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Foreword 

This is the English version of the "1967 Farm Income Survey" and the 

fourth report in the income survey series since 1952. 

Like the previous ones, this survey is a joint effort of several institu­

tions. It was initiated and financially supported by the Rural Economics 

Division of the Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction. The field survey 

was undertaken by the students from the two Departments of Agricultural 

Economics of National Taiwan University and Taiwan Provincial Chung Hsing 

University, under the direction of their faculty members. The statistical 

data thus obtained were compiled and processed at Chung Hsing University. 

This report is largely based on the Chinese copy jointly prepared by Dean 

M. N. ~oong and Dr. Y. H. Yu of Chung Hsing University. However, there 

are two distinct points in this report which may be worth of mentioning. 

First, the part of comparative study has been expanded considerably, with 

the purpose to discover any major change in rural income. Second, the 

imputed value of farm house rent has been included in farm family receipts. 

This adjustment has raised the level of farm family receipts somewhat 

higher than the original 

In preparing this 

problems. One of the 

figures presented in the Chinese version. 

report we have encountered some perplexing 

problems is the rapid growth rate of farm family 

receipts during the period from 1962 to 1967. According to the survey data, 

farm family receipts increased by 53:4 percent during the said period. When 

compared with 17.4 percent between 1952 and 1957 and 7.7 percent between 

1957 and 1962, the increa'le in the last period appears to be skeptical. We 

have spent a great deal of time in checking the survey statistics but not 

much improvement can be made. 

The reader will find in this report a statistical appendix of "1962 far::n 

income survey." \Ve hope this information will be fairly sufficient to meet the 

demand for the 1962 mimeographed report which was not widely distributed. 

This report was written by Mr. Y. H. Kao, the statistics were prepared 

by Miss Y. E. Chen, and the proof-reading was performed by Miss C. Y. 

Wang. They are respectively specialist, assistant specialist and statistical 

assistant of the Rural Economics Division. 

Y. T. Wang 
Chief 
Rural Economics Division 
JCRR 



Contents 

Foreword Page 

Introduction··· .......................................................................................... 1 

Part I. Farm Income Survey of 1967 ... ......... ...... ...... ... ........... ................ 1 

1. Survey Method and Sample Design·.···· .. ···· ......... ............... ...... 1 

2. Findings and Analyses················ ..... ···,··············· .. ······ ............ 7 

(1) Land and Human Resources ............................ , ..... ,"" ... 7 

(2) Farm Family Receipts .......................................... ····· .... 11 

(3) Farm Family Expenditures ......... ····· .. ·· .... ··· .. ······ ...... ······17 

(4) Farm Family Earnings · .... ·········· .. · .... · .... · .. ··· .. ····· .. ·········20 

(5) Farm Earnings ......................................................... ······22 

(6) Farm Output-input Ratio .......................................... ···23 

(7) Farm Family Surplus ......... · .. ·· .. ·· .. ···· .. ····· .. ·· .... ············24 

(8) Farm Assets ............................................................... ···25 

PartI!. Comparison of Farm Income in 1967 with 1952. 1957 and 1962···26 

1. Changes in Farm Land and Family Size· .................. , '" ...... ···26 

2. Changes in Farm Family Receipts· ............................ , '" ...... ···27 

3. Changes in Farm Receipts .. ········· .... ··· .................. · .. ···· .. · .. ······30 

4. Changes in Farm Expenditures ....................................... ······31 

5. Changes in Farm Family Earnings··· .................................... ···33 

6. Changes in Farm Family Living Expenditures· .............. ·· .. · .... 36 

7. Changes in Farm Family Surplus .................................... ·· .. ··37 

8. Changes in Farm Assets ........................................................ ·38 

Conclusion .. · .. ···· .. ·· .. · .... ·· .. ··· .. · ......................................................... ······ .. ·38 

Appendix I. Summary Statistics of 1967 Farm Income Survey ............... 40 

Appendix II. Summary Statistics of 1962 Farm Income Survey ...... · .... ·106 



Taiwan Farm Income Survey of 1967 

with a brief comparison with 1952. 1957 and 1962 

Introduction 

Farm income information has always been considered as one of the basic 

data in understanding rural situation and in making future agricultural 

policy. This is particularly true in the developing countries since their 

.economies are predominantly agricultural. In vie~w of the importance of 

farm income information. the Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction, 

. in cooperation with the two Departments of Agricultural Economics of 

National Taiwan University and Taiwan Provincial Chung Hsing University, 

has undertaken four farm income surveys in the past 15 years, once every 

five years. The first survey was taken in 1952, the second in 1957, the 

third in 1962, and the fourth in 1967. 

The purposes of the income survey have been (1) to collect data for 

preparing national income statistics, (2) to investigate income information by 

agricultural region as well as by size of farm, (3) to discover the signifi­

cance of the sources and distribution of farm income. (4) to understand farm 

expenditure in Taiwan with a view to improving the efficiency of farm 

operation and (5) to provide basic data to government agencies for making 

agricultural policy. In addition to those mentioned above. this report 

also purports to make a comparison of the past four surveys. and thereby 

to better our understanding about the structural changes in Taiwan's agri­

culture. 

This study is divided into two parts. The first part is a summary report 

·of the 1967 Farm Income Survey. The second part is a brief comparative 

study of the past several income surveys. 

Part I. Far:m IncolDe Survey of 1967 

1. Survey Method and Sample Design. 

Following the three previous surveys, this survey has divided Tai­

wan province into 13 agricultural regions (see mal? on page 3). The reason 

for making this division is to group farms into homogeneous farming groups. 
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It is believed that this kind of grouping will facilitate our sampling and 

increase statistical precision. (The word "precision" is used here to mean 

the inverse of variance.) However, in making this division, we have 

intentionally left out the central mountainous area where forestry is the 

predominant type of culture and the Pescadores. Similar to the previous 

surveys also, we classified the farms into six groups by farm size, na.:nel y , 

0.00-0.49 chia, 0.50-0.99 chia, 1.00-1.49 chia, 1.50-1.99 chia, 2.00-2.99 chia 

and 3.00 chia or more. * 

There are many sampling methods that can be used in collecting data, 

and each method has its pros and conS. In this study, two stage stratified 

random sampling method was employed, for we believe it is thc moct 

appropriate one to fit the real situation. According to this method, we 

first drew sample townships from each agricultural region. Then, from each 

sample township sample farms were chosen. 

To derive the total number of sample farms, the following statistic;:'! 

formula was used: 

7} = N~~ :~;: ~: 2'"'''''''''''''''''''''''' """""" ..... : ...... (1) 

where 7} = total sample farms 

Nh =total farms in agricultural region h 

Sh =standard deviation of cultivated land area in agricultural region b 

N =::ENh, h= 1, 2, 3, ........... ,," .. · .. · .... ·· .. ·13 

e = sampling error. 

The term Sh deserves some explanation. Since the purpose of th~s 

survey is to collect farm income data, it is naturally logical to use farn 

income variance in the above formula. However, the farm income variance 

in the agricultural regions have never been calculated; we, therefore, w]e 

the variances (Sh 2) of cultivated lanu to take its place. This compromiDe 

is based on the assumption that farm family income is positively correlated 

with its cultivated land area. This is not an implausible assumption, and 

it is supported by e'Ilpirical studies. ** The variances of cultivated land en 

the 13 agricultural regions were obtained fro:n the 1962 farm income survey. 

