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Abstract

The purpose of the research is to examine what is the main motivation that keep the
rubber farmer still planting the rubber tree; even though, the price has been dropped
significantly for the past 5 years and the government doesn’t guarantee that the price going to
increase anytime soon. As well as does the Education Attainment of the farmers play a big

role in decision-making toward the rubber cultivation or not.

The quantitative method is used in the study. This study is paper-and-pencil based
survey research with random sample size of 270 with one condition, the respondents need to
owned the crop of a rubber farm not just an employee of the rubber tree owner. Data are
collected using questionnaire. The descriptive approach and statistics used in the data
analysis comprised of frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation and p-value to to test

the statistical relationship.

As results, the Education Attainment of the farmers does play a big-role toward a
decision-making of future prospects in rubber farming business. The farmers with Lower
Education tend to rely on and stick with the rubber cultivation both in short-run and long-run.
Unlike the farmers with Higher Education that are more flexible, they more likely to stay in
the business just for a short period of time which lead to when their rubber tree won’t
reproduce anymore, they willingly to crop something else instead. And the number one
reason that make the rubber farmers choose to planting the rubber tree still is because it’s a

family business that they pass through generation to generation.
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1.Introduction

1.1 Overview of Thai Natural Rubber Industry and Cultivation.

Rubber was introduced in Thailand at the early twentieth century and has spread
subsequently especially in the South part of Thailand which they found that the environment
and the fertility is a best suit for the plant. Since 1991, Thailand has been the top natural
rubber producer and exporter, supplying about one-third of the total world production
(IRSG,2015). According to trading report of Ministry of Commerce, the rubber is one of the
top ten exporting products of Thailand in 2015 as well as one of the most important
agricultural commodities for the South of Thailand. Around 1990’s, the government has
launched many projects geared toward increasing the number of the rubber plantations.
Which the ultimate goal was to solve the problem of poverty in Thailand especially in the
Northeast where the poverty rate highest. However, a price trend of the natural rubber has

been dropped significantly in the past five years.
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Figurel: the average price of the natural rubber (in Thai Baht),( the Thai Rubber
Association ,2016)



The trend of the price used to increase over the time. The price peaked at 150 Baht in average
in 2011 then the price has decrease significantly in the next five consecutive years. The
reasons behind the dramatic price dropped in the past half-decade is that first, the world and
Chinese economics has been slow down. Since the country that consume the natural rubber
the most are China, USA, Japan, and Europe in subsequently. Secondly, the natural rubber
stock in Thailand as well as China is still in the high level. Note that China is the number one
importer of natural rubber who is the based of tire-production industry. This lead to an
oversupply of the rubber where the world demand of it increase not as much as the supply do
(BOT,2015). Although the price dropped create a lost for the rubber farmers, the majority of
the farmers tend to still continuously do a rubber cultivation especially in the South judging
by the statistics number of the natural rubber production and tapping area(Rai) from the Thai

Rubber Association (2016).

1.2 Objective of the Study

The purpose of the research is to examine what is the main reason that keep the owner
of rubber cultivation choose to continue do a rubber farming. As well as the level of
education attainment, does it play a big role to the farmers to have a different decision-
making toward whether in the future do they going to keep planting a rubber tree or not and
what is the main reason behind it. Hence, in the past five years, the price of natural rubber in

the world market has been dropped dramatically as mentioned earlier on the figure 1.



1.3 Hypothesis

The Education Attainment does play an important role for the farmers, the one with
the lower education will likely to be in the rubber cultivation still hence the rubber tapping
will be the only channel of their income source. Unlike the one with higher education which
will be more flexible with their decision since they have more opportunity than the lower
education one. As well as in overall, the reasons that make the trend of the natural rubber
supplier remaining the same (Office of Agricultural Economics, 2015) is because they have
seen their parent doing this since they were young or probably since they were born;
therefore, they will be more likely to repeating what they have been grow up with and in this

case it will be a “Rubber Plantation”.

1.4 Scope

The scope of this study is to targeted the owner of para rubber crop by using 100%
paper-and-pencil survey, the survey distributed from February 19 to 23 in 2016 which in total
of 5 days. The survey will be walk door to door to the farmers’ house and at the rubber
factory where the farmers sell the rubber at. The survey will take place at 6 different villages

in Nakornsrithammarat province, Thailand which is the south of Thailand.



Literature Review

In the natural rubber market, according to Weerathamrongsak et al. (2013) analyze
the SWOTs or Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of the rubber industry in
Thailand. Thailand claim to still have a comparative advantage in rubber producing hence,
we have more than 50 years of experience in rubber farming. It has therefore accumulated a
much deeper knowledge base on compared to newcomers like Vietnam. However,
Poramacom (2002) found that Thailand has less comparative advantage than the country like
Indonesia in natural rubber export to the U.S. market by using the comparison in standard
growth effect, market effect and comparative effect of the export to the country like Thailand
and Indonesia. Therefore, it implies that even though Thailand is the number one natural
rubber exporter of the world, Thailand faced a high competitive market especially in a
country in the Southeast Asia that planting rubber trees as well. In term of the current and
future trend of the rubber price, Weerathamrongsak et al. (2013) claim that the trend of
demand still going to increase because of China’s automobile industry who is a main driver
for increasing world rubber consumption tend to grow significantly over time. Both
Weerathamrongsak et al. (2013) and Suwanakul et al. (1987) found the positive relationship
between a world crude oil price and a world natural rubber price. Means that by rising oil
prices will persuade industries to switch from using synthetic rubber to natural rubber.

