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ABSTRACT

E'he objective of this study is to compare the resources
condition, factors affecting resources utilization and evaluat
financail value are household utilized in Baung Boraphet Non
Hunting Area by main occupation. Regarding the methodology of
this study, Primary data is conducted by survey and interviewing.
Secondary data collected form Royal Forest Department and
Department of Land Development. One hundred ninety household in

Bsung Boraphet Non Hunting Area have been select for sampling.
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The result of the area are have 212.8 Sq.km. and devided
in to 2 part, 'the Terrestial and Aquatic part. The area in the
terrestrial are 112.8 Sq.km. or 53.01% and aguatic are 108 Sq.km.
or 46.99 %. Concidering land utilization area are devide in to

Swam Forest, Wet Meadow, Paddy and Agquatic Plant.

The factors affecting in land utilization of household
in Baung Boraphet Non Hunting Area, this finding is shown that
‘the majority occupation are asgricultural. But he have the less
aversge income than who have fishering. The factor affecting
possitive to annualnet income are main occupation household size
size of land holding and quantity resources are utilized,
agitate financial value for household income are 18,758,683 baht

/year.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Problem Statement

In the 1960 the general public in most developed counties
began to demonstrate increased concern about the quality of the
natural environment. They noticed how lakes, rivers, and even
seas had become polluted that they no longer could be used for
recreation. They could smell the order of the gaseous emissions
from automobiles and factories. At the same time, scientists were
collecting overwhelﬁing evidence that Phere were great health
hazards, connected with continued emissio;s of large volumes of
gaseous, waterborn and solid residuals. They pointed out the

risks for extinetion of certain 1living species and warned of

global effects on the climate.

Economists also became interestéd in these prdglem, and
could easily find explanations for these developments. In their
view,the natural environment is a public good, a common property.
For such a good, there exists no market in which buyers and
sellers reveal their preferances, because if one individual is
able to buy, for example, better air quality, all ather persons
in his neighborhood will also benefit from his transaction.
Thus, =an individual has 1little incentive to do anything to

improve the quality of the environment. (Maler 1974:1)
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Ur-il 1870, Thailand was accredited for a country with
abundant -stursl resources which includes forestry, land and
water. T-ese resources are significant factors for making .the
living i~ =zgricultural societies. Aforementioned resources,
howewer, :zei-g used imporperly and ignorantly, are destroyed and
almost us:= ur. These are particularly fact for the ease of land
and water wicn are important in sagricultural productivity.

(Rattanacrz: 1333:1)

Thz XNoo-Hunting areas are the places to be provided for
wildlife. Tmev are protected certainly specified wildlife
species. ~-=re have been are be set the Government service,
public ars= ==3i right doccommentary individual to superimpose.
Thus, the -on-runting areas have various activities utilizations
in some =srez é.uch as, wildlife preserve area, economic
developmer.z =z2zivity for agricultural, fishery, communication and
recreatior. A.r-st of deparated resource problems take place from

unlimited :ssz= and mistaken usage from development activities

around th: zvss .

How:zwer» -he declaration of those areas as non-hunting
areas afc-e=sz:Z is only one of many measures to conserve these
water bircs =~ the other measures, such as control of
environmer-z! canditions at bird habitats, control of populations
of birds e->. ¥:st be done to correspon the declaration. Besides,

the conser=:ixn of birds must not againt the way of life of
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villagers in the conservation areas. This conservation of birds
need amainand comprehensive plan that must be covered all
bothproblems théory and practicing there must also be
integrated the plan which activities and projects determined this

plan are related with each other and head to the same traget.

Bung - Boraphet is an essential non-hunting area of
Thailand, establish to conserve and watch over wildlife, for
education, recreation and create the Jjustified attitude of
population about natural resource inorder to have some result in
action for resource conservation and environment gquality to
encourage. They have aquatic vegetation 44 species, water birds
over 162 species, and all most of all a;e the Teal. (Place of

Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area : 1887)
1.2 Conceptual Framework

"The non-hunting area are rise to wildlife conservation
objective . Thus, they will be to Public area, Government area or
individual area. That make to have utilization in non-hunting

area manything.
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Fig 1.1

The conceptual framework of the studies on factors

affecting resources utilization of households in Non

Hunting area at Bung Boraphet, Nakhon Sawan Province.



1.3 Objective of the Study

1. Classify the base of resources in Bung-Boraphet Non-

Hunting Area.

2. Classify the influence factors utilization of

household in Bung-Boraphet around the land.

3. Evaluat resources utilization value of household

in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area .

1.4 Hypothesis

1. The households who support themself by fishery will
have the size of landholding less than the households who support

themself by agriculture occupation.

2. The most of fishery households migrate from the other

area .

3. The agriculture households will have the amount of

member in their family more than the fishery.

4. The higher education households head can get an

income more than the lower education households head.
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1.5 Scope of the Studv

According to the objective, the scope of studying was set

up in 4 part,
1. Studying the Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area.

2. Studying the target population groups are household’s

head in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area.

3. Studying resources utilizationin Bung-Boraphet Non-
Hunting Area by consideration from financial value activity that

>

can be calculated the direct benefit.

4. Studying period of time to evaluate the value
resources utilization in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area in a

vear, from 1988 t@ 18908.

1.6 List of Related Variables.

To meet the objective of this study, data on the following

variables are collected :

1. Population conditions

-Sex

-Age
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-Household ‘s members
2. Social conditions
-Level of education of household’s head

-Number of year of resettlement

. Economic conditions

w

-Occupation

-Cost 1in occupations

-Income from occupation

-Annaul net income

-Saving sbility and indebtedness |

-Size of agricultural land utilization

1.7 Definition of the Terms

1. Non-Hunting Area 1is exists to protect certain
specified wildlife species. Human settlement and economic
activity, fishing and agriculture etc, aré also permitted. Most
of the non-hunting area is the boundaries of reservoirs, lake and
those with in the temples. The low only protects the animals live

there.
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2. Wildlife Sanctuary is land which is not lawfully owned

or possed by any other person than a public body. They are forest
area set aside to protect wildlife and to be a management tool to
protect forest from encroachment with in the sanctuaries. All
forms of resources are strictly protected for technical purposes
and the permition must be issued by the Director General of the

Royal Forest Department.

3. Money of values means benefits utilization that they

can be calculated discount to cost.

4. Household’s net income means income from occupation

>

are discount to cost in occupation for household.

5. Natural resources recreation: means condition area
are natural and man made . Thus, that area can be suitable for

peple manage some activities ,recreation and relaxation.

6. Tourists means a person and group of peple are travel
to Bung Boraphet Non-Hunting area in order to visit and

recreation.

