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by Sejogyo

(Bogor agricultural University)
Hogor, Indonesia

1. Introduction

1.1: Farm-gize, cropping-pattern and labeour

In 1963, with 66 million people in Java the agricultural Census ( a sample
survey) found that 524 ¢f farms was under 0,5 ha and 219 over 1.0 ha; with a
population density of 49% persons per sq. km,, the average farm-size was 0.71
ha. (1)

The same characteristic of small-farm size distribution in Java has been
observed 60 years earlier. Aan extensive survey on rural poverty in 1903 fbundfg).
that 45: of farms was under Q.5 ha and 22{ over 1,0 ha; Java's population was
then less than 29 million and population demsity 219 persons per 5q. km. (Table 1,;

Une often hears that rural people in Jave have some definite measure of small
farming, deemed to be adequate for seme level of plain living and within the
hand-labour capecity of a household: 1 “bau" (U.7 ha) of farmland,

But even in 1903 the majority (714 did not at‘ain that level., With more
intensive farming in the 1960's (some 40% in wet paddy;, ?amms under 0.5 ha
(average 0.27 ha) are definitely underaized for an adequa‘e living, especially
if it is mainly non-irrigated land, In 1963 this was the fate of 4.0 million
farmers. The viable farms are those over 0.5 ha: 3.8 million farmers who farm
B0% of rural farmland form the backbone of Java's rural economy "average 1.2 ha).
Tf the 1963 agricultural Census had also iaken intc acemunt of the %,0
million households who farm "lesa than U.1 ha' and the landless housetnlds

(probably another 2 million}, this would have pointed more cenvinecingly to

#) a paper contributed to the study en "changes in agrarian structurea" orgenisged
by the F.h.0. of the U.N. (numbered notes refer to sources: see Appendix)
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Java's problem of "nrt enmough land" for the growing population. In 1971 the
rural population had grown to 62.3 million, 85 of total monulation in Java.

In Java's pedentary farming, smallholders have gone, by necessity, into
mostly food erops. "Saunh" (bunded wet paddy fields) is the most intensive
form (3 million ha). On two-thirds of "sawah" area which is irrigated, one can
either double-ctop with rice or, in case of less water, have "palawiis" (non~-
rice crops) in the dry season for multiple-cropping diversification: corn,
reanut, soybean, sweet potatoes and vegetables, In 1963 an average "sawah"
plot was 0.44 ha. Upland farming (5 million ha) is sccupied by "pekargnean”
(homeyard, on 105 of uplard area: en average 0,08 hz in 1963 when 6 million
out of 7.8 million farmers included this form in thsir farming area, The 2.0
million households with less than 0.1 ha, who in 1963 wer:z excluded from che
Lgricultural Census, most probably have uqu "peitaransan" where a housekdold has
its house site, Especially Central and East Javi farmers have intenaive forms
nf "peliaranrany with annwal and many layers of serennial crops, not only
supplying additiopal proteins and vitamins bu? also daily cash in a meney
economy. Per square meter a farmer may get pore income from "pekararsan" than
from his wet paddy. The other important type of ypland is "tegalan", a rather
intensive form, iz both seasons for rainfed "palawija"; the same nor-rice annuel
crops that have found a place en "gavah" land Zn the dry season.

¥hen one leoks at the gr;wth of Java's cropping pattern in the half centu-y
before the Pagific War, it is clear that the lsst large increases of cultivated
area by smalliolders occurred in the first tw> decades of this century (Tanle 2)
with larger (ncreases in “teealan" (105)/year) than "samwah" area (1%) in 1900-
1915.12} It has also meant large increases in harvested areas in "palawiia"
(non-rice) crova: 210 /year in 1903-1920. "his early diversification in its
food crop farring by smallholders in Java is rather unique for Indonesia or

Scutheast Asia: it was pushed that road by its population zrowth.
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If in 1888 harvested area by smallholders was for 35 in "non-rice crops",
in 1920 it was 4% and in 1938 55>, The pattern is here to stay: in 1968
non-rice crops were on 525 of harvested area. With 3,8 million "sawah" padgdy
and 0.4 million ha upland paddy harvested, non-rice crops were: 2.3 million
ha of corn, l.4 million ha of tubers (m&inly cassava] end 0,8 million ha of pulse:s
(pemnut and soybean).

With a rural population of 62.3 million in Java the 1971-Population Census
found a labour forece of 21.0 million "economically active" in agriculture.
Outside the catepory of "unpaid family-workers" (7.8 million), two other
categories who are needing each other are the 7.9 million farm operators and
5.7 million farm labourers; in this latter category 3 out of 7 are women. So,
roughly there are 3 farm operators to 2 farm labeurers. showing the abundant
source of farm labour in Java.

At the farm level this is best shown in Java's "sauah" wet paddy farming
enterprise. In an extenaive study of rice farming in 20 villages in the main
irrigated rice areas in Java (1969-71) the Azro-economic Survey fonnd?fhet 97
to 1005 farmers in its sample {operating 0.62 to 0.83 ha wet paddy) were using
wage labour for 72 to B4 of pre-harvest labour; the remaining was own
household labour. Pre-harvest labour for wet paddy was found a high 217 to
253 man-days per ha, showinz the high labour intensity of wet paddy farming.(3j

Some comparative data are available from East Java in the 1920's and
1930'5.{4} Rice farme "over 0.58 ha size", mostly in the same river basins studied
in 1969-T71, then had a level of 151 man-days per ha of vre-harvest labour (range
105 to 240 man-days/ha), An average 5% (range 41 to T%.) of that labour was
hired labour. It seemed that in the course of 4 decades rice farming has become
more labour intensive in Java and it was not due to the adoption of new IRRI

type high-yizlding rice varieties which came in 1968,
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With data from the 1930's Vink showed that a high labour intensity of
(on average) 1,500 man hours/ha of manual labour and 120 cattle huursfha, the
average income of a rice farm enterprise in Java was 1 kg {milled] rice per

man-hour,

1.2: Tenancy

The majority of Java's farmers are owner-operators, The 1963 Agricultural
Census showed three categories:

a. 59% operated only their own land ("milik"-rights) (average 0.67 ha);

b. 34% operating owned plus other land, by renting, sharecropping or other
arrangments: an average 0.83 ha, out of which 0.46 ha was non-owned
land, that is 124% additional land beyond one's own land;

c. 67 operating wholly non-swn land: those who are in the non=landowning
group (average 0,48 ha)

If the two lztter categories may be grouped as one 40f: of farmers are +hus
"tenat-farmers". L little more than half of them (23,5:) are renting=-in or
sharecropping-in on 13.55 ef total farm land, Renting-in was found to be a
1little more wide-spread than sharecropping. This was more distinet in Central
and BEast Java while the reverse was true in West Java,

In renting arrangements, on more than 90F of total rented land the rent was
paid in money, before the use of the land for one or more seasons. In West
Java where sharecrojping more cammon, on 465 cf total rented land the=rent
(in 1963) was paid in kind after harvest and so resembles some of sharecropping
Tules,

A farmer who renta-in land will be, in principle, his own decision-maker
on the rented land re will be farming. But in sharecropping, a tenant who
leases-in, may or may not be & full farm manager, autonomous in his farm decisi-

ons vis-awvis his lasdlord to whom he will pay a "rent" in & fixed, agreed upon
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proportion of the harvest, The formeligzed, trzditional model procedure in
sharecropping ("sakapan") is that of "maron" (half and half) for landlord and
tenant, The two "halves" may not, however, be equal, Their respesctive shares
depend on & settlement between the two parties concerning responsibilities for
inputa (sead, labour from man and cattle, land taxes), adjusted to types of
land and crops and also on one's relative position,

In overpopulated rural Java with not enough land for all, most probably a
for larger proportion (but unrecorded) of sharecropping arrangements has put
tenants into & farm labourer's status and role, The landlord thus remains as
the farm manager who also takes care of inputs, while the "sakapan" holders
are assigned contracted phases of pre-harvest work {espaciully in wet peddy
farping) with shares of one-fourth, one-fifth or less of the harvest, Larger
shares (equal halves) mean that the tenant is in a rather privileged position,
with close ties to the landlord., Or it means the tenant's stronger bargaining
position in cases where the land owner is an absentee owner who cannot have
his land farmed in other ways, The 1963 Agricultural Census however, did not
have any classification of sharecropping arrangements into different shares for
tenants (one-half, one-third or one-fourth, etc.).

The 1960 Law on Sharecropping was enacted to regulate food crop farming in
particular; it has called for a general measure of 507 minimum crop shares for
tenants in wet paddy out of net harvested produce, that is: after inputs
(axcept land and labour) have been returned to each party who contributed, In
the case of non-rice food crops and upland farm produce the tenant's share was
to be 667 of net output, Written agreements had to be field with the village
government, This rule ond a stated intention to have landlords accept a longer
term lease of five years for a tenant's right to work the land, had not been
pursued very effectively to say the least, even during the heyday of proclaimed

national policies of land reform in the early 1960's,
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The new Basic Agrarian Law of 1960 gave farmers titled ownership of land
("milik") ns the most secure form of tenure for individuals, with a rather
liberal ceiling: on a family unit basis 5 ha wet paddy in densely populated
areas to 15 has in less populated areas., Regulating shara tonaney was to
strengthen thc generzl policies of "land to the tiller",

In its concepta, the Sharecropping Law had its wealt points: while outlin.
ing the sharing of outputs (that is: net output) it did so without relating to
any operational rules on the sharing of inputs by landlord end tenant, Or, if
this wes intended to be decided on the local scene, with village and sub=distri
committees and the sanctions of a District head, it had not produced workable
solutions for the Sharecropping Law. It was confounded by the political bicker
ing of the times (1960-65) amorg politiecal parties, each siding with interested
groups, in and outside responsible government agencies,

Through the Sherecropping Law was launched in the same period that the fi
large-scele government program for rice production intensification was put into
operatjon (the Poddy Center Program, 1959-62), none of the concerns to regulate
sharecropping in more adventageous ways to tenants, was in eny way integrated t

the policies of supplying product{on credit to rice farmors: a separartion of

polities from politiesl economy.



Table 1. ¢ Farm size distribution in Java: 1903 and 1963

(1) (2)
Farm size Class 1903 196% Agriecultural Consus
"Published Data" "Adapted Data"
1. Less than 0.5 ha: a, @ farms: 45% 52% 61%
b. nverage: no data 0.27 ha 0.20 ha
2. Less than 1.0 hat: a. % farms: 786 19 845
b. average: no data 0.43 ha 0.33 ha
3+ More ,han 0.5 ha: a. % farms: 555 485 3%
' b. average: no data 1.20 ha 1.20 ha
4. More than 1.0 ha: a. % ferms: 220 21% 16%
b. average: no data 1.87 ha 1.67 ha

Notes: 1) Source: C, Geertz: Agricultural involution (Un, of Calif, Presa,
5th pr., 1971) psge 98, footnote;

2) "published data": following the Census definition of "farming":
"oporating more than 0.1 ha';

"adapted data": by adding those "with less ghan 0.1 ha", or
2 million households, to the 7.8 million farmers;



Table 2, ¢ Java's food cropping potterns: 1688-1938
(Source: Table 4, gnge 93 from
C. Oeertz, op. cit,

Estimnted increase(?) in cultivated area:

Msawah" (paddy) "tozalan" (upland)
18688-1900 1) 8 24
1900-1915 1) 16 150
1916-1928 10 26
1928-1938 3 5

-

Estimated % increase of harvested area:

Wet peddy "Palawija" (upland
cropa, including
upland rice)

1888-1904 1) 7 32
1903-1920 15 191
191€6-1928 13 81
1928-1938 19 16

Note: 1) BE=xclude "principalities" and "particuliere landerijon"; were these
included, figures would be probably slightly lower.
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2. Rice-intensifigntjon programs and tenure relations (1955~72)
2.1: Program orszanigatjon and implementation

A netionsl policy for sufficiency in rice, the staple food, has pushed
the first efforts: the "Paddy Center" program (1959-62). A special authority,
the "PERTAYI", o state corporation, was created toc implement an integrated
program to deliver a better technology package to rice farmers with intensive
extension serviees and eredit, in kind (fertilizer, locel improved seed, pesti-
l::ides) and in eash, to be repnid by farmers in kind (paﬂ&‘_',f:] after the harvest.
This latter was part of = policy in rice precurement for = nationzl rice stock.
The program had pushed a chemical fertilizer "revolution" in Indonesia's rice
fields. In = short period znnusl importation of fertilizer had reached some
300,000 ton or 2 to 3 times more than prewar (1936-41) volumes, and with a
difference: in the new program fertilizer supply for riecs farming ynder a
government subsidy, surpessed thet for big plentztions, »lanting perennial and
annuzl crops, as sugarcane and tobacco.

The program however came to & halt, due to problems in management as the
progren was pushed to cover lsrge arens too soon without enoush perszonnel of the
right kinds, for o new organization to carry so many functions. 4Also the strain
of nationsl wer efforts in the early 1960's to get Dutck cccupied West Irpian
back into the fold of the Republic after years of civil war (1958-60) had resul-
ted in severe inflation. This hes made the financing of the progrom difficult.
The program was a finoncinl loss: farmers in their credit rapyment did not
contribute much to the nation=l rice stock, too nany werc in default,

The second "wave" was the Bimas rice-intensification program* (1964-67).

It involved the "mass guidance, or education, of farmers" and was based on

+ An acronym in Indonesian, for "mass guidance".
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a small prototype ficlé project by staff and students of Bogzor Agricultural
University in three villages in West Java in one season (1963/64)., With close
and intensive extension work by students who lived six months in the willage,
farners showed 100# higher yields than what they used to set., With many more
students in the program in later years the program came to be implemented by
the Agricultural Extension Service. In each region it was supported by the
Civil Service, the People's Benk and the "PERTANI" corporzstion for fertilizer
distributions 5yt "muss guidance" became diluted when students and other
village leve] workers had to cover whole sub-districts, or village clusters as
working units rather than amzll groups of 50 or so farmers, In most cases
"better farming also did mean better business" to the involved farmers. Newly
founded "farmers co-ops" in the process became local triale in developing new
rural institutions,

The third program cane after the 1965-€7 politicsl strugglc, aparked by
the 1965 coup d'etat's efforts that misfired, had pushod n Now Order government
with 2 new presidont. The new program came with several el ments of foreign
relationd! influence of the new times., In the "first five yenr development
plan" (1968/69-1973/74) sufficiency in rice was again top priority in the
agriculturc] field to be supperted by the long overduc rehebilitation of the
infrastructure of irrigation works, costly in Javs. "Agaricultural policy
makers" hnd just accepted the new IR-rice varieties, (IR-5 and -8) which were
regarded more responsive to fortilizer than the traditional or locallimpreved
varieties. They were convinced by the earlier Bimas progrums that "farmers
will do the job if given the tools and the incentives”, The "economie"
Planners were just to start the new government's forcisn-loans-plan to help
finance the five year development plan; so the decision thon was to accept

short-term credit and munagement =2id from foreiszn companies for the
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Gotonespgyons ("Mutusl Aid")-Bimas program, as the third "wave" of rice programs
(1968-1970) was ealled.

It lasted only two years before it was terminated: in its two yemnrs and
4 senson crops it had covered an total #f some 1.8 million ha of wet paddy
{nnatly in Javn} with 0.5 million ha in the first dry senson and 048 nillion
ha (its peak) in the asefcond wet season. The vast ares to be covered in such =
short time again secmed to overtaxe all the agencies involved: dinvariably too
nuch of "planning from above" was "pushed down" to villago headmen aopd to f=r-
mers. In the involved regions concerned locsl officinls, Y%een on targets of the
plan, were pushing for its implementation and farmors felt its requirepents being
"streitjacketed" to them. Extension people were too buay cllocating materials
(fertilizer, etc.) and had too little time left for educating farmers. Both
the People's Bzonk and "PERTANI" which earlier had ployed an important role were
pushed aside in the process, as werc "farmers' co-ope". Iarmers were required
to repay the credit in kind, earlier one-sixth of harvast, later in s fixed
volume. They did so, seemingly in proportion to their expsorienced benefits and
many werc defaulting, But slso mismanngement of the repnid eredit, in the hands
of village headmen and others, wea responsible for losses.

