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I. Introduction
 

This is the second workshop in a series of three workshQps
 

on Poverty Problems and Policies in Thai.aid (Annex I) to be organized
 

by the Thai University Research Association (TURA) under financial
 

support from USAID/Thail.,a. It was held at the Faculty of Agriculture,
 

Chieng Mai University, Chieng !ai on February 8-10, 1980 (Annex II).
 

Fourteen participants were invited to attend the workshop (Annex III)
 

where three 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 vF' Q;.ciplinos (but mainly in economics and 

agricultural econon:ics) h.,o in of povertyare iTterestcd the problems 

to present results of the-:.- studies on major aspect5; of how to raise
 

agricultural incomn aaid cduztvity of poor farmers in Thailand. And 

from the piesentation and discussion among participants in this workshop, 

we hope to be able to gain better kno,,wledge and unaerstanding of the pro­

duction and income of poor farmers, and perhaps suggest some pertinent 

ways of increasing those poor farmors' productivity and income. 
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The three papers to be presented at the workshop are as
 

follows: (1) Problems of Water Availability, Control and !Uanagement, 

and Their Effects on Rural Poverty by Jerachone Sriswasdilek of 

Faculty of Economics and Business Administration, Kasetsart University; 

(2) Problems of Land Utilization, Control and 1anagerent and Their
 

Effects on Rural Poverty by Manu Seetisarn, 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 

Clhalaemwong and Tongroj Onchan, both of the Faculty of Economics and 

Business Administration, Kasetsart University.
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II. 	Problems of Water Availability, Control and Management, 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 -actor contributing to rural poverty.
 

Therefore, good water control and management would help raise agri­

cultural income and productivity of poor farmers.
 

The author divided his paper into three parts. The first
 

part was concerned with general effects of Lrigation on farm produc­

tivity and income; the second Part enphasized on specific effects of
 

water control and management on farn 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 agricultura.
 

productivity and, thus, income of farmers, the author highlighted the
 

simple relationship betwqeen the ratio of irrigated farm area to total
 

farm'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 highest in the Central Pegion
 

and 	the Northern Region of Thailand. The Central region possessed vast
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area under irrigation and the.percentage .of irrigated farmland to total. 

farmland (34.8%) was the highest among all regions of Thailand in 1977. 

As for the Northern Region, it was characterized by extensive private 

irrigation systems. The reported ratio ol .118, according to the author,
 

underestimated the extent of irrigation in the Northern Region in 1977.
 

The actual effects of irrigation in the North, therefore, showed high 

productivity of important crops in comparison to the South 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 irrigated farm area to total farm area lagged 

behind in its outputs and productivity. And it was 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 also other factors 

influencing outputs per rai in di--_f.!erent regions, for exam)le the amount 

of rainfall, soil fertility, and existence of plant diseases and insects.
 

Yet in comparing the outputs o-4 rice per rai within a region between
 

the irrigated area and the non-irrigated area, it was clear, still,
 

that the outputs per rai in the irrigated area were higher than those 

in the non-irrigated area. The outputs of rice per rai in the non-irri­

gated area in 1967/77 wn.re only $8, 65, 47 and 75 percent c:: the outputs 

per rai obtained in the irrigated area in the North. Northeast, Central 

Plain and South of Thailand respectively. These eftects of irrigation
 

on increased productivity of crops was called the direct effects of
 

irrigation.
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There were also the indirect effects of irrigation on pro­

ductivity of crops. These were the effects of irrigation on the adoption
 

of high yielding varieties and on the use of fertilizers. It was shown
 

that i-p 1976, in Don Chedi, Surhan Buri, the adoption of flYV and the
 

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

in the partially irrigated or unirrigated areas. The author concluded
 

this section by asserting the interdependence between 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 which enabled farmers to gain reliable
 

access to water during the normal farm period as well as to cultivate
 

multiple crops throughout the year. Good w.ater management includes
 

efficient delivery of water, 'avoidanceof 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 o4 the survey in the Nan Pong irrigation areas during 

the dry season of 1978 had shown that in the area where land consolida­

tion was attempted, 93 percent oF sampled farms were ftilly cultivated. 

In contrast, only 75 percent of farms surveyed in the area where irria­

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
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system was not improved reported the limitation on water availability
 

and management os the main reason obstructing dry-season farming.
 

Farmers in the area .here irrigation system was structurally improved
 

also cited insufficient labour, poor seeds and soil infertility as
 

principal reasons obstructing dry-season farming. In general, farmers
 

in the area where irrigation system had been in.roved 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 showed that in 1977, 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 inproved. 
Tho income of farmers was 749,928,
 

and 1084 baht per rai ii the rainy season and was 781, 902,and 1085 baht
 

per rai in the dry season for the area classifie! as "unimproved,"
 

"structurally improved" and "land consolidation' respectively.
 

