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ERRATA 

Page 1, paragraph-4, lime 3- exists to read exist
 

Page 2, Table L, colmm i, no, 13 -
 Caranglan to read Carranatan 

Page 7, Table 6, coum 5, lines 4 &5 -(Percent) 45 &45 to read 
4.5 & 	4.5
 

Pte 14, Table 21 - total responses 48 to read 42
 
,, paragraph l, line 2 -elete coma after wt fields
 

Page 16, Table 24, lines 3 4 S - (Percent) 75 & 25 to read 7.5 & 2 5 
, footnote - refers to read refer . 

Page 17. Table 26 - first total 3d to read 39, and total responses 
to read 47 

-, 	 Table 27 - first total 27 to read 23, ani total responses 52 
to read 48 ­ r2 

Page 19, paragraph 2, ­line 3 utilize to read utl.ized 

Page 20, paragraph 2, line 2, - aho landlored to read wbose landlord 

-. Table 30 - other posv'b e ses to read oilher possible use 

Page 22, Table 33 - first total 7 to read 8, and total responses 42 
to read 43 

Pfte 30, Table 44 - total 30 to read 31 
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by Lorsa P. .* rmi. 

The Into mqtonf UWrqv# i rete~atet~cea 
the asedI &w" tiw -labor. partiviarty'' In the.. t~sks for %&ichtbw 

stsa 1Wdor nso alternatives to tradftlmr l cultri 4dfuimt0 Loacd of 
initabl.Lo o ts to thren taes bas rea ld oa the . - lot a,
wmi of production constra53ts wbieb 'Lupo", further inaticat * of 
crpilt th t lesseing optimal retiornsfor fawrers. 

Lbrimpute presently msaticuue the largest Casb n h 
proayctlo of rim. The Lacrose L dtaim age for agricw:k 4 labor 
bas ile* teuded to ap~rat te abares of total. cash oautlays 36M tolabor. 

~~ *atWS*I teto eg lISs* 
ill1rye~. cp" or increase outp$4 sad rey*;mw hems highly destrable.' 

this g Iti 

Institute (lUl) is developing a aum r of machnes, the table ts asb,,
 

09hee4,-44 ttWvSr. cleaqW, _*ith Lo,m2.3
 

n remponse to nt need, the Interna.ionalara Lce Resrb 

labor Productivity with lowe 5avesutu roeuats i4mt coomitant,
lAwre.wAile labor displcmnt or highb operitlao4l costs. 

meo national Sci Dewelunm USard (MB) * twro& the Di~r 
of the Atew Ecija Laujd iteb" IuAt~ated teveWpm" program (MAIW) 
and in cooperatom with the I sand tho Uhmtedtates Igmcy for later­
natioinal Dwelopmet (OS4ID), bas launchmed a pilot program, for the malrn 
tion and testing oif improved Agrmiutu, l machinry designs in, the lMAd re­
form area of f.eva £cija* 

This social research atudy is a folow'.up of the aboiwtoned 
pilot progra. The objectives of this Study are: (1) todOinaet and 
ana lyze the reactions of those ubo have 'trie ad/or vitnuesed the opera­
tie. of the int-6' tetoeduacbology, (2) to identify thie variable. or 
factors io the adq~tion of tiuis kind of Iagtion, (3) to find out~wbe­
thur the existinig cooperatives ;.re, effective amvemes for 1atweduing this 

tehsOay , and (4) to provide basis: for formdating policis Is the 
implmatatinu of mac-h rdud ofpiopora. 

orde to eelvute the perrmace of the table threshers in tw different 

*ftaercu -Assistant in the U.P.c.A. Agriaaltural. E£ucttnaDepart­

-'project Propostl1 0 a Pttt Programi for the Kualastiom and Tan­
ins of Improved .- rLliraif~kanr ftslgn~in"the jawd Met" Area of 
Neew Scija, p. 2-3. 

aIbid*.. p.'3. 

http:folow'.up
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D11*e t.areamm~ns distrj w..tl / 

'WMty' CA.le duresners we purposely1 a factured for the pilot
 
progra on evajtuaciim and testift of improved machinery d4sgrs. Tom

1%O, W& e avIte4 to partiipate Ln tri pilot pro,r.sa. Before te
 
table tbrs s we "exee 'to tha. the.y wee, *" to sen their

seleted represetativs to be trainWd as operators. 

... the sta.f- proJect, - dry- ane L 2,. vae . C sUwere­
..supposiad to bsve be"n seat tw-table chresoers each, Zut -, ?SIVM did 
not ac"et the delivery and three. 1UJ*1s accepted ouir one. ?uo table 
tbmaers rejected by tim ACOWas were canoled to the Cmtwl Lou 
Untat e 3/tiy (CS), 4and. to private ndLvi&ls uwod we Intersited to 
try it. The private LdvLdslswe an employee .WJIXAUof and his aalg
bars, who wer* all own" -peratcore. 

Table I.- OtstriUatteo oh tble -e-br. 

. of 1b. of N. of 3b. of 1b. of lb. of
Place delivered inr TS iTU ITs 

dell- actul- users deli- actual- users 
Wete IV Used vered IT used 

1. 	auapo 2 l 1 1 1 1 
06uaba 2 2 5 2 1 2 

3.0' g 1 0 00 0 0
 
4.Sao ose C 2 
 1 3 1 1 1 
5. Ral 2 trial only 1 0 0 
6.4Om ativLdad 2 2 5 2 00 
7. 	 Caban twsn City 1 1 0 t 0 0
V. 	San L0ordo 2 1 3 2 0 0 
9. 	Sta.tosa 1 0 0 0 0 0 

10. 	 Ge*. &arte Lorro*ed 1 1 1 0 0'­
11. 	 rivate institution
 

orm ndivdMasl 
 2 2 5 2 2 3 
12. 	 Talavera 6 6.	 , 
13. ar aS 	 . _ . 
14. 	vliver d 3 0 	 0 0 0 

Total 20 H1 23 20 12 14 

*Now users 

!/ry or vt refers to the hbraest sesoo. 

Table I reveals hat the wmuer of table caresbers used tncrewsed 
by two from dry to vat season but the ner of users decreased by Uine. 
Anus tl*e 1 Users in tmeVat seasm. elt We nw,a majority of Ulm 
cam fromon.m b rrio cooperatfve, and six uer* old. 

Of the 23 users in the dry season ouly sLx used tce table thresher* 
asain In te ut seaso.. Only ome, tae eaw-'er of Quyapo VZURi%, siguified 

http:pro,r.sa
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hi Intenta of tayLng a table thresher. The rest would like to use thetable thresers agai bte the wet season but not inittlyadoras are available. the dry season ben 

W Cabiao FMXIW rejected delivery of the table thresher 

The trained operator from Cabi"o recomeded to the FAM,~ to gotone table thresher. The ,AFAOKI officials and members net to discuss the ... . -k*_Jabor force segmmt of the cemmin ty was-.represetedat4c...
mjority offte farmers here hired labor to do harvesting, threshing, andvinnoving eparaely., The representative of the labor force opposed theacquisition of a thresher because it&able vould surely decrease their 
earnings, if not displace dam '41he manager himeltf said that be vould
utilize available famdil 
 labor if there wes a table thresher. Pece andorder situation in the locality was bad as umetoned by the FAMJM mnager;the hired laborers uiht steal the motor of the table thresher or most like­
ly tabotage the 'bole machine. 

Of the 17 table turesbers delivered, only 10 or 59 percent, wer
tried and used. Table threshers delivered to Musoz 
 and Sta. Rosa FACOOIs were never tried and some never got beyond the trial stage. Managers orother officers oVthe rACOts concerned vere interviewed to find out the 
reasoms for the no*-use of the mchiC.., 

&y table thresher. delivered to AjI_ and Sta. Rosa FACON=s wre never
 
tried
 

Ube* the table thresher was delivered to *taozFAIOM, there was a
turnover of managership and the trained operator noved to another place.
Promtion or a 
 t of the table thresher to the FACOI naber-s ws
 naver attended to. Besides, 
 this FACOMl owned a tilyadora to service the

mnbera at four percent rate.
 

