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Abstract
Water scarcity poses one of the most prominent threats to the well-being of smallholder 
farmers around the world. We studied the association between rural livelihood capitals (nat-
ural, human, social, financial, and physical) and resilience to water scarcity. Resilience was 
denoted by farmers’ self-reported capacity to have avoided, or adapted to, water scarcity. 
Proxies for livelihood capitals were collected from two-hundred farmers in South Sulawesi, 
Indonesia, and their associations with a typology denoting water scarcity impacts analyzed 
with a Taylor-linearized multinomial response model. Physical and natural assets in the 
form of irrigation infrastructure and direct access to water sources were saliently associ-
ated with overall resilience (avoidance and adaptation) to water scarcity. Years of farming 
experience as a form of human capital asset was also strongly associated with resilience to 
water scarcity. Factors solely associated with the capacity to adapt to water scarcity were 
more nuanced with social capital assets showing closer associations. A household with a 
larger number of farm laborers had a higher likelihood of being unable to withstand water 
scarcity, but this relationship was reversed among those who managed larger farming areas. 
We discuss possible mechanisms that could have contributed to resilience, and how public 
policy could support smallholder farmers cope with water scarcity.
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1 Introduction

Smallholder farmers, households working on land plots smaller than two hectares, are the 
backbone of global agricultural production harvesting some 80% of the world’s annual 
crops (FAO et al., 2018). By virtue of the size of their holdings, frequently on low-quality 
sites, and limited financial resources, they are more often vulnerable to market and weather 
fluctuations than farmers endowed with more farmland and financial resources. The liveli-
hoods of 475 million small farm households in developing countries are at the forefront of 
the challenges posed by a rapidly changing climate (Rapsomanikis, 2015; Verchot et al., 
2007). Climate change is already causing record temperatures and will very likely result 
in major deviations from historic rainfall patterns that will exacerbate the frequency and 
extent of drought (Collins & Knutti, 2013). Human–environment interactions occurring 
within agricultural systems highlight the importance of identifying characteristics associ-
ated with resilience to extreme climate disturbances (Turner, 2010).

Water scarcity, a condition where demand for water exceeds its availability, is expected 
to become a more prevalent event to which smallholder farmers will be particularly vulner-
able (Damkjaer & Taylor, 2017; Röschel et al., 2018). Changes in the volume and distri-
bution of rainfall directly affect rain-fed crops and hotter temperatures escalate irrigation 
requirements, thus, increasing water demands (Hanjra & Qureshi, 2010). Water scarcity 
affects the quality and quantity of agricultural yields with a direct effect on food security, 
the likelihood of social conflicts, and wider rural poverty (Kang et al., 2009; Rahmati et al. 
2014, Maleksaeidi et al., 2016). In this context, resiliency captures the ability of farmers to 
avoid or adapt to the impacts caused by water scarcity while retaining the function, struc-
ture, and identity of their livelihoods (Carpenter, 2001; Folke et al., 2010).

Livelihood assets can help examine a household’s capabilities to act and adapt to shocks 
(Bebbington, 1999), but the relationships between complementary capabilities to small-
holder farmers’ resilience to water scarcity are still rarely explored  in the literature. This 
study aims to fill a knowledge gap in the current understanding of factors associated with 
rural households’ resilience to water scarcity, particularly in smallholder farming contexts. 
Specific objectives included to quantify and determine the statistical significance of liveli-
hood resources associated with smallholder farmers’ self-reported capacity to avoid or adapt 
to water scarcity; and how such relationships change contingent on available farmland. Fol-
lowing a sustainable rural livelihoods capital framework (Bebbington, 1999; Ellis, 2000; 
Knutsson & Ostwald, 2006; Quandt, 2018; Quinlan et al., 2016), we gathered and analyzed 
information on smallholder farmers’ natural, human, social, financial, and physical assets to 
determine their respective associations with self-reported resilience to water scarcity.

Our empirical data were collected in Indonesia—a country with over 12 million small 
farms, of 0.92 hectares in average size that account for over 90% of the annual value of 
national crop harvests (FAO, 2018). Compared to historical patterns, climate change pro-
jections suggest Indonesia will suffer from fluctuating temperature and rainfall patterns, 
and more frequent water scarcity and drought (World Bank Group, 2019). Data collected 
from small Indonesian farms in South Sulawesi were used to test our research questions. 
Next, we describe the five capitals framework that served as our theoretical framework, 
define the psycho-social construct that assessed household-level resilience to water scar-
city, and outline the methods used to analyze our data. Following our findings, we discuss 
the likely mechanisms that could have contributed to resilience to water scarcity, and stress 
results that reflect on land and other resource interactions—particularly between labor and 
farmland as two of the least and most constraining assets among smallholder farmers.
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2  Theoretical framework: livelihood capitals and resilience to water 
scarcity impacts

The five capitals framework for sustainable livelihoods (Scoones, 1998; Shinbrot et  al., 
2019) served as the theoretical foundation to examine smallholder farmers’ resilience to 
water scarcity. This asset-based framework identifies and recognizes the roles of natural, 
human, social, financial, and physical capitals, as resources to help measure capabilities to 
build and sustain rural livelihoods (Bebbington, 1999; Scoones 1999; Ellis, 2000; Donovan 
& Stoian, 2012). The sustainable livelihood capitals framework offers an inherent multi-
disciplinary approach to the assessment of how rural capital assets support and enhance the 
capacity to cope with external stressors (Emmanuel-Yusuf et al., 2017; Nelson et al., 2010; 
Williges et al., 2017).

Figure 1 depicts the five capitals framework including the proxies used in this study 
to assess each of them. Production, regulatory, and sustaining ecosystem services (e.g., 
water supply, water and micro-climate regulation, food production) emanate from natu-
ral capital to contribute to rural livelihoods (Altieri et al., 2012). Human capital encom-
passes skills, knowledge, dexterity, and good health, among other attributes available 
within individuals (Scoones, 1998; Adato 2002). Social capital builds on the develop-
ment of human capital to support institutions or social infrastructure (e.g., schools, 
farmer groups, cooperatives) to achieve goals that could not be attained individually 

Fig. 1  Rural livelihood capital assets and examples relevant to rural tropical smallholder farmers. Adapted 
from: Bebbington (1999), Donovan & Stoian, 2012), Maleksaeidi (2016), Quandt (2018)
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(Adler & Kwon, 2002; Donovan & Stoian, 2012). Financial capital encompasses mon-
etary assets that a household holds or has access to with cash being the simplest form 
of financial asset (Ellis, 2000). Physical capital, referred to as human-made capital or 
infrastructure, facilitates individuals and collective activities (Moser, 1998; Scoones, 
2009).

Resilience emphasizes the capacity to avoid, or adapt to, unexpected changes to 
sustain one’s well-being, whether or not such dependence is recognized (Biggs et  al., 
2015; Clark, 2007). Nelson et al. (2010) stress that agriculture is a dynamic system that 
constantly needs to adapt to magnitude, rapidity, and direction of unexpected extreme 
weather events, such as those triggering water scarcity. The five capitals framework for 
sustainable livelihoods links households’ capabilities and adaptation capacities, hence 
resiliency, to external stresses and shocks with empirical evidence pointing to such asso-
ciations only recently emerging. For instance, Liu et al. (2020) report that ownership of 
forestland (as a type of physical asset) and off-farm employment (as a form of comple-
mentary financial asset) directly contribute to Chinese smallholders’ farming strategies 
with respect to poverty alleviation following  resettlement. In a different context, Sina 
et al. (2019) report the complex role of all livelihood capitals in supporting resiliency 
to large displacement (as evidenced after the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami), and highlight 
the fundamental role that human capital had in supporting post-disaster livelihoods.

Resilience to the impacts of water scarcity is a psycho-social construct that embodies 
how a household deems its exposure to, impacts of, and capacity to cope with water scar-
city. Water scarcity has inherent biophysical and socio-economic dimensions that partly 
determine its impacts and a household’s coping abilities. Bio-physical water scarcity refers 
to a condition where there is not enough water available to meet local demands due to cli-
matic and geographic circumstances (Rijsberman 1994). Economic water scarcity can be 
described as a condition where there is limited access to water due to inadequate infrastruc-
ture, thus, it is largely an anthropocentric condition (Damkjaer & Taylor, 2017). Resources 
available to a household, as encapsulated in the livelihoods capitals framework, influence 
the ability to cope with water scarcity (Quandt, 2019). Water scarcity has often intangible 
and ambiguous aspects that can lead to different interpretations; it is the affected party 
through individual experience and perceptions that internalizes and constructs the degree 
of effects and detriment (Langridge et al., 2006; Stehr and von Stoch 1995). Water scarcity 
and its impacts are both real (i.e., water supplies are scarce) and constructed by individuals 
and institutions through socio-political discourse and experiences framed by bio-physical 
and socio-economic contexts (Mehta, 2003).