The fourth "wzve" of a Bimas rice program. started in the wet secason 197e/

T, right after the enrlior one was terminczted was noned the Imnroved Hoatinnal

Bimas, 4 pilot project by the People's Bank in Yogyakarta on how to intensify
such credit services at village levels hud been encouraging so that "economic"
planners" in national planning were won over. The funds for the new "Bimas"
program were put in the netionsl development budrmet. The Poople's Bank was
egain called on to take eare of the credit services: it was to be personal
credit directly delivered (not in groups) to an individu&l farmer, not collec-
tive crecdit, at 1% per month of interest, the lowest rate, Village headmen, as

also local farmers' co-ops (whenever available) were nalkad to help but it was
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made clear that it was the Bank which dealt directly with the farmer. "PERTANI"
had to share the distribution of subsidized fertilizer with some private Qompa~
nies, so that compared with previous years in competition better services were

to be aveilables The Agricultural Service put out more field personnel to affect
the same.

A "village-unit" organization (B.U.U.D.) was formed to serve = cluster of
villages with 600 to 1,000 ha in all of wet paddy land, In the wet seasson
1971/72, with 170,000 ha in 264 "village-units" in West Java, each unit served
677 farmers on average, one Bank man served 462 farmers, and one extension
man 512 farmers, With 4 kiosks per unit (to sell fertilizer and pesticides) one
kiosk served 187 f&rmers.(a}

It is not clear, at this time, whether beyond 1972, in the Bimas program's
expansion to cover pore farmers in more areas and more village clusters, one
will have learned the lesson since 1959 in how to develop agencies capable to
reach farmers effectively. One bip probdlem, its needs now still overlooked, is
that of inducing farmers to form their own self-help organizations that will
support, meet and match the services of government agencica,

At best, extension werk has mesnt one season work in farm demonstration
activities, with small groups of farmers, but the agencies still have no clear
operatjonal concepts to develop enduring farmers' projects sustained by local
leaders. Because stimulating the growth of farmers' co-ops is a slow process,
relying on the "all emracing" village government has still been the general rule,
Village hendmen ore elected and do not have theratatus of government officials
but they easily may act more as governmens spokesman thon for their local
electorate. In the process farmers have had no vocal say in the loeal planning

of Bimns programs while it directly affected their farm business,
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In short, the effect of "Bibns" rice intensific-tion programs was that
it hes been mostly & "fertilizer revolution" for Jove's rice farmers, since
the 1959 and leas, than expeccted eerlier, a '"new sced revolution", In 19€3,
chenieal fertilizer in Java was used on 4% area of farmers' fields, mostly
mixed with the use of manure. The 1910/71 Hlational Sanplc Survey found that
for wet paddy the use of chemiezl fertilizer had reached z level of 103 kg/ha in
addition to 221 kgfha of manure. If one leaves out rzoinfed paddy fields, one
is negrer to a 131 kgfha level of chemical fertilizer usc, mostly as urea in
irrigated "sawzh", From crop cutting datz of 500 sanple farmers in 20 villages
in the main rice regions in Javs the Aszro-Economic Survey (1969-71) found an
average yiecld level of 2.6 ton milled ricefha of the nev IR~varieties compared
respectively, The new IR-varieties were on average 287 higher yielding., Such
yield levels wero achieved (in 1970/71): for traditionsl and local wvarieties
by dinputsz of 113 to 160 kgfhn and for the mew IR-varietics by 150 to 252 kgfha
of chemical fertilizer.(E}

The arec planted to the new varieties in the 1970/71 Wet Season, i.e. in
the third year after its release, wes estimnted to have reoached a 100 of all
"sawszh" plented to rice in Indonesia. In Wast Jaova it was some 255 of total
prddy 2rea, in Cenyrzl Java 125 and West Java 10f%. Out of 1 million hz under

the Bimns progran in the same season 31% was under the ncw IR-varietics.

2.2: The act of rice-intensificntion programs

To:study farmers' problems at the village level, cspecially in fice
intensification, thc Agro-ccoromic Survey (A.B.5.) had in thc 1969-71 period
interviewed twiec a ycar a sample of 600 fermeys in 20 villages in Java and 500
farmzrs in 17 villages in the islands of Sumatra, Colcbes ond Bali. The study

areas choscn wore in the bhest irrigated paddy regions, with goog markcting
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faeilitizs, inecluding machinu-processing, which were coaductive to bo.tter
contacts with town and city market conters,

With two villages selectid in each sample district, in Java six villages
were in West Jawve, eight in Zentrnl Java and six in EBast Jnva., The thirty
sample farmers in each villagc were chosen randemly from throo strata: five
from 2 list of "large farmers" (as interpreted in the villope), fifteen from
the 1ist of "3imas Program" participants (in the 1968/69 W.t Scason, the time
of the first intcrview) and ten from & list of nonqutiaipants. If cithar of
the two lattir categories did not exist in a2 villegn, the sam le of twenty-five
"other farmors" was taken randomly from the existing strate. In each aoason
the same sam:le farnoers were intervicwed,

The 500 "other" farmers in Java, if grouped by Provines, heve an average
ferm size renging from 0.60 he (Central Jave) to 1.08 ho (Juat Java) (average
0.86 ha). If wut zgeinst date of farm size distribution 3 foumd by the 1963
hgriculturzl Cinsus, th.sc sample farmers are in the ton 3%, (Mest Java) to
445 (Bast Jeva) of farm sizc elass (by province), thus fz1ling in the "larger
farm" clnsa. The 100 "large" sample farms could better bu ealled "the largest
farms", f=1lling in the top 14 to 1% in f=rn size.

Ricu farming operations in the "s=mple of 500" rengs from 0.47 ha (Uentral
Java) to 0.66 he (Fast Java); the average is 0.57 hn or 665 of total farm area.
Judging by aversgs figures, by Provinci, the farmers or- in the oldor group
(39.8 to 46.2 years in 1969), having large hous-helds (rense: 5.4 to 6.3) end
orily & few yuars of schoeling (range 3.2 to 4,0 yeera). (Table 3)

411 thz survey's findings yntil 1972, have b en bosud on datn of the 500
"larger" farmors or sub-semples or it. The East Java sompls showod the widest
adoption (505) of the new IR-varieties; it was fellowod by the West Java sample
farmers (EQ&) vhile Central Jave sample farmers had the lonst adopdion, just

1095, It wes found that the larser the ricc farm oprration, the morc use was
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made of the new varieties, though it should be noted thet many farmers alongside
the new variepties still planted traditional and "local improved!" varieties
results of national research efforts, pre-1966): 3% with Eaet Jeva farmers and
more (66%) with Wost and Central Java farmers.

In the poriod of study (1969-71) the Bimas progrem could not be shown to
have much direct irmpact in spreading the new varieties. The West and Centrel
Jave sample farmera in the program hed a low proportion in the new varieties,
on the other hand East Java sample farmers had shown = wide nceeptance, both in
and outside the program., (Table 4)

Rice farming in Javs was shown to be rother heavily drawn into the pmoncy
econony.

a) The majority of farmers sell their rice: in the Bast Java gample: 76

87%, respectively of wet and dry season harvest (Table 5), less in West
Java (59-56%) and Central Jave samples (57-61%). The ration of farmers
"buying (back) rice” to "selling ricc" farmers is a high 65% in the
West Java sample (dry mcnson crop), less in the wet season (46%), =lso
in East Java (415) and least in the Central Jave onmple (297)., One is
remninded that for moat of these farmers whatcver they sell is "marketed
rice" mnd not "marketable surplus",

b) Vith farms renging in size (averages) from 0.62 ha to 0.83 ha, 97 to

100% of sample farmers are using wage labour, for most (73% to 98%)

of pre-harvest work in the pnddy field which is vory labour intensive
(range: 217 to 253 man days/ha) (Teble 5) so that the term "family-
farn" is rather far fetchid. 4 large portion (64 to B5%) of pre-
harvost farm expenditures is for wnge labour payment (mostly in cash);

the remcining iz for the purchose of farm inputs (fertilizar, etc.).
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¢) & hizh proportion of farmers (23 4o 50:) how. ¢ Pf—{arn incono, - souree
of exsh ineewn, partly to b* invested in riec fsiiing, capceinlly to
oy for hircd labpur,

Th® :mdin finding of the study w=s, thot tho diff.r. at inpacet in imch
rzrion ecould b.st be explainsd by the larscr or apnllor % n.fit thet farmers
crpericne. d from planting the now vorictics,

Thourh brsad en only n sub=sanpl. of 181 farners (the villazes in <meh
Provinee sub-sampli), it was shown thit “est J-va frroors o vore getting
475 highor bnofits from th. new vari.tirs, wure nlso 5. mm.s who h=d the
wid.st adcption of the now IL-vari.tius. Vith the now verio ties thoy were
enablid to ruach » lrvel of n.t benefit (nfter expncfitur.s for wasy lchour,
farm inputs ~néd horvest costs) of 858 k+ nilled riee :quiv./hﬂ, fron ~n ocarlier
low 583 k:/fi~. Yhew nro followed by ""mat Jevs furnurs, vhe with loenl varioctios
alrvady hod (ns » start) - 1.vel of 046 kg ricc-cquive/"- ns not bunfit from
thoir riec foruing; with the new vorictics they were «bl. to hove o hicher
lrwel of buncfit: 1,126 kg rier equiv.fhn (33, hirher), 1t wns with lentral
Javn farmers, who hed the hichest net benefit of 902 Iz ri-. vquiv./h2 on loeal
varicties thot the new varictics hove not been very rttrzctive: only 115
higher (1,003 % rice equiv./hn).

If th. rtion of net benefit to pro-harvest fori: ox) aditurce is 2 better
ueasure, Lnat Jave farmers, also hnd relatively spealding, the hisheat junp duc
to thu new voriztiocs (from 0.97 to 1.44); thay wore frll-1w.d by Yost Jovn
farners, who hrve the highest reatios but only a sp~1l 11 Jusp from 1.74 to 2.07
ritios. Zcntrel Jave: formers were not petting any botter rotion with the new

rarieties: 1.59 with loe=l and only 1.55 with new varicties, (Tablzs 6)
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Tatle 4. &.5.8. j: Participation in "Bimesg"-rice-progran
and plenting of loczl and nev IR-wvorizties,
(Jave—psmnle=furmers, Jry Seaason-156C und Wet

Sers0n-1969/70)
# farmers plaating nt least
Logzl—=IR-var. Lognl—IR—var, Local-=IE-var,
(Heat-ngﬂ} {ﬂnntr?l-fﬂvE} (East—Java}
l. Dry Senson-1969:
afIn "Bimzz" vrogrem 6 13 58mmmm—e==15 o S 48
b/Outside "Bimas" 69 1€ 55 15 3Gmmmmmmm=35
progran .
(samplo farmers) (69) (a7)  (163) (127) (102) (92)
2. Wet Season-1569/70:
#/In "Bin-s" progrem €5 15 £3 4 23 43
t/Outzids "Bipas" 9 12 £i 0 29 39
progran
(sample fermara) (115) (82) (157) (s9) (151) (92)

e —_——_—— = e s E e ——

Hotea: "Plantin- 2t least loczl varieties" means "locel vz-ieties and
possivly other varieties; "plaznting =2t lenst IR-varizties" mesns
"IR-varieties snd possilly also other varietices." In this woy
ons Tarmer can be countrd twice.
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Table 5: A.E.5.%): gelling and buying (back) rige by farmers end farmlabour
use in ricefarming in Jawa, 1969/70.

ffarmers planting "at least"
(West—Java) central-Java) (Enst-Java)

A.Sellinc and buvine rice: Loeal  IR-var, Zocal IR-var, Local IR-var.

1. Senson=-1969:
a Bﬂlliﬂﬁ TICO ¢« s » s & ] - SPe— 4-;..: . = £l o & T4 & BT a » a -83
h;buy‘inﬂ rici} e 8 s @ 3& "] '_'3 ] le " " & 0 e s a 123 . e w -3#
c/ratio of selling to AL

buying rico (%). + .(Eg) ‘89’ (2?} (0) (323 Eﬂ;
(sample-fermers) . . (106 270 (157)  (43) (60 80

2. Met Season-1969/70:
ﬂjﬂ-ﬂlliﬂa TI0E 4 s 0 0 0 59 0 0 '?s‘ . - '63 e o 35T 0 0 s +T6 o o o &TT
‘hfhujring rico s 0 8 4 v 2T 5 5 » 1-‘ . w tlﬁ LI 0 a8 @ i32 e s« s #28
c/ration of sclling to

ene® @ B e @ & o

o

Pre-hasvest labour uac in riee-farming
B. ugel (Wost-dava) (Central-Java) (Bast-Java)

1yﬁmﬂdw5fhﬁctﬂra T 21.?. & % % = ® % = 234 T T T 25;
2-“&3& (hil"ﬂd) labpur - « « .« 7';" % % & 8 8 s @ 7& 8 8 4w a @ 84%
3, 5-farzers using hired

lﬂbﬂurﬂ'm ® @& & & & & & & a 97‘f % & B B & & llm's‘ R R R T -1@
4, Farmsize (aversge)e « » « » 0,33 02 o + o « 40,62 ha «0.67 ha
{Banp].ﬂ fﬂ.mﬂrﬂ)l * @ 8 & » @ (12:;-  F B & W W (161} . 4(61)

-
L]
-
*
-

#) Agro-sconomic Survey: ref. #7.
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Table ﬁ:lhiETﬂ.*): avercge net benefit of ricefarm operation by rice-—
varieties, 1970/71 Wet season,in Java,

Ricefarmers planting

in Yest-Java in Centrol-Java in East-Jave
(3 villages) (3 villages) (3 villages)
"only "only ‘"only only "only "only
IR-var'loecal" IR-var" local" IR-var" local™

(Eamplﬂ-farﬂlerﬂ}---.----.---(l})il'i{-qﬁ]----{T}----(EEJaincuucg}----(Ea)
l.Average ricefarm operation. 0,66 ha 0,54 ha 0.56ha 0,86 ha 1.22 ha 0.56 ha

2.Pre~harveat farm expenditures
(6/18) v o o ¢ o « « o « « 58,43, .51.39 . 61.86. 43.340 253.51 « 53.93

3.Net benefit (8/ha) « « o .119.42. .B9.75 . 96.30. B6.66. .77.29 . 42,46

4.Het benefit(milled rice-)
(ton/ha) o o » o « o o o «1.126. .0.846. .1,003. .0,902, 0.858, , 0.583

5.Retio :benefit/e:pendituresZ.D?. o LaT4 o 1.55, 1.5 . l.44 . . 0,97
6,Net income from ricefarm-

ing per season(milled
rice:ton) 0.751 0.457 0,562 0,776 1.047 0.326

Notes: ]

Pre-harvest expenditures: for wages (in kind/anah} of hired non=-

household labourers and purchase of farm
inputs (fertllizer, etc)

Het benefit: total output deducnted by pre-harvest expenditures aznd
harvest costs, in money velue (1 USS = 415 Rupiah) and
in milled rice-equivalent, This net bunefit can be
thought of as o net return to the farm family; family
labour has not been deducted.

