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'LAND TENURE AND LABOR MARKETS IN
EAST JAVA, INDONESIA

INTRODUCTION

.Background

In a report on recent developments in Indonesia, a substantial
-amount of optimism about rural development was expressed because of
the large rice crop of between 18.5 and 20 million tons in 1980, the
rehabilitation of the irrigation system during the last decade, the
spread of the new rice varieties especially IR36, the possibility of
even a third crop of rice which already covers 10% of the irrigated
areas, the intensification of production through the Bimas program,
anq sybsidized ferti]izer.l/ As is obvious in any trip through Java
and the other islands, the Indonesian Government has made major progress
in rural development which is indicated by the greatly increased
production of rice from 11.67 millions tons in 1968 to the estimated
18.5 to 20 million tons in 1980.% This study will examine the role
of land tenure and labor markets in East Java to determine if everyone
in the rural society is benefiting from this rural development,

To understand the situation in East Java, one must remember that
rural Java has been experiencing rapid change in rural institutions
related to agriculture during the last twenty years. Sickles are
replacing the hand-held rice knives (ani-ani). Motor powered smail
scale rice hullers have replaced hand pounding of rice. Farmers have

1/ Peter G. Warr, "Survey of Recent Developments", Bulletin of
Indonesian Economic Studies, November 1980, pp. 1 to 32.

2/ Peter G. Warr, Ibid, p-7 and 11.




tried to reduce the number of peopige who join their rice hégyests.
Contract labor groups of a few Taborers have replaced the much larger
numbers of workers who individually joined in various‘cu1tivation
practices. These changes are affecting the labor markets in rural

Java which are closely related to the major changes that have occurred
~in the Tand markets. In order to understand what has happened in rural
Java, it is essential to examine both of these markets, and to show
what are the relationships between the two markets. Of course, the
capital market is closely connected to both the land and labor markets
but this third market will not be examined in this study. The purpose
of this study is to describe and analyze the rural land markets and
labor markets in East Java and to indicate where possible what are the
relationships with the capital markets. To summarize this péper we
will suggest several propositions for explaining the functioning of land
and labor markets in denseiy populated lowland, rice producing regions.

“in Java.

Since this study has been carried out primarily in the lowland,; maj
rice producing areas in East Java, it is important to place this work
in the context of what has occurred in rice production during the last
few years. At the risk of over simplifying the historical procéés of
change in rural East Java, it appears that since independence labor
absorption in rice cultivation has gone through the following periods:

1. 1948-1965: A period of relative economic and political
instability when people who owned and farmed rice land
needed the support of a large number of villagers, could
not appear to have much weaith, and absorbed as many
workers as possible in rice cultivation. Land and labor
markets were characterized by the dominance of the land-
less laborersand marginal farmers demand for access to
employment and land.



2.

3.

4,

5.

1965-1968: A change in political leadership that was able

to stabilize the economy, achieve reasonable political
stability, and lay the foundation for improvements in
the situation in rural Java, though rice cultivation
remained traditional in methods and varjeties .

1968-1973 Having achieved political stability, the new high

yielding rice varieties were introduced and spread
throughout Java. Bimas credit was available to the farmers,

“irrigation systems were rehabilitated, wields increased,

and there were major changes in the agricultural institutions
that caused a decline in labor use in rice cultivation

per ha and some concentration of land ownership. During

this period the balance of power in the land and labor
markets shifted more to those who had land and who could
control access to employment in rice cultivation.

1973-1978: A period of crisis in rice cultivation caused

primarily by the Brown Planthopper which devastated

major areas of rice fields in Java. The labor market

was unable to respond adequately to this situation and
many landless laborers and marginal farmers' were unable

to secure sufficient empioyment. The land market responded
by an acceleraticn in the scles of land owned by the
marginal farmers to wealthier farmers and people living
outside of the villages.

1978-1981: With the introduction and rapid adoption of the

rice varieties (PB-32 and 36) resistant to the Brown
Planthopper, improved water control, and more rain in the
dry season, the rice farmers in Java were able to

greatly increase their yields per ha, able to increase

the number of crops per year because of the shorter growing
period of the HYV's, and to provide more employment per

year in rice cultivation. An associated change whicn 1s
‘not fully understood is the increased availability of

off-farm employment which may be causing labor shortages -
in densely populated areas. Obviously, in this situation

- the labor market will respond by offering higher wages to

laborers. The land market in East Java will respond by
prices for land increasing and marginai farmers will try
to hold on the their farm land.
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To 1n1t1ate th1s study, the authors f1rst want to exp1a1n what
has caused them to reverse some of the1r concepts about rur31 Java
and present several propos1t1ons based on recent v151ts to 10 ‘viilages
in East Java.

In the 1958 to 1973 per1ed the flrst two authors of th1s paper
were involved in a study of rice production in 37 villages scattered
throughout the magor rice producing regions in indonesia. At that
time several papers were published which suggested that maaor changes
had occurred in labor use in rice production. &f These suud1es ‘

" concentrated on labor use reductions in harveatlng and milling of ruce
“‘caused by changes in institutions related to qgr1cu1ture In general.
this is the postulated 1968-1973 per1od when major 1ﬂst1tutiona}'changes
related to rice cultivation occurred 1n primarily Towland Central and
East Java.

The first two authors continued their research on rice production
primarily in East Java, although during the 1576-78 périod the concen-
tration was on land and 1:hor relatiab&ﬁips‘aﬂd'the‘imﬁaét‘on land

3/ These are:

1. William L. Collier, Steritoro, Gunawan Wiradi and Makali,
“Agr1cu1tural TechnoIogy and. Institutional Change in
Java", Food Research Inst1tube Stud ies, Vol.XIII,
Nosds W80 S

2. William L. Co]11er, Gunawan W1rad1, and Soentoro, "Recent
LChanges in Rice Harvesting Methods", Bulletin of
Indonesian Economic S+urdirs, ustraiian Naticnal
University, Vol.IX, hu 2, July 1973.

3. W1]]1am L. Collier, Jusuf Coﬂter, and Sinarhadi, "Choice
of -Technique in; RiCE i11ing in Java: A Comment",
Bulletin of Indonesian Econoriic Studies, AustraITan
National University, March T974. ;




tenure. &/ At this time the BrownPlanthopper infestation ﬁas either
still in progress or only just overcome and the villagers were still
suffering from its effect.

A1l of the authors were involved in research in East Java on rice
production in 1980 and this is the time period (1978-1981) when rice
cultivation made major progress. This research resulted in the formula-
tion of several propositions that need to be examined by researchers to
dtermine their validity. These propositions are based on the authors
research in East Java since 1969 and a recent two week field trip to
a number of villages in East Java by the first author. The purpose of
presenting these pror~-sitions is to suggest what has occurred recently
in Java, and then to test some of these proposition that are directly .
related to land and labor markets in East Java.

The following propositions are rather general and based on
observations in all of the ten villages:

1. In the period of approximately 1973 to 1978 there was a change
in the agricultural situation (the lowland predominately rice
producing areas) in East Java. At this time the Brown Plant-
hopper resistant varieties were widely used and the rice farmers

4/ Two studies have resulted from this work:

1. Soentoro, William L. Collier, and Kliwon Hidayat, Land Markets
in Rural Java, paper presented at the IRRI- -Rural Dynamics
Study’s Jointly sponsored Village Studies Workshop in Los
Banos, Philippines on August 26 to 27, 1980.

2. William L. Collier, “Declining Labor Absorption (1878 to 1980)
in Javanese Rice Production", presenteu at the Agricultural
Economics Society of South East Asia's Third Biennial
Meeting on November 27 to 29, 1979, in Kuala Lumpur,
Malaysia, and published in Kagtan Ekonomi Malaysia (Malaysian
Economic Studies), VolXVI, No. T and Z, June/December 1979,
pp 102-136.
The mimeographed paper presented at the meeting had 36
appendices' tables on labor use that were not included in
the journal article.




after two or three years of very poor harvests because of this
pest were able to achieve significaﬁtly higher y1e1dsxper ha
per season. combined with these varieties, the seasons were
wetter, the irrigation systems more efficient, and the rice
farmers were able to plant an additional crop in a'twe1ve

month period which meant they either planted two cropsigf rice
and one of palawija or three crops of rice in the year. This
increased cropping intensity made it possible to increase the
yearly demand for landless laborers. However, the changes in
institutions related to the culi1ﬁution and harvesting of rice
and the use of improved agricultural tools caused a decline in
labor use per ha, primarily in hired female labor. Since these
rural areas studied in East Java are relatively close {50 to
100 km) to Surabaya, the many factories (plastics, mi-won,
sandals, soap,'chyc1e] are absorping younger workers from the
rural areas, especially those with an 5D diploma (grade school
6 years). Therefore, iarge numbers of the grown up children of
the slightly better off families, especially those that educated
their children, are able to find sufficient work in these semi- .
rural located industries causing a shift in employment from
within the village to outside the village. The Tandless laborers
and their children are able to achieve a highef income since 1978
because of more job opportunities as agricu!tdrai and non-farm
laborers. This situation which has lasted from 1978-1981 is
based on more rainfall, more efficient water managemant, pest
resistant rice varieties, and more jobs in small scale industries
assocfated with the economic viability of Surabaya and other
large cities in Java. A1l of these factors are subject to change
due to Both internal and external forces and tndtcate that this
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improved situation is still very frdgi]eAand could easily
: x:beirﬁdéﬁigﬁlpy_gn,puthreak of rice pests, a severe dmught,

and/or ‘an economic downturn affecting the viability of the
1ndustr1es near Surabaya. '

2 The 1mproved agricu?tura? 51tuat10n has caused an accelerated

demand fcr ~irrigated: rice Tand by peop1e (both urban and

i rurai) who Tive outside of the v11]ages - The 1960 1and

© o siders. In areas. where ‘the ‘
| ?* nally cnntrol]ed) -existed in’ East Java.theaconuept of *control
i over land changed from:a éommuna] one to individual ownership

.....

" sell their land;te hoth restdents of the1r*v$??é§@ and out~

i {"\”i ! o

lan system {partia13y commu-

& rights. After the country athieved stab11ity and'the agri-

cultural s1tugtinn improved, “there was a very much”increased
: pe

~ level of land Salesu: Also, assoc1ated with this was an

tncreasg iq Iong term renting from the smaller: aperators to

-"the weaither farmers and short-term share cropping” {and

x|

Vo

kedokan) from the wealthy farmers to the .landless which
results in 1ncreasgd control over the agricultural land by

those who have capital or acceﬁs to credit. . *fﬁj%w

at, bns

3. Agricu1tural institutions (bawon, ngasak, Sakap, s1mpan pinjam)

that have in the pnst provided security, 1ncome, and perhaps
welfare to the landless and marginal farmers have been weakened

- or disappeared and will not be functional in case of natura1

" calamaties in the future. As ‘long as the present prosper1tyt

o is maintained, these institutions are not an 1mportant part of

' vi11age 1ife, but if this fragile s1tuat1on should coTTapse

the landless and margina1 fanmers may not be as capable of
surv1v1ng as in the past.



‘ ﬂ During the last 50 years Lhe rural %1114&«5 have evo]ved
- in the following manner:

a. The number of landless has greatly {ncreased.

b. The average size of farm operations has declined.

c. The number of .arge farm operations has declined.

d. The number of people migrating, both permanently and

- geasonally, has greatly increased.

e. The wage levels in real terms have ramained reasonable

" the same.

f. The price of 1and has greatlyn-reased. |

g. The opportunit1eg-fer work outside of the vi1lages has
greatly increased. |

h. The role of the village leader and his being from the
village has changed.

i. Population.pressure on the same amount of land has

"~ greatly increased, :

J. The use of purchased agr1cu1tur¢l inputs has greatiy
increased.

k. The distributica of Tand 2n¢ income is much less equal
than in the pas:.. .

1. The control over land has shifted from most of the pecple
in the village to only a few of the people in the v111agﬂ.

The primary ‘purpose of this study is fo examine thé land tenure
and labor market situation in East Javay: HMost of the’ reselvéh “for this
paper fits intc the third (1968~73) anckuhe fourthi (T973-7HY périods. Thus,
 @nly those propositions above related to land tenure and._labor markets
will be examined in this study. - ;q;;a

Also, this study will shew.how the renting of agrieu1turai land
by the small, marginal land owners who are renting their fxe}ds to the
wealthy land owners is rapidly repi&cﬁngsthe more traditional system



of sharecropping which was primarily wealthier landowners sharing
out their land to landless laborers and marginal farmers. This
emerging trend is examined in detail in this study espeéial]y since
the renting of land leads to the sale of the land and thus affects land
distribution adversely. The study also examines how the land market has
functieoned (buying and selling of agricultural land) in East Java during
the last 30 years. '

Since the land market is also greatly influenced by the Government's
Tand reform, the impact of the land reform of 1960 will be examined as well
as the distribution of Dutch owned land in the 1950's. The Government
owned sugar cane factories have affected these land markets for generat-
ions and this influence will alsoc be examined. :

The problem of land scracity in Java has been a Tong-recognized
fact, while population.has increased very rapidly, the availability
of agricultural land has remained fairly constant. This situation has
led to diminishing farm size and the fragmentation of land. People
respond to the situation according to Geertz, through a process called
"shared poverty“éf. However, Geertz did his research in 1950 at a time
when modern agricultural technology had not reached rural areas.
Several studies conducted in the 1970's have reached conclusion which
dispute the validity of Geertz's theory and propese instead that the
agricultural sector was simply unable to support the increase in the
rural popu1ation§/.

A case study conducted by Siahaan (1977) shows that farm size
determines the likelihood of adoption of new technologyZ/. Owners of
large farms are more responsive than owners of small farms to the

5/ Clifford Geertz, Agricultural Involution, University of California
Press, 1963, p.97.

6/ William L. Collier, "Agricultural Evolution in Java", in Gary E.
‘ Hansen (ed.), Agricultural and Rural Development inIndonesia,
Westview Press, T98T. pp.147-177.

7/ Hotman Siahaan, Pemilikan dan Penguasaan Tanah, Adopsi Teknologi
Modern dan Disparitas Pendapatan di Pedesaan (draft Study in
Central Java).
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adoption of new techniques, which meass that the income of the former
groub.tends‘to increase as a relatively faster rate, for all these
reasons therefore, an assessment of land distribution in quite
impnrtant and is a part of this study.

New technologies do not always have unique influences on labor
absorption. Research conducted in the begmnn1wg of the 1970's suggests
that irrigation improvements, the use of fertilizers, and the planting
of high-yielding cross are able to increase emp10yment an agricuiture
(Sajogyo, Collier,. 1972 }8j However, in years fb11owing this research,
tractors, rice hullers and sickle harvesting entered the rural scene
and had the effect of reducing farm employment. Subsequently, other ~
phenomena began‘tq'éevflap, e.q. Ch&ﬁqej in social relationships and
tabor transactions (ngogab»ng&dok boroagaﬁ system, kebyokan, ijon
system), that tended to dilute the bargaining power of the labor force
vis-a-vis farm owners. These processes and changes alsn are studied
in this report. : : ‘ o v

‘Research Obgective*

.a. To determine the exteﬂt b Lhe ;rmqu1ty of land disrr1but10n in
- .the: ruraT: areas 6f East Java and 1ts assoclated afa%cts on income
distribution, ' . = '

b. To study the process:of Jand market transactions in East Java and
to de11neate the. factors which determine. the Dattern of landownarship
and d1str1but10n. .

¢. To study the nature of the labor market in the agr1ruitura1 aoctor
of East Java ‘and the role of the c¢xisting transartﬁon system which
determines laborer-employer rﬂ]ah1ons

8/ Sajogyc and William L. Collier, "Adoption of High Yielding Rice
Varieties by Java's Farmers", Research Note No.7, Agro
Economicisurvey,‘Bogcr,(mimeo), May 1972, 20 pp.
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Geographical Coverage

~ This report will summarize the findings of various research
activities already conducted in villages in East Java by the Agro
Economic Survey's (AES), 1969-72 Rice Intensification Study (RIS),

the 1978

" Rural Dynamics Study (RDS), and by other institutions.

The village samples are as follows:

a.

Gemarang Vil]age (Ngaﬁi Kabupaten)

This village was studied by the AES in 1969-71 and in 1978
was chosen as a sample village for the RDS. This village
is located in a flat area where lowland rice dominates.

. Sumokembangsri Village (Sidoarjo Kabupaten)

Thié village was studied by the AES in 1972 and in 1978 was .
studied by the AES staff member for his Master's thesis at
the Bogor Agricultural University. '

Petung Village (Trenggalek Kabupaten)

This village belongs to the RDS' 1973 sample and is represen-
tative of limestone hilly areas. Most of the land is utilized

for upland farming. Before the village was studied by the AES,

a socio-economic study was conducted by one of the authors
using the village as representative of a marginal area.

Tamansari Village (Malang Kabupaten)

This village is located on the slopes of Mount Semeru at an
altitude of about 1000 meters above sea-level. The village
represented a volcanic area in the RDS research in 1978.

Only upland farming can be found here, with cultivation being
devoted to crop combinations consisting of coffee,?tea, cassava,
corn, sugar cane, and fruits. | o
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sungunlegowo Village {Gresik Kabupaten)

This village is Tocated in the northern coastal area of
Java. Under the RDS 1978 it was considered representative
of an area devoted to tambak (brackish water) fish farming,

~which is the chief occupation in the village.

Kraton Village (Lumajang Kabupaten)

This village is located on the southern coast of Java and was
studied in 1979 by a student of Brawijaya University, who
focussed his work on the kedokan system.

Sukasari vi1lage (Jember Kabupaten)

This village is located in a typical lowland but rathér_hile
area. It was studied in the 1969-72 RIS and subsequently by
the RDS in 1978, '

These villages are resonably representative of the various agri-

cultural

and topographical situatiorsin East Java. In a rather

simplifed divisionsin East Java there dye:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Lowland plain dissected by major rivers which is a major
rice producing region and has a very dense population (700
to 3000 persons per Km 2} and the selected villages of
Gemarang, and Sumokembangsri represent this type;

Hilly regions with a mixture of cropping patterns of corn
and rice predominating and a Tower population density, and
the selected villages of Sukasari and Petung represent this
type;

Mountanious regions with Tow population desities and growing

cassava, corn, rice, and tree crops which is represented by
the selected village of Tamansari;
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(ﬂj-Louiﬂﬁd, major rice producing areas on the southern coast
of East Java which 1s represented by Kraton Village;

(5) Coastal ¥illages on the North Coast where there is a combi-
nation of brackish water aquaculture and rice fields which
15 represented by Sungunlegdwo vitlage.

(5] Coastn] villages, very densely populated, that have sea fish-
ing as the major occupatinn of the residents, and is not
included in this study.

0? course, nne can kave other division of the situation in East Java
but with a Vimited number of villages, the a2bove division into six
zones does adequately portray the East Java rural situation.
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HISTORICAL REVIEW OF POSSESSORY RIGHTS IN THE PAST
AND THEIR EFFECTS ON THE PRESENT: CASE STUDY OF
SUMOKEMBANGSRT VILLAGE AND GEMARANG VILLAGE

In order tc understand the nature of land markets in these
villages, it is important to review significant past events in the
villages and to trace their influence on the current situation.

Since rice fields (Eéggh) in- Sumokembangsri village were originally
owned communally an& in Gemarang village was originally Dutch estate
Tand that was redistributed for private ownership, a historical
comparison of the two villages will provide an insight into the current
land markets of each village. The main conclusion to emerge firom this
comparison is that although in the past one village had communal land
rights and the other, individual ownership, a trend toward concentration
of land cuntro] developed in both villages. Unfortunately, the study
in "Kraton village is lacking in a historical review of land control
and, therefore, this paper will cover the relevant histories of only
Sumokembanasri and Gemarang villages, since the very detailed and
frequent 1ntervipw1ng ove a long period of time was not carried out in
the other selected villages.

History of Land Ownership and Use in Sumokembangsri Village

Information on this village was drawn from respondents and village
records. In order to carry out this part of the study, only older resi-
dents were interviewed.

The present village is the result of the 1930 consolidation of
three former villages. The oldest living resident interviewed could
not recall when any of the three villages was first established. Neither
did anyone know who the first settlers to open the land were, although
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the event 35 mentioned in the book, Cikol Zakal Desa (Village History).
However, _ the d1scovery of an ancient well in 1959 located in a village

field 1nd1cates that Sumokembangsr1 has been inhabited for a very long
time. '

The village is located in the very fertile Brants Delta of East
Java, which“indicates that the first settlers were probab ly farmers.
= Its 10éatien-is not far from the Kalimas and Brantas rivers, the latter
having formerly been used as a mejor transport artery. The center of
ff'fhe Moaopah1t kingdom 1293-1520 was only 23'%m. from bhs present village
.ghte i
il THEZGHTlagé families w@fé”khﬁﬁﬁ:as éither aogol or angguran
M 11eE, the d1fference be1ng that the ggggl_had use r1ghts to- ‘the land
bt the 4 dngguran did not. v
U The gogo?a system was or1g1n311y a form of communal ownership that
hd G ‘conveyed inheritable r1ght¢ to-a portton of the total séwah 1and without
specifying “an exact location of the plot. Thi¢ syétem was, perhaps,
TeStabTished by the Dutch to’eniabile their sugar-cane factories to have
" nTactes§ 'to the viTYage T4nd Gn*s-rotational basis. The village Tand was
divided “i5to thred sections oF Blocks that were Verted on ‘a Fotational
“ihakis to the studar cané’ factorg. Theoret‘caliy, ﬁn}y one section was
used every 18 months by the factory to cultivate suear cane, a]though
in reaIxty there was. i cansmderabie overlap and a#&t1mes two sections
. m1ght be p]anted concurrently The v111age res1dents w1th rights to
o ) the EEEEE 1and were sa1d te have a gggg__ meaning a share in land
TS YR eath o The Hhiee sections. As an example, if one gggg__was 0.6
_ hectares in size, a person who hud .2 gogol was g1ven G 2 hectares of
"” sawah Tand in each b1ock and the.sugar cane factory was glven the right

to rent one of the b1ocks of saﬁathand

Hptipiy f 5 0 o Batfe a0 ey 20 pasiiigs I g £ Hy
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- Every year during one of the village meetings, a lottery was
conducted ty deterwine which resident would receive which location where
he could grow rice. Each field was long and narrow so that a person
would have a field which was both near to and far from the source of
irrigation water. The purpose of this was to give everyone a field
which was both well-watered and poorly-watered, the ostensible objective
of the lottery being to randomly assign the land to the gogolan farmers
in as impartial a manner as possible.

A1l regulations regarding the use of.te communal land were in
accordance with village decisions and covered such topics as how use
. rights couldbe acquired, how rights could be inherited, and how the
'rights could be taken away from a resident.

- Each persen with a gogol had spetific duties to the village.
Residents who did not have gogol rights were called angguran, which in
the Javanese language, means "a person who does not have a job" and, in
ﬂhis_context means that they did not have specific duties to the village.

The village administrative system usually diffentiated among
classes of gogot and label »d them gouo! class I, -gogol class II, and
gogol class IIJ. Gogol class T consisted of persens who had the right
to own & house and garden and to use the communal irrigated field. In
other regions of Java, class I would.be called Kuli Kenceng. Gogol class
IT (or kuli kendo) consisted of people who had a right to own a house and
garden but did not have a right to use the communal Tand. Gogol class III
~{or tlosor) was comprised of people who did not have any land rights
whatsoever except for being able to borrow (numpang) land held by someone
else. - ' , '

According to the oldest resident (86 years old} in the village, the
gogoian system was fairer than a System of private ownership. He felt
that because the communal Tand was opened by the village ancestors
all residents should be allowed access to the land rather than Timiting
ownership to a single individual. '
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Neither in the village records nor in the recollection of the
older informants was there any infcrmation on when the gogelan sysienm
was first established in Sumokembangsri. As already mentioned, how-
ever, it is generally believed that the gogclan system was created by
the Dutch colenial regime to assist futch ernterprises in growing
industrial crops. Support for this belief is found in the fact that
the system is found only in Java, where the Dutch had their longest
period of control, and primarily in sugar cane areas of East and Central
Java.

Gogolan tand in other areas of Java was called norowito land or
kasikepan land and was usually established in irrigated areas (sawah).
The system was also usually Tound in areas traditionaily devoted to
sugar cane cultivation and where sugar cane factories had the right te
annually plant cane on 1/5.to 1/3 of the village's irrigated fields.
Most areas following the system were fertile and had good irrigation
facilities. The sawah fields in Sumckembangsri received water from a
branch of the Brantas River and from a dam built thereor by the Dutch
in 1857.

C.isting village archives mention only land probiems dating back
to 1902. Unfortunately, the viliage records are not complete because
some information has been dastrcysd or lost and new records of dubious
reliability have replaced the old. For example, Sumokembangsri village
was formed by a consolidation of three villages, and scme of the records
were lost at the time of consoclidation. The most complete records were
found in Kampung K. '

There were only 18 people living in Kampung K in 1815, who had
gogol rights. The remaining areas of Jand were called bengkok, which
was reserved for village leaders as compensation Yor their seryices,
and sanggan { a type Of,EiEiﬁEEE)’ which was reserved as a site for
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village adminictration end for tha generation of income to cover the
expenses of viilage guasts..

A newly appofnﬁed gggg_ holder had to satisfy certa1n requirements
before his status became official.. These requirements included, among
others, married status, ownership of a house and garden, and being
considered relfable enough to perform certain village duties. The reli-
ability of the candidate was usually tested by requiring him to perform .
his duties Tor one year before he could officially receive a gogol.

~ Between 1915 and 1939, the number of people possessing a gogol
fluctuated. The total rumber of holders was not known, although it has
-been ascertained from village records that the average size of one gogol
before 1939 was . 93 hectares. Land was redistributed in 1939 to allow
more people to secure 3352_ rights. Thus, according to one informant,
after redistributicn, Kampung K had 41 people with gogol rights, with
one gogol being on the average 0.73 hectares in size.

Several ‘informants exp?ained the reasons for acceptance of the
1939 red!strihuttnn.The major reason mentioned was that the duties
associated with the gogol- -fghts were too burdensome, requiring a
holder iu perform duties both to the village and to the national govern-
ment. A second reason for the redistribution and for the increase in
the number of holders was that several holders had died, which Tncreased
the burden on remaining holders to fulfill the village duties. The
duties of a holder were quité_gxtensive_ They included guarding the

“village at night, repairing‘roads maintaining and repairing irrigation
facilities,. ta&1ng care of v111age burial grounds, constructing village
~buildings, etc. In add1t10n. each holder was required to work two days
each year, without pay except for mea]s, for the village Teader. The
Dutch govermment also required holders to work on irr1gatfen projects
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and road construction and to perform other miscellaneous jobs. At
that time, all village officials (Eamong desa) were not required to
perform these duties since each already had specific duties as
officials of the village.

Between 1939 and 1950, war and revolution created conditions
of instability within the social system. As a result, Kampung K did
not appoint new gogol hq]ders, desplte a significant decline in their
- number occasioned in pant by death§ from forced Japanese labor condi-
tions (Romusha) and during the war against the Dutch. Following this
period, in 1951, new gogol holders were recruited to replace the many
that Had died and to resume those social activities that had been
ignored during the'years of war,

In 1952, the-10ng~time village leader died and an election was -
heid to.appoint a new leader. The village succeeded in electing the
old leader's son, who was then one of the village officials (carik).
This change in Teadership was associated with the advent of new ideas
regarding the criteria for recruitment of new gogol holders--an
innovation which the new leader had promised to introduce. In order
to imritment this promise, all village land, except bengkok, was
converted into the gogolan system.:

New gogol holders were recruited until 1955 when the total number
in Kampung K was 71 and the area of one gogol had been reduced from
0.93 hectares in 1939 to an average size of 0.46 hectares in 1955. The
duties of the holders remained the same as in 1339, the only difference
being that the yj?lage'}eader now had to pay wages and provide food for
work performed for him by gogel holders. At that time, the vi]]agé
meeting reccrds were written in Latin script rather than Javanese script,
although still in“the'davanese language.
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cAfter 1955, a major change in tha village adﬁinistration

occurred by way of the conduct of and means of recarding viilage .
meetings. Begimning in 1935, village records were written in Indo-
resfan. However, the village residents who were affiliated with the
Communist Party refused to acknowledge the village decisions, arguing
that they wérq-a Tegacy of the colonial period and primarily served the
benefit of the village leader. Since that time, consequently, none'of
the decisions at these meetings were unanimously accepted; rather,
social dissent began to replace the trldttigﬂﬁle peaceful meeting
prochure of arriving at unanimous agrcenent (misratat ) on all meeting
~matters. :

Since 1955, the annual village meetings have invariably failed to
reach consensus and have. periodically not been held at all except to
review decisions related to the village development budget.

" Some changes which grew out of the 1952 conversion of all land to~
the: gogolan system were not officially observed until 1955. For instance,
in 1955, village officials who then possessed a gogol were required to
perform the same duties as ather holders and to pay wages for the work
performed for them.. Further. the commissions on the sale of cattle and
land, etc., which had previeusly been paid by the village residents to
the village officials. were, after 1953, paid into the village treasury.
However, there was no longer unanimous agreament on village meeting
decisions, even—though. as the above examples 1ndicate. several changes
had occurred before 1955 to improve the system. Thus, for example, the
redistribution of land among gogols to accommodate new holders was not
approved in a village meeting. Rather, the actual entity which made
the decisjon seemed to be 1mter1al 80 Iong as every powerful family
received a sizable share of 1and
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Beginning in 1958, as the time for implementation (in 1960) of
the the new Land Reform (UUPA} and Sharecropping Reform (UUPBH) laws
was approachlng, the village political situation became potentialiy
pﬂnlos1ve due in particular to the instigation by Communist Party
mnmbers who sought to dominate the land veform -commitiee.  The
conPT1cts which occurred among competing groups :{Communist Nati-

e 0ra1ist and re11g1ous parties}, however, weremore srelated to national

- pol1t1cal problems than to Tocal issues. .Soon;: the confilicts spread

o ok
£y

to meetings of ‘the varlous*arganfzat1ons asawelldas ito:formal meetings
sponsared by vf]]age officials: On one: occasion; a-physieal clash.
Ve ticed ‘Cotfiuhist znd Nationdlist groups: erupted at-a. v111age.cu}tural

" event sponsored by the government (Nasakom). The fight was triggered

hhen the Coribiiiists began to'heckle a- speaker of the opposing party.
s The 1mpiementat15h of the ]and and shrecrapp1ng reform 1aws,

......

------

d E’”S‘;ectares there ‘tas o 1and*ava11ab1% for redt&tf?hnt10ﬂ under the
'

a1d Reform Law iTHe "Shawe! ﬁoppfhg Lale was nots arppl«nf:abieg ETtPer,
icre ‘was Vévy T4 T ‘sharecraoping “in ~the village. . The
cgnf11cts ‘that 1 ‘bccir apdseout 6f the- reduirement -that. farmerg
Ipase sawah Tand 6 the siugsr vare: #favtory.  The kndanesian.Farmers
Union (BTI), having’an afriliition with the CammunlsthaEIYirrefused
“to conform to the rute’ 0ften there were demonstrations. agaipst. .
v(Tiage leaders demandihg that"the requirement be eliminated and
press1ng for the f1r1ng of sbme: village officials {(pameng- Eamong)
These po11t.ca1 conflicts’ ‘reached @ peak around 1964-65 when a fight
Lfcurred at the Kecariatan office betwden a- ‘village -Teader -from a. nearby
village and 2 ‘BYT wember who I1veﬂ’fﬁ5umokembangsr1 Subsequently in

R o T
FEY . v R N
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September 1965, the attemnt by the Communists to overthrow the national
goverpment failed and 1ts members in the village arrested.

, Becausa of the 1960 Yand reform, the villagers had their gogol
rights converted toﬁindipiéua¥ pwnership. Before this, there were
conflicts over land and tha villagers accepted the reform in order to
Tessen these conflicts.  The reasons for this are illustrated by the
fol]aﬂiﬁg exampie. A gogol was'held-by 4 stepbrother of one of the
village's extended families., Undar the treditional gogol system, the
stepbrother could net alienste his gognl interest to another family
- mamber unless he had received official approval to do so .before his
- death. Thus, in 1353, the Tamily chose te sell the land and divide
the inheritance among the stepbrother’'s heirs rather than seeking to
' itsa1vg, through traditisnal means, the inevitable question of who
had the right to the gogol land, This probiem would not arise if
Jand is individually owned.

It should be roted that in Sumokembangsri even though the land
reform Yaws converted the ~ommungl ewsarship of sawah into private
ownership, most of the traditional gogol regulations relating to land
continued to be enforced at the village level. As an example, land-
owners were still reqdired o perform specific duties for the village.

" Also, the land owned by 2 gogol holder was without specific location
f_‘and each year & lotisry determined who was to receive which field in

~ the three blocks of gogal land. Divergence from gogol rules did
occur, however. For instance, the sale of sawah land in the gogol
system increased over time. The 1972 census indicates that some '
villagers owned more than one gogol and, in some cases, up to four
gogels. Befcre the land reform, 2 “illager was allowed to have only
- one gogol. Furthermore, the partial census of 1978 revealed that the
frequency of nultiple ownarships had increased to the point where in
on case, a person owned Tive gogols. Based on these two censuses,
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there are strong indications that agricuitural land is being concen-
trated in fewer hands and that the class of landless people is
. growing rapidiy in Sumokembangsri. |

Several conclusions can be drawn from this brief history of Tand
ownership and use in Sumnkembangsri Ffrst, the 1960 land reform
created en impetus for land ounership to be cancentrated in the hands
of a few individuals. Secondly, the sugar cane industry signif1cant1y
affected village land yse patterns during the last century and continues
.to play a major role in determining the activities of the current land
.market. Finally, it is.clear that political problems and the instabiiity
of the nat1ona} government in the 1960's had a significant impact on the
VTTTage land market.

History of Land Ownership and !'sa in temarang Village

The history of land in Gemarang village is very different from chat
of Sumokembangsrf village; however; their varying histories produced
_very similar phenomena. The present village ‘s a conso?idattnn of six
| kampongs (pecdukuhan); the land area of three of these kampongs , “Tecated

"on land which until 1940 was a Dutch rice estate (Erfggch ) -compiises
85% of present village area. One of these kampongs borders a h1ghwaf
- and another is located along the Solo River.

Gemarang v111age has 976 hectares of irrigated fields (sawah},

210 hectares on. non- irrigated land (tegalan) and several housegardens.

