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8 & Abstract

- Rapid agricultural dgrowth has been suggested as an alternative
development strategy for low-income, less-developed countries. The
paper shows that rapid agricultural growth, as demonstrated by the
Philippine experience in the 1960s and 1970, is not snough to pnll
the rural poor out, of poverty. Economic structures and the
sconoric policy environment must likewise have to be conducive to
a rapid growth of productive employment opportunities, particulariy
ia the nonagricultural sector, for the fast growing labor force.
The paper also provides a consistent set of poverty estimates which
are used to reinterpret (or question) a number of commcnplace
claims in the Philippine development literature concerning the
association between economic growth, income Cistribution, and
poverty as well as the characteristics of th- rural poor.

¥Paper presented at the 35th Annual Conference of the
Australian Agricultural Economice Society held at the University of
New England, Armidale, Australia, 11~14 February 1991,
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AGRICULITRAL GROWTH, LANDLESSNESS, OFF-FARH EMPLOYMERT
AND RURAL POVERTY IN TNE PHILIPPINES

i. Introduction

Rapid agriculturhl growth has been suggested as an alternative
development strategy §:’tar lesg-developed countries (Mellor, 1986;
Adelman, 1984; Bautista, 1988). The strategy is deemed superior to
either an industry-led, import substitution development strategy or
to an export-led growth, especially in the context of unﬁawrablu
environment for expanded global trade and finance. Agricultural
growth is considered to provide direct as vell as indirect sgtimulus
to the setting up of new activities through 1linkage effects,
thereby facilitating industrialization in addition to its being
directly addressing the twin problems of poverty and unemploynent
in these countries. |

In the Philippines, the Aquino administration’s Medirn-Term
Philippine Dasvelopment Plan (1987-92) identified agricultire and
rural development as the central focus of davelopment efforte aimed
at reducing poverty. Although some earlier development plans
{e.g., the Yulo Plan of 1950) and political regimes also mphuizm
agricultural development, none presented it asz the major cosponent
of a development strategy directly aimed at alleviating x-wmrtm
particularly rural poverty, md at ephancing economic recovery.
Previvus plans tended to esphasize agricultural development in so
far as this would enhance domestic food security and foreign
exchange earnings.’ -

The pressnt paper provides e <eitical look at the country's
record with respect to &gricvitural growth and poverty alleviation.
It argues that rapid agricultuwral growth, as demonstrated by the
experience in the 1960s and 1570s, is not enough to pull the rural
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poor out of poverty as well as to sustain a rapid overall economic



growth. Economic structures anﬂ the economic policy mvimmat
must likewise have to be conducive to a rapid grovth of emsployment
opportunities, particularly in the nonagriculture sector, ;!mr tae
fast growing lsbor force. Section 2 of the paper characterizes
Philippine agricultural growth in an international perspsctive.
Section 3 then examines the historical record with respect to
inmeen distribution and poverty. Section 4 turns to issues
concirning access to land, agricultural productivity, and rural
poverty. Section 5 discusses the link between access to employment
opportunities and rural poverty. Finally, section 6 provides
concluding comments,

2. Postwar Agricultural Growth

The agricultural sector (comprising crops, 1livestock and
poultry, fishery, and forestry) of the Philippine economy performed
remarkably well during most of the pust-World War II period. The
sector posted an annual average growth rate of 3.9 percent batween
the mid-1950s and the late 1980s. The growth, however, decelerated
in the 1980s. While the average annual growth rate for the period
1965-80, the height of the so-called Green Revolution, was
) éubstmbially higher than the averages for the developing Monsoon
Asian countries and the middle-income developing countries, and
compared favorably well with those for Thailand and Indonesia, it
was way below the averages for these countries in the 1980s (Table
1).

The changes in food production per capita domict the same
pattern (Takle 2). The increase in food production per capita in
the Philippines surpassed those of the averages for the low~income
economies (including India and china) and the middle~income
economies in 1975-80. But by the late 19808, food production per
capita in the Philippines was 10 percent lower than the level
prevailing at the start of the decade. In contrast, the average
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food production per capita for low-income ¢conomies increased by 12

percent, while that for middle-income economies nearly remained the

same. Among ASEAN-member nations, Indonesia had a remarkable
performance -- food production per capita increased by 17 percent
during the period.

Partly explaining the decline in food production per capita is
the continued high growth rate of the country's population. The
average population growth rate of 2.5 percent per year for the
period 1980-88 was above the averages for low-income economies (2.0
percent), middle-income economies (2.2 percent), and ‘fhailand and
Indonesia (1.9 and 2.1 percent, r espactively)

It is interesting to note that developing countries which have
relatively high growth rates of agricultural value added also tend
to have comparatively high GDP growth rates. ‘This observation
augurs well with the view that there is a strong 1link between
agricultural growth and macroeconomic performance in developing
countries (Adelman, 1984; Bautista, 1987). Indeed, in the
Philippine case, the remarkably robust agricultural growth for the
period 1965~-80 was accompanied by a GDP growth that closely matched
the averages for the developing Monsoon Asian countries and the
middle~iricome developing countries (Table 1). This growth
contributed about one~fourth of the GDP grewth during the period.

The expansion of cultivated area (i.e., the opening up of new
lands for cultivation) provided the major source of the production
growth of Philippine agriculture (defined in the rest of this
section to include crops and poultry and livestock only), at least
up to the 1950s. Since the closure of the agricultural land
frontier in the 19608 resulting from increased population pressure,
the contribution of land productivity (output per hectare) growth
has increasingly become the more important source of production
growth.? Over the last two decades, increases in yield accounted
for about 80 percent of total agricultural production growth.
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~ Whereas cultivated m.éea per farm worker deczlinéd by an anmxal
- average of 2.5 percent during the same period, yield grew by an
.mmual average of ahou" 5 percent, énabmng agricultuml output per
" féri worker to grow By
B 1§84). In contrast,fthe six decades preceding the 19608 vere
marked by increasing Bultivated area per furm worker, decreasing
output per cultivate area, and virtuauy unchanged get capita
agr.cultural output (I ‘oolay, 1968) . ‘
There exists, holever, substantial differences among crops.
wﬁéxa"as yield growt contributed nearly two-thirds of the
production growth of ‘a major staple crops (palay and corn) and of
banana and pineappla%auween the mid-1970s and wmid-1980s, area
expansion largely conérlbuted to output growth of coconut, coffee,
,sugarcane, abaca, tobarco, and rootcraps¢3 In the case of rice,
the rapid diffusion %:f the modern-variety-fertilizer-irrigation
technology beginning in mid-1960s wae largely responsible for the
yield increases, By :iid-19aos, about 85 percent of the total rice
area was planted to madern varieties, and nearly 65 percent of this
was irrigated. «Fertiiizer use on rice also rose from 8 kg NPK per
hectare in mid-1960s to 40 kg NPK per hectare in mid-1980s.

3. Agricultural Growth, Income Distribution,

and Rural Poverty

The conceptual and empirical aifficulties surrounding the
measurement of income inequality and poverty are fairly well known.
In this paper, purely practical considerations, such as the
availability of data and the impossibility of obtaining new
data, dictated definitional and measurement choices. More
importantly, the imposition of consistency of definition, and not
a mixture of definitions, became the dominant factor in the choice
of one concept over ancther.

