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In February 1974, SSRU p nel interviewed

475 household heads 1iving on five landed estates in

i the municipalities of Bula, Minalabac, and Pili, Camarines

i\ Bur. Prompting the survey was the need for information
bout residents of what was to become the nation's first

land-consolidation project area. Of the estimated 625

. households located there, 85 percent are farmers working

i riceland parcels that average less than two hectares in
- Bize. Fewer than half can raise two crops a year; fur-

her, even the average wet-scason, irrigated harvest

. Compares unfavorably with the corresponding figure for

i« the entire Bicol River Basin. The average weekly income

i 16 about 33, while expenses run about three times that

G amount: dissavings is the modal pattern. Despite their

f.obvious poverty, four out of five of the project.area's
Tesidents currently express disinterest in any land-

Sonsolidation scheme that would entail their moving to

‘& new site. Reasons that might account for this re-

_ Iuctance are explored. In view of the findings, it is

| “eoncluded that for the area's residents, there is "no-

[¥here to go but up," and land consolidation may provide

¢ necded ladder. Suggestions are made for reducing

€ people's resistance to the government's plan in

is regard.

| To Prepare for what would be the nation's first full-dress experiment in land
?f"‘“llﬂolidation, planners of the Bicol River Basin Development Program needed
idntornation,

The line agencies involvod-=notably the Dopartment of Agrarian

Biis Teéscarch report is based mainly on findings made in the SSRU's Small
SoeY 6 (Pebruary 1974). A technical summary of SS6 is found in SSRU Research
:‘Vity Summary, No. 11, and is available from the SSRU on request. The
hors”are the SSRU's operations chief and director, respectively.



but alsc the Naticnal Irrigation Administra n and the Department of
form, P

| Governments and Community Development--felt the same need. For while
a{!—ocal

_their fieldren wore familisr with the project site and knew many of the resi-
a&tdants therc, they ncw required a muchk more d2tailcd undsrstanding of both the

“qand and the people.

| Technicians of both the linc agencies and the Program Office of the
LiBicol River Basin Council set about gathering the physical data that were
. required. They would later be joined by land-consolidation experts from

i
- Dajwan, brought in as consultants on the project.' Meanwhile the BRBDP's

ocial Survey Research Unit had also been asked to help, and complied by

ollecting certain socioeconomic information about the pecple who lived and
. farmed in the project arca. Coordinating the efforts of all were the project
i

manager and assistant manager, Engr. Herminio C. Echiverri, Jr., and Pedro

1€y Arbiso, respectively, both of the Bicol River Basin Development Program.

Presently the geographical focus of all these activities is a contiguous

¢ riceland area comprising three estates in the municipalities of Bula and
|

. Mnalabac, Camarines Sur. In Bula therc is just one estate, the Lirag landed

mestate, but its 934 hectares are spread over three barrios--San Isidro, San
“Agustin, and San Ramon. In Minalabac, there are another two ostates covering
?wsbout 1,637 hectares: Hernandez (1,430 has.) and Silverio (207 has.). The

- Btudy area defined for the SSRU by the Program Office of the Bicol River Basin
?:‘nuncil, includes two additional estates, Sabinc and Alvarez. Both are in

| Minalabac, but a portion of the latter is also found in Barrio San Agustin,

, Madeipality of Pili.

.. e land-consolidation pilot project will affect directly the residents
T Lirag, Hernandez, and Silverio estates (called the DAR-BRBC Pilot Land

[ The consultents, who arrived at the work site January 4, 1975, and
:33 ‘ayed about one month, were Kuo-Chun Wang and Ching-Huo Chang, both of the
- TOvincial Land Burcau, and James C. Co Chan of the Land Reform Training

titute, Taoyian, Taivan.
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heme is basically an attempt

ous stroteh of farmland,

Jgolidation Project arca, or PLCPn).2 The

farring over a contig

seattercd landholiings of

pationalize farms o
wt 2,571 nectares. The
1s that adjoin cne

curing in this case
ividual owners are to be brought t 1to prro
thor. Furthor, all such reunited koldings rre in turm ©o be joined with
},ﬁ; adjacent holdings of other cwners to form larger units oapablo of being
Wprked under a single, unified managesent. Also included is the consoli-

\dation of resources, such as farm implemento and labor, with the ultimate
‘jol of helping the farmer become "a more dignified individual in the society

shere he lives" (Echiverri 1974).
It is expected that through the land-consolidation scheme presently
{traguented or irregularly shaped farm plots will be adjusted, centralized, or

‘expanded according to fixed plans, so that farm operations and management may
Further, the irrigation, drainage, and communication net-

e facilitated.
Works in the area are to be improved. Finally, it is hoped that land con-

will accelerate community development and promote public welfare,
Land consolidation is thus

olidation
leading to
Witimately
‘-production

-fliuli.hood
i and the optimizaticn of land use at minimum coste

modernization of the entire area.
aimed at (a) raising the family farm income through increased farm

and reduced agricultural production costs; and (b) improving the

of farmers through the development of existing farm structures

THE SSRU SURVEY

e
o establish the approximate population of the LCPA, their household and farm
4 to

ative

tharacteristics, and their current level of living, the SSRU was aske
f':“"ien a suitable research instrument and administer it to a represent
| Bample of the projoct arca's housshold headse In the course of doing this,
$he SSRU was also to make a complete count of the dwelling units located in

« the 1cpa,

———
B 2In this report wo us the acronym LOPA to refer to the five estates
that comprise the SSRU study area, and PLCPA to refer to the threc estates
uded in the DAR-BREC pilot nrea (Lirag, Aernandez, and Silverio).
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Me RS06:01. LCPA Qwelling-unit population (N) and the 836 sample (n)
m from it, by municivality and barrio/ectate and by location of DU
Comsolidation Projcct Area, Camarines Sur, February 1974)2

rality and melot Farmlot Total
wio/estate B B N n K n
Byla (Lirag landed estate)
B, San Isidrc 17 15 133 102 150 117
B, San Agustin 32 24 19 4 51 38
Be San Ramon 28 20 68 50 96 70
Subtotal 77 59 220 166 297 225
Hernandez estato o a5 128® a5 128
Babino estate 0 0 2k 19 24 19
Alvarez estate o 0 Sk 41° 5h L
| Bilverio estate 29% 29 "3 33 75 62
Subtotal 29 29 299 221 328 250
Total 106 88 519 387 625 475
®For practical purposes, a DU may be taken as containing just one
Hausenold,

b,
. Includes two DUs which are said to be temporary residences, the per=
nt residences being off the estates

8 c.
ﬁ‘lﬁd Includes five DUs which are reportedly temporary, the permanont

ences being off the estate

4
411 these homelots are in Barrio Mataoroc, Minalabac.
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»

fhe study area, consisting of the five landed estates mentioned earlier,

first mapped and tlocked (February 11-14, 1974).5 This yielded the
ling-unit count shown in Table RS06.01, under the columns headed by a
tal letter N (symbol for the total number in a population). In order to
"a household (HH) sample of sufficient size to assure that the sample

dngs would be as close as specified to the corresponding population para-
g, we randomly chose the number of dwelling units, or DUs, which appear
he same table under colunns headed by a lower-case letter n (symbol for

 size of a sample drawn from population N).

The DU sample (n) drawn for study was 475, which ic 76 percenmt of all

\ in the LCPA (N = 625). Put another way, N = 1.3157n. Because the sample
beon randomly selocted, and the relation in size botween it and the popu-
fon was known, we could approximate certain population parameters (within
;‘lrcent. plus or minus) by multiplying sample findings by known sampling
tors, Tc give one example, since the factor for total figures is 1.3157,
4 can derive the total number of HH residents in the LCPA by multiplying the
ber of residents in the sample by 1.3157 (N = 1.3157 x 3008 = 3958; sce
Gfable RS06.02, ceotion £).5 The population is thorefore somewhere between

60 and 4156 (relisbility, 0.95).

Tho 21-page intorview schedule administered to sample HH heads was S0
istructed as to clicit background information, household data, and selected
%6 about community problems and participation. However, the principal
uS was the current status of HH income and oxpenditures, and of farm

or an explanation of hov mapping and blocking are performed, see
o0 et al, 1974z b:2bel1,

4
For farm HHs and overall findings, the permissible sampling error was
Teent; for nonfarm HHs, 10 percent; reliability level throughoul, 0a95.

ore than one HH in a DU (when there was,
1y). For practical purposcs,
able categories in this study.

9,
i In very few cascs was there
HH hoad to ve interviowed was chosen rand
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srations (especiallly costs and returns, and credit).® Interviewing vas
leted in the periud Fcbruary 18 to March 2, 1974, and specific reports

sbmitted to the Plans and Programs and Social Infrastructure Departments,

, beginning April 29. What follows is a revision of the summary report

arod for SSRU Research Rsport Series, io. 6.

SURVEY FINDINGS
"Bhe most important inf.rnction jnthered beut the residents of the LCPa
% gay be presented under four major headings, namely, (a) the respondent popu-
-lation, (b) HH incomc and expenditurcs, (¢) farm production and farming

{aracteristics, and (d) opinions, attitudes, and aspirations. After each

i
#6f these topics has been discussed, appropriate conclusions will be drawn.

Survey Respondents
Almost every HH head interviewed in the study was (a) a rice farmer

(85 percent), (b) male (95 percent), and (c) married or widowed (91 and
7 percent, respectively). For the differences in farm-nonfarm distrib-

ution by cstatc, see Table RS06.02, section a.

