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AN ANAT.YSTS OF SURVEY RESULTS '

Dermot Shields

ABSTRACT

This paper presents survey data on labor use by activity and
source in selected villages of Suphanburi Prov1nce, Central Thailand,
over the croplng year 1981-82.

The analyses showed that farm size and the intensity of land
preparation better determine total labor use per hectare than either
mechanization class (2-wheel versus small 4-wheel tractors) or
ownership class (owners versus hirers). Hired labor requlrements per
hectare varied little betweeu classes and the variation in total per
hectare labor was due primarily to variation in family labor and farm
size.

Although total household labor was similar on a per farm basis
for all farm classes, the smaller, often 2-wheel tractor hiring
farms, spent a considerably larger amount of their time on off-farm
activities. The impact of the existing accumulation of capital and
land appears to have been limited since the landless and marginal
~ families have relativelyt easy access to off-farm employment.

,.n e_ Paper presented at the Workshop on the Consequences of Small;
1_;Fanm Mechanlzatlon in Thailand held in Bangkok "Thailand on November

».IRRI/ODA Research Fellow, Economlc m‘Sectlon, Agricultural
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LABOR USE IN SELECTED VILLAGES OF SUPHANBURI PROVINCE:} 
AN ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RESULTS ‘

Dermot Shields

The debate over the most approriate mechanization strategy is
often hampered by a lack of empirical evidence on which to base the
many, and often conflicting, views that are commonly held. Any
mechanization strategy has an impact not only on productivity but
also on employment and thereby on income distribution in wural areas.
Further, the process of agricultural mechanization takes place within
an environment of rural-urban migration and often increasing average
farm sizes, which both determine and are determined by the type and
form of mechanization.

The Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization study aimed to
collect data on four sites in South East Asia, where mechanization
was either already well established, or in the process of becoming
so, in order to provide the sort of quantitative background data,
which is required for policy intervention.

The area chosen for the Thailand study was in the largely
irrigated and highly mechanized Province of Suphanburi, located in
the central plain, North of Bangkok. Five villages were purposively
selected to give a large enough sample of 2-wheel and small 4-wheel
_tractor users: within the village households were randcmly selected.
The survey was carried out over the cropping year 1981-82.

The vast majority of households in the sample used power tillers
for 1land preparation and so no comparison with animal land
preparation techniques were possible., Hence the analysis focuses on
. differences between owners and hirers of 2-wheel and small 4-wheel
power tillers. Further analysis investigated the effect of farm size
and the intensity of land preparation,

BACKGROUND

The maJor crop grown in the area is rlcp, w1th over 90 percent
of the cropped area planted to modern varieties such as RD 7 and RD
11, TranSplant1ng was the preferred method of sowing and most of the
25 percent of households who broadcast seed had farms larger than 4

hectares.

Irrigation quality varied among the households depending on the
location of the plot from the main canal. Most of the irrigation
facilities had been 1installed sometime ago and the major water
control problem was drainage, as the area is regularly subject to
severe flooding. '



The tractorization process started in 1965 and for irrigated
households in the area was nearly complete by 1978, The growth of
2-wheel and small 4-wheel tractors was indistinguishable throughout
this period, although since the introduction of mechanical thresher
(about 1978) the preference of farmers switched towards the 2-wheel
tractor version. Two-wheel power tillers average 8 hp and usually
have a petrol driven engine, while the small 4-wheel tractor have a
slightly larger engine (12 hp) and a diesel engine. There was a
tendency for small 4-wheel tractors to be found in the larger upland
farms. Also, the extra wheels were perceived to be beneficial for
tractorized threshing which was common before the introduction of the

thresher.

Non-farm employment is readily and easily available in
Suphanburi, an area with good communications to Bangkok. Within the
province there is one large sugar processing plant and numerous small
industries, where non-farm job opportunities are readily easy to
find, Further many households have family members working abroad in
Singapore or Middle East,

- DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Fétmef*Chérac:eristics

Both farm size and family size differed significantly between
mechanization classes (Table 2). Four-wheel tractor using farms had
larger average farm sizes than 2-wheel tractor using farms, while for
2-wheel classes, ownerg had farm sizes roughly double that of hirers.