Since there are many competitors in the natural rubber supply market, Thailand
industry tend to continues to suffer from a number of weaknesses and threats. Especially in a
labor cost wise, compare with other global rubber export competitor countries such as
Vietnam and India; Thailand’s labor cost is much higher which lead to the higher in cost of
producing in rubber process. As well as the industry appears to suffer from chronic shortages
of both skilled and unskilled labor (Weerathamrongsak et al. 2013). Another weakness that
Weerathamrongsak et al. (2013) point out is that the country has less developed rubber
products industry and the rate of technology adoption still low especially for small holder
rubber-base farmers. Somboonsuke et al. (2001) suggest that the rubber farmers should adjust
their attitudes toward their traditional ways of farming and doing business and try to adopt a
new and more efficient technology to do their farming. According to Somboonsuke (2001),
the farmers should not only do an only rubber-monoculture farming system, they should be
considered changing to more profitable rubber-intercropping and rubber-fruit systems where

they can enjoy more profit if do so. However, this new technology adaptation and the new



way of cropping strategy are required some education. In accordance to Lockheed et
al.(1980), found the correlation between the effects of education and the modernizing
agricultural. However, Nguyen (1997) consider that the education does not play a big role in
the productivity gain or technology adaptation whatsoever in the country like China. In
China, the education become less important because the farmers think that the technology
used in farming will eventually have some practical demonstration in someway such as by
word of mouth. Therefore, in China they do not need education for the farmers to help
progress in new innovation or technology adaptation. As for Thailand itself; According to
Weerathamrongsak et al. (2013) even there are many weaknesses and uncertainty in the
rubber market for Thailand listed above, what is certain is that rubber will remain an
important commodity in the world. Since Thailand is an important world supplier of this
commodity, so with a positive attitude and willingness to work to adapt, the rubber industry

can remain an economic strength especially in the southern Thailand.

Thai government has launched many projects geared toward increasing the number of
rubber plantation ( Kroeksakul et al. 2011) and ( Kanda et al. 2016) which the project was
target especially in Northeast Thailand ( Fox & Castella 2013). Since the farmers who
growing para rubber in particular tend to have more income than other agricultural product
such as rice cultivation hence, in the past thirty years, the price of rice remained relatively
low (Kanda et al. 2016). According to Kroeksakul (2011). and Manivong (2008). found that
para rubber is of high value to farmers because its high world demand- many products can
made from rubber such as in the automobile industry, every car needed the tire which made
from the rubber. Furthermore, para rubber has a positive affected on the livelihoods of
farmers, people called owner of para rubber cultivation a “rich man” in Northeast of Thailand
since they earn more money than other farming which lead to improving their quality of life.
In other word, natural rubber can be considered as a commodity that can help farmers get out

of the poverty or have a higher income in comparison to other plantation.



3. Method and Procedures

3.1 Data collection

This study was conducted in 2016. To answer the research question, this study
conducts survey data by the questionnaire. The questionnaires were distributed to the 270
representative small holding rubber-based farms with one condition that they have to be the
owner of a rubber farm not just an employee of that farm. The representatives were selected
by purposive sampling from 6 communities in Nakornsrithammarat province, Southern
Thailand which is Nawan, Khlong-Hga, Jan-Dee, Hna-Hmen, Khui-Hnuer, Nava, and Tai-
Hmueng; this is because more than 50 percent of the population in those villages plant a para
rubber tree. The paper-and-pencil questionnaire have been distributed door-by-door as well
as at the private factories where normally the rubber farmers will come and sell the latex.
Within the process, a bag of fruits has been given for each household of the farmers whom
finished the questionnaire as a return. As well as during the survey, there were some in-depth
interviews with 3 random farmers about the policy that the government launched for the para-
rubber farmers and how they feel about it. The surveys took about 5 days since February 19
to 23,2016. The questions consist of frequency analysis to identify the demographic
characteristics of respondents, farmers’ behavior toward the rubber plantation as well as their
future prospect categorize by the level of education attainment and what is the main factor

that keep them still in the rubber plantation business.

3.2 Analyzing Data

After compiling the data from the questionnaire, the result will be categorized into
two main groups of respondents. First one will be the one with “Lower Education”
Attainment which occurred the farmers with 1) below Junior High School 2) Junior High
School 3) High School and 4) High Vocational Certificate Level and for the next category
will be the farmers with “Higher Education” attainment which included undergraduate and
higher than undergraduate degree farmers. This is because we want to see whether the
Education Attainment does play a big role for the farmers decision-making or not as well as
their prospects toward the rubber cultivation. Start up with the very first segment of the

questionnaire, it will be about the Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents in each



group and then will be about the dependent level toward the cultivation as well as the para
tree characteristics. And for those questionnaire that mentioned above, it will be presented in
term of frequency and the percentage to make it understandable when compare the
differences. As well as in form of graphical analysis like charts, pie charts and tables will be
described the result to make it easier to understand. Last but not least, for the last part of the
questionnaire segment, which is about the long-term prospects of the farmers toward the
rubber plantation and the factors that make the rubber farmers still keep planting the rubber
tree though the price has been dropped about 5 times for the past 5 years. The respondents
need to give their opinion and idea throughout the 5 level of agreement as seen from tablel,

Likert Scale.

