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ilippines’ first majority presiden; 3

. the Philippines maj t ol
Marcossii people Power Revolution in 1986. Marco:f]t;:
the ED also more than twice the votes that went ¢ 1.

0 hjg
re . |
yotes ‘:’;en der for the presidency; then vice president Lefl
top co
Robredo.’

The Marcoses’ return t0 Malacafiang in 2022, backeg by

such a massive mandate,2 is at once utterly unsurprisjng and ;
slll’l)lrtlsilsﬂlgl‘tterlY unsurprising because virtually all 'statistical
indicators pointed to such an outcome. Pulse Asia, ope of
the country’s two most trusted survey ou.tﬁts——and the only |
one that came out with monthly surveys in the last electors]
cycle—reported in April 2022 tha_t 5§ percent of voting-age
Filipinos preferred Marcos Jr., which is pretty close to the 59
percent of votes he actually got.

More significantly, the Marcoses have been playing the
long game and working to reclaim Malacafiang since thejr
return from their exile in Hawai‘i in 1991.

Recall that Imelda, wife of the dictator, tried to run for
president twice: first in 1992, where she lost, and in 1998,
where she withdrew. In 1992, Imelda in fact placed fifth in the
race, garnering 10.3 percent of the votes. Meanwhile, Marcos
crony Eduardo “Danding” Cojuangco placed third with
18.2 percent. Together, Imelda and Danding’s percentages
beat the 23.6 vote-percentage garnered by the winner, Fidel
V. Ramos. Jovito Salonga, statesman and first chair of the
Presidential Commission on Good Government—tasked
to go after the Marcoses’ ill-gotten wealth—also ran in the
same race but placed a mere sixth, gaining just 10.2 percent
of the votes.

The fact that Imelda won 2.34 million votes a mere five
years after the EDSA Revolution that ousted her husband
from power should already have given us a hint of their



Introduction

enduring popularity—notwithstanding everything that had
happened throughout the dictatorship and their family’s
eventual downfall.

Meanwhile, after his own return from exile, Marcos
Jr. ran and won as representative of Ilocos Norte’s second
district (1992-1995), then became Ilocos Norte governor
(1998-2007), and again as congressman (2007-2010). He
finally landed a national position in 2010, when he won a
Senate seat and served there until 2016. After that, he ran for
vice president but was beaten by Robredo, although only by
a hairline. Thus, Bongbong nearly won the vice presidency
in 2016.

One might therefore reasonably say that Marcos Jr's
victory in 2022 was the culmination of a more-than-three-
decades effort toward political redemption, restoration, and
rehabilitation—whatever you want to call it.

But Marcos Jr’s win was also utterly surprising, at
least in one respect: the enormous crowds that attended
Robredo’s campaign sorties all over the country—peaking
at about a million people in the miting de avance in Makati
City and exceeding most of Marcos Jr’s rallies—gave hope
that the opposition leader could present a credible and
worthy challenge to Marcos Jr’s sizable lead in the surveys.
Robredo’s campaign, awash in pink, was also historic since
it was driven in large part by volunteerism that was never
seen before in the country. Using their own money, so-called
Kakampinks printed all sorts of campaign paraphernalia,
from posters and banners, to shirts and stickers. Organizers
of sorties across the country were openly competing to get
larger crowds than the last big rally. And by the tail end of the
campaign period, many people—even celebrities who were
otherwise silent throughout the administration of outgoing

president Rodrigo Duterte—came out in support of Robredo
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and even participated pro bono in activitieg o
o performances 0 BOuSe-10-house campgre 278
Lo and behold, the huge crowds provigeq ,, S
hope: the people who attended just happened B
and invested, but were not at all representatiye o the
population. Apparently, there was a yast v maj
Marcos Jr. supporters who kept their car ds i

BUT HOW DID MARCOS JR. SNAG THE pRES_I_;ﬁ
with 31.6 million votes to boot? I think it bojl dom
identity politics, which is manifested in two ways: an inge
sense of regionalism that has always characterized Ph1h s
politics and intense polarization on social media, -

