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ABSTRACT  
This study observes the trend of poverty that occurs in farm household of cashew producer in two cashew centers of 
important to develop regulations for poverty reduction, through identifying the level of household welfare cashew farmers at 
The objective of this study isto analyze the different of 
on two social contexts.This research used comparative study and use post positivist research paradigm. The results of research show
the level of farm household welfare in Buton and Muna is different si
and non-foods consumption). The Condition and quality of housing facilities in Buton farmers generally relatively better than farmers
Muna. Instead, level of education of farmers in 
household with living condition under poverty standart line especially cashew farmer households in Muna regency. This researc
that the level of household welfare cashew farmers in Buton is tend to be higher than the level of welfare of cashew farmers in Muna
studied implied that welfare discourse not only about quantify of living standard (such as land, livestock, health, finance, 
also about local social context especially about social structure, social capital (trust, social networking, and reciprocity)
values, and the ethics and moralities of work. So that in the next research, welfare measurement not only involve
measurement but also subjective welfare measurement with involve social dimensions. This study recommends for Muna public gov
promote of non-farm activities as supporting on farm income such us cashew processing as a good strateg
farmers as well as sustaining equitable rural growth like in Buton regency.
values that supporting the spirit of entrepreneurship of Gu
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Welfare is defined a set of values of life and livelihood for individuals, families and communities to various 
aspects, such as: economic, social, and spiritual endeavors to 
distinguished through two measurement approaches
The well-being of families disconnected from welfare and work are of growing concern to polic

Welfare measurement (as an objective view) of a society can be measured by the average value and is 
measured by certain of thresholds (such 
a community compare with other communities measured with the same benchmark. According to 
measurement objective is not able to describe 
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This study observes the trend of poverty that occurs in farm household of cashew producer in two cashew centers of 
important to develop regulations for poverty reduction, through identifying the level of household welfare cashew farmers at 

different of economic welfare of cashew farm households in centers of cashew production based 
social contexts.This research used comparative study and use post positivist research paradigm. The results of research show

the level of farm household welfare in Buton and Muna is different significantly (viewed from the level of income, health, education, foods 
foods consumption). The Condition and quality of housing facilities in Buton farmers generally relatively better than farmers

Muna. Instead, level of education of farmers in Buton relatively lower than farmers in Muna. The results show that there are still a lot of 
household with living condition under poverty standart line especially cashew farmer households in Muna regency. This researc

welfare cashew farmers in Buton is tend to be higher than the level of welfare of cashew farmers in Muna
studied implied that welfare discourse not only about quantify of living standard (such as land, livestock, health, finance, 
also about local social context especially about social structure, social capital (trust, social networking, and reciprocity)
values, and the ethics and moralities of work. So that in the next research, welfare measurement not only involve
measurement but also subjective welfare measurement with involve social dimensions. This study recommends for Muna public gov

farm activities as supporting on farm income such us cashew processing as a good strategy for supplementing the income of 
farmers as well as sustaining equitable rural growth like in Buton regency. Then for Buton public government need to strengthen the social 
values that supporting the spirit of entrepreneurship of Gu-Lakudo cashew farmer. 

Poverty, Welfare, Cashew Farm Household, Buton, Muna 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Welfare is defined a set of values of life and livelihood for individuals, families and communities to various 
aspects, such as: economic, social, and spiritual endeavors to conduct physical and spiritual fulfillment. Welfare 

ough two measurement approaches, namely: the welfare objective and subjective well
being of families disconnected from welfare and work are of growing concern to polic
re measurement (as an objective view) of a society can be measured by the average value and is 

such as economic, social and other measures). In other words, the welfare of 
with other communities measured with the same benchmark. According to 

measurement objective is not able to describe or identify the behavior of the family's request will need. 
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This study observes the trend of poverty that occurs in farm household of cashew producer in two cashew centers of production. The study is 
important to develop regulations for poverty reduction, through identifying the level of household welfare cashew farmers at two locations. 

ouseholds in centers of cashew production based 
social contexts.This research used comparative study and use post positivist research paradigm. The results of research showed that 

gnificantly (viewed from the level of income, health, education, foods 
foods consumption). The Condition and quality of housing facilities in Buton farmers generally relatively better than farmers in 

