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Abstract

_ d agricultural growth has been suggested as an alternative
"development strategy for less-developed countries. The paper shows
~.at rapid agriculiural growth, as demonstratgd by the Philippine
experience in the 1960s and 1970s, is not enough to pull the rural
poor out of poverty. Economic structures and the economie policy
environment must likewirze have to be conducive to a rapid growth of
productive employment opportunities, particularly in 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 commonplace claims in
the Philippine development literature concerming the association
etween economic growth, income distribution, and poveriy as well
as the characteristics of the rural poor.
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AGRICULTURAL GROWITH, LANDLESSNESS, OFF-FARM EMPLOYMENT,
AND RURAL POVERTY IM THE PHILIPPINES

1.  Introduction

Rapid agricultural growth has been suggested as an alternative
development strategy for less-developed countries (Mellor, 1986;
Adelman, 1984; Bautista, 1988). The strategy is deemed superior teo
either an indvustry-led, import substitution development strategy or
to an exporl-—led growth, especially in the context of nnfavorable
enviromment for expanded global ftrade and finance. Agricultural
growth iz considered to provide direct as well as indirect stimulus
to the setting up of new activities through linkage effects,
thereby facilitating industrialization in addition to its being
directly addressing the twin problems of poverty and unemployment
in these countries.

In the Philippines, the Aquinc administration's Medium-Term
Philippine Development FPlan (1987-92) identified agriculture and
rural development as the central focus of deveiopment efforts aimed
at reducing povertsy. Although some earlier development plans
(e<g., the Yulo Plan of 1950) and political regimes also emphasized
agricultural development, none presented it as the major component
of a development sirategy directly aimed at alleviating poverty,
particularly rural poverty, and at enhancing economic recovery.
Previous plans tended tc emphasize agricultural development in so
far as this would enhance domastic food security and foreign
exchnnge-earnings.l

The present paper provides a critical look at the country’s
record with respect to agricultural growth and poverty alleviation.
1t argues that rapid agricultural growth, as demonstrated by the
experience in the 19605 and 1970s, is not encugh to pull the rural

poor out of poverty as well as to sustain a rapid overall ecomomic



growth.  Economic structures and the economic policy environment
muzst likewise have to be conducive to 'a rapid growih of emplovment
opporfunities; particularly in the nopagriculiure sector, Ifor ithe
fast growing labor force. Section 2 of the paper characterizes
Philippine agricultural growth in an internatiomal perspective.
Section 3 then examines the hiztorical record with respect 1o
income distribution “amd’ povertsy. Sectionl’d ' Hurns o UEEEwEs
concerning access to land, agricultural productivity, and rural
poverty. Section 5 discusses the link between access to employment
cpportunities and rTural poverty. Finally; section & provides

concluding comments.

2. Tostwar Agricultural Growth

The dagricultural ‘sector  (comprising crops, livesteoek ~and
poultry, fishery, and forestry) of the Philippine economy performed
recarkably well during most of the pozt=-World War II period. The
sector posted an annual average growth rate of 3.% percent between
The wid=1250z and the Tate 1980s5. 'The 'growth, however, deceleratad
in the 1980s. While the average annual growth rate for the period
1965—50, "the height of the” zo~called Gresn Revolution, was
substantially higher than the averages for the developing Monsocon
Asian countries and the middle-income developing countries, and
compared favorably well with thoze for Thailamd and Indonesia, it
waszs wav below the averages for these countries in the 1980s (Table
1), =
The changes in food production per capita d&pict‘the Same
patiern (Table 2). The Iincrease in foed production per capita in
the Philippines surpassed those of the averages for the low-income
economies (ipncluding ' Indisa’ and China) and the middle-income
economies in 1975-80. Put by the late 1980s, food production per
capita in the Philippines was 10 percent Iower than the level

prevailing atc the''start of the decads. in econtrast, the-average




food production per capita for low-income economies increased by 12
percent, while that for middle—income econcmies nearly remained Lhe
same.  Among ASEAN-membér nations, Indonesia had a remarkable
pericomance — food production per capitacincreased by 17 - percent
durinig the veriod.
¢ Partly explaining the decline in food production per capita i=s
I‘:ﬁe continsed high growth rate of the country’s population. The
average population growth rate of 2.5 percent peroyear for the
period 1980-88 was above the averages for low—income economiesz (2.0
percent),; middle-=inpcomre coonopies (2.2 percernt); and Thailand and
Indonesia (1.9 and 2.1 percent, respectivelwy).
1t is interesting to note that developing countries which have
relatively high growih rates of agricultural value added alsoc tend
to have comparatively high GDP growth rates. This observation
augurs well with the view that there is a strong link between
agricultural growth and macroeconomic performance in developing
Eﬁiﬁtrieﬁ {Adelman, ' ~198%; "Bautizta, ' 1987}. Indead;: in . the
Philippine case, the remarkably robust agricultural growth for the
periocd 1965-80 was accompanied by a GDP growth that closely matched
the averages for the developing Monsoon Asian countries and the
middle-income developing countries (Table 1). Thiz growth
contributed about one—fourth of the GDF growth 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 eagricultere (defined in- the rest of this
section to include crops and poultry and livestock only); at lIsasi
up to the 1950s. Since the 'closure of the agricultural land
rontier in the 19605 resulting from increased population pressure,
the contribution of land productivity (output per hectare) growth
has increasingly become the more important source of production
grﬂwth.I Over the last two decades, increases in yield accounted

for about 80 percent of total agricultural production growti.
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Whereas cultivated area per farm worker. declined by .ap: anpual
average cf 2.5 percent during the same period, yield grew by an
annual average of about 5 percent, enabling agricultural ocutput per
farm worker to grow by about 2 percent annually (David et al.,
1584} . In econtrast, the six decades preceding the 1960s were
marked by increasing cultivated area per farm worker, decrecasing
cutput per cualtivated area, and yvirtually unchanged per: capita
agricultural output {(Hooley, 1968).

There exists, however, substantial differences among crops.
Whereas yield ogrowth: contributed nearly  two-thirde of  the
production growth of the major staple crops (palay and cornm) and of
banana and pineapple between the mid-1970s and mid-1980s, area
expansion largely contributed to ocutput growth of coconut, coffee,

sugarcane, abaca, tobacco, and rnutcr&ps.3

Iin the case of rice,
the rapid diffusion of the modern-variety-fertilizer-irrigation
technology beginning in mid-1960=2 was largely responsible for ths
vield increases. By mid-1980s, about 35 percent of the total rice
area wae planted to modern varieties, and nearly &5 percent of ithis
was irrigated. Fertilizer use on rice also rose from 8 kg HPK per

hectare in mid-194608 to 40 kg NPE per hectare in mid=1980=s.

