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This study is essentially concerned with:the
Pattern of trade 'of the export sector-.of the Philippines
and Thailand -for the period 1900-1935. Both countries
-have many things in common. In particular, their
economies are based primarily on-agriculture.and -
forestry. They are so-called traditional economies.
The period of economic transformation:.cf both: countries

from agrarian SOCletleS to commercial ones came after

-'vu',s o

1900. This created dual economies 1n the two countries

cons;sting of the traditional agrarian sector and the

RO 1 R

new commercial export sector. The central character-

’1stic of these dual economies lay in the coexrstence
of the land-based agrarlan production sector and the
urban centered commerc1al production sector.‘ However,
moet peOple worked 1n the tradltional agrarianueector
}and Myint has cited this as one reason why, even w1th
‘the expansion of exports, international trade did not
‘contribute to the economic development of these N

countries.

l- S e chit e o el
H. Myint, Economic Theory and the Under-

»developed Countries: (London: - Oxford .University Press,

1971), p. 118.
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This:stué§ﬁisiafe§£§§r;t{ve:analysis of the
development of export tradepin the Philippines and
Thailand and the effects.of this trade on the economic
development of both countries during this period. The
apalysig, will be centered op export growth in general
.--and 4n each commodity of both countrigs in-particular.
. This.apalysis will istart with a short note on the;, ,

theory, of international trade which can be applied to

‘underdevelopqd QQURELTIES j .o . . . iiemsen
RSN s SE LS AN T S A SR O TR SO T o e
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" For trade analysxs in underdeveioped countrles,

' the class;cal theory on 1nternatlonal trade is not
adequate. Accbrdlﬁg to Llnder, the baSlC commerc1al

p011c1es of underdeveIOped countrles are characterlzed
1:1'7 3y

by a multltude of tarlffs, quotas, and exchangevw.,
¥ V i it ey

restrlctlons rather than by free trade.-hMost under-
deveIOped countrles lack the capac1ty to reSpond to

'the challenges of trade to make the effects of tradlng

'dlsadvantageous. The factor proportlons theory of
'trade postulates that underdeveIOped countrles have a
meager capltal co—ex1st1ng w1th llttle lnventlve ahd
innovative activity, which situation does riot permit

trade in manufactures to any considerable lgvel ~for

,~these countrresw_ ﬁbwever, most\undqrdeGelppedwqountrles

1:\ o
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~abundantly supplied with natural resources might-enjoy

a comparative advantage;inﬂthe;productiog-and-tradeg@f
2
primary products which are natural—resource-intensive.

Thus underdeveIOped countrles may be able to export

varlous prlmary products sub;ect however to the con—k
stralnt that forelgn demand for prlmary products is B
1nelast1c,so that the eXport maximum is determlnedrby
{the max1mum for each of the 1nd1v1dual commodlties.Bp

2

Furthermore, prlmary product exports whlch do not supply

ﬁlnternal demand usually are domlnated by f&éézgh entre-
' préneurs. For 1nstance, durlng ‘the perlod 1900 1935,
one of the major export products ln Thailand wSQ t:Lni
the’ entire output of which was alwa;s eXported becau‘se
of the favourable world-market prrde and a hlgh‘external
demand at that tlme. At the same tlme, tin was‘proddced
"iargely by forelgn labour, forelgn capltal and foreign

enterprlse.:" The sector Whlch is handled by forelgners

rumy Dy

who trade in prlmary products of the underdeve10ped

countrles is supposed to be called the "forelgn w

2 . RS Ts0 e S e T
'StaffaniBurenstam Linder, An Essay on Trade
and Transformation (New York: John Wiley and Sons,

1961), pp. 86-87.
3 - s
7% TLinder, Trade 5nd Trade Policy for

Development (London: Praeger, 1967), pp. 1-52.
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James C. Ingram, Economic Change:in Thailand:
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-sectortii-: “Lastly; “the 'fluctuation 6f world prices hits
5

trade in iprimary products harxdest..: . . WAL

N o

.
e
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A postulate called the law of decllnlng
SR IATRES DR R

lmportance of forelgn trade states that although the

Ao o .

Oy

ratlo of forelgn trade to natlonal lncoma rlses when

o0 b P e ORI Vo

a country enters more fully 1nto the world economy,

the share of forelgn trade 1n total income is bound to
i ',r':'*-':g O] . 6 LS SR A T CAR -:.

decrease in a grow1ng country. Thus forelgn trade )

o 4\'-,

plays a more lmportant role for underdeveloped countrles
e ; G arirmieod. Lt ahn

andvthelr economlc development than for deve10ped ones.

