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POLITICS OF RICE JN THALLAND:
POLICLES, 1SSUES AND CONFLICTS

by Apichai Puntasen
Montri Chenvidyaharn

The story of rice is more dramatic Lhan
martial-art Chinese moviecs. Anyone who

" ls stupid will be dead. I was stupid so

: 1 was dead.
Commerce Minister Kosol hratrork,
inan interview on January 20,
1986, shortly after a rice vrigis
forced him to resign.
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1. lntrudbction\

Conflictslover paddy and rice price policies in Thailund
have almost invariably }ufned inio important annual political
cvents which in some years could have escalated into serious
uriaés threateuing the government stability as shown in the Jatost

ignificantyy,

W

cage in the 1986/86 planting scason. Bul more s
such conflicls provide us with clear insights into the dovelopient

of the Thai political economy over the yeara and its iwpsct on Lhe

4 ’ .

distribution of the costs (burdens) and beneflts among various
clagges and groups in soclety. This is particularly so when various
government measures and institutional instruments have been consgtantl
chungcdvto obtain optimal rvezsults From the rice policies. . Contliocts

f
over the prices of rice vere once described by a vetoeran rice trade

,

as similar to a "?ug»of~wur". In this game, Lhe furmcrs pull one
side of the rope, and the consumers the uthnx" side.  But the
spectntors,. rive sellers, eaxporters and the umpiﬁuﬁ compaiend ol
“government officials in charge of jhnplvmvnting the policics alsno

Join the game, helping one side or the other as they sco fitting

with their interests, (Pathaichnun, 8. 1974:104-0,)  Such a purtrazal
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of the conflict over rice policies is not quite accurate because

in the actual game, the so-called "apeclators” are in facl gserious
players. What is really true, as il huas been hislorically shown,
is that both paddy farmers and urban consumers, especially wage
carncrs, end up as major logers, while other playevs and Lhe umpires
Lthemselves emerge as net winners., The rule of the game os embedded
in the politico~-cconomic pover structurce always works against e
interests of poor farmers.

Indeed, politics of rice in Thailand has lollowved a

pattern sct by a power structure in vhich paddy farmers and woge-

eatrncrs are put in o dizadvanlaged positlon vis-a-vis the
capilalist nnd ruling clasges. To understond this slructurce
’19 to understand why the government policies on'puddy and rice
prices have been, and continue to be, formulated in such a way
that paddy fnrmers and vage-earners are the losers, and rice
millers, rice sellers, rice exporters and other middlemen, and
the burcaucruats and politicians are major bencficiarics. Such
o pattern of uneven distribution of cconomlic wenlth iz thn
conséquunée of, and is reinforced by a similﬁr uneven share of
lpulit.i_cal poever.  This situation, in a broader context, has
in Lurn resulted in past development strategies wvhich had given
priovity to rapid over balanced growth, the atrategies vhich
have helped to enhance the status quo of the elite groups.
I'alitics of rﬁw;e in Thailand can thus be also 2tudicd oa o good
case of the political cceonomy of developmenl of Thuai Laul,

The following diadram provides an overall picture of
how Lhe alove uil-g\um'nl;:; are hung together:

{(put Dlagram 1 here)
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DIAGRAM 1
THE STRUCTURE OF THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF RICE
) AN THALILAND
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Ag shown in Diagram 1, the world price of rice deLqrmincs
the domestlc prices of Thai rice. That by itself is nut.as
surprising as the fact that historically the world priceg of rice
 have,a1ways been higher than the domestic ones. Factors explaining
such discrepuancies are the various government policy ingtruments
to keap the domestic prices of rice far below the world level.

They include the export taxes, the controversial "rice premium”
{officially not treatcd as a tax but a kind of fee to be paid as

a price for obtaining an export licence), quota allocation, and
rice reserve (stocks) rcquiréments. These policy instruments

the application of which have been adjusted to suit changing
circumstances, arec invarliably aimed at agsuring that there will

be an adequate supply of rice at cheaper pricez for urban consumers
among whom are poor nﬁge~earners. Since rice ig a basic wage good
fob these workers, its low price benefits the industrialists who
cun pay wages based on the cost of living determined largely by
the priée of riae; Cheap ﬁomestic prices of rice means lovw wagoeus
for workcecrs who migrate from the farms.

The depressed domestic prlces of rléc‘which regult in
the depressed paddy farmers’ income have crcated a situntion in
which paddy farmers have been kept in perpctual poverty. MNosi
furmcrs.huve been deprived of their own savings and have incurred
heavy debts., They have had to pay.such exhorbitant interest rates
which have been huilc'cxploltutivc ag they have been charvged beyond
the risk and the high cost of debt management.,

Also the high p_ri.ccs of fertilizers have acted as great
disincentives for rice farmers to a&opt new tachnology Lo bmprove

their production.



Caught in tﬂis vicious circle which has kept them in
absolute poverty, the farmers have chosen to retlreatl from their
lands to scck other means of éufvivql in the urban centers,
resulting in a big pool of supply of cheap labor in the cilics,
Furthermore, the availability of an adequate supply of cheap
rice will ensure for the ruling classes that the wmasses woulid
not revoll as they did in some ycars when there waus a shurtage
of rice, causing political crisls. {

As the structure of the rice economy ﬁus worhéd for the
advantage of the capitalists and ruling elites, it is ool surprising
that they are the ones whq have the largest share in the
distribution of wcalth and power. Naturally. they have chosen
the economic development strategies which have given wore cwmphasis
to rapid than to balanced growth. As a resull, the regressive
policy on domestic prices of rice has been kept intact. Despite
thé avareness of the ruling class of the.”mistakcs" of past
development strategics, and of their attempts to redress the
grlevnuées of paddy faormers in recent years, the old politico-
economic structurce has remained busically unchanged., And as we
will demonstrate later, all the government polley ingtruments
con}iuue, as in the past, to work for the benefits of the capitalizt
and r&ling classes; and it is the farmers who carry major burdens,
and Lhc‘wuge carncers who are deprived of their rigbtful nnd
decent buys.

For our purpose, the politiocs of rice in Thoiland will be
stﬁdicd in o chronological order covering thraee major periods,

namely, the perlod before the conclusion of the Bowring Treaty

in 1856; the period from 1856-1932 which marks Lhe end of the

[ 441
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Abaolute MNonarchy, and the development after 1932. 'The lasl period

will be divided into four more periods: one from 1932 to the end

of World War 1I in 1945, the 1946-73 period, the 1973-76 period

s

which saw a brief surge of political freedom, and Lhe last Crom

1977 to carly 1987. Some detail of the rice érisis in 1985-86 will
be given. The last part of the chapter will discuss the economice

development consequences of the government rice price policies,

I1. Paddy Farmers and Their Status Before 1856

Rice cultivation hud been concenlrated in Lthe Chao Fhyo
flood plains sincc‘tho fourteenth century, and had rapidly expanded
to Lhe delta in'Lhe early nineteenth century in response Lo foreiun
trade.,

Beccause of the sparse population of the Kingdom ol Ayulthuoyn
during the fourteenth and fifteentﬁ centuriés, the concentration of
thiis Kingdom during 't-ho said period had resulted in the conlinuous
flows of war slaves to the plains. These slaves and Lheir fawilies
congtituted the bu{k ol rice growers in the Central Pjuins.v Most vepe

Y

removed from the North and from Cambodin (Savswang, D.,1978: 8).

There were reports as documented by Portuguese travellers in carly

sixteenth century that Thailand had exported rice to Malacea (Meilink-
Roelotsz, 19627 pp. 72-73). Another reason for the removal ol Uhe
people from other arcas to the Chao Phya Pluins wus to vepleniah Lhe
loss of poepulation in the countery's regular wars with Rarmi which
lastail fruﬁ corly sixtecenth century to about the scoond devade of

Lthe soventecenth century .,

The congsequences of Lhe wars had led to o =trond cmerdoenc

of feoudnl loerds.,  Citicenzs and new settiors vore otnssilicd ander

6



the "mai" (master). This system of manpower centrol had resulted
in the restricted movement of the people to open up new cultivating
land. Although from the seventecnﬁh écntury to the lust days of
Ayutthgya (1767) there were no major wars, strong regulations Lo
restrict population movements were imposcd for fear of revolt. The
normoal relationship belween the court and the cilizen was thirough
regular conscriptioq to serve public works in most peacetime,

As ubserved by Van Vliet, Siam exported rice Lo Java
dﬁring 1624-26 to mcet the shortage there (Smith, G.V. 1974 Su9)y,
but rice was wot a major export item compared with deersking,
sapper woods, pepper and salpetre. Towards the end of Ayulthaya,
rice was a regular item of exbort to China and wag Lhe toup lureign
exchunge earner for Siam thqn as it is to remain so‘tu Lthe present.
By 1760 several hundred thousands of piculs of riée were exporbed
to China (Canton), (Veeraphol, S:1977). | .

Unfortunately, the incrcasing wealth ol Lhe Kingdom
through the export of rice during the period was made possible
at the cost of increasling debt slaves in Siam. As early az 1686,
the lranian emissury observed that débt alaves abounded and
possessing debl slaves was only means by which the enterprising
peopie eﬁrichud themselves. " {O'Kane, J., 1972:131). Becausc of
the luorative rice trade, many townships sprung up_during Lhe
said period. Maﬁy canals were constructed. As many 93.30.000
corvee labourers were conscripted for the purpose. {Saysavaum,
P.,1978:12)

After the fall of Ayutthaya in 1767, the population
vere geattercd ceverywhere. Those in the Central Flalng wver..

replenished mainly by migrants from olher areas. Malloch entimnbed

-
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that in 1849, in the early Ratanakosin Perlod, the population
in the arca wos 3.6 million (Malloch,18582). Paddy productibn
during this period wasg estimaled to be 700,000 kwien (1 kwiens
1 tonne), but only 2 per cent were exported.

The social structure of Siam in the nineteenth century
was inherited more or less from the one along the line of
‘Ayutthaya Period. The so-called "Sakdina” system which graded
the social ranks of pcupie through the symbolic entillement of
land ownerahip‘had practioally.divided the people into two
socinl clagses--the ruling elites composing of government
officials and the royal families, and the commoners, slaves aund
beggars. Thé lowest rank govcrnment officinl was entitléd Lo
400 rai of farmland, and had a stqtus of a "nai" {waster).
Commbncrs, or "prai” were entitled to 25 rui of farmland,
though they were in fact aliowed to cultivate less Chan 15 rai of
their own land (Saysawang,P.,1978:32). It waz noticcable that tho
King as the "Lord of Life" aund "Lord of Land” theoretically owncd
all the land In the Kingdom. The ruling clites who hod high
galkdina ranks of up to 10,000 rai for highmfgnktug olficials
and 20,000 rai for the King's brothers, also actually ovuned
vast arcas of land for which they had the "proi luang” who
registered to work directly for the government, and "prai som”
who worked under the "nai", to work in the farms for them.

Exploidatiou of "prai"” who composed practically ol all
paddy farmers wasg quite heavy. Eggi_;gggg_wurked alternate
monthas [or the government and thus simply had noe time to work
ot their own furmé. For Prai som he could retain one third of

his products four seeding and his family’s consumption., The other



two thirds was taken by "nai" - one third for his own use, und the
other third to be tran§fe?§d to the government (Quaritch Wales,
H.G., 1934:71). Heavy tax in the form of corvee forced many farmers
into debts, and they sometimes turned themselves into dob( slaves
to avoid hard labour (Vglla. W.F., 1955:329-30).

Apuft frém reguiur services, during peacctime, foarmcers
were conscripted to fight in various wars and Lo give special
provigions for war supply. From 1785-1854, a periuvd of 6Y yoears,

. Siam had been involved in 37 years of wars. Although not ull
farmers were cngaged in the wars, they suffered special hardship,
especially those liviug in the areas affected'by fightings
(Luuémorya._s., 1978:25-37).

Compored with the Chinese immigrants who Mollach estimaled
~to account for 31 per cent of the Lopulution in 1849, Siamese
. farmers were treatgd unfairly. {f a farmer wanted Lo pay in lieu
of‘his service, he was required to pay the annual rate of 18 baht
(Langmorya, 5., 1978:38), while a Chinese who enjoyed {recdom ol
travel was levied only 4.25 baht for every thiree yeurs. (Shionner,
.W.G.,1957:97).

But more graphic was the exploitalive nuture of the land
taxes ihpoaed on Tarmers which had put them in perpetual puverty
and even in sgsloave boudage. Farmers who owned the lands were
required to pay land tax ranging from 1.50 to'z.uoibuhL depending
on the size of their holdings. Duriug that time the price of
paddy was 10 boht per hwien, and the average production was
three rai per kwien (Subwattana, 1.,1978). Theretore, the average
income of a paddy farmer was only 060 baht while they had to pay

taxes of 17.50 baht, leaving 32.50 baht income annunlly for the

9



whole family. Because of thé heavy land taxes levied on farmers,
(hey had become decbt slaves, especially in‘thg vears of bad
harvest., Pallegoix observed in 1854 that slaves consisted of vt
fourth of the whole population of Siam (Pellegoix, Mgr., 1864:

14). This number represented up to almosgt 60 per cent ol Siaweue
citizoens of ethnic Thai who oonstituted’ubout 42 per cent of Lhe
settlers in the Central Plains,

fbiu low status of paddy fafmers vaz Lo he wmaintuined
even after the country was uvpened up for férnign trade and ricoe

production wasg rapidly expanded after the Bowring Treauly in 1845,

Farmers would continue to be on the short end of the rice trade,

111, Continued Exploitation after 1856

Before Siam was opened up to outside trade as tLhe rosult
of the Bowring Treaty concluded with Britain ian 1856, export of
rice was about 2 per cent of the toﬁul production and was the
prerogative of the government. Rice eoxports were allowed only
during the surplus years. For instance, during IVH:!.SWHJ. the
cxport of rice was bLanned because sizeable supplies vhich were
ﬁeedud for about 50,000 tvoops\mobllized for the militoary compaigns
in Cambodia had pushed up the price of rice. Afier the return ol
troops in 1816, the price of rice had dropped gfndually. and the
export of rice was nceessary to get rid of the surplué, and Ll
vexpurt ban was lifted in 1851 {(Sayswanyg, P., 1978:39-90}), The
Lifting of this ban scrved as a "signal™ to the West that Thailond

which it had pressured to libepalize trade, was rendy for the
s

‘opening up” pulicy. (Siamwalla, A., 1976:11).

Alfter Lthe conclusion of the Bowring Trenty in 1856

10
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exports of rice started to increase sharply. The initial éxpurts
ol 1,169,000 piculs during 18567-60, was increased to 6,167,000
piculs during 1886~90.‘m0re than a five - [old iwcrease wilhin

the period of 30 years. (Sayswang, P. 1978:42). Exports hoad
increased from 17 per cent t°.47 per cent of totol production
during the said period. Rlce farming in Thailoand had Leen
qémpletely transformed from self-sufficiency into a comwervcialized
aclivity.