7 Agricultural Growth, Income Distribution,

and Bural Poveriy

The concepiunal apd empirical difficulties surrounding the
measurement of income ineguality and poverty are Eairly well known.
In this paper, purely practical considerations, such as the
availability of data aomd the impossibility of  obtaining new
data, dictated definitional and measurement choices. More
importantly, the imposition of consistency of defiﬁitinn, and not
a mixture of definiticns. became ithe dominant factor in the choiece

of one concept over another.




The statistical base for the analysis in this section is
wainly the various rounds of Family Income and Expenditure Survey
(FIES). These surveys were undertaken in 1961, 19635, 1971, 1975,
LTS, 1985, and 1988. The 1975 and 1979 surveys, however, wers not
publiehed ‘due to some techhical problems, one of which was the
implausibility of the data gernerated arising from substantial
undercoverager. Prcludisg 1979 and 1979, it appears that the FIES
prnvideaha reasonably goeod series--and the only one available——for

the analysis of trends in income inequality and poverty over the

last three decades. Unfortunately, we have been limited to
T

pthlished tabulations for 1961, 1965, and 1971, and have acquired

data tapes only for 1985 and 1983 Given- the imprecision of the

data,  particularly for earlier years, tha results shovld be

interpreted as indicating trends vather than precise maguitudgﬁ.*

J«1 Has [ncome Distribuiion Gotten Werse with

dgricultural Growith?

It is often desirable to use more than one summary index of
ineguality, Eince 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 commecnly empicyed in the
bilippines, is relatively more sensitive to changes in the middle
ranges than in the extreme ranges of the size distribution of
ivrcome. 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 wariation (CV)}., on the other hand, is more
censitive to changes in the upper ranges of the distribution, sipce
it attaches equal weights to transfers &t all lsvels of income.
The standard deviaticn of legarithms (SD), derived when ‘ncomas are
crpressed in logarithms, is one measure which is more sen=ilive to
changes inm the lower ranges than in the other parts of the

distribution. That is, the fact that a logarithmic transformation
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staggers the income l=vels tends to soften the blow in reflecting
inegquality. Looked at differently, each of these measures is most
sensitive to a particular type of inequality: 6 for inequality
among the less extreme incomes. the CV for imnequality due to
extrems wealth, and SDL for inequaliity due to exireme poverty
(spL) .

Table 3 shows the estimates of these measures for the five
rounds of FIES.£ All the sbove measures exhibited litile changes
over the years. Considering that per capita GDP grew by an annual
average of nearly 2 percent Letween 1961 and 1971, the relatively
small change was rather unusual in relation to the growth and
income distribution experience of East Asia's newly industrialized
sountries (KICs) wherz ezonomic growth was accompanied by

considerable improvement in income -:iisﬂ:r:‘.hna.ﬂ:icr;:l.'II

Even the "growth
spell” in the latter half of the 1960s when GDP grew by about 5
percent — although low in relation to the average for middle-
income sconomies and ASEAN countries —— and the "economic recovery"”
in *the latter part of the 1980z barely improved Income
distribution. One may argue that this is hardly a surprise wher
viewed in the context of the so-called inverted U-shaped
relationship between economic growth and income distribution.®
While plausible, such relationship has, however, received 1little
enpirical support. Fields (1988, p. 469), in surveying the
available evidence from the experiences of wvarious countries,
concludes "that whether inequality increases or decreases with
economic growth depends on the type of growth rather than on the
lavel of GNP or the rate of GNP growth per se". Many others (e.g.,
Fei and Ranis, 1964: Adelman sn? Morris, 1972} also emphasized that
income ineguality is determined as much or more by the type of
aconomic development, including policies folleowed, as by the level

of develicopment per se.

It bears noting that the ineguality of income in rural areas




was somewhat less than in urban areas. This difference could be
larger than the F[igures shown in Table 3 when one tTakes into
account the undercoverage of residential enclaves of rich families,
partieularly in Metro Manila, in FIES rounds. Notice; howewver, 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. Theé trend in the first period was mostly associated with
decreased income inegquality 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 income ineguality in rural areas between 19%61
and 1971 deserves a closer look. This period was characterized by
a fairly rapid agricultural growih, especiaily in the rice sector
where the adoption of high-yielding modern varieties was unusually
rapid vis—-a-vis many other Asian countries. Indeed, the average
real family income in rural areas inereased by 19 percent between
1961 and 1965 and by another- 19 percent between 1965 and 1971
{Table 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 ratioco increased
irom about 40 percent in 1961 aod 1965 to 48 percent im 1971,
Then, when the growth of agriculture slowed down, slong wiih the
rest of the economy, in the 19808, income distribution in *+hi= Tural
areas somewhat improved. even though rural-urban income ratio was
almost steady between 1971 and 1988. Herdt (1987} and othecrs
observed that the adoption of modern technologies in the 1960s and
early 19708 tended to be initially concentrated among large
farmers, with small farmers catching up in later years. This ifzct.
along with +the *highly skewed distribution of agri~ulturai
landholdings in the Philippine and the =sleow growth of more
productive employment opportunities in off-farm areas in relation



to the growth of the labor iforce, partly explains the pattern of

incom= ipequalily in rural areas.

3.2 Has Agri.vitural! Growth Trickled Down to the Poor?

The identification of the poor and the attendant aggregation
which brings together the data on the poor inteo an overall measure
of poverty, almost always invelve a construction, albeit imprecise,
of a poverty line or threshold.? For practical purposes, wa define
a poverty threshold as the critical minimum amount of income below
which a person cannot attain a predetermined consumption 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-
NS0 technical working group’'s estimates of poverty lines for 1985
for the country's 13 regions subdivided intoc rural and urban

Arcdas. 10

We have adjusted these estimates for inflation to obhtain
poverty thresholds (at current prices) for 1931, i965, 1971, and
1986. Although necessarily still imprecise, these estimates take
inte account regional price differences and consumption patterns
tand thus avoid a major shortcoming of previous studies) as well as
the desirability of imposing consistent definitions of poverly
thresholds throughout the period of analysis.l!