The statistical!base for the analysis in this section is
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about 2 percent annually (Davxd et al.,
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mainly the various rounds of Family Income and Expenditure Survey
(FIES). These surveys were undertaken in 1961, 1955, 1971, 1875,
1979, 1985, and 1988. The 1975 and 1979 surveys, however, ware not
published due to some technical problems, one of which was the
implausibility of the data generated arising from substantial
undercoverage. Excluding 1975 and 1979, it appeers that the FIES
the analysis of trends in income ineguality and poverty over the
last three decades. Unfortunstely, we have been limited to
published tabulations for 1961, 1965, and 1971, and have acquired
data tapes only for 1985 and 1988. Given the imprecision of the
data, particularly for earlier years, the results should ba
interpreted as indicating trends rather than precise magnitudes.*

}

3.1 Has Income Distribution Gotten Worse with

Agricultural Growth?

It is often desirable to use pore than one summary index of
inequality, since some indices are more sensitive than others to
changes in the different parts of the size distribution of income.
The Gini (G) index, the summary measure commonly employed in the
Philippines, is ralatively more senszitive to changes in the middle
ranges than in the extreme ranges of the size distribution of
income. This is so since G depends on the rank order weights of
income recipients and on the number of recipients in a given range.
The coefficient of variation (CV), on the other hand, is more
sensitive teo changes in the upper ranges of the distribution, since
it attaches equal weights to transfers at all levels of income.
‘The standard deviation of logarithms (SD), derived when incomes are
expressed in logarithms, is one measure which is more sensitive to
changes in the lower ranges than in the other parts of the
distribution. That is, the fact that a logarithmic transformation
staggers the income levels tends to soften the blow in reflecting
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Linacaufas;it;y;~ Looked at differently, each of these measures is most
sensitive to a pattigular type of ineguality: G for inequality
among the less extrqme incomes, the CV for inequality due to
extreme wealth, and $DL for inequa’ity due to extreme poverty
(spLy.® 1 | - |
Table 3 shows tHe estimates of these measures for the five
. ysunds of FIES.® Allfthe abovo measures exhibited little changes
over the years. c::na%daring that der capita GDP grew by an annual
average of ncarly 2 pprcent between 1961 and 1971, the relatively
small change was rat er unusual in relation to the growth and
income distribution efperience of East Asia's newly industrialized
countries (NICs) where economic growth was accompanied by
considerable inprwem%nt in income distribution.” Even the "growth
;8pell" in the latter ‘half of the 1960s when GDP grew by about 5
“p‘el:aent -- although low in relation to the average for middie-
ince me economies and ASEAN countries -- and the "economic recovery"
in the latter part of the 19803 barely improved income
distribution. One may argue that this is hardly a surprise when
viewed in the context of the so-called inverted U-sghaped
relationship between economic growth and income distribution.®
While plausible, such relationship has, however, received 1little
empirical support. Fields (1988, p. 469), in surveying the
available evidence from the experiences of various countries,
concludes "that whether ineguality increases or decreases with
economic growth depends on the type of growth rather than on the
level of GNP or the rate of GNP growth per se". Many others {(e.g.,
Fei and Ranis, 1964; Adelman and Morris, 1973) also emphasized that
income inequality is determined as much or more by the ftvpe of
economic development, including policies followed, as by the level
of develcpment per se.
It bears noting that the inequality of income in rural areas
was gomewhat less thdn in urban areas. Thie difference could be
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larger than the figures shown in Table 3 when one takes into
account the undercoverage of residential enclaves of rich families,
particularly in Metro Manila, in FIES rounds. Notice, however, the
narrowing of the gap ‘(e.g., the difference of the Gini index for
urban and rural areas) from 1961 to 1971, and the widening of it in
1985.. The trend in the first period was mostly associated with
decreased income inequality in urban areas and increased inequality
in rural areas. The widening of the gap in 1985 (relative to 1971)
resulted largely from the improvement of income equality in rural
areas. ‘ :

The increase in incqme ineguality in rural areas ‘batwegn: 1961 |
and 1971 deserves a closer look. This period was characterized by
a fairly rapid agricultural growth, especially in the rice sector
jwhere the adoptiocn of high-yielding medern varieties was unusually
rapid vis-a-vis many other Asian countries. Indeed, the average
real family income in rural areas increased by 19 percent between
1961 and 1965 and by another 19 percent betwsen 1965 and 1971
(rable 4). In contrast, while average real family income in urban
areas increased by 21 percent in the first period, it stagnated in
the second period. Thus, the rural-urban income ratio increased
from about 40 percent in 1961 and 1965 to 48 percent in 1971.
Then, when the growth of agriculture slowed down, along with the
rest of the economy, in the 1980s, income distribution in the rural
areas somewhat improved, even though rural-urban income ratio was
almost steady between 1971 and 1988. Herdt (1987) and others
observed that the adoption of modern technologies in the 1960s and
early 1970s tended to be initially concentrated among Ilarge
farmers, with small farmers catching up in later years. This fact,
along with the highly skewed distribution of agricultural
landholdings in the Philippine and the slow growth of more
productive employment opportunities in off-farm areas in relation
to the growth of the labor force, partly explains the pattern of
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income inequality in rural areas.

3.2 Has Agricultural Growth Trickled Down to the Poor?

The identification of the poor and the attendant aggregation
which brings together the data on the poor into an overall measure
of poverty, almost always involve a construction, albeit imprecise,
of a poverty line or threshold.® For practical purposes, we define
a poverty threshold as the critical minimum amount of innome below
which a person cannot attain a predetermined consumpticsn bundle of
goods and services, as judged necessary for the fulfillment of
certain basic consumption needs, most importantly (in the context
of this study) adequate nutrition. We have adopted the NEDA-FNRI-
NSO technical working group's estimates of poverty lines for 1985
for the country's 13 regions subdivided into rural and urban
areas.' We have adjusted these estimates for inflation to obtain
poverty thresholds (at current prices) for 1961, 1965, 1971, and
1988. Although necessarily still imprecise, these estimates take
into account regional price differences and consumption patterns
(and thus avoid a major shortcoming of previous studies) as well as
the desirability of imposing consistent definitions of poverty
thresholds throughout the period of analysis.!

The commonly used summary measure of poverty in the
Philippines is the headcount index, expressed as the proportionate
number of households whose incomes fall below the poverty line.
The drawback of this measure is that it is entirely insensitive to
changes below the poverty line. A poor person may become poorer
but measured poverty will remain the same. Furthermore, an inconme
transfer from a person below the poverty line to one above it does
not change measured poverty -- indeed an absurd property of a
summary measure of poverty.

In addition to the headcount index, we have employed the
following summary measures:
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(1) Income gap, measured as the average income shor;ttall ox
the poor (expressed in proportion to the poverty line);

(2) Poverty gap, measured &s +he arithmetic mean of the
income shortfall (expressed in propox sion to the pmrerty J.ine) over
the whole population. This meadure is sensitive to both the number
of the poor and to how poor they are, although the various poverty
deficits of the poor are weighed equaliy. Moreover, goverty gap
has the added advantage, at least from a policy viewpoint, of
measuring the actual amount of income necessary to bring every unit
below the poverty line up %o the poverty line. One objection to
it, however, is that it is insensitive to redlstribution of income
within the poor units;

(3) FGT (a=2) index, measured in the same way as poverty gap
jexcept that the weights are simply the squared income shortfalls
themselves.”  Unlike that in the headcount and poverty gap
measures, measured poverty in FGT (e=2) decreases whenever a
transfer of income takes place from a poor household tg a poorer
onz; and

(4) Sen index, a well-known distributionally sensitive measure
that takes into account the poor's income shortfalls as well as the
inequality of income among the poor.

