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Background 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Rural development programs 1n South East Asia utilize a 

multi-faceted strategy stressing social, economic and 

political objectives. Social objectives are concerned with 

the provision of basic social amenities such as education, 

health, water and electricity supply, community and religious 

facilities. Economic objectives are concerned with ra1s1ng 

rural incomes and standards of living. Employment creation 

is the main political objective. Land settlement schemes 

involving the development and distribution of public 

agricultural lands to landless families as means of improving 

economic welfare were first attempted in South East Asia by 

the Dutch in Indonesia in 1909. The objective at that time 

was to alleviate the population problem in Java and Bali and 

at the same time to open to agricultural settlement 1n the 

sparsely populated parts of the Indonesian archipelago 

(Pelzer, 1948). 

After independence, Indonesia introduced its own vers1on 

of land settlement under the name of Transmigration. The 

term Transmigration is used to refer to the movement of 

people from the densely populated islands of Java, Bali and 

Lombok to new agricultural areas opened by the government in 

other areas of Indonesia (Jones, 1979). Among the objectives 
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of Transmigration sought by the Indonesian government were 

"an increase in the wealth and prosperity of the people 

through the transfer of population from one area to another, 

with the objective of achieving economic development in every 

field"; "to provide the labor supply needed for development 

1n areas of low population density"; "to quicken the process 

of assimilation"; "~nd to stimulate economic development over 

all of Indonesia within a regional development context" 

(Bahrin, 1979). 

Land settlement 1n Malaysia was understood as 

essentially a post-independence phenomenon (Malaysia received 

its independence from the British in 1957). Programs were 

launched with the objective of raising living standards and 

incomes of the rural poor. These programs also focused on 

the need to solve the problem of equity in land distribution 

throughout the country. This latter factor was one of the 

major considerations behind the creation of the Federal Land 

Development Authority (FELDA), the biggest and most important 

agency 1n the field of land settlement and development in 

Malaysia. 

Land settlement in the Philippines sought to achieve a 

variety of objectives similar to those of Indonesia; 

socially, politically, and economically. Land settlement was 

initiated in 1939 by President Quezon as a means of 

resettling farmers from the heavily populated areas of Luzon 

and the Visayas to the less populated parts of the 
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Philippines, especially Mindanao (Bahrin, 1979). 

Resettlement after World War II became a means of developing 

large-scale rice and corn production operations to meet 

national food shortages. After 1963, land settlement was 

instituted as part of a national land reform program. 

By 1988, the Philippine government was administering 46 

settlements covering 59,340 settler families occupying an 

area of 801,042 hectares of land (Land Reform, 1988). The 

Indonesian government on the other hand had managed to 

resettle 194,243 families (about one million people) in the 

outer islands of Indonesia (World Bank, 1988). The Malaysian 

government, by the end of June 1987, had accomplished the 

settlement of about 103,427 settler families on more than 

754,499 hectares of land (Hashim, 1988). 

The process of selecting settlers was much the same 1n 

all three countries. All countries required that the 

applicant be a citizen of the country, married or the head of 

a family, poor and/or possess an uneconomic unit (small size) 

of land, and have previous farming experience. Malaysia 

amended the criteria for selecting settlers in 1974 by 

placing greater emphasis on applicants who possessed a 

secondary education. Applicants who had a secondary or 

higher education were given priority to improve the viability 

of settler modernization programs conducted at the 

settlement sites. Applicants who possessed skills such as 

handcrafts, mechanical, carpentry, sewing, knowledge of 
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business, and/or rubber/oil palm estate operations were also 

more likely to be selected since their skills and knowledge 

could be used to support community development programs in 

the settlements (Nik Mustapha, 1989). As a result of the new 

selection criteria, poor farmers without specific skills 

found it harder to qualify for selection in the settlement 

schemes. 

Land development and resettlement programs were financed 

by the central government of each country partly from loans 

obtained from foreign or international banks. The World Bank 

played a vital role in financing as well as offering advice 

to the development programs. The World Bank financed three 

settlement projects in the Philippines covering 77,000 

hectares of land. The Bank played an even more important 

role in Malaysia and Indonesia. In the period 1968-1984, the 

Bank approved six loans totalling US$156 million to the 

Malaysian government representing about 20% of the financing 

for FELDA's land development programs. Bank-supported 

projects covered 66 settlement schemes over a total of 

120,750 hectares of land for 29,450 families settled and 

included 15 palm oil mills (World Bank, 1987). 

The Bank commitments for the land settlement programs 1n 

Indonesia between 1976 to 1986 consisted of US$560 million or 

20% of the Bank's lending for Indonesian agricultural 

development. Bank-assisted projects in Indonesia settled 

about 17,000 families and benefitted 536,000 other families 
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through upgrading existing settlements, improving site 

selection and distributing livestock (cattle) with the 

objective of increasing production and improving incomes 

(World Bank, 1988). 

Objectives of the Study 

The major objective of this study is to compare the 

agricultural and economic impact of land reform and/or 

resettlement programs in Malaysia, Indonesia and the 

Philippines. More specific objectives are: 

1. To compare and evaluate the social, political and 

econom1c situations among the three countries which lead to 

the identification of land reform and/or resettlement as a 

potential solution to development problems. 

2. To determine and compare the essential features of 

the land reform and/or resettlement programs of the three 

countries, i.e., organization, type of agriculture, 

associated development activities, settler selection process, 

plot s1ze, etc. 

3. To evaluate and compare the relative success of the 

programs of the three countries as measured by settler yearly 

income per household to poverty level income (per household) 

in each country. 
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Scope. Method and Sources of Information 

This study was limited to an examination on government 

land settlement programs in Malaysia, Indonesia and the 

Philippines over the time period 1984-1989. 

The study attempted to evaluate the agricultural, social 

and economic performance of settlers in the settlement 

programs of the three countries by comparing settlers 

performance to average agricultural, social, and economic 

performance 1n each country. 

Data sources for the study are a literature rev1ew and 

various government documents or reports from the three 

countries involved. 

Need for the Study 

Despite the fact that Malaysia, Indonesia, and 

Philippines have each participated in land development 

programs, there has been no attempt to compare program 

successes or failures between countries or to learn directly 

from each country's experience. The literature failed to 

identify any comparisons drawn from the experiences of these 

countries 1n dealing with land development problems or 

programs. Hopefully, this study can provide a measure of the 

commonality of problems faced by the three countries and the 

measures used to solve these problems such that the 

countries can learn and benefit from each other. 
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Chapter Outline 

This study 1s divided into five chapters. Chapter I 1s 

the introduction which explains the background and 

objectives, need, scope, method, and sources of information 

for the study. Chapter II is the literature rev1ew. Chapter 

III will present the analysis of agricultural aspects of the 

land settlement programs. Chapter IV will discuss the social 

and economic impacts of land settlement programs on settlers 

in the three countries, and Chapter V provides the summary, 

conclusions and findings of this study. This chapter will 

also provide recommendations for the improvement of the land 

settlement programs in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Philippines. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Land Settlement: Concepts. Theories 
and Practices 

A major problem confronting underdeveloped and 

developing countries, is a solution to the problem of poverty 

among rural farm and nonfarm populations. Low standards of 

living in rural areas are not confined to these countries, 

but can also be found in the developed and industrialized 

countries as well (United Nations, 1951). The problems 

encountered in the rural areas of the underdeveloped and 

developing countries is of a different degree, in the main 

because the national economies of these countries 1s so 

dependent on the agricultural sectors. 

