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“Loyalty to parties won’t figure in this game at all,” a consultant to a number of Lakas-NUCD (the largest party at this time) candidates told Newsbreak. “It’s a question of who has more money and the creativity to utilize that money.”
 More than any election in the past decade, the May 2001 election was determined by how much money candidates had. The election was so violent, so fraud ridden, so badly administered that electoral reform will inevitably be on many groups’ reform agenda in the next few years. 

 
Campaign finance issues lie at the heart of electoral reform in the Philippines. If in the past patron-client ties limiting effective participation by the electorate was the most serious problem corrupting democratic representation, today rapidly growing election campaign expenses is the key problem. Running election campaigns have become so expensive that only rich people or those dependent on rich financiers can run. Qualified, popular candidates without money and without financial backers cannot win. Even when relatively honest people do win, they have to spend so much money to campaign that they invariably become corrupt in order to recover their expenses or to return the favor of financial backers.

Government then gets oriented around cost recovery instead of rational policy and public service. By skewing political representation towards the rich, campaign financing problems reverberate throughout the legislative and bureaucratic processes. “A good deal of the scale and motivation for political corruption arises from the nature of the PA (principal-agent) relationship implied in political contests. Paramount among these are the large amounts of funds required to run for public office itself in the absence of clear and credible guidelines on campaign spending and contributions. Such a circumstance motivates corruption in office either to raise sufficient amounts for future campaigns and contests, or to recoup huge expenditures raised from ones own pockets or by third parties."”(De Dios, Ferrer:2000, 9)

Electoral System
To explain the pattern and pace of growth of campaign expenses, we first have to look at the electoral system, and political parties. This electoral system, and the actual practice of elections have been one of the most important factors shaping political parties. The intensely personalized character of parties derive partly from the fact that individual candidates are elected in a “first past the post” system.  “During elections, it is not so much the political parties that are the real mobilizing organizations but the candidate’s electoral machinery and network of relatives, friends, political associates and allies.” (David, 1994:1) Because at the base of the electoral system, the municipality, the power and status of families are at stake, all means are availed of including cheating and violence to achieve victory. 

Provincial, city and town executives and legislative councils and members of the Lower House of Congress are elected to three year terms, with a  three term limit. Half of the 24 senators, congressmen and local government officials are elected in mid-term elections, but during presidential election years, everyone is elected at the same time. Presidents and Vice Presidents are elected for 6 year terms without reelection. During synchronized elections, more than 17,000 positions are filled. Elections for barangay government, the lowest level of government roughly corresponding to rural villages and urban neighborhoods are held separately.

The system has been  “first past the post”, whoever wins the most number of votes, wins. Except for a short period in the 1950s when “block voting” (specifying only the party) was allowed, voting in the Philippines has required writing down the names of individual candidates. This has created problems especially during synchronized elections when voters have to write down anywhere from 32 to 44 names on the ballot. Another set of  problems occur as a result of the long period required for counting votes. Votes are counted by hand at the precinct level, then precinct returns at the municipal level, municipal returns at the provincial level, and only then added up at the COMELEC in Manila, a process that can take over a month.  

Elections are supervised by the Commission on Elections (COMELEC), a constitutionally mandated, independent body. The COMELEC was first created in 1941 as one of the amendments to 1935 constitution approved at that time. Although it is supposed to be an independent body, the COMELEC is invariably accused of being pro-administration in nearly every election. In the 2001 elections, when the COMELEC was divided between three members newly appointed by Pres. Arroyo and four holdover Estrada appointees, administration of the election was stymied by frequent disagreements.  

Although elections were held during the Spanish colonial period and during the short period of revolutionary government at the turn of the nineteenth century, the experience of elections most relevant to the current situation trace back to the American  period starting in 1900. The elections in 1900 for municipal officials was limited to those towns already pacified by the occupation army. Elections were by viva voce. Although broader than elections during the Spanish period which were limited to former officials, the right to suffrage was, at this time, confined to a very small, elite segment of the population.


Over the course of the next decades, the electorate expanded. Property requirements were lifted; the age limit was lowered first to 21 in 1935, then in the 1970s to 18;  reading and writing English or Spanish was replaced with simple literacy liberally interpreted to mean ability to write one’s name and that of candidates; then in 1937, women were given the right to suffrage. The number of registered voters rose steadily from 123,294 in 1905, to 1.6 million in 1935 to 32 million in 1992, to 36 million by 2001.