One Pulse Asia survey in March 2022 found  thys
support for Marcos Jr. correlated well with people’s re; n
of origin.* No doubt that Marcos Jr. would capture northern
Philippines, especially his home province of Ilocos No
But by teaming up with Sara Duterte—mayor of Da
City and the feisty daughter of then incumbent Presig
Duterte—Marcos Jr. was able to capture southern Phjlippm:@
as well, both its voters and local leaders. In hindsight;;_—ﬂi@"
regional alliance was a match made in heaven, and this-
advertised as such in posters and online ads: Marcos ‘
portrayed as the “tiger” of the north, while Sara Dutelz_tcmfgg_
the “eagle” of the south. This was accompanied by a fitting
slogan of “unity” throughout the campaign period. Although
often overused (to the point that their plans for the econonr / 3
also hinged on unity and literally nothing else), this simple
yet clear message resonated with millions of voters. g :ifn'l“_

The success of this regional team-up is evident in the
map of the election results: only a handful of provinces
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(including Robredo’s home region of Bicol, as well as Western
Visayas) turned “pink,” and these areas were sandwiched by
much of Luzon, Central Visayas, and Mindanao—all awash
in red. Although Marcos Jr. enjoyed a landslide victory in
most of the country, some analysts are doubtful if he would
ever win the presidency had he not secured Sara Duterte’s
clout in Mindanao—the same Duterte clout that catapulted
her father to the presidency back in 2016.5

Besides the prevailing sense of regionalism among
Filipino voters, however, Marcos Jr’s win should also be
credited to his campaign’s aggressive use of social media
geared toward disinformation and the poisoning of political
discourse.

LET'S BACKTRACK A BIT: THE MARCOSES ARE NO
strangers to lies. Heck, the Marcos dictatorship was built on
and thrived in it.

On the way to gaining power, Marcos Sr. and Imelda
consciously built an entire mythology about themselves.
For instance, they co-opted the folk tale of “Si Malakas
at si Maganda,” which told the story of the first man
(the strong Malakas) and the first woman (the beautiful
Maganda) emerging from a bamboo stalk. Later, Marcos
Sr. commissioned a painting depicting him as Malakas and
Imelda as Maganda—essentially, the Filipino Adam and
Eve, the country’s father and mother.® Many other images
depicting themselves as such have appeared in edifices
built during the dictatorship. In her tell-all book, Beatriz
Romualdez Francia, Imelda’s niece, wrote:

Imelda had also busied herself with building a
number of palatial resthouses for their family,
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many of them featuring images of Malakas
Maganda. The Sto. Nifio Shrine i Leyte ;
painting of Malakas and Maganda. The s
of Life features a towering statue depict;
same legendary features. New fake Staineg N
doors of resin featuring Malakas ang Maganda |
were installed at the entrance of the remodEled 4
Malacanang Palace.’

iVers.
n

Apart from these images, Imelda also commissioneq a 30(.
k titled Malakas and Maganda, where the firg
o depicted as “god-like beings, looming like giants
: A :(::izoxf over their diminutive subjects” The epilogye
;n;lzaime d boldly that only the first couple could saye the
S
8

i declaration of martial law in 1972 was ajsq built
i tl’f: ;atently fake news that defense minister Juan Popce
rile was “ambushed” in his car. Marcos Sr. blamed thjg
ftltlack on communist rebels, but in the dying days of the
regime, Enrile admitted that the ambush was - fact lsta.g'ed.
Still, Marcos's men, especially his top propagandist Primitive
Mijares, wrote press releases about the ambush (even befo.re
the attack happened) in a bid to bolster the case for martia]

law.?

Marcos’s propaganda was so effective that even the very
date of the declaration of martial law has been shrouded
in a veil of lies. Officially, Marcos insisted that he declared
martial law on 21 September 1972. But in fact, martial law
did not take effect—oppositionists were not rounded up
and Congress was not locked up—until two days later, 23
September. Nonetheless, Marcos stuck to the earlier date
because he found it especially auspicious, with seven being
a special number for him and that 21 (not 23) is divisible by
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seven."” To this day, the official declaration is remembered

on 21 September, and very few people remember that it is
not at all the real date to commemorate,!!

