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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted from May to June 2025 and aims to compare the feasibility and profitability of
sugarcane farming between the Plant Cane (PC) and Ratoon Cane (RC) cultivation systems in Lemahabang
District. The methods used include cost, revenue, and revenue analysis, as well as a number of economic
indicators, namely Net Farm Income (NFI), Revenue-Cost Ratio (R/C), Benefit-Cost Ratio (B/C), Return on
Investment (ROI), Break Even Point (BEP), and Net Profit Margin (NPM). The results of the analysis showed
that RC farming has a lower average production cost and higher income than PC. The R/C (3.22), B/C (2.22),
and high ROI on RC indicate that this system is economically more efficient and nominally profitable.
However, the NPM for RC was negative (-18.74%), indicating the risk of losses to some farmers due to yield
fluctuations or cost inefficiencies, while PC showed a positive NPM of 19.03%, reflecting the stability of profit
margins. The results of the Mann—Whitney test showed that all indicators of feasibility and profitability differed
significantly between the two systems (p < 0.05). Thus, RC systems are nominally superior but have higher
risk, while PC systems are more stable in terms of profitability albeit with lower net profits. The selection of
cultivation systems should be adjusted to the business objectives, managerial capacity, and risk tolerance of
each farmer.
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INTRODUCTION

Sugarcane is a seasonal crop that is very suitable for cultivation in tropical climates
(Rokhani et al. 2020). In addition to having high economic value, sugarcane is also a strategic
commodity that supports farmers' income and supports national food security (Respati 2022;
FAOQO, 2021). The area of sugarcane land in Indonesia is quite large, with East Java as the main
production center contributing 47.34% to the total national sugar production in 2018-2022
(Respati, 2022). However, sugarcane productivity in various regions, including Cirebon
Regency, still faces challenges, especially related to cultivation systems and cost efficiency
(Saputro et al., 2021; Daryanto, 2012).

Sugarcane cultivation in Indonesia is generally carried out through two main systems,
namely Plant Cane (PC) and Ratoon Cane (RC). Plant Cane is an early planting with new
seedlings, requiring higher investment costs, but providing greater productivity potential as
new plants tend to be disease-free and have better vigor (Evizal 2018). On the contrary, Ratoon
Cane utilizes shoots from previous plants, so that it is able to reduce production costs by up to
20-25% compared to PC (Saputro et al., 2021). However, RC systems are at risk of a 10-20%
decrease in productivity per cycle due to pathogen accumulation, decreased soil fertility, and
other agronomic problems (Singh et al. 2021).

Farming feasibility analysis is an important step in agribusiness planning, as it involves
a thorough evaluation of technical, financial, and production risk aspects (Hardaker et al.,
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2004). Some of the financial indicators used include Net Farm Income (NFI), Benefit-Cost
Ratio (R/C Ratio), Benefit-Cost Ratio (B/C), Return on Investment (ROI), and Break Even
Point (BEP) (Gittinger, 1986; Issa et al. 2020). In addition to feasibility, farming profitability
is also the main indicator of business sustainability, because it reflects the efficiency of farming
in generating net profit from business income (Soekartawi, 2003; Walyupin et al., 2018)).
Although PCs produce higher production, larger costs often make their profit margins not
always better than RC's (Yuliandari et al., 2024). In making farming investment decisions,
farmers not only consider profitability, but also business feasibility which includes aspects of
cost, income, and risk in the long term (Dina et al. 2023). This shows the importance of
comparative analysis between the PC and RC systems as a basis for consideration in increasing
sugarcane farmers' income in a sustainable manner (Wijaya et al., 2021)

The research by Rokhani et al. (2020) highlights sugarcane as a seasonal crop suitable
for cultivation in tropical climates, offering high economic value. However, this study does not
delve deeply into the challenges faced in sugarcane productivity in specific regions, including
Cirebon, which is the focus of this research. Similarly, Saputro et al. (2021) identified
challenges in sugarcane cultivation systems and cost efficiency, but did not provide specific
solutions regarding which system—Plant Cane (PC) or Ratoon Cane (RC)—would be more
efficient. This study fills that gap by comparing the two cultivation systems (PC and RC),
analyzing their feasibility and profitability, and offering recommendations for improving
farmers’ income in Cirebon sustainably. Additionally, Daryanto (2012) emphasized the need
to increase sugarcane productivity in Indonesia, but did not explore the management of costs
directly related to the different sugarcane cultivation systems. This study addresses that gap by
applying financial feasibility analysis such as Net Farm Income (NFI), Benefit-Cost Ratio
(B/C), and Return on Investment (ROI) to evaluate the profitability of the PC and RC systems,
providing a clearer picture of the factors affecting investment decisions for farmers in the long
term.