All the poverty measures show a decline in poverty incidence
from 1961 to 1988 (Table 5). Headcount poverty declined from 75
percent in 1961 to 49 percent in 1988. The average income
shortfall of the poor is 53 percent of the poverty line in 1961 and
36 percent in 1988. Note that although income inequality hardly
changed between 1961 and 1971, the headcount declined by an annual
average of 1.3 percentage points.® This shows that the benefits
of relatively modest growth of GDP per capita -- averaging about 2
percent per year -- during this period trickled down to the poor,
although only minimally compared to the experiencea of other Asian
countries. Moreover, the often asserted argument that the post-
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World War II economic growth completely bypassed the poor (see
e.g., ILO (1974) and Oshima {1990)) is not support:ed by the figures
in Table 5. Note too, however, that the relatively fast growth of
the porulation -~ averaging 2.9 percent per year between 1961 and
1971 and 2.6 percent per year between 1971 and 1985 ~- meant a 57
percent increase in the total number of poor families from 3.3
million in 1961 to 5.2 million in 1988. |

The incidence of poverty was higher in rural areas than in
urban areas, although the difference tended to narrow down since
1961. This tendency paralled the increase in the ratio of average
rural family income to average urban family incoma. Based on the
headcount index, rural poverty accounted for the bulk of overall
poverty (nearly three-fourths in 1%65 and 1971 and about two-thirds

,in 1985 and 1988), mainly because of the greater number of families

residing in rxural areas. This contribution appeared to be even
larger if poverty gaps were used as weights (i.e,, consideration is
given to poverty aversion), simply because poverty gaps were larger
in rural areas than in urban areas.

It bears noting that despite the noticeable increase in income
inequality in the rural areas between 1961 and 1971 {see Table 3},
all the indices of rural poverty showed a decline Table 5 during
tiuis period, further supporting the argument that rural (mainly
agricultural) growth itself, even if it initially increases income
inequality, is a powerful stimulus to poverty reduction.

The vast majority (62-68 percent) of the rural poor are
engaged in farming (Table 6). About two-thirds of all farming
families were considered poor in 1988; this group had an average
income shortfall of about 40 percent of the poverty line. The
incidence of poverty was egually high among families whose incomes
depended mainly on fishing. Their contribution to total rural
poverty, however, was much lower (11 percent) than that for farming
families, simply because this group accounted for only 9 percent of
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all rural families. Families dependent mainly on incomes f:a;mraéd :
outside farming, fishing, and forestry comprised another single
block (37 percent) of families in the rural areas.'™ The incidence

of poverty among this group was much lower -- about 40 percent of

the families were poor and the average income shortfall for the
group. was 31 percent. - | e ‘

The traditional characterization of the rural poor is that the
poorest of them are the landless and those who are dependent mainly
on wage incomes.' Surprisingly, Table 6 shows that the intensity
of poverty, as indicated by their income shortfalls, among the
self-employed is as severe, if not more severe, than Twage"
households (although there are differences across occupations, as
shown below). In agriculture, the poor self-employed heads of

‘households include primarily lessees, tenants, and small owner-

cultivators.

Within agriculture (farming, fishing, and forestry), among the
poorest were (i) farm workers in sugarcane, rice, corn, coconut,
and forestry, and (ii) corn and "other crop" farmers, coconut
farmers, and fishermen (Table 7).'® Rice producers had lower
average income shortfall and smaller proportion of their group
below the poverty threshold, but they contributed almost one-fourth
of overall poverty in agriculture owing to the large proportion (28
percent) of rice farmers in agriculture.

The poor families in agriculture are characterized by a high
level of underemployment, inadequate access to or use of medarn
technology (partly because of lack of access to credit), high
dependence on incomes in agriculture, and little access to social
services, including hzalth care and family planning services. The
high level of underemployment in agriculture arises partly from the
monscon-dependaent nature of agricultural production. The access of
the poor to 1land is limited by the high concentration of
landholdings (especially in sugarcane, coconut, and "export crops®
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such as bapana and pimagpmﬁ and, ironically, by land reform
programs covering only tenanted rice and corn farms.V For the
large number of poor mac-mwwawr Tarmere, farm size is small
and the farm is often located in unfavorable areas (e.g., outside
of irrigated areas). Their ability to improve their lot is
substantially limited by their low incomes and little access to
credit.,  With the uluggish growth of productive employment
opportunities outside the farm, the main bulk of the incomes of the
poor in agriculture comes mainly from the sector. Their limited
access to social services, on the other hand, is due to the
concentration of these services in wurban areas, to lack of
information, to ill-designed composition of publicly provided
services, or to intimidation by officials.

Rural poverty is also com=ss in areas where agricultural
productivity is low and where droughts and typhoons occur
frequently (e.g., in the Bicol Region). In these areas, rural
nonfarm employment forms an important source of supplementary
household income. However, the poor are concentrated in
traditional industries with low skill and capital requirements and
very low labor productivity. Woreover, the pressure of the very
rapid growth of the labor force in rural areas has led to the
decline in real wages, especially for the unskilled workers (see
section 5 below). But in areas (e.g., Central Luzon) where
agricultural productivity growth is high, the substantial growth of
nonfarm employment slows down the fall in real wages.

"
Ll

4. Agricultural Productivity, Land Resources,

Lend Tenure, and Poverty

In the Philippines, as elsewhere, rural poverty and rural
insurgency problems have often been tied to access to land and to
tenurial relations. As shown in section 3, among the poorest of
the poor have been the landless agricultural workers. Moreover, in



regions where the conceitration of land owrership is relatively
high, the incidence of poverty is correspondingly high. Rural

insurgency in these régions has tended also’to be more pronounced
than in other xegibmﬁéf These assoclations do not, of course, ;iuply
‘that limited land access is, by itself, the only factor that has
contributed to existing rural poverty, nor do they suggest that it
is the sole factor that has spawned rural insurgency. The limited
growth of productive employment opportunities outside of

agriculture and the country's relatively high population growth
have been equally important determinants of rural poverty.

Nonetheless, it remains true that institutional and policy changes

concerning asccess to land rescurces have an important bearing on
poverty alleviation. Moreover, these demonstrate the government'c
x::ammw to address the issue of income inequality.

The various indicators of agricultural productivity,
particularly for the disaggregated level such as crop farming,
appear to be negatively correlated with poverty incidence in
agriculture. Based on the 1985 FIES, both average poverty gaps and
the proportion of poor families in total farm families were lowest
in Central Luzon, Southern Tagalog, and the Ilocos Region where
agricultural productivity levels were higher than the national
average. In contrast, poverty incidence was highest in the Bicol
Region and Western Visayas where productivity levels were also
lowest. In some regions, however, agricultural productivity iz a
poor indicator of rural poverty incidence: productivity levels were
relatively high in Northern Mindanao due to its high-value forestry
and pineapple sctivities, and in Western Visayss primarily arising
from large sugsr plantations. But in these regions, the incidance
of poverty was also high.

