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RS OF THE RIVER BASIN'S LAND CONSOLIDATION PROJ'.&CT AREA:

HERE TO GO BU'J: UP--MW IN NO GREAT HURRY TO GET THERE

TRACT. In February 1974, SSRU personnel interviewed
household heads living on five landed estates in
municipalities of Bula, Minalabac, and Pili, Camarines

• Prompting the survey 'was the need for information
ut residents of what was to become tte nation's first
d-consolidation project area. Of the estimated 625
seholds located there, 85 percent are farmers working
eland parcels that average less than two hectares in

• Fewer than half can raise two crops a year; fur-
l even the average wet-season, irrigated harvest
ares unfavorably with the corresponding figure for
entire Bicol River Basin. The average weekly income
bout !'33, while expenses run about three times that
t: dissavings is the modal pattern. Despite their

aus poverty, four out of five of the project.,area's
dents currently express disinterest in any land­
olidation scheme that would entail their moving to

ew site. Reasons that might account for this r-c­
tance are explored. In view of the findings, it is
eluded that for the area's residents, there is "no­
te to go but up, II and land consolidation may provide

needed ladder. Suggestions are made for reducing
people's resistance to the gove r-nmcn t I s plan in

s regard.

for what would be the nation's first full-dress experiment ..in land

planners of the Bicol River Basin Development Program needed

rmation. The line agencies involvcd--not:J.bly the Department of Agrarian

resc'lrch report is based mainly on findings made in the SSRU I S Small
y 6 (February 1974). A technical summary of SS6 is found inSSRU Research
ity Summary, No. 11, and is available from the SSRU on request. .The
rs are the SSRU's operations chief and director, respectively.
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Ill, but also the Na t i.onal Irrigation Admi u i.s t.r et i cn and the Department of

Governrr:ents and Comrrun i. ty Devc Lopmerrt-c--fe.Lt the Game need. For while

r fieldmen .....ere f'am i L'inr- with the project site and knew many of the resi­

s there, they new r-oqu Lr e d 0. much more da t a i.Lc d understanding of both t he

of both the lin2 agencies and the Program Office of the

River Basin Council set about gathering the physical data that were

ired. They would later be joined by land-consolidation experts from

an, brought in as consultants on the project.
1

Meanwhile the BRBDP's

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

acting cer.tain socioeconomic information about the people who lived and

ed in the project area. Coordinating the efforts of all were the project

gel' and assistant manager, Engr. Herminia C. Echiverri, Jr., and Pedro

rbiso, respectively, bc t h of the Bicol River Basin Development Program.

Presently the geographical focus of all these activities is a contiguous

and area comprising three e a t a t e s in the municipalities of Bul.a and

abac , Camarines Sur. In Bula there is just one estate, the Limg landed

e , but its 934 hectares are apr-e ad over three bar-r i.oe-o-San Isidro, San

tin, and San Ramon. In Minalabac, there are another two estates covering

t 1,637 he c t ar-e a t Hernandez (1,1+30 has , ) and Silverio (207 has.). The

Y area defined for the SSRU by the Program Office of the Bicol River Basin

ail, includes t wo additional estates, Sabino and Alvarez. Both ar-e in

abac , but 11 portion of the latter is also found in Barrio San Agustin,

Cipality of Pili. .

The. land-consolidation pilot project will affect directly the rcs.i.dents

irag, Hernandez, and Silverio estates (called the DAR-BRBC Pilot Land

The consultants, who arrived at the work site January 4, 1975, and
ed about one non th , \'<:;1'8 Kuo-Chun Wang and Ching-Huo Chang, both of the
inci1l.l Land Bureau, and Janios C. C. Chan of the Land Reform Tr.:J.ining
itute, Taoylian, Taiwan.



or l'LCPA). 2 The a ch ome is basically an a t t ernp't

far"'is ~Ancl -f.'.:lrc,inf, cv c r .3. c(.ntiGuous c t r c t ch of farmland,

2,57 1 ~jctCJ.r0s. The sC'J.tteroc1 Landh oLd i.nr-s o f

owner-s 'ire tJ be c rcugh r t:]geth"r i:-..to p".rc01s that nd j o i.n cr.c

Furthvr, all such r euni.t eu Loldinf';s ,',1'0 in t'..rn to be joined with

h oLd Lng s of o t hc r cwnc r e f'o r n: li1r~,"r ur.Lt s capabLo of being

under a single, unified manngonen t , A::'sl) included is thG consoli­

of resources, such as farm LmpLeznen t o and labor, with the ultimate

f helping the farmer become H a mor-e dignified individual in the society

he lives" (Echivcrri 1974).

t -Ls expected that through tho land-consolidation scheme presently

ented or irregularly ahaped f'lrm plots will be adjusted, centralized, or

de d according to fixed plans, so that farm operations and management may

cilitated. Further, tho irrigation, drainage, and communication net-

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

ation will accelerate community development and promote public welfare,

ng to modernization of the entire area. Land consol.idation is thus

ately aimed at (a) raising the family farm income through increased farm

ction and reduced o.gricultural production costs; and (b) improving the

ihood of farmers through the development of existing farm structur")s

he optimization of land USe at minimum cost.

THE SSRU SURVEY

tablish the approximate population of the LCPA, their household and farm

acteristics, and their current Le ve L of living, the SSRU was asked to

gna suitable' research instrument and administer it to a representative

1e of the pr-o j e c t area 's h ou schoLd h ead s , In the course o f doing this,

SSRU was also to make a complete count of the dwelling units located in

tePA.

LCPA to refer to the five estates
PLCPA to refer to the three estn.tes

Hernandez and Silve rd,o ) ,

MAY 1974



which are reportedly temporary, the pe rmanerrb
estate.
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population (N) and the SS6 sample (n)
and barrio/estate and by location of DU

Gamarines Sur, February 1974)a

Farm.Lo t 70tal
~'~'-n -;'-l--n-

17 15 1,33 1C2 150 117

32 24 1) 14 51 38

28 20 68 50 96 70

77 59 220 166 297 225

-175 128
b 175 128

24 19 24 19

0 54 41° 54 41

29
d

29 46 33 75 62

29 29 299 221 328 250

106 88 519 387 625 475

these homelots are in Barrio Hataoroc, Minalabac.
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B would be as close as specified to t he corresponding population para­

we randomly chose th'l number 0 f dwelling units, or DUs, which appear

same table unde r- columns headed by a Lowor-ccaee letter n (symbol for

e of a sample dr-awn fran: population N).
4

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

~t mapped and clocked (February 11-14, 1974).3 This yielded the

g-unit count shown in Table RS06.01, under the columna headed by a

letter N (symbol for the total number in a population). In order to

ousehold (HH) aamp.Lc of sufficient size to aaaure that the sample

Very few Cll.SGS wns there more than one HH in a DU (when there I'IaS,

head to be intsrvicl'led was chosen randJ!!1ly). For pr-ac t Lca'L purposes,
Sidents" and "HH members" are Lnt.e r chnngeab'Lc categories in this study.

or an explanation of hov mapping and blocking are performed, see
etal. 1974: 4: 24-41.

e 21-page interview achcdu.l.e administered to sample HH heads was so

c t ed as to elicit backgr-ound information, household data, and selected

about community problems and participation. However, the principal

was tha current status of HH income and expenditures, and of farm

or fal:'m HHs and overall findings, the permissible sampling error was
ant; for nonfarm HBs, 10 percent; reliability level throughou,j;, 0.95.

DU sample (n) drawn for study was 475. which is 76 percent of all

the LePA (N = 62.5). Put another wa.:(, N = 1.3157n. Because the sample

11 randomly ae Lcc t ed , and the relation in size between it and the popu­

was known, we could appr-o xi.ma t e certain population parameters (within

ent, plus or minus) by multiplying sample finding.s by known sampling

$. To give one example, since the factor "for total figures is 1.3157,

derive the total number of HH residents in the LePA by multiplying the

of residents in the sample by 1.3157 (N =: 1.3157 x 3008= 3958; see

:RS06.02, section £).5 The population is therefore somewhere between

d 4156 (reliability, 0.95).