7. Souveneir means somethings that can be bought from

recreation places and returned to their homes.
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8. Economics factors means economics condition in one
year until present such as, occupation, income, cappital, net

income from usage resources 1in non-hunting area.

8. Social factors means social condition of target
population. Such as, level of education of household s head and

number of yaer of resettelment.

10. Population factors means data base of target

population. Such as, sex, age, mariage status and household’s

member .

>

11. Lands holding means the farmers who are holding the

lands for usage in Bung Boraphet Non- Hunting area.

12. Occupation income means money from occupation in usage
resources in Bung Boraphet Non-Hunting ares.
13. Occupation cost means value of money pay to occupation

from resource utilization in Bung Boraphet Non-Hunting ares.

14. Net income from occupation measns income from
occupations discount money of directcost and opportunity cost

for its in Bung Boraphet Non-Hunting area.
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15. Saving condition means net income from any expenses
all year round which he keeps in each or another kind, such as

deposit in bank, gold purchasing and others.

16. Indebtedness condition means expenditure of household
for occupation resource usage in Bung Boraphet Non-Hunting area
in accordance with to raise a loan from a hotbed financially or
money institute or another kind. Such as,commercial bank, saving
bank, agriculture and agriculture cooperstive bank, capitalist,

kinsman or neighbor.
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEWS

According to related doccomments and records, literature

reviews can be divided into 4 parts as the following :

2.1 Environment Policy

One of the most natural policy measures is an effluent
standard, that is, a limit on the amount of firm, amunicpality,
or a consumer may discharge in to the environment. The effuent
charge and effuen standards differ only in the effects on
the 1income distribﬁtion, provided that the environmental
management agency has all of the required informations to set
optimal charges or standard and that all’flowes of residuals are
deterministric. It is thus possible to achieve the same
environmental objectives with either standards or charges and at
the same social cost. Therefore it becomes the great interest to

determine with method requires lease information at a central

" level. The basic conclusion is the necessary information set

optimal standards and sufficien to set optimal effluent charges,
Generrally, the necessary information seting optimal charges
setting is not sufficien to set standards. In this sense,
effluent charges requireless information at the central level

than effluent standard do.
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If the assumtion of deterministric residuals flows is

droped, the profound differences between charges and standards
will appear. In some cases, it is not even possible to achieve
the same environmental objectives with standard as with charges .
Moreover, the information require of standards will be greater

than this charges. Further more, 4there is the serious problenm
of imprementing effluent standards when the waste flows are
random, while the corresponding problem is much less serious when

effluent charges are used.

Both effluent standard and effluent charges require
monitoring of the west discharges. In many’ cases such monitoring
is prohibitively expensive. It therefore becomes improtant to
investigete effluent charges be replaced by some system of
standards, charges, subsidies and refunds, which has the same
effect on allocations. It is shown that such a system exists for

many interesting situations.

2.2 The demand for Environment services

In the spirit of Pareto optimality, an investigation of
consumption theory necessary in order to discover methods that
can be used to obtain information about consumer preferances.
Therefore, if a consumer’s individual demand functions are known,
it is possible to reconstruct his preferances completely with

regard to private goods on the basic of his strucky equations.
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When some very restricetive conditions are satified, It is shown
that it is possible to reconstruct a community utility function
from information on the demand functions. As almost of the
informations we have connect with aggregate demand functions,
this indicates that it may be impossible to reconstruct the
individual utility functions and to use such concepts as
consumer’s surplus. If, howéver, it is possible to obtain
information on the demand behavior of differant social classes,
which can be regarded as homogeneous, this difficulty is
circumvented. In this case, the method of reconstructing
preferences can be used to assess, the welfair effects of
changes in the economy for given ethical beliefs about income

distribution.

In a cost-benefit analysis of the use of the environment,
consumer preferences preferably should be summed to an aggregate
marginal willingness to pay for differant environmental services.
Such a measure indicates how much the consumers together are
willing to abstain from consumption to achieve a unit improvement
of an environmental service. If the cost are opportunity for unit
improvement is less than this agreegate marginal willingness to
pay, It is clear that the improvement is worth while from an
economic point of view, provided that the burden of this
improvement is distributed over the individuals in a

"satisfactory” way.
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The most natural approach to obtaining information

about consumers preferences on environmental services is,. of
course, to ask each individual how much he is willing to pay for
a unit improvement in the quality of environment. It has long
been recognized, however, that consumers may have very strong
incentives to misrepresent their true preferences in their

answers.

2.3 Nakhonsawan Province

Nakhonsawan is an ancien city : founded in the period of
the Pra Ruang dynasty. At that time Sukhothai was the capitalcity.
As was engraved on the stone, Nakhonsawan was once called " Muang
Prabang " During Ayuthaya Period,King Borome Rachatirat the first
had united Kamphaengphet, Tak and Preabané in to the greater city
called "NAKHON PANG-KA" NAKONSAWAN IS ALSO CALLEDS "PAK NAM PO"
which means "ther mouth of the river”. It was called thus because
it is the place where the Ping river and the Nan river meet and
from the beginning or the mount of the Chao praya river, which
then flows into the gulf of Thailand. Mean while the word " Pak
nam po” has changed its tone from low to mid.

Nakhonsawan is one of the seventeen provinces in the
northern part of Thailand. Its area is about 6,848,100 rai. It
has Kamphangphet and pichit on its north, Phetchabun and Lopburi
on the east., Uthai-thani, Chainat and Sing Buri on the south and

Tak on the west.
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Geographically, Nakhonsawan Province is a low land
surrounded by mountains. The east side is 522 meters above the
sea level and the west side 1968 . The central part of the
province is lower and~ is , ther fore, the place where several
important rivers meet, for example, the Ping, the Wang, the Yom
and the Nan and small swamps. The largest swamp is Bung
Boraphet. It is the largest swamp of Thailand that raises
fish 1in freshwater. This low land is only 19-22 metres above the
sea level.

Occupation mainly agricultural with 2.5 million rai of
land for risce plaﬁtation and 2.3 million rai for crops. The
production of rice is between 853,000 rai and 1,100,000 tons
vearly. Corn, whice is widely grown, yields around 490,008 tons
annaully. Various kinds of beans are alsoc grown. The amount of
rainfall is between 820 and 1,200 miliimetters per year. The
temperatures range between 11 and 43 degreecelsius.

The province is devided into 12 amphurs (districts),
115 tambons (sub-districs), 1,093 moo-baans (villages) and 3
municipalities. Population figures up to january, 1, 1987, are
528,538 males and 524,433 Females which makes a total of
1,053,031.