"only IR-var." refers to farmers planting only IR-varieties;

"only local varieties" to farmers planting traditional or local
improved wvarieties only,

#) Agro-economic Survey: ref.# 3.
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243: Tenurc relat in rice fa

In the A.E.S study the majority of rice farﬁ operators were farming only
their own paddy land: 70 to 82% by Province sub-sample; another 10 to 15% of
farmers were farming on owned land and additional leased lend, by renting or
sherecropping while 8 to 175 were farming on wholly leased paddy lend, rented
or sharecropped,

Relating tonure status with the planting of new varieties, the data for
West Jova showed (Table 7) that owners and lessees have in equal proportion
adopted the new varieties: a ratio of lessees to owncrs of 35% in the 1969
Dry Season and 28% in the 1969/70 Wet Season. This is aven more apparent in
Bast Java sample, respectively 40 and 35, with 2 higher adoption. In contrast,
the Central Java sample in the two sensona showed a doclining proportion of
lessees who planted the new IR-varieties: from 505 dropping to 16, It seens
thnt in situations where the new wvarieties have not shovm to have meant better
farn business, as in the Central Java sanple, nore of lessaes than owners were
diascouraged,

A closer look is warranted to compare performance by farmers who lease
paddy land and those who do not lease. Az the Agro-economic Study has studied
the same sample farmers for at least four sensons, it ia possible, by retabu-
lating some of its farm data, to make comparisons betwesn rice farming benefits
in the lQGBfﬁg Wet Season and the 19?UX?1 Wet Sausén, two years later. The
data are from a sub-sample of 292 farmers in 10 villapes (in 5 ﬁistricta} in
the northern plains of Jave, from Serang (West of Jakarts) to Sidearjo (near
Surabaya in Dast Java).

The samplo farmers can be sub-grouped into & "western villages" (two are
in Central Java) and 4 "eastern villages" (with 2 villsses in Central Java),

ench with differing traits. In the first sub-group average farm size is over
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1.0 ha (in the first season 1,12 ha and in the second 1,27 ha); here rice
farming intensification has pushed yields considerably, from an average yield
of 1.13 milled rice ton/ha to 1.74 ton/ha. In the "eastern villages" farms
are smaller, {avaraga 0.57 ho in the Tirat and 0.74 ha in the second season)
and mostly because of fertile seils already had high paddy yields, an average
1.80 ton/ha, above the Java average, in the first season. But in the second
season who years later, they had lower yields, even with rice intensification:
(average 1.65 ton/he).

In each sub=group, it is best to compare four tenure statuses:

a, owner operators {only farning on ewned land) who farm more then 1.0 ha;

b. owner lessees (farming owned plus additional leased land: rented or

sharecropped) who farm more than 1.0 ha;

c. owner operators who farm less than 1.0 ha;

d. wholly lessees (not farming any owned land, only leased land: rented

or sharecropped) who farm less than 1.0 ha.

The two ways combined give us a means to look both at farming productivities
(one rising steeply, mainly by higher yielding technology) the other stagnant,
and at "tenure status", & social factor. In the latter "net rice revenue" is a
measure of the burdens of rent, crop shares and harvest costs; the firat two
are born by lessees who rent-in or share crop—in land,

In "western villages", in the first season {lBEEfEQ} net rice farming
revenue was low; for each of the four tenure statuses none was over 1.0 tnn/ha
(milled rice), For lessees F_net revenue fi-ures were much lower than for
owners who had 66 to 708 (average) while wholly lessees had the lowest P-figures,
just 40%, With ylelds having risen more than 508 two years later, net revenue
also showed inereases, not only for owner-ecperators (at higher levels of 85
to BB%} but also for lessees, UOwner lessees even reached 825 [frum an earlier

low 565) while wholly lessees also did well: 65%. In terms of produce, lessees

even did better: owner-lessees getting in the second season, 1.E81 ton/ha and
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wholly lessees 1,66 ton/ha (milled rice) while awner operators got, on average
1.22 to 1.48 ton/ha. (Table 6)

In "eastern villages", in the first sesson, net ricc farming revenues,
over-all were higher, as were also rice yields. Owner operzstors had (aver&ga)
70 to T7% whilc owner lessees 65/ and wholly lessees 64%. Over-all, in terms
of produce, net revenue was over 1.0 ton/ha, lower for smaller farms (owner
operators 1.23 ton/ha on 0.53 ha and wholly lessees 1.21 ha on 0.61 ha) and
higher for larger farms: owner-lessees 1.49 ton/ha on 0,67 ha and owner-
operators on 1,57 ha, 1.43 ton/ha.

Two years later (1970/71) with slightly lower gross yields, net rice
farming revenue was nevertheless even better, not only for owner operators
{avemge B4 to Eﬁg} but also for owner lessees (8@5) and even for wholly-
lessees got a good desl of 81%, from an earlier 64%, In terms of produce net
rice revenue in the second season, considering the drop in gross yield was
over-all still a bit higher than two years earlier, the rznge is from 1.2B8 to
1.46 ton/ha,

Comparing farmers in "western" with "eastern" villagzs, in the two wet
seasons, two years apart, owner operators in the two sub-samples were getting
to the same levels of net rice revenue (respectively 1.22 - 1,48 ton/ha and
1.28 = 1.39 tunfha). Ir both sub-samples it was the lessees who have reached
higher net rice revenues, especially owner lessees farming the larger farms,
One can draw the conclusion that lessces who farm additional land or, if not
owning any land at all, leasing all their farm land, are the more entrepreneuring
type.

This, lessees can do so long as there are enough incentives to make a
farm business run meore profitably, either for cash or for subsistence. And
indications are that for most of sample farmers in both "western" and "eastern
villages, leasing riceland has such incentives, in the period studied
(1968/69 - 1970/71) 4
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In the comparison one has not been able to look at rentiers and share
tenants separately; they were too few and so were grouped into one. In the
owner-lessees tenure group the impact of owned land may also be "over=
shadowing" that of leased-in land.

hnother fruitful venture is to look at the meaning of rice ferming for
each tenure status group, considering voth farm size and lovels of "rice farming
income", (Gross production deducted by rental,crop shares and harvest costs).

In "western" villages, owner eperators after twp years did not show any
change in the relative mesning of rice farm income: for larger farms {over
2.0 ha) it waa B9 to 915 of total income (per season) and lower (61 to 64%)
for ameller farms (0.64 and 0.52 ha). It is the lessees who by farming more
land, especially owner-lessees who doubled farm operation in the second season
(farming 2.61 ha) who have become more dependent on rice farming as a major
income source: for owner lessees 91% of total jncome, per season (earlier,
59%) and for vholly-lessees with 0.84 ha it reached 71%, (Table 9)

With the higher net rice revenue in the second season, two years later,
owner operators snd lessees on small farms {reape¢tively 0.53 and 0,61 ha in
Fhe first season) have resched the line of "adequate levels of 1iving" (0.6
ton/aeason for a family of five), thus 0.64 ton/farm for owner-operators on
0.52 ha and 1,39 ton/farm — milled rice —— »n 0.84 ha, respectively,

In "eastern" villages, again the group of owner operators were the ones
for whom rice farming has remained to have the same importance, more for
larger farms (81 to &4% on reaspectively 1.57 ha and 1.63 ha) and less for
smaller farms: 64% on 0.43 ha, It is the group of owner lessces who by
tripling farm size (from 0,67 ha ts 2.04) have gotten more deeply involved
into rice farming: earlier 675, two years later 857 of their totsl income/

Season.
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On the other hand, wholly-lessecs in "eastern" villages have not fared
well, largely because of smaller farm size (0.26 ha) two years later, Even
with higher net rice revenue-F-figures (see: first part of comparison) they
were getting, in terms of produce, a low 0,35 ton in the second season., Mostly
by going more into off-farm income source, they managed to get a total income
of 0.91 ton (rice equivalent) in that semson, It means thet for them rice
farning had become only 3% of total income; earlier it was 71%,

The conclusion is thzt in the growing and lucrative buisness of rice
farming due to better services of "Bimas" intensification programs, larger
farmers have done better than smeller ones. But if farms are too small
(balnw 0.5 ha) it is the group of lessees, renting-in or sharecropping in
land, who are the weakest group, in danger of even not having enough rice to

feed one's houschold,
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Table 8: A.E.8.%): net ricefarming revenus by tenure-status and farmsize in two
wet seasons, 1968/69 and 1970/71, in the northern nlains, Java.

Tenure status
"owner- "owner-oper- "ovmer-oper- '"wholly
lessees" ators"(more ators"(less lessees"
than 1 ha) thaa 1 ha)

1. 1968/69 Wot Scason:
"western wvillazes"

#aam‘plcfﬂﬂﬂﬂ ® & = ® @ @ » (29)- - = {42} @« & & # {TIT}I- - & @& {14}
aver.farmsizo(ba) o o o o o 1.35: & o « 2,36 « 2 o « 0,53 . & o 0.61
fa—net ricefarm revenue. « « 56 & & & « Tl & s v &« ES & o & o« 40
liet ricaform revenua{tun/ha)O.SE. v v o DB e e ' BETE & @ S 0524
b/"eastern villages"
{ Bumplefirns o v viiore B v v 0 (Desieiw e v (T6)s & % ol2d)
aver.fermsize(he) o o o o o 0u€70 o ¢ o« 157 & « o » 0u46. + o« o 0,43
Fo-ner ricafarm Tivenuee « « 68 4 o« v o TT o o o o v T0 ¢ o o « 64
liet ricefarm revenue(ton/ha)l.49. . . + 1.43 . . & « 1.2%, . » » 1.21

2. 1970/71 Vst Beasont:
a/"western villojes"
£ samplefarms o« o o o o o s (21)e o o o (38) ¢ o o « (865)e « « o (20)
aver.farmsize(ha) « o« o v « 261, 4 & « 2.55 « s « o 0.52. « « » 0.84
s-ner ricefarm revenue + » + B2 o« o « + 89 o o« s s 5 4 4 s o G5
b/ "eastern villages"

L

# 2amplefarts « o o s 6 o ¢ L12)e = s 5 £25) o 5 o o (T9)e o » o (9)
aver, farmasize(ha)s o o v & 22040 v o o 1063 4 o o o 0ud3s o o » 0.26
Gmner riceform revenue. « « B 2 w6 ¢ BT 6w s a6 G4 4 s o Bl
Yet ricefarm revenue(ton/ha)l.46. + « o 1.28 « o o » 1.39. « & « 1.37

*) agro-economic Survey

Notes: 1/"wastern villages" are 6 sample-villages (two in Central-Java), with
average farmsize of 1.12 ha(1968/69) where two y.ars later riceyields
havoe risen to 1.74 ton/na(milled rice) (earlier 1.13 ton/ha);

2/"ea$t‘rn villages" are 4 semple-villages (twu in u:ntral-JnvaJ, with
averaze farmsize 0.57 ha (1968/€9) where already high riceyiclds have
not risen, two years later:1.65 ton/ha (earli-r 1.80 ton);

3/"net ricefarm revenue: what a farmer retains from gross production
after barvest costa, rental and ecrop shares (in i: of groasg production
and in ton/hectare milled rice);

4/"lessecs” are renting-in or sharecropping-in faruos'rators with or
without ovmned land: those without owned land er> “vholly leszces";
owner-operators are those who farm only owned land,
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Table 9: A.'u5#): income from ricegrowing in one wet season, by tenure status,
in 1562/69 and 1970/71, on the northern plaing, Javoe

Tenure stotus
"owner-  "owner-oper- "ovmer-oper- "wholly
lessees" ators"(morz antors"(less lessees"
than 1 ha) %3zn 1 ha)

1. 1968/69 Vot 3zason:
a/"western villages"

it 8EMPLOTATIS o o o o ¢ v 0 o (29) o o o » (42) 0 0 o & (87) « « & (24)
aver.Paragice(e) « « v w90 iP5 i v oo o 25360 e e 0SB & ¢ & Oubl
ricofarm inconelton) « e e @ 0Bl ¢ o + = 200 v w2 0.39 4 & & 0:15
total incom=(ton rice-equiv.) 1.37 . + + + 2.25 . . . » 0.64 . . . 0.59
ricefarm-to-total income(/s) « 59 .+ +« o o 89 ., . 4. 61 . .. 25
b/Measturn villages"
# 2anplefarms o o o 0 0 v o0 0 (21) 0 v 0 2 (9) o0 .. (76) o .. (24)
aver.farmsize(ha) o v o o v 4 0uBT v v v o 1057 o o o » 0486 o o o 0.453
ricefarn income(ton)s « « + « 1.00 & o & » 2.25 4 o o 4 0.56 4 o « 0.52
total income(ton rice-oquiv.) 1.49 . . « « 2.77 o » « » 0,80 & + + 0.81
ricefarm-to-total income(’.) « 67 o + v ¢« 81 . 4 .+ 63 . . . 64
2. 1970/71 Yt 4rason:
a/"western villages"
f_Fr SE‘.Iﬂplr'!f-."I'mS- . 8 = = % & a (21] & & & a {38} . e » (95} . 5 n (10}
avor.farmaize(ha) . .« . o v o 2uBl 4 . . . 2.55 o o 0 « 0,52 . . . 0,84
ricefarm incora(ton)e. v v o 4 2,71 @ o o « 3.61 . . . . 0.B4 , . , 1.30
total incomu{tun TiCE—EquiV-) Beddom o » = FelT a5 » oa 0.99 o & & 1.86
ricefarm—to-total incuﬁ:ﬂ'{;;} . 9L w o w « Ul I 4 aee o Tl
b/Meastern villages"
'rj; Bﬂm¢1f‘fariﬂﬁ & & % & & & = @ {12} - = = (15) - - = (Tg} L L {9}
ayer.tarmsioelha) « o ¢ v o 200w wiw o LebB 5 o % S 0U8T . 50 06
ricefarm income(ton). . . . , 2.98 . v + + 2.09 + . . . 0.50 . . . 0.35
total incows(ton rice-equiv,) 3.41 4 w4 4 2 2.5l 4 & o . 0,95 . . . 0.01
ricefarm=to-total incore ﬁg}- B wew v v BE 4 4 s e BF .4 .4 e 35

=

#) Agro-economic Survey

Hotes: for iraits of sample villages and ricefarming: azz fable 8;

"rice" is milled rice (tuns;;

"ricefarm income" is gross harvested produce deducind by harvast costs,
rental and cropping shares; "total income" is fre. ricefarcing,
farm-enterprises and off-farm sources, in one v -t szason (Hovnmber
to April)
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2.4 : "Progresaive" nnd "traditional" farmers.
k study of 415 farmers (average 1.15 ha) in 10 villoges in West-Java

(1970/71) by Parahiyangan University noted that farmers with higher benefita
from rice~farming (higher 3/C-ratio) and also those with hisher off-farm income,
were better in their credit repayment in the Bipas-rice program, with less de-—
fault,.

This ia in line with the general findings of the Agro-cconomic Survey on the
performance of the "larger" farms.

An zdditional finding in the Vest-Jova atudy was that renting-in farmers did a
better job in credit-repayment then share-tenents or pure owner-operators: an
indication that those who have gone into rented land, were the more succesful,
commercial farmers,

Another study in West-Java was done by H.Soewardi of Pajajaran University
in 1969/7o. In its sample of 200 farmers in 8 villages 35% was grouped ns
"shere-tenants and farmlabourers" who were presumably very small farmers relying
heavily on share-tenancy and farmlabour. Soewardi's main finding was that one
third of farmers dormed the upper stratum ¥f "progressive" farmers, marked off
signifiecantly by their traits of modern attitudes (after E,Rogers) : high empathy,
high levels of achievement motivation, less fatalism, wider soecial participstion,
including contacts with supra-village strata, and also acting as opinion-leaders.
Such farmers had a2lso larger farm-size, higher income and lived in more modern—
style housing, They had adopted most of recommended "five practices in better
cropping systems", and not only in rice-cultivation. They vere actively engoged
in the marketing of their produce and by frugal living have been able to invest
more.