Agreement Level Score
Strongly Agree 5
Agree 4
Moderate 3
Less Agree 2
Least Agree 1

Table 1: Likert Scale

And each level has a different score as seen from the table above (Table 1), whereas the one
with the highest score is the “Strongly Agee” which weight 5 score and “Least Agree” is the
one with the score of 1 which is the least value that we can get. Therefore, the weight scale
for this segment will be a range from 1(minimum) up to S(maximum). After we got the
result, the statistics used in the data analysis comprised of mean, standard deviation, t-value
and p-value to check the significant value in order to test the preference and statistical
relationship between two data set namely the Lower Education Attainment and the Higher

Education Attainment Respondents.
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4. Result

In Accordance to the survey result, one of the question about the farmers’ education

attainment has been purposely separate into two big of a group among the 270 respondents.

@ 1=below junior high @ 2=Junior High
3=High school @ 4=High vocational certificate
@ 5=Undergraduated @ 6=Higher than undergrad

Figure 2: the education attainment of the rubber farmers.

As seen from the pie chart above (figure 2: the education attainment of the rubber farmers),
the farmers with below junior high school level (blue color) or lower than 7™ grade and the
one with undergraduate degree (red color) have the same number of share which is 25 percent
each or around 67 out of 270 representatives. Therefore, the result will be categorized into
two main group of respondents. First one will be the one with “Lower Education” attainment
which occurred the farmers with 1) below junior high school 2) Junior High School 3) High
School and 4) High vocational certificate level and for the next category will be the farmers
with “Higher Education” attainment which included undergrad and higher than

undergraduate degrees.
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Education Attainment # of population Total
Lower Education Male 107 191
Female 84
Higher Education Male 3 79
Female 42

table 2: the number of population with Lower and Higher Education Attainment

After grouping the farmers into 2 groups which is the Lower and Higher Education

Attainment, the number of representatives in each group are 1) the Lower Education

Attainment (equal or lower than the High vocational certificate level) are in total of 191

farmers which 107 out of 191 are men and the rest or 84 people are women 2) the Higher

Education Attainment which equal or higher than the undergraduate degree, the 37 out of 79

people are men and 42 out of 79 are women (table 2: the number of population with Lower

and Higher Education Attainment).

Demographic characteristics of these two groups are classified into three characteristics,

which are age, status, and number of sibling they have by stating frequency and percentage of

the respondents on each group in each characteristic.

Education
Attainment Characteristic Frequency | Percentage
Below 20 years old 8 4%
20-30 years old 25 25%
Lower Education 31-40 years old 43 43%
41-50 years old 50 50%
Age more than 50 years old 65 65%
Below 20 years old 1 1%
20-30 years old 18 23%
Higher Education 31-40 years old 22 28%
41-50 years old 17 21%
more than 50 years old 21 27%
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Single 25 13%
Lower Education Married 144 75%
22 129
Status Séparate %
Single 15 15%
Higher Education Married 50 50%
Separate 14 18%
0 8 4%
- o
Lower Education 1-2 people 47 47%
3-4 people 62 62%
h 4 490
# of sibling more than 5 7 74%
0 1 1%
- o
Higher Education 1-2 people 30 38%
3-4 people 32 309,
more than 5 16 16%

table3: A Demographic Characteristics of Respondents in each group of Education
Attainment.

According to table3, the results of 270 respondents can be conclude as

The Age of the 2 different groups of Education Attainment were quite different, most
of the Lower Education farmers are age in the higher tier range or more than 50 years old
(around 65 people or 34 percent of the Lower Education Attainment) than the one with
Higher Education which their age are more spread into each category of age.

For the status and the number of siblings they are quite similar. Start with the Status of
the respondents, they both are mostly married by the Lower Education, 75 percent of them
are married as well as for the Higher Education one, 50 percent of them are married. Lastly,
the number of siblings they have are more than 1 sibling; hence, only 4 percent of the Lower
Education are the only child and for the Higher Education, only 1 percent of population are
the only child in their family.

As for their parent’s education, most of them (both groups of education attainment)
their parent (specifically their father and mother) education attainment are below Junior High

School or less than the standard education attainment in Thailand as seen on table3.
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Education Attainment Parent Education Level Frequency Percentage
Below Junior High 147 77%
Junior High 28 14%

1 0,
Eather's H!gh Schoo.l - 9 5%
High Vocational Certificate 7 4%
Undergrade 0 0%
. Higher than Undergrade 0 0%

Lower Education - -

Below Junior High 151 79%
Junior High 27 14%

High School 10 59
Mother's !g c 00_ - %
High Vocational Certificate 2 1%
Undergrade 1 1%
Higher than Undergrade 0 0%
Below Junior High 49 62%
Junior High 7 9%

H ()
Father's H!gh Schoo.l 3 14 18%
High Vocational Certificate 3 4%
Undergrade 6 7%
. . Higher than Undergrade 0 0%

Higher Education - -

Below Junior High 58 74%
Junior High 9 11%
Mother's High School 9 11%
High Vocational Certificate 0 0%
Undergrade 3 4%
Higher than Undergrade 0 0%

table4: Parents’ Education Attainment

Next is the result of a Household Characteristics. For this particular one, we will

examine the respondents’ family occupation to see whether it has an impact on the

respondent occupation or not. Start with the Lower Education’s farmers.