As a psycho-social construct the impact of, and capacity to cope with, water scarcity 
is unobservable but the degree of self-assessed reported impacts and ability to withstand 
it is. This motivates a latent function that underlies self-reported water scarcity impacts 
and consequent degree of resilience. The degree of a farmer’s self-constructed resil-
ience (R*) can be modeled as a function of five capital assets as:

Following a review of the literature and local focus groups, farmers’ self-reported 
degree of resilience to water scarcity was classified under one of three mutually exclusive 
categories: (i) avoidance of water scarcity, (ii) adaptation to water scarcity, and (iii) inabil-
ity to withstand water scarcity. These categories are outlined in Table 1. The period over 

(1)R∗ = f (natural, human, social, financial, and physical)
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which farmers were asked to self-assess their resilience to water scarcity included the five 
years preceding the time of the survey, inclusive of the current farming season.

The probability of reporting into any of the three j categories is conditional on the val-
ues of livelihood capital assets as:

where j possible categories correspond to the avoidance of water scarcity, adaptation to 
water scarcity, and inability to withstand water scarcity; X is an information matrix captur-
ing levels of capital assets plus an intercept; with the condition that response probabili-
ties Prob (R* = j) sum to unity. We were interested in testing the directional and statisti-
cal significance of associations of capital assets with increased likelihood of self-reporting 
into one of the typological categories denoting resilient (e.g., avoidance or adaptation) 
livelihoods, over the inability to withstand water scarcity which served as our baseline for 
comparison.

We expected to observe a direct relation between greater availability of capital assets 
and resilience to water scarcity. Due to the physical and anthropocentric nature of water 
scarcity we expected natural and human-built physical assets to dominate direct associa-
tions with greater probabilities of reported avoidance of, or adaptation to, water scarcity 
that corresponded to resiliency categories. Given the particular characteristics of small-
holder farmers, we tested whether farmland had statistically discernible associations with 
livelihood resilience when interactions with other non-natural forms of capitals were 
included. Here, we aimed to identify more nuanced associations beyond main asset-
specific effects. Particular to the foremost condition characterizing smallholder farmers 

(2)Pr ob (R∗ = j|X)

Table 1  Typology describing farmers’ self-reported assessment of water scarcity impacts on their liveli-
hoods

* Self-reported assessment recorded by enumerator through face-to-face surveys in response to descriptors 
of water scarcity impacts. Impacts encompassed the preceding five years from the time of the survey inclu-
sive of the current farming season

Categories Self-reported assessment & description*

Avoidance of water scarcity I have not experienced water scarcity: Farmer reported her/his house-
hold’s livelihood has not been affected by water scarcity

I have experienced water scarcity, but it did not affect my livelihood at 
all: The farmer reported her/his household’s livelihood experienced 
only negligible impact to its quality in the face of water scarcity

Adaptation to water scarcity I have experienced water scarcity, it affected my livelihood only a lit-
tle and was able to recover: The farmer reported her/his household’s 
livelihood experienced non-negligible impact, but was able to 
restore the quality of the household’s livelihood

I have experienced water scarcity, it affected my livelihood quite a lot 
but I have recovered: The farmer reported his/her household’s liveli-
hood has been negatively affected by water scarcity, however, was 
able to cope with it without impact to the quality of the household’s 
livelihood

Inability to withstand water scarcity Water scarcity is always an issue for me and it has affected my liveli-
hood: The farmer reported her/his household’s livelihood has and 
might still be negatively affected by water scarcity. Farmer reported 
non-negligible impacts and the inability to restore the quality of the 
household’s livelihood
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(limited farmland acreage), we expected corresponding land-resilience associations to be 
contingent on human, social, financial, and physical factors. Findings on capital interac-
tions highlight the importance of considering the various and assets that influence resilient 
smallholder farming (Mutenje et al., 2019; Walker et al., 2004).

3  Methods

3.1  Study area

We collected data from smallholder farmers in Bantaeng District of South Sulawesi, Indo-
nesia (Fig. 2). This area and geographical scale were chosen to keep a degree of homogene-
ity across a socio-ecological landscape dominated by small farms. By keeping overarching 
climate and weather conditions homogeneous, differences in self-reported avoidance of, 
or adaptation to, water scarcity were associated with explanatory variables. Eight villages 
within two different watersheds, Tino and Biangloe, were included in our study. Our design 
included four paired villages along the altitudinal levels (0–300, 301–500, 501–800, and 
801–1000 m above sea level) of the watersheds. This sampling aimed to keep a balanced 
design, yet allowed for differences in farming practices and capitals between altitudinal 
levels ranging from mountainous to coastal levels. Farms in both watersheds are character-
ized by mixtures of agroforestry-based system (cacao, cloves, and coffee) and degraded 
land with annual crops (maize and paddy).

The Bantaeng District is located at 5.5169oS, 120.0203oE, covers an area of 395.83 
 km2, and has a population of 185,000  people. The landscape of the northern section of 

Fig. 2  Study area identifying watersheds and surveyed villages in South Sulawesi’s Bantaeng District, Indo-
nesia
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the District has steeper slopes and higher altitudes. The southern part of the District area 
is flatter and characterized by the coast that meets the Flores Sea. Historic rainfall pattern 
is bimodal with a rainy period between November and May and a dry period from June 
through October (Tsuchiya et  al., 2009). It is during the dry period when water scarcity 
is most likely to occur which has been periodically reported in South Sulawesi since the 
turn of the century. When our research was conducted, the Bantaeng District received an 
average of 14 rain days/month with an average annual precipitation of 245  mm3/month. A 
majority of farmers in Bantaeng are smallholders who rely on agriculture as main suste-
nance. Historically, smallholder farmers have planted maize, rice, and coffee. However, in 
the mid-1980s, planting hybrid maize became popular and subsequently led to conversions 
of more forested area into farmland. During that decade, there were also increases in plant-
ings of coffee, cacao, and clove (Mulyoutami et al., 2012).

3.2  Survey instrument and data collection

We developed a survey for primary data collection. A first draft was prepared from Sep-
tember 2017 through April 2018 and pre-tested from May to June 2018 with individual 
farmers and focus groups. Pre-testing assessed the validity of the instrument, ensured clar-
ity and tested interpretation of questions, and estimated the time needed for each interview 
(Dillman, 2011). Final survey sections and secondary data used in this study are outlined 
in Table 2. 

Farmers were asked whether they have ever experienced water scarcity. Following their 
preliminary answer, they self-evaluated their household placement by selecting one of five 
statements that best described their experiences coping with drought over the preceding 
five years (including the current farming season). The statements and categories denoting 
resilience to water scarcity are outlined in Table 1. When necessary, we provided follow-up 
explanations of water scarcity and livelihood impacts during face-to-face interviews. We 
relied on a series of proxies to assess farmers’ household-level capital assets. Proxies for 
each capital were based on previous studies focusing on smallholder farmers resilience, 
literature review, and previous studies on smallholder farmers in Bantaeng District. We 
differentiated between agroforestry and monoculture farming as the two main agricultural 
systems in the area. The combination of trees and crops in agroforestry can provide more 
robust ecosystem services such as carbon sequestration, biodiversity conservation, soil 
enrichment, and air and water quality, and diversify on-farm sources of income (Quandt 
et al., 2017, 2019). Direct on-farm water source denoted direct access to a stream or rain-
water collected in natural ponds; altitudes of household location captured discernible dif-
ferences in evapotranspiration and rainfall within watersheds (MacMillan & Liniger, 2005). 
Participation in group activities (farmer’s group, cooperative, or village community asso-
ciation) and participants’ willingness to engage in collective action captured preferences 
to solve water scarcity problems collectively—over tackling them individually—likely 
reflecting on local solidarity, reciprocity, and trust (Kumar Nath et al., 2010). We gathered 
information on total household income and livestock holdings as forms of financial capital. 
Information on housing area and means of transportation also reflected on access to physi-
cal resources in rural contexts (Donovan & Stoian, 2012; Scoones, 1998).

Considering the total number of households in the eight villages within the two water-
sheds, a sample size of 200 respondents was adequate to achieve a 95% confidence level 
with a 10% margin of error (Dillman, 2011). We followed a stratified random sampling 
approach where twenty-five households were randomly chosen from a registry available 
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in each village. Selection criteria were twofold: respondents needed to actively practice 
farming and be at least 25 years of age at the time of the survey. These sampling criteria 
ensured that the livelihoods of participants were agricultural and with the ability to make 
land management decisions. If these criterions were met, farmers were then asked for their 
willingness to participate in the study. We interviewed heads of the household, to consist-
ently reach to the primary decision maker regarding a household’s farming activities. There 
were several instances when the household head was not available (e.g., too old or frail), 
and farming decisions have been left to an offspring. In these cases, the latter was inter-
viewed with the head of household present to validate answers.

