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Raising Agricultuzal Income and Productivity of Poor Farmers

by . Benchaphun Shinawatra

and Medhi Krongkaew

I. Introduction

.This»is the second workshop in a series“pf_tbfgg workshops
on Poverty Pro?{gms‘and Policies in Thailand (Annex I) to be‘o;ganized-
by the Thai University Research Association (TURA) under financial
support from USAID/Thails..d. :;t was held gt‘the Faculty of Agriculture,
Chieng Mai University, Chieng Mai on February 8-10, 1980 (Annex II).
Fourteen participents were invited to attend the workshop (Annex III)

where threc papers were prescnted and discussed over the three-day

periods.

The main objective of this workshop is to provide an apportu-
nity for scholars of va. "~ disciplines (but mainiy in economics and
agricultural ccomomics) who are interested in the problems of poverty
to present'results of theii studies on major aspects of how to raise
agricultural incomc aad pioductivity of poor farmers in Thailand. And
from the presentation and discussion among participants in this workshop,
we hope to be atle to gain better knowledge and understanding of the pro-
duction and income of poor farmers, and perhaps suggest some pertinent

ways of increasing those pcor farmers' productivity and income.



The three papers to be presented at the workshop are as
follows: (1) Problems of Water Availability, Control and Management,
an& Their Effects on Rural Poverty by J;rachoneASriswasdilek of
Faculty of Economics and Business Adnministration, Kasetsart University;
(2) Problems of Land Utilization, Control and Managerient and Their
Effects on Rural Poverty by Manu Se;tisarn, Cean of the Faculty of
Agriculture, Chieng Mai University: and (3) Structure of Income of
Poor Farmers: Significance and Farm Versus Off-Farm Income by Yongyuth
Chalaemwong and Tongroj Onchan, both of the Faculty of Economics and

Business'Adminisfration, Kasetsart University.



‘II. Problems of Water Availability, Control and HManagement, and Their

Effects on Rural Poverty.

The author of this paper (Jerachone Sriswasdilek) viewed
irrigation as one of the most effective means to increase productivity
in the agricultural sector. He believed that the problem of water
availability was a dominant factor contributing to rural poverty.
Therefore, good water control and management would help raise agri-

cultural income and productivity of pcor farmers.

The author divided his paper into'three parts. The first
part was concerned with general effects of irrigatibﬁ on farm pfoduc-
tivity and income; the second part enphasized on specific effecfs of
water control and management on farm production; and the final part
. discussed irrigation policies which could be adopted to relieve rural

_poverty.

Effects of Irrigation on Productivity and Income

In making his point that irrigation helped improve agricultural
productivity and, thus, income of farmers, the author highlighted the
~simple relationshin between the ratio of irrigated farm area to total
farﬁ'area on the one hand and between the outputs per rai of different
crops on the other. The outputs per rai of rice, maize, cassava and
sugar cane during 1973/74 and 1977/78 were hiphest in the Central Pegion

and the Northern Region of Thailand. The Central region possessed vast



area under irrigation and the.percentage .of irfigated farmland to total;
farmland (34.8%) was the highest among all regions of Thailand in 1577.
As for the Northern Region, it was characterized by extensive private
irrigation systems. The réported ratio o< ,118, accordlng to the author,
undereotlmated the extent of irrigation in the Northern Replon in 1977.
The ac;ual effects of irrigation in the North, thercfore, ahowed high
'product1V1ty of important cropa in comparlson to the Scuth and the
Northeast of Thailand where the ratios of irrigated farm areas to total
farm areas were merely .086 and .035 respectively in 1977. The Northeast
with its low ratio of irripated farm area to total farm area lagged
behind in its .outputs and productivity. And it wz2s in this region that

poverty problems were most acute.

The author admitted that the above relationship was a rough
measure of the effects of irripation. There were ;iso other factors
influencing outputs per rai in different regions, for exarple the amount
of rainfall, soil fertility, and existence of plant .diseases aﬁd insects.
Yet in comparing the outputs of rice per rai within a region between
the irrigated area and the non-irrigated arca, it was clear, stil?
that the outputs per rai in the irripated area were hlpher than those
in the non-irrigated area. The outputs of rice per rai in the non~irri-
'ga;éd area in 19€7/77 ware only 88, 65, 47 and 75 percent c: the outputs
'per rai obtalned in the irrigated area in the North, dortheast, Central
Plain and South of Thailand respectively. These cftects of irrigation

on increased productivity of crops was called the direct effects of

irrigation.



_ There were also the indirect effects of irrigation on pro-
ductitity of crtps. These were the effgcts of irrigation on the adontion
of high yielding vatieties and on the use of fertilizers. It was shown
that in.1976, in Don Chedi, Sgphan Quri; the adoption of HYV and the

use of fertilizers were greater in the area under full irtigaticn than

in thé partially irrigated or unirrigated areas. .The author concluded

this section by asserting the interdependence betveen the income of

farmers, outputs per rai, and irrigation.

Effects of Water Control and Management on Productivity

In this section, the author attempted to show the significance
of water control and management vhich enabled farmers to gain reliable
access to water during the normaul farm period as well as to cultivate
multiple crops throughout the year. Good water management includes
efficient delivery of water, avoidance of wastage, development and
maintenance of existing irrigation system. It was contended that well-

managed irrigation service was an import .t strategy to combat poverty.