Survey Respondents

most every HH head interviewed in the study was (a) a rice farmer

5 percent), (b) male (95 percent), and (c) married or widowed (91 and

percent, respectively). For the differences in farm-nonfarm distrib­

ion by estate, see Table Rs06.02, section a.
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SURVEY FINDINGS

SERIES, NO. 6

ions (c s pe c i.a Ll.Lv costs and returns, and credit).6 En t e r-vd ewi.ng was

ted in the p",riud February 18 to March 2, 1974, and specific reports

ted to the P'Lan s arid Pro[rams and Social Infrastructure Departments,

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

00 for SSRU Research R"port Scricls, ;;0. 6.

ost important info ·rn.cti,m t;~\th"r()'l_~,-.ut bh e rosidents of the LCP;c

presented under four maj or- headings, n ameLy , (a) the respondent popu­

, (b) HH income and expendi t ur-e s , (c) farm production and farming

teristics, and (d) opinions, nttitudes, and aspirations. After each

se topics has been discussed, appropriate conclusions will be drawn.

he blocks and items of the schedule are as follows: Block 1 (Back-
Data), items 1-15; Block 2 (OccupationjFarm Status and Farm Data),

16-23; Block 3 (Organizntional Participation), items 24-27; Block 4
hold Data and Expenditures). items 280. and b ] Block 5 (Inventory of

Animals and Farm Investments), itewE 2';l-30; B'Loe k 6 (Production nndDis­
) t items 31-33; Block 7 (Sale of PalaY/Rice), items 34-36; Block 8
Operations), items 37-52; Block 9 (Financing), items 52-59; Block 10

lems and Solutions), items 60-64; Block 11· (Irrigation Information).
65-78; Block 12 (Extension Activity), items 79-82; Block 13 (Community

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

is schedule was wi th the of the Plnns and Pro-
and Social the BRBDP. PPD personnel

trained SSRU and recording of farm-
cment data.



s06.02. SS6 respondents (HH heads) classified by selected characteristics.
assifietl by estate (Land consolidation project area, Camar-Lriee Sur,
y 1974)11

Estateb Total
LIR HER 8AB ALV SIL

(225) (128) (19) (1+1) (62) NO

88;:6 76% 68% 95~{ 95% 85% 402 529
12 24 32 5 15 73 96

8~b 8% 5% 2% 3% 6% 28· 37
24 32 32 39 23 28 133 175
29 23 21 24 29 27 128 168
16 17 5 17 21 18 86 113
21 20 37 17 24 21 100 132

children (married Rs onI )b

20% 22% 21% 23% 18% 21% 98 129
47 52 47 49 50 49 227 300
30 22 26 26 29 27 126 166

3 4 5 2 3 3 14 18

9% 12% 21% 17% 5% 11% 52 68
57 62 42 56 55 57 270 355
30 21 37 17 35 28 133 175

~ 5 0 10 5 ~ 19 25
0 0 0 0 1 2

'Land classification project area" will be written. in s.u.bsequent-tab~es as

eae abbreviations are used for estate names: LIR - Lirag; HER _ Hernandez;
bina; ALV - Alvarez; SIL - Silverio. Figures in parentheses are sample
All Re: are married except 10 (4 in LIR, 4 in HER, 2 in il.LV).

he sampling factor (x). for use in t he formula, N = x(n), is as follows:
ag estate, 1.320; for Hernandez, 1.367; Sabino, 1.263; Alvarez, 1.317;
0, 1.210; overall, 1.316 (1.3157).

- 7 -



Estateb Total
LIR HER SAB ALV SIL

(225) (128) (19) (1-11) (62) N
C

2% 3;~ 2% 8 11
7 4% 2% 3 5 24 32

12 5 16% 17 13 11 51 67
1"5 11 5 10 19 13 64 84
29 34 32 49 36 33 156 205
35 47 47 22 26 36 172 226

old o ulation measures (R is included) c

225 128 19 41 62 475
297 175 24 54 75 625

1441 787 109 242 429 3008
1904 1077 138 .319 520 3958

ear's old and over

954 498 75 159 294 1980
1260 682 -.95 210 358 2605

732 399 60 127 223 1541
968 546 76 167 270 2027

6.15 5.74 5.90 6.92 6.33
3.84 3.84 3.87 4.77 1}.17

97 82 ')1 92 J5---_._-
terms "good" and "poor" refer to t he hous es ! state of repair at the time
ew (February 1974). Roughly speaking, thc first three categories (total-
c~nt) may be considered upper class; the Las t t hre c (the other 82 par-
er class. See tho text, para~raph 4..

- 8 - MAY 1974
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The median age of these HH he ada is about 41 years; their~_

cational attainment, about 4.1 yeCJ.rs o f c~·:'.de school.. Only 4 percent

have finished high e ch oo L (Table RS06 ..02, section b and d) ..

e 465 marriod or widowed HH heads have an average of about four

ivin'" children, but the range is from no children at all to 14 (~.,

ection c).

Household Income and Expenditures8

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 0.

sing house materials and state of repair as indicators ofsociooconomic

tatu8, we conclude that tho respondents (and the LCPA in general) are

composed of households of which only 18 percent can be considered upper

class; the rest (82 percent) are of the lowor socioeconomic eLase , See

Table RS06.02, section e and note d. 7

On grounds of an earlier study by Lynch (1959) and a special study of
data by 1110 (1974), one is entitled to predict socioeconomic status from
e. materials and state of repair. See also Ll.Lo and Lynch (1974: 8-9).
ver, this procedure does not place HHs with the accuracy one wouJ.d like.
re satisfactory level-of-living scale for Bicol River Basin HHs is in
erationat the SSRU, and will be pub Lt she d ~n a forthcoming ResearclCReport... -
a .
This section is based in large part on a preliminary analysi.s of HH in­
and expenditures by Jeanne Frances I. Illo (1974), SERU Naga District

ger-,
Income of farm houscholdsis derived by getting the~ of the oper­

's share, i.e., the share of the farmer in harvests during the 12 months
diately preceding the interview date, and mul1::iplying this by the· price
hieh he was able to sell his produce (in case a sale was made). or by mul­
Y~ng his share by the computed average (me an )~ for the estate and
relevant crop season.
Where the household received income from sources other than the farm­
kly~ or~ income), this amount was added to the computed



Table Rso6.03. LeI',. hcus oho Lds , by reported weekly income c Lae.s and
by estr-tte (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

Income class Estate
(pesos) LIR HER SAB

o - 49

50 - 99

- 149

150 - 199

200 - 249

250 - 299

Total n b
Excluded
Total ·N

80% 80%

13 14

5 3

1

1

224 128
1 0

297 175

68% 90;6

26 10

5 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

19 41
0 0

24 54

Total
SIL n Na

65% 78% 371 489

24 15 72 95
6 4 20 26

6 8

4 5
1

62 474 474
0 1 1 1

75 625

aSe e note c , Table Rs06.02 ..

bOne Lirag-estate HH with 25 members' Was excluded from the anal­
ysis, because its inclusion would have distorted average income and
spending figures.

MAY 1974- 10 -T SERIES, No.6'

Y farm income (total value of, operator's share divided by 52) to arrive
he total household or family income.
!!:Penses are also in weekly' terms, and they include only. those incurred
~e household for its. own maintenance and £.s.. B2i~ expenses in con- .

on with farming actiyities. .

'Of the total population, two-thirds (2605) are over 10 years of a.ge and

therefore technically considered potential members of the labor force.

The average number per HIi' is 4.17, but once more the variation iii con­

eiderable: from 3.84 in Sabino and Hernandez to 4.77 in Silverio (.!!1i.).

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 t.o-estitt~

ranging from 82 in Sabino to 97 in Lirag and Hernandez (..?:Ei!!.).



weekly household income, expenses, and dissavings I

Sur, February 1971f )

Estate Overall

LIR HER SAB ALV SIL
mean

31.35 33.63 .30.89 21.88 45.32 32.96

98.28 88.01 104.84 88.98 123.89 98.32

(~) 69.86 63.90 68.21 64.61 78.63 68.88
(56) (7296) (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 )

(p) 5.76 4.85 5.37 4.78 9.21 5.86
(%) ( 6) ( 5 ) ( 5 ) ( 5 ) ( 7 ) ( 6 )

Education (i?) 6.17 3.23 11.37 4.12 12.08 6.18
(%) ( 6 ) ( 4 ) (11 ) ( 5 ) (10 ) ( 6 )

Medical care (l") 3.71 2.86 4.42 2.88 4.15 3.50
(%) ( 4 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) ( 3 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 )

Others (p) 5.60 4.66 5.84 4.03 8.42 5.59
(96) ( 6 ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) ( 4 ) ( 7 ) ( 6 )

Dissavings (l") 66.93 54.38 73.95 67.10 78.57 65.36

Total ·n 224 128 19 41 62 474
Excludeda 1 0 0 0 0 1
Total N 297 175 24 54 75 625

aSee note b , Table Rso6.03.

