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THE PUZZLE OF EAST AND SOUTHEAST ASIA’S
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‘The land is the only thing in the world worth working for, worth fighting for,
worth dying for, because it’s the only thing that lasts...” “THIEHR FHE—E
BIRARZETE , AZES AR | B AE2E—XERZR
ﬁo ”

Gerald O’Hara in Gone with the Wind ZRET/R7E-BAIS T ( ZX)

(See )




The puzzle #H]

Farming is becoming progressively less important
for sustaining rural livelihoods yet a surprising
proportion of households maintain ownership of

their land. KEHERNEITRIERFHIEEE
HEEM , (B8 EIHIIN KPR ARG,

People are becoming less dependent on land
and farming for their livelihoods; A{|J&EhA~
KR AN AR T

they are engaging more deeply and
significantly with non-farm activities and non-
rural spaces; {ti{| 88 2B IER UM ETE
AN EDN

they are often farming with less intensity and,
seemingly, less enthusiasm; B ERIZRETRE
£, #HERIREERLD T .

they are spending longer away from their rural

homes. I TEFFARATBIBTEIZZ S,

And yet they appear stubbornly to cling to
their small farms. (BB {AnEMEASHE
s




The farm-size transition IRIFNIEAYEETS

“As per capita income rises, economies
diversify and workers leave agriculture,
rural wages go up, and capital becomes
cheaper relative to land and labour. It
then becomes more efficient to have
progressively larger farms. Economies of
scale in mechanized farming eventually
kick in, accelerating this trend. The result
is a natural economic transition towards
larger farms over the development
process, but one that depends critically
on the rate of rural-urban migration, and
hence on the growth of the non-
agricultural sector” (Hazell and Rahman,
2014b: 3).

PEE ALSIANRYIER | SMZSHEST
HIY |, RIETRERIE , KA
BEITH LT, AT IS a7
SRAREEMN. FEI , KIHHIEE
SEEXER, TUMCH IR T
BMAE | IR 7 IX—E8BR5e3E. &R
BB AT AT R AMIEAL7 |, (BiX
— IR BT RAT -SRI A LT
%, HETHERER YA RE.




As the number of farms declined, their average size increased
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Source: Compiled by Economic Research Service, USDA, using data from Census of

Agriculture, Census of Populalion, and Census of the United States.

Graph downloaded from: http://fanaticcook.blogspot.sg/2010/05/transition-to-organic-and-sustainable.html



Why? A4 ?

1. Asiais a continent of smallholdings and smallholders and that this is an invariant

condition and has an inviolable cultural value. YV K[ _F AR & 2N Hek B AT+ 41
A, BELmt, BEATRIER KA E.

. That smallholder-based development has a disproportionate effect on poverty
reduction and thus, for many development planners, policy-makers, practitioners and
scholars, investment in and the sustaining of smallholder agriculture is taken as the
best means to promote rural development, sustain rural livelihoods, and ameliorate
rural poverty. DL/N B HUEEG 25 NEAE I R B HRETE JEFE S E RER, Bk, 1R
ZREMRNE . BURHIEE . SEBEGE M 78 M B 4ESE N g Ak
FRRE. dERFETT. RN s SR

But —is (1) an accurate reading of smallholders today; and does (2) still apply?
HE: HNESH, B DMRENEERS? 55 AR Wridid 2
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Agriculture for

Development

This need to push through the farm-size
transition in the global South is a key
theme of the World Bank’s Agriculture
for development (2007) report. #EGNEEF
BRI AR 22007 F HI1TIR &
(AR RRE) RIKEER,

For ‘transforming [East Asian] countries’,
concerns are focused on widening rural-
urban disparities, persistent rural
poverty, and declining farm sizes. XZRAF

RV ERMS [ ERETY K2
EUZEE RATIKHIR A LA ARG IIESE

The World Bank is fearful that
landholdings might become “so minute
that they [will] compromise survival if
off-farm income opportunities are not
available” (World Bank, 2007: 21). tH17
HIOARIZINEZEE S/, UETR
FERIIN | KEFABELETFER.




Three explanatory lenses =/ MR A

To account for the persistence of the East Asian smallholder | want to use three

explanatory lenses: EE = MU SKARRRR I/ )\ TS E B RINisRFEE

the economics of smallholder farming; /NI AFHIIL 3=
the political economy of agriculture; RN AIBGELZF=F
and the grounded logics underpinning smallholder livelihoods /\T1tFFE

AHEFEITRIGIEEE

But first: what is a smallholder and what has been the role of the smallholder in
Asia’s growth? (BB | (HAR/NTiEEE  EETNAESREFERT
EFEERIER ?




