurred during 1949-50 and ushered in the foreign exchange and trade

controls of the 1950s. The second one occurred at the turn of the 1960s

and led to the de facto peso devaluation in 1962. The third crisis took

place in 1969; and led to another devaluation in early 1970. The most

recent and most serious crisis took place between 1983 and 1986; it again

required a major devaluation.

It is difficult to come up with a satisfactory explanation for the

disappointing economic performance and balance of payments crises in the

Philippines between 1950 and 1986. Although the international economic

environment facing the Philippines needs to be considered, several studies
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and papers (e.g., Baldwin, 1975; Bautista and Power, l979; David, 1983;

Intal, David and Nelson, 1985; Sicat, 1985) point to the nature and extent

of government intervention in the economy as causal factors. The various

studies suggest that govermnent policies have led the Philippines away from

the areas where it has a comparative economic advantage, resulting in a

misallocation and underut.ilization of the country's scarce capital

resources. Macroeconomic pricing policies have resulted in low to negative

real interest rates and an overvalued peso; the! structure of protection for

industries has been highly uneven and strongly biased against exportables;

government interventions, particularly during the 1970s, have tended to

reduce the role of the market mechanism in favor of government regulation

-- a process which has enhanced the monopoly power of public and private

enterprises.

The international economic environment for the Philippines turned

from very favorable during the 1950s to very unfavorable during the early

1980s. The country enjoyed tariff preferences in the United States during

the 1950s and, to a lesser extenlt, during the 1960s under the Bell Trade

Act and the Laurel-Langley Agreement. At the time, however, the

Philippines did not fully excploit this position because of its focus on

import substitution. The 1960s were the boom years in international trade,

and, compared with the 1970s, world commodity markets then were reasonably

stable. In hindsight, the 1950s and 1960s may be described as the decades

of lost opportunities for the! Philippines.

During the 1970s and early 1980s, the internat:ional economic

environment for the Philippines worsened. The 1970s were punctuated by the

two oil price shocks of 1973 and 1979, the ensuing world recessions, and

large swings in export prices. Because the Philippines relied on imported

oil to satisfy much of its energy needs during the early 1970s, the oil
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price increases drastically raised the share of the oil bill in total

merchandise import payments. This share rose from less than 11 percent

before 1974, to around 20 percent during 1974-79, and 25 percent during

1980-82. The deterioration in the external terms of trade which began in

the 1950s accelerated during the 1970s and early 1980s. This deterioration

is comparable in extent only to that of the late 1920s to the early 1930s

during the Great Depression. Finally, world interest rates rose

substantially during 1979-82, adding to the payment the Philippines had to

pay on its external debt, which has variable interest rate terms.

Table 1.2 presents the percentage shares of imports and exports to

gross national product during 1950-83. Exports as a share of real GNP

averaged about 22 percent during the first half of the 1950s, but declined

to about 17.8 percent between 1956 and 1983. The only time when exports

reached 20 percent of GNP was between 1963 and 1966, right after the 1962

devaluation of the peso. Note that the export share dropped during the few

years before the devaluations in 1962 and 1970; this may reflect the undet-

reporting of exports as a form of "dollar salting" in anticipation of the

peso devaluation and/or the inhibiting effect on exports of an increasingly

overvalued peso. The share of imports to GNP averaged 26.2 percent during

1950-55 and 20.3 percent during 1956-83. Imports were quite a bit higher

than exports except during- 1963-66.

Table 1.2 also presents the shares of gross domestic investment

and savings to GNP. The most noteworthy point is the much higher rate of

investment during the 1970s and early 1980s compared with the 1950s and

1960s. The'share of gross savings--here defined as the sum of capital

consumption allowance, personal savings, government savings, and corporate

savings--also increased during the 1970s but not as much as the rate of

investment. The investment-savings gap reflects the current account
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deficits and external borrowing, especially during the 1970s and early

1980s. Ironically, the sharp increase in investment rates during the 1970s

failed to generate self-sustaining growth in the Philippine economy. One

reason is that the overall incentive structure encouraged inefficient

utilization of domestic and foreign capital resources. Another reason is

the increasing dependence cn external financing of investment--a policy

which contributed to the debt crisis of the 1980s.

The Relative Importance of Agriculture

Agriculture is an important sector in the Philippine economy,

although its importance has been declining in recent years. Agricultural

crops and livestock account for about one-fifth of the gross national

product; agriculture, fishery, and forestry together account for about one

quarter of GNP (see Table 1.3). These shares do not completely capture the

importance of agriculture in the economy because they do not include gross

value added from the processing of agricultural products and from the

marketing and exporting of processed and unprocessed agricultural products.

These activities are assigned to other sectors of the economy in the

national income accounts.

Philippine agriculture has been dominated by rice, corn, coconut,

sugar, banana, tobacco, abaca and pineapple production. Rice and corn are

the main foodgrains; coconut and sugar are the main tracditional export

crops. Tobacco and abaca (manila hemp) were important exports during the

late l9th and early 20th centuries but are now minor traditional exports.

Banana and pineapple are the major non-traditional ex?ort crops. Other

crops include coffee and mango (the two newly emerging agricultural

exports), rootcrops (primarily cassava and sweet potato), a large variety

of fruits and vegetables, and minor commercial crops like rubber, ramie,

and maguey. Hog and poultry production are the major livestock industries;

carabaos are used primarily as draft animals.
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Processed and unprocessed agricultural products historically have

dominated Philippine exports. Sugar, abaca and tobacco accounted for more

than three-fourths of total exports between 1873 and 1895. Coconut did not

emerge as a major export crop until the turn of the century. Sugar, abaca

and coconut accounted for an average of 85 percent of exports between 1899

and 1938. Sugar and coconut by-products have remained the two most

important export crops since World War II. Pineapple and banana became

important exports starting in the late 1960s.

Table 1.3 shows that by 1962, agricultural crop exports still

accounted for 63 percent of total merchandise exports. Thereafter, their

share of exports declined substantially due to the sharp increase in

exports of forestry products and, in the 1970s, the increase in exports of

garments and electric components (largely semi-conductors). Much of the

gross value of the exports of garments and semiconductors, however, is

accounted for by imported raw material inputs. Viewed in terms of the net

value of exports (i.e., gross exports minus imported raw material inputs),

the share of agricultural exports would be much higher.

Agricultural imports accounted for more than 25 percent of total

merchandise imports during the early 1960s. By 1980 this share had

declined to about 7.5 percent (Table 1.3). The decline reflects the sharp

increase in the share of oil imports during the 1970s and the successful

substitution of rice for agricultural imports. The major agricultural

imports are corn, wheat, and soybeans.

Agriculture, fishery and forestry employed about 60 percent of all

employed persons during the late 1950s; by the 1980s the share had dropped

to about 50 percent. The increase in employment took place in the services

sector, not in manufacturing.
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Table 1.4 provides a picture of the growth performance of the

agricultural sector between 1950 and 1984, based on estimates of real gross

value added and the real value of crop production. The quality of

Philippine statistics on crop production is inconsistent, although

estimates for rice, corn, sugar, and pineapple are among the more reliable.

The issue of statistical reliability is particularly important during the

1970s because at that time the contribution of other crops increased

significantly.

According to existing estimates, growth in the agricultural crops

sector has been variable between 1950 and 1984. The! highest growth

occurred in the early 1950s as a result of economic recor,struction after

the war. The lowest growth occurred in the early 1980s, due to drought and

low international prices. It appears surprising that agricultural crop

production grew at a higher rate during the 1970s than during the 1950s and

1960s, given the policy bias against agricultural exports during the 1970s.

The relatively high growth of agricultural crop production during the

decade actually was due to a number of factors: accelerated foodgrain

output due to technological improvements in rice production; improved

government support services, especially irrigation for rice; the output

effect of implicit governimenc protection of domestic corn production; the

delayed output effect of the peso devaluation on coconut production during

the 1960s; government investment incentives to meet the increased U.S.

quota for sugar during the 1L960s and 1970s, and the acceleration of crop

diversification into banana, pineapple, and coffee production during the

decade.

Table 1.4 also presents the average growth rates of food, non-

food, importable, exportable, and non-tradable crops. The individual

production data were aggregated by multiplying the quantity of each
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commodity by its 1972 price, and then summing them up. Food crops were

computed with and without coconut because coconut oil has many nonfood

uses. Rice was included in the importables even though it was exported

during the late 1970s because there are more years when it was imported.

According to the table, food production increased by an average of

6.2 - 6.7 percent a year during 1951-60, 4.3 percent a year during 1961-70,

and 6.8 - 7.2 percent a year during 1971-84. Nonfood production increased

at an average rate of 4.4 percent a year during 1951-70, and 2.1 - 9.6

percent a year during 1971-84. It is worth noting that, for the entire

period, exportables had the highest average growth rate and importables had

the lowest.

Per capita food production and apparent consumption during the

1970s and early 1980s are presented in Table 1.5. During this period per

capita food production was always greater than per capita food consumption,

indicating that the Philippines is a net food exporter. Nonetheless, there

was no marked increase in per capita food output during the period, and per

capita food production remained fairly stagnant during 1976-84. The

declines in food production that occurred during crop years 1972-73,

1982-83, and 1983-84 resulted primarily from typhoons, floods, and drought.

Per capita food consumption tended to increase over time except during

periods of production shortfalls. For example although per capita food

production declined substantially during the early 1980s, per capita food

consumption did not decline very much since rice stocks were available.

Sources of Growth in Agricultural Production

David, Barker and Palacpac (1984) estimate that between 1955 and

1980, agricultural output grew at a compound annual rate of 4.5 percent and

agricultural input grew at a compound annual rate of 3.5 percent. Thus,

total agricultural productivity rose by a compound annual rate of 0.9
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percent. (Agricultural input consists of fertilizer, imported feeds, and

the services from fixed capital comprising the stock of trees, fann

machinery, irrigation, and draft animals.) However, there are substantial

differences in the growth of productivity by subperiod and by crop. For

example, agricultural productivity barely increased during 1955-65, but:

increased a lot during 1965-80. Much of the increase in productivity

occurred in rice, non-traditional export crops, and livestock.

The growth rates of output, area, and yield for each commodity are

presented in Table 1.6. In the table, area represents cropped or harvestecL

area rather than farm area to allow for multipl.e cropping.

Increases in rice output during the 1950s arose from area

expansion, during the late 1960s from yield increases. ThLe improvement in

yields was due to the introduction and spreaLd of the new rice technology

which focused on high yielding and early maturing varieties. These

varieties require good wat,er control (i.e., irrigation) and fertilizer.

Between 1970 and 1983, irrigated rice farms increased in area from 791,000

hectares to about 992,000hectares. Between 1973 and 1983, the national

consumption of urea fertiLizer increased from 153,000 metric tons to

371,500 metric tons (1984 Phi:Lippine Statistical Yearbook, pp. 376-77).

Rice farms and sugar farms are t:he major users of urea fertilizer. Growth

in output and yield during 1971-75 and 1981-83 was adversely affected by

bad weather conditions.

The area planted to rice decreased during the 1960s, increased in

the mid-1970s, and decreased again during 1980-84. The decline in rice

hectarage reflects the deterioration in the price of rice with respect to

that of other crops. The decline in rice area occurred in the marginal

rainfed farms which faced a profit squeeze.
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The growth in corn output took place primarily because of area

expansion. The significant yield increases occurred during the late 1970s,

probably due to greater use of high yielding varieties. As with rice, bad

weather adversely affected corn yields during the early 1970s and early

1980s.

The growth performance of coconut production exhibits two major

patterns: a marked expansion in area during the late 1960s and 1970s, and

yield increases during the 1970s. The expansion in area during the 1960s

was due to large increases in the relative price of coconut associated with

the country's exchange decontrol and devaluation policy. Area expansion

during the late 1970s appears to have resulted from the more than doubling

of farm coconut prices in 1974 and equally large price increases during
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1979-80.1 The decline in yields during the 1960s is deceptive because of

the long gestation period oE coconut trees; the large increases in yield

during the 1970s reflect the maturation to fruit bearing stage of the trees

planted during the 1960s. The decline in yields during the early 1980s

resulted in part from drought conditions.

1/ It is possible, however, that the estimates of area expansion in
coconuts during the latter 1970s were overestimated. The total number
of trees grew by only 3 percent per annum during 1975-79, compared to
4.9 percent per annum during 1970-74. Nevertheless, the growth of area
expansion was higher during the second period. Compared to the 1960s
when area expansion was accompanied by a reduction in the share of nut
bearing trees to total number of trees, area expansion during the late
1970s was accompanied by an increase in this figure. Yield per hectare
increased during the early :1950s, declined during the late 1950s and
the 1960s, increased again during the 1970s9 but turned negative during
the early 1980s. Yield in terms of nuts per nut bearing tree declined
from the late 1950s to the early 1970s. The yield estimates during the
late 1970s may be overestimated, however. The 1980 Census of
Agriculture gives a yield of 32 nuts per nut bearing tree in 1980,
compared to 46 nuts per nut bearing tree based on the BAEcon survey
estimates--the official basis for computation of the national income
accounts. The 1980 Census figure is comparable to the 31-33 nuts per
nut bearing tree during the early 1970s; hence, no increase in yield.
Considering that the 1.980 Census and the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics estimates of the number of nut bearing trees in 1980 are
comparable, it appears t.herefore that the official annual series on
coconut output (in the BAEcon estimates) may overestimat(e the output by
almost 50 percent.
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The changes in sugarcane area and yield during the past three

decades reflect the locational specificity of sugarcane production. Large

area expansions resulted in yield declines, largely because the expansion

took place in marginal sugar farms in Negros located far from the mills and

in regions with less ideal soils and climate and less established milling

operations (i.e., Bukidnon, Ilocos). Area expansions in sugarcane during

the 1960s were a response to the devaluation and the increased sugar quota

from the United States; during the early 1970s they were a response to

steep increases in world sugar prices.

The fastest growth in the area and output of tobacco occurred

during 1956-60, when the government had in effect a support price for flue-

cured tobacco. This resulted in large increases in the relative price of

tobacco vis-a-vis other crops. In addition, the government extended

technical assistance, set-up flue-curing barns, and distributed certified

tobacco seeds. Large declines in output, area and yield occurred during

1961-65 because of adverse weather conditions and deteriorating prices.

The reduction in area and production and the stagnant yields during the

1970s were due to droughts, indiscriminate planting of different tobacco

types, and the expiration of the Laurel-Langley Agreement which ended the

quota on duty-free tobacco exports (see Abad, 1982). Although tobacco is a

relatively minor crop, the tobacco industry has had political clout,

primarily because the tobacco area is centered in Northern Luzon, home to

many nationally prominent politicians (three of six presidents are

ethnically linked to the region).

Abaca was the top export earner at the start of the century.

Since then it has become a minor crop, as abaca lands have shifted over to

coconut and banana production. The abaca industry has much less political

power than the sugar, coconut, and tobacco industries. The declining
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yields of abaca have resulted from the failure to control pests and

diseases in the Davao area, which is favored for abaca production. Pests

and diseases also have destroyed much of the hectarage in the region. The

periods of growth in abaca output coincide with the years of high relative

prices for abaca vis-a-vis other crops.

Non-traditional export crops have become important only since the

late 1960s. Their share in total merchandise exports was about 3 percent

in 1970, increasing to about 7 percent in 1982.

For both pineapple and banana, the expansion in output, area and

yield resulted principally from the establishment and expansion of

plantations geared for exports. These plantations follow rather exacting

varietal choice, planting, farn management, harvesting, packing, and

processing standards in order to satisfy the quality requirements of the

export market. The output of mrango has increased despite reductions in

harvested area, largely due to the widespread use of commercial flower

inducers such as potassium nitrate. These inducers potentially can

increase the yield per tree from 'i to 13 times (Tuiza, 1984). Coffee was

an important export earner during the 1880s, but the bligh: of the 1890s

decimated the coffee trees, and coffee did not emerge iagain as an export

crop until 1975. Both the harvested area and yield of coffee increased

during the post-World War II period. Initially, they increased in response

to the import substitution program of the government. Later, they

increased in response to favorable world prices. Area expansions occurred

primarily in Mindanao and in Southern Luzon, the center of coffee

production in the Philippines during the 1880s.

The growth in root crop production is primarily due to area

expansion. This expansion, especially during the 1970s, probably stems

from increases in food demand associated with population growth, an
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increase in demand for cassava as feeds, and the shift of some marginal

rice farms to root crop production when the relative price of rice declined

in the mid-1970s. The shift to root crop production occurred primarily in

Bicol, Eastern Visayas, and Central Mindanao.

Livestock

Livestock contributes over one-fifth of the gross value added of

agriculture. It consists of poultry, hogs, cattle, and carabao. (Carabao

is raised primarily as a work animal rather than for meat.)

Meat production increased by about 2.5 percent a year during the

1970s, compared to about 1 percent a year in the previous years. The

growth was due to increases in poultry and hog production. Poultry

contributed around 15 percent of the total meat supply in 1970, hogs around

60 percent (Cabanilla, 1983).

Developments in the livestock sector since World War II reflect a

shift in production away from home raising of livestock toward commercial

livestock production. In poultry, this change has involved a 'turnkey'

broiler operation in which the breeding stock is imported from the U.S. or

Europe and the physical environment for breeding is kept as close as

possible to the production technology from abroad. Commercial poultry

raising has become important since the 1960s; commercial hog production has

become important only since the early 1970s (Unnevehr and Nelson, 1985).

Commercial chicken production as a share of total chicken production

increased from less than 20 percent in 1970 to about 70 percent in 1984

(MAF, 1985). The share of commercial pork production in total pork

production increased more slowly, from 13 percent in 1970 to about 25

percent in early 1980s (MAF, 1985).

Cattle raising, which requires a lot of land, has been hampered by

the unavailability of land due to the declining land/worker ratio, the
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uncertainty of land ownership, and peace and border problems in areas with

potential for cattle production.

The Agricultural Sector

Physical Aspects

Land Area and Use

The Philippines has a total land area of nearly 30 million

hectares. About 8 million hectares are currently under cultivation; field

crops are grown on about 4.5 million hectares, and tree crops occupy about

3.2 million hectares. About 11 million hectares are covered with grasses

and pastures; a considerable portion of this could be developed as

cropland.

Rice, coconut and corn are the most important crops in the

Philippines. As of 1980 they accounted for about 88 percent of the total

farm area. Sugar, although very important in Philippine trade and a major

policy concern, accounted for only one percent of the totaL farm area in

1980.

Climate 2

Temperature variations are minor over most of the country except

between the lowlands and mountain areas. In northern Luzon, where the

range in seasonal variation in temperature at sea level is widest, the

warmest month averages 83.40F ind the coolest month averages 76.60F. At

sea level the temperature never drops below 606F and very seldom reaches

1000F.

2/ The discussion on climate and soils is based on Huke (1963), Burley
(1973) and Bruce (1984).
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Rainfall is the most important climatic factor. It also is a key

determinant in the locational distribution of agricultural crops. The

volume and seasonal distribution of rainfall in the different parts of the

country is caused by the convectional activity associated with the

intertropical front and the southwest monsoon, and by typhoons and

orographic activity. Typhoons produce between one quarter to one third of

rainfall in the Philippines. However, they also bring destruction to crop

and property in the typhoon-belt regions--primarily Eastern Visayas and

Luzon.

Although most of the country receives at least 60 inches of

rainfall a year, some parts receive more than 140 inches. Robert Huke

(1963) classifies seven climate types in the Philippines according to the

length of the dry season (the number of months with less than 2.4 inches of

rainfall per month) and the ratio of the rainfall of the wettest month to

the rainfall of the driest month. Based on Huke's classification, about 25

percent of the country has a dry season of at least 4 months, about 30

percent has a dry season of 1 to 3 months, and the rest experience no dry

season.

Soils

Philippine soils are strongly influenced by their parent

materials. Andesites, basalts and agglomerates are the most common parent

materials, representing 21 percent of the total land area. The soil types

associated with these materials are varied but generally are low in

fertility. Heavy applications of lime are required to supply calcium and

to correct for the acidity of the soil. Some of the lateritic soils (or

lathosols) are characterized by very rapid leaching and excessive

permeability. Coconut and abaca are planted in the more favorable soils

from this parent group.
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Alluvium forms the basis for most of the productive soils. It is

the second most common parent material, found in 15 percent of the total

land area. Alluvial soils are concentrated in Central Luzon, Cagayan

Valley, Negros Occidental, and Southeastern Panay. Fine textured alluvial

soils are the most suitable for r.ice cultivation. Coarse textured alluvial

soils are the most suitable ior sugar, abaca, coconut, and tobacco. The

coarse soils are more permeable and subject to rapid leaching. As a

result, they are relatively low in fertility. The fine textured alluvial

soils are less permeable and more fertile.

Shale and sandstone together form the parenl material for 15

percent of the tota.l land area. Limestone is t:he parent material for 13

percent of the land area and volcanic tuff, for 2 percent., About one-third

of the land is still unclassified according to soil type.

Calcareous shale and limestone soils are concentrated in the

Visayas. The calcareous shale result in fairly rich and productive soil.

However, because much of this parent material is in sloping terrain and has

low permeability, it is subjecl: to soil erosion. Perennial crops and corn

are planted in these soils. The limestone soils are mainly coralline and

are friable, very porous, and have a high concentration of alumina and

iron. They also are susceptible tco soil erosion.

Soil erosion is a serious problem in many parts of the Philippines

because of the nature of the soils, the terrain, population pressure, and

poor farming methods. In some areas like the island of Cebu, much of the

topsoil already is depleted. This is a problem which necessitates greater

attention from the government.

Farms

In 1971, there were 2.35 million crop and livestock farms in the

Philippines; in 1980 there weire 3.42 million. The corresponding total
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hectarage was 8.5 million hectares in 1971 and 9.7 million hectares in 1980

(Table 1.7). Rice farms were the most numerous, accounting for 42 percent

of the total number of farms and 31 percent of the total farm area in 1971.

In 1980, they accounted for 47 percent of farms and 38 percent of the farm

area. Corn and coconut farms were the next most numerous, together

accounting for 43 percent of the farm area in 1971 and 49 percent in 1980.

Sugarcane farms barely constituted one percent of all the farms. (1971 and

1980 Censuses of Agriculture) (See Appendix Table A1.2.)

In the 1971 and 1980 Censuses, a farm is assigned to a specific

crop or livestock if at least 45 percent of the value of output from the

farm is derived from it. Thus, the commodity classification in Appendix

Table A1.2 is misleading to the extent that farmers practice intercropping

or sequential cropping with other crops. In the 1980 Census of

Agriculture, 15 percent of all the farms practiced intercropping and 52

percent practiced sequential cropping with other crops.

Philippine farming is characterized by a preponderance of small

farms, except for a few large plantations in the export sector (see

Appendix Table Al.3). About 85 percent of all the farms were less than 5

hectares; this size farm accounts for about 50 percent of the total farm

area. About 65 percent of all rice and corn farms were less than 3

hectares. Farms of 25 hectares or more accounted for a very small share of

the total number of farms. About 38 percent of farms, covering about 45

percent of total farm area, were fragmented into two or more parcels of

land.

Although few in number, farms with 25 hectares or more accounted

for a large share of the total farm area or number of trees/vines/hills of

export crops and farms for livestock. Pineapple provides an extreme

example; there, both production and exports are dominated by two
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multinationals. Farms of 25 hectares or more accounted for about 75

percent of the sugarcane area in 1971, although this share had dropped to

54 percent by 1980. Similarly, 33 percent of all banana hills in 1980 were

in farms of 25 hectares or more, even though these farms accounted for only

0.5 percent of all banana farms.

Land tenure has been a critical issue in the Philippines since

before World War II. Much of the insurgency in rural areas is tied to

grievances about tenurial relations. The 1971 and 1980 Censuses of

Agriculture provide some picture of the tenure status of farmers, even

though the classifications oE tenurial relations differ somewhat between

the two censuses (see Appendix Tables A1.4 and A1.5). The tenure problem

stems from the fact that only about 60 percent of the farms (and farm area)

in the country are fully owned by the farm operators themselves. The rest

of the farmers are mainly share tenants, lessees paying a fixed amount of

cash or produce to rent the land, or new owners of the farms without

security of title. Rice and corn farms historically have been the focus of

the government's land reform programs, although sugar farms employed more

share tenants in 1971. In recent months, there has been a strong public

clamor for an expanded land reform program. In July 1987, 1:he government

promulgated a comprehensive land reform program to include not only sugar

and coconut farms but also public lands and other plantations.

Since 1973, the government's land reform program in rice and corn

has consisted of transforming share tenants into leaseholders, who pay a

fixed amount of rent in cash or in produce, and eventually into full-owners

through the Operation Land Transfer. Under this operation, each farmer-

beneficiary is issued a certificate of land transfer as the initial step in

a process that eventually will lead to ownership, when the farmer completes

his amortization payments. The 1971 and 1980 Censuses of Agriculture (see
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Appendix Table A1.4 and Appendix Table A1.5) indicate that the government

has had mixed results in meeting the goals of its land reform program.

Among rice farmers the number of share tenants increased from 289,418 in

1971 to 581,905 in 1980. Among corn farmers the number of share tenants

increased from 141,456 in 1971 to 250,745 in 1980. In rice farms the

number of full-owners has increased from 442,047 to 901,471; in corn farms

from 315,565 to 426,200.

The increase in the number of share tenants among rice and corn

farmers shows that share tenancy cannot just be legislated away. The

persistence of share tenancy reflects the rational response of farmers to

production and marketing risks and the imperfections of the credit and

insurance markets. In the 1980 Census, the number of responses for land

tenure is higher than the number of farms, indicating that a proportion of

the farmers were operating parcels of their farms under various tenurial

arrangements. Thus, Filipino farmers have not been fully bound by legal

considerations.

Variations in tenurial arrangements and in output- and input-

sharing arrangements reflect the varied individual responses to risk,

credit constraints, and local product and factor market conditions. In

light of these factors, the government's efforts to control land rental

shares and redistribute land cannot be expected to completely succeed.

Nonetheless, these efforts are important indicators of the government's

willingness to address the problems of rural poverty, income inequality,

and agrarian unrest. The success of these efforts in increasing the

proportion of farmers who own their farms and operate their farms at a

profit over the long run depends on which government initiatives are taken

to strengthen the rural financial market, expand the rural

infrastructure, improve farm prices, and promote industrial productivity

and growth.
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Locational Pattern of Agricultural Production

The agricultural landscape of the Philippines is a mosaic of

widely grown and localized crops, shaped by variations in rainfall, soil

quality, and agroclimatic conditions in the country.

Palay (unmilled rice) is grown all over the country, but the

largest producing regions are Central Luzon (the 'rice granary" of the

country), Western Visayas, Central and Southern Mindanao, and Cagayan

Valley. Corn production is concentrated in Southern, Central and Northern

Mindanao, Central Visayas, and Cagayan Valley. Coconut production is

prominent in the eastern part of the Philippines but almost completely

absent in the regions north of Manila. Sugar production is concentrated on

the island of Negros. Tobacco production is concentrated in the Ilocos

Region and in Cagayan Valley. Abaca is produced mainly in the Bicol

Region, Eastern Visayas, and Southern Mindanao. Pineapple production for

export is limited mostly to the plantations in Bukidnon (Northern Mindanao)

and South Cotabato (Southern. Mindanao). Some small-scale production of

pineapple takes place in Cavite and Laguna (in Southern Luzon), primarily

for Metro Manila's demand. Banana product-ion for export also is

concentrated in Southern Mindanao although local varieties are grown all

over the country. (See Table 1.8)

Rice is the preferred cereal of more! than 75 percent of the

population. Therefore, it is not surprising that rice is cultivated all

over the country for subsistence and for the market. Furthermore, the

rainfall, soil, and temperature over much of the country are suited to rice

production. Rice requires adequate water in order to grow. Therefore, the

highest concentrations of low.and rice are produced in areas with fine-

textured alluvial soils, which have a high capacity to hold moisture.

These soils in the Philippines are found mainly in Central Luzon, Cagayan
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Valley, Cotabato Valley (in Central and Southern Mindanao) and Iloilo (in

Western Visayas)--the major rice producing regions of the country. Climate

determines the need for irrigation and multiple cropping of rice.

Irrigation is important in Central Luzon, which experiences the longest dry

season; it is less critical in Cagayan Valley and Cotabato Valley as they

have shorter dry seasons.

Because sugar has a long growing season, rainfall distribution is

especially critical. Sugar needs a dry ripening season with ample sunlight

and a dry harvest season in order to generate a high sucrose content and to

facilitate the transport of harvested cane to the sugar mills. Delays in

transport reduce the sucrose content. Coarse textured alluvial soils are

well suited to sugar production because of their high permeability.

Although such soils have low fertility because of rapid leaching, the

problem can be solved by proper fertilization practices. Northern and

western Negros have the ideal rainfall distribution and quality of soil for

sugarcane production in the Philippines.

The regional distribution of coconut production in the Philippines

is determined by the coconut tree's need for large, steady amounts of

water. Because the tree has no tap root, it cannot draw water from far

below the surface. In the absence of irrigation, therefore, coconut needs

to be planted in areas of nearly constant rainfall or in areas with a very

short dry season. Thus, coconut is almost absent in the regions north of

Manila, which have a relatively long dry season. Coconut production is

most successful in light, deep, well-drained soils which have a moderate to

high calcareous content. Much of the coconut production in the Philippines

is concentrated in areas with year-round rainfall. These areas are

characterized by coastal lowlands, which tend to have at least moderately

calcareous soils, or by rolling slopes of recently active volcanoes (e.g.,
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Quezon province and Bicol isI Southern Luzon, Southern Mindanao, and Samar

in Eastern Visayas). The MIindanao regions are more favorable to coconut

production than Quezon, Bicol and Samar because they are relatively free

from typhoons.

Corn is highly adaptable to a variety of agro-climatological

environments--a factor which accounts for its widespread cultivation in the

Philippines. Because of its short growing season, corn can be

multicropped, intercropped (usually with cocollut), or roltated with other

crops (like palay, tobaccc, cassava and velgetables). However, it is

preferable to plant corn in areas which do nol: experience heavy rain or a

dry season. Corn production in the Philippines is concentrated in climatic

regions which have a dry season of one to three months or constant, even

rainfall through the year.

Tobacco is adaptable to a wide range of soil and climatic

conditions. The Ilocos Region 'produces much of the Virginia-type tobacco,

and Cagayan produces a lot of the native tobacco. The difference is

attributed to the chemical qualities of their soils. Cagayan has a

monsoonal-type climate whiclh influences the texture and aroma of the

tobacco leaves produced. Abaca (manila hemp) is centered in Davao, Bicol

and Eastern Visayas because of the year-round rainfall and well-drained

loam soils derived from recent volcanic material in these areas. Davao

also is relatively free of typhoons which seriously threaten the abaca

plant.



Chapter 2

Descriptive History of Policies

Macroeconomic Policy

A series of balance of payments crises began right after World War

II. At this time the pre-war exchange rate of 2 pesos per U.S. dollar was

reinstated although consumer prices in Manila had increased nearly 600

percent and U.S. consumer prices had only increased 41 percent. This

decision, together with the import needs for economic reconstruction and

the reduced output capacity resulting from the war resulted in sizable and

continuous trade deficits during 1946-49. By the end of 1949, the level of

international reserves had dropped far below the 1945 level. The

government imposed trade and exchange controls in an effort to curb

imports, allocate scarce foreign exchange to 'necessary" imports, and

stabilize the exchange rate.

The policy responses to the 1949 payments crisis were

circumscribed by the 1946 Bell Trade Act, or Philippine Trade Act. This

Act extended the pre-war free trade relationship between the U.S. and the

Philippines and stipulated that changes in the peso dollar rate or in the

peso's convertibility with the dollar would require the approval of the

President of the United States. (In addition, the pre-war rate of 2 pesos

per U.S. dollar also was the par rate set under the law which established

the Central Bank of the Philippines in 1949.) Instead of devaluing the

currency and imposing import tariffs, the government imposed an advance

sales tax on luxury and semi-luxury items (mostly imported) in 1948 and

import quotas on "non-essential" and luxury imports in early 1949. Both

actions were considered consistent with the Bell Trade Act. The payments
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situation worsened again in 1949 due to election spending, a sharp drop in

the export price of copra, a reduction in U.S. government: expenditures in

the Philippines, and speculation against the peso following the devaluation

of the British pound. This time, margin requirements on letters of credit

and foreign exchange controls were adopted. These policy measures,

initially imposed to strengthen the balance of payments, soon became

instruments for a development strategy based on import substitution.,

However, foreign exchange allocations remainecd oriented toward balance of

payments considerations, and allocations were based on the priority of

commodities to be imported. A new tariff code was enacted in 1957,

reinforcing the policy bias towards import substitution.

The second balance of payments crisis occurred at the end of the

1950s. This one ushered in the process of exchange rate decontrol and

multiple exchange rates in 1960, and the de facto peso devaluation and

exchange rate decontrol in :L962. The devaluation was partly a response to

the fundamental disequilibr:ium that had existed in the balance of payments

since the start of the 1950s. lEt also was intended to complement decontrol

of the exchange rate. The new tariff structure, which had been

strengthened by protective adjustments of tariff rates following

devaluation, also reinforcecd the decontrol of the exchange rates.

The third balance of pcayments crisis occurred in late 1969 and

early 1970. This one was caused by structural weaknesses and an

expansionary macroeconomic policy. Structural problems created a

pervasive foreign exchange constraint, which left little leeway for an

expansionary fiscal and monetary policy without a foreign exchange crisis

developing.

The major weakness of the economic structure was il:s concentration

on the highly protected domestic market. The protection structure adopted
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during the 1960s is now viewed as having overwhelmingly favored the import

dependent, import - substituting consumer manufacturing industries and

disfavored agriculture and exportables. The bias against agriculture and

exports accounted for the slow growth in export volume during the 1960s,

after the initial surge in 1962-63 when the decontrol program was

established.

The Philippine economy moved along at a sluggish pace during the

1960s, for several reasons. The first stage of "easy import substitution",

which fueled the growth in the manufacturing sector during the 1950s, had

just about run out of steam during the 1960s. At the same time, the

incentive structure inhibited the growth of manufactured exports. As a

result, the primary sector was burdened with both feeding the nation and

earning the foreign exchange required by the import-dependent manufacturing

sector. Exports did not grow fast enough to satisfy the country's import

requirements, and a weak food sector restricted the demand for domestic

consumer manufactures.

The government's financial policy was largely non-inflationary

during the 1950s but became more expansionary during the second half of the

1960s for re-election purposes and to boost economic growth. Budget

deficits were comparatively larger during this period; likewise, the rate

of monetary expansion accelerated. The government's emphasis on

infrastructure investments and on increasing the ratio of the gross

domestic capital formation to GNP reflects its economic growth objectives.

Political motives also were served by the expansionary policy: larger

deficits occurred during the national election years as the incumbent

administration attempted to improve its chances for re-election. The

larger budget deficit in 1957 helped to trigger the move toward exchange

rate decontrol and de facto devaluation in the late 1950s. The deficit in

1969 triggered the 1970 devaluation.
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The current balance of payments crisis began in 1983. It was

caused by the government's pursuit of economic growth during a time when

the world commodity and financial environments were unfavcrable and by an

incentive structure which discouraged exports and an efficient allocation

of investment resources. Economic growth was a primary rallying theme of

the so-called "New Society", which was conceived with the establishment of

the martial law regime in 1972. Thus, the Philippine government opted to

rely on external debt to meet: its growth objectives despite adverse

external developments. As oil December 1982, the Philippines was the sixth

largest LDC borrower from the international private banks, following

Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, South Korea, and South Africa (Williams, et al.,

1983, Table 35 pp. 71-72).

The rapid growth of external debt allowed the government to

continue its expansionary policies. There were repeated budget deficits

beginning in 1975, which generally were higher than those during the 1960s.

A sizable part of the external borrowing was used for expensive, overly

capital-intensive projects or projects which had questionable social value

for anyone but the President's friends. The growing external debt

engendered real peso appreciation during the latter 1970s; hence, the

exchange rate remained biased against exports and agriculture.

The process toward the 1983 crisis was accelerated by the failure

of the Philippine government to put a brake OTn its expansionary policies

during 1980-82. At this time the investment rate remained very high

despite a substantial drop in the domestic savings rate and, a precipitous

fall in the prices of major eKports. As projections of an early end to the

world recession were disappointed, the government increased its reliance on

short-term capital flows. It did this at a time when world interest rates

had shot up and the real interest cost of external debt had increased.
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This reliance on short-term capital flows proved to be disastrous when the

unexpected Aquino assassination occurred in 1983. (See Intal, 1984.)

Government Revenues, Expenditures and Enterprises3

Compared to other countries, the public sector in the Philippines

is a relatively small part of the economy. However, it has been growing

faster than the rest of the economy in recent years. Government receipts

are composed of tax revenues, social security contributions, general

government income from property and entrepreneurship, and grants from

abroad. As a share of GNP government receipts averaged 10.3 percent during

1951-60, 11.8 percent during 1961-72, and 15.1 percent during 1973-83.

National government expenditures as a share of GNP increased from around 9

percent during the late 1950s and the 1960s to an average of about 15.5

percent during 1975-81. (See Table 2.1.) The increasing share of

government revenues and expenditures in GNP is consistent with the

experience of other developing countries.

A typical Method of comparing tax performance among countries is

to compare their relative tax efforts, i.e., the ratio of the actual tax-

to-GNP ratio to the predicted tax-to-GNP ratio. In the Philippines the

degree of tax effort during the mid-1970s remained the same as during the

late 1960s: the actual tax-to-GNP ratio was only about 75 percent of the

predicted tax-to-GNP ratio. The tax effort during the mid-1970s was below

the international average, just as it was during the mid-1960s. Given the

government's propensity to play a more active role in development during

the 1970s, the relatively low government tax effort necessarily meant

3/ This section is largely taken from Intal, P. Philippine Public Finance
during the 1970s: A Review, Philippine Institute for Development
Studies (Project Working Paper 1985).
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increased government borrowing. (It has been argued, however, that the

officially recorded tax revenues do not fully capture the real extent of

taxation. It is well known that during the 1970s, finns and selected

individuals were asked for "contributions" to finance some favorite

"prestigew projects of the first lady. Such contributions can be

considered unofficial taxes.

There were major changes in government expenditure policy during

the 1970s. First, expenditures for education were de-emphasized for other

economic development expenditures. Expenditures for education declined

from about 30 percent during the 1960s to about 11-12 percent during the

late 1970s. In contrast, economic development expenditures increased from

about 30 percent during the 1D50s and 1960s, to about 40 percent during the

1970s and early 1980s.

Second, there was a marked shift from current expenditures on

personal services toward capital outlays. Expenditures for personal

services fell from more than 50 percent of national government expenditures

during the mid-1960s to aboul: 25 percent by 1980. On the other hand,

capital outlays jumped from about 15 percent in 1985 to about 33 percent by

1980. The share of government capital outlays in GNP increased from less

than 2 percent during the late 1960s to 3.6 percent during 1976-79, and 5.4

percent during 1980-83. The most important components of capital outlays

during the 1970s and early 1980s were infrastructure investments and

corporate equity investments. The former is the tradit.ional focus of

government capital formation; the later reflects the government's increased

support of public enterprises during the late 1970s and early 1980s.

Finally, the debt service increased as a consequence of the

government debt that had been increasing since the 1970s and the sharp rise

in interest rates on the debt.
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The pattern of public investment in infrastructure also shifted

during the 1970s. Transportation and communication had been emphasized

between the 1950s and early 1970s. Between the late 1970s and early 1980s,

investments in power and electrification began to be emphasized instead.

This shift reflects the government's decision to reduce the country's

extreme dependence on imported oil at a time when oil prices were

increasing and oil supplies were uncertain. The drive to diversify energy

resources was successful in increasing the utilization of the country's

geothermal resources. However, it also led to the controversial two

billion dollar nuclear power plant project, which added to the country's

external debt but never was completed.

The growth in the public corporate sector during the 1970s is

remarkable. The number of audited government corporations and self-

governing boards and commissions increased from 70, with total assets of P3

billion, in 1973 to 184, with total assets of P377.5 billion, in 1982

(C.O.A. Annual Reports, 1973 and 1982). If all the subsidiaries and

acquired assets of the government corporations were included the total

number of public enterprises would be much higher.

Government enterprises accounted for a large share of government

expenditures during the late 1970s and early 1980s. Table 2.2 presents the

annual budgetary contributions to government corporations and the top

beneficiaries during 1975-84. The contributions accounted for an average

of 13.5 percent of total budgetary expenditures during 1975-84. Two of the

top beneficiaries of capital contributions are the two major government

banks: the Philippine National Bank and the Development Bank of the

Philippines. These two banks and the National Development Corporation (a

diversified firm) were the major conduits for the government's support

(including bailout) of a number of private enterprises. These private
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enterprises, especially the fimns owned by known friend.s of President

Marcos, became financial burdens to the three institutions and, ultimately,

to the national government. The "non-performing assets" of the two banks

were transferred to the national government as part of the rehabilitation

programs of the two banks.

Table 2.1 shows tha: the national government experienced budget

deficits in 21 out of 27 years during 1957-83. The largest budget deficits

as a share of GNP occurred in 1969, one year before the 1970 devaluation,

and during 1981-82, two years before the 1983 crisis. Therefore, it

appears that unusually large budget deficits helped to precipitate balance

of payments difficulties. All:hough this does not mean there was a one-to-

one correspondence between the government deficit and exchange rate

depreciation, the cumulation of budget deficits put additional pressure on

the exchange rate. Deterioration in the terms of trade and in the

industrial trade policy regime also created pressures for devaluation.

Capital Market Interventions

After World-War II and until interest rates were deregulated in

1980, financial institutions were faced with regulated deposit and loan

rates, apart from the portfolio raLtios and reserve requirements that had to

be maintained. Although the deposit rates were increased over time, the

increases usually were not enough to compensate for the rate of inflation.

As a result, real rates on savings and time deposits were very low and

usually were negative. There alsc were ceilings on lending rates--a legacy

of the 1916 Anti-Usury Law. The ceiling rates were 12 percent and 14

percent for secured and unsecured loans, respectively. The ceiling rates

were not binding until the mid-1960s, when the inflation rate began to pick

up. At the same time, effective loan rates were increased (Tan, 1980).

The Anti-Usury Law ceiling of 14 percent was raised to 16 percent when the
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Central Bank allowed public and publicly supported banks to impose a

service fee of 2 percent during the 1970s. Nonetheless, since the average

inflation rate (using the consumer price index) during 1971-80 was 15.2

percent, the real price of the official loan rate ceiling was negligible

and even was negative during 1970-74 and 1979-80. (See Table 2.3.)

Low interest rates, especially during the 1970s, substantially

influenced the allocation of credit. The interest rate became ineffective

as an allocative tool, so the government had to rely more on credit

rationing. An example of the latter is the President's Decree 717, which

required banks to allocate at least 25 percent of their loanable funds for

agricultural credit as of May 1975. In addition, because the government

banks (especially PNB and DBP) are the most important commercial and

investment lenders in the country, the ability to get loans depended in

part on the "government connections' of the borrower (Sicat, 1985, p. 25).

The low interest rate regime provided large companies access to capital

resources for use in large, capital-intensive projects which have had

questionable value. Because many of the private bank loans were secured

and granted to corporations and large borrowers, the medium- and small-

sized firms were not able to develop and grow as fast. (ILO, 1974, pp.

539-40). Philippine manufacturing is characterized by a low rate of labor

absorption, largely the result of policy bias against small- and medium-

sized establishments.

Financial developments also have been influenced by low interest

rates. In the course of allocating credit, the government subsidized

specialized financial institutions through differential rediscount

privileges with the Central Bank, tax breaks, and other measures. Controls

on deposit and loan rates led to enormous growth in the money market during

the latter 1960s and 1970s, because the money market rates were higher than
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deposit and lending rates. Thus, during the early 1970s a segmented

financial market emerged: thie heavily controlled banking services sector

and the relatively uncontrolled money market sector. At this time the

banks still engaged heavily in the commercial paper market, however. The

government's control over 1the commercial paper market and non-bank

financial institutions became more extensive after the 1981 scandal in

which one person amassed large c:redits from both the banks and non-bank

financial institutions, and then fled the country. This action hit hard a

number of non-bank financial institutions in the Philippiaes.

Interest rate deregulation began in 1980 and was completed by

January 1983, after the ceilings on short-term interest rates were removed.

The real interest rate generally has been posiltive and rising since 1981

(except in 1984).

Labor Market Interventions

The government's intervention in labor pricing has centered on the

imposition and enforcement of minimum wages and wage adjustme!nts. Minimum

wage legislation in the Philippines began with the passage of the Minimum

Wage Law in 1951. Since then, there have been close to 30 legislative

acts, presidential decrees, and wage orders passed to adjust the minimum

wage or grant additional forms of compensation. Over time, minimum wages

for non-agricultural and agricultural workers have become more

differentiated. Higher rates are set for non-agricultural workers in Metro

Manila than for those outside Metro Manila, and higher rates are set for

plantation agricultural workers than for non-plantation agricultural

workers. Wage legislation introduced since 1974 has further differentiated

wage adjustments. Changes have been made in basic pay, the cDst of living

allowance, and the thirteenth month pay. (See Lamberte, et al., 1985;

Tidalgo and Esguerra, 1982).
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The enforcement of minimum wage legislation does not appear to

have been successful. The real legislated wage rate declined twice between

1972 and 1983: during the early 1970s and during 1981 and 1982. The

average daily wage rate for industrial workers in Manila declined

continuously during the 1970s. (No data are available for the 1980s

because the Central Bank stopped generating the series in 1981.)

The decline in real wage rates during the 1970s may be attributed

to a macroeconomic policy which permitted a larger-than-necessary peso

devaluation in 1970 and prevented a real exchange rate appreciation during

1972-74 (Lal, 1983). This analysis uses the tradable-non-tradable model of

exchange rate depreciation which assumes that the labor-intensive sector is

the non-tradable sector. The continued decline in the real wage despite

the real peso appreciation during the latter 1970s runs counter to the

implications of the model, however. A more compelling explanation for the

decline in wage rates is an incentive structure which inhibited employment

growth while the labor force was expanding rapidly. The inward-looking

development strategy and low interest rates led to a sluggish manufacturing

sector and a low rate of labor absorption.

Government policy in the area of labor-management relations

appears to have favored employers rather than workers. (See Tidalgo and

Esguerra, 1982, pp. 112-117.)

During the 1970s, strikes, picket lines and lockouts were

discouraged in most industries and were banned entirely in vital

industries. In non-vital industries, strikes were allowed only for reasons

related to "unresolved economic issues."

A rash of industrial strikes broke out in 1986 and 1987, the first

two years of the Aquino Administration. The strikes appear to have been a

delayed reaction to the economic policies of the 1970s, recession in

1984-85, and the unstable political environment in 1986-87.
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During the 1970s the government curtailed labor rights but failed

to increase the rate of industrial labor absorption. The real returns to

labor remained the same, while the security of employment d.eteriorated as

firms became more vulnerable to fluctuations in the domestic and

international markets. The deterioration in workers' welfare contributed

significantly to the rise in labor militancy during the l1'70s and 1980s.

(See Intal, 1987c).

Trade Policy and Fiscal Incentives

The pace and pattern of growth in the Philippine economy has been

shaped by the tariff structure, tax incentives, and sectoral priorities in

import and foreign exchange licensing and control.

Import licensing and foreign exchange controls were the primary

methods of making adjustments in trade and payments during the 1950s

because the Philippines could not impose tariffs on U.S. products and it

was determined to maintain a fixed exchange rate. Import licensing

initially was used for -balance of payments reasons. However, it soon

became the primary instrument oE protection for domestic industries and

encouraging local entrepreneurship. Import licensing was extensive, and

imports were classified in two ways: as capital or consumer goods, and as

essential, semi-essential, or non-essential goods. The most stringent

import quota and foreign exchange allocations were placed on non-essential

consumer imports, the least stringent on essential capital and consumer

goods. This policy encouraged import substitution at the finishing stages

of non-essential and semi-essential consumer goods.

When controls on imporits and foreign exchange were eliminated

during the early 1960s, tarifEs became the main instrument of protection.

The Tariff Law of 1957 placed the highest tariff rates on non-essential

consumer imports and the lowest rates on essential producer goods,

following the criteria of the old import control system.
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A revised Tariff Code took effect in 1973, reducing the dispersion

in tariff rates. Nonetheless, the cascading nature of the tariff system

remained the same. Furthermore, the revisions in the tariff code actually

increased the average tariff rate by 3 to 4 percent (ILO, 1974, p. 113).

The Philippines had the highest average tariff rate in Southeast Asia

during the 1970s. In 1978, its average unweighted tariff rate was 44.2

percent, compared to 33.0 percent in Indonesia, 29.4 percent in Thailand,

15.3 percent in Malaysia, and 5.6 percent in Singapore (Bautista, 1981).

In 1970, the Philippines imposed temporary export taxes on

traditional exports, at rates ranging from 4 to 10 percent ad valorem. The

taxes initially were used as a stabilization measure, in conjunction with

the 1970 peso devaluation. However, they ended up being incorporated in

the 1973 Tariff and Customs Code. In 1974, an additional export premium

tax was levied on the difference between the prevailing export price and an

administratively set base price. As a result, the export premium tax

become intrinsically-the stabilization tax. Although the rates and the

coverage of export taxes were changed from time to time, they remained a

significant disincentive to the traditional export sector and were

responsible for much of the net income transfers from the traditional

export sector to the rest of the economy.

The average effective rates of protection on sector and commodity

goods are given in Table 2.4. The estimates, drawn from Tan (1979, 1986)

and Power and Sicat (1971), take into consideration the protective effect

of the differential tax bases for the sales or the compensating tax between

imports and domestically produced goods. The highest effective rates of

protection were given to the import-substituting consumer goods industries.

Much lower protection was accorded to exports and to the agriculture and

primary sector. The general structure of protection remained the same

during the 1960s and 1970s.
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Duty exemptions became more pervasive during the 1970s and

involved primarily capital goods as part of the country's investment

incentive laws. Hence, the figures given in Table 2.4 overstate the actual

rate of protection accorded the capital goods sector. The! 1970s also saw

the resurgence of non-tariff barriers, especially during the second half of

the decade when they were i:acreasingly used to protect intermediate goods

industries (see de Dios, 1985). Therefore, the figures given in Table 2.4

understate the actual rate of protection for a number of industries in the

intermediate goods sector. After a hiatus during the 1960s, import

substitution in intermediate goods picked up again during the 1970s,

indicating that the non-tariff. barriers had substantial protective effect

(see Intal, 1987a).

Trade protection laws cLearly favored import substitution. With

this framework the Philippine government created a window for growth in

non-traditional exports. Initially generous fiscal incentives were

provided to export and-import-substituting firms. Later free trade zones

were established and permission was granted to export firms to obtain their

raw materials at near border prices (primarily) directly from abroad. As a

result, non-traditional exports, especially garments and semi-conductor

devices, grew rapidly during the decade. For the most part, however, the

new export sector functioned almost as an export processing zone and bonded

warehouse "enclave". It hacl little interaction with and ;provided little

benefit to the domestic economy except throug]h the employment of labor.

More importantly, the ratio of exports to GNP declined from about 19

percent during the late 1960s to 16 percent during the late L970s and early

1980s. (Intal, 1987a). Part of this decline was due to the sharp increase

in imported non-traditional manufactures which were raw material-

intensives. The net decline in the ratio of exports to GNP at the time of
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rising external debt was one of the critical reasons for the onset of the

external debt crisis in 1983.

A tariff reform and import liberalization program was initiated in

1981 and was designed to run to 1985. The objective of the program was to

further reduce the average rate and dispersion in tariffs. The program

proceeded nearly according to schedule until 1983; however, during the

1983-85 crisis tariff reductions and import liberalization were largely

ineffectual because the binding constraint was lack of foreign exchange.

Therefore, import control and foreign exchange rationing were used

extensively. With the easing of the foreign exchange bottleneck in 1986,

the Aquino government started a phased import liberalization program. This

program initially involved supplanting import controls with equivalent

tariffs, it was followed by a gradual reduction in tariffs.

The Exchange Rate

From 1903 until the start of World War II, the exchange rate was

fixed at 2 pesos per U.S. dollar. During this period the Philippines

followed the gold exchange standard in which stability of the exchange rate

was an overriding objective and the balance of payments was adjusted by

making changes in domestic prices and output. (See Intal, 1983 for a

description of the pre-World War II period.) The pre-war exchange rate was

reinstated right after the war and was maintained during the 1950s,

primarily through trade and exchange controls. In 1960, a multiple

exchange rate system was instituted in the process of exchange decontrol.

The official "preferred" rate remained at two pesos per U.S. dollar, while

a "free market" rate was initially set at P3.20 per U.S. dollar. The free

market rate stabilized at P3.90 per U.S. dollar, and became the basis for

the official devaluation of the peso in 1965. It remained in effect until

1970. Exchange controls were reinstated in 1968 when foreign exchange
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difficulties surfaced again. The balance of payments cris:is in 1969 led to

the floating of the peso in early 1970. The peso was under a "managed

float" during the 1970s: the exchange rate rose from P6,40 per dollar at

the end of 1970, stayed around P7.40 per doLlar for several years during

the second half of the 1970s, and reached P8.54 per dollar in 1982. By

1983, the exchange rate was P11.11 per dollar and in 1986, it was about-

P20.50 per dollar (see Table 2.5). During the economic crisis which began

in 1983, foreign exchange controls and rationing were once again imposed

for a year or so.

Table 2.5 presents the current account balance and the various

exchange rates. Although. the current account balance was nearly in

balance, there was disequilibrium in the balance of payments during the

1950s, as evidenced by the large black market premium. The black market

premium during the 1970s was lower than the premium d1uring the 1950s,

despite the historically large current account deficits associated with thee

large volume of borrowing then. The large deficits even allowed for the

accretion of the gross foreign exchange reserves of the Central Bank.

The black market exchange rate, as a financiaL lever, takes as

given trade and other governmernt interventions in the economy. In a sense,

the black market exchange rate is a spillover of the official exchange

rate; it is not synonymous with the free trade equilibrium exchange rate.

The free trade equilibrium exchange rate is estimated in the paper

using a simple version of the elasticities approach (Schiff, 1986). The

actual exchange rate is adjusted for the imbalance in thes current account

and for the foreign trade policy regime in order to estimate the "freie

trade equilibrium exchange rate'.

Assume that a country has few exports and imports. Assume also

that the average import tariff rate and export tax rate are given. Then,
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the equilibrium exchange rate under a situation with sustainable payments

and no trade distortion is (Schiff, 1986, p. 6):

t tm x
CAB + QD D1 - t-: QsES

E*= E 1+ m x
eS QS + D QD

where

E* = free trade equilibrium exchange rate

CAB = current account deficit (- means surplus)

tm = tariff rate for imports

tx = export tax rate

QS = supply of foreign exchange

QD = demand for foreign exchange

f s = elasticity of supply of foreign exchange,

assumed to be equal to the supply price

elasticity of exports

D = elasticity of demand for foreign exchange, assumed

to be equal to the price elasticity of demand

for imports.

Two estimates of the free trade equilibrium exchange rate were

computed; they are presented in the Appendix to Chapter 2. The first

estimate assumes that the actual current account balance is sustainable

(E2); it is called the free trade exchange rate. The second estimate

assumes that the sustainability requires a zero current account deficit

(E*); it is called here the free trade equilibrium exchange rate. The

correct free trade equilibrium exchange rate is probably somewhere between
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these two estimates. Howevter, given the record of investmient waste in the

Philippines during the period, a zero current account deficit probably is

more realistic. Much of the analysis in the succeeding chapters uses this

measure, E*.

Estimates of the nominal and real free trade equilibrium exchange

rate and two estimates of the actual real exchange rate are presented in

Table 2.5. Over time the pattern of the real actual exchange rate reflects

a delayed response to differences between the inflation rates at home and

abroad. The real actual exchange rate increased in 1962 with the peso

devaluation and declined during the 1960s, until the 1970 peso devaluation

raised it again. During t:he late 1970s it declined again, helping to

precipitate the 1983 peso devaluation. (During the 1950s, the Philippine

inflation rate was lower than the world inflation rate; however, the peso

was heavily overvalued and defenided by trade controls). Differences in the

movement of the real actual exchange rate and the real free trade

equilibrium exchange rate present a similar story: t]he tendency to

overvalue the peso which is only partly and temporarily reduced by

successive peso devaluations.

During the 1960s and 15970s, the equilibrium nominal exchange rate

was always higher than the actual nominal exchange rate. The difference

was greatest between 1975 and 1986. About 92 percent of the overvaluation

of the peso during this time was attributable to the trade policy regime.

The overvaluation was defended primarily by trade and exchange controls

during the 1950s, high tariff walls during thie 1960s, tariffs, non-tariff

barriers, and external debt accumulation during the 1970s and early 1980s,

and exchange controls between 1983-85.

Table 2.5 shows the differences between the actual real exchange

rate and the free trade equilibrium real exchange rate. The latter was
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computed as the product of the free trade equilibrium exchange rate and the

ratio of the (trade-weighted "world" wholesale) price index to the domestic

non-agricultural price index that would have been operative under free

trade and an equilibrium exchange rate (Pna*). The free trade non-

agricultural price index, or the adjusted non-agricultural price, was

approximated as follows:

Pna* = P (-l-tnaT. E + (1 -)PnaNTPna =P (I1+ na-TI) E0

where:

PnaT = price index of (tradable non-agriculture)

PnaNT = price index of (non-tradable non-agriculture)

fi = share of value added of tradable non-agriculture

to value added of all non-agriculture at constant prices

tnaT = implicit tariff on tradable non-agriculture

Tradable non-agriculture was approximated by mining and

manufacturing; non-tradable non-agriculture was approximated by utilities,

construction, and services. The implicit tariff on tradable non-

agriculture is the weighted average of the implicit tariff on imports and

the implicit export tax on mining. The share of mining value added to the

total value added of mining and manufacturing at constant prices was used

as the weight for the implicit tax on mining.

Table 2.5 indicates that the real peso overvaluation, as a

percentage share of the real free trade equilibrium rate, fluctuated

considerably between 1962 and 1986. It averaged 14 percent per year during

1962-66, 20 percent per year during 1967-69, 16 percent per year during

1970-74, 24 percent per year during 1975-82, and 20 percent per year during

1983-86.
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The adverse effect of the peso overvaluation on agricultural

output and incomes is shown in the analyses of direct and indirect price

interventions presented in the succeeding chapters.

Types and Phases of Government IrLtervention in Agriculture

Types of Interventions

The government intervened primarily in the product: market at the

producer and retail levels, and at the border. The instruments of direct

intervention used were farmer price supports, consumer price ceilings,

export taxes, import tariffs, production levies, monopoly imports and

exports, and export bans. The major instruments of indirect intervention

were the industrial protection system and management of the exchange rate.

The government intervened also in the input market, by providing

public goods (e.g., research, irrigation) for free or at reduced rates to

farmers, by subsidizing credit, by stipulating minimum wages, and by

subsidizing (or implicitly taxing) farmers on their fertilizer consumption.

Interventions in the input market have been less far-reaching than

interventions in the product market because of budget constraints and, for

minimum wages, lack of control ov(er the labor market. Table 2.6 catalogues

government direct interventions by instrument and by product.

Rice is the foremost "poLitical commodity" and has been the focus

of government intervention since the 1930s. A government marketing agency

purchases and sells rice domestically and serves as the sole importer and

exporter of rice. This market:ing agency only accounts for a small share of

the rice trade, however. The government also provides production support

services for rice. Corn is the other key foodgrain, and the mechanism of

government intervention for it is; similar to that for rice, except that

production support services are scantier for corn. Copra, coconut oil and

desiccated coconut are the major by-products of coconut. The government
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largely ignored the coconut industry until the 1960s. The sugar industry

had a very strong lobby until the 1960s and therefore experienced little

government intervention, except for the allocation of the sugar quota.

However, during the 1970s, government intervention was very pervasive in

the sugar and coconut industries and was exercised through controls on

product marketing and exports and through taxation.

The government's pricing and marketing strategy for rice and corn

has been to set consumer price ceilings and farmer price supports and to

exert (effective) monopoly control in international trade. During the rice

deficit period of the 1950s and early 1960s, the farm price floors were

realized more frequently than the consumer price ceilings, and domestic

prices tended to be higher than border prices. During the rice surplus

years in the late 1970s, the consumer price ceilings were more effective

than the farm price floors, and domestic prices tended to be lower than

border prices. These differences are explained primarily by the

deficiencies in the government's management of rice imports in the 1960s

and rice exports in the late 1970s.

The Philippines was largely self-sufficient in corn production

during the 1950s and early 1960s. Corn management at that time was used to

import emergency supplies of corn when bad weather struck. During the

1970s, domestic prices were set higher than border prices in order to

encourage import substitution to meet the domestic demand for yellow corn.

Before the 1970s, government pricing and marketing interventions

in the export crops sector were minimal except for administering the U.S.

sugar quota among Philippine sugar producers. Indirect interventions such

as manipulations of the exchange rate had more of an impact on the sector

than product-specific interventions. During the 1970s, the government

intervened heavily in the traditional agricultural export sector, which
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includes the sugar and coconut industries. It imposed export taxes,

controlled foreign and domestic marketing by establishing a government

trading monopoly (sugar), provided support to ai privately managed de-facto

government-funded coconut wparastatal" with substantial r.onopsony power,

and imposed a production levy on coconut. The government's interventions

in the coconut and sugar industries during the 1970s were controversial

because they exacted a heavy burden on the producers, they did not

effectively address the structural problems of the two industries, and they

provided opportunities for rent seeking to a few politically well-placed

individuals.

Government interventions in the input market have been predicated

on subsidizing inputs. During the mid 1950s, the government increased its

investments in irrigation whe!n President Magsaysay used irrigation as part

of his social amelioration program for tenants. It did so again during the

1970s and early 1980s in response to a severe rice crisis and the social

benefits from irrigating high. yielding rice varieties. Irrigation remains

the most important form of government subsidy to rice farmers, although

water rates have been low and the fees collected have not been enough to

recover the cost of operating and maintaining the irrigation systems (Cruz,

et al., 1987).

Government interventions in the credit market also have been

designed to subsidize farmers. However, the agricultural credit program

set up during the 1970s died out during the early 1980s because of the

deteriorating repayment rate and the tight but unstable monetary policy

during 1983-85. Government intierventions in fertilizer also have been

designed to subsidize farmers. Despite the subsidization, however,

domestic fertilizer prices remained higher than border prices, except

during 1973-75. At this tine interventions were explicitly intended to
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make the domestic prices of fertilizer for food crops lower than border

prices, if only temporarily (see Appendix Table A2.2).

Phases of Intervention

Government pricing interventions in agriculture in the Philippines

can be divided broadly into four phases. During the American colonial

period (1910-1934), there was minimal price intervention (Phase I). From

the start of the Philippine Commonwealth up until the 1960s, government

intervention in agriculture focused largely on the food sector (Phase II).

This intervention intensified and widened in scope during the 1970s (Phase

III). Efforts to reform the system of interventions started during the

early 1980s but not until the change in administration took place in 1986

did the government begin to seriously reshape its policies for the sector

(Phase IV).

Table 2.7 lays out the stages of government intervention in

agriculture and the corresponding macroeconomic and political developments.

During Phase I, the Philippines was a colony and followed a conservative

fiscal and monetary policy under the gold exchange standard. The peso-

dollar rate was largely in equilibrium. The establishment of the

Philippine Commonwealth in 1935 and the Philippine Republic in 1946 led to

the beginning of government intervention in agriculture. More importantly,

it fastened a more aggressive policy stance toward industrialization,

primarily through the use of exchange rate controls during the 1950s, and

tariff protection during the 1960s. The peso was overvalued during both

decades because of trade distortions. The country followed a conservative,

domestic form of government in Phase II. In 1972, Martial Law was

established. The peso continued to be overvalued from trade distortions

and disequilibrium in the balance of payments resulting from the

government's debt-financed expansionary policy (Phase III). Reforms in
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agricultural pricing policy took place during 1983-86 (Phase IV), during a

period of political liberalization.

Phase I (1910-1934)

Food Price Policy

Government interventions in food pricing and marketing were

minimal during the period of the American colonial adminisl:ration in the

Philippines. A specific tariff on rice imports was used and had been in

place since the last years of the Spanish regime in the Ph:Llippines. As

Philippines has been a net importer of rice since the late 1970s, the

tariff rate provided protection to domestic rice farmers during most of the

period from 1914 to 1940 (see Appendix Table A2.3). The import duty was

adjusted upwards beginning in 1933, apparently to help protect the domestic

agro-based industries (i.e., poultry raising, coconut oil/lard, beef, and

rice) from the exports of countries which devalued their currencies vis-a-

vis the U.S. dollar and the Philippine peso.

The other noteworthy interventions during the period occurred

during 1919-21, when domestic prices fluctuated with the dramatic changes

in the world economy. During this time the Philippines experienced a

balance of payments crisis. Wien the international price of rice rose to

its highest level in 1919-20, the colonial government reacted in several

ways. It created incentive measures for domestic rice and corn production,

required inter-island vessels to provide tonnage for shipment of rice

whenever necessary, imposed penalties for monopoly behavior, hoarding, and

speculating in palay (unmilled rice), rice and corn under extraordinary

circumstances, and -authorized the governor-general to prohibit the

importation of rice for a fixed period of time (Mears, et al., 1974).

On the whole, the implicit food pricing policy of the American

colonial government was to provide price protection to domestic producers
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and to attain self-sufficiency. During unusual circumstances the

government also attempted to eliminate supply uncertainties for consumers.

It is worth noting that, even during the years of peak world prices

(1919-20), the domestic price of rice was higher than the import price.

Export Pricing Policy

The Philippines had a free trade relationship with the United

States from 1910 to the 1930s. The colonial government did not intervene

directly in the pricing and marketing of sugar and coconut; the growth of

these industries was determined by foreign economic developments rather

than by domestic policies.

Between 1909 and 1919, the world prices of sugar, copra and

coconut oil increased sharply. This increase encouraged the expansion of

sugar and coconut farms, the establishment of domestic coconut oil mills,

and the modernization of domestic sugar milling. The newly established (in

1916) Philippine National Bank (PNB) provided credit to owners of the sugar

and coconut oil mills. When export prices declined in 1921, most of the

coconut mills closed down and PNB became almost bankrupt.

The U.S. Tariff Act of 1922 initially provided relief to coconut

and sugar producers and millers. Later, the U.S. Tariff Act of 1930 and

the U.S. Revenue Act of 1934 provide aid by imposing tariffs on U.S.

imports of coconut oil and sugar. Since at this time the Philippines was

considered part of the U.S. customs union, the tariffs encouraged U.S.

consumers of sugar and coconut by-products to buy Philippine exports. The

tariff virtually excluded imports of coconut by-product from all other

sources. The share of Philippine sugar exports in U.S. sugar consumption

rose from 8.6 percent in 1928 to 18 percent in 1934; Cuba's share fell

correspondingly from 47 percent to 25 percent during the same period. The

expansion of Philippine sugar exports to the United States also was fueled
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by several independence bills in the U.S. Congress. These bills provided

for allocating sugar quotas to individual mills and planters based on

production (see Intal, 1983).

Phase II (1935-1969)

Food Sector

A 'rice crisis' developed during the beginning of the Commonwealth

government--the government form that would lead the Philippines towards

eventual political independence from the United States. The rice crisis

provided the impetus for the government's real intervention in rice and

corn marketing. Poor harvests caused by bad weather during 1934-36 reduced

production by more than 20 percent and resulted in a price increase of 25

percent in 1935 and 27 percent in 1936. To provide price relief to

consumers and to increase domestic supplies, the government imported rice

free of duty and set up a tempcrary distribution apparatus to distribute

the rice. The Commonwealth government formed a Rice Commiss:ion in 1936 to

study the rice problems and recommend more permanent solutions.

Upon the recommendation of the Commiss.Lon, the National Rice and

Corn Corporation (NARIC) was established in 1936. It was tasked with

ensuring a steady supply of rice at a price which was within the buying

power of consumers and which acknowledged the farmers' cost of production

and allowed them a reasonable margin of profit. NARIC attempted to meet

both objectives by well-timed importations and local purchases at a fixed

price which was announced in the strategic surplus regions before the

harvest season. Appendix Table A2.3 shows that the domestic price of rice

did not increase after 1936 although output declined again during crop

years 1937-38 and 1938-39. NitRIC had been more successful in stabilizing

prices before World War II because it had political support and adequate

funding from the Commonwealth government then (Mears, et al., 1974).
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Government intervention in food pricing and marketing during the

1950s and 1960s followed the pattern of the pre-war NARIC. The government

set support prices for farmers and ceiling prices for consumers. The

Philippines remained a marginal rice importer at this time. Significant

imports of rice were not allowed until the National Economic Council

certified the existence of a rice shortage. Even then the legal and

administrative obstacle to importing rice were formidable, and it was

difficult to accurately forecast domestic rice production. These problems

plagued the Garcia and Macapagal administrations during the early 1960s and

contributed to their electoral defeats.

The postwar NARIC and its successor agency, the Rice and Corn

Administration, tried to protect the price supports for farmers and price

ceiling for consumers by squeezing the marketing margin. However,

inadequate financing, political interference, and poor management of stocks

plagued both agencies.

High yield rice varieties were introduced in the mid-1960s and

marketed through a major national campaign to speed up their use. As a

result of this campaign, the Philippines attained self sufficiency in rice

production in the late 1960s.

Export Sector

Government intervention in sugar pricing and marketing started in

1934 as a result of the Jones-Costingan Act which established the quota on

U.S. sugar imports. Philippine exports of sugar to the United States stood

at 1.28 million short tons in 1934. The U.S. quota for the Philippines was

0.98 million short tons in 1935, and 1.0 million short tons in 1936. The

Philippine Independence Act limited the amount of Philippine sugar which

could enter the U.S. duty free to 0.98 million short tons in raw value in

1937.
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Because Philippine sugar exports in 1934 were higher than what was

allowed by the quota for that year, the Governor General of the Philippines

approved a sugar limitation bill in December 1934. This b:ill was designed

to bring Philippine production in line with the U.S. quota while allowing

for domestic consumption and reserve stock. The Governor General was

responsible for setting and allocating produiction quotaLs. After the

inauguration of the Commonwealth Government this function was transferred

to the newly established Philippine Sugar Administration.

The Sugar Limitation Act guided the allocation of sugar until

1973. The allocation system stipulated under this Act consisted of: (a)

the export quota, which dictates how much each mill and planter will

contribute to the total export quota; (b) the domestic quota, which millers

and planters must provide for before they are allowed to export; and (c)

the provision for a reserve quota.

During the 1950s and 1960s, the sugar price in the United States

was almost always higher than the world free market price. Philippine

sugar planters and millers therefore received an export premium over the

world price on their exports. The domestic quota which producers were

required to fill before exporting was designed to ease the pressure of

price on domestic sugar consuimers. The domestic price of sugar was lower

than the export unit value but higher than the world free market price.

There were not induistry-specific policies on coconut production

until the 1960s. Before then only minor taxes were imposed in order to

finance the operations of the Philippine Coconut Administration which was

established in 1954.

For the sugar,--and coconut industries, and the rice and corn

industries, general macroeconomic policies were important determinants of

industry profits and performance. The overvaluation of the peso during the
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1950s reduced the potential profitability of sugar and coconut farming and

discouraged investment in coconut processing. The peso devaluation in 1962

and favorable export prospects encouraged expansion of sugar and coconut

production.

Phase III (1970-1982)

Food Sector

Another "rice crisis" emerged during this period and precipitated

more active intervention by the government in the food sector. Poor

weather, pest infestation, and the great Central Luzon flood of 1972 led to

a 17 percent drop in rice production during crop years 1971/72 and 1972/73.

The production shortfall occurred in the midst of a worldwide rice shortage

which pushed the world price of rice upwards by three to four times. The

government imposed price controls and used rationing and the mixing of rice

and corn to keep the domestic price of rice below the prevailing world

price.

To recover from the crisis and regain self-sufficiency in rice

production, the government embarked on a major production, credit, and

extension program, the so-called Masagana-99 program. The purpose of the

program was to further promote the adoption of high yielding varieties and

thereby increase rice yields. At the same time, the government subsidized

the use of fertilizer for rice and corn farmers. By 1976, the country had

largely recovered from the rice crisis.

The rice and corn agency, renamed National Grains Authority (NGA)

in 1972, expanded its range of control. NGA imported wheat for flour

millers in 1974 because it was exempted from paying tariffs on wheat. This

allowed flour millers to produce flour at the government-mandated ceiling

prices. In 1975, NGA was given the exclusive right to import wheat. Later

on, it further expanded its control to include the domestic procurement and
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exclusive importation of mungbean, soybean, and other feed ingredients

(David, 1983).

During this time the government also established the Food

Terminal, a large processing and marketing complex. Through the terminal

and its retail outlets, basic: foodstuffs were offered at low prices in poor

urban areas. In 1980, the Food Terminal and its outlets became part of the

expanded operations of the NaztiorLal Grains Authority.

Export Sector

Explicit taxation of agricultural and mineral exports began in

1970. At this time, the peso was devalued in order to stabilize prices and

general revenue. In addition, less processed goods were taxied more heavily

than highly processed goods; as; a way of encouraging further,domestic

processing of exports. When the world prices of sugar and coconut shot up

in 1973-74, the government, imposed an additional surchiarge on these

products called the export premium tax.

During the 1970s, the government intervened more actively in the

sugar industry by establishing a government monopoly in sugar trading. In

order to stabilize domestic sugar prices, the government ordered the

Philippine National Bank to purchase the sugar and PNB's subsidiary, the

Philippine Exchange (PHILEX), to handle all sugar exporting. (The

Philippine National Bank has been the major financier of the sugar industry-

through crop loans to planters and investment loans to millers.)

Previously the government role had been limited to regulating sugar quotas

and carrying out research anc! extension with the private sector.

The government monopoly in sugar continued throsugh the 1970s

despite the losses that PHILEX arnd the sugar inidustry incurred in 1975-76.

Anticipating a further increase in world sugar prices, the agency held onto

its stake until prices collapsed. In 1977, the government expanded the
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powers of the Philippine Sugar Commission (PHILSUCOM) and set up its

subsidiary, the National Sugar Trading Company (NASUTRA), to handle the

monopoly sugar trading.

Continuing the government monopoly trading in sugar despite the

PHILEX fiasco fits with the government's preference for a "single agency"

concept. Under this concept a single trading agency replaces a system of

individual sellers, brokers, and middlemen. The single selling agency

allegedly permits better control of supply, more efficient marketing, and a

stronger position for the country vis-a-vis external countries and

companies (Marcos, 1976, pp. 112-115).

Government intervention in the sugar industry was further expanded

when PHILSUCOM and NASUTRA acquired the leading transport enterprises for

sugar and sugarcane and the bulk storage and handling facilities for sugar

exports (Marcos, 1980, p. 61). PHILSUCOM also established new sugar

refineries and operated sugar centrals.

The government also intervened actively in the coconut industry

during the 1970s. The impetus was provided by the sharp increase in the

world price of coconut oil. This increase adversely affected the domestic

producers of coconut-based consumer products who were subjected to price

controls in their own markets. Starting in 1973, a levy was imposed on

coconut producers in order to generate a subsidy for these producers.

Later, the coconut levy was used to finance two controversial programs for

the coconut industry: the vertical integration program, and the replanting

program.

The vertical integration program was designed to make farmers

owners of coconut trading and processing firms. The procedure was to

purchase a bank and use it as the implementing institution for purchasing

coconut oil mills. The firm that was created to do this, United Coconut
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Mills, Inc.., (UNICOM) eventually dominated the coconut oil milling

industry.

A coconut replanting program was promulgated in 1974 but actual

replanting did not begin until 1980. The program involved the use of a

particular high yield coconut variety from the Ivory Coast. The program

was controversial because the government's top coconut administrator was

the only Philippine franchisee for the variety and his coconut seed nut

farm stood to profit handsomely from the arrangement.

The policy formulating and implementing institutions in the

coconut industry were headed by the same individuals who managed the sugar

industry. This provided opportunities for rent seeking and personal gain.

Phase IV (1983-1987)

The economic crisis that took place after 1983 led to political

liberalization and reforms in government intervention in the economy.

Some political liberalization began when the Marcos regime held

elections and allowed more criticism from the press during 1983-85.

However, the real liberalization came about when the administration changed

after the February 1986 'revolution'.

The macroeconomic environment during the 1980s has undergone a lot

of change. In the early years, tariff rates were reduced and interest

rates were deregulated. Elowever, the 1983 balance of payments crisis

halted the trade liberalization process. Trade and exchange controls were

instituted at the same time that. the peso was devalued, partly because the

debt moratorium had greatly restricted trade credit flows to the

Philippines. The Central Bank drastically increased the domestic interest

rate, helping to trigger arL economic recession. The adjustment measures

were relaxed in 1985 and again after February 1986. The new government put

into place an economic recovery program that combined a substantial fiscal

stimulus and institutional and structural reforms.
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In the agricultural sector, some pressures for reform came from

the sugar and coconut industries. However, during the Marcos regime, the

strongest pressure for policy reforms came from the International Monetary

Fund and the World Bank.

In 1985, these institutions required the Philippine government to

privatize the Philippine sugar and coconut industries and to reduce the

control over the industries held by two prominent business partners of the

President. In response, the government conducted two interagency studies

on the sugar and coconut industries, dissolved NASUTRA and replaced it with

a private marketing body (the PHILSUMA), opened domestic sugar trading to

the private sector, moved to dissolve UNICOM, and expanded the membership

of the boards of directors of the Philippine Coconut Authority and the

Philippine Sugar Commission. The establishment of the new government in

1986 strengthened the privatization of the two industries. From that time

on the new government has focused more on the regu,latory than the trading

function.



Chapter 3

Prices and Measures of Price Interventions

Direct price interventions refer to price contro:Ls or subsidies,

explicit or implicit exports, taxes on imports or domestic products, and

quantitative restrictions. Indirect price inteirventions include industrial

protection and manipulation of the exchange rate away frorn the free trade

equilibrium exchange rate.

In this study the Philippines is assumed to have a small open

economy, so world prices are taken as given. The net effect of direct

price interventions on the relative prices of agricultural products is

determined by measuring the difference between the actual relative prices

and the relative prices that would have prevailed in the absence of direct

price interventions. Non-intervention prices are obtained by looking at

the relative border prices at the official exchange rat:e, adjusted for

marketing costs. Similarly, the net effect of direct ancL indirect price

interventions on the relative prices of agricultural products is determined

by measuring the difference between the actual relative prices and the

relative prices that would have prevailed without the interventions. The

latter price is obtained by looking at the adjusted relative border prices

at the free trade equilibrium exchange rate.

Product Selection and Prices

The four dominant agricultural crops in the Philippines are

examined here: rice, corn, sugarcane, and coconut. Rice and corn are the

country's major foodgrains, and both are importables. Corn also is a major

foodgrain. Sugarcane and coconut are the most important tra,ditional export

crops. In 1986, the four crops together accounted for 86 percent of total

harvested area and 55 percent of total agricultural crop value added.
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The assumption of a small open economy is reasonable for the

analysis of these four crops. The Philippines is a small producer,

importer, and exporter of rice, corn, and sugar. Although the country is

the world's largest producer and exporter of coconut and coconut products,

its coconut products are easily substituted with competing products such as

palm oil and soybean oil. Furthermore, coconut oil, the most important by-

product of coconut, constitutes only a small portion of the world trade in

vegetable oils.

Because the islands of the country are so widely dispersed, the

choice of which domestic prices to use for each crop in the analysis is

somewhat arbitrary. In this study, wholesale and retail prices in Manila

are used as the standard, and the standard' for producer prices is the

average for the whole country. National producer prices have been averaged

because three of the four crops are widely produced in the country. The

prices used in the study are those of shelled yellow corn at the producer,

wholesale and retail levels; centrifugal sugar (970) at the millgate

(producer) and wholesale levels; brown sugar (970) at the retail level,

unmilled rice (or palay) at the producer level; milled rice at the

wholesale and retail levels; and copra (dried coconut meat) at the producer

and wholesale levels (copra is not sold at the retail level).1 The

domestic producer prices for palay, shelled yellow corn, and copra

represent the national average of prices received by farmers, taken from

the annual surveys of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics (BAEcon). A

milling recovery rate of 65 percent was used in converting the price of

1/ Copra is processed into coconut oil and copra meal/cake. Desiccated
coconut is another important coconut by-product, processed from young
coconuts.
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palay into its milled rice equivalent. The producer price for centrifugal

sugar is the millgate price, computed as the weighted average of the export

price of sugar ex-warehouse from the Victorias central, and the wholesale

price ex-central delivered Manila. The two weights represent the

proportional share of product being exported, and one minus that share

(Nelson and Agcoili, 1983). The millgate price from 1974 to 1986 is the

composite price paid or pegged by PHILEX/NASUTRA/SRA, which is a weighted

average of the export price, the domestic price, and the price of reserve

sugar.

During the import years (1960-77), the border price of rice is the

unit value of c.i.f. imports. During the export years (1978-83), the price

of Thai rice is 35Z brokens f.o.b. Bangkok. During the years the

Philippines did not import (1961, 1969-70) or was a marginal importer

(1984-86), the price of Thai rice was 35Z brokens, adjusted for transport

cost between Manila and Bangkok. During 1960-69, the border price of corn

is the price of Thai corn f.o.b., Bangkok, adjusted for the transport cost

(assumed to be 10 percent of price) between Manila and Bangkok; at this

time the Philippines was a marginal importer of corn. Beginning in 1970,

the border price of corn is the unit value of corn c.i.f.. imports. The

border price of copra is the unit value of export f.o.b. or, if there were

no copra exports, the unit value of coconut oil exports f.o.b. in copra

terms. The border price of sugar is the export unit value f.o.b. or the

spot price set by the International Sugar Organization Agreement (ISA).

For the 1960s the ISA spot price is adjusted by the average ratio of the

Manila f.o.b. price to the New York c.i.f. price so as to take into account

the transport cost from Manila to the sugar-importing countries. Although

the ISA price is essentially a "dumping price", it provides an indication

of the premium enjoyed by U.S. sugar quota holders during the 1960s.
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Border prices for rice and corn were adjusted by the ratio of

actual annual producer prices to wholesale prices. The border price for

copra was adjusted by the average ratio of producer prices to wholesale

prices during 1960-72, before the imposition of the production levy. For

sugar, the millgate (producer) price was compared with the unadjusted

border price; the direct comparison seems reasonable because much of the

sugar export is coursed through Negros and Iloilo, not Manila. Because of

the additional transportation and handling costs associated with exporting,

border prices at the wholesale level used in the study are higher than what

they should be. This overestimates the extent of negative protection,

particularly for export crops. Because of data limitations these costs

have not been included in the study. The conclusions drawn from the

analysis are not expected to be materially affected by this omission.

Domestic and Border Prices

Figure 3.la presents the producer, wholesale, retail and border

prices of-rice relative to the non-agricultural price index (Pna). Figure

3.1b presents the nominal producer, retail, and border prices of rice (in

logarithm). Similarly, Figures 3.2a to 3.4b present the corresponding

prices for corn, sugar, and coconut. The Pna was constructed from the

national income accounts. It was estimated by dividing the value added of

mining, manufacturing, utilities, construction, and services at current

prices by the value added of the above sectors at constant prices.