Of the LePA Hlls , 78 percent belong to the lcwest income class (po-49

per week) while only 6 percent report weekly incomes of :1."100 or more;

none goes as high as l"300 per week (Table Rso6.03).

The overall mean weekly ·income reported by LePA HHs is !"32.96. The~

of means by estate is '1"'23.44, from 1"21.88 in Alvarez to P'45.32 in Silverio

(Table RS06.04); the range by HH size is i?66..76. from !'21.53 in lUIs of 1-3

lllembers to P'~8.29 in HHs of 13-15 member-s (Table RSG6.05); the range of

means by income class is 1"238.45. from 1"16.55 in the lowest income class

SERIES, No.6 ..: 11 - MAY 1974



Table Rs06.05. Nean ~Ie(kly hous eh oLd income, expenses and df aaavf.nge
by household size (LCPA, Camarines Sur, Febr-uar-y 1974)

Item
Household size Overall

1-3 4-6 7-') 10-12 B-15 :c
roe a n

%
27.62 3LJ.38 57.02 88.29 32.96

79.40 111.84 165.12 203.14 98.32 1007~

Food 74% 71% 7W'o 67% 68% 68.88 7a;1:,

HH operating 10 8.31expenses

Clothing 7 5.86

EducatioIJ,. 12 12 6.18
Medical care 3.50
Others 5.59

Disaavings (in pesoS> 40.93 51.78 77.46 108.10 114.85 65.36

57 211 150 49 474a

aSee note b, Table Rs06.03.

to P255.00 in the highest (Table RS06.06).

~ 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 (E. == .31 vs , E. = .25 for HH size). 9 The linear­

ity of the two trends can also be compared in Table RSo6.o6, where the

labor force measure shows a slight irregularity.

HAY 1974



T~ble Rs06.06. )olean vle",kly household Lnc cmc expenses, and savings (dis­
savings, with mean HH size and mean number cf EH members 10 years and
over, by income cLazss (LCPA, Camar-Ln ea Sur, February 1974)

Lncome cLae e (in pesos)
Overall

Item 0-49 50-99 100-1 1+9 150-199 200-249 250-299

Inceme (in pesos) 16.55 81.27 120.70 160.50 231.25 255.00 32.96

Expenses (in reSQs) 87.52 123.08 157.90 214.16 129.00 304.00 98.32

Food 72% 68% C2;b 52",6 74% 39% 70%

HH operating
expenses

C~othing 6 6 2 6

Education . 15 27 46 6

Medical care 3 1 4

Others 6 .6

SaVings
(dissavings) (?) (70.97)(41.81) <37.20) (53.66) (102.25) (49.00) (65.36)

Mean HH size 6.19 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 7.50 9.00 4.17
and older

Total n 371 72 20 474
Excludeda 1 0 0 1

a Se e note b , Table Rs06.03.

e overall mean weekly expenditures reported by LCPA HHs is P'98.32. The

~ of means by estate is 1"35.88, from p'88.01 in Hernandez to ~123.89

in Silverio (Table RS06.04); the range by HH size is P140.68, from P62.46

in HHs of 1-3 members to ?203.14 in HHs of 13-15 members (Table Rs06.05);

the ,ra~ge of means by income class is P216.48, from p8?52 in the lowest

income class to '£"304.00 in the highest (Table RSo6.o6).

SERIES, NO. 6 - 13 - ~IAY 1974



:)f HH size, food regularly acc cunt.s £:)1' mor-e than two-thirds

neome e as income Lncr-eas os , the pe r-cen tage spent f"r food decreases. ThG

1nea1' tre:nd i::l our data not continuous throughout; it is interrupted by

ouaehc Lds bdClni;ing to the income br-ackc t ';;'200-249 (see Table RS06.o6).

operating expenses. which amo un t on the ave r age to P8.31 per week.

ay also be a declining functLm of income (~.).

or-eove r , expenses for both food and for HE operations show c:. similar

nverse relationship to HH size (Table RS06.05).

long lrJith HH size and income, the numb e r- of HH mcmber-s 10 years of

ge and older may also be examined for its effect on nn expen:litures.

Regressing HH expenses on HH Ln ccrne , HH size, and potential work force,

we ask the question, "By how much will family (or HH) ezpens ee be changed

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

or the entire study area, an increase in family size by one will bring

about an expansion in HI! expenses by 1"11.33; adding one worker \{ill uP.

expenses by P12.78; one peso more of income meansl'O.65 more in expenses.
10

The three variables correlate positively vIii:: HI! expenses. While lill siz e ani

potential work force account separately for about 21 percent of the var­

iation in mr expenses, HH income explains only about 13 pe r cerrt of the

variation. There is also an observed slight difference in the d8gree

°A change in expenses (or consumption) caused by a unit change in. income
wn as the marginal .propensity to consume (or svend). This may be inter-

as follows. A one-peso increase in income will cause a change in the
irection in expenses by 65 centavos. There is, then, an implieri saving
centavos per additional one peso earned. It is assumed here that all
rae factors are linearly relatetl to expcnse s ,

e authors are the
nd otherB, vrho various
all that :l,;e(l(-d cLarLf'Lca t Lon,

MAY 1974



: 0.46 : 0.47 : 0.36 : 0.65 ;76.89 ~ 474

MAY 1974- 15

C0rrGlatic'n coefficient (r.) FE = mIT .... b1

FE:FS2 FE:Fs FE::'! mpc (m)

0.41 0.44 0.38 0.7!.;. 75.08 : 224

0.58 0.52 0.34 0.40 74.56 : 128

0.73 0.72 0.75 2.04 41.65 : 19

0.52 0.60 0.13 0.39 80.41 : 41

0.51 0.51 0.33 0.49 : 101.22 : 62

relati·,)nship b e t woan expenses and. each of the deyendant variables, as

1 as Ln the CC;!:!puteJ !Jlarginal prc)pansity t;; cmsume [lm,~np" the estates.

estim?tes of c·,)rrelctLm.and regression ccefficients, by estate, ar-c

en in the L>llOl·linti table.

1The regression coefficient, ro, refers to the change 'in expenditures

ch will 'Je caus ed Cly_~~ one-ras.:: chcrige in Lncoue, It is .aloc, kn(.wn

the marginal propensity to consume (or spend). The constant factor, ::;,

'Ybe interpreted as acme minimum level of spending observed in the area

thout tci.kin into accountramrr- size. All correlations are significant

least at the 0.05 level.

2Abbreviations used: FE = Family expenses; FS= Total family size;

=Potoilntial 'Nork force of the f'al:lily; IT = Family Income.

en to ether, how well do the threG factors explain the variations

family expenditures?

cling a subsample of 50 illIs chosen at r-andom from the 474 sample mIs,

e discover that 52 percent of the variation in family expenses of t.hes e

S can be accounted for by income, family size, and work force, taken

Ogether.

verall mean ....eekly dissavings reported by LCl?A HRa is ~5.:;6. The~

means .Q.x estate is !"24.19, from ~54.38 in Hernandez to P78.57 in Sil­

eric (Table RS06.04); the range~ is P73.9}, .from t>40.93 in



Total area planted to rice (in hectares)

Li:rag 1.91 1.33 93 1.53 1.31 47 1.75 1.16 2.00 1.22
Hernandez 1.66 .81 20 1.55 .81 16 .23 .53 .05
Sa.bino 2.25 .35 2 2.50 1

Alvarez .90 .49 16 .90 .48 12 .40
Silverio 2.50 1.16 14 2.45 1.15 10 1.15 .49 .80

s. Total 1.82- 1.22 145 1.58 1.18 86 1.27 .97 16 1.44 1.16 10
I

b. Gross harvest per hectare (in cavans of palay)

Lirag 24.59 25.14 93 43.81 21.67 47 33.48 23~45 41.91 20.34
Hernandez 42.14 35.40 20 51.34 33.59 16 24.19 16.48 30.51 12.96
Sabino 12.57 5.40 2 16.40 1 11.40
Alvarez 30.54 19.32 16 38.61 14.81 12 14.38
Silverio 37.57 29.25 14 49.94 25.07 10 12.58 14.02 2 22.50

Total 28.76 27.07 145 44.88 23.97 86 25.98 20.66 16 36.55 17.90 10

I1Standard Deviation bSample size

~.

