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The plan proposes massive investments in physical infrastructure, fostering business confidence, giving 
short-term cash outlays, and ensuring transparent and responsive governance to develop the country. 
The essential economic thrust is straightforward: stick to the globalization policies implemented over 
the last decades, deepen and broaden privatization through Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs), and 

selectively implement social protection programs especially conditional cash transfers (CCTs). 
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he Aquino administration adopted the Philippine Development Plan (PDP) 2011-2016 in March this 
year which the National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA) formally released to the 
public on May 30, 2011. The PDP is the government‟s blueprint for implementing its declared 
“Social Contract with the Filipino People”. The plan sums up the administration‟s chosen 

economic direction and defines its strategies and programs for the next six years. 
 
The meat of the nearly 400-page document is divided into 10 chapters. The introduction (15 pages) 
summarizes the state of the economy and the plan‟s approach. The key strategies are then outlined in 
nine chapters on macroeconomic policy (24 pages), industry and services (38), agriculture and fisheries 
(18), infrastructure (57), financial system (22), good governance (25), social development (56), peace 
and security (9), and the environment (32). 
 
The PDP 2011-2016 acknowledges how the large majority of Filipinos have not benefited from economic 
growth and declares that it aims for „inclusive growth‟. It says the problem is largely because of 
inadequate investment (due to insufficient infrastructure and governance lapses) and inadequate 
human capital (due to declining education, poor health services and inadequate safety nets). 
 
Correspondingly, the plan proposes massive investments in physical infrastructure, fostering business 
confidence, giving short-term cash outlays, and ensuring transparent and responsive governance to 
develop the country. The essential economic thrust is straightforward: stick to the globalization 
policies implemented over the last decades, deepen and broaden privatization through Public-Private 
Partnerships (PPPs), and selectively implement social protection programs especially conditional cash 
transfers (CCTs).  
 

Problematic development plan 
 
Such a plan however poses serious problems for the economy and the people. It misinterprets the 
country‟s underdevelopment and, by insisting on the discredited „free market‟ development model, 
will not result in higher growth nor reduce poverty. It avoids redistributing the country‟s resources and 
increasing the social and economic power of the poor majority. If anything it even exaggerates private 
profit-seeking as a means to social development to justify diverting public resources for private gain. 
The plan has low ambition and is not decisive in addressing the country‟s poverty, backwardness and 
underdevelopment. 
 
First and most basic, the PDP 2011-2016 does not offer anything new in terms of strategies for 
more genuinely inclusive economic growth. The plan‟s main problem is that it dogmatically stays the 
course of „free market‟ policies of globalization that have been so destructive for the country. This 
means the government foregoing strategic economic planning and letting the market and private sector 
decide on economic activity in the country – where national development is then expected to more or 
less spontaneously happen. The plan builds on the accumulated globalization policies of previous 
administrations including the Arroyo government. For instance, it hails “the industrial structure [as] 
now fairly undistorted by subsidies and heavy protection” and seeks an “agriculture and fisheries sector 
[that is] well-integrated in domestic and international markets”. It also aims to “liberalize financial 
products and services” and to “further liberalize [the] capital account”.  
 
The „free market‟ has in practice particularly meant creating the most profitable conditions for 
businesses in export sectors that foreign investors find desirable. Yet the country‟s experience with 
such policies in the last two-and-a-half decades has been unambiguously negative. There has certainly 
been growing investment, rising exports and economic growth. However there is also persistently high 
unemployment, poor quality work, low incomes, extensive poverty and severe inequality. Filipino 
manufacturing and agriculture have even declined and do not serve as the backbone of the economy. 
 
Indeed the plan‟s adherence to failed and ineffective „free market‟ policies is particularly 
anachronistic given global trends. Governments around the world have been implementing between 
400 to 500 protectionist and discriminatory measures annually since the onset of the global crisis in 
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late 2008 with the advanced capitalist countries of the G-20 accounting for the overwhelming number 
of these. The World Trade Organization (WTO) itself has been stalled for years with countries refusing 
to implement further liberalization measures. 
 