Farn size and land/labor ratio have also often been associated
with rural poverty, but as Table 8 shows, the correlation is rather
weak. Tha Ilocos Region, Central Luzon, Cagayan Valley, and




SRR : b

14

mnhmu viuyw had m lovest average :um ﬁizm in Mae, mm

i ; nao mm mwxm mm ximm were xﬂnﬁiw:ty :mm, pov
qmw were above the mmiml aversge.
fam uim m an impo

mmm uﬁawing ;i.nmmit:y, :mmt aualtty, rural ?&Mmsmipf” ture, and
the availability of nonfarm employsant. The low pove

in Centrs. Luzon, for example, was a combined ﬁﬁmﬁt of high
cropping intensities facilitated by the availabiliey of irrigation
and short-msturing varieties, and of the avallablity of nonfarm
enployment prisarily owing to its proximity to Metro Manila., These
mors than compensated for the region's relstively high tenancy rate
{at least in the 1970s) and small farm size. 7The llocos Reglon
somewhat exhibited the same characteristics as Cantral Luzon, but
farm sizes were snaller and tenancy rates higher. Southern Tagalog
and Central NMindanao had slightly lower yields and cropping
intensities than those in the Iloces and Central Luzon, but their
agriculture was more diversified and farm sizes larger. Westarn
Visayas, on the other hand, had high tenancy rates owing to the
plantation mode of production in the region, although the average
farm size was close to the national average.

The incidence of poverty in agriculture appears to have a
sharper assocliation with the size-distribution of operational
landholdings than that with average farm size. This is, of course,
not surprising now considering that landlessness is highly
correlated with landholding concentration and that the landless
agricultural workars are among the poorest groups and have low
employmant opportunities outside of agriculture. Southern Tagalog
and Cagayan Valley do not seem to fit this generalization, but note
that agriculture has been more diversified in the latter than most
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of the regions and that, for Southern Tagalog, enployment
opportunities outside.of agriculture ars available partly due to
its proximity to Metro Manila.

After World War [II, land reform programs have focused on
improving tenurial relations, including the getting up of limits on
output and input sharing arrangementz and the conversion of shars
tenants to amortizing owners.™ The argument has been that farmers
are poor because of the high incidence of tenmancy (the proportion
of farms under tenancy to total farms), considered one of tha
highest in Asia, and which changed only minimally since 1960. The
census of agriculture in 1960 indicates that only about 45 percent
of the total crop and livestock farms (and 53 percent of the total
physical area) were fully owned by the operators themselves. In
1ﬂl:ne 1980 census, this was about 59 percent. The proportion of
rented or .usased farms, on the other hand, hardly changed, from 37
percent in 1960 to 38 percent in 1980. Tenancy has persisted and
has grown in number, partly because of strong population pressura
on land and of the slow growth of employment opportunities outside
of agriculture,

As shown in section 3, the incidence of poverty is high for
households whose major sources of incomes (whether from wages or
entrepreneurial incomes) are from palay, corn, coconut, and Bugar
farming. In rice and corn farms, the incidence of tenancy is
higher than in other major crop farms {except tobacco and
sugarcane) as well as in livestock farms. Moreover, in rice and
corn farming, the average farm size cultivated by operators under
share tenancy was not only lewer than that under full ownership but
also lower than the national average for all farm operators. On
the other hand, the Incidance of share tenancy is also high in
pineapple and other permanant crops, but farm sizes tended to be
larger for these farms.

What the above observations, as well as other recent empirical
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and theoretical studies, suggest is that: tenancy by itsclf is not
as important and cmupé’lung correlate of poverty as expected: the
variation in incomes ; ithin tenure classes (reflecting the effect
of farm size, yield, nrn;:ping intensity, land guality, etc,) hww
been found to be much greater than the variation betweer
classes."?

5. Labor Bupply and Employment Growth

New entrants to the labor force reached about 600,000 in the
late 1980s, of which about 40 percent was contributed by the rural
areas. The growth of the labor force, particularly from among the
female populaticn, was relatively high (averaging 3.8 percent
annually) in the latter part of the 1970s and early part of the
419805, although it decelerated in the latter part of the 1980s.
The level of this growth closely wmatched the expansion of
employment in the 1970s, but was slightly higher than employment
growth in the 19803, particularly in the 1983-85 economic crisis.
interestingly, while employment growth was persistently lower than
output growth in the 19708 (the implicit employment elasticity with
raspect to output for this period was close to 0.65), such was not
the case in the early part of the 1580s. Employment continued to
expand at an extraordinarily high rate of 3.5 percent per year in
1981-85 even though GDP contracted by an annual average of 1.9
percent. However, the number of yigibly underemployed workers
(defined as those working less than 65 days in a quarter and
roporting their willingness to work additicnal time) was high,
averaging 25.8 percent of the total number of employed workers
during the period, in contrast with the average of 19.7 percent for
the period 1976-80 /Table 9).

The economic recovery in 1986-09 which pulled GDP growth to an
annual average of 5.5 percent also brought with it an expansion of
employment, although at a rate hardly sufficient to absorb the new
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entrants to the labor force. Thus, the open unemployment rate
continued to increase from about 4.6 percent in the 1970s and 6.6
percent in 1983-85, to 8.6 percent in 1986-82. By 1989, there were
2.0 million unemployzd individuals, more than half cf them in the
rural areas. ©f thu employed, a large number of them were
underemployed in the urban informal sector (mostly services) and in
subsistence agriculture.

The rate of unemployment in the rural areas was oniy about
one-half of that in the urban areas. Howvever, the ratio of the
visibly underemployed to the total labor force was nearly two-fold
greater in the rural areas than in the urban areas, aithough the
difference tended to diminish in the latter part of the 1980s. The
seasonality and irregularity of monsocn agriculture partly explain
jthe higi: underemployment in rural areas. Moreover, as shown below,
average labor productivity in agriculture has been much lower than
the average in manufacturing or urban industries.

While agriculture accounted for nearly one-half of the total
employment in the late 1980s, it contributed only about one-fourth
of the total national output (Table 10). Services, on the other
hand, accounted for 40 percent of output and also about 40 percent
of total employment. Although the shares ¢f agriculture in output
and employment were comparable to those of other countries of
similar income levels, the same can not be said for services. 1In
other countries, the average share of services in national output
was about 45 percent while its share in total employment was about
25 percent, thereby implying a much higher relative labor
productivity.® It is apparent that a large part of the
"employment" in services (as well as in agriculture) reflects a
forced adoption by the sector of redundant workers and a high
degree of underemployment in the sector.

