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The ability to maintain a steady income is a major challenge
for any farmer worldwide. Not only do farming families need to
contend with weather variation, pests and crop diseases, but such
environmental factors are compounded by ongoing price
fluctuations for crop sales and increasing input costs. The farmers
involved in this study are all small-scale and subsistence farmers.
Any crisis, whether it is sickness in the family that needs medical
treatment, or even unexpected educational costs, puts a major
burden on the family budget. Indebtedness is an ongoing problem
and one that can lead, in the worst cases, to landlessness. Farmers
must struggle to find money to educate their children, treat sick
family members, meet household needs and invest in the farm.

This chapter looks at the impact of farmer-led sustainable
agriculture on income and expenditure at a household level. The
study found excellent outcomes overall although there are areas
that could still be improved. Incomes for full organic farmers have
increased significantly since 2000. Gross incomes are generally
steady or increasing for organic farmers while, importantly, net
agricultural incomes and calculations of livelihood (net agricultural
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income plus subsistence) show impressive increases. This is
particularly striking when compared to the results of farmers
practicing conventional agriculture who tend to show decreasing
incomes and heightened indebtedness over the same period.
Crucially, the results show that the positive impacts of engaging
in farmer-led sustainable agriculture are most pronounced for the
poorest farming families.

In this chapter we aim to build a full picture of the income,
livelihood and overall cash balances of farming households. We
begin with a look at net agricultural income which is calculated
by deducting production expenses from the total money earned
by the household through its involvement in agriculture. This
provides a figure for the income earned by each family. In the next
section on livelihoods, we build on the net income figure by
incorporating the economic value of products grown and consumed
on the farm. While this calculation is often overlooked in
conventional economic analyses, it gives a better picture of the
economic value produced and a more comprehensive idea of the
livelihood security of farming households. Finally, we turn to the
question of debt through an examination of the annual cash balance
of the household. Through an investigation of total household
budgets, this figure determines whether households are able to
generate any savings throughout the year or whether costs exceed
income leading to increasing indebtedness.

In each of the calculations, we see MASIPAG farmers achieve
consistently more positive results than conventional farmers. The
diversified nature of MASIPAG farming systems, using good
yielding farmer-bred varieties without chemical inputs, allows
for lower production costs, higher net agricultural incomes, better
livelihood security and stronger household balances. In short,
farmers involved in sustainable agriculture use available resources
better.

The study

As income-related questions tend to be sensitive for respondents,
questions centering on household income and expenditure were
asked towards the end of the survey. A key problem for questions
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Changes in income are positive for organic farmers

Over the past 7 years, 74% of full organic farmers report

increasing income. Only 31% of conventional farmers cite

an increase while 68% report stagnant or declining incomes.

Net agricultural incomes are significantly higher for

Masipag farmers

Net agricultural income is 36,093 pesos for full organic

farmers and 30,819 for conventional farmers. Per hectare

net incomes of the full organic farmers are one

and a half times higher than those of conventional farmers.

Livelihood calculations (net income plus subsistence)

show major advantages to the full organic farmers

Differences in livelihood are highly statistically significant.

Full organic farmers have an average livelihood income of

69,935 pesos, those in conversion 68,351 and conven-

tional farmers 54,915 pesos per annum.

Livelihood per hectare for the poorest 25% of organic farmers

is 1.5 times that of the poorest 25% conventional farmers.

Annual household cash balance is positive for full

organic farmers, negative for conventional farmers.

Full organic farmers have, on average, a positive annual cash

balance of +4,749 pesos. Conventional farmers have an

average negative cash balance of -4,992 pesos.

Figure 3.1: Key findings
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Figure 3.2: Calculation of net agricultural income, livelihood and
household balance
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relating to household budgets is that most households are not fully
aware of their income situation. Major inflows and outflows occur
at different times of the year while smaller items are often not
recorded even in the most cash-strapped households.