-‘.‘ T \‘ .(-r A LS »,g“:; f;gi . ,A‘ o Y N

But most underdevelOped countrxes trade in prlmary

b ERRESR R A w caynnt Ll

ot

products and lmport manufactured goods, a reflectlon;

SELIBL A LT gt ey alndoo 2wl

not only of the utlllzatlon of exxstlng factors but
TSI S £ (SRR S S S PR e TR AR PRROREY: EElo LUNCI NN LR R
also of factor growth. Slnce export prlces do not

R ARG SR B ORI L IV SR TE R B 2 ST T T AL

rise as much as 1mport prxces or fall more than lmport

'.’,A)-f.'i_,’." ...... BRSNS % (e G i

prlces the terms of trade of prlmary producers tend to

CRRRTS ERE ot SRR & LU P EPU A i SRR

deterlorate. Spec1a1 dlfflculty also arlses out of

. ‘; 3 r.\i oyl iy 3 ‘.‘ﬁ.,_.,._. ST TR B l' ) y:
the lack of flex1b111ty in thelr productlon structure
. ,.»), H e fv ,’, s .2 o ‘7

to reSpond to changes in the terms of trade between

their exports and thelr lmports. Therefore, the

-a .'.‘.'.. o o T A

Llnder, An Essay on Trade and Transfbrmatxon,

Charles P. Klndleberger, Forelgn Trade and
(New Haven= Yale Un;ver31ty




problem of" trade “in Underdeveloped countrics often
comes from the supply ‘$éctor and is compounded by
unstable export prices that causes instability in
their export earnings. They can gain from participat-
ing in foreign trade, provided that they can move fast

enough to take ‘advantage of external demand.

THE PHILIPPINES

During the_geriod under review (1900-1935),
the Philippines was qnde;{Americanfoccupation. As is
well known, during this period Philippine foreign
tradefeSpecially Qitoytﬁeivnited States expanded and

new products were developed.

Table I shows the yearly volume of trade of

s}.‘

?P?.Phll%RPipg? w;th_allﬁoountrles,” Through most = .

Lo

yea:s»ip the beginning of the American ogcupationﬂano
durlng the perlod prlor to World War I,_the Phlllpplnes
. hao a balance of trade def1c1t In current _pesos,
V»total exports of”toe Phlllpplnes d1d not expand ln h;
»every year.. But on the average there was an export ;
qexgan51on of about 4 17 percent toget?er w%th‘the;wH

eXpans;on of total trade of about 3 83 percent.l The.

lead;ng export products of the Phlllpplnes weres:

e TS EXS R AN
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.» 1. Abaca . . - raw abaca or hemp
I EE Sy SR TS R A knOttedhemp ' e g
.= . cordage ,
iey2s .. Sugar .. . = refined
G T ‘ce‘ntrlf“}gal
.= muscovado sugar
3. Coconut -  copra
- coconut OLil,  reurvcvir
- copra cake
- adésicatdd codonut
P . 4.. : Tbbacco o rawleaf | TN ST S AR L SR
| =" cigarétfes '
SR U ST TR S P IR R A SR T TR A Cht

- cigars

-  smoking tobacco

Table IT shows the value, prlce and quantlty

indices of Phlllpplne exports for Ehe perlo& ' A very

‘noticeable thlng ‘about this series is the unstable

TS B A

ycharacter of the index numbers of value. prlce, and
quantlty over the perlod. To 1llustrate thlS, Chart4I
plc%s?tﬁé*éhféé‘iﬁaéx"ﬁﬁabérg’%or“ihé Philippines!'
total valie of ekpéfts;'Qﬁehﬁitv and price. It seems
that “the mévement of the value index before 1830  shows

v

a very close relatlonShlp to the movement of Ehe-”'

E ‘ e

quantlty ‘index¥ but after 1930 the TWobement of Ehe

value index shows a very close relationship to the




movement ‘6 ‘price - lndéx; N

'The ‘price elasticity 'of the ekport demand of

the Phlllpplnes was computed the results belng in

Table II.

(circaA

.42)

The value of the elast1c1ty 1s very low

.,”Th;s“meane that“the tqtal:engrtJeaxglngs

decreased lf prlces were 1ncreased 81nce volume would

\.-)

not 1nerease pr0portlonately, and v1ce—versa.‘

B

-t

l".

#77 ggihg the Qata“in“-Tablé 1I, the total'Valué ‘"

' §ndéx 'was 'rdgrésséd on thé-totsl quantity indéx'snd

the 'prite-inddx to 'determine whethér it was price 6f"

quantity whicH"had gieatér effect on total éxport '

value,™

Thé régPession estimates for one-years, two

S R L TN SR T ST o 4 {3 i fe )
year- and’‘five ‘year-moving averagés are showtt“in’

equaticns (1), (2) &nd (3) réépéctivei?'

e

0

w-45 6681 + O 60181 Px + 0. 71144 Q

(0:04962) 1 (0.07970) °}
Thees il Rgﬁ'f03§%03?;4:'@$l)

= =49.20155.+ 0.59626. By, +:0.77423 Quoo me

(0 04413) (0.07706)
; s T LR2 = L 873881 (2)

-21.62349%+ 045857 P, 4+ 0.65240 Q 3 e
o (o, 12206) x3 (0.08019)

R2 0.76165 - ' (3)
1ndex of total value of exports (1964-100)

1, 2, 3 one is for one year-movxng

. .average, two for two year-moving average

and three for five year-moving average.