\.()
--J..,.



Lirag 1.99

Hernandez 1.59

Sabino 2.70

Alvarez 1.36

Silverio 2.20

Total

1.31 170 1.97

•89 34 1.58

1.03 5 2.70

.83 30 1.35

1.06 53 2.35

1.33 134

.88 31.

1.0:5 5

.82 28

1.05 39

.39 12

1.33 42

1.62

.98

.54

Sabino

b. Gross harvest per hectare .< in cavans of pala.y)

31.26 19.84 170 37.08 18.03 134

40.7·3 20.89 34 44.11 18.52 31

35.91 14.98 5 35..91 14.98 5

15.53 30 40.34 13.88 28

16.35 53 35.56 14.58 39

26.42 10.97 14 29.05 9..36 12

26.15 15.26 57 12.06 42

19.71 12.01 8

26.98 13.56 9

22.34 9.48 5 24.49 9.43

!l.Standard Deviation bSample size



Lirag 2.36 65 .93 24 2.50 5 .50 .~)O 1

Hernandez 1.97 9 1.56 1.03 3 .60 1 .66
Sabino 0 2.25 1.00 1
Alvarez .80 6 .96 1.00 .40

Silverio 3.03 7 4.30 1.30 1.15 2

'rotal 2.25 87 1.52 19 1.00 34 2.18 6 .56 .95 4

co

b. Gross hs.r-ve s t per hectare (in cavans of palay)

Lirag 19.84 32.28 24 38~98 37~00 2.00 "

Hernandez 39.03 46~4S 39.88 3 31.67 21.70

Sabino 12.57 0 11.40

Alvarez 23~90 33.60 2 14.38

Silverio 37.44 56.65 12.58

Total 23.53 87 38.02 19 32.30 34 37.26 6 25.58 9.61., 4

a AO - amortizing owner b
ST - share tenant



Lira.g 2.44 114 .94 40 1.90 ..50 'I .60

Hernandez 1.78 19 1. 11-9 11 .97 4 2.27 15 1.85 26 1.59 15

Sabino 0 3 2.75 2 0 2.75 .8.5 6
Alvarez .90 7 18 1.30 4 1.50 1 1.01 .90

Silverio 2.43 32 2.45 1.66 15 0 .68

Total 2.31 172 1.72 36 1.14 65 2.14 20 1.72 35 1.09 35
'0

b. Gross harvest per hectare (in cavans of palay)

Lirag 28.97 114 36 e .36 40 26.20 19.00 1 27~87 8

Hernandez 38.85 19 42.02 11 46~ 16 4 25.62 15 29.26 26 22.53 15

Sabino 0 41.21 3 27.83 0 26.51 17.45 6

Alvarez 42.09 7 37.56 18 39.3:5 4 12.00 1 29.72 26.25
Silvorio 29.58 32 27.14 4 25.94 15 0 23.93

Total 30.71 172 38.07 36 34.47 65 22.90 20 28.89 35 23.25 35

~
a AO - amortizing owner bST - share tenant

0-<

-o
1-1



HIls of 1-3 member-s to l:'114.86 in HHs of 13-15 membcr-c (TabltJ RS06.05)j

the range of muans by i,~com", class is l!'700 97, from 1'70097 in the lowest

income eLass tv no clissa":in,zs ir. the 1'200-249 class (Table ssos.osi.

• Savings er-e rarely r-o po r-bed , In the Lirag, Sabino, and Alvarez e s t a t es

only dd s aav i.nge occurred. the t ct a L samp.Lo of 474 HRs, in fact, there

were only eight c as e s ::"I "solvent" HHs (six in Hernandez estate and two

in Silverio). From thE: distribution of these HHs by income class, it

appears that savings can be!~in only when the HH income is at least 1>200

per week. or £'800 pOI' month.

Farming Characteristics and Farm Production

min characteristics

• Of the LCPA HH heads, 85 percent are farmers (Table RS06.02)t and have

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

now. NinGty-six percent plant rice in the wet season, 57 per-cent; in the

dry.

• During the wet season. 76 percent of those planting rice work irrigated

land, and 24"";ercent, rain~ed.11 The number of farms and the percentage

irrigated are as follows: Lirag, 184 (92 percent irrigated) i Hernandez,

91 07 percent) j Sabine, 13 (38 percent); Alvarez, 39 (77 percent) j and

Silverio, 58 (91 percent).

During the ~ season, 90 percent work irrigated riceland, and 10 percent,

rainfed. The number of farms and the percentage irrigated: Lirag, 101

(92 percent); Hernandoz, 24 (83 percent); Sa.bino, 3 (67 percent) j

Alvarez, 17 (94 percent); and Silverio, 16 (88 percent).

11Reported here and in Tables RSo6.o8-11 are the data for

:f:~ef:::~;r:~;:. Farms with insufficient da t a on land type wc r e

RT SERIES, NO. 6 - 20 HAY 1974



e Rso6.12. Proportion of rice selected farm inputs, by crop
on and estate (LCPA, Camarines 197/.) ._----_.-

ter-
Dry seaGon Wet season

LE;a HEll SAB ALV SIL rrotal I,IR Hl~R SAB ALV BIL Total

rmers usin fertilizers

op. .64 .72 .33 .60 .69 .65 .77 .64 .46 .72 .78 .73

2) 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

Farmers using insecticides

Prop. .75 .93 .67 .75 .81 .78 .85 .87 .62 .85 .98 .86

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

Farmers using weedicides

Prop. .69 .86 .67 .85 .69 .73 .72 .87 .69 .95 .91 .80

Total 11 120 29 20 16 188 186 91 13 39 58 387

Farmers using tractor

Prop. .18 .48 .19 .20 .18 .27 .14 .17

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

S.Symbols for estates are as follows: LIR - Lirag estute; HER - Hernandez
tel SAB - Sabino estate; MV - Alvarez estate; SIL - Silverio estate.

bB;y' llTotal n" is meant the number of respondents in the particular sample.
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Table

32.74 for' irrigated, and 25 •.51

- 22 -

Tho size of tho parcel planted to rice is 1.78 hectares in the szz
(1.82 fur irrigated; 1.27 for and 1.85 the !!.£i

(1.93 L,r'iTriS'·lt"'<4; 1.57

During the 2£:L season, those who harvested less than 16 cavans per

were 40' percent of the total number 0 f farmers included in

analysis; the range by estate is 46 percent, from 21 percent in

to 67 percent in Sabino. During the ~ season, they were

only 20 percent, ranging from 10 percent in Alvarez to 26 percent in

Silverio.



cash and noncash co s t c (in pccoc ) , value of production,
for D.RY season, by estate (LePi., Camarincs Sur,

HAY 1974- 2"5 -

Noncash 'rotal r-e t ur-ne 'T.'r,t:c.l
cos t e loss) n

?563.13 P' 903.06 :Y2C3.32) 120

320.30 840.55 1,160.135 ( 26.45) 29

144.27 326.83 471.10 ( 128.72 ) 3

312.35 957.50 1,269.85 ( 399.14) 20

287.35 603.32 890.67 ( 119.36) 16

2'326.37 l"647.53 ~ 973.90 po 805.68 (l?'168.22) 188

1e RS06.14. Average cash and noncash costs (in pesoc-), value of production,
net returns per hectare for ~lET season, by estate (LCPA, Camar Lnoe Sur,

ruary 1974)

Cash Noncash Totn.l "l'ot. vo.L, Net returns J'u~al

CG..Jts costs costs of prod. (nv, 1('5S)

2'359.45 ?'711.b5 1'1,071.10 ..'1,01 1f. 60 (p 56.~10) 186

257.49 766.73 1,024.22 1,°66.14 41.')2 91

158.96 958.40 1,117.36 1,020.17 ( 97.'19) 13

299.63 913.76 1, 213. 40 1,183.06 ( 30.34) 39

271.32 866.95 1,1.38.27 1,021.24 ( 117.0.7) 58

:P309.50 ?77G.53 1"1,086.01;- !"·1,044.88 (P 41.16) 387



Amort.
:C' 739.81 r"1,038• 65 (;'2913.84) 103 P1,020.79 ,1,1GS.15 (11144.36) 193owner

Lessee 992.66 949.09 43.57 29 1,101.15 935.43 115.7,~ 73
Share 820.97 839.16 18.19) 47 1,034.87 978.35 56.52 101tenant

'I'able RS06.16. Average value of production, total costs, and no t returns per hectare
.j:- (in pesos), by tenure status and by crop season, EXCLUDING FAm1S \HTH GROSS YIELD PER
I HEC'fAREOF LF~SS THAN 16 CAVANS QF PALAY (tePA, Camarin'€s Sur, February 1974)

Tenure
status Tot. vol.

of prod.

