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ABSTRACT 

This research aimed to identify vulnerability and well-being of children in 

a family of farmers, identify the typology of vulnerability and well-being of 

children in the family of farmers, and analyze the relationship between family 

characteristics, characteristics of children with the vulnerability and well-being of 

children. The population in this research is family farmers who have children of 4 

and 5th grade who reside in the village Sindangjaya, District Cipanas, Cianjur 

with a sample of 35 children. Sampling was conducted using probability sampling 

method with random sampling techniques. The results showed that the internal 

susceptibility to family farmers is low, relatively low external vulnerability, and 

low well-being. Typology vulnerability of children and the well-being of children 

in a family of farmers included in Type 1 and Type 4. There was a significant 

negative correlation between family size and order of the child with the child's 

welfare, but there was no significant relationship between the characteristics of 

families and children with children's vulnerability. 

 

Keywords: internal vulnerability of children, the external vulnerability of children, 

child welfare, family farmers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Child Vulnerability refers to developmental needs and the importance of 

protecting the physical health of children (Raphael, et al. 2006). The population of 

susceptible individuals needs legal assistance, social support and health services. 

The number of susceptible children may increase when children are in complex 

issues, such as health problems (chronic, disability), living with adults who are 

sick, and children becoming head of the family or breadwinner (Andrews, et al. 

2006). Unstable life situations related to susceptibility, for example living in the 

street, surviving in the conflict situation, assaulting, or armed child labor. Muriuki 

& Moss (2016) revealed that the extent and type of vulnerabilities faced by 

children can be influenced by the characteristics of risk and stress faced. External 

vulnerability means to the risk, shocks and stress, internal vulnerability refers to a 

lack of resources to cope with stress. External vulnerability factors related to the 

bio-physical and socio-economic, while the internal vulnerabilities associated 

with the lack of strength and inability to act or plan the future. 

The percentage of poor people in the rural areas of West Java per September 

2014, according to the The Central Statistics Agency (2016) amounted to 10.88 

percent of the household whose main income was of agriculture – 51.67 percent. 

Children can become vulnerable because children have very limited access to 

basic needs such as education, health, and they do not obtain good sanitation, and 

lack of attention compassion, love, guidance and support from the surrounding 

environment (Skinner et al., 2004). Poverty will cause problems in children, one 

of which is the vulnerability of children. Families and children who are vulnerable 

have limited resources such as education, employment, and the obstacles to obtain 

other social services (Zambrana & Dorrington, 1998). Vulnerability seen as a 

cause of poverty is the reason why the poor remains poor, or as a result of poverty 

(Permana, 2008). Engle, et al. (1996) states that the challenges faced by kids 

today is the changing times, including increasing urbanization, political violence, 

child abuse, changes in family forms, and in some areas, they have experienced a 

decrease in food supplies. The vulnerability of children has risen markedly as a 

result of emotional tension and less ability to adapt socially (Tembong, 2006). 

Economic limitation and knowledge of parents in rural areas in providing 

guidance and oversight on his son make children drop out of school and this has 

forced them to meet their own  need. Therefore, children help their family to make 

a living by working around the neighborhood or even outside of the city (Anshor 

& Ghalib, 2010). 

Poverty alleviation is one of the development priorities of the Indonesian 

Government that aims to reduce the poverty rate to 8 until 10 percent by 2014 

(UNICEF Indonesia in 2013). One of the Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGs) is seek to build the lives and women and children wellbeing to be better, 

particularly through increasing life expectancy, reducing poverty, and improving 

health, nutrition and access to education. According to Law No. 23 of 2002 

Article 8 states about protection for children that every child has the right to 

obtain medical care and social security in accordance with physical, mental, 

spiritual, and social needs. The rights of children are a part of human rights which 

must be guaranteed, protected and fulfilled by parents, families, communities, 

governments, and the state. According to Law No. 4 of 1979, the Child Welfare is 
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an order of life and livelihood of children to ensure the growth and development 

with a reasonable, well spiritually, physically, and socially. 