Land settlement and land reform programs are among the 

principal devices utilized by governments of the 

underdeveloped and developing countries to attack the problem 

of rural poverty. Land settlement rather than land reform 

has been a much preferred solution, since land reform is an 

expensive political and economic affairs (Bahrin, 1979). 

Land reform programs require that governments find ways to 

redistribute land from one group (rich and politically 

powerful landlords) to another group (poor and generally 

politically impotent). In land settlement programs 

government distributes land which belong to the State. The 
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availability of public land is a major factor that has 

prompted various governments to adopt a land settlement 

policy. 

Historically, the term "land settlement" or 

"resettlement" has been used to convey the idea of people 

returning to an area thta hey had lived on previously 

(Pankhurst, 1992) . In the eighteenth century, the term was 

used to describe the exodus of Jews from Egypt to Judaea. 

After World War I, it was applied to servicemen returning 

home; and since World War II, it has frequently been applied 

to the forced transfer of urban black South Africans to rural 

areas (Pankhusrt, 1992). Land settlement, however, has 

increasingly been undertaken to achieve a wide range of 

political, economic and social objectives. 

Land settlement or colonization projects have been the 

principal device in Latin America to increase the number of 

family farms and to attempt to develop a farming middle class 

(Smith, 1965). However, according to King (1977), land 

settlement in Latin America has been very costly because 

despite vast land resources, fertile soils are limited. The 

extreme remoteness of some areas has also contributed to the 

high cost of settlement projects. 

Land colonisation schemes in Africa and Middle East have 

been used to settle nomads; to integrate these traditionally 

warlike wandering tribes into the civil and political life of 

the nation, and to provide them with educational and health 
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facilities (Christodoulou, 1965). The results drawn from the 

experience of nomad settlements varies. A study of the Wadi 

ca•arn project for the settlement of semi-nomadic groups 1n 

Libya concluded that landless nomad cannot be settled as 

satisfactorily as independent farmers (McLachlan, 1960). 

Experience from Libya and other oil-rich countries of the 

Middle East indicates that nomads are more attracted to 

casual labor in the oil industry than to settled farming 

because of the immediate rewards from the former industry. 

Land settlement also may be justified in circumstances 

where wars, natural disasters, or construction of darns cause 

population displacement. In Europe, Finland was faced with 

the large-scale problem of settling refugees after the Finno

Russian war of 1945 due to boundary changes. Finland, at the 

conclusion of the war resettled 250,000 war refugees from the 

Karelian peninsular on 50,000 new landholdings (Mead, 1951). 

Land settlement was used in Ethiopia as a means of resettling 

over half a million people from the famine areas of northern 

Ethiopia to the west of the country between November 1984 and 

February 1986 (Pankhurst, 1992). 

Land Settlement: South East Asia 

Land settlement schemes as a component of land 

development programs have been utilized in the countries of 

South East Asia, particularly Malaysia, Indonesia, and 

Philippines since the early nineteenth century. Land 
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development programs ln South East Asia are intimately linked 

with issues of equity and productivity; and the need to 

distribute land to the landless, and to increase the 

productivity of poor traditional farmers (Ledesma, 1976). 

PurQose and Objectives. Land settlement programs ln 

Malaysia are the responsibility of government agencies such 

as the Federal Land Development Authority (FELDA), the 

Federal Land Consolidation and Rehabilitation Authority 

(FELCRA), the State Agricultural Development Authority 

(SADC), and the Regional Development Authority. The main 

objectives of land settlement programs have been stated as: 

- poverty alleviation, 

- encouraging and modernizing of the rural sector 

through modern techniques of production, 

- providing agricultural support services such as 

extension, credit, and improved marketing arrangements, and 

modernization of the rural sector through direct and 

indirect participation of the farming community in the 

establishment and running of rural industries and commercial 

enterprises and the expansion of urban services in the rural 

areas (Siwar and Nik Mustapha, 1988). 

The government of Malaysia is particularly committed to 

increasing rural incomes, Slnce some of the country's largest 

concentrations of poverty are found in this sector. The 

incidence of poverty in 1970 in the rural sector was 58.7 

percent. The incidence was highest among paddy farmers (88.1 
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percent), fishermen (73.2 percent), mixed farmers (64.9 

percent), rubber farmers (64.7 percent) and coconut farming 

smallholders (52.8 percent) (Siwar and Nik Mustapha, 1988). 

The land settlement program in Indonesia is referred to 

as "transmigration." Somewhat similar to that of Malaysia, 

employment creation and poverty alleviation are among 

Indonesia's key development objectives. The other major 

purposes of transmigration as stated ln Repelita I (five

year development plan carried out in the period of 1969-74) 

was the achievement of a more balanced population 

distribution throughout Indonesia, and the transfer of labor 

to carry out development projects in areas short of manpower 

1n order to increase national production (Suratman, 1977). 

The period prior to the 1980s was characterized by an 

emphasis on increased rice production. Tidal swamp areas 

were opened 1n Sumatra and Kalimantan and rice cultivation 

was stressed. Resettlement also played a role in Indonesia's 

effort to reduce deforestation in the inner islands (World 

Bank , 19 8 8 ) . 

Land settlement programs 1n the Philippines are 

administered by the Ministry/Department of Agrarian Reform 

(DAR). The objectives of land settlement programs as defined 

1n Commonwealth Act No. 441 are: 

providing for a more even distribution of population, 

accelerating agricultural growth and rural community 

development, 
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solving unemployment and underemployment problems, 

reducing high tenancy rates and other pernicious 

practices prevailing in densely populated communities, and 

providing equitable and systematic distribution and 

development of public agricultural lands under a program of 

"land for the tillers" (Resettlement: Philippines 1974). 

Organizational Structure. Land settlement programs 1n 

Malaysia are implemented and coordinated through Integrated 

Rural Development (IRD) programs. Both federal and state 

governments play an important role 1n planning, implementing 

and evaluating these programs. There are also var1ous 

regional and agricultural related institutions and 

authorities that were created by the Federal Government to 

plan and implement programs at State and District levels 

(refer to Figure 1). 

Four maJOr ministries at the federal level are directly 

involved 1n IRD programs: the Ministry of Agriculture, the 

Ministry of Land and Regional Development (FELDA, a major 

land settlement agency is under the direction of this 

ministry), the Ministry of National and Rural Development, 

and the Ministry of Primary Industries. A cabinet 

organization drawn from the four ministries assisted by the 

Economic Planning Unit (EPU) and the National Development 

Planning Committee (NDPC) which coordinate all planning 
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Figure 1 

Ministry of 
Agriculture 

Cabinet 

Ministry of 
Land and 
Regional 
Development 

I 

Ministry of 
National and 
Rural 
Development 

FELDA 

I 
National Development 
Planning Committee 

(NDPC) 

I 
Economic Planning Unit 

(EPU) 

I 
State Action Committee 

(SAC) 
State Development 
Committee (SDC) 

I 
District Action Committee 

(DAC) 
District Development 
Committee (DDC) 

Ministry of 
Primary 
Industries 

Malaysia: Organizational Structure of Government and 
Agencies Involved in Land Settlement Programs 

Source: Implementation Coordination Unit (ICU), 1983. 
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activities at the federal level is charged with implementing 

the program (Siwar and Nik Mustapha, 1988). 

