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(Or why there·s no miracle in «miracle rice»!) 



Finally, the government 
hit the citizenry where it 
really hurts. ' Over the 
week, sugar, cooking oil 
and laundry soap _ continued 
to be scarce. . Their prices 
had risen almost a hundred 
percent. 

And then . it happened. 
The Saturday before the mi­
litant celebration of · Ninoy 
Aquino's birthday, President 
Marcos raised the palay sup­
port price by 50 centavos, 
from ?1.80 to · ?2.10/kilo. 

The official line read 
thus: the support price 
of pa lay was raised so 
"farmers • {may) continue 
reaping some of the benefits 
of their having accepted 
and utilized technology un­
der Hasagana 99 which also 
benefits the cpnsumers in 
the form of reduced real 
prices or rice . . . " (Busi­
ness Day, Nov. 28, 1983) 

Monday, Nov. 28, in less 
than a month; the Marcos 
government raised the price 
of rice f ,or the secontl time: 
first. from 1'3.10 to -P-3.30/ 
kilo in October: and then 
to a staggering 1'3.80. . And 
as if this kind of consumer 
harassment were not enough, 
rice stocks quickly disap­
peared from market stalls 
and .neighborhood sari-sari 
stores. 
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NFA AUTHORIZED RICE 
·peA~ER 

Who is to blame? 

To disarm the public, govern­
ment points an accusing finger at 
several farmers' groups who 
earlier demanded for an increase 
in the support price of palay. But 
are they to blame? After the 
°recent peso devaluation, the pro· 
duc~ion cost of palay shot up; 
agricultural inputs (fertilizer -
18.8% and pesticides - 25%), die­
sel fuel used in farm machinery -
29 .2% and rural labor - 18.4%. 

The farmers , who largely 
shoulder production costs, are 
left with next to nothing with 
the increase in costs of produc­
tion, if • they are not given 
increases in the buy ing price of 
their products. 

No, the blame is not on the 
farmers, but on the high (and 
ever-increasing) costs of rice pro­
duction technology to which 

they have been tied ("accept­
ed", says Pres. Marcos). A_nd it is 
not onJy due to the recent peso 
devaluation that the costs of this 
technology have become too un­
bearable for the farmers. Ever 
since farmers were forcibly made 
to accept this technology, its 
costs have already been way be­
yond the farmers' reach and 
farmers have been protesting 
against them. 

The only reason why the de­
mand for a palay ·price increase 
was granted today is that go­
vernment does not want a just 
and potent ia lly large protest 
movement based· on this issue, to 
erupt in the countrysides and go 
hand in hand with the democra­
tic protest movement it is vainly 
trying to contain in the cities. 
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A crisis in rice 

The two-step rice price hike 
reflects the crisis now plagu ing 
the rice industry in part icular 
and Philippine agriculture, gene· 
rally. It is a crisis borne out of 
our agricultura l economy's 
control by foreign monopoly ca­
pi tal ists who • have made it 
import-dependent and export· 
oriented to suit thei r economic 
iriterests. 

Nowhere is this best exemp li­
fied than in the rice industry. 

Rice production has been t ied 
to a " modern" technology that is 
heavily dependent on expensive 
imported agricultural inputs and 
mach inery, high yield ing var iet ies 
or hybrids and irrigation systems. 
A major component of th is im­
ported farm technology is the 
HYV of seed which is highl y 
responsive to fert ilizer~. For fer­
tilizer alone, the country spent 
$21 million in 1976 and $87 

- million in 1980. For a three­
month planting season th is year, 
the Central Bank released $31 

2 

million to import 140,000 tons 
of fertilizer . On the farm, 
fa rmers had to sh el l out almost 
~400/ha: on ferti l izers alone. 

The government keeps harping 
on increased food production 

✓ and rice "sel f-su ffic iency" 
attained through imported agri• 
cultu ral inputs to cover llp for its 
high costs. 