Subjective well-being is an important index to measure the mental health 

and children’s quality of life (Peterson et al., 2014). National legislation, both Act 

No. 4 of 1979 about Child Welfare and Law 23 of 2002 about Child Protection, 

has stated the importance of children care by their parents and families (Social 

Affairs, 2011). Children well-being require special attention, first as a child 

welfare issue not only affects the present moment, but will have an impact on the 

future of children. Second, because children are one of the groups most affected 

by poverty, and the third because there are lack of direct information about the 

child's life (Fernandes et al., 2010). At primary school age, the child will 

experience an important stage in the formation of his personality. Hurlock (1980) 

suggested the primary school age children is an important period for the 

conditions that lead to future happiness in this period and will continue to create 

happiness in the future.  

This study aims to identify children vulnerabilities and well-being in a 

farming family, identify the typology of vulnerability and child well-being in a 

farming family, and analyze the relationship between family characteristics, 

characteristics of children with the vulnerability of children and child well-being. 

Therefore, researchers are interested to see how the vulnerability and child well-

being in the family farmer in the village Sindangjaya, Cipanas District, Cianjur 

Regency, West Java. 

 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 The design of this study was cross sectional study using interviews assisted 

by using a questionnaire. The research location is in the village of Sindangjaya, 

Cipanas District, Cianjur Regency selected intentionally (purposive). The reason 

to select the locations was that the majority of residents of the area is horticulture 

or ornamental plant farmers. 

 The population in this study was a family with a husband or wife or both 

were working as farmers who reside in the village of Sindangjaya. Farmers in this 

case are farmers who own land gardens or fields, sharecroppers or tenant, as well 

as farm laborers. Sampling used non-probability sampling method with purposive 

technique, the method by way of example chosen by students grades 4-5 

elementary school parents whose work status is farmers, both father and mother 

who take care of their work or paddy plantation land owned or owned by other 

daily. Respondents in this study were children who were selected using 

probability sampling method with simple random sampling technique which was 

subsequently elected as many as 35 children. 

 The data in this study consisted of three main variables, namely the 

characteristics, the vulnerability of children and child welfare. The variable 

characteristics of children were assessed from age (years), gender (male and 

female), and birth order. Variables were assessed by family characteristics of the 

age of the father and mother (years), duration of education father and mother 

(years), father and mother work, income and family expenses, large families, as 

well as family assets. 
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Children's vulnerability was measured using the concept of Skinner et al 

(2004) and Bannet (2012). Number of statement items as much as 19 items, 

vulnerability of children is measured by the two sides, namely internal and 

external. Internal vulnerability of children used a questionnaire with 19 questions 

of item numbers. The number of questions was 19 items, and the validation test 

was done with 17 items filled with valid questions. Each statement is provided 4-

answers with a score of 1 to answer "never", a score of 2 to answer "sometimes", 

with a score 3 to answer "quite often", and a score of 4 to answer "often". External 

vulnerability of children used a questionnaire with 13 questions, and the 

validation test was done with the number 8 items with valid questions. Each 

question provided two answers with a score of 0 for "No" and 1 for "Yes". 

Vulnerability of children was taken from two sides, namely internal and external 

which had been tested its validity and reliability with Cronbach's alpha for internal 

vulnerability of children of 0.869, while the external vulnerability of children at 

0.429. Scores obtained will be transformed into the form of an index and then they 

were grouped into two categories, namely low and high. Variable contents for 

internal vulnerability of children ranged from -0.054 to 0.826 and for the variable 

content of external vulnerability of children ranged up to 0.631-0.084. 

Child welfare was obtained using a questionnaire Puspitawati (2012) 

modified from Campbell, et al. (1976). Total statement was 11 items, and then the 

validation of test content was performed with the number of 10 items of a valid 

question. Each statement will be illustrated by a number from one to seven. The 

lower the score of the statement (approaching one), the more negative feeling you 

get. Conversely, the greater the score of the statement, the more positive feeling 

you get. Thus, this obtained the minimum and maximum value of 77. The value of 

Cronbach's alpha of child welfare is 0.719. Variable contents for child welfare 

ranged from 0.068 to 0.681. 

Analysis of the data used was descriptive and inferential analysis. 

Descriptive analysis included the average, standard deviation, minimum value and 

a maximum value used to describe the characteristics of the family, child 

characteristics, vulnerability and child welfare. Analysis inference used Pearson 

correlation test to find out the relationship among family characteristics, child 

characteristics, the vulnerability of children and child welfare.  