Buton relatively lower than farmers in Muna. The results show that there are still a lot of 
household with living condition under poverty standart line especially cashew farmer households in Muna regency. This research conclude 

welfare cashew farmers in Buton is tend to be higher than the level of welfare of cashew farmers in Muna. This 
studied implied that welfare discourse not only about quantify of living standard (such as land, livestock, health, finance, and education), but 
also about local social context especially about social structure, social capital (trust, social networking, and reciprocity), local norms and 
values, and the ethics and moralities of work. So that in the next research, welfare measurement not only involves objective welfare 
measurement but also subjective welfare measurement with involve social dimensions. This study recommends for Muna public government 

y for supplementing the income of 
Then for Buton public government need to strengthen the social 

Welfare is defined a set of values of life and livelihood for individuals, families and communities to various 
conduct physical and spiritual fulfillment. Welfare 

tive and subjective well-being [1]. 
being of families disconnected from welfare and work are of growing concern to policymakers [2]. 
re measurement (as an objective view) of a society can be measured by the average value and is 

s economic, social and other measures). In other words, the welfare of 
with other communities measured with the same benchmark. According to [3]welfare 

identify the behavior of the family's request will need. In line 



106                                                                   Taane La Ola et al, 2016 
Advances inEnvironmental Biology, 10(3) March 2016, Pages: 105-112 

 

 

with the science development, the necessities of life then turned into a new welfare paradigm in the context of 
"subjective" or referred to as subjective well-being. Living standard that owned by individuals or groups of 
people. Subjective well-being view that the level of well-being of individual,families and communities are 
different from one another based on socio-culturalvalues. Welfare as philosophically is a type of well-being that 
can touch directly the values of life and livelihood. This paradigm can be perceived the benefit and direct 
influence (such us happiness and satisfaction) by individuals, families and communities. Accordingly, the level 
of social welfare with subjective indicators can also view the level of dependence factors of living standard of 
the community. 

Cashew is a small to medium-sized tree believed to have originated from a short-growing ecotype 
Anarcardium occidaentale, L. that accours among the low vegetation of the resting in coastal north-eastern 
Brazil. Cashew can be propagated by seedlings, air layers and softwood grafts. Vegetative propagation is 
recommended to obtain true type progeny [4]. 

The cultivation of cashew in the framework of the interest over the development has been a strategic value 
especially for regarding the use of marginal land, preservation and for the conservation [5]. Cashew has 
superiority as plants that can grow in the dry and critical land. The community who has lived in critical ecology 
like in Muna and Buton are really depending on existence of cashew as main source of livelihood [6]. In India, 
Cashew provide an important for 3-4 lakhs smallholder farmers in coastal and north eastern of India [7]. In 
South-east Sulawesi, Indonesia, cashew is the dominant crop that planted by local farmers with 2506 acres of 
land area, and the total amount of the production as much as 599,82 tons[8]. 

According to [9], he found that the tendency of producers cashew farmer households in the village 
Lahontohe and Labasa, Muna, which have a low income from Cashew. While in fact, Muna itself is one of the 
cashew producing regions in South-east Sulawesi. Hence, the social relation between farmers and cashew 
industry does notalso necessarily increase the degree of household life of cashew farmers. Even, it condition 
more difficult for farmers in developing farming activity. Unlike the farmer households in Muna, cashew 
farmers in Buton more stretched in terms of cashew farming.[10] said that, in the beginning, cashew in Buton 
started in the Dutch colonial era as shade tree. Furthermore, in an era 1970, cashew in Buton was planted to 
reforestation of critical land. In the early of 1980, when the price of cashew nuts in the international market was 
high and attractive, cashew in South-east Sulawesi has become commercial commodity. Butonese farmer 
household income wasnot only from fresh produce cashew nuts, but also of its efforts to cultivate cashew 
become cashews through the complicated process of stripping (pengkacipan).The level of household life is 
dependent upon family income of agricultural development. It depends also on the knowledge and skills of each 
family in agricultural production and use of income for selective purposes as possible. Rural farmers remain 
trapped at the bottom end of the food chain. Farmers share of retail prices is as low 40% for most food crops. 
Also a major constrait to marketing is the boom- and burst- price fluktuation resulting from gult during harvest 
and scarcity at off-season. This gult usually result from the lack of storage, processing and preservation 
techniques and facilities, which ordinary should assist farmers in helping to add value to their produce to earn 
good price and manage price fluctuations [11].  