Such rupid expansion of rice production and exports

‘could not L accomplished without the increanse in the land for

1

cultivation. The fifst'meusure was Lo eﬁpuud cultivation through

tax incentives. The government in a 1857 decrec gave a gpecial
treatment for newly cultivated land. Both na kuko (Lhe upper

farm land), and na fang loi (Lhe lower farm land) were

exempted from taxes on the first year. For the three foliowving years,
o half tax rate was applied for na kgﬁg. vhile Lwo-thirds ot the

——

tax rate was applied for na fang loi. Full tax would be charged

“thereafter (ingrom, J.C., 1356:33-4). On top of this tax incentive,

new canals were dug in order to open up new land for rice cultivation
and to improve land productivity for the existing rice fields.

It was reported in the Baugkok Cnlendar for 1871 tLhat five groal

canals were dug. The canals, each 17 mileg long or longer, vent
through thousands of acres of the richest rice fields.
| The expungion of cultivating ricoe land wvould huve not
beepApossible without the relcecase of labour force from the f{eudal
lords for rice farming, In 1874, a decree waz proclaimed Lo
abolish slavery, and men under bLondage woeve gradunlly released
'

to the stalus of "prai” or free men. This decree had generally

11



brought about one—step’improvement in the sociul status ol sglizcablc
numbebs of larmers.
Unfortunately, the éeneral economic status of luvwery

was nol much improved., The majbr problems were land ownership

and the increasing monetization of the Thai ecdnomy which forced
'furmers to carn more cash for their products. The cuash syslem

wag Lo bring great hardships to farmers when Siam was brought

into the orbit of world capitalism, and whén the world prices

of rice were to greatly affect their livelihood later on.

The problem of land ownership stemmed from the situalion

that most oflthe fertile lands were already occupied by ru&ul
familics and noblemen. Small farmers could only occupy less

fertile lands far away from water irrigation and caunanl Lransportation,
Their costs of production and transportation were much ﬁigher

than those who owned the fertile lands., Living far avay among
many other poor farmers, their lives and property securlty were
threntened by crimes and Lobberies. {Surivanuwatl, Phraya 1975:86.)
EQery time a new canal was dug, réyul fumiiies were given  the
privilege to bu& very big pleces of choice lands aloﬁg Loth sldes
of the canals. ‘Small farmers were rewoved Ffrom Lheir original

\
lands to the areas further away from the canals. At the tLime of

the digging of canals by the Siam Canals Company dJduring 1892 amld

]

1901, royal families, noblemen and government officiunls were
! . :
hurriedly buying the land for speculation or for rent. Awong 6491
i;owners who owned 235,822 rai of farmland, § per cent of them ovned
113%’!39 vai o about 48.1 per cent of the total area (Asweay, §.
- ‘

1987)

buring this period, the original [eudal lords had

. 12



dradually tranaformed themselves into absentee landlords.

Renting out lands to farmers was the most profitable activity.

The rental rate then ranged from 9-10 baht per rui Lo that of

1-2 baht for the faraway land. Their rental rate amounted to

12 to 2ﬂ per cent of the yvield per rai. On top of the rent, in
1906 land taxes were collected at the rate_rangi;g from 0,38 baht
to one baht depending on the quality ol farmlaund. The tan added
to Lhe production cost of farmer ranging from 16 Lo 30 per cent
of the yleld per rai. The trick adopted by these landlords wvas

to invite farmers to work on their land on 4 renl-free basis.
After the farmers moved in and cleared the Lland, lundlords started
charging them the rental vnie of 1-2 baht per rai, though the vhole
land was originally bought at the price ol 4 baht per rai only,

As Lhe rate of setilement was incroused, the rental rate for
former scetllers would increase to 3-4 baht. By the tLime bLhexe

poor farmers were welll éettlcd they had no other way out except
»2 pay the demaudéd rent. This high rate of rent can Le viewed as
un cxpioitative fustrumcnt to absorb surplus from rice farwers,
(Langmoryn, $,,1978:165-72), As a reéult of these projectable
activities land price in Rangait area increased very rapidly from
‘one balit per rai in 1880 to 37.5 baht per rai in 1904, (Johoaon,
D. B., 1976:59-60). For the best plot of land in lhe middle of the
cannl system the price was around 80 baht per rai ..

IThe real problem of émull paddy farwmoers under the absolute
Monarchy vas that they were very weak politiecally, None of the
rﬁling elites would want to represent their interests soon aflter
the fcu@ut'lurds had transformed themselves tnto absenleoe Jandlovds.,

The lack ol strong politicnl force resulted in no long-term  plan

13



for the improvement of the welfare of paddy farmers Ly the goverument,
One maJjor piece of evidence which showed the ruliug
elites’ lack of concern for the welfare of Small Parmers was the
combined forces which bpposcd a project to construct an elaburate
drrigation system which could have brought a long-term overall
improvement to the Uuufral Plaing, The plan For the projecl woag
drawn up by J.H. Van der Hcide, a Dutch irrigation oxpert hived
for the purpase‘ln 1902, In his report published jn 1303 (Van Jdey
Heide, J.1., 1903), Van der Heide proposed Lo construct a barrage
across the Chno Pﬂya River at Chainat Lo bLiring o greal viver under
coutrul, aud to channel water into vast arcas of rice fields through
many connected small irfigation gystems.
The Sioamesc Gpvernmeut’s British Financiol advizer,
W.F.F. Williamson strongly opposed Lhe project OHVQPOUHds ol
Insufficicut fund though the real motive could have bLeen Lhe 3
fear of the improvemecnt of the ecconomic position of Siam and
Lthe Thai people in gencral, Williamsun also fearced that the
projsut would probably enhauce éhe pulitfwul intlueonce of The
Netherlands over Sioam, the éituation which would Le in direct
conflict with British intevests., Bubl more importantly, two
main political groups in the country, the militavy and the
Intevior whose major concern was wvith natjonal security, alean
did not want to support the project. The project vas us well
rejecled on Lthe ground that it qauld not pay for itacll in o
short period--the gtundufd Judgment Tor all government Jnvoestwment
projects then, Not to be overlooked alaso was Lhe wpposiltion of
the iafluential landloeds in Ra‘ngs.it rho tearcd that the tmprovement

.

of I'anrmlundsg in other aveas could have drawn settler acvwmers

14



away from‘their farmlands thﬁs depriving themlof the good iLncome
from rent. 1t is doubtful whether even if farmers had been a shrong
political group, they could have pushed the pro.ect through against
the opposition of nll these combined forces of vested intervsty.

In retrospect, the failure to carry out this project rellected

the short-gighted policy and the lack of welfare considerstion

on the partvof the government., This irvigation projccet hLad
aulfered from a consideruble delay for 47 jcars. In 1950 under

‘the constitutional monarchy, the project was funded by u World Bank
loan of !8,000,000 baht.

The lack of government intervest in improviong the livelihood
of small farmers was also reflected in lts budget uliuuutjun
'during 1894-1906. While the average share of the Hinistries of
Defence, Interior and Transportation and Communications were
17.3%.'16% and 12.7% respectivqu. the share ol the Minislry ol
Agrieﬁltuve was only 3.4% (Ministry of Finance, 1916:38-9), 11t
should be notéd that ‘the high budgut of the Ministry of Transportalion
and. Communications resul ted from Lhe policy of séruug centralised
contrnl for "sccurity” purpeose and the mu.iorn«.snu.:z«r!x for quick
returns on invéstmeuLs. '

HAnothcr exanple indicating the govermnment's ungympathetic
attitude tovards farmers is the case in 1906 which savw many Tormers
in Rangsit arveas leuvé thelr farmland. Golng back to 1900, rice
eipur(s Segau Lo increansec dramatically. The average rate of enport ,
increasge during 1900—04 wag almosl 7 per cent while the price had
inoi‘uuscd by 20 per cent. The rapid increase in the price vas
partly due to lhe devaluation ol the baht currency vhich uas then

on the dilver standard. Rice exports Lept on groving ot the



annual rate of 6 per cent during 1905-09, but the price of rice
ceased to rise. Farmers began to sut'fer from the vi.syiug cosgt of
living Lecause of the devalued bLaht, though the:,' were compensatod
Ly the rice price increase. A8 soou as the price of rice ceased
to iucreasce the farmers found themselves in greater troubloes
gince the rent and the tax had gone up at a more rapid rate tLhan
Lhe pricve of rice. In 19041, the tux for na kuke increased from
0.26 baht to the new range of 0,375 babt to 1.00 baht per roei.
The toux for na fang loi Inoreased From 0.375 baht to a
new range of 0.469 baht to 1.25 baht. {Langmorya, 5., 1978:261;,
On tup of that, caltle taxes were inorcased from 0.00 Lokt per
head to 4,00 baht, I8

As farmers began to desert Lhelr lants, the government
scnt an investigotion team to find out the pl"obﬁl,em:-;. Apart
from high rental rate and high f".;x"ratos, other problems repovted
werce unfnjir Lreatment 'y the landlords and Lhe increasing rote of
thefls and robberices and disputes over irrigation. {(Langmorya,
S. 1078:156-7). The government was slov in finding Lhe wmeans to
taclie the problenw. It was already 10 l’lr',oeminu?, 1007 when it
decided to hoedd o farmer meeting for the first time; but among
Lhouse 33 (‘(.u‘uu;u's'who turned up, nearvly all wvere londloeds and
wealthy wmen from pangkuli., Loth Thai and foreigners. lincvlier,
36 larmers in 1‘5&1;{31;!; gent a submigsion to the government
requesting for li'mus ranging from 20 to 200 Loht per family.
The total amount requested was 2,010 baht ovuly. The goverumendt
regpondead by studying the feasibility of sctling op o Farwmer
eredit institution the way it was operated In Egypl ianstead,

AL the "farwmer” meeting, the resolutions veavhed wera not

L6



.

surpfisingly compatible, They felt the farmers were in debts
becauge of their extravagances. They did not save for the loan
yearé and also enjoyéd gambling. The credit ins(itutlon proposed
should not be set up. Savings bank for fﬁrmers should bhe o wmore
desirable solution./ ‘ |

On the criticism thnt fnrmeré enjoyed gambling, LU is
fair to say that it was ﬁhe original gevernment policy Lo roise
" its revenue by encouraging gambling after the concluaion of the
Béwring Treaty. 1In 1892 the government revenue from oﬁium and
gambling farm was almost 44 per cent of the fopal goverument
revenue. Though this amount was'reduéed to 28 per cont in 10906,
it. constituted a very high proportion in the total revenue,
Farmers who wefe subject;to»various’kinds of rfshs and unceortaintics
had found that gambling did not incrgﬁse their riskimacrgin more
than what they had to take everyday in their usual occupation.

Another casze which showedfthe’poor atfitudn of the
government towards farmers occurred in 1919. The govermment hud
found that favmcrs‘ih certain areas of Rangsit had tO»QHQ,lhciv;
.land as a céllnternl to ‘their loan from private money-lenders
and were charged up to 30 per cent of interest rate as against
?hc normal official lending rate of only 7.5 per cent. 1t waw
suggested then that the govérnmeng should loan the money to
farmers using their lond as collateral and charge them 15 per cent
haLe of interest. This idea was very much wélcmmcd by government
officials. (Langmorya, S.,1987:494.)

Tenant farmers had another disadvantace in réuting
the Jnnd. 1n 1900, a law on rental organjzation wag passed which

clearly protected the interests of the landlords by aubivcling
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farmers who failed to pay rent to'vne of the folloving puuishaents:
1) They would not be allowed to‘ﬁbrk‘on'the’furmland*until
Lhe rent, is paid, or (2) All thgir properties are Lo bLe conliscated
‘ad - nold through auctions to cover the:-rental and saction cests,
or (3) they must work in liecu of money payment to the  governmend
with the duduction allowance of 0.25 balt a day until ‘Lthe rental
debt is paid. o R

“Apart from the negatlve attitude of the governaent
toviards theﬁ; farmers also faced other forms of hastility:
exploitation by middlemen which was ga aémmaurthuu'us ROk, eorraptl
suvernmcngﬁoffielals which was another standard ‘story, oid natural
‘catastrophes such as drought and flood, asnthos@‘mnjor ones ocveureiong
‘during 1910-14 bLecause of ‘the lack of goud water contieul wystow.

All in all, during the fast expansion of tbc ricae trade
»up‘to 1910 and ‘in spite of the Increase in the cxports and in the
price of ride,;the dﬁly improvement that wmall farmers gained wos
_thc-relicf from cdorveae reqUircmént. The system was replaced by o
'régufur military conscription. Slaves gained freedow lFor Lhe [irst
&ime after their long bdudngea?Unfortunamely} the ecanomic status
of subsistence farmers were not much improved than the serfs in:
the medieval period‘of Europée beeause they were suplaited to the
bone. Only o 'few fortunate ones had made their dgalng frow Lhe
system that was quite hostile te them.

Lack of incentives for the improvement of Foreboandy on
the part of belh the absentee landlords and tenant Farwoers,
Lugether w‘Lh.the fact that increanses in rice prodaction weve
made from the expunsibn‘into‘poorer arable land, not Lheough

the applicntion of new techmology, the average yvield por eni
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had declined steadily, as shown in the statisticg boelos:

Year N Yield per roi (h.og.)
1907-16 288
191746 ~ .27
1927-36 : . 261

(Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Division of A¢ricultural
Economics, Agricultural Statistics of Thailand 196U,
pp. 39-40.)

Some lmprovement was made after farmers were faced vilh
five consecgtive vears of flood and drought during 1910-14. R@uc
exports and the price of fice increased steadily and reached the
peak in 1919, buring 1914-17 the price of rice per picul vas 5.0
'io 7.5 baht. In 1918 the prioe wag increased to 9-~11 balhit and
further to 14 béht in December. The price in Juwic 1919 wag 34 babt.
The increaee in the price of bice during this period was partly
dye to the First World War. Because thé high price ofbcxpurt rice
was endangering domestic food auﬁply. in June 1919 rice export
was prohibited. The high price of rice‘in igig was in paft‘

" due to brqp failﬁre which deQelopéd into a erisis in that soear
éahd‘had a4great negative impuét on the government f{inance for
maﬁy'years dfterwards; | |

| During 1920-24 rié¢‘production continued to }ncrcduu
~‘ut the rate of 2_per ceué.but. unfortunately, the price of Piee
dropped by almost 6 per cent dﬁring the period fesultiug from Uu;
termination of-thc war. Problems of tehuncx became widespread
in qurly.lQSOs. A study by Zimmerman indicates that Cthe nﬁmhnr
of peasants without land runﬁed from 14 bcr cent in Southern
Thailand, to about 27 per cent in tﬁe North; and QG per cent
in the Central Plaing. (Zimmermnn, C.C., 1931:18) Since 1925,
the price of rice began to soar éhurply agnin ut the averasg:e

7
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annual rate of 6 per cent. During this time medium-sized farmers
and landlords were quite prosperous. As M.C, SLLhipopn Kridakuia
observed:

Some even bought Model T, Fords. Aboul that time
an energetic young man, Thien Lal of the Karnnsut {amily,
began pushing the sale of small Fairbanks Morse cngines Lo
‘drive the dragon wheel pums (rahad), then in sgeneral use,
and they caught on! Groups of farmers used Lo come into

town toting bugs of baht coins and paying down onsh for
these engines."(Kridakara, 8., 1970:15).

This happy occasion died dowﬁ/when Crops wverpro SQVUrmlf
"damaged in 1930s, compuunded by the Great var gsion., Mozl farmers
lost thclr savings as shown by 76 mlllxuu buht worth of gold
exported in the thirties (Kridakara;‘s., 1370:16) . The CGreat
Dépression in the 19305»hud sowme contributive eff&gt in bringing
to an end the Absolute Nonafchy.