Results of the survey in the Nam Pong irrigation'greas during
the dry teason of 1978 had shown that in the area where land consolida-
tion was attempted; §3 pcrcent o7 sampled farms were fully cultivated.
In contrast, only 75 percent of farms surveyed in the area vhere irriva-
tion systems received some structural improvements, and 44 percent of
those in the area where the irrigation systems were not improved at all,

were fully cultivated. Furthermore, farmers in the area where irrigation



system was not improved reported the linitation on water availability
and managerent 55 the main reason obstructing dry-season farming.
Farmers in the area vhere irrigation system was structurally improved
also cited insufficient labour, poor seceds and soil'infertility as |
principal reasons obstfucting dry-season farming. In general, farmers
in the area where irrigation system had been irmproved in some ways or
another were satisfied with the irrigation system more than those in

the area where irrigation system had not been improved.

Lastly, the author shoﬁed that in 1877, income of farmers was
‘greatest both in the rainy season and in the dry season in the area
where land consolidation was conducted and smallest in the area where
irrigation system was not improved. The income of farmers was 749,928,
and 1084 baht per rai in the rainy season and was 781, 902, and 1085 baht
pver rai in the dry season for the area classifiet as "unimproved,"

"'structurally improved” and "‘land corsolidation' respectively,

Policies on Irrigation tu Allcviate Rural Poverty

The author suggested 4 policies that should ke adopted to
help improve the position of poor farmers as far as irrigation is

concerned. They were

i) Expansion of irrigated area

This should especially bhe done for farmers who were the

poorest among the group. It was sugpested that more irrigation services



should be brovided in the Northeastern region and should be conducted

through various small-scale irrigation projects.

ii) Improvement of existing irrigation system

By improving the existing irrigation system, the govern-
ment would economize its budget on building new system as well as would
utilize the existing system more efficiently so as to benefit poor

farmers.

iii) Supply of irrigation water by rotationai‘gystem

From a study in the Philippines it was found that to
supply irrigation water once a week did not harm outputs of rice culti-
vation. By this rotational water supply system, 30-50% of water was

expected to be saved.

iv) Collection of irrigation water fees

The'benefits accrued to farmers in terms of higher out-
puts and/or highér land prices should be charged on a fair basis. Tﬁe
collection of irrigation water fees not only would encourage efficient
use of water but also would provide rcvenues for the government to

spend on maintenance of various irrigation projects.

In the comments following the presentation of the paper, it
was pointed out by one participant that, although the control and

management of water was an important strategy to help alleviate rural



poverty, the other point which was not mentioned but should not be
overlooked was the amount of water available in the system. Without
adequate attention on the issue, the existing irrigation system may

find little water to be controlled or manipulated.

Ancther participant criticized the use of sta;istics basad on
different periods which gave rise to dubious results. Sﬁe also raisedv
the objection in the use of output and income figures unadjusted for “
other influencing variables such as techniques of production marketiﬁg
systen and transportation facilities. She emphasized that irrigation
was only one among many factors important to agricultural development.
Socio-economic aspects of farmers' life were especially sipnificant in

this context.

At this point, the discussions seemed to focus around environ-
mental conditions of water usage. It vas alleged_that public irrigation
systems were often inappropriate to the nceds of the community. Ioreover,
they, at times, disrupted the existing:private water control systems
which were already at work in the community. Therefore, studies must
be done on social aspects as well as other local problems and needs

before any irrigation system was to be imposed on any community.

A1l in all, most participants seemed to agree with the im-
portance of good water control and management along the line recommended

by the author especially the collection of irrigation water fee.



III. Problems of Land Utilization, Control, Management and their

Effects on Rural Poverty.

The main thcme of this paper actually was not a discussion of
problems of land utilization, control and managerment, nor was it a
discussion of their effects on rural poverty. The paper treats the
manner and the evtent of land utilization as a resultant event responding
to system change. Land control and management is seen as one of the
factors conducive to system change. UVhile the e¢ffects of land utiliza-
tion, control and management on rural poverty are not brought oﬁt more
explicitly in the paper, they were implied in the context of low pro-

ductivity of farmers.

The author (Manu Seetisarn) began his paper by stressing the
location-specific characteristic of any.agricultural system. It was
argued that there were numerous factors influencing agricultural pro-
duction and agricultural productivity e.g. environmental, social and
technical factors. -To consider problems o€ land utilization, it was
necessary to consider some other interrelated variahles active in the
particular agricultural system. Specifically, there were 5 components
in an agricultural system.influencing production and productivity.
They were:

1) Natural, physical environment
2) Social, economic and political conditions

3) Resources available to Farmers

4) Agricultural technology, and
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'5) The farmers themselves.

Agricultural production is a process by which the farmer uses
existing agricultural technology to grow or produce agricultural pro-
ducts within the constraints of natural environments, economic, social
ahd political conditions, as well as available resources. As such,
agricultural production or productivity does not depend on any one of

these factors alcne, but on all of the factors together.

Examples were then given to show the iﬁterrelat;qn_of the
above 5.components. The physical environment of the Northern Regiomn
was different from that in the Northeastern region, enabling farmers
in the North to develop their own irrigation system and to benefit from
reliable water supply. But the same system was not possible for farmers
in the Northeast. However, infrastructural change jin terms of rdads and
highways in the Northeast had made possible for the farmers to make
use of relatively arid land to prow cassava in large quantity. An the
North, swidden agriculture seemed, at one time, to be a stable practice
among the hill people due to.sufficient time left for the soil to
regain its lost nutrients hefore a return for replanting. Today,
ropulation pressure and shrinking land areas disrupt the old stable
pattern of shifting cultivation, making it an improper agricultural

practice.

The auther then took up different land issues for discussion.

