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accounting matrix multiplier (SAM) decomposition model featuring detailed economic linkages. 
After describing the Myanmar economy through the lens of a SAM for 2017, we focus on 
agriculture development. Our results suggest that low-income rural households benefit 
considerably from exogenous increases in crop and agro-processing activities. A full 
decomposition of the multipliers indicates that low-income rural farming households link strongly 
to agro-processing, mainly through spillover and feedback effects. However, agro-processing is at 
a low level of development in Myanmar. We then consider international trade, which reveals high 
rates of import leakages and that broad export improvement would benefit low-income rural farm 
households more than other households. This suggests that investment in agro-processing value 
chain development would be beneficial overall and particularly for low-income rural households. 

Key words: social accounting matrix, decomposition, Myanmar 

JEL classification: E16, O1, O2, O53 

Acknowledgements: This research is part of ‘Towards inclusive development in Myanmar’, a 
project supported by Danida and implemented in a collaboration between UNU-WIDER, the 
Central Statistical Organization of the Myanmar Ministry of Planning, Finance, and Industry, and 
the Development Economics Research Group of the University of Copenhagen.  

 
 

 

 

mailto:denvanseventer@gmail.com
https://www.wider.unu.edu/node/120833
https://doi.org/10.35188/UNU-WIDER/2020/872-6


 

1 

1 Introduction 

Accounting for 57 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) in Myanmar, agriculture was the 
main sector in the economy around 2000. Less than 10 per cent was contributed by the industrial 
sector (Rand, Tarp et al. 2019). Rand, Tarp et al. (2019) note that this changed within the space of 
about 15 to 20 years: agriculture’s share reduced to less than 30 per cent, while the processing and 
manufacturing subsector’s contribution to GDP increased from about seven to 21 per cent 
between 1995 and 2015; the industrial sector’s share, which also includes mining, construction, 
and utilities, fell to just under 35 per cent. Recently, a 2017 social accounting matrix (SAM) was 
constructed (van Seventer et al. 2020). It suggests that this trend of further structural change has 
continued, with agriculture losing even more ground, falling to less than 17 per cent, while the 
industry share has remained at around 30 per cent and services now represent more than 50 per 
cent. At the same time, employment data associated with the SAM for 2017 suggest that agriculture 
remains the dominant employer in Myanmar with a share of about 50 per cent, while services are 
about 30 per cent, with the rest accounted for by the industry sector. 

In spite of the decline in its relative contribution to GDP, agriculture in Myanmar has high 
potential for growth. It is considered to be competitive given its endowment of land in three 
different agro-ecological zones (the delta and coastal zone, the dry zone, and cooler hill regions), 
sufficient water, rural labour resources, and proximity to the large markets of India and China 
(Zhang and Chen 2019). 

However, although it was the world’s largest exporter in the 1930s, Myanmar’s rice exports had 
declined to a fraction by the turn of the century. There were several reasons for this, including 
exchange rate appreciation, state control, and associated farmer disincentives; the country also 
trailed behind global trends in quality due to lack of investment in technology, infrastructure, and 
value chain development, particularly rice milling (Dorosh et al. 2019). 

In general, the agro-industry value chain is underdeveloped in Myanmar. Only a few food products 
available to consumers are to some degree processed in the country. Apart from rice milling and 
pulse grading, Thein (2012) offers some description for sugar and textiles: both appear to operate 
with old technology and aim for the domestic market, with the latter producing traditional cloth. 
Similarly, the rubber industry only produces lower-quality products. Fruit and vegetable processing 
appears to have some potential given the abundant availability of raw materials, and is able to 
compete with imports. Cold storage and preservation capacity increases may even lead to export 
opportunities. Yet volumes are low compared with other countries in the region (Thein 2012). 

Textiles, mentioned above, are not to be confused with the clothing or garment industry, which is 
an entirely different story. An International Labour Organization (ILO) report points out that 
while this sector has been attracting interest from foreign investors since the early 1990s, its 
performance has fluctuated, closely linked to both United States (US) and European Union (EU) 
economic sanctions (ILO 2015). Foreign interest from Japan and Korea led to steadier growth 
from 2005, and this has increased further with economic liberalization efforts over the last decade. 
Without going into further detail, the question is to what extent this industry reaches into the 
domestic economy through potential backward linkages. According to the ILO (2015), these 
linkages are with paper packaging only. Most of the inputs are imports due to a lack of local 
industry that can produce with sufficient quality to satisfy clients of international brands. More 
importantly, all other inputs that could possibly link to agriculture through cotton production to 
textile production are absent. The only link is from garment factory wage earnings to locally 
produced final goods demanded by households. 
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The wood industry suffers from its own set of problems, as described by Rand, Rodriguez et al. 
(2019). In particular, this relates to the role of the state as regulator and supplier of raw materials. 
While Rand, Rodriguez et al. (2019) do not reveal much in terms of downstream activities, Rand, 
Tarp et al. (2019), in other work related to the same recent enterprise survey, show that in terms 
of the number of firms, food, textiles, and wood are the most common industries. Thus, while 
food production may not be a well-developed or very competitive sector in Myanmar, it is the 
most common industry by far. 

Although rice exports have picked up since 2000, Myanmar remains vulnerable to the vagaries of 
large markets such as China (Dorosh et al. 2019). The same applies to exports of pulses to India 
(Boughton et al. 2018; Zhang and Chen 2019). Although there has been some diversification in 
products and markets, more could arguably be done to benefit from Myanmar’s generous physical 
endowments in agriculture (Tun et al. 2015). As a result, Myanmar does not compare well with 
other countries in the region on many aspects of agricultural development and productivity, 
according to Kubo (2013) and Bathla et al. (2019). The latter considers the country’s agricultural 
sector to be caught in a low-equilibrium trap due to lack of input, productivity, quality output, and 
return. Moreover, agriculture is exposed to climate shocks, which could have significant impacts 
on low-income rural farm and non-farm households (Rosegrant et al. 2019). 

A regular policy recommendation is that Myanmar needs to diversify its economic structure, from 
relying largely on agriculture to a structure that more prominently features manufacturing and 
services. However, agriculture’s dominance in terms of employment is not easy to change in the 
short term. A large share of low-income households resides in rural areas and are predominantly 
engaged in farm activities. Moreover, low-income non-farm rural households link to farm activities 
indirectly through the supply of casual labour and various basic services. 

As mentioned earlier, one option to improve the incomes of low-income households in rural areas 
may be to expand the linkages between agriculture and manufacturing, adding value and 
diversifying exports. But how would such an approach filter through to households? What are the 
backward linkages between manufacturing and agriculture? A useful approach to examine this is 
through a SAM focusing on agriculture and food product manufacturing. Not only is it possible 
to track the supply of food products, see to what degree they are imported, and identify possible 
opportunities for local production; it is also possible to examine the use of intermediate products 
by food producers, and the degree to which they link to agriculture and therefore rural households. 
Moreover, it is possible to examine links between agriculture’s production for domestic or export 
use and rural household income through the income distribution patterns of the SAM. 

To do this, this paper starts by exploring the direct linkages between manufacturing, exports, 
agriculture, and rural farm and non-farm households in the next section. Section 3 delves more 
deeply into these linkages using SAM multiplier decomposition techniques, and introduces the 
methods used. The first SAM multiplier decomposition method focuses on elements of the 
multipliers that link various productive industries to rural households. This method starts with a 
basic decomposition, followed by a more detailed approach. A second SAM multiplier 
decomposition method tries to disentangle the relationship between rural households and trade 
with Myanmar’s various regional trading partners. Section 4 presents results in the same order as 
the methods used, while Section 5 concludes. 
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2 Descriptive analysis 

Our descriptive analysis based on the 2017 SAM focuses on agriculture, agro-processing, and 
exports. Since agriculture has been and remains very important to the Myanmar economy, there is 
relatively more detailed data available than for other industries. In particular, manufacturing detail 
is limited. In the SAM, agriculture is broken out into the following eight subsectors: 

• paddy; 
• vegetables; 
• fruits; 
• beans; 
• other crops; 
• livestock; 
• forestry and logging; 
• fisheries. 

As noted, pulses are an important crop in Myanmar. However, they are ‘hidden’ as part of ‘other 
crops’ in the SAM. Moreover, to explore linkages with the agro-processing industry there are 
further limitations to the available detail. Manufacturing is broken down by only six industries. 
Here, the SAM identifies two industries of relevance: food, beverage, and tobacco manufacturing; 
and textiles, clothing, and footwear. For reasons of completeness, the tables in this paper also 
identify ‘other industry’ (other manufacturing, mining, utilities, and construction) and ‘services’. 

2.1 GDP and employment 

Table 1 shows that the share of agriculture in total employment is higher than the share in GDP, 
reflecting relatively low labour productivity for all agricultural activities except fisheries. This is in 
line with observations made by Bathla et al. (2019: 22) about the lack of pace in Myanmar’s 
structural transformation. In general, the GDP share of textiles and garment activities is higher 
than the labour share, but this is not so for agriculture and food and beverages. 

Table 1: Value added and employment for selected activities in the Myanmar economy 

  GDP  
MMK billions 

GDP 
% 

Employment 
thousands 

Employment 
% 

Paddy 2,506 3.0 4,552 20.8 
Vegetables 447 0.5 698 3.2 
Fruits 605 0.7 683 3.1 
Beans 1,163 1.4 1,294 5.9 
Other crops 3,216 3.8 2,504 11.4 
Livestock 2,678 3.2 263 1.2 
Forestry and logging 148 0.2 236 1.1 
Fisheries 3,237 3.9 458 2.1 
Total agriculture 13,999 16.7 10,688 48.8 
Food, beverage, and tobacco products 4,029 4.8 466 2.1 
Wearing apparel and textiles 1,716 2.0 959 4.4 
Other industry 18,134 21.6 2,494 11.4 
Services 45,941 54.8 7,305 33.3 
Total 83,818 100.0 21,912 100.0 

Source: van Seventer et al. (2020). 
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2.2 Direct backward and forward linkages 

Table 2: Input structures for selected activities in the Myanmar economy (shares of total costs/gross output) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
   Paddy Vegetables Fruits Beans Other 

crops 
Livestock Forestry 

and 
logging 

Fisheries Food, 
beverage, 

and 
tobacco 
products 

Wearing 
apparel 

and 
textiles 

Other 
industry 

Services 

1. Agriculture 6.1 4.7 5.9 11.0 6.0 20.9 0.8 3.4 20.2 3.8 3.0 2.6 
2. Fuel minerals 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.0 
3. Other mining 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.5 0.0 
4. Food, beverage, and tobacco 

products 
0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 3.3 34.6 2.5 1.4 2.8 

5. Wearing apparel and textiles 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 26.9 0.1 0.1 
6. Other manufacturing 0.0 1.1 3.1 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.8 2.5 26.4 2.9 
7. Coke and refined petroleum products 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.9 1.3 1.6 
8. Electricity 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 4.5 2.0 0.4 
9. Water supply 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
10. Construction  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
11. Trade 7.1 3.5 4.3 6.2 5.3 13.3 0.6 2.9 15.2 8.1 9.6 3.6 
12. Transport 3.1 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.7 10.3 7.0 0.9 1.0 1.4 7.0 
13. Other services 7.2 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.3 0.8 1.6 1.5 3.3 3.1 4.1 
14. Intermediate inputs 30.9 10.0 13.7 19.2 14.5 47.1 12.6 23.1 79.0 54.2 50.6 25.1 
15. Earnings from employment 40.3 28.7 20.7 46.8 34.0 11.5 25.1 32.5 5.9 15.4 16.3 34.0 
16. Earnings from capital (incl. land etc.) 22.4 60.5 63.0 33.6 49.5 39.8 54.9 39.7 8.0 12.6 17.1 32.8 
17. Domestic product taxes 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.5 1.1 1.7 1.2 0.8 1.3 
18. Import duties 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.0 
19. GDP at market prices 63.1 89.2 83.7 80.4 83.5 51.8 81.5 73.3 15.7 29.4 34.5 68.2 
20. Imports (of intermediate inputs) 6.0 0.8 2.5 0.4 2.0 1.1 5.9 3.6 5.3 16.4 14.8 6.7 
21. Total costs/gross output 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Note: the residual is due to taxes on products and production. 

