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Abstract

:

Every facet of life, including health, social, and economic aspects, has undergone a tremendous transformation due to the COVID-19 pandemic. This condition is exacerbated by socioeconomic fragility and vulnerability amid economic uncertainty, with an enormous debt burden and inequality increasingly spreading to regions. Elements of society in Indonesia experience the problem of a lack of income and capital, in addition to vulnerability and helplessness. Social, economic, community–institutional, and resource vulnerabilities are inevitable; therefore, they must be identified, anticipated, and dealt with to avoid worsening. This research aims to identify the affected households and their economic resilience when facing the COVID-19 pandemic. A mixed approach with a sequential exploratory strategy was employed, whereby qualitative data were first collected and analyzed. Based on the findings of the first stage, quantitative data were obtained and examined in the second stage. This study was conducted in two rural locations with distinct characteristics: the Gunungkidul District on Java Island and the Bangkalan District on Madura Island. These findings demonstrate the economic resilience of households in Bangkalan and Gunungkidul. The factors that significantly influence economic resilience are household income, assets, and product availability in the market.
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1. Introduction


Globally, COVID-19 (also known as coronavirus) has profoundly impacted many facets of life, including health, business, political, social, economic, environmental, and educational spheres. This scenario will ultimately affect the global economy [1,2]. For example, the decline in most economic activities and the loss of income from the manufacturing and service sectors in China and most developed countries will cause the global economy to contract. Consequently, it is detrimental to financial markets, trade across borders, investor optimism, consumption (via income and wealth impacts), and commodity prices. These global effects affect Indonesia, with communities still fighting to endure the financial ramifications of the pandemic. As time passes, the danger of COVID-19 in many facets of existence increases, owing to the reality of viral mutations and the uncertainty surrounding the availability of clinically tested antivirals or vaccinations that can treat this “new” disease [3]. Socioeconomic fragility and susceptibility in the face of economic uncertainty, coupled with a massive debt burden and progressive inequality extending to regions, are worsening in Indonesia.



There may be explicit and implicit harmful consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. The impact and drop in consumption and service levels caused by public health emergencies are directly related to each other. According to Chen et al. [4], the declining consumption pattern demonstrates a markedly negative sensitivity to daily variations in the intensity of a public health emergency as the state of public health deteriorates. The pandemic’s indirect effect is related to the financial market and its impact on the real economy. Estimates of the possible global economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic shock in 2021 were diverse. Policies for economic stabilization are necessary in response to the economic harm caused by the health crisis. These include financial infusions to maintain the balance sheets of corporations and banks on a somewhat secure foundation. Crucial actions to prevent the economy from contracting include cash transfers, loan extensions, and government spending, particularly on healthcare.



It is anticipated that savings will increase, household wealth will decrease, and consumption expenditure will decrease. The limitations that hinder production also cause supply disruptions and harm worker demand, job opportunities, and production chains, leading to prolonged layoffs and elevated joblessness rates [5]. Brodeur et al. [6] stated that confidence in the market and financial transactions would be reduced under uncertain circumstances. Spending on products and services has decreased significantly because of social restrictions, which has also hurt jobs and supply networks. Supportive monetary and fiscal measures mitigate the consequent drop in investor and consumer confidence but increase the negative multiplier effects on labor market production. Rural and urban areas, dependent on agricultural systems, are affected by this predicament [7].



While facing this global pandemic, communities need strong economic resilience to overcome difficulties. The households studied were in rural Java (Gunungkidul District) and Madura (Bangkalan District), both of which have particularities in dealing with the pandemic. Gunungkidul is situated in a Special Region of Yogyakarta, Java. Most COVID-19 cases in Indonesia are found on this island because it is a highly industrialized and populous region [8]. With 135.33 thousand impoverished individuals in 2021, Gunungkidul has the second-highest percentage of poverty in the Special Region of Yogyakarta [9,10].



Madura Island is home to the Bangkalan people. The island is part of East Java, a province in Indonesia with the third-highest number of impoverished individuals [11]. Bangkalan has the second-highest poverty rate [12]. In 2021, 215.97 thousand Bangkalan people remained destitute [13].



With the help of market access in the research area, household members work hard to preserve and increase their assets and income, despite the challenging economic conditions and shock that affected those two regions. During the pandemic, some farmers obtained loans from different sources. The local government also helped the affected households by offering assistance. Given this fact, we aim to determine how these characteristics impact a household’s capacity to recover from economic slumps. Thus, the objective of this study is to assess how the pandemic affected the economic security of Bangkalan and Gunungkidul households and the factors that influence them. We hypothesized that the following six variables influence household economic resilience in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan: income, assets, distance between markets and farmers’ residences, product availability, assistance, and credit.



Studies have been conducted to investigate the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on the communities in Gunungkidul [14,15,16] and Bangkalan [17,18,19]. However, no comprehensive studies on farming households’ economic security have been conducted simultaneously in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan. Thus, this research is essential to address the aftereffects of the pandemic, including potential unemployment and income decline. The findings of this study can help governments formulate policies. In addition, it can assist Indonesian farm households to become better equipped to handle future pandemics. Specifically, this study contributes to the understanding of issues surrounding post-pandemic economic resilience, particularly in Indonesia.




2. Literature Reviews


2.1. Economic Security


Before examining household economic security in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan, it is crucial to understand the essence of economic security. Economic security is the ability of people, communities, and families to satisfy their fundamental requirements in a respectable and long-lasting manner [20]. Income, employment, social protection, asset creation, and workplace security contribute to financial security and are necessary for individuals and communities to attain and sustain economic wellbeing [21,22,23,24].



Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, global economic insecurity was widespread. Inequality and poverty have always been serious concerns, and the pandemic has worsened them. The pandemic has resulted in food and shelter insecurity in many households because of its significant economic impact, including job losses and income drops [23,25].



During the COVID-19 pandemic, Indonesia’s economic security was threatened by rising unemployment, and many people lost their steady income and job protection. The country’s poverty rate increased, thereby increasing the possibility of inequality [26]. In addition, the pandemic has diminished household income, reduced food poverty, and restricted access to healthcare and the Internet. Although most Indonesian households have experienced one or more of these economic and social hardships, these challenges are concentrated among the already poor or vulnerable households, rural households, and those with children [27]. Indonesia’s government policies aim to keep the country’s economic development rate steady despite the COVID-19 pandemic, and Bank Indonesia should closely monitor domestic and international economic events to control inflation and external factors. It was only the government’s carefully crafted policies that allowed the nation to resume its intended growth trajectory once the virus was contained [28].



Following COVID-19, farm households in Indonesia face several obstacles to their economic security. Almost every impoverished household in the rural regions rely on agriculture as their primary source of income. However, one cannot escape hardship by using only agricultural income. Many households in the rural and urban regions employ people from the service industry. Although there are many productive jobs in the service industry, many employees are forced to perform low-value tasks for a meager pay [29]. In addition, changes in input and product prices impact agriculture when input costs rise, and output costs fall. Farmers occasionally experience deficiencies due to this issue. Farmers adopt farming diversification as a means of coping with the economic downturn brought on by COVID-19 and to improve their standards of living [30].




2.2. Economic Resilience


G7 leaders have emphasized enhancing economic security and resilience to address disruptions and challenges [31]. Macro- and micro-economic resilience, when combined, can provide total economic resilience. Macroeconomic resilience minimizes the overall consumption losses for a given degree of financial loss. In contrast, microeconomic resilience is the capacity of a community and its wealth to reduce family well-being deficits for a specific amount of loss of collective consumption [32]. There are three common ways economic resilience can be observed when shocks or disruptions to a region’s economic basis occur: (a) recessions or other noteworthy occurrences in the domestic or global economy that affect consumer spending and the demand for locally manufactured items; (b) declines in specific industries that play a vital role in the region’s business; and (c) additional external shocks, such as an artificial or natural disaster, military installation shutting, the departure of a large employer, and the consequences of global warming [33]. This research in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan evaluated the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, which is classified as a natural disaster [34].



According to pre-pandemic research conducted on the Gunungkidul coast, the key elements affecting a community’s resilience due to its proximity to the shore are alterations in the dynamics of the shore, particularly oceanography, climate, and maritime catastrophes [35]. Following the pandemic, a community service program in Kemadang Village, Gunungkidul showed that substantial social capital (community members’ trust in one another, information-sharing tactics, internal values, and inventiveness) drove resilience and local economic development. The pandemic has significantly impacted travel and thus caused many to consider other economic ventures. Mixing personal and group businesses is an outstanding strategy [36].



Prior to the pandemic, research conducted in Bangkalan and Tonjung Village revealed a low household income among rice farmers. Survival plans based on earnings, spending, and savings were implemented. Initially, farmers sought other ways to make ends meet, such as reducing the costs of farming operations and seeking loans from social networks. Strategies based on consumption include limiting consumption, supporting each other’s consumption needs through societal networks, growing vegetables in gardens near the house, utilizing a portion of the rice crop for personal use, and minimizing living expenses. Subsequently, they stored money in the bank, purchased jewelry, and raised livestock [37].