The issues were
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'-. Present land use

- Tenancy

-~ Farm size

- Use of fertilizer, insecticide, pesticide
- Land management, and

- Land utilization

Present land use

The point the author made in this section was that according
to a physical study of land and soil, 195.8 million rais 6f land.in
Thailand could be brought into use. This, when compared with the 116.2
million rais in use in 1975/76, meant that a large area of land was not
effectively utilized. Ile thought then that the scarcity of farmland
was not a real problem in. Thailand. Rather, there were other limiting
factors such as the lack of appropriate technology which prohibited

full use of land.

Tenancx

Although the author realized that farmers who were tenants
might lack incentives to produce outputs and to make more investment
in their farms, he still believed that the actual prohibiting factor
to higher productivity on the part of farmers was the rent system rather
than the land tenure. Ilith proper rent system for each community so as

to suit their socio-cconomic conditions, producticn and investment would
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be satisfactorily stimulated. In the author's oninion, moreover, the
extent of the tenancy problem was as yet not significant as he specu-
lated that only 14% of total farm households were tenants. He admitted,

however, that he had not obtained statistics on this subject.

Farm size

Until 1968, farms had been decreasing in size from an average
of 25.62 rais per farm in 1953, to 21.68 rais in 1963 and to 16.01
rais in 1968. It was believed that farms would bLe smallef in size in
the future until it was difficult for farmers to secure sufficient out-

puts and income for their families.

However, the author reported that despite the above belief,
average farms were not smaller in size at least in 1978 ébmparéd to
those in 1963.° The author used the statistics from the National
Statistical Office to show that the total farm area was 96.9 million |
rais with 4.3 million farm households in 1978 giving an average férm;.
size of 22.09 rais. Moreover, the pnrcenfage of houscholds holding,f
less than 15 rais per farm in total farm houscholds decreased from 48
in 1963 to 30 in 1972. Yet, he pointad to the dubious figufes concern-
ing total farm area which, according to the NSO was only 96;9 m.
rais in 1978 whereas it was already 116.2 m. rais in 1975,Séccording

to the Office of Agricultural Economics.

In his opinion, the author thought that farm size was not a

significant issue because one could vsa modern technology to increase
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prodaction in small-sized farms. What was important then was the
development of appropriate technology to increase production and
productivity, especially the development of technology for.the rain-

fed farms which outnumbered the irrigated farms.

Use of fertilizers, insecticide and pesticide

These were inmportant elerents in mo&ern agricultural technology.
Their usage had been increasing even though the actual level was still
low compared to that used in other countries. The author wéé'fe;fain
that there was great potential in agriculture as far as the use of thesc
uodern inputs was concerned. Two factors were important in determining
the extent o the use of these inputs. They were their prices and the
level.of risk involved in using them. ‘Among the two factors, the autheor
though the latter was more important than the former. lle cited the
Taiwanese coase in which the fertilizer pvice to the output yrice ratio
was as hipgh as that in Thailand during her first stape of developrent.
Yet, the fertilizer utilization in Taiwap remained extensive. The case
in Thailand alse showed the relative unirnortance of fertilizer prices.
Fertiilizer utilization vas high in the irrigated farms and low in the
rain-fed forms. It was concluded that the level of risi involved signi-

" cantly determined the extent of fertilizer, insecticide and pesticide

usage.

Land Managerent

It.was argued that the government was not interested in solving
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long-term problems concerning land. Granting land titles té landless
farmers was slow and ineffective. Forest and soil destruction was not
efficiently controlled. Alternative uses of land were not examined.
Rent control and land reform was done on an artificial level. Land
managerient was geared only to selving the physical and engineering
probiems. It was sugoested that attention shoﬁid be paid.té éolving

long-tern problems as well as to the social aspects of the problems.

Land Utilization

It was enphasized here that technology to be introduced in’
any local community should be appropriate to the local conditions.
Costs in terms of impicit labour, social, and capital costs should he
borne in mind. Cystenmatic linkages’ lretween farms, animals and farmers
rust be realized. In the past, too much fragmentary research and ex-
tension activities were conducted with no awareness of the existing

interactive system.

It was lastly surmarized that in his view, the lack o€ appro-
priate tecinology for the farmers obstructed e<ficient land use more

than the mere tenancy nrroblen.

Apart fror the corrents concerning the relevance of the paver
tc the topic assigﬁed and the lack of policy implicetion which the
author hardly touched upen, there were a few otlier comments Ly the
varticipants. An objection was rede in the use of Taivancse case as

comparable to the situation in Thailand in the context of fertilizer

.



usage. This point was supported by another participant who thought

the comparison of rice <arming iﬁ the wet season and in ile dry season
to see the level of fertilizers used nnt an accentalble exercise since
technological contraints were Jifferent. DNoul:ts were alsn raised in
the use of conflicting statistics of the (IS0 und that of the CFffice of
Agricultural Economics which gave the ccnclusion that average farm size

in Thailand did rot decrease.

In veplying to the ahove objections, the another accepted the
weaknesses pointed out snd agreed that statistics he used was dubious.
He, however, still thought in the absence of completely controlled

situations, cormarison of two situations to see the effects of risk

and/or prices of inputs on the use of inputs was a fair atterpt,

A participant who came from the Office of Land Neforn supgested
that, from his Inowledge on tenancy matter as gn official in the Q&ficc,
tenant households numbered abeut 1 million out of the total households
of 5 million at »nresent, The author accepted that he underestinated
the extent of tenancy nroatlem. On this issuve, a comment was rade by
another participant that terancy rroblen Lore a long-tern sinnificance
to apricultural development. !ith the tensncy nrobler trsolved, there
might well be a prarallel case of that in India vhere the benefits of
agrarizn referm accrued painly te rich farmers and landlsrds. The
thought the author overleoked or vave too little attention te thc rrol:lems
nf land utilizution as far as tenancy, fare size and availahility of

farmland were concerned. It was srpued that reparding population pressure
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and the clearing of forests to ~pen new cultivated land as the author
had already mentioned in his paper, it was rather inconceivable to’
believe that farm land was not scarce and there was still some 70-80

m. rais available for Thai farmers.

