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Income Distribution in Thailand

by OQOey Astra Meesook
" Faculty of Economics
Thammasat University
Bangkok, Thailand

May, 1975

Introduction

As in a great many other countries, the subject of income dis-
tribution has recently begun to attract attention in Thailand. In
part, this has been kindled by the enormous interest shown by various
international agencies in this topic, but it is undepiable tha; méhy
Thai peopie themselves have come to guestion sdme glaring disparities
in the -standards of living of various subgroﬁps of thé pbpulation.

why is the Northeast so much poorer than all the other regions? why

have farmers' incomes lagged-behind other people's?. Has income

inequality been increasing or decreasing during the recent period of
rapid growth of overall income? These are the questions which demand

answers.,

Perhaps more importantly, income distribution as a topic for
research has, in the past year or so, gained respectability. Whereas
the military government disapproved of any discussion of'income dis- -
tribution, so that it was practically impossible to obtain assistance
from government agencies or access to data needed for ahalysis, the
governments succeeding it have openly vowed to feduce income dis-

parities. Whether or not the effort succeeds, it has at least



improved access to information useful for a study on income distri-

bution.

Thie paper addresses.itseif'to two major questione in-the context
of Thaiiand, the first concerning a profile of income inequality and
the second the sources underlying income disparities. On the one
hand we wish to déescribe and assess the impact_of the inequality of 7 1
incomes on the total population, while on the other hand we s@ould
likelto identify some of the factors which contribute tewards income
inequality. Since ﬁe are here‘examining a very poor countfy, the
analysis will be oriented towards the poorer segments of the popula—
tion,  For it mast be reoognized that, apart: from the academie fag-
cinatéenzofﬁg:ed by the-notion ofrlncnma 1naqua11§y, in poor socie-
ties where average=inoomee~are already lew; what incdme inequality
means is that many people must be barely existing on extremeli'iow

incomes.

The.rest of this section contains a brief discussion of the
data used in this study on income distribution in Thailand. The
next section descrihes the ingome distribution-situation in Thailand
_as of 1968/9, and the adiuatments-mada'on-the income data and their
impact. Section 3 coptaing a treatment of household incomes in which.
we have tried to identify the poox and to determine whether or not
income inequality has been 1ncreeeing-1n Thailand, our analysis being
concentrated on the poorer people. In section 4 we analyse the dis-
tribution of income of. the economically active population in order

to assess the contributions of various factors to total income in-
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equality. Section 5 links the distribution of income of the econo-
mically active population with the question of poverty, while sec-

tion 6 offers a few conclusions.

The question of the data used in this study will not be discussed

in detail here, but interested readers are referred to a paper by

. this writer titled "Income Distribution Statistics for Thailand,

1/

Malaysia and Indonesia" which covers this aspect at some length.~

Although other sets of data exist, the major sources of income

“distribution information are the Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3,

and the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, bath of which were carried

out by the National Statistical Office. The Household Expenditure
Survey.has been.published in seven volumes, one for each of the six-
regions, the North, the Centre, the East, the Northeast, the South‘
and Bangkok-Thonburi, as well as a volume for the whole kingdcm.gz
The original data tapés have reportedly heen erésed, so that one has
to make do with what has been published, and this can be problematic
at times. The 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey has been processed and

the results have been published.éf The tabulations are on the whole

very similar to the 1962/3 Survey. Two changes in definition should

1/ The paper was written for the Joint Brookings-Princeton Project
on Income Distribution in LDC's and has been published as Review
of Income Distribution Data : Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia,
Research Program in Economic Development, Woodrow Wilson School,
Princeton University, Discussion Paper No.56, April 1975.

2/ Household Expenditure Survey, B.E. 2506, National Statistical
Qffice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.

3/ Report, Socio-economic Survey, B.E. 2511-2512, National Statis-
tical Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.




be noted. The firet is that the Ceptral and Eastern regions
earlier survey have been combined into one regioh in the later sur-

vey. This does not create problems since to make the two surveys

comparable we simply have to combine the Centre and East for 1962]3

in the same way. A somewhat more gserious change of definition con~

cerns the breaﬁdcwn into ‘towns' and 'villages®. In the 1962/3 Sur- . v
vey, towns consisted of sanitary districts as well as municipal areas.
The change in 1968/9 involved the inclusion of sagitery districts in
villages rather than towns. Therefore the categories 'towns' and

'villages' are not strictly comparable in the two surveyszéf

Apart from this inconsistency in the definition of towns and
villages in the two sets of talmlistioms, there seems £o have been
an attempt to keep the results compﬁraple. Moreover, many improve-
ments are evidenit in the later suwrvey. For example, from the point
of view of a researcher on income distribution, the increase in the
numbef of income classes from five to twelve for towns and eleven

for villages is most welcome.

The original data tapes for the 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey
are still in existence, althoogh they have not been made genarally
available. Using them can help overéome many difficulties since
one is then free to aggregate or disaggregate & one wishas. The

tapes also provide additional information not already presented in -

4/ In 1968/9, about 11% of all households ware situated in muni-
cipal areas, 9% in sanitary districts and 80% in villiages,



'uthe‘tabulatiuns, such as socio-economic characteristics of household

members and detailed expenditure data. One of the most important ‘
inclusions is surely the information on nonmoney income or income

in kind which is rather crucial in an analysis of income distribution
in a highly agricultural country such as Thailand. Another thing
which the tapus make possible is an analysis of the incomes of the
economically active population, The publiéhed tabulatiqns are all
concerned with households only and never deal with individual house-

hold members.




The Distribution of Income in Thailand, 1968/9

In this section a simple description of the in¢bme distribution
in Thailand in 1968/9 will be given. More importantly} the necessi-~
ty for and the procedures used in adjusting the money income data to
obtain total income, and the effects of the adjustménts on the distri— | e

bution of income will be presented.

The data used here are taken from the Socio-economic Survey,
1968/9, conducted by thé National éﬁatistical Office. Ewven though
it will later be argued that the disﬁtibution of houseHold income
as commonly used is not appfopriatekfér comparing degress of inequali-
ty in income, it is nonetheless the starting point for thig concept
of income distribution developed in this paper subsequent}y. More-
over, adjustments for nonmoney income are made directly ory househéld
income whigh thereforé remaing the unit worked with until‘income data
have been adjusted. The order of magnitude of the income pdjustments
as well as the size and ﬁirection of change of income ineqlhality can

also be obgerved in the distribut;on of household income. s

The first columns of Tables A.l.l to A.1l.18 in the Appendix

give the frequency distributions of households and of income by house-

5/

hold money income clasg, as well as by region and location.~ The

5/ The fabulations were obtained directly from the data tapes of
the Socio-economic Survey, 19268/9, and are not completsly con-
sistent with the official tabulaticns. The published results
are given by twelve income classes for towns and eleven for
villages, with the classes defined differently for the two
locatipng.



average figures for money income show a great deal of variation in
the level of household money income among regions, more especially
between towns and villages. The Northeast, North and South are the
poorest regions, while the Centre & East and Bangkok-Thonburi are
considerably better off. 1In villages the North is somewhat better
off than the South, but higher town incomes in the southern region
and a larger proportion of town households there lead to a higher
average income for the South as a whole. With the exception of
Bangkok-Thonburi, towns generally accounted for only a small"per—
centage of all households. It can be cbgefved that average regional
incomes for towns are not so different from each other as they are
for villages. Northeastern towns do not follow the usual pattern
of having the lowest average income of all regions, but have the
next highest town average after Bangkok-Thonburi. Most of the data

presented are self-explanatory and are given mainly for further com-

parisons and for their potential usefulness to other researchers.

The many problems associated with using any cne measuxe of
inequality to capture the various aspects of income distribution

have been extensively discussed in the literature. In particular,

the widely-used Gini coefficient cannot be considered a satisfactory

measure of inequality for comparisong of different income distribu-

tions from different sources, in which the dats may have gone through

gquite diverse treatments. Such factors as the total number of income

classes specified, the choice of the means of the income classes in

the case that these are not actually given, especially those of the

bottom and oper-ended classes, can make differences in the size of

g



the Gini coefficients computed which are of comparable orders of

magnitude to differences between the distributions being compared.

This is'without mentdoning the even mbre serious conceptual prohlems

involving the definitions of jncome gnd of the receiving unit. Thus

we purposely avoid making international comparisons singe we feél

that these have little chance of being valid.

h.Bearing all.this.ih.mind, we present soﬁe measuﬁes of inegquali-
tf for two types of comparison which we consider to be reasonable.
First is the compariéoﬁ by region and location. Thisruses &ata
from a single source,1h§ving‘the same dg?initions of income and
recipient unit and having been simii'arly" handled throughout. Each
distribution has been described by thirty-five income classes, with
each class being narrow enough not to in¢lude too large a percentage
of all households. Thus the frequency distributions adequately
capture the differencés iﬁ fhe distributiovns of income ana_the com—
parison of their Gini coefficients, say, van at least technically .

be made, even though we must recognize the measure's own shortcomings.

The second type of comparison occurd when adjustments to the
ihcome data are made. Since the distributibns before arid after the
adjustments are tréated the same way and the calculations of the
deérees of inequality are identically Eérformed for both, the dif-
ferences are reliable indicators of the direction in which the degree
of inequ&lity is c¢hanging, even when théir orders cof miagnitude are «

not large.
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The comparisoﬂ of degrees of inequality here uses three dif-
ferent measures which are sensitive to different parts of.the in-
come distribution. The Gini coefficient and the Theil index are
more sensitive to differences at the top while the variance of in-
come logarithms is more sensitive to differences at the lower end
of the distribution. If the measures moveé the same way then we

can be surer of the rdsults than if only one measure is used.

In terms of the level of inequality of money incomes we find
that it is higher for villages than for towritg in the Centre & East,
the Northeast and Bangkok~Thohburi, as well as for the whole king-~
dom. For towns and villages combined the degree of inequality is
higher than for either towns or villages alone, indicating the im-
portance of the gontribution &f the disparity in incomes between
towns and villages to¢ total inequality. There is no clear correla-
tion between the degree of inequality for a region and its level

of income.

2.1 The Adjustment for Nonmoney Income

It is not worthwhile dwelling too long on the distribu-
tion of household money income. Economic activity in Thailand is
concentrated in the agricultural sector and the country is not yet
completely monetized. This being the case it does not make much
sense to ignore nonmoney income, consisting mainly of income in
kind or own consumption in the agricultural sector. If income in

kind were omitted, the disparity in incomes between towns and
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villages would be exaggerated, to the extent that income in kind
or nonmoney income is an important part of total income in agri-
cultural households. The proportion of poor families would be

overstated in general, and for those in rural areas in particular.

It is possible to take into account income in kind for 1968/9
since every item of expenditure for each household is divided into
what the household actually purchased and what was obtained free or
was home produced.E/ The latter category corresponds to nonmoney

income or income in kind.

Income in kind is of such great interest and importance because
it is not evenly distributed among the population. Rural people
have a much larger proportion of their total income in the form of
income in kind. Table 2.l1.1 gives money income, income in kind and
the percentage of income in kind in total income, the sum of money
income and income in kind, by region and location. From this it
can be seen quite clearly that income inzkind is much more important
in villages than in towns, making up 23% of all village income but .
only 4% of town income. Moreover, there are substantial differences
across regions. In Northeastern villages income in kind accounts
for nearly two~fifths of total income and in the North, South and

Centre-East for 21%, 19% and 14% respectively.

6/ 1Items which were obtained free or were homewprodﬁced were valued
at the prices paid for the same items in the same region and
location when cash expenditures were made.



Table 2.1.1

.Hauqqhmid.MQney Income, Income in Kind and Percentage of Income in Kind in Money Income plus Income

in Kind, 1968/9, by Region and location

Region ' North Centre & East _Northeast South Bangkbk-Thonburi Whole Kingdom

Money Income (baht/year)

Towns 20,955 24,188 26,213 o 23,233
Villages 7,488 13,009 5,103 6,831

Income in Kind (baht/year)

Towns 868 1,252 1,509 1,306
Villages 1,978 2,056 3,212 1,625

% Income i& ¥ind

in Money Ihcame

Plus Income in Kind

Towns 3.98 4,92 5.44 5.32
Villages 20.90 13.65 38.63 19.22

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

31,533
21,488

1,138
1,344

3.48
5.89

Office, Bangkok.

27,018
8,073

1,175

2,360

4.17
22.62

1T
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More importantly, as shown in Table 2.1.2, income in kind forms
a much larger share of total income among lower income groups. The
average figures of 4% for town and 23% for village households hide the
overiwhelming importance of income in kind at low levels of money income.
For villagé households with money incomes under B3,000 a'year, income
in kind is 62% of the total, so that income in kind is actually 165% of
money income. The proportion of income in kind in the total decreases .
steadily with rising money income but, for any given income level, is

consistently higher for villages than for towns.

Thus it is clear that the omission of income in kind from the
analysis of the distribution oflincome igs a serious one, not so much
because income in kind forms a large part of total income, but because
iﬁs importance varies systematically with the level of income and;by
location and region. Serious biases are built_into the analysis as a

consequence of ignoring it.

2.2 The Adjustment for Imputed Rent

This was made in order to include imputed rental income of
OWner-occupiéd dwellings in our estimate of total household income.
Otherwise the incomes of households not paying rent wéuld be under-
estimated. In the sample of households in the 1968/9 Socio-economic
Survey the percentages of households paying rent were between nearly
30% and 50% in municipal areas and'Eetween 2% and 9%.in sanitary dis-

~tricts and villages when different regions were considered.2/ ‘

7/ These percentages tend to be higher than those given in the' Popu—

~ lation and Housing Census, 1970, National Statistical Office, Office
of the Prime Minister, Bangkcok, Thailand. '
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Table 2.1.2

Percehtage of Income in Kind in Money Income Plus Income in Kind, by -
Money Income Class and Location, 1968/9.

Towns : Villages

Money Income Class ‘% of Income in Money Income Class % of Income .in
~'Kind in Money Kind inp Money
Plus Nonmoney Plus Nonmoney

(Baht:per year) (Baht per year)

Income Income
< 3,000 44,26 ' < 3,000 . 62.21
3,000 - 5,999 21.58 3,000 - 4,499 39.14
6,000 - 8,999 9.15 4,500 - 5,999 ~ 28.88
9,000 - 11,999 7.47 6,000 - 7,499 25.07
12,000 - 14,999, 6.77 7,500 ~ 8,999 o 21,74
15,000 - 17,999 6.87 9,000 - 10,499 17.90
18,000 - 23,999 5.30 10,500 - 11,999 13.59
24,000 - 29,999 3.9 12,000 - 14,999 13.41
30,000 - 35,999 3.25 15,000 - 17,999 12.09
36,000 - 47,999 3.54 18,000 - 32,999 8.38
48,000 - 59,999 4.36 33,000 ar more 5.01
60,000 or more 1.48
All Classes 4.17 All Classes 22,62

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National

Statistical Office, Bangkok.
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It would therefore be desirable to impute rdntal income to households

living in owner-occupied dwellings. The characteristics of renters

and nonrenteré are not neceééarilf the éame and, if possible, one

should attempt to estimate rent as a function of as many household ' .
characteristics as possible. This would result in a better fit than

if we simply assigned the average rent of those who paid rent, for

example, to each of the individual households in owner-occupied

dwellings. At the aggregate level, the total amount of rent estipated

. should be more accurate if we are able to take into account the 4if-

ferent characteristics of renters: and nonrenters. For example, the

Population and Housing Census for 1970 shows a larger number of house-

hold members for nonrenters than renters, when each region is considered
in turn. If household size should turn out to be correlated to rent,
then total imputed rental income would be over - or under - estimated

if we did not include household size as a determinant of rent.

2.2.1 Estimating the Rent Equation .

It should be understood that our rent estimate has as b
its main purpose the prediction of rental income of nonrenters based
on the rent dctually paid by renters. The method is thus simply to use
the sample of renters on the data tapes of the 1968/9 Socio-econcmic
Survey, and to fit a rent equation for this sample. The relationship
obtained is then used to estimate the rental income of nonrenters.
The form of the estimating equation was limited by the cheoice of varia- .
bles available on the data tapes. There may, therefore, be any number

of other vairables which would improve the prediction of rent had the
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information been collected, for example the type and structure of the

dwelling involved.

The rent equation as initially estimated makes uée of two varia-
bles which are expected to have an influence on the amount of rent
paid, namely family income and family size, and is estimated separate-
ly for different regions and locations. Family income is expected to
have a positive relationship with rent, since income represents the |
ability to pay. Other things constant, a higher level of income should
mean a larger absolute amount spent on rent for housing. The relation-
ship betwéen rent and family size is not so obvious since there are
both positive and negative effects on rent to be expected from an in-
crease in the size of the family. On the one hand, a larger family
.implies greater needs in terms of housing facilities; more space is
needed to accommodate more people. On the other hand, other things
the same a larger family size means reduced ability to pay since there
are now more people to take care of with a given income. Since family
size and the number of children are correlated, it depends on how fast
the number of income earners increases with family size as to whether

the greater needs of a larger family are matched by a greater ability

to pay and hence whether or not rent increases with family size. .

In order to utilize all the information available while at the
same time limit the sample size of the regression analysié to a rea=
sonable level, we first of all found the average rent paid by renters
by four-way cells, the dimensions being family income clasﬁ, faqily-

size class, region and location. The number of categories were 12,
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10, 5 and 2 respectively, so that there were potentially 1,200 cells

altogether,gf For family income we used total family income, that

is to say including nonmoney income. All the observations of renters

were therefore included in the cells, even though the regression was .

not done on individual households.

Two estimating forms were used, the linear form and the double~ .

log form, as shown in the following equations :-

a+ b.Y+ c.5

o)
#

and In{(R) a + b.ln(Y) + c.ln(S)

where R is rent paid,
Y is total family income

and S is family size.

Tables 2.2.l1 presents the resulting estimated relationships which
were determined separately by region and location. Both forms of the .
estimating equation show a significant positive correlation between
family income and rent, and a generally insignificant negative correla-
tion between family siée and rent. The fit is considerably better
when the double-log equation is used than when the linear form is'emw
ployed. In Tablé 2.2.2 the estimated goefficients when family size is
left out of the rent equation are presented. On the grounds of good -
fit and significant coefficients, equation 2B in which a double-log

équation is used to estimate rent as a function of family income alone

8/ Households'with more than ten members were all intluded in the
tenth class. ' ‘ s
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Table 2.2.1
Estimated Rent Equations As a Function of Family Income and Family size
Estimated coefficients® . Number of
a b o R2 cbservations

—— —

Equation 1A : R=a + b.Y + c.S

Towns: N 1014,43 0.0463 19.7628 0.3975 76
| (3.28) (4.90) (0.32)
C&E 1447.52 0.0197  =75.0377 0.4700 86
(6.69) (5.05) (=2.02) ,
NE 1065.63 0.0614 -86.9967  0.6576 70
(3.14) 1(9.98) © (-1.71) - '
s 623.38 0.1152 =37.7983 0.4586 100
o (1.086) (8.78) . (-0.39)
"B - T 1450.54 0.0228 9.9533  0.4006 107
_ ' (4.63) (5.69) (0.21) B ‘
viliages: N = 807.03 0.0966 =200.4620 0.5744 21
(2.26) (4.31)  (-2.71)
C&E 495,76 - 0.0062 55.5308 0.4446 30
(1.65) {0.61) (1.06) _ :
NE -1234.90 0.0244 -18.4798  0.4405 ' 66
(5.086) (4.88) (-0.38) .
5 507.56 0.0737 64.9163 0.5532 24
(2.16) . (3.96) (=1.25) ‘ ‘
B-T 1062.56 0.0483 . -2,0538 0.2122 20
(1.07) (1.41) {(-=0.01)
Equation 2A : In{(R} = a + b.In(¥) + c¢.1n(8S) . _
Towns: N 1.6170 0.6100 =0,0838 . 0.9840 76
' (1.66) (5.82) (=0.81) -
C&E 3.2844 0.4046 -0,0698 0,9738 86
(3.88) (4.53) (-0.65) _ _
NE 0.9886 0.6958 -0.2678 0.9744 .70
(1.18) (7.87) (-2.58) S
S 0.5051 0.7584 -0.0821 0.9883 100
T {0.97) (13.50) (=1.27) : i
B~-T 1.8371 0.6114 ~0.2613 0.9873 107
(3.38) (10.60) (~3.52}) _ _
" Villages: N -2.6227 ~ 1.0954 . =0.6150 0.9873 21
{-1.46) - (5.52} {(-4.03) - '
C&E 1.6596 0.4952 0.0642 0.9667 30
A {0.76) - {1.95) (0.19).
NE ~1.7280 = 0.9400  -0.0957 ©.9573 66
' («1.84)  {(9.31) . (=0.73)
8 -4.0392. 1.2057 -0.3086 0.9586 24
(-1.93) (5.20) (~2.02)
B-T 4.8692 0.2752 -0.1305 0.8278 20
(1.16) (0.59) {(=0.23) ' '

2 ¢ - Statistics are given in parentheses undexr the corresponding

coefficients. '



Table 2.2.2

Est:..mated Rent Equatidns As a Funct'.!.on of Familg Incﬂhe.

ggiationlaskaa*b!'

| stimateﬁ ggggfiaients

 Towns: N

C&E

NE

Villagesi N

C&E

NE

B-T

E@Jat:l.on 2B ln(R) = 8+ b.fln{Y]

Towna: N .

csE

NE
B-T7

- Villagés: N

CsE

S
'1081.54 0.0472
{4,84) {5.33)
1106.55 0.0177
(8.01)  (4.60)
603.52 10,0602
(2.89) (9.71)
455,66 - 0.1137 -
(1.12) . - {9.12)
©.1806.28 - 0.0230
. (8,88} (5.91)
285,91  0.0757
(0.82) (3.12)
688.58 0.0128
(2,88) (1.58)
1158.53 0.0235
(8.52) (4.96) .
471.62 0.0585
(1,99} (4.09)
1056,.14 0.0481
{1.38r (1.88)
1.8366 0.5760
(.96}  (6,01)
3.,3824 - 0.3841
(4.08) {4.61)
1,3594 0.6152
(L.59y " (7.14).
- 0.8741 0,7284.
{1.34) {14.25)
2.2219 0.5289
(3.97) (9,53}
~1,3887 0.8861
{u0,58)  (3.45)
1,4537 0.5272
0.79) {2.89)
«1.6877 0.9218
: {~1.81) (9.46)
o WL.564% . 0.9072
- 4~0.88)  (4.76)
5 2642 - 0. 2140

t~5tatisti°8 a:& givan 1n parentheaea uudu: the correvy‘w~w“ﬂ

uoafficienta

18

o m °f
- gZ  obsetvatiohs
0.3967 76
0.4434. ~.ee
o.6426 - 70
10,4578 100
0,4004 107
0.4007 - 21‘- 
0.4214 30
0,45Q2:'= -66.
0.5200 24
omm 10
0.0888 76
0.9737 86
0.9719 70
0.8k 100 )
0.9858 1b5
. 0.9753'_ Soa
0.9667 3
0.9570 - 66
‘.9272' 20
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is selected for imputing rental income for ‘home owners, with the esti-

mation being done separately for each region and lo¢ation. §

2.2.3  The c'aice-lationi'b'f' m;inted 'a'e'n't'al' Incom for Hous Owmers

On the basis of rent eguation 2B in which a doubleelog
function is used to relate rent paid with total famlly lncome, rental
income can be’ 1mputed to home owners. Imputed rent is calculated on
the basis of family income, region and location of residence. The
assumption made is‘that households at similar levels of income in simi-
lar locations spend gimilar sums on rent, either in the form of -actual
rent or imputed rent. This.is reasonable because the only senszble
way of assessing the rental worth of a dwelling is by asking how- much
it could be rented for and the  answer is given by 1eok1ng at similar
dwellings in its V1¢1nity. Accordingly, we have estimated the rent
equatfen seéarately for each regién and location. Although the esti-
mation would have been better had we bean able to take-into acceunt
some physical chhracter;stlca of dwellings, we have o be contented
with using just Eamily income to represent the type and size of
dwelllng.: Family size was not included since 1ts coafficient was not

statistically significant in a majority effequationsa

The family income figure used in the regression included the
amount which bad to be spent on rent. In order to apply.the results

to home. owners, we had to use family incqne ekclusivﬁ of the rent

+

1mputed . Let R bhe rent and let Yl be family income excluslve of

rent. Then the estlmated relationshlp

R = e .(xl + 3)
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gives the relationship between rent and familg income excluding rent;

a and b being the rgéression c0effi¢ient=.
Now R = an?.(l + RVYi)b'

Sincé we can expect R to be considerably less than Y., the approxi=-

1
mation

R = eayl; (1 + b.R/Y)) holds so that we have a relation-
ship between rent and family income exclusive of rent, ie.

i

a. b-1
1l - be Yl

R =

which'was what we used to impute the rental income of each home owner.

"2;2.3 The Effect of Including Imputed Rent on the Income Qﬁstri—

bution

Imputed'reﬁt of 6wner-occupied dwellings is of compa-
rahle importance to own.cohsumptiqn in towns but not in.villageé; |
When we consider total household income as consisting of money income,'
nonmoney income and imputed rent, imputed rent-ig 4% of total income
in towns and 7% in villages. As in the case of nonmoney incqme,.how-
ever, the essential point is not the size of'the'inqome aajustment.-
‘Rather, it is the bias which would result if_it were left out, between
renters and nonrenters specifically, and alse 5etween.towns a;d viliages
"since imﬁuted rent is relatively moie‘important for village houéeholds. .
Table 2.2.3 gives the average rent paid by renters and the ﬁexcentage_

of renter households by region and location.
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Average Rent Paid by Renters and Proportioh of Renters, by Region and

ILocation, 1968/9

Rverage Rent

per year
{in baht)
Towns :
N o 2,046
C&E 1,580
NE 2,170
s _ 3,225
B-T 2,201
villages
N ' 1,214
C&E 1,025
NE 1,610
s _ 1,357
B-T 2,298

" Percentage of Renters

28.4
43.0

28.3

46.5

49,7

1.6
1.7
2.9
T 2.2

8.6

Source : Data from the Socio;ggggamic‘Survey,'l?ﬁafé,-national o

Statistical Office, Bangkok.
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Within each region and location, moreover, the degree of income
igequality is affected when imputed rent is included. For all three
measures of inequality used, and for every region and location, house-
héld total income including imputed rent is more equally distributed
than that without it. The implication is that on the whole imputed
rent is a larger proportion of total income for those households at
the lower end of the income distributioh. This may be the result éf
average imputed rent being a larger proportion cof total income for
lower income groups, which is unlikely, or of there being a higher
percentage of owner-occupied dwellings among low~income households,

which is to be expected.
2.3 Conclusion

Own consumption or income in kind and imputed rent form a
not insignificant part of total household income in Thaiiand. Tables
2.3.1 and 2.3.2 summarize the results of adjusting household money
income data to include nonmoney income or own consumption and imputed
rent. Table 2.3.1 gives average incomes at -each stage of adjusting,
by region and location, and the percentages of the additions in total
income, while table 2.3.2 compares the levels of inequality of the
different distributions. Own consumption data were collécted as part
of the 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey, although the results have not
beeﬁ officially tabulated and published. On a country-wide basis, o@n

consumption is 17% of tdtal household income and imputed rent is 6%.2f

9/ Total household income includes own consumption as well as imputed
rent.



Table 2.3.1

Average Money Income and Total Income, including Nonmoney

Income and Imputed Rent, by Region and Location,1968/9

Money Money + Money +

Nonmoney Imputed %of % of

23

(in baht/year)

Towns
N
C&E
NE
S
B-T

Villiages

N
C&E
NE

s
B~-T

Total
N
C & E
NE
5
B-1T

Source

-
.

Incame Nonmoney Nonmoney Income Rent (iv)in (v) in-
Income Income + (iii) (iid)
Imputed” Rent
(i) (ii)} {iii) (iv} (v)  {in per cent) -
27,018 28,193 29,403 1,175 1,210 4.0 4.1
20,955 21,823 23,182 868 1,359 5.9
24,188 25,440 26,216 1,252 776 4.8 3.0
26,213 27,722 29,161 1,509 1,439 4.9
23,233 24,539 26,172 1,306 1,633 6.2
31,533 32,671 33,800 1,138 1,129 . 3.3
8,073 10,433 11,214 2,360 781 21.0 7.0
7,488 9,466 10,331 1,978 865 19.1 8.4
13,009 15,065 15,699 2,056 634 13,1 4.0
5,103 8,315 9,079 3,212 764 35.4 8.4
6,831 8,456 9,244 1,625 788 17.6 8.5
21,488 22,832 24,290 1,344 1,458 5.5 6.0
10,140 12,371 13,198 2,231 827 '16.9 = 6.3
8,294 10,206 11,100 1,912 894 17.2 8.1
13,911 15,901 16,547 1,990 646 12.0 3.9
5,846 8,998 9,786 3,152 788 32.2 8.1
8,859 10,445 11,337 1,586 892 14.0 7.9
29,106 30,294 31,502 1,188 1,208 3.8 3.8

Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National

Statistical Office, Bangkok.

Imputed rent was estimated on the basis of rént pajd

by renters.

See text,



Table 2.3.2

Degrees of Inequality of Household_MbnéytIncome-and Total Income, including Nonmoney
Income and Imputed Rent, by Region and Location, 1968/9.

Measure of :
Inequality Gini Coefficient . Variance of Income Logarithms ‘Theil Index

_ YM .YM-}-K . YM+K+R YM YM+K YM+K+R YM YM-{'-K YM+K+R
Towns: L4468 .4370  .4290 L6360 .5807 .5480 .3906 L3717 .3586
N 4726 ,4525 4404 . 6699 .5770 .5327 .4515 .4165 L3955
C & E L4160 .4081 ,3996 .5894 .5259 ° ,4938 .3290 3131 +3006
NE L4667 .4590 L4495 .6535 .6242 .5895 .4600 .4397 L4224
[ _ L4692 .4591 4501 .6722 .5799 .5471 .4871 L4625 .4454
B-1T L4210 .4134 .4085 .5406 .5181 .5019 L3371 .3237 .3157
Villages: L4957  .3907 .3813 . 9073 .4459 .4263 .4699 .3002 .2840
N .4052 ,3488 3450 .5514 .3937 .3844 .2827 .2129 .2081
C&E 4463 54002 ,3917 .6726 .4890 .4641 L4012 .3226 .3091
NE 5480 .3525 ,3473 L9712 .3479 .3392 .5858 L2500 - .2411
s .3706 .3290 .3249 . 4476 L3414 .3330 .2443 .1893 .1843
B-T 4284 .4140 .3928 .5816 .5233 .4489 .3643 .3427 . .3070
Total: 5370 .4399 (4289 1.0459  ,5434 .5175 L5700 .3947 .3734
N .4364 ,3753 .3697 .6064 .4317 <4196 . 3616 .2706 . 2607
C&E .4544 .4096 .4010 .6995 L5116 .4855 LA106° 3346 .3205
NE ~ .5795 .3859 .3788 1.06%4 .3948 .3833 .6880 .3220 .3073
s L4585 .4086 .4013 .5984 .4554 .4420 .4599 . .366%9 .3518

B-.T - .4302  .4208 .4119 .5806 .5441 .5072 . .3533 .3371 .3229

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survev, 1968/9, National Statistical Office, Bangkok.

a X . . . s
Notation :- Yﬁ is household money income; YM+K is Yﬁ-+ nonmoney income;

¥M+K+R is ¥M+K + ;mputed rent.

"
.-

ve
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Excluding them would not only understate total income, but would' dlso

exaggerate the difference in income levels between towns and villages.

Own coneumption is 21% and imputed rent is 7% of total income in vil-

lages, while the corresponding figure is 4% in both cases for towns.

The degree of income inequality is reduced when each of the dd-
justments is made, for each region and location. Thus nonmoney income
and imputed rent are more important for low-income households and their a

exclusion exaggerates the degree of inequality.

Whereas in terms of money incomes, the distribution of income is.
more equal iﬁ towns as a whole than villages, the situaﬁion ié reversed
when total income is considé?ed. This reversion can -be attributed td
the inclusion of own consumption. Thus the somewhat surprising initial

result is seen to be simply the effect of éonsidsring an inappropriate

concept of income. In addition, the disparity in money incomes leads

to a levél'of inequaliéy for towns and villages togephgr which is higher
than either of the two components. Again this result does not hold
for total income, which has a degree of inequality which is the same

for towns and for towns and villages combined, both being higher than

for wvillages.

Although the adjustments on hgusehold money income are not bﬁ“ahy
means completely exhaustive, they at least yield a concept of income
which is closer to the real command over consumption of goods and ser-

vices than the original. The overall order of magnitude of the addi-

tion to income in itself makes the adjustment desirable. Much more
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“important is the distortion which would prevail in subsequent analyses

of the in¢ome data in the absehce of the‘adjuétmants.
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Income Inequality and Social Welfare

The disparity in inoomes between the rich and the poor is the
major concerh of researchers on income distribution. Most of them
have stressed that it is ingufficient to consider only the level of

incame while ignoring the question of how that income is distributed.

‘Thus rapid growth of total income may be meaningless if it is not

accompanied by a reduction in the gap between the incomes of the rich

and the poor.

Most measures of inequality are "mean-free", -that 1s, the ques- .
tion of the mean level of a number of incomes is considered- sef:arately

from that of the distribution of these incomes among the income reci-

pients. Income equality. is implicitly associated with economic wela-'

fare through a social welrfare fupction, so that; given any level of 7
average income, a fall in equality implies a worseming in total wel~
fare, Welfa.;re is here to be taken as the lewvel o£~we11—being which -
society as a whole asa:l.gns to a partiaular level of :i.ncomef it is not
intended to reflect each individual's subjective evaluation of his "~

own income.

In huyman terms, however, the level of incame necessarily enters

~in any consideration of the level of social welfare. It surely makes

a great deal of d:.fference to peaple on the ve:r:ge of starvation shmm
they experience a rise in income, quite regardless of thg re;l.atiVe
gains or losses of other income groups. Thus a seriocus consideration

for the level of social welfare of the population means taking into
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account both the average level and the distributioﬂ of income simul-

taneously. The problem of income distribution may accordingly bé

viewed in two parts. First, there is the question of how much total

income there is to go round. Second, there is the gquestion of how .
equally that total income is distributed among the'population.
hgsume, for example, that the-ééme welfare.function is épplied to

each individual in the society, and that total social welfare is sim-
ply the sum ‘of the irdividual parts. A general rise in income which
does not affect the distribution leéds to a general increase in total
social welfare. But an increase in the overall level of income may

be concentrated in certain parts of the income distribution} and the
total welfare of the population will be unevenly affected in that case.
An increase which affects lower income groups more than proporticnately
reduces total income ineguality and has a two-fold effect on total
welfare, so long as the rate at which welfare increases with income

is decreasing. On the other hand a rise in income which affects

higher income groups more than lower income groups will result in a
negative impact on total welfare which may or ﬁay not counteract the

walfare effect of the general increase in income.

3.1 The Measurement of Welfare

Total welfare of individuals may be divided into material welfare
and nonmaterial welfare, the latter being beyond the scope of this
paper. Material welfare is received through the consumption of goods *

and services which can be classified into public and private consump-

tion.
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Both the guantity and quality of publi¢ services provided tend
to be positively related with the general level of income.;g/ A
wealthy cowntry or a4 wealthy province within a country gives more and.
better services than a poorer one, although a great deal depends on

governmental policy in this matter. It should be pointed out, however,

that one cannot always'simfly add privaté and public consumption

togethexr to get total consumption. At extremely low levels of income

many public goods mean very little to individuals. After all, one
cannot make up for the lack of food by being provided with a teléphone
service. Many public services are very VEluablé, schpols,-hDSpitals,
roads ard so-on; and yet at very low incomes it is the most basic
consumption needs suéh as food, clothing and housing which are re-

quired first and foremost by individuals,

The ability of irdividuals to ?ay fér goods and services is

dependent on the incomes they have at their disposal. In fact, the

majority of the population does not work, being made ﬁp of children,

.. elderly people and so on. The distribution of income as earned by the

- population, including those cutside the labour force, is highly un~

equal because of the large number of zero incomes. But we know that

this situation does not accurately reflect actual consumption since

extensive redistribution of income takes place within each family or

household.

10/ WVork is in progreas for a study which will relate the:éupply~of -
public services td the level of income in the 71 chanmgwads oy
provinces of Thailand. The study should be completed by Septemher,
1975,
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The fact that incoﬁes of individuals are first pooled within each
household and then red&stributz_ad to its members mesns that we must
lock to household incomes to &etermine what potential consumption is
available to each member of society. It is impossible to get precise
information on how each household redistributes totél household incoﬁe
to its memberg. Accérdingly, simplifying'assumptions have to be made.'
For instance, we may assume that people's consumption requirements
vary according to thelr age and sex, in which case each indiﬁidual is
allocatea an income which reflects his fair share of the total. This
approach dgmands very detailed data on household composition at the
levei'of‘ﬁﬁé}hduhéhbld}unih;- Where such data are unavailable, the
“éi%éfhéffégﬁﬁethOd'{é to take into account family size only. This
method is less gatisfactory and yet céptﬁres the most important dif-
ferentiating characteristic of households, namely the fact that two
households of identicaﬂ incomes cannot be coqsidered at the s=ame leveli
of material well—beingkif they have different numbers of household
.tipgmbers. What one person can live on comfortably may represent star-

vation level for a hgusehg}@noiieégﬁt;:u

g

_ Inaorporatlng family size xnto the analySLS is eguivalent.to

allowing for family ccmpositzon in the simplest way, slnce consumptlon' J"

needs of pexsons of different sexes and ages are assumed to be identi-
cal., Where family cdmpositidn is known, the refinement ¢an be made but

it is not as essential as the first step of allowing for family size.

Other refinements can be made. One is to allow for economies of

scale in consumption to allow for the notion that a hpusehold with two
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members need not have twice the income of a single-individual house~-
hold to attain the same level of matexial welfare. It would also be

desirable to adjust for price differentials among the various vegions

vnder study if these are algnificant.

In this paper we shall consider the Thal case and in order to
keep the analysis gimple at this gtage, we shall define a out-off
level of economic welfare in terms of household income pexr equivalent

adult, The cut-off level so defined can be raised ox lowered to see

" how sensitive the results axe to it, Adjustments ¢an be made for

econamips of scale in consumption when family-compogition ipformation
is not available, and alsec for price variations across regions and

over time as necessary.

Two 8cts of readily availai:le data are the puhlished volumes of
the Household Expenditure Survey for 1962/3 and the 1968/9 Socio-
economic Survey. For 1968/9, data at the lsvel of the inmdlividual
housghold unit from tapes are used for a more detailed analysis, The
reason for using the published tables is that only then do we have a
common method for comparing the sjituations in i962/3 and 1968/9. The
somewhat crude method used can be checked for 1968/9, making use of

the more detailed information on tapes.

3.2 Defining the Poor

In order to cantrast the compositions and characteristics of poor
and rich households at a single point in time on the one hand, and

compare the income distribobions at two different dates on the other, -
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- households are geparated ¥ a cut-off level of income into two cate-
gories, poor and nompoor. The cut-off lewel is defined in texms of
total household ingome per equivale#t adult and is adjusteé for re-
gional variations in prices, as well as increases in the price level
in the case of comparisons over time. The comparison between 1962/3
and 1968/9 using published tabulations ig based an.money-ina@me ad-
justed for nonmoney income, and the orders of magnitude of the 1965/9
results are checked using the more detailed information dn tape;-.Fﬂr

- 196819 wanalan-adjust for imputed rent to get a concept of total in-

- come whicth ig wsed to congtruct a praofile of the peor in Thaildnd.

we shall not attempt $o derive a poverty income in this paper,
although reference wiil be made to puverty incomes defined elsewhere,
The purpose of defining a cﬁtfoff level of income is not so much to
identify & subgroup of the population living below a specified standard,
as to cempare.two, and later more, nonoverlapping groups of the popu-
llation who are above and below the levei and also to find & way of
‘comparing the.situations at twoldifferent-dates. Cur éttitude is that
it makes bettexr sense to test the Sensitivify of the results by consi-
dering sevara&‘ﬂifferent.1e1eln-instead of settling for just one which

we can never be sure is the poverty level.

We shall first of all compare the characteristics of poor and
nonpoor househnlds using infermation from the data-tapes of the 1968/9
Socio-economis Survay. The eut-off level of intome is initially chosen

to be BL,500 of household total income pear eguivalent adult pér'year,



33

1/
in 1962{3 prices. Since between 1962/3 and 1968/9 the overall con-

'Suma;,gm;un ;ndex roae—bw about 15%, the cut-off is equivalent to
ﬁﬂi:725 in 1968}9 The oxicept of household total income includes
normoney inctme, or owh consumption, and aiso imputed ::ent in the case
of homeowners. It is thus a reascnably sultable measure of the avall-
ability of goods and services to the household. The cut-off level is
adjusted by region and for towns and villages to take into account
ragional variations in the priéeulevel.-rBangkok;Thonburi ig taken as
the base reglion and the following set of regional consumer price in—l.

1y
dices ig used.

Regional Consumex Price Indices for Thailand, 1970

Region Urban Rural
Noxrth 101 - 101
Centre & East 96 99
Northeast w07 104
South : 110 116
Bangkok~Thonbuxi 100 100

11/ This is lower than poverty standards for Thailand defined else-
where. For example, Trairong Suwankiri has calculated that the
minimum wage for a worker in Bangkok-Thonburi should be E27.88
per day in 1974, urder the  assumption that he woxks 317 days in
a year and that he has to suppoxt twe more paople,; in oxder o be
able to meet minimum caloric and other requirements.  This stan~
dard is equivalent to ¥2,946 per person per year in 1974 which -
is P1,723 in 1962/3 prices. In per—equivalent-adult terms the
figure would be higher. See his article on the minimum wage and
its economic Impact in the Thammasat University Journal, Vol. 5,
No. 1, June—September, 1975 {in Thai).

12/ BSee Oey Astra Megsook, "Regional Consumer Price Indlces for
Thailand, 12707, mimeographed, 1975.
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This means that the cuﬁ—off income for 1968/9 is taken to be B1,725

for Bangkok-Thonburi, while for Southern towns it is taken to be 110%
of this, or ¥1,897.50, on the grounds that this iz the amount neoesséry
to purchase a similar basket of commodities in towns im the more ex-

pensive South.

