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Abstract: Land ownership and land mastery are two things that build rural structures in the community. In the
peasant community, the Agrarian structure becomes the determinant of other aspects of life, such as agricultural
production rate, income level as well as economic and other social factors. The importance of Agrarian structure
in the peasant community makes researchers conduct a study aimed at analysing the typology of the Agrarian
structure of transmigrant farmers in South Konawe Province of Southeast Sulawesi through a combination of
ownership aspects and mastery aspects. This research used qualitative methods by taking one case, namely in the
Transmigration Settlement Unit (UPT) Arongo in Southeast Sulawesi Province. The results showed that through
the combination of aspects of land ownership and land mastery as a form of Agrarian structure, there are three
typologies of Agrarian structure form in the UPT. Arongo, owning and mastering agricultural land, owning but not
mastering land and not owning but mastering land. To achieve Agrarian transformation, the ideal typology of
Agrarian structures for peasant communities is in the form of Agrarian structures in which people own land while
mastering it so that land management is optimal.
Keywords: Agrarian Structure, Agrarian Transformation, Transmigration Land.
1.

Introduction
An Agrarian society is a society that depends on the agricultural sector (Pandit, 2017). The Agrarian structure
is fundamental to the Agrarian society. Agrarian structures are an essential concern for agriculture and rural
communities around the world (Burja et al., 2020). The Agrarian structure gives an idea of how the form and
division of ownership, possession and utilization of agricultural land. Through an Agrarian structure, it can be
understood the territorial configuration, namely how the distribution and the use of the territory. Through Agrarian
structures, power relations, land use concentrations, fragmentation and land-use changes can be known (Córdoba
et al., 2020).
The two central points of discussion of Agrarian structures are ownership and mastery of Agrarian objects.
Ownership leads to formal control based on legality, whereas mastery is more widespread than ownership because
Agrarian objects can be mastering without having legal legitimacy; this leads to effective control (operational).
Today, the question of land ownership has assumed great significance amid several pressing problems (Moroni,
2018). Land mastery is being governed by two competing forces with one pushing flexibility of land use as a
market resource and the other leading farming families to seek the security of identity. As market forces make
most farms out of business as economic units, the desire to maintain family identity compels historically farming
families to hold on to farmland, with the consequent development of land rental markets (while maintaining control
over the resource) providing a solution to both issues (Forbord et al., 2014).
Each community has a different type of Agrarian structure to each other. In Asia, for example, Agrarian
structures tend to depict large-scale plantation owners and tenants dominating the level of Agrarian structures. At
the same time, East Asian countries such as Korea and Taiwan, small and medium-sized agriculture dominates its
Agrarian structure (Oyvat, 2016). Agrarian structures in China are also different where there are two recognized
forms of land ownership, urban land under state ownership and rural land owned by farmers collectively (Huang
et al., 2017; Tong et al., 2021). California itself is also different. Its Agrarian structure is more complicated than
federal, state and local ownership (Easterday et al., 2018). Nearly Similar to other Agrarian areas, Agrarian
structures on transmigration land in UPT. Arongo describes a unique form of Agrarian structure. The unique format
of the Agrarian structure is the result of social relations that occur among the community. Ownership, control and
coordination of essential prospects in location-based transformation (Bryson et al., 2017).
The importance of Agrarian structure for the peasant community, as well as the unique Agrarian structure that
exists in each farmer community, makes researchers interested in researching how the typology of Agrarian
structure in the transmigration community, especially in UPT. Arongo. Furthermore, researchers are working to
discuss how the ideal Agrarian structure to achieve Agrarian transformation.
2. Research Methods
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The study used qualitative methodologies, which seek to reveal and understand the unknown (Sutrisno et al.,
2020). This study tried to explain causal processes that occurred over a long period and seeks to establish
theoretical models of comprehensive structures and large-scale processes that govern social life with systematic
historical investigations and comparisons (Bauerly, 2017; Asaka & Awarun, 2020). The research strategy used is
a case study. The case raised in this study is a transmigration program with restrictions on the community of
transmigrant farmers. This research was carried out on the transmigration area located in South Konawe Regency,
UPT. Arongo as one of the existing transmigrant community settlement units since 2010. The selection of the
location is based on the complexity of agricultural problems that occurred at the site of the study based on the
Agrarian structure that exists at the site. Also, the complexity of the situation in the location still happens to this
day, so the results of the research that will be produced later can provide additional science that is more up to date.
The informants in this study were chosen purposively or deliberately, namely the informants who are
considered the best informants and believed to be able to provide information following the objectives that want
to be achieved in research consisting of members of the transmigrant community, village devices, local
governments and related agencies who are considered to have authority in Agrarian reform programs or
transmigration programs, and other informants involved in the transmigration program. In this study, data
collection techniques were conducted using several ways: In-depth interviews, observations, and documentation
in the form of archive footages, images, videos and so on. Data analysis is carried out by identifying the distribution
of ownership and possession (Noibi et al., 2020) of Agrarian objects (land), the way the item is acquired, the
legitimacy of the land ownership and control (proof of ownership of land rights (ownership) or other forms
(mastery), as well as the social relationship order of existing structural patterns.
3.