The three different regions show significant differences in income
and expenditure. For this reason, the results are often discussed
on a regional level. For the first study, in the Visayas region, the
variable “income” was broken down into 25 sub-variables to cover
different sources of revenue such as crops, livestock, off-farm
income and remittances. Expenditures were equally divided into
20 items. If the income and expenditure figures calculated showed
a major mismatch, the respondents were asked for reasons and
income or expenditure items were corrected until the respondents
felt that a good estimate of income and expenditure was achieved.
For the second and third studies, in Mindanao and Luzon, income
was broken down into even more sub-variables to allow for better
estimates. In particular, the estimate of food consumed by the
household was given more attention. This resulted in better net
income estimates.

During the actual interviews in the households, some respondents
were initially a little reluctant to provide information. However,
in the course of the interview more trust developed, and at the end
of the interview many respondents even thanked the interviewers
for having helped them to get a better idea about their finances.

In addition to the use of sustainable agriculture, the respondents’
level of education is also a key indicator in terms of income. Annual
income is found to rise steadily with each educational grade from
as low as 25,000 pesos per annum for those with no formal
educational grade, up to 150,000 pesos annual income for vocational
and college graduates. This strong correlation between income and
education is consistent with many income-related studies
worldwide. The results here underline that investments in
education are very beneficial for any society.

In the context of this study, it is worth noting that involvement in
sustainable agriculture is not the only factor that has an influence
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on household income. The role of education should thus be taken
into account when comparing MASIPAG farmers with conventional
farmers. As noted in chapter one, the educational status of all
households in Luzon and Mindanao are on par. In these two cases,
the income differences between organic and conventional farmers
can be readily compared. In the Visayas, however, the average
educational status of the non-organic farmers is higher than that
of the MASIPAG groups. This, in part, reflects the uptake of farmer-
led sustainable agriculture methods in the Visayas region by many
ex-sugar workers who received small plots of land under the
agrarian reform program. The higher educational status of non-
organic farmers in this region would thus tend to advantage the
conventional farmers. This should be kept in mind for the
interpretation of data. The topic is addressed further below under
the subheading, Income results for the poorest.

Figure 3.3: Relationship between educational attainment and income
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3 Net income per hectare (cultivated) counts each hectare according to the cultivation intensity (how many
harvests are done per year).

Net agricultural income

Because the conventional farmers have the costs while the organic
don’t have to buy inputs, there is a big difference. The conventional
farmers have to use fertil isers but they cannot follow the
prescription so their yields are not high but they have the costs so
their income is low

   Nazario Cabadon Sr

Net agricultural income is the gross agricultural income minus
production costs. The net agricultural income gives a picture of
the real capital available for households and their ability to achieve
sustainable livelihoods.

The highest net agricultural income levels in the study are
experienced by the MASIPAG farmers. Nationally, MASIPAG
farmers in conversion reach an income of 37,216 pesos per annum,
full organic farmers attain 36,093 pesos and conventional farmers
receive 30,819 pesos. This is a clear income advantage for the
MASIPAG farmers over the conventional farmers.

When net income per hectare (cultivated)3  is considered, the
differences are even more profound. The findings show that the
full organic farmers are the most successful. The full organic farmers
have a net agricultural income per hectare of 23,599 pesos, the
conversion group, 17,457 pesos, and the conventional farmers,
15,643 pesos. This means the full organic farmers have a net
agricultural income per hectare one and a half times that of the
reference group of conventional, chemical farmers.

The net agricultural income figures have been calculated by
deducting production costs from the gross agricultural income. To
break down the net income results, we will address these two
areas in turn. We’ll also briefly look at gross income from outside
sources. The study found that while gross incomes do not show
clear trends, production costs are significantly higher for
conventional farmers. Taking the higher production costs into
account reveals the strength of organic farming for income
generation and livelihood security.
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Figure 3.4: Net agricultural income and net agricultural income per
hectare
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Gross income

Gross agricultural income, the overall income received without
the deduction of any costs, incorporates income of all crop sales
based on farm gate prices and income from livestock based on
farm gate prices. Total gross income incorporates income earned
from sources outside the farm.

