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Small Holders of Rubber-based Farming Systems
in Songkhla Province Thailand :

Problems and Potential Solutions

Buncha Somboonsuke' and Ganesh. P, Shivakoti’

AB'STRACT

In dealing with the economic crisis of 1997, rubber-based smal! holders. aiong wirth many other farmers
in Thailand. looked for ways to ease their problems. A variety of approaches were found. bur a number of
constraints in implementing these solutions were also encountered. which reduced farm productivity and
decreased the farmers’ abiliv 10 implement these solutions. Constraints included low production quality. low
selling price (the most serious problem), deficient capital for investment, disease and pest problems. deficiency
af i‘nput factors.and also high cost. inefficient focal marketing systems, a generally low level of knowledge
of agricuhural production in general. shortage of water resources in many areas. low soil femility. shortage
of family labor. and peoor local govemment extension services. Proposed solutions o these constraints inclede
price insurance. a local capital investment fund, better technology transfer, an improved farmers. credit sy~tein.
and improved infrastiucture and financial incentives.

Key words? rubber-based farming system, small holding farm problems, small holding farm constrainis

INTRODUCTION prominent in both hectare and production. More than

70% of the world's NR production comes [rom small

The economic crisis of 1997 resulted in many holding sector (Kok. 1996). and in Thailand.
changes to the mbber industry in Southeast Asian. Malaysia and Indonesia, 72%, 74% and 76%

The small holding sector has become increasingly respectively of total rubber production comes from
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the small bolding sector using various cultivation
patterns (Burger and Smith, 1999). In Thailand, there
are some 800,000 rubber growing farms, of which
some 744,000 are small holdings (RRIT, 1999}. The
major effect of the economic crisis was to change the
main production from Ribbed Smoked Sheet (RSS)
o Rubber Block to meet market and industrial
requirements. And also, under economic crisis, small
holding farras in Thailand, as in Malaysia and
Indonesia, have faced many constraints due 1o price
fiucluation, capital inefficiency, shortage of labor,
lack of access to credit fucility. inefficient market
system and inefficient small holders group in local
area {Penot. I999),. It is indicated that small hofders
in Southeast Asia's rubber producing countries,
especially, Thailand acting on their own, are 2pparently
unible 10 help themselves and also. 1o improve farm

efficiency and productivity.

Objectives of the study

This research has attermpied to:

{1) determine the main constrainis 0 small
holders attempting to improve their farms. and their
causes:

a (2) examine possible solutions for the small
Wéider's adoption of berter 2rowing méthods, and
{3) suggest possible soiutions to increase the

productivity and income of rubber smali holdings.

METHODOLOGY

The twenty-six rcpresentative small holding
rubber-based farms in six main types, as described

by Somboonsuke and Shivaketi (2000) were selected

by purposive sampling from three communities in
Songkhia province, Southern Thailand, Khao Phra,
Phijit and Klorig Phea communities, using the
following criteria: (1) all communities were a target
area of the provincial rubber development plan,
according to the rubber development strategic plan
1999-2003; (2} they all had at least several rubber-
based farm types; (3) each community had a large
number of smallholdings. more than 70% of which
were involved with rubber production; (4) there was
appropriate topography for comparison of farms
beiween agro-ecozones: and (5) small holders. in all
three communities. faced various constraints from the
production system {(Depariment of Agriculural
Extension, 1999). The functioning of rubber small
holdings-was studied through both secondarny dara
and Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) with a semi-
structured interview form (Trebuil et al.. 1983:
Conway, 1985), identifying constraints to rubber
production and their causes that the small holders
have faced in their operation. and also, identification
of the potenral solutions to these constrainis.
Problem Tree Analysis Techniques with a farms
group. secondar:y dara, and Strategic Factor Analvsis
Summary {SFAS) Techniques were used (Turban and
Meredith, 1981).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

1. The current system of smallholding rubber-
based farms

In the southern region, Thatland, there are six
main types of small holding rubber-based farming

systems, as classified by Somboonsuk & Shivakoti
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(2000}, based on their study of three communities:
Khao Phra, Phijit and Klong Phea in Songklha
Province, Thailand. Their classification was based on
the criteria of the individual farm's agricultural
production activity, the socic-economic structure of
iocal rubber small holders and agro-ecozone of
rubber cultivation as suggested by Trebuil eval in
1993and Conway in 1985, They described the
characteristics of the main small holding rubber-
based farming systems as following (summarized

also in Table 1}):