It reports that f rom a nat ional 
harvest average of 25. 7 canvas of 
palay/ha. (at 44 ki los/cavan) in 
1960, th is increased to 42.8 
cavans in 1980. In total figures, 
the Bureau of Agricul tural Eco• 
nomics (BAEcon) reports tha t in 
1980, palay product ion reached 
7.4 mil l ion metric tons, or about 
2.29. million m. t. more than 
Filipinos consume. The Marcos 
government rightfu ll y brags that 
from a ri'1e-importing coun!ry, 
we have developed into a rice· 
exporting country. • 

But there is actually l ittle to 
brag about. While expenditures 
for imported agricultural inputs 

ba llooned, our rice exports 
incurred losses. Last July, when 
Filipino consumers bought · rice 
at 1'2.85 • n .10/kilo, govern­
ment exported it at the interna­
tional market price of S0.24 or 
i'2.64/kilo. Last October, govern­
ment shipped out 12,000 tons of 
rice and expected ta earn about 
-P-40 million. But at this export 
price of n .30/ki lo, no real· pro­
fit is to be gained when we take 
into account shipping costs and 
taxes. 

No trade disaster could be 
more crippling to the economy 
than this in the r ice industry. 
It is not an isolated case, how­
ever, and in fact, happens to the 
whole export induitry, in genera l. 

Such an " imoressive" record 
of progress in th·e rice industry is 
too good . to last, given its 
import-dependent basis. Last 
Ju ne, Agriculture Minister 
Artu ro Tanco declared . that in 
1981 and 1982, due to high costs 
of production, many rice farmers 
have shifted their fields to other 
crops. Rice hectarage rapidly 
decreased by_ 195,000 has., along 
with it, r ice production 
too. Such was its extent that Min. 
Tanco reported that we are now 
producing only a little more than 
what we actually consume. 

Government reports also make 
no mention of t he severe rice 
shortage in 1973 when Filipinos 
in the cit ies were rat ioned 
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broken rice mixed with corn grits. 
This was also due to the use 
of HYVs which replaced almost 
all of the traditional varieties in 
the ricefields. That year, the 
HYVs were wiped out by tungro. 

The trade disaster could very 
well turn into a rout when the 
day comes that we not only im­
port fertilizers and other !e~h­
nology; but instead of attaining 
"self-sufficiency", go back to 
importing rice. 

The prot5iem of an import­
dependent and export-oriented 
economy then, is that Philippine 
agriculture is tied to the needs of 
American and other foreign 
industries and consumers. Our 
agriculture serves as a dump ing 
ground for imported agricultural 
inputs and machinery and a 

_.. source of cheap raw materials 
and food products for foreign 
industries and consumers. 

But the same is not true fo r 
Filipino industry and consumers. 
Prices of prime commodities 
wh ich are based on agricultural 
products rise, no matter their 
price in the international market. 
When prices ri~e, our agricultural 
products flood the international ' 
market, leaving domestic supply 
of these products at the mini­
mum, if not decreased outright; 
sending their domestic prices to 
rise, also. When prices fall on the 
other hand; losses incurred in the 
international market are passed 
onto domestic consumers in 
th'e form of high prices. ' 

We Filipinos are made to pay 
dear . for products already • 
produ~ed in the country. On the 
other hand, losses incurred in 
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Deficits in 
balance of t1adc 
and payments 

Stunted grow•.h of Fi li pino 
indus try 

the international market are 
passed on to domestic consumers 
in the form of h:gh prices. 

We Filipinos are made to pay 
dear for products already 
produced in the country. On the 
other hand , Filipino industry, 
too, suffers from a scarcity · of 

cheap raw materials, thus its fu 11 
development is stunted. And 
while Filipino indust ry remains 
undeveloped, unemployment wi ll 
always be widespread and 
workers'· was.es wil l always be 
pegged to the minimum. 

Green Revolution, imperialist 
agr icultu ral program 

At the heart of the crisis in the 
rice industry is a little-known 
and oft-mistaken program ·that 
goes by its catchy and popular 
name - Green Revolution . It was 
the First Lady who first popu­
larized its name, tagging it to her 
backyard gardeni ng program. But 
it is much, much more than that. 