The gross income  from crops shows surprising results. (See Figure
3.5 below) As the figure does not account for the costs associated
with chemical inputs, one could expect that the gross crop income
from conventional farmers, who are more market oriented, to be
higher. However, the study shows that nationally, the highest
average gross incomes are using 5% trimmed means, for the
MASIPAG farmers in conversion to organic farming. The income
here is 39,566  pesos compared to 39,463 pesos for the conventional
farmers and 31,597 for the full organic farmers. In the case of Luzon,
both full organic and farmers in conversion have higher gross
incomes, while in the Visayas, farmers in conversion have a slightly
higher income than full organic or conventional farmers. Only in
Mindanao are the gross incomes highest for conventional farmers.
The gross income, in sum, does not show conclusive trends.

Overall, there are strong income disparities both between and
within regions. In the Visayas, income levels are about 40% lower
than the two other regions. Gross income from crops ranges from an

23,599*** 17,457*** 15,643***

23,715 ns 17,362 ns 19,588 ns

22,868** 16,039** 13,728**

24,412** 18,991**             13,403**

Full organic Conversion  Conventional
farmers  farmers  farmers

By
 a

re
a

National average

Mindanao average

Visayas average

Luzon average

Net agricultural income

Net agricultural income per hectare (cultivated)

National ave. per farm 36,093 ns 37,216 ns         30,819 ns
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Figure 3.5: Gross income, Philippine Pesos

average of 20,400 pesos (for full organic farmers in the Visayas) to an
average of 55,900 pesos for the Mindanao conventional farming group.
In the full organic group for Mindanao the poorer farmers (the bottom
quarter) earn on average below 9,600 pesos while the richer quarter
earn six times as much at 61,400 pesos. In the conversion and reference
groups the income disparities are similarly high.

Gross income from livestock is only a quarter of that received
from crops. In all regions, MASIPAG farmers report higher income
returns than the conventional farmers of between 1,000 and 3,000
pesos. The national average sees full organic farmers earning 8,202
pesos compared to 7,960 pesos for the conversion group and 6,332
pesos for the conventional farmers.

The gross income from other sources range from an average of
18,100 for farmers in conversion in the Visayas to 50,650 pesos for
the Luzon conventional farmers. Off-farm income thus contributes
substantially to the total household income. For Luzon and Mindanao,
off-farm income is equivalent to 20-30% of total income. In the Visayas,
its contribution reaches as high as 50%. This finding reinforces the fact
that the Visayas is the poorest and most marginalised region in the
Philippines. Small farm sizes and relatively large households mean that
farming households cannot depend on farming alone and have to depend
on other income sources to secure their livelihood. It is only among the

 
Average gross 

income 
Full organic 

farmers 
Conversion 

farmers 
Conventional 

farmers 
Crop income 

Mean 39,385 ns 46,124 ns 47,520 ns 
5% trimmed mean 31,597   39,566   39,463   

Livestock income 
Mean 9,883 ns 11,928 ns 8,610 ns 

5% trimmed mean 8,202   7,960   6,332   
Other sources income 

Mean 37,399 ns 39,480 ns 40,194 ns 
5% trimmed mean 30,018   31,743  29,919   

Total annual gross income  
Mean 86,671 ns 97,575 ns 96,324 ns 

5% trimmed mean 76,700 87,203 84,977 
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richer farmers that higher numbers of households manage to live off
farm income only.

Costs

Both conventional farmers and farmers in conversion to sustainable
agriculture have high production costs. Production costs for full
organic farmers are half that of conventional farmers. This is the case
in all three regions. Nationally, average production costs are 11,863
pesos per annum for full organic farmers, 19,358 pesos for the
conversion group and 22,902 pesos for conventional farmers. (See Figure
3.6) These differences are statistically significant.