Source: van Seventer et al. (2020). 
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Table 3: Sales structures for selected activities in the Myanmar economy (shares of total costs/gross output) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
   Paddy Vegetables Fruits Beans Other 

crops 
Livestock Forestry 

and 
logging 

Fisheries Food, 
beverage, 

and 
tobacco 
products 

Wearing 
apparel 

and 
textiles 

Other 
industry 

Services 

1. Agriculture 0.8 11.1 12.6 84.6 14.2 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.6 1.2 0.9 3.5 
2. Fuel minerals 0.0 3.3 3.5 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.0 
3. Other mining 0.1 2.7 2.9 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6 
4. Food, beverage, and tobacco 

products 
53.4 3.1 3.3 1.0 2.6 8.3 0.1 70.3 34.6 0.0 3.5 7.4 

5. Wearing apparel and textiles 1.0 1.7 1.8 0.0 1.4 2.2 0.4 0.0 0.5 26.9 1.0 1.1 
6. Other manufacturing 0.0 7.3 7.7 0.0 6.2 2.7 59.2 0.0 0.1 0.4 20.9 5.8 
7. Coke and refined petroleum products 0.6 2.8 2.9 0.0 2.3 5.7 0.3 0.0 2.4 0.1 1.2 1.0 
8. Electricity 0.0 4.4 4.7 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.1 
9. Water supply 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
10. Construction  0.0 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.5 1.6 
11. Trade 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 4.1 
12. Transport 0.0 6.9 7.3 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 2.0 
13. Other services 0.2 27.3 28.9 0.0 22.6 1.4 0.0 1.7 6.5 0.7 3.9 8.5 
14. Intermediate sales 56.1 72.9 77.9 85.6 65.5 20.3 68.3 74.2 46.8 29.7 44.2 37.7 
15. Sales to households 25.6 12.2 18.4 13.5 12.2 51.7 28.5 23.7 50.4 30.9 10.3 20.3 
16. Sales to rest of world (exports) 16.6 14.0 2.5 0.0 21.6 0.7 3.2 2.1 2.8 39.2 11.4 10.1 
17. Other final demand sales 1.7 0.8 1.2 0.9 0.8 27.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 34.2 31.9 
18. Total sales 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: van Seventer et al. (2020). 
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Contributions to GDP and employment do not tell the whole story. Ever since the 1950s 
(Hirschman 1958), the notion of the degree to which industries connect to other industries in the 
economy has been explored to help identify key sectors. While there are many ways of measuring 
linkages among industries in an economy (see Drejer 2002), the present analysis focuses on 
backward and forward linkages as revealed by multipliers. 

In the 2017 Myanmar SAM, industries purchase goods and services which can be produced by 
many industries, while an industry is able to produce more than a single type of good. In order to 
explore linkages, it is necessary to turn the SAM into a framework in which industries purchase 
intermediate inputs from other industries. In such an industry-by-industry SAM framework, the 
commodity market is eliminated, but primary and secondary income transfers and their 
distribution patterns are maintained (see Appendix A for a description). 

We report first on input structures for the activities identified earlier. In Table 2, the input 
structures are expressed as share of total costs, which for consistency is equal to gross output 
(value of sales) of the industries labelled in the column headings. 

If we compare the paddy crop activity with other crop activities, it would appear that it uses more 
intermediate inputs and generates less value added per unit of output. This may explain the 
relatively low contribution of paddy to GDP, reported in Table 1. Nevertheless, paddy does not 
seem to use inputs from other manufacturing, such as fertilizer. The same applies to beans and 
other crops (which includes pulses). Paddy is also a relatively more intensive user of transport 
services, although not as much so as forestry or fishing. Downstream from agricultural activities, 
food and beverage production (Column 9) is the prime user (per unit of output) of agricultural 
inputs, representing 20 per cent of its total costs. Textile and clothing also uses some input from 
agriculture, though far less. Presumably, the textile activity is mostly responsible for the link to 
agriculture (cotton, other fibres), since most raw materials into wearing (garments) appear to be 
imported (ILO 2015). It can also be seen that value added per unit of output in food processing 
and textiles and clothing is much lower than in agriculture and other industry and services. This 
suggests that food and beverages and textiles and clothing are more competitive, and margins are 
tighter. 

The opposite direction of interindustry interaction looks downstream, i.e. towards the users of an 
industry’s production of goods and services. For comparative purposes, the question then is: who 
buys the goods and services produced by the activities identified in Table 2? We present some 
answers in Table 3. Column 1 of Table 3 shows that the paddy activity sells more than half of its 
output to food processing. Any further downstream value chains would be captured in the fourth 
entry in Column 9, where there are substantial sales of processed food to itself. Details on this are 
not available from the underlying SAM data. Further disaggregation of food processing would be 
very useful to examine the impact of higher value addition. As a matter of interest, fisheries’ 
downstream connection to processed food is larger in relative terms (see Column 8). The 
downstream processing of other agricultural activities is relatively low. Some of these activities 
(Columns 2, 3, and 5) appear to make relatively large sales to other services (which includes hotels 
and restaurants) as well as to households. Hence, these other agricultural activities seem to have 
an opportunity to develop downstream processing, such as canning of fruit and vegetables. This, 
according to Ajmani et al. (2018), could help to diversify agricultural exports in the face of adverse 
policy change or other shocks in foreign markets. At this stage, however, only paddy and other 
crops (which includes pulses) appear to be significant export players, while the fruit and fishery 
products’ share of exports in total sales is very low. Limited diversification of agricultural exports—
including processed food, currently only representing less than three per cent of total sales—leaves 
the economy vulnerable, as suggested by Boughton et al. (2018) for pulses and Dorosh et al. (2019) 
for rice. 
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Some 60 per cent of forestry and logging sales (Column 7 of Table 3) are to other manufacturing, 
which includes saw milling as well as furniture making. Again, no distinction is made in the 
underlying data. Some sales are to construction (eight per cent), and about a quarter are to 
households. This may be either for fuel or for households’ own construction. Exports of forestry 
and logging only represent just over three per cent of total sales. Twenty per cent of total sales of 
livestock are for downstream processing, notably food but also fuel products. The bulk (80 per 
cent) of sales of livestock (Column 6) are to final demand, mainly to households. Other final 
demand (Row 17) represents livestock sales for investment purposes. 

2.3 Direct and indirect backward and forward linkages 

The previous subsection is useful, as it offers a reality check on the data underlying the SAM 
against what other analyses have found elsewhere using alternative bottom-up data sources. 
However, it does not tell the whole story, because account is only taken of first-round upstream 
and downstream linkages. Those connections are with activities that in and of themselves connect 
to other activities in subsequent rounds. To summarize all additional connections, we have 
calculated multipliers for backward and forward linkages, shown in Table 4, while Appendix B 
offers a technical discussion. 

Column 1 of Table 4 shows the degree of backward or upstream connectivity. In particular, the 
multipliers in Column 1 measure the direct and indirect impact on economy-wide gross output of 
a one-unit (MMK1 billion) increase in final demand for goods produced by the activity in the row 
heading. The underlying assumption is that the upstream activities can make an infinite supply of 
intermediate inputs available to meet the initial increase in final demand. This assumption also 
implies that prices are fixed. Thus, if demand for goods produced by the food, beverage, and 
tobacco products activity increases by MMK1 billion, gross output in the economy as a whole goes 
up by MMK2.5 billion. The total impact on gross output includes the initial direct increase of 
MMK1 billion. Accordingly, the indirect effect for food, beverage, and tobacco products is 1.5. 

We often refer to the multiplier effect in Column 1 as ‘type1’. Multipliers shown in Column 2 are 
an expansion of those in Column 1, as they include the income and expenditure of households. 
Here the thinking is that income from the production factors (labour and capital) flows to 
households, and part of that increase in household income is used for increased spending. The 
increased spending flows back to the activities. In the case of the exogenous increase in food, 
beverage, and tobacco products mentioned above, the total impact is now MMK3.7 billion instead 
of MMK2.5. 

As before, we can calculate the indirect effect as the total effect minus the direct effect. Thus, the 
indirect type1 effect of 1.5 is now a 2.7 ‘type2’ indirect impact, suggesting a considerable ‘induced’ 
impact by households for this activity. The reason is that food, beverage, and tobacco uses inputs 
from all agricultural activities, which display a high share of value added, as shown in Row 19 of 
Table 2. All value added is transferred directly to households. Thus, although not necessarily linked 
well to the other activities, as shown by the relatively low type1 multipliers in Column 1, a large 
share of primary input costs of food, beverage, and tobacco is actually ‘recycled’ as household 
expenditure in the type2 measure. 
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Table 4: Various multipliers for the Myanmar economy, 2017 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
    Type1 

output 
multiplier 

Type2 
output 

multiplier 

Type2 
rank 

output 
multiplier 

Com-
parison 

rank 
type1–
type2 

Type2 
less 

type1 
multiplier 

Rank 
indirect 
effect 

Type1 
input 

multiplier 

Rank 
type1 
input 

multiplier 

    
    

1. Food, beverage, and tobacco 
products 

2.5406 3.7335 1 = 1.1929 9 1.8382 8 

2. Wearing apparel and textiles 1.9913 2.9934 4 - 1.0021 12 1.4447 11 
3. Other industry 1.8777 2.9033 7 - 1.0255 11 1.7825 9 
4. Livestock 1.7644 3.3166 2 + 1.5522 5 1.3572 12 
5. Paddy 1.4582 2.9978 3 + 1.5395 7 2.0276 7 
6. Services 1.4041 2.6361 11 - 1.2320 8 1.6597 10 
7. Fisheries 1.3845 2.9355 6 + 1.5510 6 2.3727 2 
8. Beans 1.2544 2.9823 5 + 1.7278 2 2.2590 4 
9. Other crops 1.2047 2.8611 9 = 1.6564 3 2.1644 6 
10. Fruits 1.1958 2.8111 10 = 1.6153 4 2.3938 1 
11. Forestry and logging 1.1749 2.3007 12 - 1.1258 10 2.2158 5 
12. Vegetables 1.1347 2.8763 8 + 1.7416 1 2.2950 3 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 

We show the type2 multiplier ranking and comparisons with type1 in Columns 3 and 4. Column 
4 suggests that all agricultural activities improve their ranking compared with their respective type1 
multiplier ranking, except forestry and logging. The induced effect is summarized in Column 5 as 
the difference between Columns 1 and 2. The ranking thereof, reported in Column 6, shows that 
the top seven are all agricultural activities. Thus, while agricultural activities do not appear to be 
‘key sectors’ in the Hirschmanian sense, they become important when we take into account the 
income and expenditure of households engaged directly and indirectly in these activities. 

The last two columns of Table 4 turn the multiplier process of the previous columns around and 
explore forward linkages. Like Table 2, Table 3 only considers first-round connections; it ignores 
second-round activities to which the latter are connected and beyond. Full forward linkages are 
based the impact of a one-unit increase in primary inputs of the activities shown in Table 4’s row 
headings. If it can be assumed that a downstream activity has an infinite demand for intermediate 
inputs, its output will increase if an additional unit (MMK1 billion) is produced by the activity in 
the table’s row heading. Thus, a measure of direct and indirect forward linkages can be calculated. 
We show the results in the last two columns of Table 4. By this measure, all agricultural activities 
except livestock are in the top seven. Note that the forward linkage indicator can only be compared 
with the type1 backward linkage indicator. When we make this comparison, it would appear that 
agricultural activities as such do not reach back much into the Myanmar economy, but their 
forward linkages are potentially more pronounced. 

These observations also apply when the backward and forward linkage multipliers are calculated 
on the full activity disaggregation (see Table B1 in Appendix B). The backward linkage indicators 
of agricultural activities are below average, while they are above average for forward linkage 
indicators. Livestock is the exception. We already hinted at the reason in Table 2, which shows 
that a large part of livestock’s costs is for products produced by food, beverage, and tobacco 
producers (animal feed), while food processing itself has the highest backward linkage indicator. 
On the other hand, Table 3 shows that most of livestock’s sales are to final users (households and 
investment demand), and only a small fraction are used as intermediate inputs by other activities. 
Meat processing does not appear to be an important activity in Myanmar, based on the SAM data. 
Table B1 in Appendix B also shows that food, beverage, and tobacco producers and textiles and 
clothing have relatively high backward linkage rankings in the disaggregated activity context, but 
only average forward linkage rankings. The reason is that these activities predominantly produce 
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for final demand (households, exports), and their output is not used much as intermediate inputs 
by other activities. A disaggregation of these activities (food, beverage, and tobacco and textiles 
and clothing) may shed more light on additional forward linkages or downstream value chains. 

2.4 Foreign trade 

The descriptive analysis continues with a view on international trade. For this analysis, we have 
expanded the scope of international trade by breaking exports and imports for each commodity 
down by trading regions. We have adopted a fairly arbitrary but nevertheless reasonable and 
manageable grouping by identifying the following trading regions: 

• China; 
• Thailand; 
• other East Asia (OEA); 
• South Asia (SAS); 
• rest of the world (RoW). 

The breakdown of merchandise trade by trading region is achieved by making use of the World 
Bank’s (n.d.) World Integrated Trade Solutions (WITS) trade data, mapped from the 2007 six-digit 
harmonized system to the SAM commodities1 in a similar way as in the underlying 2017 SAM. We 
disaggregate all non-merchandise receipts and payments across the five regions based on the 
distribution of total merchandise receipts and payments respectively, due to lack of data. Table 5 
offers a view on the destination of exports and the source of intermediate2 imports for the activities 
of interest. Column 7 shows the importance of exports for each activity as the share of total 
exports. Paddy’s share in Myanmar’s total exports is 3.7 per cent. In Row 1, Column 5, it is clear 
that more than two thirds of Myanmar’s paddy exports are to RoW. Ajmani et al. (2018: 21) 
observe that a large share of Myanmar’s paddy exports3 is to the African continent, where low-
quality broken rice is in higher demand than in Asia, while brown rice is popular in the EU (World 
Bank 2014). Shares to other, closer destinations are lower, possibly because the quality of rice is 
not sufficiently high. 

