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CHAPTER VI

THE WOLE OF FEEDER RCADS IN AGHICULTURAL DEVELOPMINT

This chapter is concerned with the results of the research
that was describecd in Chaptex V, All of the principal variables
that seem to influence incomes were studied to understand their
correlation.1 In other words, the chief aim of farmers and others
in capitalist coﬁntries‘is’to raise their own level of income.

The present researChxdefined annual net farm income as the sole
dependent variable; /Other factors which have been mentioned were
taken as the independent variables. The relationsbip between each
pair of variables Fed to an understanding of the role each factor,
or group of factofs; played in the pattern of development, The
modes of transportation of the farmers and various aspects of

the movement of agricultural inputs and outputs were studied to

understand the impact of feeder roads in the study areas.

Owing to the limitations of the information obtained
for the project areas, some factors were weak in the comparisons

made with the other study areas. However, in the present research,

1
Correlation = mitual relationship, This definition is

used generally throughout this report. Where the statistical

definition of correlation is intended, it is so stated.
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attempt was hadé to overcome these deficiencies to provide an
understanding of the relationships between the project areas and
the non-project areas, and to compare the two projects with each
other, Some other sectors-—such as major-crop yields, soil
quality, income per rai, production problems, marketing problems,
farmers cooperative shares and deposits——were also taken into
consideration, The achievement quotient analysis was used to
compare the degree of achieveménﬁ of project with non—project
areas, Other importantvvariableé were studied to understand

their effects in developwent in the non-project areas.

Comparison of Net Farm Incomeé Between Four Study Areas

The meen vélugs of met farm income and net total income
of each study area were computed from the stratified sample data
for each groups; dispérsioﬁs were indicated by means of the standard
deviations, coefficients of variations, and the coefficients of
variation of the mean. Alternative pairs were compared by using
the Student's t test. Comparison of the income distributions of
farmers in each type of study area for 19745 is shown in Table 3C.
As nearly all of the coefficients of variation and the coefficients
of variation of the mean were much higher th;n 0215 and 0,05,
respectively, it can be seen that the incomes of the farmers in
the study areas were highly dispersed. An aim of the project for the

project farmers is to have & compact distribution of income,
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Table 38 - CompariSon of the Income Distributions of Famers in Each Type of Study Area for 1974 - 5
Type of Area of Type of Income (baht/year)
-yﬁamparison study study area |pnoquency R itandard Standard | Coefficignker: sont  Studed's
eviation| error of] of SE varda¥kon
, < the mean| variatiqnof e mezn t value
‘(baht/year) (baht/y¢ar )(baht/ ear)
—— Project .119- | 6,896 | 12,739 | 1,168 | 1.85 0617 0.98RS
Non-project | -~ 6} 5,159 |- 7,265 933 | 1.0 0,18
Hua Hin Project vf,78j‘; 17,?70 8,524 965 | 0,50 0,06 11.09™
Net farm Non=project 8y 1 14,223 6,189 671 117 0,16 4
income Cha Am vs Pro ject 119;ti®5§§896 12,739 1,168 1.85 0,17 6,23
Hua Hin Project 78 {17,170 8,52k 965 | 050 | 0406 _
Cha Am vs |Non=project 61 | 5,159 | 7,285 933 | 1.41 0.18 06875
Hua Hin Non-pro ject 85 11,223 | 6,189 671 | 1.47 0.16
e i Project 19 13,907 16,196 1,L85 1.16 0,11 1.0608
= Non=-project 61 11,477 10,116 1,295 0488 0.11
B s Project 78 119,581 9,297 | 1,053 | 0.L7 0.05 550"
Net total Non=project 85 11,294 9,778 1,061 0.87 0.09
inage Cha Am vs  |Project 119 |13,907 | 16,196 | 1,185 | 1.16 | 0.1 T
Hua Hin Project 78 19,581 9,297 1,053 Oeli7 0.05
© | Oha im vs |Non-project 61 | 11,L77 10,116 | 1,295 | 0,88 0.11 0,138
_Hua Hin Non-project 85 {11,294 9,778 | 1,061 | 0,87 0,09 & .

ns = Non-significant difference at 5 % level of significance
% = Significantly different at 1% level of significance
S+ = Significantly different at 041% level of significance

-
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From Table 38‘: the income distribution of the Hua Hin Land
Development Project farmers was the most compact of the income

distributions studied.

For convenient reference, the values of net farm income
and net totsl income from Table 38 have been arranged in descend~
ing rank order in Table 39.

,/ /

Table 39 - Rank Order A.riay:of Net Farm Income and Net Total

Income £ o%

Lrea of study Mn/jz/ zzz fé v Mean net total Difference
77@(1{6‘% year) income (babt/year)| (baht/ysar)

Zua Hin Project 16,581 2,k11

Cha fm Project 13,907 7,011

Cha Am non—pro,]ec..m]\lﬁ"‘ T 7 6,318 |

5‘{; : n--prOJecl:t L, 923 11,29% 7,071

s 4 P s

It can be seen that the mean net farm income of Hua Iin

*&ject 1 rmers was far bigher than that of farmers in the other

eas., This value, as shown in Table 38, is signifi-

caﬁtly ch fé#i‘ent to net farm incomes in the three o‘t_‘her study
areas, In contrast, the income distribution of the farmers in
the Huptapong Iural Development center (the so-called Cha Awm

Project) and that of the non-project farmers in Cha Am are not

significantly different at the 95 percent level of confidence,

|
|
|
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The mean income of the Cha Am Project farmers was somewhat higher
than those of the non-project areas, Comparison of the net farm
income distributions of Hua Hin and Cha Am Projects, showed these
to be different at the 99,9 percent level of confidence, and the
net total income distributions of the two projects were signifi-
cantly different at the 99 percent level of confidence. Table 39
shows that the farmers in the Cha Am Project earned much more
non-farm income than those’in the Pua Yin Project. Interestingly,
the differences betweén nét total incomes and net farm incomes
for the four study areag show approximately equal non-farm income
levels for the thrée gtudy aréas: Cha im Project, Cha Am non-

project, and Fua Fin non-project areas,

The principal variaples that might affect the distribution
of net farm income oﬁ;eachHStudy area were evaluated for the

following sectors: transportation facilities, cultivated area,

income per rai, land value, number of residents in the family

dwelling units, financial affairs, farm yields, markets, agricultural

advisory service, fertilizer, pesticides, seed, farm labour,
farming equipment, production problems, merketing problems, soil

quality, availability of water, and transportation faciliticse.

Transportation Facilities: IZoad Lensity

Both the Fuptapong and the Hua Hin-Nong Plub feeder roads

were rebuilt with soil aggregate surfaces in 1969. Other feeder
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roads have bean built to serve scattoered villages in the
non-project areas, and to every farm in the project areas. The
total length of roads of all classes which exist in each of the
four clagsified areas were compared with the amount of land in
each area., These comparisons ere shown in Table 40, It should
be noted that the areas tabulated exclude any mountainous
sections, The resulting quotients are the road density for each
study area. From Table %0, the road density of the Cha Am
Project is the highest value {2.92 km/ka), and the road density
of the non-project area in'Cﬁé,Am is the lowest of the four
study areas (0.30 km/kméy. Ho@évér, the road density in each of
the two project areas is’subéigﬁﬁiglly ligher than those of the
non-project areas. From/Pthdé¥é gh0wn in Tables 38 and 40,
comparisons of the ppoject.;%ég§;;;éh the non-project areas in
Cha hm and ue Kin indigates o correlation between road denmsity

.\‘-

[} 17} : B
and the mean net farm income. The two other pairs of comparisons
failed to show a positive correlation between road density and

level of income,

Table 40 - Road Density in the Study Areas: 19745

Area of | Type of brea Existing roads|Existing
study study area (1) (lem) road/arxca
(tam/ ™)
Project 13.% 38.8 2,92
Cha Am
Non-project 210. 62. 0.30
Project L7, 88,6 1.89
Hua Hin
Non-project 179. 96. 0,54
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Transportation Facilities: Transport Problems

Farmers interviewed in the non-project areas were asked
about the problems of transportation associated with their routine
activities, The results are summarized in Table 41. Transportae-
tion associated with medical emergency cases, such as injuries or
severe sickness, led to different decisions depending on whether
the emergency occurred invtherdgyhtime or night-time. The
incidence of farmer deeisions i%_éuch emergencies in the non-project

areas is shown in Table A2,

In the project aéeas;.each farmhouse wes close to a feeder

road and the condition ofvthe these roads was fairly good.

Farmers in the project areas pgenerally sold their produce to the
cooperatives, fe cOOperatife ?ehicles were used to carry these
products, there %ppeared to be no difficulties in transporting
these commodities. There were mini-buses operating through both
projects, but these did not directly serve every farmhouse. In
case of an emergency trip to the district town, project vehicles

were found to be available for the project farmers' use.