Green- · Revolution embodies 
the overall imperial ist strategy of 

control over Philippine economy, 
in the rice industry. 

It was first hatched in Mexico 
in 1943 by the Rockefeller and 
Ford Foundation. Innocently 
tagged as a program to increase 
food production in the Th ird 
World, it sought to t ie down 
Th ird World agricu lture to the 
needs of transnat ional (specially 

_.'American) agro-chemical and 
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machinery corporat ions. Like­
wise Green Revolution would 
tie down governments in t~ese 
countries to loans from inter­
national lending imtitutions do­
minated by the United States, 
which would fund irrigation pro­
jects and other "necessary " rural 
infras ructu res. 

All t his wou ld be done by 
compelling the· Third World to 
increase its food production 
through the use of high yielding 
varieties of seeds which are res­
ponsive only to heavy doses of 
chemical fert il izers and good · 
water management. At the same 
time, a variety of pesticides and 
weedicides are needed - to 
protect the plants, which, not 
surprisingly; are also highly 
susceptible to plant diseases. 

Thus, Green Revolu tion is 
essentially a strategy for imperia-

list countries, principally the 
U.S., and their private agro­
corporat ions to control Third 
World agriculture. There is a 
secondary plot to it, however. 

By increasing and st abilizing 
staple fo od produc tion in the 
Thi rd World, U.S. imperialists 
sought also to protect their 
economi c and political interests 
in th ese cou ntries by reso lving 
(or so t hey thought) the problem 
of d iscontent borne by hunger 
and poverty among t he peoples 
01 Asia, Africa and Latin Ame­
rica. In ~uch an atmosphere 
of contentment and tranqu il ity, 
US imperialists are free o 
deepen and expand t heir invest­
ments. 

Green Revolution, then, is . 
also an imperialist strategy o 
suppress ass protests in the 
Th ird World.· 

Green Revolu tion in the 
Philipp ines 

In the Philippines, the pro­
gram was officially launched in 
1960, with the establishmen t o f 
the International Rice Research 
Institute by the Rockefeller nd 
Ford Foundations, with the help 
of the Macapagal government; 
although long before this, 
methods of capitalist farm ing 
have been in use in big export 
crop plantations owned by Ame­
rican capitalists. Still , the US 
imperialists cou ld not have con­
centrated • o·n a more suitable 
crop industry to hatch their 
scheme. 
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The rice industry is t he 
cou ntry's principal food in­
dustry. It occupies the bi ggest 
porti on of our agric~ltural 
land and the bi gger number 
of farmers in the count ry de­
pend on it for their livelihood, 
compared to other crops. The 
industry then provides a big 
market fo r the "modern" farm 
technology the U.S. is peddling, 
specially since the rice industry 
also happens to be the most 
backward in t he country. 

Concentrati ng on increasing 
rice production wou ld also stabi-

Palay, Coconut, and ugarcane Hecta age {1980) 
Palay 

3,503,400 has. 

lize rice supply in the face of 
government's planned reduction 
of rice hectarage from 3.5 mil­
lions has. to only 1.7 million; 
so that more lands may be de­
voted to export crops. At the 
same time, stabilizing rice sup­
ply and keeping its price low 
th rough price control would 
enable government and foreign 
capitalists to peg the wages of 
·workers. This of co;.i~e bene­
fits none other than the b ig 
forei gn and local capitalists. 

Of course, increasing rice 
production would also solve the 

political ly embarassing situation 
of continuous rice importat ion. 
The insu ffic iency of rice pro­
duction and hi gh prices of im­
ported rice increasingly angared 
the people and was a . cause for 
restiveness in the O's. T his is why 
the M_arcos government in 1965 
pursued the policy of aggressive­
ly propagating Green Revolution 
t hroughou the country. 

Although Green Revolution 
started in 1960, it was not till 
1965 when the cultivation of 
new HYVs in rice started that 
the program gained a foothold 
nationwide. 

US monopoly capitalists' 
advantage 

US monopoly capitalists' 
control over Green Revolution in 
the co untry is foun ded on 
their control over seed research. 