The sectors the plan chooses to develop are a case in point. It targets „[globally] competitive industries 
and services‟: foreign tourism, cheap labor business process outsourcing (BPO), low value-added 
electronics for export, extractive mining, export-oriented agri-business and forestry, and foreign-
dominated ship-building. While it is likely that there are investment and export opportunities in these 
sectors, the more relevant question is to what extent they will contribute to broad-based and long-
term national development. They are apparently meant to be leading sectors of some sort for the 
economy but, as conceived, none of them pertain to Filipino industrialization or reducing the country‟s 
dependence on foreign capital. If anything the main focus is simply to attract foreign investors to 
exploit cheap Filipino labor (skilled and unskilled) and the country‟s natural resources (mineral and 
agricultural).  
 
Indeed, the plan‟s priority areas of development are conspicuously similar to the “Seven Big Winners” 
pushed by the Joint Foreign Chambers of the Philippines (JFC) in 2009 and again in 2010: tourism, BPO, 
manufacturing (especially electronics but also ships) and logistics, mining, agri-business, creative 
industries and infrastructure (especially transport, power and water). The JFC is composed of the 
American, Japanese, European, Canadian, Australian-New Zealand and Korean chambers of commerce 
and the Philippine Association of Multinational Companies Regional Headquarters. In contrast, demands 
for nationalist development by Filipino workers, peasants, people‟s organizations, civil society, small 
business and industrialists have not made their way into the government‟s PDP. 
 
The „free market‟ orientation also explains the plan‟s endorsement of continued cheap labor export. 
The plan is explicit in “emphasizing employment generation [to mean] opening the widest legitimate 
channels for all forms of employment… whether at home or abroad” (italics supplied); it is ambivalent 
whether work is local or overseas and does not prioritize creating jobs in the country to reduce the 
number of Filipinos forced abroad. The reasons the plan does not want to draw back on labor export 
are clear: foreign exchange (“thanks to overseas remittances, surpluses on current account have been 
run consistently since 2003”), a source of growth (“consumption fuelled by remittances is the largest 
and most stable source of growth from the demand side”, “remittance-fuelled residential 
construction”), and capital (“steady inflow of remittances [was among those which] allowed the 
financial system to avoid the worst difficulties” during the 2007-2008 financial crisis). Since the 
government is unwilling to take the necessary measures to get these on the strength of the domestic 
economy, it would rather rely on the individual efforts of millions of Filipinos separated from their 
families and suffering violations of their rights and welfare abroad. 
 
It is worth noting that the plan views even governance narrowly along „free market‟ lines. The “major 
gaps and lapses in governance” it decries are mainly “bureaucratic inefficiency”, “widespread 
corruption”, and “[poor] enforcement of contracts [and] competition measures” that affect investment 
decisions and the cost of doing business. In other words it is after “improving governance and 
strengthening weak institutions” not to ensure that poor Filipinos achieve their rights to development 
but rather to “[bring] down the costs and risks of doing business”. Yet governance should presumably 
be conceived more in terms of what is in the direct interest of the majority of Filipinos, especially the 
poor, rather than of private businesses and foreign capital.  
 
Philippine socioeconomic planning will be best served by acknowledging the failure of „free market‟ 
policies which are the reason why growth has not been inclusive. All these have done is create a 
dualistic economy with enclaves of prosperity amid much larger rural backwardness and urban 
stagnation. Growth in the last decade has been principally due to increased cheap labor activity and 
associated consumption and infrastructure spending – labor export, low value-added manufacturing 
especially by foreign capital, wholesale/retail trade, and transport, storage and communications.  
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It is true that some jobs and incomes have been created and many businesses have profited in these 
sectors. Yet what is good for a sector or for businesses here is not necessarily good for the economy as 
a whole. Overseas workers contribute more to their host economies abroad than they receive as 
salaries (and are spent by their families), electronics-for-export uses overwhelmingly imported inputs 
and machinery, manufactured goods are largely imported, and the most important service industries 
use foreign equipment and technology.  
 
Second, the plan is more concerned about a stable and profitable environment for big business, 
especially for foreign investors, than strategic Filipino-oriented development or ensuring the 
well-being of the people. This is evident in the measures it prioritizes and those it fails to mention.  
 