The commonly wused summary measure of poverty in the
Philippines is thé headcount index, expressed as the proportiomate
number of households whose izcomes fall helow Tha noverty line.
The drawback of this measure is that it is entirely insensitive to
changes below the poverty lire. A poor person may becoms poorer
but measured poverty will remain the same. Furthermore, an income
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 te the headecount irdex, we have emploved the
following summary measures:

(%) Income gap, measured as the average income shortfall of
the Soor (expressed in proportion to the poverty line);

(2} Poveriy gap, measured as the arithmetic mean of the
income shortfall {expressed in proportion tc the poverty line) over
the whole population. This measure iz sensitive to both the number
of the poor and to how poor they are, although the various poverty
deficits of the poor are weighed squally. Moreover, poverty gap
ha& ‘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 to the poverty iine. One aobjection to
it, however, is thet it is iﬁsensitive to redistribution of income
within the poor units: '

(3)Y 'FET fa=2) index..measufad in the same way as poverty gap
except that the weights are simply the squared income shortfalls
themeelves. ! Unlike that in the headcount and pﬁvarfy gap
acasures, measured poverty in Fﬁr (a=2) decreases Hh&never. a
transfer of income takes place from a poor household to a pPooTer
ane; and

(4) ‘Sen index, a well—Enewn distributionally sensitive measure
that takes inte account the poor’s income shnrtfalia as well as the
inequality of income among the poor. )

All the pnverty measures show a decline in puverty incidence
from 1961 to 1988 {Thhle 5). Headeount poverty declined from 75
percent in 1961 to 49 percent in 1988. The average income
shortfall of the poor iz 57 percent of the poverty line in 1961 and
36 percent in 1988. Hote that although income inequality hardly
changed between 1961 and 1971, the headcount declined by an annual
ﬂvEraﬂE of L1503 parc&ntag& points. 13 This shows that the h&néfits
of relatively modest growth of GODP per capita -- averaging about 2
percent per year -—— during this period trickled down to the poor,
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although only minimally compared to the experience of other Asian
countries. Moreover, the often asserted argument that the post-
World War 11 economic growth completely bypassed the poor [(see
e.g., ILO (1974) and Oshima (1990)) is not supported by the figures
in Table 5. Note too, however, that the relatively fast growth of
the population -- averaging 2.9 percent per vear between 1061 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 iu:idence of poverty was higher im rural areag 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 income. Based on the
headcount index, rural poverty accounted for the bulk of overall
poverty (nearly three-fourths in 1965 and 1971 and about two-thirds
in 1985 and 1988}, mainly because of the greater number of families
residing in rural 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
this periocd, further supporting the urgum&nththut 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 ]ine‘ The
incidence of poverty was equally high among families whose incomes

depended mainly on fishing. Their contribution to total rural
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poverty, however, was much lower (11 percent) than that for farming
Tamilies, simply because this group accounted for only 9 percent of
all’ rural families. Families dependent mainly on incomes earned
outside farming, fishing, and furestry comprised another single
block (37 percent) of families in the rural areas. ¥ The inécidence
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.

The traditisnal characterization of the ruresi poorT Is that the
poorest of them are the landless and those who are dependent mainly
on wage incomes.l Surprisingly, Table 6 shows that the ‘intensity
of povertwy, as indiceted by their income shortfalls, among the
self-employed 1s as severe, if not more severe, +than "wage"
households (although there are differences across occupations. as
shown helow). In agriculture, the poor self-employed heads of
households include primarily lessees, tenants, and small owner—
cultivators.

Within agriculture {farming,lfishing, and forestry}, among the
poorest were (i)} farm workers in sugarcane, rice, corn, coconut,
and forestry, and (ii) corn and "other crop” formera, ecoconut
farmers, and fishermen (Table 7).%  Hice producers had lower
average income shortfall and swmailer proportion of their Froup
below the poverty thresheld, but thev contribuied almost one—rfourth
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 Gecais 4o a7 use of paSers
technology (partly because of lack of access to eredit), hignh
dependence on incomes in agriculture, and little access to social
services, including health care and fanily pianning servizis' The
high'level of underemployment in agriculture arises partly from the

monsoon-dependent nature of ‘agricultural production. The atcoss of
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the poor to land is limited by the high concentration of
landholdings (especially in svgarcsne, coconut, and "export crops"
such as bDanana and pineapple) and, ironically, by land reform
progrums covering only tenanted rice and corn farms.'  Feor the
large number of pnor owner-cultivator farmers, farm size is small
and the farm is often located in unfavorable areas (e.g.; outside
of irrigeted areas). Their ability to improve their lot is
substantially limited by their low incomes and little access to
credit. With the sluggish 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 urban areas, to lack of
information, to ill-designed composition of publicly provided
services, or to intimidation by officials.

Rural poverty is also common in areas where agricultural
productivity is low and where droughts and typhoons oceun:
frequently (e.g., in the Biecol 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 laber productivity. Moreover, the pressure of the wvery
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., Cenfral Luzon) where
agricultural productivity growth is high, the substantial growth of
nonfarm employment slows down the fall in real wages.

&, Agricultural Productivity, Land Resources,
Land Tenure, and Poverty
In the Philippires. &s elsevhere, rural poverty and rural

insurgency problems have often been tied to access to lahd. and to
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tenurial relations. As shown in section 3, among the poorest of
the poor have heen the landless asriov!tural workers. Moreover, in
regions wheve the concentratisn Af land ownership 'is relatively
Bigh, “Le ifucidence of poveriy i+ correspondingly high. Rura!
insurgency in these regions has fended alsoc to be more proncunced
than in other regions. These associations do not, of course, imply
that limifted land access is, by itself, the only factsr ‘hat &
contributed to existing rural paverty, ncr . do they suggect thetoft
is the sole factor that has spawned rural insurgency. The limitud
growth of “productive ecmnloyment opportunities outside of
agriculture and the country's relatively high population growth
have  bhee:  equaily  important o determinants of . rural’ poverty.
Nonetheless, it remains true that institutional and policy chanses
concerning access te land resources have an important bearing on
poverty alleviation. DHMoreover, these demonstrate the governmant’s
resclve to address the is=ue of income inegquality.

