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" [Fillpinos are] not of the Orient, except by geography. We are part of the Wastern Warld by reasen of culture,
refigion, ideclogy, and economics. Although the color of our skin Is brown, the temper of our rmind and heart i
almest [dentical with yours.... We expoct Lo remain part of the West: possibly as the Ideslogical bridge between the
Oecident and the Orient....You have in us a protagenist of your political and economic sysiem— a broadeasting

station for Americanism,”

—hanuel Aokas, the first Prasident
of the Aspublic of the Philippines,
speaking in Washingfon in 1848 (1]

“The Philippines is nalther rich ner poor, north nar south, east nor west, here nor there.”

ituating the Philippines has long can-

founded many Filipinos and outside ob-
servers of the Philippines. The legacy of neardy
four centuries of colonial rule, first by the
Spanish and later by the Americans, has in-
deed set the Philippines apart from its Asian
neighbors in many aspects of culture, religion,
politics, and economics. Despite the profes-
sions of Pres, Roxas, however, it is from Latin
America-- not North America-- where
similarities are most often drawn: Catholicism
and the traditional primacy of the landed
oligarchy can be traced to common Iberian
roots, for example, and analogous degrees of
American influence deeply permeate the politi-
cal, economic, and cultural spheres. Indeed, it
may be as common for social scientists to
draw comparisons from Latin America (from
whence the Philippines was long ruled by the
Viceroyalty of new Spain) as from Indonesia,
Vietnam, or Talwan. "Not for nothing,"
Benedict Anderson notes, "is it sometimes
said that the Philippines is as much a part of
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—imelda R. Marcos

Latin America as it Is of South-East Asia.” [2]

These comparisons are perhaps found
mast frequently In discussions of political
economy. Bello et al. for example, write that
the consumer-goods production spawned by
Import and exchange controls imposed in
1949 fits into pattern of "industrialization by
accident" that is "similar to the experience of
Latin American countries, where industrial
sectors developed to make up for the shortfall
in imports triggered by the Great Depression
and the Second World War".[3]

A 1980 World Bank memorandum
describes the FPhilippine business
community’'s opposition to government
economic policy in terms of the "comparable
situations” found in the dissatisfaction both of
Brazilian domestic manufacturers who were
faced with "the threat of being squeezed be-
tween powerful multinational corporations
and highly capitalized state enterprises” and of
Argentinian industrialists who encountered the
elimination of protective tariffs and sub-
sidies.[4] An American banker, contrasts the



"Asian pattern” of successful export- orlented
growth with the experience of the Philippines:

Throughout both democratic and dictatorial
pariods, the Philippines has Tollowed a different
patiern, dominant In Spanish America, In that
patiern, an unholy aliiance of a traditional landed
dass, an Inefiicient and profected industrial
fight, and a pseudo-nationalistic left have com-
bined to protect and subsidize a relatively un-
compatitive and monopolistic economy, to
emphasize import substitution, and to subsidize
a labor elite at the expense of incredible un-
amployment and agrarian backwardness [5]

Further comparison was nurtured In the
1980s as the Philippines and the major Latin
American newly industrializing countries or
MICs (Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina) all be-
came mired In severe debt crises.

When the Philippines is discussed In rela-
tion to the East Aslan NICs (Taiwan, South
Korea, Singapore, and Hong Kong), the em-
phasis is usually on deeply contrasting pat-
terns of development. An examination of
Taiwan, for example [6], finds strong differen-
ces in the economic foundations that were laid
inthe 1850s. There was a period of import-sub-
stitution industrialization or 1S], and as in the
Philippines and the Latin American NICs, it
fostered the development of a class of in-
dustrialists. But the 1Sl pericd was accom-
panied by a sweeping land reform that
effectively eliminated the landlords as a social
class.[7] 151 was financed primarily by US aid,
which provided 85% of the current-account
deficit in Talwan between 13853 and 1962.
While foreign ald dependence was enormous,
the participation of foreign investors was neg-
ligible.[8] Ald served to strengthen the state
vis-a-vis domestic forces and enabled itto take
advantage of its period of relative Isolation
from the international economy to create an
industrial bourgeoisie. Because the state
stood above the entrepreneurial elite it had
fostered, it "could not be made to serve their
narrow class interests” [9], and the state-led
transition to export-oriented Industrialization
in the early 1960s faced little resistance from
elther labor or capital.[10]

The usual "situating” of the Philippine politi-
cal economy, then, proceeds from the
presumption that broad palterns of postwar
development resemble those of many Latin
Amaerican countries, and diverge from those of
the East Asian NICs. Gary Hawes, in his book
The Philippine State and the Marcos Regime:
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The Pdlitics of Export, offers the most recent
-- and most analytical - statement of such a
perspective. [11] He is perhaps as indebted to
the ldeas of Latin American theorists as any
previous observer of Philippine political
sconomy, and Integrates ideas from the work
of both Guillermo O'Donnell and Peter Evans
to make many parallels between the Philip-
pines and the Latin American NICs. Although
Hawes' book does naot focus on 151, but rather
on agricultural exports under the Marcos
regime, its discussion of ISI nonetheless raises
many Issues worthy of further examination.

Hawes writes that "the sequence of in-
dustrialization by import substitution with a
broadening of the political spectrum in sup-
port of a strengthening of the domestic market
is typical of South America, especially of Ar-
gentina as analyzed by Gulllermo O'Donnell.
Inthe Philippines, as in several Latin American
countries, sconomic stagnation, political con-
flict, and a rising left resulted in a political crisis.
From that crisis emerged an authoritarian
government determined to pursue a new path
to development.[12] "O'Donnell's thesis®, he
remarks, " though not universally accepted ,
seemsio beapplicable to the Philippines.” [13]
Hawes also writes that "the Philippine class
structure and the nature of its export economy
make the country resembla not Northeast Asia
but the NICs of Latin America - with a large
export secior and a politically powerful ISl
sector” {p.54). In 1972, he further claims, “the
Philippine class structure and political sphere
were similar to those of several Latin American
nations* (p. 151). Furthermore, in the eary
years after the declaration of martial law by
President Ferdinand E. Marcos, Hawes sees
the emergence of a "triple alliance of multina-
tional, state, and local capital (similar to what
Evans describes in Brazll) rather than a clearly
dominant state that controlled the local and
multinational capital, as In South Korea and
Taiwan®. [14]

