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ABSTRACT

This study has the following objectives: (1) describing poverty characteristics in Bulukumba
Village; (2) investigating strategies used by poor people to maintain their living; (3)
explaining different strategies done by poor people in maintaining their living; (4) analyzing
things that make poor people in Bulukumba survive. This study was conducted in Bulukumba
Regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia. By considering that it is the third poorest regency in
South Sulawesi (Susenas, 2001). The findings find out that poverty characteristic is relative,
in meaning that one area has different poverty characteristics with the other areas. Besides
that, the strategies of living are more varied since every family has their own strategies to
live. Since most family have limited production assets and low income, therefore they rely on
the potential of household manpower. They apply double-earnings pattern, which facilitates
family members to be actively involved in economic activities, to diverse both agriculture
and non-agriculture works. The adjustment processes are by adapting family’s financial
condition, minimizing expenses based on the most primary needs, and prioritizing the
fulfillment of food needs. Some of social assets owned by the people to live are familial
relationship, helping each other, cooperative, and building trust between family members.

Keywords: Poverty characteristics, make living strategies, and familial relationship.
INTRODUCTION

Poverty in Indonesia has been exisiting for a long time, and it becomes a fundamental
challenge in the country development. Specifically, the poverty of villagers is interesting to
be investigated since it has relation with national poverty. The monetary crisis in 1997, which
weakening national economic condition, made Indonesia ranked as one of the poor countries.
This problem should get more serious attention from many parties, since it leads to complex
social implication towards sociery. Therefore, it is crucial to be handled because its social
excess influences the society lives.

Many parties, including governments, have tried many efforts to solve this problems and to
build developmental strategies. In 1976, there were 40% poor people or 54,4 million poeple;
in 1984 it became 22% or 35,5 million people, and in 1987 there were 17% poor people or 30
million people. In the late 1997, it raised to 34,5% or 69,466,820 people, and in 1998 raised
to 48.5% or 101,174, 228 people, and went down in February 1999 into 37.5%, and went
down again into 37.5% in the end of 2000 (Susenas Data 1997-1999). In 2002, there were
18.11% or 38,394,100 poor people, then in 2003, there were 37.3 million people (17.42%).
The national distribution showed that 32.84% poor people were dwelling in urban areas, and
the rest 67.16% were living in sub-urban areas (The Center of Statistical Bureau, 2003). In
South Sulawesi, the data showed that in 2000 there were 1,198,000 poor people or 15.44%,
then in 2002 it became 1,309,200 people or 15.88%, and went down into 15,44% or
1,301,800 people or 15.85% in 2003, and went down into 1,241,500 or 14.90% in 2004. To
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conclude, there were 7.15% of poor people lived in urban areas, and 19.49% lived in sub-
urban areas (The Center of Statistical Bureau, 2004).

According to Todaro (2000: 76), poor people in developing countries are concentrated in sub-
urban areas, and most of them work in agriculture sector. Moreover, 2/3 of poor people are
subsistence farmer or low-paid farmer. Subsistence farmers produce products that can be
consumed only for their family, in meaning that one harvest products can only be used fto
fulfill 2-3 months needs (Mubiyarto, 1994: 17). Besides that, the population growth in village
keeps increasing, therefore the farming products are not equal. In their research, Singarimbun
& Penny (1976: 96) found out that there was a high ratio between human and land in Java,
which caused most villagers became poor.

In 2002, there were 47,400 people or 13.3% poor people in Bulukumba Regency. This
number increased into 54,933 people or 14.79% in 2003, and went down into 53,200 people
or 14.20% in 2004. Most of them worked in agricultural sector (Center of Statistical Bureau,
2004). Even tough there was a decreasing number of poor people in 2004, this number was
still considered high.

Poverty can be defined as lack of human resources needed for consumption and production.
The economy dimension is closely related to minimum primary needs to live well, in other
words, poverty happens because the primary needs are not fulfilled with today’s needs. The
social dimension means lack of social network and supporting structures that support the
opportunities to increase someone’s productivity. The political dimension emphasizes on the
access degree to power (Effendi, 1993: 203). Therefore, poverty problems are consequences
of the limited resources, and limited access to get and fulfill primary needs.