810 hectares of the irrigated fields are located on former fga cht
‘1and and the rema1n1ng 160 hectares are either communal (gogo?a n) or
: private1y—owned tand of the other three kampongs 120 hectares of thm
non-irrigated land in the vi11age are former Erfpacht parcelé which
before 1045 had been reserved for the estate managers houses and
buildings. e ‘ S o
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According to ene cf'the older informants, who based his
information on discussions with his father, this estate land was
originatly owned by Chinese rice farmers who sold the land to the
tutch. The land in a neighboring village was also predoﬁinant?y
Erfpacht and was cultivated by the Chinese until 1945,

The Dutch rfce estate had apprently been in operation from
at least 1918, accord1ng to a 72-year nld vi!.aqe leader {kam1tuwo).
who recalls that.at age 10, the Dutch were ﬁ]ready cultivating rice
in the area. ‘.

During the period when the Dutch rice estate was in operation,
the local residents sharecropped the land for the Dutch. The estate
grew only rice_unti! 1930,‘when_sugar cane cultivation was initiated,
Sugar cane was grown by the Dutch themselves and, by 1940, apprﬁxjhate?y
30% of the estate area was devoted to cane.

Irrigatiun facilities in the village wers very good. According
to an Indonesian ex-assistant manager of the Dutch estate, however,
the village irrigation system in 197¢ had: oniy then become comparable
in quality to the system existing during the Dutch perfod. Despite
the high quality of the Dutch irrigation system, however, not all of
the estate land was opened for rice cultivation due te a shortage of
~workers,

‘ In order to manage the estate, two Dutch managers were assisted
by a number of-Indanesian assistant managers. The organization was
rﬁnnaccording to the following structure:
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Estate Administrator (Dutch)

Assistant Estate Administrator Assistant Estate Administrator
(Kemetir) -- 1 - (Kemetir) -- 1
Chief Manager - ..~ LChief Manager
= (Head Mandor)--6 - Head Mandary-<5 - = "~ EoERK

Manager Manager

(Mandor)--12 A g {Mandor)--12

Assistant Manager - . - Assistant Manager
(Uceng}--12 , - (Ugeng)-~12

These Indonesian staff members ware paid amonthly wage and were given
the oppeviunity to sharecrop the land, consequently, they eventually
became the largest sharecroppers on the estate. !
A1l of the estate's activities were managed by the staff. Rice.
seed was provided to the sharecroppers, but not chemical fertilizers.
At harvest time, the farmers reported to the assistant manager and
the harvested paddy was dried in the fieid. When the manager ordered
the paddy to be delivered to the estate warehouse (qodown} each farmer
arranged ‘to have this done. The paddy was shared 50 50 between the
sharecroppers and the estate, after the cost of rice seed and harvect
expenses (bawon) were deducted. The share croppers had to repay their
debts to the estate in the form of paddy before taking their share of
the paddy home.
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Before the Japanese invasion in 1943, almost all (90%) of the
households in Gemarang village sharecropped estate land and, because
of a shortage of labor, many people came from outside the village
to participate in the sharecropping. Each farmer sharecropped from .7
hectares to 8.4 hectares, and as mentioned previously, those farmers
cultivating larger areas were the Indonesian managers of the estate.
The number of hectares a person was allowed to sharecrop was determined
by the Dutch manager on the basis of his evaluation of the farmer's
ability as determined by the number of water buffalo owned by the
farmer. |

In 1943, the Japanese took over the es*ate but retained two
Dutchman until mid-1944 to manage the operations for them. During
this period, the estate’s sugar cane factory was seriously damaged
and attempts to repair the factory were unsuccessful. Although now
forced to process the cane into red sugar (gula mangkok) by traditional

methods, farmers were still required to share their crops with the
Japanese. Eventually, the area devoted to cane was cut down in order
to open more land for rice. Each farmer was given between 0.3 and
2.0 hectares. The share percentages were altered from 50-50 to the
Japanese taking only a 1/3 share but the sharecropperé now having to
pay all Jopanese and their Indonesian assistants. The assistant
managers continued to work for the estate and their salarics were paid
in kind rather than in cash.

During the 1944-45 wet season harvest, th: Japanese were forced to
withdraw from this area because of ensuing guerilla warfare, followed
by the declaration of Indonesian independence on August 17, 1945. At
the time of the Japanese withdrawal, some farmers had already paid their
paddy share to the Japanese; these farmers tore down the warehouse to
reclaim their rice and sugar. Those who had not yet paid took all of
their harvest home.

After independence, the Erfpacht land was taken over by the provin-
cial government (Dewan Perusahaan Daerah), which continued to use the
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sharecropp1ng a"rangement initiated by the Japanese.

‘ The number af heusebo O3 wi-che village, by this time, W&S’mucb
:1awqer than hefcre the war hecause 0f births ahd in-migration from other
rfg1ons s0 that by 1” .
usnarang wera unabie ta sharecrqp because land nad become so scarce,

0, aparoxwmate1y 30% of tnhe households in

As a result of this s1tuai10n sonie of the sharecroppers rented land to
~ oiher farmers andwcaiied the arrangements “cultivation borrowing"
r“{(pzngam garapan). ‘

At the same time, a, number af organizations were formed in*
ﬁamarang, among them being the Unior of crfpacht Estat: Workers” (Ser1kat
Buruh Pers11 Erfpacht) and, the T  icnesian Farmers Association {Barisan
'?}n1 Indonesxa or BT1}, whict proceeded to exert some influddée over
aﬂarecroppwng act1v1t1e§ in the village. These organizatithd démanded
that the ex-estate ian: s be given.to the people for a fée. ‘Boycotts
were iaunched by sha,Tcroppers, who were members of the BTI and who _
éd d not want to pay the 1/¢ share.to,. the regional government. The 1948
Lonmun1st upr1 ng in Mad1un also affected the village when some of the

v111agers wno had 301ned the Jdpsurrection ;. were capture after the
Pwalt F?ﬁ’ed - i
ThF confus1on and c1v1, Q1aturbanc53 of the pericd produced some
Lagn1f1cant resu]ts In 1955, the regional: government decided to give
} ghe 1and to the people. Redistribution of ‘the sharecrepped Eand was

¥ PR SRR

E'I)

np]emented under the following rules: Long-time sharecreppers were
given 1.5 hectares well-established sharecroppers were diven 1.0
'fhectares, and cand1dates were given 0.5 hectares. For 4 fee, farmers
:wcre g1ven red cards to indicate that they-had the right to fuit1va*ﬂ
ThETP Iand N g b SEL

il When th?s red1str1but1on p011cy was announced, there Was aﬁ‘
1mmed1ate v111age uprising sponsored by the:BTI' o At that' time, almost
90 of the v171agers were members and thus, suppo adly, Communists,
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' They protested and refused to accept the red card system- for the

fo]1aw1ng reasons: S

1. They demanded that they be given ownership rights to the

land without having to pay a fee to the government.

2. They objected to the distribution, which they believed

favored only existing sharecroppers.

1 They were not satisfied with assurances that the government

intended to actually given them the Tand even if they had
paid their fees.

Because many of the BTI members did not want to accept the red
- cards, the cards were given to other people who were willing to pay
the required fee. Many BTI members who purchased the cards eventually
sold them to others because the BTI promised that it would return the
land to its members when the Communist Party took over the national
government, ' ‘

Soon after the red cards had been distributed, a fight between the
~0ld sharecroppers, who were members of the BTI, and the new farmers who
had bought the red cards, broke out when the new farmers attempted to
take over the land. Despite government intervention in 1956, local
activities continued to obstruct the change. At one point, for instance,
three female members of the communist organization, Gerwani, stood
naked in the field in order to prevent soldiers from giving their land
to the new farmers. Several informants stated that: the three women
were large landholders of 5-6 hectares and that during the Dutch period
‘they had each sharecropped 8.5 hectares of land. One can speculate,
therefore, that some BTI members were actually wealthy villagers using
political means to maintain their. control over the village 1and

The fol]ow1ng year (1957}, the Tand was f1na11y~red1str1huted and
the sharecroppers given actual ownership rights. The classes of owners
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and the amount of Tand received by each member were as follows:

1. Ex-staff of the Dutch estate - .80 hectares
2. Long-time sharecroppers .55 hectares
3. New cultivators .35 hectares
4. Candidates .25 hectares

The redistribution was relatively well-managed. Those persons
who had sold their red cards were given land according to the above
criteria. Those who had received the land from the government were
~ given one year to pay their fees for the land. More than 50% of the
land was acquired in this manner by people from other v111ages other
kabupatens,'and urban areas. Most of the sawah land sold to out~
siders, however, took place in 1958 after the sellers were assured by
the Communists that their land would never be taken over by the buyers,
but would be returned to the sellers after a national Communist takeover.

Several farmers, with the assistance of village officials, rented
their land to a sugar cane factory and in this way were able to pay
their fers to the government; thus, sugar cane once again was planted
in Gemarang. In 1963, one of the ex-assistant managers experimented
with growing ratooned cane on his land and- eventually succeeded in
processing the cane to make red sugar. FaT?owing his example, planting
and ratooning cane greatly expanded in 1971 when a Chinese enterprise
rented land for this purpose from farmers, Then, in 1978, Chinese
from Madiun rerted 80 hectares of the village to grow sugar cane, and
paid the owners Rp 180,000 per hectare.

During - the period of national political instability before 1965, and
especially between 1955 and 1965, social unrest permeated every aspect
of 1ife in the village, The Communist farmer's union (BTI), for example,
refused to join the voluntary labor (goteng royong) activities of the
village. A1so, in 1963, when the long-time village leader {lurah) was
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relieved of his position, a Communist party member was elected to
fill the vacancy. However, after the attempted naticnal coup in
1965, the new leader was arrested and sent to the gbvernment
detention center at Buru Island.

The 1965 coup greatly affected the village in other ways.
Sixty villagers were taken away and have never returned. The village
leadership was given to a caretaker, who held the post until 1968
when he was replaced by an ex-commandant of the mititary {Koramil)
from the local kecamatan (county}.

Sales of land became frequent in the 1958-60 period and after
1970. A village official estimated that by 1958, 40% of the sawah
tand was owned by outsiders and that by 1960, the figure had risen to

approximate}y 50%. Purchases by outsiders encouranged in-migration of
new residents. Some government civil servants, for example, who
purchased village land, retired and made the village their new home.

After the 1957 redistributicn, the largest holding was 0.8
hectares in size and the smallest was .75 hectares. Thereafter, as the
sales of land increased, a marked tendency developed for land ownership
to be concentrated in the hands of a few. Based on the partial census
carried out by the 1978 Rural Dynamics Study, there had been a concent-
ration of both ownership as well as renting and sharecropping of sawah
tand. Almost 65% of the village households did not own land and 10%
of the households owned 61% of the sawah land in the village, The
large land owners were, primarily, the ex~assistant managers of the
Dutch estate and government officials, who had purchased sawah land,
retired, and moved to the village.

This brief review of Gemarang's history reveals that, Tike Sumo-
kembangsri village, the land market in Gemarang was greatly influenced
by past political events, and especially the guvernment‘s attempts
to redistribute the village land.



X1

b -
ﬁ]thoﬁgh tt is impossible to state how representative the twe
villages are, they do indicate what occurred in East Javanese
villages and are‘cieirly representative of a wide area.

In the next section, the current land owners will be studied
to show how the transfer of temporary land rights functions to
increase the polarization of land ownership.
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DISTRIBUTION OF CONTROL (OWNED, RENTED,
SHAREUROPPED) OF LAND.

Distribution of Land Ownership

According to the law, Tand ownership is the most secure of

all land rights. By contrast, leases, sharecropping and “gadai® (pawnad)
are only temporary rights, Land punnrshi*mgan be obtained in vnrinu? ‘
_waga.lsuch 28 through purchase, inheritance, or government allotment.
Similarly, Tand ownership may be withdrawn through sale, inheritance,
of government action. '
_ In vural areas, land-1s the most important factor of production

because the majority of peeple make their 1iving from agricultural .
~ endeavors: Even though land is the most 1qpaftant source of 1{velihood,
- many people for various reasons are not able to own land. The transfer
of rights to land mkes 1t possible to change the pattern of land dis- _
- tribution over time, Table | and Table 2 show land ownership distribut-
ions in the selected East Java villages. For purposes of this analysis,
bengkok land 1s considered to be an ownership right.gf In Table 3 the
distribution of total agricultural land is distinguished from so-called
major crop use of the land areas; navertheless, the two classifications
~ produce similar Gini ratfos. ' |
| Tables 1 and 2- {ndicate that completely landless households in
- Gemarang, Sumokembangsri and Sungunlegowo rangad from 27 to 46%, while
those who déd not own 1rrigated rice fields (sawah) or dry land areas
(tegalan) vanged from 3B.tof64x. In Petung and Tamansari, landless house-
holds were relatively few--only .1 to 6%. Both villages are located 1n
hilly or mountainous -areas and their farming is classified as predominantly
‘upTand. Gemarang, Sumokembangsri, Sukosari and Kraton are located in
lowland areas, while Sungunlegowo is a coastal area where tambak (brackish
. water) fish farming dominates. S

o™

. 9/ Bengkok Tand 15 villagn land that i§ Yoaned to the leaders who then
- can fara thalland and the proceeds are their payment for holding a

leadership position, and is only theirs as long-as they hold the

position, e ' " : .



able 1. - Land Qwnership L¥SLT1LUt on of the Total Agricultural Area in 3ix East.Java Yillages in 197

Area owned Gemarang‘ * Suma- 3 Sukc!ariT_ © Kraton® Petung} ' Tamansari| Sunguﬂ'leg.r;‘a1
{Ha) : kembangsri ' S ‘ 3 P og -
HH . | Area | HH CArea . | HH L Area |- HH -l Area CHH [ Area | HH | Area HH + Ar:a
% I % % % . 2.1 .8- | &2 % 2 | % | % % Y iy
ins : A i = e g . . P
o g PSR- E LW BT c | 6 | 0 | 46 0
o.1-0.26 |33 | 6|3 2 4 133 |5 |19 | 5 18 y O I 4
0.25-~ 0.49 [ 16 BB E 3o v o 34 20 {16 | 7 A
0.50:- 0.99 f 16 o 1Rz R B u) 651 1% R B rudy 31 3 ]
1,00 - 1.9 T § 20178 |U 2Ag 1 4 (.20-% 10 [.3) 15 | 305 28 46 7 1
2.00 4 2 v R O U O 5| 3k 3.+ 13.4 4 15 36 9%
i 2 ) : o s £ - =N : " ' S
Total -{%) 100° |- ¥00 {100 . | 100 {100 100 7§ 100 1100 | 100 :| 180 100 100 | 100 100
Total house- | 494 Ty R © 1502 | 497, | | 516 | {353 524
—— holds o v 8 . | o SE 2 o . . : .
Total area (ha) 198, ] " - & [ -2iBs . ‘n,;_zogf e B | 290, | 1168.
Note: g/ Total aq;- ultural land consists of :“ngateo fields: sfwahjj uplinds and %rac%ish water ponds {tambak).

There 1is on?y upland farm?ng in Tamansari..
b/ Less than 0.5%

. Source: 1) Spi Hartoyo dan %oen iPengguwaﬁﬂ Sumberday@g Lembaga Pelayanan Dan Pembangunan di Daerah Persawahan, &
' - Pegunungan, Den Daeran Psnta15 Jawa T1mur X ?urai Dynamics Survey, East Java Series No.5, tabel
- - 111.2, 1980. TR s i

2) Kiiwon Hidayat "Penata Sosial Pada Usahatan1 Padi di Desa Kraton Sarjana Thesis (unpublished), Brawijaya
University, Malang, Indonesia, 1979,

H

Pengaruh PeﬁgbabdaP Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial Ekonomi Di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di
Jawa Timur", M.5c. thesis funoubaishs 1}, Bogor Agricultural University, 1980.

3) Soenturo
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fable 2, - Distribution of Land Holding Siza of Major Land Area Tynes in Five fast Java Yillages in 1978 %

i‘;;iz‘; 1;’; land Gemarang! Sumokess 31gsri? S_i:-iu‘:usari\i : -;?-:%;;mgl B Sungunlegowd |
~(Ha) | ] Brea | me arca Wi | oarea | WE | mrea | Wi | Arca |
- g g ¥ . <Py 1 01 g p $ { %
0 T 64| o Jaw | o | 5 1 o. |4 | 0. |
0.01 - 0.24. 3 2 “. & 24 18 | 2 9 0 0
0.25 - 0.49 14 | 15 19 14 13 23 u’ 23 0 0"
i *
0.50 - 0.99 15 A 54 5 | w 22 29 1 0
1.00 ~ 1.99 2. 13 6 il 3 19 n 25 7 4
2,00 + W - W r ] 1 23 | 3 4 | & 95
Total (%) . ‘ 100} 100 | 100 00 | 10| wo | wo| 10 | w0 | 100
Total households a9 | 487 502 516 | s24 | -
Total area (Ha) 132, 183. . 9zJ' 2. |0

3/ Major land use type in Gemarang, Smkemangsri, and Sukosard is irﬁat&u rice fig‘lds(szlh);‘ in
petung it is upland non irrigated fields and in Sungunlegowo, it is brackish water pond (tambak) fish

farming. : :
: * = less than 0.5%  HH = Household

B Soume:'l}Sri Hartoyo and Soentoro, “Penggunaan Sumberdaya,. Lembaga Pelayanan Dan Pembangunan di Deerah ’
- Pergmggg_, Pegunungan, dan Dasrah Pantai, Jawa Timur®, Rural Dynamics Survey, Fast Java Series g -
-m'- 'Y - - : 5 :

Z)Soentoro. “Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial Ekonosri di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus
Dua Desa di Jawa Timur", M.Sc. thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agricultural. University, 1980.
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|

It should be roted that in the TowlTdnd villages of Gemarang,
Sumokembang: =i, Sukesari end Kraton, the number of househelds owning
agricultural land of 2 or more hectares in size was quite small, 1.e.
2-5%, and only 1-2% of sawsh land. However, the percentage of the total
village area controlled by a few individuals is considersble, ranging from
8-32% of the village's agricultural Tand aad 7-38% of Tand devetad to sawgh.
In Sungunlegowo, a tsmbek villags, the nqwkﬁr of househalds owning more
than 10 hectares of agriculturgl land 1s 4%, In mauntainous villagey
" (Petung and Tam&nsarij.-;ﬁﬁgjﬁﬁﬁg}gsm;hnﬁgghg1q&mﬁnﬁqg¢Hqghh*4su | g
owning more than 2 hectares are relatively rave, and, accordingly, the
area owned by this group is relatively small (13-15%).

It is aiso demonstrated thit-whergllandlesa huu;ehdids are great
in number, tne average size of landheldings tends to be large. Land
productivity appears to be high where mverage size of landholdings is
large:and the distribution of landholdings is unequal. Another way to
look at Ilnd»distrihutfon fs through the Gini Index shewn in Table 3.

We see g inequity is promirent in Gemarang, Sumokembangsri, Sukosari
and Sungunlegows; 1in Petung and Tamensari, the cbservad inequity can be
considered moderate. | |

:Research conducted by Soenters in Gemarang and Sumokenbanas ri
shows that im bdth villages the historical precesses leading to individual

Tand ownership djffbr;lgf The Towland area in Gemarang originated from

Erfpacht ( 2 1a.d right given to Dutch plantations, usually far a period
of 75 years}, which in 1958 was redistributed to farmars. In Sumokerbang-
sri, the lowland areas origimated from gogolan, which, due to the absence
of land reform, was converted in 1960 to individual ownership. Al though
the land has been converted into individual ownership, certain aspects of
the gogolan system have been preserved by the village, including, among

others, the rule that land my he sold énly to other peaple of the village.

10/ Soentoro, "Pengaruh Pengusssan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial Ekonomi

. di Pedasasn: Stud{ Kasus Dua Dasa di Jawa Timur", (The influence of land
control on the social economics situation {n rural areas: A cagse §tudy
of two villages in East Java), M.Sc. Thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agri-

culturel University, 1980, 222 p.
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Table 3. - 1978 Gini Index for Land Holding Distribution in the
| East Java villages sampled.

Gini index for land holdings

Village (Desa) Total land Major land area
area type -
Gemarang1 0.72 0.76
SumokembangsriZ 0.56 0.57
SukosariI 0.74 0.76
Petung] 0.40 0.43
Tamansari] 0.40 0.40
Sungunlegowo 0.74 0.75

Source: 1) Sri Hartoyo and Soentoro, "Penggunaan Sumberdaya, Lembaga Pelayanan
Dan Pembangunan di Daerah Persawahan, Pegunungan, Dan Daerah Pantai,
Jawa Timur", Rural Dynamics Survey, East Java Series No.5.

2) Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial
Ekonomi Di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur", M.Sc.
thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agricultural University, 1980.
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The Origin of Individual Ownership

In order to look for the causes of inequity in land distri-
bution, the historical processes by which existing land ownership rights
originated must be examined. Unfortunately, in the case of only two
villages in this report--Gemarang and Sumokembangsri--were records of
__these historical processes available. Primarily for this reason, this

=tudy shall be limited to examining the origin of ownersh1p r1ghts only
in lowland areas. ‘ S

' Table 4 indicates a possible relationship between the size of
1andholding and how the family obtained their ownership of the land.
Landholdings below one hactare in size generally originated through
government allotment, e.g., by the distribution of Erfpacht land to
farmers in 1956 in Gemarang. Larger landholdings usually were acqu1red
by purchase.

The redistribution of land in Gemarang occurred fairly recent]y,
between 1955 and 1958. Most of the hoid)ngs, however, were not ‘acquired
directly “rem redistribution but rather from purchases made at.the time
of redistribution when many farmers were unable to pay the government fees.

In Sumokembangsvri, about half of the privately owned land originated
from the gogolan system'and inheritance accounts for 28% of the cases.
The eldest man. in the village told the interviewers that the appointment
of new gogn1an holders occurred in 1957, 1939, 1950, 1954, and 19%5.

Thus, the gogolan system was effect1va1y followed prior to the conversion
$n 1960. Most of the land has now either been inherited by the new
generation or sold.

The acquisition of land through purchase is rather conspicuous
in the case of large (more than one hectare) landowners in Sumokembangsri.
Bengkok land is also extensive in this village, constituting of about 24%
of the total area.

Comparing various processes leading to the concentration of land.,
we see that Tand purchase appearglto play the most important role. This
is particulariy true when we examine the process of acquisition by farmers
with landholdings of one or more hectares.



Table 4. -

Percentage of Rice Land (wners by Size

and Sumokembangsri (December 1978).

of Holding and Source of ”h“‘*‘ 1'ﬁn Gemarang

- Size of land hﬁ?ding‘(Ha)

Specification = --
0.01-0.49 { 0.50-0.99{ 1.00-1.99 - ;4 2.00+ Total

Gemarang F g
1. Number of samples . 86 . 66 i & 9 - 172
2. Average area per household (Ha) * 0,253 0.584 1.393 5.022 0.702
3. Area obtained through: -

a. Inheritance (%) : . 16 8 8. 1 7

b. Government a11otment (%)1 - 56 72 31 12 41

c. Purchase (%) - 4 - 28 18 44 83 . 48

d. Bengkok (%) - O ] 17 4 4
Sumokembangsr1 : % B s
1. Number of samples | nef o 125 s {5 730 -3 301
2. Average area per household (Ha) T0:270 | 0.567 1.534 2.971 0.614
3. Area obtaired through: »- . g 0 .

a. Inheritance (%) ‘38 .32 e 3 28

b. Gogolan (%) 59 60 29 - 29 50

¢. Purchase (%) = 5 Bz 25 40 14

d. Bengkok (%) B & 8

24

Source:

Un1vers1ty, 1880.

Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan aanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosxa1 Ekonom1 d1 Padesaan Studi
« Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur", M.Sc. thesis (unpub11shed)

Boger Agricu1tura1
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Land Dfstre{buiion

' Data for hm! distribution are available for only two villages,
ﬁﬁmnm amd Smkmbangsri. and only in regard to the lowland areas
sf the villages.

In 1978, out of 293 landless households in Gemarang, 82 had
formariy owned some land. Table 5 shows the changes in ownership of land
mﬂnﬁ these 82 landless households which increased annually from 1955 to
1978. As an 11lustration, in 1955 anly ﬁ(?%) of the present 82 landless
- househqlds wara landless, By 1978 a11 of them had-sold their land for
‘ nriahs reasens.

' “In Sumokembangsri them were 56 households in 1955 who had no
Tand md this increased to 219 households ‘In 1978 (Table 6). During this
mr‘l’td the population of the village increased from 363 to 487 households.
Thia table demonstrates that in Sumokembangsri over time the percentage
of Tandiess had greatly increased during recent years. From 1955 to 1960
‘thp ingrease in landless households was due to the increase in population
Mih newermers and the formition of new Tamilies by children of the
nsidgnw. From 1960 to 1975 the incrzase in landless households was -
causad. by the increase 1n papulation (60 households) and the sale of land
by 27 housenslds, From 1975 to 1978 the increase was caused by 20 new
houssho)ds in the village and 15 households who sold their farm land.

| ~ When there are sellers there must be buyers. In this report, the
- process pf g_q_»_l_il land concentration is examined by looking at people who
. own ene hectare of land or more, Table 7 shows that the number of owners
from 1959 threugh 1978 did nat greatly increase. (In the category of

. 1-.05-.1;;.-99 _-hngtaras'-..onw two people lost their land.) However, although
thﬁ nuph-r# of owners increased only s]1§h_t1y, the area of land that they
smud increased by 1'36'%'»1’(.\!' those owning more than two hectares and by
B4% for the class owning between 1.00 and 1.99 hectares. This can

also be seen from the trend of'thanga in average size of holdings.

. The increass in holding size occurred principally between 1974 and 1978.
This is particularly true for the parcels over two hectares in size.
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Table 5. - Percentage of the Eighty Two Landless Households (1978)
Who Owned Land between 1955 and 1978 by Size of Holding
in Gemarang, 1978, _

: Percentage of rice landowners

Size of landholding -

(Ha) _ 1955 1959 1964 1969 1974 1978
0 ) 7 52 74 87 89 100
0.01 - 0.49 33 18 13 7 7 0
0.50 - 0.99 . 59 27 - n 6 4 0
1.00 - 1.99 R 1 | o 0 0 0
2.00 + o | 1 1 0 0 0
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 | 100

a/ This information is from the 82 households who were interviewed and did

not have any agricultural land.

Source: Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial
Ekonomi Di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur",
M.Sc. thesis (unpublished), Begor Agricultural University, 1980.
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Table 6. - Landless Households and Total Number of Households by Years
in Sumokembangsri Village, 1978.

Total number of Households with no agricultural
Year hquseho]ds in the land

village ; Number of households % of total.
1955 363 "l ' 56 15.4
1360 -394 87 22.1
1973 ; 454 184 40.5-
1978 487 219 45 .0

Source: Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial
Ekonomi di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur",
M.Sc. thesis (unpublished}, Bogor Agricultural University,
1980. =
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Table 7. - Trend of Change in Rice Land Holding Size for Households
Owning One or More Hectares in Gemarang, 1978,

Landholdings more than two ha Landholdings 1.00-1.99 ha
in size i size
Youp rNumber Total area Average Number | Total area Average
: of owned holding of owned . holding
holders (Ha}) (Ha/HH) holders (Ha) (Ha/HH}
1959 7 19.860 2.84 9 1 9.950 1a¥1
1964 8 26.555 3.32 10 | 13.175 1.32
1969 9 30.055° | . 3.34 .10 14 .425 1.44
1974 | 9 34.605 3.85 10 | 14.375 1.44
1978 9 46,905 - 5.20 11 15.325 1.53

Source: Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial
Ekonomi di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur",
M.Sc. thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agricultural University, 1980.
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The size of landholding seems to be related fo income and
purchas:ng power. Investment in land 15 probably perceived by the
wealthier people in *he v111age as more lucrative than other form o
invesiment. The likelihood of a rise in sccial status may alse help
explain the rush to purchase more land.

In Sumckembangsri, the iTrend toward changes inm land disiributic.
can be analyzed further by looking at the number of heuseha?éa‘pGSSEg;;au
gegolan rights. The sale or gurthéSﬂ

out only in units of a gogol, i.e., 0.

hibited to sell or suy in fractions of gogo! because the gogol right i

connected to specific social duties to be performed by the gogol holders,
T

Table & shows that up to 1960, a household couid not have
to more than ons gogel unit, By 1373, however, several ho

morg than one unit due to changes in the sabture of the gdi'é

o609 1Y/

market, which in turn facilitated the process of land concsnivation by o

These changes seem to have generated more !equzaity in the fand

few individuals. Increases in the rate of population geowih is also cne
of the basic factors determining the increase in the numoer of landless
households.: Thﬂ%&dprhc955 S eem thf support the contantien that jand
dwﬁtr1but10ﬁ tends to became 1“C¥$aa1fﬁ1 inegquitable over time snd 1
associated with a stronger degree of nolarity beiwsen the rich and the
poor.

size Distribution of Farm Operations for Ona Yeap

When every jandholder is the manager of his land, and of enl

Tand, the size distribution of farm operations is identical ftv thal of
the land distribution. However, since tee residents of these willaaes

This change was dus to the land reform of 1960 (UUPA
essentiaily converted communal contrel over ihe iand
system to individual ownership right.

i oend §
G H
T
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Table 8. - Trend of Change in Number of Households Possessing Gogolan
Rights in Sumokembangsri by Years. :

Number of gogolan Nurber of households

S 1955 1960 1973 - 1978 -
0 56 87 184 219
0.5 0 0 0 2

1 307 307 244 239
2 0 0 18 19
3 0 0 5 5

| 4 0 0 3 2
5 0 0 0 |

Source: Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial
Ekonomi di Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur",

'?.Sc. thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agricultural University,
980. .
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tere involved iv renting and sharecropping, the distributions are
cxamined in. greiter detail. B

Alse in this sivdy, farm operaiion size was examined withia a
one-year production cvcle, In the case of rice fioids and fampak, both
aof which have twe harvests per vear, farm operabion size is twice the
area ‘of the land. The farm operation size Tor upland farmming is -
regarded as the same as the land area, consistent with the fact that
most of the lanc is cg%i?vated only once a wear. Pereanial crops are
not specifically considered as this peses.ch deals primarily with annrual
food crop produrtion and associated Zané rights |

In Table 9 und 19, the distribution of farm opevations in Gemarany.
Sum@k@mbanqsr1, Sukosari. and Sungunlegowe s very unequal Tor total Agri-

cultiral 1aﬂd 01" the viilaues, as well as for o Tand. The

number of Jvuﬁﬂ-u s having no farm ﬁgarat%ans ranged Trom 264 to 419

>

and 53% to €2% or irrigated fields {sawah) throughout the four vitlages.

Large farmers (rﬁnaging move than twe H.ﬁ:areﬁ) operatad 4% Lo &7% of

3

the total area of agricultural land, in the case of oserstions o sawah
jand, the situa‘ion becomes more skewed: 49 to 547 of the households
appear to m&nag& 4% to 1007 of the igﬁdﬂ land in the viliages. ,

- Iy Pﬁtuhg and - Tanansar%i the ineguity in. farm operation size
d]ﬁtfﬁbﬂtiﬂ\b,liﬁth for the fw al ag 1hu7fura arez and Tor irrigated
Tand, is Lonsmﬁtrpd maheru%n. S;m af Lhe ﬂwsnah dds operated some Tand,
Households having more than two hectares in gperation constituted enly
4% to 6% of the total area of agricultural fand in ecach vitlage, and
anly 3% of sawah area in Petung. This class alse managed 13% to 14% of
the total village area under faem gperation. In general the degree of
tnequity of the distribution of operated arez is alnost .dentical to the
dugree of inequity in the distribution of owned land. However, in Sumo-
rembangsri the and ownership distribution was more egualiy distributed
than the land operated because of the gogoTan sysiem, the reguirement



Table 9. -  Distribution of Farm Operation Size for Agricultural Land in- .Six East Java
 Villages (1978).

Npaa ander Gemarang Sumokembangs ri Sukosari Petung Tamansari Sungun]egowo
farm -
. HH Area | HH Area HH Area HH Area | HH Area| HH Area
Aparation r | % |% z % 2 p 4| ¥ y | % g
(Ha)
0 26 0 8 0 39 0 1 0 31 o} 4 0
0.01-024 |28 | 3 |37 6 |18 3| 14 3| 8 1 0d/
©0.25 -0.49 | 1 6 |15 10 16 10 23 2|15 5 2 08/
0.50 - 0.99 | 15 16 |26 34 12 15 36 33 | 39 22 |
1.00 - 1.99 | 14 27 |10 25 7 16 22 38 | 29 59 2 1T
2.00 + 6 48 4 25 8 56 4 14 6 13 | 47 98
Total (%) 100 100 {100 100 | 100 100 | 100 | 100] 100| 7100| 100 |/ 100
Total House- | 494 493 - 502 516 355 524
_ holds , _
. Total Area : 335.8J 271, _ 289, 375. 322. 1941
(Ha) .
Gini Index for 0.74 ©0.67 0.75 0.39 0.38 ©0.69
operated area ;
Gini Index for A8 0.56 .74 A0 0.40 0.74
owned-areg .

a/ Less than 0.5%

Source: Sri Hartoyo and Soentoro, "Penggunaan Sumberdaya, Lembaga Pelayanan Dan Pembangunan di Daerah
Persawahan, Pegunungan, dan Daerah Pantai, Jawa Timur", Rural Dynamics Survey, East Java Series

No.5, 1980.

b



Table 10. - Distribution of Farm Operation Size by Maior “*W*;ul ural Land Type in
Five East Java th2aﬂﬁ3 {1983) 3/

‘Area under farm Gemarang E!:{, Sumokembc sris ¢/ Sukosari.gf Petungéj Sunﬁuniegowc—/
{!P'ﬁ‘rﬁ“':{ﬁ_’q _’ : : . : - ‘ e 1 ‘ : -
(Ha) e/ | Area | HH Area | HH | Aea |oHH | Area j & | Ber
‘R 4 " A SETY (.S S O LSS R SRS
7 M 62 0 30 0 54 1 0 1] 0 | 53 0
e M 1oz 6 petfz | @ 8 o) 0
10.25 - 0.49 6 3 13 f-0 f1s Loy cfo: |t a
0.50 - 0.99 13 14 28 35 13 | 18 .| 25 %t 1 0 0
T1.00-1.99 | 13 29 g | 2 5 1 16 L1l 25 i | o
2.00 1 5] .84 4- 1. 25 6 | 54 | 3 [ .14 {46 [100
L Total {#) o~ 100 | 100 . [ J00 | it 100 | 100  |ido - | 100, [100: {700
Total households {494 |, . | 493! y . ys02 - " 1576, -1 fazs T
Total area {Kz) f . | g8 .} .. . ] 2% .| 253 ; j 2535 : {1833

Major-agricultural Tand in Gemarang, Sumokembangs Sri,tand Sukesari is irrigated: fieljs (sawah)
“in Pétung,.dt s upland;, in.Sungunlegowo, 1+ is brasaijn water porﬂs Ilvmbak)

Sri Hartoyo and Sventoros “”ﬂnggunaar ;nﬂuerddva, Lembaga QQTayaﬂaﬂ dan Pertargunav di Daerah
Paaq;wﬁhau, Pegunungan,. uan Daevah Pantai, Jawa Timur", Rural Dynamics Survey, East Java Serias
No. 5,.1980 R

Soejtnvc "Pe;garuh Penguacaan Tanah Terhadap &eadaaﬂ 505131 Ekon0u1 'di Pedesadn: Studi Kasus
Dua Desa di Jawa Timur", M.Sc. thesis (unpublished), Bogor Agricultural University, 1980,

t.ess than 0.5%

Households,

Ly
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that one-third of the farmer's.land had to be in sugar cane, and there
is no sharecropping in Sumokembangsri,

Distribution of Farm Operations by Status

As stated in the previous section, the right to operate a farm
or access to land can originate from actual ownership of the land, from
rentals, or from sharecropping. Combinations of these operation statuses
is possible and was verified by this study, which observed the following
seven classes of farm operators: (1) owner-operator, (2) renter,

(3) sharecropper, (4) owner-renter, (5) renter-sharecropper, (6) owner-
sharecropper, and (7) owner-renter-sharecropper. ‘

In Table 11 it is shown that in Gemarang, many cases of the
temporary transfer of land rights were observed. This can be seen from
the Tow percentage of households‘having the status of owner-operator, i.e.,
48%. In Sumokembangsri, on the other hand, the number of temporary
transfersof land rights was lower, as indicated by the fact that of the
296 households, 71% were owrer-operators.