3 The wvarious indicatorse o f sgricultural productdvity,
particularly for the disaggregaied i1evel such as crop farming,
appear to be negatively corrsiated with poverty incidence  in
agriculture. Based on Lthe 1985 ¥ILS, poth average novertogens and
the proportion of puor familica in total farm families were lowest
in Central Luzon, Southern Tagalog, and the Iloccos Region where
agricultural, productivity levels were higher than the nationail
average. In contrast, poverty incidence was highest in the Bicol
Region and Western Visavas where productivity levels wera alsg
lowest., In some regions, however, agricultural producitivaty is a
poor-indicator of rural péverty inciderne: prodictivity faveis were
relatively high in Northern Mindanao due to its high-veive fovesirvs
and: pineapple activities, snd in Western Visasyas pri@a=ils ooiging
from large sugar planteations. But in these regions, the incidence

of poverty was also high.
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Farm size and land/labor ratioc have alsc often been associated
with rural poverty, but as rfable 8 shows, the correlation is rather
weak . The Ilocos Region, Central Luzen. Cagayan Vallev. and
Centrel Visayas had the lowest average farm sizes in 1980, but
average poverty gap in these regions was among the lowest.
Similariy, in the Bicol Region and in the Northern and Southern
Mindanao where average farm sizes were relatively large., poverty
gaps were above the national average. This only shows that while
farm size is an importani factor determining households earnings
from land, other factors are likewise crucial, among which are farm
tenure, cropping intensity, land gquality, rural infrastructure, and
the availability of nonfarm employment. The low poverty incidence
in Central Luzon, for example, was a combined effect of high
cropping intensities facilitated by the availability of irrigation
and short-maturing wvarieties, and of the availablity of nonfarm
employment primarily owing to its proximity to Metro Manila. These
more than compensated for the region's relatively high tenancy rzte
(at least in the 1970a) and small farm size. The ITocos Region
somewhat exhibited the same characteristics as Central Luzon, but
farm sizes were smaller and tenancy rates Ligher. Southern Tagalog
snd Central Mindanao had slightly lower yields and eropping
intensities than those in the Ilocos and Central Luzon, but their
agriculture was more diversified and farm sizes larger. Western
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 Lo the national average.

The incidence of poverty in agriculture appears to have a
sharper associatiomn with the size-distribution of- operational
landholdinge than that wiitli average farm size. This is, of course,
not  surprising now consideriag that landlessness i= highly
correlated with landholding concentration and that the landless

agricultural workers are among the poorest groups and Have low
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employment opportunities outside of agriculture. Southers Tagalog
and Cagayan Valiey do not seem to £t 1his genevalization, but note
that agriculture has heen mere diversified in the latter than most
of éhe Tegions and thai. ror Southera Tagalog, amploymernt
opportunities cutside of agriculture are available partly due to
its proximity to Metro Manila.

Aftec World war II, land reform programs have focused on
improving teourl:l relations, including the setting up of limits or
output and input sharing arrangements and the conversion of share
tenants to emortizing owners.!! The argument has been that farmers
are poor because of the hish incidence of tenancy (the proportion
of farms under tepancy to total farms), considered one .of +the
highest in Asie, &nd which changed only minimally since 1960, . The
census of agriculture in 1960 indicates that only about 45 peicent
of the total crop and livestock farms (and 53 percent i of the fotsl
physical acea} were fully owned by the operators themselves. In
the 1980 census, this was .about 39 mezceni: The. proportion:of
rented or leased farms, on. the niher hand, hardiv changed, from 37
percent in 1960 to. 28 percent. in_ 1940. Tenapcy dws perpisted and
has grown in number, partly because of strong pepulation pressure
on land and of the slow growthk 0f ambloyment 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 sugar
farming. In, .rice sad  Ccogi fnrﬁi, Lile Jhcldencs jofctenancysde
higher than in ather,  major wcrop, . farms fexcept. tobscio.  -and
sugarcane) as well as in livestock farms. Morecver, in rice. cnd
corn farming, the averaygs facm sins cultivated by operators: siier
share tenancy was not only lower than that under £ull cenership D
also lower than the naliepal cverage for all farm operatorss | On

the other hand, the incidence of share tenancy -is also high in



i6

pineapple and other permanent crops, but farm sizes tended to be
larger - for these farms.

¥What the above observations, 25 well as other recent empirical
and theoretical studies, suggest is that tenancy by itself is not
as importapt and compalling correlate of poverty as expected: the
variation in incomes within tenure classes (reflecting the effect
of farm size, yield, cropping intensity, land guality, etc.) has
been found to be much greater than the wvariation between

clasaea.”

5. Labor Supply and Employment Growth

New entrants to the labor force reached about 600,000 in the
late 19808, of which about 40 percent was contributed by the rural
areag. The growth of the labor force, particularly from among the
female population. was relatively high (averaging 3.8 percent
annually) in the latter part of the 1970s and early part of the
1980s, although it decelerated in the latter part of the 1980s.
The  level of +this growth clesely matehesd  ths expansion of
employment in the 1970s, but was slightly higher than employment
growth in the 19808, particularly in the 19%3=-85 economic corisis.
Interestingly, while employment growth was persistently lower than
output growth in the 19708 {the implicit employment elasticity with
respect to output for this period was close te 0.65), such was not
the case in the early part of the 1980s. 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 visibly underemployed workers
(defined as those working less than 635 days in a guarter and
reporting their wiliingness to work additional time) was high,
averaging 25.8 percent of the total number of employed workers
during the period., in contrasi with the average of 19.7 percent for
the period 1976=80 (Table 9).
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The economic recovery in 1986-89 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
entrants to the labor force. Thus, the open unemployment rate
continued to Iincrease from =%out 4.6 percent in the 19708 and 6.6
percent in 1983-85, to B.6 percent in 1986-89. By 1989, there were
2.0 million unemployed individuals, more than half of them in the
rural areas. Of the emploved, a large number of them were
underemployed in the urbtan informal sector (mostly services) and in
subsigtence agriculture.

The rate of unemployment in the rural areas was only about
one-half of that ir the urban areas. However, the ratic of the
visibly underemplc:ed to the total labor force was nearly two-fold
greater in the rural areas than in the urban areas, although the
difference tended to diminish in the latter part of the 1980s. The
seasonality and irregularity of monsoon agriculture partly explain
the high underemployment in rural areas. Moreover, as shown below,
average labor productivity in agricuiture has been much lower than
the average in manufacturiug o~ Til.od fnuusiofia.