Rice

Domestic rice prices are relatively stable compared to border

prices (see Figures 3.1a and 3.1b). When the world price of rice was

extremely high, as in 1973-74, the domestic retail price of rice was much

lower than the border price even though rice was imported. Domestic rice

prices also did not remain constant relative to non-agricultural prices.
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Specifically, the domestic retaiL, wholesale, and producer prices of rice

tended to rise relative to Pna during periods of domestic shortfalls and

decline relative to Pna during periods of self sufficiency or marginal

surplus. Shortfalls occurred in the early 1960s and 1970s and between 1984

to 1985. Self sufficiency was attained in the late 1960s and 1970s and

early 1980s.

A regression analysis was run on the producer price of rice (PPr)

with respect to the border price of rice, with and without ER dummy for the

years 1973-75. During this period the world price of rice was very high,

domestic supply was constrained, and domestic price controls were

implemented aggressively. The re!sults of the regressions are presented in

equations (1) and (2) below (t-values are shown in parenthesis).

(1) ln PP = -0.101 + 0.811 ln BP - 0.420 Dummy
r (-1.71) (12.3) r (-2.60)

2 = 0.92 F = 92.9 1961-1986

D.W. = 1.85 CORC

(2) ln PP = 2.151 + 0.038 ln BP
r (0.83) (0.40) r

R = 0.96 F = 311 1961-1986

D.W. = 1.92 CORC

The first regression indicates that, escluding the years 1973-75,

the elasticity of the domestic producer price with respect to the border

price (in pesos) was 0.81. This suggests that movements in the border

price were not fully reflected in the domestic producer prices even during

more normal periods.

The second regression indicates that during unusual years as in

1973-75, domestic food prices tended to move independently of border

prices.
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During 1960-86 the peso-dollar rate increased at a compound rate

of 8.9 percent per year, while the border price of rice in dollar terms

rose at a compound rate of 2.4 percent per year. Equation (1) indicates

that, excluding the years 1973-75, peso devaluations contributed nearly 74

percent of the increase in producer prices during this period. Increases

in the world price of rice contributed only 20 percent.

Regressions also were run for specific subperiods, but these did

not yield statistically significant relationships. This suggests that the

domestic pricing policy for rice tended to stabilize in the short run even

if in the long run domestic prices move with border prices.

Corn

The border price of corn tended to follow closely the border price

of rice (see Figures 3.2a and 3.2b). As with rice, the domestic price of

corn relative to Pna tended to rise during the 1960s and early 1970s and

decline during the late 1970s and early 1980s. The major difference

between the two pricing regimes is that domestic corn prices were higher

than their border prices, except in 1973-74. The differential pricing of

corn reflects the protectionist policy of the Philippine government with

respect to corn, an importable crop.

Regressions of the domestic producer price of corn with respect to

the border price, with or without a dummy for 1973-75, are as follows (t-

values in parenthesis):

1961-1986

(a) ln PP = 0.010 + 0.899 ln BP - 0.254 dummy
cn (0.22) (22.3) cn (-2.32)

Rt2 = 0.97 F = 247

D.W. = 1.90 CORC
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(b) ln PP = -0.029 + 0.878 ln BP
cn (-0.59) (18.8) cn

R2 = 0.96 F = 308
D.W. = 1.83 CORC

1961-1969:

(c) ln PP = -1.451 - 0.123 ln BP
cn (-4.81) (-0.73) cn

R = 0.68 F = 9.6
D.W. = 2.24 CORC

1970-1986:

(d) ln PP = -0.024 + 0.911 ln BP
cn (0.44) (10.1) cn

R2 = 0.92 F = 87
D.W. = 1.65 CORC

Unlike rice prices, domestic corn prices closeLy followed border

prices, even during years of peak world prices. However, the relationship

between domestic and border prices is not statistically significant during

the 1960s, perhaps because corn imnports were marginal at this time. The

relationship is statistically significant and relatively strong for the

period of the 1970s and early 1980s.

Over the period, devaluations of the peso contributed 74 percent

of the increase in the producter price of corn. Increases in the world

price of corn contributed 25 percent. For the subperiod 1970-86, the

devaluations and increases in world corn prices contributed 54 and 26

percent, respectively of the increase in producer prices. The peso

devaluations and increases in world corn prices during the subperiod

account for less change in producers prices because protectionism was on

the rise at this time.
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Sugar

Figures 3.3a and 3.3b compare the domestic and border prices of

sugar. They indicate that domestic sugar prices tended to be more stable

than border prices. The concern for price stabilization at the retail

level is best shown during 1974-75, when the retail price of sugar was even

lower than the producer price. This was because the price pegged for the

domestic sugar quota was much lower than the price for the sugar export

quota. The ISA price also was more volatile than the Philippine export

unit value. This reflects the very low ISA price, the stabilizing impact

of the U.S. sugar pricing and import policy during the 1960s, and the long-

term export contracts the Philippines entered into during the early 1980s.

A regression analysis was run of the producer price with respect

to the two alternative border prices. Again, the dummy variable for

1973-75 was not statistically significant. The regression yielded the

following elasticities.

Elasticity of the Producer Price with Respect to Border
Price if the Border Price is

Subperiod Export Unit Value ISA

1961-86 0.35 0.18

1961-69 0.80 n.s.

1970-86 0.32 0.19

n.s. = not statistically significant.

These elasticities were used along with the compound growth rates

of the border price of sugar in dollar terms and the peso dollar rate to
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estimate the effect of changes in the border price and exchange rate on

producer prices. The results are presented below.

Contribution (in percent) to the Movement in Producer
Price Assuming the Border Price is

Period Export Unit Value ISA

Border Price Peso Border Price Peso
($) Depreciation ($) Depreciation

1960-86 14 27 5 14

1960-69 21 50 0 0

1970-86 27 35 7 21

The domestic producer prices for sugar were more insulated from

movements in border prices than were the domestic producer prices for rice

and corn over the period. Rice and corn generally are regarded as

political commodities in the Philippines; therefore, one might expect their

domestic prices to be more insulated from movements in world prices.

However, rice and corn weigh heavier than sugar in the budget of

consumers. As a result, consumers may pressure fEor domestic rice and corn

prices to follow world prices, especially when the world prices of the

products decline relative to those of other products. In addition, the

divergence between the border price and the domestic price of sugar was

caused by explicit and implicit taxation that benefited the consumers and

the government at the expense of the producers. However, recent experience

in the Philippine sugar industry indicates that too much taxation can hurt

an industry that is vulnerable to fluctuations in world prices.

The estimation of elasticities and analysis of producer price

movements also shows that domestic prices were the most insulated during

the 1970s and early 1980s; it also shows that the export urLit value is a
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better measure of the border price than the ISA price in determining the

domestic producer price of sugar. Finally, as with rice and corn, the peso

depreciation explains most of the increase in producer prices of sugar over

the period.

Coconut

Between 1960 and 1986, copra prices showed much more variation

than did rice, corn and sugar prices. There were five major price cycles

dating from 1969. The marked cyclicity of copra prices stems from the long

gestation period before coconut trees bear nuts, the susceptibility of

coconut trees to typhoons and drought which the Philippines experienced

with more frequency and greater intensity during the 1970s and early 1980s,

and the tendency of coconut trees to yield less the year after a good

harvest. The large fluctuations in copra prices over the past two decades

may have been instrumental in shifting the demand for coconut oil to palm

oil and other competing vegetable oils. The history of fluctuations in

copra prices has made price stabilization an important policy concern of

the current Philippine government.

Unlike rice, corn and sugar farmers, coconut farmers did not

benefit from price stabilization over the period. The producer price of

copra was lower than the adjusted and unadjusted border price. The price

stabilization scheme instituted for the coconut industry during the 1970s

was meant for the consumers of coconut by-products; hence, the name Coconut

Consumers Stabilization Fund.

Regression equations were run of the producer price of copra with

respect to the border peso price. The dummy variable for 1973-75 was

excluded because it turned out not to be statistically significant. The

results of the regressions are given below; t-values are presented in

parenthesis:
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(1) 1961-86:

In PP - -0.36 + 0.89 ln BP
cp (-11.4) (26.8) cp

R = 0.96 F = 3.23
D.W. = 2.00 Cochrane-Orcutt

(2) 1961-69:

ln PP = -0.40 + 0.76 ln BP

cp (-13.6) (15.7) cp

R2 = 0.92 F = 49
D.W. = 2.04 Cochrane - Orcutt

(3) 1970-86:

ln PP = -0.44 + 0.96 ln BP
cp (-5.9) (14.1) cp

R2 = 0.92 F = 96

D.W. = 2.00 Cochrane - Orcutt

The regressions indicate that domestic producer prices were very

responsive to movements in the border peso price of copra. Furthermore,

all of the increase in producer prices over the period is explained by the

decline in the peso-dollar rate because the compound growth rate of the

border price of copra in dollar terms is zero between 1960 and 1986.

Measures of Intervention

Three measures of interviention are examined here: the nominal rate

of protection from direct price interventions (NPRD), the nominal rate of

protection from direct and indirect price interventions in the short run

(NPRST), and the nominal rate of protection from direct and indirect price

interventions in the long run (NP]RLT). The difference between the last two

is that NPRLT considers the impact of the exchange rate adjustment on the

price level in the non-agricu:Ltural sector while NPRST does not. All three

measures were computed at the producer and retail levels.
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Let Pij = domestic price of good i at the jth marketing

chain (i.e., producer level or retail level)

BPOij = border price of good i in domestic currency at the

official exchange rate adjusted to the jth

marketing chain

Pna = non-agricultural price index

Pna* = non-agricultural price index under a free

trade regime and equilibrium exchange rate

Pna2 = non-agricultural price index under a free

trade exchange rate

E* = free trade equilibrium exchange rate

Eo = official exchange rate

E2 = free trade exchange rate

Then, the nominal rate of protectiQn from direct price

interventions at the jth marketing chain, i.e., NPRD(j) where j is producer

(P) or retail (R), is:

NPRD(j) BPO..

P.. - BPO..

BPO.ij

The nominal rate of protection from direct and indirect price

interventions in the short run at the jth marketing chain, i.e., NPRST(j)

where j is producer (P) or retail (R), is:



- 74 -

P.. BPO.. E*

Pna Pna -Eo

NPRST(j) =-iPil E

Pa * -E-ij ij 

Pna Pna E-
NPRST2(j) = ----------------- °

IPO. E*
iJ

0

ij -E--
0

The nominal rate of protection from direct and indirect price

interventions in the long run at the jth marketing chain, i.e., NPRLT(j)

where j is producer (P) or retail (R), is:

P.. BPO.. E*
__.J- ------ ----
Pna Pna* E

NPRLT(j) =-

P.. - BPo.. E2
1J 1

Pna Pna2 E
NPRLT2(j) ------- ------ t2--------

ij

0

The estimates of the nominal free trade exchange rate (E2), free

trade equilibrium exchange rate (E*), and the non-agricultural price index

that would have been operative under free trade and a balanced payments

position are given in Table 2.5 of Chapter 2.

Table 3.1 presents t]he estimates of NPRD, NPRST, NPRST2, NPRLT and

NPRLT2 for rice, corn, sugar and coconut during 1960-86.

During the period 1960-86, the nominal rate of protection from

direct price interventions (N]?RD) for rice averaged 8 percent, 1 percent if

the peak years 1961 and 1971 are excluded. However, the NPRD showed much
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variation within this average; between 1960-67 it was 39 percent, between

1967-70 it was 5 percent, from 1971-72 it was 50 percent, from 1973-75 it

was -36 percent, from 1976-81 it was -12 percent, and from 1982-86 it was

13 percent.

These changes reflect changes in the country's self sufficiency in

rice production, position of importation or exportation, the government's

tendency to stabilize domestic prices when border prices increase sharply,

and the foreign exchange constraints and poor management of imports when

domestic supplies are short. Specifically, rice tended to be protected

when it was imported and less protected as self sufficiency or export

surplus was obtained. Nonetheless, when border prices rose sharply either

because of a sharp increase in world prices or because of a peso

devaluation domestic rice prices were not allowed to rise as much as border

prices. The increase was controlled through stricter price control, anti-

hoarding, and quantity queuing measures.

Very high rates of positive protection occurred in 1961 and 1971,

when the adjusted border price fell and the domestic price increased. In

these years the country experienced problems in rice supply and the

government did not use imports to depress domestic prices. In 1961, the

government might have been maintaining the domestic producer price before

the de facto devaluation of 1962. In 1971, it might have lacked the

foreign exchange to purchase additional imports after the peso devaluation

of 1970.

In contrast to rice production, corn production was protected

throughout the period 1960-86. As corn import substitution became a policy

concern in the 1970s, the nominal rate of protection from direct price

interventions increased. The only instances of negative NPRD occurred in

1973 and 1974, when world corn prices peaked. However, the disprotection
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to corn during these two years was much lower than the disprotection to

rice, coconut and sugar.

The border price of corn relative to its non-agricultural price

declined after 1974. Hence, the positive protection in corn took place

because the producer price of corn relative to the non-agriculture price

dropped more slowly than did the border price of corn relative to its non-

agriculture price. This reflects the import substitution of yellow corn,

the major foodgrain for the growing livestock industry which the government

encouraged through positive lprotection. Before 1960 yellow corn

constituted only a small share of Philippine corn production. White corn,

used primarily for home consumption, dominated the market. Since the

1970s, yellow corn has been responsible for most of the growth in the

Philippine corn industry.

Sugar was once the highest export-earning agricultural crop.

However, with the collapse of the sugar export market, sugar export

earnings plummeted during the 19130s. The "fall" of the Philippine sugar

industry is probably best manifested by the recent (1988) tender to buy

sugar submitted by the Philippine government in the London exchange. This

tender was the result of higher than expected domestic demand and continued

declines in domestic output due to the drop in the export commitment to the

United States.

Changes took place in the international trading arrangements for

Philippine sugar between 1960 and 1985. Until 1973, the Philippines

exported sugar almost exclusively to the United States under the U.S. sugar

quota system. When the quota system was terminated in 1973, the

Philippines ventured into the open world sugar market selling at spot

prices or through multiyear contracts.
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During the 1960s the domestic sugar producer price was almost

always higher than the world ISA price and always lower than the export

unit value. The export unit value was higher than the ISA price because

most of the Philippine sugar went to the United States, where domestic and

imported sugar prices were higher than world (or ISA) prices. The producer

price was lower than the export unit value because sugar producers were

required to set aside a portion of their output for the domestic market,

pegged at a price below the export price. This requirement was imposed in

order to mitigate the adverse effects on domestic sugar consumers of an

export price that was higher than the "world price of free sugar". That

is, part of the U.S. sugar price premium over the ISA price went to

Philippine sugar consumers instead of producers.

Between 1972 and 1981, sugar production on the whole was

negatively protected, using both measures of the border price. NPRD

averaged -18 percent based on the ISA price and -20 percent based on the

export unit value. Only in 1978 and 1979 were domestic producer prices

higher than border prices. This was because the liquidation price for

domestic sugar was set higher than the export price and the proportion of

domestic sugar was raised as well. The overall disprotection of sugar

during this period reflects primarily the government's control of domestic

sugar prices and taxation of sugar exports in the face of sharp increases

in border sugar prices during 1974-75 and 1980-81. It also reflects the

apparent mismanagement and poor planning of the government sugar monopoly

which, in effect, increased the marketing margins for sugar during the

1970s.

After 1982 the NPRD for sugar based on the ISA price was positive.

However, the NPRD based on the export unit value continued to be negative.

The export unit value was higher than the ISA price for two reasons. The
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Philippines was able to negotiat:e multi-year contracts at the turn of the

1980s at prices higher than the ISA price, and the U.S. sugar price was

higher. Although the situattiorL of the 1980s resembles that of the 1960s,

there is an important difference. During the 1960s the prolblem was meeting

the U.S. sugar quota; during the! 1980s it was excess production and milling

capacity in the face of declining exports.

Explicit and implicit taxation of copra was negligible during the

1960s; the value of NPRD averaged about -1.0 percent per year over the

decade. However, the taxation of copra increased durinig the 1970s and

early 1980s and served to reduce the ratio of producer to wholesale prices.

Explicit taxation started in 1970 with the imposition of an export tax. In

1973, a levy was imposed on permit production to create the Coconut

Consumers Stabilization Fund. The levy was continued at varied rates and

terms until 1982. UNICOM was established in 1979 to monitor the intense

competition for copra among domestic coconut oil mills. It appears to have

exercised monopsony power during the early 1980s, reducing the value of

NPRD from -14 percent in the 1970s to -27 percent in the early 1980s.

Impact of Peso Overvaluation on Agricultural Protection

Between 1960 and 1986 the Philippine peso was estimated to be

about 22 percent higher than the actual official exchange rate, assuming

conditions of free trade. Assuming free trade and a balanced current

account, the peso would have been about 24 percent higher than the exchange

rate. Both estimates probabl.y are conservative since they do not include

the restrictive trade effect of non-tariff barriers. This overvaluation of

the peso was a dominant source of disprotection to agriculture over the

period.

In the case of rice, for example, the NPRD averaged a positive 8

percent per year. However, taking into account the peso overvaluation, the
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positive protection from direct price interventions turned into a negative

protection of about -13 percent per year in the short run and about -17

percent per year in the long run. Similarly, the NPRD for corn was 39

percent per year before taking into account the peso overvaluation. This

positive protection from direct price interventions is reduced to 12

percent in the short run and 6 percent in the long run when the peso

overvaluation is considered. The disprotection to sugar increased from -18

percent to -37 percent with overvaluation. The disprotection to coconut

increased from -12 percent to -33 percent.

Had the peso not been overvalued, the producer prices of rice,

corn, sugar, and coconut would have been about 20 percent higher per year.

Eliminating the peso overvaluation also would have helped to improve the

agricultural terms of trade since the prices of the four crops declined

relative to those of non-agricultural goods during the latter 1970s and

early 1980s.

The industrial protection system was the major source of

overvaluation of the peso during 1960-86. The current account imbalances

did not become important as a source of overvaluation until the latter

1970s and early 1980s. This suggests that the industrial protection system

will have to be made more open in order to reduce the disprotection to

agriculture.



Chapter 4

Effects of Price Interventions on Output,

Consumption and Foreign Exchange

The effects of government price interventions on output,

consumption, and foreign exchange were estimated for the four agricultural

crops--rice, corn, sugar, and coconut.

Method

Output Effect

The output effect by crop is the difference between actual output

and the output that would have been produced without interventions. Both

the short run and cumulative output effects from direct and total (i.e.,

direct and indirect) price interventions were estimated. The cumulative

output effect assumes a Nerlove-type partial output adjustment process in

response to price changes.

The general approach used in this paper in determining the output

effect is as follows:

QAi qN i
A NI A ------ A --------

- ~~~~. 1+ i~NT =Q iNI

where:

QA i = actual output of crop i

QN i = output of crop i in the absence of interventions

qNT = proportionate output effect defined as the clifference

between the actual and non-intervention output as a ratio

of the non-intervention output.
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The proportionate output effect on crop i was estimated for the

short run and cumulative effects of direct and total price interventions.

The proportionate output effect on crop i of direct price

interventions was estimated as the sum of the product of the nominal

protection rate from direct price interventions (NPRD) and the own-price

elasticity of supply of crop i, as well as the cross-price elasticities of

supply of crop i with respect to the prices of the other three crops. The

short run proportionate output effect was estimated as follows:

q i,t = E aSD NPRD.
ii

where:

aS.D = short run own- or cross-price elasticity of output
ii

of crop i with respect to the price of crop j.

The proportionate cumulative direct output effect was estimated as follows:

NICD = a SD NPRDt + (1-8) qi,t-NID

where

B = elasticity of adjustment, estimated from lagged

hectarage or output response functions given below.

The short-term proportionate output effect on-crop i of direct and

indirect price interventions was estimated as the product of the nominal

protection rate from direct price interventions and the deviation of the

official exchange rate from the equilibrium exchange rate (NPRST) summed

with the own-price and cross-price elasticities of supply of crop i with

respect to its own price and the prices of each of the other three crops,

i.e.,
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qNIST = SD NPRST
ij J

where

P. BP E*

Pna BP E°
NPRST. = -----na

Bi? E*

0

The proportionate cumulative total output effect was estimated

using the rate of protection frorm both direct and indirect price

interventions (NPRLT), as follows:

NICT SD NICT
q~ ~ a.. NPIRLT. + (1-8) q i,t-1

where

NPRLTj = NPRSTj adjusted by the estimated effects of

eliminating the industrial protection system and

instituting a free trade equilibrium excchange rate

on the non-agricultural price index

P. BP E*
3 -o---- 0
Pna Pna* E

0~~~~~BPO 

0~~~~Pna* ~E

Rice and Corn

In estimating the output effects for rice and corn, the estimates

of the own-price elasticiti(es of supply were based on the following

hectarage response regressions: (t-values in parenthesis):

Rice hectarage response regression:

P P
Ln A = 4.408 + 0.171 Ln --- P! - 0.017 Ln _corn

pal (2.75) (2.38) Pnat l (-0.45) Pnat-1
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- 0.125 Ln ---- + 0.436 Ln A
(-2.75) Wti (2.20) palt-

R2 = 0.89 F = 43.7
D.W. = 1.72 CORC AR(1) = .80(7.54)

Sample Period: 1957-1983

Corn hectarage response regression:

P P
Ln A = 7.042 + 0.340 ln _corn_ + 0.005 Ln corn

corn (44.1) (2.89) Pnat-1 (0.19) P rice

-0.265 Ln --- + 0.031 Time
(-2.95) Pna (17.3)

-2
R2 = .96 F = 157
D.W. = 1.78 OLS

Sample Period: 1956-1983

Regression estimates of rice and corn yield response functions

showed their own-price elasticities of yield- not to be statistically

significant. Therefore, they are not presented here.

In estimating output effects, the long run own-price elasticities

of supply used for rice and corn are 0.30 and 0.34, respectively, while the

short run elasticity used is 0.17 for both rice and corn. The elasticity

of adjustment used for corn comes from Corpus (1977). The own-price

elasticity estimates used in the study are substantially lower than the

mean values of the elasticity estimates in Mangahas et al. (1987) and in

Kalirajan and Flinn (1983). The long run elasticity estimate for corn is

comparable to Corpus' (1977) estimate.

The cross-price elasticities of supply are rough estimates based

on the values of the regression coefficients for a number of hectarage and

yield functions estimated for the four crops. Most of the regression
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coefficients for the cross--price elasticities were not statistically

significant. However, it seems appropriate to expect some intercrop

substitution of land use due 1:0 relative price changes.

The following (supply pr.ice elasticity matrix) for rice and corn

was used in the study.

Price Pcorn Psugar Pcopra

Long Run PNA PNA PNS PNA

Qrice 0.30 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01

Qcorn -0.05 0.34 -0.01 0.04

Short Run

Qrice 0.17 -0.02 -0.01 0.00

Qcorn -0.02 Q.17 0.00 0.02

Sugar

For the short run direct and total output effects, the estimate of

the own-price elasticity of sugar output used is based on the following

regression (t-values in parenthesis):

P
In Q = 6.358 + 0.326 ln -- s-q + 0.563 ln CAP

sq (3.82) (3.18) Pna (4.98) t-l

R2 = 0.95 Rho = 0.69
D.W. = 1.35 F = 125

Sample Period: 1962-1982

where CAP = milling capacity.

Regression estimates of sugar supply and sugar hectarage showed

that the effects of the prices of the other three crops onr sugar output

were not statistically significant. Nonetheless, it seems realistic to

assume that sugar competes with the other three crops for agricultural land
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although sugar farms accounted for less than 1.5 percent of total farm area

in 1980. The cross-price elasticities of sugar supply with respect to the

other three crops were each assigned a value of -0.01.

In the short run, it is assumed that output effects are limited by

the actual milling capacity. That is, the non-intervention output of sugar

in the short run is less than or at most equal to the actual milling

capacity.

For the cumulative direct and total output effects, changes in the

milling capacity are allowed for as given in the following regression:

p
ln CAP = 0.942 + 0.106 ln --- H-) + 0.941 ln CAP

t (2.00) (2.19) pna t- (29.5) t-1

A2 = 0.99 Rho = 0.37

D.W. = 1.87 F = 835

Sample Period: 1962-1983

Note that the cumulative direct and total output effects are also

constrained by milling capacity; that is, the non-intervention sugar output

can never be greater than the milling capacity that would have prevailed in

the absence of direct and indirect government price interventions. During

the 1960s, the ultimate constraint was the U.S. quota on Philippine sugar

exports to the United States.

Thus, the short run and cumulative output effects are as follows:

Short Run:

tn QSG - . SR
t j,s j, t-l

such that

QSG A ln QSGQ I-l--- ----- CAPt
1 + bln QS -
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where

SR _

NPR = is either NPR short run direct or NPR sho:rt run

total for j = rice, corn, coconut, sugar

QS = actual sugar output
Qt

CAPt = actual milling capacity

Cumulative:

SG,C CA lnQ = e. NPR. + 0.563 A ln CAP
t j s j,t-1 t-l

such that

in QC A ln CAPt
SG 1 Q 1 -- <CAP--------n<CCA
t 1 + Ailn QSGC t CAP |

where

A ln CAPt = .lD6 NPR + 0.941 A ln CAP
t SG,t-l t-l

NPR. = is eith(er NPR cumulative direct. or NPR

cumulative total

The value of 0.563 in the cumulative direct output effect equation

above is based on the sugar supply regression presented earlier.

Coconut

Coconut is a long gestating crop with a very long life span.

Reasonably good yields can be expected for up to 50 years; after that

yields continue for one or two decades, but at declining rates.

In the short run, the direct and total output effects are

determined by the effects on coconut yield alone, givien the actual

hectarage. However, regressions of coconut yield were unsatisfactory with

respect to the previous year's copra price relative to the non-agriculture

price, the prices of fertilizer and labor relative to the non-agriculture
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price, and rainfall. Thus, in the study, it is assumed that agricultural

pricing policy has no effect on copra output in the short run.

However, pricing policy does have cumulative direct and total

output effects on coconut. The cumulative output effect is the cumulative

effect on the number of trees adjusted by the actual yield per tree.

There are many varieties of coconut and each has a different

gestation period. However, most experts agree that the normal gestation

period lasts from about 5 to 10 years. Therefore, an arbitrary value of 7

years was used in the paper, based on the gestation period of the

recommended "Laguna" and "San Ramon" varieties. In addition, because data

on the yield profile of coconuts under normal cultural conditions were not

available, an average of actual yields was used.

Specifically, the cumulative output effect for time t is equal to

the actual average yield per bearing tree in time t multiplied by the sum

total of "number of trees" from 1960 (the start of the period under study)

until t-7. That is,

CP CPQ.1 = t ( 1961 + t-7)

where

l ln Nt
N t = N -------------t t l+ Aln Nt

Aln N 0.124 NPRCopra - 0.16 NPRRice

Nt = number of bearing trees at time t

NPR. = either NPR direct or NPR total

YCt = actual yield of copra per bearing tree at time t

The own-price elasticity and cross-price elasticity of the number

of nut bearing coconut trees with respect to rice were taken from Dumayas
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(1983). Dumayas' equation of the number of nut bearing coccnut trees does

not include the cross price effect of corn and sugar; hence, cross price

elasticities with respect to corn and sugarcane were not included in the

above equation.

Consumption and Foreign Exchange Effects

The estimation of the consumption effect is similar to that of the

output effect. The consumption effect is the difference between actual

consumption and the level of consumption in the absence of interventions;

i.e.,

_A cNI C I c*
i i nC ~~~~----------

1+ i

where

A
C. = actual consumption of good i

1

CNI = consumption cf good i in the absence of interventions
1

C*i = proportionate! consumption effect, defined as the product

of NPRD at the retail level and the own- and cross-price

elasticities of demand for good i with respect to the

price of good. i and the prices of each o:E the other three

goods, summed with the product of the income elasticity

of consumption and the change in nationaL income due to

the direct (and indirect) price interventions, taken from

Chapter 7.

eE.. NPRD. (retail) +11 .Y

The matrix of price and income elasticities of clemand used in

computing the consumption effects is as follows:
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Price Pcorn Psugar Pcoconut Income

Qrice -0.3384 -0.0772 -0.0555 0.0423 0.10

Qcorn 0.5077 -0.0845 -0.1876 -0.2991 0.06

Qsugar 0.0402 -0.0006 -0.3819 -0.0695 0.25

Qoil 0.0421 -0.0059 0.1189 -2.0686 0.40

The above matrix is based on Quisumbing's (1987) price

elasticities matrix, Bouis' (1984) estimates of the income elasticities of

rice and corn for human consumption (-0.4), and CPDS' (1982) estimates of

income elasticities of corn for feeds (0.54), coconut, and sugar. The

income elasticity of the demand for corn is a weighted average of the food

and feeds elasticities; the weights are the respective average shares of

food or feed use to total supply during 1969-84.

To compute the effect of government interventions on the foreign

exchange earnings of imports and exports, the change in the volume of

imports or exports of each crop was multiplied by the respective

exogenously given border price. The total effect on net export earnings is

the change in export receipts minus the change in import payments for

imports of the relevant agricultural crop, as a ratio of actual total

export earnings.

For sugar, copra and rice (during the 1978-83), the change in the

volume of exports is given by:

X. ~ A QNI CA cNIXi = (Qi - Qi ) - (CA - CI

For corn and rice (during 1960-77; 1984-86) the change in the

volume of imports is given by:

M. = (CA _ CNI (QA QNI
I. = C. C. - Q - .
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Thus, it is expected that an export tax would result in

A ~NI A NIQ. < Qi and Ci > Ci , hence Xi < 0; i.e., there is

export loss. Similarly, it is expected that an import tariff results

A NI A NI
in Q > Q and C < C hence M < 0,

i.e., there is import saving.

Results

Two sets of calculations were run for each of the following

categories: short run direct effects, short run total effects, cumulative

direct effects, cumulative total output effects, consumption effects, and

foreign exchange effects. The first set assumes that the unit value of

exports is the relevant border price for Philippine sugar; the results are

presented below. The second set assumes that the average ISA price,

adjusted for transport costs between Manila and New York during the 1960s,

is the relevant sugar border price. The results of this calculation are

presented in the Appendix.

The annual rates of protection at the producer or retail level

resulting from direct and total price interventions were used in estimating

the output and consumption effects. The use of annual rates assumes that

farmers and consumers consider annual price changes permanent and change

their supply and demand responses accordingly. However, this assumption

may not be wholly realistic since farmers and consumers may regard some

price shocks to be temporary. To the extent that this occurs, the study

will overestimate the true value of the output and consumption effects.

Nonetheless, it seems reasonable to expect that the average output and

consumption effects over a number of years probably approximate the true

extent of the average supply and dlemand responses.
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The estimates of the short run and cumulative direct and total

output effects are given in Table 4.1 and Figures 4.1 through 4.4.

The short run effect of direct price interventions on rice output

averaged about 0.3 percent of the non-intervention output each year between

1961 and 1986.2 That is, the actual rice output was 0.3 percent per year

higher than the output level that would have occurred had there been no

direct interventions in the prices of rice, corn, sugar and copra. In the

1961-73 subperiod, the output effects of price interventions were largely

positive, averaging 3.3 percent per year. In 1974-82, output effects were

negative, averaging -3.9 percent per year. In 1983-86, output effects were

a positive 1.4 percent per year.

The cumulative effect of direct price interventions on rice output

shifted over the period, from zero in 1971 to 4 percent in 1986. The

cumulative effect of the direct price interventions, current account

imbalance, and industrial protection system together is a 3 percent decline

in rice output over the non-intervention output ievel.

The combined short run and cumulative effects of direct price

interventions do not appear to have affected rice output during the period

2/ The 0.3 percent average includes the unusually high output rates for
1962 (15 percent) and 1972 (12 percent). These resulted from the high
NPRD for rice in 1961 and 1971. Since these two years were
characterized by production setbacks and macroeconomic constraints,
farmers might have viewed a large part of the price increases as
temporary. Assuming that farmers could have discounted away 50 percent
of the price increases, then the output effect would have been halved.
If so, the average output effect from direct price interventions during
1960-86 would be a marginal -0.1 percent per year.
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1961-86. The net disincentive to rice production came mainly from the peso

overvaluation and the current account imbalance.

The short run effeci: of direct price interventions on corn output

was to raise actual output by an average 4.7 percent a year over the non-

intervention output between 1L968 and 1986. The increase in corn output

reflects the institution of yelLow corn as an import substitute for the

domestic livestock industry. However, when total price interventions are

taken into consideration, the positive effect on corn output is reduced to

0.3 percent per year. The cumulative effect of direct price interventions

on corn output during 1960-86 is 12 percent of the non-intervention output

level. The cumulative output: eff.ect of both direct price interventions and

the overvaluation of the Philippine peso is about 4 percent of the non-

intervention output level of corn.

Sugar and coconut, as export crops, were expressly taxed in the

1970s for revenue purposes and to encourage processing, sta'bilize domestic

prices, and collect monopsorLy rents. Not surprisingly, negative output

effects on these two crops were higher than those on rice and corn.

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 show that. the output effects were negative during most

of the period. The short run effect of direct price interventions on sugar

output during 1961-86 averaged -3.2 percent per year, using the export unit

value as the border price. The short run effect of total price

interventions on sugar output, during the same period averaged -5.7 percent

per year. The cumulative ef'fects of the direct and total price

interventions on sugar output are -11 percent and -15 percent: respectively,

of the 1986 non-intervention output level. As indicated earLier, there are

assumed to be no short run ef'fects on coconut output. However, the

cumulative direct and total effects on coconut output are -20 percent and

-9 percent, respectively, of the non-intervention output level of coconut.
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Using the ISA price as the border price, the cumulative effect of

direct price interventions on sugar output was zero in 1981. This reflects

the near balancing of the positive output effects of the 1960s and the

negative output effects of the 1970s. The cumulative output effect of

total price interventions was -21 percent in 1981. By 1986, however, the

cumulative output effects of direct and total price interventions have

increased dramatically--to 41 and 25 percent, respectively, of the 1986

non-intervention output level. The increase reflects the positive impact

of the high rates of protection in recent years.

As stated earlier, the export unit value is the relevant border

price for sugar during 1960-84, and the ISA price is the relevant border

price during 1985 and 1986. During those two years the Philippine sugar

industry deliberately chose to cut back production instead of exporting at

the unprofitable ISA price. It targeted production to meet domestic

consumption and the small but lucrative U.S. sugar quota. Using the ISA

price for 1985 and 1986 increases the short run output effect of direct

price interventions from -11 percent to 41 percent in 1986. Using the ISA

price also increases the average short run output effect of direct and

total price interventions during 1961-86. Direct price interventions cause

output to increase from -3.2 to -1.2 percent. Total price interventions

cause output to increase from -5.7 percent to -4.1 percent.

The estimates of the consumption effects are presented in Table

4.2. The short run effect of direct price interventions on consumption

during 1963-84 averaged about -3.0 percent per year for rice, 5.8 percent

per year for corn, 10.5 percent per year for sugar, and 2.8 percent per

year for copra. The short run consumption effect of total price

interventions during 1963-84 averaged about 5.8 percent per year for rice,

6.0 percent per year for corn, 16.0 percent per year for sugar, and 41

percent per year for copra.
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The effects of intervention on consumption generally are the

opposite of those on output. The implicit protection to rice during the

1960s reduced domestic consumption compared with the consumption levels

that would have prevailed without direct price interventions. On the other

hand, the implicit taxation of coconut, sugar, and rice during the 1970s

made actual consumption greater than the non-intervention levels. The

result for corn is different because the cross-price demand and inter-

commodity substitution effects are sharper than the own-price effect.

Indirect interventions (i.e., the peso overvaluation) further depressed the

prices of the four crops during the period. Because the domestic prices

were depressed relative to border prices at. the free trade equilibrium

exchange rate, domestic consumption was higher than it would have been if

there were no direct or indirect price interventions.

Changes in output and consumption caused by direct and indirect

price interventions have an effect on the volume of imports and exports and

therefore on net foreign exchange. Table 4.3 and Figures 4.6a and 4.6b

present estimates of the foreign, exchange effects. The direct and indirect

price interventions reduced the net foreign exchange earnings from the four

commodities in every year bu.t 1961. The short run effect of direct price

interventions resulted in an average loss of about 1.7 percent per year of

actual export earnings during 1962-84. The short run effect of direct and

indirect price interventions averaged about -8.3 percent during the same

period. By 1984, the cumulative effect of direct price interventions was

about -8.4 percent of 1984 export earnings. The cumuLative effect of

direct price interventions and the peso overvaluation fromn 1961 was -12.7

percent of export earnings in 1984.

Comparing estimates of the foreign exchange effects based on the

export unit value of sugar to those based on the ISA price of sugar reveals
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two trends. One is the substantial positive impact of the U.S. sugar quota

on the net foreign exchange earnings during the 1960s and the mid-1980s.

The other is the positive impact of export contracts during the early

1980s. Based on the ISA price, the average short run foreign exchange

effects of direct price interventions during 1962-84 averaged 4.3 percent

per annum; the effects of total price interventions were -5.0 percent.

Including 1961, by 1984 the cumulative effects of direct price intervention

were -3.7 percent of 1984 export earnings. The cumulative effects of total

price interventions were -9.3 percent of 1984 export earnings.

While the U.S. sugar quota probably should not be considered part

of the Philippine government's direct price interventions, it can be viewed

as a form of U.S. resource transfer to the Philippines. The beneficiaries

of this resource transfer, however, were the Philippine sugar planters and

millers. The quota partly explains why sugar planters and millers are much

better off than rice, corn and coconut farmers. In fact, much of the

political and social power of the sugar bloc in the Philippines before the

1960s probably came from the implicit subsidy provided by the U.S.

government.

Effect of Price Interventions on Intersectoral Factor Flows

When government interventions are pervasive and the agricultural

sector is a large component of the economy, a commodity-by-commodity

analysis may be misleading because it does not fully take into account

resource constraints such as labor and land. The estimates presented in

Table 4.1, for example, assume that wages remain constant despite the

increase in output that is expected to occur if the government shifts to a

free-trade, non-intervention regime. When the increase in output is large

and the sector is important, wages may increase and reduce some of the

effect,"on output. The wage rate regressions in Chapter 7 indicate that
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most of the increase in output would be absorbed by the unemployed and

underemployed. Therefore the overriding constraint appears to be land, not

labor. Policy reforms favoring agriculture would substantially increase

the demand for land, raising land values and rent, and hastening intercrop

substitution. That is, the cross-price elasticities of output used in the

study are low in the long run.

This section focuses on the effect of government interventions on

intersectoral resource flows. Specifically, it looks at the migration of

labor from the agricultural sector to the non-agricultural sector and the

rate of domestic capital formation in agriculture.

Between 1960 and 1983, the agricultural-non-agricultural terms of

trade improved; after then they deteriorated almost continuously until

1983. David (1983) ran a regression of the internal terms of trade with

the ratio of the world agricultural prices to the world non-agricultural

prices, and with the peso-dollar rate. The former, the world commodity

price ratio, turned out to be statistically insignificanit; the exchange

rate was 'statistically significant. These findings suggest that the

internal terms of trade are inf'luenced by government price interventions,

especially the exchange rate. Similarly, the estimates in Chapter 3

indicate that government price interventions have a significant bearing on

the terms of trade between the agriculture and non-agricultural sectors.

The percentage of the labor force represented by agricultural

workers declined from around 55 percent in 1962 to about 50 percent in

1983. This reduction implies that about 1.2 million agricultural laborers

"migrated" from the agriculture sector to the non-agriculture sector.

Given the policy bias against agriculture during the past two

decades, the rate of labor migration out of agriculture seemts to be rather

slow. There are two probable reasons for this.
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One reason involves the pattern of labor migration out of

agriculture. This pattern can take the form of transfer of location from

an agricultural to an urban, metropolitan area, or it can mean a shift in

employment within one area. Studies of inter-regional migration in the

Philippines during the past two decades (Flieger, 1977; Pernia, et al.,

1983; Perez, 1985) reveal two important migration streams: a movement

toward the Manila-Southern Tagalog corridor (the predominant one), and a

movement toward the more frontier regions of Mindanao. The first migration

stream is away from agriculture; the second stream is primarily within or

into agriculture. Thus, one response to the policy disincentives against

agriculture could be a locational shift from a marginal agricultural area

(e.g., Eastern Visayas) to an (intramarginal) agricultural area (e.g.,

Southern Mindanao).

Another reason for the slow migration of labor out of agriculture

may relate to the high concentration of manufacturing activities in and

around Metropolitan Manila. Because the islands of the Philippines can

widely dispersed, a shift in employment normally requires an expensive

transfer to the Manila environs. In addition, the industrial protection

system has tended to favor capital-intensive techniques and industries.

This practice has inhibited the rate of labor absorption. As a result,

increases in the labor force have been accommodated primarily in the

services and agricultural sectors and, since the mid-1970s, in the foreign

labor market. Thus, agriculture remains a labor reserve sector, with a

substantial segment of the agricultural labor force not fully employed.

Capital Formation in Agriculture

Pricing disincentives in agriculture reduce the returns from

investments in agriculture. Other things being equal, therefore, pricing

disincentives should reduce private investment in agriculture relative to
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other sectors. Public investment in agriculture may or may not increase

depending on whether the government attempts to compensate for the pricing

disincentives against agriculture.

The rate of gross capital formation in agriculture between 1955

and 1983 was estimated and the results are presented in Table 4.4. The

rate of capital formation in agriculture appears to have been adversely

affected by agricultural pricing disincentives.3

Notes

1. Gross investment in agricultural machineries arLd tractors at

constant 1972 prices is the gross investment in these products at current

prices, deflated by the implicit price index for durable equipment. Source

of Data: National Accounts Staff, NEDA: National Income Accounts,

1946-1975 (Link Series).

2. Investment in livestock and poultry is the value of the change in

inventory (or stock) of carabao, cattle, hogs, and chicken. The 1972

prices per unit used in computing the stock value of livestock and poultry

are: carabao - P777.76 per head,: cattle - P668.03; hogs - P215.50; and

chicken - P4.68. The unit prices were taken from the 1974 values of the

BAEcon, Ministry of Agriculture, "Survey of Capital Formation in

Agriculture in the Philippines, Crop Years 1974-75" (April, 1978). The

1974 prices were deflated to this 1972 constant price using the implicit

price index for the gross value added from livestock and poultry in the

National Income Accounts. Data on the number of inventory of carabao,

3/ Research and extension services are not included in this computation of
public investment in agriculture, in keeping with the physical
definition of capital used in this section. Also, note that investment
in agro-processing and post-harvest facilities is not considered.
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cattle, hogs and chicken are given in Crops and Livestock Statistics of the

Bureau of Agricultural Economics; the 1969-79 figures are from IAPMP,

Ministry of Agriculture (1981).

3. Gross capital formation in grains is the change in the value (at

1972 prices) of the inventory of rice and corn. The quantities and the

1972 prices of rice and corn stocks were taken from Mears (1974), M.A.F.

Policy Analysis Staff and BAEcon records.

4. Gross investment in perennials is the change in the value (in 1972

prices) of the stock of trees of various perennial crops, especially

coconut, coffee, bananas, cacao, abaca, mango, lanzones, jackfruit, papaya,

and calamansi. The value in 1972 prices of the stock of trees of coconut,

coffee, cacao, and bananas was computed by multiplying the number of trees

by the 1972 prices of the tree, for each of the four crops. Data on the

number of trees were taken from the data files of Cristina David (using

BAEcon data), the price per tree was derived from the 1973 data on

perennial crops in the BAEcon 'Survey on Capital Formation in Agriculture

in the Philippines, Crop Years 1974 and 1975' (April 1978). The value of

the stock of abaca was computed from adjusting the 1974 value of stock of

abaca at 1972 prices by yearly changes in the area of abaca production.

The 1973 value in 1972 prices of the stock of "other perennials' was

adjusted by a weighted index of the trees of mango, lanzones, jackfruit,

papaya and calamansi. The 1973 value of stock of abaca and "other

perennials' came from the BAEcon 1978 Survey of Capital Formation in the

Philippines. The number of trees were taken from C. David's data files.

5. Irrigation investment in 1972 prices is irrigation investment at

constant prices deflated by the implicit price index for government

construction in the National Income Accounts.



Chapter 5

The Impact on Government Budget and Bureaucracy

The government's agricultural policy is closely interconnected

with its budget policy: to a large extent, taxation and expenditure

allocations define and delimit t'he government's agricultural policy. The

government budget constraint ties the government's agricultural policy to

its policies vis-a-vis the. rest of the economy.

Government taxation and expenditures in agriculture cover

intrasectoral, intersectoral and (intertemporal) considerations. Much of

the policy discussions and research in agriculture policy focus on the

latter two. Intrasectoral issues relate to relative pricing and policy

biases among the various agricultural subsectors or commodities. For

example, should export crops be taxed in order to subsidize food

production? Intersectoral issues relate to the agricultural-non-

agticultural terms of trade and transfer of resources. The terms of trade

pertains to the relative price of agricultural goods vis-a-vis non-

agricultural goods and the price of agricultural inputs relative to the

price of non-agricultural inputs into agriculture. The government's

position on using the agricultural sector as a net provider of resources to

the non-agricultural sector lies at the heart of its development strategy.

The intertemporal issue determines the form of government

intervention in agriculture, particularly, the choice between price and

non-price interventions. Thus, for example, should current agricultural

output be taxed in order to pay for public investments and services in the

agricultural sector? The issue of intertemporal tradeoffs is relatively

more complex for agriculture than for industry because many agricultural

investments (e.g., irrigation, research) generate externalities and/or
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"public good' benefits. The existence of these benYits makes the

government the most feasible provider of the investment goods. The dilemma

centers on the conflict between the need to tax in order to finance the

investments and the adverse effects of taxation on incentives and

agricultural production.

The government budget constraint forces the government to make

tradeoffs among intrasectoral, intersectoral, and intertemporal issues in

making its taxation and expenditure decisions. These decisions are further

tempered by administrative feasibility and efficacy considerations.

Budgetary Effects of Agricultural Pricing Policy

Agricultural pricing policy is undertaken primarily.through the

imposition of taxes on, or the granting of subsidies to, agricultural

outputs and inputs. Thus, agricultural pricing policy almost invariably

results in an increase or decrease in government revenue or expenditure.

Revenue Effects

The-revenue effects of Philippine agricultural pricing policy

during the 1960s and 1970s came about primarily through explicit export

taxes, tariffs on imported food and agricultural inputs, and a special levy

on marketed copra output. The implicit taxation of export crops, as

indicated by the operating profits of parastatal marketing corporations,

was negligible because the parastatal bodies had incurred mostly losses.

(However, farmers may have been taxed more than they would have been with a

more efficient marketing system.)

Export Taxes

Explicit taxation of exports began in the Philippines in 1970.

Initially, it was adopted as a temporary stabilization measure to counter-

balance the peso devaluation in that year. However, because of its

substantial revenue yield, export taxation became a more permanent feature
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of the Philippine tax system. In 1973, the export tax schedule was

formally included in the Tariff and Customs Code.1

The export taxes were levied almost exclusively on agricultural,

mineral, and forestry products. In addition to the revenue goal, taxes

were structured in order to promote more highly processed exports. For

agricultural goods, this meant a higher export tax rate for copra and

centrifugal sugar exports (10 percent ad valorem initially, and 6 percent

from 1973 through the rest of the decade) than for molasses, coconut oil,

copra meal or cake, and des:iccated coconut (8 percent initially, and 4

percent from 1973 and thereafter). Canned pineapple, abaca, tobacco and

bananas were also levied t:he lower rate for "processed agricultural

products".

In February 1974, a premium duty was levied on top of the export

tax, creating the stabilization tax. The premium duty was levied on the

excess of the f.o.b. unit value at the time of shipment over an

administratively set base price, initially set at 80 percent of the f.o.b-.

price. The premium duty has been imposed on copra, centrifugal sugar,

molasses, desiccated coconut, copra meal or cake, and coconut oil. The

premium duty was 30 percent on copra and 20 percent on the other products.

Table 5.1 presents the total amount of collectibles and actual

collections of export taxes and premium duties during 1970-83. No data are

available on the actual collections by commodity before mid-1979; what is

1/ The export crop sector was implicitly taxed by the 20Z rel:ention scheme
during 1962-65. Under this scheme exporters had to surrender 20Z of
their export receipts at the official exchange rate instead of the
higher free market peso-dollar rate. However, the "tax revenue" went
to the Central Bank, not to the Treasury.
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presented in Table 5.1 are the export tax and premium collectibles by

commodity as computed by the Bureau of Customs. As expected, sugar and

coconut products are the major sources of export tax revenue among

agricultural exports. Sugar products were subject to a higher average unit

ad valorem export tax and premium duty rate than coconut products.

However, copra producers also had to pay the Coconut Consumer Stabilization

Fund levy on top of the export tax and premium duty. Clarete and

Roumasset (1983, p. 15) estimate that the 'effective taxation' of copra

exports (export tax, premium duty, CCSF levy) averaged about 26 percent

during 1974-81. Thus, coconut producers have been taxed more heavily than

sugar producers.

Import Taxes

Import tariffs on agricultural goods were applied to imported food

and agricultural inputs. The key imported agricultural inputs are

fertilizer, agricultural machinery, pesticides, and feeds (i.e., yellow

corn and soybean meal). Other imported inputs and foods include raw

cotton, wheat grains and flour, rice and rice flour, and corn products.

Imported goods are levied taxes and charges in addition to the

import tariff. These additional taxes include a tax on certain imported

and locally produced articles for domestic consumption, a compensating tax

on importers for their own use of imported goods, an advance sales tax, and

other fees and dues collected by the Bureau of Customs: wharfage dues,

arrastre charges, and tonnage dues.

Table 5.2 summarizes the expected tariff and taxes due (i.e.,

collectibles) from commodity imports. The collectibles are computed by the

Bureau of Customs based on the imposed tariff and tax rates. The table

also presents the ratio of tariff due to the value of imports by commodity.

Corn grain imports received the highest tariff and tax rates among the
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major imports of agricultural proiducts and input.s. The statutory tax rate

for corn grain imports averaged :33 percent during 1968-73 and 86 percent

during 1974-82. Wheat and muslin imports had the lowest statutory rate,

averaging 12 percent during 1968-73, and 18 percent during 1974-82.

Although there are no -time series data on the collections of

tariffs and taxes on commodities, actual collections can. be expected to be

much lower than collectibles during the 1970s. The key reason for this is

the emergence of the tax-exemlpt National Food Authority (NFA), which became

the principal importer of wlheat, corn and soybean meal. NFA and its

predecessors had monopoly control of international trade in corn from the

196Qs. In 1975, NFA became the sole importer of wheat, providing duty free

wheat grain to domestic flour millers so that they could produce wheat

flour within the government-mandated price ceiling. In 1978 another

presidential decree gave the agency the exclusive right to import soybean.

Because the National Food iAuthority could import corn duty free, the

domestic price of corn was only 25 percent higher than the border price

during 1974-82 despite the statutory tax rate of about 86 percent during

that period.

The CCSF Levy

On top of the export tax on coconut, in 1973 the government

imposed a special levy on copra- production called the Coconut Consumer

Stabilization Fund (CCSF) levy. The CCSF initially was imposed when

coconut prices shot up in order to generate funds to subsidize domestic

producers of coconut-based consumer products (especially cooking oil).

These producers were squeezed by rising input costs and government-imposed

price ceilings on their products. The CCSF levy was akin to a specific

tax. It was initially set at P150 per metric ton of copra, but this rate

changed several times through the 1970s, reaching as high as P1,000 per

metric ton during the latter part of 1974.
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The CCSF levy was meant to be terminated after the passing of the

"cooking oil crisis". However, just as with export taxation, the levy was

continued with wider uses. It was used to finance payment of the premium

duty on coconut exports, coconut replanting, and the investments of the

Philippine Coconut Authority in (primarily) the United Coconut Planters

Bank. The latter became the conduit through which major coconut oil mills

were purchased, allegedly on behalf of coconut farmers. The CCSF levy

became one of the most controversial taxes, mainly because of the way the

funds were distributed.

Official data on the yearly collections of the CCSF levy are not

available. However, audited collections from 1973 until 1982 amount to

P9,695 billion (NEDA, 1985, Table 4.11). In comparison, actual collections

of export taxes and premium duties during 1970-82 amounted to only P8,123

billion.

Expenditure Effects

Subsidies on output, consumption and inputs represent the

expenditure aspects of agricultural pricing policy in the Philippines

during 1960-83. Output subsidies were applied to rice. Consumption

subsidies were applied to coconut-based consumer products and rice. Input

subsidies were applied to fertilizer, credit, and irrigation. Table 5.3

summarizes estimates of these subsidies during the 1970s.

Fertilizer and irrigation subsidies provide two contrasting

examples of the impact of subsidies on farmers. The government became

involved in fertilizer pricing and marketing during the 1970s when

international prices of fertilizer rose and domestic rice output was low.

In order to increase output, the government implemented a crash rice

production program called "Masagana-99". This program relied on a new rice

technology which required irrigation and greater use of fertilizer. The
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fertilizer subsidy took the form of foregone input levies on fertilizer

imports and a cash payment to domestic fertilizer producers and importers

equal to the difference between the world price and the government-mandated

domestic price. Despite the subsidy domestic fertilizer prices were higher

than border prices between 1974 and 1982 (see Appendix Table A3.4),

although the average rate of nominal protection is lower than what is

implied by the statutory rate.

Irrigation is the most important production subsidy the government

provides to rice farmers. The irrigation subsidy in Table 5.3 is computed

as the difference between government expenditures on capital., maintenance,

and operations for irrigation and the amount of i-ees collected for

irrigation. This method of computing the irrigation subsidy may

overestimate the amount of subsidy to farmers during the period because it

assumes that future irrigation fees will only be able to cover maintenance

and operations expenditures on the irrigation systems. Irrigation fee

collections probably will not pay for the capital cost of future irrigation

systems, for several reasons. Current fee collections have not been

sufficient to cover all operation and maintenance costs. In 1983, for

example, they only covered 80 percent of operation and maintenance costs

(Cruz, et al., 1985). Sison (1985) estimates that the per hectare subsidy

for the national irrigation systems in 1982 amounted to 77 percent of the

total annualized cost, even assuming a 100 percent collection rate for

irrigation fees. In fact, collections averaged only 14 percent of current

and back charges during 1975-83 (Sison, 1985, Table 6).

The consumption subsidy on coconut products applies primarily to

cooking oil but also covers laundry bar soap and copra meal. All of the

subsidy did not go to the agricultural sector, although it. was funded by

the copra producers through the CCSF levy.
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The government subsidy on rice contains both consumption and

output components. The output component, given in Table 5.3, was estimated

by multiplying the volume of palay procured by the National Food Authority

(or its predecessors) by the difference between the purchase price of NFA

and the average producer price. The subsidy presumably accrued to the rice

farmers who sold their output to NFA, although the extent of the subsidy

actually received may have been less than what is indicated in Table 5.3

because farmers dealing with NFA incur higher transactions costs.2 The

consumption component was computed by multiplying the volume of NFA sales

of rice by the difference between the Manila retail price and the NFA

selling price. The subsidy on rice consumption given in Table 15.3 may be

an overestimate to the extent that the Manila retail price is higher than

the retail price in other parts of the country.

The government's pricing policy for rice has included a price

support for rice farmers and a price ceiling for consumers. The dual

expenditure-financing decision is how much to subsidize the marketing

margin. The amount depends on the government's level of rice procurement

and the amount of financing available to the government marketing agency.

In effect, how much is the marketing subsidy? To the extent that the

government marketing agency is less efficient than the private sector, the

2/ Unnevehr (1983) reports: 'Farmers who sell to NFA must hold passbooks
issued by provincial NFA offices. The passbook entitles a legally
recognized operator of rice farms to sell a certain amount per hectare
to NFA. Rice in excess of this amount or rice produced by illegal
tenants cannot be sold to the government agency. Rice of poor quality
may also be refused. Furthermore, NFA pays by check, and farmers must
travel to certain banks to obtain payment." (p. 18).
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sum of the production and consumption subsidies on rice undlerestimates the

total expenditures of government intervention in marketing.

The marketing subsidy is equal to the sum of the procurement cost

and marketing cost, minus the revenue from sales. The government

subsidized transportation and storage costs during the 1L960s, and primarily

storage costs during the mid-1970s and early 1980s (Unnevehr, 1983). The

government procured a negligible amount of domestic rice cluring the 1960s

and early 1970s; the total then accounted for less than 2 percent of

production between crop years 1962/63 and crop year 1973174. The principal

role of the government then consisted of importing and disbursing rice. As

the country moved from being a net importer to a net exporter, the

government procurement program was stepped up. Government procurement

accounted for about 6.5 percent of total production during the second half

of the 1970s.

The experience of the National Food Authority during the 1970s and

early 1980s illustrates the pitfalls of government intervention in food

pricing without adequate budgetary discussion and resources. Because of

inadequate budgetary support from the Treasury, the National Food Authority

had to rely on "profit centers" to support its losing operations or have

access to subsidized credit. The profit centers of NFA were its

importation and sales of wheat, yellow corn, and soybean meal. NFA

parlayed its tax exempt status to eventually obtain control over imports of

the three commodities. Table 5.4 presents the Authority's net income from

operations; the table indicates the importance of wheat and soybean meal as

profit centers.

Table 5.5 presents the net income of the National Sugar Trading

Corporation (NASUTRA) from 1978 to 1983. The table indicates that the

corporation incurred losses throughout the period, except when world prices
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peaked in 1980 and 1981. The losses appear to have resulted from the large

financial costs of repaying the loans incurred earlier by PHILEX and from

large trading costs, possibly due to the layering of the domestic sugar

marketing chain.

Net Budgetary Effects

Table 5.6 summarizes the budgetary effects of agricultural pricing

policies during 1960-82. The revenue effects are estimates of actual

collections. Here it is assumed that there were no tariff collections from

wheat, corn, soybean meal, and fertilizer imports during much of the 1970s

because of the tax-exempt privileges of the importing institution and

firms. The table indicates that there was a net revenue effect during the

1960s and a net expenditure effect during the 1970s and early 1980s. In

addition, agricultural pricing took up a greater share of the budget during

the 1970s than it did during the 1960s.

The Agricultural Budget

There are other taxes and expenditures on agriculture other than

those directly associated with the government's agricultural pricing

policy. Other tax revenues can be obtained from the share of agriculture

in other taxes such as the income tax, documentary stamp tax, and land tax.

Other government expenditures are made for research and extension, rural

roads and bridges, and other agricultural support services such as agrarian

reform and general agricultural administration. The sum of all taxes from

agriculture and government expenditures on agriculture make up the

agricultural budget.

Table 5.7 presents the level and percentage distribution of taxes

on agriculture. Before 1970, agricultural taxes consisted of tariffs and

special duties on imports of agricultural inputs and products, tobacco

inspection fees, the share of agriculture in the income tax, documentary
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stamp tax, land tax, and other taxes and fees (see Macaranas, 1973 for the

estimation). During the 1970s, export taxes and the CCSF levy were added.

Table 5.7 indicates the importance of exporl: taxes and the CCSF

levy in raising the rate of agricultural taxation. Nonetheless, explicit

agricultural taxation in the Philippines sti]Ll constitut:es only a small

portion of total tax revenues. Indirect taxes contribute a greater share

to revenues, largely because direct taxation invol.ves such high

administrative costs. The difficulties of direct taxation are further

aggravated in the Philippines by poor land titling and inadequate

(cadastral) surveys and land valuation.

Because of the public nature of governmental services, it is often

difficult to determine the amount of government expenditures on

agriculture. This section discusses only direct expenditures on programs

that are specifically concerned with agriculture. Thus, the agricultural

budget centers on the Ministry of Agriculture and Food, the Ministry of

Public Works, the Ministry of Agrarian Reform, and related or affiliated

public enterprises. Data were taken from the annual budget documents, when

they are presented as "actual" expenditures except durirLg 1979 and 1981-82;

for those years data are presented as "estimates". Data for irrigation

expenditures were taken from the National Irrigation Administration.

Table 5.8 presents the level and percentage distribution of

government expenditures on agriculture. Government expenditures are

classified into infrastructure, research and extension, and other

agricultural support services. Infrastructure includes rural roads and

bridges, irrigation, and storage and warehouse costs. Other support

services include stabilization, agrarian reform, and general

administration.
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The table indicates the growing importance of irrigation in

government expenditures on agriculture. This reflects the primacy of rice

in the country's food policy, since almost all of the irrigation goes to

rice farms. The development of new high yielding rice varieties since the

mid-1960s has increased the economic returns from irrigation. In addition,

the drop in rice production in the early 1970s when international prices

were high increased the urgency of building irrigation systems. However,

despite these incentives investments in irrigation did not increase

substantially until international development finance and aid institutions

provided the financial backing in the form of long-term loans.

Research and extension is needed to sustain vigorous agricultural

development. Because of the locational specificity of crops, agricultural

growth requires a strong domestic research community. Furthermore, much

agricultural research is not patentable and cannot be internalized by

firms; hence, the need for government support of agricultural research.

Table 5.8 indicates that the share of expenditures on research and

extension in the agricultural budget declined during 1960-82. This decline

partly reflects the sharp increase in irrigation investment during the

period. More importantly it indicates a waning of government support to

agricultural research and extension during the 1970s.

Estimates of government expenditures on agricultural research and

extension by Sardido and Evension (1975) confirm the decline in government

support to research and extension. These estimates are presented in Table

5.9. They are based on the "report of operations", annual reports, reports

of stations and regions drawn from the auditing and budget offices of

various government offices, five state universities, and three research

granting institutions. Their estimates are lower than the estimates in

Table 5.8 because they consider only the actual expenses expressly
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programmed for research and extension. They do not include, for example

the administrative expenses cf a largely research and extension agency such

as the Bureau of Soils. Nonetheless, both estimates confirm the declining

share of research and extension in total national goverrnent expenditures.

The expenditures on stabilization consist primarily of the current

operating expenditures of the Rice and Corn Administration (later the

National Grains Authority and. still later the National Food Authority) and

program expenditures for price stabilization of the Philippine Coconut

Authority and the Philippine Sugar Commission. Table 5.8 indicates that

budgetary expenditures for price stabilization account for only a small

proportion of government investments in agriculture. (The values in Table

5.8 differ from those in Table 5.6 because the subsidies estimated in Table

5.6 include foregone tariff revenues, while subsidies irL Table 5.8 are

actual expenses of the "price stabilization' agencies).

Table 5.10 presents government expenditures on agriculture as a

share of total government expenditures and as a share of gross value added

in crops and livestock. Table 5.11 summarizes the agricultural budget. As

a share of agricultural output, government expenditures on agriculture

increased markedly. However, as a share of total government expenditures

they did not increase much at all. Thus, the increase in the share of

agricultural expenditure to agricultural (output) largely reflects the

declining share of the gross value added in crops and livestock to the

gross national product. What rose perceptibly is the share cf agricultural

taxes in total government tax revenues. Although Table 5.11 shows that for

much of the period the government spent more on agriculture than it brought

in in agricultural taxes, the implicit taxation of agriculture (discussed

in Chapter 6), rendered the net expenditure on agriculture inadequate.
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Government Investment and Expenditure Bias

To determine the government investment bias, the following ratio

was computed:

GIA GI
GIB = -

GRP I/GDP

where

GIA = national government expenditures on irrigation, rural

roads and bridges, storage and warehouse, and research

and extension

GI = national government capital outlay

NI
GDPA = gross value added at current prices in agriculture

(crops and livestock) in the absence of interventions,

as estimated by the sum of the actual gross value added

in agriculture and net total transfers from agriculture

GIB = government investment bias

Similarly, the government expenditure bias was computed as

follows:

GEA/GE
GEB = ---- I-----

GDP A /GDP

where

GEB = government expenditure bias

GEA = national government expenditures in agriculture

GE = total (national) government expenditures

Given that the Philippines has a comparative advantage in

agriculture, a government investment policy that was supportive of

agriculture would show GIB> 1. Similarly, a government expenditure policy
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that was supportive would satisify GEB > 1. Table 5.12 presents the

estimates of GIB and GEB during 1960-82. Although all of the data on

agricultural investment during the early 1960s may not be included, Table

5.12 indicates that the government neglected the agricultural sector in its

investment portfolio during the decade. The government investment policy

was more favorable toward agriculture during the 1970s; but it appears to

have neglected agriculture again in its investment program during the early

1980s.

The estimates of GEB indicate that the government: did not favor

agriculture over the non-agricultural sector during the ].970s and early

1980s; the annual estimates of GEB are all less than one. Even if

government expenditures on education, health, communications, and justice

had been included in estimating the GEB, the picture of a "countryside

transformed' (Marcos, 1976), would not emerge. The government appears to

have paid only lip service to its agricultural development policy during

the past two decades.

Administrative Impact of Interventions

Increased government int:ervention in the economy almost always

implies an increase in the government workforce to administer the

interventions. The Philippines is no exception to this. The "New Society"

of the Martial Law regime was led by an activist government which

encouraged the expansion of the government bureaucracy. Table 5.13

presents a summary of government employment by branch of government and by

nature of service as reported by the Civil Service Commission. The period

of fastest growth in government personnel occurred during the early years

of the New Society, when increased government revenues and a larger

external debt allowed the government to expand its activities and

investment expenditures. The increase in government personnel also
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coincides with the increase in the government's share of the gross national

product.

The agricultural bureaucracy appears to have expanded during the

1960s and 1970s, although a time series on government personnel in

agriculture-related bureaus cannot be constructed from the files of the

Civil Service Commission. Fragmentary reports on the personnel-related

expenditures of agriculture-related agencies show some expansion of the

agricultural bureaucracy.

One agriculture-related agency that expanded tremendously (though

with great variability) is the National Irrigation Administration (NIA).

NIA's personnel incurred from 2,736 in mid-1966 to 23,051 in 1984 (NIA

Annual Report, various years). The expansion of NIA reflects the

government's heavy emphasis on irrigation in its investment program, the

timing and bunching of irrigation construction projects, and the

availability of financing for irrigation maintenance personnel.

Another agriculture-related agency that grew during the 1970s is

the National Grains Authority (NGA). NGA had a total personnel complement

of about 1,000 staff during 1966-67 (Drilon, 1967). In 1984, after it had

been renamed the National Food Authority (NFA), it employed 11,207 staff.

The personnel complement of the other agriculture-related agencies

grew more modestly. The Bureau of Agricultural Extension, the government's

key extension agency, increased from 8,137 staff in 1974 to 9,838 staff in

1981. The secretariat of the Philippine Council for Agricultural and

Resources Research and Developmnent increased from 22 in 1973 to 1,370 in

1982. The Fertilizer and Pesticide Authority expanded from 10 persons in

1973 to 77 persons in 1983. Surprisingly, the personnel complement of the

government agencies in charge of sugar and coconut did not increase much at

all. The Philippine Coconut Authority had 1,391 personnel in 1974, and
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1,297 in 1983. The Phili]?pine Sugar Institute/Philippine Sugar

Commission/National Sugar Trading Corporation had 1,325 personnel in 1973

and 1,481 in 1982. However, the personnel complement of these government

agencies does not include the employees of companies and private

organizations (e.g., COCOFEI), COCOBANK) through which the agencies

administered some of the government programs in sugar and coconut. Taking

into account the private entities, the total bureaucracy in sugar and

coconut also expanded substant:ially though probably not as much as NIA and

NFA did.

Institutional Framework of Stabilization

The longest running direct government price intervention in

agriculture is embodied in the activities of the government's rice and corn

agency. It therefore is worthwhile to take a closer look at the

development of this agency in assessing the administrative impact of

government interventions.

The first government agency tasked with stabilization of rice

prices was the National Rice and Corn Corporation (NARIC), originally

created in 1936 as a subsidiary of the National Development Company. NARIC

was reactivated after the war in 1945. It became an independent

corporation in 1947, then merged with the Price Stabilizaticn Corporation

(PRISCO) in 1950, after which it was reconstituted as a corporation in

1951. In 1962, the functions of the corporation were given over to the

Rice and Corn Administration (RCA), created under the office of the

President. In 1972, RCA was supervised by the National Grains Authority

(NGA), under the office of the Secretary of Agriculture. The NGA was

expanded into the National Food Authority in 1981, again attached to the

Office of the President with its head holding the rank of a Cabinet

Minister. Since mid-1986, the National Food Authority has been relocated
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in the Department of Agriculture and its head no longer has the rank of a

Cabinet Secretary. The agency is once again in the process of

reorganization.

The organizational changes in NFA over the years were not merely

cosmetic. Changes were instituted partly to effect personnel changes and

to generate a "fresh start". More importantly, changes were needed to

handle the progressive expansion of the agency into new commodity groups.

NARIC and RCA were involved exclusively in rice and corn; NGA expanded into

wheat grain, mungbean, soybean and sorghum; NFA further expanded into the

trading of fruits and vegetables, fish and marine products, meat and

poultry, groceries, drugs and health foods, school supplies, etc. In

addition, NGA and NFA gained regulatory control over the grain (NGA) and

food (NFA) trade, provided insurance to approved warehouses against damage

caused by natural calamities, and established a national post-harvest

research institute.

The government attempted to stabilize rice prices primarily by

controlling imports and setting farm support prices and consumer price

ceilings. During the 1950s and 1960s, the government's ability to

stabilize rice prices depended crucially on the accuracy of its projections

of import requirements, since there were many legal constraints on

importing rice and many fluctuations in domestic production. During the

1970s and 1980s, NGA and NFA were given more flexibility to use imports as

a tool in stabilizing domestic prices.

During the 1950s and 1960s, certification was needed from the

National Economic Council (NEC) that there was an existing or imminent

shortage of rice before any imports could be authorized by the President.

The Inter-Agency Committee on Rice and Corn Production and Consumption at

NEC was tasked with reporting on the rice situation and preparing monthly
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projections to use in making a decision on imports. NARIC, and later, RCA

were responsible for importing the rice. However, during the Macapagal

administration (1962-65), the law abolishing NARIC and creating RCA

prohibited RCA from importing rices. Instead, rice was imported by private

parties upon payment of corresponding taxes. When a rice shortage

developed, the Macapagal administration resorted to importing rice through

the Armed Forces of the Philippines, using as justification protecting the

security of the State (Drilon, 1967, p. 239). In 1966, Congress passed an

amendment allowing RCA to import rice and corn provided that NEC certified,

in consultation with the Department of Agriculture and National Resources,

that there was a critical shortage of such gravity as to constitute a

national emergency and that the total importation would not exceed the

amount necessary to cover t:he certified shortage (Republic Act 4643,

reported in Apiraksirikul, 1976, pp. 34-45).

With the imposition of Martial Law and the replacement of RCA by

NGA in 1972, the certificatiorL requirement was abolished; NGA could import

rice upon the authorization of the! President.

During the years that. rice was being imported prices could only be

stabilized through well-timed rice imports of sufficient quantity to meet

the gap between domestic consumption and domestic production. The legal

barriers to importing rice made it important to accurately project rice

production and consumption levels and to obtain timely approval from the

government to import. However, the quality of projections was less than

satisfactory because of the variability of rainfed rice production and

because the method of projecting import requirements was inadequate.

Import requirements were estimated as a residual of the projected

production and consumption requirement. The latter was obtained by

multiplying fixed per capita consumption coefficients for adult males,
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females, and children by the relevant rice consuming population. Added to

this were estimates for seeds, feeds, and waste which also were based,

respectively, on fixed ratios of rice hectarage, total requirements net of

seed, and rice production. No allowance was made for income and price

adjustments (see Mangahas, 1969; Apiraksirikul, 1976).

Mangahas (1969, p. 23) estimates that the forecasting error on

requirements has been around 10 percent. Interestingly, Apiraksirikul,

(1976, p. 83) indicates that actual imports during 1959-67 were much lower

than the projected import requirements computed by the Inter-Agency

Committee. This was probably due to budgetary constraints on NARIC/RCA,

administrative obstacles to importation, policy decisions not to import

despite the Interagency Committee projections, or foreign exchange

constraints. The difference may explain why the domestic price of rice was

higher than the border price during the period. Note that the method used

by the government in projecting the import requirement implicitly assumes

that the real price of rice is constant (hence, stable).

In addition to using import controls, the government set consumer

price ceilings, producer price supports, and undertook domestic buying and

disbursements of rice. The consumer price ceilings and producer price

supports have been revised over time to take into account increases in the

cost of production and allow for trading mark-ups. The government did not

explicitly target the domestic price-in relation to the border price. The

leaders of the rice and corn agency have maintained that the agency need

not handle a major portion of the domestic rice trade in order to stabilize

prices. The Rice and Corn Administration only procured an average of 2.4

percent of total production during 1962-71 (Unnevehr, 1983, Table 1). RCA

and NARIC focused more on rice disbursements than rice purchases in

stabilizing prices. As the country became self-sufficient in rice
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production during the latter 1970s, NGA became more involved in rice

purchases, stockholdings, and scime rice exports. Government procurement

averaged about 7.2 percent of total production during 1975-81 (Unnevehr,

op. cit.).

Traditionally, the rice and corn agency tended to cater to the

lower income groups in its rice disbursements. Therefore its imports were

of low quality and its price stabilization was 'set in terms of an ordinary

variety of rice. Ceiling prices were imposed uniformly. There was some

regional differentiation in producer support prices under RCA; under NGA,

the support price was uniform across the whole country.

Since support and ceiling prices are not regionally

differentiated, the impact of the government's procurement and disbursement

activities depends somewhat cn which regions partici.pated in the

procurement and disbursement. During the :L960s, much of the rice

disbursement occurred in Manila, the country's largest net consuming area.

The emphasis on Manila would have little effect on the prices in other

regions as long as the transportation network were well. developed and

efficient. The rice prices of the major rice trading areas in the country

(e.g., Iloilo, Cotabato) tended to move very closely with Manila prices.

However, some rice deficit regions with poor infrastructures (e.g., the

Bicol region) had much higher rice prices (Mears, 1974, pp. 211-215).

During the 1970s and early 1980s, rice disbursement and

procurement became more spread out geographically. Manila's share of rice

disbursements dropped from about 40 percent to 16 percent. C,entral Luzon's

share of rice procurements dropped from 31 percent to 14 percent (Lantican

and Unnevehr, 1986, p. III. 34). NGA shifted its procurement to Cagayan

Valley in the far north of the country and Central Mindanao in the far

south, in part because both regions had become importarnt rice surplus

regions.



- 121 -

The government, appeared to be prepared to "lose money' in its rice

trading interventions (Drilon, 1967). For example, it subsidized the

operations of the rice and corn agency as a means of squeezing the

marketing margin. During the RCA years, the difference between the ceiling

price and the support price was very small and at times even negative. In

setting official prices, NGA and NFA included milling and transportation

costs but not storage costs (Unnevehr, 1983, pp. 10-11).

The financing of the rice marketing subsidy changed during the

period. During the 1960s, RCA obtained financing from the budget or from

loans from the Philippine National Bank. During the 1970s, NGA obtained

the subsidy not only through the budget and loans but also through the

profits from its import monopoly on wheat, corn, and soybean. NGA's

borrowing capacity and the monopoly income from the three commodities

appear to have encouraged unnecessary expansion of its facilities. Some of

its major investment decisions at that time proved to be overdesigned and

grossly underutilized during rice shortages (Public Administration Service,

1984).

In recent months, the Aquino government has been restructuring the

National Food Authority. NFA's responsibilities are being narrowed to

include only rice and corn, and there are plans to sell some of its

facilities to the private sector. NFA also has lost its monopoly control

over wheat, corn, and soybean imports. Therefore, implicit financing of

NFA's trading operations has been done away with; instead, there appears to

be a return to explicit financing through the budget and, possibly, bank

loans.

Agricultural Administration

Uncoordinated growth in the number of agricultural institutions

during the 1970s gave rise to a more complex and unstable agricultural
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bureaucracy. Duplication of efforts was not uncommon, pay scales of

agricultural personnel in the regular bureaus differed from those in

institutions with corporate power, and coordination was hampered by the

growing power and fiscal resources of a few commaodity-oriented

"authorities" (e.g., the National Food Authority, Philippine Coconut

Authority). These entities had so much power that the head of the National

Food Authority actually was made a member of the Cabinel: together with the

Minister of Agriculture and Food.

The duplication of efforts is probably best exemplified in the

provision of extension services. At least three agriculturaLl institutions

have had large groups of extension personnel: the Ministry of Agriculture

and Food, the National Food Authority, and the Philippine Coconut

Authority. Some of the smaller institutions also have extension personnel

in their project areas.

Duplication of efforts also was visible in the generation of

statistics on agricultural production and consumption. Both the National

Food Authority and the Bureau of Agricultural Econcmics gathered

information about rice in the country, and when these dlata did not agree,

arguments between the two agencies would break out about the rice

situation. Data from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics on coconut

production have differed from that of the Philippine Coconut Authority.

Similarly, data on sugar production from the Bureau of Agricultural

Economics have differed from that of the Philippine Sugar Commission.

The increase in the number of power centers in the agricultural

bureaucracy made it difficult to coordinate agricultural programs and

develop a coherent policy framewoirk. As a result, it is debatable whether

the delivery of agricultural services improved despite the proliferation of

credit and extension programs and the infusion of budgetary and other

resources to the sector.
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In addition to policy reform, one challenge facing the Philippine

government is how to improve the administrative machinery in delivering

agricultural support services. Efforts have been made during the past two

years to reorganize the agricultural bureaucracy, primarily by providing

the Secretary of Agriculture greater control over agriculture-related

institutions. Moving the National Food Authority from the Office of the

President to the Department of Agriculture is one sign of this, as is

making its leader an Undersecretary of Agriculture rather than a member of

the Cabinet. In a similar fashion, the Philippine Sugar Commission has

reverted to being essentially the Sugar Regulatory Authority.

Nevertheless, many administrative challenges remain for the

Department of Agriculture. The heads of the National Food Authority and

the Philippine Coconut Authority may not need to be made Undersecretaries

of Agriculture, when the heads of a number of agricultural agencies have

lower positions. The differences in pay among agricultural agencies and

the research and extension system need to be eliminated. The extension

system needs to be reorganized and better financed.

Observations on Government Intervention in Agriculture

The Philippines provides an example of how the implicit taxing

power of national government entities is tied in with the supposed

development function of these entities. For example, NGA financed its

trading in domestic rice and corn and its so-called "industry development'

activities largely from the profits it derived from controlling wheat,

yellow corn, and soybean imports during the 1970s. NGA was able to make

these profits primarily because it imported the grains duty free and sold

them locally at prices far above border prices. Had these commodities been

imported by the private sector, private traders would have had to pay

tariff duties. In effect, the profits were like tariff revenues earmarked

for NGA.
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The NGA experience demonstrates that earmarked implicit taxation

encourages inefficient use of resources. NGA grew from less than 2,000

personnel in 1967 to more thamn 11,000 personnel in 1984. Furthermore, it

undertook investment projects that proved to be expensive and wasteful,

such as, the Southern Grains Complex in Cotabato. Because the source of

financing was almost automatic, investment decisions and expansion of the

bureaucracy were undertakeni with less scrutiny than they would have

received had NGA been funded primnarily from the budget.

The NGA experience indicates the need to minimize the tie-in

between the taxing and spending powers of government. That is, explicit

and implicit taxation should be done within the framework of the overall

tax program of the governmeni: and collected by the appropriate tax agencies

rather than government corporations. Similarly, budgetary allocations

should be made within the context: of the overall expenditure program of the

government. In the process, investments like the Southern Grains Complex

would be compared with the investments of the rest of the government.

However, separating the taxing and spending functions presumes the

existence of an efficient and well-functioning budgetary department. If

the budget process is slow, then the operational flexibility of governament

agencies like NGA will deteriorate. Therefore, the policy challenge for

the government is to carefuLly examine each case of earmarked taxation or

policy change.

The Philippine experience also demonstrates a case where

government intervention in ani industry expanded along the lines set at the

start of the intervention. For example, government intervention in rice

and corn from the outset relied on a government agency to undertake

domestic purchases and sales, anid to manage a buffer stock. When the

agency was expanded to incLude other grains like sorghum, soybean, and
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wheat, the methods of intervention employed were similar to those used for

rice and corn. Similarly, use of the coconut levy to finance the coconut

industry's vertical integration and replanting programs during the 1970s

had its roots in the levy imposed on coconut farmers to finance the

establishment of post production facilities (e.g., copra driers) before the

World War II. The Coconut Consumer's Stabilization Fund (CCSF) levy of

1973 was essentially a follow-on to the COCOFUND levy of 1971 which

financed investments in processing and banking facilities for coconut

farmers. Although the CCSF levy originally was instituted to stabilize

consumer prices, it soon began to be used as a source of funding for the

investments originally envisioned with the COCOFUND levy.

The evolution of government interventions along set lines might

reflect the absence of better modes of intervention to reach the same

goals. However, it probably is better explained by organizational inertia

and bureaucratic interests. The option of stabilizing domestic rice prices

through the use of variable tariffs/taxes and heavier reliance on the

private sector for imports and exports would have meant a leaner rice and

corn agency and might have imparted an image of less control over price

stabilization efforts. Furthermore, the government might have chosen to

tax copra producers to finance its investment programs instead of financing

them under the government's investment program because some of the coconut

investment projects would have been given lower priority in the government

investment program. In the process, the coconut bureaucracy would have

been smaller and less powerful.

In the Philippines, when the government took on actual trading of

produce, it was less efficient than the private sector. The Philippine

government has been trading in rice and corn since the late 1930s; it

traded in sugar during the 1970s and early 1980s. The UPSE report,
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An Analysis of the Philippine Economic Crisis, (1984) shOws.the relative

inefficiency of the government sugar trading company (NASUTRA) vis-a-vis

the private sector. NASUTRA's trading costs were from 8 to 17 percent of

the average selling price and from 11 to 21 percent of the purchase price.

In contrast, the industry average before the monopoly was 8 percent (p.85).

The trading costs of the government rice and corn agency have also been

higher than those of the private sector. Mears, et al. (1974, pp.

252-253) estimate that the government's marketing cost in moving one sack

of rice from Central Luzon to Manila in 1970 Was about 9 percent higher

than that of private traders. However, this computation of the

government's costs did not include the cost of stock losses and leakages

which sometimes were substantial iduring the 1950s and 19,60s; they also did

not include administrative costs. Therefore, the government's marketing

costs were more than 9 percent higher than those of privaLte traders.

Although there were many people who objected tc the governmentts

monopoly on sugar trading, there were few objections to the government's

rice and corn agency (the National Food Authority). In fact, popular

support recently has called for increasing the government's financial

support so that it could meet its price stabilization objective. This

suggests that the agency's price stabilization objective for rice and corn

has assumed the character of a public good that the government must

provide. Since NFA's trading costs are higher than those of the private

sector, the government has to subsidize the trading operations of the

agency. However, the amount of the subsidy to NFA rice and corn trading

operations has been limited by ccmpetition with all of the ot:her government

expenditure programs.



Chapter 6

Transfers

At the heart of a country's development strategy is the extent to

which government interventions affect resource transfers between the

agricultural sector and the non-agricultural sector. This chapter attempts

to estimate net transfers into and out of agriculture for the Philippines

from the 1960s up to the mid-1980s. This analysis should reveal the

sectoral bias in the Philippines' development strategy during the past two

and a half decades.

Method

Two types of transfers were estimated: transfers which relate to

the sector as a whole, and transfers directly related to price

interventions in outputs and inputs. For the former, the major transfers

into agriculture consist of government expenditures on irrigation, research

and extension, roads, and. agricultural support services. The major

transfers out of agriculture consist of sectoral or economy-wide taxes such

as the income tax. For the latter, the per unit transfer from direct

output price interventions in a particular commodity is equal to the

difference between the domestic producer price and the non-intervention

price at the producer level (i.e., in the absence of direct price

interventions). The per unit transfer from total price interventions in a

particular commodity is equal to the difference between the domestic

producer price and the non-intervention price at the farm level.

Similarly, the per unit transfer from input price interventions is equal to

the difference between the border price and the domestic price, except for

the credit subsidy which was largely based on the estimates of the national

government. For inputs, per unit transfers were multiplied by the farm
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inputs consumed at the national level in order to get the aggregate

transfers from price interventions. For output, per unit transfers were

multiplied by the output produced in order to get the aggregate transfers

from price interventions.

Two transfers series were estimated. In the "nominal' transfers

series, the nominal transfers were deflated by the actual GNP implicit

price index (or GNP deflator). In the "real' transfer series, the

transfers were deflated by the! non-intervention GNP deflator.

Specifically, the nominal price-related transfers due to output

and input price interventions were computed as follows:

For outputs:

iD = GNPI [Pi 1i] Qi

TT = G [ Pi*] Qi

For inputs:

-TD = [P P

-TT = G [Pi Pi*] Qij .3pi [Pi.3

where:

TDi (-TDj) = direct transfers to (from) agriculture due to

direct output price (input price) interventions

TTj (-TTj) = total transfers to (from) agriculture due to

total outpllt price (input price) interventions

Pi = producer pirice of output i

Pi' (Pi*) = border price at the official (free trade

equilibrium) exchange rate at the producer level
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Pj = domestic price of input j at the wholesale level

(no data available at the producer level)

Pj' (Pj*) = border price of input j at the official (free trade

equilibrium) exchange rate

Qi = actual production of output i

Qj = consumption of (demand for) input j

The real transfers based on output and input price interventions

were computed as follows:

p.q. P'Q.
RTD. = ----- LRTi=GNPI GNPI'

P.q. Pt Q.i
RTT = ---- i Qi

-D=GNPiI - GN3PI*

-RTD = J
j GNPI GNPI'

P.Q. Pt Q.

j GNPI GNPI*

where

RTD (RTT) = real transfers due to direct (total) price

interventions

GNPI'(GNPI*) = GNP implicit price index in the absence of direct

(total) price interventions

Transfers due to non-price interventions consist of other taxes

from agriculture and government expenditures in agriculture (e.g.,

irrigation, agricultural research, and extension). The deflator for the

nominal transfer series was the actual GNP implicit price index; the

deflator for the real transfer series was the non-intervention GNP implicit

price index (i.e., GNPI' or GNPI*).
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TNP = TNPG TIIPOT
dff- Gipf-

TNPG TNPOT

GNPI I GNPI

where

TNP = transfers at constant prices due to non-price

interventions

RTNP = 'real non,-price transfers

TNPG = transfers at current prices due to government

expenditures in agriculture

TNPOT = transfers at current prices due to other 1:axes

from agriculture

GNPINI = non-intervention GNP implicit price index, i.e.,

GNPI' or GNPI*

Thus, the net nominal direct and total transfers to agriculture

(i.e., transfers to, less transfers out) are:

STD = TDi - TDj + TNP

STT = TTi - TTj + TNP

where

STD (STT) = net nomninaL transfers to agriculture due to

direct (total) interventions

and the net direct and total real transfers to agriculture are:

SRTD = RTDi - RTDj + RTNP

SRTT = RTTi - RTTj + RTNP
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where

SRTD (SRTT) = net real transfers to agriculture due to

direct (total) interventions

Another method of estimating net transfers to agriculture is to

use the value added approach. Under this approach, the nominal transfers

due to output and input price interventions on the four crops were computed

based on the difference between the estimated actual per unit value added

and the estimated non-intervention per unit value added. Real transfers

were estimated based on the difference between the actual per unit value

added deflated by the actual GNP deflator and the non-intervention per unit

value added deflated by the non-intervention GNP deflator. The differences

in per unit value added were multiplied by the actual volume of output to

obtain the estimates of nominal and/or real instantaneous transfers due to

output and input (i.e., fertilizer) price interventions on the four crops.

Transfers due to fertilizers not allocable to the four crops and due to

agricultural machinery and credit were added to the transfers in order to

get the sum total of price-related transfers.

One major difference between the first approach and the value

added approach is that the estimates of per unit value added are really

approximations of the returns to the farmers' labor and capital (including

land); they do not include the returns to hired labor and rentals to

landowners. In contrast, the first approach includes the returns to hired

labor and landowners. This means that estimates of the transfers to and

from the farmers using the value added approach would be a smaller share of

the agricultural value added than estimates of the transfers to and from

the agricultural sector using the first approach. The difference between,

the two estimates may provide a rough estimate of the impact of price
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interventions on transfers to and from agricultural laborers, landowners,

and other non-farmers in the agricultural sector.

Results

In estimating the transfers due to output. price interventions, the

producer and border prices at th(e producer level used were the same as

those used in estimating the nominal rates of protection in Chapter 3.

Transfers on fertilizer inputs consisted of the sum of the computed

transfers for urea, ammoniim sulfate, ammonium phosphate, complete

fertilizer and muriate of potasih. The volumes of fertilizer inputs are the

estimates of national consumption of fertilizer by grade. Transfers on

four wheeled tractors were computed from the difference between the

domestic sales price and the unit peso value of imports (c.i.f.); the

volume is the estimated volume of sales of machinery dealers. The credit

subsidy during 1976-84 was based on NEDA reports of government subsidies.

For 1973-75, the credit subsicly was computed for three major supervised

credit programs of the government: "Masagana 99" for rice, "Maisan 99" for

corn, and "Gulayan sa Kalusugan" for vegetables. The subsidy was based on

the difference between the actual interest rate charged on subsidized

credit and the reference nominal interest rate. The latter wIts assumed to

be equal to the prime commercial rate or the interest rate on government

securities adjusted by the estimated unit cost of agricultural lending.

The non-price transfers consisted of export taxes from

agricultural exports other than coconut and sugar, other taxes (millers

tax, tobacco inspection fee, and the share of agriculture in income taxes),

government infrastructure investments in irrigation, storage, and

warehousing facilities and in rural roads and bridges, arnd government

expenditures in research and extension and other agricultural support

services. The data are presented in current prices in Chapter 5.
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The estimates of the nominal transfers (at constant prices) and

real transfers due to output and input price interventions are presented in

Tables 6.1 and 6.2. The tables present two estimates for sugar, one using

the export unit value as the border price and one using the ISA price. The

estimates of transfers presented are a share of either the agricultural

value added or the gross national product.

As a share of gross value added in agriculture, real transfers

from direct output price interventions during 1967-84 averaged -1.4 percent

per year for rice, 1.2 percent per year for corn, -1.1 percent (using the

ISA price) to -6.2 percent (using the export unit value) per year for

sugar, and -2.7 percent per year for coconut. Excluding 1973-75, real

transfers as a share of gross value added in agriculture averaged 0.6

percent per year for rice, 1.5 percent per year for corn, 2.5 percent per

year (based on the ISA price) to -3.0 percent per year (based on the export

unit value) for sugar, and -2.8 percent per year for coconut.

Real transfers from direct output price interventions and the

overvaluation of the peso during 1967-84, as a share of agricultural value

added, averaged -6.8 percent per year for rice, -0.3 percent per year for

corn, -5.8 percent (based on the ISA price) to -12.6 percent (based on the

export unit value) per year for sugar, and -8.5 percent per year for

coconut. Excluding 1973-75, the average shares of real transfers are -4.3

percent per year for rice, 0.1 percent per year for corn, -1.4 percent per

year (based on the ISA price) to -8.2 percent per year (based on the export

unit value) for sugar, and -8-6 percent per year for coconut.

Real transfers from direct input price interventions during

1967-84 consisted primarily of negative transfers from fertilizer pricing

which averaged 0.7 percent per year of agricultural GVA, negative transfers

from machinery pricing which averaged 0.8 percent per year of agricultural

GVA, and positive transfers from agricultural credit which averaged 0.8
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percent per year of agricultural GVA (during 1973-84). Net real transfers

from direct output and input price interventions averaged -10.1 percent per

year of the agricultural GVA during 1967-84. Excluding 19,73-75, net real

transfers from direct price interventions averaged -4.7 percent per year of

agricultural GVA during 1967-84 (-0.4 percent: of GNP per year during

1960-84). Net real transfers from direct output and input price

interventions and the overvaluation of the peso averaged -28.3 percent per

year of agricultural GVA during 1967-84 (-3.9 percent per year of GNP

during 1960-84). Excluding 1973-75, net real transfers from total price

interventions averaged -21.3 percent per year of agricultural GVA during

1967-84 (-3.1 percent per year of GNP during 1960-84).

The results in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 show that the government's

output and input price interventions resulted in net price-related

transfers out of agriculture duiring 1967-84. They also show that a

significant share of the transfers out of agriculture occurred during

1973-75, adversely affecting the incomes of farmers during these years.

The averages also indicate that t:he country's access to the higher priced

U.S. sugar market during the 1L960s provided a substantial source of

transfers into the agricultural sector during the decade. Finally, the

tables reveal the dominant role of the peso overvaluation as a source of

negative transfers from the agricultural sector, accountin,g for about 64

percent of the net transfers from price interventions during 1960-84.

The results of the estimates of real transfers using the value

added approach yield similar results, although the magnitude of transfers

to and from the farmers is smaller (see Tables 6.3 and 6.4). Net real

transfers due to direct output and input price interventions averaged -7.3

percent per year of agricultural GVA during 1971-84 (-3.1 percent per year
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if 1973-75 is excluded). The net real transfers due to direct price

interventions and the peso overvaluation averaged -22.0 percent per year of

agricultural GVA during 1971-84 (-16.6 percent per year if 1973-75 is

excluded). This indicates that the peso overvaluation is the dominant

source of negative real transfers from farmers.

The net transfers to agriculture are presented in Tables 6.5 and

6.6. The results show that the government's agricultural policy during the

1960s and 1970s resulted in net transfers out of agriculture due to output

and input price interventions and positive transfers into agriculture due

to nonprice interventions. The results also show that, although the

nonprice transfers moderated the negative price-related transfers, they did

not fully offset them. Net transfers due to direct price interventions

including other taxes and government expenditures on rural roads and

bridges averaged -5.5 percent (using the XUP price) or -1.0 percent (using

the ISA price) per year of the gross value added in agriculture during

1967-82; they averaged -0.4 percent (using the XUP price) or 0.5 percent

(using the ISA price) per year of the gross national product during

1960-82. Net transfers due to total price interventions averaged -18.2

percent (using the ISA price) or -23.9 percent (using the XUP price) per

year of the GVA in agriculture during 1967-82. They averaged -2.1 percent

(using the ISA price) or -3.2 percent (using the XUP price) of real GNP

during 1960-82.

To summarize, direct output price interventions resulted in

generally positive transfers during the 1960s. However, they caused

negative transfers during the 1970s for rice and sugar farmers, positive

transfers to corn farmers dating from the late 1960s, and negative

transfers from coconut and sugar farmers during the 1960s and 1970s. The

magnitude of the negative transfers out of agriculture was larger during
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the 1970s than the 1960s. This was because explicit export taxes and

levies were imposed and implicit taxation from government-sanctioned

monopsonies in the two key agricultural exports intensified during the

1970s.

Direct input pricing interventions resulted in consistently

negative transfers from agricultural machinery taxation, consistently

positive transfers from credit subsidy, and negative transfers from

fertilizer pricing interventions. However, the peso overvaluation balanced

out the negative transfers from agricultural machineries and turned the

negative transfers from direct fertilizer pricing interventions into

positive transfers. Nonetheless, more important sources of positive

transfers to agriculture were the government expenditures in rural

infrastructure, agricultural research and extension, and agricultural

support services and administration. Dominating the resource flows out of

agriculture over the entire period was the overvaluation of the peso.

Finally, when we turn to the net total transfers--total transfers

to agriculture less total transfers out of agriculture, the results

indicate that in most years the net flow of resources was out of

agriculture into the rest of the economy. Furthermore, the volume of

resource transfer was quite large, averaging 2.1 percent (based on ISA) to

3.2 percent (based on XUP) of the gross national product during 1960-82.

These figures, though large, still underestimate the net transfers out of

agriculture because they do not include the direct effect of support prices

on manufactured goods purchased by the rural households.



Chapter 7

Income Distribution Effects of Interventions

Income Distribution and Poverty in the Philippines

The Philippines has a highly uneven distribution of income and a

high incidence of poverty. There has been no significant improvement in

the distribution of income during the past three decades.

Table 7.1 presents the quintile income shares and average incomes

of urban and rural families in the Philippines between 1961-85. The

figures are based on the family income and expenditure surveys that were

conducted during those years. The share of the bottom 20 percent declined

during the mid-1960s but picked up during the 1970s and 1980s. The share

of the top 20 percent declined continuously during the 1960s, picked up

during the mid-1970s, and then declined again until 1985. Therefore, it

may appear that there has been some improvement in the distribution of

income. However, since an economic crisis tends to hurt the middle and

upper income classes more than the lower income classes, the figures for

the 1975 and 1985 crisis years probably overstate the gains in income

distribution.

The ratio of rural to urban average family income increased from

around 40 percent during the early 1960s to 48 percent during the 1970s and

early 1980s. The increase during the latter 1960s is somewhat surprising.

It may reflect a change in the statistical definition of urban between the

1960s surveys and the later family income and expenditure surveys. The

rural to urban income ratio deteriorated between 1971 and 1985, especially

if using data from the quarterly household surveys, which measure the labor

force and unemployment.



- 138 -

The Gini ratio remainetd fairly high over the period, by

international standards--around .50. The distribution of incomes in the

country is more unequal than in other countries in the region, since the

income share of the bottom 20Z in the Philippines is lower and the share of

the top 202 higher than the corresponding shares in Korea, Hongkong and

Taiwan (WB, 1985, p. 98).

Estimates of absolute poverty in the Philippines vary depending on

which basis is used to determine the poverty line. The most frequently

used basis is the food threshold, i.e., the minimum cost diet that takes

into account nutritional requirements, food variety, and food habits. A

second method is to adjust the price of rice in the consumption equation by

the share of non-rice items in the! total food budget. A third method, the

total threshold method, estimates the minimum budget required for food,

clothing, and shelter. It divides the food threshold by the share of food

in the total budget.

Despite some data limitations, most studies indicate that the

incidence of poverty in the Philippines is high. Using the food threshold,

Abrera (1976) estimates that 25Z of families in urban areas, 48Z of

families in rural areas, and 48Z of families in the country overall were

poor in 1971. In addition, Abrera estimates that the incidence of poverty

(i.e., the number of poor families as a share of all families, increased by

more than 20 percent for the whole country during 1965-1971. The World

Bank 1985 report estimates that the incidence of poverty in urban areas was

35%, in rural areas 57Z, and in the country as a whole 5:L in 1971. Based

on the alternative poverty thresholds used by Abrera, the World Bank and

NEDA, the incidence of poverty in the Philippines in 1985 was between 48-60

percent for all families in the country.
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Both the Abrera and World Bank studies show the incidence of

poverty in rural areas to be much higher than in urban areas. The NEDA

(1986) study of the bottom 30 percent of all families in 1985 yielded the

same conclusion: more than 70 percent of the bottom 30 percent are

agricultural families. Quisumbing and Cruz (1986) report an even higher

share of agricultural families in the bottom 30 percent of all families

during 1980-83 (80Z).

A further breakdown of the incidence of poverty by main source of

family income in rural and urban areas is presented in Table 7.2. The

table indicates that farmers, agricultural laborers, and fishermen have the

highest rates of poverty in the country. The table also indicates that the

rice farmer is relatively better off than other farmers, fishermen, and

agricultural laborers. This finding is consistent with the fact that the

rice farmers benefited most from government programs in agriculture (e.g.,

irrigation, land reform) during the past two decades.

The regional dimension of poverty and income inequality in the

Philippines is shown in Table 7.3. The four poorest regions in the

country, measured as those having the lowest per capita regional domestic

product (GRDP), are Eastern Visayas, Bicol, Cagayan Valley, and Ilocos.

These regions accounted for nearly 25 percent of the total Philippines

population in 1985. Nearly 50 percent of the population of Eastern Visayas

and Bicol and 21 percent of the population of Ilocos belonged to the bottom

30 percent of all families in the Philippines. The second richest region

in terms of per capita GRDP is also the most populous: Southern Tagalog,

which is adjacent to Metro Manila. Although Western Visayas has a moderate

GRDP, its distribution of income is much more uneven. More than 40 percent

of its population belonged to the poorest 30 percent of families in the

Philippines. Central Visayas, which had a higher GRDP than Western Visayas



- 140 -

in 1985, nevertheless had the highest percentage of its population

belonging to the poorest 30 percent category. Toget:her, Central ancl

Western Visayas contributed one fourth of the country"s poorest 30 percent

category in 1985. Metro Manila, the wealthiest city, had a GRDP that was

more than twice the national average plus that of Southern Luzon. Fewer

than 6 percent of Metro Manila's population in ]L985 belonged to the!

country's poorest 30 percent category. Thus, poverty in the Philippines is

located primarily outside of Manila.

Table 7.4 presents regional per capita incomes during 1972-85.,

The general pattern for the country as a whole is one of increases during

the 1970s followed by declines during the 1980s. The declines begarL

earlier in some regions than in others, and the average growth rates among

regions also varied.

One way of classifying per capita growth of the regions is as

follows:

Average Annual Classification Regions
Growth Rate (Z)

< 0.5 stagnant Cagayan Valley,
Eastern Visayas,
Western Visayas

< 1.0 sluggish Southern Mindanao,
Metro Manila, Bicol

< 1.5 average Southern Tagalog,
Central Luzon
Central Visayas,
Northern Mindano

< 2.5 moderate Ilocos

2.5 or more high Western Mindanao,
Central Mindanao.

A comparison of Tables 7.3 and 7.4 shows that three of the poorest:

regions (Eastern Visayas, Cagayan Valley, and Bicol) and three relatively
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well-off regions (Western Visayas, Southern Mindanao, and Metro Manila) had

stagnant or sluggish growth rates of per capita income. Four regions, all

average to well-off, registered average growth rates of per capita income

comparable to the national average. Interestingly, the three regions with

comparatively moderate to high growth rates were the muslim-dominated

regions (Western Mindanao and Central Mindanao) and the home of President

Marcos and other top ranking government officials (Ilocos).

To summarize, the distribution of income in the Philippines is

more unequal in rural areas than in urban areas, and most of the poor are

located in rural areas. Given the need to alleviate poverty in the rural

sector, it is worthwhile to examine the effects that government price

interventions in agriculture have had on income distribution.

Effect of Price Interventions on Producer Income

This section attempts to measure the instantaneous, short run, and

cumulative effects of government price interventions on the distribution of

income of farmers.

The instantaneous income effect on producers assumes that the

price interventions do not affect output; therefore, actual output is used.

The short run direct income effect on producers does take into

consideration the short run output effects of direct price interventions.

The cumulative total income effect on producers takes into account the

cumulative output effect of direct and indirect (i.e., exchange rate) price

interventions. The output effects were transformed into income effects

through the use of per unit value added. Nominal incomes were deflated by

the actual general price index or by the non-intervention general price

index.

The availability of data on value added and the share of farm

income to total income dictated the level of disaggregation of income
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distribution effects. These effects are estimated by region; hence, the

discussion addresses the regional impact of price interventions.

Method

The instantaneous real. income effect of direcit (total) price

interventions on the producers of crop i in region j was estimated as

follows:

Let

ANYj E= ( I4 A

INYi' M i j Vi QA

INY. = 'i !i Vi i

where

ANYL = actual nominal income of producers of crop i
1

in region.j

INY = nominal income.of producers of crop i in region j

in the absence of direct price intenrentions

INYj = nominal income of producers of crop .L in region j

in the absence of direct and indirecl: (i.e., total)

price interventions

MH2 = marketable surplus ratio,, 0 < Mi < 1 . For sugar

and coconut, it is assumed that MlJ = 1 in all cases

i = share of total national production of crop i in

region j

Vi, Vi', Vi per unit value added (actual, non-direct

intervention, and non-total intervention)

AQj actual national output of crop i
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then,

ARNYi ANY! + GRDPi - ANYj

IRNY3' INY3 + GRDPi - ANYij
1 1 1

i i i i
IRNY! = INY!* + GRDPi? - ANY!

and

ARRYiJ = ARNYi / GPI

IRRY' = IRNY'/ GPI'
i i

IRRY~ - IRNY j*I GPI*

finally,

ARRY3. - IRRY i
ID,= ------- 1---- 1------

Y IRRY3.

ARRYJ - IRRYij
IT - -= 1____-__ 1 i

IRRY]

where

GRDP3 = gross regional domestic product at current

prices of region j

GPI = actual general price index, i.e., the GNP deflator

GPI'(GPI*) = general price index in the absence of direct

(total) price interventions

IRNYj' (IRRYi') = nominal (real) regional gross domestic product

of region j in the absence of direct price

interventions

IRNYJ* (IRRYj*) = nominal (real) regional gross domestic product of

region j in the absence of direct and indirect

price interventions.
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The above method was modified to take into consideration the

difference between irrigated and non-irrigated farms (for rice) and between

mechanized and non-mechanized farms (for sugar). That 'is, the actual and

non-intervention nominal income effects of price interventions on the

producers of crop i in region j are the sum total of income effects on

producers with attribute k (k=irrigated or mechanized) of crop i in region

j and the income effects on producers without attribute k. The volumes

used for per unit value added were by region and by attribute k for each

crop i (i=rice, sugar).

The estimation of the s'hort run income effect of' direct price

interventions on producers of crop i in region j is similar to the

estimation of the instantaneous income effect of direct price

interventions. The only difference is that here the actuaLl national output

is replaced by the national output in the absence of direct intervention

(Q i)- That is,

AlRRY - SRRRYjSD' = --------------s-----------
y SRRRYJ'

where,