Lower Education Attainment

GRANDPARENT'S OCCUPATION

Rubber Farmer

Others

9%

91%

Figure 3: Grandparent’s Occupation of the Lower Education Respondents
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FATHER'S OCCUPATION

M Rubber Farmer Others

9%

Figure 4: Father’s occupation of the Lower Education Respondents

MOTHER'S OCCUPATION

M Rubber Farmer Others

6%

Figure 5: Mother’s Occupation of the Lower Education Respondents

6.SIBLING CAREER

M 1=all of them M2=somedoes M 3=none ofthem

Figure 6: the number of siblings that do a rubber plantation
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According to the figure 3, 4, 5 and 6, they were all represent the Lower Education
Respondents’ Family career. As far as figure 3 (Figure 3: Grandparent’s Occupation of the
Lower Education Respondents), 4(Figure 4: Father’s occupation of the Lower Education
Respondents) and 5(Figure 5: Mother’s Occupation of the Lower Education Respondents)
show that since their grandparent down to their parent generation, more than 90 percent of
those are a rubber farmer. As far as the result concluded, not only the respondent is a rubber
farmer, their siblings which almost a half of them are all a rubber farmer and leave 46 percent
of them being some of their sibling does a rubber farming and some does not. This can be say
that for the Lower Education Attainment Respondents, more than or equal to 2 generations of
their family are doing a rubber farming as well.

Next is the Household Characteristics of the “Higher Education Attainment”

Respondents.

Higher Education Attainment

GRANDPARENT'S OCCUPATION

Rubber Farmer Others

4%

96%

Figure 7: Grandparent’s Occupation of the Higher Education Respondents
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FATHER'S OCCUPATION

M Rubber Farmer Others

19%

Figure 8: Father Occupation of the Higher Education Respondents

MOTHER'S OCCUPATION

M Rubber Farmer Others

14%

Figure 9: Mother’s Occupation of the Higher Education Respondents

6.SIBLING CAREER

M 1=all ofthem M2=somedoes M 3=noneofthem

Figure 10: the number of siblings that do a rubber plantation
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For the Higher Education Farmers, the result is similar to the Lower Education one
which more than 80 percent of the Higher Education Attainment’s grandparent and parent are
a rubber farmer (Figure7, 8 and 9). Same thing as their sibling, more than a half of them are
also in a rubber farmer business as well (Figure 10). Therefore, the Higher Education
Attainment farmers are indifference with the Lower one in term of Family’s Occupation,

since they both of their family doing a rubber cultivation.

Next is about the income prospects, the result will conclude whether the rubber
plantation is the only thing they do for their living or not, the consideration about rubber

farming as their primary income and main source of their income for their household or not.

RUBBER FARMING IS THE ONLY JOB YOU DO FOR
LIVING? (LOWER EDUCATION)

62%
38%

YES mNO

Figure 11: Does the rubber farming is the only job they do for living, the Lower Education
Attainment Respondents

RUBBER FARMING IS THE ONLY JOB YOU DO FOR
LIVING?(HIGHER EDUCATION)

30%
70%

YES ENO

Figure 12: Does the rubber farming is the only job they do for living, the Higher Education
Attainment Respondents
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According to Figurel1 and 12 which represent that whether the respondents are only doing a
rubber farming for their living or not, the result of it has been completely opposite for each
group. For the Lower Education Attainment (Figure 11), more than a half or 62 percent of
them are doing only a rubber farming; in other word, their main income will depend on the
rubber plantation which will discuss later on Figure 13. As for the Higher Education
Attainment Respondent, only 30 percent of them rely on the rubber productivity only, the
result said that 70 percent of them are doing something else as well (Figure 12), this may
explain based on they are more opportunity of work offering for those who earn more

knowledge.

DO YOU CONSIDER A RUBBER FARMING AS YOUR PRIMARY OCCUPATION
AS WELL AS A HOUSEHOLD MAIN INCOME?

16

YES mNO

Figure 13: A consideration of whether rubber farming is their primary job and main income
for their Household or not, the Lower Education Attainment Respondents

DO YOU CONSIDER A RUBBER FARMING AS YOUR PRIMARY OCCUPATION
AS WELL AS A HOUSEHOLD MAIN INCOME?

43%

YES mNO

Figure 14: A consideration of whether rubber farming is their primary job and main income
for their Household or not, the Lower Education Attainment Respondents
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After the previous result of whether the rubber cultivation is the only occupation the
respondents do or not (Figure 11 &12), it’s not surprise for the farmers with the Lower
Education tend to consider a rubber farming as their primary occupation as well as their

household main income, with 84 percent of them do think so according to the Figure 13. For

the Higher Education, it’s been about a half-and-half for the answer, the 57 percent of them

say yes, they consider the rubber farming as their main job and channel of income for their

family and another 43 percent of them say that no, they have other job that they consider as

their primary job and main support for their family (Figure 14).

Next one is the result about the Age of the tree and for the next 5 years, do they still see

themselves keep planting a rubber tree or not.

<7 yrs 7-12 yrs 13-18 yrs 19-24 yrs 25-30 yrs > 30 yrs
Lower
Education 7% 37% 26% 12% 15% 3%
Higher
Education 19% 43% 23% 4% 9% 2%

Table5: How old is the Rubber Tree Age (mostly)

According to the table5, the question of the age of the rubber tree can be imply to the
willingness to change for the respondent as well. Since normally the rubber tree when you
plant it you have to wait at least 7 years straight before the rubber tree will start producing the
latex for the farmers. Therefore, the rubber tree can be considered as a long-term investment
as well. However, the rubber tree also has their own lifetime which they will stop
reproducing the latex when they age around 30 years; therefore, the farmers only have about
23 years to tapping the rubber tree.