The blocks and items of the schedule are as follows: Block 1 (Back=

{ground Data), items 1-15; Block 2 (Occupation/Farm Status and Farm Data),

sedems 16-23; Block 3 (Organizational Participation), items 24-27; Block 4

{Bousehola Data end Expenditures), items 28a and b; Block 5 (Inventory of

Animals and Farm Investments), items 29-30; Block 6 (Production and Dis-

peal), itoms 31-33; Block 7 (Sale of Palay/Rice), items 34-36; Block 8

arm Operations), items 37-52; Block 9 (Financing), items 52-59; Block 10
oblems and Solutions), items 60-64; Block 11 (Irrigation Information),

oms 65-78; Block 12 (Extension Activity), items 79-82; Block 13 (Community

oblems), items 83-87; Block 14 (Interview Situation), 6 unnumbered items.

:
B8 This schedule was dsveloped with the assistance of the Plans and Pro-
B¥ams and Social Infrastructure Departments of the BREDP, PPD personnel
0 trained SSRU interviewers in the cliciting and recording of farm-
Agement data.
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N6 RS06,02, 556 respondents (ilH heads) classified by selected characteristics,
fclassificd by cstate (Land consolidation project area, Camarides Sur,
bruary 1974)%

Estate® Total
TR HER SAB ALV SIL —
(225)  (128) (19) (1) - (62) % n ne

- Qoeupation
88% 76% 68% 95% 95% 85% ko2 529

12 24 32 5 5 15 73 96
Age (in yoars)
8% 8% 5% 2% 3% 6% 28 37
24 32 32 39 23 28 133 175
29 23 21 2k 29 27 128 168
16 17 5 17 21 18 86 113
21 20 . 37 17 2k 21 100 132

47 52 47 50 49 227 300
30 22 26 26 29 27 126 166
3 b 5 2 3 3 Ak 18

‘Educational attainment
None 9% 12% 21% 17% 5% 11% 52 68
ome - e1em, 57 62 k2 56 55 57 270 355
lem. zrad./sore HS 30 21 37 17 35 28 133 175
grade, some col, 3 5 o 10 5 L3 19 25
0ls graduate . o o o 0 . 1 2

a,,
0 I:l-and classification project area™ will be written in subsequent -tables as

b,

- These avbreviations are used for estate names: LIR - Liragj HER - Hernandez;
o, 38bino; ALV - Alvarez; SIL - Silverio. Figures in parentheses are sample

. A1l Rs are married except 10 (A in LIR, 4 in HER, 2 in ALV).

The sampling factor (x), for use in the formula, N = x(n), is as follows:
\Lirag ostate, 1.320; for Hernandez, 1.367; Sabino, 1.263; Alvarez, 143173

®rio, 1.210; overall, 1.316 (1.3157).
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06,024 (cont'd)

. Estate’ Total
LIR HER SAB ALV SIL ’
(225)  (128) (19) (1) (62) % n N

- 3% 2% 8 1
3 5 24 32
17 13 11 51 67
10 19 13 64 8l
49 36 33 156 205
22 26 36 172 226
sures (R is included)®
225 128 41 62 - 475 -
297 175 2k 5t 75 - - 625
14k 787 109 2k 429 - 3008 -
K1 HHs (est.) 1904 1077 138 319 520 - - 3958
75 159 294 - 1980 -
% 210 358 - - 2605
60 127 223 - a5k -
76 167 270 - - 2027

5.7k 5.90 6,92 - 6a33
3.8% 3,87 W77 - Laa7
97 82 21 92 25

®pendency ratio

terms "good" and "poor" refer to the houses' state of repair at the time
ew (February 1974). Roughly speaking, the first thrce categorics (total-
Percent) may be considered upper classj the last threc (the other 82 per=
lower class, See tho text, paragraph L,
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The median age of these HH heads is about 41 years; their median edu=-
schools Only & percent

cational attainment, about k.1 years of i
cational attainment.

have finished high school (Table RS06.02, scction b and d)e

The 465 marricd or widowed HE heads have an average of about four
living children, but the range is from no children at all to 14 (ibid.,
section ¢).

Using house matorials and state of repair as indicators of socioeconomic
status, we conclude that thc respondents (and the LCPA in general) are
composed of households of which only 18 percent can be considered upper
class; the rest (82 psrcent) are of the lower socioeccnomic class. See
Teblée RS06.02, section e and note d.7

Household Income and Exnendituress
The estimated total HH population for the five landed estates of the |
LCPA is 3978, with an average HH size of 6.34 (S.D., 2.65). Variation
between estates is marked in this regard, ranging from 5.74 in Sabino
to 6.92 in Silverio (Table RS06.02, section f).

On grounds of an earlier study by Lynch (1959) and a special study of
| 886 data by Illo (1974), one is entitled to predict socioeconomic status from
house materials and state cf repair, See also Illo and Lynch (19742 8=9).
- Hovever, this procedure does not place His with the accuracy one would like.

more satisfactory level-of-living scale for Bicol River Basin HHs is in
Preparation at the SSRU, and will be published in a forthcoming Research Report. .

| a‘l‘his section is based in large part on a preliminary analysis of HH in=
{ oome and expenditures by Jeanne Frances I. Illo (1974), SSRU Naga District
Banager, X

Income of farm households is derived by getting the value of the oper=
ator's share, i.e., the share of the farmer in harvests during the 12 months
damodiately proceding the interview date, and multiplying this by the price
8t which he was able to sell his produce (in case a sale was made) or by mul=
Hplying his share by the computed average (mean) price for the estate and
the relevant crop season.
G Where the household received income from sources other than the farm~
2 weekly nonfarm or off-farm income), this amount was added to the computed

RT SERTES, NO. 6 -9 = MAY 1974



Table RS06,03. ICi. houscholds, by reportcd weekly income class and
by estate (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

Income class Estate Total
(pesos) TIR  HER  SAB ALV SIL % n W
0 - 49 80% 80  68%  90%  65% 78% 371 k89
50 - 99 13 1 26 10 £ 15 72 95
100 - 149 5 3 5 0 6 4 20 26
150 - 199 2 1 0 0 2 1 6 8
200 ~ 249 0 1 o o 3 1 4 5
250 - 299 4 1 3 o 0 * 1 1
Total n 224 128 19 49 62 b7k Ll -
Excluded 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Total W 297 175 24 5t 75 - - 625

%5ee notc ¢, Table RS06.02.

Pone Lirag-estate HH with 25 members was excluded from the anmal-
yeis, because its inclusion would have distorted average income and
spending figures.

6+ 'Of the total population, two-thirds (2605) are over 10 years of age and
therefore technically considered potential members of the labor force.

The average number per HE is .17, but once more the variation ig con-

oo

siderable: from 3.84 in Sabino and Hernandez to 4,77 in Silverio (il

For every 100 individuals in the so-called productive years (15-64),
there are 95 in the pre- and post-productive categories (under 10 and 65
and over). This Dependency Ratio differs somewhat from estate to—estatey

Tanging from 82 in Sabino to 97 in Lirag and Hernandez (ibid.).

K1y farm income (total value of operator's share divided by 52) to arrive
“At the total houschold or family income.
[ tﬂwi are also in weekly terms, and fhey include only those incurred
¥ the household for its own maintenance and do nob cover expenses in con-
Mection with farming activities. - -
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Table RS06.0k. Mean weekly household income, expenses, and dissavings,
by estate (LCPA, Carmarines Sur, February 1974)

Bstate Overall

Item mean
LIR HER SAB ALV SIL

Income (in pesos) 31.35  33.63  30.89  21.88  k5.32  32.96

Expenses (in pesos)  98.28 88,01 104.84  88.98 123.89 98.32

Food () 69.86 63,90 68421 64,61 78.63  68.88

: %) (72%) (73%) (65%) (73%) (64%)  (70%)

HH operating (¥ 7.18 8.51 9.63 8.56 11,40 8.31

expenses ®  (7) (10) 9) (10) (9) (8)

Clothing (®) 5,76 4.85 5637 4.78 9.21 5.86
©) (6 (5) 5) (5) 7Yy (6)

Education (®) 6.17 3.23 11437 k.12 12,08 6.18
(6) (6)

(%) Ch) 1) (5) (10 )
Medical care (P)  3.71 2.86 boh2 2.88 4,15  3.50
@) k) 3) &) 3) (3) (4)
Others (®) 5.60 4,66 5484 4,03 8.h2 5.59
@ (6) (5) 6) %) (7)) (6)
Dissavings (F)  66.93  54.38 73,95  67.10  78.57 65.36
Total n 224 128 19 41 62 Lk
Excluded® 1 0 0 0 [ 1
Total N 297 175 24 5k 75 625

8Sec note b, Table RS06.03.

Of the LCPA HHs, 78 porcent belong tc the lowest income class (PO-49

Per week) while only 6 percent report weekly incomes of 2100 or more;
Bone goes as high as 2300 per week (Table RS06.03).

The overall mean weckly ‘income reported by LCPA HHs is 232.96. The range
of means by estate is P23.44, from P21.88 in Alvarez to P45.32 in Silverio
(Table RS06,04); the range by HH size is P66.76, from P21.53 in HHs of 1-3
members to P88.29 in HHs of 13-15 members (Table RS06.05); the range of
Beans py income class is P238.45, from P16.55 in the lowest income class

T SERIES, NO. 6 <1 - MAY 1974




Table RS06.05. Mean weckly household income, expenses and dissavings
by household size (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

Household size Overall
mean

1-3 46 7S 10-12 _ 13-15 r T
Income (in pesos) 21453 27.62 34438 57.02 88.29 32,96 -
Expenses (in pesos) 62.46  79.40 111.84 165.12 203.14 98.32 100%

Item

Food k% 71% 70% 67% 68% 68.88  70%
jeiicoriat BN B 9 5 3 8.51 8
Clothing 6 5 6 ? 7 5.86 4
Education 2 4 7 12 12 6.18 €
Kedical care 4 4 3 3 5 3.50 b
Others 5 6 5 6 5 5.59 6

Dissavings (in pesos) 40,93  51.78  77.46 108.10 114.85  65.36 -

Total n 57 211 150 (%) 7 -

#See note b, Table RS06.03.
to P255.00 in the highest (Table RS06.06).

