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ABSTRACT

Elimination of poverty in all its form is a challenge that the United Nations must achieve
(SDG 1). Poverty is a complex phenomenon and income poverty, most especially in the
rural areas, is a paramount concern that needs to be addressed. A total of 12-month
ethnographic work was conducted investigating the contribution of non-farm activities
(NFAs) of upland farmers in meeting financial requirements for farm operation and
household subsistence. Results showed that non-farm activities both livelihood
diversification (LD) and crop diversification (CD) were resorted to by upland farmers as
means to meet farm requirements and household subsistence. It is recommended that
governments through their line agencies shall come up with policies and programs in
support to farmers’ economic endeavors such as training and extension and technical
services to achieve the goal of poverty-free community.
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1. Introduction

Poverty is a social problem that haunts humanity, and its elimination
becomes the goals of nations to achieve by 2030. In the past, it was studied in
numerous perspectives: first, scholars studied poverty in the context of material
affluence, e.g., accumulation of assets, which included among others,
accumulation of livestock, size of arable lands, non-farm revenues, farm inputs,
cash from non-farm income, and time use (Ellis & Freeman, 2004; Giurge et al.,
2020); secondly, authors put poverty as farmers' inability to adopt modern
techniques that would lead to higher productivity and increased income (Peprah
et al., 2018; Sobrevifias & Barrios, 2010); lastly, they attribute poverty as
farmers' inability to engage in gainful and profitable non-farm activities that
contributed to increased income, offered a better quality of life, and enhanced
agricultural productivity (Bagamba et al., 2022; Barrett et al., 2001; Gaillard &
Derville, 2022; Haggblade et al., 2010). All these studies suggested that there is
a positive correlation between farmers' economic activities and higher income as
a way out of poverty, and although there has been cognitive discord along this
point, there is a consensus that issues on poverty need to be vigorously pursued
(Bezu et al., 2012; Davis et al., 2010).

Even though there is an improvement in the reduction of poverty growth,
the number of people living in extreme poverty is on the rise in Sub-Saharan
Africa, comprising more than half of the extreme poor in 2015 (Wadhwa, 2018).
The World Bank reported that approximately 413 million poor people are living in

extreme poverty in Sub-Saharan Africa, which is higher than all other regions of
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the world. If the problem of poverty remained unaddressed and continued to
persist, its consequences like access to safe water, education, health care,
electricity, and other social and critical services remained elusive and
socioeconomic status, gender, ethnicity, and geography determined its access
(World Bank, 2019).

With the remaining decade in the fight against poverty, it is very opportune
to study specific actions against poverty. In this paper, it is discussed that non-
farm activities (NFAs) are farmers’ poverty alleviation strategy. For example, in
the paper by Avila-Foucat et al. (2018), farmers undertook diverse livelihood
opportunities to improve their chances of survival and well-being. The authors
further proved that farmers' involvement in civic activities such as becoming
members of farmers' cooperatives, off-farm employment, and other wage-based
activities exposed them to opportunities that improved their quality of life (Kassie
et al., 2017). However, authors apprised that improvement of well-being brought
by productive opportunities was influenced by some indicators e.g. farmers' level
of education, access to credit and other financial sources, possession of material
wealth, the fluidity in resource mobilization, the expanse of social contacts,
proximity from and, availability of market, and the household dependency ratio,
which would bring us to the conclusion that farmers’ skill need to be upgraded.
On the other hand, farmers’ cultivation system like intercropping is considered an
efficient strategy to improve rural farmers' lives, hence, farmers’ traditional
practices need support from concerned agencies working on farmers’ concerns.

However, studies investigating this area of inquiry produced conflicting results,
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bringing into question the factors of investigation, the methodology used, and the
circumstances surrounding the subject matter (Kasem & Thapa, 2011; Kyi &
Doppler, 2011; Michler & Josephson, 2017).