In four of the villages, a profile of social stratification came out, showing
29% as the upper stratum "progressive" farmers (a littlc less than the 35%

over-all) while a 30% of "share-tenants and farmlabourers', second on all
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indicators, were definitely part of the mejority of 70: of lower stratum,
"traditional pessants", with the lowest income and the lesst responsive to modern
technology,

Az Spewardi's study did not mention any farm-size fsample-farmers were pla-
ced in a dichotomy of "amaller" or "larger" farms, based on local averages), we
may try to see parallels releting to farm-size as shown in the other West-Jawm
study: of the 415 farmers in 10 villages 62% were more than 0.5 ha and 33% more
than 1 ha.

Such an exercisc mey mive us a social stratification of farmers in Vest-Java as
follows: one third is the upper stratum (more than 1 ha-farms) of "progressive"
farmers who had responded well to intensification-programs, vhile another one-
third is the bottom stratum (less than 0.5 ha-farms) who may be regarded as the
"most traditionel" farmers, after Hogers =nd Scewardi, In the latter stratum
ineentives to profitmaking seem not to work and it is with this stratum that
share-tenancy and rent-leasehold hsve its most constraining grip. Es
Zut looking at the middle stratum, mnother one-third, vith form-size in the range
of 0.5 ha to 1 ha, if Socwardi's atudy found them acting as non-progressive far—
mers, ono wondere which is more true: are they acting in that way after the "mo-
dern world" had in vain tried to "convert" them or, was it becnuse the modern
world has as yet not reached out to them in meaningful ways? The same guestion
may also be posed when one looks inte the situstion of the "most traditional,
smallest farmers".

The point is that aside from land (farm-size) end tenancy (the most valued
by Java'a farmers is own titled land), one big reguirement for commercial farm-
ing that is important and in short supply, especizlly for smeller farmers, is
working capital, A good case study of one village (Lestari] in northern Central-
Java is by Franke (1969-71) where 4T3 of rice-growers have a rent-leasehold (half
of them owning no riceland) with yield levela of at most 2.0 tnn/’hﬂ. milled rice.

A farm of "just under 0.5 ha" iz moted "to have enough production to be kept in
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operation only with supplementary income to feed the houszliold's own labgur”.(a)
For such "sub-subsistence" farming one is pushed into deficit financing, either by
selling in mdvence a standing crop "green", before harvest, through middlemen or by
a selling of their labour in advance to larger, capital-rich rice-farmers. In this
latter alternative "the smallest farmers, mostly under + ha, buy agricultural capi-
tal not only with the value of their labour as depressed Veges, 25-35> lower, in
the near future but also with their labour mobility," They repay their debts by
working on the farms of the money-(rice-)lender. In conirnst to "green paddy" sell-
ing{“ijog“}debt—labour means 4 continued indebtedness of a large group of small
deficit-farmers (435 of households in Lestari) to = minority of capital-rich 7% of
households.

The Bimas-rice program with its cheap credit and = good supply of modern inputs had
benefited mostly the upper stratum of farmers in the villase who were also closer
te village government bureaucracy, The capitnl-rich farmers have increascod their
the assets and power and had =lso sttracted more debt-labour,

Feeling' their debt bonds offering them security, = privilago with so many potentizl
bidders, the smallest farmers still keep to their merginal ricefarms that provide
them with rice for part of the season, Compared to landlesns lobourers, Franke noted
in the study, these marginal farmers sre still better off, as off-form jobs were so
unsecure, While the Bimes-program has not reached out to them, they themselves hnve

as yet not been able to reach out to it.

2.5: The case of 0.5 ha ricefarm operators in Klaten, Contral-Jave,

Another area that seems perfect for the madern higher yieldiqg rice-technolo-
gy is Klaten-distriet in Jentral-Jeva: a case study of 3 villages by Satya YWacans
University (1971-72) offers pertinent data.(g)

Sizable parts of the ares mre in good, all-year irrigetion with double~cropping in -

rice interpresed with some tobacco, sugarcane and rosella for large plantations.
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The area is densely populated (1,452 people per sq.km) with 96% of farms under 1
ha. A study statistieal average of farm-size is 0,28 he (in which 0,158 ha is rice-
land) but actual average rice-farm enterprise is 0.4 ha: o sizable portion of
households do not own riceland, In the 3 village studied 31;‘!5-': were riceland-less
households; the range 54 to 34%,

The sample of 60 farmers in each village zhowed a bias to landowning households:
only 9% have no riceland (range is 15 to 2), Compared to 1968, fertlizer use by
sample-farmers had doubled to 136 kgz/ha (in nutrients, U and P) in the 1971-Dpy
Season (the range 118 to 162kg/ha); this is a level double the Javs—average in
197Ll. With the guick maturing new verieties and thelr innevation of speeially pre-
rared seedbeds to move quickly from one planting to the nsxt, from the btest irri-
gated parts farmers can get 5 ricecrops in two years.

Comparing the yield levels in the two seasons studied, ornly in one village (Flu-
neng) did the new IR-varieties show its convinecingly higher yields: 545 and 27%
higher in the Dry and Yet Season, reapectively'{E.B and 2,1 tunfha millled rice}.
Sample-farmers in the twe seasons had B6% and 915 of riceares with the new seed,
The highest level of yields was in Kshuman village: 3.3 =nd 3.2 ton/ha (milled
rice) for the new and for local varieties, respectively. Here fermers had also the
highest levels of fertilizer use (162 and 142 kg nutricnts #-P/ha in the two
seasons) and thcir local varieties had come out equally well. In the 19?1/?2 Wet
Season Kahuman-sample fermers had 6655 of rice-area with the new geed but only 129
in the previous Dry Season, The reason wes that they had the Dry Scason for their
choice local variety (Rajalels), famous for its good taste and selling at a premi-
um,

The third village, Fgenjat, is = case showing that with the now technology, one
may still encountsr n severe setback. After the high levels of yields in the Dry
Season (2.9 and 2,6 ton/ha for the n-:m' and local varietios, resp.) Wet Season

yields were 39 and 27% lower in the resp, seasons. An 11% edge for the new
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varieties in the Dry Season was reversed (&% lower) in the following Wet Season

when both had such lower yields, by pests and diseases., THerc sample-farmers had
63% of riceland with the new seed and less (39%) in the Vet Secason, In the 3
villages, even in Pluneng, where sample-~farmers had the largest areas with éhe

new seed, most farmers still planted local varieties alungai&n the new oneca,

If we look at tensncy forms involved, comparing sampla=farmers in the 3 vil-
lage in their access to land snd working capirzl, we may understand each case
better,

It should be noted that share-tenaney in the studied villages was mostly in the
form of "onc-fourth" crop shares to the tenant whe was zcting merely as a contract-
labourer with his physical labour input; the landowner who contributed all other
inputs was very much the decisionmaker. Thies iz not the case with renting-in for-
mers, FPluneng-sample-farmers who had gone out most in adopting fhe new varieties
is a case of 955 landowners, 36% of whom managed to get additionnl riceland to
operate, half through-in, half by sharccropping-in. 4 majority (8%%) had rice
income increases in which 873 were ricelandowners and only 2% of them did not
plant the now deed, The other Z5 were non-ricelandowners, with a rent-leasehold,
who had planted the new seed.

Kohuman is 2 casec where out ef a sizsble 85% of ricelandowners in its sample, =ome
365 managedito get additional riceland in operntion, mostly (6 o0 1) by renting=in
rather than by sharecropping-in; this indicates their relative strenght in working
capital, %Yith the highest yields among the 3 villages, (5.2 ton/ha milled r1ce)
for both the new and loczl varieties in ench of the two seasons, and by nlantlng

a high-priced local variety in the Dry Season, 79% of Kahumen-sample farmers com-
pared 1971 favourably with 1968, in terms of rice income, Out of this group who
benefited 63% were ricelandowners (55% with the new seed) while 17% wore non-

ricelandowners vho all planted the rew sced, most of them under rent-lcasehold.
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In Nganjat, the third village, a majority of sample-farmers were landowners (90%)
but they showed lower levels of entrepreneuship in ricosrowing; only 15% had taken
additional riceland half in sharecropping~in and half in rent leasehold,
Here only a minority (37%) felt that 1971 wes more favourable than 1968 in terms
of rice income: 33% werc ricelandowners {two-thirds of thon with the new seed)
and half of non-ricelandowners who benefited had planted the new seed, One has to
note that Nganjat in the second season (1971/72) had the misfortune of nuch lower
rice yields,.

ks for mccess to the Bimas-rice program (in-kind inputs and some cash), both
in Pluneng fﬂﬁﬂ and Kzhumen (73%:) a larger part of sample-farmers were able to
Jjoin, but only 44% in Nganjat. In the latter village meny more misscd the opportuni-
ty to get cheap government-funded production eredit, with n low interest of 1% a
month for 2 priod of 7 momth compared to rates in private sources of moneylenders
(10 to 40#% per montn).

Reviewing n similar situation in Sriharjo, a villecge in neighbouring Yogyakar

ta (30 miles further west), a study by Singarimbun and ?enny(lo}

notes that "the
total effect of the workings of the londtenure system nnd of the credit system is
(therefore) = net flow of rice from those "who have less" to those "who have nore",
They also result in an increase in the sizo of the marketable surplus", Here, again,
we gre reninded that, having both more land and working cspiisl does make the
difference!

Qut of a 0,5 ha rice-farn with two crops in the new varieties, sample-farmers
in three villages in Klaten, could get a level of gross annual production of 3.0
ton (milled rice) in Kohuman (here, on 0.6 ha), 2.9 ton in Pluneng and a lower
2,4 ton in Nganjat. Gross rice-income was then 679 kg (nilled rice) per person
per year for farmers in Kshuman, 4S€ kg in Plupang and 462 log in Nganjat,; house-

hold size was 5.8, 5.9 and 5.1 persons in each sacple, respectively.



T

If &1l ricefarms were wholly in local vorieties, it is only sanple-formers in Plu—
neng who would have noticed the difference, with a low 2,1 ton per farm, or 369 kg
milled rice per person a year; = level 34% lower. For the two other villages, by
yields in 1972, farmers would not have fared less well, zs they were getting only
1-3% less with locsl varieties,

If the "coata" of rice-production (puiﬂ out by the farcers for input and
wages) in Java amounted to 295 of.gross production-value (1970/71-National Social—
Economic Survey) we ieduct that much Tor any repeynent of loans that have helped

(11)

to produce the gross rice income of sample-farmers in the 3 villages, Another
(29%) will be needed for working capital in the following scason so that the balan-
ce (42%) will ve available for household consumption: for inhuman-farmers 285 kg
(milled rice) per person—-year, for Nganjat-farmers 194 kg and for Pjuneng-farmers
208 kg rice per person-yeesr if in IR-rice and e lover level of 155 kg with local
varieties.

From another study in 30 villages in Klaten (to supply datz in the "Tani Maknur"-
project of rice—intensificatiun], on 0,5 ha ricefarmas, gross income from ricefarm—
ing in 1970 was found to be 706 of farmers' total income in a yenr.tlz] If that be
the case for sample-farmers in the 3 villages, such ndditionzl income (30%) outside
of ricefarming will mean = doubling of their for-consumption-disposable income: in
Kahumon resching o level of 576 kg nilled rice-equivelent per person-year, in
Nganjat 392 kg 2nd in Pluneng 422 kg (if in IR-riece) or 316 kg, if in loeal varie-
ties.

If in rural Jeva the"poverty line" can be taken at a level of income equivalent to
240 kg milled rice per person-year, it is only in Pluneng that farmers have felt
the higher income due to the new varieties, giving their households more elbow Toom
for other than food needs. And in 2 out 3 villages, that is in Pluneng and Nganjat,
for most of farmers on 0.5 he riceland, even with double-cropping, it is off-farm

income that enabled then to pzss the "poverty line".
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In terns of US~Z worth (1 L equnls 415 Rupish) if 1 ton rice is priced 3100 (as was
retail price in the cres in thst year), frrmers' income would be the highest in the
Kahuman-sarple (297 per person-year), lower in Pluneng (271 in IR-rice or $53 in
local vorieties) and least in lganjat (366), with o note thnt an average 30% of
that income was off-farn incone,

Even if for sample-farpers in the 23 villages the assuned prtportions of al-
locations for production and consunption, 2130 other incone flows, were guessed
right, in every doy life a farmer has to make his way fron one szason té the next,
where working capital, additionszl land or other non-farm opporfinities are not al-
ways found at the right time in the right volumes. And them, are these fortheoming
with the right arrangements? Especinlly the smallest farmers, under 6.5 ha, will
be the ones who stumble, either pushed to sell their riccerop "green" or get into
debt-labour to the larger farmers who still heve rice to lend out. Or if selling
their rice, the marginl farmers are not "buying batk" wery nuch; they eat
lesser food jike oeszave and so piss out on their proteins. (Dietary surveys in
rural Java indicate? that T0% or more of total rrotein intake was from consumed
rice).

Supmary conglusion: The burden of agricultyral development in Java is on the shoul
ders of 3.8 pmillion farmers (over 0.5 hn) whg farn 4.5 million ra (80% of land
under pensant control); this includes some 2,5 millien hn vei wceland out of a
total 2.9 million h=,

With ;hase ferners "better farning and better business" have been working most of
the time as recently shown in the "fertilizer"-revolution of the 1960's; both
local and the new IR-varieties have contributed much te higher productivities and
higharwfddm dintonkg

The group of nerginal farmers in the 0.1 %o 0.5 ha »mange are the most hard pressed
to mnke ends meet; especinlly those who have little or no wet riceland in such

liliput-farns,
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Most farmers are owner-operators and relatively open opportunities in the
land-market are by lecsing: additional land can be tazken in rent=leasehold or
sharecropping., Especially sharecropping on rieceland (the most valued farnland}
in the majority of cases indicayes n "contract-farmlebourer"-status for = tenznt
with low shores while the landowner, with his land, cepitzl ond his farm-deci-
sions, gets most of the output.

Yerginal farmers who lesse~in land, are doing it at a risk; they have less ready
access to cheap povernment credit and are unsble to free themselves from debt
bonds incurred to the larger farmers or middlemen who have more cash capital or
rice, at the right times, to the latter's advantage.

Modernization of the agrarian structure has strated with strenghtening the
personnel, work procedures and budgets of government agencies, including banks
and atate corporations. Their efforts are to serve farmers in extension work,
the supply of new technology and its tocls, inecluding eredit, But all the efforts
have been very narrowly aimed at wet-rice intensification to_get to higher levels
of rice-production.

With the intent to rely more on the market, =2ll government zgencies involwved are
2till in the learning process of how to find their place in the market. Some
efforts hove been started to guide farmers to organire tonemselves in selfhelp

activities, such as in farmers' co-ops, with still mesger resulis.



2« Emplovment opportunitie ricefa .
3+1: Shared voverty.

We have observed the high labour input into riceforming in Java (sce Table
5t hgro-economic Survey data, 1969-71) In some of the Agro-economic Survey's
sample-villages, that is, in riverbasins of Central-and East-Java, o higher labour
input in IR=-ricegrowing of 293 manudﬂyafha (and for locel varieties 232 manﬂnys/
ha) was caused by the higher use of wage labour (257 more), Those farms had 250
nan-days/ha of wage labour while the input of own-houschold labgur remained the
sane, compored to ricegrowing with local varieties; own-houschold lebgur was
only around 40 mandays/h2, To call these farms, of average (by villege) 0.5 to
1.0 ha size, "owner-operazted family farma" is then rather misplaced, but never-
theless sssssnsnssnss

The Klaten (Central-Java) study of 3 villages noted different inpressions:
if for certain choresz in riceplanting with the new IR-wvarieties even more labeour
wns needed (weeding, fertilizer spreading, pesticide spraying) "most of the
additioncl lsbeur" was done by the household; but the study gzve no figures,

In one village (Fluneng) some new form of piecework-contract labour may even
have reduced the use of pre-horvest labour. Also the selling of paddy in the
field in "tehasan" ("econtract" selling), a few days before harvest tine, to
middlemen who then orgznize the harvest, had its consequences: these niddlemen
work with fewer harvest labourers,

In Lestari-village, the debt-labgur ease of Central-Java, o cﬁmpariaun of
typienl farmbudgets of 1 hz, 0.5 ha and 0.25 ha ricefarms, rospectively, does
report that the smaller the ricefarm operation, the more labour is done by the
households In the amallest ricefarns ef 0,25 ha the houschold did most of the
work, including the main chores of lendpreparation, using hoes instead of
ploughing with hired c;xttlu and a driver, and also the weeding., In these smal-

leat furms hired labour was only for transplanting and spraying, so that hired
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labour was only 22% of "costs", paid out by the farmer, For the 0.5 ha and 1.9
ha ricefarms, costs of hired labour was a higher 56 and T0%, respectively, of
"coats" paid omt by the farmer,.