In order to determine whether each household in the sample of
households interviewed for the 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey should be
classified as poor or not, the number éf equivalent adults in it is
first of all calculated. A cﬁild under five years of age is counted
as .42 of an adult, while one who is five or more but under fifteen
is considered .63 of an adult. Everyone who is at least fifteen is
counted as an adult.éé/ If more information were available! one should
be able to take into account a breakdown by sex as well as a more
detailed one by age.ié/ In practice this does not make any significant
difference to most gualitative results, and in fact the mosf important
thing is to take care of famil? size, whereas the actual weights éiven

to household members of different ages and sexes make much lexs dif-

ference.

After nonmoney income and imputed rent, in the case the household
ownz its home, have been added on to monéy income, total income per

equivalent adult is caloulated and compared with the cut—off'income

13/ The scale is taken from Kleiman, E,, "A Standardized Dependency
Ratio", Demography, Vel.-4, No. 2, 1967, p. 878,

14/ However, the simple breakdown by age alone chosen here‘adequately
captures the variations in consumpiion requirements of different
individuals. :
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for the appropriate region and location. The procedure classifies the

household under consideration as being either poor or nonpoor, given the
standard defined. Thus the distribution ¢f poor and nonpeor households,
their characteristics and the proportions of various subgroups of all

households which are poor can be determined.

The choice of a single cut-off level of income for the whole country,
with the exception of allowance for regiocnal price differences, is quite
deliberate and is based on two things. First, in separating hpuseholds
into the poor and nonpoor categories, we want it to be indisputable that
the poor are poor. Less concetn is given to the nonpoor and the idea is

accepted that they may be anything but rich. BSecond, we wish to apply

_essentially the same standard tb the whole country. Granted that from

the point of view of a university lecturer, say, thére aré a large number
of 'poor' people in Bangkok, it is -interesting to find that compared with
a great many other people they afe not so badly off after all. It all
depends with whém we are comparing them. Here we are not'concerned with
a subjective eyaluation of well;being. ItAmay well be the case that some
people living in rural areas cla?sified here as poor are more 'satigfied
with 1ife' than residents of Baﬁgkﬁk who have been ciassified as nanpoor,
since, for example, the former liwve among similarly poor neighbours, while
the latter are reminded of their position in society by the affluence of
others. What iB attempted here 18 an evaluation of every household from
the point of view of its material well-being, by using a common standafd
for all. The cut-off income is thus an absolute standard forsthe whole

country, nct'oﬁe which will evaluate Bangkok-Thonburl residents differept-

ly from Northeasterners. I1f one did not do this, one would run the risk,
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for instance, of applying'differeht standards to urban and rural house-
holds, The outcome of this is that one ends up saying that households
which are pooref than others should‘have a lower standard applied to
them on account of theéir being poor. We wish to avoid saying that poor
héugeholds do—not;ﬂeserve such a high standard as bettex~off ones, which
isrﬂhy the only adjustments allowed for;are price differantials across

regions. -

3.3 The Poor of Thailand

In 1968/9 average household total income was E 13,198 per year
ﬂhigh was equivaient to B 2,288 per capita per vear. Tablgs 3.3.la and
3.3.1b give details by region for towns and villages separately, while

Table 3.3.lc gives their corresponding Gini coefficients.

The_;§bles show tlearly that in téfmé Df household total income,
towns_in ;ll regions are considerably better off than the national
average. Villages ithhe North, Socuth and Northéast are consp%quously
below the national lekel, having average family incomes which are only
78%, 70% and 69% of the;average for the whdle kingdom-respedﬁively.
-For each tegion Village:incomesa;e-seén'to be more equally'd;stributed
than town incomes. The tables sugéesi-@hat if poverty income.were to
be defindd in terms of total income, they a large number of poor people
should bé found in th§'North, Northéast.aga South. Howeﬁer; they do not
réallf tell us how these people are distributed among thé_regions even
when we are given thd population weighﬁg;bf the different regions and

locdtidns.
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Table 3.3.la | : .
‘Average Household Total Incomea, by Region and Location, 1968/9 -

ot SCre Mot gy, Bngiek  hole
Average Household Tétal Inéome (Baht/Year)
Towns 23,182 26,216 29,161 26,172 33,800 29,403 . 1.0
villages = 10,331 15,699 9,079 9,234 24,290 11,214
- Household Total Income per Pergon {(Baht/Year)
Towns 4,630 ) 4,751 4,641 4,698 5,403 5,026 2,288
Villages 1,83 2,807 1,484 1,749 3,774 1,947

‘Table 3.3.1b
Average Household Total Income Relative to the Whole Kingdom Average

Average Household Total Income (%)
Towns 176 199 221 198 256 223

100
Villages ' 78 119 69 70 b 1:7. 2 85
Hougehold Total Income per Person (%)
TOWns 202 208 203 205 236 220 100
Villages 80 123 65 76 165 85
Table 3.3.l¢
Gini Coefficients of Household Total Incume -
Towns .4404 . 3996 . 4495 .4501 .4085 .4290 4289

Villages .3450 .3917 .3473 .3249 .3928 .3813

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-evonomic Survey, 136849, Nakiopal Statis-

tical Office, Bangkok.

3  Household total income includes money income, own consumption and. imputed

rvout tn home CWDMYS. ot
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Table 3.3.2 gives a distribution of poor households, defined as those
households with total income per equivalent adult under B 1,500 per year,
by location and reglon. The distributions for nonpoor families and for
all families are given for comparison. For purposes of comparisons over
time, the cut-off income is given in 1962/3 prices, so that its valqe in
1968/9 termézis actually ¥ 1,725.  The cut-off lewel has been adjusﬁéd to

take into aogount regional variations in prices,

The first columm tells us where the poor households wete to be found
in 1968/9. The Northeast contailned 48% and the North 27% of the country's
poor families. Since the Northeast accounted for only 31% of all house-
holds, it had a much larger share of the poor relative to its size. The
Centre and East, on the othei hand, had a share of 22% of all households
but only 9% of poor households.” While 11% of Thailand's:familiés lived
in towns, only.l%'of all poor families were found there in 1968/9; villages
accounted for nearly all the poor hdﬁseholds. It should be pointed out,
however, that we éra likely to‘haveyundexeatimated,the number‘éf poor
households in BangknkuThqnburir where the pocrést people live in slums.
Many slum dwellers do not officially exist and thair dwellings are not
registered, thus they cannot get included in a sample survey such as
this. This maéné thﬁt the prqpoxtion @f poex heusehglds in.towns as a
whole is underestimated, and the distrihutioﬁ of the poér by region is

distorted.

Although the type of information given in Tables 3.3.1a, b and c
would have led one to expect a concentration of poor people in villages

rather than in towns, and in the Northeast and North, the actual distri-
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Table 3.3.2

Percentage DisEﬁ%Pptions of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households,. by
Lévation and Region, 1968/9
(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult? < B 1,725 per yedr)

!

Region - Poor Households Nonpoor Households All Households

North: 27.41 29.13 28.44
Towns ' ‘ 0.25 2.68 1.70
Villages 27.16 26 .45 26.74

Centre & East: 9.0l ' 30.01 21.58
Towns 0.15 2.80 1.74
Villages 8.86 27.21 19.84

Northeast: 48,26 ' 19.95 31.32
Towns 0.15 1.74 1.10
Villages 48.11 i8.21 30.22

South: 14.90 10.51 12.26
Towns . 0.29 2.34 1.52
‘Villages 14.61 8.17 10.74

Bangkok-Thonburi: 0.42 10.39 6.38
Towns 0.20 7.96 4.84
Villages 0.22 2.43 1.54

Whole Kingdom: -100.00° _ 100.00 . 100.00
Towns - 1.08 17.52 10.90
Villages 98.95 82.48 89.10

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1%68/9, Natiomal Statis-

tical Office, Bangkok.
Method : See taxt.

%  Household total income includes nonMomey insome and imputed rent. For

comparability with the 1962/3 results the cut-off level of income has been
adjusted for price increases aver time. Regional variations in the price

- level have been taken into account.
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bution of tﬁe poor_is dependent not only on average household incomes
per capita, but also on the distribution of households by income'class
in conjunction with family size and composition. What table 3.3.2 indi-
cates quite cleaily is that certain regions have higher than average re-

presentation in the poor grohp.

.Using our cut-off income which classifieé a household as poor if
-totai inc&me per equivalent adult‘is léés thah B 1,500 per year, we can
determine variations in the incidence of poverty, the percentage of poor
families, of different groups of the population. Table 3.3.3 presents
figures broken down by region. various characteristics of the household

head and also of the household.

By this definition of'povegty, 40% of all househblds have incomes
below the poverty standard., But whereas 45% of all village households
are poor, under‘A% of town households are. By region,. the Northeast,
North andVSouth are thé poor areas, with 62%, 39% and 49% of households
in poverty respectively. These regions contrast with the Centre and East

with an incidence of poverty of 17% and Bangkok~-Thonburi with just over 3%.

Somewhat: surprisingly; households headed by females are less likely
to be poor than those headed by males.lé/ Married or widowed people are
more likely to be heads of ﬁoor households than people who are sihgle,

divorced or separated. The incldence of poverty rises with the age of

the head of household, reaching a peak in the 30-39 age group, after which

15/ 1In 1968/9, 15% of all households in the sample were headed by females,
The social situation is such that these were not likely to be single-
person familieg,
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Table 3.3.3
Incidence of Poor Families b!.Diffetent Characteristics, 1968/9

(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult < B 1,725 per year)

(in per cent) Towns Villages Total

Region: North 5.88 40.80 38.70
Centre & East . 3.52 17.93 16.77
Northeast " 5.55 ©3.94 61.88
South 7.75 54,54 48,76
Bangkok=Thonburi 1.68 5.77 2.67

Sex of Head: Male T 4.00 44 .88 40.84

Female ‘ _ 3.42 42 .95 36.41

Marital Status of Head: Single 1.20 29.47 20.19

Married 4.35 45,40 41.20
Widowed 3.70 . 44.29 41.17
Divorced or
Separated 2.20 36.49 30.60
Age of Head: wunder 20 - 2.61 ©36.23 23,04
o 20=29 2.52 39.98 34,70
30-39 ' 3.62 48,93 43,59
40-49 5.40 45,17 40,51
50=59 3.56 41.00 37.34
_ 60 and over 2.84 43.88 40.84
Education of Head: None 5.54 46.61 43.26
Pl-Ms2 4.52 45.67 41.96
MS3=-MS4 _ 0.87 3.80 2.44
MS5 or higher 0.96 3.33 2.20

Sector of Occupation of Head: Agriculture  13.74  50.97  50.53
Nonagrigulture 3.07 24.68 17.80

1 0.0 7.46 5.99
2 0.70 19.01 15.92
3 1.75 31.83 28.68
4 1.91 39.44 35.89
5
6

No. of Members:

2.88 41.11 37.50
2.45 49,14 44 .83
7 5.43 51.21 46.86
8 or more 7.44 58.43 51.80

No. of Children Under 15: O 1.16 30.98 26.24
1 1.79 35.65 32.18
2 1.48 39.18 35.67
3
4
5

5.61 50.42 45.6b
5.11 51.76 = 47.28

or more 9.82 60.58 55.33

No. of Earners: 1 4,73 47.42 44.18
2 4.04 40.12 35.04

3 - 1.78 .37.54 30.83

4 2.46 38.47 28.20

S5 or more : 1.14 37.62 25.00

Total ‘ 3.87 44 .61 40.17

Source; bData from the Socic-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
~ Method: See text.
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it declinaarsﬁ93641yé This very likely reflects the fact that young families
have 1éssofahburden in terms of children, whereas family size increases for a
while with the age of the household head. The rising inCidéﬁce’df poverty
means that the rise in family income does'nbt keep up?with the rise dn family
size. Once the children get older they become less of a burden on the household.
They may make a contribution to total family income and later may move out
altogether to.set up their own households. As would be expected, households
whose heads have had more formal education tend to have a smaller percentage

in the poor group than those whose heads are not so well educated.

The incidence of poverty increases directly with household size and with
the number of child?en. Large househoids are associated with larger numbers of
children as well as older people. Whereas only 6% and 16% of households with
one and two personsrrespectively are poor, over 40% of large households with six
members or more are. The large percentage of poor families out of those with
many children is disturbing since it means that there is more pressure on the
children to work aé‘early as possiblie in order to assist the family. These
.children therefore have less opportunity to continue in school which means that
they are more likely in the future to head poor families than if they had had

more education.

The percentage of poox households declines as the number of income

earners rises, indicating how the ability to earn income on the whole
_ | 16/
helps the relative position of the household. Households with a

16/ One serious defect of the 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey for our purposes here
is that the sampling of households was done not only on the basis of region
and town/village location, but also of the oocupation of the head. House-
holds whose heads were unemployed thus became excluded automatically. This
means that some of the poorest households have been left out of the analy-
sis, since the incidence of poor families in households in which the head
does not work can be expected to be higher than that in the sample actually
collected.
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larger number of earners have higher incomes per eguivalent adult, even
though a larger number of earners may be asscociated with a larger family

gize and hence a larger number of children.

Table 3.3.4 may be called a poverty profile for Thailénd. It gives.
a distribution of poor hoﬁseholds, those with total household incomes
under F 1,500 per equivalent adult per year, by geographical area,'and
various household characteristics. The distribution may be compared
with that for éll householdé. The subgroups of households with more
than their fair shares of poor households ceoincide with those in which

the incidences of poverty are higher than the whole-kingdom average.

Table 3.3.5 gives a comparison of poor and nonpoocr families, again
using total income per equivalent adult to define poverty. It can be
seen that, for any given region and location, poor households are larger
in size than nonpoor ones. They also have a larger number of children
but a smaller number of income earners. It should be noted, however,
that as well as having a larger'number of children than nonpoor families,
poor families are likely to have a larger number of older people who are
unable to work. Moreover, in the agricultural sector there are many
unpaid family workers who are not counted as income earners. If we take
all these things into account, the proportion of workers, as opposed to
earners, in the 15«64 age group, may well be higher for poor than non=-

poor families.

1t is interesting to define an even more stringent cut-off income
level than what we have used up till now. It can then be seen how sensi-

tive the qualitative conclusions already stated are to the choice of the
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Distribution of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households, 1968/9
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{Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult? #fﬁ l;725 per year)

Poor .. Nonpoor All
Households Households Households '
Location : Towns 1.05 17.52 e 10.90
— Villages 98.95 82.48 % .89.10
Region : North 27.41 29.13 '28.44
Centre & East 9.0L 30.01 .21.58
Northeast 48.26 19.96 31.32
South . 14.90 10.51 12.27
Bangkok~Thonburi 0.42 10.39 6.39
Sex of Head : Male . 86.16 83.78 84.74
Female 13.84 16.22 15.26
Marital Status of Head : Single 1.70 4.51 3.38
+ Married 83.52 79.99. 8l.41
Widowed 12.40 ©11.990 12.10
Divorced or separated 2.39 3.60 3.11
Age of Head : Under 20 0.17 0,38 0.30
20 - 29 8.57 10.83 9,93
30 - 39 29.43 25.56 27.12
40 - 49 N 26.23 25.86. 26.00
50 - 59 17.89 20.15 19.24
60 and over 17.71 17.22 17.42-
Education of Head :  None 25.89 22.7% 24.03
Pl -~ MS2 - 73.80 68,52 70.64
‘M53 - MS4 0.13 4.76 2.90
M55 .or higher 0.18 3.93 2.43
Sector of Occupation of Head : Agriculture 85.97 56.50 68.34
' . Nonagriculture 14.03 43.50 31.66
No. of Members : 1 : 0.28 2.90 1.85
2 1.96 6.93. 4,93
3 " 8.38 13,98 11.73
4 12.46 14.94 13.94
5 15.30 17.11 16.38
6 17.79 14.70 15.94
7 15.01 11.42 .12.86
8 or more 28.83 18.00 22.36
No. of Children under 15 :+ 0 9.86 18,60 15.09
1 15,12 21.39 18.87
2 16.95 20.52 19.09
3 18.59 14.86 16.36
4 15.71 11.76 13.34
5 or more 23.117 12.89 17.26
No. of Earners ; 1 ', 68,20 57.83 62.00
- . 2 24.09 29.98 27.62
3 5.71 8.60 7.44
4 1.44 2.46 2.05
5 or more 0.55 0.89

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey,
Office, Bangkok.

Method : See text.

1.11

1968/9, National Statistical

? Household total income includes nonmoney income and imputed rent. For
comparability with the 1962/3 results the cut-off level of income has been

adjusted for price increases over time.

level have been taken into account.

Regicnal variations in the price
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Table 3.3,5
A Comggrison of Poor and Nonpoor Households, 1968/9

(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult< B 1,725 per year)

Average Average Average Income of Total
Household iNumber of Number of Household Rousehold
Size Children Earners Head Income
Poor Households 6.34 3.02 1.42 2,674 6,315
Towns: 7.47 3.69 1.63 4,971 8,234
North 7.07 3.38 1.59 3,546 7,295
Centre & East 6.95 3.37 1.21 7,101 8,296
Northeast 8.33 4,24 1.83 3,993 8,509
South 7.46 3.79 1.69 5,211 8,880
Bangkok~Thonburi 7.70 3.75 1.73 5,511 8,201
Villages: 6.33 3.01 1.42 2,650 6,295
North 6.25 3.08 1.61 2,979 5,937
Centre & East 6.42 3.04 1.64 3,772 7,024
Northeast 6.55 3.15 1.28 1,971 6,351
South 5.66 2.43 1.38 3,557 6,313
Bangkok-Thonburi 7.25 3.90 1.14 4,975 7,641
Nonpoor Households 5.39 2,27 1.60 11,149 17,813
Towns: 5.79 2.34 1.92 19,589 30,260
North 4.88 1.85 l.68 16,975 24,185
Centre & East 5.47 2.30 1.72 17,704 26,891
Northeast 6.16 2.72 1.96 17,405 30,374
Scuth 5.41 2.14 1.83 18,485 27,623
Bangkok-Thonburi 6.23 2.49 2.10 21,935 34,240
Villages: 5.30 2.26 1.53 9,356 15,169
North 5.20 2,21 1.55 8,228 13,348
Centre & East 5.42 $2.26. 1.54 11,664 17,597
Northeast 5.35 2.36 l.46 7,316 13,915
South 4.83 1.98 1.44 7,975 12,761
Bangkok -Thonburi 6.39 2,85 1.92 15,717 25,308
All Towns 5.85 2.39 1.91 19,024 29,408
All Villages 5.76 2.59 1.48 6,365 11,211
Grand Total 5.77 2.57 1.53 7,745 13,1985

Source : Data from.the. Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, Naticnal Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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cut-off income. Usiﬁg B 1,000 per equivalent adult to separate out the
very poor from the rest of the households, table 3.3.6 shows that 16% of
all households are below this cut-off level of income.l2/ The tendencies
cited earlier, for example that the incidence of poverty increases with
family size and the number of children, and decreases with the number of
earners and the level of educational attainment of the head, can also be
observed when this lower cut-off income is used. Table 3.3.7 which gives
the distribution by varicus household characteristics of boor and nonpoor
households shows how the population groups which can be considered poor
tend also to have a greater share of the very poor. By region, for exam-
ple, 48% of all households with income per equivalent adult under E 1,500
éer year are in the Northeast, but the percentage is 51% if the cut-off
is set at B'l,OOO, in 1;62/3 prices. .Similarly, the proportion of agri-
éultural households in the poor group goes up from 86% to 90% when the
lower cut-off standard is employed. So the choice of a lower cut-off
level sharpens the analysis,'bﬁg does not alter it, in terms of identi-
fyving the characteristics of poér households in comparison with nonpoér
ones, thus providing a justifi;;tion for favouring a low cut-off income.
In other words, even if foé policy purposes we may wish to define a higher

cut-off level, based on whatever criterion, a low cut-off standard is more

appropriate for the type of comparison being made here.

&Z/ This cut-off income is the one specified in the 1975 World Bank re-
port entitled "The Assault on World Poverty" as that which will be
used to identify the target group of the bank's agricultural and
rural development projects to help the world's poorest people.
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Table 3.3.6
Incidence of Poor Families by Different Characteristics, 1968/9
(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult® < B 1,150 per year) i
{in per cent) _

Towns Villages Total

Region : North 1.13 16.80 15.86
Centre & East 0,22 3.74 3.46
Northeast 3.05 26.92 26.08

South 1.20 24.12 21.29
Bangkok-Thonburi 0.56 1.11 0.69

Sex of Head : Male 1.02 18.09 16.40
Female 0.66 17.04 14,33

Marital Status of Head : Single 0.23 9.67 6.57
Married 1.04 18.36 16.5%

Widowed : 1.21 18.35 17.03

Divorced or separated 0.21 11.5% 9.64

Age of Head : Under 20 0.97 11.94 8.20
20 - 29 0.08 17.14 14.80

30 - 38 0.69 20.73 18.36

40 - 49 1.94 17.20 15.41

50 - 59 0.68 16.51 14,97

60 and over 0.42 16.85 15.64

Education of Head : None 1.27 18.27 16.88
Pl - MS2 1.07 18.53 16.9%6

MS3 - MS4 0.22 1.70 1.00

MS5 or higher 0.40 0.98 0.77

Sector of Occupation of Head : Agriculture 6.09 21.26 21.08
Nonagriculture 0.52 7.55 5.31

No. of Members : 1 0.0 1.96 1.57
2 0.0 7.17 5.96

3 0.68 7.47 6.76

4 0.23 14.38 13.05

5 0.52 15.64 14.21

6 0.65 21.94 19.98

7 0.52 19.90 18.06

8 or more 2.16 26.96 23.77

No. of Children under 15 : 0 0.50 11.57 9.81
1 0.58 11.52 10.40

2 0.30 15.39 13.98

3 0.55 19.15 17.17

4 1.63 26,91 24.48

5 or more 2.50 24.86 22.58

No. of Earners : 1 0.78 19,05 17.66
2 1.50 15.61 13,62

3 0.07 17.30 .07

4 0.99 13.70 10.08

5 or more 0.0 26.53 17.44

Total 0.93 17.95 16.09

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Qffice, Bangkok.

Method
a

See text.

Household total income includes nonmoney income and imputed rent. For
comparability with the 1962/3 results the cut-off level of income has been
adjusted for price increases over time. Regional variations in the price
level have been taken into account.
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Distribution of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households, 1968/9
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(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult? < B 1,150 per year)

Poor Nonpoor All
Households Households Households
Location : Towns 0.63 12.88 19.91
Villages 99.37 87.12 89.09
Region : North 28.05 28.51 28.44
Centre & East 4,64 24.82 21.58
Northeast 50.79 27.59 31.32
South 16.25 11.51 12,27
Bangkok-Thonburi C 0,27 7.56 6.39
Sex of Head : Male 86.40 84.42 84.73
Female 13.60 15.58 15.27
Marital Status of Head : Single 1.38 3.76 3.38
Married 83.94 80.92 81.40
Widowed 12.82 11.97 12.10¢
Divorced or separated 1.86 3.35 3.12
Age of Head : Under 20 0.15 0.33 0.30
20 - 29 9.13 10.08 9.93
30 - 39 30.96 26,38 27.12
40 ~ 49 24.92 26.21 26.00
50 - 59 17.90 19.50 19.24
60 and over 16,93 17.51 17.42
Education of Head : None 25.23 23.81 24,04
Pl - MSs2 74.47 69,90 70.64
MS3 - MS4 0.18 3.42 2.90
MS5 or highen 0.11 2.87 2.43
Sector of Occupation of Head ; Agriculture 89.55 ‘64,27 68.33
Nonagriculture 10.45 35.73 3l.67
No. of Members : 1 0.18 2,17 1.85
2 1.83 5.53 4,93
3 4,93 13.04 11.73
4 11.31 14,45 13.94
5 14.47 16.75 16.38
6 19.80 15,20 15.94
7 14.44 12,56 12.86
8 or more 33.03 20.31 22.36
No. of Children under 15 : © 9.21 16.21 15.09
1 12.20 20.15 18,87
2 16,59 19.56 19.09
3 17.46 16.14 16.36
4 20,31 12.01 13.34
5 or more 24.23 15,92 17.26
No. of Earners : 1 68.0%9 60.83 62.00
2 23.39 28.43 27.62
3 6.51 "7.62 7.44
4 1.29 2,20 2.05
5 or more 0.72 0.92 0.89

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Bangkok.

Method : See text.

3 Household total income includes nonmoney income and imputed rent,

For

comparability with the 1962/3 results the cut-off level of income has been
adjusted for price increases over time. Regional variations in the price

level have been taken into account.
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Table 3.3.8
A Comparison of Poor and Norpoor Households, 1968/9

(Poor = Household total income/equivalent adult< B 1,150 per year)}

Average Average Average Income of Total

Household Number of Number of Household Household
Size Children Earners Head Income
Poor Households 6.55 3.14 1.43 1,864 4,877
Towns : 7.77 3,51 1.77 2,513 5,764
North 9.23 1.56 2.51 2,143 6,698
Centre & East 5.58 2.94 1.29 2,832 4,309
Northeast 8.40 4.65 1.86 2,393 6,546
South 7.7% 4,36 1.62 3,103 6,292
Bangkok-Thonburi 6.27 2,98 1.28 2,483 3,968
Villages: 6.54 3.14 1.43 1,860 4,872
North 6.37 3.10 1.77 2,078 4,460
Centre & East 6.93 3.40 1.65 2,450 4,972
Northeast 6.85 3.32 1.24 1,414 5,079
South 5.76 2.54 1.38 2,705 4,909
Bangkok-Thonburi 7.63 4,82 1.15 2,694 4,412
Nonpoor Households 5.62 2.46 1.54 8,872 14,789
Towns: 5,83 2.38 1.91 19,180 29,631
North 4.96 1.94 1.67 16,345 23,379
Centre & East 5.52 2.34 "1.70 17,362 26,285
Northeast 6.22 2.75 1.95 17,110 29,873
South 5.54 2.24 - 1l.82 17,631 26,413
Bangkok=Thonburi  6.26 2,51 2.10 21,766 33,968
‘Villages: 5.59 2,47 1.49 7,349 12,596
North 5.48 2.46 1.54 6,896 11,509
Centre & East 5.55 2.36 1.55 10,552 16,118
Northeast 5.85 2.69 1.38 4,814 10,551
South 5.13 2.12 .1.42 6,475 10,622
Bangkok=Thonburi 6,42 2.89 1.88 15,237 24,512
All Towns ‘ 5.85 2.39 1.91 19,024 29,408
aAll villages 5.76 2.59 1.48 6,365 11,210
Grand Total 5.77 2.57 1.53 7,745 13,195

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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3.4 ©Shifting the Cut~off Income

In the previous section we have already considered the effect
of shifting the cut-off income from ¥ 1,725 per equivalent adult per year
down to ® 1,150 (F 1,500 and ¥ 1,000 in 1962/3 prices respectively). By
shifting the cut-off level both up é;d down frdmﬂdh; oriéiﬁéiﬁdéfipitipn,ef
B 1,725 we get a cross-sectional view of the entire population in terms
of where along the spectrum of well-being various groups of the popula-

tion are found.

Tables 3.4.la, 3.4.1b and 3.4.lc present the incidences of families
with incomes per equivalent adult per year under B 1,000, B 1,500, B 2,000
and B 2,500, in 1962/3 prices, for towng, villages and both locations
combined. Now in 1968/9 the average househbld income per person wasg
B 2,288 per year, while average household income per equivalent adglt wés
about B 2,800 per yvear., Shifting our cut-off income up to B 2,500 per
equivalent adult per year, we catch most of the households with incomes
per equivalent adult below the national average. These consisted.of 21%
of all town households, 74% of all village households, or 69% of all
households. In fact in terms cof the total populatiOn, the percentages
living at a staﬁdard below the cut-off level of B 2,500 a'year, in 1962/3
prices, were 24%, 76% and 71% for towns, villages and both locations |

combined.

All the gqualitative conclusions reached in the last section are
seen to hold up when different cut-off standards are used. This supports
our earlier contention that, for purposes of identifying the characteris-

tics of poor and nonpoor households, the exact choice of the cut-off level
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Income per Equivalent Adult and by Various: Household Characteristics,

1968/9

Under Under Under Under

Towns (In 1962/3 prices) B1,000 ¥1,500 §2,000 B2,500
Region: North 1.13 5.88 15.87 - 28.19
Centre & East 0.22 3.52 9.20 17.13
Northeast 3.05 5.55 17.88 34.30

South 1.20 7.75 20.34 31.38
Bangkok~Thonburi 0.56 1.68 6.55 13.02

Sex of Head: Male 1.02 4.00 11.79 21.48
Female 0.66 3.42 10.49 18.34

Marital Status of Head: Single 0.23 1.20 7.93 13.08
Married 1.04 4.35 12,13 22.20

Widowed 1.21 3.70 12.92 21.47

Divorced or Separated 0.21 2,20 6.53 12.77

Age of Head: under 20 0.97 2.61 12.94 31.17
20=29 0.08 2.52 7.21 i3.46

30-3% 0.68 3.62 10.39 18.58

40-49 1.94 5.40 14.83 25.00

50-59 0.68 3.56 2.44 19.38

60 and over 0.42 2.84 13.39 24.13

Education of Head: None 1,27 5.54 17.36  28.40
Pl-MS2 1.07 4.52 13.10 24.38

MS3-MS4 0.22 0.87 4.62 9.67

MS5 or higher 0.40 0.96 1.16 2,14

Sector of Occupation of Head: Agriculture 6.09 13.74 26.66 46 .28
Nonagriculture 0.52 3.07 10.27 18.69

No. of Members: 1 0.0 0.0 4.83 5.23
2 0.0 0.70 5.18 9,71

3 0.68 1.75 5.74 12.16

4 0.23 1,91 4,61 11.39

5 0.52 2.88 8.88 18.88

6 0.65 2.45 11.88 19.41

7 0.52 5.43 14.69 24.59

8 or more 2.16 7.44 19.36 . 33.35

No. of Children Under 15: 0 0.50 1.16 5.53 9.80
1 0.58 1.79 5.03 11.05

2 0.30 1.48 8.25 15.92
3 0.55 5.61 13.06 25,48

4 1.63 5.11 13.84 26.62
5 or more 2.50 9.82 26.67 42 .26

No. of Earners: 1 0.78 4.73 12,91 22,87
2 1.50 4.04 11.56 20.88

3 0.07 1.78 8.34 16.66

4 0.99 2,46 l0.66 17.93

5 or more 0.0 1.14 5.75 11.91

Total 0.93 3.87 11.4% 20.75

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, Natidnal Statistical

Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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Table 3.4.1lb
Incidence of Families below Different Cut-off Levels of Housghold
Income per Equivalent Adult and by Various Household Characteristics,

§2§§12 Under Under Under Under
Yill§9§§ (In 1962/3 prices) El,000 gl,SOO EZ,OOO B2,500
Region: North 16.80 40.80 6l.67 75.34
Centre & East 3.74 17.93 35.50 51.92
Northeast 26.92 63.94 80.08 86.85

South 24,12 54,54 75.34 84.69
Bangkok-Thonburi 1.11 5.77 14.30 31.18

Sex -of Head: Male 18.09 44.88 63.49 74.83
Female 17.04 42.95 59.44 71.71

Marital Status of Head: Single 9.67 29.47 44.02 59.42
- Married 18.36 45.40 64.50 75.80

Widowed 18.35 44.29 58.26 70.16

Divorced or Separated 11.59 36.49 54.69 65.60

Age of Head: under 20 11.94 36.23 53,05 58.71
20=29 17.14 39.98 59.02 68.57

30~39 20.73 4B.93 67.86 76.63

40-49 17.20 45.17 63.57 76.16

50-59 16,51 41.00 59.50 73,02

60 and over 16.85 43.88 60.49 73.31

Education of Head: None 18.27 46.61 66,85 79.64
Pl1-MS2 18.53 45.67 £3.86 75,05

MS3-MS4 1.70 3.80 9.90 18.98

MsS5 or higher 0.98 3.33 8.33 11.70

Sector of Occupatioh‘ofuﬁead} Agriculture 21.26 50.97 70.05 80.58
Nonagriculture 7.55 24.68 40.58 55.03

No. of Members: 1.96 7.46 13.79 29.44
7.17 19.01 35.55 56.79
7.47 31.83 53.02 65.14

1

2

3 -

4 14.38 39.44 59.59 74.11
< .

6

15.64 41.11 59.64 71.02
21.94 49.14 68.58 77.39
7 19,90 51.21 69.33 81.03
8 or more 26.96 58.43 74.43 83.12

No. of Children Under 15: 11.57 30.98 45.77 61.10
11.52 35.65 55,39 68.11
15.39 39.18 58,20 71.40
19.15 50.42 69.28 79.95
26,91 51.76 71.43 80.31
or more 24.86 60.58 77.82 85,867

Ul ds W N H O

No. or Earners:

1 19.05 47.42 &5.69 76.25
2 15,61 40.12 57.74 70.80
3 17.30 37.54 57.92 70.66
4 13.70 38.47 65,72 79.31
5 or more 26.53 37.62 43.54 62.53
Total 17.95 44.61 62.91 74.38

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
- Method : See text.
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Table 3.4.1c
Incidence of Families below Different Cut—off Levels of Household
Income per Equivalent Adult and by Various:Household Characteristics,

1968/9 S
—— Under Under Under Under
Total {(In 1962/3 prices) HB1,000 B1l,500 B2,000 B2,500
Region: North 15.86 38,70 58.93 72.52
Centre & East 3.46 16.77 33.38 49.12
Northeast 26.08 61.88 77.89 85.00
South 21.29 48.76 68.54 78.10
Bangkok-Thonburi ' 0.69  2.67 8.42 17.41
Sex of Head: Male 16.40 40.84 58.38 69.56
Female 14.33 36.41 51.35 62.89
Marital Status of Head: Single 6.57 20.19 32,17 44.20
Married . 16.59 41.20 59.14 70.32
Widowed 17.03 41.17 54.76 66.41
Divorced or Separated 9.64 30.60 46.42 56.53
Age of Head: under 20 : 8.20 23.04 39.84 50.74
20=29 14.80 34.70 51.81 60.85
30=39 18.36 43,59 61.09 69.80
40-49 15.41 40.51 57.86 70,17
50~59 14.97 37.34 54.61 67.78
60 and over 15.64 40.84 57.01 69.67
Education of Head: None 16.88 43.26 62.82 75.47
Pl-MS2 16,96 41.96 59.28 70.48
MS3-Ms4 1.00 2.44 7.40 15,10
MS5 or higher 0.77 2.20 4.94 7.10
Sector of Occupation of Head: Agriculture 21,08 50,53 69.54 80.17
Nonagriculture 5.31 17.80 30.92 43.45

1.57 5.99 12.02 24.66
5.96 15,92 30.42 48.83
6.76 28.68 48B.06 59,59

No. of Members: 1
2
3
4 13.05 35.89 54.40 68.18
5
6

14,21 37.50 54.85 66.10
19.98 44.83 63.34 72.03
18.06 46.86 64.14 75.67
8 or more 23,77 5b1.80 67.23 76.64

9.81 26.24 39,37 52.94
10.40 32.18 50.24 62.26
13.98 35.67 53.55 66.24
17.17 45.65 63.29 74.15
24 .48 47.28 65.90 75.15
or more 22.58 55.33 72.57 81,17

1 17.66 44.18 61.69 72,20
2 13.62 35.04 51.23 63.77
3 14.07 30.83 48.62 -60.53
4
5

-J

No. of Children Under 15;

b WwN=O

No. of Earners:

10.08 28.20 50.02 61.80
or more 17.44 25.00 30.31 44.24
Total 16.09 40.17 57.30 68.54
Source : Data from the Socio-eccnomic Survey, 1968/9%9, National Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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of income is not very impoftant, even though the compositions of the two
groups do change as the cut-off income is shifted up and down within the
range below the average, say. It is important to realize that, even though
we can give a qgualitative description of the poor group by using &ny one

of many cut=off standards, government effoits to help the poor will be
directed to different population groups by varying degrees, depending on

the actual definition of the cut-off level of income used.

Tables 3.4.2a, 3.4.2b and 3.4.2c give the incidence of families by
different income~-per-equivalent=adult classes. In effect, these tables
giﬁe the income distributions of households by various household pharac—
teristics as well as by town/village location, where income distribution
refers to household income per equivalent adult, not household income.

The income figqures here, as before , have been adjusted for nonmoney in-~
come and imputed rent, and for regional price variations so that regional
comparisons are valid. From these tables we have a convincing description
of the differences between poor ana'nonpoor households. For example, for
the Northeast, 26% of all households have incomes per equivalent adult
under ¥ 1,000 per year whereas for Bangkok~-Thonburi the figure is under

1% . At the same time 15% of Northeastern households compared with B83%

of Bangkok=Thonburi households are abéve the B 2,500 cut-off lavel. In
the agricultural secﬁor, 21% and 20% of households are below the B 1,000
and above the B 2,500 cut-off level, whereas in nonégri¢ulture only 5%

are below the lower cut-off level and 57% are above the higher level.

The "income distributions” presented in Tables3.4.2a, 3.4.2b and

3.4.2c in terms of household income per equivalent adult, instead of
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Incidence of Families by Different Classes of Household Income

per Equivalent Adult and by Various Household Characteristics,

1968/9

Under Bl,000- E1l,500- HE2,000- B2,500
Towns {In 1962/3 prices) %1,000 ¥1,500 H¥2,000 PE2,500 or more
Region: North 1.13 4.75% 9,99 12,32 71.81
Centre & East 0.22 3.30 5.68 7.93 82.87
Northeast 3.05 2.50 12.33 16.42 65.70
South 1.20 6.55 12.59 -11.04 68.62
Bangkok~Thonburi 0.56 1.12 4.87 6.47 86.98
Sex of Head: Male 1.02 2.98 7.79 9.69 78.52
Female 0.66 2.76 7.07 7.85 81.66
-Marital Status of Head: Single 0.23 0.97 6.73 5.15 86,92
Married 1.04 3.31 7.78 10.07 77.80
Widowed 1.21 2.49 9.22 8.55 78.53
Divorced or
Separated 0.21 1.99 4,33 6.24 87.23
Age of Head: under 20 0.97 1.64 10.33 18.23 68.83
20-29 0.08 2.44 4.69 6.25 86.54
30-39 0.68 2.94 6.77 8.19 81l.42
40-49 1.94 3.46 9.43 10.17 75.00
50-59 0.68 2.88 5.88 9.94 80.62
60 and over 0.42 2.42 10.55 10.74 75,87
BEducation of Head: None 1.27 4,27 11.82 11.04 71.60
Pl-MS2 1.07 3.45 5.58 11.28 75.62
MS3-MS4 0.22 0.65 3.75 5.05 90,33
MS5 or higher 0.40 0.56 .20 .98 97.86
Sector of Occupation of Head:
Agriculture 6.09 7.65 12.92 19.62 53.72
Nonagriculture 0.52 2.55 7.20 8.42 B1.31
No. of Members: 1 0.0 0.0 4.83 0.40 94,77
2 0.0 0.70 4.48 4,53 90.29
3 0.68 1.07 3.99 6.42 87.84
4 0.23 1.68 2.70 6.78 88.61
5 0.52 2.36 6.00 10.00 81l.12
6 0.65 1.80 9.43 7.53 80.59
7 0.52 4,91 9.26 9.90 75.41
8 or more 2.16 5.28 11.92 13.99 66,65
No. of Children Under 15: O 0.50 0.66 4,37 4,27 90.20
1l 0.58 1.21 3.24 6.02 88.95
2 0.30 1.18 6.77 7.67 ¢ 84.08
3 0.55 5.06 7.45 12.42 74.52
4 1.63 3.48 8.73 12.78 73.38
5 or more 2.50 7.32 16.85 15.59 57.74
No. of Earners: 1 0.78 3.95 g8.18 9.96 77.13
2 1.50 2.54 7.52 9,32 79.12
3 0.07 1.71 6.56 8.32 83,34
4 - 0.99 1.47 8.20 7.27 82.07
5 or more 0.0 1.52 4.61 6.16 87.71
Total 0.93 2.94 7.62 9.26 79,25

Source : Data from the Socioc-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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Table 3.4.2b
Incidence of Families by.DIfferent Classes of Household Income
per Equivalent Aduli and by Various Household Characterigtics,

196879 Under  B1,000- ¥1,500- ¥2,000- E2,500
villages {In 1962/3 prices) J¥1,000 FK1,500 p2,000 §2,500 or more
* Region: North 16.80 24,00 20.87 13.67 24.66
Centre & East 3.74 14.19 17.57 16.42 48.08
Northeast 26,92 37,02 16.14 6.77 13.15
South 24.12 30.42 20.80 9.35 15.31
Bangkok~Thonburi 1.11 4,66 8.53 16.88 68.82
Sex of Head: Male 18.09 26.79 18.61 11.34 25.17
Female 17.04 25.91 le.49 12,27 28.29
Marital Status of Head: Single 9.67 19.80 14,55 15.40 40,58
Married 18.36 27.04 19.10 11,30 24,20
Widowed 18,35 25,94 13,97 11.90 29.84
Divoreced or
Separated 11.59 24 .90 18.20 10.91 34.40
Age of Head: wunder 20 11.94 24,29 16.82 5.66 41.29
. 20-29 17.14 22.84 19.04 9.55 31.43
30~39 ' 20,73 28.20 18.93 8.77 23.37
40-49 17.20 27.97 18.40 12.59 23.84
50-59 16.51 24,49 18.50 13.52 26.98
60 and over 16.85 27.03 16.61 12.82 26 .69
"Education of Head: None 18,27 28.34 20.24 12.79 20,36
Pl-MS2 18.53 27.14 18,19 11.19 24,95
MS3-MS4 1.70 2.10 6.10 9.08 81.02
MS5 or higher .28 2.35 5.00 3.37 88,30
Sector of Occupation of Head: .
Agriculture 21.26 29.71 19.08 10.53 19.42
Nonagriculture 7.55 17.13 15.90 14.45 44,94

No. of Members: 1,96 5.50 6.33 15.65 70.56
7.17 1l.84 l6.54 21.24 43,21
7.47 24,36 21.19 12.12 34.86

14,38 25.06 20.15 14,52 25.89

15.64 25,47 18.53 11.38 28.98

21,94 27.20 19.44 B.81 22,61

19,90 31.31 18.12 11.70 18.97

8 or more 26.96 31.47 16.00 8.69 l6.88

No. of Children Under 15: 0 11,57 19,41 14.79 15.33 38.90
1 11.52 24.13 19.74 12.72 31.89
2 15,39 23.79 19.02 13.20 28.60
3
4
5

N U R W

19,15 31.27 18.86 10.67 20.05
26,91 24.85 19.67 8.88 19.69
or more  24.86 35,72 17.24 7.85 14.33

No. of Earners: 1 19.05 28.37 18.27 10.56 23.75
2 15.61 24.51 17.62 13.06 29.20
3 17.30 20,24 20.38 12.74 29,34
4 13.70 24,77 27.25 13.59 20.69
5 or more 26,53 13.07 5.92 18.99 35.49
Total _ 17.95 26,66 18.30 11.47 25.62
Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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Table 3.4.2c
Incidence of Families by Different Classes of.Household Income
per Equivalent Adult and by Various Household Characteristics,

lgégig‘ Under - - B1,000- B1,500-~ B2,000- 2,500
Total (In 1962/3 prices) F1,000 PE1,500 ¥2,000 B2,500 or more
Region: North 15.86 22.84 20.23 13.59 27.48
Centre & East 3.46 13.31 16.61 15.74 50.88
Northeast 26.08 35.80 16.01 7.11 i5.00
South 21.29 27.47 19.78 9.56 21.90
Bangkok~Thonburi 0.69 1.98 5.75 8.99 82.59
Sex of Head: Male - 16.40 24 .44 17.54 11.18 30.44
Female 14.33 22.08 14.94 11.54 37.11
Marital Status of Head: Single 6.57 13.62 11.98 12.03 55.80
Married 16.59 24,61 17.94 11.18 29.68
Widowed 17.03 24.14 13.59 11.65 33.59
Divorced or
Separated 9.64 20.96 15.82 10.11 43.47
Age of Head: under 20 8.20 14.84 16.80 10.90 49.26
20=29 14.80 19.90 17.11 9.04 39.15%
3039 18.36 25.23 17.50 8.71  30.20
40-49 15.41 25,10 17.35 12,31 29.83
50-59 14,97 22,37 17.27 13.17 32.22
60 and over 15.64 25.20 16.17 12.66 30.33
Education of Head: None 16.88 26.38 19.56 12.65 24.53
Pl~MS2 16.96 25,00 17.32 11.20 29.52
MS3-MS4 1.00 1.44 4.96 7.70 84.90
MS5 or higher 0.77 1.43 2.74 2.16 22,920
Sector of Occupation of Head:
Agriculture 21,08 29.45 19,01 10.63 ~ 19.83
Nonagriculture 5.31 12.49 13.12 12,53 56.55

1.57 4.42 6.03 12.64 75.34
5.96 9.96 14.50 18.41 51.17
6.76 21.92 19.38 11.53 40.41
13.058 22.84 18.51 13.78 31.82
14.231 23.29 17.35 11.25 33.90
19.98 24.85 18.51 8.69 27.97
18.06 28.80 17.28 11.53 24.33
8 or more 23.77 28.03 15.43 9.41 23.36

No. of Members:

~N U N

No., of Children Under 15: O 9.81 16.43 13.13 13.57 47 .06
1 10.40 21.78 18,06 12.02 37.74

2 13.98 21.69 17 .88 12.69 33.76

3 17.17 28.48 17.64 10.86 25.85

4 24 .48 22.80 18.62 9.25 24,85

5 or more 22,58 32.75 17.24 8.60 18,83

No. of Earperg: 1 17.66 26.52 I17.51 10.51 27.80
2 13.62 21.42 | 16.19  12.54 36.23

3 14.07 16.76 17.79 11.91  39.47

4 10.08 18.12 21.82 11.78 38,20

5 or more 17.44 7.56 5.31 13.93 55.76

Total 16.09 24 .08 17.13 11.24 31.46

'Source : Data from the Socia-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
Method : See text.
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the conventional household income, make more sense and tell us more
about income 1nequality than the standard tabulations of income dis-

tribution.

