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ABSTRACT

Th€ nTain foarrs oI this research ;s aimed to discover the current lo.m of re(iprocity b€tween lando\,!ners
and fann laboreB in ihe rural areai oI Purbalingga and Banvurnas, aentralJava Provinae, lndoneia This
research is also aimed tofind how thepatront can mai.tBin their work relatlon to client.-Ilis study U3e5

a qualitative desr.iptive. All peasant rvho were wortung as pe:sant laborers in the resea.ch loaation
hcluded a5 the research subject. The determination of informant i! done by purpolive s;mplin8, while
the numbe. of informarts is not determined rtgidly bLt is adjEted tothe needs and.ompl€tenels ol the
data, The regrlt of the stdy rhows that the forms of redpro(al relations ls general ard son)e are
spedal. ln re.ip.o<al relationships which are gener?l, it in(lined to be syrnmetricaland fJr. However in
sorne other ce;es that were special, there i5 lymrnetri(al or asymmetdcal redproaal relatiohship.
Suggestion to be Siven i! that sTmmetriral re.ip.ocal relatiolrhips are better be rnaintained so th€
quality of .elationship will improv ed, wtlile for relationships thatare asy.ffnetri(al and lnlaircan also be
improved by providing sufficient spa(e for peasant workers through integrated and sunajnable

lly!'rord5: re(i,!.o.it!, pen\dr]rs. lir o .er, ir5rrp!
Thir ia an open acress article under Creative Commons Altribu!ion 4.0 License

r. lntrod8tlbn
The prolllem ol social relations in the farming commu|ity renrains one of the detefiinants of

the un5ustainability oI community-based agricultural development- The trend ofscarcity of land causes
soclal relations between owner farrners and farm labor€rs to strengthen ln the rc(iproclty bond._a--
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Re(lprocity of social relations has a strorB function to lncrease the ability of technology adoption in
small agriculture (Damisa & lgonoh 2oo7). Reciprocity is also used by half ol the peasartrto over.ome
the problem o{ complex farming, espe(ially decreaslng land fertility (Mapfumo, ,oo9). The existen<e of
reciprocity relations actually has several f6ms in the dynami(s of rural {arming communities.
Communlcatlon that Reciprocity is also used by half of the peasants to overcome the problem af
(omplex farming, especially decreasing land fertility (Mapfumo, 2oo9). The existence ot reciprocity
relations actually hns several iorms In the dynamlcs of rural farming communlties. Communication that
is condu<ive to rmallholder collaboration networks with recipro<ity relationships (an in.reas€ adoption
capaclty whl(h eventuauy will increased productlon (Mashavave, et al.,2o1r).

Reciprocity relations it self have a variety o, lorms. The motive to form recipro<ity is based on
the principle of redprocal social relatiorE, both symm€trical and asymmetri<al. lt is formed by reason of
ea.h indlvidual has a tendency to recipro<ate lor the attltudes ar)d actions o.f other irdivjduals in the
form oI reward or punishment (Falk dld Flschba(her, 1006). The form of redprocal relationship is

aiways determined by a variety of factors th.t origlnate from the person, the value of the group's social
norms and the aommulity environmeflL lt aan not be denied, everyone ha5 the ir{ention to evJuate
the attltudes and actions of kindnegs or labor received from others. This reality results in a deaision
making to establash the rorm o{ reciprocity that is intertwined with the consequences for the two
parties lnteracting. The re<iprocity ofthe p€asanB'between with peasant laborers in rural Central Java,
lndonesia i5 unique. The form of socia, relations is not only motivated by e(onomk motives but also
<ombined by sodc(ultural moti,es and the natural envhonment (land concessions). The closeness oI
residence and kinship ties also determine the form of recipro(ity betlveen the land owner peasant and
the peasant laborer.

Every time there is reaipro(ity relations b€tween the owner's peasantr and the peasant
laborerg, th€re will automatically be repeated interactions. Continuous social interaction the. forms a
potentlal social network as an atternative viable solution (Baldassari, 2015). Self.social capacity that
refle<ted by so(ial and economy status influence on orientation and re(iprodty motives between poor
land owners and tarm laborers (Dlmasari and Watemin, 2orl). Strategic management strategies in
developing farming in agricllture have a close relationship with the Iorm of farming in rura, areas
(Dumasdri and Rahay!,2016). A ttrong collaboration network between peasaris is able to develop
bio(ulture technology with benelicial (rop airc!.rlation every hrrvest period which ultimately supports
so(ialdynamics (Thomas and Caillon, 2or6).