 

RESULT 

 

Characteristics of Families and Children 

Characteristics of children in this study were students of 4
th

 and 5
th

 grade 

in Sindanglaya and Sindangjaya Public Elementary Schools, Suryakencana 

Village, Cipanas District. Characteristics of children in the study include gender, 

age, and birth order of the child. Number of the child based on gender in this 

research is dominated by girls (51.4%) than boys (48.6%) with an average age 

ranging from 11 years. A total of 25.7 percent of children is born in second order 

with the order birth average at third order. The mean of father age is 46 years with 

an age range 33 to 60 years. Meanwhile, the average maternal age was 39 years 

with an age range of 28 to 56 years. The father age belongs to middle age group, 
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and maternal age belogs to early adulthood group. This shows that farming done 

by families was implemented by productive aged farmers. 

The education level of the father and mother will affect the ways and 

mindset to be able to meet the needs of the uncertain socio-economic conditions 

(Simanjuntak, 2010). Based on the results of analysis, this shows that the average 

length of father education is 6 years old, with long range education of 0 to 12 

years. In addition, the average length of mother education is 5 years old with a 

range of mother's education of 0 to 6 years. The low level of public education can 

cause the lower levels of well-being. Higher level of education is a mean to 

achieve a higher quality of life and make it easier for someone to earn a decent 

living and provide sufficient income families (Simanjuntak, 2010b). 

 All of fathers in this research have main livelihood as farmers. Three of the 

seven mothers do not work or as a housewife. According to Soeharjo and Patong 

in Gustiana (2012) there are four types of farmers’ status in farming, namely: 1) 

owners are farmers who own land, the land can be done alone or hire someone 

else; 2) renters are farmers who rent land from another person to serve as 

agriculture; 3) Tenants are farmers managing the land owned by another person 

with the income generated by agricultural use system for results; 4) Laborers are 

farmers who work on land owned by another person with the wage system, that 

are owners, renters, tenants, and laborers. 

According to the sampling criteria, of the seven family farmers, four owns 

the plantations alone or as the owners of the garden, the farmers who own the land 

to be developed as a farm, and the rest (20.0%) as a laborer. Half of the sample 

families (48.6%) included in the category of medium family (5-6 people) with an 

average family size of 6 people. The fewest number of families in this study was 

three people while the most number of families was 9 people. 

According Sumarwan (2002), income is the remuneration received by a 

person from the work he has done to earn a living. Family income is the sum of all 

income obtained from each family member. This revenue comes from the father, 

mother, and other family members either from the main job (farmers) or from any 

other job. The results showed almost the whole family (91.4%) had a per capita 

income of less than Rp500,000 with an average income per capita of Rp231.000. 

Expenditure can be used as an indicator of family income that can describe 

the financial condition of the family (Sumarwan, 2002). Condition of family 

expenses that outweigh the income is a natural thing because income is one of the 

family resources that can be used to meet the needs of families, for example 

borrowing or having debt. The analysis test showed that most family spend their 

money on everyday needs ranging from less than Rp500,000 with an average 

families expenditure per capita per month of Rp248.554. 

One of the causes of inprosperous family is low income received by family. 

Income farm workers in July 2014 amounted to Rp44.569 per day (The Central 

Statistics Agency 2014). Thus, income farm workers for one month around 

Rp1.337.070, so per capita income of farm workers with the condition as a large 

family (six people) amounted to Rp222.845. When compared with the Poverty 

Line (PL) of The Central Statistics Agency for rural areas in Indonesia in 

September 2013, which amounted to Rp275.779 per capita per month, we can say 

that the family is in impoverished condition. The analysis showed that the average 
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farmer family income per capita per month is less than the family expenditure per 

capita. This is in line with Simanjuntak (2010b) who stated that to meet the needs 

of families and cover the shortfall needs of the families, farmer families will 

borrow and get assistance from relatives or government. 