Boughton et al. (2018) note that pulses4 are an important crop for Myanmar, with India the main 
destination. In the SAM and in Table 5, pulses are part of the 47 per cent share in Row 5, Column 
4 to SAS, while their share in total exports is close to five per cent (see the seventh entry in the 
same row). Other agricultural crops are insignificant exporters, with fishery products the highest 
at 0.5 per cent and Thailand being the main destination. 

Downstream from agriculture, about two thirds of processed food exports are to South-East Asia. 
It is an important export sector, contributing 4.5 per cent to total export. Tun et al. (2015) argue 
that close proximity to more developed economies in the region offers growth opportunities but 
requires significant investment in agro-enterprises. 

 

1 Commodities and activities are defined in the same way. 
2 In the SAM, imports are included in marketed supply. As explained earlier in this section, for the purposes of the 
decomposition models, we have extracted imports from intermediate and final domestic sales based on domestic 
demand proportions.  
3 Although milled paddy is considered to be unprocessed in the underlying SAM data sources. 
4 Although graded, they are considered to be unprocessed. 
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Table 5: Export destination shares and intermediate import source shares, 2017 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
   Exports 

 
Intermediate imports 

   China Thailand OEA SAS RoW Total % share 
 

 
China Thailand OEA SAS RoW Total % share  

   Destination % shares Total 
 

Source % shares Total 
1.  Paddy 8.3 0.0 7.9 14.2 69.6 100.0 3.7 

 
7.6 16.0 70.0 2.2 4.3 100.0 1.5 

2.  Vegetables 13.9 19.8 35.0 0.0 31.3 100.0 0.4 
 

42.3 20.6 24.0 4.5 8.6 100.0 0.0 
3.  Fruits 83.1 2.7 7.9 2.1 4.2 100.0 0.1 

 
50.8 15.3 23.2 3.6 7.1 100.0 0.1 

4.  Beans 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 99.8 100.0 0.0 
 

10.8 16.3 65.7 2.4 4.8 100.0 0.0 
5.  Other crops 21.5 2.0 21.8 46.8 8.0 100.0 4.6 

 
42.0 15.7 27.6 4.6 10.1 100.0 0.5 

6.  Livestock 0.0 90.7 4.7 2.4 2.2 100.0 0.2 
 

8.2 36.4 34.1 9.1 12.2 100.0 0.4 
7.  Forestry and logging 60.5 2.3 12.0 11.1 14.2 100.0 0.0 

 
38.4 18.5 30.3 4.6 8.2 100.0 0.1 

8.  Fisheries 2.5 87.8 6.0 0.6 3.1 100.0 0.5 
 

38.1 16.7 34.2 4.2 6.8 100.0 1.0 
9.  Food, beverage, and tobacco 7.6 18.9 41.5 1.3 30.7 100.0 4.5 

 
17.3 29.0 36.2 7.0 10.4 100.0 9.7 

10.  Wearing apparel and textiles 1.5 0.4 34.5 0.2 63.4 100.0 13.3 
 

60.8 12.6 18.9 3.7 4.1 100.0 6.4 
11.  Other industry 47.0 33.4 8.5 2.1 8.9 100.0 34.3 

 
42.2 17.3 27.9 4.2 8.4 100.0 51.1 

12.  Services 32.3 19.1 17.0 6.7 24.8 100.0 38.4 
 

31.7 18.4 38.2 4.3 7.5 100.0 29.2 
13.  Total 30.5 20.5 17.4 6.1 25.5 100.0 100.0 

 
37.2 18.5 31.9 4.5 8.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM and WITS trade data. 

Table 6: Shares in exports to selected destinations and shares in intermediate import from selected sources, 2017 

  1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9 10 11 12 
   % shares of exports to  % shares of intermediate Imports from 
   China Thailand OEA SAS RoW Total 

 
China Thailand OEA SAS RoW Total 

1.  Paddy 1.0 0.0 1.7 8.6 10.0 3.7 
 

0.3 1.3 3.4 0.7 0.8 1.5 
2.  Vegetables 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.5 0.4 

 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3.  Fruits 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 
 

0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
4.  Beans 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 
0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5.  Other crops 3.2 0.5 5.7 35.4 1.4 4.6 
 

0.6 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 
6.  Livestock 0.0 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 

 
0.1 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 

7.  Forestry and logging 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 
 

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
8.  Fisheries 0.0 2.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 

 
1.0 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.0 

9.  Food, beverage, and tobacco 1.1 4.1 10.7 1.0 5.4 4.5 
 

4.5 15.2 11.0 15.3 12.7 9.7 
10.  Wearing apparel and textiles 0.7 0.2 26.4 0.5 33.1 13.3 

 
10.4 4.3 3.8 5.2 3.3 6.4 

11.  Other industry 52.7 55.9 16.8 12.0 12.0 34.3 
 

58.0 47.8 44.8 48.3 53.5 51.1 
12.  Services 40.7 35.8 37.6 42.2 37.4 38.4 

 
24.8 29.0 34.9 28.0 27.4 29.2 

13.  Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM and WITS trade data.
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The ILO (2015) report on the garment industry indicates that most of the garment exports are 
destined for Japan, the EU, and North America, which is confirmed in Row 10 of Table 5. Other 
industry is mainly mining products (natural gas, gemstones), and the main destinations are China 
and neighbouring Thailand. The high share of services is the result of the standard activity-by-
commodity SAM to industry-by-industry SAM conversion (see Appendix A), which required the 
allocation of trade and transport’s margins on exports to the services sector.5 Not shown here is 
that another important component of services trade is tourism (hotels and restaurants) with more 
than seven per cent of total exports, as well as telecommunication with close to nine per cent. In 
total, 75 per cent of all exports by value are destined for the Asian region, with the rest exported 
to RoW. In Asia, China and Thailand take up more than 50 per cent of Myanmar’s total exports. 

On the import side, only intermediates are shown (see footnote 2). Agricultural activities do not 
require many intermediate imports. Food processing accounts for close to 10 per cent of all 
intermediate imports, and most is sourced from Thailand and OEA. It is unclear what particular 
products are part of these imports, but it is possible that some of them are pre- or unprocessed 
food products that are prepared for final goods in Myanmar. Not shown here is that according to 
the underlying SAM, almost 86 per cent of intermediate input in food products is from agriculture 
and food processing. One can calculate a similar share of around 69 per cent from Table 2. If 
accurate, this suggests that there is considerable scope for adding value in Myanmar’s food 
processing industry. 

The textile and clothing industry’s share in total intermediate imports is less than 6.4 per cent, and 
most comes from China and elsewhere in the South-East Asian region, including Thailand. The 
shares of other industry and services in intermediate imports are much higher at about 50 per cent 
and 30 per cent respectively, with a similar distribution in which China is the main supplier. 

A different but related view on international trade is given in Table 6. This table shows shares in 
each export and import basket. Exports to China and Thailand (Columns 1 and 2) are dominated 
by other industries. The OEA markets (Column 3) are more popular with food and textiles and 
clothing, while exports to SAS (Column 4) focus more on paddy and other crops (pulses). Paddy 
and textiles and clothing are the main products destined for RoW. 

On the intermediate import side, China’s exports of textiles and clothing to Myanmar (Column 7) 
are relatively high, but in Column 1 of Table 6 the share in its imports of these products from 
Myanmar is very low. This suggest that the data reflect a multi-country value chain at work, with 
intermediate imports from China and exports to OEA (Japan) and RoW (EU and US). 
Intermediate imports by processed food are relatively high (Row 9) from all sources except China. 
Most intermediate imports across all sources are accounted for by other manufacturing (fuels, 
chemicals, metals, etc.), with higher shares of over 50 per cent from China and RoW. 

  

 

5 Moreover, trade and transport margins are also taken away from other sectors. For example, the share of paddy 
drops from 6.3 per cent in the original activity-by-commodity SAM to 3.7 per cent in the industry-by-industry SAM, 
and other crops from 8.1 per cent to 4.6 per cent.. 
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2.5 Income distribution 

Since our main aim of this paper is to link agriculture, agro-processing, and trade to rural household 
incomes, the descriptive analysis section concludes with the broad income distribution dimensions 
of the SAM. For reasons of convenience, we aggregate household income groups from quintiles 
into two categories: the first four quintiles and the top quintile. They are identified here as low-
income and high-income respectively. 

The sources of income for each household group are shown in Table 7. The data for income 
distribution are drawn from the 2016 to 2017 Myanmar Living Conditions Survey (MLCS) and are 
organized in the SAM such that non-farm households do not receive income from agriculture-
related capital stock, land, livestock, and fish stock, while households primarily engaged in farming 
activities do not receive income from enterprises. Thus, all non-agriculture-related factor income 
from capital is transferred to enterprises before its after tax income is distributed to non-farm 
households.6 

Overall, low-income households (Rows 1, 3, and 5) receive relatively more income from lower-
educated labour. But higher-educated labour is certainly not always (or on average) the lowest 
source of labour income, as is the case for low-income rural farm households, where secondary-
educated labour is actually the main source of revenue. 

Rural non-farm households rely mostly on labour income, as only about 30 per cent is earned from 
other sources. Government transfers are an important source of income for rural farm households, 
alongside remittances from abroad. The latter are also significant for low-income rural non-farm 
households. 

Income received by urban households originates to a large degree from non-labour income, mainly 
enterprises. Urban low-income households receive relatively more income from lower-educated 
labour, but higher-educated labour is certainly not insignificant, with more than 24 per cent from 
secondary-educated labour and almost 20 per cent from tertiary-educated labour. 

In Table 8, we report the distribution of each source of income across the household groups. In 
general, low-income households receive relatively more income from the lowest-educated labour 
groups, while higher-income households (Q5) receive more income from highly educated labour 
and from non-agriculture-related capital (Column 9), except for the highest quintile in rural areas 
(Rows 3 and 4, Column 4). The main beneficiaries of government and foreign transfers appear to 
be in rural areas. 

 

6 As shown in Rows 5 to 7 of Table 7, a small amount of income received by urban households relates to urban-based 
agricultural activities. We ignore this in the discussion and note that most non-labour income is sourced from 
enterprises. 
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Table 7: Percentage shares of sources of household income in Myanmar 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  
   No 

education 
Primary 

education 
Secondary 
education 

Tertiary 
education 

Agr. capital Land Livestock Fish stock Enterprises Govt RoW Total 

1.  Rural farm Q1–4 12.3 19.6 25.6 8.4 5.0 11.4 5.7 4.8 0.0 1.0 6.2 100.0 
2.  Rural farm Q5 24.7 6.2 17.8 9.4 6.5 15.0 7.4 6.3 0.0 4.5 2.2 100.0 
3.  Rural non-farm Q1–4 12.0 27.9 25.6 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.9 0.6 3.1 100.0 
4.  Rural non-farm Q5 6.1 18.8 29.4 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.6 1.4 100.0 
5.  Urban Q1–4 3.0 8.5 24.1 19.2 0.5 1.2 0.6 0.5 40.4 0.5 1.6 100.0 
6.  Urban Q5 0.7 1.7 6.5 32.0 0.5 1.1 0.6 0.5 54.7 0.3 1.5 100.0 
7.  Total 9.0 13.9 20.3 15.9 2.1 4.7 2.3 2.0 25.8 1.0 3.0 100.0 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 

Table 8: Distribution of income by source across households in Myanmar 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  
   No 

education 
Primary 

education 
Secondary 
education 

Tertiary 
education 

Capital Land Livestock Fish stock Enterprises Govt RoW Total 

1 Rural farm Q1–4 31.8 32.9 29.3 12.3 56.4 56.4 56.4 56.4 0.0 22.0 48.5 23.3 
2.  Rural farm Q5 29.6 4.8 9.4 6.3 34.2 34.2 34.2 34.2 0.0 47.3 7.7 10.7 
3.  Rural non-farm Q1–4 26.9 40.5 25.4 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.4 12.5 21.0 20.1 
4.  Rural non-farm Q5 4.9 9.7 10.3 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 4.5 3.3 7.1 
5.  Urban Q1–4 5.1 9.3 17.9 18.2 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 23.7 7.0 8.0 15.1 
6.  Urban Q5 1.7 2.8 7.6 47.5 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 50.0 6.7 11.5 23.6 
7.  Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Note: distribution of all capital-related productive income is the same across all types of capital due to lack of data in the underlying MLCS. 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 
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3 Multiplier decomposition 

In Section 2.3, we discussed some initial multiplier analysis. We now take this a step further. The 
question is whether rural low-income households, whether engaged in farming or not, are likely to 
benefit from productivity increases in agricultural and agro-processing and from international 
trade, directly or indirectly. Before this can be done, the decomposition methodologies need to be 
presented. The incremental steps start with the broad decomposition. This is followed by more 
detailed methods, and the section concludes with the international trade angle. We present and 
discuss results in Section 4. 