Non-farm activities diffused the risk against uncertainties such as
sickness, calamities, and the effects of seasonal fluctuations leading to crop
failure and income loss (Martin & Lorenzen, 2016). Mango et al (2018) using the
case in Malawi, reported on the impact of crop diversification in improving income
and securing food in the wake of climate change. However, few papers specific
to upland farmers’ way of life and farming tradition were published focusing on
the strategies of upland farmers to lessen the impact of risk associated with
upland farming. Most of the discussion on rural poverty were not specific on the
upland rainfed agricultural communities but on rural communities in general. Itis
along this along this note that this paper would contribute to the stock of literature
on the subject matter. This is a very interesting subject matter to pursue for it can
invite studies that will describe and analyze upland farmers’ actual ways and
means in responding to subsistence challenges. This is the gap of research that
this paper addresses. When the gap is addressed, it exposes upland farmers'
values and other cognitive constructs concerning daily activities and concerns to
a much deeper analysis and understanding of their way of life. To be able to
address the gap, ethnography was used as the principal approach of inquiry.

The main objective of this paper is to illustrate that NFAs are anti-poverty
measures, and farm operations can be sustained, and household needs can be

met. To achieve this purpose, the case of an upland rainfed agricultural
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community in Eastern Visayas, Philippines is utilized. This case is unique
because the research locale is a rainfed community with its economic activities
synchronized with the agricultural cycle which is highly dependent on the forces
and events of nature. To prove this concept, this paper is guided by the following
questions, to wit: a) in what way do NFAs reduce poverty? b) what are the
different NFAs undertaken by upland farmers? In this paper, the author described
upland farmers' activities such as, livelihood diversification and agricultural or
crop diversification, in meeting their objectives.

This paper has six sections. Section 2 is the discussion on the relationship
between diversification and poverty reduction; Section 3 describes the
methodologies used in gathering the data; Section 4 discusses upland farmers'
strategies to meet their household subsistence needs and farm requirements
through the traditional farm practice and NFAs; Section 5 is the discussion on the
role of NFAs in the poverty-reduction initiatives; finally is the summary,

implications, and conclusion section.

2. Can resource diversification lead to poverty reduction?

During economic crisis and uncertainties, diversification of resources and
strengthening of capacities become the default response over specialization and
become the norm as safeguards against all forms of shocks, be they economic or
otherwise (Barrett et al., 2001; Kasem & Thapa, 2011; Kyi & Doppler, 2011).

One of the justifications used in diversifying resources is the minimization of risk
induced by adverse events. For example, in the classic work of Dorsey (1999),

citing the case of smallholder coffee growers in Central Kenya, concluded that
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crop diversification like intercropping minimized the risk of crop failure.
Intercropping reduced the spread of plant disease and pest infestation, stabilized
production, increased income, and improved efficiency of labor and the use of
other resources under conditions of intensification and low technology. In
Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua, farmers who practiced biodiverse
agroecosystems suffered less damage during extreme climatic events than their
conventional monoculture neighbors, thereby, minimizing the risk of income loss
(M. A. Altieri & Nicholls, 2017). These studies emphasized further that
diversification decreased vulnerability brought by undesired events, thus
minimizing loss through the proper combination of crops (Paul et al., 2016).
Crowe and Parker (2008) reported similar results in the area of forestry, DuFour
et al. (2015) in fishery, and Aerts et al. (2015) and Beuhler (2006) in water
resources management. In this section, two types of systems of diversification in
the light of poverty reduction to wit, livelihood diversification and agriculture or

crop diversification, are discussed.

Livelihood diversification. Ellis (1998 p.4) defined livelihood
diversification (LD) as "the process by which rural families construct a diverse
portfolio of activities and social support capabilities for survival to improve their
standard of living." In the context of small-farm households, it is the use of non-
specific household assets for non-agriculture activities (Meert et al., 2005) e.g.,
trade, handicrafts, services, and rents like plow animal rentals (Saha & Bahal,
2016; Srisopaporn et al., 2015) with the end-goal of increasing income (Makate

et al., 2016). Moreover, in some studies, livelihood diversification was viewed
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either as a strategy by wealthy households to accumulate assets (Alobo Loison,
2019; Martin & Lorenzen, 2016) or as safeguards against economic fluctuations
(Fisher et al., 2018) or as a response to crises (Gani et al., 2019; Mentamo &
Geda, 2016). Previous studies demonstrated that LD could benefit farm
investment by "employing a variety of nonmarket devices and income-
diversification strategies" (Carter, 1997, p. 560) or could pauperize agriculture by
withdrawing critical resources and inputs essential for agricultural productivity
(Jayne et al., 2003). In some cases, LD has protected the excessive exploitation
of natural resources by providing farmers lucrative opportunities outside
agriculture-related activities (Kamanga et al., 2009; Nguyen, 2017; Wei et al.,
2018) or has pushed hard farmers to consume forest resources, for having not
possessed appropriate qualifications for more profitable activities (Kamwi et al.,

2018).