The farm household information was taken from 1961 agricultural census. 
------------------ -- --------------

* 1 chia=O.96992 hectare=2. 39680 acre 
**Paul Shen,..tung Lee, "A Study on Farm ,Receipts and Farm Size". Taiwan Agriculture, 

Department of Agriculture and Forestry, Taiwan Provincial Government, Vol. 3, 

;:\0. 4, Dec. 1967. 
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Map Showing Distribution of the 13 Agricultural Regions 

(1) YUan Rice Region (8) Taichung Mixed Farming Region 

(2) Taipei Rice Region (9) Alishan Mixed Farming Region 

(3) Taichung Rice Region (10) Banana & Pineapple Region 

(4) Kaohsiung Rice Region (11) Chianan Mixed Farming Region 

(5) Eastern Rice Region (12) Western Sugarcane Region 

(6) Tea Region (13) Eastern Sugarcane Region 

(7) MiaoIi Mixed Farming Region 
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As to the term e, it is usually determined or estimated by the resear ~h 

worker. In this study sampling error was estimated at 0.025 chia. 

Using the above information and formula (1). total number of sample 

farm families were estimated to be 1,473 units. These sampling units were 

distributed to the 13 agricultural regions by using the following formula: 

Nh Sh .. 
"fj h ="1] :::s Nh Sh ......................................................... (2) 

where"fjh stands for the total sample farms in agricultural region h. A 

cursory look at this formula will realize that it is intended to make a 

proportional allocation of sample farms to the various farming regions. 

The number of sample townships in each region was decided in tllt: 

following manner. First, based on past experience and due to the financial 

limitation, we arbitrarily decided to draw 20 farm units from each sample 

township. The number of sample townships in each region waS then obtainec. 

by dividing the estimated number of sample farms in that region (i.e.,:7 t 

in formula 2) by twenty. 

After the number of sample townships was decided, we then proceeded 

to draw sample townships from each farming region. In the past three 

surveys, purposive sa-npling was adopted, but in the present study we used 

systematic sampling method. A total of 88 sample townships and 176C 

sample farm families were selected accordingly. The names of the sample 

townships and the number of sample farms in each region are shown in 

Table 1. However, in the course of data processing, 120 sample farms werE 

dropped because of incomplete information. Thus, the information contained 

in this report was derived from 1640 sample farms which are larger tha.n 

the number estimated from formula (1). 

The drawing of sample farms in each sample township was carried out 

by using random sampling method . We began the process by classifying 

farm land of each sample township into six size groups as specified in t:1E 

beginning of this section. Then the percentages of each group were calcl­

lated. These percentages were used to make proportional distribution of tie 

20 sample farms. Finally, random sampling method was applied to fJ.e 

drawing of sample farms from each size group. This work was generally 

conducted by the investigators at the office of local farmers' association wLh 
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the help of the association's personnel. After deleting the farms with 

incomplete information, the number of sample farms by regions and by size 

groups is presented in Table 2 (on page 7). 

Table I. Names of Sample Townships by Agricultural Regions, 1967 

No. of No. of 
Region household township Name of township investigated 

-investigated investigated 

1. Yilan Rice Region 60 

2. Taipei Rice. Region 160 

3. Taichung Rice 

Region 

4. Kaohsi ung Rice 

Region 

5. Eastern Rice 

Region 

6. Tea Region 

320 

120 

40 

lW 

3 

8 

16 

6 

2 

8 

5 

Yilan City, Chung-wei Hsiang, 

Yuan-shan Hsiang. 

Ba-li Hsiang, Ban-chiao Chen, 

Da-yuan Hsiang, Chung-Ii Chen, 

Lu-chu Hsiang, Taoyuan Chen. 

Hsinchu City, Chupei Hsiang. 

Pei-tun Precinct, Tsaotun Chen, 

Da-li Hsiang, Datu Hsiang, Shih­

kang Hsiang, Fu-hsing Hsiang, 

Lu-kang Chen, Chang-hua City, 

Ho-mei Chen, Chih-chow Hsiang, 

Pi-tou Hsiang, Pu-yen Hsiang, 

Sheh-tou Hsiang, Yuanlin Chen, 

Erh-luen Hsiang, Lin-nei Hsiang. 

Mei-nung Chen, Nan-tzu Precinct, 

Wan-Iuan Hsiang, Nei-pu Hsiang, 

Ping-tung City, Hsin-yuan Hsi­

ang. 

Fon-bing Hsiang, Yuh-li Chen. 

Hsin-dien Chen, Sanh-sia Chen, 

Yang -mei Chen, Ping -chen Hsiang, 

Lung-tan Hsiang, Kwang-hsi 

Chen, Hsin-pu Chen, Heng-shan 

Hsiang. 



7. Miaoli Mixed 

Farming Regio n 

8. Taichung Mixed 

Farming Region 

9. Alishan Mixed 

Farming Region 

10. Banana-pineapple 

Region 

11. Chianan Mixed 

Farming Region 

80 

60 

80 

60 

380 

12. Western Sugarcane 180 

Region 

13. Eastern Sugarcane 

Region 

60 

-4 

3 

4 

3 

19 

9 

3 
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Tung-lo Hsiang, Hou-lung Chen, 

~'an -wan Hsiang, Cho -Ian Chen. 

Pu-li Chen, Kuo-shin Hsiang, 

Nan-tou Chen. 

KU-ken Hsiang, Da-lin Chen. 

Mei-shan Hsiang, Liu-kwei 

Hsiang. 

Lu-ku Hsiang, Chung-liao Hsiang, 

Da-shu Hsiang. 

Yuan-chang Hsiang, Luen-bei 

Hsiang, Tu-kuh Chen, Tai-hni 

Hsiang, Hu-wei Chen, Lu-tEao 

Hsiang, Yi-chu Hsiang, Bo-tze 

Chen, Bu-dai Chen, Tung-shih 

Hsiang, Liu-ying Hsiang, Hsia·· 

ying Hsiang, Hsin-ying Hsiang, 

Pei-men Hsiang, Chiang-chuing 

Hsiang, An-ding Hsiang, Ma-tou 

Chen, Shan-hua Chen, Hsin-kang 

Hsiang. 

Tou-liu Chen, Chih-kow Hsiang, 

Tung-shan Hsiang, Pai-ho Chen, 

Jen-teh Hsiang, Kwang-miao 

Hsiang, Hu-nei Hsiang, Da-liao 

Hsiang, Tien-lia Hsiang. 

Lu-yeh Hsiang, Shon-fon Hsiang, 

Kwang-fu Hsiang. 