Delineating the smallholder

SENLTGEEE



Delineating the smallholder RE/NTHIIFHEE

Definition J2 %

Ownership and  This term pays attention to the fact that the bulk of

source of labour is provided by family members; the farm, in this

labour LHULFT  instance, maps quite neatly onto a social unit, namely the

HMWANEEE) S “family’ or, often, ‘household’. iX —RiE5RIH 57 8l 17 £

K KRR R tE, RIGHE ST — M 8hn, Bl “%
FE” BUEH R K

Peasant Motive ‘Peasants’ and the ‘peasantry’ are a farming class who
farm and (subsistence) produce largely to meet their own subsistence needs. A
peasant SN (&EF) subsistence ethic is said to shape their decisions. There is
cultivator also a political gloss to the notion of the peasantry; they
DL AT are a subordinate class “/N” Fl “ONRIYR” &E—
VidS MEERM i R AT R K. e g
fAI TR AE o« /NIRRT X — BB BUE I 3, At
& Mg 2 .




Delineating the smallholder RE/NTHIIFHEE

Yl /B 1d M Size of Small farms are usually defined, in the literature, as those
and small landholding farms with less than 2 hectares of crop land. A challenge
T 758l and motive here is the application of this definition across very

o518l (profit) -3kl different agro-ecological contexts. /NKIGHITEN —HEE

E BRIZIHL R 352U SRR, (BIX—E S LS T 5740
D) RIESTE =,

NYulelll L[] @ Size of Like the small farmer, the smallholder operates a limited

and landholding land area, usually less than 2 ha. In this case, however,

smallholder fmscsIVED farming for sale and farming for subsistence are

N A Al combined and most labour is provided by the family (or

L household). />34 2 RN 2K 48), AA IO

AE AR A IR, —&IKT2A . (AR AT

MBHERIZIHLFAF, BRZHMAITTEEFE (BT

Jl R PR
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The smallholder in East and Southeast Asia’s

modernisation

IR AR 7 WAL AR /D L &




Development in Southeast Asia: “...has emerged not primarily from the ‘trickling down’ of
wealth derived from the rising incomes of an already prosperous few, but rather from

.~ simultaneous improvements in the productive and earning capacity of very large numbers

~ of poor people. In an underdeveloped economy dominated by peasant agriculture, simple
. arithmetic dictates that the most effective way to achieve this is by making investments
which enable smallholder farmers to raise their productivity and sell more of what they
produce” (Henley, 2012: S41-542).
REETHEE ARV HERS %ittlél’m‘ 28imm NERAR MRS
ARYEFFIIZW eI EIRTEEIR T THEER & /J\Z‘ZZ‘ZJUJIT;E’J
ﬁéé%éé%w@ . SIUA RS AR RN e ST | B2
(= }_LIIIIIIo Y
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But... {HE

1. Is the delineation of rural and urban classes and conditions possible given the
depth and degree of rural-urban relations and interactions? X2 F0
AR BRIIX D RER AEA I T2 XEM S EaiREERINRES
RS ?




Bangkok and peasants in the city 24, WP AR




First rural 28 —IRAS KR AT

> |

First rural
BB RRA
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IR RN

Visually rural — the Soual norms and Mobile living

S countryside behaviour 231
e | AT A
cond rural %_‘ﬂy” HIARAS Low population Consumptions Multi-sited
A N : density patterns and livelihoods
processes JH 2 fix
AW PO
Farming (primary  Social interactions  Hybrid/hermap
production) 4 H 7)) hrodite spaces
Nature Aspirations and Occupational
preferences i A  multiplicity
i 1f
Non-urban Baan nok (fhuuen) (Peasant
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Chonnabot (¥uun)  Political and
cultural identities
(Peasant) (Middle class
peasant) BUVE FlI
&t (A
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Nepali migrants getting ready to depart for

Malaysia /HEEHESRAITARHRSIE




Is the delineation of rural and urban classes and conditions possible given the depth
and degree of rural-urban relations and interactions X XF N ZRFONRF N RAIX
DRER NN IS XEF 2 Bt ERRRE SRS ?

. Can this historical role of the smallholder be sustained? /NS ERIHEABGBEE
BRELE ?

For middle-income countries, the question is how smallholders will negotiate a set of
intersecting processes, namely: XJFFWANNEZRMS |, [BAE/NTEEE a4
EEBAGER—RIIERE |, BD

The declining size of smallholdings; 58 THAIAIEE T D

the persistent and in some cases growing income gap between farm and non-farm
activities; R\ SIERIWNNEE—BFE , ( BEBERTE ) REH X

the declining competitiveness of smallholdings compared to larger units; SRS
AR R E ISR IISEE TR

the growing political pressure exerted by the rural population for governments to

protect and subsidize smallholders; and &K B EKAMRBAIEE , SKIS/N1it
HFEEBRIPFI M

the opposing need to reduce transfers to farmers to be in accord with international

agreements. 35—/ , BMEFRMYNEBERHDITKEREZSZT.