Transportation Highways and a railway pass through
Nakhonsawan. It is 237 kilometres by road from Bangkok and 258
jlometers by train.The roads between the town and the
districsare al pave roads,so travelling is very convenient.It’s

368 Kilometers from Nakhonsawan to the Gufe of Thailand by the
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Chao Phaya River. There 1is a government project to set up
transportation stations for the perposte of transporting

goods along the Chao Phaya River.
2.4 Literature Reviews of Related variable.

Thai University Research Association. (1981:56-58)
reported that improvment in the socio-economic and population
for environment gquality administration in songkhla lake found
that the major occupation of household’'s head, 66.2 ¥ are
agricultural. The rest earn an income by fishery, employment and
official are 10 %, 7.4 %, 7.2 % respectively. It is found that
the majority of the population utilized aquatic plant in Thale
Noi are charcoal, cutwood, utilized agricultural, fishery, and
livestock. The others supported by 'fishery, agriculture,
livestock, charcoal and cutwood respsctively. Thus, an socio-
economics condition in Thale Noi is -less than. Consider from

accordance with income, expenditure, indebtedness,saving and etc.

Thai University Research Assosiation. (1984) studies on
The impact of Thailand Reforestation Program on Child Mortality
and Fertility to intend evaluation impact of socio-economic and
population from Reforestation Program in the North and Northeast.
It has been randomized by Two-stage sampling. The first—sampiing
is randomed villages with can be classified into 3 village

categories, : Reforestation villages, far and near are 99
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villaged example in accordance. The second-stage sampling are
household randomed by simple random sampling there are | 62
household. This has been data analized by Chi-squar, Anova,
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis and Path Analysis and has
been found that Reforestation program has benefit for socio-
economics and population condition of reforestation village and
near aggregate employment to raise income, to share women

employee and stoped migration.

Rasnan and Avshalom (1968:199) said that the lavel of
technology and high management for modern agricultural and need
the farmers who had ability and willingness. The differential in
ability of the farmers in any country was the most important to
explained that in europe, quantity of area per farmer was lower
than India, but it had higher production-because of two factors,
such as skill and trainning. Farmers must be had skill and
knowledge for management of land, plant, animal husbandry and
machinery. The knowledge that they were an important capital.
Willingness and skill of the farmers were related to farm
management system of the way of organizing of the farmers. The
community characteristic and educational level of the farmers are
closed relstionship and resulted to social character of them in

each differant community.

Ingram,James C. (1871:263) said that the farmers could

not change the 1land utilization for other better crop. Because
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they lack of knowledge to change planting system for in crease
their productivity. That the reason why they had a paddy more

than other occupations.

Chatchai Vanichsombat (1865:20) found that the family of
the farmers who had too much member and not suitable with a job
or real labor in the family less than a consumer. Thus, it caused

them down the economic status and developed.

Dusit Kreukaow (1967:73) studied on educational roles in
economic development. The invesment for the farmers who were
educated. It was a tool for agricultufal development of the
country. If the farmers were not educated, a country would not be

developed.

Warren, S.Thomson (1948:284) found that the manpower is
the most important resources of the country and- these
resources need to develop. The economic development always bring
up the education of the peple to consider. If the peple of any
coontry had a good deal of education, it mean the economic of

that country will be good too.

Chatchai Vanichsombat (1968:15) found that in the
occupation, the educated people would have more advantage than
the people who was uneducated. Because the educated people had

more opportunity to get and read information about the
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agricultural technique. Also,they had more change to struggle

for their progessive.

Chusak Vitayaphak (1985:236) found that the family which
had 4 theoretical working ages group should be have a higher
economic status than those which had 1-3 theoretical working
ages group. This implies that in agricultural society, labor

force is still the important production factors.

Suphata Lovatcharakun (196@:72-92) said that the side of
agricultural land ownership which effected to an economic size.
It was 60 rai of agricultural land ownership optimized, minimum
cost and maximum profit. Too farm would have constrained in

modern technology utilization.

Office of Agricultural Economics (1987:208-208) surveyed
agricultural land ownership. The charecteristic of land holding

for the whole country was shown as the following :

- Area owner 78.54 %
- Area rented 12.85 %
- Others 8.61 %

from above, the highest area rented region was central
region (25.68 %) and the lowest area rented region was southern
region (2.85 %). The area rent from another, it caused the
farmers had constrained to the land use,i.c.,the farmers would

not try to improve their land in the long run. Because they did
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not have any guaranty and stability for them to earn their

occupation for ever.

Songkoon Chanthachon (19885:147) studied on savings
condition. On the average savings each households was 6,287 bath.
Most of households were not indebted. The indepted households
borrowed money on loan from the Bank for Agriculture and

Agricultural Co-operative for croping investment and consumption.
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CHAPTER II1

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Working Procession

| Format of collecting Research. That is survey research
which can be devided into three processes.

1. Survey secondary data of category, quantity
resources and Human-use in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area from
Department of Lands Development, Department of Forestry and
Fishery Research Centre.

2. Collect primary data from hous?hold's head in Bung-
Boraphet Non-Hunting Area by interview.

3. Summary research by classification factors affecting
resources utilization of household in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting

Area to consider socio-economic factors.

3.2 Research Methodology

3.2.1 Target population
This purposed reseach will attent to compare the
factors affecting resources utilization of household in Bung-
Boraphet Non-Hunting Area, Nakhorn Sawan Province. Thus, the
target population are household’s head who live in Bung-Boraphet

Nori-Hunting Area.
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3.2.2 Household selection
Twenty household from each of nine villeges are sampled
by simple random sampling technique. Thus, total cases of group

are 180.

Table 3.1 The distribution of all the sampled household in Bung

Boraphet Non-hunting Area.

Village : Amount sample

Amphur Muang

1. Ban Graingrai Klang
2. Ban Nong Duk

3. Ban Pak Klong Boraphet

B B B B

4. Ban Hua Dong
Amphur Tha Ta Koh

5. Ban Lam Kra Toom
6. Ban Klong Khud

7. Ban Pak Ngam

B 8 B §

8. Ban Wang Maha Khorn

Amprur Chumseang

S

9. Ban Nong Grai

Totle 189
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3.3 Research Tools

1. Tool for maping :

- Geological map of Ordances Survey Department scal
1 : 53,000 and Lands Use map in Bung-Boraphet Non-
Hunting Area from Department of Lands Development.

- Photograph scal of 1:15.088 taken in 1875 covering
Nakhornsawan Province l |

— Mirror stereo scope and Poket stereoscope

- Dot grid

- pencil and paper

2. Tool for data collection 3 Questionaires for

‘household s head.

3. Tool for data processing - : Microcomputer with

dBASE III PLUS and SPSS PC PLUS Program for statistical analysis.

3.4 Data Collection

The data collection used in this study can be devided
into 3 Parts :.

1. Secondary data for the research is collected from
Department of Forestry, Department of Lands Development and
Fishery Research Centre.