In the 2010s, the Marcoses’ myth

olo
found a new home in the vast an gy and propaganda

i : d deep recesses of the
internet—and in no time, it would unsettlingly take on a

new and much larger life of its own. As social media use
in the Philippines flourished, so did the opportunities for
the Marcoses to rebrand their image in the 21st century;
especially among a new generation of voters who neithmi
lived during martial law nor were taught about it well in
schools. Only the naive would find it difficult to see that
the current exponential spread of lies about the Marcoses
online—primarily portraying the Marcos dictatorship as

nothing short of a utopia and a golden age—has something
to do with their bid to regain political power.

Disinformation about the Marcoses is now rife in more
popular social media platforms like Facebook (on which
most Filipinos have an account and even free access),
YouTube, and Twitter, as well as in newer ones like TikTok.
Lies have also penetrated Wikipedia, where loyalists and
trolls constantly edit articles related to the Marcos family to
put them in the best possible light."2

Evidence suggests that the Marcoses were, in fact, early
adopters of social media; they realized pretty quickly the
potential of the internet to spread their lies in ways that were
unprecedented in scope and speed. For instance, the journal
Kasarinlan published in 2013 screenshots of Bongbong
Marcos’s Friendster account.” Created as early as March
2004, the account featured in 2010 a portrait of the Marcos

family alongside the cartoon image of a boy holding up a
pinwheel. In the background, there is also a larger windmill
set against a blue sky. There was also a link to an online game
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. .11 City” Thus, as early as then, B
called poodal ¢ tythe Bangui Windmill Farm -ngb"“u;
Norte for his political image==evenl it fa¢ Sald projecy S
i tod not by his provincial government but by 5 Priva ]
mmz tion called NorthWind ~Power Developm:
Eo:fpomﬁon“ it meihb};vAylaéla COrPOratioy)
and funded in cooE:e:'aUOn with the World Bank's a4 thell
z rnment.
Dam'li‘leg;’;:rco ses’ savvy use of the internet for their p oliticy 1
project has extended well into the 2010s. Ff)r instance, k-
whistleblower from political data firm Caml.mdge Analytic,
confessed to NEWS outlet Rappler that their company hag -‘
received “a request straight from Bongbong Marcos to dg 4
family rebranding;’ and that their CEO Alexander Nix say
this as an irresistible “financial opportunity.”"’ |
According to an investigative report by Rappler, there |
exists an “extensive” network of influencers in various socia]
media platforms that “appear to be part of a systematic
campaign to burnish the image of the Marcoses and pave the
way for their further rise in Philippine politics”'® Around
September 2019, Rappler detected at least 360 pages and
280 groups on Facebook that were supportive of the Marcos
family. Certainly, there is a lot more of such pages and
groups now. But many were created back in 2014, two years
before—and therefore in the run-up to—the 2016 elections.
It was around this time that Imelda made press statements
wishing for her son Bongbong to run for president. During
her 85th birthday in 2014, Imelda said, “I still have a vision
and hope to bring more heIp to the Filipino people,” and
':‘hat her son Bongbong, who was then still a senator, was
-qualii?ed” to run for the presidency in 2016. Bongbong,
f°n9 tl%e pressure from his mother, did run for the vice
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On the face of it, Bongbong’ woul
, gs defeat that
seem to suggest the disinformation network setye:; by h:

camp came to no avail. But note that Robredg's lead over
Marcos Jr. was a slim one: a little over 263,000 votes. This
lead would climb to more than 278,000 followin M.a;-

Jrs electoral challenge and the recount of votesg'm somS
provinces.” But it was still a relatively slim lead for Robre::
The fact is, Marcos Jr. almost snatched the vice presiden m
2016, nearly stepping closer to the presidency. &

In 2019, the Marcoses-—stronger than ever since EDSA
and backed by a robust machinery offline and online—
won a lot more positions in the national and local levels.2?
Bongbong’s sister Imee won a senatorial seat for the first
time. Imee’s 29-year-old son Matthew became governor
of Ilocos Norte, while Matthew’s aunt Cecille Araneta-
Marcos became vice governor. Matthew’s uncle, Eugenio
Marcos Barba, was the provinces vice governor but went
on to become the province’s second district representative,
replacing Imelda. Meanwhile, Ferdinand Marcos Sr’s
nephew Michael Marcos Keon, who was once Ilocos Norte
governor, also won as mayor of Laoag City, the province’s
capital.