~~~~. i i(Vi Q; ~i Qi)+GRp
SRRRY] = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

GPI'

The cumulative total rea:L income effect of direct and indirect

price interventions on the producers of crop i in region j is as follows:

CT* ARRYj - CTRRYj*
y CTRRi

where
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mCR = (Vi Qi - Vi Q ) + GRDPi

CPI

Qi = national output of crop i in the absence of direct

price interventions

Q*i = national output of crop i in the absence of

direct and indirect price interventions

The non-intervention general price indices, GPI' and GPI*, were

computed as follows:

GPI' = QA GPI'A + (1-aA) PA

= GPI

l+d°

where

d a= a. NPRD + a NPRD +
rice rice corn corn

a NPRDl + a . NPRDlsugar sugar oil copra

NPRD = net protection rate from direct price

interventions for rice, corn, and sugar at the

retail level and copra at the wholesale level

ai = output or expenditure share of i; 1 = rice,

corn, sugar, and fats and oils (coconut)

PNA = non-agricultural price index

and

GPI* = aA GPI* + (1 - aA). P*A (la)NA

GPI

1 + d* + d*
A NA

where

DA = a.i NPRLT i + a NPRLT-DA arice NPR rice suacorn nut corn

+asugar NRTsugar + oil/coconut NRTcopra
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P -

d* = (1-a) NA NA
NA A P*

NA

p = p X(E*) ( ------ +

NA NAT Eo 1 + tNAT NANT

NPRLTi = net protection rate from direct and indirect price

interventions for rice, corn, and sugar at the retail

level and copra at the wholesale level

Estimates

In estimating the e:Efect of price interventions on the

distribution of producer incomes, the volumes of per unit value added by

crop and by region were computed for 1978 using data from studies of the

Ministry of Agriculture and Food: Valiente, et al. (various years); Almeda

and Caddarao (various years). The values for non-intervention per unit

value added were computed as foliLows:

A ~~~~~NI NI NI
V.uA-. = VAR. . P. ; VI. = VAR. . P.

P
VAR. 1 - a. (p-2) aif

1 ~~if iPn

pNI

VAR. = 1- a (--) a
if PTh - i nf

P.

where

VAAi , VAi , . pe!r unit value added (actual, non-

direct interventions and non-added

interventions

Pi, Pi', Pi* output price of crop i
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Pf, Pf', Pf* = price of fertilizer

aif (ainf) = cost share of fertilizer (non-

fertilizer)

NI means no intervention

The values for actual and non-intervention per unit value added

for 1978 were extrapolated to the early 1970s and the early 1980s using the

above formulas and the output and fertilizer prices during the period.

The share of region j in the national output of crop i was

computed using the annual crop estimates of the Bureau of Agricultural

Economics during 1971-86. The marketable surplus ratios for sugar and

coconut were assumed to be equal to one in all regions. The regional

marketable surplus ratios for corn were computed based on estimates by the

Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the amount of corn sold and used for

purposes other than home consumption for some years during the 1970s. The

regional marketable surplus ratios for rice were based on the annual

national ratios for 1971-82 and the regional marketable ratios for the

1960s in Mangahas et al. (1970), the latter adjusted for the 1970s. The

annual estimates of the percentage of mechanized sugar farms by region were

extrapolated and interpolated from the PHILSUCOM estimates for crop years

1976-77 and 1981-82.

Four estimates of income distribution effects from price

interventions were estimated for each crop. They are: (1) the

instantaneous (nominal and real) income effects of direct price

interventions, here termed instantaneous direct income effects; (2) the

instantaneous (nominal and real) income effects of direct and indirect

price interventions, here termed instantaneous total income effects; (3)

the short run real income effects of direct price interventions; and (4)
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the cumulative real income effects of total (direct and indirect) price

interventions, here called cumulative total real income effects.

The instantaneous effects at the national level for each crop are

presented in Table 7.5, where the income effects are measured as a

percentage of actual and non-intervention gross national product. The

estimates indicate that the nominal and real incomes of sugar and coconut

farmers were adversely affected by the direct price intervention, while the

nominal and real incomes of corn farmers were favorably affected by them.

The nominal income effects dur;ing 1971-84 averaged about -0.5 percent for

sugar and coconut farmers, -0.2 percent for rice farmers, and 0.1 percent

for corn farmers. The instantaneous real income effects during the same

period averaged -0.2 percent for sugar and coconut farmers, 0.1 percent for

rice farmers, and 0.4 percent for corn farmers. The magnitude of income

effects across crops follows the expected pattern: the lowest income losses

occur in the nominally protected import substitute crops (e.g., corn) and

the most income losses occur in traditional export crops. This pattern

reflects the typical design of protection and disprotection to crops in

less developed countries.

A comparison of the instantaneous direct real income effects and

the instantaneous direct nominal income effects in Table 7.5 reveals the

importance of the cost of living factor. During 1971-79, rice and coconut

farmers generally had nominal income losses but real income gains; sugar

farmers had large nominal income losses but small real income losses; and

corn farmers had small nominal income gains but large real income gains.

The difference between nominal and real income effects is explained by the

cost of living. In nominal terms, the disprotection to coconuat, sugar and

rice farmers during the 1970s meant: that the cost of living was lower with

the direct price interventions on the four crops than it would have been



- 149 _

with no direct price interventions. Moreover, for rice and coconut

farmers, the welfare gain from reductions in the cost of living was

substantial enough to outweigh the nominal income losses. Conversely, in

the years when the crops had large positive nominal protection, the

domestic price was higher than the non-intervention case; the price effect

was substantial enough that the welfare loss from the reduced purchasing

power outweighed the nominal income gains of the farmers.

Table 7.5 shows the large potential income losses that farmers

experienced during 1971-84 because of the overvaluation of the peso. When

the peso overvaluation is taken into consideration, the positive real

income effects of direct price interventions on corn and rice farmers turn

into large negative income effects, averaging -2.5 percent and -3.0 percent

of GNP, respectively. Similarly, the negative real income effects on sugar

and coconut farmers become larger negative effects when the peso

overvaluation is taken into account. The income losses are large because

producers are not only earning less than they should be but they also are

paying more than they should for non-agricultural products under the

industrial protection system.

Table 7.6 presents the short run real income effects of direct

price interventions and the cumulative real income effects of total price

interventions on each crop during 1971-84. The estimates-indicate that the

cumulative total real income effects are all negative and larger than the

instantaneous and short run direct real income effects.

Note, however, that the methodology used here in estimating the

cumulative total output effects, and hence the income effects, leaves much

to be desired. In the long run, the farmers could shift from the

disprotected crops to protected crops or to the non-agricultural sector.

Furthermore, the pricing policy affects the allocation of investment in
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research and probably even in infrastructure, both of which affect the

technology, overall cost, and value added of crop production. The

methodology used in the study does not successfuLly capture t:hese important

dynamic adjustments to the price interventions. Nonetheless,, the estimates

of the short run direct and cumulative total real income effects are useful

in providing some measure of the range of real income effects if output

adjustments are taken into consideration.

The concentration and importance of crops in each regional economy

determines the extent to which the regions will be vulnerable to government

price interventions and the vagaries of international markel: developments.

Table 7.7 presents the regional shares in the national output of rice,

corn, sugar, and coconut and the contribution of the four crops to regional

incomes for 1971 and 1985. The table indicates that there is some amount

of regional concentration among the four crops. Sugar is the most

regionally concentrated, with more than 50 percent of national output

produced in Western Visayas. Rice is the least regionally-concentrated,

with the most important rice-importing region (Centra]L Luzwon) accounting

for less than 20 percent of national output. Corn and coconut also tend to

be regionally concentrated, with two regions accounting for about one-half

of the national output of each crop: Southern Mindanao and Central Mindanao

in the case of c-orn, and Southern Mindanao and Southern Tagalog in the case

of coconut.

The regions differ in their reliance on the four crops for

generating incomes. The regions most dependent on the four crops are

Cagayan Valley, for rice and corn, Southern Mindanao, for corn and coconut,

and Eastern Visayas, for coconut. To a lesser extent Bicol depends on

rice and coconut, and Western Visayas depends on sugar and rice. The

poorest regions are Eastern Visayas, Bicol, and Cagayan Valley; the other
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two are among the well off regions. The regions least dependent on the

four crops are Southern Tagalog (including Metro Manila), Central Visayas

(including Metro Cebu), Central Luzon, and Northern Mindanao. All of these

regions have large industrial bases. The Ilocos Region depends on other

crops such as tobacco.

The regional impact of direct and indirect price interventions on

the four crops is presented in Tables 7.8 and 7.9. Table 7.8 shows that,

on the whole, direct price interventions led to real income losses for

Western and Eastern Visayas, Western, Southern and Northern Mindanao,

Southern Tagalog, Central Luzon, and Bicol but led to real income gains for

Central Mindanao, Central Visayas, Ilocos, and Cagayan Valley. The regions

which had the largest income losses were Western and Eastern Visayas; they

also were hit hard by the decline in the world price of sugar and the

volatility in the world price of copra. The other coconut producing

regions--Bicol and Western Mindanao--also were hit hard by the government

price interventions in coconut and the volatility in world copra prices.

The regions which were. favorably affected by the government price

interventions were Ilocos, Central Mindanao, Cagayan Valley, and Central

Visayas; the last three are corn producing regions which benefited from the

positive protection on corn. All the regions suffered real income losses

from the government's direct and indirect price interventions.

Insurgency in the Philippines historically has been based on

agrarian conditions such as agricultural performance, tenurial relations,

and degree of poverty and income inequality in the regions. The state of

economic welfare in the regions, in turn, has been strongly influenced by

international market developments and the government's pricing and non-

pricing interventions.



- 152 -

Between 1930 and the early 1960s insurgency in the Philippines was

centered on Central Luzon. During the 1970s and early 1980s, the

geographical center of the insurgency shifted to the regions with low,

largely stagnant or sluggish per capita incomes: Eastern Visayas, Western

Visayas, Bicol, Cagayan Valltey and Southern Mindanao (see Table 7.4). Most

of these regions were hit hard by the government's direct price

interventions (see Table 7.2) and the international market developments in

sugar and coconut. Political insurgency also erupted during the 1970s in

Muslim-dominated Western Mindanao and Central Mindanao, the two regions

which registered the highest growth rates in per capita real income.

However, insurgency here was primarily associated with the drive of some

Muslim groups for political independence from the Philippines. Insurgency

in Southern Mindanao is also paritly related to this independence cause.

While the other regions were protesting, Central Luzon benefited

from the government's agrarian reform efforts, being the country's rice

granary and having a large share of irrigated rich lands. The region

particularly benefited from the improvement in rice yields and the

government subsidy in irrigation during the 1970s. As Table 7.4 indicates,

Central Luzon registered an average growth rate in per capita real income.

The link between agricultural performance and insurgency in the

Philippines is best exemplified by the case of the country's foremost sugar

producing province, Negros Occidental in Western Visayas. Political

insurgency in the province was negligible during the sugar boom years of

the 1960s and early 1970s, although there was an undercurrent of discontent

over the feudalistic structure and wide disparity in incomes. Government

interventions in sugar production during the latter 1970s, the sugar crisis

of the early 1980s, and the ressulting impoverishment of the lower classes

highlighted the contrasts in isocial conditions and brought on greater

insurgency in the province during, the 1980s.



- 153 -

Effect of Price Interventions on Agricultural Laborers

Agricultural laborers make up a large portion of the agricultural

population, and they are among the poorest of the agricultural population.

Therefore, it is worthwhile to explore the impact of agricultural pricing

policies on them.

There are no annual time series data on agricultural laborers in

the Philippines. Nonetheless, the results of the 1975 NCSO National

Households Survey the 1980 Census of Agriculture and some village studies

point to the importance of agricultural laborers in the agricultural

economy and in rural society. Makil and Fermin (1978) report that, based

on the 1975 NCSO National Households Survey, about 48 percent of all

agricultural workers are farm laborers and other landless workers and 52

percent are landed farm owners (including a small number of farm managers,

administrators, and overseers). About 69 percent of farm laborers in 1975

worked in rice and corn, 11 percent in sugarcane, 9 percent in coconut, and

11 percent in the other agricultural sectors (Makil and Fermin, 1978, Table

8, P.22).

The Census of Agriculture estimates that there were about 3.4

million farm operators in 1980. These operators hired from 0.76 million to

0.96 million permanent paid agricultural workers and from 8.3 million to

10.1 million temporary or seasonal workers in 1980 (1980 Census National

Summary, pp. 26, 43). The figures on temporary or seasonal workers are

based on reports by farm operators of how many agricultural laborers they

hired. Since one temporary or seasonal worker may work on several farms

during one season, the total given in the 1980 Census overestimates the

number of actual seasonal or temporary workers.

Based on several village studies it appears that agricultural

laborers make up at least one-third of the agricultural working population
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in the Philippines. Ledesma's (1982) study of the two major rice producing

provinces in the Philippines, Nueva Ecija and Iloilo, shows 33 percent of

all households to be landless agricultural laborers and another 10 percent

to be engaged mainly in nonfarm activities. Similarly, C. David's (IRRI)

project on the effect of technical change in rice producing regions, also

conducted in these two provinces, found that about 36 percent of the

working population is hired agricultural workers and another 20 percent

engage in nonfarm activities (see Bautista, 1987, Table 2, p. 23).

The landless agricultural laborers belong to the lower rung of the

agricultural ladder. In Ledesma's study, they are the 'worst. off" in terms

of household increases and socioeconomic indicators, although they do more

work in the rice farming operations than the tenant farmers themselves

(Ledesma, 1982, p. 181). In David's study sites, the household income of

landless agricultural laborers constitutes an average of orLly 35 percent,

39 percent, and 51 percent of the household incomes of farmers in

favorable, semifavorable, and unfavorable rice communities, respectively

(Bautista, 1987). On the national level, the poverty incidence among

landless agricultural laborers during 1982-83 was the second highest (after

corn farmers) among groups in the rural sector and was considerably higher

than that of rice farmers (see Table 7.2).

Effect of Price Interventions on Incomes of Agricultural Labor

The instantaneous effect of agricultural pricing policies on

agricultural laborers only views agricultural laborers aLs consumers of

agricultural produce since the wage rate, work effort, and laborers' income

do not change immediately. To the extent that agricultural pricing

policies increase the actual price of agricultural produce relative to its

border price, then laborers as consumers are adverseLy affected. Where

export taxation makes the price of agricultural produce lower than border

prices, agricultural laborers as consumers are favorably affected.
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The extent of the effect of agricultural pricing policies on the

real incomes of agricultural laborers depends on the difference between

domestic and border prices for each commodity and on the total expenditure

shares of rice, corn, sugar, and cooking oil in the typical diet of an

agricultural laborer.

The instantaneous real income effect of agricultural pricing

policies on agricultural laborers is measured by the following:

CPIw
ID- =- ---- :! 1

yw CPI

CPIw
IT^ =-1
yw CPIww w

where

ID^ = instantaneous direct income effect
yw

IT' = instantaneous total income effect
yw

Table 7.10 presents the results of the analysis. The table

indicates that farm workers as consumers generally were favorably affected

by the government's direct price interventions during the 1970s and early

1980s. Workers benefited from price controls when world prices were high

during 1973-75 and from the disprotection of rice, sugar and coconut during

the latter 1970s. Workers were adversely affected as consumers primarily

when the domestic price of rice was allowed to be higher than the border

price, in 1971-72, 1976, and 1982. The overvaluation of the peso counter-

balanced the adverse effects of the direct price interventions, resulting

in further net positive welfare effects to farm workers during the period.
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Table 7.10 also showrs the instantaneous effects of- price

interventions on farm owners, uniskilled, unemployed workers in urban areas,

and professionals. The table indicates that farm workers generally are

more vulnerable to direct price interventions than the other occupational

groups. The is, farm workers had the largest income gains from price

controls and the disprotection Ito rice and other crops; they were also hit

the hardest by protection given to rice and other crops. The professional

class is the least vulnerable to government price interventions in the four

crops.

In the short run, wages may be affected by agricultural pricing

policies because of changes in rural and urban demand and supply andl

changes in internal migration. Real wage rate regsessions for the

Philippines were estimated. The regressions with the best. statistical fit

and which have the most reasonable signs are presented below. The

regressions are for rice, corn, coconut, sugar, and the urban real wage

rate.

Let LNWPAL = logarithm of the real wage for palay (defined as

the nomin,al wage for palay divided by the consumer

price indlex outside Manila, 1971=1.0)

LNWCOR = logarithm of the real wage for corn

LNWCOP = logarithm of the real wage for coconut

LNWSUG = logarithm of the real wage for sugar

LNWUCM = logarithm of the urban real wage rate (defined as

the nominal wage rate for manufacturing in

ManiLa divided by the consumer price index for

Manila, :L971=l.00)

UN = urban unemployment rate, in percent
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LNPAPN = logarithm of the ratio of the agricultural

(crops and livestock) price index to the non-

agricultural price index

LNPiPN = logarithm of the ratio of the price index of

commodity i (rice, corn, sugar, coconut) to the

non-agricultural price index

LNKLR = logarithm of the capital-labor ratio in the rural

sector, defined as pesos per working day

LNGNPME = logarithm of the index of real GNP of Middle

East countries

LNPSEY = logarithm of the share of public sector

expenditures to GNP

LNGCAP = logarithm of the real GNP per capita

The values in parenthesis are t-values.

1. Real Wage Rate for Rice (or Palay)

LNWPAL = -14.056 -0.296 LNPAPN + 0.909 LNWUCM
(-2.67) (-1.08) (2.61)

-0.005 UN + 1.635 LNKLR + 1.891 LNGNPME
(-0.31) (2.38) (2.59)

-t2
R -0.78 Rho hat = 0.90

D.W. - 2.37 F = 8.8

Sample Period 1967-1980

2. Real Wage Rate for Corn

(a) LNWCOR = 6.435 -0.747 LNPiPN(-l) + 1.726 LNWUCM
(0.38) (-2.03) (2.54)

-0.036 UN -0.706 LNKLR + 1.941 LNGNPME
(-1.16) (-0.32) (2.17)

-2
R = 0.45 Rho hat = -0.01 n.s.

D.W. = 1.54 F = 2.7
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Sample Period: 1968-1980

(b) LNWCOR = 0.191 + 0.001 LNPiPN(-l) + 0.823 LNWPAL
(1.13) (1.15) (6.90)

-2R = 0.91 Rho hat = 0.57

D.W. = 1.32 F = 40.8

Sample Period: 1968-1980

3. Real Wage Rate for Coconut

(a) LNWCOP = -17.190 + 0.089 LNPiPn(-l) + 0.650 LNWUCM
(2.39) (1.30) (2.08)

-0.027 UN + 2.244 LNKLR + 0.243 LNGNPME
(1.36) (2.30) i:0.71)

2
R2 = 0.61 Rho hat = 0.91 n.s..

D.W. = 1.91 F = 4.1

Sample Period: 1968-1980

(b) LNWCOP = 0.118 + 0.077 LNPiPN + 0.673 LNWPAL

(0.52) (2.12) (7.88)

-2
R = 0.77 Rho hat = -0.39 n.s.

D.W . = 2.29 F = 14.2

Sample Period: 1968-1980

4. Real Wage Rate for Sugar

(a) LNWSUG = 0.27 + 0.189 LNPiPN(-l) + 0.616 LNWPAL
(0.72) (0.56) 1:2.14)

-2
R = 0.26 Rho hat - -.0.36 n.s.

D.W. = 1.80 F = 2.4

Sample Period: 1968-1980

(b) LNWSUG = 0.383 + 0.735 LNWPAL
(1.30) (3.71)

R = 0.38 Rho hat = -0.21 n.s.
D.W. = 1.95 F = 5.0

Sample Period: 1967-1980

5. Real Wage Rate for Urban Areas
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(a) LNWUCM = 37.37 - 1.081 LNPAPN(-l) + 0.011 UN
(3.73) (-1.65) (0.69)

-4.786 LNGCAP + 1.753 LNGNPME - 0.0122 LNPSEY

R = 0.94 F = 43.8
D.W. = 2.00 OLS

Sample Period: 1966-1980

(b) LNWUCM = 0.81 + 0.917 LNWPAL
(1.29) (2.18)

= 0.21 F = 4.8
D.W. = 0.18 OLS

Sample Period: 1966-1980

The above equations show that the coefficient for the commodity

price ratios is either not statistically significant or has the wrong sign,

suggesting that agricultural pricing policies--which aim at changing the

commodity prices relative to non-agricultural prices--do not have a

significant direct impact on real wages in the short run. While a labor

surplus exists, this finding. is not surprising. Improving agricultural

commodity prices may help to absorb the pool of unemployed and

underemployed even though it has little direct impact on the price of

labor.

The results of the regressions show that the government-mandated

minimum nominal wage rates in plantation agriculture were not effectively

enforced and that paid labor is fairly mobile in switching to different

crops in the sector. Because agricultural laborers in rice and corn

production make up two-thirds of all agricultural laborers, their wage

rates are influential in determining the real wage rate throughout the

agricultural sector. The real wage rate regressions for sugar, which

include the urban wage rate and the urban unemployment rate, were very poor

statistically and so were not included. On the other hand, the real wage
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rate for rice explains about 2/5 of the total variation in the real wage

rate for sugar. Similarly, including the real wage rate for rice instead

of the real urban wage rate in the regressions for corn and coconut

increases the explanatory power of the regressions.

The interrelationship of rural and urban labor markets through

migration also is indicated by the positive relationship between the urban

wage rate and the agricultural wage rate. This is especially evident in

the real wage rate for rice which is influenced by the real urban wage

rate. At the same time, the real urban wage rate appears to be influenced

partly by the real wage rate for rice. Thus, the regressions indicate some

interdependencies between the rural and urban labor markets which reflect

the relative ease of mobility of labor between the two sectors. Therefore,

developments in the non-agricultural sector, through the urban labor market

and wage rate, influence the real wage rate and earnings of rural laborers.

Three other observations from the regressions are worth

mentioning. The first is that changes in urban unemployment do not help to

directly explain the changes in either the rural or urban real wage rate.

This probably reflects the impact of the large pool of underemployed in the

rural and urban sectors. I'he second is that the capital-labor ratio

appears to be positively related to the real wage rate in agriculture but

negatively related to the real urban wage rate. (In the real urban wage

rate regression, the capital-labor ratio is proxied by the real GNP per

capita.) This contrast may reflect, on the one hand, the widely-held view

that the capital stock in agriculture is so inadequate that an increase in

the capital-labor ratio irLcreaLses the productivity of labor and,

presumably, the real wage rate. On the other hand, it may reflect the

higher-than-optimum capital intensity of the manufacturing sector which

unduly limits labor absorption in this largely protected sector. Third,
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the real wage rate regressions suggest that the pace of economic activity

in the Middle East had a positive effect on the real wage rate in the

Philippines through the export of Filipino labor, especially during the

latter 1970s. At this time the number of government-processed overseas

employment contracts (mainly to the Middle East) rose from 36,000 (in 1975)

to 266,200 (in 1981). The export of temporary labor together with

permanent emigration helped to reduce the absolute number of unemployed and

the rate of unemployment. In 1979, for example, the number of unemployed

would have been about 24 percent higher if the export of foreign labor and

emigration had not occurred (Tidalgo, 1984).

Effect of Price Interventions on Incomes of Consumers

In computing the instantaneous income effect of direct or total

price interventions on consumers, it is assumed that the nominal incomes

and food habits of consumers remain constant. The consumers were

disaggregated into four income classes: "poor," "lower middle," "upper

middle," and 'rich," using the 1971 and 1985 Family Income and Expenditures

Surveys. The poor consist of families whose average family income is

P2,999 or less in 1971 or P29,999 or less in 1985. The lower middle class

includes families earning P3,000-P5,000 in 1971 or P30,000=P59,999 in 1985.

The upper middle class includes families earning P6,000-P9,999 in 1971 or

P60,000-P99,999 in 1985. The rich are those earning more than P10,000 in

1971 or more than P100,000 in 1985.

Based on the above income classification, 68.5 percent of all

families in the Philippines in 1985 were poor, while 28 percent belonged to

the middle classes and 3.5 percent were rich.

The instantaneous income effect of direct price interventions on

consumer k was estimated as follows:
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cPI,
CPIk 1

Y CPIk - - ------ 

i~~~~d
where dk = Ea i NPRD ,i =m rice, corn sugar, copr-a

k
a. = expenditure share of i in consumer k's budget

NPRD. = net protection rate from direct price interventions

for crop i

Similarly, the instantaneous income effect of direct and indirect

price interventions on consumer k was estimated as follows:

CPI* 1CT^ = ---:~- - 1 = --------------- -1
yj CPI 1 + dAk + dNw

kwhere

dA~ E a. NPRLT.E 1K

K E$NA - PNA*dNA* - (1 - Ea,) ------

k PN.,*

PNA* -P + (1-1) P
naT Eo 1 + tnaT naNT

The Estimates

The income effect on consumers of price interv(entions in food

items can be expected to have the largest relative impact on the poorer

income classes since food constitutes a larger proportion of their total

budget. The price interventions would have a larger absolute impact on the

richer families (unless the Eood item is an inferior good) but a smaller

relative impact because food represents a smaller share of their budget.
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The expenditure shares of the four crops by income class for 1971 and 1985

are given in Appendix Table A7.6. It is assumed that the expenditure

shares in 1971 are relevant for the period 1966-1977 and that the

expenditure shares in 1985 are valid for the period 1978-1986.

Table 7.11 presents the instantaneous income effects on consumers

of direct price interventions; Table 7.12 presents the instantaneous income

effects of total price interventions.

The income effects of direct price interventions on consumers were

highest for the poor and lowest for the rich. This finding, which holds

for the Philippines as a whole and for each of the three locations (i.e.,

Metro Manila, other urban areas, and rural areas), reflects that the four

commodities take up a larger share of the budgets of the poor than of the

rich.

During the period 1966-86, consumers in rural areas, other urban

areas, and the Philippines as a whole were adversely affected by direct

price interventions. In contrast, consumers in Manila were on the average

better off with the direct price interventions. The income effects over

time can be roughly subdivided into negative effects during the latter

1960s and early 1980s and positive effects during much of the 1973-1981

period. This pattern has been strongly determined by the nature, direction

and magnitude of the protection/disprotection afforded to rice producers.

It is not surprising given the larger share of rice expenditures in the

family budget.

Interestingly, it is not the urban poor but the rural poor who are

most vulnerable to domestic price interventions. Thus, the consumers that

will be hardest hit by a price increase are the rural poor, who are net

consumers of rice, sugar, corn, and coconut.
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Table 7.12 presents the instantaneous income effects on consumers

of total price interventions. It shows that the poor, and especially the

rural poor, benefited the most from the total price interventions during

the 1966-86 period; the rich benefited the least. The! poor spend

relatively more on agricultural products than do the rich. The rich spend

relatively more on non-agricultural products than do the poor. Compared to

non-agricultural commodities, agricultural goods were disprotected as a

result of total price interventions.

To sum up, price interventions seem to have aggravated the

incidence of absolute poverty in the rural areas of the Philippines.

Farmers received lower incomes with direct and indirect price interventions

than they would have without them. The estimates also indicate that the

price interventions in the agricultural sector benefited the net consuming

poor, especially the net consuming farmers and landless laborers who make

up the poorest rural groups. This suggests that the price interventions

tended to be a leveler of incomes in the rural economy of the Philippines.

Finally, the estimates show that the regions with highly unequal

distributions of income and/or higher rates of poverty were the hardest hit

by the direct and indirect price interventions. Understandably, these

regions tended to be centers of insurgency during the late 1970s and early

1980s.



Chapter 8

Variability

A major goal for the Philippine government in intervening in

agricultural trading was to minimize the presumed adverse impact of price

shocks on Filipino consumers and producers. The government's involvement

in the trading of rice, corn, sugar, and copra was precipitated by "crises'

of declines in supplies and sharply rising prices. Government intervention

in agricultural trading modifies the transmission of price shocks in two

areas: between domestic prices and world prices and between producer prices

and consumer prices. This chapter examines the impact of the government's

interventions on the relative variability of prices.

Tables 8.1 and 8.2 show how domestic prices have been stabilized

by presenting two measures of variability of the price ratios: the variance

and the Z-statistic. The Z-statistic is defined as

' t - Xt- )2
i ._ _

N-1

for a variable X with N observations. The variances and Z-statistics were

computed for the whole period 1961-86 and for two subperiods, 1961-72 and

1973-86.

One way to test the government's success at stabilizing domestic

prices is to compare the domestic relative price variability, whether at

the producer or consumer level, and the variability of its corresponding

relative border price, either at the official exchange rate or at the free

trade equilibrium exchange rate. Tables 8.1 and 8.2 indicate that, with

the exception of one instance, domestic relative prices have shown less
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variability than border relative prices during the whole period and during

the two subperiods. The tables also show that the ratios of domestic price

variability to border price variability in rice, corn and sugar were

generally lower during 1973-86 than during 1961-72. This is because the

Philippine government gave more attention to stabilizing the prices of the

three crops during the more turbulent years between 1973 and 1986.

The only case in whic:h domestic prices were less sta'ble than world

prices pertains to copra at the producer level during 1973-86. Here the

actual relative producer price was more variable than the relative border

price at the official exchange rate. This result is probably due to the

imposition of the coconut levy during this period. The levy was varied

several times and functioned Ias a specific tax. Therefore, the variation

in the price of copra had a disproportionate effect on the copra price at

the farm level.

A comparison of the variability of the domestic relative producer

price ratios with the variability of the domestic relative consumer price

ratios for rice, corn, and sulgar (given in Tables 8.1 and 8.2) yields the

following, where Pp is variability (Pp/PNA) and Pc is variability (PC/PNA):

1960-1972 1973-1986 1960-1986

1. Rice
Variance Pp<Pc Pp<Pc Pp<Pc
Z-statistic Pp<Pc Pp<Pc Pp<Pc

2. Corn
Variance Pp<Pc PpcPc Pp<pc
Z-statistic Pp<Pc Pp<pc Pp<pc

3. Sugar
Variance Pp>Pc Pp>Pc Pp>Pc
Z-statistic Pp<Pc Pp>Pc Pp>Pc
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These results reveal a number of interesting points. First,

stabilization of sugar prices is strongly biased in favor of the consumer.

Table 8.1 indicates that, when world sugar prices began to fluctuate during

1973-86, the domestic relative consumer price of sugar fluctuated less than

it had between 1961-72. Meanwhile the variability of the domestic relative

producer price of sugar increased with the increase in the variability of

world sugar prices.

Second, the government's stabilization of corn prices appears to

be biased in favor of producers. This probably reflects the fact that

yellow corn is an import substitute crop and the government wanted to

encourage its domestic production through relatively stable support prices.

Moreover, since yellow corn is primarily used for feeds, consumers are not

expected to pressure for its price to be stabilized (although the livestock

industry did lobby for a secure supply and stable prices).

Third, the government's stabilization of rice prices was biased in

favor of producers. Producer prices were more stable than consumer prices

during the 1960s. Since the Philippines was a net rice importer during the

early 1960s and the early 1970s, the government rice and corn agency had to

manage its rice buffer stock well or else consumer prices would be more

variable. Studies indicate that the rice and corn agency actually did a

poor job of managing its buffer stock, which in turn accentuated the

seasonal fluctuations in prices during the 1960s. It is perhaps because of

the government's failure to smooth out consumer prices that rice became an

important political issue during the early 1960s. The apparent continued

success at stabilizing producer prices compared with consumer prices during

the 1970s and early 1980s might be explained by the decline in real rice

prices during the late 1970s, making price less of a concern for consumers

then.
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Finally, the relative border prices at the free trade equilibrium

exchange rate are more variable than the relative border prices at the

official exchange rate. This is because the free trade equilibrium

exchange rate is more variable than the official exchange rate. Thus, one

benefit of the government's intervention in the foreign exchange market

(primarily through external borrowing during the 1970s) was its moderating

effect on the variability of domestic prices.

Table 8.3 presents the variances of, and correlations between, per

capita output, per capita consumption, and the relative retail price for

each crop. The results corroborate the observations made above based on

the variances of the domestic and border prices.

Table 8.3 indicates that government policy favored sugar consumers

over sugar producers during the 1970s. This is revealed by, the much lower

variance in per capita sugar consumption compared with per capita sugar

output.

Table 8.3 also reveals the government's policy blias toward corn

producers during the 1970s. The variance in per capita corn output was

much less than the variance in per capita corn consumption. Similarly, the

variance in per capita rice output was less than the variance in per capita

consumption, suggesting that the government was more successful in

stabilizing producers prices than consumer prices.

In summary, the comparisons among per capita output, per capita

consumption, and relative retail prices reinforce the conclusions in the

previous analysis based on ,crop prices. This is not at all surprising

since government price intervfentions and pricing policy biases have

corresponding impacts on output and consumption.



Chapter 9

Price Intervention Regressions

Contrary to what is depicted in the economic literature,

government decisions are the result of a complicated policy choice process

and do exert endogenous effects on the economy. The government behaves

with its own objective function, set of constraints, and policy choice

variables. What differentiates it from all other economic actors is that

because it is the largest collectivity in the economy, its decisions are

usually not undertaken with dispatch like those of an individual or a small

group. They are shaped instead by the pressures of its various

constituencies.

This chapter does not attempt to formulate a model of policy

decision making where the interplay of economic and non-economic variables

is explicitly considered. Instead, it presents simple price intervention

regressions in an attempt to determine the importance of economic factors

in the government's pricing intervention behavior. Thus, this chapter

focuses only on the reduced form regressions and the economic determinants.

Despite the absence of an explicit model and the exclusive focus on

economic factors, the chapter is useful in identifying which economic

variables are important in the government's pricing interventions.

The form of the price intervention regressions is:

INV = ao + b Z + u

where INV = a measures of price intervention

Z = a set of determinants

The regressions were applied to the four agricultural crops.
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Alternative specifications of INV at the producer or consumer levels

were used; namely:

1. Direct price interventions

NPRD = P /PNA - 1
BP /PNA

2. Total direct and indirect interventions

p / PNA __1NPRLT = P----P----

(P / PNA*) (E*E )
0

3. Producer price deflated by non-agricultural price:

? / NA

4. Consumer price deflated by non-agricultural price:

r / NA

5. Absolute price wedges between the border price and

domestic producer or consumer price:

P -BP P BP*
p o P

P - BP ; P BPer o r

Recent studies have used a number of variables to explain

econometrically the variation in the government's price interventions. The

first one is the border price; it was used to determine whether the

government tends to insulate domestic prices from variations in the border

prices. If the government tries to insulate domestic prices, then it is

postulated that there would be a negative relationship between the price

intervention variable (in th:is case, NPRD or NPRLT or the peso price

difference) and the border pr:ice. Specifically, the direction of

intervention is assumed to be 'z <l and a (P - BP) < 0 , suggesting
.A tP <

that the government insulated the domestic economy from external price
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shocks; the degree of intervention is indicated by the absolute values of

(AP/ABP) - 1 and A6 (P - BP). Similarly, the elasticity of the domestic

producer or retail prices (relative to the non-agricultural price) with

respect to the border price (deflated by the domestic price level) would be

less than unity.

A second variable that has been used to explain the price

intervention behavior of governments is import capacity. The hypothesis is

that the larger the import capacity of a country (i.e., the larger the

exports receipt and foreign exchange reserves), the more willing the

government will be to import a good i or to reduce exports of good i in

order to reduce the domestic price in relation to the border price. Hence,

there is a presumed negative relationship between the price intervention

measure and the country's import capacity.

A third variable used in policy intervention regressions is the

rate of inflation, either during the current year or lagged one or several

years. The hypothesis is that the government tries to dampen the rate of

inflation by dampening domestic retail prices. Thus, it is assumed that

there is a negative relationship between the price intervention variable

and the rate of inflation. However, it also can be argued that the

relationship is not clear-cut, especially for commodities which have a

significant weight in the cost of living index (e.g., rice). Moreover, to

the extent that movements in the CPI are allowed to proxy for movements in

the average cost of production, there could be a positive relationship

between inflation and the intervention measure at the producer level.

Finally, the variability of the border prices of tradable

agricultural crops has been considered in price intervention regressions.

The presumption is that the government will try to insulate domestic prices
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from short run fluctuations of border prices around the trend, rather than

from long run trends.

Other factors also have been used in the various studies; however,

they relate to the specific model presented in the studies. In this study,

only the four variables mentioned were used. It should be noted that the

hypothesized relationships between the price intervention measures and the

set of determinants assune that price stabilization is an overriding

objective of the government's price interventions.

The Estimates.

The regression results for the four commodities at the producer

and consumer levels are presented in Tables 9.1 to 9.4. Almost all of the

regressions show the hypothesized relationships between the various price

intervention measures and the border price (either at the official exchange

rate, BPO, or at .the free trade equilibrium exchange rate, BP*) deflated by

the non-agricultural price index. Moreover, the coefficients are

statistically significant.

The price interventior, regressions show negative coefficients for

the import capacity variable (MCAP) both for the laggedi and the current

year, especially for rice and in some cases for corn. Thus, the regression

results are largely consistent with the hypothesized relationship and are

indicative of the government's price stabilization efforts. The results

appear to show that the country's import capacity has been an effective

constraint even for rice, the country's primary foodgrain, during the rice

importing years.

Most of the coefficients for inflation (INFLTN) and for the!

variability of the border price (VAR3, a three-year moving average of the!

square of the absolute value of the residuals from trend) are not

statistically significant. The noteworthy exceptions are the positive
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coefficients of INFLTN (-1) in the regressions for rice and corn. The

statistically significant, positive coefficients of the lagged inflation

rate in the rice and corn regressions are consistent with the government's

method of determining the producer support prices for rice and corn. This

method is based largely on the cost of production rather than explicitly on

the border price.

Two other points should be mentioned. First, most of the

regressions have high values of the coefficient of determination; this

indicates that the variables used in the regressions explain much of the

variation in government price intervention. Second, the regression results

indicate that the government price interventions contributed, either

deliberately or inadvertently, to domestic price stabilization.



Chapter 10

Political Econoniy of Agricultural Pricing Policies

Characteristics of the Political System

There are several important characteristics of Phi:Lippine politics

that have persisted over most of the period in view. Most important,

perhaps, is the predominance of individual loyalties over economic group

interests in the political power structure (Abueva and de Guzman, 1969, pp.

156, 210). The two major political parties during the 1950s and 1960s were

characterized by patron-client relationships from the naticnal down to the

local political level, with each party supported by similar mixes of the

social and economic strata. Neither party had permanently been associated

with a particular economic group and therefore intra-party loyalty tended

to be weak. Popular leaders have found it easy to suddenly switch parties

and bring with them their cl:ients down the line.

Organized economic interests do exist, of course, and rice

landlords, sugar planters, and coconut producers have associations which

promote their interests on particular issues. There are also labor

organizations, associations of small farmers, and chambers of commerce and

industry. However, their influence has been weak compared 1:o the vertical

patron-client pattern of political relationships. In short, there has been

no important political party that has represented the particular interests

of any of these economic groups.

Beyond satisfying their clients, leaders at the national level

must try at least to create an image that will attract votes. They must

secure the interests of their clients in the vertical ch,ain, and they must

exhibit at least a minimal concern for popular interests. Beyond that,
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however, there is much room for discretion in pursuing individual

interests.

One implication of this is that political leaders have greater

leeway to defend a policy position on the basis of personal conviction

about the national interest than would be the case if they were beholden to

powerful economic interest groups. Of course convictions can differ so

that often legislators who have virtually identical chains of client

followers will be found on opposite sides of a debate.

The relative independence that political leaders enjoy from

interest groups also gives them greater freedom to pursue their own

personal interests or those of the landed and business elite, as long as

they meet the narrow interests of their clients and show some minimal

concern for the interests of the masses.

The implication here is that political decisions on economic

issues in the Philippines- may not be governed by the consequences for

different economic interest groups. These decisions are driven more by a

perception as to the "correct" policy needed to achieve national goals. An

example of this is the decision to maintain a fixed peso-dollar exchange

rate at the pre-war parity after World War II. This decision might better

be explained by a consensus about the "right" policy to pursue for economic

stability than by a preponderance of weight exerted by special interest

groups.

Another important implication of this view is that political

leaders will moderate their stands on economic policy measures so as to

avoid appearing to seriously harm any particular interest group. Again, by

way of example, the government has rather consistently avoided adopting

pricing policies for rice which strongly favor either consumer or producer

interests. When strong measures have at times been taken, the outcry from
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the injured group has almost invariably brought an early retreat to the

action.

As a result of these influences, it appears that price

interventions have not systematically been designed to hinder or harm the

agriculture sector. The negative effects of 'direct" price! interventions

instead are more a function of the ad hoc approach taken. There are

examples for each commodity: for sugar it was sharing with consumers part

of the premium from the U.S. quota; for rice it was the poor management of

the trade monopoly; for coconut it was the opportunistic struggle for power

by friends of the former president. Therefore, price interventions in

agriculture have not been motivated by any systematic bias toward special

economic interests. Even for yellow corn, which received positive

protection during much of the period, the purpose of protection was as much

the drive to substitute for corn imports as it was to allow the government

grains trading agency (NGA/NFA) to make profits on its monopoly on corn

imports.

There are two important exceptions to this conclusion. First, the

"indirect" interventions have been dominated by the industrial protection

system, and political support for industrial protection does imply priority

for industry over agriculture. However, the nature and magnitude of the

penalty imposed on agriculture by the industrial protection system had

never been fully understood by policymakers. It'was only in 1986 that the

Ministry of Agriculture publicly acknowledged the serious adverse effects

of the protection regime on agriculture.

Second, the political leadership comes overwhelmingly from the

elite social class, and the interests of this class receive high priority

in policy making. Although its origins were in the landed aristocracy, the

elite class had long ago branched out into industry, commerce, finance and
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the elite professions. Hence, the bias of the class is not necessarily for

or against agriculture or any other economic sector. Rather, it is simply

for the rich and powerful. As a result, the political leadership has been

very successful in thwarting land reform and the development of a strong

labor movement, despite the lip service it has paid to concern for the

common man.

Another important political element is the strong role reserved

for the central government in guiding and regulating the economy. Not only

was this idea embodied in the Commonwealth Constitution, President Quezon

made it clear at the outset of the Commonwealth in 1936 that he did not

believe in a laissez-faire economy, but rather favored government

leadership in economic planning (Gopinath, p. 116). In addition, the

establishment of government corporations to participate directly in the

economy was defended in 1937 on the grounds that there was no indigenous

private entrepreneurship and that without intervention foreign capital

would totally dominate the economy (Gopinath, pp. 121-127).

The first president's distrust of the market has persisted, making

it easy and acceptable for the government to intervene with controls or

direct government operations in the event of unexpected economic

developments. Much of this distrust of the market is related to a

widespread feeling that the market is manipulated by Chinese traders and

multinational corporations. In any case, the Filipino people look to the

government to provide them with an adequate supply of essentials at

affordable prices and it is the government, not the market, that is blamed

for any failure.

Another recurrent theme in the political economy of the

Philippines is the influence of elections on economic policies.

Researchers are familiar with the 'blips" that occur at four-year intervals
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in the time series for money supply and government spending. Import

controls and food supply and pricing policies often are relaxed at this

time in order to satisfy consumers during election years. Despite these

and other tactics used by the incumbent, the opposition won four of the

seven post-war elections pr:ior to Martial Law (1972). This may reflect a

tradition of strong opposition to abuse of authority as swell as a modest

degree of freedom and honesty inL the electoral process.

External forces also have affected economic policies. Here the

U.S. has been predominant, and with it the International Monetary Fund

(IMF), and the World Bank (WB). The U.S. influence was built into the

Trade Act that the Philippines was obliged to ratify as a condition for

receiving rehabilitation aid after World War II. U.S. influence also

stemmed from the Philippines' desire for development aid in the 1950s and a

felt need to maintain an attractive climate for foreign capital.

Philippine dependence on the IMF grew with each of the recurrent balance of

payments crises and peaked wit:h the debt crisis of the 1980s. The

influence of the WB on economic policies became more substantial with the

structural adjustment loans cif the early 1980s.

Finally, the declaration of Martial Law in 1972 drastically

changed the nature of political processes in the Philippines. The

abolition of Congress virtually destroyed the political liaison system

based on patron-client relations that had linked Manila to the provinces.

At the central government level, the absence of Congress freed the hand of

the President in policy making. At the same time, however, he relied

heavily on his 'technocratic" ministers, recruited from the business and

academic communities. A workable, though uneasy, relationship evolved

between the President and the technocrats, based on a reciprocal feeling

that each could use the other to attain its goals.
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The President's ambitions included weal-th and fame. The latter he

saw as dependent on economic development, which explains his commitment to

it. Moreover, he also believed that the technocrats knew how to promote

economic development. This gave the technocrats leverage in influencing

the President on economic policy decisions. In return, they were willing

to shield their eyes from the President's aggrandizements in the areas of

power and wealth in order to enjoy this freedom in pursuing what they

believed to be sound economic policies. Unfortunately for the Philippines,

their policies were not all that sound and the costs of the President's

aggrandizements turned out to be much greater than the technocrats had

anticipated.

It is not surprising that the absence of Congress and any legal

political opposition, together with the reign of the technocrats, coincided

with the growth in the influence of the IMF and the WB. First, advice and

recommendations coming from these organizations are more readily

appreciated by technocrats than by politicians. Second, the technocrats

were better insulated from the outcries of those who would be upset by the

implementation of IMF and WB prescriptions. The election and convening of

a new Congress in 1987 will undoubtedly imply a quite different

relationship between the government and the IMF and World Bank.

The Political Economy of Direct and Indirect Interventions

Direct interventions are measured by the difference between

domestic prices and border prices. The forms of direct interventions

include the pricing policies of government marketing and regulatory

agencies, export taxes and levies, and pricing, taxation and trade policies

that affect agricultural inputs. Indirect interventions, in turn, are

measured by departures from the free trade equilibrium exchange rate. The

forms of indirect intervention include the current account deficit and,
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more importantly for the Philippines, the industrial pretection system

which has supported an overvaLued peso.

The authors maintain that most policy decisions regarding direct

and indirect interventions have not been made jointly, nor has there been

much evidence of conscious coordination between the two types of

interventions over time. By and large the instruments are dlifferent, the

motivations are different, and the agencies responsible are different. Of

course, budget constraints have applied to all intervenl:ions but they

influenced more the quantitative rather than the qualitative aspects of the

policies adopted.

There is one important exception to the above finding: the

coordination of explicit and iLmplicit export taxes with devaluations of the

peso. Each major devaluation was accompanied by an increase in export

taxes as a way to control the increase in the domestic prices of the major

exportables. Moreover, the pricing of rice and corn also was designed to

offset (temporarily) the effects of devaluations.

Aside from this example, the overall lack of coordination between

direct and indirect interventions makes it preferable to treat the two

forms separately in analyzing political motivations and responses.

Therefore, we will first consider the direct interventions ior each crop

and later the indirect interventions.

Before looking at direct price interventions, a brief comment is

in order on the interaction between the quantitative effects of the various

interventions estimated in Chapters 4 and 7, and the response of

policymakers. In the Philippines, direct price interventions many times

served to mitigate changes in the relative prices of agricultural products

that came from other sources such as peso devaluations and fluctuations in

world prices. Hence, the "effects" on production, incomes, etc., as
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measured above are really partial effects to stronger external influences.

Accordingly, we could not expect the government to react strongly, for

example, to a negative output effect which was only a modest offset to a

strong positive output effect.

Direct Price Interventions

Several factors appear to have motivated the government's direct

interventions in the agricultural sector. The first is price

stabilization, with its corollary, the prevention of "food crises". The

latter basically means assuming adequate supplies and stable prices for

food items, especially imports of rice and corn. Price stabilization

implies that domestic prices remain stable regardless of fluctuations in

border prices. This relationship is borne out by the measures of price

variability in Chapter 8 and the results of price intervention regressions

in Chapter 9.

Price stability basically was pursued for income distribution

purposes. That is, the Philippine government did not tend to favor

particularly either producer or consumer interests in its direct price

interventions but rather was motivated to avoid seriously displeasing

either side. The attempt to stabilize against either external shocks or

domestic supply shocks served to avoid sudden movements away from pre-

existing prices that might have been considered "unfair". This kind of

motivation, which is consistent with the view of Philippine politics

presented above, is best exemplified by the tendency of the government to

intensify its agricultural interventions in times of "crises" involving

domestic supply problems and/or sharply rising domestic prices.

The income distribution goal also is apparent in the pattern of

protection or disprotection afforded rice and sugar farmers. The producer

price of rice did not depart very much from the border price during

1960-86. The government's apparent lack of bias either for consumers or
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against consumers of rice is not surprising. Rice farmers represent the

largest group of farmers in thie country, and rice takes up the largest

expenditure share of any commodil:y for Filipino consumers.

The domestic producer price of sugar generally was lower than the

border price but higher than the ISA price, especially during the 1960s.

The difference is attributed to the government's transfer of part of the

premium on U.S. sugar prices to Filipino sugar consumers. It did this by

not allowing the domestic sugar price to rise to the level of the border

export unit value. Again, this reflects the tendency of the government to

avoid unduly hurting one, group in favor of another, especially 'poor"

consumers relative to "rich" sugar producers. (It can be argued that,

without the U.S. sugar quota in the 1960s, the Philippi:nes could have

contracted sales at prices in between the two alternative border prices for

sugar; that is, at prices closer to actual domestic prices than either one

of the alternative border prices used. Viewed this way, the domestic

producer price of sugar did not depart very much from the border price.)

The domestic producer price of copra remained closer to the border

price until the imposition of the CCSF levy and the establishment of

UNICOM. At this time the producer price of copra dropped much lower than

the border price. Although this would suggest that price interventions

have been biased against producers, this was not the case. The price

interventions after the 'cooking oil' crisis were at least officially a

form of short term taxation to producers in exchange for long-term benefits

to them. The benefits would be conveyed through the restructuring of the

ownership base of coconut processing and marketing and through productivity

increases in coconut farming.
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Only in corn production has government pricing policy consistently

favored one group over another -- in this case producers over consumers.

The positive pricing protection is a reflection of the government's drive

for self sufficiency and the need for NFA to generate profits. It also

helps to redistribute income in favor of the poor corn farmers.

The government's apparent lack of bias either for consumers or for

farmers as a whole is indicated by the estimates of real transfers. Based

on the XUP-related estimates, net price related transfers due to direct

price interventions averaged -1.1 of GNP per year during 1960-82. However,

if non-price transfers are included, the net transfers averaged only -0.4

percent of GNP per year during the period. Based on the ISA-related

estimates, the net price related transfers due to direct price

interventions and the net transfers averaged -0.2 percent and 0.5 percent

of GNP per year, respectively, during 1960-82 (see Chapter 6). Thus, the

direct price interventions and the non-price transfers were largely neutral

in this effect on farmers and consumers.

The stability of prices and supplies also had a political basis

during the pre-martial law years. The failure to maintain rice prices and

the existence of rice shortages contributed to the downfall of incumbent

administrations in 1961 and 1965. The political opposition tended to

equate the incumbent administration's failure to adequately provide rice at

a reasonable price as an indication of its weakness and inability to solve

the country's economic problems.

Two factors which have influenced the nature of government

intervention in agriculture are interrelated: the bias against

"monopolistic" traders and the Filipinization of domestic and international

trade. The idea that profits from agriculture have largely been going to

foreign middlemen rather than to farmers has been very popular. As a
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result, measures were enact:ed iLn the 1950s and 1960s to eliminate Chinese

control of the retail and wholesale trade, as well as the milling andl

warehousing of rice and corn. Filipinos also were given priority in the

allocation of import licenses dluring the 1950s as a means of nationalizing

the import trade.

Government intervention in the export crops was partly justified

as a way to strengthen the position of the Philippines vis-a-vis the

multinational firms that were believed to control world markets. Before

the 1970s, much of the copra trading and coconut oil manufacturing was

controlled by foreigners. The government's establishment of coconut

cooperatives during the 1960s was partly an effort to increase the control

of Filipinos in the trading asp(ect of the coconut industry. The use of the

coconut levy to purchase coconut oil mills, establish coconut marketing

centers, and build coco-based chemical plants for coconut farmers, was

designed to 'dis-alienate" the coconut trading and processing sectors.

Recent papers (CanLas, et al., 1985; Ferrer, 1985; McCoy, 1982;

Intal, 1987b) point out that political control and r,ent seeking also

figured into the government's agriculture price interventions during the

1970s. These papers suggest that government decisions can be partly

explained in terms of the generation of monopoly rent throuph the political

process (e.g., the imposition of selective quotas or tariffs, exclusive

franchises, etc.). Thus. the increase in income and economic power of a

few individuals close to the president during the 1970s coincided with the

increase in government control over certain economic sectors such as

coconut and sugar (see, e.g., de Luna, 1986).

Finally, the generation of government revenue was another motive

for imposing export taxes. Papers on public finance in the Philippines

during the 1960s pointed out that the tax effort there was less
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satisfactory than in other countries, and called for stronger efforts.

Export taxes and premiums were a significant component of Philippine tax

revenues during the early 1970s. Although these taxes have declined since

then and were eliminated in 1986, revenue generation remains an important

motive for export taxation. Therefore, it is not surprising that the

proposals to completely eliminate export taxes on agricultural exports

initially were opposed by the Ministry of Finance.

Since rice is the most important food crop, its price and

availability have always been politically important, especially during

election years. Rice crises even have contributed to the downfall of

incumbent administrations. Moreover, it is not coincidental that the only

time a president was reelected was in 1969 after the country attained

temporary self-sufficiency in rice production through the new high yielding

varieties. The goals of price stability and self-sufficiency dominated

rice policy until a surplus for export finally was attained in the late

1970s. Indeed, in the development plan in the early 1960s, the importation

of rice was proposed to be banned completely. Self-sufficiency was related

to food security, especially because of the pervasive foreign exchange

constraint during the 1950s and the 1960s.

During the 1950s, food price stability had macroeconomic

implications. Low, stable food prices were needed to keep the rate of

inflation low and thereby avoid aggravating the foreign exchange

disequilibrium. Thus, overall price stability was an overriding concern of

the Central Bank. The general price level declined during the early 1950s

and barely increased during the latter 1950s. The stability in prices

reduced some of the pressure on wages and helped to improve the

profitability of the new manufacturing industries.
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The nominal rate cf protection on rice produci:ion from direct

price interventions averaged 7 percent per year during 1960-82, and 1

percent per year during the same period excluding the crisis years 1961 and

1971. The unusually high NPRD for 1961 reflects the crisis in domestic

rice supply which President Garcia attributed to weather and his political

opponents attributed to poor planning. The crisis contributed to the

President's defeat in his reelection bid in the 1961 elections.

The NPRDs for rice were negative during 1962-63. These negative

values were followed by four years of large positive values. The negative

values reflect the stabilizing role of rice pricing policy after the 1962

peso devaluation. However, the devaluation raised the profitability of

export crops, which expanded at the expense of rice production (Treadgold

and Hooley, 1967). The resulting shrinkage in rice supplies and increase

in domestic prices during the next three years was an important political

issue in the 1965 elections. It led to the defeat oF the incumbent

President Macapagal and the election of Ferdinand Marcos.

During his second year in office, President Marcos unveiled his

"Rice and Roads Programs and predicted rice self-sufficiency within three

years (Rama, 1967). The development of the high yielding ri.ce variety and

its quick adoption by farmers allowed the country to became self-sufficient

in rice production-during the late 1960s. The success of the "Rice and

Roads Program" was important in the successful reelection bid of President

Marcos in 1969.

The country's self-sufficiency in rice could not be sustained,

however, because of rice tungro infestation and floods in 1971-72 and the

less than favorable pricing policy during 1968-70. The nominal protection

rate on rice due to direct price interventions dropped to almost zero

during 1968-70 (see Table 3.1). As a result, the real producer price of
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rice (i.e., the producer price relative to the non-agricultural price) fell

substantially during those years.

Because of production shortfalls in 1971-72 and because the

Philippines again became a rice importer at that time, the nominal

protection rate from direct price interventions turned into large positive

values. As a result, the real producer price of rice rose substantially

during 1971-72 (see Figure 2.1a). When the world price of rice shot up in

1973-74, the government did not allow the domestic retail price to increase

as far and this caused negative NPRDs. The real producer price of rice

during 1973-74 remained at its 1971-72 level. In the meantime, the

government was aggressively promoting the expansion of rice production

through subsidized fertilizer and credit and through more intensive

extension support services. The relatively favorable producer prices and

the government's promotion of rice production programs allowed the country

to regain self-sufficiency and to produce surpluses during the late 1970s.

The Philippines was a marginal rice exporter during the late 1970s

and very early 1980s. At this time the real producer price of rice

declined (see Figure 2.1a), a result of the declining real international

price of rice and negative NPRDs. The economic crisis that occurred during

1983-86 made it difficult to obtain agricultural credit and reduced real

government expenditures in irrigation maintenance and agricultural

services. As a result, the Philippines became a net importer of rice

again.

In summarizing rice pricing policies, there is no evidence of a

persistent bias in favor of either producers or consumers. Producers

benefited from the administrative obstacles placed on rice importation

during the 1960s; consumers benefited from the rice and corn agency's

reluctance to export during the latter 1970s. The years of large positive
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or negative NPRDs largely reflect ineffective planning to avoid shortages

or stabilize prices while world prices would fluctuate! and. foreign exchange

would be hard to obtain. The real transfers associated with direct price

interventions during 1967-86 averaged -1.1 percent of the agricultural

value added (0.5 percent excluding 1973-74). The cumulative output effect

of the direct price interventions amounted to 0 percent of the 1985 rice

output. Thus, on the whole, there were no serious output or income losses

caused by the price interventions, especially if nonprice government

expenditures also are taken into account. The relatively neutral effect of

the government's pricing policy for rice helps to explain the large gains

in rice output during the 1970s.

However, one important group has suffered from rice pricing

policies during the 1970s: rain,fed rice farmers. While the domestic price

of rice stayed close to the world price, the real price fell as

productivity increased. The productivity gains accrued to consumers ancd

lowland irrigated rice farmers rather than to rainfed farmers. For them

there was no offset to the decline in the purchasing power of rice. As EL

result, the hectarage devoted to rainfed rice production declined during

the early 1980s.

Corn

Until the early 1960s, corn policy in the Philippines focused on

the availability and price of white corn, which is a staple food for about

20 percent of the population in the Visayas and parts of Mindanao. White

corn is not internationally traded, so corn policy did not become

politically important until domestic shortages appeared and yellow corn had

to be imported to replace it.

The expansion of hog and poultry production and the shift from

backyard to commercial production in the late 1960s made corn import
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policies an important issue in the 1970s. The sharp increase in the volume

of yellow corn imports at the turn of the 1970s prompted the government to

increase its efforts at attaining self-sufficiency in yellow corn

production. The NPRD for corn averaged 32 percent per annum during 1967-86

(see Table 3.1). The positive NPRD encouraged output growth; at the same

time, it supported the profit notions of the government monopoly importer,

the National Grains Authority (NGA). NGA financed its support price for

rice with profits from its importation of wheat, corn and soybeans.

Of the four commodities examined here only corn had positive

cumulative output effects resulting from direct price interventions (see

Table 4.1). Transfers to corn farmers were positive, amounting to an

average of 1.3 percent of agricultural value added during 1967-86.

In corn pricing policies, producers appear to have been favored

over consumers. It is difficult to gauge the extent of the preference,

however, as high corn prices also served the goal of self-sufficiency and

the revenue-generating interests of NGA. Corn pricing policy also has had

a positive effect on income distribution -- favoring poor corn farmers (see

Table 7.5) and penalizing middle- and higher-income consumers of chicken

and pork.

Corn provides an excellent example of how pricing policies in the

Philippines do not support the needs of special interest groups. Corn

farmers are the second most numerous and geographically dispersed farmers

in the Philippines. In addition, they are the least organized among the

producers of the four major corps. The firms in the feed milling and

livestock sectors, and middle class consumers of chicken and pork, on-the

other hand, are more concentrated and better organized than corn farmers.

Despite these advantages, corn farmers have been better served by corn

pricing policies.
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The positive NPRDs for corn encouraged the production of domestic

yellow corn. By the mid L980s, the harvested area in corn exceeded the

harvested area in rice. The current protection regime appears to be

placing the country on the verge of self-sufficiency. The Department of

Agriculture in fact recent:ly (1988) considered subsidizing exports of

yellow corn to prevent a glut in the domestic market and a decline in the

producer price of corn.

The consistent protection of corn prices has provoked the anger of

feed millers and livestock firms, who called for the resignation of the

Secretary of Agriculture in, 1988. Recent pressures to liberalize the

import of meat and meat products under the World Bank-Philippine program of

trade liberalization have exacerbated the policy dilemma between corn and

livestock farmers. In the near future the Philippine Government may need

to shift its support for corn production from protecting prices to

providing yield-increasing technology, infrastructure, and extension

support services. This would allow it to bring its protection of corn

prices to a level consistent 'with the needs of the domestic livestock

industry under a more liberalized trade regime.

Sugar

Before the imposition of. martial law, the "sugar bloc" may have

been the strongest economic: interest group in the Philippines. The

relatively small number of producers, the large number of plantations, and

the export premium from the U.S. sugar quota led to wealth and political

power for the sugar planters and millers. Nevertheless, the influence of

the sugar "barons' on national politics has tended to wane over time.

Philippine society has had an ambivalent attitude toward the sugar bloc:

while its political influence was feared and respected, it also was

resented. This was partly due to the arrogance and ostentatious living of
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wealthy sugar families (Golay, p. 29). More importantly, they represented

the old colonial economic relationship with the U.S. In this capacity they

set themselves against the industrialization strategy of the 1950s and its

system of import controls. Before that, they favored delaying independence

and continuing rather than phasing out the free trade relationship with the

U.S.

Therefore, as industrialization proceeded and new powerful

economic interests took hold, the sugar bloc was increasingly seen as a

reactionary force. The opposition to decontrols and devaluation in the

1960s was motivated in part by the perception that much of the gains would

accrue to wealthy sugar interests and foreign interests.

With the imposition of martial law and the termination of the U.S.

quota in the early 1970s the political power of the sugar elite was vastly

eroded. The elite represented an old oligarchy that was a prime target of

the emerging new oligarchy under the Marcos family. The sugar industry

came under the control of the government and its appointed sugar

administrator. The negative turn in world sugar prices in the second half

of the 1970s and early 1980s left many sugar planters and millers heavily

in debt and their sugar lands and mills mortgaged to the banks, principally

the Philippine National Bank and the Republic Planters Bank. Both were

controlled by the government.