3.5 A Comparison Between 1962/3 and 1968/9

It is difficult to establish what has happened to the income
distribution in Thailand over time because of lack of data. Apart from
the 1968/9 Socio-economic Survey, the only other survey which offers
some basis for comparison over time is the 19262/3 Household Expenditure

18/

Survey.— The results presented here suffer from the following limita-
tions. First, as has been pointed Qut__elsewherelgf{ the719§24§78g;y§y
results are not considered to be very reliable with regard to informa-
tion on income. The primary objective of the Survey was to obtain in-
formation on household expenditures which would be used in the construc-
tion of consumer price indices. §Eggnq, inwo:der to ensurerthag tpe
comparison is valid, published tabulations have to be used for both sur-
veys so that the same method of estimation is used in both cases and
hence similar biases are bu;lgﬂin. This leads to inaccuracies which we
hope run in the-game direction for both years but we canngt be entirely
sure of this. Moreover, there were some serious problems in the tabula-

tions of the 1962/3 Survey which means that certain inconsistencies exist

which cannot be resolved and may well affect the results presented here.

18/ As of the time of writing, the 1971, 1972 and 1973 Socio-economic
Surveys are not all ready for analysis. Together they constitute
a survey of the entire country and will be used in further research
on this subject.

19/ See "Income Distribution Statistics for Thailand, Malaysia and
Indonesia”, OQp. Cit. '
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Third, °_=_ﬁy money income data are available for 1962/3. In order to
make the comparison with 1968/9, we use information from the later survey
to adjust the 1962/3 data to include nonmoney income. The assumption is
that the relationship between money and total income in real terms re-
mained unchanged between the two survey dates., If this is not in fact
the case then the results would be affected. The use of 1968/9 informa-
tion on nonmoney income to adjust 1962/3 money income means that we are
putting our faith in the money income data in both years as indicators

of what happened between the two periodsvgg/

In order to use the information pertaining to the 1968/9 Survey
to adjust for nonmoney income in 1962/3, total household income is esti-

mated as a linear function of money income for 1968/9,

YM+K = a + bYM + E where a and b are regression coefficients

to be estimated and ¢ is the error term.

The estimation is done for each region and location separately,
the individual observations being households grouped by money income
classes. The estimated results are given in Table 3.5.1. These are
applied to the limits of the 1962/3 money income classes to obtain a
distribution of households by money plus nonmoney income classes for

each region and locatien.

For towns and villages in each of the regions of Thailand for each

20/ Nevertheless, it is felt to be less confusing to adjust for non-
money income throughout instead of switching between money and
total incomes.
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Table 3.5.1

Relationship Between Household Money + Nonmoney Income and Household

Money Income

Household Money + Nonmoney Income = a + b. (Household money income).

5 Number of
a b R Observations
Towns: 1048.29 1.0046 0.9999 35
(12.01%  (523.93)
North 960,38 0.9956 0.9997 35
(9.30) (336,61} -
Centre & East 946.52 1.0126 0.9992 35
' {(5.13) {187.99)
Northeast 1261.93 1.0094 0.9984 32
(3.87) {136.44)
South 1113.78 1.0082 0.9996 34
(7.40) {287.53) )
Bangkok~Thonburi 1022.45 1.0035 0.999% 34
(12.31) (642.60)
Villages: 2398.91 0.9952 0.9956 35
(26.42) (149.38)
North 1567.53 1.0548 0.9756 33
{7.33) (48.83)
Centre & East 1962.38 1.0072 0.9994 35
{27.92) (300.92)
Northeast 3399.25 0.9634 0.9813 35
(35.78) (96.46)
South 1424 .45 1.0294 0.9918 33
- {15.99) (102.99)
Bangkok~-Thonburi 862,18 1.0225 0.9993 34
(5.80) (225,12}
Total: 2307.06 0.9925 0.9989 35
(26,99} {228.65)
North 1814.18 1.0118 0.9846 35
{10.06) (72.09)
Centre & East 1910.12 1.0058 0.999% 35
{(29.74) (349,36)
Northeast 3301.54 0.9745 0.9934 35
{31.92) {(117.20)
South 1521.54 1.0072 0.9992 35
(23.80) (271.69)
Bangkok~Thonburi - 1041.70 1.0048 0.9999 35
' (15.18) (718.04)

t - statistics are given in parencheses under the corresponding coefficients.
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of 1962/3 and 1968/9, a distribution of households by annual money income
class is available in the published tabulations. Also available is a dis-
tribution of households by family=size classes, and within any of these,

by annual money income class.

One of the disadvantages of using the official tabulations, in addi-
tion to the lack of_information on nonmoney ihcome fof 1962/3 already
mentioned, is that there is no way of directly calculating income per
equivalent aduli. Only family size information is given, and even this
is not in great detail since there are only five family-size classes.

In order to keep the results here comparable with_the earlier results
which allowed for econcmies of .scale in consumption whenever a larger
gsize involved the addition of children under fifteen rather than adults,
in the comparison between 1962/3 and -1968/9 a scale élasticity of .9

was appli&d.: In other words, an increase in family size of 1% needs. an:
increase in household ;néame of .9% to maintain the original level of
well-being. The scale elasticity of .9 was chosen because the equiva-
lent adult scale used here, which counts children under five and between
five and fifteen as .42 and .63 of adults respectively, implies a scale
;elasticity of approximately .9 at the aggregate level. Using data from
the 1968/9 Socio~economic Survey, for each region and location households
were classified by size, and the number of equivaleﬁt adults was also
obtained since for each household in the sample we have the age composi-
tion.of its members. -Regression equations of the following form were

- estimated for each region and location separately :

1n (&) = a + bln(s) + € where A is the number of equivalent

adults,
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8 is family size,
a and b are ccefficients to be estimated
and € 1is the error term.
The results are given in Table 3.5.2 and show the estimated coefficient
to be roughly .9 for all regions and locations, So an increase of 1% in

family size implies an increase of about .9% in the number of equivalent

adults, at least in the aggregate.

Applying a scale elasticity in this way captures some of the effect
of having a smaller number of equivalent adults than household members,
but leaves some inaccuracies in the results obtained. Although on average
a given'family size may have a certain number of equivalent adults, the
number does not necessarily apply to each of the households of this size,
Thus for those families with a larger than average number of equivalent
adults a cut-off standard which is too low is being used, while for those
with below the average number of eqguivalent adults a too stringent standard
is being applied. Too few households from the former group and tooc many
from the latter are therefore classified as being below the cut-off income
defined in per equivalent adult terms. Taking each family size as a whole
the over- and under - estimation will tend to cancel out, but not necessa-
rily exactly. In addition, tabulations which group more than one family
size together compound the problem by increasing the variation associated

with each group.

For purposes of comparison over time, exactly identical procedures
are applied to the published tabulations for both 1962/3 and 1968/9, even

though more detailed information is available for 1968/9 and has already
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Table 3.5.2
Relationship Between Number of Equivalent Adults® and Household Size

ln(Number of equivalent adults) = a+ b.ln{Household size).
5 Number of
a b R_ Observations

Towns : North 0.0302 0.8794 0,9990 14
(1.55)°  (70.99)

Centre & Hast 0.0320 0.8730 0.9992 19

{1.85} (84.02) )

Northeast 0.0180 0.8803 0.9992 : 16
(0.81) (70.97)

South } 0.0098 0.8887 0.9985 16
{0.51) {(76.79)

Bangkok~Thonbur i -0.0374 0.9191 0.9998 20

(=1.79} {80.58)

Villages : North ' 0.0536 0.8429 0.9998 15
(2.58) (69.61)
Centre & East 0.0329 0.8668 0,9998 16
(1.83} (82.86)
Northeast -0.0383 0.8942 0.9997 14
(-1.34) (56.62)
South 0.0325 0.8593 0.9997 14
(1.32) (57.72)
Bangkok-Thonpuri 0.0256 0.8734 0.9924 15

(0.65) (41.05)

The scale used here assigned weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.

t - statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding

coefficients.
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been used earlier. This is because it would be undesirable to draw con-
clusions which may be sensitive to the methods used for the different years.
By giving them similar treatment any biases resulting from the method of
estimation are more likely to run in the same direction and the comparison

has more chance of being independent from them.

The method of separating poor and nonpoor households is quite simple

once a cut-off income in terms of household income per equivalent adult

has been decided upon. Given each region and location, the tofal number
of households is distributed by household size. In turn, within each size
class, the households are distributed by annual money iﬁcome class. We
thus ébtaln a distribution of all households by income class, family-éize

class, region and location.

The basic cut-off income of B 1,500 is édjusted upwards by 15% if
we are considering 1968/9, and is also adjusted to reflect the consumer
price level for the region and location under consideration. The ranges
of each income class are adjusted to take into account nonmoney income,
using the regression coefficients specific to each region and locatien
given in Table 3.5.1. It is not possible to estimate imputed rent to
home-owners, so that the results are expected to be somewhat different for
1968/9 from those obtained earlier, in addition to the reasons already

given concerning the method of estimation in general.

We then consider each family-size c¢lass in turn. The cut-off income
appropriate to this size class is calculated, using the average family
size and a scale elasticity of .9. Then for each of the income classes

the proportion of households under the cut-off income is estimated by



65

comparing the cut=-off income for tﬁis size class against the top and bottom
limits of household total income, that is to say adjusted for nonmoney in-
come . For example, if the cut-off income is below the bottom limit, then
clearly the whole class is nonpoor, whereas if it is above the upper limit,
the entire class is poor. If the cut-off income falls within an income class
we simply assume that households are distributea evenly within the class in

order to calculate the proportion to be classified as poor.

Knowing the number of households which are poor distributed by family
size means that we can also calculate the number of people who are poor,
by taking into account the different numbers of people contained in dif-

ferent family~size classes.

As was done earlier, it is possible to calculate the incidence of

- poor households in various population groups which may be differentiated

by hcusehold size, region and location. Looked at a different way we can
construct a poverty profile showing the distribution of households or people

who are poor by family size, region and location.

In 1962/3 average household money income was B 6,644 per year or B 1,211
per capita per year. Details by region for both towns and villages are given

in Tables3.5.3a and 3.5.3b.
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average Household Money Income, by Location and Region, 1962/3

North @ Centre East WNortheast South
Average Household Money Income (Baht/Year)
Towns 9,686 13,019 12,515 13,068 14,390
“villages 3,615 7,902 6,332 2,986 65,603
Household Money Income per Person (Baht/Year)
Towns 1,899 2,411 2,454 2,420 2,570
Villages 682 1,411 1,131 506 1,270

Bangkok- Whole
Thonburi Kingdom

18,231 .
6,644

3,315
1,211

* No information was collected in the 1962/3 Survey.

Table 3.5.3b

Average Household Money Income Relative to the Whole Kingdom Average

Average Household Money Income (%)

Towns 146 196 188 197 217 274

100
Villages 54 119 95 45 99 -
Household Money Income per Person (%)
Towns i57 199 203 200 212 274

100
Villages 56 117 93 42 105 -
Source : Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3, National Statistical

Cffice, Bangkok.



67

From Table 3.5.4 giving a distributiocn of poor households, in this
case defined as those with total incomes per capita under ¥ 1,500 per
year, using a scale elasticity of .9 to adjust for family size, we see
that in 1962/3 the Northeast contained 40% and the North 26% of the
country's poor families. Table 3.5.5 gives the incidence of poverty, the
percentage of households in a given group below the cut-off level, by
region and location as well as by family size. According to this defini=-
tion, 63% of all households in 1962/3 are classified as poor. The table
also confirms our earlier conclusions. Villages had a much higher inci-
dence of poverty than towns : 71% of all families in rural areas had
household money incomes per equivalent adult under B 1,509 per year,
whereas only 29% of all town famjilies were in this situation. The North-
east and North had a higher than average incidence of poverty considered
either by location or as a whole, which is to be expected. The incidence
of poverty increased steadily by family size, showing that a person from
a larger family had a higher chance of being poor than one from a smaller
family. Within each location and region, poor families were consistently
larger than nonpoor ones. The poor population in each case was thus com-
posed of a larger percentage of people from large families, making for a
higher incidence of poverty among the population than ameng households,
Table 3.5.5 gives the incidence of poverty by region and location for the
population under the corresponding figure for households. Even though
large families form a relatively small proportion of the total, the figures
here have been weighted by average family size, so that a family of seven

gets counted seven times in the population distribution.
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Table 3.5.4

Percentage Distributions of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households, by

Location and Region, 1962/3

{Poor = Household total income per persona < g 1,500 per year)
Region Poor Households Nonpoor Households All Households
North: 26.00 17.64 22.93

Towns 2.47 4.57 3.24

Villages 23.53 13.07 19.69
Centre: 14.64 26,37 18,94

Towns 1.44 6.18 3.18

Villages 13.20 20,19 15.76
East: 4,79 g.18 6.04

Towns 0.44 2,24 1.10

Villages 4,35 5.94 4,94
Northeast: 39.96 19.43 32.42

Towns 1.51 4.90 2.76

villages 38.45 14.53 29.66
South: 12,66 13.94 13,14

Towns 0.96 3.94 2.06

Villages 11.70 10.00 11.08
Bangkok~-Thonburi: 1.95 14.45 6.54

Towns 1.95 14.45 6.54

Villages - - -
Whole Kingdom: 100.00 ; 100.00 100.00

Towns 8,77 36.27 18.88

Villages 91.23 63.73 81.12

Source : Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3, National Statistical Office,

Bangkok.
Method : See text.

a . . . .
Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent.

Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a
size elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of

income for families of different sizes.
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Table 3.5.5

Incidence of Poverty : Percentage of Subgroups of Households

and of the Population with Household Total Income per Person®

< B 1,500 per year, 1962/3

Region N c E NE s B-T Total
Family Size
Towns
1 23.07 11.64 15.78 19.45 3.43 15.02 15.51
2 & 3 38.01 15.16 20.86 18.31 23.15 12.09 20.78
4 &5 48.66 19,97 13.69 33.32 21.28 12.43 25.10
6 & 7 58.08 35.56 35.01 42,36 40.88 20.95 36.67
8 or more 57.89 48,20 39.90 49,14 40.26 28,81 40,41
All Households 48.25 28.59 25.30 34.72 29.62 18.83 29.40
Population 52.84 35.09 30.21 40.25 34.33 22,27 33.79
Villages
1 26.60 23.90 29.43 21.78 26.78 - 25,46
2 53 60.50 35.e6 37.35 54.04 46,12 - 49,75
4 &5 78.63 46,87 50.27 81.02 69.60 - 70.32
6 & 7 82.35 61.21 64.92 89.92 76.44 - 79.79
8 or more 86.69 69.96 72.37 95.24 82.78 - 85.69
All Households 75.62 52,95 55,78 82.00 66.84 - 71.14
Population 79.92 58.09 61.80 87.22 72,52 - 76 .29

Towns & Villages
1 25.61 18.77 24.30 20.83 20.61 15.02 20.46

2 &3 57.07 32.06 34,01 50.70 42.88 12.09 44.35

4 &5 74.92 43.28 44,22 77.09 63.26 12.43 63.06

6 & 7 79.13 57.72 60.13 86.76 71.28  20.95 72.81

8 or more B2.56 66.00 67.18 21.70 73.47 28.81 76.35

All Households 71.75 48.86 50,22 77.98 61.01 18.83 63.26
Population 76.18 54.43 56.41 83.52 66.05 22.27 68.44

Source : Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3, National Statistical Office,
Bangkok.

Method : See text.

Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent.
Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a
size elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of

income for families of different sizes.



70

To conclude in terms of the population, based on a cut-~off level of
B 1,500 of household total income per equivalent adult per year, two-
thirds of the country's poor were in the Northeast and North in 1962/3;
Out of the poor prulation,.93% lived in rural areas. These figures re-
flect a situation in which the incidence of poverty varied among different
groups of the population, so that some groups were more heavily represented
among the poor group. For example, 76% of the rural population were in
poverty but only 34% of the urban population. The Northeast and North were
consistently worse off than average, and among towns the North had a much
higher incidence of poverty than all other regions, including the Northeast,
The incidence of poverty increased with family size which showed up in a
larger average family size for poor than nonpoor families, considered as a

whole or by region and location.

Between 1962/3 and 1968/9 average household money income grew by some
63% and houséhold income per person by 57%. Tables 3.5.6a and 3.5.6b
present average household money incomes, both total and per pexson, by
region and locaticn, as well as their relatives to the whole kingdom
figures for 1968/9. From this a comparison with Tables 2.5.3a and 3.5.3b
shows that the growth rates of income have varied by region and location.
In general, town incomes have increased more rapidly than village incomes
and the poorest regions, the North and Norﬁheast, have made substantial
gains over this'period, Table 3.5.6c gives annual growth rates of money
income between the two survey dates, by region and location. If the in-
crease in income were shared more or less equally by each group, we should

expect towns as a whole to be in an even better position than before vis-
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Table 3.5.6a

Average Household Money Income, by Location and Region, 1968/9

Centre North- Bangkok=- Whole
North & East east South  Thonburi Kingdom

Average Household Money Income (Baht/Year)

Towns 20,812 23,611 24,962 23,079 33,193
Villages 7,520 12,625 5,522 7,671 21,654 ‘0844
Household Money Income per Person (Baht/Year)

Towns 4,162 4,293 4,231 4,121 5,354

villages 1,343 2,254 920 1,447 3,383 1,896

Table 3.5.6b

Average Household Money Income Relative to Whole Kingdom Average

Average Household Money Income (%)

Towns 192 218 230 213 306

100
Villages €9 116 + 51 71 200
Household Money Income per Person (%)
Towns 220 226 223 217 282

100
Villages 71 119 49 76 178

Table 3.5.6¢C

Annual Growth Rates of Household Money Income, 1962/3-1968/9 (%).

Average Household Money Income

Towns 13.6 10.6  11.4 8.2 10.5
8.5
Villages 13.0 9.0 10.8 2.5 -
Household Money Income per Person
Towns 14.0 10.0 9.8 8.2 8.3
77

Villages 12.0 9.0 10.5 2.2 -

Source : Report, Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Bangkok.
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a-vig villages, and the North and Northeast to show an improved picture
relative to the other regions. The South, on the other hand, has performed
least well of all the regions in terms of income growth. Thus we expect

its position to have deteriorated.

Using the same standard as before of a cut-off income of B 1,500 per
equivalent adult per year we again construct a poverty profile. Table 3.5.7
gives percentage distributions for poor and nonpoorhouseholds by region and

. \ 21
location, while Table 3.5.8 gives the incidences of poverty for 1968/9.——/

Based on household total income, the overall percentages of families
and of the population in poverty have gone down substantially in the six
years between 1962/3 and 1968/9, from 63% to 49% of all households and
from 68% to 54% of the total population, This shows that at least in
absolute terms the gains in income have affected those previocusly with low
incomes as well as those with high incomes. A considerable proportion of
the Thai population has in fact managed to rise above the poverty level by

this particular definition between the two periods.

Since town inccmes have grown so much more rapidly than village in-
comes, we expect and indeed find that villages account for a larger pro-
portion of poor households than before. By 1968/9 practically all, 98%

of poor families lived in rural areas.

21/ These results cannot be expected to be completely consistent with the
earlier results because the method used here is considerably cruder,
the concept is exclusive of imputed rent and the regional weights
differ slightly from those of the data tapes. The main purpose here
is to ensure comparability between the two sets of published results
in order to be able to make the comparison over time.
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Table 3.5.7
Percentage Distributions of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households, by

ILocation and Region, 1968/9

(Poor = Household total income per persona < B 1,725 per year)

Region Poor Households Nonpoor Households All Households
North: 24.13 22.08 23.08

Towns 0.45 2,35 1.43

villages 23.68 19.73 21.65
Centre & East: 11,97 32.76 22,64

Towns 0.32 3.82 2,11

Villages 11.65 28,94 20,53
Northeast: 46.73 20.08 33.05

Towns 0.38 2,35 1.3%

villages 46.35 17.73 31.66
South:  16.02 10.58 13.23

Towns 0.46 2.30 1.40

Villages 15.56 8.28 11.83
Bangkok~-Thonburi:1.13 14.51 8.00

Towns 0.66 12.35 6.66

Villages 0.47 2.16 1.34
Whole Kingdom: 100.00 100,00 100.00

Towns 2.28 23.1s 13.00

villages 97.72 76.84 87.00

Source : Report, Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical Cffice,

Bangkok.
Method : See text.

®  Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent. For

comparability with the 1962/3 results, the cut-off income has been adjusted
for price increases over time.

Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a size
elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of income for

families of different sizes.
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Table 3.5.8

Incidence of Poverty : Percentage of Subgroups of Households

) &
and of the Population with Household Total Income per Person

< B 1,725 per year, 1968/9

Region N C&E NE s B-T Total
Family Size
Towns
1 14.95 9.10 16.14 9.96 6.91 10.47
2 & 3 11.87 8.15 4.56 9.03 2.76 6.38
4 &5 9.57 2.15 5.07 7.33 0.73 3.30
6 & 7 19.05 7.06 15.88 20,97 5.77 9.63
8 or more 27.35 12.34 20.45 28,69 8.25 13.76
All Households 15.47 7.30 13.46 15.98 4,82 8.52
Population 18.04 8.24 15.40 20.07 5.82 9.84
Villages
1 24,08 20.87 6.42 14.63 20,02 15.51
2 &3 25.87 12.96 39,75 38.90 2.38 27.80
4 &5 46,41 17.54 70.28 67.02 2.98 49,88
6 & 7 63.81 33.84 77.69 75.74 15.92 64.09
8 or more 74.68 49 .82 83.74 74.12 27 .47 71.80
All Households 53.23 27.62 71.24 64 .04 17.25 54.66
Population 59,43 33.65 76.39 69.17 20.51 60.50
Towns & Villages
i 22,38 19.34 7.27 13.65 8.05 14.46
2 8 3 24.44 i2.41 38,49 35.26 2.70 24,71
4 & 5 44 .42 16.29 67.69 61.92 2,08 44 .64
o & 7 61.85 31.62 75.48 71.43 7.32 57.84
8 or more 71.829 46.14 80.46 66,77 12.18 62.77
All Households 50.89 25.72 68.81 58.94 6.90 48 .66
Population 57.10 31.32 73.86 63.69 8.34 53.78
Source : Report, Socioc-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical Office
Bangkok.
Method : See text.

®  Household total income includes nonmoney inccme but not imputed rent. For

comparability with the 1962/3 results, the cut-off income has been adjusted
for price increases over time.

Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a size
elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of income for
families of different sizes.
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Although in terms of increases in average total incomes we can say
that the North and Northeast have fared noticeably better than the other
regions, the picture is quite different when we look at the composition
of poor households. Nearly the same proportion, 24%, are in the North as
in 1962/3, while the Northeast now accounts for 47% of the total compared
with 40% in the previous period. Contrast this with the South whose village
income growth has been negligible compared with the rest of the country,
but whose position has worsened only slightly. The figures suggest that
while making gains in terms of average household income, the rate at which
the poor have been raised above the cut-off level of income has only kept
up with the national rate in the North, and has lagged far behind it in ﬁhe
Northeast. The Scuth, on the other hand, has succeeded in getting its popu-
lation cut oflpoverty at a rate approaching the national average at a time
when its income has been stagnating by comparison. From this we may con-
clude that the growth of income in the North and Northeast has had a smaller
impact on the poor than the rich. In the South the poor have done compara-
tively ﬁell 1in spite of the slow overall growth, while income growth has
had an appréciable effect on the poor in the Centre and East whese combined

share of poor households has declined markedly, from 19% to 12%.

The same pattern can be observed as in 1962/3 in which the incidence
of poverty tends to increase with family size. This tendency is clear for
yillages and shows up for towns and villages together. However, for towns
alone we have the phenomenon of a U-shaped incidence-cf-poverty curve,
having its lowest value in each region for families with 4 or 5 persons.
As family size falls or rises the incidence of poverty increases. This

was not the case in 1962/3 (see Table 3.5.5) in which for towns and villages
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alike the incidence of poverty was simply an increasing function of family
size. The tentative hypothesis which is offered here as an explanation for
this 18 that swall families with fewer than four members include a large
number of migrants from rural areas. These migrants have not shared in the
prosperity experienced in urban areas to the same extent as nenmigrants.
Recent migrants very likely have small famiiies, being in general young and
i )
either s1ngie or newly married. When they first arrive in towns, because
cf lack of skill, exploitation on the part of employers or insufficient
knowledge of job opportunities, they make up a sizable proportion of the
poor population. For less recent and older migrants who have become
. absorbed intc the town population, the incidence of poverty is more simi~

lar to nonmigrants. Before the pericd 1962/3, either the rural-urban mi-

gration was smaller or it was different in character from the later period.

The comparison between 1962/3 and 1968/9 uvsing the same definition of
the poverty level, namely E1,500 of household total income per equivalent
adult per year, is useful in indicating the ilmpact of overall income growth
on the poor. This 1s seen to be a much smaller percentage of the total
population below the cut~off income level. Of interest as well 1s the
differential impact on different subgroups of the pepulation. Siow growth
itn income for a group adversely affects its relative position : rural
- families make up a larger proportion of the poor in 1968/9 because of the
lower rate of growth of average village incomes than that of urban incomes.
However, a rapid growth of income does not quarantee a commensurate escape
from poverty for the poorer population. This was the case in the North
and Northeast where average incomes grew phenomenally but where the gains

fell on the rich more than the poor.
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The comparison between 1962/3 and 1968/9 can also be made using a
lower cut-off income, namely B 1,000 per person-per year in 1962/3 prices
with a scale elasticity of .9. The gecgraphical distribution of poor and
nonpoor households and the incidence of poor households by family size,
region and location for both pericds are given-in Tables 3.5.9, 3.5.10,
3.5.11 and 3.5.12. Similar conclusions are reached when considering this
very poor group as when the cut-off was defined as B 1,500 per person per

year in 1962/3 prices.gg/

3.6 Conclusion

Using data from the 1962/3 Household Expenditure Survey and the
1968/9 Socio-economic Survey, and defining a cut-off level of ¥ 1,500,
and also B 1,000, of household income per equivalent adult, we‘have com-
pared the éituations in the two periods in terms of the gecgraphical
distributions of poor households and the incidence of poverty for dif-
ferent groups of households. 1n general, the Northeast and North can be
termed worse off and the other regions better off than average. Village

households have an incidence of poverty much higher than town households.

Using a cut-off income of B 1,500 of household total income per

equivalent adult per year, we have constructed apoverty profile for

gg/ The analysis was also carried out to compare 1962/3 and 1968/9 using

both the B 1,000 and B 1,500 cut-off incomes, but with a scale elasti-

city of .8 instead of .9. None of the qualitative conclusions is
affected which supports our earlier contention that it is the consi-

deration of family size which has the major impact, whereas the adjust-

ment for eccnomies of scale resulting from family composition is less
important.
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Table 3.5.9

Percentage Distributions of Poor, Nonpoor and All Households, by-

Location and Region, 1962/3

{Poor -=: Household total income per persona < B 1,000 per year)

Region Foor Households — Nonpoor Househelds — All Households
North: 27.51 18.90 22,93 i
Towns 2.39 3.99 3.24
Villages 25.12 14.91 19.69 :
Centre: 11.77 25.25 18,94 .
Towns "~ .96 5.13 3.18 .
Villages 10.81 20.12 15.76
East: 4.00 7.83 6.04
Towns .30 1.80 1,10
Villages 3.69 6.03 4,94
Northeast: 44,08 22.17 32.42
Towns 1.186 4,16 2.76
Villages 42,92 18.00 29.66
South: 11.32 14.73 13.14
Towns .68 3.27 2,06
Villages 10.64 11.46 11.08
Bangkok-Thonburi: 1.32 11.13 6.54
Towns 1.32 11.13 ' 6.54
Villages - - -
Whole Kingdom: 100.00 100.00 100.00 .
Towns 6.82 29.48 18.88 '
Villages . 93.18 70.52 8l1.12

Sourcé : Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3, National Statistical Office,

Bangkok.
Method : See text
a , . . . "
Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent.
Price differentials across region have been taken into acéount, and a
size elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of

income for families of different sizes.
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Table 3.5.10

Incidence of Poverty : Percentage of Subgroups of Households

and of the Population with Household Total Income per persona

< B 1,000 per year, 1962/3

!
Region
d b N C E NE S B-T Total

Famlly Size

Towns
1 15.38 7.76 10.52 12.97 2.29 10.01 10.34
2 & 3 25.34 10.11 13.91 12.20 15.39 8.06 13.85
4 8§ 5 36.45 8,88 4,38 17.19 8.95 8.29 15.13
6 & 7 40,91 17.46 16.03 23.78 22.98 7.32 20.07
8 or more 42,48 22,03 20.17 28.09 18.75 12.76 2l.22
All Households 34.51 14,16 12,79 12,73 15.41 9.46 16.90
Population 38.11 16.69 14.63 22.64 17.27 10.17 18.65
Villages
1 17.74 15.94 19.62 14.52 17.86 - 16.97
2 &3 40.33 23,78 24.90 36.03 30.74 - 33.17
4 86 5 61.47 24.24 30.07 58.18 38.66 - 47 .97
6 & 7 68,13 37.38 39.19 78.42 58.32 - 63.57
8 or mcre 74.40 46.76 47.74 89.76 62.08 - 72.46
Al} Households 59.69 32,09 35.01 67.70 44.385 - 53.74
Populaticn 64.81 35.76 38.96 74,99 50.34 - 59.46

Towns & Villages

1 17.07 12.52 16.20 13.89 13.74 106.01 13.64

28 3 38.04 21.38 22.e8 33.80 28,58 8.06 29.56

4 85 58.37 22,19 25.8l1 54.80 34.76 8.29 42.70

6 & 7 64.51 34.22 35.48 74.79 53.20 7.32 56.53

8 or more 65.81 42,26 43.34 85.03 52.60 12.76 61.89
All

Households 56.13 29.08 30.96 63.62 406.32 9.46 46.78
Population 6l.12 32,73 34.¢8L 70.86 44.74 10.17 51.92

Source : Household Expenditure Survey, 1962/3, National Statistical Office,
Bangkok.

Method : See text.

a

Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent.
Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a
size elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of
income for families of different sizes,
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Tnble 3.5.11

Percentage Distributions of Poor, Nonpocr and ALl Households, by

Location and Regicn, 1968/9

{(Poor = Household total income per persona'CB 1,150 per year)

Region Poer Househclds Nonpoor Households . All Households
North: 22.07 23.53 23.08

Towns 0.35 1.90 1.43

Villages 21.72 21.63 21.65
Centre & East: 7.81 29.10 : 22.64

Towns 0.21 2.94 : 2,11

Villages 7.60 26,16 20.53
Northeast: 54,23 23.82 33.05

Towns 0.18 1.92 ‘ 1.39

Villages 54,05 21.90 31.66
South: 15.27 12,34 13.23

Towns . 0.30 1.88 1.40

Villages 14,97 10.46 11.83
Bangkok=Thonburi: 0,60 i1.22 8.00

Town 3 .31 9,43 € .66

Villages 0.29 1.79 1.34
Whole Kingdom: 100,00 100.00 100.00

Towns 1.36 18.07 13.00

Villages 98,64 81.93 87.00

Source : Report, Socic-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical Office,

Bangkok.
Method : See tesxt.

a . ' . .
Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent. For

comparability with the 1962/3 results, the cut-off income has beern adjusted
for price increases cver time.

Price differentials across region hawve been taken into account, and a size
elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of income for

families of different sizes.
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Table 3.5.12

Incidence of Poverty : Perééntage of Subgroups of Households

and of the Population with Household Total Income per Person"

< B 1,150 per year, 1968/9

Region N C&E NE - S B-T  Total
-Family Size
Towns
1 9.97 6.07 10.76 6.64 4.60 6.98
2& 3 7.91 5.43 3.04 6,02 1.84 4,25
4 &5 5.56 1.44 2.58 3.30 0.27 1.73
6 & 7 4,38 1.68 1.01 3.49 0.87 1.55
8 or more 12.82 3.21 7.12 12.82 2.47 4.93
All Households 7.45 3.07 4.04 6.47 1.43 3.18
Population 7.92 2.71 4.30 7.76 1.58 3.28
Villages
1 16.05 13.91 4.28 9.76  13.34 10.34
23 17.25 8.64 26.50 25.43 1.03 18.44
285 18.23 3.70 48.93 31.78 3.35 26,36
6 &7 38.31 11.63 56.44 48 .49 7.25 40.94
8 or more 53.95 23.93 64.26 54.60 10.01 50.67
All Households - .:30.44 11.23 51.80 38.42 6.67 34.40
Population 35.76 13.88 56.32 42.97 7.82 38.99
Towns & Villages
1 14.92 12.90 4,85 9,10 5.37 9.64
2 &3 16.30 8.28 25.66 23.06 1.71 16.40
4 &5 17.55 3.51 47.09 29.34 0.72 23.59
6 & 7 36.83 10.81 54.45 44 .95 1.85 36.42
8 or more 51.52 21.90 6l.30 47 .84 4.02 43,55
All Househclds 29.02 10.47 49.79 35.03 2,30 30.34
Population 34.21 12.86 54.16 39.05 2.65 34.25
Scurce : Report, Sccioc-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical Office,
Bangkok.
Method : See text.

a Household total income includes nonmoney income but not imputed rent. For

comparability with the 1962/3 results, the cut-off income has been adjusted
for price increases over time.

Price differentials across region have been taken into account, and a size
elasticity of .9 has been applied in defining cut-off levels of income for
families of different sizes.
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Thailand which identifies the poor as being concentrated in villages,

especially in the MNortheast and North. They tend to be headed by younger

_ people and by those with little education, Poor families are associated

-..with-a larger number of.children, a larger family:siZé and a smaller number

of income earners than nonpoor families. By this definition 40% of all

households were poor in 1968/9,

The impact on the poor population of income growth between the two

Survey dates was not evenly distributed geographically. Thus although the

overall incidence of poverty for households based on household total income

declined from 63% to 49%, indicating that poor households‘had,sha;gdrin the

general rise in income, the regional breakdown shows that a higher than

average growth in income for a region does not imply an improved situation

in terms of poverty relative to the other regions. The North and Northeast,

whose average incomes had grown more rapidly than the other regions between

the two Survey dates still found themselves with larger proportians of

poor

households than would be expected from their shares in all households.

Thus

compared with the other regions, their increase in income had not benefited

those below the poverty line to the same extent. The South, on the other -

hand, had experienced a slow growth in income and yet its share of poor

households has not gone up tremendously. Rapid growth of -income may not

"have its main impact on the poor, while much slower growth may yet benefit

the lower income groups.

The Northeastern region of Thailand has been the cause of concern
many people because of its very low average income. Large investments

been poured into the region in an attempt to narrow the gap between it

for

have

and
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the rest of the country. Our analysis shows that whereas some improvement

has indeed taken place in the Northeast in terms of average incomes, the
. {

-

very poor households have not been taken ocut of poverty at as fast a rate

as in the other regions, Although the incidence of poverty has declined in
all regions, the poorest region, the Northeast, made up a much larger share
of poor households in 1968/9 than it had done in 1962/3. BAny serious attempt
to improve the lot of the Northeast must accordingly be focussed more direct-
ly on the poorer groups. In general, moreover, attention must be given to
rural areas where income growth has been slower and where, as income rises,

more of the poor can be found.

In this paper we have narrowed the scope of cur analysis to just two

groups of the population separated by a poverty line. We have concluded

-that the situation in villages has deteriorated relative to towns and in

the Northeast relative to other regions. These findings, in conjunction

with the powerty profile, may be more relevant to policies designed to
improve the position of the poor people than what has happened to the Gini
coefficient for household incomes for Thailand. Instead of an emphasis on
overall growth coupled with a vague hope that some of the benefits of the
growth will accrue to the peor, measures to alleviate poverty must concen-—
trate on helping those in agricultural households, those belonging to large

famjlies, those with many children and those with little education.

A major question which is raised in this section is whether it is in
fact the case that rapid overall growth of income makes it easier to bring
about changes in the way that income is distributed. The argument usually

put forward is that a rapid rise in income makes it unnecessary to actually
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redigstribute income. By simply ensuring that a larger proportional increase
accrues to the poor than to the rich, it is possible to improve the distri-
bution of income in & way which is not disagreeable to the rich. Although
this is a notion which is being bandied about a great deal, our analysis
suggests that rapid growth of income may simply dull the pains of inequality:
in a situation of high growth rates it becomes less noticeable that there is
still a great deal of inequality around. People areg fooled into thinking
that their position has improved and are thus less likely to be politically

troublesome.
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Sources of Income Inequality

In this section a few preliminary results will be offered con-
cerning some of the sources of income inegquality in Thailand in 1968/9,
The measure of inequality used here is the variance of income logari-
thms. Total income inequality is decomposed into a systematic part,
the between-group variance, and an unexplained part, the within—group
variance. Because of space limitations it will be assumed here that
the reader is already familiar with the variance-decomposition tech-

. 23/
niques™

4.1 Factors Included in the Analysis

The analysis is carried out on the sample of economically active

individuals contained on the data tapes of the 1968/9 Socilo~economic

Survey. The number of cobservations is 20,627 Total income, which
survey

includes nonmoney income, is used in the analysis.

Given the data situation there is not really a great deal of
choice when it comes to selecting some factors to be included in the
analysis. Moreover, these are subject tc various shortcomings which

should be noted.

The level of educational attainment of individuals is expected

to be an important factor in terms of explaining income inequality.

23/ The underlying assumptions in applying this model to income dis-

T tribution have been spelled out in Oey Astra Meesook, Income dis-
tribution in Brazil, Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley, 1972, Chapter 3. '

PRI TR RIS P
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However, the coding of education classes is highly unsatisfactory.
Those without any schooling form one category. Of those who have had
some schooling it is very unfortunately impocssible to distinguish
ameng people with from one to nine years of education. Although quite
a fine breakdown is given for those with ten years or more, given the
fact that the first two classes already cover most people, it is not
worthwhile to separate out this group and so they are considered

together as a third group.

Age as a classification presents no problem since it is given in
single years. We have defined five age groups: under 20, 20-29,

30-39, 40-4% and 50 and over.

The classification 'type of income'® is included in an attempt to
see if income inequality can be explained by the major type of income
an individual earns. Although there are originally seven different
types of income, there are only two with large weights, wages and
salariesgé/ and net earnings from self-employment. The rest are
grouped into two categeories, the first consisting of dividends, in-
terest and rent income and the second of income from all other socurces.
The income of each individual in the sample is first grouped into
these four components and classified according to whichever component

is the largest. In other words the classification refers to the major

type of income of an individual,

24/ This category includes wages, salaries, overtime, commission,
bonuses and pensions.