Asset is one of the resources or property owned by a family that can be cash 

or non cash form (Hartoyo & Aniri, 2010). In this study, the assets are divided 

into five groups: home, garden or paddy fields, small livestock, large livestock 

and motorcycle. Therefore, families who have more assets tend to be more 

prosperous when compared with families who have limited assets (Iskandar et al., 

2010). The house is an important necessity for every family (Simanjuntak, 

2010b). A permanent home or one's own can be a reunification for a child who 

has been separated from his family (Torrico, 2009). Based on the ownership of 

assets, it is known that most families (85.7%) had a house with a family-owned 

ownership status and as much as 14.3% of families was living in extended family 

or contracting. More than half of respondents (62.9%) had a garden or paddy 

fields. The land was normally planted with pokcoi, leeks, carrots, turnips, and 

ornamental pieces vegetables which can then be sold to a middleman (middlemen 

farmers). About three-quarters of respondents (74.3%) and the majority of 

respondents (97.1%) didn’t have a small livestock such as chickens, ducks, goats 

and cattle or big like a cow. A total of (60.0%) of respondents had a personal 

vehicle such as a motorcycle because the motorcycle prices can already be 

reached by the respondents. Motorcycle was used by the respondent to access the 

needs of agriculture and other purposes.  

 

Vulnerability of Children  
 The vulnerability of children is a term used to describe a group of children 

because of the circumstances, conditions and culture as well as the structure of the 

pressure that can cause not or does not fulfill the rights of children, and often 

infringed upon (Suyanto, 2010). Vulnerability of children was categorized into 

internal vulnerability (social and emotional) and external vulnerability (family and 

neighborhood). Internal vulnerability of children was seen by two-dimensional– 

emotional and social. Emotion is one factor that can create a feeling of 

vulnerability which is not good if this can not be managed well (Ehring et al., 

2010). The analysis result showed that the highest internal vulnerability in a 

farmer's son is an average dimension associated with the children emotional 

vulnerability (31.71). That means that children are not able to regulate emotional 

behavior. This can be seen from the quite low emotional indicators met by 

children. 

Internal social vulnerability is a factor that can lead to vulnerability due to 

the emergence of inequality among individuals that can cause hurt responses to 

each other or drop to each other (Cutter et al., 2003). The analysis showed that the 

social vulnerability of children was in the low category (91.4), this indicates that 

the majority of children do not do anything that could harm another person such 

as fight with friend, hit or attack others, and sit on the roadside to interfere other 

people. 

Internal vulnerability variable of children shows that over half of the 

children approached the vulnerability internally (51.4%), this indicates that the 
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child has not been able to meet the personal needs that exist in the psychological 

dimentions, which is felt by children and disease ever felt during the last six 

months. External variables in Table 1 show that most children do not experience 

the vulnerability. This shows that the family is able to meet the basic needs of 

children such as the need of meal regularly in two or three times a day and can 

buy children's clothing once a year in minimum. 
 

Table 1  Distribution of variables based on internal and external vulnerability of 

children 

Category 

Dimension 

Internal Vulnerability   External Vulnerability 

Social Emotion  Family Environment 

Low (≤75,0) 91,4 97,1 91,4 88,6 

High (>75,0) 8,6 2,9 8,6 11,4 

Min-Max(0-100) 0-100 0-75 0-100 30-90 

Mean±SD 19,63±28,72 31,71±21,49 43.46±29,87 56,57±15,71 

 

External vulnerability of children seen by two dimensions: the family and the 

environment. The analysis showed that the highest external vulnerability in 

children of farmers is the average dimension associated with a child's environment 

(56.57). This shows that there is a neighborhood farmer's son that can be harmful 

for the condition of teenagers who do not continue higher education. Early 

marriage, teens who are extravagant, and the lack of jobs so that cause many of 

unemployed around the neighborhood children. The neighborhood children that 

affect children's vulnerability according to Skinner et al. (2004), is an unsafe 

environment as less viable settlement, the number of crime, and the lack of 

adequate facilities as a child, such as educational facilities and children's 

playground. Then the results of analyzes related to the family indicate that the 

external vulnerability of children belongs the low category (91.4%). This shows 

that the vulnerability of children who come from families do not make the 

condition of child dangerous. The quality of the relationship between parents and 

children is an important factor for development of children and adolescents. 