/jIhe tab e thresher in Sta. Rosa FACOW a s never 
Wniz 

tried because the
i said it failed to start when they wre about. to operate it in theirwmrehoupe. Also., no mmbers could have used it, for they did not have any


harvest Ct Mhat time because of tungro.
 

hy some table threshers never .tot beyond trial state 

Before the table threshers were delivered, som officers of the dif­ferent FACO s had already been informed of their operation and efficiency

by the trained operators.
 

Upon trial in the 7ACki compounds or in the homes of some members,they found out that: the table thresher was hard to transport because it was heavy, unstable, and there was no sufficient area to bold on; threshedpalsy fro it still needed cleaning or inwcoving; the operator and feedersgot itchy all over their bodies, especially their faces because they gotcovered vith palay dust; the ralple thresher choked when a feeder accidental­
ly relesed a bundle f palay; and its thrsbing capacity was very much low­
er than that of the tlyadera. 

Row seederandtrain cleaner distribution 

Eleven units of rwe seeders iwere used in one city and in 14 nunici­palities (Table a). So fee was charged for their use, for they all servd 



as demstratfao umnts. In five towns the FA)Of4s wre Lstrietal in
 
selecting the farmr cooperators, whlte the rest of the cooperators were
 
contacted by Engineer Nedardo 
Roas. In eight of these places table
 
thresbers bad also bean used.
 

bDble la. Places idere row seeers were used. 

Place Ube"e used y' 

1. Salc 	 1 
2. loagabong
 
3, Cabanatuan City 
 6 
4. Cabao 	 1 
5. 00rapo I 
6. Carranglan 	 1 
7. Gen. Hatividad 4 1 
8. Gaimah 	 I 
9. Llancra I 

10. 	 R- al 1 
11. 	 Mae= 3 
12. 	 Quezon 1 
13. 	 San Leomardo 1 
14. 	 ?alavera I' 
15. 	 Rio Rico I
 

lOi 
 13 

bIy or wet refers to the planting season. 

A grain cleaner ws vith the San Leonardo FACIWN and another with 
the Cabanauan City FACCK. Only the one in San Leonardo as used. A plan
to transfer the urused cleaner from Cabanatuan City to San Jose City FAODK%
did not materialize because according to the FACOMN nager, grain cleaning
W not practiced by farmers in this city; they preferred ilydoras with
defective blouers which did not ree the unfilled grains and therefore,
added to the tiight of their threshed palay. 

Characteristics of the respondents 

Respondents of this study were from two cities and 13 mucipalities.
A wotal of 32 resp Ments used the table threslrrs, 23 used the row seeders,
and eight vitessed the 	operation of the"table ureshers (Vable 2). Re­
presentattv*. of four FACOMi rejectors wre interviewed to get their rea­
sos for the noo-acceptance or non-use of table threshers. 

Amca the respondents, 63 in all, the youngest was 21 years of age
and the oldest uas 70. Mhny of Chert(33 percent) fell under the age range
of 41-50 years and the mjority were ithin 31 to 60 years old (Table 3). 

Table 4 shows that only one out of 63, or one percent, bad no edu­
cation. Eleven percent reached the prinry grades and 43 percent finished 
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the eleswvary school. ?tenty-four percent reached or finlsted Iigi school 
amd 21 percent were college graduates. The average ediuca"tn attained was 
8.03 years.
 

Table 2. DstriLbuttos of respondents.
 

Place of residce lb. of users 11. of obsrs 
Table thresher Mu seeder -Table thro*r 

4 Lisuera I I 1 
2. San Jose City 4 
3. Son Leonardo 3 1
 
4. Cuyapo I 1 2 
5. Gen. Mativdad 5 5 t
 
6. Guiba, 6 1 
7. Cabanatuan City 4 2 
. Namoz 6 3 1 

9. it.al I 1 
10. biloc 1
 
Up Boogaboag I
 
t2. Cabiso i 
13. Carranglan 1 
14. Queso. 1
 
15... ft aVqra 6
 

TOUL 32 23 8 

Table 3. Age range of respondents. 

Table thresher Roy seeder 
Age range respondents respondents 

1b. Perctnt Mo. Percent No. Peiceut 

21-30 years 6 15 1 4 7 Li 
31-40 " 12 30 S 35 20 32 
41-50 " 14 35 7 31 21 33
 
51-60 " 7 17.5; 6 26 13 21
 
61-70 "- 1 2.5 1 4 2 3 

T01AL 40 100 23 100 63 100 

Average age - 43.09 years 



Table 4. Educatioeal actaimat of respondents. 

Table thresher Ra seedt .- dentoe8S Ir j~ ts respondents T. o t€-, a: 

atainmt no. Percent No. Percent No. Fe-ft 

Noe 1 2,5 
 1 1 
PrImaty 3 7. 4 17 7 it
Inerdiace 1o 45 9 39 27 43 
Secondary 13 32.5 2 9 15 24
College 5 12.5 8 35 13 21 

TOM, 40 23 63100 100 100 

Average educatiosal attaien - 8.03 years 

Majority of th respondents, 76 percent, were farmers; 19 percent
wre Sover 0t employees and farmers at the same time; and 3, or five
 
percent, ver* full-time governmnt employees (Table 5). Mkay of the farm­
ers,-38 percent, bad been farming from-one to ten years, 27 percent fron
 
IL to 20 years, 24 percent from 21 to 30 years, and 51 years uas the longest
time a famr bad been farming. The average years in farming 16.35us.(able .6). , 

Table 5. Occupation of respondents. 

Tble-thresher Reow-seeder
 
Occupation. resooents respondents T o t a 1
 

fo. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

FParm 31 77.5 17 74 48 76
Govw-ment euployee 5 42 1 3 5
Farmer & govt employee 7 17.5 5 22 12 19 

TOML 40 100 23 100 63 100 

I|
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Tbe ihber offyears respondents' ave been farmfng. 

Years range of TAble-thresher Rou-seeder T o l a I 
farnrg ri!E L... respondents Tota 

No. Frcent go. Percent No. Percent 

1-10 years is 37.5 9 24
39 38
 
11-20 1 27.5
I 6 26 17 27
 
21-30 " 9 J.5 6 26 15 24 
31-40 " 2 5 1 45 2 3
41 and above 1 2 
Mo response 1 2.5 1 65 2 3 
Not applicable 2 5 .2 3 

TOTAL 40 100 23 100 63 100 

Average years in farming - 16.35. 

The average area cultivated is 3.50 hectcares and the average harvest 
uas 54.94 cavans per hectare (Tables 7 and 6). A great majority, 63 percent.
had 1-5 hectares, 21 percent nad 6-10 hectares. 6 percent had t1220 hectares,
and one operated more than 21 hectares. Seventeen, or less than half of the 
respondents; had-41-50 cavans per hectare-as their usual harvei afidImly
 
two usually harvested 90-100 cavans per hectare.
 

Tabie 7.. Area betag cultivated. 

Table-thresher Riw-seeder T o t a I
Area cultivated respondents resondgallt
 
fo. Per.-eat No. Percent ,-No. Percent
 

1-5 hectares 28 70 15 65 -43 66
6-10 " _7 -- 17.5 6 26-.A).. 
11-20 " 3 1 47.5 4.5 6
 
21 or more 
 1 4.5 1 2
 
Not 4pplicable 2 5 
 2 3 

TOA 40 23 63100 100 100 

Average, area cultivated - 5;50 hectares. 



Table 8. Usual harvest per hectare. 

Yield (cavnslhbc tare) "N u mb e rVret "TotalI 

30-40 5 1 6 
41-50 12 5 17 -
51-60 
61-70 
71-60 
90-100 

2 
5 
3 
2 

2 
1 

2 
7 
4 
2 

not applicable 2 2 

TOIL 31 9 40 

Averae - 54.94 cavans/hectare. 

Table 9 sow tkak. even re•sp deg or 11 pe'rcent, were ...fa..;

28percent were lessoes; 13 percent were owae-lesee; and mU, Of thn 
32 percent, vere ouners. Thirty bad no.helpers on the fan, 
14 had two to
three household eers 
who could help, and only one had four farn helpers

(Table 10).
 

Table 9. Tenure status. 

