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Abstrak 

Keragaman pendekatan dari aktor negara, LSM, dan sektor swasta dalam mengembangkan pertanian lahan kering 
mencerminkan kompleksitas tantangan nasional. Perbedaan pendekatan tersebut menyoroti perlunya pemahaman 
yang lebih mendalam mengenai sinergi dan integrasi untuk mencapai tujuan pembangunan berkelanjutan. 
Meningkatnya peran pola tumpang sari menunjukkan relevansinya dalam mengatasi tantangan pengembangan 
pertanian lahan kering; namun, mengatasi tantangan lingkungan dan sosial yang kompleks sangatlah penting untuk 
meningkatkan kesejahteraan masyarakat. Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengkaji dinamika pembangunan 
pertanian dan penghidupan pada komunitas petani lahan kering. Penelitian ini menggunakan metode tinjauan 
literatur. Temuan penelitian menggarisbawahi bahwa, dalam konteks pertanian lahan kering di Indonesia, berbagai 
pendekatan dari aktor negara, LSM, dan sektor swasta memerlukan sinergi melalui desentralisasi, partisipasi, dan 
kemitraan. Pola tumpang sari muncul sebagai model yang bermanfaat untuk meningkatkan agroekosistem dan 
ketahanan pangan di daerah perdesaan. Pengelolaan yang berkelanjutan membutuhkan pengakuan terhadap 
praktik-praktik tradisional, memahami faktor-faktor yang memengaruhi transisi tanaman, dan terlibat dalam 
kolaborasi lintas lembaga untuk mengatasi tantangan lingkungan dan meningkatkan kesejahteraan masyarakat. 

Kata kunci: mata pencaharian, pembangunan pertanian, pertanian lahan kering, petani lahan kering 

Abstract 

The diversity of approaches from state actors, non-government organizations (NGOs), and the private sector in 
developing dryland agriculture reflects the complexity of national challenges. Differences in approaches highlight 
the need for a deeper understanding of synergy and integration to achieve sustainable development goals. The 
increasing role of intercropping patterns demonstrates its relevance in addressing the challenges of dryland 
agricultural development; however, addressing complex environmental and social challenges is essential to 
improve community well-being. This study aims to examine the dynamics of agricultural development and 
livelihoods in dryland farming communities. This study utilizes literature review methods. The research findings 
underscore that, within the context of dryland agriculture in Indonesia, various approaches from state actors, NGOs, 
and the private sector necessitate synergy through decentralization, participation, and partnerships. Intercropping 
patterns emerge prominently as beneficial models for improving agroecosystems and food security in rural areas. 
Sustainable management requires acknowledging traditional practices, understanding factors influencing crop 
transitions, and engaging in cross-institutional collaborations to address environmental challenges and enhance 
community well-being. 

Keywords: agricultural development, dryland farmers, dryland farming, livelihoods 
 

1. Introduction 

This research investigates the dynamics of agricultural development and livelihoods in a dryland farming 
community. The intricate relationship between agricultural development and livelihoods warrants a contextual 
approach, as posited by Gibbens and Schoeman (2020). Considering Sustainable Development Goal 
(SDG) 1, "End Poverty," agricultural development needs a sustainability dimension. Feliciano (2019) 
emphasizes the necessity for new research and impact evaluation methods adopting a sustainable approach 
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to poverty, particularly in assessing how crop diversification contributes to SDG 1. Thus, understanding the 
intersection of agricultural development and sustainability dimensions in current Indonesian contexts 
becomes imperative. 

Agriculture remains integral in the 21st-century development agenda, playing a dual role across the five 
key pillars of growth, poverty alleviation, gender equality, food security, and environmental sustainability 
(Byerlee et al. 2009; Mursalat 2022). It is a linchpin for sustainable development (Stanciu et al. 2019; 
Volkov et al. 2021), exerting significant pressure on the environment while being a preserver of biodiversity 
(Marinov 2019; Wiśniewski et al. 2021) and contributing to landscape diversification and enhancement 
(Wiśniewski et al. 2021). By 2050, Indonesia is expected to become the world's fifth-largest food provider 
after China, India, Nigeria, and the United States (Kementerian Pertanian 2020). 

Agriculture generates employment opportunities and enhances the productivity of millions of small-scale 
farmers (Byerlee et al. 2009). According to the Pusat Kajian Anggaran Badan Keahlian DPR RI (2021), 
the agricultural sector significantly contributes to Indonesia's gross domestic product (GDP). From 2011 to 
2019, its average contribution stood at 13.25% (second to the manufacturing industry). Moreover, it remains 
the largest job provider, contributing an average of 32.21% compared to other sectors, which contribute less 
than 19%. 

According to Zakaria (2000), rural changes are driven by both the state and rural elites, who play pivotal 
roles. However, non-state actors such as civil society organizations and the private sector (companies) also 
significantly influence rural development. Non-state actors are often viewed as more agile, with less rigid 
organizational structures, allowing for more efficient actions than state bureaucracies (Weiss et al. 2013). In 
the agricultural sector, the private sector plays a crucial role in driving transformations in the food and 
agriculture system due to consolidation, globalized supply chains, and technological innovation. FAO (2013) 
states that the private sector plays a critical role in nearly every dimension of the FAO's mission and mandate 
at national, regional, and global levels. 

The collaboration between the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the private sector in 
addressing food insecurity requires working with community organizations at the grassroots level. This 
approach should be based on strong local relationships. Additionally, it is important to note that the 
private sector and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) play a crucial role in the development and 
production of agriculture, acting as catalysts for food security. Hence, the private sector and NGOs 
contribute to lifting many individuals in developing countries out of poverty and hunger through responsible 
and productive investments, innovation, efficiency improvements, and job creation (FAO 2013). 

Nevertheless, both state and non-state actors are equally crucial in rural development. Despite studies 
indicating that non-state actors contribute more significantly than the state in agricultural development 
(Luqman et al. 2021), for instance, in agricultural extension, skill development, and providing micro-scale 
credit, state actors can create an environment conducive for the private sector to optimize its role in rural 
development. Hence, synergy between state and non-state actors is necessary in implementing rural 
development, including the agricultural sector (FAO 2013). 

The sustainability of agricultural sector development cannot be defined separately from livelihood issues. 
Sustainable agriculture, food systems, and natural resource use are crucial to securing the livelihoods of the 
rural poor (FAO 2019). Pender (2004) identifies future livelihoods based on agricultural potential, market 
access, infrastructure provision, and population density. The implications of agriculture on sustainable 
livelihoods can be seen in terms of food security, a part of livelihood security that addresses food vulnerability 
(Haug 1999). Achieving food security today is not merely a matter of increasing total production levels but 
rather ensuring that individuals have the right to food (Ewoti 2024). Therefore, the rural agricultural sector—
one element in a web of interconnected livelihood strategies—plays a role in development by improving the 
livelihood security of impoverished rural communities. 

Previous studies emphasize the significance of examining the implications of specific agricultural 
development approaches and focus on the sustainability of farmers' livelihoods. This research investigates 
agricultural development and farmers' livelihoods within the specific context of a dryland farming community. 
This particular case is chosen due to the heterogeneous agricultural system and unique livelihood assets 
and farming practices in dryland areas (Haileslassie et al. 2016). Drylands are dynamic locations for 
commercial production activities (Li 2002). Therefore, exploring agricultural development and farmers' 
livelihoods in the context of dryland farming proves to be an intriguing area for study. 

The researcher notes the importance of tailoring agricultural development programs to consider the 
distinct physical and socio-economic characteristics within specific local contexts, particularly related to 
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farming practices and agricultural commodities. Indonesian farmers actively respond to market 
dynamics and agricultural commodities, with farmers actively shifting from one livelihood strategy to 
another in response to changing crop prices and climate anomalies (Kühling et al. 2022). In addition, 
the emerging role of agricultural insurance and farmer cooperatives in sustainable rice production 
highlights the proactive approach of Indonesian farmers in managing risks and optimizing resources 
(Lopulisa et al. 2018). Several studies suggest that crop rotation or shifts in farming commodities are 
influenced by factors such as harvest times, prices (profitability), farming experience, and farmers' 
income (e.g., Sitorus 2007; Halimah 2013; Kaizan et al. 2014; Samosir 2015; Harahap 2018; 
Rajagukguk et al. 2018; Zulkarnain and Sukmayanto 2019; Setiani et al. 2019; Suchato et al. 2021; Arsi 
et al. 2021). Indonesian farmers consistently take steps to manage risks and maximize resources by 
employing various livelihood strategies, such as switching between different commodity crops. These 
strategies are influenced by both economic factors and the ecological environment (Ariyanto 2023a). 

The novelty of this research lies in its deep understanding of the synergy among various development 
approaches adopted by actors within the context of dryland agriculture in Indonesia. Moreover, the emphasis 
on sustainable management recognizing traditional practices, understanding crop transition factors, and 
fostering inter-agency collaboration to address environmental challenges contributes significantly to the 
research literature on sustainable agricultural development in drylands. This paper also aims to explore (1) 
the concepts, perspectives, and actor approaches in agricultural development and (2) agriculture and the 
livelihoods of dryland farmers. 

2. Methodology 

This research employs a literature review method. This technique involves working with secondary data 
by sourcing materials from libraries through activities such as reading, note-taking, and processing 
research materials, including official documents from relevant institutions, scholarly journals, research 
reports, theses, dissertations, conference proceedings, and other scientific papers. The stages involved 
in this literature review are 1) defining the scope and context of the review topic, 2) identifying relevant 
and high-quality reference materials through Google Scholar, 3) selecting several references from 
Google Scholar and categorizing them based on the research topic, 4) organizing the previous research 
scheme from the acquired articles, 5) composing a review, and 6) drawing conclusions and applying the 
review results (Ariyanto 2023b).  