Agricultural inputs - chemical pesticides, fertilisers and seeds - are
the single most important production cost for conventional farmers.
Labour costs are another major cost to all farmers. While the cost of
labour is steady across the three groups, the figure constitutes about
half to three quarters of the production costs of the full organic
group. The amount is sufficient to hire a single labourer for about
45-60 days. This indicates that labour is used only for peak seasons
such as planting and harvest. In Luzon and Mindanao, loan
repayments play a major role equivalent to approximately half the
labour budget. In Luzon and Mindanao, land rent is also a significant
cost. All other costs play a minor role. The Visayas has significantly
lower production costs than the other two regions.

Figure 3.6: Average annual labour costs and other agricultural
expenses (in pesos)

Production expenses Full organic 
farmers 

Conversion 
farmers 

Conventional 
farmers 

Inputs, seed, fertiliser, 
pesticides all crops or 

livestock 
1,119*** 6,029*** 10,453*** 

Irrigation fee 252 431 455 

Land rental shared 
payments in kind 

981 1,423 1,529 

Land amortization 3 0 4 

Hire labour or services 5,291 ns 5,609 ns 5,861 ns 

Repay long term loans 2,567 4,055 2,982 

Other expenses 1,650 1,811 1,618 
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As the higher production costs associated with conventional
agriculture are not offset by higher gross income gains, the net
incomes of full organic farmers are higher.

Changes in income over time

In addition to exact monetary figures of income, respondents were
interviewed about how their income has changed in the last seven
years. These estimates are revealing. A full 74 % of the full organic
farmers and 61% of the conversion group state that their income
has increased over this time. In contrast, only 31% of conventional
farmers cite an increase while the largest group report a stagnating
income (37%) and even a decrease in income (31%). For the full
organic group, the proportion of respondents with a steady income
is 19%. Decreased income is mentioned by only 6%. Off-farm income
plays a smaller role for all groups, but MASIPAG farmers also
record higher numbers of households with rising income and fewer
cases of decreasing income in this category.

Figure 3.7: Income variations (2000-2007)

Livelihoods (net agricultural income plus subsistence)

To better encapsulate the security and sustainability of incomes,
and the ability of farmers to provide for themselves and their
families, we extend our discussion of net income to incorporate the
issue of livelihoods. This entails incorporating the diverse means
of support and subsistence available to households. In particular,
we include the value of farm produce that is consumed by the
family into discussions on income.

The amount of food grown on the farm and consumed by the
household is an important part of income calculations often
overlooked in conventional economic analyses. While conventional
farmers need to purchase food from the market, the farmers

Decreased 6% 14% 31%

Remained the same 19% 22% 37%

Increased 74% 61% 31%

No answer 0.7% 3% 0.7%

Full organic Conversion  Conventional
farmers  farmers  farmers

Farm income since
2000 has:
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Products consumed: 
Full organic 

farmers 
Conversion 

farmers 
Conventional 

farmers 

Rice 14,506 13,073 12,222 

Seeds 1,221 1,403 662 

Fruits 11,58 875 439 

Vegetables 5,218 5,625 3,638 

Livestock 1,572 1,584 1,261 

Poultry 2,095 1,501 1,502 

Feeds  2,372 1,618 1,395 

Processed products 515 312 203 

Corn 1,338 1,239 458 

Herbal 325 183 88 

Firewood 3,836 3,962 3,079 

Organic fertilizer 1,402 872 58 

Others 405 735 258 

Total 33,842 
pesos*** 

31,145 
pesos*** 

24,096 
pesos*** 
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involved in sustainable agriculture are able to cut costs and
increase food security by consuming the diverse produce grown.
The food consumed has an important economic value. For the small-
scale farmers involved in the study, allocating money for food is
often a major challenge.