This study aims to analyze the differences in the feasibility and profitability of
sugarcane farming between the Plant Cane (PC) and Ratoon Cane (RC) systems in
Lemahabang District, Cirebon Regency. The results of this study are expected to be a reference
in making decisions on optimal and efficient sugarcane cultivation strategies, both for farmers
and related parties.

METHOD

This research was conducted from May to June 2025 in Lemahabang District, Cirebon
Regency (West Java). This area was chosen deliberately (purposive) because it is a sugarcane
production center in West Java with the implementation of PC and RC systems. The type of
research is quantitative compared to the survey approach. Data was collected through
questionnaires and structured interviews with sugarcane farmers using Plant Cane and Ratoon
Cane. Sampling uses stratified proportional sampling based on cultivation systems (Sugiyono,
2017). The sugarcane farmer population consists of 41 Plant Cane users (28.3%) and 104
Ratoon Cane farmers (71.7%). With the Slovin formula (margin error of 10%), a sample of 60
respondents was obtained (allocation: PC n=17, RC n=43).

The instruments include agricultural economic variables, such as production costs
(fixed and variable), crop yields (tons per ha), gross income, to the calculation of economic
indicators (NFI, R/C, B/C, ROI, BEP, NPM). The analysis data was carried out descriptively
(mean value, standard deviation, minimum-maximum value) and inferential. Before the
comparison test, the data were tested for normality using the Kolmogorov—Smirnov (n>50) and
Shapiro—Wilk (n<50) tests. Since not all variables are normally distributed, the Mann—Whitney
U (non-parametric) test was used to test for significant differences between PC and RC on
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feasibility and profitability indicators with a significant level of 5% (Nachrowi & Usman,

2006). The analysis was carried out with SPSS statistical software.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Respondent Characteristics

The characteristics of the respondents are one of the important aspects of the study,
as it can provide an overview of the background of the farmers who are the subject of the
study. The characteristics observed included the number of respondents, age, length of
farming, education level, and land area managed. A summary of the characteristic data is
presented in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Respondent Characteristics

Characteristics Plant Cane Ratoon Cane
Number of Respondents 17 43

Age (years) 46,5 46,6
Long Farming (years) 8,5 10,1
Education (High

School/Equivalent) 13 29

Land Area(Average) 7,1 7,3
Family dependents 3,5 4,2

Source : Primary Data, 2025

Based on this data, the majority of respondents in this study were farmers who used
the Ratoon Cane (RC) system, which was 43 people (71.7%), while the users of the Plant
Cane (PC) system were 17 people (28.3%). The average age of farmers in both systems was
relatively the same, which was around 46 years, indicating that most of the respondents were
in productive age, which was theoretically able to adapt to technological innovations and
new cultivation systems.

Table 2. Frequency Age

Age (years)
Frequency Percen Valid Cumulative
t Percent Percent

Vali 28 1 1.3 1.7 1.7
d 29 2 2.7 33 5.0
31 2 2.7 33 8.3

33 3 4.0 5.0 133

34 2 2.7 33 16.7

35 2 2.7 33 20.0

36 2 2.7 33 233

37 1 1.3 1.7 25.0

38 1 1.3 1.7 26.7

39 1 1.3 1.7 28.3

40 1 1.3 1.7 30.0

41 2 2.7 33 333

42 5 6.7 8.3 41.7

43 3 4.0 5.0 46.7

45 5 6.7 8.3 55.0

46 2 2.7 33 58.3

47 1 1.3 1.7 60.0
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Age (years)
Frequency Percen Valid Cumulative
t Percent Percent
48 2 2.7 33 63.3
49 3 4.0 5.0 68.3
51 2 2.7 33 71.7
53 1 1.3 1.7 73.3
55 1 1.3 1.7 75.0
56 4 53 6.7 81.7
58 3 4.0 5.0 86.7
62 1 1.3 1.7 88.3
63 1 1.3 1.7 90.0
64 1 1.3 1.7 91.7
69 1 1.3 1.7 933
70 2 2.7 33 96.7
72 1 1.3 1.7 98.3
75 1 1.3 1.7 100.0
Total 60 80.0 100.0
Missing  System 15 20.0
Total 75 100.0