1.1 Type R,. smaltholding rubber-monoculture
farming system

Rubber production is the major cocupation of
the farmers. In the study area these farms comprised
21.3% of the tatal of 807 farm households studied.
Rubber P;eplanting is supported by the sovernment.
und high technology is usually used such as breeding.

plantation technigue, and management. High vield

varieties of rubber are grown, i.e. RRIM600, BPM?24
and Songkhla 36 (Nissapa et.al.. 1994}, There is low
efficiency due to the diversity in management, lack
of labor especially during tapping period, high cost
of production and off-farm employment opportunities.
However, most of the smali holders of this type still
maintain their rubber holding because growing rubber
has been a tradition lifestyle for many vears in

southern Thailand (Ivanoff and Roux. 1989).

L2 Type Ry smallholding rubber-intercrop
farming svstem

The majority of farmers in this farm type are
those who have participated in The Office of Rubber
Replanting Aid Fund's (ORRAF) replanting program.
The support is prd\*idcd during the initial unproductive
period ((-36 months). Approximately 26.36% (},007
farms) of the surveyed farms fall into 1his category.
Normally. crops ax infercrops are pineapple. rice.

vorn, vegetables. and other annual crops (Laosuwan.

Table1  The number and percentage of smali holding rubber-based farms, Sonekhla  province. Southern
Thailand, 1999,
Agre-ecezone | Agro-ecorone 1 ,\_n_‘m-cx;oz,uuclll Towl
a Farming Khao Phra Phjic  community Khang Phea naaof
ra system type community cammustity farms  Perceniage
No.of  Percentage  Nowof Percentige Noof Percemage
farms farms fanms
L. Rubber-monoculture farms (R1) 11 22.60 149 15,30 224 2340 il 21,30
2. Rubber-intercrop farms R2) 578 3040 196 2140 233 13.20 Loo7 26.36
3. Rubber-rice farms (R3) 373 19.40 466 50.90 447 H.60 1.287 33.69
4. Rubber-fruit tree farms (R4} 37a 19,70 16 1.70 32 3.30 324 L.
5. Rubber-livestock Farms (RS) 31 1.60 14 1.50 0 3.0 133 1.96
6. Rubber-integated farms (R&) 130 12.70 75 8.20 5 £50 20 577

Source: Field survey by Somboonsuke. and  Shivakati ( 2000)
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1987; Bulanathum, 1999). The decision to intercrop
depends on a number of factors such as soil and
terrain conditions, marketing and labor availability.
When rubber plants become more than 36 months old
small holders change the farm's cultivation pattern to
other types of rubber-based farming for a sustainable
family income (Thungwa, 1995).

1.3 Type Rg! small holding rubber-rice farming
system

These comprise 33.69% (1,287 farms} of the
total small holding farms. Normally, there are wo
paiterns: (1) rice is grown between immature rubber
rows, as intercropping; and, (2) rice is grown in a
different sector within the rubber plantation. Normally
small hotder's experience in rice farming is derived
from their ancestors and uses both high-yield and
indigenous rice strains, and the rice is used for family
consumption only. In the tuture. this type may decline
due to many constraints such as shortage of family
labor, high cost of input factor and unceriain price
(DOAE, 1998).

1.4 TypeR,. small holding rubber-fruit tree
ferming system

£, Intercropped fruits are economically valuable
fruits of southern Thailand. which include Durian,
Rambutan, Rongkeng, Champada, etc. Normally
several types of fruit are grown. These represent
11.09% (424 fanms) of the tatal rubber growers and
can be classified in two patterns of plantations: (1)
fruit trees are cultivated in the same plot of rubber,

that is, grown between rubber rows, calied rubber

multi-cropping (Nissapa et al., 1994). The objective

-

is to get fruit production at the same time as rubber
production, although farmers tend to postpone the
rubber collection if the price of fruit is higher than
rubber; and (2} fruit trees are grown in a different
section of the rubber plantation, These farmers are
normally more experienced and skilled in fruit tree
cultivation than farmers in the previous pattern and
this pattern is more like a normal business. This type
requires higher capital investment and family labor.
The constraints of this type inclede the shortage of
warer and its management and deficiency of capiral
investment. However, this type has yielded the
highest economic performance due to greater farm

income than other farm vpes.