Policies on irrigation tj Alleviate Rural Poverty
 

The author suggested 4 policies that should be 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 be done for farmers who were the
 

poorest among the group. 
It was suggested that more irrigation services
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should be provided in the Northeastern region and should be conducted
 

through various small-scale irrigation projects.
 

ii) Improvement of existing irrigzition 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 rotational system
 

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 higher land prices should be charged on a,fair basis. The
 

collection of irrigation water fees not only would encourage efficient
 

use of water but also would provide revenues 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
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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 maniulated.
 

Ancther participant criticized the use of statistics based on 

different periods which gave rise to dubious results. She also raised 

the objection in the use of output and income figures unadjusted for 

other influencing variables such as techniques of production marketing 

system 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 significant in 

this context.
 

At this point, the discussions seemed to focus around environ­

mental conditions of water usage. It was alleged that public irrigation
 

systems were often inappropriate to the needs of the community. Moreover,
 

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.
 

All in all, most participants seemed to agree with the im­

portance of good water control and management along the line recommended
 

by the author,emPecially the collect on of irrigation water fee.
 



III. 	 Problem-- of Land Utilization, Control, flanagement and their
 

Effects on Rural Poverty.
 

The main thcne of this paper actually was not a discussion of
 

problems of land utilization, control and managenent, nor was it a
 

discussion of their effects on rural poverty. The paper treats the
 

manner and the Pxtent of land utilization as a resultant event responding
 

to system change. Land control and management is seen as one of the 

factors conducive to systeii change. h',ile the effects of land utiliza­

tion, control and management on rural poverty are not brought out more
 

explicitly in the paper, they were implied in the context of low Dro­

ductivity of farmers.
 

The author (M anu Seetisarn) began his paper by stressing the
 

location-specific characteristic of any agricultural system. It was
 

3rgued that there were numerous factors influencing agricultural pro­

duction and agricultural productiydty.e.g.. environmental, social and
 

technical factors. To consider probl.ers o4 1,Tnd utilization, it was 

necessary to consider some other interrelated variables 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 agricultutal pro­

ducts within the constraints of natural environments, econoric, social 

and political conditions, as well as available resources. As such, 

agricultural production or productivity does not depend on any one of 

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

Examples were then given to show the interrelation of the 

above 5 components. The physical environment of the Northern Region 

was different from that in the Northeastern region, enabling Iarmers 

in the North to develop their own irrigation system and to benefit from 

reliable water supply. But the snmp system was not possible for farmers 

in the Northeast. However, infrattructural change in terms of rdads and 

highways in the Northeast had made possible for the farmers to make 

use of relatively arid land to grow cassava in large quantity. An the 

North, swidden agriculturp seemed, at one time, to be a stable practice 

among the hill people due to sufficient tire left for the soil to 

regain its lost nutrients before a return for replanting. Today,
 

population pressure and shrinking land areas disrupt the old stable
 

pattern of shifting cultivation, making it an improper agricultural
 

practice.
 

The author then took up different land issues for discussion.
 

The issues were
 



- 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 of 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 lsrge area of land was not 

effectively utilized. He 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. 

Tenancy
 

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. PTith proper rent system for each community so as 

to suit their socio-economic conditions, production and investment would 
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be satisfactorily stimulated. In the author's opinion, 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 fron 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 be smaller 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 compared 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 Carm households in 1978 giving an average farm
 

size of 22.09 rais. !oreover, the porcentage of households holdin.,.
 

less than 15 rais per farm in total farm.hovseholds decreased from 48 

in 1963 to 30 in 1972. Yet, he pointed to the dubious figures concern­

ing total farm area ;hiich, according to the NSO was only 96.9 m. 

rais in 1978 whereas it was. already 116.2 m. rais in 1975, according 

to the Office of Agricultur.i Economics. 

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

significant issue because one could i,. modern technology to increase 
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pr"'Jction in small-sized farms. hlat 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 inportant elerents in .odern agricultural technology. 

Their usage had been increasing even though the actual level was still
 

low compared to that used in other countries. The author was certain 

that there was great potential in agriculture as far as the use of these 

t.odern inputs was concerned. Two factors were iuportant in determininp 

the extent of" the use of these inputs. Thiey were their prices ,nd tile 

levelof rish involved in using them. A-Mon the two factors, the author 

though the latter was more important than the fonmer. He cited the 

Taiwanese case in which the fertilizer pvice to the output p'rice ratio 

was as high as that in Thailand during her first stage of development. 

Yet, the '.ertilizer utilization ii, Tai.,wan remained extensive. The case 

o .in Thailand also showed the relative unir:ortance fe -- *.1izer prices, 

Pertilizer utilization vas hirhb in the irrigated farms anid low in the 

rain-fed .farms. It w:as concluded th t the level of risi: involved signi­

catly determined the extent or fertilizer, insecticide and pesticide 

us age. 