3.1 Standard decomposition 

Given the basic principles of the SAM-based multiplier model outlined in Appendix B, the next 
step is to proceed towards a decomposition of multipliers. The decomposition methodologies 
described in this and the next two subsections have previously been applied elsewhere (Mondlane 
and van Seventer 2019). For reasons of completeness, the methodologies presented here draw on 
that study. 

The first step of the standard decomposition is to identify endogenous and exogenous accounts. 
The model of this subsection focuses on the impact of agriculture. An increase in agricultural 
production is modelled as an increase in its final demand, typically by one unit (MMK1 billion). 
The endogenous accounts, i.e. those that will increase their output or income to satisfy this 
exogenous increase in agricultural output, are productive activities, factors of production (labour, 
land, livestock, fish stock, and capital), and institutions (households and enterprises). The accounts 
of government, savings and investment, and RoW are exogenous. Government outlays are policy-
determined, and the external sector is outside domestic control. As the model has no dynamic 
features, savings and investment are also exogenous (Round 2003). 

Table 9: Simplified representations of endogenous and exogenous accounts in a SAM 

 Activities Factors Private 
institutions 

Exogenous 
accounts 

Total receipts 

Activities Zaa  Zai fa xa 
Factors Zfa   ff xf 
Private institutions  Zif Zii fi xi 
Exogenous accounts ma’ mf’ mi’ f’ xx 
Total expenditure xa’ xf’ xi’ xx’  

Source: adapted from Mondlane and van Seventer (2019). 

We show in Table 9 a simplified representation of the endogenous and exogenous accounts. For 
analytical purposes, the endogenous accounts are represented as the matrix Z, the exogenous 
accounts are denoted by the column vector f, and the total expenditures and receipts are captured 
by the column vector x. Subscript a stands for activities, f for factors of production, and i for 
institutions. The subscript rule is that the first subscript label refers to the account receiving the 
funds while the second label is the paying account. Each account’s receipts, shown in the last 
column, must be equal to its expenditures. The latter are in the last row of the table. Hence, the 
apostrophe (’) refers to the transpose. 

In the first row, subvector xa = Zaa⋅ia + Zai⋅ii + fa describes how the total value of goods and 
services produced and sold by activities is equal to the row sum of intermediate demand Zaa (by 
matrix multiplying with a unit column vector ia of appropriate size). To this is added the row sum 
of final demand by private institutions for commodities produced by activities (Zai) and the 

Z 

 

f x 
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residual component in vector fa consisting of the sum of government demand, investment 
demand, and exports. To produce this output, an activity requires Zaa intermediate inputs, Zfa 
primary inputs from the factors of production, and a ma’ row vector of other (exogenous) inputs. 
The latter includes taxes on products and production as well as intermediate imports. Internal 
consistency entails that the costs of production xa = ia

’ ⋅Zaa + ia
’ ⋅Zai+ ma

’
 must be equal to what 

the productive industries sell. 

Similar sets of identities can be specified in the second row and column of Table 9 for income 
earned by factors of production Zfa and ff and the distribution thereof to local (Zif) and foreign  
(ma’ ) institutions. The third row shows factor income received by non-government domestic 
institutions (Zif) plus intra-institutional (Zii) transfers and income from exogenous institutions (fi). 
These receipts are used in the third column to buy goods and services (Zai) and make transfers to 
other endogenous institutions (Zii), with a proportion going to exogenous accounts including 
government taxes, savings, and transfers to RoW (mi’). 

The symbols in Table 9 can be written in linear algebra as follows: 

     
     = + ⇔ = +     
          

a aa ai a

f fa f

i if ii i

x Z 0 Z f
x Z 0 0 i f x Zi f
x 0 Z Z f

  [1] 

in which i is a vector with unit values of appropriate size used here to calculate the row sums of 
Z. The right-hand side of the equation is the same as in Appendix B, Equation [B1], which is 
rewritten as in Equation [B3] as: 

 ( ) 1−= − ⋅x I A f     [2] 

in which A is a matrix of the column coefficients of Z so that 

 
 
 
 
  

aa ai

fa

fi ii

A 0 A
A = A 0 0

0 A A
 

where Aaa is a submatrix of intermediate input costs per unit of activity output, Afa per unit 
primary (factor) payments (to labour and capital) by activities, Afi the distribution shares of each 
production factor’s income to each of the i institutions, Aai, purchases of goods and services by 
households as shares of total income, and Aii transfers among institutions as shares of total 
income. 

Similar to Equation [B3] in Appendix B, if M = (I – A)-1 (instead of L), [2] can be written: 

 = ⋅x M f      [3] 

where M is the global multiplier matrix that constitutes the basis of the standard SAM multiplier 
model. It relates the exogenous injections to the endogenous accounts, and accounts for all the 
combined effects to be decomposed below. In doing so, we follow the approach proposed by 
Pyatt and Round (2006). The global multiplier matrix M can be decomposed by rewriting Equation 
[B2] of Appendix B as: 
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 = + +x Bx Cx f     [4] 

such that 

  
 
 =  
  

aa

ii

A 0 0
B 0 0 0

0 0 A
 

is a matrix with the diagonal submatrices of A, containing Aaa and Aii. They represent the transfers 
within a given class of accounts: matrix Aaa captures interindustry transactions, while the transfers 
between institutions (enterprises and households in this case) are embodied in submatrix Aii. 

 
 
 =  
  

ai

fa

if

0 0 A
C A 0 0

0 A 0
 

is a matrix with the off-diagonal submatrices of Aai, Afa, and Aif. They focus on the circular flow 
of incomes and outlays: an increase in expenditures by institutions (households) generates extra 
demand for products via Aai. As a result, one can expect a supply response to this increase in 
demand for products that results in an increase in demand for factor services via Afa and hence an 
extra income for institutions via Aif. The extra income for the institutions will create further 
increases in the consumption expenditures of institutions. This triggers further rounds of the 
multiplier process (Pyatt and Round 2006). 

Equation [4] can be rewritten (see Appendix C) as: 

 ( ) ( ) ( )1 12 − −= − ⋅ + ⋅ − ⋅x I D I D I B f
 ( ) 1in which  −= − ⋅D I B C  

or: 

 = ⋅ ⋅ ⋅3 2 1x M M M f     [5] 

in which: 

  

From Equations [3] and [5] it follows that M = M3∙M2∙M1. The M1 multiplier matrix captures the 
effects within each endogenous account only, referred to as within-group transfers. This component 
is therefore a diagonal block matrix: there are no spillovers to other account groups. The first 
diagonal block expresses the multiplier effects among activities and is the same as the traditional 
Leontief inverse matrix. Since factors do not transfer to each other, the second diagonal block in 
M1 is an identity matrix I. The block in the bottom right-hand corner captures the multiplier 
effects of transfers between endogenous institutions (Pansini 2008). 
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M2 describes the spillover effects ignored in M1. These effects are from an exogenous injection into 
an account of one block—for example, into households—which is then transmitted to other 
blocks of endogenous accounts—for example, activities. This could be associated with higher 
household demand for goods and services. This matrix explains why and how the stimulation of 
one part of the economic system has repercussions for others (Pyatt and Round 2006). 

Finally, M3 is the matrix that captures the feedback effects generated at the end of the circular flow 
of funds. These effects are also known as the closed-loop multiplier effects (Pyatt and Round 
2006), since they ‘close the loop’ and return the impact to the account where it all started as an 
exogenous stimulus. 

Instead of a multiplicative decomposition, a perhaps more intuitive way is to consider an additive 
set-up with the same interpretation. This is achieved by means of the following transformation 
(see Appendix C for further detail): 

 ( )2 3= + + ⋅1x N N N f     [6] 

in which: 

 

( )
( )

⋅

⋅

1 1

2 2 1

3 3 2 1

N = M
N = M - I M

N = M - I M M  

3.2 Further decomposition 

While the above decomposition has been around for some time, Pyatt and Round (2006) have 
more recently taken it one step further by considering a decomposition of a single element in the 
multiplier matrix M. Each element of the matrix M has an associated row and column. The 
relevant row of M can be found by premultiplying it with a row vector d' containing zero elements 
except for the row of the receiving account. This element is assigned a unit value. Similarly, post-
multiplication of M with a column vector of zero elements except for the element that corresponds 
with the paying account of the element of M will yield the column of M. Combining pre- and 
post-multiplication will generate the target element of M. Since M=M3•M2•M1, it is possible to 
write: 

 ijm ′ ′= ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ = ⋅ ⋅i 3 2 1 j 2d M M M d r M s    [7] 

in which mij is the ith element of the jth column of M, and 

 

′ ′= ⋅

= ⋅
i 3

1 j

r d M
s M d  

mij represents the direct and indirect impact of a one-unit increase in demand (= production) for 
j (say, paddy) on i (say, low-income rural farm households). This can be decomposed into a 
feedback effect represented by row vector r' and a within-group effect represented by a column 
vector s, while the spillover effect is contained in the familiar matrix M2. Using diagonal matrices 
for r' and s, each element of M can be expanded into a matrix of the same dimension by writing: 
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 ˆˆ= ⋅ ⋅2F R M S     [8] 

in which R̂  contains the feedback effect and Ŝ  the closed-loop effect, both on their respective 
main diagonals. The sum of all elements of the matrix F specific to the combination of the 
exogenous change in the jth account and the impact on the endogenous account i is equal to 
element mij of the full multiplier matrix M. 

If interest is specifically focused on the impact of agriculture, and crops in particular (for example 
paddy), on households (for example, low-income rural farm households), matrix F of Equation 
[8], according to Pansini (2008), can summarize several effects embodied in element mij of the 
matrix multiplier M. These effects can be described as follows, where i is the low-income rural 
farm household account that directly and indirectly benefits from an exogenous increase in 
production of paddy, activity account j. 

1. Direct effect:  
a. The direct effect of an exogenous increase in production of a crop (paddy, account 

j) on low-income farm households (account i) without considering any other 
indirect effect on other accounts, be they activities or household. It is the ith 
element of the vector that is the jth column of the matrix F. 

b. The effect on low-income farm households from productive activities other than 
paddy which are not impacted exogenously. It captures the intermediate knock-on 
effect of an increase in the demand for goods and services that the initial 
productive activity j (paddy) has on other activities and from the latter on low-
income farm households (account i). It is obtained as the difference between ith 
row total of matrix F and the effect described in 1a. 

2. Indirect effect:  
a. The effect from exogenously impacted paddy (the jth account) via all household 

groups other than low-income farm households (account i) on low-income farm 
households. It is obtained as the difference between the column total for paddy, 
the jth account of matrix F, i.e. the effect of paddy production on all household 
accounts, and the effect described in 1a. 

b. The effect from productive activity accounts other than account j (paddy) on all 
household groups other than account i (low-income farm households). It captures 
the effect that an increase in the production of paddy (the jth account) has on other 
activities via all households other than low-income farm households on low-
income farm households (the ith account). It is calculated as the residual between 
the full multiplier effect mij and the sum of the above three effects (1a, 1b, and 2a). 
(Pansini 2008). 

3.3 Decomposition with trade 

A number of studies highlight the potential importance of trade for the Myanmar economy. In 
this section, we present the method to examine the channels through which trade reaches low-
income rural households. Tarp et al. (2002) considered this previously using a multiplier 
decomposition for Viet Nam, and it was applied more recently for Mozambique by Mondlane and 
van Seventer (2019). The difference from the decomposition discussed in Section 3.1 is that now 
government income-expenditure as well as the savings-investment account are endogenized. The 
SAM therefore identifies many more submatrices, as shown by the blocks of transactions in the 
Myanmar economy Table 10. 
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Table 10: SAM symbols for trade-focused multiplier decomposition analysis 

  Activities Factors Private 
institutions 

Other 
domestic 

institutions 

Foreign 
accounts 

Total 
receipts 

Activities Zaa 
 

Zai Zad Mam xa 
Factors Zfa 

   
Mfm xf 

Private domestic institutions 
 

Zif Zii Zid Mim xi 

Other domestic institutions Zda Zdf Zdi Zdd Mdm xd 

Foreign accounts Mma Mmf Mmi Mmd 
 

xm 

Total expenditure xap xfp xip xdp xmp 
 

Source: authors’ compilation. 