For the result, both of the Lower and Higher Education Attainment Respondents have
the similar average age of tree. Sixty-tree percent of the Lower Education and Sixty-six
percent of the Higher Education Respondents, their tree aged around 7 to 18 years which

consider as the tree middle age life of the tree.
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Then the Respondents answered about the future short-term prospects of whether in the next
5 years, do they still see themselves as a rubber farmers or not? The respondents give pretty

similar response which show in the chart below.

Lower Education

FOR THE NEXT 5 YEARS, DO YOU STILL PLANTING A RUBBER
TREE?

24%

76%

YES mNO

Figure 15: Whether the Respondents see themselves a rubber farmer still in the next 5 years
or not, the Lower Education Farmers

Higher Education

FOR THE NEXT 5 YEARS, DO YOU STILL PLANTING A RUBBER
TREE?

32%
68%

YES mNO

Figure 16: Whether the Respondents see themselves a rubber farmer still in the next 5 years
or not, the Higher Education Farmers
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As seen from the Figure 15 and 16, both of the groups does see themselves planting the
tree still for the next 5 years with only around 10 percent different in the answer. For the
Lower Education one, around 76 percent of them say yes, they still see themselves being a
rubber farmer in the next half-decade and 68 percent of the Higher Education Respondent
said yes, they will keep planting the rubber tree in the next 5 years as well. Which can be
imply that for the near future their will still be quite a big number of rubber plantation still.

After seeing that the number of farmers who still keep planting for the next 5 years are
quite indifferent for both group of respondents in figure 15&16. The next question will be
more likely to see the willingness to keep planting in “Long term” instead of just a “short-
term” like the previous one of 5 years. The question is “For the Rai that the tree is already
cannot reproducing the latex anymore, what do you going to do with it?”” which more like a
long-term commitment rather than just 5 years which is a short term commitment. Then the
respondents got a 4 choices to choose for which is 1) Cut down the tree then “planting the
rubber tree again” 2) Cut down the tree then “changing to plant/farm something else” 3) Cut
down the tree then “just leave the space alone” and 4) Cut down the tree then “sell that Rai”.

For the respondents of each group, they will get to tick on the checkbox in the table(of
Likert Scale) for each choices the questionnaire given which have been already describe in
the methodology as well as can see the example of it in an Appendix as well. However,
roughly, the scale of answer the respondent can answer is that 5 being the extremely agree
about (most valued) , 4 being just agree, 3 being moderately, 2 being less agree, and 1 being
low or not likely to agree with it (least valued); therefore, the scale would be 1(minimum) up
to 5 which is maximum value. And here is the result for this particular question of “For the
Rai that the tree is already cannot reproducing the latex anymore, what do you going to do
with it?”.

1)Cut down the tree then “planting the rubber tree again”

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 3.65 1.43

2.10 148 0.037**!
Higher Education 3.25 1.40

Table6: T-test for Equality of Means in the choice of cut down the tree the planting the
rubber tree again.

Pikp < 0.05

22



According to the p-value (Table6), there is a significantly different between the Lower
Education and Higher Education Attainment for the choice of cut down the tree then
“planting the rubber tree again” at 0.05 significance level. The one that weight this choice
more is the one with the Lower Education by the average or the mean of 3.65 out of 5 and for
the Higher Education, they weight this one less than the Lower one does with 3.25 in
average. Even though, it seems like not much of a difference but in statistically its make a

significantly different at 5 percent significant level.

2) Cut down the tree then “changing to plant/farm something else”

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 2.71 1.30

-2.41 138 0.017%+*2
Higher Education 3.15 1.39

Table7: T-test for Equality of Means in the choice of “Cut down the tree then “changing to
plant/farm something else”

According to the p-value in table7, there are a significantly different in the Lower and Higher
Education for the choice of Cut down the tree then “changing to plant/farm something else”
at 5 percent significance level. However, unlike the previous table, this table told us that the
one that valued this answer more is the one with the Higher Education with the mean of 3.15
out of 5. And the one that weight less is the one with the Lower Education, their mean is only
2.17 which almost a one unit different to the Higher Education one. This can be imply that
the one with the Higher Education, when the tree cannot reproduce anymore, they are more
likely to switch to plant something else unlike the one with the Lower Education which they

seems to stick with the rubber farming still (Table 6).

2 #%p < 0.05
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3.) Cut down the tree then “just leave the space alone”

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 1.63 0.95

-0.84 130 0.401
Higher Education 1.75 1.09

Table7: T-test for Equality of Means in the choice of “Cut down the tree then ‘‘just leave the
space alone”

4) Cut down the tree then “sell that Rai”.

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 1.52 0.999
-0.63 147 0.529
Higher Education 1.61 0.992

Table8: T-test for Equality of Means in the choice of “Cut down the tree then “sell the Rai”

For the table7 and 8, they both are insignificantly different between those 2 groups, they both
have very low valued for it which is less than 2 (almost the minimum value we can get). The
idea of leaving the space alone or selling the space out does not make an interest for the
farmers in both categories. Since these 2 choices are more likely can imply that if they choose
these choices, they willing to change their career into something that doesn’t involve with a

land no more or maybe non- agricultural related.