NUMBER OF ACTUAL AND REGISTERED VOTERS    

 AND TURN OUT RATES, 1905 -1992

	Election

Year
	Number of

Actual Voters
	Number of Registered Voters
	Turnout 

Rate, %

	19051 
	110,928
	123,294
	89.9

	19062 
	114,391
	162,323
	70.5

	1907 3 
	98,251
	104,966
	93.6

	1916
	520,000
	702,700
	89.6

	19193 
	672,122
	717,298
	94

	19354 
	1,021,445
	1,600,000
	63.8

	1951
	4,391,109
	4,754,307
	92.4

	1953
	4,326.706
	5,603,231
	77.2

	1957
	5,108,112
	6,763,897
	75.5

	1959
	6,393,724
	7,822,472
	81.7

	1963
	7,712,019
	9,691,621
	79.6

	1965
	7,610,051
	9,962,345
	76.3

	1969
	8,202,793
	10,300,898
	79.6

	 19785 
	18,356,849
	24,464,203
	75.04

	 19876 
	22,739,995
	26,569,539
	85.5

	1992
	24M
	32M
	75


Source: Carlos, Banlaoi  Elections in the  Philippines,  p.16,17,20,34

1Municipal    2Provincial   3Philippine Assembly   4Presidential   5IBP   6Congress 

Campaigning in a larger and larger electorate is one of the factors behind the increase in campaign expenses. Equally important, the growth in the size of the electorate was accompanied by changes in the character of elections itself. These changes in the character of elections provide a useful way to conceptualize changes in the nature of Philippine political parties. The increase in the size of the electorate, combined with urbanization and extensive radio and TV use has changed the way election campaigns are organized and therefore also the character of political parties. 

Elections during the Spanish period provide a kind of “pre-history” of Philippine political parties. There was no need to organize parties because elections were no more than discussions among officials, incumbents and former officials. Elections in the early American period did not significantly expand the electorate in quantitative terms. But while the expansion may not seem like much from a contemporary vantage point, by expanding elections outside of the circle of officials, the Americans brought other sections of the elite into the circle of governance and began the process of shaping the elite into an instrument of local rule. Political parties were formed at this time, but electoral campaigning was mainly a matter of organizing elite factions.

 
Where elections during the Spanish and early American colonial periods were limited to the elite, once the electorate broke elite boundaries, elites now had to convince non-elites to vote for them. At first, patron-client ties and deeply embedded traditions of  social deference were sufficient. The organizational requirements of electoral campaigning remained simple. This allowed elites to concentrate on the task of building factional coalitions in ascending order of complexity as elections moved from municipal, to provincial, to the national level.


This process was facilitated by the fact that differentiation in the elite at this time was not very complex. Most of the elite were landowners so differentiation focused on geographic representation and whether they were exporters of agricultural products or not. Combined with Quezon’s organizational skills, this was a major reason for the dominance of the Nacionalista Party. This sociological situation changed radically after the second World War.


The Japanese occupation from 1941 to 1945 weakened the Philippine elite by disrupting the colonial economy. Landlord control over their tenants and farm workers was attenuated because landlords moved out of the countryside and their collaboration with the Japanese occupation army impaired their moral hold on the peasantry . New elite factions, especially guerrilla leaders, moved into this power vacuum. Although the returning Americans facilitated the political exoneration of prewar elites, many guerrilla leaders were able to consolidate their positions through electoral politics.

The more complex differentiation in the elite after World War II complicated the organizational task of political parties. Where factional dynamics could be accommodated within the Nacionalista Party before, a two party system came into place during the first postwar elections in 1946. Nacionalista Party leader Manuel Roxas bolted the party and formed the Liberal Party. Prewar leader Sergio Osmena allied the Nacionalista Party with guerrilla leaders in the Democratic Alliance.


The next stage in the development of political parties was set by the candidacy of guerrilla leader Ramon Magsaysay in the presidential elections of 1953. Where campaigning for national positions in the past had been mostly a matter of negotiations among provincial elites, Magsaysay went directly to the people during his campaign. With the help of the American CIA, Magsaysay formed the Magsaysay for President Movement and traveled extensively throughout the country. In the process, he undercut patron-client ties already weakened during the Japanese occupation.    

The Magsaysay campaign in 1953 generated significant changes in political parties. Where municipal party organizations were relatively simple in prewar years, at this time, elite families began constructing municipal political machines. “The new faction was a machine, an organization devoted primarily to the political support of its leader and the maintenance of its members through the distribution of immediate, concrete, and individual rewards to them. Closely related to these changes was an increase in the importance of provincial and national considerations and a decline in the importance of local considerations in shaping the faction’s character and its actions in all arenas.” (Machado,1974: 525)   

The continuing rapid growth of the electorate, combined with the expansion of mass media in the 1960s amplified the impact of changes brought about by the Magsaysay campaign. National campaigns now had to be organized on the basis of the segmentation of the vote into what can be called the “controled vote” mobilized by local party leaders and the “market vote” which required increasingly elaborate campaigns adding media strategies to Magsaysay-style barnstorming. 


These developments led to significant change in political parties. The vastly increased financial requirements of national campaigns strengthened the national leadership vis-a-vis local party leaders because the amounts required could only be raised from sources at the center, especially in Manila. Since campaign costs for local contests also increased, local candidates became more dependent on national party leaders for their own campaigns. It should be noted, however, that it was individual party leaders who were strengthened, not the party organization which remained minimal. 


Marcos accelerated this process even more. There was a geometric jump in campaign expenses during the 1969 election campaign due mainly to Marcos. In addition, “… the Marcos administration sought to broaden the flow of resources and executive contacts beneath the congressmen and into the municipalities, minimizing its dependence upon the political brokers in the legislative branch who have historically proven to be such a disappointment to incumbent presidents seeking reelection.” (Shantz,1972:148)

The centralizing effect of these moves culminated in Marcos’ declaration of martial law in 1972 when he cut out Congress altogether.

