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SYNOPSIS

The main problems of small farmers in Lombok Island

particularly, are the small size of farm, lack of capital
and low capabilities of managerial skill. These problems
cause low outputs and incomes. Serious efforts are being
made to overcome them. The Indonesian Government has
paid a lot of attention to small farmers in an effort to
increase their income through increasing food production,
and to overcome their inertia in order that they are also
able to play a role 1in the ongoing programme of
agricultural development.
The problems of these farmers are the precarious
marginality of their enterprise, with average incomes so
low as to 1ift them only slightly above subsistence
Tevels.

As expected from the small size of their holdings,
these farmers concentrate on the production of staple
food crops, especially rice, but also corn and/or peanuts
and soybean, with 1little variation. The alternative
typical crop rotations usually practised by the farmers
of this region in a year, are: Rice-Rice-Corn, Rice-Rice-
Mixed Crops, Rice-Rice-Peanut, and Rice-Rice-Soybean. The
type of crop rotation as Rice-Rice-Soybean was practised
more widely than the others. At the same time , small
farmers possess some 1livestock, particularly cattle or
buffaloes as draft animals for soil cultivation
activities. Farmers cultivate the so0il as well as
possible, constrained by capital availability.

The performances of poorer farmers are hindered by a
lack of capital to purchase the optimal quantities of
inputs. The remedies would appear to l1ie in further
extension of credit to poor farmer or in other measures
to make the distribution of income more even.

In the effort to increase the small farmers’ output, it
is also necessary to look for appropriate technologies
which are affordable by the farmers.

The integration between 1livestock production and
food crop production, will prove more beneficial when the
farmers, as decision makers, have abilities not only
in technical areas, but alsoc 1in managerial ones ,
because 1integrated farming systems have a more complex
management process.

In the sampled villages farming involves mainly
loosely integrated mixed farming systems where most
farmers engage in the production of food crops, cattle,

and/or catch fish from the ponds. Integration of
livestock into food crop production occurs not only when
Tivestock are used as draft animals for soil
cultivation, but also as livestock producing manure

which 1is used as fertilizer for food crops (organic
fertilizer). To increase the farmers’ output, the quality
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of farming practicee must be considered. For this purpose
a survey was done to collect data from farmer
respondents, 1incorporating the results from interviews
and questionnaires used.

The aim of the survey was to find out whether a number of
farming practices can be improved.

The survey for this study was conducted in 1991 1in
six sampled villages of three regencies in Lombok island
(West, Central and East Lombok), but only two villages of
West Lombok were analysed for detailed consideration
because of Tlimitations of time. The sample used comprised
121 respondents, consisting of 58 farmers who had
livestock and 63 farmers who did not.

In this survey data was collected not only on
number and age of farmers, their educational levels
and other personal data (relationships, etc.), but also
on farming practices, i.e.: details of cropping pattern,
livestock, inputs (amounts and values), outputs and gross
margins of farming.

Furthermore, from the results of the survey we
looked at farmers who have livestock compared to farmers
who do not in terms of their inputs, outputs, gross
margins, crop rotations, use of inorganic fertilizer and
manure (organic fertilizer). and also the educational
Tevels of the farmers.

In this study seven farm models were used based

on crop rotation: (1) Rice-Rice-Corn, (2) Rice-Rice-
Mixed Crops (With Livestock), (3) Rice-Rice-Mixed Crops
(Without Livestock), (4) Rice-Rice-Peanut (With

Livestock), (5) Rice-Rice-Peanut (Without Livestock), (6)
Rice-Rice-Soybean (With Livestock), and (7) Rice - Rice -
Soybean (Without Livestock).

Basically, farmers use inorganic fertilizer for
their food crops, such as Urea, Triple Super Phosphate
and Potassium Chloride, while manure (waste of 1livestock)
is occasionally used for fertilizer of secondary crops
(corn, peanut, soybean, sweet potatoes, and cassava).