1.5 Type Ry small holding rubber-livestock
farming system

A very small proportian, some 2% (75 farms).
of the total rubber farmers use this system. Livestock
s normally reared within both immature and mature
rubber areas. Types of livestock include cows.
poulry. swine, goat and sheep. The main constrainis
are the high cost of production and a deficiency of
famm labor and ,feed. In immature rubber, the rubber
plants nonmally must be above 2m in height and af
least 18 months old for livestock raising. Usually.
the average number of livestock ranges berween 6-
8 animals per hectare. Small holders of this tvpe
normally have many years of experience in livestock
raising, however livestock under rubber is only a
supplemental occupation 1o enhance the family

income {(RRIT, 1999).
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1.6 Type Rg. small holding rubber-integrated
farming system (or rubber-integrated activity
farming system)

These comprise 5.77%, or 220 farms. There
are four patterns: rubber-fruit tree-livestock, rubber-
rice-livestock, and rubber-rice-fruit tree and rubber-
fruit tree-fish. The main constraints facing these
farms are the shortage of family labor. fluctuating
prices. deficiency of capital for investment and lack
uf management skills. However, this is one of the
beiter alternatives for increasing family income due

1w its excellent economic performance.

2. The functioning of small holding rubber-based
furm agricultural production systems

For the comparison of smallholding APS
between the six identified types of smallholding
rubber-based farming systems. we can identify them
m terms of farm objectives, farm implementation

sfrategies. and farm constraints (Table 2.

2.1 Farm ohjectives

All small holdings have the main objective of
mgreasing praductivity. Increased vield and biodiversity
dve also important in rubber-fruit operations. Such
objectives are uided by the use of new farming
practices and technology. Sustainabilicy is also a

concermn of most.

2.2 Farm implementation strategy
All of small holding farms use the similar
fertilizer for rubber in formula 15-15-15 due to the

fact that it is widely founded in local area. And also

wr
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they use this formula in fruit tree. For crop breed, ail
of small holding farms have been used high-yielding
breed of rubber. However, there has been used
indigenous breed of rice due to its appropriate for
local area {resistant to disease in local area). Smalil
holding rubber-livestock farming system, it was
founded that small holding farm has been used in
both high yielding breed and indigenous breed.
Majority of systems used chemical treatment thus
especially, cattle, goat and poultry. The result
showed that the more farm's biodiversity, the more
opportunity use chemical especially in small holding
rubber-fruit tree farming system and small holding
rubber-integrated farming system due 1o they have to
more wanagement practice than other systems. All
small holdings -use natural sources of water such ax
rain or underground pools, since irrigation is no
available in their area. In small hotding rubber-fruit
tree farming sysiem. the mixed fruit tree crop is most
widely found in the study area. since smal} holders
can harvest them all ye;ar, and this system is more
profitable than other systems (Somboonsuke and
Shivakoti, 2000). In the smali holding rubber-rice
farming systems, especiully in different plots of the
rubber area. there are two patterns of planting -
transplamting of paddy seedlings and broadcasting of
seed. For small holding rubber-integrated farming
systemm (which some call a small holding rubber-
integrated activity farming system), there were found
four main types of farming system: (1) rubber-frui
tree-livestock, (2) rubber-rice-fruit-livestock. {3) rubber-
fruit tree-fishery and (4) rubber-rice-fruit tree.

respective,
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Table 2 Comparison of small holding rubber-based farms  APS in Songkhla province.