Nurlianti and Qhodriyah [38] researched micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSME) in Bangkalan after the pandemic. Their findings demonstrate a statistically significant advantage for the financial inclusion variable, suggesting that MSMEs can benefit from using banks and non-bank financial institutions to enhance their competitiveness and revive their economies, which have suffered because of the COVID-19 pandemic. In Langkap Village, Bangkalan, a household financial management training program was implemented face to face using modules. As a result of this training, the community is able to organize, carry out, oversee, assess, and manage the procurement and utilization of family financial resources to maximize meeting needs and guarantee family economic stability and expansion during the pandemic [39].



This study uses slightly different observation variables because of the differences in conditions at the research site and in the literature. We hypothesized that income, assets, market access, aid, and credit influence household economic resilience.




	
Household income: Any money or goods received in the form of cash or goods by any family member, including earnings or salaries, income from household businesses, other sources of income, and revenue from gifts from third parties (transfers) [40]. The effects of COVID-19 have been severe in Indonesia, resulting in income losses. Impoverished groups are more vulnerable to income-related disruptions due to their modest reserves. This cumulative stress is most evident in developing nations, such as Indonesia, where a single earner frequently supports an entire family. Consequently, all households suffered collateral damages [41].



	
Household assets: All properties a household owns, including physical assets such as jewelry, cars, houses, and financial investments [42]. These assets constitute a sizeable portion of a households total wealth and can generate income through sales or property income, such as dividends and interest [43].



	
Market access: Access to robust and functional markets enhances household resilience through the increased accumulation of assets and various sources of income [44]. This study in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan uses the distance from the house to the market and product availability to appraise market access. Shorter distances indicate the convenience of obtaining a range of nutritious foods from a significant source [45]. It also makes it easier for consumers to purchase additional daily necessities to enhance their economic adaptability. Market product availability is the second proxy for market access. Grubor and Milicevic [36] state that product availability is an essential component of delivery systems for retail enterprises because it correlates with product stock levels and consumer accessibility in retail establishments.



	
Aid: Public or private initiatives that support low-income people and households [46]. The type and quantity of welfare provided to these groups differ by nation, state, or area. UNICEF Indonesia [47] reported that, during the COVID-19 pandemic, 85% of Indonesian households received support; nonetheless, more aid must be provided to help the most vulnerable and impoverished, particularly children.



	
Credit: A legal arrangement where a borrower accepts an instant valuable item, usually money, and promises to pay for it later, generally with interest [48]. Easier access to credit allows more households to manage their spending over time and access home equity through cash-out refinancing transactions and lines of credit. However, families may be unable to satisfy their obligations if they are unaware of their responsibilities. Generally, late payments damage a household’s credit history, hindering its ability to obtain credit in the future, and may even result in the loss of collateral for debt [49]. The pandemic has hampered the human capacity to perform essential financial functions, such as paying credit [50].









2.3. Food Security


Food security, economic security, and resilience are closely associated; this forms the foundation of this study’s observations of household food security. Fundamentally, food security refers to consistently eating sufficient meals not only on a daily basis, but also for throughout the upcoming month and year [51]. The primary components of food security are availability, access, usage, and stability [52].



Regarding the first food security component, food availability involves having adequate meals in sensible amounts, whether from home production or imports (which involve food assistance) [53]. Food physical availability is influenced by its production level, stock level, and net trade [54]. Except under extreme circumstances, the availability of food and nutrients has a more significant effect on undernutrition than the GDP does [55].



Food access is defined as a person’s ability to obtain a sufficient amount of money to purchase food or the entitlement to purchase the right kind of food for a healthy diet [53]. Insufficient access to food and poverty are frequently brought on by high unemployment, a lack of good jobs, inadequate social safety nets, restricted spending capacity in both cities and the countryside, poor financial standing and disadvantaged individuals, insufficient resource performance, and a disparate distribution of valuable resources [56].



Food utilization, the third component, describes the consumption of an adequate and secure diet that satisfies each person’s physiological, sensory, and cultural needs [57]. The component of utilization was examined in terms of distribution based on necessity. Nutritional guidelines address the food needs of boys, girls, men, women, and expectant mothers across various age groups and stages of life. However, these needs are frequently constructed culturally and socially [58].



For the fourth component, it was important to observe the stability of the other three components over time. Even in cases where an individual eats ample nourishment, they remain viewed as food-insecure if they do not consistently have food access, which might cause their nutritional condition to deteriorate. Unstable political circumstances, bad weather, and economic problems (such as rising food costs and layoffs) may affect the degree of food security [54]. Stability acknowledges the possibility of temporary, recurring, or long-term food insecurity [57].



Food intake ratings, months of sufficient food supply, and household food expenses are the proxies used to quantify food security [59]. The share of food expenditure in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan was used in this study to calculate household food security. As quoted by Rahmansyah et al. [60], the division formula between household spending on food and total household spending can determine the portion of meal expenses. This indicator can be used to identify people at risk of price shocks and evaluate food security trends [61].



Research on food security is crucial because even though the number of individuals experiencing food insecurity has increased since 2014, the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 caused food insecurity to skyrocket [62]. This state is related to economic security since, in the opinion of many, economic factors influence access to healthful foods controlled by food costs [63]. Increasing the household income and economic activity in rural regions can improve food security [64].



Previous research has shown that resilience improves households’ capacity to handle a variety of shocks without negatively affecting household food security. According to Alfani et al. [65], resilient households consistently consume more than non-resilient and chronically disadvantaged households. A statistically significant relationship exists between increased food consumption and a unit increase in resilience, even after controlling for household size, sex, and area [66]. When shocks occur, households with greater resilience capacity at the outset are unlikely to witness a decline in future individual calorie consumption [67]. This study supports the findings of Ciani and Romano [68], who discovered that during times of hardship, food security is more robust in households with greater levels of early resilience.



As food security in Indonesia is low, there is still potential for research on this subject to be included in an article. It is imperative to discuss Indonesia’s roots in resilience and how they connect to global food security pillars [69]. Future policies can be developed based on these findings. Understanding Indonesia’s lengthy agricultural history and unique local features is also necessary to create an appropriate legislation for food security during the COVID-19 pandemic, which is another strategy for improving national food security. Ultimately, as the goal of food security becomes increasingly difficult, all relevant parties or stakeholders must work together to support it [30].





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Research Method


A mixed approach with a sequential exploratory strategy was employed, whereby qualitative data were first collected and analyzed. The second step involved obtaining and analyzing the quantitative data. This study employed descriptive and analytical analysis approaches to provide an overview of the phenomena, explain the link between variables, make predictions, analyze historical data, and determine the significance and ramifications of the problem being solved [70].




3.2. Sampling Method


Purposive sampling was used to identify the research location, which involved choosing a group of participants based on certain qualities or characteristics that were similar to the population’s previously known characteristics or attributes. Purposive sampling suggested that objectives could be attained using this approach [70]. Bangkalan and Gunungkidul districts were the study sites (Figure 1). Gunungkidul is a rural COVID-19-affected area with unfavorable geographic and natural characteristics that make it difficult to engage in profitable agricultural economic activities. The revenue of farming communities in the karst mountains is negligible. Bangkalan, a rural region, has a high incidence of COVID-19, despite inadequate adherence to health precautions. Despite these distinctions, many people in both areas live in poverty.



There were a total of 112 respondents, 60 from Gunungkidul and 52 from Bangkalan. As social interaction was restricted during the pandemic, the sampling techniques were based solely on chance. Specifically, farmers who met the researchers were considered appropriate as research samples [71]. Primary data from farmers representing their households were obtained in July 2021 through direct, in-depth interviews using questionnaires.




3.3. Data Analysis


For the data assessment, a multiple linear regression equation was used. A straight line is used in linear regression, which is a prediction technique, to depict the relationship between two or more variables. Multiple linear regression was used to ascertain whether two or more independent factors significantly influence the dependent variable [72]. The resulting linear model is as follows:


Y = b0 + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + e











Notes:



Y = economic resilience index



b0 = constant



X1 = household income



X2 = household assets



X3 = distance from house to market



X4 = product availability in the market



X5 = aid



X6 = credit



b1–b6 = regression coefficient



e = standard error



In this study, the economic resilience index (Y) was determined after dividing household monthly income by monthly expenses. Household income (X1) was calculated by adding monthly farming and non-farming income; the currency used was the Indonesian rupiah (IDR). Household assets (X2) could be determined after summing the selling value of household properties such as houses, land, and stalls; it also uses the IDR currency. The distance from the house to the market (X3) was measured in kilometers (km). Product availability in the market (X4) was assessed using a Likert scale: 5 = very equipped, 4 = equipped, 3 = quite equipped, 2 = less equipped, and 1 = very less equipped. Dummy variables were used to examine aid (X5) and credit (X6). For aid, the indicator was 1 = received aid, and 0 = did not receive aid. For credit, 1 = borrowed money and 0 = does not borrow money.



Statistical tests comprising simultaneous F, partial t, and the coefficient of determination were applied to the equation. SPSS Statistics 25.0 software was used for all examinations.