According to Wong et al. (2009), close relationship between parents and children 

will increase the child's feelings of support and sense of security, and conflict 

among generations can be reduced. 

 

Child Welfare  

Child welfare is an order of life and livelihood of children to ensure the 

reasonable growth and development spiritually, physically, and socially well (Act 

No. 4 of 1979). Child welfare can be seen from feeling happy or satisfied 

perceived by the child to the child's life related to psychological, economic, and 

social condition. The children in this study can be said to be prosperous children 

because they tend to have good self confidence, enjoy life, and feel useful for 

families and others. They have many friends, independent, energetic, a good 

chance, feel satisfied and happy, economic needs of children fulfilled. Moreover, 

children have achievement in school. Children said to be inprosperous children 

are they who feel themselves inferior (inferior), cannot enjoy life, feel useless, feel 

lonely and always troublesome, despair, do not have many choices or let go, do 
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not feel satisfied and happy, have difficulties in terms of economy and problems 

in school. Indicators of child welfare social dimension shows that children tend to 

do well in school. This is in line with research Statham & Chase (2010) who states 

that learning is closely related to child welfare. Learning and wellbeing can show 

changes from childhood to adolescence. 

Economic and social dimensions have the highest average. When viewed as 

a whole, it is an indicator of the economic difficulties in the economic dimension 

which has the average score of 4.74, meaning that children whose families 

experience economic difficulties. This shows that the welfare of the family in 

terms of the economy tend to be fairly good, according to the statement’s Nadiya 

(2013) stated that a good family welfare will improve the welfare of children as 

well. On the psychological dimension, the highest average indicator of children is 

that children have hope and encouragement which is quite good. The lowest 

average in the psychological dimension is on indicators of child feeeling himself 

unhappy and do not have many choices or tend to surrender to the circumstances. 

This indicates that the psychological wellbeing of children can be influenced by 

the quality of parenting. According to Thompson et al. (2007) it is suggested that 

family factors play an important role to determine the child's psychology. This can 

be seen from the height of family social support, low pressure exerted family, and 

high warmth created in the family. In addition, the child does not feel the 

happiness and tend to surrender, in this study, it was also found that children 

tended to be insecure and lonely. 

According to Moore et al. (2008) well-being of children can mean that a 

child who has had the status of individual biological (healthy lifestyle and overall 

health as well as the function), the psychological health of the individual (how 

people think about their own situation and how they get along in a social 

environment, including the ability to cope with the situation free from the 

problems that exist), social health (referring to basic skills in participating in 

constructive activities, as well as the ability to connect emotionally with family, 

friends, and the environment), and education or intellectual (skills associated with 

a person's ability to learn, remember, to apply cognitive skills and get involved 

with the school) good. 

 

Table 2 Distribution of variables based on subjective well-being of children 

Category  
Dimension 

Psychology  Economy Social 

Low (≤75,0) 65,7 48,6 48,6 

High (>75,0) 34,3 51,4 51,4 

Min-Max (0-100) 29-100 0-100 0-100 

Mean±SD 66,57±18,96 62,11±36,20 68,37±34,09 

 

Table 2 shows that the subjective well-being of children in psychological 

dimensions included in the low category (65.7%), whereas in the economic and 

social dimensions of subjective well-being of children, this tends to be high 

(51.4%). This suggests that the children of farmers tend not to feel the happiness 

and satisfaction on themselves. There are quite few numbers of children who are 

in a psychological dimension to the lower categories because there are some 

indicators that cannot be met by the child, so the acquisition of well-being scores 
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is low. Children’s indicators do not have many options and are not happy to have 

the lowest average value score, which means that the child feels that they do not 

have many choices and suffer so that children are not able to express the feelings 

felt. This is caused by lack of children exposure to parents so that children have 

difficulty in expressing unfavorable feelings that he was experiencing. 

In the variable subjective well-being of children, five of the seven children 

state that a child has not been prosperous. This indicates that the child was not yet 

to feel the happiness and satisfaction with what is being experienced by children 

such as relationships with parents, siblings, friends, hygiene and safety in the 

home and school environment. 