The topic of this research revolves around the implications of agricultural development programs on 
sustainable livelihoods. Consequently, the researcher utilized keyword searches in both Indonesian and 
English languages, including terms such as "agricultural development," "rural development," "rural 
livelihoods," "sustainable agriculture," "dryland agriculture," "commodity change dynamics," "state and 
non-state development programs," "approaches in agricultural and rural development interventions," 
"agricultural development and livelihoods," "local governance and agricultural development," 
"rationalization of dryland farmers," and "sustainability of agricultural commodities." The researcher then 
sought reference articles aided by the Publish or Perish version 8 software, scouring around 1,000 
documents using Google Scholar. Lastly, relevant articles were chosen from this pool of 1,000 articles, 
and their findings were compiled, elaborated upon, and summarized, serving to elaborate on the data 
from previous research findings. 

3. Results and discussion 

3.1. Agricultural development: concept, perspectives, and stakeholder approaches 

Development is defined as "improvement" (Pieterse 2010; Li 2012; Veltmeyer and Bowles 2021), 
organized intervention in collective affairs based on improvement standards (Pieterse 2010). 
Appropriate improvement and intervention criteria vary based on class, culture, historical context, and 
power relationships (Pieterse 2010). Development is a process in which members of a society enhance 
their personal and institutional capacities to mobilize and manage resources to generate sustainable 
and equitable improvements in their quality of life participatively, enhancing their well-being (Li 2012). 
The development also reflects an image of the desired improvement or change and acts as a theoretical 
tool involving policy and future projections (Pieterse 2010). It can also be defined as a process that 
amalgamates all the social, economic, political, and cultural forces shaping a society and links 
contemporary events with historical heritage (Hooks 2016). 
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In development studies, the terms "agricultural development" and "rural development" are often used 
interchangeably or equated. It is important to note that while rural communities are characterized by the 
significance of agricultural activities, rural development is broader than agricultural development 
(Szirmai 2005). Both are interconnected as agricultural development significantly contributes to rural 
development by improving the income and livelihoods of rural communities. However, the fundamental 
idea within both concepts is "improvement." Therefore, agricultural development can be defined as an 
effort to "improve" the agricultural (and rural) sector. As per de Laiglesia (2006) and Dumasari (2020), 
agricultural development is an endeavor to achieve economic growth, enhance living standards, and 
ensure sustainable well-being for farmers and communities, conducted by the government with 
community participation. 

The majority of rural communities rely on the agricultural sector for their livelihoods, making 
agriculture the cornerstone of rural development. Various pieces of literature have examined the 
approaches used in agricultural and rural development. As cited by Thesocialripples (2020), rural 
development approaches consist of the bottom-up approach, participatory rural appraisal, rapid rural 
appraisal, community-based development approach, growth center approach, and others. Hence, the 
current emphasis is on the importance of participatory approaches to address the unique challenges 
and opportunities in rural areas (Ellis and Biggs 2001), particularly with a focus on agricultural 
development. 

In addition to the above typologies, there are other concepts in agricultural development approaches. 
The integrated rural development approach serves as a multidimensional strategy to improve the quality 
of rural life (David 2012). Then, the agroecology approach aims to help countries achieve more 
sustainable food security and agricultural practices (Pretty 2006). The systems approach states that 
responsible social and environmental advancements will be based on thinking, knowing, and learning 
new ways (Chadfield et al. 2024). Additionally, the agribusiness and agro-industrial approach aim to 
enhance the competitiveness of farmers by strengthening agricultural cooperatives (Lestari 2020) to 
boost family income sources in rural areas. 

The economic theories and theories related to agricultural development have significantly influenced 
rural development policies over the last half-century. Both donor practices and government policies have 
been shaped by broader thoughts on social, non-agricultural, and national development (Ellis and Biggs 
2001). This is reflected in successive phases of rural development practices in low-income countries, 
occurring as a series of overlapping transitions: from community development (1950s) to an emphasis 
on smallholder agricultural growth (1960s); continued smallholder agricultural growth into integrated 
rural development (1970s); state-led rural development (1970s) transitioning to market liberalization 
(1980s); process-oriented approaches, participation, empowerment, and stakeholder engagement 
(1980s and 1990s); the emergence of sustainable livelihoods as an integrative framework (1990s); and 
integrating rural development into poverty reduction strategy documents (2000s). 

The diverse perspectives and roles of these actors reflect the complexity and challenges in 
developing the agricultural sector sustainably. Agricultural development involves various actors with 
distinct roles and approaches. The state, private sector (business groups), and civil society 
organizations or non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are actors commonly involved in 
contemporary agricultural development in Indonesia. Understanding the roles and relationships between 
the state, private sector, and NGOs with village governments in the context of village autonomy 
(decentralization) is crucial to comprehend how agricultural development is carried out. 

Decentralization has become a significant issue in the development theory and policy debate over 
the last two decades (Hadiz 2004), including in the agricultural development agenda. The political 
reforms in Indonesia since 1998 have opened new opportunities to alter the relationship between the 
state and the society. Village governments now have extensive autonomy, not requiring approval from 
higher authorities to make decisions and implement policies (Antlöv 2003). Decentralization has 
recognized the long-standing rights and duties of villages, improved service performance at the lowest 
administrative level, and reduced social disparities and poverty (Lewis 2015; Nasution 2016). However, 
decentralization has not fully leveraged widespread participation (Turner and Podger 2003). 

While decentralization has progressed, development policies sometimes overlook the role of local 
leaders. For instance, in local infrastructure development programs and targeted social initiatives, local 
leaders and communities possess better knowledge about the poor than the central government 
(Galasso and Ravallion 2005; Alatas et al. 2012; Mansuri and Rao 2013). This implies an imbalance in 
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decentralization and its implementation, where policies disregarding the roles of local leaders and local 
knowledge can affect the effectiveness of development programs. 

Rasahan (1996) states that the agricultural development paradigm has shifted from centralized 
planning to decentralization. New approaches in agricultural and rural development are based on 
decentralization, participation, and public-private partnerships (Suryana and Erwidodo 1996). 
Decentralization has the potential to address localized and heterogeneous agricultural aspects, 
particularly in extension services, by bringing the government closer to rural communities (Byerlee et al. 
2009). The effectiveness of decentralization in agricultural development heavily relies on integrated 
innovations to enhance productivity, infrastructure development, especially in irrigation, and rural 
institutional development to improve agricultural productivity and production (Winoto and Siregar 2008; 
Rusastra et al. 2016). 

The government's role in rural (agricultural) development involves steps towards decentralization, 
providing autonomy to village governments, and enhancing community participation. The involvement 
and responsibility of local governments and coordination between departments (horizontal coordination) 
play a crucial role in developing and maintaining agricultural infrastructure. Additionally, vertical 
coordination is necessary to integrate infrastructure development across various levels of governance 
(Winoto and Siregar 2008). The increasing scale of large land ownership has speculative dimensions, 
with the landowners engaged in non-agricultural activities and holding positions in village governance 
structures (Ambarwati et al. 2016). 

Other than state and rural elite actors, rural development is also driven by non-state actors, such as 
NGOs and the private sector. Non-state actors tend to be more agile, and their loosely structured 
organizations allow for more efficient actions in addressing issues and improving living standards than  
state bureaucracy (Weiss et al. 2013). In the agricultural sector, the private sector plays a significant 
role in driving the transformation of food and agricultural systems due to the consolidation, globalization 
of supply chains, and new technological innovations. According to FAO (2013), private sector entities 
play a crucial role in almost every dimension of the FAO's mission and mandate at national, regional, 
and global levels. 

The synergy between FAO and the private sector in combating food insecurity requires grassroots 
collaboration with NGOs, using a bottom-up approach and established local relationships. The 
development and production of agriculture are core activities of the private sector, and NGOs act as 
catalysts in the field of food security. Therefore, the private sector and NGOs contribute to lifting many 
people in developing countries out of poverty and hunger through responsible and productive 
investments, innovation, efficiency improvements, and job creation (FAO 2013). 

Despite this, both state and non-state actors play equally important roles in rural development, 
utilizing both top-down and bottom-up approaches. Although some studies indicate that non-state actors 
have a greater contribution compared to the state in rural development, for example, in agricultural and 
forestry extension, education, healthcare, skill development, and providing microcredit (Luqman et al. 
2021), state actors can create an environment conducive to the private sector to optimize its role in rural 
development. In the field of agriculture, FAO is well-positioned to facilitate dialogue and collaboration 
between the public and private sectors (FAO 2013). Therefore, the role of public-private partnerships in 
agricultural development, specifically how state actors and the private sector collaborate to promote 
agricultural development for achieving food security and poverty reduction, is crucial. 

In Indonesia, interventions in agricultural and rural development often adopt a top-down approach. 
Rural communities frequently exhibit passivity, relying on external aid to implement development 
programs. The success of the Green Revolution in achieving rice self-sufficiency in 1984 is an example 
of the top-down approach in Indonesia (Assadi et al. 2009). The government used a top-down approach 
through extension programs and the deployment of field extension workers. Regarding agricultural 
development planning, Fadlina et al. (2013) revealed that the planning for organic agriculture 
development in Kota Batu was conducted by the Agency of Agriculture and Forestry using a technocratic 
approach concerning the technical and substantive aspects of planning. Additionally, there were top-
down approaches adopted by the Ministry of Agriculture in the PUAP program in 2008 within the 
framework of the PNPM Mandiri (Jamal 2008). Moreover, there have been several programs with top-
down approaches that yielded positive outcomes, such as the Insus program, which successfully 
achieved food self-sufficiency, and the SLPHT and PIR methods (Wahyuni 2009). 
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In Indonesia, state actors such as government bodies and ministries play a crucial role in intervening 
in agricultural and rural development. These state actors commonly employ a top-down approach in 
addressing agricultural concerns (Purwandari et al. 2012). This approach involves the central 
government or other higher-level institutions in decision-making and policy implementation, which is 
subsequently delegated to lower administrative levels, including regional and local governments. 