Rubber farming Farm purposes

system

Farm implementation strategies

Farm constraints

R1

Small holding
rubber-
monoculture
farming

systern

R2

Small holding
rubber-
intercrop
farming

system

R3

Small holding
rubber-rice
farming

S¥SIEm

z,
R4
Small holding
rubber-fruit
tree farming

system

Increase farm
income and
maximize farm
production

Increase farm
income and
maximize use of

farm area

Increase farm
income and
maximize faom
preduct toward
sufficient standard

of living

Increase fanm
income/use high
technology in
implementation
strategyfenlarge
farm size toward
more
activity/increase
product and yield

The fertilizer is formula of
15-15-15 two times/year

the membership of

farmer s group for bargaining
price in local market

Use chemicals for weed control

The fertilizer is formula of
15-15-15 and &lso. use manure
Use cllemical control

“Crop as inlcrcmp:”
pineappie, corn, rice,
vegetable and mung bean
Use narural water

resource, rainwater

The fertilizer is fomular of
15-15-15 for rubber and
16-20-0 for oce

Twa partierns of rice
“plantaiion: transplanting of”
paddy seedling and paddy is
sown without rransplanting
Fertilizarion: two times/year
of rice plantation

No use chemical

Use imdigenous

breed such as rice

Mixed fruit tree crop for
decreasing of risk and disease
Use similar fertilization
15-15-15 for both rubber

and fruit tree

Have pond in fruit tree area
Use equipment

and method in harvest

+ Low product price
{rubber)

* Insufficient capital for farm
investment

* Disease and pests
{non-resistant rubber species
such as RRIM6O0 GT1)

e Insufficient capital for
Investment

* Dhsease and pest

e Deficient input factor

+ Low production price
and quality

* Deficient production
knowledge

= Disease and weed

* The shortage of family
labor

High cost of input factor

s o low product price

* Deficient water resource
and non appropriate soil

(low soil fertiliny)

* The shoriage of water
resources

¢ The deficiency of capital
for input factor

+ The efficient extensional
system and management

= Inconvenient communication

¢ Low quality of product
and price

¢ Much disease and natural
harm
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Table 2 Continued

Rubber farming  Farm purposes Farm implementation strategies Farm constraints
system

= Linle agricultural knowledge
s Deficient family labor

R ¢ Insufficient farm e Plan for livestock production; e Insufficient feed resource
Small holding productfincrease * Sell at least 8 (grass for animal feed)
rubber- farm income cowsfyear average and vaccine
livestock farm toward increased o Use indigenous breeds * Disease and pest
standard of living that are resistant to * Low product and price
environment and more {ruhber)

appropriate than high breed

+ Contract local livestock officer
for support of input factors
such as vaccine, addiional
teed toward decreasing the
cost of production

* Manage working

time for farm activity

R, = Increase fann * Land use efficiency by means ¢ Low quality of

Small holding income/improve uy 10 increase biodiversity product and price

rubber existing farm and there are founded four * Disease and Pest

mtegrated implementanon farms types such as * Insufficient capital

tarm strategies/ improve -Rubber with fruit tree and ihvestiment
farmer's livestock « Pattern Jess in practice
abilisyfincrease farm -Rubber with rice and fruit ¢ Inefficient extensional
savings, improve tree system
the efficiency of -Rubber with rice, fruit tree « Little knowledge in

. farm and livestock and management
’ management/decrease  -Rubber with fruit tree and + Shortage of water resources

farm debt. fishery e Shortage of famiiy’s labor

* Use fertilizer in similar ¢ Use indigenous breed
form {15-15-15 in both
rubber and fruit tree)
* Fertilizer for rice 16-20-0
s Use chemical for weed control
« Try to use family‘s
labor for decreasing the
cost of production

Sourees: Participatory Rural Appraisal (RRA) Techniques from twenty-six smalt holding farms
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2.3 Farm constraints faced

‘ All small holding farms were faced with the
main constraints of low production and price, disease
and pesis due to the use of vuinerable breeds (i.e.
RRIM 600), and insufficient capiial for farm
investment. In addition, the results show that the
small holding rubber-fruit tree farming system and
the small holding rubber-integrated farming system
were more faced with constraints than other small

holding farms.