In some studies, poverty is measured in terms of assets accumulated from
different sources; in this case, asset accumulation becomes the measure of
wealth and well-being (Saha & Bahal, 2016) and were associated with following
variables such as household age, environmental consciousness, government
regulatory requirements and subsidies, civic engagements, education level,
access to credit and other financial resources, perceptions on land tenure,
possessions of livestock, and dependency ratio (Avila-Foucat & Rodriguez-
Robayo, 2018; Kassie et al., 2017; Mentamo & Geda, 2016; Saha & Bahal,
2016). To diffuse risk associated with uncertainties, LD is a strategy to reduce

vulnerability (Salayo et al., 2012).
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In this paper, it will be demonstrated that livelihood diversification can
improve rural farmers’ quality of life on two grounds. First, literatures have
studied the association between LD and improved quality of life, increased
income, food sufficiency, and high agricultural yield and productivity among rural
farmers (Gani et al., 2019; Kamwi et al., 2018). Asfaw et al (2019) reported that
rural farmers viewed LD activities as a buffer of resources that can be utilized
during emergencies and other forms of uncertainties like crop failure or extreme
climatic variations. Rural farmers combined farm resources and skills in the
performance of LD activities, which revolved around livestock raising, fishing,
cropping rotation, and some off-farm activities (Gani et al., 2019). Using the case
in Namibia for instance, Kamwi (2018) reported that 95% of rural farmers
engaged in LD activities as anti-poverty measures.

Secondly, LD activities helped reduce poverty levels in the range of 6-9%
(Alobo Loison, 2019) if farmers will be involved in “high return sectors” such as
trade or salaried jobs (Gautam & Andersen, 2016). However, profitability of
activities is determined by factors such as the level of education, the distance of
work from residence, and household size and dependency ratio (Avila-Foucat &
Rodriguez-Robayo, 2018; Mentamo & Geda, 2016). In other words, households
that were devoid of these qualifications might be excluded from entry to profitable
jobs or trade which might affect their well-being. It behooves then that to enhance
rural farmers income, it is necessary to upgrade and strengthen their skills to be
legible for the requirements of high paying jobs or trade (Maja & Oluwatayo,

2016). Hence, to improve farmers’ economic condition, governments need to
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formulate policies to upgrade skills and qualifications for them to be legible for

gainful LD activities (Maja & Oluwatayo, 2016).

Agricultural diversification. Agricultural or crop diversification is the shift
towards high-value crops having great potential for accelerated growth. It is
performed either by growing a variety of crops at one time or by growing different
crops in different locations at the same time. Furthermore, it is one of the most
cost-effective ways of reducing uncertainties like climatic variability, pest

infestation, and crop failure (Amare et al., 2018; Feliciano, 2019).

Farmers diversify crops for numerous ends such as to increase income,
improve dietary intake, and improve food security (Bommarco et al., 2018; Waha
et al., 2018). For example, Nguyen (2017) and Kasem and Thapa (2011) found
evidence on the positive effects of diversified farming, especially for small
farmers. In one region in China, diversified farms, on a five-year average
production, were able to obtain an increased yield from 67.9% to 97% (Zhang et
al., 2016). Similar trends were observed in South Africa (Michler & Josephson,
2017) and in some developing countries like Malawi, Nepal, Vietham, Pakistan,
Nicaragua, Indonesia, Albania, and Panama (Kasem & Thapa, 2011; Kyi &
Doppler, 2011; Pellegrini & Tasciotti, 2014). As evidenced in these studies,
farmers’ income was associated with the extent of diversification activities i. e.
farmers with low diversification index had low income while those with high
diversification index had high income, because in crop diverse farms, rural
farmers were cultivating high-value crops (Pellegrini & Tasciotti, 2014). As for

dietary quality, crop diversification improved the diet of rural households (Islam et
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al., 2018), but more than this, these households seldom experienced famine
(Waha et al., 2018).