The study reveals the economic contribution of own-consumption
of produce. The value of consumed produce on farms is significantly
higher for the MASIPAG farmers, in particular for rice, corn, vegetables,
poultry and fruits. While full organic farmers consume 33,842 pesos of
own farm produce, conventional farmers consume 24,096. These results
are highly statistically significant. (See Figure 3.8)

Figure 3.8: Value of own farm products consumed in the past year

When the value of farm products is incorporated into income
calculations, a better picture of farmer livelihoods emerges. This
gives us the figure for livelihood (net agricultural income plus
subsistence), a figure that reveals the full extent of the benefits
that accrue to those involved in farmer-led sustainable agriculture.
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Livelihood is calculated as the gross agricultural income minus all

production costs plus the value of food eaten by the farm family

based on farm gate prices. Nationally, the income of full organic

farmers when subsistence is taken into account is 69,935 pesos per

annum. For the farmers in conversion it is 68,361 pesos and for the

conventional farmers it is 54,915 pesos. This means the livelihood

of full organic farmers is 27% higher than for conventional farmers.

These differences are highly statistically significant.

Full organic farmers in Mindanao reach the highest average

livelihoods with 84,194 pesos per annum followed closely by the

full organic farmers in Luzon with 82,225 pesos per annum. The

reference group of conventional farmers’ average income is

considerably lower at 55,615 pesos for Luzon and 71,488 pesos for

Mindanao. Income differences are statistically significant for Luzon

and Visayas while differences in Mindanao are not significant.

Results show, however, both MASIPAG groups ahead of the

reference group. The data is illustrated in figure 3.9.

Figure 3.9: “Livelihood” (annual net agricultural income plus subsistence

consumption)
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For the Visayas, all groups seem to be on the same level. In this
respect, two factors should be taken into account. Firstly, the
Visayas study was the first of the three studies undertaken. The
list of subsistence products used in the survey was smaller and, as
a result,  some subsistence production has been missed.
Furthermore, in the Visayas region a higher proportion of the
MASIPAG farmers are in a poorer social stratum with lower
educational status than the conventional farmers. This, then,
shows that at a relatively lower educational status, participants
in organic agriculture are able to achieve equivalent income (see
discussion on income results for the poorest below).

As an additional analytical step, the livelihood per ha (cultivated)
was calculated. The calculation gives us an idea of the productivity
of the farm and alleviates any biases due to farm size. The results
show a clear,  highly statistically significant advantage for
MASIPAG farmers. On average nationally, the full organic group
attain 51,488 pesos per hectare per annum livelihood. The
conversion farmers receive 38,734 pesos and the conventional
farmers 32,062 pesos. Per hectare, the full organic farmers have
livelihoods (net agricultural income plus subsistence) 61% higher
than conventional farmers.

This f inding disputes some common misconceptions about
organic agriculture that  view it  as  less productive than
conventional agriculture. Total net incomes per hectare, as well
as total production per farm, are shown by this study to be
consistently higher.  The results  thus have important
macroeconomic implications. The findings show that the national
Philippines economy is in fact losing GDP by not converting to
organic farming. This calculation does not even include the other
positive benefits of organic farming such as reduced imports of
fertilisers and pesticides or the impact of better diets and better
health on the population. When combined with sustainable
agriculture’s positive food security results and its pro-poor
implications,  i t  becomes clear that a revision of Philippine
agricultural  support  policies towards promoting organic
agriculture is urgently needed.

LIVELIHOODS, HOUSEHOLD INCOME & EXPENDITURE  z
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Full organic 
farmers 

Conversion 
group 

Conventional 
farmers 

Net agricultural 
income per hectare 

(physical) plus 
subsistence 

(poorest 25%) 

12,610* 
pesos 

5,975* pesos 8,590* pesos 

Net agricultural 
income plus 
subsistence 

(poorest 25%) 

37,458* 
pesos 

 
35,780* 
pesos 

 

32,130* 
pesos  

 

Income results for the poorest

Given the lower educational grades of the Visayas farmers, it is in
itself an impressive result that they are able to achieve equivalent
income with the better educated conventional farmer. Taking a
more detailed look at net income for the Visayas and comparing
farmers of equal educational status shows the profound benefits
of farmer-led sustainable agriculture to the most marginalised.
Here we compare organic and non-organic farmers with an
elementary level of education. Full organic farmers with an
elementary level of education have a mean net agricultural income
of 19,434 pesos compared to 10,127 pesos for conventional farmers.
This means the income of those full organic farmers with less formal
education is nearly twice that of their conventional counterparts.