Based on description previously, the research objectiveisto analyze the different of economic welfare of 
cashew farmer households which are reflect two social contexts of cashew production center inSoutheast 
Sulawesi. 

The contribution of this subject to knowledge are: (1) to reinforce the previous research that for 
understanding the welfare and poverty not to restrict only with lack of economic opportunity (absolute poverty 
line) in general, but this micro study have proved that social paradigm have stood side by side with economic 
paradigm to capture the poverty and roots of poverty; (2) to improve the knowledge that to open the door for out 
of poverty on rural household community is not in general ways. This study explain about the important of 
learning the specific context in which the cashew farmer household in Butonese and Munanese live and work. 
Even though, the household life in same ecology and on farm activity.    
 
Methodology: 

The design of this research is descriptive analysis. The aim of research is to describe the welfare of cashew 
farmer householdinButon and Muna. Then, do a comparative study to show thatthe differences in household 
welfare. However, to verify and enrichment the depth of data, this research was also supported by qualitative 
techniques. Therefore, this study uses two approaches: quantitative and qualitative research approaches. 

Research conducted for five months, starting in November 2012 to January 2013, in Southeast Sulawesi 
Province by taking two areas, namely: Buton and Muna, respectively Bombonawulu Village and Mone Village, 
District of Gu-Lakudo, Buton Regency, and Lahontohe Village and Labasa Village, District of 
TongkunoLabasa,Muna Regency. Respondents (households) were taken byrandomly technique (simple random 
sampling) of 120 samples. Key informant were chosenby purposive technique, in the method of in-depth 
interviews as much as 10% of 214 respondents selected households in each village or equalto 21 families. 

The data of analysis were used descriptive analysis using a single frequency tables, two-way cross-
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tabulation with the purpose of comparison level of welfare cashew farmers in two different locations, with 
different ethnic context, but living at the same ecology to test the hypothesis that household welfare of farmers 
in two places are different, we used through multivariate of testing middle value (multiple variables). The test 
used the T-Student test that available in SPSS. 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
In this study, well-being interpreted as a resultant of the level of consumption of goods and services that 

maximize the satisfaction of farm households. Welfare of farm households are measured by: (a) the net income 
of the household members according to the type of work (rupiah/month); (b) farming household food 
consumption per month (rupiah/month); (c) household expenditure on non-food items; (d) household 
expenditure for food items and (e) the assets of farm households, and the quality of house. 

The data show that revenue of cashew farmers in the study area (both ofButon and Muna) average reached 
IDR.4.029.234 (1 USD = IDR. 13,000) per month. This revenue comes from income in on farm activity and 
outside farming or non farm activity. Farmers' income from non farm activity reaches IDR.3.199.932/month, 
higher than the average income of the farm activity itself is only reached IDR.845.302 / month. 

Data details based on the sub-district showed that the income of farmers in Buton (IDR.4.166.586/month), 
higher income of farmers in Muna (IDR.3.891.882/month). Average income of farmers in Butonon farm activity 
is IDR.1.140.582 per month and from non farmisIDR.3.026.005/month. Whileon farm income of farmerin 
Tongkunois IDR.550.023/month and from non farm is only IDR.3.375.616/month. This situation showed that 
farmers in Buton more productive in managing cashew and diversification of cashew processing into cashew 
nuts and various forms of processed cashews various. Cashew farmers in the district are generally only sell 
cashew nuts in shell. The classification of cashew farmers' income in the study area can be seen in Table 1. 