Surveys were completed via face-to-face interviews by a local enumerator and included 
key-person in-depth interviews with chiefs of the village and senior farmers to collect 
more detailed information of village and farming history, water access, climate, and other 
contextual information. Local enumerators were trained for the unbiased delivery of the 

Table 2  Description of variables used as proxies of livelihood capitals to examine associations with avoid-
ance of and adaptation to water scarcity

1 Total hectares of farmland across all parcels managed including private and shared ownership or leased 
parcels. 2At least one on-farm water source coming directly from a stream or rainwater collected in natu-
ral ponds. 3Derived from geo-referenced geographic information system. 4Summation of average yearly: 
on-farm income, off-farm income, and remittances. 5Livestock animal units (AUs) converted using the fol-
lowing factors: 1 cattle = 0.65AU, 1 horse = 0.65 AU, 1 sheep = 0.1 AU, 1 chicken = 0.01 AU, (FAO, 2011). 
6Denotes involvement in any of the following: farmer groups, cooperatives, village community group. 7Pref-
erence to solve water scarcity-related problems collectively over individually. 8Includes on-farm equipment 
and materials used to distribute water to farm crops whether individually or collectively owned

Variables Response/ unit

Natural capital Total farmland  area1 Hectare
Farmland share under agroforestry system manage-

ment
%

Direct natural access to water  source2 0 = No, 1 = Yes
Altitude > 300 m.a.s.l.3 0 = No, 1 = Yes

Financial capital Total yearly household  income4 US$/year, above subsistence
Number of livestock  holding5 Number of animal units

Human capital Level of education (head of household) 0 = did not go to school, 1 = did 
not finish elementary school, 
2 = elementary school gradu-
ate, 3 = junior high school 
graduate, 4 = high school grad-
uate, 5 = bachelor’s degree

Farming experience 1 = 0–5 years; 2 = 6–10 years; 
3 = 11–15 years; 
4 = 16–20 years; 
5 = 21–25 years; 6 = more than 
25 years

Number of household farm laborers Number of persons
Number of household members Number of persons

Social capital Participation in social  groups6 0 = No, 1 = Yes
Willingness to engage in collective  action7 0 = No, 1 = Yes

Physical capital Transportation modes Number of transportation modes
Irrigation  infrastucture8 0 = No, 1 = Yes
House area  (m2) m2
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questionnaire and to ensure the consistent translation of questions as many of our respond-
ents only spoke the local Makassarese language (Crawford, 1997). Data collection took 
place from May until July 2018. Across all villages we experienced a rejection rate of 10% 
until our sample size was met.

3.3  Econometric analysis

A multinomial logistic model was chosen as the correct econometric specification due 
to the complete and mutually exclusive nature of categorical responses. Moreover, this 
nonlinear model allows capturing complex interaction effects inclusive of explanatory 
variables’ coefficients changing magnitude and direction contingent on other explanatory 
variables (Ai & Norton, 2003). We estimated the probability of a farmer self-assessing 
avoidance or adaptation to water scarcity, over the inability to withstand impacts of water 
scarcity. The normalized functional form of a multinomial logit model for three categories 
of the dependent variable was given by (Hausman 1981; Greene, 2011):

where the probability of the response by the ith farmer to be equal to the jth category 
(0 = incapacity to withstand water scarcity, 1 = avoidance of water scarcity, 2 = adaptation 
to water scarcity) is conditional on an information x′

i
 vector with first-element unity com-

prised of proxies for a household’s five capitals and farmland interaction terms as per our 
research hypotheses. Moreover, βj is a vector of coefficients for the j = 1, 2 categories rela-
tive to the j = 0 baseline. Log-odds were computed as:

and odds ratios calculated by exponentiating βj coefficients. The percent change in odds 
was given by:

The multinomial regression was estimated for a stratified (village-level) dataset where 
each household represented our sample unit of equal weight. We used a Taylor lineariza-
tion approach (also known as the delta method or the Huber/White/robust variance estima-
tor) in the multinomial estimation of robust standard errors to reflect our sample design 
(Demnati & Rao, 2010). Before model estimation, we tested for the independence of irrel-
evant alternatives (IIA) assumption using Hausman and Small-Hsiao test-statistics (Cheng 
& Long, 2007; Small & Hsiao, 1985).

In the multinomial regression we used each proxy for livelihood capitals as an explanatory 
variable to capture capital-specific main associations. The variable ‘total farm area’ was log-
transformed to deal with its non-normal distribution (Shapiro–Wilk test: p value < 0.05) and 
to better capture nonlinear effects. Main altitude effects capturing evapotranspiration and rain-
fall differences were discerned between farms at greater than 300 m.a.s.l., and those at lower 
altitudes. We interacted “total farm area” as one of the most limiting natural capitals with a 
proxy from each of the other capitals to capture more nuanced mixed effects—with particular 
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attention paid to interactions between labor and farmland as two of the least available and 
most constraining assets among smallholder farmers. Else constant, we tested the association 
between having an additional farm laborer and a household’s odds of either being in the avoid-
ance and adaptation categories as:

Inclusion of interaction effects between household’s farmland and number of farm laborers 
further allowed assessing complex relationship including changes in the likelihood of being in 
a particular category. Specifically, we tested whether, there was a turning point that changed 
resiliency associations between the number of family laborers and farmland by setting odds 
ratios at ‘1’:

We identify outstanding capital factors making direct contributions to water scarcity resil-
iency as those positively and statistically (p < 0.05) associated with greater odds of avoidance 
and adaptation to water scarcity, categories over incapacity to withstand it. All analyses were 
conducted in Stata Version 15.

3.4  Study limitations

This study has various inherent caveats. The first relates to our typology denoting impacts 
of water scarcity using a psycho-social construct. The categories depict heads of households’ 
own subjective construction on the degree of how water scarcity has affected their livelihoods 
and whether they have avoided, coped, or could not withstand it. The nature of this response 
justifies our econometric specification, but observations themselves might be exposed to 
errors. We tried to reduce response bias in our data via face-to-face interviews to ensure the 
validity of answers, but we cannot completely rule it out. Another caveat relates to our inabil-
ity to make causal inferences. Our results are limited to the association between capital factors 
and the likelihood of avoiding or adapting to water scarcity, over incapacity to withstand it. 
We are also limited in our ability to make inferences to populations other than those of similar 
bio-physical and socio-ecological contexts as found in our study area. For instance, our study 
area has two well-known dry and wet seasons, with annual rainfall of over 2900  mm3, which, 
although common in many tropical regions, is not universal. Further, as compared to other 
areas in Indonesia and across the tropics, it is often common to find communally owned lands 
used for agriculture. Our context is one where farmed parcels are largely under private owner-
ship with only a fraction under communal or leased management. Different land governance 
and tenure regimes can influence the capacity of smallholders to cope with exogenous stress-
ors (Barbieri & Aguilar, 2011; Schlager & Ostrom, 1992), but our sample is not suited to test 
such effects. Moreover, our study area is deemed to be ethnically homogeneous; variability 
in perceptions of resiliency between ethnic groups could not be examined (Quandt, 2019). 
Lastly, our dataset corresponds to a single cross section and may not be applicable to future 
governance and climatic conditions that could be remarkably different from when our study 
was conducted.

(6)
{
100 × e(�j,Number of family laborers+�j,Farm area (log)×Number of family laborers ) − 1

}
, for j = 1, 2.

(7)e

−�j,no. family laborers

�j,no. family laborers ×ln (farmland) for j = 1, 2.



Smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity  

1 3

4  Results

4.1  Descriptive statistics

Basic centrality and dispersion statistics for our sample are presented in Table 3. Respond-
ents in the sample managed an average of 1.15  ha of farmland, which is slightly larger 
than the national average (0.92 ha), with a median of 0.85 ha. Other important characteris-
tics worth noting within our data include that 76% respondents owned at least two parcels, 
50% owned at least three parcels, 25% at least four parcels, and 13% at least five parcels. 
This distribution reflects the management landscape prevalent in our study area dominated 
by small farming plots. Regarding land tenure, most land was in private ownership, and 
89% of all 530 parcels managed by farmers in our sample were under full private owner-
ship. The remaining plots were leased or under shared communal ownership. Respond-
ents’ reported an average annual income of US$614.23/year, with median of US$266.67. 
Regarding self-reported typologies describing resilience to water scarcity, 32.5% of farm-
ers had avoided, 30.0% had adapted, and 37.5% had not been able to adapt to its impacts.