Table 2. Number of Sample Farm Families by Size Groups 

an.d by Agricultural Regions, 1967 
Unit: Household 

Region Total 0.49 chia 0.50- 1.00- 1.50- 2.00- 3.00 chia 
or less 0.99 1.49 1.99 2.99 and more 

Total 1,640 498 475 269 164 143 91 

Yilan Rice Region 53 14 17 9 7 4 2 

Taipei Rice Region 144 36 41 28 20 14 5 

Taichung Rice Region 272 108 92 38 17 13 4 

Kaohsiung Rice Region 120 49 36 17 9 6 3 

Eastern Rice Region 40 4 12 9 8 5 2 

Tea Region 147 35 39 29 16 15 13 

MiaoH Mixed Farming 80 21 26 10 9 9 5 
Region 

Taichung Mixed 59 17 19 11 3 6 3 
Farming Region 

Alishan Mixed Farming 67 16 19 12 8 7 5 
Region 

Banana-pineapple Region 59 12 15 7 9 9 7 

Chianan Mixed Farming 360 120 101 56 35 31 17 
Region 

Western Sugarcane 180 60 47 30 14 18 11 
Region 

Eastern Sugarcane 59 6 11 13 9 6 14 
Region 

2. Findings and Analyses 

(1) Land and Human Resources 

(A) Farm area 

Farm area is defined here as the land that is devoted to agricultural 

production. It consists of farm land and non-farm land. Farm land in 

this report is identical to cultivated land or the size of farm; it includes 

raddy field, dry land and other kinds of land devoted to crop production. 

Non-farm land includes forest land, construction site, ponds, pasture and 

so on. 

The survey results revealed that average farm area of the sample farm 

families was 1. 29 chia, of which 1. 11 chia was farm land and 0.18 chia was 

non-farm land. The average holdings of farm area were different from one 
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farming region to another. Banana-pineapple Region had the largest average 

of farm area, while Taichung Rice Region had the smallest. The former 

averaged about 2.49 chia, and the latter 0.88 chia. The average farm area, 

farm land and non-farm land by regions are listed in Table 3. (See also 

Appendix I Table 1.) 

Table 3. Average Farm Area, Farm Land and Non-farm Land 

by Agricultural Regions, 1967 

Unit: Chiao 

Region Farm Area Farm Land Non-farm Land 
-----~~~-. -------~-----

Average 1.29 1.11 0.18 

Yilan Rice Region 1.14 1.07 0.07 

Taipei Rice Region 1.16 1.11 0.05 

Taichung Rice Region 0.88 0.81 0.07 

Kaohsiurig Rice Region 0.95 0.87 0.08 

Easterp. Rice Region 1.46 1.41 0.05 

Tea Region 1.80 1.27 0.53 

Miaoli Mixed Farming Region 1.60 1.23 0.37 

Taichung Mixed Farming Region 1.22 1.05 0.17 

Alishan Mixed Farming Region 1.60 1. 23 0.37 

Banana-pineapple Region 2.49 1.60 0.89 

Chianan Mixed Farming Region 1.12 1.06 0.06 

Western Sugarcane Region 1.12 1.08 0.04-

Eastern Sugarcane Region 2.19 2.12 0.07 

The intensity of land utilization usually varied with farm size, and an 

inverse relationship between them was discovered. That means, the smaller 

the farm size, the more intensively is the land utilized. For example, the 

province average of multiple cropping index* in 1967 was estimated at 197, 

while the farms with an area of less than 0.50 chia averaged about 216 and 

those with more than 2.99 chia had an index of 161. The multiple cropping 

indices in the 13 farming regions are also different. Crop pattern plays a 

very important role in this regard. The multiple cropping indices in the 

rice regions are usually larger than that of other farming areas. Taipei Rice 

Region, Taichung Rice Region and Kaohsiung Rice Region are particularly 

outstanding (Appendix I Table 2). 
------------------ --------------- -- --- ------

. .. Planted acreage * MultIple croppmg mdex= Farm land - X 100 
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(B) Farm population 

Labor is one of the major factors of agricultural production. This is 

particularly true in a developing and o:rerpopulated area like Taiwan where 

machine power has not been common in the field. 

The average family size of the sample farms was 8.3 persons. It 

varied with the size of farm. The variation ranged from 7.2 persons of the 

small farms to 11. 2 persons of the large ones. Looking from the 13 farming 

regions, the difference was r.,elatively small. It varied from 7.9 persons 

in the Chianan Mixed Farming Region to 9.5 persons in the Tea Region 

(Appendix I Table 3). 

Out of the total farm population, 36 percent was gainfully employed in 

agricultural production, 8 percent was engaged in non-farm business, and 

56 percent was "unetI).ployed."* This 56 percent of farm population includes 

the old, the young, the sick, students and persons who were serving active 

military duty. The rate of employment (both farm and non-farm) varied 

in the 13 regions with the highest rate of 48.1 percent in the Banana and 

Pineapple Region and the lowest rate of 36.4 percent in Yilan Rice Region. 

The rate of employment also varied with farm sizes. Small farms 

usually have more people engaged in non-farm businesses. For the farms 

with less than 0.5 chia of land, non-farm employment accounted for 23 

percent of their total employed population. The percentage reduced to 11 

percent as farm land increased to more than 3.0 chiao (See also Appendix 

I Table 4.) 

We have seen in the earlier paragraphs that not all the persons of a 

farm family were engaged in farm operation. It is also noted that not every 

person on the farm can contribute equal labor to farm production. In order 

to understand how many people really take part in agricultural production 

and thereby to facilitate comparison, unit of man-equivalent was computed 

by taking into account the quality of population. In this report one man­

equivalent represents the work performed by a man who is of the age 

* By "unemployed" is meant the persons who engaged neither in agricultural nor in 
non-agricultural occupations, regardless their age. Or, it is the balance of the total 
popUlation minus the employed. Thus, the definition of unemployed persons is 
different from what is used in the Labor Force Survey of Taiwan. 
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between 16 and 60 and works on farm eight hours a day for a. period of tcn 

months or 300 days. It is arrived at by (a) converting children-days and 

women-days into man-equivalent day, and (b) taking a:'.('ount of all othE:r 

persons who work on farm occasIonally. The conversion ratio is one Tl1'LL­

equivalent day for two children-days or one and a quarter of women-daY8. 

In 1967, units of man-equivalent per farm fa-nily were 2.15. Jjl{e the trund 

of family size it increased with the size of farm. For detailed informatioI! 

see Table 4 and Appendix I Table 5. 

Table 4. Average Family Size and the NUll1ber of Man-equivalents 

per Farm by Size Groups, 1967 

Size Group Average family size Man-equivalent farm (Person) per 
---------

Average 8.3 2.15 

0.49 chia or less 7.2 1.69 

0.50-0.99 chia 7.5 1.94 

1.00-1.49 chia 8.6 2.35 

1. 50-1.99 chia 9.3 2.53 

2.00-2.99 chia 11.2 3.06 

3.00 chia and more 11.1 3.18 

Agricultural production is dependent not only on natural conditions but 

also on the ability of farm operators. In order to understand farm oper­

ator's management ability we have conducted in this survey an investigation 

of farmers' education background. The survey results disclosed that a 

majority of Taiwan's farm operators received only primary edClcation. 

Among the 1640 sample farms investigated only two operators reported 

having educated at college or university (Appendix I Table 6). 

(C) Man-land ratio· 

With limited area of farm land and an over-populated agriculture, :?er 

capita farm land is bound to be very small. In the 1967 survey, an average 

of 0.1337 chia was reported. The farm land per man-equivalent wafl a 

little bit larger • averaging about 0.516 chia. As shown in Table 5. both 

per capita farm land and farm land per man-equivalent increased with farm 

size. Since family size shows little variation among the farming regiollE, 

per capita farm land was larger in the regions of larger farm land. 