The State Action Committee (SAC) and the State 

Development Committee (SDC) at the state level perform the 

role of reviewing, monitoring and coordinating the 

implementation of all development projects. Other 

committees, the District Action Committee (DAC) and the 

District Development Committee (DDC) serve at the district 

level. These latter organizations are charged with 

identifying implementation problems at the district level and 

of providing a link with the village level through the 

village development and security committees. The Scheme 

Development Committee (JKKR) which is comprised of 

representatives of settlers performs the role as a local 

action group (Siwar and Nik Mustapha, 1988). 

Land settlement projects or transmigration 1n Indonesia 

were planned, funded, and implemented in their entirety by 

the Department of Manpower and Transmigration up until the 

late 1970s (Babcock, 1983). The department was headed by a 

minister who was responsible for guidance and implementation 

of transmigration and who acted as the chairman of the 

coordinating body for implementation of transmigration. 

The coordinating body for the implementation of 

transmigration consisted of representation of various 

departments and technical agencies such as Home Affairs, 

Public Works, Agriculture, Communication, Regulation of the 
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State Apparatus, the National Planning Board and the 

Department for Supervision of Development and Environment 

(Fasbender, Kopp and Anwar, 1982). Presidential Decree No. 

26 of 1978, provided the various departments and technical 

agencies with their own budgets and assigned individual 

shares in each of the var1ous tasks involved in implementing 

the program (Babcock, 1983). A junior minister, head of the 

Ministry of Transmigration Affairs was charged with providing 

coordination across ministries and agencies in planning and 

implementation (Babcock, 1983). 

The regional office is responsible implementing and 

monitoring settlement projects at the provincial level. The 

district office and the field coordinators are responsible 

for the direction and supervision of transmigration programs 

at the district and field level (Fasbender, 1982). Figure 2 

illustrates the organizational set-up of central, regional 

and district governments involve in the planning and 

implementation of the Transmigration programs. 

The Ministry of Agrarian Reform (MAR) administers land 

settlement programs in Philippines. The ministry at the 

central office level consists of the Office of the Minister 

composed of the Planning Service, the Financial and 

Management Service; the Bureau of Agrarian Legal Assistance 

(BALA); the Bureau of Land Acquisition, Distribution and 
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Figure 2 

Department of 
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Department for 
Supervision of 
Development and 
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Indonesia: Organizational Set-up of Department and Agencies 
Involved in the Transmigration 

Source: Fasbender, Kopp and Anwar, 1982. 
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Development (BLADD); the Bureau of Resettlement (BURE); and 

the Bureau of Land Tenure Improvement (BLTI) (Estrella, 

19 82) . 

There are twelve regional offices, 40 district offices 

and 305 team offices at the field level. More than 90% of 

the personnels work in field offices with 7.8% working in 

the central office. 

The Office of the Minister at the central level is 

responsible for the adoption and promulgation of rules and 

regulations necessary to carry out the ministry's policies 

and objectives, and for exercising general supervision and 

control over the bureaus and offices of the ministry. 

Regional and district Offices at the field level are 

responsible for general supervision, direction and 

coordination of operations and activities of the Ministry 

within the region and district, respectively. The Team 

Office on the other hand, is responsible for providing direct 

assistance to farmers (Estrella, 1982). Figure 3 illustrates 

the structure of central, regional and district government 

and agenc1es involve in land settlement projects in the 

Philippines. 

Program Assessment. In terms of the purposes and 

objectives of land settlement programs, equal distribution of 

land to the landless and poor and poverty alleviation are 

the main common objectives in Malaysia, Indonesia and the 
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Figure 3 

i 
Office of 
the 
Minister 

Ministry of Agrarian 
Reform (MAR) 

Bureau Bureau Bureau 

Regional Office 

District Office 

Team Office 

Bureau 

Bureau 

Philippines: Organizational Structure of Government and 
Agencies Involved in Land Settlement Programs 

Source: Estrella, 1982. 

Philippines. Philippines and Indonesia share another equally 

important objective of achieving a more balanced population 

throughout Indonesia and the Philippines. 

Organizational structures of the governments and 

agencies involve in land settlement programs in the three 

countries are all "top-down" in nature. The Malaysian 

organizational structure appear to be the most centralized 
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with a lot of bureuacracies involved in planning, 

coordinating and implementing land settlement programs. The 

organizational set-up in Indonesia is more decentralized 

compared to that of the Malaysian because each department and 

agencies involve 1n the Transmigration programs are g1ven 

their own budget and assigned individual shares 1n the 

various tasks concerning programs implementation. The 

organizational structure of department and agenc1es involve 

in land settlement projects in Philippines is the most 

decentralized with more than 90% of the personnels work with 

farmers rather than in central offices. 
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CHAPTER III 

AGRICULTURAL ANALYSIS 

This chapter is devoted to a discussion of the 

agricultural results of farms in settlement projects in 

Malaysia, Indonesia and Philippines. This chapter has been 

organized into two parts: farm size, and yields and 

production. 

Farm Size 

Malaysia. The main factors contributing to rural 

poverty in Malaysia were that many rural peasants relied "on 

small, uneconomical and often fragmented holdings, many of 

whom receive only a share in the product of the land they 

work as tenants or sharecroppers" (Fisk, p.10). The average 

size of smallholdings in Malaysia is under 1.2 hectares 

(Kasim, Gibbons, Ghee and Mustafa, 1983) . Under this 

condition, it is unlikely that the adoption of new, improved 

technology would be able to yield production and incomes 

above the poverty line. 

The Malaysian government envisaged that with land 

settlement programs, large-scale planting (Block Planting 

Schemes) and development of new lands would provide small 

landholders with opportunities to cultivate high-value crops 

using modern production techniques on economically sized 

holdings. This was a significant departure from earlier 

21 



colonial government policy, particularly noticeable in the 

rubber industry, where smallholders were in effect g1ven 

little encouragement to plant high-yield varieties 

(Ghee,1977). 

New settlers 1n Malaysian projects, selected by the 

Federal Land development Authority (FELDA) from among the 

landless poor, are provided with a house, a 0.1 hectare 

garden plot and potential title (settlers will obtain titles 

after they completed paying their loans) to a 4 hectare 

treecrop plot. Rubber settlers cultivate their 4 hectare 

plot individually. In the case of oil palm, parallel with 

FELDA's principal objective of combining the management 

system of the plantation sector to individual operation, the 

plot must be cultivated as part of a larger 80 hectare block. 

This plot cannot be sold or subdivided once title 1s 

obtained. Settlers have a right of "usufruct" or use only 

and the land is not freehold (World Bank, 1987). All 

settlers receive a guaranteed minimum income from FELDA 1n 

the early years until farm incomes reach a "breakeven point," 

that is when the farm begins to produce stable outputs and 

generated incomes which can cover operating costs (Hashim, 

1988). Settlers are also obliged to attend agricultural 

courses (particularly courses in increasing productivity) 

conducted by FELDA. 