A
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price index for exports 1? terms .0f the..
domestic currency; (1924= 5

co nep@ Foindex of total export quantity :(1924=100)

-
H

The two-Qear and flve-year mov1ng averages:‘ﬁ
have' to Be consldereé because they are long enough £o
“Uéxhibit 'the ef£fédts of total quantity index ana
gfice 1ndex on the cotel value of export lndex ‘in the
short run and in the 1ong run.:ifﬁeftﬂree equatxons“
aboye are all significant because,.pf the high value of
R? and. the values of the standard error.of.the regres-
sion coefficients. (ghown in parenthesis),are about a.
third. of. the ;absolute value of the regression ... .
coefﬁic;que.@¢Ambng the. three equations, the second
one (with a.twa.year lag) ieé;heﬁhestqbecause”it,Ld

exhibits the highest value of.R% (0.87358), This .
| 1mp11es that around 87 per cent of the variance of
the total value 1ndex is accounted for by ‘the total
5>quantitY‘index“and the price index and 13 per cent is

residua17 From equatlon (2), a unit change in P,
‘produces aié&hé 0.59 change in V (Qx - constant and
a unlt change .in Qx producesg around:0,;77 change in
v (P - consta%t) However,‘the partial correlation
.gand computed T-value are egual to 0 2241 and 13.51036
Mrespectlvely.for P and V,ﬂequal to 0 87138 and
107% }732 for Q. and V& ’Theee’wouldw&hdicate that P,

P f Sl by el
is more sxgnlflcant or has more 1nf1&énce onvV than :




-9 -

has Q. Ihis‘result_;s“reversed in the five=-year
moving average, equation (3). The partial correlation
coefficignt agdhcomputed:T—value:are equal to 0.813551
and 8,13551 fqr'Q,x an@zv, and equal tQ‘0.56934 and
3,72950 for Px and V. These seem to indicate that_in
the short run a change 1n P, has ‘more 1nfluence on V,
while over a longer perlod a change in Q. has more
influence on V. This is reasonable because in, that
period, the Philippines exported mainly prlmary |
products that did not evince strong immediate response
‘to changes in effective demand. That situation may
be ‘attributed to the fact that the Philippines traded
almost all her major exports with the Unitéd States.
From the time . the United States market was opened
to Philippine exports up to 1535, the U.S. accom-
modated all the latter could produce. After 1935 the
‘system chdracterized significant parts of the trade
between bothfcduhtries. A case in point was

sugar which ‘led all 6ther:exportiproducts'and went
almost entirely to the United States, but which was
subject to a quota. Howevex Philippine sugar could
not compete cost-wise with Cuban and Javan sugar.
There were also quotas on tobacco and cordage.

Another limitation was the lack of a vigorous Asian
market 51nce at that tlme most A51an countries were

largely self-suff1c1ent econdmies. These seem:to.bet
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the reasons, aionq w1th the gtracture Bf colonlzatlon,

2

:why ner export value is corrcla r’alth quantlty

Thls observatlon conflrms tnat the fluﬂtuatlons of :
export value depende'1 on tne fluctuatlona of expor+'-
quantity- Tner@fore, the maln oroblen of Phlllpplne'

exporta then revolved mostly around the supply side.

IO v
THAILAND o
RS B SR R SR S S A O I A

g Theecpnomy of Thailand, is primarily based on
agrigultyre, forestry, and.fisheries. Rice.and,xubber
are the most, jmportant among the major. .crops.: .Before
1656, production was only for self-sufficiency. . Prow
~duction increased when she started to trade witfh
Western countries, but the system 0f production was ..
primitive: not much technology was used to iaprove .. .
agriculture. . Even though there was irrigation already
at that time, land suitable for cultivation.was still
greater than the inrigated,areaa? The.period f£rom 1400~
1835 exhibited a slow.inc:ease.ingprodqctlog,dpe.»ﬁi;
primarily, it appears; to_.an anaemic .supply response:
rather than to any appreciable price disincentive.
Export price and export.quantity moved. at the same .-

N . NS R A it LT b

Lo 7Jonn H., Van de Heidi, : The . Economig ; Develop?
ment of Thailand = During the Last Half oentury,
Journal of the SlamnsociaﬁxtelilﬁrPartaII,rsﬁanqkqh:r
1803), p. 76.
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pace. Export demand was increasing sgtisfactorily.
Except for rubber, the problem of the slow increase
in exports was a problem on the supply side, a problem

in production more than in marketing.

“-p3Ble ‘TII shows the yearly trade of Thailand
during the years“190041935. During this time the

leading export products were:

1. Rice - cargo

% “&drgo bréken T

S B —-cargo’meal G memn e o
= white "

- shite broken
g et a0 b e e 1
P OREZT Umeafete o 1 rhiin R e
3. Tin and Tin Ore

4., Rubber - rubber

-, rubber waste

. .. 7. rubber substitutes
9. Salted Fish - plaking
e Lo T . Lo TTALIYT (il a
. .~ plasalit

- plat

-~ other kinds



- 12 <

"'6. Live Animals - buffaloes
e = bullocks”
'~ &lephants
- gbats 4nd sheeps
= horses and ponies

Gl e ToePORIERY.

| <. swine
- all oﬁhérs
Export gﬁgggsiqniwas around 3.1 per cent,

which was very nearuphg‘growth rate in total trade of
about 2.9 per cent. Except for 1920 and 1924, the
ending years shqwgg“a surplus in balance of trade.
This means that tbg'dg@and_for imports was not high,
the growth rate of the surplus balance of trade being

around 4.9 per cent.

A

By using five major export products to
represent all export products of Thailand (except live
animals for-which no data exist for comparison),
indices of value, quahtity, anéibricééiwere derived.
The total value, quantity and price indices of Thai

exports during the period are shawn in Table IV.