Soiidarity is one element which builC the strength of reclprocity in tl'e pnttern of so(ial relations
between landowners and rural peasants. -fhe concept of exchange is based on ownership and the
desire to give to oth€r!. P!-acti(a!ly, land owner will provide assistance in the form of eoergy
expenditure, contributions, and costs. On the otherside, the (oncept of re<eiving has three interrelated
things to give, reaeive and pay (Mauss, r995). willingness to give and hope to re(eive rewards is a core
(oncept of re(iprocity relatiooship, induding 5ocial relations between peasants and peasaflt laborers.
Thir transition relationship also depeids on the strength of the social coherion of the agriaultural
community (D'rmasari, et al., 2o19). Forms o{ reciprocity are distinguished according to th€ir nature,
namely general, balan<ed and negative (sahlir}s, 1972). Balance is a satisrying target of achievement
between the partie5 involved in a recipro<al ielationship. A(hieve a balan(e indi(ated by some oI
parties re<eived lhe common val'-res of <oncrete form that ii exchanged (Couldner 1950). Homans
(1974) have aiBrments thai the social ex(hange would be balan<e and simmetric, but Blau did deny it.
Blau (1964) declared ifthe reciprocal relations is inserted power then the relations switches from foIm
of symmetria to asynmetrica!.

The benefit of recjprocal balanced that is mutually beneficial determines the en!powermerll of
peasrnts. Nonetheless, the ef{ect of commercialization whi(h lvas moved by the social stru.t!re of the
farming community in rural areas was to encourage change5 in the form of reciprocity, espe(ially in the
so(ial relations betw€en the land owner and peasarts laborers. Ihus, the focus of the.€aearch theme
was set on a study ofthe (urrentform of recipro<ity betweer landowners and farm lnborers in the rulal
area5 ol PurbalanSlia and Banyumas, Central.rava Provin(e, lndonesia,
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Current torm o, reclprodty

2. Materials and methods
This study uses a qualitative descriptive. The ethical and emi( approach is also used to malntain

the obiectivity and accuEy of research data.Ihe researah lo(ation was determined purposively in the
area of Kutasari and Padama6 sub-Dattricts, Purbalingga Distrids. For Dst ct of Banyumas i5 taken
two su$distri(t, namely: Kembaran and Sumbang sub-distri(ts. The research locations are in the area of
Central Java Province, lndonesia. The basis Ior cohridering the choice of research location, the lirst
criterion i9 start from the reality of land s(ar(ity trerds that ha!,e caLrsed the nlmber of workers to
increase over tirhe. Beside that, the second criterion i5 one 5uEdistrict is closely related with tlE cities
(Purbalingga and Purwokertethe center oI (apital town of distri(t) and the other one is relativety far
irom the aity. The resedch subie(ts in(luded all peasants who were working as peasant laborers in the
research loEation. The technique of d€termining the informant ir done by purposjve side. The number
of inforhantJ is not determined rigidiy but is adiusted to the needs and completeness of the data. Key
informants were det€amined by the snowball rolling techEtue. Key iJrrmanB in(,uded owner
peasants, community leaders and village offi(ials. Primary trata were cotlected through in-depth
intenlairdr FCD5, trarlse(t walks aild participating observations. Participalory observations made
during the study refer to the stages propored by (Spradley, 198o). Se(ondary data obtained through
analysis of documentation and sear(h for article material prrblished in sdentifi( joumals and have
re,evan<e to ttre research problem. All data collected is process€d qualitatively. The data analysis
technique used is the lnteraative Model from (Miles and Hubermas, 1991).

l. Resultanddiscussion
Reaipro(al relations takeg pla(e on social relations between landowners and peasant laborers is

part o, the sgdal process, TIle redprocal relation establislEd is based on tfre mufual rEed of human
being (Homans,1974). Besides, lt is also based on the prelsure factors ofthe elements of social capital,
namely mutual trusf, lo(al socia! values and norms and the nature of cooperation. Reciprocal relation
between landowners and peasant laborers tend to be Iasting and lolunt6iily. Rarely both oithem have
a 5argaining process in their transactions. From time to time for many agreer:rents on the processing
techniques of rice farming planted with ri(e either with a mono(ulture system or intercropping with
<orn and vegetables rarely <hanges. The agreement on the initial tran5action re8arding the rights and
obligations oI both o{ them contiftret for several years. This it parti(ularty true of longstanding
.ecipro(ity in villagesthatare relatively {ar f.orn urtan (omnrunity that tend conmer(ialize.