Region, Western Sugarcane Region, Eastern Sugarcane Region and Yilan 

Rice Region. The lowest farm family receipts were reported in the Eastern 

Rice Region with an average of NT$48,062. The average farm family receipts 

by regions are presented in Table 7. 

Table 6. Average Farm Family Receipts by Size Groups, 1967 

:.'ize group 

Average 

0.49 chia or less 

0.50-0.99 chia 

1.00-1.49 chia 

1. 50-1. 99 chia 

2.00-2.99 chia 

3.00 chia and mure 

Farm family 
receipts 

Amount--' 
NT$ 96 

71,127 100.00 

43,055 100.00 

55,091 100.00 

76,409 100.00 

89,333 100.00 

122,291 100.00 

179,636 100.00 

Farm receipts 
A'-m-o-u-nt ----.. 

NT$ ?-6 

54,317 

23,984 

40,407 

59,910 

74,982 

103,834 

161,334 

76.37 

55.71 

73.35 

78.41 

83.94 

84.91 

89.81 

Non-farm 
receipts 

Amount--- . 
NT$ ?iJ 

16,810 

19,071 

14,684 

16,499 

14,351 

18,457 

18,302 

23.63 

44.29 

26.65 

21.:59 

16.06 

15.09 

10.19 

Table 7. Average Farm Family Receipts by Agricultural Regions, 1967 

Farm Farm receipts Non-farm 

Region family receipts _receipts. 
Amount 

% 
Amount % Amount 96 NT$ NT$ NT$ 

------------_. __ . 
Average 71,127 100.00 54,317 76.37 16,810 23.63 

YUan Rice Region '55,598 100.00 40,255 72.40 15,343 27.60 

Taipei Rice Region 73,772 100.00 56,105 76.05 17,667 23.:)5 

Taichung Rice Region 69,445 100.00· 52,116 75.05 17,329 24.95 

Kaohsiung Rice Region 79,000 100.00 60,355 76.40 18,645 23.50 

Eastern Rice Region 48,062 100.00 39,306 81.78 8,756 18.22 

Tea Region 68,679 100.00 50,591 73.66 18,088 26.34 

Miaoli Mixed Farming 72,762 100.00 57,152 78.55 15,610 21.45 
Region 

Taichung Mixed 68,856 100.00 53,078 77 .09 15,778 22.91 
Farming Region 

A1ishan Mixed 89,505 100.00 70,322 78.57 19,183 21.43 
Farming Region 

Banana-pineapple Region 95.118 100.00 83,519 87.81 11 ,599 12.19 

Chianan Mixed Farming 69,626 100.00 52,539 75.46 17,087 24.54 
Region 

Western Sugarcane Region 68,582 100.00 50,028 72.95 18,554 27.05 

Eastern Sugarcane Region 64,203 100.00 53,856 83.88 10,347 16.12: 
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The large receipts in the Banana-pineapple Region was pre~mmably 

due to the increased exports of banana and pineapple during the year of 

1967. On the other hand, lack of non-farm job opportunities and relative 

low yield are believed to have brought about the low income in the Eastern 

Rice Region. Generally speaking, farmers who grow cash crops or have 

better access to non-farm job opportunities received higher inco:nc in 1967 

(Appendix I Table 7). 

(C) Sources of farm family receipts 

As mentioned earlier, farm receipts and non-farm receipts are the two 

sources of farm family receipts. Farm receipts in 1967 averaged about 

NT$54,317, and non-farm receipts 3lbout NT$16,810. 

Among the various sources of farm receipts, crop production was by 

far the most important one, contributing 73.58 percent to the total farm 

receipts. Receipts from livestock production occupied the se:::ond place and 

accounted for 21. 27 percent. Forestry production contributed 5.02 percent 

and the remaining 0.13 percent was derived from fishery production and 

others. Detailed statistical figures are shown in Table 8. (See also Appendix 

I Table 10.) 

Table 8. Major Sources of Farm Family Receipts, 1967 

!:ource Amount Per Farm Percentage 
Household (NT$) Distribution 

1. Farm receipts 54,317 100.00 

Crop 39,965 73.58 

Forestry and orchard 2,727 5.02 

Livestock and poultry 11,555 21.27 

Fisheries and others 70 0.13 

2. Non-farm receipts 16,810 100.00 

Land rent 64 0.38 

House rent 2,562 15.24 

Labor wages 2,446 14.55 

Animal labor earnings 369 2.20 

Power tiller earnings 198 1.18 

Salary 7,735 46.01 

Others 3,436 20.44 
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Receipts fro-n non-farm sources include rent, labor wages, interest, 

salary and side-line earnings. Salary contributed more than 46.01 percent 

to the total non-farm receipts. Next in importance was the "others" category 

which accounted for 20.44 percent. It was then followed by 15.24 percent 

of house rent, 14.55 percent of labor wages and so on. House rent in this 

study also includes the imputed value on family-used premises and this is . 

why it takes such a high percentage in non-farm family receipts. There is 

no particular reason for the inclusion, it is just to follow the rules la.id 

down by the previous surveys. The major sources of non-farm receipts are 

also presented in Table 8. (For detailed information, see Appendix I 

Tables 12 and 13.) 

Non-farm receipts varied inversely with farm size. As shown in Table 

6, farmers in the smallest size group got about 44.29 percent of their total 

family receipts from non-farm sources while those in the largest size group 

took in only 10.19 percent from non-farm activities. The reaSOn for this 

situation is not difficult to understand. Farms in the small size group are 

too small to absorb all the labors they have. Thus, they have labors to 

spare. The surplus labors will naturally look for jobs outside their farms, 

which, in turn, will enlarge their family receipts by bring home salary or 

other earnings. 

CD) Cash and non-cash farm receipts 

Farm products can be consumed on farm or sold on market. The former 

category includes food, feeds, seeds, and other products consumed or 

retained on the farms. The latter category refers to all the proceeds from 

the disposal of farm products. 

The share of cash income in the total farm receipts is of particula.r 

significan~e. It is usually used as a yardstick to mea'mre the degree of 

farm commercialization. In 1967, 64.18 percent of the total farm receipts 

was reported in cash form. The percentage of cash income in the total 

farm receipts also varied with farm size. Large farms usually have more 

products for sale on the market and thus yield relatively more cash receipts 

than the small ones. The averages of cash and non-cash re:::eipts by farm 

size groups are shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9. Average Cash and Non-cash Farm Receipts by Size 

Groups, 1967 

Total Cash Non-cash 
Size group Amount 

% 
Amount 

% 
Amount 

% NT$ NT$ NT$ 

Average 54.317 100.00 34.861 64.18 19.456 35.82 

0.49 chia or less 23,984 100.00 13,251 55.25 10.733 44.75 

0.50-0.99 chia 40,407 100.00 24,631 60.96 15,776 39.04 

1. 00-1. 49 chia 59,910 100.00 38,397 64.09 21,513 35.91 

1. 50-1. 99 chia 74,982 100.00 49,175 65.58 25,807 34.42 

2.00-2.99 chia 103,834 100.00 70,627 68.02 33,207 31.98 

3.00 chia and more 161,334 100.00 114,052 70.69 47,282 29.31 

The percentage of cash income in the total farm receipts also varied 

with farming regions. The Banana-pineapple Region topped all other regions 

in percentage of cash receipts with an average of 75.26 percent. YUan Rice 

Region had the smallest proportion of cash receipts and was the only area 

whose percentage of cash receipts has not surpassed the 50 percent mark. 