Campaign expenses increased even more after the fall of Marcos in 1986 because the two party system of pre-martial law days was now replaced with a free-wheeling multi-party system. The martial law years eroded the two main parties, the Nacionalista Party and the Liberal Party. Although they remained after 1986, they were mere shadows of their former selves. New parties were created to buttress presidents (LDP/Aquino, Lakas-NUCD/Ramos, LAMMP/Estrada)  or built around candidates to challenge ruling parties during presidential election years.

Campaign Costs

To win Philippine elections, candidates have to spend thrice: once to get nominated, second to garner votes, third to get his votes counted, added to, and those of his opponents subtracted. To gain the support of lower level leaders in support of his/her nomination by the party, then to organize the campaign, candidates have to spend prodigious amounts of money. The higher up the ladder, culminating in the presidential candidate, the more you have to spend. Not just for your own campaign, but to finance those of party mates and other supporters running for lower level positions.

1. Nomination. Candidates for national positions are supposed to be selected by national conventions (NP, LDP, Lakas-NUCD, LP) and by the National Central Committee (NPC).
 For local positions, selection is generally made by local party committees except in the NP whose National Convention also selects local candidates. The PRP president selects all candidates! (Leones, Moraleda, 1996:19) This is the theory. In practice, the party candidate for president and the key national players in the party have the most say in candidate selection down to local candidates.  

“At no stage in the entire chain of command does the convention process serve as anything but a ratifying body. Conventions are the reward for clients. They are boring, expensive, and usually present the party’s most opportunistic, crass and common elements. A convention is to ratify. If the leadership is not united the convention becomes the arena for an expensive struggle.” (Shantz,1972:96) 

One description of an NP convention is very revealing. “The NP convention (in1961) in particular left a public wondering whether it was a convention or a Roman orgy. Some 1200 delegates attended, who, as Teodoro Locsin put it “were bought like cattle, at P500 each or more, excluding what they got in wine, women and song. The congressmen, he said, might have gotten P15,000 each.” They were met, Napoleon Rama wrote, by “NP ladies in kimonos and scantily clad girls.” Time reported the event as well, saying “Happy delegates carousing at the lavish Bayside nightclub had their checks picked up.” (De Quiros, 1992:27)

Considerably later, similar reports dominated the run-up to the 1998 presidential election. After the Lakas-NUCD national caucus in February 1998, there were reports that the Lakas leadership distributed P60 million to delegates – P300,000 for congressmen, P200,000 for governors, and P100,000 for city mayors. This money, called a “mobilization fund” was calculated to boost the chances of then House Speaker Jose De Venecia to be nominated the party’s presidential candidate.
 De Venecia did get the nomination then went on to lose badly to opposition candidate Joseph Estrada. 

Since the 1960s, centralization of the process of candidate selection has increased because of two developments, one, the synchronized national and local elections mandated by the 1987 Constitution, and second, the increasing importance of money in elections. Synchronized elections make local candidates dependent on national candidates and their parties in contrast to the past where local officials, already in place in local elections held earlier, are needed by national candidates in subsequent national elections. Although local candidates still have to have their own campaign resources, the rapidly increasing cost of election campaigns have made national party organizations stronger because they have more access to larger pools of campaign donations.  

2. Organization/Propaganda. Organizing expenses include setting up and staffing party headquarters,  recruitment of people down to the precinct level to put up posters, banners and other propaganda materials; mobile propaganda teams, conduct surveys, and on election day, poll watching. In theory, organizing expenses constitute the bulk of campaign expenses for candidates for municipal/city councilor. Candidates for mayor subsidize candidates for councilor. The subsidy ladder ascends all the way to the candidate for president. 

Campaign costs have risen steeply. One national survey, for example, costs from P3 to P4 million.
 Since several surveys have to be done in the course of the campaign, this bill can become gargantuan. Transportation is very expensive given that national candidates have to move around a lot. A helicopter rents for P10,000 an hour, a light plane P20,000. “The provincial sorties alone could be very expensive. Depending on the readiness to spend  of the candidate doing the early barnstorming, he or she could end up spending P500,000 in one weekend sortie alone. This would include transport and lodging for the advance party, underwriting the expenses for meetings of the local political leaders, making donations to town fiestas, and ‘wining and dining’ the local press.” 
 

With the recent repeal of the law banning political advertising in the media, this part of the cost of campaigns has suddenly shot up. A 30 second spot on national TV cost P90,000 back in 1998. A full page ad in a national broadsheet cost from P120,000 to P150,000. Public relations outfits which organize these campaigns can cost anywhere from P1 million to P2 million a month. Paid campaign advertising has been added to payments made to media executives and individual journalists to secure good copy. 