Farmers’ utilization of high-value crops (HVCs) helped reduce poverty and
risk (Bommarco et al., 2018; Paut et al., 2019). The data from a nationally
representative survey in India established that households diversifying toward
HVCs were less likely to be poor, and the biggest impact was on the
smallholders (Birthal et al., 2015). The authors concluded that for crop
diversification to be effective, growers of HVCs need to allocate at least 50%
area to HVCs to escape poverty. In this sense, HVC cultivation assured farmers
of food security and diet diversity. Bellon et al (2020) established that crop
diversification opens market opportunities for rural households while, at the same
time, improving quality of food intake of rural household.

Finally, the decision to diversify is dependent on the farmers’ values and
priorities which changed through the passage of time (Kidane & Zegeye, 2018).
Farming experience, dependency ratio, the size of plot to cultivate, access to
extension services, and access to credit contributed to farmers’ decision to
diversify. As farmers grew older, production objective might change from profit
maximization to risk minimization and farmers may adopt practices which were
proven to be effective through time. Dependency ratio implied that households
with more dependents were vulnerable to risk and were more willing to diversify;
household size determined the number of potential labor participants i.e., the
more labor participants, the better for the farm; the size of the plot to cultivate

was positively associated with crop diversity; access to extension services
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computed as contact hours with extension agents was significantly associated
with diversification; and access to credit significantly influences crop
diversification, for it helped farmers in the purchase of high-yielding cropping
materials which promised high return, thus increasing household income (Mandal

& Bezbaruah, 2013).

3. Method

The data used in this article was the outcome of a 12-month ethnographic
work in a Visayan village in the Philippines which studied the local farmers’
upland farming practices and their agroecological management. The research
locale has 57 household units with rice (Oryza sativa) as the main crop, coconuts
(Cocos nucifera), sweetpotato (Ipomoea batatas), and banana (Musa spp.), and
some vegetables as secondary crops. The locality has limited flatlands, with an
estimated elevation of 25 ft above sea level. Moreover, it is frequented by
typhoons with more than 20 typhoons visiting the country annually with 6-9
making a landfall (Strobl, 2019). The household heads were the research
participants in the study. The labor types used in agricultural production, farm
labor time allocation, crop cultivated, and off-farm activities were the data
reported in this article.

Upland farmers' labor pool such as self-labor, unpaid family labor, the
collective or communal labor, and hired labor was part of the data used in this
paper. Self-labor is the labor type used by the household head; unpaid family

labor is the labor type directly contributed by all household members in every
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agricultural task; collective labor, a non-formal reciprocal labor type, is organized
as a response against labor bottlenecks; the hired labor is a contract paid labor
which is employed for the immediate completion of a task.

Other data sets were the NFAs. Upland farmers have two types of NFAs,
to wit: livelihood activities and crop diversification. The former involved income-
generating activities outside the farm such as livestock-raising, trade, temporary
employment as daily wage earners, and marketing of farm produce within and
outside the locality; the latter refers to the cultivation of other crops e.g. perennial
crops, annual crops, and cash crops in separate plots, aside from the main crop.

Participant-observation (PO) technique was used in data gathering
because it maintained the natural setting (Kawulich, 2005) and did not intimidate
the research participants nor put them in a very awkward position. The PO
established direct contact with the research participants and facilitated the
documentation of agricultural activities from field preparation to post-harvest
including labor mobilization. However, the shared information was verified with
the use other instruments such as checklists, interviews, and other unobtrusive
methods to document farm life and other activities. In doing the PO, three phases
of observation were followed e.g., activity participation, observation, and
interrogation. In activity participation phase, the primary author volunteered as
part of the unpaid labor force of the host family to learn the ropes of the trade and
establish rapport with the community. Establishment of rapport in this of
approach is a conditio sine qua non for a fruitful inquiry. During this process, the

