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An Analysis of Economic and Psychological Factors on the Forest

Protection of the Mountain People in Jeonbuk Province*!

—-0On the Economic Psychological Status Associated with Structure in Forest Production—-

Kwang Won Lee*? « Jae Seng Kim*3

The purpose of this study are to analyze economic and psychological factors associated with the
forest protection of the mountain people, and to explain the forms of the forest management by
ownership classes, especially with forest in the production structure of the mountain villages,
particulary from Aprial 1st to 20th in 1975. And the basis of the data for this study is to have
Leen obtained by the sample of 462 households, in Jeonbuk province, which were selected by the
method of Yandom sampling.

In order to determine what relations there are between the forest ownership classes are indepen-
dent and each of the selected economic and psychological factors, the chi-squre test was used.

The findings may be summarized as follows;

1. The area per household forest land of the mountain villages farm families with forest was 1. 4ha
and are middle classes with 1ha cultivated area, and manage their forest in favor of the forest
fuel and the byproducts, which we call “Earn Ownership Management Form”. As it is acom-
plished by the agricultural surplus labor, we can’t expect the positive forest investments.

2. The expectation of the proceeds of forest investments seems to be high but 309 of them dou-
btful. And the mountain villages farm families with above 3ha forest area expect their forest
investments to be positive and in future they have hope in the economic management from,

3. The mountainous mountain fram families reply to a small sums of capital and the control of
after the fact on account of the negative factors of forest investment. But rural mountain
villages farm famillies assist on spending toe much money for the control and nexious insects
damage.

4. The reason about illegal cut away was mainly their fuels problem and then most of moumtain
farm villages was used to forest fuel in their fuel. But 57% of mountainous mountain villages
farm families not having forest area, and 667 of them get their fual on the self-supply, and
66.9% of them get from public and nationat forest and other’s forest. That is one of the hig
problems of the forest protection.

5. Above 669 of mountain people think that forest law is severe and 50% of mountainous mo-

untain villages farm families think if usual. Especially ones not having forest area but taking

%1 Received for publication in December 10, 1977
*2 bk BRI A College of Agriculture, Jeonbuk National University
*3 2] BBl College of Agriculture, Seoul National University
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advantage of forest among them think so.

6. Rural mountain villages farm families have comparatively positive attitude for protecting

forest, but mountainous mountain villages farm families negative.

Classes with above 3ha

forest area have more outlook of forest protection. And the more such classes are, the better

they can protect forest.

7. There are problem about operation and education of the forest law on the mountainous mou-

ntain villages farm families.
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Table 1. Status of land use by locality unit; ha
T Clas=1ﬁcat10n Area of rice “Area of bar]e;" | Area of forest [Lotal T
_ Locality 7 ————___ifield per houschold|field per household land per household' cultivated area
Mountainous mountain village 0. 6098 [ 0. 4489 1.99 1. 0588
Rural mouuntain village 0.7799 | 0. 0432 0.80 0.8232
Averzge 0. 6949 ‘ 0. 2461 1.40 | 0.9410
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Table 2. Distribution of area of forest ownership by size of forest land

Non-ow-

|
. . . |Owners- ‘ Area of
Classification Total nership hip farm ) : Area of] forest

house- ‘fﬁrf}? l}éok househo~Ulllrfler 1__},;33 3__},}3 '—*}118 10_1%8 30— }53 forest |land per

locailt hold OFcfo silld forest a ‘ I ‘ land (ha)lhouseho-
i landomS and J 1d

Mountainous mountain | es um 11 4 15 321 16 5 12 1 514.47 1.9
village ! ; i
Rural mountain village 204, 156} 48 24 11‘ 5 4 Zl 2. 163. 66 0. 80
Total 1162: 303! 159 69 43‘ 21 ()l 14 3" 678. 08 1.39
Ratio (%) | 100 65.58 3442 43.4 27.0) 13.2 5.6 88 19 - ~
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Table 3. Relation between the cultivated area by size of forest land
NG Locality T
Size of T~—__ Mountainous mountain village Rural mountain village
forest land” e - — — —| Total
Size of Non Under 3ha |3ha and over Non Under 3ha |3ha and over
cultivated area ‘ .
Non 12| 2 20 | 0o | 1 36
(8.16%) (. 22 %) (3.03%)) (12.82%)| (0% (4.19%)| (7.79%)
29 7 3 43 4 0 86
Under 0.3ha (19.72%) (15.55%)  (4.55%)] (17.5%) (16.67%) (02| (18.61%)
0.3~1ha 70 23 27 73 1 9 213
: (47.619%)  (52.11%)  (40.92%)| (46.80%) (45.83%)  (37.5%)| (46.1%)
1~1. 66ha 25 11 20 12 6 4 88
: o (17.00%)]  (24.41%)  (30.30%) (7.69%)  (25.0%) (16.67%)| (19. 057)
i |
11 3 14 8 3 10
1.66ha and over ’ (T.48%)  (6.66%) (L21%)| (5.13%) (12.50%)| (41.672)| (10, 61 5)
Total # 147 45 66 | 156 | 24 o4 | 462
N=1462 d-f=22 x2=91. 86 P>.05 C=0.4072
N=258 d-f=8 x*==36. 21 P>.05 C=0. 3058
N=204 d-f=8 x2=55. 65 P>. 05 C=0. 4629
B otes & 4 gk ool wishe] FEFEILGT A 3. UMERERSB LMEE B2 Bt

