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ABSTRACT

Objectives of this research were to investigate: (1) resource profiles of
households in two rural communities — one was remote, another was located adjacent to a big
city; (2) the inequality in various aspects of the resource profiles among households comparing
between communities and households affiliated to different religion in each community; (3) the
global happiness of households in rural communities; and (4) the association between resource
profiles and household global happiness.

The population used in this study was households in two rural communities in
Songkhla Province: one located far from the commercial centre or main city, another located
adjacent to the main city. Samples were selected by means of simple random sampling using the
sampling table and covered 250 households in each community. Data were mainly collected
using a structured questionnaire known as Resource and Need Questionnaire (RANQ).

Results of the resource profile investigation revealed that human resources were
slightly different between communities. Natural resources were considerably different between
communities, as households in the community adjacent to the main city owned, had access and
utilised more of this type of resources than those in the community far from the main city. Social
resources were similar between communities, i.e. households in both communities had little role
and participation in social organisations. Cultural resources were different between communities
with respect to religious ethnic composition -- the community close to the main city was
composed of Thai Muslims and Thai Buddhists almost equally, while the community far from the
main city had a different proportion of Thai Muslims and Thai Buddhists -- and holding of titles

indicating social status differed between communities as well as between ethnic groups. A self-
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assessment of household resource adequacy in 6 aspects that were related to resource profiles
revealed that the majority households had adequate resources in almost all categories with an
exception of education in human resources category which the majority households in both
communities assessed that still inadequate. Nevertheless, a higher proportion of households with
inadequate resources in all categories was observed in the community far from the main city than
in the community adjacent to the main city.

A comparison of inequality in household resource profiles by categorising
between two communities revealed as follows. Among human resource variables, occupation and
education were significantly different. Natural resource variables that were significantly different
included size of land used for agriculture, proportion of irrigated land and utilisation of common-
property environmental resources. Differences in material resource variables were found in some
types of production tools; all types of household assets; location of kitchen, farm product storage,
toilet; access to pipe water and basic telephone; source of drinking water; and source of fuel.
Cultural resource variables that were different included ethnicity and titles. None of social
resources differed significantly. When compared between households belonging to different
religious groups, significant differences were found between Muslim and Buddhist households in
all categories of resources with some detail differences in each type of resources.

With respect to global happiness, the proportion of households that were happy
was higher in the community adjacent to the main city than in the community far from the main
city. When analysed the association between resource adequacy and global happiness, the results
showed that the global happiness was associated significantly with adequacies in education,
housing, income and clothing among households in the community adjacent to the main city.
While households in the community far from the main city, the global happiness was associated
significantly with adequacies in all types of resources.

The analysis of association between the global happiness and resource profiles
revealed that significant association was found between the global happiness and utilisation of
common-property environmental resources; ownership of house, electric appliances, furniture and
cooking utensil, jewellery and title holding; among households in the community far from the
main city. In the community close to the city, the household global happiness was significantly

associated with: amount of agricultural land; kitchen location; ownership of other types of
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production equipments, electric appliances, furniture and cooking utensil, and jewellery; and

access to main electricity.
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