A similar pattern was found for family size. The land/labor ratios
were particularly small for the 2-wheel tractor-hiring class. L

Labor use by Activity

1. Comparative Analysis

- Average total labor requirements for each class were 75 mandays
‘per hectare in the wet season (Table 2) and 70 mandays per hectare
.in the dry season (Table 3). The differences between farm classes
.were relatively small, except in the case of 2-wheel tractor hirers
“who used 20 percent more labor than the overall average in the wet
~season and 10 percent in the dry season.

- The major activities, in terms of mandays are.land preparation, -
planting and harvesting and again the 2-wheel tractor hiring class
~have significantly higher labor requirements for -all " these .
activities. This is true for both seasons, =~ ' . = . SHE




However, the more intensive use of labor on 2-wheel tractor
hiring farms was not associated with higher average labor
productivity (Table 4). Average labor productivities were calculated
for both total labor and preharvest labor and in both cases were
lower on the the 2-wheel tractor hiring farm than for the other farm
classes., Yields per hectare were not significantly higher on 2-wheel
trctor hiring farms. Average labor productivity varied considerably
for 4-wheel tractor users, being lower in the wet season and much
higher in the dry season. This however, was due to a significantly
higher yield for 4-wheel tractor hirers in the dry season.

Measures of average productivity are extremely limited and often
misleading, but before undertaking a marginal analysis of labor use,
farms were reclassified on the basis of farm size, irrespective of
type of machine or form of ownership (Tables 5 and 6). Lower labor
requirements were found on larger farms in both the wet and dry -
season (Figure 1) and a similar trend was observed for 1land
prductivity (Table 7) where yields in the wet season were almost 20
percent lower on the largest farm size when compared to the smallest
farm size group.

In terms of average labor productivity, measured either in kg'”

per total labor mandays or kg pre-harvest labor mandays, the smallest '

farm size class showed considerably lower ratios to either of the =
other classes, (which did not differ significantly). In terms of
farm size, the higher yields and higher labor inputs on the smallest
farm size class resulted in lower average productivities than on the
lower yielding, lower input, larger farm classes.

The distribution of farm size classes within each mechanization

‘class (Table 8) showed that almost two-third of the 2-wheel tractor

h1r1ng class were small. farms. Therefore this farm size effect needs

' ‘be controlled for before drawing conclusions about different
‘]tractor classes. '

. CGiven the comparative similarity between the machine types and
~also the land intensification measurement for owning and hiring
" households, farms were reclassified into land preparation groups
‘based on tractor hours per hectare used -for land preparation. Again,
an area effect was observed with the most intensive machine use being
applied to the smallest farms (Table 9). However, total 1labor
requirements was found to be positively related to the intensity of
land preparation (Figure 2).

Labor productivity, although much lower for the largest land’
‘preparation class (mostly containing small farm size) declined.
marginally with more intensive land preparation (Table 10).  The
distribution of 1land preparation group by - mechanization ‘classes
showed that tractor owners prepared their 1and more Lntenslvely than:
tractor hirer (Table 11).



2. Marginal Analysis

Tabular analysis is both limited and perhaps misleading since
there is no allowance for the confounding effects of excluded
variables. Marginal analysis for total labeor in mandays per hectare
as a linear function of area planted and intensity of 1land
preparation was carried out (Table 12). The intensity of land
preparation was measured as the number of tractor hours per hectare
spent on land preparation. Model I included an intercept shifter
separating 2-wheel and 4-wheel tractor users, -irrespective of
ownership, while Model II separated ownership class, irrespective of
machine type. Overall, the models were hlghly sxgnlflcant although
only explaining less than 20 percent of the variation in yield.