It should be noted that not only neglecL and lu&k of
seriousness on the part of government officials, but ul g0 Lhe
confliets and lack of coordination among themselven had hampered
effoéts to help rice farmers. As Langmorya describoed the situation
during the reign of King Uhulalonghofn {1868~i910). oflicials at
the lower level in the provinces were contented with only gending
good reports to their superioré and avoided reporting the problems
and zituations ﬁhich required aséistpnée. Their reports vere Lhus
mostly unreliable. This lack of serlousness was also cvidenl at
the top level as when the Ministry a}f Interior refuscd to .givc';:
police protcctién to the Siam Canals Cowpany which was building
barrages in two villaoges in Rangsit which wére‘hnrassod by criminal
gangs, |
. Most serious were the conflictaz and "lack ol coordination

amony various government agencies responsible for the aid of rice
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farmers. Langmorya (1978:470-81) told of conflicts between

Chao Fhraya Surasakmontri, Minister of Agriculture and some members
of the royﬁl families which had blocked the vork of the winistry,
resulting in the miniater being forced to fesign and King koawa V
deciding to obolish the ministry by temporarily incorporating it
with the Ministry of Treasury. Eyenlwhen the ministry was
re-established, it was beset with the same problems of conflicts
which also involved the King himself and foreign advigors,

The conflicts were of the pature of bgreauerutiu inlightings,

buf they produced Qide—runging adverse effects. NolL only farmers
had suffered, but also Thailand’s rice exports,

Corruption by officials sent out to settle the digsputes
among farmers was quite common. At the lower level and in the
Proviuoesi)officluis’fhérassments of farmers, their lack of
attention, factionalism and conflicts of interests had inflicted. .
more hardships on farmers. The failure to mintaln law and order,
urrests on false choarges, forced payment of'land taxes, qu‘Lhcsn
and aimilar actlions had caused further,sufferingu Lo farmers,

During 1856 - 1932, although the government learned of
éhe problems ﬁud hardships of. farmers from officinl reports, it
’did very‘little to help them., Most of the government pollcies,
and sometimes the kinds of assistance given, were nol relesvant
.to the problems faced. There was also confusion in the Joand
ownershiﬁ system, and the state still occupled larde portionz of
arable land which 1t refused to give Lo farmers.

Farming tcchno;ogy was left undeveloped., No attenlion
was given to the improvements of seeding, and an angriculturanl |

gchool set up wags geared for book-learning and only for children

21



of well-to-do families, not practical training of children of
poor farmers. Provincial officials assigned to help farmers
improve their techniques merely sent In perfuncltory reports on
production results, A seced fqrm set up.in Rangsit iu 19106 was
a failure;/

Most serious was the problem of the lack ol tund, and
the stnté knew of this nced of farmers. The idea to set up a
bauk lor farmers was pondered since towards the last days ol Lhe
Fifth Reign, but the first bank to be established wus Lhe Siam
_Comhevcinl_Bank which catered to the need of Lhe rich and the
businessmen in the city.' The cooperative system introduced in

the reidn of King Wachirawut (1910 = 25) was also unsuccesstul

'

as only farmers who owned their land were to benefit from the

loans given by the covoperatives. In 1921 there was an idea to

set up banhks in various monthons (circles) Lo help farmers,
but again 1t was not implemented. |

On the rice trade, domestically the state diid ﬂuh pay
cnough attention to the disadvantage of farmers in asclling their
péddy. “The problems which the:farmers faced in gelling paddy
gince the Fifth Reign have remained to the present. FPrices of
puddy were heavily”dcpresaed by middlemen who used varionus kinds
of tricks to exploit farmers.

~In the export of rice, the perviodl from 1868 - Ianl_maw
free trade in riée becouse of the government’s desire ta expor!
as much as possible to earn enough forelgn exchange Lo finunce
its modernlization projeets: Taxes from the export of rice were
however used for other purposes than tor helping improve Lhe Lot

of farmers., As a result, farmers benefitled very little from
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thisvfree trade of rice.  Moreover, rice formers had to shoulder
heavy burdens ftrom having to pay Parm taxes, vhich ia 1906
inereased by 300 percent. They had to pay registralion taxes for
cattle, and also the boatl taxes which they ahould aot have paiad
at all., The change to gbld standard caused Lhe riae in the cost
of living, yet farmers could sell their paddy at lover pricos
still., The levy of capitation taxes and the corves canged @imitor
financial hardships to farmers and Lheir fomilics, LU was Lhe
rice crisis caused by drought in 1919 which prompted the government
to pay attention to the irrigatioﬁ.projeots (Suhhpttuuu, tT,, 1978:
263-79.) |

Beoause of many hurdshiﬁs placed on small farmee:s dﬂﬁwribcd
carlier, six farmers revolts werce recorded in Slamcse histoury.
Three revolts took p#ce in the Northeast in 1895, 1901 - 03, the
most difficult time for sﬁall farmers, and the last onc in 1924,
the last year of the bad time in early 19208, Two revolls uere
in the North, one in 1889 and the other in 190Z. The revolts in
the South occurred during 1909 - 11 (Kaewthep, K., 1383:63-51,
Observe that 1300 - 10 were the hardest senrs ftor Siomcse wmuall
furmers. And vhen the Communist movement vas forvmed in Siaw in
1930 .its lenders issued a draft statement in a Marxjst style
basing its append on some factual situntions. 14.sald Lthe ruling
poweyr of the royal family was baged on the oronomioe foundat ron
that they were large. land owners (Uatson, B.A., 1971:61).

Not surprisingly, the havdships imposcd on small Frnewers
were u'sed in the ardument of the People's Party at the tiwme. of
their overthrov of the Absolute Monarchy. ‘Their flrgl declinration

wag quite strong. 1t reads ns follows:
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Dear People, ,

+++ The monarchic governsient alwayy
considered people as slaves and treatd thew
like animals. Therefore, instead ol helping
pecople, they explolt them ..."

Dear People, .

This land iz ours and does nut
belong to the King as we had becn deceived.
‘Our ancestors protected this land and
maintained independence from encmies. Royul
families only took opportunity ta euxploit us
. (Sﬂipl‘adit, Iio’ ]978:245"60)

- 44

1V, lwmprovement Efforts, 1932

Iy

Although the period belween 1922 - [l was 2 rather short
one, it was quite significant in that Lh& overthrow of the Abzsolute
Monarchy in June 1932 had brought noticeable changes in government
'policies.for'the improvement in the livelihood of paddy farmers.,
Among many factors, the coup of 1932»wu3 partially wotisvatled by
two sevore inoidgnts of crop failure during 1919 - 20 and the
Great Depression in the early 1930s. These‘two‘innidunts not
only‘incrcnsed the debts of the farwmers, but also made the existing
debts more oncrous resulting in more severe problem of Lenancy
Cingram, J.C., 1955:66). Against this background, it ig not
difficult to underséund why in their first deelaration, Lhe
1Peop1c's Party came out with a strong statement condemning lLhe
monarchy., Hovever, the People's Party was composed mostly of
elitces of middleciags'and,high~class background, mozt of wh;m
having personal grievances against the Absolute Monarchy vather
than strong ideoiogical coumitments. Also, the coup was organized
in such a secrecy that there was no mnss base of support, cspecially
from the farmers. Therefore, any programmes Lo improve the
Livelihood of farmers on a permanent bazis vhish requived atruetural

‘

changes such ns proposed in the economic plan of Dr. Pridi Bhouomyons,
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congidered the bruin of the Pecople’s Party, would be rojected, as

they were, as there was no strong force of suppert from thy mosses,
3 w “ ¢ L3

in spite of the henefit the programes would have del'initely Lrought

to the great majority of the people.

One major improvement for formers during the counccevative
regime of Phraya Manopakorn (June 1932 - March 1933) was the
suspengion of land tax {(Vella, W.F., 1965:874). This acticu uoyw
folloved Ly Dr. Pridi’'s proposal calllng for drastic sconomic
reforms of the country. (Bhanomyong, P. 1983:167-24383)y. This
propusal was o remarkable document. The benetits that vould
‘have directly accrued to rice farmers were the systems of loand
reform and the strengthening of cooperative movements, aAs Vella
commented:

Their [The People's Party’s| proposal
seems to have been made in good {aith and they
asked that it be acted upon democratically. .
Their aim was to provide a permanent solution
for economic ills of the country - in partl-
cular, to relieve the distress of the farm
population, ecspecially the farmers in the
central plains area (from which Pridi came),
where commercialized agriculture was prevalent
and where the depression had aggeravated already
existing problems of rural debts and tenant =
farming."” .

“{Vella, W.F,, 1965:377)

The propoeal was charged by Kineg Prochadhipok snd Phraya
Mancpakorn as being communistic. During the chuarge, the liberal
clements in the People’s Party rewanined quiet. Theve vay no
strong movemant to support the proposal at the gragsrouvtyg level,
Finally Dr. Pridi vas pressured to leave the country. Nob wantil
alter the coup of June 1933 to overthrow Phraya tanopakorn bs
Phraya Pthabon, on the insistence of liberal clements of the

National Assembly, Pridi waz recalled bhow:, but he vas ot diven



a government position until September 1934, after a special
cbmmission named by Fhraya Phahon had clearédfhim of the communist
charvpes.

The conservative government of Fhraya Manopakorn was
fully awvare of the situation faced by ricce furmers. In a report
Lo the Assembly on the achievements of the People’s Purty iun Lhe
féw~mopths before the ﬁromulgation of the First permanent
constitution on 10 December 1932, Phraya Manopnkorn said the
effects of the Great Depression st;ll remained. The price of
rice had dropped, farmers hdd gsuffered greant hardships, wourkers
were Jjobless, and the whole country was poor. (Charumanee, N.,
.1976:536-7). As said earlier, his government took one measure to
help farmers. Lt suspended lond tax.

During the Phahon regime (June 1933 - Decewber 1938)
which declared it had o definite policy to urgently help rice
.farmers, egpecially to make them solvent, some improvements were
made, for Thai rice farmers. Apurt from hheVSUSpﬁnginu of the land
tax during the Manopakorn regiﬁg, there was a series of tax
re&uations. fhe government declared excesgive charde of interes!
rate punishable by lawv, and enacted o legislation forbidding the
scizure of farmer's or;ps and cattle ‘Lo puy for debhte. This plece
of legislationu was aimed at repeallng the lew on rental organlizotion
passed in 1900 to the advantage of Jlandlords.

In 1933! the price of ricve dropped sharply. 10 remnined
as low ag 2.72 baht per picul in November and 2.76 haht pef

picul in DPecember. The Cahinet decided to gend teame to Hurope,

South Americn and Acion, to find more mnrkets for, Thal rice, but

the Ministry of Bconowic Affairs objected to the plan, argujug
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that such a move would have had little effect in Liftiug lhe price
of rioa.‘ 1ﬁ fact, Thai rice exports to Chinn almost stopped wvhen
the Chinese Government inoreaged import duties on rice five Limes
ag o retalintion 5gainat the alleged hostile policy of Lhe Thai
Government Lovards local Chinese.

Oon rice production, cabile reports {rom OO provine. .
reaching the government in January 1934 shnwéd extensive domage
of rice cropé.

The govermment also took other measures to cuse Uhe

formcras’ hardships. They included distribution and loaning of

rice seedings and the establishment of more cooperatives during
19385 - 38. Auother'measure-to limit rice cultivating arvcas vas
proposed hut it was not acted upoun. The government also seloup
an cwergency fund using -an original amount of 90,000 babt to
start it Iln order to help farmers.

It was to be noted that Mr. Raymond HB. Stevens, a Foreign
advisor, had reminded the government that Thailand vas not in any
political, evonomic and finarcial pogition to intluence the wor Ld
price of rica. The besdt Lt could do was to organize its evonowic
system especially with cegard to rice production. This wayyiug’iﬁ
still reievnut Lo the rice trade situntion at preuent.

The Phahon government did try to Cind more foveisn
warkets for Thai riue'hy nttempting‘to eutublish,mpuupmic
contacts with Poland and Cuba, but il did not succeed; and in
the cose of Cubh, the efforls were even blocked by American vice

dealera. (Conflicts ovver the world rice Lrade betuveen Thaifnad

and the Unlted Stales have takey a more open and serious lovm in

the 1980s,)
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1n 1937, Mr. W.A.M. Doll, Financial Advisor Lo the
government estimated that only half of the export price ol rice was
paid to rice farmers. Millérs. exporters and middlemen received
the other half, Of all, middlemen between growers and willers
probnbly Ltook the largest share. In 1938, the governmént set up
the Thal Rice Co. by takiﬁg over ten large Chirese mills in orier
to reduce monopolistic power of millers and exporters bul without
much success. {A successor to this company still exists today,
but its operation is in a limbo). The government had also
periodicully announced plans to build”sllbs throughout the country.’
Unfortunately, little had béen done to implement the plans. (The
.81lo construction plans are stillkmuCh*alive ih the current
discussions as a measure to help farmers store their paddy crops
for sale when prices are good).

Overall, the Phahon government had achieved some moderate
success in ensing thg hardships of farmers“despite serious ecotomic
conditions due to the Great Depression and the political limitations
it foled (Chatasing, R. .1978:294-319),

‘ Colonel Plaek Phibunsongkram, one of the leading promoters

of the People’s Party came to power after the resignation of Phraya

Phohon in December 1938. Phibun ‘who later was promoted to ‘the rank

‘of Field Marshal after Indochina Wdr, was Influenced by Nationol
Sociq;lsm as practiced ih‘Naéi Germany, Fasclst Italy nnd~ip Japni
lle led‘the countfy into World War 11 on’lhe'daﬁuncge side and was
ousted in July 1944, after the Allies had driven Japan oul of moat
Soulheast Asidn.eountries. Duplhg his régimq. Phibun's muain
occupal.ion wés_to transfobm-Thailund into o stirong military state

with some degrec of modernization through the promotion of ultra-

28

-



-

nationallam under his dictatorial guidance. The country’'y name

was changed from Siam to Thailand for the first time, Many problems

“on cultural changes to make the Thai more westernizsed werc imposed.

Fhibun did not have much time to promote the welfare of rice lavrmers,
and in contrast to the more liberal regime of Fhraya Fhohon, his
regime had shown less concern for the improvement uf.the farmers’
livelihood. This contrast in their respective attitudes towards
farmers belween liberal and'dictatorial regimes could be ascen nganin
pctween Sarit and Thanom - Prapass dicatorial regimes in power from
February 1959 to 14'Ocﬁober 1973, and the liberal regimes during
October 1973 to October 1976. Historically, liberal regimes have
demonstrated relatively more concern fop the welftare of farmers,
‘Durihg 1932 - 44, there had been some steady increase ln. .
rice production from about 54 million piculs to 58 million piculs,
Prices of rice rose sfeadily from 3.5 baht per picul during
1930 - 34 to 3.7 baht per pioul during 1934 - 35. The price
increase more than doubled during 1940 - 44 as>a result of the

rapid increase in the price of rice during war time. Since Lhe

11932 coup up to the end of World War 1I, it could be said that

Thai farmers for the first time had more opportunity to improve
their goins from rice farming as some burdens imposed on thewm

were relieved. But once the war was over, farmers again suffored.,

s s

V: The Pos£ = War Xear§)1945 - 55

After Field Marshal Phibun wos ousted in July 1944,
Khuang Abhaiwongse; also a leader of the People's Party, became
Prime Minister. The Khuanﬁ Goyernment was succeeded by the

Tawee Bunyanket Government in August 1945,  Ag soon as Lhe war
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ended in 1945, Tawee was replaced by M.R. Seni Pramoj.  aAll
‘these governments, though short-lived, werc liberal conservative
in their uaturé. Naturally they represented more the inlcerestis

of the middle-claés elites than those of farmers. =1t wags MR,

Seni who signed the peace tréhﬁy with the Allies (known oflicially

as the lormal Agreement of January 1946 with the United Kiuddom
‘and india), which forced the Thai government Lo supply 1.5 milllon
tonnes of ricé free of charge ag war reparations.