IRR I was established in Los 
Banos, Laguna with money fro m 

the Rockefelle r and Ford 
Foundations and the US Al D to 
hasten discovery of HYV, 
develop new plants, modernize 
water management and control 
plant pests. In the succeeding 
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years, funds fl owed not only 
from these ins, itutions but also 
from government agencies of ca• 
pitalist countries and tran~na· 
tional agro-chemical corporations 
which are all organized into the 
New York-based Consu ltative 
Group of International Agricultu­
ral Research . 

Headed by the World Bank , 
the United Nations Development 
Programme and the U~ F?od 
and Agricultural Organ1zat1on, 
CGIAR directed IRRI seed re­
searches along lines that wou Id 
benefit TNCs of agro-chemicals 
and farm machinaries. Founda­
tion officials serving as I RR I di· 
rectors doubly ensured IRR l' s 
directions. 

Aside from controlling seed 
research through CG I AR , some 
TNCs attached contracts to their 
fund donations requ iring IRRI to 
develop HYVs responsive to their 
specific brand products. Others 
provided for royalty fees to be 
paid to corporations as a sign of 
private ownership, for any disco­
veries arising from researches 
funded with corporate money. 

Through the propagation of 
HYVs nationwide, sales of agro­
chemicals rose sharp ly. Before 
Green Revolution in the .rice in­
dustry, fertilizers and pesticides 
were used only in big export crop 
plantations. But with Green 
Revolution. accordinri to Rene 
Ofreneo (Capitalism in Philip-

pine Agriculture), fertilizer 
consumption increased from 
101,198 m.t in 1956 to 563,000 
m.t in 1972. Since 1973, ferti· 
lizer consumption increased 
more rapidly, as shown by the 
table. 
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(in 000 metric tons) 

Production 

1973 405 .3 
1975 391.7 
1977 303.7 
1980 319.9 

Importation 

1973 489.0 
1975 349.li 
1977 632.6 
1980 1,0~4.8 

Consumption 

1973 935.4 
1975 789.9 
1977 946.2 
1980 1,153.6 

Pesticide consumption also 
increased since 1960. According 
to Luzon Secretariat of Social 
Action (Countryside Report), 
pesticide importation rose from 
1.53 mill ion kilos in 1953 to 
9.52 million kilos in 1972. Pro­
duction also rose from 7,714 
kilos in 1962 to 0.92 million 
kilos in 1971. 

The growth of local fertilizer 
and pesticide production (mixing 
and packaging only) give further 
evidence to the lucrative 
expansion of agro-chemical 
TNCs' investments in the coun­
try. Not only did these TNCs 
profi t from sales to farmers at 
prices they set, they also profit 
from the low wages of th!?ir fac­
tory workers. And since local sub­
sidiaries also import chemicals 
used in production, they profit 
more from t ransfer pricing • the 
overpricing of goods sold by the 
mother company to the local 
subsid iary to earn profi ts for the 
mo ther company. 

Th e inclusion of big agro­
chem ical TNCs among the top 
1000 corpora t ions of the 

country is evidence still of big 
profits enjoyed in the business. 
Led by the government-suppor­
ted Planters' Products, Inc. with 
net sales of M .345 billion, 
cumulative net sales of these cor­
porations reached 1'3.286 B in 
1982. No doubt, the bigger por­
tion of this profit came from rice 
farmers. 

Due to Green Revolution, 
these corporations' monopoly 
over fertilizer and pesticides 
supply has meant control over 
the whole rice industry, as well . 