Notwithstanding Hawes' quite sweeping
applications of Latin American experience and
theory to the Philippines, elsewhere in his
book the reader encounters conflicting ap-
praisals of just how similar the Philippine ex-
perience is to the major Latin American
gconomies. The Philippines started the
postwar era In a similar situation as Brazil and
Mexico {as well as South Korea), Hawes ar-
gues at one point {p. 17), but at another point
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he explains that while in Latin America "the ISl
sector arose from the crisis of world depres-
slon® (p. 149), in the Philippines the diversifica-
tion of the economy and the class structure
"appears to have been more tentative and
gradual...than In other nations” (p. 148). Only
In the economic cHsis of the early postwar
years, he continues, were conditicns for 151
created. Hawes also points out that through
the postwar years, the NICs of East Asla and
Latin America have “far surpassed the Philip-
pines in levels of industrialization and in-
come’|, and the Philippines must be considered
"distinctive, because it has in large part failed
in its effort to make the transition to export-
arlented growth® {p. 17). The Philippines, he
later explains, "does not mimic” either East
Asian or Latin American experience (p. 31).
But if the Philippines is so "distinctive®, one
might ask, then how can its class structure,
political sphere, and economy be so much the
same?

Hawes breaks important new ground in our
overall understanding of the Philippine politi-
cal economy, but nelther he — nor many other
writers - have been sufficiently explicit In high-
lighting the significant degree 1o which the
Philippine case varies from its Latin American
counterparts. It will be argued here that com-
parisons with Latin American NICs are often
greatly exaggerated, and often downplay criti-
cal differences in the process of deccloniza-
tion, the timing of industrialization, the patierns
of popular mobillization, the role of state
enterprises and the military, and the enduring
strength of agrardan interests. This article
focuses on comparlsons with Brazll, rather
than with the other two major economies of
Latin America, Argentina or Mexico, because
the Brazilian political economy seems to offer,
on the surface, the greatest number of paral-
lels to the Philippine political economy.[15]
The temporal focus is on the 1950s and early
1960s, when 15| strategies rernalned largely
successful in promaoting industrial growth.

The Process of Decolonization

At the close of World War I, the Brazillan
state long had enjoyed greater latitude for
Independent Initiative than the Philippines,
where the early post-independence state had
no significant degree of autonomy from the
agroexporters and their foreign allies, primarily
American traders and investors.[16] Despite
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the heritage of lberian, British and American
influences that the Philippines shares with
most of Latin America, an obvious but often
ovetlocked difference must be highlighted: the
Philippines remained a colony a century and a
guarter after most Latin American countries
had become independent states. Moreover,
outside of French West Africa it would probab-
ly be difficult to find a newly independent state
that retained closer tles to the former colonial
power. Unlike elsewhere in Southeast Asla, a
rising superpower rather than a declining
European power was the grantor of inde-
pendence, making it all more difficult for the
Fhilippines to emerge as a truly sovereign
nation. In addition to the continuance of close
gconomic bonds, other ties were
strengthened: the US was able to alter pre-war
agreements and obtain highly advantageous
rights to maintain huge military bases on
Philippine scil. The US and the Philippine elite
continued close patron-client ties even after
Indepandence, and decolonization proceeded
at a snail's pace for at least a decade after
independence, if not more.[17]

Both the agrarian elite and thelr American
allies were determined to protect the free trade
regime that had created such powerful links
between the US and the Philippines. Since
1909, US imports had entered the Philippines
duty-free, and Philippine trade dependence on
the US actually reached a new peak after the
granting of independence in 1946, as total
trade betweenthe US and the Philippines grew
from the pre-war (1936-40) level of 72.9% to
76.5% In 1948.[18] Theodore Friend highlights
the depth of these tles of dependence In the
1930s:

Reclprocal free trade [bilateral duty-free
trada] drastically limited Philippine ability to
protect native manufacturing and radically
stimulgted a iaste for American consumer
goods. Money which might have gone, in a more
susters culture, into capital investment, Inatead
want inta luxuries and prastige purchasing. The
Importing habits of the Flipinos would make
economic independence always difflcult to ob-
tain, and their exporting habits even weakened
the desire for political Indepandence. Con-
cantreting as they did on profitable agricultursl
exports, especially sugar, coconui oil, and
hemp, and relying as they did on American
buyers, many Filipino investors bagan 10 grow
warny of independence unless it could be con-
neciad with continued fres trade.[18]

The maintenance of bilateral free trada In
the early post- independence era was guaran-
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teed by the Ball Trade Act of 1946. Under the
terms of the act, American goods could anter

the Phillppines duty-free from 1946 to 1954,
and duty-free quolas were Instituted for sugar
and other commodities Imported by the US. At
the same time, the peso exchange rate was
pegged to the dollar {and could not be
devalued without the approval of the US Presi-
dent), "parity rights® guaranteed US business
equal access to invest In Philippine natural
resources and public utilities, the Philippines
was prevented from Imposing export taxes,
and the US President was given discretion to
withdraw economic concessions granted to
the Philippines. The quid pro quo for sacrific-
ing Philippine national control of such key
elements of economic policy came In the form
of $620 million In US rehabilitation assistance
for war damages. Clearly, the greatest Phllip-
pine beneficiaries were the agroexporters,
who were guaranteed continued accessto the
US rarket.

The free trade policy of the Bell Trade Act
created the conditions for a hemorrhage of
foreign exchange to pay for duty- free imports;
most of the rehabllitation assistance and other
US government disbursement want to satlshy
pent-up consumer demand rather than
government-sponsored development efforis.
Becausa of the restrictions of the Bell Trade
Act, "tha Phllippine government could not,
without US permission, put an end to the
wastage of resources which the orgy of post-
war Imporis of consumer goods repre-
santed".[20]
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This capabiity finally came In 1949, In
response fo a major balance-of-payments
crisis, when bath an International Monetary
Fund {IMF) misslon and a US economic mis-
sion (the Bell Mission, arriving In early 1950)
advised Import and exchange controls. "What
bagan as an emergency tactic In balance of
payments policy,” Power and Sicat explain,
"became the principal policy Instrument for
promoting industrialization over the decade of
the 1950s.°[21] Foreign exchange was ra-
tioned on the basis of "essentlality”, with capl-
tal goods and intermediate goods favored
over consumer goods. The protection for local
manufactures resulted both from the higher
prices for competing forefgn consumer goods,
and from the relatively low prices for imported
Inputs, made possible by the continued over-
valuation of the peso at its pre-war level. 151
thrived for more than a decade, until controls
were lifted In 1962,