Indonesia. Sukarno, the former President of Indonesia 

once called Transmigration "a matter of life and death for 
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the Indonesian nation." Java's overcrowded population and 

poor living conditions are among the main reasons for 

Indonesia's emphasis on transmigration. Nearly two-thirds 

(62%) of Java's farm families have less than one-half hectare 

of agricultural land (World Bank, 1988). Land scarcity has 

motivated farmers in Java to move onto steep slopes and into 

forest reserves to acquire land. Cultivation and subsequent 

erosion in these areas have caused environmental degradation, 

siltation of reservoirs and canals, and downstream flooding. 

Settlers in transmigration programs in Indonesia receive 

a larger size unit of land compared to farmers in Java, but a 

significantly smaller sized unit if compared with their 

counterparts in Malaysia. Transmigrants in Indonesia receive 

a small house on 0.25 hectare of village land and 1.75 

hectares of farm land (0.75 hectares of cleared, 1 hectare of 

uncleared land) . 

Settlers in Indonesia rece1ve a small sized unit of land 

since resettlement policy under the government transmigration 

program has been based almost entirely on smallholder 

agriculture. Different farming systems have however, been 

emphasized at different stages in the development of 

Indonesia's resettlement effort. These systems are: 

(1) Irrigated Schemes. Irrigation is provided for 

agriculture under these schemes 
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(2) Swamp Reclamation Schemes. In theory, water for 

agriculture in these schemes is obtained from rivers and 

canals, however, in practice, most areas depend on rainfall. 

(3) Rainfed Schemes. It is also called upland schemes. 

Agriculture under these schemes depend entirely on rainfall. 

(4) Cash Crop Schemes. These schemes are based on tree 

crops (World Bank, 1988). 

Settlers in Indonesia rece1ve subsistence supplies 

consisting of rice, salted fish, salt, kerosene and cooking 

oil, in addition to an initial supply of farming tools and 

seeds, for a period of one year while the assigned land unit 

is tilled and crops are established. This allowance can be 

extended in the extent of a crop failure. Indonesian 

settlers are expected to be self-sufficient at the end of 

five years. A number of educational courses are usually 

scheduled for the benefit of the settlers, during the early 

years of the project. Topics of these courses include such 

things as improved agricultural skills, tree plantations, 

animal husbandry, local government, cooperatives, community 

welfare, horne care, family planning and health (Suratrnan and 

Guinness, 1977). 

Philiggines. The Philippines, a former colony of Spain 

inherited a land tenure system that was feudal in character. 

Large tracts of lands were in the hands of a few wealthy 

landlords while the farm workers the land as tenants, mostly 

sharecroppers (The Philippines Agrarian Reform, 1975) 
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Problems of land tenure continued after independence in 1946 

and in certain areas the situation deteriorated. Land 

settlement schemes were developed among numerous government 

programs designed to solve the highly concentrated land 

ownership problem. 

Settlers in the Philippines surpass their counterparts 

1n both Malaysia and Indonesia in terms of the allocated farm 

s1ze. Land allocated to settlers in the Philippines in 1974 

had an average size of 5.3 hectares and ranged from 3.1 

hectares in the Bamban-Capas (Tarlac) settlement, to an 

average of 10.2 hectare in the Uson (Masbate) settlement 

(Resettlement: Philippines, 1974). Krinks (1974) reported 

that Filipino settlers in the municipality of Mawab which 

lies some 75krn. northeast of Davao City, Mindanao, operated 

farm units averaging 6.2 hectares. Estrella (1982) reported 

that a settler in the government settlement programs is 

allocated no more than five hectares of land. 

The quality of land in the settlement areas was highly 

variable rang1ng from the best quality lowland rice land 1n 

some areas to steeply sloped land suitable only for tree 

crops in others. The settlement program was flexible in that 

it attempts to match a variations in land quality with 

variation in allotments size. The average size plot of low 

quality land (poor fertility and steep slopes) awarded to 

settlers was 8 to 10 hectares. 
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The quantity of land received by settlers was relatively 

large considering that the majority of these settlers did not 

own any land before migrating to the settlement areas. The 

s1ze 1s also relatively large when compared to the average 

s1ze of all farms in the country, between 1 - 1.99 hectare 

(Arboleda, 1987). 

Settlers in the Philippines like those in Malaysia and 

Indonesia, received a house, food rations for a year, farm 

tools, seed, a work animal, and funds for land preparation. 

Settlers normally were assumed to become commercially viable 

farmers within three years. 

Table 1 shows a compar1son of farm s1zes between 

settlements in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Philippines. 

Table 1 

Comparisons of Average Farm Size in Settlement Areas 1n 
Malaysia, Indonesia and Philippines 

Average farm . . 
S1Ze 1n 
settlement 
projects 

Average farm 
size in the 
country 

Malaysia 

4 ha. 

1.2 ha. 

Indonesia Philippines 

1.75 ha. 5.0-10.0 ha. 

Below 0.5 ha. 1.0-1.99 ha. 

Source: Malaysia (1. World Bank, 1987; 2. Kasim, Gibbons, 
Ghee and Mustafa, 1983); Indonesia (World Bank, 1988); 
Philippines (1. Resettlement: Philippines, 1974; 2. 
Arbodela, 1987) 
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Yields and Total Output 

Malaysia. Oil palm and rubber are the two ma]or crops 

planted in settlement areas in Malaysia. Oil palm production 

is the most profitable and yields are reported as among the 

highest obtained in all World Bank-supported oil palm 

projects. Hashim (1988) reported that between (1985-1987) 

the average oil palm output from FELDA's settlement projects 

was 17.6 tons per hectare. The average yield of the oil palm 

in the settlement projects was more than four times higher 

than the country's average oil palm yield, 4.0 tons per 

hectare (Kurian, 1987). The national average yield 1s 

considered low because of the poor yields reported by small 

farmers. The average yield of oil palm in settlement 

projects 1n Malaysia also compares favorably with that of 

private oil palm estates, around 17.9 tons per hectare 

(Ministry of Finance, 1990). 

The Malaysian projects' good agricultural performance 

for oil palm can be attributed to three factors: first, the 

excellent climatic and soil conditions of the project areas. 

Second, FELDA has developed an excellent research and 

extension system which has resulted in a rapid transfer of 

technological innovations to settlers. A good example is the 

FELDA Agricultural Services Corporation which provides 

guidelines for fertilizer and pesticide application to 

settlers. Another example is the introduction of an insect 

pollinator (Cameroon weevil) which has had a beneficial 
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impact on both yields and production costs. FELDA also 

maintains close contact with international research 

organizations and is in the forefront of such new 

technologies as cloning oil palms through tissue culture. 

Third, the integration of harvesting, transport and 

processing operations, a key element for success in the oil 

palm sector (World Bank, 1987). 

The average yield per hectare for rubber was 1.2 ton 

(Hashim, 1988). This yield compares favorably with average 

yields of well-managed private estates (1.6 ton per ha.) and 

is much higher than those of many smallholders (0.88 ton per 

ha.) in Malaysia. Table 2 shows the size, production, and 

average yields of both oil palm and rubber in FELDA projects 

in Malaysia. 