From Table 41, it appears that about 84 percent of the
non-project farmers did not complain about the roads connecting
their houses to the nearest road, their bouses t9 the farms, and
the farms to the nearest road, The differences between the two

Districts (Hue ifin and Che Am) are probably not significant in
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Téble L1 - Farmer Movement and Transport Problems of the Non-Project

Study Lrcas: 1974 - 5

Cha Am Hua Hin
o o ' 1 o
Zoute Farmers' attitude T 7 I 7
No problem 55 88 73 90
Youse to I
Bad road condition 6 10 6 7
road 77
Lack of wvehicle 1 2 2 3
gsesl, [ S 62 |100 | 81 | 100
, No probler 83 | 88 [105 | 82
fouse to SR
Bag/road condition 10 11 15 12
farm P aRamae s
Lack ¢f yekicle . 1 1 8 6
Topb ¥z vty 95 100 |128 | 100
1 No problem /- » 75 87 96 73
Farm to N
B&t;ngd condition 11 13 26 20
road ——— .
Lack of vebicle 0 0 9 7.
Total 86 | 100 131 100
No problem 12 14 37 28
En route 2 Bad rood condition 33 | 37 | 38 | 29
Lack of vehicle L3 L9 56 43
Total 88 100 131 108G
1
All responcents reported "walking" as the only mode of
transport.
2

Nearly all respondents travelled to the district town

by mini-bus on trips to buy food or to sell farm produce,



Table 42 - Incidence of Decigions of Farmers in the Non-Project

Study Areas in Medical Emergencies

bl o 1L (O =l ettt
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: : i Cha An Hua Hin
Time Emergency-trip decision T 7 T 7
Mini-bus 35 60 7 84
Wait until morning || //} 0 0 0 0
Dey Walk to health station | 4 7 5 6
Hire cer J/// 7)) BN 33 4 5
//"'
,;/ /s /] ety
Driving own car/ oy M/C! | © 0 b 5
"/ / "/ ' »,‘AY\/‘/
Total / /)7 9%( 58 '3} 100 84 100
77 _/L"'J‘Z,H;f
Mini-bus - AR © 0 0 0
Wait until mornimg 1 8 14 22 26
Night Walk to heelii—stetion—1 1 2 3 3
fﬁ S __..»/// i :/
Hire car ™ | 48 81 54 64
Driving own car or M/C 2 3 6 7
Total | 59 100 85 i00
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view of sampling ratios which led to these results. With respect
to travel on the nearest feeder road itself, nearly half of the
farmers compleined of the lack of a vehicle. Likely, the reason
that the farmers did not complain of transport problems in
getting from their houges to the farms, from the farms to the
road, or from their houses to the road was that most of them
wvalked on these three route gsegwents, but travelled by mini-bus

on road itself.,

From Table'&Z}*ifvappears that better mini-bus service
wag available in the“ﬁna HinAnon—project area than in the Cha A4m
non-project area as-fewer éégﬁle in the Hua Hin non—project area

had to hire a cer théqj@hdéé)in the Cha Am non-project area for

-

day-time medical emergencies.

It can be eoncluded that the road facilities in the Cha Lm
non-project area were bhetter than those in the Fua Hin non-project
area, and vebicles were more readily available than in the Iua Iin
nop-project area. Comparing Table 38 with Tables 41 and 42, there
appears to be some correlation between incomes with road facilities

and availability of vekicles for hire,

Cultivated Area

Values of the average cultivated area per family for each
income interval for the four study areas in 1974=5 are tabulated

in Table 43, As the information for the Cha Am Project area wag

o Ll



Table L3 = Average Cultivated Lrea (rai) Per Family in Each Income Interval in the Study Areas for 1974 =5

and 7 for irrigated crops).

Cha Am Hua Hin
Income Project1 Noneproject Project2 Non-project2
int b Average verage Average Average
Intarvali oty eny) - % % cultiva«d £ % “leultivayed £ % qultivatled f % |cultivated
ted area, - area,rai grea,rai area,rai
rai
Less than 5,000 1 | 9.320 17.6 T A0/ 88 | I 5 6 22.3| 60 71 17.h
5,000 = 14,999 58 | L9.16| 20.1 | A6 36| 22,8 | 27 35 23,30 4% 20 26,0
15,000 = 24,999 23 | 19.L9| 20,3 Ly 2 § 39.2 31 Lo 22,3 1 8 30.3
25,000 - 34,999 1 | 11,86 21.8 0 0 0 1L 18 21,1 1 1 L7.0
35,000 = Lk,999 7 | 5.93 287 | ZTWULF=35.0 0 0 0 - - -
More than Lli,999 5 | L2l 33.72 = = = 1 1 22,5 - - -
Total 118 (100 21,2 61 | 100 20.31* 78 100 22.1;” 85 | 100 20.5%
1
Distribution of total income
2
Distribution of net farm income
)

Project farms are stated to be limited to a total of 25 rai (18 rai for non-irrigated crops

the limiting total land area,

L

Weighted average.,

There seems to be no explanation for the values shown being larger than

gLL
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available only for "total income" intervals, the relationships
between the average cultivated areas in the four study areas
could only be tenuously evaluated. The present research
attempted to understand the relevance of cultivated area to net
farm income. From Table 42, it can be seen that, generally, the
greater the cultivated area, the higher the income was. For

the Fua Hin Project the cultivated areas were all nearly equal

so no correlation with thé varying level of income existed.

A comparison of*?hbles %8 and 43 shows that, generally,
the greater the cultivated af?a, the higher was the mean net

farm income,

Income Per Hai

The average imcome per rai ip each income interval for
each of the four study areas for 1974-5 is shown in Table 4k,
The higher the income level, the higher was the income per rai
of land for all study areas. Comparing these results with

average amount of land shown in Table 43, shows that generally

the larger was the land per family, the higher the income per rai.

This was true for three of the study areas, but not for the
Iua Hin Project, Small increments of land per family are
agsociated with very significant increases in the income per
rai, The reasons are probably the insignifi®ant increment of

farm expenditure for the larger land areas, and hawing--

|
A T T e
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Table Ll - Average Income (baht/year) Per Rai for Each Income Interval in the Study iLreass 1974 - 5
Cha Am Zi. Hua Hin |
Income Interval Pm;ject‘l o I\Iog-'projéqtz- ‘ Project Non-project2
baht/ ‘Income || | Income Income Income
(baht/year) £ | % | (vant/ L) |31 (bant/| £ % | (babt/| £ % | (bant/
ral) L7 ///f e rai) rai) PHE) -
Less than 5,000 11 | 9 | 180 | A9 /ACBE & 5 &1 198 180 |
55000 - 1k,999 58 | L9 | k95 | 16/, 26l 385 2.4 % | W § 7 TR0k ek
15,000 = 24,999 23 oty |7 h SRR 1,83 31 | Lo | 852 7 8 | 605
25,000 - 34,999 i | 12 |4,373 =t G 0 1L 18 (14332 1 1 613
35,000 = LkL,999 7 6 [1,h030.1 1 ¥y, o0 0 0 0 = - -
More than LL,999 = L 13,3L5 - - - - - 12,306 - - -
Total 118 | 100 78,3 | 61 |100l 206° | 78 |100 | 777° | 85 | 100 | 165>
1
Distribution of total income
2
Distribution of net farm income
3
Weighted average
o
o

|
|
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numbers of farm residents more nearly appropriate to suited the

larger amounts of cultivated land.

Land Value

Usually the value of land is high when it is near to a
road, convenience to transportation, near a market, or producing
higher yields if it is a fapm, As the land for both the Rua Hin
and Cho Am ProjectgAbgiongg é% H.M. the Xing and the Royal Thai
Government, it is i@ﬁé;gibieto determine 2 money value to those
lands. To estimate £ﬁkéjvé1pe, the approximate purchasing prices
of non-project lands/ﬁégglfknnd; the average land value for each
net farm income igterva;“ih‘the non-project areas in 1974 - 5 is
shown in Table 45.‘”Tﬁis shows ‘the tendency that higher land

values are assoeiated with higher levels of net farm income,

From Tables 38 aﬁdA§5, a2 comparison of the mean values
of cultivated land with the mean values of net farm income for
the two non-project study areas shows a negetive correlation:
the Cha Am non-project area had the higher net farm income, but

the Ifue Hin non-project area had the higher land value.

Femily Hesidents

The average number of family residents associated with
each income interval in the four study areas in 1974 - 5 is

ghown in Table 46, There was found no relationship between
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Table 45 - /verage Lend Value (baht/rai) for Each Net Farm Income

Interval in the Non-Project Study hreas for 1974 - 5

Net farm income Cha Lm Hua Hin
interval (beht/year) f , % | Lverage s % | Average
L 11/7/, lend land
__\L\ “Z4value value
Less than 5,000 1,252 50 68 1,789
5,000 =14,995 2,036 16 | 22 |2,281
15,000 - 24,999 7 9 1,957
25,000 - 34,999 1 1 2,500
359000 o ’54;999 V4! - g -~
A i
liore than 44,990 'f. = = o &
St N 3
. il
Total 5. 1100 11,5191 | 74 100 [1,921%
K

Weighted average



Table L6 - Average Family Residents1 for Each Income Interval in the Study ireas for 197L - 5

Cha Am Hua Hin
e Project’ N 66> Project” N sect’
. : rojec on=project rojec on=-projec
interval (baht/year lverage Tverage Lverage Average
£ % family -} ¢ ifamily £ % | family £ % |family
reB8idents v residents residentd residents
Less than 5,000 1 9.32| 5.75 7|40/ /| 66, | 6.02 5 7| 5420 60 71 | 6413
5,000 = 14,999 58 | L9.16 6.17 /|16 126 | 6.50 |26 34 | 5.0L 17 20 | 6471
15,000 = 24,999 23 | 19.49 6.7 A WAy 6500 |31 | Lo | L.uB 7 8 | 6.29
25,000 = 34,999 i | 11,84 6.7 [ ay O i | 18] 5.29 1 1 | 3.00
35,000 e b-h’999 7 i 5:93 6-71 3 1 S.m 0 0 0 - - ~
More than LL,999 5 L.2lf 7.00 - - - 1 1| 5.00 - - | -
Total 118 [100.0| 6.26% |61 [100 | 643 |77 [100| L.&7* |85 [100 | 6.22%

1

Number of people residing in each family dwelling unit

2

Compared to total income

3

Compared to net farm income

L

Weighted average

¢eL
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the number of family residents and net farm income level in the
Yua Hin Project, The average number of residents in a family was
nearly constant, but their net farm income levels varied greatly,
Therefore, it can be concluded that the net farm income is noil
affected by the mumber of family residents, Perbaps, the reason
is that more than half of the family residents were less than

20 years old, oy more than 59 years ol{, shown in Table 47, Thus,
only half of the residegts’iﬁ’éffarm dwelling unit were probably

able to work on the farm,

- /)