“It is the imagery of the urban-based national media which fuels a national campaign. Rural leaders frequently try to anticipate the direction of change in order to be associated with leaders who have strong images as national candidates…Many national politicians pay vast sums of money to representatives of the mass media for a good image, not to win votes but to bandwagon sub-elites concerned about their future successes.”(Shantz,1972: 97) 

3. Cheating. Apart from ‘legitimate’ organizational and propaganda expenses, it is cheating which pushes up campaign costs. Cheating is a well-developed art in Philippine elections. Local politicians are adept at manipulating the process from beginning to end. Cheating begins during the registration process when politicians work to remove supporters of competitors and pad the voters list with “flying voters” (those who vote more than once in several precincts). 

During the campaign, “guns, goons, and gold” are used extensively to intimidate competitors’ supporters, and to literally buy support. Buying votes can mean buying the support of politicians who can guarantee a certain number of votes to buying individual votes. At the precinct level where there are on average only roughly 200 voters, it is relatively easy to see who voted for whom. Politicians have also developed more foolproof methods for checking such as the lansadera where the first ‘bought’ voter takes out his/her ballot which is then used by the second voter and so on until the last ‘bought’ voter.

 Cheating does not end at the time of the actual election. Election return canvassers, often public school teachers, are bribed to manipulate the results. If cheating before and during the election is “retail” cheating, at the municipal and provincial counting stage it is “wholesale” cheating which occurs. In the 1995 senatorial elections, a sophisticated nationwide network for dagdag-bawas (adding-subtracting) resulted in the election of reportedly as many as three senators who would not have won otherwise. 

One of those edged out of the winning slate, former Senator Aquilino Pimentel, filed a protest with the COMELEC. Based on a recount of only 15 percent of the precincts identified by Pimentel as those where dagdag-bawas occurred, at least two of the winning senators should have been removed. But because the recount process took forever, the COMELEC did not push the issue further. (Interview with  Aquilino Pimentel, February 19, 1998)
 Pimentel ran again and won in the 1998 senatorial election.

There has been no systematic study of actual costs, among other things because

candidates do not want to make it easy for their rivals to pin them down for violations even if everyone makes the same violations. There is a lot of material in the media, however, that provide indicative figures. It is clear from media reports that campaign expenditures have been rising steeply. 

“In the eight year interval between the election of Magsaysay [in 1953] and the

victory of Macapagal in 1961, presidential campaign expenditures rose more than tenfold. at an increasing rate.” Senatorial campaign expenses rose nearly as fast, but for the House only sixfold. (Wurfel, 1988:100) Some estimate total expenditures in the 1961 elections at 13 percent of the national government budget. By 1969, estimates rose to as high as a quarter of national budget. (De Quiros,1992:28-29)

In the 1992 presidential elections, candidates were allowed to spend P10 per

voter. With  32,144,330 registered voters, each presidential candidate was allowed to spend a total of P321 million (US$1-28). As high as this amount is, most analysts say candidates spent more, in the area of  P1B per candidate. Fulfilling COMELEC requirements, after the election Ramos reported that he spent P118 million and his party, Lakas another  P98,981,281. Kilosbayan, a citizens movement headed by former senator Jovito Salonga later accused the Aquino government of spending P400 million in government funds to support Ramos’ candidacy. (David, 1994: 12-14) 


The 2001 elections illustrate the dimensions of the problem. “This is how negotiations are done: [political operators] Claudio or Puno, or their trusted lieutenants, talk to a politician perceived to be influential in a district. If the district leader estimates that votes he can command compose 70% of 500,000 votes in the district, he asks, “How much of that can you pay for?” The negotiator will buy either all of the 70% or just a portion of it; the remaining “controlled votes” the district leader can sell to other interested parties or individual candidates...At this stage of the campaign, operators from both camps say the buying rate for controlled votes is  P20 per vote per candidate. This means that if either camp wants the hypothetical 70% controlled votes for its 13 senatorial candidates, it will have to spend P260 for every vote for the entire slate, or P91 million in one district alone. There are 204 congressional districts nationwide.”
 


In 2001, the director of the research institute of the Liberal Party, one of the oldest parties, estimated that it cost between P25 to P50 million to run and win a seat in the Lower House of Congress. The variation depends on the size of the district where the number of voters can range from 10,000 to 200,000 and the intensity of the competition. A congressman’s salary is P35,000 a month, some P432,000 a year. Including perks and allowances, the sum allocated to each congressman in three years, the term of office, totals nearly P8 million. Even at the lower end of the expenditure scale, the congressman is still short P17 million, a major incentive to corruption.
 


While information is anecdotal, it is clear that campaign expenditures have risen to ridiculous dimensions. For the 2000 mid-term election in the United States, 108 candidates ran for 34 Senate seats, and spent nearly US$299 million, a 53 percent increase since the last election. For the 2001 Philippine Senate election, 67 candidates contested 13 Senate seats. Even if these candidates spent only what they are legally allowed to spend, they would still have spent US$192,808,000 million, only a hundred million less than in the US where there are less candidates contesting fewer seats.
                                                     

The party itself has historically not been a major source of electoral funds. “In the Philippines, what is financed are not so much political parties, but individual candidacies. Political parties, as a rule, do not undertake sustained party-building activities for which they require regular funds. For, they have no meaningful organizational presence outside of elections. And indeed, within the present system of Philippine politics, they do not need to have one.” (David, 1994:1) Every candidate must raise his own funds – from his family, friends, business associates, and from political allies. 