87

The five regions included in the aﬁalysis are those coded on tape
and given in the official tabulations. These are the North, Centre

and East, Northeast, South and Bangkok-Thonburi.

The occupational code available is difficult to use, being in
fact neither a sectoral nor an cccupational ccde. In municipal areas
and sanitary districts, six codes are given: government employees;
trade and services workerxs; farmers; labourers; clerks and others.

In villages only two codes are available, agriculture and nonagri-
culture. This is why in our analysis we have to use economic sector
as a classification, having agriculture and nonagriculture as the only
two categories. It is not possible to include occupation as a classi-
fication as well, and even if we were to consider the urban sector on
its own it is unlikely that we shall obtain additional information by

using the occupational breakdown given.

Since we already have an agriculture/nonagriculture sectoral
classification, the urban/rural breakdown was considered superfluous,
since to a very large extent it would coincide with the division by

sector.

Thus it is seen that the data situation is far from satisfactory,
the major problem being that categories are too aggregated, namely

for education and economic sector.

4.2 One-Way Analysis

In a one-way analysis of variance, each classification is
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considered in turn to see how much of total income inequality it can
'explain. The between—-group variance is the variance which would exist
if all individuals under a particular category had the same income.
The difference between the total variance and the between-group
variance for any category is the within-group variance, that part of
total inequality which 1s due to the fact that incomes in each of the

categories are themselves unegually distributed.

Table 4.2.1 presents the results of the one-way analysis for the
five ¢lassifications used in our analysis. 9233}§9:ing the economi-
cally active population as a whole, we see that sector 1s the most
impar tant explanatory classification: out of a total variance of
income logarithms of 1.0242, sector can explain ,1248 or 12%. Region
accounts for .1050 or 10% and education for .0971 or 9% so that these
two classifications also offer reasonably large explanations. Age
accounts for considerably less, 5% of the total variance, while type

25/
of income explains very little at all.
&8, epite of the problem of having to use education classes which

are gver—aggregated, an examination of the class means of income

logarithms shows considerable variation among classes which explains

25/ It }s thought that the poor explanation of type of income in the
analysis is that it is inappropriate to classify incomes of indi-
viduals by the largest source, since one is then ¢bscuring the
fact that each individual may have incomes from many sources.

The classification used here would be reascnable if most indivi-
duals had incomes from single sources. In future work we shall
attempt to see the significance of type of income by treating
each individual's income as being the sum of different types of
income, instead of being characterized by the largest source.
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Tabie 4.2.1

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Tncome Logarithmsg

Popnria- Graonsp Batween=- % of
Classi- tion Maoar Gooup Total
fication Category Weight of lniy! zégiancea Var iance
Educations G971 9.48
None -195 7. 88
1-9 vears . 754 811
10 yvears or more D51 9.43
Age: L0547 5.34
< 20 . 090 7.50
20-29 -185 8.i8
30-39 . 252 8,33
40-49 .214 8.29
50 + . 259 8.01
Sector: . 1248 12.19
Agriculture »601 7.8%
Nonagriculture . 39¢ 8.57
Type of Income: . D051 .50
Wages & salarios - 358 8.2
Self-employment L HeH w2
Interest & rent L0314 g.12
ther D62 el
Region: . 150 10.25
North ~ 294 7.94
Centre & East 224 8.36
Northeast . 283 7.91
South . 117 2.11
Bangkok~Thonbur i .082 9.04
Total 1.000 8.14 1.0242

Source : bData from the Snclo-econocmic Survey, 1968 /2, National
Statistical Office, Bangkok.

Method See text.

.

a . . . ) . . . : .
Based on the F-test, all five classifications included in the
analysis are statistically significant at the 1% level.
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the relatively large between-group wariance for education. In con-
trast, the means by type of income, in particular those of wages and
salaries and net profit from self-employment which are the two largest

clasars, are not wery different.

The striking aspects of the one~way analysis are the low degrees
of explanation that are achieved on the whole, with no factor account-—
ing for more than 12% of the total inequality, and the surprisingly

large contributions of sector and region.
Ca—ens’ =

In Table 4.2.2 the one-way analysis is carried out for each of
the two sectors separately. This is done in part because sector is

the most important explanatory claszsification when considered indivi-

duaally, hut also berause 1t 18 expected thav the four remaining fac-

tors will not hove similay voles in tho Two saotors considerved.

"The rsanlbs aze ind very differant.  The agricwnitural sectay

iﬁ seen to bave lnoomes whimh Zee more edqilally distraibuted than the
nonagricultural sector: the rotal variance there i1z 7790 az compared
with 1.0812. But of the total iuequality the factors considered are
also able to explain considerably less. In agriculturs, region
remains an important tactor so that the explanation accorded region
in the analysis for the total economically active population is not
simply due to different proportions of agricultural workers in the
different reglons. Ags is the other lactor of significance.ln this

]

sector, while educatrion 18 the lesact rmportant of all the factors.

The implication is clear that such factors as we have becn able to
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Table 4.2.2

Sl

One~Way Analysig of Variance of Income lLogarithms, by Sector

Method :

: Adriculture Nonagriculture
Popula- Mean Between- Popula- Mean Between-
Classi- tion of Group tion of Group
fication (Category Weight 1In(y) Variance Weight 1ln{y) Variance
Education: .0071(.91%) .1233(11.40%)
None , 221 7.74 .154 8.18
1-9 years 772 7.87 727 8.51
10 years or more .007 8.66 .119 9.47
Age: .0360(4.62%) .1210(11,19%)
< 20 066 7.26 125 7.70
30-39 .246 8.02 . 261 8.77
40-49 «227 7.98 .1986 8.84
50 + 316 7.78 .174 8.64
Type of Incomes .0194(2,49%) .0046(.43%)
Wages & salaries .244 7.62 .531 8,61
Self-employment .673 7.94 .404 8.55
-Interest & rent .01l 7.62 .018 8.57
Other 072 7.75 .047 8.29
Regions .0403(5.17%) .0870(8.05%)
North .298 7.77 . 287 8.21
Centre & East 217 8.18 .235 8.60
Northeast . 347 7.68 .187 8.56
South «129 7.89 .098 8.56
Bangkok=-Thonburi .009 8.52 .193 9.08
Total 1.000 7.85 <7790 1.000 8.57 1.0812
Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, Natiocnal Statistical
Office, Bangkok.
See text.

a Figure in parentheses represents percentage of -between-group variance in
total variance.
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include in this analyeis do not really get to the heart of why ilncomes

are unequally distributed in the agricultural sector.

In nonagriculture, region is again able to explain a relatively
large proportion of total income inequality. But education and age
emerge here as the strongest explanatory factors, lending some support
to the human-capital theory so long as it is confined to.the nonagri-

cultural sector,

4.3 Total Decomposition of Income Inequality

It ie posaible to proceed from the one-way analysis of variance
to a two-way, three-way analysis and so on in a similar fashion. 1In
each two-way analysim, the two-way cells are taken as different groups.
The.between-group variance is based on the cell means of the income
logarithms, while the within-group variance is the difference between

it and the total variance.

Table 4.3.1 gives a decomposition of the total variance at dif-
ferent stages. It shows that using the five factors we are able to
explain 36% of total income inequality, or .3842 out of 1.0242.. There
is a great deal of inequality therefore thgt has not been explained

and which indicates a random element as well as excluded factorse.

The contribution of two-way cells to the total varlance can be
either greater or less than the sum of the one-way'contributions of
the factors. For instance, age and region on their own explain .0547

and .1050 of the total variance respectively. But the age x fagion

.
‘.
s
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Table 4.3.1

Decomposition of the Variance of Income Logarithms

] ‘Last-~variable
Between-group - Contribution to
Classification Variance ' Total Variance

Education L0971 .0633
Age .0547 :0977
Sector ' .1248 .0871
Type of income .0051 : .0380
Region .1050 .0845
X .1946
.1782
.1504
. 0693
.1031
.1383
.1766
.1796
.1837
.1249
.2161
L1972
.1642
. 2564
.2675
.2304
.2522
2008
.2009
.2098
.2797
.3009
. 2665
L2771
.3262

HEENPHRHNP ORI NEOE M B R
Peod M o MM MM MMM KON MW MM NN NMM X KM
FEuunrsSAalArPronunrPuonnondgodtadaEaaddan

WM oW MW MK K KKK KN NN

nHddankondxnnnddg S

L
MA DA d

Between-group variance .3642
(ExA XS XxTxR)

within-group variance 6600

Total ﬁariance o 1.0242

Source : Data from the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National
Statistical Office, Bangkok.

. S,

Method : See text. : H
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cells explain ,1796 which exceeds the sum of the one-way contributions
of .1597. What this means is that the cell means of income logarithms
show more variation by age when considered by separate regions than
for the whole kingdom, or put another way that the regionai variations
are more pronounced for the different age groups than for all ages
combined. Some of the variation in incomes is lost when aggregation . T
over age or region occurs. On the other hand, whereas education and

sector account for .0971 and .1248 of the total variance respéctively,

the education x sector cells explain only .1782 which is less than

.2219, the sum of their separate contributions. This means that the

income variations by either of the factors taken singly is exaggerated

because their effects tend to reinforce each other. The agricultural

seétor_has a much lower mean of income ‘logarithms than the nonagri-

cultural sector not only because of the pure sectoral effect which.

can be seen within each education class, but.also because'tﬁé agri-

cultural sector has a larger weight of people with little or no edu- oo
cation who earn low incomes and bring down further the mean for this -
sector. So when education is considered alone, there is some sectoral

effect already included, ‘and when sector is considered alone there is

some educational effect included, Accordingly, the joint contribution

of education and sector is less than the suli ©f the separate contri=

butions. ‘ ’

The last column in Table 4.3.1 gives the contraibution of each
factor when it is included last in the analysis. Tt is the difference

between the total variance amd the contribution of four-way cells
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excluding the factor under consideration. Education and sector de-
cline in thelr relative importance for réagons_already given. But
the contribution of age considered in this way becomes much'greater,
and type of income evidently does explain'sqme of total income in-
equality as long as account is firstltaken of other factors, even
though hardly any effect is apparent when groés group MEans are con-

gsidered.

In Table 4.3.2 wa give the decompositidn results for each sector
separgﬁely. The saﬁe conclusion as before holds when all four factors
are included in the analysis simultaneously that income inequality
cannot be exp;ained as well in the agricultural sector as in nonagri-
culture; the four-way between-group variance amocunting to 19% as

oppoaed to 35% of the total sectoral variance.

In agriculture, contributions of all four factorsare larger when
éonsidered_as 2 last instead of first variable, indicating that one-
way group means of income logarithms temd to mask variations which in-
fact exist as long as other factors are first taken into account.

The same is true in the nonagriculturél sector except for education
whose contribution declines slightly when it is considered last, while

age becaomes by far the greatest contributor to income inequality there.
4.4 Conclusion

Using a sample of economically active individuals from the 1968/9
Socio-economic Survey and defining income inequality as the variance

of income logarithms, we have tried to. identify some of the major



Table 4.3.2

Degomposition of the Variance of Income Logarithms, by Sector

Classification

Education

Age

Type of income

Region

Ax

E x

H H 3 o 43 " W

L T -

Between-~group variance

T
T

o 4 48 = ==

X R
X R
X R
x 7T

(ExXAXTRXR)

Within-group variance

Total variance

Source

Metpod

-

Between-group Var iance

96

Agriculture Nonagriculturé
L0071 (.0246)° .1233  (.1218)
.0360 {.0530) 1210 (.1651)
.0194 (,0319) - .0046  (.0472)
.0403. (.0763) L0870 (.0969)
.0551 .1460
.0327 .1324
.0438 ' .2643
.0958 .2136
.0513 : .1876
.0714 .1056
1211 .2591
.0927 .2158
.1138 .3337
.0694 .2840
.1457 .3809
.6333 .7003

. 7720 1.0812

Data from the Socio~economic Survey, 1968/9, National
Statistical Office, Bangkok.

See text.

a _. . . . . . .
Figure in parentheses represents contribution if classification is
included last.
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sources of income inecuality.

The sectoral contribution to total inequality is evidently of

great importance. The analysis identifies education and age as the

most significant contributore to;igggge_variadéé in the nonagricul-

tural sectoxr, while the same factors explain considerably less in the -

agricultural sector. In particular, education is of no significance

in explaining the inequality in agricultural incomes{ The maior type

of income, or whether it is mainly wages and salaries, net profits

from self-employment, or interest and rent income, does contrxibute to

income inequality, but the effect can oﬁly—be detected when the other

factors are also included.

Regional income disparities in Thailand have aiﬁays been a great
source ;f concexn. The anaiysis shows that the regional variations
in incomes are not simply derivative. The Northeast is not poorer
than the other regions just as a result of having an unfavouraple
educational, age or sectoral distribution. There is clearly a strong
additional regional effect. Attempts to narrow or close regional
income disparities cannot rély on correcting inequalities due to these
other factors, but must also address themselves directly to the re-

gional question.

An important result is that education seems to have very little

effect on incomes in the agricultural sector. This is worrying since
it confirms what a number of critics have claimed, namely that the

compulsory education in Thailand is irrelevant to the way of life of
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most people. -The majority of children leave schaol after fqu years,
It is tragic if in those four years the educational system gives them
little or nothing in terms of'pfactical knowledge which would be
helpfpl to their work, or an attitude which would make them more

receptive to ideas which would increase their prodwetiwity,

On the whole the analysis leaves a large part of total income
inequality umexplained. The exblanétion'is better Ior the monagri-
~ cultural séctar‘which is to be expected since the -data here dﬂ-nbt ‘
permit a more satisfactory inclusion of factors which affect agricul-
tural incomes, such as agridultnral landholding, type of crop, avaii-

ability of water and use of machinery, fertilizers and inseocticides.
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-Poverty and the Household

The analysis so far has indicated quite clearly that the house-
hold unit is centrél‘to any reasonable discﬁssion of the distribution
of income, if we are in any way concerned with the level of well-being
of the population as-a whole. In this section we make further explo-
rations into the interrelationship between thé household and the dis?

tribution of income.

5.1 Income on a Scale Adjusted for Family Composition

It is usual to define income distribution as refexring to the
incomes accruing to household units. Thus frequenoy distributions are -
typically given by household income class and measures of inequality,
such as the Gini coefficient, are calculated on the basis of the
shares of households and the shares of income by household income

class.

As has been demonstrated in earlier sections, the household is
a term which covers any number of people who happen to live together
as a household unit. It may be a sinéle person or it may be twelve
people. Within any given household size, moreover, there are many
possible age;sex combinations of household members. Households differ
both in térms of their ability tb earn income and the manner in which
they dispose of their income in the consumption of goods and services.
Thus on the earning side there is no reason why household incomes
should be the same, and similarly on the spending side it is not

possible to say from the distribution of household income how much



100

each person in fact has at his disposal. Income inequality is usually
takén to he an undesirablé thiﬁg, but in the_context of the "usual"
distribution of household inceme it is not olear.why this should be
the case. Given the different sizes and gompositions which ére possi-
ble in & household, it would be amazing if household incomes were
edually distributed. 1In such a situation most people can probably
agree that the equality which prevails is hardly desirable since house-
holds with a large number of members hawe exacﬁly the same'income as
small households. Something seems to have gone wrong with the notion.

of equality.

The problem is not in the notion of equality itself. Rather it
is in the choice of the unit whose income is to be considered. Tt is
nongensical to ask why incomes are hot equally digtributed among house-
holds, since by the wvery nature of the household one would not wish

them to be equally distributed to start with.

Faced with the above argument, some may be inclined to point cut
that even though it may not be desirable to have complete equality of
household incomes, nonetheless it is useful to compare the levels of
inequality of different distributions in order to have an idea of
relative inequality. But what makes household income unsuitable in a
consideration of income inequality, namely the diverse nature of the

??\ -

’
household as an income unit, makes it even moreunsuitable for a compa-
rison of income inequality. Whereas it might be acceptable to use a
‘measure of inequality to compare two distributions of income even when

it is neither possible nor desirable to have complete equality, this
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is so only if the measure is free from bias. That is, the existence
of the barrier toc total equality should be independent from any cha-

racteristics of the income units~making up the income distribution.

But_this~condition does notlhold'uhen we consider the income dis~
tribution amohg households. Consider two diffezént groups of house-
holds composed of different'mixgs of family sizes and compositions.
Then the same Gini coefficient for both distributicns actuélly means
something different for each of them, and by the same tcken one could
imagine that very different Gini coefficients might represent the same
level of inequality if only one were able to take care of the different
mixes of households in the two distributions in terms of size and com-

position.

.. The effect of comparing household income distributiqns differiﬁg
én their underiying household structures is that the comparison is
meaﬁingleas both in terms of the level of income itself apd of incomé
inequality. . pne type of comparison which is often made is baﬁween_
more- and 1eés-developed count#ips. It has usually been observed that
less-developed countries tend to be characterized by greater variétién
in the size and composition of'hauseholds,rwith extended families
being-common, In more developed countries extended families are less
often present and nuclear families are predominant, implying a clus- "
tering of houkeholds amcng fewer sizes and types. This difference
alone leads one to expect a higher degree of inequality of household
incomes in less-develoﬁed countries. It is unclear why it should be

so important to compare these very different situations. Furthermore,
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to the extent that average household sizes are very different in the
two countries, even the simple comparison of the levels of household

incomes is misleading.

Even compariédggi;ifhin the'Samefcouﬂépxﬂsugf?f'from,thew
same  objections, though possibly to a less extent. Household struc-
tures presumably differ from region to region, and in particular
between urbas gﬂ& rural areas. Over time the overall household struc-

ture is also expected to undergo many changes.

If our concexn with ingome inequality has to do with the abiliﬁy-
of varicus‘memba:s of the pupulation to purchase_goods'and services,. -
then household income is the appropriate concept to start with, but
thiswmﬁgf be adjusted to take iﬁto account the number of people the
iﬁcome has to serve as well as their relative needs. This is why we
qsed household income per equivalent adult to separate poor and non-
poor households. Furthermore, we advocate the use of household income
per equivalent adult, or, in the event the data on family composition
cannot be obtained, household income per person, in the digeussion of
income distribution., Thus the appropriate frequency distribution spe-
cifies the number of individuals who belong to households with house-
hold inceme pef.equivalent adult within certain ranges. The measures
of inequality are similarly concerned with the shires of income oﬁ the
income per equivaiént adult scale going toc various groups of the popu-
lation, The significance of the hosuehold is in the_pdoling of the
incoﬁes.of various earners to be distributed among its mempers, whether

they earn income or not. The average income so adjusted and the
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resulting:léveliof ‘ihequality’:a;fét?;heﬂ._amepa,ble to the various compari-

sons typically made.

_':I‘a._bl?_e_ﬁ..,lj.l gives ‘average income, defined in multiples of the
| lcutv'of_fb dncome «of #B1,725 of household income per equivalent adult per.
year for:1968/9,.by, region and location. Various measures of inequality
-are ,e_;.sq:ﬁ;g:;;_,ven <+ The. frequencysdistribut idrsof Household intome per

equivalent. adult, by: region;and. lgc,gg.lqp, are glven in Tables Z.3.1

e Vi

to A.3.18 in the Appendix. The household p_:anome f;l.gures have been
adjusted to take care of regional varl.a.t;.pns xin i:he. prlces ,of *consumer e
goods in order to, make - the; regzonahndmtxﬂhztmns d:.rectly comparable

T -;’l:‘

: w:.th each: other. '

Hougehold.dincome ; per: equivalent Edutt i for-et wqlial 1y distributed
than total household. income.. With the possible exception of the Centre
& East and. of: Bahgkokr'i'hohburi. ir;xdonie ,ge_r?egqivalent:adult}is more .

. equally distributed in villages than it is in "t'owns;.;‘

5.2 The Shape of the Poverty Profile: and . the .Household

Looking:aat--the incidence of poor famlies by d:.fferen;; ucha:r:ac—
teristics.of households; and ccmpar:l:ﬁgfrthe distra.btiti:ons of:poor - and
nonpoor:house.holde, we See t.hat be.mg; poor :Ls clasely reldted wlth
Pﬂ.i:“’ l ) o such factors.’aéf'famlly 51ze, the num.her, gg chlldren and, the number
| | of income earnei‘s In this sectlom we take i3 closer look: at the house- .

hold and the way in whlch its: composit:.on affects :Lts :.ncome posrtlon

on the: “poverty: sca.le.
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HDistributioh of Inccme;of”thewPopulétiQh Qﬁbéé?évertygSé&leyﬂlgss/B

(?overty Adne.ds. @ fined 1Y househeld Ancome per

equlvalent aaxl

Household-lncqnefJ

Vaxiance'dﬁ: ..

Theil.

per - Gini . Incame
Region -  Equivalent Adult Coefficient . .Logarithms... .Index. .
T ~Adn: multiples of - ' ) R L
poverty. income)
North : 1,411 .3509 .3730 12238
Towns 3.088 . 3855 .4947 L2503
- ¥Villages 1.313 .3252 73322 .1852
Centre & East : 2.166 .3737 . 3947 .2673
Towns 3.479 .3623 .4099 .2275
Villages 2,053 .3635 - 3714 .2581
Nor theast.. s 1.115 .3502 3156 .2636
Towns 3,037 44149 5175 .3066
Villages 1,043 312 52750 2179
South : 1.313 u3744 ;aaasvso,;.‘. 32808
Towns: .. - 2,919 .3988: . 4808 1.2787
villages . 1.074 .2966. .. - .2614 .1634
Bangkek-Thonburi: 3. 626 L3770 4816 . .2463
Towns 3.854 .3610 . 4296 .2227
whole Kingdom : 1.619 .4128 ' .4724 .3247
Towns 3,481 3794 4489 .2460
Villages : 1.3§1 ,3686 1,3893” .2623
s@u;ée_g pata'from he Sbc;o-e¢mg§m&c Suxvgg;

i gﬁatygtl_w
Method :

Banghko

See text.
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The thing which primarily characterizes a househol& is its size,
the number of persons in it. An increase in the size of the family
has two quite separate effects in terms of incame. On the one hard,
a larger number of persons would suggest that the number who are avail-
able to seek work and earn income is also larger. 1In general, the
number of earners can be expected to increase with household size,
although whether or not it increases as fast as the total number of
family members is a different matter. On the other hand, a larger
number of family members increases the demand for goods and services
and means that a larger income is necessary to maintain the original
level of consumption. So an increase in family size raises both the
supply of income earners and also the demand for goods and services

and hence income.

Large families tend also to have larger numbers of children. It
is not obvious whether the number of children iﬁcreases faster or more
slowly than family size. It makes a difference whether the larger
family size is due to the addition of children, who are dependenté,or
of adults, &Aan adult member potentially can contribute towards total
income, ard if his contribution is larger than the average income
already available to each member, then it raises the average potential
consumption of the household. An increased family size due to the
presence of children too young to work raises consumption needs,
although these may be smaller than those for adults, but does not add
to the number of workers. Thus averAge consumption must necessarily

decline.
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If we define the consumption needs of household members in terms
of consumption expenditure per equivalent adult, then the result that
the incidence of poor families rises with family size means that the
increase in household income does not keep up with the increase -in
the number of equivalent adults. Defining the relationships in doublie-

log form, we have, for example,

B
1 .y
EA = als (i)
B
W = uzs 2 | {ii)
B3
and Y = a3W (1idi)

where EA is the number of equivalent adults,
S is household size,
W is the number of workers,
Y 1is total household income,

and o's and R's are constants.

R B, B.B B
B3 3 Bobs 3
y | %Y o tor I ag0,” (B85 - By) .
Now =— = = = .S {iv)
EA B B.. o
.S 1 oS 1 1
1 1

Y . \ . .
So Ty decreases with S if 8283 < Bl, that is if the product of
the elasticities of number of workers with respect to family size and

of family income with respect to number of workers is less than the

elasticity of equivalent adults with respect to family size.

Tables 5.2.1a, 5.2.1b, 5.2.2, 5.2.3a and 5.2.3b present some
results of estimating the relationships in equations (i), '(ii) and

{iv). The regressions used observations corresponding to family-size
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Table 5.2.la
Relationship Between the Number of Equivalent adults® and Family Size

1n {(number of equivalent adults) = a +b.ln (familY gize)

a b RZ Number ?f
cbservations
Towns : 0'0110{0'54)b 0’8883t77_00) 0.9998 20
Sorth 0.0302{1‘55) IO.8794(70'99) 0.9990 14
Centre & Emat 0'9320(1_85) 0'8730{84.02) 0.9992 19
Northeast .0'0180{0’81) 9'88ﬁ3(70.97i 0.9992 16
South 0.0098(0.51) 0.8887(76.79) 0.9985 "
Bangkok—Thonbur10'0374(_1.79) °'9191(80.58) 0.9998 20
Villages : 0°0193(o.9a) 0'8659(76.44) 0.9998 17
North 00528 .50} 0‘8429(69.51) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 0.0329(1.83) 0'8668(82.86) 0.9998 16
Northeast '0'0383(~1.34) 0'8942(56;62) 0.9997 14
South 0'0325(1-32) 0'8593(57'72) 0.9997 14
Bangkok-Thonburi0'0256(0.65) 0'8734(41‘05) 0.9994 15
Total : 0.01J2(0.9l) 0-8692(80.65) 0.9998 20
North 0’0541(2.62) 0-8436(69.91) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 0.0335(2.18) 0'8666(96'60) 0.99929 20
Northeast '0‘0362(_1.38) 0‘8936(61.24) 0.9998 16
South 0;0277(1-21) 0.8639(62.61) 0.9997 16
Bangkok-Thonburd %% o L) O o 4y 0:9997 20

a.The scale used here assigned weights of .42 and .63 to children
under five and between five and fifteen respectively.

t-statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding

coefficients,
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Table 5.2.1lb

. Relationship Between the Number of Equivalent Adults® and Family Size

1n (number of equivalent adults) = a + b.ln (family size)

a b R2 Number ?f
observations
Towns : 0'0340(0°99)b 0'8013(41“08) 0.9992 20
North 0'0585{1_73) 0°7897(36,90) 0.9964 14 .
Centre & East 0'0684(2E21) 0°7742(41.59) 0%, 9969 19
Sortheact 0.0396(1002) 0.7897(36090) 6. 9972 Lo
South 0‘0261(0_79) °°?°52(40.48) 0.9944 16
Bangkok~Thonburi™0"48% - 08983 0 0.9993 20
Villages : 0D0544(l.7l) 0°7589(4l.53) 10,9995 17
North 0'1173(3.56) 0'7164(37_41) 0.9995 15
Centre & East 0'0741(2.49) 0'7620(43_79) 0.9994 16
Northeast _0°0424(_0n90) 0'8065(30.86) 0.9991 14
South 0.0717(1.70) 0.7516(29-47) 5. 9985 14
Bangkok-Thonburi 0'0652(0.94) O°7710(20.54) 0.9976 15
Total - 0’0498(1.52) 0°7650(43.54) © 0.9995 20
North 0°1170(3.58) 0.7183(37.67) 0.9994 15
Centre & East 0'0751(2.95) 0'7617(51018) 0.9996 20
Northeast 00 .00y 0'8056(33’42) $0.9992 16
South 0-0631(1q63) 037596(32.57) 0.9990 16
Bangkok—Thonburi 0'0042(0‘10) 0.8211(36.85) 0.9991 20

The scale used here assigned weights of .13 apd .39 to children
under five and between five and fifteen respectively.

t-statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding
coefficients.
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Table 5.2.2

Relationship Between the Number of Earners and Family Size

1n {number of earners) = a + b.ln (family size)
a b R’ -bgz:::ztzgns
Towns : -0'0311(_0.58)30'3919(12‘95) 0.9899 20
North 0.0836(1.86) 032850(10.00) 0.9613 14
Centre & East 0‘0323(0.68) 0'3072(10.74) 0.9608 19
Northeast 0'0055(0.04) 0'3664(4.84) 0.8387 16
South OO em o g6y 0-8507 16
Bangkok-Thonburi 0" 100> ' o 0461 ) 0.9887 20
Viliages : 0.0595(1.03) 0'1932(5.92) 09783 17
North 0‘2152(2_09) 0'1416(2036) 0.9551 15
Centre & East 0.0377(0.36) 0.2390(3.87) 0.9378 16
Northeast —0.0487(_0.67) 0.1935(4;80) 0.9471 14
South 008 s 0208 ey 0.873L 14
Bangkok-Thonburi 0'0363(0_25) 0'3212(4_08) 0.9445 15
Total : 0'0305(0.58) 0'2281(7.64) 0.9832 20
North 0'2115(£a15) 0‘1469(2_56) 0.9588 15
Centre & East 0'0352(0.41) 0.2453(4.86) 0.9572 20
Northeast ._0'056¥(_0.83) 0°2063(5-53) 0.9603 16
South '0‘0786(_0.80} 0‘2765(4.71) 0.9170 16
Bangkok-Thonburi ~0* %412 0.4151 0.9848 20

(-0.54) (9.85)

-a s : . X
t-statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding
coefficients.
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Table 5.2.3a

Relationship Between Household Income per Equivalent adult® and Family

size
1n (household income per eguivalent adult) = a + b.ln (family size)
a : ' bservations

Towns : 20 ooy g sy 0-9999 20
North O Loy s 0-99%5 14
Centre & East 9°351i85n74) _0"397%-6,05) 0.9992 19
Northeast T T s, 0-9955 16
South 9°261?61069) '0“374?_4.17) 0.9974 16
Bangkok~Thonburi 9‘619?153‘37) "OT450?_13'16) 0.9999 20

Villages : 8°3653149.2l) _00325%—10.11) 0.9999 17
North oA 1o ‘0°389i_5189) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 8“392?74049) '0'147f_2.24) 0.9998 16
Northeast B0y T gy 0-9998 14
South 8.256?72.49) _0.349?—5.08) 0.9998 14
Bangkok-Thonburi 9'161?38.21) _0'3881_3.00) 0.9991 15

Total : 8“5112173.47) '0”3173_11.30) 0.9999 20
North 8°517?81.92) "0'407?_6.70) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 8'533%106.01) '0'1963_4.18) 0.9999 20
Northeast S Ly ig.qay 0-9999 16
South 8‘356§62.66) '0‘294§_3'67) 0.9997 16
Bangkok~Thonbur i 9'442?124.64) '0‘393?_9.51) 0.9999 20

? The scale used here assigned weights of .42 and .63 to children
under five and between five and fifteen respectively.

b

t-statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding
coefficients,
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Relationship Between Household Income per Equivalent Adult® and Faﬁilz

Size

a + pb.ln (family size)

1n (hoﬁsehold incomegger equivalent adult) =

a b R2 Number ?f
observatiaons

Towns 2 P sy 0099 2
North 0160 ey M4 09995 14
Centré & East 9.315%81.62) -0'298i_4.34) 0.9991 19
Northeast 2T e 18 SO Leny 09958 16
~ South 9'244?62.92) _0'291%—3.30) 0.9975 . 16
Bangkok—Thbnburi 9'630%172-53) '0'385?_12.66)' 0.9999 20
Villages : 8‘3301143.15) '0'2181_6.53) 0.9999 17
North 8.349?69.84) '0'2621“3.78) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 8‘351i71.66) —0'042%-0.62} 0.9993 16
Northeast 8.224§80.46) -0'290?_5.13) 0.9999 14
South 8.217267.80) -0.241?_3.30) 0.9998 14
Bangkok-Thonburi 9°122%38.22) “0'286?_2.22) 0.9992 15
Total : AT oy aae  0-9999 20
North 8'454178.23) "0'2812_4.46) 0.9998 15
Centre & East 8'4913100_88) '0'091?_1_87) 0.9999 20
Northeast 8‘297?88.48) "0'29°§_5.59) 0.9999 16
South 8320 5.76) O 4y 0:9997 16

Bapgkog—Thonburi_9'4391119.98) -0.3l4i—7.31) 0.9999 20 -

2 The scale used here assigned weights of .13 and .39 to children

b

under five and between five and fifteen respectively.

t-statistics are given in parentheses under the corresponding
coefficients.
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cells of each region and urban/rural location under consideration. It
can be seen that the order of magnitude of the Bl coefficient is close

to .9 using scale A, and ¢lose to or around .8 on scale B which assigns

26/ .
very low consumption requirements to children. The range of the 82
coefficient is from .14 in Northern villages to .46 in Bangkok%-Thonbmuri
21y ‘
towns.

Table 5.3.3 gives the results of regressing income per equivalent
adult on family.size. The coefficient of family size gives an gstimﬁte
for 8263 - Bl, so that having already estimated Bl and 82, estimates
for 83 can be obtained. These are quite independent of which set of
equivalent scales is used. The various coefficients are presented
together in Table 5.2.4. Thus it can be seen that although the varia-
tion among various regions of Bl is very small, Fhere‘is a great deal
of differente in the 82 and 83 coefficients. The number of income
earners increases less rapidly with family size for villages than for
towns within any given region. Howéver,‘houéehéld income increéses
with the number of earners faster for_villages than for towns. Taken
together, the product of 62 and 83 represents the elasticity of family:
income with respect to family size. Since this is, in all cases,
smaller than the elasticity of number of equivalent adults with res-

pect to family size, we find that income per equivalent adult does

26/ Scale A assigns weights of .42 and .63 while scale B assigns .13
and .39 of adults to children under five and between five and
fifteen respectively.

27/ 'The regressions presented here used income earners as opposed to
workers since this was the variable moxe réadily available from
the data tapes. ‘ '
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Table 5.2.4

Elasticities of number of earners with respect to family size (B.), of
r4

family income with respect to number of earners (8.}, of equivalent

adults with respect to family size (8.), and of income per'equivalent

adult with respect to family size (Bzﬁﬂ - Bi)

.
Lo

B,8,-6 B,B,-BT B

A B
B‘2 B1 B1 23771 PoP3 3 3283
Towns : ,3919 .8883 .8013 -.3298 -.2429 1.4251 .5585
North .2850 .8794 .7897 -.2605 -.1708 2.1717 .6189

Centre & East .3072 .8730 ,7742 =-.3971 .2983 1.5492 .4759
Northeast .3664 .8803 .7897 -.3648 -.2742 1.4071 .5156
South .3662 .8887 .8052 -.3746 -.2912 1.4040 .5151

Bangkok-Thonburi .4619 ,9191 .8543 -.4504 -.3856 1.0147 .4687

Villages : .1932 .8659 .7589 -.3254 .2183 2.7986 .5407

North .1416 .8429 .7164 -,3892 .2627 3.2036 .4536

Centre & East .2390 .8668 .7620 ' -.1472 .0424 '3,0114 .7197

Northeast .1935 .8942 .8065 -.3785

.2908 2.6655 .5158

South .2406 .8593 .7516 -.3493 .2415 2.11%88 .5100

Bangkok-Thonburi ,3212 .8734 .7710 -.3887 .28@3 1.5089 .4847

Total : .2281 .B691 .7650 - -.3178 .2137 2.4169 .5513

2,
I

North'’ .1469 .8435 .7183 -.4070 .=.28I7 2.9728 L4367

Centre & East .2453 .8666 .7617 -.1967 .0919 2,7306 .6698
Northeast .2063 .8936 .8056 =-.3785 =-.2904 2.4970 .5151
South ©,2765 .8639 ,7596 -.2944 ~-,1901 2.0598 .5695

Bangkok-Thonburi .4151 .8691 .8211 -~.3178 -.3142 1.2212 .5069
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not keep up with family size. Considering towns and villagesrés a
whole, an increase‘of 1% in the size of the family leads to an increase
in the number of earners of ;4% in towns compared with only .2% in
villages. For every 1% increase iﬂ the number of earrners, fgmily
income rises by 1.4% in towns and 2.8% in villages. The net effect

is that a 1% increase in family size leads to an increase of just over
.5% in family incpme for both. Since the nﬁmber of équivalent adults
has, however, increased by approximately‘.9%.of .8%,lae§ending onlthé,
scale used, income p?r equivalent adult falls by .4% or .3% respec-

tively.

The increasing incidence of poor households by family size is
related to the inability, for whatever reason, on the part of house-~
holds to increase the number of earners fast enough to keep up with
the increased consumption requirements made necessary by the increased
family size. Given the elasticities of household income by number of
earners.-ani.using seale A t0 ealoulate the number of equivalent
adults, the elasticity of number of earners with respect to family
size would have to increase from .39 to .62 for towns énd frém .19 to
.31 for villages in order for income per equivalent adult to keep pace
with family size, assuming that this increase does not affect the size
of the elasticity of family incomé with respect to the number of

earners.

The elasticity 82 of number of earners with respect to family
size depends on the supply of potential workers on the one hand, and

the demand for them in the labour market on the other. The supply of
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workers depends on the number of adults, so that the more the increase
. . ,

in family size is due to the presence of children, the lower the

elasticity. It may also be influenced by how well-off thé household

is without the additional workers. A really poor family has meore

incentive to serd more of its available members out to work. On the

demand side many factors are involved which affect the size of 82 such

as the personal characteristics of the potential workers, age, sex,

level of schooling, work experience and so on, as well as the general

market situation.

The 82 elasticity is found to be lower for villages than for
towns, for any given yegion. This suggests that large village house-
holds have more children than town households of comparable size and,
moreover, that work opportunities are not so readily available in
rural as in urban areas, if we assume that there is in the two areas
the same incentive to work for any given level of household income
per equivalent adult. If this is true, it points to the desirability
of providing more work opportunities in rural areas as a way pf‘re-'
ducing poverty. However, it would first be necessary to find out more

about household decisions concerning work.

5.3 Identifying the Poor

It has been shown that there are many factors which are re-
lated to the incidence of poor families in different population groups.
Some involve the chaxacteristics of the household head, such as his

age, sex, level of educational attainment and egonomic sector, while
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others involve those of the household itself, its size, number of
children and number of earners. In this section we look at income

per equivalent adult directly and attempt to see how it can be linked
with these characteristics when they are taken into account simulta—
neously, since many of them tend to be correlated, The usefulness of
the approach lies in the possibility of being able to work back'ﬁo the
position of the family in relation to the poverty line, when only
certain household characteristics are given but not income itself, or

when the income information needs corroboration.,

Formally a simple model of household income determination is

given by the following relationships :

YH : ED, BAGE, SECT, ..:.. (i)
W : A, X : {1i)
YR : W (iii)
. . = +
and the xientlty YF YH YR (1v)

The first equation postulates that the income of the head of
household is determined by a number of personal characteristics, such
as his level of educational attainment and his age, as well as the
economic environment in which he finds himself, such as his sector of
occupation and his region of residence. The second relates the number
of extra worke:s in the household besides the head to.the number of
adults and to exogenous factors X beyond the conpfol of the house-
hold unit WbiCh rePreseht the demand situation. The number of adults

can be taken to represent the supply of labour which can potentially:
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be offered by the household. The third equation postulates that the
income earned'ﬁy extra workers is a function.of the number of extra
workers, while the.fourth simﬁly étates that total household inc;me is
the sum of.the head's income and the éombine& income of additional
workers. From these eq&ations wé easily see that household income
will be related to the socio-économic characteristics of the household
head and the number of workers, where it is understood that the 1attér

is itself determined by the forces of demand and supply of labour ser-

vices,

Since we have consistently found &ifferences between towns and
villages, and also across regions, the analysis from this point on is
carried out separately for each region and location. Regressions were
run of household totél income on some characteristics of the househeld
head and the number of earhers.zgf Housthold total income included own
consumption and imputed rent and was adjusted for regional price varia-

tions in orxrder for the equations for different regions and locations

to be directly comparable.

The independent variables representing characteristics of the
household head were included as dummy variables. These were education
{no schooling, 1-9 years, 10 years or more}, age {under 30, 30-39,
40-~49, and 50 and over) and economic sector (agricﬁlture; nonagricﬁlture).

The base was taken to be no schooling, age 30-39 amd agriculture.

g§/ For convenience this was used instead of the number‘of extra
earners besides the hoggghold head. The two are highly correlated
since practically all household heads earn incomes.
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The number of workers was included as a continuous variable.

The sample consisted of all the households on the data tapes of
the Socio=-economic Survey, 1968/9, with the exception of Bangkok-
Thonburi towns and Northeastern villages where the sample size was

too large and we were limited to 1,800 observations.

" The estimated regressioﬁ equations are presented in Table 5.3.1.
The results are on the whole as would be expected. The coefficients
for education show incomes as increasing steadily with the level of
schooling of the head, the exception being in Northeastern towns where
the coefficient for 1-9 years of education is negative, but it is also
not statistically significant. The coefficients for the nonagricul-
ture dummy variable are of the right sign and generally statisti&ally
significant, with the exception of towns in the Centre & East where
the sign is different from what would be expected. The percentage of
town households in the agricultural sector is small, but evidently in
the Centre & East they belong to the wealthier class, and one can only
conjecture that they may be landowners and absentee landlords. The
age dummy variable shows a more.varied pattern across different regions
and locations, witﬁ many of the coefficients statistically insignifi~

cant.

Household income is definitely correlated.with the number of
earners, the coefficient of the number of earners being positive in
~ every case and statistically significant in all but one. . For cross—
sectional data such as these, the multiple correlation coefficients

are quite high.



Table 5.3.1

Relationship retween Household Income and Various Household Characteristics, by Region and Location, 1968/9
(Deperdent variable is total household income adjusted for own consumption and imputed rent, and for regional

price variations.)