This part of household labour in ricefarning is the least understood in the
Javanese situation. The case of Sriherjo (in Yngyaknrta} gives some needed data:
with an average ricefarm of 0,2 ha, the average input of household labour was 86
man—days/ha out of a total pre-harvest labour input of "over 240 man-days/ha“.

If farmsize is taken into account, ricefarms of lesa than 0.2 ha had 120 man-
days/ha of own-household labour while in larger-~than 0,2 ha farmeronly 54 man—
days/ha came from the household, To quote: "Those who have no ricelend or have
vers small rlota, are enabled to get work in ricefields because people who own
nore land do much less of their own work., In other words, there is a transfer of
opportunities to work in ricefarming, from those who have relatively more land to
those who have very much less ar nnne“.tlﬂj

But on the average ricefarm of 0.2 ha in Sriharjo, per adult man there wa=s
only 23 man-days/of gzinful employment in the ricefield during one whole season
of six moths. The range is from 20 days for those without land or very litile
riceland (less than 0.05 ha) to 27 days for "larger" farmers (more than 0,4 ha)j
the narrow range shows a real "workspreading". (Earlier, in the 1950's Geertz had
the same observation in East-Java villages). Is this then the meaning of "shared
poverty" in rural Jave ? (Geertz was the one who had started the use of the teram).
With farmdata collected in the 192N's and 1930's Vink eould show that in Java
higher lebour intensities in ricefarming definitely had led to lower average la-
bour productivities. WYWith an average level of total labour input of 1,500 man-
hours and 120 ecattle-hours per hectare in ricefarming, Vink found a level of ave-
rage productivity of 1.1 kg per man-hour (milled rice); the range was 0.5 to 1.7
kgfman—hour. On pre-harvest labour input, average labpur productivity wasl.9 kg

rice/ﬁan—hour; the range 0.7 to 3.9 kg.
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If we look at data from the Klaten-atudy of 3 village in 1971, assuming a
labgur input of 300 man-dsys/ha, the highest level of average labour productivity
was in Kahuman: 1,2 kg milled rice/man~hour, the same for local and new varie-
ties. In Pluneng, comparing the new IR-and local varieties (and nssuming the sane
labour 1nput] we find levels of productivity of l.l kg with the new IR-wvarieties
and 0,8 kg rica/ﬁan—hnur with local varieties.

In the landlord-to-farmlabour relations, one is inclined to see that by letit
ing farmlabourers hangs on to them, larger farmera have not been able to develop
larger businesses in farming or in other fields., Can one say that this was their
share of the burden of "shared poverty", as Geertz seemed to have suggested 7
In every day life, hovever, the distribution of benefits between landowning far-
mera and farmlsbourers can be scen as clearly as in farm-datas of the 19?0/71 Na~
tional Socisl-economic Survey, Oyt of a one-hectare ricefarm (averaged from all
farma in the aampla) a ricelandovwner was getting in one season an averape Rp.66,
0880 value of gross productinn (avarage yield of 1.6 ton/ha milled rice) and a net
income, after "paid out costs", of Rp.46,680 or 1,1 ton milled rice/ha, That is
a net ricefarm income of Ap.7,800 per month in a six months' wet season, or 6 kg
milled rice a day, for the landowner, Farmlabpurers got = share, in wages, of
13,7% out of gross production of value: a Rp.1,500 income per month or less than
37 ke milled rice, that is 1.5 kg rice a day.

If on a one-hectare ricefarm there is only one landowner, how many farmlabourers
have to share in the wages ? Of course, on farlabourer may get work in more than
one ricefarm. In a village like Sriharjo with very small farmers (0.23 ha avera-
ge ricefarms), n farmlabourer in 1970 was only getting an average 0.8 kg milled
rice—equivalent ns "one day"-wages, where "one day" was in fact, an average three
hours of work.

From this aspect, the distribution of benefits, the "shared poverty" is

among fellow farmlabourers whe compete with each other. In Lestari, debt-labour
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by marginal riceformers have the impact of depressed farmwage levels for all,
In repaying their debts to larger farmers they work for 25 to 30f% lower wages and
80 are in competition with landless farmlabourers,

inother comparison worth mentioning is that between erop—shares in "farmlabour
gtatus" sharecropping (in which the landlord with all the decision is the farm—
man&ger} and farm-wages in cash or food, paid out to farmlabgurers right after a job
is done for the days In East-Java the 1970/71 National Sociale-economic Survey cites
a figure of 16.7% as the share of wagelabourers out of gross rice-production. Ano-
ther study in 5 eastern districts in Eas-Java on 400 farmers in the "Pekalen Sam—
peyan" Irrigation Project (average 1.9 farms, in which 1,5 ha is riceland) .shows
that the most widespread arrangement (65%) in sharecropping was a crop share of ane-
fifth for sharecroppers in = "farmlabour status", Compared to the 16.T7: share of
wagelabour (in direct cash and food payment), a shxrecropper may still be better
off, not because his share is a little higher, 20f%, which is vaid at harvest time,
but because a rice-stock from cropping shares, even if not enough to go through a
whole season, may give a househeld better sustenance rompared to those depending
wholly on day=-to-day cash wage labour.
In the study of 5 districts in Eas%-Java sharecropping of the "farmlabour status"
typeyaccounted for 44% of total labour for riceland(half was by women) while cash
wage labour contributed 375 (in this latter two-¥hirds was by women). One these
"large" ricefarms (average 1.5 ha) only 207 of labour w?s by the household: 50 man—
days/ha in which 34 man-days was by the householdé-head. £

The Klaten-study mentions that in the same "farmlabour status" type of share-
cropping one-foutth has become the most prevalent arrangement; the Central-Java-
average is a low 12,9 fo the share of wagelabour in ricefarming,

The data on sharing the benefits in ripefarming reminds us that if the "larger
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farmers" are led into "better farming and better business" they will get most of
the benefits. Farmlabgurers, in competition and hard pressed for their daily rice,
get low wages, from whatever labour arrangements; traditional share~tenancy adapted

to such low wage rates may be 2 little more helpful than cash wages,

342: Rice harvestins,
Harvesting rice in Java is in general still done in the traditional way, us-
ing a small razor-knife to-cut ear by ear, then bundling and storing paddy-on~the-
stalk,
Recently, as the new IR-varieties have shorter rtalk and shatter easily, in some
areas in Java the use of sickles is becoming widespread. After threshing in the
field the grain Yarveat is carried in sacks to the house of the ricelandowner, ins-
tead of stalk paddy, stored in he=sps,
The recruitment of harvest labour may follow two wayas. One is o rather "eclosed
shop" arrangement where those who have helpru in earlier phases (in trensplanting,
etc.) get preferential rights to join in harvest work. Harvest shares are 5 to 20%
of harvested paddy; in general the rule with larger crop shares in harvesting is
found in the less densely populated areas., Small groups of women from work-units
for th; season, working for more than one farmer, In most cases they live in the
same village {ur even the same hnmlet} es the farmer,
hnother way is offering a moro "open field" situation (not unlike "open house") in
which farmlabourers from outside the village may join. Swarms of itinerant harvest
labourers will also come, even from other distriets. A farmer may find his field
already full of these harvesters, waiting for his signal to start, on his chosen
day of harveat.
Areas with vast wet paddy-fields, such as found in the pleinz east of Jakarts,
with relatively new modern irrigatjon-works started less than 50 ¥ears ggo and

8till relatively less populous, are predominantly in the "open field" gituation.
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From Karawang=district = study in 1953/E4 found in a rice-harvest an average 675
people per heckare harvesting (58% women)! On smaller blocks of riceland, less
than 1 ha, one found a denser swarm of 947 people per ha(nr 10 sg.meter for each
man/woman-harvester); on larger blocks a less dense swarm of 495 people per ha.
In a village near the cost, more isolated from the main road network, the least
dense swarns were found: 260 people per ha.tl#i

Aa the Harawang-study did not mention man-hours per ha in harvesting. two
nbservatiens arc given from other areas. Jay, studying an East-Java village in the
1950's, in one case with a more "elosed shop" arrangament, reckons "some 100 man-
hours per ha".(]j) Another source in Klaten in 1569 found "115 man-hours per ha"(.lz:
With these data to compare, one can not place Vink's data of the 1920's and 19%8's:
his data on rieeharvest labour come to an average of 600 man~hours per ha or 39%
of total fermlabour in ricefarming (1? observations in = dozen villages}.
The 1970/71 Natjonal Social-econocmic Survey found that fer one-ha riceland in Java
labour costs for harvest work was an average 375 of total {paiﬂ out) wagelabour,
showing that harvest labour is still a considerable budget iterm in ricefarmlabgur
expenses.

The hgro-econcmic Survey found in several of its sample-villages in Central
Java that institutions of harvest work are changing; this was also reported by the
Klaten study. More farmers, it wos found, were not taking the trouble to organize
their own harvest but sell "tebasan" ("contracting-aut") to middlemen, a few days
to a week before harvesting time. This is not the same as selling the crop "greed)
two rmonths or so before harvest, by farmers hard pressed for cash to buy food,
With the "tebasan" landowners are doing away with the losses from "too many harvest

ers"; when according to custom a one-ninth or one-eighth share is for the harves-

ters, by their cheating, they are in fact getting one-seventh shares,
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The Klaten-astudy reports other losses: from shattering (esp. the new IR—varietiaJ,
overlocked uncut ears, in transport to the house, in total reaching s level of 2%
losses. Even if a farmer will get lower prices from the middlemen in "tebgaan",
his calculatijons tell him that in the end he will be better off with a higher net
rice income; he is also spared the harvest "trouble",

In these changes some harvesters are gaining and others do not. In one villag.
in Kendal-distriet {Cantral—Java} where harvest work was done by an average 184
peenle per ha (rice yield 2.3 ton/ha milled rice) under the vractica,ly one-seventk
haf;est shares, one harvester was getting an average 1.8 kg milled rice-equivalent,
in less than an hour of work, most probahly. A "tebasan" middlemer who came in with
fewer labourers (150 poople per ha) and also paid in paddy but with lower shares
(one~twelfth) wes pushing fer a lower wage level : 1,3 kg milled rice~equivalent
per man,
The use of sickles in rice-harvesting for most villagez in Java was somcthing new;
the general use of sickles has been for cutting grass for ths cettle,
Its use in rico-harvesting was an innovatjon startei by "fehasan" middlemen who
swhen worked with only 80 people per ha. Harvesters were paid in cash on the basis
of "piece-work"; on 100 kg rough rice deliveret the wage was Rp200, The harvesters
had to bring their own sickle, n mat to thresh the paddy on and sacks to put the
rough rize inf An average harvester was getsing Rp95 or 3.2 !y milled rice-equiva-
lanet Iay, after the rice had been transported to the middlemen's house, It is:
higher wages for harder work, but for fewsr people.
~eiting his harvesters work with ihe small Imife, n middlomen was paying &% of the
c@op to labour, compared ¥o 14% by a Jzrmer who organized his own harvest. (on one=-
#eventh shares, not counting other ;pases]. In letting hia harvesters work with
the sickle and deliver the rough(unhusked) rice in sacks,not in bundled unthreshed

paddy ("on-the-stalk"), s middlemen was paying with 10% of the crop, in which the
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threshing was slready done by the harvesters.

In the villages studied, 46 to T6% of farmers (on 0.5 ha to 1.0 ha-average
ricefarms] were found to have chosen to sell "tebasan"-paddy,on 64 to 707 of their
harvested rice-land. On the remaining pards they still follow traditional ways of
hervesting, retalned for their "closed sheop" relations: farmlabourers who are "re—
gulari" in helping with most of pre-harves® work.

Both the Klaten-study and the Agro-economic Survey-reports are concerned about
the soccial consequences of these changes for she landless and smallest farmers who
have to live tostly from farmlabsur-work, But one cen argue that ricelandowners
are only doing away with that part of ricefarmwork that has becn such an inefficient
way and drain on their net ricefarm income: hawvest work. In pre-harvest work labour
input, including hired labour, ias still high or even & little higher. And middlemen
are still using a lot of penple to harvest: B0 men per ha, in the few villages sur-
veyd in 1972. The sickle as a new technology in riceharvesting in Javs, is being
adopted as & kind of "irntermediste technology". Lnd #he Jevanese examples, as
reported, show that one can make the sickle "as intermediate as you like it to be".

A silent change, not much reprrted, that has effected displacement of women
labour is ricemilling by small ricemills ghat in most villeges in Java has pushed
back wegelabourers for handpounding. If rice in Jave wes pachine-milled for only
20% in the 1950's, in the last 12 years this may have risen to some 50f%. This has
been due to the many small, "Javanese" ricemills that have bezn set up in many
villages and not much due to large ricemills, mustly from pre-war years.
Hicelandowners who have been gaining in the "fertilizer-revolution", are also the
enes who do apprecimte what machine-milling can do for them, especially small mills
giving quick, small-volume service any time. These small ricemilis can give them

a higher return (62 to 65%) compared ts handpounding (56%)., Tha small-ricemiller
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who accepts milling-work from fellow villagers, has made the new way cheaper for
ricelandovners who, on & 100 kg milled-rice-basis, are getting 12 to 15 kg more
rice than from handpounding, done by wagelabour paid in rice (10% compared to 5 or
& in machine-milling). Machine-milling will give the farmers 4 to 9 kg more milled
rice EPEr 100 kg milled riee) than if he had the rice handpounded by his own house-
nova, (16)

Middlemen in the rice=trade have realized the businesa opportunities: machine-
milling has given them net orofits of % and more compared to only 2 to 7= earlier
with handpounding wagelabourers. The most capital-rich farmers and middlemen have
started their own smsll ricemills, even vhen »ecause of too many millas in an area,

most are working only a few months in a year. (And some 5C% of rice in Java is still

handpounded by women),

3+3: Levels of living of farmlabourers.

From 6 villages, two in each Province, the Agro-economic furvey collected some

data on farmlabourers (1970). The sample was, except in two villages in Central Ja-
va, from among those who worked as regular formlsbourers to the sample-ricefarmers,
(a?erage 0.5 to 1.0 hu], the main cbject of study.

Most of the sample of farmlabourers were male (77 to 100%) with a family (79 to lee
%) of 4 to 5 peopla, around 40 vears old (37 to 42 years) =nd with only 2 to 3 yems
of schooling.

Comparing by Province-subsample, with most households (67 to asﬁ) still owning some
small plots of land, it was the Weat-Java farmlabpurers who had more riceland to
operate (0.24 and 0.28 ha in Vet and Dry Season) than those in Central-Java (0,11
and 0.18 ha in each season} and in East-Java who are the least rooted in riceland
(0.87 and 0,06 ha) (Table 10) The ricegrowers améng them, with double cropping in

rice, while nearly all were using fertilizer, in their adoption of the new rice
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varieties, showed the same pattern as followed by the "larger" ricelandowners in
their respective locatities with East-Java households in the leading role, with
their way very small riceland plots} planted 100 in IR-rice in both seasons;

Most of farmlabour relations the households had with their "employer", the
"larger" farmers, are mostly within-the-same-village relations (79 to 97%) in
which kinship relations were most important: 857 in Central-Java sample, less so
but still about 507 in the other two areas. Nost of such labour relations arel
long-term relatjons, at least shown in the 1971 wet =nd dry season continued rela-
tions, They have rather definite "closed shop" relations.