Rural, urban and national poverty rates for selected countries of developing

East Asia, earliest and latest years ZRIF—L S BHAESRERFFNHEER R
HEEE, HTREENSEREE

Rural poverty rate as
ratio of urban poverty

rate R 73 N R 535
i 74 N 2 2 L

East Asia

and Pacific

RILFIAK
X
Cambodia

LEE S
China F[E

Indonesia

Bl
Malaysia

EpJipl
Thailand

ZE

Vietnam

A




The role, place and persistence of the smallholding
and smallholder in developing East Asia

ARE % H 1 5 /N AU L A0 /) - i R 3 IR
U DRSEER 2




Mean farm size and proportion of landholdings of <2 ha, by world
region (1990s) RIFMRIIES L TF2 AR HERYELHI , HFFZHEX
( 20tH42 904X )

% landholdings | % area < 2 ha
Mean size <2 ha2ARL | 200 RS
TLFFaEE L’EE%HEI’\JE'%

178.4 4 0.0
111.6 36 0.9
32.3 30 3.8
Central America and 12.4
Caribbean
o 36 AR D b g X 10.7 63
Par/463E 4.9 65
Sub-Saharan Africa 32.0
iehahni PR EARSAYAEM 2.4 69
1.8 57 23.6
1.4 78 40.1

East Asia &=V 1.0 92 59.0



Trends in mean farm size (ha)

RIGIHRIIERIFEALESS (

YNTY

China HH[E  FEEW
1985
1990
1995
1999
Indonesia 1960
EpJE 1973
1993
2003
Philippines  gEI0
FERE 1971
1991
2002
Thailand &= [EE
55| 1978
1980
1993

0.56
0.51
0.43
0.41
0.40
1.0
1.1
0.9
0.8
3.6
3.6
2.2
2.0
3.5
3.7
3.7
3.4



Distribution of households according to their farmholdings, Mahasarakham,

Thailand (1982/83 and 2008) Z= E ISV hi it TR P oA B, RIZGIE K

A5.0
AT And in microcosm...fE WOV E
5.0
0.0
E 250
£ 200 = 1982/83
15.0
10.0
5.0 I I
_ i

1to 2 R4 Bto9 10t019 20to 50 =50}
Categories of farmholding {rai)



Looking at the small farm sector across Asia: H&iBM ILMAY
I©ZRip

Productivity in agriculture seems to have fallen, relatively
speaking, to that in non-agriculture, at least until the early
to mid-2000s; EE_+—tH42sL+-FRRRAFNPER | K
AWRYAEF=EZRAEXI RS T S B AT NbF

wage rates in farming also relatively declined until roughly
the same point; KR K FIEHERIBIRTRER B AL B
and poverty rates in rural areas have declined more slowly
than they have in towns and cities such that the urban/rural
poverty gap has widened RIHIR F AL ZF T IEAUEREE
TR | 2 ZERREZEIET K

One key reason for these trends, arguably, lies in the
persistence of smallholdings and smallholders. & %1%, X
S R AR ) — > B R R0 NI AR I N e
ANEHR

In his Presidential Address to the International Conference of
Agricultural Economists in Brazil in August 2012, Keijiro Otsuka I
suggested that “...farm size expansion must be promoted in East _

Asia to prevent the socially and ‘globally’ excessive reliance on

food imports” (2012: 4 [emphasis added]). 20124F = 74 f] [ [
LA FF=W L, REEREE RS EHEEHIELE “RIE <

PR IG I L20K, VABT kst Bk’ SRk Dm) ﬁw: &
o AR 7




EXPLAINING THE PERSISTENCE OF THE

SMALLHOLDER
iR A 1 RTFEE




The format of the discussion 1T iEHIHEZR

1. The changing economic logics of the smallholder and the smallholding /N -135F
BEMNIE TR 2 BN

2. The political-economy of farming in East Asia ZRILKFHAIBLR LTS

3. The livelihoods of East Asian smallholders. TR/ HFEERIELT

In each instance, the central question reflects these different starting points: f£LA_E

FAHE , OABERIR Y A RIIER

What are the economic forces and logics that have permitted the smallholder to
survive, if not to prosper, in conditions of deep socio-economic transformation?

EASETTHIRAGE RS | NIFEE AN E RS EFNEFEERS
BEEEMA?

What have been the policies, and the policy contexts, that may have retarded the
‘natural’ progression of the farm-size transition? BIFLCBIEREZE |, shBERE =
BEAS T RIZAIEEEERY B IAT TR ?

From a smallholder perspective, what are the attractions of remaining with the
farm, if not necessarily on the farm and why have smallholdings persisted,

seemingly against the economic odds? fE/NTHISFEEER , KIZHKS | HE
BBER ? WIRA—TEIFEFERIDNALE | AT Aa/NAE NS EIRIVER I
BB ™MBSAREIEIREE ?




The format of the discussion 1FiEHIHEZR

1. The changing economic logics of the smallholder and the smallholding /)N - 1tFF
BE IR RIS TP

2. The political-economy of farming in East Asia ZRILKFHIIBLR =%

3. The livelihoods of East Asian smallholders. ZRIF/ TS HEBIELT

In each instance, the central question reflects these different starting points: fTE&1

BHE , FOERERIR Y HRRRVER

What are the economic forces and logics that have permitted the smallholder to
survive, if not to prosper, in conditions of deep socio-economic transformation?

EARETTRIRAGEES | NIFEE AN E RS EFNEFTEERS
ZEEEMA?

What have been the policies, and the policy contexts, that may have retarded the
‘natural’ progression of the farm-size transition? BEFLCBIEREZE |, ShiBRE =
BEAS T KIZRMREEZERY BRI RE” ?