4. Results


4.1. Geographical Conditions in the Research Area


Gunungkidul District is the largest district in the Special Region of Yogyakarta Province, Java Island, accounting for 46.63% of the total province. The average elevation of Gunungkidul is 185 m above sea level (ASL). The areas around the seacoast are often lower in height. Conversely, high-altitude regions and cities are found in mountains and highlands. Gunungkidul can be categorized into three classes based on the slope of the land: steep, intermediate, and mild. A land slope of less than 15° is regarded as mild, whereas a land slope of more than 25° is considered steep. The land slope in the areas classified as intermediate ranges from 15° to 25°. A large proportion of the Gunungkidul area is classified as mild (52%), and the rest is classified as steep (15%) or intermediate (33%) [73].



The average air temperature is comparatively higher in areas near the coast. There are 2327 mm of recorded annual rainfall and 103.67 wet days. The ideal time for plant development is the rainy season. However, the karst highlands of Gunungkidul are arid and devoid of water. There is only one annual rice-planting season, which begins during the rainy season.



Bangkalan District, situated in the East Java Province on the western side of Madura Island, is another area of research. Based on information from Statistics Indonesia for the Bangkalan District [74], 18 subdistricts comprise 1260 km2 of Bangkalan. Bangkalan is categorized as a lowland area because of its variance in height, which ranges from 2 to 100 m ASL. The region around Bangkalan is 23 m tall on average. The Bangkalan region receives 0 and 475.8 mm of rainfall annually. Bangkalan’s air temperature observations indicate it is hot, because September temperatures can exceed 35.1 °C.




4.2. Agricultural Sector in the Research Area


The agricultural sector is the most significant economic contributor to Gunungkidul, with a total contribution of 24.66%. This sector has the largest workforce (52.8%) in Gunungkidul. The agricultural sector includes food crops, horticulture, and plantations. Most of the rice harvested in Gunungkidul is produced from field rice. The harvested area for this type of rice accounts for 40,008 ha, or 73.8% of the total harvested rice area.



The remainder is produced from lowland rice (14, 939 ha). Likewise, the conditions in the Girisubo Subdistrict are mostly paddy fields. No lowland rice is cultivated because most of the land in Gunungkidul and the Girisubo Subdistrict is dry land, so upland rice is suitable for cultivation in this area. The largest harvested area for food crops was peanuts at 54,098 ha. The second- and third-largest harvested areas were corn and cassava, with 52,946 ha and 43,855 ha, respectively. Rice, corn, and cassava are intercropped. It has been suggested that secondary crops that can withstand dry conditions better than upland rice are planted after upland rice, which requires more water, at the start of the rainy season.



The fruit group dominates the horticultural commodities in the Gunungkidul and Girisubo subdistricts. Harvest results from the vegetable group in Gunungkidul include shallots 7601 quintals, large chilies 2345 quintals, Chinese cabbage 3512 quintals, and eggplant 1222 quintals. Only chilies and shallots are seasonal horticultural commodities. This is because most of the land in Gunungkidul is dry and rocky; therefore, annual plants are suitable for cultivation.



Meanwhile, other seasonal horticultural commodities, such as cabbage, mustard greens, and lettuce, are not eligible for cultivation in Gunungkidul because of the soil and climate conditions. In the plantation subsector, only coconut, rubber, and cocoa were cultivated in Gunungkidul. The resulting production included 5098.81 tons of coconut, 1095.36 tons of sugar cane, 323.87 tons of tobacco, and 458.79 tons of cocoa.



Livestock developed in Gunungkidul includes cattle, goats, sheep, country chickens, laying chickens, broilers, and ducks. Large goat farms have the largest population compared to other farms, with 201,026 heads. The study includes 154,423 cattle and 11,528 sheep. The poultry with the largest population are broiler chickens (1,228,156 birds). The fisheries in Gunungkidul are divided into two types, marine and general types. Marine fisheries dominate fish production in Gunungkidul. Marine fishery production is 3452.05 tons in Gunungkidul. However, general fisheries only produce 94.75 tons.



Plantation production, horticulture, and fisheries are the main sectors of agriculture in the Bangkalan District. Coconuts have been used to develop superior plantation crops. With a harvest area of 7466.55 ha, the Bangkalan District produced 2057.76 tons of coconuts in 2020. With 896 hectares, the Tanah Merah Subdistrict has the largest area of coconut plantations, while the Kamal Subdistrict has the smallest area, with 75 hectares.



Mango is the leading agricultural product in Bangkalan, reaching 277.262 tons in 2020. The current year’s production was greater than the 221.339 tons produced the previous year. With 116.088 tons produced in 2020, the Klampis Subdistrict led Bangkalan District in mango production. Nevertheless, it has not been noted that the Belga and Burneh Subdistricts grow mangoes.



A total of twenty-six thousand tons of fish catch were produced in the seas of Bangkalan District in 2019. The Tanjung Bumi Subdistrict had the highest output, accounting for over 21% of the overall catch fishery output. The capture fisheries output fell by 1.28 percent in 2020 compared to the previous year. The Tanjung Bumi Subdistrict continued to be Bangkalan District’s primary source of assistance for harvesting fishery products until 2020.




4.3. Household Characteristics


This study included farmers from Gunungkidul and Bangkalan as respondents, representing their households (Table 1). The spouses and wives were of productive age, ranging from 25 to 60 [75]. On average, most husband and wife respondents finished 7th and 9th grades. Understanding and expertise are influenced by educational experiences [76]. Having a higher education made it easier for respondents to acquire farming knowledge and skills. The average number of household members in the two research areas was three: a husband, a wife, and a child.




4.4. Household Economic Condition


Land conditions in Gunungkidul cause farmers to cultivate rice only during planting season (PS) 1. Farmers produce other commodities as a source of income, such as peanuts, which contribute 50.44% of total farming income (Table 2). Farmers also cultivate corn and cassava to diversify their incomes.



Farming households in Bangkalan perform various tasks. The suitability of Bangkalan’s geographical conditions encourage families to prioritize rice as the primary commodity cultivated in PS 1 and PS 2. Based on interviews with respondents, efforts to improve soil structure were carried out by planting peanuts.



Although there are differences in the style of farming between Gunungkidul and Bangkalan, both communities raise livestock, including cows, goats, chickens, and ducks. Livestock farming is conducted to support the success of agriculture and increase household income. This finding aligns with that of a study by Mokoena et al. [77], who stated that livestock significantly contributes to rural upliftment and people’s wellbeing in low-income countries.



Given the adverse land conditions, Table 2 shows that households in Gunungkidul relied mainly on livestock as a source of income. Income from livestock (IDR 16,849,167.00) far exceeded that from crop farming (IDR 3,840,313.00). Meanwhile, households in Bangkalan used livestock farming as a side economic activity, as earnings from livestock amount to IDR 1,557,404.00. This value was much lower than the crop farming revenue in Bangkalan, which amounted to IDR 9,915,587.00.




4.5. Farming Income


Before analyzing farming income, it is necessary to analyze farming costs in the research area. Households in Gunungkidul tended to spend more money on their cattle, as can be seen from the percentage, reaching 72.98% (see Table 3). This indicates that households in Gunungkidul expected a significant income from cattle. Meanwhile, the largest component of household costs in Bangkalan, based on Table 3, was for PS 1 and PS 2 rice farming, reaching 70.36% of the total.



Farming income was determined by analyzing the income and costs of farming in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan. Farming income is the deduction of the total expenses incurred against the sum of income from all of the agricultural commodities cultivated and livestock raised. The farming income is presented in Table 4.



Table 4 shows that Gunungkidul farmers lost money when cultivating rice in PS 1. The costs incurred were more significant than the costs that must be incurred. Gunungkidul farmers’ efforts to address land conditions by raising livestock for income was the right step. Farming households with significant capital had the option to raise cattle, which can provide an income of 55.19%.



Households with a limited capital chose to raise goats, with an income contribution of 16.50%. The function of livestock, apart from being sold to increase income, was for farmers to use their dung as drum fertilizer for cost efficiency. Different conditions occurred in rice cultivation in Bangkalan because they contributed the most extensive annual household income.




4.6. Allocation of Harvest


Most of the rice harvested in Gunungkidul (63.73%) was consumed by the farmer families (Table 5). The main aim of farmers growing corn, peanuts, and cassava was to sell them to increase their income. Households raised livestock for sale.



Farmers in Bangkalan exhibited different behaviors when distributing their harvests. Farmers tended to sell their rice rather than consume it in PS 1 and PS 2. Farmers had estimated an enormous demand for grain to meet societal requirements, food supply, and seeds for the upcoming planting season. Farmers cultivating corn and peanuts aimed to raise their income by selling more products (73.33% for maize and 100% for peanuts). Households attempted to increase their consumption of animal protein by raising chickens and other livestock. Based on the field research results, more livestock products were consumed by farmers’ families.




4.7. Household Expenditure


A family’s monthly food and non-food expenses are known as household expenditures. Households in Bangkalan and Gunungkidul use various household goods to enhance their standard of living. From the perspective of rural households, their standard of life and income are reflected in the improvement and variety of consumer expenditures [78].



The percentage of food spent is a valuable indicator of food security because it is highly correlated with income, diversity, and consumption levels [79]. Food security decreases as food spending increases. When food costs account for a considerable percentage of a household income, even a small change in income or price can significantly affect how easily a household obtains food.