The reality of the different rorms ol recipro(al relation is found in resear(h villages that are
relatively dose to urban (ommer€ialization. Reciprocal bonds iend to be more labile. Landowner
peasants act sele(tively and oflen replace peasart workers who work in the fields if something
happens that i5 considered detrimental. The rere(ruiting of peasant laborers js carried out by th€
peasants who own the land if there is an lrror in Grrying out the ri(e fields lvhich involves e(onomic
losses such 3! incomefaiures due to agri<ultLrralworkersrnegligence in rnanaging the land. The actions
of other furm wo*ers who are not tolerated by farmers who own the land wh€n they nced to move to
anotheriob and leave prodLr(tion a(tivities, for example, fertilize oryr'eed eradication for some time.

Peasant workers in the villages affected by the (ommercialization oI the city at any time build
reciprocal relations with landowners. lnspite of this, work relations can be .ut off rhen the landow.er
breacher the agreemert, for example, it B not appropriate to pay wages ac(ordirg to the time of day
or weelc Delayed payment o{ wages caused peasant laborers to stop doing the work oi rice farming.
Unilateral deductions from wages without the knowledge of {ar,-rt laborers repeatedly are also a factor
in the severity of aeciprodty so(ial relations with landowners. Hoy.ever, the severance of reciproaity
so(ial relations does r6t last forever. Re(iprocity so<ial relations can be reconne(ted when the
la,ldowner peasants invite p€asant Iaborer with a perruasivc approach, ,n many (ases, they ordinarily
apologize to each other.

The form of reaiprocal relations in information can tak< place between individuals (landowners
and peasant of workers), The lorm of reciproca, re,ations betlveen individuals is more personil and aan
be chara(terized by (lose bonding betlveen the two p.rties. It is happeninB betlveen individual
landowners and peasant laborers. rhis form o{ so(ial ,elationrhips seems more challenging in every
transaction. The re(iproca, relations that i5 continuing to be anstitutionalized between the two parties

it
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(an be seen from: working time, wages and the type of other work agreed ln the procurem€nt of
production lacilities. ln some farm laborer:' groups can be invented some consensus between peasant

laborers an the peasants who own the land. This Iorm ofrecipro(ity is seen in Figure l.

Reciprocity
among Peasant

with the group of
peaSant laborer

Reclprocity
among land

ownetpeasant
with thepeasant

laborerv
Figurer. Forms of reripro(al relations in socialinteraction

The form of reciproaity between Iandowners and peasant laborers can be distinguished from
general and spealal characteristics. General reciprocity is shown by social re,ations in the form ol
exchanges involving so(id a<tivities, Since the ,andowners and farm laborers live in the same village

environment the two partles are also involved in soclal relatiorE in the form oI publlc exchanges. Both
of the re3ear(h lo(ations showed the recipro<ity in the form of mutual cooperation,. Re(iprocity in the
form of mutual assistance involves gocial relations whl(h tend to be in the torm of labor ex(hanges in
community adivities to clean tlrc environment of rice fields, improve village infrastructure (roads,
mosques, (ulverts, making banneE, preparation of landfills). Mutual cooperation involving fai'mers
who own land with peasant laboreE is often carried olt to <ontrol pests of plant diseases such as rat
pest fogging. Forms of recipro<ity mutua, (ooperation some are done routinely while some are not
routinely. The a(tivity is caffied out when there is a routane cleaning of the village environmeni every
month- The spli(e takes pla(e when there is a celebration for certain familieswho become neiShbors in

the village. Other residents inaluding landowners and farm lahorers also l'€lped !n the form of
outpouring of energyand material assistance. Another lorm of re<iprocalrelation between landowners
and agriculturallah,crerr is special. Symmetrical re.ipro(ity tends to benefit both parties. Meanwhile,
asymmetrical re(iprocity is detrimental to one party in a weaker position. lt is neeCed empowerment
process for raising them, so that the laborer, especially who lo.ated in far from drban area, can raise
their social and economic a((ess rustainability (Santosa and Suyanto, lorT; Sartosa dan lqbal, 2or8).
This is a proof of depth interview result o{ the informant who agreed with the production divide four

landowner.
"Mr. -Joko Maryono (not his real name). Here the tendency ol people is the rental system, but in

the area ol the village of Candatapa, Surnbang Sub.Di.t.id, the profit sharingtend! to be in the form of
Iour, known d Mrapat (Dvede four). This rystem is most loved here. so the land owner receives three'
fourttls of the total yield, whlle the paddy farmers get only one.fourtil, but the entire cost of
production is bome by the land owner. ln my opinion it's fair, be(ause smallholder farmers do not bear
the risk of c.op lai,ure"-