Source: Primary Data (SPSS), 2025

The majority of respondents were between 36 and 45 years old (28.3%), reflecting
the dominance of farmers from the middle productive age group. Most of the other
respondents were evenly distributed in the age groups of 28-35 years (21.7%) and 4655
years (18.3%). This shows that sugarcane farming activities are still actively carried out by
the productive age group, with a small proportion of the older generation (>65 years old)
still involved.

In terms of farming experience, respondents who use the RC system have a longer
average farming time (10.1 years) than PC users (8.5 years). This indicates that RC farmers
tend to be more experienced and may prefer this system because of its efficiency in the long
run.

Table 3. Frequency of Farming Experience
Long Sugarcane Farming (year)

Frequency Percen Valid Cumulative
t Percent Percent
Vali 3 5 6.7 8.3 8.3
d 4 4 53 6.7 15.0
5 10 133 16.7 31.7
6 5 6.7 8.3 40.0
7 7 9.3 11.7 51.7
8 4 53 6.7 58.3
9 2 2.7 33 61.7
10 7 9.3 11.7 733
11 3 4.0 5.0 78.3
12 1 1.3 1.7 80.0
13 3 4.0 5.0 85.0
14 1 1.3 1.7 86.7
15 1 1.3 1.7 88.3
16 1 1.3 1.7 90.0
20 1 1.3 1.7 91.7
25 2 2.7 33 95.0
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Long Sugarcane Farming (year)

Frequency Percen Valid Cumulative
t Percent Percent
30 2 2.7 3.3 98.3
42 1 1.3 1.7 100.0
Total 60 80.0 100.0
Missing  System 15 20.0
Total 75 100.0

Source: Primary Data (SPSS), 2025

Most of the respondents had farming experience between 3—10 years (58.4%), with an
almost balanced portion between the beginner (3—5 years) and intermediate (6—10 years)
groups. However, about 26.7% of farmers have been farming for more than 20 years, indicating
the existence of senior farmers who have long experience in sugarcane cultivation. This
indicates that sugarcane farming is managed by farmers of various levels of experience, from
beginners to experienced.

The education level of the majority of respondents was at the high school level or
equivalent, namely 42 out of 60 respondents (70%). This shows that most farmers already have
sufficient educational provisions to understand modern agricultural practices, including the
calculation of costs and efficiency of farming. Interestingly, the RC system is also used by
farmers with a background in junior high school and even elementary education, which can
indicate that this system is relatively easier to implement by farmers with various levels of
education.'

Table 4. Frequency of Recent Education
Final Education

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid 15 20.0 20.0 20.0
SD 4 53 53 253
SMA 42 56.0 56.0 81.3
SMP 14 18.7 18.7 100.0
Total 75 100.0 100.0

Source: Primary Data (SPSS), 2025

Most farmers (56%) have a final education at the high school level, which suggests
that the majority of farmers have a secondary education background. Only a small
percentage (5.3%) have an elementary education, and 18.7% are junior high school
graduates. This means that most farmers have a sufficient level of education to receive and
understand cultivation technical training. Educational data is also important in explaining
the readiness to adopt new technologies in the agricultural system.

The average land area managed by farmers in both systems is almost the same,
namely 7.1 ha for PC and 7.3 ha for RC. This shows that the difference in cultivation systems
used is not so much influenced by the size of the land, but rather by production strategies
and efficiency preferences.