In Gunungkidul, the average household spending was IDR 1,822,978, with IDR 1,064,617.50 moving toward food, and IDR 758,360.68 going toward non-food expenses (Table 6). Spending on food was 58.40%, whereas spending on non-food items was 41.60%. Since the proportion of food spending is below 60%, families in Gunungkidul had favorable food security conditions. Households in Bangkalan, with a total expenditure of IDR 2,094,483.00, exhibited different characteristics. The amount spent on food was IDR 1,361,517.88, whereas that spent on nonfood items was 732,965.12. The percentage of money spent on food was 65%; when the amount is more significant than 60%, it is regarded as excessive [80]. As the percentage of household dietary spending increased, household welfare and food security declined [81].



According to Table 7, the highest food expenditure of respondents in Gunungkidul was for the cereals group, amounting to IDR 282,683.33/month, or 26.55% of total food expenditure. The cereals consumed included rice, corn, rice flour, and wheat flour. Rice was the most widely consumed grain because it is a household staple. There were differences in conditions in Bangkalan because the highest household food expenditure was on seafood, amounting to IDR 261,038.46/month, or 19.17% of the total food expenditure. Bangkalan people prefer fresh fish for daily protein consumption because they live in a coastal area; therefore, fish are easy to obtain. The second-largest food expenditure for households in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan was for tobacco cigarettes. Smoking is a habit of most male household members.



Household non-food expenditures in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan are shown in Table 8. The average household nonfood expenditure in Gunungkidul was IDR 758,360.68/month. The highest nonfood expenditure was on goods and services (36.09%), including soap, toothpaste, transportation, motorbike/car maintenance, and credit. Housing (25.41%) had the second-highest expenditure, including electricity costs, cooking fuel, and other items. The third-highest expenditure was on social needs (17.84%); for example, donating when a neighbor gets married, circumcised, dies, or attends a religious celebrations and customs in the surrounding environment.



The households in Bangkalan had lower non-food expenditures than those in Gunungkidul, amounting to an IDR of 732,965.12/month. Education costs, which included pocket money, books, stationery, educational development contributions, and other expenses, accounted for the majority of non-food expenditures (42.06%). The second- and third-highest non-food expenditures were for goods and services (25.23%) and housing (22.03%).




4.8. Household Income


The farmers’ household income was obtained by adding farming, non-farming, and remittances from children/relatives who had migrated outside of the area. Table 9 shows that non-farming fields generated the highest household income, reaching 53.61% in Gunungkidul and 75.41% in Bangkalan. Farming income in Gunungkidul contributed 30.22% of the household income. Farming income was increased by raising livestock, the growth of which was determined by unfavorable geographical conditions. Due to the limited regional potential, efforts to earn a living outside of the region contributed 16.17% of the household income. Meanwhile, farming income in Bangkalan contributes only 14.47%, a difference of 4.35% from remittances.



The primary uses of money earned were meals and non-meal costs. High food prices suggest that Bangkalan and Gunungkidul households remained low-income areas. Nonetheless, Bangkalan households made IDR 1,745,894.00 in excess income each month. This substantial sum could be put to good use to raise the household income.




4.9. Economic Resilience


Economic resilience is the capacity to recover from or adapt to the detrimental effects of external economic shocks [82]. The level of household economic resilience can be determined by calculating the income and expenses of all the respondent households. Calculations are made by comparing income and expenses. If the value is greater than one, the household is economically resilient; if it is less than one, it is not yet resilient.



Table 10 indicates that only 46.67% of households in Gunungkidul were resilient, while the average economic resilience was 1.21. Households in Bangkalan, with a percentage of 61.54% of resilient households and an economic resilience value of 1.77, were more resilient than those in Gunungkidul. This number means that Bangkalan households exhibited a greater resilience than Gunungkidul households. However, both research areas generally were in good condition, with an average resilience value of 1.47.




4.10. Household Assets


According to Bryant [83], assets are wealth or resources owned by a family. Families with more assets were more prosperous than those with few assets [84]. Each household in the two research areas had different assets, as shown in Table 11.



The largest asset owned by households in Gunungkidul was the house, with a percentage of 48%, followed by land (41.97%) and livestock (4.29%). Different conditions were observed in households in Bangkalan. The most significant asset was land (57.28%), followed by houses (35.47%) and vehicles (2.75%). Overall, the household assets in Bangkalan (IDR 351, 035, 791.67) were more significant than those in Gunungkidul (IDR 459,455,769.23).




4.11. Market Access


Respondents obtain income from farming and non-farming businesses because markets are the fundamental centers of economic activity. Respondents spend money on the market to meet their basic requirements and use it as a source of income. The respondents in Gunungkidul must travel 2.47 km (average distance) with limited modes of public transportation to reach the market. This is a severe obstacle faced by farmers in Gunungkidul. In contrast, the nearest market in Bangkalan is approximately 1 km from the respondents’ houses (the average distance is 1.21 km), and many modes of public transportation are available. This makes it easier for households to meet their daily needs, market agricultural products, and obtain the inputs required for farming. Product availability in the market is considered sufficient for fulfilling household needs (Table 12).




4.12. Receipt of Aid


Pan et al. [85] inferred that offering monetary assistance is a key strategy for assisting entrepreneurs to successfully overcome the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. Forms of non-financial and financial support were provided to the affected communities in the research area. Table 13 compares the respondents who received aid and those who did not.



Before the pandemic, the proportions of recipients and non-recipients of aid in Gunungkidul were almost equal. However, after the pandemic, there was an initial increase in the number of aid recipients from 29 households to 54 households. Different conditions occurred in Bangkalan. Before the pandemic, 37 households had received assistance, but the number decreased to 32 households after the pandemic.



In total, nine different types of assistance were provided to households. Non-Cash Food Aid (BPNT), Cash Social Aid (BST), fertilizer subsidies, the Family Hope Initiative (PKH), study quota subsidies, electricity subsidies, MSME aid, and other forms of aid were among the available aid options (Table 14). Electricity subsidies were the most frequently received type of assistance by households in Gunungkidul (66.7%). BST (27%) and PKH (15%) were the second- and third-highest levels of assistance received, respectively.



The data suggest that households in Bangkalan received the most BPNT at 44.2%. Furthermore, 36.5% of the households received electricity subsidies. Third, the study quota subsidy was received by 26.9% of the households in Bangkalan.



After determining the type of assistance received by the households in this study, the data are described in more detail in Table 15, based on the form of assistance, level of usefulness, and the most helpful type. Most household members in Gunungkidul felt concerned about their neighbors during the pandemic, while most household members in Bangkalan felt no concern from their neighbors. Sunarti [86] argued that similar economic conditions are the reason for restricted coping mechanisms and assistance from friends, neighbors, and extended families. Regarding the use of local potential, households in both research areas considered no potential. Most of the support came from banks in Gunungkidul and relatives in Bangkalan.



Table 16 details the period of receipt based on the type of assistance. Most BPNT reception periods were one month in Gunungkidul and three months in Bangkalan. Reception of fertilizer subsidies in Bangkalan was within twelve months. Then, for BST, the reception period in Gunungkidul was a maximum of six months, and for Bangkalan, it was three months. The period for receiving PKH in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan was mostly one month.



The study quota subsidy had a receipt period of one month for both Gunungkidul and Bangkalan. Most of the time, electricity subsidies were received in both research areas for one month. The period for receiving MSME assistance was 12 months in Gunungkidul, whereas other types of assistance were received within 12 months in both research areas.



After determining the period for receiving each aid, the next step was to identify the aid providers, as shown in Table 17. The government provided all of the BPNT aid to Gunungkidul, whereas most BPNT providers in Bangkalan were village heads. The government offered fertilizer subsidies to Bangkalan. The BST was then provided by the Gunungkidul Social Service, while the village and subdistrict heads provided the BST in Bangkalan.



PKH aid and study quota subsidies were provided by social services in both research areas. The PLN supplied electricity subsidies to Gunungkidul, whereas in Bangkalan, they were provided by the government and PLN. The government offered MSME assistance to Gunungkidul. Pre-employment and inhabitants in Gunungkidul provided other assistance, whereas in Bangkalan, it was provided by the government.



Table 18 shows that most of the assistance provided to households in Gunungkidul was classified as simple assistance procedures. Only study quota and electricity subsidies were considered complicated procedures. Almost the same conditions were observed in Bangkalan households, where most methods of receiving aid were simple. However, most recipients in Bangkalan considered BST complicated.




4.13. Credit Loan


Some household members in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan were debtors or parties who borrowed money for various purposes such as meeting household needs, using it for business capital, buying livestock, and renovating houses. Most parties providing loans or creditors in the two research areas were banks, cooperatives, neighbors, or relatives. As presented in Table 19, there was an increase in the number of debtors in Gunungkidul from 37 to 47 households during the pandemic. Different results were observed in Bangkalan, where the number of debtors was stable, with a total of only three households.