Based on Table 1 shows that 89% of farmers in the two districts cashew research sites have qualifying 
income from moderate to high category. Respondentshave 75%  income per monthly reached between 
IDR.2.285.939-IDR.5.772.530 or in moderate income category. This fact is very interesting because cashew 
farmers in this area turned out to be 14% among which had revenues of more than IDR.5.772.530 million in 
categories.[12] found that high-return non-farm activities provide an important pathway out of poverty, but that 
barriers such as lack of (a) education,(b)formalcredit and (c) access to telecommunications restrict participation 
in such activities. Individual employment choice models and estimates of earnings functions provide supporting 
evidence of these barriers. Although the poverty reduction effects may be limited, low-return non-farm activities 
also play an important role as safety nets by providing opportunities for ex ante risk reduction and ex post 
coping with shocks. Furthermore, [13] found that agricultural income seems to function as a switch in terms of 
rural welfare. According to [14], income influences happiness among the Mayan people, as do material domains 
and health, but income does not influence the domains related to intangible feelings and public goods. 
 
Table 1:Amount of Cashew Farmer Householdbasedon Revenue per MonthinButon Regencyand Muna Regency, 2013 

Household Revenue 
(IDR/month) 

Qualification 
District 

Total 
Gu-LakudoButon Regency TongkunoMuna Regency 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 

< 2,285,939 Low 29 14.5 16 8 45 11 
 2,285,939 – 5,772,530 Mediate 134 67 167 83.5 301 75 
> 5,772,530 High 37 18.5 17 8.5 54 14 
Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
The next element is education. Education is seen not only gain knowledge but can also improve the skills of 

labor, which in turn can increase productivity. This is consistent with human capital theory, that the quality of 
human resources in addition determined by the level of health is also determined the level of education. 
Productivity can increase economic growth and can improve the income and welfare of the population too. 

The level of education closely related to the availability of jobs and positions in social structure. This means 
that more and better jobs and position of a person, the earned income levels also tend to be good and vice versa. 
This is in line with government policy that the success of the development can be felt in various sectors such as 
education, the living standardand employment. The success that can be achieved among others by utilizing a 
large population through increased business development, human resource development potential, particularly 
by expanding facilities and improving the quality of education. 

The fact is consistent with [15] research findingthat the level of education is one benchmark that often used 
to determine the level of advancement of a region or community. Education is not only educating the public is 
concerned, but also improve the quality of people's lives. Communities with a high quality of life and well, it is 
expected that the number of people who many not be the burden of the government, but as a basic capital or 
assets of national development. Level of education can influence the technical skills and academic intelligence 
to meet food security, the creation of new productive jobs and can develop and manage human resources. 
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Result shows that in Buton, household tend to low in education. The largest percentages of household who 
have education on elementary school level are74% or 148 respondents. That is, the majority of respondents have 
not yet reached the level of basic education advocated by the government: education 9 years.[16] found that in 
Nigeria about one third (32%) of cashew farmers had no formal education. Among farmers that had formal 
education more than half (58,3%) belong to primary school category.  [17] discovered that household welfare 
and rural non-farm diversification decisions in Ghana is mostly driven by household assets including good 
health, education, and household age composition. The education level in the study areashowsin Table 2. 
 
Table2: Amount of Cashew Farmer Household based on Education Level of Head in Buton Regency andMunaRegency , 2013 

Level of Education of 
Head of Household 

Qualification 
District 

Total 
Gu-LakudoButon Regency TongkunoMuna Regency 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 

Elementary school Low 148 74 37 18.5 185 46 
Junior Secondary School Mediate 26 13 44 22 70 18 
Senior High School High 26 13 119 59.5 145 36 
Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
Then, Table 2 shows that the education level of the respondents are low levels of education especially 

inButon. Proportion of cashew farmers that not completedelementary education reached 74%, whereas farmers 
in Muna only 18.5% of respondent not completed elementary education. This social reality showed that local 
goverment have to concern about this social problem in Buton because farmers had high school only 13%, while 
level of high school education to farmers in Munaare 60%. This fact reinforced the statement of a cashew farmer 
in Buton: 

"In Gu-Lakudo,justlittle bit people on high school level of education, it cause of the orientation of our 
community for looking of money (trade). If somebody in a rich economic conditionsuch us a lot of 
money, people will be respected in the village and became an important person in the Buton ceremony 
in the village like the" Bongkana Tao "(traditional events such as the annual harvest). To what end 
high level of education?is useless if somebody can’t work and make money". (Interview with La Sahiru, 
at 23 January 2013) 
According to [18], he said that the level of education of rural communities affect the way of thinking in the 

management of farming, especially the ability of management, acceptance of new innovation and decision-
making in calculating the productivity of their farms. In line with the statement of [19] that education is a 
process of developing knowledge, skills, and attitude of a person who be planned in order to obtain changes in 
improving the standard of living. 