Region and Education Education Nonagri- Age Age Age No. of No. of
Yocation Constant of head of head culture of head of head of head earners R Obser-
- : P1-MS2 : MS3 + : < 30 : 40-49  : 50 + vations
Towns :
North -5425.55 11225.60 24275.20 6753.05 -11647.1 -5843.33 4302.45 5442.41 .2012 873
(-1 19)  (3.86) (6.98) (2.35)  (-3.51)  (-2.29) (1.60)  (4.70)
centre & East 9810.09 3045.96 8969.38 -5483.45 -4263.73 2120.49 - -245.55 9088.80 .2683 794
(2.54)~  (1.35) (2.95)  (-2.24)  (-1.54) (.96)  (-.10)  (2.19)
Northeast -6753.37 -1240.66 16035.00 13883.20 -7965.49 -6682.39 3709.54 9375.29 .2301L 479
ortheas (-.96)  (-.23) (2.63) (3.63)  (-1.49)  (-1.77) (.97) (6.82)
couth -4615,45  3846.49 20426.00 6306.96 =-12304.20 ~263.46 959.04 7288.18 .1711 1027
cu (-.87)  (1.31) (5.99) (1.46)  (-3.98) (-.10) (.33)  (7.78)
B kok-Thonbur i -4667.96 5793.35 23136.10 2565,37 -4044.41 3631.36 11277.9 8924.,19 .2045 1800
angkok=tho (-.83)  (2.97)  (10.24) (.35)  (-1.78)  {1.94)  (5.59) (14.54)
Villages :
North 5310.32  2237.59 14943.10 1062.07 -1712.31 1238.11 1804.97 481.48 .4080 1236
°or (8.42)  (4.95)  (12.56) (2.60)  (~2.77) (2.46)  (3.55)  (2.06)
6030,58  4989.88 9898.67 3214.42 -2023.03 4429.41 2572.08 291.99 .1888 1625
Centre & East
_ (4.31)  (5.18) (3.99) (3.96)  (-1.14) (4.02)  {2.37) (.66)
Nor theast 1993.13  1443.59 13131.30 2236.84 -1190.26 1405.63 2278.15 1930.36 .2455 1800
ortheas (3.68)  (3.54)  (13.30) (5.62)  (-2.35) (3.66)  (5.75)  (8.51)
South 2464.81  2295.59  7728.12 2512.45  -731.42 1706.15 832.27 1164.53 .2647 910
ou (5.19)  (7.06) (8.88) (5.88)  (~1.35) (4.02) (2.14)  (5.45)
Banakok-Thonburi 2672-19  4344.78 26517.1  2547.91  -2736.97 -15.34 7306.96 3878.52 .3137 477
ang onour (.70)  (1.63)  (7.52)  (1.18)  (-.78)  (-.01)  (2.59)  (4.48)

Source :

Data from the Socio~-economic

Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical Office, Bangkok.

6TIT
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The point of the whole exercise, and the reason for picking the
simplest possible functional form in estimating the equation is to
illustrate how simple it would be to use the type of information ob-
tained in this paper to help locate the poor. Suppose that the
government sets out to assist the poor, as defined by some level of
income per equivalent adult. In fact there is no way out of putting
in some hard work in order to find out what the income position of
each household is. But we can reduce the work whiéh has to be done
by way of detailed investigation. By asking a few questions to obtain
infqrmation on the household's total income, the number of children
and family size, we can first of all calculate the income per equiva-
lent adult. If by the household's own statement it is ﬁbove_the spe-
cified cut-off level of income, we can safely pass it by. If, however,
it is below the cut-off income, then by obtéining further information
on the education, age and sector of ococupation of the.household head,
and the number of workers, the appropriate regression éoefficients
can be used to calculate the expected income of a household with such
characteristics, and hence the expected income per equivalent adult.
If this is well below the cut-off levgl of income, we may well accept
that this family be classified as poor. It is then necessary only te
investigate those families whose reported incomes put them in the poor
group but whose estimated incomes do not confirm this. ThE'acnﬁal
details would have to be worked out and the equation estimated may be
different in terms of the choice of characteristics included from that
presented here. In terms of having field workers working out the

estimated household income as they go along, a simple equation is
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warranted, however.

Such an approach utilizes what we know about the characteristics
of poor households to assist us in confirming whether or not a house-

hold is below a particular cut-off standard of income, thus qualifying

for government assistance.

5.4 Conclusion

The Thai government has recently shown increasing interest in
instituting various welfare measures. Our work demonstrates the im-
portance of household characterisﬁics such as its size, number of
children-and nupber of earners, as well as characteristics of the
household head,.in linking the distribution of income of economicaliy
active individuals with that of the entiré'population. It is inappro-
priate to use total household 1ncome to measure the economic well-being
of households, but in the same way it would also be inappropriate to

use the income of earning members.

Government measures to improve the level of material well-being
of the poor must take into account not only the income taken in by
household members, but also the number and the composition of the
people among whom the income hag to be shared. Only in this way will
government assistance reach the intended group of the pépulation,
namely the poor. Thus the government must attempt teo find an appro-
priate measure of the level of well-being of households. We have
suggested household income per equivalent adult, or, if necessary,

simply household income per person. Obtaining this information
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‘directly by asking the household is not difficult. The problem is
when it is suspected that the household is understating its income in
order to qﬁalify for govermment assistance. In such cases it is pos-
sible to use the regression estimate for household income based on
some characteristics of the head and the number of workers, from which
household income per equivalent adult can be obtained. This helps to
narrow the group on which further investigation has to be done in

order to determine the real income position of the household.

The concept of household income per equivalent adult is therefore
seen not to be merely a theoretical cohcept, but one which could be
applied in practice in order to identify those households among the

population which should receive government attention.
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Conclusion

This paper uses data from the Household Expenditure Survey,

1962/3, and the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, to examine the income

distribution in Thailand. The money income data normally used in
official tabulations are adjusted to take into account own consumption
or nonmoney income and imputed rent to owner-ocrupled dwellings.,
Ignoring these would mean that we exaggerate the overall degree of
income inequality as well as the disparity between towns and villages,
since the adjustments are more important for loﬁer income groups and

for villages.

.\ pove¥ty profile has been constructed for Thailamd, based on the
1968/9 survey, and the characteristics of poor and nonpoor households
are compared. Being poor in Thailamnd is closely associated with
living in wvillages and being in a household whose head 1s iﬁ the égri*
cultural sector and has little or no schooling. Poor households tend
to be large in size, have many children and few earners. The North-
east, North and South are the poor regions of Thailand, while the

Centre & East and Bangkok-Thonburi are considerably better off.

The definition of poor households is based on a cut-off level of
household inédme per equivalent adult, with account being taken of
variations in the price level by region. The gualitative results are
not sensitive to the exact cut-off stamdard, although the actual com-
position of poor households changes as the cut-off 1ev¢l is shifted

up and down.
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Using published. tabulations from both surveys, and a scale elas-
ticity of .9 to allow for different consumption needs of households
of different sizes, and allowing for increases in the consumer price
level over time, a comparison is made between 1962/3 and 1968/9. It
is found that rapid income growth does not guarantee an improvement
in the income situation of the poor relative to other groups. The
Northeast which experienced very rapid income growth between 1962/3
and 1968/9 had a higher share of the poor in 1968/9 than at the earlier
date. The study raises the question of whether it is in fact easier
to bring about improvements in the distribution of income in the. con-
text of rapid growth, ot whether it is simply that income growth makes
it more acceptable that there is st1ll a great deal of ineguality in

incomes.

Using the sample of economically active individuals from the
1968 /9 Sccio-econamic Survey, the stu&y attempts to assess the contri-
bution of various sociop-economic characteristics of individuals to
income inequality among the working population. An analysis-of-variance
technique is applied in which the measure of income inequality used is
the variance of income logarithms. Pive characteristics of individuals
are used in the analysis : the level of educational attainment, age,
economic sector, major type of income and region of residence. Econo-
mic sector is the single most important esxplanatory chavastaristio of
income disparities. Within the nonagricultural sector, human capital
variables, namely education and age which represents work experience,

offer some explanation for income inequality. This is, however, not
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the case in the agricultural sector, where education, in particular,
fails to account for income dispersion among iﬁdivxduals. Age, however,
is an important factor in this sector. In both economic sectors the |
study concludes that there is a definite regiocnal effect, so that
regional disparities in income cannot be attributed to factors such

as education, age or economic sector, and are presumably due to omitted

factors such as the resource endowments of different regions.

Some preliminary findings are offered in this paper of our attempt
to link the distribution of household income per equivalent adult with
the distribution of income of economically active individuals. It has
been arqued that the latter is the appropriate distribution to use
when trying to identify sources of inequality in incomes as they are
generated. However, incomes are subsequently pooled and redistributed
within household units so that for welfare implications of income 1in-
equality one must look at houkehold incomes. But, since households
vary greatly in terms of their size and composition, it becomes neces-
sary to look at a concept of income which takes into account these
things. It 1s suggested that household income per equivalent adult be
used instead of the uéual total household income when exaﬁining income

1nequality ameng the total population.

Since the income distribution analysed from the point of view of
the material well-being of the total population has a great deal to do
with the household, this paper examines some aggregate relationships
between family size, the number of equivalent adults and the number of

income earners. It is found that the increasing incidence of poor
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households by household size is due to the slow rate of increase in’
the number of earners by family size which prevents income per equi-

valent adult from remaining at the same level.

Some tentative policy implications of the study are offered here.
It comes ag no surprise that the sectoral disparity in incomes explains
a great deal of total income inequality. The surveys used do not
include the type of information necessary for a detailed analysis of
the agricultural sector sepciflcally.ggf More work is clearly needed
in this area. However, the study raises the guestion of why £hose
with some schooling do not earn substantially higher incomes in the
agricultural sector than péople with no schooling. Even if people
spend only a few years having their formal education, ana even if they
.do not remain functionally literate after leaving schobl, one would
expect a reasonable system of edugation to leawve people more receptive
to the introduction of new technolegy, so tﬂat tyey would be more
likely to use new techniques and equipment consistent wiﬁh an improved
ability to earn incoame. More research should be done to determine the
effects on income of compulsory education as well as theg improvements
in the school curriculum in rurall areas which would make edugation
more beneficial to the rural population in.terms-of their material

well-being.

29/ A Thammasat student is writing his M.A. thesis on the sources of
inequality in the agricultural seckor, using data from the Village
Studies conducted by the Chulalongkorn University Social Science
Resgarch Institute, which should be completed by September, 1975.
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This study has stressed fhe role of the household in the deter-~
mination of the distribution of m;terial welfare of the population,
although it leaves many questions unanswered. Government policies
aimed at improving the overall distribution of income must necessarily
take into account the household sector. oOn the one.hand, attempts to
increase the incomes of the economically.active population, both by
way of raising the incomes of those alreaﬁy working and of expanding
work opportunities, as well as efforts to supplement the incomes of
poor households in various ways, must take into account the fact that
labour force participation is a household decision which is related
with many other factors internal to the household, such as tﬁe existing
level of material well-being of the household, family size and its
composition. The impact of government programmes such as the present
one of channgling 2,500 million b;ht through the district councils in
rural areas on the income distribution cannot be predicted unless we
have a better understanding of how'households function and make deci-

sions.

Oon the other hand, once we are able to transléte a government
policy instrument into its effects on individuals' and hence household
inccmes,rthe manner in which the increment in income gets spent must
be understood. This means a detailed study of the consumption éattern
of various goods and services of households in general, and of those
at different parts of the income distribution in particular. The com—
positions of total consumption of different income groups are guite

dissimilar, and the income elasticities of demard for different goods
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and services are expected to be different for poor and nonpoor house-
30/
holds. Thus the composition of final demand depends on which popu-

lation group experiences an improvement in its relative income posi-

tion.

The study has demonstrated how the level of material welfare of
the population cannot be assessed on the basis of the incomes earned
by individuals, Thus welfare schemes such as the one newly introduced
Vsupposedly to help the poor in Bangkok, where the criterion for being
.poor -is based on the income earned by the major earner or the couple,
without regard for either additional earners or the size and cgmposi-
tion of the household, will not necessarily reach'the intenﬁed target
group, namely the poorest people:in Bangkok~Thonburi. The scheme is
badly formulated because it had not been clearly thought out before
hand what was meant by being poor. The objectives of the programme
are also seen to be hazy since a person loses his privileges of free
bus rides if his income exceeds El,000 per month,when in fact he could
conceivably be supporting a very large family all by himself so that
the household may be right at the bottom of the income-per-equivalent-
adult distribution, Similarly, a couple losing free-schooling and
free-medical-services privileges, on account of earning more than
B2,000 per month together, may be considerably worse off than another

household qualifying for these privileges, if we took into account

30/ This writer has started to work on this problem. Preliminary
results show very different income elasticities of demand far
major commodity groups when poor and nonpoor households are
considered separately.
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their household size and composition.

There is thus no easy way out androne_simply'muSt take into

account the household when considering poverty. The study suggests
that by estimating the relationship between household income and cer-
tain characteristics of the household as well as the household head,
it will be possible to use this as a rough check on the order of mag-
nitude of ?eported income, thereby reducing the amount of further
investigation which must be carried out in order to find the position

of each household in the income distribution.
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Table A.l.1l

. Y
Size Distribution of Household Money Income ( M), Housechold Income

Adijusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K} and Household Income BAdjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

North, Towns

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % %. % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.03 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 0.01 0.00 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0
1,500 - 1,999 0.20 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.0 0.0
2,000 - 2,499 0.48 0.05 0.13 0.01 0.12 0.01
2,500 ~ 2,999 0.77 0.10 0.32 0.04 0.10 0,01
3,000 - 3,749 3.63 G.55 1.03 0.16 0.41 0.06
3,750 - 4,499 1.39 0.28 2.45 0.46 1.33 0.23
4,500 - 5,249 3.70 0.86 1.38 0.31 1.67 0.35
5,250 -~ 5,999 3.82 1.00 3.72 0.98 l.61 0.39
6,000 ~ 6,749 2.50 0.76 2.85 0.84 1.58 0.44
6,750 - 7,499 2.71 0.92 3.84 1.26 3.82 1.16
7,500 - 8,249 5.18 1.95 3.93 1.44 4,23 1.44
8,250 - 8,999 2.16 0.88 2.41 0.97 3.25 1.21
9,000 - 9,749 5.98 2.65 7.52 3.20 5.47 2.21
9,750 -~ 10,499 3.61 1.74 3.81 1.76 4.76 2.09
10,500 - 11,249 5.14 2.64 3.68 1.84 3.46 l.62
11,250 - 11,999 1.42 0.78 2,27 1.21 3.74 1.86
12,000 - 13,499 7.04 4,20 8.28 4 .80 7.77 4,22
13,500 - 14,999 3.55 2.43 2,72 1.77 5.64 3.47
l§,000 - 16,499 4.85 3.58 4,15 2.97 1.98 1.34
16,500 - 17,999 3.35 2.75 4.26 3.36 4.32 3.21
18.000 - 19,499 3.54 3.1¢ 4.17 3.54 4,24 3.40
19,500 - 20,999 8.05 7,72 7.49 6.90 6.30 5.49
21,000 - 22,499 1.56 1.62 2.78 2.76 5.50 5.17
22,500 - 23,999 1.66 1.83 2.55 2.71 1.97 2.00
24,000 - 26,999 4.32 5.21 3.61 4.22 4.05 4.40
27,000 - 29,999 1.12 1.50 1.54 1.99 2.70 3.29
30,000 - 32,999 3.04 4,49 3.75 5.33 3.09 4.18
33,000 - 35,999 2.26 3.68 2.16 3.41 2.40 3.50
36,000 - 39,999 4,06 7.33 3.78 6.57 3.36 5.46
40,000 - 47,999 3.03 6.30 2.76 5.56 3.83 7.15
48,000 ~ 59,999 i1.08 2.78 1.65 3.95 2.26 5.15
60,000 - 99,999 2.92 10.68 3.03 10.65 2.920 3.61
100,000 - 149,299 1.00 5.05 1.00 4.86 1.25 5.79
150,000 + 0.86 10.57 0.86 10.15 0.90 10.08
Average Income 20954.95 21822.66 23181.89
Gini Coefficient 0.4726 0.4524 0.4404
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.6699% 0.5770 0.5327
Theil Index 0,4515 - 0.4165 0, 3955
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.l.2

Size Distribution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Mjusted for Nonmoney Inccme (YM+K) ang Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Centre & East, Towns

Y Y Y

Incame Class M M+K M+KAR
(Baht/year) % % ' % % % %
Households Income Housgeholds Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.26 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 0.30 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,500 - 1,999 0.32 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
+ 12,000 - 2,499 0.10 c.01 .25 0.02 0.0 0.0
2,500 - 2,999 0.22 0.02 0.08 0.01 0.25 0.03
3,000 - 3,749 1.51 0.20 1.40 0.18 0.29 0.04
3,750 - 4,499 1.60 0.27 1.19 0.19 1.79 0.28
4,500 - 5,249 1.38 0.28 1.96 0.39 0.96 0.18
5,250 - 5,999 : 0.46 0.10 0.46 0.10 1.20 0.26
6,000 - 6,749 1l.60 0.41 1.42 0.35 1.29 0.30
6,750 - 7,499 1.71 0.51 1.30 0.37 1.53 0.41
7,500 - 8,249 2.15 0.71 1.99 0.62 0.59 0.18
8,250 - 8,999 1.90 0.66 2.31 0.77 2,92 0.96
9,000 - 9,749 2.95 1.15 2.43 0.90 2.38 0.85
9,750 - 10,499 2,90 1.21 2.80 1.11 1.40 0.54
10,500 - 11,249 2.65 1.19 2.72 1.16 3.57 1.48
11,250 - 11,999 2.04 0.98 2.18 0.99 2.37 1.05
12,000 - 13,499 8.41 4.38 6.82 3.38 5.96 2.91
13,500 - 14,999 6.13 3.59 5.23 2.93 5.37 2.90
15,000 -~ 16,499 7.60 4.90 5.99 3.67 6.50 3.90
16,500 - 17,999 3.47 2.45 4.72 3.16 4.40 2.89
1R NN0 - 19.409 6.30 4.78 6.60 4.85 6.06 4.32
19,500 - 20,99y 5.60 4.65 5.94 4.70 6.88 5.30
21,000 -~ 22,499 4,02 3.60 4.18 3.56 4.62 3.79
22,500 - 23,999 2.31 2.20 2.81 2.56 3.16 2.82
24,000 - 26,999 8.50 8.67 8.50 .34 8.06 7.72
27,000 - 29,999 3.85 4,42 5.78 6.40 6.52 6.98
30,000 ~ 32,999 3.12 3.98 2.65 3.25 2.86 3.41
33,000 - 35,999 2.20 3.13 3.20 4.33 2.55 3.37
36,000 - 39,999 2.34 3.58 2.31 3.43 2.49 '3.50
40,000 - 47,999 2.50 4.54 2.33 3.92 3.57 5.82
48,000 - 59,999 3.37 7.25 3.98 8.39 3.77 7.80
60,000 - 99,999 3.84 12.25 3.95 12.14 4.02 11.84
100,000 - 149,999 1.71 8.47 1.81 8.63 1.94 8.92
150,000 + : 0.70 5.42 0.70 5.19 0.73 5.27
Average Incame 24187.61 25439.50 26216.11
Gini Coeffidient 0.4160 0.4081 0.3996
Variance of Income
Logari thms 0.5894 0.5259 | 0.4938
Theil Index 0.32920 0.3131 0.3006
Source : Data tapes of the Sggio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Y
Size Distribution of Household Money Income ( M), Household Ingome
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Adiusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K); and Household Income Adjustéd for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and, Location, 1968/9

Northeast,  Towns

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
{Baht/vyear) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
"0 - 999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 © 0.0
1,000 -~ 1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0
1,500 - 1,999 l.26" 0.07 1.26 0.08 0.0 0.0
2,000 - 2,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.286 0.09
2,500 - 2,999 0.14 0.01 0.14 0.01 0.14 0.01
-3,000 - 3,749 1.36 0,17 0.76 0.09 0.62 0.07
3,750 - 4,499 0.80 0.12 0.27 0.04 0.14 0.02
4,500 - 5,249 0.73 0.14 0.46 0.08 0.39 0.06
5,250 - 5,999 0.76 0.16 0.53 0.11 0.64 0.13
6,000 - 6,749 4.00 0.92 4,27 0.98 0.78 0.17
6,750 - 7,499 1.86 0.51 0.97 0.25 2.72 0.67
7,500 - 8,249 1.59 0.48 1.38 0.40 2.04 0.55
8,250 - 8,999 2.14 0.70 2.70 0.84 1.95 0.58
9,000 - 9,749 3.84 1.38 2.70 0.93 1.90 0.61 .
9,750 - 10,499 3.05 1.17 3.04 1.11 1.59 0.55
10,500 - 11,249 5.24 2.16 4.90 1.92 3.19 1.1°
11,250 ~ 11,999 1.02 0.46 1.49 0.62 2.37 0.93
12,000 - 13,499 8.20 3.88 8.12 3.69 8.28 3.56
13,500 - 14,999 3.30 1.78 4.03 2.09 6.16 2.98
15,000 - 16,499 6.39 3.78 5.56 3.14 4.28 2.33
16,500 - 17,999 3.03 - 2.00 3.74 2.33 5.15 3.03
18.000 - 19,499 9,39 6.67 3.60 2.42 3.55 2.30
19,500 - 20,999 3.97 3.04 7.12 5.21 4.48 3.12
21,000 - 22,499 2.87 2.37 4.60 3.56 6.65 5.00
22,500 - 23,999 3.30 2.90 4.31 3.63 4,33 3.46
24,000 - 26,999 7.52 7.10 7.54 . 6.76 8.86 7.63
27,000 - 29,999 2.82 3.00 3.71 3.75 4.75 4.62
30,000 - 32,999 2.86 3.40 3.46 3.91 2.81 3.01
33,000 - 35,999 3.19 4.17 2.64 3.23 3.54 4,26
36,000 - 39,999 1.67 2.44 2.17 2.96 2.01 2,64
40,000 - 47,999 2.50 4,02 2.62 4,04 3.45 5.22
48,000 - 59,999 4.98 10.03 4,82 9.26 3.97 7.42
60,000 - 99,999 3.34 9.28 0 3.77 S 10.31 4.52 '11.51
100,000 - 149,999 1.38 - 6.17 1.81 7.62 1.96 7.94
150,000 + 1.51 15.50 1.51 14.66 1.51 14,37
Average Income 26213.25 27722.34 29161.00
Gini Coefficient 0.4667 0.4590 0.4495
Variance of Income .
Logarithms - 0.6535 0.6242 0.5895
Theil Index 0.4600 0.4397 0.4224
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailard.
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Table A.1.4

Size Distribution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Ad justed for Nonmoney Income (YK+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

South, Towns

Income Class YM ‘YM+K : YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % _ % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.60 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 -0.03 0.00
1,500 - 1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,000 - 2,499 0.24 .02 0.17 0.02 0.0 0.0
2,500 ~ 2,999 0.28 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.02 0.00
3,000 - 3,749 1.29 0.19 1.32 0.18 0.20 0.03
3,750 - 4,499 1.82 0.32 1.35 0.22 0.96 0.15
4,500 - 5,249 1.66 0.34 1.02 0.20 1.57 0.29
5,250 - 5,999 1.59 0.39 2.26 0.51 1.29 0.28
6,000 - 6,749 4.42 1.19 3.38 0.86 2.97 0.72
6,750 - 7,499 4.48 1.37 3.79 1.11 2.85 0.78
7,500 - 8,249 3.26  1.10 2.64 0.84 2.33 0.70
8,250 - 8,999 1.73 0.64 - 2.75 0.97 2.94 0.97
9,000 - 9,749 4.97 2.00 4,11 1.56 3.87 1.39
9,750 - 10,499 3.31 1.44 3.62 1.48 3.24 1.26
10,500 - 11,249 3.51 1.64 3.16 1.40 3.02 1.25
11,250 - 11,999 2,75 1.37 1.80 0.84 2.32 1.03
12,000 - 13,499 7.59 4,10 7.20 3.66 6.96 3.38
13,500 ~ 14,999 4.31 2.64 5,37 3.11 6.32 3.45
15,000 - 16,499 5.63 3.80 5.29 3.37 4.86 2.90
16,500 - 17,999 4.45 3.29 4.74 3.32 4,12 2.70
18,000 - 19,499 6.18 4.93 7.19 5.45 6.34. 4,52
19,500 - 20,999 © 2,00 S 1.73 - 3.01 ° 2.46 . 4.14 3.21
21,000 - 22,499 3.35 3.12 3.21 2.84 . 3.86 3,20
22,500 - 23,999 2.43 2.42 2.38. ©2.25 2.36 2.07
24,000 - 26,999 6.12 6.52 6.82 6.97 6.87 6.64
27,000 ~ 29,999 2.70 3.3¢ 3,00 3.53 3.95 4.30
30,000 - 32,999 4.13 5.54 3.19 4.06 = 3.04 3.64
33,000 - 35,999 1.30 1.92 2.02 2.80 2.93 3.8L
36,000 - 39,999 2.67 4.28 2.79 4.26 2.54 3.68
40,000 - 47,999 2.47 4.58 2.91 5.16 " 3.55  5.76
48,d00 - 59,999 3.76 8.69 3.98 8,68 3.92 7.91
60,000 - 99,999 3.20 10.00 3.57 10.54 4.54 12.43
100,000 - 149,999 1.03 4.76 1.22 " 5.64 1.35 - 5.87
150,000 + - 0.73 12.29 0.73 11.69 0.76 11.68
Average Income 23233.42 24539.00 $26172.32
Gini Coefficient 0.4692 0.4591 0.4501 °
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.6722 0.5799 0.5471
Theil Index 0.4871 0.4625 0.4454
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical -

Of fice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Size Distribution of Household Money Income { M), Household Incane

A justed for Nonmoney Income (¥M+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Y L .
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent ("M+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Bangkok-Thonburi, Towns

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.0Q0
1,000 - 1,499 0.26 0.01 0.15 0.01 0.0 0.0
1,500 - 1,992 0.0 0.0 0.08 0.00 0.15 0.01
2,000 - 2,499 0.03 0,00 0.02 0.00 0.10 0.01
2,500 - 2,999 0.18 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.01
3,000 - 3,749 0.29 0.03 0.192 0.02 0.09 0.01
3,750 -~ 4,499 0.18 0.02 0.16 0.02 0.12 0.02
4,500 - 5,249 0.48 0.07 0.38 0.06 0.34 0.05
5,250 - 5,999 - 0.29 0.05 0.34 0.06 0.42 0.07
6,000 - 6,749 0.96 0.19 0.90 0.17 0.61 0.12
6,750 - 7,499 1.27 0.29 0.72 0.16 0.62 0.13
7,500 - 8,249 1.11 0.27 1.02 0.24 0.63 0.14
8,250 - 8,999 1.03 0.28 0.95 0.25 1.12 0.28
2,000 - 9,749 2.90 0.86 2.20 0.63 1.49 0.41
9,750 - 10,499 1.84 0.59 - 1.40 0.44 1.51 0.46°
10,500 - 11,249 2.85 0.98 2.75 0.91 2.61 0.84
11,250 - 11,99% 1.30 0.48 1.43 0.51 1.57 0.54
12,000 - 13,499 5.85 2,31 5.71 2.18 "5.41 2.03
. 13,500 - 14,999 4.36 1.97 4,34 1.89 3.84 1.61
15,000 - 16,499 5.49 2.70 5.67 2.71 4,87 2.26
16,500 - 17,999 4.28 2.31 3.76 1.97 5.06 2.56
18,000 - 19,499 7.49 4,40 6.83 3.88 5.17 2.85
19,500 -~ 20,999 5,20 3.33 5.05 3.13 5.12 3,07
21,000 - 22,499 4,46 3.06 4.64 3.08 5.13 3.30
22,500 - 23,999 2.61 1.91 3.39 2.40 4.08 2.80
24,000 - 26,999 7.66 6.11 7.38 5,71 7.26 5.44
27,000 - 29,999 4.70 4,20 5.64 4.84 6.35 5.36
30,000 -~ 32,999 4.86 4,76 5.17 4,93 5.23 4.84
33,000 - 35,999 2.99 3.26 3.35% 3.52 3.79 3.86
36,000 - 39,999 4.07 4.83 4.08 4.69 4,19 4,08
40,000 - 47,999 4,98 6.84 5.27 7.00 5.34 6.89
48,000 - 59,999 5.56 9.29 5.89 9.55 6.16 9.73
60,000 - 99,999 6,97 16.50 7.33 16.75 7.64 16.96
100,000 - 149,999 2.18 8.22 2.39 8.69 2,52 8.94
150,000 + 1.27 9,88 1.27 9,60 1.33 9.74
Average Income 31532.90 32670.81 33799.66
Gini Coefficient 0.4210 0.4134 0.4085
Variance of Income . ‘
‘Logarithms 0.5406 0.5181 0.5019
Theil Index 0.3371 0.3237 0.3157
Source : Data tapes of the $Sogio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Of fice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.l.6

Size Distribution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

adjusted for Nonmoney Income (*M+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9.
thle Kingdom, Towns

Y Y . Y

Income Class M M+K M+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
- Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 9299 0.16 0.00 0.02 - 0.00 0.02 0.00
1,000 - 1,499 0.17 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,500 - 1,999 0.21 0.01 0.18 0.01 0.06 0.00
2,000 - 2,499 0.14 0.01 0.09 . 0.01 0.19 0.01
2,500 -~ 2,999 0.29 0.03 0.12 - 0,01 0.11 0.01
3,000 - 3,749 1.25 0.15 0.73 0.09 0.24 0.03
3,750 - 4,499 0.89 0.14 0.86 0.12 0.69 0.10
4,500 - 5,249 1.32 0.24 0.89 . 0.16 - 0.82 0.14
5,250 - 5,999 1.10 0.22 1.17 0.24 0.87 0.17
6,000 - 6,749 2.09 0.48 1.97 0.44 © o 1.21 0.26
6,750 - 7,499 2.07 0.55 1.75 0.44 1.79 0.43
7,500 - 8,249 2.26 0.66 l.82 0.53 1.56 0.42
8,250 - 8,999 1.56 0.49 ©1.82 0.56 2.08 0.61
9,000 - 9,749 3.77 1.30 3.38 l.12 2.62 0.84
9,750 -~ 10,499 2.61 0.98 2.47 0.89 2.25 0.78
16,500 - 11,249 3.51 1.41 3.17 l1.22 3.01 1.11
11,250 - 11,999 1.61 0.69 1.74 0.71 2.22 . 0.88
12,000 - 13,499 6.92 3.20 6.74 3.00 6.37 2.75
13,500 - 14,999 4.40 2.32 4,34 2.19 4,94 2.39
15,000 - 16,4599 5.84 3.36 5.42 3.00 . 4.62 2.47
16,500 - 17,999 3.90 2.47 4.13 2.5 4,72 ' 2.75
18,000 - 12,499 6.69 4,58 6.10 4.02 5.16 3.28
12,500 - 20,999 5.14 3.83 5.50 3.94 5.39 3.71
21,000 - 22,499 3.62 2.90 4,07 3.13 5.08 - 3.76
22,500 - 23,999 2.46 2.10 3.12 2.57 3.39 2.68
24,000 - 26,999 7.04 6.51 6.91 6.16 7.00 6.00
27,000 - 29,999 3.54 3.68 4.46 4.46 5.31 5.13
30,000 - 32,999 4.00 4.57 4.10 4,53 3.97 4.22
33,000 - 35,999 2.54 3.22 2.88 3.51 3.23 3.78
36,000 - 39,999 3.35 4,65 3.38 4.51 3.34 4,28
40,000 - 47,999 3.68 5.90 3.81 5.87 4,38 6.46
48,000 - 59,999 4,20 8.21 4.55 8.57 4.64 8.43
60,000 ~ 99,999 4.94 13.70 5.24 13.96 5.58 14.22
100,000 ~ 149,999 1.68 7.26 1.86 7.75 2.01 8.07
150,000 + . 1.06 10.16 1.06 9.79 1.11 9,85
Average Income 27018.16 28192,95 29402.99
Gini Coefficient 0.4468 0.4370 0.4290
Variance of Income ’
Logarithms 0.6360 0.5807 0.5480
Theil Index ‘ N 0.3906 0.3717 0.3586

Source : Data tapes of the Sdcio—gconomic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.1.7

-8ize Distribution of Household Money Income ( M), Househcld Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

North, villages

Income Class YM ' YM+K YM+K+R
{Baht/year) % % % 0% % %
: Households -Income Households.  Income Households Income
0 ~ 299 0.92 . 0.09 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 2.90 - 0.49 0.59 0.08 0.45 0.06
1,500 - 1,999 2.76 0.65 ~  0.84 0.16 0.51 0.09
2,000 - 2,499 5.92 1.72 1.78 0.42 1.36 0.30
2,500 - 2,999 - ] 5.91 2.15 2.35 0.69 1.58 0.42
3,000 - 3,749 11.386 5.04 7.31 + 2.61 5.64 1.89
3,750 - 4,499 8.01 ° 4.37 6.39 2.7% 5.57 2,21
4,500 - 5,249 9,53 6.18 6.93 3.58 6.61 3.10
5,250 - 5,999 5.35 . 4.00 8.28 4.91 7.12 3.91
6,000 - 6,749 8.76 7.32 . 8.35 5.58 8.05 5.00
6,750 ~ 7,499 3.51 3.31 6.11 4.58 © 6,50 4.48
7,500 -~ 8,249 5.99 6.22 6.27 5.18 6.23 4.73
8,250 - 8,999 2.89 " 3,29 5.27 4.81. 5.45 4.53
9,000 - 92,749 2.33 2.90 4,54 4,49 4,52 4,11
9,750 - 10,499 2.57 3.45 3.54 3.77 4.18 4.07
10,500 - 11,249 2.22 3.24 3.11 3.55 3.86 4.04
11,250 - 11,999 1.80 2.81 4,39 5.41 3.19 3.59
12,000 - 13,499 4.72 7.93 6.37 8.55 '7.22 B8.95
13,500 - 14,999 2.47 4.68 . 3.58 5.33 5.66 7.85
15,000 - 16,499 2.63 5.49%9 3.27 5.36 2.37 3.59
-16,500 - 17,999 1.21 2.76 1.30 2.37 3.42 5.61
18,000 - 19,499 0.41 0.98 © 2,01 3.95 1.06 1.92
19,500 - 20,999 “1.41 3.84 1l.18 2.53 1.90 3.69
21,000 - 22,499 6.87 | 2.51 1.29 2.97 1.06 2.24 .
22,500 - 23,999 0.05 0.16 0.78 1.89 1.54 3.50
24,000 - 26,999 l.66 5.57 l1.62 4.34 1.54 3.83
27,000 - 29,999 0.78 2.87 1.14 3.47 0.95 2.52
30,000 - 32,999 0,28 1.15 0.47 1.55 1.30 4,00
33,000 - 35,999 0.12 0.57 0.15 0.54 0.31 1.03
36,000 -~ 39,999 0.13 . 0.69 0.16 0.63 0.22 0.85
40,000 « 47,999 0.10 0.54 0.21 0.94 0.13 0.55
48,000 - 53,999 0.41 2,80 0.32 1.76 0.40 2.12
60,000 - 99,929 0.02 0.21 0.02 0.17 Q.02 0.17
100,000 - 149,999 0.0 0.0 0.09 1.02 0.09 1.00
"~ 150,000 + 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0
Average Income 7488.09 9466.22 10330,55
Gini Coefficient 0.4052 0.3488 0.3450
Variance of Income 0.5514 . 0.3937 ' 0.3844
Logarithms
Theil Index 0.2827 0.2129 . 0.2081
Source : Data tapes of the $gcio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand

/
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. . . . Y
Size Distribution of Household Money Incame ( M), Household Income
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Adjusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Y : ]
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent ( M+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Centre & East, Villages

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Incame
0 - 999 0.88 0.04 0.10" 0.00 0.10 0.01
1,000 -~ 1,499 0.84 - 0.08 0.18 0.02 0.10 0.01
1,500 - 1,999 2.13 0.27 0.42 0,05 0.41 0.05
2,000 - 2,499 1.63 0.28 1.16 0.18 0.44 0.07
2,500 - 2,999 1.52 0.31 0.60 0.11 1.12 0.20
3,000 - 3,749 5.37 1.38 2.57 0.58 1.58 0.35
3,750 - 4,499 4,34 1.36 2.76 0.75 3.07 0.82
4,500 - 5,249 5.83 2.19 4.78 1.56 2.90 0.91
5,250 -~ 5,999 3.54 1.52 3.11 1.15 4,41 1.58
6,000 - 6,749 5.79 2,79 4.48 1.88 3.82 1.56
6,750 - 7,499 5.38 2.94 4.42 2.09 3.78 1.72
7,500 - 8,249 5.49 3.33 5.54 2.90 4,61 2.31
8,250 - 8,999 5.15 3.37 4.99 2.83 5.78 3.18
9,000 - 9,749 6.25 4.46 5.30 3.28 4,99 2.97
9,750 - 10,499 4,03 3.14 4.85 3.27 4.14 2,66
16,500 -~ 11,249 4.03 3.36 4,46 3.21 5.09 3.52
11,250 - 11,999 2.05 1.82 3.15 2.40 4.31 3.19
12,000 - 13,499 6.60 6.37 8.42 7.10 7.07 5.73
13,500 - 14,999 3.58 3.88 7.14 6.69 8.64 7.85
15,000 - 16,499 5.25 6.21 5.58 5.85 4.62 4,63
16,500 - 17,999 2.13 2.79 3.39 3.87 5.30 5.80
18,000 - 19,499 3.34 4.76 3.32 4,12 2.80 3.35
19,500 -~ 20,999 2.32 3.55 3.02 4,03 3.15 4.06
21,000 - 22,499 1.49 2.45 2.90 4.17 2.76 3.80
22,500 ~ 23,999 0.87 1l.56 1.14 1.78 2.00 2,93
24,000 - 26,999 2.16 4,19 2.45 4.14 2.28 3.66
27,000 - 29,999 0.94 2.03 1.76 3.26 2.55 . 4.58
30,000 - 32,999 1.47 3.58 1.12 2.35 1.00 2,03
33,000 - 35,992 1.06 2.80 1.58 3.64 1.19 2.62
36,000 - 39,999 1.13 3.26 1.50 3.82 1.56 3.72
40,000 - 47,999 0.63 2.11 0.88 2.51 1.46 3.94
48,000 - 59,999 0.56 2.30 0.67 2.41 0.73 2.56
60,000 -~ 99,999 1.61 8.14 1.65 7.44 l1.64 7.24
100,000 - 149,999 0,42 3.75 0.43 3.38 0.44 3.36
150,000 + -0.18 3.64 0.18 3.16 0.18 3.07
Average Income 13009.44 15064.80 15699, 47
Gini Coefficient 0.4463 0.4002 0.3917
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.6726 0.4890 0.4641
Theil Index 0.4012 0.3226 0.3090
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-econcmic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.1l.9

. Ty
Size Distribution of Household Money Income (M), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income'(YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Y - . .
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent ( M+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Northeast, Villages

Income Class * . MK YMiKAR
{Baht/year) % % Y % % %
. Households Income Householda Income Households Income
0 - 999 11.38 1.44 0.16 0.01 0.16 0.01
1,000 - 1,499 13.71 3.07 0.12 0.02 . 0.03 ¢.00
1,500 - 1,999 9.11 2.99 0.75 0.16 0.29 0.06
2,000 - 2,499 10.62 4.48 1.52 0.42 1.15 0.29
2,500 - 2,999 7.24 3.79 3.37 o 1.12 1.99 0.61
3,000 - 3,749 8.99 5.79 7.52 3.10 5.06 1.87
3,750 - 4,499 - 6.64 5.30 11.00 5.48 9,32 4.26
4,500 ~ 5,249 4,64 4,44 10.82 6.31 10.74 5.78
5,250 - 5,999 2.62 2.90 9.47 6,38 . 8.68 5.37
6,000 - 6,749 3.50 4,27 : 9.56 7.33 8.90 6.21
6,750 - 7,499 2.32 3.21 7.78 6.63 8.58 6.73
7,500 - 8,249 2,50 3.88 4,95 4.69 7.24 6.25
8,250 - 8,999 1.70 2.84 4,94 5.14 . 4.45 4,22
9,000 - 9,748 3.16 5.73 4.66 5.24 4.47 4.62
9,750 - 10,499 1.57 3.10 3.30 4,00 4.65 5.17
10,500 - 11,249 0.73 1.54 3.91 5.11 3.45 4.12
11,250 - 11,999 0.41 0.93 2.10 2.93 3.57 4.61
12,000 - 13,499 2.27 5.66 2.90 4,49 3.75 5.20
13,500 - 14,999 0.84 2,34 1.87 3.17 2.98 4.72
15,000 - 16,499 0.98 2.99 1.73 3.22 1.44 2.47
16,500 - 17,999 0.58 1.94 1.54 3.16 1.66 3.11
18,000 =-19,499 0.90 3.27 0.91 2.06 1.46 3.00 .
19,500 - 20,999 0.46 - 1.80 0.85 2.08 0.69 1.56
21,000 -~ 22,4929 0.42. 1.78 - . 0.41 1.08 0.76. 1.80
22,500 - 23,999 0.24 1.08 0.51 1.42 0.54 l.36
24,000 - 26,999 0.60 2.94 1.11 3.35 1.08 3.02
27,000 - 29,999 0.35. 1.93 0.69 2.34 0.95 2.93
30,000 ~ 32,999 0.42 2,50 0.39 1.42 0.50 1.73
33,000 - 35,999 0.15 0.96 0.06 0.23 0.30 1.10
36,000 - 39,999 0.38 2.83 0.39 1.80 0.1e 0.65 .,
40,000 - 47,999 0.15 . 1.28 0.26 1.38 0.50 2.40
48,000 - 59,999 0.13 1.36 0.18 1.15 0.17 o 1.02
60,000 ~ 99,999 .0.20 2,78 0.20 1.75 0.24 2,02
100,000 - 149,999 0.07 1.69 0.07 1.07 0.07 1.04
150,000 +- . . 0.03 1.19 0,03 '0.73 0.03 0.69
} B ‘
Average Income 5102,57 . 8214.86 - 9078 .65
Gini Coefficient 0.5480 0.3525 0.3473
Variance of Income '
Logarithms 0.9712' 0.3479 0.3322
Theil Index 00,5858, 0.2500 0.2411
Source : Data tapes of the Sogio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Of fice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Size Distribution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoneyﬁlncoﬁe (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