4.14. Impact of Pandemic and Mitigation Effort


Most households in Gunungkidul suffered a drop in income post-COVID-19 pandemic; the percentage was 75% (Table 20). A total of 11.7% of the respondents responded that they were unaffected, while the rest stated they had various consequences, such as loss of work, quiet trade, and reduced working hours. Similar conditions occurred in Bangkalan households. Most households experienced a decline in income. Some respondents stated that they were unaffected, their working hours were reduced, and trade was quiet. However, no household members in Bangkalan lost their jobs.



Numerous initiatives have been undertaken to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic’s implications. Most household members in Gunungkidul reduced their expenses and sought other jobs. The actions made by household members in Bangkalan were not much different, namely, reducing costs and not making any effort (did nothing).




4.15. Regression Analysis Result


Table 21 displays multiple linear regression findings to identify the variables influencing family economic resilience amid the COVID-19 pandemic. Household income and product availability in the market positively affected household economic resilience. The other vital variables fostered a higher economic resilience; although, the household assets exhibited a negative tendency. The remaining variables (distance from house to market, aid, and credit) partially did not affect economic resilience. Meanwhile, based on the F test, all variables significantly influenced the economic resilience variable.



The R Square value was 0.742 or was classified as vital because it was greater than 0.67 [87]. The interpretation of the R Square value was that household income, household assets, distance from house to market, and the availability of products in the market, aid, and credit influenced 74.2% of the economic resilience in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan households during the pandemic. Factors outside of the studied variables influenced the remaining 25.8%.





5. Discussion


A precondition for food security is the accessibility of appropriate meals that are sound, broad, healthy, fair, and inexpensive, and that do not contradict the community. This state enables individuals to sustainably lead long, active, and fruitful lives in a sustainable manner [88]. One factor that can hinder the meeting of food needs, is the pandemic. The COVID-19 pandemic slowed food consumption, which grew by only 0.71% (year-over-year) throughout the second quarter of 2020 [89].



Most of the household members typically consumed three meals per day, with an average of 97 households (86.61%). A total of 14 households (12.50%) had members who frequently ate twice daily, and one household (0.89%) had members who ate only once daily. The results also revealed that all household members (100.00%) consumed rice as a staple food. This finding indicates that households are highly dependent on rice.



Households produced, purchased, and distributed rice based on the origin of staple foods. A total of 85 households (75.89%) received rice from their output, seven households (6.25%) from buying, 19 households (16.96%) from their production and buying, and one household (0, 89%) from giving. Some households obtained rice from their production because most farming households lived in rural areas and had primary or secondary jobs as farmers. Following Kansiime et al. [90], farmers were far less inclined to see a decline in food security during the pandemic than other respondent categories, which primarily relied on market sources for food.



Price is a factor that influences food consumption. If the product is currently widely accessible in the market, pricing will be essential, as raising the price may discourage people from buying it. Similarly, consumers in such a market will substantially increase the quantity they purchase if prices are dropped [91]. However, this study found that when the cost of rice increased, all household members in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan did not replace rice with other staple foods. This outcome is consistent with research conducted by Kuntjoro [92] and Devi et al. [93], indicating that rice is inelastic in Indonesia’s urban and rural areas. Most respondents did not switch to other foods because other staple foods were more expensive than rice, and rice could be produced by themselves. Another reason for the small number of respondents was that other staple foods were not tasty and impractical to prepare for consumption, such as tiwul or corn rice. This result aligns with that of Hafizah et al. [94], who concluded that rice is still considered a fundamental diet in Indonesian homes when compared to other commodity groups.



When the cost of rice increased, households might decide to consume a certain amount of lower-quality rice. Most respondents implemented this strategy when quantity was prioritized over quality. Some household members continued to consume rice in the same quantity and quality as when the price of rice was stable because they produced rice; price increase did not affect the amount they consumed.



Changes in food prices may account for a significant percentage of a household’s total food expenditure. This situation is problematic because as food is needed, family members will invest a lot of money in their meals. Consequently, they have less money available for other necessities, such as healthcare and education [95]. When the food spending share is below 60%, a household is considered food safe [96].



According to the findings, 40% of the households in Gunungkidul devoted a significant portion of their earnings to meal expenses, whereas up to 60% spent less. In contrast, the situation in Bangkalan was worse, with only 30.77% of households having a low proportion of food expenditure, and up to 69.23% having a high proportion. Field observations showed that respondents from Gunungkidul were more worried about monthly food costs and consumption. They also bought necessities because they had simple and modest lifestyles. Although households in Gunungkidul experienced greater food security than those in Bangkalan during the pandemic, both regions still need to make improvements to reduce the percentage of family food expenses.



One potential solution to mitigate the COVID-19 pandemic is to implement a Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF). The SLF takes a human-centered approach to environmental issues, concentrating on the assets and lifestyles of mostly underprivileged rural and marginalized urban citizens [97]. Qualitative evaluations frequently gather information from households, communities, and neighborhoods [98]. It can be used to respond to community conditions due to changes in situation (trends), seasonal conditions, and shocks.



In Gunungkidul, the shock of the COVID-19 pandemic was evident in 55.0 percent of the households with members who saw a decrease in income and in the 8.3 percent that lost their jobs. The decline in income due to COVID-19 was felt mostly by people who work as farmers/breeders. Conforming to the SLF, this case requires an alternative income activity that the community can afford.



Household members in Gunungkidul made alternative efforts to survive by reducing expenses (33.3%) and seeking other types of work (21.7%). Farmers/breeders (90.0%) made efforts to minimize expenditure. Farmers/breeders in Gunungkidul (84.6%) also attempted to find other jobs. This implies that the farming/breeding community in Gunungkidul was still considering maintaining its assets by working hard to reduce expenses and looking for other jobs. People with a low education in Gunungkidul chose to resign to minimize food and non-food expenditures. Uniquely, primary school graduates dominated farmer/breeder jobs and were still trying to find other jobs.



Respondents in Bangkalan also indicated shocks in the form of a decrease in income (55.8%), lack of merchandise, or a reduction in turnover (7.7%). Bangkalan people made alternative livelihoods by selling assets, opening new businesses, reducing expenses (21.2%), and looking for other types of work (17.3%). People who initially worked as farmers or breeders (72.7%) dominated the Bangkalan community by combining selling assets, opening new businesses, and reducing expenses. Efforts to find other work were made by those who originally had professions such as laborers or coolies (77.8%).



This evidence shows how vulnerable farmers/breeders in Bangkalan were when facing the COVID-19 pandemic, as demonstrated by their efforts to sell their assets to survive. However, these results also suggest the emergence of creativity among farmers/breeders by trying to open new businesses and maintain the spirit of survival, while still reducing expenses. Efforts to find other work were made by laborers and coolies, considering that they did not have the resources to open a new business. Those with middle and high school education carried out combined efforts to sell assets, opened new businesses, and reduce expenses. A higher educational background plays a creative role in overcoming emergency conditions. Meanwhile, those with primary school education sought other jobs that did not require high specifications to earn an income.



Indeed, the SLF concept has proven very successful in efforts to earn a living in conditions of shock, like the COVID-19 pandemic [99]. The SLF is strongly influenced by capital assets, comprising social, human, natural, physical, and financial capital; this capital condition will be better if supportive institutional access exists. If a community can no longer utilize capital, and institutions do not support it, it will migrate to another place [100]. However, this pandemic has become a limitation for people migrating. Therefore, whether or not people like it, they must try to make the most of their capital.



Household economic resilience in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan has been allegedly affected by several factors during the COVID-19 pandemic. The first factor examined was household income, which is described as the total income shared by every individual in the same family. In economics, a household is an entity in which there is some degree of shared consumption and monetary assets [101]. Families are predicted to be more resilient to economic shocks if they believe that their income covers all or most of their daily expenses [102].



This study found that the income of Gunungkidul and Bangkalan households significantly affected economic resilience, which aligns with the research conducted by Amalia and Samputra [103] and Ningsih et al. [104]. The key to farmers’ economic resilience is how much money they make as a family and how well they manage their finances to meet their primary requirements. Women who can support and effectively handle family finances played a crucial role in farming households’ economic resilience before and after the COVID-19 pandemic [105].



The second factor observed was household assets. Generally, assets are a company, organization, or individual’s possession with economic, commercial, or exchange worth [106]. Assets and income were used to measure household resilience [107]. The only distinction between assets and income, which were considered economic resources, was their forms. Traditionally, income has been considered a primary economic determinant of wellbeing. Consequently, home income is commonly used to replace consumption, and it is rarely acknowledged that household assets contribute independently to wellbeing [108].



Despite this negative relationship, this study found that Gunungkidul and Bangkalan’s household assets significantly impacted their ability to withstand the COVID-19 pandemic economically. Reducing assets will improve the financial resilience of households. This result differs from the research by Rochmadi [109], who found that the more assets a family has, the more surplus the family has, indicating that the family’s economic resilience is becoming stronger. Meidiana and Marhaeni [110] find that asset ownership does not affect household welfare.



The ownership of household assets in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan was accompanied by maintenance expenses; the more assets they had, the more fees incurred each month, which impacted a household’s economic resilience. Several types of assets, such as houses, furniture, and electronic appliances, also experienced monthly depreciation, causing losses if not appropriately used as business capital. The risk of losing or damaging assets due to unforeseen events, such as natural catastrophes, also arises from owning assets. Asset damage prevents people from producing assets that harm the populace’s wellbeing [32].