-snarecropping and renting occurred frequently in Gemarang. Of
186 households, 27% rented some land, which constituted a total area of
32.8 hectares (or 28% of the total operated area); 28% sharecropped the
land, which constituted an area of 33.8 hectares or 29% of the total area
operated. f 3

In Sumokembangsri, renting occurred more frequently than share-
cropping. About 27% of the households rented 26% of the total operated
area, or 29.9 hectares. Only 2% of the households sharecropped an area
of 3.4 hectares, or 3% of the operated area. | -

From the previous discussion, it is clear that in Gemarang, the
transfer of land operation rights from owner to farm-operator occurred
through two channels--renting and éharecropping. In Sumokembangsri,
renting was more predominant. The land in Gemarang is not necessarily
owned by Gemarang people; in fact, it is estimated that up to 50% of
the owners in the village are in absentia. Many of these owners prefer
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iabkle 11, =~ Humber and Percentage of Rice Farm Operators, Farm
Cperation Size, and Percentage of Rice Land Area Based
on Operator Status, 1977-78 Wei Season, in Gemarang and
Sumokembangsri Villages.

- i ' Farm operation Percentage of area by E

- ' Operator size status (%) !

status of famm - : ;

cperation g Number e Average % Owned Rented { Share- |

' crogpeds

}

Geme rang | ?
. Owrer-operator 3% 48 0.460 35 100 0 g
2. Renter 30 16 0.339 9 0 100 0
F. Sharecropper 40 22 0.592 20 0 0 | 100
4. Owner-renter 14 8 0.898 1 62 38 0

5. Dwner-sharecropper 3 1.065 | 6 42 0 58

6. Renter-sharecropper 2 0.725 3 0 41 56 !

7. Ownep-renter- 2 1 15.418 26 21 65 14 ?

sharecropper i

Total 186 100 | 0.685 | 100 45 29 | 2 |

Sumokembangsri - |

1. Cwrer-operator | 210 3l 0.280 51 100 0 0 ;

¢, Rentep 37 13 0.237 8 0 100 0 ?
3. Sharecropper 4 1 0.359 1 0 0 100
& . Gwner-renter | 40 14 0.562 37 53 47 0
5. Ouiner-sharecropper 4 1 0.435 1 36 0 64
£. fenter-sharecropper | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vonmer-renter- 1 0 2.702 2 26 41 33

sharecropper '

Total 296 100 0.392 100 71 26 3

tource:  Scentoro, “Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap Keadaan Sosial Ekonomi di
Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur", M.Sc. thesis (unpublished},
Bogor Agricultural University, 1980.
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to operate their land through renting or sharecropping. The fact
that land concentration is most obvious in Gemarang helps explain

the more frequent_occukrence of renting and sharecropping. In Sumo-
kembangsri, the largest 1andhd]ding is three hectares and this is also
true for bengkok land. Absentee ownership and concentration of land
area are among the causal factors determining the extent of sharéf
cropping and renting. |

The problem of land distribution acquires a different dimension
when sharecropping‘and renting are taken into consideration. In fact,
although the issue is becdming more complex, it is also probably becoming
more meaningful in interpreting the naturs of social processes. The .
average size of landholdings is 0,27 hectares and 0.78 hectares for
Gemarang and Sumokembangsri, respectively, while the average farm
operation size in the 1977-78 wet season was oniy 0.28 hectares and
0.24 hectares, respectively.

In Table 12 a majority of the jarge landholders. operated a
smaller amount of land than they owned and only a few of these large
landholders operate more land than they own. In Sumckembangsri, we
see another interesting feature: ‘the distribution of farm operations
size if greater compared to the distribution of landholding size.

This was made possible by the fact that land is scarce and a significant
amount of the area was rented to a sugar cane factory.
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Distribution of Households Based on Landholding Size
and Size of Rice Farm Area in Operation in Gemarang
and Sumokembangsri Villages, 1977-78 Wet Season.

_ Number of houscholds based on size of area in: operation. E
Landholding Size - SRR TS . REEE) |
{Ha) 0 | 0.01-0.49 | 0.50-0.99 |[1.60-1.99 [.2.00+ .| Total |
0 . 230 31 20 10 0 291 |
0.01 - 0.49 2 59 4 0 0 86
0.50 - 0.99. 20 11 29 3 . . 64
1.00 - 1.99 2 0 3 6 0 1
200 A 0 2 1 2 4 9
Totdl 275 103 57 21 5" 463
Sumokembangsri
0 154 29 3 0 0 186
0.01 - 0.49 8 78 3 2 0 91
0.50 - 0.99 27 126 16 6 0 175
1.00 - 1.99 1 4 15 - 7 3 30
2.00 + 0 1 ;B 1 2 4
Total. 190 238 37 16 5 486

Source: Soentoro, "Pengaruh Penguasaan Tanah Terhadap
Pedesaan: Studi Kasus Dua Desa di Jawa Timur®

Bogor Agricultural University, 1980.

Keadaan Sosial Ekonomi di
, M.Sc. thesis (unpublished},
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RENTING OF AGRICULTURAL LAND: FROM
THE POOR TO THE RICH

A major theme that will be interwoven into this discussion
of one part of the land market is that the renting of agricultural
1andqpfimarily functionélto trans fer the control over land from poor,
marginal farmers to relatively wealthy, fairly efficient farmers.

- Then;: in the next section the.theme will be that sharecropping does

the opposite and transfers control of the operations from the larger
farmers to the poorer farmers who may or may not have scme land. When
these two forces are combined with the accelerating shift from share- -
cropping to renting of land in East Java, then one can postulate that .
rural land markets are enhancing the:concentration of land use in the
hands of fewer people and are further accelerating the polarization of’
the rural villages between those who have access to Tand which means
they are invalved in the land market and those who have no access to
fand and therefore excluded from the land market.

Fenting was studied primarily in three of the villages covered
~in this study. A rather simple. def1n1t10n of renting is the transfer
of control over agricultural land to a person who pays in advance to
cultivate the land for a specific period. The owner does not provide
any inputs when he transfers contral, he receives none of the yields,
and does not suffer any risks of harvest failure. One characteristic
of this rental market is that the poor, marginal farmer who wants to
rent his land must look for a person who has enough money to rent his
tand. The capital market has a great influence on renting because in
general the farmers who rent in land hanve access to capital, and the
poorer, small landowners have-no access to capital and therefore must go
to these wealthier villagers who have capital, either their own or borrowed
and who rent in land from the small landholders. Since the number of
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viilagers who want to rent out their land is murh greater than
thuse who have capital for rﬂnt1nq, this tends to depress the rental
rates -to the poorer v1i¥agers Obviously, the capital market is
“gperating in association with the Tand market in this situation.

‘ In Sumokembangsri and Gemarang viillages there were,actua11y
three inter-linked land Eenta! markets, one markel involved farmers
who rent to each other and grew rice, one market dominated by the sugar
cane factory having the authority backed up by the government to rent
in land to cultivate sugar cane, and the third with either outsiders
or wealthy villegers who rent in fand to produce sugar cane by
ratoohing or planting céne._ They sometimes rent in a field that had
5 crop of cane cultivated by the factory, the land was returned to the.
- farmer, and they then rent out the field to someone who wanted to culti-
vate the ratooned cane. iEAch of these markets had varying degrees of
freedom, with the market among farmers for land to cultivate rice being
" the most free and the rental market of the sugar cane factory being
comp]ete1y controlied by the goVernment. Each village must rent a certain
portion of the land to sugar cane producers since the Government requires
that 1/3 to. 1/2 of the land be used for sugar cane cultivation.

To begin the discussion of this rather complex land.rental

‘market of sawah ?and; the Tand'that was “rented in" and_'rénted out"
according to amount of land owned by the farmers is shown in Table 13.
This table has both those vi?1hge residents who rented out to the sugar
cane . producers and to other rice farmers. In Gemarang village the.
amount of 1rr1gated 1and (sawah) that 1sushQWﬁuin.the‘tabie was only
« oy those.reqpondents who live in the v@llage and werejjﬁterviewed in

- the census of hauseholds As mentioned previously 45% of the sawah Tand

“in Gemarang was mwned by outsiders which subdivides the Tand rental
market among owners and farmers intd ohe market among respaondents and one
market between outsiders and residents and therefore responds to differen
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- Renting of Iirigated Land (sawah) in Gemarang and
- Sumokembangsri Villages in the Wet Season 1977/78
_ _Hgnd Kraton villggg in the Het Se§§on 1978/79.

Rented in Land®  ©°

“  Rented out Land

Yillage and area | Total Number of | Percent-{ Average.| Number of | Percent | Average
of sawah land __ | number of farmers age {size of |farmers | age who |size ¢f
owned ~ | respondents {who rent- |who rented |who rented | rented
(ha)- in each ed in rented |land rented (%) land
‘ size class |land . (%) (%) out Tand (%)
Gemarang village
0. | 291 25 9. .36 0 ' ) 0
.01 - .49 86 14 16, L 32 ' 85 .30
.50~ .99 66 8 12, .36 30 45, .59
1.00 - 1.99 1 4 18. .69 5 - 45, .95
2.00 + 9 3 33, 7.03 8 80. 1.537
Total 463 46 10. .81 75 16. .58
Sumokembangsri
village _
S : 186 32 1. .22 0 0 0
.01 - .49 91 9 10, .49 | a5 49. .29
.50 - .99 175 21 12, .43 171 98. .23
1.00 - 1.90 30 11 i, 51| 30 100. .40
2.00 + 5 3 67. |1.83 | 5 |00 .59
Total 487 76 16. A1 -] 251 52. .27
Kraton village -
0. 18" | 20 & JPHTRE g 5 0 D
.01 - .49 160 14 9. Mgty 38 23. .16
.50 - .99 77 1 1, ol gy 14 18. .31
1.00 + 74 9 T T.31 15 20. .48
Total 447 54 o .39 65 {13. .26

Source:

Partial census in the three villages.
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.incentivéé, Soméiﬁf‘thé land rented in“way have been from these
outside owners, but none o’ the rented out land would be from the
outsiders.” Only residents of the villages were included in this
§tudy'fof a8 very practical reason, it was almost impossible to locate
the outsiders. Yet, the information available appears to partially
support the propositon tha: the poor landwoners rent to the wealthy
or large landowners. Sixt two villagers in the .01-.49 and .50-.99
landownership category in Gemarang village rented out land, and only
13 of these as shown in Tahle 14 had o rent to sugar cane producers.
Those who rented out Egggﬁ_land in these two size categnries-were 37%
and 45% of the total number of villagers in these two categories in
Gemarang village. Also, the larger landowners were primarily renting
to sugar cane producers (Tubles 13 and 14). As is shown in Table 13-
some of the landless and marginal farmers also rented in land in
Gemarang village, but this was a much smalier percentage (9%, 16%, and
12%) of the size categories which this time includes 25 landless (9%)
villagers who rented land. Unfortunately, this study did not examine
how thevy were able to finarce this rental, nor if they had access to
the capital market in the village. For the respondents in Gemarang
village, 75 of the owners who rented out land, 62 of them could.
be considered poorer farmers, and the total amount of land they (75)
rented out was 43.5 ha (Tatile 13). Forty six of the respondents rented
in land though only five could be considered large farmers yet they !
rented 22.5 ha of sawah which was 61% of the total amount of land rented
in by the respondents. In this table it is difficult to state whether
or not the landowners in the .50-.99 ha category were poor farmers or
rich farmers. They were ar in-between group, and would have to be
examined individually tomktermine their income status.

In Sumokembangsri §i11age the situation was in one way more
complicated because a larger proportion of the farmers were forced toi
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Table - Renting Out of Irrigated Rice Fields (sawah)
to Sugar Cane Factories and Rice Farmers in =
Gemarang Village and Sumokembangsri Village
in East Java in 1978, '
i - Sawah rented out to Sawah rented out to
sugar cane producers rice farmers
Total Number | Average| Percent- | Number - Averagé‘ Percent-

_ number of of res- | size age of res- | size age
“i1lage and respondents! pondents| rented | rented pondents| rented | rented of
area of in each renting |out of total | renting | out total
=awah owned size class | out (ha) area out (ha) area

(ha) rented I rented
(%) (%)
“mnarang village 5
10 - .49 85 5 41 21. 29 26 |79, §
50 ~ .99 65 8 35 | 8 25 .47 6. g
1.00 - 1.99 n 2 1.03 43. 3 .90 57. [
2.00 + 9 5 1.25 87+ 3 2.30 43, @
Total 172 20 .82 36. 60 .48 54, |
Sumakembangsri
village
.10 - .49 91 44 .20 67. 20 Bl 23,
50 - .99 175 171 A0 1 42, 85 vek 58.

1.00 - 1.99 30 30 eh " 63, 9 .50 -

2,00 # 5 5 .28 47. 1 1.54 53.

Total 301 250 .14 51 118 29 49,

Source: Partial Census in the two villages.
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rent some of the1r land ta sugap fane prnducers and they may have
rented out 1and to other farmerﬁ also but ¥essi¢3mp11cated in
arother way since there were no uu*slders owning “Tand in the village.
Of:the 301 villagers who owned sawah, 250 had to rent to sugar cané
producers because of the gogola system and the government's require-
ment that 1/3 of the village's land had to be in sugar cane {Table 14).
Yet, 115 of the 251 renters (Table 13}, also rented ﬁuh dand to rice
farmers. In the .10 to .49 ha size category 20 @wne ‘Penth out THhd¥
to farmers and in the .50-.99 ha size category 85 own@rs rented oub ~Ige_
land to farmers (Table 14). They were 22% and 49% of the respondents ™
in each of these categories. Of the-tand rented out to farmers, these
two categories accounted for 82% of the sawah land area rented;out to~
rice farmers which was in the veluntary land rental market as e#poséd'
to the government enforced land rental market., Thirty two of the 186
landless villagers in Sumokembangsri rented in an average of .22 ha of
sawah. Only 14 larger farmers (40% of total in the two largast size
categories) rented in land, though'it was 35% of the_sawah Tand rented
in by all of the 487 respondents (Tablic 73). il

Kraton village was less complicated since only 35% of their sawah.
Tand was owned by outsiders and sugar cane was not grown in the village
at the time of the surveys, though in W ay 1979 a sugar cane factory
rented 200 ha of sawah land to cu1t1vat& sugar cane. Thirty six villagers
in the .01-.49 size category which were ‘the small marginal landowners
~ rented out lTardwhich was 34% of the total area of sawah land rented out:
The land rented in by the farmers with 1.0 or more of owned land was
56% of all of the rented in land of the 497 respondents. Although it
is not absolutely clear, the informationin Table 13:and Table 14 does. . ..
somewhat conform to the proposition that the land rental market
encourages concentration of control over land among the wealthier
farmers.,
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- The respondents in each of the three villages were>asked

about their motives for renting out land. _Table 15 givéé their
reasons for renting out their sawah land in Gemarang and Sumokembang-
sri viﬁ\ages. Of those who answered the largest “proportfon stated
(32% and 42%) to pay their living expenses. In Gemarang 24% also
stated they were required by the Government to rent out their land

for.sugar cane cultivation. Only a very few (5% and 4%) rented éut
land to pay their farm production expenses, almost all of the rest

can be classified as basic living expenses, Therefore, one can pnséib?y
concflude that most of the small landowners had to rent out their land in

. order to sUpport their families. It may be that the low number of
respanses in Sumokembangsri village was due to the large number (250)
who had to rent to the sugar cane pre&ucers. In Kraton village the

»reagons for renting supported the propas1tlon on renting of land influ-
encing tand concentration. This is shown by the fact that eighty five

- percent of the respondents rented in sawah land to enlarge the size of
their farm operation in order to. improve their income. While on the
other &wﬂ 50% of those who rented out sawah land did this to purchase
food and medicine, and only 21% gave a reason that they rented out for .
economically productive reasons (Table 16). .

- Examining the land rental market in Kraton village in more depth
in Table 17, the transfer from the poor to the wealthier farmers appears
to have occurred though some poor farmers also rented in sawah tand.

_In the .01-.49 ha size category 20 of the 36 small land owners did not
cultivate any of their.ggggh rather they rented the land out while 16
of these small land owners cultivated only an average of .15 ba. OFf
the total sawah land rented out in this market, 34% of the total area
of sawah land rented was from these very small land owners. While for
the 1.00+ size category which were the wealthier farmers who rented in

_'sauah land, they rented 56% of the total area of land rented in by all

of the respondents in this land rental market..
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Table 15, - Reasons for Renting Out Irrigated Ride Fields"
< g, YVISRET sawah} to other Farmers in Gemarangiand
- Sumo embangsr1 V]llages in 1978

5% 2K

-------

| Gemarang Villagé. | Sumo ewbangsrl village

= R 3 PR :—" o3t . g i ‘ -
ea§?ghfnflr?qtjngco?§1mﬁ;4 Number of | Numb&F of
: iR IR N respondents who, | respondents who
o gave a reasan (%) {gave a reason (%)

=2

. To pay for foﬂd ﬂnd' r(f o i ey
other household: i -rmelieii 7o 20 :
neqess1t1es o wfoopsrkad SV -3 O g 42.

. i
B4 MaE

-+ 2,,79,Buy medicine and - SR P e :
_; Pay for funerals N S T e i

LB : : | _ ) -

T 3. TQ bava a-festival S At .

o n

By Te pay schoo} expensed {7_ 6 : o B R MR

Sl

;6 To improve the house 4 3 ok T, QR g 1.

7. To pay farm expenses e i e 4.

crp petatmas

B Required by the Government 18 24, |ady NiOwide? o}, 0,

'9 Dthers e, s Sl 3 4, | owrmang ayaR 041 4

Vavioems  Barda
STaEE NRlEE 18

Source: -Partial Census in Becember 39?8 7

- ; 2ak 3 ¥
W, o gl - G SRR
=i ;'? 3 ¥
§
wrt eyt g 1% | 83 ]
4 k¢ L i
£
5 L -
+ H i (ks
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Table 16. - Reasons for Renting of Land in Kraton ¥illage
Tn the Wet Season 1978/1979.

Perceﬁtage of the
Reasons _ respondents

(%)

Renting in of sawah land
{<0 respondents] a/

1. To increase farm income 85.

2. To invest in farm land o 10.
‘3. Others _ 5.

Renting out of. sawah land
(12 respondents) .

. To buy food for the famiTy 43.

1.

2. To have money to build a house . 14.

3. To pay wives medical bills " 8
4. To pay the costs of the religious

- trip to Mecca _ 7
To pay for costs of producing cane 7.

u 7

7

wn

To have money to buy sawah
To purchase ducks

*

5o

.

| Sdhrce: Interview survey of sample resuondeﬁts in March, 1979,

2/  The small number of respondents is because this question was
notasked in the partial census, rather only when the selectad
sample responedents were interviswed,
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Obyiously, as is shown in Table 17, some landless villagers
rented land to cultivate FiCé}u Besidesjthis;usdﬁeﬁ?érge farmers also
rented out their sawahs which does not agree with the proposition.

This indicates that there were various reasons for these villagers
to participate in this rental market, theugh the evidence also
indicated that a very prominent trend was the transfer of land from
the small marginal farmers to the wealthier farmers. ¢ = .

One situation that occurred once in a while in éhéééiédmpT{cated
Tand markets was that a small farmer would rént out hi¢ Tard fo another
farmer, and then he would sharecrop in someone else' sawah Tafd.
Renting was to get money for subsistence and production costs, then
he would sharecrop in land to cultivate rice. Sometimes, the.person who
would rent out his sawah land to a larger farmer would ‘do it with the .
understanding that the larger farmer would then sharecrop the land back
to the same owner. The owner of the Tand got the money and:the renter
did not have to provide labor to cultivate the land, rather the owner
who sharecropped his own land provided the: labor.. Later in-this paper,
it will be demonstrated that in this situation the larger farmer gains
on the low rental rate and the hich sharecropping payment to him.
However, the poor farmer also gains by having access to credit (the rent
payment) and can then have sufficient funds to sharecrop and grow rice.
If he had not rented out his land, then he would not have sufficient
credit to cultivate rice. Consequently, thi$ land rental market has
significant credit aspects that tend to indicate that.one of the major
problems is access to adequate credit in the.capital market.

In the land rental markets in the two villages, the length of
the rental contract varies fromone season to 10 years. Between one
and two years appeared to be thé’mﬁét frequent ‘Tength of time as shown
in Table 18. In Kraton village the rental contracts were from 1 to 2
years and the average was 5.8 years. In Gemarang village there
seemed to be a difference in the respondents answers between those
who rented in and those who rentLd out sawah. Probably, the difference
has to do with the villagers who had rented Tand from the outsider?.

-



Table '17. - Number of Households and Average Size of Operations in the Rental

llnrket in Kraton ﬂ“i’l by S‘tzLBistr‘lbution in the Wet Season 1978/79

Source:

,',Mrssborentedoutsm 'Mtersofmh_
Size dtstrtﬁutien Rented out Owners own farm ‘Rented 1n Renters farm
~ of sawah 45 operatisn operation
ownership : — : . — - - 3
# 4 Mumber qf Awmgeffﬁwer‘ of 1 Average |Mumber of avmge Hmber of Averager S
households|sizé ™~ | households | sfze  |bouseholds {size households | size
(ha) | | (Ba} | (ba) i (ha)
0 0 0 o | o | 22 | a7 | 2 17
.01 - .48 % | .16 6 . SRC NN BT R .39
.50 ~ .99 L 3 12 .29 (k| 2 . 88
1.00 + 15 40 18 | .84 e 1.3 ‘e 2.
Total | 65 | 28| 43 43 | s 39 s | .8
Partial census in two hahtsfkhﬁag)r—'flgi February 1979.

29
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Renting to augar came facteries is not jncluded in Table 18. Both
tha sugar camne land rental markets and the outsidars land rental
mariats had much differsnt charscteristics than the rental markets
among only the villagars. The explanation for the very long contracts
is that the small landdwmf nesded to support his family and the )
practice of renting for a one or twe paried. “After & season or two
the person whe rented out the land sti11 needed money and extended :
the length of his contract evan theugh the previeus contract had not
yet expired, If he did this sach season, then after a few seasons he
had rpntad eut his land for-many years in advance. In Table 18,
there are farmers who had rented out;thﬁwﬂo'ldsim 2 to more than
B years and in Kraton the lengest time was 12 years. One of the

. propesitions ir this paper is that as the length of the rental contract
is extended at lower and lTower rental rates the owner is eventually
compelled to sell the land to the remi:r who hoids this long contract,
and at a ow price. Yet this has mot been proven tn this study.

In Sumokembangsri village those residents who had rented sawah for
only one season were primarily rentiag Yand that had already been
scheduled  to be planted in sugar:cane after ene rice season and
therefore were prevented from negotiating a longer contract.

Anether difference in the rental markets was that. in
Sumokembangsri village there was ne renting of land to individuals to
- grow sugar cane or to vatoon cane that had been harvested. In Gemarang
‘village they did rent land to individuals for both of these activities,
in fact one Chinese private company from Madiun had rented 80 ha from
the farmers in this village to pmducé sugar cane.  Some of the
Gemarang farmers complained that they were forced to rent out their
sawah by the village officials to individuals who wanted land for
sugar'cane.  These villags pffictals (pamong desa) determined
‘what areas of the village's hnd had to ba rentad for sugar cane ~ The
rental rate for sawsh !and paid by the sugar cane factory was



Table 18. - Length of Rental Contracts Among the Farmers in Gemarang Village and
Sumokembangsri V1T1age in East dJava, December 1978.
s il Gemarang vﬂ}a;ge _‘ S Sumokembangsri: village
Length of rentral : ; A - 3
contract in a Renters who stated| Owners who stated Renters who stated | Owners who stated
season or years Bl i L :
No, % No. - % No. A No, 4
One season 4 8, 0 0. 20 33,51 28 25.
One year 24 45, 26 44, 33 54, 43 . 39.
Two years 12 £3. 20 36. 6 10. 37 33.
~ Three years 4 8. 4 z. 0 0 0 0
Four years: 3 0. 2 4. 1 2 2 2.
Five years _ 2 . 1 £ 1 2 1 1
More than five years 4 8. 4 Z, 0 0 0 0
" Total 53 100. 57 100. 61 100. in 100.

Source:

gensus of households by thn
December ]9?8 i

TiTic

Agro Economic Survey'siRufa}‘DynamicsTeam,

¥9
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Rp265,000 per ha for 16 months. In contrast the private individuals
who rented sawah land that had the sugar cane stumps for the ' ratoon
crop paid Rp190, 000. per ha for "iz months. T‘,e rateon requires oni:,q"
12 months while the origiral cmp takes'16-months to pmducc a crop
of sugar cane. However, the rate in the rental market mng the ..
farmers was only between Rp90,000 and Rp140,000 per ha per year in:
Gemrang village. Thus, a farmer who rented one ha of land to a
person for cane, could conceivab’lc use that. monay to rent 13 ha uf
sawah for rice cultivation.

Actually, tha rental market has two cmpomnts. first those
villagers who have m]!tive‘ly Targe amountT"of land and second those!
who have small heldings of sawah, both of whom were renting out their
‘land. Most of the large farmers were renting their sawah to the sugar
cane- factory or to individuals who would then ratoon the cane. Whareas
the small farmers were the ones who rented to the larger farmers, and
at the lower rate of betwsen Rp90,000 to Rp140,000 in Gemarang.
Consequently, the rental rate for the smaller land owner farmers was
‘much. Tower than for the larger farmers who were renting more often

to the factory or the private companies. In fact these rates made it
possibie for the larger fammers to rent out their'm for sugar cane,
and then tumearound and rent in land from the poorer farmers, and at
such a Jower rata that they could rentiin 1} ha' with the miney they
rented out 1 ha. - The reason for this was that the poorer farmers ware
in a weak bapgaimtng position because of their need to support their
families. They must look for someone with capital to rent their fields,
even to the point of hwing to go to the 'wealthier person's house to
enquire if they want to rent their fields. .Obvia_usly. this contributes
to concentration of land control and polarization in these villages.

The areas rented for cane were in blocks determined by the village
leaders though not for the ratoon crop which meant that only if a

“small farmer s in that block did he receive a higher rent. Yet, the
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returns to cultivating rice were much higher than these rental rates.
Table 19 compares the returns for both renting and sharecropping.

If the farmer rented the land he paid an average of Rp46,300 per ha
per season and if he sharecropped he paid Rp128,000 per ha per season.
The hired labor and other inputs were about the same cost for both
systems (Table 19). The return to management is actually the net
return to the family'that covers family labor, management, and any
interest on the invested capital. As shown in Table 19, the Tlarger
farmers paid a rental of .1/2 that of the poorer farmers and their net
return perha was more than twice the return of the sharecroppers.
Also, this return of Rpl199,700 per ha per season was mych higher

than the rental rates paid by the sugar cabe factory. The comparison
was Rp199,700 per ha per season (6 months) return on the rented land
producing rice and Rp265,000 per ha for 16 months for sugar cane.
Besides this, it was the poorer farmers who were renting out on an
average of Rp64,300 per ha per season and the wealthier farwiers who
were sharecropping out at returns that average Rp1Z28,000 per ha per
season. Of course, the intsrest that would have been earned if the
large landowner had instead rented out his field and invested the
proceeds needs to be though of as being part of his éarnings from
sharecropping out this land. In other words the poorer farmers rent
out at low rental rates and sharecrop in at high share rates. The
wealthy farmers rent in at low rates and sharecrop out to get high
share returns. Comparing the twotenure situations, the net return
per ha per season for the wealthy farmerswho rented in land was much
higher (Rp199,700) than the poorer farmers net return (Rp87,100} who
sharecrops in sawah land to cultivate rice (Table 19). Why did this
occur? Primarily, it was due to the smalier Tand owner who did not
have sufficient money to provide for his family and therefore had to
rent his land at a low rate. The farmer who sharecropped out his
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Jand was usually a wealthy farmer who was not pressed for money and
therefore had a much greater bargaining power in: -determining: his
share, more able to risk low yields, and not-in peed -of .cash which
would force him to rent the tand. Also, the numper of farmers
who rented out their land was many more than theiwealthy farmers
who rented in the land. While this was just the opposite in the -
sharecropping market where there were only a few who shared out and
many who wanted to sharecrop in the sawah land. Demand and supply
clearly influenced the .rental and - sharecropping:rates -in these markets.

A’substantial number of the villagers who- rented out theﬁr iand
gave the reason that they had to buy medicine or pay the costs of a
burial: ~Usually, they were farmers who had a-very. small area of: sawah
jand.” “Medical expenses were relatively high for these villagers.
Some of the villagers' gave as thelrgasonffar"renting out their land |
that they had to pay the expensesfor-a ¢ircumcision party er a
wedding party”(hajatan) They would invite -many people to the party
with the ‘hope that these guests would give money and other goods as
gifts. Sometimes they used their land as:cclateral on a loan for the
party, If they could not repay the toan then they were forced to rent
out their land to cover the debt. s ; '

In Kraton village there were: three d1fferent types of rental
agreements. - The first type‘was-thabmthe‘rental -payment was paid by
the ‘renter to the landowner not Tong befcre or after the renter began
cultivating .the ‘land .and the payment was either in.cash or -in goods.
When goods' were used to pay the rental it was -because -the. landowner
needed -these ‘goods which were such things as rice.(paid in instailments
to-the land owner), radio, tape recorder, or metor cycle. The larger
owners wanted -the motor cycles, radios, etc;, and the smaller owners
nedded the rice for their families.

The second .type of rental contract was similar to the first
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Table 19, - Average Production Costs of Rice in the
Wet Season 1977/1978 by Tenure S atus in
Gemarang Village, East Java.

=

Renting 1in Shareiropping in
Item - Cost Percentage of | Cost Percentage of
total cost total cost
(%) (%)
No. of respondents 9 . 10
Ave size of operation
(ha) .26 . .77
Land (sawah) &/ (Rp/Ha)| 64,300 17. 128,600 39,
Hired Labor & (RosHa)| 72,900 19. 77,000 23.
Inputs </(Rp/Ha) 48,800 12. 38,700 12.
Returns to ., ' '
management — (Rp/Ha){ 199,700 52. 87,100 26.
Total (Rp/Ha) 385,700 100. 331,400 f 100.

Source:  Census by Agro Economic Surveys' Rural Dynamic’ Study team

in December, 1978.

This is the amount they had to either pay in rent o give in kind
to the owner of the irrigated agricultural Tand (saiah).

This is the cost of only hired labor. Family Tabor was not given
38 rupizh value.

This includes the cost of the seed, fertilizer, and! pesticides.

The return to management is the net return to the oderator once

the rent (or share), hired labor, and other inputs mave been

deducted. It is a return to capital, management, irgerest, and family
labor..
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one but before the end of the contract period the contract was
extended for a lTonger period. At the time it was extended the
owner would receive an additional rental payment for the next time
period, but at a lower rental rate since the first contract had not
7ot expired. For one of the respondents this extension occurred up
to four times with one of the owners. It was usualiy the owner who
initiated this extension of the rental -agreement.

The third type of rental centract in Xraton viilage was the
agreement and payment were made long bafore the renter began culii-
vating the sawah iand. A variation of this type was a
parson who lcaned money to the Tand owner and he gave the persocn the
right to cultivate his land in the future. This rental contract was:
ailways initiated by the landowner because of a pressing need for
money, yet someone eise had already rented his lard. Therefore, the
second renter*d? his land might have to wait a season or a year or
iwo before gaining contrel of the land thus he would get a fow ronial
nayment from the second reater.

secause of these different types of contracts, the varying
quality of the land, and the sugar cane factory, the rental rates
greatly varied in this vi1}aga,' In 1978 the sugar cane Tactory paid
& rent of Rp250,000 per ha for 18 months, or Rpl167,000 per vear.

The rent paid by a rice farmer was only an average of Rp114,700 per
year. According to the respondents these price differences were
raused by who needed the land, the renter or the land owner. In the
case of the factory, they needed the land for cultivating canz. 1o
the case of the renting out to the rice farmer, the Tand owner needed
the money for his subsistence expenses. Table 20 illustrates the
increase in rental rateg"betweaﬁ:iﬁ?ﬁ and 1978 based on information
from a few of the respondents “n Kraton village.
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Table 20. - Average Rental Rate of Irrigated Land (sawah)
by the Farmers and the Factory, Kraton viilage,
Wet Season 1978/1979.

Number of Average rental rate
Year and to whom observations for a year
{Rp.)
1574 Rice farmer pd 56,600
1977 Rice farmer 3 101,700
1978 Rice farmer 5 114,700
1978 Factory 1 166,700

o

Source: Interview of randomly selected respondents in March 1979.
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To summarize the land rental markets in the three villages,
‘he very small farmer rents out his land because (1) his field may
he too small to cultivate rice, (2) he may not have sufficient capital
.o pay for the production expenses, (3) he needs money for an
speygency. The very small farmers and landless residents become
sharecroppers because (1) they have an assured income from rice
cultivation, {2) they share the production expenses with the Tandowner,
and (3) they have rice for their families.