The Bell Misslon also lald out a comprehen-
sive program of economic reform, the Im-
plementation of which was encouraged by the
placement of US advisors throughout the
Phillppine bureaucracy.[22] The US role as
*non-sovereign tutor” [23] had an Impact in
many areas of aconomic policy making, even
i in such area as land reform the US was
unable to get its advice implemented by the
landlord-dominated Congress.[24] The Con-
stantinos aptly described tha process In the
terms: "One could say that for the small sum
of $250 million the Americans were practically
buyling back a colony."[25] From another point
on the political spectrum, Frank H. Golay's
remarks on the post-1950 reforms are an
equally revealing exposition of the weakness
of the Philippine state vis-a-vis its neocolonial
tutor:

By the end of 1943, the govermmant esamed
willling to let the military go unpald and the
educational systern wither for want of funds, and
even to suocumb 1o the Huk reballlon, rether
than face up to minlmum responsibility for
governmarntal functione,... it Is a depresalng
commentary that the reforms, when they did
come, wera 1o & considerable extant Installed
from the outslde as & result of the Ball Mission
and s recommendations, [28]

This level of dependency on the hegemonic
power did not exist in Brazil. While the Brazllian
economy did indeed develop in the contaxt of
dependancy, as Evans makes clear, iis state
structure provided a degree of autonomy from
and Quarter 1209



foreign influence that the Philippines, even
three decades later, often seems not ta have
attained.[27] The obstacles to genuine
decolonization, which endure until the
present, must be counted as a major limitation
on the autonomy of the Philippine state.[28]

The Timing and Depih of Philippine
Industrinlization

Philippine industrialization did not get un-
derway during the Great Depression and
World War I, as in much of Latin America, but
emerged only In the early postwar years. Al-
though Woarld War Il interrupted the flow of
trade between the US and its colony, during
the Japanese occupation and subsequent US
re-occupation the Phillppines experienced
economic devastation rather than the boost to
151 found in Brazil.[29]

In Brazll in 1920, 32% of the total value-
added In manufacturing came from food,
beverages, tobacco, and 37.2% from textiles,
footwear, and apparel. These six categories,
Evans notes, are "the first areas of import-sub-
stitution®. The corresponding figures in the
Philippines, In 1918, were 65.8% and 6.4%. By
1850, Brazilian production of these com-
medities had fallen to 25.5% and 24.4%,
respectively, as more "modern® industries
{metal fabrication, machinery, electrical equip-
ment, transportation equipment, and chemi-
cals and pharmaceuticals) constituted a full
one-quarter of manufacturing value-added.
Fhilippine manufacturing in 1948 remained
dominated by the same product as In 1918,
although there had been a slight shift from
food, beverages, and tobacco to the garments
category (60.6% and 9.2%, respectively).[30]

in the wake of World War I, then, the
agrarian elite in the Phillppines faced no sig-
nificant competition from other segments of
the bourgeoisie— unlike in Brazil, where the IS
segment of the bourgeoisie had already
emerged to promote its Interests.[31] The
dominance of these interests did not prevent
initiatives toward industriallzation, but
progress was less than impressive. The Com-
monwealth Government had introduced direct
state involvement in productive activity in the
late 1930s, bul except for the creation of the
National Footwear Corporation In 1940, most
efforts were in commearce, not manufacturing.
Thewar soon interrupted these modest begin-
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nings, however, and it was not until the late
1940s and eary 1950s - concurrent to the
broader emergence of ISI — that the govern-
ment was involved in an "extensive list of
manufacturing acthities®, as well as several
other activities:

By the early 19508 the national governmant
was oparating railroads, hotels, sleciric power,
gas and water workes, as well as divectly produc-
Ing coal, cament, steel, pulp and papar, textiles
and yarns, operating a shipyard for both repairs
and construction, and enginesring shops. In ad-
dition, the government had majority equity inter-
&6t In firms manufaciuring incandescent bulbs
and fluorescent tubes, and pulp paper, & "nation-
&l domestic and international alrline, and a "na-
tional ocean-going” steamship lina. Finally, the
povernment through & govemment- owned
holding company was, or had been sngaged in
production of nails, marble lumber, footwear,
sugar, texiiles and yams, food preserving and
packaging, and warehousing.[32]

In 1946, the newly Independent gover-
ment had also instituted tax incentives for "new
and necessary industries®, but it was not unti
tha imposition of import and exchange con-
trols in 1949 that emerging industrial
entrepreneurs began to take advantage of the
concessions (Golay, et al,, 7).

Import and exchange controls, tax Incen-
tives, and tariffs (imposed in 1957) en-
couraged rapid growth in the Philippine
manufacturing sector: 14.1% annual growth
from 1948-53, 11.1% from 1953-57, and 5.7%
from 1957-61.[33] Manufacturing increased as
a proportion of net domestic product from
10.5% in 1846-50 t0 14.8% in 1951-5610 17.4%
in 1956-60, where the leval stabilized for a
decade. The ratio of the value of Imports to the
gross value of production for all manufacturing
fell from 1.13 in 19484910 0.42 In 1960, where
the level again stabllized untll the late 1960s.
Some of the most dramatic declines in this
ratio came in textiles (from 6.32 to 0.22), paper
and paper products {from 43.79 to 0.35), and
chemicals and petroleum products (8.76 to
0.28).[34]

How successful was Philippine 151 In shift-
Ingthe composition of Philippine imports away
from consumer goads? In 1949, 37.3% of im-
potts were In consumer goods, 2.5% of which
were durable goods. By 1859-61, consumer
goods made up only 13.9% of imports, of
which 0.8% were durable goods. Capital
goods Increased from 9.9% to 19.7%, as low
rates of protection on capital goods and Inter-
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mediary inputs encouraged dependence on
imported supplies. In Brazil, by comparison,
15% of imports in 1949 were consumer goods,
8% of which were durable goods. In 1561, the
figure had dropped to a mere 9%, 2% of which
were durable goods. Capital goods decreased
from 38% to 29%. These figures reflect that the
process of "deepening” to production of capi-
tal goods was already advancing by 1961 in
Brazll; imports of capital goods as a percent-
age of total supply, in fact, dropped from
63.7% In 1949 to 32.9% in 1959 and 9.8% in
1964.[a5]