Distance from the house to the market was the third factor in this observation. The average distance between respondents’ homes and the market was 1.89 km. If traveling on foot, this distance takes up to 30 min, whereas when traveling by a motor vehicle, it only takes 5 min. Most respondents had private vehicles, so time was flexible for them to go to the market to carry out economic activities amid the COVID-19 pandemic, including purchasing daily necessities and agricultural inputs or selling agricultural products.



The evidence in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan indicates that the distance from the house to the market did not affect economic resilience based on regression analysis. Distance was not an obstacle for respondents to enter the market. Respondents could travel equal long distances because the majority of respondents had vehicles. Respondents who did not have vehicles could still go to the market; they usually used public transportation, hitchhiked neighbors’ vehicles, or walked. This instance is compatible with Ferawati et al. [111], who suggested that consumers’ decisions to buy rice are not influenced by the distance of their homes from the place of purchase. Meanwhile, a study in rural China by Emran and Hou [112] found that a household’s per capita expenditure increases by 43.05 yuan for every 10 km decrease in distance to the domestic market from its initial 150 km distance from the local and overseas markets.



It should be emphasized that, although the distance between a market and a region cannot be altered, the condition of the roads that lead to and from markets can [113]. Smallholders with restricted market access are more susceptible to shocks and miss out on the economic possibilities of easy trade [114]. Fortunately, the road conditions in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan are considered good. The road infrastructure must be improved to support household economic activities.



The fourth factor is product availability in the market. Product availability is the selection of goods that a store or supermarket has in stock and comprises all product categories, widths, and variations [115]. Product availability reliably and effectively provides consumers with what they anticipate in a readily accepted form [116]. Owing to consumer hoarding and panic buying during the COVID-19 pandemic, retailers’ inventory management has several operational issues, including ensuring product availability [117].



This study suggests that product availability in the market significantly and positively affected economic resilience in the two research locations. Most respondents in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan viewed product availability in the market as either quite complete or complete. Product availability, whether food or non-food, is essential for fulfilling their daily household needs during the COVID-19 pandemic. If these products are unavailable in the market, households will struggle to live and have no/small stock if quarantine occurs, which can destabilize the household’s economic resilience.



Aid was the fifth factor examined. Various types of monetary and non-monetary support have been provided to the regions affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, such as Bangkalan and Gunungkidul. According to this study, aid had no discernible impact on economic resilience. These results differ from those of existing studies, which indicate that assistance such as the BLT, PKH, and BPNT significantly affects households’ economic welfare in Indonesia [118,119,120].



The circumstances in Bangkalan and Gunungkidul demonstrate that not every household received aid during the COVID-19 pandemic. Even if they received help, it was complementary and not substantial. Households were not dependent on help because, before obtaining it, they had a variety of more reliable and dominant sources of income. This situation is consistent with Wagle’s [121] assertion that, although remittances significantly lower the incidence and severity of poverty in many households, their ability to improve economic security and reduce poverty is undermined when other household earnings prospects are considered.



As the sixth factor, credit represents an agreement to accept products, services, or money now and pay later. Convenience, emergency solution, better services for items purchased on credit, and advantage for sales are some of the benefits of credit [122]. However, credit did not significantly affect the economic resilience of the Gunungkidul and Bangkalan households during the COVID-19 pandemic.



Not all households borrowed money; some perceived loan interest to be high and they may experience default if they borrow money. Meanwhile, the amount of loan was not considered sufficient for households that borrowed money, so a household’s economic condition did not depend on credit. Households in Gunungkidul and Bangkalan have assets and income from farming and non-farming, which are in good condition; thus, they can maintain their economic resilience. The results of this study differ from those of previous research in which credit plays a significant role in economic welfare indicators [123,124].




6. Conclusions


This study determines that most households in Gunungkidul (53.33%) are not economically resilient, whereas most households in Bangkalan (61.54%) are economically resilient. Bangkalan households also have a higher monthly income of IDR 3,840,377 than Gunungkidul households (IDR 1,912,303). Bangkalan households have more assets (IDR 459,455,769.23) than Gunungkidul households (IDR 351,035,791.67). From the aspect of market access, the Gunungkidul household’s average distance to the market is 2.47 km, while the average distance from Bangkalan households to the market is 1.21 km. Most households in Gunungkidul consider product availability in the market to be moderately sufficient, while Bangkalan households perceive it as sufficient. There was a considerable increase in aid receivers in Gunungkidul households, from 29 (before the pandemic) to 54 (after the pandemic). The opposite happened to Bangkalan households, as the number of aid receivers decreased from 37 to 32. An increase in debtors can be observed in Gunungkidul households, from 37 (before the pandemic) to 47 (after the pandemic), while the number of debtors in Bangkalan stagnated and stayed in three households.



Following this hypothesis, household income, assets, distance from the house to the market, product availability, aid, and credit have been shown to influence economic resilience. Household income and product availability in the market significantly and positively affect economic resilience. Household assets significantly negatively affect economic resilience. The remaining variables (distance from the house to the market, aid, and credit) do not partially influence economic resilience. The roles of the community and stakeholders are needed to improve aspects that significantly affect Gunungkidul and Bangkalan households’ economic resilience so that they can fully recover following the COVID-19 pandemic.



This study has several limitations. First, researchers could not meet and interview many farmers during the survey because of social restrictions. With more samples, the obtained data shall reflect the field circumstances more appropriately. Second, because the respondents expressed unwillingness to further communicate, the research was conducted only once, in 2021. Conducting research at two distinct times will be ideal for comparative analyses and obtaining comprehensive results. Notwithstanding the shortcomings of this study, our findings can be applied to other impoverished areas of Indonesia besides Gunungkidul and Bangkalan, especially as rural areas are still dominated by the farming sector. Considering the findings of this study, the Indonesian government should consider the best strategy to increase rural households’ economic resilience in the face of an impending shock.



Future research should be conducted with larger sample sizes and more intricate factors. It is imperative to differentiate among tenant farmers, farm owners, and paid farm laborers so that researchers can compare each farmer’s level of economic resilience. Next, researchers must seek out participants amenable to participate in the study process at least twice to gather information about the circumstances before and after a shock event. However, extensive planning is required for future research, including additional literature reviews, longer research durations, and more intricate and detailed analytical procedures.
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Figure 1. Research Location Map. 
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Table 1. Household characteristics.






Table 1. Household characteristics.





	
No.

	
Characteristics

	
Average




	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.






	
1.

	
Age (years)

	

	




	

	
Husband






	
49

	
52




	

	b.

	
Wife







	
44

	
50




	
2.

	
Length of education (years)

	

	




	

	
Husband






	
8

	
8




	

	b.

	
Wife







	
9

	
7




	
3.

	
Number of family members

	
3

	
3








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 2. Farming revenues.






Table 2. Farming revenues.





	
Description

	
Detail

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Revenues (IDR)

	
%

	
Revenues (IDR)

	
%






	
Crop

	
Rice PS 1

	
1,002,692

	
26.11

	
5,847,846

	
58.98




	
Rice PS 2

	
0

	
0.00

	
3,819,615

	
38.52




	
Corn

	
433,000

	
11.28

	
155,817

	
1.57




	
Peanuts

	
1,937,100

	
50.44

	
92,308

	
0.93




	
Cassava

	
467,522

	
12.17

	
0

	
0.00




	
Amount

	
3,840,313

	
18.56

	
9,915,587

	
86.43




	
Livestock

	
Cattle

	
13,925,000

	
82.65

	
1,430,769

	
91.87




	
Goat

	
2,702,667

	
16.04

	
0

	
0.00




	
Chicken

	
204,834

	
1.22

	
63,462

	
4.07




	
Others

	
16,667

	
0.10

	
63,173

	
4.06




	
Amount

	
16,849,167

	
81.44

	
1,557,404

	
13.57




	
Total

	
20,689,480

	

	
11,472,990

	








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 3. Farming costs.






Table 3. Farming costs.





	
Costs

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount (IDR)

	
%

	
Amount (IDR)

	
%






	
Rice PS 1

	
1,164,417

	
8.60

	
2,210,288

	
41.91




	
Rice PS 2

	
0

	
0.00

	
1,500,288

	
28.45




	
Corn

	
131,800

	
0.97

	
104,808

	
1.99




	
Peanuts

	
636,300

	
4.70

	
67,308

	
1.28




	
Cassava

	
80,333

	
0.59

	
0

	
0.00




	
Cattle

	
9,876,667

	
72.98

	
1,346,154

	
25.53




	
Goat

	
1,558,333

	
11.52

	
0

	
0.00




	
Chicken

	
75,167

	
0.56

	
17,692

	
0.34




	
Others

	
10,000

	
0.07

	
26,923

	
0.51




	
Total

	
13,533,017

	
100.00

	
5,273,462

	
100.00








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 4. Farming income.






Table 4. Farming income.