Dry season

Total Net
costs Returns 'Total Tot. vol.

of prod.

\"ret senson

rrotl:tl
cos ce

N<:t Total
Rot.ur-ns

Amort. P'1,596.37 f~1 ,551.19 P' 45.18 52 1'1,226,58 1"1,235.44 8.86) 147owner

Lessee 1,214.02 997.51 216.51 22 1,191.47 1,019.46 172.01 64

1,328.62 1,112.42 201.39 27 1,284.18 1,112.42 171.76 75



Table RSo6.07.
rep:Jrted tenure

Estate

OC/PO AO

Lir3.& 5% 62% 1%

Hernandez 0 38 40

abino 39
Alvarez 21 62

Silverio 54 6

Total 3% 49% 18%

Ls'r

1%

classified by "state and hy self-
Sur, February 1974)

Total Nonfarmers
n

ST Others

27% 4% 196 29

20 95 33
61 13 6

15 39

34 59

26% 2% 402 73

a~bbreviations for tenure statuses ar-e as· follDws: DC-PO - owne.r-e
cultivatorjpartowuer; AD - amortizing cwuer; L - lessee; LST - lesseG­
share tenant; ST - share tenant; Others - combinations.

The average size of irrir;atecl sample parcels planted to rice during the

wet season by farmer-respondents of the Hez-naride z and .Alvarez estates is

significantly smaller than that of parcels cu'l.t i.vrrt ed by f ar-mcr s 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 ('rabli;l Rso6.10-11).

The gross yield per hectare of the ave r age lessee is significantly greater

than t h ab of the amortizing owner for both irrigated and r ad n f ed lands

during. the ~ season, and for irrigated land du.r i ng the ~o The share

tenant's gross harvest per hectare f'o r- irrir,ated land, dry season, is

also significantly grenter than the amo.r-t Lz Lng owner' 60 The comparative

areas and yields are shown in Tables Rso6.10-11.

A slightly different set c f r eLat Lonehd pe exist when the farms with reJ.­

Iltively low yiel~ls :~rc eliuiil&teJ. The gross yields per hectare of the

average lessee and the aver-age share tenant are sienificantly greater

than the amortizing owner's, but on Ly for irrigat<::d land, wet season.
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( 261.03)

(87.68) 13

381.71 11

Average cash and noncash costs, value. of produc td on , and net returns
WET season by estate, EXCLUDING r'AR,"lS WITH GROSS YIELDS PER HEGTARE
CAVANS OF PALAY (LCPA, Camarines Sur, February 1974)

106p 59.56

Cash Noncash
Total costs Tot. v o'l., Net returns 'J:otal

costs oosts of prod. (av , loss) n

P345.61 1" 657.62 :\,,1.,003.23 1"1,008.90 5.67 146

284.06 852.76 1,136.82 1,265.46 128.64 73

176.40 1,171. )3 1,348.34- 1, 249. -:? 98.~» 10

296.89 947.77 1,244.66 1,2'/8.04 33.38 35
280.71 896.14 1,176.85 1,229.89 53.04 43

1"310.82 ~ 787.26 P'1,098.08 1"1,139.39 P 41.31 307

Sabino

Alvarez

Silverio

Total

I

N
m

Esta.te

Lirag

Hernandez

Babino

Alvarez

::>ilverio

x
Total~

~
r >



Totat amount 141,447.30 79,051.36 5,315.00 19,.838.00 300,305.01
Av. amount 975.50 1,068 ..26 1,063.00 763.95 981.39
Sample (n) 145 74 5 26 306

Nonproduction Loan (in pesos)

Total· amoun t 790.00 790.00
Av. amount 790.00 790.00
Sample (n) 1 1

I Public prod.· and nonpro.d. .Loans combined (in pesos)
I\)
-..:J

141,447.30 79,051.36 6,105.00 19,838.00 301,095.01.
975.50 1,068.26 1,017.00 763.00 980.76
145 74 6 26 307

b. Private source

Production loan (in· pesos)

Total amount 22,423.00 5,518.00 300.00 1,110.00 32,448.00
Av. amount 697.48 344.88 150.00 138.75 491.0.
Sample (n ) 33 16 2 8 66

Nonproduc tion loan (in pesos)

Total amount 1,898.00 2,760.00 374.00
Av. -amount 210.89 345.00 124.67
Sample (n ) 9 8 3



~
24,321.00 8,278.00 300.00 1,484.00 3,097.00 37,lr80.00

579.07 344.92 1.50.00 134.91 442.43 435.81
42 24 2 11- 7 86

Public and private sources combined

Production loan (in pesos)

163 , 870 . 30 84,569.36 5,615.00 20,498.00 57,750.35 332,753.01
948.71 939.66 802.14 616.12 9':6.67 894.50
178 90 7 34 63 372

I Nonproduction loan (in pesos)
f\.l
OJ 1,898.00 2,760.00 790.00 374.00 5,822.00
I 210.89 345.00 790.00 124.67 280.10

9 8 1 3 21

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

Total amount 165,768.30 87,329.36 6,405.00 21,322.00 57,750.35 338,575.01
kv ; amount 886.46 891.12 800.62 576.27 916.67 861.51
Sample (n) 187 98 8 37 63 393



On the other hand, th,,; anurtizinp; owners r-oj.or-t ui[!'nificA.ntly greater

harvests on the ave r age than the share tenants ~nr1 the, lessees for the

rainfed land, wet and. dry ae aaons , respi:ctivEily.

Farmer-respondents from Hernandez and Alvc,rez estates report signifi­

cantly greater gross yields pe r he c t arc for irrigated land, ~ s enson ,

than do t hc s e from Lirag and Silverio estates (40.73 and 38.2'7 vs. 31.26

and 29~9 cavans per hectare, respectively; 0.05). SE:e Table RS06.09,

section b. Excludine parcels with por-hectare yields of ":;'ess than 16

cavans results in the same differences in productivity levels among tho

estates, i.e., Hernandez and Alvarez estate respondents reportsienifi­

cantly greater yields than t hoae from Lirag, Sabino, and Silverio cs t at cs ,

l"Jl.Y 1974- 29 -

.Bernandaz estate farmer-respondents similarly report grGater yields for

irrigated land. '~ season, than do f armez-s of Lirag, Sabino, and

estates (Table RS06.o8. section b). No st.atistically signifi­

cant differences exist among the estates as to their gross yield per

on the~ land, ~ ae as on (Table Rso6.09). Relatively

same set of differences among the estates prevails even with the

elimination of farws of low productivity, i.e., Hernandez and Silverio

estates' farmer-respondents produce higher yields than those from the

remaining estates for their irripjated land, dry season. On the~

land, ~ season, Sabine and Silverio estates' farmer-respondents report

the Lowes t yields per hectare.

Among the landed estates, and fnr both dry and wet season, Sabino

generally 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

farmers fr~m Lirag, Her-nand e z , and~veric estates report its use durinp;

both 'dry and wet ae aaorie (.ill.:!. , section d).



Asked whether they had any production-related problems I 85 percent said

they had. Of these, 48 percent reported inadequate irrigation l 16 percent

complained about the high costs of farm inputs like fertilizers and pest­

icides, 15 percent cited the frequent occur-r-ence of floods and typhoons,

and a number reported the presence., of pests and a lack of farm equipment.

Twenty-nine percent of respondents mentioning irrigation problems apec.i.«

fied the insufficiency of the w~er supply. while 27 percent said that

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

ts and returns (per hectare)

The average cost of operations for all rice farmers. all estates included

(and combining data from both irrigated and rainfed parcels), is p973.90

for the dry season and 1.'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, deprec Lat Lcn , 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

~41.16 for the wet season. The pattern of lcsing 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 season, are Silverio and Hernandez estates (dry

and wet season, respectively).