In Table 10: 

Zaa = interindustry interactions; 

Zfa = industry factor payments; 

Zda = industry tax payments for product and production taxes; 

Mma = industry imports; 

Zif = distribution of factor incomes to private institutions; 

Zdf = distribution of factor incomes to other domestic institutions; 

Mmf = transfers of factor (primary) income to RoW; 

Zai = demand for goods and services by private institutions; 

Zii = transfers by private institutions to private institutions; 

Zdi = transfers by private institutions to other domestic institutions (including 
income tax); 

Mmi = transfers by private institutions (of secondary income) to RoW; 

Zad = demand for goods and services by other domestic institutions and savings-
investment; 

Zid = transfers by other domestic institutions to private institutions; 

Zdd = transfers to and from other domestic institutions (including tax accounts to 
government); 

Mmd = transfers by other domestic institutions (of secondary income) to RoW; 

Mam = demand for goods and services by RoW; 

Mfm = transfers of primary incomes from RoW (to factor accounts); 
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Mim = transfers of secondary incomes from RoW to private institutions; 

Mdm = transfers of secondary incomes from RoW to other domestic institutions. 

The critical difference between this SAM multiplier model and that described in Section 3.1 is that 
in respect of the public sector, the assumption is that it operates on a fixed budget principle. This 
means that if the government receives income from tax collection and/or from state-owned 
enterprises, it will use it on goods and services and for transfer payments in the same outlay 
proportions as in the underlying SAM data. Moreover, domestic institutions, including enterprises, 
households, and the public sector, will—according to the underlying SAM data—use a proportion 
of any additional income received for savings. These additional savings, which are due to an initial 
exogenous increase in, say, exports, will then be used as part of the multiplier process to demand 
goods and services for investment purposes. However, note that the analytical framework remains 
static. In other words, while investment will increase, there is no accounting for an increase in 
capital stock and the associated supply of goods and services; there are no growth dynamics at play 
here. 

The material balance of Equation [4] remains the same, but matrix A can now be written as: 

  

and matrices B and C become: 

  

Not only is demand for goods and services by the government, as well as investment demand 
(Aad), accounted for, but a number of transfer channels are also added to the economic system. 
In particular, this refers to secondary income transfers by government to private institutions (Aid) 
such as households and vice versa (Adi), including tax payments on income as well as on goods 
and services demanded by households. Moreover, primary income factor payments to government 
from state-owned enterprises (Adf), as well as tax payments on products and production by 
activities (Ada) and by other domestic institutions (government and savings-investment, Add), are 
now also considered as endogenous transfers. Add also captures transfers between government 
and the savings-investment account, which represents government (dis)savings.7 

 

7 Government savings can be positive or negative. If they are the latter, the government runs a budget deficit. The 
relevant element of Add (as-i,gvt) is then negative. This creates a problem, in that any positive exogenous shock will 
increase the budget deficit, or rather, reduce the transfer from government to the savings-investment account, and 
investment demand will decrease. This could potentially turn some elements in the multiplier matrix negative. In 
particular, construction may now be impacted negatively, since this activity depends to a large degree on investment 
demand. To avoid this, the element as-i,gvt has been set to zero so that an exogenous shock causes no impact on 
investment demand through the budget deficit. Investment demand can now only increase in the case of a positive 
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The progression of Equations [5] and [6] remains the same in notational terms, as do the 
interpretations of the general multiplier matrix M, the multiplicative decomposition matrices M1, 
M2, and M3, and the additive decomposition matrices N1, N2, and N3. 

To this, we add the trade perspective by creating a direct import dependency matrix Am as the 
import shares: 

 
ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ 

-1 -1 -1 -1
m ma a mf f mi i md dA = M x M x M x M x

 

Import shares include not only imports of goods and services ( ˆ⋅ -1
am mM x ), but also primary 

payments ( ˆ⋅ -1
fm mM x ), as well as secondary cross-border outflows ( ˆ⋅ -1

im mM x ) and ( ˆ⋅ -1
dm mM x )  by 

domestic private and government respectively. Along the same lines, direct export shares (Ae) can 
be written as: 

 
ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ 

-1 -1 -1 -1
e am m fm m im m dm mA = M x M x M x M x

 

where the export shares can be extended to include not only exports of goods and services  
( ˆ⋅ -1

am mM x ), but also foreign receipts by Myanmar factors of production ( ˆ⋅ -1
fm mM x ), as well as 

transfer receipts by private ( ˆ⋅ -1
im mM x ) and other domestic ( ˆ⋅ -1

dm mM x ) institutions, including 
foreign savings. 

An import requirement multiplier matrix of direct and indirect imports (or leakage) following a 
one-unit exogenous increase in any of the endogenous accounts can be written following Tarp et 
al. (2002) as: 

 ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ = ⋅ 
-1 -1 -1 -1

m ma a mf f mi i md d mM = M x M x M x M x M A M  [9] 

Similarly, an exogenous one-unit across-the-board increase that can arise from exports of goods 
and services produced by activities and any other foreign inflows is captured by an export 
dependency multiplier matrix as: 

 ˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ = ⋅ 
-1 -1 -1 -1

e am m fm m im m dm m eM = M M x M x M x M x M A  [10] 

It represents the direct and indirect output and income effects of a one-unit across-the-board 
increase in exports or any other foreign inflows such as remittances. Substituting in Equation [6], 
the export dependencies can be broken down into own-account or closed-loop effects (N1∙Ae) as 
well as spillover and feedback effects (N2∙Ae and N3∙Ae). Export policies are usually focused on 
trade in goods and services, and less likely to feature flows associated with primary and secondary 
cross-border transfers. Hence, in the model application here, all submatrices of Ae are set to zero, 
except the first ( ˆ⋅ -1

am mM x ). 

 

exogenous shock since all other endogenous savings—those by private domestic institutions and their relevant 
elements of Adi—are positive. 
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4 Multiplier decomposition results 

In this section, we report the results of the decomposition. The first subsection presents results of 
the standard decomposition model discussed in Section 3.1, followed by the additional 
decomposition discussed in Section 3.2. Section 4 ends with results from the decomposition with 
trade according to the method discussed in Section 3.3. 

4.1 Results from the standard decomposition 

Selected decomposed multipliers for N1, N2, and N3 of Equation [6] and for M (= L) of Equation 
[3] are shown in Table 11. Tableau 1 traces the impact of a one-unit (MMK1 billion) increase in 
demand (= production) of goods produced by the paddy activity on incomes of the households 
identified in the SAM. Since the stimulus is administered in the paddy activity, which is not shown 
as a recipient (row) account in Tableau 1, there is no impact reported in Column N1. As recipients 
of a stimulus, entries would only have shown in Column N1 if the stimulus had originated in 
households, which is not the case in Tableau 1. Therefore, the entries are zero (and omitted). The 
spillover effects of the stimulus to the paddy activity on households are shown in Column N2, and 
the feedback effects thereof in Column N3. The biggest impacts are on low-income rural farm 
households, for both spillover and feedback effects. This is followed by low-income rural non-
farm households. High-income urban households also benefit from a stimulus in paddy 
production, as they indirectly receive income from other activities that are associated in one way 
or another with the paddy activity or household incomes earned directly and indirectly. These 
indirect effects propagate more through the feedback than through the spillover channel, the more 
so as the household group has non-farm, urban, and higher-income characteristics. Paddy only 
requires few inputs, as pointed out in our discussion of the results shown in Table 4. But it was 
also shown that the type2 multiplier ranking of the paddy activity improved compared with the 
type1 ranking. It would seem that part of this increase in the multiplier effect benefits high-income 
urban households mainly through feedback effects. In other words, as increased paddy production 
and its intra-industry knock-on effect spills over onto farm and to a lesser degree onto non-farm 
and urban households, the increased spending feeds back on other activities and households, and 
this is more biased towards non-farm and urban households. 

From Tableaus 2 to 7 of Table 11 it can be seen that the spillover effects of other agricultural 
activities on households are larger, except for forestry. The latter’s income from capital is 
distributed to non-farm households (via the single enterprise account) only, and its distribution 
patterns reported in Table 7 favour high-income urban households in particular. In both cases of 
agro-industry (food processing and textiles and apparel, Tableaus 8 and 9 respectively), it can be 
seen that the spillover impacts and indeed the multiplier impacts per unit of final demand/output 
are highest on low-income rural households, both farm and non-farm, followed by urban 
households. This suggest that low-income rural households benefit more indirectly from both 
industries than do other households, and these industries therefore have a strong pro-rural poor 
impact. As before, the feedback channel is more important for non-farm and urban households. 
An increase in fuel minerals, on the other hand, has a strong positive impact on high-income urban 
households. The impact on low-income rural households is still important, but now mainly 
through the feedback channel. This needs to be fleshed out further by digging more deeply into 
these multipliers. 
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Table 11: Selected decomposed multipliers for Myanmar, 2017 

  Paddy 
 

Livestock 
  

Textiles and apparel 
Tableau 1 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 5 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 9 N1 N2 N3 Total 
Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.294 0.132 0.426 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.328 0.133 0.462 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.122 0.085 0.206 

Rural farm Q5 
 

0.151 0.064 0.215 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.179 0.065 0.244 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.051 0.041 0.092 
Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.168 0.105 0.273 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.120 0.106 0.226 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.123 0.068 0.191 

Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.048 0.035 0.083 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.036 0.035 0.071 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.042 0.023 0.064 
Urban Q1–4 

 
0.083 0.073 0.156 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.078 0.074 0.151 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.084 0.048 0.132 

Urban Q5 
 

0.080 0.105 0.186 Urban Q5 
 

0.095 0.107 0.201 Urban Q5 
 

0.115 0.070 0.185 
  Vegetables 

 
Forestry and logging 

 
Fuel minerals 

Tableau 2 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 6 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 10 N1 N2 N3 Total 
Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.425 0.150 0.575 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.109 0.095 0.205 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.073 0.084 0.157 

Rural farm Q5 
 

0.241 0.073 0.314 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.048 0.046 0.094 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.034 0.041 0.075 
Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.108 0.119 0.227 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.146 0.077 0.222 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.102 0.068 0.170 

Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.030 0.039 0.069 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.046 0.025 0.071 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.038 0.023 0.060 
Urban Q1–4 

 
0.066 0.082 0.149 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.102 0.054 0.156 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.103 0.048 0.151 

Urban Q5 
 

0.068 0.119 0.186 Urban Q5 
 

0.158 0.079 0.237 Urban Q5 
 

0.194 0.071 0.266 
  Fruits 

 
Fisheries 

 
Paddy 

Tableau 3 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 7 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 11 N1 N2 N3 Total 
Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.383 0.139 0.522 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.319 0.133 0.452 Paddy 1.012 

 
0.058 1.070 

Rural farm Q5 
 

0.222 0.067 0.290 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.178 0.064 0.243 Vegetables 0.007 
 

0.004 0.011 
Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.092 0.110 0.202 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.139 0.105 0.245 Fruits 0.011 

 
0.007 0.018 

Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.026 0.036 0.062 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.038 0.035 0.073 Other crops 0.049 
 

0.027 0.076 
Urban Q1–4 

 
0.064 0.076 0.141 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.072 0.073 0.145 Food, beverage, and tobacco 0.049 

 
0.493 0.542 

Urban Q5 
 

0.084 0.110 0.194 Urban Q5 
 

0.082 0.106 0.188 Land transport 0.018 
 

0.041 0.059 
  Other crops 

 
Food, beverage, and tobacco 

 
Livestock 

Tableau 4 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 8 N1 N2 N3 Total Tableau 12 N1 N2 N3 Total 
Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.364 0.143 0.506 Rural farm Q1–4 

 
0.170 0.101 0.271 Paddy 0.014 

 
0.058 0.072 

Rural farm Q5 
 

0.199 0.069 0.268 Rural farm Q5 
 

0.084 0.049 0.133 Vegetables 0.001 
 

0.004 0.005 
Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.137 0.113 0.250 Rural non-farm Q1–4 

 
0.134 0.081 0.215 Fruits 0.002 

 
0.007 0.008 

Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.038 0.037 0.075 Rural non-farm Q5 
 

0.043 0.027 0.069 Other crops 0.007 
 

0.028 0.035 
Urban Q1–4 

 
0.074 0.078 0.153 Urban Q1–4 

 
0.087 0.057 0.144 Food, beverage, and tobacco 0.189 

 
0.494 0.683 

Urban Q5 
 

0.077 0.113 0.190 Urban Q5 
 

0.121 0.082 0.203 Land transport 0.024 
 

0.041 0.065 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 
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Given a one-unit exogenous increase in paddy production (Tableau 11), paddy’s total production 
goes up by the one unit plus another 1.2 per cent due to within-industry connections. But more 
importantly, it goes up another 5.8 per cent due to feedback effects. The latter is due to paddy 
paying the factors of production (labour, land, capital) remuneration as part of their production 
costs. This is distributed to households, who in turn buy goods and services, among others food 
that requires further inputs from paddy. These feedback effects can be powerful—in this case, 
almost four times the interindustry connections. 

4.2 Results from the additional decomposition 

Further decomposition of the overall multiplier effects of agricultural activities and agro-
processing, using Equations [7] and [8], is shown in Table 12. The direct effect is the sum of (a) the 
effect of an exogenous increase in the production activity on a household group and (b) the 
intermediate knock-on effects that the initial productive activity has on other activities, and from 
the latter onto the target households. They are the sum of the direct effects described in Section 
3.2. The indirect effect is the residual of the full multiplier effect, i.e. that channelled through 
households other than the target households (a) directly and (b) indirectly through the knock-on 
effects of the intermediate inputs from an exogenous increase in the relevant productive activity. 
This residual effect is the sum of the indirect effects described in Section 3.2. 