Teaure status 

Tenant 
Lessee 
MOW 
0wnr-lessee 
lRet to ova 
Not applicable 

Table- hreher o-seder 
ents -eporespondents- T o t a, 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

4 10 3 13 7 11 
27.5 7 '30.5 18 28 

10 
6 

25 
15 

10 
2 

43.5 
9 

20 
8 

32 
13 

7, 17.5 1 4 8 13 
2 5 2 3 

40 lTOLoo 23 100 63 1OO 

Table 10. Household members uho can help on the far. 

of house. 

bold 


Noe 
1 
2 

3 

4 


Not applicable 


'Table-thresher Rowseeder 

rsrespondeatsNo. Percent No. Percent __o_No. Percent 

16 40 14 61 30 48 
10 
6 

25 
15 

6 
1 

26 
4 

16 
7 

25 
11 

5 12.5 2 9 7 11 
1 2.5 - - 1 2 
2 5 - - 2 3 

40 100 23 100 63 100 



S1Xtes out of 63, orofcooperatives~. Of the 15 DOD-MWcrS.25 percent ofsixthe werereaosdeus, were not mobrsaownrs,, also six were 
tenants, and four wre lease"s. 1rhirty-eight out"of 63, or 60 per, ent ofthe respondents, were maostly mers of the FACOM. Respondents fm Ll n.­ra (2) and Ulavera (5) were membersof a berrio-baaed, mltipurpose farm­

.Oer$ 
 £otboslw,........ !oop-raave p.beifcondmced-by a...1 MicIAn
li-t -­
vith a Filipino couterpart, and a c pect .ar iui cooperative.
 

The longest period of sawerabip in cvlpeatives was 24 yena andthe aborteit-s one 7yr. Mst had been ame4rs of cooperatives frem L to5 years; the average period of mbersbip was 5.63 years. Th.38 ubo soughtaeuwbrship in the FAOIsa did so for tw major reasons: ,they could borrow mosy for farming purposes, and the tocmast on loans Ws at a minima. level. 

Table 11. PerFod of mmbership in cooperatives. 

Tble-thresher 
 Row-seederPeriod of membership rspodets resoodenta T t a 1 
to. Percent No. Percent go. Percent 

1-5 years 22 	 71 8 50 30 66-10 "5 16 2 12.5 7 Il1-15 	 1 23 	 12.5 3 616 and above 3 	 410 	 25 7 15 
2n0M 	 31 100 16 100 47 100
 

Averae - 5.63 years.
 

Thblw 12. 
 besons for Joining cooperatives.
 

Times 
men tioned
 
t a s oa 	 ble-thregher Rov-seeder 

respondents resp ntisa 

1. Cankborrow maoey for (Atair.r 
purposes 
 19 11 30


2 . Zasy to borrow moey 	 106 	 4 

3. Charges minLma. interest 5 t 	 6 
4. Easy paying terms I 
S. Wants to take advantage of
 

4 bie~~% t
hlp 
6. Is employed by the cooperative I I 
7. Can gain information about farming 1 1 
8. To have cooperatIon anong ai 

farmuers 
 1 
 1
 
9. Everybody else is and it was at­

tractive before 
 2 
 2
 
lO L 37 	 16 
 53 



On the other hand, LS5 did not Join the cooperatives for the rmm 
Ctheby war* not ful tim fams (3). afrai thycudntp'()
(*In nedt boro And dtt-,ikmd'terms of paymmc (1). aud the yACOM 

ma poorly amaged (3)' To. bouuver, did not give any reason for not join-
Los am57 coopero'tve. 

Table 3. Rean for not oining farmrs,' o'rg t .zato. 

T im m entione*d
 
Tab.mle- threshe ow-seeder­

reswoondits respondents 

1. ott full-time farme 3 	 3 
2. 	 fra iJ to borrow, mdght not be
 

able to pay 
 I 	 2 3 
3. 	 5i need to borrow; has hard that
 

it takes long *efare one can bor­
ratv and that one ceoa par only in 
teams of pelsy, not in cash 1 1 

4.FIPAW is poorly mnaged 1 	 2 3 
5. StZIl witing for applisatLon sp­

proval 1 
 1 
6 .	 Was 3ot able to pay loan,, 1 2 
7. o repusa 	 2 2 

"DU 
 9 	 6 15 

reEen Threshmin Practice 

Al of the respondent. vend the cilyadora for threshing in both dry
And va seasons, except for tv who practiced the "haees" systce during
the rainy season because the cilyadora could not roach their fields. Gene­
rally, they threshed their palsy from teas thae wek's time to three
Mouths after harvesting (Moble t4). The interVening period be n bar­
vesting and threshing depended On the tIme when the t ylador utd reach 
and service thee. 

nm cases, the crop fbo 	 bmswas handled 	 frm harvest t.. 

final stacking: handling during harvestlig, 'tying into bundles, preparing
of smll piles, and making of final stucks Utether Smll ("sipcke) or bi("innda.tm). 

Forty-three percent of those who used "haspas" and 78 percent of 
those uwo used the tilyadora said it wse necessary to dry the palay before
threshLng. hile 43 percent and 18 percent, respectiveLy, averred it was 
not necessary. One stated sOeMtIMs se necessary andit another one had 
no opinion. 

.	 ~....... ... ". +-+­



Although may of then opi=Oi that dryinx prior to threshing was not necessary , the general practice wes to dry the palsy before threshing
either by bampas or ttly&a4*r. 1lists was sobecauxe they had to wait for

the lyadoas anyway and vhie umiting their patsy became dry. They at"
 
found it sowe econmical to dry the patsy before. threshing than afterwards.
Some did not have the sW e to dry threshd, palay. 

Specifically, they liked the palsy dry before threshing by bamps

because by then the grain peduncles bad weakened, thus making threshitng

easier. ftying the palsy before threshsing'in the tilyadora gave the Follow­ing advantages: the pa lsy could be stored immedLatety after threshing;

l ;rans remined-wt- the-straw, homc 
 lass wastage; threshint wsfa­

palsyer; the did nolt germinate thile in storage; anld discoloration and
grain damge were avoided, resulting In hlisja earket value of their palsy 
(Table 16). 

IMile the general practice was to dry palsy before threshing, some
did not find it necessa-y to do so (Table 17). rilyadora could threshfresh 
palsy, palsy dght be stolen if left in the field to dry, the ftlyadora
could reach the tarm even when wet, and the palsy could be dried after it
 
had been threshed, were the rensos for the 
fey exceptions. 

Only tw of the respondents thmelves threshed ,ty hapas withouthiring any laborers. Even the others wdmo throshed by hasps. for food and
 
seed purposes 
did not hire anyone. The loest rate for harvesting and 
threshing (baspas) cmbined ties 1:4 and the highest was 1:7. In majority

of the places visited a sharing of 1:6 was practiced. If momeyt wes given

Instead of th' share, the rates were P3.00 a day excluding mals, and P2.50
 
a day ncludling mals.
 

Table 14. Tim Interval between barvestig and threshing. 

Tim interval NuMber 

Less than one week(kne wee 43 
Two weeks 12

Less than one mnth 7 
one month 
 8 
Mare than one month 2 
Two months 3 
Three maths t
 

TOTAL 40 

Table 15. Nidber of times palsy uas handled from harvesting to final 
stacking. 

Number of tms N,,er
 

Thrice 
 I
 
Four cm 22
 
Five times 7 

Totat 4
 



-12-


Table 16. Reasons for drying palsy before threshfin. 

0 a aonTims mentioned 
1. It is bard to thresh in tilyadora if palsy is uodried 1 . 
2. UD&.ed pasy germinates if stacked 2 
3. To le2sen sutage of(rains left vith strav' 9 
4. Tb avoid grain diocoloration and damage 5 
5. So that It can immdiately be stored8 
6. Utred palsy cnds low price 2 
7. no space for drying thresed palay l 

TOM 38 

Table 17. Reasos fMr not drying before threshing In t£lyadora. 

a
leasor imes mntoed 

I. Tilyadora can thresh vet palsy 2 
2. Palay mngbtobe stolen if left in field to dry 1 
3. Can dry after threshing I 
4. Tilyadora can com even he. field Is wet 1 

The highest rate charged by the tilyadoras was six percent and the 
lowest, four percent. However, majority of the resondets paid five per­
cent to tilyadoras for threshing fees (Table 18). The usual threshing 
capacity of tLlyadoras in the towas visited ws 70-80 cavens per hour. On 
the other hand, it would take 10-20 peo %le to thresh harvested palmy from ae 
hectare in one day. Tbe nunber of people who could thresh a hectare's 
harvest In one day depended on their comparative skill and speed. 