Philippine statistics seem to reflect consid-
arable success in horlzontal 151, with little sig-
nificant movement Into the vertical 1SI that was
taking place in Brazil. They say little, however,
about how much of the manufacture of con-
sumer goods actually took place In the Philip-
pines. Economists note that the "new
industrialization in the 1950s favoured the
finishing and assembling of imported semi-
manufactures’, [36] and that "protection
proved highest for less essential imports and
established strong incentives for ‘industries’
that could perform some minor process-
Ing...."[37]

The relative lack of change in manufactur-
ing value-added between 1918 and 1948 has
been noted; what were the changes in the
years of the controls, and how did they com-
pare to Brazil? By 1960, one-half of Brazil's
value-added in manufacturing came from the
*‘modern” industries (metal fabrication,
machinery, electrical equipment, transporta-
tion equipment, and chemicals and phar-
maceuticals), and only 36.8% from the six
categories (food, beverages, tobacco, tex-
tiles, footwear, and apparel} that had first
fueled its 151. The Philippines had made con-
sidarable progress In producing consumer
goods for the domestic market, but still 41.2%
was infood, beverages, and tobacco, and only
7.6% In textiles, footwear, and apparel-the
latter figure representing a decline from 1948!
Impaortant gains were registered in three addi-
tional categories, however, which now
counted for 26.2% of the country's manufac-
turing value added, compared to 10.7% In
1048: chemicals and chemical preducts, basic
metal and metallic products, and miscel-
laneous manufactures.[38]
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The relative importance of manufacturing to
other sectors of the economy, particularly
agriculture, Is also an important indicator of
overall change in the economy. The growth of
manufaciuring as a percentage of Fhilippine
net domestic product was noted above: be-
tween the late 1940s and the late 1950s, it
increased from 10.5% to 17.4%. Agriculture ,
meanwhile, declined from 38.6% to 30.7% yel
remained substantially larger than manufac-
turing. In Brazil in 1960, manufacturing had
already become larger (25.1%) than agricul-
ture (19.2%).[39] On the basis of the statistics
clted--even accounting for the natural ad-
vantage that Brazil enjoys in the larger size of
its domestic market—one can conclude that
Philippine industrialization was less advanced
than that of Brazd, but that the Philippine
economic structure did become far mora com-
plex during the period of IS1.

The relative share of foreign capital in the
manufacturing industries of the Philippines
and Brazil is also roughly the same, but the
timing of its emergence to a prominent role
points to an important difference between the
two countries. While forelgn capital in the
former has penetrated even the consumer
goods industries, in Brazi it became par-
ticularly significant only after Brazil began the
project of deepening in the 1950s.[40] The
domestic entrepreneurs In the Philippines,
then, faced pressure from foreign capital atan
garlier stage than their counterparts in Brazll.
Bello et al, make this assessment:

Import substitution might have created a na-
tional entrepreneurial elite, but it was a very
fragile one. Lacking expariise and accass to
advanced technology, many Philippine In-
dustrialists were shunted onto the routa of
manufacturing US brand-name commaodities
under stringent royalty agreement with US
firms.[41)

Even relatively simple products often had
links with foreign capital. One American writer
laments the position of the "new Filipino in-
dustrialists” by indicating the situation of one
gompany headed by "one of the more open
advocates of a nationalist policy”. The com-
pany of Hilarion Henares, Jr., he writes, "unfor-
tunately... manufactures almost averything
under license of US brands and processes
(Mongol pencils, Crayola crayons, Old Town
carbon paper and typewriter ribbons, Valspar
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varnishes, and Universal and Reliable
paints)”.[42]

The data confirm these impressionistic ac-
counts of the role of foreign capital in Philip-
pine ISi. Prior to the war, because of the
free-trade policy between the colenial power
and the colony, Lindsey explains, "there was
litthe manufacturing activity for either the
domestic market or export”. [43] On the eve of
the import and exchange controls that set ISI
in motion, however, 50.9% of manufacturing
assets were foreign controlled, mainly by
Amerlcan investors. After the lifting of the con-
trols Inthe early 1960s, foreign ownership had
diminished somewhat, but remained very
strong. In 1964 and 1965, foreign ownership
accounted for 37% of the equity in manufac-
turing firms with at least 1 million pesos (rough-
Iy $250,000) in assets. In 1976, foreign
investors owned 36.3% of the equity of
manufacturing firms counted among the
largest 1000 corporations In the Philippines
(Lindsey, pp. 27-28). Yoshihara provides a
breakdown of the largest 250 manufacturing
companiesin 1971, and reports that 38% of the
200 largest of these companies are foreign
(80% of which are American), 28% are
Chinese, and 28% are Fllipino.[44] In Brazil in
1872-- long after the initiation of the deepening
of 11, a period in which one would anticipate
a significant level of foreign capital — 35% of
the assets of the largest 200 non-financial (not
necessarily manufacturing) firms were foreign-
owned.[45] This Is a level roughly similar tothe
Philippines, where significant deepening has
yet to occur.

Hawes argues that “foreign investors
dominated the IS| sector” in the Philippines
{although he provides no data to back up his
claimj, because of differences in the timing
and international environment of Philippine 1S1.
He correctly points out that Latin America,
where 1SI grew out of the world depression, the
resuit was "a larger role for domestic
entrepreneurs and an eadler escape from the
confines of the colonial economy”. [46] The
above data seem to contradict his assertion of
foreign investors’ dominance in ISI {at least In
terms of ownership of equity), but confirm that
their role certainly was a powerful one. When
onae considers not only equity, but also the
Importance of licensing agreements in the
manufacture of even simple consumer goods,
Bello et al. and Hawes are correct to stress the
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weak role of Philippine domestic
entrepreneurs vis-a-vis forefign capital. Unlike
in Brazil, this weakness was present from the
earliest stages of ISI.

Popular Mobilization

How do patterns of popular mobilization
that accompanied 15! in the Philippines com-
pare to those in Latin America? O'Donnell
argues that in Brazil and Argentina, the rise of
urbanization and industrialization that began
in the 1830s "changed the distrbution of politl-
cal power and provided the basis for a brpad
‘populist’ coalition... formed by relatively new
sectors”, This coalition had a clear sense of
what It was against ("the old oligarchies, the
highly visible foreign-owned firms mediating
between the International and the domestic
market, and the policles of free trade with
which the old rulers had traditionally been
assoclated") and of what it was for {in-
dustrialization and expanslon of the domestic
market).[47] “The populist period,” he writes,
generated a large urban electorate to whom
political leaders could appeal - mostly with
promises of distributionist, populist-type
economic policies.... The main assets of the
popular sector were its electoral welght and its
capacity to strike, demonstrate, and disrupt.
As a consequence, the scope and intensity of
its political activation grew markedly in both
countries in the years preceding the coups®
(1964 in Brazil and 1966 In Argentina) {p. 68).