Columns 1 and 4 of Table 12 repeat the multiplier mij of Table 11, while Columns 2 and 5 show 
the shares of the direct effect, and Columns 3 and 6 the shares of the indirect effect. 

Table 12: Further decomposed multipliers for Myanmar, 2017 

  1 2 3  4 5 6 
    mij Direct % Indirect % 

 
mij Direct % Indirect % 

  
  

 
Paddy 

 
Fuel minerals 

1. Rural farm Q1–4 0.426 80.6 19.4 
 

0.157 54.5 45.5 
2. Rural farm Q5 0.215 75.2 24.8 

 
0.075 49.1 50.9 

3. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.273 69.7 30.3 
 

0.170 68.1 31.9 
4. Rural non-farm Q5 0.083 60.6 39.4 

 
0.060 65.2 34.8 

5. Urban Q1–4 0.156 58.1 41.9 
 

0.151 74.4 25.6 
6. Urban Q5 0.186 49.0 51.0 

 
0.266 82.9 17.1 

    Other crops 
 

Food, beverage, and tobacco 
7. Rural farm Q1–4 0.506 84.0 16.0 

 
0.271 73.4 26.6 

8. Rural farm Q5 0.268 79.5 20.5 
 

0.133 67.6 32.4 
9. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.250 62.0 38.0 

 
0.215 70.6 29.4 

10. Rural non-farm Q5 0.075 52.5 47.5 
 

0.069 63.9 36.1 
11. Urban Q1–4 0.153 53.2 46.8 

 
0.144 66.3 33.7 

12. Urban Q5 0.190 45.8 54.2 
 

0.203 67.3 32.7 
    Forestry and logging 

 
Textiles and apparel 

13. Rural farm Q1–4 0.205 62.5 37.5 
 

0.206 69.0 31.0 
14. Rural farm Q5 0.094 54.7 45.3 

 
0.092 59.3 40.7 

15. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.222 74.2 25.8 
 

0.191 73.0 27.0 
16. Rural non-farm Q5 0.071 66.8 33.2 

 
0.064 67.6 32.4 

17. Urban Q1–4 0.156 71.4 28.6 
 

0.132 69.7 30.3 
18. Urban Q5 0.237 75.4 24.6 

 
0.185 70.5 29.5 

    Fisheries 
 

Construction 
19. Rural farm Q1–4 0.452 82.6 17.4 

 
0.238 69.6 30.4 

20. Rural farm Q5 0.243 78.7 21.3 
 

0.105 59.5 40.5 
21. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.245 64.5 35.5 

 
0.227 74.7 25.3 

22. Rural non-farm Q5 0.073 54.3 45.7 
 

0.075 68.7 31.3 
23. Urban Q1–4 0.145 54.3 45.7 

 
0.145 68.7 31.3 

24. Urban Q5 0.188 49.5 50.5 
 

0.196 67.8 32.2 

Source: authors’ calculations based on the 2017 SAM. 
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The direct effect of crop production on low-income rural households dominates the multipliers. 
The indirect effect is stronger at higher levels of household income in rural areas and in urban 
areas, while the overall multiplier impact of crops on them is weaker. This observation also holds 
for agro-processing activities, albeit to a lesser degree. This supports the notion not only that low-
income rural households benefit more strongly from agro-processing development than other 
households, but also that the channel is mainly direct—i.e. through the production activities and 
their intermediates—and is less through the indirect household channel, similarly to the spillover 
and feedback effects discussed in the previous subsection. Interestingly, expansion in the 
construction sector benefits low-income rural households (farm and non-farm) more than urban 
households, while the distinction between direct and indirect is more or less the same at 2:1, except 
for rural non-farm households. For the latter, the direct effect is about 75 per cent of the total 
multiplier effect. For them, construction is perhaps the main alternative to engagement in farm 
activities. 

A further decomposition of the direct effect among activities is shown in Table 13. Here, the direct 
impact of an increase in food processing on all rural households is considered. The direct effect 
includes the impact of food processing as well as the knock-on effects on other activities. The 
latter identifies all agricultural activities together, and other activities (mining, manufacturing, 
services) together. The direct impact of an increase in food processing on all rural households is 
shown in the last column and matches up with Column 5, Rows 7 to 10, of Table 12. 

Table 13: Decomposition of the direct effect of food, beverage, and tobacco activity multipliers on rural 
households in Myanmar, 2017 

 1 2 3 4 5 
  Food, 

beverage, and 
tobacco 

Agr. 
activities 

Other activities Total Share of direct 
effect 

Rural farm Q1–4 16.9 55.5 27.6 100.0 73.4 
Rural farm Q5 14.4 62.5 23.1 100.0 67.6 
Rural non-farm Q1–4 27.1 29.3 43.7 100.0 70.6 
Rural non-farm Q5 28.5 24.3 47.2 100.0 63.9 

Source: authors’ calculations based on the 2017 SAM. 

Rural households of all income classes engaged in agriculture derive most of the direct effect from 
agricultural activities. Non-farm rural households receive more direct impact via other activities, 
including other manufacturing and services, with the rest more or less equally split between food 
processing activities (which are the exogenous target) and other agricultural activities. Thus, from 
the perspective of rural households engaged in farming, more than half of the direct effect from 
an exogenous increase in food processing is through farming activities. For non-farming rural 
households, this is still about one third. In Table 12 it is shown that the multiplier of food 
processing on low-income rural farm households is the highest of all households, although it is 
only about half of agricultural production in itself. This all suggests a potentially significant impact 
of food processing on rural households in Myanmar, which may have quite some room to expand. 

4.3 Results from the decomposition with trade 

Finally, we present and discuss results of the trade-focused decomposition model. The multiplier 
process is extended to include income and expenditures of the government as well as the savings-
investment accounts. How does this compare with the multipliers reported in Table 4, which 
excluded the income-expenditure loops of these accounts and their interactions with other 
accounts? Table 14 makes the comparison. 



 

26 

In Table 14 it can be seen that, as expected, the extended multipliers are higher than the standard 
multipliers in Table 4. More specifically, the following observations can be made. The household 
income multipliers 

• of processed food increase more than those of crops; 
• for higher-income households gain more compared with the standard multipliers; 
• for non-farm households and those in urban areas improve more in the extended case. 

Table 14: Standard multipliers versus extended multipliers, for selected activities and broad household groups in 
Myanmar, 2017 

  Extended multiplier Paddy Vegetables Fruits Other 
crops 

Livestock Forestry 
and 

logging 

Fisheries Food, 
beverage, 

and 
tobacco  

1. Rural farm Q1–4 0.726 0.897 0.838 0.824 0.782 0.528 0.762 0.569 
2. Rural farm Q5 0.360 0.469 0.442 0.421 0.399 0.252 0.393 0.277 
3. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.540 0.513 0.482 0.532 0.510 0.508 0.520 0.478 
4. Rural non-farm Q5 0.181 0.174 0.165 0.179 0.175 0.177 0.174 0.167 
5. Urban Q1–4 0.358 0.365 0.354 0.367 0.368 0.376 0.355 0.346 
6. Urban Q5 0.502 0.523 0.526 0.523 0.539 0.583 0.515 0.521 
  Standard multiplier 
7. Rural farm Q1–4 0.426 0.575 0.522 0.506 0.462 0.205 0.452 0.271 
8. Rural farm Q5 0.215 0.314 0.290 0.268 0.244 0.094 0.243 0.133 
9. Rural non-farm Q1–4 0.273 0.227 0.202 0.250 0.226 0.222 0.245 0.215 
10. Rural non-farm Q5 0.083 0.069 0.062 0.075 0.071 0.071 0.073 0.069 
11. Urban Q1–4 0.156 0.149 0.141 0.153 0.151 0.156 0.145 0.144 
12. Urban Q5 0.186 0.186 0.194 0.190 0.201 0.237 0.188 0.203 
  % difference 
13. Rural farm Q1–4 70.5 55.9 60.6 62.7 69.3 157.8 68.8 109.6 
14. Rural farm Q5 67.4 49.4 52.7 57.3 63.6 167.0 62.0 109.2 
15. Rural non-farm Q1–4 97.5 125.8 139.0 112.7 125.8 128.2 112.7 122.4 
16. Rural non-farm Q5 117.7 151.0 165.8 136.9 147.2 149.1 139.2 140.2 
17. Urban Q1–4 130.1 145.8 151.5 140.0 142.9 140.9 144.4 140.5 
18. Urban Q5 169.8 180.5 171.1 175.2 167.6 146.3 174.3 156.2 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 

One reason for these differences is that processing food crops adds value and raises additional 
government income and savings. As a result (and by assumption), government expenditure and 
investment demand then also increase. Moreover, manufacturing in general is likely to take place 
in urban rather than rural areas, and requires more factor inputs such as capital and higher-skilled 
labour, generating income that is biased towards higher-income households. 

Import requirements for a unit of exogenous demand are shown in Table 15. The expansion of 
the multiplier domain with additional endogenous accounts (government and savings-investment) 
limits the exogenous accounts to exports. Tableau 1 is based on Am of Equation [9] and—since it 
only reports on the impact of increases in production of activities—on submatrix ˆ⋅ -1

ma aM x  in 
particular. The interpretation of the numbers is as follows. In the fifth element of the first row of 
Tableau 1, it can be seen that a MMK1 billion increase in exogenous demand (or output) of textiles 
and apparel increases direct intermediate imports from China by MMK0.1 billion. The first four 
columns of the tableau suggest that the direct intermediate import requirements of selected 
agricultural activities and food processing are relatively low, especially compared with other 
manufacturing (Column 6). An exception is direct intermediate import requirements of paddy 
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from OEA. In the second part of Tableau 1, the intermediate import requirements are shown as 
a share of the total (direct + indirect) requirements reported in Tableau 2. Direct intermediate 
import requirements as a share of total import requirements associated with increased production 
of selected manufacturing activities are considerably higher, in particular from China for textile 
garment and other manufacturing, followed by telecommunication and food processing and 
agricultural production. 

Tableau 2 of Table 15 reports full import requirements. This includes direct (see Tableau 1) and 
indirect requirements. Full import requirements can be further decomposed into import 
requirements associated with intermediate inputs from within the group of activities (Tableau 3, 

1⋅mA N ), with spillover effects such as incomes and expenditures by households and other 
institutions (Tableau 4, 2⋅mA N ), and the feedback effects associated with the latter on the 
accounts referred to in the column headings (Tableau 5, 3⋅mA N ). 

In general, the feedback effects make up the bulk of the full (direct + indirect) import 
requirements. The suggestion is that direct and indirect intermediate imports associated with 
activities through interindustry linkages, plus those associated with the income-expenditure loops 
through spillover on other institutions in the Myanmar economy, leave a large part of the potential 
import requirements unexplained. In particular, this is the case of agriculture-related activities, as 
can be seen the first four columns of Tableau 5. Thus, an increase in crop production does not 
require many imports directly or indirectly through farm supplies. Nor does it do so through the 
spending of the factor and other income (such as tax income by the government) earned in crop 
production. Yet that spending requires increases in production of all other activities, and it is at 
this stage of the process that most imports are required. If an activity is more linked to others, as 
is the case for textiles and apparel and other manufacturing, Rows 6 to 10 in Tableau 3 show higher 
shares of the full import requirements for the within-group requirements. 

The inclusion of telecommunication in the last column of Table 15 serves to highlight that direct 
and within-group intermediate import requirements are relatively low. Yet when we take into 
account all the linkages in the Myanmar economy as captured by the indirect effects, the import 
requirements are much higher, again with China and OEA as the main sources. Interestingly, 
import requirements by telecommunication due to the spillover channel (Tableau 4, Rows 6 to 10) 
are higher than other activities. This may be because these impacts are associated with higher-
educated and urban workers and their households deriving capital income from this activity. The 
spending of these households is typically more import intensive. 

In summary, the main impact on import requirements comes from the feedback effects that 
account for the full linkages in the economy. In terms of sources of imports, Rows 1 to 5 of 
Tableau 2 suggest that China and OEA account for most of the direct and indirect intermediate 
import requirements, followed by Thailand, while SAS and RoW play a minor role. 