Lower yields 1n the rubber sector can be attributed to 

the smaller area planted and to lower yields during the first 

harvest years. There is also evidence that about 10 to 15% 

of rubber production 1s sold to private traders and therefore 

1s not accounted for 1n FELDA statistics (selling latex to 

private traders 1s considered illegal by FELDA because it 

allows settlers to avoid paying on their loans). FELDA also 

faces problems with excessive and poor tapping techniques 

used by settlers. In addition, FELDA is more deeply involved 

in research and the development of new technologies for oil 

palm production and less engaged in rubber research 

activities which are essentially carried out by RRIM (Rubber 
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Research Institute of Malaysia) and RISDA (Rubber Industry 

Smallholders Development Authority) . Fewer tappings per year 

and improved tapping techniques such as those utilized 

successfully on rubber estates in Malaysia, if introduced 1n 

the settlement projects, could conceivably result in large 

improvements in rubber yields. 

Table 2 

Malaysia: Size, Production, and Yields per Hectare 
of FELDA Oil Palm and Rubber projects (1985-1987) 

Year 
1985 1986 1987 

Size (thousand ha. ) 

Oil palm 306.9 331.7 357.8 

Rubber 100.0 105.3 114.7 

Production (thousand ton) 

Oil palm 5,387.0 5,842.0 6,305.1 

Rubber 125.6 120.6 144.5 

Average Yields (ton) 

Oil palm 17.55 17.62 17.62 

Rubber 1.256 1.145 1.260 

Source: Nik Mustapha, 1989. 

Indonesia. Rice was the ma1n crop cultivated at most 

transmigration sites in Indonesia in past years. In the mid-

1980s, the Indonesian government, recognizing the advantages 
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of tree crops, took a number of steps to promote the 

development of tree crops (rubber, oil palm, and coconut) for 

transmigrants. Since most of the tree crop projects in 

transmigration areas are relatively new, data on their 

performance in terms of yields and production are not yet 

available and are not included in this study. The World Bank 

in 1988 projected that agricultural incomes in these tree 

crop schemes should amount to about US$1,500 per family ten 

years after settlement. 

Settlements in Indonesia have experienced very low r1ce 

yields, 1.7 tons per hectare compared to an average of 3.2 

tons per hectare Java and 2.45 tons per hectare for the 

country as a whole (Arndt, 1983). Production varies 

according to the location of the settlement areas. Farmers 

in tidal swamp areas achieved higher yields, usually around 1 

ton per hectare. Farmers in upland settlements obtained less 

(500kg per year) and those in the dry grassland areas 

achieved the lowest yield and sometimes have had to revert to 

cassava as a subsistence crop. 

The absence of irrigation and land quality problems are 

the ma1n reasons for low production in settlement projects in 

Indonesia. In the absence of irrigation, settlers have had 

difficulty 1n producing enough food on their first hectare, 

and even more difficulty in finding time to clear their 

second hectare. Furthermore there is a great contrast 1n 

soil fertility between Java and most of the settlement areas. 
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Some of the settlement areas consist of upland areas of red

yellow podzolic soils which are highly susceptible to erosion 

and leaching and of low natural fertility (Arndt, 1983). 

These lands are more suitable to tree than to food crops. 

Unreliable supplies of fertilizer, seeds and other inputs 

have also contributed to low yields and production in the 

transmigration projects (Suratman and Guinness, 1977). 

Philippines. Rice, corn, and coconuts are the major 

crops cultivated by farmers 1n settlement projects in the 

Philippines. Data obtained from the Bureau of Agrarian 

Reform (1993) indicate that the average yields of rice in 47 

settlement projects in Philippines amounted to 1.17 tons per 

hectare. This average is significantly below the national 

average yield of 2.85 tons per hectare. 

Low rice yields of farmers in the settlement projects 1s 

closely connected to a lack of irrigation. A great 

proportion of the settlement projects were observed to have 

topography which is not suitable for or is difficult to 

irrigate (Resettlement: Philippines,1974). Low average 

yields can also be traced to physical problems such as poor 

soils and a lack of capital to meet production requirements 

of improved seeds, fertilizer and farm equipment. 

Corn production in settlement projects in Philippines on 

the other hand compared favorably with the national average 

corn yield. Settlement average yields of 1.02 tons per 
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hectare were slightly less than the 1.37 tons per hectare 

national average. 

Table 3 compares the average yields of the various crops 

in settlements projects to the average yield for each 

country. 

Table 3 

Comparisons of Yields per Hectare of Settlers in Malaysia, 
Indonesia and Philippines 

Average 
yield 
of 
settlement 
projects 

National 

average 

yield 

Malaysia 

Oil palm 
17.6 ton/ha. 

Rubber 
1.2 ton/ha. 

Oil palm 
4.0 ton/ha. 
(smallholders) 
17.9 ton/ha 
(estates) 

Rubber 
1.6 ton/ha. 
(estates) 
0.88 ton/ha 
smallholders 

Indonesia Philippines 

Rice Rice 
1.7 ton/ha. 1.17 ton/ha. 

Corn 
1.02 ton/ha. 

Rice Rice 
2.45 ton/ha. 2.85 ton/ha. 

Corn 
1.37 ton/ha. 

Source: Malaysia: (1. Hashim, 1988; 2. Ministry of Finance, 
1990; 3. World Bank, 1987); Indonesia (1. Arndt, 1983); 
Philippines (1. Bureau of Agrarian Reform, 1993). 

Table 4 shows comparison of total output per farm of 

settlement areas and total output per farm in Malaysia, 

Indonesia and Philippines. Both settlers in Malaysia and 
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Table 4 

Comparisons of Total Output per Farm of Settlement Areas and 
Total Output per Farm in Malaysia, Indonesia and Philippines. 

Settlement 
Country 

Settlement 
Country 

Malaysia 

Oil Palma 

70.4 tons 
4.8 tons 

Rubberb 

4.8 tons 
1.06 tons 

Indonesia 

Ricec 

1.3 tons 
1.2 tons 

Source: See Table 1 and Table 3 

Philippines 

Ricect 

0.75 tons 
1.70 tons 

Corne 

0.40 tons 
0.53 tons 

a. The size of oil palm plot is 5 ha and yields are 17.6 tons/ha. The 
average farm size in Malaysia is 1.2 ha. and yields are 4 tons/ha. 

b. The size of rubber plot is 5 ha. and yields are 1.6 tons/ha. The 
average farm in Malaysia is 1.2 ha. and yields are 0.88 tons/ha. 

c. The size of plot given to settlers is 1.75 ha, however, only 0.75 ha 
of the plot is cultivated since the other 1 ha. is uncleared land. 
Average yield of rice in settlement areas is 1.75 tons/ha. Average farm 
size in Indonesia is 0.5 ha. and average rice yield is 2.45 tons/ha. 

d. The average size of plot given to settlers is 7.5 ha. (averaging 
between 5-10 ha.). Only 1-2 ha. of the land is cultivated since they 
receive uncleared land. Rice consisted 40% of the total areas cultivated, 
and yields are 1.17 tons/ha. Average farm size in the Philippines is 1.5 
ha. (averaging between 1-1.99 ha.) and rice yields are 2.85 tons/ha. 

e. Corn consisted 26% of cultivated farm plot (1.5 ha.) and yields are 
1.02 tons/ha. Average farm size in the Philippines is 1.5 ha. and corn 
yields are 1.37 tons/ha. 