Thai agreement was the -starting point of the goverumeut's
entry into the rice’trade, and it was Lo impose the hard burdcens
on farmers which they have had to carry with them up Lo the
prescnt. Clearly only the government had the capacity to buy
rice IOCaliy at the average price of 15 - 16 pounds per tounne
while the world price then was 40 pounds per tonne. The prices
" of rice in neighbouring Maldya were much higher, raunging from
200 to 500 pounds per tonne. Asg soon as rice gtarted moving out
of the country, there was a great drain on the government budget.
At the same time the pressﬁre on government to acqulire forelgn
exchanges to pay for the most essential rehabilitation imports
had led it to pass its financial burden on to farmers by depressiug
domestic prices of rioce. E#port of rice by privatevtfade was
banned. To have the sole right to export rice, the goverument
set 'up a new Rice Office for the purpose.

After M.R. Seni resigned, Khuang Qus back as Prime
vNinister for three more months until March 1546 when Pridi who
wags the Regent then, stepped down to assume the office of the
. Prime Minister. Because of widespread corrvuption causcd by

increases in the cost of living as the price of rice rose in
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comparison with the meagre salaries feceived by oivil scrvauls,
and the assasainétion of King Ananda Néhidol on June 9, 1916,
Pridi was forced to resign. His supporter, Rear.Admirul Thavan
Thamrong Nawasawat succeeded him from August 1946 Lo November
1947. Pridi was very much behind thelcountry's cconomic

policy throughout the whole period. During the. 18 monlhs of
high political instability, Pridi and Thamrong had made soume
improvements for the country and the farmers.

There were constant renegotiations on the delivery of

"rice as reparations because the Thai government could not, and

did not want, to fﬁlfill the obligatiéns imposed by thé treaty.
Finally, in August 1947,;the country was permitted by the ALlics
to export rice at the samec price received by vther exporters
from the Allles but which was still below the full market price.
In early 1946, the exchange rate between the baht and
pound sterling-was regulated at 40 baht pér pound. At thig rate
the baht was said to be bvervalued by 650 per cent, and it causged

active trading activities in the black market. In 1947, the

. .government adopted the multiple exchangec rate gystem. For non-

traditional export goods, traders wvere permitted to sell Lhe
foreign'exchange in the market for 60 baht per pound. lovever,
rice exporters were to surrender the entire export procecceds to
the Bank of Thailand which was quotiﬁg 40 baht per pound. That
amounted to 33.3 per cent tax on rice farmers, blthoﬁgh Lhe

practice was considered necessary when the counlrvry was in great

.ﬁeed for foreign exchanges. Meanwhile, to continue with the policy

to help strengthen the cooperative movement, a Bank for Cooperatives

wag set up 'in 1947. The governmwent could not do much Lo help

31



farmers during that critical time, but the establishment ol the
bank at least showed its good intentions to alleviate some.eéonumic
burdeng of the people, and to a iesser extent, of rice farmoers.
.The coup on 9 November 1947 by a group of army officers
led by den Phin Chunhavan toppled the Thamrong Nawasawut
Government. One of the major recasons cited by tLhe coup promolers
in the first’'announcement they issued was the goverument failure
to solve the problem of rice shortage which had become critical.
As background tolthis poiitical event, it may be sald
that rice production after the war did not improve much. The
- amounts of rioeAproduccd remained more or less the same or even
decpeused @vef the years, while thé,numbers of consumers increosed.
In 1937 Thailand had a bopulation of over 14,440.000.' By 1947,
‘the number had increased to over 17, 400,000. In 1939, about
4.6 hillion tonnes of paddy were produced, with about 1.2 million
tonnes of rice exported. In 1947, over 5.5 million tonnes were
produced, but the Qmounts exported decreased to a li;tle over
. 384,000 tonues. The delivery of rice to the Allies under Lﬁe
‘.Forqal.Agreement was partiy»responsible for the shortage. As
a resulf, the government in 1946 was forced to enoct two legisla-
tions, one to prevent rice hoarding, and the other to regulate
rice trading, in order to control the movements of rice within
the country an& to make sure that the governmenp got hold of
enough rice to honor its war reparation oblligaotions.
The Thamrong Nawasawat Government had come under heavy
.critieism from the Democrat Party and the general public for the
severe rice shortage in the ocity. People vere seen queuing to

"buy rice, and only poor grade of the staple was aveilable:
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Newspapers reported in Aggust 1947 that about 2,000 workers
marched to the PrimewMinister’s Office fo aﬁk for rice. Corvruption
Qas widespread in the distribution of rice, and rice smuggles
could not be stopped as éhe prices outside the country were 10-2
times higher. As the cost of living soared, a sack of vive which
sold in 1941 for 8-10 baht, cost 170-190 baht in 1947. Prices of
" other commodities also rose sharply by 10-15 times (Tantikul, 5.,
1972:26<34.,) |
After the coup, Khhang was'temporarily installed ng

Prime Minister. S8ix months later he was forced to resign by the
same group of army officers who staged the coup. Field Marshul
Phibun retﬁrned,as the Prime Minister. This time his regime was
to last until September 1957.

 As usual, Field Marshal Phibun enjoyed his dictatorinl
role. MHe had no strong intention to relieve the burden imposed
on farmers. By 1948, Thailand was allowed to sell rice to all
countries at the going world prices. If the government had really
wanted to improve the wélfare of.ricé farmers, it should have done
two things. First, it should have abolished the Rice Office.
Secondly, Lt should have revamped the multiple éxchangw rate
syatem.,‘ﬂad these two measures been carried out, rice farmers
could have regained its pre-war position. Unfortunately, the two
measures had bLeen retained, if only as the means to earn revenues
for the ﬁovernment; The‘Rice Office In particular was used as
the means Lo reward Field Marshal Phibun’s supporters so thot they
pbuld find ways to earn extra income through irfeguluritiua. l1>
was not until 1954 (hat the Rice Office was oloséd.v The multiple

exchange rate system was abolished in 1956. ‘“he period coincided
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with thé gradual weakening of Phibun’s political position, while
the two major contcatiug,suppofters of his regime, Police Geﬂ Phao
’ Siyanond and Gen Sarit Thanarat were waiting in the rear, each
looking for the opportunity to seize power from one anuvther Lo
succeed Phibun,
One useful project launched by thé Phibunsonghiram

Government was the construction of the irrigation system in Lhe
Central Plains. In 1948 fifteen projects were under consliruction.
The Great Chainat Project was finally uhdertakeu during this
~period. Another possible contribution Qf Phibun was his intro-
duction of an important piece of legislation which would have
benefitted farmers, as it aimed at limiting landholding for
agricultural purpose up to 50 rai. The idea was to prevent the
concentration of land in ﬁhe hands of big landlords. Unfov-
tunately, ﬁhis.piece of legislation was dismantled by Field
Marshal Sarit in‘1958 on the ground,fhat it would be a umajor
obstacle to the country’s economic development.  Upon Sarit's

death, i1t was revealed that he himself had accumulated thousand

ral of land during his five years in power.

Because of corruption and briberies ‘in the Licensing
of rice exborting, as the Rice Office could not handle all the
rice export by itself, rice "premium” was introduced in 1950 as
a condition to obtain ekport licences. The premium wag actuglly
proposed by more honest civil servants, bubt it turned oul lulcp
to be one of the most severe taxes ever imposed on rice farmers,
and there had been continuous call for lts abolition since, In
fact, the Rice Office was closed down partly buecause of the

efficient collection of the rice premium. on 30 December 1954,
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~and students were secretly encourasged to accept invitations to

the premium syslen was regularized in thalt there wvere ol licial
schedules on the rates. ‘Wheu the rates were changed, theay wore
always officially announced. The multiple exchange rate uyutem
which was another form of tax on rice farmers was dropped since
Lhe revenue lost from the system could be recovered gulticiently
by the increase in the rate of rice premium (Siamwullu; A.;‘Und
Wongtrangan, K., 1985:2-3).

Approéching 1957, it was duite evident for both VField
MarshAI'Phibuu and Police Gen Phad'thét Gen Sarit had received
iﬁcrcasing support’frdm‘fhe‘U.S. Government especially From its
Department of Defense. Evidencéisuggested‘thut Phibhﬁ’ahd Phau
plannéd to seek somé support from éuoh'sociélist countries as
the U.é.S;R. and the People’s Republic of China to counter the o

American influence. Progressive journalists, labour leadevs

:;».’,’.i.:

tour these two countries. Sarit was finally successful in seizing

-

power in September 1957. ° Phibun and Phao were forced to leave Lhe

“gountry and they had never.peturned;

Similar lessons can be drawn for rlcé farmehs'dufiuﬁ‘the
1954-57'period, when they’had-beeﬁlheavily exploited tﬁroUgha
various kinds of‘taxes. ~Siﬁmwalia argued that the amount of
taxes collected from farmers in various forms ranged from 1U6
million baht in 1948 to 1,257‘million'bnht in 1953, or a Lotal
of 3.ﬁ84 million baht collected duriné'thé suld period. The

amount of annual collectibn in 1948 wans 9.8 ﬁﬁr cent ol Lhe

 government revenue and it was increased to 32 per cenl in 1953,

(Sianmwalla, A., 1975:145.) The last figure represcented a

gslzeable revenue for the government, the amount that rive armers



did not have to pay prior to the war. Towards the end of Phibun’'s
regime when he wanted to be seen as supporting democracy, farmers
started to make some gains from his limiting land holding -

legislation. Unfortunately, it had been proven too late.

VI. "Buresucratic Polity',aud Rlce Farmurs, i907 73

| When Field Marshal Sarit died on 8 Decpmbvv 1963; his
‘successors,'Fleld Narshal Thanom Kittikachorn and GLu PIHPUdb
Lharusathiara followed closely ln hla foot steps unLil lhus werao
oxerthrown bv the student~ led popular up11sing on 14 Otlubel,
‘1973. In Lerms of political freedom and dpmoeracs, 1967-73 wus
the 1eal dark age. More importantly as thc dlctutoxla] Legimeb
lasted for 80 loug. the power of the government teohnocvuts was
at its peak. They were the ones who directod govexnmnnt policipa,
leading to the strong emergence of a full- tledged Form of 'bureuu‘
cratic polity"”. There was no parliamentary oppositlon.. The
ielectrunic media were offlcially owned or controlled, and news-
papers were not a strong-source of challengc. As the’governmoﬁt
héd thg‘pp9rogatiV¢ to decide whht'polioies and thelr implications
jwouid be éood.for'the peéple or for thehsolves, not surprisingly
all government measures to regulgté the domestic¢ prices of rice
and to o;lleot revenucs through various forms of taxes on rvice
continued throughout'the period withoﬁt strong opposlition.

Actually, the policies regarding‘the prices of ricc had

been perceptibly changed since 1955 and 1956, As said earlier,
the multiple ckohunge rate system was abolished, and definite
rice premium rates were charged instead of thc 11§euse charges

for export quotas. Newly introduced was a contreol on the export
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volumes, including outright ban on exports. 1n order to facilitate
exporls whenever it wag needed, the government wus equipped vilh

a policy instrument of government-to-governmenl sales.  Ou Lo af
these measures, advance rate of § per cdent were charged on Lhe
valuc of rice éxporis.

Since Field Marshal Sarit come to power witlh the sLrong
support of the U.S. government, his main interest was nol the
welfare of rice farmers. He ran the countlry the way he was
advised by American officials. The explicit policy of the U.S.
at that time was to fight Communism in Asia and the Fareast, The

strategies adopted by the U.S. government were to increase wmilitary

might as well as step up economic development in the region.

On the cconomic front, a World Bank mission was sent Lo

Thailand in 1958 and published its proposed outline of defelopment~

_programmes for Thailand in 1959 (International Bank for Recon~'

‘strﬁctiou and Development, 1960). The documenl was used by the

Thai government as the basic guideline for cconomic development
planning. The First National Economic Development Plan was druwn
in 1961. The Plan consisted of two bhases..1961~63 and 1964-66.
The Second and Third Plans covered the period 1967-76. The Lhrée
plans buéicully gave étrbﬁg emphasis to industrial developmunt,

especially import substitution industries., The First Rlﬁu'

-emphasized the construction of infrastructurcs such_us'dnms for

hydru—eléetric purposes and highways For tactical and logistical
puiposes.

| Massive road construction under the First and Second
Plaus had the effect of driving smaoll farmers off their lands,

a sltuation gsimilar to the time when canals were dug in the



Regioh during 1888-1914. Every tlime there was a plon to cut

a new road, lands on both sides of the road were reserved or‘
bought up cheaply by high officials and husiness men f{ron Bnnuhuk(
or by pruvipcial,landlords, before the road was cut. After the
road waé completed, small farmers were simply forced Lo move Lo
new unoccupied areas. It was estimated that during 1954-63,
farmers lost their lands from’hire purchases and collateral
loans up to 172,869 rai from 7,016 land titles worth a total
value of 347.3 million baht. During 1967-1373 farmérs in the
Central Plains lost their lana in the same manner which amounted
to 92,401 rai from 2,598 land titles at a total value of 261.2
million baht (Chiengkul, W., 1982:112)

The industriol development plan depended for its success
on the abundant supply of cheap labour. The low woge wus.made
possible by keeping domestic price of rice at low level, AL the
same time rice farmers were taxed quite heavily by an assortment
of tax measures--premiums, export duty, quota system, und other
forms of restrictions introduced later.
| The premium charges were varied by the rice grades and
b& specific times of the year. The range of chargesz was [rom 890
baht per tonne oh 10 Decemher‘1959} to 2,070 bhaht per tonane in March

1968 for 100 per cent white rice; and it was from 450 baht per tonne

e

Qe : ,
to 1,270 baﬁtXTGnue for broken rice A - 1 Super during the said period

{(Ingrom, J.C., 1971:215). Revenues colleccted by Lhe government
from both‘export taxes and rlce premiums amounted to 19.8 per cent
of the fotul government roevenues in 1957 and decrensed Lo o little
mare than 10bper cent up to 1966, This amount represented a

sizeanble revenue to the government especially during the investment
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in the construction of infrastructures during the First Flan
{1961-866), The vevenue lost by farmers wﬁs calculated Lo bLe more
than the amount collected by the government. Bouth the export duty
and the pfemium contributed Lo the depressed domestic price of
rice. This’{noome lost was equivglent to the difference betwveeon
export pricé and sometimes price multiplied by aboutl hall ol the
dowestic amount of rice consumed by non-farm population. This
~part was even larger than the revenue collected divectly Ly the
govermment,
. The revenue lost to rice farmers contributed Lo the lou
urban wage fate. The low wage policy would in turn reinforce
industrial development policy designed b& the govefumcut.
Therefore, the industrialization during the said period was
achieved at the cost of impoverishing rice farmers. Kridakura
cn]culated;that based on late 1960s figures, it has beon shoun
thﬁt an average rice farmers whose income wasz around 16,121 bLaht
had to puy‘3,600 baht for premium. This amount represented 21
~per cent of his total income. This tax rate should bQ‘uppliﬂd
to those whose lncome range was in the bracket 100,000-150,000
baht, after deductions of 10,000 baht for the tnxlpuyer and his
family (Kridakara, S., 1970:45).