primary investigator took the opportunities of engaging farmers in casual
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discussions. The second phase gave the primary researcher the opportunity to
observe the how much time is spent in agricultural activities and the allocation of
labor used in any agricultural activity. The third phase gave the investigator the
opportunity to ask specific information that could give light to the farm practices
adopted by the research participants. This was done through personal interviews.
Conversations with research participants, which were referred to as personal
interviews, were engaged to elicit information on their economic activities
specifically on the allocation of labor, marketing of farm products, and decisions
on farm operations. These conversations were not audio-recorded, however, and
were transcribed immediately from memory after an interview session.
Conversations with the research participants have three important roles in
gathering information. First, information not expected by the researcher was
discussed during the interview process, as explained in the classic literature
(Bagnoli, 2009; Bloom & Padilla, 1979; Hiller & DiLuzio, 2004). This information
is a reflection of their worldview on the key issues. Furthermore, conversations
"allow(ed) interviewers to probe and the interviewees to give narratives of
incidents and experiences x x x that would result in a more holistic picture of
people's understandings" of the phenomenon or experience (Brannen, 2005, p.
182). Second, the conversation is a valuable way of exploring and analyzing
people's expectations, goals, emotions, and attitudes. Every conversation
instance is unique and reflects the interviewees' desires, perspectives, and views

(Hiller & DiLuzio, 2004). Third, inherent in conversation, it is possible to generate
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a large amount of information covering a wide range of topics (Cassell & Bishop,

2019).

The Instrument. Customized instruments were generated to facilitate the
recording and archival system of the project. Checklists, survey forms, and
interview transcript forms were some of the instruments used. Ethnographic
journal was kept by the principal investigator where engagement with the
research participants was recorded. The principal investigator wrote from

memory the transcriptions of interviews immediately after each session.

Where a piece of information needs to be quantified, especially on the
time-use of labor according to the different agricultural tasks, estimation
technique was used which made research participants recall and estimate the
value of such information. This technique has an inherent weakness;
nevertheless, this is the least demanding form of information collection compared
to other techniques, e.g., diary method (Bernard & Killworth, 1993; Keil et al.,
2019; Paolisso & Hames, 2010). Descriptive statistics, e.g., frequency count,

mean, and percentage, was used in the analysis.

4. Results

In this section, two research questions would be answered: a) in what way
do NFAs reduce poverty? and b) what are the different NFAs undertaken by
upland farmers as a strategy to finance agricultural production and maintain

household subsistence?
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NFAs as poverty reduction strategy

Labor use, agricultural tasks, and time use. Assessment of the upland
farming practice is essential in the investigation of upland farmers’ NFAs whether
these NFAs are compatible activities with the existing farm practices of upland
farmers. Authors assumed in this article that NFAs are part of upland farmers’
traditional farming practices and were used as an additional financial resource for
farm operations and household subsistence. To this end, this paper would
explain that the NFAs are compatible with the timing of the agricultural tasks.

This is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Percentage of change of average labor time input (man/hours) expended by
upland households in an agricultural cropping cycle

Labor Types Field Tasks
*FP *PL *HR *MA *HA Total
mean
hours
Self 33.70 1.37 11.65 2.50 4.13 53.35
Family 3.68 0.39 5.75 1.64 7.71 19.17
Cooperative 1.21 1.84 0.56 0.13 0.84 4.58
Hired 4.43 5.60 2.14 0.07 6.23 18.47
Total Mean 43.02 8.90 20.10 4.34 18.91 95.57
Legend:

*FP= field preparation/paddy repair
*PL = planting/re-planting/transplanting
*HR= weeding/pest management
*MA= fertilizer application

*HA = harvesting
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The complementing nature of the NFAs with the agricultural undertakings
of the upland farmers is reflected as the allocation and mobilization of the labor
force used in the different agricultural tasks. Data showed that upland farmers
spent an average of 95.57 hours per cropping cycle or 191.14 hours for two
croppings in a year. This relatively low time input, compared to the industrial time
use of at least 40 hours per week (2080 hours annually), is exacerbated with the
practice of fallow period, not to mention the slack period in between agricultural
tasks. It was during the fallow period that no crops were planted on the land,
allowing the land to rest so that the land can “gain back” its fertility. It is during
the fallow period and slack period that upland farmers undertook various NFAs.