Indonesia received total output higher than that of the total 

production per farm in their respective country. Settlers in 

the Philippines, however, achieved total output per farm 

significantly lower than the total output per farm in the 

country. Lower yields per hectare and difficulties in 
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clearing land for cultivation are among the reasons for the 

lower total output received by farmers in settlement in the 

Philippines. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusion can be drawn from this 

analysis. 

1. Average farm size in the settlement areas is larger 

than the national average farm size in all three countries 

(Table 1) In Indonesia, the size of farm allocated to 

settlers, 1.75 hectares, is small compared to that of 

settlements in Malaysia and the Philippines. This s1ze 1s 

close to that of the smallholders that produce poverty in 

rural Malaysia. Settlers in Indonesia and the Philippines 

received land which is questionable in terms of fertility, 

rang1ng from very fertile to very poor quality of soil. 

2. Settlers in Malaysia achieved higher yields of both 

oil palm and rubber than the average yield of oil palm and 

rubber in Malaysia for the country as whole. High yields 

from settlement plots can be credited to the role of FELDA 1n 

conducting research and educational activity among settlers 

on methods for increasing productivity. Adequate farm 

equipments may also have contributed to these high yields. 

3. Rice yields in settlements in Indonesia was about 

one-half of the national average. Land quality problems such 

as poor soil quality and lack of irrigation, unreliable 

supplies of fertilizer, seeds and other farm inputs probably 
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account for the poor productivity of farmers 1n 

transmigration projects in Indonesia. 

4. Rice farmers in settlement projects 1n Philippines 

obtained very low yields on average compared to the country's 

average production of rice. Reasons for these low yields 

probably much the same as the lower yields noted in 

Indonesia, but irrigation has a heavier impact because of the 

nature of r1ce cultivation which needs significant quantities 

of water. 

5. The average yield of corn in settlement programs 1n 

Philippines compares favorably to that of the country's 

average yields. This is due to the fact that corn does not 

require as much irrigation as rice, hence lacks of irrigation 

was not a significant factor. In addition, corn also needs 

relatively modest capital and labor inputs for cultivation 

compared to rice. 

All settlers 1n the three countries received land larger 

1n size compared to the average farm size in their respective 

country. Settlers 1n Indonesia however received land 

relatively smaller 1n size compared to their counterparts 1n 

Malaysia and the Philippines. 

Settlers in Indonesia and the Philippines are provided 

with relatively basic or traditional farming tools compared 

to the counterparts in Malaysia who relatively improved 

agricultural equipments. Basic agricultural tools, along 
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with other problems discussed earlier contributed to lower 

yields in settlement areas in Indonesia and the Philippines. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a socio

economic analysis on land settlement programs in Malaysia, 

Indonesia and Philippines. This chapter is divided into 

three parts: levels of incomes in Malaysia, levels of 

incomes in Indonesia, and levels of incomes in Philippines. 

Levels of Income: Malaysia 

Settlers in Malaysia derive incomes from various 

sources, the most important which is the oil palm or rubber 

plot. Other sources of income are subsidiary activities such 

as economic projects, household garden, dividends from 

investments and off-farm work. 

Incomes from Oil Palm and Rubber Plot. Settlers receive 

a monthly payment for deliveries of palm oil or rubber to the 

mill or collecting center owned by FELDA. Table 5 shows 

yearly gross and net incomes received from palm oil and 

rubber deliveries by settlers in three Jengka Triangle 

projects for the years 1983 and 1984. The three Jengka 

Triangle projects are referred to as Stage I, Stage II and 

Stage III. The three stages altogether covered 23 land 

settlement schemes. Gross income is calculated by deducting 

from the value of the palm oil or rubber payments the cost of 

goods and services provided by or through FELDA. Net income 
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1s obtained after further deductions of the loan payment, 

land tax, and other necessary payments. 

Table 5 

Malaysia: Incomes per Household from 
Oil Palm and Rubber Plots (US$) 

1983 

Qil Pg,lm GrQ~~ Net 
settlers 

Stage I 4,904 4,375 
Stage II 4,694 3,808 
Stage III 3,596 2,650 

Rubber 
settlers 

Stage I 5,388 4,085 
Stage II 3,622 2,608 
Stage III 2,092 1,460 

Source: The World Bank, 1987 

1984 

GrQ~;;l Net 

7,310 6,487 
6,035 5,102 
5,217 4,337 

6,600 5,300 
4,705 3,500 
2,761 2,000 

Table 5 indicates that the average annual income of rubber 

producing settlers in 1984 was about one-half the income of 

palm oil producing settlers. 

Income from Subsidiary Activities. The 4 hectare oil 

palm or rubber plot in the settlement projects provides the 

settlers with year-round, but not full time employment. 

Consequently, FELDA encourages the settlers to undertake off-

farm work, and in particular, to develop commercial 

activities. The settler survey by the World Bank (1987) 1n 

the Jengka projects revealed the following subsidiary 

activities. 
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1. Economic projects. Include the cultivation of fruit 

trees on vacant land, the rearing of livestock, aquaculture, 

and other specialized agricultural activities. Work on 

economic projects was reported by 9.6% of the settlers, with 

a yearly income attributable to the subsidiary enterprise of 

US$155.00 in 1985. 

2. The household garden. Most settlers cultivate 

fruits and vegetables in their garden, but only 26% reported 

sales with the annual amount equivalent to US$28.00. 

3. Dividends. Dividends from savings and investments 

1n FELDA corporations and the National Trust Fund were 

reported by 100% of settlers, providing an average income of 

US$23.00 1n 1984. 

Income from off-farm work were reported by 22.3% of the 

households and constituted the major source of off-farm 

1ncome. The percentage of settlers reporting off-farm work 

was about 22.4%. Most off-farm activities were confined to 

the settlement area, and a few of the settlers work outside 

the project area. Types of off-farm activities included 

employment by FELDA, Public Service, commercial activities, 

and agricultural/non-agricultural work outside the project 

area. 

The net 1ncomes of settlers per household from all 

sources in 1985 are summarized in Table 6. The total income, 

US$5,583.00 is well above the rural poverty level in Malaysia 

which is equivalent to US$1,456.00. Per capita incomes of 
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settlers which is US$1,117.00, is however, lower than the 

national income per capita, US$1,890.00 (Siwar and Mustapha, 

1988). 

Table 6 

Malaysia: Settlers' Incomes per Household 
from All Sources in 1985 

Sources of Incomes Average Income 
(US$) 

Oil palm or rubber plot 
Economic projects 
Household garden 
Dividends from investments 
Off-farm employment 

Total 

Per capita of household 

Source: The World Bank, 1987 

Levels of Incomes: Indonesia 

5,252 
11 
28 
23 

269 

5,583 

1,117 

Percent 

94.1 
0.2 
0.5 
0.4 
4.8 

100.0 

Incomes from Food Crops. Settlers derived income mainly 

from rice production. Tree crops have only been introduced 

lately and not yet in production. Table 7 shows average 

household income from agriculture by farm model (schemes). 