Another participant believed that t:e reason why the author
did not give any molicy puildlines as €ar as land managenent was con-
cerned'was that he was suspicious of the iptervention from outside
especially from sovernment 6fficials to the original, balanced and
stabie agricultural systén. For fear that intervention disrupted the

system he natvrally suggested no policy ruildlines.

To this point, the author agreed that “w was rather suspicious
of public interventions. kowever, he did not ruled out puklic inter-
vention as long as one knew the systen and improved it in the right
way. Cystem undérétanding was the ey to success in agricultural

developnent,



17

IV. Structure of Incore of Poor Farmers: Sisnificance of Farm Versus
<2

Dff-farm Incore

The authors (Thongroj Cnchan and Yongyud Chalaerwong) started
the paprer Ly pointing to the growth taken place in the agricultural

~

sector. They asserted that althourh the growth of the agricultural
sector, which was about 5 rer cent per annum during 1860 nﬁd 1977, vas
not as high as that in the industrial sector, average income of farmers
had been increasing durirg the period. In ab'solute terms, incore of
farmers tripled since 19€2/63, and according to the Yorld Nank, vopula-

tion under poverty line decreased from 52 per cent in 1962/63 to 25

per cent in 1975/76.

The main problem, however, lay in the relatively uneauval dis-
tribution of development benefits. Cash income of farmers averaged
only 5,233 baht in 1975,.whiln cash income of other owner operators
and wroperty owners averaoced 42,100 baht, and cash income of salary
a: d wage earners was 21,531 kaht on average in the same year.  Income
of the ruréi peoﬁle generally declined compared with that of the urban

peonie in every region of Thailand with an excerntion in the Northeastern
repion where incone of the rural povulation as a rercentage of that of
the urban population increased fror: 23 der cert in 19€2/63 to 39% in

1975/7¢.

A comparison of income between rogions showed a disparity

between income in the central region and in the Sout: on the one hand
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and that in .the Norrh and the Northeast on.the\other hboth for the rural
population and the urlan pcpulation. The in.ome of the rural nopula-
tion in the North and in the Northeast was only 5¢ ner cent of the
income of the rural population in the central region in 19¢2/63 and
increased to cnly 64 per cent in 1975/76. The distributien of income
was nore uneaual withir the rural populaticen of different reﬁions than

within the urban pnopulation.

The wider gan between the rich and the poor was clearly shown
in the income share of the richest 10 ver cent and the poorést 40 per cent
during the period 1962/63 and 1971/72. 1In 1962/63, the noorest. 40
per cent receivecd 16.6 per cert of tbtai national income compared. to
12.7 per cent in 1971/72. The richest 10 per cent received 34.3 per cent
of the total income in 1962/63 and their share incréased to 40.5 ner cent
in 1971/72. The worserine situatior for the poorest 40 vper cent was
especiélly acute in the North and the Northeast and the hetter-off POSi-
tion for the richest 10 per cent was sspecially nafked in the North.

For the vhole country, the Sini coefficient increased Syom 0.414 in 1962/63

to 0.480 in 1071/72,

The authors then continued to outline the ianme situation
for Jdifferent sized oF farm and different status of farmers as far as
. ownershin was concerned. They attempted to draw the relationshins
between income and sizes of Farm and hetween incone and land ovmershir.
They f{ound inconclusive relationships but could roufﬁ1y stated that

"~ income per rai of small farms was hipher than income per rai orf large



farms. This was because small farmers earned more off-farn inceme tlan

big farmers. As for the relationship hetwesn income and land owners':in,
they found that tenants had louer income thawn land owners in the Central
Plain tut in the Nertheast t'e ooposite was true. Thev were of the

opinion that terancy rreplem was serious only in ths Central Flain where

income of tenants was ab:out half that of land owrers.

The next section of the naper deslt with the structure of
farn and off-farm income. It was shown that t'e average oTZ-farm income
of all farrers was 55.4 per cent of total income of the farmers. In
every region except the South, the wrroportion of off-farm income to
total income increased through the years. The increasc in this LTOPOY -

tion was greatest in the poorest region i.e. the Northeast.

The authors claimed that ecoﬁomists and develonment planners
too hastily neglected the sienificance of off-farm emnloyment as an
alternative stratepy te sclv: prolilens of underemy;loyment, roverty and
skewed distribution nertizent in the rural areas. In their opinion,
nere attention should he directed to this area of mromoting off-farm
ermployment for several reasans. Tirstlv, former stratesies such as land
reform, green revolution and industrializetion proved to pe inadequate
to solve the proklems. CSecondly, the agricultural sector had such special
characteristics as seasonality, labour intensiveness and underemployment
in small-sized farms which were farourable te off- m employment.

Thirdly, in principle, off farm erloyment should help towards
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a) full erployment of labour force

k) opportunity of farm work for unsktilled labour and of
skilled off-farm work for slilled labour

c) stability of farmers' ircome throustont the year

d) cash liquidity for farmers’ spendirs in order that they
Le self-financed in their expenditure on consurmtion and
investrent poods.

