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Farmers still don't reap what they sow 
 

Benyamin Lakitan 
 

It is good news indeed that the national 

production of rice is expected to increase to 60.28 
million tons this year, an increase of 5.46 from 

2007's production, according to the Central 
Statistics Agency (BPS).  

However, based on BPS' analysis, the farmers' 

purchasing power at a national level in June 2008 
was 100.64, less than 1 percent of an increase 

compared to that of 2007. This simply means that 
their hard work has not been appreciated 

financially. They are still poor and marginalized.  

Even though some might claim that agricultural 
policy is on the farmers' side, evidence reveals a 

different picture, as there has been no significant 
improvement in their welfare.  

Agriculture development should aim to improve 

the farmers' economic status, not just increase 
national food production. It is true that food 

security will be achieved if food supply exceeds 
demand, or if our domestic production (plus 

import) exceeds our consumption.  

However, if there is no incentive and hence no 

motivation for farmers to continuously work on 

their food production system, then this could 
easily turn into a food insecurity condition. 

Indonesia will depend on imports to feed its 
people -- a condition we should avoid, now and in 

the future.  

The plan to increase the price of rice by 13.6 
percent early next year is a very reasonable move 

and needs to be supported, including by rice 
consumers. The urban poor might be directly hit 

by this policy, but government-subsidized rice for 
the poor (raskin) will help minimize this hardship.  

An increase in price will not automatically 

increase the farmers' welfare as there are other 
players between the farmer as producer and the 

consumer. Local traders and parties processing 
un-husked rice to consumable rice will also take 

advantage of this price increase. Therefore, the 

policy has to be wisely developed and its 
implementation closely supervised.  

In order to ensure sustainability, we must make 
sure that this increase will primarily benefit the 

farmers as the main actors in this rice production 
system. Farmers have to be continuously 

motivated to work on the food production sector 

and the most effective way is by ensuring their 
financial incentive -- a reasonable income for 

their hard work in the muddy paddy fields.  

Most farmers sell their rice directly after 

harvesting -- or keep it for their own 

consumption. In some cases it is actually sold 
before it is harvested. Therefore, the price 

increase should be directed to the price of un-
husked rice at the farm level, i.e., when the 

transaction is made between farmers and local 

traders.  

Every year -- usually in April, prior to the peak of 

the rice harvesting season -- the government 
issues a presidential order as an effort to stabilize 

the price and protect farmers from a deep dive in 

price. The government's "Purchasing Prices" 
(known as HPP) for un-husked, dried milled and 

processed rice are core substances of this policy.  

In the upcoming years, the role of the Bulog 

(National Logistics Agency) in guarding this 
regulation has to be strengthened. Its buffering 

capacity in preventing price fluctuation is the key 

to secure a decent income for farmers.  

Most of us -- if not all -- agree that socioeconomic 

status of farmers should be lifted. However the 
efforts should not cause the others an extra 

burden. As mentioned earlier, an increase in price 

will make consumers unhappy, especially urban 
communities. This is a very delicate issue, 

especially if political considerations enter the 
equation.  

A bright side of this scenario is that if the 
livelihood of farmers and rural communities can 

be improved, it may encourage the urban poor to 

return home, since most of them were farmers in 
their villages before moving to the cities. And 

there might be other positive impacts: It could 
minimize urbanization or even reverse the flow of 

migration; this would reduce the burden on the 

urban environment and would distribute national 
development more equally.  

In the long term, this is an economically and 
ecologically sound policy. There is only one 

obstacle remaining: Are we ready to deal with the 
political cost of an increase in the price of rice?  