Next is the result for those who chose to keep planting the rubber tree, what is the main
factor that make them do so, and for this particular survey, we have 4 main factors that give
the respondents to valued it. Noted that the scale is the exact same as the previous question.
By the factor that given are 1) A Family’s business 2) It’s a Long-term investment 3) Don’t

know what else to do 4) Believe that the future price will rise up again.
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1) A Family’s business

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 3.91 1.22

1.93 268  0.055*
Higher Education 3.58 1.34

Table9: T-test for Equity of Means in the factor of “A Family Business”

For the factor of because it is a family business, there are a significantly different
between 2 groups of respondents at 0.1 significance level. The one that weight this particular
factor more is the one with the Lower Education with the mean of 3.91which about 0.4 unit
different from the Higher Education one (Mean = 3.58). This can be implied that the effect of
seeing a previous generation of family doing the same job over and over again does make an

impact for the Lower Education Respondents more than the Higher Education one.

2)It’s a Long-term investment
T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 3.52 1.34 )

2.43 145 0.016**
Higher Education 3.09 1.34

Table9: T-test for Equity of Means in the factor of “It’s a Long-term investment”

According to the table 9, there are a significantly different between 2 groups with the
factor of the farmers still planting the rubber tree because they consider it as a long term
investment at 5 percent significance level. The one that value this factor more is the one with
the Lower Education with the mean of 3.52 and the Higher education have a mean of 3.09
which make a significantly different between 2 groups. Since this factor is more likely to be

like they don’t want to waste their time, money and everything that they have already been

S *p <0.1
#%p < 0.05
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invested, so it makes they want to stay in this business still and the one that consider that

more is the one with Lower Education as [ mention earlier.

3)Don’t know what else to do

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 3.46 1.30

2.87 151 0.005%**>
Higher Education 2.97 1.25

Tablel0: T-test for Equity of Means in the factor of “Don’t know what else to do”

For this reason of “Don’t know what else to do”, there are significantly different in 2
groups of Education Attainment at 0.01 or 1 percent significance level. Which no surprise
whatsoever, the one that weight this factor more are the one with Lower Education with
average of 3.46 out of 5 which create almost 0.5 unit different with the Higher Education
mean of 2.97. This factor more like if they change their career, they will be completely lost;

hence, this is what they have always been doing for so long.

4) Believe that in the future the price will rise up again

T-test for Equality of Means

Education Level Mean SD t df p
Lower Education 3.29 1.26

0.68 142 0.499
Higher Education 3.18 1.29

Tablel 1: T-test for Equity of Means in the factor of “Believe that in the future the price
will rise up again”

For the last factor that given, the believe in the future price that will rise up once again,
it doesn’t make any significantly different or insignificantly different between the groups.
Even though, both of them doesn’t weight too much of the difference but the result shown in
table11 seems like people still have a positive prospect in future price which both of the
groups weight more than 3 units out of 5 for these factor. The Lower Education have a mean

of 3.29 and the Higher Education have an average of 3.18.

> wkkp < 0.01
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Last but not least, here is the result of the mean of the determination factors that keep
the respondents still planting the rubber tree even the current market price of it is 5 times less
than the year 2011 (Figure 1). And again the scale of this is like the last 2 previous question: 5

is the maximum number and 1 is the minimum number we can get.

The Mean of determination factors
5.00
4.50
4.00
3.50

3.74
331 3.24 3.22

3.00

2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00
Family's business Long-term Investment E(P) will rise Don't know what else to do

= Lower Education ® Higher Education Total mean (Lower and Higher Education)

Figure 17: Mean of the determination factors

According to the figure 17, the scale of the mean range 1 to 5 which 5 is the maximum value
we can get, and for the colors of the bars above, blue bars are represent the Lower Education,
the purple bars are represent the Higher Education and the green one are the total mean or the
combination mean of Lower and Higher Education’s mean in each factor. And for this
particular part we will focus only on the green bar. In overall, the survey show that the farmers
in general are doing a rubber farming still because it’s a family business, this is what they have
seen since their parents do or in other word they grow up with it; this is the number one reason
why according to the mean in figurel7 with the mean of 3.74 out of 5. The second reason is
that it is a long-term investment, as I mention earlier that the rubber tree you have to wait at
least for 7 years until you be able to tapping the tree and get the product out of it. So, this reason
also make the farmers don’t want to change to do something else with 3.31 in average score.
For the third place, people expectation in the future price are still positive toward it despite the
price dropped with 3.24 score. Last but not least, people don’t know what else they will do, if
they change their career. This job might be something that they have been doing forever and if
they have to change, they don’t know what else they can do and will do, this come up with the
last place out of 4 factors with the mean of 3.22 out of 5 but still it’s in the high number of

value.
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5.Conclusion and Policy Implication