In neither the wet or dry seasons, was the mechanization dummy
significantly different from zero, suggesting that labor use was
similar for both machine types. The area variable was negative and
highly significant ShOWlng that labor use declined with farm size.
Also, the land preparation parameter was significantly positive
confirming the tabular analysis that total labor use increase with
intensity of land preparation.

Model II was used to test the hypothesis that owners used more
labor than hirers after allowing for farm size and the intensity of
land preparatlon. The coefficients for area planted and land
- preparation intensity were similar to Model I. However, a weakly

s1gn1f1cant parameter for the ownership dummy suggests that, at least

in the wet season, labor use was higher on tractor owning farms.
_Labor Use by Source:

Ti;‘:CdmparAfive Analysis

Several mechanziation studies have concluded .that the major *
impact of mechanized land preparation is on family labor. Although
‘this study was limited to an analysis of different. tractor
techniques, much of the variation in total labor per ‘hectare is ‘due
to differences in family labor per hectare (Tables 13 and 14),

‘ A similar pattern was exhibited by the tabular analysis for farm
~'size classes (Table 15 and 16, Figure 1) where the variation in total
labor per hectare. This was as expected since family 1labor is
‘limited by family size and off-farm commitments and there is less

' variation in family size than in farm size. Therefore as farm size

:,ingfeases, family laborer hectare is bound to fall.



An interesting implication of this limit on family labor is that
although hired labor per hectare appeared to be constant irrespective
of farm class or farm size, it cannot be concluded that this
represents the same job opportunities for landless and small farmers.
In order to compensate fully for the reduction in the number of
farms, caused by increased average farm size, and the fact that many
'amalgated' farmers become landless, an increase in hired labor per
hectare wold be necessary on the larger farms in order to stand still
in terms of employment, However, in Suphanburi, with the relative
ease of access to non-farm employment, on-farm job opportunities are
not as important an issue as for other areas or regions. However the
evidence bhere is that on the larger farms, hired labor use has not
increased with farm size, either in terms of increased job
opportunities or to compensate for the displacement of small farms.
Although, no evidence is presented here, it is undoubtedly true that
mechanization and farm size are strongly associated.

2, Marginal Analysis

. +..The models presented for total labor use were reestimated for
“hired. labor per hectare. The explanatory power of the model was very
low: none of the independent variables explain much of the variation
‘in hired labor per hectare. However, the results are consistent with
the tabular analysis and confirm that farm size had no effect on
hired labor use, while intensity of land preparation had a little
effect in the wet season, but a highly significant effect in the dry
season., This is probably due to time constraints at the time of dry
season land preparation which coincides with wet season harvest and
~also when tractors are required for threshing. However, the low
~explanatory power of model suggests that little of the overall
variation in hired labor per hectare was explained, '

‘HQQSehold Labor

H '5 ‘The fall in per hectare household 1labor uée, associated withig
both larger farm sizes and mechanization, may also provide benefits

‘to . the household in terms of either increased leisure or .

opportunities for off-farm labor.

There was no significant difference in mandays worked by
household members when taken as a whole-roughly 33 mandays per
household per season (Table 19, 20 and Figure 3). However, the
composition of this work showed major differences between the
contribution of farm and off-farm activities. For the 2-wheel
tractor hiring class over 50 percent of the hours worked were
off-farm while for owners of either 2-wheel or 4-wheel tractors less
than 30 percent of their time was spent on off-farm activities.
These differences were almost entirely due to farm size differences.



Off-farm labor opportunities are relatively easy to find in this
area of Thailand and these results augest that excess family labor
was deployed on these activities rather than enjoying increased
leisure,

CONCLUSIONS

. The differences in labor use between 2-wheel and small 4-wheel
tractor using farms were found to be minimal. However, farms hiring
in either of the tractor types were characterized by relatively small
farm sizes. -

, Total 1labor use was negatively related to farm size and
positively related to the intensity of land preparation. However,
hired 1labor per hectare was roughly constant irrespective of
~classification group. However, given the much larger farm sizes of
the tractor owning farms, a rise in hired labor would have been
expected on these farms, in order to compensate for the reduced
family labor per hectare.