‘ The other form of tax on rioe farmers introduced in
1962 was the reserve ratio requirement. Towards the end ol 196]
and eariy 1962 when Thailand exported a record améunL ol rice
‘becuuse of the high world prices which resulted in the risc in
domestic prices, the government intervened in the rice market by
controlling exports, raising premidm rates and requiring exporters

to deliver an amount of rice for reserve at the ratio ol 15 per

o
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cent of the umount.exported. Exporters were forced iu supply rice
to the government at-cheap prices. The measure was éufovcud )

19 March 1962, The reserve ricg supplied then was given Lo L
Public Warehousc Organization (FWO) Lo sell to urban consumers,
particularly civil servants. It was lifted in December Lhat ycar
when the new crop of rice came out and paddy price was declining,
But It was imposed again in 1966 when rice productjnh WHEs poot

and there were sidus of a possible rice shortage which counld
affcct the livelihood of city people,

In the 19708, the circulation of reserve rice was made

~wider to urban population. Half of it was distributed in Bangkok

and the other half was trauspgrted back to provincial towns.
Naturally this recquirement added more cost to exporters, aicl
inevitably the cost was.passed to paddy Farmers. This is another
way of subsidizing richer urban consumers at the cost of puor
rice fnrmers;

Wheu rice shoftuge was critical in 1973 the réﬂur\u‘

ratio had been adjusted 10 times and in the last adjustment in

-
—

December that year, the ratio was 1:1., The Lo Lal amcunts <

reserve rice supplicd by exporters were 3,729,494 sucks (8 sack

contains 100 kilogrammes of ricel). ‘The reserve rice requiremcnt

contlnued at a ratio of 50 per cent {row 1978-—82; Thanks Lo Uhe
sharp drop in the world prices of rice that yveor, it vias abolished,
lAll these bolicies which worked against the intercs! ol
rice farmers werc proposed by the technocrats. They were adopted
b& the dictnLurinl regimes and continued withoul much opposition.

Smoll groups of opposition, moslly academics, cmeryged in wid 19604,

Among them were ban Usher, Chaiyoug Chuchart, Sopin Tougpun,
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Melvin M. Wagner, Phairachyﬁrisunamis. Sura Sanittonont, wand the
most prominent of all, M.C., Sithiporn hridakara. Unfortunately,
the majority of rice farmers were unconscious of the sery unfoir
trcutmeﬁt they had rgceived. The few who viere avare wore quile
weak and héd no meang of making their_voices heard. The oppasilion
was more or less in the form of academic exercise and gained only
little attention from thé govcrnmént.

The doynfall of Thénomernpass regime in 1972 svoo duc
partly to the rice crisis during 1972-73. In eavly 1872 theve
wvas a rapid upsurge in fice export, Rlice prices wvere beginning
Lo spiral. vlt wag estimated that the export surplus was running
low, The guvérnment wag about to stop private export, bLutl it
mistalkenly concluded sonie cxtremely 1nfge salas on the government-
to-government basis, particularly to Indonesiu.‘ As the nuws
reached the market, prices'began,tu elimb up very vapidly. The
goverumené reactced by selling rice out .of the rcgerve slochks ol
the price below the mafket price. Touwards the cnd of 1972, au
the old rice was about to disappear from the market and pdvt of
the new crop vas still in the fields and some with rice @illuvs.
‘the crisls became much severe.  Even after the new crop started
flowing'intp the market the crisis remaincd. This was becouse
of the speculation that the new supply of rice would only last
until July 1973. . People lined up to buy cheap rice and Lhe lines
beeame ionger each day. The goverument declaraed it vould ban the
export of rice. Soon the export of rice was banued, and the
amount of rice'resevve\requirement was adjusted up at a ratio of
100 per cent in June. In July, the ratio wus raiscd Lo 200 peor

cent!  The supply of reserve rice came to a complete halt, and
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the recerve dwindled. Rice disappeared from the market. “this lod
te the panic of individual conzwmers who started hoarding fjcv
fur thelr own consumption by buying from the free market usfwell.
Ricve vag onlso smugegled out. through Malavainn borderas.

Finally; Col. Narong Kittikachorn, a =on ol Field
Marshal Thanom and a son-in-law of Field Murshal‘Prupasg, vl
ot thal time was a deputy Secretary-General 0# the Board lor the
Ingpection and FullOQ-up.of Government Operations (B1FUO) vus
given the government emergency power declared by his father under
Article 17 of the Constitution, to selze and cqnf)suutc rice
hoarded in Bangkok. In four dayé of warehouse raids in Juuae,
131,000 tonnes of rice were seized. Actually, thla'umugnt unly
represented a small normal flow of rice from the Noprth through
Banghkol to the South. Whether because of the confiscaotion of
rice by;tho BIFQO or the second crop (500,000 tonnes) which came
out to the market, the mid-1973 rice crigis disappeared in August

.

1973.

lHowever, & new crisis started on other frouls. Students
.stuyted a City—ﬁide campaign againat Japanese importe in 1972,
followed by the so-called "Thung Yai” szcandal In vhich govermment
" officials were cﬁught using govérnmcut helicopterﬁ for their
hunting pleasure in the National Reserve Forest. The incident
waog followed by a protcst by students agminst unjusf diﬂwisaula
.of nine student leaders of Ramkhamhenang University. 'Theszse
students wh@b responsible for publishing a satirve on the scandal
in the stﬁaenta ncewvapaper. The protest developed Into o ddémand

fuor the completion of a new constitution the draftiug of whick

had deagged on for more than a decade. Thls last protegst gained
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strength and turnéd into a massive student movewent lu Owtubmv
1873 vhich finnlly led to the overthrow of the Thanom-Prapos:-
Naroug régimé in the middle of the month. Proteaterg also usod
the issue of the government’s munagement of the rice policy Lo
gain public sympathy.

VIil. "Democratic Reapite," 1973-76.

N

" The downfall of the Surit and 1hunum lxapds 1iuLuluriqu'
reglmes ufter a lengthy period of 14 years in power led to lhu
emerqnnce of a brief period for the restoratlon of frccdum lxnm
1970—76 During this period.’rlce farmets had the opportlunily Lo
voice thoir grlcvunccs more Lhan any ‘time in hlstoxx.. UthlthdLblV“
their grievances were often met W1th responses‘which vere 'ﬂnmlug)lu:\“2
in style and subtlety from the ruiihg groups. ERE
Soon ufter theVOCtoﬁer id event, Thailand was ruﬁ by the
cnrctuker gnvernﬁent of Mr; Sanvn(Dhérmmagakdi. During tput Lfﬁe
the tirst 011 cxisis known as the "oil shock" caused Gy the acﬁiuugi:
of OPEC uountri 0 8 began to hit thc world oommunitv for'ihe first
time. Bxport price of rice meanwhile_cont}nugd its upwurd‘trund
since 197u, inereasing ffém 2 101 baht. per tonne in 197°?to‘4 535
baht per tonne in 1973 and rising to 9,500 buhL per tonnc iu 1974,
lln that year, Thal rice farmers were charged cxhorbitunt tax
futeb in the form of rice premlum aud export duty which umuuntéd
to 5, 27 bnht per tonne The rate of prvmium 5,100 Bdht per tonne,
the highest rate ever collectcd in the histovy:of praemlum culiuvtlmn;
Such rate was levied whilé the wholesale pfice of rice in Buughnkﬂﬁhs
only 3,773 baht per tonne. :The prémium rate charged was aboul 110 |

per cent, the highest export‘tax in the world. The amount of premimn
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colledted by the government in that single year alone rose to 8 per -
c¢ent 6f the government fevenue after its lowest record of‘u.i per cent
in 1973. Finally, the government adopted the quota restrietlion on -
rice exports, This severe action caused widespread disconlent
asmong farmers. Students began toljoin forces with Llhem., Not
realizing that the government robbed a great p&rtiou of thelr
earnings through rice preimum, hundreda of faxmera from various
prov;nuea ataged their proteat in Bangkoh on 1 Muxvh 1974 al
Sanum Luung. Not aurprlsingly instead of dcmandinﬂ for the
abolitionAof rice preimum, they demanded Lhe goxernmﬁnt Lu d;cJuxv
rthe suppoit price‘ofv3,000 bnht per tonpe of paddy. ‘The puddy
price demanded by farmers was étiii,verfrléw Ln comparison with
‘the going world price. ‘Compnred Qith tﬁékéﬁarp increase iﬁ Lhe
price Qf fertilizer causeﬁ by the rapid increéseklu the price of
oils . and other cogts of 1iving, farmers were stlll net losers at
the demanded support price of 3,000 baht per tonnc of padds.v

In May 1974. another wave of fuxmcrs gathexcd in Uungk@k
to demund the govexnment to help them with their hnu\v indﬂbtvd~
- ness and to regain for them the louds thev had lost to money-lenders
by various tricks. The government set up the Committee tou |
lnvestigaﬁe Lﬁg }ﬁdcbtedness of.Farmefs (CLI1F}. The CllF‘wus
actually equippgd with no real powerlto solve the acute loand
problems of farmers. In June 1974 thousands of farmers stugeq
another ptoteqt which stemmed from the iuoffoctl»onn%s of this
commﬂtteea According to the CIL1f’s own report released ianhnu
1974, 12,800 gricvances had been gubmitted by farmers in nine
proviﬁces covering the areas of 213,000 rai (Luther, H.U,, 1978:

871). By the end of September 1974, 52,015 yriveances reached
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the«CILF, At the same time the CILIF could deal with only (,0639
cases, . The Secretary-Ueneral of the ClIF admitted openly Lhat
most of the grievances were valid. The CILF also could settle
only one case for a farmer to regain his land (Sumﬁdavaniju, C.y
1980:10).,

Frustrated by the aslow action taken by the government,
farmers stnged their protest in Bangkok agaln on 19 Norumblr
1974, This time the independent Farmers Unlon of Thoiland (KFUT)
was (ormed for the first time. During that time, few picces of
iegislations were passed aiming at relieving the plight of Farmers,
bdt most of them were rather symbolic. Nevertheless Lhey ull showed
a genulne concern of the government that Lhe forces of favmer ’
movements oould really thfeaten ite stability. Among the lewisla-
t}ona enacted were Land Management Act which developed into thg
Land Reform.Act in 1976, the Rental Cuht;ol Act, first enacted
in 195011n the time of Field Marshal Phibun and reintroduced with
some modifications in 1974, More intervesting wasbnAnew policy to
put the rice premiums collected from farmers>in a trust fund under
the Farmers Aid Fund (FAF) Apt. But thege actions by the gouvern-
- ment résulted in no real éa1u§ for farmers. The Land Relorm Act
had limited usefulness to farmers because it anly lnvolved small
pleces of land., After 6 Oétober 1976, the Land Relorum offlce was
only interested in the resettlement of war.veteruns in strufogic
arens fog security purposes. The Kenlal Control Ac; badcame
effective after 6 October 1976. At present, the FAF still <urvives
but it has few records of direct assistance glven to rice furmervs.
In fact, money from the fund was often uvscd for other purposces of |

no direct benefit to farmers (Thanapornpan, R., 1983),
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M.R. Kukrit Pramoj succeedesd Mr. Sany¥a as Prime Minister
in early 1975. This government proved to bé more deceitful than
its predecessor. First, it announced the muuhnﬁeruldcd polivy Lo
chanuel the gqvurnmcut fund intolrural afeas, a schewe which vas
officinlly kuow as Rural Development and E@ploymeul Stimulation
during Dry Season. . The amouut.ullocatéd was 2,500 million bLalit,
It became the Commune Council Development Project lun 1976 which
receivcd 3,500 million baht allocation.

This project itself providcd some monetary dpains to

fuormers. However, large portions of ‘the money were in the hands

Cof local government officials, local sub-contractors, cowmune and

village chiefs, and only a swall amount trickled dﬁwn to farwers.
On the pther hand, it had created so many cases of looal conflicts.
A numbei of people‘were’killéq because they intervened in, or
exposudythe illegal practices in the use of the Fund. Many ollhers

were arrested on Communist or other subversive charges. The true

gainer fbom this project was M.R. Kukrit's own Social Action Party

~whosc popularity rese very quickly as evident in the second polls

in eurly 1976. It was lndeed an undignifléd;way~of'uging the
treasury reserve for'politidal campalgn purpouses. - 'The abollition

of rice premium would have provided a wore direct beneflit Lo rice

"farmers.

1

In 1975, rice production droppeil due to Lhe rapid
increase in the price of fertilizer. In 1974 the price lndex of
fertilizer increased from 100 in 1973 to 153; it rose further to
188 in 1975 and 208 in 1976. At the'm\me Lime the vorld price of

rice also dropped from 9,500 baht per tonne in 1974 tu 6,152 baht
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per toﬁne in 1975, The domestic price of rice also dropped from
3,775 baht per tonne in 1974 to 3,723 buaht per tonne in 1975. Prime
Minizter Kukrit offered the support price of.2,500 baht per tonune of
paddy to placate the farmers. MMeanwhile, urban workers compluined
about the increase in the price of rice sold in the city, but instead
of demanding higher wages they Llamed the "exploitotive" widdlemen.
The government thus could get away with little blamc on itz part ns
the ﬁain‘attack was directed elsewhere.

‘At the same time, the Farmers’ movements galned alliunces
in the workers and students who formed a new furce'kn§wn us Bam
Prasan” (Three United Front). The strength of this forc¢e was
respongsible for the collapse of the Kukrit Government téwurds the
beginning of 1976. The extra-legal groups backed by the military
which was in turn 5acked by the U.S. Government considered hukprit's
ﬁévernmentvtoo weak to deal ‘decisively with the farmers. Terrvopr
campnigns and scare taotics were adopted Ly these vightwing groups
against farmer groups. Fromvﬂarch‘1975 to July 1976, 17 farmevr
leudnrs weré killed and the authorities were unable to arrest the
killers, After the formation of the'Farmers Uﬁ1ou of Thalland .
V(FUT); farmer leaders declared thut they would uot cowe ‘back to
seek help‘frOm the government any more and would wage their own
"struggles in their own dreés,- This declagation hqlped'inteusify
the terror campaignsg until 6 October 1976, when 25 mofé farmer
leuqera dere killed._’Many of'them wére furéed»io Join Lﬂe prmud
lnsurgenté led by the Communistvpn;Qy of Thuiiand‘(UPT) in \he
Juﬁgics pri@r to the 6 Oetpber 1976 mussberewuf sLudents N
Thommasat Qniversity ground. The iést farmer leader from lhu‘F@P

-wos shot dead on 21 July 1979, bringing the total number of farmer

17



leaders killed to 48.. (Knewthep, K., 1987:161-4),

lq 1976 the export prlice of'rioe dropped further [rom
6,125 baht per tonne to only 4,358 baht vhile the price of
fertilizer in 1975 kept on increasing from the index of 153 in
1274 to 188. The domestic price of rice wasg kept at 3,822 bubt
per tonne resulting in the sharp‘reduetion,of ;10&1premium., its
gignificance rapidly diminished, |

During the short bérlod;of the Seuni Pramo.i Gosveramentl
{from 3 June to 6 October 1976).‘oﬁe measure adopted in the right
direction to help farmers was to supply them with cheap fertilizer.
In 1976, the price inde% of fertilizer'drapped from 208 to 136,
The domestic price of riﬁe started torpibk up again to 4,107 boht
pef tonne in August and September 1976,>respéctively.