4.2  Multinomial logistic regression

Results are presented in Table  4.1 We found no definitive evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis for the IIA assumption. Results from the IIA Hausman test suggested the model 
may violate this assumption, although this is not an uncommon result in empirical appli-
cations even in well-specified models with large samples (Aguilar & Cai, 2010; Cheng & 
Long, 2007). Results from the IIA Small-Hsiao Test offered no consistent indication that 
the assumption was violated.

4.2.1  Avoidance of—over inability to withstand—water scarcity

Proxies for natural capital assets dominated the explanatory power between the odds of 
avoidance of, over inability to withstand, water scarcity (first set of columns in Table 4), 
in addition to irrigation infrastructure as a form of physical capital. Capital asset coef-
ficients that exhibited the largest odds ratios and statistically significant (p < 0.05) 
direct associations were in declining order: (i) access to irrigation infrastructure, (ii) 
altitude > 300  m.a.s.l., (iii) direct natural access to water source, (iv)  75th percentile 
income × livestock units, (v) total farm area (log) × family labor, (vi) years of farming 
experience, and (vii) percentage of farm under agroforestry system. For instance, farmers 
with access to irrigation infrastructure and at altitudes over 300 m.a.s.l. were, respectively, 
1.64E + 07 and 8.55 times as likely to be able to avoid water scarcity over the inability to 
stand it.

In the opposite direction, the odds of avoiding water scarcity, over the inability to with-
stand it, were negatively associated with only two capital assets. Odds ratios of 0.004 and 

1 We also ran models that included watershed- and village-level effects. There were no significant water-
shed-level effects. In the case of fixed village-level effects, controlling for their inclusion yielded a few addi-
tional statistically significant coefficients but introduced a strong degree of collinearity. Results from these 
models are included in an Appendix.



 F. X. Aguilar et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

st
at

ist
ic

s o
f v

ar
ia

bl
es

 d
en

ot
in

g 
na

tu
ra

l, 
fin

an
ci

al
, h

um
an

, s
oc

ia
l, 

an
d 

ph
ys

ic
al

 c
ap

ita
l a

ss
et

s

C
ap

ita
ls

Va
ria

bl
es

 (a
ss

et
s)

Va
ri-

ab
le

 
ty

pe

Re
sp

on
se

/ 
un

it
To

ta
l (

n =
 20

0)
A

vo
id

an
ce

 (n
 =

 65
)

A
da

pt
at

io
n 

(n
 =

 60
)

In
ab

ili
ty

 to
 w

ith
st

an
d 

(n
 =

 75
)

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

N
at

ur
al

 
ca

pi
ta

l
To

ta
l f

ar
m

 a
re

a 
(h

a)
C

on
tin

-
uo

us
H

ec
ta

re
1.

2
1.

4
0.

00
2

7.
0

0.
82

0.
7

0.
00

2
4.

5
1.

3
1.

2
1

5.
5

1.
3

1
0.

00
2

7

Lo
g 

(n
at

ur
al

) o
f 

to
ta

l f
ar

m
 a

re
a*

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

N
/A

8.
9

1.
1

5.
3

11
.2

8.
6

1.
1

5.
4

10
.7

8.
9

1.
0

6.
9

10
.9

9.
1

0.
9

5.
3

11
.1

Fa
rm

la
nd

 sh
ar

e 
as

 a
gr

of
or

es
try

 
sy

ste
m

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

%
55

.7
40

.4
0

10
0

58
42

.3
0

10
0

61
.9

35
.2

0
10

0
48

.5
42

0
10

0

D
ire

ct
 n

at
ur

al
 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 w
at

er
 

so
ur

ce

B
in

ar
y

0 =
 no

, 
1 =

 ye
s

0.
3

N
/A

0
1

0.
4

N
/A

0
1

0.
35

N
/A

0
1

0.
28

N
/A

0
1

A
lti

-
tu

de
 >

 30
0 

m
.a

.s.
l

B
in

ar
y

0 =
 no

, 
1 =

 ye
s

0.
8

0.
4

0
1

0.
9

0.
3

0
1

0.
9

0.
3

0
1

0.
5

0.
5

0
1

Fi
na

n-
ci

al
 

ca
pi

ta
l

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 in

co
m

e 
fro

m
 a

ll 
so

ur
ce

s
C

on
tin

-
uo

us
U

S$
/y

ea
r

61
4.

2
76

9.
4

0
46

66
.7

50
5.

5
69

0
0

33
33

.3
74

5.
6

84
2.

1
40

40
00

60
3

76
8

33
.3

46
66

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 in

co
m

e 
75

th
 p

er
ce

nt
ile

 
(>

 $6
67

/y
ea

r)

B
in

ar
y

0 
3 =

 no
, 

1 =
 ye

s
0.

3
N

/A
0

1
0.

3
N

/A
0

1
0.

45
N

/A
0

1
0.

34
N

/A
0

1

Li
ve

sto
ck

 h
ol

di
ng

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

A
ni

m
al

 u
ni

t
0.

5
0.

8
0

5.
2

0.
5

1
0

5.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0
2.

7
0.

6
0.

7
0

2.
7



Smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity  

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

C
ap

ita
ls

Va
ria

bl
es

 (a
ss

et
s)

Va
ri-

ab
le

 
ty

pe

Re
sp

on
se

/ 
un

it
To

ta
l (

n =
 20

0)
A

vo
id

an
ce

 (n
 =

 65
)

A
da

pt
at

io
n 

(n
 =

 60
)

In
ab

ili
ty

 to
 w

ith
st

an
d 

(n
 =

 75
)

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

H
um

an
 

ca
pi

ta
l

Le
ve

l o
f e

du
ca

tio
n

C
at

- eg
or

i-
ca

l

0 =
 di

d 
no

t 
go

 to
 

sc
ho

ol
, 

1 =
 di

d 
no

t fi
ni

sh
 

el
em

en
ta

ry
 

sc
ho

ol
, 

2 =
 el

e-
m

en
ta

ry
 

sc
ho

ol
 

gr
ad

ua
te

, 
3 =

 ju
n-

io
r h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 

gr
ad

ua
te

, 
4 =

 hi
gh

 
sc

ho
ol

 
gr

ad
ua

te
, 

5 =
 ba

ch
-

el
or

’s
 

de
gr

ee

2.
0

1.
6

0
5

2.
1

1.
6

0
5

2.
2

1.
6

0
5

1.
8

1.
6

0
5

 >
 20

 y
ea

rs
 o

f f
ar

m
-

in
g 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e
B

in
ar

y
0 =

 no
, 

1 =
 ye

s
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

8
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1

N
um

be
r o

f 
ho

us
eh

ol
d 

fa
rm

 
la

bo
re

rs

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

# 
of

 p
er

so
ns

2.
1

1.
1

0
6

1.
9

0.
9

1
4

2.
2

1
0

6
2.

3
1.

3
1

6

N
um

be
r o

f h
ou

se
-

ho
ld

 m
em

be
rs

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

# 
of

 p
er

so
ns

3.
9

1.
2

2
8

3.
9

1
2

7
3.

7
1.

1
2

6
4.

1
1.

4
2

8



 F. X. Aguilar et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
3 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

C
ap

ita
ls

Va
ria

bl
es

 (a
ss

et
s)

Va
ri-

ab
le

 
ty

pe

Re
sp

on
se

/ 
un

it
To

ta
l (

n =
 20

0)
A

vo
id

an
ce

 (n
 =

 65
)

A
da

pt
at

io
n 

(n
 =

 60
)

In
ab

ili
ty

 to
 w

ith
st

an
d 

(n
 =

 75
)

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

M
ea

n
St

d 
de

v
M

in
M

ax
M

ea
n

St
d 

de
v

M
in

M
ax

So
ci

al
 

ca
pi

ta
l

Pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 

so
ci

al
 g

ro
up

s
B

in
ar

y
0 =

 no
, 

1 =
 ye

s
0.

5
N

/A
0

1
0.

4
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

4
N

/A
0

1

W
ill

in
gn

es
s f

or
 c

ol
-

le
ct

iv
e 

ac
tio

n
B

in
ar

y
0 =

 no
, 

1 =
 ye

s
0.

8
N

/A
0

1
0.

9
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1

Ph
ys

ic
al

 
ca

pi
ta

l
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

m
od

e
C

on
tin

-
uo

us
# 

of
 tr

an
s-

po
rta

tio
n 

m
od

es

1.
0

0.
6

0
3

0.
9

0.
6

0
3

1.
2

0.
6

0
2

1.
1

0.
6

0
3

A
cc

es
s t

o 
irr

ig
at

io
n 

in
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e
B

in
ar

y
0 =

 no
, 

1 =
 ye

s
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

7
N

/A
0

1
0.