From Tablés,}é”aq@»éﬁ, 2ll pairs were compared ——except
project and non—prqdé¢t,areaﬁ in Cha Am-—an@ showed ne correlation
between the number ofyfémiQEArGSidents and the levels of mean net
farm or mean net tataltiaeﬁﬁg;--for the pair ip Cha Am (project
and non—project); thgéé;yag;é difference of cbout 20 percent in
the levels nf ne$§¢i656ﬁ9“ﬁut'the difference in nﬁmber of family

regidents was Oﬂly 2 percent,

Financial /ffairsgy Debt

Financial débt per farm femily for each income interval
of the study arcas for 1974=5  is shown in Table 48, Whilst
the evidence is far from corclusive for the three study areas
for which data were available, there appear to be tremnds of
greater debt being associated with larger income., Erratic data

points occur in two of the analyses, and it would be unwise to



e i o e SRR e iy G A A R b e L IR 2
V Y ] e

125

!
Table 47 - Incidence in Age Intervals of the Family Residents in a
Each Family Dwelling Unit in the Non-Project Study %
Lreas for 1974 - 5
E
]
® Cha Am Hue Hin
Age Interval (years) 5 7 7 v 7 i
N\ ]
= e {
//// : : ;‘i
Less than 10 Y ) 9% 25.8 134 25.k
AV 3 !
10 - 19 //;*-’110 29.6 165 31.2 ‘

20 - 29 / /745486 17.7 58 11,0

L
[ RS T

30 - 39 2 SRR 5¢5 57 10.8
) ticcace B omn 5
50 - 59 S & | 3.2 |

More than 59 16— k.3 18 Fokt

Total 272 100.0 528 10643

1 ¢
v |



Table 4B = Average Deb‘b1 (baht) per Farm Family for each Income Interval in the Study Areas for 1974 - 5

Cha Am Hua Hin
Income interval Project 4 Noneproject 3 Project 3 Non=project .
Average‘ ~liverage Average Average-
(baht/year) £ % | debt, £ % —{debt, 3 % | debt, f % |debt,
baht ‘ [baht- baht > baht
& A
Less than 5,000 10 9 | 5,007 40/ /3586 | W3 | 5 6 60 v
5,000 = 14,999 56 | 51| 7,1837) 16/ /. [026) | 1,069 |27 35 17 20| 2,735
15,000 - 24,999 21 19 [10,048 | A/, o t7.] 1,750 |3 Lo 7 8| 5,357
25,000 = 3L,999 12 11 |10,500 | O 2 o N 14 18 NA 1 1| 20,000
35,000 - LL,999 7 6 | 7,857 | 1 =1 0 - - - - -
More than Lk ,999 b L 111,375 - - - 1 1 N - - -
Total 110 | 100 | 8,0984 61 |100 | 1,399 |78 | 100 m® | 85 | 100| 2,788
1
Average debt per farm family,
2
Compared with total income,
3
Compared with net farm income.
L
Weighted average. =
o
oN

5

NA = not available.

o Jpe A
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formulate a general conclusion in this matter, Comparing the
corresponding study creas, using the mean values debt and income
shown in Tables48 and 38, respectively, there is no evidence of

any correlation between debt and net farm income,

The incidence of the sources from which the farmers in
the two non-project areas borrcwed money is shown in Table 49,
In both non-project arecas, substantial fractions of the farmers
(41 percent in Cha Am;yﬁﬁ_percent in Hua Jin) had borrowed money
from customers who~bﬁ&€£g;ir agricultural produce, Nearly half
of the farmers in the Eué»ﬁin non-preject area, and 41 percent
of those in the Ché Am'p;ﬁ-project area bhad borrowed money from

y

the cooperatives or ‘a banke ¥ew of the non-project farmers had

borrowed money from their relatives and neighbours.

The incid’c‘?gce-.of,debt occurring in each study area for
1974=5 is shown in Table 50, It appears that about 90 percent
of the farmers in the Cha Am Project owed money to others, but
about half of the farmers in each of the two non-project areas
owed money (44 percent in Cha /im, 51 percent in Fua Hin)., From
Tables38 and 50, there appears to be no relationship between
farmers' debts and their incomes, Of the total sample of 265
interviews, & farmerg both had credit from having lent money to
others and owed money; 5 of those were residents of the Cha Am
Project, 2 in the Cha Am non-project area, and 1 in the Hua Hin
non-project area, There were no observations of this parameter

for the Hua Iin Project farmers.



128

Table 49 - Incidence of Sources from which Farmers in the Non=-Project

Study Lrcas Berrowed Money, 1974 - 5

To whom owed Cha Am Hua Hin
£ % £ fo
Customer (merchant in town) 11 41 15 39
Cooperative or bank ) 411 41 21 k9
Relatives bl fy = 11 4 9
Heighbour s Zi 2 7 3 7
Sub-total w;/?[f;;rAS 27 100 43 100
Did not borrow ‘///i »;;}; <1 34 56I 42 491
Total J | REET 61 - 85 -
/‘i ;‘ : :
1 2

Incidences of not berrowing wére not included in the

‘ 4 »f"\\*».,, ke S |
calculation of percemtege incidence of source.

Table 50 - Incidence of Debt, Credit, Shares, and Deposits Occurring

in BEach Study Area for 1974 - 5

]
hArea of |Type of Number| Debt Credity Sharesg Deposits
of
study study area |samples| £ | 4 | £| % L% f %
Project 116 [110] 92{14 |12 NA [N | 96 81
Cha Am
Non-project 61 27| 4| 3| 5 5.1 =5 5 10
Project 78 | NA| NAINA |NA 77199 | L& 56
X Hua Hin _
Non-project 85 431 51 1 { 1 151 38 | 25 29
i 1
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Financial Affairs: Credit, Shares, and Deposits

The incidence of credit, shares, and deposits occurring
in each study area for 1974-5 is shown in Table 50, It evident
that few farmers in the two non-project areas had enough money
to lend to others. Only 12 percent of the farmers in the Cha Am
Project lent money to other farmers; however, the incidence of
having funds on deposit by thé Cha Am Project farmers is high
(81 percent), and half of the Fua Hin Project farmers (56 percent)

had funds on deposit,

From Table'éﬂ, i£ appears that nearly all of the FHua Hin
Project farmers had,a sharg in the cooperative, This is the
result of a project régglation that every project farmer must be
a2 number of the}ppqpe@aiive. In the two non-project areas, only
a few of the farﬁgfé\ﬁéd a share in the cooperative (5 percent
in Cha Am, and 18 percent in Zua Hin). Comparing the incidence
of shares held, as shown in Table 50, with the incomes shown in
Table 38, there does not appear to be any relationship between

farmers owing shares and their incomes,

Deposits of the farmers in banks and cooperatives are
shown in Table 50. Clearly, there were more project farmers
depositing their money in banks or cooperatives than there were
non-pro ject farmers, Few non-project farmers (6 percent) in
Cha Am have deposits in banks or cooperatives, Meanwhile,

few of these farmers had credits or shares., From Table 50, it
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can be seen that the Cha Am Project displayed a greater tendency

to circulate money than otber three study areas, In comparing
deposits from Table 50 with the incomes shown in Table 38, there
appears to be a weak correlation between farmers' deposits and

their incomes, for both project with non-project areas in Hua Iin
and Cha Am, However, therec was no cvidence of relationships between
farmers' deposits for non-project with non-project areas, and

project with project areass

Average amountéfof credit, shares, and deposits per family
in the four study areas/for 1974=5 are shown in Table 51,
Irregpective of the’absénce of ‘date for two cells of the table,
totals have been sbown,; C§gp§ring Tables 38 and 51, the outstandingly
high level of income of”ﬂhﬂ\ﬁéﬁ-Project farmers is seem to be
agsociated with the highegtftétal eredit per family in this study
area, Apart fromitgis‘highest pérfcorménce by Bua Hin Project

farmers, there is little in Table 51 to indicate helpful correlations.

Yield

The yields of some major crops in the study areas for
1974 = 5 are tabulated in Table 52, Comparing Table 38 with
Table 52, the yield seems tc be generally related to the net
farm income, The very high performance of sugarcane farmers in

the two Hua Hin study areas is of interest. Iowever, the striking



5

Table 51 - Average Credit, Sharcs, and Deposits per Family in the

Study Areas for 1974 - 5

| o
hrea of | Type of Numbers| Credit}|Shares® Deposits’ |Total of
of credit,shares
study | study area | sample | (baht) |(baht) | (baht) |and deposits
(baht)

Project 119 194 NA 66 379
Cha Am +—— ’

Non-project | 61 || 98 32 264 455

- //, J/ 1 \

Project 7|/ /78 4 NA {337  [2,950 3,365
Hua Hin AL 2t

Nom-project | / B85/ (| | 47 28 788 94l

]_ .

Money bﬁrrnqgﬁjby—ogher>farmers or relatives

.