From 1918 to 1930, there was a boom in export
prices but the total export quantity did not increase

significantly until after 1930. The relationships
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among: total value; quantity, and price indices:e¢an .
be seen from Chart II. . This Chart shows the wilde
fluctuations.:of the above-mentioned variables; i i
especially from 1918 to 1921.! After 1930, however," "
& close: positive: relationship. is' exhibitéd by value;"
quantity and pric¢e indices. . 4 uiu T e

L et T PP ”

Agaln from the data ln table IV,‘and u51ng

the same method that was utlllzed for the Phlllpplnes,
. /(A . i :( Y

the estlmatlon of whether 1t is prlce or quantlty

whlch had more effect on the total value of Thal_“‘

:1’?-': fL

exports 1s shown 1n the regre351on equatlons (4), (5)

and (6) o

P TR R o sl Sy bt
RESEA N ") - SRR ALY NS BT S ! .

Lo W= -102.76147 +,l.49648:le + 0.65425" Qx1*'
(0.11975 "% (0.05516)

" r2" 2087133 ’“1(4)

'V, =-118.20740 + 1.57098 Pxé +0.71380 0y Xz,
SELL i T (0 ’;15739) (0 65520)
N R? 0.88967, . . (5)

.V.if-iZG 20122 + 0.75407 P, + 1.60515 Q. ,.
a3 - (0.06306) ‘3 (0.10987) 3

ey pio Lo L Re =10.,91784 (6)

Subsctlpts 1, 2, 3 are for.one-yearhﬁoving”w_
averages, two-ycar moving averages and five—year
movingraverages, respectively.i The symbols-have the
same meaning as previously stated. These three . ...

equations are significant. - It:will“be ‘noticed in
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the last.equation. that a unitychargexinuexzchangedsw
v byilsﬁf(Pk»r:eonstant).“iFurthermoreiinnthe:last
equation;;the%partial'correlation.aﬁd computed: T+ -
value between Qi and: V (093829 and’ 14460991, ;.- .o
respectively): are bigger. than the: partial correlation
and computed T-value between.P”<ande:(OrQLlSI and :p
11. 95831) All are dlfferent from the precedlng two
equatlons.: It seems that 1n the long pull,the effect
' export‘quantlty on the total export value was more
1mportant than the effect of export prlce. and v1ce
versa for the short pull Hence, the maln problem o
of Thal'exports was in the quantlty of exnorts.ﬁzThls
observatzon may be attributed to the fact that:durlng
this perrod,agrzcultural productlon took place largely
iin the Central Plain and 1rrlgatlon was not used until
;1920 so that productlon could not lncrease so fast.
Although there was a high external demand for the

leadlng exports, the gains from trade did not trickle

down" to the faxmers, they acorued’to the mlddlemen
8

;Y who were foreigners, mostly Chinese. Thus there was

no incentive for the farmers to 1ncrease productlon

rapldly. FRe e

o ey AR AV

- The price; elasticity of the. export demand -for

8» {
Angram, op. cif., pe.37. - o .. G
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:Thailand was low, . (about .82) because the bulk of-Thai
exports was. rice which was a primary product and &'
basic good whose demand changes but slowly through
time. Compared with the Phlllpplnes, the price
elast1c1ty of the export demand for Thalland was.
hlgher, meanlng that the latter 1ost less 1n forelgn

s

trade than the Phlllpplnes when her export prlces

1ncreased - ”
SRR N R TR B S RN & S AR
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

o B comparison of.the gains from trade of:
~Fhailand and.the Philippines will now be considered.
The,examinationﬁwill,foqus;pn,the4terms;of:trade,of

¢ Poth countries during the period. . .In trying-to . .
measurexshe terms of trade, -one has to,know,thewprgce
indices _of ‘hoth exports. and imports. Since no.data.
on.totak-impaorts in quantity terms.is-available,.one

-rchas _tgasge the data on major imports and iexports of:-
both .countriescin quantity. terms which are available
for:thewperiod»l&l4-1929.9waoreever,nthe:commodity

o el Loy

-m;*w-gIn ‘the rcase. of . the Philippines, the major exports
ConSlSt of sugar, abaca, coconut and tobacco. The major
© yoimports consist-of automobiles :and. accessoriesiexcept
tlns, mlneral 0il, wheat flour and cotton cloth.
“oaeoicoIn the .case of ‘Thailand, the major exports consist
of rlce, teak, rubber, tin, and salted fish. The major
-impoxts. consist of textiles including cotton- -and lingen,
tobacco, cigar and cigarettes, mineral oil (kerosene,
benzine, liquid:fuel) :and machinery. - ~i =- e



- 16 -

~sterms of trade together iwith the income terms of trade
will be used.to analyze terms of trade for both :the
Philippines and Thailand. .- SR S i

The terms of trade of the Phlllpplnes from
1914 to 1929 (1924 100) can be seen in Table .V. 'It

il

19 clear that the yearly terms are predomlnantly‘less
than l except for the year 1917g> That thls 1s S0
stems from the fact that during this perlod the major
export products of the Phlllpplnes were primary
products and most of the major medrte were"hanutace
tured .goods -and generally, compared with:the boom
yéar of ©:1924,. the prices of primary products had less
upwardrhiasnthan.the-prices&ofwmanufacturedﬂgoods.'*
Addedoto the existence of price inelasticity of demand
“for Philippine export.was the .free trade already = °
existing in the Philippines during that time, " -Both::
of:~these :factors contrived .to make export prices move
up but slowly. From. this observation, it might be ‘con-
cluded that-the Philippines had ‘unfavourable *gains*
from trade or'ithat she was at‘the wrong- end of &n

unequal international distribution of. lncome, . This. .