Equally disturbing is the fact that the expansion of the share
of industry in GDP was not matched by an increase in its share of
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employment. mduatx’ia& m’tput growth, *almit. Tow iﬁ mlm;icn to
the country‘'s Asian neighbors, rose from abou!: *26“ pamant in tha
nid~1950a to 33 percanz in the late 1980s. “The risa is, of com:sa,
expected, as this is ng well-known stylized pattern in development
(Chenery and Syrduin, "’1975)' But betwaen the mid-1950s and the |
late 19808, the indus try*a share in total employment remained
relatively low at’ abouﬁ 15 percent. Employment in this sector grew
at an average of only %2.9 percent during the 1956-89 period. The
growth of its major sibsector, manufacturing, was even poorer ~-

only 2.3 percent during the period. The residual Yabor force and
the new entrants to the labor force were thus absorbed largely in

agriculture and infomal services sectors where self-employment was

more common and wageé more flexible. This process, howaver,

}hnited the growth of ifahiox* productivity and real incomes in these

sactors. §

The patterns of labor productivity growth and real wages are
reflective of the structural bottlenecks in the economy,
particularly on its persistent inakility to absorb tha grewing
number of underemployed members of the labor force. Figure 1 shows
the trends in average labor productivity in the three major sectors
of the economy -- agriculture, industry, and services =~ since the
=id-19508. At least three major observations can be notad, First,
average labor productivity in agriculture has consistently been
lower than that in industry and, not until the latter part of the
19808, aazvicie&: Second, labor productivity in the services sector
was comparable to that in manufacturing in the latter part of the
19508, remained virtually stagnant in the 1960s and early 1970s,
and then dropped steadily in the latter part of the 19708 and in
the 1980s. This occurred in tandem with the substantial increase
in the share of the :aaqfvibea sector in total employment == from 25
percent in the mid-1950s to 39 percent in the late 1980s, Third,
although labor prcducéivity in industry managed to rise in the
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1960s and 1970s, the growth soon petered out and labor productivity
fell for the most partiof the 1980s., Average labor productivity in
industry in 1986-89 Was even lower than during the economic
crisis of 1983-85. ‘%It is apparent that not only has industry
failed to absorb an ificreasing proportion 'of the labor force, as
was the case in other countries of similar income levels and in
newly industrializing * countries, but it was likewise unable in
recent years to reverse the decline in labor productivity.

The rapid growthg of the labor force and the slow pace of
employment generatian% in productive areas combined to create a
large pool of unemployed and underemployed. Because the rural
sector failed to absorb the additional labor force members and to
provide full employment to its workers, pressure built up for
‘J.aborers to move out from the farm to rural nonfarm and to urban
areas. This tended to depress real wages outside the farm,
especially those of unskilled occupations (mainly in the services
sector) . Figure 2 which shows the trends in real wages for
skilled, unskilled, and agricultural workers over the last 2%
decades, lends support to this claim. The persistent fall in labor
productivity in the services sector was matched by a persistent
fall in real wages for both skilled and unskilled workers.
Moreover, although real wages in agriculture were lower in the
1980s than in the 1960s, the drop was not as sharp as those for
skilled and unskilled workers. This implies that the unskilled and
skiiled occupations outside the farm might have born the larger
proportion of the adjustment on real wages.

As shown in section 3, the incidence of poverty declined
between 1961 and 1988 despite the overall fall in real wages.
Other than the slight reduction in income inequality in the 1980s,
two other factors partly explain the decline in poverty -- the
increused participation rate of the labor force, particularly among
women, and the substantial rise of the share of non-wage, non-
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entrepreneurial incom. in total household incomes. Comparable
estimates of labor for ‘e participation rates rose from 60 percent
in the nid-1970s to 65 percent in the late 1980s.?' Based on the
: Vagiaua rounds of the Family Inceme Expenditure Survey, the share
" of i¥ent, remittances, i gifts, suppdrt assistance, and relief in
total household incomeﬁ swelled frof enly 17 percent in 1961 to 32
percent in 1985 and 227 percent in 1988. The pmpart.ian of
households mainly dep"dent on these incomes rose substantially
frém about 5 percent ifi 1961 to 19 percent in 1985 and 16 percent
in* 1988, Finally,{ the proportion of fanmilies reporting
) rex@fittances, support fssistance and relief increased from 22
| 'paéi:ent in 1961 to 88 t‘err:’anﬁ. in 1985.%

It bears noting *tf t persistent declines in real wages and the
rise in per capita in\me were rather unigue in the Philippines.
In the postwar experiehce of Asia, particularly Taiwan and South
Korea, growth was accci;panied by rising real wages in agriculture
and industry, even when|there was considerable unemployment (Oshima
1986, p. 151). Not that these countries had effective laws on
minimum wages; labox productivity growth and expansion of
employment accompanied the growth of @Gpp per capita in these
countries. (:4c:warmment:g policies in the Philippines, on the other
hand, tended to undq_rmme both productivity growth and the

generation of productiv? employment opportunities for its expanding

labor force.

Postwar g;rmm:ncunem‘‘i policies tended to run against the dictum
of comparative advant_’ge (although public pronouncements often
called for efficient dse of scarce capital resources) by unduly
promoting capital—mtenswe, import-substituting industries and, in
the process, severelﬁ penalizing labor-intensive exports and
backward integration.® Wwhile these policies led to an initial
spurt in overall economic growth (such as during the "easy import
substitution® period lin the early part of the 1950s), they
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subsequently conatraigzad the country's capacity to earn foxeign,'
exchange required for the importation of capital goods for
continued growth. Macro pricirg policies tended ﬁa :seVerely
overvalue the exchang ’g rate, particularily in the 19508 when mpm:t
and exchange controls were the primary means of trade and payments
adjustments and in the 19608 when a cascading tariff structure
replaced import and excliange controls. The overvalued exchange
rate depressed the rélative prices of labor-intensive tradable
goods, encouraged the;movement of scarce resources towards less-
labor intensive nontra,dable or home goods production, and thus put
a downward pressure on real wages.®

Moreover, generous fiscal incentives provided a window for the
development of export-oriented manufacturing establishments, but
for the most part, "the new export sector functioned almost as
export processing zone and bonded warehouse 'enclave' ... which had
little interaction with, and provided 1ittle benefit to, the
domestic economy except primarily through the (limited) employment
of labor" (Intal and Power 1990, p. 42). Government interventions,
especially in the 1970s and early 1980s, also tended to diminish
the role of market machanism in favor of regulations by parastatals
as well as promocted a monopolistic structure in important sectors
of the economy. The use of governmental functions to dispense
economic privileges to some select group close to the ruling elite
was rampant. Fiscal and monetary policies thus tended to be
expansionary in the 19708 and early 1980s. All told, the
intermittent balance of payments crises during the postwar period
(in late 1949, at the turn of the 1960s, in 1983-85, and at the
present) and the persistence of widespread poverty and unemployment
(and underemployment) have been a reflection of the weaknesses of
the econcmic structure engendered by policy regimes.
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6. Concluaion , , o
, Rapid agriéultur%‘_ grouth has contributed to the raduction of
 measured rural povert y in the Philippines. fThe incidence of
- poverty, however, rerhins high. Although the rural poor as a
proportion of the total rural population diminished from 80 percent
in 1961 to 54 percent in 1988, the average ihcome shortfall for all
poor rural huusequéj» hovered high at 35 percent of poverty
threshold, Morepver,fthe absolute nur'ber of the rural poor, who
comprised about‘70~pe§ienh of the country's total poor population,

~ increased from 2.9 mifllion families in 1971, to 3.6 million in
1988. S |

In the rural  éve1opment literature, it is common to
characterize the 1and}ess and those who are dependent mainly on
wage inccomes as the po%rest group among the rural poor. The paper
shews  that the intensity of poverty for the self-employed
households, as indicated by their average income shortfall, is as
severe, if not moré severe, than that for wage~dependent
households. In agriculture, the poor self-employed heads of
households include primarily lessees, tenants, and small owner-
cuitivators. This group constitutes the single largest block of
the total poor, regardiess of the summary measure of poverty used,
in rural areas. One iﬁplicaﬁion of this finding is that, from the
viewpoint of poverty aﬁleviation policies, the payoffs -- in terms
of the reduction in meésured overall poverty per peso investment --
to targeting this group appears high relative to other groups in
rural areas. ‘