While agriculture accounted for nearly one-half of the total
employment in the late 1980z, Iv zornivibutel vuly about uvne—fourth
of the total natioral outpct (Table 10). Services, on the other
hand, accounted for 40 percent of output and also about 40 percent
of total employment. Although the shares of 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 rationcl output
was about 45 percent while its shaire in total employment was about
43 percent, thereby implying a much higher relative labor
pruduativity.n It is apparent ihat & large part of the
“employment™ in gervices (as well as in agriculture) reflects a
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forced adoption by the sector of redundant workers and a high
degree of underemployvment in the sector.

Equally disturbing is the fact that the expansion of the share
nt_iﬁdustry in GDP was not maftched Ly an increase in its share of
employment. Industrial output growth, albeit low in relation to
the couniry's Asian neighbors, rose from about 26 percent in thf
mig—-1930s Lo 33 percent in the late 1580s. The rise is, uf_cqprﬁg.
expected, as thi=s 1s a well-known stylized patiern in dg?%fgp?ggt
(Chenery and Syrguin, 1975). But between the mid-1950s and the
late 1980s, the industry's share in total employment remained
relatively low at about 15 percent. Emplovment in this sector grew
at an average of only 2.9 percent during the 1956-89 period. The
growth of its major subsector, manufacturing, was even pnnref -
enly 2.3 percent during the period. The residual labor force and
the new entrants to the labor force were £hus absorbed largely in
agriculture and informal services sectors where self-employment was
more common and wages more flexible. This process, however,
limited the growth of labor productivity and real incomes in these
sectors.

The patterns of labor productivity growth and real wages.are
reflective of the structural Gbotilenecks in the economy,
particularly on its persistent inability to absorb the growing
number of underemployed members of the labor fur-e. Figure 1 shows
the trends in average labor productivity in the three major sectors
of the economy -— agriculture, industry, and services —— since the
mid-1930s. At least three major observations can be noted. First,
average labor productivity in agriculture has cunsistenfly.beén
lower than that in industry and, mot until the latfer part of the
1980s, services. Second, labor productivity in the services sector
was comparable to that in manufacturing in the latter part of the
19508, remained virtually -tagnant in the 1960s and early 1970s,
and then dropped steadily in the latter part of the l?éﬂs and in
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“he 1980s. This occurred in tandem with the substantial increase
in the share of the services sector in total employment —— from 23
percent in the mid-1950s fo 39 percent in the late 1980s. Third,
althougn ifabor predactivity in Industry managed to rise in the
1960% and 19i0s, the growth soon petered out and labor productivity
£all for the most part of the 1980s. Average laber productivity in
induastry in 19856-89 was even lower than during. the economic
crisis of 1983-85. I+t is apparent that not only has industry
failed to absorb an increasing proportion of the labor force, g=
was the case in other countries of similar income levels and in
newly industrislizing countries, but it was likewise unable in
recent years to reverse the decline in labor prcdu;tivity.

The fanid growth of the labor force and the slow pace of
employment generation in productive areas combined to create a
large poel of unemployed and underemployed. Because the rural
sector failsd io absorb the additional labor force members and fo
provide full employment +to its workers, pressure built up for
laborers to move out from the faim “o rurel nomfarm apd o urban
ATeas. This tended to depress real wages ouisgsids <he <Tarm,
especially those of unskilled sccupations (mainly in the services
sector). Figure 2 which shows the trends in  real wages for
akilled, unskilled, and azricultural woerkess over. the  dast Ik
decades; lends suppert to this claim. The persistent fall in labor
productivity in the services soctor was matched by a persistent
£all in rTeal wages for bhoth skilled and unskilled workers,
Moreover, although Teal weoves in agrieunltvre were lower fin the
1980 than in the 19508, the drop was not as sherp 35 those for
skilled and unskilled wozkers. This inplies that the vasklllied and
skilled occupations cviside the farm might have born the larger
proportion of the adjustment on real wages.

As shown in section 2. the incidence of poverty declined

between 1961 and 1988 despite the overall fall in Teal wages,
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Other than the slight reduction in income inequality in the 19805,
two other factors partly explain the decline in poverty —— +the
increased participation rate of the iabor force, particularly among
women, and the substantial rise of the share ‘of noo-wege, non-
entrepraneurial incomes in tota] household incomes, Comparable
estimatos of labor force participation rates rose from &0 percent
in the mid-19705 to 65 percent in the late 198gg. Y Based on the

various rounds of the Family Income Expenditure Survey, the share

of rent, remittances, gifts, support assistance, and relief 1

B

total household incomes swelled from only 17 percent in 1961 ¥o 3
percent inm 198% and 27 percent in 1988. The proportion of
househalds mainly dependent on these incomesz raosze substantially
from about 5 percent in 1961 to 19 percent in 1985 and 18 percent
in 1988, Finally. the prepaortion of families reporting
remittances, support assistance and relief increased from 272
percent in 1961 to 88 percent in 1935, M

It bears noting that persistent declines in real vages and the
rise in per capita income were rather unique in the Fhilippines.
In the postwar experience of Asia, particularly Taiwer and South
Forea, growth was accompanied by rising real wages in agriculture
and industry, even when there was considerable unemployent [Dshima
1986, p. 151). Not that these countries had effective laws on
minimum wages: labor productivity growth and expanzion of
employment accompanied the growth of GDP per capita in these
countries. Government policies in the Philippines, on the other
hand, tended to undermine both productivity wsrowth and the
generation of productive employment opportunities far its expanding
labor force. -

Postwar government policies tendsd to run against the dictum
of comparative advantage although public Pronouncements often
called for efficient use of scarce capital resources) by undaly

prﬂmutingcapitul—intensivc,1m;nrt-5ubstitutinginduutrihu and, .- In

S T
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the process, severely penalizing labor-intensive exports and

packward integration. H

While these policies led to an initial
spurt in overall economic growih (such as during the "easy import
substifution” peried in the early part of the 1950s), they
subsequently consirained ithe couniry's capacity to earn foreign
exchange required for the importation of capital geods for
continued growth. Macro pricing policies tended to seaverely
overvalue the exchange rate, partienlarly in the 192505 when import
and exchange conircols were the primary means of trade and paymeats
adjustments aEd in the 19605 when a cascading teriff structurc
replaced import ard exchange controls. The overvalued exchange
rate depressed the relative prices of labor-intensive tradable
goods, encouraged the movement of scarce resources towards less-
labor intensive nontradable or home goods production,. and thus put
a downward pressure on real wagasﬁn

Moreover, generous fiscal incentives provided a window for the
development of export—oriented manufacturing establishments, but
for the most part, "the new expert secior functioped almost as
export prccéasing zone and bonded warvicess "suclave! ... wiick had
little interaction with, amwl provided little benafit to, the
domestic economy except primarily thoiough ths {(limited) ecaployment
af labor™ (Intal and Power 1990, p. 42). Gevernment interventicns,
sspecially in the 1970s and early 1980s, also tended to diminish
the role of market mechanism in favor of regulations by parastatals
as well as promoted a monopolistic structure in important secioxrs
of the economy. The use of governmental functions to dispense
economic privileges to some select group clese fo ihs rpling elite
was rampant. Fiscal and monetary nolicies thus tended to . be
gxpansionary in the 1970s and early 1980s. All +old, +Lthe
intermittent balance of pavments crises during the posiwar period
(in late 1949, at the turn of the 15608, in 1983-85, and at the

present) and the persistence of widespread poverty and unepployment
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{and underemployment) have been 4 reflection of the weaknesses af

the economic structure engendared hy policy regimes.