Only three, or 8 percent, satd tilyadoras could go to their fields 
even if met. Obviously, those were the (Woars whose fields were near the 
roads. Nedless to say, the tilyadoras could alweys go to their fields 
during the dry se=son. 

Table 18. Rate of payment for tilyadora, 

Ra t e iamber 

Four percent 3 
Four and one-hatf. percent 2 
Five percent 32 
SiX percent 3 

TOUL 40 

I+++ - . +
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Of the 92 percent wdose fields could not be serviced by the rilywdo­
ra during the wt seamo, 53 percent hired people to haul their harvest to 
the site of the tilyadora. fost of then usually hired 15-20 people to haul 
a bectreou harvest in one day at P3.00 each or five people vith-bullcarts 
at P5.00 each, 

The respondents claed it uas not necessary to have bi haystacks 
or mndala, but 80 percent found it advantageous. Theadvantages mntioned 
Wuere: il-Ie2Sene uovmre of- ilyadara dntas asteni g. threshing; it 
lessened spillage; it nininized efforts expended by people vith the tlya­
dora; ad less palsy was exposed to rain in big haysticks. 

Thirty percemt of the. respoodents claimed big haystack preparation 
as an additional expense because seven hired people to make big haystacks,. 
and five said the helpers asked for palay or were given free lunch and 
snacks,. which cost as mich as P20-P30. T*e remining,70 percent did not 
consider as addltional expense the free lunch and snacks given to people 
who worked bayanLlan or suyuan style in rnndal priparation. 

A hypothetical question, "If you wIll be hired to thresh, which 
nethod would you prefer to use?, n wma asked. Thirty preferred to use the 
table thresher, six the bampas systen, and four the tilyadora. Reas 
for their preferences revolved on the extent to 'laich the threshing method 
could nke their Job easier and the reward they could get in term of earn­
fies. The specilic reasons for their preferences are found n Table 21. 
Table 19. Advantages of big haystacks. 

A d va nt a g Tims mmtioed 

1. Lessen eovinnt of tilyadora and hasten threshing 10 
2. Lessen spillage 12 
3. Less palsy exposed to rain in big haystacks 1 
4. htnimize efforts expended by people vith tilyadora 8 
5. Can easily call for tilyadora's service , 

Total responses 32 

Table 20., Uhy preparation of big haystacks is an additional exptmse. 

Reason modaer 

I. Have to spend for meal and snacks even if it is bayanihan 3 
2. Have to hire people to prepare haystacks 7 
3. People uho helped ask for palay 2 

TOM t,.2
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Table 21. 	 Imasoes for preferring mathod of threshing if ou were hired to 
thresh. 

easoa for cboce 	 Tines mtLomed 
it 	 i
 

1. Less effirt expended and less tedious 22 
2 tfestir'tauaas' 2 
3 Lass spillage 	 2 
4. Can work under the shade 	 3 
S.£cinical I 

Total 30 _ 

B. ENRPSs syste 

I. No need 	 to vimow 2 
2. Easier than to feed table thresher 	 1 
3. 	 Can ern more 3 

Total 6 

C. UliadEr 
1. Greater 	capacity 2 
2. Larger Lacin 	 2 
3. Can rest once in a while 	 1 
4. 	 Free ants1 

Total 6 

Total respones 	 48 

Characteristics of the Table Thresher 

Portability of the table thresher 

Table 22 shows that only 15 of the respondents used the cable thresh­
er in the field. Ten of then had uet fields, and five, dry fields. The 
rest of the respondents (25) used the table threshers either near the house, 
road, or in tbe FACOk compound, in ubich case there ws not much mevt 
of the table thresher and no transportation problem were encountered. 

The cable thresher was transported with the use of either a sled, a 
bulicart, a six-by-six cuek, or a tractor trailer. Five threshers wre 
carried by the farners thenelves (Table 23). 

The respo dents unanimusly observed that on roads and dry fields 
the wbeels could facilitate its transportation because it could be pushed 
or pulled, but two wheels were insufficient to make it stable. Ioreover, 
onvet, soft, umddy soil, the size of the present wheels uould not be of 
any help. If it had to be carried, six or owe people could hardly bear 
it throuhnarrow, slippery paddies. "lountimS the table thresher on a.sled 
or. bullcart so that it could be pulled by a crabso night help in such a 
situation. 
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The problimet in transpoting the table thresbers were its b"vy
wieght, instability, and the lack of mfficient arm to bold on.
 

Ible 22. Place wbera table threabers were used.
 

"P t a4 c
 

t. Ja4r the. bause' 17 
2. 'In the field 15 
3. In FACM compound 5 
4. Newr the road 3 

7VZdL 40 

Table 23. Now the table thresher as transported. 

say transported ier 

1. Qpa sled 9r, ullcart 6 
2. On a six-by-six truck or tractor trailer 4 
3. Carried an back by people 5 

7OIAL 
 L
 

Efficiency and operational cost of the table thresher 

/Ano0 the intervieees, 29 threshed their palsy with the tablethresher. Three, or 10 percent, threshed traditional varieties; 26, or

90 percent, new recemeuded varieties. 
 Raminad, Iacapazal, and Inesco com­
posed the traditional ones, 'wile 11-20 and IR-22 constiwuted the ne re­
comuded varieties.
 

The farmer wdao threshed Inesco, a traditional variety wuich is hard­
er to thresh than Pets, found out that the straws got broken and were leftInside the table thresher with the grains still oan them. lie had to remove
the broken straws and thresh them by feet. 

Of the 29 farmers wdho used the table threshers, 59 percent saidtheir-harvests mere poor and only 41 percent reported their harvests 
average. ,Seventeen 

as
of then got a much lover harvest than their estimates

treshing. *Poorprio e ' harvest wa due to tungro infestation. 

The usnber of peopletuxfmm involved in the use of the table thresh­er- as eight. Hore than half of the users employed from one to four helperswho assisted the feeders by handing in the bundle of palsy to be threshed 
(Table 24). 
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based an six attributes (capacity, effort expended, cleanlinoss,
grain dinmag., spillage, and condition of palsy dartag thrashing), the res­poodents wre asked 

. 	
to rank the three mathods of threshing -- Ma.9 as sys­ter dtlyadora, sad table thresher. Table 25 shows that in the ovrallranking tilyadora cam first, followed by the cable thresher, then by han­

pas syste. 

Table 24; *umbr of people vko fed table tiresber. 

*mber of feed helpers mA.r Percent 

1. Complete feeders* wthout helper 
2. Coqplete feeders vith four helpers 

16 
12 

40 
30 

3. Complete feeders with three helpers 3 75 
4. Complete feeders with two helpers 6 15 
5. Complete feeders with one helper 1 25 
6. Incomplete feeders 2 5 

TOML 40zo 

fCoplete feeders refers to four people feeding the thresher.
 

Table 25. 
Standing of table throsher as compared with tilyadora snd han­
pas system. 

Category 	 lI II 

1. Capacity 	 Tilyadora Table thresher 
 Nampas system
2. Least effort expended Tilyadora Table thresher Hampas system
 
3. Cleanliness of grains 

threshed 	 Tilyadora and Table thresher 
hampas system 

4. Leapt grain damge 
 ampas system Table thresher Tilyadora 

5. Least spillage 
and hampas system
 

Table thresher Haqas system Tilyadora

6. Can thresh wet palay 
 Table thresher lispas system Tilyadora 

Overall 	 Tilyadora Table thresher tlapas system 

The advantages and disadvantwges of the cable threshers 	over thehampas syscrn pnd the tilyadora are listed in Tables 26 and 27. An advan­
tage of the*cble thresher over the balaas system not ever inntioned earli­er ws that stealing of palsy during threshing was avoided. 
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Table 26. Table thresher compared with the hampas systee. 