The large farmers rent in because of their access to capital
and the high returns they can get from either cultivating the land
themselves or sharecropping out the land. The large farmers rent-out
land because of the Government's requirement of a certain share of the
vitlages land should be in sugar cane and of the high rent paid by
individuals' who want to ratoon the sugar.cané crop.
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SHARECROPPING AND KEDOKAN: FROM THE RICH
T0 THE POOR

The second major theme in this chapter .is that the share-
cropping land market acts to transfer"cont?ol of land from the larger,
wealthier farmers to the poor, marginal farmers. Yet, as shown in the
previous discussion, the wealthy landowner who shares out his land will
receive a higher return than if he had rented out the land. Consequently,
this sharecropping market still contributes to a poor distribution of
income because of the relatively high share rate to the landowner and the
relatively low net income to the sharecropper though it does help them
to overcome a lack of credit for purchasing inputs.

Included in this analysis will be the kedokan system (in West
Java 1t is called Ceblokan) which can be considered either as a crude
form of sharecropping or a higher form af labor contract. In this
system the landowner provides all of the cash inputs and manages the
cultivation of the crop. The laborer or he can be called the share-
cropper provides only his labor without pay to plant, weed, and sometimes
plow and harrow the sawah field. His pay is a larger share of the harvest
and his right is only that he is allowed to harvest that portion of the
field which he has cultivated. In this way he is assured of a larger
share than if he were only a laborer who participates in the harvest,
but he must wait for 4 to 6 months before he is paid for his labor.

Thué, a farmer who uses this kedokan system does not need cash to pay

his laborers and these Taborers are assured of a plot of rice fieid that

only they have the right to harvest, and at a higher share of the amount

harvested. In this study the kedokan system will be assumed to be a form
of sharecropping.

Besides this crude form there are at least four other types of
sharecropping contracts and the choice depends partly on the quality of
the land and the crop being cultivated. These four types are shown 1in
Table 21. As an example’all of the sharecropping contracts in Gemarang

¢
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Table 21. - Sharecropping Contracts in Java.
Mame of sharing of harvest Person who pays the cultivat-
contract Owner | Sharecropper ion costs
1. Maro 1/2 112 Labor by the sharecropper
Other inputs: 50-50
2. Mertelu 2/3 1/3 Labor by the sharecropper
: Seed and fertilizer by the
owner
3. Merapat 3/4 1/4 Labor by the sharecropper
Other inputs by the owner
4. Maro miring | 3/5 2/5 Labor by the sharecropper
Other inputs by the owner
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village were maro which meant that they first subtracted the seed;
fertilizer, insecticides, and harvest cost, then they would divide
the rest of the harvest on a 50-50 share basis betlween the owher‘and
sharecropper. Another aspect of these contracts is that sometimes
the sharecruppgf will have te make an advance payment (lﬁQﬂQJ to the
owner to acduire theright to cultivate his land in the future. The
length of the contraét'vafiﬁs from one season Lo coutiﬂubus year;after
year contracts, though it usually is for two years, then they have to
plant sugar cane. Sometimes afler the sugav ;ane; the same person will
again sharecrop the land from the same landowner. j . -
Sharecropping was an 1mpbrtant part of the land market in
Gemarang vil]aﬁe and not in Sumokembangsri village. Twenty two. percent of
the farmersfin the partial census in Gemarang were pure sharecroppers which
covered 19% of the sawah land, three perceﬁt of these farmers were owner
sharecroppers and one percent were a.combination of owners-renters-
sharecroppers. In Sumokembangsri village there were very few share-
croppers, and those who dic have thic type of .ontract were primarily
family 1w ohers sharing out land to their close relatives. In Kraton
village almost all of the farmers were involved in the Eﬁﬁg}gﬁushare—
cropping contract. Table 22 indicates the pumber of the villagers who
were participating in the sharecropping land market hy the amount of land
they own. Judging by the distribution of sharecroppers in Gemarang and
Kraton villages by landownership, our proposition is partially confirmed.
There were 40 Tandless villagers in Geﬁarang and 147 Tandless villagers
in Kraton who "sharecropped in" or "kedokan in" land to cultivate rice
In Kraton 87 marginal {.01-.49 ha) ¥armeréﬁa}su had kedokan contracts
which made itlp05$ib1e for them to cultivate their own sawah land and te
sharecrop in and expand their operaltions. A'so, in both villages it was
primarily the larger landowners who shared out their tand. Some of thece
larger Tandowners sharecropped in sawah which obvicusly does not fit in
with the proposition. In Gemarang a substantial nunber of the outsiders
who owned land also sharecropped out to the villagers, yet this does not



Table 22. - Sharecropping and Kedokan by Size of Owned Irrigated Land (sawah) in Gemarang and
Sumokembangsri Villages in the Wet Season 1977/78 and in Kraton Village in the Wet
Season 1978/79.
Gemarang village Sumokembangsrivillage Kraton village
§iz : : Sh i Share out Share in
djs%fibution Share out Share in Share out are in (Redok -0ut) ettt Ans
of irrigated Number | Ave. Number | Ave. Number | Ave. Number | Ave. Number| Ave. Number | Ave.
land owned of re-| size of re- | size of re~- | size of re- | size of re-| size of re- | size
(Ha) spori- | shared | spon- shared | spon- - | shared | spon- shared| spon- | shared| spon- shared
dents | out dents | in dents out dents in ‘dents | out dents in
(Ha) (Ha) (Ha) (Ha) (Ha) (Ha)
0o 0 . a0 | .62 0 . 0 - 2/ | 9 | a7 .20
0.01 - 0.49 3 .24 42 0 - 0 - 36 22 87 .18
0.50 - 0.99 2 .63 9 .59 0 - 8 - 42 .38 17 .15
1.00 - 1.99 0 - 0 - 1 - 2 -3 582/ | 1.03 6 17
2.00 + 2 |5.15 3 |24 1 0 |
Total 7 176 | 55 .69 2 10 s | .59 ‘| 257 19

Source: Census of households in Gemarang and Symkembangsri villages i

February 1979.
a/ These 9 farmers who kedokan out land rented the land
b/ In Kraton village the 1.00-

they cultivated and did not own any land.

1.99 and the 2.00+ categories have been combined into one category.

n December 1978 and Kraton village in

SL
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show up in Table 22 because of not being able to interview these
outsiders. In Kraton village a total of 145 farmers "kedok out" their
sawah land and 257 of the villagers "kedok in" sawah land. Nine of
these respondents who "kedok out" had no land but they "rented in"
sawah and then "kedok out" a1though the average size of their cu]tivated
:land was only .20 ha.

To examine in more detail who were the villagers in the kedokan _
system in Kraton village, Table 23 gives tha average area of kedokan
and the distribution by size of sawah ownership. The types of tenure
arrangements were also ekam1ned in Table 23. In the partial census in
Kraton village there were 65 landowners who cultivated their own land
and also rented out some of their sawah land, 84 landowners who cultivated
and also kedok out their sawah land, 54 renters who owned some sawah
land and also who rented in ggggh_tu increase their size of operation,
203 pengedok (sharecroppers} who owned sawah but ~ had Sharecropped
(kedokan) in land. The number of respondents in each tenure type have
been distributed in the table by the amount of sawah land they owned.
Not all of the respondents were involved in kedokan which is the reason
that the total number of respondents was not the.same as the number of
farmers in kedokan. | _

The trends in Table 23, indicate that in Kraton village the land-
less and marginal farmers were the ones who “"kedok in" and the larger
1andowner5 were the ones who' "kedok out" their sawah

Although most of the farmers were inwolved in kedokan there were
differences in the kedokan contracts. In Kraton village there were
five different forms of kedokan which differ primarily by the cultivation
activities that the pengedok was required to perform, their share of the
harvest, and the additional wage as shown in Table 24. 1In general, a
pengedok (person who has "kedok in" land) had to plow the fields, pull
and plant the rice seedlings and weed the rice. In payment he received
a 1/4 share of the rice harvest. As shown in the table, the two major
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Table 24, -
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Five Types of Kedokan and the Area Covered by Each one in

Kraton village, East Java, in the Wet Season 1978/79.

Kedokan

type

Percentage
of sawah
covered by
kedokan

type (%)

Responsibilities

of the pangedok

Size of the share
{bawon)

Additional wage
‘ payment

Kedokan| Harvester’

(penderep)

"Time of
payment

Amount
of wage

1. o/

h

42.

29,

2.

1
2

Plowing

. Pulling seediin
. P1antig 1 »

saedliings

- Weeding

Plowing _
Pulling seedlings

. Plantin

seedl?ngs -

. Weeding

. ‘Plewing
. Pulling seadlings
. Planting

seedlings
Weeding

. Repairing bunds
. Pulling seedlings
. Planfing

seedlings

. Weeding

L]
Y

Plowing
Pulling seedlings

3. Planting

seedlings

4. Weeding

3:1 15:1

15:1

31

3:1 15:1

311

15:1

512 13:1

Hone

At time
of
harvest

After

finish-
ing the
plowing

None

None

- None

None

1% to 12}
kg gabah

Rp100
to
Rp300

Hone

Source:

Interview of sample respondents in March 1979, -
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Table 24. - (cont.)

b/

“In thp f1rst system the ppngedek ilahgr@r who carries out the

operation has to prepare the field ipengo1ahan tanah dengan
cangkul maupun bajak), transplanting which-1s both pulling
and planting the rice Eeed11ngs, and weeding. The pengedok
does not get a wage for preparing the field (p10w1ng) The
pengedok will get a 1/4 share of the harvest which is h1C=
respnns1b1};ty to do the haPVst1ng PRuE e :

The second kedokan system is the same as the first one, except-
a wage 1is paid to the )engPdok for plowing. (mpncanqxu1) at the
time of the harvest. This wage is paid in rice and ranges
between 1/2 to 123 h;xof reugh rice (uabah) and is plowing an
area of from .07 to .15 ha.

£4.% 5

The th1vd kedokan system requires the pengedok to prepare the

“ifietd (plow) fransplant and weed. For this p10w1nq 1nvncangku1)

of dn area from .07 ta .11 ha the pérgedok is given a wage varying
from Rp100 to Rp3GO aﬁd it 1is patd after he is finished with the
plowing. Besides this, most of the pengedok are quﬂn one meal
during each operation, In the harvast they will receive a 1/4 |
share {bawon\ and +he|pengequ will give his harvester S a

1/4 share. The dastr1but10n of the shares is 12:3:1 which is .
12/16 for the owner, '3/16 for the pengedok and 1/16 share for
the harvesters, ; ' ;

In the fourth system of kedokan the pengedok (laborer) has less
responsibilities which are repairing the bunds (memopok

pemata nq) transpianting {mencabut bibit dan menanam}, and
wecdwng menyiang). The shares are 3:1.°or 1/4 of fhe harvest
for the pengedok. This sys tem is found. ih the jrrigated fields
{sawah) where the soil is plowed with' Larabou {bajak).

In the fifth system of kedokan the pengedok's (laborer)
responsibilities are the same as in the first system, but the
harvest is shared 5:2 to the pengedik, which means the pengedok
received 2/7's of the harvest. Apparently, the jandowner felt
that the plowing (mencangkul) should not be part of the pengedok's
work, therefore he felt he should give a larger share of the
harvest to the pengedok. The pengedok's harvesters were given
1/4 share of what they invested. Therefore the distributidn

of the share for the owner : pengedok : harvester (penderep) is
10 23 = 1. In other wotds the owney gets 10/14, the -
pengedok 3/14, and the harvesters 1/14 of the harvest.
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types of kclokan varied by whether or not an additional wage payment
was paid at harvest to the pengedok (sharecropper). The third form
of kedokan was similar except that an additional wage was paid after
pengedok would also have harvesters who would receive 1/16 of what
they harvested. When they 'kedok in'" sawah they must also harvest the
field eventhough they did not have enough family members for the job.
Consequently, they would ask specific persons to assist in the harvest
and give them a 1/16 share.

Based on the information in the previous tables in the three
villages, the sharecropping land market did function to transfer the
use of land from the larger landowners to the poorer villagers. The
kedokan system in Kraton village effectively distributed the rights
to cultivate the land to a large number of landliess and marginal farmers.
However, kedokan had a close relaticnship to the labor market and it
was difficult to decide if it was primarily part of the land market or
of the labor market. For the purposes of this study, kedokan was
considered to be part of the land market. In gemarang village a majority
of the people who ''sharecropped in' land were landless villagers which
indicated a dispension of land control. A significant number of the
owners who were 'sharecroppirg out' land in Gemarang village werc those
owners who lived outside of the village. The reason these outsiders
sharecropped was that they can better maintain control over their
holdings if they sharecrop out tc the residents of this village.

In Gemarang village the number of villagers who wanted to
“sharecrop in' land greatly outnumbered those owners who wanted to
"'sharecrop out' sawah land. Other factors also influenced this land
market besides just supply and demand. Family relationships played an
important role in this market, and appeared to be more important in the
sharecropping market than in the renting market. Table 25 shows that
34% of the sharecropping contracts in Gemarang and 56% in Sumokembangsri
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Re1at{0nsh1p batween the Owner and the Sharecropper
©ip Gerarang and: Sumokerbangsri Villages-in the Wet
rSeason 197?!19;8 , :
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RetationsHip ™

Gemarang Vi1Ta§e ;

Sunnkembangsrl v*ica,;-

Number of
respondents

.whumber Gf .
“respondents |

amily

Sarmer who rented ‘the land .
:harlng out to the perqan ‘aa

e

. Child or grandchild

who owns the Iand

.armanent 1aborer for the

ONT)P i,

i
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other bérson
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14

16

16.
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i-
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{

i

i
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25

100

16

160,

source:

L

Part1d1 censu: in Gomarann and bumokembangsri villages in.

1978.

_\-‘.:'

December,
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ware nmnng memners of the same family. Yet, the majority of the
sharacroppers in Gemarang village were not family members which may be
the 1"3 thet was owned by the outsiders who sharecrop out to the
villagers. Confirming this family influance on the sharacropping and
kedokan market, in Kraton village 48% of the respondents were family
members and 25% were neighbors. In contrast, 63% of the renters in
Kraton village were not family or neighbors which ciearly indicated that
family and neighberhood ties were more impargant 1n the sharacro¢p1ng
(kedokan) market than in the rental market (Table 26).

Based on observations in the Eenlrnnq and Sumokembangsri villages,
the sharecropping contract was more stable and enduring than was the
rantal-contract. The sharecropper continuad to ‘cultivate the land for
i nun?!r of seasons, and the person who rented a piece of land was .
eftAn changed. The family relationship in sharecropping influenced
this qituntion. Besides the family relationship, the other motives of
thota people involved in sharecropping (kedokan) in Kraton village
rlngad‘?vol-a sense of pity for the poor by the cuner to earning more
income by the sharecropper as shown in Table 27. These reasons conform
to the proposition in this study that sharecropping is from the rich to
the paoor.

Although, the study d1d not carefully d15t1ngu1sh between kedokan
and sharecrppping in Kraton village, there 1s a difference as has
already beppi-explained. In Kraton village there was only one family in .
“tha partial census who sharecropped out sawah land using the normal
contrpct system and not kedokan. The reason was that the landowner
gats a hi;hlr return from kedokan than they did {in sharecropping.

~In the k adokan system the Jandowner pays the non-labor inputs and gives

only a 1/4 share to the pengedok cultivator who provides only his lTabor.
A major difference between these two systems was that in sharecropping -
they will divide the cost of the harvest while in kedokan the pengedok

~
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ReTationships between the Landowners and the Rentprq
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Mo t i v e s respondents
%) |
‘ ;
Respondents who. kedok oq;;gl
1. Pity for the paorE/‘ 59, "
2. To reduce the cash payments for rice & L ’
cultivation |
3. Too old to cultivate =™ 6, é'
100.
e ' o Eff ;
Respondents who kedok in.= i
1. To get a larger share of the rice 8. ;
harvest : i
;
2.'In§rﬁase their income- 18. ;
- i
J. Repay a debt 10. :
4. To help parents 8. é
100,
source: Interviews of the'randomly'se1ected respondents in March,
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Table 27. - Motives of the Owners and Cultivators in the
Sharecropping: (kedﬁkan) System in Kraton village

in the Wet Season 97C’79,

Percentace of the

a2/ There were 17 respandents who answered this question.

H

4

%/ In Indonesian this was belas kasihan.

¢/ There were 14 respondents who answered this question.
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(cultivator) hzs to pay all of the harvest costs as shown in the previous
table on kedokan. The other major difference is that in sharecropping
the sharecropper 1s the manager but in kedokan the landowner retains the
management function. Thus, the pengedok does not make any cultivation
decisions.

Besides the kedokan system in Kraton, there was also another
system which was perhaps part of the labor market. This was the santri
system which assures the farmers of a semi-permanent labor force.. In
the past a santri was a student in a village religious school (pondok
pesantren) who was invited to work for a farmer. However, at the present
time there is no Tonger a religious connotation to the term, at least in
Kraton village. The santri's work responsibilities were to manage the
{rrigation water in the farmer's field, fertilize and apply pesticides
in the field, guard the farmer's house and fields at night, manage the
- rice harvest, give the harvest shares to the sharecropper (kedokan),
carry the harvested rice (gabah) “from the field o the farmer's house,
sun,dry'éﬁé clean the rice. His pay for all these activities was 1/10
of the farmer's rice harvest, though some receive a slightly smaller
2/25 share. These parmanent laborers (santri) worked only for the larger
farmers, and sometimes they would also be a sharecropper (kedokan) of
_ the farmer., This complicated system of santri's who were also share-
croppers may be one way that the larger farmers' use to find laborers
to do the various odd jobs around the owner's house and farm. The santri
“also functioned 2s a manager of the large landowner's sawah land. From
the santri's viewpoint this‘éystem would provide credit to him by his
- gaining access to land and production inputs.

Harvesting .rice in Kraton village has experienced major changes
since the 1950's when the harvest share to the women who used the hand-
held rice knife (ani-ani) changed from a 1/10 to 1/15 share. In the
early 1970's inasseciation with the adoption of the high yielding rice
varieties the farmers switched from the hand-held knife to the sickle
" 1in the rice harvest which speeded up the harvest and used less labor.
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The use of the sickle made it possible for the sharecropper (kedokan)
te employ only his family in the rice harvest end to greetly [iwmit
the use of outside harvesters. Since this occurrance, it has been
d4ifficult for harvesters who had no sharecropping rights te find work
in the rice harvest. If the owner, renter, or sharecropper does not
have enough Tamily laborers to harvest the rice, then they would,
right before the harvest, invite a few carefully choosen non-{amily
jaborers to join their rice harvest. Since these harvestzrs have
difficulties finding employment, this closing of the harvest increased
the demand by the landless to sharecrop ltand using the kedokan sysiem.
Another difference between renting and sharecropping (kedokan)
was that the landowner would usually only rent out to one person while
the tandowner will kadok out to a number of pecpie in the viilage.
The number of people to whom he kedok's out land depended on the amount
of land he owned, the level of commercialization of the ocwner, and his
ability to pay wages to the laborers. The landowner may also cultivaic
activities., He wiil do this because he wants to do some of the work
himself and to give his family members an opportunity Lo work, The aren
he cultivated himself depended on the size of his family. Thus, the
Targer his landholding the more people to whom he gave kedokan rights
ort his land. Besides this, if the jandowner had enough cash to pay Ll
wages of the laborers, he preferred to cultivate the land himself
rather than "kedok out" the sawah land. In this situation the lavger
share of his land he cultivated himself and & smaller share of nis land
he would "kedok cut" to his family and close neiviwors.

In Kraton a landowner would “kedok out" his sewah to from one o

kedok in sawah land from one to six farmers {(an average of Zj. However,
a renter of sawsh land "rented in' Tand from one to six landowners,
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though it depended on how much capital he had for renting land. The

tength of the contract was differeni for these renting and sharecropping

iand markets. In the iand rentel market the length of time was relativei;
clear and short, ranging from 1 to 12 years total time and the average

'
-

was b8 years. However, this wat noi one long contract, rather it was
tor a year or twe at a time wiih rencgotiated terms before the end of
the contract pervied and therefore extended until the average was almost
a & yeart perigd that the lasd had been rented. In the sharecropping
{kedokan) market the range in time was from one year to 29 years with
an average of 11 years the same pevscn had sharecropped (kedok in)

the same sawah land. Consequently, tho sharecropper (pengedok) had an
informad contract for a Jong pericd of time to help cultivate the same
farmer's land.

As with other institulions in Java, the kedokan system has under-
sone change over time that required wore work from the pengedok Cultlxuan
In the past kedokan did not include piowing the field as it was required
by the landowners at the time of this survey. However, the reason for
this chango was not clﬁar, taougih 1L may have been either because of the
increasing number of landless wanting to sharecrop or because of the
higher yields from the improved rice varieties. Also, since the adoptien
of the high yielding varieties & vesrs ago, they have discontinued

civing additional pavments 0 woney or in kind besides the harvest share.

A final analysis of the ¢ftect of sharecropping on polarization

is to compare the net returns of sheracropping, renting, and owner

clitivating vice in order to delornine which tenure type benefited

what people in the villag@r. in ¥raten village the comparison is

between rentsrs, owner opar out their sawah land, and

the sharecropper (kedok in}. average costs and returns
of the three tenure types is presented.
The renters in Kraton who cultivated rice had a net retum of

Ppd0,200 per ha, and the cost of preduction was an average of Rpl32,000
per ha. This cost included & vent of Rp57.400 per ha. The average
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Table 28. - Average Costs and Returns per Ha of Rice Production
by Tenure Status in Kraton Village, East Java in the
Wet Season 1978/1979,

Pengedok Owner oper-
I tems {kedok ator who Owner
: in sawah) | Renters "kedok out" operator
Number of respondents 40 20 17 17
Size of cperation {(ha) 0.50 0.64 0.51
Cost of production I
~ (Rp/Ha)
Hired 1abor®/ 46,900 50,500 36,300
Cther inputs 23,400 18,000 20,600
others?/ 4,300 8,400 7,700
Land 57,400 0 0
Total cost 132,000 76,900 64,600
Yield in rough rice 2.66 2.09 2.18
{gabah ton/ha)
Value (Rp/Ha) 202,200 158,500 165,400
Net Return (Rp/ha) 39,300% | 70.200 81,600 100,800

Source: Interview of sample respondents in March 1979.

2/ Includes cost of harvesters, kedokan cost, contract labor and hired labor costs.
b/ Inciudes taxes, irrigation charge, etc.
¢/ This is the pengedok's (cultivator) average share from sharecropping in sawah.
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vields as 5h0wn in Table 28 was 2 66 tons of gabah (rough rice) per ha.
in compar150n the owners who had the Emngedok (sharecropped) plow his
field, transplant, weed, and harvest the rwue had dn average net return
of Rp81,600 per ha and an average cost of pFOductIuﬂ of Rp76,500.

'he major difference was the lower y1e1ds of the owners and the much
lower average cost of production because of no charge for land. Tlhe
awner operator who used hired labor had an average cosi ot produciion

5f Rpo4,600 and an average net return of Rpi00.800 per ha. _ﬂhown in

the table, the average return of the pengedok (sharvcropper‘ for
cultivating the sawah land was Rp39,300 per ha based on a sample of &5
respondents. If the pengedok had worked as a hired Taborer gultivating
rice, his wages for the same’ amount of work would have bcpﬁ an estimated
'?p38,000 per ha. Although slightly less, if he worked as a hirved labo:
he would have been paid each day for his labor but as a gggﬁgggg he has
" té wait four months beforé'réteiving his share of the harvesi. Yet,
they want to belgggggggg_bacause they are assumed of a share of the
harvest and assured of an income, which would not be the case if they
. were qired laborers searching for work. Apparently, the assurance of an
income is mure‘fmportant than trying to find work each day. Based on
this information the owner operators earned Rpl00.800 per ha, the owner
who kedoks out Rp81,ﬁbﬂ the renter Rp70,200., and the pengedok (share-
cropper) Rp39,300 per ha. Those net returns in Table 28 are actually th-
‘ -return to the Fam1|y 5 labor for the sharecropper {pcngeduk), the return
to family labor and interest (opportunity cost of rent payments ) for the
renters, the return to jand and interest for the owner who "kedok out®
and a return to land, management, family labor, and interest fos <
owner operator. Consequently, in this analysis the study daia not
examine how this would change if the opportunity cosis of Lhe rent
payments was included. The reason was that these small farwers do not
include a hypothetical interest on their capital in their calculation .

Since there were owner oberators, renters, and normal share-

croppers in Gemarang village, the comparison of average returns bruvic
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Table 29. - Average Costs of Production and Net Returns for Rice
and Soybeans Production by Tenure Status in Gemarang
Village in 1978.

Tenure status
I t em s - i _
ey e | cromer | Rener

Rice in the first planting season

Number of respondents 19 10 9

Size of operation (Ma) 1.01 Wi .26

Cost of production (Rp/Ha) 67,800 | 185,400% |  105,600%

Yield (ton stalk paddy/Ha) 6.04 5.217 6.65

Harvester share {Kg/Ha) 540 | 510 630

Net return (Rp/Ha) | 177,200 76,300 210,800
Rice in second planting season

Number of respondents 16 B 1

Size of operation (Ha} .98 77 5

Cost of production {Rp/Ha) 67,300 171,500/ | 98,2002/

Yield (ton stalk paddy/Ha) 4.32 4.09 5.00

Harvesters share {Kg/Ha) 440 - 410 443

Net return (Rp/Ha) 172,300 56,1OQ 153,000
Soybeans in the third nlanting

Season

Number of respondents - 14 10 b

Size of operation (Ha) .64 J1 .24

Cost of production (Rp/Ha) 28,000 60,7002/ 47,0002/

Yield (ton/Ha) .45 .40 A7

Net return (Rp/Ha) 45,400 9,700 31,700

Source: Interviews of the sample respondents in 1978.
a/ This includes the share they must pay for using the Tand.
b/ This includes the rent they must pay for using the land.
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picture of who benefits the most in this situation. The share-
cruppers had the lowest net returns per ha of Rp76,300 per ha in the
f.rst cropping season and Rpb6,100 per ha in the second cropping season
(fable 29). Because of their higher average yields, the “venters in"

¢ sawah land had the highest returns for the firet season, though their
costs of production were much higher than the owner pperators but lower
than the sharecroppers. As mentioned earlier the renters paid a much
Tower rent than the share paid by the sharecropper, though the oppor-
tunity cost of thé rent payment for the four month period is not.
included. In other words the wealthy farmers who reni.in land had much
higher net returns than the pocrer farmers who sharecrop in sawah land. -
dbviously, it was much better to "rent in" than to "sharecrop in" land,
put as was shown previously the sharecroppers were the poorer farmers
and the renters were the larger wealthier farmers. One can argue that
this is a credit market rathér than a 1aﬂd market since what has
occurred is that those with capital “rent in" land and those without
capital “sharecrop in" land. -
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SALE OF LAND: CONCENTRATION OF LAND
OWNERSHIP IN THE RURAL VILLAGES

Interrelated with the rental and sharecropping markets that
perform to transfer control but net ownership is the land markst
which does transfer the actual title to the land., In a rather
substantial number of cases the small landowner farmers would first
rent their land for a number of years, then they eventually would
sell the land because they had lost effective control over their land
for a long period of time. Thus, the link between the rental market
and land sales market was rather ebvieus. The link between share-
cropping and the land sale market was also rather clear since as the
wealthier people purchased land they turn around and sharecrop this
land to the villagers, sometimes the previous owner included in the
sales contract an understanding that he could sharecrop this tand
which he sold. As more land is accumuiated into fewer hands, the
amount of land in the sharecropping market perhaps will increase, and
the amount in the rental market will decrease though this is chviously
sti1l an untested hypothesis. :

In order to understand the present landownership distribution in
the two villages, it is essential to examine the operations of the
land sales markets over a long period of time. The number of the
respondents in the census who had at one time sold sawah Tand until
December 1978 was 100 householdsin Gemarang village and 39 in Sumo-
kembangsri village (Table 30). In the landless category in Table 30,
eighty six households in Gemarang and 28 in Sumokembangsri nad sawan
land and sold this land, thereby becoming landless. These 86 landless
people in Gemarang had in the past sold a total of 44.6 ha of sawah.
Rather surprisingiy, even a few of the large landowners in the two



€1

Lo

= sajes in the Land (sawan) Markets in Gemarang and Sumokembangsri

e
%
A

Yillages by Size of _

nd

Owned until December 1978,

Land sjze
categories

.01 - .49
50 - .89
1.00 - 1.99

2.00 +

B e S A s Sl

i

Gemarang village Sumokembangsri zge
Numbar of Number of T Number of Humber of : %

: fotal area . Total area
raspondents respondents ¥ 1amd so)d raspondgnts | respondents af Yol sntil
in each who have " fha) in each who have (ha) ?
category sold land Lt - category sold Jand |

! _
e PSRBT | gy P P g I S S R A f_‘ A 5 B i S
%
291 &6 44 .6 ] 28 7.4
§ :
26. 18 5.5 ﬁr 2 | .9
| ' | *s T
£6 B 2.9 i | 5 i 2.9
| {
i !
11 | Z 1.1 ; 2 % $od
| i
9 1 A i 2 if 1.0

Source: | Census of households, December 1978.

£6



84

villages also sold sawah land, yet most of the sales were by the
respondents who were landless at the time_of the census.

Because of the historical situation, in Gemarang vi11age_the
most sales of Tand occurged between :1955-1958 while in Sumo-
kembangsri it was primarily after the 1960 land reform (Table 31)

. One of the propasitions in this paper is that this land reform
(U.U,P.A.} made it much easier to sell land by converting the
“gogolan®system from communal lands to privately owned lands. In
East Java, the "gogelan" system was widespread in the lowland, rice
and sugar cane areas. In contrast to this, the situation in

. Gemarang village was equally interesting because once the land was
redistributed the farmers obtained individual ownership but not
thﬁougﬁ the 1960 land reform rather the redistribution of Dutch
owned estate Tands. Yet, in both of these situatiens where there
was in one village communal control and in the other village private |
ownership after redistribution, polarization through transfer of
sawah in the land sales market occurred.

‘The land sales market in Sumokembangsri village was closed to
outsiders and only residents of the village - until 1980, were allowed
to purchase land. In Gemarang village the land sales market was open
and outsiders were allowed to purchase sawah land. The effect of this
was reflected in the sales prices of land between 1965 and 1978 in the
two villages. The free or open land sales market in Gemarang village
had an average sales price of Rpl,467,000 per ha in 1978 while at .
the same time in Sumokembangsri village the sales price was only
Rp743,200 per ha (Table 32).'2/ The actual sales price for 1965 to
1978 had increased in Gemarang village from Rp101,800 to Rpl,467,000
per ha. Yet, if this is deflated, the sales price has not greatly
increased. Obviously, the effect of a free market or a closed land

12/ The exhange rate in 1978 was (US) $1.00 = Rp620.



Table 31. - Past Salss of Land by Persons who were
Landless in December 19783 1in Gemarang
and Sumokembangsri Villages.

e L AT L A T g

Gemarang village Sumokembangsri village

!
i
]
¢
4

- . : . R

Year of sale Number of land- | Total - Number of land-{ Total §
' less repondents | area sold Tess repondents | area sold |

who sald land {ha} i who sold land {ha}

O [

tefore 1950 i} i 0 1 i 54

: i é
i : 3 :
1950 - 1959 51 i 23.98 : 2 i J6
i ﬁ ; |
1 !
1960 - 1969 24 | 13.43 6 Lo |
f |
z

1976 - 1978 13 0 B85 1
: | :

— P i ;

e
i

Seurce: Census of household, December 1478,
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The pricn was deflated using the 7o)lowing fonnula

" Actual Price

~ Cost of Living Index

X Cost qf'Liviﬂg-lndqu for 1971

Table 32, vuc Actus] apd Deflated  Sales.Prics (Rp/ha)d/
: % ¥ Ipirfgateq knnd ‘i Gemarang and
a ERgset Vi Ynars.
sanuwang village Sunqknuhangnri v*li&g@ |
Surahaye umn ricy| Defiated price| Actual ﬁmnﬂhudwuﬁ
Year |, ??:in;- u?g . of sawah | uf llﬂlﬁ of sawah
index (uplh fnﬁgrg), tlp{h4) (Rp/ha)
vl T L SR
1965 n.a. 101,800 " 52,800 E
1966 72 114,906 | 1,310,200 87,400 | 654,100 ;
1967 [ R 187,000 795,500 82,100 | 349,400
1968 480 466,500 781,600 202,700 339,552
1969 588 510,000 | 790,300 243,800 | 334,700
1970 733 615,200 692,400 292,400 327,500
1971 821 609,200 €06 ,000 320,800 | 320,800
1972 894 641,500 589,200 369,500 | 339,300
1973 N70 . 70,300 685,800 435,200 | 303,200
1974 1498 965,500 528,800 469,200 | 257,000
1975 - | 1768 994,400 456,600 567,600 | 260,600 g
1976 | 2084 1,187,200 467,700 619,000 | 243,800
wrry | 1,424,300 ' 653,900 :
1978 1,467,000 743,200 5
| |
Source: - Interviews and records in the villages



market on the villages economy was significant as reflected by the
price of Tand. In the closed market the village al least retained
some control since the owners residein the village. withs price of
fand to the wealthy villogers was held quite low. In the open
narket the village lost substantial contrel over the land when cub-
siders bought land, but the marginal farmers received o much nigher
price for their land. In the closed land sales market outsiders
were prevented from buying land, the marginal landowners rece’ved

a very Tow price for their land, the wealthier farmers in-the
village were able to expand their farm operations ai a lower cost,
and the village retained some control over the viilages” land since
all the landowners were residents of the village. In the open land
sales market almost one half of the village's sawah land was owned
by people who are not residents, the village lust a considerable
amount of control over their village lands when the ownwirs Tived
eisewhere and were not subject to social persuasion for the good of
the village society, the marginal landowners received a competitive
and high price for their land, and the residont farmers had to pey

a much higher price for land if they wanted to expand

To understand the marginal Tandowners motives

who sold land were asked why thev qave up their ownership rights to

the land, they provided a number of reasons as shown ip T

The 35% who could not pay the compensation in Gemarang viliage weve
involved in what occurred at the time of the land vedistributlion wien
the local government set a deadline for paying compensation for the
land in 1958. The major reasons in both villages were the need o
purchase food for the household, to buy medicines, and u

debts. The other important reason was when inberited I was
and the proceeds divided among the heirs., This usuully hzppened waes
none of the heirs had enough capital to purchase the land From ihe



fable 33. "

1678.