Although the issue is not crucial in Suphanburi, a government
policy encouraging or permitting the accumulation of capital and land
by machire ownership and farm size enlargement will tend to raduce
the employment potential of the area. Smaller farms and the sharing
of capital services through the hiring or knowing of machines are
more likely to maximize employment opportunities within the area. 1In
Suphanburi, where employment opportunities are readily available,
other issues such as the maximization of marketable surplus may be an
impoprtant focus of government policy. However, in many other areas
of Thailand, where off-farm employment is not so readily available,
the impact of mechanizatioa on employment may have social costs that
policy makers need to take into account.



Table 1. Characteristics of farmers and farm holding in selected

irrigated villages of Suphanburi Province, Thriland, Wet
Season, 1981/1982,

R . _ 2~-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor All
 CharacteristicszZ'.~ Owner Hired Owner Hired

Famiiyvsi}e 7‘v

LahQYlabQ:frat;o

Land/tamily size Tatio

Sample siig e

Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization.
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Table 2. Labor requirements for rice production by activity and mechanization
class in selected villages, Suphanburi Province, Thailand, Wet
Season. 1981/82

Animal 2-wheel tractor 4~wheel tractor All
Activity Owner Hired Owner Hired

Man-days per hectare

Seedbed prepa- L .
ration 1 1 1 1 2 1

Land preparation 38 | 17 20 15 16 v{.‘i7

Planting .1l .. 12 - 15 IS TUNE PR T

Apply chemicalé 2 _ ‘  ‘ f;2q&v3§~«
Irrigation , 3‘“ 5'  . 3;:}flf ;3k|€:1' mff 3‘“‘ : :J6'~ ;;f: }$;
Cultivation. - 3 ‘ 3 : 8 _‘ 5 5 5

Pre-harvest -  74,"  ;1[:*38';£f  :49 _:‘ ’ ;fg3g”.5}4ﬁ 4f;' fbf:€4i,J

Harvesting .

Post-harvest:

" Consequences ~ of . Small- " Ri
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Table 3. Labor requirements for rice production by activity and mechanization.
class in selected villages, Suphanburi province, Thailand, Dry o
Season, 1987/82 :

Activity Animal 2-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor All
. Owner Hired Owner Hired

Man-days per hectare

Seedbed preparation 1 1 1 S R
Land preparation 37 - .13 - - 16 . .13 13 . 14
PlahtingN _ ' v '

Apply:ché@iéals
Irrigﬁ@iénl
CﬁltiQ;Eion"
Pre-harvésﬁ'
Harvesting
Post-harvesting

Total labor .

Sample size.

1:S§@féé{ Consequences of Small Farm Mechanization.
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Table 4. Average productivity ratios by mechanization class in selected . . =
' " villages of Suphanburi Province, Central Thailand, Wet and Dry

Season, 1981/82

Average Product- Animal 2~-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor All
ivity ratios Owner Hired Owner Hired

Wet Season
Yield:
Per hectare 3080 3760 .3179 :‘, 3730 3550 3730
Per total labor 28 53 ;fg 4LﬁT; ﬂ{f '_§4E ' ‘:f459';:f” Q49 _;

Per per-harvest o SR T S e T
labor 50 ,flOS’r;;fjf89 L 5,_131**~;";_95;}};,‘104j,.'

Per land prepara- ;'T;ﬂjff};ff4 - ?“ j'} ;‘”HTL  A 3,f jﬁ‘, [‘ ~;
tion F— vlozf' A{oi,275 f”;ﬂ249' ,4‘7'?f3563;U'J{_253;J5-;j287

Dry Season

Per hectare . 3190 . 4250 © 3970 3950 4660 4190

|59

Per total labor

Per'preéﬁafiééf
labor -

Per land prepa-
tion -

G ey

Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanziation Project.