Asked about thelr level of living in 1971 compared to 5 yeers carlier, whether
they had it "now better”, "worse" or "the same", it was only the East-Java sample
that was very convincing in claiming that "1971 was better than 1966":85% "better"
against 2% "worse", For West-Java farmlabourers it was half-gnd-half (with 43%
"better", &% "worse" and the rest "the same")while the Central-Java-sample had the
least claims of improvement in living conditions.(37 "better", 10% "worse" and the
rest "the same"),

Part of the meaning of their claims is shown in what new things the households
have been able to buy in the 1967-71 period. A majority (78%) of East-Jave farm-
labourers reported that they have been able to buy new goods such es furniture, a
radio, a bieycle or farm implements, while a high proportion was able to make house
improvements.(65% households). Contral-dnd-West—Java farmlabourers reported fewer
cases, resp., 2&% and 23% of households who have been buying things in that bundle
of household needs, including house improvements. (Table 11).

Aside from consumption preferences, one is inclined to put one major explanation
for the more widespread evaluatjon by East—Java farlabourers that "1971 was better

" than 1966", in the premise that they were the worst hit in tho preceding run-away
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inflatjon-pericd (1961-65)) so that with inflatijon under control in 1968-T1 they
have felt the most uplifting influence4 It was the East-Jave farmlabourers who had
to rely most (85% or more) on wage laboury in farming and elsewhere.

In this premise one has some basiis on the study by Deuster in Yogyakarta-area
(central Java) who compared 1959-to 1968-levels of living to measure effects of
inflation only large and medium farmers in the area were better off (11 to 14%
better off) while small farmers, farmlabourers and other labourers were worse off
(10 to 33%) as were white collars and pension-receivers (27 to 32%).(17}

Table 10: A.E.S.*): Small-farming activities by farmlabgurers in 6 villages, Java,
1971.

West-Java Central-Java East-Java
(2 villages) (2 villages) (2 villages)
# sample-farmlabourers « » o o » o(39) o o v o 0+ (40) o o . 4 .4 (40)

, 15
+« 1B
85%/0.

1,%-households, without 1and + + « o s 23 o o s o s « « 33 s & ¢ o« » »
. 852/0.,
L]

2.%—}1011891101!15. without riceland " s @ d 5 & 5 s om 53 " A a
3 S-landowning households/aver.(ha) , TT3/0.23 he . . 67%/0.15 ha.
4 Jo-households with hameyard{aver.%hag 67%/8.01 ha . . 42%fﬂ.03 ha.
5.%-households with riceland/aver.(ha) 56%/0,22 ha . . 47%/0.11 ha,
6.%-households in ricegrowing,Wet S. . 615/0.24 ha . . 70%/0.18 ha,
7.#-households in ricegrowing,Dry S. . T4%/0.28 ha . . 60%/0.14 ha.
B.Ratio leasing-in to landowning

- - - - - - -

ricegrowers,Wet Season (%) « o o o « 1457 o s o s « « TP oow o v oo S8R
9. f-ricegrovers planting IR-var,Wet S. 14% « « o o « & SO% o o o o o o 100%
10.%-ricegrowers planting Ir-var,DryS. B T e I W w e s 10055
11.%-ricegrovers using fertilizer v « 855 « « o« o « #200% « o 4 « » o 100%

*] Agro-economic Survey

On number of days without work and income from farmlabour in the & sample-
villages, the study gave some data. The number ef days without work (and wages)
was the highest with farmlabourers in the Central-Java sample: 46 days in the wet
and 29 days in the dry season. Bast-Java farlabourers had 38 and 32 days of ne-
work in each of the two seasons, resp. while West—Java farmlabourers had 30 and34

days without work in the wet and dry season, respectively. Over-all it was a
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picture of an average of onc month without work in each of thc two six-month-
seasons, in which the Central-Java sample was relatively worst off,

The totasl earnings by household-heads from farmlabour in the 1971 Wet Season
was higher in the Bast-Java sanmple (Rp6,800), lower for West-Java farmlabourers
(Rp6,500) and the lowest for Central-Java sample (Ap5,600). In terms of rice
{—nquivalent} per day earnings, it means 1.0 kg, 0.7 kg and 0.8 kg for the Tresp,
subsamples. If farmlabour earnings by the wivea and other houschold members ére
added, household earnings from farmlabour was 1.6 kg,(east=Java), 1.3 kg(West~
Jave) and 1.2 kg [central—Java) rice—equivalent a day. Projecting this estimate
on a year-basis and adding net income from ricefarming in two scasons, a higher
estimate baced on higher riceincome, give West—Java farlehourers a lead (233 kg
r;gp—aqgi;.{bnunyuar]r;n lnecome..over fhose in East-Java (207 xz rice/man-year)
with Centrsl-Java sample the lowest income (172 kg ricefnnn—yenr). With 1ower
ricefarming income, West—-Java and Last-Java farmlabourers werc shbout the same
income level (188 kg and 189 kg rice/man-year, resp.) with Centrol-Java still
reaching lower levels (142 kg rice/man-year). In these estirates Bast-java farme
labourers had the least to gain from rice-income {only 15%) compared to West-and
Central-Java farlabourers, to whom rice income was 41% and 35% respectively.
£11 the three subsamples show thnt these farmlabourers were, on average, living
under the poverty line of 240 kg rice-equiv./man-year in Jave,

The West-Java-sample had possibly mors expectations from improvement in rice-
farming income, and if only half of them evaluated "1971 as better off than
1968" it most probably means that only half of them had in fact experienced rice-
farmirg benefits.

Comparing farmlabour wage rates in different villages and districts in Java,
for the same type of work or parts of jobs ir ricefarming, one is struck by the
considerable variations. The "main rice-areas" of Java, studied hy the Agro-eco-

nomic Survey, even with & developed rond network and having for a long time been
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drawn into the "money economy", are not so homogeneous but wmory like "pocketa" of

different markets, with its own pool of labour, land and capital,

Table 11: A.E.S.*): levels of living of farmlebourer's houscholds in 6 villages,

Jﬂvﬂ, 19?1!

West-Jaova

(2 villages)

# Bﬂmplﬁ farmlabourors « « « o & -(39}- L

Central-Javn
(2 villages)
. kA0 e

(

East-Java
2 villages)
.(40)

1.Hougehold 5120 o « o o o » o s o« a2
2 F-household-hends without work/
days without work in Wet Season. 92%(30 d)
e ibid in Dry Season . . . B7%(34 d)
4 JHousehold-head's farmlabour—
earnings in Wet S.(Rupish) . . . 6,500 . .
S5, ibid (rice-equiv./day in kg). 0.8 . .
6, Est.farmlabour earnings 1 by
household(inel.wive/others)in
Wet Season(kg rice/day) « « o o L1a3e 4
7.Est., total houszhold earnings
per yeur(farmlabaur and rice-
farming incuma) (kg rice—egquiv.
per man-yesr) (higher estimate). 233 . . .
8, 1 b id (lower estimate) . . . 188 ., . .
g f=ricefarming income out of
total incumafhighﬂr estimate) . « 41 . . .
10.%-households buying houschold
gnndainl?ﬁﬂ—-’?l.- ¥ 8 " 8 ® I-E}l . .
11.%-households doing house im—
provements (zeme period) . « . « 13 .+ .
12, %-households buying = radio
(same periof) ¢ e o o s o 6 a s X1 s o o
13.%-households buying a~bigfole , 2 . +
14, %-households buying furniture . 3 . 4+

-lIE‘O.I

. WO5E(46 ag
. 50R(32 d

- l5'50{}l [}
L] loi?' ] [

W 1I2I LI

« o172
|-l42!.l

v 441

677(38 d)
62%(32 d)

6,800
1.0

1.6

207
189

15
78
65

17

#) Agro-economic Survey
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Cemparin; levels of living on the basis of rice-equivalent income will give
more insight than comparing Rupiah or Dollar-figures. As a case we may take the

study of Srilarjo (in Tagyakarta) by Eingarimbun/?anny{lo}

¢ where an average house
hold has only 0.2 ha riceland, outside the group of village officials with 1.4 ha
rights on "“bengkok" {village controlled) land, mossly riceland,

In Sriharjo only 52% of the farmers' group (35% o households) was found above the
poverty line, But among farmers who controlled mo-ze than 0.2 ha riceland, more
households (76%) were found to have passed that line. Among those with lower lewvels
of living, only 5% of the farmlabourers (another 5% of households) were found
above the noverty lind and smong this group 20% o households who farmed more than
U.2 ha ricoland, did escape the poverty line., Average farmsize with this farmlabou
rers' grouy was 0.12 ha or half  that of the fe:mers' group (0.23 ha).

The upper ~tratum in Srilarjo was the group of govornment employees and village
officials (15% of households) with the majority (£3%) above the poverty line.

In this grcup those who controlled more than 0.22 2a (53%) were able to make it.
Average farmsize in this upper atratum was 0.5€ hz or more than double that of the
farmers' group. It all points to the fact that riceland-control did make the dif=-
verence, even with small plots of riceland.

‘Despite the widespread use of higher yielding rice varieties snd fertilizer and
rn irrigation system that eallows fully 60f% of riceland to be doublecropped"”, in
Sriharjo households with too little land can not reach adequate levels of living,
With too little land, gainful employment in Sriharjo is wvery low; total work per
2dult male in one season (6 months), including non-ricefarming, was a little less

than 90 man-days; for about helf of the season (it was the wet season),on everage,

cdult nales were idle.
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On per househoéld basis, in Sriharje those with less land had fewer adult ma-
les 1,3 man in the households with less than 0.2 ha riceland but 2.2 man in house=
holds dontrolling more riceland. Households with more riceland were able to pro-
vide more work for their adult males; for them gainful cmployment (man—&nys),
including non-rice work, in one season was near to 180 man-days per household,

On the other hand, households with less than 0.2 ha riceland, could get only 100
man-days of work in one sezson; they were idle for nearly half of a season,

If households with less riceland are found to have fewer adult males, one may
assume that in this group there has been a push working and resulting in an ear-
lier, or more readily, trend of "breaking up": male members leave to seek other
opportunities elsewhere. In Java, if porer houscholds are of smaller size, it is
due to early "break-ups" (not necessary males only), to early or child deaths and

also due to lower birth rates: all Malthusian checks.

A _summary note on rural wage-earners.

The 1964/65 National Social-Economie Survey found in rural Java 26.1% of house=-
holds engaged in non-household enterprises; their relative position, based on
household expenditures (index B2 compared to 100 for "all households") showed that
they were gencrally worse off, possibly because they were mainly hired labourers,
Households in agriculture (58.2%) were better off (index 106), as were those in
commerce, transport and construction (combined subtotal of 10.4% of households,
index in the range 111 to 127).(22)

In the case of ricefarming becoming modernized and more lucrative, we have seen
the differential impact on three strata of rural households: the post benefits
going to "larger" farmers, ultimately the 3.8 million "over 0.5 ha" who farm on
average 1.2 hn, the more dubious case being the 4.0 million farmers in the 0.1 to

0.5 ha-size class, while an equally large group (another 4 million in 1963) of
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nearly landless and land-less who as farmlabourers can only gain so far as worl
opportunities also mean higher real wagesi

To this group who are in need of more work and higher wege earnings, in the
last few years some relief has been offered by programs in rural public works,
The two most impoptant are the "Village"-program (a subsidy of Rpl00,000 per wil-
lage per year) and the "District"-progranm (a RpTS per capita subsidy) both funded
by the Central Government. Both prograps have been mainly concermed with the reha-
bilitation of the loeal infrastructure of roads, btridges and irrigation.
The "district"-program which was directed both to rural and urban-areas in 1972/73
had some 30 million dollars worth of funds and being based on the principle of
“wage employment” had a direct employment effect of 43,6 million man-days. If on
the average per men involved had contributed 44 days of work in the year, about
one million men were getting its benefits; for that year it was an estimated TO kg
of rice-equiwvalent per man {or 1.6 kg rice/dny} so that many of them, by these
additional wage earnings mey have come nearer if not surpassing the poverty line,
(240 kg rice-Equiv./ﬁanwynnr) But in Java the number of underemployed was estima-
ted at 7 million while every year another 0.8 million Joins the labour force.
Even if indirect employment effects would have given a brighter picture, without
a full-fledged employment-oriented development strategy (as in the First Develop—
ment Plan, 1968~73 focussing on production) the scop of rural public works

rrograms can make only a partial contribution to the solution of employment prob-
lems.tzj}
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4. i of farmers! land ar=plantatj - .
4.1: An 0ld prepninine problem ginee colonial days.

In 1963 with 55 sugar-factories in Java, sugarcanescrop was a 88,575 ha:
mostly in East-Java (55,109 ha or 62%); less in Centralidava (24,822 ha or 28%)
and least in West-Java (8,644 hs or 10%). In that year a total of 73;644 ha rice-
land was rented from farmers for = one-season crop (16 months) in which 212,282
londowners were involved, Most of the rented riceland was in East-Java (41.502 ha)s
the difference with crop-hectarzge is explained by some exceptional cases, such as
one plantztjon having = long-tere lease on 5,000 hz since colonial days and other
areas (South Halang] where since severzl generations formers themselves have taken
to canesugar-farming. These smallholders cultivated sugarcane mostly on upland,
partly to sell to plantetions but mostly for own procezsing of brown sugar,

Both in Central=-and West-Java rented farmers' land was close to crop-hectareage,
or 23,837 ha and 8,350 ha, respectively. Per farmer average rented land was larger
in West-_god in Bast-Java (0.42 ha and 0.39 ha, resp.) then in Central=Java:0.27 ha.

The "marriage" of rice-crop farming by Java's farmers and sugarcane-cropping
by plantations, in Javz has been accomplisned in the last hundred years and sone,
like Geertz, have attributed to the same ecciogical conditions of the "best irrig-
ation" each demands, but other eonsiderations may be more convineing. The modern,
capital-intensive sugar plantations have chosen the most labou-intensive cropping
system ("Reynoso"): there has been always 2 12t of chezp 2nd abundant menual labour
in Jave's village, The modern plantations for perential crops (tes, coffee etc.)
made headway in Jawva in the hill and moustain areas; ‘hesc enterprises were protece.
ted by the colonial Agrarian Law (1870, and had secured long leases (75 years) on
socalled "state domain"land, that is, land pot under cultivation by villagers in

those days. The sugar-plantations which had to keep to the jow lands, had to find
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other ways to get needed lands This invariably has been in the form of renting
riceland from landowning farmers in villages.

In the past 40 years such renting has been for a one-season crop of 16 months. As
stipulated by regulatijons since pre-independence days, the land rented is not to
exceed one-third of riceland-hectareage in any village, in any year; it is a regu~
lation to insure that villsgers have "enough opportunities" to grow the rice they
need.

In some areas, esp. in former "principilaties", this seasonal renting-out of
farmers' land to plantations (both for sugarcane and plantation~tobacco) has led
village communities to imposing a special pattern of field-distribution for its
"core-villagers", the privileged group of household=heads with shares in riceland
who are descendants of the founders of the village. Riceland in these villages is
divided in 2 or 3 equal-sized parts {blocks), each parcelled in the needed number
of plots: one for a household belenging to that "core"-group, While the plantation
rotates it sugarcane-crop from one block to the next, a farmer who has 3 rlots,
one in each block, in any year will have the use of 2 plots of riceland; in this
way farmers are renting-out "colleetively" n rotating third block to the plantation,
In some villages, now rare, such so-called "communal landownership"-patterns, do
not provide fixed plots for its farmers; through drawing a lottery a farmer is
allotted the plot(s) for the year while other villages provide preferential rights
to older farmers or wvillage officials,

In most villages involved in the renting-of-land business with sugar-plantati-
ons,however, thore has never been a communal planning of field use, With individual
holdings and rights ("vasan") farmers are free to decide to rent-out land on what-
ever terns they wish. This has been the underlying principle since 1870 (as was
"free labour" since) and so one might think that in these latter villages the

problem of renting-out land to plantations has always been solved by supply and
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demand of the landrenting market. Here, one may have his doubts as this matter has
always been under government regulation.