From a smallholder perspective, what are the attractions of remaining with the
farm, if not necessarily on the farm and why have smallholdings persisted,

seemingly against the economic odds? {E/MEHIISFEERER , RIS OTE
RER ? MR A—EIESERBAE | AT ANRLIBIZREIRESEFTEME
RIS FPAREISTFEE ?




The Economics of the Smallholding

/NS Hi ) 222 5% 7




The competitiveness of the small family
farm (especially in rice farming) /\BYZR

ERZNRF (FTEEKISEHERH )

Small farms: /\{37 :

« Generate higher yields fF"E&8H 5

* Family labour does not need to be
supervised, it rarely shirks, cannot
hide, and it does not need to be paid
%F“ ST HERE  A=ubEE

, A=, A% ﬁI’#

Chlldren and the elderly can also be
called on to contribute to farm tasks
JLEFIE A BEESIIAKRE G
Wet rice farming (it is often said) is not
conducive to easy mechanisation (A
I1&Eue ) KiEFEAMEERY =
Large farm experiments in the global
South have often failed FGEKEYAFR
RRIAISCISERE R T .




The competitiveness of the small family arm
(especially in rice farming)/ VR RENRIGN=F
B (FRHEEKEMELE )

But: are the economic logics of smallholder
farming losing their purchase? {H &, /N Hhfr

A WA AR IEERK?

The education imperative and the extension
of childhood & b 24 1 2 47 I E K
Heightened levels of mobility coupled with a
degree of rural industrialisation have
accentuated the opportunity costs of
remaining on the land and in farming RatdE
SARN TIMRERRSIEIN 7 WER I
BTN =R,

The real costs of devoting family labour to
family farms have grown ¥ K% 8 71 T
28 FRERGWEIERA BT

Returns to farming and farm work have,
across East Asia, generally declined relative to
non-farm work. fH L TIER TAE, ZRIEHLX
ANV AA 3755 B ) [ 4 2817 3l A1

For many smallholders, it is a daily struggle to
survive on farming alone. 1R £ /N L HLRFA &
MmE, BEAAEEREHIEETBHL.




The economics of the small farm INRIGHIZRF5F

1. The family-owned smallholding often remains productive in land terms relative to
large units; this applies particularly to wet rice-based smallholdings in East Asia. ZXEE
FrEf LIt EEE FAKRIIM S LIE~RERRS | EEEE/KERERT
JCEANLLE,

. Small-scale or micro-mechanisation, along with the emergence of machine rental
markets, has enabled even small units to mechanise production and to glean some
of the benefits of such new technologies in terms of boosting labour productivity. ZJ\
RAMRE BN R AR sa e E Ay B L VK IZ B gEE A =P E R 1ES . A
TR | IRES =,

But: {HZ :

3. Wages in agriculture, although they have generally increased in real terms, remain
significantly lower than in non-agriculture, and this gap has widened over time. RE
ARV ETRSER T HE—BEE Lk , (BE5IPKRER JHEREZREZ  mMEmEZ
[BIRIZEREART K,

Many farms in East Asia are now sub-livelihood in extent and are unable, on their
own, to deliver a reasonable standard of living for rural households even with yield-

enhancing new technologies ZRIVANFZ KIS ERTEITKFEZT |, BFEI=E
BErtUH#EoN | RNREB T ZRIBKEARGERT—ENERNKE.




The Political Economy of the Smallholder

IS BRNBIGERF




: :
Perhaps the answer to the persistence of ; Re; 999¢) I

(inefficient) small farms in rapidly growing 0 : ryo

T T R Ly A PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

AT LS

factor at work but in the political economy a FOR 7 .
of agriculture and farming. The political- ! THA ILA ND
economy of the small farm, in other - :

words, gets in the way and disrupts the REPORT OF A MISSION DRCANIZED BY THE

economics of the farm-size transition. International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
FEIREBRKAILFRF, (RRERRY )

RIGMERFEE T HAEE B R i

HNEFRERREEFR |, maERE/RIF

KHNBGREFE. =<, NI

BUREFFEME. 1T 7 AiglREE

HUZZFRIIEE,

1960s and 1970s: urban bias through a
variety of policies, taxes and price

twists 2012060, 704EA: HIL— R K
FIBR . BRSO 4 B 52 B SE 3R
7 RF I T ER) A 1] d
1980s onwards: increasing rural bias 20

IR0 E S AVE R AN R [ IEIES 32 /RPN

The World Bank report (1959) that set out the parameters for
Thailand’s first National Economic Development Plan (1961-1966)
1959 F HATIRENRTEHE - (ARAFF KEITERI) (1961-
1966) W€ | SHhifE.