Carison Times intfooed 

A. Advantages of table thresher over hampas
1. Less effort needed 
2. Can use it even if alone or even without: hired help 

17 
t 

3. Faster. than h. . . . . . .

4. Lesser spillage 3
5.Cheaper pay 5
6. Advisable for seed purposes 2
7. Palay threshed is clean 28. Can avoid stealing of palay during threshing I
9. Say orderly collected I 

B. Disadvantages of table thresher Total 38 
1. 0t practical for big-scale farning 2
2. Still need to winno 3 
3. Need to hire harvesters and assistants 
4. Difficult to transport 

2 
1 

Total a
 
Total responses 
 46
 

Interviewees from Cabanatuan City reported that the hampas threshers
had companions who cleaned up the bay after threshing. The threshers
threw away the bay even if there were grains still to be threshed. Some­times as much as 50 percent of the grains were intentionally left on thebay so that their companions could get more. This happened usually when
the farmer us not around during threshing time. Eploying the table
 
thresher could utilize family 
labor and avoid such an anomaly.
 

Table 27. 
Table thresher compared with tilyadora.
 

Ca~rison, Time$ muntton"d 
A. Advantages of table thresher oer tilyadora


1. Less spillage 2
2. Can be brou3ht to field 
 8 
3. threshes wet palay better 
 5
 
4. Can ake use of family Labor 1 
S. Good for seed purpoaes 
 3
6. Can rethresh to make palay clean 
 3
7. Cheaper pay I-


Total 27
 
S. Disadvantages of table thresher 

I. Lower capacity 142. lore tedious tun tilyadora 6 
3. Palsy threshed not clean 44. No veighing scale 1
 

Total 25 
Total responses , 52 



- 18 -

Concerning 	 the capacity and quality of palsy threshed, tk~e respondents
were asked 	iaiclh they would prefer sugthe three threshing methods. Twenty­
eight percent preferred the table thresher; 35 percent the tilyadora; 35 per­
cent said it depends on the sson, the volume of palsy :o b2 threshed, and
 
the purpose for which the palsy is Lntnded; and one did not give any res­

ae....so. give. for 
their choice., were the sane-as the advantages o
 
each method (Table 118).
 

One of the mentioned disadvantages of the cable thresher compared with 
-he baspas system and the tilyadara, uas the uncleanliness of the threshed 
palsy. Thirty-three percent of the respondents istook the air inlit for a 
blower. 1hey louslyunai suggested Increasing Zhe capacity of the air passage 
and/or fnstalliag a blower to make mhe threAed palsy clean. 

Table 28. 	 Reasons for threshing method preference based on amount 4nd qua­
lity threshed.
 

Reason 
 Times mentioned 

A. 	Table thresher
 
1. Practial for own use 3
 
2. Can be brought anywhere 	 5
 
3. 	 Suitable for seed purposes 2 
4. 	 Bas little spillage 2 
5. 	 Threshed palsy is clean I 

Total 13 

n.Tilyadora 
1. Fastest 	and least effort needed 
 13 
2. Bas least spillage 
 1
 
3. 	Palay threshed is clean 
 3 

Total 17 
C. 	Others
 

1. 	 It depends on the season. During dry season,
 
tilyadoras are available. During wet season,
 
tilyadoras cannoc get in so table threshers
 
can be used. 6 

2. 	 It depends on volume to be three'ed and pur­
pose for which palay is intended. Table
 
thresher is suitable for seed purposes and
 
for emergency food cocnmt ion, but tLlyadora
 
is nore practical to use for big volume of
 
harvest. 
 8 

Total responses
 

Capacity- ise, the table thresher ranked second to the tilyadora,

but a farmer mentioned an exceptional person who could thresh faster than
 
the table thres*., 

http:ae....so
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To probe deeper into their preferences, the respondents' opinions re­
garding the mst economical method of tareshing to usevere also gathered and
tabulated. Table 29 presents the breakdowr of their choices. Reasons for
 
their choices were also asked and lLstedi...In 7!Tble. 29&a..
 

Table 29. Opinion on the iost economocal threshing method. 

thresbing method Umber Percent 
I. Table thresher 19 47.5
2. Hasfas systen 3 7.5 
3. Tilyadora a 20
4. Table thresber and cilyadora 5 12.5
5. It depends on the season 1 10
6. Don't kna i 2.5 

ToTAL 40 100 

Ilineteen, or 47.5 percent, chose the table uaresher because in their

opinion it Uas the least expensive to use. Ilbat was mant was that they

utilize faaily labor instead of hiring others; 
 it had lower rental than the

haas and the tiyadora; and there 
was no need to pay for hauling, for
palay was threshed right in their om fields wmere the ay remined to serve
 
as fertilizer.
 

nside fron the above advintages, the cable thresoer had the least
spillage; it needed lesser effort than the hampas system; it could be brought 
to the fields; and it could thresh wet palay. 

The reasons for choosing the tilyadora (20 percent) were: it thresh­
ed very much faster than any of the cher two; there was not much work on the 
par: of.,the farner, because feeding, winnowing, sacking, and sometimes even 
weighing were all taken care of; toe pay was only five percent; they could 
enjoy certain privileges; and only six people were needed. 

Two still preferred the hanas systen because they asserted there 
was no need to spend for hauling nor for gasoline. Three declared the til­
yadora and the weretable thresher equally economical for one had an advan­
tage over the other. For instance, they said cat the table thresher was
practlczl for "smll-scale farming" end the tiiylador: for "big-scale farm­
ing." The table thresher could ie brougFht to the field during rainy season 
and could thresh wet pilay while the tilyadora could not. 
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Table 29s. Reasons fon; ccl4ering aethod of threshing as most coaomical. 

R e a S o n 	 Tins mentioned 

A. Tilyadora 
1. Pay is only five percent 	 3 
2. Onaly six pelpie are employed -	 I 
3. Not much work on the part of the farmer 	 4 
4. Threshes very much faster 	 3 
5. User enjoys certain privileges 	 2 

13Total 

S. Mable thresher 
1. Least spillage 	 4
 
2. Lesser effort than hampis 	 4 
3. Least expensive 	 14 
4. My remi in field to serve as fertilizer 	 11 
5. Can be broaght in field& 	 1 
6. Can thresh wet palay 	 1 
7. 	 Good substitute wben tilyadori can't co in I 

Ttal 26 

C. Hampas
 
1. Vill not pay for hauling 	 I 
2. go psoline expense 	 I 

Total 2 

D. Others 
i. Tilyadora and table thresher the same 	 5 

Tbal resp.-ises 	 46
 

Other Possible Factors that might Affect
 
Acceptance of the Table Thresher
 

Seventy-five percent of the respondents foresav other uses of the 
table thresber's amotor while not being used for threshi%, if a dynamo 
wold be added to It. Other possible uses mentioned were: water pump, 
electric generator, powered sprayer, and powered say (Table 30). 

The farmard interviewed were not obliged to rent the tilyadora of 
their landlords, except for one tbo landlored allowed htm to rmet others' 

tilyadoras if they.belonged to his (landlord's) relatives. 

Table 30. Possible uses of table thresher'& motor. 

Other possible uses 	 Times mentionad 

1. hAter puImp 24
 
2. Electric generator 
 14
 
3. Pavered sprayer 4 
4. Powered saw 
 I
 
5. Blower 	 I 
6. Dtou't know 	 I 

Total responses 45
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Amoagthe privileges that accrue With the use of the tilyadora, free 
use of sacks and thread was the most. frequently montioned; 0.5 percent of the 
harvest going'to thi barrio, iecond; discount in hauling, third; and veighing 
of palay, last (Table 31). 

Twenty-three percent opined that adoption of the thresher would result 
in labor displacement In their locality. They said that because of the ten­
dency to utilize family labor, the people doing the hampas and those working 
With cilyadoras would lose their jobs. 

Table 31. Privileges enjoyed vnen renting tLlyadora.
 

Privileges Times motioed 

L. Free use of sacks and thread 39 
2. Barrio gets 0.5 percent of palsy threshed 11 
3. Discount in hauling fee 9 
4. Palsy is weighed 1 

Total responses 60 

On the otlimr hand, 77 perceat stAted there would be no labor dis­
placement; instead, it would increase the dennd for labor. Labor LUM so 
scarce that they would still need to hire harvesters, feeders, and grain 
cleaners. Harvesting and threshing would be hastened and labor demand 
created for other faru operations, such as land preparation, planting, and 
weeding (Table 32). 