Land .anagere n t 

It was argued that the government was not interested in solving 
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long-term problems concerning land. Granting land titles 't6 landless
 

farmers was sloYafnd ineffective. Fnrest and soil destruction was not
 

efficiently controlled. Alternative uses of land were not examined.
 

Rent control and land reform was done on .nartificial' level. Land 

management was geared only to solving the physical and engineering
 

problems. It was suggested that attention should be paid to Folving 

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

Land Utilization
 

It was emlphasized here that technology to be introduced in 

any local community should be appropriate to the local conditions.
 

Costs in terms of imnicit labour, social, and capital costs should be
 

borne in mind. Systematic linkages' l'etween farms, aninals and farmers
 

rust be realized. In the Tast, too much fragmentary research and ex­

tension activities were conducted with no a,areness of the existing 

interactive system.
 

It was lastly surnarized that in his view, the lack of appro­

priate technology for the farmers obstructed efficient land u,,o more 

than the m.ere tenancy problem. 

Apart fro) the cor-rents concernin(7 the relevance of the paper, 

to the topic assigned and the !ach of policy implicntion which the 

author hardly touched up'ni, there wore a few other comments by the 

participants. An objection was r.de in the use of Taiui.nese case as 

comparable to the situation in !'hailand in the context of fertilizer
 



usage. This point was supported by another participant who thought 

the comnarison of rice -'arming in the wet season and iii -.e dry season 

to see the level of fertilizers used not an acceptable exercise since 

technological contraints were dif:.erent. noubts yere also raised in 

the use o" conflicting statistics of the ;!SO and thot of the (:efice of 

Agricultural Economics which gave the ccnclusion that average farm size 

in Thailand did rot decrease. 

In replying, to the above objections, the another accepted the 

weaknesses pointed out and agreed that statistics he used was dubious. 

lie, however, sti.ll thought in the absence of completely controlled 

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

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

A ;-articlp.nt ,!ho came :Fror the Office of 1.and 7eform sug.gested 

that, .rom his knowledge on tenancy matter as an official in the Olic,:, 

teaarit households nu.,bered about I million out of the total households 

of 5 million at .resent. The author accepted that he underestinated 

the extent of tenancy pro'ler. On this issue, a com.ent was rade by 

another porticipant t'nt tenancy t'rolblen bore a long-tern, significance 

to ayricultural ,c-veloneent. Pith the tenancy robler. ";..'olved, there 

might well be a rarallel case of that in India w'here the, 1,ene.its of 

agrarian r,, orm accrued mainly to rich :ar.ers and land].rds. he 

thought the author overlcol-ed or ,rave too little attention to the ".roble'.ns 

of land util.izution ,F far as tenancy, Farr size an,1 availability o:7 

farmland were concerne. It was Trpued that regarding population pressure 

http:roble'.ns
http:articlp.nt
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and the clearing of forests to Open new cultivated land as the author
 

had already 
entioned in his paper, it was rather inconceivable to'
 

believe that farm land wos not scarce and there was still some 70-80 

m. rais available for Thai '.armers. 

Another participant believed that t',e reason why the author 

did not give any nolicy 7uildlines as lar as land management was con­

cerned was that he was suscicious of the intervention from outside 

especially from t.!,vernment officials to the oriCinal, balpnced and 

stable agricultural system. For fear that intervention disrupted the
 

system he naturally suppested no policy juildlines.
 

To tI'is moint, the author asireed that '- was rather suspicious 

of public interventions. However, he did not ruled out pulic inter­

vention as long as one knew the syster; and ipmroved it in the riqht 

way. System understanding was the !hey to success in agricultural 

deve] opment. 
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IV. 	 Structure of Income of Poor Farmers: Signiificance of Farm Versus 

Off-farn Income 

The authors (Thongroj ichan and Yongyud Chalaern,,ong) started 

the paper by poiritinc, to the growth taken place in the agricultural 

sector. They asserted that although tho growth o F the agricultural 

sector, hich was about 5 rer cent iter annum during 1960 ind 1977, wias 

o --not 	as high as that in the industrial sector, average income farmers 

had been increasing dvir iq the period. in absolute terms, income of 

farmers tripled ince .'62/63, and accordina to the '"orld !anh, popula­

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

per 	cent in 1975/76.
 

Tle main problem, however, lay in the relatively unequal dis­

tribution of development benefits. Cash income of farmers averaged 

only 5,283 baht in 1975, while cash in-icome of other omer operators 

and property owners averaged 42,100 baht, and cash income of salary 

a d wage earners was 21,531 baht on average in the same year. Income 

of the rural people genr:rally declined compared with that of the urban 

people in every region WF Thailand wit, on exception in the "ortheastern 

repion where income of ti:e rural nov'ulation as a i'ercentage of that of 

the urban population increased fror, 23 -.er cent in 19C2/63 to 39% in 

1975/76. 