 

Typology of Children Vulnerability and Child Welfare  

Typology of children vulnerability and welfare in this study seen by the 

distribution of vulnerability categories of children with subjective well-being of 

children, namely the high vulnerability of children and the low vulnerability of 

children with the high child welfare and the low child welfare differentiated into 

Type 1, Type 2, Type 3, and Type 4. Fourth typology is modified from a model 

typology T-Double ABCX of family adjustment and adaptation by McCubbin and 

McCubbin (1987) in Farhood (2004). Type model of vulnerability of children and 

child welfare will be achieved through two levels (low and high) between the 

dimensions of vulnerability and the dimensions of child welfare. Dimension of 

child vulnerability is defined as the unfulfilled basic need condition of children 

such as physical, emotional, social, and environmental development of the 

interaction between children in the family and society (Skinner et al., 2004; 

Bannett, 2012). Meanwhile, subjective well-being of children is defined as a 

condition of the child's level of satisfaction to herself psychologically, 

economically and socially based perception (subjective).  

Typology vulnerability of children in this study is seen by the distribution of 

child vulnerability categories with the existing child welfare on farm families, 

namely the vulnerability of children which is low and the high vulnerability of 

children which is high and low child welfare. Typology vulnerability of children 

and the welfare of the children in this study are distinguished into four types, 

namely: 1) Type 1, is a type of children's vulnerability which is currently low, 

while the high child welfare means that the child is able to cope problems, or 

children are able to perceive a problem as a very tough and they do not interfere 

the pleasure of a child and is satisfied and happy with the circumstances 

surrounding the child or children; 2) Type 2, the current type of vulnerability of 

children and higher child welfare can be interpreted even if the child has a 

problem against him, but the child still feel the happiness and satisfaction 

maintained; 3) Type 3,  it is a type of children's vulnerability when it is high while 

child welfare is low. This means that children have the problems that can not be 

handled so that children feel dissatisfied and unhappy with their situation; 4) Type 

4, the current type of vulnerability of children and the welfare of children are low, 

meaning that the child is able to overcome the existing problems but children may 

not feel the happiness and joy to the condition itself and the environment around 

the child. Distribution typology of children vulnerability and welfare can be seen 

in Table 3. The result showed that more than half of the children in the typology 
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of the vulnerability of the children included in the Type 4 are the vulnerability of 

children which is low and lower child welfare with a percentage of 74.3 percent. 

The problems that occur in children are regarded as something that can be 

addressed by the child but the child may not feel the happiness on herself. There is 

25.7 percent of children included in Type 1 is the child vulnerability low but child 

welfare high. In this case the children tend to be able to solve the problems on the 

child so that the child is able to feel the happiness and satisfaction on herself. 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Information: 

KR 1 = Low Vulnerability (≤75,0; score 0-100) 

KR 2 = High Vulnerability (> 75.0; score 0-100) 

KS 1 = Low Welfare (≤75,0; score 0-100) 

KS 2 = High Welfare (> 75.0; score 0-100)  

 

   Figure 1 The typology distribution of children vulnerability and child welfare  
 

The Relationship between Family Characteristics, Children Characteristics 

and Children Vulnerability and Children Welfare  

 

The correlation test between family size with child welfare is negatively 

significant (Table 4). That is, the greater the number of family members, the lower 

welfare the child would be. According Muflikhati et al. (2010), families with the 

larger number of family members tend to be inprosperous in comparison to the 

number of less family members. Then the child's birth order is correlated 

negatively significant with child welfare. That is, the greater child's birth order, 

the lower the child's welfare, and vice versa the smaller the birth order of the 

child, higher the child's welfare. Hurlock (1980) stated that children, adolescents 

and adults who are from various positions on birth order indicate that birth order 

can be a factor in determining personal and social adjustment by the individual 

throughout his life. Meanwhile, the age of the father and mother did not correlated 

negatively significant with child welfare. That is the higher or the older of a father 

and mother, the less welfare of the children. 
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Table 4   Pearson correlation coefficient of family and children characteristics 

with the children vulnerability and child welfare 
 

Variables 

Pearson Correlation 

Children 

Vulnerability   

Subjective Child Welfare  

Family Characteristic 
Father Age (years) 0,079 - 0,277 

Mother Age (years) 0,093  -0,295 

Length of father education (years) 0,240  0,275 

Length of mother education (years) 0,112  0,060 

Family Size (person) -0,088  -0,338* 

Family Income (per capita) 0,095 -0,015 

Child characteristics  
Children Age (years)   -0,157  0,048 

Children Birth Order (to-)   -0,126   -0,385* 

Children Internal Vulnerability (score 0-

100) 