‘Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

South, Villages

Y

Y

Y

Income Class M M+K M+K+R
{(Baht /year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households . Income Households Income
0 - 299 0.49 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00
» 1,000 - 1,499 1.84 0.32 0.14 0.02 0.08 0.01
1,500 - 1,999 2.70 0.70 1.17 0.24 0.81 0.15
2,000 = 2,499 6.93 2.24 1.23 0.34 0.83 0.20
2,500 - 2,999 5.20 2.04 3.84 1.26 2.07 0.64
3,000 - 3,749 11.80 5.67 7.25 2.86 6.61 2.40
3,750 - 4,499 7.72 4.58 7.76 3.75 6.44 2.88
4,500 - 5,249 12.26 8.66 8.68 4.94 7.87 4,12
5,250 - 5,999 6,95 5.63 10.38 6.94 7.15 4.31
6,000 - 6,749 7.49 6.90 6.60 4.96 9.84 6,75
6,750 - 7,499 6.70 6.99 7.43 6.24 6.19 4.76
7,500 - 8,249 4.51 5.21 6.17 5.70 6.79 5.78
8,250 -~ 8,999 4.20 5.28 7.98 8.13 5.77 5.35
9,000 -~ 9,749 3.14 4.29 3.76 4.16 7.73 7.88
9,750 - 10,499 3.09 4,55 3.86 4.60 3.52 3.85
10,500 - 11,249 2.60 4,15 3.83 4.94 3.41 3.99
11,250 - 11,999 0.9%6 1.62 2.46 3.39 3.41 4.29
12,000 - 13,499 2.34 4.28 3.73 5.56 4.92 6.73
13,500 - 14,999 1.47 3.02 3.10 5.14 3.79 5.79
15,000 - 16,499 2.11 4.80 2.39 4,38 2.25 3.77
16,500 - 17,999 0.91 2.32 2.23 4.56 2,27 4.16
18,000 - 19,499 0.69 1.85 1.06 2.34 2.25 4,60
19,500 - 20,999 0.88 2.60 0.88 2.09 1.08 2.36
21,000 -~ 22,499 1.01 3.21 0.89 2.28 0.88 2.03
22,500 - 23,999 0.46 1.54 0.50 1.37 0.79 1.99
24,000 -~ 26,999 0.74 2.77 1.24 3.66 1.10 3.02
27,000 - 29,999 0.17 0.70 0.41 1.41 0.81 2.45
30,000 - 32,999 0.21 0.98 0.55 2,07 0.38 1.28
33,000 - 35,999 0.16 0.82 0.20 0.82 0.48 1.79
36,000 - 39,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.20 0.82
40,000 - 47,999 0.10 0.64 0.04 0.22 0.04 0.22
48,000 - 59,9299 0.04 0,30 0.09 0.59 0.09 0.59
60,000 = 99,999 0.05 0.44 0.05 0.36 0.05 0.36
100,000 - 149,999 0.06 0.86 0.06 0.70 0.06 0,69
150,000 + 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0
Average Income 6831.01 8456.33 9243.82
Gini Coefficient 0.3706 0.3290 0.3249°
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.4476 0.3414 0.3330
Theil Index ‘ 0.2443 0.1893 0.1843

Source :

Data tapes of the Scocio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Y
Size Distribution of ‘Household Money Inceame ( M), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Incané (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Bangkok~Thonburi, Villages

Income Class 'YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.37 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 0.0 0.0 0.37 0.02 0.0 0.0
1,500 - 1,999 0.24 0.02 0.24 0.02 0.0 Q.0
2,000 - 2,499 0.46 0.05 0.0 g.0 0.37 0.04
2,500 -~ 2,999 0.03 0.00 .0.03 0.00 0.21 0.02
3,000 ~..3,749, 2.18 0.36 1.20 0.19 0.03 0.00
3,750 - 4,499 0.92 0.18 1.50 0.28 0.25 0.04
4,500 - 5,249 3.57 0.82 1.69 0.36 1.16 0.24
5,250 ~ 5,999 2.22 0.60 1.23 0.31 1.88 0.43
6,000 - 6,749 2.32 0.66 1.92 0.53 1.19 0.31
6,750 - 7,499 3.64 1.21 3.74 1.17 2.26 0.67
7,500 - 8,249 i.92 0.69 2.62 0.91 1.48 0.49
8,250 - 8,999 l.26 0.50 1.30 0,50 3.67 1.30
9,000 - 9,749 4.24 1.87 3.35 1.38 2.92 1.12
9,750 -~ 10,499 3.07 1.44 2.04 0.90 1.62 Q.68
10,500 - 11,249 3.87 1.95 3.41 1.63 3.10 1.40
11,250 - 11,999 2.71 1.45 3.22 1.65 2.06 1.00
12,000 - 13,499 7.92 4.66 6.78 3.78 7.15 3.79
13,500 ~ 14,999 7.36 4.87 8.90 5.56 5.58 3.31
15,000 - 16,499 6.53 4.70 7.15 4.91 2.06 '5.87
16,500 - 17,999 4,75 3.81 ©6.58 4,94 6.90 4.89
18,000 - 19,499 7.75 6.66 7.01 5.69 8.11 6.22
19,500 - 20,999 2.73 2.58 2,40 2.14 5.66 4.72
21,000 - 22,499 ©1.37 1.38 2.66 2.52 1.62 1.44
22,500 - 23,999 2.17 2.33 2.76 2.82 3.06 2,91
24,000 - 26,999 4.88 5.62 5.41 5.92 6.34 6.69
27,000 - 29,999 2.48 3.29 2.30 2.90 2.49 2.89
30,000 - 32,999 3.45 4.90 2.99 4,06 4.24 5.53
33,000 - 35,999 1.32 2.11 2.49 3.77 1.84 2.66
36,000 - 39,9929 3.64 6.38 3.84 6.51 2.94 4.65
40,000 -~ 47,999 5.46 10.94 4.91 9.30 5.76 10.20
48,000 - 59,999 1.48 3.48 2.05 4,70 3.16 6.72
60,000 - 99,999 1.76 6.44 1.42 4.68 1.26 3.86
100,000 - 149,999 1.74 11.02 2,26 13.09 2.11 11.29
150,000 + 0.20 3.04 0.20 2,87 0.50 4.63
Average Income 21487 .62 22832.38 24289.55
Gini Coefficient 0.4284 0.4140 0.3928
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.5816 0.5233 0.4489
Theil Index 0.3643 0.3427 0.3070
Source : Data tapes of the Sgcio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkock, Thailand.
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Size Distr ibution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

- Adjusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region ard Location, 1968/9

Whole Kingdom, Villages

Y -

Income Class YM YM+K M+K+R
{(Baht/year) % % % % % %
. . Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 4,40 0.35 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.01
1,000 - 1,499 5.93 0.86 0.28 0.04 0.17 0.02
1,500 - 1,999 4.72 0.99 0.74 0.13 0.44 0.067
2,000 - 2,499 6.58 1.77 1.46 0.32 1.00 0.20
2,500 - 2,999 5.19 1.73 - 2.44 0.65 1.65 0.41
3,000 - 3,749 9.12 3.73 6.21 2.02 4,56 1.38
3,750 = 4,499 6.57 3.32 7.22 2.86 6.30 2.32
4,500 - 5,249 7.27 4,38 7.89° 3.68 7.24 - 3.15
5,250 -~ 5,999 4.16 2.88 7.66 4,12 6.96 3.49
6,000 - 6,749 6.05 4.69 7.58 4.8l 7.49 4.26
6,750 ~ 7,499 3.91 3.43 6.41 4,37 6.49 4.12
7,500 - 8,249 4.45 4.32 5.58 4.20 6.20 4.34
8,250 - 8,999 3.12 3.30 5.36 4,42 5.19 3.98
9,000 - 9,749 3.62 4,16 4,64 4.15 4,97 4.16
9,750 - 10,499 2.63 3.28 3.76  3.64 4.21 3.78
10,500 - 11,249 2.19 2.95 3.77 3.93 3.93 3.80
11,250 - 11,999 1.30 1.87 3.08 3.43 3.58 3.72
12,000 - 13,499 4.08 6.36 5.34 6.51 5.73 .6.50
13,500 - 14,999 2.13 3.73 3.83 5.17 5.19 6.61
15,000 - 16,499 2.66 5.11 3.22 4.83 2.66 3.71
16,500 - 17,999 . 1.23 2.60 2.05 3.38 3.16 4,81
18,000 - 19,499 1.39 3.18 1.20 3.40 1.85 3,09
19,500 - 20,999 1.25 3.11 l.46 2.84 1.73 3.13
21,000 - 22,499 0.88 2.35 1.33 2.76 1.32 2.55
22,500 - 23,999 0.38 1.10 0.77 1.72 1.24 2,56
24,000 - 26,999 1.36 4,22 1.65 4,00 1.58 3.58
27,000 - 29,999 0.62 2.16 1.06 2.87 1.31 3.30
30,000 - 32,999 0.64 2.47 0.64 1.92 0.90 2.55
33,000 - 35,999 0.37 1.55 0.48 1.61 0.55 1.68
36,000 - 39,999 0.48 2.26 0.58 2.13 0.54 1.83
40,000 - 47,999 0.33 1.75 0.44 1.81 0.64 2.44
48,000 - 59,999 0.32 2.09 0.35 1.80 0.41 1.98
60,000 - 99,999 0.47 3.92 0.47 3.12 0.48 3.04
100,000 - 149,999 0.16 2.30 0.19 2,22 0.19 2.10
- 150,000 + 0,06 1.70 0.06 1.32 0.06 1.32
Average Income 8073.19 10433.,50 11213.56
Gini Coefficient 0.4957 _0.3906 0.3813
Variance of Income :
Logarithms 0.9073 0.4459 0.4263
Theil Index 0.4700 0.3002 0.2840
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.

’
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Table A.1.13

, R . b4
Size Distribution of Household Money Incame (™M), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K)-and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

North, Total

Y Y Y
Income Class M M+K M+K+R
{Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.87 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000 - 1,499 2.73 0.42 0.55 0.07 0.42 0.05
1,500 - 1,999 2.60 0.55 0.79 0.14 0.48 0.08
2,000 - 2,499 5.59° 1.47 1.68 0.37 1.28 0.26
2,500 - 2,999 5.60 1.84 2.23 0.61 1.50 0.37
3,000 - 3,749 10.90 4.36 6.93 2.30 5.33 1.66
3,750 - 4,499 7.62 3.75 6.15 2.49 5.32 1.96
4,500 - 5,249 9.18 5.38 6.60 3.16 6.31 2.76
5,250 - 5,999 5.26 3.54 8.01 4.40 6.79 3.47
6,000 - 6,749 8.38 6.33 8.02 4.98 7.66 4.43
- 6,750 - 7,499 3.46 2.95 5.97 4.16 6.34 4,06
7,500 - 8,249 5,94 5.57 6.13 4.70 6.11 4.32
8,250 -~ 8,999 2.84 2.93 5.10 4.32 5.31 4,12
9,000 - 2,749 2.55 2.86 4.72 4.32 4.58 . 3.87
9,750 - 10,499 2.63 3.19 3.56 3.51 - 4.2] 3.82
‘10,500 - 11,249 2.40 3.15 3.14 3.33 " 3.84 3.74
11,250 -~ 11,999 1.78 2.50 4,26 4.88 3.23 3.38
12,000 - 13,499 4.86 7.37 -6.48 8.07 7.26 8.36
13,500 - 14,999 2.54 4,34 3.53 4.87 5.66 7.30
15,000 - 16,499 2.76 5.20 3.32 5.06 2.34 3.30
16,500 - 17,999 1.34 2.76 1.48 2.50 3.47 5.31
18,000 - 19,499 . 0.59 1.30 2.14 3.90 1.25 2.10
19,500 -~ 20,999 1.81 4.42 1.56 3.09 2.16 3.92
21,000 - 22,499 0.91 2.38 1.38 2.95 1.33 2,60
22,500 - 23,999 0.15 0.41 0,89 2.00 1l.56 3.31
24,000 - 26,999 1.82 5.51 1.74 4.32 1l.68 3.90
27,000 - 29,999 0.80 2.66 1.16 3.28 1.05 2.68
30,000 - 32,999 0.45 . 1.66 0.66 2.03 1.41 4.02
33,000 -~ 35,999 0.25 1.04 0.27 0.91 0.43 1.34
36,000 - 39,999 . 0.37 1.69 0.38 i.39 0.41 1.43
40,000 - 47,999 . 0.27 1.42 0.36 1.54 0.35 1.37
48,000 - 59,999 . 0.45 2,80 0.43 2.04 0.52 2.50
60,000 ~ 99,9399 0.20 1.80 0.20 1.51 0.20 1.35
100,000 -~ 149,999 0.06 0.76 0.14 1.51 0.16 1.60
150,000 + . 0.05 1.60 0.05 1.30 0.05 1.26
Average Income 8294.21 10205.86 11099.83
Gini Coefficient 0.4364 0.3753 0.3697
Variance of Income -
Logarithms | 0.6064 0.4317 . 0.419%6
Theil Index - 0.3616 0.2706 ' 0.2607
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.1l.14

Size Distribution of Household Mohey,Incane (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income (YM+K) and Household Incoame Adjusted for

Nommeoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9
Centre & East, Total

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
{Baht/year) % % % ‘ % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Incame
0 - 999 . 0.83 0.04 - 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00
1,000 - 1,499 0.80 0.07 0.17 0.01 0.09 0.01
1,500 = 1,999 1.98 0.24 0.38 0.04 0.38 0.04
2,000 - 2,499 1.50 0.24 1.09 0.16 0.40 0.06
2,500 - 2,999 1.41 0.27 0.56 0.10 1.05 0.17
3,000.- 3,749 5.06 1.2) 2.48 .53 1.48 0.31
3,750 - 4,499 4.12 1.21 2.64 0,68 2.97 0.75
4,500 - 5,249 5.48 1.92 4.55 1.41 2.74 0.82
5,250 - 5,999 3.29 i.32 2.90 1.02 4.15 1l.41
6,000 - 6,749 5.46 2.45 4.24 1.68 3.62 1.40
6,750 ~ 7,499 5.08 2.60 4.16 1.86 3.60 1.55
7,500 - B,249 5.22 2.96 5.25 2.61 4,29 2.04
8,250 - 8,999 4.88 2.99 4.78 2,56 5.55 2.89
9,000 - 9,749 5.98 4.00 5.07 2.98 4,78 2.70
9,750 - 10,499 3.94 2.87 4.68 2.99 3.92 2.39
10,500 - 11,249 3.92 3.06 4.32 2.95 4,97 3.26
11,250 - 11,999 2.05 1.71 3.07 2.22 4,16 2.92
12,000 = 13,499 6.74 6.09 8.29 6.62 €.98 - 5.37
13,500 - 14,999 3.79 3.84 6.99 6.20 8.37 7.21
15,000 - 16,499 5.44 6.02 5.61 5.57 4.77 4.53
16,500 - 17,999 2.23 2.75 3,50 3.78 5.22 5.43
18,000 - 19,499 3.58 4,77 3.58 4,21 3.07 3.47
19,500 - 20,999 2.58 3.71 3.25 4.12 3.45 4,22
21,000 - 22,499 1.69 2.61 3.00 4.09 2.91 3.80
22,500 -~ 23,999 0.99 1.65 1.28 - 1.88. 2,09 . 2.92
24,000 -~ 26,999 2.67 4.82 2.94° 4.69 2.74 4.18
27,000 - 29,999 1.17 2,36 2.08 3.67 - 2.87 4.89
30,000 - 32,999 l.60 3.64 1.24 2.47 1.15 2.20
33,000 - 35,999 l.16 2.84 1.71 3.73 1.30 2.72
36,000 - 39,999 1.23 3.30 1.57 3.77 1.63 3.69
- 40,000 - 47,999 0.78 2.45 0.99 2.69 1.63 4,18
48,000 - 59,999 0.79 2.99 0.94 .38 _ 0.98 .3.23
60,000 ~ 99,299 1.79 - B.72 1.84 8.04 1.83 7.83
100,000 ~ 149,999 0.52 4.41 0.54 4.06 0.56 4,07
150,000 + 0.23 3.89 ‘0,23 3.42 0,23 3.35
Average Income 13910.61 " 15901.21 16547.31
Gini Coefficient 0.4544 : 0.4096 0.4010
Variance of Income
Logarithms 0.6995 0.5116 : 0.4855
Theil Index 0.4106 ) 0.3346 0.3205

Source : Data tapes of the Sogio—soopomic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Of fice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.1.15

Y .
Size Distribution of Household Money Income (" M), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Incame (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Normmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9
Northeast, Total

Income Class YM YM+K ' YM+K+R
{(Baht/year) % % % % % 0%
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 10.98 1.21 0.15 0.01 0.15 0.01
1,000 - 1,499 13.23 2,58 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.00
1,500 - 1,999 8.84 2.53 0.77 0.16 0.28 0.05
2,000 - 2,499 10.25 3.77 1.46 0.38 1.16 0.27
2,500 - 2,999 6.99 3.20 3.25 1.00 1.93 0.55
3,000 -~ 3,749 8.72 4,90 7.28 2.77 4.90 1.68
"3,750 - 4,499 6.44 . 4.49 10.62 4,89 9.00 3.81
4,500 - 5,249 4.50 3.76 10.45 5.63 . 10.38 5.18
5,250 - 5,999 2,55 2.46 9.15 5.70 B8.39 4.82
6,000 - 6,749 3.52 3.74 9.37 6.64 B8.61 5.58
6,750 - 7,499 - 2,31 2,78 7.54 5.94 8.38 6.09
7,500 - 8,249 2.47 3.34 4,82 4,22 7.06 5.65
8,250 - 8,999 1.72 2.51 4.87 4.68 . 4.36 3.84
9,000 - 9,749 3.18 5.04 4.59 4.77 4.38 - 4.20
9,750 - 10,499 1.62 2.80 3.29 3.69 4,54 4.68
10,500 - 11,249 0.88 1.63 3.94 4,76 3.44 3.81
11,250 - 11,999 0.43 0.86 2.08 2.68 3.53 4,23
12,000 - 13,499 2.48 5.38 3.08 4.40 3.91 . -5.03
13,500 - 14,999 0,93 2.25 1.95 3.06 3.10 4,54
15,000 - 16,499 1.17 3.11 1.86 3.22 ©1.54 2.46
16,500 - 17,999 0.66 1.95 1.62 3.07 1.78 3.10
18,000 - 19,499 1.20 3.81 1.00 2.10 1.54 2.93
19,500 - 20,999 0.58 2.00 1.07 2.42 0.82 1.72
21,000 - 22,499 0.50 1.87 0.56 1.35 0.97 2.13
22,500 - 23,999 0.34 1.37 0.64 1l.66 0.67 .~ 1.58
24,000 - 26,999 0.85 3.60 1.34 3.72 1.36 3.50
27,000 - 29,999 0.44 2.10 0.80 2.49 1.08 3.11
30,000 - 32,999 0.51 2.65 0.49 1.69 0.58 1.86
33,000 - 35,999 0.25 - 1.47 0.15 0.56 0.41 1.43
36,000 ~ 39,999 0.42 2.76 0.45 1.93 0.22 0.86
. 40,000 - 47,999 0.24 1.71 0.35 l1.66 . 0.60 2.70
48,000 - 59,999 : 0.30 2.73 0.34 2,03 0.30 1.70
60,000 - 99,999 0.31 3.81 0.32 2.68 0.40 3.02
100,000 ~ 149,999 0.12 2.40 0,13 1.78 0.14 1.76
150,000 + .. : 0.08 3.45 0.08 2,24 0.08 2.12
Average Income 5846.20 8998.50 9786.06
" Gini Coefficient 0.5795 0.3859 0.3788
Variance of Income : o
. YLogarithms 1.0694 0.3948 | | 0,3833
Theil Index . 0.6880 0.3220 : 0.3073

Source : Data tapes of the Sociofeconom;g Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Cffice of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, Thailand.
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Table A.l.1l6

Size Distribution of Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmonev Income (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

.. Y . R
Nonmoney Incane and Imputed Rent ("M+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9
South, Total

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.51 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00
1,000 - 1,499 1.62 0.22 0.13 0.01 0.07 0.01
1,500 - 1,999 2.37 0.47 1.03 0.17 0.71 0.11
2,000 - 2,499 6.10 1.52 1.10 0.25 0.73 0.14
2,500 - 2,999 4,59 1.39 3.36 0.90 1.81 0.46
3,000 - 3,749 10.50 3.90 6.52 2.08 5.82 1.72
3,750 - 4,499 6.99 3.20 6.96 2.72 5.76 2.10
4,500 - 5,249 10,95 5.96 7.73 3.56 7.09 3.03
5,250 - 5,999 6.29 3.93 9.37 5.07 6.42 3.106
6,000 - 6,749 7.11 5.05 6.20 3.77 B.929 5.03
6,750 - 7,499 6.43 5.17 6.98 4,75 5.78 3.62
7,500 - 8,249 4,35 3.88 5.73 4.29 6.24 4.33
8,250 - 8,999 3.90 3.77 7.34 6.05 5.42 4,10
9,000 - 2,749 3.36 3.54 3.81 3.41 7.25 6.03
9,750 - 10,499 3.12 3.54 3.83 3.69 3.49 3.11
10,500 - 11,249 2.72 3.34 3,74 3.91 3.36 3,21
11,250 - 11,999 1.18 1.54 2.38 2.65 3.27 3.36
12,000 ~ 13,499 2.99 4,22 4.16 5.01 5.17 5.77
13,500 - 14,999 1.82 2.90 3.38 4.55 4.10 5.12
15,000 - 16,499 2.54 4.47 2.74 4.09 2.57 3.52
16,500 - 17,999 1.35 2.63 2.54 4.20 2.50 3.75
18,000 - 19,499 1.37 2.85 1.82 3.24 2.76 4.58
19,500 - 20,999 1.02 2.32 1.15 2.20 1.46 2.60
21,000 - 22,499 1.30 3.18 1.18 2.45 1.24 2.37
22,500 - 23,999 0.70 1.82 0.73 1.63 0.98 2.01
24,000 - 26,999 1.40 3.99 1.93 4.62 1.82 4.05
27,000 - 29,999 0.48 1.55 0.73 2.02 1.20 2.97
30,000 - 32,999 0.70 2.45 0.88 2.64 0.70 1.95
33,000 - 35,999 0.30 1.18 0.42 1.40 0.78 2.37
36,000 - 39,999 0.33 1.39 0.34 1.24 0.49 1.63
40,000 -~ 47,999 0.39 1.92 0.40 1.65 0.48 1.80
48,000 - 59,999 0.50 3.02 0.57 2.94 0.57 2.68
60,000 - 99,999 0.44 3.54 0.48 3.32 0.60 3.80
100,000 - 149,000 0.18 2.13 0.20 2.13 0.22 2,17
150,000 + 0.09 3.98 0.09 3.40 0.09 3.33
Average Income 8858.72 10444.50 11336.56
Gini Coefficient 0.4585 0.4086 0.4014
Variance of Income
Logari thms 0.5984 0.4554 0.4420
Theil Index 0.4599% 0.3669 0.3518

Source : Data tapes of the Spgjio-economic Survey, 1968/9, Naticonal Statistical
: Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkck, Thailand.
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Table A.l.17

Y
Size Distribution of Household Money Income (M), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Incame (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Bangkok-Thonburi, Total

Income Class . YM YM+K YM+K+R
{Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Income Households Income
0 - 999 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 3.00
1,000 - 1,499 0.19 0,01 0.20 0.01 0.0 0.0
1,500 - 1,999 0.06 0.00 0.12 0.01 0.11 Q.01
2,000 - 2,499 0.14 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.16 0.01
2,500 - 2,999 0.14 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.12 0.01
3,000 - 3,749 0.74 0.09 0.44 0.05 0.07 .01
3,750 - 4,499 0.36 0.05 0.49 0.07 0.15 0.0z
4,500 - 5,249 1.22 0.21 0.70 0.11 0.54 0.08
5,250 - 5,999 0.76 0.15 0.56 0.10 0.77 0.14
6,000 - 6,749 1.29 - 0.28 1.15 0.24 0.75 0.15
6,750 -~ 7,499 1.84 0.45 1.45 0.34 1.01 0.23
7,500 - 8,249 1.30 0.35 1.40 0.36 0.84 0.21
8,250 - 8,999 1.09 0.32 1.03 0.29 1.74 Q.47
9,000 - 9,749 3.23 1.04 2.48 0.76 1.84 . 0.54
9,750 - 10,499 2.14 0.74 1.56 0.52 1.54 0.50
10,500 - 11,249 3.10 1.15 2.91 1.04 2.73 0.94
11,250 - 11,999 1.64 0.65 1.86 0,72 1.69 0.62
12,000 - 13,499 6.35 2.72 5.97 2.47 5.83 2.36
13,500 - 14,999 5.08 2.49 5.44 2.56 4.26 1.93
15,000 -~ 16,499 5.74 3.06 - 6.03 3.11 5.88 2.94
16,500 - 17,999 4,39 2.58 4.44 2,51 5.50 2.99
18,000 - 19,499 7.55 4,80 6.87 4,21 5.88 3.47
19,500 - 20,999 4.61 3.20 4.41 2.95 5.26 3.38
21,000 - 22,499 3.71 2.76 4.16 2.98 i 4.28 2.95
22,500 - 23,999 2.50 1.99 3.24 2.48 3.83 2.82
24,000 - 26,999 6.99 6.02 6.90 5.75 7.04 5.67
27,000 -~ 29,999 4.17 4.04 4.83 4.49 0 5.42 4.90
30,000 - 32,999 4.52 4.78 4.64 4.77 4,99 4,97
33,000 - 35,999 2.59 3.05 3.14 3.56 3.32 3,64
36,000 - 39,999 3.96. . 5.10 ..., 4,02 . 5.02 3.89 4.68
40,000 - 47,999 5,09 . 7.57°: o+ 5.19. . 7.42 .. 5.44 7.51
48,000 -~ 59,999 4,58 . 8.26° - 4.96 8.67 5.43 9.17
60,000 ~ 99,999 5.71 14.70 5.90 14.55 6.10 - 14.52
100,000 - 149,999 2.08 8,72 2.36 9,49 2.42 9.37
150,000 + 1.01 8.66 1.01 8.38 1.13 8.79
Average Income 29106.17 30294.04 31502,22
Gini Coefficient 0.4302 0.4208 0.4119
Variance of Income N
Logar ithms . 0.5806 - 0.5441 0.5072
Theil Index 0.3533 0.3371 0.3228

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Of fice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok, 'Thailand.
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Size Distribution of Household Money Incame (YM), Household Income

Adijusted for Nommoney Income (YM+K) and Household Income Adjusted for

. Y -
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent ("M+K+R), by Region and Location, 1968/9

Whole Kingdom, Total

Income Class YM YM+K YM+K+R
(Baht/year) % % % % % %
Households Income Households Incamne Households Income
) 0 - 999 3.94 0.25 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00
1,000 - 1,499 5.30 0.61 0.26 0.03 0.16 0.02
1,500 - 1,999 4.23 0,71 0.68 0.10 0.40 0,05
2,000 - 2,499 5.88 1.26 1.31 0.24 0.91 0.16
2,500 - 2,999 4.66 1.24 2.19 0.49 1.48 0.31
3,000 - 3,749 8.26 2.69 5.61 1.54 4.09 1.06
3,750 - 4,499 5.95 2.39 6.53 2.18 5.69 1.78
4,500 - 5,249 6,62 3.18 7.12 2.80 6.54 2.42
5,250 - 5,999 3.82 2.11 6.95 3.16 6.29 2.68
6,000 - 6,749 5,62 3.47 6.96 3.58 6.80 3.29
6,750 - 7,499 3.71 2,59 5.90 3.39 5.98 3.22
7,500 - 8,249 4,21 3.26 5.18 3.29 5.69 3.38
8,250 - 8,999 2.95 2.48 4,97 3.46 4.85 3.16
9,000 - 9,749 3.63 3.33 4.50 3.40 4.71 3.35
9,750 - 10,499 2.62 2.61 3.602 2.96 3.99 3.05
10,500 - 11,249 2.34 2.50 3.71 3.25 3.83 3.14
11,250 - 11,999 1.33 1.52 2.94 2.76 3.43 3.03
12,000 -~ 13,499 4.39 5.44 5.49 5.64 5.8 5.59
13,500 - 14,999 2.38 3.32 3.89 4.43 5.16 5.59
15,000 - 16,499 3.00 4.60 3.46 4.38 2.87 3.41
16,500 - 17,999 1.52 2.56 2.28 3.16 3.33 4.31
18,000 - 19,499 1.97 3.59 2.36 3.56 2.21 3.14
12,500 - 20,999 1.67 3.32 1.90 3.11 2.13 3.27
21,000 ~ 22,499 1.18 2.51 1.63 2.85 1.74 2.84
22,500 - 23,999 0.61 1.39 1.03 1.93 1.47 2.59
24,000 - 26,999 1.98 4.89 2.22 4.54 2.17 4,17
27,000 - 29,999 0.94 2.60 1.43 3.27 1.75 3.75
30,000 - 32,999 1.01 3.08 1.02 2.57 1.24 2.95
33,000 - 35,999 0.60 2.04 0.75 2.08 0.84 2,19
36,000 - 39,999 0.80 2.96 0.89 2.72 0.85 2.42
40,000 - 47,999 0.69 2.96 0.80 2.82 1.04 3.42
48,000 - 59,999 0.74 3.87 0.81 3.49 0.87 3.55
60,000 - 99,999 0.96 6.76 0.99 5.82 1.04 5.76
100,000 - 149,999 0.32 3.74 0.37 3.59 0.39 3.55
150,000 + Q.lé 4,16 0.16 3.43 0.17 3.39
Average Income 10139.73 12370.72 13197.69
Gini Coefficient 0.5370 0.4399 0.4289
Variance of Income
Logarithms 1.0459 0.5434 0.5175
Theil Index 0.5700 0.3947 0.3734
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Pyime Minister, Bangkok, Thailard,
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Table A.2.1

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y ), Household Income
1

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y ), Percentage of

M+K+R:

Nonmonely Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Chil&ren 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

North, Towns

Total Income Class % of v v %YK+R Fagily Nuﬂ?er Nuiger Nuﬁ?er
(Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size Earners Children Children
0-4 - 5-14,
0~999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,500~1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,000-2,499 0.12 1790.47 2346.47 0.12 1.95 1.00 0.0 0.0
2,500-2,999 0.10 1807.26 2816.02 14.03 2.27 1.00 0.0 0.0
3,000-3,749 0.41 2478.72 3220.39 4.74 1.08 1.00 0.0 0.0
3,750-4,499" 1.33 2824.89 4070.43 16.98 1.63 1,02 0.0 0.04
4,500-5,249 1.67 3233.55 °"4926.81 19.82 3.76 1.18 0.9¢9 0.74
5,250-5,999 1.61 4540.38 '5571.11 2.24 2.20 1.10 0.33 0.24
6,000-6,749 1.58 4229.76 6459.38 20.01 5.50 1.86 0.08 0.31
6,750-~7,499 3.82 5385.88 7018.87 10.18 3.97 1.50 0.45 1.14
7,.500-8,249 4.23 5839.27 7885.68 14.80 5.08 1.05 1.16 1.69
8,250-8,999 3.25 6794.21 8638.48 8.76 4.66 1.56 0.70 1.70
9,000-9,749 5.47 8271.74 9378.84 6.50 3.23 1.12 0.21 1.05
9,750-10,499 4,76 7843.14 10187.98 12.16 5.56 1.86 0.54 2.13
10,500-11, 249 3.46 9464.45 10827.02 4.66 4.04 1.30 0.47 1.15
11,250-11,999 3.74 9614.45 11535.26 7.37 4.54 1.34 0.67 1.40
12,000-13,499 T.77 .10988.23 12598.69 7.00 4,35 1.50 0.43 1.4¢9
13,500-14,999 5.64 12321.12 14256.29 5.16 4.97 1.57 0.50 1.93

15,000-16,499 1.98 13392.01 15653.15 7.08 4,37 1.78 0.38 1.03
16,500-17,999 4.32 15401.33 17242.83 3.04 5.60 2.06 0.33 1.70
18,000-19,499 4.24 15986.70 18569.56 6.13 5.74 1.77 0.24 2.04
19,500-20,999 6.30 19175.64 20210.74 1.34 5.09 1.63 0.43 1.40
21,000-22,499 5.50 18833.,61 21806,62 5.83 6.63 1.79 0.55 2.78
22,500-~23,999 1.97 19287.28 23560.64 12.22 5.02 1.97 0.46 2.01
24,000~26,999 4.05 22866.49 25197.41 2.86 5.25 1.73 0.45 1.40
27,000~29,999 2,70 26116.63 28292.98 0.82 4.95 2.08 0.15 1.33
30,000-32,999 3.09 27861.77 31353,27 6.80 - 5.06 1.61 0.23 1.12
33,000-35,999 2,40 32026.62 33865.35 0.24 6.54 2.93 0.29 1.40
36,000-39,999 3.36 35710.57 137691.83 1.09 5.29 1.76 0.49 1.28
40,000-47,999 3.83 40290.16 43235.44 1.44 5.55 2.16 0.08 0.94
48,000-59,999 2.26 47197.61 52786.86 5.29 6.83 2.40 0.13 1.71
60,000-99,999 2,90 73052.88 76756.31 0.78 6.54 2.32 0.06 2.06
100,000-149,999 1.25102591.56 107416.13 0.18 6.46 2.04 0.13 2.32

150,000 + 0.90252112.75 259756.63 0.05 8.16 1.59 1.93 1.15
All Classes 100.00 20954.96 23181.89 3.74 5.01 1.68 0.43 1.51
Source : Data tapes of the Socio—-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.2

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adijust r Nonmo:

djusted for N ney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of
— .

Number of Children

and Location, 1968/9.

), Percentage of

Earners, 0~4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

Centre & East, Towns

Total Income (Class % of v v %YK+R Family Nuﬁger Nug?er Nuz?er
{(Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R Y, o g Size Earners Children Children

0-4 < 5=14

0-99% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1,500-1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 0.0 g.0 0.0
2,000-2,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,500=~2,999 0.25 1900.00 2705.93 6.96 1.63 1.00 0.0 .40
3,000-3,749 0.29 2896.65 3385.26 8.75 2,57 1.00 0.75 0.82
3,750-4,499 1.79 3093.04 4020.74 11.14 2.26 1.36 0.0 0.29
4,500-5,249 0.96 3621.26 4878.61 16.70 3.31 1.20 0.04 1.40
5,250-5,999 1.19 -4314.23 5778.32 12.02 2.88 1.05 0.21 0.79
6,000-6,749 1.29 5451.13 6097.88 3.80 3.25 1.67 0.40 - 0.53
6,750-7,499 1.53 4956.85 7082,44 22,38 3.34 1.33 0.88 0.81
7,500-8,249 0.59 7339.27 7838.26 0.56 4.15 1.35 0.72 1.28
8,250~8,999 2.93 7383.85 8555.86 7.63 2.88 1.04 0.40 0.53
9,000-9,749 2.38 8719.61 9416.79 1.60 4.95 1l.12 0.33 1.83
9,750~10,499 1.40 9165.99 10134.61 5.22 5.01 1.06 0.95 1.40
10,500-11,249 3.57 9614.89 10865.43 4.49 3,65 1.31 0.82 0.77
11,250-11,999 2.37 10589.13 11655.29 5.23 3.83 1.61 0.52 1.16
12,000-13,499 5.97 11755.60 12780.05 2.24 5.08 1.54 0.51 1,72
13,500-14,999 5.37 12954.89 14166.45 3.22 4.30 1.48 0.49 1,04
15,000-16,499 6.50 14528.25 15705.80 2.98 6.32 1.60 0.76 2.61
16,500-17,999 4.40 14947.44 17200.45 8.18 5.65 1.94 0.67 1.8l
-18,000-19,499 6.06 17290.11 18655.19 3.26 4.94 1.67 0.55 1.64
19,500-20,999 6.88 17707.77 20203.56 9.22 b5.62 1.54 0.65 1.82
21,000-22,499 4.62 19599,94 21515.95 6.02 6.12 1.92 0.48 2.43
22,500-23,999 3.16 20615.38 23396.04 8.22 6.08 1.69 0.66 2.76
24,000-26,999 8.07 23794.01 25084.23 2.56 5,99 1.50 0.52 2.09
27,000-29,999 6.52 24819.11 28087.80 9.42 6.96 1.87 0,71 2.18
30,000-32,999 2.86 27979.88 31312.80 7.32 5.81 1.68 0.43 2.05
33,000~35,999 2.55 32061.82 34694.44 4.24 5.64 1.91 0.50 1.64
36,000~39,999 2,49 34239.37 36786.88 3.61 8.00 2.72 1.22 - 2.50
40,000-47,999 3.57 39268.17 42750.45 5.09 7.79 2.74 1.13  1.72
48,000-59,999 3.77 50802.54 54243.26 4.74 7.59 2.03 0.61 2.35
60,000-99,999 4,02 74814.81 77262.06 1.87 5,98 2,23 0.53 1.58
100,000=149,993 1.93 113227.94 120846.38 4.70 7.29 2.14 0.29 1.54
150,000 +  0.73 185181.44 188658.31 1.02 5.74 2.14 0.06 0.33
All Classes 100,00 24187.61 26216.11 4.78 5.52 1.70 0.59 1,74

Source :

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.

Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
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Table 2.2.3

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y }, Percentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region
and Location, 1968/9.

Northeast, Towns

Total Income Class % of Y - %E§i§;_.FaTilY Nuﬁ?er Nuz?er Nuz?er
(Baht/Year) Households M MAKER YM+K+R slze Earners Children Children
0-4 5-14
0-999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,000-2,499 1l.26 1500.00 2115.26 8.51 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
2,500-2,999 0.14 2654.00 2654.00 0.0 4.00 1.00 1.00 ° 1.00
3,000-3,749 - 0.62 3155.97 3405.57 1.16 1.89 1.00 0.44 0.22
3,750-4,499 0.14 3600.00 4334.86 1.38 7.00 1.00 1.00 4,00
4,500-5,249 0.39 3800.00 4736,34 9.39 3.90 1.38 0.76 1.38
5,250-5.999 0.64 4775.23 5818.27 10.57 3.31 1.34 0.63 0.68
6,000-6,749 0.78 5552.,92 6253,15 7.27 2.07 1.19  0.48 0.40
6,750~7,499 2.73 6047.41 7143.43 3.20 8.15 1.87 0.91 3.49
7,500-8,249 2.04 5843.14 7838.11 15.22 2.38 1.00 0.37 0.24
8,250-8,999 1.95 7387.49 8633.79 10,48 4.08 ° 1.30 0.45 1.58
9,000-9,749 1.90 7734.95 9414.19 8.13 4.94 1.43 0.96 1.60
9,750-10,499 1.59 9141.39 10030.07 4.52 5.24 1.41 0.72 1.84
10,500-11,249 3.1¢ 9322.33 10832.25 5.86 5.85 1.59 0.71 2.41
11,250-11,999 2.37 9257.82 11492.14 9.43 6.04 1.25 0.80 2.37
i2,000-13,499 8.28 11150.44 12547.55 3.55 6.37 2,24 0.72 = 2.22
13,500-14,999 6.16 11949.13 14109.45 6.72 4,32 1.30 0.52 1.35
15,000-16,499 4,28 13627.86 15873.91 - 7.87 5.90 1.67 1.07 1.99

16,500-17,999 5.15 -14918.76 17150.58 6.18 7.09 1.55 1.09 2,52
18,000~-19,499 3.35 16718.89 18898.01 4.83 6.15 1.85 1.30 1.63
19,500-20;999 4.48 18124.02 20279.69 6.04 5.70 1.89 0.60 1.94
21,000-22,499 6.65 19509.82 21924.73 4,35 7.79 1.87 0.62 3.11
22,500-23,999 4.33 19900.43 23259.29 8.42 8.33 2.82 0.39  2.79
24,000-26,999 8.86 23028.01 25097 .29 3.88 7.58 1.83 0.88 2,72
27,000-29,999 4,75 26394.97 28349.79 2,01 6.13 1.92 0.61 2.28
30,000~32,99% 2.81 26589.79 31232.20 10.69 6.06 1.70 . 1.08 1.60
33,000-35,999 3.54 31922.70 35014.56 2.94  5.30 2.68 0.39 1.43
36,000-39,999 2,01 35296.36 38314.48 2.52 5,36 2.04 0.36 1.47
40,000-47,999 3.45 40644.63 44041.55 @ 2.21 8,13 3.03 1.62 = 1.80
48, 000-59,999 3.97 48143.12 54448.68 7.27 6.55 2,20 0.87 1.90
60,000-99, 999 4.53 64880.87 74183.88 8.91 7.40 2.96 0.55 2.26
100,000-149,999 1.96 105748.13 118249.31 8.11 7.03 3.09 0.86 1.20
150,000 + 1.51 269727.13 278330.50 - 0.05 6.21 2.68  0.59 1.09
All Classes 100.00 26213.22 29161.02 5.18 6.28 1.95 0.75 2.05

Source : Data tapes of the Sogio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.




151
Table A.2.4

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+“

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

), Percentage of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

Scuth, Towns

Total Income Class % of v v %YK+R Family Nug?er Nuz?er Nu:?er
{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size Barners Children Children
0-4 "=14
0-999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000~1,499 0.03 1200.00 1200.00 0.0 6.00 1.00 1.00 2.00
1,500~-1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,000-2,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,500-2,999 0.02 2000,00 2608.59 0.0 2.00 1.00 1.00 0.0
3,000-3,749 0.20 2475,65 3299.24 9.50 4.18 1.27 0.0 2.18
3,750-4,499 0.96 2370.49 3993.40 25.28 2.36 1.04 0.27 0.49
4,500*5,249 1.57 3656.07 4858.30 9.00 3.08 1.28 0.37 0.97
5,250-5,999 1.29 3630.36 5625.14 25.18 2.65 1.34 0.28 0.30
6,000-6,749 2.97 5302.25 6331.26 6.82 2,53 1.07 0.30 0.52

6.750~74499 2.85 6193.34 7173.21 5.53 4.18 1.12 0.72 1.12
7,500=8,249 2.33 6746.40 7815.77 3.82 4.46 1.35 0.60 1.24
8,250-8,999 2,94 6991.18 8653.80 7.36 4.59 1.26 0.55 1.81
9,000-9,749 3.87 8036.74 9396.04 7.65 4.94 1.53 0.52 1.59
9,750~10,499 3.24 8770.43 10145.54 5.28 4.52 1.54 0.42 1.34
10,500-11,249° 3.03 9339.59 10817.01 4.73 5.09 1.82 0.63 1.79
11,250-11,999 2.32 9813.63 11662.30 2.17 4.90 1.38 0.34 1.97 -
12,000-13,499 6.96 - 10750.18 12714.33 8.31 4.:28 1.50 0.62 1.12
13,500-~14,999 6.31 12419.48. 14294.920 5.18 4.91 2.00 0.59 1.13
15,000-16,499 4,86 13399.82 15651.14 8.00 5.98 1.91 0.54 2.00
16,500-17,999 4.12 15131.11 17179.66 6.47 4.81 1.65 0.38 1.54
18,000-19,499 6.34 16553,77 18658.81 5.97 6.09 1.71 0.89 1.92
19,500-20,999 4.14 17754.84 20298.84 3.93 5.93 1.88 0.65 1.74
21,000-22,499 3.86 18779.52 21698.50 5.68 5.80 1.69 1.09 1.48
22,500-23,999 2.36 19847.86 22990.08 5.29 6.83 2.28 0.94 2.36
24,000-26,999 6.87 23097.50 25287.49 3.15 6,01 1.85 0.77 1.75
27,000-29,999 3.95 25195.23 28441.00 3.28 5.92 1.77 0.72 1.54
30,000-32,999 -3.04 28496.10 31314.64 3.59 7.24 2.11 0.77 2.21
33,000-35,999  2.93 28453.04 34056.15 8.45 6.89 2.43 0.63 1.89
36,000-39,999 2.54 32739.18 37969.23 . 7.84 8.86 2.33 0.91 2.77
40,000-47,999 3.55 38608.25 42529.19 2.82 6.28 2.25 0.8L. 1.48
48,000-59,992 3.91 46384.06 52929.08 7.10 7.07 2.45 0.49 1.96
60,000-99,999 4,54 64216.53 71652.19 5..8 7.42 2.46 0.94 1.82
100,000-149,999 1.354104343.75 11362.13 . 5.93 7.04 3.11 0.54 1.59
150,000 + 0.75 383127.00 405056, 38 0.40 10,38 3.39 1.10 3.27

All Classes . 100.00 23233.42 26172.32 4,99 5.57 1.82 0.66 1.61
Source : Dataatapes of the Socio—economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.5

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Househnld'lncome

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y

=

), Percdentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5=14, by Total Income Class, ﬁegion
and Location, 1968/9,.