&. Conclusion

Rapid agricultural growth has contributed to the reduction of
measured rural poverty in the Philippines. The incidemce of
poverty, however. rem=ins high. Aithough the rural poor as a
proportion of the total rural population diminished from 80 percent
in 1961 to 54 percent in 1988, the average income shortfall for all
Poor Tural ‘househnlds hove-ad high at 25 psrecent of povertiy
threshold. Moreover, the absoluie number of the rural poor, who
comprised about 70 percent of the country’'s total boor population.
increased from 2.9 million femilies in 1971, to 3.6 million in
19488.

In the rural development literature, it 1is common to
characterize the landless and those wha are dependent muiﬁly o
wage incomes as the poorest group amcng the rural poor. The paper
shows that the intensity of pover-y for the self-employved
households, as indicated by their average income shnrtrail, is as
severe, if not @more Eevere, ‘t(han tha® Tor wage—dependent
households, In agriculture, +the pour sell-employed heads of
households include primarily lessees, tenants, and amall owner-
cultivators. Thisg Eroup constitutes 1he single largest block of
the total poor, regardless of the summery measure of pnvefty used,
in rural areas. Ope implication of +x; fiud’nug Is that, from the
viewpoint of poverty alleviation policies, the payoffs — ip terms
of the reduction in measured overall PV arty per pesq%invcﬁfmuni -
to targeting this group appears high relative to other ﬂfuupé in
rural areas, ;

Finally, we have argued thal ti: root canzes of +he "rural

problem” in the Philippines — low procuctivity, landlessness, high
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underemployment, and high incidence of rural poverty — go beyond
agriculture. The economic welfare of the rural population can be
secured only by a comprehensive economywide policy reform aimed at
correcting the disincentives against the production (and
cﬁnsum;tiun) of labor-intensive goods, particularly labor-intensive
exports, and at promoting backward integration. This allows the
expansion &f productive earning opportunities for the relatively
fast growing labor force. 1In particular, the reform has to allow
a rapid, sustained growth of agriculture, combined with equally
rapid employmént growth outside of agriculture. The importance of
the latter is clearly demonstrated by i{he country's experience in
the second half of the 1960s and in the 1970s: rapid agricultural
growth did occur but the linkages of this growth with the rest of
the economy were weak owing partly to the failure of economic
pelicies and structures to allow a similarly rapid, sustained
overall economic growth along the lines of the country’s
comparative advantage. The failure of industry's share in total
enpployment to grow despite the rzpid expansion of iis saare 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.
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NOTES

For an overview of postwar development planning, objectives;

and strategies, see Balisacan {1%90a).

As Hayami et al. (1976) pointed owt, population pressure
pushes the cultivatien froptier into marginal lands, thereby
causing the marginal cost of production wvia expansion of
cultivated arca t2 zise relative %o the marginal cost of
production via more intensive land use. The intensification
of irrigation and the adoption of land-saving modern rice
technology can thus be seen as efforts to augment land in
response to the increasing cost of land relative to labor.
David et ﬁl. {1984) also noted the influence of other factors
in promoting land intensification in lowland areas of the
Fhilippines. Among the principal ones are the suitability of
early modern varieties to irrigated conditions, the worsening
peace—and-order situwation in Mindanae and upland areas, 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).

See Dalisacan (1990a) for a detailed discussion eon the

timitations and comparability of thwe var:isus rounds of FIES.
}r .

See Champernowne (1974) for a comparison of the wvarious
indices, in measuring the inequality displayed by given
frequency distributions of income. Atkinson (1970) and Sen
(1973) characterize the form of the social welfare fun=tion

implicit in each of the most common measures.
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it should be noted that since these estimates are obtained
from grouped data, they iend to be less than what would be
oiitained from individual observations. For 1961, 1965, and
1971, grouped data are reconstruction of published official
tabulations. For 1985 and 1988, grouped data are based on
FIEE fapes.

Based on Bauktisia's (i990) compilation of Gini estimates
obtained from several studies, See also the earlier
cumparisau of Gini ratios in selected Asian countries by
Oshima and Barrcs (1976).

Most often associated with Simon 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
invelved in poverty measurement, see Srinivasan (1990},

Atkingon {1987}, aud Eanbur (1987].
For details on the estimation, see Balisacan (1990a).

The poverty line can be argued to be positively related with
correlates of development (e.g., urbanization). Ravallion a2t
al. {1990), however, has demonstrated that, for a large pumber
of low-income countries, real poverty lines tend fo increase
with growth, bubt they will do very slowly for the poorest

countries.

The FGT index is a cless of additively decomposable poverily
measures {Foster, Greer, and Thorbecke, 1984). The headcount

and the poverty gap ares special cases of this index, i.=., lov
a=0 and a=1, respectively. These measures are additively
—
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14,

15.

16,

LT -

18.

19.

P

decomphszable in the ovlowing sYnse Lhie aggregate

(population} poverty ievel is simply a weighted average of the
subgroup poverty levels, the weights Deing their population

shares. Moreover, a distributionally sensitive POET ascasure

{g>»1) satisfies the main axioms Tor a desirable summary

measure of poverty (Foster; 1984).

These rates of decline were, ‘however, lower than those for
otoer countiries of similar"income levels, based op-data in the
World Bank's World Development Report 1990 (pp. 45-48).

There is some nver-representation here, considering that some
Tamilies whose occupations were not declared were lumped into

the "other cccupation" category.

See; e.g., Hayami, Quisumbing and Adriano (1990) and Mangahas
(1985).