vw;vstatememt is true even for the perlod 191741920 when

{ R N S A I R I S R

"a trade boam:was obtalned srnce although the prlces of her
LD

-.Qaexports were-hxgh, theylwere lcwer,than thefprlces of

T S
y:her 1mports.=wFrom the v1ewp01nt of "1ncome terms*of-

L i

trade,“ as is shown ln the last column'of Table V,ﬁ»
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she had“favdirable *gains” from trade after 15245
indicating & welfardORovakdnt tédias nightdayed " L E
may-'be attiFi¥utéd to EhBTFRcETERAPT A Ler (£h1E GRAVF ERe
volume of exports expandedi¥ery rapidly to &tFctthe

s = PR R O T T T L X R Gt L ,J‘{ yord 5 »
aswntrend 1h’éxport! priges it #uhd the total*gaihs f¥dm

N A {o oy =t

Pl DT I L i Sy Pt S T & oo bl © g T TR ':;.
trade indredaseds @vitan ool e o ’
fowdoon oo v L ve Sy s ropaEni L ET g

For lnallané tae terms oﬁ trade are presented

IR L et = e CEaDL N & R Rl

in Taple VI. From 1214 to 1Q23 excegt for the . 1916 and
. B HE Y

LeoLdidasrn Dan [T T N M4 SRR SCELE 8

1219, she had unfavourable terms cf trade (1924=100)o

Phe réasbns’ aAVAncadd- for A ¥ikiTdPIEREAd inthe

C e e

bRiT#Ppintd alss apply 2P THai1aAH: “Ene”feat’ 157€°°

was?dh excdption bdedise atithelhdighEs °5E Worlddwar''
ThaZlaR@ just’ couldShod' gt IRHAEevEL 20 rie? $EOwatted”

)

and” ifi"the \qantity {t7WantEa eAus1fig” the vo1ume “BE""
trddel €87 4rdp.  Th 19%6, tREr8tuas Y drddght and most
of “EHe 'FEcE Hid2a3 W¥E AebBBYEA; Poduding a’tolldpse
-iAsEhe Brice’ sefucture fofiride, Fesuiting 1n EHET ™Y
*hagbdretpricad 8f riddcro Bédshe Gary' AEEAIKeker¥924,

a high external »pmand for rice resulted 1n a rapid
Iatordemtaral oF vooabh o Tuoagy SiE

export expansion of r1c Thus, the commodlty terms
pE= SR A-TE I (oh SU Trbmand AW g oo i0h (BLETT

of trade and 1ncow9 terms of trade ln tnoue yoara wgre
g D5

6 esw oImdd (snnsl L yinonons

greater than one, a favourable ﬂevelopnent .
Sas lsniaidor o3 ouh noudouhox CE ko L BROSEDN

*

o orld pEomOERET LR LEEL fes; Y1t  ¢in'he 588N
Thaiiand Far8a 8édpsr-iddd BHd BHY1IEAIREE A
of Erade. " HEEing thid peffba’ na°61:i TOplf 185 °Rad ™%

tﬁggx@jww

5 to rermf
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fundamental foreign. trade constraints. One was the-
problem of export supply which could not immediately:
.X¥espond to the increasing demand in the world market.
Furthermore, most of the Philippine exports were
primary products, a high percentage of which went to
the United states. The Philippines did not benefit.
much from her major eXports. She could not control
her export prices. Thus she suffered from export

instébilit&. both in prices and quantities.

- 'Less conspicuous relative to. Thailand was the
concentration in export products. During this period
the‘three»;argest Philippine exports accounted for e
83 per cent of total exports (sugar at 30.1 per cent,
abaca 27.5 per cent, coconut 25.7 per cent). .0On the.
other hand, rice made up 75.79 per cent of total Thai
- @Xports for the same period. This fact has not been
completely detrimental to the development of Thailand.

‘Most. of Thailand's population worked in the.ricevfields.

| When she Opened her doors to lnternatlonal
trade, her economy was transformed from a barter B
economy to a money econony. Hence, there was an'
increase in total production due to internal and
external demand pressures. A major .factor in the growth
-of rice production was the introduction of a steady

money demand for rice in Bangkok. The source of this
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increased money demand waé;foreign;a Howeverx; sthei
production of rice was still carried out by
traditional methods, which brought about:inoigige 3h
productivitycso«that::the,expansion: incprodnction came
onlytthroughvan:.incredse: in-the areacof cultivatedo
-yxikandsooyWhen' calamity ‘steuck:in.some yeare:{which
fortunatelyiwere rare) ﬁotalaproduction#decrééeedﬂand
2y:@Xport pricesincréasedishatply;iasiin. ¥919; rFuither-
rmore;-the!dembndi for-Phai’'rice in-the neighboring 7
woountrids was-erratic, dependingcoon the - succéss of"
theicroprin thoBe ceuntries. IThus;-even:if Thailafd
JaeouidieasilynhaVempzeducedvannexport&snrpldc,veﬁéﬂﬁ

24 effort was: tréarely’ made¢1°\ R TR s ST S TS o % G ST R
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. . Mnother dbservation from the cables is thae

thegexporthbricesvweremnot eteblewln be_h‘eountrles.
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of manufactures, tended to deteriorate during. _____ .