	
Income

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount (IDR)

	
%

	
Amount (IDR)

	
%






	
Rice PS 1

	
−161,725

	
−2.33

	
3,632,173

	
54.46




	
Rice PS 2

	
0

	
0.00

	
2,319,327

	
34.78




	
Corn

	
301,200

	
4.34

	
51,010

	
0.76




	
Peanuts

	
1,300,800

	
18.76

	
25,000

	
0.37




	
Cassava

	
387,188

	
5.58

	
0

	
0.00




	
Cattle

	
3,827,500

	
55.19

	
532,692

	
7.99




	
Goat

	
1,144,333

	
16.50

	
26,923

	
0.40




	
Chicken

	
129,667

	
1.87

	
45,769

	
0.69




	
Others

	
6667

	
0.10

	
36,250

	
0.54




	
Yearly income

	
6,935,630

	
100.00

	
6,669,144

	
100.00




	
Monthly income

	
577,969

	

	
555,762

	








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 5. Composition of harvest allocations.






Table 5. Composition of harvest allocations.





	
Commodity

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Total

	
To Consume

	
To Sell

	
Total

	
To Consume

	
To Sell






	
Rice PS 1

	
Amount (kg)

	
299.38

	
190.78

	
108.60

	
845.38

	
257.69

	
585.77




	
%

	
100.00

	
63.73

	
36.27

	
100.00

	
30.48

	
69.29




	
Rice PS 2

	
Amount (kg)

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
603.85

	
114.23

	
489.62




	
%

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
100.00

	
18.92

	
81.08




	
Maize

	
Amount (kg)

	
143.57

	
1.47

	
142.10

	
7.79

	
0.19

	
5.71




	
%

	
100.00

	
1.02

	
98.98

	
100.00

	
2.47

	
73.33




	
Peanuts

	
Amount (kg)

	
197.51

	
2.98

	
194.53

	
0.62

	
0.00

	
0.62




	
%

	
100.00

	
1.51

	
98.49

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00




	
Cassava

	
Amount (kg)

	
275.65

	
3.50

	
272.15

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00




	
%

	
100.00

	
1.27

	
98.73

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00




	
Cattle

	
Amount (unit)

	
0.73

	
0.00

	
0.73

	
0.13

	
0.00

	
0.13




	
%

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00




	
Goat

	
Amount (unit)

	
1.53

	
0.00

	
1.53

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00




	
%

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
0.00




	
Chicken

	
Amount (unit)

	
3.58

	
0.00

	
3.58

	
1.57

	
0.78

	
0.78




	
%

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00

	
100.00

	
50.00

	
50.00




	
Others

	
Amount

	
0.17

	
0.00

	
0.17

	
2.37

	
1.73

	
0.63




	
%

	
100.00

	
0.00

	
100.00

	
100.00

	
73.17

	
26.83








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 6. Total household expenditure.






Table 6. Total household expenditure.





	
No.

	
Expenditure Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Average (IDR)

	
%

	
Average (IDR)

	
%






	
1.

	
Food

	
1,064,617.50

	
58.40

	
1,361,517.88

	
65.00




	
2.

	
Non-food

	
758,360.68

	
41.60

	
732,965.12

	
35.00




	
Total

	
1,822,978.18

	
100.00

	
2,094,483.00

	
100.00








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 7. Household food expenditure.






Table 7. Household food expenditure.





	
No.

	
Food Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Average (IDR)

	
%

	
Average (IDR)

	
%






	
1.

	
Cereals

	
282,683.33

	
26.55

	
207,692.31

	
15.25




	
2.

	
Tubers

	
8021.67

	
0.75

	
9394.23

	
0.69




	
3.

	
Seafood

	
54,283.33

	
5.10

	
261,038.46

	
19.17




	
4.

	
Meat

	
60,745.83

	
5.71

	
125,615.38

	
9.23




	
5.

	
Milk and egg

	
58,933.33

	
5.54

	
77,923.08

	
5.72




	
6.

	
Veggies

	
59,358.33

	
5.58

	
54,803.85

	
4.03




	
7.

	
Nuts

	
88,433.33

	
8.31

	
125,195.19

	
9.20




	
8.

	
Fruits

	
19,900.00

	
1.87

	
32,103.85

	
2.36




	
9.

	
Oil and fat

	
81,733.33

	
7.68

	
51,500.00

	
3.78




	
10.

	
Beverages

	
56,758.33

	
5.33

	
53,778.85

	
3.95




	
11.

	
Spices

	
76,300.00

	
7.17

	
86,530.38

	
6.36




	
12.

	
Additional consumption

	
51,733.33

	
4.86

	
52,288.46

	
3.84




	
13.

	
Processed food and drink

	
26,083.33

	
2.45

	
15,634.62

	
1.15




	
14.

	
Tobacco

	
139,650.00

	
13.12

	
208,019.23

	
15.28




	
Total

	
1,064,617.50

	
100.00

	
1,361,517.88

	
100.00








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 8. Household non-food expenditure.






Table 8. Household non-food expenditure.





	
No.

	
Expenditure Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Average (IDR)

	
%

	
Average (IDR)

	
%






	
1.

	
Housing area

	
192,683.33

	
25.41

	
161,490.38

	
22.03




	
2.

	
Goods and services

	
273,680.55

	
36.09

	
184,937.50

	
25.23




	
3.

	
Cost of education

	
103,222.10

	
13.61

	
308,312.82

	
42.06




	
4.

	
Health costs

	
21,894.43

	
2.89

	
11,458.33

	
1.56




	
5.

	
Clothing

	
18,623.63

	
2.46

	
48,493.64

	
6.62




	
6.

	
Durable goods

	
472.23

	
0.06

	
12,679.49

	
1.73




	
7.

	
Taxes and insurance

	
12,481.70

	
1.65

	
1346.15

	
0.18




	
8.

	
Social needs

	
135,302.70

	
17.84

	
4246.79

	
0.58




	
Total

	
758,360.68

	
100.00

	
732,965.12

	
100.00








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 9. Household income and revenues.






Table 9. Household income and revenues.





	
Description

	
Detail

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount (IDR)

	
%

	
Amount (IDR)

	
%






	
Income

(monthly)

	
Farming

	
577,969

	
30.22

	
555,762

	
14.47




	
Non-farming

	
1,025,167

	
53.61

	
2,896,154

	
75.41




	
Remittance

	
309,167

	
16.17

	
388,462

	
10.12




	
Amount

	
1,912,303

	
100.00

	
3,840,377

	
100.00




	
Revenues (monthly)

	
Food

	
1,064,618

	
58.40

	
1,361,518

	
65.00




	
Non-food

	
758,361

	
41.60

	
732,965

	
35.00




	
Amount

	
1,822,978

	
95.33

	
2,094,483

	
54.54




	
Income—Revenues (Savings)

	
89,324

	
4.67

	
1,745,894

	
45.46








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 10. Household economic resilience.






Table 10. Household economic resilience.





	
Criteria

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount (Unit)

	
%

	
Amount (Unit)

	
%






	
Resilient

	
28

	
46.67

	
32

	
61.54




	
Non-resilient

	
32

	
53.33

	
20

	
38.46




	
Total

	
60

	
100.00

	
52

	
100.00








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 11. Household assets.






Table 11. Household assets.





	
No.

	
Asset Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Average (IDR)

	
%

	
Average (IDR)

	
%






	
1.

	
House

	
168,500,000.00

	
48.00

	
162,980,769.23

	
35.47




	
2.

	
Land

	
147,333,333.33

	
41.97

	
263,153,846.15

	
57.28




	
3.

	
Stall

	
1,476,666.67

	
0.42

	
1,346,153.85

	
0.29




	
4.

	
Vehicle

	
8,802,500.00

	
2.51

	
12,613,461.54

	
2.75




	
5.

	
Livestock

	
15,068,333.33

	
4.29

	
6,376,923.08

	
1.39




	
6.

	
Farming tools and machinery

	
2,252,500.00

	
0.64

	
634,615.38

	
0.14




	
7.

	
Jewelry

	
714,541.67

	
0.20

	
3,064,423.08

	
0.67




	
8.

	
Savings

	
3,656,666.67

	
1.04

	
807,692.31

	
0.18




	
9.

	
Electronic appliances

	
3,160,416.67

	
0.90

	
6,122,115.38

	
1.33




	
10.

	
Furniture

	
70,833.33

	
0.02

	
1,798,076.92

	
0.39




	
11.

	
Others

	
0.00

	
0.00

	
557,692.31

	
0.12




	
Total

	
351,035,791.67

	
100.00

	
459,455,769.23

	
100.00








Note: USD 1 = IDR 14,308 (exchange rate during the study period). Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 12. Household accessibility to economic facilities.






Table 12. Household accessibility to economic facilities.





	
Description

	
Detail

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
Distance

	
>1 km

	
30

	
50.0

	
7

	
13.5




	
1 km

	
29

	
48.3

	
23

	
44.2




	
<1 km

	
1

	
1.7

	
22

	
42.3




	
Road condition

	
Not good

	
0

	
0.0

	
5

	
9.6




	
Quite good

	
32

	
53.3

	
10

	
19.2




	
Good

	
22

	
36.7

	
32

	
61.5




	
Very good

	
6

	
10.0

	
5

	
9.6




	
Modes of transportation

	
Unavailable

	
33

	
55.0

	
11

	
21.2




	
Available

	
27

	
45.0

	
41

	
78.8




	
Product availability in the market

	
Less equipped

	
2

	
3.3

	
0

	
0.0




	
Quite equipped

	
33

	
55.0

	
14

	
26.9




	
Equipped

	
23

	
38.3

	
34

	
65.4




	
Very equipped

	
2

	
3.3

	
4

	
7.7








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 13. Comparison of aid recipients before and after the pandemic.