- 0,223 

Children Welfare (score 0-100) 0,223 - 

Note: * significant on p-value <0.05 

 

According to Hurlock (1980) the higher of person's age, the more problems 

faced, so happiness is felt to be on the wane. Length of father and mother 

education is not significantly positively associated with child welfare. That is, the 

higher education of the father and mother, the higher the child welfare will be. 

Philips (2002) stated that children coming from parents who have higher 

educations will improve children quality and welfare compared to those coming 

from low education parents. 

Then, the child's age did not significantly positively associated with child 

welfare. That is, the older the child, the higher the child welfare. According to 

Sixmith et al. (2007) well-being of children aged 8 to 12 years is achieved when 

the interpersonal relationships with family and friends (including pets), and the 

positive activities or things to do goes according to developmental stages. 

The results in Table 4 above also show that the family and the child 

characteristics variable do not have a significant relationship with the children's 

vulnerability. This is consistent with research by De Ocampo et al. (2003), which 

states that there is no relationship between the demographics of parents (father 

and mother's education, father and mother's age, and socioeconomic status) with 

the vulnerability of children. Age of the father and mother, father and mother long 

education related to family income and the child's age but not significantly 

positively associated with children's vulnerability. That is, the older the mother, 

the father and the children's vulnerability is increasing. 

 

DISCUSSION 

This study uses the theory of structural-functional approach. Functional 

structural assume that each family is a system consisting of subsystems that are 

interconnected and become one entity (Megawangi, 2014). Structural-functional 

theory approach can be used to analyze the role of family members in order to 

function properly to maintain the integrity of the family and society (Newman & 

Grauerholz, 2002). One important aspect of the structural-functional perspective 
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is that every family is physically and mentally healthy. In other words, there is 

division of tasks or roles which are obvious family functions, these functions are 

arranged in a hierarchical structure that is harmonious, and their commitment to 

the implementation of the role or function. Family structure in this study is a 

complete family consisting of father, mother, and child. The father is the head of 

the family as well as the main breadwinner, all kinds of work that fathers did in 

this study were farmers, and a small portion mother helped earn a living extras 

such as farming also trades and most of the wife of an obligation fully to his 

family, while the children fulfill their obligation to assist the work.  

Both parents were helping with household tasks and in terms of farming as 

well as the right to study and they were given love affection and protection of 

their parents. Based on the characteristics of the family can be said that farming 

families are relatively more traditional. This is evident from the large number of 

family members in a family of farmers so that farming families included in this 

type of extended family, the husband role as the main breadwinner and the wife's 

role as a housewife, workplace and living quarters are relatively close together, 

and the child according to the parents and wife very obedient to her husband. 

There is a family of poor farmers in meeting the economic needs of the family as 

well as the lack of care for children's basic needs such as physical and 

psychosocial health that can lead to turmoil in the family of one vulnerability in 

children. 

Family means respondents in this study who had a meaning that the family 

is the place to share the ups and downs, a build a future together, the pride of 

every member of the family, the fun, happiness and able to guide the family to be 

able to live better. Based on family meaning, it can be concluded that farming 

families in this study still considers that the family is as very important and 

precious. Cultural background is one factor of the importance of a family. 

Families in this study generally have Sundanese cultural background that has 

characteristics of the people gentle, smooth words, friendly, adhering to the faith 

and piety, mutual respect, and mutual respect. Family farmers in this study belong 

to the morfostatic system – the system which maintaines stability and have 

restrictions on caregivers from outside and give negative feedback. Families with 

these systems tend to be closed (closed system), which is more concerned with the 

internal exchange of the exchange outside the system, such as using the labor of 

their own family members than on the help of others (Deacon & Firebaugh 1988). 