The table indicates that the highest average monthly 

household incomes in transmigrant communities are in Repelita 

II tidal sites while the lowest average incomes are in 

Repelita III upland sites. Those with tree crops appear to 

have intermediate income levels. 
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Table 7 

Indonesia: Incomes per Household from Agriculture 
by Farm Model 

Repelita II 
Tidal 
Upland 
Upland w/ Trees 

Repelita III 
Tidal 
Upland 
Upland w/ Trees 

Sample 
Size 

99 
341 
100 

501 
977 
120 

Household 
Income 
(US$/year) 

358 
165 
357 

176 
254 
188 

Source: BPS Transmigration Income Survey, 1985 in 
World Bank, 1988. 

Incomes from Subsidiary Activities. Incomes from 

subsidiary activities come from employment generated by 

transmigration development, government assistance, transfer, 

horne garden, and trade. Table 8 displays transrnigrants 

1ncornes from all sources. 

In contrast with settlers in Malaysia who earn 94% of 

their incomes from agricultural activities on their g1ven 

plots, these data suggests that settlers in Indonesia seem to 

find off-farm work more renurnerative than full-time 

agriculture. Government officials in Indonesia believe that 

transrnigrants neglect their farming because of the wide 

availability of off-farm work generated by transmigration 

development, and should this source of work disappear, 
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settlers would return to their farms. However, the World 

Bank study indicated that there are other observers who 

believe that agricultural production is limited, and if off-

farm work declines, incomes will suffer. 

Table 8 

Indonesia: Transmigrant Incomes per Household 
from All Sources in 1984 

Sources of Incomes 

Agriculture 
Wages 
Non-agriculture 
Government Assistance 
Transfer 

Total 

Average Income 
(US$) 

227 
141 
157 

77 
31 

633 

Percent 

36 
22 
25 
12 

5 

100 

Source: BPS Transmigration Income Survey, 1985, in World 
Bank, 1988. 

The data show that settlers incomes in Indonesia did not 

match with those of Malaysian settlers. BPS (Central Bureau 

of Statistics) Transmigration Income Survey in 1985 revealed 

that the average household income of the transmigrants is 

US$634.00 per year. This figure is lower than the average 

household income in rural areas in Indonesia, US$861.50 per 

year (BPS, 1985). The settler's income level is, however, 

higher than the World Bank's poverty index for Indonesia, 

US$545.00 per household per year. Table 9 compares 

transmigrant incomes with incomes of rural sending and 

receiving areas in Indonesia. 
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There are several explanations for lower transmigrant 

1ncomes as reported by the BPS survey. Lower transmigrants 

1ncomes are closely linked with low productivity which can be 

attributed to many transmigration problems such as poor soil 

fertility, lacks of irrigation and a farming system which 1s 

based mainly on smallholder agriculture. The practice of 

assigning partly cleared land to settlers may also 

significantly affect income levels. In the absence of 

irrigation, settlers experienced difficulties in producing 

enough food on the first hectare, and even more difficulty 1n 

finding time to clear the second hectare. 

Relying on food crops rather than cash or tree crops 1s 

suggest as yet another reason for the low incomes level of 

farmers 1n transmigration areas. Recent transmigration 

programs have been based on an official policy aimed at 

providing each family with 4-5 hectares of land, so as to 

enable settlers to supplement their 1ncome by producing cash 

crops as well as food for their own needs. 

The fact that average settler incomes are lower than the 

average incomes in rural areas in Indonesia means that 

individual transmigrants are no better off than they were 1n 

Java. Virtually all transmigrants are drawn from lower 

income households in Java, and in transmigrant communities 

50% of the families are still below the poverty level. 
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Table 9 

Indonesia: Comparison of Transmigrant Incomes per 
Household with Income 1n Rural Sending and Receiving 
Areas (in 1985 prices) 

Rural 
Sending 
Area 
W. Java 
C. Java 
D.K.Yogyakarta 
E. Java 
Bali 
NTB 

Total 

Rural 
Receiving 
Areas 
Riau 
S.Sumatra 
C.Kalimantan 
S.Kalimantan 
E.Kalimantan 
C.Sulawesi 
S.E.Sulawesi 

Total 

Transmigration 
Areas 
Riau 
S.Sumatra 
C.Kalimantan 
S.Kalimantan 
E.Kalimantan 
C.Sulawesi 
S.E.Sulawesi 

Total 

Sample 

3,452 
3,527 
1,275 
4,155 
1,461 
1,506 

15,376 

380 
883 
271 
229 
393 
195 
480 

2,831 

300 
981 
320 
239 
100 
100 
160 

2,200 

Ave. Household 
Income ( Rp /Mo. ) 

73,660 
58,248 
72,863 
63,935 
83,827 
61,154 

67,171 

114,187 
85,284 
83,661 
81,699 
97,773 
63,547 
93,944 

90,735 

65,513 
52,888 
39,131 
55,131 

107,893 
60,231 
89,062 

58,343 

Ave. Household 
Income (US$/yr) 

804 
635 
795 
697 
915 
667 

1,246 
941 
912 
891 

1,066 
693 

1,025 

715 
577 
427 
601 

1,177 
657 
971 

Source: BPS Transmigration Income Survey, 1985, 1n world 
Bank, 1988. 
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Levels of Income: Philippines 

Income from Agricultural Work. Income from agricultural 

work include production from rice, abaca, corn, and copra. 

Rice and corn are the major crops. Table 10 indicates the 

average household incomes in 1989 from rice, corn and other 

crops. 

Rice was the most valuable of the maJOr crops 1n 

settlement sites in Philippines. It accounted for 

approximately 40% of the total value of output, while corn 

accounted for approximately 26%. 

Table 10 

Philippines: Settlers Incomes per Household 
from Rice and Corn and other Crops (in 1989) 

Rice 

Corn 

Other Crops 

Total 

Average 
Household 
Incomes 
(Pesos) 

5723.60 

3720.34 

4865.06 

14,309.00 

Source: Bureau Of Agrarian Reform, 1993 
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Household 
Incomes 
(US$) 

228.94 

148.81 

194.61 

572.36 



Income from Subsidiary Activities. Income from the 

subsidiary activities are derived from the rearing of 

livestock, hand-sawing of timber for construction, government 

employment, carpentry, trading, and casual laboring for 

logging or mining companies. 

Data obtained from the Philippines Bureau of Agrarian 

Reform (1993) indicates that in 1989, these subsidiary 

activities yielded on average 47% of the settlers' total 

incomes from all sources. As in the case of settlers 1n 

Indonesia, these data indicate that settlers in the 

Philippines also find off-farm work more rewarding than full 

time agriculture. Low farming incomes and low productivity 

force settlers to engage in other kinds of subsidiary 

activities as a supplement to this farm incomes. Table 11 

shows the average income of settlers from all sources. 

Table 11 shows that total average incomes per household 

received by settlers 1n Philippines in 1989 was US$1,072.60. 

This level of income 1s significantly below the poverty level 

1n the Philippines, US$1764.00. 