Before the nationnlization of the plantation industry (1958) government agencies in
"agriculture" =nd "agrarian effairs", with the help of regional governors, every
year have been playing as an arbiter in negotiations between plantation managers
and farmers' organizations on renting levels for the coming sesson., After nationa-
lization a special government decree (1960} specifically mentioned the need to al-
locate farmers' land, in rent, for the national sugar industry and other industrial
ercps for export. Even when after the new Agrarisn Law of 1960 "milik"-titled land
had officially become the most secure form of tenure rights for individusl farmers
in Indonesia, practices of "communal allocntion" at village level, in certain arens
still prevailed to accomodate the allocation of land to sugar-plantotjons.

In an economy racked by inflation {up to 1968} rent levels for sugarcane in Jawa
have in post cases been much less than what landowning farmers expected as "fair".
In this we can see a parallel in the perennial case of lower rice prices in govern-
ment procurement for a national rice-stock in the same yenrs. We may conclude that
economic policies then, were mostly guided by the iden of "what is good for the
state or to national targets"; farmers, labourers, a2ll had to conform. In the in-
flationary economy the government wes not able to provide enough funds and working
capital for the nationalized industry and sc ricelandowning farmers (and others)
were pushed to provide the needed "contributions" and "burdens".

But as o Ministry of Agriculture has aslways put as its formal policies the two

ajms of rising production and rising farmers' income, therc has been an enduring
debate, in deciding on renting levels, how to accomodate the two aims. Judged by
what farmers had experienced since nationalization of sugadt-plantaions, in most

cases and most of the time, economic policies haos been bilased to the first nin:



o

more production of certain commodities, rice and sugar,

A new turn in the debate has recently come from twec considerations: as rice-
intensificatjon programs have been pushed to reach highar levels of productionm,
ricefarmers are getting = stronger claim on the best torts of irrignted riceland,
On the other hand the sugar industry is bracing itsell for an overdue rehabilitatiom
with nmodern facilities and procesces; the needed borrowed capital can be rapaid only
with good profits from well mensged businesses. To get the needed crop in the
quantities (a doubling of sugnr production in 10 yee=s to ensure that "enough"
domestie sugar will be awvailable for a growing pﬂpu;ation), the question is: will
the plantztions pursue the old line of renting-in o formers' land in surrounding
villages? The jonger-tern zlternative ist to look fer new land in the other islands.
(A11 sugar fectories are still in Java, n colonial inheritance.)

The number of ricelandowners involved in the sugor industry in Java, based on
1963-datn, is close to two-thirds of a pillion, if one considers a eycle of 3 suzar-
cane rotations in 4 years, =nd close to one-fourt: rillion ha rieceland is within
that cycle. Sugarcane-zreas are found in the best -rrigated parts of Java, concen-
g¢rated in the "best" irrigated ricelands out of tie 1.5 million ha serviced by mo-
dern irrigatjon-works in o Java-total of 2.9 million ho wet riceland, In these
"sugarcane-greas", mostly in Bast- and Central-Jz7z with a longer dry season, up %o
25¢% of riceland is involved. On the labour side, hased on 1963-data, sugarcane-—
plantations each year attract clese to 0.3 nillioa farmlabgurers tc work in the
fields es scasonal labourers, esp. cane-cutting -snd trunsportation, On per-hectare-
of-crop basis sugar-plantatjons have an average 3.4 man (including women) farmla-—
bourers per senson. Even without mowing ihe number of nan-days of gainful employ-
ment for farclabourers that this entails, one hes the inmpresaion that sugarcanc—

farnming in Java is as labour intensive as ricefsrming,
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After colopial days had seen the discriminating policies of sugar-plantstions
against smallholders' sugarcane, in the 1950's the notional government orgenized a
program to promote it under a special foun&ation(ﬂlggggﬂﬂ_lghg_ﬂggxﬂgﬂj, with some
results: smnllholders' crop area expanded to e third of totnl area though per hectare
yields were puch lower., It discontinued the efforts in 1959: after the nationalizati-
on of the sugar-industry, nostly Dutch czpitel, nationel policies ecalled for the
goals of "self-sufficiency" in sugar while retaining if possible Indonesia's sugar
export quota. It did sc at the expense of landowning farmers who in the period 1959=-
63 received rentals that were jower than one-third of fair market rents, based on the
farmer's rice and other crops in one rentzl secson.

A few pilot projects had been started in share-cropping of sugarcane (1963-66).
In one type of pilot farmers contributed their riceland ns "shares" for one secson
while the plantation organized all farm-work to produce the cane., The crop share for
farmers wes set at 25% of a projected low level of 8 ton crystal production per ha;
it was paid partly in sugar and partly in cash. As this meont that the farmer's
"sugar shares" were bought back by the factory, at s price level set by the govern-
ment which was less than one-third of market value, the farmer was getting only 167
(1966) or an equivnlent of 2.4 ton milled rice per ha,

In ancther type of pilot farmers did the job and by producing the cane were promised
605 of sugar production (again set at the low level of 8 ton/ha) and here also, it
was paid out partly in sugar snd partly in cash, Part of o farmer's share of the
sugar was bought back, at a governoent set price, by the factory: in practice the
farmer in this scheme was getting only 32% of groas production or an equivalent of
2.8 ton milled rice per ha, In 1966, a farmer would have gotten a higher net in-
come fron two rice and one corn—-crop in one sugarcane-season: the equivalent of

3.4 ton milled rice per ha.
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Compared to the low cash rental rztes (in that period equivalent to 1 ton

milled rice per th, the two types of share-aropping pilots were more attractive to
farmers if they were barred anyhow, from the higher jncome from double-cropped rice,
The pilots had no follow-up: in 1968 national cconomic policies did away with dif-
ferences in open market snd government prices, as inflstion was being controlled
sugcesfully,

With rising rice yields due to fertilizer use one would have assumed that ren—
tal levels of riceland for sugareane, competing for the same fields, would have
reached higher, competitive levels, But in 1972, in EastJava rental for sugarcane,
by Governer's decree, was at least 33 lower than what ricefarmers expected as fair
market rents, )

And in Central-Java, even after a special study was made by the regional government
{19?1/?2}the resulting rental levels, for sugarcane, based on a formila recommended
by the study, still showed the biased undervaluation of ricaland.fla}

The study had compared the productivity of riceland with data supplied by the Agri-
cultural Extension Service, the Tax Office (in rural Java taxes are practically
still based on landownership), the plantations (sugar, tobacco and rosella) and a
large sample of farmers from 85 subdistricts in 15 dustricts or that half of Central
Java the mest involwved in annual renting-out of land to plantations.

The rental levels for 1972 werc set for three classes of land:

a/ class I with the highest rental of 3,1 ton milled rice=equivalent/ha/year: for
only 9 subdistricts in one district (Klaten);

b/ class II land with rentals in a range of 1.9 to 2.1 ton milled rice-eguiv./ha/
year: in 35 subdistricts and

e/ class IIT land in a range of 1.7 to 2.0 ton milled rice-equiv./ha/year in 41

subdistricts.
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If we compare with farmer's net farm income in their locally established cropping
pattern, farmers on class Iland were losing 40% with the stipulated rental levels;
they could get, on average, 3.8 ton milled rice/ha/year with double-cropped rice,
in a range of 2,9 to 6.7 ton; the highest by & third ricecrop in 2 out of 9 sub-
districts. Farmers in clasz II land were even losing 52% if rental levels fixed for
them are conpared %o their net ferm income from their own crops, nmostly by rice=-
doible-cropping. They could get an average 4.3 ton nilled rice-equiv,/ha/year which
is higher than class I land, range levels: 2.3 to 6.4 ton/ha/year,

Farmers on class III land are the ones who were losing the least:with average net
farmincime of 2.3 ton/ha/year they were losing 17% on rental levels fixed by the
deeree, Their range was 1.3 to 4.9 tonfha/yEar, the highest levels also due to rice=
doublecropping.

It is clear that the formula used in Tixing levels of rentals in 1972 for sugarcane
in Central-Java was more adapted to the lower levels of productivities of class III
land and biased against class I and II londs. It was undervnluing the impact of rice
double~cropping in 61 out of the 85 subdistricts of sugarcane-sreas,

An eerlier (1967) survey by the Agro-econonic Survey concluded that, with
rising rice yields through Bipas-rice-schenes, rentals for Sugarcane by the planta-
tions will have to equal 2.1 icn milled rice~equiv./ha/year in areas without double
:roﬁping of rice, 2.3 ton/ha vear in nreas where rice is double-cropped on 30
riceland and a higher 2.5 jon/ha/vear if riceland has a higher 160% cropping inten-
sity,*) (19)

Farmers' own estimntes of their own production, based on existing crops in
each locality, have been collected in the 1972 CentraleJava study but not much

weight has been given to these farm data.

*) The conclusion was formulanted by Dr.E, de Vries, consultant to the Survey,

1965-68,



4,2: Sugarcane ratiooning,

In the mean time debate on "rice versus sugarcane in Java's ricefields" has
started fronm another corner. Some plantations have started in 1972 some pilots on
how to organize a second sugarcane crop by "rattooning", for snother 12 months on
rented farmers' land. This was based on a suggestion from a recent(1971-72) World
Bank-study on the future-df Indonesia's sugar industry.

Some sugar=plantations expressed their doubts on the mérits of rattooning, not from
the agronomic or business viewpoints (it would be cheaper, neaning bigger profits)
but from the social points of view of "public relatjons" with farmers, They are of
the opinion that the existing rotatior system in "communal land allocation” by
villages in their areas of influence is to the industry's advantage and that the
"social balance" should not be jeopardized by experinenting with new forms one is
not sure of that they will be well received by ricelandowners. On the limited are-
as of riceland that plantations can rpent, so they argue, better get the highest
¥ields per hectere: this is the time-tested policy of eolonial days.

Sugar productjon was a high 16 ton per na in the 1930's and had been down to 12
ton in the 1950's before nationslization, while still lower levels were reached in
1959-1965; in the worst plantatjons it was even = low 9 ton der ha. But with bet=
ter management and nev investments, they figure, sugar plantations will reach 14
ton per ha or better ir the 1970's. The best plantations in Bast-Java have already
achieved this level in 1968-71.,

It is hard to preiict how landowning farners will respond to a longer period
of rent of 28 months,in stead of 16 months, to include & sugnreane-rattoon. What is
still not lown is whether the total rented area of riceland under sugarecane in

any yillage will be the snme(in which certain parts arec with the rattoon) so that
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the riceland=-area for rice-crops a in any village would not be less,.

And for the involved landowners, whether the rattoon will be managed by the plant-
ations, in a prolonged rentzl lesse from landowners, or by the farmers who will get
a chance to become a sugarcane-farmer. And in the case that o plantation insists to
do its own rattoon (2s indicated in the first year of rattnan-pilots) how will
landowners fore when they zre renting-out for 12 nmonths longer ? The problem for
the farmers is conoplex enough: their worries are not just on the level of household
income but also on how this is distributed over the yecr and whether work- and

of f-farn inv:stoent opportunities will be svailable. How puch of “"adequate" oppor-
tunities will be there for these "displaced landowners" ?

While experts in agrarian law at the Ministry of the Interjor insiated that rattoon
ing on rented land was ngainst existing laws .clantations ooy not rent for more
than 18 nnnths). some rattoon-pilets have beer started in 1972,

The explore the problen some village case-studics by the Agro-econonic Survey
(1972) are given. The first case is with a semple of larse farmers, in West- and
East-Java, In the first village (in Cirebon-nrea) half of landowmers with less
than 1 ha riceland, after renting-out 2 large porsion (0.8 ha) to the plantation
menaged to lease-in land, mostly by renting-ir, froo fellow villages so that they
could do their own farming, on 1.Z ha. With = high total income of Rp201,000 a yenr,
607 was fron own farming while 3% was from renial by the plontation. Another type
of lapdowners who owned l.1 ha riceland and renzed-out 0,8 ha to the plantation,
were not keen to go into own farming on the remeining plots; they also did not
lease-in land,

With o lower total income of Rp96,000 a yeer they have o relatively higher income
from rental to the plantation (425), also other non-farn income was high (27%)

while own=farm income wns minor.
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Landowning fermers of the first type who are most keen to remain in sizable
farmbusiness will test the terms for a2 prolonged perjod of rental by plantatijons
by their own farning-income while the second type will do this by their measures
of non+farm opportunities. The first type of landownors will be more ready to do
the sugarcane rattoon themselves, provided they get the credit and tools as far
28 needed (plantutinna do get fhem from the bank} and the essential Imowledge.

In the second village (Situbondo, Bast-Java) =& sample of large farmers(2 ha)
rented-out large plots of 1.4 ha to the plantation, with the mejority still farming
on the remaining 0.7 he without additional leasing-in, With a yesrly income of
Rpl46,000 rental jncome from plantation was 60% for these landowners, farm income
2 low-16% or lower than "other, non=farm income". These large landownars not too
keen on farming; the study did not mention whether they were absentees or village
officials who controlled village-land as renumeration for their services in
office who hnd, in general, little time to do their own farming.

The two villages in this first case do show that there is a distinct type of
ricelandowners, probably more in the "over-one-hectare"-class who have been condi-
tioned by the rental relations with sugar-plentations and who live for an important
rert as rentiera. The "tested system since colonial days" has not mode them into a
class of "wirile yeomen" as G.H.van der Kolff had put ite He had in vain tried in
the 1920's, to advocate the cause for smallholders' sugarcane in Java so that they
con supply cane to the sugar factories instead of ricalnnd.{zu)
This type of landowners do not see the alternatives of either gping off into the
promising "rice-farm-revoluticn" or into the profitable sugarcane-farming, But
there is the other type of landowners who are keen on farming and may see the
alternatives, at least if the second one (augarcane) does opeén up as a real al-

ternative.
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The second case is also from two villages, bhoth in Baste=Java in the fertile and
densely populeted Brantas-riverbasin area) with small, less-than-0.5 ha ricefarn;
in the two villagés less than 50% of households are in rice-growing, Also communal
regulation of riceland use is the custon to accomodate the sugarcahe crop managed by
the plantation: every year one rotating block of riceland is in sugarcane.
In the one village with only 37% households owning riceland, the privileged group of
rice-lanadowners, with 0.70 ha-sized alloecated "shares", in any year can farm on
two plots or 0.46 haj 2 third plot is in a third roteting block of riceland, "eol-
lectively" rented out to the plantation. The sample-farmers who farmed an average
0.65 ha of riceland are the ones who could afford to lease-in mdditional riceland
from other landowners.
In the other village 42% or households do not own riceland and the privileged group
of ricelandowners have smaller-sized "shares" in the communally controlled riceland:
0.42 ha, out of which only two-thirds is at the farmers disposal in any year as
2 third plot is in a rotating block for the plantation=-crop. Here also, sample-
farmers who farmed on 0.53 ha riceland were the ones who hod more resources for
leasing-in additional riceland above what was being allocated by communal reguletiom.
But even this privileged zroup of riceland—farmers in the two sample villages
was not free from rice shorteges, esp. in the lean months from December to March,
until the main rice-harvest: 76 and 71% of sanple-farmers in the resp. villages.
And rice shortages mean rice-debts.
When asked about their rental relations with the sugar plantation the main complaints
were on the low rentals, From the existing cropping-pattern, with a one-third-rice-
land as a rotating block in plantatijon sugercane, per year (averaged from a four—
year cycle) one had: 1 block suparcane-crop (plantation) and in 2 blocks from fare

mer's own cultivation: 2 wet season rice-crops, 1 dry season rice-crop and 1 one
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dry season "secondary crops" fpulaes, corn). Fronm ;h&se 2 blocks farmers got an
equivalent of 3.5 rice-crop-bjocks. And so they expected from the one block leased
out to the plantatjon a fair rental that was egqual to their own level of rroduc=
tivities, that is a 1.75 Fica-h&rvest equivalent in a year, With high yields of
2.5 ton milled riece/ha in the area, net ricefarming income was an estimated 1.75
ton/ha; the expected level of rental for sugarcane was then 1.75 times 1.75 ton or
3.1 ton milled rice-equiv, per ha per year. With prevailing rice-prices in mid-
1972 the rental level exzpected by landowning farmers was Rpl30,200 per ha per year.
In renlity the rental for sugarcane has been fixed nt Rp30,000/ha/year for 1972 or
39 lower ghan farmers expected as "fair rentals",

The demand for rented land was so high that fellow villagers in the two vil-
lages were willing to pay higher rental than the plantation: in the second village
30% higher while in the first village even twice as high, But the communal alloca-
tion of riceland use could not make an "open narket" for land-leasing as "open
and free" =s landumpers wish to be.

