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Introduction

The study on projection is divided into 3 main parts: the
executive summary, the trends and composition of employment and
unemployment and the projection. The trends and composition section is
aimed at looking at the current cmployment and unemployment pattern by
utilizing the existing labor force survey data fo; two rounds, In
particular, the pattern of labor utilization among wet and dry season
is a fascinating study in itself. It indicates the complicated rural
labor markets in Thailand which interlinks furm and non-farm sector
through migration both rural-rura! and rural-urban and inter and intra
regional migration. In addition the details such as more break-
downs among different age groups, economic subsectors and occupations
are added. The trends 1977-1981 are also reported. The main highlight
ot this section is the utilization of labor among the two periods and
the inclusion of the analysis of underemployment, It is aimed basically

to supplemenf the projection study,

The projection study itself concentrates on the main task of
projection employment, open unemployment and seasonal unemployment by
regions by 3 economic sector:,scx and three age groups, The limitation
of this project in being discussed in details and it is important to
judge this projection on those grounds, The research felt that it is
about time to adjust the definitions used in LFS and we hope that the
appendix1 which is a theoritical paper explaining the way rural labor

market operates will be a step in the right direction,

lSee Appendix F. in Section III : A projection into the future,



[. Executive Summary,

1. fYhe trendsand Composition of Employment and unemploy-

nent,

1. The research has carefully investigated the pattern of
lubor utilization between the wet and dry seasons. The understanding
of swh relationship will be beneficial in terms of policy implication

especially in promoting rural industries in the future,

2. For Northeast and North, the pattern of migration between
wet season and dry season confirms the hypothesis of workers move from
primary employment to non-primary cmployment. It is so true for Northeas
that labor supply in modern sector empioyment depends a great deal on
the availability of labor supply during the dry scason, 1In trylng to
depend on a more permanent supply of labor in the Northeast and the
Nerth is very difficult,

3. Bankok and Central regions display a slmilar pattern of
labor utilization but quite different from the two previously mentioned
“regions. Modern sectors employment do not indicate an significant
increase during the dry seasons. However for 1981, construction is
being confirmed by the hypothesis of rural-urban migration during the
dry season, llowever it is yet too early to tell that there is no
significant shift of labor supply from the dry season to Bangkok.
However it is tru that munufacturing and service sectors in Bangkok
and in Central region do possess more permanent pattern of employment

withoyt too much fluctuations.
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4. The limitation of data both on sampling techniques and

timing of the surveys can be attributed to some of confusion pattern
of” employment ,

5. Open unemployment by new definition is getting more
serious  overtime and the seriousness appears to be in the Northeast.

6. Underemployment is declining but-still serious in the
Northeast. Underemployment is a problem of young labor force and also
non-pPrimary empolyment egspecially in Bangkok.

7. Seasonal unemployment is increasing overtime and it is

still a problem of primary employment,



2. A Projection into the Future

2.1 Summury and Conclusion

The present study attempted to project future unemployment
an& seasonal unemployment problems by-region, sex, age and education.
On the supply side, labor force was estimated from NESDB's low ferti-
lity assumption of population growth and labor force participation
rates of the labor Force Survey. On the demand side, employment was
estimted from income elasticities of cemployment and two sets of
cconomic growth assumptions, Some of the main results from the study
are:

1. The growth rate of labor force would be lower than that
of the past. It would be 2.9 percent ber year between 1981-1990 and
2.7 percent per year between 1990-1995 as compared to tﬁe 4 percent
per year between 1971-1981. ‘The declining growth rate of labor force
is attributed to the rapidly dccliping population growth rate of the
past. The growth rate of labor force in the NESDB projection for
1981-1991 would be 2,7 pe;cent per year which is quite close to the

growth rate utilized in this study.l

2. The growth rate of employment for the whole country
during i981-1995 would be 3 percent per year under the high growth
scenario and 2.3 percent under the low growth scenario Lmployment
growth would be most rapid in Bangkok at above 4 percent per year

1Nutionul Leconomic and Social Development Board, "Trends
in the Thai Economy under the Sixth Development Plan and Recommenda-
tions on Aggregate Targets for the Economy”, September 1984,
(mimeograph)



under both growth scenarios. The growth rate of cmployment in this
study which is for the period 1981-1995 is much higher than the 1.9

percent per year projected by the NI;‘SDB.1

3. Open unemployment rates are quite sensitive to economic
growth rates.  Under the high growth scenario of about 6 percent growth
per year, wemployment problems could be reduced significantly in the
future. However, if general economic growth were only 5 percent per
year, the rate of unemployment would increase in all regions except
Bangkok ., Although the methodology, of this study is different from
the NESDB's projection of employment in the Fifth Plan, the results are
quite similar. Under the high growth scenario in this study which is close
to the NESDB's economic growth assumption of 6,4 percent per ahnum, open
uncmployment would not in general be a serious problem although seasonal
unemployment would remain a problem to contend with, Other than this
gencral statement, not much comparison can be made between this study and
the projections made by the NESOB, The Scantily available projection
results of the NESDB runs up to only 1986 which is the last year of the

Fifth Plan while the projections in this study is for 1990 and 1995,

4. At the regional level, open unemploynent rates in the
Northeastern region show an increasing trend while they show declining
trends in Bangkok irrespective of cconomic growth scenarios.,  Under the
high growth scenario, open unemployment rates would decline in all
regions except for the Northeast. Under the 1ow growth scenario, unemp loy -
ment rates would increase 'in al| regions except Bangkok,

1Nutionul Lconomic and Social Development Board and World
Bank, '"Medium Term Out look of the Thai Lconomy', the Siam Project on

Micro Economic Management of the Thaj Economy, June 1983,
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5. Projected unemployment by sex do not in general show
signiticant differences. Although the rate of unemployment in the
Central region became relatively more serious for male workers as
compared to femaic workers while in the Southern region‘it became
relatively more serious for female workers as compared to male workers,
general muvcmchts in unemployment rates of the other regions for both
male and female workers drc more or less in the same dircction, This
can be explained by the larger differences between the male and female

labor force growth rates in these two regions,

6. Projected open unemployment by educational groups under
both growth scenarios show that the problem would be serious for those
with secondary and above secondary schooling in all regions except for

those with sccondary education in Bangkok,

7. In terms of age group, open unemployment would not be
scrious for thoso betwoen 11-19 years of uge tnoall repbons under
both economic growth scenarios. In ape group 20-34 years, the cpen
unemployment rate was not serious under the high growth scenurio,.but
it was more serious under the low growth scenario especially in the
Northeastern and Southern regions which have susfained increasing
trends.  Unemployment problems was found to be serious in all regions
under both growth scenarios for those in the agz group of 35 years

upwards.

8. Under both the high and low growth scenarios, the
projection results show that the rate of seasonal uneniployment would be

reduced slightly. However, the sheer numbers of those seasonally



wiemployed make this a serious problem to contend with in the future,
Seasonal unemployment rates under the low growth scenario were not
higher than those found under the high growth scenario, The low

growth scenario affected minly the open unemployment rates rather

than seasonal unemployment rates.

Y. At the regional level, scasonal unemp loyment would not
be a problem in the Southern region while it would remain problematic
in the Central, Novthern and Northeastern regions irrespective'éf
cconomic growth scenarios, This is especially true of the Northeas-
tern region which would continue to contribute more than half of all
those scasonally wiemployed in the country, The Northern region and
Bangkok, on the other hand, would witness significant reductions in the

scasonal unemployment rates,

10, Projected scasonal uncmployment rates show that they
were higher for female workers than for male workers similar to past.
Nevertheless, seasonal unemp loyment rates would not increase for both
groups,

11, The rate of seasonal uncmployment would decliné for all
educational groups., This would be most significant for those with below
clementary education and above secondary schooling,

12, Tthe most significant reduction in scasonal unemp loyment
rates would be among those 11-19 years of age. Nevertheless, the seasonal
unemployment rate would remain significant and not much different for

all the three age groups.



2,2 Policy Implications and Recommendations

As has been stated, it was found in the study that unemploy -
ment problems are quite sensitive to the cconomy's growth rate. Under
a 0 percent per ycar growth, open unemployment was found not to be a
serious problem. llowever, scasonal unemploymtnt would remain a serious
problem to contend with despite the decline in such rates, Under such

a scenario, the strategy and effort should then ‘be placed on solving

this latter type of uncemployment ,

On thevother hand, a low growth of § percent per year would
result in serious open unenployment problems.  Scasonul uncmployment
also would remin a major problem to be tackled under such a case.

The problem of underemployment is also quite likely to got more serious
as thosc openly unemployed would be forced to compete for a living
somchow. The conditions faced under the low growth scenario would

thus be much more complex and difficult to solve considéring the

greater variety and seriousness of unemployment problems,

Since it is widely believed that a low growth scenario is more
likely in the future, the govermment should be prepared to solve most
typts of uncmployment problems. A comprehensive strategy package should

thus be drawn up.

One of the major findings of the investigation is that both
open unemployment and seasonal unemployment are most serious in the
Northeastern region. Since this is also the region with the largest

share or the labor force in the country, it may not be too bold to



state that, if unemployment problems in the Northeastern region could
be solved, about half of all unenployment problems in Thailand could
cventually disappear.

The recommendation here is therefore to formulate a strategy
which would aim at reducing unemployment in this region, A greater
absorptive capacity of labor in the Northeast could also lead to less
uncmp loyment problems in other regions through the reduction of migra'.t
workers to those regions,

SinCc the primary sector in the Northeastern region could
not be expected to grow as fast as in the past duc to the land constraint
and it is difficult to promote more labor-intensive technology than those
cxisting at present (especially during peak labor demand periods), the
secondary and service sectors would have to be able to absorb a large
proportion of the labor force. Past absorptive capacity in these two

sectors has, however, been found to be lacking.

If unemployment problems ih the Northeast were to be solved,
there my have to be a greater effort at promoting industrialization
in the region. Nevertheless, the strategy should not be towards the
promotion of large modern industrial enterprises which are capital-
intensive since this would not help to absorb labor sufficiently,
Futhermore, large-scale industries would not help spread employment

opportunities over a wider area,

An ideal strategy would be to promote small-scale rural

industries which interact with or could be linked up with the local



ceonomy. A preaterp effort shoul be placed op identifying such
inuustries. These could be pupy iudustrieg linked to the Primary
sector or they could pe industriey Producing products for the Jocg]
population, Industries wyhje, require litege capital outlay could
provide for the flexibility of producing only during the slack period
in the agricul tury] Seetor. This wouly help reduce the probley of

seasonal uncup loyment |

Anothep result from the Study is the incruusingly serious
problem of tnemployment of those with higher education, J¢ 18 quite
likely that, as the country become pore developed, there would pe a
much greaterp demand forp skilled labor, Howcvcr, education alone,
without dhy consideration given to the type of skilj demand in (e
labor nnrket,.would only lead to UXcess supply of those highly educated

in certain fields apgd €xcess demand which coujyd not be pet jinp others,

It is thus incrcasingly Imperative fop the government to
seriously consider manpower Planning, The Postponement of unemploy-
ment problems in the bast through the Provision of higher education
has now Provided a flood of highiy educated People who, however, do
not have the Necessury skijlg required in the Labor market, The
Projection shows that, if past supply patterns were npt reversed, there
would bhe increusingly serious unemp loyment problems for those with
higher education, These People tend to have rising CXpectations frop
their education which, jif pot met, could legd to serious social ang
political problems, A redesign of the educatjiony] System may seep

to be in order,
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Among the three age groups included in this study, government
policies to solve open uncmployment problems should be directed at those
SSchurs upwards, since this is where the problem is most serious. In
view of the fact that labor skil] requirements in the economy change
through development, job retraining programs miay be required for the
uncmployed in this age Eroup so as to help facilitate adjustments in

the labor market,
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TRENDS AN COMPOSITION OF CURRENT EMPLOYMENT

AND UNEMPLOYMENT



II. Trends and Composition of Current Employment and Unemployment,

Introduction

Although the main focus of this research is to project
the employment and unemployment into the future 1990 and 1995 (next
section). This section attempts to discuss the current employment and
unemployment in a more disaggregated fashion. Because of time limita-
tion and data availability, thé empioyment and unemployment projection
will be confined to few basic sets of variables, The addition of this
section will allow the readers to look into more details such as further
breakdowns in the productive sectors beyond primary, secondary and
tertiary sectors, further disaggregation in age groups, occupational
breakdowns and rural/urban. Some historical trends will be discussed,
In addition, the projection will not be attempted for underemployment
but there js discussion of underemployment in this, section, In summzry,
this review of the current situation with simply add to main part of our

study : the projection.

Breakdown of Economic Subsectors

Since the projection cannot be conducted for economic sectors
beyond the traditional breakdown of the primary, secondary and tertiary,
This section will attempt to breakdown further among the secondary and

tertiary sector. In addition, information is available in two rounds,



The availability of information in two rounds will allow us to under-
stand the lirkage of labor utilization among primary and other modern

sectors by regions,

Tables 1 and 2 indicate the number and proportion of employed
Srsons regionally and by economic subsectors, Reading vertically is
the percentage share of each region employment in relation to total
employment for the country. Reading horizontally is the number of the
each subsector employment within a particular region, Percentage can

be calculated from reading such a row.

Tables 3,4 show the comparative aspects of employment between

two rounds. Here are the following preliminary findings::

1. Since the data in round 1 are Collected during the dry
season and the collection of data in round 2 during the wet season, the
hypothesis is that there will be a significant reduction of primary
employment and 2 significant increase in non-primary employment in
round 1. The main reason is a significant amount of migration taking

place between the dry and the wet seasons,

2, Such hypothesis is being confirmed clearly in to .two poorest
regions, the North and the Northeast which indicates the pattern of
rural - rural migration from farm employment to non-farm employment
during the dry sezson. The implication is very clear - it means that
manufacturing employment in the North and the Northeast is being
influenced a great deal by the temporary shift of enployment from the

farm sector. Manufacturing sector employment in the two regions depends



TABLE 1

EMPLOYED WORKERS CLASSIFIED BY INDUSTRIAL SECTORS, REGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS,.,...1981

{(ROUND 1)
(Unit: thousand persons)
Sectors Secondary Tertiary
Primary Total
Region Mining Manufacturing Construction Electricity Zommerce Transport Service
Bangkok 233.0 0.8 589.4 118.5 27.8 552.9 128.3 561.9 2,212.6
( 2.50) { 1.10) (28.20) (15.20) (37.20) (27.59) (28.50) (21.40) (12.7)
Urban 25.1 0.5 434.3 93.4 . 23.7 497.4 - 113.8 511.4 1,699.6
{ 0.30) ( 0.70) (20,80) (12.09) (31.70) (24.80) (25.70) (19.40) ( 9.8)
Rural 207.9 0.3 155.1 25.1 4.1 §5.5 14,5 50.5 515.4
(2.20) ( 0.40) (7.40) ( 3.20) (5.50) (2.70) ( 3.20) ( 2.00) ( 3.0)
Central 2,046.3 16.7 543.4 225.2 19.7 488.8 94.6 516.6 3,951.3
.o (22.10) (22.40) (26.00) (28.90) (26.30) (24.40) (21.30) (19.60) (22.7)
Urban 24.4 0.9 72.7 14.2 4.6 119.9 23.2 129.8 389.7
( 0.30) (1.20) ( 3.50) (1,80) { 6.10) ( 5.90) (5.20) ( 4.90) (2.2
Rural 2,021.9 15.8 470.7 211.0 15.1 268.9 . 71.4 386.8 3,561.4
(21.80) (21.20) (22,50) (27.10) (20.20) (18.40) ( 1.60) (14.70) (20.5)
Norht 2,219.9 6.6 364.6 151.6 8.2 398.5 57.7 4491 3,656.2
(23.90) ( 8.90) (17.50) (19.50) (10.90) (19.90) (13.00) (17.10) (21.0)
Urban 10.9 0.4 42,1 - 9.9 4.4 100.6 16.7 113.5 298.5
( 0.10) ( 0.50) { 2.00) ( 1.30) ( 5.90) ( 5.00) ( 3.80) ( 4.30) (1.72)
Rural 2,209.0 5.2 322.5 141.7 3.8 2587.9 41,0 335.6 3,357.7
(23.80) ( 8.30) (15.40) (18.20C) ( 5.10) (14.90) (9.22) (12.80) (19.3)
Northeast 2,892.1 11.4 432.5 225.4 6.9 362.4 108.8 813.9 4,853.4
(31.20) {15.30) (20.70) (28.90) (9.20) (18.10) (24.50) (30.90) (27.9)
Urban 9.8 0.2 28.0 7.8 1.2 67.3 14.8 92.8 221.9 -
( 0.10) ( 0.30) ( 1.30) (1.00) ( 1.60) ( 3.40) ( 3.30) ( 3.50) (1.3)
Rural 2,882.3 11.2 404.5 218.6 5.7 295.1 94,0 721.1 4,632.5
(31.10) (15.103 (19.40) (27.90) ( 7.60) (14.70) (21.20) (27.40) (26.7)
South 1,887.9 38,4 157.9 56,9 11.8 204.2 53.5 289.6 2,700.2
(2C.30) (51.60) ( 7.60) (7.30) (15,80) (10.20) (12.10) (11,00) (15.5)
Urban 27.4 2.9 40.7 12.8 3.6 77.7 17.8 87.0 269.9
.o ( 0.33) ( 3.90) ( 1.90) ( 1.60) ( 4.80) { 3:90) ( 4.00}) ( 3.30) (1.5
Rural 1,860.5 35.5 117.2 44,1 8.2 126.5 35.7 202,6 2,430.3
(20.00) (47.70) { 5.60) (5.70) (11.00) ( 6.30) ( 8.10) (7.70) (13.9)
Whiole Kingdom 9,279.6 74.4 2,088.1 778.9 74.8 2,007.2 443.3 2,631.6 17,377.9
o (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100,0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Urban 97.8 5.1 "617.9 138.2 37.8 863.1 186,5 934.7 2,881.0
(1.10) ( 6.80) (29.€0) (17.70) (50.50) (43.00) (42.10) (35.50) (16.58)
Rural 9,181.8 69.3 1,470,2 ~ 640.7 37.0 1,144,1 256,8 1,696,9 14,496.8
(99.90) (93.10) (70.40) (82.30) (49.50) (57.00) (57.90) (64.50) (83.42)

Source: The Labor Force Survey,

Note: In bracket are percentage.



TABLE 2

E!'.PLOYET) WORKERS CLASSIFIED BY INDUSTRIAL SECTORS, SEGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS,...,1981
(ROUND 2)

(Unit: thousand perscns)

\ Sectors Prizary Secondary o Tertiary

Total

Region Mining Manufacturing Construction Electricity Commerce Transport Service
Bangkok 294.0 2.0 619.3 111,2 24,9 624.5 129.2 613.2 2,418,3
(1.70) ( 3.30) (35.60) (23.80) (35.30) : (30.50) (32.80) (29.80) (v ,w)
Urban 29,2 2.0 456.5 Bg.1 21,1 559,8 1147 559,1 i,B850,5
(0.20) ( 3.30) (26.20) (18,80) {30.00) (27.40) (29.10) (27.20) ( 7.50)
Rural 264.8 . - 162.8 23.1 3.8 64.7 14,5 54,1 S87.8
. ( 1.,50) C -3 (9.30) (4.90) (5.30) (3.10) ( 3.70) (2.20) ( 2.40)
Central 3,081.1 10.7 555.7 140.4 18.5 507.8 96.1 486.6 4,495,9
. (17.60) (17.50) (31.90) (30.00) (26.20; (24.890) (24.40) (23.70) (20.10)
* Urban 26.2 0.8 72.3 14,5 4.0 135.7 26.3 133.9 417.7
(0.10) ( 1.30) (4.10) (3.10 ( 5.70) ( 6.80) ( 6.70) ( 6.50) ( 1.70)
Rural 3,054.9 Q.9 483.4 125,9 14.5 268.1 69.8 352,7 4,478,2
(17.50) (16.20) (27.80) (27.00) (20.50) (18.00) (17.70) (17.20) (18,40)
North 4,341.7 1.4 201.9 84.4 2.6 384.1 43.5 340.6 5,406,.2
(24.80) ( 2.30) (11,60) (18.19) (12.20) (18,80) (11.1v) (16.60) (22.20)
Urban 19.6 - 40,8 7.9 5.0 109,0 16.3 114.4 313,6
(0.10) « - ( 2.30) (1.70) (7.10) (5.30) (4.10) ( 5.60) (1.30)
Rural 4,322.1 1.4 161.1 76.5 3.6 275.1 27.2 226.2 5,093,2
(24.70) (.2.30) ( 9.20) (16.40) (5.10) (13.40) ( 6.90) (11,00) (20.90)
Northeast - 7,961.7 1.3 181.1 56.4 8.8 282.6 68.8 357.9 8,925.6
. (45.40) ( 2.10) (10.40) (12.10) (12.5C) (14, 20) (17.50) (17.40) (36.60)
Urban 25.4 - 31.1 7.4 1.2 72.3 15.1 92,1 244,6
( 0.10) « - ) ( 1.80) ( 1.60) (1,70) ( 3.50) ( 3.80) ( 4.50) ( 1,00)
Rural 7,936.3 1.3 150.0 43,0 7.6 217.3 53.7 265.8 8,651.0
{45.30) ( 2.10) ( 8.60) (10.50) (10.80) (10,60) (13.60) (12.50) (35.60)
Sourth 1,849.5 45.3 183.3 74.8 9.4 240.1 55.3 257.0 2,714.7
(10.60) (74.30) (10.50) (16.00) (13.30) (11.70) (14,05) (12,.50) (11,14)
Urban 24.3 3.4 45.8 14,4 3.1 87.0 16.8 92.9 287,6
(0.10) ( 5.60) ( 2.60) ( 3.10) ( 4.40) ( 4.30) ( 4.30) ( 4.50) (1.20)
Rural 1,825.2 41.9 137.5 60.4 6.3 153.1 38.5 164,1 2,427.0
(10.50) (68.70) ( 7.90) (12.90) ( 8.90) ( 7.50) ( 9.80) ( 8.00) ( 9.90)
Whole Kingdom 17,528.3 61,0 1,741.8 467.6 70,6 2,046,3 393.5 2,055.9 24,363,0
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Urban 124.9 6.4 646,7 132.6 34.6 967.9 188.5 992,6 3,095,2
(0.70) (10.50) (37.10) (28.40) (49.00) (47.30) (48.20) (48.30) (12.70)
Rural - 17,403.4 54.6 1,095.1 335.0 36.0 1,078.4 204.0 1,063.3 21,269.8
(98.30) (89.50) (62.90) (71.60) (50.90) (52.70) (52.80) (51.70) (87.30)

Source: National Statistical Office , Report of the Labor Force Survey ... 1981

Note: In wbracket are percentage,






TABLE 4

RATIO OF EMPLOYED PERCONS BY ECONOMICS SUBSECTORS

(ROUND 1/ROUND 2)

(Unit: percent)

Region
Bangkok Central North Northeast South
Economic Sectors
Primary 79.3 66.4 51,1 36,3 102,1
Mining 40.0 156.1 471 .4 876.9 128.9
Manufacturing 95.2 97.8 180.6 238.8 86.1
Construction 106.5 160 .4 179,6 399.6 76.1
Electricity 111.6 106.5 95.3 78.4 125.5
Commerce 88.5 96.3 103.7 125.1 85.1
Transportation 99.3 98,4 132.6 158.1 96.7
Services 91.6 106,2 131.8 227 .4 112.7
Source: The labor Force Survey, 1981,



agreat deal on the availability of labor supply in the dry season.
To promote industries in the two regions will not be easy since the
labor supply is no reliable for the whole year, This is also true for

the service sector employment,

3. The hypothesis is not confirmed however for Bangkok and
the Central region. Admittedly this is a surprise. However the
construction sector employment which is very sensitive to migration
confirms the hypothesis. The information concerning the construction
worker appears to indicate that there is a significant rural migration
to Bangkok and to the central region, However if such migration takes
place why does it manéfest itself in manufacturing and service sectors.

Here are some of the possible explanations.

3.1 The pattern of employment inmanufacturing and service
sectors in Bangkok and Central regions appear to be more permanent. It
means a migrant without experience or some skill cannot simply walk in

and expect to find work.

3.2 There is an ample.evidence that there is enough
rural-urban (Bangkok) migration but it appears that many migrants are
not selected in the surveys. Unlike construction sector , the migrants.
stay at the construction sites and thesurvey can include them since the
surveys normally go to thehouséolds for the selection of the sampl.es.
For manufacturing and in particular the service sector which is mostly
informal sector, ihe survey may simply do not include them. To improve
the accuracy of such information, the timing of survey could be changed

and include the samples at the work location rather than the households.


http:sampl.es

4. The comparison in tables 3,4 offer a fascinating pattern
of employment among the two rounds, Despite the fact that hypothesis
is not confirmed in the Bangkok and Central region, it doesn't mean for
us to accept that migration is not important. It simply means that
further refinement of data collection may be needed before making a
definite conclusion. 1In addition, the modern sector employment pattern

in the more advanced regions can be of different nature,

Employment Pattern by Occupation Among the Two Rounds

Since occupation is an indicator for skill composition in
addition to education, Tables 5, 6, 7, 8 indicate employment pattern by

occupation regionally and the pattern betweer the wet and dry season.
Here are the following pPreliminary conclusion:

1. The definition of professional /management category reflects
the bias favoring those workers who are school teachers and government
officials. Regionally the share of such category is relatively high,

It does not however reflect the degree of business activities as appear

to represent the Bangkok region.

2. The hypothesis is that if migration takes place during the
dry, there will be a significant reduction for agricultural workers and
a significant increase for blue collar workefs. The hypothecis (Tableg 7,8)
is canfirmed fortjneeregions Northeast,. North and to 3 lesser extent the
Central region. To be expected the increase in clerical/sales for the
North and the Northeast is seen also in tables ‘7, 8 which confitms the
hypothesis that service sector emplcyment is significant during the dry

seéason,
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TABLE 5

EMPLOYED WORKERS CLASSIFIED BY OCCUPATION, REGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS,,.,1981

(ROUND 1)

(Unit: thousand persons)

Occupation

Professional/ Clerical/Sales Agricultural Blue Collars Total

Region \\\\\\\>Management Workers Workers
Bangkok 297,2 651, 2 234,6 1,029,9 2,213,8
(30.08) (27.34) ( 2.53) (21.,68) (12.74)
Urban 273.4 584.8 27.4 814 .4 1,700.4
(27.67) (24.55) (.0.30) (17.14) (9.78)
Rural 23.8 66.4 207,2 215,5 513.4
( 2.41) (2.79) (2.23) ( 4.54) ( 2.96)
Central 199.4 595.0 2,045,3 1,112,8 3,953.3
(20,18) (24.98) (22,09) (23.42) (22,75)
Urban 53.2 152.0 25.4 159.4 390,4
(5.38) (6.38) ( 0.27) ( 3.35) ( 2.25)
Rural 146,2 443,0 2,019,9 953.4 3,562.9
(14.80) (18.60) (21.82) (20.07) (20.50)
North 146, 0 470.3 2,221,6 819.0 3,657,5
(14,78) (19.74) (23.99) (17.24) (21.04)
Urban 53,1 123.8 11,2 110.8 299,3
(5.37) ( 5.20) (0.12) (.2.33) (1,72)
Rural 92,9 346.5 2,210,4 708,2 3,358, 2
( 9.41) (14.54) (23.87) (14.91) (19.32)
Northeast 211,0 418,1 2,847.3 1,377.9 4,854,9
(21,35) (17.55) (30.45) (29.00) (27.93)
Urban 42,3 78.9 9.1 91.6 222,2
( 4.28) ( 3.31) ( 0.10) ( 1,93) (1.28)
Rural 168.7 339.2 2,838,2 1,286.3 4,632,7
(17.07) (14,24) (30.65) (27.07) (26,65)
South 133.7 246.5 1,909.5 410.5 2,700,9
(13,53) (10.35) (20.62) ( 8.64) (15.54)
Urban 35,0 5.5 26,7 112.7 270,3
( 3.54) (4.01) (0.29) (2,37) ( 1,56)
Rural 98.7 151,0 1,882,8 297.8 . 2,430,6
( 9.99) ( 6.34) (20,33) ( 6.27) (13,98)
Whole Kingdom 988.1 2,382,0 9,258.8 4,751.3 17,380,9
(100,0) (100,0) (100,0) (100,0) (100,0)
Ur ban 457.4 1,035.4 100.1 1,289,6 2,882,9
(46.29) (43,47) ( 1,08) (27.14) (16.59)
Rural 530.7 1,346.6 9,158,7 3,461,7 14,498.0
(53.71) (56.53) (98.92) (72.86) (83.41)

Source: The Labor Force Survey,
Note: In bracket are percentage,
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TABLE ¢
EMPLOYED WORKERS CLASSIFIED BY CCCUPATION, REGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS,.1981
(ROUND 2)

(Unit: thousand persons)

Occupation Professional/ Clerical/Sales Agricultural Blue Collars Tot al
Region . Management Workers Workers ota

Bangkok 333,7 726,3 295,4 1,062,7 2,418,1
(32.07) (30.34) ( 1.68) (31,29) ( 9.92)

Urban 305.,6 652,1 30,6 82,3 1,830.6
(29.37) (27.24) ( 0,17) (24.80) ( 7.51)

Rural .28.1 74,2 264,8 220,4 587.5

' ( 2.70) ( 3.10) ( 1.51) ( 6.49) (-2.41)

Central 209.5 620,7 3,066,6 999, 4 4,89,2
(20.14) (25,93) (17.49) (29.42) 20,09)

Urban 55.5 175.5 26,2 160,3 417.5

( 5.33) ( 7.33) ( 0,15) ( 4.72) ( 1.71)
Rural 154,0 445,2 3,040.4 839,1 4,478,7 .

: (14,81) (18.60) (17.34) (24.70) (18.38)

Norht 156.4 437,3 4,348,3 463.3 5,405,3
(15,03) (18.27) (24.80) (13,64) (22.18)

Urban 61.0 127.0 20,2 104.4 312.6

( 5.86) ( 5.31) ( 0.12) ( 3.07) ( 1,28)

Rural 95,4 310.3 4,328,1 358.9 5,092,7

( 9.17) (12.96) (24, 68) (10.57) (20, 90)

Northeast 208.8 327.7 7,957.3 431.1 8,924.9
(20,07) (13.69) (45.38) (12,69) (36.63)

Urban 44,4 . 84,3 24,9 90.7 2443

( 4.27) ( 3.52) ( 0,14) ( 2.67) ( 1.00)

Rural 164.4 243,4 7,932.4 340.4 8,680,6
(15.80) (10.17) (45.24) (10,02) (35.63)

South 130,3 280,3 1,865,2 438,2 2,714,0
(12,52) (11.71) (10.64) (12.90) (11,14)

Urban 36.8 103,1 24,5 122.7 287.1

( 3.54) ( 4.31) ( 0,14) ( 3.61) (1.18)

Rural 93,5 177.2 1,840.7 315,5 2,426.9

( 8.98) ( 7.40) (10,50) ( 9.29) ( 9.96)

Whole Kingdom 1,040.4 2,393,7 17,533.4 3,396,8 24,3643
(100,0) (100.0)° (100,0) (100.0) (100,0)

Urban 504,2 1,142.8 126.8 1,321.4 3,095,2
(48.46) (47.74) ( 0.72) (38.90) (12,70)

Rural 536, 2 1,250,9 17,406 .6 2,075.4 21,269,1
(51,54) (52.26) (99, 28) (61,10) (87.30)

Source: The Labor Force Surveys.

Note: In bracket are percent.
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TABLE 8

RATIO OF EMPLOYED PERSONS BY OCCUPATIONS

(ROUND 1/ROUND 2)

(Unit: percent)

\Regi()n
— Bangkok Central

North Northeast South
Occupation ‘\\\\\\\S
Professional/ 89.1 95,2 93.3 101,1 102.6
Managemsnt
Clerical/Sales 89.6 95.8 107.5 127.6 87.9
Agricultural 79.4 66.7 51.1 35,7 102.4
Blue Collars 96.9 111.3 176.8 319.6 93,7

Source: The Labor Force Survey 1981.
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Employment and Age Groups (pattern among two rounds)

In the projection study, three 2ge groups are chosen for
the study. However, the necessity of combining age into 3 groups might
nave excluded some of the interesting results. The section is aimed

at breaking down age groups into 9 categories.

Here are SOme of the preliminary findings (Tables 9,10,

11, 12)

1. 1In general and for all regions, Thailand's 1abor force
is relatively young. For the whole country more than 60% of our labor

force is below 34 years old.

2, To a greater extent, the degree of youngness of labor
force is extrewe in the Northeast . reflecting the demographic factor of

past and present high rate of population change.

3, Comparing the pattern of age structure and the employment
among the two Tounds, ~3bles 11,12 sndicate: . that there are significant

decline in emp loyment during the dry season for all age groups.

Unemp loyment

In order toO supplement the projection study, the objective
is to discuss in details the types of unemployment problem in Thailand,
utilizing the existing information in the labor force surveys. Inree

main types of unemployment in 19381 will be discussed here:

1, Open unemp loyment, using the new definition by adding

those waiting for agricultural season into the definition to be consistent

with the projection.