4
8. Censtraints and their causes on small holding

farms

8.1 Main constraints faced by smali holding farms

Low product price is the most serious
constraint faced by all types of farmmers. In addition,
deficient production knowledge. disease and pests.
insufficient capital for farm investment. and the poor
market system are alse imporiant constraints on ali
types of farms and fammers (Table 3). Like other
primary commadities, rubber price tluctuation depends
on both supply and demand factors in the market and
external events. During the last twenty years. the
rubbeg price flucteated greatty. and affected
smalﬂaolding farms in Thailand. For example. in
1995, the worlds rubber production was in excess of
consumption and the rubber price drooped. This had
bad effects on the small holder and was a major
reason for small farmers to leave their farms to search
for off-farm employment (Juman, 1987;Somboonsuke
and Rattanachai, 1997). Inevitably, this led to under
utilization of land and productivity further declined

in Thailand, and also in Malaysia, and Indonesia. The

problem is made worse by the low level of education,
lack of accessibility to credit and low adoption of new
agricultural practice and innovations. The market
constraints which include the low type and grade
(normally 80% of USS grade 3 and 4) also reflect
the inefficiency, complexity and constraints of
industry (Somboonsuke and Rattanachai, 1997).
Also, small holders get the unfair price in the local
market, and marketing becomes difficult and
complicated for these small holders 10 comprehend
and mworeover individual small holders are unable o
cope with it (Thipayakul and Promde;j 1987). The
market structure and rubber prices are complementary
to each other in determining the final price paid to
small holders. who are the original producers of raw
material. The price paid to the producer in local
market is residue of the FOB price, after deductions
for expmt and other taxes and markeling margins.
The constraints of , high cost of production and input
such as fertilizer, seed apd chemicals for weed
control and also low famm-gate price are causes of

insufficient capital for investment.

3.2 The comparisonconstraints faced hetween the
current systems of small holding rubber-based
farms.

Biological constraints and econamic constraint
are the most serious constraints while physical
constraints and social constraints are lesser constraints.
This indicates that the government should concentrate
on the economic and biological aspecis in the
development of small holding sector. In the Table 4.
it is shown that

small holding rubber-integrated

farming system (Ry) and small holding rubber-fruit
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tree farming system (R,) are faced with many
Vconstraims. especially economic consmaints such as
shortage of labor, price and quality of production and
deficient capital investment, and biological constraints
such as disease and pests due to, these systems are
more management and intensive practice.
3.3 The causes of main constraints faced

The main constraints faced can be analyzed
through using the problem tree analvsis technique

(Figure 13

3.3.1 Low production price and quality

It was found that fluctuated price in local
markets. over-supply of producnion. and inefficient
local markets were causes of this constraint. In the
fluctuated price, il was found that small holders have
linle influence in bargaining for better prices in the
local markets. and also an inefficiens governmemn
plan and policy with no plan for price insurance

system. since small holders normally sell their

production individually and inefficiently through a
local farmers group system. Concerning the oversupply,
it was found that the government has no plan for a
production control system, and there is inefficient
miemational trade for agricultural production.
Concemning inefficient farm practices, it was found
that small holders have little knowledge of good
practices, and there is usually an insufficient extension
system in iocal -area,-often because there is little
interest. Concemning inefficient local market, it was
found that the government has no plan ar policy for

a local market system.

3.3.2 Deficient capital for farm investment

It was found that little saving. use of capital
for other activities, and the high costs of input factors
were the main factors mentioned concerning this
constraint. Re small savings, it was founded that
small holders normafly have a low income. often due
to having to service debts. and they usually sell thair

production at a low price. Using capital for other

Table 3 The main constraints of smail holding rubber-based farming systems.
Constraint Percentage
* Low production price and quality 254
- 2. Deficiem capital for farm investment 13.8
3. Disease and Pests 1.2
4. Deficient input factors and high cost of inputs 10.9
3. Inefficient Jocal marketing system 10.2
6. Deficient agricwliural knowledge 6.8
7. Shortage of water resources 6.8
8. Low soil fertility 6.1
9. Shortage of family labor 5.1
10. Inefficient local extension system 3.7

SOEJ’CEZ PRA, and Problemn Tree Analysis from twenty-six small holding farms
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€ [tem Constrilnts

Law production price
1. | and quality ¢

Fluctuating price {a)
Over supply (b}
IncfTicient farm pragtice (c)

Ine[Ticient local markel (d)

Deficicnl capital for
farm investment -

A liltle siving mxney (u)

Use capital in various activitics {h P

Ifigh cost ol input Facter ()