2. Twenty questionaires are pretested in almost Bung-
Boraphet Non-Hunting area. Pretested questionaires are adjusted

for actual field data collection.
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3. Each of 183 households in Bung-Boraphet non-hunting

area are collected according to sampling plan.

3.5 Data Processing

3.5.1 Data Editing
The questionaires are edited twice, first in the field
and then in the offices. Field data edition is carried out after
checking the completness of the questionaires. The researcher
once again checks the completness and validity of response. If
the questionaires are found to be incompletness and invalid
responses, the interviwers will then be sent out to complete the

guestionaires on the following days.

3.5.2 Coding
After checking data for correctness and completness, a
set of coding instructions is developed, triedout and finalized

data are put into disk by dBASE II1 PLUS program of microcomputer.

3.5.3 Data Analysis
Data are analyzed by the microcomputer at the Faculty
of Environment and Resource Studies, Using the SPSS PC PLUS

program.
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3.6 Statistical Apalysis

1. Mean and St.andara deviation are use for explanation of
the population characteriétices and socio - economic condition,
Population ratioes, Percentage.

2. For relation of varisbles. Chi-square, T-test,

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis are use.



CHAPTER IV
THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY

This Research is devided in to 3 parts. The result of

the study is presented.

4.1 Classify the base of resources in Bung-Boraphet

Non-Hunting Area are as following :

4.2 Classify and numbering the factors which for
resources utilization of household in Bung-Boraphet around the

>

land .

4.3 Estimation resources utilization value of household

in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting area.

4.1 To classify the base of resources in Bung-Boraphet Non-

Hunting Area are as following :

Land Use Classification is in need necessary for land use
managehant planning. There are many method to carry out in order
to gain such outcome. Aerial photograph is one of the methods
which give high accuracy, saving the time, save the man power and
expenses. This study has been conductded through bhotos
interpretation and compilation of land use map. The aerail photo
scal of 1:15,000 taken in 1875 covering Nakhorn Sawan province

have been applied. The optimum allocation sample plots have
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been employed through each type of land use area. Then circular
sample plots with radius of 17.85 methers(approximately an area
of @.1 hectare) have been applied in the field data collection.
The data collect was species the merchantable size area
geography, vegetation type, local in habitants and socio-ecoﬁomio

status as the following.

4.1.1 Bung-Boraphet is areas for conservation of water
birds. This area is located between lat.N 152 41° and 159 457,
and long.E 1009 10" and 1002 23°. The North abuts on Ban Nong
Grai, Amphoe Chumseang. The south abuts on’Ban Hua Dong, Amphoe
Moang. The east abuts on Ban Wang Maha Kron, Amphoe Tha Ta Kho.
The west abuts on Ban Kreang Krai Klang ?nd Ban Klong Boraphet,
Amphoe Muang. The area is in Changﬁat Nakhon Sawan. Bung-
Boraphet has a climat condition. Apart, the average rain fall is
87.88 mm. a year, and there is a period of rainy season, dominate
by the south-west moonsoon, lasting from my to october, and the
rainfall is 108.28 mm. a month. Due to the heavy rainfall.
The humidity is high, the average relstive humidity of the year
is 69.51% . The highest humidity is in November and the lowest

humidity is in Febuary. The mean temperature thoughout the year

.is 29gc. The highest temperature is 429 ¢ in April and the.

lowest temperature is 13.3% ¢ in November . Such temperature

is suitable for way of life of aquatic plants and animals.
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The total area is approximately 212.8 sq.Km, devided into

2 parts as described below.

(1) Terrestrial Part
The area is 112.8 sq.Km or 53.01 % of the
total area. Most of the area is covered with paddy fields and
meadows.
(2) Aguatic Part
The area is approximately 108 sg.Km or
46.89 % . The average deepth is approximatly 10 meter. Various

>

aquatic plants.

4.1.2 Land Use : Base on the‘Photographs of the area
together with field surveys, types of land use in these Non-
Hunting Area can be summarized in fig, the details are given
below. =

(1) Swam Forest : This forest area is
considered to be a secondary growth because most original
trees were out down and substituted by the new trees. This
forest serves as habitat and nesting ground for various species
of water bird particularly endangered species such as Painted

stork, heron, and also molting ground for Whistling Teal.

(2) Wet meadow : This is a part of a swamp

forest which is covered with Cyperus spp.; Scleria orvzoides.

Phragmites communis and other grasses. These plants over grew



)

- 29

the area after the forest had been denuded. It serves as nesting

grounds for water bird like herons and bitterns.

(3) Paddy Fieds : These are found on the east
and north of the swamp. These serve as feeding grounds for water

birds such as Purple Gallinule.

(4) Aquatic Vegetations : These are aquatic
plants, such as hyacinth, Eleocharis _duleis, Scleria orvzoides,
lofus, sedge, etc. They cover the area of approximatly 1008 sq.
km. of the water surface area . These ser;e mainly as habitats,
feeding grounds, and nesting sites for water bird, such as
Purple Ggllinue, Pheasant-tailed Jacana, Whistling Teal etc.
Dominant aquatic plants are Eliggharis _dulecis, lotus, algae,

Hanguana malavanum, and water hyacinth.

4.2 Classified and numbering the factors which for resources
utilization of household in Bung-Boraphet around the land are as

following.

Present Socic-economic conditions of local people are
classified 3 main categories, namely : (i)general characteristics

of population, (ii) socio-economic conditions, (iii) regression
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4.2.1 General Characteristics of Population

(1) Age Distribution : The pattern of age
distribution of household’s head in this study area is similar to
that of many developing countries. According to the table 4-1,
16.3 ¥ of the samples household are in elder age-group, i.e. ,
Over 6@ years and 74.2 % are between 31-58 years . Only 9.5 % are
under 3@ years. On the average,the current age of the household’s

head is approximately 47.8 years.

(2) Education Attainment : The resule in the table
4.2 indicated that the great majority of the samples or 82.2 %
had finished primary education, Only .a few of 3.1 % gained
higher education, On the other hand 4.7 % of the samples had
finished below primary education while 18.8 % had no schooling
at all. Therefore, the illiteracy rate of the samples was 14.7 %
by considering those who finished below primary education as

illiterate.

(3) Place of birth : It is found that the majority
of the household’s head (78.9 2) were born in the surveyed
village. The rest of them (21.1 %) migrate from other area.

(table 4.3)

(4) vyears of Living in Present Residence : The

average duration of current residence of the household’s head who
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have migrated to 1live in the sampled village for 41.3 years.