 

28 

Table 15: Intermediate import requirements per unit of exogenous demand, direct, direct and indirect, and decomposed for Myanmar, 2017 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Paddy Other crops Livestock Food, beverage, 

and tobacco  
Textiles  

and apparel 
Other manufacturing  Telecom 

Tableau 1: direct        
1. China 0.005 0.008 0.001 0.009 0.100 0.101 0.030 
2. Thailand 0.010 0.003 0.004 0.015 0.021 0.035 0.015 
3. OEA 0.042 0.006 0.004 0.019 0.031 0.057 0.024 
4. SAS  0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.006 0.010 0.004 
5. RoW 0.003 0.002 0.001 0.005 0.007 0.020 0.007 
% share of full 

       

6. China 1.3 2.3 0.3 2.6 23.8 25.5 8.3 
7. Thailand 5.1 1.7 2.1 7.8 11.9 19.8 7.8 
8. OEA 12.4 1.8 1.2 5.9 10.7 19.1 7.5 
9. SAS 2.9 2.0 2.2 7.7 13.6 21.9 7.9 
10. RoW 3.3 2.5 1.7 6.6 9.3 23.5 8.1 
Tableau 2: full 

       

1. China 0.347 0.370 0.362 0.350 0.420 0.396 0.369 
2. Thailand 0.188 0.188 0.192 0.196 0.174 0.178 0.187 
3. OEA 0.341 0.313 0.316 0.323 0.289 0.296 0.316 
4. SAS 0.045 0.047 0.047 0.048 0.044 0.046 0.046 
5. RoW 0.079 0.082 0.082 0.083 0.072 0.084 0.081 
% share of full 

       

6. China 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
7. Thailand 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
8. OEA 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
9. SAS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
10. RoW 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Tableau 3: within-group 

       

1. China 0.014 0.016 0.010 0.035 0.151 0.161 0.041 
2. Thailand 0.016 0.006 0.011 0.035 0.037 0.058 0.021 
3. OEA 0.057 0.010 0.016 0.055 0.060 0.095 0.037 
4. SAS 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.008 0.010 0.016 0.005 
5. RoW 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.014 0.013 0.032 0.009 
% share of full 

       

6. China 4.1 4.2 2.8 10.1 35.9 40.5 11.2 
7. Thailand 8.8 3.2 5.7 17.9 21.1 32.5 11.0 
8. OEA 16.6 3.3 5.0 17.0 20.6 32.1 11.8 
9. SAS 6.3 3.6 5.6 17.4 23.1 35.3 11.0 
10 RoW 6.7 4.3 5.1 16.3 18.1 37.9 11.3 
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Tableau 4: spillover        
1. China 0.027 0.029 0.031 0.033 0.030 0.027 0.044 
2. Thailand 0.017 0.018 0.019 0.019 0.017 0.015 0.024 
3. OEA 0.028 0.030 0.031 0.032 0.028 0.025 0.039 
4. SAS 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.006 
5. RoW 0.006 0.007 0.007 0.008 0.007 0.006 0.010 
% share of full        
6. China 7.8 7.7 8.6 9.6 7.0 6.8 12.0 
7. Thailand 9.1 9.6 9.9 9.8 9.7 8.5 12.7 
8. OEA 8.2 9.5 9.9 9.9 9.7 8.5 12.4 
9. SAS 9.1 9.3 9.7 9.8 9.3 8.1 12.7 
10 RoW 8.1 8.3 8.9 9.2 9.3 7.3 12.1 
Tableau 5: feedback        
1. China 0.306 0.326 0.321 0.281 0.240 0.209 0.284 
2. Thailand 0.154 0.164 0.162 0.142 0.121 0.105 0.143 
3. OEA 0.256 0.273 0.269 0.236 0.202 0.176 0.239 
4. SAS 0.038 0.041 0.040 0.035 0.030 0.026 0.035 
5. RoW 0.067 0.072 0.070 0.062 0.053 0.046 0.062 
% share of full        
6. China 88.2 88.1 88.6 80.4 57.0 52.7 76.8 
7. Thailand 82.2 87.2 84.4 72.3 69.3 59.0 76.3 
8. OEA 75.1 87.2 85.1 73.1 69.7 59.4 75.7 
9. SAS 84.5 87.0 84.6 72.8 67.6 56.6 76.3 
10. RoW 85.1 87.4 86.1 74.5 72.7 54.8 76.6 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 
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The format of reporting in Table 16 is similar to Table 15, but it now refers to the impact of 
Myanmar’s exports to each identified regional destination on gross output of the activities and 
household groups of the column labels. The interpretation is different in that the driver of these 
impacts is a one-unit (MMK1 billion) increase in total exports to each destination distributed across 
all good and services. For example, in Row 5, Column 4 of Tableau 1 it can be seen that exports 
of textiles and apparel to RoW destinations are 33.1 per cent of total exports to this region. Hence, 
demand for textiles and apparel is raised by 33.1 per cent of one unit (MMK1 billion). Each 
region’s total exports are raised by the same single unit, but the distribution across the activities 
differs according to the region-specific weights in their export basket, as captured by the term 

ˆ⋅ -1
am mM x  in Equation [10]. This generates differential results across the regions. As mentioned at 

the end of Section 3.3, increases in other receipts from RoW, such as foreign aid and remittances, 
are ignored here, although those may be interesting in and of themselves. The last four columns 
of Tableau 1 in Table 16 are therefore zero, because households do not receive an initial injection 
through remittances. Any impacts further down the table in those columns are entirely indirect. 

Also note that since only selected activities are reported in Table 16, the shares across the first five 
rows do not sum to 100 per cent. In the case of exports to China, Tableau 1 shows that only about 
48 per cent is captured, and this includes fuel minerals (21 per cent) and other manufacturing (21 
per cent). Trade and transport margins as well as tourism-related activities typically make up a large 
part of the rest of Myanmar’s exports to China, but they are not considered for reporting here. 
Fuel minerals replace telecommunication in this table, given their importance in the export basket 
to some destinations. They make up a considerable share of exports to China, and a surprisingly 
large contribution of 50 per cent to total exports destined for Thailand. In Rows 6 and 7 of Tableau 
1, it can be seen that fuel minerals do not connect well with other activities in the Myanmar 
economy: 90 per cent or more of the full multiplier impact reported in Tableau 2 is captured by 
the direct impact, leaving little for indirect effects. 

The opposite story emerges for food processing (Column 3). With very low shares in exports to 
the five destinations (Tableau 1, Rows 1 to 5), the share of direct effect in the full multiplier is very 
low, while the full (direct plus indirect) impact is by far the largest across all activities shown here 
(Tableau 2, Rows 1 to 5). This suggests very strong connections to the rest of the economy for 
food processing. Tableau 3 suggests that this is not attributed to the interindustry linkages by food 
processing to other activities, but rather is due to the feedback effects (Tableau 5). Spillover effects 
have virtually no impact on the full impact. 

Activities with substantial within-group effects are other crops (pulses) particularly to SAS (India), 
textiles and apparel to OEA and RoW, other manufacturing to China, and of course mineral fuels 
to China and Thailand. Feedback is less important in these cases. 

The impact of exports on households is shown in the last four columns for selected groups: low-
income farm, non-farm, urban, and high-income urban. As mentioned before, by design, 
households do not receive direct transfers from RoW. The driver of the multiplier model is an 
increase in exports of goods and services; remittances are excluded. Hence, the direct and within-
group effects shown in Tableaus 1 and 3 are zero. In Tableaus 4 and 5, the spillover effect makes 
up less than 30 per cent of the full household income multiplier effect, with the rest associated 
with the feedback effect. Tableau 2 shows that low-income rural farm households come close 
second to high-income urban households in terms of total impact, but are still higher than low-
income non-farm rural and low-income urban households. This suggests that there is a powerful 
link between overall export performance and low-income farm households. 
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Table 16: Output requirements of a one-unit increase in total exports using base shares of goods and services, direct, direct and indirect, and decomposed for Myanmar, 2017 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Paddy Other crops Food, 

beverage, 
and tobacco  

Textiles and 
apparel 

Other 
manufacturing  

Fuel minerals Rural farm 
Q1–4 

Rural 
non-farm 

Q1–4 

Urban Q1–4 Urban 
Q5 

Tableau 1: direct 
1. China 0.010 0.032 0.011 0.007 0.209 0.208 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
2. Thailand 0.000 0.005 0.041 0.002 0.051 0.499 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
3. OEA 0.017 0.057 0.107 0.264 0.126 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
4. SAS 0.086 0.354 0.010 0.005 0.120 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
5. RoW 0.100 0.014 0.054 0.331 0.101 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
% share of full           
6. China 8.7 23.3 1.2 6.7 23.3 89.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7. Thailand 0.0 4.0 4.2 2.4 7.2 95.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
8. OEA 12.4 36.8 9.9 58.4 16.7 25.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
9. SAS 42.6 74.9 1.0 4.7 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
10. RoW 46.8 12.7 5.4 61.0 14.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tableau 2: full           
1. China 0.114 0.139 0.914 0.100 0.896 0.231 0.503 0.455 0.351 0.554 
2. Thailand 0.110 0.113 0.981 0.097 0.710 0.521 0.508 0.465 0.366 0.587 
3. OEA 0.135 0.156 1.075 0.452 0.755 0.035 0.523 0.456 0.340 0.521 
4. SAS 0.202 0.473 1.001 0.108 0.793 0.023 0.637 0.495 0.360 0.540 
5. RoW 0.214 0.113 0.995 0.544 0.712 0.027 0.522 0.458 0.339 0.517 
% share of full           
6. China 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
7. Thailand 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
8. OEA 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
9. SAS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
10. RoW 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Tableau 3: within-group          
1. China 0.016 0.062 0.072 0.010 0.359 0.212 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
2. Thailand 0.009 0.033 0.115 0.005 0.153 0.501 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
3. OEA 0.037 0.081 0.236 0.363 0.228 0.017 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
4. SAS 0.091 0.391 0.059 0.008 0.211 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
5. RoW 0.116 0.038 0.157 0.455 0.187 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
% share of full           
6. China 13.9 44.9 7.9 10.5 40.1 91.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7. Thailand 8.0 29.5 11.7 5.0 21.6 96.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
8. OEA 27.5 52.0 21.9 80.4 30.2 47.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
9. SAS 45.3 82.7 5.9 7.4 26.6 11.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
10 RoW 54.2 34.0 15.8 83.7 26.3 31.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Tableau 4: spillover           
1. China 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.115 0.120 0.098 0.161 
2. Thailand 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.105 0.117 0.102 0.177 
3. OEA 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.142 0.127 0.093 0.138 
4. SAS 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.218 0.135 0.090 0.126 
5. RoW 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.143 0.131 0.093 0.136 
% share of full           
6. China 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9 26.4 27.9 29.1 
7. Thailand 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.8 25.1 27.9 30.2 
8. OEA 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 27.2 27.9 27.2 26.5 
9. SAS 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 34.3 27.2 25.1 23.2 
10. RoW 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 27.4 28.5 27.3 26.3 
Tableau 5: feedback           
1. China 0.098 0.076 0.841 0.089 0.536 0.019 0.388 0.335 0.253 0.393 
2. Thailand 0.101 0.079 0.865 0.092 0.557 0.020 0.402 0.348 0.264 0.410 
3. OEA 0.098 0.074 0.838 0.089 0.526 0.019 0.381 0.329 0.247 0.383 
4. SAS 0.110 0.081 0.941 0.100 0.582 0.021 0.418 0.361 0.270 0.415 
5. RoW 0.098 0.074 0.837 0.089 0.524 0.019 0.379 0.328 0.246 0.381 
% share of full           
6. China 86.0 54.6 92.0 89.4 59.8 8.2 77.1 73.6 72.1 70.9 
7. Thailand 91.9 70.0 88.2 95.0 78.4 3.8 79.2 74.9 72.1 69.8 
8. OEA 72.5 47.4 77.9 19.6 69.7 52.5 72.8 72.1 72.8 73.5 
9. SAS 54.7 17.2 94.0 92.6 73.4 88.4 65.7 72.8 74.9 76.8 
10. RoW 45.7 65.2 84.1 16.3 73.6 68.0 72.6 71.5 72.7 73.7 

Source: authors’ calculations based on 2017 SAM. 
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5 Conclusions 

This study started with a number of observations from the recent literature about the role of 
agriculture in Myanmar’s economic development. It has been argued that successful structural 
economic transformation in Myanmar should aim to reduce the share of agriculture in economic 
activity and employment, with the latter to decline more rapidly as this will result in increased 
agricultural productivity. This outcome has not been achieved in Myanmar, it is argued. 
Agriculture’s share in GDP has declined significantly more than its share in employment. 

Other literature implies widening the scope and paying more attention to agro-processing, and 
developing the downstream value chain of agriculture. The suggestion is made that potentially 
powerful linkages exist between agro-processing, agriculture, and low-income rural households 
who are engaged in farming activities. There is not much evidence from the literature that this is 
the case, but intuitively it makes sense. Lack of data is also not very helpful. There is not much 
detail on subindustries that form part of the overarching food and beverage industry. 

Reference has been made to Myanmar’s comparative advantage because crops can be grown in 
different agro-ecological zones, more so than for some other producers in the region. Various 
ways have been explored to examine how Myanmar fares in terms of exporting compared with its 
regional competitors. The overall observation is that this comparison is not very favourable. There 
is a lack of product diversification and quality, with the latter due to poor value chain and 
infrastructure development. 