Table 1 further showed the application of labor types in the different field
tasks or agricultural tasks, namely the unpaid family labor, self-labor,
collaborative/exchange labor, and the hired or contract labor. Self-labor is a
personal labor used by the upland farmers themselves; unpaid family labor is the
labor contribution of every abled member of the household; collective labor type
is the labor contribution of members in a labor exchange group which every
member has to reciprocate whenever assistance is called; hired labor types are
individuals who are paid to perform some tasks requiring immediate action.

Moreover, in an agricultural cycle, five tasks were involved, namely: field
preparation/ paddy repair, planting/ replanting, weeding/ harrowing/ pest control,
fertilizer application/ manuring, and harvesting. In every task, a corresponding

labor type is mobilized by upland farmers.
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Data showed that in field preparation or paddy repair, weeding/ harrowing/
pest control, and manuring/ fertilizer application, upland farmers relied on self-
labor (53.35 hrs), followed by the unpaid family labor (19.17 hrs), the hired or
contract labor (18.47 hours), and the collective or exchange labor (4.58 hours).
During planting and harvesting periods, upland farmers used hired/ contract labor
as evidenced in their time use of 5.60 hours and 6.23 hours, respectively.

As observed, upland rice farmers adopted synchronized farming in order
to be “on time” and “stay on time”. Hence, to “stay on time” entails repercussions
on the farming practice, thus, an additional labor force is required to be able to
“stay on time”. In this connection, the use of self-labor, contract labor, collective
or exchange labor, and the unpaid family labor types are resorted to in order to
“be on time” and as a response to probable labor bottlenecks brought about by
labor scarcity.

Of all the agricultural tasks, field preparation and paddy repair took most
of the upland farmers' time with the use of hired/contract and unpaid family labor
types because rice paddies, most of the time, got destroyed during typhoons. In
general, upland agriculture is a personal and family undertaking as evidenced in
the reliance on self and unpaid family labor types with 53.35 hours and 19.17
hours, respectively. All other labor types were support labor types which made

upland farmers “to be on schedule” in the conduct of farm activities.
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Different NFAs undertaken by upland farmers as poverty alleviation tool
Diversification activities of upland farmers. With a relatively low time
input as compared to normal annual working hours in the industrial sector,
upland farmers have time for income-generating activities to support farm
operations. While the land is fallowed or during slack period, livelihood
diversification activities provide additional cash for both farm operations and
household subsistence. Upland farmers undertook livestock-raising, fishing,
carpentry, trading, and cultivation of various crops as their income-generating

activities (Table 2).

Livelihood activities. Table 2 showed the various livelihood activities
undertaken by upland rice farmers. Majority of upland farmers undertook
livestock raising (68%). Several chickens, cattle, pigs, and goats were the
common livestock raised by upland farmers which were sold in the nearby
market or self-consumed. Livestock-raising played an important component in
every upland household, for domestic animals could be a good source of cash
and protein for the family.

Beside livestock-raising, some upland farmers sought temporary
employment doing carpentry work in a nearby locality (11%) as semi-skilled
workers. As semi-skilled workers, their wages could not be higher than their
skilled counterparts because of the lack of necessary skills and training required
for a highly technical and complex task. Similar results were reported in previous

studies (Barrett et al., 2001; Ellis & Freeman, 2004; Meert et al., 2005).
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Table 2. Economic profile of the upland farm household other than rice farming

Variable

f

%

Livelihood options other than rice farming
Livestock-raising
Vegetable raising
Wine (tuba) gathering
Carpentry
Fishing
Selling
Lumbering

88
39
39
14
14
11
2

Livelihood options combinations
Fishing-vegetable raising
Fishing-livestock-vegetable raising
Fishing-livestock raising
Livestock-carpentry
Livestock-vegetable raising
Lumbering-vegetable raising
Selling-vegetable raising
Vegetable raising-tuba gathering
Fishing-selling-livestock raising
Livestock raising-vegetable-carpentry
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Vegetation cultivated other than rice
Banana-coconut
Banana-coconut-legumes
Coconut-legumes
Banana-coconut-rootcrops
Banana-coconut-legumes-fruit trees
Banana-legumes

Banana-rootcrops

Coconut-rootcrops
Coconut-legumes-corn-rootcrops
Banana-coconut-legumes-fruit trees-
rootcrops

Banana- cacao
Legumes-corn-rootcrops
Coconut-abaca
Banana-legumes-corn-rootcrops
Banana-coconut-legumes-fruit trees-buri
Coconut-legumes-abaca
Banana-coconut-abaca
Coconut-legumes-fruit trees
Coconut-legumes-fruit trees-rootcrops-abaca
Banana-coconut-fruit trees
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Upland farmers undertook small-scale fishing which were mostly done
during the slack period or fallow period (11%). It is a source for cash. Upland
farmers sold a portion of the catch of the day in the nearby market and used the
rest of the catch for household consumption.