2 L
Shares in cooperatives

3

Deposits in banks or cooperatives
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Table 52 ~ Yield (kg/rai) of the Major Crops in the Study Areas

for 1974 -~ 5

Cha Am Hua Hin |
Crop Project Non-project Project |[MNom~project |
f Yield | f Yield f| Yield f | Yield ;
Sugarcane 65 -g;;ﬁé;’, 1 1,176 40 18,984 | % |7,515
. ¥ /
Maize 38 | A)67/] 31 110 7% | 258 | 50 210
Pineapple - Z L/ it 1,116 - - |11 |1,079
Paddy - A s 292 - R
‘.JL:.
W

Source: Field survey for non-project areas and project

reports for project areasg,

SRR TYAT = Qi —
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ratio of sugarcane yields between hua Hin Project farmers (nearly

9,000 kg/rai) compared with Cha Am non-project farmers (1,200
kg/rai) is astounding, In its magnitude, this ratio of yields
(7.6:1) emphasizes the strength of the Hua Fin Project farmers

and relative weakness of the Cha Am farmers (both project and
non-project), This relationship should be kept in mind as further
analysis appears., The yields of upland crops in Hua Hin District
and Cha Am District as reported by the District Agricultural

0Officers ere shown in Table 53.

a4
_/ 7 S
= W 4

lMarketing

The choice of /agricultural product selling place with
its reasons, and the’ggoice of mode for transporting the

preducts, are shown in Table 5% for the two non-project study

"

arcags, From thiﬁiéékig it cen be seen that most of the Cha Am
non-project selling occurred at farmers' houses. The reason was
because of the convenience for the farmers themselves. Selling
in district towns was sometimes necessary hecause the farmers

had borrowed money from merchants in these district towns,

The dominent transport mode for the first stage in
Cha Am was the bicycle (77 percent), though nearly a quarter of
the farmers carried their products from farm to road or house
by sheer man-power., When the produce was stored in their
houses ready to sell, the merchants usually used their own

trucks to carry the produce from the farmers' houses.
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Table 53 - Upland Crop Yield (kg/rai) in Hua Hin and Cha Am
Pua Hin Cha Am
3 Upland crops
1973 1974 1975 1973 1974 1975 !
, = i 2 A 0
Maize 250 —= 300 310 200 250
Pineapple 2,000017,600 | 7,100{ 1,500 | 1,500
Castor seed T}’// /,165 160 120 120 4
A | |
Soyabean 1;6 /730" 160 80 80 NA
~ e ==
Pacdy 365 /| RHE 295 270 270 i
Ground nut 120 17365 191 | 150 | 150
Sugarcane 9,050=—{9,506-111,000 | 4,000 | 4,000
Cassava I “{&;00071 %,000 | 2,000 | 2,000 I
-
' 1
Excluding Dele Company and Thai Pineapple Company.
Source: District Agricultural officers, Cha Am and Hua Hin,
|

S i

"
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Table 5% - Incidence of Agricultural Output Selling Places,

Study Areas for 1974 - 5

Transport Mode, and their Reasons in the Non=Project

Facts and farmers! Cha Am Yua Hin
attitude f % f %
District town 9 16 | 58 71
Selling Other distriet town 11 20 0 0
place Farmer's house 36 ok 19 23
COOperative 0 0 5 o
Totald 56 100 82 100
ey Better prige /L) 5 9 i 5
B Near_and ﬁo,évgmeﬁt 27 48 | 55 67
elﬁ. Necessary” / JL 23 k1 8 10
ihe ;“g No _other /mirket - 1 3 110 i2
* Membershiy | g 0 0 5 5
Total/ IRGE 56 | 100 | 82 100
Transport |Mini-bus ~ ... 0 0 e 2
mode from | Bicycles .~ = 43 77 45 32
farm to Carried by;humuns 13 23 3 42
road Pruck) 0 0 1 1
Tb&ai'“"* : 5 | 100 | 82 100
Transport | Mini-bus 16 28 63 71
mode from | Carried by humans 1 2 0 0
road to Truck 39 70 19 25
o e Total 55 | 100 | 82 | 100
Heason Merchents' vehicle 38 68 1% 17
for Cooperative's venicle 0 0 3 A3
using Mo other mode 18 32 6l 75
that Convenient 0 0 2 2
mode Cheaper 0 0 2 2
Total 56 100 82 100

1

District town of district in which farm is situated,

2

Farmer borrowed money from merchant, for instance.




gl el UL O I T T e T e T e R o w5 o - L IR N

136

In contrast to the proceding, most of the farmers in the
Yua Hin non-project area sold their products at Hua Hin district
town, largely because of convenience, The farmers in the Hua Hin
non-pro ject area ‘rensported their products from farm to the
road by bicycle (55 percent of the farmers) or human power (&2
percent)., To transport produce to the district town, most of

the farmers loaded their produétiqn onto mini-buses or trucks,

1t appears Fggpfthe,mdrketihg arrangements in Cha Am and
Hua Hin are quite»éif%éfent £or the two groups of non-project
farmers. Perusal~6§;Tnble 5& leads one the believe that in
Cha Am the local mefchaﬁts-call o farmers, buy at the farm gate,
and transport the pradq¢g inutggir own vehicles, In the Zua Hin
non-pro ject areaj it apppars‘tﬁat farmers sell largely in the
district town, ha:iréﬁg«t;:éngp;mfed théir produce there by mini-bus

(77 percent) or by truck (23 percent),

For both the Che Am and Hua Hin Projects, most farmers
sold their agricultural products to the coeperatives, but a few
of these farmers sold small amounts of produce at district towns,
The cooperatives' vehicles were used to carry these products so
the farmers had not to spend any money for transportation.
Therefore, comparing the informetion from Tables 38 and 54, we can
say there is some correlation between transport facility in

production and marketing with the net farm income.
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Agricultural Advisory Services

In both the Cha Am and Fua Hin Projects, there were many
agronomists working at the project centers. Providing readily
available agricultural advisory service to the project farmers
wag one of their chief duties. For non-project areas, the
percentage occurrence of this service is shown in Table 55. Only

about 35 percent of the»faymggs;jn each non-project area received

~ s

s

visits by agricultu{fffénvisgrs;‘these specialists came about

7
twice per year, gfféjzjj; ring these figures with the net farm
& /
/ [ %

income in Table 38, yéﬁéééhs to be positive correlation between
Ay /

/ /

gdié?fﬁéficultural advice and the farmers'
87 .7 <

<

the availability of/rj

4 . [ 5 PN
income from farming ogepaﬁmons.
JE =

Fertilizer

e

From common sense, one usually thinks that the more
fertilizer that is used, the more the yield that will be obtained.
Therefore, the average cost of fertilizer per rai per family for
each net farm income interval in the non-project areas for
19745 was studied; these data are tabulated in Table 56. It
appears that the higher the cost of fertilizer per rai, the
higher the net farm income became. The farmers who did not
purchase and use fertilizer in the two non-project areas had
lower net ferm incomes. Comparing Tables 38 and 56, fertilizer

appeared to have gome influence on the mean net farm income of

AR~

ol
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Table 55 — Percentage Occurrence of Agricultural Advisory Services and Famm
Inputs Purchased or Hired by Farmers in the Non-Project Study

Areas for 1974 - 5

Percentage occurrence
Type of Area of
AgriculturalFertilizerInsecticiddSeed Farm [Farm
study arca | study |advisory 7~ Jpesticide labounequipment
services —|punchased | or purchaseqhired hired
" ‘ erbicide
g urchased
Che &m | 387 //Ni5b 57 56 k1 | 92?
Non-project 5 pogiisch i
Fua Hin| 36 / /nEISE 45 75 €2 | 74
¥ \
With the mean numbers of agricultural advisor visits = 2.2 times/yezr
2
With the mean numbers of agricultural advisor visits = 1,7 timeq/year
3

One farmers out of 61 purchaesed a farm tractor with credit,

4
Five farmers out of 85 owned water pumps.,



Table 56 - Lverage innual Cost of Fertilizer Per Rai Purchased per Family, cic Incidence of Farmers
Who Did Not Purchase, for Each liet Fam Income Interval in the lion-Project Study lLreas
for 1974 = 5

Cha fm Hua Hin
Farmers who purohased —rammers who did not Fammerswho purchased |Famers who did not
Net farm income S ;x:;;vurchase 3 purchase
interval ﬁ\veragéﬂ A/ F Lverage
o Tertildzéy /~ J o o fertilizer y
(baht/year) £ o cos%i /A f (, 9 N ¥ i SRt £ %
bant/rai/|/ (T taht/rai
Vil Las— 2 it
Less than 5,000 Lo 66 13,3/ b=ty 91 60 71 6.6 il 78
5,000 - 14,999 16 26 28.7 R 9 17 20 7.7 10 18
15,000 - 2)4,999 ,-3- 7 18'6 - = f 7 8 3&00 2 h i
25,Q00 - 34,999 0 0 0 - - 1 1 42,5 - -
35,000 = LkL,999 1 1 179 - - - - - - -
liore than Lh,999 - ~ - 2 & = .. " = =
Total 61 100 17.8' | 32 100 85 100 9.5 56 100
1

Weighted average

6¢L

e i s th
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both non-project areas, The percentage occurrence of the purchase
of fertilizer in each non-project areas, shown in Table 55, had
some correlation to the net farm income in the non-project area, as

shown in Table 38,

Incidence of fertilizer buying place with its reason,
transport mode of fert111zer, agd reason for first using the
fertilizer is shown in- Tgblej,7. ~In the Cha Am non-project area,
most of the farmerg/vé/%?io nearby district towns, rather than

to Che Am district 396;//L9h9 reasons mentioned by the farmers

y /

were that these pleyé§/;eie¢naar, convenient and sold cheaper,
Also, some of the famers had 40 buy there because they had

/\’;

borrowed money from mefﬁESnts in these towns. As chemical fertilizer
is relatively 11&?%’ m;stffarmers {86 percent) transported this

by mini-bus, Generelly, natural fertilizer (manure) had to be
carricd by truck because it is heavy and smelly, In the Hua Hin
non-project area, most of the farmers went to Fua Hin district

town to buy fertilizer, The principal reason given was it was

near and convenient to buy there, The farmers usually carried

it on mini-buses (92 percent)., In both non-project areas it was
first used in 1971-72, About 40 percent of the farmers in the

Cha Am non-project area used fertilizer by following the practice

of their neigbbours, but those in the Hua Hin non-project area

used it because the soil was of low fertility.
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Table 57 - Incidence of Fertilizer Buying Places, Transport Mode,
and their Reasons for the Non-Project Study Arcas
for 1974 - 5
Facts and farmers' Cha Am Hua EHin
attitudes f % f %
*
District town 1 3 17 68
$ g Other district towns 25 87 | 5 20
v Farmer'g:*agéé'/:i 2 7 1 b
Neighbotr— 1 3 2 8
il 7, ///l,".
BV /] 29 100 | 25 160
Cheape/r/ 4.8 5 B 113 12
Heason 10X | yeor“end convenience 18 62 | 20 80
huying No other merket 2 T 4
o X Bo;rowea%mﬂﬁb§'from b 14 1 i
merchant
A — .
ot 4 e e 29 100 25 1¢9
ini- 2
Tigeriart Mini-bus 24 86 23 9
« i
e Bicycles 2 7 1 b
Truck 2 7 1 L
Total 28 100 25 100
Since first planted 9 33 10 50
Reasom for
Followed neighbour 11 41 4 16
first used
Low fertility 7 26 11 bl
Total 271 100 252 100
b

xﬂverage first use in 1971.