é)"a reduction in farmers' desire to riprate to the urkan
areas, thus, i potential reduction in urtan crowdedness
and poverty

£f) promotion o on-the-joh training

ﬁ) a conceive reduction in birth rates due to the incfeasé

in the nff-Zarn enployrment of males and female.

The experience in Taiwan and Japan indicated the success of
off-farm employment in promoting more hpurs of vork and thus nore incdmé,
for small farmers. The authors believed that it was vrormising for |
Thailand to rely on of”-farn eﬁﬁloymeﬂt as a stfategy tn overcome poverty

and distribution problers in thc sgricultural sector.
They outlined the structure of o“f-farr: incorme as follows.

iy In 1975/7¢, it was shown that 24 wer cent of total off-farm
income of farmers came Srom wage emrlovment outside the Sarm sector, 16

/ .
per cent from salary earniny emnlovment and wage ernlovrnent in the farw

-

~

secter, 7 ner cent from sale of sonds, 5 rer cent fron sale o animals,
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and 22 per cent from trade and other activities. In sore locations,
handicraft products were important sources of off-farm income. In others,

wage employment was important.

1i) 0ff-farn labour utilizatior was higher for small farms
than for large farms. Snall farws spent &4 per cent of their work hours
in off-farm vork whereas large farms snent only 55 per cent of the work

hours in the off-fare work in 1079,

iii) Off-farm income Yniped stalbilize ronthly income of
farmers throughout the year. It helped raise farmers' income which

otherwise would be negative in some of the months.

iv) Fmall farms had their nff-farm income in a greater pro-
portion of the total incorme than in lorge farms, For example, in 1970

o

it was found that for “arms smaller than 5.9 rais, their off-farm in-
come was 51 per cent of their tntal income corpared to 41, 28, 27 and
15 per cent in farms of bieger sizes (6-14.9, 15-29.%, 30-50.8 and ¢reater

than 60 rais) respectively.

v) Pull tenants were shorn to have a greater nroportion of
their total income from off-7arm emnmloynent than part tenants and land
owners., In 1971/72, tenants in Lonbrri vere reported to “ave 22,2 ner cent
of their income from nff-farm work cormrared with 13.8 per cent for nart

tenants and 3.2 wer cent for land ovners.

vi) Farners in lower income bhrackets were Ffourxl to have a

rreater propertion of their income fron off-farm work. In 1969/70,
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farmers vwho had income per annum lower than 1,200 baht in Xhon Kaen
earngd 99 per cent of their income from off-farm work while in Chisnemai,
they earned 57.9 per cent of their income from off-Tarm work. This
proportion decrcased for groups with higler incone. In %hon Kaen,
farmers who received an incore around 30,000 taht had, on the average,
only 18.4 per cent of their income from off-farr employment. In
Chiangmai, farmers vith #nnual incore lower than 2,000, 3,000, 19,090,
20,000 and 30,000 baht hed 74.G, 64.7, 40.2, 36.2 and 15.3 per cent of

their income from off-“arm sources, resnectively.

The authors surmarized the a2bove findings Ly stating that
off-farm erployment was important income source for peor “armers,
tenants and srell farrmers. Attention should, therefore, be focused
in this direction. DPast policies had failed in solving nroblens for
the poorest farmers and ..ad not improved, if not worsecned, the Adisrarity
of incone between the rich anc the poor. They were certain that off-
farm employment could contribute o the solution more easity than direct
agricultural developrent policies hecause farrers mieht lack their own
capital funds to invest in the apricultural developnent process. They
suggested 2 broad policies to wronote off-farm erployment i.e. a policy
to increase the demand for off-farm labour and a npolicy to increase the
supply of off-farm labour. Farm rechanization was conceived to he an
alternative to release farm lahour in wneak veriods for ofé-Tarm employ-
ment. They ended their paner by recormending more research in this

area.



In the comments following fhe nrecentation of the naper, it
was criticized that the paver was not consistent vhen referring to
(a) the period of tine used Tor comparison or trerd analysis () the:
t}pes ¢ years used (whether AN or B.E.)  (c¢) the definition of income
used and (d) the definition of rural and urban area used. The lack of
consistency in the alove itens and the linking toaether of their 24
tables obtained from various studies would'make a number of the con-
clusions and arguments not as clear as they opneared te be. This narti-
cipant, however, agreed with the off-"arm enployment as a stratefy to

provide altérnatives to pnor farmers.

Another'partiéipant cast doubts as to the sugpested idea that
off-farm employment was an ulternstive to poor farmers. Iflien they sousht
to work in the off-farr sector, it might not be because they chose to

~do it but it might be because they had to do it’in order te survive.

In this respect, off-farm worl: vas not an alternative 0 off-farm work,
but it actually was a poverty indicator. Observing the chracteristics
of off-farrp work, it was shown to e vrecarious ir nature and yielded
lower income than the €arp sector. The idea that all off-Farmn work
gave an alternative for poor farmers to sta' ilize their income and that
the sovermment should »rerote off-Farm werl on a broad Tasis ought o
Le taken with caution. Tn her opinion, off-farm emmloynent should be

nromoted only as a syecific nolicy reasure when deermecd vialile and arpro-

nriate in the area.
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She continued her point by stressiﬁg that the marketine of
off-farm products could also unese a problem. Off-farn nroducts required
relianble local demand as well as producers’ skills. They were highly
income elastic goonds. Besides, any larger scale rural industry would
face a problen of labour shortage during the farming season. Ilithout
enough knowledge of the local lobour situation, it was not really
possible to promote any long-term off-farm emplovrent. Rifferent kinds
of off-farm work Qere needed in the village where there was permanent
labour underutilization cempared with the village where there was

seasonal labour underutilization.