In some cases, some upland farmers undertook livelihood activities with
another member of the household to augment potential income. For instance, in
fishing-vegetable gardening (54%), fishing was done by upland farmers while
vegetable gardening was done by the household member. Like all others, some

of the produce was converted to cash and the rest for household consumption.

Crop diversification. Upland farmers cultivated other crops either as an
intercrop or serial crop. Usually, upland farmers undertook perennial-cash crop
combination (Table 2). They maintained perennial crops e.g. coconuts and
banana (Musa spp.) in their farms. These crops are not labor intensive, hence,
upland farmers used the self-labor or the unpaid family labor to maintain these
crops. Moreover, these two crops were considered as high-value crops (Espino &
Atienza, 2001).

The most common perennial crop cultivated by upland farmers was the
coconut. It is intercropped with one or more cash crops like banana, vegetable,
and mungbean, among others. Known for the diversity of its use, coconuts
played a significant role in upland farmers’ household. The fruit, husk, water,
shell, and kernel are all used and can be transformed into economically valued
goods. Additionally, the fronds and the stem are also used in various industries.

This unique feature of the coconut palm gives coconut farmers incentives for
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economic sustainability even when there is a demand decline for a particular item
(Suriya, 2016).

The banana (Musa spp.) is a perennial plant that replaces itself and an
important cash crop in the Philippines (Banana Consumption Per Capita in
Philippines, 2020). At the micro level, banana is an important crop at the
household level with consideration of its demand at the macro level. It is an
essential source of income for many households as well as a source of nutrition
(Salvacion, 2019). On a national level, the Philippines exported 1.8 million metric
tons of fresh bananas in 2017 amounting to almost USD 1.1 billion. In 2013, the
Philippines consumed 53 kg per capita (Banana Consumption Per Capita in

Philippines, 2020).

5. Discussion

To combat the effects of poverty, proper allocation and use of resources is
a sound management strategy. In this case, farm labor and the various NFAs
were the available resources of upland farmers. Upland farmers have two sets of
NFAs: livelihood diversification activities and crop diversification schemes. For
the former, upland farmers embarked on livestock-raising, temporary
employment, fishing, trade, and services. For the latter, they took on
intercropping with the use of perennial crops, annual crops and high-value crops
(HVCs) as cash crops.

Increasing income begins by minimizing overhead expenditures through
the use of the self-labor, unpaid family labor, and the collective or communal

labor. The utilization of these labor types minimized financial liabilities like
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payment of rents and wages, and the amount saved was appropriated for the
purchase of farm implements and other inputs required for the farm operations
and other purposes. This practice of cost-cutting by identifying areas that would
entail high cost has been discussed in previous research. Hussain and Ahmad
(2018) and Chan (2012) reported that identifying factors that would provide a
better understanding of overheads could lead to sound financial management. In
the present case, farmers adopted the synchronized farming system of which
labor shortage is a possibility. To anticipate labor shortages that could delay in
the implementation of agricultural activities, upland farmers resorted to hire labor
to speed up the completion of a task e.g., paddy repair or harvesting. To cut cost,
upland farmers strategized the mobilization of their available labor force such as
the self-labor, unpaid family labor, and the collective or communal labor. As
reported by previous studies, hired labor was used for exhaustive tasks or tasks
requiring immediate action e.g., field preparation/ paddy repair, planting, and
harvesting tasks. Similar findings were reported in earlier studies (Haider et al.,
2018; Pretty et al., 2011; Stone et al., 1990; Waha et al., 2018).