A com.arison o.F income betw'een ri.frions sl-owed a disparity 

between income in the central region and in the South on the one hand 
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and that in..te Mor-rh and the Northeast on the ,other both for the rural 

population and the urba.n population. T.e in..)jne or the rural popula­

tion in the North and in the Northeast was only 52 per cent of the 

income of the rural population in the central reTion in 19(.,2/63 and 

increased to cnly 64 per cent in 1975/76. The c'istribution or income 

was more unequal withir the rural popuilation of different regions than 

within the urban population. 

The wider gap between the rich and the poor was clearly shown 

in the income share o' . the richest 10 i)er cent and the noorest 40 p er cent 

during the period 1962/63 and 1971/72. In 1962/63, the poorest 40 

per cent received 16.6 per cent of total national incore compared to 

12.7 per cent in 1971/72. Tle richest 10 per cent received 34.3 per cent
 

of the total'income in 1962/63 and their share increased to 40.5 per cent 

in 1971/72. The 'orseninc situatiov! for the poorest 40 per cent was 

especially acute in the North and the Northeast and the better-off posi­

tion for the richest 10 per cent was especially narked in the North. 

For the ,hole country, the qini coefficient increased frrwi 0.414 in 1962/63 

to 0.499 in 1971/72. 

The authors thlen cOTItinueo to outline th,- income situation 

-for d]i-ferent sized o" 'arm and diff-,eo-nt status off farners -s Ear as 

ownershin xwas concerned. They attempted to draw the relationshirns 

between income and. sizes of ar" ancl !- .tveenincomae ond land oi,nershir,. 

They found inconciusive reliltionshins but coul1 rouFl), stated thAt 

income per rai of sinal. farms was hipher than income per rai o large 
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farms. This "ras because snnll armers earned more off-farn incomie thal 

big farmers. As for the relationship hetwej-r, income an, land ownerslin, 

they found thpt tenants had. lo.;: r income than. land owners in t!he Central 

Plain *.-ut in the Northeast t'e opposite was true. Tlhey were o-' the 

opinion that tenancy 'rer;lum was serious only in tl:h Central Flain Mhere 

incortle of tenants was about hal- that of land o:.:ners. 

The next section of the paper denlt ,,ith the structure of 
farm and o-..arm income. It .as shoin that the average o-arm icome 

of all farrers was SS.4 o .per cent o' total iitcore the Farners. I3 

every region except the South, the p:roportion of off-ar, incomnne to 

total income increased through the years. 'he increase in this !ropor­

tion was greatest in t,e poorest region i.e. tlhe Iortheast. 

The nuthors claimed t;aAt econominsts and develorment planners 

too hastily neglected the siani1Ficance or of.-Farm employment as an 

alternative strategy to solv. nrol;lons of underenployment, poverty and 

skewed distrillution pertinent in the rural areas. In their opinion, 

nore attention should he ,irected to this area of promoting off-farm 

employment for several reasons. Firstly, Forner strateries such as land 

reform, green revolution and industrializa.tion proved to 'of inadequate 

to solve the p'rolJlens. Secol,,,U the aricultural sector had such special 

characteristics as seasonality, lalour intensiveness and underenployment 

in small-sized f.ars which were farourable to off- employment.Lm 


Thirdly, in principle, off farm en;!o-ment should heln towards 
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a) full erployment of labour force
 
1:) opportunity of 'arm wor for .unskilled labour nd of 

skilled off-far, work or s!iAlled labour 

c) stability of larmers' .i co.e t'!ron.h o.t the year 

d) cash linuidity for farners" spendingr in order that they 

be seIf-iranced in tbeir ex7,en.iture on consur.rition and 

investrent goods. 

e) a reduction in farmers' desire to rigrate to the urban 

areas, thus, a potential reduction in utrlan crowdedness 

and poverty 

o .f) prorm.otion on-the-job training 

a conceive,! reduction in birth rates due to the increase 

in the of f-:airn employment of males, and female. 

The ex'?erience in Taiwan and Japan indicated the success oF 

off-farm employment in pronoting more hours of work and thus .lore income, 

,or small farmers. The authors believed that it was rrnrsing for 

Thailand to rely on of'--farm ermiloyie;,it as a strategy to ovwercome poverty 

and distributidn nroblers in thc -gricultural sector. 