Green Revolution also favors 
corporations which manufacture 
and assemble farm machineries. 
Through aggressive peddling, go­
vernment advertising and bank 
loans, an increasing number of 
owner-cultivators and landlords 
are acquiring farm machineries. 
At present, the use of farm 
machineries is becoming 
widespread, not only in corpo­
rate farms and plantations, but 
also in fields tilled by tenants 
who · rent these in order to speed 
up the production process. 
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US imperialist control over the 
rice industry and th eir increasing 
investments on i t could not have 
been so easily done if not for the 
able support of other institu • 
tions: the World Bank and. the 
Marcos regime. The World Bank 

has played a supervisory role 
over the propagation of Green 
Revolut ion. On the other hand, 
the Marcos reg ime has provided 
the necessary legal structu re to 
ensure US imperialist dominance 
over the rice indu stry. 

su pervise d 
cred it 
schem e 

IFA MER 

The World Bank as Green 
Revolution supervisor 

Through loans and advice to 
the Marcos regime, the World 
Bank has hastened the propa· 
gation of Green Revolution in 
the country. It' concentrated on 
two things to rapidly propagate 
the Green Revolution : super­
vised credit scheme on one hand 
and irrigation projects and other 
in frastructures on the other. 
From 1971-81, WB loaned 
almost $1 ·bi llion for agricultu re, 
the bigger part of which funded 
these programs. 

10 

The World Bank enabled the 
Central Bank to start the super­
vised credit scheme (controlled 
lending to farmers) through 
loans of $5 mill ion in 1966 and 
$13 million in 1969. The Central 
Bank- International Bank for Re­
construction and Development 

.(a WB agency) or CB-IBR D 
cred i t was allocated for the 
mechanization of agricultural 
production. Under the scheme, 
CB loaned the money to the 
rural banks at a red iscount 

rate of 1% per annum. The rural 
banks then loaned to farmers at 
a low (compared to the usurers') 
interest rate .of 12% per annum, 
with no collateral. The money 
then was to be spent on 
acquiring farm machinery. 

About 66% of the loans under 
his program were acquired by 

big sugar landlords to buy 
tractors. The third and fourth 
CB-IBRD credi t, amounting to 
S58.5 million (1975 and 1977) 
were also. used this way. This is 
not really surprising since most 
rural banks are owned bv big 
landlords and C'lmpradors. At the 
same time, such a scheme that 
would leave borrowers to grapple 
with the bankin!l sys em would 
naturally benefi t more th SP. who 
are already familiar with it. l\ticre • 
importently, since most rice 
farmers are tenants I anting l;m ·, 
their minirn:::I inco11,~s Drevei,1pd 

them from buying machinery, 
even wi th bank ioans, because 
this woul d mean added ex­
penditu res. 

For irriga t ion projects, on the 
o her hand, World Bank used 
up S547 million, or more than 
half o f tlie total aaricu I tu ral 
loan it extended t o th; country. 
It funded cons ruction of 11 
massive projects which a,e de­
signed to irrigate 265,045 ha;. 
Fou r of these projects have been 
completed. 

Even i, irrigation, the WB 
made sure that owners of big 
j)lantations and corporate farms 
will benefit fully. Irriga tion 
projects were posi ioned to 
irrigate lands owned largi:ly by 
big landlords and foreign agri ­
business orporations. The 
capitalist and landlord bias of t he 
V\i J is also evident in its 1975 
order to _ the r<.:::rcos ~e irne tc 
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ra ise irrigat ion fees from P23/ha. 
to Pl00 in the wet season; and 
from P35 to P150/ ha. in the 
dry season. With thi s increase, 
only a few tenants and small 
fa rmers ,will be ab le to afford 
irrigat ion services. 

It is not su rp rising that WB 
projects favor big American 
capitalists, and local land lords 
and compradors. The United 
States dom inates the WB through 
its majority share in fu nds• (21 % 
of the tota l fund in 1981 ), 
so monopo ly capita list interests 
natu rally prevail in its projects. 
Land lord and comprador interests 

The Marcos regime facilitat es 
Grcsn Rovo lut ion 

The Marcos regime has al so 
played its part well in propaga­
t ing Green Revolution and dee­
pening fo reign contro l of t he agri­
culture ind\J ~ry. 