The dissolution of the populist coalition was
closely linked to the exhaustion of "easy” IS
(roughly 1960, according to O'Donnell). Yat,
aven after these governments had been
removed from power, “there remained an
urban popular sector with a high degree of
organization... and ideological tendencies
amenable to more radical formulations than
anything proposed by Peron or Vargas during
their years in power" {p. 57). With the rise of
bureaucratic authoritarian regimes, this sector
faced a process of "political exclusion®
through repression and corporatist controls
that attempted to block their "channels of
political access” and "deactivate them politi-
cally"[48]

Hawes attempis a broad application of
O'Donnell's thesis to the Philippine case, as-
serting that “diversification of the Philippine
economy after Word War i, especially during
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the pericd of import substitution industrializa-
tion in the 1950s, resulted in... an upsurge of
popular political participation and nationalism®
{p. 126}, and assuming that in the Philippines,
as in Brazil and Argentina, "the easy phase of
151 was built on nationallst, populist, and par-

ticipatory policies” (p. 45).

Convenient though it may be to utilize Latin
American theory to such a degree in con-
structing a framework for understanding the
Philippines, it is not consistent with the histori-
cal record. In the Philippines during I1S1, there
were changes in the patterns of popular
mobilization, but popullsm did not emerge.
The expansion in popular mobilization was
much more evident in electoral campaigns
than In any programmatic scheme of the
government, and was propelled not by mass
demands, but rather by the desire to prevent
the resurgence of radicalism in the popular
sector.[49] Nationalism gained ground during
the 1950s, but it was a nationalism of the elite,
not the popularly-based nationalism. Contrary
to O'Donnell, a process of political exclusion
actually occurred prior to and coincident to
the growth of 131 (as well as, of course, the
exclusion that was to come with the declara-
tion of martial law in 1972).

The upsurge of popular pelitical participa-
tion and nationalism that the Philippines ex-
perienced in the late 19405 had already begun
to decline in strength in the eary 1950s. lis
maost powerful manifestation, the Huk Rebel-
lioh, had been effectively crushed by 1953.[50]
This process of exclusion began in 1946, when
representatives of the mass-based
Democratic Alliance (DA) were prevented from

taking their seats in Gungrass. This nnittad

the passage of the Bell
Trade Act, which the DA
had been instrumental in
opposing. Along with other
acts of repression, this
moved the Left away from
parliamentary  strug-
gle.[51]

The process of ex- °
clusion continued several
years later, on the labor |
front, when the target was
the Congress of Labor Or-
ganization (CLQ), the
dominant labor federation
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in the early postwar years. The CLO received
significant organizing support from the Partido
Komunista ng Pllipinas (PKP), and combined
anti-imperialist political demands with fre-
guent strikes for economic gains. The PKP
initially concentrated its efforts in the urban
areas, but after abandoning pariamentary
struggle in 1848 (a full two years after the
exclusion of the DA from the parliamentary
process), devoted increasing effort to“project-
ing leadership over” the HMB, or Hukbong
Mapagpalaya ng Bayan (Pecple’s Liberation
Army), which was continuing the struggle for
agrarian reform In Central Luzon that had
begun in the 1930s. As the insurgency grew
more fierce in the countryside, the CLO faced
increasing pressure in Manila. In 1950, a vice-
president went underground, and in 1951, the
president and "scores of other Communist
suspects” were rounded up. Their prosecution
emphasized "communist infiltration” of the
CLO, and the federation was disbanded.
Meanwhile, In the countryside, an effective
counterinsurgency strategy combined military
force with government promises and reforms
to defeat the Huk rebellion, which peaked in
strength In 1951 but was already crushed by
1953.[52]

A key factor in the demise of the Huk Rebel-
lion, Kerkviiet notes, was the popularity of
Ramon Magsaysay, who served first as
secretary of defense {1950-1853) and later as
president (1954-1957). Magsaysay's ad-
ministration, of course, also coincides with
part of the heyday of ISI. Doronila smphasizes
the "profound impact... (of his) direct mobiliza-
tion of the Filipino lower classes into politics”
inthe early 1950s. [53] But Magsaysay was not
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populism James M. Malloy offers from the
Latin American experience. Like O'Donnell, he
shows that the populists had a clear sense of
what they were for and against; populism was
a middle class movement that "sought to con-
trol the state and use it to undermine the power
of the local cligarchy, restructure external
economic relations, and Intervene in the
economy to overcome the outward-orlented
export model... mainly through policies of im-
port substitution®. Cne of their primary
declared goals was to "assert national
economic independence, for example, anti-
imperlalism®, Populist ideclogy, he continues,
"was al its base nationalist, statist, and
glitist". [54]

Magsaysay was anything but an anti-im-
perialist; in fact, the influence of US advisers
was significantly heightened during his ad-
ministration. In addition, with the Laurel-
Langley Agreement came an important
renewal of close economic ties with the ex-
colonial power, malntaining the longstanding
Interests of both US investors and Philippine
agroexporters. Soon after coming to office, he
welcomed further foreign Investment. Mag-
saysay maintained close ties with the local
cligarchy, and was even supported by the
sugar bloc during the 1954 campaign.[55]
Finally, Magsaysay was anti-statist, and began
to disengage the state from a role in direct
production.