8
0.

4
0

1
0.

6
0.

5
0

1

H
ou

se
 a

re
a 

 (m
2 )

C
on

tin
-

uo
us

m
2

94
.8

46
.0

24
.0

30
0.

0
95

.2
49

.8
30

.0
25

0.
0

91
.6

36
.3

35
18

0
96

.9
49

.9
24

30
0

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
ns

 w
ith

 in
co

m
e 

an
d 

de
pe

nd
en

t c
at

eg
or

ie
s 

w
er

e 
di

sc
er

ne
d 

af
te

r 
co

nv
er

tin
g 

th
is

 e
xp

la
na

to
ry

 v
ar

ia
bl

e 
to

 d
ic

ho
to

m
ou

s 
va

lu
es

 (
75

th
 p

er
ce

nt
ile

 o
r 

hi
gh

er
 =

 ‘1
,’ 

ot
h-

er
w

is
e =

 ‘0
’)

. T
hi

s 
tra

ns
fo

rm
at

io
n 

se
rv

ed
 tw

o 
pu

rp
os

es
, t

o 
ca

pt
ur

e 
eff

ec
ts

 o
f i

nc
om

e 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

hi
gh

es
t q

ua
rti

le
 a

nd
 to

 a
m

el
io

ra
te

 p
ot

en
tia

l o
ut

lie
rs

 –
 a

nd
 p

os
si

bl
y 

er
ro

rs
 in

 
ex

tre
m

e 
se

lf-
re

po
rte

d 
am

ou
nt

s (
B

ar
re

t a
nd

 L
ew

is
 1

99
4)

. P
ed

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

2)
 a

do
pt

ed
 a

 si
m

ila
r q

ua
rti

le
 in

co
m

e-
ba

se
d 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 to
 st

ud
y 

ru
ra

l l
iv

el
ih

oo
ds

 in
 a

 c
om

pa
ra

bl
e 

So
ut

h-
ea

st 
A

si
an

 c
on

te
xt

*  N
at

ur
al

 lo
gs

 ta
ke

n 
of

 sq
ua

re
d-

m
et

er
s o

f f
ar

m
la

nd



Smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity  

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
4 

 B
et

a 
co

effi
ci

en
ts

, o
dd

s 
ra

tio
s, 

st
an

da
rd

 e
rr

or
s, 

an
d 

p 
va

lu
es

 fo
r 

m
ul

tin
om

ia
l l

og
ist

ic
 m

od
el

 w
ith

 ‘
in

ab
ili

ty
 to

 w
ith

st
an

d 
w

at
er

 s
ca

rc
ity

’ 
as

 b
as

el
in

e 
gr

ou
p 

(n
 =

 20
0)

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

Ta
yl

or
-li

ne
ar

iz
ed

 ro
bu

st 
es

tim
at

es

A
vo

id
ed

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*
A

da
pt

ed
 to

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*

C
oe

f
O

dd
s–

ra
tio

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

p 
va

lu
e 

[T
ay

-
lo

r-l
in

ea
riz

ed
]

C
oe

f
O

dd
s r

at
io

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]
p 

va
lu

e 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

N
at

ur
al

 c
ap

ita
l a

ss
et

s
To

ta
l f

ar
m

 a
re

a 
(lo

g)
 −

 0.
49

9
0.

60
7

0.
43

2 
[0

.6
89

]
 −

 0.
70

0 
[−

 0.
72

0]
0.

48
3 

[0
.4

70
]

 −
 0.

44
5

0.
64

1
0.

48
8 

[0
.6

79
]

 −
 0.

58
0 

[−
 0.

65
0]

0.
55

9
[0

.5
13

]
Fa

rm
la

nd
 %

 a
gr

o-
fo

re
str

y
0.

01
1

1.
01

1
0.

00
6 

[0
.0

06
]

1.
93

0 
[1

.8
50

]
0.

05
4 

[0
.0

66
]

0.
00

9
1.

00
9

0.
00

6 
[0

.0
06

]
1.

50
0

[1
.4

30
]

0.
13

2 
[0

.1
54

]
A

lti
-

tu
de

 >
 30

0 
m

.a
.s.

l
2.

14
6

8.
54

8
5.

79
1 

[0
.6

75
]

3.
17

0 
[3

.1
80

]
0.

00
2 

[0
.0

02
]

1.
63

1
5.

10
7

3.
18

5
[0

.5
96

]
2.

61
0 

[2
.7

30
]

0.
00

9 
[0

.0
07

]
A

cc
es

s t
o 

na
tu

ra
l 

w
at

er
 so

ur
ce

1.
66

9
5.

30
8

2.
80

3 
[0

.5
22

]
3.

16
0 

[3
.2

00
]

0.
00

2 
[0

.0
02

]
0.

91
4

2.
49

5
1.

27
7 

[0
.5

39
]

1.
79

0 
[1

.6
90

]
0.

07
4 

[0
.0

92
]

Fi
na

nc
ia

l c
ap

ita
l a

ss
et

s
In

co
m

e 
at

 7
5t

h 
pe

rc
en

til
e

 −
 0.

91
3

0.
40

1
0.

27
1 

[0
.7

23
]

 −
 1.

35
0 

[−
 1.

26
0]

0.
17

7 
[0

.2
08

]
 −

 0.
34

1
0.

71
1

0.
43

7 
[0

.6
30

]
 −

 0.
55

0
[−

 0.
54

0]
0.

57
9 

[0
.5

89
]

Li
ve

sto
ck

 u
ni

t 
ow

ne
rs

hi
p

 −
 4.

60
8

0.
01

0
0.

03
6

[3
.3

00
]

 −
 1.

29
0 

[−
 1.

40
0]

0.
19

7 
[0

.1
64

]
 −

 2.
89

4
0.

05
5

0.
21

3 
[3

.2
32

]
 −

 0.
75

0 
[−

 0.
90

0]
0.

45
2 

[0
.3

72
]

75
th

 p
er

ce
nt

ile
 

in
co

m
e ×

 li
ve

sto
ck

 
un

it

1.
35

2
3.

86
4

2.
60

9 
[0

.7
00

]
2.

00
0 

[1
.9

30
]

0.
04

5 
[0

.0
55

]
1.

39
7

4.
04

3
3.

14
5 

[0
.6

90
]

1.
80

0 
[2

.0
30

]
0.

07
2 

[0
.0

44
]

H
um

an
 c

ap
ita

l a
ss

et
s

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
le

ve
l

0.
22

5
1.

25
2

0.
20

8 
[0

.1
63

]
1.

35
0 

[1
.3

80
]

0.
17

5 
[0

.1
70

]
0.

11
8

1.
12

5
0.

18
3 

[0
.1

71
]

0.
73

0 
[0

.6
90

]
0.

46
8 

[0
.4

93
]

Ye
ar

s o
f f

ar
m

in
g 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e
0.

43
1

1.
53

8
0.

24
7 

[0
.1

51
]

2.
68

0 
[2

.8
50

]
0.

00
7 

[0
.0

05
]

0.
29

2
1.

33
9

0.
21

3 
[0

.1
42

]
1.

84
0 

[2
.0

50
]

0.
06

6 
[0

.0
41

]
N

um
be

r o
f f

am
ily

 
la

bo
re

rs
 −

 5.
63

2
0.

00
4

0.
01

0 
[2

.2
31

]
 −

 2.
12

0 
[−

 2.
52

0]
0.

03
4 

[0
.0

12
]

 −
 5.

21
5

0.
00

5
0.

01
5 

[2
.3

31
]

 −
 1.

94
0 

[−
 2.

24
0]

0.
05

3 
[0

.0
26

]
N

um
be

r o
f h

ou
se

-
ho

ld
 m

em
be

rs
 −

 0.
08

6
0.

91
7

0.
19

5 
[0

.1
96

]
 −

 0.
40

0 
[−

 0.
44

0]
0.

68
6 

[0
.6

61
]

 −
 0.

42
6

0.
65

3
0.

14
 

[0
.2

24
]

 −
 1.

96
0 

[−
 1.

90
0]

0.
05

0 
[0

.0
59

]



 F. X. Aguilar et al.

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
4 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
vo

id
ed

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*
A

da
pt

ed
 to

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*

C
oe

f
O

dd
s–

ra
tio

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

p 
va

lu
e 

[T
ay

-
lo

r-l
in

ea
riz

ed
]

C
oe

f
O

dd
s r

at
io

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]
p 

va
lu

e 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

So
ci

al
 c

ap
ita

l a
ss

et
s

Pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 

so
ci

al
 g

ro
up

s
 −

 0.
15

7
0.

85
4

0.
42

6 
[0

.5
10

]
 −

 0.
32

0 
[−

 0.
31

0]
0.