Kementerian Pertanian (2022) has outlined several key approaches to support agricultural and rural 
development: 1) policy framework: developing policies and regulations to support agricultural and rural 
development; 2) infrastructure development: investing in rural infrastructure, such as roads, irrigation 
systems, and market facilities, to improve market access and increase productivity; 3) extension 
services: providing agricultural extension services to farmers, including training, technical assistance, 
and knowledge transfer, to enhance farming practices and increase productivity; 4) research and 
development: investing in agricultural research and development to promote innovation, develop new 
technologies, and enhance crop varieties. These approaches resemble those employed in countries like 
Zimbabwe and across Africa. Research conducted by the Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, Climate 
and Rural Resettlement Zimbabwe (2018) indicates that investing in agricultural research and 
development, extension services, and rural infrastructure is crucial to achieving sustainable agricultural 
growth and reducing poverty. 

The top-down approach employed by state actors in the intervention of agricultural and rural 
development in Indonesia is primarily characterized by policy formulation, resource allocation, planning 
and implementation, capacity building, monitoring and evaluation, as well as coordination and 
collaboration. Although the top-down approach has been dominant, there's increasing recognition of the 
importance of participatory and bottom-up approaches. The shift towards more inclusive approaches 
aims to enhance local ownership, ensure sustainability, and promote the overall well-being of rural 
communities. NGOs are often involved in enhancing community capacities and supporting autonomy 
and empowerment through assistance to community groups and participatory processes (Chowdhury 
and Islam 2024). 

In Indonesia, the modernization approach as the paradigm for development programs and the 
concept of agricultural regions in its practical application has generated various social issues. Hence, 
there is a need for social groups that can mobilize communities to be empowered, such as grassroots 
social movements, NGOs (Shepherd 1998), with a participatory bottom-up approach. The main 
assumption of this approach prioritizes the community as the primary actor in all development activities 
(Munthe 2010). However, in the realm of development approaches, NGOs are not always successful in 
becoming a social movement to implement a bottom-up approach effectively. While initially established 
as independent organizations representing civil interests, they often face challenges of donor 
dependence and experience shifts in ideological orientations (Assadi et al. 2009). 

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in Indonesia frequently collaborate with local communities 
and farmers to support agricultural and rural development. These organizations often utilize various 
participatory approaches in their interventions within the agricultural and rural development context in 
Indonesia (Budhi 2008). These participatory approaches encourage community involvement, 
empowerment, and ownership, enabling sustainable agricultural and rural development interventions 
that are context-specific and responsive to the needs of local communities in Indonesia. Some studies 
assert that regional and local development policies should not disregard the socio-economic conditions 
of rural communities through the participation of local actors (Konvitz 2001; Thomson et al. 2014; 
Chesterman et al. 2019; Bartolucci et al. 2022; Adego 2022). 

Summarized from the studies by Barzin (2012), Islam (2017), and Abiddin et al. (2022), the examples 
of approaches utilized by NGOs in agricultural and rural development interventions include 1) capacity 
building through training programs for farmers and rural communities on sustainable agricultural 
practices, natural resource management, and entrepreneurship; 2) community empowerment by 
facilitating the formation of farmer groups or cooperatives to enhance collective bargaining power, 
access to credit, and marketing opportunities; 3) advocacy and policy influence by advocating policy 
changes and influencing decision-making processes concerning land rights, sustainable agriculture, and 
rural development; and 4) sustainable livelihoods by promoting diverse and sustainable livelihood 
strategies such as agroforestry, livestock husbandry, and activities for increasing non-agricultural 
income. 

The private sector, including agribusiness companies and investors, also plays a crucial role in 
agricultural and rural development interventions in Indonesia. The bottom-up approach is adopted by 
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the private sector in these interventions to empower local communities, enhance their livelihoods, and 
promote sustainable and inclusive rural development (Thorpe and Maestre 2015). Examples of bottom-
up approaches utilized by the private sector in agricultural and rural development interventions 
encompass 1) value chain development, involving investments in supply chain infrastructure to enhance 
market access and value addition; 2) engaging smallholder farmers through contract farming 
arrangements providing inputs, technical assistance, and guaranteed markets; 3) investment and 
technology transfer, incorporating agricultural investments, adopting advanced farming technology, and 
promoting best practices to improve productivity and efficiency; and 4) market linkages, facilitating 
connections between smallholder farmers and buyers to enhance market access and income 
opportunities. 

The private sector plays a strategic role in accelerating agricultural development through corporate 
social responsibility (Iqbal and Sudaryanto 2008). According to McEwan et al. (2017) and 
Kamnoonwatana et al. (2018), the private sector utilizes a community development approach in local 
and national development. While the private sector can address some shortcomings of the public 
extension system, challenges are faced, including misuse of public funds, inadequate farmer 
accountability, unfair service provision, inadequate quality, and limited coverage of various farmer needs 
(Feder et al. 2011). 

3.2. Dryland agricultural development: concept, actors, and challenges 

3.2.1. Farming and livelihoods of dryland farmers 

About 60% of dryland areas are situated in developing countries (Parr et al. 1990). In Indonesia, the 
dryland area reaches approximately 144.47 million hectares (about 88.7% of the total agricultural land 
area) (Kementerian Pertanian 2022). Drylands are regions with low rainfall (less than 2,000 mm per 
year) and limited soil moisture, making agriculture in these areas highly dependent on weather 
uncertainties, particularly rainfall (FAO n.d; Stewart 2016). In this concept, dryland farming comprises 
two aspects: dryland agriculture (plantations) and home gardens, both with distinct characteristics. In 
Javanese terminology, home gardens are referred to as gardens within a home (Li 2002). In the context 
of dryland in Lampung, Kusworo (2013) uses the term "tegalan" for dryland and "irrigated fields" for 
paddy fields. Li (2002) describes "irrigated fields" or rain-fed fields, typically planted with rice. Meanwhile, 
"tegalan" or "tegal" refers to dry fields that are more or less permanently cultivated. Levang's 1989 
survey highlighted that irrigated fields, gardens, perennial shoots, and dry fields with annual food crops 
were the primary farming systems in Lampung in the 1980s. These systems were often practiced as 
mixed farming (Kusworo 2013) . 

The concept of dryland agricultural development is multifaceted, encompassing sustainable 
practices, water use efficiency, and crop diversification. Shangyou et al. (1997) and  Shehrawat and 
Singh (2003) both emphasize the importance of sustainable agriculture, with Shehrawat highlighting the 
economic and social aspects and Shang-you focusing on water use efficiency and diverse crop 
products. Yu-fen (2014) further explores the potential for dryland agricultural development in 
northwestern China, emphasizing the need for comprehensive development, diversified business 
operations, and policy and engineering support. Stewart and Thapa (2016) underscores the challenges 
of dryland farming, including the need for water conservation, sustainable crop yields, and the adoption 
of conservation agriculture. These studies collectively underscore the importance of sustainable 
practices, water use efficiency, and crop diversification in dryland agricultural development. 

In studies of dryland agriculture, the focus is on exploring cultural aspects and their dynamics. For 
instance, studies such as Bustan et al. (2020) explore the Manggarai culture, indicating that the cultural 
function of Manggarai identity has changed with the community's dynamics. This includes changes 
within the dryland agricultural system, such as variations in the name and form of agricultural land, the 
number and types of cultivated land, land preparation techniques, crop varieties, and seasonal 
classification taxonomy (Bustan et al. 2020). In the North Central Timor District, cultural changes within 
dryland agriculture are also evident. Sasi (2022) describes how the atoni pah meto, which consists of 
eighteen rituals of farming, five work patterns, gender-based work division, and work ethic, have shifted 
due to interactions with other nationalities, ethnicities, and global climate change, influencing the 
agricultural rituals, work patterns, work division, and work ethic. Climate change has significantly 
impacted the existence and culture of farmers, particularly in terms of farming rituals, work patterns, 
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division of labor, and work ethics, influencing the sustainability of agriculture and the livelihoods of rural 
communities. 

In West Timor, Tjoe (2016) studied the role of tribal communities and customary law in the 
sustainable livelihoods in dryland subsistence corn cultivation. Findings indicate that the clan system 
and customary law play a role in reducing livelihood vulnerability by managing community forest 
resources and preserving members' rights to access agricultural land and natural resources. This aligns 
with the findings of Neely et al. (2009) that the recognition of traditional resource use affects their access 
to resources and economic and social development and reduces the impacts of drought and climate 
change. As Scoones suggests, during the dry season, long-term pressures on asset ownership and 
investment strategies influence production and consumption patterns, resulting in shifts in vulnerability 
levels (Scoones 1996). 

van Ginkel et al. (2013) state that dryland agriculture involves a complex mix of productive 
components: staple crops, vegetables, livestock, trees, and fish that are interconnected and interact, 
especially in cultivated areas and water flows. Managing risk and enhancing productivity through 
sustainable diversification and intensification are crucial to secure and improve rural livelihoods. 
Intercropping systems play a role in improving agroecosystems, increasing productivity, and farming 
income (Prasmatiwi et al. 2023), contributing to the improvement of farmers' livelihoods (Ulukan et al. 
2022). 