While existing literature considers industry- and product-level analyses, this paper has looked at 
the linkages between agriculture, agro-processing, exports, and low-income rural farm households 
from the top down. It used the economy-wide data and analysis framework of a SAM, and applied 
a number of methods to explore these linkages. In doing so, one approach was to use the broad 
principle of multiplier analysis and a number of variations to it. The paper proceeded from 
descriptive analysis with the SAM to simple multiplier analysis, followed by various 
decompositions of multipliers. 

For this purpose, a SAM was employed that was recently developed at the Central Statistical 
Organization of Myanmar. While there are still many areas in the underlying data of the SAM that 
can be improved after two iterations of its development, the aim of this development is ultimately 
to use the data for policy analysis purposes. 

The general observations from the analysis include that although agriculture remains one of the 
largest industries in the Myanmar economy, it is not well integrated from an upstream perspective. 
Its production inputs are limited and do not encourage or sustain many supplying industries such 
as fertilizer, packaging, etc. Lack of adequate rural infrastructure makes for high trade and 
transport margins. Agriculture’s backward linkage measures are ranked relatively low compared 
with other industries per one unit (MMK1 billion) worth of output. However, when we consider 
downstream linkages, the picture is quite different depending on the type of crop. Agriculture links 
more forwards than backwards. Supplying food processing is more important than demanding 
intermediate inputs such fertilizer, fuel, and other farm inputs. 

Despite the limited detail in the underlying data, this part of the analysis finds that fruit and 
vegetable crops are not used to the same degree by food processing. Rather, they find their way 
directly to households and as inputs into the production of food services, while exports are limited. 
While this suggests that adding value here makes sense, it does require significant investment in 



 

34 

food processing at internationally acceptable standards and in cold storage facilities (for fresh 
produce). The literature reviewed at the start of this paper has indicated a lack of such investment. 

Thus, agro-processing is not only beneficial through producing for the domestic market, perhaps 
through import substitution of processed food. Export opportunities also exist. Moreover, the 
literature reviewed in Section 1 suggests that there is considerable potential to supply a more varied 
set of crops given the agro-ecological zones in Myanmar. This would reduce the vulnerability of 
the economy relying on a few crop activities, whether for export or for the domestic market. 

The analysis then evolved and started digging more deeply into these linkages, while accounting 
for the household income-expenditure rounds associated with increased production in crop 
activities and agro-processing. The findings suggest that low-income rural farm households benefit 
the most not only from an increase in production of crop activities, but also from agro-processing. 
In terms of the latter, this is not to say that this is currently happening in Myanmar. Yet the analysis 
demonstrated that the potential exists, given the linkages in the underlying SAM data. This also 
applies to textiles and apparel—presumably not through the latter, since most garment inputs are 
imported. 

Further digging into the multiplier process by means of various decompositions revealed impacts 
that mainly channel through the spillover and feedback effects. This is driven by the power of a 
large proportion of households in rural areas engaging in farming activities to demand goods and 
services. 

Development of the agro-processing complex requires large-scale investment in a range of areas, 
from replacing outdated machinery to modernizing trade and storage facilities to upgrading 
infrastructure. The dividends of such investment may not be apparent at first sight. Agriculture’s 
role may appear to wane. Yet when an economy-wide perspective is taken, a different set of 
insights and policy implications emerge, suggesting that development of agro-processing may well 
pay off in the case of Myanmar, for reasons of both the returns to investment and the associated 
income distribution effects. 
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Appendix 

A Converting a Myanmar SAM into an industry by industry framework 

A number of steps are taken to convert a SAM into an industry by industry framework. Broadly 
speaking, a SAM consists of Use Table and Supply Table data and primary and secondary income 
distribution flows linking factor payments to household incomes as well as other transfers received 
by the latter from other institutions such as government, enterprises, and the rest of the world. 

The Use Table of a SAM is typically measured in market or purchaser prices as it shows the sales 
of goods and services to industries for intermediate demand and to final demand for demand by 
households, government, investment demand (including changes in stocks), and exports. 

The Supply Table of a SAM shows the goods and services supplied by each of the industries 
identified and is measured in basic, i.e., farm or factory gate prices. Trade and transport margins 
and indirect taxes are added to the domestically marketed supply of goods and services as well as 
imports so that the total supply of goods and services are valued in market prices. Total marketed 
supply of goods and services are then sold to the various components of demand as described 
above. 

In an industry by industry framework, industries sell goods they produce directly to other 
industries as intermediate sales and to final demand components. Industries also directly buy from 
other industries the goods and services produced by the supplying industries. The commodity 
accounts are therefore eliminated. But in order to do so, the Use Table data needs to be converted 
from market to basic prices by extracting the margins and product taxes from each sale. Due to 
lack of information, the margins and product taxes and imports are subtracted according to 
domestic sales proportion in the Use Table. Exports are excluding from the product tax extraction. 
Moreover, a distinction is made between margins associated exports and the rest (imports and 
domestic marketed goods and services) based on commodity-level shares in exports and the rest. 

Margins are allocated to the trade and transport activities according to their shares as reported in 
the SAM. Trade and transport margins associated with exports are summed and considered to be 
part of exports. As a result, the trade industry now displays (higher) exports than before. Product 
taxes and imports are allocated to a new account (row) in the industry by industry framework. 

B Multiplier methodology as indicators for key sectors 

A SAM multiplier model is an extended version of a basic input-output (IO) model. A generic IO 
model can be written in the following way: 

= ⋅ +x Z i f      [B1] 

 = ⋅ +x A x f      [B2] 

 ( ) 1−= − ⋅ ⇔ = ⋅x I A f x L f    [B3] 

 ( ) 1−= − ⋅ ⇔ = ⋅Δx I A Δf Δx L Δf    [B4] 

In which 

x = a column vector of industry outputs in an economy (Δx denotes a change in outputs) 
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Z = a matrix of intermediate sales / demands in an economy 

f = a column vector of final demand of goods and services supplied by industries in an economy 
(Δf denotes a change in final demands) 

i = a column vector of unit values, so that Zi is a column vector of intermediate demands summed 
over all industries 

A = a matrix of intermediates demands per unit of industry output for an economy, which is 
derived by dividing Z with the transpose of x, i.e., the column totals 

L = the Leontief matrix of direct and indirect impacts on each of the activities labelled in the row 
headings as a result of a one unit increase in final demand for goods and services produced by the 
activity in the column heading. The column totals of L are referred to as the ‘output multipliers’. 
Comparison of output multipliers offers an indication of which industry is more connected to the 
domestic economy. 

Additional induced effects are captured by expanding the model by making a distinction between 
activities and commodities, and by including detailed factor income and detailed household income 
and their expenditure. The generation and distribution of factor income to households depends 
on what happens to production, which is endogenous to the model. Household expenditure will 
generate an additional ‘induced’ impact on output x in such an expanded version. The column 
totals (or sum over activities in case of a SAM) of L can be calculated for each activity as indicators 
of backward linkages. 

In the above configuration, gross output is linked to final demand. An alternative to the standard 
demand driven approach to the multiplier process and key sector analysis is instead to link gross 
output to primary inputs (payments to the factors of production and other non-intermediate costs 
of production such as activity taxes and imported intermediates if they are identified). So, instead 
of tracing the impact of a change in final demand to direct and indirect changes gross output, the 
alternative is to follow how a change in primary inputs can lead to a change in gross output. 

 ′ ′ ′= ⋅ +x i Z v      [B5] 

 ′ ′ ′= ⋅ +x x B v      [B6] 

 ( ) ( )1 1− −′ ′ ′ ′= ⋅ − ⇔ = − ⋅ ⇔ = ⋅x v I B x I B v x G v   [B7] 

 ( ) 1−′ ′= − ⋅ ⇔ = ⋅Δx I B Δv Δx G Δv    [B8] 

where the apostrophe indicates the transpose, and i’Z is a row vector of intermediate demands or 
inputs for the activities. 

v = a column vector of primary inputs 

B = a matrix with the elements of the Z matrix divided by its row totals 

G = the input or supply multiplier matrix. 

Thus, total costs, x’ (= total inputs = total outputs) of the activities consists of intermediate inputs 
i’Z and primary inputs v’. Thus, G’ shows the impact of a one-unit increase in primary inputs v 
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on output x. The critical assumption of this model is that if the output coefficients of an activity 
are constant and that if, due to more available labour or capital, its output increases by x%, its sales 
of intermediates increases by the same rate. Output of activities now increases because more 
intermediates inputs are available. However, the assumption here is made that the downstream 
activities to which more intermediates are available can actually sell their higher output. Moreover, 
the assumption is made that these activities will require primary inputs to raise their output, which 
is not possible since the vector v is exogenous and fixed. Still, rows sums of G can be considered 
as a measure of total forward linkages (Miller and Blair 2009: 558). 

Direct and indirect backward and forward linkages are calculated for all activities identified in the 
Myanmar SAM in the table below. 

Table B1: Direct and indirect forward and backward linkages for Myanmar, 2017 

  Backward Ranking Forward Ranking 
  multipliers 

 
multipliers 

 

Paddy 1.5045 21 2.0467 16 
Vegetables 1.1282 42 2.2772 11 
Fruits 1.1870 39 2.3748 7 
Beans 1.2482 32 2.2944 10 
Other crops 1.1937 37 2.1494 14 
Livestock 1.7338 13 1.3995 30 
Forestry and logging 1.1889 38 2.3465 8 
Fisheries 1.4012 26 2.3991 6 
Fuel minerals 1.4825 23 1.4059 29 
Other mining including support services  1.7878 11 2.2474 12 
Food, beverage and tobacco products 2.5153 1 1.8682 22 
Wearing apparel and textiles 1.9930 6 1.4468 28 
Printing and reproduction of recorded media 2.2475 3 2.1186 15 
Coke and refined petroleum products 2.2350 4 2.1827 13 
Non-metallic mineral products 2.1739 5 2.2952 9 
Other manufacturing products 1.8740 10 1.9523 21 
Electricity, gas, and steam 1.9409 9 2.4504 5 
Water supply, sewerage 1.2292 34 1.6679 26 
Construction  1.7769 12 1.0006 42 
Sale of motor vehicles 1.3625 28 1.0391 38 
Maintenance and repair of motor vehicles 1.2878 30 1.0530 37 
Wholesale and retail trade 1.1825 40 2.0293 17 
Land transport 1.4948 22 2.5110 4 
Water transport 1.9662 8 2.5150 3 
Air transport 2.3370 2 2.6056 2 
Warehousing and support activities for transportation 1.5666 17 3.1667 1 
Postal and courier 1.0391 43 1.9788 19 
Telecommunication 1.4069 25 1.1602 34 
Hotels 1.5847 16 1.1568 35 
Restaurants 1.9737 7 1.9651 20 
Publishing, motion pictures, video, TV, and radio 1.6671 14 1.8516 23 
Computer programming, consultancy, and information service 
Activities 

1.3469 29 1.3468 32 

Banking  1.2348 33 1.6089 27 
Insurance and other financial auxiliary services 1.1459 41 1.8167 24 
Real estate 1.5259 20 1.0384 39 
Owner occupied dwellings 1.3632 27 1.1694 33 
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Professional, scientific, and technical activities 1.2509 31 1.1272 36 
Other administrative and support services 1.2126 35 2.0069 18 
Travel agencies 1.1946 36 1.3597 31 
Public admn. and defence; compulsory social security 1.6492 15 1.0000 43 
Education 1.5584 19 1.0100 41 
Health 1.4693 24 1.0195 40 
Domestic and other services 1.5615 18 1.7254 25 

Source: author’s calculations. 

C Additional derivations standard multiplier decomposition 

Starting with equation [4], write 

( )
( ) ( )
( ) ( )
( )( ) ( )

( ) ( )
( ) ( )( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( )

( )

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 12

1

where

− −

− −

− −

− −

− −

− −

−

= ⋅ + ⋅ +
− ⋅ = ⋅ +

− = ⋅ +

= − ⋅ ⋅ + − ⋅

− − ⋅ ⋅ = − ⋅

− − ⋅ = − ⋅

= − ⋅ − ⋅

= − ⋅ + ⋅ + ⋅ − ⋅

= − ⋅ + ⋅ − ⋅

= − ⋅

x B x C x f
x B y C x f
x I B C x f

x I B C x I B f

x I B C x I B f

x I I B C I B f

x I D I B f

x I D I D I D I B f

x I D I D I B f

D I B C

 

Working back from equation [6] by substituting in: 

( )
( )

⋅

⋅ ⋅

1 1

2 2 1

3 3 2 1

N = M
N = M - I M

N = M - I M M

 

Yields: 

( )
( ) ( )( )

( ) ( )
( )

( )

2 3= + + ⋅

= + ⋅ + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅

= + + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅  
= + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅  
= + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅  
= ⋅ ⋅ ⋅

1

1 2 1 3 2 1

2 3 2 1

2 3 2 1

3 2 1

3 2 1

x N N N f

x M M - I M M - I M M f

x I M - I M - I M M f

x M M - I M M f

x I M - I M M f

x M M M f
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