On the polibicél front, 1976 was the year which saw
internal political conflicte reach their high péint. There were
several attempts made implicitly by the military-backed groups;Lo
‘ovérthrOthhe elected government led by M.R. Seni then. Finally
"they: suceeeded in‘instnlling a civilian authoritarian regime of
,ﬁr, Tanin Kraivixien after the Oqtober 6, 1976 massncre. After
that daté, more farﬁers. workers, students and intellectunls [led

to the jungles to Join the armed struggles led by the CPT.

V11I. From __Q_qg;&g@_, to "Half _I_)_g_m_o:cbracy". ;1%:{"{'87 |

The Tanin Gov;rnment’s main‘hreoccdﬁéilou was the -’
suppreséioh of communism.; 1ts suppfessive hefiuns hod alicnated
a large number of educated people and‘led to é quick deterioratiun

of the political situation. After less than a year in power Lhe

 Tanin Government waos overthrown by a military group led by Uen

18



Kriangsak Chamanan on 20 COctober 1977. Gen Krisngsak was biwself
forced'to resign on charges of economic mismanagement on 29
Februafy 1980. Gen Prem Tinsulanonds sucrceeder him.nnd formed
the government vwith the help of the elected political partieg
wvhich Qore implicitly forced by the nilitary groups to choose him
’ds‘Primc Minister., Having formed his fifth governmwuf bn August
. 1986, den Prem had been in power longer than any of his
predecessor gince Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn.

buring its one year in'power. the Tanin Govermmenl 'y
- record cohcerning rice trade was to put a tehpnrury ban on rice
export in Octobwr and Movember 1976 gimply because the domestic
pflcc of riqe becume too high duc to the large outflow of rice.
during the Seui Pramo,j Government. Gen Kriangsak who repluced .
Mr. Tanin used another tactic to huudle,the'riée situation. ‘The
country suffered fvdm a severe>drought in early 1972, a few
months after he came to power. He started the popular action by
alloeéting 1,600 milion baht from the tfeasury reserve a3z o
_apocihl‘fund to Fluﬁncé the projeet "Rural Rehabilitation of the
Areas Affected by Natural CafnstrOphés". The main purpose of
this project was to prevent undesirable social and political
problems resulting from the severe econowmic conditions ol Lhe
rural poor. As such the project gave more emphasis to Lhe
government securlity than to thé improvement of the Qeuplu's
wclfure."buring that time, the struggles lod‘by the CPT in
certuin’rurnl pockets had intensified. (Puntasen, A, ISJKH
325—6). 'ln gcneral the policy to regulate the priwés of rine
was completely back in the hands of the technocrats,

At this point it is uscful to understand the wvhole Loenelit
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structure from various gov&rnment policy instruments ou‘the.rice
export. This understanding is crucial fer the éxplanation Qf nll
political forces that work against the interests of rice farmers.
Actually, since the government started to collecl Lhe
rice premjum, the Department of Foreign Trade in the Ministry of
" Commerce has the‘power to sell rice on the G-10-0G basis with Lhe
epecionl privilege that the prcmium.chérge on the governmentl vice
trade is rated at the Department’s discretion. .Tha R uhurge'
ghould howvever not be less than a token one baht per tonne,  oand
theivepartment has alwuys u§ed its discretionary porer to charge
the rate'of one baht of rice preﬁium per tonne on all of its
G-to-G sales. "At the same time, it has sct up o profit-malking
unit called the Rice Account Unit (RAU) uithin,the hepartment to
handle all money transactions. Because of its premium oxemption
pri&ilege, the RAU always demonstrated profits from itz trading
activit?es. ‘Therefure, this business enterprise ham.ne#er been
qﬁestibned‘by-Parljament, as moat of the profit-making enterprises
of’the~60vernﬁent'have nluays registered losses. In 1974 when
i the premium rate of 5,100 baht per tonne was charged to rice
export, this unit recorded the higﬂ not profit of 1,100.5 million
baht. (Siamwalia,'A. and Wongtrandan, K., 1984: GI;' Therefore,
the prémjum charged by the Ministry of Commerce provides additional
incentives to the government officials to have some Free handé in
"manipulating ri%e trade éspecially the.G—tq—G salea. It leo
provides thewm with the opp;;tunity to earn income.oﬁtslde the
normal budget nllooation.‘ This extra chaunel'of income earnings
_provides government officials with the opportunity to find the

way to spend the money at their own diseretion. Naturally, Lhose
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.in‘the Depurtment of Foreign Trade aré among the strongest
advocates of rice premium collection, because it coinclded rvith
their veaped interests in this policy instrument.

Since the passing of the Farmers Fund Aid Act iu 1971, rice
faﬁmgrs have encountered more supporters of rice premium whu are
government officials., This Fund is supported by the premium
collected by the Department of Foreign Trade. The premium is
passed to the Fund after the collection without having to go to
the Ministry of Finance first. The"chairmun of the board ol this
Fund 1ebthe Minister of Agriculture and Cooperatives and the
secretary is the Permanent Undersecretary of the same ministry
{Siamwalla, A., and Wongtrangan, K. 1985:4). The Fund virtuually
provides dn extra budgetary resource at the disposal of the
ministry. I£ is not ﬁﬂerefore much surpfiaing that the Ministry
‘of "Agriculture and Cooperatives has beoome another strong advocate
of rice premium. - (Thanapornpan, R., 1987)

Because of largé vasted interests in these two miunistries,
they oare the.two most coveted‘Cabinet-portfolios for political
parties. . |

To indicate its goqd ihtentionliowurds rice furwers, Lhe
goverumenﬁ has created two-organizations‘to handle the buying snd
selling of rice. The firat one is the Public Warchouse Orguniza-

tion (PWO) under the Depa}tment of Internal Trade, Ministry of

!
!

Commerce. The ma%n function of the PWO is to sell cheap reserve
rice to urban consumers. At the same time, it also acts as

govérnment agent in buying rice into stocks under the occusional
pulicy of ricé support priée programme. The other organization

la the Marketing Organization for Farmers (MOF). This ordnnizutlion
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~is under the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives. Its maln
responslibility is to bupp1y~cheap fertilizep to,furmers,nnd Lo
receive payment from farmers 1n~Fhe form of paddy at the going
price. The MOF receives loan support from the FAF while the PWO
receives some\support froﬁ'the Rice Account Unit,

These two organizgtioné'have pr;ved highly tneflticient Ln
their operations and have inourred losses:moat of the time. They
‘have greatly wasted the implicit taxes collected from farmers,
namely, rice premium and required rice reserve.  Farmers also
benefittyd proportionally less from their trading activities. 1ln
a study of the operation of the Moﬁlin the 1982/83 planting
season, it was oalculated that exporters and millers altogether
received the highest profits, of around 64 per cent trom rice
trading; governmeni offieialsAnnd policy-makers 27 per cent; ond
farmer l;adersAand "lucky farmefa“, the rest 19 per cent. {Pinthong,
C., 1984: 166-87).

| Another obstacle to rice exports is the export duty.
This helps suppress the domestic price of rice at the aame time
thaﬁ it provides revenues to the Ministry of Finance. The main
‘beneficiaries in this case nre the Ministry of Finance and non-
rice farmer consumers .

Yet other obstacles are rice quota and stochk regquiremeunt.
The main purpose of the rice quota is to provide quotn-ﬁo.spccifjc
rice exporteralinjorder to effecpiveiy regulate the wsmount of
expdrt for the fullbeuntrol of the domestic price of rice. The
other.purpoae of the rice quota as well as the stock requirement
_is to limit competition mmong exporters. It-is often nrgued that

frece rice trade would result in the cut-throat competition umong

[32]
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many exporters, thué lowering the export price of rice. The stock
requirement is also the instrument to support the quota systcm,
that is, exporters who carry the larger amoqnf of stochs are given
larger export quotas. This practiée has the effect of enhancing
the position of big exporters.'thoughfthe gain from the high price
of exported rice will not be passed back to rice farmers bul will
be retained among exporters as extra benefits known to economists
as "economioc rent." This economic rent will be finally shared Ey
the government 6£fioials’whd have pbwers to’alloonte‘export quolas
to exporters and the exporters themselves. Obviously, all these

people will not support the abolition of rice trade barrviouvs.

(Put Diagram 1I here)

From Diagram Ii. it is quite evident fhat oAly a émallr
portion of all the surplus taken from rice farmers re—cirou)atc
back to them. The rest are shared among major beneficiaries. It
is also quite obvious. as shown in the power structure in Diagram
I1l, that.political parties receive support from‘the bankers,
technocrats and other ruling élites. gln turn, banere have some
controliover exporters and millers; and the exporterg themselves

have some control over millers.
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"~ DIAGRAM 11

BENEFI1IT STRUCTURE FROM RICE EXPORT TRADE RESULTING
FROM GOVERNMENT POLICY INSTRUMENTS
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Millers, on the other hand, have control over the commune chiefs
- and village headmen and rice farmers. Rice millers and rich
farmers are also the poweb;base of politiciang. Top politiclians
wvho can mustér the real political power Sowevcr do not ncéeagarily

represent the interests of rice farmers.

1

(Put Diagram III here)
With redards to politicians, u-study of ﬁhe records of
achievements of Pdrliament from 22 April 1979 to 19 March 1983
?hhows clearly that very few politicians have beeﬁ concerned with

é .
%the welfare of rice farmers. During the said period, only four

?drutt bills which expressed conocern for farmers had been tabled
for congideration of the House of Representatives. The fir9t wasg
a proposal to compromise the debts of farmers, the seoond,to ‘
establigsh a farmers' councii, the third to set up o specianl court
to hear caées involved with farmers diséutes. and the fourth %ne to;f
forbid the sale of farmlands with thé right of redemption. The fir%t
three draft bills contained pboposals which are impractical, and thé
last one, proposed‘by tﬁé Cabinet itself,‘has vyet to be taken up for
deliBerationAby the House.

: Similarly; of the total nuﬁber of 280 motions submitted
by the MPQ during the sald period}‘lﬂ could be considered relevant
ﬁo the pfoblems of farmers, and only a few received any sérious
attention from the government. 1In the same wnf. of all the 719
lnterﬁéaiatidﬁs entered by the MPs, only 21 touched on the problems
of ricé farmers, but‘only one, on the price-lifting schcﬁe for

paddy, was answered by the Minister of Commerce in the Uouse in

1979.
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DIAGRAM III
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Such poor records of the House of Representatlves on
matters concerned with the welfare‘of,riqe farmers testified
either to the Iack of.aerious concern on the part of the MPs .

... for the welfare of farmers, or to their political weakness.
vigs-a-~vis the Exeéutive Branch. ,

Erom October 1977 to February 1980, when Gen Kriangsak
wns_Pr}me Minister, not much change was made in the rice policy,
inatruments. QGovernment officials merely manipulated several .
pplicy‘instruments they had .at tbeir disposal in order to regulate

- the outflow of rice and ite price at the time of surplus and
shortmge,'ﬁbn Kriangsak de;deolare 1979 the Agriculturalists
Year as a symbolic gesture. However, one event worth noting vag .
the embargo of rice sanle to lran and the U.S.8.R. on 30 January ..
1980, The embargo was imposed ns'amreaultrof«the,politiéal s
conflict between Iran and the U.S.A., and the latter’'s reqqqshh,,g‘
for Thailand to join inba boyoott qgainstlthe_U¢é.SrR.‘in ita .
invasion of Afghanistan. This action indicates that rice us n.
commodity 'cnn be used as a tépl to accommodate the Rovernment's
foreign policy}' In this particular cage, Thailand gave full . . .
support to thé U.S. .Government. in bothxincidentsf %
' Since Gen Prem took. office upon the resignation of
Gen Kriangsal, soméiqhéngéé had beepk@ade in the gavernment
ottempt Eo improve the living éonditions of rice fgrmers, This .
attempt @aa part. of the major change in the policy to combat the
commypist movement led by the CPT, as the,oohsgqqgnce af the ¥
«Oider_qg,GG/ZS which changed the major tactic to combat the . .
- Communists by political actions rather than‘pufc,military.opeﬁutipna.

The order redireoted the rural development poliey of the governmept
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from the oblgihgl'emphas£8‘on the supﬁréﬁsion*of'eommun{sm to that
of o moresslncere'commitmgnt*tO“the~imprdvemgnt of the welfare of
the rural people. 'In hiS'stateﬁénts made on varlous cccasions,

Gen Prem admitted openly that past development atrétegiea had failed.
He saw that past.development efforts have made capitalists and
businessmenvbecome richer but rural mu#séé poorer. Future rural
development, he said, must lead to self+independence of farmers:

and their communities (Puntasen, A, 1985 35)

‘Gen Prem announced in ‘1980 that'1981 would be the Yeur
of Farmers. 0On 1 Septeémber 1980 the government declured'ﬁhe
support price of paddy at 3,500 baht per tonne. (The support -
prlce’annoﬁnced in October 1985 was only 3,000‘buht).‘ The PWO
- was activiated for the first time to accumulate its stocks by
buyxng rice at the supported price. In 1982, the government
- managed to do two hhings to reduoe obstacleq againat the export
of rice: It abandoned the rice reserve requirement, and
significantly reduced the rice premium. In 1981, the total
amount- of prewmium collected WasﬂI,BBZ million bnht. It was
reduced ‘to 802.4 million baht in 1982,  The rate of‘premigm“
charged which drqpped'grudunily’from’thelﬁighest rate of 6,i00
baht per tonne in 1971 to 1,000 baht per tonne in 1975 was
finally reduced to 200 baht per tonne in 1983 and remained ot
this level up to January 1986.

After the big fanfare during 1980-81, enthusiasm to
vhelp farmerse soon died down. Part of the explanation lied oi
the defeat of the CPT, not as & direct result of the implementa_
tion of the Order of 66/23 but as a result of "the increase in

the intengity of the Indochira conflict. It cen however be

[
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" sell paddy direct to Rurope for milling there, in his desperate '

said that in general there has been an improvement in the status
‘of rice farmers sinoce Uen Preh took office in 1980, though not
~all the oredit should go to the government. The gradual
~“d§terioration in the export prices of rice after 1981 wos also
a contributive factor. The export prioé of rice had dropped lrom
6,969 baht per tonne in 1980 to 5,616 babt per tonune in 1984.
;‘Ovebnll.'despite the 1986/86 rice c¢risis, Gen Prem has been'quite
‘effective in executing his polic& to help farmers. Part of Lhe
.problem before and during the crisls stemmed from the Social
“"Actlon Party, a partner in the coalition QQVernment.