75
2 

[0
.7

58
]

1.
34

0
3.

81
7

1.
91

0 
[0

.4
98

]
2.

68
0 

[2
.6

90
]

0.
00

7 
[0

.0
08

]
W

ill
in

gn
es

s t
o 

en
ga

ge
 in

 c
ol

le
c-

tiv
e 

ac
tio

n

5.
50

7
24

6.
52

9
11

74
.5

63
 

[4
.4

23
]

1.
16

0 
[1

.2
50

]
0.

24
8 

[0
.2

15
]

9.
19

2
9.

82
E 

+
 03

4.
46

E 
+

 04
 

[4
.2

48
]

2.
02

0 
[2

.1
60

]
0.

04
3 

[0
.0

32
]

Ph
ys

ic
al

 c
ap

ita
l a

ss
et

s
A

cc
es

s t
o 

irr
ig

at
io

n 
in

fr
as

tru
ct

ur
e

16
.6

16
1.

64
E 

+
 07

7.
65

E 
+

 07
 

[4
.5

17
]

3.
57

0
[3

.6
80

]
 <

 0.
00

1 
[<

 0.
00

1]
8.

84
7

6.
95

E 
+

 03
3.

21
E 

+
 04

 
[4

.7
72

]
1.

91
0 

[1
.8

50
]

0.
05

6 
[0

.0
65

]
Tr

an
sp

or
t o

w
ne

r-
sh

ip
 −

 0.
21

5
0.

80
7

0.
31

2 
[0

.3
85

]
 −

 0.
55

0 
[−

 0.
56

0]
0.

57
9 

[0
.5

78
]

0.
69

4
2.

00
2

0.
78

7 
[0

.3
64

]
1.

77
0 

[1
.9

10
]

0.
07

7 
[0

.0
58

]
A

re
a 

of
 h

ou
se

0.
00

8
1.

00
8

0.
00

6 
[0

.0
06

]
1.

43
0 

[1
.3

50
]

0.
15

2 
[0

.1
77

]
 −

 0.
00

3
0.

99
7

0.
00

6 
[0

.0
06

]
 −

 0.
45

0 
[−

 0.
46

0]
0.

65
2 

[0
.6

42
]

Fa
rm

la
nd

 in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

To
ta

l f
ar

m
 a

re
a 

(lo
g)

 ×
 li

ve
sto

ck
 

un
it 

ow
ne

rs
hi

p

0.
41

6
1.

51
6

0.
59

6 
[0

.3
76

]
1.

06
0 

[1
.1

10
]

0.
29

0 
[0

.2
70

]
0.

16
5

1.
18

0
0.

50
8 

[0
.3

67
]

0.
38

0 
[0

.4
50

]
0.

70
1 

[0
.6

53
]

To
ta

l f
ar

m
 a

re
a 

(lo
g)

 ×
 fa

m
ily

 
la

bo
r

0.
56

6
1.

76
1

0.
51

4 
[0

.2
43

]
1.

94
0 

[2
.3

20
]

0.
05

2 
[0

.0
21

]
0.

56
6

1.
76

2
0.

51
1 

[0
.2

54
]

1.
95

0 
[2

.2
30

]
0.

05
1 

[0
.0

27
]

To
ta

l f
ar

m
 a

re
a 

(lo
g)

 ×
 w

ill
in

gn
es

s 
to

 e
ng

ag
e 

in
 c

ol
-

le
ct

iv
e 

ac
tio

n

 −
 0.

45
1

0.
63

7
0.

34
1 

[0
.4

96
]

 −
 0.

84
0 

[−
 0.

91
0]

0.
40

0 
[0

.3
64

]
 −

 1.
02

7
0.

35
8

0.
17

8 
[0

.4
67

]
 −

 2.
07

0 
[−

 2.
20

0]
0.

03
8 

[0
.0

29
]



Smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity  

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
4 

 (c
on

tin
ue

d)

A
vo

id
ed

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*
A

da
pt

ed
 to

 w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty
 im

pa
ct

s*

C
oe

f
O

dd
s–

ra
tio

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

p 
va

lu
e 

[T
ay

-
lo

r-l
in

ea
riz

ed
]

C
oe

f
O

dd
s r

at
io

St
d.

 E
rr.

 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]

Z 
[T

ay
lo

r-l
in

e-
ar

iz
ed

]
p 

va
lu

e 
[T

ay
lo

r-
lin

ea
riz

ed
]

To
ta

l f
ar

m
 a

re
a 

(lo
g)

 ×
 ac

ce
ss

 to
 

irr
ig

at
io

n 
in

fr
a-

str
uc

tu
re

 −
 1.

86
5

0.
15

5
0.

08
1 

[0
.5

09
]

 −
 3.

58
0 

[−
 3.

66
0]

 <
 0.

00
1 

[<
 0.

00
1]

 −
 0.

88
0

0.
41

5
0.

21
4 

[0
.5

40
]

 −
 1.

71
0 

[−
 1.

63
0]

0.
08

8
[0

.1
05

]

C
on

st
an

t
 −

 0.
59

9
0.

54
9

3.
53

0 
[6

.1
60

]
 −

 0.
09

0 
[−

 0.
10

0]
0.

92
6 

[0
.9

23
]

0.
75

6
2.

13
1

14
.9

07
 

[6
.1

13
]

0.
11

0 
[0

.1
20

]
0.

91
4 

[0
.9

02
]

M
ul

tin
om

ia
l l

og
it 

m
od

el
 fi

tn
es

s:
 lo

g-
lik

el
ih

oo
d 

ra
tio

  C
hi

2 (4
0)

 =
 12

0.
85

, P
ro

b >
  C

hi
2  <

 0.
00

01
. T

ay
lo

r-l
in

ea
riz

ed
 m

od
el

 fi
tn

es
s:

 F
-te

st 
(4

0,
 1

53
) =

 1.
98

; P
ro

b >
 F

 =
 0.

00
17

. *
 A

s 
co

m
pa

re
d 

w
ith

 b
as

el
in

e 
ca

te
go

ry
: i

na
bi

lit
y 

to
 w

ith
st

an
d 

w
at

er
 sc

ar
ci

ty



 F. X. Aguilar et al.

1 3

0.155 were found for an additional family farm laborer and the interaction term ‘total farm 
area (log) × water access infrastructure,’ respectively.

4.2.2  Adaptation to—over inability to withstand—water scarcity

Different levels of associational strength and statistical significance emerged when exam-
ining variables that distinguished farmers who have adapted to water scarcity, from those 
unable to withstand it (second set of columns in Table  4). Results disclose significant 
associations with various capitals. Among them, social capital assets (e.g., willingness to 
engage in collective action, participation in social activities), human capital assets (e.g., 
number of family laborers and household members), and physical capital assets stand out. 
By declining order directly associated variables ‘coefficients were: (i) willingness to engage 
in collective action, (ii) access to irrigation infrastructure, (iii) altitude > 300 m.a.s.l., (iv) 
75th percentile income × livestock unit, (v) engagement in social activities, (vi) direct nat-
ural access to water source, (vii) number of transportation modes, (viii) total farm area 
(log) × family labor, and (ix) years of farming experience. For example, farmers willing to 
engage in collective action were 9.82E + 03 as likely to be able to adapt to water scarcity, 
over the inability to stand it.

Having an inverse association, in declining absolute value of coefficients was: (i) num-
ber of household farm laborers, (ii) total farm area (log) × willingness to engage in collec-
tive action, (iii) total farm area (log) × access to irrigation infrastructure, and (iv) number 
of household members. For instance, the odds of adapting to water scarcity over the inabil-
ity to stand it were only 0.005 for an additional family farm laborer.

4.2.3  Assets with no statistical association with resilience to water scarcity

We found non-significant effect associated with years of education, although positive cor-
relations have been reported in other contexts (e.g., Awazi & Quandt, 2021). This is pos-
sibly due to the fact that about 39% of farmers in our sample reported not attending school 
or finishing elementary education, and a third of them had only completed elementary 
education (Table 3). The prevalence of relatively low levels of schooling, which reflects 
the reality of the study area, might be linked to our findings of no related significant asso-
ciations. Arguably, farming experience is the more important human capital asset in sup-
porting resilience over traditional schooling. Lastly, the coefficient capturing house area 
was not statistically significant. Others such as Carney (1998) have reported that a farm-
er’s house size can enhance livelihood resiliency as it provides a sense of security when 
stresses and shocks occur. In the case of Bantaeng, farmers commonly used their houses 
to store non-perishable yields (e.g., dried corn, nutmegs, dried cloves) and crop seeds. We 
initially expected a discernible association between larger house areas and resiliency, but it 
was not significant.