Secondly, upland farmers considered off-farm employment as a buffer
capital to sustain the upland agricultural enterprise. Off-farm livelihood
opportunities assured farmers of additional cash inflow. While cultivation of the
main crop was done during the farming season, livelihood activities were
performed during off-farm season, field fallow, and slack period. In the
scheduling of income-generating activities, upland farmers were to blend their

on-farm activities with the off-farm activities like the case of Timorese farmers as
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reported by Fisher et al (2018). The authors explained that farmers’ NFAs
complemented farming activities arguing that the seasonal integration of
manganese mining and farming was a natural blend of complementary activities
"with farming providing household food requirements and some income, and
mining providing income security when crops failed" (Fisher et al., 2018, p. 9).
Thirdly, crop diversification and commercialization of the produce were
other profitable activities that contributed to increased income. Crop
diversification provides upland farmers with the opportunity to select a particular
crop which has commercial values, such as coconuts, banana, vegetable like
legumes, that could promise high return. In the present case, two important crops
e.g. coconuts and bananas were cultivated by farmers in combination with other
crops such as vegetables, legumes, and other crops. Both crops were classified
as perennial crops and were intercropped with other HVCs. In conjunction with
this, literatures discussing on crop diversification reported that households
venturing into HVCs were less likely to remain poor (Bellon et al., 2020; Birthal et
al., 2015; Pellegrini & Tasciotti, 2014) and have many opportunities to vary food
consumption (M. Altieri, 2018; Chandrakant et al., 2016; Mustafa et al., 2019).
Upland farmers’ decision to diversify is a reflection of their values and
priorities which were acted upon through the utilization of their resources e.g.
both human and non-human and the apportionment of task. Attempts to
understand farmers’ values and aspirations require the understanding of their
cultural milieu which is concretized in their practices. Paramount of their concern

is the welfare of the household, hence, they cannot afford to put their households
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at risk by adopting farm methods that they are not familiar with. With the many
uncertainties associated with agriculture, it is expected that upland farmers would
continue their farming tradition. To hold on to practices that they are familiar with
is for them the most rational action to undertake (De Buck et al., 2001; Gladwin,
1980; Greiner et al., 2009). It is for this reason that upland farming is
characterized by tradition with cultivators' values, needs, and rationality
embedded in their farming practice (Casifio & Casifio, 1976; Eder, 2003, 2010)

which would become the basis in the perpetuation of their practices.

6. Conclusion, Insights, and Recommendation

Upland farmers' farm management to beat economic challenges is
diverse, which includes livelihood and crop diversification. The role of labor types
played a significant role in upland agriculture, for it determined the feasibility of
undertaking NFAs. If labor bottlenecks cannot be addressed, crop failure is
possible which upland farmers cannot afford to occur. Hence, upland farmers'
management of land, labor, crops, and capital is a result of a complex interaction
among several interdependent components of which cultivators have access ---
both human and non-human --- to maximize the attainment of goals. In this
manner, upland farmers have control of the many alternatives at their disposal,
which minimizes the risk. In the overall, agricultural management of upland
farmers is aimed towards the implementation of agricultural goals of households
i.e. increased income and the minimization of risks associated with upland

agriculture.
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In the present discussion, the practice of participating in the many NFAs
has proven to improve economic conditions of upland farmers. Like any other
studies discussing the many positive contributions of diversification activities to
farmers’ lives, encouraging farmers to undertake diversification activities need
governments’ support. Since poverty is mostly concentrated in rural areas, the
rural poor, especially the upland households, are vulnerable to all forms of
economic shocks. Hence, it is recommended that policies and intervention
programs aimed at improving stakeholders’ lives need to be designed and

vigorously implemented to achieve a poverty-free community.

Limitation of the Study

There are some limitations that need to be recognized in the current study.
First, the study was limited only to a specific locality, and the chance of having
similar situations is possible which may affect the generalizability of the findings.
Although the study aimed to investigate the practices of upland farming
communities in their struggles against poverty, there is a need of cross-cultural
comparison to determine the different farming practices as anti-poverty
strategies. To obtain a picture of upland households’ activities to meet their
economic obligations, other data from other upland locality need to be
investigated. Secondly, income of households was not considered in this paper
for research participants considered it invasive of their privacy of which the
researcher has to respect. Thirdly, this paper relied heavily on the self-report of
upland farmers of which the data need to be compared with official reports of

both government and non-governmental agencies.
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