In 1984, Mr. Kosdl Krairerk, Minister of Commerce ol the
tSocigl Action Party, reiutroduéed the quota éystcm used only in‘
'w1974ﬁwhen the Qoild price of rice wag the highest (9,500 baht ¢

~5per tonne). He took this action when his plan in late 1983 to
“attempt to 1lift the price of padd&, was vehemently protested by
jvarioué zroubs{ especially rioe_millefst who feared that it would

" . have ;auaed a great harm to the cbﬁntry’s rice industry as a whole.

The reintroduction of the quota-sysﬁém was done while the price

of rice was at the record low at 5,616 baht per tonne. On top of

that'th; stock réquiremehﬁ wag similarly reintroduced as a basis

for the allocation éf exportﬁduota. These two méhéuréa would have

had the effect of dépre891n§>the domestlo pfléeROY_rice because
of the {norensinx monbpoliétic powér of rice exporfefé. Thia in
turn would have created excessive profits in the form of "economic
rent" to exporters, and wouid have given rise to favoured treatment

and irregular praetioe‘bY'govérnment officials. Beoause of the

"rapid decrease in the price of rice, the government decided Lo cut
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the export duty for the first time from 5 per cent to 2.5 per cent
and completely abolished it in September 1985. The reserve
requirement ratio has ceased since 1983. But these burriers had
not been abollshed without a orisis which deserves some delailed

-gtudy to show its political implications.

IX. The 1985-86 Rice Crisis: A Case Study

Reassured of his power after the second abortive coup
aguinst_his government on 9 Septgmbér 1?85, Prime Ministep Prem
left for a twofweekvﬁour‘of the United Stétes and Europe on 24
Septemper 1985. 1In the Cabinet megtigg a day éarlier. Geh Prem
apa%gned‘his‘deputy, Mr. Bhiohai R&t@akul,;a leader of Lhe
Demoorqt Pgrty, a partner 1n‘the coaliﬁion government, to prepare
all the necessary solutions for the annualvpaddy and rice problemé.
The Prime Minister told Mr. Bhichai that he would come back to
decide on the issues involved which he hoped would be bf purely
"economic nagure“. At that time a new rice crisis was olready
’breying.‘ Rice exporters had called on the government to reduce
gquft taxes foryiice and.if possible, also to abolish premiums
fq# gertgin grades of rice, the qubtg‘system aua the stock
réquirement. They were cailing,.ip short. for a free rice trade.
The rice committee of the Board of Trade of Thailand met a£ the
Rice Exporters Association on 18vSeptember 1985 and resolved to
propose to the governﬁentfa Rice Price Maintenauce Committee
chaired by_Commerce Minister Kosol’to nbolish 411 burriers'to
rice export trade. On the same day, mr. Kosol declaggd he wﬁs
all against the abolition of\therontroveréialurice premiums and

stock requirement. The conflict began to emerge into a clear
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pattern.l‘ The .23 September 1985 Cabinet meeting agreed Lo scrap
only the export tax-of 2.5 per cent levied by the Custows .
Department. But the rice premium and the stock requirement would
remain.

On the othgr fronts, the central committee ol farmer
groups from eight provinces convened in Suphanburi Provincc. the
stronghold of the Opposition Chart Thai Party. The meeling vojced
lts concern over the plunge.in the prices of dry-season (uu prang) ,
.paddy which were then as low as 1,800 - 1,900 baht per kwien,
The.price,of the wet-geason (na pl) paddy also dr&pped from 3,300
baht per kwien to 3,000 baht. The farmer groups decided to appeal
to the government to find urgentjmnasurcﬁ‘to help them. AL the ot
same time academics who were following th; rice situntions clugely
urgéd the government to abolish rice export taxes, rice premiuws ..
and rigce stook system to reduce the exporting cost which they sald.
was respongsible for the depressed pricg of paddy. Somg;NRs from.
the‘SooiallAction Party also denounced the Commerce Ministry's
rice stock system as o failure. - o - )

The height of the conflict came when 11 Cabinet Ministers
belonging to the Social Action Party met at the residence of.party
leddér, ﬁ.R. Kukrit Pramoj; on 1 October 1985 and adopted a
reaolﬁtion calling 'for the government to guarantee the floor price
of paddy for the 1986/86 pianting season. New paddy crops werec.
due to;pé harvested in Nogember,1985.~ The SQP,Ministegs threatened
to pull out from the coalition if their call was ignored. Other
. SAP MPs later Joined the move. But opposition to SAP's proposal
came immedintely from the Chart Thai Party which condemned the

move as politicully motivated to gain popularity among farwers.
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Other Ministers not affiliated with parties also voiced their
disagreement. They said the price guarantee policy did not work
in the pdst'and the government’did‘not have enough moncy~nor*
adequate administrative machinery to implement the policy.

Things moved quickly. Prime Minister Prem was kept
constantly monitored of SAP ﬁovements. Meanwhile, Dr. Virabhongse
anqnhurn,'a'close”econdmio adviser to the Prime Minlster cumé out
strougly against the price guarantee, arguing that in the pust
very few farmérs had gained from the scheme. The major groups
who had benefitted were influential riée‘miliers and exporters.
Besides, he said the country would incur huge debts from having
to borrow the money for thé purpodse. ’

| Meanwhile, Commerce Minister Kosol decldred his Soecial
Actlion Party was serious‘in pursuing the paddy price guaranteec
policy, arguing: “The government has to shoulder the loss in
order to help farmers.” (Matichon, 8 January 1986: 2). But he
_insisted that he opposed any attempt to abolish the rice premium
and stock requirement because their abolition would bring
dfsﬁsérdds résults. "Somebody else will have to db it, not me,"
hé sdid:k (Matichon, 8 Jdnuafy 1986: 2). Anxiously, Prime'
Minister Premféalled‘from:LOndon'fo'ask Mr. Narong Wongwan)
Minister of Agricdlture,aﬁd Cooperativéé about the pending move
to guarantee ihe_floob price of paddy. A group of anbout 30 SAP
MPs then met with representntives of thé rice mills associations
who agreed £o‘buy'a kwieh of‘paddy at 3,300 baht on conditions
that they receive low interest loans from the government.

' By the time Gen Prem returned from his trip on 10 October



1986 the Social Action Pafty had already settled on a package of
meagures to implement its new 1rice policy. - These meaéures were
taken up for discussion by the Council of Economic Ministers on
14 October 1985. The meeting, chaired by Gen Prem, was a healed
one, lasting for more than five hours, but there wns no soliation.
A task force was set up to study further details of SAF pruwésalaf
On the next day Mr. Kosol denounced Dr.. Virabhongse who strougly
opposed ﬁr. Kosol in the meeting. Joﬁher SAP MPs: urged Primoc
~Minister Prem to dismiss his economic .adviser. The 8Sociol Action
Party oconvened another meeting of its Cabinet Ministers to map out .
the next moves.

On 17 October 1985 the Committee on Rice Pollcy lour the .
‘ 1985(86 plantihg season met at the Ministry of Commerce for eight:
hours and agreed to settle for a 3,000 baht per kwlen guarunkee
prioce for pﬁddy (5% grade), and to enforce the measure with two: -
legislations, the Aot of Commodity Prices Control and Anti-
Monopoly and the Ricé Trade Act. .The rice mills which agreed to
Join ﬁhe scheme and received 1ow+interest’loans.oou1d~face«Jail,
terms and fines if they refused to Buy paddy froﬁ fuﬁmers at. the
guarantee price. The millers would receive loans at 9 per cent
“rate inétead of éhe ordinary 15.6 per cent frqm commercial banks
to.buy paddy. Rice premiums and rice stock requirement would be
ﬁuintained.

. The Chart.Thail Party which had been aglitatiug Coavmers

and had tékgn pthér moves also proposed its own measures to solve
ihe prlcejprohlems to Prime Minister Prem. A group of economists

" from Thammasat University lssued a declaration denocuncing the price

guarantee scheme and oallind for the abolition of rice premiums and

63



rice stocks.

Minister Kosol won the first round of the fight when the
’Econumic Ministers on 21 October 1985 approved his prioe-liftiug"
measure, to be put into force on | December 1986 with most of tLhe
money for the purposge to comevfrom the Férmers Aid Fund. Abouﬁ 3
million tonnes ofkpaddy were expected to be sold by farmers at the
guarantee price of 3,000 baht per kwien (6% grade). Thisg price
still did not satisfy most of the SAP MPs who told M. Kosol they
wanted it- to be;3,360 baht per kwien. - Farwer groups olso expressed
their disgatisfaction with the‘newlyrseﬁ price.

The situation was‘heading'for the final stage of the
crisis when theizuarantee price failed after a few days of
implcwentation. On 9 December 1985 afgrodp of about 1,500 farmers
from Suphanburi, Chainat, Angtﬁong. Singbur1~gathered in Si Prachan
District of Suphanburil, to protest against the low price of paddy.
They complained that rice mllls wefe trying to depress paddy
price further. At the same time, rice millé in many proviuces in
the Northeast postponed thelr decisions to Join the rice price
‘guarantee schqm; on the grounds that commercial banks refused to
'zive‘them loan credits. Farmers agitated more. A group of them
from,Chacheongsab’Provinee met with Mr. Kosol to complain about
the: failure of the scheme. Prime Minister Prem ordered all
government agencieg concerned to coordinate their operations in
implementing thevscheme, buf he refused to méet farmer representa-
tives who deﬁaﬁded to see him. On 20 December 1985 Minister Kosol
started to complain that hls scheme did wnot get the cooperation
from the Bank of Thailand, commgroial bunks.‘aﬁd particulariy from

the Miniétry of Agrioulture and Cooperatives.
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{s S On 24 December 1985 ‘the Chart Thai Party annnounced it
would call on the Prime Minister to sack Mr. Kosol for the failure
xo£~his policy. The party alleged there was corruptionliuvulviug
wcbnmerci§l banks which Jjoined the price guarantee scheme.

) Towards the enq-of 1985 and in early January>1986vfarmer
 §§§upa began to move. On 29 December 1985 about 1,000 of them in
féalphaéngphet gathered to discuss the low price of paddy.. On 2.
:Jaauary 1986, 70 farmer-repfesentatives from Phitsanulok, Chainat,
w:mwt.&u'nm, 8ingburi and Suphanburi met at the home of Mr. Praput

 'ﬁot1suthon, a Chart Thai. MP from Suphanburi, and voted to "march"
iihrnbr'zroups down to Bangkok on 6 January 1986. . Their target.uis
fhe Ministry of Commerce. Meanwhile, ‘some rice mills started to

,“;ttack the Ministry and rice exporters for buying milled:rice from

rm%henzat lower prices, andvthreatened to withdraw from the scheme§

sQ%i;?‘ Qn 6 January 1986. about 3,000 farmers massed at the Roysl
kPlnau near the. vaernment chse. A twist to the eveunt was that.a

‘;group of plneapple -growers from Phetchaburi suddenly came to join
Lwlth many truckloads of ripe pineapples which thev scattered all

e

,sovarxbhe,area around the Govegnment House. The pineappla growers
asaet , N g

' bénemullezed,to'oome to thwart Chart Thai’ssattempt to discredit

Prﬁ;e Einister Prem. fThe man behind them was. said to be €ol.
'*Phal Roencprasertvit MP from Uthai Thani who owned a pincapple
¥ ;Z*z'«"-,

: cunninz factory in Phetchaburi.

Favey

ke --Although the-farners'~protest in front of Government House
_%%ﬁi;ovcn -in a few.days, the discontent of farmers had gpread., Bath
: S;igera and rice millers blamed the government for fulling Lo-
”:gg?gaﬁgpt_the measures.\_Prioe of paddy fell to 2,300-2,400 baht

_P@&ékwienflﬁx grade) in some areas. There was n call for o Cablinct
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reshuffle., Minister Kosol "drew a deadline” for himself. He said
'{f~he:could not boost the price of paddy by 15 January laaﬁ.he
would step down. And on 13 January 1986 he'ﬁenderéd his resigna-
tion to be'effectivg on 16 January. In a elght - page sLatement
he issued, Mr. Kosol said,politioa;partly oon;ributed,to the
failure of his rice poliecy, but he insisted that the future would
prove his policy to keep rioce prémiuma and rice . stocks correct,
-1In- an interview later on, Mr. Kosol said he wanted Lo remind any
future Commerce Minister that "The,atorm:bf‘rioeulsrmore dramatic
fhnn martiél-art chineae*movies. Anyone who is stupid will be
dead. I was:stupid so 1 waa:dea&." {Nanew Na, ¢1 January 1986:16)
- The Cabinet reshuffle which finally came affected ohly
“the 8oocial Action Party. '‘Mr. Kosol was replaced by Mr. Surat
. Osathanukroh, a~former Deputy Interior Minister. The new Commerce
‘Minister immediately dismantled Mr. Kosol?’s measures. He abolished
the paddy price-~lifting programme, rescinded the enforcement of
the two laws which caused rice millers to be reluctant to join
the scheme.: They now ‘had the ohoio§ to join or not to join in
éuhevmcupplementaf&vmeasures'to.helpﬂfarmeﬁsl'ﬁAlao abolished were
the-exp&rt quota system, the colleotion of premiums . of medium and
low sva&e rioé,£1.e., those :lower than 10 per cent. He relaxed
the :steckholding requirement from 2,000 tonnes to less than that.
amount, but fdur groups of rice exporters who had the privglegés
;o‘sell in uoveigment-apecified rice markets were still required
to stock altogether 80,900 tonnes of rice at all time. Mr. Surat
soid his measures were tantamount to setting the rice trade free,
There were some problems of adjustments at the bugiuning

of this political change. Farmers still complained of low_paddy
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price. Rice millers who Joined Mr. Kosol's scheme protested at
their losses. But by all indications the rice crisis for 1985/86

season was over, . ; }

X. Rice Situation in the 1986/87 Season .

The Fifth Prem Government faced a less severe rice
éituation. Soon after its installation in August 1986, it adopted
a number of measures which‘succeeded in depoliticizing the issue
‘of paddy andj;ice prices. Luck also played a paft.

' The government appointed a national-level body called
the Rice Polidies and Measures Committee chaired by an honest
.Deputy Prime Minister, Admiral Sondhi Boonyachai, who once was
1affiliated with the‘Praéhakorn Thai Party. Admiral Sondhi, now
'a neutral party, has Ofﬁen’been oriticized for his lack of'knﬁﬁlédgei
of thé economics of rice, but he haé'managed to keep party politiecs

out of the rice issue. e g

s

The Rice Policies and Measures Committee has been made
& sole 6r§gnizatioﬁ‘to supervise the works of varibuS government
agencies charged with the responsibilities to tackle different
aspeots of the rice economy--from production to export. ‘
Admiral Sondhi has successfully resisted attempts by
political parties and bresgufe groups who tried to force the
government to deolare a support price or térzet'price foﬁ paddy
bbying.f The fact that ﬁhe highly corfUpt and unprqfituble Public
Wnrehoﬁﬁe Organization undef'thé'uinistry of Commerce and the
Morketing Organization for Farmers under the Ministry of Agricul-
ture and Cooperat;vea had been kept out of thé new pollicy set-up

‘has made the government become less a target of attack. Also the
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low production of paddy for the 1986/87 planting season due to
drought'whlch has brought down the crop yields by nearly two
million tonnes, has also helped to shore up the prices of paddy
and rice.