98

Reasons for Selling Agricultural Land (sawah)
by the Respondents in the Villages, December

Gemarang viliage

Sumokembangsri village

1

E

3

H

i
!

R 1 AT g

I t ems Number of | { Humber of
respondents : % respondents %
é
i. Unable to pay compen-
sation for the land 37 35, - ~
7. Need“d money to
purchase food and
other households '
needs 17 16. 15 29.
3. Needed money to pay ;
for medical expenses 17 6. g 5 10.
4. To purchase and _ | |
improve house S ! 8. 2 4.
5. To pay for a festival , .
(selamatan)} g 8 0 0
6. To acquire working
capital 6 6. 5 10,
7. To pay off debts 5 T8 10 i 20.
8. Inherited land sold to
divide the inheritance g 4, 1 22 :
9. Others 4 4. 3 6.
.
' 100. 51 100.

Total responding 107

4

i

Source:

Census of households, December 1972,
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other heirs and the land holding was too small to he subdivided.
Also, in Sumokembangsri the village regulaticn stated that they
were not supposed to subdivide the "gogol™ land. If these poor
households have to sell land for their survival, then they shoujd
be selling their land in a free or open Tand sales market because
they can at least get more money for consumption. Yet, this does
not solve their problem but only postpones the time when they must
find more employment in the labor market, ¢ither inside or outside
their viilage.

The sale of the land to others is only part of this land
market and the other part is, of course, the buying of land by the
yillagers. In contrast to the large number of respondents who soid
land, a somewhat smailer droup purchased sawsh in the land sates
markets in the two viilages. As shown in Tabie 34, the 87 respondents
in Gemarang village and 98 in Sumokembangsri village purchased sawab
land. One must remember that only the residents of the villages were
interviewed which meant that the outsiders who owned sawah in Gemarang
viliagc were not asked about their participation in the Tand markegt.
In both villages a few landless households at one time purchased Tand
then sold the sawah land at a iater date. In Gemarang village the ¢
respondents who owned more than 2.0 ha of sawah purchased land from
an amazing total of 96 households which very clearly indicates that
polarization of sawah land ownership had occurred in the village. The
largest size ownership group in Sumokembangsri village had 4 responcenis
who bought land from 16 households. Even in the intermediate size
groups, fewer people bought land than the number selling land.
Summarizing these land market transactions, 87 households bought sawah
tand from 210 houseﬁe?ds in Gemarang village and 98 households purchased
Tand from 161 households in Sumokembangsri village. Those buying land
were primarily the larger landewners in each village. Unfortunateiy,



Table 34.

106

- Land Market Transactions in Gemarang and
Sumokembangsri Villages until December
1978.

: . i
Respordents who have at {
one time purchased sawal §
Size of sawah land Average area ofiNumber of ;
land owned in agricultural people who soid |
1978 ; land purchased isawah land to
(ha) , izzcgngaggﬁu: (ha) the respeﬂdentsg
Number | hespondents in j
the category ;
{%) |
Gemarang village |
0 18 5. | 46 25. ;
! ,
.01 - .49 | 3§ 36. .33 37 %
.50 -~ .99 23 | 35, | .48 | a1 ~
1.00 - 1.99 6 85 1.78 1
2.00 + {100, . 4.46 96
87 | g 210
% |
Sumokembangsri village 5 : ]
0 7 4, .09 7 ;
.01 - .49 15 16. 21 18 §
.50 - .99 | 82 30, 27 73 §
1.00 - 1.99 20 § 67. .69 - 47 |
2.00 # 4 80. 1.04 6 |
} ; i
: %
98 E 161
3 g
Source:  Census of households, December 1378.
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not be subdivided in the sale {Table 35). Consequently, only
beginning after the 1960 land reform was the communal land sold in
Sumokembangsri village. 1In 1955 there were 307 households who each
nad one gocol Tand right and 56 households were Tandless in Sumo-
kembangsri (Table 36). By 1973 the number of households whe had one
gogol of sawah land had declined to 244 and 26 of these households
hiad more than one gogol because they had purchased the gogol from

the other respondents who then became Tandless. In 1978 the number
had further declined to 239 with one gogol and 27 of these households
nad more than one gogol and one household had accumulated 5 gogels
{Table 36). Also, one gogol had been divided between two brothers,
though it was not officially recognized by the viilage. One gogol
in 1978 was .486 ha of sawah land. Based on this information, the
tandowniership in the village had pelarized during the 25 years, and
this transfer of land from the poorer households to the richer house-
iwwlds was substantially accelerated by the 1960 land reform.

This polarization can also be iiiustrated in Gemarang village
by examéﬁing, over time, the increase in sawah land owned by a few
wealthy people in the larger land:.size categories as presented in
Table 37. Between 1959 and 1978 the number of larger landowners in
the two categories remained about the same only increasing by 2
households in each group to become § households in the 2.0 + ha
category and 11 households in the 1.0-1.99 ha category. Yet, the
total amount of sawah land owned by these households in each category
greatly expanded from a total of 19.9 ha in 1959 to 46.5 ha in 1978
in the first category and from 10.0 ha in 1959 to 15.3 ha in 1978
(Table 37). For each period {1959, 1964, 1969, 1974, and 1978) in
the table, the amount of land owned by these nouseholds steadily in-
creased though the biggest increase came after 1960. Based on this
steady progression, the large landowners are continuously purchasing
land in small amounts to expand their farm operations or to rent out



Table 35.

103

Area of Irrigated Agricultural Land (sawah)
Purchased and the Number of Sellers in the
Land Markets by Years in Gemarang and Sisno-

kembangsri Villages until December 1

978. a/

Gemarang village

Sumokembangsri village

i

Year land Area of land in Number of | Area of land in Number of
purchased the transactions; sellers the transactions sellers
{ha) {ha)

Bafore 1940 4.6 i%? 4.0 21

1940 - 1949 B | 4 b 7

1960 - 1359 35.4 78 5.0 28

1960 ~ 1969 22.8 58 1.0 45

1970 - 1978 17.6 63 15.0 85

Total 80.4 213 35.7 156 )

e A el i o 0 BB L SR e T

L

Source:  Census of households, December 1378.

a/ This information was based on information from the buyers of the land,
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Table 36. - Gogolan Land {sawah) Market Operations
From 1955 “to December 1978 in Sumakembangsri
Village.
Number of people who have gogolan land
Number of gogol's owned - sawah rights or were landless
by the households in the
o 1955 a/ | 1960 a/ | 1973 b/ | 1978 ¢/
0 56 87 184 219
}
1/2 0 0 i 0 2
1 307 307 244 i 239
i
2 o | o 18 ] 19
e i 1
‘ i i
3 0 0 . 5 S
g 0 i
4 0 0 3 i 2
5 o | o oo |
! ; j

e — kJ“HmmAJ&L)\Im'L-—‘-V- S

Source: a/ Village records
b/  Household census 1973
¢/ Household census 1978



Table

37 &

increase in Sakah Lang

Larger Landowners in

Dacember 1978,

105

Ownership by the
emarang Village,

—— JE\ .
E Households that owned more than Households that owned between
¢ 2.00 ha of sawah land 1.00~1.99 ha of sawah land
ear | HNumber !Total area | Average Number | Total area | Average
of of sawah size of of of sawah size of
owners |land owned | owned land owners i land owned | owned land
(ha} (ha) (ha) {ha)
...t,.,,_f, ; o
a8 |7 19.9 2.8 9 10.0 1.1
|
1964 | 8 26.6 3.2 10 13.2 1.3
1969 9 30.1 3.3 10 14.4 1.4
974 |9 34.6 3.9 10 14.4 1.4
1978 i 9 46.9 6.2 11 15.3 1.k
)

Source:

Census of households, December 1978.

T
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and share out land. The increase in number of households in the
2.0 + category was caused by two outsiders purchasing land in
Gemarang village and moving permanently to the village.

In contrast to what occurred in Western countries where
sacginal farmers sold their land and migrated to cities where they
fownd work, in Java the situation is much different. In the two
selocted villages in East Java these marginal farmers did not sell
taeir land because opportunities were better in the cities, rather
they had to sell their land to pay off debts and to support their
families. Once they sold their land, they usually remained in the
vitlage and became landless laborers working on other peoples' Tand.
Their status declined from that of marginal farmers to poor, landless
laborers. A very few households sold land to increase their capital
resources but their number was not significant. Also, in the villages
some lTandiess people were either government civil servants (pegawai)
ar traders, both of whom had capital. These who had land, and
continued te increase their holding were also able to greatly increase
their werlth which was one of the incentives to purchase sawah land.
The returns io irrigated land in the two villages is presented in
fable 38 which shows that the return to the invested capital in land
was between 15% to 31% per year in Gemarang viliage and 14% to 32% 1in
Sumokembangsri village. Obviously, the more sawah land they owned
the more quickly they became wealthier people in their villages which
adds to pelarization based on the ownership of land and the levels of
income of the villagers.

Normally, in order to estimate the returns to the money
invested in land, all of the production factors must be included 1in
the analysis. Yet, in one sense this distorts what a farm family
actually receives from theiyr farm activity. To understand the rental,
sharecropping, and land sale markets in the villages, a comparison of
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Table 38. - Returns to Irrigated Land {sawah) by Variocus
Tenure Arrangements in the Two Villages for
12 Months, 1978.

o

%

Gemarang viilace é Sumokembangsri village
| Percentage of f EPercentage ot :
I t e m ; Income income to ! Income ;iﬁﬂome to
! {Rp/ha capital : {Rp/ha |capital
| /year) invested in : fyear) linvested in
_ } land, g/ ! §Eaﬁ§. b/
P (%) ? P (B
f |
| , % |
. Net Returns to food | | % |
crop cultivation by ! _ ? i
the owners §'389,4003 2l ¢f ¢ 528,000 1/ 70.
. Net returns to food i ? | é i
crop cultivation by | 3 f b ;
sharecroppers - 144,600 | 10, d/ [ 174,200 g/ 12,
; e s
. Net returns to food ! j : . |
crop cultivation by | : { | E )
renters _ - 409,900 ! 28. e/ ;399,400 h/ 53.
| i ; |
Net returns to : i ! i
cultivation of sugar | ‘ ¢ *
cane by the owners | 450,000 31. - 243,750 | 32
) : i
. Sharecropped out to | !
another farmer | 257,000 18. é
6. Rented out to % ;, :
another farmer - 153,400 o ¢ 106,200 1 14.
: H
. Rented to sugar : ﬂ |
cane factory 224,200 ¢ 15. L 224,200 | 29.
| ; |

Source: Interviewed respondents, 1979.
3/ The return to capital invested in Tand in Gemararg viliage was based on
a value of Rp1,450,000 per ha for the land in 1977 and 1978.
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Table 33 . - {cont.}

The return to capital invested in Tand in Sumokembangsri
village was based on a value of Rp750,000 per ha for the
land in 1977 and 1978.

This is a crop rotation of wrice-rice-soybeans from
Tables 51 and 52,

These are farmers who have sharecropped in the sawah land
{Tables51852) and had a rotation of rice-rice-soybeans.

The farmers who have rented in the sawah Tand {Tables 5% and 52
had a rotation rice-rice-soybeans.

This estimate is bas~d on information in Tables 5% and 52
and assumed two crops of rice and the owner received ihe
land cost and returns to management.

This estimate is based on information from Table &2
and assumed two crops of rice and the return to management
was the net returns.

This estimate is from Table 52  and is assumed two
cvons of rice and the returns to management for the net
return to the sharecropper.
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the income for 12 months of the owners, renters, and sharecroppers

is very intéresting. Besides the total income, the percentage of

this income to the value of the land gives a rough indication of

what a farm family or lTandowner can earn on his investment. The
results of this analysis are presented in Table 38. In Gemarang
village the highest income for the 12 month pericd was Rpd50,000

per ha achieved by the owner cultivators who produced sugar cane.
Mext, the renters of the sawah land who cultivated rice had the

second highest income (Table 38). Followina close behind the

renters, the owner cultivators who produced rice had the third highest
income in Gemarang. In Sumokembangsri village the results were
similar, though the owner cultivator of rice had the highest income.
folliowed by the renters. The income of the farmers who sharecropped-
in all of their sawah land was the lowest.income in Gemarang and
second to lowest in Sumokembangsri. If these incomes are divided by
the value of the land, then the percentages give a rough indication

of the returns to the families by tenure types. Both the total incom:
and these percentages conform very closely to ihe propositions ia ihis -
study .rnd explain why the trends have occurred. The income that

o landowner can make from his sawah land was relatively very high and
partly explains the reason for the wealthier villagers and outsiders
accelerating their purchases of land and the concentration of land
ownership. Besides this, the high income of the renters of sawah

iand obviously explains the trend of the larger farmers "renting in“
the land of the marginal landowner farmers. The moderately high
return of Rp25?,000 per ha of the land owners who sharecropped ovut

to someone else explains why the large landowners prefer shavecronping
ogut rather than renting out. What this does not explain is the reason
for the low rental rates to the poor farmers nor the reasons for
selling the land to wealthy people. In the next section, the role of
political power in the land markets will be shown to be a major
explanation. ' '
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POWER GROUPS: RURAL ELITES CONTROL OF THE
LAND MARKETS

In both Gémarang and Sumokembangsri villages the predominant
factor influencing these various land markets was the role of the
village elites. These elite groups were based on Tandownership,
family relationships, and political affiliations. Not always did
these power groups work together in controlling the land markets,
rather at times conflicts broke out between opposing power groups in
the villages. The primary purpose of this section is to show that it _
s not primarily economic forces that have influenced the Tand markets
but rather the groups based on wealth and political power. To show
how these two forces affect the land markets, the situations in these
twe villages are a very good example of how the markets were manipulated
by these rural elites. In Gemerang village the Government carried out
a land redistribution to the villagers while in Sumakenbangsri village
the Government's land reform in 1960 changed the status of the sawah
tand from communal ownership to individual ownership. What happened
in these two villages is fairly rEQ?eséntative of the land markets in
fast Java during the last 25 years.

At the time the land was redistributed in Gemarang viilage in
the 1955 to 1958 period, conflicts occurred among the various groups
in the village. Political demﬂnst%ations were organized by the Farmers
Union (B.T.I.) and the Women's Assbciation {Gerwani) both of which were
communist dominated organizations. They were protesting against the
redistribution and insisting on the land being given to those who were
©i1ling the land. The committee established to redistribute the land
had representatives of various groups which were dﬁpased'to the
communist organizations. All the informants inr this study critized
these communist organizations and the authors were unable to' get a
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balanced view of what occurred since the communist s leaders have dis-
appeared. Also, the ex-members of the Farmers Association (B.T.I.)
were afraid to discuss what occurred when asked by the interviewers
in this study. Because of what happened in this struggle for the
redistribution of land between the opposing forces, the Government
still considered this a critical village (daerah rawan) due to the

Government's impression that most of the villagers were influenced

by the communists in the 1960's. Since 1966 the Government assighed

a “caretaker" leader for the viilage who from 1966 to 1978 was a member
of the police (anggota kebalisian} and from 1978 to present the care-

taker village leader was from the military {bekas gggggggg_ﬁgﬁgmjl).
In Gemarang village it was difficult to determine what the family
relationships were of the ruling elite primarily because the village
leader since independence has been an outsider. Before 1965 the
village leader was the head of the Kabupaten's Farmers Association
(B.T.1.) and can be assumed to have had communist affiliations.
Complicating the family relationship was that in Gemarang Qi]1age the
residents were migrants to this area and sharecropped the estate land
that eventually was redistributed.

The Targer landowners in Gemarang were first one of the village
officials (pamong desa) who during the Dutch period was the Indonesian
manager (mandor) of the Dutch Estate, second a retired Government
official (Camat) of a county (Kecamatan}), third a retired Government
assistant leader (Wedana) 1in a Kabupaten, a police commander {Komandan
Polisi), a military official (Koramil), the school teacher (Kepala
Sekolah) who was a past village official, and the son of a Government
official (Bupati). Obviously, the large landcwners in Ngawi village
were primarily people with political power based on their connectious
with organizations at a higher level outside the village. Most of
these retired officials had bought 1and‘ahd sone received land at the
time of the redistribution of land in 1968. These large landownars
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resident in the village are the primary power structure in the village
and were leaders of the various Government sponsnred‘brganizations and
institutions in the village. They have beén able to pufchase land
crcause of their capital assets and thedir positions of power. Most

sf these largest owners were from outside the village, though they
nave retired and moved to this village.

The situation was much different in Sumokembangsri village
because it has been in existance for hundreds of years and had a long
established power structure based on the families resident in the
viilage. Sumokembangsri's village leader (Lurah) was first elected in
1352 and has remained the village leader to the present time (1980}
through a number of elections. The present leader was the son of the
previous leader who held the position for 12 years.

In this village conflicts have occurred between competing power
groups .over the cooperative's funds, village freasury (Kas Desa) money,
and sugar cane funds for renting rice tields. The major conflict.
hefore 1965 was between the vi?]age leadersiiip and the minority of
yillage residents who were affiliated with the communist party (PKI).
Once this group even tried to displace the village leader but were
unsuccessful . : i. i

Elections were held at various times in the village and the
present village leader won each of these elections, After an election
he then would appoint the other village officials (Pamong Desa) which
were important positionsbecause these officials received use rights to
village sawah land {bengkok) as their salary. Since an official will
receive a hectare or more of land, it was important to the leader
{Lurah) to be able to reward residents for their patronage or to buy
off his opponents. In Table 39 the relationships between the leader
(Lurah} of Sumokembangsri village and his$ village officials are presented
by various years from 1850 to 1978. The;main relationships determining
who was appointed as an official were cfose family members and
supporters of the leader in the elections (Table 39). The next in
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Table 39. - The Relatidnships Between the Village Leader {Lurah)

and the Other Vlllage Officials (Pamong Desa) from
1950 to 1978 in Sumokembangsri vilTage.

Village officials by reiationship with
Relationship the leadsr

1950 | 1955 | 1960 | 1970 }qu 8

i. Close family ' 3 | & 4 - |l j‘ 4
2. Other family S I O R i 2
: 5 { i i
4. Supporters of the leader | 4 . 4 { 5 1} 3 I =
in the elections E - | |
| ‘ | ;
4. Opponent of the leader | 2 2 | 3
in the elections | :
! i i ; !
5. Political gpponents | ST T N
6. Family of the previous | S - (R 3 4 2
Teader : ; : ?
/. Election results ! - E - g - r 1 2
o121z 13 b1 |3

Scurce: Village informants.
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importance was the opponents of the Lurah who were also given these
village positions, perhaps in an attempt to maintain stability in the
village. However, all of these positions went to the powerful families
in the village, either linked directly to the leader or opposed to

the leader.

In order to demonstrate how political control of the village
affects the land market, the ﬁxamp1e of the acceptance of new "gogol"
holders in the 1950 to 1955 périod is very informative. In the gogolan
system at times new members were accepted and given ggggl=use‘rjghts
to the land. When this occurred, the size of a gogol was decreased
theveby reducing the amount of sawah land of the holders all of whom
had the same size of use rights (gogol) to the sawah land. In the
1950 to 1955 period one gogol was approximately .55 ha and 31 new
"gogol" holders were approved and accepted in kampong K which was the
only kampong in the village (desa) that was carefully examined-because
of sufficient data. Since the village's sawah land was ]imitei, some
of the leaders' bengkok or salary land, and other non-gogol village
land (sawah untuk tamu; sawah sanggan) was added to the total gogelan

land in the village in order not to decrease the size of a gogol too
drastically. In Table 40 are the relationships between the village
leader and the new "gogol" holders. Of the 81 new gogol's for the
entire village, nine were family menbers of the leader (Lurah). six
were supporters of the leader in the election, nine were either politi-
cal opponents or election opponents, and only six of the 31 did not
have a clear relationship with the leader. After 1555 there were ng
additional redistributions of the land to create new gogol holders.
According to the village informants after the acceptance of the new
gogol helders in the 1950-1955 period, the conflicts among the villagers
declined. The reason was that the three competing groups all were

able to nominate new “gogol" holders. These three groups were' those
villagers related tq}the teader (Lurah), his political opponents based
on relations with political parties af the national level, and his
electoral opponents based on the local level power groups.



Table 40. - Persons Who Were Given Gogel Rights in

the Village Leader.

Relationship

- The number of
. people getting

; Sumokembangs 1
in the 1950-1855 Period and Their Relationship with

. & new gogol

. Family

. Supporters of the leader in the

elections

. Opponents of the leader in the

elections

- Children of the village officials

. bx-gogol holder who relinguished

his right to a gogol in the past

Political opponents

. Others with no clear relationship

to the village jeader

i

Source: Village informants.
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:
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At first glance one would assume that in the past this
gogolan system was used to give use rights for land to new members
of the village and perhaps to the pecrer landless villagers. Yet, in
the 1950-1965 period the new gogol holders were not from the landless
group but in reality were members of the competing, powerful village
families. The reason that the old “gegol" holders were willing to
accept new holders was that all of these new members had close family
relations with the old "gogol" nholders. The three competiting groups
were able to nominate the new "gogol" holders, and therefore none of
the poorer villagers were allowed access to the new use righté for the
sawah land.

Even though they accept a new "gogol" holder, he still has to
pay for this gogol land use right. He must work the land for one year
without receiving compensation and has to pay a fee to the yillage
treasury (kas desa).

According te the informants the rvason that the leader (Lurah}
who was a meaber of the Indenesian National Party (P.N.1.)} gave "gogol"
rights to his political opponents who were members of the Nahdatul
Ulama Party (an Islamic party) was to combine their forces to oppose
the communist party in the village.

Based on the land redistributicn in Gemarang village and the
acceptance of new "gogol" holders in Sumokewbangsri village, it was
relatively clear that political forces, national pelitics, and
wealthy villagers have a major influence on the land markets in these
viltlages. The ownership of the village land then affects the renting
and sharecropping markets that were also dominated by the power groups.
The Tow rental rates and the high returns to owners who sharecrop out
were not accidental, but purposely set of favor the large Tandowners
thyrough the Tand markets.
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SUGAR CANE PRODUCTION: GOVERNMENT INFLUENCE
ON THE LAND MARKETS

The Tand markets in Java are significantly affected by the
actions of the Government, especially, by the 1950 land reform which
accelerated the sale of irrigated fields (sawah) in these land
markets as was already discusses. Sugar cane production is another
example of how the Government's concern about production of sugar
has adversely affected the smaller landowners which will be studies
in this section since cane was produced in Gemarang and Sumokembangsri
vﬁ}1ages.l§/ Sugar cane has been grown in Sumokembangsri village for
at least 100 years and probably longer, while in Gemarang village it
was 4 rather recent development. What occurred in Sumokembangs ri
village is a typical example of the history o% sugar cane and colonial’
past in Java. During the Dutch colonial periéd, one-third of the
village Tand was always assigned for cane and the farmers were forced
to rent out one-third of their land to the sugar factory. The cane was
roctated between the sawah blocks using the gogo1an system in Sumokem-
pangsri village as was previously described.

From independence until 1575 the Indonesian Government also
used this colonial system to assure sufficient land for the nationalize
sugar cane factories. In 1975 the Government launched a new program

13/ After the field surveys were finished in Kraton village, a sugar
' factory rented 200 ha of sawah for cane which was planted in May
197¢. This was the first time that a factory rented land in this
village, though it occurred after the village surveys.
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that was intended to help the farmers produce cane themselves rather
than renting their sawah land to the factory. Yet, at the same time
the Government continued the program of renting the farmers' sawah
Jand to the factory as well as encouraging private individuals to
rent sawah land for sugar cane, All three systems weve found in
Gemarang village, but only factory renting of Tand in Sumokembangsri
village at the time of the interview surveys.

Since December 1978 there have been three systems of cane
production in Gemarang village which are: (1) the Tand rented to
the factory (tebu pabrik), (2) the éugar cane grown by the farmers
as smallholder cane producers (tebu rakyat), (3) the production of
sugar cane by private individuals and COmpénies (tebu swasta). Cven
though by the description of these three systems it sounds as if the
1and market was free, in reality the Govermment still determined tho
area in each of the lTowland rice villages located in the sugar cane
areas that had to be planted in sugar cane. Consequently, the sugar
cane land rental market was not free and had to respond to the targets
set by the Government for each village, However, this occurs primarily
in Fast and Central Java where sugar cane has traditionally been grown
and where the sugar factories are located. Both Gemarang village and
Sumokembangsri village are in these designated sugar cane producing
areas, and therefore must plant a specific area in cane. 'ﬂbvious1y,
forcing the cultivation of cane had a major impact on the village's
land markets.

In Java the sugar cane has traditionally been grown for oniy
one crop (Ungaran) which is 16 to 18 months but in recent years they
have had a small percentage of the area in sugar cane that has been
ratooned (keprasan) for a second crop which is for 12 months. This
ratooning of sugar cane is a normal procedure in most other sugar cane
producing countries. As an exampie, in Hawaii the cane is always



119

ratooned for 2 second crop but rarely for a third ratoon crep.

In the past when the sawah land was rented to the sugar
factory, then the factory managed and cultivated the cane. This
sawah land was used to grow a cane crop and to produce seedlings
for the factory and the smallholder producers. 1n 1977/78 the
factory paid a rent of Rp265,000 per ha for a 15 month period, and
a rent of RphSS,OGO per ha for 11 months for the seedbeds that
produced the cane seedlings in the two viliages.

The smallholder sugar cane cultivation system was supposedly
carried out by the farmers themselves, though it was separated .into
the Intensive Smallholder Program (Tebu Rakyat Intensifikasi or TRI)
and the Traditional Smalltholder Program {Tebu Rakyat Tradisional).

The difference between these two was that the intensive Drogram wos
managed by a group of farmers and the traditional program had
individual management by the farmer cultivator. Besides this, in

the traditional program there were two methods of production, one was
the single crop and the other was the ratooned second crop which
included both the main crop and the rafoon. In Gemarang village the
traditicnal smallholder production of cane in the village was located
outside of the land that was designated by the Government for sugar
cane, f

The intensive program (TRI) which cultivated the cane by a
group of farmers was the substitute for the sugar cane factory program
that in the past rented the land from the landowners and was supposedly
heing phased out over a five to ten year period. Yet, the land was
still planted according to the cane planting schedule (glebakan) as was
also done for the old system of the factory's sugar cane cultivation
on the farmer's sawah land. Also, in this new program {TRI} almost
211 of the cultivation activities from s¢il preparation to harvesting
was still managed and organized by the factery. Very few changes
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actually occurred in the switch from the factory production system
to the smallholder production system (TRI) in cultivation of the cane.
The major impact was in the land market where this institutional
change in cane cultivation was supposed to assist the farmers to
produce?ﬁane on their own land, actually often introduced a middle
man who would rent the land from the farmers and produce the cane
himself in the TRI program.

The third type of sugar cane production was carried out by
private enterprise (tebu swasta) which meant that an individual or
a compaﬁy rented sawah land from ihe Tandowners and then cultivated
sugar'céne on the sawah land. Usually, these private enterprises
were producing cane from the ratooned (keprasan) crop after the land
with the cane stumps was returnedito the landowners. These enterprises
have cultivated cane in Gemarang village since 1970 when two of them
rented sawah land that had just been used for cane and they produced
the second crop from the ratoon.

The national smallhelder sugar cane program began in 1975 with
a number of objectives: (1) the national goal for 1ﬁcreasing production,
{2) the factory goal for solving the problem of renting Tand which always
arose when trying to find a new area; (3) the farmefs who were trying
to increase their income and the goal was to educate the farmers to
become farm managers of the cane grown on their own land. As time
passed there was supposed to be an increase in the area of smallholder
cane {TRI), and a planned decrease in the area of land rented directly
to the factory. This third type of‘sugar cane cultivation bv private
enterprises was only in Gemarang village of the three villages in
this study wheve approximately 81 ha was planted by these private
enterprises in the Wet Season 1978/79.  From the beginning of this
“private cultivation until 1979 it was clear that ehterprise produced
cane has been increasing in area planted in Gemarang village,.though

|

|
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primarily for the ratoon crop.

Befare‘thé smattholder cane {TRI) program, in the area of the
factory's Qperatibns, almost routinely, the farmers in the two sample
villages each year rented part of their sawah land te the factory for
sugar cane. The farmers had no choice but to rent their land to the
factory, and this was enforced by thc Government. The amount of the
villages' land that had to be rented was between 1/5 and 1/3 of the
total area of sawah land in the village. These two fypes were called
gieoak 3 system for 1/3 of the land und the glebak 5 system for 1/5
of the village's sawah land which means there were either three rotation
biocks or five rotation blocks for c¢ane planting in the villages.

Each year one of the blocks was ass%gned to the factory for planting
cane. In Gemarang the glebakan system varied from 3 to 5 blocks
sepending on the kampong. If it was glebak 5, then cne block was
pianted every three years in the same sawah land. However, in most
villages there was overlap and at ce~tain perinds twc blocks were in
cane, one ready for harvesting and one jus? planted. In the area that
had the glebak three system each vear in April or May, one block was

given to the factory for planting and one block was harvested in August.
Thus, each year between April and Aucust two blocks were planted in
cane for four months each year and ore block in rice during that period
of overlap in the rotational blocks, After the implementation of the
smallholder cane program {TRI) the giebakan rotation system by thé
factory was maintained. 1In Gemarang village the ares of cane was
increased because of the expanded sawah area that was in the smeli-
holder cane program in 1978/79 in addition tc the ratooned cane by
the farmers and private companies.

Each sawah block in the glebakan system covers irrigated fields
(sawah) of 30 to 80 farmers and thercfore in the smallholder sugar cane
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program one of these farmers was appointed;gs the group leader.
In Gemarang village there were three group 1Eader5 and in Sumokem-
bangsri there were 6 group leaders for the smallhoider program.
Soil preparation and cutting of the cane was managed by the factory
-staff as well as the technical management of the cane cultivation
was by the factory staff. Actually, the cultivation of the smalt-
holder cane was no different from the system of renting the Tand to
the factory, only the receipt of the mongy for cuitivation had to
be approved by the group leader,

The smallholder program acted as a method for solving the
problem of the rental rate for the sawah which in the past was set
by the Government and under this new program (TRI) the cane was sold
by the producers to the factory and thus the area in cane under this
program increased. This increase was due to the smallholder program
because the factories did not decrease the area they rented for cane
production. Based on a Government report the reason why the factories
did not decrease their rented sawah was they were .uncertain if the
sma]lholder program could supply them with sufficient cane for the
factories production of sugar. : o

The smallholder program apparently assisted the factories
because they did not have to supply a large amount of money to rent
the land, thereby, not affecting their cash flow or costs of production.
Also, the smallholder program meant they did not have to search for
Tand to rent. However, the supply of sawah land for cane was stil]
guaranteed by the smallholder program as was done in the past in the
old geblakan system. The farmers whose land was included in the
program (TRI) did not have any free choice, rather they had to parti-
cipate. :
In order to document how the intensified cane program (TRI)
in both of the selected village was carried out, the following discussion
will give the details in order to prove that it did not actually benefit
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the smallholders. In implementing this program a group Teader
was selected who was responsible for cultivation of the cane in the
block containing the group of farmers. The factory staff supported
this leader with technical advice to the point that the actual
cultivation was organized by the factory staff (mandor}. In the
actual management of the planted cane it was not clear who was the
~ manager. This uncertainty was because the group manager knew only
‘the total amount of seed used, the total number of laborers who had
to be paid, and as the group leader only signed the ?eceipts given
to him by the factory staff (mandor). The decision ccncerﬂiné when
to plant, apply fertilizer, and harvest the cane were almost all
made by the factory staff. Even in the appropriate use of the credit
from the smallholder program the factory staff played an important
supervisory role. The group leader did not have the authority to
make decision about specific cultivation tasks such as how Much.wérk
had not been finished or the Tate arrival of the inputs which were
both determined by the factory and influenced the yields and product-
ion costs. The mandors who were the Towest level managers.in the
sugar cane fields in TRI still felt they were part of the factory
staff, responsible to the factory, and not responsible for the small-
holder sugar cane.pregram‘(TRI}_ ' 5

The technical cultivation of the cane was almost entirely in
the control of the factory, and therefore a preduction decrease in the
TRI program cause by cultivation practices should not occur because of
factory management. Yet, the cane production in this program has this
declined from the level when the factories rented the Tand. This
tower cane production in the program {TRI) in Gemarang village was
caused by poor work and late arrival of inpdts,»whiTE the production
excess were covered by credit in the Bimas program iGovarnmént's
package input credit program). | '
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The most common crop rotaticns in both nm?rane and Sumokembang-
sri viliages were rite-?ice—soybeans, rice-soybeans-peanuts, rice-rice
cern, and rice-rice-rice. Cuitivation of the first sugar cane cro
‘ungaran) began in either April or May which was the same as the firsi
ice seasom, then during the nexi 16 months a farmer couid plant two
~rops of wet season rices one cragp of dry season rice, and a secondary
crop as compared with one crop of sugar cane. The average net peturns
ior these different crop rotations fer a '6 month pericd are shown in
Table 30. The sugar cane smalihoiders’s net return in Gemarang village
#as Rp454,450 for 1€ months per ha wrich was comparable with 4
et returns of the other craﬁping systems {(Table 41 ;. Yet, in Sumo-
kembangsri village the sugar‘canﬂ net return {Rp245,870 por ha} was ~
ach !owef than the returns from the other cropping systems in the
same t%meiperiaf. The reasen for this difference i
that the yields and the rendement of the ﬁane ware lower in Sumokembang-

o

s5ri vitlage. Based on data from the facticries near

tne sugar production for the Soed » factary {bemarang } 15
wich more efficient than the Watutw! ‘actory !Sumckenbancsri

in both of the viliages, the swaliholdar cane (TRI) was Ln-wfp'y
nanaged by the factory, therefore, there was no reason for the lower

yields to have been cpused by the Tarmers and thus the smaliholider

&
3
.
e 4
5]
B
fe3)
¥
o |
3

cane program’'s {TRI} low returns couid net be blamed
in Sumokembangsri village.

These net returns for the variosus crop rotations indicate that
the renting of.land in Gemareng for cane gultivetion was a rational
choice of crops, though the return was only slightly bigrer. 3Small
farmers prefered food crops because of their families consumption
but'iargér farmers who allocated theiv rescurces to sugar cane
received & satisfactory returﬂ‘cn thetr investment. As discusses
previsu“}y, the private companies and individuais with capite

a



Table 41. - Average Net Returns from Sugar Cane and the
Alternative Cropping Systems during the Cane
Season in Gemarang and Sumokembangsri Villages,
December 1978.