Rana et al. (2001) and Matusso and Mucheru-Muna (2014) assert that intercropping is fundamentally 
a system for small-scale and dryland farmers. There's plenty of evidence that small-scale farmers are 
problem solvers who are adaptive, experimental, and experts in devising innovative survival strategies 
(Beckford et al. 2007). For instance, in Africa, intercropping of coffee-banana (van Asten et al. 2011), 
cereal-legumes (Matusso and Mucheru-Muna 2014), labor-efficient maize-based systems in China 
(Hong et al. 2019), and maize-legumes in Tanzania (Nassary et al. 2020) are far more beneficial for 
small-scale farmers than monoculture. The primary reasons small-scale farmers practice intercropping 
are flexibility, profit maximization, risk minimization, soil conservation and fertility enhancement, weed 
management, and pest and disease control (Matusso and Mucheru-Muna 2014; Mthembu et al. 2019). 

3.2.2. Actors and challenges in dryland agricultural development 

Dryland agriculture, particularly in India and China, faces significant challenges in terms of low 
productivity, inadequate support, and the threat of climate change (Guo-qin 2008; Nagaraj 2013). Small 
and marginal farmers are the primary contributors to this sector, and their livelihoods are at risk due to 
these challenges (Nagaraj 2015). To address these issues, there is a need for the development and 
adoption of new production technologies, along with institutional, infrastructural, and policy interventions 
(Nagaraj 2013). Additionally, the reorientation of public policies, better targeting of development 
interventions, and the promotion of water as a catalyst for development are crucial for the sustainable 
growth of dryland agriculture (Bantilan et al. 2006). 

Moving forward, Indonesia is expected to become increasingly reliant on dryland agriculture 
(Rejekiningrum et al. 2022). Efficient water usage is a primary focus in dryland agriculture. One strategy 
to enhance the productivity of dryland is through implementing a dryland climate water management 
approach (Haryati 2014; Heryani and Rejekiningrum 2020). This approach aims to support food self-
sufficiency and involves various aspects such as water management, balanced fertilization, organic 
material management, soil amelioration and conservation, integration of crops and livestock, and 
strengthening farmer institutions (Haryati 2014; Heryani and Rejekiningrum 2020). The application of 
water-efficient irrigation is crucial under conditions of water scarcity. Tillage up to depths of about 20 to 
30 cm has been widely employed in dryland agriculture as an effective method for rainfall (Stewart et al. 
2006).  

The dynamics of dryland agricultural development in various countries, including Indonesia, often 
involve the role of livestock in improving land fertility and providing an additional source of income for 
farmers, especially those with small plots of land. Livestock, particularly in smallholder farming systems, 
play a crucial role in enhancing land fertility and providing additional income sources (Arriaga-Jordán 
and Pearson 2004). However, the sector's growth must be managed to minimize environmental impact 
(Herrero et al. 2013). Forage-based studies in developing countries have shown the potential of forages 
in improving agricultural productivity and livestock nutrition (Ates et al. 2018). In Indonesia, small-scale 
cattle raising has been identified as a viable source of livelihood, especially in areas with rising urban 
demand for beef (Priyanti et al. 2015). 
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Dryland agriculture confronts various obstacles, including water scarcity, land degradation, and 
inadequate technology dissemination (Bantilan et al. 2006). Bantilan et al. (2006) and Farooq and 
Siddique (2016) stress the importance of water management, crop diversification, and institutional 
innovations to overcome these challenges. In India, pivotal for dryland agriculture, interventions 
encompass technological, institutional, infrastructural, and policy measures to enhance productivity 
(Nagaraj 2013). These efforts should prioritize new production technologies, efficient input delivery, and 
market connections. Despite these hurdles, dryland agriculture holds substantial promise in providing 
sustenance and livelihoods (Farooq and Siddique 2016). 

Dryland agriculture faces numerous challenges, including unsustainable crop yields, frequent 
droughts, and soil erosion (Farooq and Siddique 2016). These challenges are exacerbated by poverty, 
malnutrition, and lack of infrastructure (Bantilan et al. 2006). To address these issues, there is a need 
for innovative water management, crop diversification, and better targeting of development interventions 
(Bantilan et al. 2006). The development and adoption of new production technologies, along with 
institutional, infrastructural, and policy support, are also crucial (Nagaraj 2015). However, the threat of 
climate change and the rise in non-farm wages further complicate the sustainability of dryland agriculture 
(Nagaraj 2015). 

3.3. Crop diversification and the dynamics of dryland crop commodity switching: a challenge 

Sustainability in dryland agriculture is challenging due to various constraints such as poor soil fertility, 
inadequate irrigation facilities, moisture stress, small land ownership, and limited agricultural investment 
(Sagar 2020). Intercropping is a fitting choice to maximize productivity in drylands. It's considered an 
environmentally sustainable and economically beneficial cropping system (Fung et al. 2019; Glaze-
Corcoran et al. 2020; Khanal et al. 2021; Ariyanto 2023a). Intercropping has proven to have advantages 
over monoculture systems in drylands. Kaizan et al. (2014) found that intercropping coffee in the Way 
Kanan District had better feasibility and land surplus than coffee monoculture. Intercropping contributes 
to sustainable food systems for rural farmers (Mthembu et al. 2019; Fung et al. 2019; Daryanto et al. 
2020). 

Crop rotation and diversification are fundamental strategies in agricultural diversification. In addition 
to diversification, another strategy employed by farmers to enhance their well-being is transitioning 
between cultivated crops. This entails the shift from one crop to another, which has been observed in 
various instances: coffee being replaced by rubber and citrus, rubber transitioning to oil palm and corn. 
Similarly, damar and candlenut crops are being substituted with cocoa, which in turn switches to pepper. 
Another example includes the shift from rice cultivation to sugarcane. These transitions signify changes 
in agricultural commodity crops in dryland areas involving both monoculture and intercropping practices. 

The study on transitioning from coffee to rubber farming conducted by Kaizan et al. (2014) in the 
Way Kanan District, specifically analyzing smallholder coffee plantations, revealed that rubber farmers 
exhibited better viability than coffee farmers. Additionally, the surplus land used in rubber farming was 
larger than in coffee farming. The harvest period and prices were the most significant external factors 
influencing the shift from coffee to rubber farming. Internally, significant influential factors were farmer 
income, land size, livestock experience, and farmer age. 

In another case, the shift from rubber to oil palm and maize was explored. For instance, findings from 
Harahap (2018) in North Sumatra revealed that the profitability of oil palm cultivation was higher than 
that of rubber. Rubber had low attractiveness and moderate competitiveness, while oil palm was highly 
attractive and competitive. Factors such as high rainfall, labor usage, investment costs, harvest duration, 
production costs, and selling prices influenced the decision to switch from rubber to oil palm. 
Additionally, Suliandari and Hidayat (2019) studied the replacement of rubber with maize in Subang and 
Purwakarta. Their findings suggested that this change was financially feasible under the assumption of 
normal productivity levels and prices. 

The transition from coffee to citrus was examined in a study by Samosir (2015) in North Sumatra, 
revealing that production factors, prices (income), land size, knowledge (education), and farming 
experience were contributing factors causing coffee farmers to shift to citrus cultivation. Regarding the 
shift to cocoa cultivation in Lampung Selatan, Rajagukguk et al. (2018) studied the changes in plant 
composition and planting patterns in damar agroforestry to cocoa agroforestry. According to the real 
livelihood choice theory by Gladwin, their findings suggested that the change was influenced by income, 
production sustainability, gestation periods, maintenance and harvesting convenience, local knowledge, 
and the parent plant's tolerance when cultivated with other plants. The predominant planting pattern 
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involved cocoa as the primary crop alongside cloves, bitter beans, local fruit, and durian. Another pattern 
was a combination of damar as the main crop with cloves, durian, coconut, and bitter beans. In Gayo 
Lues District, Aceh, Halimah (2013) reported that factors influencing the transition from candlenut to 
chocolate cultivation were predominantly prices and income, while capital did not impact it. 

In another scenario, Zulkarnain and Sukmayanto (2019) reported that the factors influencing farmers' 
decisions to switch from cocoa cultivation to pepper plants in East Lampung District included the farmer's 
age, family dependence, farming experience, and income. Additionally, in the case of shifting from 
longan to avocado, the decision was rationally influenced by easier maintenance, high economic value, 
stable and profitable sales for farmers (Arsi et al. 2021). Transitioning to a global case, in Thailand, 
Suchato et al. (2021) examined the shift from rice farming to sugarcane cultivation, finding that the size 
of land, experience in crop conversion, sugarcane prices, household assets, and assured sugarcane 
prices significantly affected farmers' land-use decisions. However, farmers' concerns about cash flow 
and their ability to access the sugarcane market critically reduced their likelihood of shifting to sugarcane 
production. They also tended to plant sugarcane when climatic conditions and soil fertility supported it. 

In Indonesia, dryland agriculture plays a significant role in ensuring food security and generating 
income for rural communities. However, it faces numerous challenges, including climate change, soil 
degradation, and limited access to resources and technology. Understanding the current state of dryland 
agriculture and the livelihoods of dryland farmers is crucial for developing effective strategies to enhance 
their resilience and sustainability. As per study Haileslassie et al. (2016), dryland areas host diverse 
agricultural systems, each with unique livelihood assets and farming practices. Therefore, this final 
literature review emphasizes the livelihoods of dryland farmers. 

In general, most literature examines farmers' livelihoods in dryland areas by analyzing food insecurity 
due to climate change and food resilience to alleviate rural poverty. Agricultural sustainability is a 
prerequisite for poverty reduction and food insecurity. Food availability is closely tied to food resilience 
and the sustainability of dryland agriculture. In East Nusa Tenggara, Riptanti et al. (2021) reported that 
sustainable management of dryland agriculture plays a crucial role in food-insecure areas. To enhance 
the sustainability of managing dryland agriculture in the future, several strategies have been applied. 
These include the involvement  of financial institutions, group-based agricultural management patterns, 
agricultural insurance programs, the utilization of agricultural livestock waste (Riptanti et al. 2021), 
utilizing government and environmental inputs, reducing family resource inputs, using appropriate 
agricultural system models, leveraging government policies, enhancing output, and strengthening 
household food resilience among farmers (Riptanti et al. 2022). 