Table 13. Comparison of aid recipients before and after the pandemic.





	
Aid

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Before

	
After

	
Before

	
After






	
Received

	
29

	
54

	
37

	
32




	
Did not receive

	
31

	
6

	
15

	
20




	
Amount

	
60

	
60

	
52

	
52








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 14. Identify obtaining aid.






Table 14. Identify obtaining aid.





	
Aid Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Obtain Aid

	
Did Not Obtain Aid

	
Obtain Aid

	
Did Not Obtain Aid




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
BPNT

	
5

	
8.3

	
55

	
91.7

	
23

	
44.2

	
29

	
55.8




	
Fertilizer subsidy

	
0

	
0.0

	
60

	
100.0

	
13

	
25.0

	
39

	
75.0




	
BST

	
27

	
45.0

	
33

	
55.0

	
9

	
17.3

	
43

	
82.7




	
PKH

	
15

	
25.0

	
45

	
75.0

	
1

	
1.9

	
51

	
98.1




	
Study quota subsidy

	
9

	
15.0

	
51

	
85.0

	
14

	
26.9

	
38

	
73.1




	
Electricity subsidy

	
40

	
66.7

	
20

	
33.3

	
19

	
36.5

	
33

	
63.5




	
MSME assistance

	
2

	
3.3

	
58

	
96.7

	
0

	
0.0

	
52

	
100.0




	
Others

	
2

	
3.3

	
58

	
96.7

	
2

	
3.8

	
50

	
96.2








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 15. Description of aid received by the households.






Table 15. Description of aid received by the households.





	
Description

	
Detail

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
Form of aid

	
Money

	
32

	
53.3

	
37

	
71.2




	
Direct cash assistance (BLT)

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
1.9




	
Rice

	
13

	
21.7

	
4

	
7.7




	
Village head

	
0

	
0.0

	
10

	
19.2




	
PKH

	
15

	
25.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Level of usefulness

	
Quite useful

	
0

	
0.0

	
2

	
6.7




	
Useful

	
3

	
5.0

	
6

	
20.0




	
Very useful

	
57

	
95.0

	
22

	
73.3




	
The most useful type

	
Money

	
54

	
90.0

	
33

	
63.5




	
BLT, BST

	
0

	
0.0

	
10

	
19.2




	
Non-cash

	
1

	
1.7

	
0

	
0.0




	
Groceries

	
4

	
6.7

	
0

	
0.0




	
Electricity

	
1

	
1.7

	
0

	
0.0




	
Fertilizer subsidy

	
0

	
0.0

	
8

	
15.4




	
Aid of farming tools and machinery

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
1.9




	
Concern for neighbors

	
Did not exist

	
1

	
1.7

	
52

	
100.0




	
Exists

	
59

	
98.3

	
0

	
0.0




	
Utilization of local potential

	
Did not exist

	
60

	
100.0

	
52

	
100.0




	
Exists

	
0

	
0.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Source of aid

	
Relatives

	
6

	
12.8

	
2

	
66.7




	
Neighbor

	
8

	
17.0

	
1

	
33.3




	
Bank

	
22

	
46.8

	
0

	
0.0




	
Dealer

	
1

	
2.1

	
0

	
0.0




	
Youth organizations, neighborhood, or village institutions

	
4

	
8.5

	
0

	
0.0




	
Cooperation

	
6

	
12.8

	
0

	
0.0








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 16. Acceptance period based on type of aid.






Table 16. Acceptance period based on type of aid.





	
Aid Type

	
Period

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
BPNT

	
One month

	
5

	
100.0

	
4

	
17.4




	
Three months

	
0

	
0.0

	
19

	
82.6




	
Fertilizer subsidy

	
Twelve months

	
0

	
0.0

	
13

	
100.0




	
BST

	
One month

	
11

	
40.7

	
3

	
33.3




	
Three months

	
3

	
11.1

	
6

	
66.7




	
Six months

	
13

	
48.1

	
0

	
0.0




	
PKH

	
One month

	
13

	
86.7

	
1

	
100.0




	
Three months

	
2

	
13.3

	
0

	
0.0




	
Study quota subsidy

	
One month

	
9

	
100.0

	
38

	
100.0




	
Electricity subsidy

	
One month

	
40

	
100.0

	
14

	
73.7




	
Three months

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
5.3




	
Six months

	
0

	
0.0

	
4

	
21.1




	
MSME assistance

	
Twelve months

	
2

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Others

	
Twelve months

	
2

	
100.0

	
2

	
100.0








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 17. Aid provider category.






Table 17. Aid provider category.





	
Aid Type

	
Aid Provider

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
BPNT

	
Government

	
5

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Regent

	
0

	
0.0

	
9

	
39.1




	
Subdistrict

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
4.3




	
Village head

	
0

	
0.0

	
13

	
56.5




	
Fertilizer subsidy

	
Government

	
0

	
0.0

	
12

	
92.3




	
Farmers group

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
7.7




	
BST

	
Social services

	
27

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Subdistrict

	
0

	
0.0

	
3

	
33.3




	
Village head

	
0

	
0.0

	
6

	
66.7




	
PKH

	
Social services

	
15

	
100.0

	
1

	
100.0




	
Study quota subsidy

	
Social services

	
9

	
0.0

	
14

	
100.0




	
Electricity subsidy

	
Government

	
0

	
0.0

	
15

	
78.9




	
State Electricity Company (PLN)

	
40

	
100.0

	
4

	
21.1




	
MSME assistance

	
Government

	
2

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Regent

	
0

	
0.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Others

	
Government

	
0

	
0.0

	
2

	
100.0




	
Pre-employment

	
1

	
50.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Inhabitant

	
1

	
50.0

	
0

	
0.0








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 18. Procedures for providing aid based on the type of aid.






Table 18. Procedures for providing aid based on the type of aid.





	
Aid Type

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Simple

	
Complicated

	
Simple

	
Complicated




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
BPNT

	
5

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0

	
23

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Fertilizer subsidy

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
2

	
15.0

	
11

	
84.6




	
BST

	
27

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0

	
9

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
PKH

	
15

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0

	
1

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Study quota subsidy

	
0

	
0.0

	
9

	
100.0

	
14

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0




	
Electricity subsidy

	
0

	
0.0

	
40

	
100.0

	
18

	
94.7

	
1

	
5.3




	
MSME assistance

	
2

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Others

	
2

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0

	
2

	
100.0

	
0

	
0.0








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 19. Comparison of debtors before and after the pandemic.






Table 19. Comparison of debtors before and after the pandemic.





	
Credit Loan

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Before

	
After

	
Before

	
After






	
Received

	
37

	
47

	
3

	
3




	
Did not receive

	
23

	
13

	
49

	
49




	
Amount

	
60

	
60

	
52

	
52








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 20. Impact of pandemic and mitigation effort.






Table 20. Impact of pandemic and mitigation effort.





	
Description

	
Detail

	
Gunungkidul Dist.

	
Bangkalan Dist.




	
Amount

	
%

	
Amount

	
%






	
Pandemic effect

	

	
Not affected






	
7

	
11.7

	
11

	
21.2




	

	2.

	
Losing job







	
5

	
8.3

	
0

	
0.0




	

	3.

	
Reduction of working hours







	
1

	
1.7

	
2

	
3.8




	

	4.

	
Quiet trade







	
2

	
3.3

	
2

	
3.8




	

	5.

	
Decrease in income







	
45

	
75.0

	
37

	
71.2




	
Total

	
60

	
100.0

	
52

	
100.0




	
Mitigation effort

	

	
Do nothing






	
5

	
8.3

	
12

	
23.1




	

	2.

	
Reduce expenses







	
24

	
40.0

	
21

	
40.4




	

	3.

	
Selling assets







	
8

	
13.3

	
6

	
11.5




	

	4.

	
Look for another job







	
13

	
21.7

	
9

	
17.3




	

	5.

	
Open a new business







	
5

	
8.3

	
3

	
5.8




	

	6.

	
Online business







	
5

	
8.3

	
1

	
1.9




	
Total

	
60

	
100.0

	
52

	
100.0








Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.













 





Table 21. Estimation result for factors of household economic resilience.






Table 21. Estimation result for factors of household economic resilience.










	Variable
	Coefficients
	Standard Error





	Constant
	−0.804 ns
	0.691



	Household income
	5.301 ***
	0.000



	Household assets
	−8.019 ***
	0.000



	Distance from house to market
	0.014 ns
	0.063



	Product availability in the market
	0.274 *
	0.164



	Aid
	0.106 ns
	0.250



	Credit
	0.026 ns
	0.227



	F value
	50.316 ***
	



	R Square
	0.742
	







Note: *** and * indicate significance at the 1% and 10% levels, respectively. Meanwhile, ns means not significant. Source: Primary Data Analyzed, 2021.
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