hree

Rt A S Tt L f“'f Sakg
s D0ETT ¥ 0o
St x‘.?ff.‘.‘qung‘ram: db L

% N L




- 20 =%

) 11
busidess -ocycle upswings: =... i owel. -

R R T T VTt e e el BT e YL
A RETES e YT L RN T Y e m Loy R S0y

CONGERUSIONS :i < rstfri = 7hrmaps sttt e e S
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che3tes ithe process of capital transfers from the. .
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Because 1nternatlona1 trade is now closely related to

the economlc develoPment process of natlons. 1t 151
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11Gottfr:.ed Harberler, "Terms of Trade and
Economic Development,” Economics of Trade and
Development, edited bhy.James D. Theberge- (New York: "
John Wikeyi'and Sons Inc., 1968), p.. 236"’ A
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‘countries: was notsreally: accompanied: hysdmportant: i

developments: in- production:methods, pven; ag: growth: of

» because labouy. spilled over- into:the hinterland:: For
ingtance, beforg: the. onsefof; the. Great; Depression:in
the 1930's, although exports in Thailand apd; &helid
Philippines grew at an annual rate of 6 per cent or
better, productivity increased only by approximately
0.2 per cent for Thailand and around 1 per cent for

the Philippines.

In spite of export expansion in both countries
dﬁring this time, their exports still followed the
traditional pattern. There was no evidence of
improvement in production of manufactured goods as
was obvious with Japan which cpened her doors to
Western countries during the same period. Thus there
was no industrial revolution in Thailand and the
Philippines. There was only trade revolution in both
countries since they entered the field of internatio-
nal trade. From one point of view,Thailand was in a
better position than the Philippines during this
time because the former was never colonized and she
traded with many countries. Although most of her
exports went to Great Britain and the British colonies,
the percentage of these exports was still smaller

than the percentage of Philippine total exports to
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TABLE I
Values of Annual Trade’ of! theé" Philippznes with
AURNSEE I PRUTALL Countries o MY L SRSV
(in milllon peaos at current prices )

.‘jf.".l“_Y'!. Ly 8
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. GEéwth Rate of
Y thal Trade—/ Total ¢ TotaI Export [f Balance £

,"m;u;nw~MMMML~Wmmﬂm, 7 _Export. . (per cemt) _ Tradeh_@wm,‘

95,7 . 46,0
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w
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109.3 - 49,0 . 6.3 . .=11,3
124.0 .- 57.3 16,9 e 9.4
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127.0 oy 66,9 14,8 .. 6.8
118.1 . 65.3 =.2,5 . :12,5
127.1 Ly 66,2 s . 5.3
123.6 v 65,2 ~-1,5 . 6,8
132.0 .- 69,8 7.1 . 7.6
180.7 Lo g 81,3 ;16.4 -=18.1
185.7 ooy 8947 -10,3 . = 6.3
233,.2 {q'j\109 8 22,0 - :ﬁ13.5
202,2 ¢ oas 95,5 =15.0 5 oo=11,1
194.6 - oop 97,3 1.9 s . 0,1
206.3 7 ,107.6 0.5 S
230.9 . 139.9 0.0 -

322.8 oo 191.2
467.6 .. +270.4 b
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TABLE II
* - THE.PHILIPPINES . ..
TOTAL VALUE QUANTITY AND PRICE INDICES OF EXPORTS

‘Total Valué  "~“Total Value Total Quantity "7 Price
YEAR  (in millions © ° Index Index _Index
S pesoa) (1924 100) (1924 = 100) (1924 = 100)

R SRR L Ry

1900 © 742,03 26,41 ©019.31 139.11"

1901 L 45,82 18,48 . 21,51 - 88.05 ‘"
1902 54,42 22,23 ©+ 39,31 57,22
1903 60,02 26,64 32,13 o 771.26
1904 ' 56,14 © 23,04 -~ 7 36.08 = 64,19
1905 “+ 63,99 © 25,52 44,93 s 58,87
1906 crl 162,20 - 24,96 - 39,58 Y 64,95
1907 “+ 63,83 ©+ 25,83 41,36 s 63.78
1908 T 62,57 25,44 48,70 : 53,12 -
1909 “- 67.25 . 27,72 © 63.16 - 44,01
1910 ©+77.55 31 50 © 50,26 , 63.78
1911 + 85,28 33,56 72,32 © o 48,74
1912 -1102,11 41,18 R S 9 | s 58.85
1913 - 89,05 36,45 45,33 ‘ 81.20°
1914 - 91,52 ";36.96 44,59 o 84,84
1915 101.26 ©: 41,16 49,66 84,28
1916 + 125.53 ©+-51,33 - 59.41 : 87.34
1917 - 173,02 171,30 F 762,07 115,21
1918 - 249,47 101.91 F179,91 129,04
1919 201,25 © 82,46 ©r 762,15 o 133.85
1920 '~’263 22 110,20 58,25 190,34
1921 +-153,87 63.51 73,02 " 87.10 -
1922 -9171.78 70,56 98,02 72,440
1923 212,98 86,45 95,60 91, 76,
1924 $+241,90 100.00 100,00 100. oo;?
1925 © 265,56 -, 107,91 109,87 99.91
1926 - 271.08 111,15 117.87 95.05
1927 ~. 281.14 115,32 124,56 -~ 93,30
1928 274,07 ‘111,78 138,22 81.96
1929 - 291,19 135,28 - 152,17 79.10
1930 +'237,93 97.68 148,18 66.37
1931 - 189,12 76.96 148,88 52,50
1932 - 174,48 71,81 167.56 : 43,04
1933 - 196,46 79,95 - 205,35 39,54
1934 - 198,59 "'+ 80,29 - 217.43 37.75
1935 160,06 65,70 146.61 : 45,12
Sources- .Bureau of Commerce .and Industry, Statjs Bulletin =

e .. No., 3 of th ine Islands 192 Q (Manila-Bureau of
Printing, 1921), pp. 178-184. .