Similarly, in Gunungkidul, research by Antriyandarti et al. (2023) shows that household food 
resilience remains low due to malnutrition and food insecurity. Hence, households in dryland farming 
areas need support from local government or private entities to receive information on managing 
expenses and ensuring good nutrition to improve food resilience. Collaboration among farmer 
communities, the government, and academia is considered an alternative approach to poverty 
alleviation. Agricultural intensification on land while curbing population growth (Ayu et al. 2022) is 
suggested. Strategies for adapting to climate change are vital for sustainable food resilience (Murniati 
and Mutolib 2020). Additionally, studies by Robinson et al. (2015) and Tui et al. (2021) demonstrate that 
sustainable agricultural intensification in dryland areas impacts food resilience and livelihoods. 

Sustainable agricultural practices involve various approaches, and one key approach for sustainable 
agricultural development is crop diversification. Crop rotation is one of the practices of crop 
diversification in dryland farming. Crop diversification can enhance resilience by mitigating disease 
outbreaks and supporting crop production against the greater variability in climate and extreme events 
(Lin 2011; Tesfaye and Seifu 2016), while also enhancing ecosystem services in agriculture (Alcon et 
al. 2020). 

Crop diversification has implications for enhancing crop productivity, income, food security, and 
household nutrition (Schroth and Ruf 2014; Makate et al. 2016; Barman et al. 2022). It provides a better 
condition for food security, enabling farmers to grow surplus products for sale in the market and improve 
household income. Diversification can also manage price risks by assuming that not all products will 
experience low market prices simultaneously, thereby enhancing the profitability of farming communities 
(Khanam et al. 2018). 

 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

43 

4. Conclusions and policy implications 

In Indonesia, the state actors have primarily implemented a top-down approach in agricultural and rural 
development interventions. NGOs play a significant role in Indonesia's agricultural and rural 
development interventions, employing various participatory approaches to engage local communities. 
The private sector also plays a crucial role in these interventions, often utilizing bottom-up approaches 
involving local communities. This has implications for rural agricultural development, emphasizing the 
importance of decentralized, participatory, and public-private partnership approaches. Additionally, 
both horizontal and vertical coordination between institutions and the government is necessary for 
agricultural development. 

It is crucial to acknowledge indigenous practices in natural resource management. Recognizing 
these can impact communities' socio-economic development and their ability to address environmental 
challenges such as drought and climate change. Prior findings underscore the need for participatory 
and inclusive approaches involving local communities in decision-making processes related to natural 
resource management in dryland areas. 

Crop diversification characterizes farming practices in drylands and is prevalent in small-scale 
agriculture. Many studies have found that crop diversification is superior compared to monoculture. 
Crop diversification has proven beneficial for improving agroecosystems in dryland agriculture, 
enhancing productivity, increasing income, minimizing risks, improving soil fertility, and furthering 
sustainable food security for rural farmers. 

Dryland agriculture is highly open to transitions in the types of crops farmers cultivate. Farmers 
switch crop types due to factors like profitability, pricing, income, and farming experience. These 
rational factors guide farmers' choices in cultivating crops in dryland contexts, shaped by environmental 
and economic factors. 

Dryland agriculture is heterogeneous and unique in its farming practices. It is closely related to 
livelihood issues as it's highly vulnerable to climate change. This vulnerability leads to food insecurity, 
contributing to poverty in rural areas. Hence, sustainable management of dryland farming systems is 
crucial, necessitating synergy between the central government, local authorities, agricultural 
institutions, farming communities, and financial institutions to achieve sustainable food security in 
drylands. 

References 

Abiddin NZ, Ibrahim I, Abdul Aziz SA. 2022. The role of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) for community 
development: way forward. J Manag Inf Decis Sci. 25(2):1–10. 

Adego T. 2022. Characterizing and tailoring climate change adaptation practices into a diversified agroecosystem: 
an evidence from smallholder farmers in Ethiopia. Environ Dev Sustain. 24(11):13173–13197. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/s10668-021-01986-w 

Alatas V, Banerjee A, Hanna R, Olken BA, Tobias J. 2012. Targeting the poor: evidence from a field experiment in 
Indonesia. Am Econ Rev. 102(4):1206–1240. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.102.4.1206 

Alcon F, Marín-Miñano C, Zabala JA, de-Miguel M-D, Martínez-Paz JM. 2020. Valuing diversification benefits 
through intercropping in Mediterranean agroecosystems: a choice experiment approach. Ecol Econ. 
171:106593. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106593 

Ambarwati A, Harahap RA, Sadoko I, White B. 2016. Land tenure and agrarian structure in regions of small-scale 
food production. In: McCarthy JF, Robinson K, editors. Land and development in Indonesia: Searching for the 
People’s Sovereignty [Internet]. Singapore: ISEAS–Yusof Ishak Institute; [accessed 2023 May 6]; p. 265–294. 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/land-and-development-in-indonesia/land-tenure-and-agrarian-
structure-in-regions-of-smallscale-food-production/8253DF73DDED01E94769B0B8C38C6DCB 

Antlöv H. 2003. Negara dalam desa: patronase kepemimpinan lokal. Yogyakarta: Pondok Pustaka Jogja. 

Antriyandarti E, Barokah U, Rahayu W, Laia DH, Asami A. 2023. Factors associated with food security of dryland 
farm households in the Karst Mountains of Gunungkidul Indonesia. Sustainability. 15(11):8782. https://doi.org/ 
10.3390/su15118782 

Antriyandarti E, Fajarningsih RU, Agustono, Darsono, Marwanti S, Supardi S, Sutrisno J, Ferichani M, Barokah U, 
Rahayu W, et al. 2018. Poverty alleviation system of dryland farm community in karst mountains Gunungkidul, 
Indonesia. IOP Conf Ser Earth Environ Sci. 200(1):012062. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/200/1/012062 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

44 

Ariyanto K. 2023a. Assessing the implications of agricultural development from the perspective of sustainable 
livelihoods: a case study in the dryland farming community of Singosari, Lampung. Masy J Sosiologi. 28(2):1-
26. https://doi.org/10.7454/MJS.v28i2.13566 

Ariyanto K. 2023b. Literature review: urban poverty in a sociological perspective. Antroposen J Soc Stud Hum. 
2(1):24–32. https://doi.org/10.33830/antroposen.v2i1.5047 

Arriaga-Jordán CM, Pearson RA. 2004. The contribution of livestock to smallholder livelihoods: the situation in 
Mexico. BSAP Occas Publ. 33:99–115. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1463981500041698 

Arsi AA, Fatimah N, Luthfi A, Tohari A, Saputri RWA, Paramita Y. 2021. From longan to avocado: economic strategy 
of farmers in agricultural business in Bandungan District Central Java. Adv Soc Sci Educ Humanit Res. 587:17–
20. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.210918.004 

Assadi H, Dharmawan AH, Adiwibowo S. 2009. Independensi lembaga swadaya masyarakat (LSM) di tengah 
kepentingan donor. Sodality J Sosiol Pedesaan. 3(2): 231-258. https://doi.org/10.22500/sodality.v3i2.5864 

van Asten PJA, Wairegi LWI, Mukasa D, Uringi NO. 2011. Agronomic and economic benefits of coffee–banana 
intercropping in Uganda’s smallholder farming systems. Agric Syst. 104(4):326–334. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.agsy.2010.12.004 

Ates S, Cicek H, Bell LW, Norman HC, Mayberry DE, Kassam S, Hannaway DB, Louhaichi M. 2018. Sustainable 
development of smallholder crop-livestock farming in developing countries. IOP Conf Ser Earth Environ Sci. 
142(1):012076. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/142/1/012076 

Ayu C, Sari NMW, Wuryantoro, Ibrahim. 2022. The contribution of the carrying capacity of dry land agriculture to 
the socio-economic level of farming communities in west Lombok Regency. IOP Conf Ser Earth Environ Sci. 
1107(1):012108. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/1107/1/012108 

Bantilan MCS, Anand Babu P, Anupama GV, Deepthi H, Padmaja R. 2006. Dryland agriculture: dynamics, 
challenges and priorities. MPRA Paper [Internet]. [accessed 2024 May 10]. https://ideas.repec.org/p/pra/ 
mprapa/16423.html 

Barman A, Saha P, Patel S, Bera A, Barman A, Saha P, Patel S, Bera A. 2022. Crop diversification an effective 
strategy for sustainable agriculture development. In: Meena VS, Choudary M, Yadav, RP, editors. Sustainable 
crop production - recent advances. Rijeka: IntechOpen; p. 1-18. https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.102635 

Bartolucci A, Marconi M, Magni M, Pierdicca R, Malandra F, Ho TC, Vitali A, Urbinati C. 2022. Combining 
participatory mapping and geospatial analysis techniques to assess wildfire risk in rural North Vietnam. Environ 
Manage. 69:466–479. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-021-01582-8 

Barzin Y. 2012. The role of NGOs in rural Vietnam: a case study and critique. BMC Proc. 6(Suppl 4):P54. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1753-6561-6-S4-P54 

Beckford C, Barker D, Bailey S. 2007. Adaptation, innovation and domestic food production in Jamaica: some 
examples of survival strategies of small-scale farmers. Singap J Trop Geogr. 28(3):273–286. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9493.2007.00301.x 