Gemarang village Sumokembangsri vi11sge'
Net return Het return flet réturn
Cropping system for the for the for the
16 months 12 months 16 months
crop season 1/ crop season 2/ = crop season
{Rp/ha/year) | (Rp/ha/year) (Rp/ha/year)
1. Sugar cane 454,460. 3/ 446,110. 4/ 245,870. 3/

2. Rice 11 - Soybeans ¢ :
Rice I - Rice II 445,650, 423,870. 440,130,

[P

. Sovbeans -~ Rice 1 -
Rice II - Peanuts 436,540, 438,290, -

4 Rice 71 -~ Corn - '
Rire U - Rice II 438,540, 414,170, 474,400.

5. Soybeans - Corn - o :
Rice - Soybeans - ‘ - 271,200,

T

£. Soybeans - Peanuts -
Rice - Soybeans 4 - 274,990,

. Hice ~ Rice -
Hice ~ Rice - : - 473,470,

d

i A -

Source:  Field Surveys in 1978,

1/ This is the 16 months requived for the first crop (ungaran}
of sugar cane which is pianted in April/May and harvested
in Julyv/August of the following year.

2/ This is the 12 months required for the ratoon crop (keprasan)
which is planted in September and harvested in Augus® of
the foliowing year.

3/ This return is for the smallholder cane program that is
controlled by the factory
4/ This is the smallholder cane program carried out by individualc
. and private companies.

¢
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to rent the harvested cane field to produce the ratooned cane crop.

The return to the ratoon crop was Rp446,110 and was highér than the

12 months crop rotation. This explains why these companies invested
in sugar cane cultivation (Table 41).

As is shown in Table 42, the management share in Gemarang
village was much greater than in Sumokembangsri village. When there
was an increase or decrease in the total income, the factor sharve
for management was the one most affected by the decline in the gross
returns. Usually, the manager was also the landowner which then makes
it difficult to actually separate the shares for land and management.
ATso, the share for the ratooned crop was a higher percentage than
for the 16 months crop. .

Since the time periods in Gemarang are 16 months and 13 months,
the return for the same length of time was relatively the same. The
combined share for land and management for the 16 months crop was

Hp454,460 peréha per year, while for the ratoon crop (12 months)
the combined share was Rp446,100 per ha per year (Table 52}- it is
interesting to note that the yearly return to management was higher
fer the ratoon crop because the labor and capital costs were lower
since they do not have to prepare the field or plant the seed (Table 4]
Often one. hears in discussions on sugar cane that the farmers
were given a free choice between rice and cane, the cultivation of
sugar cane would disappear. Yet, in Gemarang village many large
farmers and private companies wanted to produce sugar cane. Since
these companies were expanding the area they rented for cane, it
indicated that this cultivation of cﬁne still was profitable.
However, they were primarily interested in producing the ratoon crop
because the cost of production was lower, the time was only 12 months,
and returns per ha were almost the same as cultivating other food crops
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Table 42, - Factor Shar@é for Sugar Cane Cultivation in Gemarang
and Sumokembangsri Villages in the Wet Season 1977/78 .4/

;

Gemarang Viliage Sumokembangs ri
village
First croe of Ratoconed crop ¢/ First crop of
¥ sugar«cang b/ of sugar cane = sugar cane Ej
tactor ( 16 months ) { 12 months ) { 16 months™)
Value Value Value
(Rp/Ha) % (Rp/Ha) % (Rp/Ha) A
1. tand (rent)?  265,008] 19.| 160,000 18. 265,000 26
2. Labor 355,808 ] 25. | 206,700 | 24, 331,500 32,
3. Current assets 463,308| 32 218,600 | 25, 376,000 36.
{other costs)
4. Operators 340,400 24. 286,100 | 33. 62,800 6.
surplus -
Gros: ~tum| 1,425,108| 100. | @71,400 | 100. | 1,035,306 100.

Source: Field survey% intthe two villages.
i

a/

b/

The factor shares?hav? been estimated by using the accounting method.

The land rent fori the|first crop of sugar cane has been calculated
based on the rent paid by the sugar factory for a 16 month peripd

and paid to the landowner two months before the land is cultivated
for the cane.

The Tand vent for the|ratooned érop is based on the rent paid to
the owners by the private individuals.

The Tand factor share which is the rental rate has not included

an interest charge on this amount for the 16 months.
interest rates in the~e villages was 5% per month
in this analysis would greatly change the shares.

The prevailing
which if included
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Freely chosen cane cultivation by pr1vatn 1ndwv1du314 was
generally by rich farmmers orpeople with xuff1c1enf cap1td1 because
they were not pressed for daily consumption needs The small farmers
#2re not interested in sugar cane cultivation b?FBU§E,ﬁhEF had o
satisfy their families food consumption negds:' Foéa crop cultivation
_ pravided two to three crops during the same period of time for cane

which was better able to fulfill their consumption » requirement

:These small farmers were socimetimes forced to rent *hpir Talu to
:mmeone else because of the designation of a block £ sawah for cane
or the decision by the village leader to rent land to a private
fbmpany Cultivation of sugar cane by these rlch farmers dﬁu companies
on land rented from the small farmers added to thé +pﬁd@nrv *f

polarization of control (pengudsaaan) over Tard "Land DOs?w;{atian
”azao causpd ths spreading gap “in incomes uetwpen the ueal v apd the -
w”OY‘- T {
i _;n analyzing the expansion of the area in auqar cang }“

:& amarang village, the ro?e of the private companies and 1nd1n1uaa?9
was very important. They were from the cities and cultivatad cane
in Gemarang village since 1971, though they only ugre 1ﬂ¥0‘u“n in
cultivating the ratoon crop. They rented sawah land thdt nad _Just
had a cane harvest by the factory or the Tandowner« Usu~l

thes

gt

would rent this sawah land during the snnrtagﬂ paLck11k, LHJLLJI:ﬁ

the village or near the religious ho]xday {ivbaran) Bnta rf.wuarh
are at a time when the farmers need meney and are more vulnerabie {o
1nducements to rent out their land. "In the Wet Season 1971/78 g
v11iage Tandowners and the cane factory'rul*ivéted 70 ha of ﬁan;.

[

the private companies and individuals from the »it1t§ cul ivated
80 ha, the landowners themselves cultivated 30 ha of raLOgaed Cane
(Table 43). A

5 In Sumokembarigsri village there were no private companies or

individuals from the cities who cultivated cane, but several city



| people had purchased the cane crop in the field {ijon system)

before the harvest. This type of purchase usually occurred 10 to

12 months before the harvest and only by outsiders in the wet season
1978/79. Before this season the cane was purchased (ijon} before
the harvest but only by people resident in the village.

Consequently, cane cultivation by city people either through
renting of the land or purchasing before the harvest causes a transfer
of village income to the cities. The income transfered to the cities
was estimated in Table 43, the net return per ha of cane was used in
the estimates and it had all of the costs of production deducted and
- was therefore the return to the landowners and to the managers
(cultivators}. For the ratoon crop rented by the city people, the
share for the village was the land rent and the share funneled to -
the cities was the management share of the net return. For the local
landowners who cultivated cane, their land share and management share
were both part of the village income from cane. As shown in Table 43,
twenty five percent of the income from sugar cane cultivation in
Gemarang village was channeled to the cities through the operation
of the land market,

An important aspect of the land market in Sumokembangsri
village was the selling (ijon} of the cane crop before the harvest,
and can be considered as part of the capital market since it is a
method for poor farmers to get moneyﬁfor their needs. Although, in
some respects this ijon selling was not directly associated with the
land market, yet it was caused by the government's role in the land
market that forced farmers to cultivate cane. These farmers had to
sell their crop for cash to purchase food. The ijon selling of the
case occurred while the crop was still quite immature, usually 10
to 12fmonths before the harvest. In Gemarang village it also
occurred but was not analyzed in this study because most of the cane
farmers were not included in the study.
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The Net Income of the Village and the Amount
Transfered to the Cities, Gemarang Village,
Wet Season 1977/1978,
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There were twe Torms 21 g in Sumokembangsrd

i “ o o Fry P | Loy o
ZERE and L :} “AiR DAss .‘:‘1

viitage: (1, sale based on

an unit of weight of sugar. eliing price by unit of area

i the wet scason 1977/78 was pet s oamd in the wet season
1978/79 was Rp20G,000 per ha. i vight wes Rp§.000
sar gquintal (100 kg) of sugar (thﬂ price of suygar at that Time of

narvest was Rpl19,500 per guintal).

‘Only three villagers and no outsiders purchased cane through
the ijon system in the wel season 14977/7u, whereas in the wet s=ason
1978/79 both resident villagers and cutsiders from the cities bought
Lhe cane crop through the ijon system {Table 44). The sale of cane
ts the city people was not on an individual formzr basis. Rather,
ihe sale was of three blocks of the sugar cane crop with a total of
it ha, and was sold to three buvers. This sale of cane by groups of
farmers in Sumokewmbangsri village, according 3 the group interviews,

w235 caused by the following:

1. The fTamers personal estimale that Lhair %nffr cang yields in

these blocks declined because of a lack of

tactory staff and the late arrival of the

1

2. Their funds to pay for cultivation of the cane in the bliocks
5t31F needed cuitivating. The land

were exhausted yet the crop s
preparation costs were quite high vet the yields were cupected to decline;

2 Based on the farmers'® experiences they felt that after the suyar
cane was harvested, their returns would be Gow bacause of many
taxes and charges;

4. HWith the money from selling (ijon; *their

they would have enough for their househoid co
enough to rent land to cuitivate rice.



Table 44,
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Buyers and Sellers of Sugar Cane Before the
Harvest (Ijon System} by Residence,

Sumokembangsri Village, Wet Season 1977/1978
and 1978/1979.

Residence of buyers

Wet Season 1977/1978

}
Wet Season 1978/19?9%
¥ i

Number of

b

Number of

Number of | Number of
buyefs sellers | buyers_ : se]jsfg
1. Village 3 30 4 57
2. pity o a-_plf Rk jéaf é
3 3 o 39} ;

Source: Fie]d‘survey in 1978.
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Besides these above reasons for\seii}ng their cane crop in
the field, the sale was accomplished at one time because it was
organized by the officials who wanted a commission from the purchasers’
of the sugar cane. Because of this ijon selling of the cane the
farmers' income was channeled from the smallholder cane producers
to the buyers (pengijon) and had an influence on income distribution
in the village. As is shown in Table 45, the returns per month to
the purchaser of the cane crop was 7.4% while by unit of weight the
profit was 9.2% per month.  If this 1s compared with the profit from
buying paddy (ijon) in the field at Rp4000 per quintal, then the
return was 14.3% per month. In comparison, the interest rate from
a private money lender in the viI?age was approximately 20% per
month, It was not clear why the local village capital market gave
a return of 20% per month, yet residents with capital still purchased
the cane crOpVin the field and received only 7.4 to 9.2% return on
their capital investment. In this situation the capital market
and the Tand market operated to allocate funds to small farmers who
had been forced to plant a relatively long growing period (16 months)
crop in their sawah Tand. This benefited the money lenders or
purchasers of the cane crop who received a return of 7.4% to 9.2%
per month for a 10 month period which was almost a 100% return.
This ijon selling of the crop in the land market perhaps benefited
the small landowners who needed funds for households consumption,
for hiring laborers to work in their rice fields (Tabor market),
and to rent sawah land for rice cultivation.



134

Returns, Ijon Purchase Price, and Profits of

the Ijon Buyers in the Wet Season 197771978
in Sumckembangsri Village.

- B
e 5}5, *
it e n

Humber of respondents

dat return {area) or
price (weight)

fumber of months
pefore harvest

Percentage return

aer month

Source:

By unit of
area

By unit of

weight

Ijon purchase

‘3

3

of rice {paddy}|

Field =survey in 1978.

{Rp/ha) (Rp/quintal) | {Rp/quintal) §
30 7 133
—"’"’-—.‘.—‘"-"'7'—7-.—
327,831 19,500 6,000
164,000 8,000 4,060
67,831 11,600 2,000
10 10 3
7.4 9.2 14.3 |



RURAL LABOR MARKETS IN EAST JAVA

As was mentioned previously. since 1948 the land and labor
iarkets in East Java have been influenced by economic and political
pressures which have varied tremendously throughout this periad, The
tabor market in the 1948-1965 period responded to the demands by land-
iess laborers and marginal farmers by absorbing as many workers as
so55ible in the agricultural sector of this market. In the 1968 to
1273 period, many changes eccurred in agricuiture in East Java.
Cvolution in the methods of rice production meant that traditiona!
institutions declined and labor use was rationalized. Less labar was
used in various operations in rice production per ha per crop. The
effect on the labor market was dramatic because thera were not sufficinl
ofF-farm jobs to absorb those hired laborers whowere denied sccess io
employment in rice cultivation. this situation was evon more sevore
during the 1973-1978 period when 1argerareas of rice were heavily
damaged by the brown planthopper infestation. Beginning in the {373
1931 period the rural labor market appears to have further evolved,
The rural, small scale enterprises and service industrics appear for
perhaps the first time to be a major new factor in the rural laboer
market in absorbing and perhaps drawing laborers from agricultura!
cultivation activities. The agricultural labor market has also evelwe !
because of the farmers being able to plant an additional crop during Lr
vear. Labor per ha per crop has declined but the additicnal crop has
peen abie to somewhat offset the decline and therefore the labor market
for a 12 month period still is absorbing Taborers though the work i3
spread more evenly throughout the year.

This study will only examine part of this rural labor swric:
in tast Java. Information is available from the selected viliages
on the agricultural labor market and not on the non-farm labon markoi
which has gained in importance since 1978. Also, this information
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was gathered by intensive interviews covers pr1mar11y‘thé 1968 to 1978
period, though some were conducted in 1979f\-Consequent1y. the most
recent changes in the rural labor market will not hé adequately covered
in this study.

- Another aspect of this,study is that the information needed
to satisfactorily examine a rural labor market is much too vast and
not available. In this research the information on the agricultural
labor market will-be (1) on labor use per ha per season for variaus
crops, though primarily rice, over a one.hundred year period, (2) on
'_ labor use per ha per year for specific cropping systems, some information
(3) on wages for certain cultivation activities, and (4) on institutions
that affect the agricultural labor market. ObviOUSIy.‘this is not
sufficient to understand how a labor market functions nor adequate for
a description of this market. - Although. there is not adequate data,
another difficulty is that there are very few studies on labor markets
that illustrate exactly what typesof information are required and how
it should be collected. Because of these constraints, this study will
primarily examine labor use in rice cultivation as an indicator of what
has occurred over time in the agricultural labor markets in the lowland,
major rice producing regions in East Java.

Agricultural Involution or Evolution -

To initiate this discussion of labor markets, it is useful to
recall the study by Clifford Geertz who developed a proposition on how
ﬁhe,Javanese Tabor market functioned in the 19th and early 20th cehtury.
| Because of Geertz's style of writing, it is rather difficult
to explicitly state his propositien. Perhaps, his main definition is
the following: | ' :



Wet-rice cultivation, with it extraordinary
ability to maintain levels of marginal labor
productivity by always managing to work one
more man in.without a seriocus fail in per-
capita income, soaked up aimost the whole of
the additional population that Western
intrusion created, at least indirectly. It
iz’ this ultimateiy self-defeating process' ™’
that I have proposed to call agricultural
involution.i4/

his definition implies that over a :long period of time, rice. proguct-
ion could absorb additional Jabeor without aserioss reduction in. income

aer person to these laborers. In Geertz!s. view, the process of involu-
wion was most visibly apparent in vice growing with the movement toward
fouble cropping, more careful regulation of irrigation water to the
“ields, careful weeding around the rice plants, selection of each rice
srain to be harvested, and the use of. hand-pounding in milling the
-wce.léf Related to the Jand itseif he described the growth of intricate
‘harecropping arrangements as anotler aspe&t;ﬂf.%nvc{ution.léf ‘

A major oversight on the part of Geertz is the fact that he
apparently does not include off-farm labor by farmers in his analitical
framework . In most of the recent studies on Javanese agricultural
i1t has been definitely shown that:the rice:farmer secures a.significant
share of hic income from other sources, and 1% this other income i3
included, then the average income per man‘may have increased rvathen thaw
rema ined cans%ant or decreased as. Geertz speculated. In summarizing
his work, van den Muijienberg found the following: '

M/ Llifferd Geertz, Agricultural Invoiution, University of
 Catifornia Press, 1963, pp.&U.

15/ Geertz, op.cit. p.101.
6/ Geertz, op.cit. p.100.
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Thus the third level at which we should
consider the invelution/evolution questien
requires consideration of all the resources
both agricultyral, local and non-local,
available ¢o the v11;agers As long as a
significant proportion of their income comes
from outside the village these considerations
must involve other teyms than just the ‘
productivity per hectare of sawah. Geertz
fails to adopt this approsch even when he

is dealing only with the sawah as a resource.
His conclusions oniwolution in the Javanese
sawah ecosystems are based solely on rice
production and he does not include in his
calculations even the yields from second
crops (polowijo) Tet alone the land rent

from and wages earned at the sugar mills
using the sawsh land. 17/

Another aspect of the problem when trying to clarify the
Geertz proposition is that he never seems to mention that non-family
labor in rice production is extremely important. As is shown in
various tables in this paper, hired labor mkes up between 40% to
90% of the total labor input per ha, even for small rice farms. Yet,
Geertz apparently does not recognize this essential aspect of Javanese
rice production. ' '

In what may be the only time_he specifically mentioned labor
per unit of land, he stated that:

This complex of systematic characteristics-
settled stability, "medium” vrather than
“sybtratum” nutrition, technical complexity
and significant overhead labor investment -
- produce in turn what is perhaps the socio-
. logically most critical feature of wet-rice
agriculture: its marked tendency (and ability)

17/ oOtto D. van den Muijzenberg, "Involution or Evolution fn Central
Luzon", in Cultural Anthropology in the Netherlands, edited
by Peter Kloas and Henr{ J.M. CTaessen, 1975, p.141.




to respond to a rising popu!at1qn through
intensification; that is, through ,ahsorbing
increased numbers of cultivators cn & unit
“of cu1t1vated land. 18/

Censequentiy, he seems to be indicating that involution occurs
both by intensification per unit of land and by extensification of the
1rr1gat10n system. Yet, he states that the pxtenaﬁf1cab.cr was over a
i ,400 year period. Y/ It would seem. tha* this. meais.’ ruqanuftuﬂj these
systems over hundredbof years and wou1d thersfqrp tha very little effec
on a farmers 1abor allncatlon and the 1abor warket ewch season. burther
more, he stated that “'But’ the ‘pattern of ec010g1:a3 gre sure here
increasingly encauraged the oppos1te pract1ce1 wur&qvg old plots

;i?

o L
harder rather than estab.1sh1ng new ones” e

In her penetrating study of rural Java, Marqp Lyon DOYLF!]CU
the Pﬁﬁﬁlem in t%ﬁ f0110w1n3 way : G

- % 3 '.:.;;., s e s ,,.. iy

1..",H‘f"-"
L . G %o paEl

KiAF

i ‘But what do tﬁese trgndﬁ,~—,ddu1i*“”1‘ffﬁy{
7 in"one sense, but neverthn!rrq ‘true social and’
~uo gconomic changes -- amply chwierms of changes o &

village stratjification? The cash, BLoneny and.the ...
processess described by Geertz may havé Fiowed the
village to absorb more peopley but they sy changed::
the relationship between people within the desa
(village). It may be that most people had a niche
in the system and that a situation of “fnared
poverty" prevailed, but increased poverty and
hardship also accentuated relatively small 5
differences in eccnomic and sgcial rank Jith*n t%e
village. The "fine web of’wark rights and re
ponb1b111t1es“ may not be to the pﬁ1ut for, fzv»n
the rising level of conflict in U}!ldqv society in
recent decades and the increase in the relative
‘deprivation, what are minute rhahglf-wn and of
themse1ves are no longer minute 1r‘,beir farger

18/ Geertz, op.cit. p.32 N s ek e, B
19/ GEErtZ Gp £1t p. 36 l j L F '-1 %8  ii: I8 I
20/ Geertz) op.cit. p.32 MR Lns RS AR
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context. Thus, accompanying the occurrence of
involution is a process of social and economic
differentiation, promoted by the increased
divisions and involving changes in land use,
ownership, and control. 21/

It is not the purpose of this study to test the various propositions

by Clifford Geertz, though one of the authors of this study has
published two papers on this topic.gg/

Before examining this proposition on involution in detail,
it is interesting to consider what Crawford had to say about labor

in rice production in the 1811 to 1816 period:

The high price of labor and extra ordinary
demand for cultivators, is strikingly examplified
in the wages paid to shearers, which in every
part of Java is no less than one-sixth of the
gross produce, a rate continued even in the most
populous provincies of the island, where the
competition for labour is necessarily small such
among these peoples is the influence of the empire
of custom. 23/

21/ Margo Lyons, The Basis of Conflict in Rural Java, Berkeley,
University of California, Research Monograph No.3,
Center for South and Southeast Asia Studies, 1970,
Pt

22/ These are :
William L. Collier, "Agricultural Evolution in Java', in Gary E.
Hansen (ed.), Agricultural and Rural Development in Indonesia,
Westview Press, 1981, pp.147-177.

William L. Collier, '"Declining Labor Absorption (1878 to 1980)
in Javanese Rice Production, gccasional Paper No.2, Agro Economic
Survey, Bogor, Indonesia, 1979, 120 pp.

23/ As quoted in AM.P.A, Scheltema, Deelbouw in Nederlandisch Indie,
Ph.D. Dissertation, H. Veenman and Zonen publishers, Wageningen,
Holland, 1931, p.213.
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One weonders what Crawford would say 1f he knew that almost 170 years
later in some, aruas the favmers S£111 ‘give a one- sixth, share to the

harvesters, A}zhnugh theve'awa much smaller shares ‘given to harvesters,

vet the presence of a gne-sixth shave as in the early 1800%s would
indicate thlt‘lt least - the harvest cost in some instances has ot
greatly chingnd in 170 years which means labor use in the harvest per
unit, at least for the one-sixth shave, het remained the same. : In

~Wiradl's study of harvesting in 20 villages in Java, he found five that

st111 had havvesting shares of 1/6, 1/5, and 1/4.2Y obvicusiy, this

is 2 rather insubstantial evidence but it does indicate that in the
period of supposed 1nvo]utibﬂ, thepe remained the same harvesi share

for thusa who cut the rice, at isast in certain areas. OF course,

HOre peopie Jﬂin the harvest &t present, and there has been & change from
axcess demand for harvesters to excess supp1y of harvesters and in the
last two years thave mey have been a shoriage in certain regions, yet

the shars and therefore the cost of the harvest vemained the same.

Also, the cost per kg of rice to harvest would also be the same in these
areas whave 1{ remained at a 1/€ share.

Labor Use por seasan in Rice Cu?tivation from 18?5 to 198@

To examine Jabar absorption in Javanese rice pvnductiun and thus
examining this labor market as an indicator of rural labor markets in
Java, thus labor use must be first by season to determine if: labor use.
'per crnp per season has increased ar declined. The next step is to
detarmine 1f the number of crops per year has increased and then determine
if total labor absorption has increased or not. In this section laber
use for each activity in rice ‘cultivation per season will be examined to

24/ Gunawan Wiradi, "Proses Panén Dsn Alat-Alat yang Digunakan:
Syatu Catatan", Memorandum No.2 (mimea), Agro-Economic Survey,
May 1974, p.22,

¢
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find out what has occurred during the last one hundred years.

=1

information covers four periods:
1875 -~ 1878
1624 - 1930
1968 - 1963
1977 ~ 1980

The labor ua% information for the firct perind (1875-1878;
comes from two Dutch agriculturists who Tived in East Java in the 1870
to 1890's. They did mot give information on how they collected the
data nor the number of respondents. 1t may be that this is based on _
4 group interview by either the writer or one of his assistants. In the
second period (1924-193C) a group of Dutch and Indonesian agricultural
economists carried out very detailed studies of rice based cropping
systems in primarily East Java, Madura., and Scuth Sulawesi. Thay had
1 sample of between 20 and 60 farmers who were practically foliowed day
Ly day and their labar use =ecorded by vesearch assistants who were
prasent ip the vii?agés at cach step in the cultivetion of the rice,
tobacco, and secondani crops. The informatich for the third period
{1968-1969) is from rice preducticon studies by the Agro Economic Survay.
Thirty farmers in each village were interviewed five to seven times
between 1969 and 1972. The study was carriad out in 37 villages through-
uui Indonesia, but included in this analysis is oniy those villages in
the lowland areas of Central and East Java. The final periocd (1977-
1980} has information from an M.Sc. thesis and the work of the Agro
Lconomic Survey in East Java. Both were very intensive studies of
labor use and had between 25 and 60 recpondents ir each of the studies
and the authors of this paper were involved in one way or another in
that research. '

The detailed information on the four pericds and the sgurces
are in Appendix Table 1. Becausg'some of the studies did notrhave
labor use estimates for one or two operations, the total columns in
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this table at the bottom of each period were added together for the'
total labor use in each period. As an exampie, the 1889 hours per ﬁa
for 1875-1878 is the total of each average for the operations and not
the average of the totals in coiumn 8. On purpose the information for
gach village and operation is presented in the appendix so that one
can see the great variation in Tabor use within each period.

In summary the results of the comparison of labor use in the
four periods are presented in Table 46.

Obviously, labor use per ha during the last one hundred
years has steadily declined. The greatest decline has heen in the
field preparation; yet in the selected villages they still use'tradiiipna?
methods and not padi tractors. Harvesting labor increased from 1875-78
to 1924-30, and then declined which seems quite logical. Unfortunately,
the averages do not reflect what has occurred in harvbsting labor use .
between 1968 and 1980. This will be discussed in a later section.

Another important aspect of the labor market changes that are
shown by labor absoption in rice cultiviiion and what has occurred in
hired fe 2le labor use. Table 47 gives the percentages of family and
hired labor use, and female and male labor use for the 1926-31 period,
1968-1969 period, and the 1978-80 period. ‘

The percentage of family and hired labor was about the same
in each period, though the 68/69 period the hired labor percentage was
more than the other two periods. The reason may be that the sizes of
rice farm operaiion are somewhat larger for this period and is due more
to sampling pr&cedures than an increase in size. The major change during
this 50 year period in the labor market has been a shift from pre-
dominately female labor to male labor in rice production. The major
operations in which women are primarily active are transplanting and
harvesting. Both transplanting and harvesting have declined in the
total work hours between 1924-30 and 1977-80. This decline has been in
hired female labor. Although, hand pounding is not included,  this has
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Labor Use in Rice Cultivation (hours/ha) from 1875-1980.

Table 46. -
Field Fertil- Weeding, , Bryfné
gt pd | 4 Pprepar-; Trans-! izing Guarding, | Harvest+ tnd §
R gggd ation plant-{ "and Water ing g:gring oxs
) ing spraying | Management X
1875-78 1 93 | 573 | 233 . 166 390 134 | 18891
1924-30 51 267 386 - 220 531 68 1523
1968-69 66 276 224 i1 346 260 59 1273 ;
1977-80 58 184 212 22 334 - 294 48 1152
Source: Based on the data in Appendix Table 1.
Table 47. - Percentage Labor ise by Family and Hired iabor and by Female
and Male Labor from 1926-1980 (%) :
-
Family Hired Female Male |
1926 - 31 40 60 66 34 ;
?
1068 - 69 23 70 38 62 §
1978 - 80 15 55 39 61 %
i

Source:

Based on information in Appendix 2,
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almost compietely disappeared. while before the early 70's 1% was a
major operation, and many women in the village were able to provide
their families with rice since they were paid 10% of what they hand
pounded. 3

The major problem with these tables is that other facters
not included in the analysis often affect this Tabor market that
sunplies workers for rice preduction. To try and hold as many of these
facters constant, the Gemarang and Sukosari 93%1@3@5 which were includec
in both the 1968/69 studies and the 77/78 studies have Tabor use estimates
that can ﬁe compared for these time periods as shown in Table 48

The labor market in Gemgrang is very interesting because it
clearly indicates the trends hinted at in Table 46, The labor use hau
drastically declined and since there have been a number of studies in
Gemarang, one can conclude that it is due to institutional change that
hes drastically reduced labor use in the rice harvest. In the (980
period any one could join the harvest “ut in 1°70 there were conipactor
groups ~¥ males who harvested w!tﬁ sickles. Yeeding has also deciined
and is partly due to the use of straight vow planting and a rotary wacdey
in the 1977/78 period. Yeeding was -done by many women, but now they ars
being repiaced by one or two men, pushing the rotary weeder in the rous.
Transplanting has also declined and this greatly reduces the number
of hired female labor. Gemarang can be considered as rvepresentabive of
lowiand villages in major rice producing areas, but Sukosari is foca'eq
in a hilly area where corn, cassava, and tobacco predominate. In this
upland village labor use in rice preduction was guite low in both pe iod:.
though rather surprisingly harvest labor increased. Either Sukosari
experienced the labor reducing changes in institutions before 1809, o
these moré upland villages have different characteristics than the
lowtand villages.

g



Tab'e 48. - Average Labor Use (hours/ha} in Rice Cultivation in
Gemarang and Sukosari Villages vh tast Java from
1969 to 1978. .
e ; : T - 5 ;-
; | : ' Fertllm Weeding, E ! ;
Yillage : ; Field Trans«’ fzing Guarding, | Har- | Drying - §
and ! Seed- E prepar- plant-! and | Water i vest- | and j _ :
neriod ¢ bed { ation ing | gpraying Managewent | ing g stariﬁg% fotal |
T | I B ) |
crprang: | g :
9 Local | 69 393 {303 | 53 518 647 . 49 12112
=‘ | | | .
89 WYY  : 40 245 |, 249 | 29 366 (678 . 33 1640
j _ﬂ ' :
77778 HYV 32 197 i 169 | n.a 333 1340 : n.a. %EE?! 1
- : § | ‘ :
78 HYY 37 220 S 188 | n.a. | 285 1326 © n.a. [1056
ukosari: | F
f f i E § | o i
69 Local 1111 ! 231 | 243 | o | M6 125 . 16 1078
. | ' : i ;
69 HYY 143 257 g 202 % 35 i 354 i 83 { 50 124
f { . ‘s :
77/78 WYV | 58 12 | 147 | n.a {228 {185 ¢ n.a. b o790
i i i i i
) i ; { : .
78 HVY 66 152 184 | n.a, ¢ 337 1216 | m.a. | 995 ‘
’ { ! i | f ;
o i i : F i —

Source:

V-11age Studies by the Agre Economic Survey which were carried out
by the authors of this“study.



Comparing the 1924-30 period with the 1977-80 period,
Jatisari in Lumajang Kabup:ten village which is part of an intensive
study in East Java is the same village in both pe?iads.§§f' The
labor use for Jatisari is shown in Table 4o. datisari also indicates
that the major changes in labor use during the fifty year period
were primarily in transplanting and harvesting which declined drastically.
and weeding and water management which increased.

Since the major change is in harvesting, in Table 50 there is
a comparison of the rice harvests in thres Javanese viilages at
different periods of time which in the eartier peried they used the
ani-ani hand held rice knife and in the later perind used the sickle.
Labor use declined substantially in these different periods in a1l
of the three villages. The amount of rice a harvester could cut in
an hour was much greater than when they used the ani-ani (Table 48},
Besides the labor use, there was a substantial increase in yields in
the three villages between the two perind of tire.

Consequently, based on the above information, one can rather
confidently state that the decline in labor use per hactare has been
primarily in hired female workers, This is sulstantiated by recent
developments in the shift from female hand pounding of rice to power
generated rice huliers which eliminated a substantial portion of female
hired Jabor. The shift from the ani-ani hand held rice knife to the
sickle in the harvest has also significantly reduced female labor in
the Tast few years, and men have began to harvest rice., Both of
these shift which eliminated female employment are indicators of
major changes in the agricultural labor merkets during the last 100
years.

25/ William L. Collier, Soentore, Kiiwon Hidayat, and Jajuk Juliati,
“Labor Absorption in Javanese Rice Cultivation®, Technical
Meeting on Labour Absorption in Agriculture, on June
11-13, 1981 in Bogor, Indonesia, sponsored by the Bogor
Agricultural University and the Asian Employment Program
(IL0), {mimeo), p.21.
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Average Labor Use {hour:/ha) in Rice Cultivation for

Table 49 -
.. ... Jatisari (Djatisari 1930}, Lumajang Kabupaten in
. 1929/30 and 1980, ' -
| Fertil- | Heeding, | g
; o p:Field '} Trans~»y 1zing EGuarding, Har- { Drying I
Year @ Seed--| prepar-{ plant- | . and | Water i vest~ { and Total

! bed ation ing | spraying! Management! ing | storing

S D f,
1929-30 E 39 223 258 { = ; 290 i 501 &8 1377 ;
‘ ; ; : i 5 f
1980 i 38 | 172 165 124 % 425 3 220 58 1102

| | NN SO R N U S

source: The 1929/30 data is from:

: J. van der Floeg and Koesno Adirone, "Landbouwkundige Beschrijving
vai het Regentschap Loemajang (UDS§~JEV3}H, Landboum ,; 1938/36..
Buitenzorg, Indonesiz, p.224 and 225. : PR s

The 1980 is from a study by the sta?” from Brawijaya University
as reported in Collder, et.al., footnote # 22 in this study.
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Table 50. - Comparison of Harvesting Tools, Yields and Wages
in Three Villages in Central and East Java.