She asked for a systematic look at the voverty nroblem. In
the desire to helo the noor,.one neglected to look heyond the agricul-
tural sector to sce the resource floy into the industrial sector.
Thailand's total incentive system regarding taxes, tariffs and expendi-
ture, worked against the epricultural sector. Ho natter how rmich one
wanted to help the poor, without correcting the total incentive syster,
one was certain tn fail, Shebclaimed that to nromote off-farm employ-
ment on o broad basis was o second-hest volicy attert when, perhaps,

land reform should be the first-best policy about which no one seemed

to mention.

Lastly, she questioned the income figures in various tables
which admittedly shovied odd nictures. She wondered vhether the incone

figures used had been adjusted for different qualities such as average



fanily size, cost of living index and general inflation-index in dif-
ferent regions. G&he ended her comments Uy questioning the definition
of the authors' poverty line as well as the definition of off-farm

versus non-farm incore used in the naper.

One of the author (Tongroj Onchan) accepted the ristakes and
inconsistericy in the use of-data. le promised to revise the paper
taking account of all comments made. Part of the inconsistency arose
ffom the use of various studiés by different researchers. The defini- -
tion of poverty line and the adjustment of income to different quali-
ties could be reciiecked in the study of Dr. Oey !eesook 'in 197% (Yorld

Bank Staff VYorking Maper ilo. 364).

As for the ﬁuery that off-farm work was an indicator of
noverty, the‘ﬁuthor accepted that there ought to be further studies
on this topic since our knowledse concerning tle nature oFf-farmv
employment was ﬁeagre. As yvet, he did not have the answer to the quexy

raised.

The session ended as one participant poiﬁted fo the thene
of the workshop so far, thet isvthe interrelationshin of nurerous factors
and a necessity for a s;sten loolk Q? the problem. [iconomic, social,
nolitical, technical and environmenfal conditions were ail immortant
considgrafions in the solving of the poverty and distrilution nrohler,
A neglect in any area of concern mipﬁt lead to the “ailure of nolicy

impienentation. Epecific pnlicy guildines were,therefore, not reccrmenac

in this wor’shop.



v. Farmers' Groups and Rural Poverty

On the last ression of the workshop, we heard the presenta-
tion of a special paper by Nr. Narujohn Iddhichiracharas an anthropo-
logist vwho studied socio-economic characteristics of fariers grouns
in Fang and ''ae Eye areas. At first, he recognized that poverty was
an ethnic identity which varied from society to society, culture to
culture. As for the areas under study, the peor were identified b
asking general opinions of people in a village which were often likely
to be landless farmers and farm labourers. There were some interesting
features from his survey such as the majority éf farm income was re-
ceived from secondary crops such as vegetable; land ownership was
smaller than reported elsewhere (For examplé, 61 percent as corpared
to 74 percent given by Dr. tianu); the distribution of income within
the farmers groups was quite unequal as more than‘half (54 percent)

of households in the areas under study had income less than the mean

income.

This last point, to a certain extent, reflects inequity in
social organization.. ‘iany members of the group still believed that
they did not benefit from being members of the group as, for example,
cheap fertilizers were available, only fo those who own their own laﬁd,
or the group léaders exploited their positions for personal gains. The
author believed that farmers' organization of this type did not helv
solve ponverty problers as renmbers arevméinly those who had large land

holdings who were not poor. !loreover, new technology could not reach
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poor farmers, neither could famm credits or cheap production inputs.
Farmers groups were organized in order to receive help from the govera-

ment rather than formed to help themselves.

In order that farmers' groups would be effective toward
poverty alleviation, the author suggested several recommendation, suci
as, tie improvement as to the organization must be specific, instructioa
must be detailed enough, and patron-cliet relationship must be broken.
To do this may need the service of someone wiao is neither a member of

the group nor a public official but who can work with and for the group.

The author ended his presentation by commenting on the call
for charging fees for water services. He was afraid that such a system
could ve harmful instead of helpful to poor farmers as they would normally

have low cash-in-hand, thus unable to pay water fees.

In tae conments which followed, many participants raised
several issucs concerning férmers grouping. For cxample, it wés observed
that homogeneous groups v.ould be more effective.in reaching group's
objective than heterogensous group; grouping among highly educated
persons would be more difficult than less highly educated persons,
however, tae poor who had little education would be less inclined to form
their own groun. The meeting seemed to agree that beneficiai grouping
must start from persons with the same common interest and needs, and

members must be willing to enforce obedience to r les among



themselves:without too much intervention from the government. One
participant also clarified the point raised by Dr. Narujohn on the effect
of water charges on the poor by 'saying that the water charges may have
different rates for different water users; the actual collection may

be done after harvest so that if there is crop failure, parts or all

of the fces ma} be exerpted. Overall, water-users grouping appeafed to
be a gobd beginning as it could be'éxﬁanded to cover other activities

easily;

In coiclusion, the authors of each paper were asked to state
their positions after three days of discussion. On water p011c1es that
should help rurdl poverty, the author reiterated increase in new, malnly
small scale, irrigation systems; improve sxisting 1*rlgat10n proJectS‘H‘
adopt rotat10na1 method ef water supply; and collection of water Fees
liowever, one most also consider related aspects of irrigation services
such as availability of water to he irrigated, the use of underground

water, and difficulties in collecting water fees.