Under its " big rice push " 
program launched in 1970, the 
Marcos reg ime furthe r syste­
matized the supervised cred it 
scheme through Masaga na 99 
in 1973 and propagated CorporatP. 
Farm ing t hrough G.O. 47 in 
1974. In the coconut industry, 
it tried to replace t radi t ional 
coconut variet ies under the 
coconut replanting program of 
1980. Other crops meanwhi le, 
were placed under the full 
supervision of monopoly capita­
lists in agribusiness through P.D. 
1159 or the Agricultural In­
centives Act of 1976. 
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are also catered to by vi rtu e of 
t hei r in tr insic int imate relation­
ship wit h U.S. im perial ist 
interests. 

Not only do WB projects enta il 
infusion of fo re ign capi ta l into 
t he economy for the capita lists' 
use, it also entail s t he siphoning 
of scarce local cap ita l as counter­
part funds fo r WB projects. 

Wit h WB su pport, fo reign 
investments have not on ly been 
fac ilitated in the rice indust ry 
but a lso expanded and given 
support struct ures such as irriga­
t ion and bank loans in the export 
c rop indust ry. 

Und er Masagana 99, farmers 
were given cash and product 
loans (fe rt ilizer , seeds and pesti­
c ides). Bank technicians and 
government ex tension workers 
assigned to hel p farm ers with 
the ir loans collude with agro­
ch emical corporations to peddle 
specific brands, and set quant ities 
of these chemical inputs to be 
used in the fields. Aside fro m 
Masagana 99, government also 
gave subsid ies to fer t ilizer com­
pan ies to allegedly "keep" 
fert ilizer prices low and enable 
fa rmers to buy 't hese products. 
However, instead o f benefitt ing 
the farm.ers, government actua ll y 
partly subsidized fertilizer 
product ion and failed t o control 
fe rt il ize r prices, t hus giving full 
advantage to fert ilizer corpora­
tio ns. The Marcos regime suc­
ceeded in compelling fa rmers to 
use t he " modern" farm techno­
logy, as designed by American 
mo nopo ly cap italists. 

The advantage fo r ru ral banks 
and land lord -compradors who 
own them is also cl ear. For a 
farmer who pl ants twice a year 
(with irrigation) and t herefore 
loans twice a year, the banks are 
ab le to collect 32% interest on 
thei r loans. Th is is based on the 
following computation: 12% 
annua l inte rest + 2% serv ice fee 
+ 2% Phil. Crop Insurance 
Premium = 16% interest per 
annum per loan . 

Through th is program, plus 
various incentives extended to 
ru ral ban ki ng, the number of 

rural banks have increased from 
369 in 1967 to more than a 
thousand today. 
• The Corporate Farm ing Prog­
ram further expanded the scope 
of Green Revolution in the 
rice and corn industry. Big 
corporations (with 500 employees 
and more) were given incentives, 
specially in loans, to ent ice them 
to jo in the program. 

Big corporat ions which joined 
the program use t he most modern 
farming methods. Private invest­
ment for farm mechanizat ion 
alone has been big. Total invest­
ments of 487 corporate farms 
occupying 60,242 has. has • 
reached ¥306 mill ion in January 
1981 . 
• • Due to these policies and the 
private maneuverings of agro­
chemical corporations and 
the World Bank, trad itional 
varieties were qu ickly replaced 
by HYVs in ricefi elds - reflec­
t ing the scope of Green Revolu­
t ion in t he industry. . 

In 1982, BA Econ reported that 
of the tota l 3.4 million has. of 
ricefields, 2. 7 million has. or 
80.9% have been planted to 
HYV . • 

Meanwhile, the essence of 
G.O. 47 is also behind P.D. 1159, 
the fac ilitat ion of massive influx 
of transnat ional corporat ions in 
agriculture. Like G.O. 47, P.D. 
1159 exempted transnational 
agribusiness firms from various 
taxes, gave them easy capital 
loans from local banks and 
allowed 100% repatriation of 
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HYV Cultivalion in Rice 

% to total hectarage 

1968 1970 1971 1980 

profits from plantations. 
rhore ls essentially nothing new 

in P.O. 1159 for it has been a 
long standing economic policy of 
the Marcos regime to extend full 
support to foreign monopoly 
capitalists. What P.O. 1159 
actually does is make foreign 
investments in agriculture more 
profitable and conducive to 
further expansion. 