As campaign expenses have increased exponentially, national party organizations have taken on the task of raising money in Manila and distributing it to local candidates. These national party funds cover only part of the campaign expenses of local candidates. This has not meant that parties have been strengthened as organizations. Except for the period before the 1998 elections when key cabinet members were given fundraising tasks by then Pres. Ramos, individual leaders are the main fundraisers or direct sources of funds. In the 2001 elections, for example, reelected House Speaker Jose De Venecia, and businessman Eduardo Cojuangco were the main sources of funds for local candidates.

The ruling party has a distinct advantage in campaign fund raising. “They can tap government resources – financial, human, institutional…The party in power, despite the many legal prohibitions, uses the government machinery and resources to help their anointed candidates. Senator Ernesto Maceda, a veteran political campaign manager, has warned that in the 1998 elections, the administration will need P5 to P10 billion (US$125 million to US$250 million) to finance its campaign for national and local candidates. A lot of the money, he said, will come from government funds.” (De Castro, 1998: 1) In addition to government funds, the ruling party is also better placed to secure contributions from business sources because of the party’s control over government contracts, licenses and other favors. 

There are two categories of funding sources during elections, what is 

called “legitimate” money and “grey” money. “Legitimate money” comes from businesses, especially from Chinese businessmen who “are more politically vulnerable and more prone to use cash to buy certain favors and business advantages.” (David, 1994) While corporate contributors, among others from the Makati Business Club are known sources, campaign operators say that Chinese businessmen contribute more and make less demands. 

“Grey” money comes from the operators of illegal economic activities, gambling, smuggling, prostitution and drugs. While “grey” money is generally more important in local contests, there are reports that the larger operators of illegal gambling and drug syndicates have also contributed to national campaigns. There have also been reports of politicians working with criminal gangs who in exchange for protection from police engage in kidnapping and bank robberies during election campaigns.
 


Big contributors calibrate their contributions based on their assessment of  a candidates chances. Six months or more before an election when candidates start asking, businessmen will make small contributions to a number of candidates for the same position. Closer to the election, recipients will be narrowed down to those with the biggest chances for victory and in cases where there’s a clear favorite, only to one. Because of this pattern of contributions, leading candidates will incur debts to get to the homestretch when they expect more contributions to come in. 

“Politicians clans invest a good part of the family fortune to back the candidacy of a kinsman. Their continued presence in the political scene is a source of social  and economic leverage for the entire clan. On the other hand, businessmen and corporate groups  have no choice but to place bets on the candidates with the greatest chances of winning. Business in a rent-seeking economy flourishes not so much because of a managerial advantages but mainly  because of the exploitation of political advantage. Giving contributions to likely  winners is part and parcel of running a business in a country like the Philippines. (David,1994)

Regulation and Reform

Laws on financial contributions refer specifically to elections. They are silent on

contributions to political parties not related directly to elections. The relevant law on elections is Republic Act 7166 passed in 1991. Parts of this law were amended in RA9006 passed in July 2000. COMELEC resolutions 3636 and 4170 promulgated just before the May 2001 provide implementing rules and regulations. These laws are so strict that if they were observed, candidates would have to self-finance campaigns. Contributions from the following are explicitly banned by the COMELEC:

1. Public or private financial institutions. (This includes contributions from all banks, though legitimate loans are allowed.)

2. Operators of public utilities or holders of licenses to exploit the nation’s  natural resources. ( This would include all mining, logging, and  deep-sea fishing companies, and operators of public utilities like electric companies and transport enterprises.)

3. Suppliers or contractors of goods and services to the government. (This would 

cover  virtually  all the big construction companies engaged in infrastructure construction or contractual supplies to the government.)

4. Recipients of franchises, incentives, exemptions, allocations, concessions or similar privileges by the government. ( This would cover virtually all the big ones, all radio and television companies insofar as they need a franchise to use the air waves, and all beneficiaries of tax exemptions and other forms of incentives.)

5. Beneficiaries of loan or other forms of accommodations by the government in     excess of P100,000.


6. Educational institutions which have received public funds in excess of

            P100,000.

7.  Government officials and employees, and members of the Armed Forces of the Philippines. ( This covers practically everybody working in government.)

8. Foreigners and foreign corporations. ( This will also cover all Filipinos living overseas who have acquired foreign citizenship) “It shall be unlawful for any person, including a political party or public or private entity to solicit or  receive, directly or indirectly,  any aid or  contributions of whatever form or nature from influencing the results of the election.”  ( Sec 96, Omnibus Election Code).

Candidates for president and vice president can spend P10 per registered voter. 

Their parties can spend a counterpart fund of P5 per voter. With 35 million voters, the presidential candidate and his party can spend P525 million (roughly US$10 million at 2001 exchange rates). Other candidates are allowed to spend only P3 per voter. Thus senatorial candidates who run on a national level are allowed to spend P105 million. Independent candidates are allowed to spend more since candidates’ parties are allowed to spend another P5/voter per candidate.   