' Income correlates positively (0.01 level) with both HH size and the number

of HH members who are potential members of the work force, that is, 10

years of age or older. Of the two, the labor-force measure has the higher
correlation coefficient (r = +31 ves I = 425 for HH size).? The limear-
ity of the two trends can also be compared in Table RS06.06, where the

labor force measure shows a slight irregularitye.

The @ifference between the two coefficients is significant at the 0.05
el using the one-tailed test; using the twc-tailed test, it is not sigrif-
ant. A coefficient of corrclation (r) is a value indicating to what extent
¥ measures are related, to what extent variations in ome accompany var=
dons in the other. The coofficient may vary from a value of 1.
N5 perfect wostive o.rrelation; th which means compl
Pendence; to -1.00, meaning perfect Ive correlation,
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Table RS06,06. Mean weekly household incomc cxpenses, and savings (dis-
savings, with mean Hi size and mean number of HH mombers 10 years and
over, by income class (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

Income class (in pesos) Overall
Item 0-49 50-99  100-149 150199 200-245 250-299  wean

Income (in pesos) 16,55 81.27 120.70 160,50 231.25 255,00 32.95
Expenses (in pesos) 87,52 123.08 157.90 214.16  129.00 304,00  98.32

Focd 72% 68% ca% 52% 74% 39% 70%
memmin o 5 s 7833
Clothing 6 6 6 6 8 2 6
Bducation b 8 15 27 2 46 6
Medical care 4 4 3 1 3 1 4
Otliers 5 6 6 ? 5 7 6
Savings
(dissavings) (¥) (70.97)(41.81) (37.20) (53.66) (102.25) (49.00) (65.36)
Mean HH size 619 6.23 8,15 7.66 9.75 11,00  6.34

Mean no. of HH
members 10 yrs.  3.85 4,94  5.80 6,33 T 7.50 9,00  4.17

and older
Total n a 371 72 20 6 L 1 L7k
Excluded 1 0 0 0 o 0 1

®See note b, Table RS06.03.

The overall mean weekly expenditures reported by LCPA HHs is P98.32. The
Iange of means by c¢state is P35.88, from 288.01 in Hernandez to £123.89
in Silverio (Table RS06.04); the range by HH size is 2140.68, from P62.46
in HHs of 1-3 members to P203.1%4 in HHs of 13=15 members (Table RS06.05);
the range of means by income class is P216.48, from P87.52 in the lowest
income class to P304.00 in the highest (Table RS06.06).
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Regardless of HH size, food regularly acccunts for more than two-thirds
(68-74 percent) of family cxpenses. There is, however, an inverse re-
lationship (known as Engel's Law) between the focd budget and total
income: as income increases, the percentage spent for food decreases. The
lineer trend is it our data not contimuous throughout; it is imterrupted by
households belonging to the income bracket i'200-249 (see Table RS06.06).

HE operating expenses, which amount on the average to F8.31 per week,

may alsoc be a declining function of income (ibid.).

Moreover, expenses for both food and for HH operations show & similar
inverse relationship to HH size (Tatle RS06.05).

“Along with HE size and income, the number of HH members 10 years ol

age and older may also be examined for its effect on HH expenditures.

Regressing HH expenses on HH inccme, HH size, and potential work force,
we ask the question, "By how much will family (or HH) expenses be changed

by a unit change in each of these three variables?"

For the entire study area, an increase in family size by one will bring
about an expansion in HH expenses by ¥11.33; adding one worker will up
expenses by 212.78; one peso more of income means 0.65 more in expenses.””
The three variables correlate positively with Hil expenses. While IIH size ani
potential work forcec account separately for about 21 percent of the var-
iation in HE oxpenses, HH incomc explains only about 13 percent of the
variation. There is also an observed slight difference in the dogree

e lmwt\ change expenses (or consumption) caused by a unit change in. income
pre 20 a5 the marginal propensity to consume (or spond). This may be inter-
%.,'d as follows. A one-peso imcrease in income will cause a change in the

Ame direction in cxpenses by 65 centaves. Thore is, then, an implied saving

%‘35 centavos per additional one peso earneds It is assumed here that all
"¢ three factors are linearly related to expensese

sigio D. Torres (see note
| earlicr draft of this

1) The authors arc grateful for the com
and others, who pointed out various aspects uf
Stion that e

Doir

clarificationas
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of relaticnship betwoon cxpenses and each of the Jependent variables, as
o1l as in the computed marginal propensity to consume among the estates.
The estimates of correlation.and regression ccefficients, by sstate, are

given in the following table.

: Correlaticn ccefficient (r) : FE = nFY + b1

Eotate
. FE:F82 : F&:Te : FE:FY : mpe (m) : b io:n

Lirag . 0.1 1 0.k 0,38z 0.7% 1 75.08 : 224

Hernandez : 0.58 oz 0.52 o 0.3k i 0.40  : 7h.56 : 128
Sabino © 0473 o+ 0.72 t 0,75 i 2.0k i 41.65: 19
Alvarez : 0.52 1 0.60 i 0.13 i 0,39 ¢ B0 : 41

0.49 : 101,22 = 62

Bilverio b 0451 : 0.51 1 0433
0.46

TOTAL 0.47 0.65 | 76.89 i 7k

036

Tihe regression coefficient, m, refers to the change in expenditures
which will b caused by.: one=poss change in ingomes It is.aloc knoun
as the marginal propensity to consume (or spend). The constant factor, b,
may be interproted as some mimimum level of spending observed in the area
without taking into accoun A1l correlations are significant
't Toast at the 0.05 level.

2ppbreviations used: FE = Family cxpenses; FS = Total family size;
Fs = Potential work force of the familyj FY = Family Income.

Taken together, how well do the thres factors cxplain the variations

in family expenditures?

Using a subsample of 50 ilHls chosen at random from the 474 sample HiHs,
‘we discover that 52 percent of the variation in family expenses of these
HEs can be accounted for by income, family size, and work force, taken
together.

Overall mean weekly dissavings reported by LCPA HHs is £65.36. The ranse
of means by estate is P24.19, from p5L,38 in Hernandez to 278.57 in Sil-
verio (Table RS06.04); the range by HH size is $73.93, from P40,93 in
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L6l EYH

i Irrigated Rainfed
Characteristic ~TRer 7oz Than TXCL Teos than  INCL less than  EXCL loss than
and estate 16 cavans 16 cavans 16 _cavans 16 cavans

Mean S.D,% n°  Mean S8.D. n  Mean gp.  n  Mean 8.0, n
a. Total area planted to rice (in hectares)
Lirag 191 1.33 93 153 1,31 47 175 1.16 8 2,00 122 6
Hernandez  1.66 81 20 1.55 .81 16 .65 23 kb .53 W05 3
Sabino 2.25 W35 2 2.50 - 1 1.00 - 1 - - -
Alvares 90 L9 16 .90 W48 12 PUICR 1 - - -
Silverio  2.50 1,16 1k 2.45 1,15 10 1.15 W49 2 80 - 1
Total 1.82  1.22 145 1,58 1.18 86 1.27 .97 16 1.k 1,16 10
b. Cross harvest per hectare (in cavans of palay)
Lirag 2h.59 25.1k 93 h3.81 21.67 47 33,48 23,45 8 41.91 20,3k 6
Hernandez 42.1% 35.40 20 51.3% 33.59 16 24,19 16.48 L4 30,51 12.96 3
Sabino 12,57 5.h0 2 16,40 - 1 11.bo - 1 - - -
Alvarez  30.54 19.32 16 38.61 14,81 12 14,38 - T - - -
Silverio 37,57 29.25 14 49.9% 25,07 10 12.58 14,02 2 22.50 - 1
Total 28.76 27,07 145 44,88 23.97 86  25.98 20.66 16 36.55 17.90 10

2Standard Deviation Pgample size
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e Irrigated Rainfed
Characteristic “INCL Tess than EXCL, Tess Than %50 T e e o
and estate 16 _cavans 16 cavans 16 _cavans 16 cavans
Mean S.0.% Mean 8.D. n  Mean S.D. n  Mean S.D. n
a. [Total area planted to -rice (in hectares)
Lirag 1.99 131 170 1,97 1.33 134 1.02  1.06 14 77 239 12
Hernandez  1.59 .89 3% 1,58 .88 31 1.98  1.39 57 1.78 1.33 k2
Sabino 2,70 1,03 5 2,70 1,03 5 1.32 1,33 8§ 1.26 1.62 5
Alvarez 1.36 .83 30 1.35 .82 28 1.04 <90 9 1.06 987
Silverio 2,20 1.06 53 2,35 1.05 39 .65 k9 57 .71 .5k b
Total 1493 1,20 292 1,98  1.22 237 1.57 .28 93 143 1.23 70
b. Gross harvest per hectare (in cavans of palay)
Lirag 31,26 19.8% 170 37.08 18.03 13k  26.42 10,97 14 29,05 9.36 12
Hernandez 40.73 20.89 34 4h.11 18.52 31 26.15 15.26 57 22,70 12.06 k2
Sabino 35,91 14,98 5 35,91 14,98 5 19,71 12,01 8 26.25 10.28 5
Alvarez - 38.27 15.53 30 h0.3h 13.88 28 26,98 13,56 9 31.55 11.64 7
Silverio  29.29 16,35 53 35.56 14.58 39 22.34  9.48 5 2h.hb9 9.h3 4
Total 32,74 ©19,23 292 38.18 17.14 237 25.51 13.91 93 31.03 1.3k 70