Table 9 Erployed Workers Classified by age group, region and rural/urban areas in 1981....(round 1)
( Unit : * 000 persons )
Al
3¢ group 11-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-49 £0-59 60 + Total
Region
Bangkok 23.3 205.0 318.6 4539.6 423.¢ 262.9 309.3 159.9 52.3 2,213.8
(1.05) (9.26) (14.39) (20.76) (19.13) (11.88) (13.97) (7.22) (2.36) (100.00)
= Urban 15.2 140.2 232.8 363.3 334.3 209.1 243.7 125.4 37.3 1,700.4
(0.89) (8.25) (13.€9) (21.37) (19.66) (12.30) (14.23) (7.37) (2.12) (100.00)
~ Rural 8.1 64.8 85.8 96.3 89.3 53.8 65.6 34.5 15.0 513.4
(1.58) (12.62) (16.71) (18.76) (17.39) (10.48) (12.78) (6.72) (2.92) (100.00)
Central 38.4 598.4 649.7 570.0 468.1 377.2 €05.8 405.8 179.9 3,953.3
(2.49) (15.14) (16.43) (14.42) {11.843) (9.54) (15.32) (10.26) {4.55) (100.00)
= Urban 6.5 38.2 6l1.1 63.3 52.3 42_.1 65.5 2.4 19.¢Q 390.4
(1.66) (0.82) (15.65) (16.21) (13.40) (10.78) (16.78) (10.86) (4.87) (100.00)
~ Rural 91.9 560.2 588.6 506.7 415.8 335.1 540.3 363.4 162.9 3,562.9
(2.58) (15.72) (16.52) (14.22) (11.67) (9.41) (1€.16) (10.20) (4.52) (100.00)
Northn 100.5 580.0 633.4 5§57.4 425.4 343.1 521.3 360.0 136.1 3,657.7
(2.57) (15.86) (17.32)° (15.24) (11.63) (9.38) (14.25) (9.84) (3.72) (100.00)
= Urban 4.3 27.4 47.2 53.0 41.5 31.2 51.1 31.4 12.1 299.5
(1.44) (9.15) (15.76) (17.70) (13.86) (10.42) {17.G8) (10.48) (4.04 (100.00)
- Rural 96.2 552.6 586.2 504.4 383.9 311.9 470.2 328.6 124.0 3,358.2
(2.86) (16.46) (17.46) (15.02) (11.43) (9.29) (14.09) (9.79) (3.62) (1€0.20)
Northeast 278.7 901.8 746.3 680.9 632.8 481.7 601.3 382.1 149.0 4,354,.4
(5.74 (18.57) (15.37) (14,00) {13.03) (9.92) (12.36) {7.87) (3.07) (100.00)
- Urban 3.0 19.0 27.7 38,9 35.5 28.6 37.3 22.8 8.2 221.06
(1.67) (8.54) (12.46) (17.60) (15.96) {12.86) (16.77) (10.25) {3.69) (100.00)
= Rural 275.0 882.8 718.6 642.0 597.3 453.1 564.0 359.3 140.8 4,632.8 N
(5.94 (19.06) (15.51) (13.86) (12.89) (9.78) (12.17) (7.76) (2.04) (100.00)
South 54.6 362.0 402.3 372.7 330.1 277.6 436.1 303.2 161.3 2,700.5
(2.02) (13.40) (14.90) (13.80) (12.;’0) (1C.28) (16.15) (11.23) "(5.97) (100.00)
- Urban 3.0 24.4 38.5 42.2 36,7 32.3 47.7 31.2 13.7 269.8
(1.11) (9.04) (14.27) (15.64) (13.60) (11.97) (17.68) (11.56) (5.08; (1G0.90)
- Rural 51.6 337.6 363.8 330.5 293.4 245.3 388.4 272.0 147.6 2,430.7
T o(2.12) (13.89) (14.97) (13.60) (12.07) (10.09) (15.98) (11.19) (5.07) (100.00)
Whole Kingdom 555.3 2,647.4 2,750.6 2,640.6 2,280.4 1,742.9 2,473.6 1,611.4 678.7 17,381.0
(3.19) (15.23) (15.83) (15.19) (13.12) (10.03) (14.23) (9.27) (3.90) (100.00)
= Urban 32.6 249.3 407.4 560.8 £00.6 343.5 445.0 253.6 90.1 2,882.9
(1.1 (8.65) (14.13) (19.45) (17.36) (11.92) (15.44) (8.80) (3.13) (100.00
- Rural 522.7 2,398.1 2,343.2 2,079.8 1,779.8 1,399.4 2,028.6 1,357.8 588.6 14,498.1
(3.61) (16.54) (16.16) (14.35) (12.28) {(9.65) (13.59) (9.37) (4.06) (100.90)
Source : National Statistical Office Report of the Labor Force Survey .. 1981

1A’



TABLE 10

EMPLOYED WORKERS CLASSIFIED By AGE GROUPS , REGJON AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS IN 1981
(ROUND 2 )

( Ltnit : * 000 persons )
Age Group +
11-14 15-19 20-24. 23-29 30-34 35-39 40-49 50-59 60 Total
Region
Bangkok 36.3 232.9 349.3 495.4 450.8 282.7 331.7 175.9 64.3 2,419.5
{1.50) (9.63) (14.44) (20.48) (18.63) (11.68) (13.71) (7.27) (2.66) (100.00)
~Urban 21.6 155.7 253.0 388.4 351.6 222.2 260 .0 134.4 44.3 1,831.3
(1.18) (8.50) (13.82) (21.21) f135.20) (12.13) (14.20) (7.34) 12.42) (100.00)
~Rural 14.7 77.2 95.3 107.0 99.2 60 .5 7.7 41.5 20.0 588.2
(2.50) (13.12) (16.37) (18.19) (16.87) (10.29) \12.19) (7.06) (3.40) (100.00)
Central 172.2 731.5 793.9 689.9 568.7 459.3 723.6 506.1 252.5 4,897.9
(3.52) (14.93) (16.21) (14.09) (11.61) (3.38) (14.77) (10.33) (5.16) (100.00)
~Urban ' 10.7 43.2 67.0 65.3 54.8 43.8 68.4 43.7 21.0 418.3
(2.56) (10.33) (16.02) (15.61) (13.10) (10.47) (16.35) (10.45) (5.02) (100.00)
-Rural i61.5 588.3 726.9 624.6 513.9 415.5 655.2 462.4 231.5 4,479.6
(3.61) (15.37) (16.23). (13.94) (11.47) (9.28) (14.63) (10.32) (5.17) (100.00}
North 214.7 892.7 919.7 791.7 596.9 470.4 770.8 538.8 210.7 540€.9
(3.97) (16.51) (17.01) (14.64). (11.04) (8.70) (14.26) (9.97) (3.90) (100.00)
~Urban 6.8 28.2 48.3 54.1 41.8 32.9 53.6 34.9 12.4 313.3
- (2.17) (9.00) (15.42) (17.27) (13.34) (10.50) (17.11) (11.14) (3.96) (100.00)
~Rural 207.9 864.5 871.4 737.6 555.1 - 437.5 717.2 503.9 198.3 5,093.6
(4.08) (16.97) (17.11) (14.48) (10.99) (8.59) (14.08) (9.89) (3.89) (100.00)
Northeast 711.6 1,587.8 1,368.4 1,183.6 1,080.3 815.3 1,132.1 748.5 298.0 8,926.3
(7.9%) (17. 79) (15.33) (13.26) (12.10) (9.13) (12.68) (8.39) (3.34 (100.00)
-Urban 6.1 221 31.7 41.4 38.6 28.14 40.3 26.3 9.6 245.0
(2.49) (9.02) (12.94) (16.90) (15.76) (11.59) (16.45) (10.73) (5.223 (122.00)
~Rural 705.5 1,565.7 1,336.7 1,142.2 1,041.7 786.9 1,091.8 722.2 288.4 8,681.3
(8.13) (18.04) (15.40) (13.16) (12.00) (9.06) (12.58) (8.32) (3.32) (100.00)
South ‘ 64.9 359.0 405.5 377.6 332.2 284.9 444.2 301.9 144.7 2,715.8
(2.39) (13.22) (14.93) (13.90) (12.23) (10.49) (16.36) (11.12) (5.33) (100.00)
~Urban 6.1 27.8 41.2 44 .1 38.2 32.7 51.0 33.3 13.7 288.2
(2.12) (9.65) (14.30) (15.30) (13.25) (11.35) (17.70) (11.55) (4.75) (100.00)
~Rural 58.8 331.2 364.3 333.5 294.0 252.2 393.2 268.6 131.0 2,427.6
(2.42) (13.64) (15.01) (13.74) (12.11) (10.39) (16.20) (11.06) (5.40) (100.00)
Whole Kingdom 1,200.0 3,803.9 3,837.0 3,538.5 3,029.0 2,312.7 3.402.6 2,27.5 971.0 24,366.2
(4.92) (15.61) (15.75) (14.52) ~ (12.43) ~(9.49) (13.96) (9.32) (3.99) (100.00)
~Urban 51.6 276.8 441.4 593.5 525.0 360.0 473.2 273.0 101.5 3,096.0
(1.67) (8.94) (14.26) (19.17) (16.96) (11.63) * (15.28) (8.82) (3.28) (100.00)
~Rural 1,148.4 3,527.1 3,395.6 2,945.0 2,504.0 1,952.7 2,929,4 1,998.5 88%9.5 21,270.2
(5.40) (16.58) (15.96) (13.85) (11.77) (9.18) (13.77) (9.40) (4.09) (100.00)

A%
Ees)

Sl

Source : National Statistical Office , Office of the Prime Minister , Report of the Labor Force Survey

Note : In brackets are percentage .
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TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED PERSONS AMONG AGE GROUPS
BY ROUND 1 AND ROUND 2

(Round 1 - Round 2) (Unit: thousand persons)

Age Group Bangkok Central North Northeast South
11 - 14 -13.0 - 73.8 -114,2 -432.9 -10.3
15 - 19 -27.9 -133.1 -312.7 -686.0 3.0
20 - 24 -30.7 -144.2 -286.3 -622.1 - 3.2
25 - 29 -35.8 -119,9 -234.3 -502.5 - 4.9
30 - 34 -27.2 -100.6 -171.,5 -447.5 -32,1
35 - 39 -19.8 - 82,1 -127.3 -333.5 - 7.3
40 - 49 -22.4 -117,8 -249.5 -530.8 - 8.1
50 - 59 -16.0 -100.3 -178.8 -366.4 1.3
60 - -12.0 - 72,6 - 74.6 -149.0 16.6

Source: The labor Force Survey, 1981,
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TABLE 12

RATIO OF EMPLOYED PERSONS BY AGE GROUPS
(ROUND 1/ROUND 2)

(Unit: percent)

Region

Bangkok Central North Northeast South
Age Groups

11 - 14 64.2 57.1 46.8 39.2 84.1
15 - 19 88.0 | 81.8 65.0 56.8 100.8
20 - 24 91.2 81.8 68.9 54.5 99.2
25 - 29 92.8 82.6 .70.4 57.5 - 98.7
30 - 34 93.9 82.3 71.2 58.6 90.3
35 - 39 93.0 82.1 73.0 59.1 97.4
40 - 49 93.2 83.7 67.6 53.1 - 98,2
50 - 59 90.9 80.2 | 66.8 51,0 100.4
60 + §1.3 71.2 64 .6 50.0 111.5

Source: 'The Labor Force Survey, 198..
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2. Underemployment, although there is no projection on
» underemployment, a detailed discussion of underemployment is presented

here utilizing the definitions in the existing labor force surveys.

3. Seasonal unemployment, using definition as explained in
the projection study to substract round 1 from round 2 figure but in

this section, attempt is made to provide additional details,

Open Unemployment

Tables 13, 14 reveal number and proportion of those open
unemployed persons by age groups, rural/urban, regionally and comparing

the two rounds.

With a new definition by adding the those who wait for
agricultural season to start, the number of open unemployment shot up
significantly to 5.9 million for the whole country in the first round.
The critical region is the Northeast, where 3.4 million people are
considered to be open-unemployed, followed by the North, Open unemploy-

ment is critical only during the dry season.

In terms of age groups for the whole country, 20-24 age
group constitutes for 16.99% or 1 million people openly unemployed. The
second most important age group following closely is 15-19 age group with
980,000 people openly unemployed for the whole country. Across the
regions, two age groups 15-19 and 20-24 appear to indicate the alarming

trends regarding open unemployment.



Table |3 Open Unemployment Classified by age groups, region and rural/urban areas in 1981...(round 1)

( Unit : ' 000 persons )

Age group
11-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-40 50-59 60+ Total
Region
Bangkok 2.3 17.6 20.2 19.7 9.6 7.0 7.2 5.8 4.9 9877
(2.33) (17.83) (20.47) (19.96) (9.73) (7.09) (7.29) (5.88) (4.96) (100, uv0)
- Urban 1.1 11.6 12.8 14.2 5.4 2.5 2.7 0.6 0.1 53.1
(0.21) (2.18) (2.60) (2.67) (1.02) {0.47) (0.51) (0.11) (0.02) (100.00)
- Rural 1.2 6.0 6.4 5.5 4.2 4.5 6.5 5.2 4.8 45.6
(2.63) (13.16) (14.04) (12.06) (9.21) (9.87) (14.25) (11.40) (10.53) (100.00)
Central 18.9 124.1 146.7 115.3 80.3 66.6 111.6 93.6 57.5 817.3
(2.31) (15.18 (17.95) (14.21) (9.83) (8.15) (13.65) (11.45) (7.04) (1€0.00)
- Urban 0.5 2.6 3.5 1.1 " o.s 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.5 1.1
4.50) (23.42) (31.53) (9.91) (4.50) (2.70) {3.60) {1.80) (4.50) (106.00)
- Rural 18.4 121.5 143.2 114.2 79.8 66.3 111.2 93.4 57.0 806.2
(2.28) (15.07) (17.76) (14.17) ((9.90) . (8.22) (13.79) (11.59) (7.07) (100.00)
North 63.9 266.7 264.3 210.3 172.6 118.5 234.8 170.1 57.9 1,561.8
(4.09) (17.08) (16.92) (13.47) {11.05) (7.59) (14.38).  (10.89) (3.71) (100.00)
- Urban 0.2 0.8 2.4 . 2.1 0.6 0.8 0.7 1.6 0.5 10.8
(1.85) (7.41) (22.22) (19.44) (5.56) (7.41) (6.28) - (14.81) (4.63) (100.00)
- Rural 63.7 265.9 261.9 208.2 172.0 117.7 234.1 168.5 57.4 1,551.0
(4.11) (17.14) (16.89) (13.42) (11.09) (7.59) (15.09) (10.86) (3.70) (100.00)
Northeast 141.7 569.2 569.4 456.6 388.1 292.1 487.9 352.6 155.3 3,415.1
{4.15) (16.67) (16.67) (13.37) (11.36) {8.55) (14.:8) (10.33) (4.55) {100.00)
- Urban 0.3 2.1 z.4 1.4 1.0 0.9 1.6 2.1 1.1 15.0
(2.3 ) (16.15) (19.23) (10.77) (7.69) {(6.90) (12.30) (16, 10) (5.50) (100700)
- Rural 141.4 567.6 567.0 455.1 387.1 291.2 486.3 350.7 154.2 3,402.0
(4.16) (16.68) (16 +67) (13.38) (1.09) (8.56) (14.29) (10.31) (4.53) (100.00)
South 1.5 11.0 11.4 14.2 8.7 7.2 8.5 6.2 0.4 70.6
(2.12) (15.58) (16.15) (20.11) (12.32) (10.20) (12.04) (8.78) (0.57) (100.00)
- Urban 0.1 1.5 1.7 1.3 0.7 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.2 6.9
(1.45) (21.74) (24.64) (18.84) (10.14) (1.45) (11.59) (1.45) (2.50) (100.00)
- Rural 1.4 9.5 9.7 12.9 8.0 7.1 7.7 6.1 0.2 63.7
(2.20) (14.91) (15.23) (20.25) (12.56) (11.15) (12.09) (9.58) (6.31) (100.00
Whole Kirgdom 229.4 990,50 1,013.5 817.2 660.8 492.3 853.5 629.4 276.2 5,960.9
(3.84) {16.60) (16.99) (13.70) (11.08) (8.25) (14.31) (10.55) {4.63) (100.20)
- Urban 2.5 19.4 24.6 20.4 . 8.8 4.8 6.9 4.0 2.7 95.0
(2.58) (20.40) (25.90) (21.50) (9.30) = (5.10) (7.30) (5.20) (2.00) {100.00)
- Rural 226.9 971.1 988.9 796.8 652.0 487.5 846.6 624.5 273.5 5,862.4

(3.87) 116.55) (16.85) (13.58) (11.11) (8.31) (14.42) (10.64) (4.66) (100.00)



TABLE 14

OPEN UNEMPLOYMENT CLASSIFIED BY AGE GROUPS , REGION AND RURAL/ URBAN AREAS IN 1981

(Round 2)
( Unit : * 000 persons )
g Srovp 11-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-49 50-59 60 * Total
Region

Bangkok 2.2 15.5 25.9 17.1 8.0 3.9 3.9 1.9 0.2 78.6
(2.7) 19.72)  (32.90) (2130) 1o, 20 (490) (490) (2.30)  (p.25) (100.0)

-Urban 1.3 12.2 23.2 15.3 6.4 3.4 2.7 1.4 0.1 66.4
(1.95) (18.52)  (34.94) (23.04) (9.64) (4.67) (4.07) (2.11)  (0.15) (100.0)

-Rural 0.9 3.2 2.7 1.8 1.6 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.1 12,9
( 7.75) (24.80)  (20.90) (13.90) (12.40) 6.20) (9.30) (290)  (0.77) (100.0)

Central 6.9 24.4 28.3 9.7 2.9 3.2 9.1 3.6 3.7 93.8
(7.36) (26.01)  (30.17) (10.34) (€ 3.09) (3.41) (9.70) (3.84)  (3.94) (100.0)

-Urban 0.2 2.6 4.2 1.7 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.1 - 10.5
(1.50) (24.76)  (40.00) (16.19) (2.06) (3.81) (4.76) (0.95) - (100.0)

-Rural 6.7 21.8 24.1 8.0 2.6 2.8 8.6 3.5 3.7 83.3
(8.04: (26.17)  (28.93) (9.60) (3.12) (3.36) (10.32) (4.20)  (4.34) (100.0)

North 1.2 6.9 7.9 3.5 3.2 1.8 4. 2.0 0.4 27.¢
(4.36) (25.09)  (28.73) (12.73) (11.64) (6.55) (14.91) (7.27)  (1.45) (100.0)

-Urban 0.5 1.6 3.4 1.7 0.3 0.1 - 0.1 - 8.1
(6.17) (19.75)  (41.98) (20.99) (2.70) 1.23 - (1.23) - (100.0)

-Rural 0.7 5.3 4.5 1.8 2.9 1.7 4.1 1.9 0.4 19.4
(3.61) (27.32)  (23.20) (9.28) (14.95) (8.76) (21.13) (9.79)  (2.06) (100.0)

Northeast 5.6 17.5 22.1 1.5 11.8 4.0 14.8 9.6 4.7 103.6
(5.41) (16.89)  (21.33) (11.10) (11.39) (3.86) (14.29) (9.27)  (4.54) (100.0

-Urban 0.3 0.9 2.1 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.2 - - 5.7
(5.26) (15.79)  (36.84) (14.04) (5.26) (7.02) £3.51) - - (100.0)

-Rural 5.3 16.6 20.0 10.7 1.5 3.6 14.6 9.6 4.7 97.9
(5.41) (16.96)  (20.43)  (10.93) (11.75) (3.68) (14.91) (9.81)  (4.80) (100.0)

South 2.2 13.9 18.8 15.9 3.8 5.6 “10:8 1.0 6.4 9.0
(2.44) (15.44)  (20.89) (17.67) (4.22) (6.22) (12.60) (12.22)  (7.11) (100.0)

-Urban - 1.9 2.8 1.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 - 7.6
- (25.00)  (36.84) (14.47) (3.95) (2.63) (3.95) (1.32) - (100.0)

-Rural 2.2 12.0 16.0 14.8 3.5 5.4 10.5 10.9 6.4 82.4
(2.67) (14.56)  (19.42) (17.96) (4.25) (6.55) (12.74) (13.23)  (7.77) (100.0)

Whole Kingdam . 19.1 79.4 104.0 58.6 30.6 19.3 43.8 28.8 15.7 402.2
(4.75) (19.74)  (25.86) (14.57) (7.61) (4.80) 10.39 (7.18)  (3.90) (100.0)

-Urban 2.5 19.9 35.9 21.0 7.9 4.6 4.1 1.7 0.1 99.1
(2.52) (20.08)  (36.23) (21.19) (1.97) (4.64) (4.14) (1.72)  (6.10) (100.0)

-Rural 16.6 59.5 68.1 37.6 22.7 14.7 39.7 27.1 15.6 303.1
(5.48) (19.63)  (22.47) (12.41) (7.49) (4.85) (13.10) (8.94)  (5.15) (100.0)

0c

Source : Kational Statistical Office , Report of the Labor Force Survey .
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Open unemployment in round 2 figures drops sharply to
400,000 persons. However the two most important age groups are still
15-19, 20-24 groups. Among the old age group, 40-49 category is

relatively significant and relative. to others.

Underemployment , (Tables 15 - 20)

Here are some cof the preliminary findings:

1. Underemployment is much lower for data from round 1

by 1.2 million persons.

2. Underemployment is generally very severe for primary

sector employment.

3. For Bangkok and Central region, underemployment is

relatively more severe for manufacturing and service sectors.

4, Younger age groups 15-19 and 20-24 categories, face
a high degree of underemployment incidence, constituting around 40%

- of underemployment .

5. By occupation, Bangkok region has the highest number of
underemployed persons among blue collar workers followed byclerical/sale
category while the underemployment is highest for agricultural workers in

the Northeast and the North

Seasonal Unemployment

The rationale of this concept is to use labor utilization

concept (see Mehmet in the appendix for more details) .



TABLE 15

UNDEREMPLOYED WORKERS CLASSIFIED BY INDUSTRIAL SECTORS, REGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS 1IN 1981

(RCUND 1)
(Unit: thousand persons)
Sectors .
Primary Secondary Tertiary Unknow Total
Region Mining fanufacturing Constructicn Electricity Commerce Transport Service

Bangkok 136.6 0.1 284.0 43.9 3.6 140.5 17.8 200.0 0.1 827.8
( 7.60) (0.70) (46.80) (38.60) (40.90) (40.10) (43.10) (41,80) ( £.50) (24.20)

Urban 12.2 0.1 191.0 31,2 1.9 125.0 15.4 181.4 0.1 558.9

( 0.70) (0.70) (31.50) (27.50) (21.60) (35.70) (37.30) 137.90) ( 6.50) (16.30)

Rural 124.4 - 93.0 12.7 1.7 15.5 2.4 18.6 - 268.9

( 6.50) t - ) (15.30) (11,20) (15.30) ( 4.42) ( 5.80) ( 3.90) C -) (7.90)

Central 485,2 §.4 145.1 24.4 2,8 91.5 9.5 93.8 1.2 862.4
. (26.90) (57.10) (23.90) (21.50) (31.80) (26.10) (23,00) (19.60) (75.00) (25.20)

Urban 13.2 0.1 34.2 4.8 1.4 26.6 3.5 42.9 0.2 127.3
(0.70) ( 0.70) ( 5.60) ( 4.20) (15.90) ( 7.60) ( 8.50) ( 8,90) (12.50) ( 3.70)

Rural 472.0 8.3 110.9 19.6 1.4 64.9 6.0 50.9 1.0 735.4
(26,20) (56.50) (18.30) 117.30) (15.90) (18.50) (14.50) (10.60) (62.50) (21.50)
North 437.9 1.7 63.4 11.8 0.5 48,8 3.6 63.5 0.3 632.9
(24.30) (11.60) (10.40) (10.40) (5.70) (13.90) ( 8.70) (13.30) (18.80) (18.50)

Urban 7.4 0.1 20,1 5.3 0.5 20.5 2.2 29.9 0.3 87.1

( 0.40) (0.70) ( 3.30) (4.70) (5.70) ( 5.80) (5.30) ( 6.20) (18.80) ( 2.50)
Rural 430.5 1,6 43.3 6.5 - 28.3 1.4 33.6 - 545.8
(23.90) (10.90) ( 7.10) ( 5.70) « - { 8.10) ( 3.90) ( 7.00) « - ) (16.00)

Northeast 473.9 2.1 65.8 28.6 0.4 45,0 5.3 91.4 - 713.7
(26.30) (14.30) (10.80) (25.20) (.4.50) (12.80) (12.80) (19.10) « - (20.90)

Urban 6.3 - 12,7 3.3 0.3 15,0 3.3 23.9 - 65.4

( 0.30) ( - ) ( 2.10) ( 2.90) ( 3.40) (4.30) ( 8.00) ( 5.00) « - ( 1.90)
Rural 467.6 2,1 53.1 25.3 0.1 30.0 2.0 67.5 - 648.3
(25.90) (14.30) ( 8.80) (22.30) ( 1.10) ( 8.60)- ( 4.80) (14,10) ( ) (19.00)

South 268.9 2,1 47.4 4.2 1.5 2.8 4.4 28.8 - 382.2
(14.90) (14.30) (.7.80) ( 3.70) (17.00) ( 6.80) (10.60) ( 6.00) «( - ) (11.20)
Urban 13.2 0.5 18.9 3.7 1.5 14.8 2.3 20.2 - 75.8
(0.70) ( 3.40) ( 3.10) ( 3.30) (17.00) (4.20) ( 5.60) (4.20) C - ( 2.20)
Rural 255.7 1.6 28.5 0.5 - 9.0 2.1 8.6 - 6.4
(14.20) (10.90) ( 4.70) ( 0.40) « - ( 2.€0) (5.10) ( 1.80) « - ) ( 8.50)
¥hole Kingdom 1,803.4 14,7 606.7 113.6 8.8 350.5 41.3 472.6 1.6 3,420.3
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100,0) (100.0) (100,0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Urban 52,7 0.9 277.3 48.6 5.9 202.4 27.1 298,9 0.6 915.0

( 2.90) ( 6.10) (45.70) (42,80) (67.00) (57.70) (65.60) (62.50) (37.50) (26,80)
Rural 1,750.7 13.8 329.4 ~ 65.0 2.9 148.1 14,2 179.7 1.0 2,505.3
(97.10) (93.90) (54.30) (57.20) (32.90) (42.30) (34.40) (37.50) (62.50) (73.20)
Source: Report of The Labor Force Surveys,

Note: In brackets are percentage,

[AA



UNDEREMPLOYED WCRKERS CLASSIFIED EY INDUSTRIAL SECTCRS, REGION
. AND RURAL/URBAN AREAS IN 1681

TABLE

16

(ROUND 2)
(tnit: thousand persons)
Scctors Primary Secondary Tertiary Total

Region Mining  Manufacturing Ccnstruction Electricity Cormerce Transport Service
Bangkok 175.3 0.4 208,7 3.8 2.4 169, 9 12,9 212.2 9i3.3
( 5.60) ( 6.60) (54.20) (48.77) (40.70) 43.50) (48.80) (50.30) (19.70)
Ur ban 16.4 L.4 197.3 26.1 1.1 140.0 17.0 194 9 503,2
( 0.50) (6.62) (35.80) (36.90) (18.60) (36.20) (41,70) (46.20) (i2.80)
Rural 158.9 - 101.4 8.4 1.3 29.9 2.9 17.3 320.1
(5.10) « - ) (18.40) (11,90) (22.00) ( 7.70) ( 7.10) ( 4.10) ( 6.90)
Central 577.4 1.6 157.7 22.9 1.1 96.4 11,2 104.4 972.7
(18.50) (26.20) (28.60) (32.40) (18.60) (24,50) (27.20) (24.80) (21.00)
Urban 15.3 0.1 30.5 6.2 1.1 35.5 3,9 42,9 135.5
( 0.50) (1.84) ( 5.50) ( 8.80) (18.60) ( 9.20) ( 9.60) (10.20) ( 2.90)
Rural 562.1 1.5 127.2 16.7 - 60,9 7.3 61.5 B30,2
(17.80) (34.00) (23.10) (23.60) « - ) (15.70) (17.90) (14.60) (15.10)
North 695.0 - 36.1 4.1 1.0 49,7 3.2 ~7.2 826.2
(22.10) « - ) ( 6.60) ( 5.80) (16.90) (12.80) ( 7.80) { 8.80) (17.80)
Urban 13.3 - 19.0 3.8 1.0 27.4 2.3 30.8 97.6
( 0.40) C - ) ( 3.40) ( 5.40) (16.90) (7.10 ( 5.60) (7.30) ( 2.10)
Rural 681.7 - 17.1 0.3 - 22.3 0.9 6.4 728.6
(21.60) « - ) ( 3.10) ( 0.40) « -) ( 5.80) ( 2.20) (1.50) (15.70)
Northeast 1,369.2 - 25.6 3.4 0.2 44.3 3.5 34.6 1,480.8
(43.50) « - ) ( 4.60) ( 4.80) { 3.40) (11.40) ( 8.60) ( 5.60; (31.90)
Urbzn 19.8 - 17.0 3.1 0.2 12.8 2.2 5.7 K0.8
( 0.60) « - ) (3.10) ( 4.40) ( 3.40) ( 3.30) ( 5.40) ( 6.10) (1.70)
Rural 1,549.4 - 8.6 0.3 - 31.5 1.3 8.9 1,100.0
(42.90) «C - ( 1.60) ( 0.40) C - ( 8.10) ( 3.20) ( 2.10) (30,20)
South 329.2 4.0 31,7 5.0 0.8 24.6 1.9 31.4 128.6
(10. 50) (65.60) ( 5.80) (7.10) (13.60) { 6.40) ( 4.70) ( 7.40) ( 9.20)
Urban 10.3 0.7 20.6 4.1 0.7 17.3 1.7 24.8 80,2
( 0.30) (11.50) ( 3.70) ( 5.80) (11.90) { 4.50) ( 4.20) ( 5.90) ( 1.70)
Rural 218.9 3.3 11.1 0.9 0.1 7.5 0.2 6.6 3186
(10. 10) (54.10) (20.10) ( 1.30) ( 1.79) ( 1.90) ( 0.50) ( 1.60) ( 7.50)
¥hole Kingdom 3,146,8 6.1 551,1 70.7 5.9 386.8 40.8 421,7 4,629,9
(100.0) (100, 0) (100.0) (100,0) (100.0) (100,0) (100,0) (100,0) (100.0)
Urban 75.5 1.3 2851 43,8 4.4 233,7 27.9 320.0 992.0
( 2.40) (21.30) (51.700 (61.90) (74.690) (60.40) (68.40) (75.50) (21.40)
Rural 3,071,0 4.8 266.0 26.9 1.5 153.1 12,9 101.7 3,657.9
(97.60) (78.70) (48.30) (38.10) (25.40) (39.60) (31.60) (24,10) (78.60)

Source: Report of The Labor Force Surveys.

Note: In brackets are percentage.
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Table 17 Underemployed Workers Classified by age greups, region and rural/urban areas in 1981. (round 1}
{ Unit :
age groups 11-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-49 50-59 60 + Total
Region
Bangkok 12.6 16%.6 177.6 133,09 109.1 60.7 77.3 39.8 19.3 828.0
(2.37) (20.12) (21.45) (15,80) (13.18) (7.33) (9.34) (4.81) (2.33) (100.00)
= Urban 13.4 115.6 © 125.4 1137 /9.9 38,2 47.1 23.3 11.6 559.0
(2.90) (Z0.20) (22.43) (20, 30) (12.50) (38.2) (8.43) (4.17) (2.08) (100.00)
- Rural €.2 52.0 52.2 az.2 392 22.5 30.2 16.5 7.7 2687
(2.30) (1¢.33) (19.41) (15.€9) (14.60) (8.40) (11.23) (6.13) (2.90) (100.00)
Central 28,0 172.3 1€0.9 111.9 81.8 €l.1 111.6 80.8 47.3 863.0
(3.24} (20.78) (18.64) (12.97) (2.48) (7.08) (12.93} (9.35) (5.48) (100.00)
. = Urban 4.3 25.8 31.5 18.9 11.8 6.3 13.6 7.8 6.4 127.4
* (3.35) (20.25) (23.73) (14.8&84) (9.26) (4.95) (11.46) (5.27) (5.02) (100.00)
- Rural ’ 23.7 153.5 129.4 93.0 70.0 54.8 97.0 73.2 40.9 735.6
(3.22) (20.87) (17.59) (12.64) {2.52) (7.45) 13.19) (9.95) (5.56) (100.00"
Nor th 26.8 132.6 117.6 83.1 48.0 48.3 86.6 ¢6.2 23.8 633.1
(4.°7) (20.94) (18.58) (13.13) (7.58) (7.63) {13.68) (10.456) (3.76) (100.00)
- Urban 2.9 20.1 20.4 13.1 7.4 5.0 9.1 5.9 3.1 87.2
(3.33) (23.05) (23.39) (15.02) (8.49) (5.73) (10.44) (6.77) (3.56) (100.00)
~ Rural 25,6 112.5 97.2 70.0 40.6 43.3 77.5 60.3 20.7 545.9
(4.38) (20.61) (17.81) (12.82) (7.44) (7.93) (14.20) (11.05) (3.79) (100.00)
Northeast 63.4 172.4 94.7 74.9 84.0 55.4 84.4 63.6 21.1 714.0
(8.88) (24.15) (13.26) (10.49) (11.76) (7.76) (11.82) (8.21) (2.96) (100.00)
= Urban 3.1 14.4 14.3 9.6 7.5 4.4 5.8 4.9 1.4 65.6
(4.73) (21.95) (21.80} (14.63) (11.43 (6.71) (8.84) (7.47) (2.13) (100.00)
- Rural 60.3 158.0 80.4 65.3 76.5 51.0 78.%8 58.7 19.7 648.4
(9.30) (24.37) (12.40) (10.07) (11.80) (7.87) (12.12) {~ 05) (3.04) (100.00)
South 12.3 72.3 vé 3 49.8 39.1 36.8 40.1 42.5 24.5 382.5
(3.22) (18.90) (165.81) (13.02) (10.22) (9.62) (10.48) (11.11) (6.41) (100.00)
= Urban 1.8 16.1 17.0 10.7 8.3 4.9 6.9 5.6 4.2 76.0.
(2.37) (21.18) (22.37) (14.08) (10.92 (6.45) (9.08) (7.37) (5.53) (100.00)
= Rural 10.5 56.2 47.3 39.1 30.8 31.9 33.2 36.9 20.3 206.5
(3.43) (18.34) (15.43) (12.76) (10.C5) (10.41) (10.83) (12.04) (6.62) (100.00)
Whole Kingcom 149.9 723.3 616.6 476.1 364.1 262.6 400.3 293.2 136.6 3,420.5
(4.38) (21.15; (18.03) (13.22) (10.64) (7.68) (11.70) (8.57) (3.99) (100.00)
- Urban 25.5 191.0 210.0 166.4 107.0 59.0 83.6 47.7 27.0 915.2
(2.79) (20.87) (22.95) (18.18) (11.69) (6.45) (9.13) (5.21) (2.95) (100.00)
= Rural 124.4 532.3 406.6 309.7 257.1 203.6 316.7 245.5 102.3 2,505.3
(4.27) (21.25) (16.23) {12.36) (10.26) (8.13) (12.64) (9.80) (4.37) (100.00)
Source : National Statistical Office , Report of the Labor Force Survey ... 1981

Note : In brackets are percentage .
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TABLE 20

(Unit: thousand persons)

\\\\\\?ccupatlon Professional/ Clerical /Sales Agricultural Blue Total
Region Management Workers Workers Collars ©
:angkok 16.1 194 .2 177.2 526.8 914.3

(40.25) (45.2) (5.64) (52.7) (19.8)

Urban 14,0 163.5 17.9 398.9 594 .3
(35.0) (36.3) (0.6) (39.9) (12.8)

Rural 2.1 30.7 159.3 127.9 320.0
(5.25) (6.8) (5.0) (12.8) (7.0)

Central 9.8 119.7 569.3 275 .4 974 .2
(24.5) (26.6) (18.1) (27.5) (21.0)

Urban 4.2 45,7 15,2 71.2 136.3
(10.5) (10.2) (0.48) (7.1) (2.9)

Rural 5.6 74 .0 554.1 204.2 837.9
(14.0) (16.5) (17.6) (20 .4) (18.1)

Northern 2.2 58.4 694.5 75.2 828.3
(5.5) (12.9) (22.1) (7.3) (17.9)

Urban 2 32.6 13.7 50.0 98.3
(5.0) 17.2) (0.4) (5.0 (2.1)

Rural 0.2 25.8 680.8 23,2 730.0
(0.5) (5.7) (21.7) (2.3) (15.8)

Portheasteru 6.7 49,8 1,366.9 58.0 1,481.4
(16.75) (11.1) (43.5) (5.8) (32.0)

Urban 0.8 17.6 19,8 43,0 81.2
(2.0) (3.9) (0.6) (4.3) (1.,8)

Rural 5.9 32,2 1,347.1 15,0 1,400.2
(14 ,75) (7.2) (42.9) (1.5) (30.3)
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TABLE 20 (Continued)

Occupation Professional/ Clerical/Sales Agricultural Blue o
' ! Total
. Management Workers Workers Collars
legion

Southern 5.2 27.7 330.6 66.1 429.6

(13.0) (6.2) (10.5) (6.61) (9.3)

Urban 2.0 18.8 10.8 49.0 80.6

(5.0) (4.18) (0.34) (4.9) (1.7)
Rural 3.2 8.9 319.8 17.1 349.0

(8.0) (2.0) (10.2) (1.7) (7.5)

Whole Kingdon 40.0 449.8 3,138.5 999.5 4,627.8
- (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Urban 23.0 273.2 77 .4 612.1 990.7
(57.5) (61.8) (2.5) (61.24) (21.4)

Rural 17.0 171.6 3,061.1 387.4 3,637.1
(42.5) (38.1) (97.5) (38.76) (78.6)

Source: Report of the labor Force Survey. (Round 2), 1981.
Note: In bracket are percentage
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Having the availability of labor force surveys of two rounds
(dry and wet seasons) can point out the movement of labor between two
seasons. By substracting employment in round 1 from round 2 is the

amount of seasonal Unemployment.