Results and Discussions
Transmigration program in UPT. Arongo has been going since 2010 with three waves of placement of
transmigrant farmers. Related to Agrarian structure, the two things that make up the Agrarian structure of the
community are land ownership and land mastery. In terms of ownership, there is a distribution of land ownership
in UPT. Arongo. By the rules of transmigration land distribution, each farmer should get an area of 2 hectares per
head of a family consisting of yardland, business land 1 and business land 2. Implementation of the transmigration
program in UPT. Arongo showed that all transmigrated participants both placements in 2010, 2011 and 2012 were
not entirely gained business land 2. Besides, many of the transmigrants who should get a division of the land of 1
Ha per Family Head for yard land and business 1, instead get a division of less than 1 ha. There is even a Head of
Family who does not get the division of business land 1 at all. This land ownership inequality is further exacerbated
by the unilateral use of some of the migrant land claimed to be in the land of palm oil plantations, PT. Merbau. A
total of 99 (ninety-nine) head of families who transmigrated in 2011 were claimed by the oil palm company PT.
Merbau.
Problems were related to land ownership distribution in UPT. Arongo both the division of real estate and the
work to the community per year placement will be described in a summary in Table 1.

Distribution
Source
Ownership

Letter of Cooperation
Agreement (MOU)

Table 1. Land Ownership Distribution in UPT. Arongo
Implementation
Should
Field/ Real
Numbers of Heads
Description.
Description
of Families
Variation and
500 Heads of
Landless Work II
2Ha/Head of
Families
2010 Placement
Family
Yards: 0.25 Ha
Land I: 0.75Ha
Land 2: 1Ha
2011 Placement

2012 Placement

TOTAL HF
Data: UPT. Arongo Land Ownership Inventory STKS.
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Numbers of Heads
of Families
Enough
1 Ha/HF 50 HF
Less
1 Ha/HF 50 HF
Enough
1 Ha/HF 88 HF
Less
1 Ha/HF 212 HF
Enough
1 Ha/HF 40 HF
Less
1 Ha/HF 60 HF
500 HF
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The lack of transmigration distribution land to transmigrant families is still controversial among the
transmigrant community because the conversion of land for 2 with one calf is the government's answer to the lack
of land distribution. The government claims that the promised land or land of 2 hectares has been distributed but
converted in the form of cattle distribution. This led to the criticism of transmigrants who stated that some residents
did not receive cow assistance, the community who received cow assistance also said that there was no prior notice
that the cow aid will substitute the land 2. According to the Transmigrants, the calf that became an aid could not
be compared to be a substitute for the supposedly The land 2. Even if it is to be converted, then the price of the
calf should worth the price of 2 lands that they should receive.
In terms of land ownership, distribution land ownership that exists in UPT. Arongo should be in full control by
the transmigrant members stationed in the UPT. Arongo. Either a member of the local transmigrants or a member
of transmigrants from outside the region by the Letter of Placement. But currently land ownership in UPT. Arongo
is no longer entirely in the control of transmigrants. Some transmigrants who received land distribution at the
beginning of the placement still control the land by processing the ground. But some have no control over the land
that should be managed.
Land ownership distribution pattern on the UPT. Arongo no longer follows the initial design of being controlled
by transmigrant farmers, both transmigrants and local transmigrants. Supposed you look at the history of land
ownership in the UPT. Arongo, should then it showed that the one ruled the land is only transmigrant farmers.
However, by now, there are a lot of lands on the UPT. Arongo controlled by Non-immigrant farmers. Take into
consideration, that currently the land that has been maintained and processed by palm oil companies which
supposedly not own the land in the block I, now could control, process and even expel transmigrant farmers from
their land. At least 99 lands in the block I that should be controlled by transmigrant farmers is claimed by the oil
palm plantations so that the land is now controlled by PT. Merbau.
In addition to the land in the block I controlled by oil palm plantations, some land has also switched their
mastery to non-farmers from outside the UPT. Arongo. This happened through buy and sell mechanism conducted
by farmers at UPT. Arongo. The scheme of buy and sell land is inevitable amid the inability of transmigrant
members to meet the needs of their families who depend solely on land or the habit of selling land from local
transmigrant members. In addition, the presence of sago trees in the land of transmigrant farmers is the determinant
of whether the land is controlled by transmigrants or controlled by the local community. The land in which there
is sago plant mastery is in the hands of local people because the sago plant claimed to be a plant planted by
ancestors or parents of the current Tolaki ethnicity.
From the Agrarian structure on the land in PT Arongo Law, based on the source and evidence of ownership
and mastery, it can be typologically three forms of Agrarian structure that existed in UPT land. Arongo:
1.