Budhi GS. 2008. Escalating people’s participation in rural development through GO-NGO collaboration. Forum 
Penelit Agro Ekon. 26(1):58–70. https://doi.org/10.21082/fae.v26n1.2008.58-70 

Bustan F, Mahur A, Kabelan AH. 2020. Karakteristik dan dinamika sistem pertanian lahan kering dalam kebudayaan 
Manggarai. J Lazuardi. 3(1):344–367. https://doi.org/10.53441/jl.Vol3.Iss1.25 

Byerlee D, de Janvry A, Sadoulet E. 2009. Agriculture for development: toward a new paradigm. Annu Rev Resour 
Econ. 1(1):15–31. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.resource.050708.144239 

Chadfield SJ, Wei Y, Lieske SN. 2024. Water sensitive communities: a systematic review with a complex adaptive 
systems perspective. J Environ Plan Manag. 67(1):1-27. https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2022.2147421 

Chesterman NS, Entwistle J, Chambers MC, Liu H-C, Agrawal A, Brown DG. 2019. The effects of trainings in soil 
and water conservation on farming practices, livelihoods, and land-use intensity in the Ethiopian highlands. Land 
Use Policy. 87:104051. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.104051 

Chowdhury SR, Islam MR. 2024. Revitalizing community empowerment: harnessing the synergy of faith-based 
NGOs and Laverack’s domain approach. Community Dev J. :bsae018. https://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bsae018 

Daryanto S, Fu B, Zhao W, Wang S, Jacinthe P-A, Wang L. 2020. Ecosystem service provision of grain legume 
and cereal intercropping in Africa. Agric Syst. 178:102761. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.102761 

David AK. 2012. The challenges of agriculture and rural development in Africa: the case of Nigeria. Int J Acad Res 
Progress Educ Dev. 1(3):45–61. 

Dumasari D. 2020. Pembangunan pertanian: mendahulukan yang tertinggal. Yogyakarta: Pustaka Pelajar.  



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

45 

Ellis F, Biggs S. 2001. Evolving themes in rural development 1950s-2000s. Dev Policy Rev. 19(4):437–448. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00143 

Ewoti JB. 2024. Food security, food insecurity, and international law.  GCILS Working Paper Series. Vol. 18 
(January 2024). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4709310 

Fadlina IM, Supriyono B, Soeaidy S. 2013. Perencanaan pembangunan pertanian berkelanjutan (Kajian tentang 
pengembangan pertanian organik di Kota Batu). Indones J Environ Sustain Dev. 4(1):43-57.  

[FAO] Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2013. Technical guidance for involving non-state 
actors in the country programming framework (CPF). Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations. 

[FAO] Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2019. Transforming food and agriculture to achieve 
the SDGs: 20 interconnected actions to guide decision-makers - Revised edition [Internet]. Rome, Italy: FAO; 
[accessed 2023 May 5]. https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/ca1612en 

[FAO] Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. What are drylands? Dryland forestry [Internet]. 
Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations; [accessed 2023 Jul 26]. 
https://www.fao.org/dryland-forestry/background/what-are-drylands/en/ 

Farooq M, Siddique KHM. 2016. Research and developmental issues in dryland agriculture. In: Farooq M, Siddique 
KHM, editors. Innovations in dryland agriculture [Internet]. Cham: Springer International Publishing; [accessed 
2024 May 10]; p. 31–46. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-47928-6_2 

Feder G, Birner R, Anderson JR. 2011. The private sector’s role in agricultural extension systems: potential and 
limitations. J Agribus Dev Emerg Econ. 1(1):31–54. https://doi.org/10.1108/20440831111131505 

Feliciano D. 2019. A review on the contribution of crop diversification to sustainable development goal 1 “no poverty” 
in different world regions. Sustain Dev. 27(4):795–808. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.1923 

Fung KM, Tai APK, Yong T, Liu X, Lam H-M. 2019. Co-benefits of intercropping as a sustainable farming method 
for safeguarding both food security and air quality. Environ Res Lett. 14(4):044011. https://doi.org/10.1088/ 
1748-9326/ aafc8b 

Galasso E, Ravallion M. 2005. Decentralized targeting of an antipoverty program. J Public Econ. 89(4):705–727. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2003.01.002 

Gibbens M, Schoeman C. 2020. Planning for sustainable livelihood development in the context of rural South Africa: 
a micro-level approach. T Reg Plan. 76:14–28. https://doi.org/10.18820/2415-0495/trp76i1.2 

van Ginkel M, Sayer J, Sinclair F, Aw-Hassan A, Bossio D, Craufurd P, El Mourid M, Haddad N, Hoisington D, 
Johnson N, et al. 2013. An integrated agro-ecosystem and livelihood systems approach for the poor and 
vulnerable in dry areas. Food Sec. 5(6):751–767. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-013-0305-5 

Glaze-Corcoran S, Hashemi M, Sadeghpour A, Jahanzad E, Keshavarz Afshar R, Liu X, Herbert SJ. 2020. Chapter 
Five - Understanding intercropping to improve agricultural resiliency and environmental sustainability. In: Sparks 
DL, editor. Advances in Agronomy. Vol. 162. Cambridge: Academic Press; p. 199–256. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.agron.2020.02.004 

Guo-qin H. 2008. Development of dryland agriculture in hilly region of southeastern China. Guangdong Agric Sci 
[Internet]. [accessed 2024 May 10]. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Development-of-Dryland-
Agriculture-in-Hilly-Region-Guo-qin/9c32eaf4db6da29611e9ba687b3c4a52c585af4f 

Hadiz VR. 2004. Decentralization and democracy in Indonesia: a critique of neo-institutionalist perspectives. Dev 
Change. 35(4):697–718. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0012-155X.2004.00376.x 

Haileslassie A, Craufurd P, Thiagarajah R, Kumar S, Whitbread A, Rathor A, Blummel M, Ericsson P, Kakumanu 
KR. 2016. Empirical evaluation of sustainability of divergent farms in the dryland farming systems of India. Ecol 
Indic. 60:710–723. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2015.08.014 

Halimah S. 2013. Faktor-faktor penyebab penggantian tanaman kemiri menjadi tanaman coklat di Desa Gumpang 
Lempuh Kecamatan Putri Betung Kabupaten Gayo Lues [skripsi]. Medan: Universitas Medan.  

Harahap S. 2018. Analisis finansial konversi tanaman karet (Hevea brasiliensis) menjadi tanaman kelapa sawit 
(Elais guinensis Jacq) pengaruhnya terhadap daya saing dan daya tarik di Kebun Batang Toru PT Perkebunan 
Nusantara III [skripsi]. Yogyakarta: Universitas Pembangunan Nasional “Veteran” Yogyakarta. 

Haryati U. 2014. Teknologi irigasi suplemen untuk adaptasi perubahan iklim pada pertanian lahan kering [Internet]. 
[accessed 2023 May 12]. https://repository.pertanian.go.id/handle/123456789/2316 

Haug R. 1999. From integrated rural development to sustainable livelihoods: what is the role of food and agriculture? 
Forum Dev Stud. 26(2):181–201. https://doi.org/10.1080/08039410.1999.9666109 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

46 

Herrero M, Grace D, Njuki J, Johnson N, Enahoro D, Silvestri S, Rufino MC. 2013. The roles of livestock in 
developing countries. Animal. 7:3–18. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731112001954 

Heryani N, Hidrologi BPA dan, Rejekiningrum P, Hidrologi BPA dan. 2020. Pengembangan pertanian lahan kering 
iklim kering melalui implementasi panca kelola lahan [Internet]. [accessed 2023 May 12]. https://repository. 
pertanian.go.id/handle/123456789/10997 

Hong Y, Heerink N, Zhao M, van der Werf W. 2019. Intercropping contributes to a higher technical efficiency in 
smallholder farming: Evidence from a case study in Gaotai County, China. Agric Syst. 173:317–324. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.03.007 

Hooks G. 2016. The sociology of development handbook. California: University of California Press. 

Iqbal M, Sudaryanto T. 2008. Tanggungjawab sosial perusahaan (corporate social responsibility) dalam perspektif 
kebijakan pembangunan pertanian. Anal Kebijak Pertan. 6(2):155–173. https://doi.org/10.21082/akp.v6n2. 
2008. 155-173 

Islam MR. 2017. Non-governmental organisation global community empowerment projects in Bangladesh: how do 
these fit the local context? Local Econ. 32(7):763–777. https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094217734 

Jamal E. 2008. Kajian kritis terhadap pelaksanaan pembangunan perdesaan di Indonesia. Forum Penelit Agro 
Ekon. 26(2):92–102. https://doi.org/10.21082/fae.v26n2.2008.92-102 

Kaizan K, Arifin B, Santoso H. 2014. Kelayakan finansial dan nilai ekonomi lahan (land rent) pada penggantian 
usahatani kopi menjadi karet di Kabupaten Way Kanan Provinsi Lampung. J Ilmu Ilmu Agribisnis. 2(4):308–
3015. https://doi.org/10.23960/jiia.v2i4.984 

Kamnoonwatana N, Wongamphaiwit O, Asvanund A. 2018. The new role of the private sector in community 
development: a case study in artisanal fishery communities in Thailand. Eur J Sustain Dev. 7(3):99–99. 
https://doi.org/10.14207/ejsd.2018.v7n3p99 

Kementerian Pertanian. 2020. Rencana strategis Kementerian Pertanian tahun 2020-2024 [Internet]. Jakarta: 
Kementerian Pertanian;  [accessed 2023 May 6]. https://repository.pertanian.go.id/handle/123456789/13915 

Kementerian Pertanian. 2022a. Kebijakan dan peran kementerian pertanian dalam pemberdayaan petani [Internet]. 
Jakarta: Kementerian Pertanian; [accessed 2023 Jul 27].  https://pusdik.mkri.id/index.php?page=web. 
Download2&id=1408 

Kementerian Pertanian. 2022b. Potensi lahan kering dalam peningkatan produksi padi nasional [Internet]. Jakarta: 
Kementerian Pertanian; [accessed 2023 Jul 27]. https://tanamanpangan.pertanian.go.id/detil-konten/iptek/56 

Khanal U, Stott KJ, Armstrong R, Nuttall JG, Henry F, Christy BP, Mitchell M, Riffkin PA, Wallace AJ, McCaskill M, 
et al. 2021. Intercropping—evaluating the advantages to broadacre systems. Agriculture. 11(5):453. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11050453 

Khanam R, Bhaduri D, Nayak AK. 2018. Crop diversification: an important way-out for doubling farmers’ income. 
Indian Farming. 68:31–32. 