On one hand, the plan is preoccupied with “global competitiveness indicators” because “the country‟s 
capacity to attract trade and investments” are affected by its poor international rankings. These 
indicators are mainly about the things that matter for individual firms and that foreign investors 
complain about: business procedures, competitive markets, labor market flexibility, power rates, 
transport costs, property rights, low business taxes and the like. The plan is single-minded in seeking to 
improve its rankings here. 
 
On the other hand, measures for real national development such as greater regulation of foreign 
capital and more protectionist trade policies are actually avoided for undermining this 
„competitiveness‟. The plan likewise steers clear of expropriating land and distributing this for free, 
mandated high wage hikes, protecting agriculture and subsidizing small farms, purposeful pro-Filipino 
industrial policy, and ensuring direct public delivery of education, health and housing. 
 
So while the plan is replete with motherhood statements about creating jobs and reducing poverty it 
methodically avoids the most important and decisive measures for doing this. Creating jobs does not 
just mean giving free play for any business to make profits on the weak argument that they hire 
employees anyway. It also means deliberately encouraging Filipino-owned economic activity that 
creates long-term jobs and builds the national economy. Reducing poverty does not just mean giving 
emergency cash transfers. It also means redistributing income, wealth and assets from those who have 
accumulated these towards those who have been denied them.  
 
The current plan though continues the misplaced priorities of those before it – foreign investment over 
Filipino capital, exports over the domestic market, business owners‟ profits over worker/employee 
welfare, and landlord rights over peasant entitlements. The government hence refuses to protect, 
directly support and actively create opportunities for Filipino agriculture and industrial producers. The 
end result will be of the country remaining a low value-added link in global supply chains and 
constantly deferring to foreign capital.  
 
It is also worth mentioning how the plan acclaims “private actors – from the smallest self-employed 
entrepreneurs to the largest conglomerates – [as creating] productive jobs and incomes”. This focus on 
propertied profit-seekers disappointingly glosses over the millions of landless farmers, underpaid 
workers and small employees who are the country‟s principal producers. Certainly the pursuit of 
private profit can to some degree mobilize resources and encourage dynamism. However the possible 
contribution to national progress of individual profit-seeking only materializes if this is harnessed 
according to a nationalist policy framework prioritizing key development objectives. These include: job 
creation on an economy-wide scale, higher wages and improved incomes, creating opportunities for 
Filipino agricultural and industrial producers, local technological progress and innovation, domestic 
capital accumulation, and greater equity. 
 
The way the plan crudely equates business growth with socioeconomic development also makes some 
otherwise seemingly desirable measures ineffective. The attention to MSMEs (micro, small and medium 
enterprises) at first glance appears welcome – but the plan does not actually seek to develop these as 
the foundation of national industry but rather as cheap suppliers and subcontractors subordinate to big 
foreign firms and exporters. Developing the financial system initially appears desirable as a way to 
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mobilize resources – yet absent nationalist economic policies and redistributive reforms the end result 
is less developmental than merely expanding the scope for narrow elite interests to use State finances, 
domestic savings, foreign capital and overseas remittances to increase private profit. It is likewise with 
mining – greater mineral extraction may register higher investments, revenues and some jobs but there 
will not be any contribution to lasting development if the raw materials are largely processed and used 
abroad. 
 
Third, the plan further relinquishes government responsibility to provide essential public goods 
and social services. Using as justification that reducing the fiscal deficit is an absolute priority, the 
plan even promotes further privatization as a win-win solution for the country. The Aquino 
administration has adopted PPPs as a major strategy where “government shall rely on the public-
private partnership (PPP) scheme to implement the bulk of its infrastructure program”. This means 
that the private sector should be supported and allowed to profit from providing public goods and 
services. 
 
It appears prudent to try and reduce deficits with the plan targeting to reduce the national government 
(NG) deficit from 3.7% of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2010 to 2.6% (2012) then 2% (2013-2016). But 
while stringent fiscal restrictions are creditor-friendly they are a needless constraint to development. 
The plan‟s narrow focus on the deficit neglects how proactive fiscal policy is a major instrument for 
boosting the economy, improving people‟s welfare and reducing marginalization. The government 
budget should rather be promoting long-term public investment in infrastructure, economic and social 
services. Moreover, the plan one-sidedly disregards how real economic progress is the best and most 
sustainable domestic revenue base for reducing deficits. 
 