Elements of rural bias IRFJ {RMAIAIEZE

In Japan —massive price support but also the support and protection of rice as the key crop,
the role of the bureaucratic ‘pilot organisation’, the use of a whole range of more-or-less
direct methods of guiding the market and the mobilisation of the network of producers’

organisations H7R 1 SEATANRAYNISHNYG | SIIFANCRIFZKREE A ER(EY) |, BUF I

R &R | RESMERNFERSIS™ | sIREFEHLNIENLE,

Elsewhere rural bias is less evident but nonetheless present. The Philippines for example has
imposed a ceiling on farm size (5 ha) and there are restrictions on the land rental market ﬁ

il X B R A R A B A B, (B . BlIanded =ile R 2 A6t
W, RSO A B T S kAT PR




Elements of rural bias IRFJ {RMAIAIEZE

In Japan —massive price support but also the support and protection of rice as the key crop,
the role of the bureaucratic ‘pilot organisation’, the use of a whole range of more-or-less
direct methods of guiding the market and the mobilisation of the network of producers’
organisations HZN : SCATARREAINTEMY | SHFFURIFKBIEATEEY |, BUF A
RIS &3E(ER | XASMERINFERS | 1SHE , sIREFEHEWERZE,

Elsewhere rural bias is less evident but nonetheless present. The Philippines for example has
imposed a ceiling on farm size (5 ha) and there are restrictions on the land rental market
fih 3t X B AN e [V IS4 B R, (BREA . BlUnEEE = UE R A & 2 A getEid s
NER, RIS b AR 55 T 37 AT BR A
Bangkok.
Monday-Friday:
Let vehicles flow.
Saturday-
Sunday: Let
buffalos march’
SHRYEEE
S % RtE" : B—
& oo o0 Nl 2EE T
o et Wil FEIEE -k
oot Tnowiau ;e AN SRS




A rural class? The results of the 2011 Thai general elections

—¢§HMﬁ?mn$§Ek&M%%

@ BESE B at ¥ o b Ongan/ sy

s=ipumsiinuau nnw.
e |

m Pheu Thai AZ=%

m Democrat RF &

m Bhumjai Thai Bz

m Chart Thai X EZ=E%
Phalang Chon 545

= No majority T HH I+

Note: the colour represents the party that won the majority of the
seats in each province. {¥: Bl R A Wl 2 20U L IBUE
Source: ‘2011 Thai general election results per region” by Howard the
Duck. Licensed under CC BY-SA 3.0 via Wikimedia Commons -
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:2011 Thai general election

results per region.png#/media/File:2011 Thai general election res
ults per _region.png

HAERIR:  FRE20114 & H X KIE4E R




A rural class?

— D RETIB1E ?

:-m..-?ﬂ‘ LA
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We can make the following broad observations about the contribution of the political-economy
perspective to our overall aim of understanding the persistence of the smallholder and smallholdings
in East Asia: X3RN HFEFE BRI IR IZEMGEEFS: , NBGEEFFIMAEERIIBNTX
HUEIR

1.

Urban bias has shifted, especially in many middle-income East Asian countries, to rural bias as
farming is increasingly subsidized through a range of measures that have supported smallholder
farm production. fTEIFZHFFWNNFRILER , HhlRECSE AR KRR , ERBDSZFE
TELE /IR A =T 2% MU,

To add to this, in some countries of East Asia restrictions on land sales and the land rental market
as well as the natural ‘stickiness’ of land ownership have acted as a brake on the farm-size

transition, impeding the ‘rational’ operation of the farm economy. LLt5p , RI—LeE PRI
HBSESEAN TR EMZRIARE | TN EARREE S REH 7 RZMET Ka9E% |, B

1§ 7 RIS B BT,

But: {HE :

3. These interventions have not counteracted the productivity and therefore income gap between

farm and non-farm work. IXEFFHREHEBRIAIIER N Z BREFZRLRINBIZERE

With the result that smallholdings alone cannot deliver a sustainable livelihood given the growing
pressure to earn cash and the ever rising level of needs required to achieve Adam Smith’s
‘creditable’ existence. Z5RB/N\IME T HEAGEEIF A Fraed it . AMINMEHEXRUKES
‘TR, BIEE” ((EHELSHE ) EIJEXT.




The Livelihoods of the East Asian Smallholder

FIIiesaENELT



Asking the wrong question [8) 7 —/M&ixHAY )RR

Rather than expecting the smallholder to conform to economic logic or their decisions

to be shaped by the exigencies of government policy, should we look to the livelihood

strategies that farm households have devised? EA{|J2BAMZEIF/ N HIFEEIR

Eéﬁ%@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂ&%,ﬁﬂﬁ%@ﬂ?%ﬁ%m
1 ﬁ% =

In other words, rather than asking: Z5< , 40

« ‘Why aren’t smallholders doing what they should! “AftZ /M LHFBEE A th
(Mg E o

Instead ask: [M[9] :

* ‘What explanatory elements does a smallholder-focused assessment introduce
that are overlooked taking an economic or political-economic approach?’ “U[152
FFHBEAZFFHNA |, T2 7Ly PAER IS E A FIBRFR
RAIEE ?”




N
The key first characteristic of
the smallholder is that their

livelihoods are not met only —

1 or even mainly — from farming.
b NI EERIE SRR
| AEAIRYETTHANMNUN (EEL
| AEE ) KRERH

* This means that the economics &

J of farming and the economics
" of the smallholder are not the
| same thing. IXEIRETRHI
| EFFANIIEFEENES
rEAE—EE,

gj Terms used: occupational
= diversity or multiplicity,
pluriactivity, diverse and

i multi-sited livelihoods, and

£
A
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diversification-for-survival fi7
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Income sources, Ban Dong Daeng, Northeast Thailand: 1981 and 2002
(per cent) RERILFBEHRLIBAKIE (H4rEL) :1981H8120024F

Village-based, Village-based, non- Non-village based,
agricultural agricultural wages and remittances

Source: data extracted from Funahashi 2009: 3.