Bureau of Commerce and Industry, Statistical Bulletin of

the Philippine Islands, ‘929 (Manila-Bureau of Printing, ,
3l930), PP. 97~166. o PR

J'Bureau of Commerce Summaries of P 11£ ’1ne Foreiji

1931-1941 and 1946-1953 (Manila:Bureau of Printing, 1953),
p. 1.

Tt (s
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TABLE III

Values of Annual Trade of Thailand L
With All Countries SR
Total Total Growth Rate Balance
Trade a/ Export of Total Export~m~w~~e£-$radew-l -----
YEAR (Bh, million (Bh, million (per cent) (Bh million
currencies) currencies) Tidurietcies)
1900 CUgE gy TR gy gy T T S ke @l 8.6
1901 124,07 75.54 ( 42,5%) - 27,02
1902 155.53 | - 85.81 ( 13,5%) . _ 16,00
1903 143,277 7 77 1688 CE0,4%Y T T 10449
1904 180,19 104,13 - (35, 1&[,)*""‘“13 : 28.07
1905 . 175.84, . 106 96A . ( 2.7%)J: . 38.08
1907 178.42 9973 - (- 5.72,)"“ SR 21,04
1908 177.57 100.75 ( 1,0%) 23,93
1909 172,37 102,56 . . ( 1% )32ﬁ]5
1910 177,10 108,89 14 AEAE GR) YUY 139%0,68
1911 157.77 84,63 o (=22.27%) 11,49
1912 158,23 81,97 T I ) TN ”c‘5’76
1913 206.30 115,51 ( 40.9%) 24,72
1914 180.12 101, 64 (=12.0%) 23.16
1915 181.42 105.97 ( 4.2%) 30.52
1916 ‘209,32 121.48 ( 16.6%) 33.64
1917 220,87 123,79 ( 1.9%) 26.71
1918 256,94 162,03 ( 30.8%) 58.12
1919 315.73 177.29 ( 9.4%) 38.85
1920 213,47 66.14 (-62.6%) -81,19
1921 298,21 164.49 (148,6%) 30.79
1922 283.78 150.06 (= 8.7%) 16,34
1923 307.68 171.43 ( 14.27%) 35.18
1924 335.31 165.94 (= 3.2%) - 3.43
1925 377.96 196.58 ( 18.4%) 15.20
1926 394,10 197.59 ( 5.0%) 1.07
1927 477.36 276.26 ( 39.8%) 75.18
1928 442,25 252.46 (- 8.6%) 62,67
1929 426.48 219.77 ( 12.9%) 13,06
1930 316.52 161.51 (=26.5%) 6.50
1931 234,12 134.21 (=16,9%) 34.30
1932 242,02 152,52 ( 13.6%) 63.02
1933 237.03 144,07 (= 5.5%) 51,11
1934 274,32 172.59 ( 19.7%) 70.86
1935 266,97 158,22 (- 8.3%) 49,47

Average
Growth 2,9% 3.1% 4.9%
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Table III (cont.) o H;;ng
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Statistics of the Import and Export Trade of Siam,
1906.

The Foreign Trade and Navigation of the Port of
Bangkok, 1968-1927. L
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of the gdom of Siam, 1928-1936 .
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TABLE IV N I Y
T T "fotal Value Quantity and Price
"¢ ‘Iidices of Exports
"'“”}'(Thailadéy SR bR
4 e T e

0f .00 ) i SINCRE Y Total . .. i
5; 1 .-Jotal Value ; Total Value .,  Quantity.. ., :
YEAR (1n millions ig; Index ;3’%1 Index ;j . ;Brice Index;
i e of baht) . 1(19312100) 5 ¢ (1931-100) (1931 100) ;. .
A RENE ThA ek L e '«»'f
1900 44,49 45,14 58,47 77.20
1901 6668~ G P66 === 91505 — - e Py B
1902 72.41 78.58 99,05 80. 34
1903 68.37 69.38 43,77 158. 50
1904 95,23 96. 64 62.35 155, oq
1905 97.43 98.88 63.48 *“158.'76
1906 §} L ..98.39 .. 60,54 . . 162,52
1907 47 it pholoy T 1068 o, 161.38
1908 93 11 94,49 53 06 T 149, 84
1909 ,..93,82 . 9521 . 140,16
1910 P08 7 Ui 1025870 ’;‘ 72 ?6” 140,56
1911 73 78 74 91 7,38 158,11
1912 y U . i&s 8 . ;2 gl . 1z1.52
1913 1 Py s 2*,.“ “U98,87° % 0 145,35
1914 e q gb LS gy gy o ‘066 6% 175 139,05
1915 94 36 95.78 79.33 120,73
1916 106.76 108,35 83.71 129.44
1917 105.11 106.67 79.80 133,67
1918 139.10 141,18 60,04 235,14
1919 138,09 154.40 39,83 387.66
1920 43,60 44,23 24,91 177.54
1921 147,01 149.29 83.52 178.75
1922 133,05 121.08 84,11 160.48
1923 172,18 147.76 97.66 178.95
1924 173.67 176.28 87.16 202,25
1925 209.13 212,27 100,57 211.07
1926 206.13 196,71 96,12 217,65
1927 235,07 238,59 120,44 198.10
1928 212,83 215.99 111.31 194,04
1929 178.98 188.64 93.38 194,52

1930 133.42 135.39 85.36 158.61
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Table IV (cont.)