5.1 Conclusion

From the survey results, data analysis and interpretation are able to analyze that after
grouping the respondents into 2 groups of Education Attainment which are “Lower
Education” (less than or equal to High Vocational Certificated School) and “Higher
Education” (equal to or more than Undergraduate degree). It’s can be concluded that first, the
Education Attainment does play a big role in a decision-making of the farmers. According to
the result, the Lower Education Respondents tend to rely on the rubber cultivation more than
the Higher Education one. Since majority of the Lower Education farmers have a rubber
plantation as their only thing they do for living which leads to the income from rubber
cultivation as their main channel of income. The Lower Education Attainment are more
likely to stay in the rubber business in both short-run and long-run or in other word, likely to
stick with the rubber farming no matter what. The main reasons behind it is that 1) it’s a
family business, they have seen it forever since their grandparent generation, so they don’t
feel like they want to change or anything. 2) because it’s a long-term investment which they
don’t feel like want to waste anything that they already have been invested in such as time,
money, land etc. Last but not least, 3) they don’t know what else to do. Since they have a
constraint of attained a very low education for the market requirement in general as well as
since this job is what they feel like they can do it the best and if they have to change their
work, they don’t know which way or direction to go. Unlike the Higher Education
Respondents, their vision toward the rubber farming is very flexible. The Higher Education
farmers does not rely on the rubber cultivation as much as the Lower Education, they seem to
have more jobs than the Lower Education one since they have more opportunity of job
offering based on the education attainment. Even though, the result presented that they want
to do a rubber farming still in short-run, in long-run they tend to choose change their
cropping completely different where does not involve with the rubber cultivation. This is
because the average of the rubber tree age is 7-13 years which still be able to get the product
from the tree; therefore, it might not worth to change to crop something else in the near

future.

In conclusion of the rubber farmers in general, since the past 5 years the price of

natural rubber have been dropped significantly (2012-2016), the trend of the rubber supplier
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is still in a very high level which the main reasons behind it (in order) is that; firstly, it is
what they have been seeing forever, which make they copying the behavior. It’s what their
family have been doing in many generations so they likely to be repeated. Secondly, because
it’s a long-term investment as [ mention earlier that for the rubber tree you have to wait for at
least 7 years until you be able to tapping the product out of the tree. So, people who their tree
is still be able to reproduce the latex are more likely to stay with the rubber plantation still.
Thirdly, the farmers still have a positive prospect toward the price of the natural rubber. They
believe that the price in the future will start kicked up again. Last but not least, a lot of
farmers don’t have the idea of what they going to do if they have to change the job, most of
them feel like this is what they specialized at.

5.2 Policy Implication

Current policy that have launched for the rubber farmers is selling the latex to the
government at 42 baht per kilogram of latex with 3 conditions; 1) the farmers need to have a
rubber farmers’ ID card 2) the farmer can only sell the latex 10kg per Rai with not more than
15 Rai or 150 Kg per person 3) the farmer need to have an account book from a Bank for
Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperative (BAAC) for the government to transfer the money
via it. Even though, the price that the government given are higher than what the private
factory are giving by 10 baht (at the time the survey take account; Feb 19-23,2016), the
farmers seems to not interested in selling the latex to the government. This is because the
requirement and process are too complicate for the rubber farmers; so, they willingness to sell

1s not much.

According to an in-depth interview with 3 of the rubber farmers, they all said the same
thing that for them there still so many flaw for this particular policy. Start with what seems to
be the most important is that the place that the government buy the latex is very unsettled, the
governor will go and stay in a different private factory that also buy the latex as well and will
rotate to different factory in every other day, which make it hard for the farmers to keep up
with. As well as normally the factory that the governor stay is in the city, so it’s really
difficult for the farmers to transport there with the latex (because mostly, the farmers have a
motorbike not a car), therefore, it’s not worth to do so for some farmer. Secondly, the process
of transfer the money is very slow and unpredictable for the farmers. Since the government
take at least 2 days to transfer the money, unlike the private factory that when the farmer

selling the latex, they will get the money right away.

29



For the suggestion, the government may have to make the process less complicated for
the rubber farmers and maybe acknowledge the farmers more about the policy because some
of them does not have been heard about this policy before. As well as for the place where the
government buy the latex should be more settle because this will help the farmers know
where exact they can sell the product to. And for the money prospects, the government
should remind or tell the exact date when the farmers will get the money transfer, so that will
make it easier for the farmers to come to the city and go to the BAAC to get the money. Last
but not least, the government should have a team to do more on a research and development
with the local farmers to know and understand the real need of the farmers and the best way

possible to solve the solution.
6.) Limitation of the study and Extension

For this research paper, there are number of limitations and weaknesses that can be
examine. Firstly, since the paper take place in only 6 different villages in
Nakornsrithammarat, South Thailand which the result might create a bias in some way.
Hence, the rubber farmers are not the only southern people, it is also in the Northeast of the
country as well. So for the Northeast where the culture and tradition are completely different
from the south, the farmers there might have a different prospective as well. Therefore, this
paper might valid only for the southern farmers of Thailand. As well as because the number
of respondents are relatively small (270 populations in total) and the respondents of each
category I categorized (the Lower education and Higher Education Attainment) are not
equally the same, the one with the Lower Education is 191 respondents and the Higher
Education Attainment farmers is only 79 people which those might create imprecise results of
the research. Thirdly, the barrier with the local farmers, since the survey took place in the
South which majority of the people speak southern; therefore, sometimes it’s easy to

misinterpretation and misunderstanding to explain the purpose of the survey to them.

Future research should investigate more information of the government policy
explicitly because the government is one of the main channel that can make a big help for this
problem that the rubber farmers have to faced. As well as try to gather more population as
much as you can to make it more precise in data and result. Last but not least, try to go
boarder in term of the place where the survey should tool place; especially do a survey in

Northeast area as well to see whether there are any different between those two area or not.
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(ENGLISH VERSION)
QUESTIONNAIRE

This survey is designed to get the real determination of what playing the big role for

the rubber farmer to continuously planting the rubber tree; even though, the price has been
dropping significantly for the past five years: A case study in Nakornsrithammarat
province, Thailand.