This study focuses on the following research questions: (1) How are the poverty
characteristics of the villagers in Bulukumba?; (2) What are the strategies used by poor
people in Bulukumba Village to maintain their lives?; (3) Are there any different living
strategies performed by several groups of poor people in Bulukumba Village?; and (4) What
possibly makes poor people in Bulukumba Village able to sustain their living?

The objective of this study is to discover how poor people in village try to make living for
their family. Specifically, this study seeks to investigate: (1) the description of poverty
characteristics in Bulukumba; (2) the strategies used by poor people in Bulukumba village to
maintain their living; (3) the description of different strategies performed by several groups
of poor people on Bulukumba Village; and (4) the analysis of things that make poor people in
Bulukumba Village able to maintain their living.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Conceptually, poverty can be identified from some point of views. Based on subsystem view,
poverty defined as starvation wage which fulfill meal necessity only or even worst.
According to Ajit Ghose, Keith Griffin, and Emil Salim, poverty is hunger, malnutrition, lack
of clothes and inadequate house, low education level, lack of basic health service, etc (Bayo,
1981:4). Meanwhile, World Summit for Social Development (Kopenhagen, 1995) mentions,
poverty has various manifestations, including lack of income and productive resources
sufficient to ensure sustainable livelihoods; hunger and malnutrition, ill health; limited or
lack of access to education and other basic services; increased morbidity and mortality from
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illness; homelessness and inadequate house; unsafe environment; and social discrimination
and exclusion.

According to Suntoyo Usman (2004:125-126), poverty can be classified into three parts.
Those are: (1) Absolute poverty. The concept of absolute poverty is formulated by certain
concrete measurement (a fixed yardstick); (2) Relative poverty. It is formulated based on the
idea of relative standard by considering time and place dimension; and (3) Subjective
poverty. The concept ofsubjective poverty is formulated based on the feeling owned by the
poor people. Sayogyo and Sam F. Poli affirm that poverty line can be defined from rice
consumption equivalent per capita. The allocation of rice consumption for urban and rural
area i1s360 kg and 240 kg per capita per year (Sulistiyani, 2004:35). Meanwhile, Statistic
Center Board (2000) defines poverty as consumption pattern that is in line with 320
kg/capita/year in rural area and 480 kg/capita/year in urban area. Based on survey done by
Susenas (1999), poverty is equated with the expenditure of Rp 89.845,-/capita/month for food
andRp 69.420,-/capita/month for non-food. Nowadays, poverty level in Indonesia can be
measured by regional minimal wage which is considered nearly poverty limit. Prayitno and
Arsyad1987:35) state some aspects of poverty that need to be concerned. Those are: (1)
Poverty is multidimensional, (2) The poverty aspects are related both directly and indirectly,
and (3) Human are the poor aspect itself both individually and collectively. Sharp (1996) in
Kuncoro (2004:47) identifies the cause of povertyfrom economy side as follow: (1) Based on
micro point of view, poverty occurs due to unequal resources ownership that result in
unbalanced income distribution level; (2) poverty raises due to the different of human
resources quality; (3) poverty raises from different access of capital. According to Lawang
(2005:145), poverty is resulted not onlyfrom economic factors, but also from non-economic
factors, such natural resources, disaster etc. Sritua Arief (1990) in Abustam (1995:5) asserts
that poverty and backwardness are not caused by the lack of dynamic factors. It is caused by
the lack of chance for the poor people. The prominent factor can be observed from culture of
poverty that is stated by Lewis (1960). He states that poverty can emerge as a result of culture
values hold by poor people.

Poor society conducts good relationship with others in running their life. According to
Suparlan (1995:39) social relationship is a group of people (at least 3 people) who are
connected with identity and social relationship. Lawang (2005:77) says that social
relationship concerns with the relationship of people or other group that possibly resolves the
problem efficiently and effectively. Meanwhile, Mangkuprawira (1991) in Suharso (2002:85)
states that life strategy chosen by rural society is related to the values system on the society,
whether it is local strength (kinship) or social solidarity. Masri Singarimbun and DH Penny
(1976) mention that the form and variation of survival strategy is influenced by class
structure or farmer classification, moreover, class structure is influenced by land ownership.
Sitorus (1999:74) affirms that low land ownership makes the limitation of output for poor
family if they only rely on fishery and plantation sector. In response to this, Corner (1988:57)
utters that thelimitation of food necessity in a family prompts the women to take a part in
raising the family. In other hand, economic factor is one of factors causing women to take a
work. As said by Heraty (1984:176) that patriarchal society culture which show sexual
hierarchy and distinction between man and woman in poor family should be reviewed since
the existence of economic demands disguising the public-domestic part distinction and
divergence, though in some certain scalesappear the masculine bias that shows the change
position between husband and wife, in which the husband does the housework and the wife
works in the farm, becomes labor or opens a stall. Malik (2000:271) says that wife and other
family member have important part in supporting the income for the family. Sumodiningrat
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(1987:86) even states that little or poor farmer takes another side job to increase the income
in order to fulfill their needs (off-farm).