®Standard Deviation

Psample size



bl 0. Mean measures of riceland areas a; ests seaso
‘estate, kind of riceland, and tenure status (LCPA, Camarines Sur, Februnry

g

g | onaracteristic - Irrigated . - - dinted :

7| ana estate A0 Legsce ST 0% . _Lesseo 57

3] Mean __n Wean 1n Meéan _7© Meon T Mean  n Mesn n

E a. Total area planted to rice (in hectares)

$

s Lirag 2,36 65 R .93 2k 2.50 5 50 2 L5001
Hernandez ~ 1.97 9  1.56 8 1,03 3 60 1 66 3 -
Sabino - 0 2.25 2 - 0 - 0 - 0 1.00 1
Alvarez .80 6 96 8 1.00 2 - 0 240 1
silverio 3.03 7 k30 1 W30 5 - 0 1.5 2
Total 2.25 87 1.52 19 1.00 34 . 2.18 6 .56 6 95 k

'

5

' | b. Gross hurvest per hectarc (in cavans of palay)
Lirag 19.84 65 - 0 32,28 24 38.98 5 37.00 2 2,00 1
Hernandez  39.03 9 h6.4S 8  39.88 3 31.67 1 21.70 3 -0
Sabino - 0 12,57 2 - 0 - 0 - 0 Ao 1
Alvarez 23,90 6 33,60 & 8.2k 2 20wz 1 - 0
Silverio  37.44 7 56,65 1 25,51 5 - 0 - 0 12.58 2
Total 23.55 87 38,02 19 32.30 3k  37.26 6 25.58 6 9.6k 4
®A0 - amortizing owner ST - share tonant

]

N

3

~

3
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Table ES06.71. lean measures of riceland aress and harvests for WET season, by cstato,

kind of riceland, and tenure status (LCPA, Camarines Sur,

February- 1974)

s
Characteristic Irrigated Rainfed
and estate 20* Lessee s1° a0 Lessee s°
Mean n_Wean m Wean n Mean n  Wean % Fean m
a. Total area planted to rice (in hectares)
Lirag 244 14 - 0 9% bo 1.90 & 250 i .60
Hernandez 1.78 19 1.49 11 97 4 2.27 15 1.85 26 1.59 15
Sabino - 0 2.6 3 275 2 - 0 2755 2 .85 6
Alvarez 290 7 1,54 18 1.30 & 1.50 1 1401 6 290 2
silverio 2,43 32 2.5 & 1,66 15 - 0 - 0 68 4
Total 2.31 2 1092 36 1.k 65 2.1% 20 172 35 1,09 35
b. Cross harvest per hectare (in cavans of palay)
Lirag 28.97 114 - 0 36,36 ko 26,20 k& 19,00 1 27.67
Hernandez  38.85 19  h2.02 11 46,16 4 25,62 15 29,26 26 22.53 15
Sabino - 0 k21 3 27,83 2 = 0 26,51 2 7.5 6
Alvarez 42,09 7 37.56 18 39.33 4 12,00 1 29.72 26.25 2
Silverio  29.58 32 27,1 4 25,94 15 - 0 - 0 2395 &4
Total 30.71 172 38,07 36 3h.h7 65 22,90 20 28489 35 23.25 35

w461 AVR

240 - amortizing owner

®ST - share tenant



HAs of 1-3 menbers to ¥114.86 in HHs of 13-15 members (Table RS06.05);
the range of means by income class is 170.97, from 270,97 in the lowest
gs in the P200-2%¢ class (Table RSC6.06).

income class to xo dissav

‘45, Savings are rarely reported. Ia the Lirag, Sabino, and Alvarez cstates

: only dissavings scourred. In the tctal sample of 474 EHs, in fact, therc
[~ were only cight cases of "sclvent" His (six in Hernandez estatc and two
£ in Silverio). From the distribution of these HHs by income class, it

appears that savings can besin only when the HH income is at least P200

per_week, or P800 per month.

Farming Characteristics and Farm Production
Farming characteristics
%6, Of the LCPA HH heads, 85 percent are farmers (Table RS06.02), and have

been so an average of 20 years, 15 of these years in the same estate as

now. Ninsty-six percent plant rice in the wet season, 57 percent in the
dry.

|7 During the wet season, 76 percent of those planting rice work irrigated
i land, and 24 percent, rainfed.'! The number of farms and the percentage
irrigated are as follows: Lirag, 184 (92 percent irrigated); Hernandez,
91 (37 percent); Sabino, 13 (38 percent); Alvarcz, 39 (77 percent); and
E Silverio, 58 (91 percent).

During the dry season, 90 percent work irrigated riceland, and 10 percent,
rainfed. The number of farms and the percentage irrigated: Lirag, 101
(92 percent); Hernandez, 24 (83 perccrt); Sabino, 3 (67 percent);
Alvarez, 17 (94 percent); and Silverio, 16 (88 percent).
—

17 -
raine.,RePorted here and in Tables RSC6.08-11 are the data for irrigated and
feonfed farms only. Farms with insufficient data on land type were eliminated

:a °m the analysis.
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1e RS06.12. Proportion of rice farmers usiny selected
on and estate (LCPA, Camarinss Sur, February 197k)

farm inputs, by crop

Dry season

112® HEK SAB ALV SIL

Wet season

Total LIR HFR SAB ALV SIL Total

Farmers using fertilizers

Prop. WG 272 .33 .60 .69 .65 W77 W6k L6 .72 78 73

Total nb 120 23 3 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

Farmers using insecticides

Prop, o75 W93 .67 W75 W81 .78 285 .87 .62 .85 .98 .86

Total n 120 29 3 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

Farmers using weedicides

Prop. 269 .86 .67 .85 .69 .73 $72 .87 469 .95 491 .80
{0 Totaln 120 29 "3 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

Farmers using tractor

Prop, W18 W8 - - L1990 .20 18 27 - - ka7

Total n 120 29 3 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

a,
Symbols for estates are as follows: LIR - Lirag cstate;
ate; SAE - Sabino estate; ALV - Alvarez estatej SIL - Silverio estates

HER - Hernandez

T SERIES, NO, 6

-21 =

MAY 1974

by,
By "Potal n" is meant the number of respondents in the particular sample.



a.

de

On_the average:

Tho size of the parcel planted to rice is 1.78 hectares in the dry
season (1.82 for irrigated; 1.27 for rainfed), and 1,85 in the wet
(1293 foriirripated; 1.57 for rainfed)s See Tables RS06.08-09.

For the dry seasom, the mean gross harvest per hectare is (28.76 /cavans
of palay for irrigated land, and 25.98 cavans for rainfed (
RS06408). For the wet seaeon it is 32474 for irrigated, and 25.51

for rainfed (0.01; Table RS06.09).

8. Table

During the dry season, those who harvested less than 16 cavans per
hectare were 40 percent of the total number of farmers included in
the analysis; the range by estate is 46 percent, from 21 percent in
Hernandez to 67 percent in Sabino. During the wet seasom, they were
only 20 percent, ranging from 10 percent in Alvarez to 26 percent in

Silverioe

Mean productivity levels change significantly when relatively low per-
hectare yields of less than 16 cavans are excluded. For the dry
season, the mean gross harvest per hectare is 44,88 cavans of palay
for irrigated land, and 36.55 cavans for rainfed. For the wet

season it is 38,18 for irrigated, and 31.03 for rainfed (Tables
RS06,06-09) 4

In all but 8 percent of cases, farmer's parcel is in the barrio,
municipality, and estate where he lives.

Asked what they considered themselves to be at present, the. farmer Tes-
Pondents replied with the answers shown in Table RS06.07.
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13. Average cash and noncash col
urns per hectare for DRY scason, by

(in pesos), value of production,
cstate (ICP4, Camarines Sur,

1974)
Honcash Total Tote vol. Het returnc
costs costs of prod, (av. loss)
Tlirag P339.93  P563.13 B 903.06 ¥ 699.7k 4:203.32) 120
i ‘Hernandez  320.30 840,55 1,160.35 1513450 ( 26.45) 29
Babino 14h,27 326483 471,10 342,38 ( 128.72) 3
" Kvarez 312.35 957.50 1,269.85 870471 ( 399.14) 20
8ilverio 287.35 603432 890,67 1,010.03 ( 119.36) 6
Total 2326.37  P647.53 P 973.90  » 805.68 (®168.22) 188

iFebruary 1974

Table RS06414, Average cash and noncash costs
and net returns per hectare for WET scason, by
)

(in pesos), value of production,

estate (T.CPA, Camarincs Sur,

Btat Cash loncash Total Tot. vol. Net returns Total
e € ccsts costs costs of prod. (av. loss) n
235945 2711465 $1,071.1C “1,014,60 (¥ 56.50) 186

257.49 766473 1,02k.22 1,066414 41,92 91

158496 958440 14117236 1,020,17 ( 97.15) 13

299.63 913.76 14213240 1,183406 ( 30.34) 39

271432 866495 1,138.27 1,021,424 ( 117.0%) 58

Totay £309.50 2776453 £1,086,04 =1,044.88 (F 41,16) 387
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le RSO6.
Al tin pescs), b;
February 19749
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15, Average valu production, total costs, and net retuwns Per hec
tenure status and by crop season, ALL FARMS (LCPA, Camarines fur,