The quality of these farming practices might be
affected not only by the availability of capital, but
also the levels of education of farmers themselves. In
the sampled villages, most farmers (48.8 percent)
attended primary school, while 36.4 percent did not have
a formal education.

From the results of data analysis, it can be
concluded that farmers with livestock have a
statistically-significant higher gross margin than those
without Tivestock. The reason for this appears to be that
those with 1livestock are generally richer farmers, who
are not faced with the same constraints of capital.
Consequently they apply higher 1levels of 1inputs than
those without 1livestock, and this is what appears to give
rise to the higher gross margins.

In the year referred to in the survey (1990), some
farm-models (rotation patterns) were better than others.
The results showed that a farm model with rotation
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pattern Rice-Rice-Peanut had a signhificantly higher
output and gross margin than other rotations patterns.
This is partly because in 1990 the price of peanuts was
higher than could have been expected from past prices.
When the expected 1990 price of peanuts was used instead
of the actual 1990 price, the expected gross margin was
still higher than that of corn and soybean.

A1l farmers apply recommended 1levels of inorganic
fertilizer for the rice crops, according to government
policy, while for secondary crops farmers used less than
the recommendation. However, manure was not used by the
farmers as a fertilizer for rice, and only 1in small
amounte for secondary crops. The analysis in that part of
the thesis attempts to explain why farmers use so little
manhure, and derives a value for manure. The value of
manure per Tonne 1implied by its nutrient content is
approximately Rp.9,300, or Rp.9.3 per kilogram. An
alternative measure based on 1its value 1in enhancing
soybean yield gives Rp.5.3 per kilogram. Another result
is that the use of manure was not related to distance
from manure production site to the nearest field of
farmers. A cost-benefit analysis of manure usage is
undertaken, and shows that the cost of gathering, storing
and spreading manure is worthwhile, and is 1likely to add
0.7 to 2.7 percent to gross margins.

Farmers’ formal education Tevels were not
significantly related to gross margin. By this, it can be
understood that educational 1level 4is a factor which
influences the output and/or gross margin only
indirectly. It appears that improving the techniques or
managerial skills of adult farmers can be achieved by
informal education through agricultural extension
activities.

The conclusions of the thesis relate to three areas
of farming practice.

First, it appears that the performances of poorer
farmers are hindered by a lack of capital to purchase the
optimal quantities of 1inputs. The remedies would appear
to lie in further extension of credit to poor farmers, or
in other measures to make the distribution of income more
even,

Second, at current relative prices, farmers should
be encouraged to grow more peanuts relative to soybeans.
However, care needs to be taken in this area, because if
all farmers 1in Indonesia undertook such advice in the
same year, it would almost certainly result in the
collapse of peanut prices and a large increase in soybean
prices. For that reason, and to diversify farmer’s crops
(and hence reduce their exposure to risk) it is suggested
that soybean farmers plant some peanuts as well. The
result that significantly higher gross margins would
accure to peanut farming rather than soybean production
comes not only from the survey using the 1990 price and
yield data, but was also sustained when__expected 1990
price data was used. The 1990 peanut prices were higher
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than expected and resulted in gross margins for rice-rice
peanuts being 26 % higher than for rice-rice-soybean. But
even when actual gross margins were replaced by expected
gross margins, based on the price expected in 1990 on the
basis of 1985-1989 prices, the expected gross margin for
rice-rice-peanuts was 16 to 18 percent higher than for
rice-rice-soybean. Thus it 1is clear that even on this
basis, farmers would be a lot better off with peanuts (
or a peanut-soybean mix) rather than soybean alone.

In addition to the possibility of a change 1in
emphasis on crop rotation choice, it should also be
possible, as production of rice continues to outstrip
population growth, to phase down the production of
secondary starch crops such as sweet potatoes and
cassava, and to wuse that acreage for protein crops
(soybean and peanut).

Third, a case has been made for a large-scale
extension effort, concentrating on encouraging the use of
natural manures on secondary crops.
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