Banyutowo, Central Gemarang, East | Sumokembangsri,
Java Java East Java
1969 1973 1969 | 1979 | 1972 |1977/78
. Harvesting tool ani-ani | sickle ani-ani | sickle |ani-ani] sickle
used
. Rice variety Local, HYV, Local, |HYV Local, | HYV
planted C4, IRS | C4 HYV (VUTW) | HYV
Ave. rice yield 5422 | 4.83 3.16 5.78 3.44 | 5.47
(ton gabah/ha) !
4, Harvesters share 10 8 10 9 20 20
(%)
Labor use in 422 321 | 647 340 670 431
harvest (hours/ha)
. Harvest labor 7.6 13, 4.9 13, 5l 12.7
productivity
(kg/hour)
. Harvestcrs wage .76 1:20 .50 R | 1.0 2.50
(Rp/hour)
|

Source: Various studies by the Agro Economic Survey and the Rural Dynamics
Study.




is mentioned previcusly the major proposition in the concept
of agricultural involution is that rice production can continuously
absarb additional labor without a significant drop in yieids per
unit of Jand., Although it is not adequate to conclusively test
eertz's proposition, in Table 46 and in the Appendix the labor use
in hours per ha per crop does appear to have declined during the iast
100 years. When considering these rvesults, one must refember that
these are hours per ha and not the number of pecple invelved in the
cultivation of vice. It is possible that more people worked fewer
hours per person than in the paét. Unfortunately, therdata is not
adequate to examine this aspect of labor use. These results are also
the opposite of what we would have expected if we‘éppiy the agricul-
tural invoélution ccnéepf to understand Javanese rice production.
Conseguently, we believe that Geef%z‘s proposition is not valid for
the jast 100 years,'at ]eést for our‘Féth@r Jimited test. Still,
ehic is much more evidence on labor use in rice production than wos
presconted in Geertz's book. At Teast in this test there has been
ostimates from the 1878's, 1920's and 1930's and the present period.
Berayse the variation of the estimates in Appendix Table 1 is quite
large, the most we ‘can é§p1fcit1y state for Javanese rice producticn
is that 1abor use per ha has definitely not increased, probably has
remained,rdther'cﬁnstant,'ahd perhaps has declined during the 100
yaar period. This 'is at a time when population pressure in rural
Java has drastically increased. Using the Geertz concept in this
situstion, we would have expected that labor use per ha per crop
would have greatly increased. Obviscusly, it did not and the.
proposition of increasing labor absorption per ha per crop {season)
i< not an acceptable explanation of Javanese rice cultivatien from
the 1880's to the 1980's.
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Labor Use for Twelve Month Cropping Systems

Although previously labor use per ha per crop was clearly
proven to have declined still with the farmers being able to add an
additional crop in their cropping systems for a 12 month period, the
‘labor absorption may have increased per year. As indicated previousiy,
the authors feel that especially in East Java there has been a major
change in the number of crops the farmers can plant in a year's
period or cycle since approximately 1978. It appears that these
farmers in areas with reasonable water control have been able to add
. an additional crop to their yearly cropping cycle. In some cases
it has been a shift from two crops of rice to three crops of rice in
a 12 or 13 month period. In other villages they have been able to
plant two crops of rice and after the mid-70's add a secondary crop.

A few villages with poorer water control have gone from one rice

and one secondary crop {palawija), to two rice crops, or to one rice
crop and two secondary crops. With a major change in cropping patterns
and lahor use, one can expect that the rural lzbor market will have to
make adjustments in order to respond to this new situation. Obviously,
the first response should be reflected in the wage rates.

Confirming these observations on changing cropping patterns,
Suparmoko in his research in the Pekalen Sampean irrigation project
in East Java found that after rehabilitation the farmers were able
to produce an additional crop in a twelve month period.gﬁ/ He clearly
demonstrated that almost all of the farmers in the selected tertiary
Block representing high water flow discharge in both seasons had

26/ Suparmoko, "The Impact of Irrigation Rehabilitation on Cropping

T Patterns, Labor Use, and Income Distribution in the
Pekalen Sampean System of East Java", unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Department of Agricultural Economics,
University of Hawaii, 1980, p.134, 136, and 138.
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rice-rice-rice cropping patterns in 1977 and 1978, but oniy a rice-
palawija-palawija cropping pattern in 1972 and 1973 before the system
was rehabilitated. In his selected Block of high water discharge
orly in the wet season and low in the dry season. the cropping patterns
changed from rice-palawija-palawija in 1372 and 1973 to ~rice-vice-
palawija in 1977 and 1978. Rather amazxngiy, his selected viliage
that'répresent&d an area (not in the system) that had a fow water
flow discharge in both wet and dry seasons, also experienced a maior
change'iﬁ'cropping patterns without any rehabilitation. In 1972
and 1973 they had a rice-palawija-palawija pailtern and dn 1977 and
1978 it had changed to a rice-rice-palawija pattern,; . Partially
explaining this, as mentioned previously, the farmgrs in East Java
felt that there has beeh hbre rainfall in the . last couple of years
Beginning in 1978 or 1979 : '

To study the 1mpact of these chano1nq cropping patiéerns: the
Rural Dynamics atudy and Brawijaya University in cooperation with Lhe
Agricul tural D@VGTnpment Council, examined the labor use for cropping
systems by est1nat1ng labor use in each of the three planting scasons
in the(TZ month period, Table 51 presents the estimates of labor
use for each crop or commodity (tea, tobacco, fish in brackishwator
ponds) by season in four of the selected villages and ar agditional
three v111ages (Jatisari, Tempeh Tengah, and Madurcjo which were in
LumaJang Kabupaten in East Java) Petung and Sukosari are in hilly
regions wh1ch can not be considered representative of jowland, well
1rr1gated, major rice producing areas. Madureio-has a water probien
and is unable to grow rice in the dry season but .it is inleresting
because of the combinations of rice and secondary crops (Tablie 5t
Sungunlegowe lies in a coastai.area-and has-a major brackishwatsr
pond area. Some of the farmers 1n this village have both yidgiiand 5"
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fish but not competing for the same land. Never would rice be grown
in a brackishwater pond, though they might use the pond to produce
salt in the dry season. In the table the percentage of hired labor
.1s also shown to give an indication of the absorption of hired labor
which is clearly much greater than family labor for these Javanese
rice farmers. Only ih Petung is there a very Tow pércentage of hired
labor which is due to a traditional institution of exchange labor
among the farmers that is still strong, partly because this village
~is rather jsolated, in a Timestone area, and on the Southern coast
of East Java.

As is shown in Table 51, there are various cropping patterns
by the farmers in these villages. ‘Depending on the farmers location,
water control, and credit, they chocse various crop combinations in
the three seasons, Table 52 presents the combinations and the estimated
total labor used in hours per ha per year in these selected villages
in East Java. The cropping pattern of rice-rice-rice in the villages
of Gemarang, Sukosari, Jatisari, and Tempeh Tengah used the most labor
per year (Table 52 ), In Gemarang the three rice crops used 13% more
labor than the next highest pattern of rice-ricé-soybeans in 1979.

In Sukosari the rice-rice-rice pattern used 9% more labor per year
than the next highest pattern of rice-rice-tobacco in 1979. The same
held for the other villages with these cropping patterns.

To compare labor use per ha per year in the 1969 period and
in the 1978 and 1979 periods (12 months) and the changing cropping -
patterns’ effect on labor absorption, the two villages of Gemarang
and Sukosari provide interesting and representative examples of a
lowland rice vil]age and a hilly area multicropping village. 1In 1969
the farmers could only grow two rice crops per year, yet in 1978 and
1979 period most of the farmeré could cultivate rice three times per
year (Tables 48 , 51 and 52 ).



Table 51. -

Labor Use (Hours/Ha) by Commodity in Selected
Villages in East Java fo
in 1979 and in 1980.

v Three Planting Seasons

Tépe of commodity

Gemarang {n=90)

¥
2.
3.

4,

Rice, WS 77-78 (first season)
Rice, DS 78 (second season)
Rice, DS 78 (third seaon)
Soybeans (thirqlseason)

Sukosari (n=90)

1a

a0 a0 P

%

Rice, WS 77-78 (first season)

- Rice, DS 78 (second season)
. Rice, DS 78 (third season)
.- Lorn (third season) .

. Tobacco (second season

Sunéunlego@o (n:QD}

1.
Lx
3.
4.

Rice, WS 77-78 (first season)
Rice, DS 78 {second season)

Tambak fish, WS 77-78 (first season)
Tanbak fish, DS 78 (second season) |

Egtung (n=75)

(2
Z:

2
i e

Rice, w5é7?~78 {firét season
Rice, DS 78 (second season)
Cassava (4ne year)

i

g e 5 A T T T et e g

:

\

" “Total labor |  Percentage
hours used | o of hired

per ha labor

wn ! 76 ?
1056 ; 74
894 i .
500 L 2

I A ,

903 | 91 |

LIS 937 |

026" i 9% |

62 . n ;

yZ: < B 87 !

1154 67 |

1280 72 |

693 13 |

655 7 |

|

: kb I

‘o7 T 16 g

1969 I §

1089 14 §
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o N -

Total Vabor Percenatage |

Type of commodity hoirs used of hired {

per ha labor ;

Jatisari (n=24) 1980
. Rice (first season 1102 58 5

. Rice {second season) 131 63 E
Rice (third season) 1080 66 :
Corn (second season) 776 18 §

5. Corn (third season) 807 65 '
6. Soybeans (second season) 389 82 é
7. Soybeans (third season) 516 91 ;
Tempeh Tengah (n=10) 1980 |
1. Rice (first season) 1153 91 E
2. Rice {second season) 1106 91 E
3. Rice (third season) 1254 89 i
4. Corn (second season) 410 80 E
5. Corn (third season) 639 7% f
!

6. Soybeans (second season) 439 95 §
7. Soybeans (third season) 301 97 ;
8. Peanuts (third season) 238 100 é
Madurejo (n=20) 1980 f
T. Rice (ffrs;.season) - 1156 89 |
2. Corn (first season) 504 84 E
3. Tobacco (first season) 1638 35 !
4. Comn (second season) 79 |

561

. e e



Table 51 (cont.)

g ) fotal labor gﬁﬂyrceniage :

Type of comodity i hours used i of hired :

per ha i labor ?

5. Soybeans (second season) E 600 § 98 ?
. 5 i

6. Peanuts (second season) - 325 T j
7. Corn (third season) R 589 . & 79 ;
3. Peanuts (third season) o Ms . v L 50 g

Source: Field studies carried out by the Agro Economic Survey and
Brawijaya University in 1979 and 1980. The authors
participated in these studies.

a/ The crop was destroyed by rats is the reason the labor use is low.

n = is the number of respondents interviewed in the study.
WS = Wet Season DS = Dry Season. :



Table 52, - Labor Utilization by Type of Land and Cropping ."*qu a {onn year production
cycle) in the Selected Villages in Etast Java, ’i 879 and 1980.
Type ?f land and Tota'{ labor hours. per ha per year
cropping sequence o o - | Sungun- Tempeh ‘
Gemdring |Sukosari |Petung legowo Jatisari Tengah Madure jo
A. Sawah '
1. Rice-rice 2132 1745- 2406 2434 2233 2259 -
2. Rice~rice-soybeans 2632 - - - 2749 | 2560 -

3. Rice-rice-corn - 2207 - - 3040 2898 -

- 4. Rice-tobacco-corn - 2035 = = - o F
5. Rice-rice-tobacco - 2528 - - - - >
6. Rice-rice-rice 3021 21N - - 3313 3513 -

- 7.. Rice-corn-corn E - - - 2685 2202 2306
8. Rice-soybeans-soybeans - - - - - 1893 -
9. Tobacco-corn-corn - - - - - L= 3788

10. Rice-corn-peanuts - - - - - - 1865

B. Upland- , .
1. Cassava (one year) - - 1089 - - - -
C . Brackish Water Ponds

(lambak)

1. Wet and Dry Seasons - - - 1348 - - -

LSl
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‘Therefore, labor absorption for a 12 month perfod in these
two villages was the following: ‘

Wet SeasonEZf Dry Season Total
_ Hours /Ha
Gemarang: 1958 and Rice (Local) Rice (Local) RS
- 1969 1681 : * 12 3733
1968 and . Rice (HYV) Rice (Local) )
1969 1744 1640 3384
Gemarang: 1978 and Rice (HYV) -  Rice (HYV) - Rice (HYV)
1979 - 1071 1056 894 3021
Sukosari: 1968 and “Rice (Local) Rice (Local
: 1969 1072 | 1072 34{
Rice(HV)2®/  Rice (HyV)
1124 Nea 2248
Sukosari: 1978 and ' | _
1979 Rice (HYV) -  Rice (HYV) - Rice (HYV)
780 955 - 1026 2N

In Gemarang which was selected as representative of lowland, rice
producing, Javanese villages, the labor absorption in rice cultivation
declined even though the farmers added a third rice crop in the 12 month
period in 1978 and 1979, The decline was 20% if camparing the cropping
pattern of rice (local variety) - rice (local varfety) in 1968 and 1969.
If high ylelding rice varieties in 1968 and 1969 are compared with the
1978 and 1979, then the labor use in rice cultivation for a 12 month
period declined by 12%, Although the total labor use in this labor
market declined, it was only by a relatively snn11‘amount $1ncé thers was
~ an additional crop in 1978/79. :

27/  hppendix Table 1 has estimates for the Wet Season but without harvest
‘ labor, This estimate plus the harvest labor from the Dry Seasdn -
is assumed to be the estimated labor use in the 1968/69 Wet Season.

28/ Since there was not an estimate for the first season, the one
estimate was used for both seasons. g
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In Sukosari which is in.a hilly region, the labor use for
the 12 months increased during the 10 year period by 23% if comparing
iccal varieties and high 'yielding varieties (HYV's}, and by 19% if
- coomparing HYV's in both periods. Since this village is not located

in the major rice prcdhcxng, 10w1and plain in Fast Java, the iabor

umzket does not behave as dor the market in the dens 91y poputated

xfrxgated rice producing areas in the river vaﬁ]eys ‘and Yowland

piains 1n East AJavE. - pudl Bl e w parn BNBT e
fafig Obviously, this information is not complete pnaugh to ﬂako |
g@neralwzat10ns about® Javanese rice production during the 115t e
years. However, it does prow1de an indication that labor use per ha
per crop has declined in Jowiand villages Lhough in areas where they
can how produce three Lrops, th1s de<11ne has bepn oquet by the = %72
hange in cropping patterns. PR o

-Réal. W&ges from 1968 to 1980.

he best s1ng]9 1nd1catar af ﬁhat is LLUTFlﬂg in the agri- ..
cu1tura1 Tabor market 15 tht wage EEVEa pazd +0 the, hxred laborers,: .
especially 1n r1ce cu1+1vat1on Uq:pg informtion from the various.
studies 1n wh1ch the authors have part 1c1pated the real wage cver?
a 12 year per:od for spad1vg (memacu1} la bow'was e<t1m¢ted {Tablg 5
The spadxng wage was con51dered the moef repreaentat1vg }abor act1u1ty

- in rice CU]LTV3+1QH for this ana1y§1s Ta overcome the groklem.of.

““inflation and a monetary deva1uat1on, the wage rate foy, spad1ng has.
been converted into the amount of rice (gg;§£J the wage could purchﬁae
at those specific times. This conversion then -provides us with a “real
,.page which can be compared for; various. time periods. However;5- P
tﬂe‘changes 1n the pr1ce uf ﬁ&ce (beras) at Lhe VT]]BQt Tdel hawL been

PR 2y
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more rapid than the wage lavel. Increased price of rice was not
immediately ‘ollowed by an increased wage in the Tabor market, but
requires several months before the influences of the price of rice
affects the wage Tevel., Alse, decreases in the price of rice at the
.vi]Tage level are not followed by a decline in the wage because
these declines in the wage only occur for a brief period. -

The real wage data prasented in Table 53 indicates that the
wage rate for spading (memacul) per day (Y hours) is the equivalent
of 2 kg or rice (beres), and this has remained relatively stable
~during the last 12 years. If 1t 1s true that the number of laborers
has increased in the rural areas during the last 12 years, and if
Jjob opportunities have not greatly expanded then this relatively stable
wagé rate indicates that there are other forces besides strictly supply
and demand that are regulating the wages in this labor market. A
different explanation would be that demand and supply have remained
in equilibrium during this period, and the wage for spading in real
terms vemained constant. 'y

Actually, it is very difficult to use the daily wage rates
in the villages to examine the functioning of the labor market and
relative wage Tevels in rural areas. The reasen is that there are -
emerging many new labor institutions that .greatly affect this labor
market. An example was the emergence of gepyokan in Gemarang village
after the share of the harvest declined from 10% to 7%.’ In Sumokem-
bangsri there eierged the kedokan institution which made it possible
for the laborers to gain a larger share or wage. This kedokan
institution in Sumokembangsri‘s function was pr1mn#11y to protect
the laborers and their families.

This is rather constant real wage does not support the
proposition that labor in the agricultural sector is being pulled
into the service and smll scale industries surrounding the towns and
cities An East Java. However, in the past many researchers, including
the authors of this study, belfeved and proved through their research
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in the past that the rea’ waga in aq¢1culiuuﬁ1 was declining. Thig

present study wmay be the first {adicatien_thatirursl real wagas 1n
thaselluhof markets are no longer declining and may be ready to
increase in the futuve.

Yields per Ha and Returns per Perigd Increasing Ouer Time

Butit intp the involution concept 1s thtlprnpnsit1on that the

ylelds per ha would incresse ever timg gya to lmcressing use of labor,
In Table 54 are the estimsted vice yields 'in veugh rice (gabsh) per
ha in the three time pericds basad on the case studies.Zy The averages

- wera 2.39 ton/ha in 1325 o 1330, 3.02 ten/ha in the Dry Season 1969,

4.35 ton/ha in the Wet Season 1969/70 peried, and 2.83 ton/ha in the
1975 t0 1379 period which is partly due te the brown plant hopper
infestation during this.peried, Obviously, these domot represent
Java, only the villages that ware studied, However, based on this
information which greatly varias 1t appears that for these villages
during the 50 yzar period, the yields per ha have incressed.

Besides this the average yicid of threa Javenese farmers in 1886/87
was 1.7 ton/ha which glves a slight indication from the 1880's that
yields have a1so increased during the last 106ﬁyears.§2f This does
agree with the Gesrtz's propssitien on rice yields per unit. Since
this {ncrease is sccompanied by declining labor use per ha per crop
1t does not agree with the concept of ageicultural invotution.

29/ - During the 1800's and 1900's under the Dutch Administration there
ave good statistics on rice ylelds. Howsver, we feel that it is
important to use village case studies of both yields and labor use.

30/ Willizm L. Collier, "Daclining Labor Absarption (1878-1980) 1n

#

Javanese Rige Posdoosd- vy vy Ekonomi Maiaysia, Journal
of the Malaysisn Econowmic Asseciatien, 551.291. nos.1 and 2,
June/iacarher 1973, pn.]ﬂﬁwfg?.. ; .
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As we have suggested part of the involution concept is the
proposition that returns per person will decline as ?abor is absorbed
in rice cu1tiv%tion. Although Geertz did not clearly define returns,
we will assume{that the returns are only the gross yield in rough
rice divided by the total labor hours per ha. As indicated in
footnote e an¢;f in Table 54, we have made Eevera! rather rough

.. assumptions for the estimates that did not include harvest labor and

- those in workdays per ha. Based on these estimates in Table 54, the
-average grossireturns per labor hour to the farm operators in the
. .case studies ﬁﬂre 1.1 kg/hour for farmers in 1887, 1.7 kg/hour in the
. 1925/30, 2. 6,\g/hour in the 1969/1970 period, and 2.2 kg/hour in the
1975 to 1979 ﬂeriod. As mentioned previously this final period is the
one when harvesters were affected by the brown plant hopper. Unfor-
tunately, the»finai-period 1978-81 was not included in this‘analysis
because of 1n§ufficient information. Yet, in several surveys the
farmers were reporting yields of 4 to 6 tons/ha {gabah) which would
be a substantial increase. Once again this is only a few village
studies, yet it dees, in this instance, disprove Geertz's proposition
- that  returns éer unit per crop would decline over time as labor was
absorbed due '0 agricultural involution. Once again it shbwld be
explained that this is per hour but assuming this to be rétums to
the family while 1gnor1ng the hired labor which was no? in the involution
proposition. '

\The Influence of Agr1cu1tura1 Institutions on RuraT Labor Markets

S Popuiation pressure, econom1c,, and power @rnups have been
- shown to have an effect on the functmonmng of the rura! labor markets
“in East Java. Yet, ﬁgrlcultural ‘institutions p?ay *%e strongest role
in 1nf1uenc1nq this Tabor market. Published qtudlas hy the authors
report researgh on these institutions over the last 15 years (1968~

1982) illustrate the role of institutions in agricultural and labor



- 164

| =

-
Average Rice Vialds (Raugh Rice}®’ in Tans per

Tab‘e 54 & ™
' Hectare and K? per Lebor Hou r Java 1n tae
1925-1930 Period and !9?&-1980 Period. g -
I ) Yialds Jf‘v l: ﬂL riog
Location Date rough rice
' (ton/hs) labor nur
1925-~1930
Sawo village, Ngewi, Wst Seasen vgaazan 1.9 1.9
East Javs ' :
Pasarejo viliage, Wet Season 192?!235f/ 2.14 1.0
Ngawi, East Java Ket Season 1927/28 2.35 l.;
Dry Sgnsnﬂ 1528 1.58 _ .
Karangnalang vii]age. Wet Season 1.53 S P
Ngawi, East Java | ;
Jaan village, Wet Season 1926/27 2.50 2.1
Ngawi, East Java
Kenﬁp village, | et Satgpn ”“25!25w§ ¢ 3,80 1.8
Sidearjo, East Java Wet Season 1926/26% | 3.01 1.6
Jetis village, Wat Season 1826/27. 3.08 2.0
Mojokerto, East Java | Wet Saason 1527/28 1.84 1.2
 Kertorejo village, Wet Season 1925/26 2,75 2.2
East Java Wet Seasen 1820/27 2.32 1,7
' Wet Season 1627/28 2.04 1.8
Kuncung village, Wet Season 1926/27 &t 3.19 2.7
East Java Wet Season 1926/27< 3.43 2.4
> Wet Season 1326/27 3.08 2.4
“Kuningan village, Wet Season 1926/27 1.33 8
c1 rebon, West Java ‘
~ Maja, Cirebon, Wet Season 1926/27 | 1.60 1.1
West Java . -
Kuncung village, - Dry Seazor 1927 2.62 2.2
East Java ‘ G
"Aﬁerage‘ 2.39 1.7
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fable 54 {cont.)

e ]

i A
; ! Yields of Rough ?éwﬁg
Location . Date rough rice j§in Kg per |
i {ton/ha) labor hour
14959
Gemarang, Ngawi, East Java: :
Local/Nat. Imp. varieties | Dry Season 1969 |  1.39 6.7
HYY . Dry Season 1969 | 2.33 1.4
Sidomulye, Sidoarjo., East Java: ?
‘Local/Nat. Imp. varieties | Dry Season 1962 | 5.00 . 8.7
HYY ' ‘ | Dry Season 1969 | 5,27 5.4
F 3¢ t
aeneng, Ngawi, East Java: | 1 : i
Local/Nat.Imp. varieties Dry Season 1969 | 1.16 .9
HYY t Dry Season 1969 | 32.0 4 1.2
i
Janti, Sidoarjo, East Java: | Wet Srason i 2.76 p.3 i
é 1969/70 - -
. Average ; 3.02 2.3
e {
1969-1970%/ =
“emalang, Central Java: : :
Local varieties { Wet Season 1969/?Q 2.31 1.6
Banyutowo, Ventral Java: ? E
Local varieties i Wet Season 1969/70 5.31 3.2
i i
rebumen, Central Java: § |
Local varieties i Wet Season 1968/7C  4.3] e
. i % H
Banyumas, Central Java: g |
tocal variefies : Wet Season 1969/70 3.73 2.4
Gemarang, East Java: ;
HYY . Wet Season 1969/7C 5,57 2.3
Gemarang, East Java: f f
Local varieties ; Wet Season 1969/?% 3.59 : .
;
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‘Tah1e.'54. (cont.)

_— : : : R s s SRy . . ; T
: | Teiatde qf aqq§h wi&ﬁg
Lotatien . Date rough rigs | i Kg par I
| thﬁﬂlhll 1!ha ﬁVFL
SUMREﬁRHﬁli. East \!Iﬂll i | L = =’-‘-e; ju . j
o IR - Het Sessen 1;691 sh2- | 37
Local wariaties ol et SE&W*E&P@' 454 2,8
Ave rage &Mﬂ 8.6 m
1975 to 1979% T i ;
Banyutowo villaga, Kandﬂ,‘ Hut Season 1878 1,75 1.1 é
Central Java. ? ‘ 1976, ’ i
Gemarang vﬂhga. Ngawi , Wat Season 1978/ &.50 3.9
East an. 1979 ,
Kratan village, Lumajang, H@t Sexsen 1978/ '| 2.24 1.6
East Java o 1978 . S——
Averaun . % + 3.8 2.1 i

- 14 P

Source: ﬂw information in this teble cames fron tha s m spurces os
shown in Appandix Table 1. ‘ :
3/ This in Indonesian 13 gabah. The wet stalk paddy yields have been
converted to nha (rough rice which has not yet had the hull _
ramoved) using a conversion of 70%,

b/ Mce ﬂeid hefore nnt?d to sug;r cane factory.
¢/ - Rice ﬂe‘ld aftar returned from suunr cang fpctory.

d/ This information 1s from William L, c:uu and Achmad T, Birowg,
"Comparison\ of Input Use and \fip'lds Unr pus Rice Varieties by
Large Farmers and Reprapsntative Farmars', 19?3 The labour
hours do nat, include harvast Tahop and are in days per ha. To make
this somewha cmmmh‘l: A bave pssumed & 5 hoyr Yabor day-and
added 400 hoyrs/hp to hervast. Timq are the aatimtes for the
Representati Famn. JEP
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Tah1e-54 (cont.)

7,

f

This period is essentially before the brown plant hopper
resistant varieties were widely distributed. Consequently,
this does not represent the last period of 1978-81 that was
suggestéd in the first part of this paper.

The 1ahor estimate did net includs harvest Tabor. To make

the estimates comparable, we have agdad an assumed 400 hours/
ha for harvesting.
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markets in East Java.™- Because of the large amount of information
already available on these institutions, in this section aﬂig a surmary
of a few of these institutions in the selected viliages in East Java

will be discussed.

Gepyokan

Previously, Tabor use in the rice harvest in Gemarang
village was shown to have declined by more than 50% befween 1969 and
1978, What would cause a major shift of this magnitude in a densely
sopulated village and thus cause a major decline in the demand for non-
Family agricultural labor? . The explanation in Gemarang is the emergence
£

of a new institution and a change in tools to harvest rice. In this

vitlage there was a change in rice harvesting tools from the ani-ani
nand held rice knife to the sickle together with the emergence of
harvest laborer grouns which ave called gepyokan which is a new
institut lon in this village. This term in Javanese means to thresh
a bundle of stalk paddy {seikat padi} and in this instance means 2
group of harvest laborers who use a sickle and thresh the paddy in the
field. A significant change is that the groups contract with the
farmers to harvest which means the harvest has been closad to others.
In the past anyone could join the harvest but with this institution
the leader of the Gepyokan group contacts the farmer, bargains about
the price, and competes with others for the job contract.

The number of members in a gepyckan group varies between 3

and 15 males which is also a major change from women doing the ric2

31/ a). Soentoro, William L. Collier, and Kiiwon Hidayat, Land Markéu
in Rural Java, Occassional Paper, Agro Etan9 C Lurvey,
Roger, Indonesia, 1980. 115 pp.
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Footnote #= 31 (cont.)

b), ~Coller, William L., Harjadi Hadikoesworo, and Suwardi Saropie,
Income, Employment, and Food Systems in Javanese Coastal
Yillages, Ohio University Center for International
Studies, papers in International Studies, Athens, Ohio.
1977, 152 pp. ~

€)s Collier, William L., "Agricultural Evolution in Java: Decline
in Shared Poverty and Involution", in Agricul tural
Development in Indonesia (ed.) Gary E. Hansen, wWestview
Press .

d). Sajogyo and William L. Collier, "Adoption of High Yielding
; ' Rice Varieties by Java's Farmers", in Technical
Change in Asian Agriculture, (ed.} R.T. Shand,
Australian National University Press, Canberra, 1973.

e). Collier, William L., "Declining Labor Absorption (1878-198C)
in Javanese Rice Production", Kajian Ekcnomi Malaysia
(Malaysian Economic Studies), Vol. XVI, nos. 1 & 2,
June/Decembar 1980, Journal of the Malaysian Economic
Association.

f). Cellier, William L., Soentoro, and Irna Sutomo Basuki.
"Observations on Land Reform in Java (in Indonesiani®,

Prisma, Indonesian Journal of Social and Economic
Affairs, No.9, September, 1979, Jakarta, pp.1/-32.
g} - Coll1ér, William L., "Technology and Peasant Production: A

Comment", Culture and Change: Journal of the Institute
of Social Studies, The Hague, NetherTands, July 1977.

~ h).. Collier, William L., Soentoro, Gunawan Wiradi, and Makali,
“Agricultural Technolegy and Institutional Change®,
Food Research Institute Studies, Stanford University,
Vel. XIII, No.2, November 1974, pp.169-194.

i). Cellier, Willjan L., Jusuf M. Colter, Sinarhadi, and Robert
: d'A Shaw, "Choice of Technique in Rice Milling:
A Comment", Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies,
Australian National University, Canberra, March 1974,
pp. 106-121.

J). Collier, William L., Gunawan Wiradi, and Soentoro, "Recent
» Changes in Rice Harvesting Methods: Some Serious Social
Implications", Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies,
Canberra, Vol. IX, No.Z, July T973, pp.36-45.




William L., Soentoro, Guwnawan Wiradi, and Makall,
“Tebasan System, High Yielding Varieties, and Rural
Change", Prisma: Indonesian Journal of Socjal and
Economic Affairs, No.b, Uecember 19/4, pp.ta-31.

k). Collier,

1},  Sri Hartoye and Soentoro, "Penggunaan Sumber Daya, Lembaga
~ Pelayanan dan Potensi Pembangunan Di Daerah Persawahan
Pegunungan Dan Daerah Panta{", Studi Dinamika Pedesaan
Jawa Timur, SDP Jatim Series No.5, March 1980

m). Sri Hartoyo and Suradi, "Gepyokan: Suatu Bentuk Kerjasama Buruh
: Tani Di Pedesaan®, SDP Jatim Research No.l, Studi
Dinamika Pedesaan Jawa Timur, Malang, December 1979,
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harvesting to men doing ft. Of the 31 sample respondents who joined
these gepyokan groups 77% stated that their membership was fixed and
permanent, and that 40% had a specific leader. Any member of a
gepyokan group must pay a fee of Rp500 to Rp1500 per person. This
money (s used to purchase plastic sacks and other items for threshing
the paddy. The main requirements for membership in a gepyockan group
are chat the members must be male and have a strong physique, their
ac: should be from 18 to 45, though most are between 25 and 34 years
.f age, and have a similar social status.

This gepyokan system emerged in Gemarang village in 1974,
5ix years after the introduction of the new rice varieties. The first
gepyokan group appeared after a rice harvesting demonstration for
using the sickles to cut the stalks and then threshing in the field
fn the village's trial plots (demplot) set up by the extension service.
Then, the use of this gepyokan system steadily increased and in the
planting season of 1978/79, apparentlyv 88% of the sample farmers in
the study were using the gepyokan groups to harvest their rice. Of
the 43 respondents who used this system, 67% gave as the reason for
using this institution that it was easier and faster, 28% because the
rice has short stalks and shatters easily, 14% because it reduced the
cost, and the rest gave other reasons. These reasons of the farmers
indicate that the main motive was economic and was to reduce the cost
of production which means to reduce the number of Taborers in the
harvest. Thus, these farmers in employing gepyokan groups are thinking.
in a rational economic way. Yet, from the view of the harvesters,
this gepyokan system discrim1nates‘aga1nst women and those males who
are older than 45 years in this rural labor market.

0f the 52 respondent families in the study by the Agro
Economic Survey whose main income is from farm labor, sixty percent
nave a family member in 2 gepyokan group, only 15% were laborers in
a harvest using the ani-ani tool, and 25% did not join a harvest.
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The laborer households who were not ghle to participate in a
pychan group were headed by divorced or widowed women and families

who did not have any young, male members. Thus, due to the spread
of this institution, approximately 40% of the laborer households

were prevanted from joining the rice harvests in Gemarang. These
1aborers however find work in the sugar cane fields, plant secondary
creps, and are invelved in non-agricul tural work.

The introduction of this new system of rice harvesting in
Gamarvang has also caused a decline in the harvesting wage. In 1972
all of the farmers gave a 10% share to the rice harvesters and in
1978 this share was varying between 7 to 10%.§gy Those farmers who gave
a share (bawon) of 10% were only 28% of the respondents, while the
others gave smaller shares;ggf Resides this reduction in the harvest
cost, the use of the sickles means that in the next planting seasan
the farmers do not need to pay laborers to cut the stalks that would
have been left if they had used the ani-ani in the harvest.

Parhaps this decline in the harvest share {bawon) Causes
competition between the leborers and the geEgokan'ngups. Especially
since the share of 10% gives a higher wage per hour than the spading
{memacul jwage . Cbnsequent]ys the harvest laborers still want to

1

particivated in the rice harvest even though the normal share (bawon]

has declined to 7%. The wage per hour in 1978 for these hired farm
laborers was:

1. Spading Rp.38.

2. Gepyokan Tabor Rp.58.

3. Harvest with Rp.24
ani-ani

%ij Qunawan Wiradi, "Proses Panen dan Alat-Alat yang Digunakan:
Suatu Catatan®, Memorandum No.2, Agro Economic Survey,
May 1974, p.22. :

E?j Spri Hartoyo and Suradi, "Gepyokan: Suatu Bentuk Kerjasama Buruk
Tani Di Pedesaan (Kasus di Desa Gemarang, Jawa Timur), Research
Note No.l, Rural Dynamics Study East Java, Agro Economic
Survey, 1979, p.18.
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Consequentu, the introduction of this new institution into the
rural labor mirket in Gemavang has caused the foHowing

1. The switch from using the ani-ani hand held rice knife
to the sickle in the rice harvest and the associated
emergance of the gapyokan groups prevents ‘women and
older men from joining the rice harvest. These two
institutions clearly influence the Tabor market in
Gemarang and are an example of the rapid change
occurring in institutions in the Tabor market through-
out East Java,

2. The decline in the laborers harvesting wage (share)
wh'lch was caused by.the 1ntr~oduct10n of the sickle
in the gepyokan groups has been accepted by the
harvesters because the income per haur was st111 higher
than the normal wage levels per hour in the village.

L2

.-The change from using the ani-ani to the sickle in rice
harvesting spread throughout the village of Gamarang
bacause it was a rational decision from an economic
perspective. The farmers' benefited because their
costs were lower, the harvest laborers accepted it
because the harvest wage was sti11 higher than the wage
for other types of work, and the laborers who were
displaced (women, and old man) were unahle to object
because they have very little influence in the village.

Lion Kerja Institution.