(See also Appendix I Table 9.) 

Among the various types of agricultural production, fishery production 

received the highest percentage of cash receipts, averaging about 77 .14 

percent. Livestock was next, being 65.63 percent . Crop production ranked 

the third with 64.53 percent. Orchard and forestry together received about 

52.55 percent of their total farm receipts in cash. The low percentage of 

cash income in the last category was due to the exclusion of banana and 

pineapple from the orchard category. Instead, banana and pineapple were 

included in the category of crop. If they had included in the orchard 

category, the percentage of cash receipts for crop production would have 

been much lower and that for orchard production would have been consi­

derably higher than what we have observed. 

(E) Farm receipts per chia 

In a place where land is scarce, farm receipts per unit of land is of 

particular significance. In 1967, the average farm receipts per chia was 
NT$48,934. 

Farm receipts per chia varied inversely with farm size. Because of the 
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intensive use of land, small farms usually get a better~than-average figure 

of per unit farm receipts. The average of small farms in 1967 almost 

doubled that of the large ones. As shoNn in Table 10, farms with less th.an 

0.5 chia of land had a per-chia average of NT$72,679 while those with 

more than 3.00 chia averaged about NT$39,639. The variation of per uait 

farm receipts in the 13 farming regions was also noticeable. The amonnt 

of NT$69,374. was the average of Kaohsiung Rice Region and ranked the top. 

The lowest receipts was NT$25 ,401- which happened in the Eastern Sugarcane 

Region. Detailed information is presented in Table 11. 

Table 10. Farm Receipts Per chia by Size Groups, 1967 

Size groups Total Cash Non-cash 
NT$ % NT$ % NT$ 0/ 

/.1 

Average 48,934 100.0 31,406 64.3 17,528 35.7 

o .49 chia or less 72,679 100.0 40; 155 55.2 32,524 44.8 

0.50-0.99 chia 56,911 100.0 34,692 61.0 22,219 39.0 

.1.00-1.49 chia 49,107 100.0 31,473 64.1 17,634 35.9 

1. 50 -1. 99 chia 44,107 100.0 28,926 65.6 15,181 34..1-

2.00- 2.99 chia 43,085 100.0 29,3b7 68.0 13,778 32.0 

3.00 chia or more 39,639 100.0 28,022 76.5 11,617 23.5 

Table 11. Farm Receipts Per chia by Agricultural Regions, 1967 

Region Total Cash Non-cash 
NT$ % NT$ % -l~T$- 0'-7c, 

Average 48,934 100.0 31,406 64.3 17,528 35.7 

YUan Rice Region 37.621 100.0 18,131 48.2 19.490 51.8 

Taipei Rice Region 50,545 100.0 31,690 62.7 18,855 37.3 

Taichung Rice Region 64,341 100.0 41,503 64.5 22,838 35.5 

Kaohsiung Rice Region 69.374 100.0 49,205 70.9 20,169 29.1 

Eastern Rice Region 27,877 100.0 14,729 52.8 13,148 47.2 

Tea Region 39,835 100.0 21,589 54.2 18,246 45.8 

Miaoli Mixed Farming Region 46,465 100.0 26,810 57.7 19,655 42.3 

Taichung Mixed Farming Region 50,550 100.0 26,376 52.2 24,174 47.8 

Alishan Mixed Farming Region 57,172 100.0 34,218 59.8 22,954 40.2 

Banana-pineapple Region 52,199 100.0 39,285 75.6 12,914 24.4 

Chianan Mixed Farming' Region 49,565 100.0 34,561 69.7 15,004 30.3 

Western Sugarcane Region 46,322 100.0 30,342 65.5 15,980 :34.5 

Eastern Sugarcane Region 25,404 100.0 16,368 64.4 9,036 35.6 
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In using the per chia statistics,atiention should be paid to an assumption 

which is implicit in the statement. That is, the average farm receipts per 

chia in the small farms of less than one chia was derived on the condition 

that proportional increase of farm inputs will bring about proportional 

increase in output. Or, in technical terms, the production function is 

homogeneous of degree one and the elasticity of production is unity all 

through the range of the production scale. 

(3) Farm Family Expenditures 

Farms in Taiwan are primarily family farms. Farm and family are 

one unit and inseparable. Therefore, farm family expenditures include both 

farm operation expenditure and farm family living expenditure. Farm 

operation expenditures consist of all the costs incurred, directly or indire­

ctly, in cash or in kind, as a result of farm production. It should be 

pointed out, however, that farm expenditures in this study do not include 

the imputed wages of family labors', But the depreciation allowances on 

farm houses and machineries were counted. 

Average farm family expenditures in Taiwan amounted to NT$67 , 908 in 

1967. Of this total, NT$30,739 (45.3 percent) was used for farm production 

and NT$37, 169 (or 54.7 percent) was spent for family living purpose 

(Appendix I Table 15). 

(A) Farm expenditures 

The sample farms of this survey reported an average farm expenditure 

of NT$30, 739 in 1967, excluding unpaid family labor. 

As expected, farm expenditures was in direct proportion with farm 

size. Small farms spent about NT$13,990 in their 1967 production while 

large farms with 3.0 chia or more disbursed NT$85,161 for the same 

purpose. 

Among the 13 farming regions, Banana-pineapple Region led all others 

by spending NT$51,211 per farm for farm production. It was followed by 

Alishan Mixed Farming Region. Despite the fact that the average farm size is 

comparatively larger in the Eastern Rice Region its farm expenditure was 

the lowest, averaging about NT$15 ,465. It is also noted that about 76.68 
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Taking into account of the unpaid wages for farm family labors, the 

average labor costs per farm would be NT$13,621 instead of NT$4,212. In 

other words, the unpaid wages was estima,.ted to be NT$9, 409, or accounted 

for 69.07 percent of the total farm labor costs (Appendix I Table 19). 

It is noted that the share of hired labor in the farm labor force increased 

with farm size. More than 40 percent of farm labor in the large farms 

was supplied by hired labors. It is also interesting to know that even in 

,the small farms where surplus labor is generally believed to exist, the share 

of hired labor still accounted for 25 percent of the total farm labor input., 

(B) Farm family living expenditure 

The average farm family living expenditure in 1967 was NT$37 ,169, of 

which NT$26,408 was cash expenditure and NT$1O,761 was expenditure iIi 

kind. 

Farm family living expenditures in the 13 farming regions are different. 

On average basis, farm families in Alishan Mixed Farming Region spent 

more money for living than the families in other regions. They reported 

an average of NT$46,590 per household. Since family sizes in all regions 

were about the same, large family spending reflected higher standard of 

living. The lowest farm family living expenditure was reported in the 

Eastern Rice Region, averaging about NT$23 , 249. 

Food was the major item of farm family living expenditure and took 

about one half of the total spending. It consists of two major categories­

staple food and supplement food. Staple food is made from rice and flour. 

Supplement food includes meat, fish, chicken and various vegetables which 

are served to go with major food. In combination they took 46.81 percent 

of the total farm family living expenditure. In Table 13 there are three 

other items which may attract our attention. They are the expenditures 

for wedding, funeral or other ceremonies and social expenses. Altogether 

they accounted for 13.37 percent (Appendix I Table 22). This sort of 

consumption, as we all know, add nothing to farm production, and ought 

to be curtailed. 