Table 5. Labor requirements for rice production by activity and mechanzation
' class in selected villages, Suphanburi Province,Thailand, Wet Season

1981/82. , '

“;ACEivity . Small ' " Medium Latéevf ,‘

Man-day per hectare -

Seedbéd §reparation‘ ;'7'7” "' 2>;'  f,u“r S jl{;l; L\;“:1 1
Land preparation ‘af:  ff ‘l129;3 . _'5'/  ?5‘ 18fff’f3ff* 15

Applicg;ioniéf;cﬁe@iﬁaig Vf{-7' 1'“f 5»'f"" g [f  fhfgv f; 2:

Irrigation . .
Cultivation

Pre-harvest

Har?ésting‘l Ry

Postfhd:vésgihgy'

7 ample size

Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project.’
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Table“6. Labor requlrements for rice productlon by act1v1ty and mechanlzatLOn'f
" .class in selected villages, Suphanburi Province Thalland Dry L
. 'Season, 1981/82 e S S

‘.j.~Activity ; .smallx;,}ﬂlﬁﬁfélf ””"“

U 1v‘ﬁ§na§ysEpé; ﬁééf§¥éj
Seedbed Preparatlonii o 1‘  AR '6s5{fHV”
_Land preparatlon  }f% 17 ) ‘f14t;; 
‘Plant1ng  {  }:?1:;: : 14; 4: ‘5 vri;ri: ?{
‘APPIY chemlcals ks ». :1f é' '  . 7;}7gfé{;;:

v

Gultivation s 2
Pre?harvest 46 34 .J:§6f 
Harvesting . 36 | 28 | féj:i
Post-harvest 6 5 g

Total labor 87 67

Sample size v 66 111

Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project. f: l
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Table 7. Average productivity ratios by farm size class, for selected
villages in Suphanburi Province, Central Thailand.

Small Medium Large
(< 1.6 ha) (1.6 - 4.0 ha) ( 4.0 ha)

Wet Season

Per hectare 4010 3950 ' f,53§6;€
Per Total labor 45 a 52  R ;‘{f56?1
Per pre-harvest labor 9% 1o ';ﬁ; ;;6Z:T
Per land preparation labor 263 N 295 i‘ g ;] “?éiéi;
Dry Season | A 1;1
gield: , A v  3‘:;g;fi;; :£i
Per hectare 4300 - 14130 - R
~ Per total labor : 49 ‘ 62
Per pre-harvest labor - 119 ' 'i46v
Per land preparation 362 381
Sample size (Wet) 60 107

(Dry) 66 - 110

Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project. ' -
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Table 8. Percent distrilution of sample by farm size class and farm
o mechanization class, in gelected villages, Suphanburi Province,

Central Thailand, Wet Season 1981/82.

Farm size Animal 2-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor
class Owner Hired Cwner "~ Hired

Percent

small (< 1.6 ha) 100 8 64 32

Medium (1§ <4 ha) = sl 16

s of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project.
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Table,9.l Regre3310n result for hr1ed labor per hectare' s a functLuon of
farm size and macthe type and ownersth class.“:

Explanatory S Model | S B g
variable wet Season B Dry Season Il We Season Dry Season ‘

: ';'42»_“71‘##*, L

e ‘61');

Intercept ER ,_22’02***
' .u,(‘6 97)

0.13. :
(o 20)1

.ﬂ-o‘11

Farm eieefﬁ* ,
by (0.16)

Soil preparat on = , S et U

F L
@

'**

Dependent variable i3 hired labor mandays per
(a) MECH is dummy variable with value 0 if:2-
(b) OWN is a dummy variable with value 0 if owm

**% Significant at 99.9%.
*% Significant at 99%.
* Significant at 95%.



by and preparatlon classes
Central Thalland We

Table 10. Average labor productivity ratidaél
' selected villages, Suphanburi. Prov1nce,
and Dry Season, 1981/82.