Filipino settlers' lower average incomes can be 

attributed to several factors. There was little concern 

among r1ce farmers to invest in "productivity-increasing" 

innovations. Only a small percentage of rice farmers in 

settlement areas in the Philippines used high yielding 

seeds, fertilizers and chemical controls against pests or 
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Table 11 

Philippines: Average Incomes of Settlers per Household 
from all Sources (in 1989) 

SQur~es Qf Aye rage Avergge Per~ent 
In~Qmes IncQmes Income~ IncQme~ 

(US$) 

Rice 5723.60 228.94 21.34 

Corn 3720.34 148.81 13.87 

Other Crops 4865.06 194.61 18.15 
(abaca, copra) 

Total 
Agricultural 14,309.00 572.36 53.36 

Non-agricultural 12,506.00 500.24 46.64 

Total 26,815.00 1,072.60 100.00 

Source: Bureau of Agrarian Reform, 1993. 

weeds. Lack of capital was the ma1n reason suggested for 

their lack of concern in investing in "productivity-

increasing" innovations. 

The difficulties of clearing the land also influenced 

adversely the standard of living of settlers in Philippines. 

More than two-thirds of them were allotted forested land and 

about one-third received a farmlot only partly cleared. 

Table 12 compares the average 1ncomes per household of 

settlers in Malaysia, Indonesia and Philippines to the 

poverty level for each country. 
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Table 12 

Comparisons of Average Incomes per Household of Settlers 
in Malaysia (1985), Indonesia (1984) and Philippines (1989). 

Settlers 
Average 
Incomes 

Poverty 
Level 
of the 
Country 

Malaysia 
(1985) 

US$5,583 

US$1,456 

Indonesia 
(1984) 

US$633 

US$545 

Philippines 
(1989) 

US$1,072 

US$1,764 

Source: Malaysia: (1. World Bank, 1987; 2. Siwar and Nik 
Mustapha, 1988); Indonesia: (1. World Bank, 1988); 
Philippines: (1. Bureau of Agrarian Reform, 1993). 

The data shows that both settlers in Malaysia and 

Indonesia had average 1ncomes higher than the poverty level 

for the respective countries. Settlers in Malaysia received 

significantly high incomes, about four times of the level 

considered as the poverty level in Malaysia. Settlers in 

Philippines, on the other hand, received average incomes 

below than the level considered as poverty level 1n 

Philippines. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were derived based on the 

above analysis. 
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1. Settlers 1n settlement projects 1n the three 

countries receive incomes from both agriculture and non

agricultural activities. Settlers in the Philippines and 

particularly in Indonesia rely more heavily on subsidiary 

activities because of lower farm incomes and lower 

productivity. 

2. Both settlers in Malaysia and Indonesia receive 

1ncomes higher than the poverty level 1n their respective 

countries. However, the income level of settlers in 

Indonesia just slightly surpasses the poverty level. Almost 

50% percent of the transmigrants in Indonesia are still in 

poverty. Settlers in Malaysia lead their counterparts in the 

Philippines and Indonesia with average incomes well above the 

poverty level. This high 1ncomes is largely attributed to 

FELDA's active involvement in the settlement projects. 

3. Settlers in the Philippines receive average incomes 

lower than the official poverty level in Philippines. Lack 

of irrigation, traditional agricultural practices and land 

quality problems, all contributed to these settlers lower 

1ncomes. 

Both settlers in Malaysia and Indonesia received income 

above the poverty level their respective country compared to 

settlers in the Philippines. Settlers income in Indonesia 

however, barely surpassed the poverty level income in 

contrast to settlers in Malaysia who received income about 2-

3 times of poverty level. Lower yields per hectare which 
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resulted from several reasons suggested 1n Chapter III have a 

direct impact on settlers income. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the summary of 

this study, conclusions, and recommendations for future 

studies. The summary is a discussion of previous chapters. 

The conclusions section presents the findings of the study. 

The recommendation section suggests several recommendations 

based on the results of the study. 

Summa a 

The literature reviewed on purpose and objectives 

revealed that land settlement programs in Indonesia, 

Philippines and Malaysia sought to achieve social, economic, 

and political objectives. In Malaysia, the main objectives 

were: poverty alleviation, encouraging the development and 

modernizing the rural sector, and providing agricultural 

support services. The objectives of land settlement 

programs or Transmigration in Indonesia besides poverty 

alleviation were: employment creation, population dispersion, 

reduction of deforestation in the inner islands, and 

stimulation of regional development. Land settlement 

programs 1n the Philippines sought the following objectives: 

solving uneven distribution of population, accelerating 

agricultural growth and rural community development, solving 

unemployment and underemployment problems, reducing the high 
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tenancy rate, and providing equitable and systematic 

distribution and development of public agricultural lands. 

The major purpose of this study was to compare the 

agricultural and economic impact of land reform and/or 

resettlement programs in Malaysia, Indonesia, and 

Philippines. More specific objectives are: 

1. To compare and evaluate the social, political and 

economic situations among the three countries which lead to 

the identification of land reform and/or resettlement as a 

potential solution to development problems. 

2. To determine and compare the essential features of 

the land reform and/or resettlement programs of the three 

countries, i.e., organization, type of agriculture, 

associated development activities, settler selection process, 

plot Slze, etc. 

3. To evaluate and compare the relative success of the 

programs of the three countries as measured by settler yearly 

incomes per household to poverty level income (per household) 

ln each country. 

Data used in this study were obtained from literature 

review, government document, and reports from all the three 

countries. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the results of 

this study: 
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1. The average size farm unit provided to settlers in 

settlement programs ln all three countries was larger than 

t~e countries' average farm size. 

2. The agricultural yields of settlers in Malaysia and 

Philippines (from corn) is above the countries' average 

production level. Agricultural yields of settlers in 

Indonesia is, however, below the national average production 

level. 

3. Land settlement programs have not been effective in 

alleviating poverty among the previously landless and poor 

people in the Philippines and about half of settlers in 

Indonesia. Average settlers' incomes in the Philippines was 

considerably lower than the average incomes considered as 

poverty level of that country. In Indonesia, 50% of the 

settlers are still in poverty; however, overall average 

incomes are above the country's poverty level. Land 

settlement in Malaysia has been very successful. Settlers 

incomes per household was significantly higher than the 

nation's poverty level. Settlers' per capita income, 

however, fell short of the national income per capita 

4. FELDA's commitment to agriculture technological 

innovations along with adequate farm equipment are the main 

reasons high incomes and productivity of settlers in land 

settlement programs in Malaysia. Variability of soil 

qualities, lack of irrigation and capital, traditional 

agricultural practices and dependence on food rather than 
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cash or tree crops are among the factors contributing to 

lower productivity and incomes of settlers in Philippines and 

Indonesia. 

Recommendations 

Based on results and conclusions of this study, the 

following recommendations are suggested: 

1. The farm land allotted to the settlers need to be 

totally cleared so that they do not have difficulties 

clearing the land on their own and sometimes leave the land 

partly uncultivated. 

2. A careful and thoroughly extensive survey should be 

conducted in determining the fertility of land designed for 

the settlement projects so the the government of each country 

does not merely provide the poor and landless people with 

land but later on still remain in poverty because of the poor 

soil quality. 

3. More irrigation should be provided to the settlement 

areas 1n Indonesia and Philippines since inadequate 

irrigation adversely affect the productivity and consequently 

the settlers' level of income. 

4. Greater emphasis should be made on the prov1s1on of 

agricultural inputs such as fertilizer, chemical control 

against pests or weeds, improved agricultural knowledge and 

management skills because these are the important factors 

which contribute to the success of land settlement programs. 
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