They outlined the structuire o# o.f-fnrr . income as follows. 

i) In 1975/76, it vas shown that 24 ,'er cent o. total off-farm 

income o' farmers came f'rom vaje emrT.].n1.ivent outside t!he 'arm .fctor, 16 

nei cent from salary earlin, e! Tlovment ai. 1 wage er -,Ioyrwent in thl ar, 

.sector, 7 ner cent from sale of! ,oods, 5 iier cent fror sale o: aninals. 
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and 22 per cent from trade and other activities. In some locations, 

handicraft products were irmortant sources of off-farm income. In others, 

wage employment -.as irnnortant. 

ii) 'f-ar .,as hi'Ther frir small farms= labour utilizatio 

than for large farms. Small farns spent 5A per cent of their work hours 

in off-farm vror] whereas large .arrs s,ent only SS per cent of' the work 

hours in the off-farn work in 1979. 

iii) Off-:$arm irncome helped stal,ilize ronthly income of 

farmers throughout the year. It helped raise Farners' income which 

othervise would be negative in some of te .onths. 

iv) Fmall farms >,d their off-farm income in a greater nro­

portion of the total income than in large farms. For example, in 1970 

it was found that 'for ''arms smaller than 5.9 -rais, their off-4arm in­

come was 51 per cent of their total income conparod to 41, 28, 27 -ind 

15 per cent in farms of ,i.ger size, (6-14.9, I-29.!g, 30-59.9 and greater 

than 60 rais) resrectively. 

v) Full tenanits were shown to >.ve a areater nroortion o:r 

their t 6 tal inco;Me from of.-farm emnlloyr.ent than part tenants and lard 

owners. In 1971/72, tenants in Lopbvri lere reported to 1.av,. 22.2 ner cent 

of their income fron ofF- ar work conrared \vtith 13.8 per cert :for r:Irt 

tenants and 3.2 ner ce.t for lad ovin-,rs. 

.vi) Farners in loweT income brackets vere found to have a 

gvreater proportion of their inco."e :Fnr of'f-farr. "orh. In 1969/70, 
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farmers who had income ner annum lower than 1,200 baht in Thon iaen 

earned 99 per cent of their income from off-farr. worl: while in Chiiamrmai, 

they earned 57.9 ner cent of their income from! off-:carm work. This 

proportion decreased for groups with higher incone. IT, .. on l'aen, 

Farmers who received an incore around 30,000 Lht had, on the average, 

only 18.4 per cent of their inco.e fro. off-farr employment. Inl 

Chiangmai, farmers i-ith annual inconte l wer than 2,000, 3,000, 10,000. 

20,000 and 30,000 baht h:rid 74.6, 64.7, 40.2, 36. and 16.3 ner cent of 

their income from off-F--arip sources, resnectively. 

The authors sunmarized the above findings by stating that 

off-farm erlloyment w.as important income source for ,oor larmers, 

tenants and srall fsrrers. Attention should, therefore, be focused 

in this direction. Past policies had f.ailed in solving nroblcns for 

the poorest farmers and .,-d not irproved, if not worsened, the disparity 

" '
of incone between t,e rich and th,poor. They were certain that off­

farm employment coul'd contribute to the solution more easity than direct 

i:aricultural development policies becsuse farrers miglit lach their own 

capital funds to invest in the arricultural developrient process. They 

suggested 2 broad policies to pronote oFf-farm erployment i.e. a policy 

to increase the derand for off-Farm labour and a policy to increase the 

supply of off-farm labour. Farm. rechanization was conceived to be an 

alternative to release farm labour in reak neriods for off-farm employ­

ment. They ended their -paper by recormmending more research in this 

area.
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In the comments following the -?resentation of the Paper, it 

was criticized that the pa')er was not consistent vhen referring to 

(a) the period of tine used for comparison or trerd analysis (3) the 

types. o' years used (i-Oether A.P. or f,.E.) (c) the dle-Finition or income 

used and (d) the d,,finition oF- rural and urban area used. Thie lack of 

consistency in the above items an. the linking to~ethe:r of their 24 

tables obtained from various studies vould ma.e a number of the con­

clusij.cns and arguments not as clear as they ,pweared to -,e. Tis '.zrti­

cipant, however, agreed with the o,.-Thr, employment as a strateyy to 

provide alt.rnatives to p,.or Farmers. 

Another participant cast doubts as to the suggested idea t?'at 

off-farm, enployment was an altern.tive to poor farmers. lrThen they sou.Fht 

to work in tVe off-farm sector, it right not be because they chose to 

do it but it might be Iecause they ?.ad to O) it' in order to survive. 