(table 4.4)

(5) Occupation : Major occupation is the main
source of household income. The majority of the household’s head
are engaged in paddy (56.3 %). The rest can be supported

employment and trading (11.6 % and 18.8 %). (table 4.5)

In addition &= to mainoccupations, the
majority of the household’s head in area (56.2 %) have not minor
occupations related to agriculture found {h order of freguency
are trading (10.5 %), employment (12.6 %), 1livesyock (5.2 %),

fishery (5.7 %), field crop cultivation (5.6 %)and other (4.2 %).

(8) Household size : The household size
distribution of sample households is presented in the table 4.6.
About 18.9% of the total households have 1-3 members, 76.8 % have
4-8 members, and 4.2% consist of wore than 8 members. The average

v

household size of the samples is 5.1 persons.
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age sample area
(years)
frequency percentage
33 and less than 18 9.5
31-49 59 26.3
41-50 44 23.2
51-60 47 24.7
61 and over 31 16.3
Total 199 100 .0
X 47.8
S.D. 13.2
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Table 4.2 Percentage distribution of households” head education

sample area

education
frequency percentage

uneducate 19 16.0
primary'school g 4.7
secondary school 156 82.2
junior high school 4 2.1
senior high school 2 1.0
Total 199 108 .9

Table 4.3 Percentage distribution of place of birth

sample area

Place
frequency percentage
Present residence 158 78.9
Others 40 21.1
Total 190 100 .6
20228 e Lales
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Table 4.4 Percentage distribution of years of living in present

residence
sample area
years
frequency percentage

18 and less than 15 7.9
11-20 8 , 4.2
20 and over 187 T 87.9
Total 192 | 108.9

B /4

)
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Table 4.5 Percentage distribution of households® head
occupation
Occupation sample area
(years)
Major Occupation Minor Occupation

Paddy 56.3 -
Employment 11.6 12.6
Tradding 10.0 T 18.5
Livestock 4.2 5.2

Fishery 8.4 5.7

Field Crop
Cultivation 3.1 5.6

Non - 56.2
Other 6.4 4.2
Total 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.6 Percentage distribution of households’ size

36

sample &area

Member
frequency percentage
1-3 36 18.9
4.8 156 76.8
13 and over 8 4.2
Total 199 100.9
X 5.1
S.D. 1.8

4.2.2 Socio-economic Condition

The economic condition of the samples households

are here after elaborated covering the matters of land, income,

expenditure, saving and debts.

situation are

Non-hunting area.

(1) Land Situation

Several aspects of land

investigated in this study area of Bung-Boraphet
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(2) Land holding : The majority of land holding in
Bung-Boraphet Non-hunting area are (83.8 %) own their lands. Only
16.2 % of the mare reported that they do not have land ownership

(table 4.7).

(3) Distance of Agricultural Land from the houses :
On the saverage, the distance of agricultural land from the

houses in sample area, approximately 1.8 kilomaters. (table 4.8)

(4) Size of Land holding : With respect to the
average size of land holding, the households in sample area is 21

rai per household. (table 4.3)

(5) Size of Agricultural Land Utilizétion : The
rainy season, it is shown that the average size of agricultural
land utilization per the household in simple area are
approximately 15.7 rai. Considering size and distribution of
agricultural land utilization in the study area 44.4 % of
household in simple area utilized agricultural land between 1-10
rai. A lower percentage of the household in simple area which is
24.9 % utilized agricultural land between 11-28 rai (table 4.1@).
On the other hand,in dry season the average size of agricultural

land utilization per the household is approximately 11.4 rai

(table 4.18).
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(8) Household gross Income : One of the most
crucail indicator of a household economics is the household
income. However, it is very difficult to assess the income and
expenditure of farmer 1living in these areas. Because the farm
budgeting is not practiced. Then, the approach will assess the
production and calculate form the farmgate price. In this study,
attention is interested in the agricultural income which includes
all income gained from cultivating and husbandry.

The data is indicate that in rainy season,
the average gross crop income of household agriculture is
28,336.9 bath/year, compsre with 43,2£5.7 bath/year for
livestock , 4,644,191 bath/year for fishery, 18,856.6 bath/year
for tradding and 22,127.5 bath/year for employment. The
difference between five occupations are shown that households
have fishery occupation, are higer than any other occupations.

(table 4.11)

(7) Net income : Can be devided to account gross
income and expenses in cash. The items included the expenses

both crops as following :

1. Labor costs include land preperation,
planting, weeding, apply fertilizer, harvesting, theshing and

transportation etc.



L

N

38
2. Farm inputs include seed, chemical

fertilizer, pesticize, herbicide and tool etc.

3. Other costs include 1land rental,
land tax, gasoline, oil and buffalo or cow raising expenses etc.

A comparison is shown that the average net
income of household’s heads in the area which are 15,796.4 bath
/year for agriculture, 14,271.1 bath/year for livestock,
4,483,711 bath/year for fishery, 8,845.4 bath/year for trading
and 22,127.5 bath/year for employment. The differance is the as

the gross income. (table 4.12)

(8) Saving conditions : As long as the purpose
of saving is concerned, it is use .as an indicator for the
household s head potencial invesment or consumption. The result
of this study show that multiple objective of saving, however,
it is clear that the combination of invesment and cqnsumption are
resonable structured. Most of saving in the area (58.0 %)
deposited in the bank. The second source of saving of those are
buying gold ordament(34.4 %). However, the saving behavior of the

household s heads are shown by the data in table 4.13

(89) Indebtedness : Generally, the prevalence of
indebtedness among rural household is considered a major
economic problem. For this study, data is indicated that both

of households in the area (28.8 %) are not indebted. An 71.1 %



households in the area are indebted. In addition, the reasons of
borrowing reported that the majority of households are borrowing
money for productive invesment. The other resons are household
living expenses, buying farm equipment, housing improvment and

land purcharsing etc. (table 4.14)

Table 4.7 Percentage distribution of Land holding of household

Land holding sample ares:
Owner 83.8
Tenure 16.2.
Total 100 .0
N 199.08

et

n
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Table 4.8 Percentage distribution of distance of agricultural

land from the house .