4.3  Capital assets contributing to overall resilience to water scarcity

Self-assessed resilience—i.e., greater odds of avoidance and adaptation of water scar-
city, over inability to withstand it—was positively associated with most capital assets. 
Table 5 offers a summary of capital assets and their statistical significance on the greater 
likelihood of reporting avoidance and adaptation typologies. Variables proxying natu-
ral assets (e.g., natural access to water sources, higher altitude having greater rainfall 
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and less evapotranspiration), financial assets (e.g., 75th percentile household income in 
combination with number of animal units), human assets (e.g., years of farming experi-
ence), and physical assets (e.g., access to water irrigation) had strong positive associa-
tions with categories denoting resiliency. Noticeably, social capital assets only had sig-
nificant effects (p < 0.05) with higher odds of adapting to water scarcity.

Our focus on smallholder farmers motivated the closer examination of capital asset 
associations with resiliency contingent to total available farmland. As shown by statisti-
cally significant interaction effects, total farmland influenced the degree of association 
with other capital assets such as number of household farm laborers and access to irri-
gation infrastructure. For instance, the sole effect of another household member work-
ing as farm labor was consistently detrimental to the ability to withstand water scarcity, 
but this relation was influenced by total farm area. Farmland and number of household 
farm laborers interactions, and their expected odd ratios of avoidance and adaptation are 
depicted in Figures 3 and 4. In these, odds ratios above ‘1’ indicate a greater probability 
of household resilience to water scarcity impacts. A general trend in both cases shows 
that a larger number of farm laborers in a household reduced the odds of being resilient 
(either avoid or adapt to water scarcity), but that ratio was reversed if a household had 
more farmland. Regardless of number of family laborers, there was a turning point at 
2.1 ha in the case of avoidance and 0.9 ha in the case of adaptation. An additional inter-
pretation of this trend is that having a larger number of farm laborers in a household was 
associated with an increase in the odds of resilient farming systems—only if accompa-
nied by more farmland. This trend is more pronounced in increasing the odds of adapta-
tion among households with smaller farming areas.

Table 5  Rural livelihood capital assets associated with greater resilience as denoted by significantly 
(p < 0.05) greater odds of avoidance and adaptation, over inability to withstand water scarcity

†  Association relative to base category: ‘Inability to withstand water scarcity.’ *Statistically positive associ-
ations with both avoidance and adaptation deemed as strong evidence of contribution to small-holder resil-
ience to water scarcity

Capital assets Asset (proxy) Avoidance† Adaptation† Resilience*

Natural Higher altitude (Altitude > 300 m.a.s.l.)  +  + ↑
With natural water access  +  + ↑
Farmland % agroforestry  + 

Financial 75th percentile income × livestock unit  +  + ↑
Human Years of farming experience  +  + ↑

Number of farm laborers - - ↓
Number of household members -

Social Participation in social groups  + 
Willingness to engage in collective action  + 

Physical Access to irrigation infrastructure  +  + ↑
Transport mode ownership  + 

Natural × human Farmland area (log) × number of family 
laborers

 +  + ↑

Natural × physical Farmland area (log) × irrigation infrastructure - -
Natural × social Farmland area (log) × willingness to engage in 

collective action
-
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5  Discussion

Disturbance in the form of water scarcity is one of the biggest risks faced by smallholder 
farmers worldwide (Rockström, 2000). Water deserves special attention in resiliency 

Fig. 3  Odds ratios for probabilities of self-reported avoidance of, over inability to withstand, water scarcity 
across selected farm size, and number of household farm laborers (1–4)

Fig. 4  Odds ratios for probabilities of self-reported adaptation, over inability, to withstand water scarcity 
across selected total farm size, and number of household farm laborers (1–4)
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studies since it is crucial in every aspect of farming and other forms of net primary produc-
tivity (Webb et al., 1978). However, water uneven distribution and accessibility contributes 
to some farming areas being more exposed to the expected increase in incidence and mag-
nitude of drought (Mollinga, 2003). Particularly among smallholder farmers, it is critical to 
better understand the resources that can enhance their resilience to water scarcity (Donovan 
& Stoian, 2012).

5.1  Livelihood capitals associated with resilience to water scarcity: avoidance 
and adaptation

Natural capital assets dominated positive associations with resiliency as access to water is 
inherently important to prevent or alleviate the water scarcity impacts (Awazi & Quandt, 
2021; Wutich et al., 2014). In our sample, farmers with direct access to water sources were 
consistently more likely to be in the avoidance or adaptation categories—over inability to 
withstand it. This relationship highlights the sheer importance of bio-physical assets when 
coping with water deficits. Consistent with what was reported by Namara et  al. (2010) 
farmers with direct access to water resources, often at higher altitudes within a watershed, 
tend to be less prone to water scarcity. In our sample, access to financial resources showed 
that on-average farmers at or above the 75th percentile of income and owning an additional 
livestock unit were, respectively, 3.9 times and 4.0 times more likely to avoid or adapt to 
water scarcity. Individual coefficients denoting main effects of financial resources (e.g., 
75th income percentile, number of animal units) were not statistically significant, which 
suggests that resilience is more closely linked with both income and other financial assets 
as is the case of animal units (Abdul-Razak & Kruse, 2017; Armah et al., 2010).

Farming experience had a strong association with resilience with an additional 5 years 
of experience associated with a 53.8% and 33.9% greater likelihood of being able to avoid 
or adapt to water scarcity, respectively. As suggested by Defiesta and Rapera (2014) the 
number of years of experience in farming is often highly correlated with the awareness, 
knowledge, and skills necessary to withstand climate stressors. Another possible expla-
nation might be provided by anecdotal observations from key interviews—older farmers 
might simply be more accustomed to the perception of being water scarce. We posit that 
the more frequent exposure to this condition made them perceive that their livelihoods 
were not as threatened, while less experienced farmers were still not used to dealing with 
water scarcity.

The one asset that consistently showed a negative main association with resilience to 
water scarcity was the number of household farm laborers. This finding has not previously 
reported in similar studies using a livelihoods capital framework where a household size 
had either no significant associations (Awazi & Quandt, 2021) or suggest a positive associ-
ation (Quandt, 2018). Else constant, an additional farm laborer in a household reduced the 
odds of it being in the avoidance and adaptation categories. Intuitively, the greater availa-
bility of farm labor can offer a wider set of capabilities and strategies that would be benefi-
cial to resilient farm management (Eakin et al., 2011; Moser, 1998). With farmland being a 
largely fixed capital asset, a growing household translates into fewer farming resources per 
individual and often results in a less efficient use of labor and land (Scully, 1962). In our 
particular sample there was an average of 5.3 laborers  ha−1 (SD = 10.6) which highlights 
the degree of limited farmland. As a household has more farm-dependent laborers, detri-
mental effects of stressors such as water scarcity more widely reduce the relative propor-
tion of income and other farm-level resources that sustain their livelihoods.
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5.2  Livelihood capitals associated with avoidance of, or adaptation to, water 
scarcity impacts

Here, we focus on livelihood assets that had only a significant association with avoid-
ance or adaptation to water scarcity. Wider adoption of agroforestry was associated 
with an increase in the odds of avoiding water scarcity. This was the only statistically 
significant variable uniquely associated with avoidance of, but not adaptation to, water 
scarcity. In Bantaeng District, cacao, coffee, and cloves are the most popular agrofor-
estry-based systems. Agroforestry adoption can support the avoidance of water scar-
city because the wider presence of trees can reduce evapotranspiration and regulate 
water infiltration; thus, water demands and the likelihood of nutrient losses are reduced 
(Nigussie et al., 2018; Roshetko, 2013). Others also found that the adoption of agrofor-
estry can contribute to diversified incomes, thus contributing to overall resiliency of 
farming livelihoods (Quandt et al., 2019; Seruni et al., 2021).

The number of statistically significant coefficients shows that modeling the odds of 
adapting to water scarcity over the inability to withstand it was more nuanced. Domi-
nant associations were those with social capital assets. For instance, willingness to 
engage in collective action and participation in social groups increased the likelihood 
to be able to adapt to water scarcity. Openness to collective action and participation 
in social groups (e.g., farmer groups) can facilitate awareness of strategies to cope 
with stressors and enhance information quality, relevance, and timeliness (Ellis, 2000). 
Social ties strengthen reciprocity among community members and can directly contrib-
ute to farming resiliency (Martini et  al., 2017; Portes, 1998), although such relation-
ships might be context-specific (Abdul-Razak & Kruse, 2017; Awazi & Quandt, 2021; 
Seruni et al., 2021).

Having more transportation modes increased the odds of adaptation. A wider avail-
ability of transportation means can facilitate access to off-farm water sources. This was 
observed during data collection in the specific case of motorbikes, where farmers, moti-
vated by a lower cost of ownership and use than of cars, were used to transport crop yields 
and water in containers. Another form of transportation was horses from and to locations 
of difficult terrain.