Mlen asked who amaoug the respondents wmould like to have a table 
thresher, 80 percent answered in the affirmative, 18 percent negative, and 
one said umybe. Those who wanted to have a thresher said they could use it 
anytime in xuy weather so they would not have to wait for the tilyadort; 
less effort was needed and it was less tedious; It was econouical for the 
owner-operator; and it was practical for 'aising a second crop when the area 
cultivated was mll.(Table 33). 

Reasons given for not wantiag a table :hresher were: tilyadoras were 
available and could service thei anytime; the table thresher mas heavy and 
the palsy threshed from it 'as dirty; and they could not afford the table 
thresher because it 'as expensive (Table 33). 
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Table 32. 	 Reasons for the possibility of labor displacement or n*­
displacemet.
 

A e gs an Times metioned 
A. D14placemeat .. 

1. People doing hapasvill lose their,job 6
2. 	 Sompeople working wich tilyadora will los
 

their job 

3. 	 fo need to hire Labor, will just utilize failly 

2 

labor 1 
Totl 9 

A. Nur-displacmnt 
1. 	 Will still need to hire laborers to harvest,


feed, and clean the palsy 
 27
2. Labor is scarce 3 
3. Mill hasten harvesting and threshing and create 

labor demand for other farm operations, such 
as lavd preparation, planting, and veeding 2 

Total 32 
Total responses 41 

Table 33. 	 Reasons for liking or disliking to have a table thresher. 

te a 	s o n Times metioned 
A. Disliking

1. Tilyadots are avaiLable and can service us 	anytime 32 . It is heavy and the palsythresbed from It is dirty 23. Camot afford, it is expensive 3 
Total 7 

a. Liking 
1. Ecooomica I for owner-operator
2. Easier to use than bampas 	

10 
5

3. Can use 	it anytime in any weather 14
4. Practical for second crop 	when area planted is small 3 
5. Tilyadora cannot reach my place I
6. Can rent it out 1 
7. Can use engine for other purposes 	 1 

Total 35 
Total responses 42 
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Policy Implications 

It was ether through toe FMjX3, toe the aLRUM, project, thelandlord, a dmnstration, a technician, or during the table thresher's 
delivery that the farmers first lerned about the table thresbers (able 34)._ 

Fourteen out tried the theyf 30 respondens table thresher because U 
wanted to see if it was really advantageous; seven, becauce the harvest tiuswas 0n. 
wet seaso and the tilydoras could not come in; two wanted to setan example; another tvo, because the table thresher ws somthft ne andthey had nothing to lose; one found Inesco was hard to thresh by baass; oneneeded palsy badly for food; and three seated to "ve somy (Table 35). 

Table 34. Hov they first learned about the table thresher. 

_WY they first learned about the table thrasher Numer Percent 
I. Through MLRIDP 9 22.52. From a demnscation 5 12.5
3. Through the FACWH 16 404. Saw it uwen it ws delivered I 2.5
5. Through CLSU project 3 7.56. Through the landmer 1 2.57. Through the tecnnciasn 5 12.5 

.. .. 
....
 40- 100 

Table 35. Reasons for trying table thresher. 

R e a amer Percent 
1. Wanted to see if Lt's really advantageous 14 472. Monted to set an example 2 73. It ins sonething new and there mes nothing to lose 2 74. Hard to thresh 'Inesco' by hampas
5. uarvesting was on a wet season and 

1 
the tityadora

could not come In 7 236. I needed palsy for food 1 37. Wanted to save son 3 10 
IOU, 30 100 

At the start of the project, the IELAID set a policy that toefts ere to rent FACO­out the table threshers at no more than four percent of thepalsy threshed. One percent should So to the FACM to be used down pay­asmint in case Lt decides to purchase a table thresher, one percent to theoperator to cover gasoline and oil e penses, and two percent for the feeders. 

In dry season '72, at the start of the project, 15 table thresherswine delivered to nine FACOKs but only 10 %ere used. Only four FA1OJMs 
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were able to rent out six table thresh* rs to eight farmers. The rest (4) 
were used for trial or demuostraion purposes. All table threshers (12) used 
during the 	wet season were for dmnstration purposes. 

l earned 
three F/AORWs had the ribt interpretation of the policy, whereas one did not. 
Aog the eight farmrsdawo rented the table thresher., six wee not informed' 
about the use of the rental and the rest (2) were properly Luforsd by the 
president of the FACOt. 

Of 	 the four FAC3ks wvhich from the table threshers' rental, 

The respondents were asked, "If you were to be hired as operator, 
would you be aable to one percet fee?" Twenty-nine said yes, 10 said no,
and one bad no opinion. The reasons for saying yes or no are tabulated in 
Table 36. 

"If you vere a farmer who wants to rent a table thresher, would you
be willing to pay four percent?" Tlo thLs question, 31 said yes, eight no, 
and one did not respood. The reasons for saying yes were: it was fair 
enough (26), and he could ecoomdze by operating and feeding at the save 
time (5). 

Table 36. 	 Reasons for willingness or unwillingness to pay one percent 
share for operating table thresher. 

Reason 

A. 	 ty willing 
I. 	 AJll h. has to do is to start the achiae 19 
2. 	 Operator can earn extra by feeding the nachine 4 
3. For the sake of the cooperative 6 

Total 29 
a. yunWilling 

1. 	 Prefer to be hired by ooperative on soothly 
basis because I can earn more 6 

2. Uant it 	 for own use 2 
3. 	 Customrs wll sostly be relatives and neighbors 2 

Total 10 
STOML 39 

COM0IS AND SGGESTIONS 

=Iloring the first two weeks' interview comnts and suggestions of the 
respondents regarding the table threshers were also recorded and hereby 
enumerated. 

Coment* 

1. The feeders got covered with palsy dust which caused extreme itchi­
ness. 
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2. The altinment of the threshing table assembly and the screen assm­

bly ias uneven. 

3. The mchiae slipped mybe because of the motor's low power. 

4. Threshfing us risky if the straws were short because of the great
 
probability of the feeders' bands getting hurt.
 

t. Caange the wheels to bigger ones and add one or two to mike the

thresher stable so that It could easily be brought to uddy places. 

2. F*cilitate the transportation of the thresher in muddy pisces with
 
the use of a sled or a bullcart.
 

3. Aid a blower or increase the air capacity in the air assebly to

avoid furtber innoving and save effort, time, and gasoline.
 

4. Construct a platform where the palay to be threshed could be placed

to inLnfie movemats of the feeders 
in getting the palsy to be threshed. 

S. Build a shed In the field to house the table thresher and the thresh­
ed and untbreshed paLsy, thus protecting them from sudden rainfall and rob­
bers. 

6. Construct a mini-model of the tilyadora which needs only one outlet
 an one feeder to throw the bundle of palsy to be threshed into the thresh­
er instead of holding It. The model desired should be light enough to be
used in the field and should have a greater capacity than the present able,
thresher. 

None anong the users in the ver season complained about the uneven 
alignment of the table and screen assemblies, and the insufficient air capa­
city of the air assembly, because prior to the start of this harvest season 
the necessary repair and adjustments had already been done. 
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PLARTM PRAC1CE AND TE USE OF THE 10' SEEKCR
 

Ia ay method of planting, land prqaration is the first step.
Table 37 shoa that exenes for land pr paratiu varied depending cc ihatber

dck,.tractor, or big tractor was used. Usiz the bullock vas wore
 
*N'svI than big tractogs, and the grom e chanited the land preparation


the ass time it took to prepare a bectare.
 

-Table -37. -:Method of Lond preparet ion, avergect n t'"16 ~un per

hectare.
 

Metthod of land : 	 con­: Averfe time 
prepration : wmber using Averag cost/a.: umdt. (hrs.) 

Big trctor 	 6 Y 116.16 7
 
Rend tractor 4 130.00 14.25
 
Bullock 11 
 136.66 	 12.5' 
Had 	tractor and/
 

or bullock 2
 

All respondents (23) used the traisplanting method, pmticularly (7
the "dai-scrsJled iotbod. The least that a respondent sptt for plant­
ing a bectam was F36.00 and tw =nt mm F100.00, although, majority of 
tbm, 70 per cent, spent fron 7SO.00 to V60.00 (Table 38). It usually took
10 to IS people to plant a hectare (Table 39), and the average tie spent
 
was 1,04 days per iectare.
 