Table 21 indicates the number of seasonal unemployment by
regions and economic subsectors. The positive number is the number of
seasonal unemployment, The negative number appears mostly in non-agricul-
tural sectors outside Bangkok. The negative number means that people
are employed temporarily during the off-seasons and go back to agricultural
activities during the farming season. One important finding is that
seasonal unemployment is an agricultural problem, Only B;ngkok, non-
agricultural sectors do not display a negative number except construc-
tion sectorwhich indicates that many construction workers in Bangkok come
from rural areas and go back when agricultural seasons starts. Overall,
the commercial sector among regions show a small negative number (in
absolute terms) indicates that thereis alittle movement between farm and
commercial activity. It is also true for transport sector in which
movement of labor from farm to transport sector is negligible. However,
one can not say the same thing for manufacturing and service sectors,
where negative sign(absolute term) is large, In particular, the negative
appears very large in Northeast followed by the North. Surprisingly, the
South and the Central regions, the negative sign in the munufacturing
sector disappear indicating the advanced stage of industrial development

relatively to that of the other regions (see the earlier explanation)



TAELE 21

SEASCNAL UNEMPLOYMENT CLASSIFIED bY INDUSTRIAL SECTORS, REGION
AND RUFRAL/URBAN AREA,...1081

( Unit : ' 000 persons )
sectors Agriculture Secondary Tertiary Unknew Total

Region Mining  Manufacturing Construction Electricity Comrerce Transport Service
Bangkok 61,0 1.2 29,9 - 7.3 - 2.9 71.6 0.9 51.3 - 0.2 205.6
(0.79) (-5.96) (-8.63) (2.35) (69.05) (183.12) (-1.51) (-8.91) (10.00) (2.99)
Unban 4.1 1.5 22,2 - 5.3 - 2.6 62.4 0.9 47.7 - 0.2 130.9
( 0.05) (-11.19) (-6.41; ( 1.70) (61.90) (159.59) (-1.81) (-8.29) (10.00) (1.87)
Rural 56.9 - 0.3 7.7 - 2.0 - 0.3 9.2 0.0 3.6 - 74.7
( 0.69) (2.24) (-2.22) ( 0.64) (7.14) (23.53) (0.0) (-0.63) t - ( 1.07)
Central 1,034.8 - 6.0 12.3 - 84.8 - 1.2 19.0 1.5 - 30,0 - 1.3 914.4
R (12.55) (44.78) (-3.55) (27.24) (28.57) (48.59) {-3.01) (5.21) (65.00) (13.52)
Unban 1.8 - 0.1 - 0.4 - 0.3 - 0.6 19.8 3.1 4.1 - 0.3 27.8
( 0.02) ( 0.75) (0.22) ( 0.09) (14.29) (50.64) (~6.22) (-0.71) (15.00) ( 0.40)
Rural 1,033.0 - 5.9 12.7 - B4.5 - 0.6 - 0.8 - 1.6 - 25.9 - 0.8 916.6
(12.52) (44.03) (-3.67) (27.14) (14.29) (-2.05) (3.21) ( 4.50) (40.00) (13.12)
Norht 2,121.8 - 5.2 - 162.7 - 68.2 0.4 - 14,4 - 14,2 - 108.5 - 0.5 1,749.2
(25.72) (38.81) (46.98) (21.91) (-9.52) (-35.83) (28.51) (18.85) (25.00) (25.04)
tmban 8.7 - 0.4 - 1.3 - 2.0 0.6 . 5.4 - 0.4 0.9 - 0.5 13.9
(0.11) (2.99) ( 0.38) ( 0.64) (-14.29) (21.48) ( 0.80) (-0.16) (25.00) { 0.20)
Rural 2,113.1 - 4.8 - 161,4 - 66,2 - 0.2 - 22.8 - 13.8 - 109.4 - 1,735.3
(25.62) (35.82) (46.61) (21.27) ( 4.76) (-58.31) 27.71) (19.00) «C - (24.84)
Northeast 5,069.6 - 10.1 - 251.4 - 169,0 1.9 - 72,8 - 40.0 - 456.0 - 4,071.3
(61.46) (75.37) (72.60) (54.29) (-45.24) (-186.19) (80.52) (79.21) «C - ) (58.28)
tmban 15.6 - 0.2 3.1 - 0.4 0.0 5.0 0.3 - .7 - 22.7
(0.19) (1.49 (-0.90) (.0.13) ( 0.0} (12.79) (-0.60) (0.12) «C - ( 0.323
Rural 5,054.0 - 9.9 - 254.5 ~ 168.6 1.9 - 67.8 - 40.3 ~ 455.,3 - 4,048.6
(61.27) (73.88) (73.49) (54.16) (-45.24) (173.40) (80.92) (79.09) «C - ) (57.96)
South - 38.4 6.9 25.4 17.9 - 2.4 35.9 1.8 - 32.6 - 14,6
(-0.46) (-51.49) (-7.33) (-5.75) (57.14) (91.82) (-3.61) ( 5.66) « - ) (0.21)
Unban - 3.1 0.5 5.1 1.6 - 0,5 9.3 - 1.0 5.9 - 17.8
(-0.04) (-3.73) (-1.47) (-0.51) (11.90) (23.79) ( 2.01) (-1.02) «c - ( 0.25)
Rural - 35.3 6.4 20.3 16.3 - 2.9 - 45.2 2.8 - 38.5 - - 3.2
(-0.43) (-47.76) (-5.86) (-5.23) (69.05) (115.60) (-5.62) ( 6.69) t - (-0.05)
whole Kingdom 8,248.7 - 13.4 - 346.3 - 511.3 - 4.2 39.1 - 49.8 - 575.7 - 2.0 6,985.2
(100.0) (100.0) { 10.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100, 0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
Unban 27.1 1.3 28.8 - 5.6 - 3.2 104.8 3.0 57.9 - 1.0 213.1
(0.33) (-8.70) (-8.32) ( 1.80) © (76.19) (268.03) - (-6.07}) (-10.06) (50.00) ( 3.05)
Rural 8,221.6 - 14,7 - 375.1 - 305.7 - 1.0 - 65.7 - 52.8 - 633.6 - 1.0 6,772.1
(99.67) (109.70) (108.32) (88.29) (23.81) (-168.03) (106,02} (110.06) (50.,00) (96.95)

Source: Report of the Labor Force Survey.

Note: In bracket are percentage.

LE
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Table 22 also confirms other finding regarding age groups
which indicates that age groups of 15-19 and 20-24 pose serious problems
in terms of seasonal unemployment. The point is that of all three types
of unemployment, the young labor force appears to pose the most serious
problems for the government, Finally in table 23, the most critical
occupation in seasonal unemployment is the agricultural workers. In sum,
the most critical region in terms of seasonal 'memployment is the Northeast
and the young labor force constituting the most pressing problem,

Seasonal unemployment is purely a problem of agricultural sector.



Table 22 Seasonal Unerpleyed Workers Classified By ‘ace group, regicn and rural/urban areas in 1981.
( Unit : * 000 persons )

Age group

11-14 15=-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-432 50-59 80 + Total
Regicn
Bangkok 13.0 27.9 30.7 35.8 27.2 19.8 22.4 16.0 12.0 205.7
(6.32) (13.5¢€) (15.43) (19.17) (13.22) (10.01) {12.45) (6.88) (5.35) (100.00)
= Urkan 6.4 15.5 20.2 25.1 17.3 13.1 16.3 9.0 7.0 130.9
(4.89) (31.849) (15.43) (19.17) (13.22) (1C.01) (12.45) (6.88) (5.35) (100.90)
- Rural 6.6 1.4 13.5 10.7 9.9 6.7 €.1 7.0 £.0 74.8
(8.82) (16.58) (14.04) (14.30) (13.24) (8.36) (8.16) (9.36) (6.68) (1c0.00)
Central 73.8 133.1 144.2 119.9 100.6 -B2.1 117.8 100.2 72.6 944.6
{7.81) (14.0) (15.27) (12.69) (10.65) (8.69) (12.47) (10.62) (7.692) (100.00)
- Urkan 4.2 5.0 5.9 2.0 2.5 1.7 2.9 1.3 2.C 27.9
(15.05) (17.92) (21.15) (7.17) (8.96) (6.09) (10.39) (4.66) (7.17) (100.00)
2
- Rural 69.6 128.1 135.3 117.¢ °8.1 80.4 114.9 3¢.0 70.€ 916.7
(7.59) (13.97) (12.02) (12.86) (10.70) (8.77) (12.53) (10.80} (7.70) (100.00)
Korth 114.2 312.7 286.3 234.3 171.5 127.3 249.5 178.8 74.6 1,749.2
(6.35) (17.88) (16.37) (13.39) (9.80) (7.28) (14,28} (10.22) (4.26) (100.00)
= Urban 2.5 0.8 1.1 1.1 0.3 1.7 2.5 3.3 0.3 13.8
(18.12) (5.80) (7.97) (7.97) (2.17) (12.32) (18.12) (25.36) (2.17) (102.00)
- Puyral 111.7 311.9 285.2 233.2 171.2 125.6 247.0 175.3 74.3 1,735.4
(6.44) (17.97) 285.2 (13.44) (2.87) (7.24) (14.23) (10.10) (4.28) (100.00)
Northeast 432.9 686.0 622.1 502.7 447.5 333.56 530.8 36€.4 149.0 4,071.1
(10.63) (16.85) (15.28) (12,30) (10.92) (8.19) (13.04) (9.00) (3.66) (100.00)
- Urban 2.4 3.1 4.0 2.5 3.1 ~0.2 3.0 3.5 1.4 22.6
(10.62) (13.72) (17.70) (10,70) (13.72) (-0.88) (13.27 (15.49) (6.19) (100.00)
= Rural 430.5 682.3 618.1 500.2 445.4 333.8 527.8 362.9 147.6 4,048.5 )
(10.63) (16.87) (15.27) (12.38) (10.98) (8.25) (13.04) (6.96) (3.65) (100.00)
South 10.3 -3.0 3.2 4.2 2.1 7.3 8.1 -1.3 -16.6 15.3
(67.32) (-12.61) (20.92) (22.3) (13.70) (47.71) (52.94) (-8.50) (-108.50) (100.00)
-~ Urban 3.1 3.4 2.7 1.9 1.5 0.4 3.3 2.1 0.0 18.4
(16.85) (18.48) (14.67) (10.33) (18,58) (2.17) (17.93) (11.41) (0.0) (100.00)
= Fural 7.2 -6.4 0.5 3.0 0.6 5.9 4.8 -3.4 -16.6 -3.1
(-232.26) {206.45 (-16.13) (-96.47) (-19.35) (-222.58) (-154.84) (109.68) (535.48) (100.00)
Whole Kingdom &44.7 1,155.5 1,086.4 897.9 748.6 563.8 922.0 669.1 292.3 6,985.2
(2.23) (16.56) (15.55) (12.5) (10.72) (8.16) (12.30) (2.45) (4.:2 (100.90)
= Urkan 19.0 27.5 34.0 32.7 24.4 16.5 28.2 19.4 11.4 2,131.1
(0.59) (1.29) (1.60) (1.53) (1.14) (0.77) (1.32 (0.91) (0.53) (100.00)
= Rural 625.7 1,122.0 1,052.4 865.2 724.2 £83.3 €00.8 €40.7 280.9 €,772.1
[9.24) (16.6 (15.53} (12.78) (10.69) (8.17) (13.30) (9.46) (4.15) (100.00)

Source : Natiocnal Statistical Cffice , Report of the Labor Ferce Survey ..

Note : In brackets are percentage .

g€
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TABLE 23
SEASQNAL UNEMPLOYMENT CLASSIFIED BY OCCUPATION, REGION
AND RURAL/URBAN AREA.,..1981

( Unit : ' 000 persons )

Occupaticn Professional/ Clerical/Sales Agricultural Blue Collars Total
Regi;;\\\\\\\\\\\\\lffnagement Workers Workers

Bangkok 36,5 75.1 60.8 32.8 204,3
(69.79) (641, 88) (0.,73) (-2.42) ( 2,93)

Urban 32,2 67.3 3.2 27.9 130,2
(61.57) (575, 21) ( 0.04) (-2,06) (1,86)

Rural 4,3 7.8 57.6 4.9 74.1

( 8.22) (66.67) ( 0,69) (-0.326) ( 1.006)

Central 10,1 25,7 1,021,3 113.4 942.9
(19.31) (219,66) (12, 34) ( 8.37) (13,50)

Urban 2.3 23,5 0.8 0.9 27.1

( 4.40) (200.85) ( 0,01) (-0.07) ( 0,39)

Rural 7.8 2.2 1,020,5 - 1143 915,8
(14.91) (18,80) (12,33) ( 8.44) (13,11)

North 10.4 - 33,0 2,126,7 - 355.7 1,747.8
(19.89) (-282,05) (25.70) (26,26) (25.03)

Urban 7.9 3.2 9,0 - 6.4 13,3
(15,11) (27.35) ( 0.11) ( 0.47) (0.19)

Rural 2.5 - 36,2 2,117,7 - 349,3 1,734.5

( 4.78) (-309,40) (25,59) (25.79) (24,84)

Northeast - 2,2 - 90,4 5,110,0 - 946,8 4,070,0
(-4.21) (-772,65) (61,76) (69, 90) (58,28)

Urban 2.1 5.4 15.8 - 0.9 22.1

( 4.02) (46,15) ( 0,19) ( 0,07) (0.32)

Rural - 4,3 - 95,8 5,094,2 - 945.9 4,047,9
(-8.22) (-818,80) (61.56) (69.83) (57.96)

South - 3.4 33.8 - 44,3 27.7 13.1
(-6.50) (288.89), (-0,54) (-2.05) (0,19)

Urban 1.8 7.6 - 2,2 10,0 16,8

( 3.44) (64.96) (-0,03) (-0.74) ( 0,24)

Rural - 5.2 26,2 - 42,1 17.7 - 3,7
(-9.94) (223,93) (~0.51) (-1.31) (-0,05)

Whole Kingdom 52.3 11,7 8,274.6 -1,354,5 6,983.4
(100.0) (100,0) (100, 0) (100,0) (100.0)

Urban 46,8 107.4 26,7 31,8 2123
(89.48) (917.95) ( 0.32) (-2.35) ( 3.04)

Rural 5.5 - 95,7 8,247.9 -1,386,3 6,771.1
(10,52) (-817,95) (99.68) (102.35) (96, 96)

Source: Report of the Labor Force Survey,

Note:

In brackets are percentage .
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The Trends and Changing Pattern of Unemployment 1977-1981

In Order to supplement the projection study, it is appropriate
to add few more details on the changing pattern of unemployment overtime.
Ideally, it will be logical to have the long history of changing pattern
of unemployment in a longer time serics information, however the limitation
o LIS will not allow us to do. ‘The consistent definition (for comparision
over time) s only recent as 1977.  In addition, the main concern of this

section 1s the unemployment, the trends in employment will not be included.

Upen-Unemployment

The study of Chira and Prudit,l utilized the existing definition
y 4

i

of LEST indicats that by this definition the severity of open unemployment
does not exist,  In the past open unemployment has never been higher than
34

only 1n Banghok, open uncwployment is considered to be relatively

higher and can pose some serious problems to the government (table 24)

However this study will attempt to adjust the definition of

open unemployment.,  (see definition in the appendix) .,
From vables 25, 26, 27 here are the following preliminary

results;

Lo . . . .
Chira Hongladarom and Pradit Charsombut. Current Lmployment
Situ_;_:r_im_l_»w_i__t'h Specific Reterence to Rural Employment. Paper preparcd

for a mmnmn'onlmphwmdﬁ_rﬂﬂﬁaﬁrmﬂrhﬁnd CﬁﬁTfin'HmihuM,:n the
Dusit Thani Hotel, March 31, 1984, pp.17 -19,
}
“Open unemployment refers to those persons, 11 years of age
and over, who, during the survey week, did not work at all, but wanted
to work and were able to do su.
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TABLE 24

KATE OF OPEN UNEMPLOYMEN'T 1Y REGLON,  1974<1941

i (Unit: Percent)
Year Bangkok Central North Northeaqt South
174 1.30 0.44 .12 0.34 0.43
1975 1.23 0.36 0.20 0.27 0.75
1976 1.73 0.77 0.47 0.96 0.61
1977 2.33 1.17 0.55 1.47 1.21
1974 2.67 1.37 0.49 0.52 1.70
1979 3.31 1.12 0.47 0.77 1.44
1980 3.51 1.26 0.56 0.61 1.70
1981 3.00 1.10 0.40 0.30 0.70

Source; National Statistical Office, Report of the Labour Force Survey,

Whole Kingdom 1974-1981 Round 2 (July-September), Bangkok.












I, The change in definition and based on two rounds survceys

the number of open-unemployed shotup significantly especially in round 2.

2. For the whole country (in round 1), the number of unemp loyed
went up by average ol 8,74 per annum » while the all age groups except
F-14 and to a lesser extent 15-19, the open unemployment rate has been
increasing,
3. Regional pattern appecars to follow the national pattern

with respect to growth rate and ape group pattern,

Underemployment

As the previous study (Chira and cacawﬁv_ has concluded
"Underemployment tended to decline during 1977-81'',  Since this 5 tudy
will not adjust any detfinition of underemp loyment, the additional

aspect of this study to monitor such a decline arefully,
llere are some of the preliminary findings:

I. For both rounds, only Bangkok region indicates such an
L . . 2
significant increase in underemployment,

2. For both rounds, the declince has been very significant in

primary scctor employment and very severe in Northeast (tables 28-30),

3. Pattern of underemployment in modern sectors is fascinating.
It appeaes that underemployment is more severe in manufacturing construc-

| -
Ibid, pp.2b
2 : . . .
Bangkok is unique since income used to measure underemployment
is adjusted by change in minimum wage-while rural areas, 250 baht is used
over time,
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tion, commerce and services in all regions, Only Northeast, under-

employment in manufacturing sector is declining,

4. For the whole kingdom, by age groups, the underemployment
has declined for all ape groups (tables 31-33), However for the
'regjoun , the rate of change of underemployment by age groups manifests
different and interesting pattem, Bangkok displays a sipniflcant growth
rate for underemployment for all age groups except 11-14 category.
For Central region |, the pgrowth of underemployment is higher in 1981
for 15-19, 20-24, 25-30, 30-34 age cateqories.The possible“hypothesis
is that the role of non-primary sector cmployment in Bangkok and Central
regions play important vole in incrcésing underemployment among younger
age groups (especially in the Central region) to compensatc for a reduc-

tion in underemployment in primary employment,

5. The pattern of occupation is so consistent with the
hypothesis, This is adecline of agricultural workers ,
there is an increasc especially Clerical/Sales and Blue Collars (tables
31-36) . However the Northeast, the pattern 1s different because the

decline is scen for all occupational groups.

Secasonal Unemployment.

Because the fipure of seasonal unemployment is calculated
from subtraction round | from round 2 Figure, growth rate will not he
calculated, however tables 37, 38, 39 offer interesting pattern for

comparision. The preliminary conclusions are as follow:





http:444494444.44












http:4.4444,.44






http:I)4',.,I49.4f







59

1, Scasonal unemployment is a phenomenon in primary emp loyment
and the trend during the last five yearsis increasing unlike the figure
on”undercmploymcnt. In 1977, only 4.3 million is considered to be
scasonal unemployed shot up to 6.9 million, For agricultural sector

alone the figure shot up from 5.2 million in 1977 to 8.2 million in 1981,
2. By age groups, the distribution of seasonal unemp loyment

is heavily in favor of all age groups except 11-14 and 15-19 categories,
3. 'The occupational breakdown clearly confirms the fact

that scasonal unemployment is agricultural in native. As expected

the negative sign is obscerved for blue collar workers,
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The Definition:

Employment refers to persons, 11 years of age and over,

who, during the survey weck,

- worked for wages, salaries, profits, dividends or any

other kind of payment, or

did not work at all but had jobs or businesses from
which they were temporarily absent because of reasons,
or persons who did not work at all becausc they were
waiting to be called in for new job assipnment, or
worked without pay in enterprises or on farms owncd
or operated by houschold heads or members, to whom
they were related by kinship or marriage or through
adoption, and worked at lcast 20 hours, or ~orked less

than 20 hours but wanted to work more.

Open unemployment vefers to persons, 11 years of age and

over, who, during the survey weck,

did not work at all but wanted to work and were able
to do so, or

did not work at all but were looking for work, or

did not work and were not looking for work because of

illness, or belief that no work was available, or



- were waiting for agricultural ceaszon : persons who
usually worked without pay on farms owned or operated
by the houschold head or a member of the same household
but did not work during the survey week because it was

not the apricultural scason,

; 3. Underemployment refers to persons underutilized by the

rumher of nours worked per week, or hy income, or by a mismatch of

occupation and ¢ducation.

4. Scasonal unemployment = Employed workers in round 2 minus

Employed workers in round 1

5. Industrial Sectors are classificd as follows:
- Primary sector refers to agriculture, forestry and
hunting

- Secondary scctor refers to
1. Mining and Quarrying
2. Manufacturing
3. Construction, Repair and Demolition.

- Tertiary scctor refers to
1. Electricity, Gas, Water and Sanitary Service,
2, Commerce
3. "Transport, Storapge and Commumication

-

4, Services



Occupations are classified as follows:

Professional /Management Workers refer to Professional,

Technical and Related Workers, Administrative, Fxecutive
and Managerial Workers.

- Clerical-Sales Workers refer to Clerical Workers and
Sales Workers

- Agricultural Workers refer to Farmers, Fishermen, Hunters,
Logpers and ‘Related Workers, Miners, Quarrymen and Related
Workers

- Blue Collars refer to Workers in Transport and Communi -
cation Occnﬁations, Craftsmen, Production-Process Workers

and laborers, Service, Sports and Recreation Workers.
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EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT IN THAILAND ;

A PROJECTION INTO THE FUTURE '

1. INTRODUCTION

In the past few years, there have been increasing interest
paid to the problem of unemployment in Thailand. This was despite
the fact that open unemployment in Thailand as estimated in the Labor
Force Survey i/ has consistently shown a low rate of only slightly
over 1 percent in the labor force. The general feeling, however, is

that unemployment in Thailand is‘'a more serious problem than what the

official statistics say.

One line of argument against the low unemployment rate
concerns the definition of open unemployed as used in the Labor Force
Survey. Attempts have been made to come up with alternative definitions

or to modify the data employed in estimations.

Another line of argument, however, accepted the low open
uﬁemployed rate* in Thailand but pointed out that unemployment p.obiems
in Thailand are rather different from the Western industrialized
countries and thus different concepts of unemployment should bé utilized.

Z.This‘was especially the cases of seasonal unemployed and underemployed.

1/

=~ National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor.. Force Survey.
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The above preoccup;tion with data and conceptual problems have °
thus made the systematic érojection of future unemployment problems in *
Thailand in the longer term received less attention. It is élso more '
difficult to make projections when there is as yet no general agreement
on existing unemployment problems in the country. However, there
is at present a clearer understanding of the existing unemployment
problems together with the availability of more‘and better published
data. It thus seems timely for an attempt to be made on future
employment and unemployment problems on a more disaggregated level. L/
USAID's support of this present study is thus deemed highly appropriate.
However, due to the limited resources available especially in terms

of time, the attempt at projecting employment and unemployment

problems in the future would not be an ambitious one.

1.1 Objectives and Scope of the Study

The main objective of this study is to project employment
or unemployment problems according to sex, age and education on a
vregional basis.gj Projections would be made for the years 1990 and
1995. 1In making the projections, two scenarios would be utilized

as follows:

1. High Growth Scenario: The income growth assumption

of this scenario would be one percentage point below the growth

1/

—~ Projections thus far béve been made at the aggregate
employment levels.
2/ e . _
— Classifications of regions, age groups and educational
groups are given in Appendix A.



rate during 1971-1982, Since average gross domestic product growth in
this period was about 7 percent per year, this scenario involved an

average future growth assumpt’on of 6 rercent per year.

2. Low Growth Scenario: The future income growth assumption of
this scenario would be two percentage points below the growth rate during

1971-1982 or about 5 percent pér year.

Projection experiments would be carried ount on both the demand and
supply sides of labor. however, it should be pointed out that no attempt
would ke made to obtain future unemployment wrates which would take into
account market adjustments (or expost), since this would require labor
market and migration models which are beyond the scope of this study.

Not only would more theoretical work be required in such circumstances,
but much more data would be required especially time series data of wage
rates among various labor groups which are still almost nonexistent at

present;
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1.2 Sources of Labor Force and Employment Data

There are 3 main sources of data as follows:

1. The Population Census (PC)
2. The Labor Force Census (LFC)

3. The Labor Force Survey (LFS)

In this study, labor force and employment statistics
were base entirely on the LFS. Not only does the LFS provide more
time series data, they are also more detailed and more suitable to
the objective of the study. Both the PC and LFC were designed more
for the purpose of estimating economically active population than
actual employment or unemployment, pcand LFC are also only available
once in every ten years while the LFS statistics are available for the

period 1971—1982.l/

Nevertheless, there are certain proﬁiems in using LFS
statistics for time series analysis. Adjustments of these statistics
were thus made before they were actually emploved in the study ., '

The methodology in adjusting the labor force and employment data together

with the adjusted data are presented in Appendix C.

1/ However, LFS statistics of Round 2 for 1982 have not yet

been published at the time of this study the present ctudy therefore
utilized data only during 1971-1981.
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1.3 Definitions of Labor Force, Embloyment and Unemployment

1. Labor force

According to the LFS, all persons under 11 years of age
are not classified in the labor force: For those over 1l years of
age, there are four main groups which are not included in the labor
force. They are those who 'worked around house'; those who are
'students'; those who are 'waiting for agricultural season', and
those classified as 'othe;s'. Together they accounted for about
32.8 percent (Round 1) and 18.7 percent (Round 2) of the population

of the LFS in 1981.

In this study, those who werewaiting for agricultural

Season werereclassified to be included in the labor force. 1t seemedﬁ.
reasonable to think that those who'wepewaiting for agricultural season
would like to work and werewaiting for work which came with the
agricultural seéson. They were not voluntarily unemploved but were
unemployed more by circumstances. It geemed more justifiable to include
them in the labor force. By not including them in the labor force
would only underestimate the open uremployment problem in Thailand

for there is no.guarantee that these people whawg;ewaiting for
agricultural season would all be able to actually get a job during

the agricultural season.

In short, labor force in this study could.be'broken'down,

based-pp the LFS, to encompass the following groups of people :



1. Adequately utilized

co s 1/
2. Inadequately utilized by unemployed=
3. Inadequately utilized by hours of work
4. Inadequately utilized by income

5. Inadequately utilized by mismatch

6. Waiting for agricultural season.
2. Employment

Those classified as employed in this study include the

following:

1. Adequately utilized
2. Inadequately utilized by hours of work

3. Inadequately utilized by income

4. Inadequately utilized by mismatch

Those inadequately utilized by income and mismatch were
included in those employed because they are people who work more or less
fully in terms of hours. The reason that they earned a low income
or were mismatched in their jobs are related to social problems such as
pégrty and the educational policy of the government. It does not mean
that they were actually unemploved without anything to do. Since the
objective of the projection is confined mainly to a narrow one of studying
labor absorption capacity and less of other related social problems,

unless otherwise stated, these two categor es of inadequately utilized

labor force were included as those employed.

1
L/ This actually means those openly unemployed.
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As for those inadéquately utilized by hours of work,
they\Jérg also included in those classified as employed since it
was not possible to separate them out iﬂ the earlier years (1971-1976¢). All
fhose who were inadequately utilized were included in the employment
statistics of the LFS and it was ﬂot until 1977 before they could be
separated out. However, considering that those inadequately utilized
by héurs of work was only a small proportion of the labor force,
the error may not be too significant iq such a case. 1In 1981, they

wefez.gpercent (Round 1) and 1.8 percent (Round 2) of the labor force.

3. Unemployment

The concentration of this study”wasbh two types of
unemployment : open unemployed and seasonal unemployed. This does
not mean that underemployment is not a problem which should not be
studied. Il is more because of the inability to project this type
of unemployment due to present data limitations. Time series data
are availaktle only since 1977. Furthermore, there have been frequent
changes in the definition of those inadequately utilized by income
which make up the majority of those inadequately utilizéd..;The
definition changes were.based an the minimum wage rates which wege;@ﬂiﬁically
determined and thus not too useful a concept to deal with the problem
of underemployment. Nevertheless, those underemployed in this study are

meant to include the following:

1. Inadequately utilized by hours:. of work.
2: Inadequately utilized by income.

3. Inadequately utilized by mismatch.



In the case of open unemployment, two concepts would be
employed. Unemployed I include only those classified as inadequately
utilized by unempluyed in the LFS. Unemployed II include both those
classified as inadequately utilized by unemployed and those waiting
for agricultural season. It should belpointed out that, in the latter
case, people who were waiting for agricultural season were actually
openly unemployed during the period that they were waiting for the
agricultural season and thus should be classified as opénly unemployed
during that period. Furthermore, there is no guarantee that these
people would all be able to find jobs when the agricultural season

arrived.

For those who are seasonally uneinployed, the present study
uses a different concept to that in the LFS. The LFS concept is
based on the Survey period. (Round 1 covers January to March while
Round 2 covers July to September). The concept here is instead
based oﬁ a longer period and more dynamic in nature. It aims to
study the difference between employment levels in Round 1 and Round 2.
This difference would provide the minimum level of seasonal unemployed
in a given ycar since it would show the inability of the economy to sustain
the same level of employment between two different seasons in a given

Year. (See Appendix F).



1.4 Organization of the Stuaf

After this introductory Part 1, there are 4 more parts

as follows:

Part 2 deals with the supply side of labor. The method
in projecting future labor force levels together with the results woulgd
ber presented here. A comparison would be made with the past.
There would aiso be a linking of population growth to labor force

growth.

Part 3 deals with p?ojecting the demand for labor or
employment. The projection metﬁodology and results -
are given here. A comparison would also be made with past employment
levels to identify the absorptive capacity of the economy for each

group of labor.

Part 4 is an intégration of results from Part 2 and Part 3
to identify the unemployment problems of various labor groups
among various'regions. The projected unemployment rates are ex ante
results which must be interpreted with care.

Part 5 ends the study with a summary of some of thé main
conclusions and findings. A set of policy recommendations would
also be made based on the results of the study. The weaknésses of
the study togetier with suggestions for future studies would also

be given here.
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2. LABOR SUPPLY IN THAILAND

In this study, the supply of labor would be synonymous with
the available labor force. Hrwever, the definition of labor force is
somewhat different from that of the Labor Force Survey. Those waiting
for agricultural season were included in the labor force instead of

classifying them as outside the labor force. (See Part 1 Section 1.2)

The first section of this part would discuss the methodology
in projecting labor force by region, sex and age in 1990 and 1995
together with the results. The second section deals with the methodology
in projecting labor force by educational groups in each region together
with the results. The last section would be a comparison of the past
and future growth rates of labor force and the impact of population

growth on labor force growth.



1l

-~

2.1 Labor Force Projecticn

In this study, a simple method was utilized to éstimaﬁe
the potential labor force by regions in 1990 and 1995. This was done
by éssuming certain labor forde'pa;ticipation rates for population above
11 years. By multiplying these rates with pProjected population figures,

labor force estimations were thus obtained,

Fortunately, projected population figures by region, sex
and age were available from the National Economic and Social
Development Board (NESDRB) vp until 1995 and thﬁs formed the basis of
labor force estimations in this study. These statistics are shown in Table:
2.1 - 2.2, .. As can be seen, only population 11 Years upwards were

employed and classified into age groups with five-year intervals.

The projected population figures of the NESDB utilized
here are based on\the low fertility assumption, since they seem
to approximate reality more as verified by the Population Census
in 1980. 1In short, the population growth rate under this assumption
for the whole kingdom is 1.77 percent per year during 1980-1990 and
1.48 percent‘per year during 1990-1995, Population growth rates

by regions are also shown in Table 2.3,

To convert the population figures in Tables 2.1-2.2 into labor
force figures, labor force participatioh rates would have to be
estimated.J/ To do this, time series data during 1977-1951 from
the Labor Force Survey were utilized. Labor force participation
rates thus obtained for these years were examined to see whether

there were any obvious increasing or decreasing trend. In the case

--._-._-:_....—.._——_.__.._—__—-_.——__..

e lab e
L/ labor force participation rate = ——22of fore
population
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of no observed trend, the average labor force participation rate
during this period would be utilized to estimate the labor force.