Chuses

No plan for production control system (b)
Deficienl knowledge (o)

Incfficien plan and policy for marketing system {d

Individunl sale {a)

inefTicicnt group system (a)

3 | Discase and pest +

Use no resistat breed (n)

Wrong praclice (b)

Appropriate siluatian {climate, Soil)
rain nnd moisture canlent (¢)

Na coverage area of extension
system {(if)

Morc epidemic pest and discase (¢}

Use wrong approach in disease control (h)
High maisture content (c}

Farm' ecosystem change {¢)

4. I Deficient input factar |

Sec also ltem 1. (c)

Inefficient local
marketing sysiem

Scc also ltem 1. {d)

Figure 1 The causes of main constraints of smallholding rubber-based farming system.

Source

Problem Tree Analysis from (wenly-six small holding Tarms

Ll
No polential in bargaining price (a) No altcndance to develap their ability (c)
Na plan for price insuranee systen (a) No attendance in cxtension work (€)
InefMicient gavernment plan and policy fa}
Inefficient extensiomal systen (o} A few source of inpat factor in community (c)
- Fluclating price (tending to downward) (n)
Low farms’ ingome (1)
gl cost of living [BY and fc) - Farm’s debt {n}
Deficit of inpul factor (e Fertifr, erhicide) Loealed in femnnte aren and por infrstructute
during plamiation pertnd in conmuniny {c such as rosd (1)
Defictt ol knowledge (hoth sawedibatder and change
ngent} Weather' change
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Figure 1 Continued.
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Table 4  Comparison of constraints faced small holding rubber-based farms,

Constraints

Small holding rubber-based farming system
Ry Ry Ry Ry Ry Rg

* Physical constraints

Deficiency of water resources
Non-appropriate soil (low fertility)
Natwral harm and climate
Inconvenient infrastructure

R

Biological constraints
Disease/pests and weeds
Low yielding breed {(crop/livestock)
Deficiency of input factors (i.e. fertilizer)

. " 1)
Social constraints

o 1 =

oo

Deficient produciion system knowledge
Economic constraints

* S_g

Deficiency of capital for investment
2. Low product price and quality
3. Inefficient local marketing system
4. Deficiency of familv labor and equipment
5. High cost of inputs

. b . .
Inefficient local farmers groups or organizations

Inefficient local extension svstem and management

X X X
X

X

X

X

X X X
X

X .

X X X
) x
X X X X
X X X X X X
X
X X X
X

Sources: Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) from twenty-six small holding farnfs

Remuark R: Small holding rubber-based farm: R ;= Rubber-monoculure farming system, R,= Rubber-intercrop

farming system, Ry= Rubber-rice farming system. R, = Rubber-fruit tree farming system. R¢= Rubber-livestock
farming system and R,= Rubber-integraied farming system

activigies means that small holders find it is necessary
to ufe what money they have tor living expense,
which are quite high. Also, input factors are high,
compare to their cost in the past, such as fertilizer

and herbicides,

3.3.3 Pests and disease
It was found that using vuinerable breeds,
wrong practices not appropriate 10 the climate, an

inefficient exiension system and having more epidemic

pests and diseases in the area were the main points
of this constraint. It was found that both small holders
and exchange agents have little knowledge of pest
and disease control and management. Also, the
changing farm ecosystem is the main cause of new

epidemic pests and diseases.

3.3.4 Deficient input factors
It was found that the high cost of inputs under

the present situation is the main source of this
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constraint; there are few sources of inputs in the

community.

3.3.5 Inefficient local marketing system
The government has no efficient plan or
policy for a local marketing system for the protection
of small holder price. Small holders normally get an

unfair price in the local marketing system.

3.3.6 Deficient knowledge

Deficient knowledge of good farming practices
results from an inefficient extension system. linle
access to new or reliable sources of information in
the community, and little agricultural informarion in
ithe community. Due to an insufficiency of training
courses. small holders are not improve their abiliy.
There are not enough exchange agents. nor is their
sufficient budget to

improve community

communicanons.