Land Prenaratlon class—

0 - "zof 20 - 25 25 -130;; 30

Wet Séasonj o
view:
Per'heétare L

Per total labor fﬂﬁ

Per per-harvest labor

Per land prep. labor R

Dry. Season ﬁJ"‘
Y1e1d -

Peri ectareif

Per total labor
Per pre-harvest labor;

Per land preparatlon

Sampie'éize }(Wér)

' Def1ned by the tractor hours spent”on land preparatlon

Source., Consequences of Small R1ce Fa V;ygqhgnrzgthanr&jéér,
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Tab1e111.f Percentage distribution of land preparat1on classes by mechanlzatxon
group, in selected villages, Suphanbur1 Prov1nce, Central Thalland

Wet and Dry seascns, 1981/82

Land preparation Animal 2-wheel tractor 4~wheel tractor e
Group. . Owner Hired ~ Owner Hired All

Wet Seaaon : ~ Percent
Per hectare |
1: < zo hours o100 16 33 19 19 ca3

2: 20 - 25 hours . .18 2l 19 ‘0 20

3: 25 - 30 hours. i “fﬁlb{Vf f!Z?j {JiSE

430 - 40 hours . 25 2 15 a0

2> 40 hours b 2w
Dry season . 3 : T

Pef hectare :
1: < 20 hours :{,,, }tgi’ T:jé; f{:23}  o
2: 20 - 25th§£;1 .;?51 {iiéi _; 29  3 
3 25-- 30 ho o SR

4s 30 § 40

5: > 40 hours

‘vf’§09f9é§  Consequences df Sﬁail7Rice;FarmvM¢¢héhi?ij§hfPf6jedt}]ﬁi‘,f"
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Table 12. Regression equation for total labor in mandays per hectare to
test whether there are significant labor difference between dif-
ferent tractor classes and different ownership group.

Model I Model II
Wet season Dry season Wet season Dry season
Ihtéfdéﬁﬁ,r 66.81%¥%% 60.58%%% 58, 84%%* 58.30%%%
TR (9.48) (10.57) (i1.61) (12.57) -
Farm size (ha) -3, 70k —3.,03%%* -3, 55%k% ~2,BlkHk
B (3.48) (3.21) (3.44) (3.10)
Tractor hours (ha)  0,72%k% 0,51 %#% 0, 75%%%* 0.52%%%
Soil preparation (5.16) (4.27) (5.54) - (4.43)
Mechaniaation | o
(0.94) (0.65)
Own (0,1)b ' v

Dependent variable i

'an;cﬁ;'is:a’dﬁmmy’wfﬁglféiué
® oun s a dumy vith value 0 if hired, and value 1 if o
ltﬁféignificant at 99;92?4

',*fsigﬁificant ati§92--xﬁ
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Table 13. ,Dlstrlbutlon of labor requlrements for rice production by source,
' in selected villages, Suphanburi Province, Central Thailand, Wet

:f\{Season, 1981/82.

Source of labor Animal  2-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor e
T ' Owner Hired Owner Hired A1l

Mandays per ha.

in selectred villages, Suphanburi Prov1nct“)Hﬁ';:tw;‘Niillx
" Dry Season, 1981/82. B

Tt Animal  2-wheel tractdr 4-whee1 tractor“
- Source of: labor . Owner leed

Source: 'Consequences of 'Sma
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Tablg,iﬁ,, Total hired and household labor by farm size class in selected
R v111ages, Suphanburi Province, CentralThailand, Wet Season,

S ' Small Medium Large
‘Source of labor (< 1.6 ha) (1.6 - 4 ha) (> 4 ha)

Wet season
Total labor -

leed labor -

Household 1abor1' 

_Sample size

‘Source: Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project.