Education is a major power of farmer to access more information about the market. According to [20], to 
alleviate poverty in developing countries, government and non-govermental organizations disseminate two types 
of information: (1) agricultural advice to enable farmers to improve their operations (cost reduction, quality 
improvement, and process yield increase); and (2) market information about future price/demand to enable 
farmers to make a better production planning decisions. This information is usually disseminated free of charge. 
While farmers can use the market information to improve their production plans without incurring any 
(significant) cost, adopting agricultural advice to improve operations requires upfront investment, for example, 
equipment, fertilizers, pesticides, and higher quality seeds.   

Based on the concept of agricultural development, insights and perceptions defined as how one responds to 
an agricultural innovation and build up ideas in farm planning. Measuring the level of education is very useful in 
predicting the condition of the insight into the principle of farmers thought to innovation and adoption processes 
that accompany these innovations. Therefore, a relatively good education level (high) expected to assist in the 
agricultural community empowerment through agricultural development efforts as a whole.[21] invented that on 
the study that examines the socioeconomic characteristics that influence the decision to diversify and the welfare 
effect ofdiversification on farm householdsin Makurdi, Benue State, age dimension of the households had 
significant effect on household welfare. As well as research findings of [22], primary education of the household 
head were the dominant factors influencing the choice of livelihood strategies adopted. 

Table 2 shows that in general education level of respondents in Muna are higher than Buton. It means that 
farmers in Tongkuno should be more productive in managing their farming results (compared with cashew 
farmers in Buton). Muna cashew farmer with high level of education of farmers facilitate the absorption of new 
information or innovation. Futhermore, research fact show that high level education of Muna households didn’t 
directed as a basis to increase on farm income. Education will tend the farmer to be easier with the level of 
interaction than the farmer in low levels of education, research fact found converse reality.  

A person's level of education influences the choice of jobs that interest you or occupied. The lower the level 
of education a person then tend to choose the type of work that does not require the handling of more complex 
or high skill levels, and vice versa. Human capital development, especially higher educational attainment, 
attaches high premium to its expected economic benefits, in form of better welfare[23]. 
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Costs for health care expenditures by cashew farmers in Buton and Muna average of only 
IDR.42.122/month. Category of health care expenditures divided into three categories, namely low category 
when the average expenditure less than IDR.6.489, medium category with the average expenditure between 
IDR.6.489-IDR.90.733 and high category if the average expenditure reached more thanIDR. 90,733. Health care 
expenditures in the two sites showed in Table 3. 

The data shows that the level of farmers' awareness of the health services in the two districts have a high 
level. The evident from the family's financial allocation expenditure on health per month are 93.75%, 6% 
respondents categorized on high category and 0.25% in low category. The research fact showed that 
householdsare spending on health in the two sites as a general have relatively high concern for every month. 
 
Table 3: Amount of Cashew Farmer Household based on Health Expense per Month in Buton Regency and  Muna Regency , 2013 

Level of Health Expense 
(IDR/month) 

Qualification 
District 

Total 
Gu-LakudoButon Regency TongkunoMuna Regency 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 

<6,489 Low 148 74 37 18.5 185 46 
6,489 – 90,733 Mediate 26 13 44 22 70 18 
> 90,733 High 26 13 119 59.5 145 36 
Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
Furthermore, next dimension is household expenditure of food and non food. Spending measurementevery 

month fordaily food consumption include consumption of cereals, tubers, animal food, cooking oil, beans, 
vegetables, fruits, and other snacks (sugar, tea, coffee, salt). Non-food consumption expenditures: the cost of 
healthcare, education, the cost of the kitchen, housing, clothing, transportation and others. 