Nonetheless, Magsaysay's importance in
changing previous patierns of political
mobilization should not be underestimated.
His new style of "grassroots® politics, accord-
ing to Deronila, was addressed primarily to
rural voters, and involved the recruitment of
the middle class.[56] 'The Magsaysay thing®
was a major reason for the HMB's loss of
support in the villages of Central Luzon, one
peasant leader told Kerlediet, "All the reforms
that were promised and partially imple-
mented," he said, "even though small and
show-case in nature, were encouraging for
people” Magsaysay established a resettie-
ment program to glve land to Huk sur-
renderees in Mindanao, organized some
agrarian courts, vowed to reduce rents, put a
nominalland reform bill through the Congress,
eslablished a presidential program for com-
munity development, and generally projected
animage of a government that cared about the
welfare of the peasantry— even f many of the
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reforms accomplished little.[57] The only sig-
nificant nationalist measure to come out of the
Magsaysay regime was directed not at the
ex-colonial power overseas, but at the Chinese
minority at home. The Retail Trade Nationaliza-
tlon Act, enacted in 1954, prohibited non-
citizens from engaging In the retail trade. But
the Americans were exempted because of
parity rights. [58)

Mationalist actions against foreign inves-
tors did not come until the administration of
Carlos P. Garcla {1858-62), whom the Con-
stantinos note "did not represent any large
vested sector, local or foreign... [and] was not
behalden to the Americans... for his presiden-
tial victory®. In 1958, the National Economic
Council adopted the *Fllipino First" policy,
giving preferential treatment to Filipinos In
foreign exchange allocations and providing
official support for Filipino entry into a field
controlled by non-Filipincs. The control
measures were perfectly suited to this sort of
preferential treatment. As Carroll explains: “the
system of controls could be used to favor
Filipino over alien manufacturers and one's
friends, relatives, and political supporters over
all others."[60] The surprising aspect of
"Fllipino First®, perhaps, Is that it came nine
years after the imposition of the controls in
1849, Exposes of graft and corruption put Gar-
cia on the offensive, however, and in the con-
gressional elections of 1959 he responded
with & powerful defense of the necessity of the
controls to economic naticnalist goals:

To propose a completsly free enterprise at
this stage iz like sending out an infant info the
streats to engage In & free-for-ail with the neaigh-
borhood gang. Government regulatory
mechanisms In our stage of development exist
pecisely to encourage and help Filipino busl-
ness 1o grow 1o-a point where it can hold its own
against powerful alien compstition... In other
words, government paricipation in an under-
devaloped country like the Philippines is a
necessary pre-condition for nationalist growth
and development, To allow the oparation of a
completely free anterprize today will meann... the
praservation of._. alien sconomic domina-
tion. [60]

But "Filiping First" nationallsm remalned an
elite nationalism that did little to further a broad
popular cealition in support of larger goals.
The Garcia administration may have repre-
sented "the high lide ot 15| political power”, [61]
but he lacked the nationalist-populist coalition
that sustained his counterparts in Latin
America. The nationalist leader Recto, who
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hag run on the "Mationalist -Citizens Party" and
lost to Garcla in the previous election, did
develop close ties to Garcia and applauded
the inftiatives of his administration. Yet Recto
himself lacked the base of a mass movement
in support of the nationalist cause. Such a
movement had existed a decade earller, but
would not emerge again until the late 1960s.

When Garcla’s party lost ground inthe 1959
election because of popular disenchantment
with the corruption of his administration, the
Constantinos explain, he quickly retreated
"with repeated assurances that Philippine
economic nationalism was ‘not anti-alien,
much less anti-American™. [62] Beginning the
next year, Garcla's administration "bowed to
internal and external pressures for devaluation
and gradually freed the peso from the control-
led exchange rate established in 1949...."[63]

This discussion of political mobllization
must finally emphasize one additional diver-
gence from the pattern of natlonalist populist
coalitions that were found in Latin American,
but not Philippine1Si:the much weaker role of
labor in the Philippines. Brazlllan labor has also
been in a weak position, historically, but at
certaln points it was able to break loose from
corporatist structures to emerge as an
autonomous force in soclety. The Estado
MNovo (1937-45) left the legacy of an elite-
dominated systemn of state-labor relations that
continued well into the postwar years. At the
same time, however, there was a competitive
political system between 1946 and 1964, with
two political parties that relied heavily on clien-
telistic ties. Unlike the Philippine two-party sys-
tem, where the parties were indistinguishable
in either composition or program, the Brazilian
systemn was divided between the Brazilian
Labor Party (PTB) and a second party (the
PSD, or Soclal Democratic Party) that was
composed primarily of landholders and the
urban middle class and business interests.
This system, writes Ruth Berins Collier,
*provided a vehicle through which increasingty
class-based antagonism could be carried
out”[64] Erickson and Middlebrook explain
that the populism of the 1950s allowed labor
leaders to give their political backing to
politicians, in exchange for material benefits.
- By the early 1960s, labor leaders were able to
gain key political advantages for labor, in par-
ticular greater labor representation In national
decision-making bodies. They were able to
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axeit their influence as an autonomous sector
and to create an extralegal {i.e., outside the
corporatist structures) umbrella organization,
the General Labor Command, o coordinate
political strikes and labor mobilization. [66]

In the Philippines, the Industrial Peace Act
of 1953 (one component of the US economic
reform package) had paved the way for rapid
unionization; between 1951 and 1956, the
number of non- agricultural workers in unions
rose from 151,000 to 500,000.[67] Nonethe-
less, unions were naot considered a powerful
force in society, elther in economic or political
terms. Magsaysay, it should be noted, is
remembered not for his mobilization of the
urban workers, but for the new links he forged
with the peasantry. In 1967, an observer wrote
that "the union movement is stil basically
weak" because of lack of unity, and had been
"for quite sometime".[68] The post-CLO
unions stressed economic demands {as one
would expect under a labor law patterned after
the US Taft-Hartley Actl), but were unable to
prevent an erosion in real wages. Indexed to
1955 (with 1955=100), real wages fell from
100.7 in 1949 to 84.5 in 1951, rose steadily to
the 1855 level, and then hovered in the 82 10
98 range until the 1962 decontral, after which
they remained below 90 throughout the 1960s
(and plunged even lower in the 1970s).[68] As
Dorcnila points out, the high levels of labor
surplus in the postwar years "gave unions a
weak leverage (sic) for bargaining with
employers”. In addition, thelr concentration in
non-strategic industries (particulary light
manufacturing) contributed to their weak posi-
tion. The real wage statistics do not tell us
whether the unions were successiul in arrest-
ing what might have been an even greater
decline in labor's purchasing power, but
neither do they Indicate a particularly strong
labor sector that was able to increase real
wages.