It is interesting to study the changes of consumption pattern in the 

different size groups. By and large, large farms spent about four percent 
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earnings in the six size groups. 

Table 14. Average Fartn Fatnily Earnings by Size Groups, 1967 

Size group 
Average family Per capita family 
earnings NT$ earnings NT $ 

~- ---------.. 

Average 40,388 4,866 

0.49 chia or less 29,065 4,037 

0.50-0.99 chia 31,508 4,201 

1.00-1.49 chia 42,587 4,952 

1. 50-1. 99 chia 48,485 5,213 

2.00-2.99 chia 61,476 5,489 

3 .00 chia and more 94,475 8,511 

Farm family earnings in the 13 farming regions were also different, 

but the differences are relatively small when compared with the variation 

among farm sizes. Alishan Mixed Farming Region was again on the top. It 

was followed by Kaohsiung Rice Region and Banana-pineapple Region. The 

lowest family earnings was found at Eastern Rice Region with an average of 

NT$32,597. Among the 13 farming regions, five of them did better than 

the province average-Taipei Rice Region, Kaohsiung Rice Region, Miaoli 

Mixed Farming Region, Alishan Mixed Farming Region and Banana-pineapple 

Region; eight regions were below the average-Yilan Rice Region, Taichung 

Rice Region, Eastern Rice Region, Taichung Mixed Farming Region, Chianan 

Mixed Farming Region, Western Sugarcane Region, Eastern Sugarcane Region 

and Tea Region (Appendix I Table 24). 

To put family earnings on per capita basis may give us a better picture 

of the income level of farm people in Taiwan. The per capita average of 

farm family earnings in 1967 was estimated at NT$4,866. It increased with 

the size of farm. As shown in Table 14, the difference between small and 

large farms is quite large. The per capita family earnings of the large 

farms is twice larger than the small ones. According to official statistics 

of 1967, per capita income in Taiwan as a whole was NT$8,461 which is 

much higher than the average income of farm people. This is something 

to which attention should be paid. 

Since farm family earnings is the major source of family living ex­

penditure, it should be able to dictate the standard of living. Thus, 

farmers in Kaohsiung Rice Regwn, Alishan Mixed Farming Region and 
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Banana-pineapple Region might have enjoyed a higher living standard in 

the year of 1967. 

(5) Farm Earnings 

Farm earnings is e:jual to the amctunt of farm receipts minus farm 

expenditures. It represents the "net income" of farm operation.* The 

average farm earnings in 1967 amounted to NT$23 , 578. 

Compiled survey data indicated that average farm earnings varied 

positively with farm size. Farms with 0.49 chia or less of farm l.a.nd made 

a total of NT$9,994, while those with 3.0 chia or more received NT$76,173 

(Table 15). The differences of farm earnings in the 13 farming regions were 

also noticeable. The Banana-pineapple Region performed much better than 

other regions did. Detailed statistics are presented in Table 16 and 

Appendix I Table 26. 

Table 15. Average Farm Earnings per Households and per 

Chia by Size Groups, 1967 

Farm size 

Average 

0.49 chia or less 

0.50-0.99 chia 

1.00-1.49 chia 

1. 50 -1. 99 chia 

2.00-2.99 chia 

3.00 chi a and more 

Average farm 
earnings per 

household NT$ 

23,578 

9,994 

16,824 

26,088 

34,134 

43,019 

76,173 

Average farm 
earnings per 

chia NT$ 

21,241 

30,285 

23,696 

21,384 

20,079 

17,850 

18,716 

Average farm 
earnings per 

man-equivalent 
NT$ 

10,967 

5,884 

8,672 

11,101 

13 ,491 

14,058 

23,954 

In a place where 1a.nd is re1atively scarce, average farm earnings per 

cpia is of special significance. In the 1967 survey, the province average 

of per chia farm earnings was estimated at NT$21, 241. An inverse relation­

ship between per chia farm earnings and farm size was discovered. BecauBe 

of intensive cultivation, small farms usually obtained higher returns per 

unit of land (Table 15 and Appendix I Table 27). 

* In computing "net income" we did not take into account of the imputed value of 

family labors. 
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variation. The Eastern Rice Region had the highest rate of 2.54 and it waS 

followed by 2.08 of Miaoli Mixed Farming Region and of Eastern Sugarcane 

Region. The lowest ratio was 1.63 which happened in the Banana-pineapple 

Region. The output-input ratios of the 13 farming regions are presented 

in Table 17. 

Table 17. Farm Output-Input Ratios by Agricultural Regions, 1967 

Region 

Average 

Yilan. Rice Region 

Taipei Rice Region 

Taichung Rice Region 

Kaohsiung Rice Region 

Eastern Rice Region 

Tea Region 

Miaoli Mixed Farming Region 

Taichung Mixed ¥arming Region 

Alishan Mixed Farming Region 

Banana-pineapple Region 

Chianan Mixed Farming Region 

Western Sugarcane Region 

Eastern Sugarcane Region 

Output-input ratio 
---------

1.77 

1.77 

1.69 

1. 76 

1.86 

2.54 
1.79 

2.08 

1.82 

1. 70 

1.63 

1.72 

1.65 

2.08 

The differences of output-input ratio among the six groups of farm 

size are quite small. No clear relation between output-input ratio and 

size of farm was discovered (Appendix I Table 28). 

(7) Farm Family Surplus 

Farm family surplus is the balance of farm family receipts minus farm 

family expenditures (or farm family earnings-farm family living expendi­

ture). It can be considered as family savings. The average farm family 

surplus in 1967 reached NT$3,219. This represents a saving rate of 8.0 

percent.* According to this survey and on average basis, all farmers in 

Taiwan had realized some surplus in 1967 except those whose land area was 

in the group of 0.50-0.99 chiao Generally speaking, farm family surplus 

increased with farm size. Farmers with less than 0.50 chia had an average 

* F f'· farm family surplus 100 
<arm amIly savmg rate farm family earnings X 
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farm implements, livestock and so on. The value of farm assets was 

assessed at the end of 1967. 

The average farm assets at the end of 1967 amounted to NT$308,456. 

Of this total, land accounted for 87.35 percent, forest and orchard together 

1.99 percent, farm houses or other construction 8.13 percent, farm imple­

ments 1.26 percent and livestock 1.27 percent (Appendix I Table 30). 

In the present survey, an inluiry was made as to the value and items 

of farm assets which were purchased during the year of 1967. The survey 

result revealed that the average farm in Taiwan purchased about NT$5 ,175 

worth of farm assets. Among the purchased items, land accounted for 46.92 

percent, construction 26.78 percent, farm implements 12.37 percent, livestock 

5.84 percent, and land improvement 8.09 percent (Appendix I Tables 31, 

32 and 33). 

Part II. Co:rnparison of Far:rn Inco:rne in 1967 with 1952, 

1957, and 1962 

In Part I of this study. we have presented a summary report on the 

farm income survey of 1967. But it is our belief that this study would 

become more meaningful if a comparison with the previous surveys can be 

made, for this will not only show the general trend of farm income in 

Taiwan during the 15-year period but may also indicate some structure 

changes in Taiwan's agriculture. 