Table 38. Planting cost per hecta r. 

Plauting cost :er 	 Percent 

1. 	 F45.00/ba. below 3 13 
2. 50.00/ba. 	 7 31 
3. 56.00/ba I 
is. 60.00/ba. 8 	 35 
5. 70.00/ba. 	 1 
6. 80.00/. 	 2 9 
7. 	 100.00/ha. 1__ _ 

T ota 23 	 100 

Table 39. Usual mber of pcople needed to plant a hectare. 

Owber of people limber 	 Percont 

1. 	 10 people/ba. 7 	 30.5 
2. 	 12 peop]eiha. 2 	 9 
3. 	 It. people/ba. 1 1. 
4. 	 15 people/ha. 7 	 30.5 
S. 16 people/ba. 	 1 6
6. 	 20 and above people/ba. 5 22 

T t a 1 23 	 100 



Other expenses incurred it the dasi-scrambled nethod were for the

pulling and haULUn of seedlings, which were S3tivted to be around P000
 
and 20.00 per hectae respectively.
 

U"e of the Sm Seeder 

Land preparation 

.................... 
.. . 4 e p I ++mmwd ~ ue * a i v ed -+ r e c t he rne w y d f f s -be twe e n l+ad .. 
pre paration of the direct-seedad fjold, v-th ile use of the raw seeder, and
their present practice. The two ncstly netiomld differences oee that
the field in the forser was levelted (17) and it Was thorougly prepared
(It) (Table 40). what was meant .y thoruIhly prpared vas that the weeds 
were killed, All, except cemho hurriedly arepared his field, said 
their arect-seeded carefully prepamd the basis offields were 	 on the
 
practices (levelling the fie" and kiioqn the vaeds) they used.
 

Table 40. 	 DIfferaces; in land preparation between difect-seeding and
 
transpinting method.
 

Difference Nmber of tines mmntitxed 

1. Lua =Or* thoroughly prepared 	 14 
2. Field ore levelled 17 
3. Like seedbed preparation 	 2 
4. Fertlizer can be appled at planting time 2 
S. Land can be iwadiately prepared after harvest 1 

Total 36 

All of the respondents, except two, did not bother to record the 
ams"zt they pent for prepring. their direct-seeded fields, since the 
ares Were only small and the mout involved was negligible. One estin­
ated his expendiure at P30.00 per 300 square Peters, while one dho direct­
seeded his eight bectares spent P100.00 per hectare for la ineparstion 01
alone. A respondent estimated the levellift expense at 10 .O0/hectare. 

Availability ofirriation water
 

All 23 respondcnr. had irrigation water durin t4 Met season,
but three did not have any durlop the dry season. The three: on soUrCs 
of water were the Mational Irrigatico 1gency (liA), water purp, and both
VIA and water pump. Oue famr 	could plant only on crop a year, since his 
irrigation water was good only for five months&; four could plat twice a 
year; and two would need a suplemntary source of uater to be able to 
plant tw crops each year. 

Sixteen claixwd they iiad aiquatc water to irrigate tbeir entire 
farm; two said their uater was enogh Lecause they could plant continuou­
ly and the harvetst was good; and one was even able to irrigate neighboring 
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farms (Tble 41) 
 OR the othe hand, fxr did not have enough water to 
irigate their entire tanbecause they were far firou the Irrigation.
Canal, late crops hey... dry. and the source Of water pump dried up duringthe dry s*asm. ODe out of tbe,23 could not &ettater at the time of needbecais his fam uas far fron 1- water source. wever . nobody had the 
prvblem Of controfline the irrigation floe. 

Table 141. Reasons for suffi';ieq of irigation water.-
Reason Nunber
 

I. Cam irrigate entie faza 16 
. Haest Is good 113. Can irrigate other faiws 

4. Can plant continuously I 

Total 1 

Weed contl 

Ten respondents employed chemical (Iachete and Crummoon) weed
control; four, the cechanical method, that is, with the use of the handamrdor the rotary weeder; two, a combination of afcbanical and chnical;
and "n did not practice any ed ontrol (Table 42). 

A farmer who direct-weeded his eight hectares spent 7300.00 forweed conatro. The rest did not spend any, since in many cases, the neces­
sarm ingredients (seeds, weedicides, insecticides, a d fertilizers) were
provided for, for de=stratiOn purposes. If ever a number o Vbo' res­
pondents spent for this purpose the s= would, have been negligible. May(12) controlled weeds once, two twice, and two thrice. 

In di rect seedint the right time Of applying irrigation, water very Vital not only for the grouith of 
is 

the plants but also for controllingthe weeds. Nineteen of the respondents were able to irrigate on the pres­cribed time or when they thouht it as ne Sary. Four failed to irrigateon the prescribed time because of inadequacy or absence of: ater, sandysoil abicb easily dried up, and excessive water due to reai at the time 
of seeding. 

In spite of the proper time of irrigation and weed control, which 
inst of them did not usualty practice, 12 reported their weed problm, wasthe so as before and two complained they bad n=e problen uith weeds in 
tbei~rUrct-seeided fields. 

When asked about the stand of their plants, 1s sd141 goo and
eight, fair; mx'xady said poor. Twenty-one respCOdents claimed their direct­seeding trial was a success for veasons stated in Table 103. Ho er, two
said the trial teas a failure !mecause theY were not able to weed, or th~eseeds Or plants were eaten by rat and birds. 

'S: + + # ++ ++ ++ :+i +++ : / !+ : ? + + + : + + ++++ + + ; + +:+i + + + i 2 ++ + ; ~ +y + + J/ ++:+ + + + + : + + ,. . + ,+ + +5 + +(i +: + - : : + + + + , + . + ,+ + + i + + . 
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Table 142. meed coatrol asd. 

Veed control - IMber Percent 

1 Chmical 0e
 
2. ehni4cal 17 
3.--foth cekladmcaia 

Maew. 7 30 

T o t a l 23 100 

Table 143. RaAScs wby rov-soeder trial eas csinered a success. 

e a s o a Umber Percent 

1. Good stand of plant-
 9 %3 
2. Good tillerive r 21;
3. Can finish planting faster 3 13 
14. Can be nmaged well 2 10 
5. Cam harvest earlier. 1 5 
6. Noweds 'F 1 5 

T ota l 21 100 

accetae Of the km Seeder 

7he advantoas of direct seeding outweighed its disadvantafis
(Tables 44 and US). The advantages mentioned wre: 1) it saves 'no-,
time and effort; 2) the grwth of the .lants is not disturbd. 3) oe 
person can do the planting; 4) rotar7 ueeder can be used in ueeding; and 
5) the plants have good stand. 

Klwot of the di"savanta es mertimoed referred to the-additiol 
expenses for thorouw land areparatice and effective ueed o:trol. Others 
were. its inapplIcability during the wet season; exposure of seeds to 
chickens, bird: and rats; ,noe seeds have to be used; and nmn-miformity
of seed distribution. Th prvblem met in the use of the row seeder were 
practically the same as the disadvantages mentioned (Table 46). 
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Table 44. dvamageS of direct seeding over present planting practice. 

Adv-a ntag Tines eutioned 

1. Saves Mwey, time and effort 19 
2. Fast and no disturLnce in groth of plants 6 
3. One person can do the planting 3 
4. Rtarwedea e usedi~~ -----2= 
S. Good stand of plants 

Tota1 30 

Table 4#5. Disadvantages of direct seeding.
 

Disadvantage Mlumbor reporting 

1. Effective -e.d control is necessary 9 
2. Not applicable dumiar rainy season 4 
3. Seeds are exposed to chickens, birds and rats 2
 
'. Thcroug land preparation is nesazy 2
 
S. Not uniform seed distribution I 
6. Kobre seeds are needed 1 

Total 19
 

Table 46. Problems =et in the use of row seeder.
 