The major income advantages that accrue to the poorest farmers
when involved in sustainable agriculture are also highlighted by
looking at results for the poorest quarter of participants. For the
poorest quarter of respondents, net agricultural income for those
involved in sustainable agriculture is 1.5 times that of the
conventional farmers. The poorest quarter of full organic farmers
has an average net agricultural income plus subsistence per hectare
of 12,610 pesos while conventional farmers average only 8,590
pesos per annum. These results are statistically significant.

Figure 3.10 Incomes for the poorest quarter of respondents

From a development perspective, this is an outstanding
achievement. MASIPAG has managed to significantly increase the
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incomes of the poorest and least formally educated members in
the organisation. Many development efforts that aim to generate
income struggle to increase incomes for the most needy. Average
incomes may be improved, but it is often only the medium and
higher income groups that benefit while the poorest remain behind.
Ultimately, this increases social inequality. Reversing this trend is
precisely what MASIPAG has achieved. Considering that few
development projects are able to successfully reach out to the
poorest of the poor, this is an outstanding impact of the program.

The findings are also important from a methodological point of
view. The clear advantage of organic farming systems in terms of
income and livelihood security becomes most visible in the
calculation of net income plus the value of the subsistence
consumption. This model better reflects the real situation on a
household level. In most studies, gross incomes are compared or
net incomes of one to two crops are compared on a per hectare
basis. These over-simplified models reflect only a part of the

MASIPAG photo

A couple fron Agusan
shows their rice supply
from the last harvest.



tend to underestimate the total benefits of the organic farming
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benefits of a farmer-led sustainable agriculture approach and

system.

The question of indebtedness: household annual balance

Indebtedness is an ongoing issue for small-scale farmers
worldwide. In many cases within a conventional system, farmers
are encouraged to take out loans to pay for chemical pesticides and
fertilisers.  If  harvests are lower than expected or other
unanticipated costs arise, farmers go further into debt, sometimes
losing land or having to forego food, medicine and other essentials
in favour of paying off loans. Extremely high rates of interest are
also a problem where small-scale farmers cannot access formal
credit and so must approach money lenders. The issue of debt
creates major insecurities for farming families and leaves them
highly vulnerable.

One farmer from Luzon, Mering Guzman, explains:

I was once a victim of usury. When our children needed school
fees and our salaries had not been released we had no choice
but to go to a money lender. The rates are so high. If you
borrow 1000 pesos, when you pay it back after harvest in about
3 months time, you have to give 1000 pesos plus 3 sacks of rice.
So if you only till ½ ha, as many farmers do, and you borrow
10,000 pesos, you have to pack back the 10,000 pesos and 30
sacks of rice. A good harvest on ½ ha is only about 50 sacks and
from that you have to give 30 to the money lender, as well as
sell some for the principal. What does that leave you to eat let
alone to have money to send children to school? Nothing. Even
your family consumption will be paid to the usurer. It is terrible.
When you mortgage the land, the rice farm, you don’t have the
right to cultivate. The mortgagor will till the land. So instead of a
little income, you have none.

Given the importance of the question of debt to small-scale farmers,
we finish our discussion livelihoods and income with a look at
household balances. We use this approach to determine whether
households are able to meet costs throughout the year and thus
generate savings, or whether they cannot and so need to borrow
to meet costs.
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 Full organic 
farmers 

Conversion 
farmers 

Conventional 
farmers 

Mean 4,749*** pesos 2,985 *** pesos -4,992*** pesos 

5% trimmed mean  3,576 pesos 1,046 pesos -4,503 pesos 

Median 1,543 pesos 752 pesos -1,755 pesos 

Poorest quartile4  -3,366 pesos -5,598 pesos -10,893 pesos 

Richest quartile 11,134 pesos 8,438 pesos 3,868 pesos 
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We calculate the annual balance in cash for households. Here, total
expenditure (including household costs, health and education
expenses) is subtracted from gross income. When looking at
household budgets overall, taking into account all income and all
expenditure, the balance is clearly in favour of organic farmers.
(See Figure 3.11) from gross income. When looking at household
budgets overall, taking into account all income and all expenditure,
the balance is clearly in favour of organic farmers. (See Figure 3.11)