I. this resl)ect, off-far: worl: vns not 2n altur-ative o' o r o 

but it actually was a poverty indicator. Observing the ch ,racteristics 

o . it to Ice ir and yieldn'do.-.arn work, -was shown urecarious n;-ture 

lower income than the -Parr sector. 7,e idea that all off-:.rn worl: 

e
gave an alternative for poor farr.ers to sta iliz I',ci.r ir.con, an, tha: 

the !overin.ent should "rnnote off-.-Farn wmrl' or a bro I asis ought to 

1-e taken witth caution. In her opinion, off-':trn .np.oynent should be 

ioromotq.d only as a snecific policy .E-.easure when dee.ec'; vinble and a'voro­

nriate in the area. 

http:off-:.rn
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She continued her point by stressing that the marketing of 

.off-7Tarm products could also inse a nroblem. Off-fan products required 

reliable local demand as well as producers' skills. They i.,,ere highly 

income elastic goods. Besides, any larger scale rural industry would
 

face a problen of labour shortage durinp the -Farming season. !ithout 

enough knowledge of the local lobour situation, it was not really 

possible to promote any long-term off-farm emplo mont. Different kinds 

of off-far'm work were needed in the village where there was ernmanent 

labour underutilization com*ared with the village where there was 

seasonal labour underutilization.
 

She asked for a systematic lool: at the poverty problem. In
 

the desire to help the noor, one neglected to look beyond the agricul­

tural sector to see tV.e resource flot' into the industrial sector. 

Thailand's total incentive syster regarding taxe:;, tari:"fs and expendi­

Zuf'e, wor!ked against the apricultural sector. No matter how much one 

wanted to help the poor, without correcting the total incentive system, 

one was certain to) fail. She claimed tlat t) ntonote off-farm erploy­

ment on a broad basis was a second-best nolicy attenr-t w!.en, perhaps; 

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

to me7'tion. 

Lastly, she questioned the income figures in various tables 

which admittedly shoved odd nictures. She wondered iihether the income 

figures used had been adjusted for different qualities such as average 
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fanily size, cost of living index and general inflati.onindex in di:f­

ferent regions. She ended her coimments I:y questioning the definition 

of the authors' poverty line as ..,ell as the definition of of-F-farm 

versus non-farm Lico.e used in the naper. 

One of the author i(Tongroj Onchan) acce-pted the nistakes and 

inconsistency in thd use of data He promised to revise the paper
 

taking account of all comments made. Part of the inconsistency arose
 

from the use of various studies by di.-ferent researchers. The defini­

tion of poverty line and the adjustment of Income to different quali­

ties could be rec!iecked in the study of Pr. Oey !'eesook in 197" (. rld 

Ban, Staff 1'!orking Paper 11o 364). 

As for the queii that off-farm work was an indicator of 

poverty, the author accepted that there ought to be further studies 

on this topic since our knowledge concerning t.'e nature off-farm 

ermloyment was meagre. As yet, lie did not 'ave the answer to the querY 

raised.
 

Tle session ended as one )articipant pointed to the theme 

of the wor!,shop so far, t'i't is the interreLatinnshin, of nunerous $actc.rs 

and a necessity .!r a systert loo1: of the nroblen. JEconomic, social., 

political, techrnical and environmental conditions were ait importtant 

considerations in the solvina of"the zove-rty an. distrilution Drobler'. 

A neglect in any area of concern ri ipht lead to the ;'ailure of7 )oiicy 

impLenentation. Specific policy guildines were therefore, not recormenced 

in this ior!'shop. 
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V. Farmers' Groups and Rural Poverty
 

On the last ression of the workshop, we heard the presenta­

tion of a special paper by Dr. Narujohn Iddhichiracharas an anthropo­

logist who studied socio-economic characteristics of fariaers groups 

in Fang and V'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 poor were identified b,,
 

asking general opinions oO people in a village which were often likely
 

to be landless farmers and farm labourers. Thlere were some interesting
 

features from his survey such as the majority of farm income was re­

ceived from secondary crops such as vegetable; land ownership was
 

smaller than reported elsewhere (For example, 61 percent as compared 

to 74 percent given by Dr. Nlanu); 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 meafi
 

income.
 

This last point, to a certain extent, reflects inequity in
 

social organization. 2Iany members of the group still believed that
 

they did not benefit from being members o- the group as, for example, 

cheap fertilizers w:ere available, only to those who own their own land, 

or the group leaders exploited their positions for personal gains. The 

author believed that farmers' organization oF this t)ne did not help 

solve poverty problems as mni.bers are mai: iy those who had large land 

holdings who were not Door. !!oreover, new technology could not reach 
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ioor farmers, neither could farm credits or cheap production inputs. 

Farmers groups were organized in order to receive help from the govern­

ment rather than formed to help themselves. 

In order that farmers' groups would be effective toward 

poverty alleviation, the author suggested several recomiendation, such 

as, tie im;provement as to the organization must be specific, instruction 

must be detailed enough, and patron-cliet relationship must be brokcen. 