Kol A 3haol 42] WskE FrfishE

e
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Table 4. Relation between the prospect of forest income by size of forest land
’::':f“ Locality | T T T T
‘\Slze of — Mountainous mountain village Rural mountain village
. forest land ——— Total
The prospect N Non Under 3ha {3ha and over Non Under 3ha |3ha and over
of forest mcome\
M 79 20 41 78 6 11 235
ore (53.74%)  (44.44%)  (62.12%)|  (50.0%)1  (85.0%) (45. 8"0) (50.87%)
Much 37 14 18 36 13 124
ue (25.17%) (31.11%) (27.27%) (23.07%) (54.16%) (2’") O%) (26.84%)
Bel h o 23 11 ! 4 33 2 75
clow the averag (15.64%)| (24.449)  (6.04%)| (21.15%)| (8.33%) (8. 33 )| (16.23%)
Nothi rticular 8 0 3 9 3 5 28
othing partic (5.44%) 0%)  @51%)|  (6.76%)| -(z5%)  (20.83%) (6.06%)
Total 147 45 66 | 156 24 ot | 462
N=462 def=17 x?=54. 14 P>.05 C=0. 3239
N=258 d-f=6 x?=23.52 P>.05 C=0. 2890
N=204 d-f==6 x?=30. 62 P>.05 C=0.3613
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Table 5. Relation between the method 0f fuel’s allotment by size of fo rest land
~ Locality T T T T T T T
o Sizerof - Mountainous mountain village Rural mountain village i
"~ forest land —— — Total
Method of - ‘ None Under 3ha |3ha and over Non Under 3ha Jm and over
fuel’s allotment™, 1 o i
17 3 ‘ 43 2 | 4 iy
Purchase (11.5625))  (6.69%) (3.0822)]  (27.56%) (8.33%)  (16.66%3, (15. 36‘?’)
Purchase for the most 20 5 ¢ 33 3 ‘
part, and self-supply (13. GO%)ﬁ (11.1122) (13.65%) {21.15%3) {12. oO 03 (12.5 oO”a)' (15. 80%)
Purchace and self-su- : 13 3 7 14 40
pply each half a part. (6.699)y {10.607%5) (9.97%) (8.3 "’" (4. 163’0’}‘ (8.65%)
Self-supply for the m- 74 22 1 66 17 1 16 236
ost part, and purchase (oO 31%2)  (48.88%)  (62.12%)| (42.30%)] (70.83%)  (66.66%) (51, 08%)
¢ 12 7 0 0 i | 42
Self-supply (15. o Gesern| (10,602 5 | (9.09%)
| . i |
Total w8 56 |2 a0 | e
N=462 d-f=22 x2=107 '48 P>.05 C=0.4344
N=258 d-f=8 x*=249. 61 P>.05 C=0. 4016
N=204 def=8 x?=57.87 P<. 05 C=0.4701
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Table 6. Relation between the motive of violate the forest law by size of forest land
N7~ .. Locality { - - T
N Size of Mountainous mountain village Rural mountain village
. forseland |- - - o — Total
None Under 3ha {3ha and over None Under 3ha {3ha and over
Motive . -
. 10 4 7 29 4 4
For family budget 6.8%) (8.88%)| (0.62)| (18.58%) (16.66%) (16662 (12. 5060)
B to fuel 126 33 50 103 16 17 345
€ use 1o lue (85.71%)) (73.33%)!  (75.75%)| (66.02%)| (66.669)| (70.83%)| (74.67%:)
Repair and makes 8 6 7 21 2 1 45
the furnitures (5.44%)  (13.33%)"  (10.6%)] (13.46%) (8.33%) (4.16%)| (9.749)