The results show that the full organic farmers manage to make at
least some savings, even though the amount for savings is small.
Nationally, full  organic farmers on average achieve a total
household balance of +4,749 pesos. The farmers in conversion had
a positive balance of +2,985 pesos. The conventional farmers, by
contrast, have a negative cash balance of -4,992 pesos. The results
are statistically highly significant.

The negative balance for the conventional farmers is highlighted
by their ranking sequence of problems: the number one problem
identified by conventional farmers is “finances”. Having to finance
farm inputs such as chemical pesticides and fertilisers at high
interest rates is a major problem.

Figure 3.11: Household annual balance in cash

Household costs, excluding production costs, prove roughly
equivalent across the organic/non-organic farmers in each of the
regions. All groups invest on average about 10% of their budget on
education. Health expenses are generally rather small.  The

4 Quartiles divide the data set into four equal parts. Twenty-five percent of values are below the
lowest quartile while twenty-five percent are above the highest.



50  z  FOOD SECURITY AND FARMER EMPOWERMENT

110,000

100,000

90,000

80,000

70,000

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

0

P
 E

 S
 O

 S

Production
costs

Legend:         Full organic        Conversion      Reference
12345
12345
12345
12345

1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234

1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234

1234
1234
1234
1234

1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234

1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234
1234

Household
expenditure

Education Health Total
expenditures

exception is that a number of households report very high costs
that require them to sell assets or take out loans if a household
member has to be hospitalised. As discussed above, production
costs are higher for conventional farmers, gross incomes are
roughly equivalent between the groups and subsistence values
are higher for the organic farmers.

The figures become more alarming when the focus is moved to the
poorest farmers. The cash balance of the poorest quartile of
households shows losses for both MASIPAG and non-MASIPAG
farmers. Debt is clearly a serious problem. The full organic farmers
are in the loss zone ranging from –304 pesos to –5,793 pesos. For
the conversion group, losses are even higher and in the reference
group of conventional farmers, losses are highest ranging from –
9,083 pesos to –13,755 pesos. Only the 25% richest households are
able to attain a surplus in all regions and all three groups. But also
here, the two MASIPAG groups reach a higher balance of, on
average, 11,134 pesos compared to the conventional farmers with
3,868 pesos per annum.

Figure 3.12: Total household expenditure
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This result is highlighted by Eugenio Geraldo, from Mindanao:

Before, when I was still practicing conventional farming, we
never ran out of debts. The debts were always there and could
not be paid back. Now with MASIPAG, we finally do not have any
debts. The land is just enough to provide for our needs – without
much of a surplus. The benefits are still small so that’s why we
have to go for other sources of income. Our farm is diversified
so we can survive the whole year. We sell vegetables and
process herbal plants.

The data show that many poorer farmers continue to experience
serious debt problems. While the MASIPAG farmers are doing
better, their financial situation remains unsatisfactory. Stronger
efforts across the board will be necessary to assist this group of
farmers. Indebtedness is also a problem that compounds itself.
With poor access to equitable banking services,  many poor
farmers are forced to deal with unscrupulous moneylenders that
dominate rural areas. The result is a vicious cycle that shows
the poorest farmers paying exorbitant rates of interest on their
loans.

The Phil ippine Government has opened up the national
agricultural market completely since 1998 and promoted high
input agriculture. The income situation of conventional farmers
reveals that the policy has not been to their benefit. Income
development for conventional farmers can at best be rated as
sluggish. A complete overhaul of policies is required with a
fundamental  shift  towards low input and organic farming
practices. Key elements of such a policy will be presented in the
final chapter.