Owning and Mastering, which is a resident that corresponds to the Letter of Placement given the land and
until now still processing the land owned. So, they are free to manage the land.
2. Owning but not Mastering, the land in Block I, whereas their land is enclosed with the land owned by PT.
Merbau palm oil company. Based on the advertisement of The Letter of Placement they should have the
land, but because claims by palm oil company it made the transmigrants unable to process the land to the
point many migrants leave their land and choose to return back. They feel unable to do much and feel
uncertainty in managing land obtained according to the Letter of Placement.
3. Not Owning but Mastering. This is the model drawn based on the ability of palm oil companies to access
multiple transmigration land that is included in the company's work even though the company itself has
not obtained land ownership rights from the government. In this case, the company did not own the land,
but they were able to control the land by working on the claimed land. In addition, the scheme does not
own but master, is a pattern owned by Tolaki ethnic locals who claimed the planted sago corps in the
middle of the land as the land of their ancestors.
A quick overview of the typology of Agrarian structures in the UPT. Arongo and its existing forms of Agrarian
relations will be presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Typology of Agrarian Structure and Agrarian Social Relations form in UPT Transmigration land.
Arongo Based on Ownership and Mastery Aspects
Agrarian Structure
Ownership
Mastery
Typology
Proof of Power and
Legality and Resources
Resources
Agrarian Subjects
1. Transmigrant
Land Ownership Rights, Letter
Plants they plant in
Owning &
Community in
of Placement, Letter of
transmigration land as well
Mastering
general
Cooperation Agreement and
as buildings
certificate management through
PTSL
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2.

Some
Transmigrants
Block I

3.

Local People

4.

Private
plantations

Land Ownership Rights, Letter
of Placement, Letter of
Cooperation Agreement and
certificate management through
PTSL
No legality
Only Permissions Allocated

Cannot be processed or
forced to leave because it
is cultivated by oil palm
plantations

Owning but
Not
Mastering

Recognized sago plants
planted by parents
Cultivated land, even
planted with palm oil
Not by farmers

Not Having
but
Mastering

Source: Field Data
4.