3.3.7 Inefticient extension systenmi

It was found that an inefficient monitorimg
systent. inefficient extension plans and policies.
mneflicient exchange agents and small holders are the
main cuuses of this constraim. In inefficient monitoring
svstef it was found that there are deficient exchange
agents due to the exchange agenis having various
activities m the local area. In inefficient plans and
policies concerning extension, it was found that the
deficient participation and coordination between
small holders and exchange agents, and no feasibility
studies are the main causes of this constraint. In
inefficient change agemt and small holders, it was

found that both small holders and exchange agents

-r

are not fulfilling their responsibility. Small holders

are, normally, not confident in the local extension

system.

3.8.8 Inefficient local farmer group

It was found that small holders are not .
interested in a group system, the value of individual
working, deficient knowledge in group sysiem, and
inefficient government plans and policy are the main
causes of this constraint. ln the issue of no interest
ina group system. it was found that. at present. small
hélders are nat confident in a group system, for they
believe that a group system can t solve their problems
because some smail holders have had bad experiences
in the past. In value of individual working. small
holders normally \:;.'ork individuahiy to sell their
production and decide their own management strategy.
They are afraid that they will lose their benefits if
they participate in a group. It can be said that small
holders are more concerned with selfish interests than
with socizl benefits. Regard{|1g deficient knowledge
of group systems. it was found thai inefficient
coordination svstems and litle adapiation to group
system of knowledge were-the main causes of this
constrant., pnmarily doe 10 the low educational level
of smalt hotders and change agents who normally had

various activities in the community.

3.3.9 GShortage of farm labor

It was found that leaving the farm to work in
the non-agricuitural sector. deficient family labor and
deficient transfer of knowledge concerning improving
labar abilities were the main causes of this constraint.

Especially leaving the farm ro work in non agricultural



92 2. inuasmand (Faow) TH 22 adufi

sector, where it was found that it is the value of young
labor that agricultural work comparison industry

work and get more education.

3.4 The impacts of farm constraints on small
holders’ adjustment

The constraints faced by small holders and
their causes as previously mentioned result in
decreasing farm productivity and income. It was
found they impacted on the current small holders
adjustment, especially in the socio-economic
adjustiments of small holders. It was found that lllle
changing socic-economic aspects of the small holders
are more serious than the changing bio;plmy'sical
aspects of the simall holders. 1.e. (1} small holders
have to borrow more than the past, (2) they are
unable to plan for family expenditures, causing them
to decrease luxury activities, such as decreasing
social status, inequity of social status in community.

and less participation in social groups and activities

in the community, due to small holders being more
closed in behavior and having less information,

respectively (Figure 2).

4. The strategic factor analysis summary (SFAS)

evaluation and possible solutions

4.1 SFAS’ evaluation criteria

From the constraints faced by small holders
and their causes as previously mentioned. we can
understand what constraints are found in each system
and the degree of seriousness of these constraints.
The analysis of these constraints 10 find 2 plan and
policy leading to possibie solution was undertaken by
means of the Strategic Factor Analysis Summary
(5FAS) technique. The results are shown in Figure
3 (Turban and Meredith. 1981). In the SFAS. three
criteria were used for evaluation: immediate solution,
difticult solution and expected usefulness. All of

these criteria were measured in terms of the average

-

Mare Debi (a)
y

Decreasing
luxury activity (b)

More

¢losed behavior ()

[mpacls
<
Constraints
Mare Loan (a)
Unable 1o plan for family(b)
Expenditure {a)
Decreasing Social Status Decreasing Decreasing
farm’s - farm’s t€—| Constraints

Un equity of social stats (d) incame productivity

Less information L. . .
exposure (¢) Less p:l.l'l!c{patcd in social group
and activity (¢)

Figure 2 The impacts of farms constraints on small holders’ adjustment.