Table 5. Frequency Land Area

Land Area (ha)
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Valid 5 1 1.3 1.7 1.7
2.0 10 13.3 16.7 18.3
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Land Area (ha)
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
2.5 2 2.7 33 21.7
3.0 9 12.0 15.0 36.7
4.0 9 12.0 15.0 51.7
5.0 5 6.7 8.3 60.0
6.0 4 53 6.7 66.7
7.0 2 2.7 33 70.0
8.0 3 4.0 5.0 75.0
9.0 2 2.7 33 78.3
10.0 2 2.7 33 81.7
11.0 2 2.7 33 85.0
15.0 3 4.0 5.0 90.0
16.0 1 1.3 1.7 91.7
19.0 1 1.3 1.7 933
20.0 2 2.7 33 96.7
40.0 2 2.7 33 100.0
Total 60 80.0 100.0
Missing  System 15 20.0
Total 75 100.0

Source: Primary Data (SPSS), 2025

Most farmers (81.7%) manage less than 10 hectares of land, dominating the range of
<5 ha (45%). This shows that sugarcane farming in Lemahabang District is dominated by small
to medium farmers. Only 8.3% of farmers manage >20 ha of land. This scale of business also
influences decisions in choosing an efficient and low-risk sugarcane cultivation system.

Based on the results of a survey of 60 respondents, it was found that the majority of
sugarcane farmers in Lemahabang District make farming their main job, both as land-owning
farmers and farm laborers. In addition to farming, some respondents also have side jobs as
traders, breeders, and other informal workers. The following is presented the distribution of the
main livelihoods of the respondents:

Table 6. Main Livelihood of Sugarcane Farming Respondents

No Main Types of Plant Cane Ratoon Number Percentage
Livelihoods PO Cane (RO) (People) (%)
1 Sugarcane Farmers 11 32 43 71,67
2 Farm Workers 2 5 7 11,67
3 Merchant 1 2 3 5,00
4 Peternak 2 1 3 5,00
5 Others (motorcycle taxis, 1 3 4 6,66
handymen, etc.)
Total 17 43 60 100,00
Total 17 43 60 100,00

Source : Primary Data 2025

Based on Table 6, it can be seen that most of the respondents (71.67%) work as
sugarcane farmers. This shows that sugarcane is the main source of income and the economic
backbone for the farming community in Lemahabang District. Others work as farm laborers
(11.67%), who are generally involved in the sugarcane agricultural production process but do
not own their own land. In addition, there are respondents who also have a livelihood as traders
and breeders, 5% each. Meanwhile, other jobs such as motorcycle taxis, handymen, and other
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odd jobs were found in 6.66% of respondents, which indicates the diversification of farmers'
household income to reduce dependence on only one economic sector.

Analysis of Farming Costs and Income

The details of the average cost of farming show that the total cost of PC (IDR
53,030,882/ha) is much greater than that of RC (IDR 37,476,494/ha). This reflects the high
initial investment of PCs (tillage and seedlings) while RC cuts those costs. On the other hand,
the average gross income of RC (Rp594,034,700/ha) is slightly higher than that of PC
(Rp514,096,800/ha). RC's net income (NFI) (Rp76,097,530/ha) far exceeds PC
(Rp12,517,310/ha).

Table 7. Average Farming Costs and Income

Cost/Revenue Component Plant Cane (PC) Ratoon Cane (RC)
Fixed Fee (Rp/ha) 8.420.588 8.153.023

Variable Cost (Rp/ha) 44.610.294 29.323.471

Total Cost (Rp/ha) 53.030.882 37.476.494

Total Income (Rp/ha) 514.096.800 594.034.700

Net Farm Income (NFI) (Rp/ha) 13.521.870 76.097.530

Source : Primary Data 2025

Based on table 7 above, the total cost of farming in the Ratoon Cane system (Rp 37.48
million/Ha) is lower than Plant Cane (Rp 53.03 million/Ha). This shows a higher cost
efficiency of Ratoon Cane (Mulyo & Adi, 2010), and based on the results of the study Saputro
etal., (2021) that Ratoon Cane is able to cut production costs by up to 25% because it eliminates
the need for new soil cultivation and seedlings. In contrast, Plant Cane requires a large initial
cost (seedlings, labor-intensive) despite the potential to generate higher productivity.

Although the productivity of Ratoon Cane land tends to be lower agronomically, data
shows that the total income of Ratoon Cane (Rp 594.03 million/Ha) is higher than Plant Cane
(514.10 million/Ha). This is likely to occur because the mature soil structure and roots on the
Ratoon Cane land produce a stable sugar yield Evizal (2018). Ratoon Cane's accumulated
income was influenced by the number of respondents. As a result, Ratoon Cane's NFI (Rp
76.10 million/Ha) is much higher than Plant Cane (Rp 13.52 million/Ha), indicating that
Ratoon Cane absolutely provides a greater net profit. This is in agreement with the results of
the research Singh et al. (2021) that Ratoon Cane's profit margin is higher than Plant Cane.