Bangkok-Thonburi, Towns

Y Number  Number Number

Total Income Class % of K+R Family
(Baht/Year) ~ Households YM YM+K+R %YM+K+R size EarEer Chiigren Chiigren
3-4 5-14
0=999 0.06 260.00 960.00 0.0 6.00 1.00 - 3.00 1.00
1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 © 0.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.15 1399.12 1906.01 0.0 3.51 1.00 0.83 0.85
2,000-2,499 0.10 1367.66 2037.26 11.98 1.37 1.00 . 0.0 0.19
2,500=2,999 0.08 2535.52 2581.45 1.78 6.22 1.33 0.29 1.48
3,000-~3,749 0.09 3092.69 3323.00 0.65 3,23 1.09 0.95 0.49
3,750-4,499 0.12 3594,95 4295 .44 3.65 2.04 1.00 0.07 0.37
4,500-5,249 0.34 3482.21 4882 .68 20.95 1.89 1.11 0.0 0.33
5,250-5,999 0.42 4666.77  5586.21 9,03 2.58 l1.24 0.17 0.56
6,000-6,749 0.61 5904.73 6405.41 4.99 2,92 1.27 0.35 0.66
6,750=7,499 0.62 6584.25 7130.74 - 0.56 3,36 1.23 0.56 0.63
7,500=8,249 0.63 7314.90 7735.54 1.92 5.11 1.63 0.63 1.78
8,250*8,999 1.13 7738.70 8564.18 = 1.96 3.64 1.35 0.42 0.89
9,000-9,749 1.49 B475.51 9327.63 4.12 3.80 1.18 0.69 1.06
9,750-10,499 1.51 9161,18 10180.63 4,52 4.58 1.47 0.94 1.26
10,500-11,249 2.61 9946.95 10837.62 4.26 4.58 1.30 1.03 1.36
11,250-11,999 1.57 10318.93 11583.88 6.81 4.92 1.68 0.89 1.10
12,000-13,499 5.41 11569.11 12693.10 3.90 4.92 1.31 0,91 1.53
13,500-14,999 §.84 12905.31 14210.38 4.84 4,93 1.63 0.71 1.67
15,000~16,499 4.€7 14333.20 15727.7¢9 4,69 5,53 1.67 0.84 1.64
16,500-17,999 5.08 15502.30 17094.36 3.96 5.59 1.73 0.93 1.75
18,000-~19,499 8,17 17380.73 18620.23 3.92 5.78 1.81 0.70 1.87
19,500-20,999 5.13 18588.19 20230.45 3.10 5.94 1.82 0.62 2.05
21,000-22,499 5.13 20066.32 21709.68 3.12 5.%96 2,14 0.51 2.05
22,500=23,999 4.08 20904,04 23228.13 5.77 .77 2.07 0.79 2.30
24,000-26,999 7.26 23293.%9 25303.07 4,32 6.57 2.09 0.64 1.96.
27,000-29,999 6.35 25738.31 28534.13 5.13 6.55 2.28 0.62 1.96
30,000-32,999 5.23 29195.48 31276.02 3.41 6.76 2.08 0.68 2.21
33,000-35,999 3.79 31482.08 34424.48 5.28 7.03 2.44 0.70 1.95
36,000~39,999 4,19 35480.13 37759.00 3,26 7.63 2.34 0.72 2.44
40,000-47,999 5.34 40391.79 43630.91 4.07 7.33 2.61 0.61 2.05
48,000-59,999 6.16 49949.89 53390.06 -3.35 7.58 2.68 0.56 1.85
60,000~99,999 7.64 70659.88 75025.06 3.12 7.80 . 2.90 0.62 1.91
100,000-149,999 2.52 114425.88 119637.31 1.52 7.77 3.00 0.57 1.43
150,000 + 1.33 240557.25 247351.56 0.86 8.20 - 4.07 0.28 1.56
All Classes 100,00 31532.87 33799.68 3.37 6.26 2.09 0.68 1.82
Source : Data tapes of the Socioc-economic rvey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.6

Percentage of Households, Household:Money Income (Y ), Household Income

Adj d for No m & .
juste nmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+R

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

), Percentage of

Earners, Number of Children 0=4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

Whole Kingdom, Towns

Total Income Class % of v ¥ %YK+R Family Nug?er Nuﬂ?e; Nug?er
{Baht/Year) Households M M+X+R YM+K+R size . rs Children Children
0-4 5-14
0--999 0.03 960.00 960.00 0.0 6.00 1.00 3.00 1.00
1,000-1,499 0.00 1200.00 1200.00 0.0 6.00 1.00 1.00 2,00
1,500-1,299 0.07 1399.12 i906.01 0.0 3.51 1.00 0.83 0.85
2,000-2,499 0.19 1498.,29 2120.04 8.36 1l.18 1.00 0.0 0.04
2,500-2,999 0.11 2202.80 2670.25 5.26 3.60 1.11 0.25 0.78
3,000-3,749 0.24 2834.23 3326.15 4,46 2.29 1.05 0.41 0.55
3,750-4,499 0.69 2921.80 4057.41 14.76 2.17 1.16 0.08 0.34
4,500-5,249 0.82 3490,73 4882.43 16.11 3.15 1.21 0.46 0.88
5,250-5,999 0.87 4348.63 5649.16 11.20 2.61 1.18 0.28 0.48
6,000-6,749 1.21 5259.92 6328.96 8.67 3.31 1.38 0.30 0.50
6,750-7,499 1.79 5791.94 7098.16 8.24 4.48 1.41 0.66 1.38
7.500-8,249 1.56 6381.83 7835.25 9.45 4.55 1.22 0.82 1.40
8,250-8,999 2.08 7248.44 8604 .64 6.77 3.94 1.31 0.51 1.25
9,000-9,749 2.62 8300.36 9377.52 5.55 4.10 1.24 0.47 1.32
9,750-10,499 2.25 8646.70 10160.72 - 7.27 4.98 1.57  0.69 1.62
10,500-11,249 3.01 9645.75 10837.52 4.61 4.51 1.4:% 0.80 1.38
11,250-11,999 2.22 9991.60 11584.73 6.29 4.75 1.49 0.68 1.45
12,000-13,499 6,37 11307.21 12672.24 4.86 - 4.93 1.53 0.69 1.58
13,500-14,999 4.94 12603.11 14213.22 4.91 4.75 1.62 0.59 1.47
15,000-16,499 4,62 14111.48 15720.32 5.25 5.73 1.70 0.77 1.90
16,500-17,999 4,72 15304.37 17147.93 5.10 5.67 1.78 0.76 1 81
18,000-19,499 5.16 16998,11 18646.19 4,49 5,70 1.77 0.69 1.84
19,500-20,999 5.39 18387.91 20232.82 4,36 5,70 1.74 0.59 1.84
21,000-22,499 5.08 19581.24  21725.20 4.43 6.32 1.97 0.59 2.31
22,500-23,999 3.39 20483.93 23264.33 7.03 6.72 2.12 0.70 2.41
24,000-26,999 7.00 23286.44 25224.76 3.65 6.40 1.88  0.65 2.00
27,000-29,999 5.31 25591.43 28401.28 5.15 6.40 2.10 0.61 1.94
30,000-32,999 3.97 28632.66 31290.61 4.82 6.45 1.95 0.63 2.01
33,000~35,999 3.23 31285,.07 34412.69 4.70 6.70 2.45 0.58 . 1.78
36,000+«39,999 3.34 35067.95 37688.63 3.40 7.30 2.28 0.74 2.24
40,000-47,999 4.38 40051.32 43371.25 3.56 7.09 2.56 0.71 1.77
48,000-59,999 4.64 49276.,08 53492.52 4.46 7.38 2.50 0.55 1.92
60,000-99,999 5.58 70129.00 74972.00 3.47 7.41 2.73 0.59 1.91
100,000-149,999 2,01 111298.31 117942.94 2.95 7.43 2.79 0.51 1.53
150,000 + 1.11 253710.88 261947.25 0.59 7.87 3.30 0.59 1.48
All Classes 100.00 27018.17 29403.00 4.00 5.85 1.91 0.63 1.76
Source : Data tapes of the Sgcio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.7

Per ‘entage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (¥ }, Percentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

North, Viilages.

Total Income Class % of v v %3515__.F3Tily Nuﬁ?er Nug?er Nuﬁ?er
{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size Earners Children Children
0-4 5-14
0-999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.45 892.77 1348.26 22.80 2.28 2.28 0.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.51 1181.47 1819.¢4 24.46 2.94 1.86 0.53 0.48
2,000-2,499 1.36 1449.83 2247.66 25.14 4.50 1.21 0.50 1.16
2,500~2,999 1.58 1795.28 2743.02 24.43 4.50 1.45 0.69 l1.62
3,000-3,749 5.64 2081.24 3459.83 30.14° 4.29 1.41 0.77 1.24
3,750-4,499 5.57 2671.58 4096.09 25.10 4.45 1.51 0.65 1.35
4,500-5,249 6.61 3140.99 4854,11 25.87 4.78 1.35 0.93 1.17
5,250-5,999 7.12 3646.77 5673.13 26.47 5.39 1.66 ¢.82 1.74
6,000-6,749 8.05 4279.75 6417.13 24,14 5.15 1.64 1.06 1.55
6,750-7,499 6.50 4763.92 7119.40 24,00 5,27 1.53 0.96 1.43
7,50.-8,249 6.23 5122.82 7833.66 26.45 5.87 1.50 0.98 1.80
8,250-8,999 5.45 5727.37 8597.65 24.50 5.79 1.50 0.94 1.84
9,000-9,74¢ 4,52 6430.67 9393,92 22.88 6.46 1.47 1.10 2.28

9,750-'0,499
10,500-11,249
11,250-11,999
12,000-13,499

.18 6647.64 10054.43 25.17 5.99 1.68 0.60 2.11
.86 7415.84 10810.75 22,90 5.87 1.56 1,17 1.91
.19 8175.11 11621.88 21.07 6.50 1.79 0.62 2.30
.22 9599.18 12805.15 16.70 6.10 1.65 0.77 1.54

W] e
Cr
[#)]

13,500-14,999 10651.79 14310.79 17.27 6.39 1.47 0.75 2.33
15,000-16,499 .37 10986.18 15648.14 21.52 5.55 1.84 0.78 1.69
16,500~17,999 .42 12768.48 16958.77 17.06 6.71 1.99 0.83 2.53
18,000-19,499 .06 15098.10 18704.55 11.45 6.92 1.77 0.99 2.33
19,500-20,999 .89 15368.27 201392.70 15.62 6.04 . 1.57 0.32 2.23
21,000=22,499 1.06 16916.20 21782.20 l4.42 5.26 1.40 0.35 0.78
22,500~23,999 1.54 19704.14 23453.86 8.06 7.20 2.03 0.24 2.32
24,000-26,999 1.54 20563,64 25769.59 12.59 7.05 1.58 0.70 1.78
27,000-29,999 0.95 24464 .55 28267.32 5.69 7.56 2,17 0.71 2,31
30,000-32,999 1.30 27165.86 31636.09 6.86 6.38 1.07 0.76 2.26
33,000-35,9299 0.31 28102.34 34854.,02 12.83 6.6l 1.34 0.73 2.56
36,000-39,999 0.23 31542,99 39112.92 11.88 9.94 1.00 2.37 3.67
40,000-47,999 0.13 39200.31 44884.69 5.42 8,78 1.97 1.05 2.02
48, 000-59,999 0.40 49087 .72 54348.80 2.48 6.07 2.23 0.31 1.09
60,000~99,999 0.02 69999,94 76001.88 0.96 5,00 1.00 2,00 0.0
1°0,000-149,299 0.09 53904.98 120258.75 48.60 5.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
150,000 + 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢c.c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All Classes 100.00 7488.10 10330.56 19,15 5.63 1.58 0.83 1.74
Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.8

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y )}, Household Income
Adjusted for Nonmoney I Im Y

Jj y Income and Imputed Rent { M+KFR
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of
Number of Children

and Location, 1968/9.

} . Percentage of

Earners, 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

Centre & East, Villages

Total Income Class % of Y - %YK+R Family Nug?er Nuiger Nuﬁ?er
(Baht/Year} Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size o ers Children Children
' 0-4 5-14
0-999 0.10 100,00 . - 916.68 72.00 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.10 1161.72 1394.97 2.73 1.01 1.00 0.0 0.00
1,500-1,999 0.41 1155.22 1804.74 23.62 1.48 1.00 0.31 0.0
2,000-2,499 0.44 1442.87 2378.29 28.47 2.79 1.08 0.0 0.35
2,500-2,999 1.12 1670.89 2746 .80 29.14 2.47 1.16 - 0.37 0.26
- 3,000-3,749 1.58 2167.57 3490.74 28.86 3.47 1.28 0.58 1.03
3,750-4,499 3.07 2852.33 4166.23 23.21 3.6l 1.31 0.48 1.04
~ 4,500-5,249 2.90 3110.25 4922 .43 29.33 3.33 1.31 0.29 0.74
5,250-5,999 4,41 3893.43 5613.35 23.42 3.83 1.35 0.43 1.25
6,000-6,749 3,82 4224.74 6413.07 27.35 4.80 1.36 0.67 1.44
©6,750-7,499 3.78 5036.51 7148.19 23.10 5.04 1.53 0.58 1.45
7,500-8,249 4,61 6254.81 7876.81 14.43 4.77 1.55 0.79 1.34
8,250-8,999 5.78 6435.48 8634.18 19.60 4.77 1.43 0.50 1.47
9.000-92,749 4,99 7083.66 9350.32 18.56 4.76 1.39 0.54 1.52
9,750-10,499 4.14 7314.76 10107.50 22.19 6.20 1.81 0.73 2.59
.10,500-11,249 5.09 8684.07 10872.71 14,84 5,25 1.56 0.61 1.75
11,250-11,999 4.31 9017.33 11612.14 17.22 5.40 1.60 0.69 1.75
12,000-13,499 7.07 9821.04 12720.44 17.98 6.09 1.69 0.76 2.03
13.500~14,999 8.63 11019.80 14265.38 18.12 6.51 1,52 0.82 1.94
15,000-16,499 4,62 13336.01 15726.87 10.94 6.15 1.74 0.88 1.62
16,500~17,999 5.30 13714.31 17189.60 16.03 5.86 1.54 0.59 1.84
18,000-19,499 2.8C 14899.89 18758,39 16.74 6.48 2,13 0.33 2.31
19,500~20,999 3.15 17661.54 20222.861 8.80 6.38 1.62 0.40 1.90
21,000-22,499 2,76 17760.25 21577.17 13.97 6.88 1.42 0.52 1.96
22,500-23,999 2.00 19877.44 23046.05 10.15 5.79 1.89 0.35 1.90
24,000-26,999 2.27 21355.34 25268.84 12.08 6.21 1.79 0.74 1.79
27,000-29,999 2.55 24052.42 28239.80 11.46 7.71 1.84 .92 2.67
30,000~32,999 1.00 28474.45 31985.38 8.03 7.70 2.08 1.26 1.55
33,000-35,999 1.19 30319.66 34672,18 9.69 8.53 1.47 0.75 2.84
36,000-39,9299 1.56 33774.19 37499.00 7.32 7.26 1.75 0.61 2.47
40,000-47,999 1.46 38646.06 42243.22 6.19 7.73 1.62 0.60 3.06
48,000-59,999 0.73 50240 91 54756.14 6.20 6.11 1.6l 1.08 1.58
60,000-99,999 1.64 65006.68 69316.44 4.02 8.89 1.14 1.76 2.83
100,000-149,999 0.44 115253,25 120158.56 2.39 7.46 1.68 1.68 1.01
150,000 + 0.18 256415.19 260706.50 0.4% 5.73 1.35 0.47 1.82
All Classes 100.00 13009.43 15699.47 13.09 5.59 1.56 0.65 1.74

Source :

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.

Data tapes of the Soc:oc-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
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Table A.2.9

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y ), Percentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children O-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and lLocation, 1968/9.

Northeast, Villages

Y . Number Number Number

fotal Income Class % of ¥ v %_Eig;__Faylly of of of

{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size . ors Children Children
Q-4 5-14
0-9929 0.16 550.00 786.37 19.08 3.00 1.00 0.50 1.00
1,000-1,499 0.03 1000.00 1345779 15.16 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
1,500~1,999 0.29 749.32 1747.59 46.80 2.84 1.37 0.66 0.50
2,000-2,499 1.15 1016.71 2254.32 45.89 3.89 1.17 0.91 0.96
2,500-2,999 1.99 944 .85 2773.33 55.98 4.21 1,00 0.67 0.96
3,000-3,749 5.05 1266.61 3363.34 52.53 4.53 1.06 1.24 1.06
3,750-4,499 9.32 1389.50 4145.26 56.90 4.57 1.09 0.88 1.22
4,500=-5,249 10.74 1907.33 4882,68 51.43 5.13 1.16 0.92 1.55
5,250-5,999 8.68 2058.79 5622.14 53.98 5.67 1.32 0.99 1.74
6,000-6,749 8.90 2443.61 6340.31 52.23 5.98 1.28 1.00 1.80
6,750-7,499 8.58 2889, 34 7118.29 50.27 6.21 1.36 1.02 1.87
7,500-8,249 7.24 3180.21 7838.58 50.37 6.,71'" 1.28 1.09 2.12
8,250-8,999 4.45 3971.30 8618.68 45,05 6.47 1.43 1.05 2.01
2,000~9,749 4.47 4739.51 9369.30 40.73 7.01 - 1.38 1,19 1.85
9,750~10,499 4.65 5580,17 10083.86 35.97 7.63 1.52 0.88 2.61
10,500-11,249 3.45 6549.86 10846.14 30.99 6.79 1.39 1.26 2.16
11,250-11,999 3.57 6447.28 11724.86 36.28 7.25 1.36 0.94 2.31
12,000~13,499 3.75 7310.75 12589.39 33.86 7.06 1.70 1.13 2.65
13,500-14,999 2.98 8731.21 14364.35 30.85 7.36 1.57 1.06 2.24
15,000~-16,499 1.44 12061.28 15623.95 15.10 7.86 1.67 1.12 2.89
16,500-17,999 1.66 11874.31 17023.85 22.39 6.59 1.52 0.70 2.50
= 18;000—19,499 1.46 12947.16 18641.62 22.65 7.90 1.64 1.30 2.62
19,500-20,999 0.69 15104,23 20474.30 18.39 6,95 2.12 0.86 1.98
21,000-22,499 0.76 15319.95 21478.601 21.75 6.26 1.25 0.67 1.87
22,500-23,999 0.54 18407.50 22995.66 12.26  8.14 2.14 1.27 1.84
24,000-26,999 1.08 12101.40 25363.08 17.95 7.64 1.81 0.96 2.44
27,000-29,999 0.95 22816.03 28116.17 11.14 7.53 1.78 0.69 2.80
30,000-32,99% 0.50 26122.72 31605.38 2.97 6,92 2.18 0.63 1.29
33,000~35,999 0.30 30353.18 33408.61 1.39 6.93 1.97 0.56 1.35
36,000~-39,999 0.16 33623.37 37525.93 7.78 6.66 1.50 0.56 2.75
40,000-47,999 0.49 37329.69 44087.48 8.00 8.57 1.98 1.45 3.31
48,000~59,999 0.17 47891.73 54310.21 6.41 6.37 1.12 1.29 2.26
60,000-99,999 0.25 68822.50 74862.06" 1.80 6.46 2.61 0.38 1.43
100,000-149,9929 0.07 119973.75 130792.69 2.58 3.65 2.65 0.0 0.57
150,000 + 0.03 194999.88 201132.3& 0.03 7.50 1.50 0.50 3.00
All Classes 100.00 5102.55 2078.66 35.38 6.12 1.34 1.00 1.86

Source :

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.

Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
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Table A.2.10

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent ( ), Percentage of

YI\'H-K+R
Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Nonmoney Income and Imputed

Number of Children
1968/9.

Earners, 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location,

South, vVillages

Total Income Class % of v v %YK+R Family Nug?er Nuz?er Nug?er
(Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size . vs Children Children
N 0-4 5-14
0=999 0.04 840,00 971.38 2.47 2.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.08 1000.00 1122.42 0.0 1.00 1.00 g.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.81 980.42 1757.02 33.74 2.08 1.00 0.12 0.70
2,000-2,499 0.83 1326.18 2233.01 30.38 2.09 1.00 0.29 0.45
2,500-2,999 2.07 2145.74 2843.62 14.54 3.56 1.00 0.54 0.87
3,000-3,749 6.61 2260.09 3352.21 22.73 . 3.58 1.07 0.54 0.87
3,750-4,499 6.44 2936.84 4138.16 19,37 4.09 1.18 Q.72 0.98
4,500~5,249 7.87 3339.93 4834.47 21.39 4.56 1.31 0.85 1.09
5,250=5,999 7.15 3672.81 5577.91 24.76 4.48 l1.16 0.63 1.01
6,000~-6,749 9.84 4416.35 6343.,75 21.42 5.43 1.76 0.74 1.50
6,750-7,499 6.19 4871.09 7107.93 22.28 5.31 1.32 0.51 1.66
7,500-8,249 6.79 5561.32 7860.94 20,27 5.23 1.35 1.01 1.42
8,250-8,999 5.77 6253.41 8571.75 18.08 5.29 1.43 0.53 1.58
9,000-9,749 7.73 £6796.26 0425,14. 19.04 5.68 1.38 0.96 1.44
9,750~10,499 3.52 7095,62 10112.98 21.29 6.01 1.32 0.87 1.69
10,500-11,24¢° 3.41 7430.02 10817.67 22.59 © 6.03 1.56 -~ 0.60 2.08
11,250-11,99¢ 3.41 8548,54 11630.04 18.12 5.70 1,42 0.91 1.26
12,000-13,499 4,92 9587.44 12632.04 15.74 6.30 1.70 1,03 1.49
13,500-14,999 3,79 10242.10 14127.91 19.24 6.23 1.53 0.87 1.56
15,0@0-16,499 2.25 11432.40 15496.86 18.13 6.72 1.42 0.83 2,32
16,500-17,999 2.27 13327.34 16949.98 12.90 8.02 1.43 1.17 2.93
- 18,000-19,499 2.25 14949,.37 18901.88 12.90 6.57 1.88 0.56 2.31
19,500-20,999 1.08 15740.35 20078.84 14.50 7.28 1.47 1.71 1.73
21,000-22,499 0.88 17253.25 21438.95 12,99 4.78 1.91 0.76 0.59
22,500-23,999 0.79 19610.21 23349.02 8.70 6.47 1.97 0.54 2,93
24,000-26,999 1,10 21409.89 25302.64 9.01 6.85 1.90 0.90 2.44
27,000=-29,999 0.81 23634,07 27851.37 7.83 - 6.27 1.70 0.69 1.71
30,000-32,999 0.37 25256.09 31580.04 12.03 8,94 2,22 1.65 3.60
33,000-35,9299 0.48 27392.07 34530.50 12.74 9.08 1.54 1.28 3.52
36,000-39,999 0.20 34420.36 38199%32 2,03 3.59 1.41 0.59 0.41
40,000-47,999 0.04 42899.99 47390.77 1.77 4.00 1.00 0.0 2.00
48,000-59,999 0.09 49569.29 57786.63 6.66 5.18 1.00 0.59 1.41
60,000-99,999 0.05 60599.99 67491.19 2.76 9.00 1.00 2.00 5.00
100,000-~149,999 (.06 100999.94 108756.06 0.0 3.00 1.00 1.00 0.0
150,000 + 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All Classes 100.00 ©831.02 9243.82 17.58 5.28 1.41 0.77 1.45

Source :

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.

Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
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Table A.2.11

Percentage of Households, Household Money Ingome (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y ), Percentage of

M+K+R
Nenmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

Bangkok-Thonburi, Vvillages

Total Income Class % of_ v v %3515__Fagily Nug?er Nu:?er Nuz?er
(Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size Farners Children Children
0-4 5-14
0~999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.0
1,500-1,999 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2,000~2,499 0.37 900.00 2432.94 19.73 5.00 1.00 1.00 2.00
2,500-2,999 0.21 1800.00 2881,26 0.0 9.00 1.00 2.00 4.00
3,000-3,749 0.03 1920.00 3009.37 0.0 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
3,750-4,499 0.25 2840.17 4226,06 5.33 2.15 1.00 0.0 0.12
4,500-5,249 l.16 3589.25 4935.82 <& 3.03 2.24 1.69 0.0 0.04
. 5,25%0-5,999 1,88 3672.77 5595.98 12.43 2.76 1.12 0.22 0.87
6,000~6,749 1.19 4866,21 6317.68 3.05 2.72 1.64 0.08 0.55
6,750-7,499 2.26 5341.45 7213.,17 8.01 4.47 1.61 0.84 1.63
7,5006-8,249 1.48 5506.77 7956 .88 14,20 5,19 1.14 1.11 2.01
8,250-8,999 3.67 6251.13 8604.71 11.75 5.88 1.25 0.74 1.46

9,000~9,749 2.92 7496,88 9340.35 9.44 5.75 1.37 0.99 2.53
9,750-10,499 1.62 8234.99 10141.63 . 5.10. 4.31 1.36 0.32 1.64
10,500-11,249 3.10 8502,45 10935.79 10.44 5,65 1.68 0.89 2.02
11,250-11,999 2.06 9844 ,56 11736.30 7.85 5.89 1.95 1.50 1.95
12,000-13,499 7.15 10385.38 12859,95 7.88 4.81 1.58 0.43 1.64
13,500-14,999 5.58 l1818,37 14405.13 7.39 6,74 1.86 0.89 2.28
15,000+16,499 9.06 12918.63 15737.92 8.84 7.67 1.93 1,21 3.29
16,500-17,999 6.90 14752,.74 17222.69 5.80 5.72 1.79 0.89 1.39
18,000~19,499 8.11 16330.44 18609.71% - 5.54 6.73 1.63 0.54 2.80
19,500-20,999 5.66 17879.23 20252.88 4,52 5,71 2.30 0.64 1.54
21,000-22,499 1.62 19351.,96 21632.05 "3.00 6.75 1.61 1.51 1.80
22,500-23,999 3.06 19585.41 23098,06 8.35 7.20 2.07 0.41 2.09
24,000-26,999 6.34 22562.,68 25634.25 - 5.38 7,24 2.19 0.70 2.56
27,000-29,999 2.49 25512.17 28203.89 . 3.84 8,42 2.41 0.79 2.87
30,000-32,999 4.23 28783,37 31719.57 4.29 6.27 2.15 0.81 | l.%e
33,000-35,999 1.84 31000,00 35030.07 7.13 10,53 l1.88 0.54 2.63
36,000-39,999 2.94 3538B1.06 38434.39 4.43 8,39 1.74 0.97 2.72
40,000~47,999 5.76 40400.03 42969,75 1.69 7.45 1.72 0.77 2.56
48,000-59,999 3.16 46979.,80 51626.65 6.86 8,19 2.84 0.65 2.69
60,000-99,999 1.26 ©7148.19 74104 .94 6.53 8,53 3.46 1.21 1.94
100,000-149,999 2.11 120466.69 129740.81 5.31 7.55- 3.32 0.43 1.44
150,000 + 0.50 218618.38 223111.88 0.83 2.96 1.32 0.6l 0.06
All Classes 100,00 21487 .62 24289,55 5.54 6.44 l.87 0.77 2,14

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.12

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

¥ Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (YM+K+“

L-iu Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

) , Percentage of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

\\ and Location, 1968/9,
. Whole Kingdom, Villages

Total Income Class % of

oy v Number  Number Number
{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R $%

Yg+R  Family

size oﬁi - of of
M+K+R Earners Children Children
0-4 5=14
0-999 0.08 441;191 834.70 34.26 2.37 1.00 0.33  0.66
1,000-1,499 0.17 . 937.19 . 1341.46 18,80 1.99 1,99 0.0 0.00

1,500-1,999 0.44 1034.97 ° 1786.60 "31.19 2.42 1.38 0.42 0.43
2,000-2,499 1.00 1264.46 2262.75 34.02 3.86 1.16 0.59 0,94
2,500-2,999 1.65 1481.75 2771.45 36.45 3.%94 1.15 0.61 1.04
3,000-3,749 4.56 +1812.86 3407.04 37,07 4.19 1,21 0.89 1.09
3,750-4,499 6.30 2080.52 4133.68 40.18 4.37 1.24 0.76 1.21
4,500-5,249 7.24 2545.05 4872.23 38.42 4,79 1.25 0.86 1.31
5,250-5,999 6.96 3013.41 5630.95 37.38 5.16 1.41 0.81 1.58
6,000-6,749 7.49 3557.36 6373.84 35,27 5.48 1.48 0.94 1.63
6,750-7,499 6.49 3974.25 7121.89  35.37 5.66 1.43 0.88 1.66
7,500-8,249 6.20 4600.86 7846.88 33.04 5.93 1.40 1.00 1.80
8,250-8,999 5.19 5469.75 8609.45 28.24 5.67 .1.45 0.80 1.76
9,000-9,749 4,97 6140.14  9381.96 26.50 6,09 1.40 0.98 1.82
9,750-10,499 4.21  6449.43 °1C083.59 28.04 6.64 1.6l 0.76 2.36
10,500-11,249 3.93  7540.77 10841.63 22.77  5.98 1.51 0.97 1.96
11,250-11,999 3.58 7875.96 11656.22 24.75 6.36 1.55 0.79 2.03
12,000-13,499 5,73 9168.33 12717.27 20.53 6.44 1.68 0.87 1.92
13,500-14,999 5.19 10401,44 14290.05 20.23 6.62 1,52 0.85 2.10
15,000-16,499 2.66 12254.24 15664.05 15.13 6.45 1.73 0.91 2.04
'16,500-17,999 3.16 130B5.78 17065.74 16.83 6.45 1.68 0.75 2.26
18,000-19,499 1.85 14526.61 18727.60 15.99 6.97 1.86 0.75 2.44
19,500-20,999 1.73 16431.68 20220.29 12,52 6.38 1.70 0.55, 1.99
21,000-22,499 1.32 17076.81 21597.39 . 15.27 6.20 1.43 0.55 1.54
22,500-23,999 1.24 19563.40 23216.41 9,487 6.78 1.99 0.46 2.14
24,000-26,999 1.58 20688.98 25465.26 12.86 6.91 1,77 0.79 2.04
27,000-29,999 1.31 23856,.13 28185.40 9.62. 7.55 1.91 0.80 2.56

. 30,000-32,999 0.90 27329.60 31720.45 7.78 6.93 1.67 0.91 1.95
' 33,000-35,999 0.55 29684,97 34473.92 8.90 8.09 1.57 0.76 2.58
36,000-39,999 0.54 33660.64 37821.30 7.44 7.48 1.61 0.86 2.58

. 40,000-47,999 0.64 38641.21 43041.04 5.80 7.94 1.75 0.88 2.98
48,000-59,999 0.41 49109.58 54236.46 5.22 6.39 1.87 0.81 1.68
60,000-99,999 0.48 65775.75 70558.31 3.68 8.40 1,50 1.50 2.53
100,000-149,999 0.19.108088.56 122937.38 9.00 6.50 2.00 0.98 0.87
150,000 + 0.06 240257.13 244898.19 0.47 5.64 1,37 0.50 1.77

All Classes 100.00 8073.16 11213.50 21.05 5.76 1.48 0.84 1.75

e

Source : Data tapes of the Socioc-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.13

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y }, Percentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9.

North, Total

Y .. Number Numbexr  Numb
Total Income Class % of v - % K+R Family ofe of € of et
{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size Earners Children Children
0-4 5«14

0-999 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
1,000-1,499 0.42 892.77 1348.26 22.80. 2.28 2.28 0.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.48 1181.47 1819.64 24.46 2.94 1.86 0.53 0.4
2,000-2,499 1.28 1451.68 2248.19 25,00 4.49 1.2} 0.50 1.15
2,500-2,999 1.50 1795.33 2743.32 24.38 4,49 1.45 0.69 1.6
3,000-3,749 5.33 2083.08 3458.73 30,03 4.27 1.41 0.76 1.2
3,750-4,499 5.32 2673.89 4095.71 24.98 4.41 1.50 0.64 1.3
4,500-5,249 6.31 3142.45 4855,26 25.77 4.77 1.35 0.93 1.16
5,250-5,999 6.79 3659.43 5671.68 26.13 5.35 1.65 0.81 1.71
6,000-6,749 7.66 4279.14 6417 .65 24,08 5.15 1.65 1.05 1,53
6,750=7,499 6.34 4786.37 7115.77 23.51 5.23 1.53 0.94 1.42
7,500-8,249 6.11 5152.50 7835.81 25,97 5.84 1.49 0.99 1.79

. 8,250-8,999 5.31 5766 .44 8599.14 23.92 5.75 1.50 0.93 1.84
9,000-9,749 4.58 6562,30 9392,.84 21.71 6.23 1.44 1.04 2.19
9,750-10,499 4.21 6728.48 10063.45 24,28 5.96 1.69 0.59 2.11

10,500-11,249 3.84 7526.38 108ll.e3 21.91 5.77 1.55 1.13 1.87

11,250-11,999 3.23 8275.08 11615.87 20.12 6.36 1.76 0.62 2.23

12,000~13,499 7.26 9688,21 12791.92 16.09 5.99 1.64 0.75 1.54
13,500-14,999 5.66 10751.27 14307.54 16.55 6,31 1.47 0.74 2.30
15,000«16,499 2.34 11107.94 15648.39 20.79 5.49 1.84 0.76 1.65

16,500-17,999 3.47 12969.06 16979.92 16.04 6.63 2.00 0.79 2.47
18,000~19,499 1.25 15278.33 18677.18 10.38 6.68 1.77 0.84 2.27

19,500-20,999 2.16 16033,54 20152.10 13,12 5.87 1.58 0.34 2.08

21,000-22,499 1.33 17391.86 21788.26 12,29 5.60 1.50 0.40 1.28

22,500-23,999 1.57 19672.72 23461.,91 . 8.38 7.04 2.02 0.26 2.30

24,000-26,999 1.69 20894.64 25687.34 11.22 6.79 1.60 0.66 1.72

27,000-29,999 1.05 24718.38 28271.27 4.94 7.16 2.16 0.62 2.16

30,000-32,999 1.41 27257.04 31599.04 6.85 6.21 1.14 0.69 2.11
33,000-35,999 0.43 29410.23 34524.51 8.71 6.59 1.87 0.58 2.18
36,000-39,999 0.41 33573.14 3B8420.66 6.72 7.67 1.37 1.45 2.51

40,000-47,999 0.35 39919.14 43796.89 2.83 6.65 2.09 0.41 1.31

48,000-59,999 0.52 48590.82 53938.18 3.20 6.27 2,27 0,26 1.26

60,000-99,999 0.19 72726.69 76674.13 0.80 6.37 2.18 0.27 1.84

100,000-149,999 0,16 77352.50 114073.75 26.64 5.70 1.50 0.06 1.12

150,000 + 0.05 252112.75 259756.63 0.05 8.16 1.59 1.93 1.15
All Classes 100.00 8294.21 11099.83 17.22 5.59 1.58 0.80 1.73

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, 0Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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A.2.14

16l

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y ), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y

), Percentage of

M+K+R

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5=14, by Total Income Class, Regiocn

and Location, 1968/9.

Centre & East, Total

Total Income Class % of v ¥ YK+R Family Nuz?er Nuz?er Nuz?er
(Baht/Year) Heouseheolds M M+X+R YM+K+R size Earners Children Children
0-4 5~14
0-999 0.10 100.00 916.68 72,00 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
1,000-1,499 0.09 11561.72 1394.97 2.73 1.01 1.00 0.0 .00
1,500-1,999 0.38 1155.22 1804.74 23.62 1.48 1.00 0.31 0.0
2,000-2,499 0.40 1442 .87 2378.29 28,47 2.79 1.08 . 0.0 0.35
2,500-2,999 1.05 1675.32 2746.01 28.72 2.45 1.15 0.37 0.26
3,000~3,749 1.48 2178.94 3489.09 28.55 '3.46 1.28 0.59 1.03
3,750-4,499 2.97 2864.06 4159,14 22.64 3.54 1.31 0.45 1.01
4,500-5,249 2.74 3124.64 4921.20 28,98 3.33 1.31 0.29 ° 0.76
5,250-5,999 4.15 3903.20 5617.17 23.15 3.80 1.34 0.42 1l.24
6,000-6,749 3.62 4260.06 6404, 00 26.70 4.76 1.36 0.66 1.41
6,750-7,499 3.60 5033.77 7145.94 23,08 4.98 1.53 0.58 1.43
7,500-8,249 4,29 6266.89 7876.38 14.28 4.76 1.55 0.79 1.34
8,250-8,999 5.55 6475.79 8630.86 19.09 4.69 1.42 0.50 1.43
9,000-9,749 4.78 7149.23 9352.98 17.88 4.76 1.38 0.53 1.53
. 9,750~10,499 3.92 7368.13 -10108.27 21,70 6.17 1.79 0.74 2.56
10,500-11, 249 4.97 8737.98 10872.28 14 .24 5.16 1.55 0.62 1.70
11,250~11,999 4,16  9089.50 1llel4.1l3 16.67 5.32 1.60 0.68 1.72
12,000-13,499 6.98 9954 .36 12724.54 16,90 6.02 l.68 0.74 2,01
13,500-14,999 8.37 11119.82 14260.27 17.36 6.39 1.52 0.81 1.89
15,000-16,499 4,77 13467.04 15724.55 10.06 6.17 1.72 0.87 ..1.73
16,500-17,999 5.22 13798.11 17190.32 15.50 5.85 1.56 0.60 1.84
18,000-19,499 3.07 15281.04 18741.93 14.60 ©.23 2.06 0.36 2.21
19,500-20,999 3.45 17668.595 20219.54 8.87 ©6.26 1.60 0.44 1.89
21,000-22,499 2.91 17995.81 21569.32 12.96 6.78 1.48 0.51 2.02
22,500-23,999 2.09 19967.44 23088.75 g9.91 5.83 1.86 0.39 2.01
24,000-26,999 2.74 21933.70 25225.05 9.83 6.16 1.72 0.69 1.86
27,000-29,999 2.87 24192.88 28211.94 11,09 7.57 1.85 0.88 2.58
30,000-32,999 1.15 28375.02 31850.,15 7.89 .7.32 2.00 1.09 1.65
33,000-35,999 1.30 30595.77 34675.72 8.82 8.08 1.54 0.71 2.65
36,000-39,999  1.63 33831.49 37411.30 6.87 7.35 1.87 0.69 2.48
40,000-47,999 1.63 38755.56 42332.50 6.00 7.75 1.82 0.70 2,82
48,000-59,999 0.98 50415.55 54596.66 5.75 6.57 1.74 0.94 1.82
60,000-99,999 1.83 66740.88 70721.38 3.61 8.37 1. .34 1.54 2.61
"100,000-149,999 0.56 114688.19 120350.50 3.04 7.42 1.80 1.29 l.16
150,000 + 0.23 238038.19 242119.31 0.59 5.74 1.55 0.36 1.43
All Classes 100.00 13910.62 16547.32 12,03 5.59 1.57 0.65 1.74

Source :

Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.

Data tapes of the Sogic-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
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Table A.Z2.15

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (YM), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y ), Percentaqe of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Ciass, Region

and Locaticn, 1968/9.