Finally, we havefargued that the root causes of the “rural
problem” in the Philippines -- low productivity, landlessness, high
underemployment, and high incidence of rural poverty -- go beyond
agriculture. The ecoibmic welfare of the rural population can be
secured only by a compfehensive economywide policy reform aimed at
correcting the disincentives against the production (and
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- consumption) of labo:*%ntensive goods, particzularly labor-intehsive

exports, and at promoting backward integration. This allows the

~expansion of productivVe earning opportunities for the yelatively

fast growing labor f’o"v;ce. In particular, the reform has to gxl‘qw
a rapid, sustained grpwth of 2 jriculture, combined with egbally
rapid employment growth cutside of agriculture. The importance of
the latter is clearly fdemonstrated by the‘country's experience in
the second half of the 1960s and in the 1970s: rapid agricultural
growth did occur but tihe linkages of this growth with the rest of
the economy were weal% owing partly to the failure of economic
policies and structures to allow a similarly rapid, sustained
overall economic growth along the 1lines of the country's
comparative advantage. The failure of industry's share in total
Fmployment to grow despite the rapid expansion of its si:are in GDP
meant that the services and the agriculture sectors were the
primary sources of employment generation for the rapidly expanding
labor force. In large parts of these sectors, however, labor
productivity is low and underemployment is high.



1.

2.

3.

‘Q'Q

5.

i 24

Yo an overview of

and strategies, Balisacan (1990a).

As Hayami et al} (1976} pointed out, population pressure
pushes the r::wxmw:im frontier into marginal lands, thereby
causing the marginal cost of production via expansion of
cultivated area e:r rise -+lative to the wmarginal cost of
production via mdre intensisx land use. The intensification
of irrigation anii the adoption of land-saving modern rice
technology can thus be seen as efforts to augment land in
response to the increasing cost wf land relative to labor.
David et al. (1964) also noted the influence of other factors
in promoting lanfi intensification in lowlapd areas of the
Philippines. BAmohg the principal ones are the suitability of
early modern vari%ﬁﬁéa to irrigated conditions, the worsening
peace-and-order gi’tu&ﬁiwn in tindanao and upland arsas, and
the economic policy bias against agriculture and labor use.

For a decomposition of the sources of commodity production
growth into yield'and hectarage growth, see Balisacan (1990a).
i

See Balisacan f'f 990a) for a detailed discussion on the
limitations and compavability of the vasrious rounds of FIES.

See Champernowne (1%74) for a comparison of the various
indices, in measuring the inequality displayed by given
frequency distributions of income. Atkinson (1970) and Sen
(1973} characterize the form of the social welfare function
implicit in each ibf the wost common measures.
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It should be noted that since these estiwates are obtained
frox urouped data, they tend to be leas than what weuld be
obtained from individual cbservations. For 1961, 1965, and
1971, grouped data are reconstruction of published official
tabulations. For 1985 and .988, grouped data are based on
FIES tapes.

Bazed on Bautista's (1290) compilation of Gini estimates
cbtaited from several studies. See also the earlier
comparison of Gini ratios in selected Asian countries by
Oshima and Barros (1976).

Por X often aesociated with Simor Kuznets, the inverted U-
shaped hypothesis depicts a development path whereby income
inequality increases in the early stages of development and
decreases in the later stages.

For a discussion of the many conceptual and empirical issues
involved in poverty measurement, see Srinivasan (1990),
Atkinson (1987), and Kanbur (1987).

For details cn the estimation, see Balisacan (1990a).

‘The poverty line can be arqued to be positively related with
correlates of development (e.g., urbanization). Ravallion et
al. (19%0), however, has demonstrated that, for a large number
of low-income countries, real poverty lines tend to increase
with growth, but they will do very slowly for the poorest
countries.

The FGT index is a class of additively decomposable poverty
measures (Foster, Greer, and Thorbecke, 1984). The headcount
and the poverty gap are special cases of this index, i.e., for
a=0 and a=l, respectively. These wmeasures are additively
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(a>1) satisfies [the main mim tfor a desirable sun
measure of povertly (Foster, 1984).

B
These rates of dacline were, however, lower than "é:’hamr for
other countries q{ sinilar income levels, bosed on data in the
World Bank's War&d Development Report 1990 (pp. 45-48).

There is soxa ma%-mpmaenmtiw here, considering that some
families whose ocgupations were not declared were lumped into
the "other mmp&ticn“ category.

See, o.g., Hayawi, Quisumbing and Adriano (1950) and Mangahas
(1985) .

Unlike the 1985 ,FIES, the 1988 FIES does not allow for a
disaggregation u); agricultural families by main occupation
{i.e., self-empldyed rice farmers, sugarcane workers, etc.).

The limitation of land transfer programs to tenanted rice and
corn lands encouraged eviction of tenants by landlords and
the hiring of landless workers. Horeover, it induced
landlords to shift to crops other than rice and corn. See
Otsuka (1988) for an evidence on tenant eviction in selected
rice-growing villages in the Philippines.

For an overview of postwar land reform programs, see Hayami,
Quisumbing and Adriano (1990) and Balisacan {1820b) .

For an excellent discusssion of this literature, see Otsuka
and Hayami (1988} and Otsuka, Honma and Hayami (1989).
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Based on figures from the World Bank's World L
Report and ILO "e&% International Labour Statistics.

elopment

Oshima (1988, p.}160) noted that the averags nuaber of esrners
per family rose i}mn 1.83 to 2.0 in the 1970s. This, inturn,
might have accentuated the fall in real wages as the rise in
the female partitipation increased labor supply.

See Balisacan ((1990a) for & discussion of the trends iu

functional and pkrsonal distribution of incoms.
8

Indeed, this is' a common theme in the writing of serious
students of Philippine development. See, for e.g., Power and
Sicat (1971), de Dios (1984), Bautista (1987), and Hontes and
sakai (1989).

Lal (1986) provides a systematic explanation of the movements
of real wages in the Philippines in terms of the standard
trade-theorstic Stolper-Samuelson-Rybcznski model.,
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Table 1

-l
Relative Contribution of Agriculture to Econcmic Growth in Developing Honsoon Asia and Middle-Income Déveloping Countried
Annual Growth Rate (%) _ Reletive Contribution of
1988 Per Share of Agriculture - ) Agriculture to GDP
Capita GDP in GDE (%) GDP Agriculture ) Growth a/ {%)
Country (vs $) ‘ o B o - ‘ B
1965 1986 1865-80 1980-88 1965-80 1980-88 1965-80 1980~88
Developing Monscon 1,018 39 28.8 5.4 5.5 2,3 2.9 - 3%.0 27.2

Asia
Mauleysie .. . . .. 2,052 26 21.1 1.3 4.6 3.7 28 #
Thailand 1,063 32 17.0 7.2 6.0 4.6 3.7 32 17
Indonesia 476 56 24,0 8.0 5.1 4.3 3.1 56 28
Philippines 655 26 23.0 5.9 0.1 4.6 1.8 26 23
Sri Lanke 386 28 26.0 3.0 4.3 2.7 2.7 28 26
Pakistan 320 40 26.0 5.1 6.5 3.3 4.3 40 26
Indie . 252 44 3z2.0 3.6 5.2 2:5 2;3 4€ 32
Bangladesh 177 53 6.0 2.4 3.7 1.5 2.3 Ei! : 48
Hepal 159 65 56.0 1.9 4.7 1.1 .4 65 56
China 342 44 33.0 b/ 6.4 10.3 2.8 6.8 43 32
Bucms 192 b7 38 37.0 b/ 2.9 e/ 5.3 &f 34 cf 39 A/

. Hidﬂlﬁ;-ﬁé;;&y T 17‘;‘751 E = b A AR L R 5
Develcping
Countries 2,061 20 1z2.0 . 6.1 2.9 3.6 2.7 20 12

<7 Batic of the growihi Tate of agriculture Rultiplisd by the share of eyriculture in GDP, £o The Growih Tate of GDE.
b/ 1485. ef 1985-73. a7 1993-86. e/ 1570. £/ 1975-79. o7/ 1986-89.