Fa KIR: 151% H Funahashi 2009: 3



Income sources, Ban Dong Daeng, Northeast Thailand: 1981 and 2002
(per cent)ZR E R ILIREZE AHIWARIE (H4rE) 19815120024

Village-based, Village-based, non- Non-village based,
agricultural agricultural wages and remittances

Source: data extracted from Funahashi 2009: 3.

A >KIHE . 191% HFunahashi 2009: 3




Income share of Chinese rural households, 1985-2010

HRERTERIIANBSEL | 1985-20105
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Source: data extracted from Huang et al 2012: 17 B3R : Pi%EEHuang et al 2012: 17
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Occupat|onal multlpI|C|ty or I|veI|hood
diversification is particularly prevalent in

East Asia because of: Z BRI &akait22
R

FRERENR RS T

rapid industrialization and the working #
opportunities that have arisen; $R£ T. e
W, TAENl=E %,

dramatic improvements in physical
infrastructure and attendant mobility; = -=
and FEAlhE B 2 0, At
e

the large numbers of rural households
struggling to meet their escalating

needs from farming ever smaller land

holdings K& KA & BAE H 2 4e /)N 1Y
w115/ M e i NGy B e N
KK

Declines in smallholder poverty rates are
tied to the engagement of smallholders

with non-farm work. /N T HiEFA & F
RN, BMAIMNEIER TIER K

)
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“In a usual panel data survey, that aimed to study rural poverty
changes, a huge underestimation of poverty declines of those living
in rural areas at baseline would have taken place [if we did not take
account of migration]. Surely, studying these movements must be
at the core of understanding rural poverty and policies to reduce
it?” (Dercon 2006: 7-8) “ (WIRAFREANEST) , HFFANA
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“In a usual panel data survey, that aimed to study rural poverty
changes, a huge underestimation of poverty declines of those living
in rural areas at baseline would have taken place [if we did not take
account of migration]. Surely, studying these movements must be
at the core of understanding rural poverty and policies to reduce
it?” (Dercon 2006: 7-8) “ (WIRAFREANEST) , HFFANA
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What does East Asia’s mobility revolution mean for farming and farm productivity? & YK A\ H i)

MR R B ARG E =R EREMA?

Dis-intensification of production (transplanting to direct seeding) A== HIAEE L1k (B FRIZ £ F]
JERCZ VD)

Land abandonment 3¢ ##

Land use change + Hif# 2584k,

Greying or geriatrification of farming &\ Z #4L

Emergence of remittance landscapes 72K & 94 5 X

Four particular issues that would seem to be at work. VU-/NELAT BRE 71 7] /8 .

1.

Migration has left some households, even some villages, in labour deficit #hH 55 Tik4& 7 H 2 —ik
IS I 1 55 30 ) ek

Farm households have become relatively cash rich (as well as labour poor). The driving logic of
cultivating sufficient rice (or other staple) to meet subsistence does not operate in the way that it
once did. The subsistence ethic of the smallholder has been eroded (FEBR/DE75N FIHT RIS ) A AT
FEEFI I AN AT . MHEFEN TR (AR EZREEYD Bsh il 5 2 sl A FE .
/N AR 3 A A 2R — A FELE B

Migrants are often young women and men who then leave households not only short of labour, but
short of the labour needed for many of the more physically taxing farm tasks 4 Hi 55 7.5 2 NER
Fa, AR RICARA AP B T 57 30 7, iR R HARAR % 155 3 /)

Migration has the effect, although it is also a cause, of making agriculture a low status occupation to
be avoided RV Al 1 75 kB PR AEIRMY, AMTHEBLAM ST, WA S TN AF X —I R K
FRE,




100 =

@ Farming 1989
m Non-farm work 1989

90 - 1= [
80 - _ _
70 -
60 -
50
40 .
30 —
20 -
e 1] !
0 ‘ ‘ + : : ‘ ‘L.J k=
o O GO & & G @ N © %
N <zf‘>K eé Q)K eK ef‘" ‘QOA N4 e'é ef‘" 0’& Q)K e'& &
I oY oY oY oY 2 Y oY oY oY oY oY W2
O 2 @ 2 (9 3T € 9P DD
T O ST
& &2
o S

Teasing out era, life course and generational changes:

Gender, generation and occupation in a Northeastern Thai village
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Average a5 Sy Date of survey ﬂEH:HETJ

Japan HZA 2013

.f' 56% of farm workers >60 years 2010
'( S6%HITRIASTE Fhs605 U E

& Philippines JEA & 54 2012
¥ Thailand Z=E 55 2008

| Malaysia B3k 53 2005
Indonesia 80% >45 years old 80%7E45% L\ [ 2011




A W Villages sustalned through absence
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Livelihoods and the smallholder, general statements ZEiTfl/hTiISE R . —ARICHT