According to respondents, child is a child that is everything for the parents, 

the parents have high expectations of the children whose parents want their 

children to be responsible, to educate their children to high school, to be 

successful for the nation and the state, to success in education, employment and a 

child's future. Based on the meaning of the child to the family, we can conclude 

that the family had good expectations for their children. Son of farmers in this 

study belong to the category with lower children's vulnerability and lower child 

welfare or included in Type 4. That is the child who is able to overcome the 

existing problems in the child but the child is still not yet feel the happiness and 

satisfaction of the child's life. Although fathers and mothers have low education 

and father's occupation as a farmer, but parents can still provide protection and 

their affection towards their children. This is not in line with Anthony et al. (2003) 
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which states that the low parental education will increase the vulnerability of 

children. This is in contrast with the results for the average family of rural 

communities such as farmers, especially the traditional family is generally low 

education level. But the farmers whose education is low education levels, parents 

can still spend a lot of time for their kids. Time is one component of investment 

for children (Bryant & Zink, 2006). The work of farmers who do not all day in the 

garden can make parents feel free for children who tend to be more. Give parents 

free time for children is the time to engage in parenting. Good parenting of 

parents will make children can grow and develop properly. This can reduce 

children's vulnerability to the physical and psychological child because the 

parents, especially the mother to control the situation of children with physical or 

mental child. Moreover, it can be seen that a family function in the family farmer 

to run well, this is in line with the Thompson et al. (2007) which states that a 

family function to improve the mental health of children, so that children can 

overcome the problems that exist in the child's own. 

Limitations in this study is the vulnerability of children and the welfare of 

children which can be only seen by the viewpoints and perceptions of children 

and mothers, not based on the statements of all family members. This research is a 

new look at the vulnerability of children in the emotional and social dimensions, 

while other dimensions have not been included, as well as the welfare of children 

only see from a psychological dimension, economic and social. So that the overall 

results have not shown. Characteristic examples in this research is also less 

diverse. Statement role in the questionnaire used is still not specific or too general 

so that they can not see the factors that affect the welfare of children. 

Conceptually the welfare of the child depends on the role of parents and the 

community. Therefore, improving the quality of parents in parenting and child 

protection to meet the needs of children  The need for socialization, motivation 

and education of government against children to continue their education until the 

minimum rank of first mengah schools and parents can encourage their children to 

attend school. The need for implantation noble values or characters in children 

through education in schools, so that children can be a good person in the future. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION  

 

Conclusions  

Internal vulnerability of farm families of children showed that children of 

farmers are relatively low. This indicates that the child is able to overcome the 

problems in children such as emotional and social. External vulnerabilities family 

children indicate that children of farmers are in a lower category. This suggests 

that the children of farmers are not in a social environment that makes children 

have vulnerable families and surrounding communities. Subjective well-being of 

children in a family of farmers showed that the children of farmers are relatively 

low. This shows that the children cannot feel happiness and satisfaction in him. 

Typology of vulnerability of children and the welfare of children, including 

the children's vulnerability Type 4 is low and well-being of children is low. This 

shows that even though the child farmers have been able to overcome the 
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problems that exist on the emotional and social development, but children may 

not feel the happiness and satisfaction on her. But there are families that belong to 

Type 1 – vulnerability of children low and child welfare high. None of the 

farmers' children is currently on the type of vulnerability of children and the 

welfare of children is in Type 2 and Type 3. 

The greater the number of family members and the greater the child's birth 

order, the less subjective the well-being of children. There is no significant 

relationship between family variables and children with children's vulnerability. 

The results also showed that the higher vulnerability of children, the subjective 

well-being of children will be low, and vice versa, but the relationship between 

the two is not significant. 
 

Recommendation  

From the results of the study, it can be suggestted that first, the need for 

child protection on the vulnerability of children and improving the welfare of 

children by the government or the education, social services, and services related 

to child protection. This is to support the contents of the Act No23 of 2002 on the 

protection of children and the Law No. 4 of 1979 on child welfare. Secondly, the 

need for socialization, education or empowerment, and assistance to families in 

regards to family planning programs in order to improve the welfare of children. 

Third, the population in this study has the characteristic of a homogeneous 

sample, so that the site selection in future studies is expected to have the 

characteristics of different examples, e.g. highland and lowland farmers. 
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