In the conceptualization of poverty, the choice of income or consumption expenditure as best indicator for 
living standard measurement of households is point of debate. Most analysts prefer to use current consumption 
as an indicator of living standard measurement because income of the poor often varies over time. Particularly, 
this is true for underdeveloped economies that depend on traditional production system. On the other hand, 
consumption expenditure may reflect the purchasing power of households better than measured current income 
because recorded income during a survey may be distorted by transitory poverty situation [24]. In developing 
countries where farmer are subsistent, they are producers and consumers of their own products as part of their 
expenditures. There are also some big purchases that households use for longer periods than the survey periods, 
which overinflates their consumption expenditure. In a nutshell, the choice of income or consumption as 
indicator of well-being is dependent on the particular characteristic of the country where the poverty 
measurement is performed [25]. 

The expenditure denomination of cashew farmers in the study area of food and non-food consumption for 
each month divided into three categories, namely low when the average expenditure category less than 
IDR.650.440, mediate category with the average expenditure between IDR.650.440-IDR.1.510.666 and 
category high when average of spending more thanIDR.1.510.666. Acording to [26]in the rural areas, the 
welfare consequences of food price increases, and their distribution across households. Details of expenditure 
for food and non-food consumption both sites show in Table 4. 
 
Table 4: Amount of Cashew Farmer Household based on Food and non Food of Household Expenditure per Month in Buton Regency and  

Muna Regency , 2013 
Level of Expense of 
food and non food per 
Month (IDR/month) 

Qualification 
District 

Total 
Gu-LakudoButon Regency TongkunoMuna Regency 

n (%) n (%) n (%) 
< 650,440 Low 38 19 21 10.5 59 15 
650,440 – 1,510,666 Mediate 111 55.5 164 82 275 69 
> 1,510,666 High 51 25.5 15 7.5 66 16 
Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
Research results in Table 4 shows that in general, 69% of respondents spending farmers in Buton and Muna 

for food and non-food consumption is distributed in the qualifying expenditure mediate categories between 
IDR.650,440 to IDR.1,510,666 every month. Expenditure of food and non-food consumption by cashew farmers 
in Buton and Muna respectively 19% and 10.5% in the low expenditure category; 55.5% and 82% moderate 
category and as much as 25.5% and 7.5% are in high category. The data confirmed that the poorest households 
especially in Muna Regency tend to spend bigger parts of their income for food, especially carbohidrate based 
food. So that this fact confirmed that cashew farmer household in Buton regency based on this indicator more 
walfare than Muna cashew household.  

Hereafter, the based on housing facilities dimension based on Table 5 show that the housing facilities owned 
by farmers in the study area in general (45%) had high category, 43% were in the medium category and only 12% 
categorized as lowcategory. Farmers in Buton have housing facilities are relatively better than in Muna. 
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Qualifying farmers in Buton housing category between of mediate to both categories of 96.5% and low 
categories only 7%. Instead of housing facilities Muna farmers in mediate to high category at 80.5% and 
qualifications with low category at 19.5%. Based on [27], historically, housing viewed as one of the major 
determinants of the standard of living achieved by households, it having a direct bearing, literally, on how well 
households lived. The decent housing, in the sense of an adequate physical shelter, was the solution to one of 
Beveridge’s five giants: squalor.[28] said that historically, housing was viewed as one of the major determinants 
of the standard of livingachieved by households, it having a direct bearing, literally, on how well households 
lived.
 
Table 5: Amount of Cashew Farmer Household based on House Facilities of Household in Buton Regency and  Muna Regency, 2013 