Please put the symbol v into [_] in front of the text that suit you the most and please also take
the time to answer the questions thoughtfully.

Part] Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Sex
[ ] Male [ ] Female
. Age
[ ] Lower than 20 [ 120—30 years [ ]31—40 years
[]41-50 years [ ] More than 50 years
Status

[] Single [ ]Married [ ] Separate [ ] Divorce
. Highest Education Level

[] Lower than Junior High School [ ] Junior High School
[_] High School [ ] High Vacational Certificate
[] Undergraduate Degree [ ] Master Degree or Higher

. How Many sibling do you have (yourself not include)?
[ ] None []1-2 []3-4 [ ] More than 5

. Does your siblings also a Rubber Farmer?

[ ] All of them does [ ] Some does [ ] None of them does
. Father’s Highest Education Level
[ ] Lower than Junior High School [ ] Junior High School [ ] High School

[ ] High Vacational Certificate [] Undergraduate Degree
[] Master Degree or Higher
. Mother’s Highest Education Level
[] Lower than Junior High School [ ] Junior High School [ ] High School
[ ] High Vacational Certificate [] Undergraduate Degree
[ ] Master Degree or Higher
. What is your father occupation?

[_] Rubber Farmer [ ] Others (Please be Specify ..........c.ceevveerunnesn. )
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10. What is your mother occupation?

[] Rubber Farmer [] Others (Please be specify

11. What is your grandparent occupation?

[ ] Rubber Farmer [] Others (Please be specify.....

12. How long have you been farming a rubber tree?
[ ]Less than 5 years [ ] 5—20 years [ ]21—30 years
[[]41-50 years [ ] More than 50 years

Part2 Information about the Rubber Cultivation of Respondents

13. How many land do you owned?

[ ] Less than 10 Rai [ ] 10-20 Rai [ ]21-30 Rai
[ ]41-50 Rai [ ] More than 50 Rai

14. How many Rai that you used to do a rubber cultivation?
[ ] Less than 10 Rai [ ] 10-20 Rai [ ]121-30 Rai
[ ]41-50 Rai [ ] More than 50 Rai

15. Within 1 Rai, how many rubber tree have you plant?
[_] Less than 50 [150-70 [171-80
[ ] More than 100
16. The rubber tree (mostly) age,
[ ]Lessthan 7 years [ |7 — 12 years [ ]13—18 years
[ ]25-30 years [ ] More than 30 years

Part3 A Behavior of the Respondents

17. Is the Rubber Plantation the only thing you do for living?

[ ] Yes [ No

18. How much you earn from Para Rubber Planting (monthly)?

[ 131 —40 years

[ ]31-40 Rai

[ ]31-40 Rai

[]81-100

[ ]19—24 years

[ ] Less than 9,000 Baht [ ] 9,001 - 20,000 Baht [ 120,001 - 30,000 Baht
[ 130,001 - 50,000 Baht [ ]50,001 - 70,000 Baht [ ]70,001 - 90,000 Baht

[ ] More than 100,000 Baht
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19.

20.

21.

22

23.

24.

25.

26.

How much you earn apart from Para Rubber Planting (monthly)?

[_] None [ ] Less than 9,000 Baht [ _]9,001 - 20,000 Baht
[ 120,001 -30,000 Baht [ ]30,001 - 50,000 U [150,001 - 70,000 Baht
[ 170,001 - 90,000 Baht [ |More than 100,000 Baht
Do you consider a Rubber Farming as your primary occupation or not?

[ ] Yes [ ]No
Does the money that you earn from Rubber Farming is the main income for your

Household or not?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

. Do you think that your income is enough for your living or not?

[ ] Yes [ ] No
For the past 5 years, do you feel like your income is less than before or not?

[ ] Yes [ ] No
Normally where do you sell the latex at?

[ ] Have my owned factory [_] Private Factory

[_] Cooperation [ ]Others ovneeneeee e
For the next 5 years, do you still see yourself planting the rubber tree still?

[ ] Yes ( Go to Question 26) [ ] Nobecause .......cocoeuveueueinnnn.

If you still see yourself planting a rubber tree for the next 5 years, what is the reason?

Reason

Strongly | Agree | Moderate Less Least
Agree Agree Agree

The tree still reproducing the latex

Family Business

It’s a long-term investment

Believe in Future price will rise

Others, please be
specify....
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27. For the Rai that the tree cannot reproducing anymore, what do you going to do with it?

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Moderate

Less

Agree

Least

Agree

Sell the tree and Replanting the rubber tree

again

Sell the tree and Leave that Rai alone

Sell the tree as well as the Land

Sell the tree and Change to plant something

else

Others, please be
SPECIfY..viviiiiiii

28. If you choose “Sell the tree and Change to plant something else”, What do you going

to plant?

[ ] Fruits [ ] Palm Tree

[ ] Other, please be SPECIEY ...........uiiueieiie e

29. If you choose to “sell the tree and replant the rubber tree again”, what is the main

reason to do so?

Reason Strongly
Agree

Agree

Moderate

Less
Agree

Least
Agree

Family Business

Believe in Future Price that will rise

Because this is the only thing you do best and
you don’t know what else to do

Other, please be

SPECIEY .ttt

Fesfestotoskokskokotkokokololokekek ek Thank you for your participation s sk sk sk sk skosteosk sk sk skoskoskoskokokokok
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(THAI VERSION)
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