To do this may need the service of someone who 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 coimenting on the call 

for charging fees for water services. He was afraid that such a system 

could be harmful instead of helpful to poor farmers as they would normally 

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

In tae comments which followed, many participants raised 

several issues concerning farners grouping. For example, it was observed 

that homogeneous groups v.ould be more effective in reaching group's 

objective than heterogeneous group, grouping among highly educated 

persons would be more difficult than less highly educated persons; 

however, tie ?oor who had little education would be less inclined to form 

their own group. The meeting seemed to agree tit beneficial grouping 

must start from persons with the same common interest and needs, and 

members must be willLig to enforce obedience to r les among
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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 Pay
 

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

of the fees may be exerted. Overall, water-users grouping appeared to
 

be a good beginning as 
it could be expanded 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 policies that
 

should help rural poverty, the author reiterated increase in new, mainly
 

small-scale, irrigation systems; improve existing irrigation projects;
 

adopt rotational method oF water supply; and collection of water fees.
 

However, one most also consider related aspects of irrigation services
 

such as availability of water to be 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 thorn in influenc­

ihg changes in any agricultural system. Nio specific land policies were 

offerred, but concern was pointed to the developr.ent of agriculture in 

the rainfed areas; and perhaps information-gathering at the lower level 

was also implied so as to facilitate policies applicable to the whole 

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. Moreover,
 

negative correlation betwee off-farm income and size of land holding
 

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 more 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 i.ncrease 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 of these
 

workshops is to produce workshop results that 
 "Will bridge the gap
 

between programmatic directions and specific project identification."
 

In order words, it is expected that these workshops will succeed in
 

identifying poverty problems which would lead to 
concrete proposals for
 

programmatic policy actions.
 

In each workshop, three research papers will be prepared and
 

presented within a group of. (at'least) eight workshop participants
 

(including authors of the 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 workshop organizer
 

believed to be si.::.ficant, 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 IdentificaLion.
 

Defining poverty is not so 
easy as one may be led to believe,
 

especially if such definition will be used for policy purpose. 
This
 

paper discusses various measures of poverty line or index, brings out
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variods problems associated with poverty measurements, and suggesq
 

practical ways in which the poor can be identified in Thailand. References
 

will also be made to other developing ccuntries where poverty policies
 

have been atteripted or implemented on how problems of poverty identifi­

cation are encountered and solved.
 

1.2 Educational Background and Technological Ada-ptability of Poor
 

Farmers, and the Role of Extention workers as Agents of Change
 

in Rural Society.
 

How or how much educational background cr 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 (cr 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 side of this production - innovation 

nexus. 
That is to say, it ic the imperfections of the extension service
 

systems that help explain the prolonged existence of poverty in rural
 

Thailand.
 

1.3 Health, Nutrition, Sik of Family and the Rural Poor
 

Like poor education, ill-health, malnutrition and large families
 

may be important factors causing poverty in rural areas. 
This paper
 

will examine the relationsbip between these health and demographic sets
 

of variabeIs and 
ural poverty in Thailand (especially in the Northeast),
 

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

of rural poverty could be tackled now.
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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.
 

11.2 	 Problems of Land Utilization, Control and Management and
 

Their Effects of Rural Poverty.
 

Perhaps, raising the agricultural productivity of poor farmers
 

could be considered the most important precondition that will eventually
 

lift poor farmers from poverty. But agricultural productivity must
 

first involve land, where iany problems still exist, for example, tenancy
 

problems, quality probl~ms, management problems and so on. This paper
 

will look at these problems of land utilization management and control
 

in wider perspective and will idei-tify problems that will need immediate
 

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

11.3 	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,
 



control and management. As a matter of fact, according to some agricul­

tural economists, the lack of controllable water for farm use is the
 

single most important factor for the low agricultural productivity of
 

the Northeast relative to other regions. What should be the water
 

policies to help rural poor? After analysing the existing water situption
 

and its impact on rural poverty, this paper should offer some suggestions
 

as to what types of water policies that are most effective in helping
 

the poor.
 

III. 	 Oentral Government's Policies on Rural Poverty
 

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

Policies on Poor Farmers.
 

Among other things, a farmer may be poor because he connot
 

produce or receives low price for his product. And this is where the
 

central government could help. If the production failure is due to
 

natural calamities which are beyond the farmer's control, then some
 

pystems of crop insurance can be instituted which cushion 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 suggest some proper
 

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

111.2 Savings Behaviour, Indebtedness, and the Need for Credits
 

of Poor Farmers and the Pole of Central Government.
 

This paper explores saving (or dis-saving) behaviour of
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poor households in rural are.::;. 
 . - sumption patterns are of cuur-e, 

implied but the emphasis is plated on poor farmers' ability to save
 
and invest. 
 It will also investigate the changing situations of chronic
 

farm indebtedness and its relations to farm poverty. 
This point is
 
then linked -to the need for agricultural credits either for the improve­

ment of farm production or for debt relief. 
What are the appropriate
 

role of central government on these issues?
 