1. Farming no longer occupies the central position it once did for many smallholders in Asia.
SILMRZ N E B TS KRR SR O (i
This is because smallholders construct multi-stranded livelihoods on the basis of multi-sited
households and engage with a wide array of activities, many extra-local. [E A/ NTitFFE
FHETER S | EAEMEINEZMEFES | RESENEAMEATTTRE.
Smallholders have not, in consequence, had to sell or abandon their farms even when they
are sub-livelihood in size. ELEEBHARIFIIEEL/NRIAGEEERSFELT |, NS EETE

SHIE HSEEG R

But: {HE :

4. This still leaves only partially resolved the question of why smallholders do not abandon
their smallholdings and exit farming altogether. ;X RBEEF SRR I{HA/NTHBFEEA
B, REFFR

More specifically: If farming is often marginal, if returns are unattractive (in remunerative
terms) relative to the alternatives, and if for the young farming is becoming a low status
occupation to be avoided, why do we not see smallholders selling their land thus permitting
the farm-size transition to take place? To understand this, it is necessary to leave the farm and
the field and venture into the factories and streets of East Asia. 4F3I2 : IR NFHLZMNL T |,
ANRBECTFEARERE ( NBRISEMS ) RIWMRAFRBEEBNS 1 , nRFRARFAN

= HEEANEZFER ﬁB/Ajo-/A/J \HtSEE R T | LRI A
ﬁi_jg SLIRAE ? BIERX—R , BV ERRKERMNRIME XK 7R hEEE] T F0
(]




Land, smallholders and the precarity of late
capitalism

+ i, /J\ii&%‘ﬁ%gfﬁﬁ‘ﬂii}(ﬁ@K%




Why hang onto land? A{TZ2{F®{F 11tk ?

1. One possibility is that land is valued over-and-above its economic value
alone. It has a cultural value in its social transfer value to the next
generation which usurps its sheer economic value. BI8EEE 9 -HBEYNE
Egﬁ??ﬁ@ééiﬂma T UABIERISAUNBRU T B AEFRRYE 5T
JANI= P

. With rapidly rising land values, it makes good financial sense. Land owners
are speculating that over time the value will continue to rise. TN IEENTFT |
THEE TRFEVNENXY. THrEEENTE M ES9REE Fik.

. With little in the way of savings and few other assets, land is the one form of
collateral available to farmers who need to borrow money to fund, for
example, the education of their children. (RBEEEZIRZFIE T , i
AR ERFEEERITEUEHER | LT HFIHE.

. Even though returns to smallholder farming may be low, there is security in
continuing to have a foothold on the land. And, parallel to this, the non-farm
work that has become such a feature of rural livelihoods is inherently
precarious. BRIE/NRR Y EHREAE | 4 E TibtHeeTEREE R,
B , {EARTEITRI—MFERVAEKR TIEESCR S E XA,




~ Precarious living in the informal economy,

migrants in Bangkok circa 1990 £ %2 %€ )
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~ Precarious living in the informal sector,
migrants in Bangkok circa 1990

Precarity IS ETE
“A feature of the precariat is not the level of

money wages or income earned at any
particular moment but the lack of community
support in times of need, lack of assured
enterprise or state benefits, and lack of private
benefits to supplement money earnings”
(Standing 2013: 5). “BAANMRY IRRYSFRAET
ENEZIFESIK  METHRENTARE
F , BEKY  BAEZERET , iR
FANTERNERMIN”




Drawing a line between vulnerability and precarity

XSS IEFIATTEE

Vulnerability i 554

I uEE Il - Exposure to natural hazards [l H 28 K 5

- Living in marginal environments 4 75 3 15
ks 308

- Absence of irrigation technologies /b £

BB

Economic - Lack of income BB
2R - Lack of access to credit /> (5 5F
- Lack of access to markets /> 1ji 3%
EIELCI -  Gender divisions in society <4 51 T
LRt |M -  Participatory exclusions #%HE)%, Age=5
=tiltae=3"@ - Minority groups’ marginalisation 2> ZU 44
2845 izl

- Lack of empowerment /DAL

295 IBERIZEE

Roots causes of exposure [H] Il XU ) 3 2 5 K

Precarity A %2 &4

New poverty

FmERYZE E



Drawing a line between vulnerability and precarity

X5 eSS IEFIAIEENME

s Roots causes of exposure [ Il XU 1 3 2 5 K]

_ Vulnerability/ifi 55 {4

Environmental

RIRAY

Economic
Zi5a

Political and

socio-cultural
lygr=riiba =374
taY

Poverty Old poverty
8% [HEMZ=RE

Precarity N xE 14
Dispossession of land 25 25 1 Hf
Commercial logging and associated soil
degradation i MLARAR 58 < 1k 1) T IEIR
1t
Resettlement on marginal lands # 2Xi& 1|14
ZeHi X
Chemicalisation of agriculture M4k =4k,
Loss of biodiversity “E 2 2 FEEZ 2
Unsustainable levels of debt /115i 22 2
Market dependencies {& i 11737
Growing inequalities 3~ K 1) A2 4%

Erosion of the community covenant (moral
economy) Z K4 (B X&FF) E 3 aIR
Falling fertility rates, ageing population £ &
R, ANOZidi
Out-migration A i H

New poverty

FmERIZ=E
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~ Precarious living in the informal sector,

migrants in Bangkok circa 1990 : i;‘M )

Y

R N— e
" g :"" y ke "h't.'
ﬂr = uiy Tk WIS

Precarious living in the informal economy, 2005 =

For farms to be amalgamated into larger
holdings it is necessary for those who exit
agriculture to find productive, secure and
remunerative work elsewhere REI1RH M
FIABEIEREIF-HMEE. IRERE. BFH
B TE , KIZMEAEET K.