Wet seazon

461 KVH

Dry season
Tenure ToE ol Total flet Tot. vol
. . He W7ol 1. Het e
status of prog, cocts noturns 2% of prod. Returng 0l
dmorte L 739.81 1,038.65 98.84) 103 ¥1,020.79 1,165.15  (¢144,36) 193
Lessee 992,66 549,09 43,57 29 1,101.15 985.43 115,72 73
Share
tonmgt 820497 839.16 ( 18.19) 47 1,034.87 978,35 56.52 101

Table RS06.16.
(in pesos), by

tenure status and by

crop season,

Average value of productiom, total costs, and not returns per hectarc

EXCLUDING FARME WITH GROSS YIELD PER
HECTARE OF LESS THAN 16 CAVANS OF PALAY (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

Dry season

Wet ceason

Tenure
status Tot. vol. Total Net " Tote vol. Total Net

of prod. costs Returns °%*1 o prod. costs Returns O¥al
AmoTh. p1,596.57 P1,551.19 P k5,18 52 11,226,583  ¢1,235.4k (¢ B.B0) by
Lessee  1,214.02 997.51  216.51 22 1,197.47  1,019.46 172,01 6k
:2:::: 1,328.62  1,112.42  201.39 27 1,286,18  1,112.52 17196 75




Table RS06.07. SS6 farmer-respondents classified by ¢statc and by self-
reported tenure status (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

N )
Betate Tenure statue T“:L‘l Nonfarmers
oc/PO AC L LST ST Others
Lirag 5% 62% 1% 1% 27% 4% 196 29
Hernandez O 38 ko 1 20 1 95 33
Sabino 0 o 39 0 61 0 13 6
Alvarez o 21 62 2 15 0 39 2
silverio 2 St 6 2 34 2 59 3
Total 3% ho% 8% 1% 26% 2% 402 73

24bbreviations for tcnure statuses arc as follows: OC-PO = owner=
cultivator/partowner; AO - amortizing owner; L - lessee; LST - lessec-
share tenant; ST - share tenant; Others - combinations.

The average size of irrigated sample parcels planted to rice during the

wet season by f: D ts of the and Alvarez estates is
significantly smaller than that of parcels cultivated by farmers in the
other landed estates (but compare paragraph 23). Among farmers of dif-
foront farm-tenure status, amortizing owners tend to have bigger parcels

of riceland under cultivation (Table RS06410=11).

The gross yield per hectare of the average lessee is significantly greater
than that of the amortizing owner for both irrigated and rainfed lands
during the wet season, and for irrigated land during the dry. The share
tenant's gross harvest per hectare for irrigated land, dry season, is

also significantly greater than the amortizing owner's. The comparative

areas and yields are shown in Tables KS06.10-11.

4 slightly diffcrent set of relationships exist when the farms with rel~

atively low yiclas arc eliniiatel. The gross yiclds per hectare of the
average lessee and the average share tenant are significantly greater

than the amortizing owner's, but only for irrigated land, wet season.

RT SERIES, NO. 6 - 25 - MAY 1974
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v DRY sen tate. G TTH YIELD
or LFSS THM 16 CAVANS OF PALAY (LCPA, Camarines Sur, F‘ehmnry 197%)

Cash Noncash Tot. vola Wet roturns  Total
Satats Costs costs Total costs  gp'irod.  (av. loss) n
Lirag 2359.90 2630.85 ¥ 990.75 ¥1,000,85 ¥ 10.10 59
Hernandez 362.08 932,40 1,294.48 1,427.18 132.70 22
Sabino 304,80 513.83 818.63 557.60  ( 261.03) 1
Alvarez 306.96 931,45 1,238.41 1,150.73  ( 87.68) 13
Silverio 338.62 665.28 1,003.90 1,385.61 581,71 1
Total P351.13 732,77 71,083.90  P1,143,46 ? 59.56 106

Table RS06.18.

Average cash and noncash costs, value
per hectare for WET secason by estate, EXCLUDING FARMS
OF LESS THAN 16 CAVANS OF PALAY (LCPA, Camarines Sur,

of production, and net returns
WITH GROSS YIELDS PER HEGCTUARE
February 1974)

Cash Noncash Tot. vol. Met returns Total
Eatate costs conts Total costs  p'trod.  (av. lose) n
Lirag P345,61 P 657.62 »1,003.23 #1,008,90 567 146
Hernandez 284,06 852.76 1,136.82 1,265.46 128.64 73
Sabino 176 .40 1,171,953 1,348.34 1,249 ( 98.k2) 10
Alvarez 296.89 947,77 1,24k4,66 1,278, oh 33.38 35
silverio 280,71 896.14 1,176.85 1,229.89 53.0k 43
Total £310.82 2 787.26  P1,098.08  £1,139.39 P 4131 307
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&n

oan source
:gd

Esta

purpose Lirag Hernandez

Babino Alvarez

ilverio

Total

a.

Public source

Production loan (in pesos)

Totat amount  141,447.30 79,051.36 5,315.00 19,838,00

Av. amount 975.50  1,068.26 1,063.00 763.95

Sample (n) 1 7k 5 26
Nonproduction loan (in pesos)

Total amount - - 790,00 -

Av. amount - - 790400 -

Sample (n) - - 1 -

Public prod. and nonprod..loans combined (in pesos)

Total amount  141,447.30 79',051.}6 6,105.00 19,838.00
763400

Av. amount 975.50  1,068.26 1,017.00
Sample (n) 145 74 6 26
Private source
Production loan (in pesos)
Total amount  22,423,00 5,518.00 300,00 1,110.00
Av. amount 697,48 344.88 150,00 128,75
Sample (n) 33 16 2 8

Nonproduction loan (in pesos)

Total amount 1,898.00  2,760.00
Av. amount 210.89 345,00
Sample (n) 9 8

- 374,00
124,67
3

54,653.35
975.95
56

54,653.35
975.95
56

3,097.00
2. b3
?

300,305.01
981.39
306

790,00
790,00
1

301,095.01
980.76
307

32,448.,00
491,64

5,032.00
251.60
20
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n source
and purpose

Betate

Sabino

Tirag Hernandez

Alvarez

Silverio

Private prod. and nonprod. loans combined (in pesos)
Total amount 24,321,00  8,278.00 300,00  1,484,00  3,097.00 37,480.00
Av. anount 579.07 344,92 150.00 134491 4h2 b3 435.81
Sample (n) 42 2k 2 11 7 86
c. Public and private sources combined
Production loan (in pesos)
Total amount  163,870.30 84,569.36 5,615.00 20,498.00 57,750.35  332,753.01
Av. amount 948.71 939.66 802,14 616,12 916.67 89k, 50
Sample (n) 178 Ll 34 63 372
Nonproduction loan (in pesos)
Total amount 1,898,00 2,760.00 790,00 374,00 - 5,822400
Av. amount 210.89 345,00 790,00 124,67 - 280.10
Sample (n) 9 8 1 3 21
All prod. and nonprod, loans combined (in pesos)
Total amount 165, 768 30 87, 329 36 6,405.00 322,00 57,750.35  338,575.01
Av. amount 886,k 891,72 '800.62 576 27 916.67 861.51
Sample (n) 187 98 37 63 393

nL6L KVH



On the other hand, the amortizing owners rerort sigmificantly greater
harvests on the average than the share tenants nnd the lessees for the
rainfed land, wet and dry scasons, respectively.

Farmer-respondents from lernandez and Alvarez cstates report signifi-
cantly greater gross yields per hectare for irrigated land, wet season,
than do thsose from Lirag and Silverio estates (40.73 and 38.27 vs. 31.26
and 29.9 cavans per hectare, respectively; 0.05). See Table RS06.09,
section b. Excluding parcels with per-hectare yields of iess than 16
cavans results in the same differences in productivity levels among the
estates, i.e., Hernandez and Alvarez estate respondents report sigaifi-

cantly greater yields than those from Lirag, Sabino, and Silverio cstates.

Hernandez estate farmer-respondents similarly report greater yieclds for
their irrigated land, dry season, than do farmers of Lirag, Sabinoy and
Alvarez estatos (Table RS06.08, section b)e No statistically signifi-
cant differences exist among the estotes as to their gross yield per
hectare on the rzinfed land, wet season (Table RS06.09). Relatively
the same set of differences among the estates prevails even with the
elimination of farms of low productivity, i.e., Hernandez and Silverio
estates' farmer-respondents produce higher yields than those from the
fod

land, wet season, Sabinc and Silverio estates' farmer-respondents report

remaining estates for their irrigated land, dry scason. On the r:

the lovest yields per hectare.

Among the landed estates, and for both dry and wet season, Sabino
Benerally has the smallest proportion of farmer-respondents who apply
chemicals (Table RS06.12, section a~c). 'Lirag estate similarly has a
comparatively low proportion of farmers who apply insecticides and
Weedicides during the wet season (ibid.). As to tractor labor, only
farners from Lirag, Hermandez, and Silveric estates report its use during

both dry and wet seasons (ibid., section d)e
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Asked whether they had any production-related problems, 85 percent said
they had. Of these, 48 percent revorted inadequate irrigation, 16 percent '
complained about the high costs of farm inputs like fertilizers and pest-
icides, 15 percent cited the frequent occurrence of floods and typhoons,

and a mumber reported the presence of pests and a lack of farm equipment.
Twenty-nine percent of respondents mentioning irrigation problems speci-
fied the insufficiency of the water supply, while 27 percent said that

.
the prices of fuel and oil used in irrigation pumps were high.