There is no state financial support for candidates and parties. The closest that might be considered ‘support’ is the provision in the ‘Fair Elections Act’ (RA9006) passed in 2000 for the COMELEC to buy media time and space for the use of candidates. Since the COMELEC accredited 162 parties for the subsequent 2001 elections, it is clear where the problem lies. After the elections, Cong. Magtanggol Gunigundo submitted House Bill 3010 proposing the establishment of a ‘Presidential Election Campaign Fund’ which would limit support to the two top candidates. It remains to be seen how far, the Gunigundo bill will go given severe fiscal constraints.


Every candidate and treasurer of the political party must submit within 30 days after election day a “full, true and itemized statement” of all contributions and campaign expenditures (RA7166). The statement must contain:

· Amount of contribution, date of receipt and the full name and address of the contributing person or organization;

· Amount of expenditure, the date full name and address of the person to whom the payment was made and the purpose of the expenditure; and

· Any unpaid obligation, its nature and amount and to whom said obligation is owed. 

· Under the Fair Election Practices Law (RA9006) passed February 2001 which lifted the ban on political advertisements, contracts for the use of media for political advertisements have to be submitted to the COMELEC. (Adversario:2001)

These laws are virtually impossible to implement. “Based on the 1992 findings, its very strange because almost all the candidates appeared to be law-abiding citizens in terms of filing their statements of contributions and expenditures. They did not overspend because they simply understated their figures,” said COMELEC Commissioner Rex Borra. These limits are, in any case, “unrealistic at present costs” adds Commissioner Borra. Heidi Yorac, another COMELEC Commissioner (1986-93) says “…these are grossly understated reports, but we hear talk from people who know. We hear of a donation of P1 billion from just one source and yet this was never reported.” (Adversario:2001)

Because the laws impose such unrealistic restrictions on campaigns and candidates violate these laws with impunity, the COMELEC itself has ceased to have much incentive to implement them. The Election Code, for example, limits putting up posters to designated poster areas. But during all election campaigns posters are put up everywhere. Asked on TV what he intended to do about these violations, with a straight face COMELEC Chairman Bernardo Pardo said “I don’t see the posters because the windows of my car are tinted.”

Laws are only as effective as the available monitoring mechanism. There is no provision in the election code that specifically sets up the mechanism for checking reports. Since the COMELEC has no capability to validate or to dig into the business affiliations of individual contributors, these laws are dead letter laws.  Even when violations do occur, for example, when candidates submit financial reports late or not at all, the COMELEC seldom applies sanctions. The fine for failing to submit a proper report is only P1000 to P30,000. “What’s a P30,000 fine after having spent millions of pesos?” Commissioner Borra points out. (Adversario:2001)

Electoral Reform and Parties

Some analysts blame Philippine political culture for this state of affairs. Philippine political culture is premised on “presumed malfeasance” analyst Conrad De Quiros says. (De Quiros, 1992:9-10) Indeed there are elements of Philippine political culture which are conducive to ever increasing political costs. The “currency” of Philippine political exchange is “private goods” as opposed to “public goods”. Candidates solicit votes through promises of individualized favors to voters - jobs, tuition and school expenses, even money to buy coffins for funerals. Voters, in turn, select candidates not because of their programs, but because of normative judgements of the candidate. In return for the candidate’s favors, voters’ support is for the person of the candidate, in effect, also “private goods”.

Since patronage demands continue, in fact, increase after the candidate is elected, using the powers of his office to reward supporters is a basic requirement in Philippine politics. “All the congressional respondents mentioned honesty as an important criterion for public judgment but conversations indicated this to be a particular kind of honesty owed only in relation to one’s supporters rather than the electorate at large. A politician must deliver what he has agreed to produce for political support. He is in no way beholden to those who did not support him. Thus, the other side of honesty is favoritism.” (Shantz,1972: 294-295)

“Shortly after the 1992 elections, the COMELEC embarked on a program to enact a new election code and to reform a system that was outmoded and prone to error or fraud. It proposed procedural improvements, the introduction of modern systems of voting and counting and the enactment into law of the provisions of the Constitution to democratize public office, to attain universal suffrage (absentee voting), to level the playing field and to broaden participation in government (party list, sectoral participation in local councils). The new code would have replaced 15 election laws, including BP881 which continues to be the basic election law in the country, a piece of legislation that was enacted in 1985 when we were under a nominal parliamentary form of government under an authoritarian regime.” (Monsod, 1997: 1) 

None of the key proposals of the COMELEC have been passed. Congress has found a way of blocking even seemingly uncontroversial proposals such as continuous registration, tamper proof voters identification cards, and counting machines. Instead self-serving laws have been passed, including laws postponing sectoral representation in local councils, election of councilors by district and even making it possible for churches to engage in partisan politics. Opposition members of Congress have opposed electoral reform on the grounds that the administration party will just take advantage of these changes. In fact, the Ramos and Estrada administrations and the COMELEC itself have not worked hard to get these reforms passed.