The compression of public spending is only one aspect of the problem. The other is that, even more 
then previous development plans, the current one promotes the idea that encouraging private profit-
seeking in the delivery of public goods and social services is the surest and most effective way to 
develop the country. PPPs are mentioned throughout the plan: there will be transparent and responsive 
governance to ensure the success of big-ticket PPP projects (chapter 1); debt management will include 
seeking financing for PPP initiatives (chapter 2); the Philippines will be promoted abroad as an “ideal 
partner” in PPPs (chapter 3); PPPs will be “[maximized] as a strategy in industry clustering” (chapter 
3). The plan even hails PPPs for “[intensifying] the culture of competitiveness” (chapter 3). 
 
PPPs will be sought in a vast range of areas: transport, power, water, sewerage and sanitation (chapter 
5); agro-industries, agri-services, agro-forestry and fisheries (chapters 4 and 5); irrigation, post-harvest 
services, farm and fish trading centers (chapters 4 and 5); microinsurance (chapter 6); classrooms 
(chapter 5) and subcontracted education services (chapter 8); health facilities and health insurance 
(chapter 8); housing development (chapter 8); and disaster risk reduction (chapter 10). LGUs too will 
enter into PPPs (chapters 5, 8 and 10). 
 
The claimed benefits of PPPs are appealing. It is argued that using private financing lets government 
implement important projects with minimal public debt or spending. Aside from capital, the private 
sector also brings in expertise and other capacity that the government does not have. Sub-contracting 
to the private sector supposedly frees up government attention and resources for other matters.  
 
The problems however are downplayed. In reality, significant public resources may end up being 
diverted for private gain. Notwithstanding supposedly strict project viability and procurement 
processes, contingent liabilities are actually difficult to estimate and could bloat significantly over the 
course of the project‟s life. The private sector is not necessarily infallible or efficient and problematic 
projects can have major cost overruns or result in poor delivery of services; the worst cases may even 
involve bailouts. For those projects where users with the capacity to pay can be charged – such as 
infrastructure for big corporations – the government also in effect even forgoes revenues that instead 
go to private firms. 
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The expanded privatization effort will even erode the government‟s technical capacity to regulate 
public infrastructure, utilities and services. Crucial to such capacity is familiarity with the sector which 
can only come from continuous learning-by-doing and with real transparency (that the private sector 
subverts by invoking corporate confidentiality). The legal regulatory environment is already weak as it 
is – such as in the oil, water and power sectors – and not having public technical competence on top of 
this will mean unduly relying on profit-motivated corporations. This will also make it even more 
difficult in the future for the government to do the sensible thing and re-engage as the sole provider 
or, in cases of joint ventures, as dominant partner in vital sectors.  
 
The plan is explicit in saying that it will promote a “„user pays‟ culture” in infrastructure management. 
This affirms how private sector participation necessarily means operating for profit and charging user 
fees even for what should be mainly or wholly publicly goods and services. At worst, state-sanctioned 
private monopolies are created in these areas. The danger of escalating and unaffordable pricing is 
particularly hazardous in health, education and housing – which already see expensive health care and 
tuition fees upon commercialization. The country is already faced with excessively high water, power, 
MRT/LRT and highway rates from past privatization. 
 
The Aquino administration is even pushing so-called regulatory risk guarantees just to attract private 
sector involvement. These are essentially public guarantees of private profits that not only legitimize 
any onerous contract provision but are on top of these. It has elsewhere already proposed amending 
the implementing rules and regulations (IRR) for the Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) law (R.A. No. 6957, 
as amended by R.A. No. 7718) such that “[government will] ensure that the project proponent recovers 
the difference [between] tolls, fees, rentals and other charges [under the contract] and the amount 
approved by the regulator”. This is a bad sign that the administration is willing to bend over backwards 
to guarantee investor profits even to the point of contradicting regulators, the courts or Congress. 
 