House Facilities Qualification 

District 
Total Gu-LakudoButon 

Regency 
TongkunoMuna 
Regency 

n (%) n (%) n (%) 
None state electricity, well 
water, none septic tank 

Low 7 3.5 39 19.5 46 12 

None State electricity, well 
water, septic tank 

Mediate 27 13.5 146 73 173 43 

State electricity (PLN), state 
water (PDAM), septic tank 

High 166 83 15 7.5 181 45 

Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
Based on Table 6 shows that dimensionshousing quality of cashew farmers in the study area are the type of 

wall (wall, wood, etc.), the type of roof (zinc, tile, asbestos, and rumbia), type of flooring (ceramic, cement, 
wood, etc.) are owned by farmers. The study site in general, or 95% in the quality category of mediate to high 
quality and only 5% poor quality category. Conditions housing quality cashew farmers in Buton Regency was 
relatively in high category and most other medium quality category.Munais poorest cashew farmer household 
relatively in medium and low category in quality of housing facilities. 146 respondents or 73% was not using 
state electricity, 39 respondents or 19.5% respondents have not state electricity, was using well water, and didn’t 
have septic tank. 

The last dimension is the quality of housing like type of floor, wall, and roof. The data shows that relatively 
quality of housing in Muna regency slightly high better than Butonregency. Number of  Buton household in high 
category are 75 respondents or 37.5 %, while in Muna Household are 84 respondents or 42 %.Both of Buton and 
Muna tend to be dominant in medium category that in housing facilities have stucco wall, rumbia roof, and 
cement floor. In Buton, 116 respondents or 58% in medium category, while in Muna105 respondents or 52 % in 
medium category. 
 
Table 6:Amount of Cashew Farmer Household Based on Quality of Housing of Household in Buton Regency and  Muna Regency, 2013 

Quality of Housing Qualification 

District 
Total Gu-LakudoButon 

Regency 
TongkunoMuna 
Regency 

N (%) N (%) n (%) 
Cement/wood wallzinc/ roof 
tile/Asbestos ceramic floor/ wood 

High 75 37.5 84 42 159 40 

Half cement/wood 
wallRumbiaroofCement floor 

Mediate 116 58 105 52.5 221 55 

Another type wall, floor, and  roof Low 9 4.5 11 5.5 20 5 
Total 200 100 200 100 400 100 

 
The results show that there are still a lot of household with living condition under poverty standard line 

especially cashew farmer households in Muna regency. It means that households need help to increase their 
productivity which then to increase their living standart.  
 
Conclussion: 

Farmers Welfare cashew levels in the study area, both in Buton and Muna is a general overview of the 
Farmers roomates Consists of: the level of income, education, health, food and non-food consumption. In 
general, the level of welfare of cashew Farmers in Buton are relatively better than the existence of cashew 
Farmers in Muna.In general, this condition is certainly different from the level of welfare of cashew in Muna. 
Cashew farmers in this region tend to be apathetic towards efforts to diversify business opportunities and 
marketing systems existing cashew. Cashew farmers are generally more interested to sell cashew products 
produced in the form of logs without any further processing effort as practiced by farmers in Buton. As a result, 
the price of cashew farmers receive in Muna is lower than income of farmers in Butonthat diversified 
agribusiness and further processing of the cashew produced.The Condition and quality of housing facilities in 
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Buton farmers generally relatively better than farmers in Muna. Instead, level of education of farmers in Buton 
relatively lower than farmers in Muna. 

The results show that there are still a lot of household with living condition under poverty standart line 
especially cashew farmer households in Muna regency.  

This studied concluded that welfare discourse not only about quantify of living standard (such as land, 
livestock, health, finance, and education), but also about local social context especially about social structure, 
social capital (trust, social networking, and reciprocity), local norms and values, and the ethics and moralities of 
work. So that in the next research, welfare measure not only involves objective welfare measurement but also 
subjective welfare measurement with involve social dimensions. This study recommends for Muna public 
government to promote of non-farm as supporting on farm income such us cashew processing and as a good 
strategy for supplementing the income of farmers as well as sustaining equitable rural growth like in 
Butonregency.Hereinafter, for Buton public government need to strengthen the social values that supporting  the 
spirit of entrepreneurship of Gu-Lakudo cashew farmer.  

Last but not the least, this study envisaged the future research areas that related to cashew farmer household 
in South-east Sulawesi Province in Indonesia. Still on the topic of well-being of cashew farmer household but 
the consideration emphasis on ethnicity (Butonese, Munanese, Tolakinese, and Bugisnese), and gender relation. 
Future research should address the confirmation between ethnicity and household level of welfare.     
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