Reform of campaign finance of course cannot be separated from reform of the political party system. No political institution has been criticized as severely and as often as Philippine   political parties. Yet no other political institution has survived almost a full century of change relatively intact and remained as powerful and influential as Philippine political parties. The question facing political activists and analysts alike is whether these institutions can continue to survive in their present form. 

Philippine political parties are not very popular in the Philippines. The media and academics are almost uniformly critical. Public opinion is not any less unkind. (Miranda,1994) The popular term used to refer to politicians is trapo (from traditional politician), which literally means “dirty dishrag”. While the public continues to be nervous about constitutional reform, witness the widespread opposition to cha-cha (charter change) in September 1997, there is at the same time, a palpable sense of the need for political reform. 

As unpopular as political parties are, they continue to be the main political instruments for social mobility.  “If the parties are accoutrements of the status quo, and they are, that is not to say that they are unresponsive. The status quo in Philippine politics happens to be very fluid, related more to the familiar than the changeless. If rapid social change does not occur it is because most people, however favorably disposed toward change in their lives, prefer to seek it through the certainty of the familiar practice with minor modifications…The clamor for change is individual rather than systemic. Filipinos have one of the highest rates of participation of any democracy. Politics comprises a vital element of hope in their future.” (Shantz,1972:295-296)  

While Shantz’ observation is undoubtedly true, mobility occurs within a society

that over time has become more and more unequal. While allowing ambitious young, mostly men, from the provinces to move up in the world, such movement is worked out within political parties which remain instruments of a narrow upper class. Attempts to set up political parties representing the interests of the poor majority of workers and peasants have been suppressed or more often, have been unable to survive in a political system biased against such attempts. In the end, it is not that Philippine political parties are not ideological, but rather that because they are all or mostly instruments of the same upper classes, their members share the same conservative ideology. Their political parties, therefore are not distinguishable from each other on the basis of ideology.

“There are several reasons for the dim prospects for a peasant-labor third party in the near future. The most important reason is that the traditional  socio-political structure has tended to persist in spite of its transformation and disintegration in some parts of the country and that,  even where the traditional structure has disintegrated, a new structure that is conducive to class-based politics has not yet developed sufficiently. This is reflected in the fact that only a relatively small portion of the peasants and workers are organized and the unorganized peasants and workers are not generally sympathetic to peasant and labor candidates. Even those who are organized are not necessarily solidly behind those candidates. Also, poverty-stricken peasants and workers are vulnerable to short-run material inducements such as offers of money, jobs, various kind of donations and instant assistance, etc., which most peasant and labor candidates cannot afford and to provide.  Furthermore, the organized peasants and workers are seriously  fragmented under their divided leadership. In addition, the electoral  system under the new constitutional adopted a single-member district system  for the lower house, which makes it extremely difficult for minor parties to translate their votes into congressional seats”. (Kimura, 1990: 59-60)


Aquilino Pimentel, one of the founders of the PDP and a candidate for senator in the 1998 elections says “There’s a whole huge ocean to traverse before our parties change.” (Interview, February 19, 1998) Political Scientist Rene Velasco, who has worked on the staff of a number of politicians, has seen his optimism about Philippine parties give way to pessimism. “The maneuvers of national candidates in the 1998 election do not provide much hope for change anytime soon.” (Interview, February 12, 1998)

If the clan and faction-based Philippine political party system has managed to

remain impervious to class-based politics, it may be unable to resist pressure to change based on the functional requirements of the economy.  Philippine political parties developed within a political system crafted during the period of American colonialism when the economy was mainly agricultural. Today the economy is much more complex. Its demand for a predictable regulatory framework, for economic services and for development planning is much greater than can be provided by the government. (Rocamora,1997: 90-133)

One of the functional requirements of the current economic situation are political

parties capable of aggregating interests and translating them into policy. Because Philippine political parties are loosely structured and faction-based, they have been unable to fulfill this function in the past. Whether or not the parties which exist today can successfully make the transition to more program oriented and more tightly structured parties remains to be seen.

 It is not as if Philippine political parties have remained inert, have not adjusted over the years. While change has been slow, parties have moved from the clan-based elite circles at the turn of the century to local party machines in the 1950s and 1960s to the more centrally controlled post-1986 parties. These changes have occurred less because of conscious efforts by party leaders than as often unconscious responses to developments occurring outside of parties.   

Other forces are also pushing more accelerated change. Movements for electoral

and political reform such as the Consortium for Electoral Reform (CER), and the NAMFREL (National Citizens Movement for Free Elections) (National Democratic Institute, 1996: 56-59) are campaigning for electoral reforms that cannot be resisted forever by trapos in Congress. By limiting opportunities for cheating, electoral reforms such as continuous registration, tamper-proof voters’ identification cards, and counting machines will significantly change electoral behavior and, of necessity, political parties.

Other political reforms mandated by the 1987 constitution such as those providing

for recall and referenda, for sectoral representation in the Lower House of Congress, and for party list elections in the 1998 synchronized elections will also add pressure on political parties to change. The party list law provides for the election of 20 percent of the members of the Lower House by proportional representation. (Mastura, 1995: 18-33) While the implementing law (RA 7941) has many infirmities which will weaken the impact of the concept, providing for an alternative to the single member district constituencies of the Lower House will encourage the formation of new types of political parties which may, over time, acquire enough strength to challenge the old parties.