The expansion of the sugar bloc helps put into perspective the

-competition between producer and consumer interests as well as the net

effects of the intervention on sugar producers during the 1960s and 1970s.

The nominal rate of protection due to direct price interventions to the

sugar producers, using the (adjusted) ISA price as the relevant border

price, fell from 101 percent per year during 1960-71 to -16 percent per

year during 1972-81. It increased again, to 67 percent per year, during
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1982-86. Using the export unit value as the relevant border price,-the

nominal rate of protection was even worse -- declining from -14 percent per

year during 1960-71 to -21 percent per year during 1972-81 and -25 percent

per year during 1982-86.

As discussed earli,er, one can perceive an income distribution

concern reflected in the allocation between consumers and producers of the

premium from the U.S. quota during the 1960s and in attempts at price

stabilization during the 1970s. During the 1960s, sugar producers were

required to meet the domestic sales quota at prices lower than export

prices in order to protect consumers from the adverse effect of the export

premium from the U.S. sugar qucta. Thus, the domestic sugar price was

below the XUP border price and above the ISA price.

During the 1970s, the government pursued price st:abilization in

the face of volatile prices -- a process which favored consumers during the

early 1970s and favored producers during the late 1970s. The government

intervened primarily by taking control of the domestic and export trading

of sugar. The performance of the government monopoly was spotty, however,

and caused substantial losses (see Table 5.5). These losses eventually

were shouldered by sugar producers through a lower buying price and

proceeds were used to pay off the losses incurred by the government

monopoly. Accordingly, the monopoly lost the support of planters and

millers; acrimonious debates frequently broke out over the pricing and

marketing strategies of the monopoly (Galang, 1984); and millers and

planters many times requested the monopoly be abolished.

The Philippines was not prepared for the conditions in the world

sugar market of the 1970s and early 1980s. Until the termination of the

U.S. sugar quota in 1974, the Philippine sugar industry operated under a

regime of relative certainty in export markets and prices. Its central
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problem then was expanding sugar production fast enough to meet the quota

requirements of the United States or else face a permanent reduction in the

Philippine quota in succeeding years (see Marcos, 1967). That is why the

export premium was not all taxed away; sugar producers would not have had

the incentive to meet the quota. Moreover, the government encouraged the

expansion of sugar production primarily by expanding sugar hectarage and

establishing sugar mills.

The termination of the U.S. sugar quota forced the Philippine

sugar industry to operate within a more volatile environment. The

expansion in Philippine sugar output was accompanied by a decline in sugar

yield due to reduced farm productivity and processing efficiency. This

made the domestic sugar industry more vulnerable to the fluctuations in

world sugar prices. Thus, the troubles of the Philippine sugar industry

reflected the adjustment problems of an increasingly inefficient producer

which no longer had access to a large and protected export market.

The government interventions aggravated the structural adjustment

problems of the sugar industry by forcing farmers to shoulder the losses of

the sugar trading monopoly. The government interventions of the 1970s

failed because they focused on power, aggrandizement, and control of the

export trade rather than on measures to increase productivity and diversify

crops in the sugar regions.

Perhaps the most important source of rent seeking was the

marketing margin charged by NASUTRA, which was much higher than the

industry average before the monopoly. This came about partly from the

layering of the domestic distribution network with "paper traders". The

prohibition on industrial users and wholesalers from buying directly from

private refineries allowed paper traders to generate rents from the quota

rights. Another source of rent seeking occurred in the form of overpricing
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the investment packages for establishing sugarmills financed by loan money

or guaranteed by the Philippine National Bank (see Intal, 1987b).

Under the Aquino eadministration, the sugar trade has been returned

to the private sector. The basic problems of productivity and

diversification remain, however, and there is much uncertainty about how to

implement land reform.

Coconut

Government intervention in coconut pricing and marketing only

became significant in the 1!970s. The interventions were controversial, for

a number of reasons. First, they affected nearly one-fifth of Filipino

farmers, compared to about one percent in the case of sugar. Second, the

interventions created a parastatal but legally private bureaucracy that was

largely outside the purview cf government auditing regulations; hence,

records of financial transactions in most cases were not available for

public scrutiny. Third, and perhaps most important, the interventions

provided substantial opportunities for rent seeking (Intal, 1987b).

In 1973, the government imposed the coconut levy. Initially

intended as a price stabilization measure for coconut-based consumer

products under government-mandated price control, the levy eventually paved

the way for the government's more! active involvement in coconiut pricing and

marketing. This was achieved through its vertical integrat:Lon and coconut

replanting programs.

The vertical integration program was based primarily on the

program of action advanced by the Philippine Coconut Producers Federation

(COCOFED) in 1968. This program ostensibly was designed to increase the

farmers' share of value added in the coconut industry by giving them

indirect control of oil mills and other coconut-based industries. The

program was essentially a reaction to the government's neglect of the
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industry and the foreign domination of copra financing, trading, and

coconut oil manufacturing. The vertical integration program is, in part,

an effort to nationalize the coconut trading and processing sectors.

The coconut replanting program was funded from the coconut levy

and was meant to address the low stagnating productivity in coconut

farming. The program was designed to utilize one coconut hybrid variety,

with all of the seednuts coming from the coconut farm owned and controlled

by the government's coconut administrator, who happened to be a key

business associate of the President. The exclusive reliance on the one

variety was not warranted technically, however (Sangalang, 1987). The

potential returns to the seednut farm appear to have been substantial

because the development costs of the farm were financed from levy funds and

because of favorable contract prices (Sacerdoti, 1982; ILMS, 1981).

Two other objectives are connected with the vertical integration

program and associated creation of a government-mandated dominant coconut

oil milling firm (UNICOM): the promotion of processing of the primary

product, (copra) and the exploitation of rents from monopoly power in world

trade. Of the two, the promotion of processing appears to have been the

more important. Export taxes in coconut oil were lower than those on

copra; the government actively promoted coconut oil manufacturing in the

second half of the 1970s; and copra exports were barred in support of

domestic coconut oil milling. The motives of nationalization, monopoly

trading, and promotion of processing appear to have been mixed with the

motives of wealth and power aggrandizement on the part of the President and

his friends.

The policy interventions created an interlocking directorate in

the coconut industry: the key policy formulating and implementing

institutions in the industry were headed by the same individuals or their
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representatives. The interrelationship between policy formulation and

implementation in a selected few institutions and individuals provided room

for personal aggrandizement, by allowing personal investments to merge with

a public policy that endorsed imonopoly rents. For example, with rent

seeking in the United Coconut Planters Bank (UCPB) and UNICOM, individual

co-owners had higher equity participation and lower equity contribution

than did the farmers. As a result, the individual co-owners, who

controlled the policy making institutions in the coconut industry, received

a disproportionately higher share of the earnings of the two corporations.

The profit sharing scheme for the top executives of UCPB also provided a

form of rent seeking because funds from the coconut levy were deposited

with UCPB interest free. Since UrCPB's earnings were inflated by the fact

that the levy funds were interest free, part of the incomes of the bank's

executives from the profit sharing scheme reflect the foregone interest

income of the farmers (Intai, 1987b).

The-interventions during the 1970s and early 1980s hurt the

coconut farmers. The nominal rate of protection, which averaged about -1

percent per year during 1960-69, fell from about -10 percent per year

during 1970-73, to -19 percent during 1974-78, and -24 percent during

1980-86. The negative values Eor NPRD during 1970-72 represent the effect

of the export tax plus, perhaps, some delay in the adjustment of domestic

prices to the devaluation. The negative values during 1974-78 reflect the

export tax plus the coconut levry. The negative values for l980-86 reflect

the addition of the monopsony power of the government-mandated coconut oil

mill (UNICOM). Transfers from, or the foregone income of, coconut farmers

as share of the gross national product averaged 0.05 percent during 1961-

69, 0.43 percent during 1970-79, and 0.66 percent during 1980-84. These

values bring out the irony of a scheme which was allegedly designed to
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integrate production and marketing in the coconut industry on behalf of the

small farmers.

Inputs

Government input policies have aimed at providing partial or

complete subsidies to farmers. Apart from research and extension and rural

roads, input policies focused on irrigation, fertilizer, and agricultural

credit.

Government expenditures for irrigation in the Philippines have

gone almost exclusively to the rice industry. There are two noteworthy

periods of investment in irrigation. The first was during the mid 1950s,

when President Magsaysay used irrigation as part of his social amelioration

program for the tenants. This investment was short-lived, in part because

President Magsaysay died in office. The second period was during the 1970s

and early 1980s. The sustained increase in irrigation investment reflects

the government's recognition of the social benefits of irrigation.

Irrigation is the most important form of government subsidy to

rice farmers. Water rates have been low and the fees collected have not

been set high enough to recover the cost of operation and maintenance of

the irrigation systems. Thus, the government has had to subsidize the

operations of the National Irrigation Authority.

The government's involvement in fertilizer marketing and pricing

has been predicated on subsidizing the fertilizer purchases of food (i.e.,

rice and corn) farmers. The first demonstration of this effort was the

fertilizer subsidy program for rice and corn farmers administered by the

Agricultural Credit Administration during the late 1950s and early 1960s.

It was during the early 1970s however, that the government took a much more

active role in fertilizer pricing and marketing. The Fertilizer Industry

Authority was established to regulate prices and the domestic production
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and marketing of fertilizer. Later it was expanded into the Fertilizer and

Pesticide Authority and its regulation activities included farm chemicals.

When fertilizer prices shot up during 1973-75, the government

imposed price controls on fertilizer for rice and corn farmers and

subsidized domestic fertilizer producers (and importers) f'or their losses

caused by the price controls. In order to protect the domestic fertilizer

industry (and reduce dependence on foreign sources fcor a critical input)

FPA only allowed imports to the predetermined level required to meet

expected requirements. This policy of subsidizing domestic fertilizer

producers and allowing a few authorized importers to control imports

continued through the 1970s and early 1980s despite the fall in world

fertilizer prices in 1976.

The government's fertilizer policy, originally fashioned to help

farmers, instead turned out to support domestic fertilizer producer's,

importers, and the governmen,t (through taxes) and to hurt farmers (see

Appendix Table A2.2). At the. same time, however, the policy did not

encourage the domestic production of nitrogen fertilizer because there are

no domestic sources of raw material for nitrogen fertilizer. Domestic

production of urea, the largest and cheapest source of nitrogen, was

actually discontinued after 1976; the domestic consumption requirement was

filled up by imports. In effect, the fertilizer policy f'ailed to encourage

domestic production and failed to provide cheap inputs tco the farmers.

Studies of fertilizer policy during the 1970s and early 1980s were

very critical. As a result oE these studies the Aquino government in 1986

completely liberalized the importation of urea and other non-phosphatic

fertilizers and waived tar:iffs on these fertilizer imports. Import

liberalization increased the number of fertilizer importers and set the

domestic prices of urea and ot:her non-phosphatic fertilizers at near parity
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with border prices. The current fertilizer policy issue facing the Aquino

government is what kind and how much government support or protection

should be provided to the partly government-owned and highly indebted

phosphatic fertilizer firm.

The government's first major attempt to provide institutional

credit to farmers was the credit program of the Agricultural Credit and

Cooperative Financing Administration (ACCFA), administered through the

Farmers' Cooperative Marketing Association (FACOMAS) during the early

1950s. The government also encouraged the establishment of rural banks in

the 1950s. The most ambitious agricultural credit program of the

government, however, was the Masagana-99 program for rice farmers during

the 1970s. This program tied the provision of agricultural credit to

extension services and a package of inputs. Similar credit and extension

programs also were undertaken for other commodities, such as fish and

vegetables during the 1970s. In addition, beginning in May 1975 the

government required banks to allocate at least 25 percent of their loanable

funds for agricultural credit, either through direct lending or through the

purchase of eligible government securities and the commercial paper of

entities engaged in agricultural projects.

The performance of the various agricultural credit programs has

not been encouraging. Problems in repaying loans caused the demise of many

FACOMAS and made ACCFA insolvent. The volume of Masagana-99 loans dropped

from a peak of P1.3 billion covering 54 percent of rice farmers during

1974-75 to only P224 million covering 6 percent of rice farmers in 1982-83.

The growing incidence of loan delinquency made more and more farmers

ineligible for the loans. The repayment rates for the other supervised

credit programs are even lower than those for Masagana-99 loans. Although

the banks have complied with the agricultural credit quota, commercial
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banks and thrift banks hav,e complied overwhelmingly by issuing securities

investments rather than diriect loans to the agricultural sector. The share

of agricultural loans to total bank credit declined from 18 percent in 1966

to 8.0 percent in 1983 (TBAC, 1985).

The less than encouraging results of the agricultural credit

programs are not very surprising. These programs are ultimately viable

only if agricultural production is profitable. Thus, credit subsidies

cannot be expected to fully offset the adverse effect on profitability of

government policies that unduly tax agricultural produrtion. Equally

important, the credit subsidies and allocations were undertaken at a time

when interest rates were very low and sometimes negative due to

administratively set nominal interest rates, inflai:ion, and peso

overvaluation. Such a cheap interest rate policy places the agricultural

sector at a disadvantage because of the inherently higher transaction costs

and risk of agricultural lending.

The Aquino government has adopted a market-oriented interest rate

and agricultural credit policy and has avoided.subsidizing agricultural

credit. After the agricultural credit crunch between 1983-86 and two major

droughts in 1983 and 1987, the government is being criticized for being too

market-oriented and not acknowledging the social value of temporary credit

subsidization.

Indirect Price Intervention

The impact of indirect price interventions on agriculture has been

greater than that of direct interventions. Of the sources of indirect

intervention, protecting the domestic manufacturing market has been used

more than current account deficits.

The basic character of the protection system was formed during the

1950s under the system of import controls which was established during the
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colonial economic regime when the Philippines had problems adjusting to

independence. Under reciprocal free trade with the U.S. before World War

II, the Philippines had become heavily dependent on the U.S. market for its

exports of sugar, copra and other primary commodities, while the

diversification of its economy had been retarded by the free entry of

American manufactures. Debates over the timing and conditions of

independence--and even over its desirability--focused on how to wean the

economy from dependence on the U.S. market and how to promote

industrialization.

With independence in 1946 came the Bell Trade Act, which provided

for eight years of continued reciprocal free trade followed by 20 years of

gradually declining trade preferences. The Act also limited Philippine

sovereignty in economic policy making by proscribing export taxes and

requiring the permission of the American president to change the value of

the peso vis-a-vis the dollar or to suspend its convertibility.

The Philippines faced the immediate postwar years with a

devastated economy accompanied by widespread hunger and deprivation. U.S.

aid to and expenditures in the Philippines supported large trade deficits,

and the available foreign exchange was used to permit a recovery of

consumption rather than for development investment. By the end of 1949,

the Philippines faced a severe balance of payment crisis. The immediate

causes were a sharp- drop in U.S. expenditures, a steep fall in copra

prices, recession in the U.S., election spending and the flight of capital

caused by speculation about a devaluation of the peso. With the approval

of the IMF and the U.S. President, foreign exchange controls were

instituted as a temporary measure by the Central Bank to protect the

nations's reserves. In 1950, another import control law was passed for a

limited period; when Congress refused to extend it in 1953, the Central
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Bank assumed the responsibilities for controlling imports through foreign

exchange licensing. This systern persisted until the end of the decade,

with some modifications.

The immediate causes of the balance of payments crisis have been

noted above. A more fundamental cause of the disequilibriuum was the peso-

dollar exchange rate that was maintained at the pre-war level despite high

wartime inflation. This maLde the Philippines appear to be unable to

compete in even the major primary exports. It was believed these could

sell profitably only with preferential treatment in the protected American

market. The failure of investors to respond to subsidies offered to new

industries reflected the artificially cheap prices of duty-free dollar

goods converted into overvalued pesos. While there was widespread concern

over the lack of competitiveness of Philippine goods, this was generally

attributed to economic backwardness rather than to the exchange rate, which

was taken for granted.

What lay behind this attitude toward the exchange rate? No doubt

the Bell Trade Act was an inhibiting factor, although permission to control

the exchange rate still was sought and granted. Perhaps it was thought the

move would be opposed because of the effect on the value of existing U.S.

investments in the Philippines. Reinforcing this might have been a desire

on the part of Philippine leaders to maintain an image of stability for the

investment climate. Finally, however, even when the provision was

eliminated in 1955 there was no stampede to devalue the peso. In fact,

Central Bank Governor Cuaderno cites opinion from an influential newspaper

that says the provision should not be repealed or irresponsible leaders

would devalue the peso.

It is possible that Cuaderno, the most influential policy maker of

the 1950s, was not himself bothered by the provision since it strengthened
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his hand in defending a fixed exchange rate. Also reinforcing his

unequivocal support of exchange rate stability was the fear of inflation,

the fear of exchange market instability if the peso should slip, and the

commitments in the Central Bank charter and to the IMF. Thus, despite

arguments from influential members of the sugar block, the Philippines

remained committed to the overvalued peso until close to the end of the

decade. However, overvaluation implies some policy measures to defend it.

The provision for free trade with the U.S. for eight years, to be gradually

phased out thereafter, made tariff protection impractical until late in the

decade. It is not surprising, then, that import controls, adopted

initially as an emergency balance of payments measure, remained for a

decade to defend the overvaluation of the peso.

Import controls soon became recognized as an instrument for

protecting domestic industry in order to spur industrialization and reduce

the economy's dependence on primary exports. Industrial protection was

never rationalized, however, as an industrial development plan. Instead,

the priority for industrial development came inadvertently as an adjunct to

the priorities set for the use of foreign exchange. The latter was

rationed on the basis of essentiality in use -- not on the basis of

comparative advantage in production. Hence, import controls were

administered in order of increasing restrictiveness for less essential

products. "Essentialf goods had priority over wsemi-essentialw and "non-

essential" goods, and producer goods had priority over consumer goods. The

result was a system that favored most the production of least essential

consumer goods with the least proportion of domestic value added. The cost

of saving foreign exchange under such a system was exorbitant at the same

time that efficient foreign exchange earners (new exports), and efficient

foreign exchange savers (underprotected import substitutes) were

handicapped by the overvaluation of the peso that the system defended.
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As industrialization proceeded and became more characterized by

import substitution at the finishing stages of production, the political

power of vested interests in support of the controls system strengthened.

The allocation of import licenses to favor Filipino traders also lent

support to the system.

On the other side, the system was criticized for favoritism and

corruption in its administration. Smuggling and under-reporting of export

earnings increasingly underminetd the system. The tightening of controls on

exports to prevent under-reporting added another imlpediment to thes

expansion of new exports. By the end of the decade shortages of needed

supplies became more commorn as controls tightened.

Finally, the controls simply became unpopular with ordinary

consumers. Although the system made all foreign goods seem artificiallyr

cheap, these goods were licensed to privileged importers who sold them al:

high prices. In election years incumbent administrations relaxed controls

to attract popular support. The party out of power attacked the controls

system for the same reason.

The failure of the controls system to keep pressure off the

balance of payments led to various measures that, in effect, eroded the!

fixed exchange rate policy. Exporters of certain products; were allowed to

use their earnings for essential imports outside of the exchange control

system. Margin deposit requirements on import letters of credit were!

established. Direct fees and taxes were levied on the sale of foreign

exchange. Together these produced a system of multiple effective exchange

rates that were varied in response to political and balance of payments

pressures (Baldwin, Chapter 2).

In anticipation of the phasing out of free trade with the U.S., a

tariff act was passed in 1957. This act established an escalating
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structure of duties based on the same essentiality criteria as the import

controls system. This, together with the various taxes and margin

requirements on the purchase of foreign exchange, tended to reduce the gain

from attaining import licenses and, therefore, the strength of one source

of support for the system.

Ultimately, however, the system failed because it could not solve

the balance of payments problem. The import dependence of the new

industries and their extreme inefficiency in saving foreign exchange placed

an ever greater burden on the primary exporting sector which in the end it

could not bear (ILO, Chapter 1). By the end of the decade there was no

further room for tightening restrictions on non-essential imports. The

system could no longer serve its purpose.

The U.S. government and the IMF apparently played a role in

hastening the decision of the Philippine government to decontrol imports

and devalue the peso. According to one account, when Governor Cuaderno

sought new loans in Washington in 1958, he was told by the IMF that his

proposal for a 25 percent tax on foreign exchange was unacceptable to the

U.S. government under the revised Trade Act agreement and that the

condition was, instead, devaluation and decontrol (Villegas, p. 43). The

next year Congress mandated gradual decontrol and Cuaderno, himself,

reluctantly drew up the plans. In 1961, the Liberal Party won the

presidency by making corruption in the controls system a major issue in its

campaign. In 1962 the new president, Macapagal, bypassed the Cuaderno plan

and implemented immediate and full decontrol. The previously floating free

market rate was stabilized at P.3.90 per dollar and this became the

official parity in 1965.

Now the tariff system was the principal instrument for

intervention. Its structure provided protection similar to that of the
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import control system and this feature was strengthened by tariff

adjustments to mitigate the effects of removing the controls.

Nevertheless, the overall force of protection of the domestic market was

lessened, as evidenced by the extent of the devaluation.

At that time, it was popularly believed that the Philippines had

at last opted for a liberal trade policy regime., However, later studies of

the structure of protection revealed a continuing bias toward import

substitution and against exports. Therefore, it is not surprising that

industrial growth was sluggish and remained dependent on the primary

sector.

In the second half of the 1960s the Marcos regime adopted a more

expansionary monetary-fiscal policy which brought the balance of payments

under new pressure. Spending for the President's re-election campaign in

1969 was at an all-time high, and another crisis was at hand. In the

meantime, some modest conitrols on imports had been reinstituted and

external borrowing had risen sharply, including borrowing from the IMF and

WB.

In his campaign Marcos had promised no devaluation, but when the

consortium of lenders formed by the WB made the floating of the peso a

condition for loan negotiations, Marcos capitulated (Villegas, p. 46). The

rate rose to P6.40 by the encl of the year.

By this time the technocrats finally understood that the

Philippine development effort could not succeed unliess the industrial

sector was able to earn foreign exchange through exports. The Investment

Incentives Act was followed by the Export Incentives Act; both contained

subsidies to non-traditional exports in the form of tax concessions. In

addition, an export processing zone and a system of bonded warehouses were

established to promote non-traditional exports. As a result of these
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measures, new exports grew more rapidly though still far slower than some

East Asian neighbors. Moreover, growth was concentrated first in garments

and later in semi-conductors, both of which were heavily dependent on

imported inputs.

The technocrats viewed this promotion of new exports as a form of

trade liberalization--i.e., as a substitute for a thorough reform of the

protection system. In fact, the effort fell far short of offsetting the

bias against exports (Bautista, Power and Associates, pp. 153 ff). As a

result, growth was retarded by the same inefficient allocation of

investment under the same distorted incentive system inherited from the

1950s. The economy remained overly dependent on a few primary exports, as

the commodity price collapse of the early 1980s was to demonstrate.

During the second half of the 1970s, the Philippines' current

account had large deficits. Therefore, it is important to look at this

form of indirect interventions.

When the first OPEC oil price shock occurred, the Philippines had

ample external reserves and a modest external debt. The technocrats opted

to maintain growth during the ensuing world recession through

countercyclical government spending. This added to the current account

deficit, but the Philippines could afford such a strategy at that time.

Instead of reducing its external borrowing where the world came out of the

recession, however, the Philippines continued to borrow heavily--especially

re-cycled petro dollars from commercial banks. The banks were eager to

lend, interest rates were low, and the WB, IKF and the consortium endorsed

it. The ratio of investment to GNP reached an all-time high of around 30

percent.

Thus, when the second oil price shock came in 1979-80, the

Philippines' external debt already was high and its reserve position much
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weaker than in 1973-74. Yet the technocrats again chose to maintain growth

in the face of world recession. This time the result was disaster.

The disaster for the! Philippines had two fundamental roots. The

first was the inability to diversify the economy and reduce dependence on

sugar, coconuts and other primary exports--a goal that had been recognized

as essential even before independence. The second was the continuing

inefficient allocation of investment of what had long been high levels of

saving in relation to GNP. Both of these failures stem from the same cause

--the excessive protection of the domestic market and the concomitant bias

against export diversification. Added to this, however, was the increasing

tendency to borrow abroad or to guarantee foreign loans for investment

designed to augment the wealth and power of political leaders. Much of the

savings and investment of the 1970s was wasted on "non-performing assets".

The most recent effort to reform the trade policy regime was

initiated at the end of the 197os--before the economic collapse and debt

crisis. Tariff reform had been proposed by the Tariff Commission early in

the 1970s, but this was foregone in favor of subsidies to promote exports.

By the end of the decade the technocrats had come to realize that the

latter strategy had not succeeded and that to offset the bias of the

protection system adequately rould require a fiscal program that would be

unmanageable. Moreover, subsidizing exports no longer was feasible with

the projected accession to GATT and with the United States reacting more

strongly to such measures as its trade deficit grew. The technocrats were

at last ready to discuss real reform of the system.

In 1978, a Presidential Decree empowered the Tariff Commission to

make a sweeping review of the tariff structure with an eye toward reform.

The following year preliminary talks were held with WB representatives

concerning tariff reform as part of a structural adjustment loan program.
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Gradual removal of import controls (which had been reintroduced in the

1970s) was to complement the tariff reform. The collapse of the economy in

the early 1980s and the debt crisis that followed have handicapped efforts

in this direction. Nevertheless, a first phase of tariff reform was

somewhat successful in reducing excessive protection. Import controls were

scheduled to be phased out by 1988.

The reform movement, however, is no longer in the hands of the

technocrats. The newly elected Congress (May 1987) will strongly influence

the direction of economic policy in the future. It is too early to predict

if the new legislators have learned any lessons from the past. Whether or

not they have, they face some powerful vested business interests as a

result of three and a half decades of excessive protection and peso

overvaluation.
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Table 1.1
Basic Indicators

POPULATION
TOTAL URBAN (in aillion) URBAN as X of TOTAL RURAL-

(in million) I 11 ConcentraTed Primary I II (in million)
YEAR a/ bl Ratio- Indexd/

1948 19.234 5.184 2.42 27.0 14.051

1960 27.089 8.073 7.802 38 2.50 29.8 28.8 19.015

1970 36.684 12.069 10.739 32 2.75 32.9 29.3 24.616

1980 48.098 17.941 14.632 26 2.98 37.3 30.4 30.158

LABOR FORCE LABOR FORCE LITERACY ARABLE LAND PER
(in million) PARTICIPATION RATE PERSON EMPLOYED

YEAR RATE (in X1 (10 years Dld IN A6RICULTUREh/
and over) (in hectare/person)

1948 59.8 n.a.

1960 9.995 57.6 72.0 0.94

1970 12.911 80.Oi 83.4 0.72

1980 17.308 59.8- 89.7 0.53
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table 1.2
Macroeconomic Indicators

Z Share to 6NP of

Year Real 6NP 6rowth Real GNP Growth Anvestment Gross Ieports Exports
imillio Rate per capita Rate ------------- Domestic ------------
pesos! iX) (Pesos) (l) t tt Savings I it I It

1955 23o70? 6.4 1,006 3.3 14.8 16.2 13.0 13.3 27.4 13.0 22.4
1960 30,151 1.4 1'101 -1.6 16.2 17.2 16.6 10.6 20.7 10.8 16.9
1965 39,520 5.0 1,244 2.0 20.9 21.1 21.8 17.3 19.13 17.3 22.2
1970 50,035 4.3 1,358 1.3 21.5 21.7 .21.0 19.7 20.0 19.4 17.5
1975 6B,530 6.2 1,622 3.8 31.2 27.7 26.0 25.4 19.7 18.6 14.5
1980 92,629 4.4 1,918 1.8 30.6 28.7 25.5 26.0 21.0 20.4 19.6
1985 87,766 -4.2 1,604 -6.7 14.4 12.7 15.4 18.2 16.11 21.3 22.0
1986 89,094 1.5 1,591 -0.8 13.4 11.4 18.8 18.9 19.7 25.2 26.4

Average
1950-55 7.7 4.5 14.7 15.1 14.6 13.0 26.1 13.9 22.5
1956-60 5.0 1.8 16.6 18.1 16.1 11.1 22.;3 -10.3 17.2
1961-65 5.5 2.5 19.6 19.5 20.1 16.0 19.0) 15.3 19.4
1966-70 4.8 1.8 20.9 22.3 19.7 18.0 22.0 16.5 19.6
1971-75 6.5 3.6 24.3 22.9 24.0 21.5 19.') 19.9 16.7
1976-80 6.2 3.4 30.1 28.2 25.4 24.0 20.41 18.7 17.7
1981-85 -1.0 -3.3 24.4 22.4 17.2 23.1 19.i5 20.1 20.1

Notes: t Using current prices tt Using constant 1972 prices

Scurces of Data: 1?51-1974 - NEDA, Nationcil Income Accounts (Link Series);
1i75-1984 - NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1987.
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Arl^uitr,,i Cr.-...i:n. E.:;orts ini :.ior.^r'

-9.RE j- ' .F '" E VMLuE n 7E 0 Ta b N HULTUR,AL EXPORTS) A2RICLLThR;L P'Tv)
,^ ';.nr1.ai Ter.s) in iReal Tems Level % Srare Level ;Share

1 ; -. 4 c !S) to Total ,v,;, to TCta;
E4pcrts lmp^rts

4v ,a i'4 1s42

s.4~~~~~~2.
1I it . 2 T8. 5.

4 :4.; 3. 1 .. .8 24.5
1i5- 43,. 2.5 25.7 ~ .

1 14, 7.1 22.6 22.5

t;:7 '4.4 '. .85 2r I

',^? 14. tS.5 27.6 22
i7tA '4.o 5.2 26.9 2.26.9 ~~22.6
1lol 14.8 5.2 2b.5 21.1
c2 l' e 4.6 25.2 22.3 3M5.4 62.3 147.A92

:Se' ± 1 4.5 25.t 21.5 5i7.0 .2.: 179.'9.0 9I
I164 1 1 2c, 21.5 532.9 61.4 156.
:9 i 6 ^; v i ~5 s 3 252 v20.6 477.4 60.t 188.

Io ',., s,s 25. 1 -I 452,c A i4;.7 l
l%q7 !- 2 26C2 ̂ 5. 7 105 .4 48.0 18V ,S ..
!o^ .;.i 5.1 2i23 15.9 19, 4 458.9 47.7 Th8.3 14 .

' it J 5.2 28.8 15.3 13.4 1^.2 1.5 79S. 40.o 11.
1fTh 1'.6 4.34 za . i2.6 20.4 487.0 442. 144.1 124
1iT 16.3 4. S 29.8 iS 5 d.1i 572.0 48.1 177. 1 4. '
1972 16.0 4.5 28.9 16.0 1? 9.0 535.8 48.0) :20.5 15.7
ji7- 17.3 4.2 2.4 14.3 17.4 78 .1 42.6 22. 8 64.:

1' is.~ '?-:4.2 29.5 15.3 19.7 1559.4 57. 47.0 11.'
27;:- ! ~ ' .l i . . 16.4 19.9 i:76.s 55.6 355.4 -

*;. ^:,4 ,2 .8 16.4 21.7 1237.6 48.1 '4Q.1
#' 1 'V.' -.2 -?7.2 16.3 21.3 153..9 10.2 37,
It 1.2. 3.1 2S6. 16.!. 21.5 147B.3 41.9 78"I,7 .

19"3 i5.7 ,.0 25.5 :5.o 21.4 128&.4 136.7 442..8 
i?& . 3.3 16. 2 21.5 1977.4 34.2 57B.4 7.5

:921 13'.3 L.V 22.: io.1 20.9 '91831.5 32.9 -
1?EJ 13.2 3.1 22.9 16_3 20.7 1571.7 31.4 721.0 .4
!?93 12.6 :.3 22.3 15.2 19.0 1446.0 28.9 SbS.6 3.9
?24 16.: ;.9 2e.1 16.2 ItQ 1584.0 29.4 519.1 8.6

NOT7ES
! - Grcss Value Added for Crops only

- Gross Value Aided for Poultry and Livestock
- Gross Value Added for Adrxculture, Fishery and Forestry

4 - Gross ValuE Added for Agricultura! Crops at 1972 prices from the
'!ationa1 Income Accounts

5 - 'Ja'.e of Agricultural Crop Production at 1972 prices froa the
:h!l:;p;ne Statisti2a1 learbook

t- Iclades Agr:cultural Crops, Poultry and Livestc;k cnly
E:ur:ee of Da'3: NEDA, National in:ooe Acccunts

NEDA, Ph ilipplne Statistical Yearbook
:rC Tr3de Yearbook



- 220 -

Table 1.4
Growth Performance of the Agricultural Sector, 1950-1984

(Five year ar;nual averages, in percent)

A.
Coconut

Agriculture, Aqricultural ---------------
Fishery Crops Rice Corn Sugarcane 0

&Forestry ------------ ---------- ---------- -------- VA --------
BVA 6VA 0 EiVA 0 OVA Q 6VA Q At El

1950-54 8.1 9.6- 5.2- 8.7- 20.7- a7
1955-59 8.0 3.9 3.2 5.9 7.3 3.4
1960-64 b. 14.2 0.9 b 5.1 bl 3.5 bl7.1
1965-69 5.1 3.2- 1.8 .2- 3.1 10.4- 6.1 1.3- 0.6 -9.3- 0.3 -5.0
1970-74 i.9 6.2 6.6 2.8 6.6 5.5 b.0 11.9 10.7 4.0 5.1 4.6
1975-79 5.3 7.5 9.3 5.2 5.2 5.7 b.6 0.7 -0.7 12.7 17.8 9.9
1980-84 2.4 2.0 -0.9 1.6 0.9 0.8 1.7 0.9 0.5 -5.1 -6.4 2.6

B.

FooDd Ncn-Food

with wiout with w/out Importables Exportables Non-tradables
Coco coca coca Ccoa

1951-54 7.9 10.8 4.8 6.4 5.8 12.6 19.7
1955-59 3.9 4.0 7.4 4.2 3.7 4.7 2.6
1960-64 4.2 3.8 4.9 6.6 2.5 6.7 2.4
1965-69 1.9 2.2 -1.5 -0.3 3.6 0.4 0.4
197t0-74 6.7 7.1 3.9 4.8 6.2 8.0 4.6
1975-79 9.5 B.3 2.4 15.3 6.2 11.0 14.1
1980-84 -0.4 0.7 4.4 -5.1 1.0 0.04 -5.0

Notes: SVA is real gross value added:; 0 is production.

At- Based on the production estimates of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, as published
in the Philippine Statistical Yearbook.

El- Based on an indirect estiaiate of annual copra production as the sum of copra exports.
manufactured oil (in copra terms) for domestic and export markets, and copra used for
homemade oil. Source ol data: UCAP and PCA given in NEDA, Coconut Industry Study,
1985, p. 2-5; 2-61.

-/ Average for 1951-54 only.
b/
- Average for 1968-69 only.
- Average for 1980-83 only.

For the time series data of the production indices during 1950-1984, see Appendix Table Al.1.
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Table 1.5
Per Capita Food Production and Apparent Consumption (Pesos per person

at 1977-1978 prices)

CROP YEAR LEVELS INDEX (1977-78 - 1001
Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita
Production Consumption Production Consumption
(Pesos) (Pesos)

1969-70 635 437 78.21 89.0
1970-71 665 430 81.9 87.6
1971-72 677 449 83.5 91.5
1972-73 637 420 78.5 85.5
1973-74 654 419 80.6 85.3
1974-75 748 444 92.2 90.4
1975-76 814 479 100.4 97.6
19'7-77 808 496 99.6 101.0
1977-78 811 491 100.0 100.0
1978-79 792 503 97.6 102.4
1979-90 903 512 99.0 104.3
1980-81 801 508 98.7 103.5
1981-82 788 505 97.1 102.9
1982-83 729 479 89.9 97.6
1983-84 663 475 81.7 96.7

Source of Basic Data: NAF Statistical Handbook in Agriculture (National Data)
1985, Tables A.6, A.12.



- 222 -

Table I.6
6rowth Rates of Output, Area and Yield (in percent)

1951-55 1956--60 19b1-65 1966-70 1971-75 1976-B0 1981-85

1. Grains

Rice
Output 4.3 3.3 1.4 5.8 3.3 5.8 1.0
Area 3.8 4.b -0.6 -0.5 3.2 0.03 -2.4
Yield 0.5 -0.9 2.0 6.6 -0.3 5.8 3.4

Corn
Output 6.7 9.1. 2.4 8.9 5.7 6.1 2.0
Area 9.1 6.. 1.0 4.8 5.2 1.0 0.8
Yield -1.7 4.'; 1.7 4.1 0.3 4.8 1.2

2. Traditional Export Crops

Coconut
Output 8.6 0.1 7.0 2.5 10.7 11.3 -8.1
Area 0.1 1.4 8.7 3.4 3.9 6.6 0.9
Yield 8.4 -I.2 -1.5 -0.7 6.7 4.4 -9.0

Sugarcane
Output 15.9 8.4 2.6 5.5 5.8 -0.3 -2.2
Area 16.0 -1.EI 8.3 1.1 9.3 -5.3 -0.2
Yield -0.5 10.0 -4.2 4.4 -2.9 5.4 -1.2

Tobacco
Output 3.7 17.1 -5.3 7.4 -1.0 -5.3 5.5
Area 3.7 13.t -4.0 3.1 -0.3 -6.2 -2.2
Yield 0.04 4.0 -1.9 3.6 -0.6 0.7 5.2

Abaca
Output 7.4 -1.4 7.5 -1.2 2.1 3.8 -11.4
Area -5.5 -3.E 2.9 -2.7 1.1 6.5 -6.1
Yield 12.8 2.5 5.1 1.3 1.2 -1.0 -5.5

----------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------- 
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Table 1.7
Farms: Number, Size and Tenure, Philippines

Level Tenurial Distribution

Number Area Number Area
(Million) (Million has) (Million) (Million has)

A. 1971
TOTAL 2.35 8.49 100 100

Full-owner 1.36 5.34 58.0 62.9

Part-owner 0.27 0.93 11.4 11.0

For Share of
Produce 0.57 1.38 24.2 16.3

For Fixed Amount
of Cash/Produce 0.05 0.13 2.1 1.5

Others 0.10 0.71 4.3 8.3

B. 1980
TOTAL 3.42 9.73

al a/ b/

Fully-owned 1.72 5.9b 50.3 59.3 6i.3

Owner-like Possession 0.43 1.09 12.5 14.7 11.2

For Share of
Produce 0.93 1.99 27.3 33,2 20.5

For Fixed Amount
of Cash/Produce 0.18 0.42 5.3 6.2 4.3

Others 0.16 0.27 4.6 5.4 2.8

a/ Percent share to total number of responses by tenure

b/ Percent share to total number of farms

Source of Basic Data: 1971 and 1980 Census of Agriculture
(National Summaries)
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Table 1.8
Distribution of Production of Selected Agricultural Crops, By Region {in Z)

REGION Palay Corn Sugarcane Coconut Banana Mango Pineapple Tobacco

Ilocos 8.4 1.,5 0.5 0.1 3.5 14.8 t 65.6
Cagayan Valley 10.9 5,1 0.3 0.2 6.6 14.9 0.2 20.3

Central Luzon 18.b 0,,5 1.5 t 1.0 11.5 t 1.8

NCR 1.2 0,4 0.4 0.4 0.1 1.2 t 0.8

Southern Tagalog 10.0 3,2 6.2 16.9 12.3 16.4 2.4 1.0

Bicol 6.6 3,0 2.0 14.8 2.6 1.4 0.4 0.6
Western Visayas 12.5 2,3 68.4 2.5 3.0 5 0.1 1.9
Central Visayas 2.3 11,7 9.1 4.6 5.2 5.2 1 3.1
Eastern Visayas 4.8 2.2 3.8 13.1 2.2 0.2 0.2 0.3
Western Mindanao 3.1 7.0 t 12.8 3.9 10.9 1 0.8
Northern Mindanao 3.7 16.5 4.0 9.5 11.,0 8.4 32.8 2.0

Southern Mindanao 8.1 23.0 2.3 18.7 46.1 3.5 63.9 0.2

Central Mindanao 9.8 22.9 1.5 6.4 2,,5 6.6 t 1.6

PHILIPPINES 100 lC0 100 100 100 100 100 100

I negligible

Source of Basic Data: 1980 Censui; of Agriculture
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Table 2.1
Public Finance

-------------------------------------------------------------- __--------

Year Government Government Budget Share of Budget Deficit to
Revenues Expenditures Deficit Total Expenditures GNP

(in million pesos) (X) (X)

1957 1438 1606 -168 -10.5 -1.5
1958 1406 1430 -24 -1.7 -0.2
1959 1392 1513 -121 -8.0 -0.9
1960 1705 1697 8 0.5 0.1
1961 1856 2088 -232 -11.1- -1.5
1962 2051 1998 53 2.7 0.3
1963 2635 2750 -115 -4.2 -0.6
19b4 2484 2455 29 1.2 0.1
1965 2533 2835 -302 -10.7 -1.3
19bb 3038 3191 -153 -4.8 -0.6
1967 3576 3812 -236 -6.2 -0.8
1968 4056 4318 -262 -b.1 -0.8
1969 4510 5506 -996 -19.1 -2.8
1970 4849 4790 59 1.2 0.1
1971 5869 6052 -183 -3.0 -0.4
1972 5990 7001 -1011 -14.4 -1.8
1973 10367 8277 2090 25.3 2.9
1974 17722 15280 2442 16.0 2.5
1975 21426 22374 -948 -4.2 -0.8
1976 21027 23256 -2229 -9.6 -1.7
1977 24803 27526 -2723 -9.9 -1.8
1978 23826 23502 -2171 -9.2 -1.2
1979 29095 25417 -349 -1.4 -0.2
1980 34151 32561 -3385 -10.4 -1.3
1981 35478 38880 -12154 -31.3 -4.0
1982 37710 40821 -14414 -35.3 -4.3
1983 46299 44943 -6460 -14.4 -1.7
1984 57575 52197 -7946 -15.2 -1.5

Source: IMF, International Financial Statistics Yearbook, 1985
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Tatle 2.2
Budgetary Contributions to Governeent
Corporations, Cash Basis (in million pesos)

Year Current Capital Total Share to Total
Contri- Contri- Budgetary
butions butions Expenditures (Z)

A. Level

1975 285 522 807 4.4
1976 392 1804 2196 10.7
1977 246 2252 2498 10.9
1978 632 2245 2877 11.0
1979 478 3391 3B69 13.0
1980 505 4739 5244 13.8
1981 564 7862 8426 17.5
1982 889 8419 9308 1737
1983 586 4821 5407 10.2
1984 429 9819 10248 15I4

B. The Top Beneficiaries of Current and Capital
Contributions, 1975-1984

1. CURRENT CONTRIBUTIONS Amount (in
million pesos)

1. Philippine Natiocal Oil Company 94.5
2. FertiliZer and Pesticide Authority 916.9
3. National Food Authority 357.2
4. National Kidney Foundlation of the

Philippines 353.4
r. National Irrigation Administration 295.5

II. CAPITAL CONTRIBIJTIONS

1. National Power Corporations 12,478.0
2. Developeent Bank of the Philippines 7,339.0
3. National Developiient Company 4,138.0
4. National Irrigation Administration 3,599.0
5. National Electrillication Adminisstration 1,863.0
6. National Housing Authority 1,675.0
7. Philippine Natiorial Bank 1,650.1
8. Metropolitan Waterworks and Sewerage System 1,505.7
9. Human Settlements Development Corporation 1,146.8
10. Philippine National Oil Company 1,087.3

Source: J. A3atong, 6. Beltran and E. Boncodin, 'Explicit
Budgetary Ciontributions of National Government
to Government Corporations' Philippine Institute
for Developmtent Studies, (mimeographed. 1985)
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Table 2.3
inflation Rate, interest Rate and Wage rates

Index of Average Index of Daily
Inflation Monthly Earnings Ave. Wage Rate
Rate of Wage Earners for Hired Fare

----------- Real in Manila Workers(w/out meals) Real Legislated Wage
6NP CPI Interest 1972 = 100 1972: 100 ----------------------------------
IPIN Manila Ratet ---------------- -------------------- Metro Plantation Non-plantation
II1 IX) (Xl Noninal Real Nominal Real Manila Agriculture Agriculture

1953 -1.9 -3.6
1954 -34.7 -1.9
1955 0.3 -1.0
1956 1.3 6.8
1957 3.7 1.4 50.3 111.0
1958 1.9 3.1 50.7 108.6
1959 2.4 -0.9 52.9 114.3
1960 5.5 4.5 5.2 56.0 115.7
1961 2.4 1.7 8.0 56.2 114.2
1962 6.6 4.9 5.2 57.0 110.5
1963 8.6 5.6 4.6 57.6 105.7
1964 4.4 7.7 2.0 60.2 102.6
1965 4.2 2.6 8.4 63.7 105.8
1966 5.4 3.0 8.7 70.4 113.5
1967 6.6 6.3 5.3 74.4 112.9
1968 5.0 2.7 9.2 74.8 110.5
1969 4.6 1.5 10.8 77.9 113.4
1970 14.3 14.8 -1.8 83.8 106.2 80.8 109.0
1971 12.5 6.6 7.0 90.b 107.7 91.4 105.7
1972 6.8 18.9 -5.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1973 17.8 15.9 -1.6 101.9 87.9 112.1 96.7 87.7 85.5 85.5
1974 31.8 33.5 -15.9 111.9 72.3 142.4 91.2 82.0 90.3 90.3
1975 7.9 8.1 5.5 125.3 74.9 157.6 94.3 80.9 89.8 89.B
1976 9.5 5.3 7.7 143.8 81.6 187.7 102.0 91.6 109.7 97.3
1977 8.7 7.8 4.8 144.8 76.2 233.0 114.9 100.6 124.2 112.9
1978 8.1 6.9 3.8 164.4 80.9 248.0 114.1 120.0 126.4 115.8
1979 15.5 19.3 -6.5 204.6 84.4 262.8 103.1 131.4 160.0 124.5
1980 15.5 18.b -5.3 282.5 93.9 123.5 175.5 132.7
1981 10.5 12.2 3.5 296.3 86.9 111.3 162.1 121.7
1982 8.8 11.0 3.2 320.9 85.5 132.7 147.3 110.5
1983 11.7 10.8 11.7 364.0 88.3 176.2 132.6
1984 49.8 49.3 -21.3 509.4 82.1
1985 17.7 20.7 7.9
1986 1.8 5.3 14.2

===7== c======= =====2=s= == = ==: = 3= =

Note: - Real interest rate is nosinal interest rate minus inflation rate (using CPI Manila). Nominal
interest rates on credit granted by commercial banks plus 21 for 1973, the average annual yield for
364 days T-bills; and for 1974-83 weighted average of money market rates; for 1984-1986, average
lending rate.

Sources of Data: NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook. (various issues); ILO, 1974, p.232, Oshima,
et.al., (1986); Central Bank Quarterly Financial Statistics (various issues); Alburo
and Shephard (1985). IMF Recent Economic Development, 1986.
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Table 2.4
Average Effective Rates of Protection (1)

Industry Group 1965 1974 1985S

A.
Consumption Goods 70 77 42
Intermediate Goods 27 23 33
Inputs into Construction 55 16 31
Capital Goods 16 18 25
Total Manufacturing 51 44 36

.a

Agriculture and Primary 9 3
Manufacturing 44 36
Experts 4 12
Nonexportables 61 45

Import-competing 37 35
Import-noncompeting 148 67

Overall Average 36 28

I Projected, by the assuspticn of a full implesentation of the
Tariff Reform Progr,am

Source of data:
1965 Power and !;icat, reported in Tan (1979)
1974 Tan (1979)
1985 Tan (1986)
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Notes:

a/ See Appendix Table A2.1

bY This is the trade weighted wholesale price indices of
the U.S., Japan, Germany, Netherlands and U.K. The weights are
the share to the total merchandise trade of the Phillipines with
the five countries.

a/ Official exchange rate multiplied by the ratio of the
trade-weighted "world' WPI to the CPI Manila (1971 = 1.00).

d/ Official exchange rate multiplied by the ratio of the
trade-weighted "world" WPI to the price index for non-
agriculture, Pna (1971 = 100).

a/ Equilibrium nominal exchange rate multiplied by the
ratio of the trade-weighted "world" WPI to the adjusted Pna
(Pna*). See text for the derivation of the adjusted Pna.

f/ Actual
( -- 1 ) * 100

Equilibrium

9/ Equilibrium
(…- 1 ) * 100

Actual

Sources of Data:

IMF, International Financial Statistics, 1984.
NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1985.
Pick's Currency Yearbook (various issues).
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TaDle 2.6
Government Direct Intervention by Instrument and by Product.

Instruments Palay Ri:e Corn Sugar Copra Coiconut Dessicated
(Shelled or Grits) oil Coconut

1. Farm Support Price I X

2 Consumer Price
Ceiling X X X3I

3 import Tariff X
4. Import Control/

nonoociy X X
5. Export Tax I X X X
6. Export Ban X
7. Expcrt Centrol/

Monopoly I X
S. Levy on Producers X
9. SubsidiZed Irrigation X nil nil
10. Credit Subsidy-

Production X X X
11. Credit Subsidy

Processing X X X
12. Fertilizer Pricing X nil X nil
13. Land Reform X X

14. Minimum Waqe X X X X X X X

NOTE: X seans that the instrument has been applied either continuously! intermittently or at least
once during the period under study (1960-1982).

For the key coconut oil product, cooking oil
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Table 2.7
PHASES OF INTERVENTION

Political International Macroeconomic Agricultural
Environment Developmerts Environment Policy and

Developments

A. PHASE V: "INIMAL GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION
Period
1910-1934 Acerican t World commodity prices t Gold exchange standard: I Free trade with u.S.

colonial fluctuated substantially: conservative fiscal I Minimai intervertion
government rising sharply during WWI and monetary policy in foca pricini

until 1919, dropping fixed echange rate
precipitously in 1921, peso in equilibrium
recovering mildly through
through the 1920'sq then
declining sharply during
the 6reat Depression

P. PHASE 1: EMERCENT GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION

Perl.d
Pre-1950 Commonwealth t Second world war I Massive wartime I Impos:tion of su3ar

qovernment I World reconstruction destruction ailocat!on quota
ti9'5-1941) 1 Wartime inflation ,since 1i9:4i

Japanese Occupation t Post WWII trade deficit; I Establishnent of
(1941-1944) reserves drawn down government rice and

Political I BOP crisis in 1949 corn traoing acencv
independence t Post WWII economic j1976)
l946- reconstruction t Post WWTi reconstruct:tn

6rowing agrarian
(Hut) insurgency

lv50s Republican form t Relatively stable world t Foreign exchange and t Continuation of sugar
of government prices after Korean War controls; peso allocation

Decline of Huk I Deterioration in external overvalued I Government control of
insurgency terms of trade of the I Conservative fiscal and rice and corn importation

Rise of economic Fhilippines sonetary policy t Government initiatives in
nationalism I Negligible inflation cooperative marketing,

I import substitution rural banking, sharing
industrial strategy arrangements in tenancy
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Table 2.7 cod

!I70s Renuslican fore of t Pelatively stable t Decontrol and peso I rice shortage an.: -:t:ve
covernnent world prices devaluation In early protection in early i' ;s

,-st ever reelect- t increase in lq6Os r%ce HYVs Bince 100ltQI s
ion of Philippine Philippine suoar I Enpansionary nonetary rice se!T-suf'o::er:, an:
Presedent in x969 export quota to U.S. and tiscal ool:cv .nd zer protec:acn:. ate

Increasingly vola- growing BO? diff,c:u:ties 19AOs
cole riliti:al in latter l9oOs, followed I Encouragerent c sUca2
eatuacior by I97C peso cevakiatOon product:cn to n?et

1iQc-9i7l I TarifH-basea nrdustrlal increaseo

protection I Cceserc:wIi-r'cn ''

Slvestoc,s inaustry e
growcng csrn i4;cr-= ':

feeos
I lXcdjc1t i't;-;: z

exphoot is''? i 
twxat^oc ot
zzricu,bura: 2- ;3r-s

r 1:: Entensive Sovernren: interventicn

Eer:oio
.-. art`al Law I world viroes exploce I High inflation I 3Sve-zenr-c3- :-

CVEorrIent I Oil c':lEls t Snarp rise in gcverraent na Darr
Ncnexistent expenditures cI Fr le --n rs

2gislature t Investment and export t Lare onsne r !: ye
Legislation incentives :r

thrnugn I Tariff-baseo industrial I t ev: sn csrut s :
3residential protection tax, reboun :n s :arl
necrees I Stable exchange ra:e :ocxnux and !r:r

Start of ex;ansion I to;er Crt
of government mneat and ey:-ay
oureauracyiM rt

t -ert:>:e' a-: aor:-
oturao :re::-

auua:nxes
' aro 2e-c!rA lr

and r:;orn --I--- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- --- -- ----an-- -- ---nn
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Table 2.7 cont'd

197t-1982 Martial Law regime t World prices plunged, I Expansionary fiscal I Government control in
Ineffectual rose (1990-81) then policy sugar, foodgrain and
legislature dropped again (1982) t Growing trade deficits feedgrain marketing

t Second oil crisis and external debt I Monopolization of
I End of U.S. sugar quota t High investment rate coconut processing

premium I Crony capitalism and trade
I Rise in world interest t Financial market t Increased irrigation

rate instability and Dewey investment
Dee scandal I Marginal rice export

surplus
I Larger agricultural

bureaucracy

D. PHASE IllIY: Policy Reforms and Liberalization
1 1983-1987)
Period:
1983-1985 Aquino I Low world prices I Economic crisis t Increased nultilateral

assassination t Budgetary cutbacks and domestic pressur2s
(1983) S Major peso devaluation for agricultural

Political t Debt rescheduling problems policy reforts
crisis t Modest tariff reform S Privatization of douesti:

sugar marketing
I Interlocking

directorates in
coconut diluted

1986-1987 February 1986 t World prices :reeping t Economic recovery I Abolition of sugar and
uprising upwards underway coconut monoDolies

Installation of t Pump priming I Abolition of exPort
new government I Partial trade taxes on

Political liberalization agricultural exports
liberalization, I Policy reforas enunciated; S LiberaliZation of
instaoility and implementation fertili:er and wheat
consolidation still fluid imports

Institution of I External debt overhang t Corn import ban
legislature remains

t Stable exchange rate
---- --- --- --- ---- --- --- --- ---- --- --- --- ---- --- --- -- ---- --- _ - --- ---- --- --- --- ---- --- --- --- ---
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Fig. 3.la Domestic and Border Prices Relative to Pna: RICE
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Fig. 3.2a Domestic and Border Prices Relative to Pna: CORN
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Fig. 3.3a Domestic and Border Prices Relative to Pna: SUGAR
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Fig. 3.4a Domestic and Border Prices Relative to Pna: COPRA
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Table 3.1
Nominal Protection Etates, Producer and Retail

Level, Ph:ilippines, 1960-86
(in percent)

N P R D

Rice Corn Sugar Copra
(XUP) (ISA)

A. Producer Leve:L

1960-61 68 126 -4 138 12
1962-63 -9 11 -12 19 -3
1964-66 27 43 -16 105 -5
1967-69 6 51 -13 168 -5
1970-72 34 35 -21 24 -16
1973-75 -36 -5 -44 -42 -14
1976-79 -6 31 1 11. -11
1980-82 -9 37 -22 Ci -36
1983-86 11 42 -29 65 -20
1960-86 8 39 -18 51. -12

B. Retail Level

1960-61 -65 137 -11 117 11
1962-63 -9 10 -31 -5 -3
1964-66 26 41 -27 81 -5
1967-69 6 50 -24 133 -2
1970-72 34 35 -35 3 -16
1973-75 -36 -5 -63 -62 5
1976-79 -6 30 -21 -10 8
1980-82 -9 35 -30 -7 -13
1983-86 11 42 -4 135 -17
1960-86 7 39 -26 43 -4

Note: NPRD - Nominal p:rotection rate due to
direct price interventions.
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Table 3.1 cont'd

N P R S T

Rice Corn Sugar Copra
(XUP) (ISA)

-----------------------------------------------------

A. Producer Level
1. Using Free Trade Equilibrium Exchange Rate

1960-61 34 80 -13 117 2
1962-63 -22 -5 -31 -8 -24
1964-66 9 22 -33 68 -24
1967-69 -14 21 -30 116 -24
1970-72 12 13 -34 4 -30
1973-75 -47 -20 -52 -52 -28
1976-79 -28 -1 -23 -15 -32
1980-82 -31 -3 -42 -25 -52
1983-86 -11 15 -40 39 -36
1960-86 -13 12 -34 24 -29

2. Using Free Trade Exchange Rate
1960-61 36 81 -12 119 3
1962-63 -24 -8 -33 -10 -26
1964-66 6 19 -34 63 -26
1967-69 -12 25 -29 121 -21
1970-72 12 13 -34 4 -30
1973-75 -47 -20 -53 -51 -28
1976-79 -25 4 -20 -12 -29
1980-82 -28 9 -39 -21 -50
1983-86 -10 16 -39 41 -35
1960-86 -12 13 -33 25 -28

B. Retail Level
1. Using Free Trade Equilibrium Exchange Rate

1960-61 33 89 -19 97 0
1962-63 -22 -6 -46 -27 -25
1964-66 8 21 -42 48 -24
1967-69 -15 20 -39 88 -22
1970-72 12 13 -45 -14 -31
1973-75 -47 -20 -68 -68 -12
1976-79 -28 0 -28 -21 -17
1980-82 -31 4 -47 -30 -34
1983-86 -11 15 -23 92 -34
1960-86 -13 13 -39 18 -23

2. Using Free Trade Exchange Rate
1960-61 34 91 -18 99 2
1962-63 -24 -9 -48 -28 -26
1964-66 6 18 -43 44 -25
1967-69 -13 24 -37 93 -20
1970-72 12 13 -45 -14 -30
1973-75 -46 -20 -69 -68 -12
1976-79 -25 4 -25 -18 -14
1980-82 -28 9 -44 -27 -31
1983-86 -10 16 -22 93 -33
1960-86 -12 14 -38 19 -22

Note: NPRST - Nominal protection rate due to short
run total price interventions.
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Table 3.1 cont'd

N P R L T

Rice Corn Sugar Copra
(XUP) (ISA)

A. Producer Level
1. Using Free Trade Equilibrium Exchange Rate

1960-61 28 71 -17 106 -4
1962-63 -26 -10 -35 -13 -28
1964-66 3 16 -36 60 -28
1967-69 -18 16 -33 107 -27
1970-72 6 8 -37 -1 -33
1973-75 -49 -24 -55 54 -31
1976-79 -32 -6 -27 -20 -36
1980-82 -35 -2 -45 -28 -55
1983-86 -16 9 -44 31 -40
1960-86 -17 6 -37 18 -33

2. Using Free Trade Exchange Rate
1960-61 29 72 -17 107 -3
1962-63 -27 -12 -36 -14 -29
1964-66 2 14 -37 57 -29
1967-69 -113 18 -32 110 -25
1970-72 3 8 -37 -1 -33
1973-75 -49 -24 -55 -54 -32
1976-79 -310 -4 -25 -18 -34
1980-62 -3:2 1 -43 -26 -53
1983-86 -15 10 -43 32 -39
1960-86 -1'7 7 -37 19 -32

B. Retail Level
1. Using Fre-e Trade Equilibrium Exchange Rate

1960-61 26 80 -23 86 -5
1962-63 -26 -11 -49 -30 -28
1964-66 31 15 -44 41 -27
1967-69 -18 16 -41 80 -25
1970-72 6i 8 -48 -19 -34
1973-75 -49 -24 -70 -70 -17
1976-79 -32' -6 --32 -25 -21
1980-82 -35 -1 -50 -34 -38
1983-86 -1; 9 -27 81 -38
1960-86 -17 7 -42 12 -27

2. Using Free Trade Exchange Rate
1960-61 27 81 -23 89 -4
1962-63 -27 -13 -50 -31 -30
1964-66 1 13 -45 38 -28
1967-69 -17 17 -40 83 -24
1970-72 6 8 -48 -18 -34
1973-75 -49 -24 -70 -70 -17
1976-79 -30 -3 -30 -23 -19
1980-82 -32 2 -48 -31 -36
1983-86 -15 9 -26 81 -37
1960-86 -17 8 -42 13 -26

Note: NPRLT - Nominal protection rate due to long run
total price interventions.
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Table 4A.1
Short Run and CuLmulative Direct and Total

Output Effects
(as Ratio of No-intervention Output)

Rice Corn SUgar Copra

A. Short Ru-tn Direct

1961-64 C) 0 3) .64 0 4 . 18 3 C) ._'C 2 2
1965-9 0 . 0223. 0 ')743 -0. 0062
1.970f)-74 0.0127 C). 0446 -C_0.0299
1975-79 -0 ' . i:73 17 0.0249 -0.0 689
1 98 - 82 u- 0434 0. 0396 -0. 0230
198.3-86 0. 0 13 9 Q. 0.0632 -C.) 0648
1961-86 0).00.34 0.0586 -0.0325

B. Short Run Total

1961-64 ¢? . 0) ,4 0.0586 C). i)21
1 965-69 -0.0006 C}. 0340 -0.0065
1970-74 -o . 0 0)68 0 0 . 0098 -0'. 0474
1975-79 -0.0398 - 1) 6 0169 - 10 : 7
198(6-82 -0 . 05C)4 -o ) 0112 -0_ . 0900)
1983-86 -0.0126 0). f120 -0 . 107(
1.961-86 -C). 0165 C) 0 14 7 -C). 0568

C. Cumulati ve Di rect

1964 -). 0261 C). 111.5 () .0000
1969 -0C) .0C)0C3.,I; 5 0.1880 -0.0390 -0.1426
1. ?74 -0.059E) C).070785 -0). 0745 -C).2166
19,79 -0.05) 5 52. 0.C)889 0. 0233- -C)0.2779
I982 -0. 077';3 0. 0743 -0).1172 -(C).2189
1986 C1) . 4C) 4 )1 0. 1188 -0 . 1 1.29 -(:2) 050

D. CumuIl,ative Total

1964 -C).0279 -0.0156 0.008
1969 -0. 0:37C) C). 1C364 -C). 0 551 -0. 0)791
1974 -C. 0)60)1 -0. (0.)466 -C). 1123 -0.15926
1979 -0). 0)952 -C). 02)56 -C). 0662 -0). 1948
1982 -0.1127 -0.0479 -0.1685 -0.1247
1986 -). C)287 C). . 073.8 -C)..5137 -C). 0937
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Table 4.X2
Short Run and CUmulative Direct and Total

Consumption Effects
(as Ratio of No-intervention ConSumption)

Rice Corn SLtgar Copra

A. Short Run Direct

1 960-64 -0. 1147 0.1 312 0 .0 9 02r -0. 0565
1965-69 -0.0775 0. 0926 0.1079 0. 0396

1970-74 (0.00)11 II .0904 C0. 1699 0). 0476
1975-79 0.0279 -0.0141 0.1145 -0:).12-90
1980-82 0 . 0101 C0.028 0e ) . 1201 0. 22277
1983-84 -0.0290 0.0179 0 .()1 29w 9 1 17
1960-84 -0. 0304 C.10611 C). 1128 C 020 C)5

B. Short Run Total

1960-64 - 0) . 2) 2 5 -9 ' 0.1285 0 . 1489 0).7113

1965-69 (0.0)1 031 0). 0961 0. 1668 0 .40C)4C)
1970-74 0.0685 0) .0: 834 0 . 2058 0). 3.326
1975-79 0.1145 -0.0128 0.1482 o.3472

1980-82 0).1132 0.0)300)) 0.1904 0). 6404
1983-84 0 ) . (0)754 C0. 0311 . 1062 0 . 540r3
1960-84 0. 0565 0) . 0 625 0.1660 0. 402) 7 _

C. Cuumulative Direct

1964 -0.0 749 0.1476 0.0958 0C. 0851

1969 -. 0268 -0. 00 53 0.0461 -0. 016)
1974 ). 2e88 -0. 0907 .2665 -0. 1689
1979 C ) 0 O'428 7 0). 0021 0.) . 1173 0. 185.1
1982 -0. 131f86 0).1377 0.0581 0 .449 2

1?84 -( . 02 C89 C) . 0 13 I -) . 0342 0. 2398

D. Cumullative TDtal

1964 0.0175 (C).1686 0.1843 0.5686

1969 0. C)798 ). )0)90) 1290 C) . 4474I
1974 0:>.2527 -C).(602 0.2950 C). 25415

1979 0.1224 -(0).0:)616 0. 04C0>1 C). 73883
1982 0.0227 C).1159 0.1587 ().8611
1984 C).()934 C). C)19 1. C). 0857 0.6899
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rable 4.3
Short Run and Cumillative Direct and rotal

Foreign Exchange Effects
(as Ratio of Actual EXport Earmings)

Riice Corn Sugar Copra rOTIAL

Ai. Short Run Direct

1961-64 -0. 1372 . C)02 -O .) 0074 0.0171 0.19k7
19c55-69 -0 . 05 17 -0 .00022 -0. 0121 -0.- 00:16 0'- :i364
1970-74 0). 01 50 -0 . 000()6 -0 . 0288 0. 0:49 - 0 . 03 e, 2
1975-79 0) . 008 -t:) .... . : ) - U0.0454 0 . C)(o)50 -0. 0457
1980-82 -0.0187 -0. 00229 -0.0X155 -0. 0025 0. 00.
1983-84 00168 -0 0010 -0 .0138 -0.0030 -0. 03726
1961-84 -0).C3-2)22 -C) .00:Xe16 -0021 0SC. 00).Q:4)40 ().0140

- 1B. Short Rtun Fotal

1961-64 -0 .0367 0 ..C -.(if) 2 -0 . 0 1 20 0oe2 o . 01 i
1965-69 0) . 0076 0 . OC-) 42 -0). 0171 -0 . C0157 5-u.70445
:.970-74 0('- . 0 s5 0)9 C . C038 -0C,) . 0388 -- 0 1017

1975-79 -0.0(019 0. 002 8 - O . 5 --7 7 . 0- 1C)1 -0). 'b 4 7
1980-82 -0 .0499 0 . 0034 -0 . 0318 -0. .0066 (0. 00I1
198Y3-84 -0.. 020)8 o.Oo48 - 0 . C) 02/0 -0 .00 z i - 775 Q-.0183

19?61-84 -0 . 0026 C . 0037 -0 . 0305 -0 . 010C - . 4 17

C. Cufnl t.Ia tive D Lre t

1964 -0 . 0240 C) . 0)0.1 - . 0077 -0 . 003 7 C). QIII
1969 -C). 0152 -0o.02'16 -0.()182 -C).0542 -u . 03'.' 57
1974 f). 1670 -C(. 0244 -1).068 ( i3 -0. 0!85 9 -( i .2_ 9 6 9
1979 - . 02E84 -oQ. 0071 - .C) 0027 -0. 1832 - 0 . 1 5C
1982 C) . 0196 0 . 0)4.1 -0 -.)2 2 -C) . (:2)521 -). 1)1 1
1984 ).C) 118 -0 .(0116 -l '/")B)8 -0. (994 -0 .1075

D. CumUlative Total

1964 ().0205 C).)1 5 5 -). 011 1 -0. 0)170 -0.0642

1969 (). 0644 -0. 0 1 (09 -C). 031 8 -0. 044 7 -0. 130C)
1974 0). 1877 C) . O)C)(:)4 -0.0912 -0. 0766 -0. 3560
1979 -0.0662 - C) . O) '2 -0^ . C)()83 -C). 123 . 0.-) 0712
1982 -0 t03-76 0 )0133 -C. 0422 -0( . 0291 -1) . 0471
1984 -0.0459 C). 0()054 -C). 0179 -C). 0579 -0 .0O352
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Table 4.4
Gross Domestic Capital Foraation in Agriculture, 1955-1993

(in sillion pesos at constant 1972 prices)

6ross Private Investment in Agriculture
YEAR Agricultural Livestock & 6rains Perennial Public Investsent Gross Dooestic

Machineries & Poultry Crops TOTAL in Agriculture Capital Formation
-Irrigation- in Agriculture

1955 113.2 371 0 (7.3) 477.1 38.3 515.4
1956 125.9 111 0 1.2 238.1 75.5 313.6
1957 147.7 33 0 14.7 195.4 82.6 278,0
1958 100.7 (290) 0 (6.6) 1197.9) 45.1 (152.8)
1959 87.1 43 102 4.7 236.8 18.0 254.8
1960 65.7 (359) 11 :37.5 (144.8) 21.3 (123.5)
1961 191.0 66 1165) 105.4 197.4 24.7 222.1
1962 243.2 (67) 124 120.0 642.3 33.1 675.4
1963 327.6 124 (69) .B2.2 564.8 30.2 595.0
1964 293.2 332 18 65.9 709.1 17.1 726.2
1965 107.5 290 27 29.4 453.9 20.3 474.2
1966 223.5 (91) (18) 8.3 122.8 20.2 143.0
1967 414.5 376 (38) 63.8 952.7 30.1 982.8
1968 360.5 (468) 154 90.8 137.3 30.9 168.2
1969 373.9 95 319 71.9 859.8 46.7 906.5
1970 311.8 4 (22) .200.9 494.7 94.4 589.1
1971 398.5 (89) (113) 269.7 466.2 135.6 601.8
1972 337.0 (236) 88 (87.8) 101.2 189.0 290.2
1973 298.1 (279) (229) 172.4 (37.5) 266.5 229.0
1974 393.3 68 322 106.3 889.6 301.2 1,190.8
1975 521.0 18 49 56.2 644.2 437.6 1,081.8
1976 276.1 (132) (139) 229.7 234.8 409.4 644.2
1977 458.7 327 40 94.1 919.8 433.5 1,353.3
1978 471.2 (41) 225 24.3 679.5 577.6 1,257.1
1979 546.0 209 257 258.2 1,270.2 634.0 1,904.2
1980 564.7 9 (38) (101.4) 434.3 617.2 1,051.5
1981 619.0 63 (135) 79.5 626.5 570.4 1,196.9
1982 530.5 78 113 7.1 728.6 562.2 1,290.8
1983 333.3 (95) (60) (29.7) 148.6 459.2 607.8
------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ -- __-- ------ ------ -- _-- ------ _ ---- ------ ------ ------ -----
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Table 4.4 cont'd
Percentage Shares of Capital Forsation in Agriculture

Share to Total 8ross Domestic Capital Foruation
Year C A 6DCFALri Investment in Agri in Agriculture (in percent)

9DCFTotal VfA crops, Machineries Agri Machineries Irrigation Livestock and Brains Perennial
livestock Capital Foreation in and Tractors Poultry Crops

Durable Equipsent

1955 13.43 7.61 21.9b 7.43 71.98 0 (1.40)
1956 7.41 6.99 40.15 24.08 35.40 0 0.47
1957 5.46 6.90 53.13 29.71 11.97 0 5.83
1959 (3.00) 4.55 (65.90) (29.52) 189.79 0 (5.63)
1959 4.33 3.26 34.18 7.06 16.99 40.0 1.89
1960 (4.52) 2.89 (53.20) (17.25) 290.69 (8.91) 91.33
1961 3.70 7.89 96.00 11.12 29.73 (74.32) 47.47
1962 11.38 10.49 36.01 4.90 (9.92) 18.36 50.65
1963 9.46 12.20 55.06 5.09 20.84 (11.60) 30.62
1964 9.17 9.90 40.37 2.35 45.72 2.49 9.09
1965 5.69 3.24 22.78 4.28 61.16 5.69 1.09
1966 1.70 6.45 156.29 14.12 (63.64) (13.20) b.43
1967 10.13 10.59 9.21 42.18 3.06 38.26 (3.87) 20.37
1969 1.57 1.75 7.03 214.33 19.37 (279.24) 91.56 53.98
1969 9.07 9.27 7.36 41.25 5.15 10.49 35.19 7.93
1970 5.44 5.90 6.46 52.97 16.02 0.69 (3.73) 34.06
1971 5.36 5.57 7.09 66.20 22.53 (14.79) (19.79) 44.84
1972 2.50 2.56 6.40 116.21 65.13 (91.32) 30.32 370.34
1973 1.93 1.95 7.39 130.13 116.39 (121.93) (100.00) 24.68
1974 7.61 9.39 5.33 33.02 25.29 5.71 27.04 8.94
1975 5.70 7.96 5.96 48.15 40.45 1.66 4.53 5.21
1976 3.19 4.36 3.32 42.96 63.55 (20.49) (21.59) 35.66
1977 6.50 8.67 5.56 33.a9 32.03 26.09 2.96 5.03
1979 5.44 7.66 4.78 37.47 45.95 (3.26) 17.90 1.94
1979 7.23 10.99 4.96 28.69 33.29 10.99 13.50 13.55
1990 3.95 5.67 4.96 53.70 59.70 0.96 (3.63) 9.63)
1991 4.40 6.20 5.38 51.71 47.66 5.26 (11.29) 6.65
1992 4.89 6.41 4.75 41.09 43.55 6.04 8.75 0.57
1993 2.43 3.23 3.01 54.84 75.55 (15.63) (9.47) (5.29)

-------------------------- - ------------------------------------- ------------- - -------------------------------------------- -- - - - -- -- -- - - - -- -- -- - - -
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igure 4,1a. Short Run Output Effects: RICE
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Figure 4.2a. Short Run Output Effects: CORN
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Figure 4.3a. Short Run Output Effects: SUGAR
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Figure 4.5a. Short Run Output Effects: SUGAR (ISA)
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Figure 4.6a. Short Run Foreign Exchange Effects
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Table 5.1
Export Tax/Duty Collectiblos and Collectioras (Ciilliotn Pesos'.)

TOtRL Ratio of Export T.x and Prtn,iun Dutj
----------------------- fgricultural to Value of Export

Year Colloctibles Collections Collectibles Sugsr Mol asses Coconlut Fruits Sugar holasses Coconut Frui ts
Products Products

1970 343.0
1971 *44.0
1972 466.0
1S73 761.0
1374 1527.6
1975 1355.5
1976 538.8 567.5 518.4 284.23 7.02 134.?: 19.136 0.09 0. 0 0.05 0.03

13?7 606.? 59s.6 572.8 1913.09 9.80 329.51 22.20 0.06 0.07 0.06 e O. 06
1l78 538.1 427.5 497.6 92.19 9.76 366..37 16.38 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.05 un

1979 792.5 677.7 745.7 108.12 21.q5 557.91 38.f67 0.03 0.11 0.0? 0.04 U
1980 2496.8 472.6 2268.9 2005.18 64.81 112.25 43.70 U.21 0.15 0.06 0.03 1

1981 1909.7 254.2 1732.3 1634.41 51.38 1.71 36.70 0.20 0.17 0.0U 0.03

1982 476.9 224.2 330.3 261.08 25.47 12.36 25.52 0.06 0.10 0.02 0.04

1983 310.2 253.9 65.4 3.49 53.85 0.0? 0f.04

1384 1532.? 1518.7 1327.2 7Sf6.63 156.72 0.06 0.04

NOTES:
1. Fruits consists nairelj of bananas ani cann,ed pineapples

2. The total includes export. taxes fron both agricultural ar.d
non-agrieulttural e:xports

Source of Basic Data: Auarma (Anrujal Repoprtz of the Bureau of Customs)
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Table 5.2
Tariff and Tax Due from Imported Selected Agricuitural Products, and Inputs

Year Corn Grain Wheat Wheat F!iour Catton Soybean Fertilizers Aqriculturai
Meal Machineries

1968 90.30 10392.70 8882.35 2406.00 2834.70 5026.80 .1206.95
1969 686.20 14270.35 2724,75 3363.00 2053.55 5199.90 72b.85
197i0 632.50 21894.00 717,45 4908.60 4391.80 6269.90 74B.75
1571 20.50 29352.90 951.16 8065.85 5582.50 97251.00 1304.95

i972 34.75 42051.50 120.,00 8179.90 5413.25 9087.55 1976.55
i973 13490.00 45277.00 2925,70 14627.90 6210.60 2132C.10 1822.30

1Q74 13509.70 53516.45 3567,25 24611.20 8808.35 49342.95 3''92.15
1975

1976 129.50 93285.10 8385,90 60588.00 3;8116.50 54463.90 41288.30
1977 229.90 97231.50 5412,60 42701.50 27699.10 37704.00 2486.70
1978 295.60 75636.00 8951.30 79538.00 24186.10 3.4161.20 37'7.70
1979 5006.40 14t608.90 11243,70 7883.4.30 35839.70 104806.20 i394.10

l9i80 3930.30 21433.60 9652 40 63335.60 1376.60 164040.60 2990.A00
1991 219326.730 92318.80 410423,,0 76208.50 373.40 1 36519.70 3*489.20

1982 218177.70 92631.40 12936,60 3t2975.30 73990.10 1172003.20 5653.10

Ratio of Tariff and Tax Due to Value of Imports
1968 0.33 0.05 0,47 0.04 0.34 0.09 0.15
1969 G'.27 0.11 0.23 0.04 0.26 I).13 0.15
1970 0.64 0.12 0,19 0.11 0.30 0.13 0.11
1971 0.20 0.11 0.15 0.08 0.19 0.16 0.13
1972 0.17 0.10 0,19 0.09 0.19 '0.21
1973 0.35 0.22 0,20 0.08 0.13 0.24 0.1 
1974 0.82 O.16 0,32 0.19 0.17 0.29 0.23

1;75 0.86 0.18 '0,41 0.20 0.18 (.2.3 0.21
l97b 0.87 0.20 0,42 0.19 0.19 (1.30 0,22
1977 0.87 0.20 0.42 0.20 0.17 (p.29 0.20
1979 0.87 0.20 07,39 0.18 0.15 0.29 0.2i0

1979 '0.90 0.20 0,44 0.22 0.21 0.32 0.24
1980. 0.92 0.25 0,45 0.24 0.18 0.32 0.25

1981 0.91 0.19 0.40 0.15 0.14 0.30 Q'.42
1982 0.69 0.11 0,49 0.24 0.18 (1.35 0.119



Table 5.3
Empenditure Effects of Agricultural Pricing PolicY (in 11illion Pesos)

Year Production Subsidy Sub- Consunptior. Subsidy Sub- Fertilizer Subsidy Sub- Zrrigation Subsidy Sub- r*t.i rOTAL
RIcel Corl total Coconuit Ric*3 total Subsidy to Mlanuf Foregone t,tal Direct GovermenntSubsidy Provided total Input SUBSIDI6;

Products2 Importers5 Import Levies6 Subsidy to NIF17 by FSDC8 Sub: sdies

1970 2.0 2.0 76.3 76.3 76.3 78?
1971 .0 .0 121.5 121.5 121.6 1216
1972 nil nil 1I1.6 181.6 181.6 1816
1973 1.7 1.7 112.4 112.1 46.5 21.3 67.S 302.9 302.9 370.7 484f?
1974 0(.0 3.3 3.3 513.5 50.5 563.9 68.4 49.3 117.7 545.2 545.2 662. 9 12304
1975 23.3 .0 23.3 51.3 11.4 62.7 332.7 171.9 50-4.6 800.9 800.9 1305.5 1391g
1976 38.4t 2.8 -41.2 139.7 30.6 170.3 108.3 54.5 162.8 808.2 15.3 823 5 '86.2 

1 1
9

7o
1977 76.0 0.6 78.5 -487.3 20.2 507.4q 55.2 37.7 92.9 921.2 54.4 9'75.6. lubu.S 16544q
1973 83.0 4 3 87.2 312.4 12.3 324.? 117.0 34.2 151.2 1344.8 *4t.0 13R89.8 1540.9' 19520
1979 250.0 0.0 250.0 1431.0 12.8 155.8 15.0 101.8 116.8 1756.0 1S.9 1774.9 1891.? 22976
1980 159.b 1.3 161.1 0.0 0.0 283.0 164.0 447.0 1990.7 1990.7 2437.8 2598O
1981I 180.0 1.? 181.7 12.2 12.2 569.6 136.5 706.1 2101.3 2101.3 2807.4 :100 I
19812 19-4.8 0.4 195.2 58.S 58.6 -444.3 117.2 561.5 1970.9 6.4 1977.3 2538 .8 2792 6
1963 208.2 6.0 214.2 71.9 71.9 6.8
19864 185.5 185.5 297.8 297.8 6.8

1 Computed by multiplying margins of NFF purchase pri&e and a.erage producer prices by the volume of domestic procurement.
2 Subsidies for coconut-based products i.e.. edible oil, laundry bar soap. and copra meal; Source: Crisologo, L. MA rhesis, UP Shchol of Ef.&v
3 Computed by multiplying margins of retail and NFR selling prices mith volume of market injections.
4 Januarj tc. June only
S (ash subsidy claims filed by manufacturers/importers under the cash subsidy scheme by the FPR.
b Tarxst.'duties due as computed by_ the Bur eau of Customs
7 Irrigation investment less collection.s on irrigation fees; 1966-1975 collections of irrigation fees are esti Mated by applyjing the a'.'er"w, slr,

to total irrigation investment during 1976-1984 on the total irrigation eH4penditures durixng 1966-197S.
8 Subsidies provided by the FSDC to fiLtance communal pumps.
S NEDR *stimates

Ln
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Table 5.4
Net Incose Froms Operations of the National Food Authority

(in million pesos)

1976 1977 1976 1979 l1eo 1981 1992 I?83 1994

6ross Profit

Rice 20.5 33.4 41.6 (23.7) (31.1) (2.3) (6.6) 1-123.4

;ornU 2.3 17.6 15.9 (5.6) (21.4) (10.9) 65.4 422.2

*wheat 82.2 b4.0 73.1 281.7 4B.3 134.3 263.4

Other Grains 2.8 0.6 0.8 48.7 56.0 78,9 107.1

Nongrains 16.8 13.8 (1 46.

Total 107.8 115.6 1311.4 301.0 51.8 216.9 443.1 463.4 1, 67C.,O

Less: Administrative
and Operating
Expenses 167.b 216.3 284.1 307.3 416.1 446.8 579.8 952.4 1,247 2

Net Income (Loss) from
Operations (59.8) (100.7) (152.7) (6.3) (364.3) (230.1) (135.7) OE469.0) i!.'. .

Sales minus Cost of Sales; Necqative values shown in parentheses

i White and vellow corn, locally produced and inported

Source of Data:
lational Food Authority; 6overnaent Corporate Affairs,

Office of the Prize Minister
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Table 5.5
National Trading Ccrporation (NASUTRA)

Etatement of income, 1978-1993
(In uillion pesos)

1979 1979 1980 1991 1982 2z9,

Net Sales 2,946.4 ',6S4.0 6,740.7 7,069.2 7,_-8.0
Less:

^ost Sales 2,836.8 3,368.9 5,02.2 5,447.7 6b665.5 ,I

Gross Profit
on Sales 109.5 285.2 1,438.5 1,621.5 572.5 l.;Oi

'less: Expenses

Tradirg 442.1 649.7 1,187.8 1,204,4 87B.2
Adainstrative 9.4 13.6 25.1 40.5 52.1
Financial 280.2 265.7 375.6 284.7 443.. 520.4

Total
Expenses 731.7 929.0 ',SE8.5 1.9,6 1,274.: ;,-'1.

Net Operating
profit (Ioss) (622.2) (643.8) (150.0) 91.9 (801.5) 1427

4dd:
Other ircome 37.5 40.5 191.6 44.3 128.4 41.2

Net Income 1584.7) (603.3) 41.6 136.2 (673.1 444.