Tﬁbiﬁﬂlﬁ-. Total hired and household 1abor by farmwﬁiiyyﬁHCthx”Rgéiégféari”‘
SR A v11lages, Suphanbur1 Prov1nce, Centra‘,uiff :

“Source of labor
‘."'!,x”v ,,.‘ "‘,:’:‘v ,

Drz Season  1_ =
'Total 1abor ‘
 ,H1red 1abor

'“Household labor

) gqunpesféf ShA11ﬁﬁi¢é} &
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Table 17. Total, hired and household labor by land preparation class,
in selected villages, Suphanburi Province, Central Thailand,
Wet season, 1981/82

Source of Land Preparation Class* ot
labor 0-20 20 - 25 25 - 30 30 -~ 40 40+

Man-days per hectare

74 5 V

29

‘Totallhlred'and?hougehold labor by land preparatlon class in
selectedw llage ,JSuphanburl Prov1nce Central Thailand,
Dry Season,: 1981/82 : SR

Ts.|b1t=:';1'8."‘~

;'gLénd Preparation Class¥* t
20 =25 25 - 30 30 - 40

Man-day per hectare‘iff:

.,* Def1ned by the tractor hours spent on: and_prepératlon.,‘”“""

Source: Consequences . of - Small Rlce' Farm Mechanlzatlon Project.
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Table 19. Regression equation of household labor in man-days per hectare
: to test the hypothesis that after controlling for farm size,
there is no significant difference in household iabor require-
ment between different tractor class. -

Model I - Model ¥1'[¢5f1;7~‘
Explanatory variables Wet . Dry Wet o Upey

Intercept ©S6.6lwkk  43.20%kk  53,50%kk 40.85%*
. (11.05) (10.80) (15.39) (14.29)

Area L huOtwes =3,06% 4.30kk  =3,13%kk
O (4a36) (3.88)  (4.78) (4.00)

MECH (0,1)% -7.36% =331
ST uee) (L9

Oil1wme

' :?MECH is a dummy variable with?Vﬁlﬁ"

value = 1 if 4-wheel tractor. = '
bowN is a dumy variable,with‘ﬁaiéég

value = 1 if tractor is hired. '~ R

Fokeke Significant,at,99;92:~f

w* Significant at 95%.
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Table 20. 5D18tr1but10n of family, labor between farm and off-farm
© - activities, in selected villages, Suphanburi Province,
fCentral Thailand, Wet Season, 1981/82

Animal 2-wheel tractor 4-wheel tractor
Owner Hired Owner Hired All

Man-days per farm

24 15 23 21 S
; R
A

% of farm

Sample ‘size

tDlstrlbutlonvof fam11y labor between farm and off-farm act1v1t1ee
'lselectediv111ages, Suphanbur1 Prov1nce, Central Thalland
5Dry§1981/82._ [ :

Avnimal'" 2-wheel tractor >4—whee1-tractor s
L Owner Hired ' Owner ‘Hired

Man-days per farm .

’iféfbfflfarm 1abor ‘::"'

7f;Tota1ffam11y - .
labor :

"f'z off farm

‘Sample size .

Source: - Consequences of Small Rice Farm Mechanization Project.’
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LABOR REQUIREMENTS BY FARM SIZE GROUP

- family labour
[] - nhired labour

NN
MMM

DN

Smull Medium Large ©~  Small Medium Large
o | Wet season Dry season
Fig. 1. Total labour requirement for more production in man-days per hectare

by area class in selected villages, Suphanburi Province, Central
Thailand, 1981-1982.
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LABOR REQUIREMENTS BY LAND PREPARATICN GROUP

M10616d0ys/ hectare
sok Z - family labour
% [] ~hired labour 7
2 9
-]y 1
20 ) ) 7N
Tood onn
L OaA0 0 0000
o 0000 10000
1 007
o A0 T
%A N ) U A
30 é Z % Z
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Fig. 2. Total labour requirement for more production in man-days per hectare by land
preparation group in selected villages, Suphanburi Province, Central Thailand,
1981-1982.
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Fig. 3. Proportion of household labour spent on farm and off farm
employment in selected villages, Suphanburi Province,
Central Thailand, wet and dry season 1981 -1982.