Supporting the elderly: a generalised regional typology of resource flows &

FoeA | FXESEERE—A%3E

Public transfers Asset-based
INIEEERE 3 A reallocations UL %
[y B2 i R LT

LT L RGTRVA High (~50+ per cent) Significant (~30-40
EXMFNSEE = (50%LALE) per cent)
Ebis (30-40% )

East Asia Significant (~25-50  Significant (~25-50
01 per cent) per cent)
tE= (20-50% ) ECERS (25-50% )

Southeast Asia Negative or High (~50+ per cent)
Rk negligible (-(10 per & ( 50%LA L)
cent to +10 percent)
REEEZER

( +10% )

Familial transfers 5%

FERERE AT

Negative or small (-
10 per cent to +20
percent)

SEEEZRER (-
10%£120% )

Significant (~25-50
per cent)
tviRE (25-50% )

Significant (~25-50
per cent)
EbiEs (25-50% )



Precarity in Thailand: the formalisation of employment, 1980-2000

REMIV AR ENME: K IERILFEE, 1980-20004F
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Precarity in Thailand: the formalisation of employment, 1980-2000

REBMIV AT ENME: BKIERILFEE, 1980-20004F
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Precarity AAiSETE

All this leaves one final question to address: FTH X — V)45 WATH R 1 8 Ja— > H) @ .

What possible futures offer themselves for the East Asian smallholder and, therefore,
for farming? ZR W/ N AR AR P2 35 ] B THI i B AE IR SR 2 ARV R b m] B8 M i B IR
k2




East Asian small farming futures

7R ML/ R AR Y B AR R
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It is worthwhile noting, however, that the precarious
future of the small farm and the smallholder has been
on the agenda for many years: (BEREEETE : /K

L NS ENRERIARREEHITIE TS5 |

‘The economics of small farms’ (Tweeten, 1983)
“INEIHINEE T

‘Why are farms so small?’ (Johnson and Ruttan,
1994) “JIT ARG AN ?

‘Is there a future for small farms?’ (Hazell, 2005)
“UINERIHIEBARFNG ?

‘Is small beautiful? Farm size, productivity, and
poverty in Asian agriculture’ (Fan and Chan-Kang,
2005) “/INFLESEND ? RIGAIME. SRS
RA AR F”

‘The future of small farms: trajectories and policy
priorities’ (Hazell et al., 2010) “/NKIZAIFE :
2S5 BERITF

‘The future of small farms’ (Wiggins et al., 2010)
“INERIBEIAR R

‘Is small farm led development still a relevant
strategy for Africa and Asia?’ (Hazell, 2013) “JEj}
FEMARBER AR E SRR RRIEIS ?
‘The future of small farms in Asia’ (Otsuka et al.,

2014) “WM/INRIGRIRE”




Four farming futures IRIGHIIUFhFRE

1.

The farm-size transition will finally assert itself and most smallholders will sell their sub-
livelihood farms and exit agriculture permitting those who stay to accumulate land and
modernise agriculture. There is an assumption that governments will, to an extent, abandon
the smallholder. IRIZRMRIL KRB BERIGLI |, BASH N ISFEE BT Z4ETETHRY
RipHiL , BHERIAEF , e \NSRIAIEFE/FHT KA LRE | SCIURIR(L.
BB HE—ERE ENE/IEEE.

The second scenario sees an entrenchment of pluriactive smallholders but one where economic
development means that smallholdings become increasingly post-productivist. In this schema,
the class position of smallholders becomes less like that of the peasant, and more akin to that

of a latter-day yeoman small farmer. £_IEES : /NTHIFEEFBENEZTHETSER , &

TR ELL N EHBRE NEEFTENRY, EX—HETR , NIFEERNMN R
BAKNGINK , MESRUTIERRNBEMK.

The third scenario sees ‘more of the same’, at least in the medium-term. Smallholders will
continue to innovate, embrace the opportunities provided by new value chains (green, organic,
high value), and construct their livelihoods across spaces and sectors. 2 =IEES : &/ EF
HARIDA T AR, N ER ST , UEFINMERE (&8, BYl. &iE)
RIS , 21 =EFIEB M E SRETHARE.

A final scenario sees the political power of farming populations assert itself such that
substantial support is given to farming, protecting the smallholders. ERfe—IBEI= : &M A O

HBGRNEFERISEIRBRISIT , (RIFT/N\IFEE.