The Marcos regime itself has 
so much at stake in the Green 
Revolut ion Program, aside from 
its thorough-going puppet ry to 
US imperialist interest, that are 
the bases for its agg ressive 
propagation of the program. For 
one thing, its economic in terest in 
the "revolution" is 'represented 
by its ownership ' of Planters' 
Products, Inc. - the biggest 
~ertilizer and pesticid,e company 
m the country. In subsidies 
alone, PPl's d irect claims have 
amo!,Jnted to over 1>300 million 
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PERVERSE DEVELOPME!vT • ERNEST FEDER 

from 1973-81 . 'rhis does not 
include savings incurred due to 
tax and tariff exemptions 
for fertil izer products and 
compensation for losses incurred 
from high inventory costs. 

Green Revolut ion also serves 
certain polit ical ends of the 
Marcos regime. A stable rice sup­
ply has allowed the regime to 
artificially peg palay prices at 
low levels to provide -cheap rice 
to city-based consumers and 
prevent sharp dislocations in the 
urban consumers' food budget 
that cou ld trigger off loud 
protests. The detrimental effect 
to rice farmers is clear - in the 
face of rising costs of palay 
production, palay price has 
remained extremely low. 

The US-Marcos Green 
Revolut ion scheme, therefore, 
helps prop up t he hated dictator­
ship wh i.le it produces grave 
effects on the rural and urban 
population. 

Rural pover.ty, a product 
of Green Revolution 

Desp ite increases in actual 
harvests, the numerous and 
increasing costs of palay produc­
tion attendan t to 'the Green 
Revolut ion farming method have 
greatly reduced actual farm in­
comes. Of the farmers' total 

- income, about 75% is spent on 
production costs. This brings 
the average net farm income 
to only about 1>1:000 in four 
months. 

This has driven many farmers 
deep into debt. At 

0

present not 
only do they borrow rrion~y to 
capita lize production, they also 
borrow for daily subsistence. Not 
only are farmers deeply indebted 
to landlords and usurers; today, 
they are al so neck-deep in loans 
from ru ral banks. 

In fact, due to the high interest 
• rate on Masagana 99 loans, 
many farmers have stopped 
borrowing: only about 27,538 
cont inue to borrow this year, 
from-401,461 in 1972. 

Indebtedness • has resulted in 
th'e farmers being dr iven off thei r 
l~nds due to outr ight con fisca­
tion and displacement from lands 

they t ill . Increasingly, indebted­
~ess _has also resulted in unjust 
imprisonment and detention. 

Farm mechanization and cor­
po_rate farm expansion have also 
driven an increasing number of 
farmers off their lands. Many 
have. become farm workers, as a 
result . Others are completely 
left without work; due to the 
preva iling lack of employment 
~pportunities in the country­
side. Others who maintain their 
status as tenants find their land 
rent arb itraril y increased due to 
the use of farm machinery by 
the landlords. • 

That the Green Revolution 
Program has further impo­
verished th~ farmers is unde­
niable. Their casts of production 
have increased and continue to 
do so. They are more than ever 
deeply indebted to landlords and 
rural banks. Farm workers are 
rap idly being dr iven off their 
sou rce of livelihood due to farm 
mechanization. And most of all , 
farmers become victims of wide­
spread displacement from the 
lands they t ill. 

Struggle in the countrysides 

Intensificat ion of rural 
• poverty, however has also 

catapulted the peasant protest 
movement to higher levels since 
the 'B0's. On a nationwi°de 
scale, farmers have been joined 
by other democratic sectors in 

launching militant and varied 
protest actions. 

In Central Luzon, coordinated 
and sustained protest actions 
were launched in 1980. Farmers 
protested against the fertilizer 
and pesticide price increase and 
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demanded the implemen tation 
and increase of the support price 
for palay. In this struggle, 
the Alliance o f Central Luzon 
Farmers was organized . 