gAverage first use in 1972,

*
District town of the district in which the farm is situated,
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The occurrence of purchasing fertilizer for both
non-project areas is shown in Table 55, It appears that half of
the farmers in the Cha Am non-project area used fertilizer, but
enly one-third of the fermers in Hua Hin used it, The comparison
the yield of major crops shown in Table 52 indicates that Cha Am
study area yields were lower than those of the Fua Hin areas,

% The average cost of fertilizer per rai shown in Table 55 compared

to the yields shown in Tablg452/wqu1d indicate that application
of fertilizer fﬁlled—tﬂixncrﬁase the yields of the major crops, |
L possible explanathp/;/tﬁhﬂt ferwers usually used fertilizer \
Tor vegetable plots; /ﬁvh@r zfan for fieid crop areas, If this
were true, then th//fpéi ;ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ Pln study areas was likely more

J ‘

fertile than thot in the GhaAAA study areas, It was reported by
/ P

# § SR

the Assistant Progecfxﬁtreéfar that the farmers in the Ima Hin

Project did not use apy fertilizer and did not generally plant

vegetables for safé. The Cha Am Progect farmers bought some

fertilizer from district towns for their vegetables,

Ingecticide, Pesticide, and Herbicide

The average cost of insecticide, pesticide, and herbicide
{ToP.H.) per rai used by farmers for each net farm income |
interval in the non—project areas for 1974—5 is shown in Table 53,

In each area, there seems to have resulted a greater net farm

i e RS e Sl

. income when these egricultural chemicals were used. The farmers

who did not purchase and use I.P.H, secem to have had low nct farm
P



Table 58 = Averaze [mmmal Cost of Insecticide, Pesticide, and llerbicide Per ilai Purchased Per Family, and
Incidence of Farmers Who Did Mot Purchase ;3 fot Dach llet Farm Income Interval in the
Non=-Project Study lLreas for 197h - 5

Cha Am 77 Hua Hin
ey fz'ans 1nc<]3-me Farmers l Ffrgl{ar? R .1/ Farmers s who cid not |
(bahtl}ygar;? who purchased l —-purchase | . who purchased purchase
Lveragd” 7/ f/ y/ = fverage
: I.PH. Y £//] ISR - o i 5,
3 e cost : 5 X ?  lcost £ e
baht/ baht/raf
Less than 5,000 HO' P 66 | 9e3 /BRH6, | B0 | 71 | 13.1] 38 | 178
5,000 = 14,999 16 26 1 thd 3= b 17 20 38.6 11 22
15,000 = 21,999 L 7 | 15.8 - - 7 8 | 91.2 - -
25,000 - 3L,999 0 0| 0 - - 1 1 | L6.8 = o
35,000 = Llh.,999 1 1 h2.9 - - - - - - -
Total 6 | 100 | 11.6° 26| 100 | 88 | 100 | 25,09 L9 | 100
1
I.P.H. = insecticide, pesticide or herbicide
2

Weighted average.

¢Hi
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incomes. The guantity per rai in Cha Am was less than that which
wag used in Hue Hin., This may be because there were more insects,
pests or weeds in Hua Hin than in the Cha Am non-project arca in

1974

The occurrence of using insecticide, herbicide and
pesticide in the Cha Am non-project area was somewhat higher
1//
(57 percent of the farmL_‘) than‘1n the Hua Hin non-project area
/
aéle 55. Comparing to Table 38, there

(45 percent), as sho////n//

appears to be some ¢€o
/ | 3
farm income for the 96/?pyg§gqt areas, In contrast, more Cha Am

m between the use of I,P.H, and net
non-project farmers ﬂ/ﬁﬁ@%}erfamounts (in terms of cost/rai)
of insecticide, pest161§g§gg§, ;b1c1de than the Hua Hin

non-project farmdia,_hutwihewyleld of \major crops in the Hua Hin

r\ L

Y

area was higher thgﬁ\thoae_giﬂthnwcﬁa Am area, as shown in Table 55,

58 and 52, respectively. One probable reason was because insecticide,
pesticide and herbicide are usually used only for vegetables,

Therefore, the yield of crops was not affected by these chemicals.

The incidence of insecticide, pesticide, and herbicide
buying place and their reasons, their transport mode, and reason

for first use are shown in Table 59, It is evident that Cha Am

st w15

non~project farmers (92 percent) bought these chemicals in nearby
district towns which were near and convenient, Three-fourths of
the Hva Hin non-project farmers bought them from Hua Hin district Q

town, largely because it was near and convenient., Both groups

T T j



Sha i ek dati
. % ‘.

Bbion = L0 au Sanid Sk, ——“iampil R

145

Table 59 — Incidence of Insecticide, Pesticide, and Herbicide

Mon-Project Study Areas for 1974 - 5

Buying Places; Transport Mode; and their Reasons in the

Facts and farmers' Cha Am Hua Hin

attitudes f % £ %

District townl 1 3 27 75

Buying Other district town 32 92 9 25
pleces - Farmegféﬁépﬁse 2 5 0 0
,;iéﬁiﬁi 35 | 100 36 100

“eason Cheapor / /; 5 | 14 4 11
for Ned;/ahﬁ/éoﬁyénient 26 74 P 67
buying No o@hér“éagkgt 4 12 8 22
there To%aii,: : 35 | 100 36 100
Transport M£§%:§E§%ij 32 91 36 100
mode CodBlodby-hamens 3 9 0 9
Total 35 100 36 100

HReason Since first planted 8 23 12 33
for Pests occurred 20 57 15 42
first Followed neighbour i 20 74 I;
used Too meny weeds 0 0 2 6
Total 35° | 100 367 | 100

1

District town of the district in which the farm ig situated,
2

Lverage of these farmers first used in 1972,

.

Lverage of these farmers first used in 1973.
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of non-project farmers carried the chemicals on mini-buses. It
was learned from the interviews that farmers in both areas first

used them in 1972~3 becauge pests occurred,

For both project arcas, the farmers buy insecticide from

the cooperatives on credit,

Secd

The averagé;ééggapf seed purchased per rai per family in
each net farm incoméjgﬁﬁé?vnlin the two non-project areas for
1974=5 is shown ip/ﬁéﬁ}¢$60‘ 1t appears that there was no
correlation betweé;/{he*éqgﬁ of { seed purchased and the net farm
income interval, The Qggggge'cost of seed purchased per rai
gcems to have néire}é¥éggg,to,ﬁhe net farm income in either nomn—
project area, HE??VPT,\tha farmers who did not purchase seed seem
to have had lower unet farm incormes than those who purchased. The
percentage of farmers in each non-project area who bought seed,

vwhich is shown in Table 55, seems to have a negative correlation

with the net farm income shown in Table 38,

The incidence of seed buying place, with the reason for
the choice, and the transport mode are shown in Table 61, In
the Cha Am non-project area, nearly all of the farmers bought
seed in district towns becsuse they were near, convenient, end
there were no other markets, The seed that they purchased was

transported by mini-bus (48 percent of the farmers) if it were



Table 60 - .iverage /nnual Cost of Seed Per .iai, 2nc

Tach Vet Fam Income Interval in the Won=Project Study Lreas for 197h -« 5

o

Tncidence of Farmers "ho 0id lot Purchase, for

T 7 7 i

Cha. An 7 ___Hua Hin -
Net farm income | Permers vho purchaged - .--_5;.Far{.1ers;1aﬁ:\o_. GLL 9 st cistr i purchased Fammers who did
interval .~ yaot purchase not purchase
Average /' |// e Liverage
(baht/year) i % se st{/. as% AN 3 2 |seed cost £ 4
baht/ral/ [ baht/rai
Less than 5,000 o | 66 | 154/ymeey)| 82 7| 309 17 81
5,000 = 14,999 16 26 52.{).1 : (6h: & 1 iy i 20 1.5 3 1L
15,000 = 2,999 L 7 TR —= — 7 8] 551 1 :
25,000 = 34,999 0 0 e i sl 1 1 31.5 - .
.35,000 - Lk,999 1 1 (6.9 - - - - - - =
lore than LL,999 = - s - - P - = = S
Total 6 | 100 26,8 | 27 11}.100 85 100 | 20.6'| 21 | 100
1
Weighted average.
s
~J

: |
7 et Paemey |
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Table 61 — Incidence of Seed Buying Places and Transport Mode for

the Non-Project Study Lreas for 1974 - 5

Cha Am Hua Hin
Facts and farmers' attitude , 7
: % f %
District town® 10 32 | 32 51
Buying
Other district towns 19 61 7 11
place
Farmer's house 0 0 2 %
Nearby viilages 2 7 19 30
Coopefat;ng | 0 0 3 5
Totaf 3 31 100 | 63 | 100
Cheapér ,/;} Ol 2 6 5 e
7
Reason Near agﬂ convenlent 19 56 38 59
for Mo other mﬂaket 13 38 16 25
buying Membershlp , c 0 3 5
there Borr \dumg‘py from 0 Y 2 3
merchant
Total 34 100 6L 100
Mini-bus 15 48 45 i3
Transport Bicycle 1 3 9 14
i Carried by bumeng 2 2 6 10
Truck 13 42 2 3
Total 31 100 62 100

1
District town of the district in which the farm is

situated.