'On’ land policies, the first and foremost erphasis was placed
on the five main factors and the interdependence among them in influenc-
ihg'chhnges'in any agricultural system. Mo specific land policies were
offerred, but concern was pointed to the‘development of agricultﬁfe in
the rainfed areas;'ana perhaps ihformation—gathering at the lower level
was also implied 50 as to faciiitate pnlisies applicahle to_the vhole

system.
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On off-farm employment and income significance of off-farm
component of farmer's income was demonstrated beyond any doubt. lMoreover,
negative correlation Letwee: off-farm income and size of land ﬁolding
or size of farm and size of total farm income was also clearly demonstrated.
In order to emhance the chance of poor farmers to earn rore off-farm
income, the author suggested the increase in demand for off-farm employ-
ment through establishment of small and medium-scale industries in rural
areas, and the increase in supply of off-farm labour through training

and farm mechanization.



Annex I

- Workshops on Poverty Problems and Policies_in Thailand

Between November, 1979 and March, 1980, Thai University =
Research Association (TURA) are under contract with the USAID to
-organize a series of three workshops relating to the problems of poverty
in Thailand, especially rural poverty. The general purpose 2f these
workshops 1s to produce werkshop results that --- "Will bridge the gap
bétween programmatic directions and specific project identification."
In order words, it is cxpected that these workshops will succeed in
identifying poverty problems which would lead to concfeté proposals for

programmatic policy actionms.

In éach workshop, three research pépers will be prepared and
presented within a group of.(attleast) eight workshop participants
(including authors of tlie three papers). As the problems of poverty
may take many forms and can be subject to various means of analyses,
these three workshops only represent what this workéhOp organizer
beliaved to be sigfﬂficant, relevant, and capable of being transformed
into immediate assistance or action programmes. The three workshops

and nine suggested topics for papers and discussion are as follows:
I. Socioeconomic Aspects of Poverty in Thailand
I.1 Concept of Poverty and Practical Problems of Poverty Identificaclon,

Defining poverty is not so easy és one¢ may be led to believe,
esbecially if such definition will be used for policy purpese. This

paper discusses various measures of poverty line or index, brings out
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.vario&s‘problems assoclated with poverty measurements, and sugges:e
practicél ways in which the poor can be identified in.Thailand. References
will aléobbe made to other deQéloping ccuntries_where poverty policies

Lkave been attemﬁted or implemented on how probleﬁs of’ poverty identifi-

cation are encountered and solved.

1.2 Educational Background and Technological Adaptability of Poor
Farmers, and the Role of Extention workers as Agents of Change

in Rural Society.

How or héw much educaticnal'becﬁground c¢r training of heads
of households contribute to the rural families being poor or not poor?
How much has rural poverty to do with the rigidities (or resistance of
inability or uncertainty) on the part of poor farmers to adapt to
changes in technology and new situations. Or could the faults lie with
the supply, and not the demand siée of this ﬁroduction - innovation
nexus. That is to say, it iz the imperfections of the extenéion service
systems that help explain the prolonped cxistence of poverty in rural

Thailand.
1.3 Health, Nutrition, Si% of Family.and the Rural Poor

Like poor education, i11-bealth, malnutrition and larpe families
may be important factors causing peverty in rural ;reas. This paper
will examine the relationship between these health and demographic sets
of variablef and pural poverty in Thailand (especially in the MNortheast),

and recommend Practical ways in which these seemingly long-term problems

of rural poverty could be tackled now.



II. Raising Agricultural Income and Productivity of Poor Farmers

II.1 Structure of Income of Poor Farmers: Significance of Farm

Versus Off-farm Income,

This paper analyzes the composition of income of poor house-
hold in the rural areas in comparison to that of the non-poor. It is
expected that the importance of off-farm income relative to farm income
- will be much more pronounced for the poor than the non-poor. As such,
attention may be shifted to how to help raise farm income through off-farm

employment and other non-farm sources in addition to regular farm income.

II.2 Problems of Land Utilization, Control and Manapement and

Their Effects of Rural Poverty.

Perhaps, raising the agricultural productivity of poor farmers
could be considered the mest important preconditicn that will eventually
1ift poor farmers from poverty. But agricultural productivity must
first involve land, where many problems still exist, for example, tenancy
problems, quality problems, management problems and so on. This paner
will look at these problemg of land utilization management and control
in wider perspective and will idertify problems that will neealimmediate

attention for policy action with the aim to reduce or remover rural poverty.

I1.3 Problems of Water Availability, Control and Management, and

.Their Effects on Rural Poverty.

Ancillary to the problems of land utilization and control as

factors contributing to rural poverty are the problems of water availability,
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control and management. As a matier of fact, according to some agricul-
tural economisté, the lack of controllable water for farm.use is the
single mogt imporﬁant féctor for the low agricultural ﬁroductivity of
theANortheaét relative to other regilons. Wﬂat should be the water
policies to help rural poor? After aﬁalysing the existing water situation
and its impact on rural poverty, this ﬁaper shoﬁld offer some suggestions
as to what types of water pclicies that are most effective in helping

the poor.
III, (@entral Government's Policies on Rural Poverty

ITXI.1 The Impact of Farm-Price Guarantee and Crop Insurance

Policies on Pocr Farmers.

Among other things, a farmer may be pcor because he connot
produce or receives low price for his product. And this is where the
central government could help. If the producticn failu;e is due to
natural calamitles which are beyond the farmer’s control, then some
systems of crop insurance can be instituted which cushien the poor
farmer against deeper hardship. A farm-price support policy may serve
the same purpose but at the end of the production stage. This paper
- will examine the impact of crop insurance program and farm-price

guarantee policies on poor farm households and sugrest some proper

schemes of insuring crops and setting up minimum prices in Thailand.