. fotal
Total Value Total Valge o Quantlty
YEAR (in millions Index T Index Price Index
of baht (1931=100) (1931=100) (1931=100)

et sty a4 i b Attt A et e 10 SR b st e et ot et b e amena it e e i o o

1931 98.51 - 100, 00 100,00 100.00
1932 144,23 <32 ot 115,92057 7+ .0119,31 7 i 97.16
1933 i’ st iiY15.87 4uinid 117.59 = 121,83 . 96,52 AL
1934 .00 =i (141,4100 7200y 143,5100i%(- 21 135,94 . . 105.57
1935 =134 46 oo 196 B8 117,99 -~ 115767 -

HENRAY ‘ PR ¥, 3

[N t N R T}
" 1 3 [ (:l

! . 3 UL £

e Statistics of the Impoft and Export rrade of S
4 stam, 1906, . o i

Tivi4 The Foreign Trade and‘Navigation of the Port of ifi{
.,'0., Bangkok, '1908-1927, % e
adont ¢ [ u*"".’ H ": .‘&. i H IR

%*'ffi Annual ’ Statement of thé Foreign Trade “and
Navigation of the Kingdom of Siam, 1928 1936

N¢ % ' 3._ 25! :
- - g oy ¢
LSS . i vl V! i
ya it i B i VEUS
3 g . . , i PO Byoe
JOE] I R e P b
o o .
e P D
AR B - [ t
i e . : PO
Y R . : LV
, ] N . o
o DL 3 L o
. T, . R NF 4
ERUIN - s LG I AN
Loris e TavT ’ AXy
v or o - - . 5.
PRI L 1, \ Vi AN
. \ s .
LAY i AP : vE
s SO £ir 5
) LT 2 e e
kY 4 et e LN 34
- o RO
L [ < Ve .8 L {




bt - 1 R S St 0 18 AR Bl St et b o s & S

-29.7 .

!’3 Wt

‘\g;f“{‘:“,;_. ST

TABLE V

1T?rm@ of Trade<of the Philippines during the Period 1914-1929.
Y Thaad (1924"1@9‘) st 2l (=i
(. { » by e -(rq}(;,’: 1
x mr—— e ‘.LI Aty

288,

£y,
YEAR;$ G, €

3

Price Index::
of Exports v

P
x

v

0 VAR I

Price Index

. of Imports

Pm

i Commodity Terms,
¢ of Trade »;..

- P *\}\-’3 .
2 Rea

Income Terms
of Trade:;
Py fUE

oge o VR o 575 n Ty
YO P S SO TRV SE0G

-J RN Tin. N RN
1914 .7088 .. .765 927 7. .49§”~*

1915
1916
1917
1918
1919,
1920
1921],
1922
1923 °
1924

t

L1

.6913

.7830  oo°

AN
D61

1.0745
1.3483
1.3606
1.4754

.7635 .7
6033 T
.8525 O

1.0000

.699
.798
.986
1.364
1.860
2,183

f1.766

.964
1.012
1.000

SR
n .982

L 4,000 P

000, .989

£EE 0.
o 732 0

.676
.626

1,000

1925~ ————10087

1926
1927
1928
1929

.9081
<9547
.8382
.8051

1051
1.044
.965
1,011
.959

433 U

VY. W
.870
.990
»829
. 840
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TABLE VI

Terms of Trade of Thailand during the Period 1914-1929
(1924=100)

Chos s

YEAR

v CLoman

Price Index
of Exports

Price Index TEN
of Imports

o

Commodity Terms
:of Trade

?

w5, Income ;Terms
of Trade

x Q

m

— e

1 9‘1'}5 i
1916
1917
1918

1919
1920 .
1921,
1922..
1923. .
_1924q
192§Hﬁ
1926 -
1927

1.077
1.030

.906

.849

1.189
1.214

o
|

f\“:«ﬂ)\'} T
PV

Gl 6183‘ ,2;f” ww}%37 99;53.971155x2 u:i?? .826
€, o616 0T e 693 Ciuwienloda ggg uiuagMA o 984
.674 % .296 b2,277 i 2,076
TTTTT.698 T 940 743 . 644
k2238 1.485 .. .848 339
2,143 1.607 1.334 NN
‘5'927 v 1.617 0574 Die 0155 .
.899 " 1,062 847 7977
.878 . .° .953 . 2928 . 865 j
2942 0 .966 . 976 L., 1. 134_,;
1.000 .’ 1.000 -7 L0000 Lot 1,000,
1,045 . .933 1.120 ..~ = 1.319

1. 3oqh*

1. 468,0

b - ;.. -

1928 2978 U 800 . 1.223 LiD 10534
1929L C, .98 . 798 St L2z U LS
Q00 1, DG IS I *Q;
) W IR . aS
Q ; 7 ’Ju ﬁﬁc:
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