Table 8. Feasibility and Profitability Indicators

Indicator Plant Cane (PC) Ratoon Cane (RC)
Net Farm Income (Rp/ha) 13.521.870 76.097.530
Revenue-Cost Ratio (R/C) 1,24 3,22
Benefit-Cost Ratio (B/C) 0,24 2,22
Return on Investment (ROI %) 24,25 222,21
Break Even Point (kg gula/ha) 3.680,91 2.585,62
Net Profit Margin (NPM %) 19,03 —18,74

Source : Primary Data 2025

Farming Qualification (R/C, ROI, BEP)
A. Plan Cane
1. R/C RatioR/C = Total Revenue + Total CostAverage R/C: 1.24
Interpretation: Every Rp1 fee generates Rp1.24 in revenue. Because R/C > 1,
farming is considered economically feasible.
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2. Benefit-Cost Ratio(B/C)
B/C Ratio = Total Benefit Total CostAverage R/C: +0.24
Interpretation: In plant cane, the value of B/C = 0.24 means that every Rp 1 cost
only results in Rp 0.24 net profit (still feasible, but low).

3. ROI (Return on Investment)

ROI = (Net Profit + Total Cost) x 100%Average ROI: 24.25%
Interpretation:Farming generates a net profit of 24.25% of the total costs
incurred. The higher the ROI, the more profitable the venture will be.

4. BEP (Break Even Point)
BEP = Total Cost + Sugar Price/kg Average BEP: 3,680.91 kg
Interpretation: Farmers must produce a minimum of 3,681 kg of sugar per hectare
to break even.

B. Ratoon Cane

1. R/C Ratio Average R/C: 3.22
Interpretation: Every Rpl fee results in Rp3.22 in revenue. This value
demonstrates very high-cost efficiency and excellent feasibility.

2. Benefit-Cost Ratio(B/C)
B/C Ratio = Total Benefit Total Cost Average R/C: +2.22
Interpretation: Ratoon Cane is very profitable because every Rp 1 cost generates
Rp 2.22 net profit.

3. ROI Average ROI: 222,21%
Interpretation: Farmers earn more than double the cost of production. This farming
is very feasible and attractive in terms of investment.

4. BEP (Break Even Point)
Average BEP: 2,585.62 kg
Interpretation: RC farmers only need to produce 2,586 kg of sugar per hectare to
cover the cost, lower than PC faster break-even.

Profitability (NFI and NPM)

Profitability analysis aims to evaluate the ability of farmers to generate profits from
the income obtained. The main indicators used in this study are Net Farm Income (NFT) and
Net Profit Margin (NPM).

A. Plant Cane (PC)
1. Net Farm Income (NFI)
NFI = Total Revenue — Total CostAverage NFI: IDR 12,517,310
Interpretation: Sugarcane farmers in the cane system earn a net profit of around
IDR 12.5 million per farmer. This value reflects the ability of farmers to generate
profits after all production costs are incurred.

2. Net Profit Margin (NPM)
NPM = (Net Profit + Revenue) x 100%Average NPM: 19.03%
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Interpretation: Every Rpl of income generates Rp0.19 in profit. This shows quite
efficient profitability.

B. Ratoon Cane (RC)

1. Net Farm Income (NFI)Average NFI: IDR 76,097,530
Interpretation: The net profit of ratoon cane farmers is very high. However, this
value varies greatly between farmers, depending on the actual production rate and
cost efficiency.

2. Net Profit Margin (NPM)
Average NPM: -18.74% (negative)
Interpretation: Although NFI is high, a negative NPM indicates that most farmers
are at a loss. It is likely to be caused by high costs that are not offset by stable
incomes, or the existence of income inequality.

The average NFI PC (IDR 13,521,870/ha) showed limited net profit, while RC reached
IDR 76,097,530/ha. However, the NPM indicator shows a contrast: PCs generate a positive
NPM of +19.03%, meaning that 1 Rp of revenue gives 19 cents of net profit. Meanwhile, RC
actually has a negative NPM of -18.74%. This indicates that even though RC has a high income,
the cost of production is so large that some farmers experience a net loss.