P rob le er
 

1. Brass calibration - not niform sew distribution 4
2. Caital is needed to buy meedicide and fertilizer 2 
3. feeds thorough land preparation 2
 
a. D not straight if the one pulling is inexperienced 2 
S. Sot applicable during rainy season 1

6. Short handle of seeder 1 
7. leeds two people tc lift it I
 

Total 
 13
 

E4hteen farmers vould like to use the row seeder again and 16
wanted to am a unit. Rime ould like to use it ftain because of its ad­
vatages; eight would like to try it on a Larger area; and 
ne was already
 
late for planting and be did not have yet the seedlims for trasplanting

(Table '7). Three farmers uant"l to am a unit so that they could use it 
apytine; one did not want to borrow fron others; and mother wanted to set 
an exale so as to convince others to use direct seeding (Table '8).
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Table 47. Reaso iuy they would like to ust raw e er again. 

R e a s C n Nmwber reporting 

I.oul see tsadvantages 
2. Would like to try it on a lager area 8 
3. Already late for planting 1 

T ot a 18 

Table %9. Paacs rj tty would liie to own a raw seeder. 

e ason lmber reporting 

1. because of its advantaes 1 
2. Could use it amytime =-eded 3 
3. So as not to borrou 1 
4. To convi.ce others 1 

Total 16 

Nore than half, 13, of the rou-seeder users discounted the possi­
bility of amy labor displacaent, because they had hired labor shortage 
or bayanhaan vas practiced (Table %9). Three opined that adoption of the 
seeder would only be an d snaJl scale, and the hired planters could be 
utilized for weeding instead (Table 50). 

Table 49. Source of -labor. 

Source of Labor Laud preparation Plantir, 
No. Percent g;o. Percent 

1. Fraily 6 26 1 
2. Hired 13 57 21 91 
3. CombinatiooI. and ? 2 8.5 - ­

x.change labor (bey~ainian) 2 6.5 1 4.5 

T o t a 1 23 100 23 100 

http:convi.ce
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Table SO. thy they think theri %ud -e no labor displacement. 

Rea*ou *a i*r repoting 

1. So hired labor be affected 44 
2. They could wed lwtead 
3. Adoption will t on sp.L a.-eas 2 
4. SWotage of planters 2 
S. Not applcable to vater-logged areas 1 

Tot al 13 

:be person r-,a-eof the sie-erz and of cooductirn the denos­
trations Va mentictd by 1b farnre as their first source of information 
regarding the steders, Thret f!r-t fea- atow't the seeders frcm the 
FACUVA, two frou a co-farmer, cw fron a landlord, and another from a bar­
rio captain (Table !1). 

All of the users of the seeders bad an audience hben they direct­
seeded thefr fields. The cuents of the audietce were either favorable 
or tmfavorable. Aneg the favorable cats were: less planting expeses, 
can finish plan:ine earlier, and it Is good for upland areas. Unofavorable 
cocents were: levelling of field entails additional time and expense; it 
is good if there uoud be effective aeed control; it is practical only for 
so&l areas; an4 it is not applicable durint wet season. An observer 
uanted to see t0.e yield first before giving any coment. 

Table S1. Source of information about row seeder. 

Soq-,e of infor-uatio: Imber : Percent 

1. Engineer .Raxa3 16 70 
2. Officer of the FACEJUW 3 13 
3. Co-frrer 2 9 
4. Landlord 1 4 
S. sarrio captain 1 

T o t a 1 23 100 
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SUE&LRT AUD MCLU~ioll 

The ccwnm mthod of threshing in the lna reform area of UMua 
oa this studyas foud in was with tae u"; ef the tilwadcras. Farmers 

...... Sseldo thsed bvy h or feet. The only tive they did this washen they. needed palsy-f..,fe - ~eus. f~r ntra t er i.........
L.........
 

The data show that the taLle tVuvsber could vithstand cosietition-th the haa bu not with the tilyadora in terms of quality and quntity
threshed, effor e ded, an rentals. 

The farmers, r*Spses irdicatt- their Preference for the tilya­dorA to thresh the.-r nain crop or Ze b'ulk of tx.eir harvest for various
reasos. To a great zajority of the r*SPOotents ti* table thresher and
the tilyadora were incOuParuble because each coa 
 was =or-- practical to useUnder two different comditicam. They c.ljine that the table thresher waspractical to use for s=&fL-scale farming, for foowd and seed purposes,
if and when tht tilyadora could -ot 

and 
selvice then. 

The tale threster was cnly occass aliy used beause the tilya­doras uere na-y and could service the farmers anytime they were ready.
As of ama, replacement of the tilyadora throtgh 
the adootion of the table
thresher does >ot look very pronising in the study area.
 

AdOPtion of an improved table thresher is possible after the
PagtabaganaZ r will have been completed and the tilyadora cannot CMHe in
nytre, becaime the envisioned UdAl cropping wil require continuous
irrigation and thus make the field wet al the ti=. 

The dasi-scramled method vaas the prevailing plaiting practicein the land reforn area of .imva -cija found icas this study. gone

aon tht respondents used =echanized 
 lanting. 

Since aUl of the direct-seeding trials (usine the row seeder)vtre conducted UMder the 3%M,*rvizs1o of Lngin er Roxas and many got the
dem tration kits, majorltY of 
 the wers were able to comply with thenecessarY cultural rMquif ats, (thcroughly and ewnly prepared land, useof weedicides, proper water management and even a Plication of insecticidesand fertilizers). These could have been the reason uk.y 91 per cent of therespondents claized that their direct-reedo trial was successful. 

Like the table thresher users, the rvw-sevder users also mentionednot only tht advantages of the techtoloa but also its disadvanta s. Thedisadvantage: mentioned were: 1) the additional expense for a levelledand thoroughly prepared land. and for wed cotrol; 2) its non-a.nolicabil­ity durine rainy season; 3) its nCM-applicalility for large-scale farming,that is, for more thai three hectar*Z; and r.) exposure of seeds to rats,
birds and chickem. 

eeedt that the rsMCzacs gave nare %.*ightor the advantagesof the direct-seeding aethod because in spite of the disadvantages e­tioned, 18 wanted to try it aGain on a la,-r area iand e their 



desire to own a row seeder. Apparently, the stand of the planes afterseding was not the only vital factor fat the favorable response to this 
techfolngy. Five farmers had the "wait, and see attitude*' - they wanted 
to see the yield first before deciding on uho tier to I ruaCMW yus t 
or not. 

Labor displacenent could not be a hirdrance to its acceptance.

The respondents amanivously answrvd that as loo as a practice was to

their advantage, they would use it in spite of objections from the labor
force. In the first place, therm was a shortage of hired labor; this vas
why the respondentz used family or exchange labor, or both. At the peak
of labo demand, durkin Planting and harvesting, many respondents advanced 
paynents; to have priority in hirln labor. In view of the lalr shortage
and the extra labor needed i thepeparing land for direct seeding, It is
recomended that the raw seeders and the hand tractors be introduced toge­
ther. 

The table threshers were introduced throvj the FACCSIAS iere ncspecific person was as4ed to attend to Its pruotion, while the row­
seeder demotrations were personally supervised. Pow-seeder defects were
Imediately reedied and questions regarding its use were prvaptly and
satisfactorily answered. In case of tablethe the thresher, however, its
 use was delayed or prevented tecause of certain defects 
or lack of proper

guidance in its operation.
 

Operation of the raw seeder Is =uch simpler than that of tise

table thrtsber. Once the desired calbratica of the brass, has been

tablished, one 

es­
person can easily vanage to plant a hectare in a daytvo, "I le the table thresher needs 

or 
no less than four people to "perate. 

The table thresher and the row-seeder differed a lot in cost.
At depreciated value, the table thrasher costs 72,Soo, while the. seeder 
costs only ?300.00. ltst of the respondents could ;;st Ikely afford 
=ore the seeder than the table thresher. 

The present data indicate that0 the future adoption of the rowseeder in the land reform area of :iueva Ecila way be viewed uith oatinisa,
especially when the farvers appreciate the higher yield it could give.On the other hand, the Zrain cleaners could only be in demand where
FACUW S are active and in rood business standing. 

Before (nroduci an intermediate tethnology such the use ofthe table thresher and the row 
as 

seeder, the existirg practices to be re­
plai d, the aven"ues anetthodrof Its Introduction, the sociologicaliplications, and =st of all, the economic advantages to be derived 
therefro, should be carefully studied. 