For cases of observed increasing trend, the maximum labor force
participation rate for the period ;ould be utilized for estimating the
labor force. Furtunately, there d; not seemto be cases of decreasing

trend in labor force participation rates and thus no assumptions

were required. (see Appendix G)

To summarize, the labor force participation rates assumed
in this study are given in Table 2.4. Due to time constraints, these
rates were estimated ouly for Round 2 (July-September). Thus, it
should be pointed out that the estimated labor force figures in this
study are only for Round 2. To the extent that there is a stable
relationship between labor force in Round 1 (January-March) and
Round 2, the estimated(labor force figures may also be utilized to
study employment conditions in Round 1. The projection results on

labor- force for 1990 and 1995 are shown in Tables 2.5-2.6.



TABLE 2.1

PROJECTED POPULATION BY REGION, SEX AND AGE, 1990

(thousand persons)

AGE GROUP BANGKOK CENTRAL NORTHERN NORTHEASTERN SOUTHERN
(years) Male Female Male Ferale Hale Female Male Female Male Female
11 ~ 14 296.56  292.56  489.04 457.85 475.74 458.86 96i.07 925.38 326.56 313.04
15 - 29 344.00 356.00 620.00 548.00 593.00 576.00 1,148.00 1,114.00 372.00 360.00
20 - 24 303.00 319.00 653.00 580.cC0 613.00 £%:2.00 1,151.00 1,132.00 352.900 340.00
25 - 29 323.00 353.0C 590.00 505.00 566.00 563.00 845.00. 861.00 294.00 285.00
30 - 34 319.00 352.00 494,00 410.00 482.00 477.00 653.00 673.00 239.00 228.00
35 - 39 301.00 329.00 406.00 338.00 393.0C 385,00 548.00 579.00 219.00 200.00
40 - 49 404.00 436.00 558.00 508.00 529,00 511.00 875.00 908.00 343.00 300.00
50 - 59 176.00 209.00 353.00 363.00 352.00 378.00 485.00 561.00 218.00 215,00
60 upwards 155.00 212.00 338.00 404.00 337.00 401.00 457.00 564,00 210.00 226,00
TOTAL 2,621.56 2,858.56 4,501.04 4,113.85 4,340.74 4,351.86 7,123.07 7,317.38 2,575.56 2,467.04

SOURCE : NESDB \ o
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TABLE 2.2

PROJECTED POPULATION BY REGION, SEX AND AGE, 1995

(thousand persons)

CENTRAL

SOUTHERN

AGE GROUP BANGKOK NORTHERN NORTHEASTERN
(years) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
11 - 1a 311.75 308.54 474.59 443.33 458.21  443.09 955.98 920.80 329.47 316.69
15 - 19 406.00 416.00 612.00 558.00 587.00 569.00 1,166.00 1,127.00 390.00 375.00
20 - 24 383.00 408.00 631.00 549.00 582.00 571.00 1,095.00 1,082.00 352.00 343.00
25 - 29 342,00 371.00 673.00 558.00 596.00 594.00 1,088.00 1,099.00 335.00 325,00
30 - 34 340.00 384.00 613.00 490.00 545,00 553.00 794.00 833.00 289.00 281.00
35 - 39 316.00 361.00 509.00 404.00 463.00 467.00 620.00 656.00 242,00 224.00
40 - 49 540.00 604.00 733.00 608.00 667.00 655.00 997.00 -.,158.00 405.00 359.00
50 ~ 59 241.00 285.00 421.00 404.00 385.00 397.00 587.00 658.00 260.00 241 .00
60 upwards 189.00 263.00  392.0¢ 472.00 395.00 474.00 530.00 655.00 247.00 266,00
TOTAL 3,068.75 3,400.54 5,058.59 4,486.33 4,678.21 4,722.09 7,832.98 8,188.80 2,849.47 3,730.69

SOURCE: NESDB

Pl



TABLE 2.3 -
POPULATION AND LABOR FORCE GROWTH RATES
BY REGION

(percent per year)

Region 1960-1970 1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995

1. Bangkok

- total population 3.7 4.1 3.0 2.6

- population under 11 - 3.8 0.5 ~0.4

=~ labor force .= 5.7 3.7 3.7
2., Central

- total population 2.5 1.9 | 1.5 1.5

- population under 11 - ~0.2 - -1.0 ~0,3

- labor force - 3.6 2,8 2,3
3. Northern

=~ total population 2,7 2,0 1.3 1.1

=~ population unaer 11 -~ -0.3 ~1.3 -0.8

~ labor force - 3.6 2,5 1.7
4. Northeastern

- total population 3.0 2.5 l.6 1.3

= population under 11 - 0.7 ~0.7 ~0.6

- labor force - 4,2 2.8 3.1
5. Southern

- total population 2.7 2.4 1.6 1.0

-~ population under 11 - 1.0 -0.4 -1.0

= labor force - 0.6 5.1 2.6
6. Whole kingdom

= total population 2.7 2.5 1.7 1.5

~ population under 11 - 0.6 -0.7 ~0.6

= labor force - 4,0 2,9 2.7




TABLE 2.4

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES USED IN PROJECTION

{percent of populaticn)

AGE GROUP BANGKOK CENTRAL NORTHERN NORTHEASTERN SOUTHERD
(years) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
11 - 14 7.33 10.23 19.09 22.37 24 .13 29.27 35.80 38.38 li.09 1l1.64
15 - 19 46.18 44.94 65.87 66.29 74.94 77.85 81.96 84 .20 58.56 59.44
20 - 24 71.18 58.94 88.80 79.12 93.32 86.65 95.46 90.26 88.97 78.94
25 - 29 94.51 74.12 97.52 82.12 98.56 87.85 98.92 90.53 97.37 85.86
30 - 34 98.16 72.89 98.55 83.75 98.87 89.55 98.75 90.14 99.10 91.28
35 - 39 98.59 72.55 99.48 87.93 99.16 91.23 99.23 92.36 98.98 91.l§¢
40 - 49 96.76 66.02_ 97.97 86.30 98.67 88.98 98.47 90.90 98.59 89.63
50 - 59 88.07 50.07 54,04 78.96 95.15 77.81 96.75 77.79 95.33 84.03
60 upwards 40.20. 15.53 -55.83 35.69 54 .87 27.55 61.93 29,25 60.48 36.83

9T



PROJECTED LABOR FORCE BY REGION, SEX AND AGE, 1990

TABLE 2.5

(thousand persons)

AGE GROUP BANGKOK CENTRAL NORTHERN NORTHEASTERN SOPTHERN
(years) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
11 - 14 21,74 29.93 93.36 102.42 114.80 134.31 344.06 355.16 36.21 36.44
15 - 19 158.86 159.59 408.39 363.27 444 .39 448.42 940.90 937.99 217.84 213,98
20 - 24 215.68 138.02 579.86 458.90 572.05 521.63 1,098.74 1,021.74 313.17 268.40
25 - 29 305.28 261.64 581.27 414.71 557.85 494.60 835.37 779.46 236,27 244,70
30 - 34 313.13 256.57 486.84 343.38 476.55 427.15 644 .84 606.64 236.85 208.12
35 - 39 296.76 238.69 403.89 297.20 38¢.79 351.24 543.78 534.76 216.77 182.30
40 - 49 390.91 287.85 546.67 438.40 525,91 454.89 861.61 834.46 340.10 272.48
50 - 59 155.00 104.65 331.96 286.62 334.93 294,12 469.24 436.40 207.82 180.66
60 upwards 62.31 32.92 188.71 144.19 184.91 10.48 283.02 164.97 127.00 83.24
TOTAL 1,:19.67 1,510.26 3,620.95 2,849.09 3,601.09 3,23€.84 6,021.56 5,671.58 1,932.03 1,690.32

LT



TABLE 2.6

(thousand persons)

PROJECTED LABOR FORCE BY REGION, SEX AND AGE, 1990

AGE GROUP BANGKOK CENTRAL NORTHERN NORTHEASTERN SOUTHERN
(years) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
11 - 14 22.85 31.56 90.50 99.17 110.57 129.69 34:.24 353.40 ?6.54 36.86
15 - 19 187.49 186.95 403.12z '369.90 439.80 442.97 1,027.01 948.93 228.38 222.90
20 - 24 272.62 240.48 560.33 434 .37 543.12 494.77 1,045.29 976.61 313.17 270.76
25 - 29 323,22 274.98 656.31 458.23 587.42 521.83 1,076.25 994 .92 326.19 279.05
30 - 34 333.74 279.90 604.11 410,38 539.83 495,21 784 .08 750.87 286.40 256.50
35 - 39 311.54 261.91 50€.35 355.24 459.11 426.04 615.23 650.95 239,53 204.18
40 - 49 522.50 398.76 718.12 524.70 658.13 582.82 981.75 1,140.28 399.29 321.77
50 - 59 212.25 142.70 395.91 319.00 366.33. 308.91 567.92 636,62 247.86 202.51
60 upwards 7€.98 40.84 218.85 132.77 516.74 130.59 328.23 405.64 149.39 97.97
TOTAL 2,262.19 1,8C8.08 4,153.6 3,105.76 3,921.05 3,532.63 6,767.77 6,858,22 1,892.50

2,226.75

8T
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2.2 Projected Labor Force Sy Educational Level

It is rather difficult to make labor force projections
by educational levels since it Jepends on a lot of factors;. Furthermore,
in order to avoid making excessive.subjective assumptions, the present
study therefore relied on past trends during 1977-1981 to make the pro-
jections. A longer time series was not available and, as such,

the projection may be somewhat biased due to the short period.

The availab.e labor force statistics by regions ang
educational levels were adjusted (See Appendix B) before they were
regressed with a time variable based on the following semi-log

equation:

= +
ln(LFit) ag; ali F

where LFi labor force with educational level i

t

year (1977, ....., 1981)

a5 and a,; are the estimated coefficients. The regression
results are shown in Appendix B. From the above estimated equations, labor
forée leveléfof each educational group in every region were estimated for
1990 and 1995. However, these estimated figures were not utilized . *
directly. Thgy were instead used to estimate the proportioﬁ of labor

force in each educational group in each region. These estimated

proportions are shown in Table 2.7.

The obtained proporcion of each educational group in each

region were then multiplied with the corresponding regional labor



force projected in section 2.1. The results thus obtained were then
assumed to be the labor force by education of each region in 1990 and
1995 as shown in Table 2.§. The figures for the whole kingdom

are but the summation of regional estimates.



TABLE 2.7

PAST AND PROJECTED PROPORTION OF LABOR FORCE

BY REGION AND EDUCATION :

{percent)

ROUND 2

21

Education/Region Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern
1. Below elementary
1977 10.8 14.0 24.1 10.8 27.9
1981 8.0 11.8 18.7 8.3 19,2
1990 4.7 7.9 9.3 4.0 8.6
1995 3.2 6.1 5.4 2.7 4.7
2. Elementary
1977 59.7 78.2 72.1 85.5 65.7
1981 58.9 78.4 74.5 87.3 69.6
1990 51.4 78.1 70.2 38.0 62.2
1995 46.3 76 .4 59.3 86.1 49.9
3. Secondary A
1977 14.8 4.2 2.4 2.2 3.6
1931 15.3 4.8 3.6 2.3 6.0
1990 16.2 5.4 7.5 2.9 10.4
1995 16.3 5.6 10.0 3.1 12,5
4. Above secondary
1977 14.7 3.6 1.4 1.5 2.7
1981 17.8 5.0 3.2 2.1 5.1
1990 27.7 8.6 13.0 5.1 18.8
2995 34.2 11.9 25.3 8.1 32.9
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TABLE 7 g

PAST AND PROJECTED LABOR FORCE
BY REGION AND EDUCATION : ROUND 2
(1,000 persons)

Education/Region Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Hhate
kingdom
1. Below elementary
1977 208.0 633.2 1,161.0 859.2 698.8 3,560.2
1981 200.7 590.1 1,022.4 750.0 539.8 3,103.0
1930 162.6 511.1 635.9 467.7 311.5 2,088.9
1995 132.8 442.7 . 402.5 367.9 193.6 1,539.6
2. Elg@entary
1977 1,154.3 3,537.4 3,480,2 6,791.9 1,645.7 16,609.5
1981 1,470.6 3,927.4 4,070.0 7,931.0 1,957.4 19,356.4
1990 1,778.1 5,053.1 4,800.2 10,290.0 . 2,253.1 24,174 .5
1995 1,922.0 5,544.6 4,420.2 11,732.2 2,055.5 25,674 .5
3. Secondary
1977 286.6¢ 192,1 117.0 173.3 90.2 859.2
1981 380.6  241.6 197.1 212.8 l168.6 1,200.7
1990 5560.4 349.4 512.8 339.1 376.7 2,138.5
1985 676.7  406.4 745 .4 422 .4 514.9 2,765.8
4. Above sccindary
1977 283.4 160.9 66.4 115.5 68.8 695.0
1981 443.3 251.7 173.0 182.6 144.7 1,202.3
1990 258 3 556.4 888.9 596.3 681.0 3,681.0
1995 1,419.7 863.6 1,885.8 1,103.7 1,355.2 6,628.1
5. Total |
1977 1,932.3 4,523.6 4,824.6 7,940.0 2,503.5 21,724.0
1981l 2,495.2 5,010.8 5,462.6 9,083.3 2,810.5 24,862.4
1990 3,459.4 6,470.0 6,837.9 11,693.1 3,622.4 |, 32,082.9
1995 4,151.3 7,257.4 7,453.9 13,626.2 4,119.3 36,608.0
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2.3 Population and Labor Force Growth

It can be.éeen * from Table 2.3 that, in gene;al, both
population and labour force growth rates declined over the years.
For population growth rate, the decline was consistently steady
throughout the projected period i.e. from 2.5 percent per year
between 1971-1981 to 1.7 percent per year between 1981-1990 and
to 1.5 percent per year between 1990-1995., For labour force growth
rate, however, the decline was rather sharp from 4.0 percent per year between
1971-1981 to 2.9 percent per year between 1981-1990 but ‘slowed down
to 2.7 percent per year between 1990-1995, This reflected the sharp

decline in the population growth rate of the past.

At the regional level, Bangkok still exhibited the highest
growth rate of both population and labour force, with labour force

growth rate remaining constant from 1981-1990 and 1990-1995, This
1s probably becquse of migration of people from other regions,
Both population and labous force growth rates declined

throughout the period for Bangkok, Central, and'the

Northern regions. The declining trend of labour force growth rate,
nevertheless, could not be readily seen in the Northeasfern and the
Southern regions. This may be due to Jata problems which show an
unusually low labour force growth rate for the Southern region
during 1971-1981 and an unusually high labour force growth rate

for the Northeastern region in the same period. Another reason
may be due to migration patterns during 1971-1981 which may have
affected labor force growth in this period. However, the study

at present could not include a migration factor into the analysis.
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3. EMPLOYMENT DEMAND IN THAILAND

While future labor supply growth was assumed to be mainly
detefmined by population growth,. the future demand for labor was
assumed to be determined by economic growth. Market behavior
and substitution among various labor ¢roups could not be considered
in this study. This was not.only because of scanty data especially
On wage rates, but it was also because of the lack of a firm
theoretical foundation in specifying how the Thai labor muarket
actually operates. Asg such, substitution of labor among various
labor groups could not be considered. In short, the projection
of employment demand would be based on existing conditions in
1981 especially the relative wage rates among various Jlabor

groups.

The projection of future labor demand was thus undertaken
through a. set of assumptions concérning the income elasticities of
-employment and economic growth without any regard to the actual

a.
adjustment in the labor market. Due to such a limitation, it
should be pointed out here that the Projected aggregate demand

{ . .
for employment are =uch more accurate than the demand for labor

of various smaller yroups.
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Similar to labor force statistics, employment data from
the LFS were first corrected and adjusted for the projection purpose.
(See Appendix C). Gross regional product by sectors were also

revised to mahc them consistent. (See Appendix D).

3.1 1Income Elasticities of Employment.

After income and employment data have been adjusted,
they were employed to es’imate the income elasticities of
employment in each sector and region. The three sectors are the
primary, secondary and service sectors. There were thgs 3 equations.
estimated for each region. The equation form utilized in the
estimations is as follows:

ln E = a. + a

3 0 1 1n Yj

where Ej= employment level in sector 3.

Yj= income level in sector j.

The value of al is but the income elasticity of employment.
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The equations were estimated with the ordinary least squares
method and the results can be found in Appendix E.. The value of the

elasticities obtained are summarized here in Table 3.1.

The elasticities ranged from a negative value of -0.5818
to a pusitive value of 1.1938. The income elasticity of employment
for the whole kingdom was approximately 0.5. It was also found that
On average labor absorption capacity was greater during the wet season
than the dry season espzcially in the primary sector and to a lesser

extent the secondary sector.

In general, it was found that the income elasticities of
employmaent were larger in the primary sector while they were not much
different in the secondary and service sectors. However, a look at
regional elasticities in the primary sector revealed that there were large
differences. They were rather high in the Northeastern (0.77/0.87)
and Southern (1.19/0.83) regions and lowest in Bangkok (0,39,0.43).

For thé Central (9.38/0.7¢) and Northern (0.55/0.63) regions, even

though elasticities in the wet season were not low, the elasticities in the
dry season were relatively low. The results seem to be reasonable
considering that the Northeastern and Southein regions rely relatively
1ore on nature or rain-fed agriculture. Agricultural technology

tended to be more labor-intensive. A& given economic growth rate could

thus absorb a greater employment increase. The other three regions

are generally more developed in agriculture especially in ﬁerms of
irrigation facilities and tend to use more advanced technology which

are less labor-intensive, e.g. farm tractors and power tillers.  They

are thus less able to absorb lakbor with a yivern economic growth rate.
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| BY REGION AID ECONOMIC SECTOR, 1971-198]1

TAELE 3.1

INCOME ELASTICITY OF ENPLOYMENT
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Region/Sector

Primary Secondary Service Total

1. Bangkok

Round 1 0.3887 0.714¢ 0.6530 0.6025

Round 2 0.4256 0.7270 0.6471 0.6303
2. Central

Round 1 0.3774 0.5555 0.4383 0.3483

Round 2 0.7882 0.6763 0.5316 0.5137
3. Northern

Round 1 0.5534 0.8645 0.7577 0.5904

Round 2 0.6298 0.8517 0.6949 0.5643
4. Northeastern

Round 1 0.7673 0.0296 0.2505 0.4829

Round 2 0.8679 -0.5818 0.1288  0.5367
5. Southern

Round 1 1.1938 0.7011 0.4876 0.6942

Round 2 0.8298 0.8431 0.6590 0.6097
6. Whole kingdom

Round 1 0.6804 0.512% 0.5367 0.4864

Round 2 0.8445 0.6082 0.5821 0.5330

Note: Income elusticity of employment were obtained from estimating

the following equation:

1n (employment)t =

-‘.
a, 1ln (GRP)t

1
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Except for the Northeastern region,>the secondary sector
possessed a greater ability to absorb labor than the service:sector.
The Northern region showed the greatest ability in absorbing labor both
in the secondary (0.86/0.85) and service sectors.(0.76/0.69).
This was followed by Bangkok and the Southern region. The Central region
surprisingly did not have a high absorptive capacity of labor in these

sectors.

The most significant results found, however, were the rather
low labor absorptive capacities of both the secondary and service sectors
in the Norihecast. 1In fact, a negative elasticity value was found in

the secondary sector in the wet seation.

Employment statistics in the Northeast seem to show 2 wide
fluctuation in the secondary and service sectors. This can probably be
explained by the dominance of the agricultural sector. The available
supplies of labor in the secondary and service sectors are likely to be
residuals left after the demand for labor in agriculture has been met.
Since rainfed agriculture in the Northeast fluctuates a lot depending on
weather, it affects significantly available supplies of labor in the
sécondary and service sectors. Furthermore, the secondary and service
industries in the Northeastern region are probably highly dependent on
agricultural production through the supply of inputs and the purchase of

outputs. As.such, employment levels in these two sectors may fluctuate a lot.

Another explanation could well be the relatively easy and low cost
of migrating to work in other regions. With manufacturing industries
in the Northeast not being well developed, it may be easier for labor

to find jobs in other regions especially in Bangkok and the Central


http:sectors.(0.76/0.69
http:0.86/0.85
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region. In fact, employers and jok agencies are known to be involved

in the transporting of workers from villages in the Northeast directly
to their factories in other regions. The irony is that the easy and

low cost of migration of workers to other régions may well be one reason
obstructing industrial development in the Northeast, since an assured
steadv supply of labor is not readily available for the secondary and

sexrvice sectors in the region.

Although the income elasticity of employment in the primary
sector of Bangkok during 1971-1981 may be the lowest, the income growth
rate of this sector was highest at about 7 percent per yéar as shown
in Table 3.2. This helped to maintain a reasonable employment growth
rate of 2 percent in the primary sector 6uring 1971-1981. (See Table 3.3).

On the contrary, the Southern region, which had the highest
income elasticity of employment in the primary sector, had a relatively
low eccnomic growth rate in the primary sector of 3.5 percent per year.
Nevertheless, the South remained tﬁe region with the highest employment

growth during 1971-1981.

The economic growth rates in the secondary sector were
highest in Bangkok and the Central region at 9.7 percent per year and
9.5 percent per year, respectiveiy. With a relatively high absorptive
capacity, the high growth rate of Bangkok resulted in the highest
growth rate of employment in the secondary sector at 7.3 percent per

year during 1971-1981,

The lowest growth rates of employment in the secondary and
service sectors are to be found, not surprisingly,:in the Northeastern
region which tended to have very low income elasticities of employment

as has been mentioned.
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TABLE 3.2

GROWTH RATE OF GROSS ﬁEGIONAL
PRODUCT BY ECONOMIC SECTOR, 1971-1982

(percent per year)

Region/Sector Primary Secondary Service Total
1. Bangkok 7.3 9.7 7.7 8.5
2. Central 3.3 9.5 7.6 6.7
3. Northern 4.0 6.6 7.3 5.7
4. Northeastern 4.5 7.4 7.9 6.2
5. Southern 3.5 7.2 7.4 5.6
6. Whole kingdom 3.8 9.1 7.6 6.9

Note: Growth rates were estimated by fitting an exponential
equation as follows:
ln(GDP)t = aj+ ay t

where t = time period.
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Regional income growth rates in the service sector are not
greatly different. As such, relative employment growth in this sector

across regions depended more on the income elasticities of_employment.

TABLE 3.3.
GROWTH RATE OF EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND ECONOMIC SECTOR,
1971 - 1981

(percent per year)

Region/Sector Primary Secondary Service Total
1. Bangkok 2.0 7.3 5.0 5.2
2. Central 1.2 5.8 3.2 2.4
3. Northern 2.2 6.6 6.0 3.4
4. Northeastarn 3.9 0.6 1.7 3.0
5. Southern 4.0 6.2 4.0 4.0
6. Whole kingdom 2.7 5.1 4.1 3.4

Note: Growth rates were estimated by fitting an exponential equation

as follows:

ln E = a +4+at
t o] 1

where E emplcyment

t = time
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3.2 Employment Projection by Region and Economic Sector

In projecting future employment levels, the regional income

elasticities of employment by sectors as estimated in the previous
section were utilized except for elasticities in the secondary sector

of the Northeastern regicn. It does not seem reasonable to think that
employment levels in the secondary sector of the Northeast would actually
decline in the future. However, it is nighly likely that employment
absorptive capacity would remain very low. As such, incoma elasticities
of employment in the secondary sector of the Northeastern region were

assumed to be 0.1 for Round 1 and 0.05 for kound 2.

Given the income elasticities of emplcyment, two economic
scenarios of high growth and low growth as mentioned in Part 1 were
experimented. It was assumed that growth rates of all sectors and all
regions would decline by one percentage point from corresponding growth
rates estimated between 1971-1982 under the high growth scenario. (See
Table 3.1) Under the low growth scenario, the reduction would be two
percentage points reduction in the growth rates estimated frem 1971-1982

data of every sector and every reaion.

From the above growth assumptions and the income elasticities
of employment, employment growth rates in each sector of every region
were estimated. This is presented in Table 3.4. The growth rates were
then used to project employment levels in 1990 and 1995 with employment
levels in 1981 providing the base figures for estimation. The resulting
employment. levels or labor demand in 1990 and 1995 are shown in Tables
3.5-3.6. The figures for the whole kingdom are but the summation of

regional totals.
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TAEBLE 3.4

GROWTH RATE OF EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND SECTOR
(percent per year)

Region/Sector Round 1 Round 2
1971-1981 1981-~1995 1971-1983 1981~1995
‘ Actual High Low Actual High Low
1. Bangkok
- primary 2.0 2.4 2.1 2.5 2.7 2,3
~ secondary 7.3 6.1 5.4 7.5 6.3 5.5
- service 5.0 4.4 3.7 5.0 4.3 3,7
- total 5,2 4.8 4.1 5.5 4.8 4.1
2, Central
- primary 1.2 0.9 0.5 2.7 1.8 1.0
- secondary 5.8 4.7 4,2 6.9 5.7 5.1
- service 3.2 2.9 2,5 4,0 3.5 3.0
- total 2.4 2.4 1.9 3.4 2,9 2.2
3. Northern
- primary 2,2 1.7 1.1 3.1 1.9 1.3
- secondary 6.6 4.8 4.0 6.4 4,8 3.9
- service 6.0 ’4.8 4.0 5.3 4.4 3.7
- total 3.4 3.1 2.4 3.4 2,5 1.8
4. Northeastern
- primary 3.9 2.7 1.9 4.5 3.0 2.2
- secondary 0.6 0.6 0.5 -3.3 0.3 0.3
-~ service 1.7 1.7 1.5 -0.5 0.9 0.t
- total 3.0 2.2 1.6 3.5 2.8 2.0
.5. Southern
- primary 4,0 3.0 1.8 3.1 2,1 1,2
= secondary 6.2 | 4.3 3.6 7.9 5.2 4.4
- service 4.0 3.1 2.6 5.1 4,2 3.6
- total 4,0 3.2 2.2 3.6 3.0 2.2
6. Whole kingdom
- primary 2.7 2,2 1.4 3.4 2.4 1.7
- secondary 5.1 4.3 3.7 6.0 5.3 4.6
~ service 4.1 3.4 2.9 4.5 3.7 3.1
- total 3.4 2.9 2.3 3.8 3.0 2.3

Note: FHigh means high growth scenario (6% per year)

Low means low growth scenario (5% per year)
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TABLE 3.5

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND SECTOR
SCENARIO : High Growth (6%)
(1,000 persons)

Round 1 Pound 2
Region/Sector =
1981 1990 1995 1981 1990 1995

1. Bangkok

- primary 233.0 288.4 324.8 293.9 373.5 426.8

- secondary 708.,7 1,207,5 1,623.6 732.3 1,269.1 1,722.5

- service 1,270.8 1,872.3 2,322.1 1,391.5 2,032.6 2,508,8

- total 2,212.5 3,368.2 4,270.5 2,417.7 3,675.2 4,658,1
2. Central

- primary 2,048.4 2,220.4 2,322,2 3,094.5 3,633.5 3,972.5

-~ secondary 786.1 1,188.5 1,495.3 709.9 1,169.2 1,542.6

~ service 1,120.9 1,449.8 1,672.6 1,113.,8 1,518.0 1,802.9

-~ total 3,955.4 4,858.7 5,490.1 4,918,2 6,320.7 7.318.0
3. Noxihern

- primary 2,223.0 2,587.2 2,814.7 4,362.5, 5,167.8 5,677.7

~ secondary 523.6 798.5 1,009.4 289.1 440.,9 557.3

-~ service 914.8 1,3%5,0 1,763.5 780.5 1,149.9 1,426,2

- total 3,661.4 4,780.7 5,587.6 5,432,1 6,758.6 7.661,2
4. Northeasterg_

- primary 2,8%¢.8 3,681.7 4,206.3 8,011.4 10,453.0 12,118.0

- secondary 671.4 708.5 730.1 240.3 246,9 250.6

- service 1,294.1 1,506.1 1,638.6 729.5 790.8 827.0

- total 4,862.3 >5,896.3 6,575.0 8,981.2 11,490.7 13,195.6
5. Southern

~ primary 1,887.9 2,463.3 2,855.6 1,854,3 2,235.7 2,480.5

- secondary 253.2 369.8 456.5 304,2 480.1 618.6

- service 559.1 735.9 857.3 563.3 815.7 1,002.0

- total 2,700.2 3,569.0 4,169.4 2,721.8 3,531.5 4,101.1
6. Whole kingdom

- primary 9,289.1 11,241.0 12,523.6 17,616.6 21,863.5 24,675.5

- secondary 2,943.0 4,272.8 5,314.9 2,275.8 3,606,2 4,691.6

- service 5,159.7 6,959,1 8,254.1 4,578,6 6,307.0 7,566.9

- total 17,391.8 22,472.9 26,092.6 24,471.0 31,776.7 36,934.,0




TABLE 3.6

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND SECTOR

SCENARIO :

Lov, Growth (5%)
(1,000 persons)
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Round 1 Round 2
Region/Sector 1981 1990 1995 1981 1990 1995
1. Bangkok
~ primary 233.0 280.,¢ 311.7 293.9 360.6 404.1
- secondary 708.7 1,137.7 1,479.9 732,3 1,185.7 1,549.6
- service 1,270.8 1,762.3 2,113.4 1,391.5 1,929.7 2,314.1
- total 2,212,5 3,180.9  3,905.0 2,417.7 3,476.0 4,267.8
2, Central
~ primary 2,048.4 2,142.4 2,196.5 3,094.5 3,384.4 3,557.0
-~ secondary 786.1 1,138.4 1,398.4 709.2 1,110.8 1,424.4
~ service 1,120.9 1,393.2 1,583.8 1,113.8 1,453.3 1,684.7
- total 3,955.4  4,680.7 5,178.7 4,918.2 5,948.5 6,666,1
3. Northern
~ primary 2,223.0  2,453.0 2,590.9 4,362.5 4,900.3 5,227.2
~ secondary 523.6 745.2 906.7 289.1 407.9 493.9
- service 914.8 1,302.0 1,584.1 780.5 1,082.4 1,298.0
- total 3,661.4 4,500.2 5,081.7 5,432.1 6,390.6 7,019,1
4. Northeastern
- primary 2,896.8 3,431.5 3,770.1 8,011.4 9,744.7 10,8¢64.8
- secondary 671.4 702.2 720.0 240.3 246.9 250.6
~ service 1,294.1 1,479.7 1,594.0 729,5 783.7 815.6
- total 4,862,3 5,613.4 6,084.1 8,981.2 10,775.3 11,931.0
5. Southern
- primary 1,887.9 2,216.7 2,423.5 1,854.3 2,064.5 2,191.3
- secondary 253.2 348.1 415.4 304,2 448, 2 555.9
-~ service 559.1 704.4 800.9 563.3 774 .4 924.,2
-~ total 2,700.2 3,269.2  3,639.8 2,721.8 3,287.1 3,671.4
6. Whole kingdom
~ primary 2,289.1 10,524.5 11,292.7 17,616.6 20,454.5 22,244.4
- secondary £,943.0 4,071.6 4,920.4 2,275.8 3,399.5 4,274.4
- service 5,159,7 6,648.3 7,676.2 4,578.6 6,023.5 7,036.6
- total 17,3%1.8 21,244.4 23,889.3 24,471.,0 29,877.5 33,555.4
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-~

Since economic growth have been assumed to be lower than in the
past, both the high growth and low growth scenarios showed lower growth
rates of employment demand. (See Table 3.4) At the regional level,

employment growth in the Northeast became lower than the Central

region which used to have the lcwest growth rate during 1971-1981.

3.3 Employment Projection by Region and Sex Group.

As has been mentioned, it is not possible at present to
Project labor demand taking into accaount .- market behavior and relation-
ships. However, it is possible tq capture the change in the demand
for labor from the structural change among econumic sectors from

economic growth.

In this case, it can be seen from Tables 3.7-3.8 that the
secondary and service sectois tended to employ more male workers
relative to female workers. The increasing importance of the secondary

and service sectors could thus be biased in favor of male employment.