Sources: Asian Davelopsent Bank, Key Indicators of Developing Asian and Pacifi¢ Countries, July 1990.
world Bank, World Development Report. 1050.
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Table 2

Food Production Per Capita and Population Growth Rate

Index of Food Production
Per Capita (1580=100 2/)

Percent Change

Average Annual Growth
Rate of Population (%)

1975 a/ 1987 a/ 1975-80  1980-87 1965~80 1980-88

low-Ircome Economies S0 112 11 12 2.3 2.0
Middlie-Income Eczonomies 91 99 10 -1 2.4 2.2
East Asia .- 123 . 23 2.3 1.5
South Asia ‘e 100 .- 0 2.4 2.3
ASEAN~3

Philippines 79 850 27 ~30 2.9 2.5

Thailand 81 i01 23 1 2.8 1.9

Indonesia -2} 117 19 17 2.4 2.1

a/ Three-year average, centered on the year shown.

Source: World Bank, World Development Report, various issues.
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Table 3

xngiiceu of Income Tnequality, 1961-1993

n

TIndex

156% 1965 197% 1285 1988

ALl Familles

0.949

Coafficiant of variation 1.024 1,076 1.003 0.963

gtandard deviation of lpgarithm 0.409 0.445 0.436 0.373 0,374
0inl Index 0,488 0,491 0.478 0,446 D445

' ?

3

Rural Families i
coefficient of variation 0.797  0.797  ©0.920  0.772 0,769
Standard deviation of logarithm 0.318 0.366 0396 0,310 0,210
Gind Index ) 0,386 0.410 0.448 0.378 0.3718

Urben Families

Coefficient of variation 1.116 1.129 0.893 0.945 0,910
sStandard deviation of logarithm 0,462 0.448 0.395 0.273 0.363
Ginl Index 0.506 0,503 0. 440 D.ak2 U.431

i

I

§

i

H

3
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Table 4

Average Reéal Family Income of Urban and Rural Households, 1961-B8

Avarage Family Income af

i ’( in 1978 Pesos) . — Percant 'chgpge
1561 1865 1971 1285 1988 1961~65 1965-71 1973-685 1985-48
Philippines 7,452 8,582 9,38¢ 8,800 9,907 15.2 9.4 6.2 i1z.5
Rurai 4,971 5,928 7,080 6,204 6,939 19.3 15.4 ~12.4 1.3
Urban 12,262 14,873 14,730 13,082 14,700 21.3 -1.0 ~11.2 12.4
Rural/Urben Ratio 40.5 39.9 | 48.1 47.4 47.2

a/ For 1961 and 1965 average family income is deflated using the consumer rrice index for Metro Manila.
For all other vears the CPI for the Philippines is used.

Source of basit data : NSO, Fanily Income and Expenditure Surveys, various issués.
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Table 5
a
Indices of Poverty Incidence, 1361-1988
{In %, unless otherwise indicated) #
oo tear Total  Share of contribution to Total Poverty EERe .
S and Number of Area in Head- Income  Poverty PET sen S :
R Area Famnllies Toral count gap gap {as2) Index Head- Yoverty — FET ke
e {1,000) Families count oep (=2} =
. A.  fTotal
. 1861 4,426 100,00 75.0% 52.78 39.6¢ 25.62 100.00 100,00  300.00 v
R 1855 5,127 100.00 §7.08 50,78 33.74 21.33 100.00 100.00 100.00 E -
o 1371 6,348 100.00 €1.63 48.81 30.08 18.29 100.00 100,00 100.00
S 1385 5,847 100.00 58.65 40.23 24.00 12.00 24.00 100,00 100.00 100.00
7o 1988 10,533 106.00 $9.52 36.35 18.00 8,00 18.00 100.00 100.00 100,00
e B. Rural
e ] 1863 2,920 65.97 BD.19 53.62 43.00 28.00 10.52 7168 22,30
e 1 1965 3,606 70.33 71.1% 52.00 37.00 24.00 44.60 77,13 8.1%
S 1871 4,434 €3.85 66.08 51.45 3%.00 21.00 74.69 16,95 a0.21
e 19BE 6,121 62.16 €3.30 39.49 25.00 13.00 25,00 65.97 54,75 £7.34
1988 6,548 62.17 54.08 15.12 19.00 9.00 20.00 £7.8Y £5.62 £5.94
€. Urban . ‘ . .
S 1961 1,506 34.03 65.00C 50.77 33.00 21.00 29.48 28,36 27.90
oy . 1965 1,521 29.67 57.43 45.27 26.00 15.00 25.40 22,86 20,87
e 1871 1,914 30.15 1.32 40,82 21.00 12.00 25,13 21.05 18,79
" 1985 3,726 37.84 51.98 38.48 20.00 10.00 20.00 31.52 30.14 30.34
oy 1988 3,985 37.83 33.95 35.04 14.00 6.00 14.00 30.52 29,42 28.37%




Tadie 6

voverty Incidence By Industry, Rural Families, 1988
{1n %, unless otherwiss indicated)

contributitn ko Torad
Toral share of . #ursl Poverty
Musber of Group in Bead- Income  Poverty FOT sen T
industry Panilins Totsl rount gap gep {and} Indaex Heads  Foverty ¥or
11,000} Fasilies count gap U2y

#11 Rural Families £,5%18.1 100.00 55.03 20.2% ' 20,00 1CO.B0  100.U0 10400
Ferming , »
Wages 614.6 %.39 £%.40 27.00 27.00 11.84 12.50 12,96
Belf-enploysd 2,853.3 43.5% 63.31% 25,00 25.00 B0.02 B2 L5586
Forestyry - . 72.2 1.10 50,46 20.00 20,00 1.0 1.08 1.7

Fishing 592.5 3.0% 66.77 24.00 24.00 10.88 16. 7% 30.58

Agricultural
Bervices 25.6 0.3% 52.68 20,00 20.00 £$.3% 3% Eo I b2

Othigr proupstion ] i ,
wages 1.217.5 18.5% 28.1% s 11.00 13.00 12.90 10.08 150

Serfeenpioven =33 172.4 B L 13.08 . 1300 12.88 138 T4l L
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Table 7

Poverty Incidence in Agriculfure by Main Occupation of Household Resd, 1985
£In %, unless otherwise indicated)

Contribution to

Total Share of dotal Poverty

Main Occupstion Humber of Group iy Head~ Income Poverty FOT Sen ' R
‘ot Household Families  Total count gap gap (a=2) Iadex Hesd~ Poverty FOT
Head {31,000} TFamilies eount gap {a=2)