AmortiZing owners and share b enarrbs , on the average, report production

losses for the dry season. with owners showing a 'Comparatively greater

106S than t encnts Ci!298.84 VB. 1>18.19, respectively). For the wet season.

lessees and share tenants report an average production gain of 1"115.72 and

p'56.52, respectively, while amortizing owners still report losses amounting

to 1"144. (Table Rs06.1 ).
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To assess the effect o f the rolatively low yields per hectare on costs and

returns. and to s e e what the costs-and-returns pattern wou Ld be for a nor-

mal harvest, it was suggested that farms reporting "per-hectare yields

of less than 16 c avans be eliminated from tho

i\.s is shown in Tables RSo6.17-18, farms report a profit of 1"59.56 on the

average during the dry season, and P41.31 during the wet season. Only

Sabino estate farms continua to report production losses for both dry and

wet seasons ,while arnortizing owners report an avoragc production 10S6 of

2'8.86 for the "et season (Table RS06.16).

it

majority of the farmer-respondents (81 percent) said they had gotten

a loan for both the latest cr-o pp i.ng season and the season before that.

In 78 percent of cases t h e 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, more amortizing owners than lessees

or share tenants took out a loan.

MAY 19"74- 31 -

The total value of the combined production and nonproduction loans re­

ceived was P'338,575.01. Of this amourrt , 98 percent were for production

loans (provided as farm operating capital). The average size of loan

(production and nonproduction combined) was 1"861.51; and the number of

loans per farm, on the average, was 1.2 (Table Rso6.19).

Asked about the status of their loans, 36 percent said thay had repaid it

in fUll, 16 percent had made partial payments, 44 percent had not made

any payments at all, while the rest did not reply (Table RS06.20).

This suggestion waS made by Remigio D. Torres, of the department of agri­
ral economics, College of Agriculture, University of the Philippines
Ill. Dr. Torres is a member of tho BRBDP's Technical Assistance Group (TAG).
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Loan status Total

Full aid Partly aid Not uaid DK NA

Public source

Lirag 32% 11% 56% 0% 145

Hernandez 31 20 40 8 74

Sabino 17 33 17 33' 6

Alvarez 27 35 38 0 26

Silverio 38 25 32 56

Subtotal 32% 18% 46% 3% 307

Private source

Lirag 50% 5% 40% 4% 42

Hernandez 54 4 38 4 24

Sabino 0 100

Alvarez 54 27 18 11

Silverio 57 14 28 7

Subtotal 51% 8% 35% 6% 86

Both sources 36% 16% 44% 4% 393

SERIES, NO. 6

able RSo6.20. sss respondents classified by source of reported loan
d by estate, crossclassified by present status of loan (LePA, Camarines
r , February 1974)

significantly greater proportion of the loans repaid wer-e 10D.Il5 bor-r-owed

rom private :)1' noninstitutionv.l scurces , e.g., relatives, landlords, other

armel'S and private individuals. However, t hc amount borrowed from private

redi tors was, on the Il.v(;r".gG, only half the amount borrowed from public

ending institutions (i"435.81 ve; ic>980.76; Tables Rso6.19).

:r the 40 percent who saic1. they had problems related to financing, more

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



their 10a..'1s 4 Other problems morrt i oned by this aub group wer-e t h-.

and the high rates of

Asked if they b eLf av crl that subme r-gi.ng rice paddies during the growth

period would cont.r-oL weeds, an overwhelming majority (91 percent) of

the farmer-respondents said t h ey did. Moreover, 89 percent said this

More than half of these respondents (59 percent) said they had learned

this weed-control procedure by personal experience, while 19 percent

to a technician 1).13 the source of the information.

who approved this practice were asked how long the rice paddies

be submerged. Twenty-nine percent said they submerged the paddies

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

lengths of time.

they c:)ulrl; 6 pe r c-m t dithur ,li,: n.rt kn c.l1.l1 0r.we~v :',c,t sure; a few (4

pe r ccn t ) r",:,ortc:cl th,'tt it \if;.ulc1 dcpc:nJ ·)ther f:1ctClrs.

HAY 1974- 33 -

Aaked if they w:--uL' ~G wilJ.inr:; tn ;,.:ty 'l ;,ishor irri'''ltion f c e in return

f( r L;. ;::·.;;rc :::JGquate sU::l'ly, 39 ,.-,·rcunt th0Y w; ul,l ·JG. Some (33

~}erc"'nt). sU:'lJUrtcd th¢ir\dllingnesB with the reasoning that.. af'ter

all, LUi imrrov0.1 wQt(.r su:':,ly w0uld mean 11. r-Lch cr- harv2Gt:.n": a better

livelihood. Another 25 :'ercent vlacii:2 n cond i ti,n;. on their wiJ.li..nJ':!reGlr.

.i:!0viclc,S, sufficient w:lter .:..nd an cfficiGnt c1istrit)1)ticn scheme were

~..l.r:mte0d.

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

complained that the current rates were already very high, while



The majority of respondents (71 percent) said

25 percent said they d i d not need any help with irrigation since they

already had 3....'1 ade qu a t e supply of water or cwn e d their own pump ,

Selected Aspirations and Attitudes

would like to be

wanted to b e amor­

and much smaller percentages opted for the status of

lessees, share tenants or others (Table Rso6.21) 0

The desire to become~ is strongly expressed by all kinds of

respondents, but this aspiration is not so great among lessees and share

tenants D.9 it is among amortizing owners (60 and 63 vs , 77 percent; 0",01) 0

Further, it is not so pronoun c ed among those with an elementary schooling

'as it is among those with no formal education at all (70 vs •. 84 percent;

0.05), nor so high among those of low socioeconomic status as it is amcng

upper-class respondents (65 vS Q 86· percent; .0001) ~

Table- Rs06.21. sss farmer-respondents
status, .crossclassified by what they
Camarines Sur, February 1974)

by present tenure
be or become (LCPA,

Percentage choosing to be/become Total
Present status

oc- AO Lessee LST ST Others

Owner-cultivator,
landowner, part- 92% 0% ClIo 00/0 0% 8%- 12
owner

197

73
20 5

-4 106

11

0% 2% 2% 402

owne r-ccuLt Lvat.or t AO - amortizing o70mer; LST -

r1AY 1974



to comment on which would be better for most farmers in the

.""·b,,t..~--·'stllV1.11G: where they are, even though their living is not so good

as it might be," or "allowing themselves to be relocated within the area,

so tha.t 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 .£.S.!.; 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 imprrrc­

tical, since they already owned a piece 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 be no assurance of security in the

future relocation site. The physical and financial difficulties involved

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

Among those relatively few (16 percent) who were willing to be relocated,

lt5 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 site•

• Of those who gavea~, or "It depends," answer-, 77 pereent

said they would agree to be relocated provided they would really find a

good life in their future homes. Other respondents (7 percent) said

they would do whatever the government wished. them to do, while an equal

number (7 percent) woulo rather see the place first before finally
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if they had ever heard of the so-co.lled Certificate of Land Transfer

(eLT), ove r half (63 percent) of the rice-farmer respondents said they had.

This awareness is rel,ortec by a [;rvater numb e r- of amortizing owners and

lessees than share 'cDnants (69 and 74 percent, respectively, vs , 51 per­

cent; 0.05), and more often by high school and. elementary graduates than

by those with only some elementary or no formal training at all

(79 and 73 vs , 58 and 51 percent, 0.01).

Although awareness of the CLT seems to vary directly with socioeconomic

status, the differences are not statistically significant. Lirag farmcr­

respondents are not so aware of it as those from Hernandez, Alvarez, and

Silverio estates (48 vs , 75, 72, and 86 percent, respectively; 0.01).

Bince 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,13 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 !:trB aware of the CLT Lncr-eases 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

spectively; 0.05).

The meaning of the CLT is variously understood. Many <37 percent) under­

stand that, while they may have a CLT, they wilJ. not receive the land

title until they have paid for their land in fuJ.l. Some (19 percent)

See the CLT as the sign that the cultivator is now an amortizing owner.

But 22 percent think the CLT indicates ownership, with no obligation to

make amortizing payments. Others either do not know what it is or- give

no answer (5 pez-cent ) , while the r ce t of the respondents give varied

other answers.