A Ay
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in small, compact units, and by truck (42 percent) if the units
were large (such as pineapple plants), For Hua Hin non-project@rea,
about 60 percent of the formers bought seed from district towns,
and about 30 percent of the farmers bought seed from nearby
villages., The reason stated was that these places were near and
convenient, rather than lower prices or better seeds, Most of
the farmers in the Fua Fin non-project area transported the seeds

to their houses or farms by mini-bus,

In both proje@i*areas, the farmers bought seed from the
cooperatives on créd;f; The Ccooperatives' vehicles were used to
carry it to the farm,/if the Yoads were too heavy for thc farmer

to carry,

Farm Labour

The average farm lobour cost per rai hired by the farmers
in each net farm income interval in the non-project areas for
1974 =5 is tabulated in Table 62, There is some indication that
higher farm labour costs per rai are associated with higher levelgs

of net farm income,

From Tables 38 and 62, a comparison of the mean costs of
farm labour per rai with mean values of net farm income for the
two non-project study areas shows a negative correlation: the

Cha Lim non-project area had the higher net farm income, but the



e » L 3 .
Table 62 - Average Lnnual Famm Labour and Famming Equipment Co sts (baht/rai) Hired by Each Family in
Each liet Farm Income Interval for the lion=Project Study iAreas for 197h - 5
Cha Am Hua Hin
Net farm income
interval (baht/year) Average | verage Average Average
f % |farm E % ifarming £ % |farm £ % |farming
labour equipment) labour equipment
cost costy cost, cost,
baht/rail  |[baht/rai baht/rai baht/rail
Less than 5,000 Lo 66 | 11.3 YW/ | 66. |, 67.3 |60 7 63.3| 60 7 | 109.4
5,000 = 11,999 16 | 26 | 6.4 | 19 %ol g3l f17 | 20 | 93.0f 17 | 20. | 83.7
15,000 - 24,999 n 7 9.6 L 7 86.2 7 8 239.5 T 8 185.0
25,000 = 34,999 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 170,21 1 1 148.9
35,000 = LL,999 1 1 48,6 1 1 8le3 - - - - - =
More than Ll,999 = % = - - - * - % " - -
Total 61 | 100 | 13" &1 |10 | 7o' |85 100 | 85.0] 85 [100 | 111.0!
1

Weighted average.

oGL
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Hua Hin non-project area had the higher average ferm labour cost
per rai, It is interesting to note that in the Hua Hin non-project
area, farmers spent much more money for farm labour per rai (85

baht/year) than did those of the Cha Am non-project area (13 baht/year).

Both Hua Hin and Cha Am Project areas hired farm labour to
work on the farm chiefly during the planting and harvesting seasons,
The average annual man-powey used for cultivation per family of the
Land Development Projeet (the so-called Hua Hin Project) is shown in
Table 63, It appegjs‘£hat the man-days used by each group of power
gource were not %iggif?eanfly different between 1973 - & and 1974 - 5,
The man-power of,tge'férmer”himself and people in the family
remained constant'£11 §hieéﬂ;éars. Hired men-power, which was higher
in 1972 - 3 (37 percéﬁi),decféased to about 24 percent for the two
foilowing years. ;ihe ﬁécreaéing’gired man-power was replaced by
other families ékg caﬁéiisyﬁgiﬁ‘on the basis of exchanging man-powcys
Perhops the reason that limited the use of man-power of the farmer
himself and the people in the family was the short period of time
suitable for cultivating. Xowever, the total man-power usage per

femily in 1974 - 5 was higker than the two previous years, This wes

probably caused by & change in the kinds of crops being planted,

The percentage occurrence of hiring of farm labour by the
farmers in nmon-prejeet areas is shown in Table 55. It appears that
nore Fua Hin non-project farmers hired farm lebour to help on the

farm than the Cha Am non-project farmer did. From Tables 38 and 5%,
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Table 63 - fverage Annual Man-Power Usage for Cultivation per
Family on the Hua Hin Land Development Project
1972 - 3 1973 - & 197k 5
Xind of power .
- Total power Total power Total powgr
(man- dqys‘) % | (man-days % (man~-days|) %
Farmer himself fi/ gfane 16 14.8 27 16.1
People in femily 7| //// .38 | 28.4 28 | 25.9 41 o4
Other femilies ~ |/ // 27| 20.1 38| 35.2 59 | 35.1
J 2 .,"\:",.)‘\ i :
Hired s s :;A,;_150f, 37.3 26 24,1 41 k&
Total ==—=35=1150.0 108 | 100.0 168 100.0 |
) —
1
~& 1 day = 8 hours
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comparison of percentage occurrence and mean net farm income shows

o negative correlation,

Farning Equipment

In the Hua Hin Project, tractors were available to project
farmers, In the Cha Am Project area, the farmers had to hire
farnm tractors; these were availeble from the cooperative on credit,
The farming equ1pment eost per rai in each net farm income interval for
botk non-project areés'fer 197% - 5 is shown in Table 62, It
appears that the tgydency s 4hat o slightly higher farming
cquipment cost per,f;1 a§\333001ated with higher levels of net
farm income, though/éhere x@ generully little variation in average
/o=

cost within a proaect.—ﬁgawéV@r, Hua Hin non-project farmers

typically spent @oreﬂfbimﬁirxhg equipment than did Cha Am

non—-project farme§a.~\

From Tablcs 38 and 62, a comparison of the mean costs of
faming equipment per rai with mean values of net farm income for
the two non-projcct study areas shows a negative correlation:
the Hua Hin non-project had the higher farming equipment cost

per rai, but the Cho Am non-project had the higher net farm income,

The percentage occurrence of farming equipment hired by
the farmers in both nom~project areas is shown in Table 55, It
appears that more Cha Am non-project farmers hired farming

equipment then did the Fue Zin non-project farmers. Comparison
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between Tables 38 and 55 shows a positive correlation betwecen
nercentage occurrence of hiring farming equipment and mean net

farm income,

Production Problens

Farmers' attitudes on their production problems in the
study areas were recorded, E@gh‘farmer was encouraged to tell
the iﬂterviewers of aﬁj;problemé'that existed in the past year,
The incidence of préﬁ%?%é{that affected their production is
shown in Table 64: /13<£he?C%a bAm Project, the most cormon

7 / —
complaint (38 percent, ofhthéQTarmers) was the inadequacy of
water., In the Cha Am/ Project, each family occupied three rai of
irrigated land, The project‘céﬁter (using three pumps) could
supply an averag?‘of"7.2 mjffai of water in a day to those
irrigated}plots w%ich were dhiefiy used to grow vegetables; but
this was not enough, Other causes of problems were pests and floods
due to sudden rainstorms., The reason that the project farmers
complained of depression flcoding was probably because vegetables
need nore water than field crops, but not too much at a time,
Many of the Cha Anm non-project farmers (37 percent) complained
of pests as the cause of procduction problems. Also, 25 percent
of these farmers complained of inadequate investment funds,
in the Hua Hin non~project area, most production problems were

sinilar to those of the farmers in the Cha Am non-project area,



Table 6L - Incidence of Cause of Problems that affected Farm Production and liarketing in the Study Areas

for 1974 = 5
Cha ‘Ap Hua Hin
Cause of problem Project . |{Eon=project Project Non=-project {
= M~ . i
f’ f //a S = % ) i % i3 % f’
Pests 65/ A/ 206874 L6 . 3741 T 37 | 26.8 |
Lack of investiient funds /6/ 2&7 / RN RS0 Lo 29,0 1%
Lack of water 82 /| /3615 | 15.3 o g L g
b roduction| L2Ck Of ferm labour " . 69 116 | 12.9 23 | 16.7
Land clearing inadequacy 8 | et O : 5 NA NA 6 Le.3
Floods 2 39 17-9 1 008 g E 7 501 U
Lack of farming equipment 3 1.4 2 1.6 ( 1 15 10,9
Lack of vehicle 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 “
Tnaccessibility 0 0 0 0 x v 0 0 }
Total 218 | 100,0 |12k [100,0 NA ¥A [ 138 | 130.0 2
4
Low price for products 27 63 26 | 62 0 2 25 37 E
. 3 i L f.
Ma i Lack of vehicle 16 37 L 9 N . 14 21 o g
Inaccessibility 0 0 12 29 i | 22 33 ‘
Lack of customer 0 0 0 0 v J 6 49 |
Total L3 | 100 L2 100 N4 M. 67 | 100

GGl
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except for the inadequecy of rainfall and farming equipment, and
concern about flooding, Table 65, which shows the amount of
rainfall and the number of rainy days in the study areas, supports
the responses that the Cha fim study area farmers needed more

rain than they got,

Comparing Table 38 with Table 64, it seems that pest
problens had no correlatjgp,wi%b,the mean net farm income, Inck
of investment fundsshqﬁggé,negatifé correlation to the mean net
farr income, Lack'vfﬁﬁéiér seemed to be positively correlated
with mean net faru'iéééﬁé}: Léé& of faxm labour seems to show a

negative correlation'wiﬁﬁ thékﬁéan net farm income, but the

inadequacy of land cleaiingfoéﬁrations and depression flooding

-

were not relevant to the medr péfffarm income, The lack of

farming equipment §§ééé;§:£%TﬁE§eTa negative correlation with the
.
nean net farm incone,

larketing Problems

Farmers' attitudes on marketing problems in each study
area for 197:=5 =are shown in Table 6k, It appears that about
60 percent of the Che /im Project and non-project farmers couplained

of low prices for their production, but only 37 percent of the

Tua Hin non-project farmors complainmed of this, Cha /fm Projoct famers

(37 percent) complained of the lack of a vchicle but none had a

problem of inaccessibility, The non-project farmers in both the
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Table 65 - Amounts of Rainfall in Each Study Area During the
Period: June 1974 to May 1975
Area of|Type of Whole year rainfall | Numbers of rainy1
study |study area (mm/year) day (days/year)
&
Project 876.9 70
Cha Am 5 S
Non-project™ |~ 963.5 47
Project 7 /// -1,129.9 147
Hua Hin j,”/‘g' -
Non-project” [/ 7 ¥,019.4 121
1 . 4 L
Hainy déy = rainfall more than 0.1 mm per day.
¥ ,
Using Cha Am District Office as representative of
& Cha Am non-project area,

3

Using Hua Hin Meteorology Office as the representative

of the Hua Hin non-project area,
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Chae Am and Hua Hin areas (about 30 percent) complained of

inaccessibility being the cause of a problem in marketing.