Another institution that affects the rural labor market is
1jon kerja though the term ijon in the past refered to the purchase
of a crop before it was harvested (futures market) this relatively
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cew institution refers instead to sale of @ men's labor in the future.
eliers in this system are in 2 very wrak hargaining position with

Y
i

copect to the buyers and are forced %o sell

whatever they can i

sreer to suevive. Thepefore, this isbor mevket dnstitution o

ijon kerja s an institution where laborers ave paid in advance and

Haps several months later actuglly perform the work., Their

sataries are much lower than the actual wages ibey could get at the

time they begin to work., Many farmers whg were interviewed about this
institution prefered to remain silent when asked guestions about the
topic because of immoral connotations of the term ijon. For this reason.
che research conducted by the Agro fconomic Suvvey beginning in 1973
focussed on this phenomenon in only one wiilage, Sumken

Although it is prebable that the system ic used
diificult te determine how widespread 15 this institution.
Information en the existence of ijor kerja was derived

during qualitative interviews conduct

Bo informtion could be obizined throuch

the then available partial census. How

the 1978 partial census guestions which

(8%} within the sampie were engaged [t is believed,

transactions are more p?"‘:f%'&'ikiﬁ'??ﬁ

aowever, that in actuality, ijon ke

that what was shown by the interview resuylts.

Three Kinds of ijon kerja can re found in Suickerbangsri

N

yillage: (1) daily ijon labor, {2) job contract ijon, and (3) the
biek-blekan system. Daily ijon labor is based upon a fized daily
wage. For example, the daily wage for hesin

seascn was RpZ00. Job contract ijon 4s assoriated with an existing
cuntractual arrangement, ¢.g.. a contract to orepare land. The contract

vate at the time of the interviews was RoHO00 per 0.38% hactary, Wages
in the blek-blekan system ("blek” ameans a Lin container with a volume
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F approximately 20 liters) are tied to amounts harvested. For
instance, & person may receive Rp.500 for each biek of gabah
(obout 12.5 kilogeams) harvested. The nimber of housenholds engaged
in idon transactions in Gemarang is shown in labie 55,

- Daily labor ijon are usually performed by men; in unly one
case was a woman involved in ijon kerja. This phenowenon may be
caused by the demand for female Tabor being relatively less and the
pressure on women to perform work and obtain immediate payment being
retatively nigh. The blek-biekan system utilizes both male and famale
tabor, but this is probably explainable as a phenomenct of social
sonvention.

the wages received for daily ijon labor ranged from Rpib0 te
p3040 for a 7-hour work day, with the average being Rpi80. The rate
under the blek-blekan system ranged from Rpd00 to Rpb00 per blei,

Baily job ijon wages are usuaily received five nonths before work

comences, while for bisk-biekan, it is about three months. By comparing

wese  relas with current wage levels, we can make a rough estimate of

P

the rate of interest implied in these transactions, i.e. the profitabilily

to the buyers which is presented in Table 56, |

It & surprising to note that the estimated ratefaf interest

Tow, amounting te only 5% per month. Although the definition of

"Tow"™ is relative, it should be observed that siort-term credit in
rural areas can involve an interest rate as high as 437 per month.

The findings suggest that there wmighl be sowe rational
motivation on the part of the ijon buyers {empicyers) to participate
in Lhese foras of transactions. One immediate explanation is the
assurance of being able to obtain labor when it is neccssary to prepare
the land for celtivation. Timeliness is becoming the key to success
Apen the technological lewel is high, such as in the case of rice
cultivation cupported by the BIMAS (credit) program. Another expianation
seutd be that the competition for labor with the sugar can plantation
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Table 55, Number of Heuseholds Engaged 1n the Ijon System of
Labor in Sumokembangsri. Sy
L No. of households Percentage of
Type of 1jon transactien engaged total uncommitted
' (N = 30) households
A, Dailly {1jon labor 23 59 -
B. Ju contract ijon 3 8
. Eilek-blekan 1jon 15 38
Sgurce: Interview survey in 1973 by‘Hr. Soentoro,
Table 56. - Wage Level of Ijon Labor at the Time of Transaction and
the Estimated Rate of Interest Charges for the Service. a/
8 e s Daily labor | Blek-blekan
Specification wage system
a, Payment veceived (Rp/day) 200 500
b, Time lag between payment and working 5 3
period (month)
c. Real wage level at time of work (ko fay) 250 750
d, Estimated rate of intevest (% per month) 5 17

Source: Field studies in Sumokembangsri village in 1973, 1978, and 1979.

a/ Observed rate of interest in a cooperative was 5% per month;

interest rates of shert- term credit could be as high as 43% per month.
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it high encugh in_this area to require a kind of labor recruitment
71cy” This ‘ration '1?_ seems to be confirmed by, the lew frequency
of thamcmppmj in this drea, indica ting thzt ownars have probably
seen assured of an adequate labor force to carry cut cultivation and
nearvesting.
The biek-blekan systems seems to gcocur ir‘h ,pmm -\,aﬂy
i probably is of little importance in'the village economy. The
wers are usually farm owners who reserve an area for their '_:i_f‘_x_i’i
isborers. At Harvest time, the Taborevs 2w allowed 10 work in the
unieserved areas before harvesting the reserved fields. The harvest
share in the village s 4:1, or 20% of the total produce going to
the laborers. Thus, even though the estimated rate of interest is

high (17% per nwnth} 'e arrangement iizelf my be guite beneficial

el the blak-bis

vy the 1Jnu wcrbﬂf ﬁgjﬂydtem provides a

By Financial j iucratﬁvé 0 QU“LHﬂii v vwi;&q&_?aburerﬁ.

. C0n§eggenmﬁyﬂ the ijon kerja institu lun:provides landless
Tebarers with a ,wthod to a“ra?n funds at a tise when employiment is
a0t av&iiah1e:' fis was shmwn, the 1nt9rfs? rate was.very low for this
e of tranzaction. This 1ﬂc?=fw+s1v is aroiher ”gaWp}e of how

~qvp11hated are the rural labor markatv in the
the authors in fast Java.

Contract Land “reparation

Also,. in an.effort to reduce-the cost of rice production

in hemnrdng village :a few farmers have Juﬁt egun to use' padi tractors
with the Pxprﬁsced purpose of lowering the cost of tand cultivation.
As another example in both Sumokembangsri anc tewarang vil
nas emerged the institution of contract (borengan) speding in land
cuitivation, These contract gruups which spade the field heve been
cieated by the farmers so that they pay a smaller total amount and the
work is betler because the contract is fastor. The laborers who are



in the contract labor groups are able to get more wark, though Tewer
qarticipate in this operation which reduces the amount of fired
n soil preparation. The competition between the contract groups
for'ces the laborers to work barder so that they witl be ewployed again
he farmer. Since these contract groups have fewer membors Than
if the farmers used daily labecrers for spading then the members of
the contract team are able to get a nicher wage.

Institutions are clearly one of the reasons that expiain
the decline in labor use per ha per season in rural Java. These
institutions have been involved in the decline in harvesting labor and
soil preparation labor. However, this is only part of the story since
changes in tools has caused a reduction in weeding iaber ang hulling
tabor,

The role of the institutions is obviously an imporiasnt

R

component in a study of labor markets. The above discussion fs only

a small indicator of how those instituiions operate o rursl Java.

s

Since o °F-farm or non-agricultural laboer is becoming move and wmore

important in Java, research is urgently needed eop the institutions

-

that affect the non-agricultura? rurel labor markets.
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S UMMARY

Throughout this study a number of issues were presented about

185U
land and labor narkets in East Java. The following s a s Ummary
o1 these topics:

1.

Villagers who have sufficient funds purchase land form marginal
farmers in the land markets and thus expand their land holdings.
These larger landowners then “sharecrop ut" some of their land
in this market to small farmers and also cultivate themeedves.
Both of these groups of farmers also hire laborers to perform
sore or most of the cultivation activities.

The sharecropping land market is characterized by: (a) large
farmers {owners) “sharecrop out™ part or all their sawah land
to landless villagers and/or marginal farmevs, {0} the number
of peopleéwho want to “sharecrop in" land ic much greater than
the number of people who want Lo "sharecrc. out™ land to the
lardless marginal farmers; (¢} the landowner receives a
relatively high share from the person who has “shavecropped in"
the sawah land; (d) the ﬁhafﬁﬁropyﬁng contracts are very
stable and last for many years between the same individuals;
and (e) family interests have an influence on who recedves

a “sharecropping in" opportunity.

The rental Tand market among the villagers is characterized

by: (a) small marginal farmers "rent gut” their sawah land
to wealthier villagers who are usuaiiy large farmers (culti-

vators); (b) the number of margir>l farmers who want te "rent
out” their land is much greater thas the nurber of farmers who

have sufficient funds and want to “renrt in® sawah iand and these
small landowners must look for the persons who want to “rent in’
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and; (o) the Iaﬁu st who ‘rantod out” their sawah receive
t e FRECERERETEMR: PHY dedtingncoRtracticare not
ac stable as the sharccrappir ' contracts handiare fortshorter

ave indivigualsy end {e) family

2 to rent land.

The wental terket is TRgrented Nt nunber of sub markets

e
g

SE Ticet ives TEndiinvolves different
SETPRreEYentsl markets are: () the
' garket %hluﬂ pays a low rent to the

iu:t rf)k,na to' Hifior

growe ot p@upse *Thids
q“gilﬁag&r to v1lt¢q ros

f. the' uﬂ whc "rﬁﬂtc ii“ and
(b) “the viflagev

4»‘ﬁqun‘*‘enﬂ

cuftivai

g5 OF,

o sugak {3

slisvkrnment \t”%:shg”“j'ﬁﬁia;.?ﬁt&_WﬁE?tﬂﬁhg }gg’qw ers. wj*t

A, PErSon outs gdg the vw??ag-

Trwn?ing:tevth@wwﬁl?aﬁﬁzgk *npﬁﬂid;wéhf villager +o gulsiday or

whpalihy farwer vesigi

Wi the, Eanaawqer‘whg has a

wpatcencd: crop 08 Sugdi £ANS: 9N DS }aad\anﬁ_p&nts,kﬁ the person

4t 2 high rental rate who will then cuitivate sugar cane.

h. the renta. rﬂtea v Tand deprnd ‘on whomeeded the land.

1 the o Forents fidnd, therental vate s fuigh

ﬁ v uanp fﬁg,
the Yend to sdpply ‘the factory sith

f*rcs?i? cahe . ﬂfrjxnzi v e rert gub itheiriand,

r';tai vate s ??” Lt e e Y ded ar Mealithy 1persen (Wants
g DoAY TRnAT tHé vental wdaténisabigh

pacause of the h%gn sorential return b the ducondccaneiorop.

dnt ratoonad S

5. The sharecropper sl pUhgedol Went Lo cultivate the land with
sharecropsing arvangiments even though thzy mst wait five monin:

ard could possibly earn a comparatle inceme by working as daily

1

isired laborers, They do terause they are more assured of
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of the income when they sharecrop than if they are looking
for daily employment in the labor market.

7. The land sale market is much more greatly influenced by the
Government, (land reform, sugar cane requirement, Bimas credit)
national policies (the conflict among the parties in the early
1960's), local power groups in the villages, and the historical
tenure arrangements, then by economic forces.

8. The land reform in 1960 (UUPA) accelerated the sale of land
among the rural vi]1agefs and to outsiders, especially in the
areas where previously the land was held communally.

9. In the regions where the land was held communally and then
changed to private ownership as well as in the regions where
Dutch lands were redistributed to the sharecroppers who then
received private ownership rights, land concentration is
ctcurring through the sale of land by marginal farmers to
wealthy individuals.

These propositions have been suqgested by the results of the
research by the authors in these selected villages in East Java.
The above is a summary of the research results. However, one must
recognize that even in these villages only some of the propositions
have been conclusively proven valid, some have had partial proof only,
and some of the propositions have only been tentatively suggested
by the research: findings.



FURTRHRE R RESEARCH

Mgftpa f1rst part of this study, it was suggested tbydt since
448 thepe have been- five distinct periods in the evolution o¥
wicul ture and Yabor markets-in-East Java. This study had veviewsd
wik of the available information on the 1948 to 1968 pepiods, has
presented research results on.the 1968 01973 pericd and fhe 15773
e 1378 period.. However, the situation in rural Jave cppears to have
irﬂ?i¢¥;£¥9??&ﬁ_duning;the;lgzsfiﬂalageried which has oriy triefly

seen examined in this study, Alse. twthe first parbim +hisTiudy
cwvéral proportions were suggested about what has ooy

nd and tabor markets in the 1978-1981 period. The
uagestions that there may be a shortage of hired

cuityral activities in Fast Java, that there may be a szior

v opportunities for off-farm or non-agricul tural employrent Tor
tandless and marginal farmers., These two topics nsed to Lo very

refully examined to detewsine if i1 iz true. What has rauned it
wnet arve che institutions inwived, how many people are rvaluved,
and whe in the rural villages has: access to these employuen
appertunities,

Besides the proposition on the labor markets, it was aiso
suggested that there has been a major change in the agricultural
situation in fast Java since the introduction in 1978 of the Svown

tant hopper resistant rice varieties (IR32, 36, 38) and imeroved

wter control. IF there has been a major advance in ruval cevelopuent,

this needs 1o be documented, compared with the previow .evieds, avs
aziyzed in order that developnent experts and policy makers are
sware of what occurred, how it happened, and who berefilsd from this

‘evelopment
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The authors have a feeling that the improved employment
opportunities and improved agricultural situation has added another
layer in the intricately woven network of land and labor relation-
ships in East Java. The past research indicated that there have been
many changes in these land and labor markets which were accelerating
polarization in rural Java. This new layer of possible increased
demand for hired laborers outside of agriculture adds an entirely
new respective to rural development in East Java, and should be

carefully studied for its validity and its lessons for rural develop-
- ment in Asia, '
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APPENDIX

Table 1., ~

and 1980 in Java, Indonesia.

Comparison of Labor Use (Hours/Ha) by Operatien in Rice Production between 1875

Operations (hours/ha)

n.a.

, Fertil- | Weeding,
Field Trans - izing _Guard'ing Har- Drying
Seed- prepar- | plant- :giayw :::g;e_ vest- | and
bed : at19n ing ing |ment ing storing Total
1875-1878
Kediri (n.a.) 1878% 63 595 230 | - 594 | 286 120 1888
Blitar (.7 ha) 1875/76%/ 89 408 00 | - 300 | 600 120 1817
Kebumen (.7 ha) 1875%/ 167 772 173 | - 465 | n.a. 9%
Ngrowo (Kediri) (.7 ha) 18757768/ | 52 | 515 230 | - 504 | 286 200 1787
Average ' 93 573 233 | 466 | 390 134 1889
- 1924-1930 /
Sawo, Ngawi (.56 ha)®/ 21 | . 230 a4 | - 10 | a4a 2 1019
Karangmalang, Ngawi, (. 56 ha) 29 167 409 ~ 43 | 526 - 1174
Jaan, Berbek, (1.79 ha)®/ 10 136 05 | - 15 | 740 . 1206
aagfsari Lumajang (.83 ha)¥/ 39 223 258 | - 290 | 501 68 1377
Deamakag (n.a.) n.a, 173 n.a, | - n.a. 540 - n.a.
Surabayaﬂ/ (n.a.) 66 | 209 280 | - 839 - 1780
Rembang?  (n.a.) na., | 252 310 - n.a. .| 476 - n.a.
surakarta? (n.a.) 959 B | - n.a. | 520 .

n.a.

881
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Table 1. {cont.)

i}:pera‘tij.bné ( hours / ha )

_ | Fertil- | Weeding, _
' : 1izing Guarding |

o 4 Field | Trans=-].and - | Water | Har- Drying
Seed- prepar- | plant | spray~ | Manage-- | vest- | and ?
bed | ation |ing ing { ment 1 -ing storing | Totat

Serang, Pemalang, (1.5ha) | 8 | 369 | 508 | 72 | 60 . | n.a. | 107 ;
Janti, Sidoarjo, (-58 ha) - [ ~| - 63 | 370 |'208 | 59 | 310 | 195 | 126 | 1331
Banyutowo, Kendal, (.65 ha) 84 | 236 | 359 76 | 546 355 a1 1697

Bulus Pesantren, Kebumen (.4 ha) | 109 | 259: (130 | 30 | 415 | nia. 39 -

| ~ Average | es ] 87 |25 | a3 AN 69 | 1290 |

High Vie'!di,ng,"{arieties:k/ 2 1PN N NP : E o _ :
Sidomulyo, Sidoarjo (.54 ha) - . | 50 :| 179 {154 | 44 | 180 174 80 861
Gemarang, Ngawi (1.37 ha) . 53 | 244 | 323 25 383 n.a. 38

.

Average 7l sz | 22 e | 35 282 176 .| 59 11083

Dry Season 19&,9 ' . P L $ s k.

Local Verieties: +/ I B S LT B
Sukaraja Lor, Banyums (1.0 ha) | 54 | 236 128 | 28 | 292 . n.a. 69
Bulus Pesantren, Kebumen (1:0 ha) | 54 | 252 | 8 | 7. | 264 n.a. 17

~ Wanarata, Pemalaxg (1.5 ha) 47 273 | 195 | :35 : 1 29 . ST T - N .

Patemon, Kebumen, {.4 ha) 72 | 390 204 21. - |- 468 o 44
Serang, Pemalang, (.5 ha) . ——-{ 185 -}- 385 ‘1607 | 85 1 3D n.a. 36

061




Table 1. (cont.)

Operations (heurs/fha) ]
Fertil- | Weeding,
izing Guarding
Field |Trans- |and Water Har- Drying
Seed | prepar-|plant- | spray- Manage- vest- and
bed ation |ing ing ment ing storing| Total
Gemarang, Ngawi, (.45 ha) 69 393 303 53 518 647 49 2112
Sidomulyo, Sidoarjo (.19 ha) 65 - | 429 200 73 316 166 98 1349
Geneng, Ngawi (.45 ha) 44 241 242 16 264 475 21
Sukosari, Jember, (.50 ha) 111 231 243 0 346 125 16 1072
Janti, Sidoarjo, (.58 ha) 63 370 208 59 310 195 126 1331
Banyutowo, Kendal, (.5 ha) 142 329 17 43 290 391 37 1403
Average 80 | 321 | 194 38 %% - | 385 49 | 1352
High Yielding Varieties:E/
Sukaraja Lor, Banyumas (.5 ha) 71 260 173 44 418 n.2, 122
Wanarata, Pemalang (.5 ha) 53 320 196 70 364 n.a. 55
Gemarang, Ngawi, (.45 ha) 40 245 249 29 366 . 678 % 1640
Sidomilyo, Sidoarjo (.46 ha) 43 230 144 49 282 87 43
Sukosari, Jember, (1.2 ha) 143 257 202 35 354 83 50 1124
Geneng, Ngawi (.19 ha) 51 328 270 50 573 475 47 1799
Average 67 294 206 16 393 58 1395

331
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Tib le 1. (cont.)

Operattions

(hours / ha )

Fertil-| Weeding,
_ _ izing Guarding
: Field Trams~ | and Water Har- Drying
- Seed prepar«| plant- | spray- | Manage. vest- | and
bed ation ing ing ment ing storing | Total
" Met Season 1977/78.%
Gemarang, Ngawi, (.57 ha) 32 197 169 | a3 30 n.a. | 107
Sumokesbargsri, Sidoarjo (,52 ha) | 137 372 359 n.e. 217 | s10 n.a. | 1695
Sukosari, Jember, (.50 ha) | 58 n2 147 228 185 n.a. | 790
Sungumlegowo, Gresik (.43 ha) 83 83 -262 375 343 n.a. 1154
Petung, Trenggelek, (.20 ha) 134 353 114 294 302 n.a. | 1197
Tasbakrejo, Banyuwangi (.69 ha) A 13 190 e 198 n.a.-{ 940
Average 57 207 207 325 313 - 1109
Bry Season 1978.%/ _ % o Ot
Gemarang, Agawi (.53 ha) 37 {-20 | 188 285 326 n.al | 1856
Sumokembangsri, Sidearis 169 326 5 n.a. o 519 na. | 1670
Sukosari, Jember {.50 ha) 86 152 - 184 337 Fal3 n.a. 955
Sungunlegowo, Sidoarje, {.56 ha) 45 g2 | 329 376 448 n.a. { 1280
Petung, Trenggalek, {.16 ha) | 140 305 116 350 298 R.a, | 1208
Tambakrejs, Banyusangi {,35 ha) . 89 143, L) 269 n.a. | 898
9 192 213 303 346 1145

3 Average

ébl
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Table 1 {cont.) '

f/ These estimates are from Tabie 12 and 13 in J. van der Ploeq and :
Koesno Adirono, lLandbouwkundige Beschrijving van het Regentschap
Loemadjang {Oost Java)", Landbouw, p.224 and p.225,

49/ These averages were made by the author based on information in the
text and in the Appr-dicies in M.S. Smits, "Arbeidsaanwending
in den Matten R11;tbauw op Java", Landbouw, 1, 1925/26,
pp.252-272,

h/ These averages were made by the author based on information in the text
and Tn the Appendictes in G.J. VYink, Eiland Djojodihardjo, and
M.d. van den Brand, "Ontleding van de Rijstcultuur in het
Gehucht Kenep (Residentie Soerabaja)", Landboww, VII, 1931/32,
No.6, Buitenzorg, Indonesia. These f1eﬁd¢ are Jafore renting
to the sugar cane factory,

i/ The source is the same as footnote d. These flelds are after the fields
are returned to the farmers by the sugar cane factory.

ij The number of respondents for local varieties in the Wet Season 1968/69
for the Agro Economic Survey's selected villages were:

Kebanggan 28 Gemarang 20
Patemon 31 Serang i9
Sukaraja Lor 26 Janti 26
Wanarata 35 Banyutowo . 21
Sidomuivo 15 Bulug Pesantren 30

k/ The number of respondents for the HYV's in the Wet Season 1968/69 for the
AES's selected villages were: ' '

Sidomulyo 30
Gemarang 16

1/ The number of respondents for the Tocal varieties in the Dry Season 1969
for the AES selected villages weve:

Sukaraja Ler 30 Gemarang 29
Bulus Pesantren 29 Sidemulyo 20
Wanarata 25  Geneng 29
Patemon 30 Sukosari &
Serang 30 - Janti 26

m/ The number of respondents for the HYV's in the Ury Season 1969 for the
AES selected villages were:

Sukarsja Lor 5 Sidomulyo 24
Wanarata T . Sukosari 17
Gemarang 11 Geneng N

n/  The number of respondents for rice production in the 1977/78 period were:
Gemarang 34 Sumokembangsri 62
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APPENDTY

Tab]e 2

186

'f Pencentage Hired-and Family Laba“ tse and Male and

. .Female Labor Use in Javaneﬁe Rice. Prﬂductian from .

19?6 to 1980

i
“t

s

_E:;_ 1 fﬂm;i;jg Ave. w-! Percentage Percantagt m‘i_,
: | : Number | size of} labor use. - labor use,.
Lacation and year of res- | oper- | it
e g pondents | . ation ?Fam11y: Hired | Female |Male
TSI Ok BO RURE ION
1926-1931
Lumajang, East Java 0
1929/30 28 72 § nal o
1930/31 5 3F 4 69 | m.a..j3oc@s |
Kenep, Surabaya, East Java ! |
1925/286 ? ’ % 3g 59 81 | 59 41 %
Jetis, Mojokerto, East Java: I i b %
- 1926/27 > B iR 42 | 48 | 64 | 36
Kertorpao, East Java: i ! " - | %
192627 TEw 32 | 68 | n.a.|na
Sawo, Ngawi, Fast Java 1 ; : : | finds
1920009 28 | .70 48162 f T707 | 30
Karang Malang, Ngawi, East Javai| € - ol
1926/27 | e e ] 48 52° | ‘68 | 32
Jaan, Berbek East ‘Java: E | LR .
1926/27 F_ " B ] 29 71 | “n.ai”| na.
Pasarejo, Pasuruan, East Java: | . é ' L
- 1927/28 | 48~ | 28 | na. | na.f 89 7|3
Jatisari, Lumajang, East Java: | | : b R
| 1929/30 : 1 n.a. | n.a.| 65 35
Average (1926- 1931* E 4 | 60 | ‘66 |3
1968/1969 Wet Season - E | i N dhin
Kebanggan, Banyumas, Centra1 Java:i i ' 34
(no harvest Tabor) © ¥ | — S— o §
Local var1et1es { 12 : T Toi< {84 10870 § 3B
Gekbronq, C1an3ur, West Java B
a. Local varieties 29 1 8 92 56 44
b. HYV ‘ 0 100 43 57




Table 2. - (cont.)

187

Number |Ave. Percentage Percentagé
Location and year of res-|size of | labor use labor use
pOil- oper—
dents |ation Family | Hired | Female| Male
(Ha) (%) (5) ] (%) (%)
Patemon, Kebumen, Central Java
a. Local varicties 31 4 32 68 17 83
(no harvest 1labor)
Sukaraja Lor, Banyumas, East
Java:
a. Local varieties 26 j 2 98 26 74
b. HYV 35 1. 0 100 28 72
Wanarata, Pcmalang, Central
Java:
a. Local varieties 35 1. 4 96 50 50
Sidomulyo, Sidoarjo, East Java
a. Local varieties 15 D 39 61 41 59
b YW 27 73 50 60
Gemarang, Ngawi, East Java:
a. Local varieties 24 L 61 39 39 61
b. HYV 74 26 29 i3
(harvest labor not included)
Scrang, Pemalang, East Java:
a. Local varieties 19 o 13 87 3 49
Janti, Sidoarjo, East Java:
a. Local varieties 26 .58 23 ] 49 51
Banyutowo, Kendal, Central Java:
a. Local varictics 21 85 8 92 23 67
Buluspesantren, Kebumen,
Central Java:
a. Local varieties 30 A4 49 51 9 a1
b. HYV 69 31 10 a0 |
Sukosari, Jember, East Java:
a. Local varieties 15 1 24 76 42 H8
b. HYV 9 91 25 75 '
Average: a. Local varieties 22 78 40 50
b. HYV 30 70 40 &0 I




Percantage
labor use

Humbar size of

z
g 0

e NS
Location and year of res- |oper- Family | Hived
pon- ation @ (%) ¢ (%) ]
dents {Ha} i ' ‘
S A AT P e FETEMECR=E. B .
 Segson 1969
| B 3 4 T 3 S
Gruavang, Ngawi, East Java: { g
; ;
¢, Local varieties 14 2 25 FA- S " B
B WYY ié g2é 88 1 &
r 3 T
= F du. L 5 B! i
Sidemulyo, Sidoarjo, Fast Java: ! : !
. ! A

2. tocal varieties 20 19

b, HYV
Buiespesantren, Kebumen,
Centrat Java:
. Local varieties 24 1. t 3 & @ A2

g8 3 12
16 a4

s e A W S

i s e 5k

! P
L. BYY | | 668 ( ¥ | i3
vrarwst Yanor not included) ; % f ;
Sukarzia Lor, Banyumas, i i | ? j
Central Java: ! E | ; :
5. Local varieties 30 - 8 P 15 '
. HYY é & b : 17
(harest labor aot inciuded) : ; ] }
Howasart, Kendal, Central Java: i i { : ;
a. Local varieties &6 Vs i / P43 § 34 }
. HYY ! {71 o3 58
sanavata, Pemalang, Central Java ;o 5 ! f ;
a. Local varieties 26 1.5 [ & | @4 i 13 f
b HYY 1w fan ! o2 o7
ihzrvest labor not incliuded) ‘ ; E :
“atouen, Kebumen, Ceatral) Java: E f ? :
2. tocal varieties 30 - S S S T
E ]
Serang, Pemalang, Central Java: ! i ;
%, local varieties 30 { .5 - i
.____._.gl_,..._.__.__ S e e
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h. KYY , t 20 | B0 ¢ 33 f
! | ; :
; i 1 ;
' ; | :
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g, Ngawtr, East Java: .
U Season 1977/78 34
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table 2, ~ {cont.)

4 o B
! el 3 J6
Humber L iabe : s

B .

g o1 i o
Location and year Ll 7 : ‘

pﬁﬁ 3 ¢ i =5 AR
dants ? _ }

Stduario, East Java: :

a. “et Season 1977/78 23 i 80 1 H .
b. Dry Season i 26 i B0 . Y

fotung, Trenggalek, East ;
Java i
a. Wet Season 1977/78 a4z - .- §
B. Dry Seasen 1978 20 - g -
e ja, Banyuwangi, i i
“ast Java: i i |
‘ot Season 1877778 | 14 i 3 GF H
Season 1978 ! 9 2
Ayarage i ; :
. Wot Season | i ] 15
s Dy Season i :
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APPENDIX

s

Table 4. - Cropping Pattems in Sumckembangsri and Semaranc

1978.

L S S S D S e S

Sumokembangs ri

R

1

(2)

Rice -~ pice ~ rice

Rice - rice -~ palawija

Rice - palawija - palawija

S4gar cane - palawija

SR Cane

Source:

facie 5. ~ Cropping Pattern in Sumokembangs i for

Field survey by Seentoro in 1978

Rice
Wet

i

. .,
& WD yee

Rice . ice z

Dry Palawi ja Wet |

Season Season Sedason i
March/April  July/August  Nov./Dec, Fpri?

Nov/Dec 78

il

Sugar cane
i

July/Bugust 198

]
S
0

- Wat Season

R o4

pommn el



SRR

2 5, - Average Labor Use, Costs, and Returns per Ha in Rice Cultivation

for Owner Onerator Farmers in Sumokewbangsri Village in the Wet

Season 77/78, Dry Season 1-1978, and Dry Season~-11, 1973.
Wet Season Dry Season | Bry Season i
1977/78 1978 1978
November te| Aprii te August to
March August Deceirter
Lumber ot respondents 35 23 17
sher use (hours/ha)d !
Vamily
#ale 226 195 206
Fomale b5 64 83
Hate with carabouy 15 g 11
Sub total 296 | 63 270
545 37 623
440 533 551
Male with carabou 27 33 34
Sub total 1012 1103 121%
121 isbor use | - 1308 13N 1482
input cests (Rp/Ha)
Tnputs 38841 37159 38218
aaes Tor hired labor 44199 aﬁbdu 59948
heps 1200 1750 1425
Total B4244G 8556b 99591
! Bnd incomre
Yieid (Kg/Ha) 5410 4948 4030
Harvasters share (bawon) 4328 3958 3504
Cress income with harvest 265008 257270 245280
heot family income 179768 171705 14568Y
¢ Field survey by Sgentoro in 1978.
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i X

Soybeans

28

arie /. - Average Labor Use, Costs and Returns for Soybeans
Production in Sumokembangsri Village, Fast Jav
surber of respondents

Laor use {hours/ha)

Family |
Male !
Female

Sub total

Hired jabor
Maie
Female
Sub total

Tabor use

of production {Rp/Ha)
Costs of input
Hired labor cost
Costs

and income
Yield (kg/ha)

Gross ineome

het Tamily income (Rp/Ha)

Field survey by Scentoro in 1978
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CRATY

tabie 8. - Average Labor Use, Costs, and Returns for Sovbeans
Cultivation in Gemarang in 19782,

e e e S S
I t e m E Soyheans

S e b

hutber of respondents % 27

Average size of operation [Ha) § {:.54

Labor use {hours/ha)

Family |
Male E 107
Fapale : 31

i
Sub total ! 1328

Hired labor ;
Male ! 200

female i 162

Sub total : W7
fotal labor use : 500

Cost of production (Rp/Ha)
Loty

Input costs
Hired labor cost L 23379

o e S

P K o e 1 RS B g
Totai : G360

iields and income ;
¥ield (kg/ha) - : 430
Gross income ; 11474

Net family income 28060
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Source:  Field survey by the Rural Dynawics Study is Fast Javs, 1978,
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Average Labor Use, Costs and Returns by Tenure Status for

Rice Cuitivation in the First Cropping Season in 1978 in
Gemarang, East Java.

Owned

Share-
cropped

Rented

sumer of respondents

Labar use {(hours/ha)
Family
Maie
Fomale
Male with caraboy

15

349
67

k B

g s A s s e e b i

Sub total 134 22 | 424 @
|
H | 1
i 530 535 453 ;
§ 375 301 333 i
yie with carabou g 54 48 48 !
; R - i
Sub total ; a6} 964 834 :
futal labor use § 14495 1156 1245 g
i | :
foot of product [Hp/Ha) { | i
Input costs | 27,400 28,500 f 46,400 :
tired Tabor cost ! 29,800 42,100 {31,400 i
Land rent/share | 0 114,800 | 27,400 i
Others i 600 G 400 i
i — o :
Total . 67,800 185,400 105,600
Incows i .
. . = i " s v o
tield {ton/ha) 5,04 ek 6.65
Lost of harvest {ton/ha}) i 5,50 4.76 5.02
Gross income {Rp/Ha) 245,000 261,700 316,400
Net family income (Rp/Ha) 177,200 76,300 210,800
b At £ e g e e o et et e e gt e et Al e i _.,n.,-.é b S i

Tnis 1s gabah kering panen (harvest dried)

"v"'ri’r‘-ﬂ'r"" .

Field survey by the Bural Dynamics Study oi
fegnomics Survey in 1978.
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able 10, =~ Aversge Labor Use, Costs, and Returns per Ha by Tenure

Status for Rice Cultivation in the Second Season in 1978

in Gerarang, Ngawi, East Java,

a/ ihis is gabah keving panen (harvest dried)
b
4

G Fieid suryey by the Rural- Dynamics Study
Economic Survey in 1978.

of

Tenure status
¥ R ‘.—'— {
H Loe n i Share- §
Dwned cropped { Rented
A e E b ]
i
Mumber of respondents 15 8 { 11
iLabor use {hours/ha) : i
ramily ; ;
Male - 149 194 1 a8 |
Female j 15 14 s 91
Male with carabog ' 6 5 § 7
Sub total i 170 : 213 . 426
| |
#ired labor { i :
Male 621 i 629 | 16 |
Female —; 83 ! 207 { 273 i
Male with carabou E 44 : 178 50 ¢
b ’ -
Sut: total i 748 1,04 738 :
Total labor use | 918 1,227 1,165 %
' i E i
Cost of product (Rp/Haj : i i ; p
Tnpit costs 36,300 32,200 | 36,200 §
Kirad labor cost | 30,600 41,100 | 27,200 {
Land rent/share i 0s 38,100 % 34,800 é
Gthers | 406 | 100 : 0 i
_ SIS S ——————
{otal ! 67,300 ¢ 171,500 ! 98,200 i
t : M
i ! i
Income ! | !
Yield (ton/ha) L a3 408 | 500 |
Cost harvest {ton/ha) ; 3.88 3.68 E 4.53 i
Cross income {RpiHa) | 239,606 | 227,600 | &s1,200 |
Het family income {Rp/Ha) C 172,300 | 56,100 | 153,000 :
SOy s - i i b, | P