The sugar-plantation was paying the rental in two installments: at the start when
the farmer turned over his plot and later after the harvest, with other payments,
as in a “"penalty" when the plentation is overdue in turning back the plot to the
landowner. Farmers were complaining that in nany cases they were not receiving the
payments at the right times to have it useful to finance their farms or other
enterprises. And ;hay were not getting the totzl sum: after taxes and certain
irregularties in the bureaucracy of channeling the rental instailments, scoe
farmers clnimed to have received up to 21% less than the sun mentioned in the

congract.
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5. Village povernment and rural developrent

The smaller early-tyve village communities, in the course of the last
half century, have been integrated inte large zdministrative units and since
colonial days have been accepted as corporate bodies at grass-roots'-levels
and since independence referred to a "desa" (in parts of Java as "kelurahan",
on other islands as '"negeri', marga", etc.) %Yith a "central government! in
the national capital, a decentralized structure is giving '"first order"
autonomy to provincial governors (5 in Java) and "second order' autonomy to
a 'district" ("kabupaten) (there are 80 in Java) and to "town-munipalities",
with each level having its legislative council, personnel and budget. The
"desa" is seen as the “third order” autonomy level of rovernment but in
Java, generally, it is doing the job without any legislative body. The
village headman's status is that of an elected leader by popular election;
he is appointed to his post by the districthead on behalf of the"rovern-
ment".

The staff of a villapehead appointed by the villapehead himself. Being no
government employees, these village officials have no salaries.

In some village (not all) a part of village-controlled land is set apart for
the remuneration of the villagehead and staff, each getting use right on
fixed plots of land for as long as they are in office; the largest plot is
for the willagehead while the octhers get proportionally less. In most

cases it is riceland that is set aside as such "bengkok"-and.

Of farmland worked by operators a;d not under "milik" (owned) titled land-
holding in 1963 (Agricultural Census) 7.%% of area was under rights of use
described as '"remuneration for services' by 3.7% of farmers in that category.
"Bengkok"-land is found in more villages in Central and Tast-Java than in West
Java, with 4.4%, 4.2% and 1.9% of its farmers involved, with holdings of 0.75

ha, 0.77 ha and 0.57 ha, respectively.
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A recent study on village-conrolled "bepgkok"-land in Central Java (1972) shows
that official records found 5,67 of farmland in that category, most of it in rice-
land (in total 11,5% of riceland in Central-Java) and much less as upland (1.4%).
With 7,7?4 "desa's" listed (out of 2 total of 8,089 in Central Java) some 110,794
village officials had userights: an average 1.23 ha per wpan, mostly in riceland
(1.04 ha) and much less in upland (0,17 ha).

If the 1963-data showed a smaller aversze of farpland (0.7 ha) ynder this category
of use rights, it was actual farmed land that was reported while fhﬂ{ﬂ&ntrﬂl-Jnv&
study listed average, officially allocated holdings of "benglkok"land, One interpre-
tation is then that more farmers are having actual rights of use on "benckok"land.
Part of allocated holdings are leased out by many village officials as many of them
work fulltime as office-holders with little time for their own farming. "Bengkok"
land reverts to the village gzovernment after the man (or women) has left office or
died! it cannot be sold or inherited.

Another type of village controlled land is called "village treasury land": usually
it is leased out to farmers looking for additional lend, Rental or crop shares from
it are to go into a fund to finance activities of the village government, for the
upkeep or building of local infrastructure (roads, bridges, irrigation, market pla-
ce, schools) and for social welfare needs,

The Basic Agrarian Law of 1960 has no direct provisjons on village controlled
land: both "bengkok"lznd and "village tresury land” are under "cuetomary law" and
autonomous "desa's" have the rights of its regulation; no changes have been forth-
coming. Another type of traditional land use rights in some villages that was also
village-controlled is the so-called "communal rights", ﬁuatly in riceland, where a

restricted group of farmers, seen as descendents of the village-founders, are allo-
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cated fixed or variable "shares" as one's holdings are called, In this matter the
New Law of 1960 did mention specifically that such farmer's "shares" based on comu-
nal holdings, be given the new status of individual "milik"-titled holdines, the
most secure form for individuals) based on customary law and sanctioned by the New
Law,
If in most cases that course has been taken, at least in sugar-plantation areas the
old forms of "communal regulation” of riceland are still found working to suit the
demands of sugarcane cultivatjon by the plantations.
O On the question of "communzl regulation": the notion that villege's control
over land is o traditional institution wholly indigenous to the Javanese village, is
rzther suspect. One is more inclined to believe, by historieal reasoning, that puch
supra-village pressure has been npplied by the prineipilatiecs {kingdoms} and the
colonisl government, especially in the sllocation of farmers' "shares" in riceland,
So-called "communal landownership" was invented by feudal and colonial powers to
better serve the demands of the modern plantation industry in the last century.
The alternative notion of indigenous rural customs is shat, even if structured by
community bonds in pioneering and in the development of villages, inecluding its
riceland, Javanese farrers hove distinetly streased individual rights over land;
and Javanese have no clan ties, Any pooling of landrights iz by individual househdlds
With a growing population and samre riceland, the problen has increasingly
become: how much land does a pousehold eontrol? By wvistue of "benskok"land as their
remuneration village officials have been always placed in the post upper stratum
of larger landholders. Data from the Klaten-study in 3 villages give a ' fair
illustrat;nn. In a densely populated area (over 1,500 people per sq.km.) 20 to 22%
of riceland is controlled by the village government, 8 to 14% as "bengkok"land and

the balance "village treasury land". The remaining 77 to 80% of riceland is in the
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hands of 31 to 43 of households who are lucky en,ugh to have some riceland-holdings
(0.37 to 0,62 ha-average in the 3 villages). The two bottom strata are those house-
holds with only a homeyard (165 to 25/ houscholds) and the landless households: 35
to 43% of households.
On top of the pyramide is the 1 to 2% of households of village officials with an
average l.2 to 1.3 ha riceland or two to three times the farmsize of other riceland-
holders. Some of them may be classed in the "eapital-rich" group.

For the "desa" community itself, what is the worth of having 2 crops of village
officials supported by secure use rights on large plots of riceland ?
The number of village officizls in villages heving "bengkok"land in Central Jave
is on average 14 people per wvillage., This showa how large of a unit the "desa"
has become, but alsoc a growth in job differentiation.(In 1971 one village had, on
average 3,100 people). The sdcretary and possitly others in the staff of the head-
man, in many instances have gone into a full-time job, with office hours not unlike
government offices in 2 small town ﬁf a subdistrict,
Without the resource of "benckok"land (no salaries out of cash budget) in Java no
full-time village officinals would have been aveilable to do its "business" of local
self-goverment, esp., to act ans 3 go-between to meet the voriety of representatives
of district-agencies. The Province and District-governments have inereased its eff-
orts to reach out to villages, to pursue the implementation of national plans and
programs, such as more rice or sugar-production, better helath or schools. For the
regional (and national) government it sure helps to_"plug in" on a village-head: the
saying is that = village-head has a dozen or more "bosses", as many as there are
ministers (or secretaries) in the nationsl cabinet headed by the President, Thus it

can also be said that, part of the costs of governing rural people
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hafialesgter the sgmunerplion. of its jdens'yleaders) is taken care of by the 'desa’-
community itself. For various reasons the national government has not decided yet
whether to give the status of salaried government personnel to village-headmen and
their staff, With some exceptions of partial reforms in different areas, the old
colonial law of the 1920's for "village autonomy" still is in force.

The performance of village government in Java since independence has been var-
ied. Any "succes atory" on its part can be traced to the workings of its traditical
core! a distinct patron-client relationship in which the village-headman and his
staff have been ably playing the "father" role, "guardians to the pecple"and on the
other hand, the "people" who have accepted their role. The word "pamons desa” for
village officials, out to educate and serve the people, has been used since inde-
pendence. Another aspect of village "succes story" is the decisive role of support-
ing supra-village apgencies. Here another traditicnal trait has been working: another
patron-client relationship in which village-headmen and staff are the elients to
these influentjal patrons outside the village. One major influence is the general
civil service, from a "camnt"(subdistrict-head)to a "buonti"(district-head) and hi-
gher up to a governor in the province cepital city and the Minister of the Interior
in Jakarta.

Another source of influence iz the specialized agencies: irrigation, agriculture,
helath, school, sociasl welfare and religion.

Irrigation services at farmer's level, for a long time have been placed on the
shoulders of the village government: the village-headman has appointed "ulu-ulu®
("#atermen”) to do the job of water-distribution and supervising the maintenance
of ditches, along the guidelines provided by the irrigation foreman ("mentri") who
is an official in the Irrigation Service. An effort in the 1950's by the Agricul-

tural Extension Service in Central-Java to pursuade villnge governments to appoint
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a special "extension-man" in the village-headman's staff was not succesful: an
additional man would have meant dividing "bengkok"land among o larger number of
officials., Village leaders could not see the benefits of having such a man.

In contrast, "watermen" in many villages do have a place ond also a share in "beng-
kok"-1and, but this institution has been started a long time aogo. In other villages
without "bengkok" "watermen" may collect paddy contributions from ricefarmers who
get irrigationwater.

The second kind of patron-client relationship (supra=village agencies to vile
lage officials] is superimposed on the first type in which village officials are
the patrong to their fellowers. The result is a biased pre=occupation with the lot
of "larger" farmers and others in the "upper half" who do assert themselves in vo=
cal ways. Though the lot of small people who are near-landless and landless is
known to their village leaders, it has hecome a rroblen of such magnitude they feel
that with local efforts not much can be done.

As part of "failure stories" many examples can be taken from the Bimns-rice=-

programs. In later years the policy has become an approach to stresa the individual
responsibilities of a farmer in his eredit-business with the Bank; in this process
village officials were to act only as advisers. In earjier phases of the program
exceeses that were blemed on village officials (when they hnd more direet ndminis-
trative responsibilities), included: false repurting of supply needs (fertilizer,
ete.), poor selection of paddyland, irregulsrities in the handing out of credit and
the administration of repeyments. Many of those tasks'did not go well with taz-
collection or buying up riece for the nationsl rice stock, but also because not

enough control and training have been pessible in the early phases.
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In the case of villages in sugzr areas, having o long history of rental dealings
with plantations, many wvillage officials have been conditionad to the tricks of the
rental business. Many of them gave an example by renting-out riceland(esp."bengkokl
1and} and though many were capable to voice demancs for higher rentals, after the
governer's decree for the year, they conform and play the game, including the usual

commissions.

To summarize:

The village government as a diffuse, umbrella=like, all=embracing institution
at "grass-roots"level in Java hes increasingly shown its wezker parts to the denars
of rural development:

1/ through lack of specialized personnel it has becone dependent on wvillage-level
workers sent by supra-village agencies;

2/ lacking the means to collect adequate funds from own resources in the village
{incluﬂing the more wealthier huuseholds) the village has also become more depen~
dent on outside funds. Even when these are svailable ro project has been found and
develpped to strike the balance between limited land and alundant labour resources.
(Though the "Desn"-program ~- the Rpl00,000 subsidy to every village —— has its
merits, it is only a partial solution.)

3/ with village-wide open deliberations becoming unworkable (in a population of ower
3,000 in a village), more "have-not" clients leave it up to the "have-more"-patrons
to wvoice opinions. Villase edministration has become more monolithie,

By withholding political parties from working actively in villages, more "law and
order” functions have been stresses for the civil service; to cnsure "orderly sc-

cial and economic development®, the tendency is to meintain the "statug-guo" of

its present structure.
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6. The next sters:  townrds devslaorment

6,1:

6.2:

Any government phrsuing rroduction targets will have to rely on the upper-
third stratum of "laerger" farmers, over 0.5 ha (in 1963:3.8 million, average
1.2 ha). But as long as no ways are found with enough impact to re-locate, in
function or place, marginal farmers and landless labourers, the chosen farmers
will continue to advance "on the backs" of these less fortunate people.

On the basis of the experience of "Bimas"rice-intensificantion-programs the
next needed step is to put pore emphasis on farmers'! cducation in their farm-
units and housahplds, through farmers' co-cops and irrigetion societies at
village-levels., On the side of change agencies involved, with a network of
"B.U.U.DWo" (village-cluatar-units} the new approach will alsc have to follow
the lines of "area-development", not restricted +o irripated rice-areas.

In terms of fooderop product:ﬁn, aside fron wet paddy, for ypland-farming two
impoptant crops will need special attention: corn and soybean, both already
rooted in existing cropping-patterns and locel diets but in the last
15 yeara have not shown any development.

In these efforts of farm-development, to include also uplané, more “"larger"
farmers will get an opportunity to reap the benefits, Half of the group of
marginal farmers (0.1 to 0.5 ha) may also get their share of benefits when
joining formers' coops.

On the basis of experiences in the rural public programs in the First Flan
(aap. under the "Village-prperan” and "District-progranm”) o bolder type of
enployment=oriented development strategy cmn be formulated and pursued, to
give additional wage-employment opportunities to the landless and the lower

half of morginal farmers (now estimated at 7 million in rural areas).
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6.43

If in the First Plas the rehabilitstion of loeel infrssuructure hes been the
main objects of Rur. public works programs, another object that will hawve
to be tackled is the Qefurastation of Java's hills and mountajns: enough
work for the next 10 years, coverjng 1 to 2 million hectares.

The project will secure the water supply in Java (for its crops and people)
and by choosing for certzin parts quick-yielding trees in 5 years time may
start to supply forest-products (or tree-crop harvests from village land) for
a bose of a rural jndustry in house=building and improvements, which are la=
hﬁur intensive small enterprises.

The further development of Java's sugar-industry has in it the challenge of
opening ¢he woy to landowning farmers to become modern sugarcane=-farmers in
co-operation with the sugzar-factory. With adequate profits funds could be set
get aside to pay for specialists needed in extension, help in managinq;farmaré
co-0ps, bookkeeping etc. Another challenge is to organize both farmlebgurers,
working for suzarcane-farmers, and plantation-labourers in one labour orgeni-
zation, Through their co-ops (such ns: ecinsumerks co=op) they too ean hope to
better their levels of living. In cone integrated industry all parties can
advance in relation to each other's progress and not remain seperated by
dunlistic poliecies.

The overdue re-organization of the village government will have to make pro-
visions that as an integrative "umbrella" institution, it can become a place
for sound loeal polities, with responsible leaders and concerned villagers in
lively dislogue. In the new structure the speciasl interests of various groups,

esp. farmers' co-ops and farmlabour organizations, will have to be recognized.
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The field of soeciel welfare may remein as the special field of attention by the
village government, esp. in promoting qocal educatijon, health and the special
care of toddlers and expectant and nursing mothers as part of family planning.
With villzge-centered servicesorganized hy its own group of "eadrea", guidance

and profeossional services will come from diztriect cgconeies based ot small town

subdistrict=headquarters.
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