From Tables 38 and 64, the problem of low prices appears
to have some correlation with the mean net farm income, The
lack of vehicles and lack of customers did not correlate with
the mean net farm income at all, and inaccessibility seems to

have & negative correlation with the mean pet farm income.

Soil Quality

Farmers' opiniong about the soil on their farmg in the
non-project areas are shown in:Table 66. It seems that soil
quality in the Iiua ﬂinrqgﬁ;prOJect area was slightly better than
in the Cha Anm nqn—projééfiareé. Comparing Table 38 with Table 66,
there is seen te pé;éiﬁégéiive correlation between apparent soil

|9 —

quality and mean net farm income.

Availability of vater

Water for cultivation in the two non-project areas was
studied, and farmers' opinions recorded as shown in Table 66,
From the distribution of water adequacy levels, it seems that
the Cha Am non-project area had a higher degree of inadequacy
of water than the Hua Ilin non-project area, This is supperted
by the rainfall deta shown in Table 65. When comparing Tebles 38

and 66, there appears to be negative correlation between



Table 66 - Incidence of Farmers' Attitudes on Soil Quality, Water
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Availability, and Income Before and After Road was

Constructed:

Non-Project Study Areas for 197% - 5

Cha 4m Hua Hin
Farmers' attitudes !
£ % £ %
Good 10 16 26 31
Soil Moderate 51 8k 57 67
77
quality Bed” /] 0 0 2 2
- / AL/'I//
/Téta1 61 100 85 100
Too/mycli 0 0 3 3
/ )7 4 -
Enoﬁéh'}_ 15 25 33 39
S
Water slight lack 27 A 38 L5
availability 1@%7—4—~ = 19 31 11 13
] S —
" otal 61 100 85 100
fodont Increased a lot 7 11 51 36
"o ‘Increased somewhat 28 46 19 40
aild b NaB Equal L 7 10 12
SoRa Decreased I 7 3 k
1
it No answer 18 29 22 26
Total 61 100 85 100

1

Arrived after the road had been constructed.

i B,

B il 1
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availability of water and mean net farm income for the non-project

areas,

Transportation Facilities

Farmers' opinions about their incomes before and after
the feeder roads were constructed are shown in Table 66, It
appears that the Hua H1n and Cha Ar non-pro ject farmers were not

significantly dlfteregg:ip thomr inoames after the feeder roads

e o

were constructed, C

ygén of Tables %8 and 66 shows no correla-
/,4:

tion between incon :ﬁt ‘after the road was conotructesd and

Z//h

nean net farm 1ncqme,/

/ f SIX L
Vi

. / @) .
For conven1enqg,ﬁa,summary of the correlation of cach
ﬁw—

gsector to income %gvel apd mean not farm income for 1974:-5 is

Ny

shown in Table 67:5%\

= Vi SR

Comparison of Net Total Income Between Each Study Area

The difference bhetwecn net totel income and net farm
income, which equals nop-farm income, is shown in Table 39,
Farmers in the Hua Hin Project ecarned much lower non-farm
incomes than those of the other three study areas. Therefore,
after including the respective amounts of non-farm income, the
net totel income of the other three areas were close to that of
Hwa Hin Project farmers as shown in Table 38, The dispergicn
of nct total incomes was less than the dispersion of net farm

inccmes,

e :nyggq
R

O

Sl el s o
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Table 67 - Summary of the Correlation of Each Sector to Income

Level, and Mean Net Farm Income for 1974 - 5

Income level

Mean net farm incon

¥ 1 o ol o CAP|HHP |CAF | CAT
Y CAP|CAN® |BHP“HEN® | ve |vs |vs |vs

: CAN|HHN |BHP | HSM

vy,

Road density N\ Nix | Na| NA| No| + | + | - | = |
Road facility oo o —fN& | M| Na| Na| « |+ [0 | 4

Fired vehicle availobiliky, |No | NA| NA| NA| + | + | O | + |
Cultivated area ygl/gmﬁﬂy YR R - + + | + + 0
Income per rai .7 / \ A)(_ + + . o 0 +
Lend value per vei / / "0 dwa | 4| w4+ | M |Na [NA | -
Family residents - A |+ 0 ol 0l gl o 18 ilp

Debt per femily ': s 0 NAi| o+ + |NA INA | -
Incidence of de))t ocourred— ML NA| NA| Ni| + [NA |NA -

Credit per fam1i¥;_m s _‘Nu. 4. NAf NA] NA| W |[Na |[NA W
Incidence of eredit occurred |[NA NA| NA] NA| W [NA |NA4 W
Shares per family NA NA| NA| NA| NA | W [MNA W

Incidence of sharcs occurrcd |NA | MA| NA| NA| NA | W |NA | W

Deposits per family NA. NA| NA| NA| - + + - .
Incidence of deposits occurred|NA NA| NA| NA| + | + - -
Yield N NAl  NAl NA| o+ | -
Marketing availability b Mif  NA|] NAL o+ -
Agricultural advisory services|NA NAi| NA MA] + | + 0
Fertilizer per rai NA + Ni| + | NA [NA (HA +
Incidence of fertilizer NA NA] NA| NA|] NA [NA |[NA +

purchased

Do SRS W b e it

e



St wq) e
At h

W

R sl by e il it —b e ol e = e
162
Table 67 (continued)
X Income level [Mean net farm incom
1 ° 9 0 CAP HHP CAP | CAN
Y CAP” |CAN"|HHPHHN| vs | vs |Vs vs
CAN |HEN | BEP | B
I.7.FE per rai ‘ NA | + |NA | + Ni| NA |NA | -
Incidence of I.P.E pmééﬁaseé."._' ML | NA|NA | NA| NA| NA | NA
Seed per rai M 0 |NA | Of NA[ Na|NA& [O
Incidence of seed—%ﬂed NA |"NA |NA | NA| NA| NA|NA |-
Farm labour per rai _/« NN+ [Ma |+ | oNal N fma |-
Incidence of farm 1;(1»/)\11} NA | NA [MA | NA| NA[ NA[NA |-
caployed H
Farming equipment p(r/ fair; 7 NAY| + |[NA NA| NA [NA |-
incidence of farmlng/ cquiy NA MA [NA | NA| NA| NA |DA | +
employed 03
Pes[bj(wc;}e-r-? —tw i N || O mm [
Leckllof —t T . (o ] O e m [P
FYOMCTII | 1ack of water Moo | NA[NA | NA| &) N i |+
problems™ |jock of farm labourt NA | Na |Na | Na| -0 ma|ma |-7
Lend clearing Wo | NA | NA | NA| -0] MA|MA |+
inadeguacy
Depregsion floodingl NA | NA |NA | NA -c-3 NA | MA "
Lack of farming | M. | NA |NA | wA| O ma[ma |-°
equipment §
Low price for N | NA|NA | NA| O | Na| NA +ji
products
Harketing |lack of vehicle | Ni | Ni |MA | NA| 4] NA| WA |7
problems’ Inaccessibility Wil Na [N [ | 2 malm |2 |
Lack of customer NA | Ni JNA | NAl O | NA|NA 17




Table 67 (continued)
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Thén level Mean net farm
X g e income
y CAP | EHP| CAP | HEP
CAP | CAN|HIP | HHN| vs vs | vs | vs
CAN | HEN| :EP | HHN
Soil quality NA | NA| NA|N.L | NA | NA|NA | =
Water availability NA | NA | NA|NA | NA | NA|NA | -
Transportation facility —  [26h | NA| NA|NA | NA | NA|HA | O
g — () 2
> f
Total income’1¢Vél;
2 .
Net farm income/ level,
3

Correlation in énd result is reciprocal to ordinary case.

+ Positivelcorrelétion.
0 No correlation.

-~ Negative correlation,

W=Data too weak to indicate the relationship.

NA=Not available,

X = income level, or mean net farm income.

Y = type of sectors.

CAP = Cha Am Project area

C4N = Cha Am non-project area
HEP = Hua Hin Project area

HEN = FMua Fin non-project area

/

Y
N

Correlation

Positive

correlation

" 4

X

Negative

T
il

correlation
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The inecremental amounts of non~farm income might not be
a8ffected by many of the principal variables., However, the number
of residents in the family dwelling unit and the amounts of
non-farm expenditures are thought to have some influence. From
Table 46, all pairs — except project and non-project areas in
Cha Am — showed no correlation between the number of family
residents and mean net total inceme, Project and non—-project

areas in Cha Am showed some correlation between them.

The average non—farm expenditure in each net total income
interval for the study areas for 19745 is shown in Table 68,
It appears that the higher the net total income, the higher was
the non-farm expenditures ~€omparison of Table 38 with Table 68
shows some correlation between the mean non-farm expenditure with
the mean net total income in project and non-project areas in
Cha Am, The non-project pairs of Cha Am and Hua Fin failed to
show correlation between non-farm expenditure and mean net total

income,

To study the relationship between farm income and farm
expenditure, Table 69 shows the average annual farm expenditure
for each farm income interval for the study areas for 197k=5
It appears thet the higher the farm income, the greater was the

farm expenditure,



Table 68 -~ Lverage iAnnual Non-Farm Expenditure in EZach Net Total Income Interval for the Study Areas for

1974 - 5
Cha Am Hua Hin
Hot: tolel. inpome Project Non=pro ject Project Non-project
interval (baht/year) Lverage ~Jiverage Average Average
£ 4 |non-farm f % pon-farm| £ % |non=farm f % |non-farm
expendig- expendi = expendi- expendi=-
ture . ture ture ture
baht/yp ' baht/yr baht/yr baht/yr
Less than 5,000 26 | 22 | 8,286] 1B/, J29 || bue| 2| 3 A 2, | 28 | 10,647
5,000 = 14,999 57 | b8 | 8,83h| /280 ia 4 bk | 25 | 32 b | L7 | 11,307
15,000 - 24,999 17 | | n,on] Adteno,526] 28 | 36 | w12 | b | 1k,957
25,000 = 34,999 10 9 | 12,1k} 3 ool TN o g M i 7 8 | 16,514
35,000 = L4999 5 Lo 11,1330 2 110,550 1 1 2 3 | 20,580
Total 118 [100 | 9,633] €61 hoo | 8,226" 78 |100 | ma |85 |100 | 12,283

1

Weighted average.