In projecting future employment demand by sex, the employment
structure by sex in each sector of every region in 1981 were utilized.
From this, data in Tables 3.5-3.6 and Tables 3.7-3.8 could be utilized
to estimate emplovment demand by region and sex. The results are shown in

Tables 3.9-3.10.
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EMPLOYMENT SHARES OF MALE AND FEMALE

TABLE 3.7

IN EACH SECTOR BY REGION, 1981 (ROUND 1)
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Region/Sector Primary Secondary Service All Sectors
1. Bangkok

Male 51.739 62,795 55,076 57.266

Female 48,261 37.205 44.924 42.734

Total 100,000 100.000 100,000 100.000
2, Central

. Male 52,793 60,209 53,553 54,477

Female 47,207 39.791 46.447 45,523

Total 100,000 100.000 100,000 100,000
3. Northern

Male 54,502 60.658 55,399 55,€02

Female 45,497 39.342 44,601 44,398

Total 100,000 100.000 100,000 100,000
4. Northeastern

Male 55.579 69.443 60,790 58,881

Female 44,421 30.557 39,210 41,119

Total 100,000 100.000 100,000 100.000
5. Southern

Male 51,536 68.144 55,882 53.982

Female 48,464 31.856 44,118 46.018

Total 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000
6. Whole kingdom

Male 53.787 €3.694 56,340 56,222

Female 46,213 36.306 43.660 43,778

Total 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Peport of the Labor Force Survey,

January-iMarch 1981.
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TABLE 3.8

EMPLOYMENT SHARES OF MALE AND
FEMALE IN EACH SECTOR BY REGION, 1981 (ROUND 2)

(percent)

Region/Sector Primary Secondary Service All:Sectors
1. Bangkok

Male 49,030 63.229 52,904 55,562

Female 50,970 36,771 47,096 44,438

Total 100,000 100,000 .100,000 100,000
2, Central

Male 52.571 57.337 52.544 53,258

Female 47,429 42,663 47.456 46,742

Total 100.0C0 100.000 100.000 100,000
3. Northern

Male 51.505 64,360 54,147 52,563

Female 48,495 35,640 45,853 47,437

Total 100,000 100,000 100,000 100.000
4. Northeastern

Male 50,433 65.842 57.306 51.403

Female 49,567 34,158 42,694 48,597

Total 100,000 100,000 100,000 100.009
5. Southern

Male 52,160 68.074 54.133 54,340

Female 47.840 31.926 45,867 145,660

Total 100,000 100.000 100.000 100.000
6. Whole kingdom

Male 51,232 62,449 53.880 52,774

Female 48.768 37.551 46,120 47,226

Total 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey,

July-September, 1981.
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PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT BY REGION:AND' SEX: :

HIGH - GROWTH SCENARIO

(1,000 persons)
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. Whole kingdom

- male
- female

- total

9,781.6 12,656.7 14,714.6 12,916.1
9,816.2 11,378.0 11,559.6
17,397.5 22,472.9 28,092.6 24,475.7 31,776.7 36,934.0

7,616.1

Round 1 Round 2
Region/Sex
1981 1990 1995 1981 1990 J9g5

. Bangkok

- male 1,267.6 1,938.6 2,466.4 1,344.0 2,060.8 2,625.7

- female 946.0 1,429.6 1,804.1 1,075.0 1.0i4.4 2,032.4

- total 2,213.5 3,368.2 4,270.5 2,419.0 3,675.2 4,658.1
. Central

- male 2,155.9 2,664.2 3,022.0 2,619.4 3,378.2 3,920.2

- female 1,801.5 2,194.5 Z,468.1 2,299.8 2,942.5 3,397.8

- total 3,957.4 4,858.7 5,490.0 4,919.2 6,320.7 7,318.0
. Northern

- male 2,036.6 2,667.3 3,123.4 2,855.9% 3,568.1 4,055.2

- female 1,626.1 2,113.4 2,464.2 2,576.9 3,190.5 3,606.0

- total 3,662.7 4,780.7 5,587.6 5,432.8 6,758.6 7,661.2
. Northeastern

- male 2,863.4 3,453.9 3,840.9 4,617.1 5,887.6 6,750.4

- female 1,999.6 2,442.4 2,734.1 4,364.9 5,603.1 6,445.2

- total 4,862.9 5,896.2 6,574.8 8,982.0 11,490.7 13,195.6
. Southern

- male 1,458.1 1,932.7 2,261.9 1,479.7 1,934.5 2,257.3

- female 1,242.9 1,636.3 1,907.5 1,243.0 1,597.0 1,843.8

- total 2,701.0 3,569.1 4,169.4 2,722.7 3,531.5 4,101.1

16,829.9 19,608.8
14,947.5 17,325.2
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TABLE 3.10
PROJECTEL EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND SEX:
LOW GROWTH SCENARIQ
. (1,000‘§ersons)
l 3
Roung 1 Round 2
Region/Sex ,
1981 . 1990 .lgees 1.981 1990 1995

1. Bangkok

- male' 1,267.6 1,830.3 2,254.6 1,344.0 1,947.2 2,4n02.>2

~ female 946.0 1,350.6 1,650.4 1,075.0 1,528.6 1,865.6

- total 2,213.5 3,180.9 3,905.0 2,419.0 3,476.0 4,267.8
2. Central

- male 2,155.9 2,566.1 2,849.8 2,619.4 3,179.7 3,571.9

~ female 1,801.5 2,114.6 2,328.9 2,29¢9.8 2,768.8 3,094.2

- total 3,957.4 4,680.7 5,173.8 4,919.2 5,948.4 6,666.0
3. Northern .

~ male 2,036.6 2,510.2 2,839.7 2,855,9 3,372.5 3,713.0

- female 1,626.1 1,990.0 2,242.0 2,576.9 3,018.1 3,306.1

- total. 3,662.7 4,500.2 5,081.7 5,432.8 6,3%0.5 7,019.0
4. Northeastern

- male 2,863.4 3,294.3 3,564.4 4,617.1 {%x526-2 €,111.8

- female 1,999.6 2,319.1 2,519.7 4,364.9 ¢,249.1 5,819.2

~ total 4,862.9 5,613.2 6,084.0 8,982.0 1,077.5 1,193.0
5. Southern

- male 1,458.1 1,773.2 1,979.7 1,479.7 1,801.1 2,021.7

- female 1,242.9 1,496.0 1,660.1 1,243.0 1,486.0 1,649.7

- total 2,701.0 3,269.1 3,639.8 2,722.7 3,287.1 3,671.4

6. Whole kingdom

- male
- female

- total

9,781.6 11,974 .1

13,488.2 12,916.1 15,826.9 17,820.6
7,616.1 9,:70.3 10,401.1 11,559.¢6 14,050.6 15,734.8
17,397.5 22,244 .4 23,889.3 24,475.7 29,877.5 33,555,4
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3.4 Employment Projection by Region and Educational Group

It can also be seen in Tables 3.11-3.12 that economic sectors in

‘different regions demand workers with different leveis of education in -
varying proportions. To take account of changes in employment demand
among various educational groups, a similar exercise as those in the
previous section was carried out, that is, projected employment in each
sector were broken down into employment categories by educational ievels
utilizing the existing shares of the corresponding sector in 1981.

The estimated employed persous by region and education in Y990 and 1995

were thus obtained and are presented in Tables 3.13-3.14.

3.5 BEmployment Projection by Region and Age Group.

Since sectoral employment figures by age groups were not
available, it was not pcssible to take into account the cffect of changing
economic structure cn the demand for employment of different age groups.
As such, it was assumed that the growth rate of total employment in
each region as shown in Table 3.4 applies equally to all age groups.

In short, the employment demand estimated in 1990 and 1995 in Tables
3.5-3.6 were distributed among different age groups according to the
shares of each group in 198l1. Fmployment shares of different age groups

in 1981 are shown in Tables 3.15-3.16.
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TABLE 3.11

EMPLOYMENT SHARES OF EDUCATICNAL GROUPS

IN EACH SECTOR BY REGION,1981" (Round "1)!
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(pexcent)
Regjion/Sector Primary Secordary Services All Sectors
1. Bangkok
- Below Elementary 7.55 6.15 9.26 8.08
- Elementary 89.13 73.21 47,17 59.93
- Secondary 3.02 12.58 18.27 14.84
- Above Secondary 0.30 8.06 25.30 17.15
- Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
2. Central
- Below Elementaryv 15.52 8.09 9.43 12.32
- Elementary 81.67 85.84 65.02 77.79
- fecondary 1.84 4,44 10.79 4.89
-~ Above éecondary 0.97 1l.63 14.76 5.00
- Total 100,00 100.00 100.00 100.00
3. Northern
~ Below Elementary 23.53 14.99 12.06 19.45
- Elementary 74.64 80.85 6l1.44 72.25
- Secondary 1.42 3.44 12.03 4.35
- Above Secondary 0.41 0.71 14.47 3.95
- Total 100.00 100.00 100,00 100.6G0
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TABLE 3.11 (CONTINUED)
:1.~,gion/Sector Primary Secondary Services All Sectors
4. Northeastern
- Below Elementary 9.38 8.23 4.82 8.01
=~ Elemenatry 89.45 - 87.83 75.77 85.59
- Secondary 1.13 3.49 8.33 3.37
- Above Secondary 0.04 0.45 11.08 3.03
- All Sector 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
5. Southern
= Below Elementary 24 .85 16.05 14.89 20.39
- Elemertary 71.97 75.09 51.21 63.06
- Secondary 2.56 5.39 14,75 8.23
- Above Secondary 0.62 3.47 19.15 8,32
- All Sectors 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
6. Whole kinadom
- Below Elementary 67.66 11.98 20.36 16.58
- Elementary 57.49 18.35 31.42 69.40
~ Secondary 15.96 18.15 65.89 €.97
- Above Secondary 4.32 8.68 87.0 7.05
= All Sectors 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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TABLE 3.12
EMPLOYMENT SHARES OF EDUCATIONAL GROUPS

IN EACH SECTOR BY REGION, 1981 (ROUND 2)

{percent)
Region/Sector Primary Secondary Service All Sectors
1. Bangkok
- Below elementary 8.818 6.789 8.660 8.167
- Elementary 85.543 73.296 46.389 58,257
- Secondary 4,443 11.974 18.986 15,159
= Above secondary 1.196 7.941 25,965 17.417
- Total 100.000 100.000 100.000 100,000
2. Central
- Below clementary 13.749 7.424 9,220 11.841
- Elementary 83.250 83.473 63.321 78.651
- Secondary 1.724 6.159  11.797 4.660
- Above secondary 1.277 2.944 15.662 4,848
- Total 100,000 100.000 100,000 100.000
3. Northern
-~ Below elementary 20.362 13.759 11.728 18.784
- Elementary 77.854 78.273 55.351 74.560
- Secondary 1.339 6.353 14.725 "3.552
- Above secondary 0.445 1.615 18.176 2.104
- Total 100,002 100.000 100.000 100.000
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TABLE 3.12 (CONTINUED)

Region/Sector Primary Secondary- Service All Sectors

4. Northeastern

- Below eleméntary 8.250 10.495 6.183 8.156
- Elementary 90,332 82.141 59.699 8?.582
- Secondary 1.218 5.967 11.837 2,221
- Above secondary 0.200 1.397 22,281 2.041
- Total 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

5. Southern

- Below elementary 21.766 15.995 12.392 15.207
=~ Elementary 73.953 76.708 52,892 69.767
- Secondary 3.577 5.298 14,296 6.031
- Above secondary 0.704 1.999 20.420 4.995
- Total 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000

6. Whole KFinodom

- Below elementary 13.654 9,539 9.500 12.488
- Elementary B4.170 78.238 54.799 78.088°
- Secondary 1.647 8.006 14.843 4.718
- Above cecondary 0.529 4.217 20.858 4.706

Total 100.000 100,000 100.000 100,000




PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT BY REGIOM AND EDUCATION

HIGH GROWTH 'SCENARIO

TABLE 3.13

(1,000 persons)
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Round 1 Round 2
Region/Fducation
l981 1990 1995 1981 1990 1995

1. Bangkok

= Below Elementary 177.9 269.5 339.4 195.8 295.1 371.8

-~ Elementary 1,318.8 2,024.1 2,573.4 1,429.8 2,192.6 2,791.4

- Secondary 326.6 502.7 638.3 364 .4 554.5 701.6

- Above Secondary 377 .4 571.9 719 .4 422 .6 633.1 793.3

~ Total 2,200.7 3,368.2 4,270.5 2,412.6 3,675.3 4,658.1
2. Central

- Below Elementary 485.9 577.4 639.0 579.7 295.4 826.9

- Elementary 3,067.4 3,776.3 4,267.7 3,865.1 4,962,1 5,736.4

- Secondary 192.7 250.1 289.6 227 .4 313.7 376.2

- Above Seccndary 197.2 254.9 293.8 233.6 318.5 378.5

- Total 3,943.2 4,858.7 5,490.1 4,905.8 5,889.7 7,318.0
3, Northern

- Below Elementary 710.6 896.7 1,026.3 1,018.2 1,247.9 1.400.1

- Elementary 2.381.8 3,433.9 4,000.6 4,057.9 5,005.1 5,646.2

- Secondary 158.2 231.9 286.8 190.6 266.5 321.4

- Above Secondary 143.4 218.2 273.9 164.8 239.1 293.5

- Total 3,394.0 4,780.7 5,431.4 6,758.6 7,661.2

5,587.6



TABLE 3.13 (CONTINUED)
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Round 1 Round 2
Region/Education 1981 1930 1995 1981 19s0 19¢es5
4. Northeastern
- Below Elementary 388.7  476.2  533.7 1,019.6  937.2 1,077.1
- Elementary 4,153.1 5,056.8 5,645.3 4,063,7 10,117.2 11,645.9
- Secondary 163.5 191.7 209,5 190.9 235.6 269-5
- Above Secondary 147.8 171.6 186.5 165.0 200.6 212.0
- Total 4,853.1 5,896.3 6,575.0 5,439.2 11,490.6 13,195.,5
5. Southern
- Below ELementarv 591.4 781.1 910.6 520.5 664.5 763.1
- Elementary 1,628.1 2,427.4 2,827.0 1,895.9 2,453.1 2,838.9
- Secondary 143.5 121.5 224.,1 162.0 222.0 264.7
= Above Secondary 126.5 169.0 197.7 133.0 121.9 234.5
- Total 2,489.5 3,5€9,0 4,169.4 2,711.5 3,531.4 4,101.5
6. Whole kingdom
- Below Elementary 2,354.5 3,000;9 3,449.0 3,333.8 3,440.1 4,439.0
- Elementary 12,549.2 16,718.9 19,324.0"15}31224»24;730.1 28,658.8
- Secondary %e4.5 1,367.9 1,648.3 1,135.3 1,592.3 1,924.4
- hbove Seccndary 992.3 1,385.6 1,671.3 1,119.0 1,583.2 1,911.8

Totel

16,880.5 22,472.9 26,092.6 .20,900.5731,345.7 36,934.0
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TABLE 3.14

PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND EDUCATION :

LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

(1,000 persons)

Round 1 Round 2
Regior/Education . 1981 1990 1995. 1981 1990 1995
1. Bangkok
- Below Elemenatry . 177.9 254.37 3&0.24 195.8 277.10 341.23
- Elementary 1,318.8 1,914.56'2,358.14 1,429.8 2,072,71 2,554.96
- Secondery 326.6 473.58 581.70 364.4 524,37 ©42.86
-~ Above Secondary 377.4 538.39 654 .91 422.6 599.52 728.75
- Total 2,200.7 3,180.90 3,904.99 2,412.6 3,473.70 4,267.80
2. Central
- Beloy'Elementary 485.9 556.61 603.38 579.7 681.79 750,13
- Elemenﬁary 3,067.4 3,637.15;4,024.06 3,865.1 4,664.,97 5,216,96
- Secondary 192.7 241.02 273.40 227 .4 298,21 347.79
~.Above Secondary 197.2 245,97 277.87 233.6 303.54 351.21
- Tetal 3,943.2 4,680,51 5,178.70 4,905.8 5,948.51 6,666,09
3. Northern
- Eelow Elementary 710.6 450.98 489.73 1,018.2 1,180.86 1,284.55
- Elementary 2,381.8 4,807.38 5,212.50 4,057.9 4,733.70 5,174.89
- Secondary 158.2 186.54 200.51 190.6 250.91 292.90
- Above Secondary 143.4 168.48 181.37 164.8 225.14 267.16

- Total 3,394.0 5,613.38 6,084.11 5,431.4 6,390.61 7,019.10
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TABLE 3.14 (CONTINUED)

Round 1 Round 2
Region/Education 1981 1990 1995 1981 1990 1995
4. Northeastern
= Below Elemenatry 388.7 450,98 '489.73 “1,019.6  878.31 973.10
- Elementary 4,153.1 4,807.38 5,212.50 4,063.7 9,473.25 10,507.32
~ Seccondary 163.5 186.54 200,51 190.9 226,19 243,86
~ Above Secondary 147.8 168.48 181.37 165.0 197.56 207.02
= All Sector 4,853.1 5,613.38 6,084.11 5,439.2 10,775.31 11,931.30
5. Southern
- Below Elementary 591.4 711.61 788.16 520.5 617.01 680.41
- Elementary 1,628.1 2,217.47 2,466,25 .1,895.9 2,280.17 2,535.77
- fecondary 143.5 179.41 202.56‘ 162.0 208.31 239,95
- Above Secondarv 126.5 160,71 182.81 133.0 181.62 215.26
- All Sector 2,489.5 3,269.02 3,639.79 2,711.5 3,287.11 3,671.39
6. Whole kingdom
- Below Elementary 2,354.,5 2,819.49 3,128.10 3,333.8 3,635.07 4,029.42
- Elementary 12,549.2 15,809.97 17,701.23 15,312.4 23,224.80 25,989.90
- Secondary 984.5 1,297.65 1,516.71 1,135.3 1,507.99 1,766.96
= Above Secondary 992.3 1,317.31 1,543.23 1,119.0 1,507.38 1,769.40
= All Sector 16,880.5 21,244.40 23,889.29 20,900.5 29,875.24 33,555,68
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TABLE 3.15

EMPLOYMENT SHARE OF AGE GROUPS
IN EACH REGION, 1981 (Round 1)
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Region/Age Group 11-19 . 20-34 35 upwards Total
{years)
1. Bangkok - 10.290 54,255 35.455 100.000
2. Central 24,519 42,688 32.793 100.000
3. Northern 18.592 44,178 37.230 100.000
4. Northeastern 24.312 42.419 33.267 100.000
5. Southern 15.421 40.535 44,045 100.000
6. Whole kingdém 18.424 44,134 37.442 100.000

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force

Survey, January-March 1981.
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TABLE 3.16

EMPLOYMENT SHARE OF AGE GROUPS

IN EACH REGION, 1981 (Round 2)

Region/Age Group 11-19 (3g;gg) 35 upwards Total

1. Bangkok 11.102 53.540 35,357 100.000
2. Central 18.439 41.899 39.661 100.000
3. Northern 20.476 42.682 3€.841 100.000
4. Northeastern 25.757 40.689 33.554 100.000
5. Southern | 15.607 41.053 43.340 100.000
6. Whole kingdom 20.534  42.697 36.768 100.000

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force

Survey, July-September 1981.
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3.6 Employment Generation by Sector and Region

The employment projection results show that the number of
additional jobs created for the whole country betwesen 1981-1990
would be 7.3 million persons under the high growth scenario and 5.4 million
persons under thne low growth scenaric. Similar figures of employment
generation between 1990-1995 would be 5.2 million persons and 3.7 million

persons, respectively. (See Tables 3.17-3.18)

The region which generated the highest share of new empleyment
remained the Northeast. Nevertheless, the share of additional employment
created by the region declined under both the high and low growth
scenarios with the decline being more pronounced under the low growth scenario.
(see Tahkle 3.19~3.20). Besides the Northeast, the Central and
Northern regions also showed reductions_in the share of additional
employment generated under both growth scenarios. The region with the
most sigpificant increase in terms of contribution towards employment
generation is Bangkok with the increase being more pronounced under the
low growth scenario. The South also contributed towards more employment
generation in share terms although the increase was not too significant

under the low growth scenario.

In sectoral terms, the structure of employment generation of
the future would not change much under the high growth scenario. (See
Table 3.21) However, under the low growth scenario, the share of new jobs
in the priwary sector declined relative to the secondary and service
sectors. (See Table 3.22) The regions which would generate lower new
employment shares in the primary sector under both growth scenarios
are Bangkok and the Central region while the regions which would generate
higher new employment shares in the primary sector under both growth

sCcenarios are the Northeastern and Southern regions. The greater
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reliance on the primary sector in the latter case, however, is due more

to the inability of the secondary and service sectors of these regions

to generate as many new jobs as in the past.



THABLE 3.17
ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT CREATED BY REGION AND SECTOR :

HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO (ROUND 2)

(1,000 persons)

Region/Sector 1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995
1. Bangkck

~ primary 76.4 79.6 53.3

- secondary 423.2 536.8 453.4

- service 475 .4 641.1 476.2

- total 975.0 1,257.5 982.9

2. Central

- primary . 636.6 539.0 339.0
- secondary 409.1 459.3 373.4
- service 350.8 404.2 284.9
- total 1,396.5 1,402.5 997.3
3. Northern
~ primary 728.3 805.3 509.9
- secondary le6.3 151.8 116.4
- service 385.4 369.4 276.3
- total 1,280.0 1,326.5 902.6

4. Northeastern

-~ primary 2,118.8 2,441 .6 1,665.0
- secondary 109.7 6.6 3.7
- service 235.8 61.3 36.2
- total 2,464.3 2,509.5 1,704.9

5. Southern

- primary 175.5 381.4 244.8
- secondary 230.8 175.9 138.5
- service 189.3 252.4 186.3
- total 695.6 809.7 5$69.6

6. Whole Kinagdom

-~ primary 3,735.8 4,246.9 2,812.0
-~ secondary 1,339.2 1,330.4 1,085.4
- service 1,736.8 1,728.4 1,259.9
- total 6,811.8 7,305.7 5,157.3




TABLE 3-18
ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT CREATED BY REGION AND SECTOR:
LOW GROWTH SCENARIO (ROUND 2)

(1,000 persons)

Region/Sector 1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995
1. Bangkok

-~ primary 76.4 66.7 43.5

- secondary 423.2 453.4 363.9

- service 475.4 538.2 384.4

- total 975.0 1,058.3 791.8

2. Central

~ primary 636.6 289.9 172.6
- secondary 409.1 400.9 313.6
- service 350.8 339.5 231.4
- total - 1,396.5 1,030.3 717.6

3. Northern

- primary 728.3 537.8 326.9
- secondary 166.3 118.8 86.0
- service 385.4 301.9 215.6
- total 1,280.0 958.5 628.5

4. Northeastern

- praimary 2,118.8 1,733.3 1,120.12
- secondary 109.7 6.6 3.7
- service 235.8 54.2 31.9
- total 2,464.3 1,794.1 1,155.7

5. Southern

- primary 175.5 210.2 126.8
- secondary . 230.8 144.0 107.7
- service 289.3 211.1 149.8
- total 695.6 5565.3 384.3

€. Whole Kingdom

- primary 3,735.8 2,837.9 1,789.9

- sccondary 1,339.2 1,123.7 874.9
- service 1,736.8 1,444.9 1,013.1

- total 6,811.8 5,406.5 3,677.9




REGIONAL SHARE OF ADDITIONAL EMPIOYMENT-CREATED :

TABLE 3-19

HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO (ROUND 2)

'
1
'

(percent)

56.

Region 1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995
1. Bangkok 14.3 17.2 19.1
2. Central 20.5 19.2 19.3
3. Northern 18.8 18.2 17.5
4. Northeastern 36.2 34.3 33.1
5. Southern 10.2 11.1 11.0
6. Whole kingdom 100.0 100.0 100.0




REGIONAL SHARE OF ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT CREATED
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TABLE 3-20

i
I.0W GROWTH SCENARIC (ROUND 2)

{percent)

Region 1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995
1. Bangkok 14.3 19.6 21.5
2. Central 20.5 19.1 19.5
3. Northern 18.8 17.7 17.1
4. Northeastern 36.2 33.2 31.4
5. Southern 10.2 10.4 10.5
6. Whole kingdom 100.0 100.0 100.0




. TABLE 3-21
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SECTORAL SHARE OF ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT CREATED IN EACH

. (percent)

REGION HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO (ROUND 2)

1971-1981 1981-1990 1990-1995

Region/Sector
1. Bangkok
~ primary 7.8 6.3 5.4
- secondary 43.4 42,7 46.1
- service 48.8 51.0 48.5
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
2..Central
- primary 45,6 38.4 34.0
- secondary 29.3 32.8 37.4
- service 25.1 28.8. 28.6
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
3. Northern
- primary 56.9 60.7 56.5
- secondary 13.0 11.5 12.9
- service 30.1 27.8 30.6
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
4. Northeastern
- primary. 86.0 97.3 97.7
- secondary 4.5 0.3 0.2
- service 9.6 2.4 2.1
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
5. Southern
- primary 25,2 47.1 43.0
- secondary 33.2 21.7 24.3
~ service 41.6 31.2 32.7
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
6. Whole kinodom
_—-‘\__
- primary 54.8 58.1 54.5
- secondary 19.7 18.2 21.1
- service 25.5 23.7 24.4
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 3-22
SECTORAL SHARE OF ADDITIONAL EMPLOYMENT CREATED IN EACH

REGION : LOW GROWTH SCENARIO (ROUND 2)

_(percent)
Region/Sectér 1971-1981 1981~1990 1990-1595
. Bangkok
- primary 7.8 6.3 5.5
- secondary 43.4 42.6 46.0
- service 48.8 50.9 48.5
-~ total 100,0 100.0 100.0
Central -
- primary 45.6 28.1 24.1
- secondary 29.3 38.9 43.7
-~ service 25.1 33.0 32,2
~ total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Northern
- primary 56.9 56.1 52.0
- secondary ' 13.0 12.4 13.7
~ service 30.1 31.5 34.3
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Northeastern
e e
- primary 86.0 96.6 97.0
~ secondary 4.5, 0.4 0.3
-~ service 9.6 3.0 2.7
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
. Southern
- primary 25.2 37.2 33.0
- secondary 33.2 25,5 28.0
- service 41.6 37.3 39.7
- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Whole kingdom
- primary . 54.8 52.5 48.7
- secondary 19.7 20.8 23.8
- service 25.5 26.7 27.5

- total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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4. PROJECTED UNEMPLOYED IN 1990 AND 1995

This part of the study utilized the projection results of Part
2 and Part 3 to investigate possible future unemployment problems. The
projection of unemployment in this part would be based on the two economic

growth scenarios of Part 3.

It should be pecinted out here that there were many instances
where the results show negative unemployed figures. This in no way
indicates that there would be no one unemployed in the future, since

market adjustment and behavior could not be included in the projection.

What could be said, however, is that given relative wage rates
and other factors similar to those which existed in 1981, population growth,
labor force participation rates, income growth, and income elasticities
of employment as assumed in this study, there would be excess demand in
those categories of labor groups which show negative unemployed figures.

In reality, market adjustments especially relative wage rates would most
probably take place leading finally to different levels of positive
unemployed figures from the projection results. In such cases, it would
nevertheless mean that relative wage rates of the labor groups found to
have negative unemployed here in this study would increase relative to
those with positive unemployed. By how much relative wage rates would have
to adjust depends on the wage elasticities of demand and supply among
various groups which unfortunate%y could not be taken into account in

this study.
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In estimating the number of seasonal unemployed, the projected
employment figures in sound 1 and Round 2 were first compared with the
projected labor force in Round 2. If the projected employment figure
in Round 1 was found to be larger than orjequal to the corresponding
projected labor force figure, this would be tak;n to mean that no
significant seasonal unemployment exists for that particular labor
category. However, if the projected cmployment £igure in Rcund 1 was
fourd tc¢ be lower than the corresponding projected labor force figure,
seasonal unemployment would be estimated by subtracting the employment
figure in Round  from either the corresponding employment figure in
Round 2 or the corresponding labor force figure in Round 2 depending

on which figure has a lower value,

A positive sign means that employed persons in the wet season is
larger than employed persons in the dry season while a negative sign
means the opposite. The rate of seasonal unemployment here was estimated

as a percentage of the labor force in the wet season.

Since market adjustments and migration could npt be taken into
account, the above estimation does not yield consistent figures of seasonal
unemP loyed for different classifications of employment. Nevertheless, there
are some similar patterns which emerged from the estimations. These would

be discussed in the following pages.
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4.1 Results of Open Unemployment Projection

In the high growth scenario, it was found that the open
unemployment problem would not in general be a serious problem. The
rate of unemployment in 1990 would be only 1 percent of the labor force
as compared to 1.6 percent in 198l1. (see Table 4.1) 1In 1995, there
would, in fact, be a negative unemployment rate of C.9 percent. Evidently,
the growth of employment demand was able to outstrip the growth of labor
supply. This is not surprising considering that the population growth
rate has been declining substantially in the past two decades and is
expected to further continue such a trend. (See Part 2 Table 2.3) It
can thus be expected under such a growth scenario that real wage rates

in the economy would increase.

At the regional level, Bangkok showed the most rapid decline
in open unemployment rates. In fact, it exhibited the largest excess
demand for labor in 1990 and 1995 despite the fact that population and
labor force growth rates were higher than the other regions. This is
due both to the region's ability in absorbing labor and the higher economic
growth rates. Similar to Bangkok, the Southern region also showed a
consistently declining unemployment rate although the rates remained

positive. It declined from 3.2 percent in 1981 to 0.4 percent in 1995.

The Central and Northern regions, however, showed increased
in unemployment rates in 1990 over those of 1981 but these rates declined
to show negative rates in 1995. This again could be explained by the

declining population growth rate and its effect on the growth of labor

force.



TABLE 4.1

OPEN." UNEMPLOYED BY REGION

HIGH GROWTH SCENARIOQO

LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

Region
Number Rate Number Rate
{1,000 persons) (%) (1,000 persons) (%)

1. Bangkok

1981 80.9 3.2 80.9 3.2

1990 ~215.8 -6.2 -16.6 -0.4

1995 -506.8 -12.2 ~=116°.5 -2.8
2. Central‘

1981 94.0 1.9 94.0 1.9

1990 149.3 2.3 521.5 8.0

1995 -60.6 -0.6 591.3 8.1
3. Northern

19381 32,6 0.6 "32.6 0.6

1990 79.3 1.2 447 .3 6.5

1995 -207.3 -2.8 434.8 5.8
4. Northeastern

1981 104.0 1.2 104.0 1.2

1990 202.4 1.7 91778 7,8

1995 430.6 3.2 1,695.2 12.4
5. Southern

1981 90.6 3.2 90.6 3.2

1990 90.9 2.5 335.2 9.2

1995 118.2 0.4 447.9 10.8
6. Whole kingdom

1981 402.6 1.6 402.6 1.6

1990 306.2 1.0 2,205.4 6.

1995 -326.0 -0.9 3,052.6 .3
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As usual, the region which showed a significant difference
to the other regions is the Northeast. 1In this region, there was no
decline in the unemployment problem. The rate of unemployment increased fro%
1.2 percent in 1981 to 1.7 percent in 1990 and 3.2 percent in 1995. Probably,
this is mainly due to the low labor absorptive capacity in the tecondary |
and service sectors. Although the primary sector possessed a high

absorptive capacity, the growth rate of this sector is expected to be

much lower than the other sectors.

Unlike the high growth scenario, unemployment problem in the
low grewth scenario was generally found to be serious. The rate of
unemployment in 1990 and 1995 would be 6.8 and 8.3 percent of the labour
force. This, therefore, indicated that growth of employment demand was
not sufficient to absorb the growth of labor supply. Under such a

scenario, it is difficult for an increase in real wage rates to take place.

At the regional level, Bangkok was the only region which
exhibited excess demand for labor both in 1990 and 1995 with increasing
magnitude and rate as time goes by. The reason is again due to the
region's higher ability to absorb labor and the higher economic growth

rate.

The Central, Northeastern and Southern reginns showed
consistently increasing unemployment rates, with the Northeastern region's
unemployment rate being highest, followed by the Southern and the Central
regions, respectively. The Northern region, however, illustrated no such
trend. The rate increased from 0.6 percent in 1981 to 6.5 percent in

1990 and dropped slightly to 5.8 percent in 1995.
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(a) Open Unemployed by Sex

i
In both the high growth and low growth sScenarios, the open

unemployed problems by sex were not signif%cantly different at the
country level. (see’' Table 4.2-4,3) Différence; in the rate of
unemployment between male and female workers were unimportant since

it was the result of very slight differences in the growth rate of the
labor force. Under the high growth scenario, bo£h unemployment problems
for males and females declined. However, unemployment problems increased

in both sex groups under the low growth scenario.

Regionally, male unemployment would become more serious in
the Central region while female unemployment would become more serious
in the Southern region. The future rates of unemployment increased for
male workers in the Central region and female workers in the Southern
region. This can again be traced to the growth rate pattern of the
labor force. Furthermore, the labor force participation ratehfor male
workers was much greater than the female rate in the Central region

while it was less significant in the Southern region.
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TABLE 4.2
OPEN UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND SEX

(1,000 persons) , i

High Growth Scenario Low Growth Scenario
Region/Sex
Male Female Male Female

1. Bangkok

1981 43.8 36.9 43.8 36.9

1990 -111.8 -104.1 1.8 -18.3

1995 -332.5 -174.3 -109.0 7.5
2. Centrq£

1981 56.4 . 36.4 57.4 36.4

1990 . 242.8 -93.4 441.3 80.3

1995 233.4 -294.0 581.7 9.6
3. Northern

19811 17.8 14.7 17.8 14.7

1990 33.0 46.3 228.6 218.7

1995 ~134,2 -73.2 208.1 226.7
4, Northeasterr

1981 53.2 50.4 53.2 50.4

1990 134.0 68.5 495.4 422.5

1995 o 17.6 413.0 656.2 1,039.0
5. Southern

1981 41.7 48,3 41.7 48.3

1990 -2.5 93.3 130.9 204.3

1995 -30.6 48.7 205.1 242.8
6. Whole Kingdom

1581 218.8 183.4 218.8 183.4

1990 295.6 10.6 1,297.9 907.5

1995 -246.2 -79.8 1,542.0 1,510.6




TABLE 4.3

RATE OF OPEN UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND SEX

(¢ of labor force)
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Region/Sex

High Growth Scenario

Low Growth Scenario

Male Female Male Female

1. Bangkok

1981 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.3

1990 -5.7 -6.9 0.1 -1.2

1995 ~14.5 ~9.4 ~4.8 -0.4
2. Central

1981 2.2 1.6 2.2 1.6

1990 6.7 43.3 12.1 2.8

1995 5.6 -9.5 14.0 .3
3. Egrthern

1981 0.6 0.6 0.6 2.6

1990 0.9 1.4 6.3 6.7

1995 -3.4 -2.1 5.3 6.4
4. Northeastern

1981 1.1 1.1 1, 1.1

1990 2.2 1,2 8.2 7.4

1995 0.3 6.0 9.6 15.1

";‘f*b..

5. Southern ‘

1981 2.7 3.7 2.7 3.7

1990 ‘ ~0.1 5.5 6.7 12.1

1995 ’ -1.4 2.6 9.2 12.8
6. VWhole Kingdom

1981 1.7 l.6 1.7 1.6

1990 1.7 0.1 7.5 6.1

1995 -1.3 ~0.5 7.9 8.7
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.“ )

(b) Opén Unemployed by Educational Group

Projections of unemployed problems by education revealcd
substantial problems for those with a higher education. This was
true irrespective of economic growth scenarios and regions. The
overriding factor for such results was due to the projection
assumption of labor supply by educational groups which was based
on past patterns of change Quring 1977—1981.. However, even if the growth
rate assumptions were revised downwards for the more educated,
it seems rather certain that the main conclusion would remain the

same, . (See Tables -4.4-4.7)

Although the magnitudes of the unemployment rates are
SO0 substantially different among different educational groups and
seem exceptionaliy high for those with education above the secondary
school level, it is, as has been mentioned, due to the 1apk of a
model to take into account the adjustment process among different classes
of labor. Nevertheless, since the magnitudes estimated were so
much different across educational groups, it is highly likely
that the relative wage rates of workers with lower education especially
those with less or equal to clementary schooling would increase

relatively to those with education above secondary schooling,

The projection results show that unemployment rates
would increase substantially for those with secondary schooling

and above.



UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND EDUCATION

TABLE 4.4 --

: HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO
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(1,000 persons)

. Below Above

Region/Education Flementary Secondary Total
elementary secondary

1. Bangkok

1981 3.1 37.6 14.0. 24.1 80.7

1990 -132.5 -414.5 5.9 325.2 -215.9

1995 ~239.0 -869.4 -24.9 626.4 -506.8
2. Central

1981 7.7 58.9 12.3 12.9 93.8

1990 215.9 21.0 35.7 237.9 £80.3

1995 ~-384.2 ~191.8 30.2 485.1 -60.6
3. Northerq

1981 2.4 19.8 4.1 4.7 32.5

1990 -612.0 -204.9 246.3 649.8 79.3

1995 997.6 -1,226.0 424.0 1,592.3 ~207.3
4. Northeastern

1981 17.2 65.1 13.1 6.4 103.6

1990 -469.5 172.8 103.5 395.8 202.5

1995 ~-709.2 86.3 161.9 891.7 430.7

1981 16.9 58.0 4.3 8.9 90.0

1990 -353.0 ~200.0 154.7 489.1 90.9

1995 -569.5 -783.4 250.2 1,120.7 18.0
6. Whole kingdom

198l 48.9 241.9 49.7 59.5 402.2

1990 -1,351.2 -555.6 546.2 2,097.8 737.2

1995 -2,899.5 -2,984.3 841.4 4,716.3 326.1




TABLE 4.5

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND EDUCATION :
HIGH GROWTH SCENARIOQ

(% of labor force)

30.4

Regiti/Education pelow Elementary Secondary hbove Total
elementary secondary
1. Bangkok
1981 1.5 2.6 3.7 5.4 3.2
1930 ;81.5 -23.3 1.1 33.9 -6.2
1995 -179.9 ~45,2 -3.7 44,1 -12.2
2. Central
1981 1.3 1.5 5.1 5.1 1.9
1990 42.2 1.8 10.2 42.8 9.0
1995 ~-86.8 -3.5 7.4 56.2 -0.8
3. Northern
1981 0.2 0.5 2.1 2.7 0.6
1990 -96.2 -4.3 48.0 73.1 1.2
1995 -247.9 -27.7 56.9 84.4 -2.8
4. Nor£h°éstern_
1981 2.3 0.8 6.2 3.4 1.1
1990 -100.4 1.7 30.5 66.4 137
1995 ~-192.8 0.7 38.3 80.8 3.2
5. Southern
1981 3.1 3.0 2.6 6,2 3.2
1990 -113.3 ~-8.9 41.1 71.8 2.5
1995 ~294.2 -38.1 48.6 82.7 0.4
6. Whole kingdom
1981 1.6 1.3 4.1 4.9 1.6
1981 -64.7 -2.3 25.5 57.0 2.3
1995 ~188.3 -11.6

71,2 0.9




UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND EDUCATION

|

TABLE 4.6 -

vk

¢ LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

(1,000 persons)

Below Above
Region/Education Elementary Secondary Total
elementary secondary

1. Bangkok

1981 3.1 37.6 14.0 24.1 80.7

1990 -114.5 -294.6 33.4 258.7 -17.3

1995 -208.4 -632.9 33.8 691.0 -116.5
2. Central

1981 7.7 58.9 12.3 12,9 93.8

1990 -170.7 388.1 46.2 252.9 521.5

1995 ~307.4 327.7 58.6 512.4 591.3
3. Northern

1981 2.4 19.8 4.1 4.7 32.5

1990 -504.9 66.5 261.9 663.8 447.3

1995 -882.0 -574.7 452.9 1,618.7 434.8
4. Northeastern

1981 17.2 65.1 13.1 6.4 103.6

1990 -410.6 816.7 112.9 398.8 917.8

1995 -605.2 1,224.9 178.6 896.7 1,694.2
5. Southern

1981 16.9 58.0 4.3 8.9 90.0

1990 -305.5 -27.1 168.4 499.4 335.2

1995 -486.8 ~-480.3 275.0 114.0 447 .9
6. Whole kingdom

l981 48.9 241.9 49.7 59.5 402.2

1990 -1,547.2 949.7 630.5 2,173.6 2,207.6

1995 -2,489.9 -315.4 998.8 4,858.7 3,052.3




TABLE 4.7

RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND EDUCATION :

LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

. (% of labor force)
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Region/Education Below Elementary Secondary Above Total
elementary secondary b

1. Bangkok

1981 1.5 2.6 2.7 5.4 3.2

1990 ~70.4 -16.6 6.5 37.4 -#0.5

1995 -156.9 -32.9 5.0 48.8 -2.8
2. Central

1981 1.3 1.5 5.1 5.1

1990 -33.4 7.7 13,2 45.5 8.1

1995 -69.4 5.9 14.4 59,3 8.2
3. Northern

1981 0.2 0.5 2.1 2.7 0.6

1990 -79.4 1.4 51.1 74.7 6.5

1995 -219.1 -13.0 60.8 85.8 5.8
4. Northeastern

1981 2.3 0.8 6.2 3.4 1.1

1990 -87.8 7.9 33.3" 66.9 7.8

1995 -164.5 10.4 42.3 81.2 12.4
5. Southern

1981 3.1 3.0 2.6 6.2 3.2

1990 -98.1 -1.2 44.7 73.3 9.3

1995 -251.5 -23.4 53.4 84.1 10.9
6. Whole kingdom

1981 1.6 1.3 . 4.1 4.9 1.6

1990 -74.1 3.9 29.5 59.1 6.9

19¢5 -161.7 ~-1.2 361 73.3 8.3
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(c) Open Unemployed by Age Group

Since the rate of increase in employment demand across
different age groups of labor was assumed to be the same, the unemploy-
ment problem here would be determined wholly by changes in the labor

force growth pattern which in turn is influenced by population changes.

At the country level, the projected rates of unemployment
in 1990 and 1995 were found to be highest for the age group of over
35 years. (See Tables 4.8-4.9). The rates of unemployment were also

high for the age group of 20-34 years under the low growth scenario.

For the lowest age group of 11-19 years, the projection
consistently show that the growth of employment outstrips the growth of
labor force in all regions under both growth scenarios. It thus seems
that unemployment problems of young workers would not be a serious
problem in the future. This result, however, should be accepted with
care. if those in this lower age group are regarded as those in the
secondary market, it would mean that unemployment in this group would
determined by market conditions in the primary labor market. As such,
unemployment in this age group would be the residual to the other
groups. At this stage, modelling along this line is not yet possible

without sufficient knowledge concerning labor markets in Thailand.



TABLE 4.8

OPEN UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND AGE GROUP

(1,000 persons)
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Region/Age Group

High Growth Scenario

- Low Growth Scenario

11-19 20-34 35 upwards 11-19 20-34 35 upwards
(year) {year)

1. Bangkok

1981 17.8 51.0 10.3 17.8 51.0 10.3

1990 -8.0 -477.4 269.7 14.1 -370.8 340.1

1995 ~57.3 -7€9.0 319.5 -14.0 -560.1 457.5
2. Central

1981 31.3 41.1 19.6 31.3 41.1 19.6

1990 -198.1 216.7 130.7 -129.4 372.6 278.4

1995 -386.7 57.5 268.5 -266.5 330.7 527.1
3. Northern

1981 8.1 14.6 8.3 8.1 14.6 8.3

1990 -242.0 165.1 156.3 -166.6 322.2 291.8

1995 -445.7 ~-87.8 326.2 -314.2 186.3 562.8
4. Northeastern

1981 23,1 45.4 33.1 23.1 45.4 33.1

1990 -381.6 311.3 272.6 -197.3 602.4 512.7

1995 -727.2 258.8 898.9 -401.5 773.4 1,323.3
5. Southern

1981 15.9 38.5 33.8 15.9 38.5 33.8

1990 -46.7 7.8 79.8 -8.5 158.0 185.8

1995 -115.3 48.5 85.1 -48.5 224.9 271.3
6. Whole Kingdom

1981 98.5 193.2 107.6 98.5 193.2 107.6

1990 ~-876.4 273.5 909.1 -487.7 1,084.4 1,608.8

1995 -1,732.2 ~492.0 1,898.2 -1,044.5 955.2 3,142.0
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TABLE 4.9

RATE OF OPEN UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND-AGE GROUP
(% of labor force)

High Growth Scenario Low Growth Scenario

Region/Age Group
11-19 20-34 35 upwards 11-19 20-34 35 upwards

(year) (year)
1. Bangkok
1981 6.2 3.8 1.2 6.2 3.8 1.2
1990 -2.0 =32.0 17.2 3.5 -24.8 21.6
1995 -12.5 -44.6 16.2 ~3.0 ~32.4 23.2
2. Central
1981 3.3 1.9 1.0 3.3 1.9 1.0
-1990 -20.5 7.6 5.0 -13.3 13.0 10.5
1995 -40,2 1.8 8.5 -27.6 10.5 16.6
3. Northern
1981 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.4
1990 -21.2 5.4 5.9 -14.5 10.5 11.0
1995 -39.7 2.8 10.4 -27.9 5.8 17.8
4. Northeastern
1981 1.0 1.2 0.4 1.0 1.2 0.4
1990 -14.8 6.2 5.2 7.6 12.0 12.4
1995 -27.2 4.6, 16.9 -15.0 13.7 24.8
5. Southern
R —
1981 3.6 3.3 1.2 3.6 3.3 1.2
1990 ~9.3 0.5 5.0 ~1.6 10.4 11.5
1995 -22.0 2.8 4.6 ~9.2 12.9 14.5
6. Whole Kingdom
1981 1.9 1.8 1.2 1.9 1.8 1.2
1990 ~-15,7 1.6 7.2 -8.7 7.8 12.7

1995 -30.2 -3.2 12.3 -18.1 6.2 20.3
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For mature workers of 20-34 Years of age, the unemployment
rates under the high growth scenario show that they would increase in
1990 for 3 regions. They are the Central.:Northern and Northeastern
regions. However, there was a reversal of such a trend in all regions
during 1999-1995 with the rates declining rapidly fof the Central and

Northern regions and less rapidly for the Northeastern region.

The above pattern in age group between 20-34 Years also
held under the low. growth scenario for the Central and Northern
regions. The Northeastern region, however, showed a consistently

increasing unemployment rate in this age group.

In other regions, Bangkok was found to have much higher
growth in employment demand than supply growth in the age group of
20-34 years under both Growth scenarios. Excess demand from the
Projection was found to be greatest in this group. In the Southern
region, unemployment rate in this age group declined under the high

growth scenaric but.increased in the low growth scenario.

The projected unemployment rates for those 35 years upwards
show that they were generally highest in the Bangkok region to be followed

by the Northecastern region. They were lowest in the Southern region.
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4.2 Results of Seasonal Unemployment Projection

Since there was a limitation i? disaggregating employment
and labor force data from published labor force surveys, projections
of employment in this study were carriedlout separately for éach type
of classification (sex, education and age). This has resulted in
differences in the aggregate level of seasonal unemployed estimated
under each classification. (See Table 4.10) Nevertheless, there
emerged some similar patterns from the different projections which

may help to indicate future trends of seasonal unemployment.

The projections for all classifications, under both the
high and low growth scenarios, found that the rate of seasonal unemploy-
ment in }J990 and 1995 would not Ee much higher than those of the past.
In fact, projections made according to educational groups and age
groups showed a clear reduction in the seasonal unemployment rate in the
future. (See Table 4.11). Nevertheless, the sheer magnitude of those
seasonally unemplcyed in ]990 and )995 still make it a serious problem

to contend with. (See Table 4.1Q)

At the regional level, the most serious problem of seasonal
unemployment remaingd in the Northeastwhith accounted for more than
half of those seasonally unemployed in the country. Although the
number of seasonally unempioyed increased, the seasonal unemployment
rate in the region seems to show a decline except for the projection
based on sex groups under the high growth scenario. The serious

seasonal unemployment problem remaining in the Northeas: could be



TABLE 4-10

PROJECTED SEASONAL UNEMPLOYED BY REGION

(1,000 persons)
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High Growth Scenario

Low Growth Scenario

Sex Education Age Sex Education Age
. Bangkok
1981 205.3 205.3 205.3 205.3 205.3 205.3
1990 91.2 113.0 158.6 276.8 111.9 159.8
1995 54.0 112.3 182.0 246.3 134.9 182.5
Central
1981 961.7 96l.6 961.8 961.7 961.7 961.8
1990 1,462.0 1,313.0 1,487.8 1,267,8 1,142.6 1,318.6
1995 1,533.9 1.,448.2 1,824.6 1,487.4 1,340.6 1,527.8
Northern
1981 1,770.1 1,769.8 1,770.0 1,770.1 1,769.8 1,770.0
1990 1,977.9 1,421.8 1,735.8 1,890.4 1,555.5 1,723.7
1995 1,866.3 473.8 1,540.1 1,937.4 834.8 1,623.1
Northeastern
1981 4,119,0 4,118.8 4,118.9 4,119.9 4,118.8 4,118.9
1990 5,594.4 5,133.3 5,213.0 5,161.9 4,751.3 4,964.8
1995 6,620.¢6 6,077.1 5,893.7 5,846.9 5,363.9 5,445.5°
Southern
1981 21.6 21.6 21.6 21.6 21.6 21.6
1990 ~39.3 53.4 1l.6 17.9 85.4 9.5
1995 - 77.1 -65.4 31.6 69.9 19.9
Whole Kingdom
1981 7,072.7 7,072.7 7,072.7 7,072.7 7,072.7 7,072.7
1990 9,086.2 8,034.5 8,606.8 8,614.8 7,646.7 8,176.4
1995 10,074.8 8,188.5 9,3275.0 9,549.6 7,744.) 8,798.7




TABLE 4.11

PRCJECTED RATE OF SEASONAL UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION

(% of Labar for¢e)
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High Growth Scenario

Low Growth Scenario

Sex Education Age Sex Education Age
. Bangkok .
1981 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.2
1990 2.6 3.3 4.6 8.0 3.2 4.6
1995 1.3 2.7 4.4 'S.9 3.2 4.4
.- Central
2981 19.2 19.2 19.2: 19,2 19.2 19.2
1990 22.6 20.3 23.0 . 19.6 . 17.6 20.4
1995 21.1 19.9 25.1 20.5 18.5 21.1
. NMothern
T 1981 32.4 32.4 33.7 32.4 32.4 33.7
1990 28.9 20.8 25.4 27.6 22.4 25.2
1995 25.0 6.4 -20.7 26.0 11.2 21.8
. Northeastern
1981 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.3 45.3
1990 47.8 43.9 44 .6 44,1 40.6 42.5
1995 48.6 44.6 43.3 42.9 39.4 40.0
.'Southern
1981 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
1990 -1.0 0.3 0.3 0.5 2.4 0.3
1995 0.3 -1.6 0.8 1.7 0.5
. Whole kingdom
1981 28.4 28.4 28.4 28.4 28.4 28.4
1990 28.3 25.0 26.8 26.9 23.8 25.5
1995 27.5 22.4 25 .6 26.1 21.2 24.0
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traced to a large ¢ ¢tent to the underdevelopment of the non-agricultural
sector in this region. Furthermore, reliance on rain-fed agriculture
I

and the lack of adequate irrigation facilities also make it difficult

for the agricultural sector to absorb labor during the dry seasecen.

|
The other regions with serious seasonal unemployment problems

are the Central and Northern regions. Whereas the Northern region

showed a clear decline in the seasonal unemployment rate in ]990 and

19¢5 over 1981, the secasonal unemployment rate in the Central region

does not seem to show any decline. In fact, results seem to indicate

a slight increase in the seasonal unemployment rate. BAlthough irrigation

facilities in the Central region are much better than the Northeast,

the increasing use of modern Lecﬁniques of production, such as farm

tractors and water pumps, may be a factor limiting the labor absorptive

capacity in the dry season. This is borne out by the relatively large

differgnces in the income elasticity of employment between the wet and

the dry seasons in the Central region.

In contrast to the Northeastern and the Central regions,
the Southern region does not have any serious seasongl unemployment
problems. There is rain all year round in the Southern region which
makes agriculture exhibit much less seasonality. Furthermore,
agriculture in the South has a high proportion of economic activity

coming from tree crops such as rubber and coconut plantations.

The two regions which showed significant reductions in both

the secasonal unemployment rate and the number of seasonal unemployed
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are Bangkok and the North. In spite of the decline, seasopal -

unemployment still remains an important problem in tle. North with
the rate most likely being above 10 percent in 1995. On the other
hand, the rate of seasonal unemployment in Bangkok in 1981 could
be cut by half ir 1995. This could he explained by the declining

significance of the agricultural sector i. Bangkok.
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(a) Seasonal Unemployed by Sex (see Table 4.12-4.13)+

Projections of seasonal unemployed confirmed that the problem
would remain more serious for female workers than for male workers. However,
there would not be a worsening of the seasonal unemployment rate for both

male and female workers in the future.

As usual, seasonal unemployment is not and would not be a
problem in the Southern region. This is true for both male and female

workers.

In Bangkok and the North, the rate of seasonal unemployment
declined over time. The problem of seasonal unemployment for male workers
in Bangkok disappeared completely in 1995 and would be insignificant in

1990 under the high growth scenario. Under the low growth scenario, the

rate of seasonal unemployment increases in 1990 before it declines to
an insignificant level in 1995. For female workers, the seasonal unemployment
rate also declined significantly under the high growth scenario, but it

did not decline under the low growth scenario.

In the case of the Northern region, although the rate of
seasonal unemployment would drop over time under »both growth scenarios,
the rate would remain high in 1990 and 1995. The seasonal unemployment
rate for female workers would also remain much higher than that for male

workers.

In the Central region, it seems that the rate of seasonal
'unemployment would not get better for bhoth male and female workers.
This is also the case for the Northeastern region except for female
workers under the low growth scenario. Despite the decline in the seasonal

unemployment rate for female workers in the Northeast under the low growth
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scenario, this in no way should be taken to be a positive phenomenon.
The }ower seasonal unemployment rate is due more to the slower growt%
in e%ployment in the wet season rather than ﬁhe higher growth in
employmen£ in the dry season. This can be seen by the much higher

rate of open unemployed in the Northeast under the low growth scenario

as compared to the high growth scenario.



TABLE 4.12
SEASONAL UNEMPLOYED
BY REGION AND SEX

{1,000 persons)
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Region/Sex

High Growth Scenario Low Growth Scenario
Male Female Male Female

1. Bangkok .

igsl 76.3 128.9 76.3 128.9

1990 10.6 80.7 117.1 159.,7

1995 54.0 38.6 207.7
2. Central

1981 463.4 498.1 463.4 498.1

1990 714.0 748.0 613.6 654.2

1995 898.2 635.7 722.1 765.3
3. Northern

1981 819.2 950.7 819.2 950.7

1990 900.8 1,077.1 862.3 1,628.1

1995 797.7 1,068.6 873.3 1,064.1
4. Northeastern

1981 1,753.6 2,365.3 1,753.6 2,365.3

1990 2,433.7 3,160.7 2,231.9 2,930.0

1995 2,909,5 3,711.1 2,547.4 3,299.5
5. Southern

1981 21.5 0.1 21.5 0.1

1990 - -39.3 27.9 -10.0

1995 - - 42.0 -10.4
6. Whole kingdom

1981 3,132.6 3,940.3 3,132.6 3,940.3

1990 4,059.1 5,027.2 3,852.8 4,762.0

1995 4,605.4 5,469.4 4,223.4 5,326.2
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TABLE 4.13
RATE OF SEASONAL UNEMPIOYMENT
BY REGIbN AND SEX
; (2 of labor force)

Region/Sex High Growth Scenario Low Growth Scenario
'-Maie Female ‘ Male- ) Female

1. Bangkok

1981 5.5 11.6 5.5 11.6

1990 0.5 5.3 6.0 16.6

1995 - 2.9 1.7 11.2
2. Central .

1981 17.3 2l.4 17.3 21.4

1990 19.7 2¢.3 16.9 23.0

1995 21.6 20).5 17.4 24.7
3. Northern ‘

1981 28.5 36.7 28.5 36.7

1990 25.0 33.3 23.9 31.8

1995 20.3 30.2 22.3 30.1
4. Northeastern ‘

1981 37.5 53.6 37.5 53.6

1990 40.4 55.7 37.1 51.7

1995 43.0 54.1 37.6 48.1
5. Southern

1981 1.4 - 1.4 -

1990 - -2.3 1.4 -0.6

1995 - - 1.9 ~0.5
6. Whole Kingdom

1981 23.5 33.6 23.5 33.6

1990 23.7 33.6 22.5 31.8

1995 23.8 ) 31.7 21.8 30.9




(b) Seasonal Unemployed by Educational Group (see Table 4.14-4.17)

The projection showed that there would be a general reduction
in the rate of seasonal ﬁnemployment for all educational groups. However,
the reduction for those classified under elementary education was very
moderate especially undef the high growth scenario. Within this group,
seasonal unemployment rates in 1990 and 1995 for the Central and
Northeastern regions either increased or remained stable. The rate
remained highest in the Northeastern region. Once again, the decline in
seasonal unemployment would take place in Bangkok and the Northeast.

In the South, seasonal unemployment would be insignificant.

As for those with below elementary education, the projection
results showed that seasonal unemployment would eventually disappear in
the future. This is likely because of public policy in eradicating
illiteracy which would finally lead to further reduction in the supply
of labor under this group. Given that demand for this unskilled categary
of labor continue to increase, the result would be a disappearance of open

and seasonal unemployment in this category.

For those who completed up to secondary school level education,
seasonal unemployment was found to ﬁe most serious in the Central region.
In fact, the projection results show an increasing seasonal unemployment
rate under both the high and low growth scenarios in this region. Although
the seasonal unemployment rate in the Northeast remained high at above
10 percent, there would be a gradual decline in the future. This,
however, is substituted by the higher open unemployment rate in this

region,


http:4.14-4.17
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The South which does not seem to show any serious seasonal
unemployment in aimost all projections undertaken was found to have
the highest seasonal unemployment rate in the secondary education category.
F;rthermore! such rates are also high by Southern standards for those with
above secondary school education. The results thus seem to show that
seasonal unemployment in the South is mainly concentrated among those
with higher education. Nevertheless, the rate of seasonal unemployment
in the South remained low as compared to other regions. Furthermore,

such rates would be reduced further in the future.

For other regions, projected seasonal unemployment rates for
those with higher than secondary schooling in 1990 and 1995 were found
to have gone down significantly. However, this can again be traced to the

higher open unemployment rates of this group in 1990 and 1995.
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TABLE 4.14

SEASONAL UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND EDUCATION : HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO

(1,000 persons)

Below Above
Region/Education Elementary Secondary Total
elementary seccndary
1. Bangkok
1981 17.3 110.8 37.9 38.6 205.3
" 1990 - - 51.8 61.2 113.0
1995 - - 38.4 73.9 112.3
2. Central
1981 93.7 797.6 33.0 36.6 961.6
1990 - 1,185.8 63.6 63.6 1,313.0
1995 - 1,276.9 86.6 84.7 1,448.2
3. Northern
1981 307.4 1,408.0 33.2 20.9 1,769.8
1990 - 1,366.3 34.6 20.9 1,421.8
1995 - 419.6 34.6 19.6 473.8
4. Northeastern
1981 341.1 3,709.1 33.7 34.0 4,118.8
1990 - 5,060.4 43.9 29.0 5,133.3
1995 - 6,000.6 51.0 25.5 6,077.1
5. Southern
1981 -71.2 67.0 18.3 7.2 21.6
1990 - - 30.5 22.9 53.4
1995 - - 40.3 36.8 77.1
6. Whole kingdom .
1981 687.9 6,086.5 158.1 139.5 7,072.7
1990 - 7,612.5 224.4 197.6 8,034.5
1995 - 7.697.1 250.9 240.5 8,188.5
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TABLE 4.15
RATE OF SEASONAL UNEMPLbYMENT BY REGION AND EDUCATION : HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO

| (% of Labor force)

Below Above

Heds; g . ; ) ! Total
egion/Education elementary Elementary Secondary secondary
l,‘Bangﬁg&

198] 8.6 7.5 10.0 8.7 8.2

1990 - - 9.2 6.4 3.3

1995 - - 5.7 5.2 2.7
2. Central

1981 15.9 20.3 13.6 14.5 19.2

1990 - 23.5 18.2 11.4 20.3

1995 - 23.0 21.3 9.8 19.9
3. Northern

1981 30.1 34.6 16.8 12.1 32.4

1990 - 28.5 6.8 2.4 20.8

1995 - 9.5 4.6 1.0 6.4
4. Northeastern

1981 45.5 46.8 15.8 17.9 45.3

1990 - 49,2 13.0 4.9 43.9

1995 - 51.2 12.1 2.3 44.6
5, Southern

1981 ~13.2 3.4 10.8 5.0 0.8

1990 - - g.1 3.4 0.3

1995 o - - 7.9 2.7 0.3
6. Whole kingdom ]

1981 22.2 31.4 13.1 11.5 28.4

1390 . - 31.5 10.5 5.4 25.0

-1295 - 30.0 9.1 3.6 22.4
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TABLE 4.16
PEASONAL UNEMPLOYED BY REGION AND EDUCATION : LOW GROWTH SCENARIO
(1,000 persons)
Below Above
Region/Education Elementary Secondary Total
! elementary secondary
1! Bangkok
1981 17.3 110.8 37.9 38.6 205.3
1990 - - ©50.8 “61.1 111.9
1995 - - 6l.2 73.8 134.9
2. Central
1981 93.7 797.6 33.0 36.6 96l.6
1990 - 1,027.9 57.2 57.6 1,142.6
1995 - 1,192.9 74.4 73.3 1,340.6
3. Northern
1981 307.4 1,468.0 33.2 20.9 1,769.8
1990 - 1,500.3 33.8 21.4 1,555.5
1995 - 779.9 34.0 20.9 834.8 °
4 .Northeastern .
1981 341.1 3,709.1 33.7 34.0 4,118,8
1990 16.7 4,665.9 40.0 29.1 4,751,3
1995 - 5,294.8 43,4 25.7 5,363.9
5. Southern
1981 -71.2 67.0 18.3 7.2 21.6
1990 - 35.6 28.9 20.9 85.4
1995 - - 37.4 32.5 69.9
6. Whole kingdom
1981 687.9 6,086.5 158.1 139.5 7,072.0
1990 16.7 7,229.6 210.3 190.1 7,646.7
1995 - 7,267.6 250.3 226.2 7,744.1
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TARLE 4.17

RATE OF SEASONAL UNEMPLOYMENT BY REGION AND EDUCATION: LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

{% of labor force)

Below Above

Region/Education Elementary Secondary e
: ‘Total
e€lementary secondary
1. Bangkok
1981 8.6 7.5 10.0 8,7 8.2
1990 - - 9.1 6.4 3.2
1995 - - 9.0 5.2 3.2
2. Central
1981 15.9 20.3 13.6 14.5 19.2
1990 - 20.3 16.4 10.4 17.6
1995 - 21.5 18.3 8.5 18.5
3. Northern
1981 30.1 34,6 16.8 12,1 32.4
1990 - 31.3 6.6 2.4 22.4
1995 - 17.6 4.6 1.1 11.2
4. Northeastern
1981 45.5 46.8 15.8 17.9 45.3
1990 3.6 45.3 11.7 4.9 40.6
1995 - 45.1 10.3 2.3 39.4
5. Southern .
1981 ~13.2 3.4 10.8 5.0 0.8
1990 - 1.6 7.7 3.1 2.4
1995 - - 7.3 2.4 1.7
6. Whole kingdom
1981 22.2 31.4 13.1 11.5 28.4
1990 c.8 29.9 9.8 5.2 23.8
1995 - 28.3 9.1 3.4 21.2
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(¢) Seasonal Unempluyed by Age Group (see Table 4.18-4.19)

Under the low growth scenario, the rate of seasonal unemploymnient
declined for all age groups. However, such a rate did not decline
much under the high growth scenario except for those in the age group
11-19 years. The decline in seasonal unemployment of the low growth

scenario, hewever,is the result of higher open unemployment rates.

The decline in seasonal unemployment rates for age group
11-19 years under both growth scenarios is not due to any significant

increase in demand for this group, but it is more the result of a rapid

decline in the growth rate of labor force resulting from the rapid decline in
population growth rates of the past, The rate of seasonal unemployment
in this age ygroup declined significantly for all regions with the possible

excepticn of the Northeastern region which showed only a modest decline.

For age group 20-34 years under both growth scenarios,seaconal
unemployed disappeared from Eangkok in 1990 and 1995 while the seasonal
uncmployment rate declined significantly in the Northern region. The
seasonal unemployment rate in the North, however, remained at a high
level. The seasonal unemploym .t rates for the Central and Northeastern

regions in general showed increcases in 1990 and 1995.

Regional changes in scasonal unemployment rates for age group
35 years upwards follow the pattern of age grcup 20-34 years, that is,
they decreass in Pangkok and the North and increase in the Central
region. The decrease in Bangkok, however, is less pronounced while the
increase in the Central region is more pronounced. In the case of the
Northeastern reoion, the scasonal unemployment rate showed some
reduction. This, however, is the result of much higher open unemployment

rates.


http:4.18-4.19

The South, as usual, remained the region with no seasonal

unemployment problems for all groups of employment.
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TABLE 4.18
SEASONAL UNEMPLOYED
BY REGION AND AGE GROUP
(1,006 presons).

Region/Age Group High Grouth Scenario " Low Growth Scenario

11-19 * 20-34 35 upwards 11-19 20-34 35 upwards

(years) (years)

1. Bangkok

1981 41.3 93.5 70.5 41.3 93.5 70.5

1990 53.4 - 105.2 58.6 - 101.2

1995 49.1 - 132.9 58.0 - 124.5
2. Central

1981 210.1 371.8 379.6 210.1 371.8 379.6

1990 - 574.2 913.6 - 494.3 824.3

1995 - 722.6 1,102.0 - 582.3 945.5
3. Northern

1981 431.2 700.9 638.1 431.2 700.9 638.1

1990 253.1 772.7 710.0 305.2 739.5 679.0

1995 84.2 713.7 742,2 178.2 750.9 694.0
4. Northeactern

1981 1,131.4 1,591.4 1,395.9 1,131.4 1,591.4 1,395.9

1920 1,144.6 2,174.3 1,894.1 1,212.4 2,003.3 1,748.1

1995 1,073.1 2,580.2 2,240.4 1,192.4 2,273.8 1,979.3
5. Southern

1981 8.4 12.9 0.6 8.4 12.9 0.6

1990 - 53.0 -41,4 0.5 24.3 -15.3

1995 - -6.4 -59.0 - 31.8 -11.9
6. Whole Kingdom

1981 1,819.5 2.770.0 2,483.3 1,819.5 2,770.0 2,483.3

1920 1,451.1 3,574.2 3,581.5 1,577.7 3,261.4 3,337.3

1995 1,206.4 4,010.1 4,158.5 1,428.6 3,638.8 3,731.4
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TABLE 4.19

RATE OF SEASONAL UNEMPOLYMENT
BY REGION AND AGE GROUP

(% of labor force) -

Region/Age Group High Growth Scenario Low Growth Scenario

11-19 20-34 35 upwards 11-19 20-34 35 upwards

{years) {years)

1. Bangkok

1981 14.4 6.9 8.2 14.4 6.9 8.2

1990 13.4 - 6.7 14.7 - 6.4

1995 10.7 - 6.8 12.6 R 6.3
2. Central

1981 23.2 17.7 19.3 23.2 17.7 19.3

1990 - 20.0 34.6 - 17.3 31.3

1995 - 23.1 34.8 - 18.6 29.8
3. Northern

1981 42.4 30.9 32.7 42.4 30.9 32.7

1990 22.2 25. 26.8 26.7 24.2 25.7

1995 7.5 22.4 - 23.6 15.9 23.6 22.0
4. Northeastern .

1981 48.4 43.0 45.8 48.4 43.0 45.8

1990 44 .4 42.6 45.9 47.1 40.2 42.3

1925 40.2 45.8 42.1 44.6 40.4 37.2
5. Southern

1981 1.9 1.1 0.05 1.9 1.1 0.05

1990 - 3.5 -2.6 0.1 l.6 -1.0

1995 - -0.4 -3.2 - 1.8 -0.6
6. Whole Kingdom

1981 35.5 26.0 27.3 35.5 26.0 27.3

1990 25.9 25.7 28.4 28.2 23.5 26.5

1995 21.0 26.1 26.9 24.9 23.6 24.1
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5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Sﬁmmary and Conclusion

! The preseﬁt study attempted to project future unemployment
and seasonal unemploymert problems by region, sex, age and education.
' On the supply side, labor force was estimated from NESDR's low ferti-
lity assumption of population growth and labor force participation
s¥ates of the Labor Force Survey. On the demand side, employment was
.estimated from income elasticities of employment and two sets of-

economic growth assumptions. Some of the main results from the study

are;

1. The growth rate of labor force would be lower than that
" of the past. It would be 2.9 percent per year between 1981-1990 and
2.7 percent per year between 1990-1995 zs compared to the 4 percent
per year between 1971-1981. The declining growth rate of labor force
is attributed to the rapidly declining population growth rate of the
past. The growth rate of labor force in the NESDB projection for
7+1981-1991 would be 2.7 percent per year which is quite close to the

growth rate utilized in this study. L/

2. The growth rate of cmployment for the whole country
during 1981-1995 would be 3 percent ber year under the high growth
scenario and 2.3 percent under the low growth Scenario. Employment
growth would be most rapid in Bangkok at above 4 percent per year

e e e e e

J'--/National Economic and Social Development Board, "Trends
in the Thai Economy under the Siyth Development Plan and Recommenda-
tions on Aggregate Targets for the Economy", September 1984.
(mimeograph)
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under both growth scenarios. The growth rate of employment in this
study which is for the period 1981-1995 is - much' higher than the

. 1
1.9 percent per year projected by the NESDB.-/

3. Open unemployment rates are quite sensitive to economic
growth rates. Under the high growth scenario of about 6 percent
growth per year, unemployment prcislems could be reduced significantly
in t%e future. However, if general economic growth were only 5 percent
per ‘ear, the rate of unemployment would increase in all regions exéept
Bangkok. Although the methodology, of this study
is different from the NESDB's projection of employment in the Fifth
Plan, the results are quite similar. Under the high growth scenario
in this study which is close to the NESDB's economic growth assumption
of 6.4 percent per annum, open unemployment would not in general be a
serious problem although seasonal unemployment would remain a problem
to contend with. Other than this general statement, not much compari-
son can be made between this study and the projections made by the

NESDB. The scantily available projection results of the NESDB runs

..'up to only 1986 which is the last year of the Fifth Plan while the

projections in this study is for 1990 and 1995,

4. At the regional level, open unenployment rates in the
Northeastern region show an increasing trend while they show declining
trends in Bangkok irrespective of economic growth scenarios. Under
the high growth scenario, open unemployment rates would decline in
all regions except for the Northeast. Under the low growth ccenario,

unemployment rates would increase in all regions except Bangkok.

1 . . .