(km. )

Distance

sample area

1.0 and less than 89.7
1.0-2.8 7.4
2.1-3.0 2.1

3.@ and over 2.8
Total 106 .9

- N 19070

X 1.0
-S.D. 1.7
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Table 4.9 Percentage distribution of size of land holding
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(rai/household)
size Percentage
1-19 41.0

11-20 24.3

21-39 12.5
31 and over 22.2
Total 102.0

N 193

X 21
S.D. 29 -
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Table 4.1@ Percentage distribution of size of agricultural land

utilization (rai/household)

Size Rainy season Dry season
1-19 44 .4 58.1
11-20 24.9 27.3
21-38 15.1 8.1
31 and over 15.6 4.5
Total 100 .9 100 .0
N 199 44
X 15.7 11.4
S.D. 11.9 8.3
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Teble 4.11 Percentage distribution of gross income

Income agricultural livestock fishery tradding employment
bath/year

5,008 and

lessthan 14.9 41.8 - 86.8 22.1
S5,001-15,000 13.2 20.8 - 2.7 29.1
15,001-25,000 13.2 14.2 4.5 2.7 18.6
25,001-35,000 15.7 6.5 4.5 7 - 6.9
35,000-45 ,003 6.6 2.8 13.6 - : 12.8
45,031-55,000 8.3 2.6 - - 4.7
55,001 and over 28.1 11.5 77.4 7.8 6.8
Total 102 .0 100.06 100 .0 108 .0 100.9
N 121 78 22 38 86
X 28,336.8 43,213.7 46,441.9 16,856.6 22,127.5

SD 18,685.7 17,391.7 37,118.3 9,234.3 20,048.4
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Table 4.12 Percentage distribution of net income

Income = agricultural livestock fishery tradding employment
bath/yvear

5,000 and

lessthan 42.1 66.2 - 91.6 22.1
5,081-15,000 29.9 8.5 - 1.4 29.1
15,001-25,000 14.9 5.6 13.6 1.4 18.6
25,001-35,000 4.9 2.8 3.1 - - 6.9
35,000-45 ,000 S 2.8 - 1.4 12.8
45,001-55,000 1 | 2.8 - 6.4 4.7
55,001 and over 7.4 1.3 | 77.3 - 6.8

102.0 100.9 100.0 100.0

78 22 38 86

Total 100.9
N 121

X 15,796.4
SD 13,903.9

14,271.1 40,637.1 8,645.4 22,127.5

19,853.6 36,128.5 7,571.8 20,848.4
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Table 4.13 Percentage distribution of saving condition
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Saving condition Frequency Percentage
Non 158 83.2
Have 32 16.8

-Keep it at home 2 6.2
-Deposit at bank 16 5.0
-Buying gold ordament 11 34 .4
-Land purcharching 3 8.4
—Others

Total 199 106.9
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Tsble 4.14 Percentage distribution of household indeptedness

Indeptedness condition Frequency Percentage
Do not indeptednessv 55 28.9
Indeptedness 135 71.1

~-Neighbor 58 43.7
-Merchant 6 4.4
-Agricultural Co-Operatives 5 3.7
-Bank of Agriculture 48 35.6
~Comercial Bank 5 3.7
~-Others 12 8.9
Total 199 100 .0

4.2.3 Hyvpovhesis Testing

This survey study confirm the general hypothesis that

the socio-economic conditions of households paticipating in

resources utilized are differantiat as the following

Inthis section , four hypothesis 1list

chapter will be tested :

in the first
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(1) The households who support themself by fishery will
have the size of 1land holding 1less than the households who
support themself by agriculture occupations.

As we earlier hypethesized that households of
fishery occupation have totally size of landholding relatively
lower than those in households has sgriculture occupation. This
finding correspond with the stated hypothesis which are 12.5 rai/
households as compare with 24.2 rai/households of those in

agriculture group. (Table 4.15)

(2) The most of fishery households-migrat from the oyher

area
It is found that an everage migration households for
fishery from the other area more th;n the other occupation
households which are 9.15 as compare with 5.43 of those in the
other _occupation. Actually, this finding is consistant with
purposed hypothesis that the fishery households should be in less
size of 1land holding trouble since they have the opportunity to
earn higher income from fisheryvoccupation as households fishery
thann those in the other occupation, and they will thus adopt for

their occupation from agriculture. (Table 4.16)

(3) The agriculture household will have the amount of

number in their family morthan the fishery.
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HOoasETC LCuE iz agriculture occupation are
sigr -fiz==_- ‘hizzr amount =¥ number in the fishery households

whiz- - =nac : wersorns oer household respectively. This

firc omg: zzwoors: -~e vropose Svpothesis. (Table 4.17)

- Tne -zu=r ect. :zion households head can get an

inceme ro= “tnan - .ower ec_ ~ztion households head.
Fiv: -szs=moect to ne households income , it is quite
shos o= the _zher educatign households head are
relz-ive - -1igher <hmn the=s in the lower education households

heac wr_.~ z2re .5.7%'..4 barT. ‘vear as compare with 12,431.2 baht

/yez> < =:0se . =he 1:z==r education households head. This
firc:mgs = =i:s: rsuistant —7= stated hypothesis. (Table 4.18)

Tat .= < 0 The r=-zge size -f land holding.

tize T ‘ =i .shery : agriculture Statistical
lrmidhir itz . c~upation . occupation : value
| ;
3 ' 5 22 t = 2.31
z. ‘ €.4 . 8.2 df = 148
X bt 1z p< 8.05




Table 4.16 Percentsge distribution of households migrate from
the other area.
Migration fishery other Statistical
households value
X 38.15 5.43 t = 2.45
S.D. 3.48 2.11 df = 175
N 22 160 p< 8.85

Table 4.17 The average member of agriculture households and

fishery households.

Member- agriculture fishery Statistical
households households value

X 5.4 3.8 t =1.56
S.D. 4.3 1.2 df = 138
N 121 22 p< 2.85
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Table 4.18 Percentage distribution of income (baht/year)

Income lower secondary scholl |statistical
baht/year secondary scholl and higher

5,000 and 46.43 - 15.44 t=-4.47
lessthan

5,001-15,000 28.57 24 .69 df=192
15,001-25,000 14.29 22.22

25,001-35,000 7.14 15.43 p<@.25
35,002-45,000 S od 11.11
45,001-55,000 - - B.79

55,081 and over - 4.32

4.2.4 Relation factor of Analysis

In this section, and attempt was made analyze the socio-
economic factors affecting on acceptability of utilization in
Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area and annual net household income.
Thetechniques of statistical analysis adopted as the study of
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis. This technique is
employed tot;st the conceptual -framwork as well as the
hypothesis stated earlier. Derive the most appopriate model for

each independent which includes only the significant variables

" such as sge of household’s head (V2), sex of household’s head
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(V3), number of vyears of education attainment of household’s
head (V4), main occupation (V5), household size(V8), place of
birth (V15), years of living (V17), size of land holding (V18),
land holding (V21), saving (V179), indeptedness (V184)and net

income (Cl).

The selection of variables include the analysis based
on the review of literature on lands utilized in Bung- Boraphet
Non-Hunting Area and what we consider to be partinent to the
objectives of the studies research.