13Information on this matter was given us by Mr. Remigio Angeles, Regional
mation Officer, Department of Agrarian Reform.
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Relatively bh« same pa't t e rn is observed even after exc l ud Lng Lir:;..'", estate

farmer-respondents frc,,,; t.h o analysis.

Asked if th3Y had r ece i.vcd a CLT, 32 percent Bc,id t h e y had. Of those,

half (47 percent) had car Li.e r Ln the intcrvie\1 r-epor-t ed thcmseLvee

either Leaaee s co·r share tenants. Of the 135 f!l.rl"1er-respondcnts who

had reported themselves as amor t Lzd ng 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

from Lirag, Sab Lno , and Silverio estates had received the certificate

(75 and 54 percent va , 10, 0, and 2 percent, respectively; 0.01).

Discounting again the data for Lirag landed estate on GrQunds explaincd

earlier, one notes D. slightly better picture, i.e .. 43 percent of the

farmer-respondents from Hernandez, Sabino, Alvare?, and Silverio Gst"tes

(in this case, n ::: 159) report having received the CLT.

On the other hand, 79 percent of those who had not received any CLT still

expected it for a num-ber of reasons, among them their belief that

Samahang Nayon rr:embership entitled them to it (28 percent); or the fact

that they had made partial payments f::Jr their land (20 percent); or be­

cause they had heard f'r om Government pe r-aonn e L (14 percent) or from other

private persons (7 percent) that CLTs were being distributed to farmers;

or be cauae they believed that receipt of a CLT is a matter of course

simply because they are farmers (6 percent).

Expectations to receive tho CLT are higher in Hernandez and Alvarez estates

(94 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 Alvm:'0z, on the cn o hand, and Lirag on the other.
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CONCLUSIONS

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

Despite their poverty--rather,~ of it--they are reluctant

to be involved in any change that may upset the precarious balance

of forces by which they presently cuz-vfve , They are in no hurry

to move upward, and will generally opt for the status quo.

As a group, the people of the study area are at least as poor as

average rural Bicolanos, and certainly poorer than their No".I.ga­

district neighbors. They are cLoao to the bottom of the socio­

economic scale, in fact, so that any change is likely to be for

tho better. They have nowhere to go but up.
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matter of principle, ve write report conclusions only after the f'Lnd i.nz s

been reviewed by those in a good poo i tion to interpret them. The effect­

eas of this procodure was well denc.ns t r-etc d in the present case. Thank::;

he genuine and very practical interest shown by almost all those who re­

ed an earlier version of this report, errors wer-e corrected, ambiguities

ified, and new insights gained. 14 Nonetheless, readers are still free to

their own conclusions from the findings presented above. They should

be reminded that, for better or for worse, conditions in the LCPA may

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

(February 1974).

1 Among the many clarifications with whi.ch readers provided us were the
inction between the SSRU study-area and the DAR-BRBC .Ei1£! area (see page
the differences in agrarian-reform program goals by estate, and the deve­
ent of the larger progr-em itself. Participants in this prepublication
ogua included the following, whose names ar-c listed in alphabetical order:
• Claudio Abriol, Causip team leader, Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR);
gio Angeles, regional information "fficer, DAR; Pedro Arbiso, assistant
act manager, DAR-BRBC PLCP j Conrado de let Cr1,.,lz, Milaor team leader, DAR;
Echano, team leader, DAR; Engr, Herminio C.'Echiverri, project manager,

BRBC PLCP; Benjamin V. Gaon, deputy-director, BRBC_PPD; Mary R. Hollns­
er, director, Institute of Philippine Culture; Dr. Virgilio V. Marco,



/. This reluctance ts accept the Land-cc onacLi da't i.on plan without

proef Df its vio.bili ty makes soed o ous c both to t hera and to an

impartial obc-crverj fears will not be banished by fi.'lt or decree.

Iris t ead , planners must deaL with the people's apprehensions in

an intelligent, respectful manner ,

4. Given the negative attitude of fnrmers toward the land-consoli­

dation scheme, it oust be introduced with strategic car-e , lest

it be rejected without trial. or, wor-se still, be accepted and

then confirm the worst fears of tbe conservative.

Households of the :'CPA are poor. The average HH of the LCPA is not only

solutely poor, bat poor even relative to other residents of the Naga dis­

ict in which the area is located. We compare the project area with the

ga district in terms of three crucinl measures: HH income, agricultural

oductivity, and house mat e r-La Le ,

We stated above (paragraph 9, page 11, and Table Rs06.04). that the mean

income of all LCPA residents was P<32.96. with the highest average ('P'45.32)

ported for Silverio e~tate. The corresponding Naga district figure (frem

e AP1 survey of April 1974) is p'86.6q, whi.ch means that LCPA HHs earn~

~d one-half tir:iOG 101::8 thcm their NaeC'. ".istrict l1ti rhbcr s ; '~G.:tin. tho uean

nnua), householj income in the Bicol region in April 1974 was around 1"3500

see note 4 in Bar-r ame da et ale 1974: 11). The LCPA average is only!"1714,

~ss than one-half the rco:ional figure and just a few pesos above the corre-

on ding ave.rage reported for the depressed area of BaLorrgay (.ill.9..).

BC-PPDj Aniceto B. Oliva, director, Research ana Service Center, Ateneo de
gaj Atty. Salvador p. Pejo, regional director of the Department of Agrarian.
form and concurrently deputy director, Social Infrastructure Department,
BDP; Atty. Oscar M. Ravnnera, executive director, BRBDP; Reynaldo de Sagun,
ficer-in-charge, BRBC-PPD; Atty. Ernesto Tino, Pili team leader, DAR; and
• Remigio D. Torres, acting project director, UPLB-TAG-BRBC. While we pro­
ted from the comments of all, we must take sole responsibility for the con­
usions we have drawn.
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hermore, while about a third of B'icoLano families earn over 1"3000 per

, the percentage managing to do t h La in Ba.Lorigny is 23 (~'); in the

, the percentage is even smaller (20 percent).

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

erty (Tables RS06.0S-09). Even when ....e exclude all LePA harvests lower

16 cavans per hectare. the averages still compare un f'zivoz-ab Ly with

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

on, the .LCPA does 'a little better t han Naga , but otherwise it lags far

hind. Here. are the data.

Riceland and area Wet season Dry season
Meaii---n-- Mean n

Il"rigateu

LCPA 38.180. 237 44.88 86
Naga district 50.6 44 '+7.07 19

Rainfed

LCPA 31.03 70 36.55 10
Nagn dist~ict 25.66 34 47.48 5

a Al l productivity figures are mean cavana of
palay per hectare. Further, all LCPA-Nagll differ­
enc.ea are significant at the 0.01 level except
that shown for irrigated ID.l1d-dry season (which
is n.s.)",
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The materials of which a house is built, along with ita present state

may serve as a rough indicator of the occupants I level of liVing.

this viewpoint, once again, LCPA HHs show up as considerably poorer

Nags. district HHs in general. Thus where 49 percent of Naga district

are of light construction (usually bamboo ahd nipa). the figure is

for LePA (Table Rs06.02). At the other end of the scale, 20 peT­

of Naga district houses are of stronG materials; the figure is 7 percent

the LCPA.



If we convert tho r.J[cterials-and-state-of-repoir data into aoc Loecon omi.c

oncluBions, we get t he following comparison.

Level Naga JUI LePA LIR HER SIL BAB ALV

Upper-eli to 15% 2'}6 2% 0~6 3% 0% 0%

Upper marginal 23 16 19 9 16 16 19

Lower 67 82 79 91 81 84 81

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

terials, the people of LePA are poor cousins of their district coresidents.

LePA residents are reluctant to 50 alonG with the land-consolidation

Q ·ect. Almost four-fifths of the project area I s HE heads are convinced

at for most of their fellow farmers the wise choice is "staying \"here the;y

a, even though their living is not so Food as it might be s " Only one-

fth accept as preferable th e farmers r HallowinG themselves to be relocated

thin the area so that in tIE new place they might have better irrigation and

od control, and a bieber crop" (paragraph 39, page 35). Asked if they

mselves were willinc to be moved in this way three-fourths said they were

t; only 16 perc errt said they were (paragraph 40, page 35).

These respondents, interviewed in Febr-uar-y 1974, sound very much like

rtain nipa farmers who live some 25 kilometers downstream from them, at

e mouth of the Bicol River. Interviewed in early Decem1er 1973, these

longay HH heads were also clearly m:eative (61 percent said no) when asked

w they felt about 11 plan to convert their nipa swamps into an allegedly

ch mOre profitable fishpcnd estate (Bar-r-ameda et 0.1. 1974: 9).