Costs and returns (per hectare)

The average cost of operations for all rice farmers, all estates included
(and combining data from both irrigated and rainfod parcels), is 2973.90
for the dry season and ®1,086.04 for the wet (Tables RS06.13=14).

Cash costs account for 28 percent of dry-season costs and 34 percent of
wet-season expenses. Included among these cash items are fertilizers,
pesticides, paid labor, fuel, and oil. Noncash, or imputed, costs include
unpaid labor, irrigation, shares, depraciation, and interest on capital
investments.

The majority of farmers in all estates reported losses, the average pro=
duction loss across all estates being P168.22 for the dry season, and
P41,16 for the wet scason. The pattern of losing more in the dry season
than the wet is found on all estates except Hernandez (Tables RS06.13-14).

Landed estates where the majority of the farmers report some profit, at
least for one cropping scason, are Silverio and Hernandez estatos (dry

and wet season, respectively).

Amortizing owners and share tenants, on the average, report productiocn
losses for the dry season, with owners showing a comparatively greater

loss than tenants (298.84 ve. P18.19, respectively)s For the wet scason,
lessees and sharc tenants report an average production gain of P115.72 and
256.52, respectively, while amortizing owners still report losses amounting
to P144,35 (Table RS06415).
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To assess the effect of the relatively low yiclds per hectare on costs and
returns, and to see what the costs-and-returns pattern would be for a nor-
mal harvest, it was suggested that farms reporting gross mer-hectare yields

of less than 16 cavans be eliminated from the samplee

As is shown in Tables RS06.17-18, farms report a profit of 259.56 on the

average during the dry season, and P41.31 during the wet season. Only
{o. B8abino ostate farms continuc to report production losses for both dry and
wet seasons ,while amortizing ouners report an average production loss of
| £8.86 for the wet season (Table RS06.16).

The majority of the farmer-respondents (81 percent) said they had gotten
a loan for both the latest cropping season and the scason before that.
In 78 percent of cases the loan was provided by a public lending insti-
tution, such as the Philippine National Bank, a Rural Bank, the Farmers'
Cooperative Marketing Association (Facoma), or the Agricultural Credit
Administration (ACA). Significantly, morc amortizing owners than lessees

or share tenants tock out a loan.

The total value of the combined production and nonproducticn loans re-
ceived was P338,575.01. OFf this umount, 98 percent were for production
loans (provided as farm operating capital). The average size of loan
(production and nonproducticn combined) was P861.57; and the number of
loans per farm, on the average, was 1.2 (Table RS06.19).

Asked about the status of their loans, 36 percent said thay had repaid it
in full, 16 percent had made partial payments, U4 percent had not made
any payments at all, while the rest did not reply (Table RS06.20).

!:ural economics, College of Agriculture, University of the Philippines
en. Dr. Torres is a member of the BRBDP's Technical Assistance Group (TAG).

;%1 This suggestion was made by Remigio D. Torres, of the department of agri-
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A significantly greater prcportion of the loans repaid were loans borrowed
from privatc or noninstitutional sources, cege, relatives, landlords, other

farmers and privatc individuals. However, the amount borrowed from private

oreditors was, on the avcrage, only half the amount borrowed from public
lending institutions (¥435.81 vs. ¥980.76; Tables RS06.19).
Table RS06.20. SS6 respondents classified by source of reported loan

and by cstate, crossclassified by present status of loan (LCPA, Camarines
Sur, February 1974)

Loan source Loan status Total
and estate -
Fully paid Partly paid Not vaid DK/NA

a. Public source

Lirag 32% 1% 56% o% 145
Hernandez 31 20 4o 8 74
Sabino 17 33 17 33 6
Alvarez 27 35 38 o 26
Silverio 38 25 32 5 56
Subtotal 32% 18% 46% 3% 307

b. Private source

Lirag 50% 5% Lo% Lo k2
Hernandez 54 L 38 4 2k
Sabino 0 0 0 100 2
Alvarez sh 27 18 o 1
Silverio 57 4 28 o 7
Subtotal 51% &% 35% 6% 86
©s Both sources 36% 16% g 4% 393

Of the 40 percent who said they had problems related to financing, more

than one out of four (26 percent) said they simply had difficulty

PORT SERTES, No, 6 - 32 - MAY 1974




repaying their loans. Other problems mertioned by this subzroup were the
untimely release of loars, the lack of capital, and the high rates of
interest on leans.

ted opini t irrips

Asked if they believed that submerging rice paddies during the growth
period would control weeds, an overwhelming majority (91 percent) of

the farmer-respondents said they did. Moreover, 89 percent said this

was actually their practice.

More than half of these respondents (59 percent) said they had learned
of this weed-control procedurc by personal experience, while 19 percent

referred to a technician as the source of the informaticn.

Those who approved this practice were asked how long the rice paddies
should be submerged. ITwonty-ninc percent said they submerged the paddies
for about a week's time at intervals; 18 percent, for about 4-5 days;
10 percent, for more than a week; while the others (33 percent) mentioned

varied lengths of times

it they coul

Asked if they th.

specifiod cor-

cultivate their farms according to o
ble, 90 percont swid

not know or.wers ant sure; a fow (

r were avai

sinc-pattorn if

they could; 6 percant eithor

percent) revorted that it would depond on other factors.

Asked if they woul? be willing o ay = higher irpisation fee in return

v would he.  Some (33

fer o ozore

lequate supjly, 89 rercent sci? the
percent). surported their willingness with the reasoning that, after

all, an improvel watcr supr

21y would mean a richer harvest anl a better
livelinood. Another 25 percent placed a condition on their willinsmess:
Irovided sufficient water and an officient distribvtien scheme were
fuaranteed.

Of the small percentage unwilling to pay a higher irrigation fee, 29

Percent complained that the current rates were alreadv very high, while
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25 percent nid they did not need any help with irrigation since they

already had an 2dequate supply of water or owned their own pump.

Selocted Aspirations and attitudes

The majority of respondents (71 percent) said they would like to be
either owner-cultivators or part-owners; 22 percent wanted to be amor-
tizing owners; and much smaller percentages opted for the status of
lessees, share tenants or others (Table RS06.21),

The desire to become landowners is strongly expressed by all kinds of
respondents, but this aspiration is not so great among lessees and share
tenants as it is among amortizing owners (60 and 63 vs. 77 percent; 0.01).
Further, it is not so pronounced among thosé with an elementary schooling
‘25 1t is among those with no formal education at all (70 vs. 84 percont;
0.05), nor so high among those of low socioeconomic status as it is among
upper-class respondents (55 vs. 86 percent; 0.01),

Table- R806.21.  $86 farmer-respondents classified by present tenure

status, crossclassified by what they would like to be or become (LCP4,
Camarines Sur, February 1974)

reentage choosing to be/become

Present status Total
oca AO Lessee LsT 5T Others
Omer-cultivator,
londowner, part- 92% O o o o & 1
ovner
L’uox‘tizing owner 77 21 o] 1 1 197
essee 60 30 7 o 3 73
Lesse~-share tenant 80 0 ¢} 20 [¢] o 5
Share tenant 63 23 4 o 3 4 106
others 78 11 o o [ 1 9
Aota 71% 2% 2% o 2% 2% o2
Honfarmers - - - - - - 73

| “wvbreviations: OC - owner-cultivator; A0 - amortizing ownorj LST -
essee-share tenant; ST - share tenant.
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42,

Asked to comment on which would be better for mest farmers in the
estate--"staying wherc they are, even though their living is not so good
as it might be," or "allowing themselves to be relocated within the area,
so that in the new place they might have better irrigation and flood
control, and a bigger crop"--79 percent of respondents said that staying
where they were was preferable. Only 17 percent preferred relocation.

No significant differences occur among any groupings.

Asked if they themselves would be willing to be moved, 74 percent of
respondents replied that they were not; 16 percent were willing, and

9 percent said "It depends."

Of those who were for staying where they were, 57 percent justified their
reluctance to move on grounds of the satisfaction they felt with their
present life in a place where their families had been living so long and
had endured so much. Another 15 percent said that relocation was imprace
tical, since they alrcady owned a picce of land where they were, or be-
cause their jobs were found in the same place. Others (10 percent)
hesitated to move because there might bc no assurance of security in the
future relocation site. The physical and financial difficulties involved

in the relocation process werc cited by 11 percent of respondents.

Among those relatively few (16 percent) who were willing to be relocated,
45 percent favored moving because they felt that improved irrigation
should mean a bigger harvest and a better life; 45 percent just hoped
that the move might mean a better future; while 13 percent cited the

Possibility of more peaceful conditions at the new sites

Cf those who gave a comditional, or "It depends," amswer, 77 percent
said they would agree to be relocated provided they would really find a

800d life in their future homes. Othasr respondents (7 percent) said
they would do whatever the government wished them to do, while an equal
number (7 percent) would rather see the place first before finally
deciding on the matter.
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asked if they had ever heard of the so-called Certificate of Land Transfer

(CLT), over half (63 percent) of the rice-farmer respondents said they had.

This awareness is reported by a greater number of amortizing owners and
lessees than share tonants (69 and 74 percent, respectively, vse 51 per—
cent; 0.05), and more often by high schcol and elementary graduates than
by those with only some elementary schocling or mo formal training at all
(79 and 73 vs. 58 and 51 percent, respootively; 0.01)a

Although awareness of the CLT seems to vary directly with socioeconomic
status, the differences are not statistically significant. Lirag farmer-
respondents are not so aware of it as those from Hernandez, Alvarez, and
8ilverio estates (48 vs. 75, 72, and 86 percent, respectively; 0.01)s

Since most of the Lirag landed estate farmer-respondents are not covered
by Operation Land Transfer and are not expected therefore to know much
about it,'> the response of these farmers were temporarily eliminated and
analysis limited to the four other estates. With this adjustment, the
percentage of farmer-respondents who are aware of the CLT incrcases to 77
percent, with significantly more Silverio estate respondents aware of it
than those from Hernandez and Alvarez (86 vs. 74 and 71 percent, re-
spoctively; 0.05).