Konvitz J. 2001. The OECD territorial outlook 2001 - OECD [Internet]. [accessed 2023 May 13]. 
https://www.oecd.org/newsroom/theoecdterritorialoutlook2001.htm 

Kühling M, Alamsyah Z, Sibhatu KT. 2022. Agrarian change, livelihood dynamics and welfare outcomes: evidence 
from plantation crop farmers in Indonesia. J Environ Manage. 311:114864. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.114864 

Kusworo A. 2013. Pursuing livelihoods, imagining development Smallholders in Highland Lampung, Indonesia: 
smallholders in highland Lampung, Indonesia. Canberra: ANU Press. https://doi.org/10.22459/PLID.01.2014 

de Laiglesia J. 2006. Institutional bottlenecks for agricultural development: a stock-taking exercise based on 
evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa. OECD Development Centre Working Papers No. 248. Paris: OECD 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/671788081061 

Lestari DEG. 2020. Peran komunikasi dalam proses modernisasi masyarakat desa pertanian. Satwika  Kaji Ilmu 
Budaya Perubahan Sos. 4(2):150–156. https://doi.org/10.22219/satwika.v4i2.14108 

Lewis BD. 2015. Decentralising to villages in Indonesia: money (and other) mistakes. Public Adm Dev. 35(5):347–
359. https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.1741 

Li TM. 2002. Proses transformasi daerah pedalaman di Indonesia. Jakarta: Yayasan Obor Indonesia. 

Li TM. 2012. The will to improve: perencanaan, kekuasaan, dan pembangunan di Indonesia. Jakarta: Marjin Kiri. 

Lin BB. 2011. Resilience in agriculture through crop diversification: adaptive management for environmental 
change. BioScience. 61(3):183–193. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2011.61.3.4 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

47 

Lopulisa C, Rismaneswati, Ramlan A, Suryani I. 2018. The emerging roles of agricultural insurance and farmers 
cooperatives on sustainable rice productions in Indonesia. IOP Conf Ser Earth Environ Sci. 157(1):012070. 
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/157/1/012070 

Luqman M, Ashraf S, Shahbaz B, Butt TM, Saqib R. 2021. Rural development through non-state actors in highlands 
of Pakistan. SAGE Open. 11(2):21582440211007126. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211007126 

Makate C, Wang R, Makate M, Mango N. 2016. Crop diversification and livelihoods of smallholder farmers in 
Zimbabwe: adaptive management for environmental change. SpringerPlus. 5(1):1135. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40064-016-2802-4 

Mansuri G, Rao V. 2013. Localizing development: does participation work? [Internet]. Washington: The World Bank 
Group; [accessed 2023 May 5]. https://econpapers.repec.org/bookchap/wbkwbpubs/11859.htm 

Marinov P. 2019. Index of localization of agricultural holdings and employees in the rural areas of the South Central 
Region for Bulgaria. Bulg J Agric Sci. 25(3):464–467.  

Matusso J, Mucheru-Muna M. 2014. Potential role of cereal-legume intercropping systems in integrated soil fertility 
management in smallholder farming systems of Sub-Saharan Africa. Research Journal of Agriculture and 
Environmental Management. 3(3):162–174. 

McEwan C, Mawdsley E, Banks G, Scheyvens R. 2017. Enrolling the Private Sector in Community Development: 
Magic Bullet or Sleight of Hand? Development and Change. 48(1):28–53. https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12283 

Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, Climate and Rural Resettlement Zimbabwe. 2018. Reimagining Zimbabwe’s 
Agricultural Sector: National Agriculture Policy Framework (2019-2030). Ministry of Lands, Agriculture, Water, 
Climate and Rural Resettlement Ngungunyana Building, Borrowdale Rd, Harare, Zimbabwe. 

Mthembu BE, Everson TM, Everson CS. 2019. Intercropping for enhancement and provisioning of ecosystem 
services in smallholder, rural farming systems in KwaZulu-Natal Province, South Africa: a review. Journal of 
Crop Improvement. 33(2):145–176. https://doi.org/10.1080/15427528.2018.1547806 

Munthe HM. 2010. Modernisasi dan perubahan sosial masyarakat dalam pembangunan pertanian: suatu tinjauan 
sosiologis [Internet]. [accessed 2023 Jun 17]. https://dupakdosen.usu.ac.id/handle/123456789/18660 

Murniati K, Mutolib A. 2020. The impact of climate change on the household food security of upland rice farmers in 
Sidomulyo, Lampung Province, Indonesia. Biodiversitas J Biol Divers [Internet]. [accessed 2024 Aug 3]; 21(8) 
3487−3493:. https://doi.org/10.13057/biodiv/d210809 

Mursalat A. 2022. Buku ajar pembangunan pertanian. Bandung: Media Sains Indonesia.  

Nagaraj N. 2013. Rapporteurs’ report: development of dryland agriculture: technological, institutional, infrastructural 
and policy imperatives. Indian J Agric Econ. 68(3):1–16. 

Nagaraj N. 2015. Dryland agriculture: technological, institutional, infrastructural and policy imperatives rapporteur  
[Internet]. [accessed 2024 May 10]. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Dryland-Agriculture-%3A-
Technological-%2C-Institutional-Nagaraj/6f2335afd097cbd4a083daa04026a5b8f80d9647 

Nassary EK, Baijukya F, Ndakidemi PA. 2020. Productivity of intercropping with maize and common bean over five 
cropping seasons on smallholder farms of Tanzania. Eur J Agron. 113:125964. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja. 
2019.125964 

Nasution A. 2016. Government decentralization program in Indonesia [Internet]. Tokyo: Asian Development Bank 
Institute; [accessed 2023 May 5]. https://www.adb.org/publications/government-decentralization-program-
Indonesia 

Neely C, Bunning S, Wilkes A. 2009. Review of evidence on drylands pastoral systems and climate change: 
implications and opportunities for mitigation and adaptation. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations. 

Parr JF, Stewart BA, Hornick SB, Singh RP. 1990. Improving the sustainability of dryland farming systems: a global 
perspective. In: Singh RP, Parr JF, Stewart BA, editors. Advances in soil science: dryland agriculture: strategies 
for sustainability. Vol. 13. New York: Springer. p. 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-8982-8_1 

Pender J. 2004. Development pathways for hillsides and highlands: some lessons from Central America and East 
Africa. Food Policy. 29(4):339–367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2004.07.005 

Pieterse J. 2010. Development theory: deconstructions/reconstructions. 2nd ed. London: Sage Publication Ltd. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446279083 

Prasmatiwi FE, Evizal R, Nawansih O, Rosanti N, Qurniati R, Sanjaya P. 2023. Keragaman tanaman dan 
sumbangan penerimaan tumpangsari kopi dan lada di Kabupaten Tanggamus Provinsi Lampung. J Agrotek 
Tropika. 11(1):45–53. https://doi.org/10.23960/jat.v11i1.6476 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

48 

Pretty J. 2006. Agroecological approaches to agricultural development. Washington: World Bank [Internet]. 
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/32db0802-455a-573a-a135-
1b4af4e0cc9c/content 

Priyanti A, Cramb R, Hanifah VW, Mahendri IG a. P. 2015. Small-scale cattle raising in East Java, Indonesia: a 
pathway out of poverty? Asia Pac Viewp. 56(3):335–350. https://doi.org/10.1111/apv.12094 

Purwandari H, Kolopaking LM, Tonny F. 2012. Perlawanan tersamar organisasi petani: sinergi antara kepentingan 
pembangunan dan kepentingan gerakan sosial. Sodality J Sosiol Pedesaan. 6(3):240−250. https://doi.org/ 
10.22500/sodality.v6i3.8019 

Pusat Kajian Anggaran Badan Keahlian DPR RI. 2021. Pandemi Covid-19 dan sektor pertanian: peningkatan ntp 
tidak sebanding dengan pdb sektor pertanian. Budg Issue Br Ind dan Pembang. 1:1–2. 

Rajagukguk CP, Febryano IG, Herwanti S. 2018. Perubahan komposisi jenis tanaman dan pola tanam pada 
pengelolaan agroforestri damar. J Sylva Lestari. 6(3):18–27. https://doi.org/10.23960/jsl3618-27 

Rana RS, Singh B, Negi SC. 2001. Management of maize/legume intercropping under mid-hill sub-humid 
conditions. Indian J Agric Res. 35(2):100–103. 