TIT1.2 Savings Behaviour, Indebﬁedness, and the Need for Credits

of Poor Farmers and the Role of Central Government.

This paper explores saving (or dis-saving) behaviour of
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poor households in‘rural arez.:. “_.usumption patterns are of cuurra,
implied but.tﬁe empha°is is placed on poor farmers' ability to save

and invégt It will also invcstigate the changing situations of ghronic
farm indebtedness and its relaticns to farm poverty. This point ;s

then linked to the need for epricultural credits either for the improve-
nment of farm production or for debt relief. What are the appropriate

role of central govermment on these issues?

III.3 Appropriate Public Work Policies for the Alleviation of

Rural Poverty,

The quickest way to reduce poverty 1is tp give money to
the poor directly, but there are much more subtle ways of doing that
by the government. Creation of public works.éeems to be an‘important
measure that will help militate against poverty. 1In the last several
years, many public work programs have been attempted in Thailand and
their general economic effects have been well analyzed. But what
specifically are the effects of these public work policies on the poor?
How much have they been helped relative to the non~poor? What then are
public work policies that are most appropriate at helping. the poor in
the rural areas? This paper will attempt to .discuss these and other

related questions.

Two points are worth mentioning in regard to the above topics,
(a) the emphasis of each topic is placed on the analysis of the peor,
or similarities and contrasts between the poor and non-pocr, taking,

into consideration that they'are of policy relevance or could lead to
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effective anti-poverty progr..ne. und (b) poverty is a multi-
disciplinary phenomenon. As such, che authors are free to cross over

to other subjects while analyzing specific poverty problems.

Each parer is to be written in Thai witk an English ab-
stract, and eacn paper should be about 30 pages in length, not including
appendices. An honorarium for each paper will be paid to the authors.

'Additionally, perdiem and travel expenses ﬁill be borne by TURA.
The dates for each workshop are as follows:

Workshop No. 1: January 4-6, 1980 at Khon Khaen.

Workshop No. 2: February 1-3, 1980 at Chiang Mai.

Workshop No. 3: March 7-9, 1980 at Bangkok or Pattaya.

Medhi Krongkaew
Workshop Organizer

November 16, 1979.
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PROGRAMME

Worksliop on Raising Agricuitursl Income and Productivity of Poor

Farmers,

FOrganized vy Thal University Research Association (TURA)

Friday, February

February 3 - 10, 1980
Faculty of Agricultural
Chiang iial University

Craiang Mai, Thailarnd

8, 198G

9.00 - 12,00

12,00 ~ 13,00

13.00 - 13- 30

13,30 - 15.00

15,00 - 15.15

15,15 -~ 16.30

Workshop preparation by the organizers,
Lunch

Openiag ceremony

Session I

"Structure of Income of Poor Farmers ¢ Significarce
of Farm Versus Off-farm Incewme', by Dr. Jerachone
Sriswasdilek.
Comments by : Suwapiot Lakawathana

Rapeepun Jaiscard

Phrek Gypmantasiri
Qffee break.,

Discussions by participants
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Saturday, February 9, 1980

9000 - 100 30

10. 30 - 10045

10,45 -« 12,00
12,00 - 13,30
13,30 - 15.00
15,15 = 16.30

Session II

"Problems of Land Utilization, Control and Hane: gement
and Thedir Effents‘of Rural Poverty” Ly Dr. Manu
Seetisaru |
Commeuts by : Sythipora Chirépanda

Benchaplun Shinavatfa

Chavalit Chalothorn
Coffee break |
Discussions Sy participants
Lunca
Session I11
"Problems of later Availability, ‘Control and Managenent,
and Thelr Effects on Rural Paverty" by Tongroj Onchan
Comments’by ¢ Lueciial Chulasai and

lilngsarn Santikarn
Coffee break

Discussions Ly Participants
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Sunday, February 10, 1980

Session iV
9.00 - 12,00 Concluding”statemeﬁts by three Authors General
Discussions by pact.cipants Summary of the Worksnop
by HMedhi Krorgkaew:Chairman of Session IV :
12.00 - 13.00 Lunch
13,00 - 16,00 Preparation for 3ummary report of the Workshop by ihe

organizers and authors of the papers.



Annex III

Participant Liste

Ms. Benchaphun Shinawatra

Faculty of Social Seiences, Chiang Mai University

Dr. Chaiwat Kon;ing

Faculty of Economics and Buc. . =ss Administration, Kasetsart
University

Mr. Chawalit Chalcothorn

Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University

Dr. Jerachone Sriswasdilek

Faculty of Econcmics and Bussiness Administration, Kasetsart
University |

Dr. Luaechai Chulasai

Faculty of Social Sciences, Chiang Mai University

Dr. Manu Seetisarn

Faculty of Agricultural, Chiang MaivUniversity

Dr. Medhi Krongkaew

Faculty of Econcmics, Thammasat University

Dr. Mingsarn Sentikarn

Faculty of Secial Sciences, Chiang Mai University

Dr. Narujohn Iddhichiracharas

Faculty of S.:ixi Sciences, Culang iai Cuiversity



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

40

ir, Phrek Gypmzntasiri

Faculty of Agriculture, Cliang HMai University,

Dr. Rapeepun Jaisaard

Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University

Dr. Suthiporn Cuirapauda

Technical and Planning Divisann, Agricultural Land Reform Office
Mr. Suwaphet Lakaﬁathana

Faculty of Agriculture, Chiarg Mai University

Dr. Tongrepj Orchan

Faculty of Economics and Bussiness Administration