Fast-forward to October 2021, Bongbong Marcos,
having been finally defeated in his electoral dispute with
Robredo, announced that he would be running for president
in the pivotal 2022 elections.* Two days later, Robredo also
announced her own presidential bid, having said previously
that she would perhaps be enjoined to run for president
if Bongbong officially runs for the presidency. Alas, her
campaign—aside from preparing too late in the game—
proved no match to the Marcoses’ money and their strategic
investments over the past decades.
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oF THE MARCOSES' ONLINg -

VITY
gCcTl K rests of course on the narratiyeg
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disinfofmaﬁon :lch network The chief objective of theg,
that pervafiet: crfume and rebrand the Marcoses’ imagg

pSr.’s “legacy” (as s w.ould beitheladigl
.« that his reig? was a dictatorship) in the best possible
st UL lyingheyeaiobtne ot
light—espe bt prominent and believable? of thege
Afguab}Y e myth that the Philippines attained its
ives 13 duiing the dictatorship: that under Marcos’s
“golden age g xperienCEd unprecedented growth and
ruloes,pg: t;oand et ambiguously improved the lives of
pr :

Filipinos. This golden age myth takes on many forms: for
afnple. that we were one of the richest countries during
ex )

martial law (second only to Japan); that the numerous grand
roads, bridgess and edifices built by the Marfzoses did the
country good; that the strength of the peso against the dollar
was an unalloyed boon; and that the economic crisis in the
mid-1980s occurred after the Marcoses fled the Palace and

not before.
The thing is, many people believe such lies, or at

least accept a vague notion that the Marcos era was
indeed the Philippines’ golden age. In a 2016 New York
Times article, some people said martial law “was when
the Philippines was the leader of Asia;” “a time when our
economy was booming,” and that “life was easier under
Marcos . . . [W]e have to tell our children and grandchildren
:jlbout these times’” Fast-forward to 2021, a person
interviewed by the BBC said in Filipino: “I would like to
experience the good life that people were saying when
E‘;‘i’nﬂi:?bia;o(sl Sr. was still the president. We need to
_ n the same report, another person was

quick to push back agaj , i e U
gainst the reporter’s description of
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FIGURE 0.1 The idea of a Marcosian golden age (or golden rule)
has been there a long time. (Photo from the 1983 funeral procession
of Ninoy Aquino by Gabriel U. Iglesias; reprinted with permission)

Marcos as a “dictator”: “Excuse me, please correct the
word dictator. ”)*

Over the years, the Marcoses have assiduously peddled
their versions of what the former Donald Trump adviser
Kellyanne Conway would call “alternative facts” In 2016,
when Bongbong was asked by media about his fathers
spotty record, he said:

Will | say sorry for the thousands and thousands
of kilometers that were built? Will | say sorry for
the agricultural policy that brought us to self-
sufficiency in rice? Will | say sorry for the power
generation? Will | say sorry for the highest literacy
rate in Asia? What am | to say sorry for?#
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hammering home this “golden age”
rate, by . form—the Marcoses want today
in Whatevemembef the legacy of Ferdinand Ma
: - and :ewhitewashi"g the regime’s atrocitjes
: . t’ might be called “false flostalgia? M
g wha cubtly, they wish to implant jn¢,
chat only another Marcos in the Palace “
i ds of voters ther golden age for the country and delive,
;iowoes and troubles our country is Suffering

At any

Ore

the

from today.- 2022, 316 million believed such a Mmessage,

1o Marc0s 2 politica_l restoration was Completeq |
And ﬂ?us e M arcosian lies was presaged by Nobe]
The mu@Ph;inner Maria Ressa in one of her grim but
Peace Prize 11 2019, Maria said: “A lie told a million timeg
sunny twee;S- « Without facts, we can’t have truth. Withoyg
becomes a fact. ve trust. If we don’t do anything substantia]