Fourth, the plan uses CCTs as income-boosting window-dressing to cover up how millions of 
Filipinos have been marginalized by globalization policies. The plan cannot but acknowledge the 
adverse impact of globalization policies even if it says this in a roundabout manner. It refers to 
“industrial and occupational adjustments” and to those “at risk from displacement or facing potential 
income losses” due to “industrial restructuring, the globalized system of production [and] various 
international agreements”. Yet instead of correcting this it merely proposes so-called social protection 
particularly CCTs. These are inherently limited though and cannot possibly cover the millions of 
Filipinos economically and socially displaced by the „free market‟. CCTs can even be considered part 
and parcel of the privatization of social services where poor families are given cash and expected to 
buy health and education services from private providers rather than benefit from publicly-provided 
services. 
 
The expansion of the program is actually suspect with little objective basis to justify the multi-billion 
peso expansion in 2011 and the years to come. Likely panicked by the increased poverty incidence from 
2003 to 2006, the previous Arroyo administration rapidly expanded the CCT beneficiaries from some 
4,600 in 2007 to 341,000 (2008), 666,000 (2009) and then one million (2010) without the benefit of any 
meaningful assessment of program implementation. The Aquino administration is even more audacious 
and more than doubled the target beneficiaries to 2.3 million in 2011 – correspondingly increasing the 
CCT budget from PhP10 billion (2010) to PhP21.2 billion (2011) – with an eventual 4.3 million reached 
over the entire plan period. This was also without benefit of any real assessment ( two studies in early 
2010 were of very limited scope and even pointed out limitations). 
 
The CCT program is unsustainable, expensive to target, and debt-driven relief without reform. With 
administrative and other related expenses of PhP4.2 billion, the government will be spending PhP1 for 
every PhP4 given out as cash grants. The government has already had to take out US$805 million in 
loans from the World Bank (WB) and Asian Development Bank (ADB) to support the program – for which 
it will be paying an estimated US$1.0 billion in total debt service. 
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The plan plays up a so-called convergence of social protection programs. The Pantawid Pamilyang 
Pilipino Program (4Ps) of CCTs is the backbone complemented by KALAHI-CIDSS (Kapit-bisig Laban sa 
Kahirapan-Comprehensive and Integrated Delivery of Social Services) community projects and SEA-K 
(Self-Employment Assistance-Kaunlaran) livelihood support. The targets are however very small 
compared to the grave problem of some 65 million poor Filipinos (according to a realistic poverty line). 
KALAHI-CIDSS reaches at most 571,725 household beneficiaries (2011) and SEA-K just 28,445 families 
(2016) – it is not even clear in the plan how these targets were estimated. At any rate, the impact of 
these programs are unlikely to be meaningful or sustained given larger unresolved problems with the 
economy. More than temporary cash dole-outs or scattered community schemes subject to the 
government‟s discretion, people need steady jobs and decent incomes which can only come from 
overhauling economic policies.  
 
Fifth, the plan plays up misplaced benefits from big infrastructure projects and diverts from the 
more meaningful but politically more difficult socioeconomic reforms needed. The issue of 
infrastructure looms large in the plan. It asserts that “inadequate infrastructure is a major constraint” 
so “massive investment in physical infrastructure” is a key strategy to make growth inclusive and to 
reduce poverty. The plan‟s infrastructure chapter is even its longest one. 
 
There is no doubt that building physical infrastructure in transport, water, power and elsewhere is vital 
for a strong economy. But it is important to ask if this infrastructure will have the desired effect – as 
in, be broadly developmental –in the specific inequitable conditions of the Philippine economy. There 
are reasons to be sceptical. It is clear how big firms participating in PPPs will benefit from guaranteed 
profits, and how export-oriented corporations using the improved infrastructure may reduce their costs 
of doing business. Established foreign, corporate and landed elites will then likely gain. But it is less 
clear how the mass of underpaid workers, landless farmers and unemployed across the country will 
benefit especially if the infrastructure is concentrated in the country‟s usual centers of economic 
activity. Smaller-scale rural infrastructure projects dispersed across the country, for instance, would 
even be more productive and reach more Filipinos. 
 