Among the measures iﬁtréduoéd by the.governmeht-to Lifrt
‘up the price of paddy, th¢ most successful was the paddy pledging
scheme introduced by the Bank for Agriculture and Agrxcultural
Cooperatives (BAAC), which‘works this way: Provided with a 5,000
million baht loan credit fromkthe Bank of Thgiland at a 1 per cent
interesat rate to launch the scheme, the BAAC loaned out the money
to paddy farmers at a rate of 3 per cent per annum for a perlod
of six months, froh January-June 1987. The loans given would be
up ﬁo 80 per cent of the going market value of paddy crop which
were pledgedléb the bank as collateral. This scheme was aimed at
.helping farmers to slow down the sale of paddy’in the early period
of the harvest gseason when priceé would be low. The farmers would
keep the pledged or mortgaged‘paddy at their own barns.vthus saving
the transportation cost. When the prices of paddy later 1mproved,
,they could ask for the bank’s permission to sell it and repay the
loans.

Prices of paddy as a result have improved and sustaincd
to the satisfaction of farmers who had some cash to spend while
waiting for the right time to sell their paddy. Prices of varlous
grades of rice, even glutinous rice, have risen higher than the
previous~1986/86 seagon. For éxample, 5 per ognt grade paddy has
been gold at the ;vernze 2,500-3,000 baht per tonne. Attempts by
the Ministry of Commerce to expedite the shipments of lafge

quantities of export rice and to buy rice into stocks, have also
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helped keep the price of rice high. As of the end of March 1987,
rice price has becoine no serious political issue, only occaslionally
raised by some critics who wanted to see farmers get a better deal,
though they have been fﬁlly aware of the strong couwpetition from
‘the American'rice in the world market which prevents Thailand to
increase its export price of fice.

Low production of rice in such major exporting countrvies
‘as Burma and Pakistan have} in addition, helped Thél rice Lo
oompete'relatively favourably in the world.

| There is however an increasing awareness especially among
farmers, that rice growing has become nz longer profitable and
they haye been engoﬁraged to grow other cash crops or to turn to
dairy farming, for example, to supplemént their income, if not to .
totally substitute ﬁor rice farming.

The prioe«af'rioé will ooﬁtinue to be a political issue,.;
but itsvsignificance will greatly diminish since the obstacles to
rice exports are now reduoéd to only a very few unimportant ones,
Reintrbduotion of severe measures cannot be done easily uunder an
elected regime. Other factors will bontributg,to,the decreuase ln -
the importance of the politics of rice including the gradual

decline in its ranking in the export list of the country..

.o

. XI. Conclusions: Development Consequences of the gggg'gojigx¢

/ The bresént uneven development pattern of the Thai cconomy
indicnteé:the failﬁrekof brevidus deVélopmeﬁf pians. Unfortﬁndtel§.
the Thai gé@é;nment tends to‘exﬁlaingﬁhis failuré in terms of the
.unéven allocutibn of resourceé in its development effortn. A Bhawl

in Diagram I, the plan to‘sﬁppress the domestic price of rive isa
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fully consistent with the development plaﬁs‘suggeatea to thé Thai
government‘py the United States as phrtfof the total package to
stop the rising in the popularity of the socialist ideology in the
1950s when‘the cold war between the East and the West was as its
highest intensity. Modernization theories of development were
pregented as the alternative to socialiam. However, without' Lhe
policy to suppress the domestio‘price\of rice, the result could
hnve.turned out differently. -

It has been shown time and again that evelry time Lhe
domestic price of rioce éﬁs gone ﬁp due to the good export price,
there will be a temporary boom in.the rural sector of the national
economy. The expansion of the rural economy in turn helps to
stimulate urban activites especially manufacturing industries and
services. In ecénomic terms, the size of a multiplier will be
larger than if otherwise.' This is because income from the good
price of rice will flow throughout the whole economy. In the case
of suppressed domestic price of rice, a smaller am@unt of money
is left to rice farmers, and less economic activities wili be
! ieﬁérated 1ﬁ‘the Qrban'sector.‘ Thus, any coﬁstraint imposed on
the -export of rice to suppress domestié price of rice will promote
unbalanced growtﬁ. At the same time this measure will also serve
as a barrier againat the overall érowth of the whole economy.,

From 194784, the government has collected 62,647 million
baht, at the 1976 price, of premium and export duty from rice
farmers. (See Appendix I). Of course this figure underestimates
the total monetary value since it excludes the'benefit made by the
Rice Account Unit of the Department of Foreign Trade, Minlstery of

Commerce, from its premium exemption privilege in the U-to-G rice
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trade. 1f this amount is inciuded. the total export tax collection
will not be less than 100,000 million baht at the 1976 price during-
the said period. Qiven the fact that export is normally less than
half of non-rice fa}mer domegtic consumption, the real earnings

made by rice fgrmers during such.a period would not be less tLhan

300 billion baht at‘ihe 1976 price.‘ This figure only reproesents
a low estimate because it-ddga not include other factors that cause
the depréssed domeatio’prioe of rice such as %he regerve ralio
requirement, export quota'and the straightforward ban on rice
vexpoﬁts and thé stock requirement which give rise to the increased

. monopoly power of rice éxporters. This 300 billion baht earnings:

i

lost by rice farmers during the past 38 years are equivalent Lo
the total expenditure on the economic sector from the First - "?véé
National EBconomic Development Plan to the Fifth (1961-86)., This

indicates how large is the magnltude of income lost by rice ! o 5

farmers during the past four deoaﬂes;v'(See Appendix 1I1) ,
| Apaft from the imbalanced growth resulting from the
disoriminatory tax polioy against rice férmera;*otherfoonaequences”
of this polioy are land-intensive use in rice cultivation and: slow
adaptation of modern technology‘espeoialiy in farm mechanization
and the.application of chemical fertilzer (See Appendix-lll).
The two factors have contributed to the rapid disappearance of
forest }ands. "This in turn has caused the rapid disappearance of
thor Jater resources, soil erosion, more frequent drought and
flood‘and rapid depletion in soil nutrients. These factors will
obntribute to the decrease in\fhe vield perlunit of farmland as

a result of the increasing cost of production. The fact Lhat the

domestic price of rice has been suppressed for so long has resulted
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in the slow growth in the Thaivtice supply to the world market.

?Thia factor h;a contributed to the long period of high price of
rice in the world market, which has induced many countries to try
to achieve self-sufficiency in rice production as in the case of
lndonésia, once a major importer of Thal rice, and many others to
producé surplus for export. The cbntemporarykresult'ia quite
disastrous for the Thai farmers and the’'whole Thai economy. Lt
exblaina the situation of the glut of rice in the would, a factor
that has'dr#ven the world grice of rice to a persilstently low
level.‘ At the same time th;~cost.of~rioe production has increa;e@.
Thesepiwo opposing trends have put a gneat‘pressure on the Thai
government to continue to dismantle many rice export barriers
discussed earlier.

Frequent crises of the price of rice in thelpast will
develop int6 an annual crisis in the future still, Without any
’far-aighted policy on this issue by the Thai koyernment, political
debates and'manipulations resplting,from the low price of rice
will continue. It may bg said in conclusion that the degfee of
‘dggqcndcyiinfThailgnd cen simply be measured by the welfare of
rice farmers. So long as the Thai rice .farmers are still in .
constant diffioultiea, there will be no hopé for tfue democracy

in Thailand.
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APPENDIX I

TABLE 1: RICE PREMIUM AND EXPORT DUTY AND PRICE INDEX

!ar‘ Rice Premium Export Duty Total Export Tax Total
{million baht) {million baht) (million baht) Export Tay S
- IPrice lndex {1976
price).
947 32 - 1.66 20.8 154
(948 166 - 166 23.1 719
i949 340 - 340 26.6 1,328.
1960 180 - 180 28,4 634
1961 | 170 - 170 31.5 A0
1952 365 74 193 39,2 1,247
1953 807 135 942 38,7 2,434;
1954 586 106 691 38.8 1,781
1955 441 148 689 10.6 1,4515
1956 842 139 963 13.0 3;2495
957 840 193 1,033 6.0 o8]
1958 812 130 942 18.2
i959 756 126 882 46.9 1,922
1960 145 '143 888 45.6 1,947
1961 872 189 1,061 18.0 2,170
1962 753 161 914 51.9 1,761
1963 819 172 991 18.7 2,035
1964 1,238 202 1,440 15.38 3,144
1965 1,192 197 1,389 17.0 2,956
1966 995 ' 182 1,177 63.7 2,192
1967 995 199 1,194 57.8 2,166
1968 1,268 173 1,441 58,9 2,447
1969 1,037 139 1,176 60. 2 1,960
1970 540 121 661 | 60.2 1,092
J
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226

Commerce; Department of the Royal Thail

Custonms,

Ministry of Finance, and the Bank
of Thailand Annual Reports.
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1 144 - 369.- 610
2 158 188 346 63.5 645
3 333 148 | 681 73,4 792
}<» 3,123 651 3,774 91.2 4,138
5 371 500 871 96.0 907
3 6 393 398 100.0 389
7 557 ‘ 459 1,016 107.6 944
8 1,108 524 1,632 116.1 1,106
g 1,472 670 2,142 127.6 1,679
0| 1,459 909 2,368 162.7 1,561
| 1,662 1,286 1,048 1721 1,132
2| . 602 1,088 1,690 181.1 933
3 707 839 1,646 187.9 823
| 390 518 908 189.5 129
o Source: Department of Foreign Trade, Ministry of



APPENPIX Il

TABLE 11 : TOTAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURB AND ITS EYPENDITURE ON ECONOMIC SBCT
ear Total - ‘| Total Bxpendlture Total Governmeunt fToLal novernment
Expenditure - {1976 price) .. Expenditure Expenditure on
(million baht)} (million baht) {in 1975 price) }Economic Sector
v e EHEIFR SR ‘ _ (in 1976 price)
961 7,500 15,341
962 - 8,513 16,980
963 9,616 19,7456
964 10,452 22,821 . e
965 12,4756 26,543 First Plan First Plan
966 14;796 26,622 128,052 32,379
967 16,511 . 28,566 e S
968 19,326 .. 32,812 Seoond Plan Second Plan
969 21,171 . 35,109 : SR
970 24,289 < 40,347 ~
971 . 295168 44,906 181,739, 62,523
973 32,481 . . 44,252 Third :Plan ~ Third Plan,
B74 36’182 ' 39}673 ; S PoolE SRR
9756 46,484 48,421 L L
376 69,420 59,420 237,157 54,546
9717 66,414 61,723 ' , : t
2378 71,908 67,104 Fourth Plan . Fourth Plan
979 . 91,823 71,962
380 121,214 79,380 357,637 82,2517
381 133,323 77,468
182 157,178 86,791 Fifth Plan Fifth Plan
383 166,847 88,796 (First Three Years)|(First Three Years)
284 181,752 96,911 271,498 54,300
Total 276,023
Source : Budget Bureau, Annunl Budgets, Bank of Thailand,
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APPENDIX IIT

4 TABLEIIII - A

'AREA PLANTED OF RICE

PL A

58,971

Year ‘Area Planted { Annual:Average | Overall Aunual.

a (Thousand Rai) | Rate of Growth Average Rate
QUETRETRRE : "~ (per cent) of ‘Growth.

Co (per cent)

1940 23,974 3.7

1950 34,625 0.9

1960 37,909 .2

1970 47,400 2.3

1980 2.2

 Sources : - Department of Rice; from 1940 to 1960 Office

of Agricultural Economiégs, Ministry of
Agriculture, grigulguga Statistics of
Thailand. -

(From the Table above,

L;planted of rice has inoreased over time.
is not at the reduction in area planted of other major crops.

Table III - B will demonsgtrate such evidence.

it is quite olear that the ﬁreu
However, such increase

Consequently, the

expansion of the area planted of rice must be achieved at the o
reduotion of forest land.) :
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AREA PLANTED OF RICE, MAIZE,

TABLE 111 -~ B

SUGARCANE, CASSAVA

{thousand roil

Crop - Year Rice Maize Sugarcane Cassavn
19656/66. 40,961 3,606 883 - 6317
1966/67 46,454 4,083 778 u1d
1967/68 41,612 4,138 935 880
1968/69 45,173 4,193 1,137 1,066
1969/70 47,400 4,248 739 1,193
1970/71 47,460 5,180 562 1,103
1971/72 47,403 6,368 991 1,384
1 1972/13 45,931 6,231 1,133 2,039
1973/74 52,270 7,172 1,616 2,726
1974/176 19,889 7,749 1,936 3,000
1975/176 55,602 - . 8,200 2,444 2,969
- 1976/71 653,595 - 8,029 3,119 4,387
1977/178 656,444 7,634 3,541 5,893
1978/79 62,485 8,661 . 3,190 7,282
1979/80 58,971 9,629 2,730 5,286

Source :

Pannayotou, T. et.al Food Pollcx Anggvsia

in Thailand,

Bangkok,

1985) Table 6, p.

34'

(Agricultural Development Lounc:l.

(Because increase 1nrrice productioﬁ ia acheived throuéh
expansion of cultivated area and not much through the introduction

of modern production technology,
fertilizer utilization of farmers.)
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TABLE III - C
RATE OF FERTILIZER USE IN SELECTED COUNTRLES

{kg./hectare)

Country 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1971
Peveloped countries | 71.0 82.4 88.1 94.6 | 100.4 91.6
Developing countrie 6.2 8.0 10.0 13.3 16,9 18.8
Japan 310.3 }357.1 389.5 372.6 | 362, 374.9
8outh Korea 166.,1 |184.6 206.3 241.6 | 272.1 350.4
Singapore 171.4 {192.3 250.0 |'250.0 272.1 333.3
West Malaysia 20.3 30.2 31.2 53.9 66,9 103.2
Pllllippines 1009 i 12-8 . 16'-87 240‘1 1900 27-7
Indonesin 4.7 8.2 16.1 13.1 24.6 29.6
Thailand 2.4 5.0 7.4 8.0 {1.6 13.4

’ . S A
Sourge : Panayvotou, T. et. al Food Policy Analysis in

Thailand.

{Observe in Table 1I1I - C that the rate of fertilizer use

(Agricultural Development Courncil;
Bangkok, 1985) Table 20 p. 44.

in Thailand -is the lowest in the ASEAN region. The rate is also

lower than the average rate of developing countries.

yield per rai in Thailand gradually diminished.

yield rer

‘18

Nevertheless,

Consequently,

The incorease In

rai is only a recent phenomenon resulting from the
increased utilization of fertilizer.
record is still lower than the 1906-09 years.

the recent
{8ee Table Il - D),




TABLE 1I1 - D
YIELD PER RAIl

Year g . : » Yield
{tkg./rai)
1906-09 . 295
1914-17 : 264
1921-23 274
1930-33 _ " 236
1940-43 189
1948-60 2038
- 1957-68 208
1963-64 275
1975-76N. s 27b

Source : Phipatseritham. K, "Land Problem and
the Assistance of Thai Farmers in the
Project in Response to the Government
Poliocy: Year of the Farmers," Faculty
of economics, Thammasat University,
Bangkok, February 1979, Table 7.
p. 5-19. ’
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