The meaning of the CLT is variously understood. Many (37 percent) under-
stand that, while they may have a CLT, they will not receive the land
title until they have paid for their land in full. Some (19 percent)

8ee the CLT as the sign that the cultivator is now an amortizing owmer.
But 22 percent think the CLT indicates owaership, with no cbligation to
make amortizing payments. Others either do not know what it is or give
Bo answer (5 percent), while the rest of the respondents give varied

Other answer:

Information on this matter was given us by Mr. Remigio Angeles, Regional
Ormation Officer, Department of Agrarian Reforme
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Relatively thc same pattern is cbserved oven after excluding Lirag estate
farmer-respondents fres the analysis.

fsked if they had receivel a CLT, 32 percont said they hal. Of these,
slmost half (47 percent) had carlier in the interview reported themselves
as either lessees or share tenants. Of the 135 farmer-respondents who
had reported themselves as smortizing owners, and had further expressed

awareness of the CLT, 68 percent said they had not received it.

Significantly more farmer-respondents from Hernandez and Alvarez estates
than from Lirag, Sabino, and Silverio estates had received the certificate
(75 and 54 percent vs. 10, O, and 2 percent, respectively; 0.01).

Discounting again the Gata for Lirag landed estatc on grounds explained
earlicr, one notes a slightly better picture, i.e., 43 percent of the

farme pondents from I dez, Sabino, Alvares, and Silverio estates

(in this case, n = 159) report having reccived the CLT.

On the other hand, 79 percent of those who had not received any CLT still
expected it for a number of reasons, among them their belief that
Samahang Nayon membership entitled them to it (28 percent); or the fact
that they had made partial payments f£or their land (20 percent); or be-
cause they had heard from government personnel (14 percent) or from other
private persons (7 percent) that CLTs were being distributed to farmers;
or becauss they believed that receipt of a CLT is a matter of course

simply because they are farmers (6 percent).

Expectations to receive the CLT are higher in Hernandez and Alvarez estates
(9% and 92 percent, respectively) than in Lirag (70 percent), Sabino (71
percent), or Silverio (83 percent), but the only significant difference

is between Hernandez and hlvarez, on the cne hand, and Lirag on the other.

e
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. CONCLUSICKS
gﬁ, a matter of principle, we write report conclusions only after the findincs

“pave been reviewed by those in a good position to interpret them. The cffect-

ﬁ?‘reness of this procodure was well demonstrated in the present case. Thanks

“to the genuine ard very practical interest chown by almost all those who re

eived an earlier version of this report, errors werc corrected, ambiguities
© elarified, and new insights gained. ' Nonetheless, readers are still frec to
draw their own conclusions from the findings presented above. They should
180 be reminded that, for better or for worse, conditions in the ICPA may

. havo changed appreciably in the months that have passed since the study was

\dene (February 1974).

The major conclusions we wish to draw are four in number, namely:

1. As a group, the people of the study area are at least as poor as
average rural Bicolanos, and certainly poorer than their Naga=~
district neighbors. They are closc to the bottom of the socio-
economic scale, in fact, so that any change is likely to te for

the betters They have nowhere to go but upe

2, Despite their poverty--rather, bscause of it--they are reluctant

to be involved in any change that may upset the precarious balance
of forces by which they presently curvive. They are in no hurry

o to move upward, and will gencrally opt for the status quos

- ™anong the many clarifications with which readers provided us were the
‘stinction between the SSRU study-area and the DAR=-BRBC pilot area (see page
212), the differences in agrarian-reform program goals by cstatey and the deve-
lopment of the larger program itself. Participants in this prepublication
alogue included the following, whose names are listed in alphabetical order:
» Claudio Abriocl, Causip team leader, Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR);
Remigio Angeles, regional information ~fficer, DAR; Pedro Arbiso, assistant
°ject manager, DAR-BRBC PLCP; Conrado de la Cruz, Milaor team leader, DAR;
Juan Echano, team leador, DAR; Engr. Herminio C.’ Echiverri, project fanager,
DAR-BREC PICP; Benjamin . Gaon, deputy-airector, BREC-PPD} Mary R. Hollns-
¢iner, director, Institute of Philippine Culture; Dr. Virgilio V. Marco,

i
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z This reluctance to accept the land=-consolidation plan without
procf of its viability makes good seuse both to them and to an
impartial observer; fears will not be banished by fiat or decree.

Instead, planners must deal with the pecple's apprehensions in

an intelligent, respectful manners

| 4, Given the negative attitude of farmers toward the land-coasoli=

dation scheme, it must be introduced with strategic care, lest
it e rejected without trial, or, worse still, be accepted and

then confirm the worst fears of the conscrvative.

H holds of the ICPA are poor. The average HH of the LCPA is not only

 absolutely poor, but poor even relative to other residents of the Naga dis-
trict in which the area is located. We compare the project area with the
Naga district in terms of three crucial measures: HH income, agricultural

| productivity, and house materials.

; We stated above (paragraph 9, page 11, and Table RS06.04) that the mean
HE income of all LCPA residents was 232,96, with the highest average (F45.32)
_ Teported for Silverio estate. The corresyonding Naga district figure (from
the AP1 survey of April 1974) is P86.60, which means that LCPA HHs earn tuo

and one-half tincs loss thon their Nage Sistrict neiphborse wg

the oean

anaval household income in the Bicol region in April 1974 was around P3500
. (see note 4 in Barrameda et al. 1974: 11). The LCPA average is only 171k,
loss than one-half the rcgional figure and just a few pesos above the corre-

8ponding average reported for the depremsed area of Bulongay (ibid.).

—

BRBC-PPD; Aniceto B. Oliva, director, Research and Service Center, Ateneo de

Naga; Atty. Salvador P, Pejo, regional director of the Department of Agrarian

Reform and concurrently deputy director, Social Infrastructure Department,

. BRBDP; Atty, Oscar M. Ravanera, executive dircctor, BRBDPj Reynaldo de Sagun,

. Officer-in-charge, BRBC-PPD; Atty. Ernesto Tino, Pili team leader, DAR; and
& Remigio D. Torres, acting project dircctor, UPLB-TAG-BRBC. While we pro-
ted from the comments of all, we must take sole responsibility for the con-

®lusions we have drawne
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Furthermore, while about a third of Bicolano families earn over 23000 per
yoar, the percentage managing to do this in Balongny is 23 (ibid.); in the

10PA, the percentage is cven smaller (20 percent).

Its low agricultural productivity is further evidence of the LCPA's

poverty (Tables RS06.08-09). Even when we exclude all LCPA harvests lower

than 16 cavans per hectare, the averages still compare unfavorably with

‘those of the Naga district reported in AP1. On rainfed land in the wet

season, the LCPA does ‘a little better than Naga, but otherwise it lags far

behind, Here are the data.

: Wet season Dry scason

Riceland and area Tiomn. Y Yoan T
Irrigated
LCPA 38,18% 237 44,88 86
Naga district 5046 i 47.07 19
Reinfed
ICPA 31.03 70 36455 10
Naga district 25.66 34 47,48 5

2411 productivity figures are mean cavans of
palay per hectare. Further, all LCPA-Naga differ-—
ences are significant at the 0,01 level except
that shown for irrigated land-dry season (which

is nese)s

The materials of which a house is built, along with its present state
of repair, may serve as a rough indicator of the occupants' level of living.
From this viewpoint, once again, LCPA HHs show up as considerably poorer
than Naga district HHs in general. Thus where 49 percent of Naga district
houses are of light construction (usually bamboo and nipa), the figure is
69 percent for LCPA (Table RS06.02). 4t the other end of the scale, 20 per-
‘eent of Naga aistriot houses are of strong materials; the figure is 7 percent
in the Icpa,

S
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If we convert the materials-and-state-~of-repair data into socioeconomic

conclusions, we get the following comparison.

Tevel Naga All LCPA LIR HER SIL SAB ALV
Upper-elitc 15% 2% 2% 0% 3% 0% 0%
Upper marginal 23 16 9 9 16 16 19
E Lower 67 82 75 91 81 84 81
|

Clearly, in terms of income, agricultural productivity, and house

materials, the people of LCPA are poor cousius of their district coresidents.

LCPA residents are reluctant to go along with the land- lidation

¥ project. Almost four-fifths of the project area's H heads are convinced
that for most of their fellow farmers the wise choice is "staying where they

. are, even though their living is not so good as it might be." Only one-
i
. fifth accept as preferable the farmers' "allowing themselves to be relocated

within the area so that in thenew place they might have better irrigation and
~11ood control, and a bigger crop" (paragraph 39, page 35). Asked if they

thenselves were willing to be moved in this way three-fourths said they were

[ Bot; only 16 percent said they were (paragraph 40, page 35).

These respondents, interviewed in February 1974, sound very much like
ertain nipa farmers who live some 25 kilometers dovnstream from them, at

the mouth of the Bicol River. Interviewed in carly December 1973, these

Balongay il heads were also clearly negative (61 percent said no) when asked
{Bow they felt about a plan to convert their nipa swamps into an allegedly
| Bueh more profitable fishpend estate (Barrameda et al. 1974: 9).