Source: NEZA, Sugar Industry Study (l985), Annex 4.31 based on COA Annual Reoorts
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Table 5.6
Budgetary Effects of Agricultural Pricing Policy

Year Revenue Expenditure Net Revenue Effects Expenditure Effects Net Effects
Effects Effectst Effects National Gov't National Gov't Budget Deficit:1

Revenues Expenditures

(in million pesos) (in percent)

1960 14.5 5.7 10.8 1.5 0.4 (6.6i
1961 14.2 6.9 7.3 1.1 0.5 (4.4)
1962 24.6 6.9 17.7 1.6 0.4 111.0)
1963 37.1 6.7 30.4 2.1 0.3 (16.7)
1964 36.3 - 36.3 1.9 - (22.1)
1965 35.0 0.04 34.9 1.8 0.002 (16.1)
1966 30.7 13.5 17.2 1.4 0.6 (8.0)
1967 37.9 20.8 17.1 1.5 0.8 (7.7)
1968 30.8 14.7 16.1 1.1 0.4 (3.9)
1969 29.0 29.6 (0.611 0.9 0.8 0.1
1970 203.b 78.3 125.3 5.1 1.9 (56.3)
1971 311.7 121.5 190.2 6.2 2.4 (10.7)
1972 229.2 181.6 47.6 3.6 2.7 (10.8)
1973 347.3 484.7 (137.4) 3.7 4.6 12.4
1974 1,624.0 1,230.1 393.9 8.4 7.4 14.9
1975 992.8 1,391.5 (39e.7)
1976 1,200.0 14197.8 2.2 6.6 5.4 (0.05)
1977 1,575.8 1,654.4 (79.6) 8.5 7.3 2.0
1978 1,723.6 1,952.8 (229.2) 7.2 7.1 6.7
1979 1,439.1 2,297.5 (858.41 4.8 7.0 32.8
1980 3,388.8 2,598.9 789.9 9.8 7.0 (35.2)
1981 2,869.2 3,001.3 (132.1) 9.3 6.4 (2.8)
1982 875.9 3,040.8 (2,164.9) 2.3 6.2 21.4

I This is the sum of import duties, export taxes and presia
and the CCSF levy

It Consist of production subsidy in rice and corn;
consumption subsidy in coconut products and rice (1974-1982);
fertilizer and irrigation subsidies

ttt Budget figures were all in deficit except in 1974
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Table 5.7
Tax Revenues From Agriculture

(in Thousand Pesos)

Year leport Export Duty/ CCSF Sub-total
Share of Agri. to total Total Bgricl. taxes Duties Premium Levy (import duties

1 2 3 1 2 3 export duties
and CCSF)

1960 4.8 2.1 2.0 55421 23675 23035 16456 16456
1 4.1 1.7 1.7 52489 21993 21724 14226 14226
2 4.0 1.7 1.7 63352 27103 26832 24563 24563
3 4.7 2.1 2.1 68541 39878 39449 37117 37117
4 4.9 2.5 2.5 93923 47274 46997 36327 36327
5 4.8 2.2 2.2 91835 42981 42527 34987 34987
6 4.5 1.9 1.5 97089 39978 39673 30742 30742
7 4.1 1.9 1.9 102492 48561 48266 37885 37885
8 4.5 1.4 1.4 127320 41019 40677 30840 30840
9 3.4 1.2 1.2 108383 39546 39041 29025 29025

1970 7.6 5.4 5.4 300178 216038 215195 17669 18BB82 203551
1 8.6 6.7 6.6 423329 326029 325091 25654 286001 311655
2 5.4 3.8 3.8 338976 241801 240824 25894 203332 229226
3 5.4 4.0 4.0 498184 369619 367887 60387 240173 46775 347335
4 13.9 12.6 12.6 1816559 1652690 1650457 27903 532472 1063586 1623961
5 9.7 8.5 8.5 1467846 1293117 1290764 46340 4699451 476561 992846
6 8.3 7.3 7.3 1412323 1236619 1233772 64776 5125071 622698 1199981
7 10.0 8.6 8.5 1B86183 1619854 1616427 45189 572752 957814 1575755
8 9.2 7.7 7.7 2117089 1775555 1773301 82716 505738 1135163 1723617
9 6.6 5.2 5.2 1925299 1512247 1503398 82728 745748 610665 1439141

1980 11.7 10.1 10.1 4025834 3486333 3477959 66226 2268945 1053596 338767
I 10.1 8.3 8.3 3618742 2985404 2976069 79698 1732327 1057151 2869176
2 4.3 2.4 2.4 1659587 947229 939474 38528 330300 507074 875902

I * with other taxes, with tobacco inspection fees I Does not include premium duty
2 a without other taxes, with tobacco inspection fees
3 s xithout other taxes, Nithout tobacco inspection tees

Note: The other taxes' are motor vehicle fees, individual and
corporate income tax and local tax.
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Table 5.7 cont'd
Tax Revenues FrDe Agriculture

Year Tobacco Millers Docusentary Motor vehicle Individual Carporate Local Tax
Inspection Taxes Staop Tax Fees Income Tax Income tax

1960 640 6579 3177 2374 8134 2213 15878
1 269 7498 3448 2568 5447 21E11 16852
2 271 2269 3877 2887 9141 1740 18604
3 429 2332 4636 3453 12466 2485 21623
4 277 10670 4788 3566 10154 4703 23438
5 354 7990 5836 4012 4985 8777 25344
6 205 8931 5908 4400 4743 13472 28688
7 295 10381 6754 5030 7003 29E14 32160
8 342 9837 7854 5849 26039 9307 37253
9 505 10016 9212 6861 4424 49513 43347

1970 B43 11644 10126 8061 7374 76E8 50891
1 938 13706 11184 9824 8528 6768 60996
2 977 11598 11786 1119988 12590 14423 47177
3 1732 20552 19152 1257588 9320 33226 54292
4 2233 26496 30560 13950tt 18075 41465 59819
5 2353 27918 33056 15325tt 23837 33587 68924
6 2847 33791 37515 16701tt 27692 38608 55188
7 3427 40672 74028 18076 52781 31540 89904
8 2254 49684 105181 5180 98388 53096 79689
9 8849 64257 122351 19530 122999 58126 90046

1980 8374 B9192 149718 27860 129666 76757 155500
1 9335 106893 175870 44240 153717 79173 1B0338
2 7755 63572 204803 53270 150425 90503 213357

ttExtrapolated.



- 261 -

Table 5.8
Government Expenditures in Agriculture

(in thousand pesos)

INFRASTRUCTURE RESEARCH and A6RICULTURAL SUPPORT SERVICES TOTAL GOVERNMENT
Rural Roads Irrigation Total EXTENSION Stabilization Agrarian General Total EXPENDITURES ON
and Bridges & Storagei Reform/ Agric'l AGRICULTUrE

YEAR Warehouses Land Mg2t. Adainis-

1960 0502 384 9,886 42,289 11,640 21,218 1,392 34,250 36,425
1961 10.413 387 10,800 38,051 12,024 26,328 1,617 39,969 E868.0
1962 10,471 715 11,186 30,602 B,772 22,749 1,630 33,1S1 74,939
1963 7,513 80,769 88,282 39,493 1,605 24,609 1,189 27,403 155,178
1964 9,281 9,697 18,978 47,245 74,250 37,337 1,283 112,870 179.09
1965 11,955 47,350 59,305 51,366 1,670 51,882 982 54!534 16,205
1966 11,523 19,850 31,378 57,300 12,643 52,456 1,311 66,410 155,088
1967 9,739 21,600 31,339 55,887 17,890 52,000 1,420 71,310 l5E,536
1 96 19,522 33,800 53,322 49,468 14,715 55,.65 1,656 71,7;6 i74,54b
1969 19,933 79,400 99,333 56,776 18,918 68,022 2,312 89,252 24,361
1970 51,256 12;6,350 177,606 59,619 21,398 78,289 2,336 102,022 339,247
1971 19,890 168,950 208,840 72,007 12,132 92,347 2,275 106,754 387,601
1972 16,805 315,050 331,855 90,419 12,808 10,B29 4,026 118,663 540,937
1973 17,469 567,100 584,569 127,640 10,521 133,575 5,167 149,263 861,472
1974 14,104 839,918 854,012 229,341 25,352 228,776 6,714 260,842 1,344,195
1975 47,344 848,719 896,063 262,921 29,303 304,172 12,114 345,589 1,504,5735
1976 51,951 960,550 1,012,501 345,730 39,159I1t 270,263 10,382 319,804 1,678,035
1977 51,569 1,393,850 1,445,419 375,490 31,927M*: 288,060 12,728 332,715 2,15Z.,s24
1978 53,721 1,833,050 1,88a6 ,5771 407,940 43,0061*5 358,172 19,243 420,421 2,15.1:2
1979 63,272t 2,073,300 2,136,572 445,935S 36,7741t* 478,189 28,944 543,907 3,12b6,414
1980 66,176 25177,850 2,244,026 557,351 70,299 534,423 71,907 6766,629 3478,006
19B1 123,2111t 2,351,450tt 2,474,661 738,4561t 91,033 648,387 149,432 888,852 4,101,969
1982 166,29011 2,123,400*1 2,289,680 718,89611 89,115 627,112 176,809 893,036 3,901,6!2

I Interpolated
11 Budget estizates
Its Figures for NFA (COE) were interpolated by adjusting 1975

figures with corresponding CPI (1975 = 100)
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Table 5.8 cont'd
Percentage Distributicn of l3overnment Expenditures in Agriculture

YEAR Infrastructure Research and Other AQricultural Supoort Services
Rural Roads Irrigation Extension Stabilization Agrarian General
and Bridges & Storage/ Reforam iovernaent

Warehouse Adainistration

1960 10.99 0.45 413.93 13.47 24.55 1.60
1961 11.72 0.44 42.84 13.54 29.64 1.82
1962 13.97 0.95 40.84 11.70 30t.36 2.17
1963 4.84 52.05 25.45 1.03 15.E16 0.77
1964 5.18 5.41 2li.38 41.46 20.85 0.71
1965 7.24 28.66 3'1.09 1.01 31.40 0.60
1966 7.43 12.80 36.95 8.15 33.82 0.85
1967 6.14 13.62 35.25 11.2B 32.E0 0.90
1968 11.18 19.37 29.34 8.43 31.72 0.96
1969 8.12 32.36 23.14 7.71 27.72 0.95
1970 15.11 37.24 17.57 6.31 23.08 0.69
1971 5.13 48.75 181.58 3.13 23.82 0.59
1972 3.11 58.24 16.72 2.37 18.82 0.74
1973 2.03 65.83 14.82 1.22 15.5'0 0.61
1974 1.05 62.48 17.06 1.89 17.02 0.50
1975 3.15 56.42 17.47 1.95 20.22 0.80
1976 3.10 57.24 20.60 2.33 16.10 0.63
1977 2.39 64.72 17.44 1.48 13.38 0.58
1978 1.97 67.51 15.02 1.58 13.19 0.72
1979 2.02 66.32 14.26 1.18 15.30 0.92
1980 1.90 62.62 16.02 2.02 15.36 2.08
1981 3.00 57.32 1l.O00 2.22 15.81 3.64
1982 4.26 54.42 lEI.42 2.28 16.07 4.55
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Table 5.9
Sardico and Evenson Estimates of

Government Expenditures on Research and Extension
in the Philippines, 1960-1984

Year Expenditures % Share to Total National
(in thousand pesos Bovernment Expenditures
at current prices)

Research Research & Research Research and
Extension Extension

1960 2,479 13,694 0.19 1.05
1961 2,421 13,339 0.17 0.93
1962 3,256 15,632 0.19 0.94
1963 3,773 19,710 0.19 1.00
19b4 4,035 20,567 0.19 0.?9
1965 4,905 27,993 0.23 1.30
1966 4,606 26,008 0.19 1.09
1;67 5,941 26.500 0.22 1.04
1?68 6,213 28,413 0.19 0.89
1969 8,752 33,482 0.23 0.87
1970 10,318 32,614 0.24 0.77
1971 12,936 43,514 0.26 0.87
1972 16,582 55,736 0.24 0.82
1973 24,809 79,110 0.24 0.75
1974 39.EOO 0.24
1975 40,000 0.21
1976 45,500 0.20
1977 61,200 0.27
1978 47,400 0.17
1979 74,300 0.22
1980 83,700h 0.23
1981 89,400 0.19
1982 91,100 0.19
1983 1014200 0.19
1964 131,400 0.22

Source of Data: M. Sardido and R. Evenson, 'Public Investment in
Agricultural Research and Extension in the
Philippines" mimeographed, 1975, I1SL
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Tblle 5.10

6cvernment Expenditures on Agriculture

'ear Amcunt Share to Total Share to Eiross
(Yaillion) National Gov't. Value Added in

Exoenditures Crops & Livestock

1960 86.4 6.63 3.12
1961 88.8 6.17 2.93
1962 74.9 4.51 2.42
1963 155.2 7.92 4.44
1964 179.1 8.64 4.58
1965 165.2 7.67 3.84
196b 155.1 6.52 3.22
1967 158.5 5.79 3.04
1968 174.5 5.32 2.92
1969 245.4 b.40 3.62
1970 339.2 8.00 4.10
1971 387.6 7.74 3.73
1972 540.9 8.00 4.77
1973 861.5 8.22 5.60
1974 1,344.2 8.10 6.39
1975 1,504.6 7.90 6.08
1976 1,678.0 7.51 b.06
1977 2,153.6 9.53 7.07
1978 2,715.1 9.87 7.96
1979 3,126.4 9.51 7.65
1980 3,479.0 9.42 7.94
1981 4,102.0 8.71 8.30
1982 3,901.6 8.00 7.13
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Table 5.11
The Agricultural Budget

(in willion pesosl

Tax Revenues frcs Agriculture Gov't Expenditures on Agriculture Revenues - Expenditures

with other without with rural without rural 1 2
taxes other taxes roads & bridges roads & bridges

1960 5'.4 23.7 86.4 76.9 -31.0 -53.2
1961 52.5 22.0 68.8 78.4 -36.3 -56.4
1962 63.4 27.1 74.9 64.5 -11.5 -37.4
1963 86.5 39.9 115.2 147.7 -66.7 -107.8
1964 93.9 47.3 179.1 169.8 -85.2 -122.5
1965 91.8 42.9 165.2 153.2 -73.4 -110.3
1966 97.1 39.9 155.1 143.6 -58.0 -103.7
1967 102.5 48.6 158.5 148.8 -56.0 -100.2
1968 127.3 41.0 174.5 155.0 -47.2 -114.0
1969 108.4 39.5 245.4 225.4 -137.0 -165.9
1970 300.2 216.0 339.2 288.0 -39.0 -72.0
1971 423.3 326.0 387.6 367.7 -35.7 -41.7
1972 339.0 241.9 540.9 524.1 -201.9 -282.3
1973 498.2 369.6 861.5 844.0 -363.3 -474.4
1974 1816.6 1652.7 1344.2 1330.1 -472.4 -322.6
1975 1467.8 1293.1 1504.6 1457.2 -36.8 -164.1
1976 1412.3 1236.6 1678.0 1626.1 -265.7 -389.5
1977 1886.2 1619.8 2153.6 2102.0 -267.4 -482.2
1978 2117.1 1775.6 2715.1 2661.4 -5980. -885.6
1979 1Q25.3 1512.2 3126.4 3063.1 -1201.1 -1550.9
1980 4025.8 3466.3 3476.0 3411.8 547.0 74.5
1981 3618.7 2965.4 4102.0 3979.6 -483.3 -993.4
1962 1659.6 947.2 3901.6 3735.3 -2242.0 -2786.1

I = Tan Revenue with other taxes - Government Expenditures with rural roads and bridges
2 = Tax Revenues without other taxes -6overneent Expenditures without rural roads and bridges
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Table 5.12

Government 'nvestnent IGIB) and Totai Expenditure (GEB) Bias

NI
'ear GDP ?/ H SIB S! B11 GE I/E lE3

1960 0.1?84 (:.1328 0.67 0.0507 0.26

19bl 0.1723 0.1054 0.61 0.0426 0.25
i962 0.2277 3.1i29 0.50 0.0375 0.16
19b3 0,1966 (.2940 1.50t 0.0564 0.29

1964 0.1912 0.1270 .o6 0 .0- 729 O .a
1965 (.1165 3.2Pi38 1.53 * ).0592 0.31

1966 0.1842 0.2229 1.2i 0.0486 0.2b
1067 0.19364 0.1397 0.72 0.0414 0.21
1968 0.2121 0.1775 0.84 0).0403 (.19

19?e 0.21-3 0.2236 1.05 0.0445 0.21

1q70 0.2314 0.3413 1.48 0.0708 0.31

1971 0,2101 0.2994 i.42 0.0641 0.31
1972 0.217,8' 0.2507 1.l 0.0773 0.36

1973 0,2543 501616 2.03 0.1040 0.41

1974 0.31z2 0.5654 1.77 0.0880 0.28

1975 0.321i9 0,4016 1.25 0.0b72 6.21
!976 0.2301 0.2994 1.30 0.0722 0.3l

1977 0,2257 0.608 1.60 0,0783 0.35
19798 0138 0.3z339 1.59 0.1155 0.54
1;/97 0,.2012 0.3092 1.54 O. o230 0.61

19so 0.2006 0.2167 1.09 0.1068 0.53

lv61 (.1956 0.1548 0.79 0.1055 0.54

l9.2 0.168 0.1524 0.90 0.0956 0.56

ITnere was a substantial capital outlay on storage and

warehousinq during the year.

3G - National government capital expenditures (outlay)
Data sere taien from the NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook
except for 1973 and 1974 which were taken from the IMF,
Scver?ffent Finance StatIstics fearbook

N!
Ui1P - is equal to actual GDP plus net transfers out of

A A
agriculture based on :he XUP border price computations
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Table 5.13
Government Personnel by Branch of Service or Category of Service

(in Thousands)

A. By Branch of Government
State

Year Total National Corporation Local Schools Colleges &
Government Government Universities

1961 361.3 182.4 n.d. 63.4 114.7 0.7
1964 415.1 201.4 n.d. 71.4 140.4 1.9
1968 481.3 224.7 n.d. 84.0 171.0 1.6
1973 569.4 218.1 n.d. 93.8 250.0 7.6
1978 1028.7 445.7 93.7 170.5 308.1 10.6
1982 1180.0 554.6 118.0 177.0 295.0 35.4
1985 1321.7 634.4 132.2 198.3 330.4 26.4

B. By Category of Service and Status of Appointment

Classified/Competitive Unclassified/Noncompetitive
Total ---------------

Permanent Temporary/ Permanent Temporary
Provisional

1961 361.2 163.6 96.0 27.4 175.9
1964 415.1 184.6 113.5 38.7 195.3
1968 481.3 231.0 158.2 37.9 146.2
1973 569.4 305.9 184.1 49.2 149.7
1978 1028.7 644.3 211.6 49.9 294.5
1982 1 1180.0 709.0 202.6 49.8 218.6
1985- 1321.7 835.4 235.5 50.2 200.9

Note: n.d. - no (separate) data

- Projected.

For 1979-1985, the classification by category of service and status of
appointment was changed to career (permanent, temporary or provisional) and non-
career (regular, casual and contractual). Regular non-career were assumed in the
table to be the same as unclassified permanent.

Source: Civil Service Cosmission, Planning and Research Division (unpublished data).
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Notes: (to tables)

1. Import Duties:

1960-1967

This is the sum total of tariffs from importsi of agricultural
products and agricultural inputs, special import duties, amd other custom
fees and charges. Tariff revenues from imports of agricultural products
were estimated from the specific tariff rates on, and voltume of imports of
wheat flour, unmilled corn, corn meal, wheat grain, and soybeans. Data on
volume of imports of wheat flour, unmilled corn and corn mieal were taken
from PCARRD Rice Statistics. Data on volume of imports of wheat grain and
soybean were taken from Philippine Food Balance Sheet. Tariff revenues
from imports of agricultural inputs, special import dutieii and other custom
fees and charges were taken from Macaranas (1973), specifically Table E.1
(column 2), Table B.10 (column 2), and Table B.14 (column 4) respectively.

1968-1982

Data taken from Bureau of Customs, Statistics Division.

2. Export Taxes and Premium Dy:

1970-1975

Data for sugar and coconut products during 1970-1973 were taken
from Macaranas (1973) Table .. during 1974-1975 were estimated as the
product of the export tax rate and the value of exports. Data for abaca,
tobacco, pineapple and bananas were estimated as the product of the tax
rate and the value of exports, by commodity.

1976-1982

Data are export tax collectibles as estimated by the Bureau of
Customs. Data taken from the Statistics Division, Bureau of Customs.

3. CCSF Levy:

The officially available data is the total amount from August 1973
to August 1982, given in NEDA Coconut Study, Table . The levy was
allocated annually using anlual estimates based on the estimated average
CCSF levy rate and the marketed copra output. The CCSF levy rates were
taken from Clarete and Roumisset (1982). Marketed copra output is total
coconut output in copra terns minus nuts consumed at home in copra terms;
data from PCARRD Coconut Statistics and NEDA Coconut Study.

4. Tobacco Inspection Fees and Millers Taxes

1960-71 Data from Macaranas (1973), Table B.6, Colu=n 4.
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1972-1982

Estimated as follows: the average ratio of tobacco inspection
fees/millers taxes to total BIR collections from 1978-1985 was multiplied
to the total BIR collections from 1972-77; 1978-85 are actual figures
obtained from the BIR Statistical Department.

5. Agricultural Share in Documentary Stamp Tax

1960-69 Data taken from Macaranas (1978), Table B.8, Column 2.

1970-82

This is equivalent to 30Z of total documentary stamp tax
collections from the BIR Statistical Department. The 30Z is Macaranas
estimate of the agriculture share to total documentary stamp tax.

6. Share of Agriculture in Motor Vehicle Fees

1960-71 Data from Macaranas, Table B.16, Column 2.

1972-82

Equivalent to 7 percent of the estimated total motor vehicle taxes
during 1972-77 and the data from the IMF Government Finance Statistics
Yearbook for 1978-82. The estimates for 1972-77 were extrapolated from the
1971 and 1979 figures.

7. Agricultural Share in Individual and Corporate Income Taxes

196.0-71 Data taken from Macaranas, Table B.2, Columns 3 and 9.

1972-82

Estimated. The averages of Macaranas yearly allocators for
agriculture (medium assumption) in individual and corporate income taxes
respectively during 1965-71 were applied to the total individual and
corporate income taxes taken from the BIR Statistical Department.

8. Agriculture Share in Local Taxes (Local taxes include land tax.)

1960-71 Data taken from Macaranas, Table III, 4, row 8.

1972-82 Estimated. The average ratio of local taxes from
agriculture to the total local taxes during 1965-71 was applied to the
annual total local tax revenues during 1972-82. Data on local tax revenues
during 1960-82 were taken from the Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1975
and 1985.
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Notes (to tables)

1. Research and Extension. This is the sum of total expenditures for
the Bureau of Animal Industry, Bureau of Soils, Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, Bureau of Agricultural Extension, Fiber Industry Development
Authority, Philippine Council for Agricultural Resources Research and
Development, National Meat Inspection Commission, National Food and
Agriculture Council and the Bureau of Plant Industry (less expenditures for
the procurement and distribution of agricultural inputs).

2. Rural Roads and Bridges Total expenditures for provincial, municipal
and barangay roads and bridgies, adjusted by the ratio of GVA of crops and
livestock to GDP. The adjustment was done to take into consideration that
the roads and bridges are also used for other purposes and by people other
than farmers. Data on expenditures are usually in the Ministry of Public
Works and Highways.

3. Irrigation and StoragefWarehouse

Irrigation:

1960-64 This is the sum oE total expenditures of the Irrigation
Service Unit and the capital outLay of the National Irrigation
Administration.

1965-82 Irrigation invrestment of the National Irrigation
Administration, taken from C. David's data files.

Storage and Warehouse This is the capital outlay of the Rice and
Corn Board, Rice and Corn Administration, National Grains Authority and
National Food Authority as reported in the budget documents.

4. Stabilization This consisl:s of the current operating expenses of the
Rice and Corn Administration, Rice and Corn Board, National Grains
Authority and National Food Authority; the funds for stabilization of the
Philippine Coconut Authority, PhiLlippine Sugar Commission and Sugar Quota
Administration; the total expenditure of the Fertilizer and Pesticide
Authority, and the expenditures ior procurement and distribution of
agricultural inputs of the Bureau of Plant Industry.

5. Agrarian Reform This consists of the total expendituries of the Office!
of the Minister, Ministry of Agrarian Reform; Land Tenure Administration,
Land Authority, Land Registration Commission, Court of Agrarian Relations,
Bureau of Lands, National Land Titles and Deeds and the Comnission on
Settlements and Land Problems.

6. General Agricultural Administration This consists oE the total
expenditures of the Office of the! Secretary/Office of the Minister,
Ministry of Agriculture and Food.

Sources of Data:

Data files of Manuel de Leon, taken from annual budget documents,
Budget Commission; data files of Cristina David, taken from the National
Irrigation Administration.
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Table 6.1
NoMinal Transfers Due to Output and Input Price Interventions

(as Percent Share of GVA and GNP)

OUTPUT INPUT Sum
Rice Corn Suqar CrDra Fertilizer Tractors Credit

I. XUP
A. Direct

1. Share of GVA

196?-69 1.17 1.68 -2.42 -0.85 -1.33 -0.30
1970-74 -3.24 0.78 -9.44 -2.46 -0.08 -0.24 0.50 -15..59
1975-79 -1.60 1.15 -7.88 -2.67 -0.82 -0.46 0.45 -12.,b
1980-84 -0.92 1.10 -2.69 -3.95 -0.b8 -0.06 l.18 -5.27
1967-84 -1.41 1.12 -5.96 -2.66 -0.66 -0.26 0.76 -9.b6

2. Share of GNP

1960-64 0.61 0.29 -0.36 0.03 -0.09 0.48
1965-69 0.49 0.32 -0.50 -0.13 -0.19 -0.05 -O.v5
'570-74 -0.54 0.13 -1.58 -0.42 -0.01 -0.04 0.08 -2.42
1975-79 -0.27 0.19 -1.34 -0.45 -0.13 -0.07 0.0i7
1980-E4 -0.16 0.18 -0.44 -0.66 -0.11 -0.01 0.19 -0.84
!960-34 0.03 0.22 -0.84 -0.32 -0.11 -0.04 0C.12 -A.97

8. Total
1. Share of GVA

1967-69 -3.45 0.78 -6.B6 -4.93 -0.86 -0.30
1970-74 -7.66 -0.33 -15.11 -6,35 0.68 -0.24 0.52 -30.93
1975-79 -6.78 -0.49 -15.08 -8.91 0.13 -0.4b 0.46 -73.0n8
1980-94 -4.96 -0.09 -6.99 -8.94 0.14 -0.06 1.21 -20.78
1967-84 -5.96 -0.12 -11.47 -7.54 0.12 -0.26 0.78 -2b.10

2. Share of SNP

1960-64 -0.08 0.16 -1.16 -0.80 -0.02 -1.91
1965-69 -0.22 0.18 -1.25 -0.89 -0.12 -0.04 -2.33
1970-74 -1.27 -0.06 -2.53 -1.07 0.11 -0.03 0.08 -4.82
19?75-79 -1.13 -0.08 -2.55 -1.48 0.02 -0.06 0.07 -5.22
1980-94 -0.82 -0.02 -1.15 -1.50 0.02 0.00 0.19 -3.28
1960-84 -0.71 0.04 -1.73 -1.15 0.00 -0.03 0.12 -3.51
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Table 6.1 cont'd

OIJTPUT INPUT SUn
Rice Corn Sugar Capra Fertilizer Tractors Credit

…-----------------------------------------_______.----------..---------------..--.I---___ -…--- - -------------

II. ISA
A. Direct

1. Share of GVA

1967-69 1.20 1.73 1D.04 -0.87 -1.37 -0.31 10.43
1970-74 -3.62 0.80 -13.23 -2.62 -0.09 -0.25 0.50 -13.90
1975-79 -1.71 1.22 -:2.64 -2.84 -0.83 -0.46 0.46 -6.81
1980-84 -1.00 1.12 -1.04 -4.06 -0.69 -*0.06 1.18 -4.55
1967-84 -1.56 1.16 -1.63 -2.79 -0.68 -0.27 0.77 -5.25

2. Share of GNP

1960-64 0.61 0.29 0.47 0.03 -0.10 1.30
1965-69 0.49 0.32 ,.72 -0.13 -0.19 -0.05 2.16
1970-74 -0.54 0.13 -1.25 -0.42 -0.01 -0.04 0.08 -2.10
1975-79 -0.27 0.19 -('.42 -0.45 -0.13 -0.07 0.07 -1.07
1980-84 -0.16 0.18 -0.15 -0.66 -0.11 -0.01 0.19 -0.71
1960-84 0.03 0.22 0.07 -0.32 -0.11 -0.04 0.12 -0.09

B. Total
1. Share of OVA

1967-69 -3.55 0.80 8.29 -5.08 -0.88 -0.23 -0.65
1970-74 -8.33 -0.38 -13.67 -6.76 0.67 -0.18 0.52 -28.45
1975-79 -7.20 -0.52 -8.73 -9.46 0.13 -0.39, 0.46 -23.70
1980-84 -5.16 -0.11 -5.19 -9.21 0.12 -0.03 1.21 -18.36
1967-84 -6.34 -0.15 -6.28 -7.91 0.11 -0.20 0.78 -20.25

2. Share of SNP

1960-64 -0.08 0.16 -0.22 -0.80 -0.02 -0.97
1965-69 -0.22 0.18 1.42 -0.89 -0.12 -0.04 0.33
1970-74 -1.27 -0.06 -2.10 -1.07 0.10 -0.03 0.09 -4.39
1975-79 -1.13 -0.08 -1.38 -1.48 0.02 -0.06 0.07 -4.05
1980-84 -0.82 -0.02 -0.81 -1.50 0.02 0.00 0.19 -2.94
1960-84 -0.71 0.04 -0,62 -1.15 0.00 -0.03 0.12 -2.40

= ====sS= C__===S=S=s_X=S_= === -=a= = ==== = 5 =_===_== = :_ === ====
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Table 6.2
Real Transfers Due to Output and Input Price Interventions

,as Percent Share of 6VA and SNP)

OUTPUT INPUT SUm
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Fertilizer Tractors Credit

--- --- --- -- --- --- -- --- --- --- - - --- --- -- --- --- --- -- --- --- -- --- --- --- -- --- --- --

1. XUP
A. Direct

1. Share of GVA

1967-69 1.06 1.71 -2.62 -1.00 -1.31 -0.97 -3.12
1970-74 -3.26 0.87 -9.78 -2.38 -0.14 --, -1.03 0.50 -15.51
1975-79 -1.59 1.26 -8.12 -2.74 -0.85 -0.98 0.45 -12.57
1980-84 -0.96 1.13 -2.75 -4.03 -0.69 -0.28 1.19 -6.40
1967-84 -1.43 1.19 -6.17 -2.71 -0.68 -0.80 0.76 -10.10

2. Share of SNP

1960-64 0.57 0.28 -0.42 -0.03 -0.09 d.31
1965-69 0.45 0.31 -0.53 -0.17 -0.18 -0.13 -0.25
1970-74 -0.48 O.1 -1.53 -0.38 -0.02 -0.16 0.08 -2.40
1975-79 -0.25 0.20 -1.29 -0.43 -0.13 -0.15 0.07 -!199
1980-84 -0.15 0.18 -0.44 -0.65 -0.11 -0.04 0.10 -1.02
1960-84 -0.11 0.21 -0.95 -0.41 -0.11 -0.12 0.12 -1.07

J. Total
1. Share of BVA

1967-69 -3.99 0.72 -7.49 -5.48 -0,80 -0.18 -18.11
1970-74 -8.89 -0,53 -16.88 -7.24 0.75 -0.18 0.52 -33.70
1975-79 -7.61 -0.63 -16.31 -10.12 0.20 -0.17 0.46 -35.08
1980-84 -5.56 -0.24 -7.62 -9.77 0.20 -O0.05 1.21 -22,.o09
1967-84 -6.79 -0.27 -12.58 -8.45 0.19 -0.14 0.78 -28.26

2. Share of SNP
1960-64 -0.24 0.13 -1.33 -0.96 0.00 -2.40
1965-69 -0.33 0.16 -1.36 -1.00 -0.11 -0.14 -2.78
1970-74 -1.36 -0.08 -2.64 -1.14 0.12 -0.18 0.08 -5.25
1975-79 -1.19 -0.10 -2.58 -1.59- 0.03 -0.17 0.07 -5.53
1980-84 -0.89 -0.04 -1.22 -1.59 0.03 -0.05 0.19 -3.56
1960-84 -0.94 -0.02 -1.95 -1.33 0.01 -0.13 0.12 -3.90
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Table 6.2 cont'd

8UTPUT INPUT SUN
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Fertilizer Trractors Credit

11. IS:
Ar. Dsirest

1. Share of OVA

l967-69 0.52 1.61 9.63 -1.49 -1,25 -0.98 8.13
1970-74 -3.33 0.85 -7.74 -2.47 -0.12 -1.04 0,50 -1 i,4
1975-79 -1.63 1.25 -2.46 -2.77 -0.85 -0.'18 0.46 -6.qe
1980-64 -1.01 1.11 -0.98 -4.11 -0,68 -0.2;8 ill's -4,7b
1967-84 -1.25 1.24 -1.07 -2.94 -0.67 -0.130 0.77 -5.,70

2. Share of GNP

196I -b4 0.55 0.28 0.44 -0.05 -0.08 1.!3
1955-69 0.39 0,30 1.69 -0.23 -0.19 -0.13 1.52
1970-74 -0.49 0.14 -1.18 -0,39 -0.02 -_.,9 0,08 -2-09
1975-79 -0.25 VŽ20, -0.39 -0.44 -0.13 -0.15 0.07 -1,10
L980-84 -0.16 018 -0.14 -0,66 -0.11 -0.04 0.19 -0.75
1960-84 0.011 0.22 0.08 -0.36 -0.10 -0.12 0.12 -0.20

B. Total
l. Share of 8VA

1967-69 -4.52 0.62 7.98 -5.95 -0.79 -1.07 -3

1970-74 -8.96 -0.55 -14.19 -7.33 0.75 -1.12 0.52 .
1975i-79 -7.64 -0.64 -8.98 -10.14 0.19 -1.07 0.46
1?80-84 -5.61 -0.25 -5.56 -9.84 0.20 -0.77 1.21 -'O,f '

!967-84 -6.314 -0.15 -5.82 -8.35 0.19 -0.87 0.78 L2.b

2. Snare of GNP

1960-L4 -0.25 0.12 -0.34 -0.97 0.00 -1.44
1965-69 -0.39 0.15 1.36 -1.06 -0.10 -0.15 -A.1;
1970-74 -1.37 -0.08 -2.18 -1.16 0.12 -0.20 '0.08 -4.83
1975-79 -1.20 -0.10 -1.42 -1.59 0.03 -0.1;7 0.07 -4.73
1980-8 -0.90 -0.L4 -0.87 -1.60 0.03 -0.05 0.19 -3.24
1960-84 -0.82 0.01 -0.69 -1.28 0.01 -0.1t 0.12 -2.82
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Table 6.3
Nosinal Transfers Using Value Added Approach

(as Percent Share of BVA and GNP)

Rice Rice Corn Sugar Copra SUm
Irrigated Rainfed

1. XUP

A. Direct

1. Share of 6VA

1971-74 -1.39 -1.11 0.70 -5.02 -2.07 -8.93
1975-79 -0.69 -0.53 0.62 -4.21 -2.82 -8.40
1980-84 -0.35 -0.28 0.71 -1.28 -4.04 -4.82
1971-84 -0.77 -0.61 0.67 -3.39 -3.04 -7.27

2. Share of 6NP

1971-74 -0.20 -0.16 0.11 -0.76 -0.32 -1.36
1975-79 -0.11 -0.08 0.10 -0.67 -0.44 -1.33
1980-84 -0.05 -0.04 0.11 -0.20 -0.65 -0.77
1971-84 -0.12 -0.09 0.11 -0.53 -0.48 -1.14

B. Total

1. Share of GVA

1971-74 -3.46 -2.84 -1.12 -9.17 -6.05 -23.34
1975-79 -3.00 -2.37 -1.67 -4.67 -9.65 -21.41
1980-84 -2.29 -1.47 -1.62 -2.77 -9.43 -16.54
1971-84 -2.88 -2.18 -1.49 -5.28 -8.54 -20.22

2. Share of 6NP

1971-74 -0.52 -0.43 -0.17 -1.41 -0.94 -3.59
1975-79 -0.47 -0.37 -0.26 -0.74 -1.51 -3.37
1980-84 -0.37 -0.23 -0.26 -0.43 -1.53 -2.66
1971-84 -0.45 -0.34 -0.24 -0.82 -1.36 -3.18

…=Ss22=_=:=========_=================:=-=
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Table 6.3 cont'd

Rice Rice Corn Sugar Copra SUN
Irrigated Rainfed

11. ISA

A. Direct

1. Share of 6VA

1971-74 -1.,38 -1.10 0.71 -5.55 -2.07 -9.01
1975-79 -0.b9 -0.53 0.62 -1.44 -2.83 -5.70
1980-84 -0.15 -0.28 0.71 -0.42 -4.05 -3.96
1971-84 -0.T6 -0.61 0.68 -2.25 -3.05 -6.02

2. Share of 6NP

1971-74 -0.20 -0.16 0.11 -0.85 -0.32 -1.37
1975-79 -0.11 -0.08 0.10 -0.23 -0.45 -0.90
1980-B4 -0.C5 -0.04 0.12 -0.06 -0.65 -0.63
1971-84 -0.11 -0.09 0.11 -0.35 -0.49 -0.94

B. Total

1. Share of BVA

1971-74 -3.45 -2.83 -1.12 -9.16 -6.06 -21.78
1975-79 -3.00 -2.37 -1.67 -4.68 -9.66 -21.17
1980-84 -2.30 -1.47 -1.63 -2.77 -9.46 -16.31
1971-84 -2.88 -2.18 -1.50 -5.27 -8.56 -19.61

2. Share of 6NP

1971-74 -0.52 -0.43 -0.17 -1.41 -0.95 -3.35
1975-79 -0.47 0.37 -0.26 -0.74 -1.52 -3,33
1980-84 -0.37 -0.23 -0.2b -0.43 -1.54 -2.63
1971-84 -0.45 0.34 -0.24 -0.82 -1.36 -3,09-

ISUn is total transfers on output and non-allocatable inputs.
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Table 6.4
Real Transfer Usins Value Added AoDroach

(as Percent Share of SVA and GNP)
=zzts..z.=:= :.ns:.2.s::z2sxm szzs3:::.:SXzz Dxssl..32s.s2 n3_

Rice Rice Corn Sunar Copra SUI
lrrinated Rainfed

|. YtP

A. Direct

1. Share of 6VA

1971-74 -1.38 -1.29 1.17 -4.95 -1.90 -9.30
1975-79 -0.65 -0.51 1.05 -4.14 -2.76 -8.39
1980-84 -0.35 -0.29 1.16 -1.28 -4.03 -4.58
1971-84 -0.75 -0.65 1.12 -3.35 -2.97 -7.29

2. Share of ShP

1971-74 -0.20 -0.19 0.18 -0.77 -0.30 -1.42
1975-79 -0.10 -0.08 0.16 -0.66 -0.43 -1.33
1980-94 -0.05 -0.05 0.19 -0.20 -0.65 -0.73
1971-84 -0.11 -0.10 0.15 -0.53 -0.47 -1.14

B. Total

1. Share of WYA

1971-74 -3.72 -3.19 -1.98 -9.43 -6.33 -24.74
1975-79 -3.12 -2.48 -2.82 -4.78 -9.99 -23.59
1980-84 -2.43 -1.54 -2.78 -2.90 -9.68 -18.24
1971-84 -3.04 -2.35 -2.57 -5.44 -8.83 -22.01

2. Share of GAP

1971-74 -0.57 -0.49 -0.31 -1.45 -0.99 -3.31
1975-79 -0.49 -0.39 -0.45 -0.76 -1.57 -3.71
1990-84 -0.39 -0.25 -0.45 -0.46 -1.57 -2.N
1971-84 -0.48 -0.37 -0.41 -0.85 -1.40 -3.46

:-l.sutssluzi:fsflXst=s.mz =sf:s.=xs,ms:s.nin:uSssus:.ss.S Ussl.s-- .
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Table 6.4 cont'd

Rice Rice Corn Sugar Coprm 3UX
Irrigated Rainfed

11. ISA

A. Direct

1. Share of SVA

1971-74 -1.40 -1.30 1.15 -5.51 -1.93 -9.91
1975-79 -0.67 -0.52 1.04 -1.39 -2.78 --5.70
1980-84 -0.38 -0.30 1.15 -0.45 -4.09 -3.85
1971-84 -0.77 -0.67 1.11 -2.23 -3.01 6.24

2. Share oi SNP

1971-74 -0.20 -0.19 0.18 -0.85 -0.30 -.1.51
1975-79 -0.10 -0.08 0.16 -0.22 -0.44 -0.90
1980-84 -0.06 -0.05 0.19 -0.06 -0.66 -0.61
1971-84 -0.12 -0.10 0.18 -0.34 -0.48 -0.97

B. Total

1. Share of 6VA

1971-74 -3,73 -3.20 -2.00 -9.44 -6.35 -24.82
1975-79 -3.13 -2.49 -2.83 -4.79 -10.01 -23.37
1980-84 -2.45 -1.56 -2.81 -2.91 -9.74 -18.38
1971-84 -3.06 -2.36 -2.59 -5.45 -8.87 -22.00

2. Share of 8NP

1971-74 -0.57 -0.49 -0.31 -1.46 -0.99 -3.82
1975-79 -0.49 -0.39 -0.45 0.76 -1.57 -3.68
1980-84 -0.39 -0.25 -0.45 -0.46 -1.511 -2.96
1971-84 -0.4P -0.37 -0.41 -0.85 -1.41 -3.46

31.UJ is total transfers on output and non-allocatable inputs.
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Table 6.5
Nominal Transfers Due to Price and Non-price Related Interventions

(as Percent Share of BYA and 6NP)

Total Net Transfers Total Net Transfers

With other Taxes Without Other With other Taxes Without Other
and Rural Roads Taxes & Rural Roads and Rural Roads Taxes & Rural Roads

SHARE OF 6VA SHARE OF GNP

1. XUP
A. Direct

1960-64 0.90 1.08
1965-69 0.09 1.11 0.34 0.52
1970-74 -10.57 -9.70 -1.62 -1.49
1975-79 -5.08 -4.24 -0.81 -O.b8
1980-82 -0.76 0.19 -0.10 0.05
1960-82 -5.02 -4.11 ' -0.27 -0.12

B. Total -
1960-64 -1.48 -1.30
1965-69 -13.82 -12.78 -1.93 -1.75
1970-74 -25.65 -24.76 -3.99 -3.85
1975-79 -25.38 -24.52 -4.01 -3.87
1980-82 -16.80 -15.82 -2.66 -2.50
1960-82 -21.69 9' -20.76 i -2.83 -2.67

I1. ISA
A. Direct

1960-64 1.72 1.90
1965-b9 12.62 13.67 2.56 2.74
1970-74 -8.66 -7.79 -1.30 -1.16
1975-79 0.72 1.57 0.11 0.24
1980-82 -2.52 -1.57 -0.38 -0.22
19bO-82 -0.59 " 0.32 ' 0.62 0.78

B. Total
1960-64 -0.54 -0.36
1965-69 1.55 2.61 0.74 0.92
1970-74 -23.15 -22.26 -3.57 -3.43
1975-79 -17.99 -17.13 -2.84 -2.70
1980-82 -17.02 -16.04 -2.68 -2.52
1960-82 -15.76 " -14.83 > -1.70 -1.54

I9G.- 1 q9;
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Table 6.6
Real Transfers Due to Price and Non-price Related Interventions

(as Percent Share of 8YA and SGP)

Total Net Transfers Total ht Trasfers

With other Taxes without other With other Tixs lithout Other
and Rural Roads Taxes & Rural Roads and Rural Raids Tain & Rural Roads

SHARE OF SVA SWAIl OF GNP

1. lUP
A. Direct

1960-64 0.73 0.91
1965-69 -(.99 0.03 0.14 0.32
1970-74 -1(1.39 -9.53 -1.60 -1.47
1975-79 -5.O5 -4.21 -0.80 -0.67
1980-82 -2.40 -1.45 -0.37 -0.22
1960-82 -5.46 -4.56 -0.38 -0.23

S. Total
1960-64 -1.97 -1.79
1965-69 -1'.95 -14.92 -2.38 -2.20
1970-74 -2El.42 -27.53 -4.43 -4.29
1975-79 -27.38 -26.51 -4.32 -4.18
1990-82 -IE1.32 -17.34 -2.S0 -2.75
1960-82 -22.86 -22.94 v -3.23 -3.07

I. ISA
A. Direct

1960-64 1.56 1.74
1965-69 10.32 11.37 2.22 2.40
1970-74 -E1.52 -7.65 -1.28 -1.14
1975-79 0.55 1.39 0.09 0.21
1980-B2 -Z.46 -1.51 -0.37 -0.22
1960-82 -1.02I -0.11 0.51 0.67

S. Total
1960-64 -1.01 -0.83
1965-69 -1.51 -0.46 0.21 0.39
1970-74 -2!.91 -25.01 -4.00 -3.86
1975-79 -20.11 -19.24 -3.17 -3.03
1980-82 -11.59 -17.61 -2.93 -2.77
1960-82 -18 1St -17.22 * -2.11 -1.95

.SS SSSSSSSS2U.sS:SzZSS3SSSS.s:.s...UUSSSSt,.unssssSSUSZ
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TaDsle7,

Quintile IncoHe Shares, 1961-1985

Share in Total Income of Families Belonging to Average Household

----------------------------------------------- Income (Pesos at
3IN1 Bottom BottoG Bottom Bottom Top Current Prices)
RATIO 20f;X 40' 6o0 MOX 20Z

I 761

PHIL Q.50 4.2 12.1 24.2 43.5 56.5 14804
RURAL 0.40 5.9 17.7 31.2 53. 1 46.9 1,203
URBAN O .52 3.8 11.3 23.8 43.: 56.7 29970

1965

PHIL 0.51 3.5 11.5 24.3 44.5. 55.6 2,541
RURAL 0.42 S.0 14.5 29.9 52.8 47.2 1,755

URBAN 0.53 3.8 11.8 23.8 42.5 57.5 4,405

1971

PHIL 0.49 3.8 11.9 25.1 46.2 53.9 3.736

RURAL 0.46 4.4 13.3 27.2 49.0 51.0 2,818

URBAN 0.45 4.o 14.0 27.4 49.3 50.7 5,B67

1975

PHIL 5.1 14.2 26.6 45.0 55.0

RURAL 5,139
URBAN 6!789

1985

PHIL 5.2 14.3 27.6 47.9 52.1 31,052

RURAL 10.1 26.0 46.0 69.6 30.4 21,875
URBAN 1.4 5.2 13.2 31.0 69.0 46,127

HOTE: The deciles used for either urban or rural 1985 are for all
families both rural and urban.

Source:

IL!, Sharing in Development (1974), p. 10.

World Bank, The Philippines: Recent Trends in Poverty, Employment and Wages,

(1985), p. 16.

1985 Family Income and Expenditure Survey.

NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1982.
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Table 7.2
Poverty Incidence by Main Source of Income

1982-83

Region and Main Source Poverty Percent
of Income Incidence of Total

(X) Families
---------------------------------------------------------------- __

Urban 19.5 33.0

Farming 44.4 2.0
Fishing, Livestock, Forestry 46.4 0.7
Manufacturing 20.7 1.0
Wholesale and Retail Traide 20.4 3.5
Other Services 19.4 1.6
Dividends, Rents, and Pensions 18.6 6.5
Nonagricultural Labor 15.9 17.7

Rural 42.4 67.0

Farming
Palay 34.9 7.5
Corn 60.7 6.1
Coconut 48.5 4.3
Other Crops 53.0 4.0

Agricultural Labor 55.2 6.5
Fishing 51.9 3.6
Livestock, Poultry and Forestry 43.9 2.2
Manufacturing 44.2 1.2
Wholesale and Retail Trade 35.0 3.3
Other Services 30.0 1.3
Dividends, Rents, and Pensions 49.4 11.8
Nonagricultural Labor 25.0 15.2

NOTE: The figures are the simple averages of thei estimates for
third quarter 1982 and third quarter 1983.

Source: World Bank. The! Philippines: Recent T'rends in

Poverty, Employmen.t and Wages. June 1965, Table 5, p.12
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Table 7.3
Reg:inal Dimensicn of Poverty and income Inequality! 1985

Per Capita Population Regional Share Share of
Real Grcss (Millions) to Naticnal Families
floaestic Total of in the
Product Families in Bottom 30
(Pesos the Bottom 30 Percent to

at i^,2 Percent ,X) the Regional
prices) Total Families

(in percent)

Ilocos 989 3.90 5.1 20.7
Cagayan Valley 981 2.52 4.0 25.7
Central LuZon 1,466 5.46 7.1 22.0
Metro Manila 3,893 6.94 2.6 '.8
Southern Luzon 1,820 7.09 10.8 25.1
Bicol 783 3.92 10.6 45.7
Western Visayas IL422 5.09 12.7 42.1
Central Visayas 1,509 4.20 12.7 47.7
Eastern Visavas 718 3.07 8.8 46.7
Western Mindanao 1,130 2.86 6.2 36.9
Northern 11indanao 1,368 3.18 7.3 38.7
Southern Mindanao 1,605 3.84 6.7 29.1
Central Mindanao 1,395 2.60 5.4 34.7

PHILIPPINES 1,655 54.67

Sources fo Data: NEDA, National Accounts Staff
Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1985
NEfA, Study on Sovernment Assistance to Low

Income Groups With Inadequate Access to
Institutional CrEdit, 1986, Table 2.2



RegJional Pf-r C.apit.a 6rt.s:5 Do,,.-stic Prc.duct, Philippirie:5 1972-85

PHI L Ilocos Cagqayan. Conrtral Sc.)Uthcerrg 8icol Mi-sterri L.ntr.il Ea:stor-n W.'sto.rr Noortt.i.rn S,.:uther-n C.onrtr-al
Aal 1 1 c- Luzo:n TglgVis iya Vi34.y.a IJi: s.Jas Mir anc Mi nidaria.o Minrdani.lo Iiindar,.dc:

1972 11420 75) 1028 1259 3656 is59:1 2 57 693 131'9 1.2139 726 771 1 1371 15001 1001i
1975 1610 830 9145 1387 I17e?3 IN3 2.908 760-1 151? 2 50.8 822 18 69 12141 161.5t- 103
1980i 1919) 969 1176 1616 1572 2108 3321 912 1683 17714 816 1218E 15?3 187-1 1296
l'395 1655 *389 98s1 1*16 39893 1820 2!816E 7183 1122 150)9 718' 11)0 1368 1605 13i95

1972-75 4.31 3.17 -2.32 3.33 5. 10 1.413 5.15 3. 0' 3. 25 5.3-9 1.35 -1.01 3. 03 3.8 1.21.
1976-79 1.11 3-. 26 7.51 3.95 -3.11 3.81 3.7?0 1. 31 2.20 'el.18s -0.17 23.91 6.23 3.31 5. E1 
190f-82. 1.02 2.05 - 2. 38 3.12 0.76 0.01 0.60 1.531 2.00 1.32 1.09 J1.12z -1.56 -1.01 -0.65
1903-85 -5.31 -0.3? -56 61 76 -. 1-.5 -. 5 -. ' 55 51 33 31 -. 1 39S
1972-85 1.28 2.19 -0. 0113 1.30 0.70 1.12 0. 9i3 1.02 0. 31 1.31. 0.02 31.12z 1.52 0.6F0 2..?'?

NCR - Natior,al Cap:ital Regior-i (Metro .nia 
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Taole 7.5
Instantaneous Incose Effects of Price Interventions

by Crop, Philippines

As a Ehare of No-intervention .ncoae As a Share of Actual income
Rice Corn Sugar Ccpra Rice Corn Sugar C3ora Totai

A. Direct Ncinal , a rnip,-

1971-74 -_,' 0.11 -0.79 -0.'3 -0.41 0.11 -0.80 -0.3 -1.43
1975.-79 -0:! .!9 .10 -0.66S -0.44 -0.19 0.10 -0.68 -0.45 -1.2
1980d-84 -O.10 ) 0,11 -0.20 -0.64 -0.11 0.11 -0.20 -0.65 -0,.85

!9?i-34 -0.22 0.11 -0¢.53 -. h48 -0.22 0.11 -0.54 -0.49 -1,14

P. Direct Real, a mn .^X1

1971-74 0,0.7 QS61 -0 g3 0.17 0.05 0.53 -0.37 0.39 .
1975-79 0.32 0.6i -0.1. 0.07 0.3i 0.59 -0.17 0.0Q6 0,79
1980-i- -0.02 0.20 -0.12 -0.56 -0.03 0.18 -0.1 -0.58 -5.
1971-84 0.1.' 0. .46 -0.19 -0.13 i.1 0.43 -0.21 -0.16 .17

C. Total Nominal, anvn,I

1971-74 -0 .92 -0.17 -1.2o -0.92 -0.96 -0.17 -1.2 -0.94 -3.29
1975-7 -0 .82 -0.26 -1.19 -1.46 -0.83 -0.26 -1.22 -1.48 -3.79
5180-64 -0j.57 -0,25 -0.51 -1.45 -0.58 -0.25 -0.52 1.47 0.12

1971-Q84 -0.76 -0.23 -0.95 -1.30 -0.79 -0.23 -0.97 1.32 -0-.-6

D. Total Real, An >-AJ

1971-74 -3.41 -2.65 -3.66 -3.39 -3.54 -2.76 -3.83 -3.54 -1'.67
197t-79 -2 .62 -2 .0 7 -2.99 -, 24 -2.71 -2.1 -3.09 -3.39 -11.32
1980-84 -2.83 -2.56 -2.22 -3.73 -2.97 -2.64 -2.91 -3.89 -12.41
1971-E4 -2.94 -2.41 -3.12 -3.46 -3.04 -2.49 -3.23 -3.L61 -12.37

NOTE: 3o-intervention income is no-intervention BDP; actual incoze is actual BDS
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Table 7.6
Short Run Direct ant C;imulative Total Income Effects
of Price Interventions. by Crop, Philippines (in .}

-hare of No-intervention Income Share of Actual Incose

RiC2 Corn 3ugar Copra Rice Corn Sucar Copra TOTAL

A. Short Run Direct Ch, .) l

1971-74 P,.07 0.63 -046 0.05 0.55 -0.52 0.08
1975-79 0.3 0.62 -0.47 0.23 0.60 -0.48 0.35
1980-84 -0.07 0.22 -0.17 -0.07 0.20 -0.18 -0.05
1971-84 0.08 0.48 -0.36 0.07 0.44 -0.38 0.13

B. Cumulative Total

1971 -3.79 -4.96 -5.52 -4.4S -3.94 -5.22 -5.84 -4.65 -1;.65
1974 2.10 0.44 -2.19 1.22 -2.14 0.43 -2.24 1.21 -.L74
1979 -4,46 -3.,3 -3.45 -2.51 -4.67 -3.77 -3.58 -2.57 -14.59
1984 -3.98 -3.79 -3.78 -2.78 -4.15 -3.94 -3.93 -2.86 -14.88

NOTE: No-intervention income is no-intervent:on GDP; actual income is actual 68P
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Table 7.7
Regional Concentration ano Dependeice by Crop, Philippines, 1971 ano 1985

RICE CORN SUGAR COPRA
1971 19S5 1971 1985 171 .1985 1971 1985

l. ,e, Share to Naticnal Output

FilI?R;FI,N'ES 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

7LOCOS RESiON 12.23 9.21
C'E-ii-.r VALLE'Y 13.11 12.67 10.97 9.45 11 .62 Q47
CENTRAL LLQ"Nti 18.95 17.29 11.47 11.35
SEUTHERN TAGALOG 12.49 11.17 6.80 6.71 11.38 18.63
BICOL '17.07 8.57 3.25 3.36 3.18 6.81

wEITERN 'VISAVS 10.00 11.05 6.74 0.t7 68.b6 57.75 6.90 3.43
CENTRAL vISAYAS 2.00 1.58 8.32 6.21
E,ASTEPN VISAYAS 4.79 4.86 4.81 2.57 17.26 9.3i
WESTERN .INBANAO 2.84 4.01 6.89 5.02 3.72 9.98
NORTHERN MINDANAO 3.70 3.27 7.BO 5.81 0.25 1.20 18.54 4.90

SKLTHERN MINDANAO 3.55 6.61 40.22 32.22 4.b7 32.81 30.1'
,.,ENTRAL MINDAdAO 21.55 1.33

i. 1L Share to Gross Regionai Domestic Product

PHILIPPINES a.0i 4.29 2.08 1.76 3.20 1.0U7 2.59 1.57

ILOC505 RES-I,N 15.35 8.85
ACS"tiRN iALLE1 29.85 1B.62 8.65 5.69
CENTRAL LJZON i3.49 7.47 4.41 1.03
300ThERN TAGALOS 1.80 1.10 0.34 0.27 0.B8 0.28 0.71 0.67
BilOL 10.86 10.80 1.73 1.73 2.11 3.14
WESTERN VISAYAS 5.35 6.32 1.25 0.23 19.59 8.28 3.72 1.22
CENTRAL VISAYAS 1.98 0.99 5.04 2.55
EHASTERN YISAYAS 8.35 9.34 4.47 1.24 12.98 6.54
WESTERN MINDANAO 5.49 4.95 4.61 2.54 1.00 0.19 3.10 4.05
NORTHERN MINDANAO 4.99 2.80 3.64 2.04 0.12 10.77 1.54
SOUTHERN MINDANADO 3.11 4.07 12.22 8.13 12.41 6.98
CENTRAL MINDANAG 9.92 0.37
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Table 7.8
Instantaneoeus Income Effects of Price Interventions

as a Share o1 Actual Incoae by Region, Philippines (in X)

PHIL ILOC03 CGAUAN CENTRfAL SOUTHEFN BiCOL WESTEPN CENTRAL EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHE4N CENTR-
VALLEY LLiZHN TPAALIG V!SAYAS VISAYAS VISAYAS M1INDANAO MIiNDANAO iINDANAO I1NDANAL

A. Direct N,oiati, anri.-al

-f?1--4 -1.A3 1.46 -1.45 -1.91 -0.33 -1.60 -5.44 0.02 -2.49 -0.97 -162 -0 .94
1975,-79 -1.22 094 -0.43 -1.01 -0.36 -*1.08 -4.42 0.01 -2.88 -1.57 -1.32 -;

!S98!-24 -0.,5 0.87 -0.08 -0.27 -0.45 -1.20 -2.04 0.03 -2.58 -1.82 -11.14 -1.47
1971-a4 -1.14 1.07 -0.60 -1.0i -0.38 *1.26 -3.86 0.02 -2.67 -1.49 -1.38 l1.s - .8

B. Direct Real, ann.d

9i71-74 0.30 1.95 -0.42 -0.95 -1.66 -3.27 -6.63 0.87 -4.19 -2.68 -.35 
975-79 f 0.79 1.44 0. 58 0.00 -0.75 -1.95 -4.72 1.00 -"3.75 -2.46 -I21 -1.41 i.u2

B98O-e4 -0.656 0.95 0.07 -0.13 -2.63 --3.47 -4.19 0.17 -4.86 -4.13 -0 .33 -3. 9
1971-84 0.17 1.41 0.11 -0.32 -1. 63 -2.86 -5.08 0.66 -4.27 -3.10 -2.95 -2.46 o. 9

C . Total Nominal a n4h I I

!971-74 -3?.29 0.61 -4.74 -3.95 -0.85 -3.68 -9.08 -0.42 -5.81 -2M84 -5.61 -5.-2
1975-79 -3.79 O.O -3.98 -3.16 -1.32 -4.78 -9.38 -0.42 -7.82 -6.01 -4.55 -6.4; -1.'4
19D0-84 0.12 0.09 -2.42 -1.61 -1.113 - .97 -5.69 -0.33 -6.62 -5.07 -3 57 -7.42
1971-84 -0.66 0.21 -3.63 -2.82 -1.14 -4.17 -7.98 -0.38 -6.81 -4.76 -4.59 -2.5' -1-4

0. Total Real a

1971-74 -10.64 -1.91 -9.89 -9.13 -8.211 -8.43 -16.53 -5.60 -10.53 -7.60 -10.33 -13.06

1975-79 -3.91 -1.86 -7.77 -6.93 -6.44 -B.04 -14.51 -4.16 -11.04 -9.25 -10.40 -11.5k
9804-24 -9.92 -2.28 -7.23 -6..9 -9.2.i -8.68 -12.84 -5.09 -11.33 -9.77 -10.65 -14.53 -7
197i-84 -9.76 -2.03 -8.19 -7.37 -7.5S -3.38 -14.50 -4.90 10.99 -8.97 -i1.26 -10 O5 8

NOTE: Actual income by region is actual gross regional domestic product
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Table 7.9
Short Run Direct and Cumu!ative Total Inco:e Effects

of Price Interventions as Percent Share of Actual Income by Region

.-H.L iLOCG*S 6CEASAN CENTRAL SOUTHERN BICDL WESTERN CENTRAL EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN OENT'';L
VALLEY LUZON TA6ALOG VISAYAS VISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO 1INDANAO

1. Short Run Direct a 4 -nn"

!-7-74 0'. I08 1.97 -0.36 -1.17 1.07 -0.22 -4.81 0.89 -0.34 Q0.39 0.89 1.75
1?75-79 01.35 1.33 0.218 ' -0.50 1.27 0.45 -4.74 0.98 -0.81 0.76 0.87 1.5e
1'8f.'-P4 -0.05 A.63 -0.02 -0.25 0.15 -0.04 -1.92 0.17 -0.33 0.13 0.09 0O.3 ,,qQ
j171-54 0.13 1.35 -0.01 -0.60 0.80 0.08 -3.75 0.bb -0.51 ,.43 -.57 1.39 1.-,

2. Cumuiative Total

1971 -19.65 -0.5O -5.94 -5.44 -18.68 -12.88 -23.27 -9.99 -. B.40 -14.46 -17.90 -25.12
197?4 -2.74 -2.15 -13.50 -10.01 3.89 -5.73 -17.14 0.53 -11.76 -2.31 -i3.o3 -, .19
ij79 -14.5? -4.24 -11.61 -9.41 -12.48 -14.81 -12.95 -7.52 -18.40 -17.81 -lt.35 -20.0 -3
1984 -'4.89 -3.41 -9.73 -8.42 -12.47 -12.70 -16.37 -7.57 -18.15 -1'5.10 -15.374 -25.81

NOTE: Actual incose by region is actual gross regional domestic product
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Table 7.10
Instantaneous Real Incc.ee Effects of Price Interventions on Consumers:

Urban and Ruaral, by Occupation (in %)

U R B P N R U R A L

Professionai, Unskilled, Farm Norkers,
Year Technical, Semi- No Small & Hired

All Entrepreneur skilled Occupation All Farm Owners Fishermen

A. Dir.ect,/ a n n 11 41

1970-74 0.59 0.63 0.56 0.74 0.58 0.70 0.59
;97"-79 .0.99 0.90 0.98 1.14 1.33 1.41 1.40
i198 -82 1.62 1.56 1.55 1.91 1.89 2.04 1.95
1983-86 -0.06 0.22 -0.20 0.07 -1.70 -1.41 -2.01
1970-86 0.74 0.78 0.68 0.91 0.49 0.65 0.46

A. Total

1970-74 2.81 2.47 2,85 3.20 5.04 5.01 5.46
1975-79 3.91 3.34 4,00 4.40 7.39 7.26 8.03
1980-82 4.56 3.97 4.bl 5.18 8.17 83.09 8.35
1983-86 2.S8 2.47 2.66 3.10 4.03 4.11 4.26
1970-86 3.41 2.99 3.45 3.88 6.04 6.00 6.53

-==== ======= ==============================-===--=:= ==:-=:-
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Tabie 7.11
instantaneous Reai Income Effect of Direct Price Intervetnions or Ccsumers:

Philippines, FRural, Urtan, Manila, by Income Class (in Zl,,ann

.96i-69 1970-72 1973-75 197L-79 1980-82 1983-86 1966-35

Ptn'i IPtiNES

toor -3.i . -6.21 8.52 -0J.05 0.48 -3.43 -Z.9a
Lower Middle -2.sl -4.55 .36 -b.OJ 0.34 -2 06 -0.60
U;pe, Middle -1.S5 -3.27 4.69 -0.04 0.26 -1.31 -0.37
Rich -1.19 -2.14 _.24 0.00 0.17 -0.79 -0.2)

Foor -3.B7 -6.5B 9.04 -0.06 0.47 -3.67 -1.03
Lower Kiddle -3.00 -5.19 7.14 -0.08 0.33 -2.46 -0.73
UJ;er Mid3le -2.3i -4.05 5.76 -0.06 0.26 -1.66 -0.48

Rich -1.70 -3.03 4.44 -0.01 0.17 -1.25 -0.34

URiAN

Poor -3.20 -5.61 7.22 0.80 2.23 -1.48 -0.10
Lower Middle -2.43 -4.40 6.39 0.50 1.45 -0.i2 -0.05
Upper Middle -1.77 -3.28 4.73 0.33 1.0i -0.60 -0.04

Ricn -1.20 -2.25 3.52 0.23 0.63 -0.35 0.02

METIRO MANILA

Poor -1.36 -3.43 5.01 0.89 1.86 -103 0.21
Loier Midale -1.17 -2.97 4.31 0.65 1.33 -0.80 0.13
Upper Middle -0.84 -2.18 3.20 0.47 0.95 -0.55 0.11

Rich -0.58 -1.52 2.23 0.27 0.53 -0.31 0.06

NOTES:
DPoor' - average faaily income in 1971 is below P2,999

and below P29,999 in 1925
'Lower tiddle" - average family income in 1971 is between

P3,000 - P5,999 and between PZ0,000 - P59,999
in 1985

'Upper Middle' - average family income in 1971 is between
P6,000 - P9,999 and P60,000 - P99,999 in 1985

'Rich' - average fami'y income in 1971 is P10,000 or aore
and P100,000 or qore in 1985
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Table 7.12
instantaneous Real income Effects of Total Price interventions on Consumers:

Philippines, Rural, Urtan, Manila, by Incoae Class (in X, ,ezVIPI.

li96b_6- 19 -' O 7 - .5 i9 7 ?9 1, a v 8 2 198-36 8 3 ?-6c

Ph'L I POIES

P-Or 2.45 -. i.18 ,,.B.2 7.8 8. 3.38 s.4
Lower Midole 2.0Q I.8 9.47 4.i7 5.51 .22 3.a3
Upper Pidr'e 1.59 &.21 6.93 3.48 3.32 1.53' 2.75
Rich 1.19 0.29 4.75 2.30 2.024. 0.9 1,86-

RURAL

Psor 2g .56 -0.24 .3.63 7.79 8.0 s .50 5,76
Loxer Middle 2.16 -0.04 10.68 5.3 5.71 2.45 4.28
U-per Yiodle i.89 0.i7 8.55 4.23; 3.98 1.77 3,,32

Rich 1.54 0.2' 6.54 3.22 2.90 I .29 2.54

URBAN

Poor 2.37 -0.0" 11.69 e.89 7.3 3.76 5,.6
Lower Middle 2.12 0.1i 9.44 4.93 5.01 2.48 3.90
Upper Midd'e 1.63 0.i 6.9' 3.51 3.42 1.73 2.82

Rich 1.34 V.3' 5.13 2.42 2.09 1.08 2.00

METRO MANILA

r0cr 1.90 -0.0]. 7.11 5.02 6.28 3.14 3.83
Lmower .idiole 1.66 0.01 b.10 3.89 4.51 2.26 3.01
Jpper liddle 1.28 0.07 4.52 2.83 3.19 1.62 2.20

Rich 0.91 0.0 '3.14 1.74 1.77 0.91 1.39

NOTES:
'Poor' - average faaily income in 1971 is below P2.999 and

below P29,999 in 198'
'Lower Middle - average family income in 1971 is between

P3,000 - P5,999 and between P30,000 - P59,999
in 1985

Upper Middle' - average facily income in 1971 is between
P6,000 - P9,999 and P60,000 - P99,999 in 19L5

'Rich' - average family incolie in 19?71 is P10,000 or more
and P100,000 or more! in 1985
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Table 8 1
Variance of Relative Prices, 1960-1982

----------------------------------------------------------- __--------

P/PNA Po/PNA P*/PNA
-------------- _------------------------------------------------__----

A. Relative Producer Prices
1. Rice

1961-1972 0.0072 0.0117 0.0160
1973-1986 0.0155 0.1224 0.1557
1961-1986 0.0120 0.0783 0.1086

2. Corn
1961-1972 0.0030 0.0042 0.0054
1973-1986 0.0050 0.0145 0.0200
1961-1986 0.0044 0.0111 0.0165

3. Sugar
1961-1972 0.0118 0.0832 (0.0247) 0.1217 (0.0399
1973-1986 0.0268 0.4097 (0.2848) 0.6001 (0.4291)
1961-1986 0.0204 0.2944 (0.1752) 0.4427 (0.2713)

4. Copra
1961-1972 0.0073 0.0160 0.0291
1973-1986 0.1328 0.1315 0.2015
1961-1986 0.0727 0.0805 0.1289

B. Relative Consumer Prices
1. Rice

1961-1972 0.0126 0.0234 0.0349
1973-1986 0.0291 0.2557 0.3242
1961-1986 0.0214 0.1662 0.2276

2. Corn
1961-1972 0.0072 0.0098 0.0124
1973-1986 0.0077 0.0300 0.0392
1961-1986 0.0089 0.0245 0.0364

3. Sugar
1961-1972 0.0109 0.1482 (0.0399) 0.2174 (0.0618)
1973-1986 0.0026 0.7897 (0.4291) 1.1488 (0.79-51)
1961-1986 0.0067 0.5382 (0.3061) 0.7999 (0.4673)

------------------------------------------------------------- __------

NOTE: The figures in parenthesis are the variance of border price of
sugar using unit value of exports.

P/PNA = relative actual domestic price

Po/PNA = relative price of the border price at official
exchange rate adjusted to the producer or
retail levels.

P*/PNA = relative price of the border price at equilibrium
exchange rate adjusted to the producer or
retail levels.
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Table 8.2
Z-statistic of Relative Prices, 1961-1982

I?/PNA Po/PNA E*/PNA
--------------------------------------------------. _---..-----__-------

A. Relative Producer Pricies
1. Rice

1961-1972 0.0082 0.0239 0.0291
1973-1986 0.0029 0.0946 0.1246
1961-1986 3.0051 0.0526 0.0776

2. Corn
1961-1972 D.0020 0.0039 0.0049
1973-1986 0.0022 0.0087 0.0130
1961-1986 iD.0020 0.0062 0.0089

3. Sugar
1961-1972 0.13072 0.0960 (0.0116) 0.1436 (0.0229)
1973-1986 0.03167 0.4028 (0.2726) 0.6187 (0.4448)
1961-1986 0.13118 0.2517 (0.1469) 0.3850 (0.2413)

4. Copra
1961-1972 0.0133 0.0262 0.0443
1973-1986 0.2472 0.2521 0.3951
1961-1986 10.1344 0.1427 0.2249

B. Relative Consumer Prices
1. Rice

1961-1972 0.0139 0.0389 0.0560
1973-1986 0.0070 0.2355 0.2978
1961-1986 0).0098 0.1396 0.1791

2. Corn
1961-1972 0.0080 0.0101 0.0131
1973-1986 0.0045 0.0206 0.0305
1961-1986 0.0058 0.0152 0.0216

3. Sugar
1961-1972 0.0134 0.1737 (0.0163) 0.2599 (0.0347)
1973-1982 0.0064 0.7939 (0.4841) 11.2007 (0.7815)
1961-1986 0.0092 0.4893 (0.2589) 0.73E87 (0.4216)

NOTE: The figures in parenthesis are the Z-statistics of border price
of sugar usinig unit value of exports.

P/PNA = relative actual domestic price

Po/PNA = relative price of the border price at; official
exchange rate adjusted to the producer or
retail levels.

P*/PNA = relative price of the border price at, equilibrium
exchange rate adjusted to the producer or
retail levels.
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Table 8.3
Per Capita Output and Consumption: Variance and Correlation,

By Crop

Rice Corn Sugar Coconut

1. Variance

A. Per Capita Output
1960-1972 23.29 23.67 11.27 10.59
1973-1984 34.05 16.66 72.29 87.54
1960-1984 67.64 86.00 41.31 70.03

B. Per Capita Consumption
1960-1972 24.00 13.46 3.49 10.75
1973-1984 88.53 31.49 1.91 3.39
1960-1984 61.66 77.30 11.28 7.73

II. Correlation

A. Between Per Capita Output
and Per Capita Consumption

1960-1972 0.29 0.97 -0.17 -0.04
1973-1984 -0.04 0.62 -0.45 0.48
1960-1984 0.29 0.93 -0.02 -0.04

B. Between Per Capita
output and Pr/PNA

1960-1972 -0.25 -0.68 -0.38
1973-1984 0.42 -0.10 0.42
1960-1984 0.50 -0.31 0.06
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Table 9.1
Price Intervention Regressions: Rice

NPRD NPRLT Pp - 13Po Pp-BPI Pp/Pna Pr - BPo Pr - BPS Pr/Pita
Variables (62-86) (62-86) (63-86) 163-86) (63-86) (613-86) (63-86) (63-86)

Constant 0.75 0.37 4.58 4.52 0.69 6.96 7.27 0.90
(7.97) (5.08) (0.62) (0.65) (12.71) (0.59) (0.57) (12.771

sPo -0.84 -0.66 0.04 -0.53 0.15
(-7.04) (-5.63) (0.94) (-3.49) (2.24)

BPS -0.52 -0.69 -0.61
(-6.48) (-7.20) (-4.67)

%CAP -2.219-05 -0.00 -0.0002 -2.578-05 -0.0002 -0.0002 -3.1340-05
(-2.69) (-1.99) (-2.18) -4.50 (-1.90) (-1.92) (-3.83)

NCAP (-1) -2.37D-05
(-2.45)

Inflation 0.002 0.002
(0.65) (0.64)

Inflation (-1) 0.02 0.02 0.002 0.02 0.02 0.001
(3.79) (3.59) (1.20) (3.47) (3.40) (0.72]

Variance 0.89 0.60
(2.67) (2.19)

Variance (-1) -0.47 -0.53 0.37 -0.79 -0.84 0.30
(-0.57) (0.66) (2.59) 1-0.74) (-0.77) (1.51)

Adj. R 0.67 0.69 0.76 0.89 0.76 0.60 0.68 0.75

Dw 1.75 1.67 2.04 2.11 1.93 2.32 2.31 2.37

Rho -0.21 -0.19 0.97 0.97 0.30 0.97 0.97 0.34

F-statistics 10.86 11.61 15.69 38.89 16.91 0.02 10.87 14.92

NOTE: Variance and Variance (-1) are three-year moving averages. Variance is proxied by the absolute
value of the ratio of the trend residual to the fitted estimate.

The border prices used in the regriessions for NPRD, NPRLT, Pp/Pna and Pr/Pna are deflated by Pna;
the border prices in the other regressions aire not deflated.
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Tab1e 9.2
Prira Tntprvpntinn Rpnrpcsions: Corn

NPRD NPRLT Pp - BPo Pp-BPI Pp/Pna Pr - BPo Pr - BPS Pr/Pna
Variables (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (63-86) (63-86)

Constant 0.84 0.48 0.20 0.24 0.22 7.33 7.79 0.43
(6.58) (4.69) (3.84) (3.23) (6.41) (0.27) (0.26) 15.84)

BPo -1.33 0.25 0.53 -0.32 0.71
(-3.19) (3.27) (5.52) (-1.34) (3.11)

BPt -0.90 0.08 -0.54
(-3.30) (0.84) (-2.73)

fCAP -6.59 -5.640D-05 -9.837D.07
(-0.68) (-0.55) (-0.15)

hCAP (-1) 1.48D-05 4.31D-06 -4.45D-05 -7.21D-05 -8.57D-06
(1.40) (0.47) (-2.96) (-3.06) (-2.54)

InflatiDn -0.004 -0.002 -0.02 -0.02 -0.002
(-0.92) (-0.70) (-4.24) (-3.64) (-1.03)

Inflation (-1) 0.002 0.02 0.02
(1.88) (3.11) (3.06)

Variance -0.07 0.005 -1.15 -1.11 -0.34 -0.38
(-0.09) (0.01) (-2.65) (-1.80) (-1.82) (-1.01)

Variance (-1) -0.62 -0.55
(-0.44) (-0.37)

Adj. R2 0.51 0.47 0.49 0.70 0.71 0.81 0.71 0.47

Dw 1.54 1.38 2.17 2.01 1.59 1.20 1.13 1.75

Rho -0.20 -0.16 -0.28 -0.15 0.16 0.98 0.98 0.29

F-statistics 5.94 5.28 5.46 12.24 12.60 20.14 12.49 5.30

NOTE: Variance and Variance (-1) are three-year soving averages. Variance is proxied by the absolute
value of the ratio of the trend residual to the fitted estimate.

The border prices used in the regressions for NPRD, NPRLT, Pp/PnA and Pr/Pna are deflated by Pna;
the border prices in the other regressions are not deflated.
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Table 9.3
Price Intervention Regressions: Sugar

NPRD NPRLT Pp - BPo Pp-BPI PpiPna Pr - BPo Pr - BPI Pr/Pna
Variables (63-96) (63-Bt) (62-86) (63-86) (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (63-86)

Constant 0.11 0.16 0.23 0.45 0.52 9.20 10.17 0.80
11.37) (3.22) (1.59) (1.60) (9.36) (0.411 (0.391 (17.58)

BPo -0.24 -0.61 0.25 -0.73 0.07
(-2.54) (-13.161 (4.29) 11-5.99) (1.36)

BP$ -0.11 -0.65 -0.82
(-2.20) (-7.74) (-8.43)

MCAP 1.01D-06 -2.35D-05 0.0001 -1.0002 -6.439D-06
(0.09) (-0.34) (1.67) 1(-1.63) (-.06)

NCAP (-1) 0.0001 -1.25D-05 -0.0002
(3.24) (-1.41) (-1.39)

Inflation 0.01 0.002 0.02 0.01
(3.02) (0.96) 13.02) (2.13)

Inflation (-1) -0.005 -0.004 -0.006 0.005
(-1.56 (-2.04) (-0.91) (-0.27)

Variance -0.46 0.04 -0.44 -0.42
(-2.54) (-0.58) 1-1.40) (-1.31)

Variance (-1) -0.04 -0.07 -0.34 -0.16
(-0.32) (-0.97) (-1.06) (-2.63)

Adj. R2 0.46 0.53 0.94 0.93 0.71 0.83 0.89 0.13

Do 1.79 1.86 1.87 1.77 1.84 1.46 1.49 2.09

Rho -0.01 -0.11 0.18 0.41 0.41 0.98 0.99 0.10

P-statistics 5.00 6.27 72.50 58.62 12.64 24.29 39.13 1.71

NOTE: Variance and Yarlance (-I) are three-year moving averages. Yariiance is proxied by the absolute
value of the ratio of the trend residual to the fitted estimate.

The border prices used in the regressions for NPRD, NPRLT, Pp/hla and Fr/Pna are detlated by Pea;
the border prices in the other regressions are not deflated.
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Table 9.4
Price Intervention Regressions: Coconut

NPRD NPRLT Pp - BPo Pp-BP* Pp/Pna
Variables (62-86) (62-86) (62-86) (82-86) (82-86)

Constant 1.05 0.59 0.12 0.15 0.01
(2.57) (1.68) (1.04) (1.70) (0.13)

BPo -0.90 -0.29 0.74
(-4.00) (-4.39) (9.76)

BP* -0.53 -0.44
(-3.67) (-10.83)

MCAP -5.46D-05 -4.16D-05
(-0.86) -0.75

MCAP (-1) -5.48D-05 -7.13D-05 -1.26D-05
(-1.87) (-3.10) (-1.75)

Inflation -0.003 -0.006 -0.002
(-0.23) (-0.56) (-0.77)

Variance* -0.22 0.40 0.06
(-0.27) (0.58) (0.23)

Ad.j. R2 0.69 0.70 0.88 0.97 0.89

Dw 1.54 1.46 2.00 2.14 2.14

Rho 0.55 0.61 -0.05 -0.23 -0.20

F-statistics 11.35 11.74 34.85 152.45 40.73

*Three-year moving average. Variance is proxied by the absolute
value of the ratio of the trend residual to the fitted
estimate.