However, the Net Profit Margin (NPM) profitability indicator shows a different dynamic.
PC NPM of 19.03%, indicating that every Rpl of revenue generates Rp0.19 net profit. In
contrast, the NPM RC was negative -18.74%. This means that even though RC income is high,
most RC farmers actually experience a net loss (possibly due to fluctuations in yields and
prices). This condition shows that PCs are more stable in generating net profit margins, while
RC:s are riskier despite their greater potential.

Statistical Test
Mann-Whitney Test

The Mann—Whitney test confirms that the difference between PC and RC across all
economic indicators is statistically significant (p-value < 0.05). In other words, RC and PC
farming are significantly different in NFI, R/C, B/C, ROIL, BEP, and NPM. The results of the
test support that the cultivation system affects the economic performance of farming. The
combined interpretation shows that RC is nominally more profitable (high NFI, R/C, B/C,
ROI) but contains risk of loss (negative NPM), whereas PC is more stable with a positive
profit margin. These findings are in line with previous literature: several studies (Singh et
al., 2021; Saputro et al., 2021) reported cost efficiency advantages in ratoon cane systems
even though their productivity tended to be lower.

Tabel 9. Uji Mann-Whitney (Plant Cane vs Ratoon Cane)

Economic U-Value z-Value p-value (2- Information
Indicators tailed)
Net Farm Income 53.000 -5.127 <0.001 Significantly different
(NFI)
Revenue Cost Ratio 68.000 -4.880 <0.001 Significantly different
R/C)
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Economic U-Value z-Value p-value (2- Information
Indicators tailed)
Benefit-Cost Ratio 68.000 - 4.880 <0.001 Significantly different
(B/C)
Return on 68.000 -4.880 <0.001 Significantly different
Investment (ROI)
Break Even Point 0.000 - <0.001 Significantly different
(BEP) 5.996
Net Profit Margin 68.000 - <0.001 Significantly different
(NPM) 4.880

Source : Primary Data (SPSS), 2025

By interpretation, all the differences in economic value between PC and RC were
significant (p<0.001). Thus, statistically the feasibility and profitability performance of PCs
are significantly different from RCs. For example, PC's NFI ranking value is higher than RC's,
confirming that PCs produce NFI better when viewed in terms of ranking. Likewise, significant
differences were identified in the R/C Ratio, B/C Ratio, ROI, BEP, and NPM. Overall, these
results support a clear difference between PC and RC farming.

CONCLUSION

The study comparing the feasibility and profitability of sugarcane farming between the
Plant Cane (PC) and Ratoon Cane (RC) systems in Lemahabang District revealed significant
differences across all key economic indicators, including Net Farm Income (NFI), Revenue
Cost Ratio (R/C), Return on Investment (ROI), Break Even Point (BEP), and Net Profit Margin
(NPM), confirmed by a Mann—Whitney test with p-values < 0.05. While RC farming incurs
lower production costs and achieves higher NFI, R/C, ROI, and BEP, it carries a negative NPM
(-18.74%), indicating a risk of losses due to yield fluctuations or cost inefficiencies.
Conversely, PC farming has higher initial costs but offers a more stable and positive NPM
(19.03%), reflecting lower risk despite smaller nominal profits. Thus, RC offers higher
profitability but greater risk, whereas PC provides stability with modest returns. Future
research is suggested to explore integrated cultivation models that combine PC and RC
systems, such as rotational approaches, to optimize profitability while mitigating financial risks
for farmers over the long term.

REFERENCES

Daryanto, H. (2012). Ekonomi Pertanian dan Agribisnis. IPB Press.

Dina, Marietta, Padilla Fernandez, Joel Guansing Ronario, Evelyn Bagtas Estanislao, Lea
May, And De Los Reyes Aguila. 2023. “Efficiency Of Sugarcane Block Farming In
Balayan , Batangas , The Philippines : Profitability And Profit Efficiency Of Sugarcane
Block Farming In Balayan , Batangas , The Philippines : An Empirical Study.” (January
2022). Doi:10.11648/].1jae.20220705.16.

Evizal, Rusdi. 2018. “Perkebunan Tebu.” Pengelolaan Perkebunan Tebu: 1-233.