Discussion

Displacement programs produce new ways to organize the productive and reproductive activities of humans
and the rest of the world (Marley, 2016). However, administrative and territorial reforms have a direct impact on
the development of the Agrarian sector (Mykhailova et al., 2018). Farmers certainly ensure the availability of land
to work on.Recent research on several key dimensions of Agrarian transformation also alludes to demographic
problems and changes in the population structure of society (Choenkwan & Fisher, 2018; Watanabe, 2017). The
distribution of land ownership is one of the important factors of agricultural productivity and economic well-being
of farmers and also affects their social and political status in the community (Naseer, 2016). However, the location
of the transmigration must take into account all aspects, including the distance reached the area (Miyamoto, 2006).
State support and attention increase farmer productivity (Chigumira, 2018). Because there is a system of
government that favors the bourgeois class more than smallholders (Vergara-Camus & Kay, 2017). In fact, the
strength and development of farmers have important implications for economic and social development (Bauerly,
2017; Jeon, 2011).
Transmigration is an effort to improve the Agrarian structure and indirectly will have an impact on food
security. Agrarian structure contributes to food production and security structure (Alexandri & Luca, 2014). Like
how land accumulation can change Agrarian social relations(Sajadian, 2020). Ultimately the Agrarian structure
will boil down to Agrarian transformation. Agrarian transformation means a change in the agricultural system in
a more advanced direction. (Bossenbroek et al., 2015). In contrast to Agrarian transformation, Transition Agrarian
occurs when society transitions from one production mode to another (Sugden, 2020). The picture of the
countryside today, instead of being an Agrarian transformation, a lot of farmland is hardly profitable, but farmers
continue to work on it; agriculture provides only a fraction of household income; the land is loaned to relatives
without reward; rural populations are still subsistence; and rice cultivation persists even though young people are
not interested in farming (Nguyen et al., 2020). It shows the slow Agrarian transformation characterized by
increasing rural migration to urban areas and low agricultural productivity (Reta, 2016).
The land is the main asset of farmers (van den Bold et al., 2015).Thus, if looking at the basis of the Agrarian
structure on land ownership and mastery, then it is not enough to just move farmers but must also guarantee land
ownership and mastery. Agrarian transition occurs when society transitions from one production mode to another
(Sugden, 2020).
Therefore, to achieve Agrarian transformation as the ultimate goal of Agrarian reform, typology ideal structure
Agrarian is that the farmer community at the same time should be able to master its agricultural land so that the
management of agricultural land can be optimal. Based on data obtained from the UPT. Arongo, the three
typologies of Agrarian structures mentioned are owning and controlling, owning but not controlling, and have but
not master. If you see Table 2, then it can be seen that the land is well managed depending on its ownership and
mastery. Well-managed land is land owned and controlled by farmers, while the land in which farmers do not
control is not optimal management and unable to be processed or excavated because of disputes and controlled by
other parties. Psychologically, ownership is the key to preservation of natural resources (Preston & Gelman, 2020).
In addition, ownership also increases people's willingness to protect and oppose exploiting natural areas (Preston
& Gelman, 2020). So that in an alternative image where farmers as local landowners and rulers, then they can play
an important role in the effort to form a region (Bryson et al., 2017). Farmers can be strong local actors and can
control the land (Kansanga et al., 2020). land ownership by peasant families encourages the transformation of
productive relationships by developing collective production areas (Córdoba et al., 2020).
5.

Conclusions and Suggestions

1047

Typology of Agrarian Structure on Transmigration Land to Achieve Agrarian Transformation
Conclusions
From the results of the above discussion, it can be concluded that there are three typologies of Agrarian
structures that exist at the UPT transmigration site. Arongo namely: (1) Owning and Mastering, residents who
comply the Letter of Placement given the land and until now still cultivate the land owned. So, they are free to
manage the land. (2) Owning but not Mastering the land in Block I whereas their land is enclosed with the land
owned by PT. Merbau palm oil company. Based on the advertisement of the Letter of Placement they should have
the land but because claims by palm oil company then the transmigrants cannot process the land even many
migrants leave their land and choose to return home/home. They feel they unable to do much and feel there is
uncertainty on the processed land acquired according to the Letter of Placement. (3) Not Owning but mastering
which referred to the model drawn on the ability of palm oil companies to access multiple transmigration land that
is included in the company's work even though the company itself has not obtained Land Ownership Rights from
the government. In this case, the company did not own the land, but able to control the land by working on the
claimed land. In addition, the scheme does not own but master, is a pattern owned by Tolaki ethnic locals who
claimed the planted sago corps in the middle of the land as the land of their ancestors.
Suggestions
From the conclusion of the study, it is necessary to improve the Agrarian structure on all type of mastery and
ownership of transmigration land, in order to create an optimal land management and able to achieve both the
expected results and Agrarian transformation in accordance with the ideals. For the procurement of land in the next
transmigrate program, it is worth to notes: First, pay attention to the land where the transmigration program is
implemented. The land must be ensured that it is no longer disputed or overlapped with any party, especially the
local people. If the transmigration land is still related to the local people, then it will be a stone in the
implementation of transmigration in the field. What should be considered is the implementation of land distribution
to the transmigrant community must follow the plan that has been made before. For example, marking
transmigrants on a location and a map that has been confirmed. Third, the area given is in accordance between the
one on the field and what supposed to be received. Fourth, legal certainty and legality over the land given to be
atop concern so the community feels safe and comfortable to manage the land they received. Fifth, the
improvement of the Agrarian structure can also be made through transmigration land management scheme if the
land overlaps with private land. That is, to put the interests of the transmigrant party first given that the transmigrant
party consists of many heads of families, from hundreds to thousands. Sixth, to arrange the land that has switched
functions to others who are not transmigrated is an effort to improve the structure that needs to be done. This is
because the transmigration land should not be transferred to the other party.
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