Electorally, the labor sector showed clear
signs of Impotence. Working class support
was not able to elect non-elite politicians to
national office, and the concentration of
unicnized workers in Manila gave them light
electoral weight” and created "an electoral bias
agalnst [them] as a potential political con-
stituency”. [69] Jimenez also cbserves the ab-
sence of a"labor vote® and explains the fallure
of the "Worker's Party” in 1963 by “the lack of
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political sofidarity among the labor class”.[70]

In summary, the patterns of paolitical
mobillization in the Philippines during the
height of 1SI vary substantially from patterns
found in Brazil and elsewhere in Latin America.
Populism was absent, and nationalism was
less pronounced. MNeither the oligarchy nor
foreign capital faced any concerted challengs,
and because of the previous pdlitical ex-
clusion, the popular sector was actually
weaker than it had been prior to the emer-
gence of 131. New forms of popular participa-
tion, which sought to ensure against radical
re-mobilization of the popular sector, perhaps
were encouraged as much by ever-present
American advisers in the Palace as by exsting
popular pressures in Manila factorles or
Central Luzon barrios.[T1]

The Role of State Enterprises
and the Military

A key difference between the industrializa-
tion process in the Philippines and Brazll can
be found in the role of state enterprises. The
development of a direct role for the Philippine
state in productive activities, beginning in the
Commonwealth period but more importantly
in the late 1940s and early 1950s has already
been noted. One of the first actions of the
Magsaysay administration, however, was to
begin the sale or lease of government
manufacturing plants to interasted private in-
vestors and "to liquidate public enterprises
with a wide variety of price support, marketing
and land colonization functions".[72] The
policy was among those recommended by the
1950 US economic mission, which called on
the Philippines to "sharply limit direct
govemnmental entreprensurial activity”. The
stated motivation was to eliminate corruption,
mismanagement, and nepotism in govern-
ment enterprises.[73] In Brazil, the contrast is
dramatic: state enterprises were central to na-
tional economic development paolicy. Evans
discusses tha "plvotal® role of Vargas in "creat-
ing a state apparatus able to participate In the
process of accumulation required by depend-
ent development” beginning with the Estado
Novo inthe 1930s and continuing after Vargas'
return to power in the 1950s. The state’s share
of gross fixed capital investment (including
state enterprises) rose from 25% In the 1953-
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56 period to nearly one-half by the end of the
decade.[74]

Many of Brazil's state emterprises, Evans
explains, had been developed with the direct
encouragament of the military. "The most im-
pcitant single factor * in the process of creat-
ing the national steel industry between 1931
and 1941, he writes, was pressure from the
military.[75] The military was part of the
populist coalition in Brazil and Argentina, ac-
cording to C'Donnell, finding "direct appeal” in
the "nationalism cum Iindustrialization argu-
ment”.[76] In the Philippines, on the contraty,
military pressures seem to be almost entirely
absent from the industrialization process. A
key factor, one might speculate, has been the
close relationship of the Armed Forces of the
Philippines (AFP) to the US, and the rellable
source of military hardware that the AFP finds
in its creator and sustainer.[77] Hernandez's
study of the Philippine military discusses arole
of the AFP in the Lansdale-Magsaysay
counterinsurgency-motivated soclo-
economic projects. But this expansion of the
millitary’s role, she concludes, “was attended
by careful monitoring of the military estab-
lishment... to safeguard civilian supremacy”.
Tha expansion of the military’s civic action
functions, furthermore, came at the initiative
not of the military but of the civilian govern-
ment. Mot until the martial law regime did the
military go beyvond socic-economic projects
to direct involverment in administering impor-
tant productive sectors of the economy. [78]

The Continuing Strength of Aprarian
Interests

"The beginning of the end of the golden age
of the import substitution industries®[79] came
in 1960, when Garcia began the process that
freed the peso from the conirolled exchange
rate set in 1944, Both economic and political
pressures led to decontrol, which culminated
in the devaluation of the peso in 1962. The
"axhaustion” of 15} can be seen inthe statistics
o the growth of value added In manufactur-
Ing: rates of growth in 1952-56 were more than
twice those of 1958-60, and there was further
decline in the years 1960-64. Economic pres-
sures can be attributed most immediately,
however, to the persistence of current account
deficlts from 1951 to 1961--the very factor that
had led to controls in 1949, Despite the im-
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position of tariffs in 1957, reserves slipped 1o
dangerously low levels in 1959; additional
tightening of import controls, according to
Sicatand Power, would have likely depressed
output and employment "because of the de-
pendence of the new manufacturing industries
on imported Inputs”.

In addition to foreign exchange shortages,
a second constraint was "the limited size of the
domestic market for consumption goods”.
Meoclassical economists see two options
when such limits are reached: "backward
linkage import substitution”, (what this paper
refers to as deepening), or the export of
manufactures. [80] Some analysts on the
left however, argue that a key reason for
the exhaustion of IS| was the absence of
any serious program of income distribu-
tion — most importantly land reform
that could have enlarged the domestic
market, |81]

To understand the direction that the Philip-
pine economy actually moved towards, it is
essential to examine the political pressures
that encouraged the end of the controls. It will
be argued that the very forces that had been
easlly able to resist comprehensive land
reform throughout the 1950s--the agroex-
porters-- displayed their continuing influence
during the lifting of controls.

Although the process of decontrol began
under Garcia in 1960 with the establishment of
a multiple exchange rate system, it was under
the administration of Pres. Diosdado
Macapagal that-- under IMF guidance — ex-
change controls were substantially lifted and
the peso was floated to a new exchange rate
of P3.80 per dollar. Pressures from exporters
and foreign investors, as well as disenchant-
ment with the corruption involved in the con-
trol system, led to the dismantling of the
system that had nurtured rapid growth in the
Philippine manutacturing sector. Jurado views
the decontrol as "the triumph of the traditional
export sector and foreign investments, and the
subordination of the interest of the emerging
Philippine industries®.[82] Agroexporters
reaped windfall profits, enjoying a 75% in-
crease In thelr peso proceeds per dollar
earned.[83] Foreign investors, who had been
chafing at the 1957 Impaosition on strict restric-
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tions on profit repatriation, were now able to
remit thelr earnings home. [84]

The agroexporters, of course, remained a
powerful force throughout the pericd of con-
trols. In 1955, for example, they were powerful
enough to be able to reclaim a part of the
foreign exchange earnings that were deprived
them under the control system. The control
system had greatly reduced their domestic
purchasing power, so they pressured to have
alaw passed that enabled some exportsto be
bartered for imports outside the control sys-
tem.[B85] This created windfall profits for ex-
porters but not yet of the huge proportions
they enjoyed in 1962.[86] During the negotia-
tions for the Laurel-Langley Agreement in
1955, agroexporters had no problem protect-
ing the access to the US market that was vital
Lo their prosperity.