The binding constraint of the Philippine economy is in any case not primarily the lack of infrastructure. 
Rather, it is the poor opportunities for local producers and consumers. Filipino producers are 
disadvantaged by the supposed „level playing field‟ – which allows foreign capital to exploit their 
accumulated expertise and financial clout – and by generous incentives for foreign investment. The 
Filipino working class in turn is disadvantaged by their joblessness, poverty and weak purchasing 
power. The general public will not really benefit from infrastructure if they are still denied a fair share 
of their labors, do not have the means to be economically productive, and are not given the domestic 
support, protections and opportunities to grow. 

 
Sixth, the plan’s intensified privatization of health, education and housing will make these 
available only to those who can afford them. The government is systematically turning vital social 
services into opportunities for private profit-making rather than directly providing these so that they 
are accessible to everyone including the country‟s poorest. 
 
The plan is explicit about seeking to use “national health budgets and subsidies [to] promote PPP for 
health” including “providing direct incentives for private sector participation” – apparently meaning 
promoting PPPs in the health sector “ranging from investments for tertiary care to involving private 
practice midwives in the delivery of primary services”. The plan talks about “entering into PPPs in the 
construction, structural retrofitting, rehabilitation, maintenance and management of health facilities” 
and “[augmenting] the National Health Insurance Program‟s limited resources [through] PPPs”.  The 
health department will also “expand partnerships with private tertiary medical centers through the 
Philippine Medical Tourism Program”. Alarmingly, health budget cuts appear likely with the plan 
persisting in “securing [the] fiscal autonomy of government health facilities”. 
 
In the education sector, PPPs “shall be encouraged in addressing critical and basic educational inputs 
[including] the outsourced delivery of basic education services [by] qualified private service providers,” 
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aside from building classrooms through “various procurement modalities under the government‟s PPP 
program”. The plan also seeks to establish a system of “two-track career paths of teachers (teaching 
and management) that guarantees attractive remuneration and professional growth, alongside awards 
incentives and recognition that may be provided through PPPs”. As it is the 2011 NG budget already 
had a special provision on the education department exploring PPPs. As in the case of the health 
sector, education budget cuts appear likely with the plan seeking to “harness private-sector resources 
[in] education, especially higher education”. 
 
In the housing sector, the plan seeks to create “an investment-friendly environment [through] PPPs,” 
“develop a financing framework for relocation and resettlement, including workable PPP schemes for 
socialized housing development,” and “[develop] PPPs for onsite upgrading and resettlement”. 
Optimistically the plan expects PPPs “to help achieve sustainable communities, urban competitiveness 
[and] housing affordability”. 
 
The government will likely continue to compress social services spending in its drive to reduce its 
deficit. This means that private financing and involvement will tend to take up ever larger shares of 
what should be publicly-provided social services. This is ominous in terms of long-term availability, 
affordability and accessibility by the country‟s poor – and hence self-defeating even in terms of the 
plan‟s supposed intent to develop “human capital”. 
 
Seventh, the plan seeks to increase taxes paid by the poor while avoiding taxing the rich. It has 
an imbalanced fiscal policy. The plan argues that the government faces deficit problems. Hence, it will 
tighten public spending and reduce outlays for domestic development in terms of public infrastructure, 
social investments and welfare spending. These will have adverse effects on the poor and on the 
economy. Yet the government judiciously avoids taxing the rich to raise resources – such as direct taxes 
on high-income individuals and corporate profits, or indirect taxes on non-essential luxury goods and 
services.  
 
If anything the plan prefers to burden lower-income groups with taxes on products they consume, taxes 
on necessities, and higher charges for government services. “Priority must be given to adjustments in 
the excise tax on alcohol and tobacco products, as well as the excise tax on petroleum,” says the plan, 
and “fees and charges collected by government agencies [must] be adjusted”. While there is mention 
of campaigns against tax evaders and smugglers, the most significant revenue increases have 
historically been due to higher taxes – especially the RVAT and de facto higher tax burden from rapidly 
rising oil prices – than from improved tax administration. There is so far little sign that things will be 
much different in the coming years. 
 