There are 3 models of analysis for each dependent
varisble. All models share mostly the same set of the

independent variables. the model are specified as in table 4.19
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Table 4.19 Specification of models
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Variable Model (s)
I II I11
Dependent variable C1 C2 C3
Independent variable \'74 \' V2
V3 V3 V3
v4 w4 v4
V5 V5 V5
v8 V8 v8
V15 V15 V15
V17 V17 V17
Vi vis vis
vzl V2l vzl
V178 V179 V178
Vi84 V184 Vis4




.
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cpecificati f 1) iab]

As some variable have aready been specifieds, the rese

are specified as follows :

Dependent Variable
C 1 = Annaul net agriculture inobme
C 2 = Annual net livestock income
C 3 = Annual net fishery income
Independent Variable
V 2 = Age of Household’'s heaa
V 3 = Sex of household’s head (male =
V 4 = Education of household’s head
V 5 = Main occupation
V 8 = Huosehold size (persons)
Vi5 = Place of birth
V17 = Years or living
V18 = Size of land holding (rai)
V21 = Land holding (Owner=1, other=0)
V178 = saving (have=1, non=0)
vigd =

Indeptedness (have=1, non=0%)

1, female = @)
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Table 4.20 present the means and standard daviationvof
the dependent and independent variables included the model. The
functional from is &assumed to be linear. An examination of the
matrices of simple correlation coefficients of all 3 models
showns the independent variables remainning in the multiple

regression models are not strongly correlated with one another.

Regression analysis of acceptability of agricultural

occupation.

(1) The first model, the ’“focus is anualnet
agriculture income (C1). The stepwise regression analysis showns

in table 4.208, vield the following equatibn 2

C1 = 3.562 + 5.851V5 + ©.4221V8 + 0.0347V18

The result of regression analysis showns that the
independent variables which significantly related to
acceptability of anualnet agriculture income (Cl), main
occupation (V5), household size (V8) , size of land holding (V18)
at significancé level of .05 and can explain with 33 percent of

total variation in the dependent varisble.
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Table 4.20 Mean and Standard Deviation of Dependent and

Independent Variable use in Regression analysis of

the 3 models
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Dependent.
c1 15,796.4 19,435

c2 14,271.1 12,596.6
C 3 " 46,441.9 47,481.2
Independent

V2  47.8 13.2  47.8 13.2  47.8  13.2
V3 1.2 0.6 1.2 6.5 1.2 0.4
V4 1.7 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8
V5 3.7 1.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.8
V8 51 1.9 5.4 1.6 5.8 2.4
V15 1.2 0.4 1.2 0.4 1.2 0.4
Vi7 413  16.6 36.4 3.1  38.1 28.5
vis  15.9  18.8 15.9 18.8  19.5 16.3
v21 1.2 2.9 1.0 2.9 1.3 0.8
V179 1.6 0.8 1.8 24 1.8 0.4
vis4 1.2 0.4 1.3 2.5 1.3 0.5

N of Cases 192 199 199




a4

]

57

The result of findings, the coefficient values .and
significance level derive from stepwise multiple regression
indicates that acceptability of annaulnet income agriculture
occupation is positively relate with themain occupation ,
househod size (V8), size of land holding (V18). On the whole,
the positively relationship of main occupation may be explained
as shown earlier in Table 4.11 the main occupatiopn of households

head was relatively higher than those in the other occupations.
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Table 4.21 Regression Coefficient Stepwise Multiple Regression

Analysis of Acceptability of agricultural occupation

Raw Regression Coefficient

Variable 1 2 3
V2
V3 1921.7321
V4 ° 4.15981
V5 5.851 981.6431 1.25784
V8
V17
V18 0.2347 ,230.86121 ' -@.8951
V21
V178
V184
CONSTANT 0.562 ?.440 6.462
Multiple R .3232 .3033 .3975
R2 .1845 .0920 .0947
RZ Adjusted 0900 0773 .0801

SEE 0.4862 0.4823 2.4778
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(2) Regression analysis of annualnet livestock income
Regarding model II, the focus is on an annualnet
livestock income (C1), stepwise multiple regression analysis

showns in table 4.21 yeild the following results :
C 2 = (.449 + 1821.7321V3 + 981.8431V5 + 260.86121V18

The result of the findings indicated that the households
who are engaged in sex of household s head (V3) , main occupation
(V5) and size of land holding (V18) are found positively relate
to annaulnet livestock income respectively at significance level
of .75 and can explain about 29 per cent of total variation of

the dependent variable.

On the whole, £he positively relationship of engaging in
annualnet livestock income, or acceptability on big size of land
holding can afford earn higher income from livestock than those
in the small size. The second variable include the regression'
equation and household size is big can afford higher income than

thoes in the small size.

(3) Regression analysis of annualnet fishery income.
Apart from the first two models analyzed the inter
relationship between  various independent variables toward
scceptability ofsannualnet agriculture income (Cl) and annualnet

livestock income (C2) respectively. The selection of other
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relevent varisbles which are expected to influence the size of
land holding (V18) in order to investigate the relation by

stepwise multiple regression analysis, was also made.

The result of stepwise multiple regression sanalysis
has shown in table 4.21 inclusive of 3 independent variable.

The regression eguation as the following :

C3 = 0.440 + 1921.7312V4 + 981.8431VS - ©.8351V18

Analysis of data showns that the size of land holding
(V18) 1is affected by other independent variables such as
education of household’s head (V4) main occupation (V5) and size
of landholding (V18) with a significance level of .05 and can
be explain with 86 % of total variable in the dependent variable.
While the size of landholding negatively affects their annualnet
fishery income, buteducation of household’s head and main

occupation are found to affect it positively.

In addition to the 3 variables that significantly affect
onannaulnet fishery income, the negative relationship of size of
landholding in agriculture is quite obvious. It may be explained
by the fact that the lacle of adeguate droucht occur frequently,
with damage effect on household farming activities and
productivity which are the main soure of main ccupation,

particulary the households who have main occupation as fishery.
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This impliesthat these groups of the people get lower net income
than the other groups tend to have lower net income than those

who are not.

4.3 Estimation resources utilization value of household

in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area

Considering the utilized resources of household in Bung-
Bofaphet Non-Hunting Area, can be devided for the annual net
income on occupation of household, to be account gross income
and expenses in cash . Main occupation of household are
agricultural, livestock and fishery categories. On the average
around the year, of agricultural each enéaged with husbandry and
makes money more than the other, and livestock is less than any
ather groups. The utilized value of household can be shown in

table 4.21, yeild the following results :
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Table 4.22 Sum of utilized value in area (baht/year)

occupation average money N sum

of value/household

agricultural 15,796.4 121 1,911,364.4
livestock 14,271.1 78 1,113,145.8
fishery 48,441.9 22 1,021,721.8
Total . 221 4,046,232.0

-/ one household have more than one occupation

- An average of the household in this area has an
occupation more than one . Thus, the sum of occupation value is

more than sum of household in the sample area.

