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Significant improvement in the percentage 
differences was noted for all the commodities 
under study when the implicit minimal 
measurement error (IMME) was used. 
However, most of them remained above 10 
percent, indicating that trade-partner data were 
still unreliable.

The Wilcoxon-MPSR test revealed that 
such data differences were significant. This 
is particularly true for the FOB values of 
Philippine imports of onions, garlic, and 
apples, as compared with the counterpart data 
of the exporting countries. The same held true 

for data differences in trade quantities of these 
commodities, except for apples where non-
significance was noted.

Based on these results, one could conclude 
that considerable discrepancies between import 
and export statistics do exist and that the 
differences are significant. It does not mean, 
however, that the two data series (imports and 
exports) are incorrect; establishing which data 
are more reliable will be difficult.

Many studies (e.g., Yeats 1995) believe that 
the reported data on imports are considered to 
be of better quality since import documentation 

Table 10. Wilcoxon-MPSR test statistics across commodities, by exporting country, 2000-2005.

Exporting Country
FOB Values  

(in US $) Quantity Derived Unit Price (in 
US$)

Z-value P-Value Z-value P-Value Z-value P-Value

Overall -4.764** 0.000 -1.244 0.214 -8.893** 0.000
Argentina -2.100* 0.036 -1.540 0.123 0.000 1.000
Australia -0.414 0.679 -1.677 0.094 -3.462** 0.001
Brazil -2.547* 0.011 -1.362 0.173 -2.310* 0.021
Canada -0.103 0.918 -0.569 0.569 -1.293 0.196
Chile -1.826 0.068 -1.826 0.068 -1.826 0.068
People’s Republic of China -3.457** 0.001 -3.154** 0.002 -3.189** 0.001
Denmark -0.447 0.655 -1.342 0.180 -1.000 0.317
France -2.366* 0.018 -1.859 0.063 -1.521 0.128
Germany -2.240* 0.025 -0.140 0.889 -1.960* 0.050
Hongkong -2.352* 0.019 -0.560 0.575 -3.173** 0.002
India -0.487 0.626 -1.004 0.315 -0.548 0.584
Indonesia -0.533 0.594 -0.622 0.534 -0.267 0.790
Japan -0.078 0.937 -2.275* 0.023 -3.059** 0.002
Republic of Korea -0.944 0.345 -0.135 0.893 -2.023* 0.043
Malaysia -0.267 0.790 -0.711 0.477 -1.067 0.286
Netherlands -1.136 0.256 -1.988* 0.047 -0.909 0.363
New Zealand -2.542* 0.011 -1.922 0.055 -3.233** 0.001
Republic of Pakistan -1.120 0.263 -1.183 0.237 -2.521* 0.012
Singapore -1.590 0.112 -1.761 0.078 -2.385* 0.017
Republic of South Africa -0.140 0.889 -0.169 0.866 -1.540 0.123
Switzerland -0.447 0.655 -1.342 0.180 -1.342 0.180
Thailand -0.182 0.855 -0.091 0.927 -0.081 0.935
United Kingdom -0.734 0.463 -1.363 0.173 -2.201* 0.028
USA -2.519* 0.012 -1.228 0.220 -2.900** 0.004
Vietnam -1.820 0.069 -2.240* 0.025 -1.680 0.093

* significant at α= 5%

** significant at α=1%.



Asian Journal of Agriculture and Development, Vol. 5, No. 2100

is normally more complete than export 
documentation. This, in turn, is due to the duties, 
taxes, and other regulatory controls applied to 
imports, which provide Customs authorities 
greater incentives to monitor them. However, 
the possibility of under-reporting of imports 
to evade high tariff duties cannot be ignored, 
as evident in the differences in the derived unit 
prices of the commodities.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The source of uncertainty in trade data is 
linked to discrepancies in bilateral-commodity 
trade data. These discrepancies somehow make 
country totals “unreliable” and may lessen 
the integrity of the trade structure. Although 
the findings show that the disparity between 
the Philippine import data and the exports of 
the exporting countries is attributable more 
to legitimate conceptual differences, data 
reconciliation with trading partner may be 
conducted to determine and quantify which 
factors really cause the said discrepancies. This 
can help explain the discrepancy between the 
import and export statistics of trading partners 
and at the same time aid partner countries to 
better understand bilateral trade flows. However, 
the reconciled data do not represent changes to 
the officially published trade figures because 
reconciliation adjustments normally include 
a series of estimates that are not sufficiently 

precise to permit modification of officially 
published data. 

For example, many countries’ import data 
are valued at CIF prices that include insurance 
and freight charges, which in, turn must be 
removed during reconciliation since the partner 
country’s exports are usually valued on FOB 
basis. In addition, estimates of insurance and 
freight charges are usually derived indirectly 
and do not necessarily reflect their true amount. 
Because of this, the results of the reconciliation 
could only help improve the understanding of the 
trade statistics of the countries involved, as well 
as, serve as basis for recommending possible 
changes in the definitions and data compilation 
procedure, which in turn might improve the 
overall quality of foreign trade data.

The reconciliation measures include, for 
example, the harmonization of the commodity 
codes and the use of appropriate quantity units 
that could result in a more comparable data, or 
the development of an appropriate conversion 
factor to standardize the units of quantity. These 
procedures may help harmonize the conceptual 
framework of the two sets of statistics, thereby 
leading to the revision of certain procedures 
and definitions, and in some cases, the use of 
alternative data sources. The reconciliation 
exercise could likewise help foster a common 
perception of the trade flow; thus, can facilitate 
the development of bilateral economic 
negotiations and international cooperation.
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