One of the life strategies conducted by the poor household is forming social network and
interpersonal relationship, such take a good neighborhood. Sayogyo (1991:108) and Sitorus
(1999:65) state that the limitation of economic and social resources cause them not only to
take side job, but also form social solidarity pattern to attain the economic prosperity by
togetherness principle. Scott (1981:102) mentions that in stable social condition, the farmers
tend to develop social system pattern from their surrounding as a strategy to put up with the
life. Furthermore, Scott adds that there are some subsistence ethics that very useful for the
poor farmers. These ethics are occurred from normative culture of the same feeling to help
each other in the community.It shows culture of poverty as one of life strategies to hold out in
any kind of situation that formed by take and give principles, good social relationship and
moral obligation to share the resources in hard condition.Besides reducing the expenditure,
poor people also form family relationship (Clark, 1986). Migdal (1971:57) proposes that
good family and neighborhood relationship is the strongest social mechanical for survival
strategy of the poor people to alleviate poverty. Such kind of survival strategy can beviewed
from the study conducted by Mubiyarto, Loekman Sutrisno and Michael Dove (1979) in
fisherman village in Jepara. The study showed that patron-client was very worked when there
was a party in difficulty. The other rich group, in this case, helped the poor one without doing
any exploitation. Diah (1995) conducted a study about the women from poor family who was
acted as family head inurban area, a study of survival strategy in Sewu District, Solo. The
study revealed following findings: informal social relationship was the survival strategy used
in raising the family, flexible strategy of family composition and member of the family, also
diversification subsidy study of remit and family assistance. Meanwhile, the study conducted
by Maulida Y (1999) showed that 38, 57 Riau Family stands for survival strategy; 36, 43 %
in consolidation, and 25 % in accumulation. Regarding this, Malik S (2000) states that three
survival strategies of small seller: the existence of social life, business existence, and the
existence of social life. According to Tindjabate (2000), the life survival of the fisherman in
Labuan District is an attempt to maintain the subsistence of life from structural pressure. On
his study, Sitorus (1992) showed that the expenditure strategy of poor fisherman referred to
the allocation of national expenditure resources in production and non-production sector.

The life survival strategy of the poor society in rural area finds some obstacles, such as
allocation of the resources, especially for the labor in production and non-production sector.
In production sector, the poor society use side job strategy to fulfill their needs. In this
pattern, some of the family members are involved to work in agriculture sector as well as
non-agriculture sector. Besides, they also form social relationship in kind of social patron
relationship (father-son), peer relationship, and relative relationship.

Life survival strategy of poor people in rural area can be conducted through some aspects.
Those are: production aspect, including business diversification, adding work time,
mobilization of family member to gain additional income; consumption aspect by reduce the
life expenditure and food pattern and social aspect by tighten relatives system and social
relationship in both of vertically or horizontally.
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Picture 1.Conceptual Framework Model
Methodology

This research was a field research. The characteristic of this study was descriptive based on
the survey. The investigation focused on a phenomenon that occurred in the real life. This
study was micro sociology that attempted to understand the reality of poor households in
rural area.

This research examined the social life of the households in rural area, especially which was
related to the poverty and survival strategy.Specifically, this research was a case study of
poor households at Bulukumba Village, Mariorennu, Gantarang Sub-District, Ujung Loe
District. This site was chosen by considering it was the third poorest regency in South
Sulawesi (Susenas, 2001).

Primary data was obtained fromrespondents by using questionnaire, interview, and
observation, whilesecondary data was gained from Statistic Center Board and poor society in
the village office. Regarding the respondents, it was randomly chosen. There were 382 of
poor households of 53.200 populations chosen as the sample.