Akbayan (Citizens’ Action Party), a newly established party participating in the

party list elections is an interesting example of the type of new party that may be formed in the coming years. Akbayan is a progressive party built on the organizational base of the progressive movement, the social movement groups and NGOs. At the same time, Akbayan leaders say that they cannot become a significant party unless they recruit outside of the organized base of the progressive movement, among ambitious young professionals and business people who are tired of old-style politics. 


Akbayan is different from existing parties not only because it comes out of the progressive movement, but because it is being built on the basis of its assessment of the functional requirements of alternative politics. By taking the party platform process seriously, by making it the core of party activity, Akbayan leaders believe that they are developing capability which will be required of all parties in the coming years. Since political parties capable of identifying interests in society, aggregating them and translating them into policy can best develop in the context of a more participatory democracy, Akbayan's progressive thrust fits well into its functional capabilities.      

The most important challenge to political parties may come from ongoing efforts

to amend the constitution and shift from a presidential to a parliamentary form of government. Such a shift, if it happens, will force political parties to radically alter themselves. Unifying the executive and legislative branches through a ruling party will force political parties to take on a stronger role, and develop greater capability in policy-making. If a shift to a parliamentary system is accompanied by an electoral system based on proportional representation, changes in electoral behavior will bring about even bigger changes in political parties
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� Dagdag-bawas means you take votes away from your competitor, and add to your own.
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� . The following are the main political parties.





Lakas-NUCD-UMDP. A merger of the original Lakas-Tao (People Power Party), the National Union of Christian Democrats, and the United Muslim Democrats of the Philippines. Lakas was formed in 1992 as a vehicle for Ramos’ candidacy. It is dominant in the national legislature and in local governments. In July 1997, Lakas was reported to count among its members 6 of 24 senators, 138 of 200 congressmen, 59 of 77 governors, 45 of 67 city mayors, over 1,100 of 1,532 municipal mayors. (Manila Times, 25 July 1997)





Laban ng Demokratikong Pilipino (Laban or LDP). A merger of the Laban wing of the PDP-Laban and the Lakas ng Bansa, a party of pro-Aquino politicians. From its founding in 1988 to 1992, during the Aquino administration, it was the de facto ruling party. Although Pres. Aquino was not a member, her relatives led by brother Congressman Jose Cojuangco were the main leaders. Since 1992, it has steadily lost members to the Lakas. In the 1995 senatorial elections, LDP agreed to have a common slate with Lakas. For the 1998 election, it formed a coalition with PMP and NPC, the Laban nang Makabayang Masang Pilipino (LAMMP, Struggle of Nationalist Filipino Masses). Its main leader in 1998 is Senator Edgardo Angara who is running as a vice presidential candidate with LAMMP presidential candidate Joseph Estrada.





Nationalist People’s Coalition (NPC). NPC was organized by Marcos crony (and Aquino cousin) Eduardo “Danding” Cojuangco. NPC was formed in late 1991 as a vehicle for Danding’s candidacy in 1992.  Many of its members are former stalwarts of the Marcos party Kilusang Bagong Lipunan (KBL). Currently led by Senate President Ernesto Maceda.





Liberal Party (LP). Was one of two dominant political parties prior to martial law in 1972. Founded by Pres. Manuel Roxas in 1946. Three of six presidents from 1946 to 1972 were LP members. Now quite weak. Its candidate for president in 1992, former senator Jovito Salonga came in a poor sixth, after Imelda Marcos and Danding Cojuangco. 





Nacionalista Party (NP). Founded 29 April 1907. The other dominant pre-martial law party. Its leader, Salvador Laurel, performed even more poorly than Salonga in the 1992 presidential race. In an attempt to rebuild its base, the LP has agreed to support the 1998 presidential candidacy of non-member, Manila Mayor Fred Lim. 





Partido ng Masang Pilipino (PMP). A new party identified with Vice President and leading 1998 presidential candidate, Joseph Estrada. One index of the weakness of this personal political vehicle of Estrada is that although Estrada always tops the surveys, he was recently forced to enter into an alliance with NPC and Laban in order to build organisational capability for his 1998 presidential candidacy. 





People’s Reform Party (PRP). Another small party formed to support the presidential candidacy of  now Senator Miriam Defensor Santiago who came in a close second to Ramos in 1992. Santiago is running for president again in 1998.





Partido Demokratiko Pilipino (PDP) - A reform party with vaguely social democratic politics set up in 1978, during the martial law period. It merged with the Laban Party in 1982  only to break with it in 1988. PDP coalesced with the Liberal Party in 1992 when PDP leader Aquilino Pimentel ran as a Vice Presidential candidate together with Salonga. It is being revived under the leadership of Makati mayor Jojo Binay.





Kilusang Bagong Lipunan (KBL) - The once mighty Marcos machine, now in its last legs. Was used as a vehicle for Imelda Marcos’ presidential candidacy in 1992. 