Sources : Problem Tree Analysis technique
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of opinion of small holders, local officials and
researchers, as given by means of an interval range
as follows (Miah, 1993): (1) average () opinion
between 1.00-1.80 meant never, or the lowest level,
(2) average () opinion between 1.81-2.60 meant
little, or low level, (3) averagess () opinion between
261-3.40 meant moderate or middle level, (4)
average () opinion between 3.41-4.20 meant much
or high level, and (3) average (X) opinion between
4.21-5.00 meant very mich or the highest level.
The results were that i|:: the immediase
solution criteria, all of small holding systems have the
high degree level of tmmediate solution (¥ between
34§-4.200. It is indicated that the current constraints
faced of all systemis are iinporiant and necessary for
solution and effect on decreasing farm s productivity.
In the difficult solution criteria. it was founded that
only small holding rubber integrated farming system
hax the moderate degree level of difficult solution (y
= 1.61-3.40) otherwise, they have the high degree
leve! of difficult salution (y between 2 41-4.20). Due
10 these constraints plan and policy constraints. the
deficit of budger for solving the constraints is one of
important limited factors. In the expected usefulness
cr.ifel'iu. it was found that small holding rubber-
Monoculured farming svsiem and Small holding
rubber-livestock farming system have the high degree
level of expected usefulness (y berween 4.20-5.00)
if their constraints are solved the small helding
rubber-fruit tree farming system. small holding
rubber-rice farming system and smali holding rubber-
integrated farming system will have the high degree
level of expected usefulness (Y berween 3.40-4.20),

while the small holding rubber-intercrop farming

-+

system has the moderate degree level of expected
usefulriess () between ¥ 2.61-3.40). From the SFAS
evaluation, It can be said that the constraints faced,
found in this research study, are actual and important
constraints that effect directly on decreasing farm's

productivity.

4.2 Possible solutions

In Figure 3, the constraints analyzed for
setiing can be the strategic plan and policy for
development of small holding rubber-based farming

]
system following and suggestion for possible solution.

4.2.1 Strategies for improving farm’s productivit ¥

The strategies for improving farm's productivity
are: (1) providing a credit sysiem © meet the cost
of cultivation. including a subsistence incentive. (23
encouraging the establishment of cormmunity capiral
funds for investment. (3) providing soil and leaf
analysis and lertilizer recommendation. as well ax
disease and pest conlrol‘ informanan. (4) providing
infrastructures and financial incemives based on the
socio-economic position of the small holders in
general, or in specific areas, such as land acquisition
schemes. (5) providing information on high-vield
varietics and other modern planting techniques, (6)
strengthening research and development and
dissemination of this information 1o small holders
through exchange agemts and local community
groups, (7) improving access 10 water through warer
resource infrastructure assistance and management.
(8} encourage exchange agenis of technology transfer
to be more supportive of smallholders. (9) improving

the rubber-processing technology available 10
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Figure 3 SFAS’ evaluation and possible solution of rubber-based farming system.

Sources SFAS’ technique (Turban and Meridith, 1981) and PRA techniques
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smaltholders so they can provide a better grade of
rubber sheet, and (10) encourage the establishment
of value-added business‘es in local communities to
process some of the rubber there, and thus increase

overall community prosperity.

4.2.2 Strategies for improving smaﬁ holders’
ability and potential

The strategies for improving small holders’
abilitv and potential include (1) emphasizing the
needs of small holders and encowraging the
improvement of small holders’ abilitv. aspiration.
skl and knowledge by providing appr >priate training
courses such as breeding iechnique. harvesting
techniques such as tapping, marketing and processing.
and (21 motivating small holders’ 1o become miore

zelf-reliant.

CONCLUSION AND
RECOMENDATION

Small holders faced nmiany constraints i
irving 10 maintain a profitable farming operating such
deticien:

as low  production  price. produciian

#nowladge, disease and pests, and insuiTicient capiad
'{i'or farm investment. Low production price has been
the largest single problem for small holders in all
small holding systems. These various probiems all
have an effect on the small holder s living style and
status i their community. Following the economic
arises, small holders have had 1o adjust their attitudes
towards their traditional ways of farming and doing
business, to become more efficient. leading them to

dake steps o (1) improve their managerial ability

85

through government training courses, (2) be sure they
aceess current information on their farming activities,
and (3) join lacal farmers groups to share knowledge
and bargain collectively when necessary with a
stronger voice. Various possible solutions are offered
to overcome these constraints, in certain cases. and
public policy options also suggested helping smali
holder can make the change. What is certain is that
rubber will remain an wmportant commodity in the
waorld, and Thailand is an important world supplier
of this commedity. so with a positive attitude and
willingness 10 work to adapt. the rubber industry can

remain an economic strength in southern Thailund.
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