In Southern Tagalog, Bicol 
and Mindanao, the rural masses 
fou ght the US-Marcos-Enrile­
Cojuango co·conut monopoly . 
They protested not • only the 
exaction of the. coconut levy , 
but also frustated government 
attempts to rep lace traditional 
coconut varieties with the coco­
nut HYV Mawa hybrid . 

A majority of those who 
borrowed u nder the Masagana 
99 program have defaulted on 
t he ir loans, not because they 
have no means to pay, but also 
in protest against the planned 
ty ing down of fa rmers to 
usu rious bank loans. 

In places where farmers have 
set up genu ine, militant and 
national ist farmers' organizations, 
farmers have successfully 
lowered land rents and interest 
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rates on loans through confront­
ati ons with landlords. In some 
instances, farmers h·ave a_lso 
successfull y implemented genu1~e 
land r.eform or the free dis­
·tribut ion of land to the tillers. 

Meanwhile, farmers have also 
resorted to several cost-saving 
production methods such as the 
bayanihan and palusong systems 
and they are start ing to us_e 
organ ic fert ili zer which _ 1s 
defi nitely cheaper than chemical 
fer t ilizers, if not actually cost­
free. 

I 

Together with the fight for a 
thorough- impl ementation of 

. genuine land reform and militant 
dem ands for basic agricultural 
reforms, the pract ice of agri -

• cultu ral cooperation among 
several farmers' groups and even 
among barrios has protected 
farmers' incomes from the on­
slaughts of an alien farming tech­
nology that is the Green 
Revolut ion. 

The Birth of United Protests 

However, the peasantry can 
only do so much against the 
Green Revolution program if it 
is not supported by other demo­
cratic classes and sectors of 
Philippine society. The · Green 
Revolution problem is not 
simply a problem of decreasing · 
farm incomes, it is also a social 
problem involving the stunting_of 
overall agricultural · an.d industrial 
development in the country. 
To overcome its unproduct ive 
effects on the economy, we 
need to nationalize seed research, 
free agricu ltu re from dependence 
on imported chemical inputs·, 
while at the same time, moder­
niz ing agricu ltural production in 
the· direction of full ut ilization 
of indigenous resources . 

Towards this particular 
solut ion, the role of the various 
sectors of the petty-bourgeoisie, 
specifically th e researchers , scien­
tists, agr icul turists, technicians, 
economists and other profess io­
nals and also the national ist entre-

preneurs come to the fore. 
Their special skills can be used 
in _the interests of the peasantry 
and toward national ist industrial 
and agricultural development. 

But this is just one step 
towards solving this monstrous 
creat ion of the US imperial ists 
and the Marcos puppet regime. 
Its final solut ion will of necessity 
be in the realm of politics - in 
the struggle for freedom from 
imperialist domination and 
genuine democracy. In the con­
text of present Philippine society, 
th is entails the d ismantling of 
the US-Marcos dictatorship and 
the establ ishment of a demo­
cratic coal ition government. 

Towards this solution, the 
other democrat ic classes and 
sectors both in the rural and 
urban areas, are called upon -to 
support the struggle of the 
peasantry. In this endeavor, they 
are not without experience; 
various groups of scientists, pro­
fess ionals, church workers, 
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students and teachers have time 
1 and again coalesced to form the 

Friends of the Farmers in 
support of the 1981. Central 
Luzon campaign; Friends of the 
CQconut Farmers and Workers 
for the Bicol and Southern 
Tagalog anti-coconut monopoly 
campaign ; MAALAM or the 
Nationalist Alliance for Peasant 
Concerns and API L or Anti­
Coconut Monopoly Alliance in 
support of the Mindanao pea­
sants' campaign against the coco­
nut monopoly and landgrabbing. 
Only recentfy, the Forum for 

Rural .Concerns was organized 
by several . professional, youth, 
student and church sectors to 
support the general peasant 
struggle for land rights against 
landlord and imperialist control 
of agriculture. 

United with the peasantry in 
their struggle, and by themselves 
wagin·g their own d~mocratic 
and economic struggles, the 
other democratic classes and 
sectors wiil . heighten their con­
tribution to the general struggle 
for nationalism, indepedence, 
democracy and social prosperity. 
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