Rasahan CA. 1996. Indonesian agricultural policies: facing the 21st century. Paper presentation. The Second 
Conference of the Asian Society of Agricultural Economists; 1996 Aug 6-9; Bali, Indonesia 

Rejekiningrum P, Apriyana Y, Sutardi, Estiningtyas W, Sosiawan H, Susilawati HL, Hervani A, Alifia AD. 2022. 
Optimising water management in drylands to increase crop productivity and anticipate climate change in 
Indonesia. Sustainability. 14(18):11672. https://doi.org/10.3390/su141811672 

Riptanti E, Masyhuri M, Irham I, Suryantini A. 2022. The sustainability model of dryland farming in food-insecure 
regions: structural equation modeling (SEM) approach. Int J Sustain Dev Plan. 17:2033–2043. https://doi.org/ 
10.18280/ijsdp.170704 

Riptanti EW, Masyhuri M, Irham I, Suryantini A. 2021. The improvement of dryland farming sustainable 
management in food-insecure areas in East Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia. Bulg J Agric Sci. 27(5):829–837. 

Robinson LW, Ericksen P, Chesterman S, Worden J. 2015. Sustainable intensification in drylands: what resilience 
and vulnerability can tell us. Agric Syst.135:133−140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2015.01.005 

Rusastra IW, Sumaryanto F, Simatupang P. 2016. Agricultural development policy strategies for Indonesia: 
enhancing the contribution of agriculture to poverty reduction and food security. Forum Penelit Agro Ekon. 
23(2):84–101. https://doi.org/10.21082/fae.v23n2.2005.84-101 

Sagar M. 2020. Intercropping of small millets for agricultural sustainability in drylands: a review. Crop Res. 55(3 & 
4):162–171. https://doi.org/10.31830/2454-1761.2020.025 

Samosir D. 2015. Faktor-faktor penyebab petani kopi beralih ke tanaman jeruk di Desa Tanjung Beringin Kabupaten 
Dairi [skripsi] [Internet]. Medan: Universitas Medan; [accessed 2023 May 12]. http://digilib.unimed.ac.id/8129/ 

Sasi D. 2022. Perubahan budaya kerja pertanian lahan kering atoni pah meto di Kabupaten Timor Tengah Utara. 
Paradig J Kaji Budaya. 6(2):145–164. https://doi.org/10.17510/paradigma.v6i2.94 

Schroth G, Ruf F. 2014. Farmer strategies for tree crop diversification in the humid tropics. A review. Agron Sustain 
Dev. 34(1):139–154. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-013-0175-4 

Scoones I. 1996. Hazards and opportunities: farming livelihoods in dryland Africa Lessons from Zimbabwe. London: 
Zed Books [Internet]; [accessed 2023 Jun 16]. https://www.cabdirect.org/cabdirect/abstract/19986770645 

Setiani E, Purnama DH, Yanti M. 2019. Rasionalitas ekonomi petani kopi di Desa Padang Bindu Kecamatan 
Pasemah Air Keruh Kabupaten Empat Lawang. J Empirika. 4(2):152–173. https://doi.org/10.47753/je.v4i2.80 

Shangyou S, Tinglu F, Yong W. 1997. Comprehensive sustainable development of dryland agriculture in Northwest 
China. J Sustain Agric. 9(4):67–84. https://doi.org/10.1300/J064v09n04_06 

Shehrawat PS, Singh S, editors. 2003. Management of dryland sustainable agriculture. International Farm 
Management Association (IFMA) 14th Congress; 2003 Aug 10-15; Perth, Western Australia. Bristol: 
International Farm Management Association. https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.24308 

Shepherd A. 1998. Sustainable rural development. London: Macmillan Education UK. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
1-349-26211-3 

Sitorus SRP. 2007. Kualitas, degradasi dan rehabilitasi lahan. Bogor: Sekolah Pascasarjana IPB. 

Stanciu S, Virlanuta FO, Dinu V, Zungan D, Antohi VM. 2019. The perception of the social economy by agricultural 
producers in the north-east development region of Romania. Transform Bus Econ. 18:879–899. 

Stewart BA. 2016. Dryland farming. Ref Modul Food Sci. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-100596-5.02937-1 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

49 

Stewart BA, Koohafkan P, Ramamoorthy K. 2006. Dryland agriculture defined and its importance to the world. In: 
Peterson GA, Unger PW, Payne WA, editors. Dryland agriculture. Wisconsin: American Society of Agronomy, 
Inc.; p. 1–26. https://doi.org/10.2134/agronmonogr23.2ed.c1 

Stewart BA, Thapa S. 2016. Dryland farming: concept, origin and brief history. In: Farooq M, Siddique KHM, editors. 
Innovations in dryland agriculture. Cham: Springer International Publishing; p. 3–29. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
978-3-319-47928-6_1. 

Suchato R, Patoomnakul A, Photchanaprasert N. 2021. Alternative cropping adoption in Thailand: a case study of 
rice and sugarcane production. Heliyon. 7(12):e08629. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e08629. 

Suliandari DA, Hidayat S. 2019. Studi kelayakan penggantian tanaman karet menjadi jagung pada kebun di Subang 
dan Purwakarta milik PT Perkebunan Nusantara VIII. Prosiding Seminar dan Konferensi Nasional IDEC; 2019 
Mei 2-3; Surakarta, Indonesia. Surakarta: Universitas Sebelas Maret. p. E04.1-E04.9.  

Suryana A, Erwidodo. 1996. Agricultural policy reforms in Indonesia: accelerating growth with equity. Bogor: Center 
for Agro-Socioeconomic Research Agency for Agricultural Research and Development. 

Szirmai A, editor. 2005. Agricultural development and rural development. In: The Dynamics of Socio-Economic 
Development: An Introduction [Internet]. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; [accessed 2023 Jul 29]; p. 
354–425. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511817342.011 

Tesfaye W, Seifu L. 2016. Climate change perception and choice of adaptation strategies: empirical evidence from 
smallholder farmers in East Ethiopia. Int J Clim Chang Strateg Manag. 8(2):253–270. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
IJCCSM-01-2014-0017. 

Thesocialripples. 2020. Rural development approaches and components. Medium [Internet]. [accessed 2023 Jun 
16]. https://thesocialripples.medium.com/rural-development-approaches-and-components-d26ecb8a1df6 

Thomson K, Vellinga N, Slee B, Ibiyemi A. 2014. Mapping socio-economic performance in rural Scotland. Scottish 
Geogr J. 130(1):1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/14702541.2013.838635. 

Thorpe J, Maestre M. 2015. Brokering development: enabling factors for public-private-producer partnerships in 
agricultural value chains. Rome: IFAD & IDS [Internet]. [accessed 2023 Jun 19]. https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/ 
opendocs/handle/20.500.12413/6456 

Tjoe Y. 2016. Dryland sustainable livelihoods: role of clan and customary laws in West Timor, Indonesia. Int J 
Sustain Econ Soc Cult Context. 13(1):1–19. https://doi.org/10.18848/2325-1115/cgp/v13i01/1-19. 

Tui SH-K, Descheemaeker K, Valdivia RO, Masikati P, Sisito G, Moyo EN, Crespo O, Ruane AC, Rosenzweig C. 
2021. Climate change impacts and adaptation for dryland farming systems in Zimbabwe: a stakeholder-driven 
integrated multi-model assessment. Clim Change. 168(1):10. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-021-03151-8. 

Turner R, Podger O. 2003. Decentralization in Indonesia: redesigning the state [Internet]. Canberra: Asia Pacific 
Press; [accessed 2023 May 5]. https://www.adb.org/publications/decentralization-indonesia-redesigning-state 

Ulukan D, Bergkvist G, Lana M, Fasse A, Mager G, Öborn I, Chopin P. 2022. Combining sustainable livelihood and 
farm sustainability approaches to identify relevant intensification options: implications for households with crop-
based and gathering-based livelihoods in Tanzania. Ecol Indic. 144:109518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
ecolind.2022.109518. 

Veltmeyer H, Bowles P. 2021. The essential guide to critical development studies. New York: Routledge. 

Volkov A, Žičkienė A, Morkunas M, Baležentis T, Ribašauskienė E, Streimikiene D. 2021. A multi-criteria approach 
for assessing the economic resilience of agriculture: the case of Lithuania. Sustainability. 13(4):2370. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13042370. 

Wahyuni S. 2009. Integrasi kelembagaan di tingkat petani: optimalisasi kinerja pembangunan pertanian. 
kelembagaan DAS [Internet]. [accessed 2023 Jun 17]. https://kelembagaandas.wordpress.com/kelembagaan-
petani/sri-wahyuni/ 

Weiss T, Seyle DC, Coolidge K. 2013. The rise of non-state actors in global governance: opportunities and 
limitations. Broomfield: One Earth Future Foundation. https://doi.org/10.18289/OEF.2013.003. 

Winoto J, Siregar H. 2008. Agricultural development in Indonesia: current problems, issues, and policies. Anal 
Kebijak Pertan. 6(1):11–36. 

Wiśniewski Ł, Biczkowski M, Rudnicki R. 2021. Natural potential versus rationality of allocation of common 
agriculture policy funds dedicated for supporting organic farming development – Assessment of spatial 
suitability: the case of Poland. Ecol Indic. 130:108039. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.108039. 

Yu-fen Z. 2014. The dryland agricultural development with limited water resources in Northwest China. Agric Res 
Arid Areas [Internet]. [accessed 2024 May 10]. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Dryland-
Agricultural-Development-with-Limited-Yu-fen/2c90cd58b75d16f77bb321673ac3bd8f8ec1656b 



Ariyanto   Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian, 22(1):33-50, Juni 2024 

50 

Zakaria YR. 2000. Abih Tandeh: masyarakat desa di bawah rezim Orde Baru. Jakarta: Elsam. 

Zulkarnain Z, Sukmayanto M. 2019. Keputusan petani beralih usahatani dari tanaman kakao menjadi lada di 
Kabupaten Lampung Timur. Mimbar Agribisnis : Jurnal Pemikiran Masyarakat Ilmiah Berwawasan Agribisnis. 
5(2):193–205. https://doi.org/10.25157/ma.v5i2.1956. 

 