NOTE: The border prices used in the regressions for NPRD, NPRLT, Pp/PnA
and Pr/Pna are deflated by Pna; the border prices in the other



I



- 301 -

APPENDIX TABLEBS



I



- 303 -

Appendix Table AM.l
Indices of Agricultural Production

(1972:100)

FOOD NONFOOD INPORTADLES EXPORTABLES NONTRADABLES
YEA a b a b

1950 35.77 34.83 43.04 51.37 42.17 30.38 35.21
1951 40.76 38.29 58.17 70.85 42.80 40.90 39.35
1952 42.54 43.10 42.92 62.07 47.53 37.12 48.72
1953 48.25 48.93 46.41 58.09 51.27 40.98 67.31
1954 51.88 52.50 50.27 60.94 52.64 46.93 70.70
1955 53.10 52.62 5b.97 62.31 52.89 49.16 71.73
1956 54.03 53.39 60.53 74.24 55.38 48.52 75.36
1957 55.74 53.83 70.88 89.75 56.36 51.63 77.79
1958 57.21 55.74 69.47 87.01 54.11 56.24 80.72
1959 62.28 63.50 59.83 84.98 62.45 58.90 80.47
1960 64.35 65.96 60.48 90.16 66.49 59.05 83.06
1961 64.11 65.57 61.59 93.65 67.14 58.41 81.68
1962 71.26 71.56 75.10 104.02 71.50 69.90 83.64
19b3 73.55 73.12 81.26 107.49 71.37 75.36 83.40
1964 76.28 76.35 81.07 107.70 70.63 80.41 90.29
1965 76.91 77.21 77.68 91.16 73.39 77.30 92.94
1966 76.37 76.40 80.41 101.98 75.08 75.21 92.41
1967 79.81 79.53 82.83 89.89 76.69 80.99 90.08
1968 83.72 84.63 81.81 100.23 84.46 82.85 88.21
1969 83.68 84.86 79.83 96.43 84.21 81.88 91.79
1970 96.53 98.53 88.10 106.64 98.39 94.44 99.77
1971 101.38 104.57 84.64 97.26 103.08 101.30 93.85
1972 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
1973 99.89 100.11 100.62 111.14 88.29 111.83 101.91
1974 114.61 117.68 99.25 115.15 109.80 119.67 114.07
1975 128.99 129.28 131.20 120.70 117.57 138.33 135.88
1976 151.16 147.36 166.95 130.62 125.90 174.89 153.64
1977 157.95 152.93 178.24 127.59 133.17 174.10 186.11
1978 169.41 163.46 192.12 124.94 140.75 188.60 197.71
1979 179.65 174.58 196.94 129.21 148.28 198.44 218.95
1980 189.77 184.14 208.12 128.81 153.97 215.86 215.34
1981 188.90 185.23 195.95 119.02 153.96 213.88 213.32
1982 191.65 192.71 175.66 126.70 164.30 210.04 212.82
1983 179.01 180.09 161.33 140.12 154.55 204.20 159.25
1984 175.51 179.93 150.46 158.48 155.35 197.87 163.73

NOTES: The group indices (i.e., food, nonfood, etc.) were coeputed froe
the sue total of the value of production at 1972 prices of the
individual crops cosprising each group.

a - including coconut
b - excluding coconut

Source of Basic Data: NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, 1985.
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Apr3endix Table AM.1 cont'd

YEAR Rice Corn Sugarcane Coconut Banana Pineapple Hango Abaca Tobacco

1950 48.94 28.31 25,61 41.40 16.47 20.03 19.11 74.66S 46.89
1951 49.14 29.80 36.43 55.68 18.85 23.96 18.90 118.44 53.11
1952 53.16 37.64 39,90 39.18 20.88 26.52 20.99 104.09 41.42
1953 59.05 35.05 42.54 44.13 26.83 32.65 31.38 102.31, 39.79
1954 59.76 38.58 52.95 48.18 27.92 35.20 33.82 96.46, 49.02
1955 60.15 38.04 51.08 55.93 30.08 36.62 35.15 94.91 53.46
1956 61.47 44.83 45.56 57.84 30.94 37.97 36.61 109.26, 68.03
1957 62.83 44.23 43.20 67.19 32.56 38.43 36.96 116.71 90.41
1958 60.16 42.10 54.57 66.03 34.75 41.01 39.54 113.13 88.10
1959 69.19 50.19 70.76 54.91 34.27 37.89 38.08 101.27 91.83
1960 70.23 57.57 70.87 54.68 31.35 47.47 40.17 85.83 113.68
1961 69.58 59.76 66.93 55.31 35.61 41.05 41.35 104.27 106.57
1962 73.43 62.56 74.50 69.43 53.56 49.49 46.09 105.63; 123.80
1963 74.50 62.88 79.50 76.12 56.82 53.67 64.37 116.08 120.25
1964 72.17 63.86 83.50 75.86 77.02 55.19 66.32 121.98 115.45
1965 74.98 64.85 79.69 75.04 69.87 62.42 90.24 121.71 81.35
1966 76.48 68.17 71.60 76.19 69.66 66.71 91.70 122.89 103.20
1967 76.88 73.60 79.40 81.44 78.09 73.77 93.51 106.81 90.76
196B 85.65 79.99 84.b4 78.20 79.64 80.11 88.21 93.91 115.28
1969 83.47 85.60 84.84 76.58 76.21 84.51 98.05 96.19 100.89
1970 9B.28 99.21 101.61 84.47 91.42 82.74 105.79 111.17 108.70
1971 104.76 99.39 116.71 82.17 105.58 83.06 95.89 95.00 99.11
1972 100.00 100.00 100.'D0 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
1973 86.57 91.04 124.16 98.57 103.32 104.01 130.82 1,08.27 115.10
1974 109.69 111.53 135.10 96.14 126.06 119.92 133.54 114.35 112.61
1975 110.98 124.19 128.75 133.26 172.02 150.44 166.88 121.34 101.42
1976 120.17 134.24 159.42 174.06 231.67 148.85 204.39 126.52 104.62
1977 126.59 137.08 138.68 188.15 249.71 149.52 214.50 136.78 89.52
1978 135.19 138.13 128.53 205.28 321.99 164.69 233.75 117.89 100.71
1979 141.13 152.67 125.28 210.20 365.45 214.32 253.35 134.70 91.12
1980 147.15 154.27 122.22 223.65 405.79 453.99 263.04 142.78 74.60
1981 145.03 153.63 125.04 211.01 415.56 458.24 255.65 116.53 69.45
1982 152.52 162.54 133.26 185.25 416.03 440.30 297.28 108.72 83.13
1983 145.18 154.43 134.54 1655.48 396.47 596.56 259.83 81.11 79.57
1984 147.25 165.31 127.68 148.90 396.65 609.25 263.11 81.02 117.58
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Appendix Table AM.1 cont'd

Other Root- Vege- Beans Rubber,
YEAR Coffee Cacao Peanuts Citrus Fruits Crops tables & Peas Raeie,

& Nuts & haguey

1950 7.75 20.00 65.08 30.23 23.90 54.55 17.18 65.25 11.36
1951 8.91 22.86 BS.19 32.21 24.88 57.37 23.33 93.22 15.75
1952 9.69 37.14 81.48 30.84 27.91 66.99 33.90 161.86 10.26
1953 11.05 37.14 89.95 41.98 38.17 93.24 56.25 151.69 12.45
1954 11.82 40.00 92.59 45.80 41.13 96.90 57.98 166.95 15.75
1955 13.57 42.86 93.12 48.09 43.59 98.55 56.74 169.49 14.29
1956 13.76 42.86 94.71 50.08 45.11 103.54 60.70 177.97 12.45
1957 16.09 45.71 96.30 52.37 46.80 106.10 61.26 186.86 25.27
1958 18.60 48.57 98.41 55.27 48.93 109.22 63.71 202.54 23.08
1959 20.54 48.57 8b6.77 56.49 46.80 110.00 62.27 208.05 26.01
1960 50.19 88.57 80.95 66.11 52.37 115.92 60.60 179.24 27.11
1961 62.60 102.86 67.72 81.07 52.37 118.69 53.99 141.53 28.94
19b2 83.53 91.43 57.67 94.81 60.20 109.56 b4.59 140.25 38.83
1963 63.76 97.14 58.73 94.81 60.79 111.72 59.b2 132.63 47.99
1964 76.16 100.00 75.66 93.74 63.29 127.49 62.30 116.10 50.55
1965 85.47 120.00 69.84 108.09 66.19 126.20 70.68 108.90 50.92
1966 82.95 114.29 72.49 114.96 69.84 120.88 73.33 101.69 49.82
1967 85.85 100.00 75.66 119.85 72.72 112.31 76.01 86.B6 47.99
1968 85.08 120.00 79.37 118.47 70.67 107.19 74.77 93.22 68.13
1969 85.66 125.71 78.84 113.89 73.37 109.89 81.54 84.75 83.15
1970 94.96 122.86 92.06 107.94 85.53 108.10 101.54 97.46 89.74
1971 95.93 102.86 100.00 95.73 76.10 100.25 99.61 100.00 96.70
1972 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
1973 98.64 102.86 96.30 97.40 91.87 100.23 112.93 109.75 105.49
1974 102.71 117.14 114.29 94.05 96.92 115.86 130.89 98.31 124.91
1975 177.13 94.29 191.53 118.93 100.06 148.40 145.48 147.88 179.12
1976 156.59 91.43 215.87 183.51 102.94 176.03 151.70 174.15 220.88
1977 203.68 82.86 244.44 192.37 139.65 227.77 162.89 176.69 224.54
1978 230.23 88.57 200.00 187.33 150.21 246.73 171.56 174.15 216.48
1979 223.84 108.57 260.32 186.41 180.22 293.08 152.88 177.97 234.80
1980 242.83 117.14 264.02 199.24 155.52 284.93 165.35 200.42 264.84
1981 284.30 120.00 156.61 198.32 153.71 279.76 164.37 205.51 278.75
1982 332.17 151.43 257.14 202.44 171.44 260.61 168.91 213.14 303.66
1983 284.69 157.14 189.42 198.b3 98.96 172.65 146.86 156.36 464.84
1984 221.51 137.14 223.81 190.38 94.22 182.01 154.52 165.68 464.84
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NOTES:
Food crops include palay, corn, banana, fruits, sugarcane,

coffee, cacao, citrus, rootcrops, vegetables, beans, peanuts.

Nonfood crops are coconut, abaca, tobacco, rubber, ramie,
maguey and other commercial crops.

Importable crops are palay, corn, coffee, cacao and peanutis.

Nontraded crops are citrus, rootcrops, vegetables, beans and
peas, rubber, ramie, maguey and all other crops not classifiied
above.
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Appendix Table A1.2
Nueber and Area of Fare, by Crop

1971 and 1980 Census

(in 1,000) (in thousand hectares)
Total Number of Farm Total Area of Farm
1971 1980 1971 1980

Palay 981.9 1,610.5 2,661.2 3,755.7
Corn 514.2 753.6 1,493.9 1,955.0
Coconut 432.5 709.6 2,152.8 2,842.9
Sugarcane 27.0 34.6 368.1 132.8
Tobacco 3.9 5.3 7.3 8.1
Abica 12.5 16.1 / 64.3 60Wlt/
Banana 13.6 20.6 58.3 79.7
Pineapple 0.6 2.3 17.9 28.1
Coffee 14.1 37.3 48.0 123.8
Citrus 0.9 3.5 6.1 16.8
Vegetables 8.5 28.6 16.1 47.7
Rootcrops 33.3 76.8 68.2 131.6
Chicken 3.0 13.5 3.9 16.9
Hog 11.7 23.1 24.4 22.7
Cattle 23.6 6.6 387.2 129.7

All Types 2,354.6 3,420.3 8,493.7 9,725.2

StFibercrops, include ramie and maguey.

Sources of Data: 1971 and 1980 Censuses of Agriculture.
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Appendix Table A1.3
Proportion of Total Agricultural Land, by Farm Size,

1960, 1971 and 1980 Census

AREA Numbter of Farms
Farm Size -----.----- - ._______________

Area Share Numbier Share
(000 has.) (%) (000) (X)

I. 1980 Census

Under 0.5 1689 0.71 290.0 8.48
0.5 and under 1.0 30101 3.08 485.8 14.20
1.0 and under 2.0 11899 12.21 964.2 28.19
2.0 and under 3.0 13:323 13.66 613.8 17.95
3.0 and under 5.0 201367 21.20 588.2 17.20
5.0 up to 7.0 16121 16.54 283.6 8.29
> 7.0 and < 10.0 6:308 6.47 76.4 2.23
> 10.0 and < 25 141)63 14.42 103.7 3.03
25 and over 114L18 11.71 14.6 0.43

TOTAL 97492 100.00 3420.3 100.00

II. 1971 Census

under 1.0 L62.2 1.90 319.4 13.57
1.0 and under 3.0 1887.7 22.20 1117.6 47.47
3.0 and under 5.0 2013.3 23.70 558.3 23.71
5.0 and under 10.0 1553.5 18.30 243.8 10.35
10.0 and under 25 1412.1 16.60 101.1 4.29
25 and under 50 284.5 3.30 8.6 0.37
50 and over 1:L80.5 13.90 5.6 0.24

TOTAL 8493.7 100.00 2354.5 100.00

III. 1960 Census

under 0.5 23.0 0.30
0.5 and under 1.0 101.5 1.30
1.0 and unde 2.0 795.6 10.20
2.0 and under 3.0 1000.5 12.90
3.0 and under 5.0 1426.5 18.40
5.0 and under 10.0 1845.2 23.70
10 and under 20 1189.5 15.30
20 and under 50 439.3 5.60
50 and above 951.5 12.20

TOTAL 7772.5 100.00

Source: Philippine Census of Agriculture, 1960, 1971 and 1980
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Appendix Table AI.4
Distribution of Fares by Tenure of Operator, 1971

(In percent)

TYPE OF FARM TENURE OF OPERATOR
Full Part For Share For Fixed
Owner Owner of Produce Amt. of CashJ Others

Produce

A. Share to total number of fares

All fares 59.0 11.4 24.2 2.1 4.3
Palay 45.0 15.9 29.5 4.7 4.9
Corn 61.4 7.3 27.5 0.1 3.7
Coconut 74.4 6.4 16.6 0.1 2.5
Tobacco 47.9 16.7 29.7 0.5 5.2
Sugarcane 30.8 11.9 45.6 1.5 10.2
Vegetable 57.2 10.6 21.7 0.9 9.4
Tuber, root & bulbs 76.6 5.0 11.2 0.2 7.0
Coffee 85.5 2.6 6.5 0.2 5.2
Abaca 76.7 7.9 11.3 0.2 3.9
Banana 69.8 6.2 10.6 1.0 13.3
Pineapple 37.5 8.6 37.8 0.8 15.3
Other Fruits 76.4 6.0 10.1 0.5 7.0
Chicken 71.0 6.7 8.9 1.3 12.2
Hog 62.4 13.5 16.8 1.5 5.8
Cattle 62.5 14.8 16.0 1.6 5.1
Others 69.0 12.4 13.7 0.5 4.4

B. Share to Total Area of Farms

All Fares 62.9 11.0 16.3 1.5 8.3
Palay 49.8 15.9 23.1 4.4 6.8
Corn 69.5 8.1 18.2 4.4 6.8
Coconut 73.8 7.2 14.6 0.1 4.1
Tobacco 53.8 17.3 23.4 0.2 5.3
Sugarcane 48.5 18.1 10.9 0.6 21.9
Citrus 45.4 4.5 15.1 0.1 34.9
Vegetables 61.9 12.0 17.2 0.8 8.1
Tuber, root &
bulb crops 80.4 5.1 8.3 0.1 6.1

Coffee 86.5 4.1 4.7 0.1 4.4
Abaca 76.9 8.3 8.9 0.1 5.8
Banana 63.5 6.0 7.2 0.7 22.6
Pineapple 3.5 0.6 2.1 0.1 93.7
Other Fruit 73.7 6.1 7.9 0.3 12.0
Chicken 64.4 9.8 10.8 2.3 12.7
Hog 60.8 15.2 11.4 1.0 11.6
Cattle 50.5 8.6 2.8 0.3 37.9
Others 71.5 9.9 9.7 0.4 8.5

255225252:252.. =s== 3 = ss==s..2ss3-- 522- 25=23 : u:::5:s.u::.=_=aS=tZ=sssas

Note: 90thersl include rent free, eanager, and other fores of tenure.
Source of Data: 1971 Census of Agriculture.
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Appendix Table A1.5
Distribution ot Fares by Tenure of Operator, 1980

(In Percent)

T E N U R E D F FA R M
Fully Owned Ownerlike For Share For Fixed Others

TYPE OF FARM Possessiont Amount of Money/
Produce

A. Share to Total Nueber of Farma1

Palay 44.B9 13.36 28.98 8.68 4.09
Corn 51,52 11.85 30.31 1.80 6.79
Coconut 60.60 11.08 25.16 1.35 1.81
Tobacco 41.05 10.96 37.10 4.58 6.31
Sugarcane 38.40 7.67 43.11 8.67 2.14
Citrus 56.92 11.04 21.18 6.32 4.54
Vegetable 49.79 15.45 20.06 5.96 8.73
Tuber, Root & Bulb Crops 51.12 15.58 18.16 2.10 13.04
Banana 60.81 13.74 14.38 1.66 9.40
Pineapple 48.25 9.27 25.66 6.06 10.76
Coffee 76.12 9.56 7.94 0.79 5.59
Mango 66.03 11.45 14.23 2.05 6.24
Fiber Crops 63.70 13.11 18.80 1.38 3.01
Other Permanent Crops 67.50 11.01 15.58 1.25 4.66
Other Temporary Crops 49.72 13.17 25.88 4.97 6.25
Cattle 65.41 11.69 10.92 1.26 10.72
Hog 65.48 14.71 6.55 0.91 12.35
Other Livestock 54.$6 15.92 14.24 2,80 12.38
Chicken b7.52 12.65 5.72 1,60 12.51
Other Poultry 78.11 5.83 2.37 3.55 9.64
Others 70.18 13.91 4.35 1,29 10.27

ALL TYPES 50.31_/ 12.50a/ 27.34a_ 5.25a/ 4.60a/
59.31b/ 14.74b/ 33.23b/ 6.19bl 5.43b/

--- --- --- -- --- --- -- --- ---__--- --- -- --- --- --- -- _- --- --_--_- -- --- --- --
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Table A1.5 cont'd

T E N U R E O F F A R N
Fully Owned Ownerlike For Share For Fixed Others

TYPE OF FARM Possession$ Amount of Money/
Produce

B. Share to Total Farm Area

Palay 55.20 12.94 21.91 7.48 2.47
Corn 65.08 10.20 18.33 1.39 5.00
Coconut 64.52 9.33 23.99 0.91 1.25
Tobacco 49.38 8.64 34.57 3.70 3.70
Sugarcane 65.15 12.05 13.88 7.58 1.34
Citrus 59.76 13.02 18.34 6.51 2.37
Vegetable 55.98 16.98 15.09 5.24 .6.71
Tuber, Root & Bulb Crops 63.68 14.06 12.39 1.44 8.43
Banana 55.83 10.79 7.28 21.71 4.39
Pineapple 6.76 1.42 28.11 62.63 1.08
Coffee 78.92 11.47 4.44 0.48 4.69
Mango 66.67 13.33 8.89 2.22 8.89
Fiber Crops 70.05 12.31 14.48 0.66 2.50
Other Permanent Crops 71.28 11.65 10.50 1.50 5.07
Other Temporary Crops 59.12 10.46 20.72 6.46 3.24
Cattle 77.31 10.80 0.86 7.69 3.34
Hog 72.69 12.33 8.81 0.88 5.29
Other Livestock 66.27 15.39 10.65 2.37 5.32
Chicken 75.40 11.90 7.14 2.38 3.17
Other Poultry 85.71 14.29 - - -
Others 75.15 15.15 3.33 0.91 5.46

ALL TYPES 61.25a/ 11.22a/ 20.47a/ 4.26a/ 2.80a/
61.15b/ 11.25b/ 20.52b/ 4.27b/ 2.80b/

t The sum of the reported number of farms by tenure does not tally with the total
number of farms.

a/ Percent share to total number (area) of responses by tenure
b/ Percent share to total number (area) of farms

Source of Data: NCSO, 1980 Census of Agriculture
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Appendix to Chapter 2

ESTIMATION OF THE FREE TRADE EQUILIBRIUM EXCHANGE RATE

Appendix Table A2.1 presents in tabular form the computation

for the free trade equilibrium exchange rate. The elasticities

of supply of, and demand for, foreign exchange were estimated

from elasticities of supply of export and demand for imports

respectively. The price elasticity of demand for foreign

exchange is Khan's (1980) estimate of price elasticity of demand

for imports (equal to 2.7). The price elasticity of supply of

foreign exchange (1.4) is a weighted average of the supply price

elasticities of export for the major exports (except sugar) given

in Bautista ( 1977). The supply price elasticity of sugar export

was estimated from the price elasticities of output and domestic

demand given in WB (1982) using the following formula:

ox, sugar X SQ, sugar X DD, sugar

*The relationship between the elasticity of supply of
foreign exchange with the price elasticities of demand for, and
supply of, exports is given by: S (d + 1)

S X S

where Sx (dx) is the price elasticity of supply of (demand for)
exports. Assuming that the country is a price taker, dx -. cand e )
Sx. Similarly, the elasticity of demand for foreign exchange
( nD ) is given by: dm (Sm + 1)

n D Sm - dm

where Sm (dm) is the price elasticity of supply of (demand for)
imports. Assuming that the country is a price taker on the
import side also, Sm + - and nD + dm
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Table A2.1
Determination of Equilibrium Exchange Rate

Tx Tm Go Os Od eS nD Eo El (El-Eo)/Eo IEt Et/Eo (Et-E)/Eo E2
__-(-$- __---- (X- (I)

19MO 0.00 0.63 5 783 788 1.40 2.70 2.02 2.02 0.16 '2.54 1.26 25.51 2.54
1961 0.00 0.50 70 706 776 1.40 2.70 2.02 2.07 2.27 2.52 1.25 22.65 2.48
1962 0.10 0.45 -32 810 778 1.40 2.70 3.83 3.79 -0.99 4.57 1.19 20.31 4.61
1963 0_10 0.42 -180 972 792 1.40 2.70 3.91 3.71 -5.14 4.45 1.14 18.98 4.65
1964 0.10 0.41 -84 1050 966 1.40 2.70 3.91 3.83 -2.06 4.57 1.17 18.92 4.65
1965 0.08 0.46 -122 1176 1054 1.10 2.70 3.93 3.82 -2.72 4.62 1.18 20.29 4.73
1966 0.06 0.43 -147 1269 1122 1.40 2.70 3.90 3.78 -3.06 4.53 1.16 19.23 4.65
1967 0.04 0.44 42 1391 1433 1.40 2.70 3.93 3.96 0.72 4.76 1.21 20.28 4.73
1968 0.02 0.45 266 1285 1551 1.40 2.70 3.93 4.10 4.44 1.95 1.26 21.58 4.78
1969 0.01 0.45 253 1259 1512 1.40 2.70 3.93 4.10 4.33 1.95 1.26 21.61 4.78
1970 0.03 0.44 48 1441 1489 1.40 2.70 5.91 5.9b 0.80 7.16 1.21 20.31 7.11
1971 0.04 0.43 2 1536 1539 1.40 2.70 6.43 6.43 0.03 7.71 1.20 19.81 7.70
1972 0.03 0.41 -5 1667 1663 1.40 2.70 6.67 6.67 -0.07 7.94 1.19 19.14 7.95
1973 0.02 0.40 -473 2685 2211 1.40 2.70 6.76 6.43 -4.86 7.63 1.13 17.67 7.915
1974 0.05 0.39 209 3804 4012 1.40 2.70 6.79 6.88 1.29 8.15 1.20 19.72 8.06
1975 0.04 0.44 923 3488 4412 1.L0 2.70 7.25 7.65 5.50 51.20 1.27 21.35 8.80
1976 0.02 0.50 1105 3657 4761 1.40 2.70 7.44 7.90 6.15 9.66 1.30 23.66 9.20
1977 0.02 0.55 820 4428 5248 1.40 2.70 7.40 7.70 4.03 9S.52 1.29 24.57 9.22
1978 0.02 0.61 1162 5164 6326 1.40 2.70 7.37 7.72 4.78 9.67 1.31 26.48 9.32
1979 0.02 0.66 1562 6533 8095 1.40 2.70 7.38 7.75 5.04 9'.81 1.33 27.89 9.44
1980 0.02 0.63 2033 8314 10347 1.40 2.70 7.51 7.90 5.14 9.93 1.32 27.14 9.55
1981 0.02 0.59 2292 8858 11150 1.40 2.70 7.90 8.33 5.39 10.39 1.32 26.13 9.96
1982 0.02 0.5b 3356 8255 11611 1.40 2.70 8.54 9.21 7.82 11.43 1.34 26.00 10.76
1983 0.01 0.53 2750 8604 11354 .4IO 2.70 11.11 11.83 6.44 14.58 1.31 24.78 13.86
1984 0.02 0.56 1298 8246 9544 1.40 2.70 16.70 17.28 3.48 21.40 1.28 24.69 20.82
1985 0.01 0.49 77 8296 8373 1.40 2.70 18.61 18.65 0.23 22.69 1.22 21.72 22.65
1986 0.01 0.45 -1022 9074 8052 1.40 2.70 20.39 19.79 -2.97 23.79 1.17 19.63 24.39

NOTES:
Tx = Export Tax eS = Elasticity of Supply of Foreign Exchange
Ta = Import Tax nO = Elasticity of Demand for Foreign Exchange
Gd = Demand for Foreign Exchange Eo = Actual Nominal Exchange Rate (Peso-Dollar Rate)
Os = Supply of Foreign Exchange El = Free Trade and External Balance Equilibrium Exchange Rate
go = Actual Current Account Deficit El = External Balance Exchange Rate

(in million US dollars; E2 = Free Trade Exchange Rate
- means surplus)
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where

Sx,sugar = price elasticity of supply of sugar exports

SQ,sugar = price elasticity of output

nDD = price elasticity of domestic demand

P = production

The values of the average import tariff rate (tm) and

average export tax rate (tx) were computed from estimates of

implicit tariffs (and export taxes) by industry during 1969,

1974, 1979 and 1985 of Bautista and Power (1979) and Medalla and

Power (1986). The weights for each industry were derived from

the elasticities of supply and demand, output, exports and

imports by industry:

importables: (ed + es)Q + (ed*M)

exportables: (ed + es)Q - (ed*X)

mixed: (ed + es)Q - ed(M - X)

where

ed, es = elasticities of demand, supply

Q = output

M = imports

X = exports

The estimates of tm for the years intervening 1969, 1974,

1979 and 1985 were extrapolated from the estimates of tm for the

four years. The values of tm for 1960-1988 were based on the
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1969 estimate as adjusted backwards to 1960 usinit the weighted

average of Baldwin's (1975) estimates of the effective exchange

rate for imports during 19610-1969 as computed by EBautista (1988).

The estimates of tx for thes years intervening 1969, 1974, 1979

and 1985 were extrapolated from the estimates during the four

years with the use of the ratio of actual export tax receipts to

the value of exports of goods and services as the adjustmeint

factor. The estimate of tx for 1962-1965 is the implied taxation

due to the 20 percent retention scheme whereby exporters were

required to sell to the Central Bank 20 percent of their export

proceeds at the old officia:L exchange rate. The eistimates of tx

for 1966-1968 were extrajpolated from the 1965 and 1969 estimates.

In computing for the equilibrium exchange rate, t,he

sustainable current account deficit is implicitly assumed to be

zero. This assumption was adopted for practical, not analytical,

reasons. In principle some amount of current account deficit is

sustainable because the l?hilippines is a capital-scarce country.

The problem is what is the sustainable deficit; under free trade

and given world capital market conditions. Historical data on

long term capital inflows can not be used because the flows were

paltry during the 1960s and very large during the 1970s, a

reflection of the changes in world capital market conditions and

the Philippine policy regrime during the two decades. Intal

(1983), using a modified Hcioper-Morton model (1980), estimated

that the sustainable currernt account deficit during the 1970s is
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5.7 percent of (trend) GNP. However, this estimate seems to be

high in light of the recent developments in the Philippines and

the world. Without having to estimate a model complex enough to

capture the impact of changes in world capital market conditions

and investors' expectations on the sustainable deficit, the

assumption of zero sustainable deficit seems to be the workable,

least arbitrary assumption in computing for the equilibrium

exchange rate.
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Appendix Table A2.2a
Doeestic anid Border Price of Fertilizer by 6rade [peso/kg)

Ex-warehouse Plrice Border Price

Urea Ammosul Assophos Complete Auriate of Urea Asmosul Asiiophos Complete Nuriate of
(14-14-14) Potash (14-14-14) Potash

1960 0.33 0.18 0.2_ 0_.22 0.22 0.0 0-.11 0.2 0.22 0.2-

1960 0.33 0.18 0.26 0.22 0.22 0.20 0.11 0.21 0.22 0.25
1961 0.33 0.19 0.29 0.24 0.24 0.19 0.13 0.25 0.26 0.25
1962 0.38 0.21 0.33 0.25 0.25 0.27 0.14 0.29 0.30 0.25
1963 0.49 0.22 0.36 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.15 0.28 0.29 0.25
1964 0.49 0.23 0.39 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.18 0.29 0.36 0.26
1965 0.49 0.27 0.39 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.19 0.31 0.23 0.26
1966 0.48 0.29 0.40 0.35 0.35 0.29 0.15 0.29 0.33 0.24
1967 0.47 0.29 0.38 0.38 0.33 0.27 0.13 0.29 0.20 0.21
1968 0.44 0.29 0.37 0.37 0.33 0.25 0.12 0.27 0.19 0.21
1969 0.40 0.29 0.37 0.35 0.33 0.25 0.17 0.23 0.24 0.25
1970 0.56 0.36 0.48 0.48 0.29 0.49 0.30 0.42 0.51 0.28
1971 0.52 0.39 0.52 0.52 0.63 0.63 0.36 0.52 0.57 0.31
1972 0.58 0.36 0.56 0.60 0.58 0.65 0.40 0.54 0.59 0.33
1973 0.78 0.48 0.58 0.72 0.61 0.71 0.39 0.55 1.00 0.35
1974 2.21 1.24 1.46 1.64 1.00 1.89 1.14 2.07 1.92 0.60
1975 2.49 1.44 1.71 1.66 1.32 2.69 1.59 1.47 2.80 0.65
1976 1.64 0.94 1.33 1.23 1.20 0.91 0.50 0.68 0.95 0.56
1977 1.53 0.96 1.33 1.23 1.07 0.96 0.67 0.73 1.10 0.51
1978 1.53 0.96 1.33 1.23 1.07 1.17 0.76 0.72 1.26 0.52
1979 1.72 1.20 1.59 1.47 1.21 1.30 0.82 1.08 1.30 0.69
1980 1.86 1.35 1.75 1.61 1.46 1.75 1.03 1.95 1.98 1.13
1981 2.23 1.65 2.09 1.93 2.01 2.17 1.21 1.78 1.86 1.20
1982 2.35 1.72 2.23 2.18 2.06 1.67 0.85 1.44 1.53 0.99
1983 2.52 1.79 2.45 .2.47 2.23 1.63 0.99 1.81 1.88 1.11
1984 4.13 2.39 3.B7 3.95 3.25 3.20 1.80 3.01 3.00 1.96
1985 3.67 2.91 4.81 1.99 3.82 3.10 1.80 3.04 3.19 1.74
1986 2.7B 1.54 3.55 '3.83 2.3B 2.27 1.34 3.27 3.47 1.72
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Appendix Table A2.2 
Implicit Tariff on Fertilizer by Grade (in 1)

Urea Awmosul Aisophos Co0plete Nuriate of
(14-14-14) Potash

1960 65.00 63.64 23.81 0.00 -12.00
1961 73.68 46.15 16.00 -7.69 -4.00
1962 40.74 50.00 13.79 -16.67 0.00
1963 57.14 46.67 20.57 -13.79 0.00
1964 48.48 27.78 31.03 -8.33 26.92
1965 40.00 42.11 25.81 47.83 30.77
1966 65.52 93.33 37.93 6.06 45.83
1967 74.07 123.08 31.03 90.00 57.14
1968 76.00 141.67 37.04 94.74 57.14
19b9 60.00 70.59 60.87 45.83 32.00
1970 14.29 20.00 14.29 -5.88 3.57
1971 -17.46 8.33 0.00 -8.77 103.23
1972 -10.77 -10.00 3.70 1.69 75.76
1973 9.86 23.08 5.45 -28.00 74.29
1974 16.93 8.77 -29.47 -14.58 66.67
1975 -7.43 -9.43 16.33 -40.71 103.08
1976 80.22 88.00 95.59 29.47 114.29
1977 59.38 43.28 82.19 11.82 109.80
1978 30.77 26.32 84.72 -2.38 105.77
1979 32.31 46.34 47.22 13.08 75.36
1980 6.29 31.07 -10.26 -18.69 29.20
1981 2.76 36.36 17.42 3.76 67.50
1982 40.72 102.35 54.86 42.48 108.08
1983 54.60 80.81 35.36 31.38 100.90
1984 29.06 32.78 28.57 31.67 65.82
1985 18.39 61.67 58.22 56.43 119.54
1986 22.47 14.93 8.56 10.37 38.37
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Appendix Table A2.3
Import Price, Iholesale Price and Net
Protection Rate for Rice, 1914-1940

Year Import Price Wholesale Price Kbolesagle Erice,
(Manila) Import Price

(P/MT) (P/MT)

1914 67.60 95.71 1.42
1915 61.57 101.96 1.6B
1916 68.71 109.11 1.59
1917 73.35 119.29 1.63
1918 17.39 163.39 9.10
1919 173.50 241.25 1.39
1920 211.16 245.54 1.16
1921 18.08 132.88 7.34
1922 108.85 135.00 1.24
1923 111.56 145.89 1.31
1924 122.60 169.64 1.38
1925 17.39 168.96 9.60
1926 128.65 163.57 1.27
1927 16.95 127.68 7.53
1928 111.55 131.43 1.18
1929 110.32 153.21 1.39
1930 137.82 109.48 0.80
1931 95.87 81.79 0.85
1932 75.68 73.57 0.97
1933 58.24 83.39 1.43
1934 75.91 71.43 0.94
1935 78.48 89.46 1.17
1936 64.16 113.93 1.78
1937 65.72 96.96 1.48
1938 106.62 113.39 1.06
1939 60.71 113.39 1.87
1940 64.09 102.68 1.60

Note: The import price was computed from Mears, a-tgl's
data on the volume of imports and value of imiports.
The sharp decline in iaport prices in 1918, 1,921, 1925
and 1927 may indicate printing errors in the value of
imports.

Source of basic data: Leon MNars, etL.al ., Rice jj=ncnv
at tho Ehilipines, 1974, p. 330.
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Appendix Table A3.1
Domestic and Border Prices by Crop, Philippines (Peso/kg.)

Retail Prices Wholesale Prices Producer Prices
Rice Corn Sugar Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Copra

1960 0.43 0.29 0.30 0.36 0.22 0.22 0.40 0.31 0.17 0.24 0.31
1961 0.47 0.30 0.40 0.45 0.25 0.30 0.38 0.35 0.19 0.32 0.30
1962 0.44 0.30 0.39 0.41 0.20 0.31 0.48 0.34 0.19 0.37 0.37
1963 0.52 0.37 0.46 0.47 0.27 0.35 0.54 0.42 0.23 0.47 0.43
1964 0.64 0.40 0.50 0.57 0.29 0.36 0.57 0.48 0.25 0.40 0.43
1965 0.61 0.45 0.43 0.55 0.36 0.31 0.66 0.46 0.26 0.38 0.53
1966 0.75 0.50 0.53 0.67 0.36 0.41 0.58 0.52 0.29 0.46 0.46
1967 0.84 0.46 0.51 0.68 0.33 0.40 0.62 0.54 0.26 0.47 0.48
1968 0.73 0.46 0.55 0.64 0.33 0.40 0.75 0.51 0.26 0.47 0.55
1969 0.75 0.46 0.68 0.60 0.33 0.52 0.67 0.52 0.27 0.56 0.51
1970 0.80 0.50 0.75 0.72 0.38 0.60 0.96 0.55 0.33 0.68 0.74
1971 1.08 0.81 0.76 0.91 0.64 0.61 0.88 0.85 0.49 0.82 0.71
1972 1.15 0.82 1.07 1.06 0.63 0.79 0.67 0.92 0.54 0.93 0.52
1973 1.51 0.91 1.06 1.24 0.67 0.79 1.83 1.05 0.56 0.97 1.26
1974 1.98 1.39 1.15 1.78 1.07 0.93 3.63 1.37 0.91 1.58 2.26
1975 1.90 1.53 1.32 1.81 1.16 1.06 1.47 1.42 0.93 1.97 0.87
1976 2.03 1.46 1.37 1.91 1.19 1.24 1.68 1.48 0.94 1.71 0.99
1977 2.10 1.60 1.66 1.96 1.22 1.37 2.56 1.54 0.99 1.38 1.40
1978 2.10 1.60 1.75 1.91 1.23 1.44 3.04 1.49 0.97 1.42 1.84
1979 2.36 1.67 2.15 1.95 1.26 1.74 4.06 1.55 1.00 1.82 3.56
1980 2.38 2.00 2.30 2.13 1.62 1.85 2.56 1.66 1.16 2.07 1.36
1981 2.66 2.23 2.35 2.49 1.90 1.87 2.35 1.89 1.29 2.29 1.27
1982 2.94 2.35 2.98 2.61 2.06 2.57 1.86 2.00 1.34 2.61 1.21
1983 3.07 2.44 3.39 2.80 2.10 2.91 3.51 2.24 1.39 2.89 2.64
1984 4.72 3.96 5.32 4.37 3.38 4.80 9.16 3.59 2.36 4.22 7.02
1985 6.42 5.51 5.80 6.06 4.00 6.33 4.04 4.65 2.91 3.76 3.07
1986 5.92 5.36 6.26 5.40 3.93 6.05 2.68 3.90 2.70 4.16 1.96
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Appendix Table A3.1 cont'd

BPo(P/w) BPoIR/W)
Rice Corn Sugair Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugair Sugar

ISA XUP ISA loP

1960 0.24 0.08 0.:13 0.28 0.30 0.34 0.13 0.113 0.38
1961 0.17 0.08 0.1,1 0.30 0.25 0.23 0.12 0.15 0.40
1962 0.38 0.17 0.22 0.46 0.38 0.49 0.29 0,211 0.58
1963 0.45 0.20 0.t8 0.49 0.44 0.56 0.32 0.90 0.65
1964 0.40 0.21 0.47 0.46 0.47 0.53 0.34 0.6l, 0.64
1965 0.36 0.17 0.17 0.47 0.50 0.48 0.29 0.23 0.65
1966 0.39 0.18 0.15 0.55 0.52 0.57 0.33 0.15' 0.71
1967 0.47 0.19 0.16 0.55 0.52 0.73 0.33 0.20 0.70
1968 0.50 0.15 0.16 0.59 0.58 0.72 0.27 0.22 0.81
1969 0.51 0.19 0.26 0.59 0.52 0.74 0.33 0.35 0.77
1970 0.54 0.31 0.46 0.99 0.92 0.79 0.47 0.57 1.11
1971 0.49 0.34 0.6b 1.03 0.80 0.61 0.57 0.76 1.28
1972 0.75 0.34 1,02 1.13 0.62 0.94 0.52 1.38 1.54
1973 1.89 0.57 1.346 1.28 1.16 2.72 0.92 1.79 1.72
1974 2.56 1.04 4.22 3.26 2.75 3.70 1.59 5.84 4.52
1975 1.71 0.93 3.09 4.35 1.30 2.28 1.53 3.85 5.42
1976 1.27 0.76 1.80 2.16 1.04 1.74 1.19 1.99 2.38
1977 1.69 0.72 1.2b 1.70 1.85 2.30 1.16 1.53 2.06
1978 1.84 0.76 1.20 1.33 2.13 2.59 1.25 1.46 1.61
1979 1.76 0.76 1.495 1.33 3.57 2.68 1.27 1.84 1.64
1980 2.28 0.97 4.51 2.70 2.28 3.27 1.67 5.61 3.36
1981 2.40 1.07 2.81 3.63 1.91 3.38 1.85 3.53 4.57
1982 1.64 0.78 1.51 2.92 1.87 2.40 1.36 1.75 3.27
1983 2.13 1.10 1.95 3.44 2.77 2.92 1.94 2.27 4.01
1984 3.57 1.98 2.95 41.34 8.08 4.69 3.33 3.27 4.81
1985 3.43 1.90 1.66 5.58 4.79 4.73 3.59 1.52 5.12
1986 3.83 1.58 2.45 7.95 2.70 5.81 3.14 2.53 8.23

NOTES:
ISA - border price based on average International Sugar Agreenlent

daily price
%UP - export unit price (or value)
BPo(P/W) - border price at official exchange rate adjusted at producer level
BPo(RIW) - border price at official exchange rate adjusted at retail level
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Appendix Table A3.1 cont'd

3P4(P/N) BPS(R/W)
Year Rice Corn Sugar Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Sugar

ISA X P ISA XUP

1960 0.31 0.10 0.15 0.30 0.34 0.42 0.17 0.21 0.42
1961 0.22 0.10 0.13 0.33 0.28 0.29 0.15 0.17 0.44
1962 0.45 0.21 0.27 0.59 0.50 0.59 0.34 0.34 0.75
1963 0.52 0.23 0.85 0.62 0.56 0.64 0.37 1.11 0.82
1964 0.46 0.24 0.59 0.59 0.b1 0.62 0.39 0.13 0.83
1965 0.43 0.20 0.23 0.60 0.65 0.56 0.35 0.32 0.83
1966 0.46 0.21 0.18 0.63 0.60 0.66 0.38 0.23 0.82
1967 0.57 0.23 0.19 0.67 0.63 0.88 0.40 0.24 0.85
1968 0.63 0.20 0.20 0.74 0.73 0.90 0.35 0.27 1.02
1969 0.64 0.24 0.35 0.74 O.b6 0.93 0.41 0.45 0.97
1970 0.66 0.37 0.57 1.07 1.12 0.95 0.57 0.72 1.34
1971 0.58 0.40 0.69 1.23 0.96 0.73 0.61 0.86 1.54
1972 0.90 0.41 1.19 1.35 0.74 1.12 0.62 1.61 1.83
1973 2.13 0.64 1.53 1.45 1.31 3.07 1.04 2.05 1.95
1974 3.07 1.25 5.05 3.91 3.31 4.44 1.91 7.00 5.42
1975 2.17 1.18 3.96 5.52 1.65 2.90 1.94 4.93 6.87
1976 1.65 0.99 2.32 2.80 1.36 2.26 1.54 2.56 3.10
1977 2.17 0.93 1.62 2.19 2.38 2.96 1.50 1.96 2.65
1979 2.41 0.99 1.55 1.74 2.79 3.40 1.64 1.88 2.12
1979 2.34 1.01 1.96 1.77 4.74 3.56 1.69 2L42 2.18
1980 3.02 1.28 5.96 3.57 3.02 4.33 2.21 7.41 4.44
1981 3.15 1.41 3.74 4.78 2.51 4.44 2.44 4.70 6.01
1982 2.19 1.04 2.06 3.77 2.50 3.22 1.83 2.39 4.37
1983 2.80 1.45 2.70 4.52 3.64 3.84 2.54 3.14 5.27
1994 4.57 2.54 3.97 5.56 10.35 6.01 4.26 4.40 6.17
1985 4.18 2.31 2.13 6.81 5.84 5.77 4.33 1.95 6.24
1986 4.47 1.84 3.00 9.28 3.15 6.78 3.66 3.11 9.60

NOTES:
ISA - border price based on average International Sugar Agreement

daily price
SUP - export unit price (or value)
BPt(PIN) - border price at equilibrium exchange rate adjusted at producer level
BPI(R/I) - border price at equilibrium exchange rate adjusted at retail level
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Appendix Table A3.2
Nominal Rates of Protection

at the Producer Level (in %)

Nq p R D
Rice Corn Sugar Copra

ISA XUP

1960 29.17 112.'50 84.62 -14.29 3.33
1961 105.88 137.50 190.91 6.67 20.00
1962 -10.53 5.88 68.18 -19.57 -2.63
1963 -6.67 15.00 -30.88 -4.08 -2.27
1964 20.00 :19.05 -14.89 -13.04 -8.51
1965 27.78 '52.904 123.53 -19. i15 6.00
1966 33.33 55.56 206.67 -16.36 -11.54
1967 14.89 Z7;6.84 193.75 -14.55, -7.69
1968 2.00 73.3 3 193.75 -20.34 -5.17
1969 1.96 42.11 115.38 -5.08 -1.92
1970 1.85 6.45 47.83 -23.60 -19.57
1971 77.08 41.18 34.43 -20.39 -11.25
1972 22.67 r58.62 -8.82 -17.70 -16.13
1973 -44.44 --1.75 -27.61 -24.22 8.62
1974 -46.48 -1.2.50 -62.56 -51.53 -17.62
1975 -16.96 0.00 -36.25 -54.71 --33.08
1976 16.54 23.68 -5.00 -20.83 -4.81
1977 -8.88 37.50 9.52 -18.82 -- 24.32
1978 -19.02 27.63 18.33 6.77 -13.62
1979 -11.93 31.58 22.15 36.84 -0.28
1980 -27.19 19.59 -54.10 -23.33 --40.35
1981 -21.25 20.56 -18.51 -36.91 --33.51
1982 21.95 71.79 72.85 -7.45 -- 35.29
1983 5.16 26.36 26.67 -28.20 -4.69
1984 0.56 19.19 37.29 -6.68 --13.12
1985 ;35.57 53.16 126.51 -32.62 -- 3;5.91
1986 1.83 70.89 69.80 -47.67 -- 27.41

NPRD - Nominal rate of protection due to
direct price interventions
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Appendix Table A3.2 cont'd

N P R S T
Using Free Trade Equilibrius Exchange Rate Using Free Trade Exchange Rate

Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Copra
ISA XUP ISA XUP

1960 2.73 69.00 67.18 -22.39 -6.43 2.73 69.00 67.19 -22.38 -6.43
1961 65.04 90.38 165.50 -2.65 9.52 67.70 93.45 169.78 -1.08 11.29
1962 -25.01 -11.26 29.54 -38.05 -25.00 -25.67 -12.04 28.41 -38.59 -25.66
1963 -17.99 1.05 -45.33 -24.13 -22.70 -21.52 -3.30 -47.68 -27.39 -26.02
1964 2.67 1.85 -34.45 -33.02 -29.53 0.90 0.10 -35.57 -34.17 -30.74
1965 8.69 30.10 73.21 -37.35 -17.86 6.16 27.07 69.19 -38.80 -19.77
1966 14.79 33.93 164.03 -27.99 -23.84 11.83 30.47 157.21 -29.85 -25.81
1967 -5.14 12.99 142.53 -29.45 -23.79 -4.54 13.69 144.06 -29.00 -23.31
1968 -19.02 37.62 133.23 -36.75 -24.71 -16.14 42.51 141.51 -34.51 -22.04
1969 -19.05 12.83 71.01 -24.64 -22.13 -16.17 16.83 77.08 -21.96 -19.36
1970 -15.93 -12.13 22.02 -36.93 -33.61 -15.34 -11.51 22.88 -36.49 -33.14
1971 47.68 17.74 12.11 -33.61 -25.99 47.88 17.89 12.26 -33.52 -25.89
1972 3.05 33.42 -23.41 -30.86 -29.54 2.92 33.25 -23.50 -30.95 -29.63
1973 -50.78 -12.96 -35.87 -32.86 -3.76 -52.76 -16.46 -38.45 -35.56 -7.64
1974 -55.41 -27.10 -68.81 -59.62 -31.53 -54.92 -26.28 -68.46 -59.17 -30.77
1975 -34.56 -21.20 -49.76 -64.31 -47.26 -31.59 -17.61 -47.48 -62.69 -44.86
1976 -10.25 -4.74 -26.83 -39.03 -26.68 -5.76 0.02 -23.18 -35.98 -23.02
1977 -29.17 6.88 -14.87 -36.90 -41.18 -26.86 10.36 -12.09 -34.85 -39.26
1978 -38.28 -2.73 -9.81 -18.63 -34.16 -35.97 0.93 -6.43 -15.57 -31.69
1979 -33.75 -1.02 -8.11 2.94 -24.98 -31.15 2.87 -4.51 6.98 -22.04
1980 -44.93 -9.55 -65.29 -42.02 -54.89 -42.74 -5.95 -63.91 -39.71 -53.09
1991 -40.12 -8.33 -39.04 -52.03 -49.44 -37.54 -4.38 -35.36 -49.96 -47.26
1992 -8.88 29.36 29.15 -30.85 -51.65 -3.21 36.35 37.18 -26.55 -48.65
1983 -19.86 -3.71 12.94 -35.98 -27.37 -15.70 1.29 18.80 -32.66 -23.60
1994 -21.52 -6.98 11.64 -24.12 -32.20 -19.34 -4.39 14.74 -22.01 -30.31
1985 11.19 25.62 85.78 -44.73 -47.43 11.39 25.84 86.10 -44.64 -47.34
1986 -12.72 46.47 45.54 -55.15 -37.78 -14.87 42.86 41.95 -56.26 -39.31

NPRST - Nominal rate of protection due to short run total price.interventions
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Appendix Table A3.2 cont'd

N P R L T
Using Free Trade Equilibrius Exchange Rate Using Free Trade Exchange Rate

Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn SulBar Copra
ISA (UP ISA XW

1960 -3.28 59.12 57.41 -26.92 -11.90 -3.28 59.12 57.41 -26.92 -11.90
1961 57.86 82.10 153.96 -6.88 4.76 59.80 84.34 157.08 -5.74 6.05
1962 -28.55 -15.45 23.43 -40.97 -28.54 -29.02 -16.01 22.62 -41.36 -29.01
1963 -22.42 -4.41 -48.28 -28.22 -26.87 -24.96 -7.55 -49.97 -30.57 -29.26
1964 -1.93 -2.71 -37.38 -36.02 -32.69 -3.22 -3.99 -38.21 -36.86 -33.57
1965 3.24 23.57 64.53 -4,0.49 -21.98 1.38 21.35 61.57 -41.56 -23.38
1966 9.19 27.39 151.13 -31.51 -27.56 7.01 24.85 146.13 -32.87 -29.00
1967 -9.56 7.72 131.24 -32.73 -27.34 -9.14 8.22 132.31 -32.42 -27.00
1968 -22.05 32.46 124.49 -39.12 -27.53 -20.10 35.77 130.09 -37.60 -25.72
1969 -22.06 8.63 64.64 -27.44 -25.03 -20.13 11.32 68.72 -25.65 -23.17
1970 -19.97 -16.36 16.15 -39.97 -36.80 -19.59 -15.96 16.70 -39.68 -36.50
1971 40.58 12.07 6.71 -36.80 -29.55 40.71 12.17 6.B1 -36.74 -29.48
1972 -1.88 27.04 -27.07 -34.17 -32.91 -1.96 26.94 -27.12 -34.22 -32.96
1973 -54.13 -18.87 -40.23 -37.42 -10.31 -55.30 -20.96 -41.76 -39.03 -12.61
1974 -57.41 -30.37 -70.20 -61.43 -34.60 -57.11 -29.88 -69.99 -61.16 -34.14
1975 -36.89 -24.00 -51.54 -65.58 -49.14 -35.04 -21.78 -50.13 -64.58 -47.65
1976 -13.84 -8.55 -29.76 -41.47 -29.62 -11.00 -5.54 -27.45 -39.54 -27.30
1977 -32.95 1.17 -19.42 -40.27 -44.32 -31.51 3.35 -17.68 -38.99 -43.12
1978 -41.90 -8.43 -15.10 -23.40 -38.02 -40.44 -6.13 -12.97 -21.48 -36.47
1979 -37.88 -7.19 -13.84 -3.48 -29.66 -36.25 -4.75 -11.58 -0.94 -27.81
19BO -48.16 -14.85 -67.32 -45.41 -57.53 -46.78 -12.59 -b6.45 -43.96 -56.40
1981 -43.22 -13.08 -41.24 -54.52 -52.06 -41.56 -10.53 -39.52 -53.18 -50.66
1982 -12.61 23.11 23.87 -33.67 -53.63 -8.90 28.33 29.12 -30.86 -51.67
1983 -23.22 -7.74 8.21 -38.66 -30.42 -20.51 -4.49 12.02 -36.50 -27.96
1984 -26.08 -12.39 5.15 -2B.52 -36.14 -24.72 -10.77 7.10 -27.20 -34.96
1985 4.66 18.24 74.86 -47.98 -50.52 4.78 18.37 75.06 -47.92 -50.46
1986 -18.34 37.03 36.16 -5B.04 -41.79 -19.71 34.74 ;33.88 -58.74 -42.76

NPRLT - Nominal rate of protection due to long run total price interv?ntions
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Appendix Table A3. 3
Nominal Rates of Protection
at the Retail Level (in /.)

N P R D
Rice Corn SLugar Copra

ISA XUP
-----------------------------------------------------

1960 26.47 123.08 66.67 -21.05 2.56
1961 104.35 150.00 166.67 0.00 16.75
1962 -10.20 3.45 39.29 -32.76 -2.04
1963 -7.14 15.62 -48.69 -29.23 -3.57
1964 20.75 17.65 -24.24 -21.88 -5.00
1965 27.08 55.17 66.96 -33.85 3.13
1966 31.58 51.52 178.95 -25.35 -12.12
1967 15.07 39.39 155.00 -27.14 -7.46
1968 1.7.9 70.37 150.00 -32.10 0.00
1969 1.35 39.39 94.29 -11.69 0.00
1970 1.27 6.38 31.58 -32.43 -18.64
1971 77.05 42.11 0.00 -40.63 -14.56
1972 22.34 57.69 -22.46 -30.52 -16.25
1973 -44.49 -1.09 -40.78 -38.37 22.82
1974 -46.49 -12.58 -80.31 -74.56 2.83
1975 -16.67 0.00 -65.71 -75.65 -11.98
1976 16.67 22.69 -31.16 -42.44 25.37
1977 -8.70 37.93 8.50 -19.42 8.02
1978 -18.92 28.00 19.86 8.70 11.36
1979 -11.94 31.50 -37.50 -29.88 -11.35
1980 -27.22 19.76 -59.00 -31.55 -12.63
1981 -21.30 20.54 -33.43 -48.58 -4.08
1982 22.50 72.79 70.29 -6.67 -22.16
1983 5.14 25.77 49.34 -15.46 -1.40
1984 0.64 18.92 62.69 10.60 -11.50
1985 35.73 53.48 281.58 13.28 -34.20
1986 1.89 70.70 147.43 -23.94 -22.77

NPRD - Nominal rate of protection dLue to
direct price interventions
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Appendix Table A3.3 cont'd

N P R S T
Using Free Trade Equilibrium Exchange Rate Using Free rrade Exchange Rate

Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Copra
ISA XUP ISAI XW

1960 0.58 77.41 50.93 -28.51 -7.12 0.58 77.41 50.93 -28.51 -7.12
1961 63.81 100.40 143.38 -8.73 8.38 66.45 103.63 147.30 -7.26 10.13
1962 -24.74 -13.30 7.28 -48.21 -24.55 -25.40 -14.06 6.35 -49.66 -25.20
1963 -1B.41 1.59 -59.57 -44.02 -23.72 -21.92 -2.78 -61.31 -46.43 -27.00
1964 3.32 0.66 -41.65 -39.83 -26.83 1.53 -1.08 -42.65 -40.86 -28.09
1965 8.10 31.99 44.87 -48.74 -20.09 5.59 28.92 41.51 -49.93 -21.95
1966 13.28 30.45 140.16 -35.73 -24.34 10.36 27.00 133.96 -37.39 -26.29
1967 -5.00 15.09 110.54 -39.85 -23.60 -4.40 15.81 111.86 -39.47 -23.12
1968 -19.50 35.27 98.49 -46.09 -20.60 -16.64 40.07 105.54 -44.17 -17.79
1969 -19.53 10.67 54.26 -29.88 -20.60 -16.67 14.60 59.74 -27.39 -17.78
1970 -16.41 -12.19 8.61 -44.23 -32.85 -15.82 -11.57 9.38 -43.83 -32.37
1971 47.65 1B.51 -16.60 -50.48 -28.75 47.85 18.67 -16.49 -50.42 -28.65
1972 2.77 32.47 -34.87 -41.6,3 -29.65 2.64 32.30 -34.95 -41.71 -29.73
1973 -50.82 -12.37 -47.53 -45.40 8.81 -52.79 -15.89 -49.64 -47.60 4.44
1974 -55.42 -27.17 -83.59 -78.810 -14.33 -54.92 -26.35 -83.41 -79.57 -13.37
1975 -34.33 -21.20 -72.98 -80.111 -30.64 -31.35 -17.61 -71.75 -79.94 -27.48
1976 -10.15 -5.51 -46.9B -55.67 -3.44 -5.66 -0.79 -44.33 -53.45 1.39
1977 -29.03 7.21 -15.67 -37.1.6 -16.04 -26.72 10.71 -12.92 -35.32 -13.30
197B -38.21 -2.45 -8.65 -17.:'6 -15.13 -35.88 1.22 -5.22 -14.05 -11.94
1979 -33.75 -1.08 -12.10 -1.,8 -33.31 -31.15 2.80 -8.65 2.49 -30.70
1980 -44.95 -9.42 -68.99 -4B.23 -33.92 -42.76 -5.82 -67.76 -46.17 -31.29
1981 -40.16 -8.35 -49.38 -60.90 -27.07 -37.58 -4.39 -47.20 -59.21 -23.92
1982 -8.47 29.10 27.23 -31.91 -41.85 -2.78 37.14 35.15 -27.67 -38.23
1983 -19.BB -4.16 13.80 -35.58 -24.87 -15.72 0.82 19.71 -32.23 -20.97
1984 -21.46 -7.20 26.96 -13.69 -30.93 -19.29 -4.61 30.50 -11.29 -29.01
1985 11.33 25.89 212.97 -7.09 -46.03 11.52 26.10 213.51 -6.93 -45.94
1986 -12.67 46.31 112.08 -34.130 -33.80 -14.82 42.70 106.95 -36.41 -35.43

NPRST - Nominal rate of protection due to short run total price interventions
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Appendix Table A3.3 cont'd

N P R L T
Using Free Trade Equilibrius Exchange Rate Using Free Trade Exchange Rate

Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Copra
ISA XuP ISA xUP

1960 -5.30 67.04 42.10 -32.69 -12.55 -5.30 67.04 42.10 -32.69 -12.55
1961 56.69 91.69 132.90 -12.70 3.67 50.61 94.04 135.66 -11.63 4.94
1962 -29.29 -17.39 2.22 -50.65 -28.11 -28.77 -17.94 1.55 -50.99 -28.59
1963 -22.82 -3.89 -61.75 -47.04 -27.84 -25.35 -7.04 -63.01 -49.78 -30.20
1964 -1.31 -3.85 -44.26 -42.52 -30.11 -2.61 -5.12 -44.99 -43.29 -31.02
1965 2.69 25.38 37.61 -51.31 -24.10 0.83 23.12 35.13 -52.18 -25.46
1966 7.75 24.09 128.43 -38.87 -28.03 5.61 21.61 123.88 -40.09 -29.47
1967 -9.42 9.73 100.74 -42.65 -27.15 -9.00 10.24 101.66 -42.38 -26.82
1968 -22.52 30.20 91.05 -48.11 -23.58 -20.58 33.45 95.93 -46.81 -21.67
1969 -22.52 6.56 48.52 -32.49 -23.56 -20.61 9.19 52.19 -30.82 -21.66
1970 -20.43 -16.41 3.39 -46.91 -36.09 -20.06 -16.02 3.87 -46.66 -35.77
1971 40.55 12.81 -20.62 -52.87 -32.18 40.68 12.91 -20.54 -52.82 -32.11
1972 -2.14 26.14 -37.98 -44.42 -33.01 -2.22 26.04 -38.03 -44.47 -33.06
1973 -54.16 -18.32 -51.10 -49.11 1.42 -55.34 -20.42 -52.36 -50.42 -1.19
1974 -57.41 -30.43 -84.33 -79.75 -18.16 -57.11 -29.94 -84.22 -79.61 -17.59
1975 -36.66 -24.00 -73.94 -81.49 -33.10 -34.91 -21.78 -73.18 -80.95 -31.15
1976 -13.74 -9.29 -49.10 -57.44 -7.30 -10.90 -6.30 -47.42 -56.04 -4.25
1977 -32.82 1.49 -20.17 -40.71 -20.52 -31.37 3.67 -18.45 -39.43 -18.81
1978 -41.93 -8.17 -14.00 -22.02 -20.11 -40.37 -5.86 -11.85 -20.06 -18.10
1979 -37.89 -7.25 -17.58 -7.53 -37.47 -36.25 -4.81 -15.41 -5.10 -35.83
1980 -48.18 -14.73 -70.81 -51.26 -37.79 -46.80 -12.46 -70.03 -49.96 -36.13
1981 -43.26 -13.09 -52.00 -62.93 -30.84 -41.60 -10.55 -50.60 -61.84 -28.92
1992 -12.21 23.83 22.03 -34.69 -44.23 -8.49 29.08 27.20 -31.93 -41.87
1983 -23.24 -9.17 9.03 -38.28 -28.01 -20.53 -4.94 12.88 -36.10 -25.48
1984 -26.02 -12.59 19.59 -19.70 -34.94 -24.66 -10.97 21.80 -17.20 -33.74
1985 4.70 18.49 194.58 -12.55 -49.20 4.90 18.62 194.92 -12.45 -49.15
1986 -18.29 36.89 98.42 -39.00 -38.07 -19.66 34.59 95.09 -40.03 -39.11

NPRLT - Nominal rate of protection due to long run total price interventions
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Appendix Table A4.1
Short Run and Cu.ulative Direct and Total Output Effects

(as Ratio of No-intervention Output): RICE

Sugar Border Price is XWP Sugar Border Price is ISA
SRD SRT CD CT SRD SRT ICD CT

1961 0.0267 -0.0075 0.0267 -0.0132 0.0267 -0.0164 0.0267 -0.0216
1962 0.1545 0.0720 0.1M89 0.0572 0.1545 0.0551 0.1689 0.0366
1963 -0.0203 -0.0285 0.D631 -0.0020 -0.0203 -0.0353 0.0631 -0.0196
1964 -0.0152 -0.0226 -0.0261 -0.0279 -0.0152 -0.0205 -0.0261 -0.0353
1965 0.0280 0.0070 0.M198 -0.0136 0.0280 0.0071 0.0198 -0.0175
1966 0.0376 0.0101 0Q3528 -0.0040 0.0376 -0.0009 0.0528 -0.0166
1967 0.0418 0.0167 0.0622 0.0081 0.0410 -0.0025 0,0622 -0.0171
1968 0.0lb2 -0.0066 0.038B -0.0077 0.0162 -0.0238 0.0398 -0.0377
1969 -0.0122 -0.0301 -0.0035 -0.0370 -0.0122 -0.0471 -0.,0035 -0.0695
1970 -0.0054 -0.0263 -0.0120 -0.0495 -0.0054 -0.0359 -0.0120 -0.0762
1971 -0.0018 -0.0160 -0.1048 -0.0471 -0.0018 -0.0219 -0.0049 -0.0671
1972 0.1190 0.0bb0 0.1180 0.0324 0.1190 0.0614 0.1180 0.0172
1973 0.0236 0.0006 0.4)879 0.0128 0.0236 -0.0002 0.0979 0.0038
1974 -0.0717 -0.0645 -0.0590 -0.0601 -0.0717 -0.0642 -0.0590 -0.0646
1975 -0.0783 -0.0645 -0.1170 -0.0990 -0.0783 -0.0636 -0.1170 -0.1006
1976 -0.0352 -0.0377 -0.0774 -0.0931 -0.0352 -0.0391 -0.0774 -0.0954
1977 0.0228 -0.0089 0,0038 -0.0637 0.0228 -0.0101 0.0038 -0.0660
1978 -0.0275 -0.0377 -0.0152 -0.0761 -0.0275 -0.0399 -0.0152 -0.0795
1979 -0.0403 -0.0499 -0.0552 -0.0952 -0.0403 -0.0508 -0.0552 -0.0978
1980 -0.0266 -0.0470 -0.0483 -0.1021 -0.0266 -0.0459 -0.0483 -0.1024
1981 -0.0574 -0.0559 -0.0717 -0.1139 -0.0574 -0.0536 -0.0717 -0.1119
1982 -0.0463 -0.0484 -0.0773 -0.1127 -0.0463 -0.0498 -0.0773 -0.1130
1983 0.0156 -0.0149 -0.0094 -0.0800 0.0156 -0.0209 -0.0094 -0.0860
1984 0.0022 -0.0232 0,(1106 -0.0695 0.0022 -0.0281 0.0106 -0.0774
1985 -0.0047 -0.0266 -0.0035 -0.0681 -0.0047 -0.0302 -0.0035 -0.0758
1986 0.0427 0.0145 0,0401 -0.0287 0.0427 0.0014 0.0401 -0.0451

NOTES:
SRD - Short run direct CD - Cusulative direct
SRT - Short run tctal CT - Cuaulative total
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Appendix Table A4.2
Short Run and Cusulative Direct and Total Output Effects

(as Ratio of No-intervention Output): CORN

Sugar Border Price is XUP Sugar Border Price is ISA
SRD SRT CD CT SRD SRT CD CT

1961 0.1831 0.1132 0.1831 0.0965 0.1831 0.1132 0.1831 0.0965
1962 0.2127 0.1389 0.3061 0.2572 0.2127 0.1389 0.3061 0.2572
1963 0.0116 -0.0183 0.1677 -0.0510 0.0116 -0.0183 0.1677 -0.0510
1964 0.0260 0.0007 0.1115 -0.0156 0.0260 0.0007 0.1115 -0.0156
1965 0.0259 -0.0033 0.0827 -0.0229 0.0259 -0.0033 0.0827 -0.0229
1966 0.0839 0.0446 0.1261 0.0714 0.0839 0.0446 0.1261 0.0714
1967 0.0843 0.0488 0.1486 0.0767 0.0843 0.0488 0.1486 0.0767
1968 0.0570 0.0179 0.1328 0.0203 0.0570 0.0179 0.1328 0.0203
1969 0.1202 0.0621 0.1880 0.1064 0.1202 0.0621 0.1880 0.1064
1970 0.0692 0.0211 0.1650 0.0294 0.0692 0.0211 0.1650 0.0294
1971 0.0056 -0.0236 0.0898 -0.0613 0.0056 -0.0236 0.0898 -0.0613
1972 0.0507 0.0152 0.0965 0.0118 0.0507 0.0152 0.0965 0.0118
1973 0.0905 0.0484 0.1397 0.0791 0.0905 0.0484 0.1397 0.0791
1974 0.0073 -0.0123 0.0785 -0.0466 0.0073 -0.0123 0.0785 -0.0466
1975 -0.0783 -0.0404 0.0240 -0.0930 -0.0161 -0.0404 0.0240 -0.0930
1976 -0.0352 -0.0374 0.0090 -0.0865 -0.0032 -0.0374 0.0090 -0.0865
1977 0.0356 -0.0117 0.0402 -0.0371 0.0356 -0.0117 0.0402 -0.0371
1978 0.0603 0.0093 0.0808 -0.0011 0.0603 0.0093 0.0808 -0.0011
1979 0.0476 -0.0042 0.0889 -0.0256 0.0476 -0.0042 0.0889 -0.0256
1980 0.0557 0.0001 0.1010 -0.0205 0.0557 0.0001 0.1010 -0.0205
1981 0.0307 -0.0187 0.0822 -0.0551 0.0307 -0.0187 0.0822 -0.0551
1982 0.0324 -0.0151 0.0743 -0.0479 0.0324 -0.0151 0.0743 -0.0479
1983 0.1086 0.0380 0.1465 0.0615 0.1086 0.0380 0.1465 0.0615
1984 0.0413 -0.0081 0.1160 -0.0301 0.0413 -0.0081 0.1160 -0.0301
1985 0.0289 -0.0137 0.0880 -0.0449 0.0289 -0.0137 0.0880 -0.0449
1986 0.0739 0.0317 0.1188 0.0383 0.0739 0.0317 0.118B 0.0383

NOTES:
SRD - Short run direct CD - Cuaulative direct
SRT - Short run total CT - Cumulative total
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Appendix Table A4.3
Short Run and Cumulative Direct and Total Output EffeKt$

(as Ratio of No-intervention Output): SUGAR

Border Price is RUP Border Price is ISA
SRD SRT CD CT SRD SRT CD CT

1961 -0.0199 -0.0239 -0.019 -0.0269 0.2626 -0.0280 0.2626 0.1814
1962 -0.0092 -0.0128 -0.0213 -0.0340 0.5963 -0.0134 0.2709 0.4875
1963 0.0378 0.0393 -0.0158 -0.0255 0.2225 0.0393 0.3963 0.2807
1964 0.0000 0.0060 0.0000 0.0088 -0.0366 -0.0366 0.2431 0.1248
1965 -0.0005 0.0028 -0.0005 0.0028 -0.0519 -0.1083 0.0440 -0.0713
1966 -0.0139 -0.0105 -0.0139 -0.0071 0.3955 0.2359 0.3955 0.2114
1967 0.0099 0.0099 0.0099 0.0099 0.6671 0.5321 0.6671 0.4915
1968 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.0126 0.62B0 0.4670 0.6280 0.4300
1969 -0.0390 -0.0474 -0.0390 -0.0551 -0.0552 -0.0552 0.9018 0.4697
1970 0.0200 0.0227 0.0195 0.0227 0.0255 0.0255 1.0264 0.6326
1971 0.0463 0.0436 0.0463 0.043b 0.1577 0.0779 0.7775 0.4207
1972 -0.0759 -0.114B -0.0759 -0.1229 0.1001 0.0351 0.72417 0.3699
1973 -0.0653 -0.0877 -0.0653 -0.1100 -0.0359 -0.0899 0.715B 0.3547
1974 -0.0745 -0.1008 -0.0745 -0.1123 -0.0876 -0.1106 0.5435 0.2129
1975 -0.0922 -0.0898 -0.161B -0.1867 -0.0991 -0.0991 0.5203 0.1864
1976 -0.1413 -0.1372 -0.1743 -0.2042 -0.1124 -0.1461 0.3738 0.0614
1977 -0.0721 -0.1229 -0.0721 -0.1284 -0.0199 -0.0830 0.12110 -0.0925
1978 -0.0624 -0.1143 -0.0624 -0.1228 0.0321 -0.0426 0.0321 -0.0543
1979 0.0233 -0.0544 0.0233 -0.0662 0.0592 -0.0251 0.0592 -0.0401
1980 0.1186 0.0158 0.118b -0.0023 0.0697 -0.0201 0.0697 -0.0381
1981 -0.0703 -0.1259 -0.0703 -0.1346 -0.1713 -0.2009 0.0078 -0.2063
1982 -0.1172 -0.1598 -0.1172 -0.1685 -0.0585 -0.1142 -0.0420 -0.1229
1983 -0.0287 -0.0978 -0.0281 -0.1064 0.2321 0.0979 0.2321 0.0826
1984 -0.0939 -0.1123 -0.09311 -0.1210 0.0854 0.0475 0.0854 0.0322
1985 -0.0235 -0.0721 -0.0233 -0.0871 0.1199 0.0452 0.119'9 0.0237
1986 -0.1129 -0.1457 -0.112'1 -0.1537 0.4087 0.2814 0.4087 0.2473

NOTES:
SRD - Short run direct CD - Cumulative direct
SRT - Short run totali CT - Cusulative total
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Appendix Table A4.4
Cumulative Output Effects: COCONUT
(as Ratio of No-intervention Output)

Direct Total

1968 -0.0458 -0.0458
1969 -0.1426 -0.0791
1970 -0.1248 -0.0677
1971 -0.1242 -0.0743
1972 -0.1485 -0.0987
1973 -0.1948 -0.1370
1974 -0.2166 -0.1526
1975 -0.2128 -0.1456
1976 -0.2130 -0.1404
1977 -0.2031 -0.1295
1978 -0.2346 -0.1568
1979 -0.2779 -0.1948
1980 -0.2654 -0.1794
1981 -0.2495 -0.1543
1982 -0.2189 -0.1247
1983 -0.2501 -0.1415
1984 -0.2041 -0.1096
1985 -0.1977 -0.0996
1986 -0.2050 -0.0937
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Appendix Table A4.5
Short Run Consumption Effects

(as Raltio of No-intervetion Consumption)

Sugar Border Price is XUP

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugair Copra

1960 -0.1700 0.0585 0,087B -0.0833 -0.0497 0.0154 0.1156 0.1062
1961 -0.4594 0.3446 0.0286 -0.3567 -0.2853 0.2334 0.0541 -40.1549
1962 0.0500 0.0152 0,1259 0.0017 0.1112 0,0492 0.1920 0.4523
1963 0.0257 0.0173 0.1105 0.0441 0.0735 0,0612 0.1771 0.4359
1964 -0.0749 0.1476 0.0957 0.0849 -0.0003 0.1701 0.1725 0.5117
1965 -0.1135 0.1455 0.1387 -0.0937 -0.0330 0.1653 0.2041 0.3571
1966 -0.1394 0.2015 0.1171 0.2300 -0.0572 0.1800 0.1595 0.4578
1967 -0.0685 0.1150 0.1147 0.1183 0.0176 0.1089 0.16,78 0.4467
1968 -0.0394 0.0061 0.1227 -0.0409 0.0573 O.O1BO 0.l121 0.3693
1969 -0.0268 -0.0053 0.0462 -0.0158 0.0668 0,0082 0.1207 0.3891
1970 0.0018 0.1169 0.1361 0.3556 0.0738 0.1101 0.1145 0.6241
1971 -0.2768 0.4771 0.1972 0.2906 -0.1620 0.4079 0.2293 (0.5580
1972 -0.1088 0.1687 0.1379 0.2997 -0.0245 0.1566 0.1816 0.5690
1973 0.1806 -0.2200 0.1118 -0.5388 0.2103 -0.1915 0.1444 -0.2616
1974 0.2088 -0.0907 0.2666 -0.1688 0.2448 -0,0664 0.2893 0.1738
1975 0.0948 0.0923 0.2922 0.1515 0.1631 0.0898 0.3174 0.5319
1976 -0,0414 0.0709 0.1496 -0.5614 0.0681 0.0682 0.2116 -0.0089
1977 0.0151 -0.0661 0.0632 -0.1940 0.1063 -0,0360 0.1402 (0.2735
1978 0.0424 -0.1699 -0.0498 -0.2264 0.1330 -0.1146 0.0595 0.2732
1979 0.0287 0.0021 0.1174 0.1853 0.1022 -0.0714 0.0124 0.6661
1980 0.0883 -0.0550 0.1205 0.2188 0.1713 -0,0292 0.1884 0.6271
1981 0.0805 -0.0204 0.1816 0.0148 0.1638 -0.0012 0.2353 0.4691
1982 -0.1386 0.1377 0.0582 0.4494 0.0045 0.1204 0.1476 (0.8250
1983 -0.0291 0,0345 0.0598 0.0034 0.0800 0.0441 0.1465 0.4656
1984 -0.0288 0.0013 -0.0341 0.2399 0.0709 0.0181 0.0659 0.6151
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Appendix Table A4.5

(cont 'd)
======= ====== ====== ====== ====== ====== ====== = ===== Z== ==zz zz===== = = = = =

Sugar Border Price is ISA

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Capra Rice Corn Sugar Copra

1960 -0.2189 -0.1066 -0.2482 0.0213 -0.0941 -0.1347 -0.1900 0.2013
1961 -0.5518 0.0315 -0.6087 -0.1573 -0.3697 -0.051B -0.5265 0.0257
1962 0.0105 -0.1196 -0.1479 0.0892 0.0806 -0.0540 -0.0183 0.5174
1963 0.0369 0.0549 0.1872 0.0209 0.0823 0.0912 0.2381 0.4167
1964 -0.0738 0.1513 0.1033 0.0824 0.0008 0.1739 0.1800 0.5093
1965 -0.1807 -0.0815 -0.3235 0.0501 -0.0852 -0.0110 -0.1550 0.4686
1966 -0.2523 -0.1811 -0.6614 0.4735 -0.1548 -0.1501 -0.5125 0.6673
1967 -0.1683 -0.2257 -0.5773 0.3395 -0.0654 -0.1739 -0.4067 0.6297
1968 -0.1393 -0.3347 -0.5695 0.1800 -0.0219 -0.2517 -0.3661 0.5434
1969 -0.0856 -0.2042 -0.35B7 0.1101 0.0201 -0.1495 -0.2004 0.4985
1970 -0.0337 -0.0031 -0.1083 0.4317 0.0443 0.0107 -0.0181 0.6869
1971 -0.2996 0.4001 0.0404 0.3390 -0.1804 0.3460 0.1031 0.5970
1972 -0.1138 0.1518 0.1035 0.3104 -0.0284 0.1434 0.1549 0.5773
1973 0.1823 -0.2143 0.1233 -0.5424 0.2120 -0.1858 0.1559 -0.2652
1974 0.211b -0.0813 0.2856 -0.1748 0.2476 -0.0570 0.3084 0.1679
1975 0.0893 0.0735 0.2540 0.1633 0.1587 0.0748 0.2868 0.5414
1976 -0.0476 0.0502 0.1076 -0.5494 0.0631 0.0513 0.1772 0.0017
1977 0.0000 -0.1168 -0.0400 -0.1621 0.0946 -0.0754 0.0599 0.2994
1978 0.03b2 -0.1905 -0.0918 -0.2134 0.1285 -0.1296 0.0289 0.2827
1979 0.0332 0.0171 0.1480 0.1758 0.1083 -0.0507 0.0545 0.6531
1980 0.1033 -0.0043 0.2237 0.1868 0.1830 0.0102 0.2687 0.6022
1981 0.0716 -0.0504 0.1205 0.0338 0.1572 -0.0237 0.1895 0.4833
1982 -0.1825 -0.0105 -0.2437 0.5429 -0.0283 0.0097 -0.0779 0.8948
1983 -0.0647 -0.0855 -0.1847 0.0793 0.0522 -0.0498 -0.0446 0.5249
1984 -0.0577 -0.0963 -0.2328 0.3016 0.0481 -0.0588 -0.0907 0.6637

===============:==========2===-:===========:===:=::=
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Appendix Table A4.6
Cumulative Consueption Effects

(as Ratio of No-intervention Consunption)

Sugar Bor0er Price is XUP

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Copr1i Rice Corn Sugar Copra

1960 -0.1700 0.0585 0.0878 -0.0833 -0.0220 0.0188 0.1327 0.2236
1961 -0.4594 0.3446 0.0266 -0.3567 -0.2550 0.2241 0.0693 -0.0796
1962 0.0502 0.0153 0.1263 0.0024 0.1249 0.0520 0.2044 0.5099
1963 0.0262 0.0176 0.1118 0.0463 0.0951 0.0585 0.1895 0.5136
1964 -0.0749 0.1476 0.0958 0.08i1 0.0175 0.1686 0.1843 0.5686
1965 -0.1135 0.1455 0.1308 -0.0934 -0.0114 0.1615 0.2123 0.4353
1966 -0.1392 0.2016 0.1174 0.2306 -0.0357 0.1773 0.1716 0.5350
1967 -0.0682 0.1151 0.1153 0.1151 0.0354 0.1074 0.1798 0.5030
1968 -0.0393 0.0062 0.1232 -0.0401 0.0711 0.0197 0.1904 0.4277
1969 -0.0268 -0.0053 0.0461 -0.0160 0.0798 0.0090 0.1290 0.4474
1970 0.0018 0.1169 0.1360 0.3553 0.0906 0.1077 0.1959 0.6802
1971 -0.2769 0.4770 0.1969 0.2902 -0.1334 0.3920 0.2398 0.6134
1972 -0.1089 0.1686 0.1377 0.2995 -0.0032 0.1489 0.1891 0.6265
1973 0.1807 -0.2199 0.1119 -0.5387 0.2239 -0.1702 0.1639 -0.1021
1974 0.2088 -0.0907 0.2665 -0.1689 0.2527 -0.0602 0.2950 0.2545
1975 0.0948 0.0923 0.2922 0.1514 0.1747 0.0831 0.3174 0.5720
1976 -0.0415 0.0708 0.1495 -0.5617 0.0828 0.0643 0.2164 0.0708
1977 0.0150 -0.0661 0.0631 -0.1942 0.1245 -0.0288 0.1572 0.3705
1978 0.0423 -0.1699 -0.0499 -0.226b6 0.1517 -0.1056 0.0803 0.3690
1979 0.0287 0.0021 0.1173 0.1851 0.1224 -0.0616 0.0401 0.7388
1980 0.0883 -0.0550 0.1205 0.218% 0.1860 -0.0218 0.2013 0.7050
1981 0.0804 -0.0204 0.1816 0.01411 0.1772 0.0035 0.2444 0.5482
1982 -0.1386 0.1377 0.0581 0.4492 0.0227 0.1159 0.1587 0.8611
1983 -0.0291 0.0345 0.0598 0.0033i 0.0931 0.0449 0.1549 0.5241
1984 -0.0289 0.0013 -0.0342 0.23911 0.0934 0.0191 0.0857 0.6899
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Appendix Table A4.6 cont'd

Sugar Border Price is ISA

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Rice Corn Sugar Copra

1960 -0.2189 -0.10b6 -0.2482 0.0213 -0.0636 -0.1219 -0.1538 0.3128
1961 -0.5518 0.0315 -0.6087 -0.1573 -0.3359 -0.0497 -0.4880 0.0945
1962 0.0104 -0.1197 -0.1481 0.0889 0.0958 -0.0473 0.0027 0.5741
1963 0.0376 0.0553 0.1889 0.0237 0.1035 0.0867 0.2471 0.4962
1964 -0.0736 0.1515 0.1039 0.0833 0.0181 0.1705 0.1882 0.5676
1965 -0.1806 -0.0814 -0.3232 0.0504 -0.0609 -0.0055 -0.1278 0.5408
1966 -0.2522 -0.1810 -0.6611 0.4740 -0.1284 -0.1360 -0.4660 0.7338
1967 -0.1680 -0.2256 -0.5767 0.3404 -0.0438 -0.1623 -0.3683 0.6780
1968 -0.1391 -0.3346 -0.5690 0.1808 -0.0055 -0.2407 -0.3390 0.5953
1969 -0.0842 -0.2033 -0.3551 0.1158 0.0356 -0.1425 -0.1785 0.5466
1970 -0.0318 -0.0020 -0.1035 0.4394 0.0639 0.0145 0.0075 0.7439
1971 -0.2997 0.4001 0.0402 0.3387 -0.1512 0.3319 0.1174 0.6512
1972 -0.1139 0.1518 0.1034 0.3103 -0.0065 0.1377 0.1662 0.6337
1973 0.1824 -0.2143 0.1234 -0.5422 0.2250 -0.1665 0.1716 -0.1044
1974 0.2117 -0.0813 0.2858 -0.1746 0.2550 -0.0527 0.3104 '0.2499
1975 0.0893 0.0735 0.2540 0.1634 0.1708 0.0699 0.2908 0.5804
1976 -0.0476 0.0502 0.1075 -0.5486 0.0783 0.0493 0.1859 0.0903
1977 0.0000 -0.1168 -0.0401 -0.1623 0.1128 -0.0683 0.0769 0.3954
1978 0.0362 -0.1906 -0.0919 -0.2136 0.1473 -0.1206 0.0497 0.3785
1979 0.0332 0.0171 0.1479 0.1756 0.1280 -0.0428 0.0783 0.7270
1980 0.1033 -0.0043 0.2237 0.1867 0.1971 0.0157 0.2777 0.6813
1981 0.0715 -0.0504 0.1204 0.0337 0.1711 -0.0172 0.2024 0.5612
1982 -0.1826 -0.0106 -0.2439 0.5427 -0.0091 0.0089 -0.0592 0.9286
1983 -0.0647 -0.0856 -0.1848 0.0792 0.0669 -0.0433 -0.0247 0.5798
1984 -0.0578 -0.0963 -0.2329 0.3014 0.0717 -0.0541 -0.0634 0.7361

======s==s==========s=================
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lAppendix Table A4.7
Short Run Foreign Exchange Effects

(as Ratio of Actual Export Earnings)

Sugar Border Price is XUP

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Total Rice Corn Slugar Copra Total

1960 -0.4953 0.0096 -0.0107 0.0733 0.5482 -0.2197 0.0088 -0.0149 0.0242 0.2203
1961 -0.0468 -0.0183 -0.0145 -0.0002 0.0504 0.0170 -0.0092 - .0207 -0.0329 -0.0614
1962 0.0216 0.0006 0.0035 -0.0011 -0.0198 0.0478 0.0077 -0.0010 -0.0082 -0.0647
1963 -0.0283 0.0089 -0.0077 -0.0037 0.0081 0.0083 0.0135 -0.0112 -0.0159 -0.0489
1964 -0.0687 0.0090 -0.0118 0.0058 0.0537 -0.0191 0.0135 -0.0155 -0.0147 -0.0245
1965 -0.0859 0.0078 -0.0138 -0.011)8 0.0535 -0.0303 0.0101 -0.0161 -0.0181 -0.0140
1966 -0.0613 0.0017 -0.0078 -0.0058 0.0460 -0.0003 0.0042 -0.0120 -0.0171 -0.0330
1967 -0.0333 -0.0050 -0.0096 0.0022 0.0319 0.0354 -0.0004 -0.0136 -0.0140 -0.0626
1968 -0.0095 -0.0147 -0.0182 0.0008 0.0068 0.0521 -0.0065 -0.0283 -0.0147 -0.0886
1969 0.0048 0.0031 -0.0049 -0.0130 -0.0257 0.0394 0.0077 -0.0073 -0.0190 -0.0735
1970 -0.1010 0.0352 -0.0034 -0.00111 0.0543 -0.0459 0.0355 -0.0062 -0.0129 -0.0017
1971 -0.0907 0.0088 -0.0416 -0.0077 0.0327 -0.0351 0.0108 -0.0613 -0.0121 -0.0491
1972 0.0869 -0.0360 -0.0260 0.04L10 -0.0359 0.1119 -0.0279 -0.0351 0.0124 -0.1067
1973 0.1749 -0.0141 -0.0683 0.0125 -0.2166 0.1841 -0.0073 -0.0843 -0.0091 -0.2703
1974 0.0870 0.0176 -0.1315 -0.00!i3 -0.2413 0.1005 0.0215 -0.1348 -0.0139 -0.2707
1975 0.0021 0.0086 -0.0686 0.0190 -0.0602 0.0347 0.0142 -0.0733 0.0001 -0.1221
1976 0.0028 -0.0110 -0.0188 0.0103 -0.0004 -0.0391 -0.0025 -0.0352 -0.0092 -0.0028
1977 -0.0291 -0.0262 -0.0053 0.0091 0.0592 -0.0627 -0.0136 -0.0193 -0.0067 0.0504
1978 -0.0212 -0.0040 -0.0027 -0.00112 0.0144 -0.0427 -0.0058 -0.0058 -0.0209 0.0217
1979 -0.0363 -0.0108 0.0077 -0.0046 0.0503 -0.0644 -0.0028 -0.0096 -0.0099 0.0477
1980 -0.0482 -0.0053 -0.0290 -0.0003 0.0242 -0.0705 0.0022 -0.0460 -0.0059 0.0164
1981 0.0285 0.0074 -0.0252 -0.0027 -0.0637 -0.0147 0.0107 -0.0397 -0.0039 -0.0396
1982 0.0127 -0.0063 -0.0085 -0.00(11 -0.0150 -0.0220 0.0005 -0.0255 -0.0062 -0.0102
1983 0.0092 -0.0041 -0.0078 -0.0062 -0.0192 -0.0258 0.0030 -0.0158 -0.0123 -0.0053
1984 -0.0289 0.0013 -0.0342 0.2399 0.2332 0.0934 0.0191 0.0857 0.6899 0.6631