—J%atlonal Ecanomic and Social Development Board and World
Bank, "Medium Term Outlook of the Theci Econemy", the Siam Project on
Macro Economic Management of the Thai Econemy, June 1983.
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5. Projected unemployment by sex do not in general show
significant differences. Although the rate of unemployment in the
Central region became relatively more serious for m;le workers as
compared to female workers while in the Southern region it became
relatively more serious for female workers as compared to male
workers, general movements in unemployment rates of the other regions
for both male ahd femalé workers are more or less in the same direc-
tion. This can be explained by the larger differences between the

male and female labor force growth rates in these two regions.

6. Projected open unemployment by educational groups under
both growth scenarios show that the problem would be serious for those
with secondary and above secondary schooling in all regions except for

those with secondary education in Bangkok.

7. In terms of age ‘'group, open unemployment would nct be
serious for those between 11-19 years of age in all regions under
both economic growth scenarios. In age group 20~34 years, the open
unemployment rate was not serious under the high growth scenario, but
it was more serious under the low growth scenario especially in the
Northeastern and Southern regions which have sustained increasing
trends. Unemployment problems was found to be serious in all regions
under both growth scenarios for those in the age group of 35 years

upwardsi.

8, Under both the high and low growth scenarios, the projec-
tion results show that the rate of seasonal unemployment would be
reduced slightly. However, the sheer numbers of those seasonally

unemployed meke this & serious problem to contend with in the future.
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Seasonal unemployment rates under the low growth scenario were not
higher than those found under the high growth scenario. The low
growth scenario affected mainly the open unemployment rates rather

than seasonal uremployment rates.

9. At the regional level, seasonal unemployment would
not be a problem in the Southern region while it would remain
problematic in the Central, Northern and Northeastern regions
irrespective of economic growth scenarios. This is especially true
of the Northeastern region which would continue to contribute more
than half of all those seasonally unemploy'ed in the country. The
Northern region and Bangkok, on the other hand, would witness

significant reductions in the seasonal <nemployment rates.

10. Projected seasonal unemployment rates show that they
vere higher for female workers than for male workers similiar to past.
Nevertheless, seasonal unemployment rates would not increase for

both groups.

11. The rate of seasonal unemployment would decline for
all educational groups. This would be most significant for those

with below elementary education and above secondary schooling.

12.. The most significant reduction in seasonal unemployment
rates would be among those 11-19 years of age. Nevertheless, the
seasonal unemployment rate would remain significant and not much

different for all the three age groups.

5.2 Policy Implications and Recommendations

As has been stated, it was found in the study that unemploy-

ment pcoblens are quite sensitive to the economy's growth rate. Under
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a 6 percent per year growth, open unemployment was found not to be
a serious problem. However, seasonal unemployment would remain a
serious problem to contend with despite the decline in such rates.
Under such a scenario, the st}ategy and effort should then be placed

on solving this latter type of unemployment.

On the other hand, a low growth of 5 percént per year would
result in serious open unemployment problems. Seasonal unemployment
also would remain a major problem to be tackled under such a case.

The problem of underemployment is also quite likely ;o get more serious
as those openly unemployed would be forced to compete for a living
somehow. The conditions faced under the low growth scenario would

thus be much more complex and difficult to solve considering the

greater variety and seriousness of unemployment proplems.

Since it is widely believed that a low growth scenario is
more likely in the future, the government should be prepared to solve
most types of unemployment problems. A comprehensive strategy package

should thus be drawn up.

One of the major findings of the investigation is that hoth
open unemployment and seasonal unemployment are.most serious iﬁ the
Northeastern region. Since this is also the region with the largest
share of the labor force in the country, it may not be too bold to
state that, if unemployment problems in the Northeastern region could
be solved, about half of all unemployment problems in‘Thailand could

eventually disappear.
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The recommendation here is therefore to formuiate a strategy
which would aim at reducing uremployment in this region. A greater
absorptive capacity of labor ir the Northeast could also lead to less
unemployment problems in other regions through the reduction of migrant

workers to those regions.

Since the primary sector in the Northeastern region could
not be expected to grow as fast as in the past due to the land
constraint and it is difficult to bromote more labor-intensive
technology than those existing at present (especially during peak
labor demand periods), the secondary and service sectors-would have to
be able to absorb a large proportion of the labor force. Past absorp-
tive capacity in these two sectors has, however, been found to be

lacking.

If unemployment problems in the Northeast were to be solved,
there may have to be a greater effort at promoting industrialization
in the region. Nevertheless, the strategy should nbt be towards the
promotion of large modern industrial enterprises which are capital-
intensive since this would not help to absorb labor sufficiently.
Futhermore, large-scale industries would not help spread employment

opportunities over a wider area.

An ideal strategy would be to promote small-scale rural
industries which interact with or could be linked up with the local
economy. A greater cffort should be Placed on identifying such
industries. These could be rural industries linked to the primary
sector or they could be industries producing products for the local
population. Industries which require little capital outlay could

provide for the flexibility of producing only during the slack
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period in the agricultural sector. This would help reduce the problem

of seasonal unemployment.

Another result from the study is the increasingly serious
problem of unemployment of those with higher education. It is quite
likely trat, as the country become more developed, there would be a
much greater demand for skilled labor. However, education alorne,
without any consideration given to.the type of skill demand in the
labor market, would only lead to excess supply of those highly
educated in certain fields and excess demand which could not be met

in others.

It is thus increasingly imperative for the government to
seriously consider manpower planning. The postponement of unemploy-
ment problems in the past through the provision of higher education
has now provided a flood of highly educated people who, however, do
not have the necessary skills required in the labor market. The
projection shows that, if past supply patterns were not reversed,
there would Le increasingly serious unemployment problems for those
with higher education. These people tend to have rising expectations
from their education which, if no£ met, could lead to:serious social
and political problems. A redesign of the ecucational system may seem

to be in order.

Among the three age groups included in this study, government
policies to solve open unemplGyment problems should be directed at
those 35 years upwaxrds, since this is where the problem is most serious.
In view of the fact that labor skill requirements in the economy change
through developnent., job retraining prourams may be required for the
unemployed in this age group so as to lelp facilitate adjustments in

the labor market.
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5.3 Limitations of the Study and Suqgestions for Future Research

It has been mentioned many times in this study that the
projection results are only indicative of possible unemployment problems
in the future. The projections were based on only a few simple but
basic assumptions. Many potential future changes and adjustments in
the labor market could not be identified and studied in this research

due to the limited scope of the work. This is not to mention the lack

of sufficient data and theoretical work on Thailand in this field.

In more specific terms, the following are only some of the

main limitations of the study:

1. The assumption of labor force participation rates were
based mainly on past rates which may not held in the future. Ap
attempt to study in more detail some of the factors determining labor
force participapion rates could lead to a better projection of the
iabor force; However, the short time series data bPresently available

(1971-1981) is a major obstacle here.

2. Although it has been mentioned that relative wage rate
changes could not be taken into account in the study, they could not
be entirely separated out. The long term changes in rela£ive wage rates
are likely to Le partly captured by the estimated income elasticities
of employment. The projection results thus assumed implicitly continuations
of such trends to some degree which would lead to difficulties in

interpreting these results.
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However, little can be done without reliable and consistent time

series data on wage rates among different groups of labor.

‘3. The projection of regional labor force did not take
into consideration the possible change in migration patterns both
vithin the country and internationally. fo do this, considerable
data which are now unavailable would be required together with more

theoretical work on Thailand.

4. The study did not include for possible technological
changes in production which may affect the employment absorption
capacity of the economy. The assumption of the same ability to
absorb labor as in the past for projections may not hold considering
that there may be increasing movements towards the use of more
capital—intensive technology. This could reduce the income elasticities

of employment significantly.

5, Although open unemployment problems in some cases were
found to be not serious (especially in Bangkok), it may not be true
in reality if labor markets become less efficient in absorbing labor.
This is not to say that the available jobs are insufficient to meet
the supply of workers. It is more a problem of matching available
jobs with workers throvth an efficient information system. For a
large and complex market, frictional unemployment problems could
exist side by side with an excess demand in the labor market. More

microeconomic study of labor markets would be required here.
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6. The projection of employment demand did not take into
account possible structural changes in demand patterns for different
groups of labor. For example, future indistrialization could lead
to a much higher demand growth for skilled labor than those in the
past. This would help alleviate to some extent the unemployment

problems found in the groups with higher education.

7. The projection of labor force by education in this
study was based on past patterns which may not hold in the future.
A greater amount of effort could be made to study in greater detail
the country's educational policy and its impact on the composition

of the labor force and unemployment problems.

8. The present statistics of underemployment makes it
difficult to study such a problem. Not only is the time series data
rather short, the definitions utilized may not be appropriate for
the study of unemploymenp. For ezample, underemployed by income and
mismatch are more suitable for studies on poverty and educational
policy than for direct studies of underemployment. Furthermore, the
frequent change in the definition of income levels in estimating
underemployment by income, based on the legal minimum wage rate which
is determined by political rather than economic factors, is highly

inappropriate.
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CLASSIFICATIORS UTILIZED IN THIS STUDY

l. Region

GDP, labor force and employed persons are classified

by regions according to the classification of the Labor Force Survey

as follows:

1. Bangkok
2. Central
3. North

4. Northeast
5. South

6. Whole kingdom

2. Economic Sector

Both GDP and employed persons are classified by economic

sectors into primary, secondary, and service. Components which adds

up to sectoral GDP and sectoral labor force (and employed persons)

are given below:

Economic Sector

GOP
in this Study sDP  (NESDB)

.Labprf~£azce_and
Employed Persons (NSO)

1. Primary -Agriculture

2. Secondary -Mining
~Manufacturing
-Construction

3, Seryice -Electricity & water supply

-Transportation &
communication

~Wholesale & retail trade

-Agriculture
-Mining

~Manufacturing
-Construction
-Electricity

~Transport commundc¢ation

-Commerce



Economic Sector

GDhP

~-Banking, insurance & real
estate

~Ownership of dwellings

-Public administration &
defence

~Services.
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Employed Persons

- Services

-Unknown

3. Educational Group

The Labor F

groups were regrouped

orce Survey's (LFS) classification of educational

as follows:

Present Stu

————e

dy

1. Below elementary

2. Elementary

3. Secondary

4. Above secondary

= none

LFS

- less than pratom 4

- lower

- upper

- lower

~ upper

elementary

elementary

secondary

secondary

- vocational

- academic

~ technical vocational

- teacher training

- short-

- other

course vocational



4., Age .Group

The LFS's age group classification

follows:

were regrouped as

108

Present Study

LFS

l. 11-19 years -

2. 20-34 years -

3. 35 years upwards -

11-14

15-19

20-24

25-29

30-34

35-39

40-49

50-59

60 & over years

years

years

years

years

vears

years

years

years
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APPENDIX B
EQUATIONS USED IN FORECASTING SHARES OF LABOR FORCE
BY REGION AND EDUCATION

(Round 2)

LIST OF VARIABLES

E = employed persons (1,000 persons)
t = year (1977,.....,1981)
BANGKOK

1.1 Below Elementary

In E = 15.6815 - 0,0052t
(0.332) (0.218)

R2 = 0.3126 DW = 1.4434 SE = 0,0755 F = 0,0475 N = 1977-1981

1.2 Elementary
In E = -93,5158 + 0.0509t
(3.932) (4.233)

R2 = 0.8088 DW = 2.6912 SE = 0.0380 F = 17.9184 N = 1977-1981

1.3 Secondary
ln E = -137.562 + 0.0724t
(6.671) (6.951)

R2 = 0.9221 DW = 2.2070 SE = 0.0330 +F = 48.3203 N = 1977-1981

1.4 Above Secondary

InFr = -219,8602 + 0.1141 t

(18.505) (18.998)

R2 = 0.9890 DW = 3,1238 SE = 0.0190 F = 360.924 N = 1977-1981
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CENTRAL

2.1 Below Elementary

InE = =-35.2179 + 0.0221 t |
(-2.0175) (2.5018)

R2 = 0.38385 DW = 2,7222 SE = 0.0395 F = 3.4920 ﬁ = 1977-1981

2.2 Elementary
In E = -41.2179 + 0,0250 t
(1.9799) (2.3740)

R2=0.5368 DW = 1.8905 SE = 0,0333 F = 5.6361 N = 1977-1981

2.3 Secondary
In E = -64.8467 + 0.0355 t
(-1.1038) (1.1960)

R2 = 0.0972 DW = 2.2657 SE = 0.0939 F = 1.4305‘' N = 2977-2981

2.4 Above Secondary

In E = -184.4192 + 0.0958 %
(-2.5992). (0.0958)

R2 = 0.6057 DW = 2.3648 SE = 0.1134 F = 7,1437 N = 1977-1981

NORTHERN

3.1 Below Elementary

ln E = 80.0598 - 0.036S t
(2.8298) (-2.5813)

R2 = 0.5861 DW = 1.6188 SE = 0.0452 F = 6.6634 N = 1977-1981

3.2 Elementary
In E = =67.91097 + 0.03847 t
(-26.8221) (30.0729)

R = 0.995¢ DW= 1.8914 SE = 0.0040 F = 904.378 N = 1977-1981
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3.3 Secondarz

ln E = -252.8060 + 0.1303 t

(-9.4674) (9.6541)

R2 = 0.9584 DW = 2.4809 SE = 0.0427 F = 93,2024 N = 1977-1981
i
!

3.4 Above Secondary
-401.7072 + 0.2054 t

Ing =
(-4.9522) (5.0102)
R® = 0.8577 DW = 2.5814 SE =fo.1296 F = 25,1021 N = 1977-1981
?
4. NORTHEASTERN ,
\

4.1 Below Elementary
107.7791 - 0.0510 t

InF =

(-1.9666)

(2.0977)
= 1977-1981

0.08210 F = 3,8676 N

R% = 0.4176 DW = 2.5589 SE

4.2 Elementary
-51.1920 - 0.0304 t

ln E =
(-2.1150) (2.4834)

0.5637 Dw =::2.8829 SE = 0.0387 F = 6.1673 N = 1977-1981

R2 =

4.3 Secondar;
-93.5520 + 0.0499 t

In E =

(-2.832L) (2.9925)
= 3.2987 SE = 0.0528 F = 8.9552 N = 1977-1981

R2 = 0.6654 DW

Above Secondary

4.4
In g = -250.8714 + 0,1293 t
(~9.2709) (9.4547)
2 = 0.9567 DW= 3.1631 SE = 0.0432 F = 89.3917 N = 1977-1081

R
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5. SOUTHERN

5.1 Below Elementary

l
In E = 81.9726 - 0.0382 t

(1.1964) (-1.1034)

R2 = 0.0516 DW = 2.4557 SE = 0.1095 F = 1.2175 N = i977~1981

5.2 Elementary
In E = -65.3767 + 0.0368 t
(-2.0370) (2.2716)

R2 = 0.5098 DW = 2.6721 SE = 0.0513 F = 5.1603 N = 1977-1981

5.3 Secondary
In E = -226.0036 + 0.1167 t
(-1.9836) (2.0263)

R2 = 0.4371 DW 2.9495 SE = 0.1821 F = 4,1058 N = 1977-1981

5.4 Above Secondary

In E = -376.5851 + 0.1926 t
(-10.3384) (1V.4652)

R2 = 0.96445 DW = 2,6377 SE = 0.0582 F = 109.521 N = 1977-1981

Note : Figures in parenthesis are t-values.


http:1977-.98
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APPENDIX C

ADJUSTMENT OF LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT DATA

There are numerous problems in utilizing the Labor Force
Survey (LFS) statistics for time series analysis. This is mainly
because statistics obtained from each LFS were based on past
population levels many years back in different geographical areas
as reported by the Local Administration Department. The population
growth rate in the LFS may thus be different from what actually took

place.

Furthermore, in order to make the study's demand projections

of future employment consistent with the proijection of the future

labor force, the same set of assumptions regarding population growth

and changes must be assumed.

Since projected population figures of the NESDB under the
low fertility assumption seem-. to approximate well population changes
which have taken place and they are also wiaely accepted, they
were utilized in projecting the future labor force in this study

as have bheen discucsed in Part 2.

%s such,. the LFS statistics must thus be adjusted 'so that past labor
force and employment statistics would be based bn‘algrowth pattérn which is
similar to the projected population growth of the NESDB. Adjustments
of data were carried out only on the main variables which would be

required in time series analysis, e.g. employment and labor force.



114
Wo attempt to completely restructure the LFS stat%Ftics was made

since this would be too great a task. The rate of unemployment and

share of employment among various groups were thus maintained.

The following is a step by step explanation on how factors
of adjustment were obtained for each region in oxrder to correct for

time series data of the LFS.

Step 1 Fixing population levels for Round 1 and Round 2

— s

The projected population figures of the NESDB were based on
mid-year estimations. Since this is closer to the Round 2 LFS, it
was assumed that this set oi figures are the population levels for

Round 2. 1In estimating the population figures for Rcund 1 in a

given year, the population of the previous year was averaged with
the population of the given year. The results thus obtained were

assumed to be the population figures foxr Round 1.

Step 2 Adjusting the share of population under 11 years of age.

The share of population under 11 years of age influences
the level of sconomically active population and thus the labor force
and employment levels. Since population statistics of the LFS and
the NESDB projection are based an different growth rates over time,
there would be a difference in the share of population under 11 years
of age from the two sources. This can bhe séen in Tables ¢.1-C.2 which shows
an increasing divergence of such shares from the two sources during
1971-1982, The figures for 1981-1982 from the two sources were s.milar

since the LFS figures in these two years have probably been corrected



TABLE C.]

SHARE OF POPULATION UNDER 11 YEARS OF AGE BY REGION AND SOURCE OF DATA : ROUND 1

Eangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom

Year L.
LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB . .LFS NESDB

1971 28.18 28.00 34.48 34.12 33.56 33.79 37.76 37.71 34,92 35.29 34.92 34.87
1972 28.17 27.57 34.52 33.64 33.53 33.12 37.77 37.64 34.47 35.00 34.93 34.52
1973 28.20 27.23 34.47 33.11 33.56 32.46 37.75 37.43 34.97 34.67 34.92 34.11
1974 26.18 27.00 33.76 32.55 33.70 31.78 37.34 37.09 35.04 34.30 34.66 33.65
1975 28.19 26.84 33.81 31.93 33.71 31l.10 37.34 36.63 35.04 33.90 34 .67 33.14
1976 28.19 26.91 33.63 31.21 33.71 30.37 37.34 35.92 35.04 33.41 34.63 32.52
1977 24,92 27.11 31.55 30.41 33.71 29.62 37.34 35.65 35.04 32.88 34.24 31.84
1978 24 .47 27.21 33.66 29.66 33.71 28.90 37.34 34.22 35.04 32.36° 34.19 31.19
1979 24.07 27.20 33.66 28.95 33.71 28.22 37.34 23.44 35.04 31.86 34.13 30.55
1980 n.a. 27.11 n.a. 28.26 n.a. 27.57 n.a. 32.69 n.a. 31.37 n.a. 29.94
1981 27.05 26.99 27.91 27.6} 27.25 26.98 32.33 32.03 31.12 30.93 29.64 29.38

1982 26.94 26.82 27.33 27.01 26.70 26.44 31.73 31.42 30.73 30.54 29.13 28.87

n.a. = not available

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Repcri of the Labor Force Survey, various issues, and

National Economic and Social Development Board.

STT



TABLE C.2

SHARE OF POPULATION UNDER 11 YEARS OF AGE BY REGION AND SOURCE OF DATA

ROUND 2
Bangkok Central Noxrthern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
Ye

o LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB LFS NESDB
1971 28.10 27.76 34.52 33.89 33.64 33.46 37.53 37.71  34.87 35.16 34.85 34.71
1972 28.16 27.38 34.53 33.3¢ 33.56 32.79 37.78 37.57 34.95 34.85 34.94 34.32
1973 28.18 27.09 34.46 32.84 33.48 32.12 37.77 37.29 34.93 34.50 34.90 33.89
1974 28.19 26.90 33.81 22.26 33.71 31.44 37.34 36.89 35.01 34.11 34.67 33.41
1975 28.19 26.78 33.81 31.61 33.71 30.76 37.34 36.37 35.04 33.68 34.67 32.87
1976 28.18 27.04 33.63 30.81 33.71 29.98 37.34 35.47 35.04 33.14 34.63 32.18
1977 24.80 27.19 33.66 30.02 33.71 29.25 37.34 34.62 35.04 32.61 34.23 31.51
1978 24.31 27.23 33.66 29.30 33.71 28.55 37.34 33.82 35.04 32.10 34.16 30.87
1979 23.86 27.18 33.66 28.60 33.71 27 .89 37.34 33.05 35.04 31.61 34.05 30.24
1980 23.66 27.05 33.44 27.92 33.71 27.25 37.28 32.33 35.04 31.12 33.98 29.64
1981 27.05 26.93 27.90 27.31 27.25 26.71 32.33 31.73 31.12 30.75 29.64 29.13
1982 n.a. '26.70 N.d. 26.71 n.a. 26.17 n.a. 31.11 n.a. 30.33 n.a. 28.60

-~

n.a. not available o

SOURCE:

National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey, Various issues, and

National Economic and Social Development Board.
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for the more appropriate population changes in light of new information
from the 1980 Population Census which showed a much slower population

growth rate than was originally envisaged.

The LFS shares of population under llyears of age declined
very little during 1971-1980 while those of the NESDB projection
declined much more rapidly. This was because the population growth
rate assumption of the LFS was much higher than that of the population
growth rate based on the low fertility assumption of the NESDB
projection. The growth rate of the LFS population (Round 2) during
1971-1980 was 3.5 percent per year while that of the NESDB was 2.5

bercent per year.

To correct for the appropriate structural change from a
rapidly declining population growth rate so that labor for-e and
euployment data may be made more suitable for time series analysis,
the LFS statistics were readjusted to have similar shares as those

of the NESDB projection.

For convenience, the population under 11 years of age of
the LFS were adjusted downwards until they have the same shares
as those cof the NESDB projection. Population 11 years upwards of

the LFS remained unchanged at this stage.
In short,the following.formula was employed:

P(<£11)
P({11) + P(H11)

~where P(<{11)

il

population under 11 Years of age to be

estimated.

]

P(y11) population 11 years upwards from the LFS.
S = share of prpulation under 11 years of age

obtained from the NESDB brojection,
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To estimate P( {1l), rearrange as follows:

PKY). = s.P({11) + s.p(y11)

(1-s) . P(¢11) = s.P(} 11)

P(C11) = ——>— .P(y11)

Given the value of s and P() 11) for each year and each

region, P({ 11) can be estimated for every region during the period

1971-1981. From this, revised time series figures of total population

for each region were obtained as follows;

where

Step 3

P({11) + P()11)

]

PR

PR

preliminary population level

Estimating the factor of adjustment to be utilized in .

adjusting LFS statistics,

In order to adjust the population levels of thelLFS to make

them similar to those of the NESDB projection under the low fertility

assumption, the followira factors of adjustmeni were estimated

for each

where

year in each region:

PN
£t = &=
f = adjustment factor for labor force and employment
statistics of the LFS.
PN = population level from NESDB projection.
PR = preliminary pooulation level from Step 2.

The estimated adjustment factors are shown in Tables £.3-c.4,
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TABLE C.3

ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR LABOR FORCE
AND EMPLOYMENT BY REGION : ROUND 1

Year Bangkok  Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
1971 1.1133 1.0591 1.0375 1.0463 1.0372 1.0526
1972 1.1270 1.0703 1.0433 1.0469 1.0216 1.0586
1973 1.0980 1.0360 1.0107 1.0102 1.0098 1.0246
1974 1.1140 1.0348 1.0222 1.0115 1.0204 1.0303
1975 1.1213 1.0418 1.0261 1.0152 1.0249 1.0353
1976 1.1252 1.0464 1.0303 1.0227 1.0298 1.0408
1977 0.9796 0.9318 1.,0374 31,0194 1.0202 l1.0198,
1978 0.9720 1.0349 1.0463 1.0318 1.0290 1.0280
1979 0.9646 1.0449 1.0549 1.0441 1.0383 1.0362
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a, n.a.

1981 0.2999 i.0010 1.0014 1.0016 1.0000 1.0011




TABLE (.4

ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR LABOR FORCE

AND EMPLOYMENT BY REGION : ROUND 2

120

Year Bangkok  Central Northern NortheasternSouthern Whole kingdom
1971 1.1264 1.0685 1.0482 1.0537 1.0460 1.0620
1972 1.1436 1.0833 1.0534 1.0553 1.0526 1.0694
1973 1.1125 1.0467 1.0190 1.0191 1.0190 1.0344
1974 1.1174 1.0383 1.0239 1.0127 1.0212 1.0323
1675 1.1242 1.0450 1.0278 1.0174 1.0270 1,0377
1976 1.1247 1.0515 1,0327 1.0278 1,0325 1.0446
1977 0.9772 1.0316 1.0429 1.0269 1.0251 1.0252
1978 0.9693 1.0395 1.0509 1.0382 1.0339 1.0323
1979 0.9594 1.0501 1.0592 1.0500 1.0429 1.0392
1980 0.9547 1,0586 1.0671 1.0605 1.0521 1.0472
1981 . 9998 1.0043 1.0048 1.0026 1.0043

1.0062
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Step 4 Estimating labor force and employment statistics.

After having obtained the adjustment factors (f) for each
region during 1971-1981, they were multiplied with the relevant
labor force and employment statistics of the LFS in each region to
obtain the labor force and employment data utilized for time series
analysis in this study. The statistics for the whole kingdom are
but the summation of adjusted regional totals. Some of the adjusted

labor force and émployment statistics are shown in Tables c.5-C.9.

The above adjustment of data were done for both Round 1
and Round 2. 1In the case of employment data, however, the statistics
must first be corrected for major definitional changes before they
can be adjusted. This was because employment statistics of the LFS
during 1971-1973 included those waiting for agricultural season while

those during 1974-1981 do not include them.

An attempt was thus made to separate out those waiting for
agricultural season from the employment statistics during'Round 1 of"~
1971-1973. The correction was not made for Round 2 since those”waiting
for agricultural season during the wet season were uéuailyuinsignificant

and tend to fluctuate without any visible pattern,

In correcting for employment statistics for Round 1, the following

steps were undertaken

Step 1 Estimate the share of those waiting for agricultural season

in the labor force.

The shares in the labor force of those waiting for agricultural
season during 1975-1981 were estimated to see if there were any
increasing or decreasing patterns. The results are shown in Table ¢ 3¢

In general, there do not seem to be any increasing or declining trend.



TARLE C.5

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED LABOR FORCE BY REGION : ROUND 1
(1,000 persons)
Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
Year ‘
LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted
1971 1,200.0 1,336.0 3,395.5 3,596.2 3,903.8 4,050.1 6,082.2 6,363.7 2,037.5 2,113.2 16,619.0 17,493.1
1972 1,345.1 1,516.C 3,468.2 3,712.0 3,621.6 3,778.3 5,702.6 5,970.1 1,929.8 1,971.5 16,067.2 17,008.2
1973 1,341.7 1,473.] 5,470.2 3,595.1 3,810.3 3,851.2 5,861.8 5,921.9 2,051.5 2,071.6 16,535.4 16,942.8
1274 1,388.7 1,547.1 3,286.9 3,401.4 2,953.7 3,019.2 4,388.8 4,439.1 1,737.4 1,772.8 16,681.3 17,187.1
12975 1,380.2 1,547.6 3,368.7 3,509.4 3,284.2 32,369.8 6,302.1 6,398.0 1,818.3 1,863.6 17,376.3 17,989.7
1376 1,442.3 1,622.8 3,384.1 3,541.1 3,001.4 3,092.4 6,646.2 6,797.0 1,962.6 2,021.1 18,110.6 18,850.4
1977 1,881.2 1,843.4 4,166.l 3,882.1 4,419.5 4,584.7 7,312.8 7,454.4 1,738.9 1,774.1 20,173.6 20,572.8
1978 2,083.6 2,025.4 4,286.9 4,436.5 4,034.9 4,222.9 7,518.2 7,757.2 l,765.0 1,816.2 20,926.5 21,513.2
197¢ 2,114.9 2,040.1 4,244 .2 4,435.0 4,725.4 4,985.1 7,721.8 8,062.5 1,913.2 1,986.4 21,404.3 22,178.6
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.é. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
1981 2,312.9 2,312.6 4,771.0 4,776.0 5,219.7 5,227.1 8,271.4 8,284.9 2,340.4 2,340.4 23,347.4 23,372.0
o
SOURCE National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey (Round 1), various issues. m




TABLE C.6

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED LABOR FORCE BY REGION ROUND 2
(1,000 persons)
Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
Year

LFS Adjusted Lrs Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted
1971 1,242.5 1,399.5 3,313.1 3,539.8 3,971.5 4,163.1 6,187.9 6,520.2 1,939.0 2,028.2 16,653.9 17,685.7
1972 1,364.4 1,560.4 3,427.0 3,712.5 3,739.0 3,938.7 5,771.1 6,090.2 1,913.5 2,014.1 16,215.3 17,340.1
1973 1,383.6 1,539.3 3,507.7 3,671.6 3,927.9 4,002.5 6,273.9 6,393.7 2,023.5 2,062.0 17,116.6 17,705.1
1274 1,415.4 1,581.6 3,574.4 3,711.2 3,795.9 3,886¢.8 6,459.6 ¢,541.4 1,°86.4 2,028.6 17,231.6 17,789.0
1975 1,387.6 1,560.0 3,710.7 3,877.6 4,093.4 4,207.2 6,969.2 7,090.2 2,094.4 2,150.8 18,255.2 18,943.2
1276 1,474.8 1,658.7 3,923.4 4,125.5 4,089.5 4,223.1 6,968.3 7,162.2 2,109.6 2,178.2 18,565.5 19,393.5
1977 1,280.0 1,934.8 4,387.1 4,525.8 4,629.9 4,828.5 7,732.2 7,540.2 1,700.3 1,743.0 21,172.7 21,70€.7
1378 2,186.9 2,129.4 4,501.8 4,679.7 4,813.9 5,059.1 8,122.7 8,433.1 1,773.0 1,833.1 22,227.2 22,945.9
1979 2,268.8 2,176.7 4,328.2 4,545.2 4,895.4 5,185.0C 8,109.3 8,515.0 1,848.9 1,928.4 22,149.8 23,019.0
1980 2,414.1 2,304.8 4,491.6 4,754.9 4,919.8 5,249.8 8,256.4 8,756.2 2,242.5 2,359.4 22,770.4 23,844.4
1981 2,500.4 2,499.8 4,921.9 5,013.6 5,439.5 5,465.6 9,030.0 9,086.4 2,305.5 2,311.5 24,768.7 24,876.2

-

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Suvey (Round 2), various issues. o




TABLE C.7
UNARJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYEL PERSONS IN PRIMARY SECTGR BY REGION : ROUND 2

(1,000 persons)

Bangkok Central Nor thern Northeastern Southern Whole king-lom

" Yeax )
LFS Adjusteqd LF3 2djusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LTS Adjusted . LFS Adjusted
1871 l1e3.2 217.5 ‘2,300.4 2,457.9 3,467.0 3,634.2 5,592.2 5.822.5 1,604.9 1,678.8 13,157.7 12,880.9

1972 218.2 249.5 2,379.5 2,577.7 3,042.3 3,204.8 4,661.4 4,919.1 1,340.7 1,411.2 11,642.1 32,362 4

0.5 12,583.7

[N
~J

1873 156.3 173.9 2,342,2 2,451.6 3,274.4 3,336.¢ 5,085.4 5,182.5 +,412.2 1,439.1 12,

1974 77.2 86.3 1,757.8 1,825.1 2,739.5 2,856.3 5,290.1 5,357.1 1,311.6 1,339.5 11,

[ V]

26.2 11,464.2
1975 132. 149.3 2,448.6 2,558.7 3,248.9 3,339.2 5,967.1 6,070.7 1,472.4 1,512.1 13.269.8 13,630.1
1976 158.3 178.0 2,735.5 2,876.4 3,336.2 3,445.2 6,126.3 ,296.8 1,522.2 1,644.0 13;948.5.14,340.4'
1977 230.7 225.4 2,828.1 2,917.5 3,69z2.4 3,850.8 6,496.5 6,671.3 1,873.9 1,715.9 14,921.6 15,381.0
1978 ?39.6 232.2 2,936.1 3,052.1 3,827.5 4,022.35 7,184.6 7,459.1 1,829.7 1,891.7 16,017.5 16,657.7
1979 198.9 190.8 2,519.4 2,645.7 3,869.1 4,098.0 6,733.8 7,070.7 1,697.2 1,770.0 15,618.4 15,775.2
1980 i84.5 176.1 2,734.3 2,884.0 3,888.2 4,149.0 7,230.2 7,667.9 1,915.0 2,014.8 15,912.2 16,891.9

1981 294.0 293.9 3,081.2 3,094.5 4,341.7 4,362.5 7,961.7 8,011.4 1,849.5 1,854.3 17,528.0 17,616.7

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force furvey (Round 2), various issues.
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TABLE C.8

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYED PERSONS IN SECONDARY SECTOR BY REGION ROUND 2
{1,000 persons)
Banqgkok Central _ Northern Northeastern Southern Whole Kingdom
Year .
LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LF3 Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted
1971 274 .4 309.1 281.5 300.8 117.1 122.7 123.9 130.6 70.2 7 73:;7 867.1 936.6
1972 367.9 420.7 352.1 381.4 211.8 223.1 432.4 456.3 250.3 263.5 1,614.5 1,745.1
1973 398.5 443.3 444.0 464 .7 197.0 200.7 555.2 565.8 240.5 245.1 1,835.1 1,919.%6
1974 471.9 527.3 736.2 764.4 256.0 262.1 406.2 411.3 150.2 153.4 2,0Zn.5 2,118.5
1975 418.2 470.1 444.9 464 .9 185.0 190.1 387.4 394.1 154.1 156.3 1,589.6 1,677.6
1976 3,602.8 393.0 379.6 399.1 234.2 241.8 236.9 245.5 141.¢ 145.6 4,595.5 1,431.2
1977 545.0 532.6 507.3 523.3 199.1. 207.6 252.7 '259.5 205.9 211.1 1,710.0 1,734.1
1978 680.7 659.8 514.4 534.7 280.5 1%4.8 155.7 161.6 188.8 195.2 1,820.1 1,845.1
1979 697.6 669.3 690.3 724.9 294.9 312.3 215.5 226.3 273.8 285.5 2,172.1 2,218.4
1980 741.3 707.7 684.6 724.7 276.1 294 .6 285.7 303.0 272.8 287.0 2,260.5 2,317.1
1981 732.5 732.3 706.8 709.9 287.7 289.0 238.8 240.3 303.4 304.2 2,269.2 2,275.8
SOURCE:

National Statictical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey (Round 2), various issues.
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TABLE C.9
UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYED PERSONS IN SERVICE SECTOR BY REGION : ROUND 2

(1,000 persons)

Southern Whole Kingdom

Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern
Year — — . —_—— e e L — e
LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LrS Adjustsg
1971 813.3 916.1 714.1 763.0 377.0 395.1 458.5 493.7 261.9 274.0 2,634.8 2,841.8
1972 750.1 857.8 679.3 735.9 475.3 500.7 649.5 685.4 316.3 332.9 2,870.5 3,112.7
1973 810.7 901.9 716.5 750.0 447.0 455.5 875.2 896.0 362.1 369.0 3,215.5 3,372.3
1974 847.3 946.8 1,063.8 1,104.5 746.1 764.0 738.8 1,648.1 516.0 ° | 527.0 4,800.7 4,990.4
1975 819.6 921.4 827.9 865.1 814.6 837.3 595.6 605.9 452.0 464.2 .3,509.7 3,693.9
1976 865.0 972.9 776.9 816.9 499.5 515.8 536.5 551.4 363.5 375.3 3,041.4 3,232.3
1977 1,157.7 1,131.3 935.5 965.1 521.1 543.5 629.9 646.8 427.4 438.1 3,671.6 3,724.8
1978 i,217.5 1,180.2 962.7 1,000.7 671.1 705.3 599.8 622.7 441.1 456.1 3,892.3 3,965.0
1979 1,301.5 1,248.7 996.1 1,046.0 662.8 702.0 612.0 642.6 466.4 486.4 4,038.8 4,125.8
1980 1,403.2 1,340.3 1,023.6 1,083.6 713.6 761.4 709.5 752.5 466.4 490.7 4,316.9 4,428t5:
1,391.8 1,391.5 1,109.0 1,113.8 776.8 780.5 725.0 729.5 561.8 563.3 4,574.4 4;5%5.6

1981

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey {(Round 2), various issues.
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PERCENTAGE OF WAITING FOR AGRICULTURAL SEASON IN THE LABOR FORCE : ROUND 2 .