For the sal 2 1 2 1 1 2 9
or the sale (1.36%) (2.22% (3.03%) (0.64% (4.16%) (8.33%) (1.94%)
Covetousl 1 1 0 2 1 0 8
ovetously (1.83%) (2.22%) 0. %) (1.28%) (4.16% 0.95)1 (1.08%)
Total 147 45 | 66 156 24 24 462
N=462 d+f=22 x%=50. 07 P>.05 C=0.3127
N=258 d-f=8 x2=20. 92 P>.05 C=0.2739
N=204 d-f=8 x?=29. 14 P>.05 C=0. 3535
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Table 7. Pelation between the psychology about illegal cul away be size of forest land
—;\\\ LOCJlity T T i T
Size Of - Mountainous mountain viilage Rural mountain village
forest land T e ) Total
About lllegal AN None Under 3ha {3ha and over None Under 3ha [3ha and over
_ cut away R e e S S
Good 4 1 0 5 3 o | 23
(9.52%) (2.22%) ( "’") (3.2%) (12.5%) ( %) (4.97%)
. N 67 2 7 4 ! 85
May cut to use (45.58%)|  (4.44% T.51%)  (na8%)| 6.66%)|  ( %) (18.39%)
e . - 54 28 34 71 5 13 | 205
Fell unwell to cute (36.73%)  (62.22%5)| (51.51%)] (45.519) (20.83%)| (54. 169/)‘3 (44.37%)
A wrong 0 | 13 23 | 67 1 10 4 134
e (6.8%)  (28.88%) (34.84%) (42.94% (45.83%) (41.66%) '| (29.0%)
P 2 1 4 6 1 ! 15
Don’t know (L36%)  (2.22%)  (6.06% ); (3.84%)  (4.16%) (4. T (3. 24%)
Total LW 45 | 66 156 20| 24 462
N=462 def=22 x2=167. 69 P05 c=0.5181
N==258 d-f=8 2=114.57 P>.05 C=0. 5545
N==204 d«f=8 x2= 54.97 P>.05 C=0.4607
ol KIRFIME P54l Qlrh. o679l 45.6%<lwl vl dld wWx] @ Aol Foh
ol &l 4t EEEMy AR =gk kRS LEE 36.7%9 Mol 2, FEMLAL A GEo 1 45.5
BRES ojulzt 2 Table 72 WWHFARBEN Rl % vhwich 42.9% stolsieh. F FEmILFC EFHHY

Aol (LREBILE A A

SEERY A Est AA e 25%0 4

o so] JEUIMETTT BERS 45.6%71 Wlei% 4 givh
T2 doleh 9.5%% 55.1%7) m%%é‘ﬂ HEERC]

Al 7hE B FE He & d¥dAHE AL 2ded. T Wi AF
Himoz Axs w2 JEUMEE BFRH LFE S A lidke FrEstE AR gobe BEYE S 34 0
Uiktel A wlei2: 4 Aok $3E ot WrEAe geh oS FEliEkel v Bfitkes B 2o
Table 8. Relation between the Psychology about witness of illegal cut away be size of forest land
\\\ : o Locality ! N o | )
. Size of ‘\ Mountainous mountain village Ruial mountain village |
~ forest land ;“ ‘ - R —— i Total
About e None Under 3ha [3ha and over None Under 3ha (3ha and oxcr1
witness e ) L e B _
B 7 1 _% 17 2 0 30
Unavoidable (4.762))  (2.222%)  (4.54%)|  (10.89%)  (8.33%)) 02| (6.492)
Caution one 91 28 a8 o 13 18 282
‘ ) (61.9%) (62.22%:)  (72.727:)0  (47.43%)  (54.16%) (75.0%) (61.03%)
Deserves t}}e indict- ] 12 o4 | 4 2
E‘ﬁﬁ;ﬁ‘;f 1ts not (17.68%) (17.77%) (18, 18@') (15. 38%)51 (16.66%)|  (8.33%)| (15. 8%)
Indictment 18 o 60@/ ‘ ’ o 37 os 5 P N 4 P Z3
(12.24% (13. 30/0)\ (4. 54 ) (23.719%5),  (20.83%)  (16.66%)| (15.8%)
4 - 5 4| 0 0 11
Wrong to idict (3.40%) (4%% m“ (2.56%), (0% (022)} (2.38%)
Total 147 45 66 15 | 2| 24 142
N=462 d-f=22 =47.99 P>.05 C=0.3068
N=258 d-f=8 x%==19,73 P>.05 C=0. 2665
N=204 d-f=8 =28. 26 P>.05 C==0.3488
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Table 9. Relation of Psychology about dealing of the law-breaker by size of forest land
Locality i o T
\Tze\of Mountainous mountain village Rural mountain village
forest land - 7 B Total
About dealinx None Under 3ha |3ha and over None Under 3ha [3ha and over
of the low-breaker ™/ - e
; i
56 13 30 95 14 16 204
A matter of course (38.09%)] (28.88%)| (45.45%) (60 ss%)* (58.33%)|  (66.66%), (48.48%)
Feel pity 77 29 33 8 6 ' 204
reel pity (52.37%)| (64.44% ,l (49, 99%)] ()2 (:9 5 (3.33%)  (25.0%) L (43.15%)
, 14 3 3 2 2 34
Don’t know (0.52%)  (6.66%) (4 )4 5] (6.41%); (8.33%)  (3.33%) (7.55%)
Total w4 | s L 156 24 o | e
N=462 def=12 x2=51. 26 P>. 05 C=0.3160
N=258 d-f=6 x2==25. 43 P>.05 C=0. 2995
N=204 def=6 x*=25, 83 > 05 C=0.3352
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