=::====::========2:2::::S::s=: 22 2 32 32 2232222S5:==:::::======:=:P:
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Appendix Table A4.7 cont'd

Sugar Border Price is ISA

D I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Copra Total Rice Corn Sugar Copra

----------------------------------------------------------------- _----------__------------

1960 -0.7088 -0.0158 0.0950 0.0247 0.8442 -0.3218 -0.0187 0.0419 -0.0033
1961 -0.0684 -0.0339 0.0715 -0.0086 0.1652 0.0107 -0.0198 -0.0015 -0.0360
1962 0.0269 0.0038 0.0616 -0.0006 0.0303 0.0541 0.0100 -0.0065 -0.0079
1963 -0.0298 0.0095 -0.0192 -0.0036 -0.0025 0.0090 0.0137 -0.0244 -0.0159
1964 -0.1097 -0.0111 0.0123 -O.0O27 0.1303 -0.044b -0.0007 -0.0051 -0.0179
1965 -0.1606 -0.0285 0.0752 -0.0185 0.2458 -0.0786 -0.0208 0.0433 -0.0230
1966 -0.1351 -0.0375 0.0720 -0.0140 0.2305 -0.0383 -0.0260 0.0478 -0.0213
1967 -0.0980 -0.0483 0.0692 -0.0079 0.2076 0.0010 -0.0305 0.0418 -0.0182
1968 -0.0447 -0.0427 0.0198 -0.0052 0.1020 0.0388 -0.0273 0.0039 -0.0173
1969 -0.0114 -0.0077 0.0097 -0.0149 0.0139 0.0317 -0.0013 0.0048 -0.0201
1970 -0.1125 0.0316 0.0190 -0.0091 0.0907 -0.0525 0.0323 0.0061 -0.0135
1971 -0.0930 0.0075 0.0172 -0.0079 0.0948 -0.0339 0.0104 -0.0038 -0.0122
1972 0.0856 -0.0351 -0.0197 0.0416 -0.0286 0.1128 -0.0269 -0.0377 0.0127
1973 0.1776 -0.0122 -0.0993 0.0131 -0.2517 0.1887 -0.0056 -0.1181 -0.0089
1974 0.0837 0.0142 -0.0904 -0.005b -0.1940 0.1010 0.0195 -0.0937 -0.0141
1975 -0.0019 0.0067 -0.0421 0.0180 -0.0288 0.0330 0.0118 -0.0586 0.0000
1976 0.0093 -0.0165 -0.0004 0.0082 0.0150 -0.0356 -0.0066 -0.0156 -0.0099
1977 -0.0258 -0.0292 0.0086 0.0084 0.0720 -0.0614 -0.0154 -0.0064 -0.0068
1978 -0.0225 -0.0027 -0.0009 -0.0078 0.0165 -00443 -0.0037 -0.0052 -0.0207
1979 -0.0390 -0.0055 -0.0067 -0.0041 0.0339 -0.0655 0.0009 -0.0315 -0.0097
1980 -0.0445 -0.0085 -0.0400 -0.0006 0.0124 -0.0663 -0.0002 -0.0506 -0.0061
1981 0.0459 -0.0037 0.0070 -0.0031 -0.0381 -0.0059 0.0022 -0.0080 -0.0041
1982 0.0220 -0.0191 0.0273 -0.0014 0.0229 -0.0183 -0.0089 0.0102 -0.0067
1983 0.0196 -0.0159 0.0187 -0.0075 0.0075 -0.0217 -0.0059 0.0075 -0.0129
1984 -0.0578 -0.0963 -0.2329 0.3014 0.2226 0.0717 -0.0541 -0.0634 0.7361

as::s :::---s=s==== == := == :s - --a …====s==: S ss:
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Appendix Table A4.8
Cumulative Foreign Exchange Effects

(as Ratia of Actual Export Earnings)

zzusuzz-=a::X:S-:::::::::::1:s:2::22:::=:22X2 22 2 2- 2222 … 2 223.2: -2:a:S ::::S:==s2

Sugar Border Price is XUP

D 1 R E C T T n A L
Rice Corn Sugar Cc:ra Total Rice Corn Sugar Copra Total

19MO -0.49 3 0.0096 -0.0107 0.0733 0.5482 -0.1876 0.0091 -0.0175 0.0114 0.1724
1961 -0.0549 -0.0255 -0.0191 -0.0003 0.0610 0.0276 -0.0179 -0.02?9 -0.0357 -0.0?53
1962 -0.0131 -0.0137 -0.0142 -0.0012 0.0114 0.0428 0.0109 -0.0227 -O.U091 -0.08 5
1963 -0.0240 0.0015 -0,0077 -0.0037 0.0111 0.0205 0.0155 -0.0111 -0.0170 -0.0042
964 -0.06S1 0.0043 -O.0118 0.0058 0.0548 -0.0014 0.0153 -0.01160 -0,0169 -O.04b9

1965 -0.0896 0.0036 -0.0138 -0.0108 ).0614 -0.0160 0.0071 -0.0160 -0.0201 -0.0273
1966 -0.0705 -0.0047 -0.U079 -0.0059 0.0614 0.0143 0.0021 -0.0129 -0.0185 -0.0478
1967 -0 .0436 -0.0107 -0.0087 -0.0151 ).0305 0.0421 -0.0003 -0.01413 -0,03:9 -o,.08;
1968 -0.0152 -0.0216 -0.0182 -0.0542 -0.0357 0.0644 -0.0109 -0.0318 -0.0447 -M.130
1969 0.0048 -0.0O60 -0.v049 -0.O 01 -O.0638 0.05:9 0.0064 -0.00E1 -0,,0440 -0.!!
1970 -0.1011 v.i?55 -0.0033 -O.i446 0.02?76 -0.02?5 0.0404 -0.0069 -0,0344 -0.0542
19?1 -0.0908 0.0043 -0.0416 -0.0429 0.0021 -0.0124 -0.0654 -?r350 -O.);9
1972 0.0495 -0.0404 -0.0260 -0.0114 -0.0465 0.1119 -0.0277 -0.0428 -0,0303 -0.15i:
1973 0.1670 -0.0244 -,)o.06e -0.0859 -0.2969 0.1877 0.0004 -0.0912 -0.0766 0.; i0
1974 ).1129 0.009b -0.192' -u.062,7 -0). 777 0.1293 0-0`20 -0.2225 -0,,0508 -0.4.47
1975 0.0186 0.0072 -0.0814 -0.0283 -0.1355 0.0595 0.0202 -0.1010 -002906 -0.2103
1976 -0.0054 -0.0110 -3 '.!988 -0.06.5 -1.0650 -0.0668 0.0017 -0.0375 -0'0540 -0.0i
1977 -0.044 -0.023 -0.3052 -0.0952 -. 00179 --0.0884 -0.4114 -0.0217 -O"3717 3.?oo4
1978 -0.0244 -0.0071 -0.00.7 -O.193 -0.1503 -O.0662 -0.0032 -0.0083 -0,1323 -0.0712o 
1979 -0.0433 -o142 0.,077 -0.0903 -0.0246 -,j. 0879 0.0000 -0.0129 -,06025 0. )!'
1960 -0Q,O: -Q.OIO -0:9090 -0.06:5 -0.0290 -0.0054 0.Q062 -3.;489 -v, 0408 -0.v'005
1981 ). I 96 0.A'41 -0. 252 -A.2521 -0.1011 -0.)376 0.uj1i3 -0.04.2 -X 02q1 -) 04Q!
1i82 0.00 ,!4 -0.0094 -0.OM85 -0.0581 -0.0627 -0.04 7 -O.0G1 -0.0275 -0 0754 -0.C13i1
199! O.,Ila - I. 1!b -O. J078 -oJ,O94 -0.1075 -0.0459 0.0'054 -0.0179 -0.3579 -. L:v;

1q84 -'.0!:59 0.0013 -0.0Z42 ('.2398 0.C32 0.,934 0.0101 ).0Q857 0.!390 0.6:.
2:=::::::::,::-::::=:::::::::_:::::::::=:=====::::
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Appendix Tible A4.8
(cont d)

:u,us3U223 SSz22223zzz:::z:ZS:23S32XSS::--SSSS:23u23Z23SuzS:2:22UZ22t2:2S:SS:S==:UZ2S:SS=2-S

Sugar Border Price is ISA

3 I R E C T T O T A L
Rice Corn Sugar Capra Total Rice Corn Sugar Copra Total

1960 -0.7099 -0.0153 0.0950 0.0247 OA.442 -0.2733 -0.0167 0.0620 -0.0114 0.3407
1961 -0.0744 -0.0407 0.0442 -0.0086 0.1506 0.0269 -0.0294 0.0556 -0.0385 0.0186
1962 -0.0091 -0.0101 0.1065 -0.0006 0.1251 0.0553 0.0134 0.0731 -0.0099 -(.`045
1963 -0.0250 0.001 0.0483 -0.0036 O.061 0.0231 0.0152 0.0192 -0.0170 -0.3371
1964 -0.1067 -0.0164 0.0217 -0.0027 0.1421 -0.0226 0.0019 -0.0021 -0.0196 -0.0011
1965 -0.1663 -0.0321 0.0751 -0.0195 0.2550 -0.0565 -0.0215 0.0372 -0.0244 O.Oqft
1966 -0.1443 -0.0433 0.0719 -0.0140 ).2455 -0.0170 -0.0271 0.0434 -0.0223 0.i642
1967 -0.1095 -0.0545 0.0691 -0.0252 0.2079 0.0193 -0.0291 0.0395 -0.0366 0.dl.5
108 -0.0489 -0.0493 0.0966 -0.0606 0.1343 0.0612 -0.0312 0.0603 -0.0471 -0.)1:S
19i9 -.3.0079 -O.dl63 0.0950 -0.0622 0.0470 0.0570 -0.0018 0.0604 -0.0451 -0.,Z;8
1970 -0.1118 0.0213 0.0657 -0.0456 0.1106 -0.0291 0.0369 0.0401 -0.0349 -0Q:c9
1971 -3.0928 0.0034 0.1142 -0.0431 0.1605 -0.0091 0.0103 0.0649 -0.0351 0O.J8b
1972 0.0513 -0.0395 0.0997 -0.0109 0.0761 M.1160 -0.0271 0.0549 -0.0302 -0.Q642
1973 0.16l7 -0.0228 0.l546 -V.o854 -v.0757 ).1924 0.0009 0.0516 -0.0765 -O.2tSl
1974 0.1086 0.003 0.1477 -0.0631 -0.0304 0.1293 0.0309 0.0444 -0.0509 -0.1:1?
1971 0.01!4 0.0049 0.0636 -0.0293 0.0139 0.0608 0.0195 0.001 -0.0297 -0.i024
1976 0.0016 -0.0169 0.0171 -0.0645 -0.0321 -0.0662 -0.0029 -0.0179 -0.0545 -0.00::
1977 -t'.0200 -0.0313 0.0086 -0.0959 -0.0359 -0.0868 -0.0131 -0.0099 -0.0718 0?
1979 -0.3279 -O.'059 -U.C09 -0.1929 -0.1499 -O.0665 -0.0011 -0.0079 -0.13;1 -u.0O24
1979 -0.041 -O.0093 -0.0067 -0.0897 -0.0400 -0.0913 0.0035 -0.0370 -0.06b2 -0.' i
liSO -G.04 -O.016 -0.0v64 -n.0629 -O.s.v05 -0.0947 0.0048 -0.0526 -0.0409 v
MI81 . -0).Ot71 0.0086 -0.oss -0.0755 -0.0:03 0.0)052 -0.0098 -0.03 -IJi;
I8i2 M.159 - o.0320 0.0273 -0.0595 -x.Ol61 - 3.t3Q5 -0.0102 0.081 -0.; 65 t
1963 0.0218 -'h.0;9 O.0187 -0.1007 -).0308 -^ 2 J -0.002 08.0d51 -0.u54 - .B
1984 -0.0578 -0.G9o6 -0.219 0.3014 0.22:6 0.;7!7 -O.0541 -0.0634 0.7361 0 ^ S

:s:::=s::::::=::=::::::::::2z :::::::::-::::::::::::_=:::::
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Appmndix Table A6.1
Nominal Transfers Out of H- and Into (+ Agriculture

(In million pesos at constant 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is XUP

OUTPUT PRICE RELATED TRANSFERS
Direct Transfers Total Transfers

Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Products Rice Corn SuIgar Copra All Proiducts

1960 885.47 496.31 -414.61 101.63 1463.41 -414.61 0.00 386.02 -621.91 -304.88 386.02 -926.79
1961 2274.59 617.60 214.27 552.30 3658.76 0.00 1642.76 505.31 -1,07.13 220.92 2368.99 -107.13
1962 -490.57 54.02 -973.69 -115.15 511.02 -1579.41 -1349.07 -162.07 -2390.14 -1496.92 0.00 -5380.20
1963 -335.97 150.82 -214.30 -104.83 150.82 -655.10 -1119.89 0.00 -16,07.25 -1362.78 0.00 -4089.92
1964 860.75 195.56 -599.96 -381.31 1056.31 -981.27 215.19 48.09 -1899.98 -1715.98 264.09 -3615.76
1965 1063.09 436.49 -785.02 271.97 177].55 -785.02 318.93 291.00 -1918.93 -1087.99 609.93 -3006.81
1966 1326.93 490.16 -772.17 -551.50 1817.09 -1323.67 612.43 343.11 -1458.54 -1286.84 955.54 -27'45.38
1967 710.61 348.85 -676.92 -351.93 10551.46 -1028.85 -304.55 149.51 -1692.31 -1319.75 149.51 -3316.61
1968 100.63 563.07 -974.78 -240.30 663.70 -1215.08 -1207.60 307.13 -2193.25 -1441.77 307.13 -4842.62
1969 105.88 437.01 -265.30 -78.45 542.89 -343.75 -1270.54 163.99 -1591.83 -1176.75 163.88 -4039.12
1970 103.30 102.61 -1802.79 -1301.72 205.91 -3104.51 -1136.28 -205.21 -3348.03 -2748.07 0.00 -7437.59
1971 3358.39 692.52 -1509.56 -604.14 4050.91 --2113.70 2450.72 395.73 -2947.23 -1678.17 2846.45 -4625.40
1972 1279.66 819.50 -1494.37 -639.41 2095'.16 -2133.79 150.55 532.68 -3138.17 -1406.70 683.23 -45,44.87
1973 -5155.10 -37.34 -2227.73 542.13 542.13 -7420.17 -6627.99 -298.75 -3449.39 -271.07 0.00 -10647.20
1974 -6153.66 -435.95 -9321.04 -2036.83 0.00 -.L7947.48 -9790.94 -1140.17 -12927.40 -4364.63 0.00 -27223.14
1975 -1502.16 0.00 -13792.90 -1881.11 0.00 -1L7176.17 -3884.89 -914.99 -20573.45 -3412.24 0.00 -28785.57
1976 1043.45 580.36 -2409.84 -235.75 1623.91 --2645.59 -844.70 -161.21 -5837.18 -1744.51 0.00 -8587.60
1977 -718.91 813.97 -1402.85 -2193.03 813.87 --4314.79 -3019.42 180.86 -3550.96 -4775.93 180.86 -11346.31
1978 -1599.85 618.68 341.64 -1465.44 960.32 --3065.29 -4205.32 -58.92 -1214.72 -4800.59 0.00 -10279.55
1979 -866.88 631.40 1595.00 -46.85 2226.40 -913.73 -3261.13 -26.31 162.76 -5528.62 162.76 -8916.06
1980 -2241.47 434.00 -1800.10 -3866.28 434.00 --7907.85 -4916.78 -274.10 -4295.94 -6976.11 0.00 -16452.93
1981 -1745.10 467.03 -3619.15 -2401.86 467.03 --7766.11 -4311.43 -254.74 -67'25.14 -4653.61 0.00 -15944.92
1982 1177.75 1095.85 -512.10 -2082.96 2273.60 190.64 -621.59 587.06 -2828.73 -4071.24 587.06 -7521.56
1983 316.49 512.54 -1181.69 -314.74 829.03 -1496.43 -1611.24 -106.04 -3502.10 -2421.08 0.00 -7640.46
1984 39.57 469.99 -138.97 -1955.48 509.56 --2094.45 -1938.96 -222.63 -1551.82 -6143.15 0.00 -9856.56
1995 2210.99 1151.13 -1609.52 -2719.71 3362.02 -4329.23 851.74 683.84 -269?7.29 -4380.00 1535.58 -7077.28
1996 130.11 1336.41 -2542.42 -1184.55 1466.52 --3726.97 -1059.44 1026.19 -34:34.61 -1904.99 1026.18 -6398.94
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Appendix Table A6.1 cont'd

Fertilizers Four-wheeled All Inputs
Direct Total Tractors Credit Direct Total
+ - + - Direct Total Direct Total + - + -

1960 4.91 -92.60 33.72 -48.46 4.91 -92.60 33.72 -48.46
1961 9.60 -118.67 55.22 -62.96 9.60 -118.67 55.22 -62.96
1962 24.20 -140.36 73.73 -70.76 24.20 -140.36 73.73 -70.76
1963 8.41 -83.33 21.88 -59.91 8.41 -83.33 21.88 -59.91
1964 10.26 -144.18 31.78 -79.32 10.26 -144.18 31.78 -79.32
1965 0.00 -187.15 0.00 -100.06 -54.99 -51.66 0.00 -242.14 0.00 -151.72
1966 0.00 -136.38 7.05 -99.89 -49.62 -45.54 0.00 -186.00 7.05 -145.43
1967 0.00 -337.69 0.00 -244.15 -87.81 -70.66 0.00 -425.50 0.00 -314.81
1968 0.00 -370.68 0.00 -248.60 -83.81 -59.71 0.00 -454.49 0.00 -308.31
1969 0.00 -324.23 0.00 -175.10 -61.50 -40.77 0.00 -385.73 0.00 -215.87
1970 10.34 -85.74 86.42 0.00 -44.38 -26.59 10.34 -130.12 86.42 -26.59
1971 82.09 -70.72 247.49 -45.75 -46.53 -23.18 82.09 -117.25 247.49 -68.93
1972 51.07 -50.54 205.06 -31.55 -78.89 -58.07 51.07 -129.43 205.06 -89.62
1973 92.96 -146.23 169.92 -68.86 -107.31 -92.67 103.05 108.64 196.01 -253.54 278.56 -161.53
1974 246.49 -246.27 565.15 -42.02 -106.92 -82.40 235.67 243.21 482.16 -353.19 808.36 -124.42
1975 342.34 -129.97 898.53 -59.23 -290.83 -253.78 174.51 177.11 516.85 -420.80 1075.64 -313.01
1976 0.00 -670.14 1.03 -408.42 -199.06 -188.36 442.86 446.17 442.86 -869.20 447.20 -596.78
1977 0.00 -501.62 41.66 -257.57 -157.34 -125.65 127.00 130.02 127.00 -658.96 171.68 -383.22
1978 7.08 -396.71 113.56 -119.04 -188.74 -163.93 103.56 106.65 110.64 -585.45 220.21 -282.97
1979 0.00 -452.38 63.57 -84.39 -107.22 -65.54 78.26 81.62 78.26 -559.60 145.19 -149.93
1980 100.43 -119.38 513.16 0.00 -65.22 -48.83 817.53 846.99 917.96 -184.60 1360.15 -48.83
1981 0.00 -188.49 345.74 -37.33 -50.72 -29.20 687.09 706.89 687.09 -239.21 1052.63 -66.53
1982 0.00 -647.53 0.00 -188.95 -42.10 -21.75 714.47 720.04 714.47 -689.63 720.04 -210.70
1983 0.00 -633.31 0.00 -256.57 -20.01 -3.11 549.12 559.32 549.12 -653.32 559.32 -259.68
1984 0.00 -350.80 0.00 -37.76 15.35 28.23 321.28 331.50 321.28 -335.45 331.50 -9.53

----------------- ----------------- ----------------- ---------- __----- ----- __---------- -----------------
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Appendix Table A6.1 cont'd

All Products and inputs Proportion to 6vA crops6livestock (X)
Direct Totali Direct Total

+ - net + - net t - net + - net

1960 1488.32 -507.21 981.11 419.74 -975,25 -555.51
1961 3668.36 -118.67 3549.69 2424.21 -170.09 2254.12
1962 78.22 -1719.77 -1641.55 73.73 -5458.,96 -5385.23
1963 159.23 -738.43 -579.20 21.88 -4149.83 -4127.95
1964 1066.57 -1125.45 -58.88 295.86 -3695.08 -3399.22
1965 1771.55 -1027.16 744.39 609.93 -3158.53 -2549.60
1966 1B17.09 -1509.67 307.42 962.59 -2890.81 -1928.22
1967 1059.46 -1454.35 -394.89 149.51 -3631.42 -3481.91 4.21 -5.78 -1.57 0.59 -14.43 -13.84
1968 663.70 -1669.57 -1005.87 307.13 -5150.93 -4943.80 2.56 -6.43 -3.87 1.18 -19.83 -19.65
1969 542.89 -729.48 -186.59 163.88 -4254.99 -4091.11 2.05 -2.75 -0.70 0.62 -16.06 -15.44
1970 216.25 -3234.63 -3018.38 86.42 -7464.18 -7377.76 0.79 -11.74 -10.96 0.31 -27.10 -26.79
1971 4133.00 -2230.95 1902.05 3093.94 -4694.33 -1600.39 14.10 -7.61 6.49 10.55 -16.01 -5.46
1972 2150.23 -2263.21 -112.98 888.29 -4634.49 -3746.20 6.99 -7.36 -0.37 2.89 -15.07 -12.18
1973 738.14 -7673.71 -6935.57 278.56 -10808.73 -10530.17 2.32 -24.07 -21.76 0.87 -33.91 -33.04
1974 482.16 -18300.67 -17818.51 808.36 -27347.56 -26539.20 1.40 -53.24 -51.84 2.35 -79.56 -77.21
1975 516.85 -17596.97 -17080.12 1075.64 -29098.58 -28022.94 1.39 -47.16 -45.78 2.88 -77.99 -75.10
1976 2066.67 -3514.79 -1448.12 447.20 -9184.39 -8737.18 5.16 -8.78 -3.62 1.12 -22.93 -'21.81
1977 940.87 -4973.75 -4032.88 352.54 -11729.53 -11376.99 2.23 -11.78 -9.55 0.84 -27.79 -26.95
1978 1070.96 -3650.74 -2579.78 220.21 -10562.52 -10342.31 2.41 -8.21 -5.80 0.50 -23.76 -'23.26
1979 2304.66 -1473.33 831.33 307.95 -8965.99 -8658.04 4.86 -3.11 1.75 0.65 -18.91 -18.26
1980 1351.96 -8092.45 -6740.49 1360.15 -16501.76 -15141.61 2.70 -16.16 -13.46 2.72 -32.96 -30.24
1981 1154.12 -8005.32 -6851.20 1052.63 -16011.45 -14958.82 2.21 -15.30 13.10 2.01 -30.61 -28.59
1982 2988.07 -498.99 2489.08 1307.10 '-7732.26 -6425.16 5.47 -0.91 4.56 2.39 -14.16 -11.77
1983 1378.15 -2149.75 -771.60 559.32 -7900.14 -7340.82 2.61 -4.08 -1.46 1.06 -14.98 -13.92
1984 830.84 -2429.90 -1599.06 331.50 '-9866.09 -9534.59 1.51 -4.42 -2.91 0.60 -17.95 -17.35
1985 3585.18 -4752.88 -1167.70 1783.47 -7295.48 -5512.01 6.27 -8.31 -2.04 3.12 -12.75 -9.63
1986 1466.52 -3926.06 -2459.54 1061.87 '-6439.95 -5378.08 2.46 -6.58 -4.12 1.78 -10.80 -9.02



Appendix rable A6.1 cont'd
----------------------------------------------------------------- __----------__--------.----------------------------------------------

NON PRICE TRANSFERS C(irect)
rax Revenues Infrastructure Resoarch Rgric'l.

with without with without and Support Total Non Price Transfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes, rural roads) (without other taxes. rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads * - not t - not

----------------------------------------------- _-------------------______--________________-------------------------------------------

1960 -300.2 -55.4 76.2 3.1 325.6 263.3 665.1 -300.2 364.9 592.0 -55.4 536.6
1961 -303.2 -61.8 85.5 3.2 253.4 316.7 655.6 -303.2 352.3 573.2 -61.8 511.5
1962 -261.1 -17.0 76.2 1.8 208.3 226.0 510.6 -261.1 246.4 439.1 -17.0 422.1
1963 -323.3 -17.6 555.3 508.2 248.4 172.3 976.1 -323.3 652.8 928.9 -17.6 911.3
1964 -352.3 -67.3 116.2 59.3 288.7 690.5 1095.1 -352.3 743.1 1038.5 -67.3 971.3
1965 -336.3 -49.1 351.1 280.6 304.3 322.7 978.1 -336.3 641.8 907.6 -49.1 858.5
1966 -372.0 -51.0 175.9 110.9 321.0 372.0 868.9 -372.0 196.9 803.9 -51.0 752.9
1967 -336.8 -55.8 163.2 112.6 291.4 371.7 826.1 -336.8 189.6 775.8 -55.8 720.0
1968 -478.9 -50.6 264.5 167.? 245.7 355.8 866.0 -478.9 387.1 769.2 -50.6 718.6
1969 -376.1 -49.7 470.1 376.1 269.1 422.5 1162.0 -376.1 785.9 1067.7 -49.7 1018.0
1970 -395.3 -51.1 726.7 517.2 2,13.9 417.3 1387.9 -395.3 992.6 1178.4 -51.1 1127.3 4'
1971 -421.2 -55.5 793.0 717.8 273.5 405.6 1472.1 -421.2 1047.9 1396.9 -55.5 1341.4
1972 -382.2 -43.9 1155.2 1096.4 314.7 413.2 1883.0 -382.2 1500.9 1824.2 -43.9 1780.4
1973 -430.5 -63.7 1668.9 1618.9 364.3 426.2 2159.3 -430.5 2028.8 2109.4 -63.7 2345.7
1974 -411.9 -61.4 1826.3 1796.2 490.4 557.7 2874.5 -411.9 2162.6 2844.3 -61.4 2782.9
1975 -412.1 -60.9 1801.6 1706.3 528.5 694.8 3024.9 -412.1 2612.8 2929.6 -60.9 2868.7
1976 -403.0 -69.5 1922.0 1823.5 656.2 607.1 3185.3 -403.0 2782.3 3086.8 -69.5 3017.3
1977 -538.5 -76.5 2507.6 2418.1 651.5 577.2 3736.3 -538.5 3197.8 3646.8 -76.5 3570.3
1978 -630.8 -83.2 3021.7 2938.4 653.9 673.9 1352.5 -630.8 3721.7 4266.3 -83.2 4183.1
1979 -670.6 -100.8 2917.0 2859.? 615.0 750.2 4312.3 -6?0.6 3641.7 4225.0 -100.8 4124.1
1980 -594.2 -115.5 2654.7 2576.4 659.4 800.4 4114.5 -591.2 3520.3 4036.2 -115.5 3920.7
1981 -804.4 -124.7 2655.5 2523.2 792.5 953.8 1401.8 -801.4 3597.4 1269.1 -124.7 4144.8
1982 -797.5 -72.6 2330.0 2160.8 731.6 908.7 3970.3 -797.5 3172.8 3801.1 -72.6 3728.5

----------------------------.-------------------.-----.--------- __-----------__---------------------------------------------------------



Rppendix Table A6.1 cont'd
----------------------------------------------------------------- __----------__------------------_---------------.---------------------

NON PRICE TRANSFERS (Total)
Tam Revernues Infrastructure Research Rgric'l.

with uithout with without and Support Total Mon Price Trarnsfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes. rural roads) (without other taxes, rural roads)
raxes taxes roads roads + - not + - net

----------------------------------------------------------------------- __----__-------------.-----------------------------------------

1960 -307.6 -56.8 78.1 3.2 333.6 269.7 681A -307.6 373.8 606.5 -56.8 519.?
1961 -303.5 -61.8 85.6 3.2 253.6 317.0 656.1 -303.5 352.6 5?3.7 -61.8 511.9
1962 -270.A -17.1 78.0 1.9 213.2 231.1 522.6 -270.1 252.3 119.5 -17.1 132.1
1963 -333.8 -18.2 573.1 521.7 256.5 17723 1007,8 -333.8 674.0 959.1 -18.2 940.9
1961 -358.9 -68.5 11A &fn4 9 1 ?P3A 1 i5.9 -35e.9 757.0 'w5 S
1965 -313.6 -50.2 358.7 286.8 310M9 329.? 999.1 -313.6 655.0 927,1 -50.2 877,2
1966 -391.0 -52.2 180.1 113.6 328.? 381.0 889.8 -381.0 508.9 823.3 -52.2 771.1 I
1967 -313.1 -56.6 166.2 ii.7 29G.9 3SM.7 8l1.? -313.1 198.? 790.2 -56.8 733.1
1968 -482.0 -50.S 266.2 168.8 247.3 358.1 871.6 -182.0 389.6 771.2 -50.9 723.3 4-

1969 -379.1 -50.2 474.1 379.4 27?. 126.2 1172.0 -379.1 792.6 1076.9 -50.2 1026.8 C
1970 -404.7 -52.1 744.0 529.5 21.9? 427.3 1121.0 -1o0.7 1016.3 1206.5 -52.1 1154.2
1971 -430.6 -56.3 804.9 728.6 277.6 4ll.7 1491.2 -130.6 1063.6 1117.9 -56.3 1361.6
1972 -390.2 -11.8 1179.5 1119.1 321.3 421.8 1922.5 -390.2 1532.3 1862.5 -11.8 1817.7
1973 -453.8 -67.1 1759.3 1706.6 381l.0 1l19.3 2592.5 -153.8 2138.7 2539.9 -67.1 2472.8
1971 -425.1 -63.3 1881.8 1853.7 506.1 575.6 2966.5 -425.1 2511.4 2935.3 -63.3 2872.0
1975 -118.3 -61.8 1828.1 1731.? 536.4 705.2 3070.0 -118.3 2651.7 2973.3 -61.8 2911.1
1976 -406.0 -70.0 1936.3 1837.1 661.1 611.6 3209.0 -406.0 2803.0 3109.8 -70.0 3039.8
1977 -551.3 -78.3 2567.3 2175.7 667.0 590.9 3825.2 -551.3 3273.9 3733.6 -79.3 3655.2
1978 -649.7 -85.7 3115.1 3026.3 673.1 694.1 1482.6 -649.7 3832.9 4393.8 -85.7 4308.1
1979 -699.1 -105.1 3073.1 2982.3 641.4 782.1 1497.1 -699.1 3797.8 1406.1 -105.1 1300.9
1980 -615.6 -119.6 2750.3 2669.2 683.2 829.3 1262.8 -615.6 3647.1 4181.6 -119.6 4062.0
1981 -827.6 -128.3 2732.1 2595.9 815.3 981.2 1528.6 -827.6 3701.0 1392.5 -128.3 4264.2
1982 -803.? -73.1 2318.2 21'7.6 '37.3 915.8 …… 3003.2 -803.0 3i9r.5 U.? -73.1 3757.6

…__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



Rppendix Table 6.1 cont'd
----------------------------------------------------------------- __----------__-------------------------------------------------

Proportion to GVR cropsSlivestock CX) Proportion to GNP (a)

Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfors Total Not Transfers Total Net rransfers Total Net TransforTotal Net Transfers
(mith other taxes Cmithout other taxes (mith other taxes (without other tax (with other taxes (without other taxes
and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads)

Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

1960 1346.01 -181.71 1517.71 -5.81 1.38 -0.19 1.56 -0.01
1961 3901.99 2606.72 1061.19 2766.02 3.75 2.50 3.90 2.66
1962 -1395.15 -5132.93 -1219.15 -4953.13 -1.27 -4.65 -1.11 -4.49
1963 73.60 -3453.95 332.10 -3187.05 0.06 -2.91 0.28 -2.69
1964 684.22 -2642.22 912.42 -2409.82 0.56 -2.17 0.75 -1.98
1965 1386.19 -1892.80 1602.89 -1671.40 1.08 -1.148 1.25 -1.31
1966 804.32 -1419.32 1060.32 -1157.12 0.60 -1.05 0.79 -0.86
1967 94.71 -2983.21 325.11 -2748.51 0.38 -11.86 1.29 -10.92 0.07 -2.11 0.23 -1.94
1968 -618.77 -4454.20 -287.27 -4120.50 -2.38 -17.15 -1.11 -15.86 -0.41 -2.98 -0.19 -2.75
1969 599.31 -3298.51 831.41 -3069.31 2.26 -12.45 3.14 -11.56 0.37 -2.05 0.52 -1.91
1970 -2025.78 -6361.46 -1891.08 -6223.56 -7.36 -23.10 -6.87 -22.60 -1.19 -3.75 -1.11 -3.67
1971 2949.95 -536.79 3243.15 -238.79 10.06 -1.83 11.06 -0.81 1.60 -0.29 1.76 -0.13
1972 1387.92 -2213.90 1667.42 -1928.50 4.51 -7.20 5.42 -6.27 0.71 -1.13 0.85 -0.99
1973 -4906.77 -8391.17 -4589.87 -8057.37 -15.39 -26.33 -11.40 -25.28 -2.34 -1.01 -2.19 -3.85
1974 -15355.91 -23997.80 -15035.61 -23667.20 -+4.67 -69.82 -13.74 -68.85 -6.90 -10.78 -6.75 -10.63
1975 -14467.32 -25371.24 -14211.42 -25111.54 -38.77 -68.00 -38.09 -67.30 -6.14 -10.76 -6.03 -10.65
1976 1334.18 -5934.18 1569.18 -5697.38 3.33 -14.82 3.92 -14.22 0.53 -2.37 0.63 -2.28
1977 -835.08 -8103.09 -462.58 -7721.79 -1.98 -19.20 -1.10 -18.29 -0.31 -3.03 -0.17 -2.89
1978 1141.92 -6509.11 1603.32 -6031.21 2.57 -14.64 3.61 -13.57 0.40 -2.28 0.56 -2.11
1979 4473.03 -4860.24 1955.13 -4357.14 9.43 -10.25 10.45 -9.19 1.47 -1.59 1.62 -1.13
1980 -3220.19 -11494.51 -2819.79 -11079.61 -6.43 -22.96 -5.63 -22.13 -1.01 -3.61 -0.89 -3.48
1981 -3253.80 -11257.82 -2706.40 -10691.62 -6.22 -21.52 -5.17 -20.44 -0.99 -3.41 -0.8Z -3.24
1982 5661.88 -3227.66 6217.58 -2667.56 10.37 -5.91 11.39 -1.89 1.69 -0.96 1.85 -0.80

----------------- _------------------------------------------------__---------__--------------------------------------------------
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Appendix Table A6.2
Real Transfers Out of (-) and Into (4) Agiriculture

(In million pesos at constant 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is XUP

OUTPUT PRICE RELATED TRANSFERS
Direct Transfers Total Transfers

Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Froducts Rice Corn Sugar Copra All lProducts
t-- + _

1960 801.34 484.09 -495.04 17.13 1302.5t -495.04 -207.20 356.88 -786.22 -487.45 356.88 -1480.87
1961 2097.70 580.61 -50.39 324.91 3003.22 -50.39 1411.46 458.59 -401.29 -36.41 1870.05 -437.70
1962 -452.50 61.53 -933.04 -79.40 61.53 -1464.94 -1433.68 -179.46 -2478.00 -1585.18 0.00 -5676.32
1963 -310.61 155.88 -187.88 -81.62 155.88 -580.11 -1278.71 -31.54 -1788.43 -1522.88 0.00 -4621.56
1964 816.00 184.89 -647.79 -427.89 1000.89 -1075.68 70.25 14.53 -2072.65 -1886.17 84.78 -3958.82
1965 990.58 420.87 -862.69 186.09 1597.54 -862.69 130.88 251.09 -2134.22 -1330.29 381.97 -3464.51
1966 1260.03 475.33 -851.48 -631.84 1735.36 -1483.32 418.48 300.59 -1681.82 -1514.66 719.07 -3196.48
1967 670.81 340.95 -715.74 -390.10 1011.76 -1105.84 -461.27 118.46 -1845.85 -1469.88 118.46 -3777.00
1968 63.18 557.35 -1010.46 -274.88 620.53 -1285.34 -1296.27 292.81 -2277.32 -1523.55 292.81 -5097.14
1969 75.18 431.11 -294.96 -101.64 506.29 -396.60 -1367.67 145.09 -1685.63 -1250.97 145.09 -4304.27
1970 146.66 114.97 -1743.39 -1249.99 261.63 -2993.38 -1244.82 -235.43 -3494.26 -2877.01 0.00 -7851.52
1971 3206.16 633.76 -1768.26 -791.78 3B39.92 -2560.04 2184.86 295.80 -3393,75 -2003.60 2480.66 -5397.35
1972 1210.89 802.53 -1597.23 -687.70 2013.42 -2284.93 -75.76 476.56 -3475.12 -1564.76 476.56 -5115.64
1973 -4880.28 13.09 -2009.78 691.14 704.23 -6890.06 -7009.57 -368.51 -3753.56 -478.38 0.00 *-11610.02
1974 -5627.08 -297.22 -B601.58 -1582.12 0.00 -16108.00 -8647.29 -1102.24 --12731.10 -4240.13 0.00 *-26720.76
1975 -1276.00 86.91 -13149.23 -1735.90 86.91 -16161.13 -3761.04 -867.41 -20220.97 -3332.71 0.00 -28182.13
1976 996.74 562.22 -2495.48 -272.05 1i58.96 -2767.53 -967.00 -208.82 -6060.85 -1840.17 0.00 -9076.84
1977 -721.72 813.12 -1405.44 -2196.16 813.12 -4323.32 -3270.65 113.14 -3782,88 -5056.11 113.14 -12109.64
1978 -1595.81 619.76 344.07 -1460.27 963.83 -3056.08 -4529.06 -144.63 -1408.83 -5214.91 0.00 -11297.43
1979 -819.78 644.36 1623.07 61.58 2329.01 -819.78 -3609.89 -122.24 -45.26 -6330.44 0.00 -10107.83
1980 -2113.73 468.34 -1680.54 -3717.79 468.34 -7512.06 -5134.90 -332.52 -4489.73 -7229.66 0.00 *-17186.81
1981 -1635.83 497.25 -3488.70 -2306.48 497.25 -7431.01 -4474.46 -300.02 -6920,40 -4796.08 0.00 -16490.96
1982 1083.29 1068.9B -633.16 -2186.86 21.52.27 -2820.02 -804.54 535.09 -3063,49 -4272.72 535.09 -8140.75
1983 293.91 505.38 -1208.92 -339.45 799.29 -1548.37 -1791.17 -163.28 -3718,99 -2617.90 0.00 -8291.34
1984 11.60 460.29 -158.87 -2014.51 4S71.89 -2173.38 -2263.64 -335.43 -1783.03 -6828.77 0.00 --11210.87
1985 2054.97 1096.81 -1733.30 -2909.69 3151.78 -4642.99 447.89 543.48 -3018,35 -4872.31 991.37 -7890.66
1986 65.62 1319.34 -2590.73 -1223.71 1384.96 -3814.44 -1459.00 920.59 -3734,00 -2147.39 920.59 -7340.39
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Appendix Table A6.2 cont'd

Fertilizers Four-wheeled All Inputs
Direct Total Tractors Credit Direct Total
+ - * - Direct Total Direct Total + - + -

1960 7.55 -85.27 42.34 -38.07 7.55 -85.27 42.34 -38.07
1961 20.32 -90.26 73.92 -42.11 20.32 -90.26 73.92 -42.11
1962 23.20 -145.48 79.02 -64.57 23.20 -145.48 79.02 -64.57
1963 8.14 -84.82 24.15 -52.67 8.14 -84.82 24.15 -52.67
1964 11.42 -138.68 35.05 -63.84 11.42 -138.68 35.05 -63.84
1965 0.00 -174.45 0.00 -72.50 -102.67 -107.73 0.00 -277.12 0.00 -180.23
1966 0.00 -129.41 10.04 -85.73 -112.70 -118.75 0.00 -242.11 10.04 -204.48
1967 0.00 -331.04 0.00 -222.54 -261.96 -282.38 0.00 -593.00 0.00 -504.92
1968 0.00 -364.43 0.00 -236.85 -270.81 -296.06 0.00 -635.24 0.00 -532.91
1969 0.00 -319.12 0.00 -162.22 -222.80 -244.76 0.00 -541.92 0.00 -406.98
1970 9.04 -90.99 99.83 0.00 -220.76 -241.71 9.04 -311.75 99.83 -241.71
1971 103.12 -60.50 287.28 -40.38 -277.87 -303.70 103.12 -338.37 287.28 -344.08
1972 56.33 -45.07 231.32 -28.39 -308.32 -333.23 56.33 -353.39 231.32 -361.62
1973 87.16 -169.56 193.66 -56.70 -412.09 -440.63 103.05 108.64 190.21 -581.65 302.30 -497.33
1974 211.15 -315.86 542.65 -43.39 -387.74 -420.02 235.67 243.21 446.82 -703.60 785.86 -463.41
1975 301.84 -143.56 876.95 -60.99 -604.44 -648.07 174.51 177.11 476.35 -748.00 1054.06 -709.06
1976 0.00 -658.70 4.77 -389.12 -277.95 -290.44 442.86 446.17 442.86 -936.65 450.94 -679.56
1977 0.00 -501.09 48.06 -227.65 -395.92 -434.19 127.00 130.02 127.00 -897.01 178.08 -661.84
1978 6.94 -397.36 150.54 -108.12 -379.65 -412.96 103.56 106.65 110.50 -777.01 257.19 -521.08
1979 0.00 -463.88 102.95 -59.71 -377.78 -429.82 78.26 81.62 78.26 -841.66 184.57 -489.53
1980 91.39 -135.93 546.15 0.00 -180.20 -200.98 817.53 846.99 908.92 -316.13 1393.14 -200.98
1981 0.00 -211.61 366.48 -31.79 -191.98 -216.98 687.09 706.89 687.09 -403.59 1073.37 -248.77
1982 0.00 -615.15 0.00 -186.22 -161.06 -182.21 714.47 720.04 714.47 -776.21 720.04 -368.43
1983 0.00 -626.47 6.44 -221.54 -129.17 -147.47 549.12 559.32 549.12 -755.64 565.76 -369.01
1984 0.00 -344.99 28.39 -13.46 -70.28 -84.03 321.28 331.50 321.28 -415.27 359.89 -97.49
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Appiendix Table A6.2 cont'd

All Products and inputs Proportion to IVA crops&Iivestock (Xl
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + - net + - net + - net

1960 1310.11 -580.31 729.80 399.22 -1518.94 -1119.72
1961 3023.54 -140.65 2882.89 1943.97 -479.81 1464.16
1962 84.73 -1610.42 -1525.69 79.C2 -5740.89 -5661.87
1963 164.02 -664.93 -500.91 24.15 -4674.23 -4650.08
1964 1012.31 -1214.36 -202.05 119.83 -4022.66 -3902.83
1965 1597.54 -1139.81 457.73 381.97 -3644.74 -3262.77
1966 1735.36 -1725.43 9.93 729.11 -3400.96 -2671.85
1967 1011.76 -1698.84 -687.08 118.46 -4281.92 -4163.46 4.02 -6.75 -2.73 0.47 -17.02 -16.55
1968 620.53 -1920.58 -1300.05 292.81 -5630.05 -5337.24 2.39 -7.39 -5.01 1.13 -21.68 -20.55
1969 506.29 -938.52 -432.23 145.09 -4711.25 -4566.16 1.91 -3.54 -1.63 0.55 -17.78 -17.23
1970 270.67 -3305.13 -3034.46 99.83 -8093.23 -7993.40 0.98 -12.00 -11.02 0.36 -29.39 -29.02
1971 3943.04 -2898.41 1044.63 2767.94 -5741.43 -2973.49 13.45 -9.89 3.56 9.44 -19.58 -10.14
1972 2069.75 -2638.32 -568.57 707.88 -5477.26 -4769.38 6.73 -8.58 -1.851 2.30 -17.81 -15.51
1973 894.44 -7471.71 -6577.27 302.30 -121.07.35 -11805.05 2.81 -23.44 -20.63 0.95 -37.98 -37.04
1974 446.82 -16811.60 -16364.78 785.86 -27184.17 -26398.31 1.30 -48.91 -47.61 2.29 -79.09 -76.80
1975 563.26 -16909.13 -16345.87 1054.06 -288191.19 -27837.13 1.51 -45.32 -43.81 2.82 -77.43 -74.61
1976 2001.82 -3704.18 -1702.36 450.94 -97'56.40 -9305.46 5.00 -9.25 -4.25 1.13 -24.36 -23.23
1977 940.12 -5220.33 -4280.21 291.22 -12771.48 -12480.26 2.23 -12.37 -10.14 0.69 -30.26 -29.57
1978 1074.33 -3833.09 -2758.76 257.19 -11818.51 -11561.32 2.42 -8.62 -6.21 0.58 -26.59 -26.01
1979 2407.27 -1661.44 745.83 184.57 -10597.36 -10412.79 5.08 -3.50 1.57 0.39 -22.35 -21.96
1980 1377.26 -7828.19 -6450.93 1393.14 -17387.79 -15994.65 2.75 -15.64 -12.89 2.78 -34.73 -31.'5
1981 1184.34 -7834.60 -6650.26 1073.37 -167'39.73 -15666.36 2.26 -14.98 -12.71 2.05 -32.00 -29.95
1982 2866.74 -3596.23 -729.49 1255.13 -8509.18 -7254.05 5.25 -6.59 -1.34 2.30 -15.59 -13.29
1983 1348.41 -2304.01 -955.60 565.7,S -8660.35 -8094.59 2.56 -4.37 -1.81 1.07 -16.42 -15.35
1984 793.17 -2588.65 -1795.48 359.89 -11308.36 -10948.47 1.44 -4.71 -3.27 0.65 -20.58 -19.92



Rppendix Table R6.2 cont'd

NON PRICE TRRNSFERs (Direct)
Tax Revenues Infrastructure Research Rgric'l.
with without mith without and Support Total Non Price Transfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes. rural roads) (without other taxes, rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads + - net + - not

------------------------------- _______--____-_______________-___------_____-_______-----_______________----___--_-___---------

1960 -300.2 -55.4 76.2 3.1 325.6 263.3 665.1 -300.2 364.9 592.0 -55.4 536.6
1961 -303.2 -61.8 85.5 3.2 253.4 316.7 655.6 -303.2 352.3 573.2 -61.8 511.5
1962 -264.1 -17.0 76.2 4.8 208.3 226.0 510.6 -264.1 246.4 439.1 -17.0 422.1
1963 -323.3 -17.6 555.3 508.2 248.4 172.3 976.1 -323.3 652.8 928.9 -17.6 911.3
1964 -352.3 -67.3 116.2 59.3 288.7 690.5 1095.4 -352.3 7143.1 1038.5 -67.3 971.3
1965 -336.3 -49.1 351.1 280.6 304.3 322.7 978.1 -336.3 641.8 907.6 -19.1 858.5
1966 -372.0 -51.0 175.9 110.9 321.0 372.0 868.9 -372.0 196.9 803.9 -51.0 752.9
1967 -336.8 -55.8 163.2 112.6 291.4 371.7 826.4 -336.8 489.6 775.8 -55.8 720.0
1968 -478.9 -50.6 261.5 167.7 245.7 355.8 866.0 -478.9 387.1 769.2 -50.6 718.6
1969 -376.1 -49.7 470.4 376.1 269.1 122.5 1162.0 -376.1 785.9 1067.7 -19.7 1018.0
1970 -395.3 -51.1 726.7 517.2 243.9 117.3 1387.9 -395.3 992.6 1178.1 -51.1 1127.3
1971 -424.2 -55.5 793.0 717.8 273.5 105.6 1472.1 -421.2 1047.9 1396.9 -55.5 1341.1
1972 -382.2 -43.9 1155.2 1096.4 311.7 113.2 1883.0 -382.2 1500.9 1824.2 -13.9 1780.4
1973 -130.5 -63.7 1668.9 1618.9 361.3 126.2 2459.3 -130.5 2028.8 2109.1 -63.7 2315.7
1974 -411.9 -61.4 1826.3 1796.2 490.4 557.7 2874.5 -111.9 2162.6 2844.3 -61.4 2782.9
1975 -412.1 -60.9 1801.6 1706.3 528.5 694.8 3024.9 -412.1 2612.8 2929.6 -60.9 2868.7
1976 -403.0 -69.5 1922.0 1823.5 656.2 607.1 3185.3 -103.0 2782.3 3086.8 -69.5 3017.3
1977 -538.5 -76.5 2507.6 2418.1 651.5 577.2 3736.3 -538.5 3197.8 3646.8 -76.5 3570.3
19?8 -630.8 -83.2 3021.7 2938.4 653.9 673.9 4352.5 -630.8 3721.7 1266.3 -83.2 4183.1
1979 -670.6 -100.8 2917.0 2859.7 615.0 750.2 4312.3 -670.6 3641.7 4225.0 -100.8 4124.1
1980 -591.2 -115.5 2654.7 2576.1 659.4 800.4 1114.5 -591.2 3520.3 4036.2 -115.5 3920.7
1981 -801.4 -121.7 2655.5 2523.2 792.5 953.8 4401.8 -801.1 3597.1 1269.4 -121.7 4114.8
1982 -797.5 -72.6 2330.0 2160.8 731.6 908.7 3970.3 -797.5 3172.8 3801.1 -72.6 3728.5

…---------------------------------------------------------------__-----------__------------------------------------------------



Appendix Table A6.2 cont'd

NON PRICE TRRtSFERS (Total)
Tax Rovenues Infrastructure Research Rgric'l.
with without with without and Support Total hon Price Transfers Total Mon Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes, rural roads) (without other taxes. rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads + - not + - net

1960 -307.6 -56.8 78.1 3.2 333.6 269.7 681.4 -307.6 373.8 606.5 -56.8 549.7
1961 -303.5 -61.8 85.6 3.2 253.6 317.0 656.1 -303.5 352.6 573.7 -61.8 511.9
1962 -270.4 -17M 78.0 4.9 213.2 231.4 522.6 -270.4 252.3 449.5 -17.4 432.1
1963 -333.8 -18.2 573.4 524.7 256.5 177.9 1007.8 -333.8 674.0 959.1 -18.2 940.9
1964 -358.9 -69.5 118.4 60.4 294.1 703.4 1115.9 -358.9 757.0 1057.9 -68E5 q q94
1965 -313.6 -50.2 358.? 286.8 3iu.s 329.7 999.4 -343.6 655.8 927.4 -50.2 877.2
1966 -381.0 -52.2 180.1 113.6 328.7 381.0 889.8 -381.0 508.9 823.3 -52.2 771.1
1967 -343.1 -56.8 166.2 114.7 296.9 3?7R? 841.? -343.1 d98.? .s0.2 -56.8 733.i U
1968 -482.0 -50.9 266.2 168.8 247.3 358.1 871.6 -482.0 389.6 774.2 -50.9 723.3 t
1969 -379.4 -50.2 474.4 379.4 271. 426.2 1172.0 -379.4 792.6 1076.9 -50.2 1026.8
1970 -404.7 -52.4 741.0 529.5 249.? 427.3 1421.0 -404.7 1016.3 1206.5 -52.4 1154.2
1971 -430.6 -56.3 804.9 728.6 277.6 411.7 1494.2 -130.6 1063.6 1417.9 -56.3 1361.6
1972 -390.2 -41.8 1179.5 1119.4 321.3 421.8 1922.5 -390.2 1532.3 1862.5 -44.8 1817.7
1973 -453.8 -67.1 1?59.3 1706.6 384.0 449.3 2592.5 -453.8 2138.7 2539.9 -67.1 2472.8
1974 -425.1 -63.3 1808.8 1853.7 506.1 575.6 2966.5 -425.1 2541.4 2935.3 -63.3 2872.0
1975 -418.3 -61.8 1828.4 1731.7 536.4 705.2 3070.0 -418.3 2651.7 2973.3 -61.8 2911.4
1976 -406.0 -70.0 1936.3 1837.1 661.1 611.6 3209.0 -406.0 2803.0 3109.8 -70.0 3039.8
1977 -551.3 -78,3 2567.3 2475.7 667.0 590.9 3825.2 -551.3 3273.9 3?33.6 -78.3 3655.2
1978 -649.7 -85.7 3115.1 3026.3 673.4 694.1 4482.6 -649.7 3832.9 4393.8 -85.7 4308.1
1979 -699.4 -105.1 3073.4 2982.3 641.4 782.4 4497.1 -699.1 3797.8 1406.1 -105.1 4300.9
1980 -615.6 -119.6 2750.3 2669.2 683.2 829.3 4262.8 -615.6 3647.1 4181.6 -119.6 4062.0
1981 -827.6 -128.3 2732.1 2595.9 815.3 981.2 4528.6 -827.6 3701.0 4392.5 -128.3 4264.2
1982 -803.7 -73.1 2348.2 2177.6 737.3 915.8 4001.2 -803.7 3197e5 3830.? -'3.1 3757.76



Appendix Table R6.2 cont'd

Proportion to GVR cropW&livestock (W) Proportion to GNP (X)

Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transftrs Total Not Transfers Total Net Transfers Total Het Transfers
(with other taxes (mithout other tax (with other taxes (without other taxes (with other taxes (without other taxes
and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads)
Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Diroct Total Direct Total

---------------------------------------------------------------- __-----------__------------------------------------------------------

1960 1094.7 -745.9 1266.4 -570.0 1.1 -0.8 1.3 -0.6
1961 3235.2 1816.8 3391.4 1976.1 3.1 1.7 3.3 1.9
1962 -1279.3 -5409.6 -1103.6 -5229.8 -1.2 -q.9 -1.0 -1.7

1963 151.9 -3976.1 110.1 -3709.2 0.1 -3.4 0.3 -3.1

1964 541.0 -3145.8 769.2 -2913.4 0.1 -2.6 0.6 -2.1

1965 1099.5 -2607.0 1316.2 -2385.6 0.9 -2.0 1.0 -1.9

1966 506.8 -2163.0 762.8 -1900.8 0.1 -1.6 0.6 -1.4

1967 -197.5 -3661.8 32.9 -3430.1 -0.8 -14.6 0.1 -13.6 -0.1 -2.6 .0 -2.4

1968 -913.0 -4947.6 -581.5 -1613.9 -3.5 -19.0 -2.2 -17.8 -0.6 -3.3 -0.4 -3.1 LJ

1969 353.7 -3773.6 585.8 -3539.4 1.3 -14.2 2.2 -13.4 0.2 -2.4 0.4 -2.2

1970 -2041.9 -6977.1 -1907.2 -6839.2 -7.4 -25.3 -6.9 -24.8 -1.2 -4.1 -1.1 -4.0

1971 2092.5 -1909.9 2386.0 -1611.9 7.1 -6.5 8.1 -5.5 1.1 -1.0 1.3 -0.9

1972 932.3 -3237.1 1211.8 -2951.7 3.0 -10.5 3.9 -9.6 0.5 -1.7 0.6 -1.5

1973 -1518.5 -9666.1 -4231.6 -9332.3 -14.3 -30.3 -13.3 -29.3 -2.2 -4.6 -2.0 -1.5

1971 -13902.2 -23856.9 -13581.9 -23526.3 -10.4 -69.4 -39.5 -68.4 -6.2 -10.7 -6.1 -10.6

1975 -13733.1 -25185.1 -13177.2 -24925.7 -36.8 -67.5 -36.1 -66.8 -5.8 -10.7 -5.7 -10.6

1976 1079.9 -6502.5 1311.9 -6265.7 2.7 -16.2 3.3 -15.6 0.1 -2.6 0.5 -2.5

1977 -1082.4 -9206.1 -709.9 -8825.1 -2.6 -21.8 -1.? -20.9 -0.4 -3.4 -0.3 -3.3

1978 962.9 -7?28.4 1424.3 -7253.2 2.2 -17.4 3.2 -16.3 0.3 -2.7 0.5 -2.5

1979 1387.5 -6615.0 1869.9 -6111.9 9.3 -14.0 10.3 -12.9 1.4 -2.2 1.6 -2.0

1980 -2930.6 -12317.5 -2530.2 -11932.6 -5.9 -21.7 -5.1 -23.8 -0.9 -3.9 -0.8 -3.7

1981 -3052.9 -11965.1 -2505.5 -11402.2 -5.8 -22.9 -4.8 -21.8 -0.9 -3.6 -0.8 -3.5

1982 2143.3 -4056.6 2999.0 -3196.5 1.5 -7.4 5.5 -6.4 0.7 -1.2 0.9 -1.0
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - --_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -- - - - - --__ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - -_ __ - - - - - - - --__ _ _ -_ -_ _ - _ -_ _ . - -_-_ _ -_ _ -_ - -_-_ -_ -_ _ -_ -__ -_ _ -_ - -__ --_ ._ -__ _ -_ .- _ - -_ -
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Appendix Table A6.3
Nooinal 1'ransfers Out of (-) and Into (41 Agriculture

:iIn million pesos at constant 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is ISO

OJTPUT PRICE RELATED TRANSFERS
Direct Transfers Tot.al Transfers

Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Produacts Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Products
4. - -

1960 885.47 496.31 1140.18 101.63 262';.59 0.00 0.00 386.02 932.8; -304.88 1318.89 -304.88
1961 2274.59 617.60 2249.81 552.30 5694.30 0.00 1642.76 505.31 2035.54 220.92 4404.53 0.00
1962 -490.57 54.02 1622.82 -115.15 1676.84 -605.72 -1349.07 -162.07 1081.88 -1496.92 1081.88 -3008.06
1963 -335.97 150.82 -2250.15 -104.83 150.82 *-2690.95 -1119.89 0.00 -4071.695 -1362.78 0.00 -6554.36
1964 860.75 195.56 -699.96 -381.31 1056.31 -1081.27 215.19 48.89 -1899.88 -1715.88 264.08 -3615.76
1965 1063.09 436.49 1831.71 271.97 3603.26 0.00 318.93 291.00 1308.36 -1087.88 1918.29 -1087.88
1966 1326.93 490.16 2659.70 -551.50 4476.79 -551.50 612.43 343.11 2402.31 -1286.84 3357.85 -1286.84
1967 710.61 348.85 2623.07 -351.93 3682.53 -351.93 -304.55 149.51 2369.23 -1319.75 2518.74 -1624.30
1968 100.63 563.07 2518.18 -240.30 3181.88 -240.30 -1207.60 307.13 2193.25 -1441.77 2500.38 -2649.37
1969 105.88 437.01 2653.04 -78.45 3195.93 -78.45 -1270.54 163.88 1857.13 -1176.75 2021.01 -2447.29
1970 103.30 102.61 1888.63 -1301.72 2094.54 -1301.72 -1136.28 -205.21 944.32 -2748.07 944.32 -4089.56
1971 3358.39 692.52 1509.56 -604.14 5560.47 -604.14 2450.72 395.73 934.49 -1678.17 3780.94 -1678.17
1972 1279.66 819.50 -672.47 -639.41 2099.16 -1311.88 150.55 532.68 -1942.68 -1406.70 683.23 -3349.38
1973 -5155.10 -37.34 -2658.90 542.13 542.13 -'7851.34 -6627.99 -298.75 -4024.29 -271.07 0.00 -11222.10
1974 -6153.66 -435.95 -14647.36 -2036.83 0.00 -23273.80 -8790.94 -1140.17 -19:252.39 -4364.63 0.00 -33548.13
1975 -1502.16 0.00 -6490.78 -1881.11 0.00 -9874.05 -3894.89 -914.99 -11532.72 -3412.24 0.00 -19744.84
1976 1043.45 580.36 -481.97 -235.75 1623.81 -717.72 -844.70 -161.21 -3266.68 -1744.51 0.00 -6017.10
1977 -718.91 813.87 526.07 -2193.03 1339.94 -2911.94 -3019.42 180.86 -1052.14 -4775.93 180.86 -8847.49
1978 -1599.85 618.68 835.12 -1465.44 1453.80 -3065.29 -4205.32 -58.92 -493.48 -4800.59 0.00 -9558.31
1979 -866.88 631.40 1074.18 -46.85 1705.58 -913.73 -3261.13 -26.31 -455.71 -5528.b2 0.00 -9271.77
1980 -2241.47 434.00 -6971.80 -3866.28 434.00 -13079.55 -4916.78 -274.10 -11:I14.87 -6976.11 0.00 -23281.8b
1981 -1745.10 467.03 -1404.45 -2401.86 467,03 -5551.41 -4311.43 -254.74 -3916.25 -4653.61 0.00 -13136.03
1982 1177.75 1095.85 2682.42 -2082.96 4956.02 -2082.96 -621.59 5B7.06 1341.21 -4071.24 1928.27 -4692.93
1983 316.49 512.54 2019.62 -314.74 2848.65 -314.74 -1611.24 -106.04 408.22 -2421.08 408.22 -4138.36
1984 39.57 469.99 1470.75 -1955.48 19804,31 -1955.48 -1938.96 -222.63 289.52 -6143,15 289.52 -81304.74
1985 2210.89 1151.13 1857.14 -2719.71 5219.16 -2719.71 851.74 683.84 14141.50 -4380.00 2977.08 -4380.00
1986 130.11 1336.41 1147.11 -1184.55 2613.63 -1184.55 -1059.44 1026.18 778.15 -1904.89 1804.33 -2964.33
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Appendix Table A6.3

Fertilizers Four-wheeled All Inputs
Direct Total Tractors Credit Direct Total
+ - + - Direct Total Direct Total + - 4.

------------------------------------------------------------------------ __---__----------------_.-------------

1960 4.94 -93.24 33.91 -48.73 4.94 -93.24 33.91 -48.73
1961 9.71 -120.10 55.79 -63.62 9.71 -120.10 55.79 -63.b2
1962 24.35 -141.23 73.99 -71.00 24.35 -141.23 73.99 -71.00
1963 8.39 -83.22 21.85 -59.83 8.39 -83.22 21.85 -59.83
1964 10.26 -144.18 31.78 -79.32 10.26 -144.18 31.78 -79.32
1965 0.00 -188.49 0.00 -100.55 -55.38 -51.91 0.00 -243.87 0.00 -152.46
1966 0.00 -137.93 7.12 -100.82 -50.19 -45.96 0.00 -18B.12 7.12 -146.78
1967 0.00 -348.97 0.00 -250.54 -90.74 -72.50 0.00 -439.71 0.00 -323.04
1968 0.00 -382.84 0.00 -254.70 -B6.55 -61.18 0.00 -469.39 0.00 -315.88
1969 0.00 -330.01 0.00 -177.47 -62.60 -41.33 0.00 -392.61 0.00 -218.80
1970 10.47 -86.84 0.00 87.26 -44.95 -26.84 10.47 -131.79 0.00 60.42
1971 82.85 -71.37 228.03 -46.07 -46.95 -23.34 82.85 -118.32 228.03 -69.41
1972 32.39 -50.63 205.28 -31.58 -79.03 -58.13 32.39 -129.66 205.28 -89.71
1973 92.91 -146.15 169.87 -68.84 -107.25 -92.64 103.00 108.60 195.91 -253.40 278.47 -161.48
1974 246.23 -246.00 564.65 -41.98 -106.81 -82.33 235.42 243.00 481.65 -352.81 807.65 -124.31
1975 343.10 -130.26 899.81 -59.31 -291.48 -254.15 174.89 177.36 517.99 -421.74 1077.17 -313.4b
1976 0.00 -671.79 1.03 -409.13 -199.55 -188.68 443.96 446.93 443.96 -871.34 447.96 -597.81
1977 0.00 -503.89 41.81 -258.49 -158.05 -126.10 127.57 130.48 127.57 -661.94 172.29 -384.59
1978 7.09 -397.35 113.71 -119.20 -189.05 -164.15 103.73 106.79 110.82 -586.40 220.50 -283.35
1979 0.00 -451.82 63.47 -84.26 -107.09 -65.43 78.17 81.49 78.17 -558.91 144.96 -149.69
19B0 100.04 -118.91 511.72 0.00 -64.97 -4B.70 814.35 844.61 914.39 -183.88 1356.33 -48.70
1981 0.00 -188.92 346.23 -37.39 -50.84 -29.24 688.64 707.90 688.64 -239.76 1054.13 -66.63
1982 0.00 -655.47 0.00 -235.23 -42.62 -21.94 723.23 726.37 723.23 -698.09 726.37 -257.17
1983 0.00 -637.96 0.00 -257.92 -20.1b -3.12 553.15 562.26 553.15 -658.12 562.26 -261.04
1984 0.00 -353.43 0.00 -37.97 15.47 28.38 323.69 333.32 323.69 -337.96 333.32 -9.59

---------------------------------------------------------------- _ ____-__-_-__ _____----------..-__- __________
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Appendix Table A6.3 cont'd

All Products and inputs Proportion tio BVA crops&livestock (1)
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + - net + - net + - net

1960 2628.53 -93.24 2535.29 1352.B0 -353.bl 999.19
1961 5704.01 -120.10 5583.91 4460.32 -63.62 4396.70
1962 1701.19 -746.95 954.24 1155.E17 -3079.06 -1923.19
1963 159.21 -2774.17 -2614.96 21.85 -66514.19 -6592.34
1964 1066.57 -1225.45 -158.88 295.8E6 -3595.08 -3399.22
1965 3603.26 -243.87 3359.39 1918.29 -1240.34 677.95
1966 4476.79 -739.62 3737.17 3364.97 -1433.b2 1931.35
1967 3682.53 -791.64 2890.89 2518.74 -1947.34 571.40 14.64 -3.15 11.49 10.01 -7.74 2.27
1968 3181.88 -709.69 2472.19 2500.38 -2965.25 -464.B7 12.25 -2.73 9.52 9.63 -11.42 -1.79
1969 3195.93 -471.06 2724.87 2021.01 -2b66.09 -645.08 12.06 -1.78 10.28 7.63 -10.06 -2.43
1970 2105.01 -1433.51 671.50 944.32 -4029.14 -3084.82 7.64 -5.20 2.44 3.43 -14.63 -11.20
1971 5643.32 -722.46 4920.86 4008.97 -1747.58 2261.39 19.25 -2.46 16.79 13.67 -5.96 7.71
1972 2131.55 -1441.54 690.01 888.51 -3439.09 -2550.58 6.93 -4.69 2.24 2.89 -11.18 -8.29
1973 738.04 -8104.74 -7366.70 278.47 -113i83.58 -11105.11 2.32 -25.43 -23.11 0.87 -35.71 -34.84
1974 481.65 -23626.61 -23144.96 807.65 -33672.44 -32864.79 1.40 -68.74 -67.33 2.35 -97.96 -95.61
1975 517.99 -10295.79 -9777.80 1077.17 -20058.30 -1898113 1.39 -27.59 -26.21 2.89 -53.76 -50.87
1976 2067.77 -1589.06 478.71 447.96 -6b14.91 -6166.95 5.16 -3.97 1.20 1.12 -16.52 -15.40
1977 1467.51 -3573.88 -2106.37 353.15 -9232.08 -8878.93 3.48 -8.47 -4.99 0.84 -21.87 -21.04
1978 1564.62 -3651.69 -2087.07 220.5) -9841.66 -9621.16 3.52 -8.21 -4.69 0.50 -22.14 -21.64
1979 1783.75 -1472.64 311.11 144.9% -9421.46 -9276.50 3.76 -3.11 0.66 0.31 -19.87 -19.57
1980 1348.39 -13263.43 -11915.04 1356.33i -23330.56 -21974.23 2.69 -26.49 -23.80 2.71 -46.60 -43.89
1981 1155.67 -5791.17 -4635.50 1054.13i -13202.66 -12148.53 2.21 -11.07 -8.86 2.01 -25.24 -23.22
1982 5679.25 -2781.05 2898.20 2654.64 -4950.00 -2295.36 10.40 -5.09 5.31 4.86 -9.07 -4.20
1983 3401.80 -972.86 2428.94 970.411 -4399.40 -3428.92 6.45 -1.84 4.61 1.84 -8.34 -6.50
1984 2304.00 -2293.44 10.56 622.84 -8314.33 -7691.49 4.19 -4.17 0.02 1.13 -15.13 -14.00



Appendix Table R6.3 cont'd
-- _____-----------------------_____---__---------__--------------__----------__--------------------------------------------------------

NON PRICE TRANSFERS (Direct)
Tam Revenues Infrastructure Research Agric'l.

with without with without and Support rotal Non Price Transfers rotal Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes. rural roads) (without other taxes. rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads + - not + - not

1960 -302.3 -55.8 76.7 3.1 327.9 265.1 669.8 -302.3 367.4 596.1 -55.8 540.3
1961 -306.9 -62.5 86.5 3.2 256.1 320.5 663.5 -306.9 356.6 580.1 -62.5 517.6
1962 -265.8 -17.1 76.7 4.8 209.6 227.4 513.7 -265.8 247.9 411.8 -17.1 421.7
1963 -322.9 -17.6 551.6 507.5 248.1 172.1 974.9 -322.9 652.0 927.8 -17.6 910.2
1964 -352.3 -67.3 116.2 59.3 288.7 690.5 1095.4 -352.3 743.1 1038.5 -67.3 971.3
1965 -338.7 -19.5 353.6 282.6 306.5 325.0 985.1 -338.7 646.4 914.1 -49.5 861.6
1966 -376.2 -51.6 177.9 112.2 324.6 376.2 878.8 -376.2 502.5 813.0 -51.6 761.5
1967 -348.1 -57.7 168.6 116.4 301.2 384.2 854.0 -34e.1 505.9 801.7 -57.7 741.1 I
1968 -194.6 -52.3 273.2 173.2 253.7 367.5 894.4 -491.6 399.8 794.5 -52.3 742.2 U
1969 -382.8 -50.6 478.8 382.8 273.9 430.1 1182.7 -382.8 799.9 1086.8 -50.6 1036.2
1970 -400.3 -51.8 736.0 523.8 247.0 422.7 1405.7 -400.3 1005.4 1193.5 -51.8 1141.?
1971 -428.1 -56.0 800.3 724.4 276.0 409.4 1485.6 -428.1 1057.5 1409.7 -56.0 1353.8
1972 -382.8 -43.9 1157.3 1098.3 315.2 413.9 1886.3 -382.8 1503.5 1827.4 -43.9 1783.5
1973 -430.2 -63.6 1667.9 1618.0 361i.1 426.0 2457.9 -430.2 2027.7 2408.0 -63.6 2341.4
1974 -411.5 -61.3 1824.4 1794.3 489.9 557.1 2871.4 -411.5 2459.9 2841.3 -61.3 2780.0
1975 -413.1 -61.1 1805.6 1710.1 529.7 696.4 3031.6 -413.1 2618.6 2936.1 -61.1 2875.1
1976 -404.0 -69.6 1926.7 1828.0 657.8 608.6 3193.1 -401.0 2789.2 3094.4 -69.6 3021.7
1977 -541.0 -76.9 2519.0 2129.1 654.4 579.8 3753.2 -541.0 3212.3 3663.3 -76.9 3586.4
1978 -631.8 -83.3 3029.5 2943.2 654.9 675.0 1359.5 -631.8 3727.7 4273.1 -83.3 4189.8
1979 -669.8 -100.7 2943.4 2856.2 614.3 749.3 4306.9 -669.8 3637.1 4219.7 -100.7 4119.0
1980 -591.9 -115.0 2614.4 2566.3 656.8 797.3 1098.5 -591.9 3506.6 4020.5 -115.0 3905.5
1981 -806.2 -125.0 2661.5 2528.9 794.3 955.9 4411.7 -806.2 3605.5 4279.1 -125.0 1151.1
1982 -807.3 -73.4 2358.6 2187.3 740.5 919.9 1019.0 -807.3 3211.7 38,47.7 -73.4 3771.2

…-- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -.-- -- - - - -1-- - - -. …-- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -



Rppendix Table A6.3 cont'd
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________--______.