Earlier still, in October 1973. SSRU personnel asked 600 rice farmers

l':lughout the River Basin which they t1nu2~11t preferable, staying in a well­

own community, despite economic hardahdp , or trying a new start elsewhere.

OVerWhelming 7) percent replied that they preferred staying right where

ey were, thank YOUr regardless of alternatives (Lynch 1973b: 11).
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1 Data on rice productivity by tenure, pub Lf ahed in the cummaz-y volume
. e 1960 Philippine Census of :J.griculture, also point to the same can­
on, namely, that average tenants raise at least as much pa.Lay per hec­
as owner-cultivators do, and even more.

There is a lesson for us here. Extension workers and those they repre­

ad had long been rrornising share tenants bicger crops if only they woulrJ

me owner-cultivators. Share tenants were not Lmpr eas ed , Realizing that

ts were right and we were wrong in~ matter, should we not be a little

sure of ourselves and of our schemes and programs? More important,

Id we not suspoct that subsistence farmers may' be on to other truths as

as about their environment, truths to which the sp€:.cialists are often
d?

In other words the reluchmce of the LCPA residents to accept change

5 cod sense. We can appr-oach this third conclusion indirectly. There

a time when agrarian-reform specialists, an.d even some agricultural eco­

ists. argued fer conversion from share tenancy to landownership on grounds

the increased productivity that would follow. Whatever strength that

ment had in the past has been dissipated by two highly empirical studies

rice f,3,rminSand tenancy in Nueva Ecija (Pahilanga-de los Reyes and Lynch

and Mangahas et ale 1974). The findings clearly demonstrate that tenure

nge per se does not raise productivity, and that the effect of land tenure

ross harvests per hectare is neutral. 15 As the second paper puts it

gahas et ale 1974: 109-10), "The sources of increased agricultural pro­

ivity are diffusion of new seeds, varieties, fertilizers, an d so on.

ges in land tenure uei ther substitute for those nor make it any easier

them to come about."

As we stated in the Ba Long ay study, "PO,)]' but relatively secure people

1 not readily exchange a sure source :Jf income, provided it be adequate

their perceived needs, for some other occupation L"";r worksit.i!, just

aus e it is sai'd to be more lucrative" (Bar-r-ame da ei: a L; 1974: 12).

rHy is mere hir;hly vo.Lue d than marginal nobility.



Speaking mare generally, it is our belief that any widespread rural

sist:mce to innovation s pr-Lngs from four equally common eour-c ee-o-a~

upsetting the mo.n-nat~re relationship by vlhich generations past and pre­

t have survived; ignorance, or disbelief, of likely benefits; accurate

wled -e of the local scene; and 11 folk tradition which remembers that

5, or something like it, has been tri£:d before. and found wanting. For

t as the long-term resident of the Phi1ippi::l6s gradually learns, the

rd way, that rain on the unprotected head, or cold water on the over­

ated, exercised body, can have disastrous consequences, so the Ions-term

eld observer comes to appreciate and sympathize with the reluctanc~ of

or f'az'mer-s to take at face value the promises of even (or especially) the

at highly-motivated extension workers.

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

proven worth. However rational it may be from the experts' viewpoint, .

y LCPA residents apparently see it as a threat. Since they have no room

r risk--for theirs is a continual s'trug-lSle for surviva1--they rightly feel

ey must stay away from such a dubious proposition. Further, in barrios

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

latives and friendS, an~ and adequate income, however small, is

re attractive than a possible, perhaps illusory move upward on the level­

..living scale.

Nor are they sold on the idea of becoming amortizing owners. Like other

sistence farmers, most LCPA residents are realists who participate in an

ective, informal communications network. the so-called bamboo-wireless

• Through this meaium they are well aware of vlhat our own findings con­

, namely, that LCPA amortizing owners arc currently worse off, finan­

lly, than both share tenants and lC:DDees (paragraphs 22 and 28 and Tables

6.15-16). Further, thoy are obviously quite confused, as a group, about;

meaning of tho CLT. and about the procedures by which one becomes an
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owner (parQ;:;raphs 43-46). It is net surprising that those who

siaer themselves sh..,re tenants or lessees are much more interested in

g lanaowm,rs than they are in becoming amor t Lzd ng owners (para[;raph 38

Table Rs06.21). These people do no t deal in the normative, or the hoped

The land-consolidation scheme must be strategically planned, accommc-­

ed not onl to the existin natural resollrcesbut tC' the human resources

ell. Any successful innovation will start from Where the people are,

not from where the innovators think they are, or would like them to be.

S we" know that LCPA farmers are, by and large, both poor and apprehensive.

also know that they are generally interested in becoming landowners. Com­

ed with share tenants ,of Nueva Ecija in 1970, and the self-styled tenants

he River Basin in October 1973, those LCPA farrnerswho call themselves

e tena.nts are far more Ln t ez-ee t e d in landownership. For while only 45

ent of Nueva Ecijo. tenants said they wanted to' be owners (Pah:ilanga-de

Reyes and Lynch 1972: 46), and 65 percent of River Basin tenants, 63

rcent of LCPA tenants aspire to be owner-cilltivators and anothcr- 23 percent

be amortizing owners. A clear majority (86 I2ercent), in other words, can

ceunted on to have ·this basic motivation. This is a great advantage for

oae who would help these farmers move toward ownership.

On the other hand, eq~ally descriptive of where the people are is the

ct that-presidential decrees to the contrary notwithstanding-about 44 per­

t of LCPA farmers consi del' themselves lessees or share tenants {Table RS06.

• The bureaucrat who reads this finding will be tempted to quote one or

e documents by virtue of which share tenancy no longer exists in the

ilippines. Well and good, but we would hope that, this official pOSition

stated, the bureaucrat would then ask himself~ so many farmera-hard­

.aded empiricists that they are--insist OIl reporting themselves as throw-

ck members of 11 legally extinct species. To answer that ques t Lon would be

clarify where it is the people are, .and where t h e planning must start.



any ot hc r aaaumpb i on is to run the risk of spcnscring a tech..'1ically­

catastrophe.

SUGGESTIONS

coItcr.etely, in view of the above findinGs and concLusdons , some sug-

~. let the fieldworkers of the LCPA. particularly the B'l.E and DAR

icians. forget for the moment what the people should be or should feel,

ask themselves~ they actually are. and~. Pooling their knowle<:t-:e,

ne or more meetings. perhaps, let them openly construct among themselves,

official approval and encouragement, D. realistic Fortrait .)f the people

whom the deal, an d reflect on the practical consequences of its char­

eristic features.

~. there is obviously need for D. rC11ewed effort at transmitting

he people information reeardinf agrarian reform (including the procedures

Lve d ) and the lanu-consolid'ltion scheme. Armed '>'lith a new appreciation

the people's vie.I, let planners and managers examine carefully what they

end to say. howsvez-j let them apply the basic norm that farmers use

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

it really just a wish or an untried plan?

~, farmers must &"3~ as they participate in the acti;i ties

procedures related to agrarian reform an,: land consolidatlbn. They must

e:rience, as rewards for their cooperation, a more efficient handl:tnr; of

arian problems. crop loans, irrigation and flood control. and othe"r b,;,ne­

8 they have been promised.

Fourth. we suggest that land consolidn.tion bep;in, where possible,~

Be Who have expressed a willin ness to be involved in it. These farmers

1 presumably be most enthusiastic a:Jc:..:t th" plan and hence should aonsti­

e the best· group to man those model farms which will be set up to detsori­

ate the effectiveness of the scheme.
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Beyond these practical sugr~estions, awl of infinitely more importance

the Ion!; run, is our plea that planners an d manag er's take constant account

the peop.Le I 5 view. flv0rnge fcl.rr:Jers of the LCP,; ara poor, fearful, and

of against the wi ahf'uL thinkinG t'J which so many zealous field personnel

prone. If they resist a plan, they have Ge-ou reason to da so. Let their

ehellsions be studied, understood, and rcckonecl with. {,nd wh er e necessary,

social and psychological considerations modify even those aspects of plan­

which seem tec~mically beyond reproach. The plan, after all, is for the

. e; not the people for the plane
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of the Bicol River Basin as of January

will be ready in
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