9L
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Table 69 = Average Annual Farm Expendture for Each Farm Income Interral for

the Study Areas for 1974 = 5

Cha Am Hua Hin i
Project ,N}onfpréjebt, Project Non=project
Farm income Average “{iverage Average Average
interval £ % e & ;_i‘ = f% s aid £ 3 £amm di-l £ 7 lam @
expendie| £ 1} | expendi- % |expendi- % | expendi
(baht/year) ture 1.~/ | |ture ture ture
2 /////" / i '.j'! : = AN

Less than 5,000 27 | 28 | 2,243~ |/36/ | N2) | 1,948 29 | L8 | 1,1Lk

5,000 - 14,999 bo | b1 | 3,920 /305 4T HOA| L8 22 | 36 | L,118

15,000 = 2l4,999 15 | 16 | 6,630 |/ I-TE16\675 7-1 10| 5,184

25,000 = 34,999 9 9 | 9,986 L 5 (15,8597 | NA I NA 1 2 | L,L6k
35,000 = LL,999 3 3 6,323 1 1 [32;609 1 2 |14,890

More than LL;999 3 3 {11,916 5 6-135,851 | e N 1 2 (10,397
..\.___...1—

Total o7 | 100 | L,762' [ 85 [ 100 |6,282" | | ma | wma 61 1100 | 3,108

1

Weighted average.

9L
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Degree of Potential Development Achieved in Each Study Arca

The percentage and cunulative percentage of each net
farm income for each study area for 1974-5 are tabulated in
Table 70 and shown in Figs.l13 and 1k, The net farm income distri-
bution curves for three of the study areas seem to be sinmilar,
as shown in Fig, i5. The net farm income of the Hua Hin Project
was ruch higher thon those of }hn other three study areas, From
Figs. 13 and 1%, the Sﬁﬂh percenixle of the cumulative net
farn income of ewch uyggk’@raa wag selected to separate the
farmers of each study,arga‘anto two groups. Those farmers whose
net farm incomes wérg aécve thé 85th percentile levels were consi-
dered to have achie&e& %Ke,ﬁeﬁr’daximum of all the farmers in
that study area, The remainﬁgr,yere considered to constitute

the "rest of the xareers"-~—xhe aehieveaent quot1ent1 which is

1
Cere mmugt be taken in interpreting the significance of

achievement quotient values, Besides being a ratio of two levels
of income, the value of the achievement quotient depends orn the
obgolute levels of the values of the ratio, For example, a
difference of 4,000 baht/year between the 85th percentile value
ond the mean income of the rest of the farmers could lead to
achievement quotients of 33 percent, 60 percent, or 80 pecrcent
for 85th percentile levels of §,000 baht/year, 10,000 baht/year,

and 20,000 baht/year, regpectively, As higher levels of net

(Footnote continued on pe 172)



Table 70 = Distribution and Cumulative Percentage of Net Farm Income for the

Study Areas for 1974 - 5

Cha Am Hua Hin
Net farm income

ipteral (takisasan Project Non-projé,cfb Project Non-project

P o L 4 S , 4 % - f # L %

-10,000 to - 5,000 2 1.7 | %.7F 4&//A50 0 - 0 0 1 . T
- 5,000 to = 1 32 | 27k | 904 41/ /585 105 1 L3k o5 3 18.,8| 20,0
0- 1,99 35 | 29.9 | 59.1 {33/ |"8h,1| 65.6 b o] 6 13| Bl 0.6
5,000 = 9,999 20 | 170 | 76,1 |12 | Ae.7] 853 9 | M.5| 17.9] 13 | 1.3} 855
10,000 = 14,999 13 | 110 | 87.2 | ‘RIS 9Y.6 i T B O G L.7| 9046
15,000 = 19,999 L 3. | 90.6 | 2 343 £95.1 21 | 27.0| 68.0| 6 7.0| 97.6
20,000 - 21,999 2 AT O 3.31 96k o s TSl 1 1.2] 98.8
25,000 = 29,999 b 3¢t | 95.7HF- = =198 11 L et 49564 ) 1.2 100.0
30,000 - 34,999 2 1.7 | 97l | = =198k L g4 08Tk e - | 100.0
35,000 -~ 39,999 2 1.7 |98, - - ] 98.L - - 9847 - - 130600
More than 39,999 1 0.9 (100.0 | 1 1.6 100,0 1 5.3 h0] = - |100.0
Total 117" | 100.0 [100.0 | 61 100.0 1100.0 78 1100,0{100.0 | 85 |100.0| 100.0

1
Total number of farmers = 1193 2 observations missing freu above ota.
(o))
(0]
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z Fig.15=Cumulative Distribution Curves of the Net Farm

Income of the Study Areas for 1974-5
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the ratio of the mean net farm income of the rest of the farmers
to that of the high achievement group (taken as the 85th percentile

level of all farmers) of each study area is tabulated in Table 71.

From Table 71, it can be seen that the Hua Hin Project
had the highest achievement quot1ent (59 percent). The Cha Am

Project was the lowest- aehlevemknt -study area (20 percent). For

the Eua Hin PrOJect,f£hg<3pcOme\ai\tribut1on of the rest of the

farmers more nearly aﬁ/ ¢/¢ the high achievement group than
9’

7 /138 f,
did the three othen/spudy‘aveqsa Bven though the Cha Am Project
/]

farmers had an averégq ngt-fatm¢%ncome higher than the farmers of

the two non-project stﬁd{;pméaah*the incomes of the rest of the
= :

farmers were far Pehlnﬁ that/af\the hlgh achievement group. Ience,

the achievement qéo nt of thn Cha/kﬂ Project was the lowest of

I ‘ e ——

all the study areas,

farm income are a desirable objective of farming, the position
effect which is inherent in this ratio serves to mark a high level
of income of the rest of the farmers with a high achievement
quotient. At high absolute levels of net farm income, perhaps the
differences are less important than at lower levels; the achievement
quotient reflects this lesser importance with higher absolute levels

of net farm income,
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Table 71 - Potential Development Levels and iichievement Quoticnts
Based on Net Farm Income (baht/year) in the Study
hLreas for 1974 - 5
High achievers1 Rest of the
T £ farmers J '
B Type © .
* kot Net farm income, baht A;g;ivw
study STty AR 85th Mean ndt
M- % percenti.{le farm |quotient
e | £ i{Mean |Median |of all f |income |
//' 7/ farmers babt %
— ./ ///
/ / /B
Pro;,eét/ / /425 | 24,254(20,500 | 11,500 | 94| 2,309 20
Cha Am BN Y :
Nompr7ﬁect 14,389 13,000 7,500 | 45| 1,959 20
Project/ v 439 |28,584(26,500 | 23,000 | 59| 13,494 59
Hua Hin —— e
No?—prowct( 17 +114,188| 12,500 7,000 | 68| 1,739 25
NE= ———
fgx T me—
1
. Defined as having net farm incomes greater than the 85th
percentile value for the study area,
j
¥
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Tha values of facto®® pertaining to economic achievement
in the non-project study areas for 1974=5 are shown in Table 72.
It appears that the high achievement group had their houses and
farms nearer to the road than those of the rest of farmers.
The high achievement group also appears to make more trips, to
cultivate more area, and to earn more net farm income per rai

than the rest did, Their land values, thé family residents who
’1/,
worked on the farm, anc't%elr maize yields were all greater than

corresponding valu:j/f(ﬂp rest of the farmers, The agricultural
advisors met then /yf 15 ‘and the high achievement farmers
used more fert111z///p/es/§q.cldﬁ, sced, farm labour and farning

ecuipment, and had more/ zha:g;,\ g2nd deposits in cooperatives or
[ ARG
banks, The distance f/r@eu houses to the farms, their debt

and their credit Qger g' 59@1 no relationship to their net farm
OF

incomes, ms\ i
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Table 72 - Velues of Factors Pertaining to Economic Achievement in

the Non-Project Study Areas for 1974=5

e

Type of factors v e e
Sl im op
Distence from house to road (lm) 0.04 0.56 0,21 0.39
Digtence from house to farm (km) 0.41 0.31 0.30 1.08
Distagce from farm to road (km) 0.03 0.92 0ol 077
Trips” per month 3.98 2.57 6.1 503
Cultivated area (rai) 30.7 17.6 325 175
Net farm income per rai (baht) 169 107 436 98
Land velue (baht/rai) 2,107 1,393 2,187 , 847
hesidents (persons/femily) 3450 2.62 32k 2.82
Debt (baht) - Saneses | 850 1,594 3,647 2,265
Credit (baht) Z7, 375 0 0 5
Shares (baht) Z /] 100 8 51 25
Deposits (babht) — 7 // 928 28 1,706 55
Agricultural advisory service 1.13 0.38 0.9% 0.82
times/year) ~ / / /Al \
Meize yield (kgfrai) / 173 88 33k 192
Fertilizer used per poi - 731 241 709 109
(baht/year)
Pesticide used per rai 510 131 2,073 2h2
(boht/year) :
Seed purchosed pew xai 1,299 303 1,068 k36
(baht/year) <5
Farm lobour employed per rai 469 209 5,353 1,102
(baht/year)
Farming equipment employed 2,267 1,378 5,15k 1,865
(baht/year nir ra}) 5 5
Net farm income (baht/year) 7,500 7,0007
13,0000 |1:998 }12,500G 1,752

1

Hi = high achievers,
2

RF =
3

rest of the farmers,

One round trip of the residents working on farm.

L

Number of residents working on farm,

5

85th percentile levels of net farm income of all farmers

in the study area,

Median net form income of the high achievement group in

the study area,
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