1. Changes in Farm Land and Family Size 

As population continues to increase while total cultivated land remains 

about the same, the contraction of farm size and the decrease of per capita 

farm land seems inevitable. The average farm size in Taiwan was 1:30 chia 

in 1952, 1.19 chia in 1957. 1.15 chia in 1962 and 1. n chia in 1967. A similar 

declining trend was also observed in the change of per capita farm land. 

The per capita average of farm land was 0.16 chia in 1952, 0.14 chia in 

1957, 0.13 chia in 1962 and 0.13 chia in 1967. On the other hand, however, 

changes in farm land per man-equivalent have exhibited a different trend. The 

average farm land per man-equivalent was 0.40 chia in 1952, 0.43 chia in 

1957, 0.53 chia in in 1962 and 0.52 chia in 1957. As shown in Table 19, 

this was largely brought about by the decrease in the number of man-equi-
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valent in the farm families rather than the other way around. 

Table 19. Change in Average FarIl1 Size, per Capita FarIl1 

Land, Farm Land per Man-equivalent and 

Average Farm Family Size, 1952-1967 

Average farm size (Chia) 

Average family size 
(Person) 

Average number of man-
equivalent 

Per capita farm land 
(Chia) 

Farm land per man-
equivalent (Chia) 

1952 1957 1962 

1.30 1.19 1.15 

8.14 8.39 8.58 

3.21 2.80 2.15 

0.16 0.14 0.13 

0.40 0.43 0.53 

1967 
Percentage changes 

1952- 1957:----1962-
1957 1962 1967 

1.11 -8.46 -3.36 -3.48 

8.34 +3.07 +2.26 -2.80 

2.15 -12.80 -23.21 0 

0.13 -12.50 -4.29 -0.75 

0.52 +7.50 +23.26 -1.89 

Change in family size over the past 15 years was not significant. The 

average family size was 8.14 persons in 1952, 8.39 in 1957, 8.58 in 1962 

and 8.34 in 1967. Roughly speaking, the trend is similar to the rate of 

population growth. According to official statistics, natural rates of increase 

in Taiwan were quite high during the years from 1952 to 1957, averaging 

about 3.5 percent every year. Since then it has declined and dropped from 

3.10 percent in 1962 to 2.30 percent in 1967. The decrease in population 

growth rate is probably the result of the family planning program which 

was initiated in Taiwan under the assistance from ]CRR and is being carried 

out by local health orga:nizations. 

2. Changes in Fm'm Family Receipts 

In order to facilitate our comparison and to make the comparison 

meaningful, we have converted the value of farm family receipts into 

constant NT dollars by using 1952 as the base period. The index number 

we used in deflating the receipts were 164 for 1957,249 for 1962 and 293 

for 1967. 

After price adjustment, average farm family receipts were NT$12,500 

in 1952, NT$14,671 in 1957, NT$15,826 in 1962 and NT$24,275 in 1967. The 

increase during the IS-year period was 94.2 percent, or 4.52 percent annually. 

If we treat every five year as a single period and calculate link index, the 
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increase was 17.4 percent during the period from 1952. to 1957, 7.9 percent: 

from 1957 to 1962 and 53.4 percent from 1962 to 1967 (Table 20). Many 

factors are responsible for these changes and it is generally believed that 

increased yield per unit of land, more employment in non-farm business 

and the increased export of agricultural products are the major ones. The 

drastic increase during the bst period is rather doubtful. Effort has been 

made in checking this figure with the survey data of 1967, b'Jt no defect 

has been discovered. It appears that the income data of 1962 was somewhat 

underestimated. * 

It can be seen from Table 20 that all regional farm family receipts show 

continued increase during the period 1952-1967 with the exception of 

Eastern Rice Region and Alishan Mixed Farming Region. But it is pretty 

hard to single out any region or crop which has absolute advantage over 

other region throughout the years. By and large, farmers of fruit growing 

and mixed farming regions appear to fare better than the farmers of other 

regions. 

During the period from 1952 to 1967 increase in farm family receipts 

was also reported in every size group. The percentage increase in small 

farms was greater than the larger ones. Using 1952 as the base year again 

the index number of farm family receipts in 1967 was 255.19 for the farms 

with less than 0.5 chia and 200.08 for the farms in the group of more than 

2.00 chia of land. 

Since 1952 there has been an upward trend in the proportion of non­

farm receipts. Non-farm receipts contributed about 13.02 percent to the 

total farm family receipts in 1952 and its share went up to 21.61 percent 

in 1957, 25.03 percent in 1962 and 23.63 percent in 1967 (Appendix I Table 

35). With the prices of farm products relatively stable, the role of non­

farm income has become more important, and this is particularly true for 

the farm families of small size group in which surplus labor is believed 

to exist. 

The percentage of cash receipts increased also. It was 44.02 percent 

in 1952, 62.60 percent in 1957, 59.13 percent in 1962 and 69.12 percent :In 

* Y.C. Tsui, "Summary Report on Farm Income of Taiwan in 1962" Rural Economics 

Division of JCRR, 1963 (mimeographed). 
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1967 (Appendix I Table 36). In terms of index number and using 1952 as 

the base period, the index number of cash receipts was 167.0 in 1957, 

170. 1 in 1962 and 304.9 in 1967. The upward trend in cash receipts is 

generally considered as an encouraging sign in the course of economi¢ 

development, for it reflects the phenomenon that farmers in Taiwan have 

gradually left the stage of subsistance farming and moved forward to the 

commercial type of production. 

3. Changes in Farm Receipts 

In terms of constant NT dollar, the average of farm receipts was NT$ 

10,873 in 1952, NT$1l,501 in 1957, NT$ll,864 in 1962 and NT$18,539 in 

1967. The increase in the past 15 years was abdut 70 percent, or 3.6 

percent per year (Appendix I Table 37). 

As far as income components are concerned, farm receipts from crop 

production continued to contribute the lion's share despite the fact that a 

declining trend in percentage seemed appearing. Crop production in 1952 

contributed 81 percent of the total farm receipts; its share droped to 74 

percent in 1957, bounced back to 81 percent in 1962 and fell to 73 percent 

in 1967. The position of livestock production was 18 percent in 1952, 23 

percent in 1957, 17 percent in 1962 and 21 percent in 1967. lleceipts fronl 

other SOurces besides crop and livestock production also increased. Their 

share in 1952 was less than one percent. It climbed to 3 percent in 1957, 

2 percent in 1962 and 5 percent in 1967. (See also Appendix I Table 37.) 

Compared with farm receipts, non~farm receipts has increased at a 

much faster rate. This is shown in Chart 1. Chart 1 also presents a graphical 

picture of the relative relationship between farm, non-farm and farm family 

receipts. It is obvious from the chart that farm family receipts is largely 

determined by the trend of farm receipts. However, as the share of non-farm 

income becomes larger, it will play a more important role in setting the 

pace for future farm family receipts. 

It is worth of noting that productivity of farm labor has also advanced. 

In this report, labor productivity is expressed in terms of farm receipts 

per man-equivalent. As shown in Table 21, labor productivity showed a 

continued rising. trend. It increased by 21.29 percent in 1957 over the year 

of 1952, by 34.32 percent in 1962 over the year of 1957 and by 56.27 percent 
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in 1967 over the year of 1962. 