Unlike the 1985 FPIES, the 1987 FIES does not allpw for =
disaggregation of agricultural families by main occupaticn

(i.e., self-employed rice farmers, sugarcane workers, etc.).

The limitation of land transfer programs to tenanted rice and
corn lands encouraged eviction of tenants by landlords ond
tThe hiring of “landless  workers. Moreover, 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 Adriare {19906) and Balisacan {1990bL}).

For an excellant discusssion of this literature, see Otsuka

and Hayami (1¢B8) ard O+tzuks, Honma and Hayami (1989).°
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Based on figures from the World Bark's World Development
Report and IL0's International] Labour Statistics.

Oshima (1988, p. 160) noted that the average number of earners
per family rose from 1.83 to 2.0 in the 1970s. This, in turn,
iight have sccentuated the feli in real wages as the rise in

the female participation increased labor supply.

See DBalisacan (1990a) for a discussion of the +trends in

functipnal and personal distributicn of income.

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 Montes and
Sakai (1989).

Lal (1986) provides a systematic explanation of the movements
of real wages in the Philippines in terms of the standard

trade—theoretic Stolper—Samuelscn-Bybecznski model.
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8/
hverage Famlly Ineena
{in 1978 Papos) Porcast Change

1541 [9E3 s 1955 [ 560 [961-65%  |565=T1 K971-3% [198%-36
PRilbpploes To451  A,58F  9.3B6 4006 9,000 151 9.& =01 13,5
fursl LT% LN 1 R . R 8 { R L3 (1] L ST N (1.4
Ferden L I6T IRETY DAV30 B3, 0BT D4, TR 1.1} =10 =11 [i.h
Bucal flirkan Zatis 40,5 3.¥ LI i §.3

e e e e e e e - Y 5 i iy o e - P R

1) Por L9i) end 1965 average femily imcome ig deflated ueing the coasumer price inder for Melrs Manils.
Far all olher years the CF1 for the Philippinee e used,

{
Joerce of Basic dale @ KB, Family Incoms epd Brpenditure Serveys, various lasuse.
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indives ol Povaily [ncifamec, ibgleides
{In Y, undese ekbervige §odioated)
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Yasr Total Bhars of Coctriction to Totel Foverty
and Husber of Area iz Head-  Tncome  Poverly  POT isn P st s e s
ATER Fanilies Total count Eap A {asd] Frdex Frnd= antrf FeT
{1,000} Famities raunk fip land}
T i R e
b Total
1961 L [= 15,00 51.TR  a.eE 1562 180, 06 AL 19850
1945 A0 1680 6706 L9 AL A (40,00 LE0, b 10800 °
1571 fo 38 (0.0 61,65 4580 . 109 i0d: 09 L0, LGh, &
1985 9. E4T 180, %0 1965 W13 08 HT.00 i, 1hg, g Lol &0 105,30
1583 16,533 L0080 5 3 Lk B.@0 [9.00 §09. 00 (00,00 (60,50
¥. FRural
1561 AT £6HT 3 R A T { TN T, 51 Tl he 1,10
)+ 160 T 1 TlE R0k 3had o 1han Th, i mh 1913
LERE ik L3 S8 Ll MM 3100 TS TH, 06 8.1l
145 h,112 &1, 06 6.0 .4 5.0 L.60 5500 5. 97 (A L
L5548 [ PHLM fL 0T wE 351 |%.08 .20 Pl BT B3 560 AR
€. Urbea
1961 L 536 .0 80 5.7 e 10 I8 I, 56 1750
1565 [,51 W ATy WYY MU W TR H P
571 R 15 e 1 L CO ) 5 R 50kl Il.05 (97
155 L YiE Wik L9 . a6 LG HIR .5 50,16 0.1k
1963 LT .4 8,05 3 I, 0 £, 16,10 .5 1941 .
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Takle &

Powerty Incidznce By Industry, Burad Fapiliea, 1388
(In T, unlegs olhervise indicated)

L R R e - - e o e R L L]

Tetal Shere of Coatribution to Total Rursl Peverty
Bauber of froup in Fead=  Income  Poverty PO fex -- ==s --
[ndustry Fanilies - Totel comnt  gap g (=l Tndex Negd- Poverty FET
(15081 Femilies tamnt gap fa=1}
A1l Rural Familiaz §. 5401 Lgn. B 5503 MWLM BoAl sl FO0. 0 L0, oo 109,08
Farpin
Wages (AN .30 [T+ R |: 1 R LY 17,60 LE. B4 [3: 5% 11.9%
Felf-vaployed y 181 §}. 51 P L T R 11 i 5.0 i, 13T 4. 50
Forestry 1.1 LD .06 a%Ey JbB0 1000 b 1.0l 1.6 LT
Fishing §95.5 1.05 T R T T T R .08 10,58 0.7 = 10, 58
Agricuitoral
dervices 356 1.3% e 0w e .00 . n, 37 0,39 g4l
i

Other Gecupation

Weges f A L L6, 39 M08 16k 1109 .00 LG 150 i 03 7.5
Belf-eaployed L ITLLe 17.50 Wi N 1 6. 83 1340 12.84 11,458 L1l
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.lllH bl ! Takle ©

Faverty Tacidesce in dgriculture by Eaim Gcospation of Borsehald Beed, 1983
{[e £, wnless gkhervise Indicated)