Northeast, Total

. Numb Numb N er
Total Income Class % of v - %YK+R Family Ofer ofer uﬂ?
(Baht{?ear) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size parners Children Children
0-4 5-14
0=999 0.15 550.00 786,37 19.08 3.00 1.00 0.50 1.00

1,000-1,499 0.03 1000,00 1345.79 15.16 1.00 1.00 0.0 0.0
1,500-1,999 0.28 749,32 1747.59 46,80 2.84 1.37 0.66 0.50
2,000-2,499 1.16 1035.26 2248.98 44 .54 3.78 1.16 0.87 0.92
2,500-2,999 1.93 949,29 2773.02 55.84 4.20 1.00 0.67 0.96
3,000-3,749 4.90 1275.02 3363.53 52.30 4,51 1.06 1.23 1.05
3,750-4,499 9.00 1390.73 4145.37 56,87 4.58 1.09 0.88 1.22
4,500-5,249 10.38 1909.82 4882,49 51.37 5.13 1.16 0.92 1.55
5,250-5,999 8.39 2066.13 5622.67 53.86 5.867 1.32 0.99 1.74
6,000-6,749 8.61 2453.47 6340.04 52.09 5,97 1.28 1.00 1.80
6,750-7,499 8.38 2925.53 7118.57 49.73 6.23 1.37 1.02 1.89
7,500-8,249 7.06 3207.36 7838.57 50.01 6.67 1.28 1.08 2.10
8,250-8,999 4.36 4025,05 8618.91 44 .51 6.43 1.43  1.04 2.060
9,000-9,749 4.38 4785.30 9369,98 40,23 6.98 1.38 1.19 1.85
9,750~10,499 4.54 5623.96 10083.19 35.58 7.60 1.52 0.88 2.60
10,500-11,249 3.44 6640.54 10845.68 30,17 6.7¢ ©  1.39 1.25 2.16
11,250-11,999 3.53 6513.72 11719.36 35.66 7.22 1.36 0.924 2.31
12,000-13,499 3.91 7597.20 12586,27 31.60 7.57 1.74 1.10 2.62
13,500~14,999 3.10 8956,95 14346.46 29.18 7.15 1.55 1.02 2.18
15,000-16,499 1.54 12214.80 15648.45 14.38 7.67 1.67 1.11 2.80
16,500=17,999 1.78 12184.05> 17036.74 20,73 6.65 1.53 0.74 2.50
18,000-19,499 1.54 13254.09 18662.49 21.18 7.76 1.65 1.30 2.54
19,500-20,999 - 0.82 15682.05 20437.07 16.05 6.71 2.08 0.81 1,98
21,000-22,499 0.97 16335.77 21586.77 17.46 6.63 1.40 0.e6 2.17
22,500-23,999 0.67 18747.32 23055.68 11.37 8.18 2.29  1.07 2.06
24,000-26,999 1.36 20006.02 25301.85 14.74 7.63 1.82°) 0.94 2.50
27,000-29,999 1.08 23369.75 28152.32 9.72 7.32 1.80 0.68 2.71
30,000-32,999 0.58 26202.,80 31541.41 10.09 6.77 2.10 0.70 1.34
33,000-35,999 0.41 30826.25 33892.67 1.87 6.74 2.18 0.50 1.37
36,000-39,999 0.22 34156.32 37777.13 6.08 6.25 1.67 0.49 2.34
40,000-47,999 0.60 38002.89 44078.18 6.82 8.48 2.19 1.49 3.00
48,000~59,999 0.31 48007.02 54373.72 6.80 6.45 1.61 1.10 2.10
60,000-99,9939 0.40 67235.06 74588.94 4.65 6.84 2.75 0.45 1.76
100,000-149,999 0.14 112879,44 124537.31 5.20 5.34 2.87 0.43 0.88
150,000 + 0.08 242764.13 250475,94 0.04 6.68 2,25 0.56 1.78
All Classes 100.00 5846.17 9786.06 32,21 6.12 1.37 0.99 1.87

Source : Data tapes of the Sgcio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.16

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y, ), Household Income

) . Percentage of

M+HK+HR
Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Adjusted for Nonmoney- Income and Imputed Rent (¥

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location, 1968/9,

South, Total

Total Income Class % of YK+R Family Nurber N er Nurber
{Baht/Year) Households YM YM+K.+R %Y size of of of
M+K+R Earners Children Children
0=4 5-14
0=999 0.04 - 840.00 971.38 2.47 2.00 1.00 0.0 0.0

1,000-1,499 0.07 1010.93 1126.66 0.0 1.27 1.00 0.06 0.11
1,500-1,999 - 0.71 980.42 1757.02 33.74 2.08 1.00 0.12 0.70
2,000-2,499 0.73 1326.18 2233.01 30.38 2.09 1.00 0.29 0.45
2,500-2,999 1.81 2145.55 2843.31 14.52 3.55 1.00 0.54 0.87
3,000-3,749 5.82 2261.03 3351.98 22,67 3.59 1,07 0.54 0.87
3,750-4,499 5.76 2925.19 4135.18 19.49 4.05 1.18 0.71 0.97
4,500=~5,249 7.09 3348.58 4835,13 21.056 4.52 1.31 0.83 1.09
5,250-5,999 6.42 , 3671.75 5579.07 24.77 4.44 1.16 0.62 0.99
6,000-6,749 8.99° 4452.50 6343.25 20.83 5.31 1.73 0.72 1.46
6,750-7,499 5.78 4951.71 711i1.91 21.25 5.24 1.31 0.53 l.62
7,500-8,249 6.24 5616.11 7858.86 19.51 5.19 1.35 0.99 1.41
8,250-8,999 5.42 6302.93 8577.26 17.35 5.24 1.42 0.53 1.60
2,000-9,749 7.25 6878,14 9423.22 18.29 5.63 1.39 0.93 1.45
9,750-10,499 3.49 7287.91 10116.72 19.44 5.84 1.35 . 0.82 1.65
10,500-11,249 3.36 7642.41 10817.60 20.60 5.93 1.59 0.60 2.04
11,250-11,99§ 3.27 8659.41 11632.86 16.72 5.63 1.42 0.86 1.32
12,000-13,499 5.17 9780.72 12645.71 14,50 5.97 1.67 0.96 1.43
13,500-14,9299 4,10 10656.65 14159.70 16.54 5.98 l1.62 0.82 1.48
15,000-16,499 2,57 11891.68 15532.88 15,74 6.55 1.54 0.76 2.24
16,500-17,999 2,50 13694.71 16996.76 11,57 7.36 1.47 1.01 2.64
18,000=-19,499 2,76 15405,36 18832,80 10.95 6.43 1.83 ¥ 0.65 2.20
19,500-20,999.  1.46 16445,30 20155.83 10.78 6.81 1.61 1.34 1.73
21,000-22,499 1.25 17838,31 21538.45 10.16 5.17 1.83 0.89 0.93
22,500-23,999 0.98 19680.84 23242.34 7.70 6.57 2.06 0.66 2.76
24,000-26,999 1.82 22198.63 25295.57 6.27 6.46 1.88 0.84 2,12
27,000-29,999 1.20 24269.69 28091.44 5.96 6.12 1.73 0.71 1.64
30,000-32,999 0.70 26984.82 31438,.44 7.54 8.03 2.16 1.18 2.86
33,000~35,999 0.78 27B83.22 34310.92 10.77 8.07 1.95 0.98 2.77
36,000-39,59%9 0.49 33337.25 38051.08 5.77 6.98 2.00 0.79 1.93
40,000-47,999 0.48 38943.25 42908.66 2.73 6.10 2.15 0.75 1.52
48,000-59,999 0.57 46846.75 53634,70 7.03 6.80 2.24 0.50 1.88
60,000-99,999 0.60 63959.02 71355.94 5.01 7.53 2.35 1.02 2.05
100,000-14%2,999 0.22 103558.81 112510.44 4,58 6.09 2.61 0.4 1.22
150,000 + 0.0% 383127.00 405056,38 0.40 10.38 3.39 1.10 & 3.27
All Classes 100.00 8858.71 11336.56 13.99 5,32 1.46 0.76 1.47

Source : Data tapes of the Socio=economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
el
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Table A.2.17

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y ), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (Y )L Percentage of

M+K+R
Nonmoney Income and. Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

Earnérs, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region
and Location, 1968/9.

Bangkok=Thonburi, Total

Total Income Class % of v . %YK+R Fa@ily Nug?er Nuizer Nu:?er
{Baht/Year) Households M M+K+R YM+K+R size o . ers Children Children
0=4 5-14
0-999 0.04 960.00 960.00 0.0 6.00 1.00 3.00 1.00
1,000-1,499 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1,500~1,999 0.11 1399.12 1906.01 0.0 3.51 1.00 0.83 0.85
2,000-~2,499 0.16 1108.34 2256.,67 16.61 3.38 1.00 0.55 1.19
2,500-2,999 0.12 2208.22 2714.86 0.94 7.46 1.18 1.05 2,60
3,000-~3,749 0.07 2980.92 3293.11 0.59 3.02 1.08 0.86 0.45
3,750-4,49¢ 0.15 3290.67 4267 .47 4,32 2.09 1.00 0.04 0.27
4,500-5,249 0.54 3537.62° 4910.19 . 11.62 2.07 1.41. 0.0 =+ 0.18
5,250-5,999 0.77 4082.78 5591.95 11.02 2.69 1.17 0.20 0.74
6,000~6,749 0.75 5504.,72 6371.62 4.25 2.84 1.41 0.24 0.62
6,750-7,499 1.01 5915.20 7175.11 4.59 3.96 1.44 0.71 1.17
7,500-8,249 0.83 6539.20 7830.50 7.28 5.14 1.42 0.84 1.88
8,250~-8,999 1.74 6981.04 8584.,81 6.96 . 4.78 1.30 0.58 1.18
9,000-9,749 1.84 8099.,32 9332.51 6.17 4,55 1.25 0.80 l1.62
9,750-10,499 1.54 8925.96 10170.71 4,66 4,51 1.44 0.78 1.35
10,500-11,249 2.73 9549.57 10864.63 5.97 4.87 1.41 0.99 1.54
11,250-11,999 1.69 10178.66 11628,94 7.12 5.20 1.76 1.07 1.35
12,000-13,499 5.83 11218.49 12742.52 5.09 4.89 1.39 0.77 1.56
13,500-14,999 4,26 12593,08 14272.00 5.65 5.50 1.70 0.77 1.87
15,000-16,499 5.88 13806.93 15731.56 6.23 6.32 1.77 0.98 2,26

16,500~-17,9929 5.50 15275.48 17133.19 4,52 5.63 1.75 0,92 1.64
18,000~19,499 5.88 17030.53 18616.73 4.46 6.10 1.75 0.64 2.18
19,500-20,999 - 5.26 18403.63 20236.29 3.47 5.88 1.94 0.62 l.92
21,000-22,499  4.28 20001.03 21702.58 3.11 6.03 2.10 0.60 2.02
22,500-23,999 3.83 20651.84 23203.02 6.27 6.85 2.07 0.72 2.26
24,000-26,999 7.04 23134.64 25375.16 4.55 6.71 2,11 0.65 2.09
27,000-29,999 5.42 25713.22 28497.48 4.99 6.76 2.29 0.64 2.06
30,000~32,999 4.99 29110.98 31366.99 3.60 6.66 2.10 0.70 2.16
33,000-35,999 3.32 31417.42 34505.72 5.53 7.50 2.36 0.68 2.04
36,000-39,99% 3.89 35462.06 37882.23 3.48 7.77 2.23 0.76 2.49
40,000-47,999 5.44 40393.88 43461.69 3.47 7.36 2.38 0.65 2.18
48,000-59,999 5.43 49532.36 53142.16 3.83 7.67 2.70 0.57 1.97
60,000-29,999 6.10 70484.13 74979.00 3.29 7.83 2.93 0.65 1.92
100,000-149,999 2.43 115697.88 121764.81 2.37 7.73 3.06 0.54 1.44
150,000 + 1.13 238195.69 244742.,25 0.86 7.64 3.77 0.32 1.46
All Classes 100.00 29106.13 31502.22 3.77 6.30 2.04 0.70 1.90

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, National Statistical
-Qffice, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkok.
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Table A.2.18

Percentage of Households, Household Money Income (Y ), Household Income

Adjusted for Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent (g"'K+R

Nonmoney Income and Imputed Rent in Total Income, Family Size, Number of

} , Percentage of

Earners, Number of Children 0-4 and 5-14, by Total Income Class, Region

and Location 1968/9.

Whole Kingdom, Total

Total Income Class % of v v %YK+R Family Nug?er Nug?gr Nug?er
(Baht/Year) Households M ¥+K+R YM+K+R S1Z€  parners children Children
0=4 5-14
0-999 0.08 460,06 839.26 32.84 2.51 1.00 0.42 0.67
1,000-1,499 0.1e 938.02 1341.01 18.75 2.00 1.98 0.00 0.01
1,500-1,999 0.40 1041.45 1788.72 30.60 2.44 1.37 0.43 0.44
2,000-2,499 0.91 1269.70 2259,55 33.48 3.80 1.16 0.58 0.92
2,500-2,999 1.49 1487.61 2770,63 36.21 3.94 1.15 0.61 1.04
3,000-3,749 4.09 1819.39 3406.52 36.87 4,18 1.21 0.89 1.08
3,750-4,499 5.69 2091.72 4132.66 39.85 4.35 1.23 0.75 1.19
4,500=~5,249 6.54 2558.04 ¢ 4872.37 38.11 4.77 1.25 0.85 1.31
5,250-5,99¢2 6.29 3033.62 5631.23 36.98 5.13 1.40 0.80 1.56
6,000-6,749 6.81 3590.45 6372.97 34.76 5.44 1.48 0.92 1.61
6,750-7,499 5.98 4033.51 7121.12 34.48 5.62 ©1.43 0.88 1.65
7,500-8,249 5.69 4654.,26 7846.54 32.34 5.89 1.40 0.99 1.7¢
8,250-8,999 4.85 5552.95 8609.22 27.24 5.59 1.44 0.79 1.74
9,000-9,749 4.71 6271.38 9381.69 25.23 5.97 1.39 0.94 1.79
9,750-10,499 3.99 6584.41 10088.33 26.75 6.54 l.61 0.76 2.31
10,500-11, 249 3.83 7721.35 10841.27 21.21 5.85 1.50 0.96 1.91
11,250-11,999 3.43 8025.34 11651.18 23.45 6.24 1.55 0.78 1.99
12,000=13,499 5.80 9424 .61 12711.88 18.66 6.26 l1.66 0.85 1.88
13,500-14,999 5.16 10631.38 14282.02 18.64 6.42 1.53 ¢.82 2.03
15,000~16,499 2.87 12580.26 15673.93 13.39 6.32 1.73 0.89 2.02
16.500-17,999 3.33 13428.52 17078.44 15.01 6.33 1.70 0.75 2.19
18,000~-19,499 2.21 15155.78 18706.88 13.07 ©6.65 1.84 0.73 2.28
19,500-20,999 2.13 16970.57 20223.75 10.28 6.19 1.71 0.56 1.95
21,000-22,499 1.74 17877.31 21638.25 11.79 6.24 1.60 0.56 1.79
22,500-23,999 1.47 19794.63 23228.44 8.86 6.76 2.02 0.52 2,21
24,000-26,999 2.17 21603.04 25380.63 9.64 6.73 1.81 0.74 2.03
27,000-29,999 1.75 24430.63 28256.87 8.13 7.17 1.97 0.74 2.35
30,000~32,999 1.23 27786.37 31569.77 6.75 6.76 1.77 0.81 . :1.97
33,000-35,999 0.84 30356.11 34448.24 7.14 7.50 1.94 0.68 2.24
36,000-39,999 0.85 34265.73 37764.25 5.71 7.40 1.20 0.80 2.43
40,000-47,999 1.05 39285.82 43191.99 4,82 7.55 2,12 0.80 2.43
48,000-59,999 0.87 49206.38 53803.94 4.78 6.96 2.24 0.66 1.82
60,000~-99,999 1.04 &8325.00 73143.00 3.55 7.82 2.22 0.97 2.17
100,000-149,999 0.39 109894.19 120127.75 5.66 7.02 2.44 0.71 1.24
150,000 + 0.17 249559.19 256686.06 0.55 7.18° 2.70 0.56 1.57
All Classes 100.00. 10139.69 13197.63 16.90 5.77 1.53 0.82 1.75

Source : Data tapes of the Socio-economic Survey, 1968/9, Naticnal Statistical
Office, Office of the Prime Minister, Bangkock.



Size Distribution of Household Total Inccme per Equivalent

Table A.3.1

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the ~

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

North, Towns

166

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income  Eguivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.250 ~ 0.375 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.375 - 0.500 0.4408 2.13 0.30 1.90
0.500 - 0.625 0.5546 0.17 0.03 0.17
0.625 - 0.750 0.7261 0.65 0,15 0.68
0.750 - 0.875 0.8092 2.57 0.67 2.84
0.875 - 1.000 0.9645 2.36 0.74 2.71
1.000 - 1.125 1.0580 5.43 1.86 6.07
1.125 - 1,250 1.1912 3.25 1.26 3.44
1.250 - 1.375 1.3158 4.46 1.90 4.67
14375 - 1.500 1.4508 3.96 1.86 4.22
1.500 - 1.750 1.6180 10.46 5.48 10.40
1.750 = 2.000 1.8887 7.92 4,84 7.95
2.000 - 2,500 2.2532 15.67 11.43 15.65
2.500 - 3.000 2.7302 7.18 6.35 7.30
3.0600 - 3,500 3.2126 6.63 6.89 6.53
3.500 - 4.000 3,7251 5.80 7.00 5.40
4.000 - 5.000 4.5304 6.38 9.36 5.94
5,000 + 8.2107 14.99 39.87 14,19
Average Income 3.09
Gini Coefficient 0.3855
Variance of Income Ldgarithms 0.4947
Theil Index 0.2503

® The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Table A.3.2

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Iocation, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (g 1,725 per year)

,Centre & East, Towns

167

Income Class Average % % %
{(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0,125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.250 - 0.375 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.375 - 0,500 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.500 - 0.625 0.5683 0.14 0.02 0.14
0.625 - 0,750 0.7122 0.42 0.08 0.44
0.750 - 0.875 0.8072 0.73 0.17 0,79
0.875 - 1.000 0.9592 3.04 0.84 3.07
1.000 - 1.125 1.0626 3.26 1.00 3.52
1.125 - 1.250 1.1991 2,78 0.96 2,75
1.250 - 1.375 1.3028 1.44 0.54 1.52
1,375 - 1.500 1.4405 2.72 1.12 2.86
1.500 - 1.750 1.6160 8.41 3.90 8.67
1.750 - 2,000 1.8606 8.96 4.79 9.22
2.000 - 2,500 2.2286 12.84 8.22 13.32
2,500 - 3.000 2.7849 16.22 12.99  16.06
3,000 - 3.500 3.2016 10.12 9.32 10.10
3.500 - 4.000 3.7522 6.27 6.76 6.15
4.000 - 5.000 4.4797 8,11 10.45 7.79
5.000 + 9,2888 14,54 38.83 13.60

Average Income

Gini Coefficient 0.3624

vVariance of Income Logarithms 0.4099"

Theil Index 0.2275

& The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Table A.3.3

le8

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

cut-off Income (E 1,725 per year)

Northeast, Towns

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income  Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.250 - 0.375 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.375 - 0.500 0.4749 0.46 0.07 0.52
0.500 - 0.625 0.5601 3.40 0.63 3.56
0.625 - 0.750 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.750 - 0.875 0.8102 0.95 0.25 0.98
0.875 - 1.000 0.9266 2.30 0.70 2.30
1,000 - 1.125 1.0689 5.04 1.78 5.49
1.125 - 1.250 1,2036 5.22 2.07 5.17
1.250 - 1.375 1.3328 4.29 1.88 4.30
1.375 - 1.500 1.4522 7.66 3.66 7.69
1.500 - 1.750 1.6269 13.88 7.44 14.19
1.750 - 2.000 1.8578 8.78 5,37 8.94
2.000 - 2,500 2.2243 11.37 8.32 11.36
2.500 - 3.000 2.7030 7.63 6.79 7.43
3.000 - 3.500 3.2846 5.78 6.26 5.59
3.500 - 4.000 3.7047 3.79 4.63 4.02
4.000 - 5.000 4.5268 7.04 10.50 6.79
5.000 + 9.7137 12.40 39.65 11.67
Average Income 3.04
Gini Coefficient 0.4149
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.5174
Theil Index 0.3066

? Phe scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectiveiy.
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Table A.3.4

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

South, Towns

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income  Eguivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 = 0.125 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 = 0.250 0.1351 0.03 0.00 0.04
0.250 - 0.375 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.375 -~ 0.500 0.4315 0.12 0.02 0.13
0.500 - 0.625 0.5824 1.36 0.27 1.48
0.625 - 0.750 0.7062 1.98 0.48 2.09
0.750 - 0.875 0.8172 3.30 0.92 3.35
- 0.875 - 1.000 0.9402 3.15 1.01 3.30
1.000 - 1.125 1.0580 4.06 1.47 4.18
1.125 - 1,250 1.2060 6.23 2.57 6.44
1.250 - 1.375 1.3102 6.18 2.77 6.38
1.375 - 1.500 1.4234 6.23 3.04 6.43
1.500 - 1,750 1l.6181 7.38 4.09 7.35
1.750 - 2.000 1.8797 6.88 4.43 6.71
2.000 - 2.500 2.2522 14.03 10.82 13.81
2.500 - 3.000 2.7435 9.08 8.53 8.98
3,000 - 3.500 3.2603 8,07 9.02 8.12
3.500 -~ 4.000 3.7415 4.18 5.36 4.14
4.000 - 5,000 4.4242 7.12 10.79 6.90
5.000 + . 9.4512 10.62 34.40 10.19
Averade Income ) 2.92
Ginli Ccoefficient 0.3988
variance of Income Logarithms 0.4808
Theil Index 0.2787

a The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respéctively.



Table A.3.5
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Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Bangkok-Thenburi, Towns

Income Class
{Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income

Average

%

%

%

Equivalent Income Pewsons

Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.1918 0.14 0.01 0.15
0.250 - 0.375 0.3249 0,03 0.00 0.03
0.375 - 0.500 0.4673 0.07 0.01 0.07
0.500 - 0.625 0.5898 0.17 0.02 0.17
0.625 - 0.750 0.6834 0.42 0.07 0.43
0.750 - 0.875 0.8173 0.02 0.02 0.190
0.875 - 1.000 0.939%4 1.08 0.26 1.12
1.000 - 1.125 1.0698 1.65 0.46 1.72
1.325 - 1.250 1.1826 2.56 0.78 2,67
1.250 - 1.375 1.3137 2.49 0.85 2.61
1.375 - 1.500 1.4421 2,93 1.10 3.16
1.500 - 1.750 1.6328 6.29 2.66 6.48
1,750 - 2.000 1.8847 g.01 3.92 8.22
2.000 - 2,500 2.2391 15.70 9.12 16.05
2.500 - 3.000 2.7422 13.37 9.51 13;47
3.000 - 3.500 3.2325 9.61 8.06 9,66
3.500 - 4.000 3.7396 7.54 7.32 7.39
4.000 - 5.000 4,4145 8.56 9.81 8.25
5.000 + 9.1907 19.29 46,01 18.24
Average Income 3.85
Gini Coefficient 0.3610
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.4296
Theil Index 0.2227

a The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A,3.6

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

2 -
Adult , by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiglesiof the
Cut-off Income (¥ 1,725 per year) )

Whole Kingdom, Towns

Income Class Average % % %
{(Multiples of Cut-off Income) TIncome Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.1880 0.07 0.00 0.08
0.250 - 0.375 0.3249 0.01 0.00 0.02
0.375 - 0.500 0.4522 0.39 0.05 0.36
0.500 - 0,625 0.5704 0.66 0.11 .71
0.625 -~ 0,750 0.7037 0.61 0.12 0.64
0.750 - 0.875 0.8124 1.04 0.24 1.09
0.875 - 1.000 0.9477 1.95 0.53 2.04
1.000 - 1.125 1.0633 3.08 0.94 3.31
1.125 - 1.250 1.1953 3.45 1.19 3.56
1.250 - 1.375 1.3153 3.28 1.24 3.40
1.375 - 1.500 1.4416 3.98 1.65 4.18
1.500 - 1.750 1.6241 8.12 3.79 8.29
1.750 - 2.000 1.8779 8.07 4.35 8.21
2.000 - 2.500 2.2403 14,58 9.39 14.78
2,500 - 3.000 2.7483  11.78 9.30 11.78
3.000 - 3.500 3.2323 8.67 8.05 8.65
3.500 - 4.000 3.7373 6.27 6.73 6.14
4.000 - 5.000 4.4520 7.85 10.04 7.53
5.000 + 9.1303 16.12 42,28 15.22
Average Income 3.48
Gini Coefficient 0.3794
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.4689
Theil Index _ 0.2460

® The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Table A.3.7

172-

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Eguivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

North, Villages

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Egquivalent Income Persons
: Adults
0.00 - 0,125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 = 0.250 0.2205 0.83 0.14 0.84
0.250 - 0.375 0.3296 2.06 0.52 2.12
0.375 - 0.500 0.4541 4,79 1.66 4.94
0,500 - 0.625 0.5670 7.44 3.21 7.52
0.625 = 0.750 0.6902 9.77 5.14 10.07
0.750 - 0.875 0.8172 11.55 7.19 11.84
0.875 - 1.000 0.9431 7.89 5.67 7.98
1.000 - 1.125 1.0629 9.48 7.68 9.72
1.125 = 1.250 1.1809 7.47 6.72 7.36
1.250 = 1,375 1.3138 5.47 5.48 5.53
1.375 - 1.500 1.4448 5.22 5.74 5.07
1.500 - 1.750 1.6295 9.00 11.17 8.66
1.750 - 2.000 1.8902 4.47 6.44 4.32
2,000 - 2.500 2.2525 6.71 11.52 6.46
2.500 - 3.000 2.6850 3.48 7.11 3.31
3.000 - 3,500 3.2150 1.44 3.51 1.43
3.500 - 4.000 3.8438 1.08 3.17 1.13
4.000 - 5.000 4.5594 0.97 3.37 0.92
5.000 + 6.7748 0.88 4.55 0.80
Average Income 1.31
Gini Coefficient 0.3252
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.3322
Theil Index 0.1852

8 The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Egquivalent

Table A.3.8

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Centre & East, Villages
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Income Class Average % % %
{Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 -~ 0.250 0.2375 0.13 0.02 0.11
0.250 - 0.375 0.3631 0.31 0.06 0.33
0.375 - 0,500 0.4596 1.02 0.23 1.05
0,500 - 0.8625 0.5590 2.28 0.62 2.38
0.625 - 0.750 0.6965 2.04 0.69 1.97
0.750 - 0.875 0.8156 5.97 2.37 6.15
0.875 - 1.000 0.9459 8.43 3.88 8,58
1.000 - 1.125 1.0690 7.09 3.69 7.24
1.125 - 1.250 1.1900 6.49 3.76 6.70
1,250 - 1.375 1.3122 7.59 4.85 7.84
1.375 - 1.500 1.4288 6.54 4.55 6.60
1.500 - 1.750 1.6254 10.71 8.48 10.49
1.750 - 2.000 1.8932 8.78 8.10 B.70
2.000 - 2,500 2.2238 11.57 12.54 11.22
2,500 - 3.000 2.7210 8.00 10.60 7.68
3.000 - 3.500 3.2173 4.03 6.31 3.86
3.500 - 4.000 3.7376 2.20 4.00 2,15
4.000 - 5,000 4,4405 2,92 6.32 2.89
5,000 + 9.9278 3.92 18.94 4,04
Bverage Income
Gini Coefficient 0.3635
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.3714
Theil Index 0.2581

& Phe scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Table A.3.9
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Adulta, by ﬁegion and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut—off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Northeast, Villages

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 -~ 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 =.0.250 0.1789 0.17 0.03 0.17
0.250 - 0.375 0.3267 2.46 0.77 2.46
0.375 - 0.500 0.4466 7.22 3.09 7.17
0.500 - 0.625 0.5645 15.05 8.15 15.30
0.625 - 0,750 0.6885 16.84 11.12 16.83
0.750 - 0.875 0.8099 15.77 12,24 16.05
0.875 - 1.000 0.9400 10.43 9.40 10.50
1.000 - 1.125 1.0656 7.92 8.09 7.83
1.125 = 1.250 1.1862 4,40 5.00 4.38
1.250 - 1.375 1.3035 3.14 3.92 3.08
1.375 - 1.500 1.4289 2.49 3.41 2,50
1.500 - 1,750 1.6102 4.40 6.79 4.28
1.750 - 2.000 1.8529 2,32 4.12 2,34
2,000 - 2.500 2.2433 3.25 7.00 3.08
2.500 - 3.000 2.7090 1.51 3.92 1.45
3.000 - 3.500 3.2122 0.79 2.44 0.79
3.500 - 4.000 3.6959 0.75 2.66 0.75
4.000 - 5.000 4.6678 0.31 1.39 0.30
5,000 + 8.6782 0.78 6.46 0.72
Average Income 1.04
Gini Coefficient 0.3212
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.2750
Theil Index 0.2179

a _
The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A.3.10

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

South, Villages

Income Class Average % % %
{(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income  Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 = 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 ~ 0.250 0.2392 0.17 0.04 0.19
0.250 «~ 0.375 0 3109 3.28 0.95 3.32
0.375 = 0.500 0.4498 4.99 2.09 . 5.00
0.500 - 0.625 0.5704 12.34 6.56 12,59
0.625 - 0.750 _ 0.6867 15,32 9.80 15.24
0.750 - 0.875 0.8040 12,64 9.46 12.64
0.875 - 1.000 0.9471 9.40 8.28 9.44
1.000 -~ 1.125 1.0595 10.03 9.89 10.16
1.125 - 1,250 1.1937 "7.79 8.65 7.74
1.250 - 1.375 1.3140 4.06 4.96 3.89
1.375 - 1.500 1.4344 - 3.81 5.09 3.73
1.500 - 1.750 1.6215 4,97 7.50 4.85
1.750 - 2.000 1.8658 4,20 7.29 4.30
2.000 - 2,500 2,2262 - 3.42 7.08 3.43
2.500 - 3.000 2.7207 2,02 5.10 2,00
3.000 - 3.500 3.1342 0.38 1.12 0.35
3.500 - 4.000 3.7961 0,38 1.34 0.36
4.000 - 5.000 4.6088 0.23 0.98 0.19
5.000 + 6.9715 0.58 3.80 0.57
Average Income 1.07
Gini Coefficient 0.2966
.Variance of Income Logarithms - 0.2614

' Theil Index 0.1634

a The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A.3.11

Size bistribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and lLocation, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Bangkok-Thonburi, villages

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 = 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.250 - ©0.375 0.2653 0.31 0.03 0.34
0.375 - 0.500 0.3833 0.26 0.04 0.29
0.500 = 0.625 0.5596 0.38 .07 0.41
0.625 - 0.750 0.6871 1.19 0.28 1.16
0.750 - 0.875 0.7984 0.58 0.16 Q.60
0.875 - 1.000 0.,9392 3.46 i.12 3.70
1.000 -~ 1.125 1.0601 2.41 0.88 2.61
1.125 - 1,250 1.1947 5.14 2.12 5,47
1.250 -~ 1.375 1.3256 6.65 3.04 6.89
1.375 - 1.500 1.4302 6.70 3.30 6,66
1.500 - 1.750 1.6183 12.62 7.04 12.74
1.750 - 2,000 1.8806 13.02 8.44 13,05
2.000 - 2,500 2.2168 13.76 10.51 13.70
. 2.500 - 3.000 2.7366 B8.03 7.57 7.65
) 3.000 - 3.500 3.2274 6.63 7.37 6.39
3.500 - 4.000 3.7477 4.09 5.29 3.92
4.000 & 5.000 4.4243 7.23 11.03 7.18
5.000 + 12.1986 7.54 31.72 7.24
Average Income 2.90
Gini Coefficient 0.3993
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.4344
Theil Index 0.3169

a . , .
The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A.3.12

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and lLocation, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Whole Kingdom, Villages

Income Class Average % % 2
(Multiples of Cut=-off Income) Income  Equivalent Income Persons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.2148 0.35 0.06 0.35
0.250 - 0.375 0.3268 1.92 0.45 1.95
0.375 - 0.500 0.4499 4.76 1.55 4.82
0.500 - 0.625 0.5658 9.42 3.86 9.64
0.625 - 0.750 ' 0.6889 11.04 5.51 11.15
0.750 - 0,875 0.8118 11.73 6.90 11.99
0.875 - 1.000 0.9428 8.99  6.14 9.10
1.000 -~ 1.125 1.0644 8.32 6.42 B8.41
1.125 - 1.250 1.1863 '6.15 5.29 6.15
1.250 - 1.375 1.3113 4.97 4,72 4.99
1.375 = 1.500 1.4353 4.41 4.58 - 4.36
1.500 - 1,750 1.6232 7.36 8.65 7.14
1.750 - 2.000 1.8821 4.79 . 6.53 4.72
2.000 - 2.500 2.2362 6.32 10.24 6.08
2,500 - 3.000 2,7101 3.70 7.26 3.52
3.000 - 3.500 3.2138 1.76 4.10 1.70
3.500 - 4.000 3.7676 1.19 3.25 1.18
4.000 - 5.000 4.5079 1.20 3.93 1.15
5.000 + 9.0766 1.61 10.58 1.57
Average Income 1.38
Gini Coefficient ‘ 0.3687
Variance of Income Logarithms ' 0.3802
Theil Index | 0.2623

% The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.



Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Table A,3.13
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Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut~off Income (B 1,725 per year)

North, Total

Income Class Average . % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income  Equivalent TIncome Pexrsons
Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 - 0,0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.2205 - 0.78- 0.12 0.80
0.250 - 0.375 0.3296 1.94 0.45 2.00
0.375 -~ 0,500 0.4539 4.64 1.49 4.78
0.500 - 0.625 0.5670 7.03 2.82 7.12
0.625 - 0.750 0.6904 9.26 4,53 2.57
0.750 = 0.875 0.8171 11.05 6.40 11.36
0.875 - 1.000 0.9434 7.58 5.06 7.70
1.000 - 1.125 1.0627 9.25 1 6.97 9.53
1.125 - 1.250 1.1812 7.24 6.06 7.15
1.250 - 1.375 1.3135 5.41 5.04 5.48
1.375 - 1.500 1.4450' 5.15 5.27 5.02
1.500 -~ 1.750 1.6288 9.08 10.48 8.75
1.750 -~ 2.000 1.8900 4.67 6.25 4.51
2.000 - 2.500 2.2526 7.22 11.52 6.95
2,500 - 3,000 2.6899 3.68 7.02 3.52
3.000 - 3.500 3.2145 1.73 3.93 1.70
3.500 - 4.000 3.8192 1.35 3.65 1.36
4.000 - 5.000 4.5519 1.27 4.11 1.19
5.000 + 7.4458 1.67 8.83 1.52
Average Income 1.41
Gini Coefficient 0.3509
variance of Income Logarithms 0.3730
Theil Index 0.2238

® The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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~Table A.3.14

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adu;E?; by Region and Location, 1968/9,fin Mul;igleszof.the
Cut-off Income {B 1,725 per year)

Centre & East, Total

Income Class Average % % O

Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income -Equivalent Incbme, Persons
Adults ‘

0.00 - 0.125 0.0 © 0.6 0.0 0.0

0.125 - 0,250 0.2375 0.12 0.01 0.10

0.250 - 0.375 0.3631 0.28 0.05 0.30

0.375 ~ 0.500 0.4596 0.94 0.20 0.97

0.500 - 0.625 0.5591 2.11 0.54 2.21

0.625 - 0,750 0.6968 1.91- 0.61 1.85

0.750 -~ 0.875 0.8155 5,55 2.09 5.72

0.875 - 1.000 0.9463 B8.00 3.49 8.14

1.000 - 1.125 1.0689 6.79 3.35 6.95

1.125 - 1.250 1.1904 6.20 3.40 6.39

1.250 - 1,375 1.3120 7.10 4.30 7.34

1.375 - 1.500 1.4291 6.23 4.11 6.30

1.500 = 1.750 1.6249 10.52 7.89 10.35

1.750 - 2,000 1.8910 8.79 7.68 . 8.74

2,000 - 2,500 . 2.,2242 11.67 11.99 11.39

2.500 - 3,000 2,7296 8.66 10.91 8.35

3.000 - 3.500 3.2146 4,51 6.70 4,36

3.500 - 4.000 3.7407 2.52 4.35 2.47

4.000 - 5,000 4,4491 3.34 6.86 3.28

5.000 + 9.7574 4.76 21,47 4.80

Average Income 2.17 )

Gini Coefficient- 0.3737 ...~ ooy
Variance of Income Logarithms vy 043947 0 0 Ly
Theil Index SR 0.2673 sl LaodfT

s <oy e ot b

D e =y P Aty

2ophé scalé used here assigns weights. of <42:and .63 to.children undef

five and between five'and -fdfteen respectinely. - . - in4 - avid
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Table A.3.15

Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (E 1,725 per year)

Northeast, Total

Income Class Average % % %
(Mulitples of Cut-off Income) Income  Equivalent Income Persons
‘ Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 c.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.1789 0.16 0.03 0.16
0.250 - 0.375 0,3267 2,37 0.70 2,38
0.375 - 0.500 0.4467 6.97 2.79 6.93
0.500 - 0.625 0.5645 14.62 7.46 14.88
0.625 - 0.750 0.6885  16.22 10.01 16,22
0.750 - 0.875 0.8099 15.22 11.05 15.50
0.875 - 1.000 0.9399 10.13 8.54 16.20
1.000 - 1.125 1.0656 7.82 7.47 7.74
1.125 - 1,250 1.1868 4.43 4,72 4.40
1.250 - 1.375 1.3049 3.18 3.72 3.13
1.375 - 1.500 1.4305 2.68 3.44 2.69
1.500 -~ 1.750 1.6117 4.75 6.86 4.64
1.750 - 2.000 1.8534 2.56 4,25 2,58
2.000 - 2.500 2.2411 3.55 7.14 3.38
2.500 -« 3,000 2.7081 1.74 4,22 1.67
3.000 - 3.500 3.2259 0.98 2.82 0.96
3.500 - 4.000 3.6973 0.86 2.86 0.87
4,000 - 5,000 4.6157 0.56 2,32 0.54
5.000 + 8.9586 1.20 9.68 1.12
Average Income 1.12
Gini Coefficient 0.3502
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.3156
Theil Index 0.2636

2 The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

'five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A.3.16
Size Distribution of Househbld Total Inccome per Equivalent
raﬂulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9,'in Multiples of the
Cut-off Iﬁcame (B 1,725 per year)
South, Total

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
: Adults
0.00 - 0.125 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0.2360 0.15 0.03 0.17
0.250 - 0.375 0.3109 2.85 0.67 2.89
0.375 - 0.500 0.4498 4.36 1.49 4.37
0.500 - 0.625 0.5706 10.90 4.74 11.15
0.625 - 0.750 0.6871 13.58 7.10 13.54
0.750 - 0.875 0.8043 11.42 6.99 11.43
0.875 - 1.000 0.9468 8.58 . 6.18 8.64
1,000 - 1.125 1.0594 9.25 7.46 9.39
1.125 - 1.250 1.1946 7.58 6.90 7.57
1,250 - 1.375 1.3134 4.33 4.33 4.22
1.375 -~ 1,500 1.4326 - 4.13 4.50 4.08
1,500 - 1.750 1.6210 5,28 6.52 5.17
1.750 - 2.000 1.8682 4.55 6.47 4.61
2,000 - 2.500 2.2363 4.81 8.18 4.77
2,500 - 3.000 2.7290 2.94 6.11 2.91
3.000 - 3.500 3.2240 1.39 3.41 1.36
3.500 ~.4.000 3.7678 0.88 2.52 0.85
4.000 = 5.000 - .- 4.4888 1.13 3.87 1.06
5.000 + 8.6615 1.90 12,53 1.82
Average Income 1.31
Gini Coefficient 0.3744
Variance of Income lLogarithms 0.3780

Theil Index 0.2808

? The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Table A.3.17
Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiplés“bf the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Bangkok~Thonburi, Total

Income Class Average L A %

(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Pergons
. Adults
0.00 - 0.125 " 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0,250 0.1918 Oill g.01 0.11
0.250 =~ 0.375 0.2793 0.10 0.01 0.11
0,375 = 0,500 0.4288 0.11 0.01 0.12
0.500 = 0.625 0,5772 0.22 0.04 0.23
0.625 -« 0.750 0.6851 0.61 0.11 0.61
0.750 - 0.875 0.8069 | 0.21 0.05 0,22
0.875 = 1,000 0.9393 1.66 . 0.43 1.76
1.000 - 1,125 - 1.0664 1.83 0.54 | 1.94
1.125 - 1.250 1.1873 3.18 1.04 3.36
1.250 - 1.375 1.3192 3.50 1.27 3.67
1.375 - 1.500 1.4374 3.84 1.52 4.02
1.500 = 1.750 1.6265 7.82 3.51 8.03
1.750 = 2,000 1.8832 ‘9.22 4,79 9.42
2.000 - 2.500 2.2337 15.23 9.38 15.47
2.500 - 3.000 2.7413 12.08 9.13 12.03
3.000 - 3.500 3.2316 8.89 7.92 8.85
3.500 - 4.000 3.7409 6.71 6.92 6.53
4.000 ~ 5,000 4.,4166 - 8.24 10,04 7.98
5.000 + 9.5428 16.45 43,28 15.52
Average Income 5.63
Gini Coefficient : 0.3770
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.4516

Theil Index ‘ 0.2463

? The scale used here asgsigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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Size Distribution of Household Total Income per Equivalent

Table A.3.18
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Adulta, by Region and Location, 1968/9, in Multiples of the

Cut-off Income (B 1,725 per year)

Whole Kingdom, Total

Income Class Average % % %
(Multiples of Cut-off Income) Income Equivalent Income Persons
' Adults
0.00 - 0.125 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.125 - 0.250 0,2140 0.32 0.04 0.32
0.250 - 0.375 0.3268 1.70 0.34 1.74
-0.375 - 0.500 0.4499 4.26 1.18 4.33
0.500 -~ 0.625 0.5659 8.43 2.95 8.65
0.625 - 0,750 0.6890 9.86 4.20 9.99
0.750 - 0.875 0.8118 10.52 5.27 10.79
0.875 - 1.000 0.9429 8.19 4.77 8.32
1.000 - 1.125 1.0644 7.73 5.08 7.97
1.125 - 1.250 1.1868 5.85 4,29 5.86
1.250 - 1,375 1.311s6 4.78 3.87 4.82
1.375 - 1.500 1.4358 4,36 3.87 4.34
1.500 - 1.750 1.6233 7.44 7.46 7.26
1.750 - 2,000 1.8814 5.16 ©6.00 5.11
2,000 - 2.500 2.2371 7.26 10.03 7.04
2,500 - 3.000 2.7198 4.61 7.75 4.44
3.000 - 3.500 3.2205 2.54 5,06 2.47
3.500 - 4,000 3.7563 1.77 4.10 1.73
4.000 - 5.000 4,4838 1.96 5.42 1.87
5.000 + 9.1044 3.26 18.31 3.08
Average Income 1.62
Gini Coefficient 0.4128
Variance of Income Logarithms 0.4724
Theil Index 0.3247

@ The scale used here assigns weights of .42 and .63 to children under

five and between five and fifteen respectively.
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