Table 4.22 Canbe presented the utilized value in the
area. It is found that the majority of the households are engaged
with agriculture, can make money 1,911,364.4 bsaht/year. The
rests suppost money of value by livestock are 1,113,145.8
baht/year and fishery 1,621,721.8 baht/year respectively.

From the above value can Estimatione that the sample
households in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area get 4,046,232.0

baht/year.
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Table 4.23 Financially value of utilized of household

(baht/year)
occupation finanshing value N' sum
agriculture 15,796.4 121 1,911,364 .4
livestock ‘14,271.1 78 1,113,145.8
fishery 46,441.9 22 1,021,721.8
Total ' 221 4,048,232.0

-/one household have more than one

An average of the household in this area has an
occupation more than one . Thus, the sum of occupation value is

more than sum of household in the sample area.

Table 4.23 can be presented the utilized value in the
area. 1t is found that the majority of the households are engaged
with agriculture, cén make money 1,811,364.4 baht/year. The
rests suppost money of value by livestock are 1,113,145.8

baht/year and fishery 1,8021,721.8 baht/year respectively.

From the above value can Estimatione that the sample
households in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area get 4,0846,232.0

baht/year.
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These are can be estimatione finance value by sample
household in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area are 4,846,232.0baht
/year.

The value which gains from the resources utilized in
Non-Hunting Area, as the surveying from random sampling, can
estimatione the utilize resource value of the other occupations
around this equal 18,758,809 baht/year. According to

consideration from the target populations is 21.57 % .
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION DISCUSSION AND RECOMENDATION

5.1 CORCLUSION

The main objectives of this study are :

(1) Classification the base of resources in Bung-

Boraphet Non-Hunting Area. .

(2) Classification and numbering-the factors which for
resources utilization of household in Bung-Boraphet around the

land.

(3) Estimation resources utilization wvalue of
household _in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting area. The following

conclussioncan be made from this study :

5.1.1. Land use classification arial photograph scal
of 1: 15,000 taken in 1975 covering Nakhornsawan Province and
have been applied in the field data collection. There are
utilize resourcesand canbe provide to preserve the area for

wildlife and water bird growth.

Summarize the base of resources in Bung-Boraphet Non-
Hunting Area have been utilized by population, such as wet

meadow, it has husbandry and serves as nesting grounds for water
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bird like herons and bitterns. Paddy field found on the east and
north of the swam. There are makeing profit and main occupies
for the households, and aguatic area is approximatly 108 sa.km.
for 46.99 % of the water surface area. Can make product of
fishery and the other for population, nesting sites for water
bird . The last is swam forest, it has been utilized less than

the other land because it can not make profit for household, but

_the secondary growth serves as habitat and nesting ground for

various species of water bird particularly endangered species.

This area is around lap of the surface ares.

5.1.2 Classification and numbering factors which
resources utilization of household in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting
Area arbund the land. This objective is examination the socio-
economics condition and Stepwise Multiple Regression to explain
factors affecting utilization resources in area and found that
the population. sample 198 case. On the average, the current age

of the household’s head is approximatly 47.8 years. Education

 attainment that fhe great majority of the samples are 82.2 % had

secondaryeducation. It is the place of birth of the majority the

household’s head are 78.9% . They were born in the surveyed

village andthey have migrated to live in the sampled village

about 41.3 ¥ year and 87.9 % . The major occupation is the main

source of household income, the mejority of the household ‘s

"head are engaged in ‘paddy for 56.3 %. The household size

explains the household member average 5.1 and 76.8 % , 4-8
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person each household.

The economic condition of the samples households are
land situation in Bung-Boraphet Non-Hunting Area, majority of
land hojding is 83.8 % own  their lands and the distance of
agricultural land from the house approximatly 1.0 kilomater. The
average size of land holding 1is 21 rai per household, in the
rainy season the average size of agricultural land utilization
are approximatly 15.7 rai and 44.4 % of household was utilized

agricultural land between 1-10 rai .

The income of household which includes all income
gainted form cultivating and husbandry? the average net income
agriculture household costs 15,79.4 baht/year, 14,271.1 baht
/year for livestock, 4,43,711 baht/year for fishery, 8,645.4

baht/year for tradding and 22,127.5 baht/year for employment .

The income majority is less convinent than pay to up
hold in life. In that way the conditions of household’s head in
this area hardly saves. The majority is non saving 83.2 % . Most
of s=saving is deposited in the bank. Then, the indeptedness is
like wise, the majority of household’s head has indeptedness. An
71.1 ¥% household in the area is indepted. In addition, Decrease

the reasons of borrowing money for productive invesment.
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The resources utilization fa&tors of household are
numbered by socio-economics condition. Stepwise Multiple
Regression indicates that acceptability of main occupation
possitively related to the size of land holding , land holding
and net income, but iand holding and net income are found to

affect it positively.

5.1.3 Whith regard to montary estimation resources
utilization on studied area it is 18,758,688 baht/year for the

whole area .

5.2 DISCUSSION
Several commend in the analysis of the finding of this

survey study are as follows :

5.2.1 Method Used

The socio-economic survey research is a general socio-
economic information abtained from interviews approach through
questionnaires which gualitative analysis is a commom weak point.
It could be improve by combining gqualitative anthropological
approach in the study. However, it is depend on time schedule.
Due to anthropological technique require a longer approach while
this study must be carried out under time and financial
constrains. It is thus interesting to include an anthropological

study in furthur appropriate situation.
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5.2.2 Sample éize

Based on the result of this survey research, the number
of sample households collected from the field area are some what
different, particulary in their,'the number of case of respondent
correspond with the criteria are rather low proprotionas compare
to those in somewhere. Because of equal sample size, but unequal
in each villages. Biasedresulted wouldprobably occur 1n the
analysis of data that from groups if they were randomly drawn
from the population withlequal probability of selection. Furthur

study is guided to avoid this problem, by separate the case

equally in both groups by appropriate research design.

5.3 RECOMMENDATION

From the result of the study, recommendation can be

guided as the following :

5.3.1 The result of the study,showns that although after
the establishment of Bung Boraphet Non Hunting Area, the local
people stilllive in the area. They believe that the forest
belonged to every citizen. That conserves and protects the
wildlife , but it is not for taking benefits that will be

directly or indirectly returned to the local and every people in

the country. The Non-Hunting Area will maintain the diversity of
the species, balance of the nature. It willbe essemble moisture,

water for agricultural land and recreation for visitors.
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2. Concerning futher studies, the land utilization in

Non-Hunting area should also make a feasibility study as the

following

2.1 The wildlife and water bird habitat .

2.2 The planning development in ﬁon Hunting Area.

2.3 The opinion of visitor in Non-Hunting Area for
recreation.
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