111.3 
Appropriate Public Work Policies for the Alleviation of
 

Rural Poverty.
 

The quickest way to reduce poverty is to give money to
 
the poor directly, but there are much more subtle ways of doing that
 
by the government. 
Creation of public works seems to be an important
 

measure that will help militate against poverty. 
 In 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 helpinp, 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 poor,
 

or similarities and contrasts between the poor and non-poor, taking
 

into consideration that they are of policy relevance or could lead to
 



effective anti-poverty progr. :np, :.nd (b) poverty is a multi-


As such, The authors are free to cross over
disciplinary phenomenon. 


to other subjects while analyzing specific poverty problems.
 

Each paper is to be written in Thai with 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 will 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.
 

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


Medhi Krongkaew
 

Workshop Organizer
 

November 16, 1979.
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PROGRAI-RE 

Workshop on Raising Agri'ultural Income and Productivity of Poor
 

Farmers.
 

Organized by Thai University Research Association (TURA) 

February 8 - 10, 1980
 

Faculty of Agricultural 

Chiang 1.ai University 

Crciang Mai, Thailand 

Friday, February 8, 1980 

9.00 - 12.00 Workshop preparation by the organizers. 

12.00 - 13.00 Lunch
 

13.00 - 13.30 Opening; ceremony
 

Session I
 

13.30 - 15.00 "Structure of Income of Poor Farmers : Significarnce
 

of Farm Versus Off-farm Incee". 
by Dr. Jerachone
 

Sriswasdilek.
 

Comments by : Suwaphot Lakawathana 

Rapeepun Jaisaard
 

Pirek Gypmantasiri
 

15.00 - 15.15 CaffEe break. 

15.15 - 16.30 
 Discussions by participants
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Saturday, February 9, 1980
 

Session II
 

9.00 - 10.30 "Problems of land Utilization, Control and "langement 

and Their Effer.t3 of Rural Poverty" by Dr. Manu 

Seetisarn 

Comments by : Suthiporn Chirapanda 

Benchaphun Shinawatra 

Chavalit ChalotLorn
 

10.30 - 10.45 Coffee break 

10.45 12.00 Discussions by participants
 

12.00 - 13.30 Lunca 

Session III 

13.30 ­ 15.00 "Problems of Water Availability, Control and Management, 

and Their Effects on Rural Paverty" by Tongroj Onchan 

Comments by Luechai Cilulasai and 

Ningsarn Santikarn 

15.00 - 15.15 Coffee break 

15.15 - 16.30 Discussions by Participants 

http:Effer.t3


;38
 

Sunday, February 10. 1980
 

Session IV 

9.00 ­ 12.00 Concluding stateme-ts by three Authors General 

Discussions by pa;rcipants Summary of the Workshop 

by Medhi Krorgkaew Chairman of Session IV 

12.00 - 13.00 Lunch 

13.00 - 16.00 Preparation for 3ummary report of the Workshop by Lhe 

organizers and authors of the papers. 
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Participant ListF
 

1. 	Ms. Benchaphun Shinawatra
 

Faculty of Social Seiences, Chiang Nai University
 

2. 	Dr. Cheiwat Konjing
 

Faculty of Economics and Buc.- ess Administration, Kasetsart
 

University
 

3. 	Mr. Chawalit Chaiothorn
 

Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Mai University
 

4. 	Dr. Jerachone Sriswasdilek
 

Faculty of Economics and Bussiness Administration, Kasetsart
 

University
 

5. 	Dr. Luechai Chulasai
 

Faculty of Social Sciences, Chiang Mai University
 

6. 	Dr. Manu Seetisarn
 

Faculty of Agricultural, Chiang Mai University
 

7. 	Dr. Medhi Krongkacw
 

Faculty of Economics, Thammasat University
 

3. 	Dr. Mingsarn Santikarn
 

Faculty of Social Sciences, Chiang Mai University
 

9. 	Dr. Narujohn Iddhichiracharas
 

Faculty of S,-± u £cince:, Ciang iai University
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10. 	 Mr. Phrek Gypmantasiri
 

Faculty of Ariculture, Chiang Ilai University. 

11. 	 Dr. Rapeepun Jaisaard
 

Faculty of Agriculture, Chiang Hai Univ.ersity 

12. 	 Dr. Suthiporn Chirapanda 

Technical and Planning Divizion, Agricultural Land Reform Office 

13. 	 Mr, Suwaphct Lakawathana 

Faculty of Agriculture, Ciiang h.ai University 

14. 	 Dr. Tongroj Onchan 

Faculty of Economics and Bussiness Administration 