(percent)

furvey (Round 2), various issues.

© Yeax Bangkck Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom

1974 n.a n.a. n.a n.a. n.a. 17.54
1975 0.12 8.71 21,02 30.57 12.83 18.10
1976 0.12 11.26 37.97 37.49 7.73 23.G0
1977 0.80 13.01 24 .1y 31.63 3.11 19.80
1978 0.62 10.43 21.47 35.61 2,22 19,32
1979 0.24 10.22 20.93 36.62 6.72 20.48
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
1981 1.64 15.76 28.77 39,95 2.10 24,18
1682 0.50 9.39 23.35 45,08 4.23 22.56
1975--1982

Average 0.50 11.26 25.38 36.71 5.56 21.06

SOUFCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force
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It was thus fixed that the share in the labor force of those waiting
for agricultural season during Round 1 of 1971-1973 equals the

average share estimated during 1975-1981,

Step 2 Estimate employment levels.

Given the fixed share in the labor force of those waiting
for agricultural season during 1971-1973 from Step 1, the number of
people waiting for agricultural season during 1971-1973 were thus
estimated from the level of labor force of the LFS in these years.,

They are shown in Table .11,

To obtain corrected employment levels, the estimated waiting
for agricultural season were subtracted from employment statistics
in the agricultural sector and total employment during 1971-1973,
Employment in the other non-agricultural sectors were not corrected,
since it is probably reasonable to think that almost all cf those

waiting for agricultural season are in the agricultural sector.

After correcting for those waiting for agricultural season
during 1971-1973, the employment statistics of Round 1 were then
adjusted with the estimated adjustment factors 'f' to obtain the
employment statistics utilized for time series analysis in this study.

(see Tables (C.12-C.14 ).
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TABLE.C.ll

WAITING FOR AGRICULTURAL SEASON RY REGION : ROUND 1
(1,000 persons)

Year Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Sourthern whole kingdom

1971 (6.9) (382.2) (990.9) . (2,232.7) (113.3) (3,500.4)
1972 (7.8) (390.4) (919.2) (2,093.3) {107.3) (3,358.5)
1973 (7.8) (390.6) (967.1) (2,151.8) (114.1) (3,482.8)
1974 (8.3)  (381.8) (773.6) (1,662.4) (99.7) 2,925.8
1975 1.7 293.5 690,2 1,926.7 233.3 3,145.5
1976 1.7 380.9 1,13°.6 2,491.4 151.7 4,165.4
1977 15.0 542.0 1,068.8 2,313.4 54.0 3,993.4
1978 12.9 447.1 866.1 2,677.5 39.1 4,042.9
1979 5.1 433.9 988.8 2,827.8 128.6 4,384.4
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1981 = 38.0 752.1 1,501.7 3,304.6 49,2 5,645.7
1982 17.0 463.0 1,484.4 3,434.0 72.4 ) 4,471.0

Note: Figures in parenthesis are estimates.

SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey

(Round 1), various issues.


http:TABLE.II

TABLE ¢.1»
UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYED PERSONS IN PRIMARY SECTOR BY REGION : ROUND 1

(1,000 persons)

éangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdor
e LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted ILFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjustec
1971 199.3 214.2 2,186.0 1,910.5 3,274.2 2,368.9 5,014.3 2,910.4 1,647.8 1,591.5 12,321.6 8,y95.¢
1972 216.9 -235.7 - 2,292.1 2,07.5.3 2,703.0 1,860.9 4,089.4 2,089.7 1,350.5 1,270.1 10,651.8 7,491.7
1973 148.4 154.4 2,287.4 1,965.1 2,962.2 2,016.5 4,279.4 2,149.4 1,395.5 1,294.0 11,072.9 7,579.4
1974 | 65.6 73.1 1,518.7 1,571.6 1,741.4 1,780.0 2,725.1 2,756.3 1,004.8 1,025.3 7,055.6 7,206..
1975 131.7 147.7 2,055.4 2,141.3 2,254.9 2;313.7 2,626.8 2,666.8 1,212.8 1,242.9 8.281.6 8,512.:
1976 152.8 171.9 2,181:8 2,283.0 2,812.5 2,897.8 2,119.4 2,167.5 1,378.4 1,419.5 8,644.9 8,939.¢
1977 197.0 193.0 1,970.1 1,835.8 2,359.4 2,447.6 3,486.1 3,553.6 1,705.4 1,739.9 9,718.0 9,769.¢
1978 190.8 185.5 2,304.5 2,384.9 2,459.1 2,573.0 3,643.7 3,759.5 1,877.0 1,931.5 10,475.1 10,834.4
1979 190.5 183.8 1,945.5 2,032.9 2,478.9 2,615.1 3,504.6 3,659.2 1,563.0 1,622.8 9,682.5 10,113.8
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a, n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
1981 233.0 233.0 2,046.3 2,048.4 2,219.9 2,223.0 2,892.1 2,896.8 1,887.9 1,887.9 9,279.2 9,289.2

Cj

IS

SOURCE : WNational Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey (Round 2), various issues.




TABLE C.13

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYED PERSONS IN SECONDARY SECTOR BY REGION : ROUND 1

(1,000 persons)

Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
Year - T T
LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjust =3 LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted
1971 266.6 296.8 404.3‘ 428.2 232.4 241.1 373.1 590.4 99.7 94.0 1,367.0 1,450.5
1972 379.5 427.7 389.3 416.7 319.9 333.7 702.5 735.5 242.3 247.5 2,033.5 2,161.1
1973 395.2 433.9 431.2 446.7 318.7 322.1 533.8 539.3 256.6 259.1 1,935.5 2,001.1
1971 482.0 537.0 713.9 738.7 419.1 428.4 731.4 739.7 153.6 156.7 2,499.9 2,600.5
1975 417.7 468.4 476.0 495.9 317.9 326.2 896.1 909.7 146.0 149.6 2,253.7 2,349.8
1976 424 .5 477.6 421.2 440.7 604.4 622.7 288.5 295.0 184.1 189.6 1,922.7 2,025.7
1977 534.5 523.6 591.3 551.0 349.4 362.5 693.5 706.9 208.8 213.0 2,377.5 2,357.0
1978 662.1 643.6 503.5 -521.1 437.8 453.1 412.5 425.6 179.7 184.9 2,195.6 2,233.3
1979 694.2 669.7 787.8 823.2 462.2 487.6 556.3 580.8 340.5 353.5 2,841.0 2,914.8
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
1981 708.7 708.6 785.3 786.1 522.9 523.6 670.3 671.4 253.2 253.2 2,940.4 2,943.0
-
SOURCE : National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey (Round 2), various issues. =




TABLE C.14

: ROUND 1

UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED EMPLOYED PERSONS IN SERVICE SECTOR BY REGION
(1,000 persons)
Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern Southern Whole kingdom
Ye
ar LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted LFS Adjusted
1971 717.8 799.1 800.3 847.6 396.1 410.9 686.3 718.1 294.8 305.8 2,895.3 3,081.5
1972 729.9 822.6 769.9 824.0 576.4 601.3 860.1 900.4 326.9 334.0 3,263.2 3,482.4
1973 784.0 860.8 738.4 765.0 514.9 520.4 1,017.9 1,028.3 396.0 399.9 3,451.2 3,574.5
1974 822.7 916.5 1,0l1.5 1,046.7 784.3 801.7 897.8 908.1 571.5 583.1 4,087.8 4,256.1
1975 812.6 911.2 828.8 863,4 712.0 730.6 830.1 842.7 451.2 462.5 3,634.7 3,810.3
1976 840.6 945.8 759.2 794 .4 693.4 714 .4 579.1 592.2 376.2 387.4 3,248.5 3,434.3
1977 1,094.1 1,071.7 1,010.6 941.7 612.3 635.2 753.6 768.2 397.8 405.8 3,868.4 3,822.7
1978 1,164.4 1,131.8 991.6 1,026.2 731.0 764.9 732.8 756.1 398.6 410.2 4,018.4 4,089.2
1979 1,240.8 1,196.9 1,032.1 1,078.5 765.6 . 807.7 780.2 814.6 467.3 485,2 4,286.0 4,382.9
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a
1981 1,270.9 1,270.8 1,119.7 1,120.9 913.5 914.8 1,292.0 1,294.1 559.1 559.1 5,155.2 5,159.6
.
SOURCE: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor Force Survey (Round 2), various issues. S
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APPENDIX D

ADJUSTMENT OF GROSS REGIONAL PRODUCT
| . (GRP) DATA

- ¢

(1) Gross Regional Product (GRP)

The NESLB divided GRP into 4 period series-1970-1976, 1973-1977,
'1976-1978, and 1978-1982-which are not consistent to each other because
of differences in Some factors such as tax rates. Thexefore, GRP by
industrial sectors of each region were adjusted according to the

following steps:

Step 1! Fix GRP of 1978-1982 as the base period

GRP during 1978-1982 were-used. in this .study without any

adjustment.

Step 2! Deriving GRP by industrial sectors during 1971-1977,

1. Calculate annual growth rates of GRP by industrial sectors

from each period series.

2. In cases where there were more than one growth rate for some
Years due to the many series such as 1976 (growth rates of GRP by
industrial sectors in 1976 can be computed from period series 1970-1976,
1973-1977 and 1976-1978), the growth rates chosen were the ones obtained

from the most recent series.

3. Given the growth rates of GRP by industrial sectors, GRP
by industrial sectors during 1971-1977 were computed using 1978 as the base

Year together with the following formula:



134

G
GRP = RPt+l

t
1+ 94

Awhere GRPt = computed GRP by industrial sector in year t
GRPt+1 = GRP by industrial sector in year t+l (Except for
the value of 1978, all the others were generated
from the above (formula).
9ypry = growth rate of GRP by industrial sector in year

t+l over year t.

Step 3: Finding GRP of each region.

GRP of each region can be computed by summing the GRP of

all industrial sectors in each region,

Step 4: Finding GDP,.

GDP of the whole kingdom were derived from the sum of GRP

of each region.
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APPENDIX F
EQUATIONS USED IN ESTIMATING INCOME ELASTICITY

OF EMPLOYMENT

LIST OF VARIZBLES

E = employed persons (1,000 perscns)

GDP = gross domestic product (million 1972 baht)

ROUND 1
1. BANGKOK
1.1 Primary
InF = 2.7698 + 0.3887 1n GDP

(0.9181) (0.78.79)

R* = -0.0439, SE = 0.3456 F = 0.6208 N = 10 (1971-1979, 1981)

1.2 Secondary
In E= -1,0228 + 0.7146 1n GDP
(-0.8296) (5.8798)

R™ = 0.7886, SE = 0.1187 F = 34.5726 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

1.3 Services
InE = -0.0038 + 0.6530 1n GDP

(-0.0106) (18.9289)

R = 0.9754 SE = 0.0254 F = 358.3020 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

1.4 Total

In E

[t}

0.7502 + 0.6025 1n GDP

(1.4020) (12.4688)

R = 0.9449 SE = 0.0401 F = 155.4700 N =10(1971-1979, 1981)
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2. CENTRAL
2.1 Primary

In E

n

3.8279 + 0.3774 1n GDP
(1.3199) (1.3026)

R™ = 0.0719, SE = 0.1122 F = 1.6969 N = 10(1971-2979, 1981)

2.2 Secondary‘
In E = 0,8836 + 0.5555 1n GDP
(0.4095) (2.5129)

R = 0.3713 SE = 0.2085 F = 6.3149 N = 10(1971~-1979, 1981)

2.3 Services

In E = 2.4163 + 0.4383 1n GDP
'1.8492) (3.3768)

R = 0.5361 SE = 0.0941 F = 11.4026 N = 10(1271-1979, 1981)

2.4 Total
In E = 4.3121 + 0.3483 1n GDP
(5.7493) (5.1338)

R? = 0.73803, SE = 0.0448 F = 26.3563

3. NORTHERN

3.1 Primary

In E = 2.4297 + 0.5534 1n GDP
(0.8195) (1.7822)

2
R = 00,1965 SE = 0.1388 F = 3.2014 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

3.2 Secondary

]

1n E -1.0840 + 0.8645 1n GDP
(-0.4436) (0.8929)

R™ = 0.4502 SF = 0.02093 F = 8.3689 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)
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3.3 Services
InF = -0.6926 + 0.7577 1ln GDP

(-0.3465) (3.6057)

R2 = 0.5714 SE = 0.1559 F = 13.0011 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

3.4 Total
In E = 2.0086 + 0.5904 1ln GDP
(1.3710) (4.1765)

R2 = 0.64627 SE = 0.0840 F = 17.4432 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

NORTHEASTERN
\_._4

4.1 Primary
InE = 0.5727 + 0.7672 1n GDP
(0.1700) (2.1975)

R* =0.2985 SE = 0,1696 F = 4.8289 N = 10(1971-1979; 1981)

4.2 Secondary
InF = 6.1741 + 0.0296 1n GppP
(2.0427) (0.0811)

‘'R = -0.1241 SE = 0.2758 F = 0.0066 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

4.3 Services -
In E = 4.3902 + 0,2505 ln GDP
(1.9087) (1.0292)

R = 0.0066 SE = 0,1839 F = 1.0593 N

[}

10(1971-1979, 1981)

4.4 Total
InE = 3.3822 + 0.4829 1n GDp .
(2.9222) (4.3304)

R2 = 0.6636 SE = 0.0689 F = 18.7521 N

10(1971-1979, l98l)



SOUTHERN
5.1 Primary
1n E = -3.7685 + 1.1938 1n GDP
(~1.0137) (2.9766)
R® = 0.4662 SE = 0.1498 F = B.8599

5.2 Secondary
In E = -0.4056 + 0.7011 1ln GDP
(-0.1234) (1.7336)
R? = 0.1822 SE = 0.3327 F = 3.0054

5.3 Services

In E = 1.5599 + 0.4876 1n GDP
(0.7493) (2.1587)
R® = 0.2891 SE = 0.1737 F = 4.6600
5.4 Total
Int = 0.6576 + 0.6942 1n GDP
(0.5536) (5.8969)
R% = 0.7896 SE = 0.0696 F = 34.7734
WHOLE KINGDOM
6.1 Primary
InE = 1.5657 + 0.6804 1n GDP
(0.5744) (2.7592)
R° = 0.4236 SE = 0.1004 F = 7.6134

6.2 Secondary

ln E 2.1435 + 0.5125 1n GDP

(1.1985) (3.1216)

2
R

0.4928 SE = 0,1504 F

9.7442

138

N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)

N = 1¢(1971-1979, 1981)
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6.3 Servicgg_
In E = 2,0915 + 0.5367 1n GDP
(1.6194) (4.7771)

R2 = 0.70798 SE = 0.0828 [ = 22,8207 N = 10(1971-+1979,1981)

6.4 ' Total
In E = 3.7162 + 0.4806 1n GDP
(5.3242) (8.4729)
2

R = 0.8872 SE €.0387 F = 71.7905 N = 10(1971-1979, 1981)
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ROUND 2
BANGKOK
1.1 Primary
In E = 2.6294 + 0.4256 1n GDP

(1.0226) (1.0174)

R = 0.0035 SE 0.3237 Dy = 1.4773 F =1.0350 N = 11(1971-1981)

l.2 Secondagx
InE = -1.1540 + 0.7270 1n GcDP
(-0.9354) (6.0017)

R =0.7779 SE = 0.1294 Dw = 1.7407 F = 36,0200 N = 11(1971-1981)

1.3 Services
ln E = 0.1133 + 0.6471 1n cDP
(0.1735) (10.4982)

R = 0.9161 SE = 0.0505 pw = 1.1651 F = 110.2120 N = 11(1971-1981)

1.4 mTotal
ln E = 0.4833 + 0.6303 1n GDp
(0.7952) (11.5211)

R2 = 0.9294 SE = 0.0501 pw = 1.2869 F = 132,735 N = 11(1971-1981)

CENTRAL

2.1 Primary

ln E = -0.0152 + 0.7882 1n GDP
(-0.6051) (2.6612)

R2 = 0.3782 SE = 0.1169 DW = 1.70]6 F = 7.0822 n = 11(1971-1981)
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2,2 Secondarx
In E = -0.3667 + 0.6763 ln GDP

(-0.1658) (2.9974)

R2 = 0.4440 SE = 0.2307 DW = 1.5639 F = §.9842 N = 11(1971-1981)
l

2.3 Services
In E = 1.4591 + 0.5316 1ln GDP
(1.1248) (4.1373)

R2 = 0.6171 SE 0.1011 DW = 2,3433 F = 17.1170 N = 11(1971-1981)

2.4 Total
In E = 2.6318 + 0.5137 1n GDP

(8.0799) (17.4747)

2
R

0.9682 SE = 0.0208 DW = 1.6949 F = 305.3630 N = 11(1971-1981)

NORTHERN

3.1 Primary
In E = 2.1540 + 0.6298 1n GDP

(1.0909) (3.0616)

2

R* = 0.4557 SE = 0.0962 DW = 1.1908 F = 9.3733 N = 11(1971-1981)

3.2 Secondary
In E = -1.5364 + 0.8517 ln GDP
(-0.7506) (3.4144)

R2 = 0.5159 sE

]

0.1902 DW = 1.9576 F = 11.6583 N = 11(1971-1981)

3.3 Services
InE = -0.2056 + 0.6949 1n GDP
(-0.0866) (2.7908)

R2 = 0.4044 SE = 0.1976 DW = 1.8129 F = 7,7885 N = 11(1971-1981)



3.4 Total
~InE = 2.5544 + 0.5643 1n GDP
(2,9826) (6.8416)

R2 = 0.8208 SE

0.0522 DW = 1.3067 F = 46.8077

NORTHEASTERN
*—_\_

4.1 Primary
In E = 0.3727 + 0.8679 1n GDP

(0.2597) (5.8416)

N

R = 0.7681 sSE 0.0795 DW = 1,1582 F = 34.1237

4.2 Secondary
ln E = 10.4903 - 0.5818 1n GppP
(2.4461) (-1.1304)

R™ = 0.0270 SE

]

0.4388 DW = 1.3861 F = 1.2777

4.3 Service;
InE = 5.2747 + 0.1238 ln GDFP
(2.7699) (0.6415)

R" = -0.0625 SE = 0.1681 DW = 1.2297 F = 0.4115

4.4 Total
InE = 3.3296 + 0.5367 1n GDP
(5.0446) (8.4608)

R? = 0.8759 SE = 0.0436 Dy = 2.3951 F = 71.5848
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N = 11(1971-1981)

N = 11(1971-1981)

N = 11(1971-1981)

N = 11(1971-1981)

N = 11(1971-1981)
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SOUTHERN
5.1:,Primarx
InE = -0.2929 + 0.8298 1n GDP
(-0.1421) (3.7364)
2

R = 0.5645 SE = 0.0869 DW = 1.8512 F = 13.9605 N = 11(1971-1981)

5.2 Secondary
ln E = -1.5987 + 0.8431 1n GDP
(-0.4892) (2.1069)

R2 = 0.2559 SE = 0.3641 DW = 1.7619 F = 4,4390 N = 11(1971-1981)

5.3 Services
In E = -0.0344 + 0.6590 ln GDP
(-0.0216) (3.8139)

R2 = 0.5753 SE = 0.1407 DW = 1.3286 F = 14.5455 N = 11(1971-1981)

5.4 Total

In E = 1.5724 + 0.6097 1ln GDP
(2.6388) (10.3456)

R2 = 0.3138 SE = 0.0372 DW = 1.4485 F = 107.0300 N = 11(1971-1981)

WHOLE KINGDOM

6.1 Primary

ln E 0.2358 + 0.8445 1n GDP
(0.1261) (4.9988)

R2

]

0.7058 SE = 0,0724 DW = 0.9569 F = 24.9881 N = 11(1971-1981)



6.2 Secondéry

IneE = ¢

(0.

R2 = 0.5204 s =

6.3 Services
x

InE = 1
(1.
2
R = 0,7874 SE
6.4 Total
lnE = 3.
(6

R™ = 0.9487 SE =

144

.8316 + 0.6082 1n GDP

3909) (3.1252)

0.1949 py = l1.6464 p = 9.7671 N = 11(1971—1981)

.5003 + 0.5821 1np GDb?

2912) (5.7739)

= 0.0813 py = 1.7081 F = 33.3387 N = 11(1971-1981)

3444 + 0.5329 1p GDP

.5757) (12.8991)

0.0307 py = 1.2123 r = 166.388 y = 11(1971-1981)

Note . Figures in bParenthesis are t-values,
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Appendix F

Measurement of Rural Under-employment : A Conceptual Framework

Ozay Mehmet
Professor of Economics,

University of Ottawa

: I INTRODUCTION

In a traditional rural economy in which seasonal farming is
the dominant activity, measurement of employment, unemplovment and
under-employment is a highly complex problem because of certain

dynamic and seasonal factors. 1In particular, there are

(i) inter - seasonal variations in the size of the labour
force, which usually increases during the wet season

and declines during the dry season.

(ii) difference between the labour force, which is influenced
by a host of socio~economic variables, and labour

supply which is strictly determined by the wage-rate, and

(iii)inter-sectoral labour migration from the traditional

rural economy into the higher-wage modern sector.

This note provides a con~eptual framework in an attempt
to identify and isolate these various factors as a basis for measuring
employment, unemployment and under-employnent in the rural economy.
Given the inherernt difficulties of the task, it is inevitable that such

a8 measurement will be only a "best attempt", to be refined after
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considerable empirical work to build a sufficient data base. The
justification for such a "best attempt” is that measurement of
rural labour utilisation is essential to undertake plans and policies

to alleviate rural poverty and under-utilisation of labour,

ITI A MODEL OF UNDER-EMPLOYMENT

In Figure I)we bresent a two-sector economy, .Jeaturing a
rural labour market in the left~hand quadrant, and an urban labour
market in the right quandrant, where wages are significantly higher,

thereby generating rational, inter-sectoral migration a la Todaro.

Our primary interest lies in the functioning of the rural

=

labour market over the dry-wet season cycle. The labour force in

.o . DS WS ,
the low-activity dry-season is LF + but expands to LF during

) Ws . .
the active wet season, LF 1s the maximum potential work-force,

. . . W D
demographically determined. The difference between LF S and LF S

reflects the seasonal " discouraged worker® effect along with

(in  the case of female workers) alternative house and family obligations.
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- . WS . DS
These seasonal participants in LF (but not in LF ")} can
be considered as "secondary labour supply" in distinection with the

. . . W
"primary" supply shown in Fig. I by the supply schedules SDS and S S:

DS DS

S S (W)

WS WS

S S (W)

At a sufficiently, high wage-rate, W,the labour supply

schedule merges with the vertical labour force line.



148

In the dry-season, demand for labour in the rural economy

is relatively low,DDSJand at the given subsistence-level wage, WS,
the level of employment is EDS. Since, the corresponding supply

of labour is "b", there is "open unemployment" equalling "ab “. The
volume of undef—employment in the dry-season is " b’ " Thys,
"open unemployment" is excess labour supply at the prevailing ﬁs

It is made up of job-seekers willing to work, but only at this rate
of pay. Since there i§ inadequate labour demand to absorb thém at

this wage, at least for the time being;they remain full-time job-

s. :kers, i.e. open unemployed.,

On the other hand under-employment refegs to labour which
is in the labour force but outside the labour supply, Therefore, the
under-employed, unlike the open unemployed, are willing to accépt lower
wages than ES‘On acasual or temporary basis. Their opportunity costs
are lower than the open unemployed. 1In practice, however, the
distinction between the two groups may be difficult to establish

since individuals may re-evaluate their opportunity costs over time.

When the wet season begins, there is significant increase

, D W
in labour demand - from D'S to D S. As a result, labour force

expands from LFDS to LFWS and employment rises to EWS. All the open
unemployment, ab -, under-employment, cb are now eliminated, and

in addition extra job’ opportunities are created, equaliing dc',
which attracts new entrant¢into LFws at the prevailing subsistence

wage-rate. These are "seasonally employed" which logically is equivalent

to "seasonally unemployed"
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. . WS
But the size of LFWS is larger still than D ~., There
is open unemployment, ed . , and under-employment, fe., even during the

| i
wet season. These represent a "reserve" of labour in the rural .

economy in the sense that if and when there is an unusually busy
t

.. WS
wet season so that labour demand increases to Dl , then the labour

reserve in LFWS is fully (but seasonally) employed at ﬁé . Indeed,

. . . , W
1t 1s not inconceivable that D S

may rise to an even higher level than
WS . .
D 1 Ccreating temporary labour shortage and attracting extra labour

inputs from neighbouring areas.

On the other hand, in times of poor farming, coupled with
an expanding modern sector, there will be net out-migration from the
rural into the urban sector. Thus, in Fig I, labour demand may be
. : . WS MS . .
continuously shifting upwards from DO‘ tr D 1 tending to raise
wage, which in turn, will attract new entrants into the u an labour
market. Therefore, the labour supply will also shift rightwards as the

demand schedule moves upwards, to a certain degree, moderating

the rise in wages and limiting it to the trend line eoei

IIT DEFINITIONS AND MEASUREMENTS

From the above analysis, we derive the following-définiﬁions
for measuring rural labour utilisation. However, as mentioned
above, attempts to measure the various forms of rural labour utilisation
may be erxpected to be less than perfect, at least in a first attempt

where serious data limitations may be encountercd
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WS DS
Total under-employment (over 12-months): LF -E = fa

fa = ab + ¢cb + dc + ed + fé

where ab = open unemployment in Dry Season
cb = under-employment in Dry Season

ab + cb + dc = seasonally employed in WS

ed = open unemployment in Wet Season

1]

fe under-employed in Wet Season

Nl-N2 = net migration from rural to urban Labour Market.
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TABLE G.1
LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATE 1977-1981
BANGKOK
(percent of population)
Year

Age Sex Average

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1977-1981
11-14 M 6.82 9.89 6.57 7.45 7.91 7.33
F 9.82 1220~ 9.04 8.29 11.80 10.23
15-19 M 39.35 45.87 43.14 44.24 46.18 43.76
F 38.27 43,50 41.62 12.06 44 .94 42.08
20-24 M 68.70 74.61 71.56 70.64 70.40 71.18
54.50 60.89 57.20 57.00 65.10 58.94
25-29 M 94.13 94.93 93.89 94.82 94.77 94.51
65.78 69.96 69.08 70.59 74.12 69.91
30-34 M 98.76 98.23 97,92 97.82 98.09 98.16
F 64.07 67.51 65.30 69.59 72.89 67.87
35-39 M 98.56 98.61 98.70 98.55 98.55 98.59
64.34 64.24 65.65 62.28 72.55 65.81
40-~49 M 96.55 96.90 96.78 96.49 97.09 96.76
60.57 60.52 61.24 65.32 66.02 62.73
50-59 M 87.63 88.32 87.80 88.52 88.09 88.07
45,98 45.97 48,87 52.20 57.33 50.07
60+ M 41.10 37.82 39.90 41,39 40.80 40.20
13.93 15,52 16.04 16.70 15.45 15.53

Source: I'ational Statistical Office, Report of the Lahor Force Survey.


http:12:20.9.04

153
TABLE G.2
Labour Force Participation Rate 1977-1981
Central

(percent of population)

Year

Average
Age Sex 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1977-1981
11-14 M 21.63 22.07 17.52 18.36 15.66 19.09
24.07 27.89 20.75 1¢.86 - le.28 22.37

15-19 M 65.7¢9 68.96 62.72 66.81 65.U6 65.87
67.37 68.19 65.23 66.13 64.55 66.29

20-24 M 92.01 92.04 84.97 84.51 90.47 88.80
F 81.91 82.64 75.52 74.59 80.93 79.12

25-29 M 96.61 98.33 97.65 97.87 97.15 97.52
F 80.89 82.63 84.93 80.08 82.09 §2.12

30-34 M 98.94 98.80 98.19 98.14 98.68 98.55
F 85.66 83.77 81.73 81.75 £5.86 83.75

35-39 M 99.02 98.23 97.70 98.93 99.48 98.67
F 87.34 90.56 86.27 87.36 88.13 87.93

40-49 M 98.37 98.64 96.51 98.19 98.15 97.97
F 86.29 86.05 85.35 87.30 86.49 86.30

50-59 M 93.88 94,31 95.41 94.15 92.46 94.04
78.36 80.20 78.27 7é,00 79:98 78.96

60+ M 55.00 56.81 53.99 58.83 54.53 55.83
- F 38.19 35.60 34.88 33.80 35.98 35.69

Source: National Statistical Office, Report of the labor Force Survey.



TABLE G..-3

Labour Force Participation Rate 1977-1981

Northern

(percent of population)
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Year
T Average
.Age Scx 1977 1978 1979 180 1981 1977-1981
11-14 25.13 29,72 27.15 20.06 18.58 24.13
F 30.83 35.20 32.59 25.50 24,23 29.27
15-19 M 79.84 65.40 78.37 78.30 72.81 74.94
81.35 75.00 77.68 77.08 78.13 77.85
20-24 895.04 91.11 94.82 92.54 93.09 92.91
F 86.28 83.39 87.72 87.00 88.85 86.65
25-29 M 99,23 98,10 98.30 97.67 99.49 98.56
F 84,25 88.33 88.01 90.08 88.51 87.85
30-34 M 98.62 98.76 99.44 99.39 98,12 98.87
F 88.81 89.04 92.87 89.39 87.64 89.55
35-39 M 99.75 99.38 98.62 98.68 99.37 99.16
F 85.38 94.34 94.10 91.11 81.24 91.23
40-49 M 98.39 98.97 98.59 99.12 98.30 98.67
F 85.49 90.51 89.21 90.89 88.81 88.98
50-59 M 95.14 93.91 85.59 95.85 95.26 95.15
F 72.48 78.87 76.20 80.93 80.55 77.81
60+ M 49.07 60.08 53.55 55.42 56.24 54.84
I3 '24J86 28.50 272?8 29.75 27.18 27.55

Source: National Statistical Office, Report of the Labor For

ce Survey.



TABLE G..4

LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATE 1977-1981

NORTHEASTERN

(percent of populaticn)
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Year

Average
Age Sex 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1977-1981
11-14 M 43.52 39.86 31.33 28.38 35.93 35.80
F 45.65 45.86 33.52 30.28 36.56 38.38
15+<19 M 81.15 82,37 81.45 81.28 82.96 81.47
F 84.10 85.04 84.54 82.27 85.04 84.42
20-24 M 94.41 96.28 96.17 94.51 95.95 95.46
F 87.51 91.89 90.59 1 91.10 20.22 90.26
25-39 M 98.06 99.43 98.81 899,27 99.01 98.92
F 90.05 91.55 91.08 88.88 91.08 90.53
30-34 M 97 .89 99.67 98.31 98.41 99.49 98.75
F 87.1 91.83 91.07 ~90.48 90.22 90.14
35-~39 M 99.36 88.71 99.45 99.52 99.10 99.05
F 87.51 94.29 93.64 94.15 92.23 92.36
4G-49 M 98.10 98.62 97.99 99.03 cg.e2 98.47
85.12 92.21 90.91 93.28 92.96 90.90
50-59 M 86.99 96.73 97.16 96.70 96.16 96.80
72.98 79.08 77.79 82.05 77 .05 77.79
GO+ M 65.00 60.38 65.15 60.43 58.67 61.93
F 27.59 27.48 28.86 32.92 29.41 29.25

Source: Nat.onal Statisti-al Office,

Report of the Labor Force Survey.
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TABLE G.5

LABOUR FORCE FARTICIPATION RATE 1977-1981

SOUTHERN

(percent of population)

Year

Average
Age Sex 1977 1978 1979 1980 o8l 1877-1981
11-14 M 12.50 10.57 10.2t 10.64 11.49 11.09
F 10.99 13.65 10.71 11.89 16.95 11.64

15-19 M 55.55 60.50 58.50 62.65 55.62 58.56
58.02 57.88 57.32 66.22 57.74 59.44

20-24 M 86.53 9l1.60 93.32 88.05 85.35 88.97
75.51 85.45 77.15 80.57 76.03 78.35

25-29 M 958.46 97.88 96.07 95.67 98.75 97.37
F 87.98 88.27 85.9% 85.86 81.28 85.86

30-34 M 88,96 99.27 99.48 99.73 98.04 99.10
F 90.89 92.17 91.24 91.48 90.64 9l.28

35-39 M 98.72 99.25 94,24 98.80 98.89 98.98
91,52 93.42 90.08 91.03 89.71 91.15

40-49 M 98.57 98.98 98.51 98.58 98.30 98.59
F 89.22 90.25 89.62 89.13 89.93 89.63

50-5% M 96.33 94,36 95.58 88.90 91.49 95.33
F £4.92 84.45 82.56 85.77 82.47 84.03

60+ M 60.14 61.31 60.85 58.80 61.32 60.48
35,10 36.63 37.94 38.90 35.60 36.83

Source: National Statistical Office, Report ~f the Labor Force Survey.