After 1962, coconut oil exports regained the
levels achieved before World War I, and hec-
tarage planted to sugar climbed from levels of
206,000-216,000 hectares in 1953-1962 to
264,000-327,000 In 1962-1969. This rise in
sugar production, Hawes explains, is primarily
due to new sugar quetas assigned to the
Philippines by the US after the Cuban Revolu-
tion; combined with their pewly-reclaimed
ability to grab all the foreign exchange earn-
ings of their exports, the "agricultural exporters
were able to reassert their political and
economic authority”™.[87]
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Such assertions of the power of the agroex-
porters would have been impossible at this
time in Brazil, where the power of the agroex-
porters had been eclipsed decades eardier. In
the " 'Revolution of 1930°, a group of self-styled
‘naticn-builders’ challenged the power of the
dominant agricultural elite and significantly al-
tered naticnal political Institutions™.[88] As
Collier explains, this marked the "collapse. of
the ‘ancien regime’ [or]... the end of the politi-
cal dominance of the expart oligarchy”, asthe
economy was in transition from an agricultural
export economy to an ISl economy, and an
urkan industrial sector was emerging with in-
terests distinet from those of the agroex-
porters. The "revolution”, she emphasizes was
not a popular revolution, but an expression of
"Intra-elite cleavage”. This cleavage, however,

was not extremely intense, and there was no
real sectoral clash between the agricultural and
industrial sactors.... Though the relative power of
the indusirial sector wae increased, the revolu-
tion did not represent & frontal attack on the
agriculiural export sactor, ., The revolution, then,
added new groups io the social bases of politics,
but, did not end the political powar of the old
oligarchy, forcing them rather to share it within
the tramework of a widely noted accom-
modationist styla of elite interaction... there warna
clearly ditferences of interest. [but] the two
shared power....

An elite consensus, she adds, was formed
on "two fundamental points™; the “taming® of
labor and the absence of land reform. [B3] As
O'Donnell points out as well, the agroex-
porters continued to be the “provider of inter-
national currency” throughout the pericd of
"easy” 1S1.[90] Despite their continuing in-
fluence, however, Brazil's agroexporters had
long since given up their dominant position In
the economy and society.

The renewed show of strength by the Philip-
pine agroexporters in the 1960s, however, did
not mean that 15| entreprenaurs wete some-
how wiped out by the proponents of decontrol.
In fact, they remain a poweriul force to this
day. At the same time he lifted controls and
floated the peso in 1962, Macapagal "took
spaecial care... to inform the business com-
munity that the government... wished merely
to substitute tariff protection for the protection
provided by the control system®.[91] But the
tariffs did not entirely counteract the damage
caused by devaluation and decontrol,
Baldwin emphasizes, because of the internal

2nd Quéarter 1989

reallocative effect of the devaluation. The net
effect was to leave 151 in "a relatively stagnant
state”, without creating the foundation for "a
new type of export-oriented growth" (Baldwin,
p. 62).

In summary, the agroexporters enjoyed a
resurgence In thelr relative influence within the
bourgecisie, but the Filipino entrepraneurs in
the 15l sector were far from vanquished. The
Philippine: elte had developed more com-
plexity In lts structure in 1962 than in 1949--
when the agroexporters were clearly
dominant--and cleavages became increasing-
ly important over the coming decade. Filipino
manufacturers had gained Increasing strength
in Congress In the 1950s [93] as reflected in
the 1957 tariffs and the 1958 promulgation of
the "Filipino First” policy. But in the early 1960s,
the Philippine agrarian elite proved how endur-
ing thelr influence can be,

The cleavages between agroexporters and
IS| entrepreneurs can easlily be exaggerated,
however, as many authors point out. A closer
look at the role of the exporters, in fact, serves
to heighten one’s appreciation of their endur-
ing Influence. Many of the new enterprises
emerged from land-based wealth, as the
agrarian elite diversified Its interests in
manufacturing enterprises. Carroll concludes
"that the old elite did not precisely withdraw
from the struggle and become an aristocracy”
but rather became,"in proportionto its size, the
most fruithul single source of manufacturing
entrepreneurs”.[33] In fact, as Doronila ex-
plains, the penetration of manufacturing inter-
ests by the landed oligarchy served to weaken
the development of an Independent industrial
bourgeoisie:

The corwergance of old and new wealth In
the entreprenaural formation muted their an-
tagonism over condrols policy at the heant of
which was... a conflict over the distribution of
waalth within the upper clazs. The moderation
of the conflict may be explainad largely by the
fact that although the agriculiural producers
ware not gatting the full value of their exporis
bacauss of the arificial exchange rate, those of
thermn who had diversified their interesizs ware
alzo benefitting from windfall profits in indusiry.
Furthermora, the agricultural exporters were an-
|oying profits from the preferential sccess of
iheir products to the protected US market,

The political implication of the mixure of
new and old interests within the entrapreneurial
bourgeolsis |s that it prevented the developmeant
of an indepandent clasa with cleary delineated
interasts from those of the jandlords— & condi-
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tion seen as essential for mounting politicsl ac-
tion along class linees as exemplified by the for-
mation of an autonomous bourgeocisle in
England, One must also consider that the
limited growth of the manulaciuring sector's
share in the economy could only have inhibited
the developrnent of a larger political basa for the

bourgecisie, [94]

O'Donnell notes a similar process in Argen-
tina and Brazil:

Some members of the old oligarchy shifted
part of their activitiea toward domestic market-
orented industrial production. In this sense thay
participated in, and benefitted from, the new
economic policles, but a substantial proportion
ol them, including their assodations, main-
tained their former activities and openly op-

posed the new policies.[95]

As discussed above, however, the old
oligarchy in Brazil did not retain the enormous
degree of influence that its counterpart in the
Fhilippines has enjoyed until the present.

Conclusion

As this article attempts to show, there are
critical differences in the political economy of
impart-substitution industrialization In the
Philippines and Brazil. First, one must contrast
the decolonization process in the two
countries. Second, Philippine industrialization
came later, and lacked the depth of in-
dustrialization In Brazil. Moreover, there are
variations in the role played by foreign capital.
Third, the populism found in Brazil was absent
in the Philippines, labor was a weaker force in
Philippine soclety, and appeals to curb the
power of the oligarchy and foreign firms were
not prominent among Philippine government
leaders who formulated 151 policies. Fourth,
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