------ =mrrrrasa LT (T LrT - rEms e e

Total Share of Coatribatien to Totel Povecty
Hein Decopation Buaber of broup in Head-  Income PBeverly 6T fn L L L L e e e e T
6f Hewgehald Families Total otk gap FIR [anl} Index Head- Feyerty ]
ead {1 0a0) Famjlies [ count Qg 1a=i)
hii Agricaltural
Femilies 1, %603 149,90 L AL M. 1582 1. 58 [#0, 60 i00.0d g, 99
Rice Parmats 1,101.9 175 B0 W w1 .46 )l {1 o
Corn Farmers i 5.6t Bl 900 4L 2409 A1.04 FT. 15 .48 R
Bugarcene Firsers 9.4 A 6,71 1968 1M 1.08 18.12 g4l P §edi
Other {rop Parmere 03,4 5.1 B.80 o185 M0 2204 .08 §.95 bk d T. Ik
Cocanut Ferper; 3504 511 Tho46 KL . LB B6.00 51,38 9.k} N g.1l
Pruit Tree Farsecs 17,4 0,44 3.9 6.6 IR0 TN 15, 30 0. 34 £l 2
Livestecks § Foultry Farmers 144 0,53 L W2l 0 §. %0 10,98 .50 0kl (i
ftthar Fermirs %1 I13 106 3. MW 158 16,36 0.3 i, 31 .14
Blee & Corn dorkers 15,2 543 B1.0T  4h.41  S4.00  24.00 3818 £.04 L) b.41
Sngercene Para ¥orkers B35 1.1 1381 4RT1 KL .00 &d.83 b2 3,04 14
Obher Crop Fare Workers 16,4 8.4 Bh.09 8151 36,00 30.03 .10 B.4d 040 8,52
Caconst Farm Workern bl.o 1.5% B1.%  4l.@2 1500 1T.00 15,08 1.7% 1.4 1,81
Liveatock & Poultry Yorlkers 13.6 £.15 b.69  3L3F L6 f,00 d.6) .30 .34 [ 193 ]
Other Crop & Animal Busbandr: k0. i I §LA2 3505 B.GD L] 18,23 [.£] 1.2 118
Farestry Narkerd A4 [.13 .60 3.0 106 [6.00 nmn 1.3 L% [.1%
Fisharaen 1A 13.01 610 X063 b B B0 51,08 13,68 13.38 3.1k
Bther Qecapation §0. 5 18,9 L IR SO - % N I | R Y 11,45 12,63 10: k8 9,41
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Tetle B

Inzidence of Foverty in Agricolture (1383), Agricultura] Frocuwctivity Messwree (1980}, and Lond Resources By Reglen

e e e e e e 0 e o O A R Y O S O . = N G S O - -

Yelue Rdded in Grost Yalue
Fovert [scideace dgricaityre, af Crope Lend!  Average Perceat of
{1585) Fisheries & Fovestry . Labor  Farm  Physicol
D r e E R TR LT EUEREE T PR D mwamn Rakbe af  Bize . hres Abave

feai- Baserty Par Per. % In reglonai Per Per Par tha) 18 ha

couat 12 labar  hectare ] farm rerech  haclare

% (1)
Thi lippizes 3,0 2400 2% 18 Va5, Ml 1,68 .41 L 2.6
Fatioee) Copiiel Boplan LR 6.0 # A = % " g Bk 1,13 %
lacos 3aglen ik 8.0 .67 o501 4. 80 §, 517 L1 1 b, Lg 1044 iLg
Cayevam ¥od Loy Sl 190 Iyadd 1Al 5T 0% 3,104 My LA 1] vend 1.
featral lussa AT, 0 FR L060 EE08 93,11 5,453 155 1,048 &M 208 8.8
$outhecn Tagalog L1 .l 1315 Aplid M 17 LT e 1,54 beai 1.16 i
Bicol Regice UF I 1R T 1 . ¥ 1 Ry [0S 1% §,15 15 %
Vestern Fisapae 114 i.0 1480 LR Y] el 17 5t 3L %] .53 1N 1.6
Ceatral Visapas ik M0 Le38 14% ARy 1,637 i3 458 (L R nr
Fastern Vigkyas 1.8 3.0 IFL18 1,k63 59.11 1034 {1 S R | B g1 .18 iy
¥eastern Nindanao §3.5 1.0 340 3626 b4, 62 b, 00l Mg LM 0 nn Wb
Jarthers Hindanan BT Fi a0l dadld 45,13 b, 355 2l LiIAT f,%3 i1 L
Zoaikers Hindanao kil 4.0 3,411 1802 .10 9,587 A T T 1 D. 3 1.96 i
Pentral Hindinao 4.3 5.1 3.1 1,602 5163 3,995 i1 [ BLE 1oB3 M 5.7

/
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a) [ncluding erable land enly.  Geber Imeludea oely ¢mployed lober im agricultere.

Sogreess BEQ, Cansis of ageleoiiors, |930,
BEIA, Faliippiea Btatictical Yearbeak, 1949 and 1936.
‘. BOLE, Pearbeek of Laber Btaticblos, 1984,

| Baidsacan (19908},
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Takls 9

Unesplovesni aad Undevemplopment Rates, [991-89 1)

e e e EL L] EE ==

[ O 4 S | (973 1976 1517 1418 1R (94

e i o e o e o B -

Gaeeplayment Aete (1] L1 B AL ISR Rl WY SRE O L sl
Urhaz LT R PR S 1. G 1 I S SR 14 T 5 B
Bural  } G B S [ O T TN . R [ (N, iy R 1 Y

Gedereaploveent Rafe (1)

UHE ) W3 1 1T s 3.0
Urhan - - - - A 1.5 . Pl G & P T |
Rurat - = - " = 33 E WY akE 15

B &f 3.8 & w0 b 145
Urben - - - - = T e 55 e 10
Hiral L) = 5 - = Jok K5 ALe LY L)

EEE LR L LR T

af o dats svajlable far 979,

b Thees who weehed for the reference quarier, but stit] wented edditionsl work,
expressed a9 ¢ proportion of the employed.

¢f Unase whg wozhed leas than €5 daye fn the guacter, bat stfl) woated additional work,
erpreaied g8 & proportlen of the eapleyed,

Sourcee! Fhiblppine Matislical Yeachoek, vaclows isenes,
Hatiopal #toidetics GEFice, Istegrabed Survey of Hovsehold Bulleting warlous {ssuse.
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Table 10
Jectoral Composition of Grosc Domestic Product

ar
Axd Eeployment, {953-#9

1955 1585 1975 1938 1980
aross Bomestic Produel
bgricnlturs 13,13 30.122 24.92 8. 4% 1.1l
Infustry 15,56 .00 1.1 12,61 3.8
by
{Hamnfacturing) 10,63 .1 1458 .1 25.00
Services BT 2. 64 10,19 10,75 19,94
Esgloraent
hgricaltare 60,03 57.5% 54,18 51,52 45,61
Industry 15.67 876 1474 I bt 15.87
bt
{ManuFactsring) : 12,37 1.3 10,97 9,59 18,48
SeTvices 14,20 17.87 .99 34,38 .71
'i.lr T

Thres-vear averages comtered en fhe year choen, exregt For 1969 wherein
the Figeres refer Lo averages for 1960 sad 1055,

af
Sebsector of isdastry.

doxrces: NEDA, Philippine Statistical Yearbook, variows issmes.
B39, Philippine Yearbook, 1987,
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Figure Zo. REAL WAGE INDEXES
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Figure 2b. REAIWASE BY CROPS
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