5.3  Livelihood capital asset interactions and resilience to water scarcity: farmland

Previous research in Indonesia has showed that small-scale farmers with greater access to 
farmland can diversity their farming activities, thus contributing to being more financially 
resilient (e.g., Seruni et  al., 2021). In other contexts, farming areas have been positively 
associated with increased resiliency to extreme weather (e.g., Awazi & Quandt, 2021). Dif-
ferent contexts and model specifications prevent direct comparisons, but a particular find-
ing in our study is the inverse association between higher odds of adaptation and family 
size. Likely, this points to how, other capital assets constant, larger families are less capable 
to cope with water scarcity (Legesse et  al., 2018). However, that relationship is relaxed 
for households who have greater farmland access. Empirically, we report that larger farm-
land areas reversed the detrimental effects of having more household members working as 
household laborers. Instead having more family laborers can enhance household resiliency 
with adequate access to farmland resources. This is evident when at least 2.1 ha farmland 
was needed to outright avoid the effects of another farm laborer on the odds of inability to 
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withstand water scarcity. Comparatively, only 0.9 ha was needed to improve the odds of 
adapting to water scarcity when having an additional family laborer.

It is also worth noting how the average association of willingness to engage in collec-
tive action and the odds of adaptation was weakened with a household’s greater area of 
land farmed by 41.5%. We posit that collective action is strongly associated with adapta-
tion to water scarcity as reported by many others (Awazi & Quandt, 2021; Maleksaeidi 
et al., 2016; Seruni et al., 2021). However, the strength of this relationship tends to fade 
over larger farming areas. Conversely, engagement in collective action had an even more 
important association with the likelihood of adaptation among smaller farms, i.e., farms 
with even less access to farmland had higher odds of adapting to water scarcity when also 
engaged in collective action.

5.4  Public policy implications

Enhancing the capacity of smallholder farmers to adapt to extreme weather is essential to 
attaining the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals of ‘No poverty,’ and ‘Zero 
hunger’ (FAO, 2020). The first policy implication we draw from our results is the impor-
tance of building resiliency within available resources and established farming practices. 
Within our sample 62.5% of respondents reported to had either avoided or adapted their 
livelihoods to the impacts of water scarcity which highlights smallholders’ capacity to cope 
with climate shocks with current resources (Cohn et al., 2017). Specifically, we point to 
the strong effects in access to irrigation infrastructure and agroforestry adoption to fully 
avoid the impacts of water scarcity. Expanded access to irrigation will likely require public 
investments in infrastructure, extension services, and research to maximize its resiliency 
contributions and simultaneously support reductions in farming-related greenhouse gas 
emissions (Campbell et al., 2011; FAO, 2020). Although our study did not test effects asso-
ciated with any new technology designed to cope with water scarcity, many (e.g., FAO, 
2020) recognize that the potential benefits to smallholder farmers from new technologies 
might be minimal, come at a high cost, and carry many uncertainties for which their adop-
tion will be unlikely. Thus, investments within known irrigation techniques and other farm-
ing approaches (including established agroforestry practices) might be strongly suited to 
promptly help smallholder farmers avoid the impacts of water scarcity.

A second policy implication is the importance of supporting grassroot-level efforts 
that encourage stronger social ties. Others have stressed the importance of spontaneous or 
organized processes by which individuals and society adjust to a changing climate, yet, the 
linkage between social capital and climate adaptability might be even more pronounced 
among smallholder farmers. Among others, investments in social capital have been sug-
gested by Awazi and Quandt (2021) when reporting the importance of participation in agri-
cultural groups in supporting livelihood resilience of smallholder farmers in Kenya and 
Cameroon. In Indonesia farming information is frequently provided by the Indonesian gov-
ernment, but final land management decisions tend to be more directly influenced by fellow 
farmers, village leaders, and other peer groups (Seruni et al., 2021). Hence, policies that 
facilitate local learning and empowerment among different stakeholders and local institu-
tions might directly contribute to more climate resilient households (Phuong et al., 2018). 
Interventions that enhance social capital will likely be most fundamental to the resiliency 
of smallholder farmers with the least access to land. To support access to land, across Indo-
nesia and other countries, legal accessibility and the right to usufruct from publicly owned 



 F. X. Aguilar et al.

1 3

parcels might be a tool to address this challenge while complementing social investments 
(Seruni et al., 2021).

Our third policy implication is the importance of tailoring policy interventions to local 
contexts (Campbell et  al., 2011; FAO, 2020; OECD 2020). The complexity of dealing 
with water resiliency stresses how public policy should invest in various livelihood capital 
assets. For instance, our results recognize that access to diverse forms of capital will be 
instrumental to support smallholder water scarcity resiliency. This is illustrated by how 
household income and owning livestock jointly increased the odds of avoiding or adapting 
to water scarcity, but there were no statistical associations of individual financial assets 
in our sample. Apparently inconsistent evidence in the literature to how different capital 
assets contribute to weather resiliency (e.g., Awazi & Quandt, 2021) might just be a reflec-
tion of local farming system intricacies. Policies addressing weather resiliency needs 
should simultaneously consider existing contents and contexts to advance mitigation poten-
tial and complex links to food security, trade, land use and sustainable forestry policies 
(Campbell et al., 2011; Cohn et al., 2017).

Lastly, public policy needs to recognize that some farmers will not be able to avoid nor 
adapt to water scarcity. About a third of smallholder farmers in our sample had not been 
able to withstand water scarcity even in recent weather conditions. OECD (2020) points to 
the necessity of transforming farming livelihoods when the risks of entrenched incapacity 
to cope with extreme weather are too high. A household’s capacity to transform might be 
considered an extension of the capacity to adapt, but acknowledging the need for struc-
tural change may become increasingly necessary as climate change intensifies. The issue of 
when policy toward climate resilience should shift to a paradigm of structural transforma-
tion, inclusive of some households who might need to become non-farmers, is highly con-
tested in long-term policy debates (Campbell et al., 2011; OECD 2020). The transforma-
tion of livelihoods is already evidenced around the world when smallholder farmers unable 
to cope with climate stressors migrate to urban areas (Bhatta & Aggarwal, 2016). When 
policy interventions, inclusive of those that fundamentally change livelihoods away from 
farming, should engage in structural change over enhancing current livelihood resiliency is 
a large and impending question for which longer-term data, analysis and public debate will 
be necessary to answer it.

6  Conclusions

We found that smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity was most strongly associ-
ated with biophysical assets within natural and physical capitals. Access to diverse finan-
cial assets (e.g., households within the highest income quartile with cashable animal units) 
showed strong and consistent associations with greater odds of avoiding, and adapting to, 
water scarcity. Smallholder farmer resiliency showed nuanced associations with human 
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capital assets; farming experience had a major positive effect, but larger number of family 
laborers showed a detrimental association among households with lesser access to farm-
land. Associations with social capital assets highlight the importance of smallholders’ 
group interaction and engagement in collective action to adapt to water scarcity.

Greater availability of some assets did not necessarily enhance resilience to water scar-
city. In particular, we note the inverse odds of either avoiding or adapting to water scarcity 
with a larger number of household farm laborers. This relationship was extended to the 
lower odds of adapting to water scarcity among larger households. But our results also 
point to how access to farmland can reduce such detrimental associations. Within our sam-
ple, having at least 2.1  ha enhanced the odds of avoiding the impacts of water scarcity 
associated with another family laborer. That threshold was a lower 0.9 ha to enhance the 
odds of adaptation. We also stress the importance of engaging in collective action among 
smallholder farmers with the least access to farmland in order to adapt to water scarcity.

Our results have various policy implications. Among them, development programs 
that facilitate access to farmland and irrigation, and adoption of agroforestry practices can 
immediately support smallholder farmer resilience to water scarcity. Grassroot-level efforts 
that encourage stronger social ties can help smallholder farmers adapt to water scarcity. 
Such type of enhanced social capital will be most instrumental to smallholder farmers 
with the least access to land. Although our findings are specific to the context of South 
Sulawesi, we stress the complexity of water resiliency for which public policy should invest 
in various livelihood capital assets to support smallholder farmers’ capacity to cope with 
water scarcity. The complexity of the association between capital assets and resilience to 
water scarcity is further illustrated by how household income and owning livestock jointly 
increased the odds of avoiding or adapting to water scarcity, but there were no statistical 
associations of individual financial assets. However, policy will also need to recognize that 
some smallholder farmers will be very unlikely to withstand water scarcity in the future for 
which approaches designed to transform their current livelihoods will be needed.

Appendix 1

See Table 6.
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Appendix 2

See Table 7.
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