Breaking from the past, moving forward 
 
The country‟s development needs are considerable and its poor development experience with the „free 
market‟ underscores the need for a radical overhaul of socioeconomic policies. The relatively rapid 
growth in the last decade has been accompanied by internal decline with rising dependence on 
external factors to drive the economy, weakening domestic manufacturing and agriculture, record 
joblessness, weak income growth, and rising numbers of poor Filipinos. 
 
The Aquino administration‟s PDP 2011-2016 will not be able to sustain high rates of growth targeted to 
average 7-8% per year until 2016. The excessive reliance on the private sector and on external sources 
of financing is far from a panacea. These are volatile, uncoordinated, impose the burdensome 
requirement of profitability, and hostage the economy‟s capital needs to private investors. Sustained 
high growth also requires a much more democratic distribution of the country‟s resources and of the 
gains from production. Expansive agrarian reform and domestically-grounded national industry are also 
critical. Yet the plan shirks from all of these. 
 
The plan will not create enough jobs for Filipinos. The targeted net one million jobs created annually, 
even if reached, will barely be enough to keep up with the growing labor force. Unemployment will 
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remain high and keep driving millions of Filipinos abroad to struggle in tightening global jobs markets. 
The plan oddly acknowledges as much and sees a mere 0.3 to at most a 0.5 percentage point 
improvement in the unemployment rate during the plan period – hardly a sign of a turn to inclusive 
growth. In particular, the plan does not develop the vibrant and expanding Filipino manufacturing 
sector needed for significant job creation. 
 
The plan will keep Filipinos poor including those who momentarily received cash dole-outs. Millions of 
farmers will still not get their land nor the rural support and extension services to make this 
productive. Workers will still suffer low wages and benefits and be hard-pressed to cope with rising 
prices. Poor families will have to make do with decrepit and even deteriorating public education, 
health and housing. Joblessness will remain in the millions. 
 
The plan will keep inequality in the country severe. It will worsen the economy‟s dualistic character 
with wealth and prosperity for a few while the majority suffer poverty, backwardness and inaccessible 
social services. This is because the plan systematically avoids measures that cut into the assets and 
income of big business and wealthy families such as expropriation of land for free redistribution, higher 
wages and benefits, and progressive taxes. Prosperity will remain concentrated and only the upper 
strata of the population will achieve higher standards of consumption. This is telling of the plan‟s deep-
seated anti-democratic biases.  
 
Yet it is urgent to strengthen the Philippine economy if the welfare of tens of millions of Filipinos is to 
improve. This means building the domestic economy and ensuring that the majority benefit from the 
country‟s rich agricultural, aquatic, mineral and human resources rather than a narrow elite. There 
must also be sufficient and affordable public education, health and housing for the people. 
 
Obsolete „free market‟ policies need to be discarded. There has to be responsible State intervention 
according to a deliberate strategy of building agriculture, national manufacturing and vital services. 
This means breaking rural monopolies on land and other means of production, active State support for 
Filipino producers including businesses that promote national development, strategic monetary and 
fiscal policy, judicious controls over finance, and independent foreign trade and investment strategies.  
 
Modern agriculture and more forward-looking industrial policy are particularly important for long-term 
sustainable growth and to ensure that integration into the world economy is beneficial rather than 
harmful. Redistributing income, wealth, assets and social power not only improves democracy but will 
be a key source of increased domestic demand and more dynamic production. Growth has to come 
mainly from internal economic momentum and not from inflows of debt, finance and remittances from 
abroad. 
 
A greater role for the State is necessary for development. This will be possible if the government 
becomes more democratic, transparent and accountable to the people rather than to some powerful 
interest groups. There must be a strong commitment to strategic broad-based economic development, 
concrete measures giving priority to the living standards and well-being of the majority, and steady 
and consistent implementation. This is where the current administration fails most – the PDP 2011-2016 
highlights the absence of development-oriented leadership in the country that has a vision of national 
progress and is unafraid to confront vested elite interests. 
 
The Aquino administration‟s promise of change had become markedly less believable for many as the 
first year of its term progressed. The retrogressive character of the PDP 2011-2016 unfortunately 
affirms that the improvement in their lives and welfare that the people want will not be forthcoming 
from the government in the coming six years. ### 

 