't ha
truth, we cant % ¥
now, democracy as We know it is dead.

suT JUST BECAUSE MANY PEOPLE BELIEVE
something, that doesn't make it necessarily true or right.
Since the rise of Marcosian disinformation on Facebook
around 2016, I have been studying and researching what
happened to the Philippine economy during martial law,
giving talks and writing articles here and there. I saw,
through a mountain of data and past studies, that the
Philippines suffered its worst postwar recession or economic
crisis during martial law (specifically in the mid-1980s)
and that this crisis was directly traceable to the economic
mismanagement brought about by Marcos’s dictatorship. The
combination of profligate spending and wanton borrowing
snowballed into a full-blown debt crisis, which exploded and
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tanked the economy. It was so bad that it pulled down the
upward trajectory of the economy and led to two decades of
missed opportunities—hence what economists call the “lost
decades of Philippine development.”

This book aims to debunk this “golden age” myth once
and for all. Each chapter starts with a common myth or
misconception about martial law and economic aspects of
Marcos Sr’s rule, then followed by a quick rebuttal. Some
of these myths might appear shallow or absurd, but these
are useful springboards that we will use for a deep dive
into various aspects of the Marcosian economy—from
the infrastructure spree and trade and industrial policy, to
poverty and hunger—and provide more context and detail
about the economic and political milieu of the time. The
common theme threading the chapters is that the martial law
years were emphatically not the golden age of the Philippine
economy. And despite some gains in some years, we should
not lose sight of the bigger picture that paints Marcos as a
profligate and corrupt spender who drove the economy to
bankruptcy and collapse and led millions of Filipinos to
decades of suffering.

Throughout the book, the use of data from various
sources is also emphasized. Contrary to the aphorism that
data cannot lie, they can do so; it is not at all true that data
are infallible. For instance, lots of government statistics
during the martial law era—to the extent that they were
published—should be taken with a huge grain of salt. In a
number of instances, government officials themselves have
manipulated statistics to make the economy appear more
robust or resilient than it really was. Notable examples are

the Central Bank’s bloating of statistics about the country’s
international reserves and their discontinuation of a wage
survey.” The deeper the Philippines was in crisis, the more
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. e was willing to fudge the Numberg
that the fegs‘:;e to compare and contrast data fy,
Wi“ mak(elndu d.lﬂg those from international grOups'
sourcesand scholars) to triangulate the truth, Anothe, o
tml-:ilnk:abom data is that you don’t have to take my oy, ¥ (01,

s word) for it: you can always check and v,
::mume[ﬁ This book will generously provide ]mk:;ifz .
references to these data. : ety ”

[ am well aware that t'herte is adhm1t tolusin il

. if the purpose 1s to nuage pPeople to 4. .0
zﬁﬂ ;{)out thiir previously held belifefs. Many smﬂ;iem: :
i1 fact, show that throwing (ilata ‘flt people is not Particylay,
helpful in changing people’s mlnds:. people tend tq _
up and hold on to their prior beliefs more evep whep
presented with data. Data alone won’'t work; they need tobe
embedded in stories and narratives. This is not to say thay
we are trying to persuade anyone to change any viey, My
goal here is modest: I just want to contribute to the ongoing
conversations by providing a book-length space in Which we
can collect facts that will counter the Marcosian “golden age’
myth; at present, no book does that. We also do our best here
to provide a clearer and more accessible presentation of facts
vis-a-vis other references on martial law economics, such gg
extremely academic book chapters or journal articles, which
most students and teachers find unreadable and inaccessible,
In doing so, I hope this book is instructive, helpful, and
handy not just for students and teachers, but also for casual
readers and truth-seekers.

More generally, | hope that this book will help us
Filipinos find common ground on which we can give
a critical, fair, and hopest reckoning of the Marcos
di‘:tammhip- At the very least, | hope that this book gives
all of us, especially the youth, a firmer grip on the facts
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