MON PRICE TRANSFERS (Total)
Tax Revonues Infrastructure Research Agric'l.

with mithout with without and Support Total Non Price Transfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with other taxes. rural roads) (without other taxos, rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads + - not + - not

1960 -309.3 -57.1 78.5 3.2 335.4 271.2 685.2 -309.3 375.9 609.8 -57.1 552.7
1961 -306.6 -62.4 86.5 3.2 256.2 320.3 662.9 -306.6 356.3 579.7 -62.1 517.2
1962 -271.3 -17.5 78.3 4.9 211.0 232.2 521.5 -271.3 253.1 451.0 -17.5 433.6
1963 -333.3 -18.2 572.6 524.0 256.2 177.7 1006.5 -333.3 673.2 957.8 -18.2 939.7
1964 -358.9 -68.5 118.14 60.1 291.1 703.4 1115.9 -358.9 757.0 107 =9 -68 5 989.i
19DJ -3;5.3 -50.5 360.5 Z88.1 312.5 331.3 1001.3 -345.3 659.0 931.9 -50.5 881.5
1966 -384.5 -52.7 181.8 111.6 331.8 384.5 8'38.1 -381.5 513.6 830.9 -52.? 778.2
196? -352.0 -58.3 170.6 1jt7 7304=S 3°8E.6 863.8 -352.0 S;. IV r ..... 810.9 -58.a 752.6 U.
1968 -493.9 -52.2 272.8 173.0 253.3 366.9 893.0 -493.9 399.2 793.2 -52.2 711.0 (1
1969 -384.5 -50.8 480.9 381.5 275.1 132.0 1197.9 -381.5 803.4 1091.5 -50.8 1040.7
1970 -408.6 -52.9 751.3 534.7 252.1 131.5 1134.9 -408.6 1026.2 1218.3 -52.9 1165.4 1
1971 -433.6 -56.7 910.6 733.7 279.5 114.6 1504.7 -133.6 1071.0 1427.9 -56.7 1371.1
1972 -390.6 -44.8 1180.7 1120.6 321.6 122.3 1921.6 -390.6 1534.0 1864.5 -44.8 1819.6
1973 -453.7 -67.1 1758.7 1706.1 383.9 149.2 2591.8 -453.7 2138.1 2539.1 -67.1 2472.0
1974 -424.7 -63.3 1883.1 1852.0 505.6 575.1 2963.8 -424.7 2539.1 2932.7 -63.3 2869.5
1975 -418.9 -61.9 1831.0 1734.2 537.2 706.2 3074.1 -118.9 2655.5 2977.5 -61.9 2915.6
1976 -406.7 -70.1 1939.7 1810.2 662.3 612.6 3211.6 -406.7 2807.9 3115.1 -70.1 3045.0
19?? -553.3 -78.6 2576.5 2484.5 669.3 593.0 3838.9 -553.3 3285.6 3746.9 -78.6 3668.3
1978 -650.5 -85.8 3119.2 3030.3 674.3 695.0 1488.5 -650.5 3838.0 4399.6 -85.8 4313.8
1979 -698.3 -105.0 3068.5 2977.6 640.4 781.1 1190.0 -698.3 3791.8 1399.1 -105.0 4291.1
1980 -613.9 -119.3 2742.6 2661.7 681.3 826.9 1250.8 -613.9 3636.9 4169.9 -119.3 4050.6
1981 -828.7 -128.5 2736.0 2599.7 816.5 982.6 1535.1 -828.7 3706.1 1398.8 -128.5 4270.3
1982 -810.8 -73.8 2368.8 2196.8 743.7 923.9 1036.4 -810=. 3225.6 3861.1 -73.8 3790.6

…_________________________________________________________--_______ ____________________-_________-_________-________________________



Rppondix Table R6.3 cont'd
----------------------------------------------------------------- __----------__------------------------------------------

Proportion to GYR cropsAlivestock (C) Proportion to GNP (X)

Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Net TransfersTotal Net Tran
(with other taxes (without other taxes (with other taxes (without other tax (with other taxes (mithout other
and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural ro

Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

1960 2902.69 1375.09 3075.59 1551.89 2.99 1.41 3.16 1.60
1961 59S0.51 4753.00 6101.S1 1913.90 5.71 4.57 5.86 4.72
1962 1202.11 -1670.09 1378.91 -1489.59 1.09 -1.51 1.25 -1.35
1963 -1962.96 -5919.14 -1?04.76 -5652.64 -1.66 -4.99 -1.41 -1.77
1964 584.22 -2642.22 812.42 -2409.82 0.8 -2.1? 0.67 -1.98
1965 D005.79 1336.95 1223.99 1559.15 3.13 1.01 3.30 1.22
1966 4239.67 2i444.95 1498.67 2709.55 3.15 1.82 3.34 2.01
196? 3396.79 1083.10 3634.99 1321.00 13.50 4.30 14.45 5.26 2.420 0.77 2.5? 0.94
1968 2871.99 -65.67 3214.39 276.13 11.06 -0.25 12.38 1.06 1.92 -0.04 2.15 0.18 Ln
1969 3521.77 158.32 3761.07 395.62 13.30 0.60 14.19 1.49 2.20 0.10 2.34 0.25
1970 1676.90 -2058.62 1813.20 -1919.42 6.09 -7.47 6.58 -6.97 0.99 -1.21 1.07 -1.13
1971 5978.36 3332.39 6274.66 3632.49 20.39 11.37 21.10 12.39 3.25 1.81 3.11 1.98
1972 2193.51 -1016.58 2473.51 -730.98 7.13 -3.31 8.04 -2.38 1.12 -0.52 1.26 -0.37
1973 -5339.00 -8967.01 -5022.30 -8633.11 -16.75 -28.13 -15.76 -27.08 -2.55 -4.28 -2.40 -1.12
1974 -20685.06 -30325.69 -20364.96 -29995.29 -60.18 -88.23 -59.25 -87.26 -9.29 -13.62 -9.15 -13.17
19?5 -7159.20 -16325.63 -6902.70 -16065.53 -19.19 -43.75 -18.50 -13.06 -3.01 -6.93 -2.93 -6.81
1976 3267.91 -3359.05 3503.41 -3121.95 8.16 -8.39 8.75 -7.79 1.31 -1.34 1.40 -1.25
19?7 1105.93 -5593.33 1180.03 -5210.63 2.62 -13.25 3.51 -12.35 0.41 -2.09 0.55 -1.95
19?8 1640.63 -5783.16 2102.73 -5307.36 3.69 -13.01 4.73 -11.94 0.57 -2.02 0.74 -1.86
1979 3948.21 -5484.70 4430.11 -4982.40 8.33 -11.57 9.34 -10.51 1.29 -1.80 1.45 -1.63
1980 -8408.44 -18337.33 -8009.54 -17923.63 -16.80 -36.63 -16.00 -35.80 -2.61 -5.76 -2.51 -5.63
1981 -1030.00 -8442.13 -481.40 -7878.23 -1.97 -16.14 -0.92 -15.06 -0.31 -2.56 -0.15 -2.39
1982 6109.90 930.24 6672.40 1495.24 11.19 1.70 12.22 2.74 1.82 0.28 1.99 0.1l5

…---------------------------------------------------.-----------------__-----__-------------------------------------------
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Appendix Table A6.4
Real Transfers Out of (-) and Into (+) Agricultujre

(In sillion pesos at constant 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is ISO

OUTPUT PRICE RELATED TRANSFERS
Direct Transfers l'otal 'rransfers

Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Products Rice Corn Sugar Copra All Products
+ +_

19b0 779.57 480.93 1093.17 -4.73 2353.67 -4.73 -230.12 353.66 841,63 -507.64 1195.29 -737.76
1961 2069.75 574.77 2137.44 288.99 '5070.95 0.00 1380.11 452.26 1903.96 -71.28 3736.33 -71.28
1962 -481.00 55.91 1627.71 -106.16 1683.62 -587.16 -1453.28 -183.49 1026,73 -1605.62 1026.73 -3242.39
1963 -304.31 157.14 -2204.38 -75.86 157.14 -2584.55 -1270.95 -29.99 -4307.95 -1515.06 0.00 -7123.95
1964 816.00 184.89 -748.82 -427.89 1000.8'? -1176.71 70.25 14.53 -2072,65 -1886.17 84.78 -3958.82
1965 962.67 414.86 1792.81 153.04 3323.313 0.00 107.73 246.18 1215.68 -1360.12 1569.59 -1360.12
1966 1214.16 465.16 2623.24 -686.91 4302.56S -686.91 373.18 290.66 2323.61 -1567.86 2987.45 -1567.86
1967 510.10 309.06 2566.18 -544.21 3385.34l -544.21 -616.73 87.67 2282.49 -1618.80 2370.16 -2235.53
1968 -103.11 531.98 2465.55 -428.41 2997.5; -531.52 -1454.19 267.31 2130.06 -1669.20 2397.37 -3123.39
1969 -21.70 412.49 2598.72 -174.83 3011.21 -277.94 -1460.86 127.06 1770.19 -1322.18 1897.25 -2783.04
1970 75.56 94.70 1869.00 -1334.80 2039.26 -1334.80 -1312.21 -254.19 818.05 -2957.06 818.05 -4523.46
1971 3164.68 617.75 1314.60 -842.90 5097.03 -842.90 2146.21 281.28 647.59 -2050.91 3075.08 -2050.91
1972 1200.92 800.07 -778.76 -694.70 2000.99 -1473.46 -83.23 474.71 -2249.50 -1569.97 474.71 -3902.70
1973 -4873.82 14.28 -2425.38 694.64 708.92 -7299.20 -7005.52 -367.77 -4341.83 -476.18 0.00 -12191.30
1974 -5613.50 -293.64 -13692.01 -1570.40 0.00 -21169.55 -8633.41 -1098.58 -18974.37 -4228.10 0.00 -32934.46
1975 -1295.13 79.56 -6072.22 -1748.18 79.56t -9115.53 -3776.94 -873.52 -11312.32 -3342.92 0.00 -19305.70
1976 981.01 556.11 -577.35 -284.27 1537.12 -B61.62 -9B1.34 -214.41 -3473.75 -1851.39 0.00 -6520.89
1977 -758.43 803.28 499.11 -2237.02 1302.35' -2995.45 -330B.63 102.91 -1249.62 -5098.46 102.91 -9656.71
1978 -1609.30 616.16 B30.00 -1477.54 1446.16 -3086.84 -4544.05 -148.61 -674.40 -5234.10 0.00 -10601.16
1979 -810.83 646.83 1111.60 82.18 1340.61 -810.83 -3594.08 -117.89 -675.62 -6294.09 0.00 -10681.68
1980 -2082.17 476.82 -6722.76 -3681.10 476.82 -124B6.03 -5103.60 -324.13 -11406.26 -7193.27 0.00 -24027.26
1981 -1654.13 492.19 -1320.37 -2322.46 492.19 -5296.96 -4490.18 -304.38 -4083.76 -4809.82 0.00 -13688.14
1982 1016.37 1049.94 2571.66 -2260.47 4637.97 -2260.47 -869.16 516.74 1167.63 -4343.87 1684.37 -5213.03
1983 248.81 491.07 1973.35 -388.80 2713.23 -388.80 -1834.36 -177.02 247.56 -2665.15 247.56 -4676.53
1984 -41.56 441.86 1431.51 -2126.68 11373.37 -2168.24 -2314.95 -353.26 98.34 -6937.13 98.34 -9605.34
1985 1897.66 1042.01 1783.17 -3101.38 4722.B4 -3101.38 299.70 491.97 1304.22 -5052.96 2095.89 -5052.96
1986 -40.40 1291.26 1107.74 -12BB.07 2399.00 -1328.47 -1557.98 894.43 657.40 -2207.46 1551.83 -3765.44
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Appendix Table A6.4 cont'd

Fertilizers Four-wheeled All Inputs
Direct Total Tractors Credit Direct Total
+ - + - Direct Total Direct Total + - + -

1960 8.27 -84.03 39.51 -37.19 8.27 -84.03 39.51 -37.19
1961 22.13 -87.20 68.10 -39.94 22.13 -87.20 68.10 -39.94
1962 24.10 -142.51 77.62 -63.3B 24.10 -142.51 77.62 -63.38
1963 8.06 -85.08 24.02 -54.76 8.06 -85.08 24.02 -54.76
1964 11.42 -138.68 35.05 -67.41 11.42 -138.68 35.05 -67.41
1965 0.00 -170.90 0.00 -75.39 -102.85 -107.87 0.00 -273.75 0.00 -183.26
1966 0.00 -126.17 10.80 -87.33 -113.06 -119.11 0.00 -239.23 10.80 -206.44
1967 0.00 -315.45 0.00 -215.26 -264.90 -285.21 0.00 -580.35 0.00 -500.47
1968 0.00 -348.82 0.00 -227.95 -273.90 -299.00 0.00 -622.72 0.00 -526.95
1969 0.00 -308.78 0.00 -157.00 -224.25 -246.15 0.00 -533.03 0.00 -403.15
1970 11.30 -83.47 104.76 0.00 -221.89 -242.77 11.30 -305.36 104.76 -242.77
1971 109.61 -58.37 286.64 -39.92 -278.96 -304.71 109.61 -337.33 286.64 -344.63
1972 57.18 -44.36 226.47 -28.32 -308.52 -333.38 57.18 -352.88 226.47 -361.70
1973 86.97 -170.03 187.02 -5b.81 -412.00 -440.58 103.00 108.60 189.97 -582.03 295.62 -497.39
1974 209.97 -317.39 544.19 -43.49 -387.59 -419.87 235.42 243.00 445.39 -704.98 787.19 -463.36
1975 306.03 -142.70 884.58 -60.85 -604.78 -648.35 174.89 177.36 480.92 -747.48 1061.94 -709.20
1976 0.00 -656.51 5.21 -392.40 -278.05 -290.53 443.96 446.93 443.96 -934.56 452.14 -682.93
1977 0.00 -496.55 49.17 -230.85 -396.46 -434.76 127.57 130.48 127.57 -893.01 179.65 -665.61
1978 7.42 -395.84 152.41 -115.99 -379.81 -413.13 103.73 106.79 111.15 -775.65 259.20 -529.12
1979 0.00 -465.50 101.06 -70.14 -377.61 -429.53 78.17 81.49 78.17 -843.11 182.55 -499.67
1980 98.77 -139.56 535.23 0.00 -179.98 -200.76 814.35 844.61 903.12 -319.54 1379.84 -200.76
1981 0.00 -208.16 364.29 -31.31 -192.14 -217.11 688.64 707.90 688.64 -400.30 1072.19 -248.42
1982 0.00 -600.15 0.00 -182.71 -161.80 -182.93 723.23 726.37 723.23 -761.95 726.37 -365.64
1983 0.00 -617.45 8.22 -223.54 -129.57 -147.85 553.15 562.26 553.15 -747.02 570.48 -371.39
1984 0.00 -336.58 25.57 -14.25 -70.60 -84.34 323.69 333.32 323.69 -407.18 358.89 -98.59

------------------------------------ -------------------------- __-------- --- _------------------------------
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lIppendix Table A6.4 cont'd

All Products and inputs Proportion tlo 6VA crops&livestock (Z)
Direct Total Direct Total

4 - net I - net t - net 4 - net

1960 2361.94 -88.76 2273.18 1234.80 -774.95 459.85
1961 5093.08 -87.20 5005.88 3804.43 -111.22 3693.21
1962 1707.72 -729.67 978.05 1104.35 -3305.77 -2201.42
1963 165.20 -2669.63 -2504.43 24.02 -7178.71 -7154.69
1964 1012.31 -1315.39 -303.08 119.83 -4026.23 -3906.40
1965 3323.38 -273.75 3049.63 1569.59 -1543,38 26.21
1966 4302.56 -926.14 3376.42 2998.25 -1774.30 1223.95
19b7 3385.34 -1124.56 2260.78 2370.16 -2736,00 -365.84 13.45 -4.47 8.98 9.42 -10.87 -1.45
1968 2997.53 -1154.24 1843.29 2397.37 -3650.34 -1252.97 11.54 -4.44 7.10 9.23 -14.05 -4.82
1969 3011.21 -810.97 2200.24 1897.25 -3186,,19 -1288.94 11.36 -3.06 8.3C 7.16 -12.02 -4.86
1970 2050.56 -1640.16 410.40 922.81 -4766,23 -3843.42 7.45 -5.96 1.4M 3.35 -17.31 -13.95
1971 5206.64 -1180.23 4026.41 3361.72 -2395.54 966.18 17.76 -4.03 13.73 11.47 -8.17 3.30
1972 2058.17 -1826.34 231.83 701.18 -4264,40 -3563.22 6.69 -5.94 0.75i 2.28 -13.87 -11.59
1973 898.89 -7881.23 -6982.34 295.62 -12688.,69 -12393.07 2.82 -24.73 -21.91 0.93 -39.81 -38.88
1974 445.39 -21874.53 -21429.14 787.19 -33397,,82 -32610.63 1.30 -63.64 -62.34 2.29 -97.16 -94.87
1975 560.48 -9863.01 -9302.53 1061.94 -20014.90 -18952.96 1.50 -26.43 -24.93 2.85 -53.64 -50.ao
1976 1981.08 -1796.18 184.90 452.14 -7203.82 -6751.68 4.95 -4.48 0.46, 1.13 -17.99 -16.86
1977 1429.96 -3888.46 -2458.50 282.56 -10322,32 -10039.76 3.39 -9.21 -5.82 0.67 -24.46 -23.79
1978 1557.31 -3862.49 -2305.18 259.20 -11130,28 -10871.0B 3.50 -8.69 -5.19 0.58 -25.04 -24.45
1979 1918.78 -1653.94 264.84 182.55 -11181.35 -10998.80 4.05 -3.49 0.56 0.39 -23.58 -23.20
1980 1379.94 -12805.57 -11425.63 1379.84 -24228.02 -22848.18 2.76 -25.58 -22.82 2.76 -48.39 -45.64
1981 1180.83 -5697.26 -4516.43 1072.19 -13936.56 -12864.37 2.26 -10.89 -8.63 2.05 -26.64 -24.59
1982 5361.20 -3022.42 2338.78 2410.74 -5578167 -3167.93 9.82 -5.54 4.28 4.42 -10.22 -5.80
1983 3266.38 -1135.82 2130.56 818.04 -5047.92 -4229.88 6.19 -2.15 4.04 1.55 -9.57 -8.02
1984 2197.06 -2575.42 -378.36 457.23 -9703.93 -9246.70 4.00 -4.69 -0.69 0.83 -17.66 -16.83
1985 4951.51 -3463.41 1488.10 2390.53 -5233.32 -2842.79 8.65 -6.05 2.60 4.18 -9.15 -4.97
1986 2399.00 -1498.69 900.31 1618.75 -3771.34 -2152.59 4.02 -2.51 1.51 2.71 -6.32 -3.61
------------------- ------------------ ----- _------------ ----- .----------- . ----. ----- _------ ------------------



hppendix Tablo R6. cont'd

NON PRICE TRRNSFERS WDirect)
Tax Revenues Infrastructure Research Rgric'l.

with without mith without and Support Total Non Price Transfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Servicos (with other taxes, rural roads)(without other taxes, rural roads)
Taxes taxes roads roads + - not t - not

…-- -- -- -- - -- -- ---- -- - - -- - - --- --- -- - --- -- - -- - - -- - -- -- - -- ----- - --- - - -- - --__ - - - - __- -- - - - -- - -- - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - -- -- - -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - -

1960 -302.3 -55.8 76.7 3.1 327.9 265.1 669.8 -302.3 367.1 596.1 -55.8 510.3
1961 -306.9 -62.5 86.5 3.2 256.1 320.5 663.5 -306.9 356.6 580.1 -62.5 517.6
1962 -265.8 -17.1 76.? 1.8 209.6 227.1 513.? -265.8 2-17.9 141.8 -17.1 121.?
1963 -322.9 -17.6 551.6 507.5 218.1 172.1 971.9 -322.9 652.0 927.8 -17.6 910.2
1961 -352.3 -67.3 116.2 59.3 288.7 690.5 1095.1 -352.3 713.1 1038.5 -67.3 971.3
1965 -338.7 -19.5 353.6 282.6 3CI6.5 325.0 985.1 -338.7 616.4 911.1 -49.5 861.6
1966 -376.2 -51.6 177.9 112.2 321.6 376.2 878.8 -376.2 502.5 813.0 -51.6 761.5
1967 -348.1 -57.7 168.6 116.4 301.2 381.2 851.0 -348.1 505.9 801.7 -57.? 711.1
1968 -191.6 -52.3 273.2 173.2 253.7 367.5 894.1 -191.6 399.8 791.5 -52.3 712.2
1969 -382.8 -50.6 178.8 382.8 273.9 1430.1 1182.7 -382.8 799.9 1086.8 -50.6 1036.2 0o

1970 -100.3 -51.8 736.0 523.8 217.0 422.7 1405.7 -100.3 1005.4 1193.5 -51.8 111i1.7
1971 -428.1 -56.0 800.3 721.1 276.0 109.1 1485.6 -128.1 1057.5 1409.7 -56.0 1353.8
1972 -382.8 -13.9 1157.3 1098.3 315.2 413.9 1886.3 -382.8 1503.5 1827.1 -13.9 1783.5
1973 -130.2 -63.6 1667.9 1618.0 3E6.1 426.0 2157.9 -130.2 2027.7 2108.0 -63.6 2311.1
1971 -111.5 -61.3 1821.1 1794.3 489.9 557.1 2871.1 -111.5 2159.9 2811.3 -61.3 2780.0
1975 -113.1 -61.1 1805.6 1710.1 529.7 696.1 3031.6 -113.1 2618.6 2936.1 -61.1 2875.1
1976 -101.0 -69.6 1926.7 1828.0 657.8 608.6 3193.1 -401.0 2789.2 3094.1 -69.6 3021.7
1977 -511.0 -76.9 2519.0 2129.1 654.1 579.8 3753.2 -511.0 3212.3 3663.3 -76.9 3586.4
1978 -631.8 -83.3 3029.5 2943.2 651.9 675.0 1359.5 -631.8 3?27.7 1273.1 -83.3 1189.8
1979 -669.8 -100.7 2943.1 2856.2 611.3 719.3 1306.9 -669.8 3637.1 1219.7 -100.7 4119.0
1980 -591.9 -115.0 2641.1 2566.3 656.8 797.3 1098.5 -591.9 3506.6 1020.5 -115.0 3905.5
1981 -806.2 -125.0 2661.5 2528.9 791.3 955.9 1111.7 -806.2 3605.5 1279.1 -125.0 4151.1
1982 -807.3 -73.1 2358.6 2187.3 710.5 919.9 1019.0 -807.3 3211.7 3847.7 -73.1 3771.2

…__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



Appendix Table A6.1 cont'd

MON PRICE TRANSFERS (Total)
Tax Revenues Infrastructure Research Agric'l.

with without with without and Support rotal Non Price Transfers Total Non Price Transfers
other other rural rural Extension Services (with othor taxes. rural roads)(without other tames, rural roads)
Taxes tames roads roads - not t - net

1960 -309.3 -57.1 78.5 3.2 335.4 271.2 685.2 -309.3 375.9 609.8 -57.1 552.7
1961 -306.6 -62.1 86.5 3.2 256.2 320.3 662.9 -306.6 356.3 579.7 -62.1 517.2
1962 -271.3 -17.5 78.3 4.9 214.0 232.2 524.5 -271.3 253.1 451.0 -17.5 433.6
1963 -333.3 -18.2 572.S 521.0 256.2 i7?.r iO06.5 -J33.3 b?3.Z 957.8 -18.2 939.7
1964 -358.9 -68.5 119.1 60.4 294.1 703.1 1115.9 -358.9 757.0 1057.9 -68.5 989.4
1965 -345.3 -50.5 360.5 288.1 312.5 331.3 1004.3 -345.3 659.0 93i=S -S05 981.5
1966 -381.5 -52.7 181.8 114.6 331.8 381.5 898.1 -381.5 513.6 830.9 -52.7 778.2
196? -352.0 -58.3 170.6 117.7 304.6 388.6 863.8 -352.0 511.7 810.9 -58.3 752.6 -
1968 -193.9 -52.2 272.8 173.0 253.3 366.9 893.0 -493.9 399.2 793.2 -52.2 741.0
1969 -381.5 -50.8 480.9 384.5 275.1 432.0 1187.9 -384.5 803.4 1091.5 -50.8 1040.7
1970 -408.6 -52.9 751.3 531.7 252.1 431.5 1434.9 -408.6 1026.2 1218.3 -52.9 1165.4
1971 -433.6 -56.7 810.6 733.7 279.5 414.6 1501.7 -133.6 1071.0 1127.8 -56.7 1371.1
1972 -390.6 -44.8 1180.7 1120.6 321.6 422.3 1924.6 -390.6 1534.0 1864.5 -44.8 1819.6
1973 -453.7 -67.1 1758.7 1706.1 303.9 4419.2 2591.8 -153.7 2138.1 2539.1 -67.1 24i72.0
1974 -424.7 -63.3 1883.1 1852.0 505.6 575.1 2963.8 -424.7 2539.1 2932.7 -63.3 2869.5
1975 -118.9 -61.9 1831.0 1734.2 537.2 706.2 3071.4 -418.9 2655.5 2977.5 -61.9 2915.6
1976 -406.7 -70.1 1939.7 1840.2 662.3 612.6 3214.6 -406.7 2807.9 3115.1 -70.1 3045.0
1977 -553.3 -78.6 2576.5 2484.5 669.3 593.0 3838.9 -553.3 3285.6 3746.9 -78.6 3668.3
1978 -650.5 -85.8 3119.2 3030.3 67-4.3 695.0 4489.5 -650.5 3838.0 4399.6 -85.8 4313.8
1979 -698.3 -105.0 3068.5 2977.6 610.4 781.1 4490.0 -698.3 3791.8 4399.1 -105.0 4294.1
1980 -613.9 -119.3 2742.6 2661.7 681.3 826.9 4250.8 -613.9 3636.9 4169.9 -119.3 4050.6
1981 -828.7 -i28.5 2?36.0 2599.7 816.5 982.6 1535.1 -828.7 3706.4 4398.8 -128.5 4270.3
1982 -810.8 -73.8 2360.8 2196.8 743.7 923.9 4036.1 -810.8 3225.6 3864.4 -73.8 3790.6

_____-- _- - -- - ____- -_- __- -_- _----_- -_ - -_ - -- _ --_ -- _ - --___ --__ -_ -- __ - - ____- ____ _ ___- __ __- ____ _ ____-_- ___- - _- ___-_- ____ __- ___ __-_- __ __---- - - =- = = ==- === _____ -



Appendix rable R6. cont'd
----------------------------------------------------------------- __----------__----------------------------------------------------------

Proportion to G'R cropsClivestock (Z) Proportion to GNP (I)

Total Not Transfers Total Net Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers Total Not Transfers
(with other taxes (without other taxes (with other taxes (without other tax (with other taxes (without other tames
and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads) and rural roads)

Diroct Total Direct rotal Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct rotal

1960 2640.58 835.75 2813.48 1012.55 2.72 0.86 2.89 1.04
1961 5362.48 4049.51 5523.48 4210.41 5.15 3.89 5.31 4.04
1962 1225.95 -1948.32 1402.75 -1767.82 1.11 -1.77 1.27 -1.60
1963 -1852.43 -6481.49 -1594.23 -6214.99 -1.56 -5.17 -1.34 -5.24
1964 440.02 -3149.40 668.22 -2917.00 0.36 -2.58 0.55 -2.39
1965 3696.03 685.21 3914.23 907.71 2.89 0.54 3.06 0.71
1966 3878.92 1737.55 4137.92 2002.15 2.88 1.29 3.08 1.49
1967 2766.68 145.86 3004.88 386.76 11.00 0.58 11.94 1.54 1.96 0.10 2.13 0.27 w
1968 2243.09 -853.77 2585.49 -511.97 8.64 -3.29 9.95 -1.97 1.50 -0.57 1.73 -0.34 o
1969 3000.14 -485.54 3236.44 -218.24 11.32 -1.83 12.21 -0.94 1.87 -0.30 2.02 -0.15
1970 1415.80 -2817.22 1552.10 -26?8.02 S.14 -;I.23 5.64 -9.72 0.83 -1.66 0.91 -1.58
1971 5083.91 2037.18 5380.21 2337.28 1.341 6.95 18.35 7.97 2.77 1.11 2.93 1.27
1972 1735.33 -2029.22 2015.33 -1713.62 5.64 -6.60 6.55 -5.67 0.89 -1.04 1.03 -0.89
1973 -4954.64 -10254.97 -1637.94 -9921.07 -15.51 -32.17 -14.55 -31.12 -2.37 -1.90 -2.21 -14.7
1974 -18969.24 -30071.53 -18649.14 -29711.13 -55.19 -87.49 -54.26 -86.52 -8.52 -13.51 -8.38 -13.36
1975 -6683.93 -16297.46 -6427.13 -16037.36 -17.91 -43.68 -17.23 -42.98 -2.84 -6.91 -2.73 -6.80
1976 2974.10 -3913.78 3209.60 -3706.68 7.13 -9.85 8.01 -9.25 1.19 -1.58 1.28 -1.48
1977 753.80 -6754.16 1127.90 -6371.46 1.79 -16.00 2.6? -15.10 0.28 -2.52 0.42 -2.38
1978 1422.52 -7033.08 1884.62 -6557.28 3.20 -15.82 4.24 -14.75 0.50 -2.46 0.66 -2.30
1979 3901.94 -7207.00 4383.84 -6701.70 8.23 -15.20 9.25 -11.14 1.28 -2.36 1.44 -2.20
1980 -7919.03 -19211.28 -7520.13 -18797.58 -15.82 -38.37 -15.02 -37.55 -2.49 -6.03 -2.36 -5.90
1981 -910.93 -9157.97 -362.33 -8591.07 -1.74 -17.51 -0.69 -16.13 -0.28 -2.77 -0.11 -2.60
1982 5550.48 57.67 6112.98 622.67 10.17 0.11 11.20 1.11 1.65 0.02 1.82 0.19

---------------------------.--------------------------------------- __ -------- __ --- ____- _ __ ___________-___ --- _----___ ---- _ -- _______________



Rppendix Table A6.5
Noninal Transfers Due to Value Added and Non-Allocatable Inputs

(Million Pesos at 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is XUP

…---------------------------------------------------------------------__-----__------------------------------------------------------------

DIRECT TRRNSFERS TOTAL TRRNSFERS
All Prodructs Rl P.us

Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut t - Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut * -
…------------------------------------------------------------------------__--__------------------------------------------------------------

1971 1576.81 1302.09 116.21 -788.59 -625.25 3295.1 -1113.8 1213.7 1000.63 -236.11 437.23 -1762.91 2651.55 -1999.35
1972 622.02 545.79 511.38 -729.06 -647.2 1679.18 -1376.26 170.75 146.87 155.4 -1117.29 -1153.69 473.03 -2570.98
1973 -2089.75 -1707.59 -17.86 -999.77 529.29 529.29 -4811.97 -2842.5 -2322.28 -476.19 -2158.89 -279.98 0 -8078.85
1974 -2206.16 -1825.69 -71.49 -1078.24 -1955.81 0 -10137.3 -3306.14 -2734.39 -920.17 -9541.89 -4325.14 0 -20827.97 0'
1975 -584.79 -184.09 -63.13 -6748.6 -1833.08 0 -9713.69 -1521.09 -1259.75 -1254.21 -5993.11 -3374.64 0 -13403.11
1976 426.12 352.89 254.32 -1318.5 -237.19 1033.33 -1555.99 -343.1 -281.37 -761.14 -1911.24 -1770.54 0 -5073.39
1977 -291.69 -235.94 452.01 -754.73 -2193.79 452.01 -3179.15 -1277 -1021.98 -332.18 -622.29 -4891.3 0 -9114.71
1978 -672.42 -515.18 349.24 169.6 -1164.71 518.84 -2652.61 -1820.22 -1395.71 -567.41 -257.12 -1911.66 0 -9982.13
1979 -339.51 -252.89 362.79 827.9 -46.55 1190.7 -638.91 -1392.11 -1035.77 -475.93 -212.49 -5728.23 0 -8894.81
1980 -924.66 -653.75 277.28 -818.59 -3806.36 277.28 -6203.36 -2125.26 -1501.9 -882.08 -5902.78 -7115.48 0 -17527.19
1981 -756.17 -498.96 266.23 -1769.51 -2369.9 266.23 -5394.55 -1924.99 -1270.26 -1074.47 -2051.35 -1723.99 0 -11045.06
1982 594.97 329.33 630.16 -293.56 -2119.63 1554.75 -2113.19 -254.32 -142.12 -391.1 671.72 -4175.2 671.72 -4952.?5
1983 179.47 95.25 366.49 -481.1 -315.9 611.21 -797 -758.86 -405.76 -909.57 192.19 -2475.15 192.19 -1549.33
1984 60.71 31.62 341.7 23.95 -1963.22 460.98 -1963.22 -901.21 -848.61 -1029.84 135.92 -6363.74 135.92 -8779.43

…-----------------------------------------------------------__---------------__-----------------------------------------------------------_
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Appendix Table 6.5 cont'd

Fertilizers 4-wheeled Tractors Credit All Inputs
Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

t - t - - -t + t* - t -

1971 82.09 -70.72 0 -201.74 -46.53 -23.18 82.09 -117.25 0 -224.92
1972 51.07 -50.54 0 -173.51 -78.89 -58.07 51.07 -129.43 0 -231.58
1973 92.96 -146.23 68.86 -169.92 -107.31 -92.67 103.05 108.64 196.01 -253.54 177.5 -262.59
1974 246.49 -246.27 42.02 -565.15 -106.92 -82.4 235.67 243.21 482.16 -353.19 285.23 -647.55
1975 342.34 -129.97 59.23 -898.53 -290.83 -253.78 174.51 177.11 516.85 -420.8 236.34 -1152.31
1976 0 -597.61 408.42 -1.03 -199.06 -188.36 442.86 446.17 442.86 -796.67 854.59 -189.39
1977 0 -454.59 257.57 -41.66 -157.34 -125.65 127 130.02 127 -611.93 387.59 -167.31
1978 7.08 -396.71 119.04 -113.56 -188.74 -163.93 103.56 106.65 110.64 -585.45 225.69 -277.49
1979 0 -452.38 84.39 -63.57 -107.22 -65.54 78.26 81.62 78.26 -559.6 166.01 -129.11
1980 100.43 -119.38 0 -513.16 -65.22 -48.83 817.53 846.99 917.96 -184.6 846.99 -561.99
1981 0 -188.49 37.33 -345.74 -50.72 -29.2 687.09 706.89 687.09 -239.21 744.22 -374.94
1982 0 -647.53 233.18 0 -42.1 -21.75 714.47 720.04 714.47 -689.63 953.22 -21.75
1983 0 -633.31 256.57 0 -20.01 -3.11 549.12 559.32 549.12 -653.32 815.89 -3.11
1984 0 -350.8 37.76 0 15.35 28.23 321.28 331.5 321.28 -335.45 369.26 28.23

---- ------ -- --- ------ -------- -- - -- --- - -- -- -- ---- - - ---- -- _ -- - -- --- - --- --- ---- -- --
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Appendix Table 6.5 cont'd

All Products and Inputs Proportion toi BYA crops/livestock
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + - net + - net + - net

1971 3377.19 -1531.09 1846.1 2651.55 -2224.27 427.28 11.52 -5.22 6.30 9.04 -7.59 1.46
1972 1730.25 -1505.69 224.56 473.03 -2802.56 -2329.53 5.63 -4.90 0.73 1.54 -9.11 -7.57
1973 725.3 -5068.51 -4343.21 177.5 -834L.44 -8163.94 2.28 -15.90 -13.63 0.56 -26.17 -25.61
1974 482.16 -10490.5 -10008.4 285.23 -21475.52 -21190.29 1.40 -30.52 -29.12 0.83 -62.48 -61.65
1975 516.85 -10134.4 -9617.64 236.34 -14555.42 -14319.08 1.39 -27.16 -25.78 0.63 -39.01 -38.3B
1976 1476.19 -2352.66 -876.47 854.59 -5262.78 -4408.19 3.69 -5.87 -2.19 2.13 -13.14 -11.01
1977 579.01 -4091.08 -3512.07 387.59 -8312.05 -7924.46 1.37 -9.69 -8.32 0.92 -19.69 -18.77
1978 629.48 -3238.09 -2608.61 225.69 -9259.62 -9033.93 1.42 -7.28 -5.87 0.51 -20.83 -20.32
1979 1268.96 -1198.54 70.42 166.01 -8973.92 -8807.91 2.68 -2.53 0.15 0.35 -18.93 -18.58
1980 1195.24 -6387.96 -5192.72 846.99 -180B51.48 -17242.49 2.39 -12.76 -10.37 1.69 -36.13 -34.44
1981 953.32 -5633.76 -4680.44 744.22 -11420 -10675.78 1.82 -10.77 -8.95 1.42 -21.83 -20.41
1982 2269.22 -3102.82 -833.6 1624.94 -4974.5 -3349.56 4.16 -5.68 -1.53 2.98 -9.11 -6.14
19B3 1190.33 -1450.32 -259.99 1008.08 -4552.44 -3544.36 2.26 -2.75 -0.49 1.91 -8.63 -6.72
1984 7B2.26 -2298.67 -1516.41 505.18 -8751.2 -8246.02 1.42 -4.18 -2.76 0.92 -15.93 -15.01



appendiN Table R6.6
Real Transfers Due to value Added and Non-Allocatable Inputs

("illion Pesos .t 1962 prices)
Sugar Border Price is XUP

DIRECT RERL TRRNSFERS TOTRL RERL TRRNSFERS
All Products RAl Products

Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut 4 - Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut + -
------------------------------------------------------------------------- __--__-----------------------------------__-_--__--_---_-------------------.

1971 1462 1072.19 592 -868.38 -746.86 3126.18 -1635.24 1017.?? 766.81 -195.98 293 -1938.68 2107.6 -2434.66
1972 587.21 471 799 -770.15 -676.78 1857.21 -1446.93 75.3 57.27 179.89 -1229.96 -1531.81 312.4? -2764.77
1973 -2024.69 -1659.82 17.78 -920.58 647.49 665.27 -1605.08 -2922.66 -2395.45 -825.45 -2256.16 -424.6 0 -8824.62
1974 -2090.21 -1764.26 -2.86 -3912.76 -1682.9 0 -9453.02 -3280.06 -2766.19 -1458.56 -9504.2 -4263.06 0 -21272.07
1975 -511.22 -419.09 -26.58 -6612.74 -1762.1 0 -9331.73 -1489.35 -1221.63 -1990.44 -5934.78 -3341.02 0 -13990.22
1976 404.19 331.16 396.52 -1350.1 -262.73 1132.18 -1612.83 -387.28 -317.84 -1288.68 -1977.91 -1821.39 0 -5793.28
1977 -295.75 -236.79 740.03 -755.69 -2195.52 710.03 -3463.75 -1350.88 -1081.09 -611.48 -688.96 -5011.66 0 -8744.08
1978 -671.05 -526.51 573.8 170.79 -1461.4? 744.58 -2659.03 -1904.37 -1194.56 -1007.89 -329.7 -5141.22 0 -9877.74
1979 -322.02 -245.51 610.26 845.81 32.42 1488.49 -567.53 -1489.8 -1134.2 -666.63 -312.22 -6168.03 0 -9970.88
1980 -884.68 -641.29 492.38 -775.6 -3741.68 492.38 -6043.24 -2176.8 -1577.08 -1494.79 -5958.19 -7198.86 0 -16405.73
1981 -718.28 -473.18 169.7 -1731.17 -2323.59 469.7 -5246.22 -1968.07 -1296.56 -1799.23 -2094.93 -4776.64 0 -11935.42
1982 540.98 287.59 991.7 -346.12 -2168.73 1820.27 -2514.95 -332.63 -178.27 -685.43 595.19 -4246.42 595.49 -5442.75
1983 168.05 85.65 590.95 -493.14 -333.1 844.64 -826.24 -828.08 -125.27 -1550.81 119.22 -2579.4 119.22 -5383.57
1964 47.33 23.18 552.5 13.77 -2000.67 637.07 -2000.67 -1022.54 -528.09 -1802.33 43.58 -6703.35 43.56 -10056.31

0'
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Appendix Table A6.6 cont'd
…---- ----- ----- ----- ----- ---- ----- ---. _-_- _ -_-_- ---- -..-- ----- -..-- -..-- --..-. _-.. -_-_ ----- -_ _- . -__

Fertilizers 4-tiheeled Tractors Credit All Inputs
Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

t - t - - - + - 4 - 4 -

1971 103.12 -60.5 287.28 -40.38 -277.87 -303.7 103.12 -338.37 287.28 -344.08
1972 56.33 -45.07 231.32 -28.39 -308.32 -333.23 56.'33 -353.39 231.32 -361.62
1973 87.16 -169.56 193.66 -56.7 -412.0'? -440.63 103.05 108.64 190.21 -581.65 302.3 -497.33
1974 211.15 -315.86 542.65 -43.39 -387.74 -420.02 235.67 243.21 446.62 -703.6 785.86 -463.41
1975 301.84 -143.56 876.95 -60.99 -604.44 -648.07 174.51 177.11 476.35 -748 1054.06 -709.06
1976 0 -658.7 4.77 -389.12 -277.95 -290.44 442.86 446.17 442.86 -936.65 450.94 -679.56
1977 0 -501.09 48.06 -227.65 -395.92 -434.19 127 130.02 127 -897.01 178.08 -661.84
1978 6.94 -397.36 150.54 -108.12 -379.65 -412.96 103.56 106.65 110.5 -777.01 257.19 -521.08
1979 0 -463.88 102.95 -59.71 -377.78 -429.82 78.26 81.62 78.26 -841.66 184.57 -489.53
1980 91.39 -135.93 546.15 0 -180.2 -200.98 817.53 846.99 908.92 -316.13 1393.14 -200.98
1981 0 -211.61 366.48 -31.79 -191.98 -216.98 687.09 706.89 687.09 -403.59 1073.37 -248.77
1982 0 -615.15 0 -186.22 -.161.06 -182.21 714.47 720.04 714.47 -776.21 720.04 -368.43
1983 0 -626.47 6.44 -221.54 -129.17 -147.47 549.12 559.32 549.12 -755.64 565.76 -369.01
1984 0 -344.99 28.39 -13.46 -70.28 -84.03 321.28 331.5 321.213 -415.27 359.89 -97.49
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Appendix Table A6.6 cont'd

All Products and Inputs Proportion to 6YA crops/livestock (1)
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + - net + - net + - net

1971 3229.3 -1973.61 1255.69 2394.88 -2778.74 -383.86 11.02 -6.73 4.28 8.17 -9.48 -1.31
1972 1913.54 -1800.32 113.22 543.79 -3126.39 -2582.6 6.22 -5.85 0.37 1.77 -10.17 -8.40
1973 855.48 -5186.73 -4331.25 302.3 -9321.95 -9019.65 2.68 -16.27 -13.59 0.95 -29.25 -28.30
1974 446.82 -10156.6 -9709.8 785.86 -21735.48 -20949.62 1.30 -29.55 -28.25 2.29 -63.23 -60.95
1975 476.35 -10079.7 -9603.38 1054.06 -14689.28 -13635.22 1.28 -27.01 -25.74 2.82 -39.37 -36.54
1976 1575.04 -2549.48 -974.44 450.94 -6472.84 -6021.9 3.93 -6.37 -2.43 1.13 -16.16 -15.04
1977 867.03 -4380.76 -3513.73 178.08 -9405.92 -9227.84 2.05 -10.38 -8.32 0.42 -22.28 -21.86
1978 855.08 -3436.04 -2580.96 257.19 -10398.82 -10141.63 1.92 -7.73 -5.81 0.58 -23.39 -22.81
1979 1566.75 -1409.19 157.56 184.57 -10460.41 -10275.84 3.30 -2.97 0.33 0.39 -22.06 -21.67
1980 1401.3 -6359.37 -4958.07 1393.14 -18606.71 -17213.57 2.80 -12.70 -9.90 2.78 -37.17 -34.38
1981 1156.79 -5649.81 -4493.02 1073.37 -12184.19 -11110.82 2.21 -10.80 -B.59 2.05 -23.29 -21.24
1982 2534.74 -3291.06 -756.32 1315.53 -5811.18 -4495.65 4.64 -6.03 -1.39 2.41 -10.64 -8.23
19B3 1393.76 -1581.88 -188.12 684.98 -5752.58 -5067.6 2.64 -3.00 -0.36 1.30 -10.91 -9.61
1984 958.35 -2415.94 -1457.59 403.47 -10153.8 -9750.33 1.74 -4.40 -2.65 0.73 -18.48 -17.74

-------------------------------------------------------------- __------------- _---------------- _--------------



Appendix Table H6.7
No"inal Transfers Due to Value Added and Non-Allocatable Inputs

C(illion Pesos at 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is ISO

DIRECT TRANSFERS TOTAL TRANSFERS
All Products Rll Products

Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut * - Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Su Ccr toonvut t

1971 1591.31 1311.06 420.01 ?77.A3 -63t 103 .2 -631 1222.:10 O 100? G 7 .o -238.09 110.28 -i775.23 26?U.08 -2013.32
1972 623.1 546.73 512.27 -350.01 -648.33 1682.11 -998.31 170.91 117.03 155.57 -1118.48 -1455.21 473.53 -2573.72
1973 -2088.56 -1706.6 -17.85 -1264.26 528.99 520.99 -4530.43 -28e1.65 -2321.59 -176.05 -2158.21 -278.9 0 -8076.12 W
1971 -2203.8 -1823.74 -71.41 -6786.96 -1953.72 0 -12839.6 -3303.52 -2731.98 -919.35 -9533.42 -4321.32 0 -20809.6 r
1975 -586.09 -185.17 -63.27 -3241.25 -1837.14 0 -6215.91 -1523.27 -1261.55 -1256 -6001.98 -3379.17 0 -13122.28
1976 127.17 353.76 254.95 -387.77 -238.08 1035.88 -625.85 -313.7 -281.86 -762.15 -1917.54 -1773.59 0 -5082.11
197? -296.03 -237.01 451.05 193.83 -2203.73 617.99 -2736.77 -1281.55 -1025.62 -333.36 -621.51 -4908.73 0 -8173.77
1978 -673.5 -516.31 319.8 395.23 -1167.09 745.03 -2656.9 -1822.63 -1397.56 -568.16 -257.46 -4948.2 0 -8994.01
1979 -339.09 -252.57 362.31 538.76 -46.19 901.11 -638.11 -1390.21 -1034.13 -475.18 -212.14 -5719.18 0 -8830.83
1980 -921.06 -651.21 276.2 -3155.52 -3791.56 276.2 -8819.35 -2119.28 -1197.68 -879.6 -5886.19 -7095.48 0 -17178.22
1981 -757.88 -500.09 266.83 -701.59 -2375.25 266.83 -4337.82 -1927.76 -1272.09 -1076.01 -2051.29 -4730.78 0 -11060.91
1982 602.26 333.37 638.18 1350.15 -2115.61 2923.96 -2145.61 -256.55 -113.37 -381.15 677.63 -4211.92 677.63 -4996.3
1983 180.78 95.95 369.1? 1132.83 -318.22 1778.74 -318.22 -762.84 -107.89 -911.31 193.2 -2488.13 193.2 -4573.19
1984 61.17 31.85 317.28 830.51 -19?7.91 1270.81 -1977.94 -906.14 -487.29 -1035.19 136.67 -6398.6 136.67 -882?.52

------------------------------------------------------------- ___--------------__ --------------------- ____________________________________
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Appendix Table A6.7 cont'd

Fertilizers 4-wheeled Tractors Credit All Inputs
Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

* - t - - + t *. - + -

1971 82.85 -71.37 249.22 -46.07 -46.95 -23.34 82.85 -110.32 249.22 -69.41
1972 51.16 -50.63 205.28 -31.58 -79.03 -58.13 51.16 -129.66 205.29 -89.71
1973 92.91 -146.15 169.87 -68.84 -107.25 -92.64 103 108.6 195.91 -253.4 278.47 -161.48
1974 246.23 -246 564.65 -41.98 -106.81 -82.33 235.42 243 481.65 -352.81 807.65 -124.31
1975 343.1 -130.26 899.81 -59.31 -291.48 -254.15 174.89 177.36 517.99 -421.74 1077.17 -313.46
1976 0 -671.79 1.03 -409.13 -199.55 -188.68 443.96 446.93 443.96 -871.34 447.96 -597.81
1977 0 -503.89 41.81 -258.49 -158.05 -126.1 127.57 130.48 127.57 -661.94 172.29 -384.59
1978 7.09 -397.35 113.71 -119.2 -189.05 -164.15 103.73 106.79 110.82 -586.4 220.5 -283.35
1979 0 -451.82 63.47 -84.26 -107.09 -65.43 78.17 81.49 78.17 -558.91 144.96 -149.69
1980 100.04 -118.91 509.52 0 -64.97 -48.7 814.35 844.61 914.39 -183.88 1354.13 -48.7
1981 0 -1B8.92 346.23 -37.39 -50.04 -29.24 688.64 707.9 689.64 -239.76 1054.13 -66.63
1982 0 -655.47 0 -235.23 -42.62 -21.94 723.23 726.37 723.23 -698.09 726.37 -257.17
1983 0 -637.96 0 -257.92 -20.16 -3.12 553.15 562.26 553.15 -658.12 562.26 -261.04
1984 0 -353.43 0 -37.97 15.47 28.38 323.69 333.32 323.69 -337.96 333.32 -9.59

----------------------------- ----------------------------- ---- __----------- __---------- ----------------------------
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Appendix Table A6.7 cont'd

All Products and Inputs Proportion to 6VA crops/livestock (1)
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + _ net + - net t - net

1971 4186.09 -749.32 3436.77 2919.3 -2082.73 836.57 14.28 -2.56- 11.72 9.96 -7.10 2.85
1972 1733.27 -1128 bO5.27 678.81 -2563.43 -1984.t2 5.64 -3.67 1.97 2.21 -8.66 -6.45
1973 724.9 -4783.83 -4058.93 278.47 -B237.9 -7959.43 2.27 -15.01 -12.73 0.87 -25.84 -24.97
1974 481.65 -13192.4 -12710.7 807.65 -20933.91 -20126.26 1.40 -38.38 -36.98 2.35 -60.90 -58.55
1975 517.99 -6637.65 -6119.66 1077.17 -13'735.74 -12658.57 1.39 -17.79 -16.40 2.89 -36.81 -33.93
1976 1479.84 -1497.19 -17.35 447.96 -5679.95 -5231.99 3.69 -3.74 -0.04 1.12 -14.18 -13.06
1977 775.46 -3398.71 -2623.25 172.29 -8558.36 -8386.07 1.84 -8.05 -6.22 0.41 -20.28 -19.87
1978 855.85 -3243.3 -2387.45 220.5 -9277.36 -9056.86 1.93 -7.30 -5.37 0.50 -20.87 -20.37
1979 979.28 -1197.05 -217.77 144.96 -8'80.52 -8835.56 2.07 -2.52 -0,46 0.31 -18.94 -18.64
1980 1190.59 -9003.23 -7812.64 1354.13 -17526.92 -16172.79 2.38 -17.98 -15.60 '2.70 -35.01 -32.30
1981 955.47 -4577.58 -3622.11 1054.13 -11127.57 -10073.44 1.83 -8.75 -6,92 2.01 -21.27 -19.26
1982 3647.19 -2843.7 803.49 1404 -5253.47 -3849.47 6.6B -5.21 1.,47 2.57 -9.62 -7.05
1983 2331.89 -976.34 1355.55 755.46 -48134.23 -4078.77 4.42 -1.85 2.57 1.43 -9.17 -7.74
1984 1594.5 -2315.9 -721.4 469.99 -8837.11 -8367.12 2.90 -4.21 -1.31 0.86 -16.08 -15.23

_____--_______--_----_----_--__________--___-----..--_____--------...---____-____ __-____-__-__-._____.__-_______________ _-____



Rppondix Table A6.8
Real Transfers Due to Valuu Added and Non-Allocatable Inputs

(hillion Pesos at 1982 prices)
Sugar Border Price is ISO

DIRECr REAL TRANSFERS TOrRL RERL TRANSFERS
Rll Products All Products

Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut +- Rice-Irr Rice-Rf Corn Sugar Coconut + -
------------------------------------------------------------------------- __--__--------------------------------------------------------------------

1971 1445.23 1059.83 576.56 650.85 -785.75 3732.47 -785.75 1032.13 755.32 -515.31 -275.09 -1976.55 2062.54 -2491.8
1972 583.25 167.8 796.7 -397.05 -682.2 1897.75 -1079.25 72.34 51.87 177.82 -1234.87 -1539.04 305.03 -2773.9
1973 -2021.96 -1657.59 18.99 -1183.2 64i9.97 668.86 -4862.75 -2920.95 -2394.05 -824.61 -2254.77 -122.97 0 -8817.3
1974 -2084.87 -1759.78 0.16 -6617.22 -1673.78 0.16 -12135.6 -3274.6 -2761.59 -14154.78 -9192.15 -1253.24 0 -21236.3
1975 -518.74 -425.26 -33.17 -3119.87 -1772.17 0 -5869.21 -1495.6 -1226.76 -1997.51 -5950.88 -3352.77 0 -14023.5
1976 397.87 326.28 390.69 -430 -271.91 1111.83 -701.81 -393.05 -322.57 -1295.85 -1988.68 -1830.4 0 -5830.5
1977 -310.95 -248.95 730.83 180.36 -2228.04 911.19 -2787.94 -1366.6 -1093.67 -623.54 -701.26 -5047.29 0 -8208.8
1978 -676.72 -530.96 570.47 392.45 -1474.72 962.92 -2682.4 -1910.68 -1499.51 -1012.72 -333.4 -5157 0 -9913.3
1979 -318.28 -242.67 612.47 560.07 47.18 1220.02 -56U.95 -1483.18 -1129.17 -861.48 -307.36 -6139.04 0 -9920.2
1980 -871.2 -631.53 499.95 -3101.91 -3710.89 499.95 -8615.53 -2163.43 -1567.4 -1483.72 -5933.65 -7166.89 0 -18315.0
1981 -726.33 -478.49 165.12 -672.68 -2336.7 465.12 -4214.2 -1974.99 -1301.12 -1805.11 -2102.08 -4788.51 0 -11972.1
1982 510.02 271.08 974.73 1260.35 -2229.5 3016.18 -2229.5 -362.52 -194.21 -712.36 574.47 -4308.29 574.47 -5577.3
1983 146.55 71.62 575.68 1096.75 -369.77 1893.6 -369.77 -848.68 -435.84 -1572.96 102.71 -2617.11 102.71 -5474.8
1981 22.36 10.6 532.83 800.97 -2086.57 1366.76 -2086.57 -1016.65 -540.52 -1829.6 29.73 -6791.88 29.73 -10208.6

_-n
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Appendix Table A6.8 cont'd

Fertilizers 4-wheeled Tractors Credit All Inputs
Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total Direct Total

+ + - 4 + + + _

1971 109.61 -58.37 28b.64 -39.92 -278.96 -304.71 109.61 -337.33 286.4 -344.63
1972 57.18 -44.36 226.47 -28.32 -308.52 -333.30 57.18 -352.88 226.47 -361.7
1973 86.97 -170.03 187.02 -5b.Bl -412 -440.58 103 108.6 189.97 -582.03 295.62 -497.39
1974 209.97 -317.39 544.19 -43.49 -387.59 -419.87 235.42 243 445.39 -704.98 787.19 -463.36
1975 306.03 -142.7 884.58 -60.85 -604.78 -648.35 174.89 177.36 480.92 -747.48 1061.94 -709.2
1976 0 -656.51 5.21 -392.4 -278.D5 -290.53 443.96 446.93 443,96 -934.56 452.14 -682.93
1977 0 -496.55 49.17 -230.85 -396.46 -434.76 127.57 130.48 127,.57 -893.01 179.65 -665.61
1978 7.42 -395.84 152.41 -115.99 -379.31 -413.13 103.73 106.79 111,15 -775.65 259.2 -529.12
1979 0 -465.5 101.06 -70.14 -377.61 -429.53 78.17 81.49 78.17 -843.11 192.55 -499.67
1980 88.77 -139.56 535.23 0 -179.98 -200.76 814.35 844.61 903,12 -319.54 1379.84 -200.76
1981 0 -208.16 364.29 -31.31 -192.14 -217.11 688.64 707.9 699864 -400.3 1072.19 -248.42
1982 0 -600.15 0 -182.71 -161.8 -182.93 723.23 726.37 723.23 -761.95 726.37 -365.64
1983 0 -617.45 8.22 -223.54 -129.57 -147.85 553.15 562.26 553,15 -747.02 570.49 -371.39
1984 0 -336.59 25.57 -14.25 -70.6 -84.34 323.69 333.32 323.69 -407.18 358.99 -98.59

-------------------------------------------------- __ ----------- __ ------------ __ ---------- _I_ ----------- - -------- I--------
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Appendix Table A6.8 cont'd
---------------------------------------------------------------- ___-----------_ ---------------------------------

All Products and Inputs Proportion to 8VA crops/livestock IZ)
Direct Total Direct Total

+ - net + - net + - net + - net

1971 3842.08 -1123.08 2719 2349.18 -2836.49 -487.31 13.11 -3.83 9.27 8.01 -9.69 -1.66
1972 1904.93 -1432.13 472.8 531.5 -3135.61 -2604.11 6.19 -4.66 1.54 1.73 -10.20 -8.47
1973 858.83 -5444.78 -4585.95 295.62 -9314.74 -9019.12 2.69 -17.08 -14.39 0.93 -29.22 -29.30
1974 445.55 -12840.6 -12395.0 787.19 -21699.72 -20912.53 1.30 -37.36 -36.06 2.29 -63.13 -60.84
1975 480.92 -6616.69 -6135.77 1061.94 -14732.72 -13670.78 1.29 -17.73 -16.44 2.85 -39.48 -36.64
1976 1558.79 -1b36.37 -77.58 452.14 -6513.48 -6061.34 3.89 -4.09 -0.19 1.13 -16.26 -15.13
1977 1038.76 -3680.95 -2642.19 179.65 -8874.43 -8694.78 2.46 -8.72 -6.26 0.43 -21.03 -20.60
1978 1074.07 -3458.05 -2383.98 259.2 -10442.43 -10183.23 2.42 -7.78 -5.36 0.58 -23.49 -22.91
1979 1298.19 -1404.06 -105.87 182.55 -10419.9 -10237.35 2.74 -2.96 -0.22 0.39 -21.98 -21.59
1980 1403.07 -8935.07 -7532 1379.84 -18515.85 -17136.01 2.80 -17.85 -15.04 2.76 -36.98 -34.23
1981 1153.76 -4614.5 -3460.74 1072.19 -12220.53 -11148.34 2.21 -8.82 -6.62 2.05 -23.36 -21.31
1982 3739.41 -2991.45 747.96 1300.84 -5943.02 -4642.18 6.85 -5.48 1.37 2.38 -10.89 -8.50
1983 2446.75 -1116.79 1329.96 673.19 -5846.28 -5173.09 4.64 -2.12 2.52 1.28 -11.09 -9.81
1984 1690.45 -2493.75 -803.3 388.62 -10307.24 -9918.62 3.08 -4.54 -1.46 0.71 -18.76 -18.05

--------------------------------------------------------------- __------------__----------- - --------------------
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Appendix Table A7.1a
Instantianeous Incose Effects of Price Intervenitions

as Percent Share of No-intervention Income: RICE

PHIL ILOCOS CA6AYAN CENTRAL SllUTHERN BICOL WESTERN CENTRAL EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
VALLEY LUZON lAGALOS VISAYAS VISAYAS VISAY'AS NIIDANAM O MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nosinal

1971-74 -0.39 1.57 -1.33 -1.06 -0.10 -1.13 -0.43 -0.11 -0.35 -0.65 -0.23 -0.31
1975-79 -0.19 0.95 -0.74 -0.44 -0.05 -0.46 -0.26 -0.04 -0.21 -0.25 -0.13 -0.14
1980-84 -0.10 0.88 -0.31 -0.17 -0.02 -0.23 -0.20 -0.04 -0.12 -0.12 -0.08 -0.11
1971-84 -0.22 1.10 -0.7b -0.52 -0.05 -0.57 -0.29 -0.06 -0.22 -0.32 -0.14 -0.18

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 0.07 1.99 -1.02 -0.68 0.39 -0.73 0.02 0.38 0.10 -0.19 0.24 0.16
1975-79 0.32 1.47 -0.24 0.07 0.46 0.04 0.25 0.47 0.30 0.26 0.38 0.37
1980-84 -0.02 0.96 -0.24 -0.09 0.06 -0.15 -0.12 0.05 -0.04 -0.04 0.00 -0.03
1971-84 0.12 1.44 -0.46 -0.20 0.30 -0.25 0.05 0.29 0.12 0.02 0.20 0.17

C. TOTAL Nominal

1971-74 -0.92 0.70 -3.46 -2.33 -0.2!1 -2.26 -0.98 -0.25 -0.1Y1 -1.19 -0.62 -0.66
1975-79 -0.82 0.01 -3.13 -1.81 -0.21 -1.97 -1.10 -0.20 -0.90 -1.05 -0.57 -0.60
19BO-84 -0.57 0.10 -1.83 -1.10 -0.12 -1.27 -1.00 -0.17 -0.77 -0.58 -0.46 -0.58
1971-84 -0.76 0.24 -2.76 -1.71 -0.19 -1.80 -1.03 -0.20 -0.816 -0.92 -0.55 -0.61

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -3.41 -1.85 -5.97 -4.83 -2.74 -4.74 -3.46 -2.73 -3.410 -3.67 -3.11 -3.14A
1975-79 -2.62 -1.80 -4.89 -3.59 -2.02 -3.75 -2.89 -2.00 -2.69 *-2.84 -2.37 -2.40
1980-84 -2.88 -2.23 -4.11 -3.40 -2.44 -3.56 -3.30 -2.48 -3.07 -2.89 -2.77 -2.8B
1971-84 -2.94 -1.97 -4.92 -3.88 -2.37 -3.96 -3.20 -2.38 -3.03 -*3.09 -2.72 -2.78

==== ==: =========2:== ======-======:===-'============2================:================::
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Appendix Table A7.lb
Instantaneous IncDe Effects of Price Interventions

as Percent Share of Actual Income: RICE

PHIL ILOCOS CAGAYAN CENTRAL SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN CENTRAL EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
VALLEY LUZON TAGALOG VISAYAS VISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 -0.41 1.46 -1.75 -1.22 -0.10 -1.24 -0.46 -0.11 -0.38 -0.68 -0.25 -0.32
1975-79 -0.19 0.94 -0.76 -0.44 -0.05 -0.47 -0.26 -0.04 -0.21 -0.25 -0.13 -0.14
1980-84 -0.11 0.87 -0.32 -0.17 -0.02 -0.23 -0.20 -0.04 -0.12 -0.12 -0.08 -0.11
1971-84 -0.22 1.07 -O.B9 -0.57 -0.05 -0.61 -0.30 -0.06 -0.23 -0.33 -0.15 -0.18

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 0.05 1.95 -1.15 -0.69 0.33 -0.74 0.00 0.32 0.08 -0.22 0.20 0.12
1975-79 0.31 1.44 -0.25 0.06 0.45 0.04 0.24 0.45 0.29 0.25 0.37 0.36
1980-84 -0.03 0.95 -0.24 -0.10 0.05 -0.16 -0.13 0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.01 -0.04
1971-84 0.11 1.41 -0.50 -0.21 0.27 -0.25 0.04 0.26 0.11 0.01 0.19 0.15

C. TOTAL Nominal

1971-74 -0.96 0.61 -4.07 -2.57 -0.26 -2.44 -1.01 -0.25 -0.95 -1.23 -0.64 -0.67
1975-79 -0.83 0.01 -3.25 -1.85 -0.21 -2.02 -1.11 -0.20 -0.91 -1.06 -0.57 -0.60
1980-84 -0.58 0.09 -1.88 -1.12 -0.12 -1.29 -1.02 -0.17 -0.78 -0.59 -0.46 -0.58
1971-84 -0.78 0.21 -2.99 -1.79 -0.19 -1.88 -1.05 -0.20 -0.87 -0.94 -0.55 -0.61

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -3.54 -1.91 -6.63 -5.14 -2.85 -5.03 -3.60 -2.84 -3.53 -3.82 -3.23 -3.26
1975-79 -2.71 -1.86 -5.17 -3.75 -2.09 -3.92 -3.00 -2.07 -2.79 -2.95 -2.46 -2.48
1980-84 -2.97 -2.28 -4.30 -3.52 -2.50 -3.70 -3.42 -2.55 -3.17 -2.98 -2.85 -2.97
1971-84 -3.04 -2.03 -5.28 -4.07 -2.45 -4.16 -3.32 -2.46 -3.14 -3.21 -2.82 -2.88
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Appendix Table A7.1c
Short Run Direci: and Cueulative Total Income Effects

of Price Interventions by Region: RICE (in 1)

PHIL ILOCOS CAGAYAN CENTRAL SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN CENTRAL EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
VALLEY LUZON TAGALtl6 VISAYAS VISAYAS YISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO NINDANAO

A. As a Ratio of No-intervention Income

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 0.07 2.01 -1.00 -0.74 0.39 -0.73 0.02 0.38 0.11 -0.22 0.23 0.16
1975-79 0.23 1.35 -0.57 -0.12 0.114 -0.15 0.15 0.45 0.21 0.16 0.32 0.31
19B0-84 -0.07 0.90 -0.36 -0.17 0.05 -0.24 -0.20 0.03 -0.09 -0.09 -0.03 -0.07
1971-84 0.08 1.38 -0.62 -0.31 0.29 -0.35 -0.01 0.28 0.08 -0.04 0.17 0.13

2. Cumulative Total

1971 -3.79 -0.58 -2.22 -4.46 -3.1.8 -3.83 -4.53 -3.71 -4.03 -3.99 -4.31 -3.18
1974 -2.10 -2.11 -10.96 -7.06 0.13 -5.90 -2.23 0.09 -1.95 -2.50 -1.25 -1.03
1979 -4.46 -4.07 -7.02 -5.52 -3.71 -5.63 -4.96 -3.68 -4.62 -4.93 -4.17 -4.28
194 -3.98 -3.30 -5.13 -4.34 -3.58 -4.75 -4.38 -3.60 -4.40 -4.01 -3.89 -4.02

B. As a Ratio of Actual Income

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 0.05 1.97 -1.16 -0.75 0.313 -0.74 0.00 0.32 0.10 -0.24 0.20 0.12
1975-79 0.23 1.33 -0.57 -0.12 0.42 -0.16 0.14 0.43 0.20 0.15 0.31 0.30
1980-94 -0.07 0.88 -0.37 -0.18 0.04 -0.25 -0.20 0.02 -0.09 -0.09 -0.04 -0.09
1971-84 0.07 1.35 -0.67 -0.32 0.26 -0.36 -0.02 0.25 0.07 -0.05 0.15 0.11

2. Cusulative Total

1971 -3.94 -0.58 -0.34 -2.27 -4.67 -3.29 -3.99 -4.75 -3.85 -4.20 -4.15 -4.50
1974 -2.14 -2.15 -12.31 -7.60 -0.13 -6.27 -2.28 0.09 -1.99 -2.57 -1.27 -1.04
1979 -4.67 -4.24 -7.55 -5.85 -3.615 -5.97 -5.22 -3.82 -4.84 -5.07 -4.36 -4.48
1984 -4.15 -3.41 -5.41 -4.53 -3.72 -4.99 -4.58 -3.74 -4.61 -4.18 -4.04 -4.18
=s=5= 5-=========2======:== :====== 2== 2======= 2=========_== 2===



- 381 -

Appendix Table A7.2a
Instantaneous Income Effects of Price Interventions
as Percent Share of No-intervention Incose: CORN

PHIL CAGAYAN SOUTHERN 3ICOL WESTERN CENTRAL WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
VALLEY TA6ALD6 VISAYAS VISAYAS HINDANAO MINDANAO NINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 0.11 0.31 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.13 0.18 0.23 0.79
1975-79 0.10 0.33 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.54 0.79
1980-84 0.11 0.24 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.07 0.13 0.16 0.79 0.93
1971-84 0.11 0.29 0.03 0.10 0.04 0.08 0.14 0.15 0.70 0.87

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 0.61 0.79 0.53 0.58 0.55 0.3 0.b8 0.72 1.27
1975-79 0.61 0.84 0.54 0.62 0.56 0.56 0.62 0.59 1.05 0.78
1980-84 0.20 0.32 0.11 0.21 0.10 0.16 0.21 0.24 0.86 1.02
1971-84 O.46 0.64 0.38 0.46 0.39 0.44 0.49 0.50 1.05 0.91

C. TOTAL Nosinal

1971-74 -0.17 -0.66 -0.04 -0.18 -0.08 -0.17 -0.24 -0.40 -1.27
1975-79 -0.26 -0.72 -0.07 -0.25 -0.12 -0.22 -0.28 -0.28 -1.50 -1.40
1980-B4 -0.25 -0.54 -0.06 -0.28 -0.04 -0.16 -0.29 -0.37 -1.74 -2.03
1971-84 -0.23 -0.64 -0.06 -0.24 -0.08 -0.18 -0.27 -0.35 -1.52 -1.75

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -2.65 -3.13 -2.52 -2.66 -2.55 -2.65 -2.72 -2.88 -3.74
1975-79 -2.07 -2.52 -1.88 -2.06 -1.93 -2.03 -2.09 -2.09 -3.30 -3.91
1980-84 -2.56 -2.84 -2.38 -2.59 -2.35 -2.47 -2.60 -2.68 -4.02 -4.30
1971-84 -2.41 -2.81 -2.24 -2.42 -2.26 -2.36 -2.45 -2.52 -3.68 -4.12

======================= = 2 =========#=== = 2 U===========S==z=
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Appendix Table A7.2b
Instantaneouii Incose Effects of Price Interventions

as Percent Share of Actual Income: CORN

PHIL CA6AYAN SOUTHERN BICOI. WESTERN CENTRAL WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
VALLEY TA6ALO6 VISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 0.11 0.30 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.18 0.23 0.78
1975-79 0.10 0.33 0.03 0.1.0 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.54 0.78
1980-84 0.11 0.24 0.03 0.1.2 0.02 0.07 0.13 0.16 0.77 0.92
1971-84 0.11 0.29 0.03 0.10 0.04 0.08 0.13 0.15 0.69 0.86

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 0.53 0.73 0.44 O.'i0 0.47 0.55 0.60 0.65 1.21
1975-79 0.59 0.83 0.52 0.6i0 0.54 0.55 0.60 0.57 1.03 0.77
1980-84 0.18 0.31 0.10 0.19 0.09 0.14 0.20 0.23 0.84 1.00
1971-84 0.43 0.61 0.35 0.4,3 0.36 0.40 0.46 0.47 1.02 0.90

C. TOTAL Nosinal

1971-74 -0.17 -0.67 -0.04 -0.1.8 -0.08 -0.17 -0.24 -0.40 -1.31
1975-79 -0.26 -0.73 -0.07 -0.26 -0.12 -0.22 -0.28 -0.28 -1.53 -1.42
1980-84 -0.25 -0.54 -0.06 -0.28 -0.04 -0.16 -0.29 -0.37 -1.78 -2.07
1971-84 -0.23 -0.64 -0.06 -0.24 -0.08 -0.18 -0.27 -0.35 -1.56 -1.78

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -2.76 -3.26 -2.63 -2.77 -2.67 -2.76 -2.84 -3.00 -3.91
1975-79 -2.13 -2.60 -1.94 -2.13 -2.00 -2.09 -2.15 -2.15 -3.41 -4.07
1980-84 -2.64 -2.93 -2.44 -2.66 -2.41 -2.54 -2.68 -2.76 -4.20 -4.50
1971-84 -2.49 -2.91 -2.32 -2.50 -2.34 -2.44 -2.54 -2.61 -3.84 -4.31

=======================,================== ============
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Appendix Table A7.2c
Short Run Direct and Cuaulative Total Incose Effects

of Price Interventions by Region: CORN fin 1)

PHIL CAGAYAN SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN CENTRAL VESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
VALLEY TA6ALDS VISAYAS YISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO NINDANAD MINDANAO

A. As a Ratio of No-intervention Income

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 0.b3 0.87 0.53 0.61 0.56 0.65 0.71 0.77 1.42
1975-79 0.62 0.87 0.54 0.63 0.56 0.57 0.63 0.59 1.10 0.88
1980-84 0.22 0.36 0.12 0.23 0.10 0.17 0.24 0.27 1.00 1.16
1971-84 0.48 0.69 0.39 0.48 0.40 0.45 0.51 0.53 1.15 1.04

2. Cumulative Total

1971 -4.96 -5.30 -4.83 -4.92 -4.88 -4.98 -5.07 -5.14 -6.03
1974 0.44 -1.17 0.80 0.41 0.72 0.50 0.29 -0.25 -2.82 -4.39
1979 -3.63 -3.90 -3.52 -3.64 -3.55 -3.57 -3.64 -3.58 -4.33 -4.56
1984 -3.79 -4.15 -3.52 -3.87 -3.52 -3.6B9 -3.88 -3.94 -6.69 -5.87

P. As a Ratio of Actual Income

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 0.55 0.80 0.45 0.52 0.47 0.57 0.63 0.69 1.36
1975-79 0.60 0.85 0.53 0.61 0.55 0.55 0.61 0.57 1.09 0.86
1980-84 0.20 0.35 0.10 0.21 0.09 0.15 0.22 0.26 0.98 1.14
1971-84 0.44 0.66 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.41 0.48 0.50 1.12 1.02

2. Cumulative Total

1971 -5.22 -5.60 -5.07 -5.18 -5.14 -5.24 -5.34 -5.42 -6.42
1974 0.43 -1.19 0.79 0.40 0.72 0.50 0.29 -0.25 -2.90 -4.59
1979 -3.77 -4.06 -3.64 -3.78 -3.68 -3.70 -3.78 -3.72 -4.53 -4.77
1984 -3.94 -4.32 -3.65 -4.03 -3.65 -3.83 -4.04 -4.10 -7.17 -6.24

======f = S ====252===S 3…2 …2=========.. ==2 US=======U==38=2:==t==
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Appentlix Table A7.3a
Instantaneous Incoee Effects of Price Interventions
as Percent Share ol No-intervention Income: SU6AR

PHIL CENTRAL SOUTHlERN iIESTERN EASTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
LUZON TASAI.O6 aISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO IINDANAII MINDANAD

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 -0.79 -0.68 -0.14 -4.51 -0.73 -0.135
1975-79 -0.66 -0.56 -0.12 -3.47 -1.04 0.02 -0.21 0.02
1980-84 -0.20 -0.10 -0,05 -1.51 -0.24 -0.17 -0.03 -O.10
1971-8 -0.53 -0.43 -0.10 -3.07 -0.67 -0.09 -0.12 -0.05

8. DIRECT Real

1971-74 -0.30 -0.19 0.36 -4.10 -0.26 0.317
1975-79 -0.1b -0.06 0.39 -3.03 -0.55 0.01 0.30 0.25
1980-84 -0.12 -0.02 0.04 -1.44 -0.16 -0.09 0.05 -0.02
1971-84 -0.19 -0.08 0.26 -2.77 -0.33 -0.04 0.23 (0.08

C. TOTAL Nominal

1971-74 -1.20 -1.35 -0.20 -6.81 -1.00 -0.18
1975-79 -1.18 -1.27 -0.21 -6.41 -1.66 -0.05 -0.37 -0.02
1980-84 -0.51 -0.48 -0.11 -3.73 -0.65 -0.43 -0.08 -0.25
1971-84 -0.95 -1.01 -0.17 -5.56 -1.11 -0.26 -0.21 -;0.16

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -3.66 -3.81 -2.68 -9.20 -3.48 -2.66
1975-79 -2.99 -3.08 -2.02 -9.22 -3.48 -2.59 -2.18 -2.91
1980-84 -2.82 -2.79 -2.43 -5.97 2.95 -2.73 -2.40 -2.56
1971-84 -3.12 -3.19 -2.36 -7.69 -3.29 -2.67 -2.40 -2.69

======================== _== ================ ====_====== ==
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Appendix Table A7.3b
Instantaneous Income Effects of Price Interventions

as Percent Share of Actual Income: SUGAR

PHIL CENTRAL SOUTHERN LESTERN EASTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
LUZON TAGALOG VISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 -0.80 -0.69 -0.14 -4.86 -0.75 -0.13
1975-79 -0.68 -0.57 -0.12 -4.03 -1.08 0.02 -0.21 0.02
1980-84 -0.20 -0.10 -0.05 -1.56 -0.24 -0.17 -0.03 -0.10
1971-84 -0.54 -0.44 -0.10 -3.38 -0.69 -0.09 -0.12 -0.05

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 -0.37 -0.26 0.28 -4.34 -0.31 0.29
1975-79 -0.17 -0.06 0.38 -3.45 -0.56 0.01 0.29 0.25
1980-84 -0.13 -0.03 0.02 -1.47 -0.17 -0.10 0.04 -0.03
1971-84 -0.21 -0.11 0.22 -3.00 -0.35 -0.05 0.20 0.09

C. TOTAL Nominal

1971-74 -1.22 -1.38 -0.20 -7.51 -1.03 -0.18
1975-79 -1.22 -1.31 -0.21 -7.58 -1.75 -0.05 -0.37 -0.02
1980-84 -0.52 -0.49 -0.11 -3.91 -0.65 -0.43 -0.08 -0.25
1971-84 -0.97 -1.03 -0.17 -6.25 -1.15 -0.26 -0.21 -0.16

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -3.83 -3.99 -2.80 -10.20 -3.62 -2.77
1975-79 -3.09 -3.18 -2.08 -9.44 -3.62 -2.67 -2.24 -3.00
1980-84 -2.91 -2.87 -2.49 -6.36 -3.05 -2.81 -2.46 -2.63
1971-84 -3.23 -3.30 -2.43 -8.56 -3.41 -2.75 -2.47 -2.77

==_ss==z====.=. ====2===S============ 2========s-s
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Appendix Table A7.3c
Short Run Direct: and Cumulative Total Income Effects

of Price interventions by Region: SUBAR [in 1)

PHIL CENTRAL SOU1'HERN WESTERN EASTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN CENTRAL
LUZON TAEALO6 VISAYAS VISAYAS NINDANAD NINDANAD MINDANAO

A. As a Ratio of No-interventiocl Incoae

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 -O.4b -0.35 0.33 -4.95 -0.40 0.35
1975-79 -0.47 -0.37 D.33 -4.62 -0.98 -0.01 0.20 0.25
1980-84 -0.17 -0.05 D.03 -1.76 -0.23 -0.12 0.04 -0.04
1971-84 -0.36 -0.25 0.22 -3.69 -0.54 -0.07 0.19 0.07

2. Cunulatiye Total

1971 -5.52 -5.81 -4.90 -9.04 -4.91 -4.112
1974 -2.19 -2.35 0.37 -15.40 -3.08 -1.60 0.25 -2.42
1979 -3.45 -3.43 -J3.47 -3.39 -3.39 -3.45 -3.47 -3.47
1984 -3.78 -3.74 -:3.53 -5.72 -3.96 -3.81 -3.52 -3.66

B. As a Ratio of Actual Income

1. Short Run Direct

1971-74 -0.52 -0.42 0.25 -5.28 -0.44 0.27
1975-79 -0.48 -0.38 0.32 -5.43 -1.01 -0.01 0.20 0.24
1980-4 -0.18 -0.07 0.01 -1.81 -0.24 -0.13 0.03 -0.05
1971-84 -0.38 -0.28 0.19 -4.09 -0.58 -0.08 0.16 0.06

2. Cuoulative Total

1971 -5.84 -6.17 -5.15 -9.94 -5.17 -5.06
1974 -2.24 -2.41 0.37 -18.21 -3.18 -1.63 0.25 -2.48
1979 -3.58 -3.56 -3.59 -3.51 -3.51 -3.58 -3.60) -3.59
1984 -3.93 -3.89 -3.66 -6.07 -4.12 -3.96 -3.65 -3.79
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Appendix Table A7.4a
Instantaneous Incose Effects of Price Interventions
as Percent Share of No-intervention Income: COPRA

PHIL SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
TA6ALO0 VISAYAS VISAYAS IINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAD

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 -0.33 -0.12 -0.44 -0.17 -1.31 -0.46 -1.53 -1.24
1975-79 -0.44 -0.22 -0.70 -0.18 -1.55 -1.39 -1.25 -1.18
1980-84 -0.64 -0.41 -1.08 -0.30 -2.16 -1.79 -1.04 -2.05
1971-84 -0.48 -0.26 -0.76 -0.22 -1.70 -1.27 -1.25 -1.51

B. DIRECT Real

1971-74 -2.80 -2.60 -2.92 -2.65 -3.78 -2.94 -4.00 -3.70
1975-79 -2.25 -2.03 -2.50 -1.99 -3.34 -3.18 -3.05 -2.98
1980-84 -2.95 -2.72 -3.37 -2.61 -4.43 -4.07 -3.33 -4.32
1971-84 -2.b6 -2.44 -2.93 -2.40 -3.85 -3.43 -3.42 -3.67

C. TOTAL Nosinal

1971-74 -0.92 -0.35 -1.04 -0.48 -3.63 -1.34 -4.2b -3.39
1975-79 -1.46 -0.82 -2.43 -0.57 -4.89 -4.45 -3.50 -3.77
1980-84 -1.45 -0.88 -2.34 -0.72 -4.91 -4.01 -2.25 -4.71
1971-84 -1.30 -0.71 -2.00 -0.59 -4.54 -3.40 -3.27 -4.00

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -0.43 0.14 -0.56 0.02 -3.15 -0.86 -3.82 -2.91
1975-79 -0.96 -0.31 -1.93 -0.06 -4.41 -3.96 -3.02 -3.28
1980-84 -1.37 -0.80 -2.26 -0.63 -4.84 -3.93 -2.17 -4.64
1971-84 -0.95 -0.36 -1.65 -0.24 -4.20 -3.06 -2.95 -3.66

=========================== =-= ===========…==
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Appendix Table A7.4b
Instantaneous IncUle Effects of Price Interventions

as Percent Shtare of Actual Income: COPRA

PHIL SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
TA6ALC6 VISAYAS VISAYAS NINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. DIRECT Nominal

1971-74 -0.33 -0.12 -0.44 -0.17 -1.36 -0.47 -1.60 -1.27
1975-79 -0.45 -0.22 -0.71 -0.18 -1.59 -1.42 -1.28 -1.21
1980-84 -0.65 -0.41 -1.09 -0.30 -2.22 -1.93 -1.05 -2.10
1971-84 -0.49 -0.26 -0.77 -0.22 -1.75 -1.29 -1.29 -1.55

D. DIRECT Real

1971-74 -2.92 -2.71 -:3.03 -2.76 -3.96 -3.06 -4.20 -3.88
1975-79 -2.32 -2.10 -2.59 -2.05 -3.48 -3.31 -3.16 -3.09
1980-84 -3.04 -2.90 -3.50 -2.68 -4.65 -4.25 -3.45 -4.53
1971-84 -2.75 -2.52 -3S.04 -2.48 -4.03 -3.57 -3.56 -3.83

C. TOTAL Nominal

1971-74 -0.94 -0.35 -1.06 -0.48 -3.83 -1.37 -4.57 -3.56
1975-79 -1.48 -0.83 -2.50 -0.57 -5.16 -4.67 -3.65 -3.93
1980-84 1.47 -0.99 -2.40 -0.72 -5.19 -4.19 -2.31 -4.98
1971-94 1.32 -0.72 -2.05 -0.60 -4.79 -3.55 -3.43 -4.20

D. TOTAL Real

1971-74 -0.51 0.07 -0.63 -0.06 -3.38 -0.94 -4.10 -'3.12
1975-79 -0.99 -0.33 -1.99 -0.07 -4.63 -4.15 -3.12 -3.41
1980-04 -1.40 -0.82 -2.32 -0.65 -5.11 -4.11 -2.23 -4.90
1971-84 -1.00 -0.39 -1.72 -0.28 -4.44 -3.22 -3.08 -3.86

====s========2=r====r==2= =====================:
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Appendix Table A7.4c
Cumulative Total Income Effects of Price Interventions

by Region: COPRA (in l)

PHIL SOUTHERN BICOL WESTERN EASTERN WESTERN NORTHERN SOUTHERN
TA6ALOS VISAYAS VISAYAS MINDANAO MINDANAO MINDANAO

A. As a Share of No-intervention Incose

1971 -4.45 -3.65 -4.22 -4.03 -8.57 -4.69 -7.69 -8.38
1974 1.22 2.94 0.14 2.70 -6.18 -0.03 -9.49 -5.22
1979 -2.51 -1.38 -4.82 -0.54 -9.13 -8.22 -4.48 -7.14
1984 -2.78 -1.42 -3.55 -2.03 -8.61 -6.43 -3.14 -9.75

B. As a Share of Actual lncoae

1971 -4.65 -3.79 -4.41 -4.20 -9.38 -4.92 -8.33 -9.14
1974 1.21 2.86 0.14 2.63 -6.59 -0.03 -10.48 -5.50
1979 -2.57 -1.40 -5.06 -0.54 -10.05 -8.96 -4.69 -7.69
1984 -2.86 -1.44 -3.68 -2.07 -9.42 -6.88 -3.24 -10.81

-==l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ S===========================t==2======
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Appendix Table A7.5
Actual and No-intervt.ntion Consuter Price Index (Outside Manilal

and 6NP Deflator (1971 = 1.0000)

CPI CPI' CPI' CPII CPI RNPdef 6NPdef' BNPdef 6NPdefl 6NPd.ft
XUP ISA XUP ISA XUP ISA XUP ISA

1960 0.4776 0.4428 0.4385 (1.4043 0.4012 0.4899 0.4768 0.4734 0.4654 0.4627
1961 0.4980 0.4074 0.4009 0.4427 0.4359 0.5016 0.4637 0.4582 0.4632 0.4584
1962 0.5143 0.5248 0.5203 0.5444 0.5407 0.5347 0.5390 0.5360 0.5268 0.5247
1963 0.5551 0.5612 0.5625 0.5761 0.5772 0.5806 0.5835 0.5843 0.5653 0.5659
19b4 0.6041 0.5820 0.5821 O.b083 0.6083 0.bOb2 0.bO01 0.6002 0.5890 0.5891
1965 0.6245 0.5901 0.5821 0.6169 0.6104 0.6318 0.6199 0.6155 0.6067 0.6036
1966 0.6571 0.6165 0.6027 0.6437 0.6313 0.6660 0.6550 0.6477 0.6395 0.6338
1967 0.6939 0.b715 0.6576 0.7043 0.6921 0.7097 0.7039 0.6811 0.6911 0.b736
1968 0.7061 0.6931 0.6785 0.7359 0.7233 0.7449 0.7396 0.7160 0.7349 0.7170
1969 0.7143 0.7059 0.6971 0.7482 0.7406 0.7791 0.7749 0.761;! 0.7683 0.7580
1970 0.8204 0.8218 0.8155 0.8552 0.8499 0.8901 0.8969 0.8857 0.8760 0.8676
1971 1.0000 0.8796 0.8758 0.9342 0.9308 1.0000 0.9664 0.9576 0MM521 0.9453
1972 1.0857 1.0342 1.0332 1.0830 1.0822 1.0672 1.0544 1.0526 1.0329 1.0317
1973 1.2163 1,3188 1.3193 1.3218 1.3222 1.2551 1.2855 1.2862 1.2195 1.2199
1974 1.7020 1.8714 1.8726 1.9189 1.9200 1.6478 1.7161 1.7180 1.6630 1.6645
1975 1.8245 1.8979 1.8955 1.9962 1.9943 1.7791 1.8254 1.8217 1.7987 1.7962
1976 2.0000 1.9374 1.9349 2.0711 2.0690 1.9477 1.9335 1.9288 1.9191 1.9157
1977 2.2000 2.2123 2.2051 2.3192 2.3131 2.1163 2.1156 2.1058 2.0663 2.0590
1978 2.3551 2.4078 2.4046 2.5125 2.5099 2.2882 2.2896 2.2856 2.2229 2.2202
1979 2.7673 2.8105 2.8132 2.9189 2.9225 2.6435 2.6610 2.6643 2.5517 2.5555
1980 3.2735 3.4255 3.4371 3.5570 3.5663 3.0544 3.1023 3.1146 2.9944 3.0028
1981 3.7020 3.8379 3.8301 4,0123 4.0066 3.3746 3.4202 3.4125 3.3246 3.3196
1982 4.0016 3.8571 3.8228 4,1661 4.1373 3.6702 3.6067 3.5630 3.5788 3.5476
1983 4.4898 4.4261 4.3929 4.7111 4.6834 4.0993 4.0840 4.0543 4.0098 3.9897
1984 6.7510 6.6977 6.6565 7,0198 6.9858 6.1409 6.1167 6.0711 5.9279 5.8957
1985 8.3061 7.7193 7.4944 8.1128 7.9197 7.2295 7.0525 6.8827 6.8637 6.7386
1996 8.3714 8.2054 8.0436 8.,4298 8.2925 7.3586 7.2927 7.1868 7.0212 6.9422

NOTES: - had there been no direct price intervention
I - had there been no direct and indirect price interventionsi
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Appendix Table A7.6a
Total Expenditure Weights of Rice, Corn, Sugar and Oils

by Occupation and by Location, 1978
=== == == = = _ = = == = = = s== = == -< = j =

Rice Corn Sugar Oil

URBAN

All Occupations 0.07C39 0.0033 0).0184 0.0174
Professional ,Technical

Entrepreneurial 0.0565 0.0019 0.0184 0.0188
Semiskilled 0.0796 0.0038 0.0184 0.0146

Unskilled, No Occupation 0.0791 0.0033 0.0217 0.0217

RURAL

All Occupations 0.1643 0.0202 0.0190 0.0160
Farm Owners 0.1583 C).0166 0.0218 0.0166

Farm Workers, Small &
Hired Fishermen 0.18C09 0.0231 0.0178 0.0166

= == _= == _ ==
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Appendix Table A7.6b
Total Expenditure Weights of Rice, Corn, Sugar and Oils
by Incose 6roup and by Location, 1971 a985

1 9 7 1 1 9 1 5
Rice Corn Sugar Oil Rice Corn Sugar oil

… - - - - - - - - - - - - - __.__-_-_-_-_- _

PHILIPPINES

Poor 0.1867 0.0331 0.0194 0.0084 0.1821 0.0508 0.0125 0.0069
Lower Middle 0.1366 0.0242 0.0192 0.0083 0.1122 0.0312 0.0103 0.0057
Upper Middle 0.0986 0.0175 0.0174 0.0075 0.0734 0.0204 0.0082 0.0045

Rich 0.0657 0.0116 0.0147 0.0064 0.0451 0.0125 0.0055 0.0030

RURAL

Poor 0.1984 0.0352 0.0195 0.0082 0.1926 0.0535 0.0120 0,0066
Lower Middle 0.1554 0.0275 0.0190 0.0092 0.1302 0.0362 0.0100 0.0055
Upper Middle 0.1220 0.021b 0.0194 0.0084 0.0901 0.0250 0.0084 0.0046

Rich 0.0919 0.0163 0.0176 0.0076 0.0669 0.0196 0.0060 0.0033

URBAN

Poor 0.1707 0.0280 0.0'197 0.0084 0.1790 0.0023 0.0117 0.0080
Lower Middle 0.1360 0.0210 0.0205 0.0081 0.1154 0.0015 0.0089 0.0061
Upper Middle 0.1005 0.0154 0.0170 0.0072 0.0785 0.0010 0.0069 0.0047

Rich 0.0711 0.0110 0.0162 0.0070 0.0478 0.0006 0.0046 0.0032

.ETRO MANILA

Poor 0.1169 0.0015 0.0106 0.0079 0.1393 0.0011 0.0124 0.0085
Lower Middle 0.1008 0.0013 0.0095 0.0071 0.1033 0.0013 0.0086 0.0059
Upper Middle 0.0742 0.0009 0.0082 0.0062 0.0733 0.0009 0.0065 0.0045

Rich 0.0515 0.0007 0.0063 0.0046 0.0411 0.0005 0.0039 0.0026

See notes on Tables 7.11 and 7.12
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Appendix Table A1O.1
Fertilizer-Rice Price Ratio, Net Protection Rate

and Fertilizer Subsidy

Fertilizer-Rice Ratio of Fertilizer Indirect
Price Ratio$ Domestic Cash Subsidy Subsidy$U

Price to Claims Filed
World Price IEstimated)

of N in Million Pesos

1960 3.15 1.54
1961 3.22 1.85
1962 3.86 1.09
1963 3.59 1.58
1964 3.48 1.40
1965 3.63 1.38
1966 3.15 1.42
1967 2.97 1.54
1968 2.97 1.74
1969 2.62 1.86
1970 3.44 2.02
1971 2.11 1.80
1972 2.11 1.51
1973 1.95 1.51 46.5 51.2
1974 3.11 0.59 68.4 231.7
1975 4.37 1.29 332.7 68.8
1976 3.64 1.92 108.3 25.1
1977 3.28 1.61 55.2 106.5
1978 3.35 1.41 117.0 150.0
1979 3.68 1.33 15.0 259.9
1980 3.72 1.11 283.0 368.7
1981 3.81 1.26 569.6 545.0
1982 3.88 1.71 444.3 656.0
1983 3.42 1.60
1984 3.81 1.43

I Fertilizer price used is the price of nitrogen.
It Estimate of tax exemptions (e.g., from customs duties,

advance sales tax.)
NOTE: Cash subsidy was discontinued in 1982.

Sources of data: The price ratios were taken from IRRI, World Rice
Statistics; fertilizer subsidy from Te, A. 'Fertilizer and
Philippine Rice Production.' (Paper presented at the finiworkshop
on Organic and Inorganic Fertilizer, CEC, UP Los Banos,
January 18, 1987.
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