FAO. (2021). Sugarcane production statistics and global trends. Rome: Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.

Hardaker, J Brian, Jock R Anderson, And Gudbrand Lien. 2004. Coping With Risk In

Enrichment: Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Development, 3 (5), 2025 1207



Rabiul Akhri, Muhammad Akbar Zaelani, Maullana Azi, Achmad Fagqih, Siti Aisyah

Agriculture Coping With Risk In Agriculture. D01:10.1079/9780851998312.0000.

Issa, Fo, Jh Kagbu, ... S Sunusi - Journal Of Applied, And Undefined 2020. 2020.
“Profitability Analysis Of Sugarcane Production In Makarfi Local Government Area
Of Kaduna State, Nigeria.” Researchgate.Net 86(January 2020): 13.
Https://Www.Researchgate.Net/Publication/351618812%0ahttps://Www.Researchgat
e.Net/Profile/Fadlullah-
Issa/Publication/351618812 Profitability Analysis Of Sugarcane Production In M
akarfi Local Government Area Of Kaduna State Nigeria/Links/60al6c1e92851cf
df3.

Mulyo, J. H., & Adi, A. C. (2010). Analisis finansial usahatani tebu di lahan rakyat. Jurnal
Agritek, 18(2), 112—120.

Nachrowi, D., & Usman, H. (2006). Pendekatan populer dan praktis ekonometrika. Jakarta:

LPEM FE UL
Respati, Efi. 2022. “Outlook Komoditas Perkebunan Tebu.” Pusat Data Dan Sidtem
Informasi  Pertanian Sekertariat Jenderal - Kementerian Pertanian: 1-94.

Https://Medium.Com/@Arifwicaksanaa/Pengertian-Use-Case-A7e576e1b6bf.

Rokhani, Mohammad Rondhi, Ebban Bagus Kuntadi, Joni Murti Mulyo Aji, Anik
Suwandari, Agus Supriono, And Triana Dewi Hapsari. 2020. “Assessing Determinants
Of Farmer’s Participation In Sugarcane Contract Farming In Indonesia.” Agraris 6(1):
12-23. Doi:10.18196/Agr.6187.

Saputro, Arief, Nuhfil Hanani, And Fahriyah Fahriyah. 2021. “Performance Of Sugarcane
Farming Ratoon System In East Java Province.” Habitat 32(2): 93-100.
Doi:10.21776/Ub.Habitat.2021.032.2.11.

Singh, Shiva Pujan, Md. Minnatullah, H.P. Singh, A.K. Singh, And Aniruddha Roy. 2021.
“Comparative Economic Analysis Of Production, Resource Use Efficiency Of Plant
And Ratoon Sugarcane Cultivation In Gopalganj District Of Bihar.” Agrica 10(1): 59—
64. D0i1:10.5958/2394-448x.2021.00006.7.

Sugiyono. (2017). Metode penelitian kuantitatif, kualitatif, dan R&D. Bandung: Alfabeta.

Walyupin, Walyupin, Muhammad Jamil, And Cut Gustiana. 2018. “Analisis Profitabilitas
Usahatani Tebu (Saccharum Officinarum, L) Di Kecamatan Bendahara Kabupaten
Aceh Tamiang.” Jurnal Penelitian Agrisamudra 5(2): 1-8.
Do0i1:10.33059/Jpas.V512.861.

Wijaya, Emeralda Firdausa, Irham, And Sugiyarto. 2021. “Measuring The Competitiveness
Of Sugarcane Farming: A Case Study In Magetan Regency East Java, Indonesia.”
Journal Of Agribusiness Management And Development 2(1): 33-41.
Https://Journal.Ugm.Ac.Id/V3/Jamadev.

Yuliandari, Neti, Widi Artini, And Eko Yuliarsha Sidhi. 2024. “Analisis Komparatif
Pendapatan Usahatani Tebu (Saccharum Officinarum L) Sistem Ratoon Cane (Rc) Dan
Sistem Plant Cane (Pc) Di Desa Gondang Kecamatan Plosoklaten Kabupaten Kediri.”
Jintan : Jurnal Ilmiah Pertanian Nasional 4(1): 34-43.
Doi:10.30737/Jintan.V4i1.5059.

Enrichment: Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Development, 3 (5), 2025 1208