This ar another proof oI depth interview !'e5ult of the informant who took with the production
divide two wni(h 50 Z for landowner and 5oZ of produ(tion for cultivatoa with note that all of
production (ost for laborer. ln javlness terminology, this is maro system

As said by Mr. Taskim in Sumbang Dishict (Not ltis real name). "l work on rice fields covering an
area of approximately 60 ubin (approximately 84o meters). I try hard so that the fields can harvest with
maximum resLlts, because if it {ails I bear a lot of losses oecause ofthe production costs I bear not the
land owncr",

56

I



(trrent form oi reripro.hy

There is something more profitable, Mr. Taslan (not his real name), Almost in line with Mr.
Tasklm, I am a farmer with an area oi zooo meters (142 !bin) in Padamard Village, Padamara District,
Purbalingga Regen<y.

"l should have glven Sol ofthe harvest, but because of the r€sult, there are not many owners
who happen to be kind-hearted. lonlygave him (owner) 2 datsin(2oo kg)duringthe harvest yesterday,
Yes, I say the results are not maximum dlle to pegt atta(ks. 50 the sam€ profit, the loss is shared- I

happen to have a good employerJ'.
Eased on the results of the interview record shows that the more the city of a community of

farmers is more rational in respondingto (hang€sthat occur, but the original chaGcter as a 5ubsistence
farmer as described by Scott (1984) that they have safety frt principle and non p.ofit m&dmation are

still remains inher€nt- ln Flgure2 d€tailed explanation of some forms of recipIoCity in the fabrlc of social
relations bet!,veen landowners and peasant laborers.

Lr.doane, p€snnl9 pav waSe

Peaser Lbore p{eFre
result of Foducl ion uill be

(tr*,* 1.b6la fd ledo*!6 Htih. Lla ulce Tle
land a{r.:s sir *.8€3 wid, los l€&tl slrad.rd o,izge and

pdd lnrrlar;rrliq 3llloss

!a6re!3 !-!o codd'e'ri airnaltd md tsins ;t for
ohn joD q hich surd mde tud e.t tll tte prodsra

rc:oltt

Figure 2, Form of reciprocd relation and its sustainability

ln work relat,onships that t*e pla<e both symmetrical and asymmetsiG, opPosite!, patront (in

this case landowneB) try to maintain their relationship with their <lient's (landless pealants/labore15)
(Rustinsyah, 2011). Patront serve their client in a good way ac(ording the local norms, Provide
appropriate gifts and provide other gifts a(cording to lo(al (ulture and provide opPortunities tor fiee
loans in en,ergenay situations. The finding of this rescarch didnt accordance wholly with Blau (Poloma,

2o1o). The fol,owinE: variations on patron efforts to maifltain their position in Table 4 The research
loaation can be laen from Table 1.

.eJsr.l !.bor?' did ldnd

kte of waSe delemined bythecommon con(en.us amonS
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Table r.
Tl:t effott of Wt ont to lnoihtoik their wotk rclations
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I

3

1

2

1
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Table 1. ,llustrates that almost all farmers in the four locations stated that an important effort
that could be made was to work hard and tryto mair(ain a h?rmonious h'orking relatiorlship are indeed
as determinant faators. Beside that, provision of adequate wages and providing additional fundg is
necessary, but not solely that which always determines.

4. Con(lusion
Ihe forms of recipro(al relations are general and some are spe(ial. For recip(ocal relationships

that are Senera! tend to be symmetrical and fair, special relationships Gn be symmetrical, but can also

be asymmet.iaal. -he suggestion (an be given is that symmetrical re(jpro.al relationships are better be

maintained so the quality ol the relationship is improved, lrhile ,or relationships that are asymmetri.al
and urfairso that equality can be improved by providing.
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