A1l Agricultural
Pomilies 3.862.3 100.00 72.86  41.36  30.13  15.82 30.58 100,00 2100.00 100.00 e s
Rize Farncrs 1,103.9 27.86 66.21 38,27 26.00 13.00 26.48 25,32 24.04 22.%0
Cora Farmers 596.4 15.05  83.4%  4%.31 41.00 24.00 41.04 17,25 20.48 23,84
rﬁ“‘m‘n‘ rméf‘ 1’&‘ aa" ‘Qi?s 23(6‘ 13-00 7000 15-12 ) 0922
Other Crop Farmers 203.4 5.13 84,40 42.65 36,00 22.00 33,60 7.14
Coconut Farmers 360.9 &.11 75.4€  &1.08  31.00 '” 31.38 9.21
Fruit Tree Farmers 17.6 0.44 56.29 26.45 15.00 15,30 0.20
Livestocks & Poultry Facmers 23.4 0.59  62.38 34.21 21.00 20.%8 043¢
Rice & Corn Workers 215.2 5.43  81.07 44.41  35.00 36.18 6.87
Sugarcsiie Fars Workers 88,3 2.23 93.81  43.71  41.00 40.83 3. 2.82
Othar Crop Farm Workers 16.4 0.41  B&.68%  £2.51  36.00 35,17 0.49 052
Coconut Farm Workers 61.6 1.85 83.70 41.B2 35.00 1 33.69 .81 1.67
e e S LR BT OCK T POUTESY WorKers < 13,8 0.35 62.69 33,30 21.00 8.00 20.63 0.2
Other Crop & Animal Rusbandry 80.1 2,02 Bl.42  35.0% 18.00 9,00  18.26
Forestry Warkers 46.6 1.18 82,80 39,95 33.00 16.00 33.03
Other occupation 530.5 14,90 61,76  3%5.63  22.00 10.00 22.¢3

€ e— St Yl e
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R Incidance of Fovesty in Agriculture (1285), Agricultursl Productivity Hsassures (13803, and Land Nesources By Heylon

velue pdded in
Agriculture, Fisheries
b Forsutey

Foverty
Ineidance
Lasesy

Oress value
-

% in Par Per Py
fare  person hactare

Head~ Povegcy peor yer
count gsp lapor Lectars ragional
%} %) GoE

Percant

Land/  Averdge of Fhysis

Razio a/

Farm
size
{ha}

tas Aran

Philippines 2,708 2,887 Z9.18 4,805 fctia § 1,680
4.0 - ‘
18.0 2,767 4,361 46,350 4,577 348
18.0 2,233 2,117 51.04 1.724 a73
15.0 3,160 4,408 28.07 5,855 253
22.9 3,%3¢ 1,100 30,28 4,869 280
31.0 1,895 1,751 58.55 3,396 268 3,01¢
33.0 2,462 3.620 42.17 £.722 318 2,09
0.0 1,588 2,496 23.22 1,637 133 856
&1.0 1,510 1,800 59.18 3,038 268 1,103
2%.0 3,062 2,213 44.35 6,388 531 L.747
.0 3,272 2,812 45.70 9,207 684 2,348
25.0 3.734 2,412 57.48 5,943 sa7

ooy bt 43.9
1iouos Regleon 53.5%
Cagaan Velley 56.2
Central Luzen £7.0
Southern Tagalog 55.8
Bicel Region 7Z.4
Wastern Visayas 73.8
Centril Visiyas $6.0
Eastern vVisayvas 70.8
Western Hindanst 631.5

3,158
1,470
2,746
3,572

Northern Mindanao  66.7
Scuthern Mindsnso  62.1
Central Mindaned $4.3

1:816

0,42

0,28
0.80
0.78
.51
0.43
9*55
.48
0.37
0,77
v.83
§§‘3
1,08

2.88

145
2.83
2.13
3.38%
3.35
2.75
171
2.7
3.73
3686
3.96

3,30

&/ Includiog srable land only. Labor includes obly esmploved ledbsr in agriculture.
b/ ¥ational Capital Beglon

Hs0, Cenwuw of Agriculture, 19850,

KEDA, Philippine Statisticel Yearbook, 1989 and 1986.
DOLE, Yearbobk of Labor Statistice, 1584.

Balisacan {19350&).

sources:



Table §
Unsaploymant atd Undersuployment Estes, 1971-83 a/

- -

1573 1972 1973 1974 3975 1876 1877 3w . 1960 1961 1357 1983 1854 1385 1986 1587 1985 1388

Unenploymant | | S .

Rate 18] 5.3 5.3 4.8 3.2 4.2 5.2 4.5 4.3 5.0 53 &0 54 1.3 1 80 %5 B 8.8
nm 3‘1 i-‘ ﬁ;ﬁ 5&? ’LG ‘;s ?s3 i‘ﬂ ‘42 §&§ !6‘ ’33 12#2 1’»#‘ ;i%s 131§ 1253 :XQ?
Rural 3.7 3.3 3.3 2.0 2.6 3.5 3.3 2.2 %7 4.0 4.2 1.7 4.¢ £.¢ 3.3 &8 5.9 6.4

tmiuwlmtn:

RutE %) , , , o

K b7 25.% 17.4 1%8.2 20.9 23.9 25.5 2%.e 364 22.2 38,4 23.% 23.6 327
Trban - L - - = 23.% 1%5.2 1%.% 19.% 13‘)5 2€.0 25.9 ;l;b i6.% 27#? 13»1 26.1 I?Q:
riral - - - - - 2F.8 8.5 39.3 21.¢ 25.8 26.2 2%.8 32.7 25.1% 28.8 27.2 2333 25.%

B o/ 313.8 B 9.0 32.0 188 12.% 1T.2 22,8 15 1.8 110 114 10.9
um - - - - - T8 5.4 5.5 7.4 1.0 &89 ‘;1 8. 8.5 13.7 69 ‘t‘ .0

Rural 1.6 5.5 10,6 1%.% 3131 369 34 4 21.2 25.% 18.% 10,5 13.% 13,7

- A rﬁim ,ugﬁub;; for, wz!x o

b/ Those who worked for the refsrence quarter, but still vanted sdditicsal work,
arpressed as s proporiicn 0F the enployed.

e/ Those who worked less than €5 days in the guarter, but still vsnted sdditionsl work,
axpressed as & proporticn of the employed.

$ources: Philippine Statistical Yearbook, varicus isesues. -
Warional stetistics Office, Integrated Purvey of Household Bulletin; various isxues.

0%’3@~§*h{?¥ Toal s st s
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Table 10

Bectoral Componition of Oroks Nosestic Product
Axd Employment, 1955-8% a/

1355 1968 1875 1985 196y

¢
Orogs Domestic Produce
Agriculture 33.22 30,22 26.92 28.68 21.1%
Industry 25,68 28,09 33.79 32.61 2.8
{Hanufacturing) b/ 16,63 23.21 24,98 .1 25.00
Ssrvices 41.12 £1.69 39,79 38.75 3%.9%

Employment
Agriculture 60,03 57.5% 54.358 49.52 45.61
¥ Industey 15.67 14.76 1474 1.1 15.87
(Manufacturing) b/ 12.37 11.31 10.97 9,59 10.48
Services 24.29 27,67 30,99 35.38 .7

s/
Thres-year averages centered on the yesr shown, except for 1989 wherein
£he tigures refer to aversgas for 1988 and 1989,

b/ :
subsecter of industey.

Sources: MNEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, varlous {saues.
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Figure 2a. REAL WAGE INDEXES
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