Chart 1. Relationship Between FarD1 Receipts, Non-farD1 Receipts 

and FarD1 FaD1ily Receipts, 1952-1967 

Index 
4{)O 

350 

300 

250 

200 

lSD 

" . t Non-far.m rece1p s 

Family receipts 

l 

o~----------~----------~----------~--------------1957 1962 1967 Year' 

Table 21. Changes in Per Capita FarD1 Receipts and FarD1 

Receipts per Man-equivalent, 1952-1967 

Farm receipts (NT$) 

Farm family size (person) 

Number of man-equivalent 

Per capita farm receipts (NT$) 

Rate of change (96) 

(at 1952 price) 

Farm receipts per man-equiv. (NT$) 

Rate of change (%) 

4. Changes in, Farm Expenditures 

1952 

10,873 

8.14 

3.21 

1,336 

3,387 

1957 1962 1967 
-------------- --

11,.501 11,864 18,539 

8.39 8.58 8.34 

2.80 2.15 2.15 

1,371 1,383 2,223 

+2.62 +0.88 +60.74 

4,108 5,518 8,623 

+21.29 +34.32 +56.27 

Along with the increase of farm receipts, the average farm expenditure 

went up also. in terms of constant dollar, the average farm expenditures 

were NT$5 ,139 in 1952,NT$6,059 in 1957 ,NT$6, 144 in 1962 and NT$1O,491 in 1967 

(Appendix I Table 38). The average annual increase was 6.94 percent. In 

terms of five-year link index, the increase was 17.9 percent during the 
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period from 1952 to 1957, 1.4% from 1957 to 1962 and 70.896 from 1962 to 

1967. Higher labor wages and increased use of chemical fertilizer and other 

farm inputs are believed to be the major factors which caused the increase. 

One of the distinguishing features in the changes of farm expenditure 

was the continued increase of cash outlays and the relative decline of non­

cash spending. Table 22 shows the relative changes of cash and non-ca~h 

expenditures in terms of index numbers. 

Table 22. Index of Changes in FarD1 Expenditures 1952.1967 

Total 

Cash expenditure 

Non-cash expenditure 

1952 

100 

100 

100 

1957 

117.9 

189.7 

70.5 

1962 

119.6 

194.5 

70.0 

1967 

204.1 

393.4 

79.1 

Although both farm receipts and farm expenditure showed upward trend, 

they were not parallel. As shown in Chart 2, farm expenditures increased 

at a much faster rate than farm receipts did. This tends to squeeze the 

Index. 
220 

200 

Chart 2. Relationship Between FarD1 Receipts and FarD1 

Expenditures, 1952.1967 

o 

~Farm Expen8iture 

a 
100 ,-=::::::::::::::~--4-------'"' 
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1952 1957 1962 1967 Yea.r 
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magnitude "and slow down the increase of farm earnings. The result is 

reflected by the changes in output-input ratios. Since 1952 there has been 

a declining trend in the change of output-input ratio. As presented in 

Table 23, they were 2.12 in 1952, 1.90 in 1957, 1.93 in 1962 and ·1.77 in 

1967. 

Table 23. Changes in Farm Output-input Ratios, 1952-1967 

(at 195i price) 

1952 1957 1962 1967 

Farm receipts (NT$) 10,873 11,501 11,864 . 18,539 

Farm land (chia) 1.30 1.19 1.15 1.11 

I'arm expenditures (NT$) 5,139 6,059 6,144 10,491 

Farm receipts per chia (NT$) 8,364 9,665 10,317 16,702 

Rate of change (%) +15.55 +6.75 +61.89 

Farm expenditure per chia (NT$) 3,953 5,092 5,343 9,451 

Rate of change (%) +28.81 +4.93 +76.89 

Output..,input ratio 2.12 1.90 1.93 1.77 

Rate of change (96) -10.38 +1.58 -8.29 

5. Changes i1/, Farm Famiiy Earnings 

As we defined earlier, farm family earnings is the difference between 

farm family receipts and farm; expenditure, it is the amount of" income 

which the family is free to use. Consequently, the size of farm family 

earnings plays a very critical role in the level of living standards of the 

farm people. In terms of constant NT dollar of 1952, the average farm 

family earnings were NT$7,361 in 1952, NT$8,612 in 1957, NT$9.682 in 

1962 and NT$13,784 in 1967. During the 15 years, farm family earnings 

increased by 87 percent, or 5.8 percent annually. The link index numbers 

were 117.0 in 1957, 11204 in 1962, and 142.4 in 1967 (Table 24 and Appendix 

I Table 39). 

Judging by the size groups, farm families in the smaller size group 

usually realized larger increase. In the IS-year period, farmers with 0.49 

chia or less of cultivated land obtained an increase of 1.63.48 percent while 

those with more than' 2 chia achieved a gain of 73.08 percent. The changes 

in average farm family earnings by size groups are shown in Table 25. 
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Table 25. Changes in Average Farm 'Family Earnings by 

Size Groups, 1952-1967 
(at 1952 price) Unit: NT$ 

.. . 
Size group 1952 1957 1962 1967 

Rate of change 
1952=57~ f957 -6:D962 -67 

Average 7,361 8,612 9.682 13,784 +17.0 +12.4 +42'.4 

0.49 chia or less 3,765 5,014 5,655 9,920 +33.2 +12.8 +75.4 

0.50-0.99 chia 5,097 6,873 7,937 10,754 +34.8 +15.5 +35.5 

1. 00-1. 99 chia 8,010 9,481 11,145 15,297 +18.4 +17.6 +37.3 

2.00 chia and more 14,653 16,606 17,631 25,361 +13.3 + 6.2 +43.8 

The average per capita farm fa'1lily earnings received by Taiwan farmers 

were NT$904 in 1952. Its corresponding value of 1967 was NT$4,866. At 

consta.nt price of 1952, the per capita farm fa':l1ily earnings of 1967 were 

NT$l,661 which is 84 percent higher than the average of 1952. Their 

changes during each period are shown in Table 26. 

Table 26. Comparison Between Per Capita Farm Family 

Earnings and Per Capita National Income, 1952-1967 

Per capita farm family Per capita. national 
Year earnings (A) income (B) AlB 

Current NT$ 1952 NT$ Current NT$ 1952 NT$ 
-------

1952 904 904 1,716 1,716 52.68 

1957 1,680 1,024 3,198 1,974 51.87 

1962 2,810 1,128 5,189 2,316 48.70 

1967 4,866 1,661 8.461 3,358 49.46 

In comparison with per capita national inco:ne.. farm people in Taiwan 

is rather in an unfavorable position.* As shown in Table 26, the per capita 

farm family earnings is only about one half of the per capita national 

income of their corresponding years. Moreover, the ratio between per capita 

farm family earnings and per capita national income appears to be declining. 

It was 52.68 percent in 1952, 51.87 percent in 1957, 48.70 percent in 1962 

and 49.46 percent in 1967. In terms of the growth rate, the per capita 

farm family earnings also lagged behind. During the 15 years, per capita 

* The writer realizes the fact that per capita national income and per capita farm 
hmily earning are not strictly comparable. But it does serve to point out the disparity 
between the incomes of farm and non-Jarm people. 
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