The Description of Research Site
Bulukumba Regency is located on 153 kilometers from the central of South Sulawesi. It has

1.154, 67 km?2 or about 1, 85 % from the total width of South Sulawesi. It is divided into ten
sub-districts and 125 villages. The total resident of Bulukumba Regency in 2006 was 379.220
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who spread in ten sub-districts. It has growth progress for 1, 97 % per year from 2003-2006.
The total resident whoworksas farmer is 102.210 people or 68, 81 %.

Data of Statistic Center Board shows that the total of poor households is 23.001 family heads
or 25, 8% of 90,681 family heads. The average and total of poor residents based on the range
area can be seen on the following table.

Table: The Average Distribution and the Total of Poor People Based on Width of the District.

Width Total Average
Districts (Km) % RTM | RTM/ | RTM/
Village | RT RTM RTM | Km Desa RT

Bt. Bahari | 108.60 8| 5.433| 1404 6,1 176 13| 25,8%
Bt. Tiro 78.34 12| 6.398| 1.334 5,8 111 17 | 20,9%
Bulukumpa | 171.33 16 | 12.851 | 2.588 11,3 162 15| 20,1%
Gantarang | 173.51 20| 14951 | 3.367 14,6 168 19| 22,5%
Herlang 68.79 8| 6.613| 2.050 8,9 256 30| 31,0%
Kajang 129.06 19 ] 10.317 | 3.391 14,7 178 26 | 32,9%
Kindang 148.76 9| 6.709| 1.811 7,9 201 12 | 27,0%
Rilau Ale 117.53 13| 8.640 | 2.292 10,0 176 20 | 26,5%
Ujung Bulu | 14.44 9| 9.692| 2376 10,3 264 165 | 24,5%
Ujung Loe | 144.31 12 | 9.007 | 2.388 10,4 199 17 | 26,3%
Total 1.155 126 | 90.681 | 23.001 | 100,0 189 33| 25,8%

Source: Statistic Center Board (2005)

The above table shows that Bt. Tiro has the smallest poor households for about 1334 or 5, 8
%, with average of 111 poor households per kilometer. In additional, Kajang District has the
biggest poor households, for about 3,391 or 14, 7 % with average 178 poor households per
kilometer. Bulukumba Region is the third poorest region family in South Sulawesi (Susenas,
20015S).

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

The limited production assets and low income owned by poor people in the research site,
make poor people rely on the potential of household manpower by applying double-earnings
pattern. It facilitates family members to be actively involved in economic activities, to
diverse both agriculture and non-agriculture works, and also work independently and to be
laborer.

The poor households maintain their living by performing some strategies. One of the
strategies is by building neighborhood relationship pattern to help and trust each other as a
manifestation of solidarity values between neighbors and one family tribe. The adjustment
processes performed by poor household are by adapting their life with the family financial
condition, minimizing expenses, prioritizing needs based on the vital needs and food needs.

The poverty characteristic is relative, since each area has different and varied strategies to
maintain their living. Each household has their own strategies to sustain the their family life.
Poverty problems are caused by a very complex aspects. One of the causes is the low quality
of human resources and narrow lands ownership. Measuring poverty by the government as
the foundation to help is not in line with social reality. Some grants are not delivered to
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wealth people, since they are not eligible to receive it. The strategy performed by poor
households in village area is by maintaining their lives by doing good living individually,
with their own family, relatives and community.

The social relationship between individual in village area is very intimate, and most of them
still have familial relationsip. This certain condition leads to a high solidarity between society
members. It shows that neighborhood relationship pattern is characterized by helping and
trusting each other as a manifestation of solidarity values. The familial, helping each other,
being cooperative, and trusting are social values that are important to maintain the lives
between family members. The local institutions have grown among the lives of villagers, they
have helped many poor households maintaining their lives.

As effors to make their living, most poor families in village utilize the wealth institution to
support their financial living. Even tough it is not regular, but it gives direct and indirect
economical benefits. For example, a social gathering named arisan, has made poor household
able to fulfill a quite high cost needs, like home renovation, school expenses, or business
capital.

Suggestion

The findings find out that the poverty measurement done by government is not in line with
the social reality. Therefore, the Bappenas is suggested to develop an accurate data of poor
households. Some other suggestions are related to maintaining the lives of poor households,
namely: giving skills that are suitable with their current job; strengthening local institutions to
empower poor households, since they principally support the society lives, and as a social
capital.
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