Barlier still, in October 1973, SSRU personnel asked 600 rice farmers
© hroughout the River Basin which they thought preferable, staying in a well-

|
. Wown community, despite ecomomic hardship, or trying a new start elsewhere.
| ™ overuhelming 7) percent replied that they preferred staying right where
they were, thank you, regardless of alternatives (Lynch 1973b: 11).

—
E"Wﬂms, 0. 6 . MAY 197k




pecause it is said to be more lucrative’ (Barrameda et al. 1974: 12).

eourity is mcre highly valued than marginal mobility.

In other words, the rcluctance of the ICPA residents to accept change
| Bekies good sense. Ve can approach thia third conclusion indirectlys Therc
Gigas & time when agrarian-reform specialists, and even some agricultural eco-

nomists, argued for conversion from share tenancy to landownership on grounds
of the increased productivity that would follow. Whatever strength that
“argument had in the past has been dissipated by two highly empirical studies

i of rice farming and tenancy in Nueva Zcija (Pahilanga-de los Reyes and Lynch
| 1972 and Mangahas et al. 1974). The findings clearly demonstrate that tenure

hange per se does not raise productivity, and that the effect of land tenure
‘on gross harvests per hectare is neutral.’® s the second paper puts it
g(nangshas et al. 1974: 109-10), "The sources of increased agricultural pro-

i ductivity are diffusion of new seeds, varicties, fertilizers, and so on.
i.%ﬂnges in land tenure neither substitute for thesc nor make it any easier
!?:!m‘ them to come about."

There is a lesson for ue here, Extension workers and those they repre-
ented had long been rromising share tenants bigper crops if only they would
become owner-cultivators. Share tenants were not impressed. Realizing that
| ‘enants were right and we were wrong in this matter, should we not be a Llittle

galus sure of ourselves and of our schemes and programs? More important,
Hould we not suspoct that subsistence farmers may be on to other truths as

®1l as about their environment, truths to which the specialists are often

+ Data on rice productivity by tenure, published in the cummary volume
he 1960 Philippine Census of agriculture, also point to the same con-
Sion, namely, that average tenants raise at lesst as much palay per hec-

BT N
© 88 owner.cultivators do, &nd even mores
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Speaking more generally, it is our belief that any widespread rural

resistance to innovation springs from four equally common sOUrces--a

of upsetting the man-nature relaticnship by which generations past and pre-
sent have survived; ignorance, or disbelief, of likely benefits; accurate
knowledge of the local scenej and a folk tr: n which remembers that
this, or something like it, has been tried before, and found wanting. For

heated, exercised body, can have di . S0 the long=t

tield observer comes to appreciate and sympathize with the reluctance of
poor farmers to take at face value the promises of even (or especially) the
most highly-motivated extension workerse

To return to the case at hand, farmers are being asked to go along with
& consolidation scheme which, as far as most of them are concerned, is of
unproven worth. However rational it may he from the experts' viewpoint,
many LCPA residents apparently see it as a threat. Since they have no room
| for risk--for theirs is a continual struggle for survival--they rightly fesl
[thoy must stay away from such a dubious proposition. Further, in barrios

. Where any newly created surplus (as locally defined) is fair game for needy

relatives and friends, an assured and adequate income, however small, is
Bore attractive than a possible, perhaps illusory move upward on the level~
fof-living scale.

Nor are they sold on the idea of becoming amortizing owners. Like other
Subsistence farmers, most LCPA residents are realists who participate in an

i ('f!ective‘ informal communications netwerk, the so-called bamboo-wireless
net,

Through this medium they are well aware of what our own findings con-
Hirn, namely, that LCPA amortizing owners are currently worse off, finan-

_ ®ially, than both sharc temants and lcosees (paragraphs 22 and 28 and Tables

R806.15-16), Further, they are obviously quite confused, as a group, about

the meaning of the CLT and about the procedures by which one becomes an
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& portizing owner (paragraphs 43-46). It is not surprising that those who
i

ensider themselves snnre temants or lessees are much more interested in
sing landowners than they are in becoming amortizing cwners (paragraph 38
{iand Table RS06.21). These people do not deal in the normative, or the hoped
or; they are in thesc matters empiricistse

The land. 1idation scheme must be strategically planned, accommo-

“ted not only to the existing natural resources, but to the human resources

g8 well. Any successful innovation will start from where the people ave,

' and not from where the imnovators think they are, or would like them to be.
‘Mhus we know that LCPA farmers are, by and large, both pcor and apprehensive.
Ve also know that they are genmerally intcrested in becoming landowners. Com-—
ared with sharc temants of Nueva Ecija in 1970, and the self-styled tenants

f the River Basin in October 1973, those LCPA farmers who call themselves

share tenants are far more interested in landownership. For while only 45
_percent of Nueva Ecija tenants said they wanted to be owners (Pahilanga-de
los Reyes and Lynch 1972: 46), and 65 percent of River Basin tenants, 63
‘percent of LCPA tcnants aspire to be owner-cultivators and another 23 percent
t6 be amortizing owners. A clear majority (86 percent), in other words, can
_bBe counted on to have this basic motivations This is a great advantage for

those who would help these farmers move toward ownership.

On the other hand, equally descriptive of where the people are is the
fact that—presidential decrees to the contrary notwithstanding--about 44 per-
ent of LCPA farmers consider themsclves lessees or share tenants (Table RS06.
97 The bureaucrat who reads this finding will be tempted to quote one or
More documents by virtwe of which share tenancy no longer exists in the
Philippines. Well and good, but we would hope that, this official position
Testated, the bureaucrat would then ask himself why so many farmers-—hard-
Ioaded empiricists that they are--insist on reporting themselves as throw-
rhck members of a legally extinct specics. To answer that question would be
%o clarify where it is the people are, and where the plamning must starte

—
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o make any Sther assurption is to run the risk of sponsoring a techaically-

serfect catastrophe.

SUGGESTIONS

ore comcretely, in view of the above findings and conclusions, some sug-
gestions may be offered,

First, let the fieldworkers of the LCPA, particularly the BAE and DAR
E;chnscians, forget for the moment what the people should be or should feel,

‘and ask themselves what they actually are, and wiy. Pooling their knowledge,
%;t one or more meetings, perhaps, let them openly construct among themselves,

ith official approval and encouragement, a realistic portrait of the people

deal, ancd reflect on the practical consequences of its char-
mcteristic features.

Second, there is obviously need for a renewed effort at transmitting
o the people information reparding agrarian reform (including the procedurcs

dnvolved) and the land— lidation scheme., Armed with a new appreciation

Eof the people's view, lot plamners and managers examine carefully what hey

‘intend to say, however; let them apply the basic norm that farmers use

E, hen they hear or read a government statement: Is this empirically true, or

18 it really just a wish or an untried plan?
Third, farmers must bs reinforced as they participate in the activities
%o

d procedures related to agrarian reforn anc land consolidatfbn. They must
[ ®Xperience, as rewards for their cooperation, a more efficient handling of

_ "rarian problems, crop loans, irrigation and flood control, and other bene
its they have been promised.

Eourth, we suggest that land consolidntion begin, where possible, with
{4hose who have expressed a willingness to be invelved im it. These farmers
MU presunably be most enthusiastic aveut the plan and hence should consti-

tote the best group to man those model farms which will be seb up to demon-
Tate the effectiveness of the scheme.
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Beyond these practical sugrestions, and of infinitely more importance

: run, is our plea that planners and managers take constant account
I of the people's view. Average farmers of the ICPA arc poor, fearful, and
| proof against the wishful thinking to which so many zealous field personnol

are prone. 1f they resist a plan, they have gouod reason to do so. Let their

i apprehensions be stulied, understcod, and rockoned with. And where necessary,

lping which seem technically beyond reproach. The plan, after all, is for the

people; not the people for the plan.

e .
Apthorpe, Raymond

e
i 1972 Social development planning stuics 19712, Taiwan, Chinas Social
i Develcprent Research Studics, No. 1, May.
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J.V. Barrameda, Jr.

The M99 delivery system: How well does it work in Camarimes Sur?
“(by F. Lynch and J.V. Barrameda, Jr.)

The proposed Balongay fishpond estate: How do the taga-Balongay
feel about it? (by J.V. Barrameda, Jr., S.5. Roco, Jr. and F. Lynch)
Pakikiiba and pakikidamay: Two modes of group cooperation in
Camarines Sur (by J.V. Barrameda, Jr.)

Tarmers of the River Basin's land-comsolidation project area: Now-
where to go but up--and in no great hurry to get there (by R.C.
Salazar and F. Lynch)

Who get the jobs--the old or the educated? Education and employment
_in the Bicol River Basin (by J.F.I. Tllo and F. Lynch)

Where do they go? What do they do? Travel patterns in the Bicol
River Basin (by S.S. Roco, Jr. and F. Lynch)

The unemployed and underemployed in the Bicol River Basin (by JoTF.I.
1110 and F. Lynch)

| SSRU municipal inventory of the Bicol River Basin as of Jamuary 1974
(by Agapito M. Tria II)

SSRU transportation inventory of the Bicol River Basin as of Janmuary
1974 (by Agapito M. Tria II)

Revised versions of Reports 7, 11, 12, 13, and 14 will be ready in
FY 1976.

ouncements Series: 1. SSRU research plans for February-June 19743
_ SSRU rescarch plans for February-June 1975.

search Activity Summaries 01-19
fgolidated Progress Reports: 1. July 1, 1973, to April 30, 19743
Wly 1, 7973, to June 30, 1974; 3. July 1, 1974 to December 31, 197k.

Agle copies of the above publications, contact
W, Atenco de Naga, Naga City 4701, or IPC,
O 154, Manila 2801.
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